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Foreword

ETER PAUL RUBENS AND JAN BRUEGHEL THE ELDER

were the two most famous painters in Antwerp at the

beginning of the seventeenth century. A prolific land-
scape and still-life painter, Jan “Velvet” Brueghel was the
senior of the two by nine years and renowned for his remark-
ably meticulous and jewel-like paintings. Rubens was an
ambitious painter of altarpicces and erudite mythological and
historical subjects in which he recast antique and Renaissance
sources. Both painters served the regents of the Southern
Netherlands, Archduke Albert and Archduchess Isabella.
More personally, they were also close friends. Together, the
two artists produced beautiful and richly allusive composi-
tions, uniting their distinctive brushwork and individual
visual modes in highly sought-after paintings. In an era when
it was common for artists to specialize and for more than
one painter to contribute to the execution of a work, the
conceptual partnership of Rubens and Brueghel—which
joined artists of equal status, who were united by friendship
and respect—was rare and redefined the widespread practice
of collaboration.

Rubens and Brueghel: A Working Friendship is the ficst
international loan exhibition devoted to the collaborative
works of Rubens and Brueghel and their working method.
Assembled here are the most important works of their part-
nership, from the early war themes, to mythological land-
scapes and allegories, to the iconic paintings of the Madonna
and Child in a flower garland. Also included are a select
group of works that Rubens and Brueghel executed together
with other collaborators, notably Hans Rottenhammer,
Hendrick de Clerck, Hendrick van Balen, and Frans Snyders.
They highlight the development of significant compositions
in the distinctive oeuvres of both artists and reveal the
dynamic roles each played in other partnerships. Together,

these paintings provide a rare opportunity to examine
the process by which artists in the Netherlands worked
collaboratively.

The genesis of the exhibition lies in the concurrent inter-
ests of the J. Paul Getty Museum and the Royal Picture
Gallery Mauritshuis. The Getty Museum’s purchase in 2000
of a previously unknown painting, The Return from War:
Mays Disarmed by Venus, in which Rubens revised his col-
league’s work, coincided with the completion of a thorough
restoration and technical investigation of the Mauritshuis’s
renowned Garden of Eden with the Fall of Man, in which
the order of work between the two artists was quite different.
Subsequent discussions between our institutions centered
on the fundamental questions addressed in this catalogue:
In which studio did their joint compositions originate?

Was their approach consistent throughout the period of their
collaboration? How did they work together on these pancls
and for whom were they painted? What emerges is a complex,
reciprocal relationship in which a painting could originate
with either artist, one in which Jan Brueghel, contrary to
conventional belief, was often the generating force.

The exhibition and catalogue likewise represent a fruitful
collaboration between our institutions and among their
respective curatorial, conservation, and scientific departments.
Scott Schaefer, curator of paintings, and Anne Woollett,
associate curator, at the J. Paul Getty Museum, devised the
concept and selected the exhibition together with Peter van
der Ploeg, chief curator, and Ariane van Suchtelen, curator,
of the Royal Picture Gallery Mauritshuis. Anne Woollett
contributed the essay exploring the artistic partnership of
Rubens and Brueghel and its context and a number of
the catalogue entries, the majority of which were written by
Ariane van Suchtelen. Tiarna Dobherty, associate conservator,



and Mark Leonard, head, Department of Paintings Conser-
vation, at the J. Paul Getty Museum, and Jorgen Wadum,
formerly chief conservator at the Mauritshuis and now chief
conservator at the Statens Museum for Kunst, Copenhagen,
are the authors of an essay about both the individual and
joint working methods of Brueghel and Rubens. The pro-
duction of the English-language and Dutch-language
catalogues was overseen, respectively. by Anne Woollett and
Ariane van Suchtelen.

We are immensely grateful to the generous lenders who
were willing to send some of the most popular works in
their collections to both institutions. Our debt extends to
the many colleagues who enthusiastically embarked on
the journey of discovery and granted special access for tech-
nical study. Without the remarkable generosity of Miguel
Zugaza Miranda of the Museo Nacional del Prado, one
of the greatest repositories of collaborative works by Rubens
and Brueghel, an exhibition of this scale and importance
would not have been possible. In addition, we are deeply
appreciative of the munificent support of ING Nederland,
the exclusive sponsor of Rubens and Brueghel: A Working
FEriendship in The Hague.

It is with great pleasure that we welcome visitors to
this remarkable exhibition, which celebrates the long-lasting
friendship and artistic partnership of two great artists. We
hope that the breathtakingly beautiful and technically extra-
ordinary works of Rubens and Brueghel will intrigue and
captivate our viewers, bringing the eloquence of art and
friendship of seventeenth-century Antwerp into the present.

MICHAEL BRAND FREDERIK |. DUPARC

Director Director
J. Paul Getty Musenm Royal Picture Gallevy Mauvitshuis
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TWO CELEBRATED PAINTERS

FIRST TWO DECADES OF THE SEVENTEENTH CENTURY, JAN BRUEGHEL
68—1625) and Peter Paul Rubens (1577—1640) were the most eminent
Antwerp, a splendid but economically diminished metropolis which remained
artistic center. They represented the two major artistic traditions in the city:

el’s exceptionally meticulous and graphic brushwork deftly described multitudes
of people seen from a high vantage and the details of the natural world, while Rubens
captured emotion and corporeal energy with vigorous brushwork in large-scale history
paintings. Both had the honor and distinction of serving as court painters to the gover-
nors of the Southern Netherlands, Archduke Albert and Archduchess Isabella Clara
Eugenia, and both artists oversaw productive workshops, although little is known of
Brueghel’s studio arrangements, while Rubens’s enterprise operated on a grand and elab-
orate scale.! Their status and reputation was vividly described by an observant young
nobleman, Duke Johann Ernst of Saxony, who visited Antwerp in early 1614. He noted
in the account of his travels, under the heading “Peter Paul Rybent [Rubens] and

Briigel two celebrated painters” that he and his companions “then. .. saw with the two
admirable painters Peter Paul Rybent and Briigel many splendid paintings and works of
art. Rybent mostly paints large pieces and everything naturally great, very artistic and
after life. He can make 100 gulden a week, excellent pieces by him he can sell for 2, 3, 4,
and soo rijksgulden. Briigel paints small panels and landscapes, but all very subtle

and artistic, that one regards them with wonder? Although he doesn’t mention meeting
the artists, it is tantalizing to think Johann Ernst may have encountered Brueghel in
Rubens’s studio (or Rubens in Brueghel’s studio) during his visit,

Antwerp’s leading painters were also frequent collaborators, executing approxi-
mately two dozen works together over the course of twenty-five years, from about 1598
to 1625.% Their partnership began with a war theme, The Battle of the Amazons (cat. no. 1),
but other subjects that resulted from their working relationship are more famous,
including depictions of the Madonna and Child in a flower garland (fig. 1), mythological
themes, and the allegorical series devoted to the Five Senses. A number of their joint
works, such as The Garden of Eden with the Fall of Man (cat. no. 4) and the Five Senses
series (cat. no. 8), were celebrated by their contemporaries, while the existence of The

DURING



FIGURE 1

Peter Paul Rubens (1577-1640) and
Jan Brueghel the Elder (1568-1625),
Madonna in a Flower Gavland,

ca. 1616-18. Qil on panel,

185 X 209.8 cm (7278 x 8298 in.).
Munich, Alte Pinakothek, inv. 331

Return from War: Mars Disarmed by Venus (cat. no. 2) was unknown to scholars until
it was acquired by the J. Paul Getty Museum in 2000. Rubens and Brueghel: A Working
Friendship brings together for the first time many of the most important collabora-

tions with the goal of considering the artists’ unique artistic partnership and working
methods. Also included is a small selection of collaborative works that Brueghel and
Rubens undertook with significant contemporaries such as Hans Rottenhammer
(1564/65—1625), Hendrick de Clerck (1570?-1630), Hendrick van Balen (1574/75—1632),
and Frans Snyders (1579-1657).

Collaboration, the process by which two or more artists work together to produce
a single work of art, is virtually synonymous with painting in the Low Countries in
the years before 1700. The tradition of painters specializing in particular genres—figures,
still life (game, fruit, vegetables), landscape, to name but a few—and contributing a
share to a painting, was already quite well established by the time Rubens and Brueghel
began their artistic partnership with The Battle of the Amazons (cat. no. 1) in about 1598.4
Frequently, the principal artist would plan the composition, executing the most impor-
tant areas himself, and engage the services of a second painter for the figures or details.
Collaboration of this sort offered a highly practical approach to producing paintings

TWO CELEBRATED PAINTERS 3
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quickly for the open market. This practice was so common, and had so many different
modes, that there was no middle-Dutch word for what today falls under the general
umbrella of “collaboration.” Extraordinarily, artists of equal stature contributed to

the genesis of a composition and shared in its execution. In such conceptual collabora-
tions, individual contributions were integrated yet distinct and, as in the joint works
of Rubens and Brueghel, accorded equal visual value.

In examining the process of collaboration between Rubens and Brueghel, we are
considering joint authorship of the rarest sort, not only between artists of equal status,
but between painters with established styles who specialized in particular areas—figures
and erudite history scenes in the case of Rubens and atmospheric settings, including
landscapes and still life, in the case of Brueghel. Their joint works were, it seems, the
result of mutual desire. Brueghel and Rubens’s fond friendship stands out among the
leading painters of Europe and within the city’s close-knit artistic community. The two men
were dear friends who assisted each other outside the studio. Rubens famously penned
letters in Italian to his friend’s leading patron in Milan, Cardinal Federico Borromeo,
and Brueghel affectionately referred to Rubens as “my secretary Rubens™ (mio secretario
Rubens) in communications with the same patron.5 Brueghel and Rubens shared a formi-
dable creative energy, and their artistic alliance was an intellectual exchange in which
the concept for a composition could originate with either painter. It was also a respon-
sive alliance, in which the artists adjusted existing work by the partner. Sometimes these
changes were substantial, as in The Return from War, in others, more nuanced, as in the
Madonna and Child in a Gavland of Fruit and Flowers (cat. no. 12). However, the indivi-
duality of their respective styles was maintained in their joint works, which amounted to
an amiably competitive arena in which they carried out visual jousting. The evident
delight and wit that pervade many of their paintings underscore the extraordinary
status of their collaborations, which doubtless were perceived as exclusive commodities,
not least by the astute Rubens and Brueghel. The extraordinary artistic products that
resulted from their collaboration were sought after by collectors throughout Europe.

While it has often been assumed that Rubens played the dominant role in all his
partnerships, it is clear from the works assembled here that Brueghel played the largest
part in developing and executing their joint works, particularly during the second
half of the 16105 when their Working method had become more streamlined and included
Rubens’s workshop. A highly productive artist, Brueghel devised innovative composi-
tions and reused them with great effect. His detailed and impressive settings are often
related to earlier, sixteenth-century types and to the allegorical language of the preceding
century. In this respect, his contribution to the partnership was as rich and as impor-
tant as that of Rubens, whose pictorial language derived from antiquity and Renaissance
Italy as well as northern predecessors.

Rubens and Brueghel’s oeuvre reflects the taste and values of the court of
Archduke Albert and Archduchess Isabella (figs. 2 and 3), joint rulers of the Southern
Netherlands from 1599, who sought to convey the continuity of their reign with earlier
Burgundian and Habsburg rulers. Following the religious strife of the late sixteenth
century, during which the Protestant Northern provinces broke away from Spanish
Habsburg rule to form the independent United Provinces, and Antwerp surrendered to



FIGURE 2

Frans Francken the Younger
(1581-1642) and workshop, with
Jan Brueghel the Younger
(1601-1678), The Archduke Albert
and the Avchduchess Isabella

in a Collector’s Cabinet, ca. 1626.
Oil on panel, 94 x 123.3 cm

(37 x 4812 in.). Baltimore, The
Walters Art Museum, inv. 37.2010

FIGURE 3

Otto van Veen (ca. 1556-1629),
Portrait of Albert and Isabella
Clara Eugenia, 1615. Oil on panel,
160 x 81 cm (63 X 3178 1n.).
Gloucestershire, England,

The Earl of Wemyss and

March K.T.

the forces of Philip II in 1585 to become a Catholic bastion of the Habsburg Southern

Netherlands, Albert and Isabella were seen to bring stability to the region, which
roughly corresponds to modern-day Belgium. They continued to try to subdue the
Dutch rebels through military force, until the signing of the Twelve Years’ Truce in 1609,
which effectively recognized the independence of the Northern provinces.” Deeply pious,
they strove to promote the ideals of the revitalized Catholic Church. The partnership

of Rubens and Brueghel thus spanned the first phase of the archdukes’ reign, which
ended with Albert’s death in 1621, at which time Isabella was appointed governess
general. The archdukes’ dual leadership, which represented the goals of piety and regal-
ity, thus was reflecred in joint artistic expression of their two favorite painters. While
mindful of themes traditionally favored in courtly circles, such as the hunt, the two
artists also devised new iconography and genres that captured the devoutness and splen-
dor of the archducal court.

THE LIVES AND CAREERS OF BRUEGHEL AND RUBENS

At the time of Brueghel and Rubens’s earliest collaboration in the late 1590s, Jan
Brueghel (fig. 4) was the older and more established of the pair, and a seasoned collabo-
rator. Born in Brussels in 1568, he was the second son of Pieter Bruegel the Elder

(ca. 1525/30-1569).% Jan’s older brother, Pieter Brueghel the Younger (1564/65-1637/38),

TWO CELEBRATED PAINTERS 5



FIGURE 4
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Anthony van Dyck (1509-1641),
Portrait of Jan Brueghel the Elder,
ca. 1630. Etching, first state,
249 x 158 mm (9% x 64 in.).
London, British Museum,

Depart

ment of Prints and

Drawings, inv. 1849—2-10~228
© Trustees of the British Museum
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enjoyed a successful career painting versions of the highly popular peasant subjects of his
father.® Jan, according to the painter and biographer Karel van Mander (1548-1606),
first learned to paint in watercolor from his maternal grandmother, Mayeken Verhulst
Bessemers, a miniaturist, and later trained as an oil painter with the landscape specialist
Pieter Goetkint (d. 1583).10

Like his father, Jan traveled to Italy in 1589, a trip which was by this time almost
obligatory for ambitious Northern artists; he stopped first in Cologne and probably also
in Venice.!! The few drawings that document his stay in Naples after June 1590 reveal
his interest in landscape vistas and monumental architecture.!2 While in Rome (1592-94),
Brueghel befriended Paul Bril (ca. 1554-1626), an Antwerp landscape specialist who,
along with his brother Matthijs (1550-1583), painted atmospheric landscapes for many
Roman interiors, often in fresco, and contributed to the taste among collectors for this
especially Northern genre.!3 Bril’s own style was strongly influenced by the dramatic
landscape forms of Joachim Patinir (ca. 1480~1524) (see, for example, fig. 21) and the
forest landscapes of Pieter Bruegel the Elder. During the mid-1590s, Bril’s lively drawings
and his small-scale, delicately painted landscapes had a decisive impact on Brueghel.!4
Brueghel continued to develop his own repertoire of inventive, minutely rendered sub-
jects traditionally associated with the North, some characterized by flickering nocturnal
effects and grotesque monsters (fig. 5) reminiscent of Hieronymus Bosch (ca. 1450~1516).
Toward the end of his Roman stay, he developed an early form of the paradise landscape
(see fig. 75), perhaps as a result of his encounters with Venetian landscapes and the
Roman works of Jacopo Zucchi (ca. 1540-1596).15

Paul Bril’s works were avidly collected, and his contacts with leading cognoscenti
and the Accademia di San Luca helped to bring Brueghel to the attention of patrons.
While in Rome, Brueghel enjoyed the protection of Cardinal Ascanio Colonna, who
also employed Rubens’s older brother Philip.'¢ In about 1593, he met the Post-Tridentine
reformer Cardinal Federico Borromeo, a discerning and enthusiastic collector, who
became a lifelong friend and patron. Their spirited correspondence provides insight into
Brueghel’s working methods and the cardinal’s affinity for the artist’s style. Brueghel
resided with Borromeo in the Palazzo Vercelli, and when Borromeo became archbishop
of Milan in June 1595, Brueghel received a place in his household.” During his Roman
stay, Brueghel also became acquainted with a German painter of small-scale refined
nudes, Hans Rottenhammer. In a letter to the cardinal, Brueghel praised Rottenhammer,
saying “nothing in Holland and Flanders is as beautiful] as the work of a certain German
in Italy, and I beg you to hold his works in high, high esteem.”!# Borromeo’s collection
included a series of small landscapes, individually executed by Brueghel and Bril and
displayed together, as well as collaborative works by Brueghel and Rottenhammer.1?
The well-matched techniques of Brueghel and Rottenhammer (see cat. nos. 14 and 15)
attest to a convivial working relationship.

In addition to the exchange of ideas among Northern painters in Rome for the
imagined scenery of forest landscapes to which he was an important contributor,
Brueghel was absorbed in rendering the imposing remains of antiquity in and around
the city. In contrast to the documentary approach taken by other Northern artists in
their sketchbooks, Brueghel captured the monumental remains of the classical past in



FIGURE §

Jan Brueghel the Elder, Orpheus
Singing before Pluto and Proserpina,
1594. Oil on copper, 27 x 36 cm
(10%% x 148 in.). Florence,
Palazzo Pitti, Galleria Palatina,
inv. 1298

delicately hued watercolor drawings. A number of drawings of rocky hills and cascades

attest to Brueghel’s visit to Tivoli.?0 The rugged landscape and soaring vaults of the
Baths of Diocletian or the Cluvius Scauri (fig. 6), and particularly the interior of the
Colosseum (fig. 7), reveal his response to the dramatic effect of the vaulted interiors.
These arched forms were important not only for his later architectural interiors but for
his development of landscape forms that suggest corridors. Brueghel explored the
intricacies of the play of light and deep shade over the broken forms of the Colosseum,
placing the viewer in the shadow, silhouetting the rough edges of the wall against the
bright sunlight through the far arch, the massiveness of the structure emphasized by the
small figure at the right.?! He was particularly fascinated by the dynamic visual “pull” of
the receding arched corridor, and he reused this theatrical feature in allegorical scenes
after his return to Antwerp (see cat. nos. 17 and 18).

Brueghel was not alone in his fascination for these crumbling forms, and he was
receptive to the fantastic renderings of landscapes animated by ruins and ruinous interjors
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FIGURE 6

Jan Brueghel the Elder, The Baths
of Diocletian ov the Cluvius Scauri,
1594. Pen and brown wash,

26.2 X

20.4 cm (10%8 x 8 in.).

Paris, Fondation Custodia,
Collection F. Lugt, Institut
Néerlandais, inv. 7879

FIGURE 7

Jan Brueghel the Elder, View of the
Interior of the Colossenm, ca. 1595.

Pen and brown wash, 26.2 x 21 cm
(10%8 x 8V4 in.). Berlin, Staatliche
Museen, Kupferstichkabinett,

Sammlungen der Zeichnungen und

Druckgraphik, inv. KDz 26327
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by contemporaries, such as Lodewijk Toeput (ca. 1550—ca. 1605), whose Interior of the
Colosseum (fig. 8) is remarkable for its damp atmosphere. Brueghel’s friendship with

the latter, whom he may have met in Treviso before arriving in Rome, is documented by
an inscription on the back of a drawing by Toeput.22 In one of the first of his works
acquired by Federico Borromeo, Brueghel infused the landscape of arched ruins, one

of a six-part series of contemplative monks (fig. 9), with greater intricacy and monumen-
tality than the print that served as its source.?? The arched interiors used to such effect
in later works (see cat. nos. 2, 17, and 18), however, have a common source in the elabo-
rate Forge of Vulcan by Paolo Fiammingo (1540-1596), a Flemish artist active in Venice
(see fig. 78). Many of these motifs, particularly the vaulted corridor, fueled the imagina-
tive settings of later allegorical subjects.



FIGURE 8

Lodewijk Toeput (ca. 1550~

ca. 1605s), The Interior of the
Colossenwm, 1581, Pen and brown ink,
brown and olive wash, 34.7 x

25.5 cm (1358 x 10 in.). Vienna,
Graphische Sammlung Albertina,
inv. 24650

FIGURE 9

Jan Brueghel the Elder, Landscape
with Ruins and a Hermit, 1596.
Oil on copper, 26 x 36.5 cm
(104 x 1438 in.). Milan,
Pinacoteca Ambrosiana, inv. 75

Brueghel spent only a year in Milan before returning to the Netherlands, where

he settled in Antwerp by October 1596.2¢ The following year, at age twenty-nine, he
joined the Guild of Saint Luke as a “master’s son” (his father had entered the guild in
1551) and later served as co-dean and dean in 1601 and 1602.% In 1599 he was accepted
into the elite confraternity of Romanists (Confratrum Collegij Romanorum apud
Antuerpienses), whose members had visited Rome and paid homage at the tombs of the
apostles Peter and Paul.26 In the late sixteenth century, few artists were members of the
Romanists, but Brueghel joined two other leading artists with ties to the ruling arch-
ducal court, Wenceslas Cobergher (ca. 1560-1632) and Rubens’s teacher, Otto van Veen
(ca. 1556—1629). The last years of the century were busy ones for Van Veen, who had
been court painter to the former governor of the Netherlands Alessandro Farnese, as
well as to Archduke Ernst, and was responsible for designing the triumphal arches for
the entry of the archdukes Albert and Isabella into Antwerp in 1599 following their acces-
sion as sovereign rulers of the Netherlands. Brueghel probably first became acquainted
with Rubens through the Guild of Saint Luke or possibly during preparation for the tri-
umphal entries.?” Their earliest known joint work, The Battle of the Amazons (cat. no. 1)
was executed shortly after Rubens became a master himself in 1598 and before his depar-
ture for Italy in May 1600. Although Brueghel and Rubens adhered to a conventional
division of labor between landscape and figures, the unusual subject of The Battle of the
Amazons hints at the ambition and scale of their future collaborations. Prior to that
project, Brueghel had begun to fashion the meticulous multifigure scenes (for example,
cat. no. 25) for which he was celebrated. Van Mander refers to the “small landscapes

and tiny figures in which he has an excellently fine manner of working.”2® However, the
collaboration with Rubens on a monumental history subject may have spurred Brueghel
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FIGURE 10

Jan Brueghel the Elder, The
Continence of Scipio, 1600.

