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- Foreword

Gerrit Dou was one of the most highly esteemed
Dutch painters of the seventeenth century, prized
for his meticulous technique and illusionistic effects.
Dou entered Rembrandt van Rijn’s Leiden studio
at the age of thirteen, when the great master him-
self was still a teenager. Although Dou remained
with Rembrandt for only three years, the master’s
influence is reflected in Dou’s compositions, use of
chiaroscuro, and subject matter. Dou’s fame, how-
ever, resulted from his own artistic achievements.
By the age of twenty-eight, Dou was being hailed
both by Jan Orlers, historian and burgomaster of
Leiden, and Philips Angel, painter and art theorist,
as someone whose style all young artists should
emulate. Dou was considered the founder of the
Leiden school of fijnschilders (fine painters), and

his works were sought by collectors throughout
Europe, including Queen Christina in Stockholm
and Cosimo III de’ Medici in Florence, who paid
extremely high prices for his works.

By the nineteenth century, Dou’s paintings
had fallen from favor. His careful execution was
faulted as soulless, his stylistic and thematic inno-
vations ignored. Early twentieth-century exhibi-
tions of Dutch art largely excluded his work. In
recent years, however, scholars have thoroughly
reassessed Dou’s artistic achievement. In this, the
first international show devoted to this outstand-
ing Leiden master, the fruits of the latest research
are presented.

The exhibition is the result of a close collabo-
ration between the National Gallery of Art, Wash-
ington, Dulwich Picture Gallery, London, and
the Royal Cabinet of Paintings Mauritshuis, The
Hague. The fully illustrated catalogue is the

work of three scholars: Ronni Baer, curator at the

Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, and guest curator
for the exhibition; Annetje Boersma, a conservator
working in The Netherlands; and Arthur K. Whee-
lock, Jr., the National Gallery’s curator of northern
baroque painting and also scholarly editor for this
catalogue. He, along with Ian Dejardin, curator at
Dulwich Picture Gallery, and Peter van der Ploeg,
chief curator at the Mauritshuis, guided the project
at their respective institutions.

Gerrit Dou (163—1675): Master Painter in the Age of
Rembrandt is the third in a series of exhibitions in
the recently constructed Dutch Cabinet Galleries
at the National Gallery of Art made possible by
the generous support of Shell Oil Company Foun-
dation, on behalf of the employees of Shell Oil
Company. The Gallery owes particular thanks to
Steve Miller, chairman, president, and chief executive
officer of Shell Oil Company, for continuing Shell’s
tradition of support for Dutch art. The exhibition in
Washington is also supported by an indemnity from
the Federal Council on the Arts and the Humanities.

The London showing of the exhibition was
made possible by a most generous grant from The
Arthur and Holly Magill Foundation. Dulwich
Picture Gallery is particularly grateful to Mr. and
Mrs. Arturo R. Melosi, trustees of the Foundation,
for their inspiring commitment to this project,
which has enabled the Picture Gallery to join in this
ambitious collaboration. Dulwich has also bene-
fited from the support of The Friends of Dulwich
Picture Gallery, its constant and reliable partner
in so many projects. The Dutch ambassador to the
United Kingdom, His Excellency Baron W.O.
Bentinck van Schoonheten, has kindly agreed to
be Patron of Honour for the exhibition in London
and has offered gracious support.

DETAIL

Painter with Pipe and
Book, c. 1645 oil on
panel, Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam (cat. 16)



The Mauritshuis is very grateful to ABN
AMRO Bank, which sponsored the exhibition in
The Hague.

Above all else, we are deeply indebted to our
lenders, whose generosity, cooperation, and good-
will have made this exhibition a reality.

Earl A. Powell 111
Director, National Gallery of Art

Desmond Shawe-Taylor
Director, Dulwich Picture Gallery

Frederik J. Duparc
Director, Royal Cabinet of Paintings Mauritshuis
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Dou’s Reputation

Arthur K. Wheelock, Fr.

The history of taste is a fascinating subject, particularly when it concerns the ebb
and flow of artistic reputations. In Dutch art, stories about the rediscovery of
forgotten painters by nineteenth- and twentieth-century art critics continue to
astound and fascinate us. That Johannes Vermeer (1632—1675) and Frans Hals

(c. 1582/1§83—1666), to name only the two most spectacular examples, were virtu-
ally unknown beyond a small circle of collectors and art lovers before the 1860s

is difficult to fathom. In both instances, a French critic, Théophile Thoré, who

published under the pseudonym William Biirger, recognized the remarkable artistic

qualities of their paintings and spread the word through his articles and books.

Equally remarkable, although far less often noticed, is the opposite phenomenon:
the sudden neglect of masters who at one point occupied center stage in the artis-
tic life of their culture. Any number of Dutch artists can be cited as belonging to
this category, but the vagaries of artistic reputation have affected no other master
to the extent that they have Gerrit Dou (1613—1675).1

Dou, with the possible exception of Rembrandt van Rijn (1606—1669), was the
most revered and highly paid seventeenth-century Dutch artist. Viewers marveled
at his exquisite technique and masterful images, which elicited such awe and

excitement that Johan de Bye, one of his patrons, rented a room across from the

DETAIL

Violin Player, 1653, oil on
panel, Princely Col-
lections, Vaduz Castle,
Liechtenstein (cat. 20)

FIGURE 1

Woman at the Clavi-
chord, c. 1665, oil on
panel, Trustees of the
Dulwich Picture Gal-
lery, London (cat. 30)



Leiden town hall where paying visitors could

come to admire no fewer than twenty-seven of his
works, among them, Woman at the Clavichord
(fig. 1). Dou’s paintings, while eagerly acquired
by private collectors and courtly patrons during
his lifetime, were even more highly valued after
his death. Virtually all accounts of his life provide
a list of the extraordinary prices paid for his
works. A letter written in 1780 by an agent acquir-
ing paintings for the duke of Rutland serves as
an example of the prices reached: “I am at last in
possession of the Gerard Dou I mentioned to you.
The price was 3,000 fl., about 300 £., a very great
price considering the size of the picture, but a
very small one if you take into account, the great
request [sic] in which capital works of the master
are held both in Holland and here. . . .”2

Dou’s fame and the appreciation of his artistic
qualities remained unabated until the middle of

the nineteenth century: In 1842, Johannes Immer-

zeel wrote admiringly of Dou in his lexicon of
Dutch artists, stating that no other artist, before
or after, could match Dou’s beautiful manner of
execution.? He particularly admired how Dou
fashioned his “unpayably expensive” masterpieces
without giving these highly finished works the
look of paintings that required time and difficulty
to execute.* Dou’s paintings, he concluded, bore
the “stamp of rare genius.” He bound together
the lessons learned from Rembrandt about “colora-
tion and effect” with an “unspeakable talent

for depicting all animate and inanimate subjects
without scrimping on the purity and the freshness
of colors or betraying through other means

that the wonders of his brush were wrought with
difficulty and untiring patience.”s

Indeed, Dou’s untiring patience was a virtue
often remarked upon by mid-nineteenth-century
critics. One enthusiastic commentary written in
1854 commended Dou’s “marvellous” industry. “He
would bestow hours in studying new effects, in
viewing the contrasts and combinations of light and
shade, and in perfecting the most trivial accessories
of his subject. He cared not how he laboured or how
protracted his labour was, so that he was enabled
to attain to that degree of excellence to which he
felt his genius was capable of leading him.”¢

However, it was not just Dou’s patience that
so astounded mid-nineteenth-century art critics
but also the compelling narrative of his genre
scenes, which he achieved through the truthfulness
of human emotions and expressions. The Louvre’s
Dropsical Woman (fig. 2)— the most celebrated
of his works at the time—was admired both for
its refined painting technique and for the “strong
natural expression of each figure: the patient
resignation of the lady, the filial affection of the
daughter, the anxious attention of the nurse,
and the ominous gesture of the doctor, are por-
trayed with a refinement of feeling that would
do honour to the best Italian masters.””

Then, just as Vermeer and Hals were being
discovered, and their previously misattributed
or otherwise unknown paintings eagerly acquired
by private individuals and museums, Dou’s work
began to lose favor. His fall from grace was swift
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FIGURE 2

The Dropsical Woman,
1663, oil on panel,
Musée du Louvre, Paris

and dramatic: the extraordinary craft that had

always elicited awe and admiration was condemned
as pedantic and dry. The artist who poured his
soul into his art, and whose inspiration was felt by
generations of Leiden artists, was dismissed as
heartless. Just why this reassessment occurred, and
what it says about his art, is the question that this
short essay will address. The story is fascinating

in itself, but it is also important for evaluating the
artist and his work as we encounter it anew at the
beginning of the twenty-first century.

The story is particularly poignant in America,
where serious efforts to collect Dutch art were
only in their infancy at the end of the nineteenth
century. Thus, there were no long-established
princely collections replete with paintings by Dou
to obscure the completeness of his fall from favor.
During the late nineteenth century, America was
in the midst of extraordinary economic growth,

spurred by the development of natural resources,
the expansion of building industries and railroads,
and the rise of banking and financial speculation.
Several of the nation’s “captains of industry”—
among them, Henry Clay Frick, J. Pierpont Mor-
gan, Peter A.B. Widener, and Benjamin Altman—
worked closely with art dealers such as Knoedler,
Colnaghi, and Duveen to find exceptional paint-
ings and furniture and objets d’art for their homes.
The desire to import culture, however, was also
civic minded, for these same individuals supported
the founding of many of the great symphonies,
libraries, and museums—among them, the Metro-
politan Museum of Art, the Art Institute of
Chicago, the Philadelphia Museum of Art, and the
Museum of Fine Arts in Boston—that are at the
core of the cultural fabric of America. Indeed, in
1888, one year after the New York banker Henry G.
Marquand had acquired Young Woman with a Water
Pitcher, he donated it to the Metropolitan Museum
of Art; it was the first Vermeer to enter an Ameri-
can collection.

The public debut of these collecting activities
occurred at the memorable Hudson-Fulton Cele-
bration, an exhibition of 150 Dutch paintings held
at the Metropolitan Museum of Art in 1909. Wil-
helm Valentiner, who organized the exhibition,
wrote in the introduction to the catalogue that the
range and quality of the paintings would “aston-
ish” European art circles, particularly the thirty-
seven paintings by Rembrandt, twenty paintings
by Frans Hals, and, remarkably, six paintings by
Vermeer. Little noted or remarked upon at the
time was the fact that the exhibition contained no
paintings by Dou.8 Not one of the wealthy col-
lectors Valentiner drew upon for his exhibition—
not Widener, Mellon, Frick, Morgan, Altman, nor
Marquand—owned a painting by Dou.?

This omission is particularly striking when one
considers the connections between Dou and the
two Dutch artists that Americans most highly
esteemed: Rembrandt and Vermeer. Dou, after all,
was trained by Rembrandt, and drew a number
of his themes, including hermits and self-portraits,
from the Rembrandt tradition. On the other hand,



FIGURE 3

S.M. Smith after Gerrit
Dou, lithograph, 1829,
National Gallery of Art
Library, Washington

his domestic subjects were precisely those that
Vermeer favored, among them, women playing
musical instruments and scholars in their studies.
Just as the fame of Vermeer and Hals spread
through Thoré’s enthusiastic descriptions of their
work in his writings of the 1860s, so with Thoré
can also be found the roots of Dou’s slide into
obscurity. Thoré’s first considered assessments
of Dou’s paintings appear in his influential Musées
de la Holland (Paris, 1858—1860), in which he de-
scribed his reactions to paintings he had encoun-
tered in museums and private collections during a
tour of the Netherlands. The Dutch paintings this
French writer, critic, and collector most admired
on his tour reinforced his own aesthetic and politi-
cal ideals, which were infused with republican
virtues of truth, honesty, and freedom of expres-
sion. Thor¢ also felt strongly that human values
were broadly shared and that paintings succeeded
best when they were emotionally and spiritually,
as well as physically, true.10
The point of departure for Thoré’s evaluations
of Dutch art was John Smith’s influential eight-
volume Catalogue Raisonné of the Works of the Most
Eminent Dutch, Flemish, and French Painters, published
in London between 1829 and 1842. Smith, who
was a great admirer of Dou’s, began his first volume
with an assessment of the artist’s work; a litho-
graph after one of Dou’s self-portraits (fig. 3) faces
the volume’s title page. Smith’s
description of Dou’s extraordi-
narily meticulous working meth-
ods, which by then were accepted
as fact by virtually all later com-
mentators on the artist’s life,
was based on earlier sources.
The most important of these
was the 1675 treatise of Joachim
von Sandrart (1606—1688), a
German artist and art theorist
who had visited Dou’s large
studio around 1640. Von Sand-
rart relished describing Dou’s
fastidiousness and the way he
protected his palette, brushes,

and colors from dust by keeping them in a chest
near his stool. Before opening the chest, Von Sand-
rart wrote, the artist would sit silently in his
chair and wait for the dust in the room to settle.
To illustrate the infinite patience with which Dou
worked, Von Sandrart recounted that when he
complimented Dou on the care he had taken to
paint a broomstick no larger than a fingernail, the
artist remarked that he still had three days work
to do on it.1 Smith repeated these anecdotes and
concluded by commending Dou as “a perfect master
of all the principles of art; which, united with
consummate skill and labour, enabled him to pro-
duce the most perfect specimens that ever came
from the easel of a painter.”12

Thoré, unlike Smith, grouped together artists
who worked in distinctive genres or specialties.1?
He listed the specific categories in the introduc-
tion to his first volume: “Rembrandt and Van der
Helst and the painters of grand compositions;
Gerard Dou and the small, precious masters;
Adriaen van Ostade, Jan Steen and the painters of
popular and comic customs; Terburgh, Metsu, and
the painters of elegant manners. . . .”1¢ Although
Thoré’s logic is understandable, his groupings had
the effect of demoting Gerrit Dou from the place
of honor Smith had granted him. Thoré not only
shifted Dou to the second of his categories but,
more importantly, made a pointed distinction
between artists who made “grand compositions”
and the “small, precious masters.” At issue, more-
over, was not just the scale of the works Rem-
brandt and Dou painted but the significance of
the images they created.

