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This study of painting technique and style offers evidence of the beginnings of 

a landscape painting tradition native to the Northern Netherl ands The moment o f' 

decisive innovation can be fo und in Esa ias van de Velde's natura li stic landscape 

paintings 

Independent landscape painting developed in the Southern Netherl ands in the 

early I 6th century in the fa ntast ic "world landscape" style of arti sts such as Joachim 

Patinir and Herri Bies Technical study suggests that they developed a widely-fo llowed 

set of painting practices as well. These meti culous techniques contributed to the 

styli stic continuity of Manneri st landscape painting into the 17th century, and 

faci litated coll aborati on in the pro lifi c Antwerp work shops o l' arti sts such as Jan 



Brueghel and Joos de Momper. 

In the Northern Net herlands, landscape painting beca me a recognized speciality 

only in the 1580s and 1590s as artists emigra ted from the South Though painters such 

as Gilli s van Coninxloo and Roelandt Savery helped to develop the influential forest 

landscape, they painted in the traditional Antwerp procedures 

Graphic art ists in Haarlem and Amsterdam in the 161 Os built on a diffe rent 

16th-century tradition- Pieter Bruegel's landscape drawings and the prints of the 

Master of the Small Landscapes--to create newly naturali sti c landscape drawings and 

prints. In etchings depicting the local landsca pe they codified a new set o f artist ic 

conventions that conveyed an impression of direct observation 

Esaias van de Velde, al so in Haarlem, soon adapted thi s gra phic vocabulary in 

innovative landscape paintings depicting local scenery . By limiting hi s palette and 

reducing the steps in the painting process he abandoned the century-o ld tradi tio n of 

painting technique He consciously qu oted the stippled handling and sketchy 

immediacy of landscape etchings with hi s rapid brushwork and with elements of the 

painting structure- the panel' s wood grain and the underdra wing--that he 

incorporated into the image. These techni cal innovat io ns culminated in the work o f'the 

tonal landscape painters such as Jan va n Goyen 
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INTRODUCTION 

The early years of the seventeenth century saw a dramatic change in landscape 

painting in the Netherlands. The genre of independent landscape, whi ch had developed 

only a century before, was transformed from a fantastic creation that celebrated the 

artist's imagination into a vivid evocation of the Dutch countryside. 

Jan van Goyen's Dune Landscape with Figures from around 1632 (Fig. I) 

embodies the new type of landscape, and will represent the new style throughout my 

discussion in this Introduction. In this painting Van Goyen used a low horizon, placing 

his viewer on a level with the scene. He created an impression that the viewer is 

standing on the scrubby foreground where the gray expanse of sky, and even the 

modest dune, seems to loom above . He litr1ited his colors to warm brown, yellow, and 

grayish green, with only the slightest variations in color and saturation to suggest a 

continuous recession to the windmill and church spire in the distance He introduced no 

biblical or allegorical narrative. Instead hi s figures are a forma l element of the 

unidealized landscape, a vertical counterpoint to the flat horizon . When Van Goyen 

painted his Dune Landscape he was a leader in this new artistic development in the 

Northern Netherlands His were among the earl iest paintings to champion the 

indigenous landscape as an appropriate subject. 

But such naturalism was completely unknown in the Southern Netherlands, 

where a long-established Mannerist landscape tradition was still dominant. The Entry of 

the Animals into Noah's Ark (Fig. 2), painted by Jan Brueghel I in Antwerp in 1613, is 



characteristic of this elegant, stylized landscape traditio n. In this Introductio n 

Brueghel 's painting will serve as a counterpo int to Yan Goyen' s Dune Landscape, 

representing this o lder tradition. A comparison of Yan Goyen's and Brueghel' s 

paintings highlights the astonishing change in style embodied in the new naturalistic 

landscape. Brueghel peopled his richly colored landscape with an array of figures and 

exotic animals gathered in the service of the narrative. Contemporaries would have 

considered this a landscape painting, and indeed Brueghel chose this subject because it 

called for an outdoor setting . But he constructed his landscape to accommodate the 

narrative. By using a high horizon Brueghel spread out the landscape below the viewer, 

and he organized the expanse of space with a conventionalized color scheme, painting 

the foreground brown, the middle ground green, and suggesting atmospheric 

perspective by painting the furthest distance in blue . The lush landscape itself does not 

record a real place, but is an imagined paradise. 

Until recently writers interpreted naturalistic paintings like Van Goyen' s as the 

inevitable expression of a heartfelt appreciation for the Dutch countryside . J . Q van 

Regteren Altena wrote of Yan Goyen, 

J imagine of the lyrical Yan Goyen much enraptured silence or, better still , a 

mild Dutch oath, w hen facing the endlessness o f the limpid waters became too 

much for him .. Are his prospects anything else but spontaneous joy at the 

grandeur of the Dutch strand, of all the light that is shed over land and sea?1 

1. De Nederlandse geest in de schilderkunst, (Zeist, 194 1 ) . Cited in translation 

by E. de Jongh, "Real Dutch Art and Not-So-Real Dutch Art : Some Natio nalistic 
Views of Seventeenth-Century Netherlandish Painting," Simio lus ( 1990- 199 1) 200. 



To twentieth-century viewers, who take the nineteenth-century tradition of plein-air 

painting for granted, it may seem more natural for Van Goyen to have depicted the 

landscape of his immediate surround ings than to have invented an unknown 

countryside. To paint in this new landscape style, however, was not the "path of least 

resistance" for artists trained in the Southern Netherlandish tradition, but a radically 

new way of approaching landscape representation The apparent spontaneity of such 

works is itself a self-conscious artistic convention reflecting choices and modifications 

of elements from the older tradition 2 

It is the thesis of this study that artists achieved such radical changes in style by 

altering aspects of their painting practice the materials and the techniques they used to 

create their paintings. Specifically, a number of landscape painters working in the 

Northern Netherlands in the 161 Os and 1620s radically modified a set oflandscape 

painting techniques that had been strictly followed in the Southern Netherlands for a 

century. Their own artistic training had been based on these meticulous techniques, 

which contributed to the recognizable Mannerist style of paintings like Brueghel's 

Noah ' s Ark. By consolidating this painting tradition into a few, rapidly executed steps, 

artists like Van Goyen created naturalistic works like the Dune Landscape In doing so, 

they brought about the most revolutionary development in Netherlandish landscape 

painting since its development as an independent genre in the work of Joachim Patinir 

2 Lawrence O Goedde, "Naturalism As Convention Subject , Style and 
Artistic Self-Consciousness in Dutch Landscape," Reconsidering Realism Looking at 
Seventeenth Centurv Dutch Art, ed Wayne Franits (Cambridge Cambridge University 

Press, forthcoming) . 

3 



J 00 years earlier The seventeenth century was a period of fertile artistic development 

and great diversity . The naturalistic landscapes that form the focus of this study 

represent one of many different forms of landscape painting to grow out of the 

sixteenth-century landscape tradition. With the goal of establishing a detailed 

understanding of the relationship between painting practice and artistic style, the 

chapters that follow will trace the development of this one path in the development of 

Netherlandish landscape painting. 

4 

Changes in artistic style may be observed and described, but they are difficult to 

quantify. Art historical research may single out an element new to an artist's work and 

such research may suggest the possible sources of inspiration- among them other 

works of art or meetings with other artists. But without documentary evidence of the 

artist's opinions, it is hard to establish whether the change was deliberate or reflected a 

half-conscious appropriation. Technical examination of the materials and techniques of 

paintings offers another avenue for research . In effect, such examinations yield an 

additional body of documentary evidence that can, on occasion, pinpoint artistic 

choices If technical study establishes that an artist varied his painting practice in a 

specific way- by abandoning one pigment in favor of another, or by altering the way he 

applied his paint--and if the technical change was reflected in a visual change, this is 

evidence for a moment of conscious a11istic choice. 

In this study l have considered changes in painting practice in the context of the 

dramatic change in style that accompanied the emergence of naturalistic landscape 

paintings of the early seventeenth century in the Northern Netherlands . This preliminary 



s 

study has revealed the self-co nscious process by which painters developed a new visua l 

vocabulary to paint these innovative works. The new documentation of this technical 

study helps to pinpoint moments of deliberate innovation. 

Methodology of the technical study 

The literature on the technique of landscape paintings is not extensive. In his 

valuable essay in the catalogue of the exhibition Dutch Landscape: The Early Years, 

Haarlem and Amsterdam 1590--1 650, David Bomford discussed the materials and 

studio practices available to landscape artists at this period and presented the results of 

a number of examinations, but was not able to consider broader issues of development 

over time. 3 My own previous publications include studies on the painting practices of 

the tonal landscape painters Jan van Goyen and Salomon van Ruysdael, 
4 

and a very 

brief overview of the findings of the present study 5 The rest of the literature includes 

3. David Bomford, "Techniques of the Early Dutch Landscape Painters, " in 
Dutch Landscape. The Early Years: Haarlem and Amsterdam 1590-- 1650, exh. cat by 
Christopher Brown (National Gallery, London: 1986), 45--56. 

4 E. Melanie Gifford, "A Technical Investigation o f Some Dutch 17th Century 
Tonal Landscapes," The American Institute fo r Conservation of Historic and Artistic 
Works : Preprints of Papers Presented at the Eleventh Annual Meeting, Baltimore, 
Maryland 25--29 May, 1983 (Washin,gton, D .C. : American Institute fo r Conservation, 
J 983), 39--49; idem, "Jan van Goyen en de techniek van het naturalistische landschap," 
trans. Jaap Engelsman, in Jan Yan Goyen, exh. cat by Christiaan Yogelaar (Leiden, 

Stedelijk Museum De Lakenhal: 1996) 

5. E. Melanie Gifford, "Style and Technique in Dutch Landscape Painting in 
the J 620s," Historical Painting Techni~ues, Materials and Studio Practice, Leiden, 26--
29 June I 995, ed . Arie Wallert, Erma Hermens, and Marj a Peek, (Santa Monica: The 
Getty Conservation Institute, 1995), 140-- 147. 
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scarcely more than a dozen studi es in all on the materials and techniques o f indi vidual 

landscapes painted in the Southern and Northern Netherlands in the sixteenth and ea rly 

seventeenth centuries. 6 

A technical study that seeks to consider broad issues of styli stic development 

calls fo r as representative a sample as possible . The present publication can only be 

considered a preliminary report on an on-going study, but already the results g ive 

intriguing evidence that artists in the Northern Netherlands changed their style of 

landscape painting by consciously altering their working methods. 

To date this study has included technical examinations of 64 paintings, w hich 

are listed in an appendix. 7 All of these paintings were produced in The Netherlands 

from the late sixteent h century to the middle of the seventeenth century. All are easel 

paintings painted in oil on canvas or panel 8 Virtually all of the paintings were examined 

and photographed in conservation studios using a stereomicroscope for highly 

magnified study of the surface Equipment for infrared refl ectography, an impo11ant 

technique fo r studying underdrawings and arti sts ' changes, was available in roughly half 

the examinations X-radiographs, when available, were invaluable fo r studying 

compositional changes and the brushwork of hidden paint layers. Microscopic paint 

6 . These publications are cited in the relevant chapters of thi s study. 

7. Also see Appendix 1 fo r further detail s on the examination methodology. 

8 . The painti ngs are visually typical of oil paint. Except fo r occasional biologica l 
staining of paint cross sections (which confirmed thi s observation), medium analysis 
was not used in thi s study. Some art ists painted in watercolor on canvas or painted 
miniatures on vellum, but because of the differences in technique thi s study did not 

include such works. 
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samples were available for analysis from most paintings in the study. Some paintings 

had been sampled during earli er conservat ion treatments, and I was able to sample most 

of the other paintings examined during the study. Both paint cross sections, which 

include all the layers of a painting, and dispersed pigment samples, which isolate a 

specific paint layer, were taken . 9 

However, no matter how small the sample size, it is sometimes impossible to 

sample a painting- or some areas of a painting- safely and unobtrusively . It is neither 

practical nor ethical to require uniform sampling of every painting in a study. For this 

reason, the information available from paint samples varies from one painting to 

another, and must be interpreted in context This information is analogous to the results 

of archival research, where the irregular survival of historical records also leaves 

lacunae. The results of both paint analysis and archival research are invaluable, but 

neither can be statistically valid ; both require qualified inferences to bridge the gaps. 

For most paintings in the present study paint, analysis permitted accurate identification 

of the ground structure, which has important implications for the artist 's preferences 

for the painting ' s surface texture and overall tonality. The conclusive identification of 

pigments in the paint layers, however, was necessarily limited to the available samples, 

and so thi s information was more irregular. For this reason it has not always been 

possible to trace developments in the pigment mixtures used for specific features (for 

example, in foliage highlight s) since there are only a few samples of any one such 

9. See the Appendix I for details on the analytical methods used . 



feature Even more rarely are there enough samples to determine a painting's complete 

palette 

Fortunately, examination with the stereomicroscope complements the analysis 

of paint samples. lt is often possible to determine the order in which the artist painted 

the various areas of a painting, based on minute overlaps of paint And even without 

taking samples for conclusive analysis, examination of the paint surface magnified fifty 

times often permits an educated estimate of the pigments used . Because of the 

necessary limitations on sampling, the primary focus of the present study is on the 

handling of paint: the brushwork and the sequence in which the layers of the painting 

(and the various parts of the composition) were painted A secondary focus of this 

study is on the specific materials used. Though at present thi s assessment is limited by 

the samples available, more detailed conclusions may be possible as the study 

continues 

Historical overview and the technical context for studying landscape style 

Through the sixteenth century the production of independent landscapes, 

paintings in which the landscape was the primary visual focus, was centered in the 

Southern Netherlands . Joachim Patinir developed landscape as an independent genre in 

Antwerp in the 15 1 Os and 1520s. In hi s so-called "world landscapes" Patinir employed 

a high horizon and elevated viewpoint to depict vast , detailed panoramas. 
10 

These 

JO. Walter S Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth" : The World Landsca e m 
Sixteenth-Century Flemish Painting (Princeton, N. L Princeton University Press, 

1989), discusses the origins of thi s term, xx-xxi. 

8 



landscapes, created from a multitude of assembled detail s, were peopled with (usually) 

small-scaled figures in religious narratives . Many artist s of the next two generations 

took up the speciality, and Netherlanders soon became knm,vn throughout Europe as 

landscape speciali sts . ln the productive studios of the next generation, painters like 

Herri Bies codified the traits of Patinir ' s landscapes into a set of conventions for 

landscape representation that artists continued to rely on into the seventeenth century. 

Landscape painting in Antwerp during the rest of the century developed along two 

lines . At mid-century Pieter Bruegel ' s landscapes, best known through his prints, 

brought a new grandeur and naturalistic detail to the world landscape tradition . By the 

end of the century both panoramic landscapes and more intimate scenes of forests and 

countryside were current in the Mannerist landscapes of Antwerp, particularly in the 

work of Pieter Bruegel ' s son, Jan Brueghel I. But both types oflandscapes continued 

to share in the basic conventions formalized in the early sixteenth century. Like Noah 's 

Ark they were invented landscapes, virtually always peopled with a narrative. The 

space was developed with a high horizon and a stylized atmospheric perspective based 

on three zones of color: brown foreground , green middle ground, and blue distance. 

In the last two decades of the sixteenth century, an uprising against Spanish rule 

erupted into a war that eventually establi shed a political divi sion between the Southern 

Netherlands and the Northern Netherlands . Waves of emigration from the Southern 

Netherlands included landscape speciali sts who brought this established landscape 

tradition with them to the Northern Netherlands. In the North the tradition took root 

and flourished in the work of emigres such as Gilli s van Coninxloo and Roelandt 

9 
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Savery, who made a speciality of dense forest landscapes Though these forest 

landscapes were popular and influential, they do not represent a revolutionary break 

with the Southern Netherlandish tradition . 

10 

However, in the 161 Os in Haarlem other No11hern Netherlandish artists 

diverged into a fundamentally new way of approaching landscape. Narrative content 

almost entirely disappeared from these works. Instead artists focused on a convincing, 

and apparently spontaneous, evocation of the local countryside. The first explorations 

were made in drawings and prints, but soon Esaias van de Velde employed many of the 

new developments in a small number of experimental paintings. By the late 1620s and 

early 1630s, artists like Jan van Goyen developed the naturalistic approach into the 

"tonal phase" of landscape. In muted, monochrome paintings like Van Goyen's Dune 

Landscape they created a newly unified vision . In apparently off-hand glimpses of local 

scenes a continuous recession toward a low horizon and extraordinarily restricted 

colors banished the last traces of the conventions of the Southern Netherlandish 

landscape tradition . 

