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he first publication to focus on images of artists from
A within the Royal Collection, Portrait of the Artist not
only showcases self-portraits of world-renowned artists
from Rembrandt to Hockney, but also features images
of artists by their friends and pupils, including the most
reliable surviving likeness of Leonardo da Vinci by his
student, Francesco Melzi.

It examines a range of themes played out within these
works, from the cult of the artist to the symbolism evoked
through images of the artist’s studio, and looks at the
role of the monarch in commissioning, collecting and
displaying portraits. Also explored is the changing status
of the artist and how this is portrayed both in the physical
works and in the relationship between artist and patron.

This sumptuously illustrated book contains a
fascinating array of paintings, works on paper,
photographs and decorative arts by artists including
Rubens, Gentileschi, Diirer, Reynolds and Freud.
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PRODUCING AND COLLECTING
PORTRAITS OF ARTISTS

ANNA REYNOLDS AND LUCY PETER

No. 11 (detail)

SIR PETER PAUL RUBENS
A Self-Portrait, 1623

Oil on panel

RCIN 4001356

(see also p.sQ)

Aprirnal urge for humans to leave a record of their existence is implied by
prehistoric cave handprints produced across the world, from Spain to
Indonesia, some of which are at least 30,000 years old. Unlike the painted
representations of animals produced by hunter-gatherers at around the same
time, these handprints are also a direct record of the human body that produced
the art, the hand used to stamp or stencil onto a stone surface.

Many generations later, artists would still be making records of themselves,
but now through self-portraits. Sometimes the hands of the artist are shown in the
act of painting, sometimes they are inactive and often they are absent altogether.
But like those cave prints, self-portraits record the presence of the artist together
with his or her ability to record their ‘self” — whether this served as their primary
motivation or was a coincidental by-product. This feeling of being in the presence
of the artist is what lends self-portraits much of their appeal to modern eyes.

Of course artists did not only represent themselves. They were also portrayed
by others — by their friends, by their teachers, by their admirers, some of whom
were working years after the death of the subject. This is a book about the image
of the artist and how that image — in reality and in perception — has changed
over time. It is not a complete history of self-portraiture, but rather of how art,
artists and an artist’s surroundings became a worthy subject for art, drawn from
examples in the Royal Collection. It addresses the question of why increasing
numbers of self-portraits were made from the end of the fifteenth century, how
artists were regarded in society and how the ‘image’ of the artist has been
developed, represented and mythologised over time. Although the focus is on visual
artists, many of the themes are consistent across the arts. In fact the traditional
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Fig. 1

SEBASTIANO RICCI

Study of hands, c.1716-34
Black and red chalk

ALy wemen

higher status that literature has been given over the years means that visual artists
are often following in the footsteps of precedents set by poets and other writers.

All portraits are records of identity but the extent to which they are able to
convey a person’s inner self — their personality, their aspirations and so on — is often
what differentiates an exceptional portrait from one that simply mimics external
appearance. The same is true in self-portraiture. However, in self-portraiture
one person usually plays the role of creator, sitter and patron, making all the
decisions about the appearance of the finished work of art —unless it is being
produced as a commission for a patron with their own demands. Some artists
portrayed themselves many times over the course of their lives while others
never did. Some of the most powerful self-portraits are by artists not usually
known for portraiture. Before the modern period, self-portraiture usually
focused on the face, although the representation of other body parts, as in the
case of Sebastiano Ricci’s Study of hands (fig. 1) can also be considered a form
of self-representation. While the hand in the background on this sheet of paper
is evidently that of a female model, that in the foreground gives the strong
impression of belonging to a right-handed artist who holds out his left hand
and quickly captures its contours in black and red chalk.

The often repeated proverb ‘every painter paints himself’ (‘ogni pittore dipinge
s¢’), first recorded in the Renaissance and credited variously to Leonardo da Vinci,
Michelangelo and Cosimo de’ Medici, recognises the inherent and involuntary
autobiographical component in works of art. In its most superficial interpretation
it implies that any figures painted by an artist will bear a physical resemblance to
that artist. Sandro Botticelli and Leonardo da Vinci were particularly cited for the
frequency with which they incorporated their own physiognomy into their subjects,
consciously or otherwise. However, it has been recognised that such repetitions
may simply reflect an idealised type within a society, or an artist’s training.= The
relevance of the axiom comes into play particularly when trying to establish whether
a self-portrait does actually represent an artist or whether the resemblance is a result
of their painting style alone — as in, for example, the genre paintings of Jan Steen,
who frequently depicts figures that could be interpreted as self-portraits but might
simply reflect an unconscious tendency to paint figures that resemble himself.

I0 PORTRAIT OF THE ARTIST


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/907071

Fig. 2

‘Hugo the Painter’, late 11th century
Illuminated manuscript

Ms Bodley 717, fol. 287v

Bodleian Library, Oxford

The notion that every painter paints himself may also be interpreted to
mean that all art is a reflection of an artist’s psyche and therefore becomes a
‘portrait’ of the artist who created it. Artists project their own personality and
preferences onto their painting by the processes of selection and emphasis. By this
interpretation, even a non-representational image can be read as a ‘self-portrait’
of an artist. This book, and the exhibition it accompanies, for the most part
takes a narrower, more traditional (and less subjective) view of what constitutes a
representation of an artist.

THE RISE IN SELF-PORTRAITURE

Self-portraiture has been practised for far longer than the term has been used

to describe it. The word ‘self-portrait’ was first defined in 1831, and its equivalent
in Italian, autoritratto, only in 1913. Before that date, accounts and historical
inventories use such terms as ‘by their own hand’, ‘by himself’ or ‘portrait of

the artist’ to describe those works in which the artist is both subject and maker.
In the Western world self-portraiture became a distinct and popular genre

from the sixteenth century onwards. However, it was not a completely new
phenomenon in the Renaissance and precedents can be found in Ancient Egypt,
the Classical world and in early medieval manuscripts.*

A number of illuminated
manuscripts include portraits of their
makers within their decorative borders
or capitals as a form of artistic
signature. Most are anonymous —
they put a face to the work of art but
do not provide a name. Given that
most manuscripts were the work of
more than one person, this is perhaps
not surprising. One early exception
dates from the late eleventh century
and includes a figure identified by
an inscription as ‘Hugo the painter’
(fig. 2), a Norman monk, probably
from Jumieges. A second note above
the figure makes his role even more
emphatic: ‘The image of the painter
and illuminator of this work’. Hugo
is shown with the tools of a scribe,
dipping his quill into a horn ink
holder while in his other hand is a
knife, used to rule lines, erase mistakes
and sharpen quills. At this date both
the illumination and the script were
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often done by the same person; the two activities later become separate and were
increasingly executed by professionals rather than monks.3

Sculptors, too, sometimes included their faces to acknowledge their
achievements, the best-known early example being Lorenzo Ghiberti (1378-1455),
whose own head features within the decorative borders of both his sets of doors
to the Baptistery in Florence. Of these two representations, the earliest, dating
from c.1420, shows the artist wearing a turban, while in the second, dating from
c.1447-8, he appears alongside his sculptor son, Vittorio, prominently placed
at eye level to the viewer, assertively emphasising his key role in this hugely
prestigious commission.

One form of self-portraiture that was particularly common during the early
Renaissance was to appear as a figure in a larger scene, usually within a fresco
cycle or altarpiece. Such embedded portraits usually show the artist looking
out towards the viewer, appearing to act as an intermediary between the viewer
and the religious or historic events being portrayed. In addition to a difference
in eye contact, embedded portraits may also use gesture, position or physical
appearance as clues to indicate the artist. Despite the rise in autonomous
self-portraiture, some artists, most notably Rembrandt, continued to portray
themselves within historical narratives throughout the following centuries.
Embedded self-portraits are discussed in detail in chapter 3.

The natural progression was then for images of artists to become isolated
from these broader scenes in which they merely play a supplementary role.

The first stand alone self-portrait in the Western world is generally accepted

to be Jan van Eyck’s Portrait of a Man of 1433 (National Gallery, London),
based primarily on the directness of the sitter’s gaze and the prominence of the
two inscriptions, which state ‘Als ich can’ (‘as I/Eyck can’) and ‘Jan van Eyck
made me on 21 October 1433°.4

THE STATUS OF THE ARTIST

Representations of artists, both by themselves and by others, increasingly
appeared from the fifteenth century onwards, a phenomenon in large part
explained by the fact that at around this time artists began to see themselves
differently and were also viewed as different by the society in which they
lived. This change in the status of artists — and the growing cult of the artistic
personality — is one of the key factors explaining the rise in self-portraiture.
As artists became more prominent in society, a market developed for people
wanting to own images of those deemed to be exceptional and inspirational
by virtue of their artistic talent. Artists saw self-portraiture as a way of
demonstrating their achievements and asserting their role in society. They
recognised that they themselves were worthy subjects for art.

Since Antiquity the visual arts have been held in lower esteem than the
seven liberal arts — grammar, logic, rhetoric, arithmetic, geometry, music and
astronomy. Despite indications that artists in Ancient Greece saw themselves as
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more than anonymous craftsmen (signing vases and sculptures for example),

in general, the public perception of an artist at this time was as an artisan,
someone whose skills were limited to imitating the natural world. According to
the Roman philosopher Seneca, writing in the first century Ap, ‘One venerates
the divine images, one may pray and sacrifice to them, yet one despises the
sculptors who made them’.

Such an attitude persisted until the Renaissance, when significant changes
allowed artists to become emancipated from their status as artisans. Many would
come to be considered great creative personalities, their achievements and talents
recorded for posterity in the new literary genre of artists’ biographies published
in this period. Artists began to see themselves differently and to change their
behaviour accordingly. Signatures on paintings became increasingly commonplace
and artists (in Italy at least) started to rebel against the strict regulations of
the medieval guild system, which categorised painters and sculptors alongside
shoemakers and carpenters and subjected them to a series of strict regulations
around apprenticeships, commissions and fees.“ In many countries guilds were
subsequently replaced by art academies, often with royal patronage, which
provided artists with a multidisciplinary training encompassing history, Classical
literature and mathematics. Widely read theoretical treatises, including Leon
Battista Alberti’s Della Pittura (1435), emphasised the importance of intellect over
technical skill for the production of great art, while the rediscovery of ancient
texts recounting the fame and glory of earlier artists (most notably Apelles,
Zeuxis and Parrhasius) provided their Renaissance counterparts with what they
perceived as Classical prototypes upon whom they could model themselves.

A common debate amongst Renaissance artists and theorists was about the
relative merits of painting versus poetry, a theme that has its origins in Classical
history. A similar competitive comparison (known, in Italian, as the ‘paragone’),
between the relative merits of painting versus sculpture, was another point of
discussion (see no. 32). The Renaissance also saw a change in the attitudes of
patrons, with artists being given greater creative freedom in commissions and
increased value being placed on their unique talent (as opposed to the price of
a commission being based merely on the cost of the raw materials or the square
footage). For the first time the maker became as important as the output of their
labour. That such a change in the status of the artist occurred first in Italy is
indicated by Albrecht Diirer, who during his visit to the region in 1506 wrote to a
friend back home in Nuremberg: ‘Here I am a gentleman; at home only a parasite’ .=

Alongside the change in the status of the artist was a more general self-
consciousness about identity and a heightened self-awareness, in part prompted
by the interest in humanism during the Renaissance — a moral and political vision
based on the rediscovery of classical literature, that emphasised the agency of
the individual rather than divine fate and questioned the absolute authority of
the medieval Church. Humanism and its interest in individuality, subjectivity and
human accomplishment partly explains the rise in all types of portraiture during
the Renaissance (with a particular emphasis on likeness and uniqueness, as
opposed to idealisation), as well as the interest in biography.
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The sixteenth century also saw the development of a desire for self-examination
and self-knowledge, as well as an interest in how the self should be presented to
others, demonstrated by conduct books such as Baldassare Castiglione’s The Book
of the Courtier (1528). Both Catholic and Protestant doctrine encouraged the
need for self-examination and reflection, while philosophical treatises, notably
René Descartes’s Meditations on First Philosophy (1641), investigated elements
of the human personality, including memory and emotion, and examined the
nature of the self.*

WHY PAINT SELF-PORTRAITS?

The motivation for an artist to paint a self-portrait varies widely, as does the
audience for which the final work of art is intended. Bearing these factors in mind
helps the modern viewer understand why an artist has made particular choices
around medium, format, style, pose and so on. Broadly, self-portraits can be
broken into those intended for a private purpose, solely for the eyes of the artist,
their close family and friends, and those intended for public consumption. Private
images were produced for practice, experimentation, as prompts to memory or for
self-exploration. Public images might be made to mark a particular achievement,
as commissions, presentation pieces or advertisements. It is important to remember,
in this age of mass-media saturation and abundance of visual imagery, that the
present-day audience may be very different from that originally intended.

Young artists who have not yet established themselves will rarely have money
to pay a professional model, so their own face is often the cheapest and most
convenient human subject available. Practising on themselves allows artists to take
as long as necessary, without concerns about sitters or satisfying customers. The
drawings by Annibale and Agostino Carracci (nos 5, 6) are believed to be self-
portraits showing the brothers during their teenage years, possibly made as a form
of practice. Vincent Van Gogh wrote in 1888 to his brother Theo: ‘I purposely
bought a mirror good enough to enable me to work from my image in default of
a model, because if I can manage to paint the colouring of my own head, which is
not to be done without some difficulty, I shall likewise be able to paint the heads
of other good souls, men and women’.4

Artists may also produce self-portraits to test out new ideas before introducing
them into their professional portfolio. This could include a new technique,
such as etching, a different facial expression, a different pose, gesture or item
of clothing. This could conveniently be fitted in between other commissions
and would allow an artist to try something that might have been deemed an
imposition on a professional model. Rembrandt’s prints showing him with a
variety of different facial expressions were probably initially made for him to test
ideas that he might later incorporate into larger commissions; they subsequently
became collectible on their own merit.

