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1937.1.74 (74)

Rembrandt Workshop
(possibly Carel Fabritius)

A Girl with a Broom

probably begun 1646/1648 and completed 1651
Oil on canvas, 107 x 91 (42 x 36)
Andrew W. Mellon Collection

Inscriptions
At lower left: Rembrandt f. 1651

Technical Notes: The original support is a fine, tightly
woven, plain-weave fabric, lined with the tacking margins
removed. Lining has exaggerated the canvas texture in the
paint layer. Cusping on all edges indicates that the dimen-
sions have not been reduced. There are long vertical tears in
the lower left of the fence and at bottom center to the right of
the broom.

The double ground consists of an orange red lower layer
and a thick, whitish translucent upper layer." The upper
ground is not employed as a mid-tone compositionally. Paint
in the figure was applied thickly in broad, short strokes with
vigorous brushwork and low impasto, while thin washes
define the background. At least two distinct design layers of
paint are apparent, with variations in handling. Underneath
the present composition, as seen in the x-radiograph and
raking-light examination, is a head, placed directly under

the girl’s head, looking upward (see figs. 3 and 4). The x-
radiograph also shows minor changes in the girl’s sleeves.
Her proper left thumb is visible in the x-radiograph under
the broom handle. (For a further discussion of these changes
see the entry.)

The upper paint layer was applied within a short time of
the first, before the underlying paint had fully dried and
without intermediate varnish application. An excess of
medium and an improper drying of the paint layers have
caused pronounced wrinkling in the upper paint layers, espe-
cially in the face and hands.

The paint has suffered abrasion throughout, and many of
the glazes in the face, particularly the right eye, have been
lost. The painting was treated in 1991 - 1992 to remove dis-
colored varnish and retouchings.

Provenance: Almost certainly Herman Becker [c. 1617-
1678], Amsterdam.? Pierre Crozat[1665—1740], Paris, before
1740; by inheritance to his nephew Louis-Frangois Crozat,
Marquis du Chatel [1691—1750], Paris; by inheritance to his
brother Louis-Antoine Crozat, Baron de Thiers [1699—1770],
Paris; sold by estate in 1772 to Catherine 11, empress of
Russia [1729—1796]; Imperial Hermitage Gallery, Saint
Petersburg; sold February 1931 through (Matthiesen Gallery,
Berlin; P. & D. Colnaghi & Co., London; and M. Knoedler
& Co., New York) to Andrew W. Mellon, Pittsburgh and
Washington; deeded 1 May 1937 to The A. W. Mellon
Educational and Charitable Trust, Pittsburgh.

Exhibited: Washington 1969, no. 11 (as Rembrandt). Rem-
brandt Och Hans Tid, Nationalmuseum, Stockholm, 1992—
1993, no. 83 (as Carel Fabritius and Rembrandt Workshop).

As SHE LEANS over the gate of a wooden fence a
young girl stares directly at the viewer. In her left
hand is a broom. The fence appears to surround a
well, whose dark, round form is visible in the fore-
ground. The well is flanked by a large, overturned
bucket on the right and a dark object, perhaps a
trough, on the left. While the girl’s form is strongly
lit from the left, the dark background, and even the
area around the well, remain relatively undefined
and obscured in shadow.?

A Girl with a Broom, in large part because of the
appealing features of the young girl and the genre-
like character of the subject, has long been admired
as one of Rembrandt’s most sensitive depictions of
figures from his immediate environs. This attractive
model has been repeatedly identified as a young
servant girl who had come to help Hendrickje after
she entered Rembrandt’s household at the end of the
1640s.* The extremely close physical resemblance
between this figure and that in Rembrandt’s Gir/ at
the Window, 1645 (fig. 1), however, indicates that the
same model was used. Both girls have comparable
hairstyles; they have relatively broad faces with
widely separated eyes and low, flat eyebrows; their
noses, the tips of which have a slightly bulbous
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appearance, are similar; and finally, their broadly
formed lips are virtually identical. 5 While it is prob-
able that Rembrandt had servant girls to help with
his household before Hendrickje’s arrival, none are
specifically mentioned in documents. It seems un-
likely that the identity of the maidservant will ever
be known.

