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J. BRUYN Works of Art commissioned by Egmond Abbey in the Beginning of the Sixteenth Century (II) 

Chapter III deals with the painters who worked for the abbey, 

on the basis of information contained in the account-books 

(see Chapter IT). 

Jacob Cornelisz. van Oostsanen (before 1470-1533), of 

Amsterdam, painted a big retable, now lost, for the altar of the 

Holy Cross (half-way in the nave) in 1526-28. The predella 

represented the Passion and was carved by Steven Gijsbrechtsz. 

of Haarlem in 1523. 

Cornelis Buys, presumably the second Alkmaar painter of 

that name (d. 1546) executed a retable, now lost, for the altar 

of the Holy Virgins (northern lateral apse) in 1524. For his 

early style, not yet affected by the influence of Jan van Scorel, 

jie. 
Pieter Gerritsz. (ca 1470-1540), of Haarlem, whose name 

frequently occurs in various documents, was one of the fa- 

vourite painters of the abbey and on several occasions acted as 

her agent in commercial transactions. The only work hitherto 

ascribed to him on the strength of documentary evidence (fig. 

2) offers hardly any basis for expanding his oeuvre. The 

‘tabula sancte Anne’ which he executed for the Abbey in 1523] 

24 may be identified hypothetically with a Holy Kinship in a 

private collection (figs. 3, 4, 6, 8, 9). This painting shows 

Haarlem characteristics in style and iconography but also the 

impact of Antwerp mannerism (cf. fig. 5). Pieter Gerritsz. 

seems to have been trained in the circle of Geertgen tot St. 

Jans and to have adopted the fashionable mannerist style in a 

later stage of his career; his name actually occurs in the admin- 

istration of the Antwerp Guild of St. Luke for 1525. 

Cornelis Willemsz. (ca. 1480-after 1552), also of Haarlem, 

is mentioned twice by Karel van Mander as the teacher of Jan 

van Scorel as well as of Maerten van Heemskerck. He must 

have been a close friend of Pieter Gerritsz.’s, for he became 

the latter’s heir. For this reason a fragment of a free copy after 

the Holy Kinship just mentioned may tentatively be attributed 

to him (fig. 10) together with two pictures representing St. 

Peter and St. Paul which obviously are by the same hand 

(figs. 11, 12). The remnants of an Apostles’ retable (figs. 

13-17), possibly again by the same artist, may be identified 

with fragments of an altar-piece which, according to the 

documents, Cornelis Willemsz. painted for the abbey in 1523/ 

24. This identification tends to confirm the working hypothesis 

regarding the artistic personalities of two Haarlem painters, 

who closely followed Antwerp mannerist prototypes from ca. 

1520 onwards. 

On the strength of his biography, we may expect a different 

development in the case of Frans Jansz. (ca. 1490-after 1542), 

also of Haarlem, who executed a pair of wings for the abbey’s 

main altar and a retable (or wings) for the altar of the Holy 

Martyrs (southern lateral apse). He was trained in Antwerp 

from 1506 until 1512 and registered again as master in the 

Antwerp guild in 1516. No documented work by him can be 

identified but a pair of wings whose style combines Dutch and 

Antwerp (Joos van Cleve) elements may give an idea of this 

painter’s personality (figs. 18-21). 

Lastly, the painter Jan Joesten of Hillegom (ca. 1475- 

1535/43), who until recently has been confused with Jan 

Joest of Kalkar, lived in the abbey as a pensioner since 1512. 

His work would not be specified in the account-books and 

cannot, therefore, be identified on documentary grounds. 

One pair of wings has already been recognized as far as the 

outside is concerned (figs. 24, 25) by Réau as representing 

saints connected especially with Egmond. The inside (figs. 26, 

27) turns out to bear the date 1530 and the initials of the abbot 

Willem van der Goes (1526-1560) (besides those of one P.T.). 

The altar-piece to which these wings belonged cannot be iden- 

tified with any mentioned in the account-books but it may be 

connected with the ‘Patrons’ altar in the abbot’s quarters. As 

no mention of any payment is made, it seems just possible that 

Jan Joesten was responsible for these rather feeble paintings. 

On the basis of what little we know of the work of Haarlem 

painters born around 1470/80 (contemporaries of Jan Mos- 

taert) an evaluation is attempted of a hitherto unknown phase 

in the development of Haarlem painting. Initially under the 

spell of Geertgen tot St. Jans and his school, Pieter Gerritsz. 

and Cornelis Willemsz. seem to have turned to Antwerp 

mannerism around 1520. In contradistinction to the Leyden 

school, however, Haarlem mannerism did not become an 

autonomous stylistic entity. The introduction of Jan van 

Scorel’s raphaellesque style following this artist’s arrival in 

Haarlem in 1527 meant a radical and fruitful turn in Haarlem’s 

artistic tradition. 
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MADLYN KAHR 

Rembrandt's Esther 

A Painting and an Etching newly interpreted 

and dated 

THE plight of the Jews as captives of the Persians and their ultimate triumph over their enemies, as 

depicted in the Book of Esther, became one of the most popular of the Old Testament stories among 

the people of the United Provinces; much evidence of this survives in both words and pictures!. The 

victory of the pious and virtuous and the degradation of the proud and tyrannical were seen by the 

Dutch as parallel to their own success in freeing themselves from Spanish domination. They identified 

with the Chosen People of the Old Testament, convinced that their enemies were the enemies of God, 

their achievements evidence of God’s favor?2. 

The didactic implications of the story made it particularly suitable for the art of a militantly 

Calvinist nation, which missed no opportunity for moralizing. This extraordinarily literate populace, 

whose religion fostered the close scrutiny of biblical texts, was intimately acquainted with the details 

of the narrative. Thus in addition to scenes that for centuries had been depicted in Catholic art for 

their typological values—most frequent of which was Esther Interceding with Ahasueras, and second 

to that, the Triumph of Mordecai—seventeenth-century Dutch artists dealt with elements of the story 

that had previously been neglected. Some of these were drawn from Bible illustrations of the preceding 

century. But the new social, political, economic and religious situation of the independent Netherlands 

led to fresh emphases within the old iconographic models as well as to some unprecedented subjects. 

Numerous artists participated in this development. Most of them—for whom Pieter Lastman set the 

pattern—stressed the violent drama of the story. Many of Rembrandt’s pupils and followers, as well 

as some artists unrelated to his school, such as the Catholic Jan Steen, produced works in this tradi- 

tion. Basically new features came, as might be expected, from the hand of the greatest master of the 

1. Literary works based on the Book of Esther in the Northern 

Netherlands in the seventeenth century include the play ‘Esther, ofte 

*t Beeldt der Ghehoorsaamheid,’ by the Amsterdam physician Nicolaes 

Fonteyn, published in 1638; Jacob Cats’s poem ‘Vashti’ in his ‘Toneel 

van de mannelicke achtbaerheid’, published in several editions, some 

illustrated, in the early seventeenth century; Jacobus Revius’ tragedy 

‘Haman’, published in Deventer in 1630; and the popular and often 

reprinted play by Johannes Serwouters first published in Amsterdam 

in 1659, ‘Hester, of de Verlossing der Jooden’. Incidental references 

to the story of Esther in other writings were frequent. A large number 

of paintings, drawings and prints also attest to the extraordinary 

interest in the Book of Esther among the Dutch in this period. 

2. See, for instance: G. J. Renier, The Dutch Nation, London, 1944, 
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p. 96; Emil Lucka, Die grosse Zeit der Niederlande, Vienna, Leipzig, 

Zurich, 1936, p. 495; A. J. Barnouw, ‘The Seventeenth Century, the 

Golden Age’, in The Netherlands, B. Landheer, Ed., Berkeley and 

Los Angeles, 1943, p. 40; Admiral Michiel Adriaenszoon de Ruyter, 

quoted in Jan and Annie Romein, Erflaters van onze beschaving, 8ste 

druk, Amsterdam-Antwerpen 1959, p. 365; Jan van Linschoten, 

quoted in Charles McKew Parr, Jan van Linschoten: The Dutch Marco 

Polo, New York, 1964, p. 171. 

3. Lastman’s painting in the Warsaw Museum, ‘Haman Begging 

Esther for Mercy’, signed and dated 161-, and his ‘Triumph of 

Mordecai’, signed and dated 1617, which in 1938 belonged to the 

Amsterdam collector H. A. Wetzlar, are both reflected in many works 

that followed. 



period himself. The importance of the Book of Esther for seventeenth-century Dutch painting resides 

mainly in the fact that throughout his career Rembrandt found in this story inspiration for noble 

achievements?4. 

Drawings by Rembrandt himself or by his pupils give evidence of the master’s interest in the story 

of Esther in the 1630’s5. Around 1641 he produced his important etching of “The Triumph of Mordecai’ 

(H. 172). Probably within the following year or so he made a drawing illustrating the scene from the 

Apocryphal additions to the Book of Esther, ‘Esther Fainting Before Ahasueras’®. The large painting in 

Bucharest which depicts “The Condemnation of Haman’ apparently dates from the 1650’s, though its 

condition precludes any firm judgment about it?. The sadly damaged painting of “‘Esther’s Feast’ in 

Moscow is signed and dated 1660. The masterpiece in the Hermitage representing “The Downfall of 

Haman’ was painted around 166538. To this list may now be added a painting and an etching portraying 

Esther, both of which have hitherto been misinterpreted. By a strange coincidence, the dates of both 

these works, as well as their meanings, have been repeatedly published erroneously. The correction of 

these errors is of some importance for our understanding of Rembrandt’s creative imagination and 

style at a crucial period”. 

In 1953 the National Gallery of Canada, in Ottawa, acquired from the Liechtenstein Collection a 

painting in oil on canvas, 43 x 37 inches in size, that depicts a seated plump young woman whose hair is 

being combed by an old woman who stands behind her (Fig. 1). It is reported to be inscribed ‘Rem- 

4. I do not include the large Caravaggesque ‘Esther’s Feast’ in 

the North Carolina Museum of Art, Raleigh, which in my opinion is 

not by Rembrandt. This picture was first published in 1937 by J. G. van 

Gelder as an early Rembrandt (Elseviers Maandschrift: 1937), also 

‘Rembrandts vroegste Ontwikkeling’, Mededelingen der Koninklijke 

Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen afd. Letterkunde, xvi, 1953, 

pp. 281-2). Bredius (1936) accepted it as ‘one of the large compositions 

of Rembrandt’s very early period’ (No. 631). W. R. Valentiner in 1956 

strongly supported the ascription to Rembrandt and dated it ‘prob- 

ably 1626’ (Raleigh, North Carolina Museum of Art, Catalogue, 

Exhibition, Rembrandt and his Pupils, 1956, No. 1). S. Slive defended 

the attribution to Rembrandt (‘The Young Rembrandt’, Oberlin 

College, Allen Memorial Art Museum Bulletin, Spring, 1965, pp. 120- 

149). K. Bauch (Rembrandt: Gemdlde, Berlin, 1966, No. Al) has 

expressed the opinion that Rembrandt’s share in this painting was less 

than he formerly (1939, 1960) believed; perhaps Rembrandt only 

retouched the faces in a work otherwise by Lievens. H. Gerson in 1957 

published the view that the painting was more likely by Lievens 

(‘Probleme der Rembrandtschule’, Kunstchronik, x, 1957, p. 122). 1am 

inclined to agree with J. S. Held that the possibility must be considered 

that this picture is by neither Rembrandt nor Lievens (oral commun- 

ication). 

5. Among the numerous drawings that might be mentioned in this 

connection, I should like to cite here only one rough sketch in the 

Amsterdam Printroom. Valentiner (No. 202) believed that this 

drawing, if original, dated from about 1638 and was related to the 

later painting by Rembrandt in Bucharest. Henkel (No. 98) thought 

the sketch was by a pupil of about 1640 and was used by Jan Victors 

for his painting in Brunswick; he did not think Victors was the author 

of the sketch, however, because it differs too much from his drawing 

style. Benesch (No. 1005) also considered the sketch to be from some 

other hand than Rembrandt’s. 

I would suggest that this drawing was a first notation for the Bucharest 

composition and that it can be accepted as a work by Rembrandt 

between 1638 and 1640. 

6. Amsterdam Printroom. Benesch (No. 634), c. 1648-1650. Henkel 

(No. 51): c. 1642. Lugt (Louvre m, No. 1129): 1640-1645. Valentiner 

(No. 197): c. 1660, but ‘could be as early as 1640’. 

7. There have been differences of opinion about the meaning as 

well as the attribution and date of the Bucharest picture. Hofstede 

de Groot thought that it showed ‘Mordecai Kneeling before Esther’, 

with ‘Ahasueras’ sceptre stretched out as a sign of favor’. Lilienfeld, 

Valentiner, and Bredius also identified the kneeling figure as Mordecai. 

That it is not Mordecai, but Haman, is proved by the fact that the 

king’s gesture summons the soldiers behind him to remove Haman 

and execute him (Esther 7, 9); there is no moment in the narrative 

when the kind would be standing and Esther seated with a suppliant 

before her except at the moment of Haman’s condemnation. 

7a. Benesch notes, for instance, in connection with the drawing 

in the Albertina (Ben. 395, Fig. 445) which has generally been identified 

as a preliminary sketch for the Ottawa painting: ‘The drawing is 

particularly valuable for the chronology; the dating of a large group 

of historical and genre studies depends on it’. 

8. On the subject of this painting see M. Kahr, ‘A Rembrandt 

Problem: Haman or Uriah?’, Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld 

Institutes, xxv, 1965, pp. 258-273. 
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brandt f. 1632’9. This date was first published as long as 130 years ago and has been repeated ever 

since; so far as I know it has never been questioned. With the contrasts heightened by strong con- 

centrated illumination, however, the date inscribed appears to be 1637 (Fig. 2). As photographed on 

high-contrast film, the inscription reveals traces that suggest the possibility that the final digit was 

originally a ‘3’, which was changed into a ‘7’ within a very short time afterward, from the evidence of 

the age cracks and signs of wear, which uniformly affect the entire inscription, including the ‘7’, along 

with the rest of the painting. There is no reason to doubt that the signature and date [excepted the ‘7’] 

are part of the original painting. 

Since the picture has not been fully and accurately described in the literature, it may be useful to 

place some details on record here. The young woman, seen in three-quarters view toward the right, is 

exquisitely clothed in a russet velvet mantle over a gauzy gold under garment. The jewelled gold fillet 

on her brow holds a pale bluish feather. Her stockings are green, and her gold mules are embroidered 

with gold. The old woman, in contrast, is sombrely dressed in dark green; her veil is almost black. 

Behind the old woman, on a slightly elevated platform, stands a table covered with an ochre brocade 

cloth patterned in gold and bordered with gold medallions and dark fringe. On the table stand a footed 

gold dish in elaborate repoussé work, a gold salver containing a stack of papers with text indicated on 

the topmost one, and a lavish gold chain with gems. Behind the table are dark brown bed-curtains. 

Barely visible in the left foreground is a highly-ornamented gold or brass bowl or brazier. The floor is 

greenish stone. Steps leading up to it are visible in the foreground. The far wall is decorated with two 

sketchily drawn shell niches separated by pilasters and with a third, narrower niche at the right. What 

appears to be a low bench upholstered in greenish black stands against this wall. At the right of this 

a columnar form that loses itself in the shadows above can be imperfectly discerned; it appears to 

represent a black iron object with gold-colored ring handles, perhaps a stove. The broad dark horizontal 

band on this wall does not seem to have anything to dowith any convincing architectural element. It is 

not unusual for Rembrandt to portray architecture that could never be built, and in the case of the 

structure of the room in which this scene takes place, clarity was certainly not his aim. The shell niches 

and the low brass candlestick holding a pale, unlighted candle, that is visible in a small niche at the right 

side, show that it is a wall with pilasters and not an arcade that is indicated at the far side of the room. 

The young woman holds her right hand at her waist, while her left hand rests on the oddly-shaped 

+8 may 

%, 
9. R. H. Hubbard, National Gallery of Canada, Catalogue, Paintings 

and Sculpture, Vol. 1., Older Schools, Ottawa and Toronto, 1957, 

No. 6089. I am grateful to Dr. Hubbard, the Chief Curator, for making 

arrangements that permitted me to study the painting under excellent 

conditions. Thanks to the generous cooperation of Mr. Mervyn 

Ruggles, Conservator, I was able to examine closely the canvas itself 

and X-rays and photographs of it. 

9a. Infra-red photographs show only the slightest trace of the 

putative ‘3’ beneath the final ‘7’ of the date. Examination with the 

binocular microscope revealed no evidence of a varnish layer between 

paint surface and inscription. Some of the confusing marks in the 
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area of the inscription as photographed do not appear on the infra-red 

prints, which supports the interpretation that these marks are shadows 

of cracks in later varnish layers. 

Concerning technical questions regarding the condition and authen- 

ticity of the inscription; I have had the benefit of consultations with 

Mervyn Ruggles, Conservator, The National Gallery of Canada; 

Sheldon W. Keck and Lawrence J. Majewski, of the Center for Re- 

search and Training in Conservation, Institute of Fine Arts, New 

York University; and Hubert F. von Sonnenburg, Conservator of 

Paintings, Metropolitan Museum of Art. To all of them I am deeply 

grateful. 



—_ 

arm of her chair. The light that falls from above on the left picks out the sparkling lustre of her costume 

and her fresh complexion. In contrast, the ravaged face of the old woman and her dismal clothing are 

shrouded in shadow. As in his conceptions of Danaé and Bathsheba, Rembrandt here dramatizes the 

tragedy of the transience of youthful loveliness. The Vanitas implications of this theme—popularly 

exemplified in seventeenth-century Dutch painting in satirical ‘procuress’ and ‘old man with a young 

girl’ subjects—provide one stratum of the meaning of the picture. Within the framework of this 

generalization, in which Rembrandt repeatedly showed interest, he introduced additional meanings, 

each contributing to a unique whole. 

Among other things, this painting is a portrait. The young woman with soft, fair hair closely 

resembles Saskia as she appears in the silverpoint drawing (Berlin, Print Room; Ben. 427) on which 

Rembrandt noted the date 8 June 1633 and the fact that this was a portrait of his fiancée on the third 

day after they became engaged. She also appears to be the same person as the one represented in the 

etchings of ‘Rembrandt’ and his Wife Saskia’, dated 1636 (H. 144); ‘Studies of the Head of Saskia 

and Others’ of the same year (H. 145); ‘Three Heads of Women, one Lightly Etched’, which Hind 

dates ‘about 1637’ (H. 153), of which the central head, that of Saskia, appears alone in the first state, 

placed as if it had been intended as the sole subject of the plate; and in the etching of ‘Saskia as St. 

Catherine’ (Fig. 3), dated 1638 (H. 154). In the painting of ‘Samson’s Wedding Feast’ of 1638 (Dresden) 

the young woman of the Ottawa painting appears as the bride; once more Saskia was here cast in a 

role in a biblical drama. If the date that is inscribed along with Rembrandt’s signature on the riser of 

the steps in the foreground of the Ottawa picture were 1632, as has hitherto been supposed, it would 

have been extremely unlikely that Saskia could have been the sitter. In any later year in the 1630’s, 

nothing would be more likely than that it would have been Saskia who was portrayed. 

In style too the picture is not in accord with Rembrandt’s works of 1632. The softness of the con- 

tours, the radiance of the flesh tones, the splendidly realized diagonal composition into the depths of 

the space, the expressive employment of light; and the virtuoso brilliance of the rendition of the different 

materials — all speak for the time after 1632. Even the size of the picture would be exceptional at the 

earlier date. Stylistically it fits best with his works of 1633. It is possible that Rembrandt signed the 

painting in 1633 and painted a ‘7’ over the final ‘3’ in 1637. It may be that he had made some revisions 

at that time, though X-rays of the canvas give no evidence of significant changes in the composition. 

Perhaps he brought the inscription on an unsold canvas up to date to please a customer. 

It should be noted that while the signature as it appears on the Ottawa painting, ‘Rembrant’, was 

not usual, there are other examples of this spelling that seem exceptionally reliable. The painting 

known as ‘The Scholar’ or ‘St. Anastasius’ (Stockholm, National Museum; HdG 186, Br. 430) is 

inscribed ‘Rembrant fc. 1631’. This inscription is represented as on a document attached to the wall, 

and since it is in part incised with the tip of the brush handle, it is incorporated into the paint surface 

in a way that leaves little room for doubt as to its authenticity. The painting “The Anatomy of Dr. 

Nicolaas Tulp’ (The Hague, Mauritshuis; HdG 932, Br. 403) is similarly inscribed on a feigned placard 

on the wall: ‘Rembrant ft. 1632’. W. S. Heckscher states that ‘the original letters have reappeared in 
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their authentic form underneath repeated refreshings’®>. The ‘Self-Portrait with a Dog’ (Paris, Petit 

Palais; HdG 350, Br. 16) is signed ‘Rembrant f. 1631’. The so-called ‘Queen Artemesia’ (Madrid, 

Prado; HdG 223, Br. 468) is signed ‘Rembrant f. 1634’. This spelling of the name also appears on an 

etching dated 1632 (H. 94), one dated 1633 (H. 102), one which Hind places at ‘about 1633’ (H. 104), 

and two dated 1634 (H. 214 and H. 215). In any case, variations in his manner of signing his works 

occurred often enough so that the form of the signature cannot be taken as proof of the date of 

a painting!9, 

The earliest reference that has become part of the accepted record of the picture—which goes back 

to Smith’s Catalogue!1—is in the Sale Catalogue of the Collection of Mme. de Bandeville, Paris, 

December 3-10, 1787, No. 14, where it is called ‘Une Femme Juive’. The description is sufficiently 

detailed to relate it with a very high degree of probability to the painting now in Ottawa!2. There is no 

mention of signature or date. 

Smith places the painting next in the collection of Lord Rendlesham, which was sold in London 

June 20, 1806 (No. 47). The catalogue of this sale, like all the others that figure in this history, was not 

illustrated. The item reads in full: “Rembrandt, The Jew Bride—small whole length, a first rate Per- 

formance of this highly esteemed and universally admired Painter, all his great merit is concentred in 

this admirable specimen of his unrivalled abilities, most capital’. This does not help very much in 

identifying the picture sold on that occasion. It does seem to me to preclude the possibility that it was 

the Ottawa Rembrandt, as ‘small’ is not a likely choice for the first word in a description of a seven- 

teenth-century Dutch painting as large as this. The same reservation would apply to the next collection 

on the record, that of the Earl of Mulgrave, sold in London May 12, 1832 (No. 45), whose description 

repeats that of the Rendiesham catalogue without the fulsome praise. In 1818, while it was in the Earl 

of Mulgrave’s collection, “The Jew Bride’ by Rembrandt was exhibited at the British Institution (No. 

35), but unfortunately no additional information about the picture was given in the catalogue. Smith 

last records the picture as ‘bought by Mr. Seguier’. Dutuit (1885) lists it as missing!3. 

That these catalogue entries all refer to the same picture is dubious, but “The Jewish Bride’ (No. 494) 

that Smith himself described conformed in composition and details with the Ottawa painting, and the 

size he gives (3 feet 7-1/2 inches by 3 feet 1 inch) is almost identical with its measurements. Smith 

appears to have been the first to state that the picture is dated 1632. The sale catalogue of the collection 

9b. William S. Heckscher, Rembrandt’s ‘Anatomy of Dr. Nicolaas 

Tulp’, New York, 1958, p. 11. 

10. Rembrandt also used various forms of the individual letters 

and numerals. A ‘7’ with a long, heavy, curved tail, similar to the final 

digit in the Ottawa inscription, is to be seen in the ‘Susanna’ in Berlin, 

dated 1647, illustrated in Wurzbach, 0, p. 396. 

11. John Smith, A Catalogue Raisonné of the Works of the most 

eminent Dutch, Flemish, and French Painters, London, 1836, p. 159, 

No. 494. 

12. ‘Une Femme Juive, ayant la main droite posée sur sa poitrine, 

et la gauche sur le bras d’un fauteuil dans lequel elle est assise; elle 

est vétue d’une robe de mousseline a grandes manches et d’un manteau 
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d’écarlate orné richement de broderie d’or: ses deux pantoufles aussi 

brodées; un collier et des bracelets de perles; elle a une plume sur sa 

téte attachée par une bandelette avec des perles et une pierre de cou- 

leur; une autre femme lui accommode ses cheveux; derriére elle est la 

table de toilette’. 

“Ce Tableau réunit toutes les qualités essentielles; aussi il est en grande 

réputation, parce que l’on ne croit pas qu’il soit possible de trouver un 

portrait de Rembrandt plus parfait que l’est celui-ci. Il est sur toile et 

porte 3 pieds 3 pouces de haut, sur 2 pieds 9 pouces de large’. 

13. E. Dutuit, L’Oeuvre complet de Rembrandt, Supplément, Paris, 

1885, p. 55. 



; 

of Sir William W. Knighton, London, May 21-23, 1885 (No. 485) in all probability refers to this 

painting, about which it merely states: ‘Rembrandt, A Jewish Bride. 43 in. x 36 in.’, which is almost 

precisely the size of the Ottawa canvas. In 1891 the dealer Sedelmeyer bought it from Sir Charles 

Robinson, after which it passed into the possession of Prince Liechtenstein. In the Liechtenstein 

Collection catalogue of 1943 (No. 58) it is described as ‘Rembrandt’s Sister at her Toilette’, canvas, 

109 x 93 cm. Signed: Rembrant f. 1632. Formerly called ‘Bathsheba at her Toilette’!4. 

Emile Michel thought that the young woman represented was Saskia!S. Dr. Bode thought it was 

Rembrandt’s sister, Lisbeth, and he called the painting‘ Rembrandt’s Sister at her Toilet (The so- 

called Jewish Bride)’!6. A novel—and untenable—interpretation was provided in 1920 by Hans K auff- 

mann!7, who believed that this and several other of Rembrandt’s paintings from the early 1630’s were 

illustrations of the Trou-ringh of Jacob Cats!8. K. von Baudissin, pointing out that the Trou-ringh 

was not published until after the paintings had been made, suggested that the painting might represent 

Judith or Esther!9. In the catalogue of the Rembrandt Exhibition at the Ryksmuseum in Amsterdam 

in 1956 the problematic picture was titled ‘Young Woman at her Toilet’ (No. 21), with the note that 

‘although the traditional title, ““Bathsheba at her Toilet”, is not convincing, Kauffmann’s interpreta- 

tion is likewise not satisfactory. ... It is possible also that the subject is the Toilet of Esther’. Bauch 

(1966) also doubts that the subject is Bathsheba, though he thinks it is derived from the Bible or 

from poetry29. In no way does the picture fit into the long iconographic history of the Toilet of 

Bathsheba, nor does it show any points of conformity with the biblical text. It is true that in seven- 

teenth-century Holland paintings of narrative scenes—whether biblical, historical, or purely literary— 

tended to appear in the guise of genre. In cases in which the familiar features which would identify 

the event depicted were omitted, painters found ingenious means to make the reference clear. When 

Jan Steen, for instance, depicted a middle-class young woman fully dressed in contemporary costume, 

standing in her bedroom in the company of an old woman, he showed in her hand a letter inscribed 

‘To the beautiful Bathsheba’2!, so that no one could make the mistake of interpreting this as merely 

one of those characteristic Vanitas subjects of the period, in which old age points out the dismal future 

to youthful beauty. This is part of its meaning, of course, and the story of Bathsheba is another part. 

14. Erich V. Strohmer, Die Gemdldegalerie des Fiirsten Liechtenstein 

in Wien, Vienna, 1943, p. 100, Pl. 58. 

15. Rembrandt (English Edition), London and New York, 1903, 

p. 130. 

16. Bode and Hofstede de Groot, Rembrandt, 1., 1897, p. 172, No. 69. 

17. ‘Rembrandt und die Humanisten vom Muiderkring’, Jahrbuch 

der preussischen Kunstsammlungen, 41, 1920, pp. 46-81. Clotilde Briére- 

Misme, though she felt that Kauffmann had not convincingly estab- 

lished the dependence of Rembrandt on Cats in particular works, 

thought he was correct in emphasizing the similarity of their concep- 

tions and especially of their fantasy Orient; she believed that the 

Hermitage ‘Danaé’ really represented the biblical character Leah, 

not as described in Genesis but as depicted by Cats in the Trou-ringh, 

which she interpreted as conclusive evidence of the dependence of the 

painter on the poet. (‘La ,,Danaé’’ de Rembrandt et son Véritable 

Sujet’, Gazette des Beaux Arts, 1952, pp. 305-318; 1953, pp. 27-36 and 

291-304; 1954, pp. 67-76). As Erwin Panofsky has proved that the 

Hermitage nude does in fact represent Danaé, Mme. Briére-Misme’s 

argument has no foundation. (‘Der gefesselte Eros,’ Oud Holland, 

50, 1933, pp. 193-217). 

18. Jacob Cats, ’s Werelts Begin, Midden, Einde, Besloten in den 

Trou-Ringh met den Proef-Steen van den selyen, Dordrecht, 1638. 
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Kunstwissenschaft, 1925, p. 148. 

20. K. Bauch, Rembrandt: Gemdilde, Berlin, 1966, No. 9. 

21. Paris, Collection of E. Nicholas. Reproduced as Fig. 60, 

Elisabeth Kunoth-Leifels, Uber die Darstellungen der ‘Bathseba im 

Bade’, Essen, 1962. 
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To recall the biblical narrative even in this unfamiliar setting, David’s castle is seen through anopen 

door. This is perhaps as far as a painting could depart from the traditional iconography of the toilet 

of Bathsheba without renouncing it completely. In conformity with the story in the Bible, paintings 

had previously not failed to make it clear that Bathsheba was bathing when David saw her beauty 

from the roof of his house and sent messengers to her22. Even Cranach, who envisaged Bathsheba in 

an elegant costume, complete with broad-brimmed hat, showed her having her feet washed23. 

It is not possible that Rembrandt would have taken Bathsheba so completely out of the context of 

her story as to depict her fully dressed as her maid combs her hair, and in an indoor setting that offers 

no possibility of her being seen from the roof of the king’s house, and in the presence of documents 

that must be presumed to have some significance in the picture but cannot be accounted for in the 

story of Bathsheba. When Rembrandt depicted Bathsheba, he did not disguise her beyond recognition. 

Yet Elisabeth Kunoth-Leifels, who has published a study on the subject of “Bathsheba in the Bath’ 

in art from the fourth through the seventeenth century, believes that in theme and motive the Ottawa 

picture belongs to the circle of Bathsheba representations?4. She suggests that the papers on the table 

(which she refers to as a book) represent a Bible opened to the place in the Book of Samuel that tells the 

story of Bathsheba. Such a heavy-handed way of indicating that the figure in his painting represents a 

character in a book would of course be foreign to Rembrandt’s usage. That Dr. Kunoth-Leifels goes so 

far astray in trying to account for the presence of the papers does, however, lead to two valid points: 

first, that in any painting by Rembrandt such an element as this must be explained in relation to the 

meaning of the picture; and, second, that the manuscript pages cannot reasonably fit into an interpre- 

tation of this picture as “‘Bathsheba’. Since the picture at the same time lacks every feature that might 

relate it to the story of Bathsheba—outdoor setting in a court or garden; allusion to the bath, such as 

nudity of the main figure, the presence of a fountain or basin, or foot-washing; the presence of King 

David on his roof, or at least a rooftop that could be his vantage point—there is no reason at all to call 

it ‘The Toilet of Bathsheba’, the title under which the National Gallery of Canada now catalogues it. 

Nor is it a solution to the problem to call the painting by one of the old titles, ‘A Young Woman 

at her Toilet’ or ‘Rembrandt’s Sister at her Toilet’, for it is clearly neither pure genre nor merely a 

portrait. It represents a specific event, from its very nature. 

The moment depicted is that in which Esther, after her three-day fast, is completing her preparations 

to appear before Ahasueras to ask him to countermand the edicts proclaiming the destruction of the 

Jewish people (Esther 5, 1). The documents on the table represent ‘the copy of the writing of the decree’ 

that a chamberlain had taken to Esther from Mordecai, who wished to acquaint her with the danger 

and persuade her to supplicate the king even at the risk of her life. There is a thick pile of documents 

because the king’s scribes wrote ‘to every province according to the writing thereof, and to every 

people after their language’ the decree proclaiming the destruction of the Jews (Esther 3, 12). The 

suggestion that this picture represents ‘Esther Putting on Her Royal Apparel’ was taken up by William 

22. m1 Samuel 11, 2-3. 

23. Berlin, Museum, dated 1526. 24. Op. cit., p. 68. 
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S. Heckscher in 195825. Professor Heckscher emphasized the role of Queen Esther ‘as the great inter- 

ceding figure in the Old Testament’, a prefiguration of the Virgin interceding for mankind in Medieval 

typological terms. It is true that the intercession of Esther carries with it this old meaning, but in a 

work by a Dutch Protestant in the seventeenth century this meaning is likely to be subordinate to 

others. The fact that Rembrandt shows Esther not genuflecting before the king as Mary kneels before 

Christ, but instead in the exceedingly human situation of a frightened but resolute person making 

practical preparations for the action she is determined to take proves that in Rembrandt’s conception 

the emphasis was different from the Medieval one. 

The picture of ‘Esther Preparing to Intercede with Ahasueras’, as I would call the Ottawa painting, 

presents a glowing example of a type for which Rembrandt shows evidence of a special affinity: the 

thoughtful, literate woman. The contemplative Esther, the studious Minerva, the old woman reading 

her Bible (whom he held in such reverence that it has always been tempting to identify all these various 

old women as Rembrandt’s mother)—all these reveal Rembrandt’s appreciation for traits that have 

seldom been associated with femininity in art. His unique conception of the Virgin shifting her glance 

from the open Bible on her lap to the sleeping infant in the cradle beside her, in “The Holy Family 

with Angels’ (1645, Leningrad) conveys the essence of Rembrandt’s feeling for the Woman with 

the Book. Esther as the model of the young woman capable of wisdom and dignity claimed his atten- 

tion repeatedly. Her appeal was, of course, not limited to this. 

The Apocrypha, which, as is well known, were included in earlier Protestant Bibles as well as in the 

States-General Bible published in 1637 for the Dutch Reformed Church, tell vividly of Esther’s pre- 

parations to appear before Ahasueras to induce him to abrogate the orders to annihilate her people. 

Esther was well aware that to come unsummoned before the king was punishable by death. Having 

been persuaded that it was necessary to take the risk, she took all possible measures to gain divine 

help. ‘She took off her splendid clothing and put on garments of distress and mourning, and instead 

of the rarest perfumes, she covered her head with ashes and dung, and she abased her body utterly, 

and every part that she delighted to adorn she covered with her tangled hair. And she prayed to the 

Lord...’ After three days of fasting and prayer, ‘she took off the clothes in which she had worshipped 

and dressed herself in splendor’. The part that her hair played in her self-abasement accounts for the 

artist’s picturing her fully clad in her regal attire and having her hair groomed as the crowning touch 

in the reinstatement of her beauty. 

The motif of the hair combing that reflects the tradition of the Toilette of Venus reminds us that 

Esther,—pious, sedate, and sensible as she is—is also a love goddess. It is her beauty that makes 

everything possible for her. It is because the king is enamoured of her that her people are saved. As her 

name reveals, Esther is identified with Astarte2°. 

25. Op cit., p. 118. Professor Heckscher was interested in this was a queen might itself have been sufficient, it seems to me, to warrant 

painting chiefly in connection with the shell niche, which he believed setting her off before a shell niche. 

indicated Esther’s high mission as prefiguration of the Virgin as 26. Jensen, followed by Néldecke, identifies Esther with the Ba- 

mediator with the Lord on behalf of mankind. The fact that Esther bylonian goddess Ishtar (Aphrodite) and traces the whole story of the 
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The Protestant rejection of the cult of Mary tended to deprive art of one of its earliest and most 

persistent themes: the mother goddess, symbol of fertility, the nourishing breast, and defense against 

demonic powers. In the Renaissance, alongside the emblems of the female principle that Christian art 

had produced, the Venus of antiquity reappeared. Botticelli in Florence and Giovanni Bellini and 

Giorgione in Venice assisted at the rebirth of Venus, and Titian brought her to a full flowering. The 

title of “Venus” could provide a convenient cloak of respectability for a painting of a beautiful nude 

woman in which both patron and painter were interested for reasons that had little to do with mythol- 

ogy or antiquarianism in some cases. After the Council of Trent, the beautiful nude woman would 

more often be painted in the guise of the repentant Magdalen, which in the seventeenth century be- 

came an extremely popular theme, especially in Italy and France. Along with those familiar symbols 

of the vanity of earthly things, the skull and the burned-down candle, the Magdalen was frequently 

depicted gazing at herself in a mirror with a melancholy expression that is generally interpreted as 

meaning, ‘My beauty too shall pass’-—though she has almost always been represented in art with her 

beauty unimpaired rather than as an object lesson of the ravages of time. 

The Magdalen meditating before her mirror was a direct continuation of a long-favored type of 

Venus theme, “The Toilette of Venus’. Sometimes the goddess is shown dressing her hair, a gesture 

which reflects the antique Venus Anadyomene, who presses the water from her hair as she emerges 

from the sea. Sometimes it is another figure, a Cupid or a nymph, who is shown combing the long hair 

of Venus. In other cases Venus is depicted admiring herself in a mirror, which is generally held before 

her by Cupid or by a male admirer; she may be shown putting the finishing touches to her already 

elaborately arranged coiffure. Around 1620 or earlier, Rubens painted a Venus whose maid stands be- 

hind her arranging her hair while Cupid holds a mirror before her27. Thus Venus continued to appear 

undisguised in works by Catholic artists into the seventeenth century, alongside her saintly substitute. 

In the Calvinist United Provinces, where the cult of saints was not encouraged, instead of Mary 

Magdalen the beautiful female nude (or, more often, semi-nude) would often be cast in the role of 

Susanna or Bathsheba. In the picture of ‘Bathsheba at her Toilet? which Rembrandt painted in 1643 

(Metropolitan Museum of Art), he included two maids, one engaged in grooming Bathsheba’s feet, 

while the other combs her hair; the combing ‘of the the hair is of course a reflexion of the old Toilet of 

Venus motive. The activities of these two maids are precisely foreshadowed in Tintoretto’s ‘Susanna’ 

in the Louvre. The similarities between Rembrandt’s 1643 ‘Bathsheba at her Toilet’ and the Tintoretto 

‘Susanna’ demonstrate the fact that their common source is the ‘Toilette of Venus’ motif. In his 1654 

‘Bathsheba at her Toilet’ (Louvre), as has often been noted, Rembrandt eliminated the hair-combing 

maid along with other details in the interests of closer focus and increased unity of emphasis. The 

hair-combing motif in the Ottawa ‘Esther Preparing to Intercede with Ahasueras’ shows the con- 

Book of Esther to a Babylonian-Elamitic myth. (Jewish Encyclopedia, 

v, 1903, column 237, ‘Esther’). Ishtar was the Babylonian and Assyrian complicated role to recall that Ishtar (and after her Aphrodite) was a 

prototype of Astarte, who had an extensive cult among the Israelites, goddess of both war and love. 

as shown by biblical references to Ashtoreth. (Larousse Encyclopedia 27, Liechtenstein Collection, 204. There is a copy in Hampton 

of Mythology, p. 142 ff). It is interesting in connection with Esther’s Court. The motif reflects a Titian. 
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(1). Rembrandt. Esther preparing to intercede with Ahasueras. Ottawa, National Gallery of Canada. 



* (2). Rembrandt. Esther preparing to intercede with Ahasue- 

ras. Detail: signature and date. Ottawa, National Gallery of 

Canada. 

(3). Rembrandt. Saskia as St. Catherine. Etching. Amster- 

dam, Rijksmuseum.—(4). Rembrandt. Young Woman having 

her Hair combed. Drawing. Vienna, Albertina. 
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(6). Rembrandt. Esther with the Decree (known as ‘The 

Great Jewish Bride’). Etching. State 1v. New York, Pierpont 

Morgan Library.—(7). Rembrandt. Esther with the Decree. 

Etching. State 1v. Detail: monogram and date. New York, 

Pierpont Morgan Library.—(9). Rembrandt. Esther with 

the Decree. Etching. State 1. New York, Metropolitan Mu- 

seum of Art, gift of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929. 



(5) 

(5). After Rembrandt. Esther with the Decree. Formerly 

Berlin, Coll. W. Heilgendorf/. —(8). Rembrandt. Esther with 

the Decree. Drawing, study for the etching. Stockholm, 

National Museum.—(10). Heemskerck. Esther preparing 

to intercede. Drawing. Copenhagen, Royal Museum. 



tinuity of this theme with the tradition of Old Testament subjects cast in the mould of ‘The Toilette 

of Venus’. The vivid reference to Esther’s hair in the Apocryphal text gave Rembrandt the occasion 

to enrich his painting with this evocative association. 

Esther’s role as the Goddess of Love is overshadowed, however, by her public-spirited activities. 

Rembrandt makes it clear—as the Bible does—that the advantages that derived from her beauty served 

the community. To the seventeenth-century Dutch the overt meaning of her story was mainly ethical. 

They identified with Esther in her fortitude and her triumph over odds through piety. Like Esther, 

the Calvinists recognized their political duty as a religious obligation28. The pensive young woman in 

the Ottawa painting symbolizes these civic virtues. 

It is characteristic of Rembrandt to have encompassed these qualities in a genre-like scene in which 

the human features come to the fore. From the story of Esther, in which other artists have tended to see 

mainly the grandiose and dramatic aspects, Rembrandt has chosen a moment whose intensity is in 

the mind of the protagonist. Esther’s quiet meditation, the gentle touch of the old woman, these set 

the mood; despite the splendor of the costume and accessories, a simple intimacy prevails. This 

quality was retained from the preparatory drawing, which is in the Albertina (Fig. 4)29. 

Another painting of a richly-costumed young woman seated in three-quarters view to the right 

(Fig. 5) has found a place in the Rembrandt canon. Since I have not seen the picture, which was last 

recorded as in the W. Heilgendorff collection in Berlin, it is with the utmost diffidence that I mention 

my impression from reproductions that it is not from Rembrandt’s hand; it may be a school piece, or, 

more likely, a later pastiche of the Ottawa painting and the etching known as “The Great Jewish Bride’ 

(Fig. 6). In this composition the young woman is represented alone, and she holds in her left hand a 

large manuscript sheet. Hofstede de Groot called this picture “‘Bathsheba with David’s Letter’ and 

dated it around 1634. Bredius (No. 495) accepted it under the same title, as did Bauch (1966; No. 255), 

who dated it around 1632, without having seen the original. Dr. Kunoth-Leifels interprets it as re- 

presenting Bathsheba as she thinks over David’s message, as in Rembrandt’s 1654 painting (Louvre). 

The differences between this painting and the one in the Louvre show precisely why this one cannot 

refer to Bathsheba. The sitter here is not only fully but most elaborately dressed, she is within a room 

with no apparent view to the outside, and the document she holds is far too large to represent the 

note that David sent to summon Bathsheba. This personage in royal robes represents Queen Esther. 

She holds a copy of the decree setting the date for the slaying of the Jews, which Mordecai had sent 

her, as she gravely ponders the action she must take (Esther 4, 8). 

The etching traditionally called ‘The Great Jewish Bride’ depicts the same moment in the story of 

Esther. Not only has this celebrated and much-discussed work hitherto eluded interpretation, but the 

28. Inconnection with the much-discussed question of Rembrandt’s 

religious affiliation, it may be of some interest to note that unlike the from nature preceding the painting of 1632, in which case the sitter 

Calvinists, the Mennonites abjured participation in government. might be Rembrandt’s sister Lisbeth’. He dates the drawing about 

29. Benesch 395, Fig. 445; Valentiner 682; H. d. G. 1453. Benesch 1632-4. Valentiner dates it about 1635: he says it is clearly Saskia who 

notes that ‘the sitter has usually been considered to be Saskia. If so, is portrayed in the drawing, ‘not the so-called ,,Rembrandt’s sister” 

the drawing could hardly be earlier than 1634. But it may be a study who is in the painting’. Both refer to the Ottawa painting. 
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date inscribed on all states after the first, which cannot be read as anything other than 1637 (Fig. 7), has 

never been correctly recorded in the literature. When in 1637 Rembrandt occupied himself once more 

with the painting that had remained in his hands since he had painted it in 1633—if my interpretation 

of the inscription is correct—his mind reverted to the theme of Esther’s brave resolution of her dilem- 

ma. The result was the intensified conception that he embodied in the etching. 

The figure in the etching strongly resembles ‘Esther Preparing to Intercede with Ahasueras’ in the 

painting in Ottawa. This relationship is even clearer in the preparatory drawing for the etching (Fig. 8), 

in which the figure is shown full-length and turned in the same direction as in the painting3°. In the 

etching the figure appears in the reverse direction and in three-quarters length, and a striking change 

has been made in the relation of size of figure to picture space. The tender, vulnerable Saskia whose 

character shaped the Ottawa Esther has in the print been transformed into the embodiment of resolu- 

tion. She is monolithic, immovable. Her body fills the space, her right hand firmly grasps the arm of 

her chair, her level gaze is a challenge. She holds the document squarely before her like a weapon. 

Even the architectural background stresses the immutability of her position. 

It is odd that this stalwart figure, embodying the virtues of a Roman matron, has for more than 

two centuries been identified as a Jewish bride. The title was published in Gersaint’s Catalogue in 

1751 (No. 311) with the explanation that it was known thus in Holland because ‘sa téte est nue et 

garnie de longs cheveux, qui lui couvrent toutes les épaules; elle a un fil de perles autour de la téte (c’est 

ainsi qu’étoient coiffées dans ce temps-la en Hollande les femmes juives, que l’on alloit marier)’3!. 

This entry also stated that the work lacked both signature and date. Daulby in 1796 gave the same 

explanation; he added that ‘on the cloth which covers the table is the letter R reversed’32. Bartsch 

(1797) mentions neither signature nor date. (No. 340)33, nor does Claussin in 182434, Blanc (1859-61), 

who titled the etching ‘La Femme de Rembrandt, piéce improprement dite: La Grande Mariée juive’, 

appears to have been the first to state that the inscription read ‘R 1634’ in reverse (No. 199)35. Vosmaer 

(1877) repeated this, as well as Blanc’s remark that the etching was a portrait of Saskia3©. The following 

year Middleton (No. 108) published the etching as ‘Study of Saskia, called “The Great Jewish Bride’ 

the purpose of the veil is to conceal the bride’s face. Nothing in Picart 

30. Stockholm, National Museum. Benesch 292; Valentiner 572; 

HdG 1695. 

31. F. Landsberger, Rembrandt, the Jews, and the Bible, Philadelphia, 

1962, p. 74 f., defends the view that the arrangement of the hair is that 

of a Jewish bride on her wedding day, when she would be escorted 

to the bridegroom’s home to be ceremoniously provided with fine 

garments and a bridal veil. He states that the veil, attached to the back 

of the bride’s head, becomes visible in the etching ‘under the left arm, 

drooping in narrow folds over the side of the chair’. (Not visible to 

me). The circlet above the brow, he continues, is also a traditional 

ornament of the Jewish bride, but the evidence he quotes as ‘con- 

temporary’ was actually published a century later (Bernard Picart, 

The Religious Ceremonies and Customs of the Several Nations of the 

known world, Vol. 1: Ceremonies of the Jews, London, 1731, p. 277, 

first English edition; French edition published in Amsterdam 1725- 

1743). Picart’s plates, as well as the text, make it clear, besides, that 
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would connect the Rembrandt figure with a Jewish bride, except that 

her hair is flowing over her shoulders. Rembrandt’s etching of ‘Saskia 

as St. Catherine’ (H. 154), where the same long hair and fillet appear, 

gives evidence that this coiffure was not suitable exclusively for a 

Jewish bride, if indeed it had any connection with Jewish wedding 

customs. (Fig. 3). 

32. D. Daulby, A Descriptive Catalogue of the Works of Rem- 

brandt ..., Liverpool, 1796, p. 203, No. 311. 

33. A. Bartsch, Catalogue Raisonné de toutes les Estampes qui 

forment oeuvre de Rembrandt ..., Vienna, 1797. 

34. J. J. de Claussin, Catalogue raisonné ..., Paris, 1824, p. 187, 

No. 330. 

35. C. Blanc, L’Oeuvre complet de Rembrandt, Paris, n.d. [1859-61], 

, p. 124, No. 199. 

36. C. Vosmaer, Rembrandt, sa Vie et ses Oeuvres, The Hague, 1877, 

p. 506, No. 199. (2nd Ed.; first published 1863 and 1868). 



and gave the date as 163437. According to Middleton, ‘the print probably obtained the title by which 

it is commonly known, of The Great Jewish Bride, from a legend, which I have however been unable 

to trace to its source, of this having been a portrait of a daughter of Ephraim Bonus, the Jewish phy- 

sician’. I too have failed to find any trace of such a legend. The word ‘great’ was included in the title 

of this large print in order to distinguish it from the smaller etching known as “The Small Jewish 

Bride’ (‘Study of Saskia as St. Catherine’, H. 154). Dutuit (1883) returned to the traditional title and 

noted the inscription as ‘the reversed letter R and below it: 1634, also reversed’38. Rovinsky (1890) 

repeated this, adding that the inscription appears from the second state onward39. 

Singer (1906) listed ‘Die ,,grosse” Judenbraut’ among the doubtful sheets (No. 148); he gave its 

date as 1635, without comment?9, In 1907 Hind gave the print the title ‘Girl with hair falling on her 

shoulders (The Great Jewish Bride)’ and the date 1635, in a chronological list of Rembrandt’s 

etchings*!. In his catalogue entry dealing with this etching (No. 127)42, Hind mentioned Seymour 

Haden’s opinion that ‘the elaboration in m1 is not by Rembrandt’ and stated that he could not endorse 

this opinion‘43. Dissatisfaction with the later states had, indeed, been expressed earlier by Middleton, 

who wrote: “The first state of the etching [our Fig. 9] is so much finer than the finished impression that 

we may naturally inquire why Rembrandt should have added the later work at all and not have 

been content to allow it to remain as it was’44. The additional work done on the plate after state I is 

to be explained by the fact that Rembrandt never intended this to be simply a ‘Study of Saskia’, as 

Middleton called it, but a biblical subject, every detail of which was calculated to contribute to the 

meaning. There is evidence in the preliminary drawing, in which the rolled-up document is plainly 

evident in the sitter’s right hand, that Rembrandt planned this subject from the start, and there is no 

reason to doubt that he carried it out himself. Only the emphasized lines in the stone wall and re- 

working elsewhere in the plate that is visible in state rv might have been by another hand. 

The young woman’s expression of intense determination, the document that she holds in her hand, 

the books close-by for consultation, all point to the identification of this scene as ‘Esther with the 

Decree’. The association of Esther with books is made explicit in Heemskerck’s drawing of the scene 

tion; the first rare state, in particular, because of its extraordinary 

37. C. H. Middleton, Descriptive Catalogue of the Etched Work of 

Rembrandt van Ryn, London, 1878. 

38. E. Dutuit, L’Oeuvre complet de Rembrandt, Paris, 1883, No. 329. 

39. D. Rovinski, L’Oeuvre gravé de Rembrandt, St. Petersburg, 

1890, No. 340. 

40. H. W. Singer, Rembrandt: des Meisters Radierungen (Klassiker 

der Kunst), Stuttgart and Leipzig, 1906, No. 148. 

41. A. M. Hind, Etchings of Rembrandt (The Master Etchers), 

London and New York, n.d. [1907], No. 120. 

42. A. M. Hind, Rembrandt’s Etchings, London, 1912, p. 111, 

No. 127. 

43. Ihave been unable to trace Seymour Haden’s opinion as quoted 

by Hind. In his Introduction to the Catalogue of the Burlington Fine 

Arts Club Exhibition of the Etched Work of Rembrandt, London, 

1877, Seymour Haden made these remarks about this etching: “The 

fine head of his wife, Saskia (26, 27), then a bride, next claims atten- 

brilliancy of execution and of the consummate way in which it is 

lighted, and also because it is an instance of how much may be lost 

even in such hands as Rembrandt’s, in the elaboration of an etching, 

or rather in the act of taking it up to work upon it a second time. To 

judge by the shadow projected by the head, the etching in its first 

state would seem to have been made opposite an ordinary window, 

and, from the position of the same shadow in subsequent states, to 

have been completed in the studio—with how much loss to its luminous 

quality it is needless to say’. In this, the first chronological catalogue of 

Rembrandt’setchings, the date of ‘The Great Jewish Bride’ is givenas 1634. 

L. Miinz, Rembrandt’s Etchings, London, 1952, No. 104, stated that 

‘already in the first known state the etching has the appearance of a 

school piece worked over by Rembrandt’, an opinion which seems to 

me unfounded. Miinz also erroneously declared that ‘Hind accepts 

only the first state as Rembrandt’s work’. 

44, Op. cit., p. 90. 
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in which Esther is seated at her table and receives with consternation the return of the garment she 

had sent in vain to Mordecai to replace the sackcloth and ashes in which he is seen mourning outside 

(Fig. 10)45. On Esther’s table are several large books, including an open one from which she appears 

to have turned away in that instant. This represents the Bible, from which she derives her faith. The 

books in Rembrandt’s etching have the same meaning*®. 

The date 1637 (in reverse) is so unmistakably clear in impressions of states 1, 111 and Iv (enlarged and 

reversed, Fig. 7) that the long history of errors in the literature if baffling. The correct reading suggests 

new insights into Rembrandt’s way of working, at least in this particular instance. Drawings of homely 

scenes in the daily life of his beloved wife provided the compositional starting point for a portrait in 

in the guise of Esther, a biblical heroine close to the master’s heart. From this painting, rich in poetic 

ambiguities, he went on to carry his theme to a higher point of concentration in an etching. It became 

‘less Saskia, more Esther, less portrait, more intellectual conception, less genre, more biblical. Thus 

he employed all his artistic resources in the expression of his complex feelings for his wife combined 

with his profound interpretation of the Bible. 

His choice of subjects never before represented in monumental art reflects the strength of his 

personal convictions as well as his confidence in his ability to solve new problems. Even in this early 

stage of his career, he was concerned first and foremost with the inner experiences of the human beings 

with unique subtlety. Through the material medium of paint on canvas—and of ink on paper—he was 

| able to convey something of the incorporeal essence of the situation. Esther’s difficult decision, the | 

| resolution with which she overcomes her anxiety, the faith and piety with which she fortifies herself 

| for the ordeal—all these are implicit in Rembrandt’s painting in Ottawa, ‘Esther Preparing to Intercede 

with Ahasueras’. The etching depicting ‘Esther with the Decree’ confirms and strengthens this char- 

acterization*’. 

According to Josephus, during her three-day fast, Esther ‘entreated God to have mercy upon her, 

and make her words appear persuasive to the king, and render her countenance more beautiful than 

it was before, that both by her words and beauty she might succeed’48. In 1637 Rembrandt depicted 

Esther as she concerns herself with both her beauty and her words, summoning her courage to place 

both at the service of her duty to her people. 

45. This is one of a series of eight drawings illustrating the Book of 

Esther that Martin van Heemskerck made in 1563, all of which are now 

in Copenhagen, Royal Museum of Fine Arts, Department of Prints 

and Drawings. Philippe Galle made engravings after them, with 

Latin inscriptions from Hadrianus Junius. The inventory of July 25, 

in which the jewel box and documents on the table would also have no 

place. This painting, dated 1642, is related in style to paintings by 

Rembrandt dated 1633 and 1634, as Gerson emphasized. In the 

Catalogue of the Los Angeles County Museum, where the painting 

now is, its title is given as ‘Bathsheba Receiving the Letter and the 

1656, indicates that Rembrandt owned a book of engravings after 

Heemskerck (Urkunden, No. 227). 

46. W. Weisbach (Rembrandt, Berlin and Leipzig, 1926, p. 234) 

believed that the books supported his interpretation of the figure as a 

Sibyl. K. G. Boon (Rembrandt: The Complete Etchings, New York, 

n.d., No. 125) thought it represented a Minerva or a Sibyl. 

47. Paintings by Rembrandt’s pupils reflect his works on this sub- 

ject. I would suggest that ‘Esther Holding the Decree’ is the subject of 

‘the earliest dated and fully signed painting we have’ by Philips 

Koninck (H. Gerson, Philips Koninck, Berlin, 1936, No. 140, Pl. 20), 

whose traditional title of ‘Vertumnus and Pomona’ Gerson doubted, 

noting that ‘the letter that ‘Pomona’ holds has nothing to do with the 

theme’. The indoor setting would likewise be unsuitable for that story, 
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Jewels’, a subject that it does not illustrate, for the reasons given above 

in connection with Rembrandt’s Ottawa painting. (P. Wescher, E. Fein- 

blatt, W. R. Valentiner, A Catalogue of Flemish, German, Dutch, and 

English Paintings, 1, Los Angeles, 1954, p. 55, No. 59). 

Aert de Gelder, who was Rembrandt’s pupil very late in the master’s 

career, several times painted compositions that may best be explained 

as various moments in Esther’s preparations to appear before Ahasue- 

ras (Potsdam, Catalogue, 1930, 49; Munich, A. P., Catalogue, 1957, 

841, fig. 171, dated 1684; London, art trade, illustrated in Catalogue, 

Exhibition, Leyden, Rembrandt als Leermeester, 1956, 58, Fig. 25). 

48. Antiquities, Book x1, Chapter vi, 8. A German edition of Jo- 

sephus, with woodcuts by Tobias Stimmer, was listed in Rembrandt’s 

inventory (No. 284). 
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ESTHER? OR RUTH? 

By Alfred R. Bader 

Recently M. Kahr) has clearly shown that Rembrandt's painting(2) (fig. 1) 

in the National Gallery of Canada should not be called Bathsheba, A Jewish Bride 

or Rembrandt's Sister at her Toilette, and has suggested that it depicts Esther 

preparing to intercede with Ahasuerus. Mrs. Kahr bases her conclusions on a 

comparison with related paintings, drawings and etchings, on her belief that there 

is a thick pile of documents on the table behind the old woman - Haman's decrees of 

the annihilation of the Jews to be sent to each of the 127 provinces of Persia - and 

on the references in the Bible and the Apocrypha to Esther's elaborate preparations 

to meet the king. Of course, the Book of Esther's great popularity in 17th century 

Holland makes this subject a plausible one. 

However, Rembrandt, "even in this early stage of his career, .... was 

concerned first and foremost with the inner experiences of the human beings he 

portrayed", (3) and so one must question whether he would portray Esther as he 

did in the portrait in Ottawa. Esther had been informed in detail of the plot to kill 

her people, had fasted and prayed to God for three days and was now preparing 

herself to ask for her life and the life of her people. Surely Rembrandt could have 

shown deep concern if not fear for life; the young woman is serious but not deeply 

concerned. (fig. 2) 

The several drawings and etchings related by Mrs. Kahr to the Ottawa painting 

do not unambiguously depict Esther, and may be related to to the painting solely 

through the artist's use of Saskia as a model. 





If the writings on the table were indeed unambiguously a "thick pile of 

' 

documents", to be distributed to the Persian provinces, Mrs. Kahr's theory would 

be strenthened; however it may just be a well-worn book (fig. 3), probably the Bible. 

Queen Esther must have prepared herself elaborately for her visit with the 

king, and - were it not for the young woman's expression - that title would be as 

plausible as that of several other young women in the Bible, being prepared for 

important meetings. 

What catches the mind almost as much as the beautifully dressed girl are 

"the ravaged face of the old woman and her dismal clothing .... shrouded in shadow. (@) 

Would Rembrandt really have depicted the Queen's servant so starkly, (9) or could 

there be more significance to the contrast? If the latter then the old woman might 

be Naomi who had said (Ruth, 1,20) "Call me not Naomi, call me Mara; for the Almighty 

hath dealt very bitterly with me." 

We are accustomed to thinking of Ruth as a rustic girl who goes into the fields 

to glean after the reapers, but Rembrandt might well have known of the tradition that 

Ruth was the daughter of Eglon, the fat Moabite King, (6) and surely knew the text of 

Ruth 3, 3 where Naomi said to Ruth "Wash thyself therefore, and anoint thee, and put 

thy raiment upon thee,..,." to interest Boaz. The Talmud ?elates this story of Ruth 

dressing to the rabbinic commandment to own at least two sets of clothing - one for 

work and one for the Sabbath. 

This would explain the serious but not frightened mien of the girl: Ruth had 

been married, had met Boaz and had no reason to be afraid of him. If the painting 

had been meant partly as a vanitas to show the contrast between youth and old age, 





Rembrandt might well have shown a burned-down candle; the unlighted candle and 

the shell-niche might be symbolic for the story of Ruth, the ancestress of David 

and the Messiah. (8) 

Clearly certainty is here impossible to attain, Rembrandt surely depicted 

Saskia in a biblical role, and we can only say that one subject may appear more 

plausible than the other. 

(1) M. Kahr, Rembrandt's Esther. A Painting and an Etching newly interpreted 

and dated. 

Oud-Holland LXXXI (1966), pp. 228 - 244. 

(2) Oil on canvas, 43 x 37 inches; H deG 311, Bredius 494, Bauch 9. Gerson 

considers Mrs. Kahr’s a "convincing reinterpretation. " 

(SjeM-skahr,, Loc-ecit. p,, 244, 

(4) Kahr aibids p.aZ3- 

(5) There are of course several Rembrandt paintings of Old Testament subjects, 

in which starkly dressed old women can only be maids, e.g. in the beautiful 

Bathsheba in the Louvre (Bredius 521), and the Bathsheba in Rennes (Bredius 492) 

and the Metropolitan Museum (Bredius 513). The painting called Bathsheba, in 

Leningrad (Bredius 506) may be the same subject as the work in Ottawa. 

(6) The Midrash Ruth Rabba to 1,4 tells that the secret which Ehud imparted to 

King Eglon just before killing him (Judges 3, 15 - 26) was that Eglon's descendants 

would sit on God's throne; both Ruth and Orpah were Eglon's daughters and so 

David and Solomon were, through Ruth, Eglon's descendants. 

(7) The Babylonian Talmud, Seder Moed, tractate Sabbath, 113 b. 

(8) Ch MS Kahr locr cit). p-5.200;and foomoterZo: 
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or Rembrandt's Sister at her Toilette, and has suggested that it depicts Esther 

preparing to intercede with Ahasuerus. Mrs. Kahr bases her conclusions on a 

comparison with related paintings, drawings and etchings, on her belief that there 

is a thick pile of documents on the table behind the old woman - Haman's decrees of 

the annihilation of the Jews to be sent to each of the 127 provinces of Persia - and 

on the references in the Bible and the Apocrypha to Esther's elaborate preparations 
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did in the portrait in Ottawa. Esther had been informed in detail of the plot to kill 

her people, had fasted and prayed to God for three days and was now preparing 

herself to ask for her life and tretiteof her people, Surely Rembrandt could have 

shown deep concern if not fear for life; the young woman is serious but not deeply 

concerned. (fig. 2) 

The several drawings and etchings related by Mrs. Kahr to the Ottawa painting 

do not unambiguously depict Esther,-and may be related to to the painting solely 

through the artist's use of Saskia as a model. 
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Rembrandt might well have shown a burned-down candle; the unlighted candle and 

the shell-niche might be symbolic for the story of Ruth, the ancestress of David 

and the Messiah. (8) 

Clearly certainty is here impossible to attain. Rembrandt surely depicted 

Saskia in a biblical role, and we can only say that one subject may appear more 

plausible than the other. 

(1) M. Kahr, Rembrandt's Esther. A Painting and an Etching newly interpreted 

and dated. 

Oud-Holland LXXXI (1966), pp. 228 - 244. 

(2) Oil on canvas, 43 x 37 inches; H deG 311, Bredius 494, Bauch 9. Gerson 

considers M&S. Kahr's a "convincing reinterpretation, " 
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(3) M. Kahr, Loc. cit. p, 244. 

(4) M. Kahr, ibid, p. 231. 

(5) There are of course several Rembrandt paintings of Old Testament subjects, 

in which starkly dressed old women can only be maids, e.g. in the beautiful 

Bathsheba in the Louvre (Bredius 521), and the Bathsheba in Rennes (Bredius 492) 

and the Metropolitan Museum (Bredius 513). The painting called Bathsheba, in 

Leningrad (Bredius 506) may be the same subject as the work in Ottawa. 

(6) The Midrash Ruth Rabba to 1,4 tells that the secret which Ehud imparted to 

King Eglon just before killing him (Judges 3, 15 - 26) was that Eglon's descendants 

would sit on God's throne; both Ruth and Orpah were Eglon's daughters and so 

David and Solomon were, through Ruth, Eglon's descendants. 

(7) The-Babylonian- Talmud,-SederMoed; tractate Sabbath, 1 eT se 

(8) cf. M. Kahr, loc, cit., p. 236 and footnote 25. 
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RECENT MUSEUM ACQUISITIONS 

Museum Acquisitions 
Applied and Decorative Arts (c.1785~-c.1830), recently 
acquired by Museums 

The St Louis Art Museum has lately acquired several in- 
teresting items. The Card Table (Fig.71) dates from about 1810 
and was probably made in the Boston area (see the St Louis 
Bulletin, May-June, 1972, p.8). The pair of Candelabra (Fig.75) 
were made in France in the first two decades of the nineteenth 
century, and they include an important Egyptian motif of a type 
that the Napoleonic Campaigns and the new interest in Egypt- 
ology had made fashionable. They are of bronze and ormolu. 
For more details, the reader is referred to the Bulletin for Novem- 

ber—December, 1970, which also includes an account of the 
French Clock (Fig.74) made about 1805-10 specially for the 
American market. The clock face bears both the name and 
address of the Paris clock-maker, Dubuc, who is listed in the 

Paris Directory between the years 1780 and 1819. The figure of 
George Washington in military regalia was inspired by John 
Trumbull’s painting, Washington at Trenton, now in the Yale 
University Art Gallery. 

The St Louis Art Museum has also acquired a fine silver 
Tea Caddy (Fig.73), which was made about 1807-10 and which 
bears the touch mark of the Philadelphia silversmith, Anthony 
Rasch (see the Bulletin for January-February, 1970, p.2). From 
a slightly later period (c.1827—29) comes the Sofa Table (Fig.72), 
which was made by Anthony G. Quervelle, who used as the 
basis of his design a plate in George Smith’s The Cabinet-Maker’s 
and Upholsterer’s Guide, published in Britain between 1826 and 
1828 (see the Bulletin for May-June, 1971, p.8). 
The Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York has recently 

been given two important pieces by Charles Wrightsman. The 
first is a drop-front Secrétaire (Fig.77), made in 1786-87 under the 
direction of Jean Hauré, the cabinet work being by Guillaume 
Beneman and the mounts being modelled by Martin, Boizot 
and Michaud. It is related in design to a secrétaire made by 
Joubert in 1774 and recently acquired by the Victoria and Albert 
Museum (cf. Verlet, French Royal Furniture, 1963, p.122). The 
Metropolitan’s piece is discussed in detail by Francis Watson 
in his Catalogue of the Wrightsman Collection, Vol.I, pp.195- 
201, No.107. In the third volume (pp.70—74, No.306), he also 
discusses the Vase and Supporting Column (Fig.78), an ensemble 
which he suggests was almost certainly made in the workshop 
established in the early 1770s by the Duc d’Aumont especially 
for the cutting and polishing of hardstones and precious marbles. 
The mounts are in the manner of Pierre-Philippe Thomire 
(1751-1843). The vase and the column are made of Egyptian 
Imperial red porphyry, probably derived from an Antique 
column. brought from Italy. 

The Cupboard by the brothers Jacob (Fig.70), recently ac- 
quired by the Victoria and Albert Museum, is included in the 
Neo-classical Exhibition (V. & A., No.1606). It is stamped by 
the makers and dates from 1798-1803. The mounts have been 
attributed to Thomire. For further details, the reader is referred 

to the Exhibition catalogue (p.748). The piece will be discussed 

in greater detail by Desmond Fitz-Gerald in the Victoria and 
Albert Museum Yearbook, 1V, to be published next year. 

K.R. 

As might be expected of a rapidly growing mercantile centre, 
New York City produced much of the most elaborate American 
furniture of the early nineteenth century. A few makers, notably 
the Parisian Charles Honoré Lannuier, followed French fashion, 
but the majority were largely influenced by English furniture 
styles, to which modifications were made to conform with local 
taste and technology. Of the latter, the best known is certainly 

Duncan Phyfe, whose name has come to be associated with an 
American variant of the English Regency style in furniture. 
Phyfe lived until the middle of the century and much of his 
later furniture is in the Empire style. The Cleveland Museum 
has recently acquired a sofa made of rosewood with stenciled 
gilt decorations (Fig.69). The designs of some of these decora- 
tions are identical to ones on a sofa at the Metropolitan Museum 
(Bulletin, 1941, 6-8) which has been attributed to Phyfe. There 
is, however, apparently no specific evidence for that attribution; 

therefore, it seems safest to presume merely that both these 
pieces emanated from the shop of the same very competent New 
York cabinetmaker. 

On the basis of its style, the Cleveland sofa can be dated about 
1830. In addition to the gilt stenciled designs, it is decorated 
with gilt metal rosettes at the ends of the scrolled arms and carved 
and gilded leafage at the ends of the back rail and above the 
feet. The carved animal paw feet bear traces of green paint, 
undoubtedly simulating bronze. Silver leaf glazed with green 
covers the fruit which is carved just above the feet. The black 
horsehair upholstery is modern. 

HENRY HAWLEY 
Curator of Post-Renaissance Decorative Arts, 

The Cleveland Museum of Art. 

Although the use of letters to indicate the year of manufacture 
was supposed to have ceased at the Sevres factory in 1793, they 
are occasionally to be found on later examples, such as this 
ecuelle (Fig.76) recently acquired by the Cleveland Museum 
of Art which can be dated to the year 1795. It also bears the 
mark of the well-known figure painter, Charles-Nicolas Dodin, 
and that usually attributed to the gilder Etienne-Henry Le Guay. 
The ground is of that dark blue colour popularly termed bleu 
du roi, but which factory records called bleu nouveau, and later 

beau bleu. The body is of soft-paste porcelain. Stylistically this 
ecuelle is closely related to the last great undertaking of the 
Sévres factory before the Revolution, the dessert service deco- 
rated with mythological scenes which was made for Louis XVI 
between 1783 and 1792, and is today preserved largely at 
Windsor Castle. Dodin and Le Guay had participated in the 
decoration of that service. In the cases of both the ecuelle and the 
dessert service, simplified rococo forms were decorated with 
figural subjects which are dependent upon late-baroque com- 
positions and with gilded ornaments in the form of attenuated, 
curvilinear patterns, symmetrically disposed. The ecuelle for- 
merly belonged to Mrs A. Hamilton Rice and the Duveen 
firm. It came to the Cleveland Museum from the Norton Simon 
Foundation through their sale at the Parke-Bernet Galleries in 
May, 1971. 

HENRY HAWLEY 
Curator of Post-Renaissance Decorative Arts, 

Cleveland Museum of Art. 

Letters 

On the Evaluation of Eowdence in Art History 

str, In her article ‘On the Evaluation of Evidence in Art 

History’, Madlyn Kahr accuses S. Nystad, C. Tiimpel and 
myself of ‘inaccurate readings both of textual evidence and of 
plainly visible features of the picture’ (Rembrandt’s painting in 
the Hermitage, Bredius 531), of using ‘distorted evidence as the 

basis for interpretations’,... ‘in order to establish parallels 
which in fact are plainly contradicted by the text or the painting.’ 

Dr Kahr objects to my paraphrasing I Samuel XXVI, 
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alleging that it ‘bears hardly any resemblance to the scene por- 
trayed by Rembrandt’, because David was far away and there is 
in the painting none of the trappings of the military operation 
described. Dr Kahr overlooks that the dialogue between Saul 
and David became so moving and intimate, that one surely 
might assume that they came close to each other, David follow- 
ing Saul’s entreaty ‘return, my son David’. Also there is none 
of the paraphernalia we might expect of Haman nor in fact 
anything other than the king’s crown relating it to any story. 
As Dr Kahr had previously written about this same painting: ‘In 
deliberately avoiding explicit indications of naturalistic setting, 
the artist communicates his interest in the emotional connotations 
of the event rather than in a story as such.’ In my paraphase I 
had concentrated on the emotional and psychological aspects 
of the story, assuming that readers of THE BURLINGTON MAGAZINE 
have access to a Bible to check on the details of the story. As 
Dr Kahr had also previously written that ‘In a painstaking 
scrutiny of the Bible and other texts, I had been able to find no 
other subject that would be in complete accord with what we 
see in the painting’, one can understand her feelings on learning 
of a story which in its emotional aspects corresponds to that of 
the painting. This is no reason, however, to demand a composition 
like Lastman’s or the early Rembrandt’s, when previously she 
had correctly pointed out that in this superb ‘Herausldsung’, 
Rembrandt had concentrated only on the relationship of the 
three men. Reread that moving dialogue in the Bible, and my 
paraphrase of the story, and you will find neither distortion nor 
inaccurate reading of text or painting. 