The changes in landscape painting style raise important questions on the 

motivations and the self-awareness of the a11ists To what extent did artists like 

Coninxloo and Savery, or Van de Velde and Van Goyen consider their paintings 

variants of the existing landscape tradition and to what extent did they see themselves 

as turning down a new path? The study of painting technique offers insights into these 

issues. In this study I have focused on specific formal aspects of landscape paintings 

that clearly changed in the transition from the Mannerist landscape style practiced in 



Antwerp through the early seventeenth century to the naturali st ic landscapes painted 

shortly after in the Northern Netherlands . 

I I 

Each of these changes can be expressed as a question that technical study can 

help answer. The changes took place over time, and there is of course diversity within 

the work of any one painter and even greater variation among works by different 

artists. These issues will be discussed in detail in the following chapters. However, in 

order to frame the questions that will recur throughout this study in the most general 

terms possible, the stylistic changes di scussed in the next few paragraphs will be 

reduced to a simplistic direct comparison. "Mannerist landscapes" (represented here by 

Jan Brueghel ' s Noah ' s Ark) refer to paintings in the South Netherlandish landscape 

tradition as it was practiced in Antwerp at the end of the sixteenth and beginning of the 

seventeenth centuries, and "naturalistic landscapes" (represented here by Jan van 

Goyen ' s Dune Landscape with Figures) refer to the paintings produced by Esaias van 

de Velde in the 161 Os and 1620s and especially to the early tonal landscapes produced 

by Van Goyen and his contemporaries in the 1620s and 1630s. 

Probably the most di stinctive aspect of the change in landscape style is the 

change in color from the bright, clear tones of the imaginary landscapes in the Southern 

Netherlandish Mannerist tradition to the narrow range of browns, tans, and grayish 

greens that the Northern Netherlandish painters of naturali sti c landscape used to 

suggest the Dutch countryside. Even the skies form a striking contrast. Most Mannerist 

landscapes are set under brilliant blue skies, varied by the pale yellows and shell pinks 

of sunset clouds, while the gray skies o f the naturalisti c landscapes convincingly 
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suggest the unce,iain climate and moist atmosphere o f The Netherl and s. A logica l 

question is whether the difference in tonality resulted from only minor changes in 

procedure; in this case artists might continue to use the same pigment mixtures, but 

slightly vary the proportions. Another possibility is that the limited tonalities resulted 

from unintentional changes such as fading or degradation of inexpensive pigments But 

a third possibility is that painters achieved these color differences through conscious 

artistic choices by replacing brightly colored pigments with more muted equivalents o r 

by entirely abandoning pigments in certain color ranges. Technical study suggests that 

the change in color was, in fact, not unconscious or accidental. 

The range of pigments available to arti sts remained consistent in The 

Netherlands throughout this period . 11 As well as the ubiquitous white lead, chalk , 

carbon blacks, and brown earth colors, they could choose from several pigments in 

each color range. Blues included the mineral s azurite (and its syntheti c equivalent blue 

verditer) and costly ultramarine, which was made from the semi -precious stone lapis 

lazuli . Less expensive alternatives were smalt, made from ground blue glass, and the 

blue dye, indigo . Red pigments included the brilliant scarlet vermilion, and the crimson 

red of various red lakes ( dyes precipitated onto a colorl ess material to form a 

transparent pigment), as well as the duller tones of red earths (ochers) Yellows 

J l. For detailed technical information on most of the pigments considered in 
thi s study see Arti sts' Pigments: A Handbook of Their History and Characteri stics, 
vol I ed Robert L Feller (Washington, D.C : National Gallery of Art, 1986); vol 2, 
ed. A~hok Roy (Washington, D .C : National Gallery of Art, 1993); vol 3, ed . Eli sabeth 
West Fitzhugh (Washington, D.C : National Gallery of Art, fo rthcoming); vol 4, ed . 
Barbara Berrie (Washington, D.C National Gallery of Art , fo11hcoming) . 
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included the lemon-toned lead-tin yellow, the more orange-toned orpiment, and lakes 

made from yellow dye as well as yellow earths. Green pigments included the mineral s 

green earth and malachite (and its equivalent, green verditer), as well as the synthetic 

products verdigris and transparent copper greens, but artists considered all of these 

greens problematic. In 1678 (with the same range of green pigments available to him) 

Samuel van Hoogstraeten reported that verdigris was too harsh and it discolored, green 

earth was too pale, and that what he called "ashes" was fugitive . 12 Instead painters 

more often mixed blues and yellows to create greens . A few of these pigments, such as 

indigo and orpiment, were rarely found in any landscape, but most were found in at 

least some paintings during the course of the study. As far as the samples available 

permitted direct comparisons between paintings, there is evidence that the later, 

naturalistic painters did limit their palettes . In the skies, where pigment evidence was 

available for most of the paintings examined, there is clear evidence that painters 

achieved the change in style by changing the pigments they used. 

Another question rai sed by the striking difference of style is the importance of 

figures to the compositions in these two groups of paintings. Mannerist landscapes 

virtually always incorporated a narrative that called for an open-air setting; however 

small, the figures were integral to the paintings ' subjects. Figures in naturalistic 

landscapes seem almost incidental ; their role was to further the impression created by 

12.Samuel van Hoogstraeten, lnle din' tot de hoo e schoole der schilderkonst: 
Anders de zichtbaere werelt (Rotterdam Fransois van Hoogstraten, 1678 . Reprint ed . 
Soest Davaco, 1969) "Ashes" may refer to synthetic green verditer ( or bice); see 
Bomford, "Techniques of the Early Dutch Landscape Painters," 5 5. 
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the landscape. In the simplest terms, one can ask whether or not the figures themselves 

are physically integral to the composition. Through techn ical study it became clear 

which painters saw the figures as part of the landscape composition from the start, and 

which added figures only after they had folly developed the landscape. Often infrared 

reflectography showed whether the painter prepared his composition with an 

underdrawing, and whether the figures appeared in this initial conception. With 

x-radiography and close examination with a stereomicroscope it was clear which artists 

added the figures over a completed landscape, which painted the figures along with the 

landscape, and which held open spaces in the paint of the landscape ("reserves") into 

which they later incorporated the figures . 

Yet another difference between rvlannerist and naturalistic landscapes is the 

structure of the landscape space itself. This structure is related to the difference in 

coloring but it is not exactly the same issue. Mannerist landscape painters defined the 

space with three distinct zones : a brown foreground , a green foliage middle ground, 

and a blue (usually mountainous) di stance . Even in black and white reproductions, 

without benefit of color distinctions, these zones are usually clearly differentiated . 

Formal qualities such as alternating lighted and shadowed areas, and compositional 

designs that place the different zones at different elevations, contribute to the 

differentiation Naturali stic landscape paintings are certainly more limited in color, 

which tends to dimini sh the appearance of a division into zones, but nonetheless the 

spatial recession seems smoother and more continuous than in Mannerist landscapes 

Technical study has proved rewarding in thi s instance as well. After examination with 
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the stereo microscope, it is clear that for some a11ist s the stru ctural divi sion int o zones 

was integral to their conception of the landscape; they painted each zone in turn , in 

effect treating each as a separate project. Other artists worked continuously over the 

surface of their paintings. Not surprisingly, these painters ' compositions are among the 

most seamlessly constructed. 

Finally, an important difference between Manneri st and naturalistic landscapes 

is an increased freedom in the handling of paint While many Mannerist landscapes 

were painted with an elegant, controlled touch, many naturalist ic landscape paintings 

give an extraordinary impression of spontaneity . Montias has suggested that such 

paintings were, in fact , painted within a shorter period of time. Though the change in 

handling might have been motivated by artistic concerns, he suggests that there was an 

economic advantage; the effect was a rise in artists ' productivity, and a reduction in 

their "per-unit" costs . 13 lt is, in fact , possible through technical study to estimate how 

long it took to produce a painting. Just as fresco painters' giornate, the areas of wet 

plaster that they worked on in one day, can be di stingui shed, it was usually clear with 

high magnification whether paint overlapped an earlier day ' s work that was already dry, 

or whether two layers or two adjacent areas were painted on the same day, blending 

the wet paints. This study did confirm that the naturalistic painters' freedom of handling 

genuinely speeded the production of their paintings. It also revealed that the apparent 

J 3 . John Michael Monti as, "Cost and Value in Sevent eenth Centu ry Dutch 

Art ," Art Histo ry JO (1987) 455-66 . 



spontaneity of the naturali sti c landscape painters ' work seems to be artistically 

motivated rather than done for economic reasons. 

16 

This technical study offers insight into the beginnings of a landscape painting 

tradition native to the Northern Netherlands. There is striking evidence that landscape 

artists deliberately turned aside from a long-established tradition of landscape painting 

techniques to develop a new set of painting practices that were better suited to 

naturalistic representations of the indigenous landscape. The preliminary results of this 

study suggest that the moment of deci sive innovation can be found in the landscape 

paintings of Esaias van de Velde. 



CHAPTER I: THE SOUTHERN NETHERLANDISH TRA DITION 

Antwerp in the sixteenth century: the development of the landscape painting 

genre 

By the middle of the sixteenth century a well-established tradition of 

independent landscape depiction had arisen in Antwerp, largely springing from the 

work of Joachim Patinir. In the brief span between 1515, when he registered in the 

Antwerp artists ' guild, and his death in 1524, Patinir developed the enormously 

influential style of all-encompassing, panoramic landscape paintings known as the 

"world landscape" (Weltlandschaft) .14 Patinir placed his primary focus on the 

landscape. Rather than serving as a background to the narrative, the vast expanses of 

his landscapes typically dwarf the human figures. Patinir' s new form of painting has 

survived to us today in perhaps twenty autograph works and a much larger production 

of studio variations. Independent landscapes also appeared in the early years of the 

sixteenth century in the Danube region, especially in the prints of Albrecht Altdorfer 

and Wolf Huber, and in Venice, in the paintings of Giorgione and his followers . But the 

14. For the world landscape see Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth" . For Patinir see 
Robert A Koch, "Joachim Patinir," , Princeton Monographs in Art and Archaeology, 
38 (Princeton, N.L Princeton University Press, 1968); Heinrich Gerhard Franz, 
Niederlandische Landschaftsmalerei im Zeitalter des Manierismus, 2 vols . (Graz 
Akademische Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt , 1969) 78-92; R L. Falkenburg, Joachim 
Patinir : LandscaP-e As an Image of the Pilgrimage of Life, trans. Michael Hoyle, 
(Philadelphia J Benjamins Pub. Co , 1988); Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 26-3 3. 

17 



18 

Antwerp world landscape tradition founded by Patinir was the most influential form o f' 

the genre 15 

The linguistic development of the word "landscape" parallels the development 

of this new genre of painting. The evolution of the word ' s modern use offers 

compelling evidence that by the middle of the sixteenth century the works of art that 

today modern viewers call landscapes were already seen by contemporaries as an 

independent genre. 16 Originally, landscape did not have an art-related meaning, but 

indicated a province or an area of land . By the end of the fifteenth century landscape 

(also landschap, paysage, landschafft:) had a new meaning an artistic depiction of 

natural scenery, rather than the land itself 17 At first the word was used for landscape 

backgrounds only Early evidence appears in a contract for an altarpiece written around 

1490 in Haarlem (Gibson ' s earliest citation of the modern use of the word) .
18 

Before 

this time contracts specifying an outdoor setting itemized all the natural features to 

15. Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", xix-xx . 

J 6 ln his book on the world landscape Gibson surveyed the evolution of the 
term: Gibson, "Mirror of the Ea11h", 53, I 16 n. 68. Except as noted, the following 
discussion draws on Gibson ' s survey. 

17. ln a similar way the Dutch words, grond (ground) and landouw (field), were 
sometimes used in the seventeenth century to describe landscape paintings rather than 
the actual land. See Lydia de Pauw-de Veen, De begrippen "schilder", "schilderij" , en 
"schilderen" in de zeventiende eeuw, Koninklijk vlaamse academie voor 
wetenschappen, letteren en schone kunsten van Belgie: Klasse de schone kunsten, 
XXXI, 22 (Brussels Koninklijke Vlaamse Academie voor Wetenschappen, Letteren en 
Schone Kunsten van Belgie, 1969): 160. 

J 8. Gibson, Mirror of the Earth, 1 16, cites A. W Weissman, "Gegevens 
omtrent bouw en inrichting van de Sint Bavokerk te Haarlem," Oud Holland 3 3 ( J 9 1 5): 
69-70. 
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appear in the background ln the 1490 contract the single word , land scape, now 

conveyed the same meaning. The depiction of scenery gradually became the dominant 

meaning of landscape. Sixteenth-century inventory references trace a growing 

consensus that, after Patinir's innovative style, landscape depictions were no longer 

limited to the backgrounds of altarpieces. The word landscape increasingly was used 

alone in inventories, without reference to a narrative subject. Though these works 

always included figures, contemporaries began to consider them landscapes, rather than 

history paintings set outdoors. 

As these references in contracts and inventories suggest, Patinir' s 

innovation- to make landscape the primary focus of the painting- grew out of a long 

Netherlandish tradition of paintings with landscape backgrounds. From the beginning of 

the fifteenth century such backgrounds had been an important feature of Netherlandish 

painting. In the calender pages of illuminated manuscripts, the best-known being the 

Tres riches heures du Due de Berry by the Limbourg brothers (painted before 141 6 ), 

landscape backgrounds as well as the activities of figures conveyed the time of year. In 

altarpieces painted in the second quarter of the fifteenth century, Jan van Eyck and his 

contemporaries carried closely observed detail into vistas seen over a balcony or 

glimpsed through a window. By the beginning of the sixteenth century it seems likely 

that the busy Antwerp workshops of artists such as Quentin Massys and Joos van Cleve 

included artists who specialized in the landscape components of the shop's 

production 19 In all these works, however, the landscape was a background to the 

19. Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 4 . 
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figures , the primary visual focus of the painting. Patinir' s innovati on was to reverse thi s 

balance In most of his paintings the primary focus was the landscape, in which small 

figures carried out the narrative . 

In Patinir 's works, such as the St Jerome at the Prado (Fig 3), foreground 

figures embody the theme of the painting, but the landscape is the visual focus of the 

painting. It also carries much of the painting ' s meaning. Patinir chose subjects such as 

the hermit Jerome in meditation, the Baptism of Christ, or the Rest on the Flight 

because they called for a natural setting, and he organized the composition so that the 

setting itself predominated. An extremely high horizon achieved a "bird 's eye view" in 

which a vast panorama spread out below the viewer almost filled the frame . Though he 

convincingly rendered the multitude of individual detail s, he organized them selectively 

into a strikingly stylized whole. Within the varied topography he juxtaposed craggy 

rock masses under threatening clouds and a fertile, sunlit plain leading to a di stant 

harbor. In earlier landscape backgrounds artists often indicated atmospheric perspective 

by painting a glimpse of pale blue mountains in the di stance beyond green trees and 

fields; they placed their figures in a foreground that was lu sh and green or brown and 

rock, depending on the narrative. In hi s independent landscapes, Patinir codified a 

convention that organized the space into three dist inct zones of color with a brown 

foreground, green middle ground, and blue distance. 

In a painting by Patinir the landscape itself is charged with meaning, with the 

figures serving as a key to the subject or theme. Falkenburg has suggested that 

paintings such as the Prado St. Jerome served to focus religious meditation . The 
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landscape offered the viewer a choice between the two paths of life the arduous track 

up the mountain behind Jerome representing the contemplative life, or the smooth path 

through low-lying fields representing a worldly existence. 20 Gibson also sees the 

landscape as rich with associations: the rocky eruption of mountains in the distance 

conveying the arduous li fe of a hermit and perhaps specifically evoking the traditional 

Byzantine representation of Mount Sinai, the lovingly detailed depiction of the vast 

panorama suggesting the world from which Jerome bas turned away.21 However one 

defines the specifics of Patinir's meaning, it is clear that his landscapes were neither 

naturalistic nor purely decorative. 

The generation after Patinir saw more artists embrace landscape as their 

speciality. A sharp rise in landscape production in the middle of the sixteenth century 

was generated by artists such as Lucas Gassel, Cornelis Massys, and most especially by 

Herri Bies, known almost universally in the literature as "the industrious Herri Bles". 22 

They simplified Patinir's style by painting in a broader manner, with less emphasis on 

the accumulation of detail. These painters developed a more unified structure, often 

using trees rather than exot ic rocky masses to define their spaces. 23 Aside from purely 

20. Falkenburg, Joachim Patinir. 

21. Gibson, "Mirror of the Ea11h", I 0- 13 

22 . For artists of thi s generation see Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 17-36, 
Franz, 78-98, I 08-114, both with references to earlier literature. I wi ll follow Gibson 
who cites Andre Piron (Joachim Le Patinier. Henri Bies, Gembloux, 197 1) in using the 
name Herri Bies, the form used by Lampsonius, rather than Herri met de Bies, the form 
used by Carel van Mander idem, 26 . 