Whether or not this work was meant as a portrait
of someone in Rembrandt’s household or as a genre
scene is difficult to determine. Should it have been
possible to identify the girl, the painting would al-
most certainly be classified as a portrait because of
the frontal pose and careful depiction of the fea-
tures. Desplte the portrait-like nature of the image,
however, the setting and accouterments give the
painting the character of a genre scene, albeit one
that is not fully explained to the viewer. Why, for
example, is the girl holding the broom while leaning
over the wall surrounding the well, and does the
prominently placed bucket have any 1c0nograph1c
sngmﬁcamce>

Recent scholars have doubted the attribution to
Rembrandt and have even speculated that the paint-

Rembrandt van Rijn, Girl at a Window, 1645, oil on canvas

London, Dulwich Picture Gallery

Fig. 2.

Detail of 1937.1.74 in raking light

ing is eighteenth-century in origin.® Since A Girl
with a Broom has a distinguished provenance that
reaches back to 1678, when it is almost certainly
listed in the inventory of the collection of an acquain-
tance of Rembrandt, Herman Becker, the latter sug-
gestion is clearly unacceptable. Even though the
painting was attributed to Rembrandt when it was
in Becker’s collection, its style differs in enough
fundamental ways from that of Rembrandt’s authen-
tic paintings to warrant the doubts mentioned in the
literature.

The primary reason that A Girl with a Broom has
been associated with eighteenth-century images is
its physical appearance. The surface is deformed in
areas, particularly in the face and hands, by pro-
nounced wrinkling of the paint similar to that found
in certain Engllsh paintings of the elghteenth cen-
tury (ﬁg 2).” This effect had, until the painting’s
restoration in 1991 —-1992, been exacerbated by the
thick layers of pigmented varnish. Technical analysis
undertaken at the time of the restoration indicated
that the wrinkling in the surface resulted from the
interference of an underlying paint layer that had
not sufficiently dried. X-radiographs reveal that the
girl’s face was painted over an earlier head looking
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upwards to the right (figs. 3 and 4). To judge from
the x-radiograph, the lead white modeling around
the nose and cheek of the underlying head is quite
dense. Little or no wrinkling appears on the surface
image covering these areas of the underlying image.
The wrinkling on the surface is most pronounced
where it overlaps x-ray transparent areas of the un-
derlying images, such as eye sockets. It thus appears
that these shaded areas were modeled in dark,
medium-rich glazes that had not yet dried at the
time the top layers were applied."

While the existence of an earlier form beneath the
girl’s head is fairly easy to distinguish in the x-radio-
graph, evidence of an underlying layer is more
difficult to discern for the rest of the body. Neverthe-
less, an earlier shape for the blouse, blocked in with
paints with little density, can be distinguished in
various places."" The most obvious of these is along
the outer contour of the girl’s right sleeve. An earlier
layer, probably the same, can also be made out under
the handle of the broom both in the x-radiograph
and with the naked eye. Also visible through the
brown color of the broom handle is the full extent of
the girl’s thumb."” Since the girl’s hands have surface
distortions much as those found in the head, under-
lying paint layers here must have had paint charac-
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Fig. 4. Detail of 1937.1.74, x-radiograph
superimposed on painting.

teristics similar to those in the shaded portions of the
earlier head.

Whatever the explanation for the unusual nature
of the paint in the flesh areas, neither technical nor
visual evidence provides an argument for removing
A Girl with a Broom from the immediate orbit of
Rembrandt.” Not only is the image appealing in
subject matter, the modeling of the features is sensi-
tively rendered, and the folds in the girl’s white
blouse are executed with great bravura.