Rembrandst, in his genius, created majestic
paintings that conveyed the vivacity of life and the
depth of human experiences. His paintings, Thoré
exclaimed, were “mysterious, profound, inappre-
hensible.” When seen for the first time, they create
“an indefinable astonishment, for they are never
what one would expect.”15 For Thoré, however,
Dou’s paintings lacked the fantasy and mystery
that gave life and vibrancy to Rembrandt’s works.
Here, he seems to follow the opinion of Roger de
Piles, who, in his Abrégé de la vie des peintres, pub-
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lished in Paris in 1699, remarked that Dou’s extra-
ordinary patience and attention “scarcely accords”
with “the ardor that painting demands.”16 One
can almost hear Thoré searching to articulate what
troubled him about Dou’s Night School (cat. 28), a
painting that Smith had valued highly in his com-
mentary on the artist.1” Thoré acknowledged that
Dou had painted this work with “incomparable
industry,” but, bothered by the artificial light
effects that he described as a “conjurer’s trick,”18
he concluded that “true art has nothing to do

with such futile preoccupations”: it is more spon-
taneous and the results are more sincere.!®

Thoré’s most critical remarks about Dou oc-
cur in 1859 when he described a painting by Dou
in the Galerie d’Arenberg, Thoré wrote that al-
though Dou tried to imitate a certain genre of
Rembrandt’s compositions, he was the antithesis
of his master. “The genius of Rembrandt is [found]
in the intimate expressions, the character of move-
ments, and the originality of effects. Gerard Dou
has none of these. His manner of painting, as
well as his inspiration, is precisely contrary to that
of Rembrandt.”20

Thoré’s objection that Dou’s paintings lacked
the ineffable mystery of Rembrandt’s more sponta-
neous creations was soon echoed by some of the
most prestigious scholars of the day. In a remark-
able introduction to his 1901 monograph on Dou,
the Dutch art historian Willem Martin wrote
about reservations he felt about the artist’s work:
“At a time when nothing leaves men so cool as
the art path of the Leiden fine painters, many will
wonder why a book is being published about the
one who gave life to this path, particularly when
the writer begins with the declaration that he,
even as Joshua Reynolds, considers Dou’s works
‘with admiration on the lips, but indifference in
the heart.””2!

The Rembrandt scholar Wilhelm von Bode, who
greatly admired Thoré’s writings, acknowledged
that Dou painted his intimate and delicately ren-
dered scenes of daily life with utmost care and
love. Nevertheless, Von Bode wrote in 1906 that Dou’s
paintings failed to elicit the same warm responses

engendered by Rembrandt’s larger works. The

reasons were similar to the ones Thoré had inti-
mated: Dou’s paintings were too deliberate and
neat, included too many details, and were executed
in such cool tonalities that they lacked Rembrandt’s
subjectivity, poetic feeling, and inner life.23

Far more critical of Dou than Von Bode, how-
ever, was Walter Armstrong, director of the Na-
tional Gallery of Ireland, who expressly attacked
the notion that Dou’s renowned patience was a
virtue. “As examples of industry, of duty fulfilled,
of single-minded conscientiousness, [Dou’s paint-
ings] have few superiors. But no one who can enjoy
the creative powers of art cares to look at them
twice, except as curiosities. Their careful arrange-
ment does not amount to a design; their tints do
not amount to colour; their handling is strictly
imitative; and they show no gift for aesthetic selec-
tion. In short, they are monuments of an irrelevant
virtue, and before them we have to say, not ‘See
what patience can do,’” but ‘See how patience may
be misused.””24 Finally, in 1919, the Dutch art
historian Just Havelaar summed up Dou’s failings:
“Dou saw neither more nor better, felt neither
finer nor deeper than others: he only had more
patience—and it is easy to have patience when the
heart beats so insipidly and the spirit is so dull.”25

That such critical reactions were also felt on
the other side of the Atlantic is evident from the
passionate critique of Dou’s work by John van
Dyke, who wrote in 1895 that he found Dou’s
reputation enormously exaggerated. For Van Dyke,
Dou’s ability to render objects in microscopic
detail was no reason to accord him the popular
accolades he had traditionally received. On the
contrary, Van Dyke found that Dou’s miniature
style was consistent with his smallness of vision.
He was not an artist who could work on a large
scale or with grand concepts. Moreover, his world
never penetrated more deeply than the surface of
objects. Not only did he fail to examine the psy-
chology of human relations; he never expressed in
his paintings his own “faith, hope, sentiment, or
feeling.”26 “One is justified,” Van Dyke wrote, “in
believing that the painter never had either a great
mind or a great heart. What he did have was a
clever, patient hand.”27 For Van Dyke, the lack of



FIGURE 4

Willem Joseph Laqui
after Gerrit Dou,
Triptych (Night School;
The Lying-In Room; Man
Sharpening a Quill),

oil on canvas (middle),
oil on panel (left and
right wings), Rijks-

museum, Amsterdam

“human emotion, thought, or feeling” in Dou’s
paintings, and the fact that he objectified reality
instead of expressing its subjectivity, effectively
removed the painter from the ranks of true artists.
He designated Dou as no more than a “skilled
craftsman” or “artisan,” one whose works should
be prized for the “beauty and purity of his work-
manship” but not for their profundity.28

Dou’s reputation as a skilled but superficial
artist, incapable of probing the deeper recesses of
the human experience, varied little during the first
half of the twentieth century. He was practically
ignored in the large exhibition of Dutch art held at
the Royal Academy in 1929: only one small work,
his delicate self-portrait from Cheltenham (cat. 7),
was included in this vast show.2® The monetary
value of Dou’s paintings, which had always aston-
ished connoisseurs and which, in written commen-
taries about the artist, had inevitably served as
an indication of his artistic worth, declined. One
indication of his diminished status in the late 1930s
was the decision of the Alte Pinakothek, Munich,
to deaccession a number of Dou’s masterpieces,
four of which are included in this monographic exhi-
bition (cats. 19, 27, 32, and 34.).3 As late as 1956,
Wilhelm Valentiner, who was a protégé of Wilhelm
von Bode and the adviser to a number of American

collectors, including Peter A.B. Widener, wrote
that “Dou loses much interest for us after he [leaves
Rembrandt’s workshop]. His figures, so carefully
drawn and colored, lack expression and vitality;
smooth technique and minuteness of detail means
everything to the artist.”3! Valentiner’s opinion of
Dou contrasts with his view that “Rembrandt’s
only object was to bring the soul life of his figures
as near to us as possible: he therefore lighted most
strongly those parts—above all, the head and the
hands—in which the spiritual qualities were most
readily expressed.”32

The slow recovery of Dou’s reputation only
began in the 1960s when a young Dutch art histo-
rian, J. A. Emmens, demonstrated that Dou’s mature
paintings were, in fact, fascinating and worthy
of careful consideration. In two separate articles
Emmens demonstrated that these works were not
merely prosaic depictions of contemporary life
but, instead, incorporated complex philosophical
ideas drawn from antiquity.33 In the first of these
articles Emmens discussed a lost triptych by Dou,
known today through an eighteenth-century copy
by Willem Joseph Laqui (fig. 4).34 The triptych
depicts three different genre scenes: a night school,
a mother and child in a large room, and a man

sharpening a quill. Emmens argued that the three
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FIGURE §

The Quack, 1652, oil on
panel, Museum Boij-
mans van Beuningen,

Rotterdam (cat. 19)

scenes conform to Aristotle’s observation that
“three things are needed to achieve learning;: nature,
teaching, and practice; but all will be fruitless
unless practice follows nature and teaching.”?5 In
Dou’s triptych, the school represents “teaching,”
the mother and child represent “nature,” and the
man sharpening his quill represents “practice.”
Emmens also demonstrated the extensive
emblematic traditions that Dou drew upon when
conceiving The Quack, the artist’s largest and most
ambitious work (fig. §).2¢ Emmens, who noted
that the quack, or charlatan, was a popular subject
for seventeenth-century painters because of its
moralizing possibilities, argued that Dou here also
alluded to long-established philosophical ideas
distinguishing between the sensual, the active, and
the contemplative life. The quack and the unedu-
cated public he deceives belong to the sensual
world; those who actively participate in life, such
as the farmer bringing goods to market on the
left, and those who contemplate life, such as the
artist— Dou himself-~— peering out of his window
at the right, will be able to recognize and avoid
deceptions. Moreover, Emmens argued, Dou has
also sought here to distinguish between the
“good artist,” the painter, and the “bad artist,” the
quack. The “good artist” chooses motifs from
nature, which he carefully depicts and thoughtfully
combines to convey a moralizing message deci-
pherable by those who contemplate the work of art.
Emmens’ reassessment of Dou coincided with
an interest that developed during the 1970s and
1980s in the complex character of Dutch realism.
Whereas carlier assessments of Dutch art had
emphasized its descriptive character, art historians
began to recognize that iconographic traditions
also affected the types of subjects depicted by
Dutch artists. A major impetus for this interest was
Tot Lering en Vermaak, an exhibition held in 1976
at the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, in which Eddy
de Jongh demonstrated that many Dutch genre
paintings contain visual references to emblematic
and moralizing traditions. Dou played a major
role in this exhibition, with the Laqui triptych and
The Quack both featured.3” While the specifics

of Emmens’ and De Jongh’s interpretations of Dou’s

paintings have been disputed, their conviction that
Dou was a learned artist who imbued his paintings
with complex iconographic themes convinced a
whole generation of Dutch art historians.?® Thus,
one of the main criticisms of Dou—that he indis-
criminately filled his paintings with carefully exe-
cuted accessories and was uninterested in profound
moral issues—was laid to rest.?®

The particular irony of Dou’s reemergence
in the 1970s as an artist acceptable within the canon
of Dutch genre painting is that interest in his art,
in Tot Lering en Vermaak and elsewhere, was pre-
dominantly iconographic. The artist’s meticulous
and refined technique, which had always domi-
nated critical assessments of his work, was hardly
discussed.40 Indeed, as has been noted, Emmens’
arguments surrounding the triptych were based
in their entirety on a copy of Dou’s lost original.#!

The intimate connections between style and
content in Dou’s paintings, which we now recognize
are fundamental to his art, were not explored
in the individual entries in Tot Lering en Vermaak.
Nevertheless, the framework for such discussions
was laid out in the introduction to the catalogue.
There, De Jongh cited various seventeenth-
century texts, including Philips Angel’s 1642 Lof
der Schilder-Konst, to demonstrate that artists
were encouraged to imitate life closely and to delight
the viewer through the deceptive character of
the painting’s apparent realism. Indeed, Angel
writes: “If [a master] manages to imitate life
in such a way that people judge that it approaches
real life without being able to detect in it the
manner of the master who made it, such a spirit
deserves praise and honor and shall be ranked
above others.”#2 But just as viewers were delighted
by such visual deceptions, including trompe-I’oeil
paintings, so also were they delighted by veiled
references to moralizing ideas within these appar-
ently realistic images. Thus, De Jongh writes,
the demands on form and content in the seven-
teenth century often involve “the combination of
two sorts of deceit: the ‘pleasant deceit’ from
the apparent true-to-life imitation, and the deceit
that arises through the veiling of the real intent

of the representation.”#3
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For no other artist is an understanding of the
intermingling of these two “deceits” more impor-
tant than it is for Dou. Yet, it was not until the
late 1980s that the inherent bond of Dou’s painting
style and his subject matter was carefully exam-
ined in two important exhibitions about the
painters of the Leiden school. In Leidse Fijnschilders,
held in Leiden in 1988, Eric Jan Sluijter examined
the type of accolades Dou received from contem-
porary sources.** For example, the same Philips
Angel who advocated that artists strive to imitate
reality identified “the never sufficiently praised”
Dou as a paradigm for other artists. He com-
mended Dou for his ability to paint in a “pleasing”
manner with a “bold yet sweet-flowing brush,”
and with “a curious looseness that he guides with
a sure and certain drawing hand.”#5 He warned
that artists who failed to follow such guidelines
were destined to “smother in that stiff, tidy unnat-
uralness” that denies validity to the work of art.