23 . Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 17 . 
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aesthetic motives, this gradual development may partly be related to the rate of 

production in their busy work shops 

The output of this second generation of landscape painters is testament to an 

efficient workshop structure. A master might not only paint landscapes himself, but also 

might assign assistants to paint sections of some works and to paint copies or variants 

of the most popular compositions 2
·
1 Such prolific production was facilitated by 

efficiently organized workshops using consistent painting techniques In the Bies 

workshop variations of detail in the crowded landscapes were created not with entirely 

new elements but by selecting and recombining motifs from a stock set of about twenty 

details .25 Gibson illustrates this process with the Parable of the Good Samaritan at 

Namur (Fig. 4), pr0bably produced by the workshop. The water mill , the section of 

caves and a suspended bridge, the farm building, and the blind man led by a child all 

recur in varying combinations in numerous other paintings, often in the same position 

within the composition The shop almost certainly had records of motifs in the form of 

drawings such as those in the Berlin and "Errera" sketchbooks, which seem to date 

from the 1530s and l 540s. 26 As Gibson suggests motifs may also have been organized 

24. For several examples of paintings produced by such collaborative processes 
see Heinrich Gerhard Franz, "Landschaftsbilder als kollektive Werkstattschopfungen in 
der flamischen Maleri des 16. und friihen 17. Jahrhunderts," Kunsthistorisches Jahrbuch 
Graz XVII ( 1982): 165-82. 

2 5. Gibson, Mirror of the Earth, 3 1-3 2. 

26. Franz, Zeitalter des Manieri smus, 70-77 . For the "Errera sketchbook" 
(Brussels, Musees Royaux des Beaux-Arts de Belgique) see Bu11on L. Dunbar, "Some 
Observations on the 'Errera Sketchbook' in Brussels," Bulletin Musees Roy aux Des 
Beaux Arts De Belgi~ 2 1 ( 1972) 53 -82 . For the Berlin sketchbook (Berlin-Dahlem, 
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in a master composition that established their relative positions from which the master 

selected a few elements for any one painting . Such a workshop procedure allowed Bies 

to produce variations and replicas to meet the demands of a voracious art market. By 

contrast, in the early stages of his career, before there was such demand for his work, 

Bies apparently worked alone. lt is striking that the cluster o f works from Bies ' earliest 

career (those that are most dependent on Patinir' s model) includes only unique 

compositions; there are no workshop replicas. 27 

As more Antwerp artists took up the new genre, the city became known for its 

landscapes, which were widely exported Artists from the Netherlands were seen 

throughout Europe as the specialists of this new genre, a specialization that was already 

reflected in comments made early in the sixteenth century. ln Germany, Durer 

evaluated Patinir as "der fil!! landschafft mahler. " 28 In Italy, Michelangelo 

acknowledged the Flemish ability to render '·what they call landscapes", though he 

simultaneously disparaged the speciality. 29 Apparently the speed with which landscape 

Kupferstichkabinett) see Pieter Brue ,et D. A. Als Zeichner: Herkunft Und Nachfol ,e. 
exh. cat. (Berlin-Dahlem, 1975), 155, cat. no . 2 12. On the basis of watermarks and one 
dated fo lio the Berlin sketchbook seems to have originated in Antwerp in the mid
sixteenth century; see Holm Bevers, "The Berlin Sketchbook by an Antwerp Master," 
Anatomy of a Painting: The Road to Calvary by Herri Met De Bies ed. Betsy Rosasco 
Princeton, NJ , Oct . 1995, (Princeton, N.J , in press). 

27. Gibson, " Mirror of the Earth" 27. 

28 . H . Rupprich, Di.irer. Schriftlicher Nachlass, 3 vols. (Berlin : Deutscher 
Verein fur Kunstwissenschaft, 1956-1 969) : I: 169, line 60. 

29. Francesco de Hollanda, Four Dialo 1ues on Paintin t, (Oxford 1928), 16; 
Hessel Miedema, trans and commentary, Den °rondt der edel vr Schilder-const, by 
Karel van Mander (Utrecht: Haentjens Dekker & Gumbert, 1973) 408-4 10, 53 7. 
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was recognized as a new arti stic speciality vari ed from one region to another, almost 

certainly reflecting the degree to which the paintings themselves were appreciated In 

the England of 1606, Henry Peacham still felt the need to define landscape for hi s 

audience "Landtskip is a Dutch word & it is as much as wee shoulde say in Engli sh 

landship, or expressing of the land by hill s, woodes, Castles, seas, valleys, ruines, 

hanging rocks, Citties, Townes, &c. as farre as may bee shewed within our Horizon. "30 

Technical studies of sixteenth-century Antwerp landscapes 

There has not been extensive research on the techniques of the landscape 

painters of the sixteenth century, but some recent work offers remarkable evidence for 

the consistency of technique within the Southern Netherlandish landscape tradition . An 

exhibition and conference organized at the Art Museum of Princeton University in 

I 995 inspired technical studies of four landscapes from the second quarter of the 

sixteenth century. Three are by Herri Bies : The Road to Calvary, a Landsca e with 

Saint John the Baptist Preaching, and The Sacrifice ofl saac, the painting used in this 

discussion to illustrate some of the techniques observed (Fig. 5). 31 Another, an 

30. Henry Peacham, The Art of Drawing With a Pen and Limning in Water 
Colours ( 1606) 28 . See Henry Y. S. Ogden and Margaret S Ogden, En yJish Taste in 
Landscape in the Seventeenth Century ( Ann Arbor University of Michigan Press, 

1955): 5-8. 

31. The Art Museum, Princeton University, Cleveland Museum of Art, and 
Cincinnati Art Museum For the technical studies see the papers by Norman Muller, 
"Technical Analysis of the Princeton Road to Calvary," Molly Faries and Stephen 
Bonadies, "Technical Analysis of the Cincinnati Art Museum Sacrifice of lsaac by Herri 
Met De Bies, " and Alan Chong, "Technical Analysis and Iconography of the Cleveland 
Art Museum Landscape With Saint John the Bapti st Preaching by Herri Met De Bies, " 
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unfini shed painting representing The Arrival at Bethl ehem, is attributed to an artist 

close to Lucas Gassel. 
32 

A detail ed di scussion of the techni cal studi es of these four 

paintings is important in order to defin e the tradition of landscape painting technique 

that artists like Bies establi shed. In many aspects the painting technique described in 

these studies is strikingly close to that of Antwerp landscapes of almost a century later. 

The parallels between sixteenth-centu ry landscapes and the early seventeenth-century 

Antwerp landscapes examined in the course of thi s study, which will be di scussed 

below, show that the technical aspects of the Southern Netherlandi sh landscape 

painting tradition were as long- lived as the formal aspects. 

The technique of these sixteenth-century paintings grew out of the Early 

Netherlandish traditions of the fifteenth century, but these painters modified these 

traditions in significant ways 31 Many of these modifications must relate to a g reatly 

Met De Bies, " and Alan Chong, "Technical Analysis and Iconography of the Cleveland 
Art Museum Landscape With Saint John the Bapti st Preaching by Herri Met De Bies, " 
all published in the conference proceedings Betsy Rosasco, ed, Anatomy of a 
Painting: The Road to Calvary by Herri Met De Bies . (Princeton, NJ ., in press).Walter 
Gibson dates the Princeton and Cleveland paintings to Bies' early period, around 1535, 
and the Cincinnati work to the middle period , about five years later : "Mirror of the 
Earth", 27-30. On the basis of dendrochronological dating the Princeton panel could 
date from 1536 onward, and the Cleveland panel after 153 7 (Muller, "Analysis o f the 
Princeton Calvarv") 

32 Metropolitan Museum of Art , New York . See Maryan Ainsworth, "An 
Unfini shed Painting Attributed to the Master L C at The Metropolitan Museum of 
Art," in Anatomy of a Painting The Road to Calvary by Herri Met De Bies, ed . Betsy 
Rosasco, (Princeton, N.l in press) . 

33. For overviews of fifteenth-century Netherlandi sh technique see, among 
others, P . Coremans, et al L'A 1neau M sti ue au laboratoire, examen et traitement Les 
Primitifs Flamands, III , Contributions a l'etude des Primitifs Flamands 2 (Antwerp and 
The Hague, 1953 ); Lorne Campbell , Susan Foister, Ashok Roy, "The Methods and 
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isolating layer presumably fixed the underdrawing and sealed the absorbent grou nd ·17 

When the underdrawing was executed on top of the isolating layer, as in the Bies 

paintings, that layer became a true upper ground , a preparato,y layer applied before any 

aspect of the artist's design . The earliest paintings analyzed in which the underdrawing 

lies on top of the upper ground are works by Jan van Score! from around I 520. 38 

Painters of the fifteenth century executed meticulous underdrawings on the 

chalk/glue ground in a water-based medium with a brush. Later in the century, when a 

white lead upper ground became typical, this underdrawing medium was no longer 

practical. Since a water-based ink would not have adhered easily to the oil-based upper 

ground, a sketchy black chalk underdrawing became the norm 39 Moreover, the brush-

marked surface of the oil-based upper ground lent itself to rapid notations in chalk,'10 

rather than minutely detailed underdrawings that the surface would have interrupted 

Both these features, the acceptance of an irregularly textured painting surface and a 

37 Filedt Kok, "Lucas van Leyden" ; Carel van Mander, Het Schilder-Boeck 
waer in voor eerst de leerlustighe iueght den rrondt der edel vr schilderconst in 
verscheyden deelen wort voorghedraghen . Daer nae in dry deelen t'leuen der 
vermaerde doorluchtighe schilders des ouden, en nieuwen tyds . Eyntlyck 
d'wtlegghinghe o den Metamo hoseon ub . Ouidi . Nasonis oock daer lem (Haerlem 
[Haarlem] van Wesbvsch, 1604 ) : fol. 47v; Miedema, Den grondt, 256-258 . 

38. Faries and Bonadies, "Analysis of the Cincinnati Sacrifice " 

39 . Van Asperen de Boer, Faries and Filedt Kok , "Painting Technique and 

Workshop Practice," I 08 . 

40 . Van Asperen de Boer , Fari es and Fil edt Kok , " Painting Technique and 

Workshop Practice," I 08 . 
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reliance on a comparatively summary underdrawing, reflect a progressive loosening and 

simplification of painting technique in the course of the fifteenth century 41 

Bies prepared the landscapes of his paintings with a loose and suggestive 

underdrawing. The degree of detail in the landscape varies to some extent, but Bies 

underdrew the figures in full.(Fig . 6)42 Only one major figure was not underdrawn, a 

man looking into the water at the lower right of the Cleveland Saint John Preaching. 

The significance of this detail has not been explained, but the unique absence of 

underdrawing seems to make it clear that thi s represents a revision late in the creation 

of the painting . .n The unfinished Arrival at Bethlehem shows a slightly different 

approach: the figures of the narrative were all underdrawn, while those that play out 

genre details (in the one finished area) were not, and were painted over the completed 

landscape. 44 In each case, the approach to the figures makes it clear that they, and the 

narrative they acted out, were seen as integral to the paintings' compositions. 

41. Perier-D'leteren, Colijn de Coter. 

42. Muller, "Analysis of the Princeton Calvary;" Chong, "Analysis and 
Iconography of the Cleveland Baptist ;" Faries and Bonadies, "Analysis of the 
Cincinnati Sacrifice. " 

43 Chong, "Analysis and Iconography of the Cleveland Ba ti st. " 

44. Ainsworth, "An Unfinished Painting " Interestingly, Ainsworth cites two 
versions of David and Bathsheba (at the Wadsworth Atheneum, Hartford, and the 
Isabella Stuart Gardner Museum, Boston) with varying approaches to the fi gures In 
the Hartford painting all figures related to the narrative were underdrawn, while 
onlookers were painted in over a completed setting; in the Boston painting no figures 
were underdrawn. While the handling of the landscapes is very similar, the figures in 
the two paintings seem to be by different hands. This raises the question of 
collaboration by assistants, or specialists, in the figures . 
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The paint layers are remarkably simple when compared to fi f-leenth-century 

technique. In that century colors had been built up in repeated layers, from light base 

tones through dark glazes The reflective quality o f the ground was exploited in the 

final color so that light colors, such as flesh tones, received the thinnest application of 

paint, and the deepest shadows received the thickest build-up . By the sixteenth century, 

paint layers were typically thinner and the layer structure was simpler. ·15 

Bies painted hi s landscapes from background to foreground, working in defined 

areas, rather than ranging over the entire painting. This widely fo ll owed practice offers 

at least two clear benefits. One concerns the rendering of space; if the paint of closer 

elements overlaps that of the di stant areas the recession is far more convincing . The 

other concerns the artist ' s choice of colors. Artists such as Patinir and Bies used zones 

of different colors- the conventionalized brown foreground, green middle ground, and 

blue distance- to establish atmospheric perspective. As Van de Wetering has pointed 

out, arti sts before the nineteenth century worked with small palettes on which they ( o r 

their assistants) laid out a restricted range of the specific pigments they would need fo r 

that work session 46 This limited the area that could be painted before the artist changed 

45 . Van Asperen de Boer, Fari es and Filedt Kok, "Painting Technique and 
Workshop Practice," I 08-1 09. 

46. Ernst van de Wetering, "Refl ections on the Relation Between Technique 
and Style : the Use of the Palette by the Seventeenth-Century Painter," Historical 
Painting Techniques, Materials and Studio Pract ice, Leiden, 26-29 June 1995, ed . Arie 
Wallert , Erma Hermens, and Marja Peek, (Santa Monica The Getty Conservati on 
Institute, 1995) 198-1 99 
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to a new palette It also encouraged artists to limit the range of colors they used within 

any one working area 

With the underdrawing as a gu ide, Bles first painted the landscape, leaving 

reserves for the figures.47 His initial paint layer, which probably covered the entire 

panel, was an underpaint that only distinguished broad areas of color in the landscape. 

This technique presages the painting procedures of the early seventeenth century 

Mannerist landscape painters that are discussed in the next chapter 48 In the Cincinnati 

Sacrifice oflsaac, a transparent brown wash paint lies under most of the foreground . 

This layer served as a general base tone to that part of the landscape, and at the same 

time suggested the general topography with loosely brushed strokes. In the middle-

ground landscape Bies ' underpaint was an unmodulated green layer with reserves for 

his figures . After painting the underpaint, Bies completed the landscape with another 

paint layer and final foliage details, but he st ill reserved openings for the figures ·19 

Finally, he returned to paint the figures into the reserves, exploiting the light-colored 

47 . Muller, "Analysis of the Princeton Calvary"; Faries and Bonadies, "Analysi s 
of the Cincinnati Sacrifice." The unfinished Arrival at Bethlehem landscape, however, is 
worked to completion only in the lower left (Ainsworth) Whether thi s represented 
standard practice in the Gassel shop would have to be verified by microscopic 
examination of other, finished, paintings . 

48 Most of the Bies studies did not consider the presence or absence of an 
underpaint layer as a separate stage of the painting process, but hi s use of this 
procedure can be inferred from the publi shed examinations. In a discussion of the 
practice of later Mannerist landscape painters, where I invariably observed thi s practice, 
Stephen Bonadies confirmed that Bies followed this procedure in the Cincinnati 
Sacrifice (telephone conversation with the author, May 3, 1996) 

49. Faries and Bonadies, "Anal sis of the Cincinnati Sacrifice " 
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ground that showed in these openings A photomicrograph of the head of Jsaac shows 

the light ground shining through the thin paint of the figure, except where the hair 

slightly overlaps the background at the back of the head (Fig. 7). 50 

Pigment analysis has been carried out only on the Princeton Road to Calvary 

from around 1536, and the Cincinnati Sacrifice of Isaac of around 1540, 51 but even this 

limited sample presents intriguing evidence about developments in Bies ' materials 

during the course of his career. Though the earlier painting shows a more archaic use 

of pigments, the pigments used in the slightly later Cincinnati painting are remarkably 

similar to those of the Mannerist landscapes from the early seventeenth century 

(discussed in the next chapter). Bies mixed the blue pigment azurite with white lead for 

the sky of the Princeton painting, while he used smalt in the Cincinnati work for both 

the sky and the far distance. In the Princeton Calvary he painted the foliage of the 

middle distance with the green pigments verdigris and copper resinate, while in the 

foliage of the Cincinnati landscape he relied on azurite (presumably mixed with a 

yellow pigment) . Elsewhere, the palette included earth colors and black, as well as 

strongly colored pigments, such as lead-tin yellow, red Jake and vermilion . The use of 

azurite for the sky, and verdigris and copper resinate for the foliage, suggests a more 

old-fashioned range of materials in the Princeton painting. Both artificial copper greens 

50. Sometimes after completing the figures, Bies returned to make revisions to 
the landscape; the light green paint that sets off Isaac's dark profile is such a revision . 