Notwithstanding its inherent qualities, a close
comparison of A Girl with a Broom with two compar-
able paintings by Rembrandt, his Girl at @ Window,
1645, in Dulwich (fig. 1) and his Servant Girl at a
Window, 1651, in Stockholm (fig. 5) points out differ-
ences that clearly call into question the attribution to
Rembrandt. The centrally placed figure remains iso-
lated in the composition and does not activate the
surrounding space as do the girls in the Dulwich and
Stockholm paintings. Specifically, in comparison to
the Dulwich painting, the modeling of the blouse in
A Girl with a Broom is much freer, even in the folds of
her right sleeve that are similar in character. Whereas
Rembrandt created the illusion that the cloth actual-
ly rises and turns over upon itself, the folds in A Girl
with a Broom have been formed with distinctive



brushstrokes highlighting the uppermost ridges of
the fabric. Nothing in the Dulwich painting is com-
parable to the extremely expressive brushwork in
the left sleeve, where chiaroscuro effects are
achieved by highlighting illuminated folds with
slashing strokes of white impasto. Finally,'while the
blouse is more freely rendered, the features are not
modeled with the same degree of plasticity. In the
Dulwich painting Rembrandt boldly modeled eyes,
nose, and mouth with nuanced strokes that clearly
convey the structure of the girl’s head. In the face of
A Girl with a Broom, as well as in the blouse, paint is
more at the service of light than of structure. Accents
effectively highlight the hair, forehead, nose, and
upper lip, but they are not used to create underlying
form. The difference in approach is most distinctly
seen in the area of the right eye, where a general
halftone shadow does little to suggest three-dimen-
sional character. Instead, the eye’s structure, par-
ticularly the upper eyelid, is created with painted
lines.

Significant stylistic differences also exist between
A Girl with a Broom and Rembrandt’s Servant Girl at
a Window (fig. 5) even though the two works are
dated the same year. While the young woman rep-
resented in this painting is possibly, although not
necessarily the same, the pose, like that of the Dul-
wich Girl, appears more natural and organic than in
the Washington painting, where the girl’s head
seems too large for her body. The face of the Stock-
holm Servant Girl is more freely brushed than that in
the Washington painting, and modeling is achieved
with quick and certain strokes. Accents of light help
enliven her form, particularly around the eyes, in a
way that is absent in A Girl with a Broom. The Stock-
holm Servant Girl’s blouse, red jacket, and right hand
are also modeled with broad strokes that are quite
consistent throughout and help create the painting’s
harmonious effect. In the Washington painting, on
the other hand, while the brushwork of the sleeves is
bold and vigorous, that of the face and hands is
relatively restrained, and that used to paint the
broom is comparatively timid.

The contrasts in manner of execution between A
Girl with a Broom and both of these related paintings
are so intrinsic to an artistic approach that it seems
improbable that A Girl with a Broom was executed by
the same hand. The differences between the Wash-
ington and Dulwich paintings are such that it does
not seem possible to account for them by differences
of date, even if the Dulwich painting were executed
in 1645 and the National Gallery’s painting in 1651.
It is even more improbable that Rembrandt would
have created such different images as the Washington

and Stockholm paintings in the same year. The sig-
nature and date of A Girl with a Broom, moreover, are
certainly suspect. Although there is no evidence to
suggest that they have been added at a later date,
they are written in an uncharacteristic form, placed,
as th(zy are, around the circular inner edge of the
well."* Should there have been no date inscribed on
the painting, the similarity in the age, hairstyle, and
general appearance of the girl in the Washington and
Dulwich paintings would have called for a projected
date for A Girl with a Broom of 1646/1648, only a few
years after the Dulwich Girl."” One possible explana-
tion for the discrepancies of date and style, given the
existence of an earlier image, is that the painting was
begun in the late 1640s and only finished in 1651.
This work, thus, may be one other example of a
painting executed over an extended period of time
(see, among the Rembrandt paintings discussed in
this catalogue, Saskia van Uylenburgh, 1942.9.71; The
Apostle Paul, 1942.9.59; and The Descent from the Cross,
1942.9.61).