Oil on copper, 72.2 x 106.5 cm
(283%8 x 4178 in.). Munich, Alte
Pinakothek, inv. 827
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to paint similar themes, such as The Continence of Scipio (fig. 10) with its episodic action,

and to invest his bird’s-eye-view landscapes with new grandeur. Intriguingly, a later
inventory refers to a painting of Mount Parnassus, specified as a collaboration between
Van Veen, Brueghel, and Rubens, now lost.?®

Over the course of the first decade of the seventeenth century, Brueghel estab-
lished himself as one of the leading painters in the Southern Netherlands. On January 23,
1599, he married Isabella de Jode, the daughter of the engraver Gerard de Jode, and in
1601 their first child, Jan, was born. Following Isabella’s death in 1603, possibly during
the birth of their daughter Paschasia, Brueghel married Catharina van Marienberghe,
with whom he had eight children.30 In 1604 Brueghel purchased a large house with
a garden, the “Meerminne” (The Mermaid), no. 107 Lange Nieuwstraat (fig. 11), which
must reflect not only his status but also his high level of productivity in these years.3!
Known as “Velvet Brueghel” for his delicate touch, Jan specialized in still-life and land-
scape subjects of remarkably refined execution. His most frequent collaborator in these
years was Hendrick van Balen. Like Brueghel, Van Balen had made the journey to Rome
(1595-1600) and joined the Antwerp Guild of Romanists in 1605.32 While Van Balen



FIGURE 11

Joris Hoefnagel (1542—
1601), Antverpia (bird’s-eye
perspective of Antwerp,
scen from the east), detail.
From G. Braun and

F. Hogenberg, Theatrum
Urbium et Civitatum Orbis
Terrarum, vol. v (Antwerp,
ca. 1598). Antwerp,
Stedelijk Prentenkabinet

In carly seventeenth-century
Antwerp, many artists’
residences and studios, par-
ticularly those of Rubens
and Brueghel, were located
in close proximity to one
another.

JAN BRUEGHEL THE ELDER

107 Lange Nieuwstraat, “De Meerminne” (The Mer-
maid), a large house with a garden, from December
1604

17 Arenbergstraat, “Den Bock” (The Billy Goar),

a substantial property (formerly two houses) with

a garden near the luxury art market (tapissierspand),
purchased March 1619; one of several properties
owned by the artist

PETER PAUL RUBENS

37 Kloosterstraat. Rubens and his wife reside with
his father-in-law, Jan Brant, ca. 1609-1611

In 1610, Rubens purchased and rebuilt a large house

with a garden on the Wapper (off the Meir, Antwerp’s

most important thoroughfare), and added a two-
story studio with a sumptuously decorated exterior;
occupied ca. 1617

HENDRICK VAN BALEN

96 Lange Nicuwstraat, a house with a garden;
purchased December 1604

78 Lange Nicuwstraat, “De Wildeman” (The Wild
Man), large house with a gallery, purchased July 1622

FRANS SNYDERS
17 Korte Gasthuisstraat (rented house), October

1611-1620

8 Keizerstraat, “De Fortuyne” (Fortunc), a large house
with a courtyard on one of the city’s most exclusive
streets, purchased December 1620
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FIGURE 12

Hendrick van Balen (1574/75-1632)
and Abel Grimmer (ca. 1570—
1618/19), View of Antwerp, 1600.
Oil on panel, 37 x 44 cm

(14Y2 x 17%3 in.). Antwerp,
Koninklijk Museum voor Schone
Kunsten, inv. 817
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executed monumental altarpieces at the outset of his career and collaborated with

other artists, such as Abel Grimmer (1570-1618/19) (fig. 12), his joint compositions with
Brueghel were small-scale works, usually painted on panel or copper supports that
enhanced their jewel-like qualities. Brueghel’s precise brushwork complements

Van Balen’s similarly refined technique, while Brueghel’s descriptive landscape settings
and sumptuous still-life objects serve to offset Van Balen’s smooth figures (see cat.

nos. 17—-21).

Brueghel painted some of his most innovative and, indeed, most labor-intensive
works for his patron in Milan, Cardinal Borromeo. Over his lifetime, Borromeo
assembled a large collection of Flemish landscapes and Italian paintings (in 1621, he
owned twenty-one works by Jan Brueghel). The Allegory of Fire (see fig. 76), for
example, was the first of a series of the four elements Brueghel painted for the cardinal
between 1606 and 1621. Brueghel’s extensive correspondence with Borromeo and his
agent, Ercole Bianchi, reveal much about his working process and particularly about
the relationship between cleric and painter.33 It was for this devoted and rigorous patron
that Brueghel developed some of his most extraordinary and influential images. The
Madonna and Child in a Flower Garland (see fig. 82) is the most remarkable example of
his invention and the truly collaborative relationship that existed between Brueghel
and Borromeo. Brueghel reformulated a traditional devotional element, the garland of
flowers with which holy images were honored, according to the instructions of his
patron and rendered it as a trompe Poeil masterpiece that appears to be suspended from
a nail on the wall. The Virgin and Child were painted by Van Balen on a separate silver
insert; both the Madonna and Child and the honorific garland were concealed by a
gold cover that served to enhance the image’s devotional nature.3* The garland painting
was sent in 1607 to Borromeo, who returned it the following year, asking Brueghel



to add a landscape around the Virgin and Child. Brueghel added the verdant woody
background as well as deer to Van Balen’s image and sent it to Milan, where it was
received with rapture. It was Brueghel’s practice to send a painting to the cardinal for his
approval, and on more than one occasion the cardinal asked Brueghel to make specific
changes.3s The longevity of Brueghel’s relationship with Borromeo not only illustrates
his considerable skill as a collaborator but also his effortless ability to fruitfully confer
with such a powerful personality, making his relationship with Rubens all the easier
to comprehend.

For Borromeo, the natural world was evidence of God’s presence, and he prized
Brueghel’s skillful portrayal of that world, particularly his technical ability to render
all aspects of nature with tremendous specificity. As Borromeo noted in his 1625 treatise
on the Ambrosian collection, Musaeum Bibliothecae Ambrosianae: “He [Brueghel] was
wonderful in his field and knew how to give to those tiny figures so much nobility and
so much life that they leave the onlooker uncertain as to the dimensions of the things
which are painted. It also appears that he even wished with his brush to travel over
all of nature, because he painted, as we shall later demonstrate, seas, mountains, grottos,
subterranean caves, and all these things, which are separated by immense distances,
he confined to a small space, imitating nature itself not only in color, but also in talent,
which is the highest quality of nature and of art. And if to someone this praise seems
exaggerated, let him know that one day the fame of this man will be so great that this
praise which I gave him will seem meager”3¢

Brueghel’s interest in the representation of the natural world had been stimulated
by the collection of the Holy Roman Emperor Rudolf II, whose court Brueghel had
visited in 1604. Whether inspired by the floral still lifes of Roelandt Savery (1576-1639)
he saw there, or as a result of his own study of flowers in the gardens of the Brussels
court, Brueghel undertook an ambitious and evidently technically challenging series of
paintings for the cardinal that featured flowers from different seasons, all at their
peak of perfection. Brueghel wrote to Borromeo on more than one occasion about the
magnificent Vase of Flowers with Jewel, Coins and Shells (fig. 13), which was finally sent
to him in August 1606.37 Earlier that year, on April 14, Brueghel told his patron, “I have
begun and destined for Your Illustrious Lordship a bunch of flowers that is found
to be very beautiful, as much as for their naturalness as also for the beauty and rarity
of the various flowers, [of which] a few are unknown and little seen in this area; for that
[reason] I have been to Brussels in order to depict from nature some flowers that are
not found in Antwerp.” In August 1606, he informed Borromeo that the “bunch” would
include over one hundred different varieties, all of which would be life-size, adding
proudly, “I believe that so rare and varied flowers never have been finished with similar
diligence; in winter this painting will make a beautiful sight. A few of the colors are
very close to nature.”38

As Brueghel’s reference to the study of flowers in the gardens of the Brussels court
suggests, he was already connected with the archducal court as early as 1606, and other
documents from that year show the archdukes exercising their authority on Jan’s behalf
with the Antwerp magistrates.?® While Brueghel and Rubens can both be described as
court painters, they occupied different positions within the apparatus of artists who served
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FIGURE 13

Jan Brueghel the Elder, Vase of
Flowers with Jewel, Coins and Shells,
1606. Oil on copper, 65 x 45 cm
(2558 x 17% in.). Milan,
Pinacotcca Ambrosiana, inv. 66
©Biblioteca Ambrosiana Auth.

F 179.05

FIGURE 14

Jan Bruceghel the Elder, Wedding
Banguet Presided over by the
Avchdnkes, ca. 1612—13. Oil on
canvas, 84 x 126 cm (338 x
49548 in.). Madrid, Museo
Nacional del Prado, inv. 1442

Albert and Isabella. Without receiving an official appointment, Jan held the position
of “painter to their Royal Highnesses™ (constschilder Haver Hoogheden) by 1608, a desig-
nation he shared with other artists, notably Joos de Momper the Younger (1564 —163s)

and Hendrick de Clerck.4¢ He was thus retained in the service of the sovereigns, for
which he received privileges, such as exemption from excise and taxes and freedom from
serving in Antwerp’s civic guard, and could reside in Antwerp, rather than at the court in
Brussels. He remained, however, a member of the Guild of Saint Luke. Unlike Rubens,
who returned to Antwerp in late 1608, Brueghel did not receive a stipend, or costly
demonstrations of esteem from the archdukes. In 1610 he explicitly requested the desig-
nation “peintre domestique” from the archdukes, but received a Jukewarm response
when they noted that he was “sometimes occupied with work in their service” (quelques
Sois occupe en ouvrages de [lenr] service).#' Certain works, such as Brueghel’s large canvas
depicting the archdukes at a peasant wedding (fig. 14) apparently served political ends,
promoting Albert and Isabella’s efforts to be perceived as sympathetic rulers with attach-
ments to the countryside.*?

Brueghel’s tremendous productivity continued through the second decade of the
century. With the creation of the mature paradise landscape subject, Brueghel established
his preeminence as a painter and interpreter of the natural world within the parameters
of biblical subjects (see cat. nos. 4 and 26). Some of his most complex figure works
also date from this period, such as the Village Landscape with Self-Povtrait (fig. 15). He may
have been assisted in the studio by his son, Jan Brueghel the Younger (1601-1678),
before his departure for Italy in 1622.43 Two other students were registered with Brueghel:
Daniel Seghers (1500-1661) and an artist known only as “Michiel >4
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FIGURE 15

Jan Brueghel the Elder, Village
Landscape with Self-Povtrait, 1614.
Oil on panel, 52 x 90.5 cm

(20%2 x 3558 in.). Vienna,
Kunsthistorisches Museum,

inv. 9102 (the artist. and his family
appear in the left foreground)

FIGURE 16

Joos de Momper the Younger
(1564—1635) and Jan Brueghel the
Elder, A Market and Bleaching
Fields, ca. 1620—22. Oil on canvas,
166 X 194 cm (6538 x 76%3 in.).
Madrid, Museo Nacional del
Prado, inv. 1443
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Brueghel’s quick sureness with the brush and adept management of simultancous
projects ensured his status as a lead collaborator, and a substantial proportion of his
activity involved collaborative works with many of Antwerp’s most eminent specialists.
He continued to work with Hendrick van Balen and with artists of similarly fine tech-
nique, including Frans Francken the Younger (1581-1642). In his artistic relationship
with the landscape painter Joos de Momper the Younger, it was Brueghel who, in
an unusual role reversal, supplied the figures for De Momper’s landscapes.* Sometimes
these works were large-scale panoramas, while others such as A Market and Bleaching
Fields (fig. 16) required a closer integration between the setting, by De Momper, and the
figures, which are exceptionally large for Brueghel. De Momper and Brueghel’s close
acquaintance is confirmed by Brueghel’s reference to him as “my friend Momper” (mio
amico Momper) in a letter to Ercole Bianchi in Milan.#6

Brueghel’s seniority and established ability to coordinate projects with other
painters surely account for his oversight of the prestigious commission from the city of
Antwerp for the unprecedented collective execution by twelve of Antwerp’s leading
painters of two paintings representing the Five Senses, today known from two large can-
vases (see figs. s8 and 59), as gifts for Archdukes Albert and Isabella.#” Painted about the
same time as Brueghel and Rubens’s five-part series on the same theme (see cat. no. 8),
the richly appointed interiors encapsulate Antwerp’s artistic heritage and the munificent
and refined sensibilities of the archdukes and their enlightened court. The archdukes
also confirmed their collecting interests and ties of taste with their realm’s elite citizens
in archetypal representations of art collections (fig. 17). These ideal assemblages of
famous paintings honor the proud tradition of painting in Antwerp, and in the allegories
of the senses often playfully refer to Rubens and Brueghel’s own achievements and those
of talented contemporaries such as Frans Snyders.

In 1619 Brueghel purchased “Den Bock” (The Billy Goat), a sizable house with a
garden on the west corner of Arenbergstraat and Sint Martinsstraat, near the zapissiers
pand, a center for the sale of paintings, tapestries, and other luxury items in Antwerp.48
Brueghel continued to develop some of his earliest, most innovative Jandscapes, notably
the so-called paradise landscape (see cat. nos. 4, 14, and 26), first developed in the late
1590s, and under the influence of Rubens’s recent innovations, to pursue other landscape
subjects in a cabinet format, notably the hunt subjects featuring Diana and her nymphs
(see cat. nos. 10 and 11). Cardinal Borromeo remained a key patron, and Brucghel
continued to develop the garland genre. In a series of letters between September 1621
and July 1622, he refers to a garland in which the central image would be painted
by Rubens.# Tragically, Brueghel’s career, and his fruitful partnership with Rubens and
others, was cut short on January 13, 1625, when he died, along with three of his children,
Pieter, Elisabeth, and Maria, in an outbreak of cholera that swept through Antwerp.

His son Jan, traveling in Italy, returned to take over the workshop and continued to
work with Rubens but was never his equal partner.

Unlike Jan Brueghel the Elder, who had been born into a family of painters, Peter
Paul Rubens was to take up the brush only after initial preparation for a civic career.5
His father, Jan Rubens, a Protestant lawyer and alderman, fled Antwerp with his family
in 1568 for Cologne. While serving as secretary to Anna of Saxony, princess of Orange,

TWO CELEBRATED PAINTERS 17



FIGURE 17

Willem van Haecht (1593-1637),
Apelles Painting Campaspe,

ca. 1630. Oil on panel, 104.9 x
148.7 cm (41% x §8Y/2 in.).

The Hague, Royal Picture Gallery
Mauritshuis, inv. 266
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he was found guilty of an adulterous affair with his patron and expelled to Westphalia.
Peter Paul Rubens was born in Siegen in 1577. The family returned to Cologne the

following year and later reverted to Catholicism. Following his father’s death, Rubens’s
mother, Maria Pijpelinckx, returned with her family to Antwerp in 1589. After receiving
a rigorous education at the Latin school of Rombout Verdonck, a foundation that
would inform and shape his future artistic endeavors, Rubens entered the household of
Marguerite de Lalaing d’Arenburg, comtesse de Ligne, in Audenarde as a page. After
only a short time, Rubens left the cloistered courtier’s world to begin his artistic training,
entering the workshop of a distant relation, the landscape and history painter Tobias
Verhaecht (1561-1631) in about 1591 at the age of fourteen.

Rubens soon sought a more sympathetic and perhaps influential teacher and
became apprenticed to the history painter Adam van Noort (1562-1641) before finally
settling with the illustrious Otto van Veen in about 1594.5! In Van Veen he found a
teacher of great erudition who had himself traveled to Italy and purportedly worked in
the studio of Federico Zuccaro (1540/42-1609).52 In the late 1590s, Van Veen was not
only painting important altarpiece commissions, such as The Martyrdom of Saint Andrew
(fig. 18), which met the rigorous criteria of orthodox Catholicism, but was in charge of
devising the celebratory allegories for the triumphal entry of the Archduke Albert and
Archduchess Isabella into Antwerp. At this time he was appointed engineer of the citadel
of Antwerp, an official court position accompanied by privileges and few restrictions.53

Rubens was already seeking out pictorial models outside the example of his
teacher. He later confided to a fellow artist that he had assiduously made drawings after



FIGURE 18

Otro van Veen, The Martyrdom
of Saint Andrew, 1594—99.

Oil on panel, 400 x 300 ¢cm
(1572 x 118 in.). Antwerp,
Sint-Andricskerk

© IRPA/KIK-Brusscls

FIGURE 19

Peter Paul Rubens, Portrait of a
Man, ca. 1597. Oil on copper,

21.6 X I4.6 cm (812 x s¥4 1n.).
New York, Metropolitan Muscum
of Art, The Jack and Belle Linsky
Collection, 1982, inv. 1982.60.24

prints by early German masters as a young artist.* With his command of Latin, Greek,
and several other languages, and his exposure to Van Veen’s own extensive knowledge
of antique and Italian Renaissance works, Rubens acquired the foundations of a learned
painter, a pictor doctus. He became a master in the Guild of Saint Luke in 150855 and
remained in Van Veen’s studio, perhaps as an assistant, until 1600. Only a few works
from this period can be identified, including the refined miniature Portrait of a Man
(fig. 19).56 He never returned to this format. Although his famous declaration that he
was “by natural instinct, better fitted to execute very large works than small curiositics”
was made twenty years later, Rubens’s earliest paintings, including The Battle of the
Amazons (cat. no. 1), suggest that his inclinations were already established.5” In his col-
laboration with Brueghel on The Battle of the Amazons, Rubens adopted an intermediate
scale for the tangle of figures, which he infused with the graphic emotion of a much
larger work. Although the experiences of Brueghel’s Italian sojourn may have helped
prepare Rubens for his own journey, he eschewed a specialty in landscape to establish
himself as an outstanding painter of historical subjects.

The following eight years, during which Rubens (fig. 20) traveled and worked in
Italy and Spain, were decisive.5® Armed perhaps with a letter of introduction from Otto
van Veen, he left Antwerp in November 1600 for Mantua with an assistant, Dcodaat
del Monte.5® While his projects for the duke of Mantua, Vincenzo I Gonzaga, were
routine—he mostly painted and copied portraits—Rubens took advantage of the duke’s
extraordinary collection and the opportunity to study the work of leading Renaissance
painters such as Andrea Mantegna (1430/31-1506), Titian (1485/90-1576), and Giulio
Romano (ca. 1499-1546), among others. He visited Rome, where the rivalry between
Caravaggio (1571-1610) and Giovanni Baglione (ca. 1566-1643) had polarized art lovers
for six months between July 1601 and January 1602. He was immediately drawn to
the famous works of antique sculpture that could be seen in the papal collection of the
Belvedere Palace, which contained the Torso Belvedere and the Laocodn, as well as
works in the private collections of the Borghese and Farnese families. His drawings after
sculpture in this period are full of contained energy and eventually formed a repertoire
to which he would return when composing paintings in Antwerp.¢0

In addition to Paul Bril and Hans Rottenhammer, other Northern artists had
moved to the city. The fluid brushwork and nocturnal effects of the German painter
Adam Elsheimer (1578-1610) were as important to Rubens as the graphic, aggressive
compositions of Caravaggio. Rubens’s presence in the city and success were also moni-
tored by Archduke Albert, whose agent, Johannes Richardot, kept him abreast of
the activities of Flemish artists. In 1602 Albert favored Rubens with the important com-
mission of an altarpiece for Santa Croce in Gerusalemme, which had been his titular
church in Rome (the archduke, who had been elevated to the cardinalate at age cighteen
and later became archbishop of Toledo, renounced his ecclesiastical rank in 1598).6!