Some artists painted self-portraits so that their family or friends could
remember them during a period of absence or after their death. Miniatures in

PORTRAIT OF THE ARTIST



Fig. 3

GERLACH FLICKE

Gerlach Flicke and Henry
Strangwish (Strangways), 1554
Oil on paper or vellum laid

on panel

National Portrait Gallery, London

particular were well suited for this purpose, as their small size made them easy to
wear on the body or to carry while travelling. Gerlach Flicke (d.1558) explicitly
states that his self-portrait (fig. 3) was produced for this reason. It forms part of a
diptych miniature alongside a portrait of his friend Henry Strangwish and is the
earliest-known oil self-portrait produced in England, dated 1554. Flicke is shown
holding an artist’s palette while Strangwish holds a lute. The Latin inscription
above Flicke’s head translates as ‘Such was the face of Gerlach Flicke when he was
a painter in the City of London. This he himself painted from a looking-glass
for his dear friends. That they might have something by which to remember him
after his death’.% Both portraits were produced while the two men were in prison,
Strangwish for piracy, Flicke for reasons unknown. Self-portraits might even be
produced as an introduction: Lavinia Fontana (1552-1614) sent a self-portrait
to the family of her future fiancé before meeting them in person, as a prelude to
marriage negotiations. The Latin inscription accompanying it reads: ‘Lavinia,
virgin, daughter of Prospero Fontana, made this image of her own face with a
mirror in the year 1578, =

Some self-portraits appear to have been produced solely for the purpose of self-
reflection. These images, which are often quickly executed drawings, give a strong
impression of an artist scrutinising themselves in the mirror, capturing what they
see in a direct, non-idealised manner, almost like an uncensored visual diary entry.
Some deliberately record their ageing features with unflinching honesty. Gian
Lorenzo Bernini’s self-portrait drawing (no. 19), which may represent the sitter in
the final, eightieth year of his life, is one example, emphasising the artist’s hooded
eyes and sunken cheeks. Lucian Freud’s etching is similarly honest, drawing
deliberate attention to his own lack of facial symmetry (no. 49).
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Fig. 4

PARMIGIANINO

Self-Portrait in a Convex Mirror, c.1524
Oil on convex panel

Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna



The idea that artists produced self-portraits for the explicit purpose of
psychological self-exploration or analysis, or that they indicate their state of mind
or situation in life, is a popular modern interpretation. Rembrandt’s changing
fortunes, both financial and personal, have been used to explain how his self-
portraiture changed over the course of his lifetime. His brooding late self-portraits
have been described as meditations on mortality, representing an artist coming to
terms with his changing appearance over the years. Courbet (1819—77) was the first
artist explicitly to comment on his self-portraits as representations of the ‘self’,
writing in 1854: ‘T have made in my life quite a few portraits of myself, according
to the movements of my mind and spirit; in a word, I have written my life’.=

Many self-portraits were intended to be seen by a much larger group of people
and were produced explicitly for the purpose of self-promotion or recognition.
Some artists sent their self-portrait to patrons as a form of introduction,

a practice in keeping with the humanist tradition from the fifteenth century
onwards of artists dedicating a work of art, literature or music to an important
patron and presenting them with a copy. One of the earliest introductory self-
portraits is Parmigianino’s Self-Portrait in a Convex Mirror of c.1524, which was
given to Clement VII in Rome (fig. 4).% Artistic rivalry for patronage at court
was substantial and one way to stand out from other artists was through novelty
and originality. The manner in which Parmigianino represented the distortion
produced by a convex mirror will have caught the attention of its recipient —

as will his youthful appearance, reinforcing the idea of his precocious talent.

A patron sometimes requested a self-portrait from a well-established artist:
Rubens was specifically asked to send ‘his owne picture’ to the Prince of Wales
(later Charles I) in 1623 (no.11). Many of the portraits in the famous ‘Galleria
degli Autoritratti’ in Florence were directly commissioned by Cardinal Leopoldo
de’ Medici (1617—75), and later his nephew Cosimo III de’ Medici (1642—1723).
Elisabeth Vigée-Lebrun, for example, was commissioned to paint a self-portrait
for the collection while visiting Florence in 1789 (see no. 75). Sometimes the
commission specifically stated the manner in which the artist should portray
themselves. In 1676 Frans van Mieris was commissioned by Cosimo III de’ Medici
to produce a self-portrait holding a small painting ‘such as those he generally
paints’; the result was the only life-sized picture the artist ever made (Galleria
degli Uffizi, Florence). Other self-portraits were made for the open art market,
as is thought to have been the case for Rembrandt, whose self-portraits were not
listed in the artist’s own inventory upon his death but were owned by a number of
different collectors in Amsterdam.

Many self-portraits were produced as presentation pieces upon admission
to an academy or guild. The painter’s guild in Haarlem requested that artists
present a painting when they achieved the status of Master. Although this did not
have to be a self-portrait, many artists nevertheless chose to submit an image of
themselves. Judith Leyster’s Self-Portrait of c.1630 (fig. 5) was probably produced
for this purpose when she was only 21 years old. Leyster (1609—60), only one
of two women accepted to this guild during the seventeenth century, showed
herself in the act of painting a genre picture in the style for which she became
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Fig. 5

JUDITH LEYSTER
Self-Portrait, c.1630

Oil on canvas

National Gallery of Art,
Washington

famous, and smiling like her subject. Even artists not known for portraiture might

include a reference to themselves in a presentation piece, as a reflection in a still
life painting for example, or a face within a multi-figure genre scene. The Royal
Collection contains two miniatures produced after self-portraits by Rosalba
Carriera and Angelica Kauffmann (nos 106, 114) and presented to the Accademia
di San Luca in Rome upon their admission. Many later academies, including

the French Académie Royale, and the Academy of Fine Arts of Saint Petersburg,
adopted a similar practice of requesting that artists submit a self-portrait. In

this way their collections of self-portraits serve as a record of their illustrious
membership. It is interesting to note, however, that in England the Royal Academy
of Arts specifically discouraged artists from submitting self-portraits as their
diploma piece. In 1815 Henry Raeburn was asked to send another ‘specimen of
his talents’ after offering his self-portrait.=
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An artist might produce a self-portrait specifically as an example of their skill.
Such an image would be particularly valuable in demonstrating their ability to
capture a likeness, as a client would be able to compare the painted version with
the real face in front of them. When the celebrated Antwerp artist Joris Hoefnagel
(1542—1601) was travelling throughout Europe in the 1570s he carried with him a
double portrait of himself and his first wife, which he was able to show the Duke
of Bavaria when an example of his work was requested. Vigée-Lebrun deliberately
delayed sending her commissioned self-portrait to Florence for two years so that
she could display it as an example of her talent while trying to conquer the Italian
market after fleeing from the French Revolution (see no. 75).*

Artists might also keep self-portraits in their studio for their students to copy.
The difficulty of distinguishing portraits by Rembrandt’s own hand from those
by his students, for example, attests to the success of this training method. In
the eighteenth century many artists had showrooms attached to their studios,
where self-portraits could be used to provide customers with ideas for their own
commissions and demonstrate different poses, costumes or lighting effects. Vigée-
Lebrun consciously painted herself in the same style as her sitters and flattered
her own appearance enough to demonstrate how she could do the same for her
clients. She also adopted a smiling countenance in her self-portraits, an unusual
feature subsequently adopted by many of her female sitters.

MAKING SELF-PORTRAITS

One practical consideration with painted self-portraits, which is easy to forget
today, was the availability of mirrors. Flat glass mirrors were invented in Venice
in around 1500. Before this date, mirrors were small and convex, and therefore
a potential deterrent to artists. However, attributing the development of self-
portraiture purely to the development of mirrors is an oversimplification. While
flat mirrors were available from c.1500, they were also prohibitively expensive: it
was not until the 1700s, when the French started producing mirrors of the same
size and quality as the Venetians, that the market opened up and mirrors became
more affordable. This is not to say that practical advancements in the production
of mirrors had no impact on the development of self-portraiture. The ability to
see yourself more clearly and more frequently, around the turn of the sixteenth
century, must have had a considerable social impact, encouraging greater physical
self-awareness and helping to fuel the vanity of the Renaissance self-portraitist.
Before the invention of flat glass in the late fifteenth century, mirrors were
either made of polished stone, metal or convex glass. The latter were created from
balls of blown glass filled with molten metal (typically lead, mercury or silver);
and once cool, sections of the ball were cut to form individual pieces. The first-
known representation of a self-portrait being painted with the use of a mirror is
in Giovanni Boccaccio’s Concerning Famous Women (Biblioteque nationale de
France, c.1404): the Ancient Roman artist Iaia of Cyzicus (also known as Marcia)
is shown working from a small convex glass mirror held in her hand. From the
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Fig. 6

JOHANNES VERMEER
Lady at the Virginals with
a Gentleman, early 1660s

Oil on canvas

ROIN 405340

Fig. 7 (opposite)

JEAN ALPHONSE ROEHN
Portrait of an Artist Painting
Her Self-Portrait, c.1850

Oil on panel

Private Collection

fifteenth century convex mirrors also frequently
appeared in a range of narrative paintings to
demonstrate the skill of the artist. Even after the
invention of flat mirrors, many artists continued
to allude to convex mirrors in their work; indeed,
it was to become an attribute of the artist, often
shown hanging in the workshop of St Luke, the
patron saint of artists.

In the early sixteenth century Parmigianino
painted one of the most iconic images in the
history of self-portraiture, Self-Portrait in a
Convex Mirror (fig.4). The painting itself was
created on a specially prepared convex panel of
wood designed to imitate the curve of the convex
glass. The foreground is dominated by the artist’s
right hand, exaggerated by the curve of the
mirror, while a gold C-shaped curve on the far
right probably indicates the frame of the actual
mirror from which the artist was working.

The first flat glass mirrors were produced in
Venice in the late fifteenth century thanks to two
major technical developments: the discovery of a new type of glass known as
‘cristallo’, so clear it was compared to rock crystal, and an improved silvering
technique achieved through the combination of mercury and tin. By the early
sixteenth century flat glass mirrors were available to artists across Europe, although
they remained expensive. A Man in Armour (no. s2) after Girolamo Savoldo
(c.1480-T1548) shows the sitter, possibly the artist himself, reflected in two flat glass
mirrors. In Dutch paintings of the seventeenth century such mirrors often feature as
part of a domestic interior, as in Vermeer’s Lady at the Virginals with a Gentleman
(fig. 6), which shows a half-length mirror on the wall above the instrument.

Full-length mirrors did not come into use until ¢.1700, which may account for
the limited number of full-length self-portraits prior to this date. It was not until
the nineteenth century, with the discovery of a cheaper technique for silvering
glass, that mirrors of a standard thickness and quality were finally available to
the mass market.

When working on a flat table or drawing board the artist could sit in front
of the mirror, producing an accordingly frontal pose (see nos 31, 84). Use of
an easel, however, meant repositioning the mirror so that it could be seen: Jean
Alphonse Roehn (1799-1864), for example, shows a mirror propped on a chair
to the artist’s left, at right angles to her easel (fig. 7). In this painting the window
beyond the mirror has been partially covered so that the light falls onto the artist
from the upper left; her painting hand is furthest from the mirror, neither casting
a shadow on her canvas nor blocking her view of her body. This practical set-up
resulted in the most common and enduring pose in self-portraiture: the artist, in
three-quarter length view, turns (usually) over the right shoulder fixing the viewer
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Fig. 8

GIUSEPPE MACPHERSON
Alessandro Allori,

early 1760s—c.1780

Copy after the original in
the Galleria degli Uffizi,
Florence of c.1555
Watercolour on ivory

RCIN 421101

with a steady outward gaze. This turn of the head was exploited by some artists
more than others. Rembrandt for example, barely acknowledges it in his Self-
Portrait in a Flat Cap (no. 13), twisting his chest to face the viewer more directly.
In contrast, Samuel Cooper (1609—72) uses the pose to his advantage in his self-
portrait miniature (no. 16), adding a sense of movement, an effect heightened by
his slightly parted lips which suggest he might be about to speak.

This simple pose, resulting from a mirror set at 9o degrees to the canvas,
appears to have emerged almost simultaneously in Venice and Florence during the
early part of the sixteenth century, and many self-portraits of around this date

have a strong sense of the right-angle as the artist turns to look over one shoulder.
Alessandro Allori’s self-portrait of c.1555 (fig. 8) has been credited as the
N first self-portrait to reference this set-up explicitly, the artist, with a palette
in one hand and a brush in the other, turning to direct his gaze at the
viewer, who is in the position of the mirror.%

The subtle differences between the artist’s real and painted likeness
are often only noticeable by comparison with a correctly orientated
representation — a photograph perhaps, or a portrait produced by
another artist. In his self-portrait of 1794 Jacques-Louis David
(1748—1825) includes the distinctive facial tumour from which he
suffered for most of his adult life just below his right eye.

In contrast, a marble portrait bust of the artist by Francois Rude

(1784—1855) shows it, correctly, below his left (both Louvre, Paris). Such
a comparison may also reveal an attempt to correct some, if not all, of
the reversing effects of the mirror. Prints made after William Hogarth’s

famous self-portrait of 1745 (Tate, London) show that the artist adjusted the
location of his scar on his etching plate so that it would appear on the correct side,
above his right eyebrow, in both his painted and printed self-portraits (no. 2.8).

During the seventeenth century, general advancements in optics as well
as practical developments in the production of mirrors provided artists with
new opportunities to be increasingly experimental and ambitious in their self-
portraits. In a self-portrait of ¢.1638 Artemisia Gentileschi must have used two
mirrors to capture herself in three-quarter profile, as if peering around the side
of her canvas (no.101). The self-portrait by the relatively unknown Austrian
painter Johann Gumpp (b.1646) presents another example of a seventeenth-
century painter experimenting with a more complex arrangement of mirrors
(Galleria degli Uffizi, Florence). This triple self-portrait, the first to expose the
exact workings of the right-angle studio set-up described above, presents the
artist in several fields of vision simultaneously: reflected in an octagonal mirror,
painted on a canvas and as a physical presence, shown from behind.