I do not believe that S. Nystad’s interpretation of the painting 
as Joseph Turning Away from Judah and Reuben is correct, but Dr 
Kahr’s criticism is overstated, though it misses the objection that 
Reuben, the oldest, was only seven years older than Joseph, and 
not at least a generation’s, as depicted. 

Dr Kahr’s criticism of Christian Tiimpel for associating this 
painting with ‘the details from Josephus’s version... rather 
than with the canonical Old Testament description of this 
episode’, contradicts her previous statement that “Both the events 
and the concomitant emotions, however, are enlarged on in the 

Jewish Antiquities of Flavius Josephus, and there is reason to 
believe that it was from this version that Rembrandt took his 
theme.’ 

These petty criticisms obscure the main question: What did 
Rembrandt really mean? Naturally I cannot be completely 
certain that the painting depicts Davzd’s Departure from Saul and 
Abner, only that painting and story coincide exactly emotionally. 
I am convinced that it cannot depict Haman, because Rem- 
brandt would not have painted Haman as a regal figure and Dr 
Kahr’s seeing Haman as a prefiguration of Jesus is implausible; 
the servant (so Dr Kahr) would not have been so deeply in- 
volved; Mordecai (so Dr Tiimpel) was not present, and Elijah 
as Harbonah (so Professor van de Waal) was probably unknown 
to Rembrandt. If it is not David, Saul and Abner, then we must say 

with Nieuwstraten that ‘it is to be feared that a satisfactory 
identification of this mysterious subject may not be found soon’. 

The most serious criticism of my identification of the work 
with David’s departure from Saul and Abner is implicit in 
Christian Tiimpel’s masterly writings. Dr Tiimpel is inclined to 
believe that each of Rembrandt’s biblical works was closely 
related to earlier Bible illustrations, and he cites some, to me, 

rather unconvincing illustrations of the Book of Esther as pre- 
cursors for this work. I have not been able to find any closely 
related prints of David’s Departure, and I do not believe that all 
of Rembrandt’s biblical paintings are dependent on prior 
illustrations. Dr Tiimpel’s criticism, however, highlights the 

most important problems in Rembrandt’s biblical iconography ; 
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Dr Kahr’s is just an ‘oratio pro domo’ which contradicts her 
previous work. 

ALFRED BADER 

str, In her article ‘On the Evaluation of Evidence in Art 

History’ in THE BURLINGTON MAGAZINE, CXIV (August 1972) 
PP-551-553, Mrs Madlyn Kahr selects only a few points from 
my study ‘Haman of Josef? (Haman or Joseph), Oud Holland 
(1971), pp-32-42, and tries to prove the falsity of the premise in 
my interpretation without mentioning that she published earlier 
a different one which I had tried to refute. 

Mrs Kahr does not seem to understand the difference between 
a Jewish beard and no beard, or a Persian, Syrian or Egyptian 
beard, trimmed according to fashion. Jews wear full beards 
(‘Ye shall not round the corners of your heads, neither shalt thou 
mar the corners of thy beard’; Leviticus XIX-27). But at the 
Egyptian court all young men except kings were beardless (cf. 
Egyptian tomb-paintings). 
Joseph might have been beardless from the day Potiphar 

appointed him overseer in his house. Potiphar’s wife would 
hardly have tried to seduce a young Joseph with a full Jewish 
beard. 

It is inconceivable that Rembrandt, when depicting a Jew, 
should have painted a beardless man. All Jews around him were 
wearing beards. It is not important to know precisely at what 
moment in the Bible God proclaimed His laws for the Jews. It 
is only important to know how Rembrandt saw Jewish men. 
And if Rembrandt sees fit to paint the young Joseph without a 
beard he is doing so because it fits the stories known to him 
(‘And Joseph was of beautiful form and fair to look upon’; 
Genesis XXXIX-6). 

Rembrandt knew Jewish stories and he was not inconsistent 
in his depiction of beards. His conception of the Bible was a 
Dutch Calvinistic and a Jewish seventeenth-century one, not a 
nineteenth-century romantic one. 

As I pointed out ‘Juda the King is present’ (confirmed again 
later in Genesis XLIX-10).! Only two of the brothers of Joseph 
are shown. Benjamin comes near to Joseph only later in the story 
(Genesis XLV-14). Rembrandt concentrated the drama on the 
most important persons, a conception typical of his late works. 
This we have to understand before even trying to hit the nail on 
the head. 

Ss. NYSTAD 

The sceptre shall not depart from Judah’. The sceptre. The emblem of King- 
ship; The Soncino Edition of the Pentateuch and Haftoraphs, Hebrew text, 
English translation and commentary, edited by DR J. H. HERTZ, c.H., Late 

Chief Rabbi of the British Empire, London [1968]. 

The Literature of Art 

Rembrandt’s Etchings 

BY S. WILLIAM PELLETIER 

THIS new two-volume catalogue raisonné by Christopher White 
and Karel G. Boon* is part of the Hollstein series (volumes 19 and 
20) entitled Dutch and Flemish Etchings, Engravings and Woodcuts, and 
represents a significant contribution to the literature of Rem- 

*Rembrandt’s Etchings: By Christopher White and Karel G. Boon. 
Vol. I: 203 pp.; Vol. IL: 316 pp. with 618 black-and-white ills. (Abner Schram, 
New York; Van Gendt and Co., Amsterdam), $100 the set. 



SHORTER NOTICES . 

The Date of Loutherbourg’s ‘Falls of the 
Rhine at Schaffhausen’ 

BY JACK HENRY KUNIN 

PHILIP James de Loutherbourg’s Falls of the Rhine at Schaffhausen 
(Fig.57) in the Victoria and Albert Museum has been incorrectly 
dated to about 1775 in the catalogues of three important exhibi- 
tions of British art held within recent years.1 In fact, the artist 
painted this picture in 1787 and 1788, during his first documented 
visit to Switzerland; and he exhibited it at the Royal Academy 
in 1788. Loutherbourg was in Switzerland from June 1787 until 
shortly after January 1788. He went there to join Count 
Cagliostro with whom he had studied alchemy in London earlier 
in the year; however, the two began quarrelling almost immedi- 
ately after their reunion, and they soon parted company.” During 
his stay, Loutherbourg resided at Bienne, a town about thirty 
kilometres northeast of Neuchatel, but he undertook excursions 

to Schaffhausen and Grindelwald before the onset of the winter 
of 1787-88. In a letter written from Bienne on 17th January 
1788, Loutherbourg mentions these excursions, and he tells of 
‘ayant presque achevé un grand tableau de la chute du Rhin qui faissoit 
[sec] quelque bruit.’* He submitted the painting to the Royal 
Academy sometime after the opening of the exhibition held in 
May and June of 1788. Loutherbourg had been given entry 
number 227 in the exhibition catalogue, however there is no 
title following the number in the catalogue. 

An unidentified newspaper clipping in James H. Anderdon’s 
extra-illustrated set of Royal Academy catalogues, now in the 
library of the Royal Academy, describes the painting exhibited 
by Loutherbourg in 1788, as follows: 

No. 227 J. Loutherbourg, RA — This picture, which did not 
arrive in time to grace the opening of the room, was yesterday 
added to the exhibition; and though it is altogether an agree- 
able composition, it abounds with the peculiarities of the artist, 

and is, indeed, a mixture of merits and defects. It is, we under- 

stand, a view of the Cataract of the Nile [sic], the buildings are 
the best parts, as they are not portrayed with the minute 
accuracy which sometimes seems to show, that Loutherbourgh 
[sic] aims at the delineation of every brick or stone in the struc- 

tures he represents. The agitation of the waters produced by 
their fall and confluence, rather too much resembles soap-suds, 
and though this violent disturbance is close to the current of a 
river, into which it is discharged, the stream is not in the least’ 

ruffled by its turbulent neighbour. 
The foreground displays the usual burnished tinge, which has so 

often occaissond [sic] the compositions of this artist to be 

1‘Romantic Art in Britain’ (exhibition catalogue, The Detroit Institute of 
Arts and Philadelphia Museum of Art [1968]), pp.111-12, No.59; ‘Royal 
Academy of Arts Bicentenary Exhibition: 1768-1968’ (exhibition catalogue, 
Royal Academy of Arts, London [1968—1969]), p.go, No.180; and, ‘La Peinture 
Romantique Anglaise et Les Préraphaelites’ (exhibition catalogue, Petit 
Palais, Paris [1972]), No.167. JONATHAN MAYNE regarded the picture as ‘prob- 
ably a late work’ in ‘Philip James de Loutherbourg, R.A.: Landscape Painter 
and Stage-Designer’, Antiques Review, I [1951-1952], p.18; and GENEVIEVE 
LEVALLET-HAUG assigns a date of 1787 to the picture in her manuscript notes 
on Loutherbourg. I wish to thank Mme. Haug for her generosity in letting me 
see her notes, and for showing me the letters of Loutherbourg in the Musée des 
Beaux-Arts, Strasbourg. I am also grateful to Allen Staley for his invaluable 
assistance. 

2 For a fuller account, and documentation, see GENEVIEVE LEVALLET-HAUG: 
‘Philip James de Loutherbourg, 1740-1812’, in Trois Siécles d’Art Alsacien: 
1648-1948, ed. Hans Haug (Strasbourg and Paris [1948]), pp.89-go. 
* Musée des Beaux-Arts, Strasbourg, Inventory 171b, LXVI, 12. To an un- 

named friend in Basle. Grindelwald is close to the site shown in Loutherbourg’s 
An Avalanche or ice fall, in the Alps, near the Scheideck in the Valley of Lauterbrunnen, 
dated 1803 (Tate Gallery). 
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compared with Japan Waiters [sic]. As this is a local view, the 
singularities apparent in it, may be the result of our ignorance; 
else we might wonder how this water can be navigable by the 
vessels that appear in it, as they seem entirely hemmed in by 
rocky elevations. The handling displays the same free and easy 
pencil by which the artist excels all his competitors in this 
province of his professions; but the piece, on the whole, 
demonstrates little improvement.?* 

The reporter must have heard the title of the picture which 
accounts for his confusion of the Nile with the Rhine.® 

The painting in the Victoria and Albert Museum fits the des- 
criptions given by both Loutherbourg and the reporter. Measur- 
ing 53 by 78 inches, it is not only a large picture, but it is also the 
largest extant landscape painting by Loutherbourg. Moreover, 
in an otherwise topographically accurate view, the river, which 
runs between the tower and the cliff on the right side of the 
picture, is obscured — hence, there is no outlet for the body of 
water and the boats in the foreground. ® 

Loutherbourg exhibited only one other picture of Switzerland 
in the years immediately following his 1787-88 trip, View in 
Switzerland, shown at the Royal Academy in 1791. In 1956, a 
painting by Loutherbourg dated 1790 was sold at Sotheby’s as 
View in Switzerland.” This identification is plausible because the 
costumes and the setting are alpine. The painting sold at 
Sotheby’s and The Falls of the Rhine at Schaffhausen are closely 
related. Each picture shows quaintly dressed peasants and a 
picturesque structure in a valley dominated by roaring torrents 
and precipitous mountains. 

To my knowledge, Loutherbourg represented alpine land- 
scape only twice before 1787: in Landscape before a Storm, a 
painting dated 1767 (Nationalmuseum, Stockholm), and in 
Winter, A View in the Alps, Wood-cutters attacked by Wolves, a 
transparency shown in the Ezdophusikon of 1781 and recorded in 
a large, untitled engraving in the British Museum.® Both the 
painting and the engraving show conventionalized mountains. 
This fact and the absence of documentary evidence suggest that 
Loutherbourg did not travel to Switzerland prior to 1787. 

Our revision of the date of The Falls of the Rhine at Schaffhausen 
to 1787-88 significantly alters the chronological; position of the 
painting in relation to the earliest representations of Switzerland 
by John Robert Cozens (1776) and Francis Towne (1780); 
nonetheless, the monumentality of Loutherbourg’s representation 
of the waterfalls assures the painting a place of importance in the 
development of the sublime landscape in Britain. It is not for- 
tuitous that the second major painting of the falls of the Rhine 
by a British artist was done by an admirer of Loutherbourg, 
namely Turner, in 1806 (Museum of Fine Arts, Boston). 

4 The review is inserted in the catalogue of the 1788 exhibition, in this unpaged 
manuscript. 
5 ALGERNON GRAVES: The Royal Academy of Arts (London [1905~1906]), II, p.go1, 
lists the mistaken title given in the newspaper clipping. 

6 Two other paintings by Loutherbourg showing different views of the falls 
are recorded in a pair of engravings by Christian de Mechel, both dated 1797. 
Reproductions of the engravings are in the Witt Library of the Courtauld 
Institute of Art. Neither of the views shown in the engravings corresponds with 
the newspaper account of 1788. The dates of the engravings suggest that the 
paintings were done by Loutherbourg from drawings, after he returned to 
Britain. One of the many drawings that Loutherbourg must have made of the 
falls entered the collection of Dr. Thomas Monro: A Catalogue of the very capital 
Collection of Drawings, of . . . Dr. Monro, deceased (auction catalogue, Christie 
and Mansion, London [26th June and following days, 1833]), p.12, No.118, 
In the Neighbourhood of Shaffhausen [sic]. 

7 gand February 1956, No.153, property of Mrs. D. Hayes-Fitton; bought by 
Albert, £200; not illustrated. There is a photograph of the painting in the Witt 
Library of the Courtauld Institute of Art. The painting measures 93 by 123 cm. 
8 The engraving is among the prints after Loutherbourg in the British Museum, 
and it bears the acquisition number Lucas—1917—12-8-1236. The scene shown 

in the engraving corresponds precisely with the title of the transparency. 
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available in support or refutation of the authors’ theses. 
The fundamental question that demands consideration con- 

cerns the burden placed on the reader: What does the reader need 
to bring to an appraisal of an art-historical interpretation? The 
articles cited here might seem persuasive and evidential to anyone 
who does not have the painting and the texts, nor a clear recollec- 
tion of either, available to him at the time of reading. But surely, 
as these examples show, any reader who seeks to reach defensible 
conclusions as to the plausibility or probative value of these argu- 
ments must go beyond the content of the articles. At the very 
least he must bring to bear a sound acquaintance with the works 
of art themselves, the most crucial texts cited, and the pertinent 
literature. ‘The reader who makes judgments about such articles 
on the basis of reduced black-and-white reproductions together 
with a free and uncritical reliance on the assumption that the 
author is well-acquainted with the original works of art and with 
the relevant texts and that he reports on them accurately and 
fully, may find himself a party to the practice that one of my 
revered teachers used to refer to as ‘bending the nail until you 
can hit it on the head’. 

A Drawing by Bernini for the Cornaro 
Chapel, S. Marta della Vittoria 
BY RICHARD COCKE 
AMONG the anonymous sixteenth-century Italian drawings in 
the Biblioteca Nacional, Madrid is one sheet whose dramatic use 

of light and firmness of pen-stroke betray its origin in the seven- 
teenth century (Fig.54).1 It is possible to suggest both a fairly 
accurate date (¢c.1647) and an attribution to Bernini; the curve 
indicated at the top of the sheet, the window and the putt: flying 
in front of the window connect with the upper part of Bernini’s 
Cornaro chapel in Santa Maria della Vittoria.2 The drawing 
differs so radically from the frescoes which Abbatini executed 
that there can be no doubt that it is an early stage in the prepara- 
tion of the design. There should be equally little doubt about the 
attribution to Bernini: the certainty with which the rapidly 
indicated figures are drawn, and the tremendous vitality of the 
sheet find close parallels in other drawings by Bernini.® 

The Madrid drawing underlines one of the paradoxes of 
Bernini’s artistic personality: the great innovations of the 
Cornaro chapel are achieved with traditional elements. The 
form of the window both in the drawing and in the chapel betrays 
a debt to Michelangelo,‘ just as the youthful puttz, not yet the 
graceful and ecstatic adolescents of the final design, are derived 
from Titian.® These figures are, however, already projected in 
front of the frame of the window, a device which, as Robert 

Enggass has emphasized, was to form the starting-point for 

1 Pen and ink, 17:2 by 23:7 cm. ANGEL M. DE BARGA: Catalogo de la Coleccién de la 
Biblioteca Nacional, Madrid [1906], No.7818. The Secretary General of the 
Biblioteca Nacional has kindly read the inscription on the verso as: Gio. bologa. 
2 R, WITTKOWER: Gian Lorenzo Bernini, The Sculptor of the Roman Baroque, London 
[1966], cat.48, and u. HIBBARD: Bernini, Harmondsworth [1965], pp.128 ff. 
3. BRAUER & R. WITTKOWER: Die Zeichnungen des Gianlorenzo Bernini, Berlin 
[1931], Nos.18, 19 and 70. I had originally thought that the Madrid drawing 
might be by P. F. Mola; when I brought it to the attention of Prof. Wittkower 
he suggested the very convincing attribution to Bernini, which has also been 
accepted by Dr. A. Sutherland Harris who will include it in the supplement 
to BRAUER-WITTKOWER which she is editing together with Dr. H. Hager. 
4It is closest to the drawings for the windows in the courtyard of Palazzo 
Farnese, J. S. ACKERMANN: The Architecture of Michelangelo, Harmondsworth 

[1970], pl.84. 
5 cf., for example, the Assunta in S. M. Gloriosa dei Frari, H. THTZE: Titian, 

London [1937], pl.34. 

Gaulli’s decoration of the nave of the Gesu. Howard Hibbard 
has suggested that the illusion of the heavenly light in the 
Cornaro chapel was developed from Bernini’s earlier designs for 
religious spectacles;’ comparison both with the description of 
Bernini’s decoration in the Pauline chapel and with the pre- 
paratory sketch for Cortona’s slightly later Quarantore in S. 
Lorenzo in Damaso® underlines the novelty of having the figures 
break over the frame of the window. 

At the top of the Madrid drawing (Fig.54) Bernini indicated 
the explosion of heavenly light that Abbatini was later to achieve 
in fresco. The spread of the light is indicated by the vigorous 
lines drawn over some of the figures on the left of the sheet; in 
the final design Bernini reserved these golden rays for the back- 
ground of the niche in which the angel appears to St ‘Theresa. 

®R. encGAss: ‘Bernini, Gaulli and the Frescoes of the Gest’, Art Bulletin, 38 
[1957], pp-303-305. Something of this effect may have been suggested by the 
falling Giants driven out by Minerva in Cortona’s Barberini ceiling. This is a 
reworking of Giulio Romano’s Fall of the Giants in the Palazzo del Té, one of 

which (as Michael Jaffé has also observed) reflects the influence of Rubens’s 
tapestry of the Battle of the Milvian Bridge. 
7 HIBBARD [1965], p.136 and note on p.240. 

8 HW. L. COOKE & SIR A. F. BLUNT: Jtoman Drawings . . . at Windsor Castle, London 
[1960], cat.591. 

A Drawing by Melchiorre Gherardin 

BY JOHN CHRISTIAN 

I was able recently to identify this red chalk’ study of a kneeling 
bishop (Fig.55), in the collection of drawings at Christ Church, 
Oxford,+ as a study for St Ambrose, the central figure in a small 
panel representing SS. Benedict, Ambrose and Bernard of Clairvaux 
belonging to Mr and Mrs J. O’Connor Lynch, New York (Fig. 
56).2 When exhibited in 1969° the painting was attributed to 
Giovanni Battista Crespi, called I] Cerano (1575-1633), on the 
strength of an inscription, part of which was said to be a signature, 
in the lower left corner. This, however, to judge at least from a 
photograph, is much rubbed and almost illegible; and the picture 
itself, though certainly close to Cerano in style and subject-matter, 
is surely not by him. One misses his characteristic types and fer- 
vent poses, while the handling of the paint seems too loose and 
free. The Mannerist tradition, so strongly marked in Cerano, is 
far less evident here. The explanation seems to lie in the inscrip- 
tion Gelardini which is written on the drawing in a late seventeenth- 
century hand at lower right. Mr Philip Pouncey has suggested to 
me that this is intended for Cerano’s pupil and close follower, 
Melchiorre Gherardini (1607-75); and he considers that the 
painting too is probably from his hand. 

1 Inv. No. 0736. Red chalk, 29:2 by 20-1 cm. Inscribed Gelardini in ink in a Jate 
seventeenth-century hand lower R. and with the numbers 45 upper R. and 41 
lower L. From the collection of General John Guise (born 1682 or ’83), be- 
queathed to Christ Church in 1765. Listed in c. ¥. BELL’s Christ Church Drawings 
[1914], p.46, V. 18, as by Gelardini. 
2 Oil on panel, 29°3 by 43:9 cm. I am grateful to Mr and Mrs Lynch for allow- 
ing me to reproduce their picture, and for kindly supplying a photograph. 
3 The Lynch Collection, exh, State University of New York at Binghamton 
[April-May 1969], No.9. 
4 Gherardini’s name is in fact recorded as spelt in many ways. See THIEME- 
BECKER, XIII, p.524. 

A drawing of The Three Maries attributed to Gherardini (black chalk height- 
ened with white on grey paper: 20°5 by 31 cm.), which was sold at Christie’s, 
and December 1969, lot 107, is close in style to the Christ Church study. 
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54. Study for the Cornaro Chapel, S. Maria della Vittoria, here attributed to Gianlorenzo Bernini. 
c.1647. Pen and ink, 17-2 by 23:7 cm. (Biblioteca Nacional, Madrid.) 

55. A Bishop kneeling: St Ambrose, attributed to Melchiorre Gherardini. Red chalk, 29:2 by 
20'1 cm. (Christ Church, Oxford.) 

56. SS. Benedict, Ambrose and Bernard of Clairvaux, attributed to Melchiorre Gherardini. Panel, 4} 
29°3 by 43-9 cm. (Collection Mr and Mrs J. O’Connor Lynch, New York.) 



50. Study for Seated Figure, by Michelangelo. 
Red chalk, 25:5 by 13 cm. (Cabinet des 
Dessins, Musée du Louvre.) Photo: Musées 

Nationaux. 

San 

Study for the attic storey of a Ducal Tomb, by Michelangelo. Red chalk, 
16-7 by 13°2 cm. (Casa Buonarroti, Florence.) 

52. 

51. Downfall of Haman, by Rembrandt. 

53- Block designs for a Calvary Group, by Michel 
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angelo. Pen and ink, 
21*7 by 23 cm. (Archivio Buonarroti, Florence.) 
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Bible, David was ‘on the top of an hill afar off’ from Saul’s resting 
place, ‘a great space being between them’, throughout the con- 
versation that ended when ‘David went on his way and Saul re- 
turned to his place’. Furthermore, Dr Bader omitted all references 
to the spear which plays a crucial part in this episode. David re- 
moved the spear from its place ‘beside Saul’s bolster’, where it had 
been placed for the defence of the king, and took it with him when 
he ‘went over to the other side, and stood on the top of an hill afar 

off’, so that the spear could serve as proof that he had indeed had 
the opportunity to kill the king but had refrained from doing so. 
In Rembrandt’s painting there is no spear, nor is there any other 
of the obvious and easily portrayable features that would relate 
the picture to this incident: no cruse of water, no hilly terrain, no 
outdoor setting, no sign of the trench within which Saul was 
sleeping at the moment when he and Abner were awakened by 
David’s cry, nor any other indication that a military operation 
involving an army of 3,000 is in progress. Nor, indeed, is there 
any Abner, for the old man at the left can in no way be identified 
as the leader of Saul’s army. Only by distorting it can this text be 
made to appear relevant to the Hermitage painting. 

Even more disruptive of orderly research than the warped pre- 
sentation of text is the adducing of factually wrong ‘evidence’ in 
the picture itself. It is this type of false premise that forms the 
basis of J. Nijstad’s recently published interpretation of the 
painting as a representation of Joseph turning away from his 
brothers Reuben and Judah.? Mr Nijstad builds his argument 
primarily on the assertion that the main figure is beardless. In 
fact, however, the main figure’s chin and lower jaw, as well as his 

upper lip, are covered with dark hair. He does not have a long 
beard, as do the two smaller figures, but it is certainly not accurate 
to describe him as beardless. ‘Kennen wij nu een compositie met een 
dergelyke opvallende baardeloze man in Rembrandt’s werk naast een man 
met een durdelijk volle baard? het antwoord ts bevestigend: Jozef in de 
Kegening in Kassel’, according to Mr Nijstad.* Now it happens that 
Joseph in Jacob Blessing the Sons of Joseph (Br. 525) in Kassel has 
only a moustache; his lower jaw appears to be clean-shaven. So 
the similarity between the figure of Joseph and the chief figure in 
the Leningrad picture is not so close as Mr Nijstad would have it. 
(Even if it were, a physiognomic resemblance of this type could 
not serve as compelling evidence that the same character was 
represented in both cases.) For Mr Nijstad, moreover, beardless- 
ness becomes the definitive characteristic of Joseph, for, he says, 

as Viceroy of Egypt Joseph could not wear a beard. Whether this 
statement is in accord with historical fact or not is less relevant to 
our problem than whether Rembrandt did or did not hold the view 
that an Egyptian official could not wear a beard. A glance at 
Rembrandt’s two versions of Foseph and Potiphar’s Wife of 1655 
(Br. 523, Washington, National Gallery; Br. 524, Berlin-Dahlem, 
Gemialdegalerie) shows that he did not. In both cases he depicted 
a beardless (though not yet an Egyptian official!) Joseph and a 
bearded Potiphar, who was the captain of Pharaoh’s guard. So, 
even if we were to accept Mr Nijstad’s general hypothesis that 
beards are the key to the meaning of Rembrandt’s Hermitage 
painting, this hypothesis would lead us to far different conclusions 
than those proposed by Mr Nijstad. But in fact Rembrandt was 
inconsistent in his depictions of beards, so that the general hypoth- 
esis, as well as the specific proposal, is not well-founded. 

The structure Mr Nijstad builds up on the mistaken basis of a 
beardless protagonist identified as Joseph is dangerously rickety. 
It collapses completely when he tries to associate the Hermitage 
painting with any specific scene in the story of Joseph. In fact no 
king is present in any of the biblical scenes of Joseph with his 

2 “Haman of Jozef’, Oud Holland, LXXXVI [1971], pp.32-42. 
3 [bid., p.36. 
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Josephus’s Jewish Antiquities that says of Haman: ‘ 

brothers. As to the brothers’ first visit to Egypt to buy grain, they 
explained to Joseph: “Thy servants are twelve brethren, the sons 
of one man in the land of Canaan; and behold the youngest is this 
day with our father, and one is not’ (Genesis xlii, 13). If this were 
the scene depicted, why should only two of the ten visiting 
brothers be shown? And why would they be depicted as seated, as 
Mr Nijstad says the two smaller figures in the painting are, while 

the Viceroy remained standing? This, of course, involves another 
questionable observation regarding the painting on Mr Nijstad’s 
part: if the two minor figures are seated at a table parallel to the 
picture plane, why does one appear lower and smaller than the 
other? As to Joseph’s brothers’ second visit to Egypt, it was his 
emotion upon seeing his young brother Benjamin on that occasion 
that caused Joseph to seek ‘where to weep’; it is impossible to con- 
ceive of this scene without the presence of the lad (Genesis xliii, 
29-30). Mr Nijstad acknowledges these discrepancies but 
apparently disregards their significance as refutation of his thesis. 

Could the picture in the Hermitage be a fragment? Mr Nijstad 
seems to entertain this possibility.4 The use of this all-purpose, 
economy-size solution is best left to anyone who succeeds in con- 
ceiving of a plausible composition that would incorporate the 
large Hermitage painting, making it part of a scene whose mean- 
ing cannot be understood on the basis of the Hermitage painting 
alone. 

Another argument that-— equally implausibly — postulates 
physical change in the painting in order to strengthen a faulty 
parallel is Christian Tiimpel’s statement that, because the canvas 

is now twisted on the stretcher, the central figure was originally 
more inclined to the left than he now appears.° If this were so, all 
the elements of the composition that are oriented to the horizontal 
or the vertical would be in disarray. Dr Tiimpel also erred in 
writing that Rembrandt represented the central figure ‘im 
Purpurgewand mit einem Purpurmantel..., der tiber seiner linken 
Schulter liegt...’® and relating this to the passage in Flavius 

. gieng er mit 
dem Pferd, Kéntglichem Purpurkleyd, und giildenen Ketten hinauss’. 

There is no reason at all to identify the dark red cloak thrown over 
his left shoulder with the royal robe that Josephus says Haman 
took with him when he went out to seek Mordecai in order to 
honour him at the king’s command. Since he also lacks the horse 
and the golden chain, there is nothing in Rembrandt’s painting 
that would associate it specifically with the details from Josephus’s 
version that Dr Tiimpel quotes, rather than with the canonical 
Old Testament description of this episode. Further, Dr Tiimpel 
identifies the old man at the left as Mordecai, ‘herbeigekommen, 

damit Haman ihn ehre’.? Mordecai’s presence at this moment in the 
story would contradict both Josephus’s version and the biblical 
passage in which Ahasuerus orders Haman to honour ‘Mordecai 
the Jew, that sitteth at the king’s gate’ (Esther vi, 10). 

I do not intend to suggest that there is any question of deliberate 
deception in the examples discussed above. My purpose is to 
direct attention to the problem of the use — however sincere — of 
selective and misleading references to texts and incorrect citation 
of visible features of paintings in order to establish parallels which 
in fact are plainly contradicted by the text or the painting. Hence 
I have confined myself here to these specific problems in the evalu- 
ation of evidence and have not attempted to make any judgment 
about conclusions based on all the other arguments that are 

4 The mezzotint made by R. Houston in 1772 shows the composition sub- 
stantially as we see it today; it appears that the painting has been cut down 
slightly on all sides in the meantime. 
5 ‘Tkonographische Beitrage zu Rembrandt’, Jahrbuch der Hamburger Kunst- 
sammlungen, XIII [1968], p.110. 
8 Thid. 
7 Tbid., p.109. 
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the architecture of the Magnifici tomb. It is reinforced by 
the emptiness of the attic stories of the Ducal tombs and by 
the bareness of the walls above. But another important 
factor is generally overlooked. In the chapel as we can 
experience it the two Ducal statues are the only elements to 
provide a positive directional emphasis. They are placed so 
that they face the Madonna; and Vasari, whether correctly 
or not, states that Michelangelo himself put them in position 
shortly before he left Florence.** The arrangement is 
extremely beautiful; but it makes use of less than half the 
space available in the chapel. The cappelletta, spatially the 
most interesting area of the chapel, is ignored. Yet if the 
chapel as a whole were to have been elaborately decorated, 
the cappelletta cannot have been omitted. It has been gener- 
ally suggested that it was to be decorated either with paint- 
ings or reliefs. But with the enormous mass of sculpture 
designed to go on the tombs, the greatest and most dynamic 
profusion in any comparable space devised in Italy up to 
that time, either paintings or reliefs would have died by 
comparison. The cappelletta must have been intended to con- 
tain statuary, and marble statuary at that. The obvious 
subject would have been a Christ crucified;*® and a drawing 
in the Archivio Buonarrotti confirms that Michelangelo 
planned a Calvary group (Fig.53)°° in marble. 

The dimensions of the figures indicated in this drawing 
would have fitted well into the cappelletta, with the Christ on 
a wooden or perhaps even on a marble cross, placed rather 
higher above the attendant figures than the drawing shows. 
They would have had to rest on a base, perhaps that which 
now supports the Madonna and Saints Cosmas and Damian; 
and there would probably have been a low altar in front of 
this.54 The Dukes would have had to face the Crucifixion, 

48 VASARI-MILANESI, Vol. VI, p.634. It is suggested by c. GILBERT: “Texts and 
Contexts of the Medici Chapel’, Art Quarterly XXXIV, No.4 [Winter 1971] 
Pp-391-409, pp.397-8, that the Dukes are actually looking towards the original 
entrance of the chapel. 
49 Of course, it could be argued that nothing of this is mentioned in Michel- 
angelo’s letter of 17th June 1526. But this letter is ambiguous and Michel- 
angelo was always secretive about work in progress. Why, for example, should 
the saints flanking the Madonna and the recumbent figures on the Magnifici 
tombs be considered less important than the river gods? The fact that the 
saints actually were executed, whereas the river-gods were never even begun, 
would indicate that the reverse was true. 
50 BaroccHI, Vol.3, No.355. pp-113-114. This drawing is usually dated after 
1540, connected with Michelangelo’s series of Calvary drawings and enlisted in 
support of the idea that he planned a Calvary group late in life. However, none 
of the existing drawings is appropriate to these blocks and none of them im- 
mediately suggests sculpture. If Fig.53 is to be dated after 1534 it has also to be 
explained why it is in the Archivio Buonarroti. The only drawings there which 
can be dated after 1534 are sketches which Michelangelo included in letters 
sent from Rome, and why should he have sent sketches for marble blocks to 
Florence? Nothing in the style of Fig.53 contradicts a dating before 1534 and 
circumstantial evidence is in its favour. 
51 The base which at present supports the Madonna and SS. Cosmas and 
Damian was put in place in 1559, see WILDE [1953], p.58. It is sometimes 
connected with Fig.45 as it is approximately the height of the lower storey 
there. However, since Fig.45 represents a very early stage in the design of the 
Magnifici tomb, this can only be coincidence. In relation to Fig.49 the moulding 
at the top of the present base is level with that round the sarcophagi and it is 
possible that it was to form part of the lower storey behind them. However, the 
moulding protrudes rather further than one might think necessary for this 

_arrangement. The base would also fit in the cappelletta and could have provided 
a support for the calvary group. That the present altar is considerably higher 
than the base does not contradict this suggestion. The inscription indicates 
that it was erected in 1610 although it clearly copies an altar previously in the 
chapel and shown in ground plan on a mid-sixteenth-century drawing, see 
TOLNAY [1949], p.164 pl.165. There is no proof that this was designed by 
Michelangelo, but it is possible, though perhaps unlikely, that it was another 
product of a last minute improvisation. 
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and would therefore have been placed, with their attendant 
allegories, on the opposite sides of the chapel. This arrange- 
ment would immediately have made the cappelletta the 
pivotal point of the lower storey of the chapel, and would 
also have provided its focus of meaning. Together with the 
vertical emphasis of the tombs, with the standing figures 
flanking the Dukes, the columns of the Magnifici tomb and 
the elements penetrating the pretra-serena architrave above 
all these tombs, the chapel would have been a three-dimen- 
sional fusion of architecture, sculpture and painting of an 
energy and complexity unmatched until the mature achieve- 
ments of Bernini. In this context the placing of the Ducal 
statues as they now are, substituting a sacra conversazione for 
a mystic Calvary, must be seen as a stroke of improvisation 
so brilliant that it has satisfied spirit, mind and eyes for 400 
Wears. -s 

52 Tt should be stressed that the last two paragraphs of this article are,speculative. 

Shorter Notices 

On the Evaluation of Evidence in Art Fhstory 

BY MADLYN KAHR 

SEVERAL recent articles attempting to interpret an important 
late painting by Rembrandt have been marked by inaccurate 
readings both of textual evidence and of plainly visible features of 
the picture itself. Whatever scope there may be for individual pro- 
fessional judgment in the interpreting and weighing of evidence, 
the misleading use of texts or works of art to support contentious 
views calls for correction. 

The painting in question (Fig.51) was called Haman’s Con- 
demnation in the earliest reference to it that we know, a mezzotint 

made in 1772. Acquired by the Hermitage in 1773, the picture 
has long been the focus of interest and admiration. Among the 
distinguished art historians who wrote about it in the first third 
of this century were Bode, Hofstede de Groot, Max Eisler, 

Weisbach, and Valentiner. In the past fifteen years a number of 
scholars have published studies that strive to clarify its meaning. 
One would have hoped that the cumulative effect of these labours 
would have been a casting out of the less likely proposals and a 
convergence toward agreement. In this context, it is particularly 
disturbing to encounter in respected scholarly journals articles 
which invoke distorted evidence as the basis for interpretations. 

In the latest entry in the field, Alfred Bader wrote that the inci- 
dent depicted ‘may be the last departure of David from King 
Saul and Abner (I Samuel xxvi)’.t_ When we open the Bible to 
this chapter, however, we find that the parting which it describes 
bears hardly any resemblance to the scene portrayed by Rem- 
brandt. Dr Bader neglected to mention that, according to the 

1 “A New Interpretation of Rembrandt’s “‘Disgrace of Haman’’,’ THE BURLING- 
TON MAGAZINE, CXIII [August 1971], p.473. The following is Dr Bader’s para, 
phrase of I Samuel xxvi, with no alteration or deletion: ‘After King Saul had 
determined to kill David who had fled on being warned by Jonathan, Saul 
attempted to catch David. David, however, doubled back and caught Saul and 
Abner asleep. David stopped his followers from killing Saul who said on learn- 
ing of David’s action “I have sinned; return, my son David; for I will no more 
do thee harm, because my life was precious in thine eyes this day; behold I have 
played the fool and erred exceedingly . . .So David went his way and Saul re- 
turned to his place.’’’ 
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Korte bijdragen 

MADLYN KAHR 
Rembrandt’s Meaning * 

In 1963, having tested and rejected many hypotheses about 

the meaning of a late painting by Rembrandt in the 

Hermitage Museum in Leningrad, including the then re- 

cently published opinion of I. Linnik that it represented 

‘David and Uriah’, I came to the conclusion that the 

picture was an interpretation of the climax of the passage 

in the Book of Esther, Chapter vi, verses 1 to 14, in which 

King Ahasueras ordered Haman to honor Mordecai. In a 

painstaking scrutiny of the Bible and other texts, I had 

‘been able to find no other subject that would be in complete 
accord with what we see in the painting. My findings were 

published in the Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld 

Institutes xxvii, 1965, pp. 258 to 273, under the title: 

“A Rembrandt Problem: Haman or Uriah?’. 

J. Nieuwstraten, in an article called ‘Haman, Rembrandt 

and Michelangelo’, published in this journal in November, 

1967, pp. 61 to 63, took issue with my interpretation and, 

more vehemently, with the methods by which IJ had, ac- 

cording to him, arrived at it. Mr. Nieuwstraten made three 

specific objections, each of which I shall quote and answer 

in turn. 

1. Mr. Nieuwstraten states that ‘one should sooner ex- 

pect a strong contrast of moods, the king being oblivious 

of the blow he dealt to Haman when ordering him to honor 

Mordecai...’. As I had pointed out, the facial expressions 

of the three figures are ‘very close indeed to the grief- 

stricken countenances of the three participants in Rem- 

brandt’s depiction of ,,Esther’s Feast’? (Moscow, Pushkin 

Museum; damaged and restored). The king’s grave look in 

the Hermitage painting would be perfectly appropriate as an 

indication of the concern he felt for the injustice he had done 

Mordecai. Or, if Rembrandt was aware of the Jewish legend 

(cited in my Warburg Journal article) that in the sleepless 

night leading up to this scene the king became aware of 

Haman’s ‘designs against his life and throne’, surely this 

* The Editors of Oud-Holland regret that, contrary to the pro- 

cedure customary in scientific periodicals, they failed to submit Mr. 

Nieuwstraten’s article discussed below to Mrs. Kahr before it went to 

press, thereby depriving her of the possibility of publishing a reply 

in the same issue. 

too would have called for a grave expression on the face of 

the king. I cannot think of any reason why one would 

expect Mr. Nieuwstraten’s “strong contrast of moods’ in 

this situation, nor does Mr. Nieuwstraten suggest any. 

2. In Mr. Nieuwstraten’s opinion, the old man’s ‘strik- 

ingly simple apparel seems surprising in such a great court’. 

Since the old man represents a servant, a simple costume 

would be in keeping with his station, as would his uncovered 

head. The servant who summons Haman to the King’s 

presence in Michelangelo’s pendentive wears humble attire, 

as do scribes and servants at the court of Ahasueras as they 

are depicted in both illustrated Esther scrolls and other 

representations of the story. In any case, so little of the old 

man’s apparel is visible in Rembrandt’s painting that it 

would be forcing a point to base any argument on it. 

3. Mr. Nieuwstraten asserts that ‘the king and the old 

man seem to be seated behind a table, whereas the story 

would sooner suggest that Ahasueras has Haman called 

into the royal bedroom’. The king and the old man could 

not possibly have been represented as seated “behind a table’ 

in the usual sense of the phrase, since the putative table is 

parallel to the picture plane, and, as I pointed out in my 

article, the old man must be understood as farther in the 

background than the king, ‘as he is on a smaller scale and 

lower level’. There is, in fact, absolutely no indication of the 

nature of the room in which this scene takes place. Not even 

Mr. Nieuwstraten can be sure that there is a table in it; and 

if there were, would that preclude its being a bedroom? Was 

Rembrandt incapable of indicating the nature of a room 

setting when he wanted to? Certainly not. Was Rembrandt 

able to depict a table or a bed in such a way that any observer 

could identify it at once as such? Obviously he was. In 

leaving the room setting indeterminate, then, he must have 

done so intentionally. Likewise, in making it clear only that 

there was a barrier between the standing man in the fore- 

ground and the two men behind him, Rembrandt must have 

chosen to make this element identifiable only as a barrier, a 

division between the foreground figure and the other two. 

Such a choice is never without meaning. In this way the 

master represented the estrangement that is taking place at 

the moment depicted. Haman himself was aware, as the 

Bible tells us, that his orders to glorify Mordecai entailed his 

own doom; after carrying out the king’s instructions, ‘Ha- 
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man hastened to his house, mourning and having his head 

covered’ (Esther 6, 12). Thus Rembrandt uses pictorial 

means to show the alienation that has taken place between 

the king and his chief minister. In deliberately avoiding 

explicit indications of naturalistic setting, the artist com- 

municates his interest in the emotional connotations of the 

event rather than in a story as such. 

Mr. Nieuwstraten’s three specific arguments against my 

interpretation of the painting can thus be seen to have no 

substance. He has no alternative explanation of the picture’s 

meaning. The sole proposal he makes that appears to be 

new is this: ‘Perhaps one should take into consideration that 

the picture may have been larger originally (which would 

account for the strange composition) and that therefore the 

meaning of the remaining part is so difficult to detect’. This 

proposal could, of course, be advanced to explain away 

difficulties in interpreting any picture at all. Lacking sup- 

porting evidence, however, it is hardly a contribution to the 

discussion. The size and composition of the Hermitage 

painting make it peculiarly implausible to assume that it 

could have been incorporated into a picture of substantially 

different content. 

Mr. Nieuwstraten goes on to say of my views: ‘Even 

supposing she had found the right answer to this puzzle, her 

further views present this particular painting as well as 

Rembrandt’s attitude in iconographic matters in a manner 

which completely disregards historical plausibility’. He 

asserts: ‘Rembrandt took the story of Esther at face value’. 

Thus in Mr. Nieuwstraten’s view any attempt to interpret 

the painting other than literally is wrong. If Mr. Nieuw- 

straten is right about this, I find myself in the company of a 

distinguished series of Rembrandt scholars who have mis- 

takenly attributed to the master profundity in psychologic 

insight and meanings on a multiplicity of levels. To deny 

Rembrandt’s universal human values and inexhaustible 

emotional import is to reduce poetry to prose. Those who 

have responded to Rembrandt’s paintings will not be willing 

to accede to Mr. Nieuwstraten’s strictures. 

Reading Mr. Nieuwstraten, no one would ever know that 

I arrived at my interpretation on the basis of a careful 

analysis of this particular painting, followed by a study of 

this painting in relation to Rembrandt’s oeuvre and in the 

light of the available evidence concerning the time and place 

in which it was created, social, historical, religious, and 

literary in nature—all of which I explained with some care 

in my article. Mr. Nieuwstraten states, without documenta- 

tion: ‘In view of the religious climate in 17th century Hol- 
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land, we can be very sure that Rembrandt did not dream of 

primeval meanings but that he simply accepted the story of 

Esther as history’. My investigation produced a mass of 

evidence to the contrary. 

The general situation at the time as exemplified in both 

literature and the visual arts would suggest that any picture 

originating in Holland in the seventeenth century should be 

examined for meanings beyond those that immediately reach 

the eye, for this was a period that specialized in elaborate 

ambiguity. Emblem books that drew on biblical passages 

along with texts from classical authors and other sources 

were published in unprecedented numbers and variety!. 

That paintings were related to emblematic literature has been 

established in a number of scholarly studies?. Rembrandt 

himself has been shown to have incorporated explicit em- 

blematic material in a painting:. It has also been convincingly 

demonstrated that Rembrandt depicted an Old Testament 

subject not simply ‘as history’, but for its Christological 

values. Would Mr. Nieuwstraten consider Wolfgang Ste- 

chow’s article, ‘Jacob Blessing the Sons of Joseph’4, as 

invalid on the ground that it disregards historical plausibility 

when it comes to Rembrandt? Far from being a ‘modern, 

enlightened interpretation’, as Mr. Nieuwstraten asserts, 

the recognition of such multiple meanings has provided the 

backbone for biblical exegesis all the way back to Hrabanus 

Maurus, and the variety and complexity of such multiple 

meanings, widely understood in Rembrandt’s Holland, was 

certainly not outside the scope of his interests. Associations 

of this sort have never needed to be logically compatible 

with one another, and in the literature and art of seventeenth- 

century Holland we find abundant evidence of the tolerance 

of the human mind for superficially conflicting conceptions. 

Here I limit myself to presenting only a small part of the 

evidence brought to light by my research as to the meanings 

that were attached to the story of Esther in Holland in 

Rembrandt’s time. By this time the theatrical as well as the 

1. For bibliography, see John Landwehr, Dutch Emblem Books, 

Utrecht, 1962; also Mario Praz, Studies in Seventeenth-Century 

Imagery, Rome, 1964. 

2. As I write this, there has come into my hands the admirable new 

book by E. de Jongh, Zinne- en minnebeelden in de schilderkunst van de 

zeventiende eeuw (s.1.), 1967. 

3. De Jongh, op. cit., p. 63. As a J. Clawson Mills Fellow at the 

Metropolitan Museum, I spent most of the past year doing research on 

Dutch seventeenth-century paintings in relation to emblematic liter- 

ature, and I too have findings concerning Rembrandt, which I hope to 

publish on a more appropriate occasion. 

4. Gazette des Beaux Arts, Series 6, xxm, 1943, pp. 193-208. 
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didactic possibilities of the Book of Esther had long since 

attracted the notice of Christian writers for the secular stage. 

If W. W. Greg is correct in concluding on the basis of inter- 

nal evidence that “A New Enterlude of Godly Queene Hester’ 

was composed between 1525 and 1529, then this is the earliest 

play on the subject that has come down to us. It is known 

from the single existing copy of the quarto dated on the title 

page 1561. ‘Godly Queene Hester’ is a belated Medieval 

morality play, in which Pryde, Adulation, Ambition, and 

Hardy Dardy are among the players, and at the same time it 

comprises a precocious political satire, if it is true, as Grosart 

wrote as long ago as 1870, that Haman represents Wolsey©. It 

is clear, then, that in the sixteenth century the story of 

Esther was not simply taken ‘at face value’. 

Following this English play in which the story of Esther 

was used to support the Catholic point of view, there was a 

series of plays in German and in Latin, published in various 

cities in Germany, Switzerland, and the Netherlands, in 

which this story served the purposes of the Reformation. 

Among the many biblical subjects that were dramatized 

with polemical intent during the century following Luther’s 

separation from the Church of Rome, the Book of Esther 

seems to have been one of the most popular. It was em- 

ployed on both sides of the controversy. Rudolf Schwartz 

analyzed in some detail twenty-eight plays in his book, 

Esther im deutschen und neulateinischen Drama des Reforma- 

tionszeitalters’. Among these is the Esther of the ‘Englischen 

Komddianten’, a well-known troupe of actors who travelled 

through Germany in the last decade of the sixteenth and the 

early seventeenth century with an extensive repertory of 

plays. It was published in 1620 in a collection of plays that 

Julius Tittmann believed were German revisions of the 

English actors’ scripts. It is interesting to us as evidence ot 

the broad international diffusion of the story of Esther at 

this time. By then, Schwartz pointed out, the material in its 

various dramatic patterns was so well-known that even the 

occurrence of identical motives in different plays does not 

prove direct dependence. 

Among the plays Schwartz discussed were four Latin 

tragedies that were published in the Netherlands. In 1549 

5. W. W. Greg, A New Enterlude of Godly Queene Hester, Louvain, 

1904, in the series: Materialien zur Kunde des dlteren Englischen Dramas, 

W. Bang, Ed., p. x. 

6. Ibid., p. 1X. 

7. Oldenburg and Leipzig, 1894. 

8. Julius Tittmann, Die Schauspiele der Englischen Komédianten in 

Deutschland, Leipzig, 1880. 

in Ghent appeared Franciscus Eutrachelius’ Amphitragoedia, 

cui nomen Edessa siue Hester, in which the biblical material 

is buried beneath florid embroidery, and even the names, 

except for those of Edessa and Mardochaus, are unre- 

cognizable?. The other three Latin tragedies, all entitled 

Esther and all adhering closely to the biblical narrative, 

were by Cornelius Laurimanus, published in Louvain in 

156310; by Petrus Philicinus, published in Antwerp in the 

same year!!; and by Jacobus Zevecotius, the third edition 

of which was published in Antwerp in 1623, date of previous 

editions unknown!2, Petrus Philicinus, by the way, explicitly 

stated in his dedication that Haman represents the Devil, 

Mordechai stands for Christ, and Esther for the Blessed 

Virgin Mary. 

Latin plays were written for instruction in Latin and 

rhetoric in the schools. Performances were given by students 

in school and also in public for audiences of town dignitaries 

as well as parents. Any boy who attended a Latin school, as 

Rembrandt did, may well have witnessed, or even partici- 

pated in, a play in Latin based on the Book of Esther. As the 

chief centers of printing moved from Flanders and Brabant 

to Holland between 1550 and 1600, many Latin school 

dramas were published in Holland in the seventeenth cen- 

tury. By that time, however, there was growing interest in 

literature in the native language, and plays in Dutch began 

to predominate. There is every reason to suppose that 

Esther dramas published elsewhere were also circulated in 

the Netherlands, as were books of all kinds. By the seven- 

teenth century a wide choice of texts was probably available 

for amateur theatricals, student productions and especially 

Rederijker performances!3, Foreign acting companies may 

also have introduced into Holland their own versions of the 

story of Esther14. 

Dutch poets in the seventeenth century added to the store 

of literature based on the Book of Esther; they made it 

9. R. Schwartz, op. cit., pp. 187 ff. 

10. Ibid., pp. 201 ff. 

11. Ibid., pp. 216 ff. 

12. Ibid., pp. 238 ff. 

13. For paintings of episodes from the Book of Esther as performed 

in plays, see Albert Heppner, ‘The Popular Theatre of the Rederijkers 

in the Work of Jan Steen and his Contemporaries’, Warburg Journal, 

mi, 1939/40, pp. 22-48. 

14. That foreign troupes did play in Amsterdam is indicated by the 

fact that in 1683 the magistrates there passed a resolution forbidding 

foreign comedians from playing in Amsterdam, in theatres or elsewhere. 

(Henry V. Besso, Dramatic Literature of the Sephardic Jews of Amster- 

dam in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, New Y ork, 1947, p.31). 
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clear that it was the moralizing implications that they wished 

to communicate. Esther, ofte ’t Beeldt der Ghehoorsaamheid, 

by the Amsterdam physician Nicolaes Fonteyn, was pub- 

lished in 1638. Jacob Cats (who quoted Josephus in his 

Foreword!) included a poem on Vashti in his Tooneel vande 

mannelicke Achtbaerheyt, in which the battle of the sexes 

expressed itself in verse!5. The Reformed professor of 

theology, Jacobus Revius, wrote a tragedy called Haman 

that was published in Deventer in 1630; this, like Cats’s 

poem, was probably read rather than performed. In 1659 

in Amsterdam Johannes Serwouters’ play, Hester, of de 

Verlossing der Jooden, was published, and it was often re- 

printed during the following century. A short poem imme- 

diately following Serwouters’ letter of dedication concludes 

with this line: ‘Wie *t al verdelgen wil, bereit zich zelf een 

strik’, based on Proverbs 26, 27. It is perhaps not irrelevant 

that Josephus had called attention to this same moral of the 

story of Haman: ‘And from hence I cannot forbear to 

admire God, and to learn hence his wisdom and justice, 

not only in punishing the wickedness of Haman, but in so 

disposing it, that he should undergo the very same punish- 

ment which he had contrived for another; as also, because 

thereby he teaches others this lesson, that what mischiefs 

anyone prepares against another, he without knowing of it, 

first contrives it against himself’. (Antiquities, Book x1, 

Chapter vi, 11) Common to all the Dutch seventeenth- 

century literature based on the Book of Esther is a moralizing 

intention. Humility and piety are rewarded, pride and tyr- 

anny defeated. 

The time-honored typological interpretations of the story 

were not excluded from Protestant references to the story of 

Esther. Menno Simons, whose writings are particularly rich 

in Old Testament references, wrote: ‘Rather with the humble, 

pious Esther live in endless glory, before Christ the true 

Ahasuerus, and abide with Him forever’!6, This parallel 

obviously ignores the fact that Ahasuerus was in no way a 

Christ-like figure. 

That the Dutch identified with the people of Israel is 

15. Over de weygheringhe van de coninginne Vashti, aen de gesanten 

des conincx Assuerus. Published in numerous editions, some illustrated, 

in the early seventeenth century. ‘Cats exercised great influence over the 

tone of North Netherland civilisation. As late as the nineteenth 

century all respectable Protestant households possessed, alongside the 

Bible, a copy of his Collected Works’. (Pieter Geyl, The Netherlands 

in the 17th Century, Part I: 1609-1648, London, 1961, p. 231). 

16. ‘Foundations of Christian Doctrine’, 1539. The Complete 

Writings of Menno Simons, Scottdale, Pa., 1956, p. 223. 
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repeatedly illustrated in the literature and art of Rembrandt’s 

time. Specific occurrences in the nation’s experience were 

described as equivalent to the history of the Chosen People 

of the Old Testament. A parallel was seen, for instance, be- 

tween the relief of Utrecht and the liberation of Samaria.17 

The first play of the greatest Dutch poet of the age, Joost 

van den Vondel, was Het Pascha ofte de Verlossinge Israels 

wt Egypten. In a postscript Vondel explicitly compared the 

liberation of the children of Israel with the freeing of the 

United Provinces of the Netherlands.18 The identification 

of public figures with Old Testament heroes went so far as 

their depiction in art in these roles. J. G. Cuyp, for instance, 

in 1630 painted Frederick Henry of Nassau, Prince of 

Orange, Before the Town of Bois-le-Duc, which town the 

Prince had captured in 162919. The Prince is shown, sling 

in hand, as David victorious over Goliath, whose head lies 

on the ground at the feet of the conqueror. That the Book 

of Esther, with its story of oppression and ultimate triumph, 

was among the most familiar expressions of the identifica- 

tion of the Dutch with the Jews of the Old Testament is 

proved by the abundant literary evidence and the many 

contemporary representations of episodes from this story in 

paintings and graphic works2°, So well-known was this 

identification that a political pamphlet about the hideous 

murders in 1672 of Johan and Cornelis de Witt was entitled 

Hamans Galg (Haman’s Gallows). 

Thus we see how unreasonable it would be to believe, as 

Mr. Nieuwstraten does, that ‘we can be very sure that Rem- 

brandt did not dream of primeval meanings but that he simply 

17. F. Schmidt-Degener, Catalogue, Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, 

Tentoonstelling Bijbelsche Kunst, 1939, p. 5. 

18. Werken, Amsterdam, 1937-1940, 1, p. 261. One of the dedicatory 

sonnets published with Het Pascha made the point that the deliverance 

of the Jewish people from bondage in Egypt corresponds to the end of 

the Dutch people’s slavery to the Roman religion, an emphasis that 

Vondel might have found embarrassing after he became a Catholic 

convert in 1641. (Ibid., p. 174). 

19. Town Hall, Bois-le-Duc. 

20. Bible illustrations and other series of engravings made in the 

sixteenth century frequently set the pattern for later treatments of the 

same subjects in paintings. In 1563, for example, Martin van Heems- 

kerck made a series of eight drawings illustrating the Book of Esther 

(Copenhagen, Royal Museum of Fine Arts, Department of Prints and 

Drawings). Philippe Galle made engravings after these, with Latin in- 

scriptions from Hadrianus Junius. Among the subjects was ‘Ahasueras 

Orders Haman to Honor Mordecai’. The eight subjects were later 

combined in a series of four engravings. This confirms the impression 

garnered from other contemporary sources that there was a general and 

continued interest in the story of Esther in seventeenth-century Holland. 



accepted the story of Esther as history’. This would not be 

a tenable opinion about anyone in Rembrandt’s time, much 

less of Rembrandt himself as we know him from his works. 

I wrote: “In the Book of Esther, Haman represents the 

dying god, and the rejoicing celebrates the renewal of life 

that is implicit in his death, at the same time that Haman on 

a more literal level represents the enemy of the Jewish 

people, and the joyous festival commemorates their triumph 

over him’. The parallels that I proposed as eligible for in- 

clusion in Rembrandt’s frame of reference were these: the 

story of Esther refers to the salvation of the Jews; the salva- 

tion of the Jews through the death of Haman is associatively 

linked with the Redemption of Mankind through the Sa- 

crifice of Christ; thus Haman and Christ occupy structurally 

similar positions. I clearly foreclosed any valid inference that 

my View did not take into account that Haman would have 

been recognized as an evil character by Rembrandt as well as 

by everybody else. Mr. Nieuwstraten is beating a straw man. 

When he approaches anything that could be called citing 

evidence, Mr. Nieuwstraten’s evidence has nothing to do 

with the point he is attempting to demonstrate. It is hard to 

believe that a careful reader could have supposed that my 

interpretation or my iconological analysis of the picture 

could have ‘presupposed’ Wind, as Mr. Nieuwstraten 

asserts2!. If we accepted Wind, it would be nothing more 

than an interesting correlation, not a strong link in a ne- 

cessary chain of inference. I mentioned Wind as a part of 

a peripheral accumulation of evidence, mainly in order 

to give credit to earlier work that anticipated in some ways 

my line of thought. For some reason that I cannot hope to 

reconstruct, Mr. Nieuwstraten sees fit to report at length 

on Frazer’s statement and later retraction of the theory that 

“Christ was crucified in the role of Haman at one of the 

annual performances of a Spring ritual’. Such a far-fetched 

hypothesis had nothing to do with my interpretation of 

Rembrandt’s painting. What Frazer was retracting was this 

specific idea. It should be apparent that I had in no way 

implied nor had I even considered that this hypothesis was 

either necessary to my argument or worthy of any considera- 

tion. As I have shown, the parallel between the role of 

Haman in the salvation of the Jews and the role of Christ 

in the redemption of mankind rests on quite different and 

indisputable grounds. For Mr. Nieuwstraten to resurrect an 

21. E. Wind, ‘The Crucifixion of Haman’, Warburg Journal, i 

1937/8, pp. 245-248. Wind’s article was not known to me until after 

I had come to my conclusions about the meaning of Rembrandt’s 

painting in the Hermitage. 

irrelevant argument in order to break it down seems a 

deliberate obfuscation. His inference that Frazer was un- 

reliable, and therefore Wind was unreliable, because he 

relied on Frazer, and therefore I am unreliable, because I 

relied on Wind, egregiously misstates the case. The general 

respectability of Frazer is likewise not an issue here. Even if 

it were, the fact that he at one time chose to retract a 

certain hypothesis would hardly be proof of general un- 

reliability ; few writers would be reliable by that test. 

Let me sum up what should be perfectly clear to anyone 

who reads my Warburg Journal article: The festival of 

Purim was related to earlier spring festivals concerned with 

the dying god and his rebirth; in the Book of Esther, 

written to explain the festival of Purim, Haman represents 

the dying god, in that he is the one who dies; Haman’s 

death leads to the salvation of the Jews, as Christ’s death 

leads to the redemption of mankind. This is as far as I go. 

I do not state or imply that the story of Haman and the stors 

of Christ are identical. Much less do J claim that Haman way 

literally sacrificed in this sense. What I showed was that 

between these two dissimilar figures there was an associative 

link which was meaningful at the time and in the context of 

Rembrandt’s work. I would have thought it self-evident that 

in a Christian culture any representation of a crucified 

figure would bring to mind the Crucified Christ; this is the 

sole relevance of Michelangelo’s remarkable conception of 

Haman to our problem?2, There is nothing modern or 

sophisticated in this chain of associations, as Mr. Nieuw- 

straten charges. 

I must also point out that, contrary to Mr. Nieuwstra- 

ten’s allegation that I was ‘so preoccupied with ,,all the 

22. Michelangelo’s crucified Haman is the central figure in one of 

the four pendentives of the Sistine ceiling. The other three depict Judith 

with the head of Holofernes, David victorious over Goliath, and the 

Brazen Serpent; thus all four depict miraculous salvations of the Jews. 

Numerous examples in literature and art refer to the salvations of the 

Jews as typological parallels of the Salvation of Man through the 

Sacrifice of Christ. Mr. Nieuwstraten’s attempt to isolate the Haman 

pendentive from the others in the series in terms of meaning is contrary 

to all that is known about such ensembles of paintings. 

That Michelangelo’s crucified Haman was of wide interest is shown by 

the fact that engravings after it were made not only by Marcantonio 

Raimondi, but also by the Netherlandish artist Cornelis Bos, who was 

in Rome in 1547, and the German Melchior Lorch, whose engraving 

is dated 1550. Heemskerck used this figure for a crucified thief in the 

right wing of his Crucifixion Triptych (Hermitage, Inv. No. 415). 

Mr. Nieuwstraten mentions the Theodosian decree of the year 408 

(which I had cited in my article with credit to Frazer) to support his 

idea that ‘the Biblical record and extra-Biblical tradition established 



various meanings that have attached themselves to the 

story of Esther over the generations”’’ that I failed to con- 

sider ‘which ideas can Rembrandt have had about this 

story’, in fact only a minor fraction of my article is devoted 

to such considerations, and, as I have shown, my inter- 

pretation is based entirely on ideas that Rembrandt can 

have had about this story. The fundamental concern of the 

Hermitage ‘Downfall of Haman’ is, as I stated, a problem 

with which Rembrandt repeatedly showed concern in his 

works, the problem of repentance and redemption. 

A clue to the emotional tone of Rembrandt’s ‘Downfall 

of Haman’, as I defined it in my Warburg Journal article, 

resides in Calvin’s statement: ‘First, we bid a man begin 

by examining himself, and this not in a superficial and 

perfunctory manner, but to present his conscience before 

the tribunal of God and, when sufficiently convinced of his 

iniquity, to reflect on the strictness of the sentence pro- 

Haman’s crucifixion as the prevalent view of the mode of his execu- 

tion’. If this were true, it would be inexplicable that art throughout the 

ages has recorded the mode of Haman’s execution as hanging. A 

laborious search in libraries and photographic archives in the United 

States, England, France, Italy, and the Netherlands yielded no repre- 

sentation of Haman crucified with arms extended except for the fresco 

by Michelangelo, the preparatory drawings for it, and the prints after it. 

Haman hanged with a rope around his neck occurred frequently in 

book illustrations, prints, and paintings, as well as in illustrated Megil- 

loth (Esther Scrolls read in synagogues at the Purim celebration, of 

which the earliest illustrated example known to me dates from 1567). 

The only depictions of the execution of Haman by other means that I 

have found are: two in which the instrument of execution is a furca, 

a post with the fork of two branches at the top, in which the condemned 

man was placed so that he strangled; and two in which he was executed 

on a tau cross, with his arms bound behind him. These four examples 

date from the eleventh to the thirteenth century. A fifth example occurs 

in a fifteenth-century cassone panel representing “The Triumph of 

Mordecai’, in the background of which Haman is shown with his 

wrists bound together to a tree, above his head. On means of execution 

see: Lynn White, Jr., ‘The Legacy of the Middle Ages in the American 

Wild West’, Speculum x1, 1965, pp. 191-202. 

nounced upon all sinners. Thus confounded and stricken 

with misery, he is prostrated and humbled before God: and, 

throwing away all self-confidence, he groans as though given 

up to final perdition. Then we show that the only haven of 

safety is in the mercy of God as manifested in Christ, in 

whom every part of our salvation is completed. As all 

mankind are lost sinners in the sight of God, we hold that 

Christ is their only righteousness, since by his obedience he 

has done away with our transgressions, by his sacrifice 

appeased the divine anger, by his blood washed away our 

stains, by his cross borne our curse, and by his death made 

satisfaction for us. We maintain that in this way man is 

reconciled in Christ to God the Father, by no merit of his 

own, by no worthiness of works, but by gratuitous mercy’23. 

Is it an anachronism to suppose that Rembrandt would 

have shared the central Calvinist conviction that all men 

are sinners and that all, even Haman, may be redeemed by 

the Grace of God? 

In elucidating my research methods here I am concerned 

to justify not merely my opinion about Rembrandt’s 

Hermitage painting, but beyond that my belief that criticism 

of scholarly work is best undertaken in the context of a 

common endeavor to arrive at a better understanding of the 

externally observable facts, rather than in terms of personal 

propensities. When scholars find it unavoidable to publish 

work which is essentially designed to criticize and correct 

other authors rather than to affirm new ideas and conclu- 

sions, it would be best if they would limit themselves to 

taking issue with evidence and conclusions which the pre- 

vious author has directly asserted rather than to attack his 

competence or motives or ideas which are not those the 

author set out to defend. 

23. This considered statement of the nature of Reformed instruction 

is from Calvin’s Reply to Sadolet. John Calvin, On the Christian Faith, 

New York, 1957, p. 199. 

Boekbespreking 
Jakob Rosenberg, Seymour Slive, E. H. ter Kuile, Dutch Art 

and Architecture, Penguin Books, 1966.* 

* Der Aufforderung der Redaktion, dieses Buch aus der Pelikan- 

Serie zu besprechen, bin ich gern nachgekommen. Allerdings kann ich 

mir nur ein Urteil iber den Teil des Buches erlauben, der die Malerei 

des 17. Jahrhunderts behandelt, 
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Dieses Buch mu8 aufmerksam gelesen werden, um den 

Ernst und die ungewohnliche Objektivitat des kiinstlerischen 

Urteils, die es auszeichnen, zu wiirdigen. Es ist, als ob die 

Verfasser sich von jeder Rhetorik und Schéngeisterei frei 

machen wollten, um auf eine leicht verstandliche Weise ihre 

Ansichten tiber die hollandische Malerei, namentlich dem 







H. VAN DE WAAL 

Rembrandt and the Feast of Purim 
Remove not the ancient landmark 

which thy fathers have set. 

Proverbs, 22: 28 

IN recent years a number of more or less controversial articles have appeared concerning the subject of 

Rembrandt’s painting of c. 1665 in the Hermitage, Leningrad, which shows three men in oriental 

costume. Traditionally it is either called Haman in Disgrace or The Condemnation of Haman, both of 

which titles point to the episode in chapter seven of the Book of Esther in which Ahasuerus’ wrath 

against Haman becomes apparent, but neither of which makes it clear whether the moment just before 

or just after the pronouncement of the death sentence is intended! (Fig. 1). Withdrawal like this into 

an ostensibly calm moment in the story is, in itself, perfectly in accord with the way Rembrandt’s 

artistic expression had developed, both formally and iconographically?. 

At the same time the mere fact that the precise nature of the subject should be a matter of dispute 

is surely a significant enough indication of the painting’s unique position in the extensive series of 

representations of episodes from the story of Esther in Dutch 17th century art—episodes which, it will 

be remembered, were particularly favourite subjects with Rembrandt and his pupils. But while the 

identity of the subjects of so many of those paintings—‘The Triumph of Mordecai’, ‘The Feast of Esther’, 

‘The wrath of Ahasuerus’ or ‘The Condemnation of Haman’ (to name only the last episodes in the story) 

—can be established beyond dispute3, this painting, to judge by the difficulty ofits interpretation, seems 

to be ona completely different plane. 

The painting 

But first let us briefly summarize the theories that have been successively put forward. In an article in 

the Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes in 1965, Mrs. Kahr argued that the subject wa 

taken not from chapter seven of the Book of Esther but from chapter six. In other words the scene in 

the painting is, in her view, not the one occurring just after Esther’s disclosure of Haman’s plot to 

King Ahasuerus, but the moment following the King’s ordering Haman to seek out Mordecai and to 

honour him?: 

1. The authenticity of this painting has been doubted, but H. Ger- 

son, whose list of authentic Rembrandts is very much shorter than 

previous ones, says: ‘I do not share any of these reservations about the 

painting’ (Remibrandt Paintings, Amsterdam, 1968, p. 502, under No. 

357). 

2. The same development has been pointed out by H. von Einem in 

connection with the painting ‘Jacob blessing the sons of Joseph’ (1656) 

| at Kassel (Rembrandt der Segen Jakobs, Bonn, 1950). 

3. Exceptions to this are a painting at Ottawa of ‘A Young Woman 

having her Hair combed’ (formerly generally called ‘The Toilet of 

Bathsheba’) and the etching known as ‘The Great Jewish Bride’, which 

have been convincingly reinterpreted by Mrs. Kahr as ‘Esther pre- 

paring to intercede with Ahasuerus’ and ‘Esther with the Decree’ 

respectively; M. Kahr, ‘Rembrandt’s Esther: A painting and etching 

newly interpreted and dated’, Oud-Holland 81 (1966) pp. 228-244. 

4. M. Kahr, ‘A Rembrandt Problem: Haman or Uriah?’, Journal 
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Then the king said to Haman; ‘Make haste, and take the apparel and the horse, as thou hast said, and do 

even so to Mordecai the Jew, that sitteth at the king’s gate; let nothing fail of all that thou hast spoken’, 

(6 : 10)5 

Then took Haman the apparel and the horse, and arrayed Mordecai, and caused him to ride through the 

street of the city, and proclaimed before him: ‘Thus shall it be done unto the man whom the king delighteth 

to honour’. (6 : JJ) 

This new interpretation, Tie Downfall of Haman, would mean a rather significant shift in the subject 

from the obligatory seventh chapter (with its frequently depicted scenes of ‘The (second) Feast of 

Esther’ and ‘The Wrath of Ahasuerus’) to the sixth chapter. In other words, Rembrandt, in order to 

bring about this ‘withdrawal into an ostensibly calm moment in the story’, chose to shift the event 

within the text of the Bible to the rarely depicted moment between the ‘Reading of the chronicles 

(6: 1) and ‘The Triumph of Mordecai’ (6: 7/1). As far as Haman, the figure in the foreground, ig 

concerned this would mean that Rembrandt, by a virtually unique decision, prefered to remove the 

tragedy of his downfall from the frequently portrayed, obvious catastrophe at the end of the stor 

back to the sudden change in his fortunes: a change known only to Haman himself, for the King is stil 

unaware of the extent to which he is thwarting the designs of his favourite. It is certainly a very attrac 

tive interpretation, and one that can—if so desired—be deduced from, or read into, the facial expres 

sions Rembrandt has given to these two characters. : 

The most recent article on the subject is by Tiimpel (1968) who rejects interpretations unrelated td 

the story of Esther, such as ‘David and Uriah’ (Valentiner 1921; Linnik 19565) or ‘Jonathan leaving 

the Banquet with Saul’ (Valentiner 19577), and, while agreeing with Nieuwstraten’s methodical criti 

cism of Mrs. Kahr, supports her interpretation with new arguments, summing it up in a suggested ne 

title: ‘Haman recognizes his Fate®’. 

of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 28 (1965), pp. 258-273 [cited as: 

Kahr, Haman]. Other recent publications about this painting are: J. 

Nieuwstraten, ‘Haman, Rembrandt and Michelangelo’", Oud-Holland 

$2 (1967) pp. 61-63; M. Kahr, ‘Rembrandt’s Meaning’, Oud-Holland 

83 (1968) pp. 63-68 [cited as: Kahr, Rembrandt]; C. Tuimpel, ‘Ikono- 

graphische Beitrage zu Rembrandt’, Hamburger Jahrbuch 13 (1968) pp. 

95-126 [cited as: Tiimpel, Beitrdge]. Tiimpel’s dissertation Studien zur 

Ikonographie der Historign Rembrandts. Deutung von bisher nicht oder 

falsch gedeuteten Historien (Hamburg 1968, type-script) is to be publish- 

ed in Nederlands Kunsthistorisch Jaarboek 20 (1969); Dr. Tiimpel 

kindly provided photocopies of the pages of his ms. dealing with Rem- 

brandt’s picture [cited as: Timpel, Historien]. The same writer (Tim- 

pel, Beitrdge, p. 11044 and p. 11145) also refers to an unpublished study 

in which the same interpretation is proposed: Franziska Ahbel, ‘Haman 

in Ungnade’ oder ‘Urias und David’: Zur Deutung des Gemdldes von 

Rembrandt in der Eremitage, Referat No. 48 in a seminar given by Prof. 

Schéne, Hamburg, Wintersemester 1964/65; and to a passage, previous- 

ly unnoticed, where Hofstede de Groot expresses the same idea (C. 