Rubens’s diplomatic skills were tested as the emissary of the duke of Mantua to
the court of Philip III in Madrid. Accompanying the train of gifts, which included
almost forty paintings as well as horses from the Gonzaga stud, Rubens arrived in the
Spanish capital Valladolid in May 1603 and remained there for eight months. After
repairing works damaged during the journey, he visited the royal collections, including
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FIGURE 20

Peter Paul Rubens, Self-Povtrait
with Friends, ca. 1602. Oil on
canvas, 77.5 x 10I cm (3012 x
39% in.). Cologne, Wallraf-
Richartz-Museum, inv. 248

© Rheinisches Bildarchiv X6ln
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the Escorial, where Philip II had amassed a considerable group of works by the most

famous Flemish painters of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, including The
Temptation of Saint Anthony (fig. 21), a collaboration between Antwerp’s leading painters
of the early sixteenth century, Quinten Metsys (1466—1530) and Joachim Patinir.62
Rubens also executed the imposing and influential equestrian portrait of the duke of
Lerma (fig. 22), the king’s most powerful minister, the only documented commission he
received while in Spain.s3 In this painting Rubens transformed the influences of Titian
and Tintoretto to create a highly dramatic and unified evocation of status and power.
The tautly animated steed, which seems to pause just in front of the viewer, was later
used to great effect on a much smaller scale by Jan Brueghel, both in joint works with
Rubens (see cat. nos. 2, 4, and 7) and in the paradise landscapes (see cat. no. 26).6+

Once Rubens was back in Mantua, Venetian and Roman influences continued to
shape his work, for example, in the three canvases honoring the Holy Trinity (1604-05)
commissioned by Duke Vincenzo.6 In 1605—06 Rubens traveled to Genoa, where he
painted monumental portraits as well as an altarpiece on the subject of the Circumcision
(Genoa, Jesuit Church). Ultimately, Rubens grew tired of the constraints of the
Gonzaga court and asked for liberty to remain in Rome. There, residing with his brother
Philip in the Via de la Croce, he secured one of the foremost commissions in the city,
the altarpiece for the Oratorian Church of Santa Maria in Vallicella (see cat. no. 29).66
Rubens incorporated the reputedly miraculous image of the Vallicella Madonna, an



FIGURE 21

Joachim Patinir (ca. 1480~1524)
and Quinten Metsys (1466-1530),
The Temptation of Smint Anthony,
ca. 1522. Oil on panel, 155 x 173 cm
(61 x 68V4% in.). Madrid, Museo
Nacional del Prado, inv. 1615

Andachtsbild, in the new high altarpiece and encircling it with venerating angels, a solu-

tion that met his patrons’ key demand and had ramifications for the treatment of
decorated images of the Virgin and Child that he, and particularly Jan Brueghel, would
pursue in Antwerp.¢7

The news that his mother was gravely ill brought Rubens home to Antwerp in
October 1608, just days after his mother’s death. Despite this personal loss, he recog-
nized the auspicious indications of change. With the signing of the Twelve Years’ Truce
imminent, bringing hostilities with the Northern provinces to a halt with the recogni-
tion of their independence, the future of the Southern Netherlands, and beleaguered
Antwerp in particular, appeared more promising. Although Rubens considered returning
to Italy, as he wrote to his friend Johann Faber in Rome: “I have not yet made up my
mind whether to remain in my own country or to return forever to Rome, where I am
invited on the most favorable terms. Here also they do not fail to make every effort to
keep me, by every sort of compliment. The Archduke and the Most Serene Infanta have
had letters written urging me to remain in their service. Their offers are very generous,
but I have little desire to become a courtier again. Antwerp and its citizens would satisfy
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FIGURE 22

Peter Paul Rubens, Equestrian
Portrait of the Duke of Lerma, 1603.
Oil on canvas, 283 x 200 ¢m
(1112 in. x 7834 in.). Madrid,
Museo Nacional del Prado,

inv. 3137

FIGURE 23

Peter Paul Rubens, Samson and
Delilah, ca. 1610. Oil on panel,
185 x 205 cm (7278 x 80%4 in.).
London, National Gallery,

inv. 6461

FIGURE 24

Jacob Harrewyn (died after 1701)
after J. van Croes (active late 17th
century), The Facade and Arch

of Rubens’s House, 1684. Engraving,

287 x 434 mm (1114 x 1718 1n.).

Antwerp, Stedelijk Prentenkabinet,

inv. 17.877

me, if I could say farewell to Rome. The peace, or rather, the truce from many years

will without doubt be ratified, and during this period it is believed that our country will
flourish again 68

Rubens decided to stay in Antwerp and set about to attain the status he desired.
Within the first twelve months after his return, he established himself as one of the city’s
leading painters. Early in 1609, he was commissioned to paint The Adoration of the Magi
(1609; Madrid, Museo Nacional del Prado) for the Statenkamer (State Room) of the
Antwerp town hall where the new peace was signed.® By the end of 1609, he had also
completed a major altarpiece and gallery paintings for preeminent collectors. The erudite
elite of Antwerp were well acquainted with the figurative language employed by Rubens,
who in essence was updating a long-standing Italianate visual style preferred by socially
and politically ambitious patrons.”® Samson and Delilah (fig. 23) would have appealed
to the learned viewer familiar not only with the major monuments of antiquity but also
with the weighty, sculptural forms of Michelangelo.”? Rubens was soon able to com-
mand higher prices than his colleagues, and many students were drawn to his studio.”
Following his marriage in 1609 to Isabella Brant, Rubens bought a substantial house on
the Wapper (see fig. 11), renovating it according to Italian architectural ideals and adding
a large studio extension (completed in 1618) (fig. 24).

The archdukes sought to attach Rubens to their service on generous terms. In the
patent letter of September 23, 1609, they recognized his “great experience in the art
of painting and other arts” and entreated him to become their officier and paintre de nostre
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FIGURE 25
Peter Paul Rubens, The Raising of
the Cross, ca. 1610—11. Oil on
panel, central panel: 460 x 340 cm
(181 x 133%% in.). Antwerp
Cathedral © 1RPA/KIK-Brussels
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hostel, from which office Rubens would benefit from the “rights, honors, liberties,
exemptions and the customary liberties and from appurtenances, and from other uses

of our attendants and servants” (droitz, honneurs, libertez, exemptions et franchises
accoustumez ¢t y appertenans, et dont joyssent aultres noz domesticques et serviteurs).
In addition to freedom from onerous responsibilities such as participation in the civic
guard, he was also freed from membership in the painters’ guild and could teach his art
to whomever he wished (enseigner a ses serviteurs et aultres qu’il voudra sondict art,
sans estre assubjecti a ceulx du mestier). Rubens was allowed to work away from the
court and reside in Antwerp and received an annual pension of soo livres, a substantial
amount comparable to the cost of a large painting.” In addition, he was to be paid
for all work executed for the archdukes over and above the pension. Rubens’s stature
and the great admiration the archdukes held for him were further reinforced by the
sword and gold chain presented to him upon the conclusion of this agreement, along
with a double-sided portrait medal bearing his patrons’ likenesses (see cat. nos. 94 and



FIGURE 26

Peter Paul Rubens and Frans
Snyders (1579-1657), The

Recognition of Philopoemen, ca. 1609.

Oil on canvas, 201 x 311 cm
(798 x 122% in.). Madrid, Museo
Nacional del Prado, inv. 1851

98). These splendid gifts bound the artist to the court still further and constituted the
“golden fetters” Rubens’s nephew famously referred to in the biography of his uncle.?

While it is often emphasized that Rubens reinfused the Antwerp artistic scene
with the vitality and expressiveness he had acquired during his Italian sojourn, he seems
also to have consciously adopted a Northern sensibility. For example, he used panel
supports for many of the commissions after 1609, a support long favored by Flemish
artists. He continued to devise altarpieces in the triptych format preferred by his
patrons, finding creative solutions to the challenges posed by separate fields, uniting,
for example, the scene across all three sections in The Raising of the Cross (fig. 25).75

Upon returning home, Rubens also embraced the local artistic practice of collabo-
ration. Among the earliest works he produced with a second artist is The Recognition
of Philopoemen (fig. 26), with Frans Snyders.”s This large-scale painting, in which the
magnificent still life by Snyders dominates the composition, was the beginning of
a long-term working relationship between the two men that was very different from
Rubens’s partnership with Brueghel. The enterprise was overseen by Rubens, who
painted a preliminary sketch for the composition (fig. 27), including the still life.
Snyders was called upon to paint on a substantial scale and with a greater vividness than
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FIGURE 27

Peter Paul Rubens, The Recognition
of Philopoemen, ca. 1609.

Oil on panel, 5s0.5 x 66.5 cm

(1978 x 26Y/38 in.). Paris,

Musée du Louvre, inv. M.1. 967

FIGURE 28

Anthony van Dyck, Portrait of
Frans Snyders, 1621. Oil on canvas,
124.5 X 10§ cm (49 X 41%/8 in.).
New York, Frick Collection,

inv. 1909.1.39
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in his previous works. Only two years younger than Rubens, he was carefully cultivated

as a specialist contributor during the formation of Rubens’s studio in anticipation of
future large-scale commissions. Snyders was an independent master, who brilliantly
expressed the complexities of subjects devised by Rubens, such as magnificent vegetables
or game, that the latter was disinterested in ideating. While in some cases, such as the
Philopoemen and Prometheus Bound (cat. no. 22), Snyders adhered to a design provided
by Rubens, in other instances Snyders was either brought in after the composition
had been planned or allowed to devise the still-life and animal aspects of a composition,
as in Diana Returning from the Hunt (cat. no. 23). So compatible was Snyder’s brush-
work with Rubens’s, that in their most successful collaboration, The Head of Medusa
(cat. no. 24), in which snakes emerge from both the gorgon’s hair and drops of blood, it
is difficult to determine where the contribution of one begins and the other ends.
Snyders’s success as a specialist and the regard with which he was held by his colleagues
are evident from the splendid portraits of Snyders (fig. 28) and his wife by Anthony van
Dyck. Rubens and Snyders worked together until Rubens’s death in 1640, and Snyders
served as one of the assessors who drew up the inventory of Rubens’s collection.””
Rubens’s creative relationship to the work of other artists could, on occasion,
take a direct and even revisory form. An avid collector of sixteenth-century Italian and
German drawings, he sometimes changed works by adjusting contours, reworking
areas, or affixing new sheets of paper with figures added by his own hand.”® Although this
interference may seem surprising, Rubens’s hands-on interaction with non-compliant
partners reflects the confidence of his creative response and approach to problem solving.
In an unusual example of painted intervention, Rubens reworked an existing landscape



FIGURE 29

Paul Bril (ca. 1554-1626),
retouched by Peter Paul Rubens,
Landscape with Psyche and Jupiter,
1610. O1l on canvas, 93 x 128 cm
(3658 » so¥s in.). Madrid,
Museo Nacional del Prado,

nv. 1849
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FIGURE 30

Peter Paul Rubens, The Saint
Ildefonso Altarpiece, 1630-32.
Oil on panel, central panel:

352 X 236 cm (1382 x 9278 in.).
Vienna, Kunsthistotisches
Museum, inv. 678

28 TWO CELEBRATED PAINTERS



by Paul Bril, Landscape with Psyche and Jupiter (fig. 29). Rubens covered the end of the
cliff at the center with gray paint, then replaced it with landscape, and added the figures
of Psyche and Jupiter. He also introduced the rainbows and the shimmering effects of
spray from the waterfall on the right. Rubens retained the painting for himself, and it
appears in the inventory of his collection at his death.” While this case doesn’t represent
a joint effort by Rubens with Bril, who was still living in Rome, it highlights Rubens’s
readiness to adjust and perhaps “improve” the work of another artist, an approach

that notably recurs in The Return from War (cat. no. 2). That Rubens made a similarly
dramatic revision of the composition established by Brueghel is indicative of the spirit of
reciprocity in which they worked and the forthrightness that can exist between friends
and equals.

Collaborative works executed with Jan Brueghel, Frans Snyders, and Osias Beert
(?1580-1624) were but one aspect of Rubens’s tremendous activity in the 16105 and
1620s.80 In addition to the sacred images that defined devotional imagery in this period,
Rubens devised complex iconographic programs in the form of book illustrations, as
well as a program of ceiling paintings for the Jesuit church in Antwerp (1618—21), deco-
rative cycles, such as the history of the Roman consul Decius Mus, and the politically
charged series of paintings (1622—25) portraying the life of Marie de” Medici. Jan Wildens
(1585/6—-1653), recognized as an independent landscape painter of merit in Rubens’s
correspondence with Sir Dudley Carleton, contributed calm, broadly executed landscapes
to the Decius Mus tapestry series and other history paintings, elements which were
compatible with Rubens’s own brushwork but always subordinate to his figures.®!

After the death of Archduke Albert in 1621, Rubens served Isabella as a diplomat
and political agent, until her death in 1633. In 1630—32 Rubens painted The Saint Ildefonso
Altarpiece (fig. 30) for Isabella in memory of her husband. The monumental triptych
recalls traditional Flemish devotional images in its format and rich, jewel-like palette,
while also epitomizing the marvelous painterly brushwork of Rubens’s late carcer.
Rubens’s own aversion to war and his frustration with the elusiveness of peace are a recur-
ring theme in his later career, in works such as The Horrors of War (1637-38; Florence,
Palazzo Pitti). In the late 1630s, Rubens oversaw the production of decorations for the
triumphal entry of Archduke Ferdinand into Antwerp (1635), and the suite of over one
hundred scenes from Ovid’s Metamorphoses that were painted by his contemporaries and
assistants for Torre de la Parada, the hunting lodge of Philip I'V.82 Rubens’s last years
were spent in part at his castle, the Steen, at Elewijt, outside Antwerp. He died in 1640
after an illness and was eulogized on his epitaph as “the Apelles, not only of his own
age but of all time.”83

THE WORKING FRIENDSHIP OF RUBENS AND BRUEGHEL

Rubens and Brueghel’s professional and personal lives were closely intertwined, revealing
the extent of their remarkable friendship. Shortly after Rubens decided to remain in
Antwerp, Brueghel introduced him into the elite confraternity of Romanists, of which

he had been a member for the preceding ten years.3* One of the most often cited examples
of their friendship, however, was Rubens’s role as amanuensis for his friend. He acted
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as Brueghel’s secretary to Cardinal Borromeo and his agent Bianchi. Starting in October
1610, over two dozen letters in Italian from Rubens’s hand are known, continuing up
to Brueghel’s death in 1625.85 Although Rubens and Brueghel together painted at least
one garland for Borromeo, Rubens facilitated his friend’s exchanges with his Milan
patrons regardless of the content. His briefer, more clegant style is evident when
compared with the lively but irregular grammar of those written by Brueghel himself.
The intimacy and warmth of their personal relationship were conveyed in Rubens’s
splendid portrait of Jan Brueghel and his family, painted at about the time they resumed
their painterly collaborations in 1610—12 (frontispiece). The affectionate interactions
between Jan, his second wife, Catharina van Marienberghe, and their children Elisabeth,
on the left, and Pieter are emphasized by the tight format of the Netherlandish portrait
tradition. The strong lighting, simple background, and sculptural quality of the figures
lend the group a polished immediacy that mitigates the simplicity of this older portrait
type, and underscores the familiarity of the painter with his subjects. Jan Brueghel’s
angled posture conveys the relaxed naturalism that seems to have been a revised objec-
tive of the painting.® Rubens’s first wife, Isabella Brant, was present at the baptism of
the Brueghel children,3” and Rubens himself was godfather to Brueghel’s older children,
Jan and Paschasia. At Brueghel’s death, he served as one of the executors of his friend’s
will and guardian of his children.® As a mark of esteem for Brueghel and his family,
Rubens painted The Delivery of the Keys to Saint Peter to decorate the tomb of Jan’s father,
the celebrated Pieter Bruegel the Elder, in Notre Dame de la Chapelle, Brussels.3?
Despite their disparate styles, Brueghel and Rubens exercised an artistic relation-
ship that was based on mutually held principles. From their earliest known collaboration
(cat. no. 1), conceptually innovative and technically challenging projects were the norm.
Unlike their work with other colleagues, in which the painting styles are similar, Rubens
and Brueghel’s joint works are distinguished by the evident separateness of their hands
in a composition. While only one collaboration bears the names of both artists (see
cat. no. 4), and a handful of others Brueghel’s name (see cat. no. 8), their established
specialties and styles of painting serve as the visual equivalent of a signature. Most
unusually for Rubens, in certain works, notably The Battle of the Amazons (cat. no. 1) and
The Return from War: Mars Disaymed by Venus (cat. no. 2), there exists a visual equality
between his work and that of Brueghel. His willingness to allow certain features of
Brueghel’s approach, such as a high viewpoint or tilted foreground, as well as the strong
and even lighting Jan preferred, to be employed suggests that he perceived these as more
truly collaborative ventures than his works with other artists such as Snyders, which
were carried out under his direction. In instances where the composition is dominated
by Brueghel’s contribution, such as in the allegories of the senses (see cat. no. 8) and the
garlands (fig. 1 and cat. no. 12), it is the type of painting that determined which of the
two partners took the primary role. There are also instances of friendly reciprocity; in
The Garden of Eden with the Fall of Man (cat. no. 4) Rubens shared the role of animal
painter and may even have contributed grapes to the foreground still life in The Return
from War. The artists certainly had access to each other’s studios, and Brueghel’s repeated
borrowing of animal motifs from Rubens in the years around 1612-13 attests to the close
association they enjoyed and which they acknowledged in paint.



FIGURE 31

Hendrick van Balen, Jan Brueghel
the Elder, Frans Francken the
Younger (1581-1642), and
Sebastian Vranex (1573-1647),
Blazon for the Rhetorician’s Guild
“De Violieren,” 1618. Oil on pancl,
73 x 73 cm (2834 % 283% in.).
Antwerp, Koninklijk Museum voor
Schone Kunsten, inv. 366
©1RPA/KIK-Brussels
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While Rubens and Brueghel’s artistic camaraderie was unusual, in the close-

knit Antwerp artistic community there were bonds of affinity and family between many
leading painters. It was not uncommon for the principal families to be connected

by marriage. Many of these connections were facilitated by the common membership in
the Guild of Saint Luke, the body that regulated and protected the work not only of
painters but also of sculptors and goldsmiths.® A related corporate body, the rhetoricians
(vederijkers), brought together painters and so-called lefhebbers, amateur art-lovers, in a
learned dramatic society. Membership in the guild and other civic corporations provided
ample opportunity for feasting and merrymaking. The blazon (blazoen) of 1618 (fig. 31)
presents the ideals of the group as a delightful rebus, in which the art of painting receives
the protection of its patron, Saint Luke, and the goddess Fortuna.?!
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COLLABORATION AND THE FLEMISH WORKSHOP TRADITION: BACKGROUND

In their joint works Rubens and Brueghel largely adhered to their respective specialties,
although each could, and did, paint other elements on occasion. Their working relation-
ship on a practical level reflected the Flemish tradition of specialized contributions to

a single painting by artists and their workshops. While, as we shall see, only Patinir and
Metsys’s partnership offers a possible precedent for the close artistic relationship of
Rubens and Brueghel, the examples of fifteenth- and sixteenth-century practices outlined
below testify to the truly elaborate and complex methods of coproduction in which
paintings resulted from the participation of different contributors. Until a comprehen-
sive study of collaboration in the Netherlands is completed, it is only possible here to
touch on the main elements of the rich tradition that informed the collaborative mode
employed by Rubens and Brueghel.

Collaboration was an essential component of structured workshop practice and
was quite common in the Low Countries by the fifteenth century.®? Important prece-
dents for the rapid development of genres and the associated practice of specialization in
the early sixteenth century are found in manuscript illumination. As J. G. Alexander
has observed, collaboration between different illuminators was “very common, especially
in the later Middle Ages. . .facilitated by the fact that the manuscript was still unbound
and could be distributed for different artists to work on at one time”?? A scribe in
the late fourteenth century recounted how he traversed the streets of Paris in the rain
carrying a colophon between two studios.?* A hierarchy of status and expertise was
implicit in this process. Broadly speaking, under the direction of a lead illuminator, who
might execute the most important miniatures, other artists, perhaps studio assistants,
would paint the remaining miniatures and the borders, which themselves might be
separated into decorative and figural components. It became increasingly common for
one artist to execute the figurative elements and another the landscape or elements
from nature.?s Model books, transfer, pouncing, and other methods helped artists keep
pace with demand.