In most self-portraits where the artist is not depicted in the act of painting,
the subject’s pose is relatively formal and tends to conform to standard
portraiture conventions. A self-portrait miniature painted by Isaac Oliver
(c.1565—1617) in the late sixteenth century (no. 8) shows the artist adopting
a traditional courtly stance, his right hand resting on his hip and his left at
his waist. A very different self-portrait, painted by Maria Cosway in the late
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eighteenth century (0o, 44), shows the artist in a more unusual pose, her arms
folded across her waist. It has been suggested that Cosway’s stance might be

a response to her husband’s initial refusal to allow her to paint (something he
regarded as unseemly).® An artist’s eagerness to paint a self-portrait may also
be visibly indicated by their choice of stance. Thomas Lawrence (1769—1830),

a notoriously reluctant self-portraitist who described painting himself as an
‘irksome task’, produced a remarkably modest early self-portrait in 1787-8,
perhaps communicating his unwillingness to record his own likeness through the
slight hunch of his shoulders and the way he grips the edge of the red cushion
on which he is seated (Denver Art Museum).® By contrast, Rubens demonstrates
the kind of confidence one might expect from Europe’s leading court painter in
his self-portrait of 1623 (no. 11), despite modest claims that he did not think it
appropriate to send a self-portrait to a figure of such high status.

By far the most challenging aspect for any artist when painting a self-portrait
was the depiction of their hands, the active hand, in motion during the painting
process, being the most problematic. The easiest way to avoid this issue was
for the artist to avoid painting the hands altogether, for example by omitting
the lower part of the body, or somehow positioning their hands out of sight. In
Self-Portrait in a Flat Cap (no. 15), for instance, Rembrandt masterfully conceals
his painting hand by tucking it into his cloak. Moreover, artists who produced a
series of self-portraits often did not begin to include their hands until the latter
stages of their career, when they had a greater level of experience.® A series
of prints after self-portraits by Godfrey Kneller (c.1653-88) clearly show this
progression: the first (no. 21), after a self-portrait painted in 1685, shows the
artist’s head and shoulders only, while the last (no. 23), painted approximately 20
years later, depicts the entire upper body, his non-painting hand now supporting
an elegantly arranged piece of drapery and his active, painting hand gracefully
gesturing towards the lower edge of the composition.

A second problem faced by artists when recording their hands is that unless
using two mirrors, the painting hand will naturally appear reversed in the
final painting: a right-handed artist will appear left-handed in the mirror. This
problem could be resolved by painting the arms as they appear in the mirror but
switching the position of the hands. The artist could then either ask an assistant
to pose for the painting hand or work from a preparatory drawing. For this
reason the artist’s painting hand will sometimes appear misshapen or lower down
the body than might be expected, occupying the natural position of the artist’s
palette — at waist rather than chest height.

There is evidence that even the most celebrated artists and seasoned self-
portraitists sometimes struggled when it came to correcting the position of
their hands. In his Self-Portrait with Two Circles (Kenwood House, London)
Rembrandt holds a palette, brushes and mahlstick in his left hand, as one might
expect of a right-handed artist. However, X-rays revealing the under-drawing
show that the artist originally depicted his palette in his right-hand, a mistake
he then corrected in his final painting. A self-portrait by the Flemish artist
Paul Bril (1554-1626) presents a rather unusual but pragmatic solution to the
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Fig. 9 (right)

PAUL BRIL

A Self-Portrait, c.1595—1600
Oil on canvas

Rhode Island School of Design,
Providence

No. 15 (left)

REMBRANDT VAN RIJN
Self-Portrait in a Flat Cap, 1642
Oil on panel

RCIN 404120

(see also puild)

problem (fig. 9). Instead of correcting his hands in his final painting, the artist sets

his brushes and palette against his easel and used the natural position of his arms
(his painting arm angled up towards his canvas and his non-painting hand down
at his waist) to his advantage, filling the void with a lute.

The fashion for ‘normalising’ or correcting the painting hand appears to
have changed over time, with artists beginning to show themselves to be left-
handed, thus acknowledging the mirror reflection in their work, as early as the
mid-eighteenth century. By the nineteenth century, not correcting the painting
hand had become the norm. A self-portrait by Frédéric Bazille (1841—70) of 1865
(Art Institute of Chicago) shows the artist with a palette in his right hand and a
paintbrush in his left. His painting hand is turned so that only his fist is visible
(perhaps making it easier to paint), his gaze directed at his mirror which must
have been positioned to the right of the canvas.

Most self-portraits, as a result of using a mirror, show the artist looking
out of the picture frame, directly into the eyes of the viewer. So synonymous is
this ‘gaze’ with the art of self-portraiture that the two are almost inextricably
linked: portraits of unknown people with a penetrating outward stare will often
be identified as self-portraits purely on this basis (see no. 122). The gaze itself is
essentially a trick of the mirror. The artist, staring intently at his own reflection,
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appears in his final self-portrait to be staring directly at his audience. The effect
of the penetrating gaze could be heightened even further by placing the eye
nearest the mirror at the very centre of the final painting. The effect of this can
be seen in a self-portrait miniature by Samuel Cooper (0. 16), in which the
mid-point of his right eye falls along the central, vertical axis, thereby creating a
heightened sense that the sitter is looking directly into the eyes of the viewer.

While for practical reasons the penetrating, outward gaze remained the
fundamental organisational principle for self-portraits, a number of artists
experimented with the trickier conceits of averting their gaze or painting
themselves in profile. In 1484, aged only 13, Diirer demonstrated his precocious
talent by drawing himself in silverpoint, from a mirror, but with his gaze turned
away from, rather than directly out at the viewer (Albertina Museum, Vienna).
Self-portraits produced in profile were particularly difficult to achieve as they
required the use of two or even three mirrors. In 1753 Jean-Etienne Liotard
painted one of only a handful of self-portraits known to have been produced
in profile (no. 29). Here the artist appears in Turkish dress, the scale and shape
of the self-portrait bringing to mind the tradition of portrait medals. Of the
17 known self-portraits by Liotard, this is the only example in profile, perhaps
a testament to the inherent difficulties of the genre.

Trickier still was the representation of one’s own likeness in three dimensions,
which required the artist to depict the back of their own head. In the 1770s,
the German-Austrian sculptor Franz Xaver Messerschmidt (1736—83) produced
an unusual series of self-portrait busts in which he adopted a variety of extreme
facial expressions. The meaning and the intention of these busts remains unknown,
their existence an anomaly within the history of self-portraiture, a tradition
dominated by two-dimensional likenesses. A further mode of representation
only available since the advent of photography is the self-portrait with closed
eyes — a conceit demonstrated by George Frederic Watts (1817—1904) in 1904
(Watts Gallery, Compton) and brought up to date by Gavin Turk (b.1967) in
his photographic self-portrait, Portrait of Something that I'll Never Really See
(Gavin Turk, 1997).

Self-portraits traditionally showed artists with the same neutral facial
expression adopted by their aristocratic sitters. This was partly for practical
reasons: it is difficult to hold a smile for any length of time and quickly looks
forced. This sense of insincerity was invoked by Thomas Lawrence: when
challenged for appearing too melancholic in a self-portrait he responded, ‘you
would surely not have a man look smirkingly at himself in a glass’.® Solemn
facial expressions also lend a portrait a sense of timelessness and decorum. When
artists do show themselves with an unusual facial expression, the result may be
quite disturbing. Jean-Etienne Liotard depicted himself laughing in a number of
slightly unnerving self-portraits. During the early part of his career Rembrandt
also experimented with different facial expressions, producing a series of etchings
that show him acting out different emotions in front of the mirror. Many were
later incorporated into other paintings, suggesting that they were produced as
character studies or tronies and were not intended as autonomous self-portraits.
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Fig. 10

MASTER OF FRANKFURT
A Self-Portrait of the
Artist with his Wife, 1496
Oil on panel

Royal Museum of

Fine Arts, Antwerp

In the final years of his life he also depicted himself smiling in the guise of Zeuxis,
the ancient Greek artist alleged to have died laughing while painting a portrait
of an old woman who had insisted on modelling for the figure of Aphrodite
(Wallraf-Richartz-Museum, Cologne). In the eighteenth century Zoffany
modelled himself on Democritus (‘the laughing philosopher’) both in his self-
portrait presented to the Galleria degli Uffizi and in his image within The Tribuna
of the Uffizi (no. 71). Dutch artists of the seventeenth century who included their
own likeness in a genre scene often showed themselves grinning (see chapter 3).
Another popular mode of expression, first appearing during the Renaissance
but developed during the nineteenth century, was that of the melancholic (see
chapter 4). One of the earliest probable exponents of the melancholy self-portrait
was Albrecht Diirer. In a self-portrait of 1491—2, Diirer depicts himself with his
head solemnly resting on his hand. While some have suggested that this is one
of the earliest representations of a sitter exhibiting melancholy traits, pre-dating
Diirer’s famous print Melencolia I of 1514 (fig. 41), others have argued that the
pose is purely practical, shading the artist’s eyes and steadying his head. By the
late sixteenth century this pose had become a universal symbol of melancholy. In
the mid-eighteenth century Thomas Frye adopted a similar pose in his mezzotint
self-portrait (no. 31). In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries the
idea of the melancholic outsider artist found full force in the
form of the Romantic or Bohemian self-portrait.

THE ARTIST’S CIRCLE

Another important choice for self-portraitists

was whether to depict themselves alone or with
others. Many indicated their aspirations through
portraits alongside their friends or family; some
of the earliest examples show artists with

their wives. Portraits of married couples were
traditionally painted on separate panels designed
to hang together, with the man’s portrait on the
left, so that he assumed the dominant position

on his wife’s right-hand-side. At the end of the
fifteenth century an artist referred to as the Master
of Frankfurt produced one of the first examples of
a couple within a single frame (fig. To). The artist
placed himself in a position of prominence, his
left arm wrapped protectively around his wife’s
waist, while she looks at him and proffers a violet,
a traditional symbol of love and faithfulness. The
artist’s wife, deferential and neatly dressed in pure
white freshly pressed linen, becomes a vicarious
demonstration of the artist’s status.
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Fig. 11

GIULIO QUAGLIO THE ELDER
A Self-Portrait of the Artist
Painting his Wife, 1628

Oil on canvas

Private Collection

Another popular form of double self-portrait showed the artist painting

his wife. A precedent for this may have been set in the mid-sixteenth century

in a double portrait by the Dutch artist Dirck Jacobsz. (1496—1567) showing his
father, Jacob Cornelisz. van Oostsanen (c.1470—1533), painting a portrait of
his wife (Toledo Museum of Art, Ohio). The tradition evidently continued into
the seventeenth century: a self-portrait by the Italian artist Giulio Quaglio the
Elder (1668—1751), painted in 1628, shows the artist at work on a half-finished
portrait of his wife (fig. 11). Like the Master of Frankfurt, Quaglio used this
double portrait format to reinforce his dual role of skilled portraitist and devoted
husband. By turning the portrait of his wife towards the viewer, with her left
hand curled over an illusionistic plinth, Quaglio gives the painted figure of his
wife a physical rather than virtual presence.

Early in the seventeenth century a new, informal style of double portrait
emerged in the Netherlands focusing on love and familial harmony. It has been
observed that the stimulus may have been provided by the growth in humanist
publications relating to love and its ability to incite creativity.® This idea that
love brings forth art can in turn be traced back to a legend recounted by Pliny
in his Natural History, which claimed that the art of painting itself had been
invented by an act of love; a maid from Corinth tracing her lover’s shadow
on a wall before he departed for battle (cf. nos 61, 62). Perhaps the greatest
exponent of this style was Rubens, whose first marital portrait of 1609—10 shows
the artist with his first wife, Isabella Brandt, seated in a bower of honeysuckle
(Alte Pinakothek, Miinich). Unlike the double portrait produced by the Master of
Frankfurt a century earlier, the emphasis in Rubens’s portrait is love: the couple
are of equal size and status, their hands tenderly clasped together in a genuine
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show of affection. The trope of the elegantly dressed artist and his wife seated in
a garden was subsequently picked up by John Closterman in his double portrait
of Grinling Gibbons and his wife, Elizabeth (no. 20), and Richard Cosway’s self-
portrait with his wife, Maria (no. 43).

In other countries marriage was sometimes regarded as more of a creative
hindrance than an aid to art. In the early sixteenth century Michelangelo
(1475—-1564) famously never married, apparently insisting: ‘I have only too much
of a wife in this art of mine, who has always kept me in tribulation, and my
children shall be the works that I may leave’.® In England the perceived causal
link between family responsibilities and a decline in creative output prevailed
in artistic circles well into the eighteenth century. When asked for advice by a
younger artist, Reynolds apparently declared: ‘Married then you are ruined as an
artist’.= It was not until the late nineteenth century, with the emergence of the
‘wife as muse’, best expressed in the work of the Pre-Raphaelites, that this notion
was firmly challenged in England.

The seventeenth century also witnessed an increasing number of portraits
of artists and their wider families, many of which served a dynastic function.
Michiel Jansz. van Mierevelt’s (1566—-1641) self-portrait of c.1641 (Private Collection)
shows the artist in front of a painting of his grandson Jacob Delff, his right hand
held against his breast and his cap hanging over the corner of the canvas, as if
crowning his successor. In 1652 Jan de Bray, probably for a similar reason, painted
his entire family in a large-scale portrait historie (no. 102). His parents are depicted
in the centre, as Mark Antony and Cleopatra. His father, Salomon de Bray (1597—
1664), also a successful artist, represents the artistic ancestry of the De Bray family,
while the artist’s siblings, including his brother Dirck (also a painter), represent the
continuation of this illustrious line of artists. Between 1663—4, just over 10 years
after the work was painted, the artist’s family was wiped out by plague, dashing
his hopes for the continued fame of the De Bray dynasty.

During the eighteenth century a new interest in the state of childhood as
something precious to be preserved, together with the related notion of sensibility,
stimulated a proliferation of images of artists with their children. This was
particularly true of female artists. Vigée-Lebrun repeatedly portrays herself with
her daughter, Julie, in line with Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s ideas of a good mother
outlined in his influential treatise, Emile (1762). In a subsequent version of one of
her most famous self-portraits, Vigée-Lebrun exchanges the image of her patron
Marie-Antoinette, sketched on her virtual canvas, for that of her daughter Julie
(see no. 75). Male artists similarly depicted themselves as men of sensibility. In a
self-portrait of 1773 Benjamin West appears with his son Raphael, the young boy
tenderly resting his chin on his father’s shoulder to see what he is drawing (no. 73).

