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ABSTRACT

This dissertation evaluates the position of Netherlandish migrant artists in the
dynamic cultural environment of seventeenth-century Rome through an examination of
the role of the Bentvueghels (“birds of a feather”) as a social and economic nexus for the
city’s foreign community. One of the most distinctive societies in the history of art, this
high-spirited ex-pat “brotherhood” attracted hundreds of travelling artists and was
notorious throughout Europe for its raucous initiations and for the raw depictions of
Rome by Pieter van Laer and his followers, the Bamboccianti.
While earlier scholarship has established important aspects of the group, such as
its history and the artistic significance of individual members, the society has been
characterized largely as antagonistic and antithetical to organizations and institutions
specific to Rome. I offer instead a fresh outlook on the Bentvueghels that examines their
day-to-day economics and response to (and even driving of) market forces in Rome, in
order to determine how the society of foreigners as a whole operated functionally within
a shifting creative environment in one of the most vital artistic centers in Europe. To
address these issues, each chapter is arranged thematically and chronologically, focusing
on the period between 1620, when the group first organized, through the close of the
seventeenth century, when the last known images of Bentvueghel initiations were
created. Using a methodology that integrates art historical primary source investigation
with migration theory and network analysis, I analyze the various stages of the journey to
Rome for these artists, from initial arrival, to the establishment of a workshop, to the
achievement of success in local and international markets.
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The Introduction (Chapter One) sets up the methodological and historiographical
framework for the dissertation. In the second chapter, “Arriving in Rome: The
Bentvueghels as a Social and Economic Nexus,” the social activities of the Bentvueghels
and their networks are discussed. Archival sources including parish censuses, criminal
court records, and notarial documents demonstrate how the group enabled migrant artists
to adapt to a different—and often hostile—market by fostering surrogate kinship
networks. The Bentvueghels offered migrant artists, who were typically young (around
22-25 years of age), male, and single, a place to live, a ready-made network of friends,
and critical financial assistance. Chapter Three, “Working in Rome: Bentvueghel
Workshops and Working Practices,” establishes the working practices of Dutch and
Flemish artists, a relatively unchartered area of research, and locates economic and social
network formation within the space of the workshop. Centers of artistic production in the
city are scrutinized, from the highly trafficked studios of Netherlandish artists such as
Paul Bril to the private drawing academies hosted by prestigious patrons, including the
celebrated Genoese aristocrat, Vincenzo Giustiniani. Paintings, drawings, and prints
produced by Dutch and Flemish Italianate artists are compared to identify patterns in
workshop practices, determine market impact, and measure the degree to which they
were influenced by their new surroundings and by their association with the
Bentvueghels. In the fourth and final chapter, “Staying in Rome: Cornelis Bloemaert II as
a Case Study for Long-term Strategies of Networking,” I explore strategies of integration
among members who remained in Rome for extended periods, focusing on the engraver
Cornelis Bloemaert II as a case study. Collaborative enterprises such as large-scale book
productions, which comprised a significant proportion of Bloemaert’s artistic output in
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Rome, provided ways for artists to enhance their artistic education and experiment with
new techniques and motifs, while also encouraging further expansion and development of
an artist’s social and economic networks.
This study thus evaluates the full scope of a foreign artist’s experience in Rome,
highlighting with greater accuracy the ways in which affiliation with the Bentvueghels
influenced acclimation and eventual integration within the social and cultural fabric of
the city. It offers, moreover, a much needed contextualization of the artistic relations
between northern European and Italian artists in seventeenth-century Rome, and the
important position of the Bentvueghels within this cosmopolitan environment.
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To Steve and Sienna, my two loves.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

I would strongly urge you to travel, had I not fear that you would go
astray, for Rome is the city, which above other places, could make an
artist’s journey fruitful, being the capital of the schools of Pictura, but also
the one place where spendthrifts and prodigal sons squander their
possessions: Be reluctant to permit a youth to make the journey.1