Subsequently, when discussing individual
paintings in the exhibition, Sluijter emphasized
the importance of such considerations for an
understanding of the works of art. For example,
when considering Dou’s Painter with Pipe and Book
(fig. 6), Sluijter examined the painting’s various
illusionistic components: the composition, with
the figure peering out from the wood-framed stone
window; the light effects, with the shadow of the
curtain rod cast onto the stone behind it; the care-
ful representation of materials, with the curtain so
finely painted that no brushstrokes are visible.4¢

At the same time, Sluijter suggested that Dou’s
interest in illusionism had broader ramifications
for the seventeenth-century viewer. The curtain
looked like an actual curtain hanging before a
painting, similar to the ones Dutch art-lovers used
to protect works of art from dust and light. How-
ever, the curtain would also have brought to mind
the curtain painted by the Greek painter Parrhasius
in his contest with Zeuxis to see who could create
the more illusionistic work of art, a topos that
continued to epitomize the remarkable ability of
artists to create visual deceptions. Finally,
Sluijter concluded that Dou’s subject, the smoking
painter, had vanitas implications: smoking, as an

ephemeral sensual pleasure, served as a reminder
that life itself is transient. In the context of this
image, Sluijter continued, the smoker, who looks
engagingly out at the viewer, invites us to contem-
plate the differences between appearance and reality,
not only as an artistic phenomenon but also as a
reflection upon life’s transience.4”

Peter Hecht, in his 1989 exhibition on the Leiden
“fine painters” at the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam,
came to different conclusions than did Sluijter about
the character and implications of Dou’s illusion-
ism. He interpreted the windows, niches, and large
hanging draperies in the foregrounds of Dou’s
paintings as devices that provide transitions to the
pictorial realm within. Much as had Sluijter, Hecht
stressed that, as in Woman at the Clavichord, Dou
enhanced the seductive realism of his technique
through compositional means. The young woman’s

YOl my

FIGURE 6

Painter with Pipe and
Book, c. 1645, oil on
panel, Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam (cat. 16)

FIGURE 7

Bust of a Man, c. 1642—
1645, oil on panel,

The Corcoran Gallery
of Art, Washington,
William A. Clark
Collection (cat. 1r)

FIGURE 8

Detail, Woman at the
Clavichord, c. 1665, oil
on panel, Trustees of
Dulwich Picture Gal-
lery, London (cat. 30)



alluring gaze, as well as the poured glass of wine,
the open music-book, and adjacent musical in-
struments induce the viewer to feel drawn to the
scene, as though he were the expected guest.
However, Hecht argued that such emotional expe-
riences would not have induced the seventeenth-
century viewer to contemplate the vanity of the
sensual world, as Sluijter maintained.*8 For Hecht,
the very seduction of these glorious images was
the source of their delight and great appeal.

The vagaries of Dou’s artistic reputation are,
thus, extreme. Dou’s refined techniques and realis-
tic manner of painting were greatly admired and
highly valued during his lifetime. However, his
extraordinary ability to paint in a detailed fashion
and to depict a variety of surface textures— the
very qualities that appealed to seventeenth- and
eighteenth-century critics—were disdained by late
nineteenth- and early twentieth-century art histo-
rians imbued with romantic ideals about the power
of art to express humanity’s spiritual qualities.
These scholars found his work
cold, calculated, and unfeeling,

Recent scholars, who have
been less judgmental about
Dou’s work than their predeces-
sors, have sought to explain
the unique character of his artis-
tic contribution within its sev-
enteenth-century context. As
critics from the 1960s and 1970s
sought to uncover the emblem-
atic character of much of Dutch

art, they discovered that Dou’s
paintings were appealing for icon-
ographic reasons. While some
scholars from the 1980s embraced
this iconographic approach and
others rejected it, a common
conviction developed that Dou’s
illusionistic painting style
and thematic concerns were
intimately connected.

The extremes in these percep-
tions of Dou’s work indicate that

the artist, and his place within

the broad spectrum of Dutch seventeenth-century
painting, will continue to be reassessed by succeed-
ing generations of art lovers.*® An important part
of that story will develop only as more technical
examinations of his works are undertaken, for much
still has to be learned about the manner in which
he created his paintings. For example, as Annetje
Boersma notes in her contribution to this cata-
logue, Dou often worked and reworked his paint-
ings, changing and refining his composition even as
he was attempting to replicate reality with deli-
cate brushstrokes and thin glazes. This painterly
approach, as well as the probability that many of
his paintings evolved over a prolonged period,
belies the opinions of his critics that his execution
was overly calculated and dry.5° Indeed, time and
again, one sees the remarkable freshness of Dou’s
brush at work, whether in the evocative head of

an old man (fig. 7) or the alluring gaze of a young
woman (fig. 8), the “sweet-flowing brush” of an
artist who paints with the “curious looseness” so
esteemed by Philips Angel.

This exhibition, the first international loan
show ever devoted to Gerrit Dou, provides an extra-
ordinary opportunity to reassess the artistic
qualities of this fascinating painter. Not since the
seventeenth century, when Johan de Bye brought
together those twenty-seven Dou paintings in a
rented house in Leiden, have so many of his works
been seen together. This select overview of his
work—from his early years as a Rembrandt pupil
to the respected head of the Leiden school of “fine
painters” some forty years later—will allow view-
ers to experience firsthand the artist’s remarkable
virtuosity in some of the finest portraits, still lifes,
and genre scenes that he ever made. It will test his
ability to entice and delight with his remarkably
illusionistic images, ones such as Violin Player (fig. 9),
in which a musician leans out of a stone-framed
window, his gestures, stance, and expression so real-
istically portrayed that he seems to lean out of the
picture itself.

The exhibition will also engage the viewer in
serious consideration of the themes that so preoc-
cupied Dou over the years. His interest in the posi-
tion and the role of the artist in society, evidenced
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by depictions of artists in their studios (see cats.

1 and 16) and by self-portraits (see cats. 7, 14, 27,
and 29) was one such concern. Another was the
paragone of the arts— specifically, the debate about
the relative merits of painting, poetry, and sculpture.
Dou firmly believed in painting’s superior ability
to produce a naturalistic image, as did his contem-
porary, Philips Angel.5! The artist demonstrated
in numerous works how the painter could, in a
single image, imitate different types of visual phe-
nomena, including soft flesh-tones, the woven
textures of carpets, and the smooth surface of
carved marble reliefs.

Most importantly, the exhibition will help an-
swer the question that must be asked in light of
late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century critics:
can Dou’s refined technique express an inner, spiri-
tual life as well as surface texture? I have no doubt
that the answer to this last question will be yes, and
that the intimate grandeur of his paintings will
once again seem as compelling and mysterious as it
did to his contemporaries some 350 years ago.

FIGURE 9

Violin Player, 1653,

oil on panel, Princely
Collections, Vaduz
Castle, Liechtenstein
(cat. 20)

st EAEE MO 35 22 o, S

]
]
2
i
¥
i
|
i
L

G L AL




Notes

Among the other Dutch artists
whose reputations have declined
over the years are Pieter Lastman
(1583—1633) and Govert Flinck
(1615—1660).

Quoted in Martin 1901, 157.
Immerzeel 1842, 190: “Onder de
kunst lichten der 17de eeuw, schit-
tert in de Hollandsche school deze
binnenhuisschilder uit, door een
schoon uitvoerig, dat niemand v66r
of na hem heeft kunnen evenaren.”
Immerzeel 1842, 190: “van de wijze,
op welke hij zijn onbetaalbare
meesterstukken bewerkt en door-
werkt heeft, zonder schijn of blik

te geven van de tijd en moeite, die
er aan besteed is om den hoogst
mogelijken graad van uitvoerigheid
te bereiken.”

Immerzeel 1842, 190—191: “het werk
van Dou draagt, als kunstwerk, den
stempel van een zeldzaam genie, die
in hare ontwikkeling in de school
van zijner onsterfelijken meester,
zich doordrongen heeft van dezelfde
beginselen en begrippen ontrent
koloriet en effect, die in deze deelen
der kunst Rembrandt tot den hoog-
sten rang van verdienste verheven
hebben. Zich vasthoudende aan die
beginselen en begrippen, heeft hij
daarmede weten te verbinden een
onverklaarbaar talent van voleinding
van alle bezielde en onbezielde voor-
werpen, zonder ooit aan de zuiver-
heid en het frische der kleuren te kort
te doen, of door eenig ander blik

de moeite en het onvermoeid geduld
te verraden, waardoor zijne penseel-
wonderen gewrocht zijn.”

“Gerard Douw,” The Llustrated
Magazine of Art 3, no. 14 (1854): 127.
The Llustrated Magazine of Art 3,

no. 14 (1854): 127.

The lone voice noting Dou’s absence
was Kenyon Cox (Cox 1909—1910),
who nonetheless granted that Dou’s
absence was “not to be regretted.”

I would like to thank Ronni Baer for
this reference.

II

Benjamin Altman, however, did
acquire a self-portrait by Dou,
which he donated to the Metropoli-
tan Museum of Art, New York, in
1913 (inv. no. 14.40.607).

For an excellent assessment of
Thoré’s views, see Hecht 1998,
166—169. I would also like to thank
Frances Suzman Jowell for illumi-
nating discussions about Thoré’s
attitudes toward the paintings of
Gerrit Dou.

Von Sandrart 1675 —1679, 1:321. This
discussion of Von Sandrart’s assess-
ment of Dou’s work is taken from
Wheelock 1978, 62.

12 J. Smith 1829, 3.

3

14

1§

16

Smith included seven artists in the
first volume of his catalogue
raisonné. After beginning with Dou,
he catalogued the works of three
Leiden artists who worked in Dou’s
tradition of “fine” painting: Pieter
van Slingeland (1640—1691), Frans
van Mieris (1635—1681), and Willem
van Mieris (1662—1747). The three
other artists he included were

from Haarlem: Adriaen van Ostade
(1610—1685), Isaac van Ostade
(1621—1649), and Philips Wouwer-
man (1619—1668).

Thoré (Biirger) 1858, 5: “par ex-
ample, Rembrandt, van der Helst
et les peintres de grandes composi-
tions; Gerard Dov et les petits
maitres précieux; Adriaan van
Ostede, Jan Steen et les peintres de
moeurs populaires et comiques;
Terburg, Metsu et les peintres de
moeurs élégantes. . . .”

Thoré (Biirger) 1858, 22: “I'un est
mysterieux, profond, insaissible,

et vous fait replier sur vous-méme:
toute peinture de Rembrandt,
méme connue d’avance par des
déscriptions ou des estampes, cause
toujours quand on la voit pour

la premiére fois, un indéfinissable
surprise; ce n’est jamais ce 4 quoi
on s’attendait.”

De Piles 1715, 429: “Car le feu que
demande la Peinture ne s’accorde
guere avec une patience si extraordi-
naire, & avec I’attention qu’il faut

donner 4 un si grand detail.”

17 ]. Smith 1829, 26—27 (no. 79).

18

19

20

21

22

23

Thoré (Biirger) 1858, 82: “ces es-
peces de jongleries en peinture.”
Thoré (Biirger) 1858, 83, “Gerard
Dov, cherchant aussi a créer une
spécialité de ce qui fut chez son
maitre une fantaisie accidentelle, y
témoigne sans doute d’une incompa-
rable industrie, c’est le mot, mais
Part véritable n’a point de ces
préoccupations futiles. L’art est plus
spontané d’impression, plus franc
dans ses résultats. J’aime mieux une
téte naivement peinte sous un rayon
de soleil, que les plus ingénieuses
combinaisons de lumiéres factices.”
Thoré (Biirger) 1859, 21. “Le génie
de Rembrandt est dans I'intimité des
expressions, le caractere des mouve-
ments, ’originalité des effets. De
tout cela Gerard Dov n’a plus rien.
Et sa pratique, autant que son
inspiration, est précisément con-
traire 4 celle de Rembrandt.” I
would like to thank Frances Jowell
for drawing my attention to this
reference.