Hofstede de Groot, Rembrandt Bibel, Amsterdam, [1911] p. 102). Both 

before and afterwards, however, de Groot abides by the usual title: 
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‘Der Sturz des Haman’ (Bode—Hofstede de Groot, Beschreibende 

Verzeichnis, Paris, 1902, Vol. 7, No. 531; C. Hofstede de Groot, Be 

schreibendes und kritisches Verzeichnis ..., Vol. 6, Rembrandt, Ess 

lingen, 1915, No. 48). 

5. All quotations, unless otherwise stated, are taken from The Fivé 

Megilloth, Hebrew text with English translation and commentary 

edited by A. Cohen, London, 1959 (Soncino Press), pp. 192-243, ‘Es 

ther’ with introduction and commentary by S. Goldman. 

6. W.R. Valentiner, Rembrandt. Wiedergefindene Gemiilde (Klassi 

ker der Kunst, Vol, 27), Stuttgart, 1921, p. 128, which is a suppJemen 

to idem, Rembrandt, Stuttgart, 1909, p. 469 right; Kahr, Haman, p} 

26320, ; 

A summary of the articles by Miss I. V. Linnik (1956 and 1957) is give 

by J. Bialostocki, Miinchner Jahrbuch, 3rd series, 8 (1957) p. 210. 

7. W.R. Valentiner, ‘Noch einmal “Die Judenbraut”’, Festschrij 

Kurt Bauch. Kunstgeschichtliche Beitrdge zum 25. November 1957, nj 

[1957], pp. 229-230. For criticism of this interpretation see Tumpel 

Beitrdge, p. 11247, 

8. Tiimpel, Beirrdge, p. 107, caption to Fig. 12. 





In fact, the accepted title in Leningrad since 1958 has been ‘David and Uriah’?. But as far as this 

sainting is concerned art-historical opinion seems to change even faster than women’s fashions. In 
pd H 

1960 L. Goldschneider rejected Miss Linnik’s conclusions in favour of a reversion to the older title, 

‘Hfaman in Disgrace’; in 1964 Gantner also followed the traditional interpretation and in 1965 (as we 

have seen) Mrs. Kahr proposed ‘The Downfall of Haman’; in 1966 further objections to the name 

‘David and Uriah’ were raised by Bauch and in 1968 Gerson came out in favour of ‘The Downfall of 

}{aman’ (in the sense postulated by Mrs. Kahr and Tiimpel) because, as he saw it, ‘the identity of the 

two main figures’ with the Ahasuerus and Haman in “The Feast of Esther’ of 1660 in Moscow (Br.530; 

G.357) ‘has to be fully accounted for before any alternative explanation, such as ‘David and Uriah’ can 

be considered!0’, 

Tiimpel based his argument on a detailed iconographical study which is, of course, indispensable in 

dealing with such problems. To resolve the dispute between Nieuwstraten and Mrs. Kahr over whether 

the presence of a table or the absence of a bed afford any clues to the iconographical identification of 

the subject, he refers to a print by Phillip Galle after Heemskerck (Fig. 8;) which unmistakably depicts 

the scene when the King, still in bed, is surprised by the entrance of Haman to whom he addresses the 

all-important question: 

‘What shall be done unto the man whom the king delighteth to honour’? (6 : 6) 

This occurs on the morning after that remarkable night described in the following words: 

On that night could not the king sleep... (6: J) 

In the bedchamber, to the left, stands the reader with ‘the book of records of the chronicles’ and 

behind him through an opening can be seen two men (about whom more below). In the foreground on 

a cushion lies the ‘royal apparel’ that Haman has to take to Mordecai, and through an opening on the 

right appears a street scene with the “Triumph of Mordecai’!!. 

9. Kahr (Haman, p. 26530) gives the following summary of an 10. L. Goldscheider, Rembrandt, Cologne, 1960, p. 181; J. Gantner, 

moci¢ in Russian by A. Tchlenov (‘On the Subject of the Painting by Rembrandt und die Verwandlung klassischer Formen, Munich, 1964; 

brandt, “David and Uriah”’, Iskusstvo (1958) pp. 60-62): Tchle- K. Bauch, Rembrandt. Gemiéilde, Berlin, 1966 (Anmerkung zu No. 39: 

» emphasizes Haman’s political motivation; his interpretation is ‘David schickt Urias fort’ (?) ...2 Samuel x1: 13. Friiher als ‘Haman 

<J on the Apocryptal additions to the Book of Esther; his view, in Ungnade’, Esther vu : 7, die neue Deutung von I. Linnik. Der Vor- 

ever, ‘adds nothing fundamentally new to Miss Linnik’s objections gang entspricht beiden Texten nicht ganz’); H. Gerson, Rembrandt 

raditional interpretation of the Hermitage painting. It is striking Paintings, p. 422, No. 357. 

se has nota word to say in support of her explication of the pic- 11. The print is one of a series of eight, see F. W. H. Hollstein, 

>'s subject as “David and Uriah’’’. Dutch and Flemish: Etchings, Engravings and Woodcuts, vu, Amster- 

Tompel ( Beitrdge, p. 11247) was able to reveal that Miss Linnik herself dam n.d., p. 74, s.v. Pit. Galle, Nos. 39-46; ibid., vw, p. 243, s.v. After 

‘ager abides by her own interpretation. But, be that as it may, M. van Heemskerck, Nos. 248-255. Here Hollstein mentions copies edi- 

‘ind Uriah’ is still the title in the Russian book by E. J. Fechner, ted by C. J. Visscher. Kahr, Remibrandt, p. 6629 mentions a later series 

rerit, Moscow, [1964], p. 148. of four engravings. 

* 4 survey of the successive titles under which this picture has been The eight drawings, dated 1563, are in Copenhagen (L. Preibisz, Mar- 

-4 in Hermitage catalogues see Kahr, Haman, p. 26426-28, tin van Heemskerck, Leipzig, 1911, pp. 80-103). 
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As far as form is concerned one can follow Tiimpel when he points to the influence of Heems- 

kerck’s invention on Rembrandt (see, for example, the shape of Haman’s turban). But when he goes 

on to borrow evidence from this 16th century print for the iconographical interpretation of Rembrandt’s 

painting, he really does seem to be overreaching himself both from the general point of view of art- 

historical method and from the point of view of iconography. 

The first charge is by far the most serious: Tlimpel tacitly assumes that formal borrowings can be 

taken as evidence of iconographical identity. Here we must make a very clear distinction. Rembrandt, 

at some time in his life, must almost certainly have seen Galle’s print!2, and Tiimpel is quite right in 

pointing out certain similarities between it and the painting. However, this still does not provide us 

with convincing evidence about the subject Rembrandt had in mind!3. 

But in any case—and this brings us to the second point mentioned above—is Tiimpel’s interpreta- 

tion of Heemskerck’s composition correct in all respects? According to him the two figures in the back- 

ground to the left show‘... wie ein Diener Mardocai hohlt’.!4 But if so, this would conflict with the 

biblical text that Heemskerck has otherwise followed so faithfully. It seems much more likely that these 

men are the conspirators Bigthan and Teresh (2: 21), shown after their arrest; the same two men, in 

fact, that Heemskerck had earlier represented in court costume on the fifth print in his series at the 

moment when Mordecai overhears the conspiracy (Fig. 6). 

In other words, with this inset on the left and the triumph of Mordecai on the right, the print gives 

us the story starting from the events that have just been read aloud to the King up to and including the 

execution of his orders to reward Mordecai. It is thus a true and faithful rendering of the scene in the 

King’s bedchamber and when Tiimpel tries to use this to assign the same content to Rembrandt’s 

painting, a number of incongruities appear. 

1) Tiimpel quotes approvingly the slightly more detailed account of the story by Flavius Josephus, in the 

German translation of which Rembrandt had a copy. There the King says: *... So gehe nun hin dann du 

hast das Pferd und das Kleyd und die Ketten, swch Mardocheum’ (italics ours). But the instructions given 

in the Bible version (see 6 : 1/0, quoted above) are no less clear in this respect. Furthermore, in view of what 

will be said later, it is important to note that there is no mention of Mordecai being present in the bedcham- 

ber at this moment, or of his being brought there by a servant (we saw above how Tiimpel’s interpretation 

of Heemskerck’s composition needlessly departed from the biblical text on this second point). 

2) Tiimpel expalins the coat slung over Haman’s left arm and shoulder in the Rembrandt painting as the 

royal apparel he has been ordered to take to Mordecai, but this seems quite untenable. There are other 

: Manoah’, and ‘The Angel disappearing from Tobit and his Family’). 

12. For example, his Ahasuerus and the shape he has given Ha- See also F. Saxl, Rembrandt’s Sacrifice of Manoah, London, 1939, and 

man’s turban somewhat resemble those in the print, ‘Haman accused’, the article by Mrs. Kahr cited in Note 3. 

No. 8 in the Galle-Heemskerck series (Fig. 9), and he is known to have 13. It was in an attempt to clarify the relationships between form 

possessed a book (probably constboeck, album) containing ‘the com- and content that I coined the term ‘iconological group’ and tried to 

plete graphic work of Heemskerck’ (C. Hofstede de Groot, Die Ur- outline the processes of attraction and contamination which character- 

kunden iiber Rembrandt, The Hague, 1906, No. 227. ‘Synde ael ’t werck ize these conglomerations. Sce the rather hidden reference under 

vanden selven’. In 17th century usage no distinction was made between Group (Groep) in the General Index of my book Drie eeusen vaderland- 

prints by and prints after any given master. sche Geschied-uitbeelding 1500-1800. Een iconologische studie, 1, The 

For Heemskerck’s influence on Rembrandt see inter alia J. L.A. A. M. Hague, 1952, p. 166 (with a summary in English: Dutch portrayal of 

van Rijckevorsel, Rembrandt en de traditie, Rotterdam, 1932, pp. 134 f. history 1500-1800. An iconological study). 

(‘The Return of the Prodigal Son’); pp. 140 f., 250 (‘The Sacrifice of 14. Tiimpel, Beitrdge, p. 108. 
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examples of a man wearing his own coat slung nonchalently over one shoulder, in Rembrandt’s biblical 

paintings, e.g. “Samson threatening his Father-in-law’ (163 (5); B. 499), and even in his portraits, e.g. ‘Jan 

Six’ (1654; B. 276). In any case, if in this painting the coat were the royal apparel to be conferred on Mor- 

decai as a mark of honour, then one would expect Haman to be carrying it in a more fitting manner and to 

have also the chain and the crown ‘which the king used to wear’ (6: 8). Heemskerck, faithfully following 

the text, shows the King in bed (naturally without his crown) and gives the royal regalia and apparel a 

prominent place in the foreground (Figs. 7 and 8). 

In the Leningrad painting, on the other hand, the King is actually wearing both the crown and the chain, 

thus rendering the Kahr-Tiimpel interpretation impossible. For if the painting really represents the scene at 

night-time that they suggest, the King could hardly be portrayed in crown and chain. In fact there would only 

be two possible places for the apparel and regalia: either (still) lying ready somewhere in the room or 

(already) in Haman’s hands. 

In support of his thesis Tiimpel refers to several works that depart even further from the biblical text than 

he supposes Rembrandt to have done, by moving the scene to the throne-room!5. But two German prints 

and a painting by a minor master of the Utrecht School can scarcely be considered as convincing evidence 

in a discussion of a work by Rembrandi!6, 

We must keep a sense of proportion about this. What could one possibly hope to ‘prove’ here by nega- 

tive statements? The fact that artist X departs from the biblical text to a certain extent can never serve 

as valid evidence for supposing that artist Y must have allowed himself to take some quite different 

liberties. Such an approach can only lead us up a blind alley. The only evidence that has any force in 

such cases is positive evidence: the fact that a certain representation corresponds in all respects to the 

biblical text (or to prevailing ideas about the text). 
But the main objection to the Kahr-Tiimpel interpretation has still to be mentioned. The key ques- 

tion is: who is the venerable old man who first strikes our eye when we look at the painting? He stands 

at the extreme lefthand side and his face has been worked up by Rembrandt much more fully than those 

of the other two (Figs. 3-5). It has repeatedly been suggested that he represents Mordecai, and as far as 

type is concerned this would fit very well, but there are serious objections to this interpretation from 

the iconographical standpoint, for Mordecai is quite out of place both in the scene of ‘Haman recog- 

nizing his Fate’ (6 - 10) proposed by Mrs. Kahr and Tiimpel and in the previously suggested scene of 

‘The Condemnation of Haman’ (7 - 9)17. At the same time we should not forget that the picture was 

15. Beitrdge, pl. 14, 15, 16. vely. G. Knuttel Wzn., Rembrandt, Armsterdam, 1956, p. 209, expresses 

16. This author has himself rightly pointed out what little conclu- some doubt, but then dismisses it again:.‘... there remains a third 

sive evidence there is in examples ‘... die heute eindeutig als Schulwerke 

ersannt sind und anderen ikonographischen Prinzipien folgen als Rem- 

brandts Werke’, Beitrdge, pp. 97-8. 

K. Bauch, Studien zur Kunstgeschichte, Berlin, 1967, pp. 127, 132, fol- 

lows Kahr and the summary of Tiimpel’s theory published in Kunst- 

chronik 19 (1966) p. 30. 

17. | have been greatly assisted by a survey of the various opinions 

about this painting in Dr. Tiimpel’s ms. Katalog zur Geschichte der 

Sembrandtforschung, type-script, Hamburg, 1967, which he has gener- 

ously placed at my disposal. 

Only M. Eisler, Der Alte Rembrandt, Vienna, 1927, p. 99, and Kahr, 

Haman, p. 266, mention a ‘servant’ and ‘a servant of the king’ respecti- 

man, an old bearded Jew on the left behind Haman. Mordecai? There 

is no indication in the story of his being present at this moment. But 

that need not have troubled Rembrandt...’ [original text in Dutch]. 

Fechner (op. cit. [Note 9 above] p. 148) calls him a ‘scribe’ but, as we 

saw, he considers the painting to be a ‘David and Uriah’. Nieuwstraten 

draws attention to the fact that ‘the strikingly simple apparel of the old 

man seems surprising in such a great court’ (Joc. cit. p. 61). Miss Lin- 

nik rejects the suggestion made by Weisbach that the painting was in- 

tended as a psychological study rather than a literal illustration of the 

Biblical episode. In order to account for this enigmatic figure, however, 

she has recourse to a similar, free, ‘psychological’ explanation. She 

identifies the third person present as ‘a curious or compassionate 
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reproduced in 1772 by Houston in a mezzotint with the title ‘Haman’s Condemnation’ (Fig. 2) an 

that it was purchased in the next year as ‘Haman in Disgrace’!8. This brings us to another vital pojnt 

overlooked by nearly all the forty or so previous interpretations: why does Esther, the heroine of thg 

story, not appear in this painting?!9 

It might prove worth while to examine the Bible text more closely, especially since there is much t 

be said for trying to preserve the traditional titles of paintings as long as possible before exchangins 

them for newlyinvented ones. 

The text 

Esther having revealed that Haman was the man who thought to destroy her people (7 : 6), the King 

rose up from the table in his wrath and went into the garden. Thereupon Haman fell down before thy 

Queen to beg for mercy (7: 7), and the King, coming back in, put the wrong interpretation on hi 

attitude: 
Then the king returned out of the palace garden into the place of the banquet of wine; and Haman was falle 

upon the couch whereon Esther was. Then said the king: ‘Will he even force the queen before me in the ho 

se?’ As the word went out of the king’s mouth, Haman’s face fell (7 : 8).20 

Then said Harbonah, one of the chamberlains that were before the king: ‘Behold also the gallows fift 

cubits high, which Haman hath made for Mordecai, who spoke good for the king, standeth in the house o 

Haman’. And the king said: ‘Hang him thereon’ (7: 9). 

So they hanged Haman on the gallows that he had prepared for Mordecai. Then was the king’s wrat} 

assuaged (7: 10). 

Strictly speaking, then, at “The Condemnation of Haman’ only one other man was present apart fron 

Haman and the King: the ‘chamberlain’ Harbonah, who is only mentioned on one other occasion i 

the Book of Esther, and then only.in a list with six other similar dignitaries ‘that ministered in thq 

witness ... who helps the painter to intensify the psychologic content 

of the conflict’. This anachronistic stop-gap is necessary, since the 

prophet Nathan (Valentiner’s interpretation of this old man) is “‘unac- 

ceptable’ in the scene of Uriah’s dismissal (cf. Kahr, Haman, p. 263). 

18. The print is described in J. Charrington. A Catalogue of the 

Mezzotints after, or said to be after, Rembrandt, Cambridge, 1923, No. 

81; its date is given erroneously by Linnik and Bialostocki as 1775 

(Miinchner Jahrbuch, 3rd series, 8 (1957) p. 210); see Kahr, Haman, 

p. 26110, For the date of accession (from the Blackwood Collection in 

London) see Kahr, Haman, p. 26428. 

19. Only Valentiner, Judenbraut, p. 229, and Kahr, Haman, p. 266, 

have pointed out her absence; it is for-both authors a principal reason 

for trying to find another title for the painting. 

20. Haman’s face fell. There are difficulties involved in the trans- 

lation of these words. The version I have adopted has been followed by, 

among others: M. Simon in his ed. of the Midrash Rabbah, Vol. Ix, 

Esther, London, Soncino, 1951, p. 119; A. Wiinsche, Der Midrasch 

zum Buche Esther, Leipzig, 1881, p. 71: *.. . und sein Angesicht senkte 

sich’; Flavius Josephus, who offers the paraphrase: *... Haman was 

overcome’ (Josephus, Jewish Antiquities, with English translation by 
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R. Marcus (The Loeb Classical Library), v1, London, 1958, p. 443, §266) 

the Septuagint: ‘ ... wechselte er die Farbe’ (G. Jahn, Das Buch Esthie 

nach der Septuagint hergestellt ..., Leiden, 1901, p. 45); S. Bernfeld’ 

German bible translation: ‘... und das Gesicht H’s. erbleichte’ (Di 

Heilige Schrift nach dem masoretischen Text neu iibersetzt, Frankfu 

a.M., 19356, p. 774). 

The translation ‘... they covered H’s. face’ (Goldman, Esther, p. 22 

[cited in Note 5]) gives rise to the observation: ‘In token of the sentenc 

of death. This was the practice among the Greeks and the Romans, bu 

it is not elsewhere mentioned of the Persians’ (ibid). Jahn, op. cit! 

expresses it more strongly: ‘Von einer persischen Sitte, das Gesicht de 

Delinquenten zu verhiillen, ist nichts bekannt’. H. Gunkel, Esrthe 

Tiibingen, 1916, p. 37 and Note 223, says, without any evidence: ‘vor 

ausgesetzt wird hier die rdmische und bereits hellenistische, urspriing 

lich orientalische Sitte .. . (italics mine). 

For the problems of textual criticism and the possible interchange © 

the stems of the two verbs hafah (to cover) and hafar (to be ashamed) 

see: K. Budde and others, Die Fiinf Megillot, Freiburg i. Br., 1898 

p. 191; F. Perles, Aualekten zur Textkritik des A.T., Miinchen, 1895 

p. 32. 
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presence of Ahasuerus the king’ (/-:10).*! This hardly seems sufficient to warrant Rembrandt's 

venerable characterization of this man. However, in Jewish tradition. an important, even crucial role 

in the story was assigned to this same Harbonah. 

The Book of Esther is the only book in the Bible in which the name of God is not mentioned. Yet 

few stories demonstrate God’s guidance so clearly. Jewish commentaries, and especially the ‘oral 

tradition’ or midrash, made it their business to provide an explanation for everything over and above 

the literal text that seemed to demand one, and no other book has attracted so many of these legendary 

explanations as the Book of Esther22. To examine these (h)aggadot is like watching a puppet-show, 

first from the front of the stage and then again from behind the scenes, since practically all the decisive 

events in the story are explained as having been, in fact, guided by intervention from above. Thus, 

according to one midrash, when Haman knelt before the Queen; it was the archangel Michael who ca- 

me and threw him on to the bed, with the result that we all know?3; another story tells how angels had 

created havoc in the King’s garden, so that when he came back into the room he was angrier than ever24. 

It was even found possible to explain the incident that set the whole train of events in motion as resul- 

ting from intervention from above: 

Queen Vashti recoiled from the king’s order [to appear naked before the guests]. But it must not be supposed 

that she shrank from carrying it out because it offended her moral sense. She was not a whit better than 

her husband... But God sent the angel Gabriel to her. . . sings of leprosy appeared on her forehead . . .25 

But by far the most important role is attributed to the prophet Elijah. When King Ahasuerus gave the 

banquet to which he invited ‘all the people that were present in Shushan’ (i.e. Susa; J - 5), great anxiety 

arose in heaven. Many of the children of Israel had already forsaken the faith and were taking part in 

these pagan debaucheries. Satan had already come before the throne of God to accuse them, and alrea- 

dy the Torah had burst into bitter weeping, when Elyah took action to ward off the danger. 

In great haste the prophet Elijah ran to the Patriarchs and to Moses... He pointed out the only upright 

man who had remained true to the faith: Mordecai. Then Moses said, ‘Go and tell him, let him stand in 

prayer there, and I will stand here, and we will beseech God for mercy upon them.26 

24. Encyclopaedia Judaica 1 (1928) p. 704, s.v. Achaschwerosch; 

21. Here his name is spelled Harbona, a difference to which a great 

deal of significance has sometimes been attached (see below Note 33). 

22. J. Katzenellenbogen, Das Buch Esther in der Aggada, Wiirzburg, 

1933 (Thesis), gives a brief survey of this material and indicates the 

sources. In addition see: W. Erbt, Die Purimsage in der Bibel, Berlin, 

1900; N. S. Doniach, Purim, Philadelphia, 1933, p. 263, who lists 

sources of haggadic material; L. Ginzberg. The Legends of the Jews, Iv, 

Philadelphia, 1954, pp. 365-448, and the useful notes in Vol. vt, pp. 

451-481. 

23. Katzenellenbogen, op. cit., p. 34420; Midrash Rabbah Esther, 

Cp. cit., xX, p. 119; A. Wiinsche, op. cit., p. 71; Ginzberg, Legends, Iv, 

Pp. 442, gives the same story but with Gabriel instead of Michael. 

Ginzberg, Legends, Iv, p. 442. 

25. Ginzberg, Legends, tv, p. 375; for miniatures in the Bible of the 

Duke of Alba (Castilian xvth c.) depicting this and other midrashic 

scenes see: J. Leveen, The Hebrew bible in art, London, 1944, p. 92. In 

some versions the change Vashti undergoes is even more drastic: ‘Eine 

andere Auffassung fiihrt die Weigerung darauf zuriick, dass ihr durch 

den Erzengel Gabriel ein Schwanz angesetzt wurde’ (Katzenellenbogen, 

op. cit., p. 5). One version even reads: ‘Venit Gabriel et fecit ei mem- 

brum virile’ (Ginzberg, Legends, vt, p. 45635). 

26. Katzenellenbogen, op. cit., p. 14; Ginzberg, Legends, tv, p. 416; 

C. G. Montefiore and H. Loewe, A Rabbinic Anthology, Greenwich 

Editions, n.d. [reprint of first ed. 1938], p. 99. 
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After this “Prologue in Heaven’, it is again Elijah who intervenes at the decisive moment in the story 

in the scene after the second banquet when Haman falls into disgrace. It is Elijah who begins to spea 

and ‘in the shape of the chamberlain Harbonah’ calls the King’s 

house meant for Mordecai (7: 9). 

In some legends Harbonah’s conduct is even more questionable. For although he is one of Haman’ 

hangers-on, he does not hesitate to take sides against his former friend, even accusing him of havin; 

taken part in the conspiracy against the King’s life discovered by Mordecai27. Yet this unsavour 

character could still be used by Elijah for his work of deliverance. 

However strange a personality take-over like this may sound to modern ears, it was by no mean 

out of the ordinary in exegetical literature and Elijah in particular was often credited with such a role 

In fact the prophet occupied a unique position in Jewish tradition: nowhere is there any record of hi 

parentage, his death was supernatural and, not least, in a prophecy in Malachi (3 : 23) he appears as ¢ 

precursor of the Messiah. All these facts combined to produce the image of the ever-present prophet 

attention to the gallows in Haman’ 

wandering incognito over the earth to aid in moments of distress and danger28. 

... Elia war also nicht Mensch, sondern ein schon bei der Schépfung gegenwa4rtiger und zu Achab’s Zeitey 

vom Himmel herabgestiegener Engel, der, nach Vollendung seiner Mission auf Erden, wieder in den Him 

mel zurtickkehrte29. 

Since he had not died a natural death, the formula usually added after the names of the dead did not fi 

him3°, Instead the words ‘may he be remembered for good’ (zakhur le-tov) were added after his nam 

and since this formula was not applied to any other figure, it even came to be used, with the addition o 

the article (ha-zakhur le-tov), as one of the definitive ways of mentioning him. In the entire Jewis 

tradition this eulogy is applied to no one but him.. 

Esther3!. The midrash is quite unequivocal on this point: 

27. The Jewish Encyclopedia 6 (1904) p. 231, s.v. Harbona: ‘Accor- 

ding to R. Eleazar Harbona had first been in league with Haman, but, 

seeing that his plot had failed, abandoned him’; Katzenellenbogen, 

op. Cit., p. 34425; Ginzberg, Legends, Iv, p. 443: ‘When Harbonah [sic], 

originally a friend of Haman and an adversary of Mordecai, heard the 

king’s angry exclamation, he said to him: ‘Nor is this the only crime 

committed by Haman against thee, for he was an accomplice of the 

conspirators Bigthan and Teresh, and his enmity to Mordecai dates 

back to the time when Mordecai uncovered their foul plots’. “The source 

for this legend is 2 Targuin Esther 7 : 10. S. Gelbhaus, Die Targumilite- 

ratur vergleichend agadisch und kritisch philologisch beleuchtet: J, Das 

Targum Sheni zum Buche Esther, Frankfurt a.M., 1893 [Brit. Mus. 

01901. e.2], p. 68, gives two quotations: ‘the godless Harbonah [sic] 

also gave this counsel [to hang Mordecai], but when he saw that the 

counsel was losing ground he immediately forsook it’ and ‘Harbonah 

was an enemy of Mordecai and incriminated Haman’. In a ‘Hebrew- 

German paraphrase of the book Esther of the fifteenth century’ pu- 

blished by L. Landau (The Journal of English and Germanic Philology 

18 (1919) p. 547, v. 1275) Harbona is even said to have been responsible 

for having the gallows made which were destined for Mordecai. 
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. and Harbonah, the chamberlain in the story o 

28. R. J. Z. Werblowsky and G. Wigoder, The Encyclopedia of th 

Jewish Religion, Jerusalem, 1966, s.v. Elijai; M. W. Levinsohn, De 

Prophet Elia nach den Talmiidim und Midraschim, Zirich, 1939 (Thesis) 

S. M. Segal, Elijah. A study in Jewish Folklore, N.Y., 1935, esp. p. 73 

Ginzberg, Legends, IV, p. 233, Elijah forerunner of the Messiah; Monte} 

fiore and Loewe, Rabbinic Anthology, p. 256: ‘The role played b 

Elijah in Jewish legend is of extreme importance. From the last tw4 

verses of Malachi he takes his place as the harbinger of the Messiah 

and he is constantly depicted as a messenger of hope and as a delive 

rer... The stories told about his appearances on earth are exceedingl 

numerous... Elijah is always wandering on earth... Even.as late a 

the fourteenth century persons claimed to have had interviews wit] 

him’. 

29. S. K[ohn], ‘Der Prophet Elia in der Legende’, Monatsschrift 

Siir Geschichte und Wissenschaft der Juden \2 (1863) p. 286. 

30. The usual honorific phrases for the dead are ’alo ha-Sjaloi 

(peace be to him) or zikhro(no) li-Verakhah (may his memory be for 3 

blessing). 

31. Encyclopaedia Judaica 6 (1930) col. 487: ‘Dieser feststehend¢ 

Zusatz wird nur noch auf den aus der Esther-Geschichte bekannten per| 
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(10). Anonymous woodcut. Purim Jesters (from: the first 

Minhagim book printed in Amsterdam 1645).—(11). Johan 

Jacobsz van den Aveele. Purim Jesters. Etching (from: J. 

Leusden, Philologus Hebraeo-mixtus, Utrecht, 1682).—( 2). 

Title-page and address of Comedia famosa de Aman y 

Mordochay, Leiden 1699.—(13). Purim players, standing on 

a stage and holding parts of the text of the song Shoshanat 

Yaakob (Illustration at the end of an engraved Megillah, 

Dutch? ca. 1720?) Amsterdam, Jewish Historical Museum. 
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What then did Elijah, may be he remembered for good? He appeared in the guise of Harbonah and said to 

him: ‘Your Majesty, Behold also the gallows... which Haman hath made for Mordecai’. For Rab Phine- 

has has said: One should always say, ‘Harbonah may he be remembered for good’ .>2 

- rather abstruse pronouncements can only be taken to mean that this very Harbonah is to be iden- 

t with the prophet Elijah}. 
; 

fiat there are still three questions that must be answered before we can finally decide whether the 

srable old man on the left of Rembrandt’s picture really does represent Elijah-Harbonah, 
and con- 

.ontly whether the subject of the painting really is the one given by the traditional title, “The Con- 

de Snanon of Haman’. They are: 

1) Was this remarkable explanation of the adoption of Harbonah’s personality bij Elijah so generally well 

known that Rembrandt would have heard of it? 

2) How could Rembrandt have got to know of it? 

3) If we do indeed stick to the old title, ‘The Condemnation of Haman’, how is the striking absence of 

Esther to be accounted for? 

| he first question is easy to answer. The Harbonah-Elijah legend crops up even in vernacular writings; 

for example, it appears in the popular Yiddish paraphrase of the story of Esther by Leib Mellir, the 

o-called Lang-Megile (Amsterdam, 1663)34. But the most significant reference to it, for our present 

surposes, occurs in the best-known of all Purim songs, Shoshanat Ya’akob (The Rose of Jacob), which 

ends with the words: 

Accursed be Haman who sought to destroy me; 

Blessed be Mordecai the Jew; 

~hen Groszen Charbona iibertragen, der mit Elijah identifiziert wird, 

er damals zur Rettung seines Volkes herbeigeeilt sei’: see also: Amsterdam, who also helped with the translation of the quotation). 

tesimsohn, Der Prophet Elia, p. 1461. It is worth noting that R. Wischnitzer has thought it possible to discern 

2. Midrash Rabbah, Esther, op. cit., 1X, p. 119; I prefer to use the a depiction of this midrash in the frescoes of the synagogue at Dura- 

| translation rather than the version given in this edition, ‘of Europos (245-256), supposing Harbonah to be one of the spectators to 

cd memory’, in order to avoid confusion with the second formula be found between the scenes of ‘Mordecai on horseback’ and “Ahasue- 

1 in Note 30 (‘May his memory be for a blessing’). Edition Wiin- rus enthroned’. Both this wall-painting and Ibn Ezra’s authorities have 

ep. cit,, p. 71, ‘darum soll... der Name... zum Guten erwahnt thus taken the text of Esther 7 : 9 literally («... Harbonah one of the 

an’. chamberlains that were before the king’), Du Mesnil du Buisson had 

33. To obviate this difficulty others have pointed out that a different observed that the figure on the extreme right has been characterized as 

‘iog has been used on each of the two occasions when the name a Jew and Wischnitzer takes this as his starting-point: ‘We can safely 

ms (1 : 10, without the final-h; 7 : 9, with the-/). ‘Es ist darum assume that the artist used this legend. The spectator, however, was let 

rbonah mit -f am Schluss zu lesen, wodurch sich dieser Charbonah into the secret. The figure in the group next to Haman is shown wearing 

1 dem echten, keineswegs gutgezinnten Charbona unterscheidet, fringes sewn at the hem of the garment (tzitzith)’. See: R. Wischnitzer, 

-1 Name mit -a@ am Schluss geschrieben wird ...’, E. Munk, Die The Messianic Theme in the Paintings of the Dura Synagogue, Chicago, 

test der Gebete, u, Frankfurt a.M., 19362, p. 340. 1948, pp. 31-32, and M. Du Mesnil du Buisson, Les Peintures de la 

ies Spanish exegete Abraham Ibn Ezra (Toledo 1092—probably synagogue de Doura-Europos, Rome, 1939, pp. 118 and 36. 

~~ 2 1157) has tried to mitigate the words ‘Elijah... appeared befo- 34. Op. cit, p. 72a. Information kindly supplied by Dr. L. Fuks, 

\sasuerus in the guise of Harbonah’ by the explanation that it Amsterdam. The title-page of a Purim play of 1718 printed in Amster- 

‘to the king as ifit was Harbonah. Translated literally his state- dam assures the buyer that it is “done in a new fashion, like an opera, 

‘5 as follows: ‘There are those who say that Elijah, may he be re- and compiled from the Targum Sheni, the Midrash, the Yalkut and other 

Sered for good, came before the king in the guise of courtiers’ (in- Midrashim’ (Ph. Goodman, The Purim Anthology, (Philadelphia, 1952, 

f ‘ten kindly supplied by Dr. L. Fuks and Mr. M. H. Gans of p. 362). 
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Accursed be Zeresh, the wife of him that terrified me; 

Blessed be Esther my protectress; 

And also [or even] Harbonah, may he be remembered for good. 

Clearly, this liturgical song, which even nowadays is still sung after all official readings of the Esther 

scroll at the Feast of Purim, is a verse-rendering of, amongst other things, the midrash cited above, i 

which the Harbonah of the story is identified with Elijah who comes to give his aid39. 

But it may still be asked whether this identification, tinged with mysticism, was something for onl 

a small circle of scholars or whether every believing Jew immediately thought of the prophet Elijah o 

hearing the words, may he be remembered for good. 

This too, can easily be answered. Not only did the ritual at every circumcision begin with the for 

mula: This is the throne of Elijah, may he be remembered for good but even nowadays, three times a da 

after each meal, every believing Jew says the words: 

May the All-merciful send us Elijah the prophet (say he be remembered for good), who shall give us good 

tidings, salvation and consolation36. 

the very words that in the whole of Jewish tradition were used only in connection with the prophet 

Elijah, with the unique exception that forms the core of the present argument. 

This focussing of attention on the prophet Elijah several times a day gains its deepest significance 

from the fact that it is he and no-one else who is supposed to herald the coming of the Messiah. Thi 

is why clumsy, childish illustrations of ‘The Entry of the Messiah into Jerusalem’ are sometimes used 

to ornament the customary printed copies of the Haggadoth, the books used at the Feast of the Pass- 

over, and the Megilloth, the Estherscrolls used at the Feast of Purim37. The deliverance commemo- 

rated at Purim, like the deliverance from Egypt, was seen as a foreshadowing, nay ,a guarantee of the 

final Deliverance. 

35. For the song Shoshanat Ya’akob see: The Authorised Daily 

Prayer Book of the United Hebrew Congregations of the British Empire, 

ed. J. H. Hertz, London, 193515, p. 277. This anomymous song forms 

the concluding section of the Piyyut of Asher Heni (‘who brought the 

counsel of the heathen to nought’), which is recited at Purim both in 

the evening and in the morning after the reading of the Scroll of Esther. 

Asher Heni dates from the Gaonic Period [6th-12th c.]; Shoshanat Ya’ 

akob, however, is a later addition consisting of two parts, the second, 

cited above, being included in both the Sephardi and the Ashkenazi 

ritual (Werblowsky and Wigoder, p. 358). See also Note 60. 

The midrash text cited above in Note 32 continues: ‘... One should 

always say, “Cursed be Haman, cursed be his sons, cursed be Zeresh 

his wife’ (Midrash Rabbah, Esther, op. cit., 1X, p. 119). ‘Ausdriicklich 

wird in der Quellen hinzugefiigt, dass Charbona zum Guten zu geden- 

ken sei. Zur Erliiuterung weist Maimonides [1135-1204] auf Jalkut hin 

[a midrashic compilation], wo berichtet wird, dass der Prophet Elijah 

die Gestalt der Charbona angenommen habe, um den K6nig auf den 

Galgen aufmerksam zu machen... wodurch die gliickliche Wendung 

fiir Israel eingetreten sci’ (Munk, op. cit., p. 340). After this comes the 

PAN 4 

passage, quoted above in Note 33, concerning the two different spel- 

lings of Harbona(h). ‘The last words of the prayer . . . were thus under- 

stood to mean: “And as for Harbonah, he is the one [Elijah] who is 

remembered unto good”’’ (Ginzberg, Legends, vi, p. 32545). 

In the first line of the song, ‘The Rose of Jacob shouted for joy and was 

glad ...’, the word shushan (= rose or lily) is a double play on the 

name of the city, Shushan = Susa, Esther 1 : 5) and on ‘the rose/lily 

among thorns’ (Song of Songs 2 : 2, where the feminine form of the 

word is used: shushannah = the girl’s name Susanna). 

36. The Authorised Daily Prayer Book, p. 304; 284. 

37. Segal, op, cit. (see Note 28 above), pp. 158 f. ‘Elijah as the 

Harbinger of the Messiah’; E. Naményi, ‘La miniature juive au xvue 

et au xvitie siécle’, Revue des Etudes Juives, N.S., t. 16 (116) (1957) pp. 

27-71. On pp. 38-9 Naményi gives the following description of an en- 

graved Megillah: ‘La dernitre gravure représente l’arrivée du Messie a 

Jerusalem, prise de la Haggada de Venise de 1629, donnant ainsi un 

sens messianique au livre’. For other illustrations of this scene see: 

Jiidisches Lexikon 2 (1928) cols. 350, 351; Encyclopaedia Judaica 6 

(1930) cols. 491, 493. 





The feast 

But how could Rembrandt, who is hardly likely to have made a deep study of the Talmud and probably 

did not even have any knowledge of Hebrew, have come to know of these aspects of the oral tradition?38 

To assume that he heard of them from a scholar such as Manasseh ben Israel is an acceptable but not a 

complete explanation since one would rather have expected a painter like Rembrandt to have been sti- 

mulated by a visual impression. And, indeed, in 17th century Amsterdam he would have had an excel- 

lent opportunity to acquire a visual impression of this very exegesis. 

The Feast of Purim was celebrated every year, in commemoration of the events described in the 

Book of Esther, on the 14th day of the month Adar, when the sun was in the sign of Pisces (February/ 

March). But whereas the observance of the Feasts of Pesach (the Passover) and Shavuot (Feast of 

Weeks, Pentecost) was laid down in the Bible, the Feast of Purim was not established until quite late, 

the first reference to it being no earlier than the second century B.C. Once established, however, it came 

to play an important part in Jewish life. So important did it become in fact that there grew up a saying 

about it: 

Should all the festivals be abolised, Purim will remain39. 

These words occur in an additional poem to the section Zakhor (Deut. 25 : 17-19), read on the Sabbath 

before Purim. This day is called Sabbath Zakhor (Remember) as this section opens with the words: 

‘Remember what Amalek did unto thee by the way as ye came forth out of Egypt’. Amalek had perpe- 

trated a cowardly unprovoked attack on the feeble and hindmost, when the Israelites were marching 

from Egypt (Exodus 17 : 8-16). Thereafter Amalek was regarded as Israel’s inveterate foe; rabbinic 

literature dwells on Amalek’s role as Israel’s permanent arch-enemy. Haman’s origin is also described 

as Amalekite. Moreover, it is said that the struggle between the two peoples will continue until the 

coming of the Messiah, when God will destroy the last remnants of Amalek49. 

The Feast of Purim speaks of these irreconcilable differences between Israel and her enemies and 

39. Purim, Ein Quellenheft, ed. E. L. Ehrmann, Berlin, 1937, p. 10. 

38. We may note, however, that in “Belshazzar’s Feast’ ([1639]; 

Br. 497) the Hebrew letters are painted with considerable understand- 

ing of their form. We know that in representing the mysterious inscrip- 

tion Rembrandt followed a proposal put forward by Menasseh ben 

Isracl in a publication of 1639. See: R. Haussherr, ‘Zur Menetekel- 

Inschrift auf Rembrandts Balsazarbild’, Oud-Holland 78 (1963) pp. 

142-149. At the other side the Hebrew lettering on ‘Moses showing the 

lables of the Law’ (1659; Br. 527) have been critisized. See J. Zwarts in 

Oud- Holland 43 (1926) pp. 11-12; A. Heppner, ‘Moses zeigt die Gesetz- 

tafeln bei Rembrandt und Bol’, Oud-Holland 52 (1935) pp. 241-251 

“=e also: J. Dyserinck, ‘Eene Hebreeuwsche inscriptie op eene schilderij 

sin Rembrandt’, Nederlandsche Spectator (1904) p. 160, 315; C. Hof- 

“slo de Groot, ‘Kende Rembrandt Hebreeuwsch?’, Oud-Holland 19 

LAL) pp. 89-90, 

\: far as this subject is concerned R. Mourgues’ vie romancée, Rem- 

rendt Kabbaliste. Le manuscrit de Rembrandt, Neuchatel, 1948, is of no 

twanificance. 

For Purim in general see: Ph. Goodman, The Purim Anthology, Phila- 

delphia, 1952 (with extensive bibliography). 

‘Forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses prophesied to Israel, and 

none subtracted aught from, or added aught to, what is written in the 

Torah, save the reading of the Esther scroll’ (Talmud, tractate Megil- 

Iah, 14a). 

Maimonides said: ‘omnes libri prophetici et Hagiographi abolebuntur 

diebus Messiae, excepto libro Esther, qui aeque stabilis est atque Pen- 

tateuchus et Lex oralis, quae nunquam cessabunt’ (quoted in Latin by 

Erbt, Purimsage, p. 87). ; 

40. Werblowsky and Wigoder, Encyclopedia, s.v. Amalek. The gene- 

alogy of Haman is given by Katzenellenbogen, op. cit., p. 42. “Gleich- 

sam als zwei Erbfeinde stehen sich diese Manner gegentiber, sie sind 

erblich mit gegenseitigem Hass belastet’ (W. Erbt, Purimsage, p. 41). 

I have gone into these questions fairly deeply because Mrs. Kahr has 

given a completely different conception of the figure of Haman (see 

p. 107-08 below). 
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there was hardly a single generation of Jews that did not have good reason for remembering them. Bu 

at the same time the feast also gave expression to Israel’s steadfast confidence as to the ultimate out 

come of this fundamental struggle: 

After the proclamation of the royal edict determining the destruction of the Jews, great consternatio 

broke out. Mordecai, however, did not despair; be trusted in the Divine help. On his way from the court . . 

he met three Jewish children coming from school. He asked the children what verse from the Scriptures the 

had studied that day. When Mordecai heard these verses, he broke out into jubilation, astonishing Hama 

not a little. 

The words the children spoke still ring out: three times a day they are used to end each service as par 

of the prayer A/enu (It is incumbent us [to praise] ); and martyrs sang them at the stake. One of th 

verses 1S: 
Take counsel together, and it shall be brought to nought; Speak the word, and it shall not stand; 

For God is with us4#! (Isaiah 8 : 10) 

Later on Haman ordered to put all the Jewish school children in chains .. . The outcries of the children, th 

weeping of the mothers, united with the supplications of te fathers, reached to heaven and God said: ‘I hea 

. Then God felt compassion with Israel, for the sake of His inno the voice of tender lambs and sheep!’ .. 

cent little ones... and the decree He tore in pieces4? 

‘On that night could not the king sleep...” 

Purim thus spanned the often unfathomable abyss of the present which lay between past and future 

It became a festival of consolation and joy, even of elation, so that it can be regarded, certainly sinc 

medieval times, as the Jewish equivalent of the Lenten Carnival. Already in Talmudic times we hear o 

the burning of Haman in effigy, of fancy-dress parties with song, dance and general jollification—and 

also of theatrical performances43. 

The origins of Hebrew drama, indeed, were very closely connected with these Purim observance 

and its growth received considerable impetus in 17th century Amsterdam‘4, 

41. ‘Divination by passages from books (stichomancy), especially 

by passages from the Bible (bibliomancy), is found in the Talmud’ 

(Ginzberg, Legends, v1, p. 468122). 

The two other quotations are: ‘Be not afraid of sudden terror, neither 

of the destruction of the wicked, when it cometh’ (Proverbs 3 : 25) and 

‘Even to old age ] am the Same, And even to hoar hairs will I carry you; 

I have made, and J will bear; Yea, I will carry, and will deliver’ (Isaiah 

46 : 4; see Ginzberg, Legends, 1v, p. 414). 

Katzenellenbogen, op. cit., p. 16 and p. 47: ‘Nur deswegen liesz Gott 

Haman zu solcher Héhe emporsteigen, um ihn dann desto tiefer stiir- 

zen zu lassen. Gleichzeitig sollte sein Schicksal den kiinftigen Geschlech- 

tern der Juden zeigen, das Gott sich ihrer in der Bedrangnis rettend 

annimmt’, 

When Haman, at his King’s command, comes to Mordecai to honour 

him, he finds him—according to another midrash—teaching the child- 

ren. ‘Haman leading the horse on a rein’ and ‘Mordecai instructing 

three schoolboys’ are the subjects of a miniature in a 14th century 

prayer-book in Leipzig (reproduced in Monumenta Judaica, Cat. exhib. 

214 : 

Cologne 1963, section D., Pl. 23, and in the splendid facsimile-ed. b 

E. Katz, Machsor Lipsiae, Leipzig, 1964, I fol. 52 recto). See: M. Metz 

ger, ‘Die Illustration einiger Midraschim zum Buche Esther in de 

juidischen Kunst’, Das Neue Israel 15 (1963) pp. 563-567 (Dr. Metzge 

was kind enough to send me some off-prints of his studies in this field 

see also Note 54 on the illustrations to the Esther-scroll). 

42. Goodman, Purim Anthology, pp. 135-136; Katzenellenbogen 

op. Cit., p. 28. 

43. A. Z. Idelsohn, Jewish Music in its Historical Development 

N.Y., 1948, p. 437; H. M[alter], ‘Purim Plays’, Jewish Encyclopedia 14 

(1905) p. 279. 

44. M.J. Landa, The Jew in Drama, London, 1926, p.25:*... it was 

not until the 17th century that anything in the form of drama prope 

appeared in the Hebrew language. The event took place in Holland’ 

Landa only gives the appearance on the continent of English actors and 

the local development of the theatre in Amsterdam itself as possiblq 

sources of inspiration. 





We must imagine the Sephardic Jews of Amsterdam, the ex-Marranoes, as having to reconstruct 

‘heir Jewish culture from rock bottom, and in so doing seizing, amongst other things, on the well-tried 

didactic medium of school-drama, in their case not necessarily performed by boys since the adults 

amongst them had everything still to learn. For centuries the Christian peoples of Europe had, particu- 

larly just before Lent, presented biblical material in dramatic form in Latin or French in order to 

promote virtus, pietas and eloquentia. And so the Sephardim, having gained their freedom and finding 

themselves faced with similar problems, adopted the same method, using first Spanish and later, after 

the middle of the 17th century, Hebrew as well?5. 

The Book of Esther simply cries out for dramatization‘®: in liturgy and folklore there existed songs 

in Hebrew and the vernacular (Ladino or Yiddish) which could easily be inserted as a chorus or refrain, 

and since everyone knew these songs and the biblical text by heart, producer and actors had an easy 

time of it as far as the words were concerned. Hence in many instances only a brief outline giving the 

order of appearance and so on will have been needed, as in the Comedia dell’ Arte, for example, which 

was to have an influence on later Yiddish-German Purim plays. This would thus explain why no texts 

of these early biblical plays have come down to us: there was no need for them to be written down. On 

the other hand we know for certain that such plays were performed even in the synagogues. 

What were they like, these plays of the Sephardim? At first they were still allegorical in character, 

nothing more than a dramatization of the medieval tensons (Provencale Tenzoni, Italian Contrasti). 

Thus at the Feast of Weeks in 1624 the Synagogue Bet- Ya’akob (The House of Jacob) saw the perfor- 

mance of a play in imposing Spanish by Paulo de Pifia alias Rehuel Jesurun, called Dialogo dos Montes, 

in which each of the seven mountains that played a part in the Pentateuch comes forward in turn to 

defend its claim to the first place, following much the same pattern as in earlier non-Jewish literature, 

where arguments for and against such pairs of opposites as body and soul, summer and winter, water 

and wine, had likewise been presented in more or less dramatized form*’. 

45. In Germany the same thing happened about a century later: 

\brahams, Jewish life in the middle ages, p. 285, quotes a record in 

i713 of a play, The Sale of Joseph, having been performed in a rabbi's 

use at Franfurt a. M. by Jewish students from Prague and Hamburg, 

ind says: ‘There is nothing surprising in this, for the mystery and mo- 

city plays were often performed in churches by priests’. 

On Jewish drama see: H. V. Besso, Dramatic literature of the Sephardic 

fous of Amsterdam in the XVIIth and XVIIith centuries, N.Y. 1947 

revised ed. of an article in Bulletin Hispanique 39 (1937) p. 215; 40 

(1938) pp. 33, 158); J. Shatzky, ‘Drame un Theater bay di Sephardim 

‘Holland’ [text in Yiddish], YIVO Bleter 16 (1940) pp. 135-149. 

The extensive literature about schooldrama includes: J. Maarsen, 

Dewna und Theater der Humanistenschulen in Deutschland, Augsburg, 

1929 (for the three aims of this drama see pp. 31-53: ‘Die Erziehungs- 

"-cten der Humanistenschulen . . .”); C. Kaulfuss-Diesch, ‘Schuldrama’ 

Reallexikon der Deutschen Literaturgeschichte 3 (1928) pp. 194-201; 

B. Churchill and W. Keller, ‘Die lateinischen Universitats-Dramen 

‘nelands in der Zeit der K6nigin Elizabeth’, Shakespeare Jahrbuch 34 
'“S), and the additions by L. B. Morgan, ‘The Latin University 

rama’, ibid. 47 (1911) pp. 69-91. See also: The Cambridge History of 

Gi 

English Literature, Cambridge 1918 f., V, p. 121: G. P. Baker, ‘The 

Plays of the University Wits’; idid., vI, 2, p. 293: F.S. Boas, ‘University 

Plays’. For schooldrama in the Netherlands see: K. J. Riemens Esquisse 

historique de Venseignement du francais en Hollande du XVIe au XVIIe 

siécle, Leiden, 1919, pp. 47-59. ‘Le théatre scolaire en frangais’; 

J. Fransen, Les comédiens frangais en Hollande au XVUe et au XVille 

siécles, Paris, 1925, pp. 27 fi.; L. van den Boogerd, Het Jezuietendrama 

in de Nederlanden, Groningen, 1961. 

46. ‘The form of the drama is that of Euripides, with his vivid action 

and short speeches, almost stichomythia ... The subject is Hybris, and 

it is noteworthy that Haman is punished precisely in respect of those 

things of which he boasted . . . The whole action of the play is directed 

to this dénouement... It is no accident that Racine and others have 

utilised this theme for the stage’, Montefiore and Loewe, Rabbinic 

Anthology, p. 68268. Racine, in the preface to his Esther (1689), says: 

*...je pourrois remplir toute mon action avec les seules scénes que 

Dieu lui-méme, pour ainsi dire, a préparées’. 

47. J. A. van Praag, ‘El Dialogo dos Montes de Rehbuel Jessurun’, 

Meélanges J. J. Salverda de Grave, Groningen, 1933. pp. 242-255; J. S. 

da Silva Rosa, Geschiedenis der Portugeesche Joden te Amsterdam, 
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In 1632 and 1639 it was decreed that such performances would henceforth be prohibited in the Syna 

gogue*s, but they continued to be put on elsewhere, and by the end of the 17th century not only thg 

Spanish but also the German Jews each had their own theatre in a warehouse where performances wert 

given each week on fixed days. In 1707 three inhabitants of Amsterdam, all Ashkenazim, presented 3 

petition to the Burgomasters stating: 

... that ever since their people (natie) have made their home in this city, it has been their custom on thei 

feast days to give performances in an attic in the form of plays about Queen Esther and other stories in th 

German, Hebrew and Yiddish languages, and that the petitioners now request, while their fast-days are 1 

hand, the favour of being allowed to earn their bread by means of the said performances in the said 

languages amongst the said people... = 

In the same year another petition with almost the same purport was presented: 

Some devotees of the Spanish actors make it known, with humble respect, that the petitioners have alread 

for nine years long presented the Spanish plays in a room or attic-warehouse... that subsequently the 

petitioners have had the honour and favour that their Lordships the Governors of the aforementioned 

[Civic] Theatre have not only come to see the said Spanish plays, but they have even commanded or request 

ed the petitioners to come and play at the Theatre on a certain suitable day, with the result that the petition 

ers have given several prformances for the benefit and advantage of the poor??. 

Both petitions were turned down in order that the interests of the principal civic theatre should not bg 

damaged, particularly since it appeared that these Jewish performances were attended by Christians 

as well as Jews. From both petitions it can however be inferred that up to this time each company had 

been able to develop without hindrance and had even acquired a certain amount of equipment. At an 

rate the Regents of the Orphanage and Old Men’s Almshouse, who enjoyed the revenues of the civic 

theatre, reported: 

That they understand that for some time there has been established by the German Jewish people in a certai 

warehouse on the Oude Schans a formal theatre with changes of scenery... that at the aforesaid theatre 

three times a week . . . are played various tragedies and comedies . . ., all pieces being daily performed in tha 

[civic] theatre, the aforesaid performances being presented in theatrical costume partly in the Germa 

language and partly also in the Dutch language; that the petitioners had also taken money, such as fro 

two to twelve stuivers each, from the people coming in who often amounted to 200 or 300 or more of al 

sorts, including also Christians . . 50 

1593-1925, pp. 35, 66. W. Chr. Picterse, Daniel Levi de Barrios als 

geschiedschrijver van de Portugees-Israelitische gemeente te Amsterdam 

in zijn ‘Triumpho del Goyierno Popular’, Amsterdam, 1968, p. 68, gives 

a list of the actors. 

For Hebrew drama see: [J. Schirmann], ‘Hebrdisches Drama’, Encyclo- 

paedia Judaica 6 (1930) col. 1; J. Zoller, ‘L’arte drammatica presso gli 

Ebrei in Italia’, Lares 3 (1932) pp. 11-18; and the introduction by A. 

Berliner to his edition of Moses ben Mordecai Zacuto, Yesod Olam 

(‘Fundament of the World’, Amsterdam, 1645). 

48. Pieterse, de Barrios, pp. 69 and 155 ff., publishes the text of a 
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decision of 1632 ‘sobre se tirarem as festas que se fazem nas esnogas’ 

In 1639, on the fusion of the three existing communities into one, thig 

prohibition was repeated: ‘Que nao havera festas nas esnogas, nem} 

enigmas para Simhah Torah, nem em outro tempo’. These enigma. 

[charades?]seem to have been a typical part of the festivities; riddles in 

Spanish and Dutch were also added to the 1699 edition of the Puriir 

play Comedia famoza de Aman y Mordochay (see below p. 105, note 58). 

49. P. Scheltema, Aevstel’s Oudheid vi, Amsterdam, 1872, pp 

199,201. 

50. Scheltema, op. cit., p. 200, 
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Hut this has brought us to the end of the 17th century. 

We know, albeit in later editions, some of the texts of the Esther plays referred to by the Ashkenazi 

~stitioners of 1707, but for our present purposes they can be passed over in silences!. Written in Yiddish, 

yey are popular in every sense of the word and reveal the influence of pieces performed by English 

strolling players inasmuch as they are hotchpotch of jokes and paraphrased biblical texts. In some of 

them a comic character is introduced, just like the clowns in the English plays, whose business it was to 

maintain contact between the play and the audience. This character (Hanswurst, Pickelhering, Harle- 

tin, Prinz Mondrisch) even ended up by being amalgated, incredible though it may seem, with Morde- 

cais?. For by this time the actual theme of the story, the miraculous delivery of the children of Israel, 

from the destruction that had been prepared for them, had been entirely relegated to the background, 

the principal theme being the humorous struggle of a man (Ahasuerus) to become master in his own 

house (refusal of Vashti)53. Obviously the inspiration of Rembrandt’s painting will not be found in this 

carnival atmosphere (Figs. 10 and 11). 

$1. ‘Die seit dem 16. Jahrhundert belegten jiidischen Purimspiele, 53. Even the above-mentioned (Note 25) partial transformation of 

- den Stoff in einer burlesken und parodistischen Art fassten und kei- Queen Vashti was sometimes shown on the stage in one form or an- 

> jiterarischen Anspriiche erhoben, blieben ohne Bertirung mit den other. Time and time again we hear of regulations restraining these 

ten Gestaltungen des Stoffes’ (E. Frenzel, Stoffe der Weltliteratur, excesses for fear of giving offence. See e.g. ‘The Constitution of the 

Stuttgart, 1962, pp. 160-161). Jewish Community of Sugenheim Town’, Franconia 1756, sub xxv 

\brahams has pointed out the fundamental difference that exists be- Purim: ‘No one shall dare mask himself or run about in clown’s garb 

-on popular plays in the vernacular and Hebrew drama: ‘... The or with candles and torches...” (quoted by J. R. Marcus, The Jew in 

rson play is a product of the ghetto, while the Hebrew drama was the medieval world, N.Y. 1965 (ed. Harper Torchbook), p. 220). 

'y possible when the ghetto walls were tottering to their fall’ (1. In 1817 a non-Jewish writer published in Amsterdam a play which 

thams, Jewish life in the Middle Ages, London, 1932, p. 285). See aimed—so it appears from the preface—at refining this popular amu- 

: Besso, Dramatic literature, p. 37: ‘Written in jargon, they ema- sement (Iz. de Jongh, Esther en Mordechai, of het Purim der Israéliten). 

ite from authors belonging to a plebeian milieu whose sole interest See further: D. M. Sluys, ‘Amsterdamsche Poeriem-ukases uit den 

s above all to please a public...; written in Hebrew, they are the ouden tijd’ [1774, 1776] De Vrijdagavond 3 (1927) No. 51, (18.1) p. 

x of writers of better quality expressing the soul of an emancipated 386; J. Shatzky, ‘Der Kampf gegen Purim ...’, YIVO Bleter i5 (1939) 

pic, desirous ... to preserve its classic language. It is very curious to pp. 28-38; idem, “Purim Spieler un Lezim in der Amsterdamer Getto’, 

ose that the composition of dramas in Hebrew has always coincided ibid., 19 (1942) pp. 212-220; the special Purim issue of the Maandblad 

‘h a more active participation of the Jews in the national life of the voor de Geschiedenis der Joden in Nederland \ (5708 [1947-48]) pp. 161- 

tupean states in which they lived’. 224. 

52. Mordechai ‘der jidischer First’ is amalgamated with ‘Mondrisch 54. A study of miniatures on Esther-scrolls (Megilloth) has not 

‘ Hofnarr’ (A. Landau in his Ammerkungen to the article by Weissen- yielded any results either; the midrash on Esther 7 : 9 concerning the 

s {mentioned below in Note 60); see: Mitteilungen der Gesellschaft personality-takeover of Harbonah-Elijah does not occur on any of the 

lsehe Volkskunde 13 (1904) p. 30). Principal literature on these illustrations that have been published up to now, and the specialist in 

ropular plays in Yiddish: B. Weinryb, ‘Zur Geschichte des dlteren this field, Dr. M. Metzger of Strassbourg, has been kind enough to 

sschen Theaters’, Monatsschrift fiir Geschichte und Wissenschaft des inform me that no depictions of this scene are known to him. For 

coniums, N. F, 44 (80) (1936) pp. 415-424, esp. p. 422; I. S{chipper] literature see Note 41 and the article “Estherrolle’ (with excellent biblio- 

. ‘Jiddisches Drama’ in Encyclopaedia Judaica 6 (1930) col. 19; idem, graphy) by J. Gutmann in Reallexikon zur deutschen Kunstgeschichte 6 

ouchte fun Yidischer Theater-Kunst un Drama II, Warsaw, 1925, pp. (1968) cols. §8-103. 

+135, 157-176; and the additions by J. Shatzky in his critical review The catalogue of the Purim exhibition in the Jewish Historical Mu- 

Studies in Philology, Publications of the Yiddish Scientific Institute, seum, Amsterdam (1963) was published in the shape of an Esther- 

» 2 (1930) pp. 215-264 (text in Yiddish, summary col. xIx-xxm); scroll; a Dutch miegillah (c. 1700), illustrated with drawings, is repro- 

Weinteich, ‘Notes on the Ahasuerus Drama’, ibid, pp. 425-452 duced in full on the inside. 

ry col. xxi); J. Shatzky, ‘The History of Purim Plays’, Purim Our Fig. 10 is an anonymous woodcut, from the rarissime first edition of 

°8¥, pp. 357-367. See also Notes 58 and 62 below. For the Ger- a Sefer Minhagim [Book of Customs] printed in Yiddish in Amsterdam 

> -cunterpart see: M. J. Rudwin, ‘The origin of the German Carni- 1645 (fol. [63] verso; Collection Mr. M. H. Gans, Amsterdam; see the 

Comedy’, The Journal of English and Germanic Philology 18 (1919) catalogue of the Menasseh ben Israel exhibition, 1957 in the mentioned 

m. AE24S4, museum, No. 47). The catalogue of the Purim exhibition (No. 37) 

yA) 
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There remain the serious plays mentioned above. The texts of these, in Hebrew or Spanish, key 

strictly to the Bible story>5. However there was a twofold difficulty in shaping the Esther material into 

dramatic form: on the one hand it was general theatrical custom, until well into the 17th century, fa 

women’s part to be played by men; on the other hand male and female impersonation was forbidd 

by the Torah in no uncertain terms. Indeed, the rabbis, time and time again, uttered admonishmen 

not only against theatrical performances but also against the fancy-dress parties at Purim because i 

them this law was contravenedd®. At the same time, although women continued to be excluded frog 

the Jewish stage long after they had been permitted to act elsewhere, the prohibition of female imperso 

ation was overridden at a comparatively early period’. Nevertheless it seems highly probable that i 

the solemn religious plays of the Sephardim attempts would have been made to present even the Puriy 

story without female roles and we actually have a text that still betrays traces of these attempts. 

In the year 5459 [1699] in Leyden the printer Abraham Cohen de Lara published an anonymo 

play entitled: Comedia famosa de Aman y Mordochay nuevamente estampada, corregida y repartida pce 

jornadas. The title alone gives us pause since there must have been some very unusual reason for t 

omission of the name of Esther in a Purim play. Moreover the text that has come down to usis constru¢ 

erroneously mentions a reprint of 1662 as the first Amsterdam edition. 

These woodcuts in their turn were copied from an Italian Sefer Minha- 

gim (Venice, several impressions infer alia 1593). 

Fig. 11 is an etching by Johan Jacobsz van den Aveele (Amsterdam c. 

1655—Stockholm 1727) from the second edition of Johannes Leusden, 

Philologus Hebraeo-Mixtus, Utrecht, 1682. The first edition, Utrecht 

1663, was illustrated with anonymous woodcuts, copied after the Min- 

hagim illustrations mentioned above. R. Wischnitzer (in Goodman, 

Purim Anthology, p. 244) does not know the Amsterdam editions and 

supposes a direct influence of the Italian woodcuts on those in Leusden’s 

first edition. However this may be, the fact remains remarkable that 

‘we have here a unique case of a 17th c. book of a Gentile illustrated 

with pictures borrowed from a Jewish book in the Yiddish language’. 

The bibliographical note by A. K. Offenberg to an article by L. 

Hirschel (‘Johannes Leusden als Hebraist’) does not mention the differ- 

ence in illustrations in the successive editions of the Philologus (see 

Studia Rosenthaliana 1 (1967) p. 45; the catalogue of the Amsterdam 

Purim exhibition, No. 56, erroneously mentions a 1657 edition of 

Leusden’s Philologus). 

55. ‘Zugleich aber sah man in der Einrichtung der Schulspiele eine 

Moéglichkeit, die Jugend vom verhassten Fastnachtspiel des Pobels 

fern zu halten’, Maarsen, Drama... Humanistenschulen, p. 39. Curiously 

enough this author does not deal with the problems of male and female 

impersonation and the avoidance of female characters. 

For the record I must mention here three Dutch dramas of before 1665 

that have the Esther story as their subject; as might be expected, 

Esther plays a leading role in all three and there is no indication what- 

ever of the unusual significance of the chamberlain Harbonah. They 

are: Haman, a tragedy, Deventer, 1630, by the Dutch Reformed Pro- 

fessor of Theology, Jacobus Revius (see W. A. P. Smit, Jacobus Revius, 

Over-Ysselsche Sangen en Dichten, Amsterdam, 1930, I, pp. 153-182 

‘Haman. Treurspel); Esther, ofte °t.Beeldt der Ghehoorsaamheid, Am- 

sterdam, 1638, by the Amsterdam physician, Nicolaes Fonteyn; Hester 

218 : 

-espagnole aux Pays-Bas, Amsterdam, 1922, p. 55). 

oft Verlossing der Joden [after Lope de Vega], Amsterdam, 1659 (oft 

reprinted), by Johannes Serwouters (see: J. A. van Praag, La comé¢ 

Jacob Cats, Tooneel der Mannelicke Achtbaerheyt aengewesen in 

Voorsprake, Tegensprake, en Uitsprake over de Weygeringe van 

Koninginne Vasthi..., Middelburg, 1623, is a story in rhyme with t 

theme of authority (on the husband’s part) and obedience (on the wifd 

part) in marriage ‘for the Improvements of Defects in the Home 

this age’. In the same year, 1623, the Augustinian monk, Jacob v4 

Zevencote, published in Antwerp a Latin drama, Esther (see the stuq 

by Schwarz mentioned below, pp. 238-244). 

A general survey of this material is given in: J. de Rotschild, Le misté 

du Viel Testament VI, Paris, 1891, pp. vi ff, ‘De Hester’ pp. x1u-Lxm 

this study give a list of dramatic works; R. Schwarz, Esther im dei 

schen und neulateinischen Drama des Reformationszeitalters, Oldenbu 

18982; F. Rosenberg, ‘Der Esther-Stoff in der germanischen und ro 

nischen Literatur’, Festschrift Adolf Tobler zum siebzigsten Geburtstag 

Braunschweig, 1905, pp. 333-354; H. Mayr, Die Esther-Dramen, ih 

dramaturgische Entwicklung und Biihnengeschichte von der Renaissan 

bis zur Gegenwart, Wien, 1958 (Thesis). See also: Kahr, Rembrand 

pp. 65-66. 

56. Leviticus 19 : 19; Deuteronomium 22 : 11. 

For the first appearance of women on the stage sce: R. Gilder, Ent 

the actress. The first women in the theatre, N.Y., [1960]. Leusde 

Philologus (1663, p.285, or 2nd ed. 1682, p. 305), quoting Buxtorf, sa 

of the Purim festivities *. . . mulieres virorum, viri mulierum persona 

ferunt’. 

57. As late as 1750 we hear of a Sephardi private company, perf 

ming for their members only, in which the female roles were played t 

men (J. S. da Silva Rosa, ‘De Joden in den schouwburg en in de op 

te Amsterdam gedurende de 17de en 18de eeuw:, De Vrijdagavond| 

(1925) Nos. 46 (6-11) and 47 (13-11); idem, Geschiedenis der Portugeesc 

Joden te Amsterdam, p. 104). 





‘ed in such a way that Esther does indeed appear on the stage, but only at the very end, and then only 

in company with David, Moses and Samson (cantando todos), as in the final scene of a pantomime. At 

this point she speaks four times in thirteen short lines and she takes no active part at all in the actual 

olot of the play. 

A case may, therefore, be made out for supposing that in the original form of this Comedia famosa 

de Aman y Mordochay Esther did not occur at all and that her appearance in the final scene was just 

as much an addition in concession to popular taste as the 48 enigmas Espanols y 25 Holandezas con 

otras curiosidades de gusto y passatiempo para este presente tiempo de Purim which are also mentioned 

on the title-pages’ (Fig. 12). Supposing, furthermore, that Rembrandt saw a performance of a biblical 

school-drama of this type, the striking absence of Esther in his painting is explained>?. 

The only question now is how Rembrandt came to know of the remarkable relationship between 

$8. It is also quite clear that no role was allotted to Esther in the 

plot; the dedication describes the play as ‘esta Comedia de los infortu- 

sos del enemigo Aman; y de los felices sucessos del santo Mordochay’. 

The play was reprinted in a collection of comedies dealing particularly 

with biblical subjects Comedias nuevas de los mas celebres autores, Am- 

s‘erdam a costa de D. Garcia Henriquez, 1726. J. A. van Praag, ‘Dos 

Comedias Sefarditas’, Neophilologus 25 (1940) pp. 12-24, compares it 

with a Spanish Auto del Rey Assuero, in which, however, Esther does 

‘ppear as the main character. Another notable feature, which the play 

, in common with many schooldramas, is its lack of action, while the 

connection with the ecclesiastical authorities is also clearly indicated: 

.. visto por los Sefiores del mahamad [the Sephardi word for the 

Hebvow “Maamad’, board of the synagogue], y dado en Amsterdam’ 

11.3.1099]. M. Kayserling, Sephardim. Romanische Poesien der Juden 

: Spanien, Leipzig, 1859, p. 228299, erroneously gives Amsterdam as 

> place of publication and attributes it to the author Antonio Enri- 

2s Gomez, who had promised to produce a play on Esther. Besso, 

vatic literature, p. 69, rejects this supposition (but see also ibid. 

>. 30-31), 

‘30 possess a Yiddish Ahasuerus-play which, in the version that 

been recorded, is remarkable for the fact that the character of 

-t1s obviously a late addition: ‘. . . charakteristisch ist, dass Esther 

>» ohlim Personenverzeichnis genannt, gar nicht redend auftritt’ (A. 

uin his Anmerkungen, p. 32 [see Note 52 above] to the article by 

saberg [mentioned below in Note 60] ona version of the Achasch- 

't Spiel auf iwri-teitsch (ed. Czernowitz 1863];see: Mitteilungen 

sellschaft fiir Jiidische Volkskunde 13 (1904) p. 32). 

‘ the sake of completeness two other dramas on the story of Esther 

"by Jews should perhaps be mentioned here, although these are 

¢ Significance. within the context of this study because of the 

Mant part played in them by Esther. The first is Salomon Usque’s 

‘, which is considered to be the first play in Spanish by a Jew; it 

‘intended for the stage and written probably in 1558, before the 

rim plays appeared (Besso, p. 37; a new version by Leone da 

2 vas published Venice 1619, see: C. Roth, ‘Salusque Lusitano. 

- in disentanglement’, Jewish Quarterly Review N.S. 34 (1943) 

!. The second, La Reina Esther, was by the crypto-Jewish priest, 

* and confessor, Felipe Godinez, who was burned at the stake 

in Seville at the auto-da-fé of 1624 and had a list of 204 plays to his na- 

me. In a direct parallel with the Annunciation, the angel Gabriel here 

appears to Esther and announces to her the birth of the Son of God 

within the race of Israel (M. Mendes Bejarano, Histoire de la juiverie de 

Séville, Madrid, 1922, p. 199). 

Jodo Pinto Delgado, of Portuguese New-Christian stock, published in 

1627 in Rouen a Poema de la Reyna Esther in nine cantos. Though inter- 

esting in so far as it shows how such a biblical subject was treated by a 

Sephardi writer, this has no relevance to our present problem. See the 

edition by I. S. Révah, Joao Pinto Delgado. Poema de la Reina Ester, 

Lisbon, 1954, and A. D. N. Fishlock, ‘The Rabbinic material in the 

Ester of Pinto Delgado’, Journal of Jewish Studies 2 (1950-51) pp. 37 ff. 

59. There is a remarkably parallel development in the Jesuit theatre. 

In 1599 we hear of the prohibition of female roles and female costumes, 

but after twelve years petitions pointing out the practical difficulties 

involved in this resulted in some mitigation: women’s roles (played by 

men) were permitted on the understanding that eiforts would be made 

to preserve dignity and modesty (‘graves et modestae sint personae’; 

Van den Boogerd, Jezuietendrama, pp. 20-32). 

In 1543 the militant Lutheran, Thomas Naogeorgus (Kirchmeyer), 

published a Latin Schooldrama Hamanus (see: Schwartz, Esther, pp. 