Panel painters’ workshops in the fifteenth century were structured in a similar
fashion. Documentary evidence, such as accounts, contracts, and guild records, suggests
that the master painter executed the important aspects of a commission and assistants
in the studio would carry out the rest. Essential preparatory materials for painting,
including drawings of motifs, enabled successful painters to produce muitiple versions
of successful or popular compositions.?® Designs, drawings, and other precious resources
of a workshop might also be passed to the son of a painter or other family member,
who would continue in his father’s manner.9” The most famous example of a jointly
produced painting in the fifteenth century was The Adovation of the Mystic Lamb, also
known as the Ghent Altarpiece (fig. 32), by Hubert van Eyck (d. 1426) and his brother Jan
(ca. 1390/1400-1441). A fragmentary inscription on the outside of the altarpiece is
today largely accepted as evidence that Hubert began the polyptych and that his younger
brother Jan finished it.?8 Workshop resources were protected and passed on to descen-
dants in the seventeenth century as well. Rubens closely guarded his drawings and
retained preparatory oil sketches for future reference.® While it is assumed that Jan
Brueghel the Elder worked with his son Jan the Younger, before the latter’s departure for



FIGURE 32
Hubert van Eyck (d. 1426) and
Jan van Eyck (ca. 1390/1400—
1441), The Ghent Altarpiece
(Adoration of the Mystic Lamb)
(open), completed 1432. Oil on
panel, 350 x 461 cm (137%4 x
181Y2 in.). Ghent, Cathedral of
Saint Bavo ©1rPA/KIK-Brussels

Italy in the spring of 1622, it was at the unexpected death of his father in 1625 that Jan II

inherited the contents of the workshop and its “resources”19¢ The younger Brueghel
capitalized on the successful compositions and relationships established by his father and
produced, for example, numerous versions of the Five Senses and garlands.!0! Documents
attest to his continued contact with Rubens, though the latter was pursuing diplomatic
ventures and must have largely operated through his studio.!92 Jan the Younger’s journal
(Dagboek) for the period 1625—51 provides insight into the market-driven collaborative
relationships the younger Brueghel maintained with Abraham Janssens (ca. 1575—1632),
Lucas van Uden (1595-1672), and his brother-in-law, David Teniers the Younger
(1610~-1690), as well as his careful perpetuation of his father’s inventions. 93

Early in the sixteenth century, according to Karel van Mander, particularly in
the burgeoning port city of Antwerp, the growing phenomenon of varieties or specialties
(verscheydenheden) in which artists worked began to gather momentum. The favorable
cconomic climate in the city, whose population would double over the next fifty years,
is often considered one of the contributing factors to the change in artistic practice.
Opportunities for selling works of art increased with the establishment of yearly markets
(pandts) and later with the building of the new bourse with its upper gallery of shops
where artists and painters could sell on the open market. In this dynamic and competitive
marketplace, it has been argued, a specialized product was often advantageous.!%4
Many painters moved tc Antwerp from towns in the southern Flemish regions, setting
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up workshops and establishing themselves as specialists. Of the leading sixteenth-century
Antwerp painters, Joachim Patinir, the innovative landscape painter, and Quinten Metsys
the leading figure painter in Antwerp, best anticipate the working relationship of equals
enjoyed by Brueghel and Rubens. The Tempration of Saint Anthony (see fig. 21) is the only
painting that can be securely attributed to both artists, whereas Brueghel and Rubens,
remarkably, produced many paintings together. Like Brueghel and Rubens, Patinir

and Metsys worked with other artists, but their elements often dominated those of the
other painter.

UNDERSTANDING AND PERCEIVING COLLABORATION

While Walter Friedlinder pessimistically described the increasing tendency toward
specialization as the seventeenth century approached as “a kind of collaboration, which
often took excessive forms in the seventeenth century, especially in Antwerp” that
“implied a dubious division of labor, a pernicious specialization,’1%5 there is little evi-
dence to indicate that specialties were perceived negatively in the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries. Even the painter Karel van Mander, whose biography of the eminent
artists of the time relied heavily on information supplied by descendants and others
for fifteenth- and early-sixteenth-century artists, and for whom the ideals of the master
history painter were at odds with the Northern expertise in landscape, adopted a
matter-of-fact approach. While it is clear that an artist with talent in all areas was con-
sidered most admirable, Van Mander often simply states that a painter such as Patinir
was famous for a particular subject.106

There is very little documentary material to tell us how collaborative paintings
were perceived by early viewers or patrons. It seems likely, particularly in the fifteenth
century when verisimilitude was especially valued, that a successfully unified surface
was the artistic and aesthetic goal. The intriguing inscription on the Ghent Altarpiece is
all the more suggestive, as the question of which parts of the polyptych were painted by
which artist has remained contentious even as the work was famously celebrated as the
work of the brothers Van Eyck. In an interesting case from Bruges about 1520, an artist’s
decision to subcontract out a portion of the work on a large altarpiece gave rise to a law-
suit when the disgruntled patrons sought to require him to paint the entire composition.107

Statements by artists themselves concerning their authorship versus others’ par-
ticipation in a work are very rare and should be understood as exceptional occurrences.
Brueghel’s attestations that he painted certain pieces while others were the work of a
knecht (assistant) have usually gone unnoticed but allow a rare glimpse into his working
arrangements.1% Rubens’s famous declaration to Sir Dudley Carleton that certain
works were “by my hand” while others were “retouched by my own hand” amounts to
an acknowledgment of the negative perception of his workshop process and the desire
for wholly autograph works among potential patrons, and reveals his methods for
reassuring his important clients.1 Brueghel, too, often promoted his colleagues—
including Rubens—to Cardinal Borromeo. In a letter of September 1621, Brueghel
offered a garland to Borromeo and promoted its magnificence and the contribution of



his colleague in glowing terms, noting that Rubens had demonstrated his skill with a
beautiful painting of the Madonna in the middle, perhaps aware that the cardinal was
among the few patrons in Europe who remained cool to Rubens’s talents.!1?

Perhaps the best evidence of the status of the collaborative process gencrally, as
well as the regard for the products of Rubens and Brueghel’s partnership, is the fre-
quency with which paintings of joint authorship are identified in contemporary docu-
ments. Patinir and Metsys’s Temptation of Saint Anthony (fig. 21) was attributed in
the 1574 inventory of the Escorial to “Master Quinten and Master Joachim,” followed
by a description of their respective contributions.!!! Brueghel regularly identified his
collaborators in his correspondence with Borromeo.'? Promethens Bound (cat. no. 22),
clearly described by Rubens in correspondence with Carleton, is the best-known
example in Rubens’s oeuvre for which the second artist is named.!!* However, The Head
of Medusa (cat. no. 24) was identified in 1635 as “by Rubens and Subter [Snyders]” and
several works that entered prominent aristocratic and royal collections (for example,
cat. nos. 6 and 12) were also recognized as collaborative works. The inventories of paint-
ings at the archducal hunting castle of Tervuren identify works of joint authorship, as
do numerous household inventories, including those of painters’ estates. Three paintings
were clearly identified as by two artists in the Specificatie drawn up at Rubens’s death,
and Frans Snyders owned three such paintings, including, extraordinarily, a “Psyche by
Titian and Rubens” (untraced).1#

© 6 0 o

RUBENS AND BRUEGHEL’S APPROACH TO CREATING WORKS OF EXTRAORDINARY
beauty and refinement represents a late phase in the development of the collaborative
artistic process in the Low Countries, and much about their technical method, such

as their general adherence to figure and landscape specialties, reflects the practical

and long-held approaches to working pursued by their sixteenth-century predecessors.
Brueghel, however, challenged the traditional secondary role of landscape by trans-
forming settings, both interior and exterior, with encyclopedic detail, from the lush
menagerie of the paradise landscape to the crumbling shadowy forge. Because every
painting Rubens and Brueghel produced was initially unique, their mode of working
varied. It is often difficult today to discern with certainty how a particular work

was painted.!* Both men shared forceful and energetic personalities, evident in the
quickness and surety of their brushwork. The joyful camaraderie of their collaborative
ventures is evident from the multiple levels of meaning in their allegories, where even
politics and eroticism could coexist (see cat. no. 10). Equally evident is the delight
both artists took in illusionism and new ways of viewing. The juxtaposition of armor
painted by their two hands in The Return from Way: Mars Disarmed by Venus (cat. no. 2)
amounts to friendly competition, whereas Brueghel’s transfixingly descriptive fruit and
flower garlands, whether supported by Rubens’s weighty putti (see fig. 1) or inhabited
by Brueghel’s lively birds and animals (see cat. no. 12), compete with the ostensible
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primacy of Rubens’s central painted icon, creating a highly intense viewing experience

and aid to devotion. It is only with a clearer understanding of Brueghel’s achievement as

an equal and even as a lead collaborator that the significance of their mutual exchange

becomes apparent. Ultimately, Rubens and Brueghel’s joint efforts were distinguished by

the cachet that their high status brought to each piece, as well as their close association

with their royal patrons, the impact of their shared political and spiritual beliefs on the

invention of new subjects, and, not least, their own profound friendship.

NOTES

1. While some insight into Jan Brueghel the Elder’s
workshop can be gleaned from the documents
published in Denucé 1934, a study of his studio
arrangements is needed; see the observations
in Honig 2005. For Rubens, see Hans Vlieghe,
“Rubens’s Atelier and History Painting in
Flanders: A Review of the Evidence,” in Boston—
Toledo 1993-94, pp. 159-70; and A. Balis,
“Fatto da un mio discepolo’: Rubens’s Studio
Practices Reviewed,” in Tokyo 1994, pp. 133—41.

2. “Peter Paul Rybent und Briigel zweene
beriihmbte Mahler. Hierauff sahen sie auch ben
den beyden vortrefflichen Mahlern Peter Paul
Rybent und Briigeln viel herrlich Gemihlde
und Kunststiick. Rybent mahlet meistlich grosse
Stiick und alles in rechter natiirlicher grosse,
aber iiberauf kiinstlich schon, und nach dem
Leben. Soll alle Wochen auff 100 Giilden arbeiten
konnen, mag leicht ein Stiick seyn er verkauffet
solches umb 2, 3, 4, auch soo Reichsgulden.
Briigel aber mahlet kleine T4fflein mit Land-
schafften, aber alles so subtil und kiinstlich, daf
mans mit Berwunderung ansehen muf8”:
Neumayr 1620, p. 261.

3. The joint ocuvre of Rubens and Brueghel
has been investigated in Merriam 1994 and
Van Mulders 2000, Tamis 2001~02, Van Mulders
2004, Van Mulders 2005, and Honig 2005,
and the exhibition Kassel-Frankfurt 2004; it
will be the subject of a forthcoming volume
in the Corpus Rubenianum Ludwig Burchardt
series by Christine Van Mulders.

4. For collaboration generally in seventeenth-
century Flemish painting, see Van der Stighelen
1990; Peter C. Sutton, “Painting in the Age of
Rubens: Collaboration,” in Boston-Toledo
1993-94, pp. 35—37; Honig 1995; and Vlieghe
1998, pp. 7-8. Some of the chief specialist studies
include Van Puyvelde 1949; Miiller Hofstede

10.

1968; Hairs 1957; Hairs 1977, pp. 13—33; and the
additional references cited below in conjunction
with specific partnerships.

. Crivelli 1868, p. 241 (letter of December 9, 1616).

. See cat. nos. 7, 8, oa and 9B. De Maeyer 1955

remains the most thorough consideration

of Rubens’s (pp. 93-130) and Brueghel’s

(pp- 144—59) work for the archdukes, but see also
Christopher Brown, “Rubens and the Archdukes”
(pp. 121-28), and Barbara Welzel, “Armory

and Archducal Image: The Sense of Touch from
the Five Senses of Jan Brueghel and Peter Paul
Rubens” (pp. 99-106), in Brussels 1998-99.

. For the government and religious policies of the

archdukes, see Pasture 1925 and Elias 1931. For
Antwerp’s circumstances after 1585, see Thijs 1990.

. The most thorough trearment of Jan Brueghel’s

career is Ertz 1979; aspects of this study have
been revised and updated by the same author in
Brussels 1980, Essen—Vienna 1997-98, and
Antwerp 1998. See also Crivelli 1868, Winner 1961,
Winner 1972, and Bedoni 1983.

. On the output of Pieter Brueghel the Younger’s

industrious workshop, see Maastricht-Brussels
2001-02.

“Jan van zjn Groote-moeder de Weduwe van
Pieter van Aelst hier van water-verwe hebbende
gheleert, quam en leer de van Oly-verwe by eenen
Pieter goe-kindt, daer veel fraey dinghen waren
in huys” (Jan learned to work in watercolor from
his grandmother, the widow of Pieter [Coecke]
van Aelst, and became a student of oil painting
with one Pieter Goe-kindt, in whose house there
were many handsome works): Van Mander 1604,
fol. 234r; Van Mander/Miedema 1994-99, vol. 1,
p- 195 (translation: author).

. “Hij reysde voort nae Colen, en soo in Italien...”

(he then traveled to Cologne and so on to Italy):



I2.

13.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

2I1.

22.

23.

Van Mander 1604, fol. 234r; Van Mander/
Miedema 1994~99, vol. 1, p. 195.

Winner 1961, p. 190; and Winner 1972, figs. 3 and
4. Brueghels short stay in Naples is discussed by
Bedoni 1983, pp. 19-21.

Brueghel’s presence in Rome by 1592 is supported
by the inscription on the verso of a drawing of
Venus and putti by the Antwerp artist Lodewijk
Toeput (Stockholm, National Museum, inv.
1347/1863): “Hans brueghel in Rooma 1592,”
indicating that Brueghel acquired the drawing
trom Toeput, who then resided in Treviso;

see Winner 1961, pp. 190-91, illustrating the
inscription, and Ruby 1999, pp. 44, 145 n. 340.

- Ruby 1999, pp. 44-4s.

For the influence of Jacopo Bassano on Brueghel’s
emerging paradise landscape genre, see Kolb
2005. For Brueghel’s awareness of Zucchi’s inno-
vations, see Honig 200s.

Klaus Ertz, “Jean Brueghel I’Ainé,” in Brussels
1980, p. 166.

Brueghel’s correspondence with Borromeo is
published in Crivelli 1868 and Vaes 1926-27. For
Brueghel’s contact with Borromeo in Rome

and in Milan, see, respectively, Gabrieli 1933-34,
pp. s9-60; and Bedoni 1983, pp. 89-107.

“Io sono per tutti in Hollandia e Fiandro, per
veder la pittura di nostra: ma veramente non
trove cosa nisuno appreso quello d’Ttalia et
d’quel Dodesco: per questo prego vs. Ill.mo de
tenir le cosa sua in grand grand’ €’ stimo.”
(letter of October 10, 1596): Crivelli 1868, p. 7.

For the Six Small Landscapes, as well as A Glory of
Angels by Rottenhammier and Brueghel, see Jones
1993, Pp. 234—35, 0. 30, and pp. 260-61, NO. 100,
respectively. For Borromeo’s early contact with
Brueghel and Rottenhammer, see Bedoni 1983,
pp- 38-49.

Sce, for example, Cascades of Tivoli (pen and
watercolor on paper, 23.7 X 28.4 cm [9 V4 x
1118 in.]; Leiden, Rijksuniversiteit, inv. 1240);
Brussels—Rome 1995, pp. 12728, cat. no. 47.

The drawing probably dates from the end of
Brueghel’s Roman stay; see Winner 1972, p. 122;
and Brussels—Rome 1995, p. 128, cat. no. 48.

See note 13 above.

For the print “Solitudo, sive vitae patrum
eremicolarum” by Jan and Raphael Sadeler after
drawings by Marten de Vos, see Jones 1993,

pp. 216-17, 234; and Ertz 1979, p. 562, no. 3o.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34

35.

For Brueghel’s transformation of the subject to
suit Borromeo, see Jones 1993, pp. 78-79.

Brueghel was in Milan by May 30, 1596

(Van den Branden 1883, p. 44s). His letrer to
Borromeo of October 10, 1596, confirms he
had arrived in Antwerp by that time (Crivelli
1868, p. 7).

Rombouts and Van Lerius 1864-76, pp. 397, 416,
418.

For the history and membership of the Antwerp
confraternity of Romanists, sce Dilis 1923.

Held (1983, p. 24) proposed that Brucghcl could
have met Rubens when he traveled through
Cologne, where Jan’s sister Maria lived, on his
way to Italy. However, this scenario scems
remote, as Rubens, who would have been about
twelve in 1589, was not yet part of an artistic
communnity.

“...en is in seer groot achten ghecomen met te
maken Landschapkens en secr cleen beeldekens
daer hy cen uytnemende fraey handelingh van
heeft” (...and is held in very great estcem by
making small landscapes and tiny figures in which
he shows an excellently fine manner of working):
Van Mander/Miedema 1994~-99, vol. 1, p. 195.

“een stuck van Octavi ende Breugel ende van
Rubens cerst geschildert, met buitenlyst, wesende
den berch Parnassus, get. No. 362” (a picce by
Octavi [Ortro van Veen] and Breugel and by
Rubens in his carly style, framed, depicting
Mount Parnassus) in the inventory of Herman

de Neyt (October 15-21, 1642); sce Denucé

1932, p. 100. Sce also cat. no. 1.

Brueghel married Catharina in April 1605
(Van den Branden 1883, pp. 445-46).

Van den Branden 1883, p. 446. For the document,
see Denucé 1934, pp. 20-21, doc. I1.

For Van Balen’s carcer, see Van Mander 1604,
fol. 295v; Van Mander/Miedema 1994-99, vol. 1,
p. 441; Jost 1963; and Werche 2004.

Brueghel’s correspondence was published by
Crivelli 1868.

See the important article by Freedberg (1081), as
well as Jones 1993, pp. 84-87, and U. Klcinmann,
“Blumen, Krantze und Girlanden: Zur Enstchung
und Gestaltung eines Antwerpener Bildtypus,”

in Essen—-Vienna 1997-98, pp. 54-66. Sce also
cat. nos. 12 and 19,

A scene of Hell, sent in 1608, was altered per
Borromeo’s specifications; see Jones 1993, p. 235.
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36.

37

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

“Fuit in suo genere muirisicus, potuitque corpus-
culis illis inserére tam generosos, viuidosque
spiritus, vt incertum relinquere videatur in spec-
tantium animis, altane, an humili dimensione
incluserit tenuuium earum figurarum modum.
Videtur penicillo suo per cuncta nature voluisse
peruagari. Pinxit enim, sicuti postea demostra-
bimus, Maria, Montes, Antra, specusque subtera-
neos, et omnia ista spacys disiecta immanibus

in augustum coegit, naturam ipsam imitatus

non coloribus tantim, sed etiam facilitate, qua
sicuti nature, ita etiam artis summum decus

est. Qua si fortafle cuipiam nimis effusa laudatio
videtur, sciat, tantam olim fore famam, nomenque
viri, vt parce, ac restricte laudatus viderj possit”
The English translation is from Quint (1986,

p- 236), and the Latin is from the facsimile repro-
duced by the same author (p. 198).

Jones 1993, pp. 232-33, no. 26.

“... ho principiata et destinato a VS Ill.mo una
Massa de vario fiori gli quali reucerani molto
bello: tanta per la naturalleza come anco delle
bellezza et rarita de vario fiori in questa parto
alcuni inconita et non peiu uisto: per quella io
son stata a Brussella per ritrare alcuni fiori del
natural, che non troue in Anversa” (letter of
April 14, 1606): Crivelli 1868, p. 63; and “Credo
que non sia mai fatto tanti raro et vario fiori,
finita con simla diligensa, d’inuerna farra un bel
uedere, alcuni colori arrineno apressa poca il
natural” (letter of August 25, 1606): Crivelli 1868,
pp. 74—7s. The English translation is from Jones
1993, p. 82, who notes the letter was written

in June.

For example, see Duvivier 1860, p. 331,
doc. 1v (April 5, 1606), and p. 332, doc. v1
(April 10, 1606).

De Maeyer’s (1955) thorough consideration of
the different categories of artists working at the
archducal court has recently been given thought-
ful reconsideration by Sabine van Sprang,

“Les peintres a Ja cour d’Albert et Isabelle: une
tentative de classification,” in Vlieghe and

Van der Stighelen 2005, pp. 37-46.

For the document, see Duvivier 1860, doc. 11,
p. 440; Brueghel’s request is discussed in

De Maeyer (1955, p. 148) and by Van Sprang
(note 40 above, p. 41).

For a reassessment of Brueghel’s Peasant Wed-
dings and the political agenda of the archdukes,
see Cordula Schumann, “Court, City and
Countryside: Jan Brueghel’s Peasant Weddings
as Images of Social Unity under Archducal
Sovereignty,” in Brussels 1998-99, pp. 151-60.

43.

44

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.
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52.

53.

54

For the career of Jan Brueghel the Younger,
see M.-L. Hairs, “Jan Brueghel de Jongere,”

in Brussels 1980, pp. 22630, 238—43; and Ertz
1984.

Seghers was registered in the guild of Saint Luke
as a leerjongen (apprentice) in 1611; see Rombouts
and Van Lerius 1864-76, vol. 1, pp. 477, 480, 483.

Their artistic relationship is documented in
1612-13, when Brueghel said he had painted the
figures in six of De Momper’s paintings at 25
florins each (fatto li figuri in 6 quadri del
Momper a 25 fiorina per un) as well as the figures
for a Four Seasons series at 40 florins a part

(Li quatro stagioni f del Momper, et P’altro fatto
in Casa, li figuri fatto di mio mane a 40 fiorina
per pezzo); see Crivelli 1868, p. 208; and Ertz
1979, P. 470.

Crivelli 1868, p. 295 (letter of May 7, 1622,
written by Rubens on Brueghel’s behalf).

Didz Padrdn 1995, vol. 1, pp. 23645,
nos. 1403—04.

Van den Branden 1883, p. 451.

Although it has long been believed that the gar-
land Brueghel refers to is today in the Museo
Nacional del Prado, according to Ariane van
Suchtelen it is more likely to be the Madonna and
Child in a Garland of Flowers in the Musée du
Louvre; see cat. no. 12.

For Rubens’s life, see the monographs by White
(1987) and Von Simson (1996), and the recent
treatments by U. Heinen (““Herr Pietro Paulo
Rubens, Ritter’ Anmerkung zur Biographie,”

in Braunschweig 2004, pp. 13-27) and Baudouin
(2005).