Martin 1901, “voorbericht”: “Dat

er in een tijd waarin wel niets de
menschen zoo koel laat als de kunst-
richting der Leidsche fijn schilders,
een boekje verschijnt over dengene,
die deze richting in het leven heeft
geroepen, zal menigeen verwon-
deren, vooral wanneer de schrijver
begint met de verklaring dat hij,
evenals Joshua Reynolds, Dou’s
werken beschouwt ‘with admiration
on the lips, but indifference in the

heart.””

Martin continued by stat-
ing that he would not include many
aesthetic descriptions but would
write about his subject from a

pure historical standpoint (“zuiver
historisch standpunt”).

On Von Bode’s admiration for
Thoré, see Hecht 1998, 173 note 37.
Von Bode 1906, 43: “Die Auffassung
des Kiinstlers ist intim, die Behand-
lung in der Wiedergabe dusserst
delikat, aber Niichternheit und
iibertriebene Sorgfalt, eine Uberfiille
von Details und der kiihle Ton der
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27
28

29

30

31
32
33

34

35
36

37

38

Firbung lassen uns bei seinen
Bildern nicht recht warm werden,
sowenig wie bei den meisten, freilich
viel grésser angelegten Gemilden
seines Meisters, die entstanden, als
Dou bei ihm in die Lehre ging.”
Armstrong 1904, §5.

Havelaar 1919, 89: “Dou zag niet
méér, niet béter, voelde niet fijner
of dieper dan ieder ander: hij

had alleen meer geduld—en het is
makkelijk geduldig zijn, waar

het hart zoo flauwtjes klopt en de
geest zoo traag verwerkt.”

Van Dyke 1895, 73.

Van Dyke 1895, 74.

Van Dyke 1895, 74.

London 1929, 95, cat. 189. The exhi-
bition included 334 seventeenth-
century Dutch paintings.

See The Hague and San Francisco,
1990—1991, 218219, for Ben Broos’
discussion of the reassessment of
Dou at the Alte Pinakothek during
the 1930s.

Raleigh 1956, 28.

Valentiner 1930, 3.

Emmens 1963. For an English ver-
sion of this text, see Emmens 1969.
Emmens 1969, 34, notes that the
painting, which had been purchased
for Catherine of Russia in 1771, was
lost in a shipwreck in the Baltic Sea.
Aside from the copy of the painting
by Laqui, the painting is known
from Houbraken’s description of
the original. See Houbraken 1753,

2, §—6.

Emmens 1969, 34.

Emmens 1971, 4.

Amsterdam 1976, 8693, cats. 16, 17.
De Jongh based his texts for these
paintings on Emmens’ articles.

For example, Raupp 1984, examined
the rhetorical character of Dou’s
self-portraits. Even those, such as
Svetlana Alpers, who strenuously
question Emmens’ and De Jongh’s
interpretations of the iconographic
underpinnings of genre paintings,
do not question the idea that Dou
selectively drew from a range of
literary and visual traditions in
creating a work such as The Quack.
See Alpers 1983, 116 —118.

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

By 1984 Dou seems fully to have
been reintegrated into the canon of
Dutch genre painters. In that year,
five of his genre scenes, among them
Man Writing by an Easel (cat. 3) and
Astronomer by Candlelight (cat. 31),
were included in Peter Sutton’s
exhibition, Masters of Seventeenth-
Century Dutch Genre Painting See
Philadelphia, Berlin, and London
1984, cats. 31—35.

The focus of the entries in Philadel-
phia, Berlin, and London 1984

(cats. 31—3, for example) is on Dou
as a learned artist who was inter-
ested in incorporating complex
emblematic and theoretical ideas
into his carefully executed scenes
of everyday life.

Interestingly, Emmens, who clearly
was fascinated by the moralizing
implications of Dou’s iconography,
reiterated in 1972 the harsh criticism
of Dou’s “oppressive detail” and
“petit bourgeois morality” found in
the writings of early twentieth-
century critics. Emmens’ text
appears in Emmens 1981, 181.

A variant translation of the Dutch
text (Angel 1642, §4) appears on
Angel 1996, 248.

Amsterdam 1976, 20: “Bezien we

nu de eisen die in de 17de eeuw aan
de vorm, naast de eisen die aan de
inhoud werden gesteld, dan kunnen
we concluderen dat het dikwijls
draait om de combinatie van twee
soorten bedrog: het ‘aangenaam
bedrog’, van de schijnbaar natuur-
getrouwe nabootsing, en het bedrog
dat ontstaat door de versluiering
van wat met de voorstelling eigen-
lijk wordt bedoeld.”

See, in particular, Sluijter’s introduc-
tory essay in Leiden 1988, “Schilders
van ‘cleyne, subtile ende curieuse
dingen’: Leidse “finjschilders’ in
contemporaine bronnen,” 15—77.
With one exception, this translation
of the Dutch text that appears at
Angel 1642, 56, is taken from Angel
1996, 248—249. The exception is the
translation of Angel’s phrase “curi-
euse loosicheyt” as “meticulous
looseness.” The correct translation

is “curious looseness.”

46

47

48

49

§o

§I

Sluijter in Leiden 1988, 98—99,

cat. 9.

Sluijter’s excellent discourse on
Angel and Dou (Sluijter 1993) ex-
pands upon the ideas expressed

in this exhibition catalogue.

Here, Hecht specifically takes issue
with Sluijter’s interpretation of
Lady at Her Toilet (cat. 32) in Leiden
1988, 115 (no. 16).

In 1972 Emmens expressed his belief
that, aside from the artist’s icono-
graphic interest, appreciation of
Dou’s work would also increase

as a result of developments in con-
temporary art. For example, he
thought that a fascination with “neo-
realism” would develop with the
passing of abstract expressionism,
which he described as the last gasp
of “romantic individualism.” Em-
mens also suggested that pop-art,
with its expressly “vulgar color
effects,” as well as renewed interest
in surrealism, would enhance the
appeal of the so-called photographic
realism of Dou’s style. For this text,
see Emmens 1981, 181.

For evidence that Dou worked over
a prolonged period on The Quack
(cat. 19) and the 1663 Self-Portrair
(cat. 27), see Lammertse 1997.

See Angel 1642, 23—26 (English
translation in Angel 1996, 238—239).
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The Life and Art of Gerrit Dou

Ronni Baer

Gerrit Dou (fig. 1) was one of the most admired and influential painters working
in seventeenth-century Holland. He enriched the pictorial language of art and en-
larged the scope of traditional painted subject matter. Known as an artistic innova-
tor and an inspiring teacher, Dou is regarded as the founder of the Leiden school
of fijnschilders (“fine painters™)! because he trained so many artists who aspired to
replicate his manner of painting. The delicate refinement and seductive finish
of his small-scale works elicited the admiration of connoisseurs and painters alike.
Seventeenth-century chroniclers marveled not only at the delicacy of Dou’s
paintings but also at the true-to-life quality of his depictions and his masterful use
of color and light effects. As early as 1641, when the artist was only twenty-eight
years old, the painter and theorist Philips Angel (c. 1618 —1645 or after) held Dou
up as a paradigm for painters and commended his technique to his fellow Leiden
artists. Angel noted how Dou combined a meticulous style with “a curious loose-
ness” of brushwork, and warned those less skilled than Dou against the lifeless
description of surfaces that would result from painting in too stiff a manner.? In
the same year, Jan Orlers, historian and burgomaster of Leiden, described Dou’s
paintings as “small, subtle, and curious things.” Orlers, who noted the high value

placed on Dou’s pictures by connoisseurs of the day, attributed the artist’s stand-

DETAIL

The Nigbt School, before
1665, oil on panel, Rijks-
museum, Amsterdam
(cat. 28)

FIGURE I
Godfried Schalcken,
Portrait of Gerrit Do,
c. 1665, engraving,
Rijksprentenkabinet,
Amsterdam

FIGURE 2

Willem Isaaksz.
Swanenburgh I,
Anatomical Theater of
Leiden, 1610, engraving,
The Clements C. Fry
Collection, The Harvey
Cushing/John Hay
Whitney Medical Li-
brary, Yale University,
New Haven



ing to his incomparable painting technique.3 In his
brief history of Leiden published in 1672, Simon
van Leeuwen referred to “the famous Gerrit
Douw” [sic] as “the excellent small-scale painter
who knew how to depict his living subjects . . .
with such perfection that his work seemed so real
[that it] could scarcely be distin-
guished from life.”*

Dou’s name was also associ-
ated with certain subjects and
pictorial devices that influenced
the work of numerous students
and followers. The generic hermit
surrounded by vanitas objects,
the doctor examining a vial of
urine, and the grocery shop were
conventional themes that Dou

interpreted in a new light. The
il manner in which Dou used a

window surround as a framing device, a parted

curtain or tapestry to reveal a scene within a domes-

tic interior, or the light of a candle or a lantern

to heighten the mystery of his images was adopted

not only by seventeenth-century Dutch artists

but also by German, English, and French painters

well into the nineteenth century.

« Leiden in the Seventeenth Century The character
of Dou’s art can best be understood in the context
of his native city of Leiden. By the close of the
sixteenth century, Leiden was a cultural, intel-
lectual, and commercial crossroads for much of
Europe. The University of Leiden— the first
Protestant university in The Netherlands—had
been founded in 1575 “to fill the need for an intel-
lectual and spiritual center on which the budding
nation could draw for its political leadership

and religious autonomy.” The institution was a
powerful presence, and its tenets, primarily those
of orthodox Calvinism, permeated the life of

the city.6 The university quickly attained inter-
national stature and attracted distinguished schol-
ars from all over Europe, including the classicist
Justus Lipsius, the philologist Joseph Scaliger,

the historian and rhetorician Guardas Johannes
Vossius, the jurist Hugo Grotius, the poet and

playwright Daniel Heinsius, and the theologians
Francis Gomarus and Jacobus Arminius.

The curriculum of the university covered a
range of disciplines: theology, classical and oriental
philology, philosophy, Roman law, politics (in
effect, practical statesmanship), and the sciences,
including mathematics, physics, and medicine.”

It housed a renowned anatomy amphitheater

(fig. 2) that reflected a science grounded in “an
absolutely genuine belief in God, deep wonder at
the marvels of his Creation and his providential
government, and a profound awareness of mystery
. .. still bound up with an unquestioning belief

in miracles.”® The amphitheater served as a mu-
seum, open to the public, in which “the themes of
the Fall, the Fragility of Human Life, and Death
were made concrete for the spiritual education
and meditation of the visitors.”® The Hortus
Botanicus, which originated as a small herb garden
planted in 1594 by Carolus Clusius, was its botan-
ical counterpart.

Those affiliated with the university lived in
the city’s broad, old main streets. The city’s ex-
panding population of laborers occupied the newer
parts of town, formed when the city walls were
expanded for the first of several times in 1611
to accommodate an influx of Flemish immigrants
fleeing anti-Protestant sentiment in the south.
These skilled refugees revitalized Leiden’s mori-
bund textile industry by introducing a relatively
inexpensive, light cloth that came to dominate
export markets.10 As a result, Leiden once again

became an important commercial hub.
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FIGURE 3
Bartholomeus
Dolendo, Halberdier,
1590, engraving,
Rijksprentenkabinet,
Amsterdam

Artistic life in Leiden was not impervious to
the climate of social and industrial change. The
foundation of the university provided an important
impetus for printers and publishers. The Plantin
Press, for example, opened a printing office in Lei-
den in 1§83, establishing a scholarly publishing arm
for the university and providing it with a means
to reach an international audience.! This presence,
in turn, led to a flowering of the graphic arts.
The most important engraver of the time, Jacques
de Gheyn II (1565 —1629), moved from Amsterdam
to Leiden in 1595.