78-96). This author is reported to have been the first to have extracted 

the Haman theme, ‘um eine in sich geschlossene Handlung zu haben’ 

(Rosenberg, Esther-Stoff, p 337). I venture to suggest that he adopted 

this restriction for the same reasons as applied in the Jewish plays. The 

same phenomenon has been noted in 16th century French plays: ‘in der 

franzGsischen Literatur gehen mehrere Dramen um Aman den eigent- 

lichen Esther-Dramen voraus’ (G. Woerner, article ‘Esther-Buch’ in 

Kindlers Literatur Lexikon 2 (1964) col. 2433). : 

Curiously enough in Racine’s Esther (1689) the tables are turned com- 

pletely. This play, written at the request of Mme de Maintenon for the 

girls’ boarding-school of St. Cyr, even includes a choeur de jeunes filles 

Israélites. At the first performance it was played exclusively by female 

actors, but there was no need for anxiety about unseemly attire: ‘.. .ces 

personnages n’ont pas laissé d’étre représentés par des filles avec toute 

la bienséance de leur sexe. La chose leur a été d’autant plus aisée, qu’ 

anciennement les habits des Persans et des Juifs étoient de longues 

robes qui tomboient jusqu’a terre’ (Racine, preface to Esther). 
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a Harbonah and Elyah. In the first place, he must saise a have been struck by the venerable 

of the actor of this role. Even the form of what was to b S 

have been a direct inspiration for his sober composition with its half-length figures: the three men st 

ding close together recall the final scene after all has been said... 

egies it is virtually unthinkable that the piece would have ended without the song Shosha 

Ya’akob®°, some idea of which may be 

Conclusions 

In his book Rembrandt und die Verwandlung klassischer Formen, J. Gantner has demonstrated the re 

tionship inherent in Rembrandt’s conscious (or su 

60. As already indicated (p. 98 and Note 35) the closing lines 

quoted above were known to the Sephardim as well as to the Ashkena- 

zim. Shoshanat Ya@akob, the Purim liturgical hymn, usually ended all 

Purim plays and, during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, it 

was frequently arranged and sung for solo and chorus, in the operatic 

style of the period’ (A. W. Binder, ‘Purim in Music’, in Goodman, 

Purim Anthology, p. 214). The custom has been recorded up to the pre- 

sent day: ‘Vor etwa zwanzig Jahren waren die Pirimspieler ein uner- 

lasslicher Bestandteil jeder Sside (Purimmahl). Es waren meist arme 

Randwerker... Die weiblichen Rollen werden von Mannern gespielt ... 

Den Schiuss bildet oft, obgleich nicht direkt dazu gehGrend ‘Shoshanat 

Ya akob’ (S. Weissenberg, ‘Das Purimspiel von Ahasverus und Esther’, 

Mitteilungen der Gesellschaft fiir jiidische Volkskunde 13 (1904) pp. 2-3). 

61. Amsterdam, Jewish Historical Museum, Iny. No. 414. There is a 

fairly exact copy of this megillah with engraved illustrations (see the 

reproduction in Encyclopaedia Judaica 1 (1928) pp. 708-709, and in 

Goodman, Purim Anthology, p. 69). However in this copy the chequered 

cloth hanging over the front of the platform, clearly reminiscent of a 

stage, has been reduced to non-committal hatchings. 

62. Rembrandt has represented Elijah in three drawings in each of 

which the prophet is of the same type as the grey-haired man in of 

painting (Benesch 1, 112 (123) [c. 1635); v, 907 (1116) [c. 1652]; v, 

(1157) [c. 1654-55]). 

In what miliew would such a performance take place? We know that a 

play in Yiddish was performed by the students of the famous rabbi 

David Cppenheim in Prague in 1720 (Akta Esther mit Achaschwerosch; 

see: Goodman, Purim Arithology, p. 214). We also hear, but not before 

the second half of the 18th century, of Sephardic ‘academics’, which 
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athered from an illustration in an Estherscroll of the ea 

18th century, where the actors of the Ae parts—which by now include female roles—sta 

evidently on a stage, each with a shield at his or her feet bearing the relevant words of the son 

(Fig. 13). Mutatis mutandis Rembrandt must have seen and heard something like this and presuma 

somebody will have given him a good idea of the theological background®. 

bceonscious) feeling for form between the clas 

theme handed down to him in Leonardo’s ‘Last Supper’, and the numerous variations on it that 

never wearied of creating right to the end of his life: 

Philemon and Baucis’, Saul’s Visit to the Witch of Endor’, ‘The Conspiracy of Claudius Civilis’ a 

finally “The Feast of Esther’®3. But in this series too the painting in the Hermitage occupies a unid 

‘The Last Supper’ itself, ‘The Supper at Emma 

appeara 

en on this simplest of all stages must su 

Oo 

stood midway between the old chambers of rhetoric and renaissa 

societies such as Coster’s Academie in Amsterdam. But for preq 

purposes I think we must look to a less emancipated milieu, that of 

real yeshivah (institutions for higher education in Judaism). 

By way of hypothesis we might point to the yeshivah, founded in 1 

by the brothers Abraham and Isaac Pereira, which was under the 

vernorship of Menasseh ben Israel, who was well-known to Rembra 

and to the ‘Society for the study of the Law’ Tora Or (The law is 

light), governed by Ishac Aboab (da Fonesca; 1605-1693). This soc 

had been set up in 1656 by Dr. Ephraim Bueno, whom Rembrandt li 

wise knew very well, and the same Abraham Pereira, who isalsorecorq 

as having founded several schools in the Holy Land. See: H. Brugm 

and A. Frank, Geschiedenis der Joden in Nederland, Amsterdam, 19 

p. 274; Pieterse, de Barrios, pp. 87, 110; J. M. Hillesum, ‘Vereenis 

gen bi de Portugeesche en Spaansche Joden te Amsterdam in de 

en 18de eeuw’, Jaarboek Anistelodamum 1 (1902) pp. 169-183. / 

mentioned by Hillesum are, under No. 91, the school Talmud 

(Pieterse, de Barrios, p. 97) set up in 1639; and under No. 43, 

“Academy for the Study of the Law Keter Tora (Corona de L 

Crown of the Law) established in 1644 under the rabbi Saul L4q 

Morteira, whose pupils included Spinoza, and who wrote a numbe 

sermons in connection with the play Dialogo dos Montes (see abd 

p. 101 Note 47). 

These institutions might also be considered as primary sources for 

identification of Rembrandt's portraits of hitherto unknown Jew 

scholars. See J. Zwarts, ‘Haham Saul Levy Morteira en zijn port 

door Rembrandt’, Oud-Holland 43 (1926) pp. 1-17. 

63. Bern, 1964, pp. 159-164. 





position because of its exceptional composition: a painting of three figures in which the central figure 

is placed not behind the table but in front of it (Figs. 1 and 9). It seems, indeed, that the exceptional 

position that this painting occupies in Rembrandt’s oeuvre, from the point of view of form as well as 

everything else, must be closely connected with the exceptional, direct impulse that led to its creation. 

Bialostocki has said that Rembrandt’s later work is characterized by a certain ambivalence (Viel- 

deutigheit) “... eine in den (vor allem Spateren) Rembrandtwerken inharente Méglichkeit der diver- 

gicrenden Deutungen’, an idea that may be summed up by the word ‘centrifugal’. Tiimpel, on the other 

hand, postulates a centripetal idea: “Die Tiefe der Historienbilder liegt gerade darin, dass eine verdich- 

tete Auffassung der Geschichte eine grosse und aussagestarke ktinstlerische Gestaltung erfahren hat’. 

At all events, as far as the Leningrad painting is concerned, we can agree with him when he says: 

‘Dieses Bild lasst sich nicht als Beispiel fiir eine ambivalente Gestaltung im Spatwerk anfiihren®’. 

Yet this contrast between Tiimpel and Bialostocki can be resolved into a higher harmony because 

many of Bialostocki’s statements can also be applied to ‘The Condemnation of Haman’. For example: 

‘In der Spatezeit Rembrandts geht die Bilderfindung nicht von einem allgemeineren Formschema, 

...und auch nicht so sehr von einem herk6mmlichen... Thema aus’. In other words, Bialostocki, 

rightly, emphasizes the unique quality and the greater general validity of Rembrandt’s late work, while 

Tiimpel, no less rightly, points to the fact that there is no slackening in his striving for exactitude, es- 

pecially as far as iconography is concerned. 

The fact that two scholars of Rembrandt’s later works can postulate such diammetrically opposite 

opinions as those summed up here in the words centrifugal and centripetal may be explained by the 

paradoxical nature of creative artistry. Henri Miller once said that the greatest artists are those who 

succeed in combining maximum autonomy with maximum recognition of the specific requirements 

of their subject®5. Rembrandt’s painting in the Hermitage is the work of such an artist. 

In recent art-historical discussions it has been said ‘that it would be difficult to explain why Rer- 

brandt devoted a picture to one of the greatest enemies of the Jews to appear in the Bible’. This 

difficulty too is now resolved by the interpretation suggested here. Haman is the most important person 

in the painting in appearance only. The actual subject of the Book of Esther is Divine Assistance, is 

the intervention in this world by the hidden God. And this is another reason why we cannot agree with 

64. J. Bialostocki, ‘Ikonographische Forschungen zu Rembrandts more elaborate survey see Bialostocki’s ‘Zusammenfassung des Auf- 

Werk’, Miinchner Jahrbuch der bildenden Kunst, 3rd series 8 (1957) p. satzes von I. V. Linnik, Miinchner Jahrbuch der bildenden Kunst, 3rd 

199; see also p. 2059t (von Einem) and92 (Kaufmann). Tiimpel, Be/- series, 8 (1957) p. 210: ‘Haman war ein gefahrlicher Feind der Juden, 

frage, p. 955 and p. 112. mit denen Rembrandt einen so Iebhaften Umgang in der Zeit der Ent- 

65. The same idea was formulated by him as follows: ‘... because stehung des Bildes hatte. Es ist ganz unwahrscheinlich dass Rembrandt 

‘n¢ world is rigidly limited, [it] permits the only true condition of 

freedom’ (Henry Miller, ‘Un Etre Etoilique’, [about the diary of Anais 

Nin], in The Cosmological Eye, Norfolk, Conn. 1939, p. 281. The 
#:Otation occurs in a passage in which Miller protests against Aldous 

iluxley’s opinions-concerning El Greco’s painting ‘The Dream of 

Philip m’), 

66. Miss Linnik’s opinion was summarized by Bialostocki (Burling- 

fon Magazine 99 (1957) p. 422; see also Kahr, Haman, p. 263). For a 

ein Bild den inneren Erlebnissen dieser so wenig sympathischen bibli- 

schen Person gewidmet hatte?’ This has been rightly countered as fol- 

lows: ‘Dieser Einwand ist nicht zu verstehen, da Rembrandts Bild die 

Rettung der Juden aus der Hand ihrer Feinde.. . darstellt’ (L. Gold- 

scheider, Rembrandt, Kdln 1960, p. i181). Mrs. Kahr, Haman, p. 265, 

goes on to mention other unworthy persons who occupy central places 

in paintings by Rembrandt e.g. in ‘Potiphar’s Wife accusing Joseph’ 

and ‘Belshazzar’s Feast’. 
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Mrs. Kahr who, in both her articles, sees ‘the problem of repentance and redemption (my italics) as t 

central theme of the painting97. 

We are a long way from all those agitated scenes inspired by the story of Esther, in Dutch art 

particular; and in this respect too, this painting is exceptional. Rembrandt’s subject here is no lon 

men in action. The calm referred to at the beginning of this article has indeed descended, but wit} 

the old traditional subject itself. 

The Book of Esther is a story of a sudden, radical change of fortune, a story enacted in the bord 

land between appearance and reality. Hence it is a story of disguise—and hence Purim is a fancy-dr 

festival. Esther’s real name is Hadassah (myrtle), her origin is concealed until the last moment, 

despised Jew at the gate becomes the vizier of the kingdom, Haman’s /rybris finds its fate on the gallo 

he himself has built and the final blow seems to be given by his friend Harbonah. This whole whirl 

kaleidscope of facts and deeds has come to a standstill. Someone has spoken a decisive word, but inr 

lity that word was spoken by someone else, may he be remembered for good. 

Using the sober methods of his late style68 and depending directly on the facts, Rembrandt has gi 

67. Kahr, Rembrandt, p. 68: ‘The fundamental concern of the 

Hermitage ““Downfall of Haman” is... a problem with which Rem- 

brandt repeatedly showed concern in his works, the problem of repen- 

tance and redemption ... Is it an anachromism to suppose that Rem- 

brandt woud have shared the central Calvinist conviction that all men 

are sinners and that all, even Haman, may be redeemed by the Grace of 

God? Earlier Mrs. Kahr had written: ‘Not only is Haman by far the 

most important figure in the composition, but he is clearly shown ina 

role that parallels that of Christ. He is the sacrifice required for 

salvation. To the victim is owned the triumph’ and ‘There is no hero, 

no villain’ (Haman, p. 260 and p. 273). 

However, although Mrs. Kahr clearly comes out against Miss Linnik’s 

idea (see Note 66) and in spite of the quotations given above, one still 

gets the impression that it is via concepts in the history of religion such 

as ‘the magic spring ceremony of the dying god’ that she arrives at the 

following interpretation of the painting: ‘It evokes the Sacrifice of 

Christ and the earlier sacrificial rites which fulfilled the perennial 

human need for belief in the forgiveness of sins and the promise of eter- 

nal life’ (Haman, p. 270 and 272). These untenable opinions have been 

duly criticized by both Nieuwstraten (op. cit., passim) and Tiimpel 

(Beitréige, p.112*9: ‘Diese Interpretation ist falsch’). 

It seems Mrs. Kahr has, by very true intuition, sensed that deliverance 

is the central motif of this painting without action. But her reasoning 

leads her a long way off course, away from the real core of the matter. 

Such cases of methodological short-circuiting are not unique: in his 

sound and useful study on the interpretation of Bosch’s art D. Bax, 

refuting the theories of Fraenger, remarks: ‘Indian myths, Orphic 

mysteries, Neoplatonists, Mechtild von Magdeburg, Jacob Bohme, 

Goethe and Novalis are brought in, but of Hieronymus’ nearest sur- 

roundings, Fraenger has no knowledge’ (D. Bax, Onitcijfering van Je- 

roen Bosch, The Hague, 1948, p. 305; see also the same, Oud-Holland 

68 (1953) p. 202). In my opinion Mrs. Kahr has been similarly led as- 

tray in using Fraser’s ideas to solve the riddle set by Rembrandt. For 
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the methodological problems involved in choosing a broad or na 

asis for one’s interpretation (Grete Ring defended Fraenger’s ‘b 

basis’ against the method of using the ‘narrow net of local topogrd 

and record offices’) see: H. yan de Waal in Bibliotheca Orie) 

(published by the Association Ex Oriente Lux, Leiden) 14 (1957 

110-112. 

68. If my interpretation is correct and if all that we know a 

Rembrandt’s late style is taken into consideration, then I think it 

probable that this is the painting described in 1734 as Haman me 

bijwerk (Haman with many accessories’; Willem Six Sale, No. 59; 

to F. Beudeker for 83 guilders; see G. Hoet and P. Terwesten, Cal 

gus of Naamilijst van Schilderijen met derzelven prijzen, Vo). 1, 175 

414, cited by Goldscheider, Rembrandt, p. 182, as relating to the p 

ing in Leningrad). 

For the same reason I cannot agree with J. Nieuwstraten, who sug: 

that ‘the picture may have been larger originally (which would ace 

for the strange actual composition)’ (Oud-Holland 82 (1967) p. 61 

2). In fact on Houston’s print (Fig. 2) the painting appears to be 

slightly larger. In any case, even if there are objections to assigning 

description to either the ‘Feast in Moscow’ (Br. 530) or the ‘Wra 

Ahasuerus’ at Raleigh (Br. 631), there are scattered through the li 

ture a number of records of several other works, now no longer k 

to us, to which it might still apply. Furthermore Mrs. Kahr (Ha 

p. 26112) records a reference to a painting by Rembrandt in a sz 

1740 ‘Ahasuerus, etc’.; for a reference of 1786, ‘Der K6nig Ahasv 

Esther und Haman zu Tische sitzend, halbe Figuren in Lebensgr| 

von Rembrandt’, see: S. Slive, Rembrandt and his critics 1630-1730 

Hague, 1953, p. 522. 

In the recent literature no notice has been taken of the list of req 

published by E. Jacobson in connection with a painting in Cologn 

is now ascribed to J. Victors (Esther, Ahasver und Haman beim NV 

im Museum zu K6ln’, Kunstchronik N. F. 13 (1902) col. 353-360 

the catalogue of the Wallraf-Richartz-Museum 1967, No. 1016, p. 
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expression to the double significance inherent in every biblical story: the actual incidents and their 

aiversal relevance. The painting in the Hermitage owes its unique place amongst depictions of the 

cory of Esther above all to this mature, typically biblical plurality. 

Once, long ago, in Shushan, Haman was overthrown by God’s miraculous intervention, a sign of 

pe for all time. 

Speak the word—it shall not stand... 

This is the message made manifest in the Purim play. It is a mark of Rembrandt’s unique penetra- 

con of the subject that his painting can at one and the same time depict the final act of such a play and, 

in the figure of the venerable old man, look forward to the Final Dénouement. vik ba 

The Principal Actor remains hidden, here too. 

¢ catlogues between 1936 and 1941 the painting was attributed 

+ Flinck, but J. W. von Moltke, Govaert Flinck, Amsterdam, 1965, 

~, P. 228, likewise has a preference for the attribution to Victors. 

2's suggestion that the painting in Cologne enables us to get an 

on of a composition by Rembrandt like the one mentioned ina 

by Jan Vos still seems well worth considering. (For the poem of 

©: Hofstede de Groot, Urkunden, No. 247; for a translation see 

*. eit.) According to Jacobsen the painting formerly bore a 

i¢ [copied from an original?] Rembrandt 1641. 
* to me in any case quite unjustifiable first to declare that Jan 

nes, to the effect that ‘his [Haman’s] breast is full of regret and 

pain and ‘the king is mad with revenge and rage’, apply to the static 

painting in Moscow (Slive, Joc. cit.) and then to conclude that this 

poem... shows that Rembrandt’s contemporaries were much more 

sensitive than we are to the suppressed emotions of characters in history 

paintings’ (H. Gerson, Rembrandt Paintings, p. 416, Cat. No. 351). 

The observation that the figures must be imagined as originally leaning 

more to the left (Tiimpel, Beitrdge, p. 11034), because the canvas is now 

at an angle on the wedged stretcher, also seems to me to be incompatible 

with what we know about the sober, well-balanced style of Rembrandt’s 

old age. Besides it is difficult to imagine the line of the table as being 

anything but horizontal; after all, Houston’s print also shows it assuch. 
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H. VAN DE WAAL 

Rembrandt and the Feast of Purim 
Remove not the ancient landmark 

which thy fathers have set. 

Proverbs, 22: 28 d 

IN recent years a number of more or less controversial articles have appeared concerning the subject of 

Rembrandt’s painting of c. 1665 in the Hermitage, Leningrad, which shows three men in oriental 

costume. Traditionally it is either called Haman in Disgrace or The Condemnation of Haman, both of 

which titles point to the episode in chapter seven of the Book of Esther in which Ahasuerus’ wrath 

against Haman becomes apparent, but neither of which makes it clear whether the moment just before 

or just after the pronouncement of the death sentence is intended! (Fig. 1). Withdrawal like this into 

an ostensibly calm moment in the story is, in itself, perfectly in accord with the way Rembrandt’s 

artistic expression had developed, both formally and iconographically?. 

At the same time the mere fact that the precise nature of the subject should be a matter of dispute 

is surely a significant enough indication of the painting’s unique position in the extensive series of 

representations of episodes from the story of Esther in Dutch 17th century art—episodes which, it will 

be remembered, were particularly favourite subjects with Rembrandt and his pupils. But while the 

identity of the subjects of so many of those paintings—‘The Triumph of Mordecai’, ‘The Feast of Esther’, 

‘The wrath of Ahasuerus’ or ‘The Condemnation of Haman’ (to name only the last episodes in the story) 

—can be established beyond dispute3, this painting, to judge by the difficulty ofits interpretation, seems 

to be ona completely different plane. 

The painting 

But first let us briefly summarize the theories that have been successively put forward. In an article in 

the Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes in 1965, Mrs. Kahr argued that the subject wa 

taken not from chapter seven of the Book of Esther but from chapter six. In other words the scene in 

the painting is, in her view, not the one occurring just after Esther’s disclosure of Haman’s plot to 

King Ahasuerus, but the moment following the King’s ordering Haman to seek out Mordecai and to 

honour him: 

1. The authenticity of this painting has been doubted, but H. Ger- 3. Exceptions to this are a painting at Ottawa of ‘A Young Woman 

son, whose list of authentic Rembrandts is very much shorter than 

previous ones, says: ‘I do not share any of these reservations about the 

painting’ (Rembrandt Paintings, Amsterdam, 1968, p. 502, under No. 

357). 

2. The same development has been pointed out by H, von Einem in 

connection with the painting ‘Jacob blessing the sons of Joseph’ (1656) 

at Kassel (Rembrandt der Segen Jakobs, Bonn, 1950). 

having her Hair combed’ (formerly generally called ‘The Toilet of 

Bathsheba’) and the etching known as ‘The Great Jewish Bride’, which 

have been convincingly reinterpreted by Mrs. Kahr as ‘Esther pre- 

paring to intercede with Ahasuerus’ and ‘Esther with the Decree’ 

respectively; M. Kahr, ‘Rembrandt’s Esther: A painting and etching 

newly interpreted and dated’, Oud-Holland 81 (1966) pp. 228-244. 

4. M. Kahr, ‘A Rembrandt Problem: Haman or Uriah?’, Journal 
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na Then the king said to Haman; ‘Make haste, and take the apparel and the horse, as thou hast said 

even so to Mordecai the Jew, that sitteth at the king’s gate; let nothing fail of all that thou hast . paar aol SDOACH 

(6: 10)5 

Then took Haman the apparel and the horse, and arrayed Mordecai, and caused him to ride throurh ¢)- 
street of the city, and proclaimed before him: “Thus shall it be done unto the man whom the kino ce 

to honour’. (6: 1/) N 

Hat 
delights 

This new interpretation, The Downfall of Haman, would mean a rather significant shift in the subject 

from the obligatory seventh chapter (with its frequently depicted scenes of ‘The (second) Feast of 

Esther’ and ‘The Wrath of Ahasuerus’) to the sixth chapter. In other words, Rembrandt, in order to 

bring about this ‘withdrawal into an ostensibly calm moment in the story’, chose to shift the even: 

within the text of the Bible to the rarely depicted moment between the ‘Reading of the chronicles’ 

(6:1) and ‘The Triumph of Mordecai’ (6: //). As far as Haman, the figure in the foreground, 

concerned this would mean that Rembrandt, by a virtually unique decision, prefered to remove the 

tragedy of his downfall from the frequently portrayed, obvious catastrophe at the end of the stor 

back to the sudden change in his fortunes: a change known only to Haman himself, for the King is stil! 

unaware of the extent to which he is thwarting the designs of his favourite. It is certainly a very. attrac 

tive interpretation, and one that can—if so desired—be deduced from, or read into, the facial expres- 

sions Rembrandt has given to these two characters. 

The most recent article on the subject is by Tiimpel (1968) who rejects interpretations unrelated to 

the story of Esther, such as “David and Uriah’ (Valentiner 1921; Linnik 19566) or ‘Jonathan leaviny 

the Banquet with Saul’ (Valentiner 19577), and, while agreeing with Nieuwstraten’s methodical eriti- 

cism of Mrs. Kahr, supports her interpretation with new arguments, summing it up in a suggested new 

title: ‘Haman recognizes his Fate®’. 

of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 28 (1965), pp. 258-273 [cited as: 

Kahr, Haman]. Other recent publications about this painting are: J. ‘Der Sturz des Haman’ (Bode—Hofstede de Groot, Beschreity 

Nieuwstraten, ‘Haman, Rembrandt and Michelangelo’, Oud-Holland Verzeichnis, Paris, 1902, Vol. 7, No. 531; C. Hofstede de Grow 

82 (1967) pp. 61-63; M. Kahr, ‘Rembrandt’s Meaning’, Oud-Holland schreibendes und kritisches Verzeichnis ..., Vol. 6, Rembroayit, bs 

83 (1968) pp. 63-68 [cited as: Kahr, Rembrandt]; C. Tiimpel, ‘Ikono- lingen, 1915, No. 48). 

graphische Beitrage zu Rembrandt’, Hamburger Jahrbuch 13 (1968) pp. 5. All quotations, unless otherwise stated, are taken from J‘ 

95-126 [cited as: Tiimpel, Beitrdge]. Tiimpel’s dissertation Studien zur Megilloth, Hebrew text with English translation and con 

Ikonographie der Historien Rembrandts, Deutung von bisher nicht oder edited by A. Cohen, London, 1959 (Soncino Press), pp, 192-244. 4 

falsch gedeuteten Historien (Hamburg 1968, type-script) is to be publish- ther’ with introduction and commentary by S. Goldman. 

ed in Nederlands Kunsthistorisch Jaarboek 20 (1969); Dr. Tiimpel 6. W.R. Valentiner, Rembrandt. Wiedergefundene Gemulide (+ 

kindly provided photocopies of the pages of his ms. dealing with Rem- ker der Kunst, Vol, 27), Stuttgart, 1921, p. 128, which 1s a sup; 

brandt’s picture [cited as: Tiimpel, Historien]. The same writer (Tiim- to idem, Rembrandt, Stuttgart, 1909, p. 469 right; Kahr, oe 

pel, Beitrédge, p. 11044 and p. 11145) also refers to an unpublished study 26320, 

in which the same interpretation is proposed: Franziska Ahbel, “Haman A summary of the articles by Miss I. V. Linnik (1956 and 1957) ss « 

in Ungnade’ oder ‘Urias und David’: Zur Deutung des Gemdildes von by J. Bialostocki, Miinchner Jahrbuch, 3rd series, 8 (1957) p. 210 

Rembrandt in der Eremitage, Referat No. 48 in a seminar given by Prof. 7. W.R. Valentiner, ‘Noch einmal “Die Judenbraut™’, /¢i 

Schéne, Hamburg, Wintersemester 1964/65; and to a passage, previous- Kurt Bauch. Kunstgeschichtliche Beitrdge zum 25, November 1° 

ly unnoticed, where Hofstede de Groot expresses the same idea (C. [1957], pp. 229-230. For criticism of this interpretation sce |. 

Hofstede de Groot, Rembrandt Bibel, Amsterdam, [1911] p. 102). Both Beitrdge, p. 11247. 

before and afterwards, however, de Groot abides by the usual title: 8. Tiimpel, Beitrdge, p. 107, caption to Fig. 12. 

\ 

\ 
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In fact, the accepted title in Leningrad since 1958 has been ‘David and Uriah’. But as far as this 

painting is concerned art-historical opinion seems to change even faster than women’s fashions. In 

1960 L. Goldschneider rejected Miss Linnik’s conclusions in favour of a reversion to the older title, 

‘Haman in Disgrace’; in 1964 Gantner also followed the traditional interpretation and in 1965 (as we 

have seen) Mrs. Kahr proposed ‘The Downfall of Haman’; in 1966 further objections to the name 

‘David and Uriah’ were raised by Bauch and in 1968 Gerson came out in favour of ‘The Downfall of 

Haman’ (in the sense postulated by Mrs. Kahr and Tiimpel) because, as he saw it, ‘the identity of the 

two main figures’ with the Ahasuerus and Haman in ‘The Feast of Esther’ of 1660 in Moscow (Br.530; 

G.357) ‘has to be fully accounted for before any alternative explanation, such as “David and Uriah’ can 

be considered!0’, 

Tiimpel based his argument on a detailed iconographical study which is, of course, indispensable in 

dealing with such problems. To resolve the dispute between Nieuwstraten and Mrs. Kahr over whether 

the presence of a table or the absence of a bed afford any clues to the iconographical identification of 

the subject, he refers to a print by Phillip Galle after Heemskerck (Fig. 8;) which unmistakably depicts 

the scene when the King, still in bed, is surprised by the entrance of Haman to whom he addresses the 

all-important question: 

“What shall be done unto the man whom the king delighteth to honour’? (6 : 6) 

This occurs on the morning after that remarkable night described in the following words: 

On that night could not the king sleep... (6: 1) 

In the bedchamber, to the left, stands the reader with ‘the book of records of the chronicles’ and 

behind him through an opening can be seen two men (about whom more below). In the foreground on 

a cushion lies the ‘royal apparel’ that Haman has to take to Mordecai, and through an opening on the 

right appears a street scene with the ‘Triumph of Mordecai’!!, 

9. Kahr (Haman, p. 26539) gives the following summary of an 

article in Russian by A. Tchlenov (‘On the Subject of the Painting by 

Rembrandt, ‘“‘David and Uriah”’’, Iskusstvo (1958) pp. 60-62): Tchle- 

nov emphasizes Haman’s political motivation; his interpretation is 

based on the Apocryptal additions to the Book of Esther; his view, 

however, ‘adds nothing fundamentally new to Miss Linnik’s objections 

to the traditional interpretation of the Hermitage painting. It is striking 

that he has not a word to say in support of her explication of the pic- 

ture’s subject as “‘David and Uriah’’’. 

Tiimpel (Beitrdge, p. 11247) was able to reveal that Miss Linnik hetself 

no longer abides by her own interpretation. But, be that as it may, 

‘David and Uriah’ is still the title in the Russian book by E. J. Fechner, 

Rembrandt, Moscow, [1964], p. 148. 

For a survey of the successive titles under which this picture has been 

listed in Hermitage catalogues see Kahr, Haman, p. 26426-28, 

~ 

\ 

10. L. Goldscheider, Rembrandt, Cologne, 1960, p. 181; J. Gantner, 

Rembrandt und die Verwandlung klassischer Formen, Munich, 1964; 

K. Bauch, Rembrandt. Gemdlde, Berlin, 1966 (Anmerkung zu No. 39: 

“David schickt Urias fort’ (?) ... 2 Samuel x1: 13. Friiher als ‘Haman 

in Ungnade’, Esther vu : 7, die neue Deutung von I. Linnik. Der Vor- 

gang entspricht beiden Texten nicht ganz’); H. Gerson, Rembrandt 

Paintings, p. 422, No. 357. 

11. The print is one of a series of eight, see F. W. H. Hollstein, 

Dutch and Flemish Etchings, Engravings and Woodcuts, vil, Amster- 

dam n.d., p. 74, s.v. Ph. Galle, Nos. 39-46; ibid., vi, p. 243, s.v. After 

M. van Heemskerck, Nos. 248-255. Here Hollstein mentions copies edi- 

ted by C. J. Visscher. Kahr, Rembrandt, p. 6629 mentions a later series 

of four engravings. 

The eight drawings, dated 1563, are in Copenhagen (L. Preibisz, Mar- 

tin van Heemskerck, Leipzig, 1911, pp. 80-103). 
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As far as form is concerned one can follow Tiimpel when he points to the influence of Heems- 

kerck’s invention on Rembrandt (see, for example, the shape of Haman’s turban). But when he goes 

on to borrow evidence from this 16th century print for the iconographical interpretation of Rembrandt’s 

painting, he really does seem to be overreaching himself both from the general point of view of art- 

historical method and from the point of view of iconography. 

a, The first charge is by far the most serious: Tiimpel tacitly assumes that formal borrowings can be 

IT"- taken as evidence of iconographical identity. Here we must make a very clear distinction. Rembrandt, 

at some time in his life, must almost certainly have seen Galle’s print!2, and Tiimpel is quite right in 

pointing out certain similarities between it and the painting. However, this still does not provide us 

with convincing evidence about the subject Rembrandt had in mind]!3. 

But in any case—and this brings us to the second point mentioned above—is Tiimpel’s interpreta- 

tion of Heemskerck’s composition correct in all respects? According to him the two figures in the back- 

ground to the left show *.. . wie ein Diener Mardocai hohlt’.!4 But if so, this would conflict with the 

biblical text that Heemskerck has otherwise followed so faithfully. It seems much more likely that these 

men are the conspirators Bigthan and Teresh (2: 2/), shown after their arrest; the same two men, in 

fact, that Heemskerck had earlier represented in court costume on the fifth print in his series at the 

moment when Mordecai overhears the conspiracy (Fig. 6). 

In other words, with this inset on the left and the triumph of Mordecai on the right, the print gives 

us the story starting from the events that have just been read aloud to the King up to and including the 

execution of his orders to reward Mordecai. It is thus a true and faithful rendering of the scene in the 

King’s bedchamber and when Tiimpel tries to use this to assign the same content to Rembrandt’s 

painting, a number of incongruities appear. 

1) Tiimpel quotes approvingly the slightly more detailed account of the story by Flavius Josephus, in the 

German translation of which Rembrandt had a copy. There the King says: ‘... So gehe nun hin dann du 

hast das Pferd und das Kleyd und die Ketten, such Mardocheum’ (italics ours). But the instructions given 

in the Bible version (see 6 : 10, quoted above) are no less clear in this respect. Furthermore, in view of what 

will be said later, it is important to note that there is no mention of Mordecai being present in the bedcham- 

ber at this moment, or of his being brought there by a servant (we saw above how Tiimpel’s interpretation 

of Heemskerck’s composition needlessly departed from the biblical text on this second point). 

2) Tiimpel expalins the coat slung over Haman’s left arm and shoulder in the Rembrandt painting as the we 2 of 

a ; Peal e mh royal apparel he has been ordered to take to Mordecai, but this seems quite untenable. There are other 
, ee aa ame . , 

en Pears sfteley p Leet iS vias se] Manoah’, and ‘The Angel disappearing from Tobit and his Family’) 

12. For example, his Ahasuerus and the shape he has given Ha- See also F. Saxl, Rembrandt’s Sacrifice of Manoah, London, 1939, and 

man’s turban somewhat resemble those in the print, ‘Haman accused’, the article by Mrs. Kahr cited in Note 3. 

No. 8 in the Galle-Heemskerck series (Fig. 9), and he is known to have 13. It was in an attempt to clarify the relationships between form 

possessed a book (probably constboeck, album) containing ‘the com- and content that I coined the term ‘iconological group’ and tried ! 

plete graphic work of Heemskerck’ (C. Hofstede de Groot, Die Ur- outline the processes of attraction and contamination which character 

kunden iiber Rembrandt, The Hague, 1906, No. 227. ‘Synde ael ’t werck ize these conglomerations. See the rather hidden reference unde 

vanden selven’. In 17th century usage no distinction was made between Group (Groep) in the General Index of my book Drie eeuwen vaderlur 

prints by and prints after any given master. sche Geschied-uitbeelding 1500-1800. Een iconologische studie, i, | 

For Heemskerck’s influence on Rembrandt see inter alia J. L. A. A. M. Hague, 1952, p. 166 (with a summary in English: Dutch portrayal 0/ 

van Rijckevorsel, Rembrandt en de traditie, Rotterdam, 1932, pp. 134 f. history 1500-1800. An iconological study). 

(‘The Return of the Prodigal Son’); pp. 140 f., 250 (‘The Sacrifice of 14. Tiimpel, Beitrdge, p. 108. 
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examples of a man wearing his own coat slung nonchalently over one shoulder, in Rembrandt’s biblical 

paintings, e.g. ‘Samson threatening his Father-in-law’ (163 (5); B. 499), and even in his portraits, e.g. ‘Jan 

Six’ (1654; B. 276). In any case, if in this painting the coat were the royal apparel to be conferred on Mor- 

decai as a mark of honour, then one would expect Haman to be carrying it in a more fitting manner and to 

have also the chain and the crown ‘which the king used to wear’ (6 : 8). Heemskerck, faithfully following 

the text, shows the King in bed (naturally without his crown) and gives the royal regalia and apparel a 

prominent place in the foreground (Figs. 7 and 8). 

In the Leningrad painting, on the other hand, the King is actually wearing both the crown and the chain, 

thus rendering the Kahr-Tiimpel interpretation impossible. For if the painting really represents the scene at 

night-time that they suggest, the King could hardly be portrayed in crown and chain. Infact there would only 4... .2,/ 

be two possible places for the apparel and regalia: either (still) lying ready somewhere in the room or ia 

(already) in Haman’s hands. 

In support of his thesis Timpel refers to several works that depart even further from the biblical text than 

he supposes Rembrandt to have done, by moving the scene to the throne-room!5. But two German prints 

and a painting by a minor master of the Utrecht School can scarcely be considered as convincing evidence 

in a discussion of a work by Rembrandt!®, 

We must keep a sense of proportion about this. What could one possibly hope to ‘prove’ here by nega- 

tive statements? The fact that artist X departs from the biblical text to a certain extent can never serve 

as valid evidence for supposing that artist Y must have allowed himself to take some quite different 

liberties. Such an approach can only lead us up a blind alley. The only evidence that has any force in 

such cases is positive evidence: the fact that a certain representation corresponds in all respects to the 

biblical text (or to prevailing ideas about the text). 
But the main objection to the Kahr-Tumpel interpretation has still to be mentioned. The key ques- 

tion is: who is the venerable old man who first strikes our eye when we look at the painting? He stands 

at the extreme lefthand side and his face has been worked up by Rembrandt much more fully than those 

of the other two (Figs. 3-5). It has repeatedly been suggested that he represents Mordecai, and as far as 

type is concerned this would fit very well, but there are serious objections to this interpretation from 

the iconographical standpoint, for Mordecai is quite out of place both in the scene of ‘Haman recog- 

nizing his Fate’ (6 : 10) proposed by Mrs. Kahr and Tuimpel and in the previously suggested scene of 

‘The Condemnation of Haman’ (7 : 9)17. At the same time we should not forget that the picture was 

15. Beitrdge, pl. 14, 15, 16. 

16. This author has himself rightly pointed out what little conclu- 

sive evidence there is in examples ‘.. . die heute eindeutig als Schulwerke 

erkannt sind und anderen ikonographischen Prinzipien folgen als Rem- 

brandts Werke’, Beitrdge, pp. 97-8. 

K. Bauch, Studien zur Kunstgeschichte, Berlin, 1967, pp. 127, 132, fol- 

lows Kahr and the. summary of Tiimpel’s theory published in Kunst- 

chronik 19 (1966) p. 30. 

17. I have been greatly assisted by a survey of the various opinions 

about this painting in Dr. Tumpel’s ms. Katalog zur Geschichte der 

Rembrandtforschung, type-script, Hamburg, 1967, which he has gener- 

ously placed at my disposal. 

Only M. Eisler, Der Alte Rembrandt, Vienna, 1927, p. 99, and Kahr, 

Haman, p. 266, mention a ‘servant’ and ‘a servant of the king’ respecti- 

\ 

\ 

\ 

vely. G. Knuttel Wzn., Rembrandt, Amsterdam, 1956, p. 209, expresses 

some doubt, but then dismisses it again: *‘... there remains a third 

man, an old bearded Jew on the left behind Haman. Mordecai? There 

is no indication in the story of his being present at this moment. But 

that need not have troubled Rembrandt...’ [original text in Dutch]. 

Fechner (op. cit. [Note 9 above] p. 148) calls him a ‘scribe’ but, as we 

saw, he considers the painting to be a ‘David and Uriah’. Nieuwstraten 

draws attention to the fact that ‘the strikingly simple apparel of the old 

man seems surprising in such a great court’ (Joc. cit. p. 61). Miss Lin- 

nik rejects the suggestion made by Weisbach that the painting was in- 

tended as a psychological study rather than a literal illustration of the 

Biblical episode. In order to account for this enigmatic figure, however, 

she has recourse to a similar, free, ‘psychological’ explanation. She 

identifies the third person present as ‘a curious or compassionate 
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ERece ella 

reproduced in 1772 by Houston in a mezzotint with the title ‘Haman’s Condemnation’ (Fig. 2) and 

that it was purchased in the next year as ‘Haman in Disgrace’!8. This brings us to another vital point, 

overlooked by nearly all the forty or so previous interpretations: why does Esther, the heroine of the 

story, not appear in this painting?19 

It might prove worth while to examine the Bible text more closely, especially since there is much to 

be said for trying to preserve the traditional titles of paintings as long as possible before exchanging 

them for newlyinvented ones. 

The text 

Esther having revealed that Haman was the man who thought to destroy her people (7 : 6), the King 

rose up from the table in his wrath and went into the garden. Thereupon Haman fell down before the 

Queen to beg for mercy (7: 7), and the King, coming back in, put the wrong interpretation on his 

attitude: 
Then the king returned out of the palace garden into the place of the banquet of wine; and Haman was fallen 

upon the couch whereon Esther was. Then said the king: ‘Will he even force the queen before me in the hou- 

se?’ As the word went out of the king’s mouth, Haman’s face fell (7 : 8).20 

Then said Harbonah, one of the chamberlains that were before the king: ‘Behold also the gallows fifty 

cubits high, which Haman hath made for Mordecai, who spoke good for the king, standeth in the house of 

Haman’. And the king said: ‘Hang him thereon’ (7: 9). 

So they hanged Haman on the gallows that he had prepared for Mordecai. Then was the king’s wrath 

assuaged (7: 10). 

Strictly speaking, then, at “The Condemnation of Haman’ only one other man was present apart from 

Haman and the King: the ‘chamberlain’ Harbonah, who is only mentioned on one other occasion in 

the Book of Esther, and then only in a list with six other similar dignitaries ‘that ministered in the 

witness ... who helps the painter to intensify the psychologic content 

of the conflict’. This anachronistic stop-gap is necessary, since the 

prophet Nathan (Valentiner’s interpretation of this old man) is ‘unac- 

ceptable’ in the scene of Uriah’s dismissal (cf. Kahr, Haman, p. 263). 

18. The print is described in J. Charrington. A Catalogue of the 

Mezzotints after, or said to be after, Rembrandt, Cambridge, 1923, No. 

81; its date is given erroneously by Linnik and Bialostocki as 1775 

(Miinchner Jahrbuch, 3rd series, 8 (1957) p. 210); see Kahr, Haman, 

p. 26119, For the date of accession (from the Blackwood Collection in 

London) see Kahr, Haman, p. 26428. 

19. Only Valentiner, Judenbraut, p. 229, and Kahr, Haman, p. 266, 

’ .have pointed out her absence; it is for both authors a principal reason 

Gal. S\«cis “for trying to find another title for the painting. luc! Cran cle ' 

TF edhe we 20. Haman’s face fell. There are difficulties involved in the trans- 

lation of these words. The version I have adopted has been followed by, 

among others: M. Simon in his ed. of the Midrash Rabbah, Vol. Ix, 

Esther, London, Soncino, 1951, p. 119; A. Wiinsche, Der Midrasch 

zum Buche Esther, Leipzig, 1881, p. 71: ‘... und sein Angesicht senkte 

sich’; Flavius Josephus, who offers the paraphrase: ‘... Haman was 

overcome’ (Josephus, Jewish Antiquities, with English translation by 
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R. Marcus (The Loeb Classical Library), v1, London, 1958, p. 443, $266); 

the Septuagint: ‘...wechselte er die Farbe’ (G. Jahn, Das Buch Esther, 

nach der Septuagint hergestellt ..., Leiden, 1901, p. 45); S. Bernfeld’s 

German bible translation: *... und das Gesicht H’s. erbleichte’ (Die 

Heilige Schrift nach dem masoretischen Text neu tibersetzt, Frankfurt 

a.M., 1935°, p. 774). 

The translation ‘... they covered H’s. face’ (Goldman, Esther, p. 229 

[cited in Note 5]) gives rise to the observation: ‘In token of the sentence 

of death. This was the practice among the Greeks and the Romans, but 

it is not elsewhere mentioned of the Persians’ (ibid). Jahn, op. cit., 

expresses it more strongly: ‘Von einer persischen Sitte, das Gesicht des 

Delinquenten zu verhiillen, ist nichts bekannt’. H. Gunkel, Esther, 

Tiibingen, 1916, p. 37 and Note 223, says, without any evidence: ‘vor- 

ausgesetzt wird hier die rémische und bereits hellenistische, urspriing- 

lich orientalische Sitte . . .” (italics mine). 

For the problems of textual criticism and the possible interchange of 

the stems of the two verbs hafah (to cover) and hafar (to be ashamed), 

see: K. Budde and others, Die Fiinf Megillot, Freiburg i. Br., 1898, 

p. 191; F. Perles, Analekten zur Textkritik des A.T., Minchen, 1895, 
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presence of Ahasuerus the king’ (J: 10).21 This hardly seems sufficient to warrant Rembrandt’s 

venerable characterization of this man. However, in Jewish tradition an important, even crucial role 

in the story was assigned to this same Harbonah. 

The Book of Esther is the only book in the Bible in which the name of God is not mentioned. Yet 

few stories demonstrate God’s guidance so clearly. Jewish commentaries, and especially the ‘oral 

tradition’ or midrash, made it their business to provide an explanation for everything over and above 

the literal text that seemed to demand one, and no other book has attracted so many of these legendary 

explanations as the Book of Esther22. To examine these (h)aggadot is like watching a puppet-show, 

first from the front of the stage and then again from behind the scenes, since practically all the decisive 

events in the story are explained as having been, in fact, guided by intervention from above. Thus, 

according to one midrash, when Haman knelt before the Queen, it was the archangel Michael who ca- 

me and threw him on to the bed, with the result that we all know?23; another story tells how angels had 

created havoc in the King’s garden, so that when he came back into the room he was angrier than ever24. 

It was even found possible to explain the incident that set the whole train of events in motion as resul- 

ting from intervention from above: 

Queen Vashti recoiled from the king’s order [to appear naked before the guests]. But it must not be supposed 

that she shrank from carrying it out because it offended her moral sense. She was not a whit better than 

her husband... But God sent the angel Gabriel to her . . . sings of leprosy appeared on her forehead . . .25 

But by far the most important role is attributed to the prophet Elijah. When King Ahasuerus gave the 

banquet to which he invited ‘all the people that were present in Shushan’ (i.e. Susa; / - 5), great anxiety 

arose in heaven. Many of the children of Israel had already forsaken the faith and were taking part in 

these pagan debaucheries. Satan had already come before the throne of God to accuse them, and alrea- 

dy the Torah had burst into bitter weeping, when Elijah took action to ward off the danger. 

In great haste the prophet Elijah ran to the Patriarchs and to Moses... He pointed out the only upright 

man who had remained true to the faith: Mordecai. Then Moses said, ‘Go and tell him, let him stand in 

prayer there, and I will stand here, and we will beseech God for mercy upon them.?6 

24. Encyclopaedia Judaica 1 (1928) p. 704, s.v. Achaschwerosch; 

21. Here his name is spelled Harbona, a difference to which a great 

deal of signiticance has sometimes been attached (see below Note 33). 

22. J. Katzenellenbogen, Das Buch Esther in der Aggada, Wiirzburg, 

1933 (Thesis), gives a brief survey of this material and indicates the 

sources. In addition see: W. Erbt, Die Purimsage in der Bibel, Berlin, 

1900; N. S. Doniach, Purim, Philadelphia, 1933, p. 263, who lists 

sources of haggadic material; L. Ginzberg. The Legends of the Jews, iv, 

Philadelphia, 1954, pp. 365-448, and the useful notes in Vol. vi, pp. 

451-481. 

23. Katzenellenbogen, op. cit., p. 34420; Midrash Rabbah Esther, 

op. cit., IX, p. 119; A. Wiinsche, op. cit., p. 71; Ginzberg, Legends, Iv, 

p. 442, gives the same story but with Gabriel instead of Michael. 

Ginzberg, Legends, tv, p. 442. 

25. Ginzberg, Legends, Iv, p. 375; for miniatures in the Bible of the 

Duke of Alba (Castilian xvth c.) depicting this and other midrashic 

scenes see: J. Leveen, The Hebrew bible in art, London, 1944, p. 92. In 

some versions the change Vashti undergoes is even more drastic: ‘Eine 

andere Auffassung fiihrt die Weigerung darauf zuriick, dass ihr durch 

den Erzengel Gabriel ein Schwanz angesetzt wurde’ (Katzenellenbogen, 

op. Cit., p. 5). One version even reads: ‘Venit Gabriel et fecit ei mem- 

brum virile’ (Ginzberg, Legends, vi, p. 45635). 

26. Katzenellenbogen, op. cit., p. 14; Ginzberg, Legends, Iv, p. 416; 

C. G. Montefiore and H. Loewe, A Rabbinic Anthology, Greenwich 

Editions, n.d. [reprint of first ed. 1938], p. 99. 
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After this ‘Prologue in Heaven’, it is again Elijah who intervenes at the decisive moment in the story 
in the scene after the second banquet when Haman falls into disgrace. It is Elijah who begins to coe 
and ‘in the shape of the chamberlain Harbonah’ calls the King’s attention to the gallows in Haman’s 
house meant for Mordecai (7: 9). 

In some legends Harbonah’s conduct is even more questionable. For although he is one of Haman’s 
hangers-on, he does not hesitate to take sides against his former friend, even accusing him of haying 
taken part in the conspiracy against the King’s life discovered by Mordecai27. Yet this unsavoury 
character could still be used by Elijah for his work of deliverance. 

However strange a personality take-over like this may sound to modern ears, it was by no means 

out of the ordinary in exegetical literature and Elijah in particular was often credited with such a role. 

In fact the prophet occupied a unique position in Jewish tradition: nowhere is there any record of his 

parentage, his death was supernatural and, not least, in a prophecy in Malachi (3 : 23) he appears as a 

precursor of the Messiah. All these facts combined to produce the image of the ever-present prophet, 

wandering incognito over the earth to aid in moments of distress and danger?3. 

... Elia war also nicht Mensch, sondern ein schon bei der Schépfung gegenwartiger und zu Achab’s Zeiten 

vom Himmel herabgestiegener Engel, der, nach Vollendung seiner Mission auf Erden, wieder in den Him- 

mel zurtickkehrte29. 

Since he had not died a natural death, the formula usually added after the names of the dead did not fit 

him>°. Instead the words ‘may he be remembered for good’ (zakhur le-tov) were added after his name 

and since this formula was not applied to any other figure, it even came to be used, with the addition of 

the article (ha-zakhur le-tov), as one of the definitive ways of mentioning him. In the entire Jewish 

tradition this eulogy is applied to no one but him.. 

Esther3!. The midrash is quite unequivocal on this point: 

27. The Jewish Encyclopedia 6 (1904) p. 231, s.v. Harbona: ‘Accor- 

ding to R. Eleazar Harbona had first been in league with Haman, but, 

seeing that his plot had failed, abandoned him’; Katzenellenbogen, 

op. cit., p. 34425; Ginzberg, Legends, Iv, p. 443: ‘When Harbonah [sic], 

originally a friend of Haman and an adversary of Mordecai, heard the 

king’s angry exclamation, he said to him: ‘Nor is this the only crime 

committed by Haman against thee, for he was an accomplice of the 

conspirators Bigthan and Teresh, and his enmity to Mordecai dates 

back to the time when Mordecai uncovered their foul plots’. ‘The source 

for this legend is 2 Targum Esther 7 : 10. S. Gelbhaus, Die Targumilite- 

ratur vergleichend agadisch und kritisch philologisch beleuchtet: I, Das 

Targum Sheni zum Buche Esther, Frankfurt a.M., 1893 [Brit. Mus. 

01901. e.2], p. 68, gives two quotations: ‘the godless Harbonah [sic] 

also gave this counsel [to hang Mordecai], but when he saw that the 

counsel was losing ground he immediately forsook it’ and ‘Harbonah 

was an enemy of Mordecai and incriminated Haman’. In a “Hebrew- 

German paraphrase of the book Esther of the fifteenth century’ pu- 

blished by L. Landau (The Journal of English and Germanic Philology 

18 (1919) p. 547, v. 1275) Harbona is even said to have been responsible 

for having the gallows made which were destined for Mordecai. 
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. and Harbonah, the chamberlain in the story of 

28. R. J. Z. Werblowsky and G. Wigoder, The Encyclopedia of the 

Jewish Religion, Jerusalem, 1966, s.v. Elijah; M. W. Levinsohn, Der 

Prophet Elia nach den Talmiidim und Midraschim, Zirich, 1939 (Thesis); 

S. M. Segal, Elijah. A study in Jewish Folklore, N.Y., 1935, esp. p. 73; 

Ginzberg, Legends, iv, p. 233, Elijah forerunner of the Messiah; Monte- 

fiore and Loewe, Rabbinic Anthology, p. 256: ‘The role played by 

Elijah in Jewish legend is of extreme importance. From the last two 

verses of Malachi he takes his place as the harbinger of the Messiah, 

and he is constantly depicted as a messenger of hope and as a delive- 

rer... The stories told about his appearances on earth are exceedingly 

numerous... Elijah is always wandering on earth... Even as late as 

the fourteenth century persons claimed to have had intervicws with 

him’. 

29. S. K[ohn], ‘Der Prophet Elia in der Legende’, Monatsschrifie 

fiir Geschichte und Wissenschaft der Juden 12 (1863) p. 286. 

30. The usual honorific phrases for the dead are ’alo ha-Sjalom 

(peace be to him) or zikhro(no) li-Verakhah (may his memory be for 4 

blessing). 

31. Encyclopaedia Judaica 6 (1930) col. 487: ‘Dieser feststchende 

Zusatz wird nur noch auf den aus der Esther-Geschichte bekannten per- 
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What then did Elijah, may be he remembered for good? He appeared in the guise of Harbonah and said to 

him: ‘Your Majesty, Behold also the gallows . .. which Haman hath made for Mordecai’. For Rab Phine- 

has has said: One should always say, ‘Harbonah may he be remembered for good’ .32 

These rather abstruse pronouncements can only be taken to mean that this very Harbonah is to be iden- 

tified with the prophet Elijah33. 

But there are still three questions that must be answered before we can finally decide whether the 

venerable old man on the left of Rembrandt’s picture really does represent Elijah-Harbonah, and con- 

sequently whether the subject of the painting really is the one given by the traditional title, “The Con- 

demnation of Haman’. They are: 

1) Was this remarkable explanation of the adoption of Harbonah’s personality bij Elijah so generally well 

known that Rembrandt would have heard of it? 

2) How could Rembrandt have got to know of it? 

3) If we do indeed stick to the old title, ‘The Condemnation of Haman’, how is the striking absence of 

Esther to be accounted for? 

The first question is easy to answer. The Harbonah-Elijah legend crops up even in vernacular writings; 

for example, it appears in the popular Yiddish paraphrase of the story of Esther by Leib Mellir, the 

so-called Lang-Megile (Amsterdam, 1663)34. But the most significant reference to it, for our present 

purposes, occurs in the best-known of all Purim songs, Shoshanat Ya’akob (The Rose of Jacob), which 

ends with the words: 

Accursed be Haman who sought to destroy me; 

Blessed be Mordecai the Jew; 

sischen Groszen Charbona iibertragen, der mit Elijah identifiziert wird, 

welcher damals zur Rettung seines Volkes herbeigeeilt sei’: see also: 

Levinsohn, Der Prophet Elia, p. 1461. 

32. Midrash Rabbah, Esther, op. cit., tX, p. 119; I prefer to use the 

literal translation rather than the version given in this edition, ‘of 

blessed memory’, in order to avoid confusion with the second formula 

given in Note 30 (‘May his memory be for a blessing’). Edition Wiin- 

sche, op. cit., p. 71, ‘darum soll... der Name... zum Guten erwahnt 

werden’. 

33. To obviate this difficulty others have pointed out that a different 

spelling has been used on each of the two occasions when the name 

appears (1 : 10, without the final-h; 7 : 9, with the-/). ‘Es ist darum 

Charbonah mit -4 am Schluss zu lesen, wodurch sich dieser Charbonah 

von dem echten, keineswegs gutgezinnten Charbona unterscheidet, 

dessen Name mit -a am Schluss geschrieben wird...’, E. Munk, Die 

Welt der Gebete, u, Frankfurt a.M., 19362, p. 340. 

The Spanish exegete Abraham Ibn Ezra (Toledo 1092—probably 

Rome 1167) has tried to mitigate the words ‘Elijah... appeared befo- 

re Ahasuerus in the guise of Harbonah’ by the explanation that it 

looked to the king as if it was Harbonah. Translated literally his state- 

ment is as follows: ‘There are those who say that Elijah, may he be re- 

membered for good, came before the king in the guise of courtiers’ (in- 

formation kindly supplied by Dr. L. Fuks and Mr. M. H. Gans of 

Amsterdam, who also helped with the translation of the quotation). 

It is worth noting that R. Wischnitzer has thought it possible to discern 

a depiction of this midrash in the frescoes of the synagogue at Dura- 

Europos (245-256), supposing Harbonah to be one of the spectators to 

be found between the scenes of ‘Mordecai on horseback’ and ‘Ahasue- 

rus enthroned’. Both this wall-painting and [bn Ezra’s authorities have 

thus taken the text of Esther 7 : 9 literally (‘.. . Harbonah one of the 

chamberlains that were before the king’). Du Mesnil du Buisson had 

observed that the figure on the extreme right has been characterized as 

a Jew and Wischnitzer takes this as his starting-point: ‘We can safely 

assume that the artist used this legend. The spectator, however, was let 

into the secret. The figure in the group next to Haman is shown wearing 

fringes sewn at the hem of the garment (tzitzith)’. See: R. Wischnitzer, 

The Messianic Theme in the Paintings of the Dura Synagogue, Chicago, 

1948, pp. 31-32, and M. Du Mesnil du Buisson, Les Peintures de la 

synagogue de Doura-Europos, Rome, 1939, pp. 118 and 36. 

34. Op. cit, p. 72a. Information kindly supplied by Dr. L. Fuks, 

Amsterdam. The title-page of a Purim play of 1718 printed in Amster- 

dam assures the buyer that it is ‘done in a new fashion, like an opera, 

and compiled from the Targum Sheni, the Midrash, the Yalkut and other 

Midrashim’ (Ph. Goodman, The Purim Anthology, (Philadelphia, 1952, 

p. 362). 





Accursed be Zeresh, the wife of him that terrified me; 

Blessed be Esther my protectress; 

And also [or even] Harbonah, may he be remembered for good. 

Clearly, this liturgical song, which even nowadays is still sung after all official readings of the Esther- 

scroll at the Feast of Purim, is a verse-rendering of, amongst other things, the midrash cited above, in 

which the Harbonah of the story is identified with Elijah who comes to give his aid35. 

But it may still be asked whether this identification, tinged with mysticism, was something for only 

a small circle of scholars or whether every believing Jew immediately thought of the prophet Elijah on 

hearing the words, may he be remembered for good. 

This too, can easily be answered. Not only did the ritual at every circumcision begin with the for- 

mula: This is the throne of Elijah, may he be remembered for good but even nowadays, three times a day 

after each meal, every believing Jew says the words: 

May the All-merciful send us Elijah the prophet (may he be remembered for good), who shall give us good 

tidings, salvation and consolation3°, 

the very words that in the whole of Jewish tradition were used only in connection with the prophet 

Elijah, with the unique exception that forms the core of the present argument. 

This focussing of attention on the prophet Elijah several times a day gains its deepest significance 

from the fact that it is he and no-one else who is supposed to herald the coming of the Messiah. This 

is why clumsy, childish illustrations of “The Entry of the Messiah into Jerusalem’ are sometimes used 

to ornament the customary printed copies of the Haggadoth, the books used at the Feast of the Pass- 

over, and the Megilloth, the Estherscrolls used at the Feast of Purim37. The deliverance commemo- 

rated at Purim, like the deliverance from Egypt, was seen as a foreshadowing, nay ,a guarantee of the 

final Deliverance. 

35. For the song Shoshanat Yaakob see: The Authorised Daily 

Prayer Book of the United Hebrew Congregations of the British Empire, 

ed. J. H. Hertz, London, 193515, p. 277. This anomymous song forms 

the concluding section of the Piyyut of Asher Heni (who brought the 

counsel of the heathen to nought’), which is recited at Purim both in 

the evening and in the morning after the reading of the Scroll of Esther. 

Asher Heni dates from the Gaonic Period [6th-12th c.]; Shoshanat Ya’ 

akob, however, is a later addition consisting of two parts, the second, 

cited above, being included in both the Sephardi and the Ashkenazi 

ritual (Werblowsky and Wigoder, p. 358). See also Note 60. 

The midrash text cited above in Note 32 continues: ‘... One should 

always say, ‘““Cursed be Haman, cursed be his sons, cursed be Zeresh 

his wife’’’ (Midrash Rabbah, Esther, op. cit., X, p. 119). ‘Ausdriicklich 

wird in der Quellen hinzugefiigt, dass Charbona zum Guten zu geden- 

ken sei. Zur Erlauterung weist Maimonides [1135-1204] auf Jalkut hin 

{a midrashic compilation], wo berichtet wird, dass der Prophet Elijah 

die Gestalt der Charbona angenommen habe, um den K6nig auf den 

Galgen aufmerksam zu machen... wodurch die gliickliche Wendung 

fiir Israel eingetreten sei’ (Munk, op. cit., p. 340). After this comes the 
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passage, quoted above in Note 33, concerning the two different spel- 

lings of Harbona(h). ‘The last words of the prayer . . . were thus under- 

stood to mean: ‘“‘And as for Harbonah, he is the one [Elijah] who is 

remembered unto good”’’ (Ginzberg, Legends, vi, p. 32545). 

In the first line of the song, ‘The Rose of Jacob shouted for joy and was 

glad...’, the word shushan (= rose or lily) is a double play on the 

name of the city, Shushan = Susa, Esther 1 : 5) and on ‘the rose/lily 

among thorns’ (Song of Songs 2 : 2, where the feminine form of the 

word is used: shushannah = the girl’s name Susanna). 

36. The Authorised Daily Prayer Book, p. 304; 284. 

37. Segal, op, cit. (see Note 28 above), pp. 158 f. ‘Elijah as the 

Harbinger of the Messiah’; E. Naményi, ‘La miniature juive au xvue 

et au xviue siécle’, Revue des Etudes Juives, N.S., t. 16 (116) (1957) pp. 

27-71. On pp. 38-9 Naményi gives the following description of an en- 

graved Megillah: ‘La derniére gravure représente l’arrivée du Messie a 

Jerusalem, prise de la Haggada de Venise de 1629, donnant ainsi un 

sens messianique au livre’. For other illustrations of this scene see: 

Jiidisches Lexikon 2 (1928) cols. 350, 351; Encyclopaedia Judaica 6 

(1930) cols. 491, 493. 





The feast 

But how could Rembrandt, who is hardly likely to have made a deep study of the Talmud and probably 

did not even have any knowledge of Hebrew, have come to know of these aspects of the oral tradition?38 

To assume that he heard of them from a scholar such as Manasseh ben Israel is an acceptable but not a 

complete explanation since one would rather have expected a painter like Rembrandt to have been sti- 

mulated by a visual impression. And, indeed, in 17th century Amsterdam he would have had an excel- 

lent opportunity to acquire a visual impression of this very exegesis. 

The Feast of Purim was celebrated every year, in commemoration of the events described in the 

Book of Esther, on the 14th day of the month Adar, when the sun was in the sign of Pisces (February/ 

March). But whereas the observance of the Feasts of Pesach (the Passover) and Shavuot (Feast of 

Weeks, Pentecost) was laid down in the Bible, the Feast of Purim was not established until quite late, 

the first reference to it being no earlier than the second century B.C. Once established, however, it came 

to play an important part in Jewish life. So important did it become in fact that there grew up a saying 

about it: 

Should all the festivals be abolised, Purim will remain39. 

These words occur in an additional poem to the section Zakhor (Deut. 25 : 17-19), read on the Sabbath 

before Purim. This day is called Sabbath Zakhor (Remember) as this section opens with the words: 

‘Remember what Amalek did unto thee by the way as ye came forth out of Egypt’. Amalek had perpe- 

trated a cowardly unprovoked attack on the feeble and hindmost, when the Israelites were marching 

from Egypt (Exodus 17 : 8-16). Thereafter Amalek was regarded as Israel’s inveterate foe; rabbinic 

literature dwells on Amalek’s role as Israel’s permanent arch-enemy. Haman’s origin is also described 

as Amalekite. Moreover, it is said that the struggle between the two peoples will continue until the 

coming of the Messiah, when God will destroy the last remnants of Amalek?9. 

The Feast of Purim speaks of these irreconcilable differences between Israel and her enemies and 

39. Purim, Ein Quellenheft, ed. E. L. Ehrmann, Berlin, 1937, p. 10. 

38. We may note, however, that in ‘Belshazzar’s Feast’ ( [1639]; 

Br. 497) the Hebrew letters are painted with considerable understand- 

ing of their form. We know that in representing the mysterious inscrip- 

tion Rembrandt followed a proposal put forward by Menasseh ben 

Israel in a publication of 1639. See: R. Haussherr, “Zur Menetekel- 

Inschrift auf Rembrandts Balsazarbild’, Oud-Holland 78 (1963) pp. 

142-149. At the other side the Hebrew lettering on ‘Moses showing the 

Tables of the Law’ (1659; Br. 527) have been critisized. See J. Zwarts in 

Oud-Holland 43 (1926) pp. 11-12; A. Heppner, ‘Moses zeigt die Gesetz- 

tafeln bei Rembrandt und Bol’, Oud-Holland 52 (1935) pp. 241-251 

See also: J. Dyserinck, ‘Eene Hebreeuwsche inscriptie op eene schilderij 

van Rembrandt’, Nederlandsche Spectator (1904) p. 160, 315; C. Hof- 

stede de Groot, ‘Kende Rembrandt Hebreeuwsch?’, Oud-Holland 19 

(1901) pp. 89-90. 

As far as this subject is concerned R. Mourgues’ vie romancée, Rem- 

brandt Kabbaliste. Le manuscrit de Rembrandt, Neuchatel, 1948, is of no 

significance. 

For Purim in general see: Ph. Goodman, The Purim Anthology, Phila- 

delphia, 1952 (with extensive bibliography). ‘ 

‘Forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses prophesied to Israel, and 

none subtracted aught from, or added aught to, what is written in the 

Torah, save the reading of the Esther scroll’ (Talmud, tractate Megil- 

Tah, 14a). 

Maimonides said: ‘omnes libri prophetici et Hagiographi abolebuntur 

diebus Messiae, excepto libro Esther, qui aeque stabilis est atque Pen- 

tateuchus et Lex oralis, quae nunquam cessabunt’ (quoted in Latin by 

Erbt, Purimsage, p. 87). 

40. Werblowsky and Wigoder, Encyclopedia, s.v. Amalek. The gene- 

alogy of Haman is given by Katzenellenbogen, op. cit., p. 42. ‘Gleich- 

sam als zwei Erbfeinde stehen sich diese Manner gegeniiber, sie sind 

erblich mit gegenseitigem Hass belastet’ (W. Erbt, Purimsage, p. 41). 

{ have gone into these questions fairly deeply because Mrs. Kahr has 

given a completely different conception of the figure of Haman (see 

p. 107-08 below). 





there was hardly a single generation of Jews that did not have good reason for remembering them. But 

at the same time the feast also gave expression to I[srael’s steadfast confidence as to the ultimate out- 

come of this fundamental struggle: 

After the proclamation of the royal edict determining the destruction of the Jews, great consternation 

broke out. Mordecai, however, did not despair; be trusted in the Divine help. On his way from the court... 

he met three Jewish children coming from school. He asked the children what verse from the Scriptures,they 

had studied that day. When Mordecai heard these verses, he broke out into jubilation, astonishing Haman 

not a little. 

The words the children spoke still ring out: three times a day they are used to end each service as part 

of the prayer Alenu (It is incumbent us [to praise] ); and martyrs sang them at the stake. One of the 

verses 1S: 
Take counsel together, and it shall be brought to nought; Speak the word, and it shall not stand; 

For God is with us4! (Isaiah 8 : 10) 

Later on Haman ordered to put all the Jewish school children in chains . . . The outcries of the children, the 

weeping of the mothers, united with the supplications of te fathers, reached to heaven and God said: ‘I hear 

the voice of tender lambs and sheep!’ ... Then God felt compassion with Israel, for the sake of His inno- 

cent little ones... and the decree He tore in pieces42 

‘On that night could not the king sleep...” 

Purim thus spanned the often unfathomable abyss of the present which lay between past and future. 

It became a festival of consolation and joy, even of elation, so that it can be regarded, certainly since 

medieval times, as the Jewish equivalent of the Lenten Carnival. Already in Talmudic times we hear of 

the burning of Haman in effigy, of fancy-dress parties with song, dance and general jollification—and 

also of theatrical performances*:. ; 

The origins of Hebrew drama, indeed, were very closely connected with these Purim observances 

and its growth received considerable impetus in 17th century Amsterdam‘. 

41. ‘Divination by passages from books (stichomancy), especially 

by passages from the Bible (bibliomancy), is found in the Talmud’ 

(Ginzberg, Legends, VI, p. 468122). 

Cologne 1963, section D., Pl. 23, and in the splendid facsimile-ed. by 

E. Katz, Machsor Lipsiae, Leipzig, 1964, I fol. 52 recto). See: M. Metz- 

The two other quotations are: ‘Be not afraid of sudden terror, neither 

of the destruction of the wicked, when it cometh’ (Proverbs 3 : 25) and 

‘Even to old age I am the Same, And even to hoar hairs will I carry you; 

I have made, and I will bear; Yea, I will carry, and will deliver’ (Isaiah 

46 : 4; see Ginzberg, Legends, Iv, p. 414). 

Katzenellenbogen, op. cit., p. 16 and p. 47: ‘Nur deswegen liesz Gott 

Haman zu solcher Héhe emporsteigen, um ihn dann desto tiefer stiir- 

zen zu lassen. Gleichzeitig sollte sein Schicksal den kiinftigen Geschlech- 

tern der Juden zeigen, das Gott sich ihrer in der Bedrangnis rettend 

annimmt’. 

When Haman, at his King’s command, comes to Mordecai to honour 

him, he finds him—according to another midrash—teaching the child- 

ren. ‘Haman leading the horse on a rein’ and ‘Mordecai instructing 

three schoolboys’ are the subjects of a miniature in a 14th century 

prayer-book in Leipzig (reproduced in Monumenta Judaica, Cat. exhib. 
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ger, ‘Die Illustration einiger Midraschim zum Buche Esther in der 

jiidischen Kunst’, Das Neue Israel 15 (1963) pp. 563-567 (Dr. Metzger 

was kind enough to send me some off-prints of his studies in this field; 

see also Note 54 on the illustrations to the Esther-scroll). 

42. Goodman, Purim Anthology, pp. 135-136; Katzenellenbogen, 

op. cit., p. 28. 

43. A. Z. Idelsohn, Jewish Music in its Historical Development, 

N.Y., 1948, p. 437; H. M[alter], ‘Purim Plays’, Jewish Encyclopedia 10 

(1905) p. 279. 

44. M.J. Landa, The Jew in Drama, London, 1926, p.25:*... it was 

not until the 17th century that anything in the form of drama proper 

appeared in the Hebrew language. The event took place in Holland’. 

Landa only gives the appearance on the continent of English actors and 

the local development of the theatre in Amsterdam itself as possible 

sources of inspiration. 





We must imagine the Sephardic Jews of Amsterdam, the ex-Marranoes, as having to reconstruct 

their Jewish culture from rock bottom, and in so doing seizing, amongst other things, on the well-tried 

didactic medium of school-drama, in their case not necessarily performed by boys since the adults 

amongst them had everything still to learn. For centuries the Christian peoples of Europe had, particu- 

larly just before Lent, presented biblical material in dramatic form in Latin or French in order to 

promote virtus, pietas and eloquentia. And so the Sephardim, having gained their freedom and finding 

themselves faced with similar problems, adopted the same method, using first Spanish and later, after 

the middle of the 17th century, Hebrew as well49. 

The Book of Esther simply cries out for dramatization‘®: in liturgy and folklore there existed songs 

in Hebrew and the vernacular (Ladino or Yiddish) which could easily be inserted as a chorus or refrain, 

and since everyone knew these songs and the biblical text by heart, producer and actors had an easy 

time of it as far as the words were concerned. Hence in many instances only a brief outline giving the 

order of appearance and so on will have been needed, as in the Comedia dell’ Arte, for example, which 

was to have an influence on later Yiddish-German Purim plays. This would thus explain why no texts 

of these early biblical plays have come down to us: there was no need for them to be written down. On 

the other hand we know for certain that such plays were performed even in the synagogues. 

What were they like, these plays of the Sephardim? At first they were still allegorical in character, 

nothing more than a dramatization of the medieval tensons (Provencale Tenzoni, Italian Contrasti). 

Thus at the Feast of Weeks in 1624 the Synagogue Bet-Ya’akob (The House of Jacob) saw the perfor- 

mance of a play in imposing Spanish by Paulo de Pifia alias Rehuel Jesurun, called Dialogo dos Montes, 

in which each of the seven mountains that played a part in the Pentateuch comes forward in turn to 

defend its claim to the first place, following much the same pattern as in earlier non-Jewish literature, 

where arguments for and against such pairs of opposites as body and soul, summer and winter, water 

and wine, had likewise been presented in more or less dramatized form4’. 

45. In Germany the same thing happened about a century later: 

Abrahams, Jewish life in the middle ages, p. 285, quotes a record in 

1713 ofa play, The Sale of Joseph, having been performed in a rabbi’s 

house at Franfurt a. M. by Jewish students from Prague and Hamburg, 

and says: ‘There is nothing surprising in this, for the mystery and mo- 

rality plays were often performed in churches by priests’. 

On Jewish drama see: H. V. Besso, Dramatic literature of the Sephardic 

Jews of Amsterdam in the XVUth and XVIIth centuries, N.Y. 1947 

(revised ed. of an article in Bulletin Hispanique 39 (1937) p. 215; 40 

(1938) pp. 33, 158); J. Shatzky, ‘Drame un Theater bay di Sephardim 

in Holland’ [text in Yiddish], YJVO Bleter 16 (1940) pp. 135-149. 