As Karel van Mander suggests, early modern Rome was an enticing, bewitching,
and at times a dangerous destination for northern European artists. As early as the
fifteenth century, artists regularly made the trip across the Alps into Italy; the compulsion
to undertake the long, arduous journey to see first-hand the major Italian art centers only
increased with each successive generation. Rome especially was a magnet for migration
and cultural enrichment, due to its significance as the locus of the ancient Roman Empire,
contemporary artistic developments, and prestigious patronage. By the turn of the
seventeenth century, the city had become a dynamic cosmopolitan center of artists,
dignitaries, merchants, and religious figures of vastly different backgrounds, which
offered a variety of opportunities for foreign artists to advance their careers and artistic
education.
This dissertation evaluates the position of migrant Netherlandish artists in the
dynamic cultural environment of seventeenth-century Rome through an examination of
the role of the Bentvueghels (Dutch for “birds of a feather”) as a social and economic
nexus for the city’s northern European artistic community. Drawing from multiple

1
Karel van Mander, Den Grondt der edel vry schilderconst (Haarlem, 1604), Book I, fols. 6-7,
quoted and translated in Frederik Duparc and Linda L. Graif, Italian recollections: Dutch Painters of the
Golden Age (Montreal: Montreal Museum of Fine Arts, 1990), 20-21.
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disciplinary methodologies, including migration history and theory, economical-historical
analyses of the art markets, and art historical primary source investigation, this study
encompasses the full scope of a Netherlandish artist’s experience in Rome, in order to
explore the ways in which affiliation with the Bentvueghels influenced acclimation,
acculturation, and eventual integration into the social and cultural fabric of the city. It
offers, moreover, a more accurate contextualization of the artistic relations between
northern European and Italian artists in seventeenth-century Rome, underscoring the
important position of the Bentvueghels and their contribution to contemporary artistic
and market developments.

The Bentvueghels: An Overview
The Bentvueghels (also commonly called the Schildersbent) was founded
sometime between 1620 and 1623 by Dutch and Flemish artists in Rome, who referred to
themselves as the Dutch “birds of a feather.” The group appears to have disbanded in
1720, a full century after its initial inception, purportedly upon papal decree.2 During the
course of its existence, hundreds of northern European artists from various regions joined
the group, although the majority of members originated from the Low Countries. Italian
artists allegedly were not eligible to participate, according to Cornelis de Bruyn,

2

Beatrix Ackx, “Bentvueghels and Bamboccianti: The Patronage and Reception of Northern
Artists Working in Rome 1620-1690” (Ph.D. diss., Oxford University, Oxford, 2013). Recent research
conducted by Bieke Ackx—who generously permitted me to examine the first chapter of her dissertation—
suggests that this may not be entirely accurate. Thomas Kren, “Chi non vuol Baccho: Roeland van Laer’s
Burlesque Painting about Dutch Artists in Rome,” Simiolus: Netherlands Quarterly for the History of Art
11, no. 2 (1980): 70. Kren states that the papal bull was issued against celebrations outside of carnival (and
not necessarily against the Bentvueghels as a group).
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indicating that common language and cultural backgrounds were—from the outset—a
crucial component of Bentvueghel identity.3
Although the society was comprised primarily of painters, engravers, goldsmiths,
sculptors, and even apothecaries were known to have been members of the Bentvueghels.
The full roster of founding members remains uncertain, and no official membership lists
have survived. More than two hundred and fifty artists, some successful, others obscure,
have been linked to the group through contemporary accounts, biographies, and even
archival evidence such as inventories and payment registers.4 Drawings and prints give
further evidence of membership. The portrait print of Jan Asselijn by Rembrandt, for
example, refers to his Bentvueghel moniker, Crabbetje or “Little Crab,” while two series
of drawings in Rotterdam and Hamburg depicting portraits of the earliest members of the
group provide member nicknames through handwritten inscriptions (figs. 1-8).5 These

3

Joachim von Sandrart, Teutsche Academie der Bau-, Bild- und Mahlerey-Künste, Nuremberg
1675–1680, Scholarly annotated online edition, ed. by T. Kirchner, A. Nova, C. Blüm, A. Schreurs and T.
Wübbena (2008–2012), Lebenslauf, S. 9, http://ta.sandrart.net/-text-627, alludes to Italians being present at
initiation Willkomms-Mahlzeit (“welcome feasts”) and certain artists, especially Michelangelo Cerquozzi, a
Roman painter, appear to have been particularly close with the group.
4