A natural extension of social exchanges between artists was that they often
drew, painted or photographed each other. In 1809 the Prince of Wales purchased
a pair of drawings, the first by Francesco Bartolozzi showing his friend Giovanni
Battista Cipriani (no. 33) and the second by Cipriani showing Bartolozzi (no, 34).
Almost certainly made for private enjoyment or practice, these portraits seem to
offer a backstage glimpse into the lives of the sitters: Bartolozzi presents Cipriani
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No. 12 (opposite)

SIR PETER PAUL RUBENS
Anthony van Dyck, c.1627-8
Oil on panel

RCIN 404420
(see also ps1)

at work on a painting and Cipriani shows Bartolozzi asleep in a chair. Portraits
were also exchanged between artists as a mark of respect. In c.1515 Diirer was
reported to have sent a self-portrait to Raphael and received a number of drawings
by Raphael in return.

This mutual respect between artists can also be seen in the form of friendship
portraits. In 1777 Jean-Francois Rigaud painted a triple portrait of Francesco
Bartolozzi holding an engraver’s burin, Agostino Carlini holding a sculptor’s
hammer and Giovanni Battista Cipriani sitting in front of an easel, a palette and
brush in his hand (see no. 35). The portrait serves as a testament to the friendship of
the three artists: born in Italy, Bartolozzi, Carlini and Cipriani had all made careers
for themselves in England, becoming founder members of the Royal Academy in
1768 (see no. 70). The friendship between the three men, when seen in conjunction
with the close visual proximity of their tools, may also suggest a close relationship
or brotherhood between the three separate disciplines of the visual arts.

The genre of friendship portraits includes depictions by artists of their students
or teachers. One of the earliest examples of an artist paying tribute to his master
can be found in the work of Giorgio Vasari (1511—74), who included seven oval
lunettes of the men who taught him as part of the decorative scheme for his house
in Arezzo. Prior to the establishment of art schools and the Academy system, the
close bond between master and student was forged in the workshop: all artists
had to undertake an apprenticeship, learning their trade from an older, established
artist. Around 1615 the young and ambitious Van Dyck elected to join the studio
of Rubens, having already set up his own independent workshop in Antwerp. Just
over ten years later, united once again in Antwerp, Rubens painted an intimate
portrait of Van Dyck, his most exceptional assistant (no. 12). Artists sometimes
included their master or student within a self-portrait. Thus Sofonisba Anguissola
(c.1532—1625) depicted herself being painted by her tutor Bernardino Campi
(1522—91) in ¢.1559, deliberately making herself larger than her master to imply
that she had outgrown his guidance (Pinacoteca Nazionale, Siena), while in 1785,
Adélaide Labille-Guiard (1749—1803) depicted herself at work in her studio with
two of her students, a declaration of her status not only as artist but as teacher
(The Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York).

Interestingly, when depicting another artist, painters sometimes adapted their
painting style, consciously or unconsciously echoing that of the sitter. A portrait of
Joshua Reynolds by Angelica Kauffmann (Saltram, Plymouth) clearly demonstrates
this phenomenon. By way of flattering her subject, Kauffmann departed from
her usual classicising Italianate style, characterised by a lighter palette and a
loose handling of fabrics, and instead adopted a more highly finished Anglo-
Netherlandish technique, evident in the strong contrasts of light and dark and a
palette dominated by reds and blacks.

The process of painting another artist, trained in the same profession, could also
present its own challenges. In July 1624 Van Dyck visited the frail and elderly artist
Sofonisba Anguissola in Palermo, painted her portrait and recorded the details of
his visit in his sketchbook. Even in her nineties Anguissola had strong opinions on
how she wished to be painted. “While I was making her portrait’, Van Dyck noted,
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‘she alerted me to various things: not to hold the light too high, so that

the shadows aren’t too deep in the lines of an old person’s face, for instance’.*
For artists painting each other, a different sort of pressure must have been felt
to that experienced when working for a patron.

THE ARTIST AT COURT

During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries royal courts across Europe

played an important part in raising the status of the artist. Once rulers began

to understand what an effective tool portraiture could be for creating and
disseminating an image of power and authority, they vied to tempt talented artists
with titles, financial rewards and important commissions. Being able to attract
and retain a sought-after artist of international standing demonstrated a ruler’s
wealth and influence — as well as their appreciation of talent, culture and intellect.

Court artists in the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries were often expected
to perform a broad range of tasks for their patron, including creating ephemeral
visual material such as banners for feasts and tournaments, most of which is now
lost. During his 18 years in the employment of Ludovico Maria Sforza, Duke of
Milan (1452—-1508), Leonardo da Vinci worked across multiple disciplines and
subject areas, producing portraits of members of the court as well as designing
weapons, statues and cities. Indeed, in his letter of introduction the artist
deliberately emphasised his range of talent that the Duke might find useful .=
This arrangement of a courtier artist working across multiple disciplines was
common in the sixteenth century. Other notable examples include Giulio Romano
(1499°—1546) at Mantua and Rosso Fiorentino (1494—1540) and Primaticcio
(r504—70) at Fontainebleau.

In England the responsibilities for a court artist changed in 1527, when two
separate roles were created. The Serjeant Painter was responsible for decorative
schemes and temporary objects, while the King’s (or Queen’s) Painter, later
known as Principal Painter in Ordinary, was usually a portraitist whose main role
was to produce images of the monarch and their family. Van Dyck was appointed
Principal Painter in Ordinary in 1632 and given an apartment and a retainer
of £200 per year; he was paid for pictures on top of this. His successors in this
post included Peter Lely (1618—80) at the court of Charles II, Thomas Lawrence
(1769—1830) for George IV and George Hayter (1792—1871) for Queen Victoria. In
the Netherlands the idea of employing a specialist portrait painter at court also
seems to have begun in the sixteenth century.*

The Renaissance also saw the earliest instances of artists being knighted or
raised to the nobility. The first artist to be conferred with a knighthood was the
Florentine painter, sculptor and architect Dello Delli (c.1404—70), recognised
by King Juan II of Castile in c.1440—45.% A small number of other artists were
given the same honour during the sixteenth century, but during the seventeenth
such recognition became increasingly commonplace across Europe. Rubens was
knighted by Philip IV of Spain in 1624 and by Charles I of England in 1630.
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Some artists were elevated to orders specific to the country in which they worked,
including the Order of Christ (for Gianlorenzo Bernini in 1622, working in
Rome) and the Order of the Knights of Malta (for Caravaggio in 1608). Diego
Velazquez (1599-1660) was granted a number of positions within the household
of Philip IV, but his much-desired elevation to the Order of the Knights of
Santiago in 1659 required the king to write to the Pope for special dispensation,
because an investigation into the artist’s family history had failed to establish his
noble ancestry.® An anecdote arose soon after the artist’s death describing how
the king himself added the red cross of the Order to the black doublet worn by
Velazquez in his self-portrait in the monumental Las Meninas (Museo del Prado,
Madrid), in recognition of the honour. Indeed, numerous stories exist of patrons
acting in a similarly deferential manner to court artists, emphasising the high
standing in which they were held (more examples are discussed in chapter 4).

Court artists were sometimes given accommodation within or close to a royal
palace. Alonso Sanchez Coello (1531-88) was provided with a large house next to
the royal palace in Madrid and his royal sitters were regular visitors. Van Dyck’s
apartment at Blackfriars was paid for by Charles I as a perquisite of his position
as Principal Painter and, although it was situated some distance from the Palace
of Whitehall, its proximity to the river allowed the king to visit regularly by
boat. An artist’s lodgings might reach very grand proportions: the exiled king,
Christian II, lodged with Lucas Cranach the Elder (1472—1553) while visiting
Denmark in 1523.

To be a successful artist at court required more than simply artistic talent.
Patrons could be demanding and impatient. It was important to know how to
please them and how to work with charm, tact and discretion. The pressures
could sometimes exceed the rewards; despite the prestige associated with a
position at court, some artists chose not to accept invitations from rulers.
Although he produced about 150 paintings for the ruling Habsburg dynasty
and their ministers over a number of years, Titian (c.1488/90—1576) never lived
permanently at court, preferring to remain in Venice, which he regarded as his
home. Instead, his patrons came to him.® After spending much of the first decade
of the seventeenth century working for rulers at courts in Mantua, Spain, Genoa
and Rome, Rubens returned to Antwerp in 1609. Although he was appointed
court painter to the Archduke and Archduchess of Austria in the same year,
he was given permission to remain at the Italianate villa in the centre of Antwerp,
which also housed his studio, rather than reside at their court in Brussels.

PORTRAITS OF ARTISTS AND THE ROYAL COLLECTION

While it is not unexpected that the Royal Collection contains a large number of
portraits of monarchs, it is more surprising to find that it also holds a significant
number of representations of artists. The fact that monarchs were commissioning
and collecting portraits of artists is testament to the esteem in which they were
held. The group formed by Charles I was one of the earliest to have been actively
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Fig. 12

ALBRECHT DURER

A Self-Portrait, 1498

Oil on panel

Museo del Prado, Madrid

Fig. 13

REMBRANDT VAN RIJN

A Self-Portrait as a Young Man, 1629—31
Oil on canvas

Walker Art Gallery, Liverpool
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collected and displayed. The inventory compiled by the King’s
Surveyor of Pictures, Abraham van der Doort, in the late
1630s reveals that he owned at least 12 portraits of artists and
that three of the most important were hung together in the
Breakfast Chamber outside the King’s Withdrawing Room
at Whitehall.® These paintings — self-portraits by Rubens
(no. 11), Mytens (no. 13) and Van Dyck — showed artists who
were personally known to the king, and who will also have
known each other, being of the same generation and all having
worked in England during the 1620s and 1630s. Rubens’s self-
portrait was probably one of the first to enter the collection,
sent to the king when Prince of Wales in 1623. A rediscovered
oval portrait of Van Dyck has been recently proposed to be
that listed in this inventory.& Other portraits of artists in
Charles s collection were dispersed throughout the Palace,
although self-portraits by Titian, Pordenone, Bronzino and
Giulio Romano were hung in the Long Gallery, alongside many
of the king’s best Italian pictures.

After the execution of Charles I in 1649 most items
in the Royal Collection were sold, including many artists’
portraits. Some re-entered the collection after the Restoration
of Charles II, but not all. The most important of those
that were not returned is Diirer’s Self-Portrait, painted
in 1498 when the sitter was 26, which is in the Museo del
Prado, Madrid (fig. 12). This is the second (of three) of
Diirer’s painted self-portraits and is a supremely assertive
demonstration of status and ambition. A rare example of a
fifteenth-century autonomous self-portrait, its combination
of careful observation and self-confidence are particularly
ground-breaking. The artist makes no reference to his
occupation. His flamboyant attire — a doublet with striped
black and white silk sleeves, matching cap and fine leather
gloves — is that of a gentleman, while his penetrating gaze
and poise all speak to his self-assertion. The city council
of Nuremberg had given this painting to Charles I in 1636,
together with a portrait of Diirer’s father, which also left
the collection in 1649 (possibly that in the National Gallery,
London).% In 1651 Diirer’s self-portrait was acquired by the
Spanish ambassador Alonso de Cardenas and subsequently
given to Philip IV of Spain.

Another significant painting to leave the collection at this
time was the Self-Portrait as a Young Man by Rembrandt
(fig. 13), which had been given to Charles I by Sir Robert Kerr,
along with The Artist’s Mother (RCIN. 405000). Sir Robert Kerr,

later Lord Ancram, was in The Hague in 1629 at the court


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/405000

Fig. 14

ROBERT WALKER

A Self-Portrait, c.1645
Oil on canvas

ROIN 402 <81

Fig. 15

BARTOLOME ESTEBAN MURILLO
A Self-Portrait, c.1668—70

Oil on canvas

National Gallery, London

of Elizabeth of Bohemia, and it is likely that it was then that he purchased the
Rembrandt self-portrait. In the late 1630s it hung in the ‘longe gallorie towards the
Orchard’ above the door leading to Ancram’s private apartments at Whitehall.
Like his father, Charles II evidently valued portraits of artists. The royal
inventory of Whitehall compiled in 1666 lists 24 portraits of artists hanging ‘In the
Pafsage betweene ye Greene Roome and ye Clofet’.i This was a key space within
the royal apartments, the Closet being the most intimate room, accessible only to
the king’s closest acquaintances and family. The selection included the portraits
of Rubens (no. 11), Gentileschi (no. 101), Mytens (no. 13) and Van Dyck (no. 12).
Some of the 24 were listed as self-portraits, while others were identified as portraits
by others or later copies. Although a significant proportion of the attributions
have now been discounted, a number are still upheld today; indeed, the inclusion
of the qualifier ‘said to be’ in some instances indicates that identifications were
also questioned in the seventeenth century.# Only one description makes specific
reference to its subject’s achievements, a portrait then believed to represent Jan
Van Eyck (possibly RCIN 406136) described as “Vanhake ye first Oyle painter’.
Such a coherent display of artists’ portraits in a single room was exceptional
at this early date. At around the same time Cardinal Leopoldo de’ Medici was
seeking out the first of his self-portraits commissioned directly from the artist (in
1664 he received portraits from the 73-year-old Guercino and Pietro da Cortona)
to add to the collection of 15 self-portraits collected haphazardly by the Medici
in the preceding years, which would eventually become the Galleria degli Uffizi
collection of self-portraits. Charles II’s collection appears to have been amassed

in no less random a manner, including artists from different periods and places,
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Fig. 16 (below left)

Copy after

SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS

A Self-Portrait, c.1788—1800
Qil on canvas

RCIN 406437

No. 37 (below right)
SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS
A Self-Portrait, c.1788
Oil on panel

RCIN 400699

(see also RRwZ8—Q)

although all — except the mysterious ‘Grinkin’ — would still be recognised as of
major significance today. They include some paintings originally purchased by
Charles I and later returned, and some acquired by Charles IT in the years since
the Restoration of the monarchy.