The extensive literature about schooldrama includes: J. Maarsen, 

Drama und Theater der Humanistenschulen in Deutschland, Augsburg, 

1929 (for the three aims of this drama see pp. 31-53: ‘Die Erziehungs- 

ziclen der Humanistenschulen .. .”); C. Kaulfuss-Diesch, ‘Schuldrama’ 

in Reallexikon der Deutschen Literaturgeschichte 3 (1928) pp. 194-201; 

G. B. Churchill and W. Keller, ‘Die lateinischen Universitats-Dramen 

Englands in der Zeit der KOnigin Elizabeth’, Shakespeare Jahrbuch 34 

(1898), and the additions by L. B. Morgan, ‘The Latin University 

Drama’, ibid. 47 (1911) pp. 69-91. See also: The Cambridge History of 

English Literature, Cambridge 1918 f., V, p. 121: G. P. Baker, ‘The 

Plays of the University Wits’; ibid., v1, 2, p. 293: F. S. Boas, ‘University 

Plays’. For schooldrama in the Netherlands see: K. J. Riemens Esquisse 

historique de  enseignement du francais en Hollande du XVIIe au X VIIIe 

siécle, Leiden, 1919, pp. 47-59. ‘Le théatre scolaire en frangais’; 

J. Fransen, Les comédiens frangais en Hollande au XVIle et au XVIIle 

siécles, Paris, 1925, pp. 27 ff.; L. van den Boogerd, Het Jezuietendrama 

in de Nederlanden, Groningen, 1961. 

46. ‘The form of the drama is that of Euripides, with his vivid action 

and short speeches, almost stichomythia ... The subject is Hybris, and 

it is noteworthy that Haman is punished precisely in respect of those 

things of which he boasted . . . The whole action of the play is directed 

to this dénouement ... It is no accident that Racine and others have 

utilised this theme for the stage’, Montefiore and Loewe, Rabbinic 

Anthology, p. 68268. Racine, in the preface to his Esther (1689), says: 

‘...je pourrois remplir toute mon action avec les seules scénes que 

Dieu lui-méme, pour ainsi dire, a préparées’. 

47. J. A. van Praag, ‘El Dialogo dos Montes de Rehuel Jessurun’, 

Meélanges J. J. Salverda de Grave, Groningen, 1933. pp. 242-255; J. S. 

da Silva Rosa, Geschiedenis der Portugeesche Joden te Amsterdam, 
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In 1632 and 1639 it was decreed that such performances would henceforth be prohibited in the Syna- 

gogue4s, but they continued to be put on elsewhere, and by the end of the 17th century not only the 

Spanish but also the German Jews each had their own theatre in a warehouse where performances were 

given each week on fixed days. In 1707 three inhabitants of Amsterdam, all Ashkenazim, presented a 

petition to the Burgomasters stating: 
I 

/ 

... that ever since their people (natie) have made their home in this city, it has been their custom on their 

feast days to give performances in an attic in the form of plays about Queen Esther and other stories in the 

German, Hebrew and Yiddish languages, and that the petitioners now request, while their fast-days are in 

hand, the favour of being allowed to earn their bread by means of the said performances in the said 

languages amongst the said people... 

In the same year another petition with almost the same purport was presented: 

Some devotees of the Spanish actors make it known, with humble respect, that the petitioners have already 

for nine years long presented the Spanish plays in a room or attic-warehouse... that subsequently the 

petitioners have had the honour and favour that their Lordships the Governors of the aforementioned 

[Civic] Theatre have not only come to see the said Spanish plays, but they have even commanded or request- 

ed the petitioners to come and play at the Theatre on a certain suitable day, with the result that the petition- 

ers have given several prformances for the benefit and advantage of the poor49. 

Both petitions were turned down in order that the interests of the principal civic theatre should not be 

damaged, particularly since.it appeared that these Jewish performances were attended by Christians 

as well as Jews. From both petitions it can however be inferred that up to this time each company had 

been able to develop without hindrance and had even acquired a certain amount of equipment. At any 

rate the Regents of the Orphanage and Old Men’s Almshouse, who enjoyed the revenues of the civic 

theatre, reported: 

That they understand that for some time there has been established by the German Jewish people in a certain 

warehouse on the Oude Schans a formal theatre with changes of scenery... that at the aforesaid theatre 

three times a week . . . are played various tragedies and comedies .. ., all pieces being daily performed in the 

[civic] theatre, the aforesaid performances being presented in theatrical costume partly in the German 

language and partly also in the Dutch language; that the petitioners had also taken money, such as from 

two to twelve stuivers each, from the people coming in who often amounted to 200 or 300 or more of all 

sorts, including also Christians . . .5° 

1593-1925, pp. 35, 66. W. Chr. Pieterse, Daniel Levi de Barrios als 

geschiedschrijver van de Portugees-Israelitische gemeente te Amsterdam 

in zijn ‘Triumpho del Govierno Popular’, Amsterdam, 1968, p. 68, gives 

a list of the actors. 

For Hebrew drama see: [J. Schirmann], ‘Hebraisches Drama’, Encyclo- 

paedia Judaica 6 (1930) col. 1; J. Zoller, ‘L’arte drammatica presso gli 

Ebrei in Italia’, Lares 3 (1932) pp. 11-18; and the introduction by A. 

Berliner to his edition of Moses ben Mordecai Zacuto, Yesod Olam 

(‘Fundament of the World’, Amsterdam, 1645). 

48. Pieterse, de Barrios, pp. 69 and 155 ff., publishes the text of a 
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decision of 1632 ‘sobre se tirarem as festas que se fazem nas esnogas’. 

In 1639, on the fusion of the three existing communities into one, this 

prohibition was repeated: ‘Que nao haverda festas nas esnogas, nem 

enigmas para Simhah Torah, nem em outro tempo’. These enigmas 

[charades?]seem to have been a typical part of the festivities; riddles in 

Spanish and Dutch were also added to the 1699 edition of the Purim 

play Comedia famoza de Aman y Mordochay (see below p. 105, note 58). 

49, P. Scheltema, Aemstel’s Oudheid vi, Amsterdam, 1872, pp. 

199, 201. 

50. Scheltema, op. cit., p. 200, 





But this has brought us to the end of the 17th century. 

We know, albeit in later editions, some of the texts of the Esther plays referred to by the Ashkenazi 

petitioners of 1707, but for our present purposes they can be passed over in silence5!, Written in Yiddish, 

they are popular in every sense of the word and reveal the influence of pieces performed by English 

strolling players inasmuch as they are hotchpotch of jokes and paraphrased biblical texts. In some of 

them a comic character is introduced, just like the clowns in the English plays, whose business it was to 

maintain contact between the play and the audience. This character (Hanswurst, Pickelhering, Harle- 

kin, Prinz Mondrisch) even ended up by being amalgated, incredible though it may seem, with Morde- 

caiS2, For by this time the actual theme of the story, the miraculous delivery of the children of Israel, 

from the destruction that had been prepared for them, had been entirely relegated to the background, 

the principal theme being the humorous struggle of a man (Ahasuerus) to become master in his own 

house (refusal of Vashti)°3. Obviously the inspiration of Rembrandt’s painting will not be found in this 

carnival atmosphere (Figs. 10 and 11). 

51. ‘Die seit dem 16. Jahrhundert belegten jiidischen Purimspiele, 

die den Stoff in einer burlesken und parodistischen Art fassten und kei- 

ne literarischen Anspriiche erhoben, blieben ohne Bertirung mit den 

ernsten Gestaltungen des Stoffes’ (E. Frenzel, Stoffe der Weltliteratur, 

Stuttgart, 1962, pp. 160-161). 

Abrahams has pointed out the fundamental difference that exists be- 

tween popular plays in the vernacular and Hebrew drama: ‘*... The 

jargon play is a product of the ghetto, while the Hebrew drama was 

only possible when the ghetto walls were tottering to their fall’ (1. 

Abrahams, Jewish life in the Middle Ages, London, 1932, p. 285). See 

also: Besso, Dramatic literature, p. 37: “Written in jargon, they ema- 

nate from authors belonging to a plebeian milieu whose sole interest 

was above all to please a public ...; written in Hebrew, they are the 

work of writers of better quality expressing the soul of an emancipated 

people, desirous . . . to preserve its classic language. It is very curious to 

notice that the composition of dramas in Hebrew has always coincided 

with a more active participation of the Jews in the national life of the 

European states in which they lived’. 

52. Mordechai ‘der jidischer First’ is amalgamated with ‘Mondrisch 

der Hofnarr’ (A. Landau in his Anmerkungen to the article by Weissen- 

berg (mentioned below in Note 60); see: Mitteilungen der Gesellschaft 

Jiir jiidische Volkskunde 13 (1904) p. 30). Principal literature on these 

popular plays in Yiddish: B. Weinryb, ‘Zur Geschichte des alteren 

judischen Theaters’, Monatsschrift fiir Geschichte und Wissenschaft des 

Judentums, N. F. 44 (80) (1936) pp. 415-424, esp. p. 422; I. S{chipper] 

art. ‘Jiddisches Drama’ in Encyclopaedia Judaica 6 (1930) col. 19; idem, 

Geschichte fun Yidischer Theater-Kunst un Drama II, Warsaw, 1925, pp. 

124-135, 157-176; and the additions by J. Shatzky in his critical review 

in Studies in Philology, Publications of the Yiddish Scientific Institute, 

Vilno 2 (1930) pp. 215-264 (text in Yiddish, summary col. xXIx-xxii); 

M. Weinreich, ‘Notes on the Ahasuerus Drama’, ibid, pp. 425-452 

(summary col. xx); J. Shatzky, ‘The History of Purim Plays’, Purim 

Anthology, pp. 357-367. See also Notes 58 and 62 below. For the Ger- 

man counterpart see: M. J. Rudwin, ‘The origin of the German Carni- 

val Comedy’, The Journal of English and Germanic Philology 18 (1919) 

pp. 402-454. 

53. Even the above-mentioned (Note 25) partial transformation of 

Queen Vashti was sometimes shown on the stage in one form or an- 

other. Time and time again we hear of regulations restraining these 

excesses for fear of giving offence. See e.g. ‘The Constitution of the 

Jewish Community of Sugenheim Town’, Franconia 1756, sub xxvur 

Purim: ‘No one shall dare mask himself or run about in clown’s garb 

or with candles and torches...’ (quoted by J. R. Marcus, The Jew in 

the medieval world, N.Y. 1965 (ed. Harper Torchbook), p. 220). 

In 1817 a non-Jewish writer published in Amsterdam a play which 

aimed—so it appears from the preface—at refining this popular amu- 

sement (Iz. de Jongh, Esther en Mordechai, of het Purim der Israéliten). 

See further: D. M. Sluys, ‘Amsterdamsche Poeriem-ukases uit den 

ouden tijd’ [1774, 1776] De Vrijdagavond 3 (1927) No. 51, (18.m) p. 

386; J. Shatzky, ‘Der Kampf gegen Purim...’, YIVO Bleter 15 (1939) 

pp. 28-38; idem, ‘Purim Spieler un Lezim in der Amsterdamer Getto’, 

ibid., 19 (1942) pp. 212-220; the special Purim issue of the Maandblad 

voor de Geschiedenis der Joden in Nederland 1 (5708 [1947-48]) pp. 161- 

224. 

54. A study of miniatures on Esther-scrolls (Megilloth) has not 

yielded any results either; the midrash on Esther 7 : 9 concerning the 

personality-takeover of Harbonah-Elijah does not occur on any of the 

illustrations that have been published up to now, and the specialist in 

this field, Dr. M. Metzger of Strassbourg, has been kind enough to 

inform me that no depictions of this scene are known to him. For 

literature see Note 41 and the article ‘Estherrolle’ (with excellent biblio- 

graphy) by J. Gutmann in Reallexikon zur deutschen Kunstgeschichte 6 

(1968) cols. 88-103. 

The catalogue of the Purim exhibition in the Jewish Historical Mu- 

seum, Amsterdam (1963) was published in the shape of an Esther- 

scroll; a Dutch megillah (c. 1700), illustrated with drawings, is repro- 

duced in full on the inside. 

Our Fig. 10 is an anonymous woodcut, from the rarissime first edition of 

a Sefer Minhagim [Book of Customs] printed in Yiddish in Amsterdam 

1645 (fol. [63] verso; Collection Mr. M. H. Gans, Amsterdam; see the 

catalogue of the Menasseh ben Israel exhibition, 1957 in the mentioned 

museum, No. 47). The catalogue of the Purim exhibition (No. 37) 





There remain the serious plays mentioned above. The texts of these, in Hebrew or Spanish, kept 

strictly to the Bible story>. However there was a twofold difficulty in shaping the Esther material te a 

dramatic form: on the one hand it was general theatrical custom, until well into the 17th century, for 

women’s part to be played by men; on the other hand male and female impersonation was forbidden 

hy (he Laval i wo tnmeertiin terms, Indeed, the rabbis, time and time again, ullercd adinonishinen! 

not only against theatrical performances but also against the fancy-dress parties at Purim because‘in 

them this law was contravened>®. At the same time, although women continued to be excluded from 

the Jewish stage long after they had been permitted to act elsewhere, the prohibition of female imperson- 

ation was overridden at a comparatively early period’. Nevertheless it seems highly probable that in 

the solemn religious plays of the Sephardim attempts would have been made to present even the Purim 

story without female roles and we actually have a text that still betrays traces of these attempts. 

In the year 5459 [1699] in Leyden the printer Abraham Cohen de Lara published an anonymous 

play entitled: Comedia famosa de Aman y Mordochay nuevamente estampada, corregida y repartida por 

jornadas. The title alone gives us pause since there must have been some very unusual reason for the 

omission of the name of Esther in a Purim play. Moreover the text that has come down to us is construc- 

erroneously mentions a reprint of 1662 as the first Amsterdam edition. 

These woodcuts in their turn were copied from an Italian Sefer Minha- 

gim (Venice, several impressions inter alia 1593). 

Fig. 11 is an etching by Johan Jacobsz van den Aveele (Amsterdam c. 

1655—Stockholm 1727) from the second edition of Johannes Leusden, 

Philologus Hebraeo-Mixtus, Utrecht, 1682. The first edition, Utrecht 

1663, was illustrated with anonymous woodcuts, copied after the Min- 

hagim illustrations mentioned above. R. Wischnitzer (in Goodman, 

Purim Anthology, p. 244) does not know the Amsterdam editions and 

supposes a direct influence of the Italian woodcuts on those in Leusden’s 

first edition. However this may be, the fact remains remarkable that 

‘we have here a unique case of a 17th c. book of a Gentile illustrated 

ewith pictures borrowed from a Jewish book in the Yiddish language’. 

The bibliographical note by A. K. Offenberg to an article by L. 

Hirschel (‘Johannes Leusden als Hebraist’) does not mention the differ- 

ence in illustrations in the successive editions of the Philologus (see 

Studia Rosenthaliana 1 (1967) p. 45; the catalogue of the Amsterdam 

Purim exhibition, No. 56, erroneously mentions a 1657 edition of 

Leusden’s Philologus). 

55. ‘Zugleich aber sah man in der Einrichtung der Schulspiele eine 

Moglichkeit, die Jugend vom verhassten Fastnachtspiel des Pébels 

fern zu halten’, Maarsen, Drama... Humanistenschulen, p. 39. Curiously 

enough this author does not deal with the problems of male and female 

impersonation and the avoidance of female characters. 

For the record I must mention here three Dutch dramas of before 1665 

that have the Esther story as their subject; as might be expected, 

Esther plays a leading role in all three and there is no indication what- 

ever of the unusual significance of the chamberlain Harbonah. They 

are: Haman, a tragedy, Deventer, 1630, by the Dutch Reformed Pro- 

fessor of Theology, Jacobus Revius (see W. A. P. Smit, Jacobus Revius, 

Over-Ysselsche Sangen en Dichten, Amsterdam, 1930, I, pp. 153-182 

‘Haman. Treurspel); Esther, ofte ’t Beeldt der Ghehoorsaamheid, Am- 

sterdam, 1638, by the Amsterdam physician, Nicolaes Fonteyn; Hester 

oft Verlossing der Joden [after Lope de Vega], Amsterdam, 1659 (often 

reprinted), by Johannes Serwouters (see: J. A. van Praag, La comédie 

espagnole aux Pays-Bas, Amsterdam, 1922, p. 55). 

Jacob Cats, Tooneel der Mannelicke Achtbaerheyt aengewesen in de 

Voorsprake, Tegensprake, en Uitsprake over de Weygeringe van de 

Koninginne Vasthi..., Middelburg, 1623, is a story in rhyme with the 

theme of authority (on the husband’s part) and obedience (on the wife’s 

part) in marriage ‘for the Improvements of Defects in the Home in 

this age’. In the same year, 1623, the Augustinian monk, Jacob van 

Zevencote, published in Antwerp a Latin drama, Esther (see the study 

by Schwarz mentioned below, pp. 238-244). 

A general survey of this material is given in: J. de Rotschild, Le mistére 

du Viel Testament VI, Paris, 1891, pp. vi ff, ‘De Hester’ pp. xm-Lxim of 

this study give a list of dramatic works; R. Schwarz, Esther im deut- 

schen und neulateinischen Drama des Reformationszeitalters, Oldenburg, 

18982; F, Rosenberg, ‘Der Esther-Stoff in der germanischen und roma- 

nischen Literatur’, Festschrift Adolf Tobler zum siebzigsten Geburtstage, 

Braunschweig, 1905, pp. 333-354; H. Mayr, Die Esther-Dramen, ihre 

dramaturgische Entwicklung und Biihnengeschichte von der Renaissance 

bis zur Gegenwart, Wien, 1958 (Thesis). See also: Kahr, Rembrandt, 

pp. 65-66. 

56. Leviticus 19 : 19; Deuteronomium 22 : 11. 

For the first appearance of women on the stage see: R. Gilder, Enter 

the actress. The first women in the theatre, N.Y., [1960]. Leusden, 

Philologus (1663, p.285, or 2nd ed. 1682, p. 305), quoting Buxtorf, says 

of the Purim festivities ‘... mulieres virorum, viri mulierum personam 

ferunt’. 

57. As late as 1750 we hear of a Sephardi private company, perfor- 

ming for their members only, in which the female roles were played by 

men (J. S. da Silva Rosa, ‘De Joden in den schouwburg en in de opea 

te Amsterdam gedurende de 17de en 18de eeuw:, De Vrijdagavond 1 

(1925) Nos. 46 (6-11) and 47 (13-m1); idem, Geschiedenis der Portugeesche 

Joden te Amsterdam, p. 104). 





ted in such a way that Esther does indeed appear on the stage, but only at the very end, and then only 

in company with David, Moses and Samson (cantando todos), as in the final scene of a pantomime. At 

this point she speaks four times in thirteen short lines and she takes no active part at all in the actual 

plot of the play. 

A case may, therefore, be made out for supposing that in the original form of this Comedia famosa 

de Aman y Mordochay Esther did not occur at all and that her appearance in the final scene was just 

as much an addition in concession to popular taste as the 48 enigmas Espanols y 25 Holandezas con 

otras curiosidades de gusto y passatiempo para este presente tiempo de Purim which are also mentioned 

on the title-page’ (Fig. 12). Supposing, furthermore, that Rembrandt saw a performance of a biblical 

school-drama of this type, the striking absence of Esther in his painting is explained>9. 

The only question now is how Rembrandt came to know of the remarkable relationship between 

58. It is also quite clear that no role was allotted to Esther in the 

plot; the dedication describes the play as ‘esta Comedia de los infortu- 

nios del enemigo Aman; y de los felices sucessos del santo Mordochay’. 

The play §vas reprinted in a collection of comedies dealing particularly 

with biblical subjects Comedias nuevas de los mas celebres autores, Am- 

sterdam a costa de D. Garcia Henriquez, 1726. J. A. van Praag, ‘Dos 

Comedias Sefarditas’, Neophilologus 25 (1940) pp. 12-24, compares it 

with a Spanish Auto del Rey Assuero, in which, however, Esther does 

appear ds’the main character. Another notable feature, which the play 

has in common with many schooldramas, is its lack of action, while the 

connection with the ecclesiastical authorities is also clearly indicated: 

Sritets visto por los Sefores del mahamad [the Sephardi word for the 

Hebrew ‘Maamad’, board of the synagogue], y dado en Amsterdam’ 

[11.3.1699], M. Kayserling, Sephardim. Romanische Poesien der Juden 

in Spanien, Leipzig, 1859, p. 228299, erroneously gives Amsterdam as 

the place of publication and attributes it to the author Antonio Enri- 

ques Gémez, who had promised to produce a play on Esther. Besso, 

Dramatic literature, p. 69, rejects this supposition (but see also /bid. 

pp. 30-31). ° 

We also possess a Yiddish Ahasuerus-play which, in the version that 

has been recorded, is remarkable for the fact that the character of 

Esther is obviously a late addition: ‘ . . . charakteristisch ist, dass Esther 

obwohl im Personenverzeichnis genannt, gar nicht redend auftritt’ (A. 

Landau in his Anmerkungen, p. 32 [see Note 52 above] to the article by 

Weissenberg [mentioned below in Note 60] ona version of the Achasch- 

werosch Spiel auf iwri-teitsch [ed. Czernowitz 1863];see: Mitteilungen 

der Gesellschaft fiir Jiidische Volkskunde 13 (1904) p. 32). 

For the sake of completeness two other dramas on the story of Esther 

written by Jews should perhaps be mentioned here, although these are 

of little significance within the context of this study because of the 

important part played in them by Esther. The first is Salomon Usque’s 

Esther, which is considered to be the first play in Spanish by a Jew; it 

was intended for the stage and written probably in 1558, before the 

cue Purim plays appeared (Besso, p. 37; a new version by Leone da 

Modena was published Venice 1619, see: C. Roth, ‘Salusque Lusitano. 

\n essay in disentanglement’, Jewish Quarterly Review N.S. 34 (1943) 

np. 77 tf). The second, La Reina Esther, was by the crypto-Jewish priest, 

preacher and confessor, Felipe Godinez, who was burned at the stake 

in Seville at the auto-da-fé of 1624 and had a list of 204 plays to his na- 

me. In a direct parallel with the Annunciation, the angel Gabriel here 

appears to Esther and announces to her the birth of the Son of God 

within the race of Israel (M. Mendes Bejarano, Histoire de la juiverie de 

Séville, Madrid, 1922, p. 199). 

Joao Pinto Delgado, of Portuguese New-Christian stock, published in 

1627 in Rouen a Poema de la Reyna Esther in nine cantos. Though inter- 

esting in so far as it shows how such a biblical subject was treated by a 

Sephardi writer, this has no relevance to our present problem. See the 

edition by I. S. Révah, Jodo Pinto Delgado. Poema de la Reina Ester, 

Lisbon, 1954, and A. D. N. Fishlock, ‘The Rabbinic materia] in the 

Ester of Pinto Delgado’, Journal of Jewish Studies 2 (1950-51) pp. 37 ff. 

59. There is a remarkably parallel development in the Jesuit theatre. 

In 1599 we hear of the prohibition of female roles and female costumes, 

but after twelve years petitions pointing out the practical difficulties 

involved in this resulted in some mitigation: women’s roles (played by 

men) were permitted on the understanding that efforts would be made 

to preserve dignity and modesty (‘graves et modestae sint personae’; 

Van den Boogerd, Jezuietendrama, pp. 20-32). 

In 1543 the militant Lutheran, Thomas Naogeorgus (Kirchmeyer), 

published a Latin Schooldrama Hamanus (see: Schwartz, Esther, pp. 

78-96). This author is reported to have been the first to have extracted 

the Haman theme, ‘um eine in sich geschlossene Handlung zu haben’ 

(Rosenberg, Esther-Stoff, p 337). I venture to suggest that he adopted 

this restriction for the same reasons as applied in the Jewish plays. The 

same phenomenon has been noted in 16th century French plays: ‘in der 

franzdsischen Literatur gehen mehrere Dramen um Aman den eigent- 

lichen Esther-Dramen voraus’ (G. Woerner, article ‘Esther-Buch’ in 

Kindlers Literatur Lexikon 2 (1964) col. 2433). 

Curiously enough in Racine’s Esther (1689) the tables are turned com- 

pletely. This play, written at the request of Mme de Maintenon for the 

girls’ boarding-school of St. Cyr, even includes a choeur de jeunes filles 

Israélites. At the first performance it was played exclusively by female 

actors, but there was no need for anxiety about unseemly attire: *. . .ces 

personnages n’ont pas laissé d’étre représentés par des filles avec toute 

la bienséance de leur sexe. La chose leur a été d’autant plus aisée, qu’ 

anciennement les habits des Persans et des Juifs étoient de longues 

robes qui tomboient jusqu’a terre’ (Racine, preface to Esther). 
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arbonah and Elijah. In the first place, he must surely have been struck by the venerable appearance 

of the actor of this role. Even the form of what was to be seen on this simplest of all stages must surely 

have been a direct inspiration for his sober composition with its half-length figures: the three men stan- 

ding close together recall the final scene after all has been said... 

Secondly, it is virtually unthinkable that the piece would have ended without the song Shoshanat 

Ya’akob®, some idea of which may be gathered from an illustration in an Estherscroll of the early 

18th century, where the actors of the principal parts—which by now include female roles—stand 

evidently on a stage, each with a shield at his or her feet bearing the relevant words of the song®l 

(Fig. 13). Mutatis mutandis Rembrandt must have seen and heard something like this and presumably 

somebody will have given him a good idea of the theological background®. 

Conclusions 

In his book Rembrandt und die Verwandlung klassischer Formen, J. Gantner has demonstrated the rela- 

tionship inherent in Rembrandt’s conscious (or subconscious) feeling for form between the classic 

theme handed down to him in Leonardo’s ‘Last Supper’, and the numerous variations on it that he 

never wearied of creating right to the end of his life: “The Last Supper’ itself, “The Supper at Emmaus’, 

‘Philemon and Baucis’, Saul’s Visit to the Witch of Endor’, ‘The Conspiracy of Claudius Civilis’ and 

finally “The Feast of Esther’63. But in this series too the painting in the Hermitage occupies a unique 

60. As already indicated (p. 98 and Note 35) the closing lines 

quoted above were known to the Sephardim as well as to the Ashkena- 

zim. Shoshanat Ya’akob, the Purim liturgical hymn, usually ended all 

Purim plays and, during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, it 

was frequently arranged and sung for solo and chorus, in the operatic 

style of the period’ (A. W. Binder, ‘Purim in Music’, in Goodman, 

Purim Anthology, p. 214). The custom has been recorded up to the pre- 

sent day: ‘Vor etwa zwanzig Jahren waren die Pirimspieler ein uner- 

lasslicher Bestandteil jeder Sside (Purimmahl). Es waren meist arme 

Handwerker... Die weiblichen Rollen werden von Mannern gespielt... 

Den Schluss bildet oft, obgleich nicht direkt dazu gehGrend ‘Shoshanat 

Ya’akob’ (S. Weissenberg, ‘Das Purimspiel von Ahasverus und Esther’, 

Mitteilungen der Gesellschaft fiir jiidische Volkskunde 13 (1904) pp. 2-3). 

61. Amsterdam, Jewish Historical Museum, Inv. No. 414. There is a 

fairly exact copy of this megillah with engraved illustrations (see the 

reproduction in Encyclopaedia Judaica 1 (1928) pp. 708-709, and in 

Goodman, Purim Anthology, p. 69). However in this copy the chequered 

cloth hanging over the front of the platform, clearly reminiscent of a 

stage, has been reduced to non-committal hatchings. 

62. Rembrandt has represented Elijah in three drawings in each of 

which the prophet is of the same type as the grey-haired man in the 

painting (Benesch I, 112 (123) [c. 1635); v, 907 (1116) [c. 1652]; v, 944 

(1157) [c. 1654-55}). 

In what milieu would such a performance take place? We know that a 

play in Yiddish was performed by the students of the famous rabbi 

David Oppenheim in Prague in 1720 (Akta Esther mit Achaschwerosch; 

see: Goodman, Purim Anthology, p. 214). We also hear, but not before 

the second half of the 18th century, of Sephardic ‘academies’, which 

stood midway between the old chambers of rhetoric and renaissance 

societies such as Coster’s Academie in Amsterdam. But for present 

purposes I think we must look to a less emancipated milieu, that of the 

real yeshivah (institutions for higher education in Judaism). 

By way of hypothesis we might point to the yeshivah, founded in 1644 

by the brothers Abraham and Isaac Pereira, which was under the go- 

vernorship of Menasseh ben Israel, who was well-known to Rembrandt, 

and to the ‘Society for the study of the Law’ Tora Or (The law is the 

light), governed by Ishac Aboab (da Fonesca; 1605-1693). This society 

had been set up in 1656 by Dr. Ephraim Bueno, whom Rembrandt like- 

wise knew very well, and the same Abraham Pereira, who is also recorded 

as having founded several schools in the Holy Land. See: H. Brugmans 

and A. Frank, Geschiedenis der Joden in Nederland, Amsterdam, 1940, 

p. 274; Pieterse, de Barrios, pp. 87, 110; J. M. Hillesum, ‘Vereenigin- 

gen bij de Portugeesche en Spaansche Joden te Amsterdam in de 17e 

en 18de eeuw’, Jaarboek Amstelodamum 1 (1902) pp. 169-183. Also 

mentioned by Hillesum are, under No. 91, the school Talmud Tora 

(Pieterse, de Barrios, p. 97) set up in 1639; and under No. 43, the 

‘Academy for the Study of the Law’ Kerer Tora (Corona de Ley, 

Crown of the Law) established in 1644 under the rabbi Saul Levy 

Morteira, whose pupils included Spinoza, and who wrote a number of 

sermons in connection with the play Dialogo dos Montes (see above 

p. 101 Note 47). 

These institutions might also be considered as primary sources for the 

identification of Rembrandt’s portraits of hitherto unknown Jewish 

scholars. See J. Zwarts, ‘Haham Saul Levy Morteira en zijn portret 

door Rembrandt’, Oud-Holland 43 (1926) pp. 1-17. 

63. Bern, 1964, pp. 159-164. 





position because of its exceptional composition: a painting of three figures in which the central figure 

is placed not behind the table but in front of it (Figs. 1 and 9). It seems, indeed, that the exceptional 

position that this painting occupies in Rembrandt’s oeuvre, from the point of view of form as well as 

everything else, must be closely connected with the exceptional, direct impulse that led to its creation. 

Bialostocki has said that Rembrandt’s later work is characterized by a certain ambivalence (Viel- 

deutigheit) ‘... eine in den (vor allem Spateren) Rembrandtwerken inhadrente Méglichkeit der diver- 

gierenden Deutungen’, an idea that may be summed up by the word ‘centrifugal’. Tumpel, on the other 

hand, postulates a centripetal idea: ‘Die Tiefe der Historienbilder liegt gerade darin, dass eine verdich- 

tete Auffassung der Geschichte eine grosse und aussagestarke kinstlerische Gestaltung erfahren hat’. 

At all events, as far as the Leningrad painting is concerned, we can agree with him when he says: 

‘Dieses Bild lasst sich nicht als Beispiel fiir eine ambivalente Gestaltung im Spatwerk anfiihren?’. 

Yet this contrast between Tiimpel and Bialostocki can be resolved into a higher harmony because 

many of Bialostocki’s statements can also be applied to “The Condemnation of Haman’. For example: 

‘In der Spatezeit Rembrandts geht die Bilderfindung nicht von einem allgemeineren Formschema, 

...und auch nicht so sehr von einem herk6mmlichen ... Thema aus’. In other words, Bialostocki, 

rightly, emphasizes the unique quality and the greater general validity of Rembrandt’s late work, while 

Tiimpel, no less rightly, points to the fact that there is no slackening in his striving for exactitude, es- 

pecially as far as iconography is concerned. 

The fact that two scholars of Rembrandt’s later works can postulate such diammetrically opposite 

opinions as those summed up here in the words centrifugal and centripetal may be explained by the 

paradoxical nature of creative artistry. Henri Miller once said that the greatest artists are those who 

succeed in combining maximum autonomy with maximum recognition of the specific requirements 

of their subject®5. Rembrandt’s painting in the Hermitage is the work of such an artist. 

In recent art-historical discussions it has been said “that it would be difficult to explain why Rem- 
Dp brandt devoted a picture to one of the greatest enemies of the Jews to appear in the Bibie®’, This 

difficulty too is now resolved by the interpretation suggested here. Haman is the most important person 

in the painting in appearance only. The actual subject of the Book of Esther is Divine Assistance, is 

the intervention in this world by the hidden God. And this is another reason why we cannot agree with 

64. J. Bialostocki, ‘Ikonographische Forschungen zu Rembrandts 

Werk’, Miinchner Jahrbuch der bildenden Kunst, 3rd series 8 (1957) p. 

199; see also p. 2059! (von Einem) and92 (Kaufmann). Tiimpel, Bei- 

trige, p. 955 and p. 112. 

65. The same idea was formulated by him as follows: 

the world is rigidly limited, [it] permits the only true condition of 

freedom’ (Henry Miller, ‘Un Etre Etoilique’, [about the diary of Anais 

Nin], in The Cosmological Eye, Norfolk, Conn. 1939, p. 281. The 

quotation occurs in a passage in which Miller protests against Aldous 

Huxley’s opinions concerning El Greco’s painting ‘The Dream of 

Philip m’), 

66. Miss Linnik’s opinion was summarized by Bialostocki (Burling- 

ton Magazine 99 (1957) p. 422; see also Kahr, Haman, p. 263). For a 

‘ 
aDeCAUISe 

more elaborate survey see Bialostocki’s “Zusammenfassung des Auf- 

satzes von I. V. Linnik, Miinchner Jahrbuch der bildenden Kunst, 3rd 

series, 8 (1957) p. 210: ‘Haman war ein gefahrlicher Feind der Juden, 

mit denen Rembrandt einen so lebhaften Umgang in der Zeit der Ent- 

stehung des Bildes hatte. Es ist ganz unwahrscheinlich dass Rembrandt 

ein Bild den inneren Erlebnissen dieser so wenig sympathischen bibli- 

schen Person gewidmet hatte?’ This has been rightly countered as fol- 

lows: ‘Dieser Einwand ist nicht zu verstehen, da Rembrandts Bild die 

Rettung der Juden aus der Hand ihrer Feinde... darstellt’ (L. Gold- 

scheider, Rembrandt, K6ln 1960, p. 181). Mrs. Kahr, Haman, p. 265, 

goes on to mention other unworthy persons who occupy central places 

in paintings by Rembrandt e.g. in ‘Potiphar’s Wife accusing Joseph’ 

and ‘Belshazzar’s Feast’. 

to to pm. 





Mrs. Kahr who, in both her articles, sees ‘the problem of repentance and redemption (my italics) as the 

central theme of the painting’. 

We are a long way from all those agitated scenes inspired by the story of Esther, in Dutch art in 

particular; and in this respect too, this painting is exceptional. Rembrandt’s subject here is no longer 

men in action. The calm referred to at the beginning of this article has indeed descended, but within 

the old traditional subject itself. - 

The Book of Esther is a story of a sudden, radical change of fortune, a story enacted in the border- 

land between appearance and reality. Hence it is a story of disguise—and hence Purim is a fancy-dress 

festival. Esther’s real name is Hadassah (myrtle), her origin is concealed until the last moment, the 

despised Jew at the gate becomes the vizier of the kingdom, Haman’s hybris finds its fate on the gallows 

he himself has built and the final blow seems to be given by his friend Harbonah. This whole whirling 

kaleidscope of facts and deeds has come to a standstill. Someone has spoken a decisive word, but in rea- 

lity that word was spoken by someone else, may he be remembered for good. 

Using the sober methods of his late style®’ and depending directly on the facts, Rembrandt has given 

67. Kahr, Rembrandt, p. 68: ‘The fundamental concern of the 

Hermitage “Downfall of Haman” is... a problem with which Rem- 

brandt repeatedly showed concern in his works, the problem of repen- 

tance and redemption . . . Is it an anachromism to suppose that Rem- 

brandt woud have shared the central Calvinist conviction that all men 

are sinners and that all, even Haman, may be redeemed by the Grace of 

God?’ Earlier Mrs. Kahr had written: ‘Not only is Haman by far the 

most important figure in the composition, but he is clearly shown in a 

role that parallels that of Christ. He is the sacrifice required for 

salvation. To the victim is owned the triumph’ and ‘There is no hero, 

no villain’ (Haman, p. 260 and p. 273). 

However, although Mrs. Kahr clearly comes out against Miss Linnik’s 

“idea (see Note 66) and in spite of the quotations given above, one still 

gets the impression that it is via concepts in the history of religion such 

as ‘the magic spring ceremony of the dying god’ that she arrives at the 

following interpretation of the painting: ‘It evokes the Sacrifice of 

Christ and the earlier sacrificial rites which fulfilled the perennial 

human need for belief in the forgiveness of sins and the promise of eter- 

nal life’ (Haman, p. 270 and 272). These untenable opinions have been 

duly criticized by both Nieuwstraten (op. cit., passin) and Timpel 

( Beitrdge, p. 11249: ‘Diese Interpretation ist falsch’). 

It seems Mrs. Kahr has, by very true intuition, sensed that deliverance 

is the central motif of this painting without action. But her reasoning 

leads her a long way off course, away from the real core of the matter. 

Such cases of methodological short-circuiting are not unique: in his 

sound and useful study on the interpretation of Bosch’s art D. Bax, 

refuting the theories of Fraenger, remarks: ‘Indian myths, Orphic 

mysteries, Neoplatonists, Mechtild von Magdeburg, Jacob Bohme, 

Goethe and Novalis are brought in, but of Hieronymus’ nearest sur- 

roundings, Fraenger has no knowledge’ (D. Bax, Ontcijfering van Je- 

roen Bosch, The Hague, 1948, p. 305; see also the same, Oud-Holland 

68 (1953) p. 202). In my opinion Mrs. Kahr has been similarly led as- 

tray in using Fraser’s ideas to solve the riddle set by Rembrandt. For 

the methodological problems involved in choosing a broad or narrow 

basis for one’s interpretation (Grete Ring defended Fraenger’s ‘broad 

basis’ against the method of using the ‘narrow net of local topography 

and record offices’) see: H. van de Waal in Bibliotheca Orientalis 

(published by the Association Ex Oriente Lux, Leiden) 14 (1957) pp. 

110-112. 

68. If my interpretation is correct and if all that we know about 

Rembrandt’s late style is taken into consideration, then I think it im- 

probable that this is the painting described in 1734 as Haman met veel 

bijwerk (Haman with many accessories’; Willem Six Sale, No. 59; sold 

to F,. Beudeker for 83 guilders; see G. Hoet and P. Terwesten, Catalo- 

gus of Naamiijst van Schilderijen met derzelyven prijzen, Vol. 1, 1752, p. 

414, cited by Goldscheider, Rembrandt, p. 182, as relating to the paint- 

ing in Leningrad). 

For the same reason I cannot agree with J. Nieuwstraten, who suggests 

that ‘the picture may have been larger originally (which would account 

for the strange actual composition)’ (Oud-Holland 82 (1967) p. 61, col. 

2). In fact on Houston’s print (Fig. 2) the painting appears to be only 

slightly larger. In any case, even if there are objections to assigning this 

description to either the ‘Feast in Moscow’ (Br. 530) or the ‘Wrath of 

Ahasuerus’ at Raleigh (Br. 631), there are scattered through the litera- 

ture a number of records of several other works, now no longer known 

to us, to which it might still apply. Furthermore Mrs. Kahr (Haman, 

p. 26112) records a reference to a painting by Rembrandt in a sale in 

1740 ‘Ahasuerus, etc’.; for a reference of 1786, ‘Der KGnig Ahasverus, 

Esther und Haman zu Tische sitzend, halbe Figuren in Lebensgrésse, 

von Rembrandt’, see: S. Slive, Rembrandt and his critics 1630-1730, The 

Hague, 1953, p. 522. 

In the recent literature no notice has been taken of the list of records 

published by E. Jacobson in connection with a painting in Cologne that 

is now ascribed to J. Victors (“Esther, Ahasver und Haman beim Mahle 

im Museum zu K6éln’, Kunstchronik N. F. 13 (1902) col. 353-360). See 

the catalogue of the Wallraf-Richartz-Museum 1967, No. 1016, p. 133; 





expression to the double significance inherent in every biblical story: the actual incidents and their 

universal relevance. The painting in the Hermitage owes its unique place amongst depictions of the 

story of Esther above all to this mature, typically biblical plurality. 

Once, long ago, in Shushan, Haman. was overthrown by God’s miraculous intervention, a sign of 

hope for all time. 

Speak the word—it shall not stand... 

This is the message made manifest in the Purim play. It is a mark of Rembrandt’s unique penetra- 

tion of the subject that his painting can at one and the same time depict the final act of such a play and, 

in the figure of the venerable old man, look forward to the Final Dénouement. 

The Principal Actor remains hidden, here too. 

in the catalogues between 1936 and 1941 the painting was attributed 

to G. Flinck, but J. W. von Moltke, Govaert Flinck, Amsterdam, 1965, 

No. 22, p. 228, likewise has a preference for the attribution to Victors. 

Jacobsen’s suggestion that the painting in Cologne enables us to get an 

impression of a composition by Rembrandt like the one mentioned in a 

poem by Jan Vos still seems well worth considering. (For the poem of 

1662 see: Hofstede de Groot, Urkunden, No. 247; for a translation see 

Slive, loc. cit.) According to Jacobsen the painting formerly bore a 

signature [copied from an original?] Rembrandt 1641. 

It seems to me in any case quite unjustifiable first to declare that Jan 

Vos’s lines, to the effect that ‘his [Haman’s] breast is full of regret and 

pain and ‘the king is mad with revenge and rage’, apply to the static 

painting in Moscow (Slive, Joc. cit.) and then to conclude that this 

poem... shows that Rembrandt’s contemporaries were much more 

sensitive than we are to the suppressed emotions of characters in history 

paintings’ (H. Gerson, Rembrandt Paintings, p. 416, Cat. No. 351). 

The observation that the figures must be imagined as originally leaning 

more to the left (Tiimpel, Beitrdge, p. 11034), because the canvas is now 

at an angle on the wedged stretcher, also seems to me to be incompatible 

with what we know about the sober, well-balanced style of Rembrandt’s 

old age. Besides it is difficult to imagine the line of the table as being 

anything but horizontal; after all, Houston’s print also shows it as such. 
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A REMBRANDT PROBLEM: HAMAN OR URIAH ? 

By Madlyn Kahr 

I 

enowned amongst the treasures of the Hermitage Museum at Leningrad 
R: a large painting whose emotive power, figure types, broad brushwork, 
and radiant colour illumining shadowy space, all support the validity of the 
signature that can be seen in the lower right, ‘Rembrandt’, and the date that 
is generally accepted, about 1665 (Pl. 41).1. The subject of the painting, 
however, is problematic.? 

No iconographic parallels have been found in art of any school or period. 
And its unusual composition adds to the mystery of its meaning. In all of 
Rembrandt’s ceuvre there is no other picture in which the characters repre- 
sented fail so utterly to be unified by a common action or focus of attention. 
The composition, apparently artless, is centrifugal in effect. There is no 
physical contact among the three figures, nor is any one of them overtly 
responding to any of the others. Each of them looks in a different direction. 
No cohesive force, either formal or substantive, draws them together. Rem- 
brandt in this unique invention has renounced his unsurpassed ability to 
involve every element of a composition in a single expressive action. This 
fact in itself cannot be without meaning in relation to the enigmatic subject- 
matter of the picture. 

Additional clues to the interpretation of the painting are scanty: only the 
mood that pervades it, plus three heads, three costumes, and the gesture of 
the central character. The extreme economy fortifies the impression that what 
we see here is replete with significance on various associative levels, if only we 
can fathom it. 

What the picture immediately conveys is a sense of tragedy so deeply felt 
and richly revealed that we might well accept this alone as the message of 
this strange masterpiece of Rembrandt’s later years. Yet it is impossible to 
ignore the implication of a more literal meaning. Rembrandt would have 
placed these three carefully characterized individuals in this particular rela- 
tion to one another in order to depict a specific event. Do the costumes, 
physiognomies, or gesture give us any information as to what this event might 
be? 

1327 x 117cm. Ofthe many scholars who 
have written about this painting, only A. B. 
de Vries expresses doubt that it is entirely 
autograph. He believes that ‘only the prin- 
cipal figure was painted by’ Rembrandt. 
(Rembrandt, Baarn, 1956, p. 68, English edi- 
tion.) In my opinion de Vries is in error. 
The two subordinate figures, no less than the 
central one, are characteristic products of 
Rembrandt’s brush in the middle sixties. I 
believe that the detail photographs, Pls. 42a, 
b, and 43a, c, confirm my impression based on 
examination of the painting itself. The Her- 

mitage Museum very kindly provided me 
with these and the other photographs of the 
painting. 

2 It was at the suggestion of Professor Julius 
S. Held that I undertook for his Rembrandt 
Seminar in the spring of 1962 an investigation 
of the subject-matter of this picture. I am 
deeply grateful to Professor Held for his 
generous assistance and unflagging encour- 
agement. My understanding of Rembrandt, 
and of this painting in particular, owes much 
to his formulations. 
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In the centre foreground is a half-length, life-size male figure with mous- 
tache and slight beard (Pl. 43a). His eyes are downcast. His right hand is 
extended on his breast, the thumb of his left hand hooked over his girdle. 
He wears an imposing cloth-of-gold turban with plume and diagonal jewelled 
band, a red robe with full sleeves and embroidered borders, a dark red cloak 
over his left shoulder. 

Farther back and to the right, separated from the central figure by a 
barrier that appears to be a table with a light cover, is a man with an ample 
dark beard (Pl. 42a). Only his head and the upper part of his torso are 
visible. His robe is golden yellow with an ermine collar, over which he wears 
a heavy gold chain. His white turban has a jewel in front, and a small gold 
crown surmounts it. To the left, apparently still further in the background, 
as he is on a smaller scale and lower level, is an older, bald, white-bearded 
man (Pl. 42b). He is bare-headed and wears a brown robe. Again, only his 
head and bust are visible; he too is separated from the foreground figure, 
apparently by the same table, though at this end it is inexplicably dark, 
despite the fact that it is in a position on which light should be falling if 
consistently depicted.? The light falls from above on the left. 

The facial expressions of all three figures are grave. There is no com- 
munication among them through either glance or gesture. The central figure’s 
head is inclined to the left and slightly bowed, and his lids are lowered. The 
figure on the right, whose head is inclined towards the right, looks out of the 
picture in that direction, but appears lost in thought rather than observant. 
The head of the old man on the left echoes that of the other subordinate figure 
in its inclination, and his gaze is directed vaguely towards the foreground ; he, 
like the others, fails to meet the eyes of the onlooker and seems to be meditating 
rather than looking. 

This appears to be a scene of parting, a departure of the central figure 
under conditions that grieve all three participants. The mood is one of quiet 
resignation. The background lost in shadow lends powerful support to the 
brooding, ominous emotional tone, while it gives no clue as to naturalistic 
setting. The old Rembrandt could hardly have set himself a more exacting 
test of his mastery, noted from the time of his earliest works, in depicting 
emotions through facial expressions and postures.4 Here he availed himself 
of only three heads and two hands, in addition to three costumes,® to tell his 
story. 

3 The nature of this barrier between the 
central figure and the subordinate ones, un- 
clear in reproductions of the painting, was to 
me no less so when I studied the picture in 
Leningrad. I have no doubt that the master 
intended to leave it, along with the rest of the 
setting, undefined. 

4It was for his convincing representation 
of the remorse of Judas that Constantin 
Huyghens in about 1630 particularly praised 
Rembrandt. (C. Hofstede de Groot, Die Ur- 
kunden tiber Rembrandt 1575-1721, The Hague, 
1906, p. 14.) The painting Huyghens referred 
to was first published by C. H. Collins Baker 

in Burlington Magazine, |xxv, 1939, pp. 179ff. 
It was then in England, in the collection of 
Lord Moyne. 

Houbraken too commended Rembrandt 
for his ability to convey emotions through the 
depiction of facial traits and postures. (Arn. 
Houbraken, De Groote Schouburgh der Neder- 
lantsche Konstschilders en Schilderessen, Maast- 
richt, 1943, I Deel, p. 203. Ed. prin., I Deel, 

1718, pp. 257-58.) es 
5 Lacking even the possibility of comparing 

the statures of the three individuals repre- 
sented, we might be tempted to agree with 
the acid remark of an eighteenth-century 
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Neither their physical traits nor attire identify the characters. The central 
figure is richly clad in ‘Oriental’ style, as is the figure on the right, who, with 
his crowned turban, must be a king. Since Rembrandt envisaged kings of 
various nations wearing similar crown-topped turbans, we can draw no 
conclusion from this feature of the costume as to whether we have to deal 
with an Old Testament king or some other ancient monarch.* The hand-on- 
chest gesture of the central figure, which we may assume to be significant for 
the exposition of his situation, is not frequently found in Rembrandt’s works. 
Rembrandt did use this gesture, however, in an Old Testament and in a 
New Testament subject. In the two canvases depicting ‘Potiphar’s Wife 
Accusing Joseph’,’ the malevolent woman is shown with her left hand on her 
breast as she extends her right arm to point to the young man against whom 
she is making her unfounded allegation. The only other painting by Rem- 
brandt that displays a right hand placed on the chest as in the Hermitage 
painting is “The Parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard’,® which is signed 
and dated 1637. As with Potiphar’s wife, the gesture is to be understood as 
the vineyard owner’s self-justification, his affirmation that his behaviour is 
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just and proper.?® 

cataloguer of Rembrandt’s works, Daniel 
Daulby, who complained that ‘he was a 
painter of human dress rather than of the 
human form’. (Catalogue of Rembrandt’s Works 
and of his Scholars’, Bol, Livens, and van Vliet, 
Liverpool, 1796, p. ix.) 

§ King Antiochus Epiphanes wears such a 
head-gear in two drawings accepted by 
Benesch (figs. 1228 and 1229). Pharaoh (if 
indeed it is Pharaoh) wears one in another 
drawing of the same late date (1659, fig. 1203, 
Cat. No. 989: ‘Lilienfeld, Wickhoff (Betty 
Kurth), and Valentiner suggest as the subject 
Haman before Ahasuerus, Esther iii, 8-12)’. 
In early paintings Belshazzar (‘Belshazzar’s 
Feast’, London, National Gallery, Bredius 
497) and Nebuchadnezzar (‘Nebuchadnezzar 
Before the Golden Image’, Port Eliot, Earl 
of St. Germans, Bredius 491) are crowned in 
this way. In a painting of some two decades 
later than these (Bredius 611), as well as in 
several drawings (Benesch 918, 947 and 948), 
the Jewish King David’s royal status is simi- 
larly indicated. Another Jewish king, Saul, 
is likewise depicted in both early and late 
paintings (Bredius 490 and 526). And the 
Persian King Ahasuerus wears a similar 
mark of his rank in more than one of Rem- 
brandt’s paintings (e.g., Bredius 522 and 

530). 
As H. van de Waal makes clear, Dutch 

painters lacked any knowledge of authentic 
costume at this time; often outmoded cos- 
tumes served as if ancient, for both Biblical 
subjects and Dutch historical ones. (Drei 

Eeuwen Vaderlandsche Geschied-Uitbeelding 1500- 
1800, The Hague, 1952, i, pp. 6off.) 

Nor are the characters to be identified by 
their facial features, coiffures, or beards, on 
the basis of other works by Rembrandt or by 
his contemporaries. In the seventeenth cen- 
tury, as F. Saxl points out, the tradition of 
standard representations of Biblical person- 
ages and scenes broke down, and ‘one and the 
same painter could choose widely different 
images’. (Rembrandt’s ‘Sacrifice of Manoah’, 
London, 1939, p. 12.) 

71655, Washington, National Gallery, 
Bredius 523; and 1655, Berlin, Berlin-Dahlem 
Museum, Bredius 524. 

8 1637, Leningrad, Hermitage, Bredius 558. 
® This gesture has a long history in art, as 

may be seen from the emblematic gesture of 
prayer of the archaic Cretan statuette known 
as “The Lady from Auxerre’ (about 650 B.c., 
Paris, Louvre). By the Renaissance, this 
ancient meaning had been replaced by that 
which emerges from references to the right 
hand on the breast in Cesare Ripa’s Iconologia, 
which was first published in 1593. Ripa re- 
peatedly used this gesture, which calls atten- 
tion to the heart, the traditional seat of the 
emotions, in order to emphasize the firmness 
and genuineness of the feelings expressed. 
(Cesare Ripa, Iconologia, Rome, 1603. See 
‘Fede Cattolica’, p. 149; ‘Amicitia’, p. 16; 
‘Humilta’, p. 214; ‘Realta’, p. 429; and 
‘Querela a Dio’, p. 422.) Ripa was a major 
source for the emblem books that flourished 
in Holland in the seventeenth century. 
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Both Rembrandt’s own works and the usage of his times suggest that the 
most likely meaning of the gesture is that the individual represented is, truly 
or falsely, asserting his integrity. 

II 

The earliest name we know of for the Hermitage painting is ‘Haman’s 
Condemnation’, the title that appeared on a mezzotint made by Richard 
Houston in 1772 after Rembrandt’s canvas, which was then in London, in 
the collection of John Blackwood.!° From the Blackwood Collection it was 
acquired for the Hermitage in 1773. There is uncertainty as to its previous 
whereabouts and what it may have been called. It has been suggested that 
this was the painting by Rembrandt described as No. 59 in the sale of the 
collection of Burgomaster Willem Six at Amsterdam on 12 May 1734, ‘Haman 
met veel bywerk’.4! While ‘Haman with many ornaments’ (or ‘additional 
accessories’) seems a possible title for this painting, it is hardly the most likely 
one. In a manuscript record of sales of pictures in England between 1711 
and 1759!" I found a reference in ‘Paris’s Sale of Pictures, 1740’ to ‘No. 32, 
Ahasuerus, etc.’, by Rembrandt, with the notation that it was purchased by 
‘Knapton’ at the price of £5 15s. Here again, there can be no certainty 
that this title refers to the Hermitage painting, but it is possible. It may even 
be that it was this painting that figured in both these sales, having gone to 
England after the Six sale. Certainly it would not be unexpected to find it 
referred to by different names, since its subject is far from obvious. 

Perhaps it was uncertainty as to its meaning that led to the listing of the 
painting in the Hermitage Catalogue of 1916 as ‘Biblical Subject’ (No. 795). 

J. Bulwer, Chirologia or the naturall Language of 
the Hand, London, 1644, p. 88, captions this 
gesture ‘Conscienter affirmo: To lay the hand 
open to our heart, using a kinde of bowing 
gesture, is a garb wherein we affirm a thing, 
swear or call God to witnesse a truth, and so 
we seem as if we would openly exhibit unto 
sense, the testimony of our conscience, or take 
a tacite oath, putting in security, that no 
mentall reservation doth basely divorce our 
words and meaning, but that all is truth that 
we now protest unto’. 

10 J. Gharrington, A Catalogue of the Mezzo- 
tints after, or said to be after, Rembrandt, Cam- 
bridge, 1923, p. 61, No. 81. The inscription 
reads: ‘Haman’s Condemnation from an 
Original Picture in the Collection of John 
Blackwood Esq. Rembrandt Pinx’t. Rich’d 
Houston fecit. The size of the Painting is 
4* 2° by 3¥ 10%. Published as the Act directs 
Oct’r 14, 1772 by R. Houston.’ 

No. 81 II is identical except for the publi- 
cation line, which reads : “Published Aug’t 24, 
1775 by John Boydell Engraver in Cheapside, 
London.’ 

I include these details because there has 
been some confusion about the dates. In 
Linnik’s 1956 Jskusstvo article, which I shall 
discuss here in some detail, it is stated that 
the mezzotint was made ‘when the picture 
was in the possession of John Blackwood in 
London, in 1775’. But the painting was 
‘acquired for the Hermitage in 1773 from the 
Blackwood Collection in England’, according 
to W. F. Levinson-Lessing, in L’Ermitage, 
Ecole Flamande et Hollandaise, Prague, 1962, 
No. 84. This provenance and date of acces- 
sion are also given in the 1958 Catalogue of the 
Hermitage. 

C. Hofstede de Groot (Catalogue Raisonné, 
vi, London, 1916, No. 48) gives the date of 
Houston’s mezzotint as 1773. 

11G. Hoet, Catalogus of naamlyst van Schil- 
deryen, The Hague, 1752, i, p. 414. Size of 
picture not mentioned. 

12 Sale Catalogues of the Principal Collections of 
Pictures (171 in number) sold by auction in England 
1711-1759, (MS.) 2 vols., c. 1760. Library of 
the Victoria and Albert Museum, London. 
Size of the picture not mentioned. 
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Scholars who have discussed the painting since it entered the Hermitage 
collections, however, have generally been content to recognize the central 
figure as Haman, with King Ahasuerus on his right and Mordecai as the old 
man on the left. This was the interpretation of Bode1? and of Hofstede de 
Groot.!4 Max Eisler!® identified the old man on the left not as Mordecai, 
but as a servant; he placed the situation as the moment ‘after the storm broke’ 
at Esther’s Feast. Werner Weisbach?® saw the painting as ‘not a true three- 
figure composition, but a portrait of Haman in disgrace with two accompany- 
ing portraits of Ahasuerus and Mordecai’. The main emphasis, in his view, 
was on the psychological character study, with the rejected Haman as the 
subject, and the accessory figures of Ahasuerus and Mordecai merely serving 
to motivate his expression. 

Richard Hamann” took a different and even less tenable line. To him 
the central figure of the Hermitage painting was Haman, the innocent victim 
of a plot. Catastrophe had befallen him through the machinations of an old 
Jew, Mordecai, who, concealing his daughter’s [sc] race and taking advantage 
of her beauty, had installed her in the royal harem, from which position of 
strength she had been able to destroy Haman, and along with him countless 
numbers of his fellow-Assyrians. (Hamann apparently was not familiar with 
the Old Testament text, Esther iii, 1, which makes it clear that Haman was 
a foreigner, a guest in the country in which he had risen to such high rank.) 18 

Hamann’s ingenious switching of the roles, making Haman the hero and 
the Jews, through their agents Esther and Mordecai, the villains, bears no 
relation to the Biblical story, much less to Rembrandt’s well-known friendly 
attitude towards the Jews among whom he made his home. His is perhaps 
the most grossly distorted among the many published studies that attempt to 
make this painting fit the text on which it was thought to be based (Esther vii, 
5-10). 

That this was not a literal illustration of this passage must have been clear 
to everyone who knew the text. Rembrandt himself had in fact depicted the 
scene in ‘Esther’s Feast’ (Pl. 43b),1° in 1660, as it is described in these verses. 
Ahasuerus and Haman are guests at Esther’s table, the setting she had chosen 
for her recrimination against the mortal enemy of her people. Following this 
episode, ‘they covered Haman’s face’ (Esther vii, 8) and hanged him on the 
gallows that he had prepared for Mordecai. Numerous other school-of- 
Rembrandt paintings show the confrontation at Esther’s Feast in an even 
more conventional way, with the king wrathful in expression, Haman terrified. 

18 W, Bode and C. Hofstede de Groot, The 
Complete Works of Rembrandt, 8 vols., Paris, 

Pp. 410-413. 
18 Miss I. Linnik (see note 21 below, 

1902, Vii, p. 124. 
14 C. Hofstede de Groot, Catalogue Raisonné 

of Dutch Painters of the Seventeenth Century, 
London, 1916, vi, p. 49. 

15M. Eisler, Der alte Rembrandt, Vienna, 

1927, P. 99. — i 
16W. Weisbach, Rembrandt, Berlin and 

Leipzig, 1926, p. 476. 
17R, Hamann, Rembrandt, Potsdam, 1948, 

p. 263) failed to correct Richard Hamann’s 
error as to Haman’s nationality. Himself a 
foreigner and not a Persian, he was ‘the son 
of Hammodatha the Agagite’ (Esther iii, 1). 
Hamann was also in error as to the relation- 
ship between Esther and Mordecai; they 
were cousins. 

1° Bredius 530. Moscow, Pushkin Museum, 
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Because of the deviations from the Biblical episode in the Hermitage paint- 
ing, it occurred to Valentiner”® that it might represent Uriah being sent to 
his death by King David, with the prophet Nathan in the background. Here 
too, however, the presence of a third man is not accounted for in the Biblical 
narrative ; Nathan comes to remonstrate with David only after Uriah’s death. 

In 1956 the Soviet art historian I. Linnik again took up this problem.”4 
She considered the contents of the Hermitage painting unrelated in any way, 
‘except for the depressed state of mind of the chief character’, to the story of 
Haman’s fall from favour. Rejecting the suggestion made by Weisbach that 
it was intended as a psychological study rather than a literal illustration of 
the Biblical episode, she was convinced, besides, that it would be an injustice 
to Rembrandt, the humanitarian, to suppose that he would ever have glorified 
the villain, Haman, by making him the central and most imposing figure in 
the composition. 

Valentiner was on the right track, in Miss Linnik’s opinion, but his idea 
was not taken up subsequently by Rembrandt scholars because he failed to 
offer proof for it and because his suggestion that the third figure represented 
the Prophet Nathan was unacceptable.?? She identifies the third person 
present as ‘a curious or compassionate witness . . . who helps the painter to 
intensify the psychologic content of the conflict’. In illustrations of this scene 
David and Uriah are never shown alone together, she says; there is always 
at least one, and frequently more, witnesses.2* She offers as evidence a 
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20 W. Valentiner, Rembrandt : Wiedergefundene 
Gemdlde, Stuttgart and Berlin, 1921, p. 128. 
‘Haman in Ungnade. Die Szene entspricht 
nicht dem Bibeltext. Sollte vielleicht Urias, 
der vom Kénig David in den Tod geschickt 
wird, mit dem warnenden Propheten Nathan 
im Hintergrund, dargestellt sein?’ 

21 J. Linnik, ‘On the Question of the Sub- 
ject Matter of Rembrandt’s Picture in the 
Hermitage’, in Iskusstvo, vii, 1956, pp. 46-50, 
with 8 illustrations, and ‘On the Subject of 
Rembrandt’s Picture Known Under the 
Name “The Fall of Haman”’’, in Bulletin of 
the Hermitage, xi, 1957, pp. 8-12, with 1 illus- 
tration. 

I wish to express my great indebtedness to 
Zena Silbermann for her kindness in trans- 
lating from the Russian these two articles and 
the one by Tchlenov which I shall also discuss. 

22 Rembrandt’s interest in the subject of 
David and Uriah, as evidenced at precisely 
this time in other works, seems to Miss Linnik 
to favour this interpretation. She cites the 
Louvre ‘Bathsheba’ of 1654, five drawings 
done from 1648 to 1663 representing David 
and the Prophet Nathan (W. R. Valentiner, 
Rembrandts Handzeichnungen, Stuttgart and 
Berlin, 1924, pls. 164-68), a drawing of David 
receiving the news of the death of Uriah 
(Valentiner 163), and also a drawing known 

to us through a pupil’s copy (Valentiner 162), 
which Miss Linnik interprets as a representa- 
tion of the moment when ‘a courtier tells 
David that Uriah did not sleep at his wife’s 
house but at the entrance to the palace’, as 
shown by the steps. She also reinterprets 
Valentiner 199 as ‘David Sends Uriah Away’, 
on the basis of the Lastman painting of that 
subject, ‘which without any doubt was the 
point of departure for Rembrandt’. 

That Rembrandt had a special interest in 
the story of David there can be no doubt, 
though in my opinion the subject-matter of 
these drawings cannot be established with 
certainty. 

23 Miss Linnik has overlooked Holbein’s 
woodcut illustrating 2 Samuel xi (before 
1526), which portrays Uriah standing, wear- 
ing plumed helmet, body armour, and sword. 
David, enthroned and crowned, holds a 
sceptre with his right hand and points at 
Uriah with his left. There is no scribe or 
observer present, nor is there a letter. I be- 
lieve this illustrates verses 7 and 8 of 2 Samuel 
xl, in which David, having questioned the 
newly-arrived Uriah about conditions at the 
battle-front (his ostensible reason for recalling 
him), is ordering him to go home to spend the 
night with his wife (his real reason for recall- 
ing him). It was only later, after Uriah had 
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painting by Rembrandt’s teacher, Lastman,?4 and one by Rembrandt’s pupil, 
Flinck,?® both showing David giving the letter to Uriah under the watchful 
eye of a seated scribe. In Lastman’s picture David is shown offering the letter 
to Uriah, while in Flinck’s the letter is in Uriah’s hand. In the Hermitage 
painting, on the contrary, no letter is to be seen. Miss Linnik explains this 
by saying that Rembrandt chose to represent the next moment of the story. 
‘Uriah is departing. The King’s message, his death warrant, he has hidden 
in his bosom. The touch of hand to chest, as if holding the letter hidden under 
his clothing, a laconic gesture, rich in meaning, gives the necessary hint about 
what is going on.’ 

As we have seen, the gesture of the main figure’s right hand does not 
suggest an act of concealment, nor, as the detail in Pl. 43c shows, does the 
painting hint in any way at a letter hidden in the bosom of the central figure. 
It is inconceivable, in any case, that Rembrandt would have gone out of his 
way to conceal the operative factor in the situation, the letter, if this were 
indeed the scene he had chosen to depict. 

Another objection to Miss Linnik’s interpretation rests on the fact that if 
the painter were representing Uriah, who has just returned from the fighting 
front, he would identify him as a soldier through his costume—as both Last- 
man and Flinck do. 

Aside from other possible arguments against Miss Linnik’s line of reason- 
ing, it seems to me that these are sufficient grounds for rejecting the interpreta- 
tion of the Hermitage painting as “David and Uriah’. 

‘David and Uriah’ is, however, now its official title. Whereas the canvas 
was listed in a 1955 guide to the Hermitage?® as ‘Haman in Disgrace’ and 
in the Catalogue of the Rembrandt Exhibition in Moscow, 1956,7” as ‘Haman in 
Disgrace (David and Uriah)’, in the Hermitage Catalogue, 1958, it is No. 752, 
‘David and Uriah’.*8 

J. Bialostocki®® indicated his agreement with Miss Linnik’s interpretation 
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refused to obey this order, that the episode 
occurred in which David handed him the 
letter commanding Joab to place him in the 
most dangerous position in the battle-line, the 
moment depicted by Flinck, Lastman, and 
others. In the scene illustrated by Holbein 
depressed expressions and atmosphere of 
tragedy are not to be seen and would not be 
appropriate; thus the Hermitage painting is 
unrelated to these verses in emotional tone, 
besides offering no soldierly figure that could 
be interpreted as Uriah. 

24 The painting by Pieter Lastman, repro- 
duced in Linnik’s Iskusstvo article with the 
caption: ‘Pieter Lastman. David Sends Uriah 
Away. Oil. 1619’. is listed by Kurt Freise 
(Pieter Lastman, Leipzig, 1911) as No. 32, 
p- 43, ‘Uriah’s Letter’ (2 Samuel xi), but not 
illustrated. Linnik states in a footnote that 
the painting was reproduced in an auction 
catalogue of H. Helbing, Munich, 1917, 
pl. 12. It is at present on extended loan to 

the Museum at Groningen ; ‘Stichting Neder- 
lands Kunstbezit 1950, inv. no. 642’. 

25 Dresden, Gemaldegalerie. Reproduced 
in W. Bernt, Die Niederlandischen Maler des 17 
Jahrhunderts, 3 vols., Munich, 1948, pl. 282. 

26 PF. Gubchevsky, The Hermitage Museum : 
a Short Guide, Moscow, 1955, p. 96. 

Moy (Ot 
28 bp. 259. ‘In lower right corner inscribed 

“Rembrandt”, c. 1665. Previously called 
“Haman in Disgrace”, although the repre- 
sentation does not agree with the characters 
of the corresponding biblical text. It was pur- 
chased in 1773 from the Blackwood Collection 
in London under the name “Haman in Dis- 
grace’. In the 1916 catalogue it is No. 795 
and is called “Biblical Subject’’.’ 

29 “Tkonographische Forschungen zu Rem- 
brandts Werk’, Miinchner Jahrbuch der bildenden 
Kunst, Dritte Folge, vol. viii, 1957, pp. 197- 
210. Also: ‘Recent Research: Russia IT’, 
Burlington Magazine, xcix, 1957, Pp. 422. 
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in 1957, as did A. Tchlenov® in 1958. In 1960 L. Goldscheider*! rejected 
Miss Linnik’s conclusions in favour of a reversion to the older title, ‘Haman 
in Disgrace’. He identified the figures as Mordecai, seated at the left; King 
Ahasuerus, seated at the right; and Haman, who ‘has risen from the table 
and stands in the foreground’. This interpretation is of course subject to the 
valid objection that it corresponds to no specific moment in the Book of Esther. 

III 

It is not ‘the states of mind’ of the persons represented, as Bialostocki puts 
it, that militate against the understanding of this painting as “The Fall of 
Haman’. The facial expressions of the three figures, each withdrawn from 
the others as if mobilizing his own inner resources to accept an inevitable 
tragedy, are very close indeed to the grief-stricken countenances of the three 
participants in Rembrandt’s depiction of ‘Esther’s Feast’ (Pl. 43b), which is 
dated 1660. Here again, the actors in the tragic scene look neither at each 
other nor at the onlooker. Haman and Esther are seen facing each other at 
the table, in profile, both with heads bowed and eyes downcast. Ahasuerus, 
seated between the other two, dominates by virtue of his frontal position and 
superior stature; his expression is not wrathful, but sad. Is it not reasonable 
to suppose that Rembrandt understood that the King would be depressed at 
the revelation of the duplicity of his chief minister and that the Queen would 
regret being the instrument of the fateful disclosure, necessary though it was 
for the salvation of her people? Rembrandt sees beneath the surface of the 
event. 

Nor is it accurate to say, as Miss Linnik does, that the humanitarian 
Rembrandt would not have given the central place in a composition to an 
unworthy person, as we see in ‘Potiphar’s Wife Accusing Joseph’, in which 
attention is focused on the mendacious woman, who occupies the centre of 
the stage. “Belshazzar’s Feast’, now in the National Gallery, London, also 
has a central figure who was surely not a hero in Rembrandt’s eyes. 

What would be out of character for the master would be the depiction of 
a Biblical episode with its participants and setting arbitrarily changed. As in 

30 “On the Subject of the Painting by Rem- 
brandt, ‘David and Uriah’’,’ in Iskusstvo, 
1958, pp. 60-62. Though Tchlenov does not 
say So, it is apparent that his interpretation, 
emphasizing Haman’s political motivation, 
differs from Miss Linnik’s in that it is based 
on the Apocryphal additions to the Book of 
Esther, while Miss Linnik’s is based on the 
canonical text. Not in the Hebrew Bible, but 
in the Apocrypha, is the identification of 
Haman as a Macedonian who schemed to 
‘transfer the domination of the Persians to the 
Macedonians’ (Esther xvi, 10-14). Tchlenov’s 
elaboration of the Apocryphal version, how- 
ever, adds nothing fundamentally new to 
Miss Linnik’s objections to the traditional 
interpretation of the Hermitage painting. It 

18 

is striking that he has not a word to say in 
support of her explication of the picture’s 
subject as “David and Uriah’. 

There can be no doubt, however, of Rem- 
brandt’s interest in the Apocrypha, as attested 
by his many illustrations of the Book of Tobit 
and the story of Susannah. For a study of the 
Bible as known to Rembrandt, see: H. M. 
Rotermund, ‘Rembrandts Bibel’, in Nederlands 
Kunsthistorisch Faarboek, 1957, pp. 123-50. 

31 Rembrandt: Paintings, Drawings, Etchings, 
London, 1960, p. 185, note on pl. 126. 

The opinions of Bialostocki, Tchlenov, and 
Goldscheider became known to me some 
time after I had come to my own conclusion 
as to the meaning of the painting, and I found 
in them no reason to revise this conclusion. 



Courtesy State Hermitage Mus., Leningrad 

Rembrandt, The Downfall of Haman. Leningrad, Hermitage (pp. 258ff.) 
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the Moscow ‘Esther’s Feast’, he generally conforms to the narrative in all 
major respects. Where the depth of his understanding requires it, he takes 
liberties, for instance adding accessory figures where they contribute to the 
meaning of the scene, as in “The Return of the Prodigal Son’ in the Her- 
mitage.?? But he does not distort the Biblical story. We do not know of any 
case in which he altered so graphic a scene as that depicted in Esther vii, 1-8, 
by transferring the setting and making substitutions in the cast of characters. 