De Gheyn’s stay there was short,!2 but his
influence can be seen in the work of Zacharias Dol-
endo and that of his brother Bartholomeus, Dou’s
first teacher. Little is known about the lives of these
artists, but it seems that Zacharias (b. between
1561 and 1§73—d. before 1604) made prints exclu-
sively after the work of other artists. Bartholo-
meus (c. 1§60—1626), less skillful than his brother
but more inventive, was a goldsmith and cutter
of seals and hallmarks as well as a draftsman and
printmaker.13 His engravings—portraits as well
as mythological, biblical, and historical subjects—
were more often executed after paintings and
drawings by others but were sometimes printed
from his own designs (fig. 3).1¢

Leiden’s most influential artist in the late six-
teenth century was Isaac Claesz. van Swanenburgh
(17371614, who, during almost fifty years of
activity, painted portraits and large-scale decora-
tions for the Leiden cloth guild (the Saaibal) and
the tribunal (Pierschaar), among
other clients.!5 Between 1§86
and 1607, he ran a well-organized
studio in which one or more
apprentices and perhaps some
assistants helped him with vari-
ous commissions, including
designs for church windows.16
Indeed, Leiden had traditionally
been an important center for
stained glass, with an impressive
roster of native artists who
worked in this medium, among

them, Aertgen van Leyden

(1498-1568) and Lucas van Leyden (1494—1§33).
Succeeding Van Swanenburgh as Leiden’s most
successful producer of church windows was the
glasschrijver (glass painter) Pieter Couwenhorn

(c. 1599—1654.), Dou’s second teacher, who by 1620
had the largest such business in Leiden.1? Although
he was a man of modest artistic talent, Couwenhorn
was well connected: glazier for the city of Leiden
and the States General, he was also a friend of the
famous Leiden humanist Petrus Scriverius and a
teacher of Constantijn Huygens’ sons. These con-
tacts would stand Dou in good stead.

« Dou’s Career According to Orlers, Dou was
born in Leiden on 7 April 1613. His father, Douwe
Jansz., owned the second most important work-
shop for the production of church glass in Leiden
after that of Couwenhorn. Active in the commu-
nity and well-off financially, Douwe Jansz. married
the widow Marijtgen Jansdr. in 1609, and appar-
ently soon thereafter took over her first husband’s
glassmaking business.!8 Dou had a brother, Jan,
but his date of birth is uncertain.!®

Orlers wrote that Dou’s father, seeing that his
son had “pleasure and desire toward painting,”2°
sent him in 1622 to learn the principles of drafts-
manship with Bartholomeus Dolendo, with whom
Gerrit stayed for about a year and a half. Subse-
quently, Dou studied his father’s craft for two
and a half years with Pieter Couwenhorn.?! In 1625
and 1627, Dou’s name appeared, along with that
of his father and brother, in the glazenmakers’ guild
records. It seems, however, that Gerrit did not
pursue the family business beyond his early adoles-
cence, for he is no longer listed as a glazenmaker
in the guild book of 1628.22 Orlers reported that
Douw Jansz. was concerned for his son’s safety
because of his fearlessness in installing and mend-
ing glass, and as a consequence sent the boy to
learn the art of painting instead.2? On 14 February
1628, at the age of fourteen, Dou entered the stu-
dio of Rembrandt van Rijn (1606—1669), his elder
by just under seven years.

Rembrandt, who had briefly studied in Amster-
dam with the renowned history painter Pieter Last-
man (c. 1983—1633) in the early to mid-1620s, had



FIGURE 4
Rembrandt van Rijn,
Two Old Men Disputing,
c. 1628, oil on panel,
National Gallery of
Victoria, Melbourne,
Felton bequest, 1934

returned to his native Leiden around 1625 to set up

as an independent artist. There, he worked closely
with Jan Lievens (1607—1674.), a compatriot who
had also studied with Lastman. The two young and
ambitious artists, who may have shared a studio,?*
were both aspiring history painters. They depicted
many of the same subjects in closely related com-
positions, used the same models, and carried out
similar technical experiments.25

Around 1627, Lastman’s influence on Rembrandt,
which was evident in his choice of subjects,
compositional arrangements, palette, theatrically
posed figures, and rich clothing,2¢ was progres-
sively supplanted by that of the Utrecht Cara-
vaggist, Gerrit van Honthorst (1592—1656). Thus,
about the time that Dou entered his workshop,
Rembrandt’s work began to be marked by strong
contrasts of light and shadow and the use of arti-
ficial illumination.2” Earlier combinations of yel-
lows, olive greens, light blues, pinks, and violets
yielded to tonal harmonies of grays and browns.

Rembrandt’s works from this period are also marked
by the introduction of figures of prophets and
hermits and a more subtle description of action
that is echoed in Dou’s treatment of similar sub-
ject matter.28

Aside from his growing reputation,?® Rem-
brandt might have been chosen as Dou’s teacher
because the two families resided near one another.
The house of Rembrandt’s parents in the Wedde-
steeg, and their properties in the Galgewater (later
the site of Dou’s own studio) were close to Dou’s
family home on the Cort Rapenburg. The younger
artist may have made Rembrandt’s acquaintance
through Scriverius, Couwenhorn’s friend and pos-
sibly Rembrandt’s patron.30

A young artist’s course of instruction and the
terms of his apprenticeship had to be agreed upon
by the master and the aspiring artist’s father. In
1630 and 1631, for example, Rembrandt received
100 guilders annually from the guardians of Isaac
de Jouderville (1612/1613—1645/1648) for the boy’s
apprenticeship.3! As Ernst van de Wetering has
shown, Isaac did not reside with Rembrandt dur-
ing his apprenticeship, so “the fifty guilders per
half-year presumably only covered the tuition fees,
and most probably also the cost of materials.”32
Since Dou was also in Rembrandt’s workshop dur-
ing this period, he probably had a similar arrange-
ment with the master.

Dou remained in Rembrandt’s studio for three
years, during which he became “an excellent mas-
ter.”33 From Rembrandt, Dou borrowed much of
his early subject matter, including portraits, tronies
(head studies), and hermits. Dou’s O/d Man Light-
ing a Pipe (cat. 5), for example, is indebted to
Rembrandt’s Two Old Men Disputing (c. 1628, fig. 4),
from which Dou appropriated the figure-type, the
mise-en-scene, and the dramatic contrasts of light
and dark. Rembrandt’s abiding fascination with
self-portraiture also made a lasting impression on
his young pupil.

Dou’s training as a glasschrijver informed his
approach to painting. The technique of cutting
glass with a diamond encouraged a steady hand.
Dou’s technique of applying enamel-like colors in
a series of glazes and his choice of bright, satu-
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rated blues, greens, and purples may reflect his
training as a glass painter as much as the palette of
Rembrandt’s earliest works. The meticulousness
necessary to transfer designs on paper to glass may
explain Dou’s predilection for small works, while
the polish resulting from the firing of painted
glass might have provided a model for the charac-
teristic smooth finish of Dou’s paintings and
governed his use of panel (rather than canvas) as
a support better suited to obtaining this finish.

After Rembrandt left Leiden for Amsterdam
in 1631,34 Dou continued to pursue the subject
matter and refined style that he had developed in
Rembrandt’s studio. By 1641, he was being lauded
as an exemplary painter in Philips Angel’s lecture
to Leiden artists, in part because Dou had a patron
willing to pay oo Carolus guilders annually
for the right of first refusal of his works.35 That
patron was Pieter Spiering, the second son of
Frangois Spiering, the great Delft tapestry manu-
facturer. He is identified as “ambassador of Her
Majesty from Sweden and counselor of finance”
in a document dated 19 June 1636, and may have
resided in The Hague as a representative of
the Swedish crown as early as 1634.36 Spiering was
appointed Lord High Treasurer and moved to
Stockholm in 1650 but was back in The Hague
the following year, where he died soon thereafter.
Spiering collected works by northern artists and
acquired a number of Dou’s pictures for Queen
Christina.37 Spiering’s personal preference influ-
enced his patronage on behalf of the queen, whose
own taste ran to the Italianate,38 so much so
that in 1652 the queen returned to Spiering eleven
of Dou’s paintings.3°

John Michael Montias has observed that paint-
ing style and patronage in seventeenth-century Hol-
land were sometimes closely linked: “‘“fine painting’
was enormously time-consuming and thus expensive
to produce, so that the clientele for such works was
limited to a small elite. It was simply too risky to
produce paintings worth 400 guilders and up ‘on
spec.” While reliance on a patron reduced an artist’s
uncertainty, it was also advantageous to the rich
consumer who could be sure that he would have the

first pick of a fashionable artist’s works.”4® This

observation would suggest that the subjects of
Dou’s paintings were of less interest to patrons
such as Spiering than the style in which they were
painted.#! Indeed, because his paintings were so
much in demand, Dou was one of the few Dutch
artists with relative freedom in his choice of subject
matter, allowing him to explore an unusually wide
repertoire of imagery.

In the latter part of his career, Dou had the
good fortune of benefiting from a second patron.
Johan de Bye, a pious Remonstrant, had assembled
a fine collection of Dou’s work by 1665. In that
year, De Bye exhibited twenty-seven paintings by
Dou at the home of Johannes Hannot on the Bree-
straat, which he leased from Hannot at the annual
rate of forty florins.#2 The contract between De
Bye and Hannot, dated 18 September 1665, lists the
works in the exhibition, including three self-por-
traits (indicating that by the time of Dou’s artistic
maturity, there was a market for his self-portraits,
much as there was for his zronies) and three nudes,
which may have been commissioned by De Bye.43
Woman at the Clavichord (“2. Een claversimbelspeel-
ster met een tapijt, daghlicht™) (cat. 30), The Night
School (“8. Een kaers-avondtschool met veel perso-
nen”) (cat. 28), and The Wine Cellar (“13. Een dubbelt
stuck, . . . van binnen een kaerslicht, sijnde een
keldertje™) (cat. 23) were probably also among the
paintings exhibited.

The enthusiastic patronage that Dou enjoyed
and the praise he received from contemporary
chroniclers made him much in demand as a teacher,
and he was reputed to have been a generous one.*4
Gabriel Metsu (1629~1667), Jan van Staveren
(1613/1614—1669), Abraham de Pape (before 1621—
1666), and Adriaen van Gaesbeeck (1621—1650)
were probably all students of Dou in the early
1640s; all four were in any event strongly influenced
by him.45 One of Dou’s most esteemed pupils
was Frans van Mieris the Elder (1635—1681), who
came to work with him in the early 1650s.46 Arnold
Houbraken’s report that Van Mieris quickly out-
shone Dou’s other assistants implies that others
were studying with Dou at the time.47

Dou’s high artistic standing was further

reflected in his role as a founder of the Leiden



painters’ guild. Because of its location between
Amsterdam and The Hague, Leiden was one of
the most important market cities in Holland.
Leiden’s painters had lobbied for years for protec-
tion against outside competition and foreign deal-
ers. In 1648, they finally succeeded in convincing
local authorities that a guild was needed to protect
their social and economic interests and to govern
artistic practices.*8

The cost of Dou’s paintings would have limited
their market to the affluent.*® As Eric Jan Sluijter
has argued, the status accorded a painter such
as Dou was in part a reflection of the prices paid
for his pictures. Angel’s championing of Dou as
a paradigm for other artists and his argument for
the superiority of painting over poetry may be due
in part to the financial profit that could be gained
by painting.5° In addition to the stipend Dou re-
ceived for allowing Spiering his choice of pictures,
he charged, according to Joachim von Sandrart, a
Flemish pound (six guilders) per hour for his work
on a painting. These small panels, Von Sandrart
reported, sold for between six hundred and one
thousand or more florins apiece. For this latter sum,
a prosperous artisan would have been able to buy
a house.5!

Royalty, of course, could afford to buy Dou’s
paintings, although the court in The Hague, which
preferred ambitious paintings in the refined classi-
cizing style, appears to have been indifferent to
them.52 Dou found a market in the courts of other
European nations. Queen Christina of Sweden
owned at least eleven of his works, and Archduke
Leopold Wilhelm owned a painting by Dou, which
he might have purchased while he was governor of
the Southern Netherlands between 1646 and 1656.53
Cosimo IIT de’ Medici’s journal entry of 23 June 1669
records his visit to Dou’s house,* where he may
have acquired one or two of the paintings by Dou
now at the Uffizi.55 In 1676, the year following
Dou’s death, Cosimo, who had by then assumed
the title of grand duke of Tuscany, eagerly sought
to acquire a self-portrait by the artist. Letters
exchanged between Apollonio Bassetti, Cosimo’s
secretary in Florence, and Giovacchino Guasconi,
his agent in Amsterdam, between November 1675

and November 1676, testify that an “attempt to
move heaven and earth” had been made, first to
secure a “miniature” by Dou, and then to obtain

a work for Cosimo’s renowned gallery of artists’
self-portraits in Florence.5¢ The acquisition of the
Self-Portrait of 1658 (fig. §), still in Florence, was
the result of these efforts.