Portraits of artists were displayed in a more dispersed manner across the royal
residences in the eighteenth century. Several additions to the collection of artists’
portraits were made by Frederick, Prince of Wales, who particularly admired the
taste of Charles I and purchased portraits of artists not of his own time but from
the previous century. These included miniatures of Isaac Oliver (ng.8), Peter Oliver
(no. 9) and oil paintings of Robert Walker (fig, 14) and Peter Lely (possibly
RCIN 406034). He also purchased the self-portrait of the Spanish artist Bartolome
Esteban Murillo of ¢.1668—70 (fig. 15) now in the National Gallery, London.
This strikingly original representation makes use of a conventional Baroque frame,
upon which the artist rests his right hand in an illusion that blurs the boundaries
between painting, mirror and reality. The artist’s tools rest on the stone ledge,
while the Latin inscription notes that ‘Bartolomé Murillo painting [or painted]
himself to fulfil the wishes and prayers of his children’. The image was evidently
designed to maximise the physical presence of the artist in his absence and while
it is a powerful demonstration of his artistic abilities, it was probably initially
intended for the domestic sphere and not for public consumption. How and why
it entered Frederick’s collection is unknown, as are the circumstances of its sale.

George III’s main contributions to the Royal Collection’s group of portraits
of artists were bought en masse with other items, for example as part of the
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Fig. 17

CHARLES WILD

The Rose Satin Drawing
Room, Carlton House
(looking North), c.1817
Watercolour

RCIN 2221§s=

Consul Smith collection (which included the pastel by Rosalba Carriera, no. 27),
or presented to the monarch — as in the case of the extraordinary gift from Lord
Cowper of 224 miniatures after self-portraits in the Galleria degli Uffizi (o, 142).

George IV purchased an inferior copy of Joshua Reynolds’s penultimate self-
portrait on 5 June 1812 (fig. 16) before being presented with the original version
by the artist’s niece 15 days later (no. 37). Both were recorded as being in store
at Carlton House in 1816, although one was subsequently hung at Buckingham
Palace and the other at Windsor Castle. Aside from this example, George IV did
not make significant purchases of portraits of artists, although his admiration
for Rubens and Van Dyck is clear from the display in the Rose Satin Drawing
Room at Carlton House, one of the key entertaining spaces in the building, where
their portraits were hung alongside his most highly valued Dutch and Flemish
paintings (fig. 17).

Other portraits of artists do not appear to have been grouped together at this
date, however: the 1818 inventory from Kensington Palace shows portraits of
Carriera, Bassano, Raphael, Titian, Bordone, Holbein, Mytens and Van Cleve
dispersed throughout the rooms. One interesting commission of around this
time was the set of five Carrara marble chimney pieces supplied for Buckingham
Palace, each decorated with a medallion portrait relief of an artist, along with
winged figures holding palettes and brushes to represent painting (fig. 18). The
artists are now identified as Diirer, Titian, Michelangelo, Rubens and Rembrandt,
although it is interesting that their presumed identities have changed over time.
These were designed for George IV, although they were not installed until the
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Fig. 18

JOHN NASH

Chimmney piece with a
medallion portrait of
Rembrandt, 1827-1830
Marble

Buckingham Palace, London

1820s, after his death. They remain in the Picture Gallery and East Gallery at

Buckingham palace today.

While Queen Victoria and Prince Albert occasionally commissioned
portraits of contemporary artists (such as that of Emma Gaggiotti Richards,
no. 83) this was not a key strand of their artistic patronage. They did not, for
example, commission a self-portrait from their favourite portraitist, Franz Xaver
Winterhalter (1805—73), although he painted over a hundred portraits in oil for
them. Prince Albert did paint the artist himself, however (RCIN 403608), and
collected an early photograph of him in an ostentatiously artistic pose (no. 116).
The royal couple took a particular interest in the history of Renaissance artists,
as demonstrated by their purchase of Cimabue’s Madonna Carried in Procession
(no. 132) from the Royal Academy of Arts in 1855 and the instigation of
Prince Albert’s Raphael project in 1853. This complete catalogue of prints and
photographs representing all works then believed to be by Raphael, methodically
organised into 25 categories and 49 specially bound albums, remains in the Royal
Library at Windsor today. Queen Victoria was also responsible for commissioning
the Albert Memorial in London’s Kensington Gardens (completed in 1872), which
includes 169 life-size sculptures of painters, architects, sculptors, musicians and
poets from Antiquity to the present day, following in the tradition of pantheons
commemorating national uomini famosi as exemplars of virtue (see chapter 4).

There are several noticeable gaps in the collection of self-portraits in the
Royal Collection, which may be representative of royal taste or curious quirks.
There are almost no artists with the scowling or brooding expressions that
characterised many self-portraits of the Romantic period (and persists today).
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Instead, most emphasise artists as conformists rather than rebels — happy citizens

not tortured souls. There are no paintings of the artist with a muse, a theme that

was particularly popular during the nineteenth century, and there are none that

include a patron, a trope that refers back to Apelles being visited by Alexander
the Great (s¢g chapter 4). Finally, the collection is particularly strong in images of
artists from the seventeenth, eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, which explains

the dominant time period represented within this study, with only a few examples

from before or after these dates.
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RCIN 1112475, ‘An Inventory of His Maties
Pictures in White-Hall.” These portraits were
listed as images of Tintoretto, Rubens, Mytens,
Peter Oliver, three portraits of Raphael, Van
Dyck, Holbein, Rembrandt, Bronzino, Diirer,
Rembrandt, Michelangelo, Paolo Veronese,
Giulio Romano, Bassano, Van Dyck, Artemisia
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I
ALBRECHT DURER (1471-1528)

The Bath House
€.1496

Woodcut, 39.3 x 28.5 cm (sheet)
RCIN 800195

REFERENCES: Bartsch 1803—21, Vi1, p. 144, no. 128;
Heard and Whitaker 2011, no. 26

Albrecht Diirer was the most influential artist of the German
Renaissance, whose ground-breaking engravings and
woodcuts circulated across Europe and beyond. Especially as
a young man, he was fascinated by his own appearance, but
more from an urge to self-knowledge than out of vanity: his
Christ-like Self-Portrait of 1500 (Alte Pinakothek, Munich)
is one of the most striking such images in the whole history
of art, but what might appear almost blasphemous was
prompted less by self-aggrandisement than by the pious
tradition of imitatio Christi, the meditative and devotional
‘imitation’ of Christ, and a humble belief in the God-given
nature of artistic inspiration.

The scene in this woodcut is an idealised open-air bath
house, a place for both washing and socialising. It is at one
level an exercise in the depiction of the male nude (it has
a counterpart in a drawing in Bremen of a women’s bath
house) but the atmosphere is more genial than academic.
The two men at the centre make music; the man at left is
recognisably Diirer himself, leaning against a wooden pillar
from which protrudes a suggestively placed tap (and just in
case the viewer does not get the joke, the tap itself bears a
tiny cockerel). The two figures in the foreground have been
tentatively identified as Diirer’s friends Lukas and Stephan
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Paumgartner, and the corpulent man seated to the right,
draining his tankard of beer, is a joshing portrait of Diirer’s
closest friend, Willibald Pirckheimer.

Pirckheimer (1470-1530) came from one of the oldest and
richest families in Nuremberg and had studied law and the
humanities at the universities of Padua and Pavia; Diirer
was the son of a Hungarian immigrant goldsmith. Their
friendship from their mid-twenties onwards emphasises that a
commonality of intellectual interests could in the Renaissance
transcend social barriers.” Diirer depicted Pirckheimer on
several other occasions — in a charcoal drawing of 1503
(preceded by a metalpoint study inscribed obscenely in
Greek) and a portrait engraving of 1524, and as a bystander
in works such as Christ Shown to the People from the Large
Passion and (alongside Diirer) the painting of the Martyrdom
of the Ten Thousand. But while we can appreciate the
humour of Diirer’s depiction of himself and his friend here, it
was not necessary to recognise them to enjoy the print, which
sold in large numbers to people who had no idea what he or
Pirckheimer looked like. McC

1. For the relationship between Diirer and Pirckheimer see e.g.
Schleif 201o0.
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2
PARMIGIANINO

(Girolamo Francesco Maria Mazzola, 1503—1540)

A Self-Portrait

c.1524

Red chalk over a little stylus, 10.7 x 7.6 cm,
the lower edge restored

KON 000329
REFERENCES: Popham and Wilde 1949, no. 566;

Popham 1971, no. 435; Bambach et al. 2000, no. 49

Parmigianino’s painted Self-Portrait in a Convex Mirror
(fig. 4) is one of the most celebrated self-portraits of the
Renaissance, in which the artist re-created on a convex
circular panel, shaped by a wood-turner, the appearance of
a reflection in a convex mirror. The interior of the painted
room is shown with all the attendant distortions, and
Parmigianino’s left hand, resting in the foreground of the
composition, is greatly (and correctly) enlarged with respect
to his face. It is ‘show-off’ painting of the highest order, and
accordingly was one of the three paintings presented to Pope
Clement VII by the artist when he arrived in Rome in 1524.
The present drawing was made at around the same time,
when the artist was about 20 years old (though he looks

younger in both works), although it has none of the overt

artifice of the Vienna painting. It was drawn rapidly and with
a minimum of preparation: the artist outlined his jaw and the
brim of his hat with a stylus, simply pressing into the surface
of the paper, then worked up the shadows with gentle close
hatching before fixing a few accents with the point of the
chalk. But the effects are carefully considered, for the shadow
cast by the broad brim of the hat stops sharply at his eyes,
which are enlarged to a disturbing degree. As so often, it is the
eyes staring back at themselves in a mirror — and now at the
viewer of the drawing — that are the focus of attention. Mmc
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3
JOOS VAN CLEVE

(active 1505/08—1540/41)

A Self-Portrait

C.1535—40

Oil on panel, 64.7 x 50.8 cm
RCIN 403780

4

JOOS VAN CLEVE
(active 1505/08—1540/41)

Katlijne van Mispelteeren,

The Artist’s Wife
c.1535-40

Oil on panel, 64.7 x 50.3 cm

RO o0

REFERENCES: Friedlinder 1972, no. 120;
Campbell 1985, nos 13 and 14; Hand 2004,
nos 10oA and 1ooB; Shawe-Taylor and Scott
2007, nos 7 and 8; Heard and Whitaker 20171,
nos 15 and 16

Joos van Cleve was known in Antwerp as a painter of
brightly coloured altarpieces; however, until the nineteenth
century his paintings were attributed to the ‘Master of the
Death of the Virgin’. As a portraitist he was both prolific
and talented; historian Francesco Guicciardini (1483—1540)
recorded evidence of van Cleve’s sojourn in France to paint
portraits for the court of Frangois I. He may then have also
visited Italy, apparent from such stylistic elements as the use
of sfumato discernible in this pair of portraits, reminiscent of
the work of Leonardo.

This painting of a man has been described as ‘almost
certainly the portrait of Joos’. The evidence is persuasive:
an engraving after the painting, labelled Joos van Cleve,
was published in Domenicus Lampsonius’s series of famous
painters in 1572. Van Cleve also inserted self-portraits into
several of his altarpieces, all with similarly bulbous noses
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and rust-coloured hair, of which that in the Last Supper

predella of the Louvre’s Lamentation most closely resembles
the present portrait. There is also a wistful likeness in the
Musea Thyssen-Bornemisza, Madrid, itself a presumed self-
portrait painted c.1519 to accompany a (now lost) portrait of
his first wife, Anna Vydts.

A less romantic mood pervades the Royal Collection pair.
The artist gesticulates as if bartering in the market place,
his dark eyes glancing suspiciously sideways as in many of
Titian’s portraits. It has been suggested that his unusual
gesture implies the holding of a palette; it is also found in a
(probable) self-portrait by Jan Gossart of 1515—20 (Currier
Museum of Art, Manchester, New Hampshire).

The pendant portrait dates to around 1540, after van
Cleve’s second marriage, to Katlijne van Mispelteeren. The
sitter’s dress resembles those of contemporary portraits by


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/405780
http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/405779

the Master of the 1540s and Jan Vermeyen. She appears

to ignore her companion, wearing a look of resigned
anticipation suggestive of an Annunciation Madonna, her
hands close to her body, her fingers tenderly caressing a
rosary. The blue veins snaking beneath her diaphanous skin
demonstrate van Cleve’s talent for rendering flesh. There is
a pictorial predecessor to this portrait in Gossart’s Portrait
of a Woman of 1520—25 (Gemildegalerie, Berlin), although
the hands are not shown as the bottom fifth of the painting
is missing. However, a copy of that portrait in the Lobkowicz
Collection reveals that the angle of the head, the position
of the clothing and the placement of the fingers are almost
identical to the Royal Collection painting. It is possible that
the two portraits by Gossart formed a pair from which van
Cleve took inspiration. NM
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5
ATTRIBUTED TO
ANNIBALE CARRACCI (1560-1609)

A Self-Portrait (?)
c.1575—80

Black and white chalks on
blue-grey paper, 38.0 x 25.0 cm

RCIN 902234
REFERENCES: Wittkower 1952, no. 360;

Benati et al. 2006, no. 11.15

In the late sixteenth century the brothers Annibale and
Agostino Carracci and their cousin Ludovico established in
Bologna an informal academy that insisted on drawing from
life as the foundation of artistic practice — a seemingly simple
sentiment, but one that transformed the art world in the

city and ultimately throughout Italy. Many of the Carracci’s
early painted works were collaborations that required a
harmonisation of their styles, and thus the attribution of
their early works remains contentious. Both the authorship of
this drawing and the identity of the sitter have been disputed,
and its status as a self-portrait by Annibale is therefore only
provisional: several scholars in recent years have strenuously
upheld an attribution to Annibale but denied it as a self-
portrait; others have just as vehemently assigned the drawing
to Ludovico, on occasion claiming it as his self-portrait.

A number of other works seem to confirm that this
drawing depicts Annibale. A small painted portrait in Parma
— bearded, with a hat, and dated 17 April 1593 — plainly
depicts the same sitter, with a broad face, a wide and fleshy
nose with open nostrils, full lips and a prominent chin; what
was probably that painting was described in Malvasia’s
early biography of the artist (no. 140) as a self-portrait of
Annibale. The painted portrait of Annibale in the Galleria
degli Uffizi, which was inventoried as a self-portrait in 1675,
plausibly depicts the same sitter later in life; the identity of
that painting as a portrait of Annibale is confirmed by the
artist’s Self-Portrait on an Easel in the Hermitage (s¢e 00, 7).
Finally, a late, rapid drawing in the Getty shows Annibale
prematurely aged and careworn, with sunken cheeks and
hunched posture, but still with the same boyish cropped
hair seen here.”