For Rubens’s early teachers, see Norris 1940,
pp- 189-90; and Held 1983.

For the life and career of Otto van Veen,
see Miiller Hofstede 1957 and Vlieghe 1998,
pp. 18-19.

For Van Veen’s service to the archducal court,
see De Maeyer 1955, pp. 62—82. Van Sprang (note
40 above, p. 37) discusses the duties and privi-
leges associated with the position of “ingenieur”

Early German prints were collected and dis-
cussed among a learned circle associated with the
mapmaker Abraham Ortelius. Rubens’s recollec-
tion of the importance of drawing after German
artists in his youth was recounted by Joachim
von Sandrart (1606-1688); see Peltzer 1925, p. 156.



55

$6.

57

58.

59.

60.

6I.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

“Peeter Rubbens, vrymeester, scilder” (Pecter
Rubbens, free master, painter): Rombouts and
Van Lerius 1864-76, p. 401.

For the portrait, which is engraved on the verso,
PETRVS PAVLVS RVBENS / PI, sec¢ Licdtke 1984,
vol. 1, pp. 187-91.

“...je confesse destre par un instinct naturel
plus propre a faire des ouvrages bien grandes que
des petites curiositez,” (letter of September 13,
1621, to William Trumbull): Rooses and Ruelens
18871909, vol. 2, p. 286 (letter no. 225); trans-
lated in Magurn 1955, p. 46.

For Rubens’s career in Italy, sce Jaffé 1977 and
London 2005.

Vlieghe (note 1 above), pp. 159-60.

For Rubens’s drawings after antique sculpture,
see Van der Meulen 1994, and the insightful
observations in London 2005, pp. 89-9s.

Saint Helena Discovering the True Cross (Grasse,
Cathedral), The Mocking of Christ (Grasse,
Cathedral), and The Raising of the Cross known
today from a copy (Grasse, Cathedral). Albert
resigned his cardinal’s hat when he married
Isabella Clara Eugenia.

It entered the royal collections by r574; see Balis
ct al. 1980a, pp. 78-81.

Whether the sitter commissioned an cquestrian
portrait from Rubens or whether the artist
invented it in response to a general request is
unclear; see Vergara 1999, pp. 11-16; and Madrid
2001-02.

While the carliest histories of two drawings by
Rubens connected with the equestrian portrait
of Lerma (Equestrian Portrair of a Knight in
Awrmor, pen and brown ink with brown wash over
black chalk heightened with white, 67.3 x 41 cm
[261/2 x 161/8 in.]; Munich, Staatliche Graphische
Sammlung, 1983.84.,, and Equestrian Portrait of

a Knight in Armor, pen and ink with wash, 29 x
21.5 cm [11¥/3 x 812 in.]; Paris, Musée du Louvre,
inv. 20.185) are not known, if Rubens retained
them, the sheets might have been accessible to
Brueghel in the studio. The drawings and their
histories are discussed by Thea Vignau-Wilberg,
“Rubens’ Studies for the Equestrian Portrait

of the Duke of Lerma,” in Madrid 2001-02,

pp- 21-29, $4-59.

For Rubens in Mantua, secec Mantua—-Milan 1977.

For the brothers’ Roman residence, sce Rooses
and Ruelens 1887-190¢, vol. 1, p. 309. For
the altarpiece commission, see Jaffé 1963,

67.

pp. 209—-251; Incisa della Rocchetta 1963,
pp. 161-83; and Held 1980, pp. 537-45.

See Rubens’s letter to Annibale Chicppio
(February 2, 1608), where he says “my painting
for the high altar of the Chicsa Nuova turned
out very well, to the extreme satisfaction of the
fathers and also (which rarcly happens) to all
the others who first saw it (... mio quadro per
I’Altar maggiore della chicsa nova, essendo
riuscito buonissimo, i con summa soddisfattionc
di quelli Padri 1 [ci0 che rare volte accade]

di tutei gli altri ch’el videro prima): Rooses and
Ruelens 1887-1909, vol. 1, p. 403 (letter no. 108);
translated in Magurn 1955, pp. 42—43. Rubens
goes on to note the unfortunate light that
required him to repaint the work on a non-
reflective support. See cat. nos. 12 and 19.

68. “Ma per venire alle cose mie sapia V.S, chio non

69.

70.

71.

72.

saprei in adesso che resolutione pigliarmi che fer-
marmi nella Patria o di ritornare per sempre in
Roma donde vengo sollecitato con buonissime
conditioni; qui ancora non mancano di far ogni
sforzo a ritenermi con ogni sorta di carezze.
L’Arciduca, ¢ UlInfanta serenissima mi hanno fatto
scrivere facendo instanza di rimanere al loro
servizio con grandissime offerte, benche ho poca
volonta di rifarmi corteggiano. Anversa mi bastara
colli suoi citradini, quando potessi dir a Dio a
Roma. La pace o per dir meglio tregua per molti
anni si fa di sicuro mediante la quale si crede che
questi pacsi rifioriranno et si crede che per Ja
settimana prossima si publicara per tutte queste
province.”: Rooses and Ruclens 1887-1909, vol. 6,
Pp. 323-24; translated in Magurn 1955, pp. 52-53.

For The Adoration of the Magi, scc Madrid 2004,
pp- 55—123.

Sce Vlieghe 1993. For Rubens’s awarencss of
fifteenth-century precedents, sce Eisler 1967.

For Samson and Delilah, scc London 2005, p. 166,
cat. no. 77.

For Rubens’s prices, see H. Vlieghe, “Maatwerk
en confectie. Over de functie van historice
schilderkunst in de Vlaamse stad van de ryde
ceuw,” in Brussels—Schallaburg 1991, p. 260. In
1611 Rubens stated he was unable to accept the
potential student proposed by his friend Jacob
de Bie, saying “... ic van alle canten ghepreve-
nicert ben soo dat noch sommighe voor etlycke
jaren by ander meesters haer onderhouden om
myn commoditeyt te verwachten ... voorts mach
ic segghen met der waerheyt sonder cenich
hyperbole dat ic over die hondert hebbe moceten
refuseren ooc sommighe van myn ende myns
huysvrouwen maegen nict sonder grooten
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73.

74.
75.

76.

77-

78.

79-

8o.

81.

ondanck van vele van myn beste vrienden” (From
all sides applications reach me. Some young men
remain here for several years with other masters,
awaiting a vacancy in my studio... I can tell

you truly without exaggeration, that I have had
to refuse over one hundred, even some of my
relatives or my wife’s, and not without causing
great displeasure among many of my best
friends): Rooses and Ruelens 1887-1909, vol. 2,
p. 35 (Jetter of May 11, 1611); translated in
Magurn 1955, p. s5.

The letter patent was published by De Maeyer
(1955, Pp- 293-95) and discussed by Christopher
Brown (“Rubens and the Archdukes;” in Brussels
1998-99, p. 121) and Van Sprang (note 40 above,
p- 40).

Lind 1946, p. 38.
For The Raising of the Cross, see Martin 1969.

Rooses 1886—92, vol. 4, p. 14, no. 8co. For recent
technical findings, see Gayo Garcfa and Vergara
2004.

Several independent works by Snyders appear in
the Specificatie (Specification) made at Rubens’s
death: “no. 239 A baskett with fruite, and birds,
by Franchys Snyders,” «
great wild bore; by Francys Snyders.” “no. 261 A
flower pott by the same,” “A Bord, where fruite
Lyes vppon the Earth by Fran. Sndyers,” and
“no. 264 A bord, with Cabbages & Turnipps by
the same”; see Muller 1989, pp. 137-38; and
Antwerp 2004, pp. 174-76.

no. 260 the huntinge of a

This fascinating practice was the focus of
Edinburgh-Nottingham 2002 and is discussed
in New York 2005, pp. 15-18.

“26. Vn paysage de Bril avec [histoire de Psyche.
/ 26. A Landschap [sic] of Paul Brill’s with a
Psyche”; see Muller 1980, p. 100, no. 26, who
notes “it is not clear whether Rubens ordered a
figureless landscape from Bril for the purpose

of collaboration or independently retouched Bril’s
work?” See also Konrad Renger’s entry on the
painting in Antwerp 20044, p. 174.

For Beert’s work with Rubens, see Bergstrom
1957, and for their Pausias and Glycera (1612-15;
Sarasota, Florida, The John and Mabel Ringling
Museum of Art, inv. SN 219[0]), see Vienna—
Essen 2002, pp. 116-17, cat. 0. 33.

In a letter of March 14, 1617 (to Sir Dudley
Carleton), George Gage refers to “a yong man
who hath lived long in Italy, who I think is the
rarest man living in Lantscape”: Rooses and
Ruclens 1887-1909, vol. 2, p. 104 (letter no. 151).

82.

83.

84.
8s.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

ol.

92.
93.
94.

95.

This young man is usually identified as Wildens.
When Wildens married Maria Stappacrt in 1619,
“his good friend” (zijnen goede vriendt) Rubens
served as a witness (Van den Branden 1883,

p- 684).

For the decorations for the triumphal entry, see
Martin 1972. For the Torre de la Parada, see
Alpers 1971.

The epitaph was composed by Rubens’s friend
Jan Gaspar Gevaerts; see Rooses 1903, p. 629.

Dilis 1923, pp. 456—57.
Published by Crivelli 1868.

Sce Vlieghe 1987, pp. 60—62, no. 79; Rubens’s
portrait remained in Brueghel’s family through
the end of the seventeenth century.

Hairs 1977, p. 13.

The other guardians were the painters Hendrick
van Balen and Cornelis Schut; see Denucé 1934,
pp- 51-52, doc. 20, and pp. 55-57, doc. 23.

Jaffé 1989, no. 219.

For the Antwerp Guild of Saint Luke, see
Rombouts and van Lerius 1864-76.

The image is in the form of a rebus of a poem

by the painter Sebastian Vrancx: “Apelles
scholieren, die Sint Lucas vieren, / Wilt helpen
versieren den Olyftak snel, / Met ons Violieren
en Apollo’s laurieren, / Vlucht droevige manieren,
willich houdt Vrede wel” (Students of Apelles
who celebrate Saint Luke / Help us quickly!
Decorate the Olive Branch / with our gillyflowers
and the laurels of Apollo, / Melancholy ways
readily flee. Keep the Peace well); see
Keersmaekers 1957, pp. 343—50 and Peter Sutton
in Boston—-Toledo 1993-94, p. 57.

Campbell 1981, p. s0.
Alexander 1992, p. 49.
Alexander 1992, p. s50.

For a thorough consideration of the varied prac-
tices involved in manuscript production, see
Alexander 1992. Recent contributions to literature
on the production of Flemish miniatures include
Catherine Reynolds, “Illuminators and the
Painters’ Guilds,” in Los Angeles—London
2003-04, pp. 15—33; and Thomas Kren

and Maryan W. Ainsworth, “Illuminators and
Painters: Artistic Exchanges and Inter-
relationships,” in Los Angeles-London 2003-04,
pp. 3557
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101,

102.
103.
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See Campbell 1981; Campbell 1998, pp. 23-28;

and Maryan Ainsworth, “Workshop Practice in
Early Netherlandish Painting: An Inside View,”
in New York 1998-99a, pp. 205—11.

Campbell 1998, p. s3.

While the nature and extent of collaboration
between Hubert and Jan van Eyck on Adoration
of the Mystic Lamb are still disputed (sec Till-
Holger Borchert, “Introduction: Jan van Eyck’s
Workshop,” in Bruges 2002, pp. 14-15), Karel
van Mander in his biography of the brothers
published in 1604 asserted his opinion: “Some
believe that Hubertus began this picture on his
own and that Joannes subsequently finished

it but I am of the opinion that they began it
together and that Hubertus died in the year 1426
while the work was in progress” (Eenige meenen
dat Hubertus des tafel eerstmael alleen hadde
begonnen en datse loannes daer nae voldaen
heeft, dan ick houde dat yse t’samen aenghe-
vanghen hebben, maer datter Hubertus over
gestorven is): Van Mander/Miedema 1994-99,
vol. 1, pp. §8-59.

For Rubens and his drawings, see Anne-Marie
Logan, “Peter Paul Rubens as Draftsman,” in
New York 2003, p. 3.

Denucé 1934, pp. 113-15, doc. LXVIII
(September 3, 1638).

For Brueghel the Younger’s copies of the Five
Senses made for a patron in Holland, see Denucé
1934, pp. 80-82, doc. 39 (June 8, 1632); Brueghel
subsequently claimed that “thousands of people”
(nochtans duysent menschen) came to see the
Senses (letter of August 25, 1632): Denucé 1934,
p. 83, doc. 41; and Bedoni 1983, p. 142. See the
numerous references to garland paintings in the
correspondence between Jan the Younger and the
Seville merchant Chr. Van Immerzeel in Denucé
1934, pp. 68-71, 92—93. Sce also, for example,
Denucé 1931, pp. 31, 48, 98; and Denucé 1932,
PP. 246, 252—57; Instances of such references
among Antwerp inventories are too numMerous

to cite.

Ertz 1984, pp. 80-81.
Vaes 1926—27 and Denucé 1934.

For the rise of the Antwerp art market in the early
sixteenth century, see Ewing 1990 and Vermeylen
2003. For its relation to the rise of new genres,
see Arnout Balis, “De nieuwe genres en het bur-
gerlijk mecenaat,” in Brussels-Schallaburg 1991,
Pp. 237—54; for the art market in the seventeenth
century, see De Marchi and Van Miegroet 1994;
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106.

107.
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110.

IIT.

112,

113.

114.
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and for the phenomenon of a “new” product, sce
De Marchi and Van Micgroet 1998.

Friedldnder 1967-76, vol. 7 {Quentin Massys),
p- 25

Patinir ... hadde ecn scker eygen manier van

te maken landscappen, scer acrdich en suyver”
(had a certain individual way of landscape paint-
ing, most subtle and precise): Van Mander/
Miedema 1994-99, vol. 1, p. 135. Later he
described Gillis van Coninxloo as “den uytne-
menden Landscapmaker” (the exccllent landscape
painter): p. 331.

Campbell 1688, p. 51; and Tamis 2000.

“Het eene van myn hant heeft. .. geghelden 54
guldens; het ander van myn knecht gedacen is
vercocht 18 guldens. . ” (the one by my hand was
worth 54 gulden; the other done by my assistant
cost 18 guldens): Duvivier 1860, vol. 2, p. 331,
doc. 1v (April 5, 1606); “... deux pieces de pein-
tures siennes, 'une faicte de sa main a 54 fl., ct
Paultre par un sien valet a 18 i (two of his paint-
ings, one from his hand at 54 florins, and the
other by his assistant at 18 florins.): Duvivier
1860, vol. 2, p. 332, doc. vI (April 10, 1606).

Letter of April 28, 1618; scc the discussion in
cat. nos. 22 and 24.

Crivelli 1868, p. 272.

“Macstre Coyntin y M. Joachin. Otra tabla ¢n que
esta pintada la tentacion de Sant Anton contres
mugeres en un paysage las figuras de man de
Maestre Coyntin y el paysage de M. Joachin que
tiene de alto 6 p. y de ancho 7”°(Master Quinten
[Metsys] and Master Joachim [Patinir]. Another
pancl upon which is painted a tempration of Saint
Anthony against women [harlots] and a Jandscape
of figures the hand of Master Quinten and the
landscape of Mr. Joachim which has the height

6 p. and the width 7). The citation was first pub-
lished by Justi 1886, p. 9s.

For examples, see Crivelli 1868, pp. 248, 249, 272,
See cat. no. 22.

For the inventories of paintings at Tervuren in
1617 and 1667, sce De Macyer 1955, pp. 336-37,
doc. 134, and pp. 448-53, doc. 272. For the
Specificatie, see Antwerp 2004, pp. 328-33; and
Denucé 1949, pp. 188-90.

For Rubens and Brueghel’s joint working meth-
ods in paintings in the exhibition, and the
approaches used to study them, sce the essay by
Tiarna Doherty, Mark Leonard, and Jorgen
Wadum in this volume.
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ANNE T. WOOLLETT (ATW)

Reader’s Note: In entries on the collaborative works of
Rubens and Brueghel, a distinction has been made between
the levels of responsibility assumed by each artist, with the
primary contributor listed first.

Literature and Exhibition sections are comprehensive but
not exhaustive.
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Peter Paul Rubens and Jan Brueghel the Elder

The Battle of the Amazons

ca. 1598—-1600
Oil on panel, 97 x 124 cm (38%4 x 4878 in.)
Potsdam, Stiftung Preuflische Schlofier und Girten Berlin-Brandenburg,
Schlof} Sanssouci Bildergalerie, GK I 10021

PROVENANCE

In the collection of Oranienburg Castle,

by 16991 transferred to Berliner Schlof},
1710;2 removed to and exhibited in Paris,
Musée Napoléon (Musée du Louvre),
1806—15;3 Berliner Schlof, 1830-1906, and
presumed 1906-1940/43 (documented in the
Kaiser-Wilhelm-Gesellschaft, ca. 1930-40);
thence in the Neue Kammern of Sanssouci;
[1945—1958 Russia]; exhibited in the
Bildergalerie since 1964*

LITERATURE

Nicolai 1779, p. 666; Waagen 1830, vol. 2,

p. 227; Cologne 1977, pp. 181~82;5 Bartoschek

HE BATTLE OF THE AMAZONS IS THE EARLIEST

known collaboration undertaken by Rubens and

Brueghel. Realized through a straightforward division
of labor between figural and landscape components, this
splendid panel captures the swirling action and violence of a
heroic clash of combatants from the classical past. Painted
after Brueghel’s return from his Italian sojourn in 1596 and
before Rubens departed for Mantua in 1600, The Battle
of the Amazons proved to be a decisive undertaking that had
repercussions for the independent oeuvres of both artists,
as well as for their future projects together. It was at this
crucial time, with the execution of a war theme, that Rubens
and Brueghel harnessed their complementary artistic ambi-
tions and apprehended the power of their joint inventions.

The Amazons were a race of fierce female warriors from

Asia Minor, whose horsemanship and skill with the bow
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1978, p. 11, no. 1, pl. 1;6 Eckardt 1980,
p- 80, no. 74; Held 1983, pp. 21-25; Held
1987, pp. 9—22; Von Simson 1996, pp. 34—35;
Padua-Rome~-Milan 1990, p. 36; Essen—
Vienna 1997-98, pp. 240, 242, 243, 246;
Poeschel 2001, pp. 97, 10737 Renger and Denk
2002, p. 350; Lille 2004, p. 32; New York
2005, p. 88; Vienna 20044, pp. 158-60,
cat. no. 11; Honig 2005

EXHIBITIONS

Paris 1807, cat. no. 602; Cologne—Antwerp-
Vienna 1992-93, pp. 343—44, Cat. NO. 44.1;
London 2005, pp. 11, 42— 44, 47, cat. no. I

were legendary. The exploits of the Amazons and their
queens, Hippolyta, her sister Antiope, and Penthesilea, who
were considered worthy opponents of the great heroes, are
recounted in the myths of Hercules and Theseus. Plutarch
(Lives 1.27) describes the Amazons’ attack on Athens and
their defeat by the Greek army led by Theseus, for whom the
war was “no trivial or womanish enterprise” Although large-
scale Amazonomaches are found in ancient Greek art and the
exploits of the formidable Amazons were a popular sub-

ject for antique sarcophagi, the subject was rarely depicted
in Renaissance art.8 For this cabinet-sized Amazonomache,
Rubens and Brueghel combined the portrayal of the fervor
of battle with references to the feats of Hercules, drawing
on a broad literary tradition rather than a single source.?

On a wide plain, with a wooded hill to the left and a swampy
river on the right leading to a bridge, the Amazons engage
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their opponents. The Greek army charges in from the left,
pushing the Amazons at a gallop across the field toward the
water and forward in the direction of the viewer. In the
foreground, Hercules subdues two Amazons, one of whom
incongruously wears a plumed cap reminiscent of sixteenth-
century costume.10 The Amazon in red in the center right
of the composition, highlighted by the gold banner behind
her, may be Hippolyta, who has not yet succumbed to
Hercules.}! To the left of the Hercules group, a muscular
warrior clasps the limp figure of an Amazon; the two perhaps
representing Theseus and the slain Antiope. Around these
foreground groupings, warriors surge forward on foot

- and on horseback, fall from their steeds, are trampled, and
resist their adversaries.