Few specifics are known about the nature of Rem-
brandt’s workshop in the late 1640s and early 1650s.
Samuel van Hoogstraten (1627—1678) in his Inleyding

Fig. 5. Rembrandt van Rijn, Servant Girl at a Window,
oil on canvas, 1651, Nationalmuseum, Stockholm
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tot de Hooge Schoole der Schilderkonst (Rotterdam, 1678)
indicates that he was active in the master’s workshop
before he returned to his native city of Dordrecht in
April 1648. The fellow students he mentions were
Carel Fabritius (1622 —1654) and Abraham Furnerius
(c. 1628-1654). Among other artists working with
Rembrandt in the late 1640s were Karel van der
Pluym (1625-1672), Constantijn van Renesse (1626
1680), and Nicolaes Maes (q.v.). It seems probable
that Willem Drost (active 1650s) and Abraham van
Dijck (1635/36—1672) also became Rembrandt
pupils around 1650, although nothing certain is
known about their relationship to Rembrandt. In-
- deed, many questions remain about paintings from
Rembrandt’s workshop around 1650 (see, for exam-
ple, Portrait of Rembrandt, 1942.9.70) because it is
extremely difficult to establish the independent
identities of Rembrandt’s pupils during these years.
Nothing in the oeuvres of artists known or thought
to have been working with Rembrandt in the early
1650s can be effectively compared either themati-
cally or stylistically to this work. A more probable
date, in terms of the manner of execution, appears to
be the late 1640s, which would be consistent with
the apparent age of the sitter as discussed above.

Fig. 6. Rembrandt Harmensz. van Rijn (or follower),

Young Woman at an Open Half-Door, oil on canvas, 1645, Although no documentary proof has survived
Mr. and Mrs. Martin A. Ryerson Collection, 1894.1022, that clarifies the different roles of student and assis-
Bl_)otograph © 1994, The Art Institute of Chicago. All tant in Rembrandt’s workshop during the 1640s, it

ights Reserved seems probable that the more advanced of his stu-

dents, for example Hoogstraten and Fabritius,
would have worked as assistants in the workshop
after they finished their apprenticeship.'® In all
likelihood they continued to help execute paintings

Fig. 8. Rembrandt Harmensz. van Rijn (or follower), Young Woman

at an Open Half-Door, detail of left hand, oil on canvas, 1645, Mr. and

Mrs. Martin A. Ryerson Collection, 1894.1022, photo © 1994,
Fig. 7. Detail of hands in 1937.1.74 The Art Institute of Chicago. All Rights Reserved




that would be sold under Rembrandt’s name, even
after they had begun working independently and
signing their own works."” Paintings created for
Rembrandt’s workshop, to judge from those that
have been recently attributed to these artists, would
often be free adaptations of Rembrandt’s own com-
positions. These works, once accepted by the master
as worthy of his production, would be inscribed
with his signature and the date.

A Girl with a Broom appears to fit into this
scenario. It is one of a number of paintings loosely
derived from Rembrandt’s Girl at a Window in Dul-
wich. Hoogstraten was particularly fond of this
compositional type, if one is to judge from his depic-
tion of a Young Man in a Hat, at a Half-Door in the
Hermitage from the late 1640s."® The quality of this
work, however, is comparatively mediocre, and it is
impossible to reconcile the simplistic handling of
paint seen here with that found in A Girl with a
Broom. A much finer painting of a comparable type
that has recently been attributed to Hoogstraten,
Young Woman at an Open Half-Door, signed and dated
Rembrandt 1645 (fig. 6), is also executed in a manner
distinctively different from that of A Girl with a
Broom."” As is evident in comparisons of the hands
(figs. 7 and 8), the forms in the Chicago painting are
executed in a far crisper manner, with flatter planes
of color and fewer nuances of shading. Differences
in character between the white sleeves of A Girl with
a Broom and the white shirt of the girl in the Chicago
painting also point out that the Washington painting
was executed by an artistic personality that favored
a freer, more painterly approach.