It is, however, less certain that the present drawing is by
Annibale. The pose is unusual for a self-portrait, with the
head both tilted and shown at an angle. The clear transitions
between areas of dark and light are typical of several early
drawings usually attributed to Ludovico, but the truth is that
there are few drawings from the early years of the Carracci
for which the authorship (or date) is certain. The bold,
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even rough treatment overall is equally typical of drawings

usually given to Annibale, and an attribution to him is
retained here.

It is remarkably difficult to gauge the age of sitters in
historical portraits, for conventions of dress, hairstyle
and, indeed, of portraiture itself can make sitters appear
significantly older or younger than a modern subject of the
same age; nonetheless, the sitter here cannot be more than
twenty years old and may be several years younger. If this is
indeed a portrait of Annibale (or of Ludovico or Agostino,
for that matter), it would be among the earliest surviving
drawings by any of the Carracci. That is not in itself
improbable, as an artist would be more likely to preserve a
self-portrait, or a portrait of a member of his family, than
he would some other study: Albrecht Diirer’s self-portrait
drawing at the age of 13 survives in Vienna, and in the British
Museum is a drawing that is probably a self-portrait of
Raphael in his mid-teens. Mc

1. For all these works see Benati et al. 2006, pp. 72-85.
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6

ATTRIBUTED TO
AGOSTINO CARRACCI (1558-1601)

A Self-Portrait (?)
c.1575—80

Black and white chalks on
blue-grey paper, 33.0 X 21.1 cm

BCIN.002240,

REFERENCES: Wittkower 1952, no. 164

The author of this drawing and the identification of the sitter
have been just as controversial as those of no. 5. While it
has been firmly attributed by different scholars to Annibale,
Agostino and Ludovico Carracci, the combination of broad
tonal effects with meticulous hatching, seen particularly in
the modelling of the face, is peculiar to Agostino and reflects
his early activity as a reproductive engraver of some note. As
for the identity of the sitter, we have fewer certain likenesses
of Agostino than we do of Annibale. However, Wittkower
drew attention to a red chalk drawing in the Galleria degli
Uffizi (inv. 14942-F) that depicts the same sitter in a slightly
different pose and bears the early inscription ‘Ritratto
[portrait] di Agostino Carracci’ — not a cast-iron piece of
evidence, but not insignificant.

Perhaps more telling is the nature of the depiction, full-
face, gazing directly at the viewer, with the head seen from

close-to: in this respect the drawing is more typical of a
self-portrait than the putative self-portrait of Annibale. As
with that drawing, the age of the sitter — here perhaps around
twenty — would, if it is a self-portrait by Agostino, place the
sheet in the later 1570s, among the earliest known by the
artist. We have little knowledge of Agostino’s chalk style at
that date and in the absence of comparable sheets there is
nothing to contradict such an early dating.

As with the portrait of Annibale, the status of the present
drawing as a self-portrait would explain its preservation from
early in the artist’s career. The apparent ages of the sitters in
the two drawings date them to the same period and it is not
inconceivable that they are a pair of self-portraits executed at
exactly the same time, in a spirit of gentle competition — very
much the sort of graphic exercise that we associate with this
formative, experimental period of the Carracci academy. Mc
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7
ANNIBALE CARRACCI (1560-1609)

A Self-Portrait on an Easel
€.1603—5

Pen and ink, 24.5 x 18.0 cm

RCIN 901984
REFERENCES: Wittkower 1952, no. 353;
Benati et al. 2006, no. 1.4

Here Annibale Carracci (see no. 3) is experimenting with
differing levels of illusion in a self-portrait. The lower
composition shows a canvas bearing a self-portrait, set up

on an easel in an interior; to the left is what may be a mirror
on the far wall of the room, reflecting the image of the artist
(and thus the viewer) back at himself. One of a group of dogs
looks up towards the canvas, implying that the image is so
lifelike that the animal believes it to be his master, and a cat
at the lower edge of the composition would, in the finished
painting, appear to be seated ‘on’ the frame.

The upper composition studies in more detail the portrait
to be depicted on the fictive canvas, with the sitter half-length
and turned to the left, a cloak over his shoulder. At upper left
is presumably a circular mirror, again reflecting the artist/
viewer. The man sketched to the right of the sheet may simply
be an unconnected doodle, though it has been claimed that
he represents Michelangelo, whose Sistine ceiling was the
inspiration for Annibale’s greatest work, the ceiling of the
Galleria in Palazzo Farnese, Rome.
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The drawing is a study for a small painting known in two
versions, in St Petersburg (Hermitage) and Florence (Galleria
degli Uffizi), whose precedence is disputed. The composition
of those paintings is significantly less sophisticated than the

drawing in its manipulations of levels of reality. In the paintings
the artist is shown in isolation on the fictive canvas, bust-length
and looking out at the viewer. In an otherwise featureless
dark room, the mirror is replaced by an open window before
which stands an ill-defined manikin; a dog and cat behind the
legs of the easel simply look out of the picture at the viewer.
The painting was executed in the latter years of Annibale’s
life, after he had completed the ceiling of the Galleria Farnese.
That work had exhausted him and the lack of appreciation
from his patron, Cardinal Odoardo Farnese, had left him
despondent. But throughout his life Annibale had esteemed
his painter’s craft above all other (especially courtly)
accomplishments, and the drawing and painting perhaps
reflect his fervent belief in the importance and nobility of
his art over worldly and quotidian concerns. Mc


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/901984
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ISAAC OLIVER (c.1565-1617)
A Self-Portrait

€.1590

Watercolour on vellum laid on card, 4.5 x 3.7 cm
Signed right: IO [monogram]|

RCIN 420034

REFERENCES: Lloyd and Remington 1997, no. 23;
Reynolds 1999, no. 48; Roberts 2002, no. 47

The unusual three-quarter-length format of this self-
portrait miniature allows the young artist to show himself
with one hand on hip, a confident pose more commonly
seen in full-scale portraiture of the period. He is dressed in
expensive, fashionable clothing, including a black silk satin
doublet, decorated with bands of zigzag embroidery and
slashed to reveal a pink fabric beneath. His wide linen ruff
is set into very deep pleats, its high quality indicated by its
translucency. His high-crowned hat, set at a jaunty angle,
balances the dynamism of his bent elbow and rotation of the
body. A similar version of this miniature (National Portrait
Gallery, London) cuts the sitter off at the waist and shows
him bareheaded, with different facial hair.

Isaac Oliver arrived in England from France in 1568 as
a Huguenot refugee and remained strongly connected to
the Huguenot community throughout his life. As this self-
portrait demonstrates, his miniatures had a strong sense of
three-dimensionality that appealed to Henry, Prince of Wales,
and his mother, Queen Anne of Denmark, who appointed
him Queen’s Limner in 1605. Both patronised him extensively,
while James I continued to favour the flatter, more traditional
style of Nicholas Hilliard, with whom Oliver trained.
Inventories reveal that Charles II, James IT and William III all
owned a miniature of Isaac Oliver, although probably not this
example, which was purchased by Frederick, Prince of Wales
between 1745 and 1751. AR

9
PETER OLIVER (1580-1647)
A Self-Portrait

€.1620-25

Watercolour on vellum laid on card, 7.6 x 6.1 cm
RCIN 47_007_2

REFERENCES: Lloyd and Remington 1997, no. 30;
Reynolds 1999, no. 74

The identification of this sitter as the miniaturist Peter Oliver,
eldest son of Isaac Oliver, was first proposed in 1906; during
the eighteenth century it had been described as Ben Jonson.
Facial similarity to other portraits of Peter Oliver (for example
RCIN 405318, by Hanneman) lends credibility to the current
identification. Another self-portrait by Peter Oliver (National
Portrait Gallery, London) is signed ‘se ipse fe’ (‘he made
himself’) and includes a portrait of the artist’s wife, Anne,
on the reverse. The sitter’s twisted pose anticipates that
adopted by Van Dyck in his self-portraits during the 1630s,
its dynamism and informality in marked contrast to self-
portrait miniatures by earlier artists. The unfinished state of
this miniature cannot be explained by the death of its creator,
so must instead have been a conscious decision.

Peter Oliver was a member of Charles I’s household and
received a pension of £200 per annum to produce miniature
copies of the king’s favourite old master paintings by artists
including Titian, Correggio and Raphael. In 1639 these were
hanging in the King’s Closet at Whitehall and were so highly
regarded by the king that they were kept in special cases with
locking doors. This self-portrait, however, was acquired in
the eighteenth century by Frederick, Prince of Wales, who
emulated Charles I’s collecting habits and taste. AR
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10
OTTAVIO LEONI (1578-1630)
Eight Portraits of
Contemporary Artists

1622—5

Engravings, each c.14.0 x 10.8 cm,
cut to the platemark

A Self-Portrait

1625

Inscribed: Eques Octavi’ Leonus Roman’
pictor fecit | 1625 | Superiorum permissu

BOIN 6700002

Gianlorenzo Bernini

1622

Inscribed: Eques Joan.s Lauréetius Berninus
Neapolitan’ | Sculptor | Superior permissu
| Eques Octavius Leo Roman’ pictor fecit /|

REFERENCES: Bartsch 1803—21, XVII, p. 249, 1622

no. 9; McDonald 2016, no. 1626

Ottavio Leoni was best known as a portrait draughtsman,
producing many hundreds of finely drawn chalk portraits
of all levels of Roman society over three decades. In 1614 he
was elected Principal of the painters’ Accademia di San Luca;
he also practised as an engraver, publishing two sequences of
small portrait engravings — of men of letters, framed in ovals,
and here of his fellow artists in the Accademia, framed in
dodecagons, together with a portrait of his father, the Paduan
medallist and maker of wax reliefs Ludovico Leoni, who had
died in 1612. Ottavio Leoni’s self-portrait is not explicitly
identified as such, although that he was the subject as well as
the engraver of that engraving is confirmed by his self-portrait
drawings of 1624 in the British Museum and at Karlsruhe.
All eight impressions here come from an album of artists’
portraits assembled in the 1630s by the Roman collector
Cassiano dal Pozzo (1588—1657). Ten albums of portrait
prints were acquired by George Il in 1762 as part of
Cassiano’s ‘Paper Museum’, arranged by the occupation of
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RCIN 670003

REFERENCES: Bartsch 1803—21, xvI1, p. 253,
no. 19; McDonald 2016, no. 1631

the sitter — popes and cardinals, kings of France, military
commanders and so on. The albums were broken up in the
nineteenth century and many of the prints subsequently
sold, but an inventory of c.1810 allows the contents of

each to be reconstructed in detail. The volume entitled
lustrious Painters & ¢ does indeed begin with (Italian)
painters — Raphael, Michelangelo, Andrea del Sarto and

so on, in chronological order, ending with Leoni’s series of
contemporary artists and a group of four female painters.
Then follow sequences of sculptors, architects, engravers

and antiquarian scholars; then non-Italian artists (painters
followed by engravers); and finally, musicians. Almost every
portrait in Cassiano’s album was executed by a printmaker in
the immediate circle of that artist. Leoni’s engravings are fine
examples of this type of artistic social interaction. McC

1. Turner 1999, pp. 118-19.


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/670000
http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/670003

Marcello Provenzale
1623

Inscribed: Marcellus Prouerzalis Centen.

Inuentor | noui modi confic. opus musiuum. /
supior permissu | Eques Octauius Leo Roman’

pictor fecit | 1623

REFERENCES: Bartsch 180321, xvI1, p. 257,
no. 33; McDonald 2016, no. 1632

Giovanni Francesco Barbieri,

called Guercino
1623

Inscribed: Joannes Fracisc’ Barberi’ Centinus
pictor | supior permissu | Eques Octauius Leo
Roman’ pictor fecit | 1623

LClozocos

REFERENCES: Bartsch 1803—21, xvI1, p. 253,
no. 18; McDonald 2016, no. 1628

Giovanni Baglione
1625

Inscribed: Eques Joannes Balionus Roman’
/ pictor | Supior permissu | 1625 | Eques
Octauius Leonus Romanus pictor fecit
RaNGzooooh

REFERENCES: Bartsch 1803—21, xvI1, p. 251,
no. 14; McDonald 2016, no. 1629

Simon Vouet
1625

Inscribed: Simon Vouet Gallus pictor | Supior
pmu | 1625 | Eques Octauius Leon’ Roman’
pictor fecit

RUIN 670000,

REFERENCES: Bartsch 1803—21, xv11, p. 258,
no. 39; McDonald 2016, no. 1630

Cristofano Roncalli,

called Pomerancio
1623

Inscribed: Eques Christophor’ Ronchalis de
Pome: | rancijs pictor | supior permissu | Eques
Octauius Leo Roman’ pictor fecit | 1623
RUNCZ0012

REFERENCES: Bartsch 1803—21, xvI1, p. 257,

no. 35; McDonald 2016, no. 1625

g "
L adraens Lorni
s 5

Ludovico Leoni
1625

Inscribed: Ludouicus Leonus Pattauin’ pictor,
/ Iconit Cuneoriiqs sculptor celebris./ 1612

/ Sup. pm | 1625 | Eques Octauius Leonus
Roman’ pictor fecit

BCIN 670000.C

REFERENCES: Bartsch 1803—21, xVvI1, p. 255,
no. 28; McDonald 2016, no. 1623
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IT
SIR PETER PAUL RUBENS (1577-1640)

A Self-Portrait
1623

Oil on panel, 85.7 x 62.2 cm
Signed and dated: Petrus Paullus Rubens / se ipfum
exprefsit | [A]D. MDCXx1II | Aetatis Suae XXXXV

REFERENCES: Jaffé 1983; Vlieghe 1987, no. 135;
Howarth 1990; White 2007, no. 61; Shawe-Taylor
and Scott 2007, no. 30

This is the 45-year-old Rubens at his most self-confident, a
painting deliberately intended as a showpiece. It demonstrates
the artist’s talent and status — by this date Rubens was painter
to a number of the most powerful rulers across Europe,
including the Gonzaga, Medici, Bourbon and Habsburg
dynasties. This was to become the best-known image of the
artist and, having been engraved in 1630, the first likeness of a
European artist after one of his own paintings to be engraved
during his own lifetime.