Dutch and Italian inventories, for instance, reference the nicknames of certain members,
including Pieter van Laer, Jan Asselijn, and Cornelis van Poelenburch, while payment registers, such as
those concerning the Galleria Giustiniana, identify Reinier van Persijn by his Bentvueghel nickname,
“Narcissus.” 4 See for example the Amsterdam inventories of Jan van den Bergh; Joan Roeters; Pieter van
Cronenburgh; Anna Realls; Hendrick Bertels; and Anna Maria Lenaerts in the Montias Database (inv. nos.
1112; 139; 288; 190; 1263; and 1264). “The Montias Database of 17th Century Dutch Art Inventories,”
accessed 2/20/2015, http://research.frick.org/montias/recordlist.php. For the published payment registers of
the Galleria Giustiniana, see Angela Gallottini, Le sculture della collezione Giustiniani (Roma: L'Erma di
Bretschneider, 1998), 64-78. For inventories mentioning Poelenburch by his Bentvueghel nickname
(“Satyr”), see Luigi Salerno, Pittori di paesaggio del Seicento a Roma: Landscape Painters of the
Seventeenth Century in Roma (Roma: U. Bozzi, 1977-1980), III: 1121-40; see also Nicolette Cathérine
Sluijter-Seijffert, Cornelis van Poelenburch (ca. 1593-1667) (N.C. Sluijter-Seijffert, 1984), 249 and 271.
5

Asselijn was named “Little Crab” on account of his misshapen hand, to which Rembrandt
alluded in his portrait print. For the early portraits of the Bentvueghels, see Anonymous, Eight Portraits of
Bentvueghels, ca. 1620/1, Hamburg, Hamburger Kunstalle, inv. nos. 15263-264. These drawings were first
published by Michiel Plomp, “Leonaert Bramer the Draughtsman,” in Leonaert Bramer, 1596-1674:
Ingenious Painter and Draftsman in Rome and Delft ed. Jan ten Brink Goldsmith (Zwolle: Waanders,
1994), 183-208. See also Anonymous, Series of Portraits of Bentvueghels, c. 1623, Rotterdam, Museum
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drawings have also been critical for establishing the membership of certain artists, such
as Leonaert Bramer, whose ties to the Bentvueghels had been debated until the discovery
of his portrait and nickname (Nestelgrat) in Hamburg by Michiel Plomp.6 Other sources
include the inscriptions by Bentvueghels of their nicknames that were discovered during
the 1920s in Santa Costanza on Via Nomentana during restorations to the church interior
(fig. 9). These date from the late 1640s to the first quarter of the eighteenth century.7
From the surviving pictorial and textual evidence, several important artists can be
directly connected to the group, including Pieter van Laer, the founder of the
Bamboccianti (painters of everyday life), as well as noteworthy theorists and artists, such
as Joachim von Sandrart and Samuel van Hoogstraten. Many artists associated with the
Bentvueghels, moreover, achieved at least moderate success in Rome and enjoyed lasting
reputations after leaving the center, suggesting that the society facilitated such
accomplishments. Even more artists can be connected to the Bentvueghels indirectly as
friends, relatives, collaborators, or teachers or pupils of specific members, such as
Abraham Bloemaert, Michiel Sweerts, Claude Lorrain, Paul Bril, Nicolas Poussin,
Andrea Sacchi, Pietro da Cortona, Gerard van Honthorst, and Gian Lorenzo Bernini.8

Boijmans van Beuningen, inv. nos. MB 289-293. See F.D.O Obreen, “Portretten van Roomse Bent-vogels,”
Archief voor Nederlandsche Kunstgeschiedenis, III (Rotterdam: Van Hengel & Eeltjes (J. van Ballen &
Zonen), 1880-81), 298-308; and Judith Verberne, “The Bentvueghels in Rome,” in Drawn to Warmth: 17th
century Dutch Artists in Italy, ed. Peter Schatborn (Zwolle: Waanders Publishers; Amsterdam:
Rijksmuseum, 2001), 20-32.
6