The Hermitage painting, as a matter of fact, does illustrate perfectly the 
climax of a different Old Testament passage, another, earlier episode from 
the story of Esther (Esther vi, 1-14). On the night of the first banquet which 
the King and Haman attended at Esther’s invitation, Ahasuerus, sleepless, 
had the book of records of the chronicles read to him. Thus he was reminded 
that Mordecai, Esther’s cousin, had saved the King’s life by warning him of a 
plot that he had overheard. The King also learned at this time that Mordecai 
had in no way been rewarded for this service. Haman, who had come to the 
King’s outer court in order to grasp the earliest opportunity to elicit the King’s 
support for his plan to have Mordecai hanged, was called into the King’s 
presence. ‘And the king said unto him: ‘‘What shall be done unto the man 
whom the king delighteth to honour?’? Now Haman said in his heart : “Whom 
would the king delight to honour besides myself?’? And Haman said unto 
the king: “‘For the man whom the king delighteth to honour, let royal apparel 
be brought which the king useth to wear, and the horse that the king rideth 
upon, and on whose head a crown royal is set; and let the apparel and the 
horse be delivered to the hand of one of the king’s most noble princes, that 
they may array the man therewith whom the king delighteth to honour, and 
cause him to ride on horseback through the street of the city and proclaim 
before him: Thus shall it be done to the man whom the king delighteth to 
honour.”’’ The King ordered Haman to carry out these suggestions himself 
in honour of Mordecai. Haman knew at once that he was doomed. After 
carrying out the order, he ‘hastened to his house, mourning and having his 
head covered’. While he was discussing the misfortune with his relatives and 
friends, messengers arrived to take him to Esther’s second banquet. It was 
at this banquet that the events occurred that are usually thought of—and 
depicted—as ‘Haman’s Disgrace’ (Esther vii, 1-8). 

The Hermitage painting represents the earlier scene, as Haman leaves to 
do the King’s bidding. A servant of the King is present. Esther is not. All 
three characters are experiencing in their various ways the tragedy of the 
downfall of a nobleman (if not a noble man), an Aristotelian hero, fallen 
through a fatal flaw in his own character. All bow before ineluctable fate. 
Haman is the active participant at this moment in the narrative, hence he is 
central in the painting. 

It is easy to overlook this moment of the story in the Old Testament itself, 
which does not stress it. Both the events and the concomitant emotions, 
however, are enlarged on in the Jewish Antiquities of Flavius Josephus, and 
there is reason to believe that it was from this version that Rembrandt took 
his theme. Among the few books listed in the inventory of the bankrupt 

#2 Bredius 598. 
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artist’s possessions made on 25 July 1656 were an old Bible and a German 
edition of Josephus, with woodcuts by Tobias Stimmer.* 

This is how Josephus describes Haman’s reaction to the order ‘Do even 
so to Mordecai the Jew’: ‘When Haman heard these words, which were 
contrary to all his expectations, he was oppressed in spirit and stricken with 
helplessness, but went out . . .’°4 and carried out the King’s command. In 
the version of Josephus, this was the climax of the situation precipitated when 
God ‘deprived the King of sleep, and, as he did not wish to waste his wakeful 
hours in idleness but to use them for something of importance for his kingdom, 
he commanded his scribe to bring him both the records of the kings who were 
before him and of his own deeds, and read them to him’.?° Among other 
things, the scribe read to the King ‘about the eunuchs who had plotted against 
him and against whom Mordecai had informed’.2* Upon learning that no 
reward had been given to Mordecai for this service, the King, finding it was 
already morning, commanded his servants ‘to announce any of his friends 
whom they might find already waiting before the court’. Haman was thus 
fatefully shown in. ‘Knowing that you are the only friend loyal to me, I beg 
you to advise me how in a manner worthy of my magnanimity I should 
honour one greatly cherished by me’, the King said to Haman. 

Haman, assuming that he was the one to be so honoured, suggested that 
the man to be honoured should be allowed to ‘ride on horseback wearing the 
same dress as yourself, with a necklace of gold’ (substituted for ‘the royal 
crown’ specified in Esther vi, 8), ‘and let one of your close friends precede 
him and proclaim throughout the whole city that this is the honour shown to 
him whom the King honours’. It appears to be in conformity with this text 
that in the etching of “The Triumph of Mordecai’ of 1649 Rembrandt depicts 
the mounted Mordecai wearing an impressive gold chain about his neck (as 
does the King in the Hermitage painting) and carrying the royal sceptre, but 
uncrowned (PI. 43d).” 

That Rembrandt’s familiarity with the writings of Josephus would have 
been reflected in his paintings finds added support in the approval offered by 
Philips Angel in his Lof der Schilderkonst, published in Leyden in 1642, to 
Rembrandt’s friend and painting companion of his Leyden days, Jan Lievens, 
for his use of Josephus’s version of the story in a painting of the Sacrifice of 
Isaac.%8 

Wolfgang Stechow®*® has pointed out evidence of Rembrandt’s familiarity 
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33 C. Hofstede de Groot, Die Urkunden iiber 
Rembrandt, The Hague, 1906, p. 205: ‘No. 
284. Een Hoogduijtsche Flavio Jevus gest- 
offeert met figueren van Tobias Timmer- 
man’ and ‘No. 285. Een oude bijbel’. 

34 Josephus, Jewish Antiquities, vi, Loeb 
Classical Library, Cambridge, Mass. and 
London, 1958, p. 437, Sec. 256. 

35 Tbid., p. 433, Sec. 248. 
36 Tbid., p. 435. 
37 B. 40. Hind 172 as ‘c. 1640 or later’. It 

is interesting to note that van den Eeckhout’s 
painting, “The Triumph of Mordecai’, on 
exhibition in the Edinburgh National Gal- 

lery, echoes the central group of Haman and 
the mounted Mordecai from this etching, 
merely reversing their direction and giving 
Mordecai a crown, thus reverting to the 
Biblical description. Perhaps van den Eeck- 
hout, unfamiliar with the text from Josephus 
which Rembrandt illustrated, thought he was 
correcting an error on Rembrandt’s part in 
showing Mordecai without a crown. 

38 P. 46. Professor Held kindly called this 
reference to my attention. 

39*Jacob blessing the sons of Joseph’, 
Gazette des Beaux-Arts, Series 6, No. 23, April 

1943, pp. 193-208. 
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with still another narrative source: Jewish legend. He regards the important 
place granted Asenath in Rembrandt’s ‘Jacob Blessing the Sons of Joseph’ as 
justifying the assumption that certain Jewish legends were well known to and 
beloved by the artist. Only on this assumption, he believes, can we explain 
‘her predominance, which is greater than in any other example through the 
centuries, her beauty, her happiness, and Joseph’s contented smile’. 

It may have been rabbinical lore, which is more explicit about the mean- 
ing of the confrontation between Ahasuerus and Haman than either the Bible 
or Josephus, that aroused Rembrandt’s interest in portraying this particular 
moment in the Book of Esther. Jewish legends explicitly emphasize Ahasuerus’s 
obligation to reward Mordecai* and also his awareness of Haman’s ‘designs 
against his life and his throne’.4! They also stress the moment of Haman’s 
departure, the moment depicted by Rembrandt, when Haman has been 
forced to accept the fact that his downfall is irreversible, ‘walking with his 
head bowed like a mourner’s, his ears hanging down, his eyes dim, his mouth 
screwed up, his heart hardened, his bowels cut in pieces, his loins weakened, 
and his knees knocking against each other’.4? 

IN: 

Though the iconography of Rembrandt’s Hermitage painting appears to 
be unique, the meaning of Haman’s downfall has been widely understood on 
several different levels. Jewish lore has cherished the legend of Esther, the 
humble, orphaned girl whose beauty made her Queen, whose courage made 
her the saviour of her people. Her confrontation with Haman and its sequel 
tend to be oversimplified as the triumph of virtue over vice, though even as 
the Old Testament and the Apocrypha give us the story, chicanery and 
brutality were not on one side alone. This is the story of a conflict with no 
holds barred, of malevolence, bitter revenge, sweet triumph. Rembrandt’s 
painting does not glorify Haman, but rather commemorates the victory of the 
Jews over his villainy. 

That the Jews were not only spared, but that they triumphed, was empha- 
sized in Jewish art as far back as we know it, in the frescoes of the synagogue 
at Dura Europos dating from the middle of the third century a.p., where the 
Triumph of Mordecai is one of the subjects that remain clearly visible today. 
Like the multitude of depictions that came after it, the fresco shows Mordecai 
on horseback, with his horse being led by Haman. 

It is the triumphant rejoicing of the Jews that has emerged as the dominant 
communal heritage from the Book of Esther. “he Jews had gladness and joy, 
a feast and a good day.’** They were enjoined to make ‘days of feasting and 
gladness, and of sending portions one to another, and gifts to the poor’.*4 Such 
is the Biblical description of the origin of the festival of Purim, the most 
thoroughly joyous celebration in the Jewish calendar.*° Because the celebra- 
tion is centred on the home, and is thus under less strict clerical supervision 

40... Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, 44 Esther ix, 22. 
Philadelphia, 1913, pp. 433, 434- 45 Regarding ‘the habitually joyous temper 

41 Tbid., p. 434. of ancient sacrificial worship’, see W. Robert- 
42 Tbid., p. 437. son Smith, The Religion of the Semites, New 
3 Esther viii, 17. York, 1957, pp. 26o0ff. (Ed. prin., 1889). 
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than other religious holidays, an unusual degree of freedom has been exercised 
in the creation of the objects used in the ceremonial. The Biblical prohibition 
of figurative art has perhaps been even more flagrantly ignored here than in 
most other occasions for Jewish ceremonial objects. Purim plates of silver or 
pewter are usually decorated with scenes from the story. The most popular 
of these episodes are the triumph of Mordecai and the hanging of Haman and 
his sons. The Scroll of Esther is often fully illustrated with scenes from the 
narrative. It is kept in a case, often silver, which also may be richly embel- 
lished, not infrequently with illustrations of the Book of Esther, among them 
usually those, again, that stress the victory of the Jews over their enemy. The 
custom of Purim plays has kept the visual tradition vivid over the centuries. 

The celebration, however, antedated the Book of Esther, which apparently 
was written to explain and dignify the festival of Purim.*® Purim seems to be 
related to the spring festivals that have existed since time immemorial. In 
Purim there are deeply buried but never entirely lost vestiges of the pagan 
festivals from which it stemmed, which celebrated the death of the god and 
his resurrection. “Such rites appear, in fact, to have been common all over 
Western Asia; the particular name of the dying god varied in different places, 
but in substance the ritual was the same. Fundamentally, the custom was a 
religious or rather magical ceremony intended to ensure the revival and re- 
production of life in spring.’*” 

In the Book of Esther, Haman represents the dying god, and the rejoicing 
celebrates the renewal of life that is implicit in his death, at the same time 
that Haman on a more literal level represents the enemy of the Jewish people, 
and the joyous festival commemorates their triumph over him. 

The prominent place taken in Jewish art illustrating the Book of Esther by 
the scene of the execution of Haman reflects the nature of the ancient celebra- 
tion, which, in turn, sheds light on its origins. The Jews’ ancient Purim 
custom of burning or otherwise destroying effigies of Haman is evidence of 
the descent of the Purim festival from rites featuring the sacrifice of a man in 
the guise of a god, according to Frazer. “The practice was well known under 
the Roman empire, for in the year 408 the emperors Honorius and Theodosius 
issued a decree commanding the governors of the provinces to take care that 
the Jews should not burn effigies of Haman on a cross at one of their festivals.’ 

We do not know why the Jews placed their puppet Haman ‘on a cross’, 
while in the Bible ‘they hanged Haman on the gallows that he had prepared 
for Mordecai’, but it may be conjectured that they simply adopted a form of 
execution current at the time. The decree quoted by Frazer makes it clear, 
however, why it was that the Christians objected to this custom. They 
suspected that it was a deliberate parody of the death of Christ. As Edgar 
Wind’** has pointed out, it was from the same point of view that Dante ‘placed 
the crucified Haman into Purgatory as a symbol of blasphemous wrath’ 
(Dante, Purgatorio, xvii, 25-30). ‘Michelangelo recognized in this image the 

46 Fewish Encyclopedia, 1906, v, pp. 232-41. 49 “The Crucifixion of Haman’, this Journal, 
4” J. G. Frazer, The Scapegoat, 3rd ed.,N.Y., 1, 1937-38, pp. 245-48, esp. p. 247 and Pl 

1935; Pp. 400. 32a. Professor Erwin Panofsky kindly called 
SITIES yes GXopy- this article to my attention. 
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metaphor of an act of redemption: from a parodistic copy, Haman rises 
again to the tragic role of a forerunner of Christ.’°° 

Though unorthodox in his iconography, Michelangelo was in general true 
to the tradition of Christian art in employing Old Testament subjects as pre- 
figurations of the New Testament. His ‘Crucified Haman’ was one of the four 
‘Miraculous Salvations of the Jews’ that he painted in pendentives of the 
Sistine ceiling.®! This subject in this context suggests that Michelangelo’s 
conception of the spiritual significance of the story foreshadowed Rembrandt’s. 
Michelangelo made explicit what is implicit in the Hermitage ‘Downfall of 
Haman’. Not only is Haman by far the most important figure in the com- 
position, but he is clearly shown in a role that parallels that of Christ. He is 
the sacrifice required for salvation. To the victim is owed the triumph. 

In the pendentive in which Michelangelo has made the crucified Haman 
overwhelmingly the dominant figure, he has flanked him with the two 
dramatic scenes that led to his downfall. On the right King Ahasuerus, re- 
clining on his bed while a servant behind him holds the large volume of 
chronicles from which he has been reading aloud, points an imperious finger 
(in a gesture very similar to that of God-the-Father creating Adam) directing 
a servant to bring into his presence Haman, who is waiting in the outer court.*? 

50 Note also W. Robertson Smith’s remark 
(op. cit., p. 439) : “The various aspects in which 
atoning rites presented themselves to ancient 
worshippers have supplied a variety of reli- 
gious images which passed into Christianity, 
and still have currency. Redemption, sub- 
stitution, purification, atoning blood, the 
garment of righteousness, are all terms which 
in some sense go back to antique ritual.’ 

51 The subjects are: Judith with the head 
of Holofernes, David victorious over Goliath, 
the Brazen Serpent, and the Crucified 
Haman. C. De Tolnay (Michelangelo, I1, “The 
Sistine Ceiling’, Princeton, 1945, p. 94) con- 
siders the Brazen Serpent and the Crucified 
Haman pendentives as a pair illustrating su- 
perbia, in terms of a medieval type of moraliz- 
ing interpretation. ‘Michelangelo, however, 
interpreted the themes less from the moraliz- 
ing point of view than from the point of view 
of the law of existence.’ De Tolnay sees the 
four pendentives ‘as antetypes of the future 
salvation of humanity by Christ’ to which 
Michelangelo gives a new meaning, ‘empha- 
sizing always, instead of the salvation, the 
punishment and death’. 

There are preparatory drawings of the 
crucified Haman—widely though not univer- 
sally accepted as from Michelangelo’s hand— 
at Teylers Museum, Haarlem, and at the 
British Museum, London. 

52 Professor Held called my attention to the 
fact that the figure going down the steps and 

through the doorway could be identified by 
his short costume and bare feet as a servant. 
This led me to the conclusion that the figure 
seated on the steps could only be the waiting 
Haman, whom the servant was summoning 
into the presence of the King. Thus Michel- 
angelo shows Haman three times over in the 
central part of this pendentive. 
My interpretation of the Haman penden- 

tive differs from that of De Tolnay, who 
writes (op. cit., p. 96) : ‘In the right foreground 
on the threshold of the king’s palace Mordecai 
informs Esther that two chamberlains plan to 
lay violent hands on the king (Esther ii, 21) ; 
in the right background King Ahasuerus, 
stretched out on his bed, is warned by Esther 
of impending danger and gives an order for 
the execution of the two chamberlains who 
are visible in the background just to the left 
of Esther. This was written down in the Book 
of the Chronicles in the presence of the king 
(Esther ii, 23 and vi, 1-4), and so between 
Esther and the king Michelangelo represented 
a scribe with the Book of the Chronicles. 
Finally in the left background the banquet 
of Esther is taking place during which she 
discloses to the king Haman’s intention to 
persecute the Jewish people (Esther vii, 1-6) ; 
here the accused recoils in fear with a gesture 
recalling Adam’s in the Expulsion from Para- 
dise (which goes back to ancient Orestes sar- 
cophagi). All these scenes are but a prelude 
to the punishment, which is not interpreted 
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On the left, Esther and Ahasuerus sit at the table with Haman, who raises his 
hands in demurral as Esther gestures towards him, making her accusations. 

We cannot be sure that Rembrandt was familiar with the frescoes by 
Michelangelo—though we know from the 1656 inventory that he owned a 
book ‘full of the works of Michelangelo Buonarroti’,>? and we also know that 
Marcantonio Raimondi had made an engraving of the Crucified Haman 
spandrel in 1555. What is certain is that there was a remarkable coincidence 
in the insights the two masters shared as to the significance of the downfall of 
Haman. ‘The richness of poetic ambiguity with which they both endowed 
their representations of the story of Haman, and particularly their emphasis 
on Haman as the central figure of the narrative, is to be found nowhere else 
In art. 

In the long line of illustrations of the Book of Esther in Christian religious 
settings, it is usually Esther who takes the dominant role. From the second 
half of the ninth century, when it was painted in fresco on a wall of the Basilica 
of San Clemente in Rome, and right on through the seventeenth century, the 
scene of Esther before Ahasuerus was a favourite. Typologically the reference 
is to the Virgin as Intercessor for mankind. 

Queen Esther with crown and sceptre, a typological equivalent of Mary 
Queen of Heaven, is to be seen as an embrasure figure at the portals of twelfth- 
and thirteenth-century cathedrals. In this guise she also embellishes the initial 
letter ‘[? at the beginning of the Book of Esther in many illustrated Bibles. 
Sometimes in this role she is depicted standing on a lion or a dragon. Esther 
appears with Ahasuerus in the Biblia Pauperum to represent the Coronation 
of the Virgin. In a famous thirteenth-century Bible Moralisée,** the scene of 
Ahasuerus, enthroned, crowning Esther, who kneels before him, shown in con- 
junction with the Coronation of the Virgin by Christ, is accompanied by a text 
which makes it clear that Esther represents the Church in its triumph over 
the synagogue, in the person of Esther’s ill-fated predecessor as Ahasuerus’s 
queen, Vashti. 

Katzenellenbogen has pointed out that according to Rabanus Maurus, 
the Book of Esther ‘contains as in a mystery the sacraments of Christ and the 
Church’.5> These typological interpretations of the Book of Esther account 
for its widespread representation in ecclesiastical stained glass, sculpture, 
tapestries, and illuminated manuscripts, over many centuries. 

In seventeenth-century Holland new reasons had been added to these 
time-honoured ones for a preference for this particular Biblical text. The 
Calvinist belief that the Dutch were God’s chosen people had led to an in- 
creased interest in the Old Testament in general. Identification with the 

merely as an individual tragedy; Michel- 
angelo even hid Haman’s face to emphasize 
the general content: the destiny of the proud.’ 

53 Urkunden, p. 202: ‘No. 230. Een (boek) 
vol vande wercken van Mijchiel Angelo Bon- 
narotti.’ 

54 Oxford, Bodleian, MS. 270s, fol. 2o1Vv. 
‘Hester quae loco Vasty regnabat signavit 
genulitatem quae loco synagoge perfidet 
sacramenta sponsa Christi effecta est. Syna- 

goga propter incredulitatem sua repudiata.’ 
55 A. Katzenellenbogen, The Sculptural Pro- 

grams of Chartres Cathedral : Christ, Mary, Eccle- 
sia, Baltimore, 1959, p. 71. Also note 74, 
p. 132: ‘Liber Esther . . . multipliciter Christi 
et Ecclesiae sacramenta in mysterio continet, 
quia ipsa Esther in Ecclesiae typo populum de 
periculo liberat.. .” (Hrabanus Maurus, Ex- 
positio in librum Esther. Praefatio, p. 1, cix, 
col. 635). 
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ancient Jews became the central focus of a considerable body of sectarian 
religious literature. In the writings of Menno Simons,°*® for example, Old 
Testament characters and events are repeatedly cited, often in relation to 
explicit Christian parallels. It may be more than coincidence that Menno’s 
favourite Old Testament stories were also the subjects of many works by 
Rembrandt. 

Besides the religious attachment, the typological interpretation of Azstory 
was strongly favoured in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Holland. H. van 
de Waal’ mentions works in which ‘the Dutch war with Spain is seen as a 
parallel to Israel’s struggle against idolatrous foreign tyrants’. He notes that 
‘the betrayal of 1597 was represented by the story of Esther and Haman as 
its precursor’ in a painting incorrectly attributed to Hubert Goltzius.5®* The 
numerous illustrations of the story of Esther by Rembrandt and his circle are 
thus seen to have had patriotic as well as religious significance in their time. 

V 

Rembrandt’s painting of “The Downfall of Haman’ in the Hermitage illus- 
trates a specific Old Testament text, Esther vi, 10, at the same time that it 
incorporates all the various meanings that have attached themselves to this 
story over the generations, as well as the primeval meanings that the Book of 
Esther was created to explain. It celebrates the triumph of a captive people 
with whom the Dutch, recently liberated from their bondage to the Spanish 
crown, liked to identify. It appeals to the sense of nationality and pride of 
race which supported their independence. 

It evokes the Sacrifice of Christ and the earlier sacrificial rites which ful- 
filled the perennial human need for belief in the forgiveness of sins and the 
promise of eternal life. Rembrandt’s lifelong interest in the problem of repent- 
ance is attested by a painting as early as his ‘Repentance of Judas’, cited by 
Huyghens in 1630, and one as late as “The Return of the Prodigal Son’, which 
he painted probably within the year preceding his death. The latter, one of 
the most personal and moving of all the master’s works, hangs opposite “The 
Downfall of Haman’ in the Hermitage. In this juxtaposition is made explicit 
Rembrandt’s preoccupation with the Fall and the Redemption, both of which 
are implicit in each of these paintings separately. The Fall foreshadows the 
Redemption, while the Redemption presupposes the Fall. 

56 The Complete Writings of Menno Simons, 
Scottdale, Pa., 1956. The Foundation of Christ- 
ian Doctrine, Menno’s best-known and best- 
loved work, was first published in the Eastern 
dialect of the Baltic coastal regions in 1539; 
a Dutch edition appeared in 1558. The kind 
and degree of Rembrandt’s association with 
the Mennonites remains debatable, but there 
can be no doubt that he had friends among 
them in the early 1640’s. 
On the much-argued subject of Rem- 

brandt’s religious convictions and affiliations, 
see H. M. Rotermund, ‘Rembrandt und die 
religidsen Laienbewegungen in den Nieder- 

landen seiner Zeit’, Nederlands Kunsthistorisch 
Jaarboek, 1952/3, pp. 104-91. Also W. A. 
Visser ’t Hooft, Rembrandt and the Gospel, New 
York, 1960. 

57 Drie Eeuwen vaderlandsche Geschied-Uit- 
beelding 1500-1800, The Hague, 1952, 2 vols., 
i, p. 22. 

Busken Huet mentions that Vondel, in his 
tragedy ‘Het Pascha’, compared the deliver- 
ance of the children of Israel with the libera- 
tion of the United Provinces of the Nether- 
lands. (C. Busken Huet, Het Land van Rem- 
brand, Haarlem, ii, 1883, p. 188.) 

58 H. van de Waal, of. cit., i, p. 28. 
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In “The Downfall of Haman’ there is also embodied the central Calvinist 
tenet of man’s powerlessness before God. It is this, perhaps, that is the most 
direct message of the picture; all three figures acquiesce in the inevitable. In 
a manner characteristic of Rembrandt’s late works, as Julius S. Held has 
pointed out, the individuals fail to communicate with one another or to meet 
the glance of the observer. The sense of mutual but isolated individual tragedy 
that permeates this painting wells up from the depths of the old artist’s 
personality. His works show as he grew older his increasing detachment from 
the drama of events and concern with the inner crisis in which each man 
finds himself solitary and impotent. There is no hero, no villain. All alike 
share man’s fate. The painter’s compassion casts on all alike the light that 
comforts while it reveals. 

‘The Downfall of Haman’ is central to the peerless achievements of 
Rembrandt’s late years, in which psychological complexity went hand-in-hand 
with formal simplicity. To apprehend fully its multiplicity of metaphorical 
references is both to enrich oneself and to gain new understanding of one of 
the most profound natures of all time. Surely no one has imparted with 
greater economy of means—and purer aesthetic effect—the human condition. 
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den die Frau auf der Briicke im Vergleich zu den tibrigen Figuren des Bildes hinterlaBt. 

des Bootes sind eine Kanne, eine Spielkarte und ein Strumpf abgebildet und ‘Kaart kous en kan maakt 

menig arm man’ heift ein flamisches Sprichworts!. Trinken, Lieben und Spielen kénnen einen Mann 

arm machen. 

Aber auch fiir die im Stuttgarter Bild besonders auffallenden Motive lassen sich Beispiele im 

Bereich moralisierender Darstellungen finden. So wird die mit eingestemmten Handen tanzende 

Wollust des oben zitierten Vaenius-Stiches nicht nur von Liebe und Spiel, sondern auch von Krankheit 

und Armut in Gestalt eines Krankenlagers und einer Bettlerin umgeben. 

Der Text erklart: ‘Van wellust fray vermomt met schoone schijn, wilt vluchten, want zy haer 

dienaers loont met pijnelijkkheydt hert met sieckte, armoen noot... Des wellusts korte vreught met 

langh bedroeven smert’. 

‘Armut’ und ‘Wollust’, die auf unserem Bild durch eine Senkrechte kompositionell verbunden 

sind, werden auf einem Stich von Furmer (de rerum usu et abusu . . ., 1575) direkt konfrontiert (Abb. 

27)52. Links steht eine als “Carnalis voluptas’ gekennzeichnete Frau, die mit einer in die Hiifte ge- 

stemmten Hand gut mit dem Madchen im Boot zu vergleichen ist. Ihr gegentiber eine Frau in zer- 

lumptem Kleid mit einem Kind; im Hintergrund brennt ein Haus. DaB auch die arkadische Gesell- 

schaft unter dem Baum in einen moralischen Kreis eingespannt werden kann, zeigt ein Titelblatt des 

17. Jahrhunderts: ‘Eine késtlich bewerte Praeservativa wieder die Armut zu gebrauchen niitzlich’. 

Dort wird eine arkadische Liebesgesellschaft ‘Buberey’ genannt: ‘Wer sich der Buberey ergibt und 

unehrliche Weiber liebt . . .53. 

Wie sehr auch die Lebensalter-Darstellung, die in der alten Frau auf der Briicke anklingt, als 

‘Memento’ aufzufassen ist, zeigen die genannten Stiche von Bertello: in der Briickendffnung, dem 

Reich des Todes, werden die Verblichenen von Teufeln weggezerrt. 

Die Deutung der Briicke als Lebensbriicke bestatigt in gewisser Weise die Deutung des Bootes als 

Lebens- oder Narrenschiff: Es st68t ab, um hinauszufahren und—obwohl die Insassen iiber die an 

Land Zuriickbleibenden spotten—auch sie sind Narren, sie treiben nichts Besseres. 

Bezeichnend fiir Steen ist das Uberspielen eines ernsten Hintergrundes, es bleibt bei einem ‘Finger- 

zeig’: So wie bei Furmer das Kind, das neben der ‘carnalis voluptas’ steht, auf die arme Frau zeigt und 

zum Mitleid auffordert, so zeigt das Kind, das hinter der Frau auf der Briicke herlauft, mit einer 

spielerischen Bewegung auf das Wirtshaus und schaut dabei den Betrachter an: ‘Kaart, kous en 

aS 

51. Zitiert nach W. Martin, Jan Steen, Ausstellungskatalog Leiden 52. B. Furmer, De rerum usu et abusu . . . Antwerpen 1575, S. 21. 

1926, S. 7. 53. A. Coupe, Broadsheet, op. cit. Abb. 27. 
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S. NIJSTAD 

Haman of Jozef 

SINDS Irina Linnik de traditionele interpretatie van het schilderij in Leningrad als ‘Haman’ in twijfel 

getrokken had!, zijn er verschillende studies verschenen, die de oudere benaming weer willen herstel- 

len. Madelyn Kahr? en vooral H. van der Waal hebben ten gunste van de Haman interpretatie gepleit; 

de laatste heeft vooral een aannemelijke verklaring trachten te geven voor de afwezigheid van Esther. 

En hij heeft getracht de grijsaard (zonder kroon) te identificeren3. In tegenstelling tot Mrs. Kahr komt 

Van de Waal tot de conclusie, dat niet Haman in Ongenade, maar De Veroordeling van Haman 

(Esther 7 : 9) is uitgebeeld. De man links is dan de figuur Elijah-Harbonah. 

Over de vraag of het schilderij werkelijk een origineel van Rembrandt is of niet, blijkkt geen opinio 

communis te bestaan. Gerson haalt negatieve meningen van D. C. Roéll, F. Schmidt-Degener en De 

Vries aan, die hij overigens zelf niet deelt+. Deze vraag is voor de interpretatie van de voorstelling 

minder relevant, aangezien men mag aannemen, dat het schilderij de compositie en de gedachten- 

wereld van Rembrandt weerspiegelt, ook al is de uitvoering geheel of gedeeltelijk van een leerling. 

Wat zien wij als wij het schilderij bekijken: een belangrijk figuur in een bewogen gemoedstoestand 

op de voorgrond. Gescheiden van hem door een tafel—de tafel zal later blijkken een rol te spelen— 

rechts, enigszins naar de achtergrond gedrongen, een vorstelijk figuur (zie kroon en keten) echter 

minder groots, minder vorstelijk en enigszins bedeesd. Links achter de tafel een oudere man. Zelfs als 

Van der Waal gelijk zou hebben om in deze oude man Elijah-Harbonah te zien, dan nog kan ik niet 

begrijpen, dat Rembrandt hem niet als een profeet uitbeeldt of als een hofdignitaris. En nog minder 

kan ik aanvoelen, dat Rembrandt Ahasverus schildert als een zorgelijke oude man, die niet naar de 

veroordeelde Haman kijkt en die niet woedend is>. Zo kijkt geen koning die zojuist zijn eerste minister 

ter dood veroordeeld heeft. Hij kijkt voor zich uit, niet uit afkeer, maar van zorg vervuld. En doordat 

de koning kleiner en onbelangrijker afgebeeld wordt dan de belangrijke man die zich blijkbaar omge- 

draaid heeft, is hij niet de grote koning, maar een vorst die hiér niets te bevelen heeft. 

In 1660 schildert Rembrandt Haman en Ahasverus op het feest van Esther (Bredius 530). Op dit 

schilderij in het Pushkin Museum in Moskou zit Haman links aan tafel, terwijl in het midden de grote 

koning met Esther aan zijn zijde zit. Haman is nog niet veroordeeld; hij is de normale onderdanige 

1. Iskusstwo 19, 1956. nr. 7, p. 46. 5. In zijn ‘Studien zur Ikonographie der Historien Rembrandts’ 

2. Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institute 28, 1965, p. 258. beschrijft Timpel enige werken van leerlingen in het Nederlands Kunst- 

3. Oud Holland 84, 1969, p. 199. historisch Jaarboek 20, 1969, afb. 29, 30, 31 en 32. In alle gevallen is 

4. A. Bredius, Rembrandt, the complete edition of the paintings, Haman de smekeling die om genade vraagt en Ahasverus de grote ko- 

revised by H. Gerson, London 1969, p. 602, nr. 531. ning. 



(1). Rembrandt, Jozef wendt zich af (Genesis 43 : 30). Leningrad, Musée de I’ Hermitage. 
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hoveling. En wanneer hij dan veroordeeld wordt, zou hij plotseling zo belangrijk worden terwijl de 

koning Ahasverus rechts wegzinkt alsof hij er niets mee te maken heeft? Deze ‘omkering’ van icono- 

grafische waarden lijkt mij zeer onwaarschijnlijk. 

Verder (P. 221) verdedigt Van der Waal zijn zienswijze als volgt: ‘In recent art-historical discussions 

it has been said that it would be difficult to explain why Rembrandt devoted a picture to one of the 

greatest enemies of the Jews to appear in the Bible. This difficulty too is now resolved by the inter- 

pretation suggested here. Haman is the most important person in the painting in appearance only’. 

Dit lykt mij onjuist. De middelste persoon in het schilderij blijft visueel de belangrijkste figuur en 

dit feit wordt niet teniet gedaan door Van der Waal’s interpretatie van de bijfiguren. De moeilijkheid 

is niet opgelost. Als Van der Waal gelijk heeft, zou Rembrandt deze éne keer werkelijk een vijand der 

Joden als hoofdfiguur geschilderd hebben, wat onaannemelijk is. 

Er zijn twee andere schilderijen bekend, waarin Rembrandt een vijand van het Joodse volk als 

hoofdfiguur uitbeeldt. In het ene geval van Bileam (Bredius 487) heeft de Engel Gods het kwaad reeds 

verhinderd, en in het geval van Belsazar (Bredius 497) staat de dreiging aan de wand geschreven. In 

dezelfde nacht wordt Belsazar vermoord. In beide gevallen laat Rembrandt duidelijk zien dat hun rol 

reeds uitgespeeld is. Bij de Haman-interpretatie is dit niet zichtbaar. In tegenstelling tot Van de Waal 

kan ik dan ook niet aannemen, dat de voorgestelde hoofdpersoon Haman is. 

Het schilderij in de Hermitage behoeft niet de weergave van een toneelvoorstelling te zijn. Het is 

ook niet zo maar een voorstelling van een figuur met daarachter twee andere figuren. Als Rembrandt 

de tafel had weggelaten, dan stonden de drie mannen als één groep voor ons. Nu echter staan twee 

mannen achter de tafel. De hoofdfiguur heeft met hen gesproken. De tafel is als scheiding tussen hen 

een onmisbaar element. Het gesprek is afgelopen. De hoofdfiguur heeft zich omgedraaid. 

Van de Waal wil de traditionele benaming aanhouden zo lang als mogelijk is alvorens deze te ver- 

werpen voor een nieuw uitgevonden benaming. Naar mijn mening is juist Haman de nieuwe uitvinding 

toen de oorspronkelijke benaming verloren was gegaan. De door Van de Waal bedoelde traditie gaat 

bewijsbaar niet verder terug dan het jaar 17726. Daarom mag deze traditie dan ook niet te zwaar wegen. 

Dat het Haman verhaal in de 18e eeuw en misschien al in het einde der 17e eeuw zeer tot de ver- 

beelding sprak is te begrijpen. De protestanten in Nederland immers worden toleranter door de komst 

van de Hugenoten na 1685. In De geschiedenis der Joden in Nederland’ lezen wij: ‘De denkbeelden der 

Verlichting, die in de 18e eeuw ingang vonden, deden vooral intellectuelen meer oog krijgen voor 

maatschappelijk onrecht en voor de principiéle gelijkheid der mensen. De toenemende tolerantie had 

voor de Joden verstrekkende gevolgen, allereerst in de kleine plaatsen’. Men kan dan ook begrijpen, 

dat in de 18e eeuw de Haman benaming voor het schilderij aantrekkelijk werd. 

In Rembrandt’s tijd echter, tenminste in de ogen van de niet-Joodse tijdgenoten, was het Joodse 

6. Houston reproduceerde het schilderij in 1772 met de titel ‘Ha- 

mans Condemnation’, doch in het jaar daarop werd het verkocht als 8. De uittocht der Joden is de apotheose van een langdurige slaver- 

‘Haman in Disgrace’. nij, die min of meer begonnen was, nadat Jozef in dienst trad bij de ko- 

7. M.H. Gans, Memorboek, 1971. ning van Egypte. 



Paasfeest gebaseerd op de uittocht uit Egypte, veel belangrijker dan het Purimfeest, waaraan Van der 

Waal naar mijn mening in zijn artikel teveel belang hecht. Een officieel charter9 uit Rembrandt’s tijd 

toont op overtuigende wijze aan, dat het Paasfeest qua betekenis onmiddellijk na de Sabbath kwam. 

De andere Joodse feestdagen worden niet eens genoemd. Een Joods gezegde door Van der Waal in 

zijn noot 3910 geciteerd lijkt mij geen bewijs voor de grotere belangrijkheid van het Purimfeest. 

Wat na een oppervlakkige beschrijving van de drie figuren het meest opvalt is het feit, dat de hoofd- 

figuur zonder baard wordt afgebeeld en de beide andere mannen met duidelijk volle baarden. Maar 

waarom zou Haman niet baardeloos zijn? Hij was het zeker wel, de Amalekiet. Maar dan was Ahas- 

verus het ook. Bovendien is de hoofdfiguur in ons schilderij een jonge man. In de Biybelse verhalen 

blijkt uit niets, dat Haman op het door Van der Waal bedoelde moment een jonge man was. Ook 

Rembrandt heeft Haman nimmer jong en baardeloos uitgebeeld. Kennen wij nu een compositie met 

een dergelijke opvallende baardeloze man in Rembrandt’s werk naast een man met een duidelijk volle 

baard? het antwoord is bevestigend: Jozef in de Zegening in Kassel. En ook in ons schilderij is de 

tegenstelling van de jonge baardeloze man naast de oudere mannen met baard té opvallend. 

Wanneer wij nu aannemen, dat Rembrandt hier Jozef heeft willen uitbeelden, welk moment, in 

welk verhaal, wordt hier dan bedoeld? 

Rembrandt kan geinspireerd zijn door verschillende verhalen: De Bijbel; de Joodse verhalen, 

samenhangend met, maar niet noodzakelijkerwijs rechtstreeks gebaseerd op het Oude Testament; 

het Jozef verhaal uit de Nederlandse (toneel-)literatuur. 

Laten wij nu de verhalen uit het leven van Jozef nagaan, waardoor Rembrandt tot de uitbeelding 

van een dergelijke situatie gekomen kan zijn. Jozef was verkocht. Hij werd later onderkoning van 

Egypte. Als zodanig kon hij geen baard dragen. De eerste keer dat Jozef zijn baard afscheert (totaal 

ongewoon voor een Hebreeér) is vermoedelijk het moment wanneer hij uit de gevangenis wordt ge- 

haald en als de droomuitlegger voor Pharao wordt gebracht. Genesis XLI : 14: ‘En hy schoor zich en 

trok schone kleren aan en kwam bij Pharao’. Pharao gaf hem een extra naam: Zaphenath-paneah!!. 

Josef is dan 30 jaar oud (Gen. XLI : 46). 

Daarna komen de zeven vette jaren en vrijwel direct na het uitbreken van de hongersnood komen 

de broeders van Jozef uit het land Kanaan naar Egypte om graan te kopen. Jozef is dan hoogstens 

38 jaar. Zijn broeders Ruben en Juda (uit het eerste huwelijk van Vader Jacob) moeten veel ouder zijn. 

9. In 1644 vertrokken vele Joden met Johan Maurits uit Brazilié 

naar Holland. Een deel van hen vertrok in de tien jaren d.a.v. naar de 

West, Curacao, Suriname, en een ander deel naar Nieuw Amsterdam. 

Deze geschiedenis wordt 0.m. behandeld in het ‘Egerton Manuscript’, 

Grant of Privileges to the Jews, No. 2, 395, Fol. 46, British Museum. 

In 1907 publiceerde Samuel Oppenheim in New York dit ‘Egerton Ma- 

nuscript’, een charter in het bezit van de Joden die naar de West ver- 

trokken. Er blijkt een Hollandse en een Portugese tekst te bestaan: 

‘That on their Sabbath days and their Passover and other holidays....’ 

‘Que nos dias de Sabado e’os mais de suas paschuas e festifidades....’, 

Robert Cohen. ‘‘New Aspects of the Egerton Manuscript”, American 

Jewish Historical Quarterly. June, 1971. 

10. ‘Should all festivals be abolished, Purim will remain’. 

11. Hertz: ‘Joseph receives a new name on his state appointment. 

This is both an Egyptian and a Hebrew custom; e.g. Num. XIII: 16. 

Egyptologists explain that Zaphenath means ‘foodman’, and paneah, 

‘of the life’, i.e. the Chief Steward in the realm in face of famine (Kyle). 

The importance of the change of name in the story lies in the fact that 

it helps to conceal the identity of Joseph when his brethern come to 

Egypt’. Hertz, The Soucino Edition of the Pentateuch and Haftorahs, 

with Hebrew Text, English Translation and Commentary, Edited by Dr. 

J. H. Hertz, Late Chief Rabbi of the British Empire, Second Edition. 

De Hertz-verklaringen zijn niet nieuw, doch oude Joodse gedachten in 

modern Engels weergegeven. 



De broeders staan voor Jozef. Zij herkennen Jozef niet. Hij hen wel. Eén broeder moet als gijzelaar 

achterblijven en dan zegt Ruben in Gen. XLII : 22, sprekend over de straf die over hen komt, omdat 

ze Jozef in de put hadden gestopt: ‘Heb ik U niet gezegd: bezondig U niet aan den knaap! Maar gij 

hebt niet geluisterd. Nu wordt zijn bloed van ons geéist’. Zij wisten echter niet, dat Jozef hen verstond, 

want zij gebruikten een tolk. Na dit gesprek met zijn broeders draait Jozef zich om en weent. 

Dit is echter nog niet het moment dat de schilder wil weergeven. Het verhaal gaat verder. In Gen. 

XLII : 22 hebben wij gezien, dat Ruben, de oudste broeder, het woord neemt. Hij is hier de leider. En 

in Gen. XLII : 37 is het weer Ruben die aanbiedt aan zijn vader Jacob om, als het nu weer mis gaat, 

als de oude man nu ook nog zijn jongste zoon Benjamin gaat verliezen, om dan zijn, Rubens, zonen 

om te brengen als boetedoening. voor het verlies van Jozef en Benjamin. Maar Jacob accepteert dit 

aanbod niet en weigert Benjamin mee te zenden naar Egypte. Als dan echter de hongersnood te zwaar 

wordt neemt Juda de leiding (Gen. XLIII : 3). In vers 5 zegt Juda: ‘Maar als U hem niet met ons mee 

laat gaan dan gaan wij ook niet’!2. En in vers 9 zegt Juda: ‘Ik zal borg voor hem staan’!3, En hoogst 

merkwaardig zegt Jacob in vers 14: “En als ik dan beroofd moet worden van mijn kinderen—hij be- 

doelt de twee jongsten, Jozef en Benjamin—dan moet ik beroofd worden’. Een uitdrukking van diepe 

berusting. Ook in Esther. IV : 16 lezen wij iets dergelijks: ‘En als ik om moet komen, kom ik om’. 

De broeders komen dan met Benjamin in Egypte aan en het Oude Testament laat niet na om ons 

de grote tegenstelling tussen de onderkoning en de eenvoudige Hebreeérs duidelijk te maken. In Gen. 

XLIII : 16 geeft Jozef opdracht om vee te slachten: “Want de mannen zullen met mij het middagmaal 

gebruiken’!4, En dan komt het meest dramatische ogenblik voor Jozef. Eerst vraagt hij, in Gen. 

XLIII : 27: ‘Hoe is het met jullie vader, de oude man over wie jullie spraken? Leeft hij nog?’ Nog 

maakt Jozef zich niet kenbaar. En dan in vers 29 ziet hij voor het eerst Benjamin, zijn jongste broeder, 

de zoon van zijn moeder!s. En dan in vers 30: "Jozef haastte zich en trok zich terug om te wenen.’ Nog 

laat hij zijn emoties niet merken aan zijn broeders. Vers 31: ‘En hij waste zijn gezicht en kwam weer 

terug’. 

Jozef draait zich om, om te wenen in de afgeslotenheid van zijn kamer. Dat is het moment van ons 

schilderij. Het is geen statisch moment. Jozef heeft zich zojuist omgedraaid. Zoals reeds eerder aan- 

gegeven: De tafel is een onmisbaar element in het schilderij. Zij zitten niet aan dezelfde tafel. De tafel 

is slechts als afscheiding bedoeld!©. 

Wij zien een man met een rijke gele hoofdtooi en opvallend rode mantel—moet deze schitterende 

rode kleur ons doen herinneren aan Gen. XX XVII : 31 ‘en zij namen Jozef’s mantel, slachtten een bok 

en doopten de mantel in het bloed’— die, in zichzelf gekeerd, diep in gedachten, zich omgedraaid heeft. 

Zijn rechter hand grijpt naar zijn borst, met zijn linker hand zoekt hij steun in zijn gordel. Zijn ogen 

12. Hertz: ‘Judah’s decisive language has the desired effect with 15. Hertz: ‘These words augment the pathos of the situation’. 

Jacob’. 16. Hertz: (Gen. XLIII : 32) ‘As an Egyptian noble he would have 

13. Hertz: ‘I guarantee to bring him back. Jacob is more impressed his food apart from his retinue, and, of course, apart from the Hebrews, 

by his word than by Reuben’s wild offer’. who were foreigners in the eyes of the Egyptians. The Hyksos con- 

14. Hertz: ‘This is interesting as indicating the time when meat was querors soon adopted the old Egyptian exclusiveness in intercourse 

eaten in the house of the upper classes in ancient Egypt’. with foreigners’. 
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zijn geloken. De anderen kunnen niet zien wat er in hem omgaat. Achter de tafel blijven twee van zijn 

broeders staan. Links Ruben, de oudste, die hem had willen redden, maar die te laat bij de put kwam. 

(Dit heeft Jozef pas gehoord bij het eerste bezoek van zijn broeders in Egypte, Gen. XLII : 22). En 

rechts Juda, de vorst, die hem uit de put had gehaald en gezorgd had, dat hij verkocht werd naar 

Egypte. Juda, de betrouwbare, die hem zijn jongste broeder bracht. Maar waarom beeldt Rembrandt 

Juda nu als vorst af? Dacht hij aan 2 Samuel 2 vers 4 en 7: ‘En de mannen van Juda kwamen en zalfden 

David daar tot koning over het huis van Juda’. en ‘En mij heeft het huis van Juda tot koning over zich 

gezalfd’. 

Waarschijnlijker is, dat Rembrandt het verhaal kende van de tafelschikking: ‘Zij brachten Benja- 

min binnen en plaatsten hem voor Jozef’, Gen. XLIII : 29. Toen zag hij Benjamin, zijn eigen broeder, 

de zoon van zijn moeder en was er zeer blij om, want hij zag een sprekende gelijkenis met zijn moeder. 

Is dit jullie jongste broeder waar jullie over gesproken hebben? Toen zeiden zij hem: ‘ja’. Datzelfde 

ogenblik maakte men de maaltijd gereed. Hij wilde graag dat Benjamin naast hem zou zitten, maar hij 

wist niet goed hoe dat aan te leggen. Toen deed hij allerlei toverkunsten met zijn beker en zei: ‘Juda 

die koning is moet bovenaan zitten, Ruben die de eerstgeborene is, zit als tweede naast hem’, en zo 

deed hij bij allemaal. Toen bleef Benjamin over en hij zei bij zichzelf: ‘Ik had geen moeder en hij heeft 

geen moeder, ik had een broeder en werd van hem gescheiden, hij had een broeder en werd van hem 

gescheiden, daarom moet hij naast mij zitten’!”. 

En nog gemakkelijker kan Rembrandt het volgende geweten hebben: Op de Sabbath, wanneer het 

verhaal van Jozef uit het Oude Testament wordt voorgelezen, wordt dit verhaal altijd gevolgd door 

een voorlezing uit Ezechiel XX XVII : 15-18 (Haftorah Vayyiggash)!8. Het moet ook voor Rembrandt 

duidelijk geweest zijn, dat Juda een koningshuis was en dat uit Juda vorsten voortkwamen. 

Wij zien dus voor ons Jozef, die zich zojuist heeft omgedraaid terwijl de beide belangrijkste broe- 

ders achter blijven. Juda en Ruben, vol zorg om wat de boze onberekenbare onderkoning nu weer gaat 

doen. Angstig wachten zij af. Benjamin—de hoofdoorzaak van de emotionele reactie van Jozef—en de 

andere broeders ontbreken. Dit is ook niet anders te verwachten in het late oeuvre van Rembrandt. 

In het gehele drama en zeer zeker op het hoogtepunt daarvan, gaat het uitsluitend om de dialoog 

tussen Jozef en zijn oudste broers Ruben en Juda. Zo komt dit voor in de Bibel en evenzo komt dit 

voor in het Rederijkersdrama, lang v6dr Rembrandt geschreven, en evenzo in het toneelstuk door 

Jan Tonnis, geschreven tijdens of vlak voor het ontstaan van ons schilderij. Wanneer Benjamin een 

rol gaat spelen, is het drama voorbij. En Rembrandt wil alleen maar het drama weergeven en niet de 

blijde hereniging. 

Voorts kan men zich afvragen of het schilderij een fragment is, evenals de Claudius Civilis, waar ook 

17. Vertaald uit het Hebreeuws: Sefer Hadgadah. Keur van verhalen national resurrection by the definite announcement of the reunion of 

uit Talmud en Midrash. Bialik en Rabanitski. Uitgave Dewir, Tel Aviv, the two kingdoms of Juda and Joseph (the Northern Kingdom of 

$712. Vertaling: Dr. I. Dasberg, Amsterdam. Israel). This is symbolized by the reunion of the two sticks and is a 

18. Hertz: ‘In the second half of the chaptei, V, 15-28, which con- reflex of the picture given in the Sedrah, of Joseph and his Brethren 

stitutes our Haftorah, the Prophet pictures the continuation of this united after long years of estrangement’. 
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de tafel een zo belangrijk element in de compositie is. Er zijn echter, voor zover mij bekend, geen 

andere steekhoudende redenen voor deze veronderstelling. De wijze waarop het doek scheef getrokken 

op het raam zit, moet ons wel doen aannemen, dat het doek vroeger groter was, maar of dit om enkele 

centimeters of meer gaat, kunnen wij niet met zekerheid zeggen. Men mag dan ook stellen, dat Rem- 

brandt het dramatische verhaal op deze drie personen geconcentreerd heeft. Een principe van composi- 

tie kenmerkend voor zijn late stil. 

Wij hebben nu als literaire bron voor ons schilderij genoemd het Oude Testament en de Joodse 

verhalen. Ook de Nederlandse literatuur kan voor Rembrandt een bron van inspiratie geweest zijn. 

Reeds in de 16e eeuw is het Jozef verhaal het onderwerp van een Rederijkersdrama!9. Onze scene 

wordt als volgt beschreven: 

Joseph: is dit U Jonckxste broederken daer ghy my aff 

hebt gewaecht die by u vader was bleven ge- 

stadich 

Ruben: Jaet Heere 

Joseph: Sone, Godts zy u genadich 

Joseph keert hem om, En wilt u bezadich in deuchden stercken 

och tis myn vleesch en bloet natuere moet... 

dies my de tranen ten oogen uitsprengen 

maer om dat zyt niet en souden mercken 

SOO MOE ICK 34... « - (fol. 24r) 

Dit toneelspel is zonder twijfel gebaseerd op het Oude Testament, maar belangrijk voor ons onderzoek 

is de toneel-aanwijzing in de kantlijn links: "Joseph keert hem om’. 

In de eerste helft van de 17e eeuw is het Jozef-verhaal het onderwerp van vele toneelstukken. 

In Sophompaneas, door Hugo de Groot (1633-1634), in de korte dialoog in het begin van het 

vierde bedrijf, is Juda de belangrijkste der broeders die steeds het woord voert. 

Vondel schrijft Jozef in Dothan slechts enige jaren nadat hi in 1635 de Groot’s drama Sophom- 

paneas vertaald heeft. In het vijfde bedrijf komt een lange klacht van Ruben voor, die zich zorgen 

maakt hoe vader Jacob zal reageren als Jozef er niet meer is, en in deze monoloog beschrijft Vondel 

op zijn eigen dichterlijke wijze een schilderij van Jan Pynas, ‘Jacob aanschouwt Jozef’s rok’. 

Beide stukken van Vondel waren in zijn eigen tijd bijzonder populair, samen met nog een derde 

stuk, Joseph in Egypten. 

Drie spelen dus door Vondel: Joseph in ’t Hof, 1635; Joseph in Dothan, 1640; Joseph in Egypten, 

1640. 

Rembrandt is dan ruim 30 jaar oud. 

19. Joseph: zie W. M. H. Hummelen, Repertorium van het rederij- naar een fotocopie van het handschrift, in het bezit van het Instituut 

kersdrama 1500-ca. 1620. Assen 1968 nr. 1 U 11, fol. 24r, geciteerd Nederlands van de Katholieke Universiteit te Nijmegen. 
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‘De drie Joseph’en vonden jaarlijks een dankbaar publiek en werden zeer dikwijls gespeeld sedert 

1654 (Rembrandt is dan 48 jaar oud), meestal op één avond. Vijftien bedrijven, afgewisseld door 

2 tussendansen’ 29, 

Toch helpen ons deze verhalen niet veel verder bij de interpretatie van Rembrandt’s schilderij. 

Zij geven slechts de grote belangstelling voor het Jozef-verhaal weer in Rembrandt’s tijd, maar de 

belangrijkste punten in verband met ons schilderij, nl. het zich omdraaien van Jozef, het in zichzelf 

gekeerd zijn, en de tafel als afscheiding, komen hierin niet naar voren. 

Dit gebeurt wel in de Jozeftrilogie door Jan Tonnis. Deze heeft het over: Joseph oft Psonton- 

phanechus2!. Op blz. 74 staan de broeders, met Benjamin naar Egypte gekomen, op het toneel te 

wachten. 

Ruben: —Den Vorst wel haest sal komen 

Zij bespreken dan hoe zij de geschenken aan Psontonphanechus zullen overhandigen. Ruben, de 

oudste, beveelt zijn broeders hoe het moet en de waardige Juda zegt: 

—Ick houd het oock daer voor. 

Wij sullen alsoo doen. 

Dan komt Psontonphanechus binnen, ziet de broeders en Benjamin en spreekt enige woorden met 

Ruben. 
Op blz. 76 in het derde deel volgt dan een toneel-aanwijzing: 

Psontonphanechus in hem selfs, en gaet wegh heymelyck weenen: 

—Ach! Ach! Ick moet my keren. 

Van haer/en gaen alleen/ 

want ’t hart my overloopt/ 

en tranen langs ’t gesicht 

de een op d’ander hoopt. 

En dan weer een toneel-aanwijzing: 

binnen: Worden ondertusschen op het Toneel twee Taeffelen ghedeckt. 

Dan komt Psontonphanechus terug op het toneel en zegt tegen Pachon, de schrijver: 

—Draegt broot en spyse op/ 

en haelt my mynen beker 

Dien ick altoos gebruyck. 

20. Dr. J. A. Worp, Geschiedenis van den Amsterdamschen Schouw- 21. Jan Tonnis, Josephs Droef en Blyeynd Spel, van 1636-1638, 

burg. Amsterdam, 1920, blz. 95. Embden, 8 Mey 1639, gedrukt in Groningen, 1639. 
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Ook in de Nederlandse literatuur dus het gebruik van de beker, evenals in het Joodse verhaal van de 

tafelschikking!’. 

Dat Rembrandt de Jozeftrilogie door Jan Tonnis (1636-1638) kende is zeer wel mogelijk. 

‘Jan Tonnis, die in 1647 te Emden gevestigd was, tevoren te Amsterdam heeft gewoond en aldaar 

in Doopsgezinden kring heeft vertoefd, en wel in een milieu waarin ook Vondel verkeerde’2?. 

Tenslotte nog een aanwijzing, dat het Jozef-verhaal in de late kunst van Rembrandt een rol speelde. 

Op een schilderilj) door Aert de Gelder in 1685, Kopenhagen Statensmuseum for Kunst, cat. 1922, 

nr. 316, Lilienfeld 113, zien we Jozef, wenend in zijn kamer. Ook deze figuur steunt zijn hand in zijn 

gordel, ook hij draagt een tulband met een veer en ook hij is baardeloos. In een ander schilderij door 

Aert de Gelder (part. verz. Lilienfeld 17), dezelfde Jozef-figuur en de knielende Juda, met baard, in 

opvallende tegenstelling tot de baardeloze Jozef. Juda wordt, alhoewel knielend, waardig, bijna 

koninklijk uitgebeeld, ofschoon hij geen kroon en keten draagt. Dit hoeft ook niet, want wij zijn in 

ons verhaal nog niet aan het moment van de tafelschikking gekomen. 

Alhoewel hier niet ter zake dienende, kan men zich voorts afvragen of de zware gordijnen op beide 

laatstgenoemde schilderijen, er op moeten duiden, dat ook Aert de Gelder geinspireerd werd door 

toneelvoorstellingen. De gordijnen hebben in deze schilderijen immers geen compositorische functie. 

Door het voorgaande meen ik aangetoond te hebben, dat het Jozef-verhaal in de tijd van en voor 

het ontstaan van ons schilderij in de Hermitage onder de mensen leefde, zéker in Amsterdam. Ik kan 

niet met zekerheid zeggen of Rembrandt of een leerling de schilder van het stuk was, en of het schil- 

derij, zoals wij het nu kennen, een fragment of een vrijwel compleet werk is. 

Ik geloof wel te kunnen stellen, dat Rembrandt in het schilderij in Leningrad het aangrijpende ver- 

haal van Jozef en zijn broeders heeft uitgebeeld. Jozef, die, diep in gedachten, zich zojuist heeft omge- 

keerd, en achter de tafel, rechts Juda en links Ruben, beiden in angstige verwondering. 

S. NIJSTAD 2. What is the significance of the table as a central element 

in the picture? Haman or Joseph 
3. How does one account for the importance of the man 

Since 1772 Rembrandt’s painting in Leningrad has been 

interpreted as The Condemnation of Haman or Haman in 

Disgrace. Apart from the fact, however, that this tradition 

has not been traced back any further than 1772, there are a 

number of points for which no adequate explanation has yet 

been offered: 

1. Why should Rembrandt have given one of the greatest 

enemies of the Jews such an important place and such sympa- 

thetic treatment in a painting like this, when he normally 

depicts such a person in an inferior position of humiliation? 

22. H. F. Wijnman, ‘Jan Tonnis, de schrijver van Joseph droef en 

blij-eind spel’, Vondelkroniek, 1940, blz. 174. 

on the near side of the table and the lesser importance of the 

man with a crown on the right? 

4. Who is the quiet, old man on the left? 

5. Why should the central figure be beardless, in contrast 

to the others? 

A more satisfactory interpretation that would seem to 

account for these points would be to take the central figure to 

represent Joseph as Viceroy of Egypt, at the time when his 

brothers came to buy corn. This would certainly explain his 

youthful appearance and lack of a beard. Rembrandt never 



painted Haman thus, but he did depict Jopeph as beardless, in 

contrast to Jacob, in Jacob Blessing the Sons of Joseph at 

Kassel. In fact Hebrews always grew beards, but as an Egyp- 

tian official Joseph would not have been able to. 

It would also explain the presence of the table, for without 

the table the three men would have appeared to form a group, 

whereas its inclusion serves to underline the fact that Joseph, 

having spoken to (not with) the other two, is turning away to 

go and weep in his chamber in order not to reveal his emotions. 

In other words, the table is just as important a feature in the 

composition as it is in the Claudius Civilis. 

The other two figures, behind the table, can be interpreted 

as two of Joseph’s brothers: on the left, Rueben, the eldest, 

who had originally intended to save Joseph from the pit; and 

on the right, Judah, the king. Mindful of recent bad experi- 

ences they are waiting anxiously to see what the strange, 

unpredictable Viceroy will do next. The positions they occupy 

agree with those in the Jewish story of the table arrangements 

(Note 17), which Rembrandt may have known: ‘Judah, who 

is a king, must be seated at the head of the table, Reuben as 

firstborn next to him, etc.’ Rembrandt may also have known 

that when the Biblical story of Joseph is read out in the syna- 

gogue once a year on a Sabbath, it is always followed by a 

reading from Ezekiel which refers to ‘the reunion of the two 

kingdoms of Judah and Joseph’. 

But where are the other brothers? Rembrandt may have 
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concentrated on the main protagonists to the exclusion of all 

others, the omission of anything extraneous to the main theme 

being one of the principal characteristics of his late style. 

In addition to the Bible and Jewish sources, Rembrandt 

may also have drawn on Dutch literature for inspiration: 

versions of the story of Joseph by Hugo de Groot (1633-1634) 

and Vondel (1635-1640) were very popular in his day, and 

there were plays on the theme, including a 16th-century Rhe- 

toricians’ play, which contains as a stage-direction in the 

margin: ‘Joseph turns away’, and a trilogy of 1639 by Jan 

Tonnis, which also contains a relevant stage-direction: ‘Pson- 

tonphanechus, turned in on his own thoughts (in zichzelf ge- 

keerd), goes away to weep in private’, as well as a note to the 

effect that ‘two tables are to be arranged on the stage’. 

In 1685 Aert de Gelder painted Joseph weeping in his 

chamber. His Joseph, just like the one in the Leningrad pic- 

ture, has his hand in his belt, wears a turban with a feather and 

is beardless. Moreover the same figure occurs in another 

painting by De Gelder along with a kneeling Judah who, by 

contrast, is bearded. The heavy curtains in this painting might 

even indicate that it was inspired by theatrical performances. 

Whether or not the Leningrad picture is by Rembrandt or a 

pupil is uncertain. And in any case it appears to have been cut 

down, though we do not know by how much. Nevertheless it 

seems Clear, that it is intended to depict the moving story of 

Joseph in Egypt. 







Aufgesprungenen, der Christus mit gezogenem Schwert 

angreift und doch das Wunder nicht verhindern kann. 

Die von Wescher publizierten Zeichnungen fiir den 

Sieben-Schmerzen-Altar von 1556 sind, ihrer Funktion als 

Vertragsgrundlage entsprechend, sorgfaltiger als das Ant- 

werpener Blatt angelegt worden. Die Identitat der Hand- 

schrift ist dennoch unverkennbar, und zwar vor allem in dem 

Prinzip, die einzelnen Gestalten und Gegenstande mit spar- 

samen, aber starken Umrissen und Binnenlinien zu fassen 

und die Schattenwerte sodann durch weitmaschige, unflexi- 

ble, den Formendetails nicht unterworfene sondern gitterar- 

tig aufgelegte Parallel- und Kreuzschraffuren zu erzielen. 

Da diese Schraffurzonen unvermittelt enden, stehen sie oft 

jsoliert im Ganzen der Zeichnung. Man erkennt das etwa 

an dem Schatten, den der Krieger mit dem Turban auf die 

Felswand des Grabes wirft; auf dem Gesamtentwurf fiir den 

Altar von 1556 1aBt sich an der Nische des Mittelteiles das 

gleiche beobachten. Dabei ist der raschere Duktus der Ant- 

werpener Zeichnung immer deutlich. Es mag der Wert dieses 

Blattes nicht zuletzt darin liegen, daB mit ihm unsere Vor- 

stellung vom Zeichenstil des Pieter Pourbus nach der Seite 

der Skizze hin erweitert wird. 

J. NIEUWSTRATEN 

| Haman, Rembrandt and Michelangelo 

In the Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes. 

xxvii (1965) pp. 258-273, Mrs. Madlyn Kahr recently 

proposed a new identification for the subject of Rembrandt’s 

_ picture in the Hermitage, interpreted up to the present as 

_ The Condemnation of Haman, by others as Uriah’s Depar- 

ture. Justifiably rejecting those titles, Mrs. Kahr suggested 

_ instead: Haman departing to lead Mordecai on his triumph- 

_al tour of the capital (Esther 6 : 10). Unfortunately, this 

idea seems hardly more convincing. Mrs. Kahr herself 

characterizes the situation depicted in Rembrandt’s painting 

_ as follows: ‘This appears to be a scene of parting, a depar- 

ture of the central figure under conditions that grieve all 

three participants. The mood is one of quiet resignation.’ 

\(p. 259). Now in the proposed episode,’ one should sooner 

expect a strong contrast of moods, the king being oblivious 

_ of the blow he dealt to Haman when ordering him to honour 

Mordecai in the manner which he had just suggested himself 

when expecting this homage to be rendered to him, Haman._J 

Secondly, the king and the old man (whose strikingly 

simple apparel seems surprising in such a great court) seem 

\ 
\ 

to be seated behind a table, whereas the story would sooner 

suggest that Ahasuerus had Haman called into the royal 

bedroom (cf. Michelangelo’s rendering of the scene in the 

Sixtina spandrel). 

| It is to be feared that a satisfactory identification of this 

mysterious subject may not be found soon. n. ‘Perhaps one 

should take into consideration that the picture may have 

been larger originally (which would account for the strange 

composition) and that therefore the meaning of the remain- 

ing part is so difficult to detect. Another circumstance to be 

born in mind is that very old traditions regarding the titles 

of 17th century pictures not rarely prove to be completely 

mistaken. 

Mrs. Kahr’s identification of the subject fails to convince us 

but even supposing she had found the right answer to this 

puzzle, her further views present this particular painting as 

well as Rembrandt’s attitude in iconographic matters in a 

manner which completely disregards historical plausibility. 

From a number of remarks one can only conclude that 

Mrs. Kahr ascribes to Rembrandt the view that somehow he 

saw a positive relationship between Haman and Christ. 

Mrs. Kahr subscribes to Edgar Wind’s idea that Michelan- 

gelo saw Haman as a tragic forerunner of Christ? (p. 270). 

She believes ‘that Michelangelo’s conception of the spiritual 

significance of the story foreshadowed Rembrandt’s’(p.270), 

she suggests that Rembrandt possibly knew Michelangelo’s 

fresco of the story of Esther and she is certain ‘that there 

was a remarkable coincidence in the insights the two mas- 

ters shared as to the significance of the downfall of Haman’ 

(p. 272). She asserts that Haman ‘is clearly shown in a role 

that parallels that of Christ. He is the sacrifice required for 

salvation. To the victim is owed the triumph’ (p. 270). 

Finally, apart from the many other meanings Mrs. Kahr 

detects in the Leningrad picture, she also claims that ‘it 

evokes the Sacrifice of Christ and the earlier sacrificial 

Tite Genmewna (sey) 

Unfortunately, the author was so preoccupied with ‘all 

the various meanings that have attached themselves to the 

story of Esther over the generations, as well as the primeval 

meanings that the Book of Esther was created to explain’, 

that she did not stop to consider the simple question: which 

ideas can Rembrandt have had about this story. 

In view of the religious climate in 17th century Holland, 

1. Edgar Wind, ‘The Crucifixion of Haman’, Journal of The War- 

burg Institute I (1937-38), 245-248. 
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we can be very sure that he did not dream of primeval 

meanings but that he simply accepted the story of Esther as 

history, more specifically as particularly significant because 

sacred history. We can also be very sure that it never occur- 

red to Rembrandt, nor to Michelangelo, to think of Haman 

as a type of Christ. Plain sense forbids to ignore that the 

whole of European tradition and literature till long past the 

17th century invariably considered Haman as an infamous 

and proverbially evil character who only just failed to 

realize his plans of wiping out a whole race in a monstrous 

revenge for the slight he received from one man, Mordecai?. 

Mrs. Kahr’s article clearly presupposes Wind’s on 

Michelangelo’s conception of Haman which constitutes a 

most precarious starting point since it is based largely 

upon unaccepted conjecture, partly upon incomplete, 

partly upon erroneously interpreted data3. The conclusions 

presented by these authors on such eminent artists as 

Michelangelo and Rembrandt are invalidated by the specu- 

lative argument which necessarily could not be substantiated 

adequately by sober facts. 

No less unacceptable is that iconographic approach 

which seems to aim at discovering a maximum number of 

meanings in a given work, while disregarding considerations 

of logic and of historical plausibility. In her resumé on 

pp. 272-3, Mrs. Kahr sums up the different meanings she 

believes Rembrandt intended to convey in the Hermitage 

picture. However, it is an anachronism to ascribe to a 17th 

century Dutch Protestant artist the accumulated meanings 

and associations which this picture can suggest to a modern 

student of religion. Rembrandt took the story of Esther at 

face value and there is not the slightest indication that he 

2. It is because of this inhuman scale of revenge that Dante placed 

the crucified Haman in Purgatory as a symbol of blasphemous wrath, 

not because of the supposed use of Haman in deliberate parody of 

Christ, as Mrs. Kahr misunderstood Wind to have stated (p. 269 and 

note 49). 

3. Basic to Wind’s view of Michelangelo’s conception of Haman was 

J. G. Frazer’s speculation that Christ was crucified in the role of 

Haman at one of the annual performances of a Spring ritual. Wind 

assumed that somehow Michelangelo recovered this insight and in his 

depiction of Haman crucified rehabilitated him as the tragic forerunner 

of Christ. For a proper assessment of Frazer’s idea, it should be consi- 

dered 1) that nothing is known of such annual ceremonial executions 

among the Jews in or around Jesus’ lifetime; and 2) that Frazer him- 

self in the 1913 edition of his book The Golden Bough (p. 413, note 1) 

characterized his idea as an ‘hypothesis which... has not been confirmed 

by subsequent research and is admittedly in a high degree specula- 

tive and uncertain’ and he expressed his hope for ‘the chance that under 

a pile of conjectures, it contains some grains of truth...’ 
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subscribed to the modern, enlightened jn: 

equally unthinkable that Rembrandt in on: 

picture intended to celebrate the triumph of :.- 

wished to evoke the sacrifice of Christ: suc’ 

mutally exclusive. They may not be so ton 

ested minds but then it should be evident: : 

century had not yet arrived at that degree of 

It is along the same lines of projecting m 

back on to the past when Mrs. Kahr supposs 

It should not need further explanation that any view es \ 

conception of Haman, basing itself on this admitted ! 

hypothesis, is necessarily of the same order. 

As for Wind’s stress on the uniqueness of Michelans 

Haman crucified, it is indeed remarkable but can b ¢1 

more direct and simple way than by Wind’s postulation 

collective ‘remembrance’ which somehow enabled M 

recover knowledge preserved subconsciously for fifteen 

artist may simply have wished (or have been instructed) 2 1 

text of the Vulgate. Wind’s belief that the Vulgate mes 

only once and that it uses the word ‘gallows’ all throug’: 1° 

Book of Esther, is erroneous. In two other places the 5 

‘cross’ or ‘crucified’ (Esther 8 : 7 and 9 : 25). Conve: 

Testament frequently refers to the crucifixion in the tes 

upon the wood’ (cf Acts 5 : 10, 10 : 39 and 13 : 39; G 

and 1 Peter 2 : 24). Extra-Biblical texts likewise record ts 

of Haman. Flavius Josephus uses the term in his Jews 

alternating it with others. Wind himself mentions t< 

Codex of 408 and Dante’s Purgatorio, canto xvil. It apy 

then that Biblical record and extra-Biblical tradition os: 

man’s crucifixion as the prevalent view of the mode of 

Finally, Wind concluded that since the Haman frescoes » 

opposite that of the Brazen Serpent, the Old Testament pre 

the Crucifixion, Michelangelo thereby indicated Haman 

ner of Christ. However, this matter should be examines 

frame of typological usage. Haman and Christ had bess 

long before Michelangelo (cf W. Molsdorf, Christliche Sy: 

mittelalterlichen Kunst, Leipzig 1926, pp. 60 and 75) and t« 

instances certainly do not involve any positive view of I! 

forerunner of Christ. The themes of Haman hanged on 4 

Christ descending into Limbo do correspond, both meanins 

triumph. Other combinations of Haman’s execution with > 

ment scenes are not particularly significant but then it !s 

that the association of Old and New Testament subjects » 

inspired by rather extraneous and superficial parallels. Tp 

ces of such intrinsically irrelevant combinations are: the | 

Christ—Naman bathing in the Jordan; Christ taken down f 

cross—the king of Ai taken down from the gallows. Now |! ° 

means obvious or certain that in the early 16th century this" 

casual attitude in typological matters had entirely dé 

Furthermore, in a series of miraculous salvations, strictly “ 

framework of Old Testament episodes, the subject of the 

Serpent could be used without necessarily calling for a « 

which had to correspond to the New Testament subject of t 

fixion. 
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to have attached the same meaning to the term ‘victim’ as 

she does. However, Christian and therefore European 

tradition in the past considered figures like Haman and 

Goliath as defeated malefactors and enemies, not as sacrifi- 

cial victims. 

The importance of reliable knowledge on artists like 

Michelangelo and Rembrandt by itself sufficiently warrants 

a critical appraisal of the above discussed publications. But 

also in the more general context of method and approach in 

iconographic matters, it is desirable to signalize them, 

especially since it happens not at all rarely that lack of 

reticence or of accuracy (or of both) invalidates or mars 

iconographic studies. Those concerning Esther illustrate 

this situation particularly clearly. Hamann in his 1948 

Rembrandt monograph slanted drastically the whole story 

of Esther4. Rotermund suggested that Rembrandt in his 

adversity identified himself with Haman in his downfall>, 

which is no more likely than a contemporary identifying 

himself with Himmler. On a different level, because not 

involving directly the interpretation of specific works of art, 

Réau also is too much concerned with his own appraisal of 

a theme and not enough with strict accuracy. His sections 

on the historicity of the subject matter are irrelevant and 

superfluous while occasionally his rendering of well-known 

Bible stories is incorrect and the order of events changed 

arbitrarily. Thus he states erroneously that Esther reveals 

Haman’s plot to Ahasuerus when she approaches the king 

to ask his favour in coming to her meal9. This banquet, of 

course, would have served no purpose if, before it, Esther 

had already accused Haman, nor would the king have con- 

sented to dine with Haman under these circumstances. 