The self-portrait was given to Charles, Prince of Wales
(later Charles 1), as an apology for having sent a (now lost)
painting, The Lion Hunt, to Lord Danvers two years eatlier,
not realising that it was intended for the prince. The Lion
Hunt was sent back with a comment that it was ‘a peese
scarse touched by his own hand’, it being recognised as a
studio work produced by assistants in Rubens’s busy Antwerp
studio." Instead Danvers requested that Rubens send the
Prince of Wales a self-portrait. In an uncharacteristically self-
effacing letter Rubens wrote later that although ‘it did not
seem fitting to send my portrait to a prince of such high rank,
he overcame my modesty’.*

The pictorial qualities of this painting, in particular the
subtleties of light and shade and the delicacy with which the
facial features are modelled, suggest that it was the product
of the master working alone at the height of his powers.
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By 1639 it was hanging in the ‘Litle roome Betwene

Withdrawing roome: als called the Breakfast Chamber and the
longe gallorie’ alongside self-portraits by Van Dyck and Daniel
Mytens.? This room was next to the King’s Bedchamber and
would likely have been seen by the king on a daily basis.
Rubens is portrayed as a courtier and diplomat, wearing
sombre — but fashionable and expensive — black clothing.
He carries no obvious attributes alluding to his profession,
although he does wear a gold chain, which since the mid-
sixteenth century had come to symbolise an artist’s success
and wealth. However, unlike the gold chain prominently worn
by Titian in both his surviving self-portraits, here only a small
glimmer of gold can be seen beneath the sitter’s black cloak.
Rubens received a number of gold chains during his career,
including in 1609 one from the Archdukes Albert and Isabella
of Austria and in 1623 from Christian 1v of Denmark. The
black hat worn at an acute angle, while fashionable, also
served to conceal the artist’s hairline, which, as his self-
portrait in the Galleria degli Uffizi of c.1615 demonstrates,
had begun to recede. AR

1. Sainsbury 1859, p. 57.

2. Rubens, letter of 10 January 1625 to Palamede de Fabri,
Sieur de Valavez (1582-1645).

3. Van der Doort 1960, p. 37.


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/400156

I2
SIR PETER PAUL RUBENS (1577-1640)

Anthony van Dyck
€.1627-8

Oil on panel, 64.9 x 49.9 cm

RCIN 4044209

REFERENCES: Wheelock et al. 1990, pp. 17-25;
Barnes et al. 2004, pp. 1—-19; Shawe-Taylor
and Scott 2007, no. 32; White 2007, no. 60;
Hearn 2009, pp. 11-13

Peter Paul Rubens and Anthony van Dyck first met in
Antwerp in around 1615. By that date Rubens was already
running one of the most successful painting studios in Europe
and Van Dyck had recently established his own workshop,
an audacious step given that he was only in his mid-teens.
Around this time he elected to join Rubens’s studio as one
of a small group of experienced assistants, while retaining
his own studio. Rubens evidently thought very highly of the
young Van Dyck, describing him as ‘the best of my pupils’
and assigning him to the most prestigious commissions.!
In 1621 Van Dyck left Rubens’s studio, residing briefly
in London before travelling to Italy, where he remained for
six years. This portrait can therefore be precisely dated to
between July 1627, when he returned to Antwerp from Italy,
and August 1628, when Rubens left Antwerp for Spain.
Because Van Dyck was a prolific self-portraitist, our lasting
impression of him is essentially one of his own making. This

portrait therefore presents an unusual image of the artist

painted by Rubens, his lifelong friend. Van Dyck is shown in

three-quarter profile, his gaze averted to make him appear
reflective, in contrast to the assertive and confident figure of
his self-portraits. Rubens includes no obvious allusion to his
sitter’s profession, although the gesture of the right hand
raised to the cloak was one conventionally reserved for poets
or art lovers. Gordenker points out that Rubens depicts Van
Dyck not in the casual, unbuttoned style of clothing often
shown in his self-portraits but in formal, contemporary attire:
a black cloak, doublet and white shirt with falling collar.> The
fact that the same paint has been used in both the outline and
the modelling of the figure indicates that this was probably a
private commission, almost certainly painted from life in one
sitting, perhaps intended for a friend or family member. L

1. Brown and Vlieghe 1999, p. 17.
2. Gordenker 2007, p. 60.
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DANIEL MYTENS (c.1590—-1647)
A Self-Portrait

c.1630

Oil on oak panel, 68.3 x 58.9 cm

RCIN 404431
REFERENCES: Stopes 1910; Millar 1962; Millar 1963,
no. 114; Hearn 1995, pp. 202—19; Hearn 2009,

PP- 39740, pp- 13374

Daniel Mytens was born in Delft but probably trained in
The Hague. By 1618 he was in England and in 1621 had
completed his first royal commission: a portrait of James [
(National Portrait Gallery, London). On 19 July 1624 he
was granted both a one-off payment of £25 and an annual
pension, for life, of £50 from the Crown ‘in consideracon of
the good service donne unto us’." Following James’s death, his
son Charles I appointed the Dutch artist ‘one of our picture-
drawers of our Chamber in ordinarie’ for life." However,
in 1632 Mytens suffered a major professional setback with
the arrival in England of the internationally recognised
Anthony van Dyck. The highly ambitious Van Dyck quickly
demonstrated his ability to strike the perfect balance between
flattery and likeness and displaced Mytens as the preferred
royal portraitist. Mytens subsequently returned to The Hague
several years later, where he continued to receive his royal
pension but worked primarily as an art agent rather than
a painter. Today he is highly regarded for his portraits of
Charles I, which offer a truer account of the king’s weaknesses
than Van Dyck’s somewhat rose-tinted likenesses.

This self-portrait was probably painted for Charles I in
about 1630; the king’s ‘CR” brand appears on the back of the
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panel. According to Van der Doort’s inventory dating from

the late 1630s, it was placed, ‘above the doore in the litle
roome Betwene Withdrawing roome... and the longe gallorie’
at the palace of Whitehall near to self-portraits by both
Rubens (no. 11) and Van Dyck.* Mytens’s physical placement
beside these two powerhouses of Flemish painting is more
than justified by this subtle, composed self-portrait. The
artist presents himself dressed in plain, black clothing with a
fine lace-edged falling ruff. Like most self-portraits produced
in England at this time, Mytens makes no visual reference to
his profession, instead depicting himself as the ideal courtier,
a man of grace, style and intellect. The artist’s impeccable
Netherlandish draughtsmanship and clear understanding of
colour are particularly evident in the creamy flesh tones and
tiny feather-like brush strokes that make up his beard and
animate his features. LP

1. Cited in Millar 1963, p. 84.
2. Van der Doort 1960, p. 38.


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/404431

I4
SIR PETER PAUL RUBENS
(1577-1640)

A Self-Portrait
€.1635—40

Black and white chalks with pen and ink
on rough paper, 20.0 X 16.0 cm

RUN0064TL

REFERENCES: White and Crawley 1994, no. 437;
Van Beneden and Heylen 2015, no. 6

Rubens sketched this remarkably rapid and assured self-
portrait on a larger sheet of paper than we see today (pen
traces from other studies are seen at the edges and on the
reverse is a fragmentary chalk sketch of a couple embracing);
the later cutting-down of the sheet makes the self-portrait
appear even more intimate than the artist would have intended.
The study has been associated with a first version of the
artist’s head — visible in X-ray examination — in his painted
Self-Portrait with Helena Fourment and One of their Children
(Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York). The child has
been identified by different scholars as each one of the four
children born to Fourment prior to Rubens’s death, from
Clara Johanna, born in 1632, to Peter Paul the Younger, born
in 1637 (a fifth, Constantina, was born after Rubens died)

and the identity of the child and the date of the painting
are of course interrelated. But the X-rays of the New York

painting are not conclusive; the facial features and air of noble
weariness are closer to the late Self-Portrait (Kunsthistorisches
Museum, Vienna), which shows the same sagging skin below
the eyes and drooping eyelids that are so candidly sketched
here. A large drawing in the Louvre prepares the pose and
draperies of the Vienna portrait more precisely: if the present
sheet were preparatory in any true sense for that painting, it
was only as a first trial. It is perhaps more likely that this was
an autonomous study, a self-meditation as the artist stared at
his ageing features in a mirror and set them down on paper as
economically and truthfully as he could. mc
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REMBRANDT VAN RIJN (1606-1669)

Self-Portrait in a Flat Cap
1642

Oil on panel, 70.4 x 58.8 cm
Signed and dated right, by shoulder: Rembrandt f. 1642

RCIN 404120
References: Wetering and Broekhoff 1996; White 1999,

no. 57; Lloyd 2004, no. 35; White 2015, no. 168

Over the course of a 45-year career Rembrandt produced
approximately 8o self-portraits, half of them painted, the
others drawn or etched. The earliest show him as a young
man in his early twenties, the last produced in the year of
his death at the age of 63. This painting shows him at the
height of his success, before bankruptcy and bereavement
lent his self-portraits a more melancholy air and introspective
demeanour. It was purchased in 1814 by George IV, who was
a great admirer of Rembrandt and acquired three of the five
paintings by Rembrandt in the Royal Collection.
Characteristic of Rembrandt’s serial self-portraiture is an
unflinching — and sometimes unflattering — examination of
his appearance and how it changes with age, wrinkles and
sagging folds of skin being portrayed with as much attention
as the lustre of a pearl or the tactility of velvet. The facial
physiognomy here fits between that of the slightly younger
Rembrandt in the Self-Portrait of 1640 (National Gallery,
London) and that in Karlsruhe, which is generally dated
c.1645. As in many of his self-portraits, he does not wear
contemporary fashions of his own time but instead adopts
a form of historicising fancy dress: a large, flat bonnet
commonly worn during the sixteenth century, which had
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passed out of fashion by 1600, and a gown worn open to

reveal two gold chains running across a high-necked brown
doublet. While honorary gold chains appear in seventeenth-
century artists’ self-portraits, it is notable that Rembrandt is
never known to have received such a gift.

During the 1630s Rembrandt ran a busy studio, in which
his students were encouraged to copy his self-portraits,
a practice which has led to considerable confusion about
the total number by the master himself. This particular
panel has a complicated history. Once deemed to be an
eighteenth-century pastiche of a self-portrait by Rembrandt,
a detailed technical examination in the 1990s revealed it to
be an autograph painting by the artist, with areas of later
overpainting, particularly evident in the hand and black gown.
In fact, infrared photography shows that Rembrandt first
used the panel for a self-portrait in the 1630s. Evidence of
an eye painted beneath the left cheek indicates that his pose
was initially more frontal and further to the left; the original
hat was also much smaller. This earlier portrait was either
left unfinished or partially scraped away before the panel was
reused for the current self-portrait some years later. AR


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/404120
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SAMUEL COOPER (1609—1672)

A Self-Portrait
1645

Watercolour on vellum laid on card, 7.2 x 5.5 cm
Signed right: S.Cooper fe: 1645
ROIN 420007

REFERENCES: Lloyd and Remington 1997, no. 32;
Reynolds 1999, no. 106; Hearn 2009, no. 95

This miniature has a particularly strong physical presence,
the sitter’s slightly open lips giving an impression that he is
about to speak. It is easy to forget that the intense gaze is
actually directed towards a mirror rather than the viewer.
This portrait might have been painted for Cooper’s wife,
whom he married in c.1641—2, which would explain its
intimate feel. Documentary sources indicate that he looked
young for his age: indeed, he looks more youthful than his
35 years here.

Cooper is also said to have had an agreeable personality,
which presumably helped him negotiate the difficult politics
of producing portraits of both Parliamentarians and Royalists
during the Interregnum. After the Restoration Charles II
patronised Cooper extensively, commissioning from him
numerous portraits of the king, his family and members
of the Court. John Evelyn recounts a visit to the King’s
Closet, where he found Cooper drawing Charles II for the

new coinage. In 1663 he was appointed King’s Limner.
Apparently Cooper preferred to work at night by candlelight,
‘for the better finding out the shadows’: his miniatures

are notable for their naturalism and subtlety of light and
shade. His reputation as the most talented miniaturist of his
generation was recognised across Europe during his lifetime
and in 1669 Cosimo III de” Medici sought him out to paint his
portrait during his visit to England.

Although the subject of this miniature was correctly
identified as Samuel Cooper in early nineteenth-century royal
inventories, by 1881 it was described as a portrait of the painter
Robert Walker. However, comparison with Walker’s own
self-portrait (RCIN 402581) disproves this identification. On
the contrary, the sitter bears a strong resemblance to a later
pastel of Samuel Cooper, in the Victoria and Albert Museum,
London, allowing for a time lapse of about twenty years. AR
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WENCESLAUS HOLLAR (1607-1677)
AFTER JAN MEYSSENS (1612-1670)

A Portrait of Wenceslaus Hollar

Holding an Etched Plate
€.1649

Etching, plate 16.0 x 11.3 cm, sheet 17.8 x 13.2 cm
Inscribed WENCESLAUS HOLLAR | Gentilhomme ne

a Prage ’an 1607. a esté de nature fort inclin pr
Part de miniature principa: | lement pour esclaircir,
mais beaucoup retardé par son pere, 'an 1627, il
est party de Prage aijant | demeure en divers lieux
en Allemaigne, il c est addone pour peu de temps

a esclaircir et aplicquer | leau forte, estant party de
Coloigne avec le comte d’Arondel vers Vienne et dillec
par Prage | vers [Angleterre, ou aijant esté serviteur
domestique du Duc de lorck, il s’est retire de la
cause | de la guerre a Anvers ou il reside encores. |
le. Meyssens pinxit et excudit.

RCIN 803469

REFERENCES: Pennington 1982, no. 1419.11;

Turner 2009—12, IV, No. 10§8.11

As the inscription relates, Wenceslaus Hollar was born in
Prague to a prominent family; after training as an artist
against his father’s wishes, he worked as an etcher and

landscape draughtsman in various cities throughout Germany.