The Battle of the Amazons has long been recognized as a
collaborative work, although the attribution of the figures
to Rubens was only restored relatively recently. The Potsdam
panel, or a second version of the composition in a private
collection (see below), is almost certainly the painting
described in the inventory of Diego Duarte’s collection in
Antwerp in 1682, in which collaborative works are clearly
identified: “By Peter Paul Rubens. A piece on panel, the
battle of the Amazons, full of action in his early manner;
the landscape or background is entirely by the Velvet [Jan]
Brueghel 12 In 1779 the painting was identified as a work
by Breughel and his frequent collaborator during the mid-
1590s, Hans Rottenhammer (compare cat. nos. 14 and
15).13 During the confusion over the location of The Battle
of the Amazons after 1816, it was attributed simultaneously
by French authorities to Otto van Veen (ca. 1556 —1629) and
again to Rottenhammer by keepers in Berlin. With its arrival
in Potsdam, Miiller Hofstede confirmed the attribution
to Van Veen, and the Sanssouci Bildergalerie continued to
recognize this designation, as well as the attribution of the
landscape to Jan Brueghel, until Held returned The Battle of
the Amazons to the small group of early, pre-Italian-sojourn
works by Rubens. 14

Although there can be no doubt that Rubens was respon-
sible for the figures in The Battle of the Amazons, the attri-
butions to Rottenhammer and particularly to Van Veen
reflect the long-held uncertainty about Rubens’s style before
his departure for Italy. After short apprenticeships with
the landscape painter Tobias Verhaecht (1561-1631) and the
history painter Adam van Noort (1562-1641), Rubens entered
the studio of Otto van Veen in about 1596.15 Originally
from Leiden, Van Veen had spent nearly five years in Italy,
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mostly in Rome. One of the most erudite painters in
Antwerp, he had been court painter to Alessandro Farnese,
duke of Parma and governor of the Southern Netherlands,
in Brussels, from 1584 to 1592 as well as to Archduke Ernst
in 1594 and to Archduke Albert in 1596. From 1599, he served
Archdukes Albert and Isabella.’6 Rubens’s nephew Philip
famously described the resemblance of his uncle’s early style
to Otto van Veen’s manner.!” Rubens’s large Adam and Eve
of about 1598-1600, occasionally attributed to Van Veen,
reveals the influence of his teacher’s smooth, heavy Roman
manner. The figures in The Battle of the Amazons, despite
their smaller scale, still retain vestiges of Van Veen’s blocky
figural style and utilize the cool undertones for the flesh and
bright pink accents characteristic of his work in the 1590s.
Rubens became a master in the Antwerp Guild of Saint
Luke in 1598, and although he maintained ties with Van
Veen, the Potsdam panel dates from this period of indepen-
dence.!8 It demonstrates Rubens’s youthful ambition and
interests as well as the decisive ways in which he was expand-
ing beyond the model of his teacher. The young Rubens
eschewed Van Veen’s monumentality and solidity and pur-
sued motion, action, emotion, and complex arrangements of
men and animals. On a sheet vividly drawn in pen and ink,
Battle of Nude Men (ca. 1598—1600; Washington, D.C.,
National Gallery of Art), he excerpted key individual figures
and groups, choosing figures in violent and extreme motion,
from two engraved battle scenes by Barthel Beham (1502-
1540), Battle of Titus Gracchus (ca. 1528) and Battle of Eighteen
Nude Men (ca. 1528).1° Beham’s running frieze was itself
indebted to the battle scenes in relief on the Column
of Trajan (finished by A.p. 113; Rome, Forum of Trajan), a
major source for combat figures in the Renaissance. The
exaggerated expressions of the Greeks and Amazons and the
bloody portrayal of violence in The Battle of the Amazons
reveal a young artist striving to capture the extremity of his
subject. For a subject where the clash between women and
men was the central, charged theme, Rubens adopted the
conventional ruddy and creamy skin tones to differentiate
the sexes. Rubens was already a keen observer of horses,
as demonstrated by studies known through a later copy
(fig. 33). He understood how equine figures could generate
energy and drama in a composition, and the dynamic variety
of horses in The Battle of the Amazons underscores his creative
and dramatic use of equine elements.20 The pink manes of
some of the horses are part of a chromatic palette that, along
with the illogical lighting, enhances the excitement of the
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scene.?! Rubens demonstrated his conversance with major
antique models in The Battle of the Amazons even before he
had studied them firsthand. The intricately entwined figures
of Hercules and the struggling Amazons, for example, are
derived from the Laocodn group.22 The biting horses at the
extreme right were drawn from Leonardo da Vinci’s famous
Battle of Anghiavi, a composition that fascinated Rubens.23
From the earliest moments of his career, Rubens was
engaged with the compositional challenges associated with
battle subjects, a passion to which he would return over
succeeding decades.

The Battle of the Amazons served as a forum for the shared
interests of Rubens and Brueghel and a natural meeting
of their ambitions. Brueghel had returned from his travels
through Naples, Rome, and Milan in the fall of 1596. At this
time he was undertaking ambitious, large-format multifigure
landscapes, such as the Harbor Scene with Christ Preaching
(see fig. 98), in which the majestic setting contextualizes the
human dramas taking place in the foreground. Rubens pos-
sessed a thorough classical education, and it must be
assumed he was familiar with literary accounts of the great
battles of antiquity. In addition, as discussed above, he
had begun to gather a figural vocabulary in anticipation of
a depiction of warfare. The cultural milieu of Antwerp at the
end of the decade may also have served as a powerful impe-
tus upon the two artists. Battle subjects, both historical and
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FIGURE 33 Willem Pancels (ca. 1600-1632)
after Peter Paul Rubens, Studies of Hovses
after Jost Amman, ca. 1628—30. Pen and ink,
with traces of graphite on formerly white
\ paper, 20.6 x 31.7 cm (844 x 1212 1n.).

Hamburg, Kunsthalle, Graphische Sammlungen,
NV, 1957—145%

contemporary, were well represented in Burgundian and
Habsburg collections, and in 1597 Otto van Veen designed a
series of twenty-seven tapestries celebrating the military
victories of Archduke Albert (Madrid, Royal Collection).2+
Rubens and Brueghel approached the process of collabo-
ration straightforwardly by dividing the pancl horizontally
into two zones. In order to achieve the desired density
of figures, and to show off his command of many difficult
poses, Rubens carefully planned the lower half of the paint-
ing. Infrared reflectography reveals his controlled drawing
(see fig. 115), perhaps after a sketch or group of separate
preparatory drawings.2s He was also responsible for the tran-
sitional section of tightly packed warriors. Brueghel painted
an extensive and atmospheric view across the curiously
lush plain to the mountains, throughout which Greek and
Amazon forces continue to skirmish. The wild far reaches
of this view conjure up an earlier, more archaic time. Char-
acteristically, the different zones of landscape are separated,
so the most distant portions are largely blue in tonality.
Brueghel also added fine grass around the foreground fig-
ures. One of the most striking aspects of The Battle of the
Amazons is the lively use of gold detailing, a practice found
carlier in the Netherlands and in the work of Van Veen.26
Both artists adjusted their current modes while executing the
Potsdam panel: the viewpoint is lower than in many of
Brueghel’s works from this period, while Rubens adopted an
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FIGURE 34 Giovanni Francesco Penni (1496-1528) after Giulio Romano
(ca. 1499-1546), The Battle of Zama, ca. 1523—28. Pen and brown ink,
gray wash and white heightening on paper, 41.9 x §6.7 cm (16V2 x

223/ in.). Paris, Musée du Louvre, inv. 3718

intermediate figure size. Although Rubens was, as his nephew
later attested, already renowned before leaving for Italy, the
size of the painting, suitable for a gallery, the importance of
the landscape, and the adaptation of key Roman fresco
sources (discussed below) suggest that Brueghel, senior by
eleven years, strongly influenced its direction.?? It is, in fact,
difficult to determine in some areas exactly where Rubens’s
figures end and Brueghel’s work begins—a situation that
further promotes the supposition that their contributions to
The Battle of the Amazons were equivalent.

Rubens and Brueghel’s conception of The Battle of the
Amazons was particularly indebted to the great fresco
designed by Raphael, The Battle of Constantine agninst
Maxentins (1520—24; Rome, Vatican, Sala di Constantino),
which Brueghel could have seen when he was in Italy only a
few years earlier, and Rubens could have known through
an engraving. In The Battle of the Amazons, the army surging
into the composition from the left, as well as the viewers’
remove from the melee, which allows for open ground in
the foreground, and the river and arched bridge on the
right, all recall the fresco. However, the foreground combat
of mounted soldiers in Giulio Romano’s Battle of Zama
(fig. 34), one of twenty-two designs for the Deeds and
Triumphs of Scipio series of tapestries for the French king
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Francis 1, itself influenced by Raphael’s example, may have
suggested to Rubens the effective portrayal of horses seen
from the rear as well as other motifs of charging and fallen
horses.28

The impressive Baztle of the Amazons must have been
admired soon after its completion, as a second version was
painted a short time later.2° The extensive use of gold detail-
ing in the Potsdam panel is absent from the later version,
which is also free of the draperies added (presumably later)
to some of the figures in the Potsdam Battle to cover their
nudity. As the specificity of the Duarte inventory suggests,
almost one hundred years later Rubens and Brueghel were
known to have collaborated on a painting of this subject.

A tradition also existed that there had been a more extensive
collaborative enterprise that included Rubens’s teacher.

Two works have been attributed to the joint authorship of
Van Veen, Brueghel, and Rubens: in 1642 a Parnassus (pre-
sumed lost) was listed in the collection of the Antwerp
dealer and painter Herman de Neyt, and at the end of the
nineteenth century, a large Battle of the Amazons (location
unknown) was sold in Cologne.30

The extraordinary importance of The Battle of the Amazons
for Rubens and Brueghel is evident from their individual
pursuits after 1600. With Rubens’s departure for Italy in May
1600, Brueghel himself turned to large-scale historical sub-
jects. For the Continence of Scipio, of about 1600 (see fig. 10),
he borrowed Rubens’s lively horses, including the white
horses with the pink manes, charging across the foreground
and cavorting at the side, as well as the motif of the horse-
men entering from the right blowing their horns. The Baztle
of Issus, 1602 (fig. 35), demonstrates Brueghel’s ambitious
treatment of battle. Here, too, many of the most prominent
equine figures recall Rubens’s example. However, the density
of figures ensures that the armies move and swirl en masse,
unified by the bird’s-eye view.3!

For Rubens, The Battle of the Amazons stands at the
beginning of a series of drawn and painted engagements with
Amazonian themes. A rapidly executed group of figures,
Barttle Scene between the Greeks and Amazons and Studies for
Samson (Edinburgh, National Galleries of Scotland) again
combines female and equine combatants.3? Some of the
ideas from this sheet and particularly from the more finished
drawing of The Battle of the Grecks and Amazons (London,
The British Museum) were employed in two other paintings
of the subject: the recently discovered The Battle of the
Amazons of 1603—05 (private collection) and The Battle of






FIGURE 35 Jan Brueghel the Elder, The Battle of Issus, 1602. Oil on canvas,
80 x 136 cm (31V2 x 53V in.). Paris, Musée du Louvre, inv. 1094

FIGURE 36 Peter Paul Rubens, The Baitle of the Amazons, ca. 1618.
Oil on panel; 120.3 x 165.3 cth (47%% x 65V in.). Munich, Alte Pinakothek,
inv. 324
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the Amazons of about 1618 (fig. 36).33 Among the motifs
Rubens retained from the Potsdam Battle of the Amazons and
incorporated into the London drawing, and the two paint-
ings, is the fearsome Amazon holding her trophy of a severed
head aloft.

For Rubens, The Battle of the Amazons represents an early
attempt at a complex figural composition, and his meticu-
lous drawn preparation on the panel, not found in later
collaborative works, betrays the difficulties of the process.
When the partnership was reestablished nearly a decade
later with another war theme, The Return from War: Mars
Disavmed by Venus (cat. no. 2), Rubens and Brueghel realized
the political and allegorical references associated with the
theme of peace through a more complex working process
that nonetheless resulted in contributions of equal visual
value. ATW

NOTES

1. No. 321, “Eine Amazonische Bataille mit Hercule und Theseo™:
Eckardt 1980, p. 80; and Held 1983, p. 22.

2. Catalogued in 1779 as Jan Brueghel the Elder and Hans
Rottenhammer; see Eckardt 1980, p. 80.

3. As the work of Otto van Veen; see Held 1983, p. 21. Held discusses
the confusion over the whereabouts of the painting after 1816, when it
was believed to have been transferred to the Musée des Beaux-Arts in
Dijon. The painting, however, had been returned to Berlin.

4. Waagen 1830, vol. 2, p. 227; Eckardt 1980, p. 8c; and correspondence
from G. Bartoschek.

5. As Otto van Veen.
6. As Otto van Veen, with the landscape by Jan Brueghel the Elder.
7. As Otto van Veen.

8. For ancient examples, see Bober and Rubinstein 1986, pp. 175-80.
According to Held (1983, p. 22), Rubens may have known Enea Vico’s
print of 1543, possibly after Giulio Romano.

9. Alternatively, as proposed by McGrath and Jaffé in London 2005
(p. 43), Virgil’s characterization of the virtuous warrior Camilla
in The Aeneid (11.648-63) may have informed Rubens’s ideas for
the composition.

10. Perhaps Rubens sought to underscore the relevance of the subject for
his own time with this device. However, he did not include contem-
porary costume elsewhere in the composition.

11. In his ninth labor, Hercules was sent to obtain the girdle of the
Amazon queen Hippolyta, succeeding only by slaying her in battle;



13.

4.

16.

18.

20.

21.

22.

23.

see, for example, Apollodorus, Bibliotheca 2.5.1—12; and Diodorus
Siculus 4. Poeschel (zoo1, p. 97) identified this figure as Hippolyta.

. “Van Petro Paulo Rubbens [a total of eleven paintings included under

this heading]. .. Een stuck op paneel den slagh van de Amasoonen vol
werckx van syn vroege manier. Het landscap ofte verschiet is geheel
vanden Fluweelen Bruegel . . . guldfen] 100 {the sixth most valuable
painting in this group]”: Dogaer 1971, pp. 208-9; discussed in Held
1983, p. 22.

Eckardt 1980, p. 80.

Miiller Hofstede in Cologne 1977, p. 181; sce also Held 1983, pp. 21-25.
However, Von Simson (1996, p. 34) does not accept the attribution to
Rubens, and Poeschel (2001) retains the earlier attribution to Van Veen.

. For Rubens’s early training, see Miiller Hofstede 1962; Held 1933;

and Baudouin 2005.

For Van Veen’s career, see De Maeyer 1955, pp. 62-82; Muiller
Hofstede 1957; Vlieghe 1998, pp. 18—19; 117-19; and p. 18 in
this volume.

. “car avant son voyage d’Italie ils voient quelque ressemblance avec

cetux d’Octave van Veen, son maistre” (in correspondence with Roger
de Piles, 1676): Norris 1940, p. 189. For Philip Rubens’s biography,
see De Reiffenberg 1837, pp. 1o—11.

Rombouts and Van Lerius 1864~76, p. 401.

. Barthel Beham, Battle of Titus Gracchus (engraving, ss x 295 mm [21/s x

1% in.]); see Hollstein 1949—, vol. 2, p. 191; and Barthel Beham,
Battle of Eighteen Nude Men (engraving, 56 x 295 mm [2Y4 x 11548 in.]);
see Hollstein 1949—, vol. 2, p. 203. For Peter Paul Rubens, Fighting
Men (pen and brown ink over black chalk, 14.1 x 25.2 cm [51/2 x

978 in.]; Washingron, D.C., National Gallery of Art, Julius S. Held
Collection, Alisa Mecllon Bruce Fund, 1984.3.57), see Held 1959, no. 3,
pp- 64-65. The Rubens sheet and the Beham prints are discussed and
reproduced in London 2005, pp. 52-53, cat. no. 6.

Rubens compiled the horses from different woodcut battle scenes by
Jost Amman (ca. 1539—-1591) from a German edition of The Jewish War
by Flavius Josephus; see Held 1983, p. 23.

Held (1983, p. 25) drew attention to the other instance, dating from
Rubens’s Mantuan stay, in which the artist gave his horses vibrant pink
manes: The Council of the Gods, 1601—2 (oil on canvas, 204 x 379 cm
[80% x 1494 in.]; Czech Republic, Prague Castle Art Collections,

inv. HSIII).

Roman copy, first century A.D., Rome, Vatican, Belvedere Palace.
Rubens would make several drawings of the group a few years

later while he was in Rome. For these drawings, see Van der Meulen
1994, vol. 2, pp. 92—-104. Despite its title, Willem Paneels’s drawing
after Rubens, The Rape of the Sabines (162830, black chalk, pen

and brown ink, 21 x 26.9 cm [82 x 1014 in.]; Copenhagen, Statens
Museum for Kunst, inv. KKSGB 7270), is specifically related to the
trio of figures in the Potsdam composition; sec Held 1983, pp. 21-22.

Leonardo da Vinci’s wall painting in the Sala del Gran Consiglio of
the Palazzo Vecchio, Florence, begun about 1503 and abandoned
by Leonardo in 1506, was probably known to Rubens in the late 15905

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

from engraving or copy. For Rubens’s study of this modcl later in his
career, see Wood in Edinburgh-Nottingham 2002, pp. 40-41; and
London 2005, pp. 41—-45.

Tapestry series, notably the Battle of Pavia, 152628, designed by
Bernard van Orley and depicting Charles V’s defeat of the French
king Francis I, and the Conguest of Tunis series, 1548—54, designed by
Jan Vermeyen for Charles V, were an important form of imperial
propaganda; see Utrecht—"s-Hertogenbosch 1993, p. 263; and New
York 2002, pp. 267—-70. For Van Veen’s tapestrics, sec De Maeyer 1955,
p- 7s-

See the essay by Doherty, Leonard, and Wadum in this volume,
pp. 223, 228.

See particularly the decorative use of gold in the important Portrait
of Alessandro Farnese (ca. 1585—92, oil on copper; Los Angeles County
Museum of Art, inv. M. 2003.69).

Norris 1940, p. 190.

The Battle of Zama was engraved by Cornelis Cort (1567); scc Hollstein
1993—, vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 92-94, nos. 195 and 196. For Giulio Romano’s
drawing and the tapestry series, see Paris 1978, p. 97.

Oil on panel, 102 x 120 cm (40VY% x 474 in.), private collection.

Sce Held 1983, p. 25; Padua~Rome-Milan 1990, pp. 36-37, cat. no. 1;
Essen—Vienna 1997-98, pp. 238, 24042, cat. no. 68; and London
2005, P. 44.

Inventory of Herman de Neyt, October 15-21, 1642: “Opdc camer
boven den winckel:. .. Een stuck van Octavi ende Bruegel ende

van Rubens cerst geschildert, met buytenlyst, wesende den berch
Pernassus, get. No. 362” (In the room above the shop:...a picce by
Octavi [Otro van Veen] and Brueghel and Rubens in his carly style,
framed, depicting Mount Parnassus); see Denucé 1932, p. 100; and
Gemalde-Galerie des zu Pressburg verstorbenen Herrn Grazioso Enca
Lanfranconi sale, J. M. Heberle (H. Lempertz Sohne) Cologne,
October 18-20, 1895, no. 209 (Battle of the Amazons, oil on pancl,

130 X 252 ¢m {5148 x 99¥%4 in.]).

For Jan Brueghel’s Baztle of Issus, see Ertz 1979, pp. 463—65, 571, no. 86.
The effect recalls Albrecht Altdorfer’s vertical Battle of Issus (1528-29;
Munich, Alte Pinakothek, inv. 688) as observed by Ertz 1979 (p. 463)
and verbally to the author by Dr. Gert Bartoschek.

Studies for Hevo and Leander (recto), Battle Scene between the Greeks and
Amazons and Studies for Samson (verso) (ca. 1601-03, pen and brown
ink and brown wash [recto] and pen and brown ink [verso], 20.4 x
30.6 cm [8 x 12 in.]; Edinburgh, National Gallerics of Scotland, inv.

D 4936); see New York 2005, pp. 83-85, cat. no. 10; and London 20053,
pp. sO—sI, cat. no. 5 (as “attributed to Rubens”).

Rubens, Battle of the Greeks and Amazons (ca. 1602-04, pen and brown
ink over traces of graphite, 25.1 x 42.8 cm [97 x 1678 in.]; London,
British Museum, inv. 1895.9.15.7045), see New York 2005, pp. 88—90,
cat. no. 12; The Battle of the Amazons (oil on canvas, 89 x 135.5 cm [35 X
5338 in.]; private collection), see London 2005, pp. 48—49, cat. no. 4
(dated 1603053, but possibly earlier); and The Battle of the Amazons
(see fig. 36). The last work was owned by the Antwerp collector
Cornelis van der Geest; see Renger and Denk 2002, pp. 350-55.
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Peter Paul Rubens and Jan Brueghel the Elder

The Return from War: Mars Disarmed by Venus

ca. I610—12

Oil on panel, 127.3 x 163.5 cm (50V8 x 6433 in.)
Los Angeles, J. Paul Getty Museum, acquired in honor of John Walsh, 2000.68

PROVENANCE

Possibly collection of Ferrante Spinelli,
Naples, 1654; possibly private collection,
Italy, eighteenth century; perhaps with

the duke of Mantua; ca. 1890, purchased by
the Pennington-Mellor family, Castello

di Lunghezza; brought by the family

to England, 1911, and then to Franon, the
Pennington-Mellor property in Biarritz;
transferred from Biarritz to England in 1940
by Hilda Pennington-Mellor; by inheritance
to her son Major Malcolm Munthe, Much
Marcle at Hellens, near Ledbury, Hereford-
shire, and transferred by 1953 to Southside

HIS AMBITIOUS ALLEGORY WAS ONE OF THE

first joint projects of Rubens and Brueghel’s resumed

partnership, following Rubens’s decision to remain
in Antwerp in 1609. The Return from War: Mars Disarmed
by Venus highlights the specialties of both artists and reveals
the accommodating nature of their exceptional working
method. In this, one of their largest collaborative works, the
artists adapted the scale of their contributions, with
Brueghel painting exceedingly large pieces of armor and
Rubens adopting an unusual intermediate figure scale.
Significantly, in the revision of the right side of the panel,
Rubens introduced figures over finished pieces of furniture
and small objects, thus altering the subject but not, appar-
ently, the firm friendship upon which the partnership was
based. Rubens and Brueghel brought together Flemish and
Ttalian Renaissance iconography as easily as two different
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House, Wimbledon, England; given by
Malcolm Munthe to the Pennington-Mellor
Munthe Charity Trust in 1981; sold to the

J. Paul Getty Museum, 2000

LITERATURE

Woollett 2001; Van Mulders 2004, pp. 70,
74; Doherty 2005; Honig 2003, fig. 14;
Van Mulders 2005; Rosenthal 2005, pp. 73-75

pictorial styles in a composition that highlights the genius
of both painters.