The artist in Rembrandt’s circle during this
period who was most capable of both the nuanced
modeling of the face and hands and the rough bra-
vura brushwork found in the sleeves was Carel Fa-
britius, but specific comparisons with other works
by him are difficult to make because few paintings
can be firmly attributed to him during the mid-
1640s. Thus only a tentative attribution to him is
here suggested.”’ One of the few comparisons to
Fabritius’ work that can be made is to his evocative
Self-Portrait, c. 1645-1648 (fig. 9). Although the
modeling of the face of the girl in A Girl with a Broom
is more nuanced than that of the Self-Portrait, where
modeling is achieved with vigorously applied broken
impastos, these differences may well relate to dif-
ferent artistic intents. The boldly uncompromising
application of paint in the Self-Portrait was clearly
intended to help characterize the artist’s personality,
whereas the careful modeling in the girl’s face was
appropriate to her sex and age. The character of the

Fig. 9. Carel Fabritius, Self-Portrait, c. 1645—-1648, oil on canvas,
Rotterdam, Muscum Boymans-van Beuningen

brushwork in the faces of these two paintings, in-
deed, is far more comparable than one might initially
suspect. In both instances paint is densely applied
with broad, interlocking brushstrokes that model
facets or planes of the face. Similarly placed accents,
moreover, help define the cheekbone and nose. A
specific point of comparison is in the structure of the
eyes: in each instance the upper portions of the rela-
tively large, flat, almond-shaped eyes are defined by
a black line rather than by modulations in tone. This
particular manner of articulating eyes is not found in
paintings by other artists in Rembrandt’s circle.
One other painting can be brought into this dis-
cussion, a Portrait of a Woman recently attributed to
Carel Fabritius by the Rembrandt Research Pro-
ject.’’ Although this painting is signed and dated
“Rembrandt.f/1647,” the RRP has concluded that it
was executed by Fabritius around 1642. Whether or
not such a redating is justified, and I would maintain
that the date on the painting reflects the period of its
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execution, the attribution of this portrait to Fabritius
is convincing. The differences in style between the
carefully modeled head of this woman and Fabritius’
more broadly and roughly executed Rotterdam Se/f-
Portrait, however, demonstrate the range of tech-
niques Fabritius was capable of during these years.
The head of A Girl with a Broom falls somewhere
between these two works. The woman’s hands and
those of A Girl with a Broom also show marked
similarities. In both instances they are modeled with
interlocking planes of color that are generally
brushed across the forms, particularly the fingers,
rather than along their length.22

The hypothesis that A Girl with a Broom could
have been created during the mid-to-late 1640s by
Carel Fabritius in response to Rembrandt’s Girl at a
Window, however, needs to remain extremely tenta-
tive because of the 1651 date inscribed on the paint-
ing. Fabritius almost certainly would not have added
the signature and date because he had moved to
Delft in 1650. It is possible, however, that the image
was reworked and brought to completion by another
artist at this date. The basis for this hypothesis is the
stylistic discrepancy that exists between the execu-
tion of the broom, the bucket, and even the fence
surrounding the well, and that of the figure. Neither
the broom nor the bucket are executed with the
same surety as the figure itself. The tentative brush-
strokes do not model the forms with bold accents
comparable to those found on the girl’s blouse. The
relationships of scale between the girl and these ob-
jects are also peculiarly discordant.

Technical evidence seems to support the hypoth-
esis that the broom may have been worked up after
the initial blocking in of the figure had occurred. As
has been mentioned, an earlier form of the blouse
and the girl’s left thumb were painted under the
broomstick. Whether or not the broom was part of
the original concept is of some debate. In the x-
radiograph (fig. 3) there is the appearance of a reserve
left for the broom. The area of little density within
the costume, however, would not have been blocked
in with dense paints since it conforms to the position
of her red shoulder strap. To the right of the broom
this red is painted over a dark layer, while to the left
of the broom the red is painted over the white shirt,
which may be an indication that it was applied as a
result of a design change. Immediately above the
shoulder is a dark area in the x-radiograph that
seems to conform to the shape of a portion of the
broomstick. Whether or not this diagonal shape is a
reserve is also difficult to determine, in part because
it abuts another dark area adjacent to the girl’s head
that has no logical relationship to the final image.23
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In any event, the definition of the “reserve” that
seems to correspond to the shape of the broom has
been enhanced on the left by the paints containing
lead white that were used at the last stage of execu-
tion to silhouette the figure against the dark back-
ground (and to cover pentimenti in the girl’s shirt).