In 1636 he joined the embassy of the Earl of Arundel,
travelling from Cologne to Vienna and Prague, afterwards
returning to London with Arundel. For the next eight years
he worked in England, producing a wide range of etchings
(including reproductions of works of art in Arundel’s
collection) and serving in the household of the young Duke
of York (later James II), probably as a drawing master, until
the Civil War compelled Hollar to move to Antwerp. There
he collaborated with various publishers, including the painter
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and engraver Jan (or Joannes) Meyssens. In 1649 Meyssens
published his Image de divers hommes d’esprit sublime...,
a collection of portrait prints of famous men, including
artists and printmakers, in the manner of Anthony van
Dyck’s Iconographia (see p.216).

This is one of nine plates by Hollar in Meyssens’s
publication. It reproduces a lost painting by Meyssens himself
and shows Hollar holding his etched plate after a painting
of St Catherine attributed to Raphael, now lost but then in
the Arundel collection. On the table before him are etching
needles, an engraver’s burin, a bottle of acid and other tools
of his trade; in the distance is a view of his native city, Prague,
and at top left his family’s coat of arms. mc


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/803469
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ELISABETTA SIRANI (1638-1665)
A Self-Portrait

Cc.1650—55§

Black chalk, 30.0 x 21.1 cm

RCIN ﬂgaéspﬁ

REFERENCES: Kurz 1955, no. 771

Elisabetta Sirani was the daughter of Giovanni Andrea

Sirani, the principal assistant of Guido Reni and after

Reni’s death, one of the leading artists in Bologna. Lacking

a son, he trained his three daughters, Elisabetta, Anna

Maria and Barbara, as painters: Elisabetta was practising

as a professional artist by the age of 17 and took over the

family workshop at 24, when her father fell ill. Her fame

grew rapidly, and even during her short lifetime her works

were sought by collectors across Europe. Her mentor, the

biographer and theoretician Carlo Malvasia (no. 140),

proclaimed her to be ‘the scorn of nature, the prodigy of art,

the glory of the female sex, the gem of Italy, the sun of Europe’.
Sirani’s novelty value as a woman artist contributed to her

celebrity and she cultivated her image carefully; her self-

portrait as a Personification of Painting (Pushkin Museum,

Moscow) shows her at the age of 20 bedecked in the grandest

robes and crowned with a laurel wreath. She also occasionally

=

inserted her self-portrait into her subject paintings, and thus
her features are well known. The present drawing, from an
album at Windsor listed in the eighteenth century as entirely
devoted to her works, clearly depicts Elisabetta but at a
younger age than in any other extant self-portrait, perhaps in
her mid- or even early teens.

The modelling with patches of regular hatching and
cross-hatching shows Elisabetta’s natural immersion in her
father’s style, but she is self-consciously freer in her handling
of the chalk than Giovanni Andrea — she is asserting her own
identity in her manner of drawing as well as in her subject
matter. A very similar drawing at Windsor of a young woman
(RCIN 903328 ), from an album of heads by followers of
Reni and in the style of Giovanni Andrea and Elisabetta but
less assured, may conceivably be a self-portrait of one of

Elisabetta’s sisters done at the same time. McC
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GIANLORENZO BERNINI
(r598—1680)

A Self-Portrait
c.1675-80

Black and white chalks
on buff paper, 41.3 X 27.1 cm

RCIN 903339

REFERENCES: Blunt and Cooke 1960, no. 54;
Lavin, 19725 Weston-Lewis 1998, no. 5;
Sutherland Harris in Montanari 2007, no. 30

Gianlorenzo Bernini was the outstanding figure of the
Italian Baroque, a sculptor, architect, painter and playwright
whose energy, imagination and deep religious conviction

transformed the city of Rome during the course of his 7o0-year
career. Most of Bernini’s drawings relate to his grand projects

but he was also a productive and accomplished portrait
draughtsman. This compelling self-portrait is the most
celebrated of all his drawings.

When in 1665 Bernini visited France for five months at
the invitation of Louis X1v, his guide, the civil servant and
collector Paul Fréart de Chantelou, kept a diary of the visit
and on 6 June he recorded Bernini’s appearance:

Cavalier Bernini is a man of medium height but well-
proportioned and rather thin. His temperament is all
fire. His face resembles an eagle’s, particularly the eyes.
He has thick eyebrows and a lofty forehead, slightly
sunk in the middle and raised over the eyes. He is

rather bald, but what hair he has is white and frizzy. He
himself says he is sixty-five. He is very vigorous for his
age and walks as firmly as if he were only thirty or forty.
I consider his character to be one of the finest formed by
nature, for without having studied he has nearly all the
advantages with which learning can endow a man... He
is an excellent talker with a quite individual talent for

expressing things with word, look and gesture.*

The present drawing demonstrates both the accuracy
of Chantelou’s description and Bernini’s self-conscious
pride in his own impressive, even forbidding character and
countenance. His thinning hair is sketched in only lightly and
his cranium diminished in size: instead he has exaggerated
his facial features — his sunken cheeks, strong nose and chin,
mouth pursed as if on the point of speaking and, above all,
his densely drawn hooded eyes.

The drawing is usually dated to around 1665, on no
particular evidence other than Chantelou’s description of
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that year, but it could well be several years later. Sutherland

Harris has argued that, given Bernini’s robust health, the
facial features here are those of a man much older than the 67
years that he reached in 1665 and that the drawing may have
been executed at the milestone age of 8o, in 1678. The text

of the Ars Moriendi (‘Art of Dying’) had circulated in many
versions from the fifteenth century onwards, and throughout
the latter half of his life Bernini had attended the devotions
of the confraternity of the Bona Mors (‘Good Death’) at the
church of the Gesu in Rome. He prepared meticulously for
his own death, beginning a bust of Christ the Saviour in 1679
as knowingly his last work, and the manner of his dying was
reported by his contemporaries to have been exemplary. Self-
examination (mainly spiritually but unavoidably physically too)
was an important element of a good life and a good death,
and it is not fanciful to see in this self-portrait a conscious
examination of the marks of age on Bernini’s face, powerful
reminders of the inevitability of his approaching death. Mc

1. Fréart de Chantelou 1985, pp. 14-15.
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]OHN SMITH (1652—1743)
AFTER JOHN CLOSTERMAN (1660-1711)

Grinling Gibbons and his Wife Elizabeth
1691

Mezzotint, sheet and plate 30.4 X 34.9 cm
Inscribed below: J. Closterman pinx:/ M:r Gibbons &
M.rs Gibbons | ]. Smith fecit. et ex

BROIN.GS509G,

REFERENCES: Smith 1877-84, 111, p. 1171, no. 106.11;
Rogers 1983, under no. 38

Grinling Gibbons (1648—1721), the greatest of decorative
woodcarvers, was born in Rotterdam of English parents
(and christened after his mother’s maiden name). He moved
to England after completing his training, possibly in the
workshop of Artus Quellinus in Amsterdam, and worked

from the beginning in boxwood or limewood, finely grained

and thus better able to hold detail than traditional English
oak. John Evelyn claimed to have ‘discovered’ Gibbons
carving a relief copy of a Tintoretto Crucifixion while
working in a shipyard in Deptford, and introduced him to
Charles II, for whom he produced some of his finest work in
the remodelling of Windsor Castle (1677-82).

This print is based on a painting by John Closterman,
untraced and possibly destroyed when Gibbons’s house
collapsed in 1702 (the date of the print is known from Smith’s
annotations on an album of his prints in the New York
Public Library). It is a celebration of Gibbons’s success and
affluence. He and his wife Elizabeth (d.1719), dressed in the
finest lace and silks and she idling with a string of pearls,
recline amid draperies and Classical architecture: the pictorial
vocabulary is of court portraiture of the highest level. Only
the sculptural relief hints at Gibbons’s craft, for his workshop
also produced work in limestone, marble and bronze — and it is
a marble relief on which he leans, with allusions to Antiquity,
not the more humble wood with which he made his name. mc
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ISAAC BECKETT (c.1653—1688)
AFTER SIR GODFREY KNELLER (1646-1723)

A Self-Portrait of Sir Godfrey Kneller
1685

Mezzotint, sheet and plate, 36.6 x 27.8 cm

Inscribed below: Goprrip” KNELLER Germ: | a Carolo 11.
Monarcha Britann: ad depingendum Ludovicum m: in
Gal: | liam missus; Pictor utring. Vere Regius | A:0:C: M D
crxxxcv. /| G. Kneller p: / I Beckett f:

RN 657052,

REFERENCES: Smith 187884, I, pp. 378, no. 59.1
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]OHN SMITH (1652-1743)
AFTER SIR GODFREY KNELLER (1646-1723)

A Self-Portrait of Sir Godfrey Kneller
1694

Mezzotint, sheet and plate, 36.1 X 27.3 cm

Inscribed below: Godfridus Kneller Eques. | Gulielmi
& Marice Magne Britannice Regis & Regine Pictorum
Princeps | Offerebat Humillimus Servus Johannes Smith

RON 02020

REFERENCES: Smith 1878-84, 111, p. 1187, no. 150.1
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]OHN FABER 11 (c.1684-1756)
AFTER SIR GODFREY KNELLER (1646-1723)

A Self-Portrait of Sir Godfrey Kneller
1735

Mezzotint, sheet 38.4 x 26.6 cm, plate 35.3 X 25.4 cm
Inscribed below: Se Ipse Pinx.t / 1. Faber fecit 1735/

S.r Godfrey Kneller Bar.t & Kn.t of ye Roman Empire /
Principal Painter to K. Charles 2.d James 2.d William 3.d
O. Ann & King George 1st

RCIN 637637

REFERENCES: Smith 1878-84, I, p. 376, no. 208.1
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Born in Germany, Godfrey Kneller trained in Amsterdam and
travelled in Italy before settling in London in 1676. After the
deaths of Peter Lely in 1680 and William Wissing in 1687, he
established himself as the dominant portrait painter in England
for the next 30 years: he was made Principal Painter to William
I in 1689, knighted and made a Gentleman of the Privy
Chamber in 1692, awarded an honorary doctorate by Oxford
in 1695, made a knight of the Holy Roman Empire in 1700,
confirmed as Principal Painter to Queen Anne in 1702 and to
George L in 1714, and finally created a Baronet in 1715, a rank
unsurpassed by an artist in Britain until Frederic Leighton was
created Baron Leighton of Stretton almost two centuries later.

Kneller was hugely productive (Stewart 1983 catalogued
875 paintings) and assiduously promoted himself through
self-portraiture and the publication of prints after his
paintings. He formed close working relationships with Isaac
Beckett, who made mezzotints of 28 of his works, and with
Beckett’s pupil and successor John Smith, who reproduced
113 of his portraits, publishing the majority himself.*

These three prints show how Kneller’s public image evolved
over the course of his career. The first reproduces Kneller’s
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http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/657637
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self-portrait of 1685 (National Portrait Gallery, London),
capturing the artist as a dashing young man (then aged 39
but looking younger) in the spirit of his idol, Anthony van
Dyck. This was made before Kneller had obtained any official
honours — Antonio Verrio was still Court Painter — so the
inscription refers to Charles II sending Kneller to France in
1684 to paint a portrait of Louis XIV (his drawing from the
life is at Windsor, RCIN 913310).

The second print was made nine years later, soon after
Kneller had been knighted (hence ‘Eques’ in the inscription),
with the epithet ‘Pictorum Princeps’ (‘Principal Painter’) in
larger script than the names of the monarchs. He now shows
himself as a pillar of the Establishment, as well dressed and
inherently noble as any of his sitters. No corresponding
painting is knowny; it is likely that Kneller provided a design
explicitly for Smith to mezzotint (Smith’s preparatory
drawing is in the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford).

The third mezzotint, published after Kneller’s death,
reproduces a self-portrait (National Portrait Gallery, London)
that is a version with a different background of that sent by
Kneller in 1706 to Cosimo III de” Medici, Grand Duke of

Tuscany, for the Vasari Corridor (cf. po, 142). Kneller wears
a gold chain with a portrait medallion of William III given
to him by the king in 1699; in the background is a view of
his country estate at Whitton in Middlesex. At upper right
is an allegorical scene with Mercury, holding the trumpet
of Fame in one hand and the reins of Pegasus in the other,
looking down at a winged putto in the act of painting.

It is surprising that Kneller did not commission Smith to
reproduce the portrait: this is the earliest print to be made
after the painting, produced 12 years after Kneller’s death,
to accompany Faber’s series of mezzotints after Kneller’s
‘Kit-Cat Club’ portraits. By then Kneller’s reputation had
outgrown the facts: the inscription below erroneously states
that — among other honours — he was also Principal Painter to
Charles IT and James II.  mc

1. For the relationship between Kneller and Smith see Griffiths 1989.
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]OHN SMITH (1652—1743)
AFTER SIR GODFREY KNELLER (1646-1723)

Jobn Smith with bis Print

of Sir Godfrey Kneller
1716

Mezzotint, sheet 34.5 X 26.3 cm, plate 34.1 x 25.8 cm
Inscribed below: Johannes Smith | G. Kneller Eques
pinx. 1696./ J. Smith fec. 1716

RCIN 661862

REFERENCES: Smith 1878-84, 111, p. 1221, no. 232.11

Even in the context of the present book this is a peculiarly
self-reflexive image, both portrait and self-portrait twice over.
The print is John Smith’s mezzotint after Kneller’s painted
portrait of Smith, dated 1696 (Tate, London). In that painting
Smith is shown holding an impression of his mezzotint after
Kneller’s self-portrait (no. 22): the present print reverses the
direction of the painting of Smith, and so of the print he
holds. The work thus embodies — at different removes from
the original — Kneller’s self-portrait, Smith’s print of Kneller’s
self-portrait, Kneller’s portrait of Smith and Smith’s print
after his own portrait.

There could be no more vivid illustration of the intimate
professional and personal relationship between Kneller and
Smith. The print held by Smith is signed by him as Kneller’s
‘most humble servant’. Kneller’s portrait of 1696 was a gift

to Smith, as recorded in a label pasted to the back of the
painting; in return, Smith in 1701 dedicated his translation
of Charles Le Brun’s Conference upon Expression to Kneller.
Kneller’s death in 1723 essentially marked the end of Smith’s
creative career; he was one of the few intimates to whom
Kneller bequeathed a mourning ring.

In his great catalogue of mezzotint portraits, John
Chaloner Smith observed of this image, somewhat 