5 J . Muller, "Analysis of the Princeton Calvary," Faries and Bonadies, "Analysis 
of the Cincinnati Sacrifice " 
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and copper resinate have been identified in sixteenth-century paintings,52 but such 

strongly colored g reens were ill suited to representing the varieties of green in foliage, 

and by the early seventeenth century they were largely abandoned . The replacement of 

azurite in the sky by smalt is also interesting The limitation of azurite to the foliage 

could reflect difficulties in obtaining supplies (Van Mander reported that this became a 

problem after the Turks conquered Hungary and its mines, in 1526), s.1 but a conscious 

aesthetic decision may also have been a factor In a feature that can also be seen in 

early seventeenth-century landscapes, Bies juxtaposed the vio let-toned blue of smalt (in 

the sky and far distance) to the green-blue of azurite and the mixed greens of foliage (in 

the nearer distance and middle ground), giving an impression of distance through 

atmospheric perspective. Given the high level of production in his studio it is not 

surprising that he chose smalt, an inexpensive pigment made from blue glass, rather 

than the other option for a violet-toned blue, the precious ultramarine, made from lapis 

lazuli . 54 

The preliminary evidence from the technical study of these sixteenth-century 

landscapes suggests that these artists had begun to codify painting techniques into a 

52. Van Asperen de Boer, Faries and Filedt Kok, " Painting Technique and 

Workshop Practice," I 09. 

53 . Van Mander, Het Schilder-Boeck, fo l 200v. 

54. Johannes Alexander van de Graaf, Het De Ma erne manuscri t als bron 
voor de schildertechniek van de barok (Mijdrecht Drukkerij Verweij , 1958) 43 , cites 
relative prices of blue pigments listed in Watin, L' art du eintre doreur vernisseur, 
Liege, 1774. At that time in France a pound of smalt cost I liv. 4 fo ls, a pound of 
azurite cost 9 !iv., while ultramarine cost 96 liv. for just one ounce. 
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recognizable set of practices, giving predictable visual results. Since all workshop 

members must have been familiar with the procedures, they would have facilitated 

group production. As the discussion of early seventeenth-century Antwerp landscape 

technique will show, many of the practices of the Bies workshop were in use almost a 

century later. This continuity seems to document a remarkably long-lived tradition of 

landscape painting technique. 

Pieter Bruegel the Elder: paintings and drawings 

In a comparatively short career that lasted from 1551 or 1552, when he entered 

the Antwerp guild, to his death in 1569, Pieter Bruegel the Elder at once brought the 

world landscape tradition to its culmination, and opened paths to new developments in 

this genre . 55 Both his compositions and some aspects of hi s technique were enormously 

influential. Some of his works, however, were far more accessible than others: 

drawings probably circulated more widely than did paintings, while prints had by far the 

widest dissemination . For this reason, this di scussion will focus on the paintings, 

drawings, and prints in tum 

Bruegel 's landscape paintings are rightly seen as masterpieces of the genre, but 

their direct influence on the development of naturali sti c landscape has perhaps been 

exaggerated. ln the monumental seri es of The Months commissioned by Nicolaas 

Jonghelink (each is over one and a half meters wide) Bruegel built on the long tradition 

55 Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 60-75; Fritz Grossmann, Pieter Brue .rel: 
Complete Edition of the Paintings (London Phaidon, [ 1956]) 7-20 . 
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of manuscript illuminations depicting landscapes with seasonally appropriate rural 

activities (Fig. 8). 56 In an economy of technique well suited to a cycle of unusually large 

paintings intended to be seen at a distance he painted these works thinly, and the 

resulting restricted tonality appears naturalistic. 57 Indeed the weather effects he 

incorporated, and the realistic, local character of the foregrounds and figures reveal 

Bruegel's close observation of his world. Nevertheless, in four of the five surviving 

panels an exotic rocky landscape in Patinir's tradition still falls away below the high 

foreground, a reminder that these paintings are the culmination of the world landscape 

tradition as much as a harbinger of naturalism. 58 

Toward the end of his life Bruegel ' s landscape paintings were still more 

naturalistic, but their influence on naturalism in landscape was limited by the fact that 

his paintings were not widely accessible. 59 Brnegel was something of an exception to a 

tendency toward increased specialization and mass-production in the Southern 

Netherlands in the sixteenth century. Aside from his landscapes, which will be 

discussed here, he produced biblical, allegorical, and genre paintings and hellish 

fantasies in the fifty-year-old tradition of Hieronymus Bosch. Because wealthy 

collectors like Jonghelink bought and directly commissioned his paintings he probably 

56. Gibson 's discussion of The Months ("Mirror of the Earth", 69-74) includes 
references to the previous literature. 

57. Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 72. 

58 . Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth" 64. 

59. See, for example, The Peasant and the Birdnester of 1568, Grossman, Pieter 
Bruegel, pls. 140-142. 
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had greater freedom to explore a variety of genres than contemporari es who painted fo r 

the open market. At the same time, the paintings were closed away in these collections. 

Only the engravings Cock issued after Bruegel' s drawings reached more modest 

markets. These engraved landscapes in the world landscape tradition tended to be more 

conservative than his paintings.6° Bruegel's and Cock ' s selection of the images to be 

issued as prints colored contemporary perceptions of Bruegel. His peasant genre scenes 

enjoyed great popularity, and a widely-held view characterized him as a satirist. 

Domenicus Lampsonius, among others, called him a second Bosch. 61 However 

Abraham Ortelius, who personally knew Bruegel and so must have known the full 

range of his works, wrote sensitively of the artist's response to nature and of his 

landscapes in his Album Amicorum. 62 Bruegel's wider contributions to naturalistic 

landscape were appreciated more gradually, as later ar1ists came to have access to 

autograph paintings and drawings . Some of his most important innovations appeared in 

other artists ' work only toward the end of the century. 

The limited literature on Bruegel ' s painting technique offers a fascinating 

glimpse into the artist ' s innovative approach, which, nevertheless, seems not to have 

60 . Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 60. 

61. Dominicus Lampsonius, Pictorum ali uot celebriurn Germaniae inferioris 
effigies, 1572. See Grossmann, "Pierre Bruegel l'Ancien," 35-36 . 

62. Abraham Orteliu s, Album amicorum, (Pembroke College, Cambridge, 
England) . See Grossmann, " Pierre Bruegel l'Ancien," 36-37; Walter Melion, Shaping 
the Netherlandish Canon: Karel Van Mander's Schilder-Boeck (Chicago & London 
University of Chicago Press, 199 1) 173- 179 . 
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had far-reaching effects on landscapes until the seventeenth century63 In a manner 

similar to Bies and his contemporaries, Bruegel used a chalk/glue lower ground on 

which he laid a thin (usually white lead) upper ground 64 He, too, sketched out hi s 

composition in a rapid black chalk underdrawing that included the figures . 65 However 

Bruegel often applied the paint itself in a single layer, brushed or smeared irregularly 

over the white ground to suggest texture. In the Census at Bethlehem, 66 he smudged a 

thin brown paint to suggest the wall of a building, and to convey the snowy landscape 

he left the ground itself uncovered for the white passages. In a remarkable economy of 

technique, he worked over these first areas of color with quick, calligraphic details that 

left most of the first paint layer exposed. In the large series of the Labors of the 

Months, this procedure was even more simplified, reduced almost to a wash technique 

over the very perceptible underdrawing. 67 

63 . Catheline Perier-D'Ieteren, "L'application des methodes physiques 
d'examen a l'etude du modele dans la peinture, 11 Annales D'Histoire De L'Art Et 
D'Archeologie (Universite Libre De Bruxelles) ( 1979) 5 1-53; Dominique Allart, 
11 Approche de la technique picturale de Pieter Bruegel l'Ancien, 11 !COM Committee for 
Conservation l 0th Triennial Meeting, 22-27 August 1993, (Paris ICOM Committee 
for Conservation, 1993): 65-69. 

64. Perier-D'leteren, 11 L'application des methodes physiques d'examen, 11 5 1; 
Allart, "Technique picturale de Pieter Bruegel l'Ancien," 66 . 

65.Allart, "Technique picturale de Pieter Bruegel l'Ancien, 11 65-66. 

66. Brussels, Musees Royaux des Beaux-Arts. 

67. This technique is clearly visible with the naked eye, for example in the 
Harvesters of 1565 (New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art) . 
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Predecessors like Bies, and succeeding generations of landscape arti sts, like the 

Mannerist painters di scussed in the next chapter, used a standardized technique in 

which they first laid out the entire composition with broad zones of mid-tone 

underpaint For their final paint, they worked in far more detail , completing only a small 

section at a time. Bruegel ' s extraordinari ly rapid technique may have been a personal 

variant on this procedure, in which he reduced the detailed final painting stage to brief 

notations, and left the underpaint exposed 68 

Limited access to Bruegel' s paintings in private collections must certainly have 

limited the influence of his technique. A generation later even a connoisseur and artist 

like Carel van Mander, who published a biography of Bruegel in his Schilder-Boeck of 

1604, could speak of few paintings from personal experience. More of his discussion 

seems to be based on second-hand descriptions of paintings at the imperial court in 

Prague, and on a familiarity with the prints69 His comment that in hi s paintings Bruegel 

"made the ground of his panel or cloth tell, by painting loosely over it, "70 while 

accurate, does not reveal a close fami liarity that would have allowed an artist to 

recreate Bruegel ' s personal technique. 

68. The published studies of Bruegel' s technique do not distinguish between 
underpaint and final paint To evaluate the actual painting sequence it would be 
necessary to examine severa l of Bruegel' s pa intings looking for the features that are 
considered in this study. 

69. Hessel Miedema, Karel Van Mander: The Lives of the Illustrious 
Netherlandish and German Painters . , vo l. 1-111 published, vol IV-VI in press 
(Doornspijk: Davaco Publishers, 1994-) III , 253-255 . 

70. Van Mander, Het Schilder-Boeck 233 v 18-22 . 
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More importantly, Bruegel must not have trained many artists . Since Bruegel' s 

technique depended on his remarkable gifts, it would not have been easy to teach it to 

assistants . He did not produce great numbers of paintings for a wide audience as did 

Patinir and Bies, and few replicas were produced during hi s lifetime, suggesting that he 

did not, in fact , run a large workshop. 71 His brilliant technique would have been 

particularly ill-suited for use in specialized landscape workshops, where many hands 

shared in the production, dividing up the painting process into clearly defined stages. 

Thus Bruegel did not employ many assistants who could have learned and passed on 

his methods Moreover, his sons, Pieter Brueghel II and Jan Brueghel I, both painters, 

were only small children when he died in 1569; their training took place in other 

studios. 

Jan Brueghel I, whose practices will be discussed in the next chapter, did not 

mimic his father ' s technique, but worked in an extraordinarily refined manner within the 

standardized Mannerist landscape painting procedures . Though he must have had 

access to at least some works by his father, who died when he was a year old, his 

training was certainly more conventional. Van Mander says Pieter Goetkindt was his 

teacher.72 Another candidate is his maternal grandmother, the artist Marie Verhulst, 

who raised the Bruegel children after their mother ' s death when Jan was ten .73 She is 

71 . Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 60. 

72 . Van Mander, Het Schilder-Boeck, fol 234 . 

73 . Phillipe Roberts-Jones, "Les Brueghels ou la tradition creatrice," Bruegel: 
Une dynastie de peintres, exh. cat (Palais des Beaux-Arts, Brussels I 980) I 1-14 . J 2. 
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often described as a miniaturi st; if this were true it would be very interesti ng in lig ht of 

the delicacy of Jan I's technique 1
• In any case, Jan ' s refin ed handling was far more 

appropriate for hi s small scale, precious works than hi s father 's free brushwork . 

Pieter II , on the other hand, replicated hi s father 's paintings many times over. 75 

While his repetitions gave certain compositions (mostly peasant scenes rather than 

landscapes) an extraordinarily wide currency, he did not transmit hi s father ' s painting 

technique The emphasis in his busy studio was on the design of the image more than 

on its execution. A technical study of several of the son's signed paintings suggests that 

their widely varied quality was due to the hands of many assistants, while the 

underdrawings (which laid out the compositions) seemed usually to be autograph. 76 

Though this division of labor may surprise modern viewers who think of the painted 

surface as the definitive statement of arti stic expression, thi s practice was efficient for 

workshop collaboration . The dominant figure in the workshop desig ned the 

composition in an underdrawing (or a ca1toon) that specified most deta il s. The critical 

decisions having been made, competent assistants could then execute the actual 

paintings over this underdrawing, with only mjnor revisions by the master. 

74 . Gibson, Mirror of the Earth, 125, n. 105 suggests that there is no firm 
documentary support for this. 

75 . G. Marlier, "Pierre Brueghel Le Jeune," , ed . Jacqueline Folie, posthumous 
ed. (Brussels : R Finck, 1969); Jacqueline Folie, "Pierre Brueghel le Jeune," in Bruegel. 
Une dynastie de peintres, exh. cat (Palais des Beaux-Arts, Brussels : 1980) . 

76 . Frarn;:oise Thomaes-Yan Hauwaert, "La veri table signature de Pierre 
Brueghel le Jeune son dessin sous-jacent," Dessin sous-·acent Coll e ue V : Dessin 
sous-iacent et autres techniques graphiques ( 1985): 159-62. 
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Bruegel' s most influential innovations in the development of a naturalistic 

landscape were in his drawings Soon after he entered the Antwerp guild in his early 

twenties, in 1551 or 1552, he traveled to Italy, returning in 1555 . An Italian trip was by 

now a frequent feature of the early careers of Netherlandish artists, among them Jan 

van Score!, Maerten van Heemskerck, and Jan Gossaert who devoted themselves in 

Italy to a study of modern Italian painters and antiquities. Bmegel, however, responded 

to two quite different influences that had a lasting impact on his art the forest 

landscape prints of the Venetian artist ic tradition, and the actual landscapes of the Alps. 

The influence of Venetian forest landscapes on Bruegel's art stemmed largely 

from woodcuts by Domenico Campagnola, Titian, and Girolamo Muziano (whom 

Bruegel could have met in Rome) . This inspiration can be seen in the serpentine trunks 

and dense roots of the forest interior in Bruegel ' s drawing Landscape with Five Bears 

(Fig. 9). The forest theme was circulated in the form of an etching, the Temptation of 

Christ (Fig . I 0), that Hieronymus Cock based on Bruegel' s drawing, 77 and also in 

Bruegel ' s drawings of forest interiors (many of which were copied by other artists) 

Such works played a decisive role in the development of the forest landscape in the 

77 . On the influence of Pieter Bruegel' s forest landscape drawings see Karl 
Arndt, "Unbekannte Zeichnungen von Pieter Bruegel d . A. ," Pantheon 24 (1 966) 207-
16; Franz, Zeitalter des Manierismus, 160-161 ; Christopher Brown, Dutch Landsca e. 
The Early Years Haarlem and Amsterdam 1590-1 650, exh. cat. (National Gallery, 
London 1986) : 15-18; Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 62, 64. 
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work of his son, Jan Brueghel l, and Northern Netherlandish a11i sts including Gi lli s van 

Coninxloo and David Vinck boons. 78 

From the evidence of drawings Bruegel made on his Italian trip, hi s passionate 

interest seems to have been the study of landscape he discovered crossing the Alps, to 

and from Italy 79 This interest in making life drawings of the Alps is a striking contrast 

to the practice of earlier Netherlandish artists, few of whom drew extensively from life . 

At most, earlier artists seem to have drawn individual motifs, and to have used them to 

enliven their imaginary landscapes. There is some evidence for the practice of drawing 

landscapes. For example, a fragmentary landscape painting in London by an unknown 

artist in the circle of Patinir, a River Among Mountains, includes a tiny artist at the 

lower left drawing the view 80 Yet the painting itself, like virtually all contemporary 

works, is a composed landscape. There also are strikingly naturalistic sketches in the 

Errera sketchbook of 1530 to I 540, mentioned above, but such sketches do not seem 

to have been developed into finished paintings or drawings . 81 On his travels, however, 

78. Arndt, "Unbekannte Zeichnungen"; Karl Arndt, "Pieter Bruegel d . A und 
die Geschichte de Waldlandschaft," Jahrbuch der Berliner M useen 14 ( 1972): 69- 12 I ; 
Terez Gerszi, "Bruegels Nachwirkung auf die niederlanischen Landschaftsmaler um 
1600," Oud Holland 90 ( 1976) 201-29. 