Plomp, “Leonaert Bramer,” 186.
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Henk van de Schoor, “Bentvueghel Signatures in Santa Costanza in Rome,” Mededelingen van
het Nederlands Instituut te Rome, XXXVIII (1976): 77-86.
8

The most famous northern European artists in early Seicento Rome were not affiliated with the
organization. Anthony van Dyck was in Italy during the years the Bentvueghels was founded; however, he
apparently had little interest or contact with the group. Peter Paul Rubens had left Italy about a decade
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The circumstances surrounding the foundation of the Bentvueghels remain vague,
as art historians have little to go by aside from contemporary accounts and images of new
member initiations. To date, no bylaws have been discovered and the society does not
appear to have been sanctioned officially by the papacy. Yet the Bentvueghels were well
known in the city and abroad, meaning that at the very least local officials in Rome
allowed it to operate for close to a century and were aware of its activities and
membership.9 The group, moreover, does not appear to have functioned as an academy or
institution—there are no surviving records for official meetings, no official curricula, nor
is there any indication that the Bentvueghels had a specific hierarchy or elected
positions.10
However, there was a distinct social element to the Bentvueghels, which offered
young migrant artists a sense of community and friendship. Members, for example,
referred to the Bentvueghels as a brotherhood and called each other “brother.”11 Accounts
describe how new artists were enlisted as Bentvueghels—typically by invitation almost
immediately after they arrived in Rome. Others sought out membership, such as De

before its inception. See Schatborn, Drawn to Warmth, 10-19, for an overview of the successive
generations of northern European artists in seventeenth-century Rome.
9

Ackx, “Bentvueghels and Bamboccianti,” 36-37, suggests that local officials were aware of the
group and thus permitted its existence for much of the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.
10

Their initiations are the only such occasions when members appear to have taken on certain
roles, though from contemporary accounts this seems to have been decided upon rather arbitrarily, and
depended on which artists were present and who wanted to perform the rituals. See in particular Cornelis de
Bruyn, A Voyage to the Levant: or, Travels in the Principal Parts of Asia Minor by M. Corneille le Bruyn,
trans. by W.J. (London: printed for Jacob Tonson; and Thomas Bennet, 1702), 3-4; and Sandrart, TA 1675,
Lebenslauf, S. 9. Ackx, “Bentvueghels and Bamboccianti,” 37-38, suggests that there was more
organization within the society than originally believed.
11

De Bruyn, Voyage, 4. This is discussed in greater detail in Chapter Two, 44.
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Bruyn, who was encouraged to spend more time socializing with current members living
in the city following his induction. The initiations themselves entailed gathering together,
conversing, eating and drinking, and celebrating not only new members but also their
shared experiences and goals as artists.12
The Bentvueghels—more than any other expatriate community or institution in
Rome or other artistic centers such as Paris, Naples, and Venice—gave artists a unique
and specifically collective identity as foreigners. Images and accounts, both positive and
negative, provide undeniable evidence for the group’s notoriety and fame in Europe and
their overall cohesion and camaraderie. Although there were other organizations that
connected artists who had traveled to Italy, namely the Confrérie van romanisten
established in Antwerp, none had the membership or distinctive presence within an
established migrant community as the Bentvueghels.13

Historiography
Modern scholarship on the Bentvueghels, while somewhat scattered, has been
largely negative in tenor. This has much to do with how images and contemporary
accounts concerning the group have been interpreted, in particular with respect to their
initiations, which will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter Two.
The foremost scholar to have published on the Bentvueghels remains Godefridus
Johannes (G.J.) Hoogewerff. Hoogewerff, a Dutch art historian, devoted much of the first
12

Sandrart, TA 1675, Lebenslauf, S. 9. These initiations will be discussed in further detail in
Chapter Two.
13

Bert Timmermans, Patronen van patronage in het zeventiende-eeuwse Antwerpen: een elite als
actor binnen een kunstwereld (Amsterdam University Press, Antwerp, 2008), 243-45.