One bit of technical evidence that links the signa-
ture and date, the broom, and the bucket are their
distinctive reddish orange accents, which have a ver-
milion component. Similar accents also appear on
the girl’s curls and on her shoulder to the left of the
broom, indicating that these other areas of the paint-
ing may have been finalized at this time as well. 2*
Just why A Girl with a Broom would have been
worked on at two different stages is not known,
although it may well be that the painting was not
originally brought to completion because distortions
in the surface from the wrinkling paint had quickly
developed.

Notes

1. Pigment analysis of the ground and paint layers is
available in the Scientific Research department (27 April
1992).

2. For Becker’s collection, see Postma 1988, 1—21. The
painting appears in the 1678 inventory (fol. 285r as “Een
vrouwtje aende put van Rembrandt van Rijn™).

3. This entry is a revised version of the text that appeared
in the catalogue of Stockholm 1992, no. 83, and the sym-
posium papers published thereafter (Wheelock 1993, 142—
155). I have benefited greatly from my many conversations
with Susanna Pauli Griswold about the issues discussed in
this entry. I would also like to thank Dennis Weller and
Melanie Gifford for their helpful comments.

4. This identification was first proposed by Michel 1893,
1: 75. It was reiterated by, among others, Benesch 1943, 26.

5. Computer examinations of the physical characteristics
of the heads in these two paintings have been undertaken at
the National Gallery. The results have reinforced the notion
that the model was identical. I am particularly indebted to
Ambrose Liao and Donna Mann for their enthusiastic re-
search on this project.

6. See, for example, Rembrandt’s Titus at His Desk, 1655
(Museum Boymans-van Beuningen, Rotterdam, inv. no.
512), which would probably be classified as a genre scene
were the sitter not known.

7. Koslow 1975, 429, has associated the crossed-arm
pose of the girl with idleness. This interpretation is, however,
not convincing. The type of well depicted appears to be
similar to that in The Village Holiday by Daniel Teniers the
Younger (1610-1690) (Virginia Museum of Fine Arts,
Richmond, no. §6—23). In this painting a broom and a bucket
stand adjacent to the well.

8. Virtually all scholars since Gerson/Bredius 1969, 580,
no. 378, have doubted the attribution to Rembrandt.

9. Gerson/Bredius 1969, 580, no. 378 wrote: “The sur-
face is composed of small particles of paint curling slightly at
the edges, such as one observes on pictures which have been
exposed to extraordinary heat or on pictures of the eighteenth
century. The latter possibility, in the present state of Rem-



brandt research, should not be excluded” The issue was
further taken up by Von Sonnenburg 1976, 12. Von Son-
nenburg associated the “gerunzelte Farbschicht” with that
found in eighteenth-century English paintings. This effect,
he wrote, resulted from an excess of drying oil or from the
character of the medium itself. He questioned whether the
painting had been made by a follower of Rembrandt and
called for a serious scientific analysis of the work.

10. I would particularly like to thank Karen Groen who
analyzed a group of samples taken from this painting and
confirmed the assessment of the problem developed by the
Scientific Research department at the National Gallery (let-
ter, 4 December 1992, in NGA curatorial files). She specifi-
cally noted that medium-rich paint (high oil content) can be
observed in many of the layers. A dark brown underlayer,
sandwiched between medium-rich layers, contains manga-
nese, probably in the form of umber, which promotes a fine
type of wrinkling. Layers near the surface contain cobalt,
which promotes surface drying. Once the surface dries prior
to the drying of the underlying layers, wrinkling of the
paint occurs. She also noted the presence of vermilion near
the proper right hand that belonged to the later change in
the composition.