79. On Bruegel ' s drawings, see Ludwig Munz, Bruegel. The Drawings. 
Complete Edition. (Greenwich, Conn .: Phaidon Publi shers, [ 196 1)) Recently Hans 
Mielke has published a more restricted oeuvre Pieter Bruegel: Die Zeichnungen 
(Belgium Brepols, 1996). 

80. National Gallery, London, illustrated in Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 
fig . 5. 7 . 

81 . Brown, Dutch Landscape, 14-1 5. 



Bruegel drew extensive landscapes from life which he worked up into finished 

drawings on his return to the studio . 

In a Landscape with St. Jerome in Washington (Fig. 11) Bruegel developed a 

view of hills and a distant valley with a Venetian-inspired foreground dominated by a 

magnificent twisting tree. He worked the foreground trees with a dense mass of 

curving, parallel strokes. He drew the scene below with discontinuous touches. He 

used stippled strokes and shorter parallel lines to describe the valley in the middle 

ground In the furthest distance his touch faded to tiny dots, creating a convincing 

impression of aerial perspective as the mountains appear to dissolve into haze. 

Bruegel used the on-site drawings as a visual resource throughout his career, 

bringing a new grandeur to the panoramic world landscape tradition that was widely 

transmitted in engravings after his designs. In his biography of Bruegel in the Schilder-

Boeck of 1604 Carel van Mander vividly conveyed both the importance of the 

mountain studies to Bruegel ' s own art and their impact on contemporaries: "On his 

travels he drew many views from life so that it is said that when he was in the Alps he 

swallowed all those mountains and rocks which, upon returning home, he spat out 

again onto canvases and panels, so faithfully was he able, in this respect and others, to 

follow Nature. " 82 

82. Van Mander, Het Schilder-Boeck, fol 233 ; translation in Miedema, Karel 
van Mander: The Lives I, 190. 
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Hieronymus Cock' s landscape prints after Brnegel and the Master· of the Small 

Landscapes 

By far the most important route for the di ssemination of Bruegel' s influence 

was through the prints issued by Hieronymus Cock at his publishing house, "Aux 

Ouatre Vents". 83 Of the several print publishers operating in Antwerp from the middle 

of the century, Cock 's was the most active and the most original. As well as publishing 

reproductive prints after paintings, Cock was one of the first publishers to issue sets of 

landscape prints While paintings were usually purchased singly, encouraging 

workshops to repeat successful formulas, landscape print series were collected in sets. 

The variations of subject and composition that were needed to avoid monotony within 

any one set sparked new developments in landscape., and helped create to a buying 

public open to innovation 

Immediately upon his return to Antwerp Bruegel produced designs that Cock 

issued as the set of twelve Large Landscapes. 84 In transforming hi s landscape drawings 

for public presentation, Bruegel imbued the conservative landscape fo rmulas with an 

unprecedented grandeur that must have been inspired by his personal experience of the 

Alps . The compositions are clearly in the world landscape mode, with a high 

foreground and a vast distance. But as the print of The Penitent Magdalene (Fig . 12) 

demonstrates, Bruegel profited from the experience of his landscape studies to bring an 

83 . Timothy A Riggs, Hieronvmus Cock, Outstanding Dissertations in the Fine 
Arts (New York and London Garland Publishing, Inc., 1977) 

84. Louis Lebeer, Beredeneerde catalogus van de prenten naar Brnegel de 
Oude (Brussels: Bibiotheque Royale Albert ler, 1969) 29-52, cat. 1- 12. 
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authenticity to the depiction of rock fa ces and fore sts that had not been seen in the 

work of earlier landscapists such as Patinir and Bies . Moreover, the convincingly 

vertiginous development of space far surpasses their compositions Only some of the 

prints in the set incorporate a narrative subject and in those, as in the Magdalene, the 

grandeur of the landscape dwarfs the figures. In achieving the compositional variety 

that a print series called for, Bruegel emphatically focused hi s prints on the landscapes 

themselves . 

While Van Mander ' s description (quoted above) of the influence of the Alps on 

Bruegel's art clearly shows that compositions and landscape types of the Large 

Landscapes were influential, the atmospheric qualities of Bruegel ' s drawing style, with 

its discontinuous touches, were not conveyed through these prints. Executed in a 

combination of engraving and etching, the prints replaced the atmosphere of Bruegel' s 

drawings with fully rendered detail. 85 To judge from the output of the "Ouatre Vents" 

most of Cock ' s buyers preferred a style of printmaking with cri sply defined form s. To 

achieve such a style, the majority of the prints from the "Ouatre Vents" were 

engravings (sometimes incorporating a little etching, as in the Large Landscapes). Even 

the printmakers who produced the greatest number of the house' s etchings, the 

brothers Jan and Lucas van Doetechum, developed an extraordinarily di sciplined 

technique that closely imitated engraving. 86 At thi s time etching usually seems to have 

85 . Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 65 . 

86 . Riggs, Hieronvmus Cock, 140-149; Timothy A. Riggs and Larry Silver, 
Graven Images The Ri se of Professional Printmakers in Antwerp and Haarlem I 540-
1690, exh. cat. (Northwestern University, Evanston 1993 ) 108- 109 . 
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been valued for the opportunity to produce reproductive images rapidly rather than for 

the aesthetic qualities of autograph prims. 87 

However a small number of landscape print series put out by the "Quatre 

Vents" were of pivotal importance to the development of new techniques that were 

particularly suited to landscape representation. These series used etching in a far more 

innovative way than in the rest of the publishing house ' s output. There were already 

precedents for exploiting the expressive qualities of the etched line in prints 

incorporating landscape From the second decade of the sixteenth century, Albrecht 

Altdorfer used the medium in his forest landscapes. 88 Timothy Riggs cites, in particular, 

prints from the School of F ontainbleau in the 1540s. 89 In the etchings that Cock 

executed himself in the early years of the publishing house- a set of views of Roman 

ruins possibly after his own drawings- he worked with a forceful , freely drawn style 

that exploited successive bites of the plate to vary the quality of the line 90 In the "Small 

Landscapes", two series issued in 1559 and 156 1, Cock 's printmaker worked in a 

comparatively free style of etching in rendering the most naturalistic landscapes that 

had yet been offered publicly. If the prints were executed by Jan or Lucas van 

87. Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 66; Riggs, Hieronymus Cock, 13 5- 136. 

88 . Charles Talbot and Alan Shestack, Prints and Drawings of the Danube 
School, exh. cat (Yale University Art Gallery, New Haven, Conn. 1969) : 17, 55-57 . 

89 . Riggs, Hieronymus Cock, 125-129; Ludwig Burchard, Die Hollandischen 
Radierer var Rembrandt (Halle a. d. Saale 19 1 7) 

90. Riggs, Hieronymus Cock, 127-130, 256-266 . 

,, 
·, 



46 

Doetechum as Riggs suggests, they modified the usually conservative Yan Doetechum 

etching style to suit the innovative landscapes . In these rural views of the environs of 

Antwerp the designer, the "Master of the Small Landscapes" (possibly Joos van 

Liere), 91 used a low horizon to focus the viewer 's attention on a few trees, rough roads, 

and unprepossessing farm buildings. The masses of fine parallel lines that regularized 

the shadows of the prints were varied by the clusters of rapid, curved dashes indicating 

the irregular contours of the open foregrounds and a stippled handling that indicated 

distant trees only by their outer contours (Fig. 13) Pieter Bruegel ' s influence may have 

contributed to this new informality . The single autograph plate he etched for the 

"Ouatre Vents", the Landsc~pe with Rabbit Hunters of 1560 (Fig. 14), extended the 

evanescent dotted and dashed handling used in the distance of the drawing in 

Washington (discussed above) in a freer, more varied handling throughout much of the 

image.92 

91. See Franz, Zeitalter des Manierismus, 216-221 . Egbert Haverkamp
Begemann, "Joos van Liere," in Pieter Bruegel und seine Welt, ed . 0 . von Simson and 
M. Winner, (Berlin: Gebr. Mann Verlag, 1979), 17-28 proposed this identification of 
the designer. R. Liess, "Die Kleinen Landschaften, etc. [ 1 ], " Kunsthistorisches Jahrbuch 
Graz 15/ 16 ( 1979-1980) 1-1 16, detected two hands in the drawings associated with 
the series, and attributed the stronger drawings to Pieter Bruegel. For an overview of 
the issues and questions regarding both attributions see Hans Mielke, "Review of 
Exhibition Catalogue by Karel G. Boon, L'Epoque De Lucas Yan Leyde Et Pierre 
Bruegel: Dessins Des Anciens Pays-Bas: Collection Fri ts Lug1," Master Drawings 23 -
24 (1986): 84-88. 

92. Gibson, "Mirror of the Earth", 66; Riggs, Hieronymus Cock, 135-6; Franz, 
Zeitalter des Manierismus, 219-221. The discussion of this issue in the literature has 
been somewhat confused by the fact that a number of Bruegel forgeries by Jacob 
Savery that exaggerate this dotted handling were accepted as works by Bruegel until 
recently (see the reattributions by Mielke, review of Dessins des anciens Pays-Bas, 
1986 and idem, Pieter Bruegel: Die Zeichnungen) The fa lse dates on the forgeries 
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Some of the most strikingly original developments in landscape representation 

that have been di scussed in thi s chapter- the spontaneity of Pieter Bruegel's landscape 

drawing style and the innovative use of etching to represent the indigenous landscape in 

Cock's print series after the Master of the Small Landscapes- did not have an 

immediate effect on landscape painting in Antwerp. However, the inheritance of these 

developments is most clearly seen in landscape representation in the Northern 

Netherlands at the beginning of the next century, which will be discussed in later 

chapters. Antwerp, instead, supported a relatively conservative style of landscape 

painting that grew out of the world landscape tradition. In this context Cock ' s 

landscape prints after Bruegel 's designs, which breathed new life into the world 

landscape tradition, had greater impact than his naturalistic drawings and late paintings. 

The succeeding generations of Antwerp landscape painters, discussed in the next 

chapter, codified the achievements of Patinir, Bies, and Bruegel into an easily 

recognizable, decorative style of landscape painting. While their compositions 

acknowledged the prints after Bruegel, their painting technique was directly inherited 

from the first generation of landscape artists. 

coincide with the years in which Cock issued the two small landscape series. See my 
further discussion of these forged drawings as a reflection of early seventeenth-century 
attitudes toward Bruegel in Chapter 4. Nonetheless, Bruegel 's latest drawings 
demonstrate an increasing use of this dotted landscape drawing technique. See, for 
example, the landscape in The Beekeepers from around 1568, (Munz, Bruegel: The 
Drawings, cat. 154) and Summer dated 1568, (idem, cat. 152) This implies that it was 
an increasingly characteristic aspect of his drawing practice during the time that the 
Small Landscapes were issued. 

,, 
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CHAPTER 2: MANNERIST LANDSCAPE PAINTING IN ANTWERP IN THE 

EARLY SEVENTEENTH CENTURY 

Specialization and convention in Antwerp 1569-1635: from the death of Pieter 

Bruegel to the death of Joos de Momper 

For most Antwerp painters in the two generations after Pieter Brnegel's career, 

professional specialization became a fact of life Zirka Filipczak has pointed out that 

half a century before such distinctions appeared in the Northern Netherlands, the 

Antwerp guild of St. Luke no longer designated all its members who painted simply as 

schilder, but divided them into sub-categories such as huysschilder (house painter), 

doekschilder (canvas painter), and waterschilder (watercolor painter) . In the course of 

this transition schilder came to mean "arti st" in the modern sense. In di stinguishing 

themselves from craftsmen and laborers, fine artists attempted to claim a new level of 

social importance 93 A small number of artists were indeed paid at rates far above those 

of most artisans, and increased interest in collecting in Antwerp sparked rising prices 

for rare and desirable paintings as well as a rash of forgeries of"old masters" .9·
1 

Nonetheless, most artists ' earnings at this period continued to be comparable to 

those of artisans. Market forces , as well as aesthetic inclinations, may have encouraged 

specialization on the part of many artists The increasingly difficult economic conditions 

93. Zirka Zaremba Filipczak, Picturing Art in Antweq~ 1550-1700 (Princeton : 
Princeton University Press, 1987) 20-2 1. Fi lipczak notes that de Pauw-de Veen found 
similar distinctions elsewhere in the Netherlands, but not until the seventeenth century . 

94. Idem, 44 . 
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resulting from the rebellion to wrest the Netherlands from Spanish contro l made 

experimentation economically risky. Even within the genre of landscape artists, often 

focused on sub-specialities; they tended to paint the types of works for which they had 

built a reputation Artists introduced variations in established forms only gradually, 

balancing the market appeal of novelty (Jan Brueghel I, for example, was one of a 

number of artists at the turn of the century to introduce landscapes dominated by a 

forested foreground) with the safety of a recognized product. 

The same economic pressures encouraged artists to work as efficiently as 

possible. In a tendency that was already apparent in the Bies workshop, they organized 

their studios for stream-lined production, turning out a high volume of paintings. 

Artistic collaborations between painters who specialized in specific aspects of paintings 

also allowed paintings to be produced in as short a time as possible. There were many 

levels to the art market. As well as autograph works by major painters, there was a 

market for lower-priced copies of successfol compositions. Antwerp inventories of the 

period show that while the subject of a work of art was almost always of interest, 

authorship was important only to a minority of collectors. 9~ 

Such uniformity might seem restrictive, but it allowed artists to produce 

recognizable products that appealed to a well-established market. While individual 

artists distinguished themselves from their colleagues by specializing in specific types of 

landscape, almost all landscapes in the Southern Netherlands as late as the 1620s can 

95. Idem, 44, citing Jan Denunce, De Antwer sche "Konstkamers." 
Inventarissen van kunstverzamelingen te Antwerpen in de I 6e en l 7e eeuwen (The 
Hague: l 932) 1-14. 

,, 
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still clearly be identified as descendants of the panoramic world landscape of Patinir and 

Bies . These painters codified a set of recognizable arti sti c conventions derived from the 

world landscape tradition to create the decorative Mannerist landscape style of the late 

sixteenth and early seventeenth century. 

Mannerist landscape painters sought a greater compositional unity than their 

predecessors did . The painters of world landscapes in the middle of the sixteenth 

century assembled their compositions through an accumulation of details . In these 

works the viewer looked down from a great height on plains and mountains, harbors 

and forests . A precipitous drop divided the foreground from the middle ground, and 

sometimes another marked the break from middle ground to distance . Mannerist 

landscape painters generally adhered to a greater topographical unity and suggested a 

smoother recession into space. preserving a high hori zon, but moderating abrupt 

changes of level They narrowed the scope of their compositions, with '·side-wing" 

coulisses that framed the view, restricting what had been a limitless expanse in the 

panoramic world landscapes . Yet they still divided their compositions into clearly 

defined zones of distance, assigning each zone a separate color- brown foreground , 

green middle ground and airy blue distance- and juxtaposing lighted and shadowed 

areas with elements from one zone sharply silhouetted against the zone behind . This 

formalized scheme, familiar from Patinir ' s works in the first quarter of the sixteenth 

century, is consistently found in Southern Netherlandish landscapes into the 1630s. 

The Entrv of the Animals into Noah 's Ark of 16 13 by Jan Brueghel the E lder 

(Fig. 2) has much in common with the Large Mountain Landscage (Fig . 15) painted by 
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Joos de Momper in the 1620s, though Brueghel's touch is extraordinari ly refined and 

De Momper' s has a bravura dash . Neither landscape is based on reali ty, and indeed 

each uses the well-established formu la to depict a different sort of ideal landscape The 

high horizon of both paintings places the viewer above the foreground and the distant 

prospect beyond it Both artists achieved recession into space by alternating strongly 

contrasted elements. In this way bright areas alternate with shadowy areas, and at the 

sides of the compositions coulisses in the form of trees, mountains, or ridges of land 

alternate with open, low-lying areas. Most distinctively, the colors of the landscapes are 

organized into strictly defined zones: brown, green, and blue. 

Both landscapes are creations of the imagination An effect such as the 

modulation in the skies from intense blue tu the yellowish clouds at the horizon is more 

a symbol of light effects than a fa ithful transcription of observed reality. Finally, neither 

of these landscapes would have been considered complete without the figures. 