6

half of the twentieth century to researching the group and other Netherlandish artists in
Italy as director of the Dutch Institute in Rome.14 While in Italy, Hoogewerff mined the
archives for documents pertaining to any Netherlandish artist who traveled to the region,
in particular those who originated from the Dutch Republic.15 A number of his
publications have focused specifically on the artists associated with the Bentvueghels,
culminating in his 1952 monograph, De Bentvueghels. Through his careful research in the
archives Hoogewerff has uncovered most of the extant documentation for Dutch and
Flemish artists living and working in the city, in particular where such artists lived, with
whom they had contact, and their involvement in religious and artistic institutions in the
city.16 Combining archival evidence with contemporary biographies, Hoogewerff has
supplied the standard history of the group and its foundation, its overall membership, and
the nature of its initiation rituals.17

14

He continued researching and publishing on Netherlandish artists in Italy after retiring to

Florence.
15

Among the most relevant sources published by Hoogewerff are Johannes Albertus Franciscus
(J.A.O.) Orbaan, and G. J. Hoogewerff, Bescheiden in Italië omtrent nederlandsche kunstenaars en
geleerden, 3 vols. (The Hague: M. Nijhoff, 1911); G. J. Hoogewerff, “De Stichting der Nederlandsche
Schildersbent te Rome, met drie afbeeldingen op de platen 44-46,” in Feest-bundel Dr. Abraham Bredius
aangeboden den achttienden April 1915 (Amsterdam: Gebroeders Binger, 1915), I: 109-25; and “De
Nederlandsche kunstenaars te Rome in de XVIIe eeuw en hun conflict met de Academie van St. Lucas,”
Mededeelingen der Koninklijke Academie van Wetenschappen, Afdeeling Letterkunde Deel 62, Serie B
(Amsterdam: Uitgave der Koninklijke Akademie van Wetenschappen te Amsterdam, 1922), 117-50;
Nederlandsche kunstenaars te Rome (1600-1725) uittreksels uit de parochiale archieven (The Hague:
Gedrukt ter Algemeene Landsdrukkerij, 1942); De Bentvueghels (The Hague: M. Nijhoff, 1952); and Via
Margutta: centro di vita artistica (Roma: Instituto di studi romani, 1953).
16

There are some holes, however, in his research. Certain archives were overlooked, such as the
Archivio di Stato and the Archivio Storico Capitolino, while others were researched only partially, such as
the Archivio Storico del Vicariato. Therefore, it is possible that more relevant documentation exists for the
group, though nothing substantial has been published since Hoogewerff.
17

With respect to membership, Hoogewerff was at times too conservative, and did not include
artists such as Joachim von Sandrart or his cousin, Michel le Blon, among others.
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According to Hoogewerff, the Bentvueghels were a loosely organized social
group that formed around 1623, based on the evidence of portraits in the series of
drawings in the Museum Boijmans van Beuningen in Rotterdam.18 Hoogewerff asserted
that the group was problematic from the very beginning, and that members were often at
odds with their host city and its legal, cultural, and religious institutions. The basis for
these assumptions stems in great part from the writings of seventeenth- and eighteenthcentury authors who discussed the Bentvueghels and its individual members, including
Italian critics such as Giovanni Battista Passeri, Salvator Rosa, Francesco Albani, and
Andrea Sacchi, as well as northern European writers such as Arnold Houbraken, Joachim
von Sandrart, and the aforementioned Cornelis de Bruyn.19 Many of these authors, as will
be discussed in Chapter Two, wrote disparagingly of certain (though not all)
Bamboccianti, or the artists who specialized in low-life genre scenes of peasants,
vagrants, and brigands—the less savory aspects of Roman life. Bamboccianti was the
name given to the artists who worked with these subjects by Passeri in his vita of Pieter
van Laer, who first introduced the new genre in Rome during the 1620s.20 These types of
paintings were compared unfavorably to the exemplars of Italian monumental painting by
artists who prioritized historical subject matter. However, such accounts must be given
18

The Hamburg portraits were not known to Hoogewerff at the time.