Pigler makes a similar mistake in his description of the 

subject Esther before Ahasuerus, explaining it wrongly as: 

she implores mercy for her people and while doing so, she 

swoons’?. Furthermore, Réau places Mordecai’s triumphal 

4. As pointed out by Mrs. Kahr on p. 262. 

5. H. Rotermund, Rembrandts Handzeichnungen und Radierun- 

gen zur Bibel, Stuttgart 1963, pp. 6 and 104. 

6. L. Réau, Iconographie de l’art chrétien, Paris 1956, Vol. H, 

Dart lPasoos mio 

7. A. Pigler, Barockthemen, Budapest and Berlin 1956, Vol. 1, p. 

198. The reference to Esther 5 : 1-2 and 9-18 (sic) does not apply since 

in chapter 5 these events are not mentioned at all. Esther 9 : 25 states 

that she goes to the king to ask him to save her people; but that passage 

is no more than a very condensed summary of the story related at 

length in chapters 3 to 8. Esther’s swooning is reported in the apocry- 

phal chapter 15 and by Flavius Josephus. 

\ 
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tour, conducted by Haman, after the scene of the wrath of 

Ahasuerus which is wrongly given as related in chapter 5 

instead of 78, 

The art historian cannot afford to be pre-occupied with his 

own views of a Bible story or a Greek myth. What counts 

is the artist’s actual handling of his subject, as well as the 

text of the literary source and of possible additional texts, 

paraphrases, commentaries, literary works, in short every- 

thing that may have determined or affected the artist’s 

conception of the subject matter. 

While on the subject of representations of scenes from the 

Book of Esther, it is perhaps of interest to point out a sub- 

ject which because of similar elements can readily be mis- 

taken for the Triumph of Mordecai, as actually happened 

in the past. 

The picture by Jan Victors, reproduced in pl. 1, was 

auctioned in Berlin in 1905, the title being given as The 

Triumph of Mordecai. In fact, a far more unusual subject 

is shown in Victors’ painting, viz. The Inaugural Ride of 

King Solomon, based on 1 Kings 1 : 38-40. Unmistakable 

visual indications that the latter event was depicted are: the 

rider’s mount is a mule; apart from the trumpeters, two 

prominent figures are conducting the rider, differentiated 

according to their office: Zadok the priest and Nathan the 

prophet. 

J. BELONJE 

Meer over Anthony Jansz. van der Croos 

In dit tijdschrift heb ik in 1951 de aandacht eens verzocht 

voor de mogelik uit centraal Zuid-Holland afkomstige 

schilders Anthony en Pieter van der Croos, die vrijwel 

precies drie eeuwen tevoren enige jaren lang te Alkmaar 

verblijf hadden gehouden!. In mijn opstel heb ik toen o.m. 

naar voren gebracht, dat één van deze beide broeders, An- 

thony, in het bezit was van een zogenaamd spiegeljacht, 

hetwelk voor hem stellig dienstbaar geweest moet zijn om de 

8. Ibid., p. 340. 

9. A secondary text can change elements of the primary source or 

add to them. While e.g. the Bible states, as pointed out by Mrs. Kahr 

that Esther and Mordecai were cousins, Josephus mentions he is 

Esther’s uncle and this relation is also stated in several more or less 

popular collections of Biblical histories. 

1. ‘Oud Holland’ 66, 1951, blz. 234-239. 
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57. A Shepherd and Satyrs, by Giovanni Benedetto Castiglione. Signed. Soft-ground _58- Detail from the soft-ground etching illust 
etching. (Royal Library, Windsor Castle.) Reproduced by Gracious Permission of 
H.M. The Queen. 

Se 

59. View on the Tiber near Rome, by Claude Lorrain, Canvas, 95'5 by 134°5 cm. (Private Collection.) 
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ny with a Vase of Roses, here described as a copy after Caravaggio. Canvas, 4. Boy bitten by a Lizard, } 
7°3 by 52°5 cm. (The High Museum of Art, Atlanta.) Collection, Florence.) 
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55. Boy with a Vase of Roses, > descr as % y grace of Haman’, here described as The Last Departure of David from King Saul and 
Canvas, 66 by 50°8 cm. (Wher : Abner, by Rembrandt. Canvas, 127 by 117 cm. (Hermitage, Leningrad.) 



SHORTER NOTICES 

That incident® may be the last departure of David from 
King Saul and Abner (1. Samuel, XXVI). After King Saul 
had determined to kill David who had fled on being warned by 
Jonathan, Saul attempted to catch David. David, however, 
doubled back and caught Saul and Abner asleep. David stopped 
his followers from killing Saul who said on learning of David’s 
action ‘I have sinned; return, my son David; for I will no more 

do thee harm, because my life was precious in thine eyes this day; 
behold I have played the fool and erred exceedingly . . . So 
David went his way and Saul returned to his place.’ 

David knew, as did King Saul, that their relationship would 
never be the same: no apology can ever assuage the decision to 
kill. David did not want to kill his father-in-law, saying ‘for who 
can put forth his hand against the Lord’s anointed, and be 
guiltless?’ and David must have left Saul and Abner exactly as 
depicted in the mood of the central figure here: sad, righteous, 
regal.!° The boy who had had the ability to kill the Goliath of 
the Philistines had become the man who had the ability to 
vanquish the evil within himself — he had not killed Saul, despite 
opportunity and provocation. But David also knew that Saul’s 
end must be near, and Saul’s face, sad and resigned, foreshadows 
his end. Their love-hate relationship had driven Saul to insanity, 
and Abner his faithful follower! had watched his master go over 
the brink; Abner’s face, equally sad and deeply involved is 
exactly as we would expect of a loyal fiend witnessing the end ofa 
relationship as stormy, eventful and sad as had been David’s and 
Saul’s. No one could have depicted a situation so tragic more 
clearly than Rembrandt has here. The subject suggested is one of 
the most moving episodes in the life of David, and it would not be 
surprising if Rembrandt, who had so often been engrossed in the 

story of the King’s life, had depicted it. 

® Actually there are at least two episodes of such tragic departure involving 
David. Another is the departure of the prophet Gad from the aged King 
(2. Samuel 24). There Gad is deeply moved on leaving, because he has to 
convey David’s tragic choice of punishment to God. If that were the subject 
portrayed, the third figure would be Joab, David’s nephew, whose counting 
of the population of Israel had led to the puzzling punishment. He is not 
mentioned as present, but might well have been, as he had been so involved 

in the events leading to the punishment. 
In view of the obscurity of this passage and the fact that Joab’s presence is 

not mentioned in the text, this appears to be the much less likely subject. 
10 Mrs Kahr’s understanding the central figure to be a prefiguration of Jesus is 
perhaps partly correct: David, not Haman, in Rembrandt’s mind a pre- 
figuration of Jesus. 
11 ;, Samuel 14, 51 describes Abner as Saul’s cousin; I. Chronicles 8, 33 as Saul’s 
uncle. Thus one would expect Abner to be depicted as about the age of the 
figure on the left. While Abner is Saul’s ‘captain of the host’ in the Bible, 
numerous references in rabbinic writings refer to Abner’s scholarship as well 
as his prowess. These references are based on the Jerusalem Talmud (Peah, 
1, 16a (Krotochin Ed.)) where Abner and Amasa are referred to as ‘lions 
in the law’. Rembrandt may have known of the tradition that Abner was a 
scholar but even if he thought of him as Saul’s general, the scene would depict 
Saul and Abner having just been awakened, and this would explain the 
simplicity of Abner’s attire. 

A new early painting by Claude Lorrain 
BY MARCO CHIARINI 

OF THE many early works by Claude that have recently been 
identified or discovered, several are unrecorded in the Liber 

Veritatis on account of their having been painted before the artist 
began this book in 1636. In a number of cases, these paintings 
surprisingly do not fit in with the traditional conception of Claude 
derived from his more typical and mature works. 

1See especially the more recent contributions by M. ROETHLISBERGER and 
M. KITSON listed in the catalogue of the exhibition The Art of Claude Lorrain, 
London [1969] (catalogue by M. kiTson) ; also, M. ROETHLISBERGER in Paragone, 
No.233 [1969], in La Revue de Art, No.5 [1969], and in Washington, Nat. Gall. 
of Art. Report and Studies in the History of Art[1969]. 
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Although a relatively early work, the painting published here 
(Fig.59)” belongs to the type of painting well established within 
the canons of an ‘ideal’ vision of nature. I believe it post-dates, 
even if only by a short time, the beginning of the Liber Veritatis; 
but it is not recorded in this precious document of Claude’s 
activity. This fact cannot, however, be taken as sufficient evi- 

dence for excluding the painting from the catalogue of the artist’s 
oeuvre, since there are a few known instances of works that were 
not included in the Lider.® 

The painting represents a section of the Tiber valley, perhaps 
north of Rome towards the Soracte, framed on the left by a 
temple, and on the right by a thick cluster of trees. The fore- 
ground is animated by the figures of a huntsman and of a herds- 
man bringing his cattle home from the pastures. The still surface 
of the river is broken in the centre by a rowing-boat; while the 
sky is crossed by several large clouds edged with a streak of light, 
and by swallows flying. The atmosphere is that of a serene, 
golden sunset on the Roman Campagna, such as Claude was so 
fond of evoking in his compositions. The bright light of the sky 
changes to an intense pink towards the horizon, which is re- 
flected in the river and sets off the blue hills. The light penetrates 
through the leaves of the trees extending to the foreground, 
where it envelops the figure of the huntsman brightly dressed in 
a pale blue coat heightened with pink, and a red hat. The 
herdsman wears a tunic of the bright blue typical of the artist, 
and his face is lit up by the glowing sunset. On the left, the struc- 
ture and decorative details of the classical temple are accentuated 
by a colder light. The same building reappears in a number of 
other paintings (cf. Roethlisberger, Claude Lorrain, The Paintings, 
plates 28, 39, 69). 

The composition comes particularly close to that of the painting 
in a private collection published by Kitson;* but in the latter the 
light is rather that of dawn. This work, signed and dated 1638, 
also provides the best term of comparison for dating our picture. 
I would suggest a date towards the end of the fourth decade, but 
not after 1640 when Claude already developed a more complex 
and monumental style. If one regards the absence of the painting 
from the Liber Veritatis as a decisive factor, one would have to 

date it to before 1636; but this would seem unacceptable for 
stylistic reasons. 

Although compositionally more evolved than the works dating 
from the beginning of the decade, this painting still reveals the 
spontaneous contact with nature characteristic of Claude’s 
earliest style. It belongs to the latter phase in the delight and 
freshness with which he investigates nature, in the soft and 
rhythmic balance of forms, and in the subtle gradations of light. 
As always, the black and white photograph cannot do justice to 
the atmospheric harmony created by the limpid light, or to the 
details of nature evoked with infinite love; the secret of Claude’s 

art whereby, even in a work like this, in which he elaborates 
motifs that are not new, he still adds some fresh touch to the 

endless range of nuances he was able to render with his brush. 

2 Canvas, 95'°5 by 134°5 cm. The measurements correspond to the so-called 
‘imperial size’, ‘most frequent for the mature works’, according to M. ROETHLIs- 
BERGER (Paintings, p.21). 
3 Cf. ROETHLISBERGER; Paintings, p.38 f. 
4 In Studies . . . presented to Anthony Blunt, London [1967], pp. 142 ff. 

The inventor of soft-ground etching: 
Giovanni Benedetto Castiglione 
BY ANTHONY BLUNT 

IN MY catalogue of the drawings of Giovanni Benedetto Castig- 
lione at Windsor I included not only the monotypes but also one 
composition A Shepherd and Satyrs (Fig.57) which I described as an 
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impossible to propose an alternate attribution for the Atlanta 
painting from among the Caravaggisti.® 

Confirmation of these conclusions is found in an unpublished 
canvas (Fig.55) sold at Sotheby’s in 1950, but which remains 
untraced today.1° It supports our suspicion that an admired 
prototype by Caravaggio stands behind the Atlanta picture, 
since the ex-Sotheby painting also appears to copy the master’s 
lost work. Identical in size (26 by 20 inches) and composition — 
but superior in quality — to the Atlanta painting, the ex-Sotheby 
version (to judge from photographs) is a more faithful record of 
Caravaggio’s original intentions. Here the cape does not hover 
over the youth’s shoulder, the folds of his sleeve are less rigid, the 
modelling of the face and hand approximate the texture of skin, 
and the pattern of chiaroscuro on the background wall is con- 
sistent with the scheme in the Longhi picture. Nevertheless, a 
lifelessness prevails which causes one to be reluctant to accept 
this picture as the lost original — at least so long as conclusions 
must be based on a poor photograph. 

The Boy with a Vase of Roses corresponds so closely with the 
Boy Bitten by a Lizard that one must ask if both compositions could 
not have once belonged to an allegorical series, planned, perhaps, 
as sopraporte, because of their low point of view. The Boy Bitten 
by a Lizard would logically represent Touch if the senses were 
the unifying theme, or it could be an allegory of Fire, since the 
salamander was equated with that element — were the elements 
(or by extention the seasons) the overriding subject.1! The Boy 
with a Vase of Roses readily could symbolize Smell; but if so, the 
presence of roses in the Longhi picture seemingly would obscure 
the clarity of the programme. Thus, until other pictures are 
discovered which may expand our knowledge of the series, it is 
premature to attempt to determine the iconographic intentions 
of Caravaggio and his patron. 

It should be noted that a passage in Mancini is related to the 
question of serial paintings. The biographer writes that Caravaggio 
sold his ‘Putto Morso dal Racano per quindici giuliy’}? — thus implying 
that it was sold separately, a contradiction to the notion that 
serial pictures were prepared and presumably sold together. It is 
conceivable, of course, that Mancini erred, or that he simply 
was quoting the price of one of the paintings; it is also possible that 
there actually were two paintings treating this theme, one sold 
separately for 15 gulij, and the other part of an allegorical series. 
The latter hypothesis has gained support because Mancini 
speaks of a racano (tree frog — but in another manuscript it is 
written ramarro or lizard), while Baglione calls the animal una 
lucertola (a lizard).1* However, the semantic distinction between 
these animals, as Salerno has shown,?* is not sufficiently clear 
so as to provide evidence that two paintings once existed. 

If the hypothesis that the Giovane con un vaso di rose is pendant to 
the Boy Bitten by a Lizard can eventually be proven, and if it can 
be demonstrated that they were conceived as allegories, then an 
important question will have to be posed: are any of Caravaggio’s 
early paintings really ‘pure’ genre? 

® morr’s suggestion (The Italian Followers of Caravaggio, Cambridge, Mass. 
[1967], I, p.27, n.20) that it is by the hand of the Still life in Washington (which 
I believe is by the ‘Pensionante del Saraceni’) is unconvincing. 
0 7th June 1950, No.120, as School of Caravaggio; property of Mrs Borenius, 
Coombe Bissett, Wilts.; bought by Lambert, £125. Because Wildenstein and 
Co. acquired the Atlanta picture prior to the date of the Sotheby sale, it is 
certain that we deal with two separate pictures (I am grateful to M. Roy Fisher 
for clarifying this point). 
11 LEONARD SLATKES: ‘Caravaggio’s Painting of the Sanguine Temperament’, 
Acts of the XXII International Congress of the History of Art, Budapest, 1969 (in 
press), posits that the Boy Bitten by a Lizard represents the choleric temperament. 
12 Considerazioni sulla pittura, eds. MARUCCHI and SALERNO, Rome [1956-57], 
I, p.140. 
13 GIOVANNI BAGLIONE: Le vite de’pittori, scultori et architetti, Rome [1642], p.136. 
14 The problem (with further references) is summarized by sALERNO in MAN- 
cint: Considerazioni sulla pittura [ed. 1956-57], II, p.111, No.882. 

A New Interpretation of Rembrandt’s 
‘Disgrace of Haman 

BY ALFRED BADER 

THE subject of Rembrandt’s so-called Disgrace of Haman' in The 
Hermitage (Fig.56) has aroused much controversy. It has been 
called Uriah Sent into Battle by King David, Jonathan Leaving Saul, 
Haman’s Condemnation, Haman Recognizes his Fate and The Downfall 
of Haman.” This last title was proposed by Mrs Madlyn Kahr? 
who sees in this scene the departure of Haman from King 
Ahasuerus after the king has instructed him to lead Mordecai 
through the capital shouting “Thus shall it be done to the man 
whom the king delighteth to honour’ (Esther, VI, 9-10). Nieuw- 
straten* has rejected all these titles, and specifically Mrs Kahr’s 
correlation of Haman with Jesus, and Mrs Kahr has defended 
her views saying ‘In a painstaking scrutiny of the Bible and other 
texts, I had been able to find no other subject that would be in 
complete accord with what we see in the painting.’® 

Mrs Kahr movingly describes® the scene: “Chis appears to be a 
scene of parting, a departure of the central figure under condi- 
tions that grieve all three participants. The mood is one of 
quiet resignation. The background lost in shadow lends powerful 
support to the brooding, ominous emotional tone, while it gives 
no clue as to naturalistic setting.’ 

‘What the picture immediately conveys is a sense of tragedy so 
deeply felt and richly revealed that we might well accept this 
alone as the message of this strange masterpiece of Rembrandt’s 
later years. Yet it is impossible to ignore the implication of a more 
literal meaning. Rembrandt would have placed these three 
carefully characterized individuals in this particular relation 
to one another in order to depict a specific event.’? 

This description simply does not coincide with the text in the 
Book of Esther; there is no tragic departure in that scene, nor 
any reason for all three figures to be so deeply concerned, for as 
Nieuwstraten has put it *....one should sooner expect a strong 
contrast of moods, the king being oblivious of the blow he dealt to 
Haman when ordering him to honour Mordecai in the manner 
which he had just suggested himself when expecting this homage 
to be rendered to him, Haman.’® And it is hard to believe that 

Rembrandt would have depicted Haman as a noble figure, even 
if Rembrandt had been aware of the Christological connection of 
Haman adduced by Mrs Kahr. Rembrandt generally followed 
in his Bible paintings what his Jewish neighbours called the 
‘Pshat’, the simple meaning of the text. 

Thus, were there no incident in the Bible which corresponds 
exactly with this painting, we would have to conclude with 
Nieuwstraten that ‘it is to be feared that a satisfactory identifica- 
tion of this mysterious subject may not be found soon.”® 

1 Canvas, 127 by 117 cm.; HdG 48, BREDIUS 531, BAUCH 39. 
2 For the recent bibliography, see Rembrandt, by A. BREDIUS revised by H. 
GERSON, London and New York [1969]. Gerson accepts M. Kahr’s views as 
‘basically right’. c. TUMPEL: Ikonographische Beitrdge zu Rembrandt (Jahrbuch der 
Hamburger Kunstsammlungen, 13, 106-112 [1968]), while disagreeing with some 

of Mrs Kahr’s arguments (Cf. footnote 49) names it Haman Recognizes His Fate. 
H. VAN DE WAAL (Oud-Holland, LX XXIV, 199-223 [1969]) believes the old man 
on the left to be Harbonah who has been identified in Jewish tradition with 
Elijah, and agrees that the central figure is Haman leaving Ahasuerus. Van 
de Waal does not explain why Harbonah should look so sadly involved, and 
no one has explained satisfactorily why Rembrandt would have depicted 
Haman as a regal figure. 
3m. KAHR: ‘A Rembrandt Problem: Haman or Uriah?’, Journal of the Warburg 
and Courtauld Institutes, XXVIII [1965], pp.258-273. 
4]. NIEUWSTRATEN: ‘Haman, Rembrandt and Michelangelo,’ Oud-Holland, 

LXXXII [1967], pp.61-63. 
5 Mm. KAHR: ‘Rembrandt’s Meaning’, Oud-Holland, LX XXIII [1968], pp.63-68. 
6M. KAHR, op. cit., p.259. 
7M. KAHR, op. cit., p.258. 
8 J, NIEUWSTRATEN, Op. cit., p.61. 
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alleging that it “bears hardly any resemblance to the scene por- 
trayed by Rembrandt’, because David was far away and there is 
in the painting none of the trappings of the military operation 
described. Dr Kahr overlooks that the dialogue between Saul 
and David became so moving and intimate, that one surely 
might assume that they came close to each other, David follow- 
ing Saul’s entreaty ‘return, my son David’. Also there is none 
of the paraphernalia we might expect of Haman nor in fact 
anything other than the king’s crown relating it to any story. 
As Dr Kahr had previously written about this same painting: “In 
deliberately avoiding explicit indications of naturalistic setting, 
the artist communicates his interest in the emotional connotations 
of the event rather than in a story as such.’ In my paraphase I 
had concentrated on the emotional and psychological aspects 
of the story, assuming that readers of THE BURLINGTON MAGAZINE 
have access to a Bible to check on the details of the story. As 
Dr Kahr had also previously written that ‘In a painstaking 
scrutiny of the Bible and other texts, I had been able to find no 
other subject that would be in complete accord with what we 
see in the painting’, one can understand her feelings on learning 
of a story which in its emotional aspects corresponds to that of 
the painting. This is no reason, however, to demand a composition 
like Lastman’s or the early Rembrandt’s, when previously she 
had correctly pointed out that in this superb ‘Herauslésung’, 
Rembrandt had concentrated only on the relationship of the 
three men. Reread that moving dialogue in the Bible, and my 
paraphrase of the story, and you will find neither distortion nor- 
inaccurate reading of text or painting. 

I do not believe that S. Nystad’s interpretation of the painting 
as Joseph Turning Away from Judah and Reuben is correct, but Dr 
Kahr’s criticism is overstated, though it misses the objection that 
Reuben, the oldest, was only seven years older than Joseph, and 
not at least a generation’s, as depicted. 

Dr Kahr’s criticism of Christian Tiimpel for associating this 
painting with ‘the details from Josephus’s version... rather 
than with the canonical Old Testament description of this 
episode’, contradicts her previous statement that ‘Both the events 
and the concomitant emotions, however, are enlarged on in the 
Jewish Antiquities of Flavius Josephus, and there is reason to 
believe that it was from this version that Rembrandt took his 
theme.’ 

These petty criticisms obscure the main question: What did 
Rembrandt really mean? Naturally I cannot be completely 
certain that the painting depicts David’s Departure from Saul and 
Abner, only that painting and story coincide exactly emotionally. 
I am convinced that it cannot depict Haman, because Rem- 
brandt would not have painted Haman as a regal figure and Dr 
Kahr’s seeing Haman as a prefiguration of Jesus is implausible; 
the servant (so Dr Kahr) would not have been so deeply in- 
volved; Mordecai (so Dr Tiimpel) was not present, and Elijah 
as Harbonah (so Professor van de Waal) was probably unknown 
to Rembrandt. If it is not David, Saul and Abner, then we must say 

with Nieuwstraten that ‘it is to be feared that a satisfactory 
identification of this mysterious subject may not be found soon’. 

The most serious criticism of my identification of the work 

with David’s departure from Saul and Abner is implicit in. 
Christian Tiimpel’s masterly writings. Dr Tiimpel is inclined to 
believe that each of Rembrandt’s biblical works was closely 
related to earlier Bible illustrations, and he cites some, to me, 

rather unconvincing illustrations of the Book of Esther as pre- 
cursors for this work. I have not been able to find any closely 
related prints of David’s Departure, and I do not believe that all 
of Rembrandt’s biblical paintings are dependent on prior 
illustrations. Dr Tiimpel’s criticism, however, highlights the 
most important problems in Rembrandt’s biblical iconography ; 
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Dr Kahr’s is just an ‘oratio pro domo’ which contradicts her 
previous work. 

ALFRED BADER 

stR, In her article ‘On the Evaluation of Evidence in Art 

History’ in THE BURLINGTON MAGAZINE, CXIV (August 1972) 
PP-551-553, Mrs Madlyn Kahr selects only a few points from 
my study ‘Haman of Josef? (Haman or Joseph), Oud Holland 
(1971), pp.32-42, and tries to prove the falsity of the premise in 
my interpretation without mentioning that she published earlier 
a different one which I had tried to refute. 

Mrs Kahr does not seem to understand the difference between 
a Jewish beard and no beard, or a Persian, Syrian or Egyptian 
beard, trimmed according to fashion. Jews wear full beards 
(‘Ye shall not round the corners of your heads, neither shalt thou 
mar the corners of thy beard’; Leviticus XIX-27). But at the 
Egyptian court all young men except kings were beardless (¢f. 
Egyptian tomb-paintings). 

Joseph might have been beardless from the day Potiphar 
appointed him overseer in his house. Potiphar’s wife would 
hardly have tried to seduce a young Joseph with a full Jewish 
beard. 

It is inconceivable that Rembrandt, when depicting a Jew, 
should have painted a beardless man. All Jews around him were 
wearing beards. It is not important to know precisely at what 
moment in the Bible God proclaimed His laws for the Jews. It 
is only important to know how Rembrandt saw Jewish men. 
And if Rembrandt sees fit to paint the young Joseph without a 
beard he is doing so because it fits the stories known to him 
(‘And Joseph was of beautiful form and fair to look upon’; 
Genesis XX XIX-6). 

Rembrandt knew Jewish stories and he was not inconsistent 
in his depiction of beards. His conception of the Bible was a 
Dutch Calvinistic and a Jewish seventeenth-century one, not a 
nineteenth-century romantic one. 

As I pointed out ‘Juda the King is present’ (confirmed again 
later in Genesis XLIX-10).1 Only two of the brothers of Joseph 
are shown. Benjamin comes near to Joseph only later in the story 
(Genesis XLV-14). Rembrandt concentrated the drama on the 
most important persons, a conception typical of his late works. 
This we have to understand before even trying to hit the nail on 
the head. 

S. NYSTAD 

The sceptre shall not depart from Judah’. The sceptre. The emblem of King- 
ship; The Soncino Edition of the Pentateuch and Haftoraphs, Hebrew text, 
English translation and commentary, edited by DR J. H. HERTZ, C.H., Late 
Chief Rabbi of the British Empire, London [1968]. 

The Literature of Art 

Rembrandt's Etchings 

BY S. WILLIAM PELLETIER 

THIS new two-volume catalogue raisonné by Christopher White 
and Karel G. Boon* is part of the Hollstein series (volumes 19 and 
20) entitled Dutch and Flemish Etchings, Engravings and Woodcuts, and 

represents a significant contribution to the literature of Rem- 

*Rembrandt’s Etchings: By Christopher White and Karel G. Boon. 
Vol. I: 203 pp.; Vol. II: 316 pp. with 618 black-and-white ills. (Abner Schram, 
New York; Van Gendt and Co., Amsterdam), $100 the set. 



RECENT MUSEUM ACQUISITIONS 

Museum Acquisitions 
Applied and Decorative Arts (c.1785-c.1830), recently 
acquired by Museums 

The St Louis Art Museum has lately acquired several in- 
teresting items. The Card Table (Fig.71) dates from about 1810 
and was probably made in the Boston area (see the St Louis 
Bulletin, May-June, 1972, p.8). The pair of Candelabra (Fig.75) 
were made in France in the first two decades of the nineteenth 
century, and they include an important Egyptian motif of a type 
that the Napoleonic Campaigns and the new interest in Egypt- 
ology had made fashionable. They are of bronze and ormolu. 
For more details, the reader is referred to the Bulletin for Novem- 

ber—December, 1970, which also includes an account of the 
French Clock (Fig.74) made about 1805-10 specially for the 
American market. The clock face bears both the name and 
address of the Paris clock-maker, Dubuc, who is listed in the 
Paris Directory between the years 1780 and 1819. The figure of 
George Washington in military regalia was inspired by John 
Trumbull’s painting, Washington at Trenton, now in the Yale 
University Art Gallery. 

The St Louis Art Museum has also acquired a fine silver 
Tea Caddy (Fig.73), which was made about 1807-10 and which 
bears the touch mark of the Philadelphia silversmith, Anthony 
Rasch (see the Bulletin for January—February, 1970, p.2). From 
a slightly later period (¢.1827-29) comes the Sofa Table (Fig.72), 
which was made by Anthony G. Quervelle, who used as the 
basis of his design’a plate in George Smith’s The Cabinet-Maker’s 
and Upholsterer’s Guide, published in Britain between 1826 and 
1828 (see the Bulletin for May-June, 1971, p.8). 
The Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York has recently 

been given two important pieces by Charles Wrightsman. The 
first is a drop-front Secrétaire (Fig.77), made in 1786-87 under the 
direction of Jean Hauré, the cabinet work being by Guillaume 
Beneman and the mounts being modelled by Martin, Boizot 
and Michaud. It is related in design to a secrétaire made by 
Joubert in 1774 and recently acquired by the Victoria and Albert 
Museum (cf. Verlet, French Royal Furniture, 1963, p.122). The 
Metropolitan’s piece is discussed in detail by Francis Watson 
in his Catalogue of the Wrightsman Collection, Vol.I, pp.195- 
201, No.107. In the third volume (pp.70—-74, No.306), he also 
discusses the Vase and Supporting Column (Fig.78), an ensemble 
which he suggests was almost certainly made in the workshop 
established in the early 1770s by the Duc d’Aumont especially 
for the cutting and polishing of hardstones and precious marbles. 
The mounts are in the manner of Pierre-Philippe Thomire 
(1751-1843). The vase and the column are made of Egyptian 
Imperial red porphyry, probably derived from an Antique 
column brought from Italy. 

The Cupboard by the brothers Jacob (Fig.70), recently ac- 
quired by the Victoria and Albert Museum, is included in the 
Neo-classical Exhibition (V. & A., No.1606). It is stamped by 
the makers and dates from 1798-1803. The mounts have been 
attributed to Thomire. For further details, the reader is referred 

to the Exhibition catalogue (p.748). The piece will be discussed 
in greater detail by Desmond Fitz-Gerald in the Victorta and 
Albert Museum Yearbook, 1V, to be published next year. 

K.R. 

As might be expected of a rapidly growing mercantile centre, 
New York City produced much of the most elaborate American 
furniture of the early nineteenth century. A few makers, notably 
the Parisian Charles Honoré Lannuier, followed French fashion, 

but the majority were largely influenced by English furniture 
styles, to which modifications were made to conform with local 
taste and technology. Of the latter, the best known is certainly 

Duncan Phyfe, whose name has come to be associated with an 
American variant of the English Regency style in furniture. 
Phyfe lived until the middle of the century and much of his 
later furniture is in the Empire style. The Cleveland Museum 
has recently acquired a sofa made of rosewood with stenciled 
gilt decorations (Fig.69). The designs of some of these decora- 
tions are identical to ones on a sofa at the Metropolitan Museum 
(Bulletin, 1941, 6-8) which has been attributed to Phyfe. There 
is, however, apparently no specific evidence for that attribution; 
therefore, it seems safest to presume merely that both these 
pieces emanated from the shop of the same very competent New 
York cabinetmaker. 
On the basis of its style, the Cleveland sofa can be dated about 

1830. In addition to the gilt stenciled designs, it is decorated 
with gilt metal rosettes at the ends of the scrolled arms and carved 
and gilded leafage at the ends of the back rail and above the 
feet. The carved animal paw feet bear traces of green paint, 
undoubtedly simulating bronze. Silver leaf glazed with green 
covers the fruit which is carved just above the feet. The black 
horsehair upholstery is modern. 

HENRY HAWLEY 
Curator of Post-Renaissance Decorative Arts, 

The Cleveland Museum of Art. 

Although the use of letters to indicate the year of manufacture 
was supposed to have ceased at the Sévres factory in 1793, they 
are occasionally to be found on later examples, such as: this 
ecuelle (Fig.76) recently acquired by the Cleveland Museum 
of Art which can be dated to the year 1795. It also bears the 
mark of the well-known figure painter, Charles-Nicolas Dodin, 
and that usually attributed to the gilder Etienne-Henry Le Guay. 
The ground is of that dark blue colour popularly termed bleu 
du rot, but which factory records called bleu nouveau, and later 

beau bleu. The body is of soft-paste porcelain. Stylistically this 
ecuelle is closely related to the last great undertaking of the 
Sévres factory before the Revolution, the dessert service deco- 
rated with mythological scenes which was made for Louis XVI 
between 1783 and 1792, and is today preserved largely at 
Windsor Castle. Dodin and Le Guay had participated in the 
decoration of that service. In the cases of both the ecuelle and the 
dessert service, simplified rococo forms were decorated with 
figural subjects which are dependent upon late-baroque com- 
positions and with gilded ornaments in the form of attenuated, 
curvilinear patterns, symmetrically disposed. The ecuelle for- 
merly belonged to Mrs A. Hamilton Rice and the Duveen 
firm. It came to the Cleveland Museum from the Norton Simon 
Foundation through their sale at the Parke-Bernet Galleries in 
May, 1971. 

HENRY HAWLEY 
Curator of Post-Renaissance Decorative Arts, 

Cleveland Museum of Art. 

Letters 

On the Evaluation of Evidence in Art History 

sir, In her article ‘On the Evaluation of Evidence in Art 

History’, Madlyn Kahr accuses S. Nystad, C. Tiimpel and 
myself of ‘inaccurate readings both of textual evidence and of 
plainly visible features of the picture’ (Rembrandt’s painting in 
the Hermitage, Bredius 531), of using “distorted evidence as the 
basis for interpretations’,...‘in order to establish parallels 
which in fact are plainly contradicted by the text or the painting.’ 

Dr Kahr objects to my paraphrasing I Samuel XXVI, 
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In her article "On the Evaluation of Evidence in Art History" in 

The Burlington Magazine CXIV (August 1972) pp.551-553, Mrs. Madlyn 

Kahr selects only a few points from my study "Haman of Josef" 

(Haman or Joseph), Qud Holland LXXXBI (1971), ppe32-42, and tries 

to prove false premise in my interpretation without mentioning that 

she published earlier a different one which I had tried to refute. 

Mrs. Kahr does not seem to understand the difference between a 

Jewish beard and no beard or a Persian, Syrian or Egyptian beard, 

trimmed according to fashion. Jews are wearing full beards 

("Ye shall not reund the cerners of your heads, neither shalt 

thou mar the corners of thy beard"; Leviticus XIX-27). But at the 

Egyptian court ailyoung men exeept kings were beardless (cf. Egyp- 

tian tomb-paintings), 

Joseph might have been beardless from the day Potiphar appointed 

him overseer in his house. Potinhar's wife would hardly have tried 

to seduce a young Joseph with a full Jewish beard. 

Lt is unconceivable that Rembrandt, when depicting a Jew, should 

have painted a beardicss man. All Jews around him were wearing 

beards. it is not important when exactly God gave his laws to the 

Jewish people. it is only important to know how Rembrandt saw 

Jewish men, And if Rembrandt sees fit to paint the young Joseph 

without a beard he is doing so because it fits the stories known 

to him ("And Joseph was of beautiful form and fair to Look upon" 

Genesis XXXIX-6). 

Rembrandt knew Jewish stories and he was not inconsistent in his 

depiction of beards. His conception of the Bible was a Dutch 

Calvinistic and a Jewish 17th century one, not a 19th century 

romantic one, 

As I pointed out "Juda the King is present" (confirmed later again 

in Gentsis XLIx~10)¥ oniy two of the brothers of Joseph are shown. 

Benjamin comes near to Joseph only later in the story (Genesis XLV-14). 

Rembrandt concentrated the drama on the most important persons, a 

conception typical for his late works. This we have to understand 

before even trying to hit the nail on the head. 

¥ 'The sceptre shall not depart from Judah". "The sceptre. The emblem 

of Kingship"; the Soncino Edition of the Pentateuch and Haftorahs, 

Hebrew text,English translation and commentary, edited by Dr.J.H. Hertz, C.H., 

Late Chief Rabbi of the British Empire, London 1968. 





S. NYSTAD oude kunst n.v. 
RUYCHROCKLAAN 442, DEN HAAG, TELEFOON 070-2642 51 

aoe a CNS 

The Hague, 29th August 1972, Hofleverancier van 

H.M. de Koningin 

Dine Alfred Baden. Hofleverancier van 

2961 North Shepard Avenue, Z.K.H. Prins Bernhard 
o A co der Nederland 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin De V's co ate baat 

Dear Dr. Bader, 

I thank you very much for your letter of August 25th. 

IT send you herewith my answer to Dr, Kahr, which I have sent 

in the meantime to Benedict Nicolson, asking whether he will 

be so kind to publish it in the next Burlington, 

You are of course completely right that Joseph was 7 years 
younger than Reuben, I have never thought about it, but reading 

it again, I must tell you that my figuring was not as clear as 

yours, L thank you very much for this information. 

About, the table lvonily, thestoltowimnes ei Ls true, that ab as noe 

very clearly defined, but it is painted in exactly the same 

way as in Rembrandt*ts Claudius Civilis,. That gave me the impression 

of the table having some function in the painting. 

LL shall be looking forward to pay you a visit again, not only 

to see other paintings from you, but to talk with you about things 

of common interest. EI shall be coming to the USA again in the 

end of January for the CAA-meeting in New York, where I do hope 

to meet you. Are you not coming to Holland7ain this year? You wild 

always be very welcome in my house, 

With kindest regards, to you and Mrs. Bader, I am sincerely yours, 





In her article "On the Evaluation of Evidence in Art History" in 

The Burlington Magazine CXIV (August 1972) ppe551-553, Mrs. Madlyn 

Kahr selects only a few points from my study "Haman of Josef" 

(Haman or Joseph), Oud Holland LXXXBI (1971), ppe32-42, and tries 

to prove false premise in my interpretation without mentioning that 

she published earlier a different one which I had tried to refute. 

Mrse Kahr does not seem to understand the difference between a 

Jewish beard and no beard or a Persian, Syrian or Egyptian beard, 

trimmed according to fashion. Jews are wearing full beards 

("Ye shall not round the corners of your heads, neither shalt 

thou mar the corners of thy beard"; Leviticus XIX-27). But at the 

Egyptian court allyoung men except kings were beardless (cf. Egyp- 

tian tomb-paintings). 

Joseph might have been beardless from the day Potiphar appointed 

him overseer in his house. Potiphar'ts wife would hardly have tried 

to seduce a young Joseph with a full Jewish beard. 

It is unconceivable that Rembrandt, when depicting a Jew, should 

have painted a beardless man. All Jews around him were wearing 

beards. It is not important when exactly God gave his laws to the 

Jewish people. It is only important to know how Rembrandt saw 

Jewish men. And if Rembrandt sees fit to paint the young Joseph 

without a beard he is doing so because it fits the stories known 

to him ("And Joseph was of beautiful form and fair to look upon"; 

Genesis XXXIX~6). 

Rembrandt knew Jewish stories and he was not inconsistent in his 

depiction of beards. His conception of the Bible was a Dutch 

Calvinistic and a Jewish 17th century one, not a 19th century 

romantic one, 

As I pointed out "Juda the King is present" (confirmed later again 

in Gengsis XLIX-10)* Only two of the brothers of Joseph are shown, 

Benjamin comes near to Joseph only later in the story (Genesis XEV-14). 

Rembrandt concentrated the drama on the most important persons, a 

conception typical for his late works. This we have to understand 

before even trying to hit the nail on the head. 

*¥ "The sceptre shall not depart from Judah", "The sceptre. The emblem 

of Kingship";The Soncino Edition of the Pentateuch and Haftorahs, 

Hebrew text, English translation and commentary, edited by Dr.J.H. Hertz,C.Hy 

Late Chief Rabbi of the British Empire, London 1968. 
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Dr. Alfred Bader 
2961 North Shepard Avenue 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53211 

August 25, 1972 

Mr. Benedict Nicolson 

Burlington Magazine 

49 Park Lane 

London, W. 1, England 

Dear Mr. Nicolson: 

Thank you for remembering to send me the off-print of Dr. Kahr's 

article, received last week, 

I gather from your publishing this note that you enjoy a good argument - 

and probably many readers of the Burlington Magazine do also - as 

otherwise you would not have printed Dr. Kahr's note, which is quite 

intemperate and contradicts her own work, For another art historian's 

view of that work, do read J, Nieuwstraten: 'Haman, Rembrandt and 

Michelangelo, ' Oud-Holland, LXXXII (1967), pp. 61-63. 

If I were just replying to Dr. Kahr, then a letter to the editor would 

probably be preferable. However, I really do think that Dr, Kahr's 

criticism is petty, while Dr. Tumpel's is very important, and my 

difference of opinion with Dr. Tumpel goes to the very heart of the 

most important problem in Rembrandt's Biblical iconography. Hence, 

I would much prefer to have this published as a shorter notice, I do 

hope that with the absence of a reproduction, you could schedule publi- 

cation as soon as at all possible, 

Have you now had a chance to see the restored Battle of Gibraltar? 

Best personal regards, 

Sinderely, 

Gwe ty) 
ASA reo the 

Alfred Bader 

AB/de 





More on a Rembrandt Enigma 

Be. Alfred R. Bader 

In her recent article 'On the Evaluation of Evidence in Art History', Madlyn Kahr! 

accuses S. Nijstad, C. Tiimpel and myself of "inaccurate readings both of textual evidence 

and of plainly visible features of the picture" (Rembrandt's painting in the Hermitage, 

Bredius 531), of using distorted evidence as the basis for interpretations", ... "in order 

to establish parallels which in fact are plainly contradicted by the text or the painting. " 

Dr. Kahr objects to my paraphrasing” I Samuel XXVI, alleging that it "bears hardly 

any resemblance to the scene portrayed by Rembrandt", because in the biblical account, 

David was far away and there is in the painting neither spear nor cruse of water, no hilly 

terrain, no outdoor setting, no sign of the trench within which Saul and Abner had slept, 

nor any indication of a military operation involving 3000 men. That, of course, is self- 

evident, though the dialogue between Saul and David became SO moving and intimate, that 

one surely might assume that they came close to each other, David following Saul's entreaty 

"return, my son David." Also there is none of the paraphernalia we might expect of Haman 

having been summoned to King Ahasuerus and in fact no paraphernalia other than the king's 

crown relating it to any story. As Dr. Kahr had previously written? about this same painting 

"In deliberately avoiding explicit indications of naturalistic setting, the artist communicates 

his interest in the emotional connotations of the event rather than in a story as such." I had 

in my paraphrase of the biblical account concentrated on the emotional and psychological 

aspects of the story, assuming that readers of THE BURLINGTON MAGAZINE have access 

to a Bible to check on the details of the story. 

Dr. Kahr had written? that "In a painstaking scrutiny of the Bible and other texts, 

I had been able to find no other subject that would be in complete accord with what we 

see in the cai "Thus one can understand her feelings on learning of a biblical story 

which in its emotional aspects corresponds exactly to that of the painting, but this is no 





ry 

reason to demand a composition like Lastman's or the early Rembrandt's, complete with 

all the trappings of a military operation, when previously she had correctly pointed out 

that in this superb ''Herauslésung", Rembrandt had concentrated only on the relationship 

of the three men. Reread that moving dialogue in the Bible, and my paraphrasing of the 

story, and you will find neither distortion nor inaccurate reading of the text or the painting. 
2 

e) 
I do not believe that S. Nijstad's interpretation of the painting as Joseph Turning Away 

from Judah and Reuben is correct, but Dr. Kahr's criticism is overstated. There is a 

resemblance between the man turning away and the Joseph in Kassel (Bredius 525); Aert de 

Gelder probably thought of this painting when painting his Joseph, (illustration 3 in Nijstad's 

article) and a small crown on Judah's head - as a prefiguration of the kings that were to 

come out of Judah - is much less implausible than Dr. Kahr seeing Haman as a prefiguration 

of Jesus. © and surely in such a "Herausl8sung” it would not be Buricine ns see only 

Joseph with Judah and Reuben, though Rembrandt probably knew that there was only a few 

years’ difference in age between the three, and not a generation's as depicted. 

Dr. Kahr's criticism of Christian Tumpel in part contradicts her own previous writings. 

She chides Dr. Tiimpel for associating this painting with "the details from Josephus's 

version... rather than with the canonical Old Testament description of this episode", 

but previously Dr. Kahr had written’ "Both the events and the concomitant emotions, 

however, are enlarged on in the Jewish Antiquities of Flavius Josephus, and there is 

reason to believe that it was ee this version that Rembrandt took his theme." 

These petty Bete eeean obscure, however, the main question: What did Rembrandt 

really mean? I am not convinced that’ it depicts David's Departure from Saul and Abner, 

only that painting and story coincide exactly emotionally. I am convinced that it cannot 

possibly depict Haman, because Rembrandt would not have painted Haman as a regal 

figure; the servant (so Dr. Kahr®) would not have been so deeply involved; Mordecai 

(so Dr. Tumpel®) was not present, and Elijah as Harbonah (so Professor van de Waal?) 





aide ie 

was probably unknown to Rembrandt. If itis not David, Saul and Abner, then we must 

say with Nieuwstraten in his review 10 of Dr. Kahr's hypotheses, that "it is to be feared 

that a satisfactory identification of this mysterious subject may not be found soon." 

The most serious criticism of my identification of the work with David's departure 

from Saul and Abner is implicit in Christian Tuimpel's masterly writings. Dr. Timpel 

gradually seems to become convinced that each of Rembrandt's biblical works was closely 

related to earlier printed Bible illustrations, and he cites8 some, to me, unconvincing 

illustrations of the Book of Esther as precursors for this work. I have not been able to 

find any closely related prints of David's Departure. 

| Dr. Tlimpel's hypothesis involves the assumption that we know all Bible illustrations 

known to Rembrandt, and that he never depicted a Bible story for which he had not seen 

an illustration, I find the latter particularly hard to believe. 

Dr. Kahr begins her essay by bemoaning the fact that, though some of the greatest 

art-historians had written about this painting, their cumulative effect had not succeeded 

in casting out the less likely proposals. Some of these same great art-historians had As 

written - quite incorrectly - about the painting at the Victoria and Albert Museum aise 

(Bredius 508), and there was unanimity that it depicted the Dismissal of Hagar. Should 

that have prevented Dr. Tiumpel from publishing his brilliant observation that this 

really showed Elishah and the Shunnamite woman? 

Dr. Tumpel's criticism highlights the most important problems in Rembrandt's 

biblical iconography; Dr. Kahr's is an ‘oratio pro domo’ which contradicts her previous 

work. 
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A REMBRANDT PROBLEM : HAMAN OR URIAH? 

¥ yenowned amongst the treasures of the Hermitage Museum at Leningrad 
ACs a large pi ainting whose emotive power, fea types, broad brushwork, 
and yadiant colour illumining shadowy 3] pace, all support the validity of nee 
signature that can be seen in the eee rigl ht, “Rem »brandt? , and the date th 
is generally accepted, about 1665 (PI. 41). +e ihersubject: ch the ee 
however, is proble smatic.? 

No iconogra uphic parallels have been found in art of any school or period, 
And its unus dal composi ition adds to the 1 nystery of its mea ning. In all of 
Xembrandt’s ccuvre there is no other p icture in which thee haracters repre- 

fail so utterly to be unified by a common action or ocus of attention. 
The composition, apparently artless, is centrifugal in oft There is no 
physical contact among the three figures, nor is any one of them overtly 
responding to any of the others. Each of them looks in a different direction. 
No cohesive force, either formal or substantive, draws them teeta: Rem- 
brandt in this unique invention has renounced his unsurpassed ability to 
involve every element ae a composition in a single expressive action. ‘This 
fact in itself cannot be without meaning in relation to the enigmatic subject- 
matter of the picture. 

Additional clues to the interpretation of the painting are scanty: only the 
mood that pervac des it, plus three heads, three costumes, and the gesture of 
the central character. The extreme economy fortifies the impression that what 
we see here is reple te with significance on various associative levels, if only we 
can. fathom it. 

What the 

sented 1¢ 

of tragedy so deeply felt oy we 
and richly re U alone as the message of 
this strange masterpie Xembrandt’s Fears. Vee ME is pen tee to 
ignore the implicatic e litera i Rembrandt would have 
placed these three carefully ee racterized individuals in oe particular rela- 
tion to one a neg 1 ific event.. Do the costumes, 
physiognomies tion as to what this event might 
be? 

2 spring of 196 
matter of ti 

to Profe: 
and unfla 





HAMAN OR URIAH? 259 
In the centre foreground is a half-length, life-size male figure with mous- 

tache and shght beard (Pl. 43a). His eyes are downcast. His right hand is 
extended on his breast, the thumb of his left hand hooked over his girdle. 
‘He wears an imposing cloth-of- gold turban with plume and diagonal jewelled 
band, a red robe with full sleeves and embroidered borders, a dark red cloak 
over his left shoulder. 

Farther back and to the right, separated from the central figure by a 
barrier that appears to be a table with a light cover, is a man with an ample 
dark beard (Pl. 42a). Only his head and the upper part of his torso are 
visible. His robe is golden yellow with an ermine collar, over which he wears 
a heavy gold chain. His white turban has a dee el in fro it, and a all gold 
crown surmounts it. To the left, apparently still further in the background, 
as he is on a smaller scale and lower lev el, is an older, bald, white-bearded 
man (Pl. 42b). He is bare-headed and wears a brown robe. “Again, only his 
head and bust are visible; he too is separated from the foreground figure, 
apparently by the same table, though at this end it is inexplicably dark, 
despite the fact that it is in a position on which light should be falling if 
consistently depicted.? The light falls from above on “the left 

The facial expressions of all three figures are grave. There is no com- 
munication among them through either glance or gesture. The central figure’s 
head is inclined to the left and slightly bowed, and his lids are lowered. The 
figure on the right, whose head is inclined towards the right, looks out of the 
picture in that direction, but appears lost in thought rather than observant. 
The head of the old man on the left echoes that of the other subordinate figure 
in its inclination, and his gaze is directed vaguely towards the foreground; he, 
like the others, fails to meet the eyes of the onlooker and seems to be meditating 
rather than looking. 

“This appears to be a scene of parting, a departure of the central figure 
under conditions that grieve all three participants. The mood is one of quiet 
fee AB crete backer ound lost in shadow lends powerful support to the 
broodin oe emotional tone, while it gives no clue as to naturalistic 
setting. “The old Rem! brandt t could hardly uaye set himself a 
test of his m laste ») 
emotions throug 

of only three he 
See 

nd postures. 1 

in Burlington 

It was then in 

faye ete Magazine, xxv, 
England, central ‘a. QUre and ies ai ord 

clear in repro tions of th o, We Lord Moyne. 

me no less so when ies ictuy Houbraken too cormmende: 
Leningrad. I have no dou ne hat the master for his 9 convey emotions th 

intended to leave it, along with the rest ofthe depiction of facial traits and postures. (Arn. 
Houbraken, De Groote Sch setting, undefined. 

4Jt was for his convincing representation 
of the remorse of Jud as that Constantin 
Huyghens in about Pee particularly praised 
Rembrandt. (C. Hofstede de Groot, Die Ur- 
kunden tiber Rei mbrandt 1575~ ee The Hague 

an : ” 1906, p. 14.) Thepa 
to was first publishe: 

la nisch é Konstschi Iders en Sch tle leress én, L S 

richt, 1943, I Deel, p. 203. Ed. prin., T Deel, 

1718, pp, 257-58.) 
> Lacking even the possibili 

the statures of the three ‘indi viduals repre- 
sented we might be te 2d cree with senica, mM 8 

a) Oe RE es" RF 1 Ape ts r remark of an rf sichteenth-century 

ty of comparin 

the acid 





260 MADLYN KAHR 

Neither their physical traits nor attire identify the characters. ‘The central 
figure is richly clad in ‘Oriental’ style, 
his crowned turban, must be a king. 

as is the figure on the right, who, with 

Since Rembrandt envisaged kings of 

various nations wearing similar crown-topped turbans, we can draw no 
conclusion from this feature of the cos tume as to whether we have to deal 
with an Old Testament king or some other ancient monarch.® The hand-on- 
chest gesture of the central figure, which we may assume to be significant for 
the exposition of his situation, is not frequently found in Rembrandt’s works. 
Rembrandt did use this gesture, however, in an Old Testament and in a 
New Testament subject. In the two canvases depicting ‘Potiphar’s Wife 
Accusing Joseph’,’ the malevolent woman is shown with her left hand on her 
breast as she extends her right arm to point to the young man against whom J 
she is making her Pouce allegation The only other r painting by Rem- 
brandt that displays a right hand “placed on the chest as in the Hermitage 
painting is “The Parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard’,® which is signec 
and dated 163 ole As with Potiphar’s wife, the gesture is to be understood as 

the vineyard owner’s self-justification, his affirmation that his behaviour is 
just and proper.® 

cataloguer of Rembrandt’s works, Daniel 
Daulby, who complained that ‘he was a 
painter of human dress rather than of the 
human form’. (Catalogue of Rembrandt’s Works 
and of his Scholars’, Bol, Livens, and van Vliet, 
Liverpool, 1796, p. ix.) 

§ King ‘Antiochus Epiphanes wears such a 
head-gear in two drawings accepted by 
Benesch (figs. 1228 and 1229). Pharaoh (if 
indeed it zs Pharaoh) wears one in another 
drawing of the same late date (1659, fig. 1203, 
Cat. No. 989: ‘Lilienfeld, Wickhoff (Betty 
Kurth), and Valentiner suggest as the subject 
Haman before Ahasuerus, | Esther i ill, 8-12)’. 
In early paintings Belshazzar (‘Belshazzar’s 
Feast’, London, National Gallery, Bredius 
497) and Nebuchadnezzar (‘N Tecate or 
Before the Golden Image’, Port Eliot, Earl 
of St. Germans, Bredius 491) are crowned in 
this way. In a painting of some two decades 
later than these (Bredius 611), as well as in 

veral drawings (Benesch 918, 947 and 948) 
he dons King David’s royal status is s 
lav! y indicated. Another Jewish king, Saul, 
is likewi ise depicted in both early and late 
paintings (Bredius 490 and 526). And the 
Ponion King Ahasuerus w i 
mark of his rank in more tha a one of Rem- 
brandt’s paintings (e.g., Bredius 

530). 
‘As H. van de Waal makes clear, Dutch 

painters lacked any knowledge of authentic 
costume at this time; oflen phe ed cos- 
tumes served as if ancient, for both Biblical 
subjects oe Dutch historical ones. (Dret 

Eeuwen Vaderlandsche ia -d-Uitbeelding 1500- 
1800, The Hague, 1952, i, pp. 6off.) 
Nor are the Bee ‘to be identified by 

their facial features, coiffures, or beards, on 
the basis of other works by Rembrandt or by 
his contemporaries. In the seventeenth cen-~ 
tury, as F. Saxl points out, the tradition of 
standard representations of Biblical ee 
ages and scenes broke down, and ‘one and the 
same painter could choose widely different 
images’. (Rembrandt’s ‘Sacrifice of Manoah’, 
BO TM 1939, p. 12.) 

717655, Wasaington, Navony Gallery, 
Bredius 5233 and 1655, Berlin, Berlin-Dahlem 
Museum, Bredius 524. 

8 1637, Lening itac 
® This gesture has a long histo 

may be seen from the emblematic 
prayer of the archaic Cretan statuette known 
as ‘The Lady from Auxerre’ (about 650 B.c., 
Paris, Louvre). r Sse ies 
ancient meani 
which emerge : 
hand on the br 

isje) ia) Mm + 5 GF bar} Oo (o) La 

which w 

peatedly used th 

tion to the heart, 
emotions, in order 
and genuineness of the 

(Cesare oes Icono logia, Rome, 16 
pa Pp. 149; ‘Amicitia’ 
“Humilta Avy eiealita 5. Du ud: 
“Querela bs 422,) Ripa was a major 

7 
source for the emb <5 that flouris 

1 Seay ie Fe) eee in Holland in the seventeenth century. 
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Both Rembrandt’s own works and the usage of his times suggest that the 
most Lae meaning of the gesture is that the individual represented is, truly 
or falsely, asserting ‘his integrity. 

VE 

The earliest name we know of for the Hermitage painting is ‘Haman’s 
Condemnation’, the title that appeared on a mezzotint made by Richard 
Houston in 1 772 after Rembrandt’s canvas, which was then in London, in 
the collection of John Blackwood.}® From the Blackwood Collection it was 
acquired for the Hermitage in 1773. There is uncertainty as to its previous 
whereabouts and what it may have been called. It has been suggested that 
this was the painting by Rembrandt described as No. 59 in the sale of the 
collection of Burgomaster Willem Six at Amsterdam on 12 May 1734, “Haman 
met veel bywerk’.1? While ‘Haman with many ornaments’ (or ‘additional 
accessories’) seems a possible title for this painting, it is hardly the most likely 
one. Jn a manus sorIpt record of sales of pictures in England between 1711 
and 17591? I for und a reference in ‘Paris’s Sale of Pictures, 1740’ to ‘No. 32, 
Ahasucrus, etc.’, by Rembrandt, with the poe eay that it was purchased by 
‘Knapton’ at the price of £5 rss, Here again, there can be no certainty 
that this title refers to the Hermitage painting, but it is possible. It may even 
be that it was this painting that figured i in both these sales, having gone to 
England after the Six sale. Certainly it would not be unexpected to find it 
referred to by different names, since its subject is far from ony ious. 

Perhaps it was uncertainty as to its meaning that led to the listing of the 
painting in the Hermitage Catalogue of 1916 as ‘Biblical Subject’ (No. 795). 

J. Bulwer, Charologia or the naturall Language of I include these details because there has 
the Hand, ‘Lond on, 1644, p. 88, captions “this been some confusion about the dates. In 
esture ‘Conscienter affirmo: To lay the hand innik’s 1955 Jskusstvo article, which I shall ture ‘C ter affir To y h Linnik’s 1956 J ; 

open to our Bear using a kinde of bowing discuss here in some detail, it is stated that 
gesture, is a garb wherein we affirm a thing, the mezzotint was made ‘when the picture 
swear or call God to witnesse a truth, andso was in the possession of John Blackwood in 
we seem as if we would openly e chibit unto London, in 1775’. But the painting was 
sense, the testimony of our conscience, or take ‘acquired for <he Hermitage in 17 773 from the 
a tacite oath, putting in security, that no Blackwood Collection in Engl and’, according 
zipptall reservation doth basely divorce our to W. F. Lex 

) but that allis truth that Ecole Flamanze et Ho fallin Prague, 1962, 
No. 84. This provenance and date of acces- 
sion are ziven in the 1958 Catalogue of the 2 
riermit 

C. Hofstec 
: 1 vi, Londo 

Oneal Picture i 0 vel Houston’s rm 
Blackwood Esq. Reral brandt Pinx’t. Rich’d it Coes 
Houston fecit. The size of the Painting is deryen, The 
SESE BY Gy Pub lished as the Act directs picture not = 

naamlyst van Schil- 
Dy hy JOR Mile SSVAS Ole 

Oct’r 14, 1772 by R. Houston.’ 12 Sale Case.saue ve Principal Collections of 
No. 81 Il is identical except for Pictures (171 ld by auction in England 

cation line, w! 

1775 by Jom 
London. 

e Pan ox oft r SOs alee) ., 6 1760. Library of 
la) j SENS, 5 Re NS Ea ey NY Detar ee Pe yer in Ghesscde! the Victoria 2nd Albert Museum, London. 

rure not méntioned. 
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Scholars whe have discussed the painting since it entered the Hermitage 
collections, however, have generally been . content to recognize the central 
figure as Haman, with King Ahasuerus on his right and Mordecai as the old 
man on the left. This was the interpretation of Bode! and of Hofstede de 
Groot.14 Max Eisler? weniaed the old man on the lett not as Mordecai 
but as a servant; he placed the situation as the moment ‘aftcr the storm broke 
at Esther’s Feast. Werner Weisbac ae saw the painting as ‘not a true three- 
figure composition, but a portrait of Haman in disgrace with two a iccompany-~ 

ing portraits of Ahasuerus and Mordecai’. The main emphasis, in his view, 
was on the psychological character study, with the rejected Haman as the 
subject, and the accessory figures of Ahasucrus and Mordecai merely serving 
to motivate his expression. 

Richard Hamann! took a different and even less tenable line. To him 
the central figure of the Hermitage poe was Haman, the innocent victim 
of a plot. Catastrophe had befalien him through the machinations of an old 
Jew, Mordecai, who, concealing his daughter’ s [sic] race and taking advantage a Us; 

of her beauty, had installed her in the royal harem, from which position of 
strength she had been able to destroy Haman, and along with him countless 
numbers of his low hanes: (Hamann appa ry was not familiar with 
the Old Testament text, Esther 11, 1, which makes it clear that Haman was 
a foreigner, a guest in the country in which he had risen to such high rank.)*8 

Hamann’s ingenious switching of the roles, making Haman the hero and 
the Jews, through their agents Esther and Mordecai, the villains, bears no 
relation to the Biblical story, much less to Rembrandt’s well-known friendly 
attitude towards the Jews s among whom he made his home. His is perhaps 
the most grossly distorted among : the many published studies that atternpt to 
make this painting fit the text on which it was thought to be based (Esther vii, 

5-10). 
That this was not a literal illustration of this passage must have been clear 

to everyone who knew the text. Rembrandt himself had in fact fp ee the 
scene in ‘Esther’s Feast’ (PL gO in nar as it is ce ribed in these verses. 
Ahasuerus and Haman are guests at Esther’s tat aig she had 
for her recrimination ag. he one eee of her people. Followin 
episode, ‘they covered F 5 ACES u aged fart O: 
gallows that he had p Mo other school-of 
ene andt seal sh confron Feast in ar 
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Because of the deviations from the Biblical episode in the Hermitage paint- 
ing, 1t occurred to Valentiner”® that it might represent Uriah being sent to 
his death by King David, with the prophet Nathan in the backgro ound. Here 
too, however, the presence of a third man is not accounted for in the Biblical 
narrative; Nathan comes to remonstrate with David only after Uriah’s death. 

In 1956 the Soviet art historian I. Linnik again took up this problem.?? 
She considered the contents of the Hermitage painting unrelated in any way, 
‘except for the depressed state of mind of the chief character’ , to the story of 
Haman’s fall from favour. Rejecting the suggestion made by Weisbach that 
it was intended as a psychological study rather than a literal illustration of 
the Biblical episode, she was convinced, besides, that it would be an injustice 
to Rembrandt, the humanitarian, to suppose that he would ever have glorified 
the villain, Haman, by making him the central and most imposing figure in 
the composition. 

Ni Aleniines was on the right track, in Miss Linnik’s opinion, but his idea 
was not taken up subs sequently by Rembrandt scholars because he failed to 
offer proof for it and because his suggestion that the third figure represented 
the Prophet Nathan was unaccepta tble.22. She identifies the third person 
present as ‘a curious or compassionate witness . . . who helps the painter to 
intensify the psychologic content of the conflict’. In illustrations of this scene 
David and Uriah are never shown alone together, she says; there is always 
at least one, and frequently more, witnesses. 2 

20 W. Valentiner, Rembrandt : Wiedergefui 
Gemalde, Stuttgart and Berlin, 1921, p 
‘Haman in Ungnade. Die Szene entspricht 
nicht dem Bibeltext. Sollte vielleicht Uria as, 
der vom Kénig David in den Tod geschickt 
wird, mit dem warnenden Prop heten Nathan 
im Hintergrund, da argestellt sein? 
21 J, Linnik, ‘On the Question of the Sub- 

ject Matter of Rembrandt's one in th 1€ 
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Valentiner 199 as “David Sends Uriah Away’, 
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That Rembrandt had a special interest in 
the story of David there can be no doubt, 
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pe sees g by Rembrandt’s te eacher, Lastman,** and one by Rembrandt ’s pupil, 
bi nck,** both showing David sue the letter to Uriah under the watchful 

_eye es seated scribe. In Lastman’s picture David is shown offering the letter 
to Uriah, while im Flinck’s ae ke tter is in Uriah’s hand. In the Hermitage 

painting, on the contrary, no letter is to be seen. Miss Linnik explains this 
by toe r that Re mbr oe chose to represent the next moment of the story. 

‘Uriah is departi ng. The King’s Se his death warrant, he has hidden 
in his eae oe ie of hand to chest, a Iding the le stter hidden under 
his clothing, a laconic gesture, rich in aie ona gives the necessary hint about 
what is going on.’ 

As we have seen, the gesture of the main figure’s right hand does not 
suggest an act of conce alment, nor, as the detail in Pl. 43c shows, does the 
painting hint in any way ata letter hidden in the bosom of the central igure. 
[t is inconceivable, in any cz oe that Rembrandt would have gone out of his 
way to conceal the ope rative factor in the situation, the letter, if this were 
indeed the scene he had chosen to depict. 

Another objection to Miss Linnik’s interpretation rests on the fact that if 
the painter ve e repres senting Uriah, who has just returned from the fighting 
front, he would identify him as a soldier through his costume—as both Last 
man and Flinck do. 

Aside from other possible arguments against Miss Linnik’s line of reason- 
ing, it seems to me that these are sufficient grounds for rejecting the interpreta- 
tion of the Hermitage painting as “David a and Uriah’ 

‘David and Uriah’ is, however, now its official title. Whereas the canvas 
as listed in a 1955 cuide to the Hermitage?® as ‘Haman in Disgrace’ and 

in the Catalogue we Rembrandt Exhibition in Moscow, 1956,7" as ‘Haman in 
Disgrace (David and Uriah)’, in the Hermitage Catalogue, 1958, it is No. 752 
‘David and Uriah’.”® 

J. Bialostocki®® indicated his agreement with Miss Linnik’s interpretation 
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in 1957, as did A. Tchlenov®® in 1958. In 1960 L. Goldscheider®? rejected 
Miss Linnik’s conclusions in favour of a reversion ie the older title, ‘Haman 
in Disgrace’. He identified the figures as Mordecai, seated at the left; King 
Ahasuerus, seated at the right; and Haman, who ‘has risen from the table 
and stands in the foreground’. This interpretation is of course subject to the 
valid objection that it corresponds to no specific moment in the Pook of Esther. 

il 

It is not ‘the states of mind’ of the persons represented, as Bialostocki puts 
it, that militate against the understanding of this painting as “The Fall of 
Haman’. The facial expressions of the three figures, each withdrawn from 
the others as if mobilizing his own inner resources to accept an inevitable 
tragedy, are very close indeed to the erief-stricken countenances of the three 
participants in Rembrandt’s depiction of ‘Esther’s Feast’ (Pl. 43b), which is 
dated 1660. Here again, the actors in the tragic scene look neither at each 
other nor at the onlooker. Haman and Esther are seen facing each other at 
the table, in profile, both with heads bowed and eyes downcast. Ahasuerus, 
seated between the other two, dominates by virtue of his frontal position and 
superior stature; his expression is not wrathful, but sad. Is it not reasonable 
to suppose that Rembrandt understood that the King would be depressed at 
the revelation of the duplicity of-his chief minister and that the Queen would 
regret being the instrument of the fateful disclosure, necessary though it was 
for the salvation of her people? Rembrandt sees beneath the surface of the 
event. 

Nor is it accurate to say, as Miss Linnik does, that the humanitariar 
Rembrandt would not have given the central place in a composition to an 
unworthy ‘person, as we see in ‘Potiphar's Wife Accusing Joseph’, in which 
attention is focused on the mendacious wornan, who oc cupies the centre of 
the stage. “Belshazzar’s Feast’, now in the National Gallery, London, also 
has a central ficure who was surely not a hero in pan eyes. 
W hat would me out of character for the master would be the de epict ion of 

a Biblical « epi ie de with its pz pee a and setting arbitrarily changed. As in 

On th 1€ Sub s striking that he has not a word to say in 
brandt, of her explication of the picture’s 
1958, pp. Soles as “David and Uriah’ 
say SO, ere can be no doubt, however, 
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diff n by his many illustrations of the Bo 
on the Apocr and the story of Susannah. Fora 
Esther, while Bible andt, e as known to Rembr 

canonic ae kts e Hel 1t ‘“Rembrandts Bibel’, = 
in the amour. is ae tion of storisch eee 1957, pp- 
Haman as a Macedonian who rven ed to 31 1 Re mbrandt: Paintings, Brawing 
‘transfer the domination of the Persians to the London, 1960, p. 185, note on pl. 
Mased agers aus er XV i, 10-14). T The opinions of Bialostocki, Tchler 

pl rersi Goldscheider became known to 
time after J had come to my own co 

Aiss Linz alee obje lor o the traditional as to tl 1¢ meaning of es e painting 
inter] pretation of the i inti 

18 





AATYTI VN KATIN 
2sXinN INSULIN LS) a but 

the Moscow ‘Esther’s Feast’, he eae conforms to the narrative in all 
major respects. Where the depth of his understanding requires it, he takes 
liberties, for instance adding accessory figures where they contribute to the 
meaning of the scene, as in “Che Return of the Prodigal Son’ in the Her- 
ee See Dik ne does not distort the Bil pees story. We do not know of ar ay. 
case in which he altered so graphic a scene as that depicted 1 in Esther vu, 1-8, 
by. emeiorae g the set ting and mak ing hence in the cast of characters. 

The Hermit we pal inting, as a matter of fact, does illustrate perfectly the 
climax of a different Old Testament passage, another, earlier episode from 
the story of Esther (Esther vi, 1-14). On the night of the first banquet which 
the King and Haman attended at Esther’s invitation, Ahasuerus, sleepless, 
had the book of records of the pee read to him. Thus he was reminded 
that Mordecai, Esther’s cousin, had s saved the King’s life by warning him of a 
plot that he had overheard. The K ing pe learned at this time that Mordecai 
had in no way been rewarded for this service. Haman, who had come to the 
King’s outer court in order to grasp the earliest opportunity to elicit the King’s 
support for his plan to have Mordecai hanged, was called into the King’s 
presence. ‘And the king said unto him: “What shall be done unto the man 
whom the king delighteth to honour?”? Now Haman said in his heart: “Whom 
would the king delight to honour besides myself??? And Haman said unto 
the king: “For the man whom the king delighteth to honour, let royal apparel 
be brought which the king useth to wear, and the horse that the king rideth 
upon, and on whose head a crown roya 15 is set; and-let the apparel and the | 
horse be delivered to the hand of one of the king’s s most noble princes, that 
they 1 may array the man therewith whom the king delighteth to honour, and 
cause him to ride on horseback through the street of the city and proclaim 
before him: Thus shall it be done to the man whom the king delighteth to 
honour.”’’ The King ordered Haman to carry out these suggestions himself 
in honour of Mordecai. Haman knew at once that he was doomed. After 
carrying out the Gi , he ‘hastened to his house, mourning and having his 
head covered’. vas ee z the m isk ortune with his relatives and 
friends, messengers rive to take him to Esther’s second banquet. It was 
at this banque eV usually thought of—and 
depicted—as 
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artist’s possessions made on 25 July 1656 were an old Bible and a German 
on of Josephus, with woodcuts by Tobias Stimmer. eS ia alae U ts by Tobi 3? 

This is how Josephus describes Haman’s reaction to the order “Do even 
so to Mordecai the Jew’: “When Haman heard these words, which were 
contrary to all his expectations, he was oppressed in spirit and stricken with 

essness, but went out .. .’?4 and carried out the King’s command. In helplessness, but t out se i d out the King’s command. [| 
the version of Josephus, this was the climax of the situation precipitated when 

x eprived the King of sleep, and, as he did not wish to waste his wakeful God ‘deprived the King of sleep, and, as ] 
irs In idleness but to use them for something of importance for his kingdom hours in id] but t t] f thing of importance for his kingdom, 

he commanded his scribe to bring him both the records of the kings who were 
1 before him and of his own deeds, and read them to him’.®> Among other 

things, the scribe read to the King ‘about the ans es who had plotted against 
him and against whom Mor -decai had informed’.*6 Upon learning that no 
reward had been given to Mordecai for this Gemen. the King, finding it was 
already morning, commanded his servants ‘to announce any of his friends 
whom they might find already waiting before the court’. Haman was thus 
fatefully shown in. ‘Knowing that you are the only friend loyal to me, I beg y: bf oy 
you to advise me how in a manner worthy of my magnanimity I should 
honour one greatly cherished by me’, the King said to Haman. 

‘aman, assuming that he was the one to be so honoured, suggested t Haman, a ¢ that | the one to b honoured, suggested that 
the man to be honoured should be allowed to ‘ride on horseback wearing the 
same dress as yourself, with a necklace of gold’ (substituted for ‘the royal 
crown’ specified in Esther vi, 8), ‘and let one of your close friends precede 
im and proclaim throughout the whole city that this is the honour shown to him and proclaim throughout the whole city that tl the honour shown to 

him whom the King honours’. It appears to be in conformity with this text 
that in the etching of “Lhe Triumph of Mordecai’ of 1649 Rembrandt depicts 
the mounted Mordecai wearing an impressive gold chain about his neck (as 
does the King in the I oe nitage painting) and carrying the royal sceptre, but 
uncrowned (Pl. coe 

at Rembrandt’s familiarity with the writings of Josephus would have That I zemb ts fa arity h tl ings of Jo hus would hax 
been reflected in his paintings finds added support in the ap; proval offered by 
Philips Angel in hi uis Tae der Schilderkonst, Soon aaa even? in 1642, to 
Rembrandt’s friend and painting ; companion of his Leyden days » Jan Lies ens, 

is us osephus’s version of the story in a painting of the Sacrifice of for his use of S of the story in pain ting Bike cri c 
o 

Isaac. *8 
Wolfgang Stechow*® has pointed out evidence of Rembrandt’s familiarity 
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is intere sting to note tha chout’s 89 ‘Jacob blessing the sons of Joseph’, 
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with still another narrative source: Jewish legend. He regards the important 
place granted Asenath in Rembrandt's ‘Jacob Blessing the Sons of Joseph’ as 
justifying the assumption that certain Jewish legends were well known to and 
beloved by the artist. Only on this assumption, he believes, can we explain 
‘her Be ‘edominance, which is greater than in any other ex: :mple hrough the 
centuries, her be auty, her eae and Joseph’s contented smile’. 