Brueghel ' s numerous figures clearly play out an explicit narrative. Without them, the 

landscape would be an empty stage set. But though De Momper's figures are smaller in 

scale, and often contributed by a collaborator, the structure of hi s landscapes always 

anticipated their inclusion. Southern Netherlandish landscapes continued to underscore 

the role of man within the often vast expanse of nature. 
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The conventions of Mannerist landscape painting technique 

This study included technical examinations of a number of Mannerist landscapes 

painted in Antwerp in the early seventeenth century. These examinations revealed a 

strikingly consistent painting practice. From the range of materials and painting 

procedures that were current in the Southern Netherlands, the landscape painters 

almost unanimously chose a specific set of practices that were found again and again in 

the paintings examined. Just as these artists consistently followed a set of compositional 

conventions, they followed technical conventions as well , and this regularized 

technique contributed to the landscapes' consistent style. The technique of these 

paintings is so consistent that the features they share in common can be outlined in 

detail before discussing individual variations in specific paintings. 

The most common painting support for the Mannerist landscapes examined was 

an oak panel, the typical wood used for paintings in the Netherlands, though both 

copper panels and canvas were used as wel l. 96 Many artists, including landscape 

painters, chose their support based on the size of the planned work : they used wood 

panels for small to moderate-sized paintings and canvas for larger works, while copper 

was used most often for small , refined paintings The texture of the support must 

certainly have played a role in thi s selection, for in small paintings the smaller scale of 

the composition required a more precise handling of paint, which would have been 

96. Van Mander, Het Schilder-Boeck, chapter 8, verse 3 describes the use of 
either canvas or Norwegian oak. Norgate, who described limning, or miniature 
painting, recommended the use of parchment, stretched or mounted on pasteboard : 
Ogden and Ogden, English Taste in Landscape, I 71. 
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disrupted by a prominent texture in the painting support . A wel l-prepared oak panel 

offered a smooth painting surface, while a prepared canvas inevitably retained a certain 

weave texture that would interrupt small brush strokes. Copper panels could be 

prepared with a surface smooth enough to allow minute handling and an uninterrupted, 

enamel-like surface At the same time, the expense of a copper panel made paintings on 

this support particularly precious. 

Mannerist landscape artists prepared both panels and canvas with light-colored 

grounds that established a uniform painting surface. These ground preparations 

completely covered the support, obscuring both its texture and color. Most of the 

paintings examined used a double ground: a lower ground of inexpensive material such 

as chalk in a glue medium, which filled irreguiarities in the texture of the support, and 

an upper ground in an oil medium. This upper ground sealed the absorbent surface of 

the chalk/glue layer, preventing it from drawing the oil medium from the paint layers It 

also played an important optical role. The upper grounds of the paintings examined 

were usually made with white lead and were only lightly toned with other pigments. 

The resulting off-white or light gray painting surface gives the paintings a light tonality 

that reflects light back through the thin paint layers . 

In all the Mannerist landscapes the artists laid out the composition with an 

underdrawing on the prepared support . In many cases they probably used studio 

drawings as models for their designs. As the discussion of individual paintings will 

show, these underdrawings vary in complexity, variations that refl ect differences in 

workshop practice. In most of the paintings examined the underdrawing situated at 
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least the major elements of the topography, the foliage, and the figures Some 

underdrawings laid out the composition in great detail , even positioning individual tufts 

of grass. 

The first paint was a single layer of underpaint, which established the landscape 

zones with broad areas of several different colors. 97 Though it could not be 

conclusively established in every painting examined, in most works this underpaint was 

completed over the entire painting before the artist proceeded to apply the final paint 

layers. This means that before he painted the composition in any detail , the artist had 

defined the space with broad areas of mid-tone color, a procedure that is conceptually 

different from painting over forms outlined with a black underdrawing on the light 

ground. Mannerist artists conceived of the space in cerm of color. In the simplest 

paintings the underpaint could comprise three flat areas of color a light blue for the 

distant zone, a mid-tone green for the middle distance, and a brown or tan for the 

foreground More complex underpainting laid out distinct zones of space, but also 

established some variety of tones (usually light and shadow) within the color range 

assigned to each zone. In most of the works examined this underpaint was an 

97. In this study I will use the term, underpaint, to describe a first paint layer in 
various colors that established the tone of the final paint layers. Such a layer is 
sometimes called the dead color (De Mayerne ' s manuscript uses the term in this way 
several times. Van de Graaf, Het De Mayerne manuscript, 142- 143, no. 22; 150, no . 
31 a; 151-152, no. 33) However, the term was also used for a monochrome preliminary 
design in transparent brown paint . To avoid confusion I will use the term, monochrome 
painted sketch, for such a layer (for a survey of the two meanings of dead color see 
Wetering, Ernst van de, "Painting Material s and Working Methods," in A Corpus of 
Rembrandt Paintings, by Josua Bruyn , Bob Haak, S H Levie, Pieter J. J. van Thiel , 
and Ernst van de Wetering, Vol. I. (Dordrecht, Boston, Lancaster Martinus Nijhoff, 
1982) 20-24) 
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undetailed base for the final paint In some works, however, this was a more loosely 

handled layer, in which the artist indicated some forms with the actual brush strokes of 

the underpaint 

Mannerist landscape artists applied their final paint in a methodical manner. 

Beginning with the sky, then working from back to front, they painted from the most 

distant landscape up to the foreground, a procedure that clarified the organization of 

space. The painters finished each zone in turn, before moving to the next As discussed 

above, this procedure may have been partly motivated by the necessity of preparing a 

strictly limited palette for each session of painting. 98 But because these artists strictly 

segregated the zones of space by color, the process also shows that, as with Patinir and 

Bies, they conceived of their compositions as a series of discrete zones There is no 

evidence that artists tried to break this pattern, incorporating any of their colors into 

more than one zone. The painters closely followed the composition laid out in the 

underdrawing. At the boundary between two zones, the underdrawing served as a 

guide to avoid laying any paint where elements of the next zone would substantially 

overlap it They left precise unpainted reserves for the foliage or rises in ground, then 

filled in the areas when they painted the nearer zone. The painting process itself was 

meticulous and unhurried. Even within any one zone extensive areas of wet-into-wet 

painting were rare Usually the artist allowed one layer to dry fully before returning to 

add further details. 

98 . Van de Wetering, "The use of the palette." 
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As a group, the Manneri st Antwerp landscapi sts used a brighter pal ette than the 

naturali stic landscape painters whose work will be di scussed in a later chapter The 

range of pigment s found in these paintings included smalt , ultramarine, and azuri te ( a l! 

blue pigments), lead-tin yellow, vermilion and red lake, as well as the ubiquitous white 

lead, black, and yellow , red and brown earth colors. 99 These artists were remarkably 

consistent in their cho ice of pigments and the way they used them. The purpli sh-blue 

pigments smalt or ultramarine (though the much more costly ultramarine was less 

common) were used for skies and the most di stant mountains. For the slightly nearer 

mountains these arti sts typically turned to azurite, a greener blue, creating a 

conventionalized atmospheric perspective and a subtle transition toward the greens of 

the middle ground . 100 These arti sts prepRred their greens by mixing blue and yellow 

pigments since, as discussed in the Jntroduction, the green pigments available at thi s 

time were problematic Technical examinations indicated that strongly colored 

pigments, such as ultramarine, vermilion, and red lake, were used with some regulari ty . 

Pink and yellow evening skies and brightly costumed figures expanded the tonal range 

beyond the browns, greens, and blues of the landscape itself 

Finally, it is obvious from technical study that the figures in these landscapes 

played a significant compositional role, while the ways painters incorporated the figures 

99. Yellow lakes have not been conclusively identifi ed, but the di fficul ties of 
identifying these pigments means that they might easily be present, without having been 
noted. 

100 . Exactly this procedure was described by De Mayerne in a note on 
landscape procedures in the manuscript describing a11ists ' methods that he wrote 
between 1620 and l 646 Van de Graaf, Het De Mayerne manuscri pt , 154, no . 34c. 
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into the landscape varied depending on the extent of collaborat ion with other painters 

Figures were considered an integral part of a landscape composition of virtually every 

painting. In many cases the figures were planned from the stai1 in the arti st ' s 

underdrawing. In cases of collaboration a second a11ist might sketch and paint the 

figures after the landscape had been painted, but he vir1ually always introduced them 

into an open space in the landscape that the first artist had kept for the purpose. 

To interpret the techniques of landscape paintings produced in Antwerp at the 

end of the sixteenth and beginning of the seventeenth centuries, and how these 

techniques influenced the aesthetic qualities of the paintings, it is important to 

understand workshop practice a:id the circumstances under which these paintings were 

made. Some artists worked entireiy on their own, producing paintings for discerning 

collectors. Others worked in more or less collaborative workshops in which 

specialization permitted a more rapid production for the open market. Other artists 

worked as common laborers mass-producing paintings. This technical study has 

identified at least one case in which a painting considered to be a copy or replica was, 

in fact , made using somewhat different procedures that reveals its origin in a mass

production studio. Such evidence has important implications for attributions. The 

relatively small number of paintings by any one artist examined in the study to date 

precludes a chronological discussion of technical developments within the Mannerist 

landscape style Instead this discussion will use a few examples, both autograph works 

and collaboratively produced paintings, to illustrate the range of workshop conditions 

in which landscape paintings were produced in early seventeenth-century Antwerp . 



Mannerist landscape painting technique at the highest level: Jan Brneghel I 

Some of the finest Mannerist landscapes were, as the modern viewer tends to 

expect, autograph works painted by extraordinarily gifted artists who worked on their 

own. Jan Brueghel I painted flower still Iifes and landscapes such as the Noah 's Ark 

(Fig . 2) in which he translated his father ' s vision into a personal idiom of great 

refinement. 101 Brueghel ' s appointment in 1606 as court artist to the archdukes Albert 

and Isabella must have set aside some financial pressures. w2 Like his father, Brueghel 

does not seem to have had a large workshop. Only one student, Daniel Seghers, is 

recorded .Many of Brueghel's paintings seem to be entirely autograph, including the 

work that forms the focus of this discussion. When other a11ists did contribute to 

Brueghel ' s paintings, he routinely collaborated with specialist colleagues of equal 

stature, and these, too, are works of the highest standard . 

The question of whether Brueghel at times employed workshop assistants to 

contribute to his own paintings or to make replicas under his supervision is more 

difficult. Ertz points to the striking difference in qua lity between the 448 paintings he 

attributes to Jan Brueghel (including autograph replicas) and the more than 3,000 

paintings that have been attributed to him at various times. 103 This great disparity in 

IO 1. Klaus Ertz, Jan Brueghel der Altere { 1568-1625) Die Gemalde mit 
ktitischem Oeuvrekatalog (Cologne Du Mont Buchverlag, I 979); Klaus Ertz, "Jean 
Brueghel l'Ai'ne," in Bruegel. Une dynastie de peintres, exh. cat. (Palais des Beaux
Arts, Brussels: 1980); Klaus Ertz, Jan Brueghel Der Altere ( 1568-1625) (Cologne 
DuMont Verlag, 1981 ) . 

102 Ertz, "Jean Brueghel l'Ai'ne," 166. 

103 . Ertz, Jan Brueghel der.AJtere (1981), 167-1 68. 
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quality suggests that many replicas of his compositions were not made under his 

supervision, but were made in independent studios . Indeed, the examination of one 

such copy, discussed later in this chapter, supports such a conclusion. Nonetheless, 

some subtle variations within the group of paintings accepted by Ertz suggest that 

Brueghel may have employed a small number of highly qualified assistants, who met his 

high standards, to work under his direct supervision. 104 

A Paradise Scene by Jan Brueghel I (Fig. 16 ), an autograph work on a small 

copper panel, will serve to illustrate the typical painting procedure for Southern 

Netherlandish Mannerist landscapes of the early seventeenth century. The handling of 

this small copper panel is exquisite, as the choice of the smoothest and most costly 

support would suggest- it shows the most refined technique of all the Mannerist 

landscapes examined in this study- but its structure typifies the paintings examined 

from this group of works. The copper support was prepared with a very thin gray 

ground .105 The ground is very slightly brush-marked, g iving a delicately grooved 

texture to the surface. Far more delicate than the surface of canvas or even most wood 

panels, this texture creates an elusive surface variation that is almost imperceptible to 

the naked eye. 

104. I am grateful to Arthur K Wheelock Jr. for his comments on his 
examination of the Budapest Noah ' s Ark, which Ertz considers an autograph replica of 
Brueghel's painting now in Malibu (Fig. 2) . Wheelock feels the Budapest work is by a 
different hand. 

105 . The panel was lightly scored to facilitate adhesion of the ground, but this 
texture is not visible on the surface 
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Brueghel laid out the composition on the prepared support with a si mple 

underdrawing that records a few major features in fine outlines (Fig 17, Fig. 18) The 

underdrawing gives the impression of an artist who placed the important masses of his 

composition with respect to one another, but who had a clear image of the overall 

composition, and had no need to set down every detail. Such an underdrawing, without 

repeated lines or shifts of placement, could be evidence that elements of the 

composition were based on drawings or oil sketches in the studio . A number of the 

animals in this painting also appear in other of Brueghel ' s paradise gardens; the lion and 

lioness and the rolling leopard, for example, all appear on a larger scale in the Getty 

Noah's Ark of 1613 (Fig. 2), while the lions, very much enlarged, feature in Rubens ' 

monumental Daniel in the Lions' Den of almost the same period 106 He outlined the 

major foreground animals including the dog, tiger and leopard illustrated in this detail 

The more distant animals, the horses and hedgehog, do not appear in the underdrawing, 

but were developed during the painting process The only landscape features Brueghel 

drew were the tree trunks, which he indicated by pairs of vertical lines . He apparent ly 

had no need to specify any other landscape features, such as foliage, the contours of 

land masses, or the transitions from one zone of distance to another. The tree trunks 

alone defined the setting 

I 06. National Gallery of Art, inv. no. 1965. 13 .1, c. 16 15, (2.24 m. high x 3 .30 
m. wide) . Jan Brueghel seems to have used oi l sketches for li te studies of heads and 
animals, some of which Rubens employed in his own compositions . See Egbe11 
Haverkamp-Begemann, "Purpose and Style Oi l Sketches of Rubens, Jan Brueghel , 
Rembrandt, " Stil und Oberlieferung in der Kunst d. Abenl andes . Akten des 2 1. 
Kunsthist. Kongresses in Bonn 1964, (Berlin Gebr. Mann, 1967), 11 2- 13. 
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While Brueghel' s underdrawing had focused primarily on the animals, he 

developed the landscape setting with his underpaint, first painting the sky and then the 

foreground underpaints. While he differentiated zones of distance with the traditional 

Mannerist color scheme-a blue distance, green middle distance, and dark green and 

brown foreground- he modulated his underpaint within each zone, rather than 

establishing a single tone. That is to say, in the green middle distance he varied the 

underpaint within a range of greens from a blue-green under the furthest trees, to a 

yellow-green under the middle tree, to a darker blue-green under the forest shadows. In 

the brownish foreground he varied the underpaint from dark green-brown under the 

large framing tree on the right, to a pale greenish tan under the high ground, to a gray 

under the water. This underpaint stage consisted only of juxtaposed patches of color 

w ithout foliage details and must have been dragged thinly enough to leave the 

underdrawing visible. With its completion, Brueghel had organized his landscape with 

masses of color, while still retaining the underdrawing to guide his painting of the 

fig ures. 

Some days later, after the underpaint had dried, Brueghel began his final 

painting. He worked from the back of the composition to the front in a series of 

discrete stages. In each stage he painted both animals and foliage at the same stage, 

integrating them into the composition Using the underdrawing as a guide, he carefu lly 

skirted any nearer figures that overlapped the area he was painting, leaving a reserve. 

H e painted the nearer area on another day and placed figures into the reserves. As 
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n t e d1scuss1on of Pat1mr and BJ es, such a sequence 1s important for 
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rendering sp . 
ace smce near elements overlap those at a greater distance from the viewer 

The painting sequence can be established by close examination with a stereo 

microsco b . . 
pe ecause tmy overlaps of paint resulted when this process was followed. For 

example h . . 
' a P otom1crograph of the head of the leopard overlappmg the black dog (Fig 

19
) shows that when BruegheJ laid in the gray paint of the dog he carefully skirted the 

space for the leopard. The strokes of his gray paint echoed the underdrawn shape of the 

ear and top of the head. After the paint had dried, Brueghel painted the leopard into the 

reserve r 
' sightly overlapping the paint of the dog at the edges. 