The Return from War started out on the casel of Brueghel,
who painted the cavernous interior and the foreground
accoutrements. The ruined, vaulted space is a modified ver-
sion of the dilapidated forge Brueghel developed between
1606 and 1608.1 As in earlier compositions, the Los Angeles
panel features a long corridor leading to the landscape out-
side and various bays inside housing the forge and smithy
(the many figures working in these recesses are by his hand).
Many drawings from Brueghel’s Italian sojourn, particularly
from the period of his residence in Rome (1592-94), attest
to his interest in the majestic remains of antiquity and in par-
ticular to the rhythm and texture of the arched corridors of
the Colosseum and Baths of Diocletian (see figs. 6 and 7).2
He was further inspired by the fanciful re-creation of a vaulted
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ruin as the setting for the Forge of Vulcan by the Antwerp
painter Pauwels Franck, called Paolo Fiammingo (1540-
1596), who was active in Venice about 1570 (see fig. 78).3
While Brueghel reversed the Jocation of the main features of
the setting (for example, the smithy and the mill wheel) in
the Allegory of Fire (cat. no. 17) and related compositions, in
The Return from War the position of the main figure group
on the right and the display of precious articles (subsequently
obscured by Rubens, see below) correspond to the Fiam-
mingo drawing. The Prophesy of Isaiah (cat. no. 18), a collabo-
rative work by Brueghel and Hendrick van Balen, features a
similar alcove on the right.

However, Brueghel made key changes to the vaulted set-
ting for The Return from War, abandoning the picturesque
arching heights that dwarf the figures and foreground debris
for an interior that is more circumscribed and enclosed. Not
only are the pieces of armor larger, in keeping with the scale
of a substantial figure group, but they have been carefully
selected for their rich surfaces and complex forms. Beautiful
pieces of Milanese-style parade armor predominate, along
with copper vessels, minutely described objects that include
a crossbow and winders (cranequins), a powder horn, a
spanner, and a wheel-lock gun.# Most of these items can be
found in earlier allegories of Fire and in the Prophesy of
Isaiak. Surviving sheets of figure studies, apparently from
life, as well as studies for birds and hunting implements (see
fig. 64), suggest that Brueghel kept drawings in the studio
for reference.5 Although Antwerp was an important center
for the fabrication of armor, Brueghel may have studied the
armor firsthand in the archducal armory in Brussels,
although specific archducal garnitures are not represented, as
they are in the Allegory of Touch (see fig. 56).6 The shield
on the right with a blue tasseled fringe, its interior surface
and decorative rivets broadly described, while painted
by Rubens, was probably a prop in Brueghel’s studio and
appears face up in the immediate foreground of the Prophesy
of Ismiak. Brueghel took a playful approach to the main heap
of armor, showing his technical virtuosity in the evocation
of edges and dark interior spaces. On this scale, the liveliness
and crisp impasto of his brushwork reveal the essentially
painterly nature of his technique.

Brueghel painted many objects in the alcove beneath the
figures of Mars, Venus, and her helpers, which are only
partially visible with the naked eye but have been revealed
by X-radiography and infrared photography (see figs. 123 and
124).7 From left to right they include a three-legged copper

bowl] of glowing embers and a triangular wooden stool with
a tazza of grapes on the seat. A little higher up are a group
of small items, including a shell, a porcelain bowl, a candle-
stick, clippers, an overturned decorated glass, a Jobed pewter
container, and a circular piece of gilt plate, perhaps a salver,
leaning against the wall; a wooden bench stands diagonally
in the right corner.8 All of these elements appear to have
been brought to a finished state by Brueghel.?

When Rubens received the panel, he revised the alcove
by covering many of these objects with a layer of gray paint,
neatly sidestepping the craneguin in the foreground and
following the barrel of the musket. The standing figures of
Mars and Venus must represent an acute shift in the original
design, as they do not resemble the single roughly under-
drawn figure, visible with infrared reflectography, with its
bent posture and smaller scale (see fig. 121).10 Together with
the forge setting, the presence of the legged brazier allows
tor the possibility that the scene was planned as a Venus in
the Forge of Vulcan. This distinctive vessel of burning
embers is found near Cupid and Venus in several of the
Venus in the Forge of Vulcan scenes Brueghel painted with
Van Balen (see, for example, fig. 76).11 However, in his
conceptual partnership with Brueghel, Rubens’s substantial
alteration was in keeping with his independent contribution
to the commission. More than simply adjusting the subject
with the addition of standing figures, Rubens eliminated
extraneous attributes that did not support the new theme.
As we shall see, there is every reason to believe that Rubens
discussed the transformation of the theme with Brueghel,
whose later contributions served to enhance it.

With Rubens’s contribution of a figure group based on
antique and Renaissance sources, Vulcan’s forge became the
setting for an allegory of Peace. Leaning into his embrace,
the nude Goddess of Love fixes the God of War with a dis-
arming gaze. Venus divests her returning lover of his armor
as he stands relaxed and oblivious to her cupids playfully
stealing away his martial emblems. The untying of the war
god’s buskin, for example, is a reference to his binding
by the fetters of love and conveys the peaceable hope that
Love is more powerful than Strife.}2 Often, the allegory
of Mars and Venus was treated as an idyll that transpires
in a landscape where Mars’s relaxation, and even sleep, was
emphasized.13 Rubens himself later treated the theme in
a painting now lost.}# Ironically, in The Return from War,
while the disorder of discarded musket, crossbow, and can-
non surrounding the illicit lovers emphasizes the halt to

RUBENS AND BRUEGHEL 55



FIGURE 37 Otto van Veen (ca. 1556 -1629), “Love lycketh darkness”
(CELARI VVLT SVA FVRTA VENUS), Amorum Emblemata (Antwerp, 1608).
Getty Research Institute, Special Collections

war, the distant fires of Vulcan’s forge ensure that these
armaments increase, a reminder that the war god’s powers,
although tempered by love, can be reclaimed. The Return
from Wayr also reflects the contemporary interest at the
Brussels court for playful and allusive allegories of love, as
demonstrated by Otto van Veen’s influential Amorum Emble-
mata of 1608. The emblem portraying Cupid’s preference
for seclusion and darkness, represented by a dark grotto
(fig. 37), parallels the meeting of Mars and Venus in The
Return from War.

Rubens may not have looked to a single source for the
figure of Venus. The cross-legged pose of the goddess appears
in various antique sources, particularly on sarcophagi.s In
this work, together with her white mantle and jeweled girdle,
it supports her characterization as Chaste Love. The power-
ful figure of Mars, particularly the foreshortening of his baton
arm, reflects the influence of Michelangelo on Rubens’s early
work in Antwerp. The intertwined pose of Mars and Venus,
and especially her removal of one of the god’s key martial
emblems, his plumed helmet, may have been suggested
to Rubens by a gem carved with a scene showing Hercules
Crowned by Minerva.16 Rubens used the sinuous posture and
overhead gesture of the goddess (in reverse) again almost
immediately for The Crowning of Virtue (fig. 38).17
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The panel subsequently returned to Brueghel, who inte-
grated the figure group into the interior and adjusted the
still-life attributes to support an allegory of Peace. Only
those objects specifically associated with the figures or neces-
sary for expanding upon the consequences of Peace were
painted in this second campaign: in the foreground the tools
relating to the armorer’s craft (square, compass, clippers,
scales, tweezers) and in the right corner the pocket watch
and bowl] of grapes (reintroduced from Brueghel’s initial
treatment), both of which allude to the passage of time and
the impermanence of Peace. Smaller objects related to the
activities of the forge were added in a subdued tone between
Brueghel’s pile of armor and the putto wresting away Mars’s
sword, including an anvil, which sits prominently behind
the war god’s hand. This key element was part of the long-
standing iconography of war, as exemplified by a sixteenth-
century print of the Art of War (fig. 39), which also includes
a cannon and evidence of the armorer’s craft.18 Perhaps, in
this last phase, Brueghel also added the prominent, but not
incongruous, pair of guinea pigs to the foreground as the
exotic embodiment of fruitfulness that accompanies Peace.1?

While the earliest provenance of The Return from War
remains to be discovered, the substantial size of the panel, its
shared authorship by Antwerp’s preeminent painters, and
the delightfully intertwined political allegory and theme of
love strongly suggest that it was a specific commission, likely
for the archducal court if not for Albert and Isabella them-
selves. The Return from War celebrates the Twelve Years’
Truce of 1609, brokered by Archduke Albert, which brought
hostilities between the Protestant Northern provinces and
the Catholic Southern Netherlands to a halt. The occasion
prompted new hope, as Rubens noted in his letter to Johann
Faber in Rome just one day prior to the signing of the
treaty: “The peace, or rather, the truce for many years will
without doubt be ratified, and during this period it is
believed our country shall flourish again20 The Los Angeles
panel is one of a small group of paintings to treat the theme
of peace following the signing of the treaty. The Union of the
Scheldt River and the City of Antwerp (Scaldis and Antwerpia)
(1609; Antwerp, Koninklijk Museum voor Schone Kunsten)
by Abraham Janssens (ca. 1575-1632) was commissioned by
the Antwerp magistracy to decorate the Statenkamer (State
Room) of Antwerp City Hall, where the treaty was signed on
April 10 and ratified on April 14, 1609. Rubens’s Adoration of
the Mayi (Madrid, Museo Nacional del Prado) celebrated the
beginning of the new era and the bounty it was expected to



FIGURE 38 DPeter Paul Rubens, The Crowning of Virtue, ca. 1613-14. Oil on
panel, 221.5 x 201 cm (87%4 x 794 in.). Munich, Alte Pinakothek, inv. 997

afford the city and was likewise commissioned by the magis-
trates for the same gallery.2! The topic remained relevant
years after the signing, as indicated by Janssens’s later com-
position Peace and Plenty Binding the Arvows of War (1614;
Wolverhampton, Municipal Museum and Art Gallery). The
Return from War may have been known to the Dutch artist
Adriaen van de Venne (1589—-1662), whose The Tréves (Allegory
of the Twelve Years’ Truce) (1616; Paris, Musée du Louvre)
combines allegory and history in the form of portraits of dig-
nitaries from the Northern and Southern Netherlands in a
detailed composition reminiscent of Brueghel’s style, replete
with its own still life of discarded armor.22

Alongside the primary political allegory in The Return
Sfrom War, the inventively combined efforts of Rubens and
Brueghel also give rise to an additional, sensual, layer of
meaning. There are delightful visual puns, such as the phallic
cannons to the left of Mars and the loose bridles, added by
Brueghel after Rubens’s revision, hanging next to the

FIGURE 39 Filips Galle after Frans Floris (ca. 1519/20-1570), The Art

of War. Engraving, 205 x 246 mm (88 x 958 in.}. Vienna, Graphische
Sammlung Albertina

aggressively seductive goddess. The setting of Vulcan’s forge
contributes to the theme of the senses, and the fire, armor,
and weapons each connote pain or protection from it. All of
these elements, and the ancient structure, were later invoked
in Brueghel and Rubens’s Allegory of Touch (sce fig. 56).
Brueghel’s calligraphic handling of metal surfaces rivals and
contrasts with Rubens’s smooth breastplate, its own cold,
hard surface juxtaposed with the creamy, opulent flesh

of Venus. While this painting’s exceptional tactility adds an
additional dimension to the allusion to the sense of touch,
it also clearly demonstrates how Brueghel’s graphic brush-
work complements Rubens’s broad handling, creating a
setting that envelopes the figures and enables them to inhabit
the space.

Until recently, The Return from War: Mars Disavmed by
Venus was only known from a print of 1778 by Jean-Jacques
Avril (fig. 40), which may represent a second version of
the subject, as it shows the main armor still life having been
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FIGURE 40 Jean-Jacques Avril (1744—1831) after Peter Paul Rubens,
Mars au Retour de ln Guerre, 1778. Engraving, 453 x 576 mm (1778 x 22543
in.). Stuttgart, Staatsgalerie, Graphische Sammlung, inv. 498/6776, ¢ (KK)

modified with the addition of a furled standard.2? The com-
position was evidently known in Antwerp, where a painter
familiar with the early works of Anthony van Dyck included
the figure of Venus among other selected motifs in an oil
sketch dating from about 1625.2¢ Similar figures of Mars and
Venus appear in the Allegory of Five from the late 1620s by
Hendrick van Balen and Jan Brueghel the Younger.2s atw

NOTES

1. The Allegory of Five (signed and dated BRVEGHEL / 1606, oil on panel,
46 x 83 cm [18V8 x 3258 in.]; Lyon, Musée des Beaux-Arts, inv. 75)
appears to be the earliest example of this setting in Brueghel’s oeuvre.
See pp. 69 and cat. nos. 17 and 18 in this volume.

2. For Brueghel’s drawing of ruins, see Winner 1961, pp. 191-97; Winner
1972, especially pp. 122-38; and Bedoni 1983, pp. 20-38.

3. Sold Sotheby’s, Amsterdam, November 4, 2003, lot. 7.

4. For a view of the crossbow with the winder attached, see Van der
Stock 1991, p. 357. For wheel-lock firearms, see particularly Rimer
2001, and for the “alla fiamminga” type made in Antwerp, see Hoff
1978, p. 31; and Van der Sloot 1959, p. 112. For Habsburg armor,
see Quintana Lacaci 1987 and Soler del Campo 2000 and the literature
therein. I thank Lillian Hsu, Getty Museum undergraduate intern,
for her help identifying these items.

5. See, for example, Jan Brueghel the Elder, A crowded beer stall with
studies of elegant figures dvinking and of two monks a priest and An elegant
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IT.

12.

company drinking (recto), Five figures seen from behind and Other figures
(verso) (Christie’s, London, July 6, 2004, lot 163); some of these
figures correspond to those in Brueghel’s Village Scene (1612; Munich,
Alte Pinakothek, inv. 1884). For a sheet depicting a large variety

of birds, perhaps in anticipation of an allegory of Air (Braunschweig,
Herzog Anton Ulrich-Museum) and a sheet of hunting implements
(fig. 64 in this volume), see Winner 1972, p. 159, fig. 38, and p. 146,
fig. 127.

. For the armor depicted in the Allegory of Touch, see B. Welzel,

“Armoury and Archducal Image: The Sense of Touch from the
Five Senses of Jan Brueghel and Peter Paul Rubens,” in Brussels
1998-99, pp. 100-102. For the Brussels armory, see Terlinden 1961
and Wapens 1992.

. See the essay by Doherty, Leonard, and Wadum in this volume,

Pp. 230—31.

. The stool, bench, and credenza grouping appears in many of

Brueghel’s paintings of Venus in the Forge of Vulcan and in the
Allegory of Fire executed by Jan Brueghel the Elder and Hendrick

van Balen between 1608 and 1623; see Ertz 1979, nos. 191, 252, 254, 277,
382; and Werche 2004, nos. A 136, A 140, A 162, A 163, A 164, A 165.

It also appears in the Allggory of Fire compositions Van Balen executed
with Jan Brueghel the Younger; see Werche 2004, pp. 194, 195,

Nnos. A 144 and A 14.8.

. See Doherty, Leonard, and Wadum, p. 231.

. It is not possible to determine whether any other figures were planned

due to the density of the paint layers in the area of the figure of Mars.
See Doherty, Leonard, and Wadum, p. 230.

Notably in the composition established with the 1606 Allggory of Five
now in Lyon and related treatments of the theme. See note 1 above.

This idea had been expressed by Lucretius in De rerum natura
(1.30—44). For the iconography of Venus and Mars and the theme of
Peace, see Wind 1958, particularly pp. 82-88. See also Baumstark 1974,
pp. 177-201. The motif of the fetters is eloquently conveyed in a
painting by Paolo Veronese, Mars and Venus United by Love (1576-82;
New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art, inv. 10.189), which was

in the collection of Rudolf IT in Prague. Rubens returned to the theme
of Peace and the agency of Venus again in a lost canvas (see note 14
below), in The Council of the Gods (1625, Paris, Musée du Louvre),

one of the political allegories he devised for Marie de’ Medici,

and in Venus, Mars, and Cupid (ca. 1630; Dulwich Picture Gallery,

inv. dpg28s). However, the intimacy of these scenes is dramatically
torn asunder in the Horvors of War (1637-38; Florence, Palazzo Pitti),
where, according to Rubens, “Mars. .. rushes forth with shield and
blood-stained sword, threatening the people with great disaster. He
pays little heed to Venus, his mistress, who, accompanied by her
Amors and Cupids, strives with caresses and embraces to hold him.
Mars is dragged forward by the fury Alekto, with a torch in her hand.
Nearby are monsters personifying Pestilence and Famine, those insepa-
rable partners of War” (letter to Justus Sustermans, Antwerp, March
12, 1638): Magurn 1955, pp. 408-9, letter 242 (“Marte...va collo
scudo e la spada insanguinata minacciando ai popoli qualche gran ruina,
curandosi poco di Venere sua dama, che si szforza con carezze ed



4.

18.

19.

abbracciamenti a ritenerlo, accompagnata dalli suoi Amori ¢ Cupidini.
Dall’ altara banda Marte vien tirato dalla furia Aletto, con una face in
mano. Mostri acconto, che significano la Peste ¢ la Fame, compagni
inseperabili della Guerra”: Rooses and Ruelens 1887-1909, vol. 6,

20.

p. 208). For the theme of Peace in Rubens’s oeuvre and possible con-

nections with his personal hopes and diplomartic activitics, see 21.

Baumstark 1974; Rosenthal 1993, pp. 103-5; Rosenthal 2000; Poeschel
2001; and Werner 2004.

22.
. See, for example, Sandro Botticelli, Mars and Venus (ca. 1485; London,

National Gallery of Art, inv. NG 915) and Piero di Cosimo, Venus,
Mayrs, and Amor (ca. 1505; Berlin, Gemildegalerie, inv. 107).

Ca. 1617, formerly Schloff Konigsberg, Kaliningrad, now at St.
Petersburg, State Heritagc Muscumy; sce Evers 1944, fig. 292. This
work is discussed by Baumstark 1974, pp. 177-78; and Van Gelder
1950/51, Pp. 115—16.

. The standing female nude, legs crossed, appears early in Rubens’s oeu-

vre in Adam and Eve (ca. 1599; Antwerp, Rubenshuis) and in Hercules
and Omphale (1602—05; Paris, Musée du Louvre, inv. 854).

. Rubens was an avid collector of gems, and such a gem was in his col-

lection; see Neverov 1979, p. 432; and Antwerp 2004, pp. 287, 289.
A gem of similar description is mentioned by Rubens in a letter

to Antoine Peiresc (May 1628); see Van der Meulen 1994, vol. 1,

pp. 206—7, no. 4. The helmet depicted in The Return from War, while
similar to sixteenth-century examples, is distinct from the Negroli-
style helmet possessed by Rubens and used in his Portrait of a Man
as the God Mars (ca. 1620-25; private collection); see Boston—
Toledo 1993-94, pp. 287-89; New York 1998-99, pp. 152—54; and
Karcheski 2001.

24.
. Renger and Denk 2002, pp. 376—79. The Crowning of Virtue is one of a

group of allegorical paintings from about 1614 in which Rubens por-
trayed scenes from the life of the Christian Knight and the Virtuous
Soldier. Created on a monumental scale, these works are characterized
by strongly lit, powerful figures. Sce Van der Auwera 1985 and
Rosenthal 1993.

This is one of a series of eight prints of Human Activities, presumably
designed by Frans Floris, though only one is dated—1574 (after the
death of Floris). See Van de Velde 1975, vol. 1, pp. 428-29, no. p129;
vol. 2, fig. 282. The inscription on the print, “Mauortis Bellona soror
...nudus membra Pyraemon,” is from Virgil’s Aeneid, a source which
influenced Brueghel’s invention of the vaulted forge interior. See

cat. no. 17.