It mz have been rabbinical lore, which is ee explicit about the n He 
ing of the confrontation between Ahesuerus and Haman than either the Bible 
or Jose ephus, that aroused Rembrandt's interest in portraying this particu ils 
viene in the Book of Esther. Jewish legends explicitly emphasize Ahasuerus’s 
obligation to reward Mordecai? and also his awareness of Haman’s ce 
against his life and his throne 741 woe also stress the moment of Haman’s 
départure, the moment depicted by R Reet when Haman has been 
forced to accept the fact that his dow ynfall is irreversible, Sater with his 
head bowed like a mourner’s, his ears hanging down, his eyes dim, his mouth 
screwed up, his heart hardened, his b owels cut in pieces, his loins weakened, 
and his knees knocking against each other’.*? 

IV 

Though the iconography of Rembrandt’s Hermitage painting appears to 
be unique, the meaning of Haman’s downfall has been wide ely understood on 
several different levels. Jewish lore has cherished the legend of Esther, the 
humble, orphaned girl whose beauty made her Queen, whose courage made 
her the saviour of her people. Her confrontation with Haman and its sequel 
tend to be oversimplified as the triumph of virtue over vice, though even as 
the Old Testament and the Apocrypha give us the story, chicanery and 
brutality were not on one side alone. This is the story of a conflict with no 
holds barred, of malevolet ace, bitter revenge, sweet ae et Ret 
painting does not glorify Haman, but rather commemorates the victory of the 
Jews over his villainy. 

That the Jews were not only spared, but that they triumphed, was empha- 
sized in Jews ish art as far buck as we know ‘it, in the frescoes of the synagogue 
at Dura Europos datir 
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than other religious holidays, an unusual degree of freedom has been exerci 
in the creation of the objects used in the ceremonial. The Biblical prohibition 
of figurative art has perhaps been even more flagrantly ignored here than in 
most other occasions for Jewish ceremonial objects. Purim plates of silver or 
pewter are usually decorated with scenes from the story. The most popular 
of these eee are the triumph of Mordecai and the hanging of Haman and 
his sons. The Scroll of Esther is often fully illustrated with scenes from the 
narrative. It is kept in a case, often silver, which also may be richly embel- 
lished, not infrequently with illustrations of the Book of Esther , among them 
usually those, again, that stress the victory of the Jews over their enemy. The 
custom of Purim plays has kept the visual tradition oe over the centuries. 

The celebration, however, antedated the Book of Esther, which apparently 
was written to explain and dignify the festival of Purim.*® Purim seems to be 
related to the spring festivals that have existed since time immemorial. In 
Purim there are deeply buried but never entirely lost vestiges of the pagan 
festivals from which it stemmed, which celebrated the death of the god and 
his resurrection. ‘Such rites appear, in fact, to have been common all over 
Western Asia; the particular name of the dying god varied in different places, 
but in substance the ritual was the same. Fundamentally, the custom was a 
religious or rather magical ceremony intended to ensure the revival and re- 
production of life in spring.’*7 

In the Book of Esther, Haman represents the dying god, and the rejoicing 
celebrates the renewal of life that is implicit in his death, at the same time 
that Haman on a more literal le represents the enemy of the Jewish people, 
and the joyous festival commemorates their triumph over him. 

The prominent place ko in Jewish art illustrating the Book of Esther by 
the scene of the execution of Haman reflects the nature of the ancient celebra- 
tion, which, in turn, sheds light on its origins. The Jews’ ancient Purim 
custom of burning or othe are destroying effigies of Haman 1 is evidence of 
the descent of the Paci festival from rite 2s featuring the sacrifice ofa man in 
the guise of a god, according to Frazer. “The practice was evel known under 
the Roman em ipire, for in the year 408 the emperors Honorius and eee 
issued a decree commanding the governors of the provinces to take care that 
the Jews should not burn effigies of Haman on a cross at one of their festivals.’ #9 

We do not know why the Jex ws placed their puppet Haman ‘on a cross’ 
while in the Bible ‘they hanged Haman on the g callows that he had prepared 5 Loe 
for Mordecai’, but it may be conjectured that they simply ax dopte ed a form of 

: ey rrent 1 acres ated zer makes lear execution current at the time. The decree quoted by Frazer makes it clear, 

however, w iy, ie Wase tinal Tne Christi ans objected to this custom. They 
1 suspected that it was a deliberate paro dy of the death of Christ. As Edgar 

Wind?? has pointed out, it was from the same point of view that Dante ‘placed 
the crucified Haman into Purgatory as a symbol of blasphemous wrath’ 
(Dante, Purgatorio, xvii, 25-30). ‘Michelang elo re cognized in this image the 

49 “The Crucifixion of Haman’, this Journal, 
i, HBTs 38, pp. 245-48, esp. p. 247 and Pl 
32a. Professor Erwin Panofky kindly called 
lis article to my attention. 
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metaphor of an act of rederaption: from a parodistic copy, Haman rises 
again to the tragic role of a forerunner of sean 

Though unorthodox in his oe. yhy, Mic hel: ingelo was in general true 
to the tradition of Christian art in employing Old Testament subjects as pre- 
figurations of the New Testament. His ‘Crucified Haman’ was one of the four 
‘Miraculous Salvations of the Jews’ that he painted in pendentives of the 
Sistine ceiling.5! This subject in this context suggests that Michelangelo’s 
conception of the spiritual significance of the story foreshadowed Rembrandt’s 
Michelangelo made explicit what is implicit in the Hermitage “Downfall of 
Haman’. Not only is Haman by far the most important figure in the com- 
position, but he is clearly shown in a role that parallels that of Christ. He is 
the sacrifice required for salvation. To the victim is owed the triumph. 

In the pendentive in which Michelangelo has made the crucified Haman 
verwhelmingly the dominant figure, he has flanked him with the tw 

dramatic scenes that led to his downfall. On the right King Ahasucrus, re- 
clining on his bed while a servant behind him holds the large volume of 
chronicles from which he has been reading aloud, points an imperious finger 
(in a gesture very similar to that of God-the-Father creating Adam) directing 
a servant to bring into his presence aman, who is waiting in the outer court.*? 

5° Note also W. Robertson Smith’s remark through the doorway could be identified by 
(of. cit., p. 439) : ‘The various aspects in which his short costume and bare feet as a servant. 
atoning ae presented themselves to ancient This led me to the conclusion that the figure 
wo! ‘shippers have supplied a a variety of reli- seated on the steps could only be the waiting 
gious images which passed into Christianity, Haman, whom the servant was summoning 
and still have currency. Redemption, sub- into the presence of the King. Thus Michel- 
stitution, puvification, atoning blood, the angelo shows Haman three times over in the 
garment of righteousness, are all terrns which central part of this pendentive. 
in some sense go back to antique ritual.’ My interpretation of the Haman penden- 

51 The subjects are : Judith with the head tive differs from that of De Tolnay, who 
of Holofernes, David victorious over Goliath, writes (of. cit., p. 96) : “In the right foreground 
the Brazen Serpent, and ae Crucified on the threshold of the! king’s palace Mordecai 
Haman. C. De Tolnay (Michelangelo, 11,“The informs Esther that two chamberl: Ains plan to 
Sistine Ceiling’, Princeton, 1945, *D. 94) con- lay violent hands on the king (Esther ii, 21); 
siders the Brazen Serpent and the Crucified in the right ba eee ung Ring Ahasuerus, 
Haman pendentives as a pair illustrating su- stretched out on his bed, is warned by Esther 
perbia, in terms ofa me -dieval type of m raliz~ of impending da ee and gives an order for 
ing interpretation. ‘Michela: eve : r, the execution of the two chamberlains who 
interpreted the Naser less from the moraliz- ble in the background just to the left 
ing point ey than from the point of view of Esther. This was written down in the Book 
of the law of ex of the eis in the Dee of the king 
four pendentives ‘ \ 
salvation of human 
Michelangelo gives a new m 
sizing always, instead of the a 1 +l 
punishment and death’. of Esther is es place during which she 

There are prepar oy drawings of the discloses to the king Haman’s intention to 
crucified Haman—widely though not univer- persecute the Jew ish “people (Esther vii, 1-6) ; 
sally accepted as from Michelangelo’s hand— here the accused recoils in fear with a gesture 
at Teylers Museum, Haarlem, and at the recalling Adam’s in the Expulsion from Para- 
British oe , London. dise (1 vhich goes back to ancient Orestes sar- 

2 ee 1 Pa oats S me ergy ER 
53 Enotes erie elc attention to tne call ed m We All these scenes are but a a pr 
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On the left, Esther and Ahasuerus sit at the table with Haman, who raises 
hands in demurral as Esther gestures towards him, making her accusatic 

1 
} We cannot be sure that Rembrandt wa oe uiliar with the 

Michel: ungelo—though we know from the a 6 invent ory that he owned a 
book ‘full of the works of Michelangelo Buonar roti’,°? and we also know that 

Marcantonio Raimondi had made an engraving if: the Crucified man 
spandrel in 1555. What is certain is that there was a remarkal ble coincidence 
in the insights the two masters : ss as to the significance of the downfall of 
Haman. The richness of eee c ambiguity with which they both endowed 
their representations of the stor ry of Haman, and particula ly their emphasis 
on Haman as the central figure of the narrative, is to be found nowhere else 
in art. 

In the long line of illustrations of the Book of Esther in Christian religious 
settings, it is usually Esther who takes the dominant role. From the second 
half of the ninth century, when it was painted in fresco on a wall of the Basilica 
of San Clemente in Rome, and right on through the seventeenth century, t the 
scene of Esther before Ahasuerus was a favourite. Typologically the reference 
is to the Virgin as Intercessor for mankind. 

Queen Esther with crown and sceptre, a typological equivalent of Mary 
Queen of Heaven, is to be seen as an embrasure figure at the ‘portals of twelfth- 
and thirteenth- century cathedrals. In this guise she also embellishes the initial 
letter ‘I’ at the beginning of the Book of Esther in many illustrated Bibles. 
Sometimes in this role she is depicted standing on a lion or a dragon. Esther 
appears with Ahasuerus in the Biblia Pauperum to represent the “Coronation 
of the Virgin. In a famous thirteenth-century Bible Moralisée,** the scene of 
Ahasucrus, enthroned, crowning Esther, who kneels before him, shown in con- 
junction w ith the Coronation of the Virgin Bs Christ, is accompanied by a text 
which makes it clear that Esther represent the Church in its triumph o over 
the synagogue, in the person of Esther’s ‘ILE fated predecessor as Ahasuerus’s 
queen, Vashti. 

Katzenellen! yogen ha 
oO 

w 
He 
dointed out that a according to Rabanus Maurus, 

2 = 1 the Book of Esther ‘contains as in a mystery the sacraments of Christ and the 
Church’.®> These typological intcapretations of the Book of Esther account 
for its widespread representation in ecclesiastical stained glass, sculpture, 
tapestries, at nd illuminated Pees over many centuries. 

In seventeenth-century Holland new reasons had been added to these 
time-honoured ones for a preference for this particular Biblical text. The 
Calvinist see that the Dutch were God’s chosen oo opie an in- 
creased interest in the Old Testament in general. Id 

merely as an individual tragedy; Michel- goga propter incredulit 
i 55 A. Katzenellenb angelo even hid Haman’s face to emph 

the general] content: the dese tiny ofthe proud.’ grams of Chartres Cat 
53 Urkunden, p. 202: ‘No. 230. Een (bc ek) sia, Baltimore, 195s , 

vol vande wercken van Mijch hel Ang elo Bon- p. 132: “Liber Esther 
narotti.’ et Ecclesiae sacrar nenta i 

54 Oxford, Bodle quia ipsa Esther in Bceles: 
‘Hester quae oe periculo li bei 
genulitatem sas Xo {10 1: 
sacramenta spons 

. 
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ancient Jews became the central focus of a considerable body of sectarian 
religious literature. In the writings of Menno Simons,°*® for example, Old 
Testament characters and events are repeatedly cited, often in relation to 
explicit Christian parallels. It may be more than coincidence that Deepen 
favourite Old Testament stories were also the subjects of many works by 
Rembrandt. 

Besides the religious attachment, the typological interpretation of history 
was strongly favoured in sixteenth- and seventeenth- as Holland. H. van 
de Waal*’ mentions works in which ‘the Dutch war with Spain is seen as a 
parallel to Israel’s struggle against idolatrous foreign tyrants’. He notes that 
‘the betrayal of 1597 was represente d by the story of Esther and Haman as 
its precursor’ in a painting incorrectly attributed to Hubert Goltzius.®® The 
numerous illustrations of the story of Esther by Rembrandt and his circle are 
thus seen to have had patriotic as well as religious significance in their time. 

V 

Rembrandt’s painting of “The Downfall of Haman’ in the Hermitage illus- 
trates a specific Old Testament text, Esther vi, 10, at the same time that it 
incorporates all the various meanings that have attached themselves to this 
story over the generations, as well as the primeval meanings that the Book of 
Esther was created to explain. It celebrates the triumph of a captive people 
with whom the Dutch, recently liberated from their bondage to the Spanish 
crown, liked to identify. It appeals to the sense of nationality and pride of 
race which supported their independence. 

It_ evokes the Sacrifice of Christ and the earlier sacrificial rites which ful- 
filled the perennial human necd for belief in the forgiveness of sins and the 
promise of eternal life. Rembrandt’s lifelong interest in the problem of repent- 
ance is attested by a painting as early as his “Repentance of Judas’, cited by 
Huyghens in 1630, and one as late as “The Return of the Prodigal Son’, which 
he painted proba abl oly within the year preceding his death. The latter, one of 
the most personal and moving of all the master’s works, hangs opposite a 
Downfall of Haman’ in the Hermita ge In this jux taposition is made expl icit 
Rembrandt’s preoccupation with the Fall and the Redem ption, both of which 
are implicit in each of these paintings separately. The Fall foreshadows the 
Redemption, while the Redemption presupposes the Fall. 

56 The Complete Writings of Menno Simons, landen seiner Zeit’, Nederlands Kunsthistorisch 
Scottdale, Pa., 1956. The He ate 1 1952/3, pp. AOE Ge ING Wil, Ne 
tan Doctrine, Menno’ DES *t Hooft, Rembrandt and the Gospel, New 
loved work, was fi st pul 5 
dialect of the Baltic coa 

ave brs 
Vaderiana 

The Ha 

and eae of Ree ar association with 
the Mennonites remains co but there usken Huet mentions that Vondel, in his 
can be no doubt that i sd friends amot ag tragedy “Het Pascha’, compared the deliver- 
em in the early 164 nce of the children of Israel wi 1e libera the th ly 1640's. ance of the children of I ith the libera- 
On the much-argued subject of Rem- tion of the ee Provinces of the Nether- 

randt’s religious convictions and af ( lan ds. (CG. Busken Huet, Het Land van Rein- brandt’s relig ; 
see H. M. Rotermund, ‘Rembrandt brand, Haarlem, ii, pee p- 188.) 
religidsen Toate in den } 38 Feevaaice W aal, op. cit., i, p. 28. 
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5 ea in ; Beer eee Ont > Sore Se 2 eee fey oie) ba Pie beers In “The Downfall of Haman’ there is also embodied the central Calvinist 
4 ; ,> a : : Tne = rs og LS AN Ae Re | + tenet of man’s powerlessness before God. It is this, perhaps, that is the most 

; ; ts 
direct message of the Eo a three figures acquiesce 1n the inevitable. In 
a manner characteristic of R dt’ s, as Julius S: Held has 
pointed out, the individuals fa i to communicate with one another or to meet 
the glance of the observer. The sense of mutual but isolated individual tragedy 
that. permeates this painting v wells up on the depths of the old artist’s 
personality. His works show as he grew older his increasing detachment from LC 
the drama of events and concern with t < inner crisis in which each man 
finds himse If solitary and impotent. There is no hero, ne i All alike 
share man’s fate. The painter’s compassion casts on ae ke the light that 
comforts while it reveals. 

“The Downfall of Haman’ is central to the peerless oes ees of 
Rembrandt’s late years, in which psychological complexity went hand-in-hand 
with formal simplicity. To apprehend fully its multiplicity con aphorical 
references is both to enrich oneself and to gain new und pre deeahee of one of 
the most profound natures of all time. Surely no one has imparted with ) I 
greater economy of means—and purer aesthetic effect—the human condition. 





Reprinted from the Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes. 
Volume XXIX, 1966. 





TITIAN’S OLD TESTAMENT CYCLE 

By Madlyn Kahr 

n Venice, whose long-standing affinity for the Old Testament has left 
I visible evidence on every hand, sixteenth-century painters dealt frequently 
with themes based on this text. Not so Titian. Old Testament subjects are 
rare in his euwvre. Among these few, the most challenging are the three canvases 
Titian painted for the ceiling of the Church of Santo Spirito in Isola between 
1542 and 1544, which are as exceptional in style as in subject matter (PI. 
44a, b, c). 

The iconographic programme of this ensemble is to be understood on the 
basis of textual evidence whose relation to the paintings has not hitherto been 
noticed. In addition, the meaning of the cycle is underlined by the historical 
situation of the time when they were planned and executed. The sharp 
stylistic deviations that set these pictures apart from Titian’s works both earlier 
and later were adopted because they were suited to the message the paintings 
were intended to convey, which at the same time provided the artist with an 
opportunity to meet the challenge of Central Italian painting that confronted 
him at this moment. 

* * *k * *k 

The original arrangement of the paintings on the ceiling is debatable. 
Vasari, who reports that while he was in Venice in 1541 ‘il Sansovino, che 
guidava la fabrica di S. Spirito, gli aveva fatto fare disegni per tre quadri 
grandi a olio che andavano nel palco, accio gli conducesse di pittura; ma, 
essendosi poi partito il Vasari, furono 1 detti tre quadri allogati a ‘Tiziano, che 
gli condusse bellissimi,’ describes them in this order: ‘in uno € Abraam che 
sacrifica Isaac, nell’ altro Davit che spicca il collo a Golia, e nel terzo Abel 
ucciso da Cain suo fratello’. Ridolfi mentions first Abel killed by Cain, next 
David and Goliath, and last Abraham sacrificing Isaac. He adds: ‘e negli 
angoli i quattro Dottori della Chiesa, in uno de’ quali figuro sé stesso,’ which 
supports the impression that he is describing the room as he has seen it; this 
could, of course, be the same arrangement as that recounted by Vasari, but 
with the description starting at one end of the series rather than the other.? 
Boschini, in his versified and subjective Carta del Navegar pitoresco, published 
in Venice in 1660, described the Sacrifice of Isaac first, David and Goliath 
next, and Cain and Abel last, as Vasari had.? In his guide-book, Le Minere 
della Pittura, published in Venice in 1664, Boschini described the pictures as in 
the Sacristy of the Salute, to which they had been removed in 1656, and this 
time he placed the canvas depicting Abraham sacrificing Isaac between the 
other two, mentioning David and Goliath first, Cain and Abel third.4 

Vasari’s connexion with the commission would seem to lend credence to 

1 Vasari, Opere, vii, Florence 1881 (Milanesi 4 Pp. 351f. Both H. Tietze (Titian, London 
ed.), p. 446. (Ed. prin., 1550; rev. ed., 1568). 1950, p. 397) and F. Valcanover (Tutta la 

* Carlo Ridolfi, Le Maraviglie dell’ Arte, i, pittura di Tiziano, i, Milan 1960, p. 75) erro- 
Padua 1835-37, p. 227. (Ed. prin., 1648). neously stated that the Church of Santo 
There were in fact eight small tondi; Titian Spirito in Isola was demolished in 1656. The 
was depicted as the Evangelist Matthew. revised edition of F. Sansovino, Venetia citta 

3 Pp. 164-6. nobilissima published in Venice in 1663, p. 230, 
193 
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his description. Though he left Venice before the paintings were executed, he 
made a point of mentioning in the 1568 edition of the Vite that he had visited 
Titian and took pleasure in seeing his works when he returned to Venice in 
1566.5 He would have been especially interested in seeing how Titian had 
carried out the commission for Santo Spirito in Isola, and there is every reason 
to suppose that his praise for the three ceiling paintings was based on his own 
observations. 

But the arrangement described by Vasari is contradicted by Francesco 
Sansovino, whose father, Titian’s great friend Jacopo, had been in charge of 
the construction of the church and thus would have been closely concerned 
with the paintings from beginning to end. It was the elder Sansovino who gave 
Vasari the commission that was afterward transferred to Titian; according to 
Venetian usage of the time, the paintings would have been planned to be 
placed in specific recesses in an already-completed carved wooden ceiling.® It 
was he too who would have had the task of overseeing the installation of the 
pictures when they were ready. Francesco was old enough at the time to have 
been aware of his father’s important responsibilities at Santo Spirito in Isola. 
Furthermore, the paintings were still in their original positions here in 1581, 
when he published this description of them: “Titiano vi lavoro nel primo vigor 
della sua gioventu, il soffito, distinto in tre quadri, ne quali si vede uno 
Abraham che sacrifica, un’ Abel che occide Caim, & un Davit ch’ ammazza 
Golia’.’ 

As seen today in the Sacristy of the Salute, the three canvases appear to be 
equal in size. If the measurements given by Tietze and Valcanover are 
accurate, however, ‘David and Goliath’ and ‘Cain and Abel’ are square, and 
“The Sacrifice of Isaac’ is an oblong, higher than it is wide.® It seems likely, 

tells that when its congregation of Canons was sima..., Venice 1581, p. 83a. ‘Titian was 
suppressed in 1656, this church’s decorations 
were removed to the new Church of the 
Salute. Flaminio Corner adds that in 1657 
the monastery became a hospice for Minorites 
who had fled from the Turkish occupation of 
Candia, who placed in the church relics and 
paintings they had brought with them. (WNot- 
zie storiche delle chiese e monastert di Venezia, 
Padua 1758, p. 496.) Zanetti’s revised edition 
of Boschini’s Minere (Venice 1733, p. 258) 
noted that ‘sonovi poi nel soffitto le copie de’ 
tre famosi quadri di Tiziano, che sono nella 
Sagristia della Salute, e che altrevolte qui 
erano’. The Church of S. Spirito was de- 
molished in 1806, when the remaining build- 
ings of the monastery were given over to the 
French for use as a powder magazine. 

5 Op. cit., p. 459. 
6 Juergen Schulz, ‘Vasari at Venice’, 

Burlington Magazine, ciii, 1961, pp. 500-11. 
Professor Colin T. Eisler called this article 
to my attention. I am grateful to Professor 
Eisler for reading my manuscript and making 
a number of helpful suggestions. 

? Francesco Sansovino, Venetia, citta nobilis- 

in fact about 60 at the time. That Francesco 
Sansovino was unreliable, especially re- 
garding major works of his greatest contem- 
poraries, should be borne in mind. (See 
Detlev von Hadeln, ‘Sansovinos Venetia 
als Quelle fiir die Geschichte der veneziani- 
schen Malerei’, Jahrbuch der kon. preuss. 
Kunstsamml., xxxi, 1910, pp. 149-58.) 

8 According to H. Tietze (op. cit.), ‘David 
and Goliath’ (his fig. 150) and ‘Cain and 
Abel’ (his fig. 151) are 1104 by 1104 inches, 
while “The Sacrifice of Isaac’ (his fig. 149) is 
128 by 1104 inches. Every one of the three 
illustrations is higher than it is wide, however; 
in the reproductions ‘Cain and Abel’ is 
slightly higher than ‘David and Goliath’, and 
‘The Sacrifice of Isaac’ is markedly higher 
still. The three are equal (full-page) in 
width. Valcanover (op. cit.) likewise gives 
the measurements of ‘David and Goliath’ 
(i, 181) and ‘Cain and Abel’ (i, 180) as 
equal—280 by 280 cm.—and “The Sacrifice 
of Isaac’ (i, 179) as 320 by 280 cm., and his 
reproductions have the same relative propor- 
tions as those of Tietze. 
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if these were the original proportions, that the larger picture was flanked sym- 
metrically by the other two. Ornamental framing would probably have 
further emphasized the central panel. Is it not possible that Vasari, Boschini 
(in La Carta), and Francesco Sansovino mentioned ‘The Sacrifice of Isaac’ 
first because it appeared to be the most important of the three? Theodor 
Hetzer’s view that “The Sacrifice of Isaac’ was the middle one of the three 
canvases, mediating in both colour and composition between the other two, 
would support the hypothesis that this was the original arrangement. ® 

The lack of agreement in the early accounts precludes the possibility of 
certainty about the lay-out of the ceiling decoration, unless new documenta- 
tion is found. Perhaps this is no great loss. It may be that the different de- 
scriptions reflect the impression—correct or not—that it was not important in 
what sequence the three Old Testament subjects were seen. It appears that 
neither their form nor their content dictated an arrangement that would 
impress all observers as inevitable. 

* *% *% * % 

The stories of Cain and Abel, of Abraham, and of David had been illu- 
strated repeatedly since Early Christian times. As prediction and confirmation 
of the gospel, the Old Testament was fundamental to Christian belief. The 
identification of Jesus as the Messiah was rooted in it, and it has remained a 
decisive document in Christian theology. The early teachers and Fathers of 
the Church made the analogies explicit. Old Testament subjects alone 
appeared in some of the earliest of the Christian monuments that have come 
down to us, and in medieval manuscripts, sculptures, and stained-glass 
windows they were frequently shown in conjunction with the New Testament 
scenes of which they were understood to be prefigurations. 

Thus certain Christological parallels would have been obvious to all who 
observed ‘Titian’s Old Testament subjects in the sixteenth century. The 
murdered Abel typologically represents the crucified Christ; that he was the 
first shepherd stresses his identification with Christ, the Good Shepherd. 
Cain represents sin, or the Devil. The first man born, he was also the first 
murderer. Cain bore the mark of human guilt and introduced death into the 
world. In bringing about his brother’s destruction—most heinous of crimes, 
most basely motivated—he foreshadows the Betrayal. 

Abraham’s readiness to sacrifice his son in submission to the will of God 
clearly refers to the sacrifice of the Son of God. Isaac saved through divine in- 
tervention represents salvation through faith. Though Titian’s depiction of the 
scene deviates from the biblical text, in which the angel of the Lord called to 
Abraham ‘out of heaven’,!® it does so in a way that had become familiar 
through many repetitions in which Abraham is physically restrained by an 
angel in person or an arm reaching out from the clouds. Like Titian’s version 
of the killing of Abel by Cain, his Sacrifice of Isaac presents no problems in 
interpretation. 

Titian’s David and Goliath scene, however, is another matter. The 

® Tizian: Geschichte seiner Farbe, Frankfurt- tol Gentxxiselere 
am-Main 1935, pp. 138f. 
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representation of David kneeling in prayer after his victory over Goliath is 
without precedent in art. David, ancestor of Christ as well as his forerunner as 
victor over Satan, has been a favoured subject throughout Christian art. The 
Jews, victorious over the Philistines through his courage and skill, are the 
equivalent of the Church Triumphant. David’s, like Christ’s, is the triumph 
of the good and weak over the powerful and evil. Like Christ, the shepherd 
boy David rose from his humble estate to become king. Perhaps more than any 
other Old Testament figure, David has been portrayed in Christian art in a 
variety of episodes from his story. Among these many incidents, his victory 
over Goliath has had the most widespread appeal. 

David was ‘but a youth’ when he went forth to give battle to the champion 
from the camp of the Philistines,!1 and Goliath was extremely large.1? Titian 
not only exaggerated the difference in their sizes, but depicted David as a 
child. Many artists have shown the young man in the act of decapitating his 
fallen enemy, and others have illustrated the following moment, when David 
lifts Goliath’s severed head in exultation. In some famous examples David is 
shown with the huge head on the ground at his feet, much as a saint may be 
shown with an attribute that serves to identify him, rather than engaged in 
dramatic action. 

Only Titian shows David kneeling in an attitude of prayer after he has be- 
headed Goliath. Ridolfi described the picture as showing ‘il giovinetto 
Davide, che reciso il capo a Golia, rende le dovute grazie al Cielo’.1? Boschini 
wrote that David ‘laude rende a Dio de la vitoria’.14 Those later writers who 
have discussed the meaning of the picture have made similar comments.1® 
This interpretation ignores the fact that David gives no prayer of thanksgiving 
according to the Bible. It also overlooks the prominence of the sword in 
Titian’s picture, which I believe is the key to the meaning of the scene. 

As David was about to go forward to fight the Philistine, Saul lent him his 
own helmet, coat of mail, and sword. Finding this unfamiliar armour 
awkward, David put it aside and advanced to meet the enemy armed only 
with his staff, five smooth stones from the brook, which he had placed in his 
shepherd’s bag, and his sling. ‘And David put his hand in his bag, and took 
thence a stone, and slung it, and smote the Philistine in his forehead; and the 
stone sank into his forehead, and he fell upon his face to the earth.’ (In Titian’s 
painting Goliath has fallen not on his face but on his back.) ‘But there was no 
sword in the hand of David. And David ran, and stood over the Philistine, and 
took his sword, and drew it out of the sheath thereof, and slew him, and cut 
off his head therewith.’ Seeing this, the Philistines fled, pursued by the men of 
Israel. ‘And David took the head of the Philistine, and brought it to Jeru- 
salem; but he put his armour in his tent.’1® Josephus elaborates on this last 
point. In his words: ‘David carried the head of Goliath to his own tent and 

11] Sam. xvii, 33. 14 Boschini, La Carta..., p. 165. 
12 ‘Four cubits and a span’, according to 15J. A. Crowe and G. B. Cavalcaselle, 

most MSS. of the Septuagint, ie., about Life and Times of Titian, i, 2 vols., London 
6 ft. 8ins. The Hebrew Bible gives Goliath’s 1887, p. 70; T. Hetzer, op. cit., p. 132; W. 
height as “6 cubits and a span’ (I Sam. xvii, Suida, ‘Correggio e ‘Tiziano’, Correggio, 
4). Manifestazioni parmensi, Parma 1936, p. 111. 

13 Ridolfi, op. cit. p. 227. 16 T Sam. xvii, 38-54. 
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dedicated his sword to God’.1” It is David dedicating the sword to God that 
Titian has depicted. For reasons of compositional relations among the three 
canvases and for the dramatic values that dominate them all, he has shown 
David with the decapitated giant in this act of consecration, rather than in the 
precise terms of the text. 

Josephus’s understanding of the fact that David dedicated Goliath’s 
sword to God is confirmed by a later passage in the Bible. When David, flee- 
ing from the murderous intentions of Saul, came to the Temple of Nob and 
asked the priest for both food and weapons, the priest replied that the only 
bread he had was holy bread; the only sword was ‘the sword of Goliath the 
Philistine, whom thou slewest in the vale of Elah, behold, it is here wrapped 
in a cloth behind the ephod.?® In relating this part of the story, Josephus 
writes: “The high priest replied . . . that he had there that sword of Goliath 
which David himself, after slaying the Philistine, had dedicated to God.’!® 
There were Italian and Latin editions of Josephus’s text in Venice by 1540. 

Titian has depicted David kneeling with the great sword before him, lifting 
his hands and face towards the divine light that breaks through the ominous 
clouds, as he offers the weapon to God, if my hypothesis is correct. David’s 
posture leaves no doubt that he is praying. The Bible gives no occasion for his 
praying after he decapitated Goliath, except the moment when he dedicated 
his sword to God. The implication that Titian’s painting depicts this moment 
is reinforced by the prominent position of the sword between him and his 
fallen adversary, which, like the praying attitude of David, is not known in any 
other work of art. 

However this may be, the fact that David is praying, regardless of the 
nature of the prayer, relates this scene to the theme of sacrifice, for Christian 
prayer represents sacrifice.2° In addition, paradoxical as it may seem, the 
death of Goliath, as the means of salvation of David’s people, is therefore a 
sacrificial death. The painting of David and Goliath is thus over-determined 
as a scene of sacrifice. It can be understood only as such in relation to the other 
two pictures in the cycle. In all three sacrifice is the dominant theme. 

All three of Titian’s Old Testament subjects had been explicitly related to 
sacrifice in earlier paintings. About 1470 the Master of the Gathering of the 
Manna painted a scene of ‘Jews Sacrificing’ in which the altar is decorated 
with a relief showing Cain killing Abel (Pl. 44d; Rotterdam, Boymans-van 
Beuningen Museum). Another Northern artist, Pieter Coecke, painted “The 
Last Supper’, dated 1531 (Pl. 45a) ;21 on the wall behind the table are two 
Mantegnesque medallions, one of which shows David leaving the decapitated 
body of Goliath, with the sword in his right hand and Goliath’s head in his 
left. The other roundel shows Cain slaying Abel. The relation of Titian’s 

17 Josephus, Jewish Antiquities, vi, 192. lows his whole life even as it does his offering, 
Loeb Classical Library, No. 281, p. 129. 

18 T Sam. xxi, 10. 
19 Op. cit., vi, 244 (p. 289). 
20 This conception has come down from 

primitive Christianity. ‘In Irenaeus and 
Tertullian the old conception of sacrifice, 
viz., that prayers are the Christian sacrifice 
and that the disposition of the believer hal- 

and forms a well-pleasing sacrifice to God, 
remains essentially unchanged.’ (Adolph 
Harnack, History of Dogma, ii, New York n.d., 
p32. 

H ae Musée d’Art Ancien. This is 
one of several versions of this subject painted 
by Coecke between 1527 and 1550. 
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third subject, Abraham sacrificing Isaac, to the theme of sacrifice hardly needs 
further documentation. 

These subjects are also frequently associated with sacrifice in important 
Christian texts. “How ancient a part of God’s worship sacrifice is, those two 
brothers, Cain and Abel, sufficiently show, of whom God rejected the elder’s 
sacrifice, and looked favourably on the younger’s,’?? according to St. Augus- 
tine, whom it may be particularly suitable to quote in connexion with these 
pictures, as they were painted for a church of Augustinian friars. Titian 
emphasized the sacrifice that led up to the fratricide by making the thick 
column of smoke that rises from the altar add major weight to the dominant 
diagonal of the composition, to which the body of the fallen Abel and the 
weight-bearing leg of Cain also contribute. The dramatic event takes place in 
the shadow of the sacrifice, literally as well as figuratively. The atmosphere is 
one of unrelieved gloom. 

The Bible does not explain why ‘the Lord had respect unto Abel and to his 
offering; but unto Cain and to his offering He had not respect’.?? Josephus, 
however, makes the moral issues clear: “The brothers took pleasure in dif- 
ferent pursuits. Abel, the younger, had respect for justice and, believing that 
God was with him in all his actions, paid heed to virtue; he led the life of a 
shepherd. Cain, on the contrary, was thoroughly depraved and had an eye 
only to gain: he was the first to think of ploughing the soil, and he slew his 
brother for the following reason. The brothers having decided to sacrifice to 
God, Cain brought the fruits of the tilled earth and of the trees, Abel came with 
milk and the firstlings of his flocks. This was the offering which found more 
favour with God, who is honoured by things that grow spontaneously and in 
accordance with natural laws, and not by the products forced from nature by 
the ingenuity of grasping man. Thereupon Cain, incensed at God’s pre- 
ference for Abel, slew his brother.’?4 St. Augustine points out that ‘this angry 
regret for another person’s goodness, even his brother’s, was charged upon him 
by God as a great sin’.2° Thus the Cain and Abel picture represents a 
sacrifice offensive to God. 

Abraham’s willingness to sacrifice his dearly-beloved son as proof of his 
pious obedience to God is a frequently-repeated allusion to the sacrifice of 
Christ. Every detail in Titian’s version of this scene contributes to this 
meaning. The altar on which Isaac submissively kneels is built of faggots, for, 
not according to the Bible but according to St. Augustine, ‘Isaac also himself 
carried to the place of sacrifice the wood on which he was to be offered up, 

22 St. Augustine, The City of God, x, 4, New 
York 1950, p. 307. 

23Gen. iv, 4-5. St. Augustine explains 
that ‘of these two first parents of the human 
race, Cain was the first-born, and he be- 
longed to the city of men; after him was born 
Abel, who belonged to the city of God’ (xv, 1, 
pp. 478, 479). Again, in explaining the pre- 
ference for Isaac’s younger son over the 
elder, St. Augustine wrote: ‘Only that saying, 
‘“The elder shall serve the younger,” is under- 
stood by our writers, almost without excep- 

tion, to mean that the elder people, the 
Jews, shall serve the younger people, the 
Christians’ (xvi, 35, PP. 557, 558). A. 
Harnack points out that ‘the older people 
does not in reality precede the younger 
people, the Christians, even in point of time; 
for though the Church appeared only in the 
last days, it was foreseen and created by God 
from the beginning’. (Op. cit., i, p. 179.) 

>4 Op. cit., i, 53-54 (P- 25)- 
25 Op. cit., XV, 7, Pp. 485. 
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just as the Lord Himself carried His own cross’.2® The ram provided by God 
as a substitute for the boy, which appears at the far right ‘caught in the 
thicket by his horns’?’ ‘what did he represent but Jesus, who, before He was 
offered up, was crowned with thorns by the Jews?’?8 The ass, whose head 
appears at the opposite edge of the panel, represents the Jews who heard but 
heeded not the word of God. ‘After that burnt-offering which typified 
Christ’,?® God expressed his satisfaction: ‘By myself have I sworn, saith the 
Lord, because thou hast done this thing, and hast not withheld thy son, thine 
only son, that in blessing I will bless thee, and in multiplying I will multiply 
thy seed as the stars of the heaven, and as the sand which is upon the seashore; 
and thy seed shall possess the gate of his enemies; and in thy seed shall all the 
nations of the earth be blessed; because thou hast hearkened to My voice’.?° 

The offering of Cain was rejected by God, and Cain was cursed. The 
offering of Abraham was pleasing to God, and he was blessed. David, who was 
ancestor, forerunner, and prophet of Christ, ‘went with God’; he offered his 
sword to God and prevailed over his enemies, for ‘the battle is the Lord’s’.34 
This, in brief, is the iconographic programme of Titian’s three ceiling paint- 
ings. Every detail in the paintings contributes to this meaning. The prominent 
part played by a weapon in each of them is one of the unifying features. 

David represents the climax and apogee of this commentary on sacrifice. 
‘In the progress of the city of God through the ages, therefore, David first 
reigned in the earthly Jerusalem as a shadow of that which was to come.’?? 
Thus any reference to David is a reference to Christ. The prophetic content 
of the Psalms has been the subject of extensive exegesis, not least by St. 
Augustine himself, who wrote: ‘And now I see it may be expected of me that 
I shall open up in this part of this book what David may have prophesied in the 
Psalms concerning the Lord Jesus Christ or His Church. But although I have 
already done so in one instance, I am prevented from doing as that expectation 
seems to demand, rather by the abundance than the scarcity of matter.’ 
Immediately following this, St. Augustine went on to write at some length ‘Of 
the things pertaining to Christ and the Church, said either openly or tropi- 
cally in the 45th Psalm’ as well as in a number of other psalms.33 Here, as in 
any consideration of Christ and his Church, sacrifice is a major factor.*4 

The meaning of sacrifice in Christian worship may best be stated in 
Augustine’s words: ‘And hence that true Mediator, in so far as, by assuming 
the form of a servant, He became the Mediator between God and men, the 
man Christ Jesus, though in the form of God He received sacrifice together 
with the Father, with whom He is one God, yet in the form of a servant He 
chose rather to be than to receive a sacrifice, that not even by this instance any 
one might have occasion to suppose that sacrifice would be rendered to any 
creature. Thus He is both the Priest who offers and the Sacrifice offered. And 
He designed that there should be a daily sign of this in the sacrifice of the 

26 Tbid., Xvi, 32, P. 555- 556). 
TETAS SO:a0L, 1G 31 [ Sam. xvil, 47. 
78 St. Augustine, op. cit., Xv1, 32, Pp. 555- 32 St. Augustine, op. cit., xvii, 14, Pp. 595- 
29 [bid., Xvi, 32, p. 556. 33 [hid., xvii, 15, pp. 596ff. 
30 Gen. xxii, 16-18. St. Augustine quotes 34 See Harnack, of. cit., 1, pp. 205ff. 

this passage in full (op. cit., xvi, 32, pp. 555; 
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Church, which, being His body, learns to offer herself through Him. Of this 
true Sacrifice the ancient sacrifices of the saints were the various and numerous 
signs; and it was thus variously figured, just as one thing is signified by a 
variety of words, that there may be less weariness when we speak of it much. 
To this supreme and true sacrifice all false sacrifices have given place.’° 
The programme of Titian’s three sacrificial scenes may be understood as an 
illustration of this Augustinian text. It is a programme whose cogent message 
would have been fully comprehended by the Augustinian friars for whom it 
was produced, who claimed St. Augustine himself as the founder of their 
Order. 
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* K *% + * 

Historical events of the time when the paintings were commissioned lent 
added import and emotional force to their subject matter. After several years 
of relative peace, in 1536 Venice was involuntarily drawn into renewed 
hostilities with Turkey, which were to break her as a naval power and to de- 
stroy her empire. Venetian commerce was ruined by the end of 1538, and 
famine struck the city in the early winter of 1539-40. The peace treaty, which 
was signed in October 1540, saddled Venice with the humiliation of a tribute 
to the Porte, a harsh war indemnity, and the loss of most of her naval bases.3® 

Vasari received the commission for drawings in preparation for the three 
ceiling paintings for the Church of Santo Spirito in Isola during his thirteen- 
month stay in Venice that ended with his return to Tuscany in late August or 
early September 1542.3” Titian, who took over the commission after Vasari’s 
departure, had completed the paintings before 11 December 1544.3° Thus 
from the planning of their programme to the final stroke of the painter’s 
brush, these pictures stem from a time when no one in Venice could have been 
unaware of the humiliation, want, and despair that darkened the city’s 
present scene and future prospects. She could seek salvation from her straits 
only by dedicating her sword to God and throwing herself on his mercy. She 
could take comfort in the words of David to Goliath: “The Lord saveth not 
with sword and spear; for the battle is the Lord’s, and He will give you into 
our hand’.?® 

It is not impossible that the clergy who decided on the programme 
were influenced in their choice of subjects by the prevailing tension and 
despondency of the times. That Titian too was not immune to the mood of 
the city is suggested by the unaccustomed harshness and violence displayed. 

* * * * * 

2) (OW: Gln > OOH, 1s BOR 
36See L. Bonelli, ‘Il trattato Turco- 

veneto del 1540’, in Centenario della nascita di 

37 Vasari, op. cit., X, p. 205. According to 
J. Schulz (op. cit., p. 500), the date of 16 
August 1542, which Vasari gives for his 

Michele Amari, ii, Palermo 1910, pp. 332-63; 
T. F. Jones, “The Turco-Venetian Treaty of 
1540, in Annual Report of the American Histori- 
cal Association for 1914, 1, Washington 1916, 
pp. 159-67; also M. Brunetti and G. 
Lorenzetti, Venezia nella storia e nell’ arte, 
Venice n.d. [1950], pp. 34f. 

departure from Venice in his autobiography, 
must reflect an error of memory, for Are- 
tino’s letter of 28 August 1542 shows Vasari 
still in Venice at that date. 

38 Documented by Crowe and Cavalcaselle, 
Opactt, jsepeoe 

89 T Sam. xvil, 47. 
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a—Titian, “Cain Killing Abel’. Venice, Santa Maria della 
Salute, Sacristy (pp. 193-205) Photo Alinart 

os . ae ee FS ' ete tac b—Titian, ‘Abraham Sacrificing Isaac’. Venice, Santa 
c—Titian, ‘David Dedicating the Sword to God’. Venice, Maria della Salute, Sacristy (pp. 193-205) 
Santa Maria della Salute, Sacristy (pp. 193-205) 

d—Master of the Gathering of the Manna, ‘Jews Sacrific- 

ing’. Rotterdam, Boymans-van Beuningen Museum 
(p. 197) 

Photo Alinari oto Frequin 
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Sie, a c—G. B. Ghisi, engravir 

after Giulio Romano, 

‘David Beheading 

Goliath’ (p. 202) 
‘ourtesy * ence Library 

b—Giulio Romano, Fresco, ‘Chariots of 

the Sun and Moon’. Mantua, Palazzo 
el Te, Sala del Sole (p. 201) 

d—Ugo da Carpi, woodcut after Titian, ‘Abraham Sacrificing Isaac’ 
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The brutality of the actions and the force with which they are depicted are 
extraordinary. The massive solidity of the forms and their domination of 
space gives an Impact of almost overwhelming substantiality. The meaning is 
conveyed by each canvas as a whole and by the three canvases together. Most 
uncharacteristically for Titian, facial expression is almost entirely eliminated. 
The faces of the figures are almost all turned away or shadowed; the large 
gestures and the over-all composition and colour tell the story. Crowe and 
Cavalcaselle point out that the ceiling pictures ‘convey a sense of distance as 
between the spectator and the object delineated quite beyond anything 
hitherto attempted by Venetian artists’.4° 

The gloomy colours, too, are a striking innovation. ‘Ganz neue Farben 
kommen jetzt auf Tizians Palette’, Hetzer wrote, ‘Farben, wie man sie bis 
dahin in Venedig noch nicht gesehen hatte’.4! Hetzer suggested that Titian, 
having been to Mantua and Rome, had been influenced not only by Roman 
disegno but also by the colours, particularly of the Raphael school.4? Since 
Titian did not, in fact, go to Rome until after these three paintings were com- 
pleted, we must seek the source of these changes in what Titian saw in Mantua 
and in the style Vasari and the Salviati brought to Venice, so far as colour is 
concerned.*? Aside from the question of colour, Titian could of course have 
had considerable acquaintance with Roman painting through prints. 

In colour, as well as in the perspective viewpoint, the contrapposto poses, 
and the firmness of modelling and contours, the three ceiling paintings imme- 
diately bring to mind Giulio Romano’s ‘Sala dei Giganti’ in the Palazzo del 
Te in Mantua, which Titian certainly knew well. Titian had visited the 
Palace at Mantua a number of times since Giulio had started working there in 
1524. In the period just preceding his painting of the ceiling pictures, Titian 
delivered the first of his Twelve Caesars to Federigo Gonzaga in 1537, and in 
1540 he returned to Mantua to attend Federigo’s funeral. That he finally 
completed his battle scene for the Great Hall of the Palazzo Ducale in 1538 
may also have owed something to his observations in Mantua. 

Such debts can often be determined most specifically on the basis of 
borrowed poses. In the case of ‘Titian, who was not a great inventor of poses, 
this proves indeed to be so. The charioteer of the Sun in Giulio’s “Chariots of 
the Sun and the Moon’ fresco in the Sala del Sole of the Palazzo del Te in 
Mantua (Pl. 45b) foreshadows Titian’s David. It will be noticed how charac- 
teristic of Giulio this figure is, seen from below with his garment blown back 
in crisp ripples, exposing the bare buttocks. Titian’s Cain bears this mark of 
Giulio’s style even more than his David. This gratuitous nudity, revealed by 
making it possible for the spectator to peep under the clothing of the figures 
represented—in fact making it impossible for him not to—occurs so frequently 
in Giulio’s work, and so consistently calls attention to the nether regions of his 
male figures, that it suggests a voyeuristic taste that is utterly foreign to Titian’s 
frank sensuality. Yet here Cain’s robe, like David’s, stands away from the body 

OVD ides 5 1 (OGY goldgrauen und goldbraunen Zartlichkeiten 
SO pAcits Danae Correggios mag einige Berthrung_ statt- 
42 Thid., pp. 133f. gefunden haben’. (Op. cit., p. 134.) 
43 Hetzer also says: ‘Aber auch mit den 

14 
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as if cut out of sheet metal. Giulio’s sun god’s skirt and cape set the pattern 
for this metallic, scallop-edged drapery, which characterizes ‘Titian’s works 
only at this particular time in a few figures. This is one of the possibilities of 
views di sotto in su, but obviously does not inevitably follow from them. The 
drapery of Titian’s Abraham blows back away from his body too (though, 
interestingly enough, in the preparatory drawing for this figure it clings to the 
body), but it does not have the stiffness of Giulio’s type, nor does it serve to 
accent nudity. 

It may not be entirely irrelevant that Vasari, who visited Giulio in 
Mantua on his way to Venice, copied this charioteer of Giulio’s exactly in his 
‘Sun Chariot’ fresco in the Sala degli Elementi in the Palazzo Vecchio, which 
was, of course, painted a generation later, and which otherwise differs con- 
siderably from Giulio’s version. This suggests that Titian may have taken over 
for his David the figure of Giulio’s sun god as drawn by Vasari. 

Titian’s Goliath is also derived from a figure by Giulio, as seen in an 
engraving made in 1540 by G. B. Ghisi after Giulio’s ‘David Beheading 
Goliath’ (Pl. 45c).44 Two of the participants in Titian’s Old Testament cycle 
reflect a single figure in Giulio’s ‘Battle of Ostia’ fresco in the Stanza dell’ In- 
cendio, the man at the foreground just at the left of centre, who kneels with 
one knee on a fallen foe as Titian’s David kneels on Goliath and who raises his 
arms exactly as Titian’s Cain does (Pl. 46a). A kneeling figure with his arms 
tied behind him, at the left of this same fresco, foreshadows Titian’s Isaac. 

Titian’s fallen Abel reflects Michelangelo’s Goliath in a pendentive of the 
Sistine ceiling (Pl. 46c), which was also the model for Raphael’s Goliath in the 
Logge, which Titian could have known through the engraving by Marcantonio 
(Pl. 46b) and the woodcut by Ugo da Carpi. At this period, when the Venetian 
master was absorbing a variety of outside influences, there were also echoes of 
his well-known admiration for Correggio. Suida noted a resemblance 
between Titian’s Abraham and the Apostles of the cupola of the Duomo at 
Parma, as well as a suggestion of Correggio in Titian’s David. He also pointed 
out the dependence of Titian’s ‘St. John the Evangelist’ (now in the Washing- 
ton National Gallery) on Correggio’s ‘St. John in Ecstasy’ in the cupola of San 
Giovanni in Parma (of. cit., p. 111). Hetzer found references to Correggio’s 
colour in these works by Titian (op. cit., p. 134).4° 
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44'This differs from Giulio’s version of the 
same scene in the Atrio di Davide of the 
Palazzo del Te. 

45 Walter Friedlaender, in a note on 
‘Titian and Pordenone’ in Art Bulletin, March 
1965, pp. 118-21, which appeared some time 
after my study was completed, points out 
that the upraised leg of Titian’s Cain reflects 
Correggio’s Cain (Pl. 46d) and, even more, his 
Jonah (Pl. 46e), both in the Church of San 
Giovanni Evangelista in Parma. Erwin 
Panofsky observed this independently and 
mentioned it in a lecture on 31 October 1963. 
Professor Friedlaender expresses the opinion 
that ‘many of the Correggesque features in 
Titian’s paintings may have come to him in- 

directly through the work of Pordenone’. 
He notes that the subjects of Titian’s three 
paintings for the ceiling of Santo Spirito were 
among the six Old Testament themes that 
Pordenone in 1532 was commissioned to 
paint in fresco, along with six New Testament 
concordances, in the cloister of Santo 
Stefano in Venice. Now largely destroyed, 
Pordenone’s ‘Cain and Abel’ and ‘David and 
Goliath’ are known through engravings by 
Jacopo Piccini (illustrated in G. Fiocco, 
Giovanni Antonio Pordenone, Udine 19309, figs. 
175a and 176; Professor Friedlaender’s figs. 
4 and 5). Professor Friedlaender describes 
but does not illustrate Pordenone’s ‘Sacrifice 
of Isaac’. He believes that Titian’s paintings 
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For his ‘Sacrifice of Isaac’, 
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Titian reworked the figures from his early 
version of this subject, dating from the second decade of the century, as known 
from a woodcut by Ugo da Carpi (Pl. 45d). In the painting for Santo Spirito 
he revised the poses to an extreme of contrapposto, in keeping with the hyper- 
dynamic tendencies of this enterprise. The figures of father and son are coiled 
in a mutual tension that cries for release. The angel who stays Abraham’s 
hand appears to be based on an angel holding a scroll in Raphael’s fresco of 
Sibyls in the Cappella Chigi in Santa Maria della Pace.*® 

What part, if any, Vasari’s drawings played in Titian’s three sacrificial 
scenes cannot be determined. Vasari had been engaged by his fellow- 
townsman, Aretino, to come to Venice to design decorations for the produc- 
tion of a comedy by Aretino to be performed by a new Company of the 
depend on Pordenone’s not only in subject 
matter, but in stylistic features and details of 
pose. Since Pordenone’s poses, as recorded in 
Piccini’s engravings, are not so close to 
Correggio’s as Titian’s are, I see no reason to 
invoke Pordenone as intermediary between 
Correggio and Titian. For the same reason, 
it seems to me unlikely that Titian drew on 
Raphael’s (fig. 6) and Giulio’s (fig. 5) com- 
positions by way of Pordenone’s, as Professor 
Friedlaender suggests. Pordenone’s Goliath 
is prone. ‘The positions of the arms are rather 
close to Giulio’s, but otherwise the pose is 
quite different. ‘Titian’s Goliath, on the 
contrary, lies in the same supine position as 
Giulio’s Goliath (fig. 5), with the bent near 
leg in precisely the same position. The arms 
of Titian’s Goliath, however, are not so close 
to Giulio’s as Pordenone’s are. In the same 
way, Titian’s Abel lies prone, with arm and 
hand outstretched, as does the Goliath in 
Raphael’s design (fig. 6). Pordenone’s Abel, 
on the contrary, lies supine, with face in full 
view and both arms extended towards his 
attacker. The most tenable conclusion from 
the evidence seems to me to be that in these 
compositions Titian and Pordenone reflect 
common sources. In this connexion Por- 
denone’s oval ‘Sacrifice of Abraham’, in the 
cupola of the Church of the Madonna di 
Campagna in Piacenza, should also be taken 
into account. Fiocco dates this 1535-36 and 
numbers it among the works of Pordenone 
most clearly showing effects of his contact 
with Correggio. It has much in common 
with Titian’s ‘Sacrifice of Abraham’. Again, 
however, Titian’s composition is closer to that 
of Correggio himself than to that of Porde- 
none; this is particularly striking in the pose 
of Abraham’s left arm. The Pordenone 
painting is illustrated in Fiocco, of. cit., fig. 
167, in an engraving by Oliviero Gatti. 
Professor Friedlaender poses the question: 

‘Why did Titian choose these scenes, pre- 
viously treated in Pordenone’s series, for the 
ceiling of Santo Spirito in Isola?’ The answer 
he gives is: ‘It would be only natural ifin these 
three paintings Titian wanted to emphasize 
and develop the idea expressed in his painting 
of the Pentecost’, which he had made for the 
high altar of this church in 1541. He relates 
the subjects of the ceiling paintings, like that 
of the altarpiece, to the fact that they were 
designed for a church dedicated to the Holy 
Spirit. ‘Cain and Abel’, according to his 
theory, represents the Spirit of the Lord ante 
legem, the ‘Sacrifice of Isaac’ represents the 
Spirit of the Lord sub lege, and the ‘David and 
Goliath’, sub gratia. ‘This seems to me an un- 
tenable interpretation, particularly far off the 
mark in the case of ‘Cain and Abel’. There 
is no reason to assume that ceiling paintings 
for a Venetian church at this time were 
related to the nominal devotion of the 
church (as witness Veronese’s paintings for 
the ceilings of the sacristy and the nave of the 
Church of San Sebastiano, which were begun 
not much more than a decade later than the 
ceiling cycle for Santo Spirito). What is more, 
the subjects would have been chosen for 
doctrinal reasons by the Prior or some other 
member of the religious community con- 
cerned, and not by the painter. In view of 
the fact that Vasari originally received the 
Santo Spirito commission and made pre- 
paratory drawings for it, there is no reason 
to suppose that Titian played any part at all 
in determining what subjects were to be 
represented. The coincidence that both 
Santo Stefano and Santo Spirito were 
Augustinian churches probably accounts for 
the choice of the same subjects. 

46S. J. Freedberg, Painting of the High 
Renarssance in Rome and Florence, ii, Cambridge, 
Mass., 1961, fig. 234. 
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Calza.*? Titian introduced the visitor to Giovanni Cornaro, and Sansovino, 
the third member of the Triumvirate, commissioned his drawings for ceiling 
paintings for Santo Spirito in Isola.48 Thus there can be no doubt that he was 
on close and good terms with Titian. Later Vasari praised Titian for these 
paintings, ‘che gli condusse bellissimi, per avere atteso con molt’ arte a fare 
scortare le figure al disotto in su’,49 an achievement that might have been 
closer to Vasari’s heart than to Titian’s. Vasari’s later use of the same sun god 
figure by Giulio Romano that is reflected in Titian’s David suggests the 
possibility that Titian may have derived this figure from Vasari’s drawing. 
Another clue may reside in Professor and Mrs. Tietze’s comment that in 
Titian’s only surviving preparatory drawing for this cycle of paintings, which 
is ‘certainly purely Titianesque in style, some reminiscence of Vasari may be 
found in the treatment of the drapery at left’.°° 

Professor Schulz believes that “Titian’s adoption of an illusionistic meta- 
phor for the cycle is surely owed to Vasari’s preparations. ... The balance 
struck in the individual paintings between recession and harmonious surface 
decoration is indebted to Vasari’s example both in principle and in practice.’ *4 
(‘Vasari’s example’ here refers to his ceiling for the Palazzo Corner-Spinelli, 
the commission for which, along with that for the Santo Spirito ceiling, was 
among those he received following the favourable reception of his apparato for 
Aretino’s comedy.) There is good reason to suppose, in any case, that Titian’s 
aesthetic would have shown some alteration in response to his close association 
with the up-and-coming young Vasari. 

It is clear that for these three paintings Titian adopted the features on 
which Central Italian art prided itself as superior to Venetian painting.>?. The 
drama and turbulence, the Michelangelesque muscular display, the powerful 
contours and bold foreshortening, the expressionist employment of harsh 
colour—all were foreign to Titian’s inclinations as embodied in his previous 
works. This style met his needs superbly, however, for these three intensely 
felt paintings that spanned an emotional range from bitter tragedy, in Abel’s 
murder, to the height of dedication and aspiration, in David. The demands 
of these subjects coincided with the external pressures towards incorporation 
of the ‘modern’ features of Central Italian painting. The result was a new 
kind of painting by Titian. The picture space unified by muffled colours and 

ceilings in the Palazzo Vecchio in Florence.’ 
Pe 326. 

51 Op. cit., p. 511. Professor Schulz also 
points out that ‘the earliest illusionistic 

47 Crowe and Cavalcaselle, p. 56. 
48 Vasari, op. cit., p. 446. 
49 Idem. 
50 H. Tietze and E. Tietze-Conrat, Drawings 

of the Venetian Painters, New York 1944, No. 
1962, ‘Sacrifice of Abraham’, Paris, Ecole des 
Beaux-Arts. They suggest that Vasari’s 
praise of Titian’s foreshortenings ‘seems to 
intimate that Titian for his designs had made 
some use of those made by Vasari. The 
Central Italian influence on Titian in this 
period and especially in these three ceilings 
has frequently been noticed; it might even be 
that ‘Titian did indeed draw some inspiration 
from Vasari’s designs, his compositions show- 
ing some relationship to Vasari’s (later) 

sofhitti in Venice were produced by Porde- 
none’. (Op. cit., p. 507.) 

52 “Bei den Bildern der vierziger Jahre 
aber will er den Rémern zeigen, dass man so 
etwas auch in Venedig kénne, wie denn 
Vasari die Deckenbilder der Salute aus- 
driicklich ihrer Verkiirzungen wegen riihmt’, 
Hetzer says, in contrasting the paintings of 
the forties with the great monumental com- 
positions of the sixth period, in which the 
forceful elements are thoroughly integrated 
into Titian’s own style. (Op. cit., p. 171.) 
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simplified values and by powerful forms in perspective designed to be seen from 
below produced an overpowering focus on the emotional drama of the import 
of the pictures. These stylistic features, which reached their height in the 
sacrificial scenes for Santo Spirito, also left unmistakable traces on other 
pictures of the period, including the ‘St. John the Evangelist’? now in the 
Washington National Gallery,®? the Louvre ‘Crowning with Thorns’, the 
Vienna ‘Ecce Homo’, and the “Tityus’ and ‘Sisyphus’ in the Prado. 

The requirements of the iconographic programme of the ceiling paintings 
for Santo Spirito, a commentary on Sacrifice reflecting St. Augustine’s text 
and expressing the mood of a defeated and despairing Venice, were admirably 
met by experimentation along the lines of development for which Central 
Italian painting was at this time greatly admired. Titian thereby attained an 
effect of brutal power and violence incompatible with his artistic personality 
as we know it from his other works. Having shown that he could do it, he 
afterwards felt free to return to a direction more consistent with his natural 
bent. The Sacrifice cycle now in the Sacristy of the Salute, and the pictures 
related to it stylistically, stand as an alien, though exalted, achievement. 

53 J. Schulz dates Titian’s ceiling for the according to new-found documents he plans 
Scuolo di San Giovanni Evangelista 1544-47, to publish. (Op. cit., p. 511.) 
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January 12, 1971 

Dear Dr. Bader: 

Your letter of December 21, forwarded by Coliimbia, has 

just reached me. How nice to hear from you. 

It was I who told you about the paper identifying the 
figure on the left in Bredius 531 as Elijah (or rather, 

Harbonah in the guise of Elijah). The reference; 

H. van de Waal, "Rembrandt and the Feast of Purim," 
Qud Holland LXXXIV, 1969, p. 199 ff. 

I am mailing you separately an offprint of my article 
on "A Rembrandt Problem: Haman or Uriah?" 

With great interest I look forward to learning what your 

interpretation of the picture is. I hope you will send 

me an offprint when it is printed. 

All good wishes to you and your wife and your two fine 
sons. 

Sincerely yours, 

Wane i 
‘ o> a We Re hue 

Dr. Alfred R. Bader 

Aldrich Chemical Company, Inc. 

940 West St. Paul Avenue 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53233 
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THE BURLINGTON MAGAZINE PUBLICATIONS LTD 
49 Park Lane, London, W1 Telephone: 01-493 2622 

Telegrams: Rariora, London Wi 

Dr. Alfred Bader, 
1961 North Shepard Avenue, 
Milwaukee, 
Winconsin, 53211. 30th December, 1970. 

Dear Dr. Bader, 

I am very pleased to accept your article for publication 
in The Burlington on the so-called Disgrace of Haman, and 
look forward to publishing it in The Burlington, Meanwhile, 
I await the receipt of the Hermitage photograph. 

Yours7sincerely, 
J 

[vue 
Benedict Nicolson, 
Editor. 

agate ee 

DIRECTORS: J.C. BAINES R.B.FORD F.E.HIPKIN H.P. JUDA, 0.B.E. M. LEVEY L.B.NICOLSON D, NORSWORTHY G.H.PERRY P.M.R. POUNCEY 

N.R. REID E. ROGERS HON. K.R. THOMSON E. K. WATERHOUSE 
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NETHERLANDS INSTITUTE FOR ART HISTORY 

KORTE VIJVERBERG 7 - THE HAGUE 

14th January 197 

DreAlired E.j Bader, 

Aldrich Chemical Company, Inc. 
940 West St. Paul AVENUE 5 
MILWAUKEE Wisconsin 542453 
ICR stege tae 

Dear wr. Bader, 

Your check for subscription to OUD-HOLLAND I passed on 
to Mr.L.J.van der Klooster, secretary of the board of 
tee who will send on your notification to the 
iblisher. It is amazing that you got no reaction at all D 

as 

That you do not hear from Mrs. Linnik is not Rewer cea ee ag 
I shall have checked whether we can sup Ply a photograph of 
the Hermitage's «supposed Haman painting 

fhe address of Mrs S. Nystad is: Amaliastraat 15, The 
iIiyust hear that.no- date ofmpublication of his articte 
be set so far since, as the result of a chat he had wi 
Professor Van de Waal, he decided to rewrite his (short 
ar pie Ler 

tow remarkable that you, too, should be pongo ine on the 
alleged Samson. For quite some Paes already I was most 
ee eteigs about that interpretation because of che negro boys. 
Nevertheless one should allow for the in itself not very 
plausible possibility that they should be due to Rembrandt's 
delike arate an\ achromistic presentation of Samson as accompanied 

by negro pages as a sort of status symbol. 

It would take time to find the original source of the history 
of the Van Leaks The "Winkler Prins Historische RR ie NA ee 
(Amsterdam, 1957) states (Vol. I, page 159 and page 297 and 
Volume II, page 270) that Arnold van Egmont (1410-1473) became 
duke of Guelders in 1423. His son Adolf opposed his father and 
sought support from the latter's opponent, the duke of 
Burgundy.In 1465 Adolf imprisoned his father and then turned 
against Burgundy. However, he himself was taken prisoner by 
Charles the Bowld in 1471 - needless to say it is hardly more 
likely that Adolf van Guelders should have had negro pages 
than Samson. Strange enough,Smith considered the main character 
as an imprisoned person which, of course, would also make the 
presence of the negro pages rather queer. 

Your painting supposed to be by dan Wijnants is entirely 
deviating from that artist's work. I believe to be able to 

e on identify the real author. Please could you send me one or two 
absolutely clear and sharp detail Sg 





January 6, 1971 

Mr. J. Nieuwstraten 

Director 

Rujksbureau voor Kunsthistorische Doceumentatie 

Korte Vijverberg 7 

The Hague, Holland , 

Dear Mr. Nieuwstraten: 

I very much appreciate your kind and most helpful letter of December 30th. 

Needless to say, I entirely vieichnioeh with the s substance f 

taken the liberty of quoting i aily in my brief I shh annc 

how Mrs. Kahr and Mr. van dk al can conceive of tha figure being 

Haman. 

I am greatly handicapped by the fact th isn't a single subscriptit 

in the city of aukee, fae I hope that you will not mind my asking you, 

justified critic f Oud-Hoilland, to pass the enclosed chec ix subscription 

department with my ae to enter my subscription, I had writ 

twice - albeit without check - requesting information shit's a ysubscription but have never 

received areply. Naturally, if one can subscribe for several years 1 would like to do 

that and will send whatever balance is owing as soon as I hear what the rates are. 

i to Oud-H folland 

The publication of my note awaits my getting a good photograph of The Hermitage painting, 

and though I have requested this with some money from Miss Linnik, I have not yet 

received it. Do you perchance have a good photograph which I could either purchase or 

at least borrow? I would much appreciate also your letting me know when Mr. Nystads 

paper will appear in Oud-Holland. I would also much appreciate his address 

oro 
I have/given a good deal of thought to Bredius 499, andI find it veyy difficult to believe 

that this is really Samson threatening his father-in-law. The old man looks the very 

opposite of a Philistine, the two Negro boys are incongruous and while in the wedding 

picture Rembrandt, following the Bible text exactly, shows the division of Samson s hair 

into seven locks, this is not the case here. Smith and also (though somewhat differently) 

H. deG. refer to this being called the imprisonment of one of the dukes of Egmont by his 

son, but a quick check of the only good book’Uealing with the dukes of Egmont, namely 

The Rise of the Dutch Repwblic, has failed to pinpoint just what that story might be 

(Cont'd) 





. Mr. J. Nieuwstraten January 6, 1971 

Do you pefchance know where I can find the original source to the story referred to by 

Smith? 

I cannot think of any sentence more tantalizing than an art historian writing "In due time, 

however, you will hear some interesting news about one of your pictures" and what I 

should do is send you a copy of Jacob Cats’ reproductions referring t e fact that life 

is short; and need I remind you that paintings are my greatest enjoyment. 

With many thanks for all your help, I remain 

AB/ds 
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December 40 1970 

Dr. Alfred Bader, 
President of the 
Aldrich Chemical Company, Inc. 

| 940 West St. Paul Avenue , 
MILWAUKEE Visconsin 543244 
ae tLe 

Dear Dr. Bader, 

Thank you for your letter of December 76th 1970. 

I regret to state that no real contribution to the 
Socaien of the problem subject of the Seed eee a 
so-called Haman painting has come forward altho 
Christian Tumpel and Professor H. van de Waal published 

| their opinions on the picture subsequently to Mrs. Kahr's 
; would be refutation of my criticism. Neither these authors 

. nor Mr. Nystad, who submitted a new interpretation to 
Oud-Holland very recently (which has not yet been published) 
offered a convincing explanation of the enigmatic subject. 

\ Both Tumpel and Van de Waal expressed agreement with my 
4 criticism of Mrs. Kahr's erratic and thoroughly arbitrary 

and ahistorical presentation of Rembrandt's and of 47th 
century's Dutch views generally of Haman. 
As to the subject, however, Tumpel holds on to Haman, 
claiming that Rembrandt rendered him on his way to conduct 
Mordechai on his triumphal tour of the city. 

Van de Waal suggests that the oe st depicted Haman's con- 
| d@mnation, the ae man in the background at left representin 
h the prophet Elijah in the disguise of Harbona. 

Of course, this is a mere assumption, nothing in the picture 
itself providing the slightest indication for this inter- 
pretation. As for Nys tad, I am not free to mention his view 
before its publication. 

As ae Professor Gerson, apparently he did read both articles 
of Mrs. Kahr and mine, but then he is not in the least interested 
nor versed in iconography and the history of HO I and I 
happen to know that he preferred to spare Mrs. hahr and her 
teacher Professor Held rather than to allow me to reply in Oud- 
Holland to her completely irrelevant rejoinder. 

20 935052* - 
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I was and still am shocked by the attitude of the editors 
and as a result I will abstain from any further contribution 
to Oud-Holland for the duration of the term served by the 
present board of editors. 

I regret to have been unable so far to answer your previous 
inquiry. The change of directors has taken a great deal of 
Iny time and some vacancies on’ staff were and still are an 

5 ah A: jis : 3 
other severe handicap. In due time, however, you will hear 
some interesting news about one of your pictures. 

With best wishes for a happy New Year, 

yours sincerely, 

iy, Sieee ee let od 

J. Nieuwstraten, 
director. 

H. van de Waal, 
Rembrandt and the feast of Purim 

Oud-Holland 84, 1969, 199-223 

Christian Tumpel, _ 
Ikonografische Beitrage zu Rembrandt zur Deutung und 
Interpretation seiner Historien, 
Jahrbuch der Hamburger kunstsammlungen, 
Deo theo, 1€8p. wm.» OO unten j—2175. 

Band 14% (1968) 
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Mr. J. Nieuwstraten 

Director 

Rujksbureau voor Kunsthistorische Documentatie 

Korte Vijverberg 7 

The Hague, Holland 

Dear Mr. Nieuwstraten: 

I am happy to have your letter Jan ay 13th, and I enclose a shar aipisdh! ch ha of 

the painting which I previously thought was a Jan Wijnants. The painting 

grammed "JW" and a number of art aaeians have told me that the pai 

‘by Wijnants, but by Jan Wouverman, with figures by a differen 

- most interested in knowing whether you agree with the attribution of the landscape 

to Wouverman and know who painted the figures. 

* T xz 
t hand. JI w 

My note on the so-called Haman in The Hermitage has been accepted for publication 

but this must, of course, be delayed until I can get a photograph... If you can let me 

have one or at least loan me one, please do send it either t 

Benedict Nicolson at The Burlington Magazine, which is most 

photographs. 

pa — w 8] ¥§ a. @ ® I have now read Tumpel's and van der Waa 
subject and obviously he knows a lot, and f it 

painting previously called itacay at the Viktoria. and Albert Museum very ingenious. 

Van der Waal's article is internally much sounder than Mrs. Kahr’'s, but as you als 

pointed out, its basic assumption simply isn't right. Whether an art historian writes 

20 or 200 pages of a learned treatise on Purim, I ‘will not be convinced that that noble 

figure could possibly be Haman. 

qd 

I think that about fourteen of the Biblical paintings attributed to Rembrandt need 

reexamination as far as their iconography is concerned, and of these the so- Soatel 

Samson Threatening his Father-in-Law is one of the most puzzling. It may, of course, 

be that Rembrandt was so influenced by the Spanish Jews in Holland who very much 

looked down on the eastern Jews, that he would depict a Philistine as an eastern Jew. 

Surely, however, there is no parallel of anything as anachronistic in Rembrandt's Bible 

paintings as those two Negro boys. If Rembrandt had gone in for allegorical paintings 

I would almost be tempted to think that this is an allegory on the inquisition, with the 

goat alluding to the Devil. 

(Cont'd) 





Mr. J. Nieuwstraten January 19, 1971 

Next time 1 am in Holland I would very much like to have the opportunity to spend 

an evening with you, to discuss all this in more detail. 

With many thanks for whatever help you can give me with the photograpl 

Hermitage, I remain 

Yours sincerely, 



Jes hand pe A 