The States of Holland and Westfriesland con-
stituted Dou’s most important patron—if not in
respect to the number of paintings purchased or
continuity of support, then certainly in prestige.57
In May of 1660, it was decided that the States
would present Charles II, on his accession to the
English crown, with several gifts as proof of Hol-
land’s support for the new ruler. The city of Am-
sterdam promised a splendid yacht, dubbed the
Mary. Twenty-four paintings (probably all Italian)
and twelve ancient sculptures were bought for
80,000 florins from the Reynst collection on the
advice of the sculptor Artus Quellinus (1609—
1668) and the dealer Gerrit van Uylenburgh. The
States also purchased a painting by Pieter Saen-

redam (1597—-166%) from the burgomaster Andries

FIGURE §
Self-Portrait, 1658,
oil on panel, Uffizi
Gallery, Florence

NnNoa 1L1¥dydo 40 1LYV ANV TJ4I1T dHL

31



32

de Graeff (a transaction for which Dou was ap-
pointed one of the appraisers), and three paintings
from Dou himself. Letters to Dou, dated 18 and 19
October 1660, from the advisers to the States (the
Gecommitteerde Raden) instructed him on the logis-
tics of the works’ transport. One painting in this
group was surely Dou’s Young Mother of 1658
(cat. 21),58 while another may have been his Young
Mother now in Berlin.5? A third painting was a
version of The Mocking of Ceres by Adam Elsheimer
(1578—1610), a work that Dou may have copied
from Elsheimer’s original. 60

The “Dutch gift” was shipped from Rotterdam
shortly after 18 October 1660, the day on which the
Dutch extraordinary ambassadors to England took
their leave from the States General. Two of the
ambassadors, Lodowijk van Nassau and Simon van
Hoorn, reported from London to Johan de Witt
in mid-November 1660 that the presents had been
exhibited in the great room at Whitehall, “where
the king, with his entire court, all the dignitaries
of England and most of the foreign ministers,
went to see them and praise them.” Charles thanked
the ambassadors “and singled out those paintings
that seemed most to please him, such as the Titian
Virgin and Child, the [paintings by] Douw and
Elshamer, although he indicated that he held all
in high esteem.”s!

The Dutch poet Joost van den Vondel seized
the occasion to praise the generosity of the Dutch
and to laud the king’s connoisseurship,62 and
John Evelyn wrote of the quality of Dou’s contri-
bution in his diary in early December.63 Dou’s
superior technique, so evident in the paintings
sent to England, inspired the poet Dirck Traude-
nius to compare him to Parrhasius, the artist of
antiquity who managed to fool the great Zeuxis.®4
So pleased was the king that he apparently invited
Dou to court.$5

By 1660, the high regard in which Dou’s art
was held both at home and abroad (as well as his
prominent role in assembling the Dutch gift to
King Charles) made him famous throughout Eu-
rope.%¢ In 1661, the Flemish biographer Cornelis de
Bie wrote that Dou’s paintings are “agreeable

works, . . . which scatter all the darkness of our

understanding . . . and bear our spirits higher than
the stars.”¢7 In a journal entry of 1662, the Danish
scholar Ole Borch, who visited Dou’s studio in
November of that year, referred to the artist as
“the excellent painter of Leiden . . . unequaled
in The Netherlands and even in all other countries
of the world.”¢8 The French traveler Balthasar de
Monconys described Dou in the summer of 1663
as “incomparable for the delicacy of [his] brush.”¢?
At this time, perhaps owing in part to his in-
creased fame, Dou took on more pupils. Pieter
Cornelisz. van Slingelandt (1640—1691), who was
inscribed in the Leiden St. Luke’s guild in Novem-
ber 1661,7° probably studied with Dou shortly
before this date. According to Houbraken, God-
fried Schalcken (1643—1706), who unlike the others
was not from Leiden, was also a student of Dou’s
at some point between 1662 and 1665.7t Dou’s
nephew, Dominicus van Tol (after 1630—1676),
must have been in his studio at about this time as
well,72 although family ties were as likely the
reason for this choice as the fame of the master.

Several of Dou’s students known from contem-
porary sources came to study with him later in
the decade. Matthijs Naiveu (1647—1726), the best
documented of Dou’s pupils but the least similar
to the master in composition or style, paid him
100 florins annually for three years, from the period
of 3 May 1666 until 3 May 1669.73 In a document
dated 24 May 1669, Naiveu is described as a “desci-
pel van Dou,” as are Bartholomeus Maton (c. 1643—
1682) and Gerrit Maes, about whom nothing more
is known.”# Carel de Moor (1655—1738) was prob-
ably among Dou’s last pupils. Houbraken, who
knew De Moor personally, mentions that the artist
studied with Dou before he was admitted to the
Leiden guild in 1683.75

Dou executed the first of several wills on
13 August 1657.7¢ On 23 November 1669, apparently
suffering from an illness,”” Dou (who never
married) executed a second will that left the bulk
of his estate to his niece, Antonia van Tol, who
was living with him at the time. In addition, Dou
made small bequests to another niece, Maria Jansdr.,
his half-sister, “Trijntje” Vechters, and her son,
Dominicus van Tol. A revision dated 24 December



FIGURE 6

0ld Woman Peeling
Apples, c. 1630, oil on
panel, Gemildegalerie,
Staatliche Museen

zu Berlin

FIGURE 7
Rembrandt van Rijn,
Old Woman Reading,
1631, oil on panel,
Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam

1674 bequeathed Dou’s houses to his half-sister

with the proviso that should she be threatened by
creditors, they would revert to his other heirs.78
Dou died about a month after amending his will,
and was buried in the St. Pieterskerk on 9 Febru-
ary 1675.7° Because he had no children, his death
taxes were levied at the rate of five percent of the
whole. His house on the Galgewater was taxed
at a valuation of 2,000 florins, the three houses on
the Cort Rapenburg that he inherited from his
father were valued at 1,500 florins, a ruined pleasure
garden outside the Morspoort was taxed at §00
florins, and he was further taxed on no fewer than
twenty-two debentures (obligaties), totaling
a value of 27,955 florins. His heirs therefore had
to pay slightly more than 1,397 florins in death
taxes.8° We know from other sources that Dou was
held in high esteem at the time of his death; the
size of his estate reveals that the artist was also a

very wealthy man.

- Subject Matter The specifics of Dou’s training
in Rembrandt’s studio are not known, although
standard practice had a pupil learn to clean palettes,
stretch canvases, make brushes, mix colors, and
prime supports. He would be set to copy paintings
by the master or from the master’s collection,
with the goal of imitating as closely as possible

the master’s style, both in execution and concep-
tion.8! Despite the fact that Dou trained with
Rembrandt, no history painting can securely be
attributed to him, and the only contemporary
evidence that he ever painted such a subject is the
mention of a Joseph and Mary in an inventory of
1669.82 While under his master’s aegis, Dou seems
to have concentrated on depicting studious old
men (cat. 3) and pious elderly women (fig. 6), a
foreshadowing of his later, almost exclusive, inter-
est in genre imagery. These figures echo subjects
by Rembrandt that Dou would have seen in Rem-
brandt’s Leiden studio. For example, the figure
in Rembrandt’s 0/d Woman Reading of 1631 (fig. 7)
is probably intended to represent a historical per-
sonage—a seer or prophetess.83 Dou’s nearly
contemporaneous rendering of the subject (cat. 2),
however, might embody a more abstract concept,
such as devotion or piety. Although composition-
ally similar to Rembrandt’s work, Dou’s painting
emphasizes the act of reading, whereas Rem-
brandt, with his suggestive light effects and less
descriptive painting technique, has captured the
emotional involvement of the woman in her text.84
Rembrandt and the artists associated with his
Leiden studio produced tronies that closely resem-
ble the images of old women reading.85 These
subjects were painted and sold less for their like-
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nesses to the model than for the type they epito-
mized or the striking image they presented.86
While zromies might have served originally as stud-
ies for individuals in multifigure compositions and
were so used by Dou,87 they were also sold as
works of art in their own right.88

When Rembrandt left Leiden for Amsterdam
in 1631 and Lievens left for England the following
year, Dou began to paint portraits and ¢ronies in
earnest. Perhaps only after his illustrious country-
men moved away did Dou feel ready to tackle
subjects that they had executed so well. As their
successor, he would have enjoyed opportunities
to obtain commissions that might earlier have gone
to them.8® Dou employed the simplest and most
traditional of portrait types, which corresponded
to the apparent conservative nature of the major-
ity of his sitters. His patrons, often members
of the affluent regent class, were little concerned
with fashion. Their clothes are, for the most part,
sober and unremarkable. Dou’s surviving portraits
(for example, cats. 12 and 13) are almost all bust-
or three-quarter-length views, in which the sitter
regards the spectator. The artist made frequent

use of the oval format—almost de rigueur in the

1630s— both for his portraits and #ronies.?° Most
often, his upright, rather stiff figures occupy the
center of the composition, against a neutral back-
ground, while diffuse light enters from the left.

Occasionally Dou includes glimpses of an inte-
rior setting in his portraits, perhaps taking inspira-
tion from the work of his compatriot, David Bailly
(1584—1657), who painted the background in his
own portrait by Thomas de Keyser (1596 /1597—
1667) (fig. 8).91 Although Bailly’s portraits, like
Dou’s, are often small in format, they are executed
with glazes and thin layers of paint on a green
ground, giving them a cool tonality and a uniformly
smooth surface (fig. 9). Dou, by contrast, utilizes
a range of brushstrokes and finishes in his small
portraits.®2 Youths are painted freely, imbuing
them with a sense of liveliness; adults, by contrast,
are rendered more soberly and with relatively
restrained brushwork.?3

When Von Sandrart visited Dou’s studio in
1639 with the artist Pieter van Laer (1599—1642),
he remarked on Dou’s diligence and his extra-
ordinarily slow working method. By Von Sandrart’s
account, it took Dou five days to apply the
underpaint for the hand of a sitter. Von Sandrart
associated Dou’s unhurried approach with the
expressions of boredom, vexation, and impatience
that he discerned in these portraits.®4 Dou’s
career as a portraitist spanned only about a decade
and a half, perhaps (if Von Sandrart is to be be-
lieved) because of his patrons’ dissatisfaction with
their stilted likenesses. It may be that Dou stopped
painting portraits when honor took precedence
over profit; profit had already been secured
by Spiering’s patronage.®> As Dou was winding
down his portrait practice in the mid-1640s,
he was concurrently building up his genre-paint-
ing repertoire.

Although Dou painted #ronies and portraits
primarily during the 1630s and the first half of the
decade following, he produced self-portraits
throughout his career. The artist’s self-portrait and
the closely related theme of the artist in his studio
had a venerable ancestry. While their roots lay
in fifteenth-century depictions of St. Luke painting
the Madonna, by the mid-sixteenth century such

FIGURE 8§

Thomas de Keyser,
Portrait of David Bailly,
¢. 1627, oil on panel,
Private collection

FIGURE 9

David Bailly, Portrait
of Duke Ulrik, Bishop
of Schwerin, 1627,

oil on panel, National-
historiske Museum,
Frederiksborg,
Denmark

FIGURE IO
Self-Portrait, 1647,

oil on panel, Staatliche
Kunstsammlungen,
Gemildegalerie Alte
Meister, Dresden



paintings had become bound up with questions
of professional, social, and artistic identity. They
expressed the artist’s desire to be recognized
as practicing a liberal art rather than a manual craft.
Indeed, the proliferation of studio scenes and
self-portraits in Holland during the
seventeenth century suggests that
many Dutch painters were con-
cerned with such issues.?
Like Rembrandt, Dou
charted his personal and artis-
tic career through his self-
portraits. These images of the
artist consistently present
the comportment he deemed
fitting to a man of his social
position; they bear no trace of
introspection but rather present
the public side of the artist.