19

He also uses court documents first published by Antonino Bertolotti, Artisti belgi ed orlandesi a
Roma nei secoli XVI e XVII; notizie e documenti raccolti negli archivi romani (Florence: Tip. Editrice della
Gazzetta d'Italia, 1880); and Giunte agli artisti belgi ed olandesi in Roma nei secoli XVI e XVII notizie e
documenti raccolti negli archivi romani (Rome: Tip. delle scienze matematiche e fisiche, 1885). These
were published together in 1974.
20

Giovanni Battista Passeri, Vite de' pittori, scultori ed architetti: che anno lavorato in Roma,
morti dal 1641 fino al 1673 (Rome: G. Settari, 1772), 53-56. This was published posthumously in the
eighteenth century, though the term seems to have become fairly common by the end of the seventeenth
century, judging from inventories.
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appropriate context, as many Bamboccianti not only were regarded with genuine esteem
while working in Rome, including most importantly Van Laer and Jan Miel, but they
also, even if a bit grudgingly, were considered to be talented artists.21 Additionally, not
all Bentvueghels were painters of bambocciate, an important distinction that Hoogewerff
does not fully address.22 In fact, the Bentvueghels worked with various other visual
repertoires, such as landscape, still life, portraits, and historical subject matter. Some
even participated in public fresco campaigns sponsored by the papacy and its familiari,
while others were collected by dignitaries and princely patrons. Stylistic disparities
between the Bamboccianti and Italian classicist practitioners therefore influenced how
Hoogewerff appraised the group, and even though he grounded his research in
considerable documentary and biographical evidence, his assessment at certain points
loses objectivity. This is especially apparent in his analysis of the famous “dispute”
between the Bentvueghels and the Accademia di San Luca, which erupted over
outstanding alms payments between many of the foremost artists in Rome, foreign and
Italian.23
Nevertheless, Hoogewerff remains the seminal resource for the group and its
history and membership, and all art historians who followed him have responded in some

21

This occurred, moreover, often in the very same biographies. See for example Passeri, Vite,
including the biographies of Pieter van Laer, 53-56; and Jan Miel, 224-28. It must also be noted here that
the writings of these authors all date to around the mid-seventeenth century and later—after the artistic
environment in Rome had changed from one that was generally favorable to artistic diversity to one that
increasingly prioritized classicism.
22

Verberne, “The Bentvueghels,” 23, notes this as well.

23
As I discuss in Chapter Two, this dispute, while undeniable given the documentary evidence,
involved not only the Bentvueghels but also Dutch, Flemish, French, German, and Italian artists, some of
whom were also members of the academy.
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way to his initial analyses, whether to refine and build upon his research or to clarify and
amend specific assertions. This is perhaps most evident in the plethora of research during
the second half of the twentieth century highlighting individual members of the group,
including especially Pieter van Laer, and artistic schools such as the Bamboccianti and
Italianate landscape specialists. With respect to Van Laer and the Bamboccianti, David
Levine, Giuliano Briganti, and Thomas Kren are the most noteworthy scholars to have
tackled this large area of research.24
Briganti, with the assistance of Laura Laureati and Ludovica Trezzani, published
in 1983 the most complete study on the Bamboccianti: The Bamboccianti: The Painters
of Everyday Life in Seventeenth Century Rome.25 Examining archival and visual sources
as well as critical biographical information concerning the key bambocciate painters,
Briganti filled an important lacuna in seventeenth-century art historical scholarship by
establishing the genre as a viable and truly innovative artistic movement.26 Challenging
longstanding critiques of the group as unabashedly chained to nature—assertions that
date as early as 1650 to artists and theorists such as Passeri, Rosa, Sacchi, and Albani
with respect to their small-scale naturalistic images—Briganti demonstrates that the
Bamboccianti did more than merely paint a “window onto the world.”27 Rather, the artists
24

See also Axel Janeck, Untersuchung über den holländischen Maler Pieter van Laer, genannt
Bamboccio (Würzburg: Offset-Druck Gugel, 1968), on Pieter van Laer.
25