By comparing a photomicrograph of the peacocks behind the tiger's rump (Fig. 
20) to th · . . · 

e infrared detail (Fig. 18) one can see ·how precisely the artist followed the 

Underdr · · · b l h 
awing m organizing the space. The paint of the bird's legs stops a rupt y at t e 

fine line f d h · h 0 underdrawing outlining the tiger. When Brueghel later painte t e tiger e 

exactly fill · · h d l ft l · 1 ed m that reserve. This refined and precise workmg met o e not 1111g to 

chance 

In this tiny, precious landscape Jan Brueghel handled his paint with an 

extraordinary finesse. A h . aph of foliage and golden fruit shows (Fig. s a p otom1crogr 
21 

), his unhurried w k' d ften required two or even three separate or mg proce ure o 

applic · l . l · II 
at1ons of paint in addition to the underpaint to comp ete a smg e area. usua y a 

dark color first th .d d fi 11 highlights Brueghel balanced the blues-, en a m1 -tone, an ma Y · 

greens, Yellow db fh . 1 dscape with the tawny colors of the wild -greens an rowns o 1s an 

cats and the vi· ·d I f h b' d . st the deep blue sky at the left. His palette v1 co ors o t e ir s again 

., ,, 
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almost certainly included vermilion, red lake, lead-tin yellow, and a high quality 

ultramarine blue in addition to the standard landscape colors. '07 Under very high 

magnification the extraordinary delicacy with which he varied the proportion of 

ultramarine to indicate the distance mountains dissolving into the sky (Fig. 22) 

Brueghel ' s labor-intensive painting practice, his choice of an expensive copper panel as 

supp01i, and his use of vividly colored, costly pigments made this jewel-like painting a 

precious object in itself 

Collaboration in the workshops of Antwerp 

AJthough Brueghel's painting is by far the most refined of the Antwerp 

Mannerist landscapes examined in t!iis study, the basic working procedure he followed 

is typical of paintings produced by a single artist. However many fine landscapes, 

including works by Brueghel, were joint productions; in early seventeenth-century 

Antwerp collaboration was a regular practice Brueghel also painted landscapes in 

which Hendrik van Balen, Frans Snyders, and Peter Paul Rubens contributed figures 

and animals. Occasionally patrons specifically commissioned joint works. As a gift for 

the archdukes AJbe1i and Jsabella on the occasion of their visit in 1618, the city of 

Antwerp commissioned twelve of the leading artists to paint a pair of paintings 

107. This painting's size and immaculate condition precluded sampling fo r 
analysis, but these pigments are quite recognizable with the stereo microscope when 
compared to similar paintings where sampling was possible (See, for example, 287) 
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depicting the Five Senses. 108 In effect, through such a commission, the patrons declared 

their esteem for the skills that such strict specialization fostered . From commissions at 

the highest artistic level , through more routine collaborations between well-respected 

artists, to workshops that were organized for efficient group production and 

reproduction, a great many Antwerp landscapes were jointly produced . 

A number of the works examined for this chapter are characteristic of the 

organized production of art in the southern Netherlands in the early years of the 

seventeenth century. These works closely followed most of the painting procedures 

discussed with the Paradise Scene, a uniformity of practice that may have contributed 

to the efficient production of paintings by collaborating artists or workshops producing 

paintings for the open market Because this wo!"king practice could easily be broken 

into smaller steps, these steps could be assigned to more than one artist With such a 

system, each participant clearly understood their own and their collaborators' 

responsibilities. Though the paintings discussed below illustrate various forms of 

collaboration and various levels of quality, they share an uncommonly homogeneous 

landscape painting technique. This consistent painting practice yielded a consistent 

style. 

An anonymous Landscape with Tobias and the Angel at The Walters Art 

Gallery, (Fig. 23 ), 109 illustrates a common pattern of collaboration, in which an 

l 08 . Peter C Sutton and Marjorie E. Wiessman, The Age of Rubens, exh. cat. 
(Boston Museum of Fine Arts, Boston 1993): 57-58 . 

I 09. The traditional attribution to Denis Alsloot, with figures by Hendrik de 
Clerck, is now under examination . See curatorial file 37.350, The Walters Art Gallery . 
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unknown landscape artist painted the entire work before the figures were added. The 

landscape aiiist worked on a panel prepared with a chalk lower ground and a streaky 

gray upper ground, or imprimatura. An infrared reflectogram detail showing the fence 

above the heads of Tobias and the angel (Fig. 24, Fig. 25) reveals that the charcoal 

black-containing imprimatura was applied with pronounced diagonal brush strokes. The 

landscape artist rapidly sketched out his composition over this lively surface with a 

fairly complete underdrawing. As the reflectogram shows, this painter made no 

provision for the figures . The composition of the landscape itself, in which two empty 

paths opened to fill most of the foreground, clearly anticipated the addition of figures, 

but no reserve was left for them. Instead, the second artist added figures over the 

finished landscape. This process implies a fairly loose collaboration, in which the panel 

was passed from one studio to another for completion, rather than a joint effort in a 

shared work space. 

As in the Brueghel Paradise Scene the landscape artist covered the panel with 

an underpaint, blocking out the major zones of the landscape, before returning to paint 

the final image from back to front. He defined the lighted and shadowed areas within 

each zone of distance in this underpaint stage. He painted the foreground in a pattern of 

alternating dark and light areas, with a warm brown in the shadows and a yellow-tan 

underpaint in the lights The junction between the two underpaint colors can be seen 

through the leaves of the final paint layers in a detail from the foreground (Fig . 26) He 

underpainted the shadowed rocky island in the center of the composition with sketchy 

gray-green underpaint (Fig . 27), the middle distance with cool greens, and the more 
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gray-green underpaint (Fig. 27), the middle distance with cool greens, and the more 

distant mountains on the right with a strong blue-green (primarily azurite with lead-tin 

yellow) (Fig 28 and Fig. 29). 

Both Jan Brueghel I, in the Paradise Scene, and the landscape artist of the 

Landscape with Tobias and the Angel applied an underpaint layer over the entire 

surface before proceeding to the final paint layers. But the landscape artist of the 

Tobias used the underpainting in the final image to a much greater degree. This 

difference illustrates the range of possibilities within the standard Mannerist landscape 

painting procedures In his minute and precious work, Brueghel took many days to 

paint the final image over the initial underpaint. The anonymous landscape artist, 

certainly working for a more modest market, worked far more rapidly . In the Paradise 

Scene Brueghel almost covered his layer of underpaint. 110 The anonymous artist used 

his underpaint as an important part of the final image, in most areas loosely applying hi s 

final paint with just one or two colors to lay out the details. Over the blue-green 

underpaint of the mountain zone he quickly stippled foliage details with a yellow-green 

(here, primarily lead-tin yellow with some azurite) (Fig. 28 and Fig. 29). In the 

foreground zone he noted final details with a rich, transparent brown over the brown 

underpaint, 111 and with light yellow and touches of gray-green over the yellow-tan 

110. This is partly a function of the small size ofthis painting- in larger 
paintings Brueghel used the underpaint to a greater degree in the final image- but it 
serves to illustrate the range of handling found in Manneri st landscapes. 

111 . Both brown underpaint and brown final detail s from the foreground 
include smalt, as well as the expected earth colors; in the underpaint there are also 
small amounts of azurite. The paint has probably darkened with age to some degree, 
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underpaint (Fig 26) In areas such as the central island and parts of the foreground he 

applied almost no final details, using the underpaint in which he had already described 

the forms with expressive brush marks as the final image (Fig. 27). 

Paintings examined in this study have revealed a number of different procedures 

for collaboration between landscape and figure painters In this case, the underdrawing 

shows that the landscape artist made no plans for the figures , other than to compose a 

landscape with an open area of road in the foreground. If the landscape artist had 

known how the figures were to be arranged he could have left reserves in the landscape 

paint so that the figures would be painted directly onto the light-colored ground. 

Instead the second artist painted the figures over the completed landscape and the dark 

paint below somewha~ obscured his colors in the thinner passages (Fig 24). Apparently 

the landscape painter did not add the final details needed to incorporate the figures into 

the landscape. Instead a smudged gray paint around the figures' feet is all that 

incorporates the figures into the landscape. This gray is similar to the paint used in the 

figures but bears no visual relationship to the warm brown details of the landscape in 

the foreground. 

Evidently a landscape without figures would not have been saleable, but these 

artists did not collaborate closely. It is not clear which of the two painters decided on 

the subject for the staffage. Little is known about the contractual arrangements made at 

but the addition of the two blue pigments, which no longer significantly affect the color 
of the paints, must have been intended to harmonize with the green and blue middle and 
distance zones. 
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this time between collaborating artist s.11 2 Indeed, it is entirely possible that the staffage 

painter determined the subject since the generic landscape provided would have suited 

various narratives with travelers. Alternatively, both artists could have been under 

contract to a third party. The studio records of Jan Brueghel II illustrate such 

arrangements. In 1632, for example, he sold 46 square landscapes on canvas that he 

had commissioned from two other artists, a landscape and a figure specialist. m 

Both Jan Brueghel I and the landscape painter of Tobias and the Angel worked 

within the established conventions of landscape painting, adapting those conventions to 

meet the demands of their markets. They shared an easily recognizable style, in part a 

function of their shared painting practices, that must certainly have contributed to their 

success in their respective markets. Their compositions and subjects also would have 

been instantly recognizable and that familiarity added to their appeal The composition 

of the Tobias, with a wooded foreground, mountainous background, and a central 

112. Many of the documentary references suggest collegial relationships 
between equals, mentioning that an artist provided the staffage for a landscape, but not 
indicating a supervisory role. See Jan Denunce, Letters and Documents Concerning Jan 
Bruegel I and II, Historical Sources for the Study of Flemish Ali, III (Antwerp and The 
Hague Edition "de Sikkel" and Martin us Nijhoff, 1934 ); Franz, "Kollektive 
Werkstattschopfungen." A recent publication by Elizabeth Honig addresses these 
issues : "The Beholder As Work of Art A Study in the Location of Value in 
Seventeenth-Century Flemish Painting," Nederlands Kunsthistorisch Jaarboek 46 
(1995) 253-97; on collaboration see, especially, 262-269 A disse1iation that l have 
not yet been able to consult should be important for these questions Sabine Strahl
Grosse, "Begriffsgeschichte und Erscheinungsform," Ph .D. diss, Tuduv-Studien. Reihe 
Kunstgeschicte, 50 (Munich: Tuduv, 199 I) . 

113. Denunce, Letters and Documents, no 40 . 
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island reached by a high footbridge, was a commonly used formula 111 Brueghel 

frequently painted variants on the theme of paradise landscapes. 11 5 

Jan Brueghel II seems to have worked for a more prosaic market than had his 

father, court artist to Albert and Isabella. His correspondence and day book give a 

picture of a busy studio. 11 6 Brueghel himself painted both original works and replicas of 

paintings by his more famous father. 117 He dealt in the work of other artists, providing 

his cousin and business agent, Chrysostoom van lmmerseel, with paintings by 

recognized artists such as Sebastian Vrancx to sell in Spain. 118 He also hired studio 

hands whom he paid by the day, like workmen, to produce numerous inexpensive 

paintings and to paint copies. The price range fetched by the studio output varied to an 

astonishing degree. The works at the highest end were paintings by Jan 11 himself His 

work did not fetch the prices of his father ' s work, but he was nonetheless handsomely 

114. See, for example, the Landscape with Cephalus Receiving the Gifts from 
Procris by Alexander Kierincx in the Virginia Museum of Fine Arts, Richmond 
(illustrated in Peter C. Sutton, Masters of 17th-Century Dutch Landscape Painting, 
exh. cat. (Museum of Fine Arts, Boston: 1987), pl. 4). 

115. Ertz, Jan Brueghel Der Altere, 236-249. Arthur K. Wheelock, Jr. has 
noted that such repetitions are also a means of speeding production (personal 
communication) 

116. Denunce, Letters and Documents 

117. Klaus Ertz has assigned a number of replicas after Jan I' s compositions 
that are not of his high quality to Jan IL See the catalogue in Ertz, Jan Brueghel der 

Jiingere. 

118 . Van lmmerseel, in fact , found Vrancx 's oi l paintings too expensive to 
market in Spain, and asked instead for water colors by the same artist Denunce Letters 
and Documents, no . 17. 
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rewarded. Brueghel cited the fl . 1600 paid by a Polish prince for a painting by his father 

and Rubens, and offered to copy the work himself for fl 500, or charge fl . 250 for a 

copy by his assistants. 119 At the other end of the spectrum, in a bill of 1632 Brueghel's 

costs for the landscapes that he commissioned from two other painters ( discussed 

above) came to less than fl . 3 for each painting 120 

Copies of famous compositions seem to have been popular at every level of the 

art market They were something of a tradition in the Brueghel family. The busy 

workshop of Pieter Brueghel II specialized in copies of works by Pieter Bruegel the 

Elder. 121 The copies by Jan Brueghel II after compositions by Jan Bmeghel I are 

particularly fine. Some inferior copies can perhaps be attributed to his hired artisans. 

Other even more pedestrian replicas may have been copied from these copies in 

unrelated studios. 

A Noah's Ark at The Walters Art Gallery in Baltimore (Fig. 30) illustrates such 

distant copies. This composition is one of a number of copies after the original by Jan 

Brueghel I, now at the l Paul Getty Museum in Malibu, (Fig. 2) 
122 

Some of his 

father ' s qualities are still evident in the three replicas of this composition that Klaus 

11 9. Denunce, Letters and Documents This document ( Denunce's no . 39) is 
also discussed by Neil de Marchi and Hans J. van Miegroet, "Art, Value, and Market 
Practices in the Nertherlands in the Seventeenth Century," Art Bulletin LXXVI, no. 3 

(1994): 456. 

120. Denunce, Letters and Documents, no. 40. 

12 1. Marlier, Pierre Brueghel le Jeune; Folie, "Pierre Brueghel le Jeune. " 

122. E rtz, Jan Brueghel Der Altere, 236-249 
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Ertz attributes to Jan Brueghel II himself 123 This version seems to have been produced 

at a still greater remove from the original. Without comparative technical studies of a 

number of replicas, however, it is impossible to say whether this version should be 

attributed to Jan Brueghel II 's hired workmen or to an even more mundane workshop 

The technical study of this painting illustrates an extremely simplified painting 

procedure This workshop followed most of the standard landscape painting 

techniques, but made modifications to facilitate production of the most mechanical so11 

Some of the modifications, in fact, may suggest that this was a general shop 

specializing in copies rather than one that specialized in landscape. 

In the Baltimore painting the animals are distributed across a strangely open 

composition, in which care seems to have been taken to avoid the challenges of the 

original's complex interlocking of animal and landscape forms . The recession into 

space is less successful than in Brueghel 's original, as it relied on exaggerated contrasts 

of light and dark areas and abrupt transitions of color for atmospheric perspective. The 

outline of the dark foreground is sharply silhouetted against the light middle ground, 

and the central trees, which in the original are a luxuriant mass, have become 

insubstantial. In the original these trees are differentiated by a subtly lighter tone in the 

nearer trees but in the copy the central trees are arbitrarily and decoratively divided into 

123 . Ertz, Jan Brueghel der Jungere, 279-280. In the monograph on Jan 
Brueghel I (Jan Brueghel Der Altere, 246,247 fig . 319, 526 n.29 1), Ertz grouped the 
Walters painting with what he termed a number of high quality replicas . These included 
versions in Dessau and Madrid that he later attributed to Jan Brueghel the Younger in 
the 1984 monograph, but in that work he made no mention of The Walters painting. 



colors the nearer trees are yellow-green and the trees slightly more di stant trees are 

blue-green. 

The painting process was broken into a number of steps that were carried out 

by different artists, though it is not possible to say exactly how many participated Of 

the four major stages in this painting-the underdrawing, the underpaint, the final paint 

in the figures, and final paint in the landscape- the underdrawing and the final paint in 

figures were far more skillfully executed than the other two stages. This might be a 

basis for seeing the underdrawing and figure painting as the work of one master artist 

with one or two assistants carrying out the underpaint and landscape. 

The character of this painting was established in the underdrawing, which 

defined the composition in every detail. Over a double ground (a thin, warm 

imprimatura over a chalk lower ground) this artist uncierdrew the composition with a 

fluent , calligraphic stroke. The underdrawing included all the landscape features and all 

but the distant figures; even the alternating zones of light and shade were outlined or 

indicated with hatch marks (Fig. 31 and Fig. 32). This very specific underdrawing left 

no detail to the discretion of the painters that followed. As discussed above (in Chapter 

1) in connection with the workshop of Pieter Brueghel the Younger, this practical 

procedure ensures that a senior member of the workshop was responsible for the 

genesis of the painting, while Jess skilled hands could be entrusted with completing 

some or all of the painting stages. 