11. The x-radiograph only measures the relative density
of metal-based paints, hence other components of the initial
paint layer could exist that cannot be read with this examina-
tion procedure. More information could possibly be gained
through examination with neutron autoradiography.

12. The thumb is also visible in the x-radiograph.

13. While a comparable wrinkling effect is not found in
the impastos of paintings by Rembrandt, similar problems
do exist in the backgrounds of at least two works, Abduction of
Proserpine, Berlin (Br. 463), and Alexander in Glasgow (Br.
480).

14. The signature appears to be integral with the paint
surface, and no varnish has been found between it and the
underlying paint.

15. It is a curious coincidence that the Stockholm Servant
Girl at a Window is also dated 1651. Both paintings were in
France in the eighteenth century, as was the Dulwich paint-
ing. One of these three paintings may have been the work
described by Roger de Piles in the Preface to his Cours de
Peinture par Principes (Paris, 1708), 10—11, as quoted in Slive
1953, 129: “...Rembrandt diverted himself one day by mak-
ing a portrait of his servant in order to exhibit it at his window
and deceive the eyes of the pedestrians. ... While in Holland
I was curious to see the portrait. I found it painted well and
with great strength. 1 bought it and still exhibit it in an
important position in my cabinet.”

16. Fabritius (1622—1654) seems to have studied with
Rembrandt in the early 1640s before returning to Midden-
Beemster in 1643. Virtually nothing is known about him
during the late 1640s, but it seems unlikely that he remained
in Midden-Beemster the entire time without continuing his
contact with Rembrandt in Amsterdam. Midden-Beemster
is only about thirty kilometers from Amsterdam and was a
community that developed during this period with many ties
to Amsterdam. In 1648 or 1649 Fabritius painted the portrait
of a wealthy Amsterdam silk merchant, Abraham de Potter
(Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, inv. no. A1591). By 1650 he had
moved to Delft. For further information on Fabritius see
Brown 1981.

17. In this respect their relationship to Rembrandt would
have been much the same as that of Van Dyck to Rubens
during the late 1610s.

18. Young Man in a Hat, at a Half-Door is not signed. It was
first attributed to Hoogstraten by Sumowski 1983, 2: 1339,
no. 856. The painting was also catalogued as Hoogstraten in
the Rembrandt exhibition, Berlin 1991, 356, no. 74.

19. The painting was included in the Rembrandt exhibi-
tion, Berlin 1991, 350, cat. 72, as Hoogstraten. 1 would like
to thank Martha Wolff at the Art Institute for her observations
about the differences in technique between these two paint-
ings and for sending me detailed photographs of the Chicago
painting. In addition to the Chicago painting, another Rem-
brandt school painting from this period, depicting a young
boy leaning against a metal railing, is in the Cincinnati Art
Museum. See Cincinnati Art Museum 1987, 107—110, cat. 38.

20. In 1993, at my suggestion, the attribution of this
painting was changed from “Rembrandt van Rijn” to “Carel
Fabritius and Rembrandt Workshop,” and the painting was
exhibited as such in Stockholm (Stockholm 1992, no. 83).
The Fabritius attribution, however, was not generally ac-
cepted. A number of colleagues felt that insufficient com-
parative material existed to make a firm attribution. Liedtke
1992, 829—830, believes that the artist of the Chicago paint-
ing (fig. 6), which he attributes to Samuel van Hoogstraten,
also executed A Girl with a Broom. Egbert Haverkamp-
Begemann (personal communication, 1993) would prefer to
leave the attribution of the Washington painting as “anony-
mous.”

21. Corpus 1982—, 3: C107. The painting and its pendant
(Br. 251), which are traditionally identified as portraits of
Adriaentje Hollaer and her husband, the painter Hendrick
Martensz. Sorgh, are in the collection of the Duke and
Duchess of Westminster. See also Gerson/Bredius 1969, 291,
no. 370.

22. For a detail photograph of the hands of the Portrait of
a Woman see Corpus 1982, 3: 677, fig. 4.

23. The only possibility that I can come up with is that the
combined forms may have been a reserve for an implement
with a horizontal piece at the end of the handle.