Giuliano Briganti, Ludovica Trezzani, and Laura Laureati, The Bamboccianti: The Painters of
Everyday Life in Seventeenth Century Rome (Rome: U. Bozzi, 1983).
26

For more on this, see review by M. J. de Groot, Review of The Bamboccianti: The Painters of
Everyday Life in Seventeenth Century Rome, by Giuliano Briganti (Rome: U. Bozzi, 1983) Oud-Holland
100 (1986): 53-55.
27

Briganti, Bamboccianti, 2. This was how Passeri initially described them in his vita of Van Laer.
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thought intelligently about the subjects and the style they specialized in, purposefully
playing with artistic conventions and expectations. Briganti also places bambocciate
artists into critical and historical context within the seventeenth-century art market, and
provides useful information regarding the clientele and dealers who sustained these
painters.28
Beginning with his dissertation, published in 1981, Thomas Kren initiated new
interest in the careers of certain members of the Bentvueghels, including most
importantly Jan Miel, as well as Johannes Lingelbach and Antoine Goubau.29 All three of
these artists were Bamboccianti, and Kren has done much to bring them back from
obscurity and highlight their positive contributions to the dynamic Roman artistic
environment. Most significant is Kren’s monograph on Miel, which to date is the most
accurate and complete study of the artist. Kren establishes with security Miel’s
relationship to the Bentvueghels, while also demonstrating that the artist’s success in
Rome was launched on account of his innovative bambocciate paintings.30

28

See also Francis Haskell, Patrons and Painters: A Study in the Relations between Italian Art
and Society in the Age of the Baroque, 2nd ed. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1980), 120-45.
29

Thomas Kren, Jan Miel (1599-1664), A Flemish Painter in Rome (Ann Arbor: University
Microfilms International, 1981); “Jan Lingelbach in Rome,” The J. Paul Getty Museum Journal, 10 (1982):
45-62; “Some Bambocciate by Antoine Goubau,” in Essays in Northern European Art Presented to Egbert
Haverkamp-Begemann on his Sixtieth Birthday, ed. Anne-Marie Logan, 123-26 (Doornspijk, Davaco,
1983).
30

Aside from Van Laer and Miel, there are a number of other monographs on specific members of
the Bentvueghels, including Leonard Joseph Slatkes, Dirck van Baburen (c. 1595-1624); A Dutch Painter
in Utrecht and Rome (Utrecht: Haentjens, Dekker & Gumbert, 1965); Wayne E. Franits, The Paintings of
Dirck van Baburen: ca. 1592/93-1624; Catalogue Raisonné (Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing
Company, 2013); Anne Charlotte Steland, Jan Asselijn nach 1610 bis 1652 (Amsterdam: Van Gendt,
1971); Steland Herman van Swanevelt (um 1603-1655): Gemälde und Zeichnungen (Petersberg: Michael
Imhof, 2008); James Donald Burke, Jan Both: Paintings, Drawings, and Prints (New York: Garland Pub,
1976); Marcel Roethlisberger, Bartholomeus Breenbergh: The Paintings (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1981);
Sluijter-Seijffert, Cornelis van Poelenburch; Celeste Brusati, Artifice and Illusion: The Art and Writing of
Samuel van Hoogstraten (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995); Rentier Benefit, Johann Wilhelm
Baur (1607-1642): eon Wegbereiter der barocken Kunst in Deutschland (Tübingen: Wasmuth, 1997); Paul
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David Levine has offered a refreshing reassessment of the Bamboccianti and their
enigmatic leader, Van Laer. Taking Briganti’s premise that bambocciate were more than
merely documentary images of Roman life, Levine asserted that the works by Van Laer
and his followers often entailed considerable thought, careful preparation, and were
layered with various references and meanings. Levine carried this through to other
studies on the Bamboccianti, culminating in the 1991 exhibition in Utrecht and Cologne,
I Bamboccianti: niederländische Malerrebellen im Rom des Barock.31 Concerning the
Bentvueghels, Levine contends that the group and its famous initiation rituals were
similarly grounded in tradition and cultural convention, and were not the drunken fests
scholars have made them out to be.32
While Levine’s hypotheses evoked some criticism from modern scholars, he
opened the door for more insightful analyses of the theoretical climate of Rome during
the seventeenth century and the place of Netherlandish painting within this environment.
For example, in her 1997 dissertation, Wendy Thompson evaluated the different, and at
times disparate, theoretical values that distinguished northern European from Italian