The guinea pigs were painted from life and appear in many composi-
tions, including cat. nos. 4, 6, 12, 21, and 26 in this volume, and
notably in the early large Venus of 1600 painted with Hendrick van
Balen (St. Petersburg, State Hermitage Museum, inv. 3256). The
animals were first introduced to Europe from South America, possibly
via West Africa about 1580. See Zeuner 1963, pp. 436-37, 439; Weir
1974, pp. 437-38; and Vernon N. Kisling, Jr., “Ancient Collections
and Menageries: Earliest Live New World Animals Sent to European
Menageries,” in Kisling 2001, p. 35. For the arrival of new species

in Europe from the New World, sce Kolb 2005, pp. 17-20. Brueghel
borrowed the magnificent gray horse from Rubens, where it first

23.

25.

appeared in the equestrian portrait of the Duke of Lerma (1603;
Madrid, Museo Nacional del Prado, inv. 3137). For the importance of
the gray horse in Brueghel’s work, sec Kolb 2005, pp. 67-73.

Letter of April 10, 1609; sce Magurn 1955, pp. 52-53.

For the Janssens painting, see J. Van der Auwcra in Antwerp 1993,
pp. 146—47. For the Statenkamer commissions, sece Madrid 2004.

The painting is discussed in Bol 1989, pp. 41-43, fig. 27.

The text below the title reads: “Dans les bras carcssans de la belle
Déesse, Le dieu Mars languissait brulant et désarmé, Et, le front ray-
onnant de la plus douce ivresse, Il goutoit a longstraits l¢c bonheur
d’étre aimé.? It is also possible that Avril modified the composition for
the print, which also exists without the verse (Stutegart, Staatsgaleric,
Graphische Sammlung, inv. A 98/6776, b[kK]). T am gratcful to Hans
Martin Kaulbach, Graphische Sammlung, Staatsgalerie Stuttgare, for
his kind assistance with these prints. Smith (1829-42, pp. 306, 396,

no. 1122) was aware of the composition as a result of the Avril engrav-
ing, as was Rooses (1886-92, vol. 4, pp. s2—53), who cited the likely
participation of Jan Brueghel the Elder. Ellis Waterhouse made note of
the present painting in 1953 during a visit to Much Marcle ar Hellens,
near Ledbury, a Pennington-Mecllor property, identifying it as the
work catalogued by Smith as no. 122, although apparently withour
sceing it (“Account of Pictures in British Private Collections June
1953—Aug. 1955” [p. 35], Box 6, Folder 3, Ellis Kirkham Waterhousc
Notebooks and Research Files, 1901-1987 [bulk ca. 1924 -ca. 1979],
Getty Research Institute, Research Library, accession no. 870204). Sce
Van Mulders 2005, p. 199 (which appeared too late to be addressed
here) for a discussion of two copies and a variant of this composition.

Unknown seventeenth-century Flemish artist, Studies for the Martyvdom
of Saint Sebastian and Venus (ca. 1625 [revised title and datce], oil on
paper laid down on canvas, 63.5 x 56 cm [25 x 22 in.]; Basel,
Collection Ludwig Geiger). This #icordp was attributed to Anthony
van Dyck by A. Schug (1985-86, p. 147, pl. 32). Until now, the female
figure on the sheet has been identified as an Andromeda from an
unidentified source; sce Schug, ibid., and Christopher Brown in
Yokohama-Shizuoka-Osaka 1990, p. 144, cat. no. 7.

Oil on copper, 47.5 x 82.5 cm [183% x 324 in.]; England, Kingston
Lacy, National Trust, private collection. See Werche 2004, vol. 1,
p. 195, no. A 148; vol. 2, p. 422.
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Peter Paul Rubens and Jan Brueghel the Elder

The Feast of Achelols

Cca. 1614 —15§
Oil on panel, 109.5 x 165.7 cm (43%8 x 65¥4 1n.)
New York, The Metropolitan Museum of Art, Gift of Alvin and Irwin Untermyer
in memory of their parents, 1945, inv. 45.141
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N THE LATE SIXTEENTH CENTURY, THE BANQUET

of the Gods became a popular subject in Haarlem and

Utrecht among such artists as Hendrick Goltzius
(1558-1617), Cornelis van Haarlem (1562—-1638), Abraham
Bloemaert (1566—1651), and Joachim Wtewael (1566-1638).1
In 1587 Goltzius introduced the theme in the North with
his phenomenal print of The Wedding of Cupid and Psyche
after Bartholomeus Spranger (1546-1611).2 A Banquet of the
Gods—which could depict any one of a number of stories
from classical mythology-—provided the artist with an
opportunity to portray an array of nude figures in a variety
of poses ranged around a sumptuous banquet table. In
1550 the Antwerp master Frans Floris (ca. 1519/20~-1570)
had painted a Banquet of the Gods on a monumental scale
with large figures—dressed as well as nude—filling the
picture plane. It was, however, the influence exerted by the
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Ertz 1979, pp. 415, 613, no. 335; Liedtke 1984,
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pp. 190-92; Van Mulders 2000, pp. 113, 118
EXHIBITIONS

New York 1919, cat. no. 21; Detroit 1936,
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above-mentioned Mannerist masters, and also Hans
Rottenhammer, that popularized the theme in the Southern
Netherlands from about 1600 onward.3 In Brussels it was
depicted by Hendrick de Clerck and in Antwerp by Hendrick
van Balen, often in collaboration with Jan Brueghel the
Elder, who painted the fantasy landscapes and richly laid
tables.* The earliest dated Banquet of the Gods by Van Balen
and Brueghel is The Wedding of Peleus and Thetis, dated 1608
(fig. 41).5 About 1614—15 Brueghel collaborated with Rubens
on The Feast of Achelodis, a Banquet of the Gods that is
considerably larger than earlier Flemish cabinet paintings.¢
Ovid recounts in the Metamorphoses (8.547—-619) the story
of Theseus, son of the king of Athens, who was returning
home after his adventures in Crete and Calydon when
he came to the rain-swollen river called Acheloiis.” The river
god advised Theseus and his traveling companions against






FIGURE 41 Jan Brueghel the Elder and Hendrick van Balen, The Wedding
of Pelens and Thetis, 1608. Oil on copper, 44 x 61 cm (1738 x 24 in.).
Dresden, Staatliche Kunstsammlung, Gemildegalerie Alte Meister, inv. 920

crossing and invited them to join him at table. Theseus

was entertained in “the river-god’s dark dwelling, built of
porous pumice and rough tufa; the floor was damp with

soft moss, conchs and purple-shells paneled the ceiling” After
the banquet, Theseus asked Acheloiis to tell him about the
islands in the river, which used to be naiads. One of them,
Perimele, had been the object of the river god’s love. When
he robbed her of her maidenhood, her father had been

so incensed that he hurled her from a cliff into the sea in an
attempt to kill her. Acheloiis, however, prayed to Neptune
to save her, whereupon “a new land embraced her floating
form and a solid island grew from her transformed shape.”
Rubens placed the river god in the middle of the picture,
pointing to the island in the background while looking at
young Theseus, seated opposite him at the table. Sitting next
to Theseus is his bosom friend Pirithous, who turns to him
impatiently. He laughs at Acheloiis, calling his stories “fairy
tales,” but Theseus’s older companion Lelex, seated at the
right, upbraids him, saying, “The power of heaven is indeed
immeasurable and has no bounds...” Acheloiis then told the
assembled company how he had transformed himself into

a savage bull to fight the brave Hercules, who eventually laid
him low and broke off one of his horns, which the naiads
filled with fruit and flowers. At this point in Acheloiis’s story,
a nymph, “one of the attendants with locks flowing free,
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appeared and served them from her bounteous horn with
all autumn’s harvest” (Metamorphoses 9.80-92). In the paint-
ing, two nymphs approach from the left, carrying a cornu-
copia, and a third nymph—her water-drenched blonde hair
matted on her back—Ilifts out of the water a large conch
filled with shellfish.

While this water nymph is seen from the back, Rubens
depicted Theseus frontally and his friend Lelex from the
side. These figures derive from drawings he made in Italy of
antique statues, including the Torso Belvedere in Rome.8
Rubens varied not only the poses of his idealized nude
figures and the angle from which they are seen but also the
flesh tones: the women and young men are pale, while the
bearded men have darker complexions.

Brueghel based his cave setting on earlier Banquets of the
Gods made in collaboration with Van Balen, including depic-
tions of the Wedding of Peleus and Thetis, the Wedding of
Bacchus and Ariadne, the Feast of Acheloiis, and Banquets
of the Gods set in sea caves.? In these paintings he had tried
out various motifs, such as the arched caves lined with
shells,10 the gifts brought forth from the water, and the ban-
quet table with costly vessels displayed on an oriental carpet
and white tablecloth. This last motif can in fact be traced
to Goltzius’s influential print after Spranger. In all likeli-
hood, The Feast of Achelodis on which Van Balen collaborated
with Jan Brueghel the Younger (fig. 42) was based on a
lost work he had earlier made with Jan Brueghel the Elder.1s

The wide-ranging variety of Rubens’s figures and the
wealth of detail in Brueghel’s scenery, as well as the large
dimensions of the panel, make The Feast of Achelotis an
extremely ambitious work—undoubtedly the result of close
consultation and mature deliberation. Brueghel created
a highly imaginative cave landscape in which the river flows
right up to the foreground. The two figures emerging from
the water at the lower left, as well as the elements depicted
in the foreground—water lilies, shells, and fish—all serve to
emphasize the scene’s aquatic surroundings. The table laid
with sumptuous fare—featuring oysters, lobsters, and roast
game—must have been painted after Rubens completed his
figures. It is clear, for example, that the oysters were painted
around the outstretched fingers of Theseus’s left hand and
that the wineglasses were later placed in the figures’ hands.
Many details—such as the cornucopia carried by the
nymphs, the shellfish proffered by the blonde nymph, the
lobster on the arm of the bearded sea creature at the lower
left, the jug held by the servant pouring wine, and the



willow wreath in Acheloiis® hair (covering the wound in his
head where Hercules had torn off his horn)12— were painted
by Brueghel in the final stages. Compared with most of

the other paintings on which these two masters collaborated,
Rubens’s contribution to this complex composition is very
great indeed. Although this might lead one to suspect that he
initiated the project, the type of depiction—a Banquet of
the Gods set against a cavelike backdrop—most likely stems
from the repertoire that Brueghel developed together with
Hendrick van Balen. avs
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. Like Diana at the Hunt by Jan Brueghel the Elder and Rubens
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Jan Brueghel the Younger (Phoenix-Kansas City—The Hague
1998-99, cat. no. 8).
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FIGURE 42 Hendrick van Balen and

Jan Brueghel the Younger, The Feast of Achelodis,
1610-20. Oil on panel, 55.9 x 92.7 cm

(22 x 36%/2 in.). Dayton (Ohio) Art Institute,
Gift of Mr. Robert Badenhop, inv. 1957.137
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Jan Brueghel the Elder and Peter Paul Rubens

The Garden of Eden with the Fall of Man

ca. 1617
Oil on panel, 74.3 x 114.7 cm (29%4 x 458 in.)
The Hague, Royal Picture Gallery Mauritshuis, inv. 253
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Leiden, September 8, 1766, lot 1; collection
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N 1766, WHEN STADHOLDER WILLEM V BOUGHT

The Gavden of Eden for the considerable sum of 7,350

guilders at the sale of the De la Court van der Voort
collection, he could feel sure he had done the right thing
by recalling the high praise expressed for this panel by
the artists’ biographer, Arnold Houbraken. In his Groote
Schouburgh of 1718, Houbraken called the painting: “the
most outstanding in Art that I have seen by him [Brueghel]
is the so-called paradise at Mr. De la Court van der Voort’s
in Leiden, in which a multitude of divers animals appear
in the most ingenious way in a landscape painted no less
ingeniously, with Adam and Eve rendered in the greatest of
detail by Rubens2 In 1729 Houbraken’s younger colleague
Jacob Campo Weyerman enlarged upon this encomium
by adding that “this glorious work of art...was conceived
and painted in collaboration by Rubens and Brueghel, each
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master having challenged the other, as though in a competi-
tion, to do his utmost”3 In short, both of these renowned
Antwerp masters felt honored to be collaborating on this
masterpiece. “Both [contributions] incomparable” were the
words used by the German traveler Zacharias von Uffenbach
to praise the work of these two friends and artists, whose
painting he had admired in 1711 at De la Court’s in Leiden.4
In buying this perfectly preserved painting, the stadholder
had acquired an outstanding example of the collaborative
efforts of these two masters—the only painting, moreover, to
bear both their signatures.

Inscribed at the lower right edge of the panel is
IBRVEGHEL FEC., and at the lower left, in larger capitals,
PETRI PAVLI. RVBENS FIGR.5 The use of the genitive case
and the designation FIGR suggests that the latter inscription
should be translated as: “the figures belong to [i.e., are the
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work of] Peter Paul Rubens”¢ As far as we know, this is the
only example of an inscription that reveals the division of
labor in a collaborative work of this kind. Rubens, for that
matter, must have been responsible not only for the figures
of Adam and Eve but also for the brown horse next to Adam
and the serpent in the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil. It has been assumed, because both signatures appear

in the same red-brown paint, that Brueghel applied Rubens’s
name as well as his own upon completion of the painting.?
The letters of Rubens’s signature are larger, however, and
were applied with a finer brush, so it is conceivable that

the two painters, after approving the result, applied their
signatures at the same time from the same palette.$

Burned into the back of the panel is a panelmaker’s mark,
which gives some basis for dating the work. It is the mark
of Guilliam Gabron—a6 interlaced with a floral motif—
who since 1609 had been registered with the Antwerp guild
as a tafereelmaker (panelmaker). He used this mark from 1614
to 1626. From 1617, the brand of the city of Antwerp would
also have been burned into the panel. Its absence here sug-
gests a tentative dating to between 1614 and 1617, although
the lack of the Antwerp brand could also be explained by
the fact that the panel was ordered specially as a support
for this painting, thereby possibly escaping the notice of the
guild’s inspectors.® Dendrochronological research recently
carried out on the wood indicates 1612 as the earliest possible
dating but suggests 1622 or after as more plausible.10 The
traditional dating of the painting to about 1617 is therefore
still acceptable.

The Garden of Eden with the Fall of Man fits into a series
of animal pictures in which Brueghel concentrated on making
true-to-life depictions of all God’s creatures. The earliest
example is a paradise landscape—now in the Galleria Doria
Pamphilj in Rome—with the creation of Adam in the back-
ground (fig. 75).11 Brueghel signed this work and dated
it 1594, which means it originated during his stay in Rome.
The Staatsgalerie Neuburg an der Donau has a paradise scene
by Jan Brueghel to which the Brussels painter Hendrick de
Clerck contributed the figures of Adam and Eve (cat. no. 16).
Its strong resemblance to such works as the 1504 painting
means that we can assume it was painted early on, probably
not long after Brueghel’s return from Italy in the autumn of
1596 (De Clerck had already returned from his Italian
sojourn about 1590). This small round painting shows the
same moment in the story of the Creation as the Garden
of Eden in the Mauritshuis; moreover, the way in which Eve

66 BRUEGHEL AND RUBENS

reaches up to grasp the apple is very similar.12 Thus, some
twenty years before Brueghel portrayed this subject with
Rubens, he had already collaborated with another artist on a
scene of the Garden of Eden.

The story of the animals entering Noah’s ark also provided
a pretext for depicting a wide variety of species (see cat.
no. 26).13 Moreover, in his series of the Four Elements,
Brueghel seized the opportunity offered by Water to depict
both fish and shellfish; similarly, the representation of Air
was the perfect occasion to portray countless birds.14 Just as
his flower paintings gave him the chance to depict, in ency-
clopedic fashion, every bloom known to him, the story of the
Creation provided the ideal setting for all kinds of animals—
indigenous as well as exotic—nearly all of which he probably
studied from life.15 Before this time, such artists as Albrecht
Diirer (1471-1528), Hans Bol (1534-1593), and Jacques de
Gheyn (1565-1629) had painstakingly depicted animals from
life, but Brueghel placed them in their natural habitat, demon-
strating as well his keen observation of their movements
and behavior.16 Here, for example, the dogs bark at quacking
ducks, the felines frolic, the guinea pigs nibble beans, and
the heron is poised to catch fish in the shallow water.

As in the painting in Neuburg—but in contrast to
Brueghel’s paradise scenes—the portrayal of the first couple
is an important part of the Mauritshuis painting. Adam and
Eve are depicted on the left, beneath the tree of the knowl-
edge of good and evil, on which grow not only apples but
other fruits as well. On the opposite side of the brook,
emerging in the middle from the wooded landscape, another
tree—the tree of life—is heavily laden with fruit. According
to Genesis 2:8—14, the tree of life and the tree of the knowl-
edge of good and evil stood in the middle of the Garden
of Eden, and a river sprang forth that watered this paradise.
Here, Eve gives Adam an apple while reaching up to take the
apples offered to her by the serpent coiled around a branch.
On the left, behind Adam, a monkey bites into an apple.
This animal, which apes human behavior, stands for sin. It
traditionally plays a role in depictions of the Fall of Man,
together with the cat, here rubbing its head against Eve’s leg.
According to the doctrine of the Four Humors, the sanguine
monkey next to Adam is the hothead who cannot resist
temptation, whereas Eve’s choleric cat is a symbol of cruel
cunning.?” In the dark green foliage behind Adam and Eve,
several bunches of grapes catch the light; in Christian
symbolism they refer to Christ’s death on the cross {as wine
represents his blood), a prefiguration of the redemption



of humankind from its innate sinfulness, the consequence of
the Fall.18 Depicted here is the moment just before the
cating of the forbidden fruit, when all the animals in para-
dise were still living together in harmony and Adam and
Eve were naked.

Brueghel, who likely took the initiative in this project,!9
laid in the composition by means of an underdrawing, using
only a few lines to sketch in the contours of the landscape
on the primed panel.20 A couple of zigzagging lines repre-
senting the right bank of the brook were all he needed to
indicate its course, and a few semicircular lines sufficed to
suggest the clearing in the woods. He drew one or two diag-
onal lines to sketch the landscape running into the distance
in the right background. The position of the trees to the
right of the couple in the middle distance are also indicated
in Brueghel’s underdrawing, though he did not follow
it exactly when painting. In addition to the broad lines of
the landscape in the right half of the painting, Brueghel’s
underdrawing included a number of animals: the dogs at
the water’s edge were drawn briskly and schematically, but
when painted they were placed lower down and more to
the left. The dog on the right seems, in the underdrawing,
to have its tail between its legs instead of up in the air.
Moreover, the peacocks appear in the underdrawing, but in
the painting their feet are placed more to the left. Finally,
the cat rubbing its head against Eve’s leg also appears in the
preliminary sketch, but here, too, the underdrawing seems
not to have been followed precisely during the painting
process. It is not known why so few animals were sketched
in at this stage.2! That Rubens’s figures were also positioned
according to an underdrawing is suggested by the fact that
Brueghel knew where to place his cat. However, the brownish
paint Rubens often used for underdrawings cannot be
detected with an infrared camera, nor was it observed here
with the microscope.

In any case, it was Rubens who began to paint, once the
overall design of the picture had been established. He ren-
dered the play of light on Adam and Eve’s skin with subtle
nuances of his palette. The shadow cast by the horse on
the upper part of Adam’s body is the effect of a dark under-
painting, applied in places deliberately to shine through
the uppermost paint layer. To prepare a place for his figures,
Rubens rapidly applied thin, fluid paint to render the tree
trunk and the rock on which Adam sits. That Rubens is also
the author of the brown horse was mentioned as early as
1766 in the De la Court auction catalogue.22 While Brueghel

painted his animals in opaque paint, applying small brush-
strokes clearly distinguishable from one another, Rubens
used transparent layers of paint that allow the underlying
layers to remain visible. The serpent also displays Rubens’s
typical manner of painting. When Rubens had finished his
part, Brueghel took over and applied a green tone as a basis
for the landscape. Then he painted the sky, leaving reserves
for the trees; by painting the outermost leaves over the blue
of the sky he created the effect of light shining through the
leaves. He went on to paint the larger animals and then
worked up the landscape surrounding them; only the ostrich
and a few of the smaller animals were painted on the dry
background. Working mostly from front to back in this way,
Brueghel could insure that his colors stayed bright; he thus
avoided the disturbing effect created by underlying colors
shining through paint layers that have become more trans-
parent with time. Brueghel integrated Rubens’s contribution
into the composition by applying small retouches along the
contours. The long strands he added to Eve’s hair overlap
part of the flying teal and a few grass stalks. Brueghel also
added long strands to the mane of Rubens’s horse and made
the cat’s ear overlap Eve’s calf. He integrated Rubens’s tree
trunk into the picture by endowing it with countless twigs
and leaves. The detailing on the serpent’s head—with its
pointed ears—and a few strokes along its contours scem to
betray the hand of Brueghel,?* who could also be responsible
for some of the pastose accents in Rubens’s horse.

Rubens’s depiction of the Fall is based on late-sixteenth-
century prints—after Marten de Vos (1532-1603), Agostino
Carracci (1557-1602), and Adam Elsheimer (1578-1610)—
which apparently record an older prototype.24 It is not
entirely clear which of these prints Rubens had in mind, but
the story is usually portrayed in roughly the same way: Adam
sits under the tree of the knowledge of good and evil; next
to him stands Eve, who hands him an apple while reaching
up to take an apple offered to her by the serpent in the tree.25
In portraying Adam’s athletic body, Rubens was inspired