Another studio member loosely brushed underpaint over the landscape portions 

of the underdrawing. This painter was probably not one of the senior members of the 
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workshop, but a workman-like assistant who cautiously ski11ed the figures with wide 

reserves and strictly followed the patterns laid out by the underdrawing. Comparison of 

the infrared and visible light details, for example, shows that it was the ai1ist of the 

underdrawing who had already established exactly where the zones of light and 

shadowed ground would fall. In effect, this painter "colored in" the underdrawing 

without attempting to define the landscape further with the underpaint. Though the 

random pattern of brush strokes gives the surface some liveliness, this assistant did not 

try to build the forms of the landscape with the underpaint as did the landscape artist of 

the Tobias painting. 

The underpaint established the play of colors of the finished work . It defined the 

foreground with a warm brown, the middle ground with greens (including a blue-green 

fo r the more distant trees in the central group), and established a grayish variation on 

the color of the sky under the nearer trees. Somewhat surprisingly, the underpaint 

included an intense pink under the sky on the left. This particular procedure was not 

observed in the other paintings examined, but it was a successful shortcut to developing 

the shell-pink glow in the sky that features in so many paintings of this style. 

In fact , this workshop made ingenious use of the strongly colored underpaint to 

give the final image a fairly wide range of color, despite the use of relatively 

inexpensive painting material s. The smalt used for the sky, for example, is a pale blue 

by comparison with the intense blue, probably ultramarine, of the Paradise Scene (Fig. 

16). However this sky is far more colorful than the use of smal t alone would indicate . 

The thin paint of the sky, dragged over the bright pink underpaint on the left and over 
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the warm imprimatura on the right , effectively created the colored clouds at the left and 

the shadowed clouds on the right side of the sky that usually are achieved by a gradual 

( and more time-consuming) blending of small amounts of red lake or black into the 

pigment mixture of the sky. 

The figure painter painted the animals over the underdrawing in the large 

openings left in the underpaint. The artist of the underdrawing had simplified Jan 

Brueghel 's complex composition, in which the landscape forms and animals were 

interlocked. In revising the composition he slightly reduced the scale of the figures and 

spaced them out over the landscape, probably to facilitate the separation of 

responsibilities between the figure painter and landscape assistant. The landscape artist 

worked in the usual back-to-front sequence, but only after the figures had been 

finished , filling in the scene around them in a perfunctory fashion . With mechanical 

strokes he cautiously skirted each figure (Fig. 33). This caution created halos of 

exposed ground and underpaint around the figures that disrupt the space. The figures 

do not fit convincingly into the landscape. 

In all of the other Antwerp landscapes examined the artists painted the 

landscapes first, and then either painted the figures into reserves in the landscape or (in 

some collaborations) painted the figures over the completed the landscape. Though 

these paintings always incorporated narrative figures, these standard painting sequences 

highlight the primary importance given to the landscape and the logical rendering of 

space. The workshop that produced the Noah 's Ark replica reversed this practice by 

painting the figures first and then filling in the landscape around them. It is also 
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significant that the most competent arti st painted the figure s, while a comparatively 

unskilled assistant painted the landscape. Although the figures are not of the quality of 

either Jan Brueghel I or his son, they clearly were painted by the dominant figure in thi s 

collaboration. It may be that the master of this workshop (perhaps the painter of the 

figures) was not himself a landscape specialist To such a painter the spatial 

disjunctions created by this painting sequence might have been acceptable in the 

interests of a clear rendition of the animals . 

The workshop that produced the Baltimore Noah ' s Ark worked out a system of 

collaboration through which the members of a busy workshop could replicate a well-

known composition. Quite a different category of landscape paintings- decoration 

rather than fine art- was truly mass-produced. Van Mander reported that in Mechelen 

more than 150 workshops produced watercolor paintings on canvas that served as an 

inexpensive alternative to tapestry decorations Paintings in this "ti.ichlein" technique, 

which Van Mander said was particularly well suited to landscape, were produced 

almost in assembly-line fashion Some specialists painted only costumes, others 

contributed only landscapes, while others painted cartouches with inscriptions. 
12

.j Just a 

few named artists are associated with this tremendous output. This is partly because so 

few paintings in this fragile technique survive, but at thi s modest level of painting 

production there does not seem to have been an emphasis on individual authorship .
125 

124. Yan Mander, Het Schilder-Boeck, 203r, 250r, 258r, 259r, 260r. 

125 . In his biographies in Het Schilder-Boeck (Miedema, Karel van Mander : 
The Lives) van Mander mentioned just 25 artist s in connection with Mechelen. Most of 
those, whom Yan Mander presumably considered the most important arti sts associated 
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The market for Antwerp landscapes 

The single-minded efficiency with which a landscape painter and a figure 

specialist painted Tobias and the Angel, or the shortcuts taken by the workshop 

copying Brueghel 's Noah's Ark emphasize the economic pressures that artists in 

Antwerp felt at this time. The landscape artist of the Tobias made the most efficient use 

he could of the basic Mannerist painting practice, and the shop that produced the 

Baltimore Noah's Ark adapted that practice to accommodate team production, but 

neither varied its essentials. This shared system of painting and shared compositional 

conventions gave both these paintings and Brueghel's Paradise Landscape a common 

Mannerist style despite individual variations 

These paintings were enormously popular and were widely exported. As 

described above, Jan Brueghel II had such an export business But even after 

considering the large numbers of Antwerp landscape paintings that survive in museum 

collections today it is hard to conceive of the astonishing volume produced, and the 

market demands that called for such production The circumstances under which run-

of-the-mill landscape paintings in Antwerp were produced can be illustrated by an 

example of a surviving ensemble: the redecoration of the Winter Room at Rosenberg 

Castle outside Copenhagen between I 618 and J 620. It is not clear how frequently such 

with Mechelen, are known today for their paintings on more durable supports, and not 
all are known as landscape specialists. There must have been a far greater number of 
anonymous workers staffing the 150 specialized workshops A rare exception su rvives 
at the Mauritshuis a tuchlein landscape by Hans Bo!, whose work in this medium Yan 
Mander praised . See E and V Bosshard-van der Bruggen, "Konservierung einer 
Tuchlein-Malerei ," Maltechnik Restauro 80 ( I 974) 16-20. 



77 

decorative schemes were assembled . The specifics of this commission, however, can 

help modern viewers who tend to think of paintings as the personal aesthetic expression 

of individual artists recognize the possibilities for cooperative production that were 

inherent in the codified system of landscape painting in Antwerp at this period. 

In a technical study of the Winter Room J0rgen Wadum has established that an 

unknown Antwerp art dealer was commissioned to provide 75 landscape paintings in 

short order. 126 He accomplished this by subcontracting to a number of artists of widely 

varying talents, and he ensured a degree of uniformity by providing the panels and 

frames. Most of the panels and frames were made after the guild regulation of 

December 1617 that required the carpenter' s personal mark to be added to the reverse 

of each; in the case of the Winter Room paintings these marks show that a number of 

craftsmen contributed . Impressions in the wet paint left by the frames are testament to 

the speed with which the paintings were installed. 

The attributions of the paintings, too, give a sense of how many studios were 

called on to meet the demand. Three paintings by Louis de Caullery illustrating the 

proverb "Sine Cerere et Baccho friget Venus" (without Ceres and Bacchus Venus 

freezes) form the iconographic focus of the room Of the remaining seventy-two 

landscape paintings, a few may have come from the dealer's existing stock but most 

seem to have been newly commissioned. Twenty-four paintings are attributed to Joos 

de Momper the Younger and his studio with a number of different collaborators for the 

126. Wadum, "The Winter Room" . See also Ertz, Josse de Momper der 

Jungere, 312-320. 
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figures. Among the finest paintings in the decorative program are the paintings by De 

Momper in which Jan Brueghel l contributed the figures Another fifteen paintings are 

attributed to an associate of Sebastian Vrancx, and the rest must have been painted in a 

number of different studios. The heterogeneous mi xture of paintings from many 

workshops of varying quality- which apparently were seen as an acceptably 

harmonious whole in the context of the decorated room- highlights the function of 

landscape paintings as a market commodity in early seventeenth-century Antwerp. It 

was only possible to assemble a decorative program from the products of many 

workshops thanks to the extremely consistent style of landscape painting practiced in 

Antwerp, a uniformity based on a conservative dependence on the long-established 

technical tradition . 

Joos de Momper and the evolution of Mannerist landscape teclrnic1ue 

Joos de Momper the Younger, who specialized in village, winter, and mountain 

landscapes, was one of the last exponents of Mannerist landscape, which he practiced 

until his death in 163 5. De Momper worked with a loose, vivid brushwork: an 

evocative handling of paint that suggests rather than delineates the scene. Nonetheless, 

in virtually every aspect of hi s practice, De Momper subscribed to the essentials of the 

technical tradition of Mannerist landscape paintings His rapid handling was a personal 

variant on this tradition and was well suited to large paintings intended to be read at 

some distance . It was also a recognizable way of working that put a personal stamp on 
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De Momper' s style . But however rapidly he worked, De Momper did not skip any of 

the fundamental stages of traditional landscape technique. 

In two large paintings by Joos de Momper the Younger in Raleigh, De Momper 

collaborated with two different figure painters, but his practice for collaboration was 

consistent. In his monograph on De Momper, Klaus Ertz dated the Vi llage Scene (Fig. 

34) to the middle of the 1620s, and attributed the figures to Jan Brueghel ll 127 He 

dated the Winter Landscape (Fig. 40) to the second half of the 1620s and attributed the 

figures to Sebastian Yrancx. 128 In each case De Momper finished the landscape before 

passing the canvas to his collaborator. In neither case did he add final landscape details 

where the figures were to be painted, but left those areas with the underpaint exposed. 

Both canvases were prepared with a grny double ground (a lower layer of chalk 

and an upper layer of white lead toned with black), and on this preparation De Momper 

laid out the landscape with a quickly noted underdrawing. He outlined tree trunks and, 

as an infrared reflectogram detail shows (Fig. 35 and Fig. 36), indicated foliage with 

succinct scribbles for masses of leaves. The figures do not appear in the underdrawing. 

Given the scale of the paintings, these laconic notations could only have served to 

position landscape elements; De Momper developed the specific features of the 

composition in the paint 

127. Ertz, Josse de Momper der Ji..ingere, 136, 142,572 In hi s monograph on 
Brueghel, Ertz attributed the figures to a follower of Jan Brueghel l, Ertz, Jan Brueghel 

Der Altere cat 278. 

128 . Ertz, Josse de Momper der Ji..ingere , 255-256, 584. 



De Momper 1 .d . 
ai out the Village Scene over the underdrawing with a broadly 

brushed 

Underpaint . He defined the furthest distance with a gray-blue; in the middle 
distance h 
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e used a g · h 
reerns blue for the shadowed area on the right, and a yellow-green 

for the lighted 
center. To an even greater extent than the artist of the Tobias, he used 

the u d 
n erpaint as . . . . 

Part of the final image, pamtmg some features of the final image e . 
ntnely in th . 

is stage. In the middle zone he suggested the distant whitish road and the 

YeJJow land b . . . 
eside 1t using one loaded brush stroke each in white and yellow, with a 

J" 
g irnpse of the . " 

gray ground between to define the boundary (Fig . ., 7) . In the foreground 

he Worked the . . 
Underpamt m thin washes that modified the color of the gray ground . 

Like all th 
e other Mannerist landscape artists studied, De Momper allowed the 

Under · 
Paint stag t d . . . . 

e O ry before returnina for the final pamtrng. For the final pamtmg De 
Mornp o 

er Work d · 
e m zones from the back of the composition toward the front. ln each 

Zone h 
e Worked · d · h · d h 

m 1screte stages over a number of days. For example, e pamte t e 
build· 

Ings of th v·11 · · "d fi 
e ~ on three different days- pamtmg the m1 -tones 1rst, 

then th 
e dark · . . · b h 

s, and fimshmg with highlights- allowmg the pamt to dry etween eac 
Se · ss1on I 

· nso d ·1 · . me areas the final painting consists only of a few fluent eta, s. creamy 
1
lllPasted h · )' . . 

1ghl1ghts or the calligraphic details of the foreground m transparent brown 

Paint. The . . . 
large scale of the painting affected De Momper 's practice; details are widely 

spaced oft . . 
, en allowing the underpaint to serve the primary role m the final image. 

In h · · d . h eac pamting the figure painter placed figures and ammals ( an , m t e case 
of the VilJ . 

~ ' boats) into the foreground areas where De Momper had avoided 
Paintin 

g any landscape details (Fig. 3 8 and Fig . 41 ). These artists' working practices 



diff 
ered somewh f' 

at rom De Momper's, either from persona/ preference or from the 
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Practical re . 
guirements of inserting figures into a composition Both Jan Brueghel Il and 

Vrancx sketch d . 
e the figures mto place over the landscape with a thin paint before 

Working th . 
em up with the final paint. In the Village Scene, Brueghel sketched the 

figures in a thi 
. n brown paint, which can be seen both with the microscope through gaps 

in the finished . . . . . 
pamt and (smce the paint included some black pigment) with infrared 

~~h . . 
p Y. Re used the sketch in the finished image, varymg the degree of fimsh to 

suggest distance 
In both of the loaded boats, for example, he sketched the boat itself, 

the figures a d . 
' n the cargo m one sitting. In the nearer boat he then worked up the cargo 

With a Yell . 
ow Pamt, but in the furthest boat, with raised sail, the sketch alone served as 

the fin I . 
a image (Fig. 39). 

The sno w· ·t c. wy - mter Landscape offered De Momper the opportum Y 1or even 
lllore effi . 1c1ent · · · f h · vanants m his technique. He created the grayish tone o t e snow m parts 
Of this . 

Painting · h h h J t the wit out the use of any underpaint. In sue passages e e 

Ullil]Odified fi J d ·1 
gray ground fill the role of underpaint and worked the snowy ma eta1 s 

directly o . 
n the ground (Fig. 4 l ). He created the fine branches bent down by snow with 

Vivid ct· , irect · . . 
painting m a single color (Fig. 42). 

Joos de Momper loosened the traditional landscape painting process to a degree 

that creat d h. d"d . 
e is characteristically vivid, virtuoso handling. But De Momper ' not m 

anyw 
ay repudiate that tradition. Even when he worked with somewhat muted colors, 

he ct· . 
IVJdect h. · · d k d h 1s paintings into the three familiar zones of distance, an wor e eac zone 

Upinde 
Pendently. Re painted over many days, allowing each stage to dry before 
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i::, nd even though he sometimes took the shortcut of using the 
ground col 

or as the underp . t . 1 . 
. am m p aces, he preserved the basic Mannerist structure in 

Which 
an Underpaint . 111 a range of colors defined the broad areas of the composition and 

established the 1 
co or scheme of the final painting. 

Succ essors to th 
e Antwerp Mannerist landscape tradition 

This brief d' · . . . 
iscuss10n will consider two techmques that were observed in three 

Pain ti 
ngs Probabl d · 

Y atmg from the 1630s. These were painted at the end of the 

~annerist land . . 
scape trad1t1on, when artists began to introduce variations in the long-

established . . 
Pamtmg methods. These two techniques- the use of a monochrome painted 

sketch 
' and thee · . 

xecut1on oflarge areas in a single sitting, painting wet-rnto-wet-have 
not been o 

bserved to d · · · d' d ate many of the Mannerist landscape pamtmgs 1scusse . 

By the 1630 h ' s 1story and genre painters (Rubens and Brouwer among others) 
Often 1 . 

aid out th . . . . . 
e1r compos1t10ns with a monochrome pamted sketch, usually m a dark 

brown . 
' fluid paint d . i 29 S h k an often superimposed over a brief underdrawrng. uc a s etch 

could b 
e PUrel J' . 

Y mear or 1t could also include broad areas of wash that defined 

shadows. Me . . . 
r 1t Was dry, the artist applied the final parnt layers directly over the 

sketch . 
' at tirnes · · · · · / · I entlfe/y h1dmg it, and at times allowrng 1t to p ay a promment ro e as 

Sketch ic29
· As noted earlier, to avoid confusion in this study I use the term, painted 

sa?1e t~r~r ;uch a layer. _Though such a sketch was sometimes called a "dead ~olor" t~e 
Paint la . as also applied at other times to the layer I call a colored underpamt a fir st 
Gr Yer m v · · I · 1 V d aaf 1-l anous colors that established the tone of the tma pamt ayers. an e 
\I , net De M. . . . 

an de W . a erne manuscn t, 142-143, no. 22; 150, no. 31a, 151-1 52, no. 33, 
etenng "P · · · · h d " ?O ?4 , amtmg materials and workmg met o s, - -- · 

. ' , 
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