More than half of these paintings
are dated, and they fall into two
basic types. In the first, Dou presents
himself as a gentleman with an artist’s attributes
(cat. 14). In the second, he surrounds himself with
accessories of a painter, to the point that the
image becomes a personal manifesto (fig. 10). Dou
probably intended these representations, in which
he alluded to his learning, ability, and industry,
as emblems of the worthiness of the art of paint-
ing.*7 The incorporation of objects that evoke
the idea of transience (see fig. §) reinforces one of
the primary themes of the work: the painter’s im-
mortality, achieved by means of his art.%8
Dou’s masterpiece, The Quack (cat. 19), which
includes an image of the artist next to a charlatan,
stands apart from his other self-portraits. As
commentator, Dou here represents his view of the
artist’s role. By juxtaposing himself with the
duplicitous quack, the painter presents his work as
a positive deception, a mirror of nature at which
the viewer can marvel and from which he can
learn.®® Dou’s self-portraits, by showing the artist
at work or holding the tools of his trade, invite
the spectator to think about the possibilities of
imitation, about appearance and reality, vanity

and transience.100

A correspondence between Dou’s approach
to painting and Angel’s theories on art is readily
apparent in Dou’s works.10! His ability to
capture the look of things, whether reflections,
textures, surfaces, or light—an effect achieved
through careful observation—recalls Angel’s
dictum that “a praiseworthy painter should be
able to render . . . differences as pleasingly as
possible for the eye (by the art of his brush).”102
In fact, the substance of Dou’s art is almost a
point-by-point illustration of Angel’s dictum
that art should come “as close as possible to life”
(schijn zonder zijn).103

Another theme that Dou explored throughout
his career was the solitary religious figure.10¢ At
least eleven compositions by Dou feature hermits,
and most of them are known in more than one
version. His first paintings of this figure-type
date from as early as 1635; the last in the series were

painted in 1670—five years before the artist’s
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death (cats. 33 and 34.). Dou varied the format,
showing elderly, bearded figures in full- or half-
length, in profile or in three-quarter view. Their
postures are variations on a theme: the hermits
hold a book, a crucifix, or rosary beads (cat. 33);
they clasp their hands in attitudes of devotion;
they pray, meditate, or read in a grotto (cat. 34).
The settings and attributes give no indication of
the figures’ identities. 105

In the same way that Rembrandt “transformed
the traditional Catholic iconography of the
penitent Jerome into one befitting Protestant views
about repentance, individual self-scrutiny, and
prayer,”1%6 Dou stripped these representations of
iconographic references to specific saints or individ-
uals so that his depictions would appeal to a wider
audience. While Dou was not the first Dutch artist
to depict anonymous hermits engaged in their devo-
tions, he popularized such images. He found an
eager market for these paintings, as did many of his
followers, some of whom apparently made a specialty
of depicting hermits in Dou’s manner.107

The appeal of the subject of hermits to seven-
teenth-century viewers may be attributable in part
to the ideal of a retreat from civilization to a life of
quiet contemplation. The allure of the wilderness
and the hermit’s life was extolled in The Nether-
lands and elsewhere by pious authors who endeav-
ored to draw their readers’ attention to the spiritual
fruits of true solitude.1°8 Dou’s paintings of hermits
allude to spiritual devotion in its most general form.
The hermit, withdrawn from society, contemplat-
ing God and the vanity of life, is here a symbol of
the spiritual life, seen as a necessary counterbal-
ance to the pursuit of worldly goods and pleasure.10°

By the early seventeenth century, allusions to
the impermanence of life were standard in depic-
tions of penitents. Perhaps one reason for Dou’s
attraction to the hermit subject was the opportu-
nity it afforded him to exhibit his virtuosity in
rendering the varied surfaces of vanitas objects.110
Objects such as an extinguished candle, a skull,
smoking implements, and the like—symbols of
the vanity of earthly existence—also originally
adorned the kas (case) of at least two of the hermit

paintings. 11!

As representations of a spiritual ideal incor-
porating the concept of vanitas, Dou’s hermits are
closely related to his early depictions of scholars
absorbed in study. At first, Dou barely defined the
milieu in these works.!12 Gradually, however, he
began to fill the space with objects associated both
with learning and with vanitas (cat. 4). Dou’s
treatment of the theme of the scholar owed much
to the ambience of Leiden, which was profoundly
affected by the religious tenor of the university.113

Dou eventually concentrated the theme of the
scholar in the person of the astronomer (cat. 31).
In the seventeenth century, astronomy was viewed
in some quarters with suspicion, but Dou’s astrono-
mers are presented as men of science engaged in
a serious endeavor.1* The presence of books and
candles in these paintings, necessary accoutre-
ments for astronomical study, alludes both to the
concept of szudium and to that of vanitas.1'5 Dou’s
choice of the astronomer working into the night
as representative of the scholar par excellence may
have also been influenced by the contemporary
association of night work with assiduousness.116
The subject was, moreover, an attractive one for
Dou, since the late hour, necessary for looking at
the stars, provided him with an opportunity to
explore the visual effects of artificial illumination.

The schoolmaster in such works as The Night
School (cat. 28) symbolizes the formal aspect of
education, a parallel to the pedagogical role of the
mother at home. For the most part, depictions
of the schoolroom had been the province of “low-
life” painters. Unlike many of his colleagues, Dou
was concerned exclusively with the positive aspects
of education; he never depicted an unruly class.!7 In
Dou’s works, the schoolmaster’s virtue, both by his
example and by the effectiveness of his discipline
and teaching, was passed on to his pupils. In addition
to providing a moral exemplum, the subject also
afforded a ready contrast between young and old, a
theme that Dou explored throughout his career.

The scholar’s study, in addition to the painter’s
studio, provided a setting for Dou’s depictions of
male musicians (cats. 8 and 20).118 These images
translate the theatrical paintings of the Utrecht
Caravaggisti into contemporary bourgeois terms



FIGURE I1

The Doctor, 1653,

oil on panel, Kunst-
historisches Museum,

Vienna

FIGURE 12

Jan Steen, The Doctor’s
Visit, c. 1661—1663, oil
on canvas, Alte Pina-
kothek, Bayerische
Staatsgemildesamm-
lungen, Munich

in which the artist explores ideas about music

as a liberal art and the value of life’s sensual plea-
sures.!® The appeal of the sensual embodied in
the theme of music is reflected in the surface of the
paintings themselves. Furthermore, the fleeting
strains of music traditionally evoked the idea of
vanitas, a leitmotif in Dou’s paintings.

The medical profession is the last exclusively
male province in Dou’s art. The oeuvre includes
representations of the three types of seventeenth-
century medical practitioners: the university-
trained doctor, the dentist or barber-surgeon, and
the itinerant quack (cat. 19). Unlike some of his
contemporaries, Dou never painted the polsvoeler
(the doctor shown taking the pulse of his patient)
and only once painted the “doctor’s visit.”120 The
learned doctor—in Dou’s work always a piskijker
(urinomancer) in consultation (cat. 26)—was, by
contrast, a theme he popularized, beginning with
the painting of 1653 (fig. 11).121

Dou’s dentists and barber-surgeons are shown
at work in their shops, their profession often sig-
naled by the stuffed crocodiles above their heads.
The mood of public spectacle pervading most
contemporary depictions of the theme is absent
from Dou’s paintings, and there is little recourse
to exaggeration to make a point. As befits a prac-
titioner (versus a diagnostician), Dou’s dentists
are depicted interacting with their patients, and
the tone of the paintings is most often serious.122

This point is particularly striking when Dou’s
depictions of doctors are compared to those of
his fellow artists. Jan Steen’s doctors, shown writ-
ing prescriptions or feeling the pulse, are dressed in
outmoded clothes and are invariably figures of
ridicule (fig. 12),123 as are Frans van Mieris’ medical
men.12¢ The doctor or surgeon in Dou’s paintings,
by contrast, is dressed in respectable garb with
academic associations, and his comportment, like
that of the astronomer, is stately and measured.125

Although the precise meaning of many of these
medical pictures by Dou is uncertain, several seem
to stress the vanitas theme.26 The idea of the help-
lessness of the doctor confronted by the stronger
force of God’s will may underlie the earliest seven-
teenth-century representations of the piskijker.127 In
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FIGURE I3
Kitchenmaid at a
Window, 1652, oil on
panel, Staatliche
Kunsthalle, Karlsruhe

FIGURE 14

Girl at a Window,
mid-1650s, oil on
panel, Sterling
Francine Clark Art
Institute, Williams-

town, Massachusetts

FIGURE I§

The Grocery Shop, 1647,
oil on panel, Musée
du Louvre, Paris

sustaining this general meaning, Dou’s images ap-

pear conservative, especially in comparison with those
of his contemporaries, who depict doctors attending
patients suffering from “fashionable” maladies.128
Dou’s doctor scenes, like those of his scholars
and hermits, typically include many still-life de-
tails that, in addition to enriching the potential
meaning of the paintings, allowed him to display
his skill at describing surfaces and deceiving the
eye. He was a master at manipulating a set of ele-
ments to achieve varied results. By altering the
viewpoint, the placement, and the interactions of
a few figures, the configuration of an arch, the
choice and position of accessories, and the type of
illumination, he was able to achieve subtle varia-
tions within a circumscribed range of subjects.
Dou was among the first artists in seventeenth-
century Holland to depict the everyday activities
of the Dutch burgher. The female realm in all its
diversity provided Dou with some of his most
innovative subjects. His early genre images are often
elderly figures in domestic interiors who pursue
simple activities, exemplifying moderation and

spirituality.12? In Dou’s later work, the old woman

reappears, generally placed within an arched
window surround and occupied with an ordinary
task, such as watering flowers (cat. 2¢) or winding
flax. The old woman seems to have become for
Dou a type— the personification of contented old
age or a reminder of vanitas.

The elderly, however, were not the only women
whose virtue Dou extolled during the course
of his long career. He depicted mothers, absorbed
in their pedagogical duties and overseeing the
moral and spiritual education of their young. He
also showed mistresses of the house occupied with
their chores, represented cooks intent on the
preparation of food, and painted servants carrying
out their tasks. The domain of the virtuous
wife and mother in all its aspects is featured in The
Toung Mother (cat. 21).

Kitchenmaids were one of Dou’s favorite female
subjects (fig. 13).130 By the mid-1650s, in works
such as Girl at a Window (fig. 14, he had transformed
his maidservants into generic comely young women.
Such pictures of alluring women, which give way
to images of elegant ladies in the decade following,

have a flirtatious, even erotic, undertone, in con-



trast to the more standard female images of do-

mestic virtue and industry, piety and duty.
Around mid-century, Dou introduced a new
theme into the repertoire of Dutch genre painting,
Pictorially, scenes of shopkeepers at work, such as
Dou’s Grocery Shop of 1647 (fig. 15), are descended
from depictions of markets by Pieter Aertsen
(1507/1508—1575) and Joachim Beuckelaer (c. 1533/
1534—C. 1575). Dou’s treatment of the subject,
however, reflects changes in the structure of every-
day commerce. This type of shop, which made
accessible a wide variety of wares, had begun to
coexist with market stalls, peddlers, and hawk-
ers.13 The cozy atmosphere that Dou creates in
these paintings ties their subjects to the domestic
sphere. This correspondence may account in part
for the artist’s invention of or attraction to the
theme, which finds its ultimate expression in the
painting in the Queen’s collection (cat. 35).
Around 1660, the setting of Dou’s scenes shifts
from predominantly bourgeois to refined upper-
class interiors. In Woman at the Clavichord (cat. 30),
for example, the costly appointments and spacious-

ness of the room signal a more affluent milieu. Dou

also broadened his subject matter at this time to
include scenes of amorous dalliance (cat. 24). The
work of Dou’s contemporaries, Gerard ter Borch II
(1617—1681) and Johannes Vermeer (1632—1675),

as well as that of his most successful student, Van
Mieris, may have partially influenced this change
to “high-life” subject matter.

- Working Method Dou’s technical facility fasci-
nated his contemporaries throughout his career,
but there is little evidence to reconstruct his
working method. In 1675, the year of Dou’s death,
Joachim von Sandrart, who had visited Dou’s
studio some thirty-five years earlier, wrote in his
biography of Dou that the artist had developed
a manner of painting never before seen. He men-
tioned Dou’s great diligence and skill at adapting
the drawing, color, light, shadow, and polish found
in his larger pictures to his very small works,
which Von Sandrart characterized as “wonderful,
lively, strong, [and] powerful.” 132

Von Sandrart reported that Dou’s studio, located
in the house on the Galgewater that Dou purchased
outright for 2,000 florins on 1 May 1640,133 was large
and high, facing north, on the still waters of the
canal.13# To obtain the purest colors possible, Dou
ground them himself (only on glass) and made his
own brushes (some of which must have been very
small indeed). He protected his palette, brushes,
and colors from dust by locking them away. If the
weather was not good, Dou would not work;
when he sat down to paint, he waited until the dust
settled before beginning. Von Sandrart’s account
confirms that Dou painted in a highly meticulous
and painstaking way. Despite the lapse of many
years between Von Sandrart’s visit to Dou’s studio
and the publication of his treatise, and his em-
phasis on Dou’s fine manner of painting in order
to contrast it to Rembrandt’s broadly executed
works,135 there is no evidence to contradict Von
Sandrart’s characterization of Dou’s working
method, even if it seems somewhat exaggerated.136

Dou apparently made use of a magnifying de-
vice of some kind to aid him in his highly detailed
work.137 X-radiographs reveal compositional
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changes in several of his paintings (An Interior with
a Young Violinist [cat. 8], The Quack [cat. 19], Lady
at Her Toilet [cat. 32], and The Hermit [cat. 34]);

by contrast, some works show a careful and con-
sistent method of working. Very few drawings
exist, and those that are known are finished works,
not preparatory for paintings.138

Occasionally Dou painted on a predominantly
black ground, which he imaginatively used for
areas of shadow (see, for example, the Self-Portrait,
cat. 27). This unusual technique could, but did not
always, make use of bitumen, which was valued
for the depth of its color and tone. The presence
of bitumen might be responsible for the appear-
ance over time of the wide drying cracks in many
of Dou’s pictures.13?