24. This observation has been confirmed through Karen
Groen’s analysis of the paint layers. See note 9.
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1942.9.70 (666)
Rembrandt Workshop

Portrait of Rembrandt

1650
Oil on canvas, 92 x 75.5 (36 X 20%4)
Widener Collection

Inscriptions
At center right: Rembrandt f./ 1650

Technical Notes: The original support, a plain-woven fabric
composed of tightly spun, irregular, fine threads, has been
lined with the left and right tacking margins trimmed. The
bottom and top tacking margins, which contain original sel-
vages, have been opened flat and incorporated into the picture
plane. Most likely, a large piece of canvas with full selvage-to-
selvage width was primed on a stretching frame then cut to
size. Original ground layers extend onto both tacking mar-
gins. Cusping is pronounced along the top and bottom edges,
slight along the right edge, and absent at the left, suggesting
that the present dimensions are slightly enlarged lengthwise
and slightly reduced widthwise.

The double ground layer consists of a thick, red lower
layer covered with a thin, dark gray upper layer.' The ground

DUTCH PAINTINGS

layer is not incorporated as a mid-tone in the painting. Paint
is applied thinly in broad, fluidly blended brushstrokes, with
impasto in the beret and skullcap and the white and dark trim
of the costume.? Layering is complex, resulting in some
wide-aperture crackle, especially in the dark trim where dark
paint was applied over thick, lighter-colored under layers.
The proper left hand is unfinished. The background con-
sists of a light paint layer overlaid with thin glazes.

Several artist’s changes are found in the x-radiograph (fig.
1). The skullcap once continued farther beyond the rear of
the head, and the hair farther outward on the left. The beret
appears to have been repositioned several times, or perhaps
reshaped. The x-radiograph also shows an area of confusing
brushwork to the front of the beret, and sharp-edged marks
that may be scrapings of a former lining adhesive.

A small loss is found in the upper right background, and
slight abrasion in thin, dark passages such as the lower jacket.
The painting was treated in 1992 to remove a discolored
surface coating and retouchings, including a later black over-
glaze.

Provenance: Chevalier Sébastien Erard [1752—1831], Cha-
teau de la Muette, Passy; (sale, Lebrun, Paris, 23 April 1832,
no. 119, as Martin-Kappertz-ITromp). William Williams
Hope, Rushton Hall, Northamptonshire, by 1836; (sale,
Christie & Manson, London, 14 June 1849, no. 116, as a
Portrait of Admiral Van Tromp); Anthony de Rothschild,
London; by inheritance to Lady Anthony de Rothschild, by
1899, London; (Thomas Agnew & Sons, London); sold 13
May 1908 to Peter A. B. Widener, Lynnewood Hall, Elkins
Park, Pennsylvania; inheritance from Estate of Peter A. B.
Widener by gift through power of appointment of Joseph
E. Widener, Elkins Park.

Exhibited: Exhibition of Works by Rembrandt, Royal Academy,
London, 1899, no. 18. New York 1909, no. g4. Washington
1969, no. 10.

For AN ARTIST whose face is so well known
through his numerous painted, drawn, and etched
self-portraits, it is quite remarkable that early
nineteenth-century critics did not recognize Rem-
brandt’s image in this painting. While it was in the
possession of Chevalier Erard and William Williams
Hope, two important and discerning collectors, the
sitter was thought to be Maerten Harpertsz. Tromp
(1597-1653). One wonders what prompted this un-
expected belief since Tromp’s known portraits look
totally different.’ To judge from the commentary
in the Erard catalogue, the theory seems to have
been partially based on the outmoded costume:
the pleated white shirt, the dark overdress with its
rich impastos bordering the front and slashed purple
sleeves lined with yellow, and the jaunty angle of the
brown beret worn over the elaborate yellow and red
skullcap. The theory that the portrait depicted an
admiral was reinforced by the gold-handled staff
upon which the sitter rests his hand. But primarily,
it seems, the depiction of the sitter’s character fit