Once Dou had perfected his refined manner of
painting, his style evolved only slightly. His early
paintings feature a variety of hues—lilac, rose,
aqua, and green, with the gradual introduction of
gold—and an enveloping chiaroscuro that echo
those found in Rembrandt’s early Leiden paintings.
Full-length figures often occupy the middle ground
in Dou’s early works; the foreground plane is fre-
quently defined by clusters of still-life objects on
either side. The backgrounds of these paintings
are often dark.

Around 1650, Dou began to employ a spotlight
effect to accentuate his now-larger figures, placed
close to the picture plane. Increasingly, his palette
is composed of saturated primary colors,# and
the overall tonality of his pictures seems brighter
and more silvery. In the early 1660s, Dou’s han-
dling, which combined spirited passages with expert
delineation, was supremely assured. In paintings
executed after 1665, Dou used color with great
freedom. The flesh tones in the Minneapolis Hermiz
Praying (cat. 33), for example, include blue, gray,
yellow, and pink. The artist also stretched
his technique, expanding his repertoire of brush-
strokes, whether to designate a difference in age
between the figures or to describe materials and sur-
faces more accurately.#! Although not all of Dou’s
late works are of equal quality, the lively and
freely painted passages and glowing chiaroscuro in
the hermit paintings of 1670 (cats. 33 and 34 belie

Willem Martin’s assessment that Dou’s late paint-
ings are weak, lacking in freshness and unity.142

Dou’s subject matter is often situational rather
than anecdotal or narrative.#3 Intended to embody
ideas, or personify concepts, his works, more often
than not, are metaphorical abstractions and do
not depict a moment in time, despite the plausible
reality of the scene. The posed artificiality of the
figures, evoking the tableau vivant of the stage, is
one of several means Dou employed to signal that
his paintings, although based on lifelike vignettes,
are deliberate artistic constructs.’4 Dou’s meta-
phorical treatment of his subjects is quite unlike
the genre paintings of his contemporaries.45
His approach is especially marked in those images
in which a figure is juxtaposed either with a sec-
ondary figure, who is usually smaller, or with
a background scene, whose primary purpose is to
elucidate, by comment or contrast, the “meaning”
of that figure.14¢ The painted kas cover, which both
adorned and protected many of Dou’s pictures,
served a similar function (cat. 23, fig. 1).

A situational approach underlies the work of
Ter Borch as well. But whereas Ter Borch’s figures
are apparently unaware of the viewer’s presence
(fig. 16), Dou’s figures often engage the viewer
directly. Even when his sitters are absorbed or en-
gaged in an activity, the spectator is not excluded
in the same way that he is in Ter Borch’s work.
Through the slight turn of a head or twist of
a mouth, Ter Borch could imply something of the
figure’s interior life. As Sturla Gudlauggson
pointed out, the figures’ lack of awareness of an
audience makes Ter Borch’s art appear extremely
“true-to-life.”47 The same cannot be said of Dou’s
art despite the fact that his paintings accurately
record the minutiae of life: his figures pose, even
when they ignore the viewer.

Dou used a personal set of compositional
devices that underscores the nature of his images
as painted fictions rather than glimpses of reality.
The most ubiquitous of these motifs, which he
introduced between 1645 and 1650, is the window
surround with its stone ledge. Neither a true
window (which is often to be observed in the left-
hand wall of the room depicted) nor a true niche



FIGURE 16
Gerard ter Borch,
Parental Admonition,
c. 165416575, oil

on canvas, Gemilde-
galerie, Staatliche
Museen zu Berlin

(except in rare instances), it nevertheless alludes
to these two forms. The device may derive from
several sources: Netherlandish still lifes, prints
depicting individuals selling wares through a
window, the half-length allegorical figure pieces of
Van Honthorst, or Rembrandt’s portraiture. It
announces that the scene depicted, however “true-
to-life,” is not part of the viewer’s world and that
the image is more than what first meets the eye.
The window ledge erects a barrier between the
figure and the viewer, while the window surround
monumentalizes the subject and signals its impor-
tance. It invites the viewer’s scrutiny, cajoles him
to look further and contemplate what he sees. This
device also stresses the presence of the picture
plane, playing with the apparent continuation of
space both before and behind the “window.” 148
The implied interpenetration of fictive and real
space solicits the spectator’s participation.4?
Trompe I’oeil and illusion are important com-

ponents of Dou’s art.13° Dou’s conception of illu-

sion is, to use Marian Hobson’s term, for the most

part “soft”: it suggests an awareness of artifice
in the mind of the beholder and points beyond
itself. It posits a relationship between art and real-
ity that shifts and overlaps, at once true and false
according to the level at which one approaches the
work of art.15! Within the context of trompe |’oeil
in Dou’s pictures, the curtain—tapestry or silk—
plays a special role. Like the window surround,
it separates the painted “reality” from the viewer’s,
in presence and meaning alike. It both excludes
the viewer and invites him to pull it aside; it defines
the plane closest to him and demonstrates the
artist’s technical ability. In addition to suggesting
the practical function of curtains in the seven-
teenth century, which were used (much like kas
covers) to protect paintings from sunlight and dust,
their inclusion as elements of the scene also
alludes to the exquisiteness of the picture and
transforms it into an object of curiosity and
fascination.152

Bound up with this idea of preciousness is the
surface quality of Dou’s paintings. It is most often
finely wrought and gives an impression of smooth-
ness, but it is also imprinted with the artist’s hand,
the maker whose brush has visibly described the
play of light on forms and the texture of materials.
The spectator is thereby invited closer, to scruti-
nize the beautifully sensuous surface. The small
size of most of the paintings makes the act of
approaching the pictures practically imperative.
The invitation to look and admire is echoed by
the implicit proposition, the “come hither” look,
of Dou’s lovely ladies (cats. 30 and 32).153 It is
strengthened by the objects that protrude from
the picture (vegetables, pieces of cloth, a pot
of flowers) and three-dimensional bas-reliefs that
invade our space. The active engagement of the
viewer by all the means at Dou’s disposal — the
beautiful surface, small dimensions, convincing
illusionism, seductive subject—is one of the pri-
mary characteristics of his art. This uncanny
congruence of medium and message is fundamental
to an understanding of the appeal of the artist’s
paintings. This holds true not only for Dou’s pic-
tures of flirtatious women, in which the sensuous-

ness of the painted surface and the seductive
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nature of the women depicted coincide, but also
for the still lifes and self-portraits, where Dou
communicates the notion of ars longa vita brevis
through his careful painting technique and promi-
nent vanitas elements.154

Dou’s conspicuous artistic virtuosity and his
gift for delighting the eye are also seen in his
artificial light effects. Of course, precedents exist
in the Flemish tradition for using candles as the
primary light source and compositional focus.155
Closer to his own time, Dou’s light lies somewhere
between that of Rembrandt, who created atmo-
sphere in his pictures by sacrificing form and color
to light, and that of Van Honthorst, whose light,
often hidden and more narrative in purpose, is
harsher and more distortive.156 Like Elsheimer, who
worked on a small scale but employed artificial
light exclusively in historical subjects, Dou’s candle-
light is evocative and romantic. Like the curtain, it
both conceals and reveals, poeticizes the mundane,
and adds interest to the banal.

Dou’s use of candlelight situates his subject in
a specific time of day; it provides an opportunity
for the artist to show his virtuosity. It also carries
moral implications, both positive and negative. In
the school scenes, candlelight symbolizes the light
of understanding; in depictions of hermits, it
emphasizes vigilance, piety, and faith. In paintings
where the sexes meet, either explicitly or implic-
itly, the artificial illumination signals easy virtue
and loose living.157 Dou thus employed this picto-
rial device to function on a practical, artistic, and
iconographic level.

Dou’s success as an artist was due in large part
to his genre paintings, for which he was and
remains best known. They look different from
the paintings of other great seventeenth-century
Dutch artists. Dou does not attain the poetry of
Ter Borch, attempt the ribald humor of Steen,
or create the tender and quiet world of Vermeer.
His art was formed by his artistic training and
personal predilections for the small, the precious,
and the refined. The crowded university city
of Leiden affected his choice of subject matter.
Whereas his own seriousness informed his art

through the recurring themes of studium, vanitas,

and ars longa vita brevis, the tenor of his time is
reflected in his attempt to create an art that was
“to appear to be without being” (schijn zonder
zijn). Unlike many of his contemporaries, Dou
did not have to work primarily for the open market.
The extraordinary patronage he enjoyed came as
aresult of his own particular style, meticulous
yet painterly, illusionistic and refined. His novel
subject matter and the sophisticated and thought-
ful way he depicted it must also have appealed to
connoisseurs of the day.

The many levels on which these pictures can
be apprehended and appreciated are enhanced
by Dou’s ability to engage the spectator’s eye and
mind, to at once invite him in and exclude him,
to create a parallel world that looks real but that
operates by means of associations and concepts.
The exclusive market for his work that resulted
from his innovative technique freed Dou to develop
and expand his range of subject matter. Not com-
pelled to specialize, and given the means to pursue
his time-consuming method of painting, Dou
created and maintained a level of craftsmanship
that was the measure against which many of his
contemporaries were to be judged.
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against the brutal Spanish siege,
which had been lifted only the year
before.

For the University of Leiden, see
Grafton 1988. For an account of
religious life in Leiden, see Van
Deursen 19913, 233—318. Woltjer
1975, 1—7, and Fix 1991, 30—37,
discuss the political implications
of Leiden’s Calvinist partisanship.
Woltjer 1975, 8—13.

Woltjer 1975, 10. Pieter Pauw,

the founder of the amphitheater,
assembled a collection of human
and animal skeletons, whose icono-
graphic significance as memento

mori would not have been lost on

a seventeenth-century public.

His successor, Ottho van Heurne,
added much more, from Egyptian
antiquities to prints, evincing the
encyclopedic character that marked
the collections of his age. See
Lunsingh Scheurleer 1975, 222—223.
Lunsingh Scheurleer 1975, 268.

For the history of Leiden’s textile
industry, see Blok 1916, 8, 9, 28, 285,
287; Posthumus 1939, 3: 879—1011;
Wilson 1968, 31, 32, §8, 234, 238;

J. de Vries 1976, 101—103.

Van Gulik 1975, 367.

De Gheyn is recorded in The Hague
as early as 1598, where he was listed
in the St. Luke’s Guild as painter
and engraver. However, he appar-
ently maintained contacts in Leiden:
he engraved the portrait of Carolus
Clusius in 1600 and designed

the title page of Clusius’ magnum
opus, Rariorum Plantarum Historia
(x601).

3

14
15

16

17

For Dolendo, see Bredius 1886;
Pelinck 1957; and Ekkart 1974, 189.
Only two extant drawings have
been securely ascribed to Bartholo-
meus Dolendo, and although they
are incised for transfer, prints after
them are not known. See Leiden
1976—1977 59.

Martin 1901, 20.

For Isaac Claesz. van Swanenburgh,
see Ekkart 1998. Three of Swanen-
burgh’s ten children also became
artists, among them his oldest son,
Jacob, who was Rembrandt’s first
teacher, and Willem, an accom-
plished engraver with close ties to
the university, who died at an early
age. On art in Leiden at the end

of the sixteenth and the beginning
of the seventeenth century, see
Ekkart 1974.

Ekkart 1974, 176. For these commis-
sions, see Bogtman 1944, 61—62.
Register Glazenmakers (G.A.L. §23,
fol. 48) lists five assistants in Cou-
wenhorn’s workshop in 1620. His
success at this date is remarkable
given that Couwenhorn had come
to Leiden from Haarlem only the
previous year.

The duties and responsibilities
of a glasschrijver were more varied
than those of a mere glassmaker.
The glass painter, as head of a work-
shop, was responsible for receiving
commissions and meeting the
client’s specifications. He could
execute the work himself, but most
often he would farm out parts of it
(usually the design and the manu-
facture of the glass) to other crafts-
men. See Van der Boom 1940, 19;
Bogtman 1944, 27; and Amman
and Sachs 1568, in which the Reisser
(designer), Glasser (glazier), and
Glassmaler (glass painter) are three
distinct crafts.

See Martin 1901, 19, and Montias
1982, 90, on the benefits of this

type of arrangement.
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