Huys Janssen, Jan Van Bijlert, 1597/98-1671: Catalogue Raisonné (Amsterdam: J. Benjamins Pub. Co,
1998); Rüdiger Klessmann, Johann Liss: A Monograph and Catalogue Raisonné (Doornspijk, the
Netherlands: Davaco, 1999); Agnes Tieze, Anton Goubau (1616-1698) (Stuttgart: RB, Rob Bonte
Publishers, 2004); Jennifer Kilian, The Paintings of Karel Du Jardin, 1626-1678: Catalogue Raisonné
(Amsterdam: John Benjamins Pub, 2005); Annick Lemoine, Nicolas Régnier (alias Niccolò Renieri) ca.
1588-1667: peintre, collectionneur et marchand d'art (Paris: Athena, 2007); and Laura Laureati, Vanvitelli:
Caspar Van Wittel (London: Robilant and Voena, 2008).
31

David A. Levine and Ekkehard Mai, I Bamboccianti: Niederländische Malerrebellen im Rom
des Barock (Milan: Electa, 1991).
32

David A. Levine, “The Bentvueghels: ‘Bande Académique,’” in IL 60: Essays Honoring Irving
Lavin on His Sixtieth Birthday, ed. Marilyn Aronberg Lavin (New York: Italica, 1990), 207-19.
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artistic practices.33 According to Thompson, the Bentvueghels—here represented almost
exclusively by the Bamboccianti—positioned themselves in opposition to Italian
monumental painters in Rome. The artworks of each camp reflected these divergent
artistic impulses, with bambocciate becoming increasingly naturalistic in style and
smaller in scale, while Italian monumental paintings reached more rigid renditions of
classicizing principles. Although her study emphasizes the Bamboccianti more than the
Bentvueghels as a group, she does reference the Accademia di San Luca dispute and the
initiation rituals as evidence for the intentionally vitriolic nature of the group and its
associated artists.
With respect to the Bentvueghels as an organization, few studies have attempted
to go further than Hoogewerff’s 1952 publication. Judith Verberne’s 2001 article, “The
Bentvueghels (1620/1621-1720) in Rome,” is the first to reconsider the Bentvueghels,
their membership, and their function as a social organization.34 Using as evidence a series
of sketched portraits of the founding members discovered by Michiel Plomp in the
Hamburger Kunsthalle, Verberne sets forth an earlier date for the foundation of the
group, demonstrating that they had organized in Rome as early as 1620. She also purports
that the Bentvueghels had far greater numbers of membership than originally proposed by
Hoogewerff, projecting that close to five hundred artists may have been inducted between
1620 and 1720. Although Verberne upholds Hoogewerff’s original interpretation of the
33

Wendy Thompson, “‘Pigmei pizzicano di Gigante’: The Encounter between Netherlandish and
Italian Artists in Seventeenth-century Rome” (Ph.D. Dissertation: The Johns Hopkins University,
Baltimore, 1997).
34

Verberne, “Bentvueghels,” 22-32. This research derives from her dissertation, which to my
knowledge is not yet finished. Based on comments Verberne made in the footnotes in her article, she is
analyzing the group as a social organization, and examining in particular the meanings of the initiation
rituals in light of the longstanding Netherlandish pictorial and literary tradition of parody and humor.
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group as inherently incompatible with Roman institutions and organizations, she
nevertheless highlights the success of many members and underscores their diversity.
More recent studies have reconsidered the Bamboccianti as well as the
Bentvueghels, including Uta Piereth’s 1996 Bambocciade. Bild und Abbild des römischen
Volkes im Seicento and Beatrix Ackx’s 2013 dissertation Bentvueghels and
Bamboccianti: The Patronage and Reception of Northern Artists Working in Rome 16201690. Both studies attempt to place the Bamboccianti within their appropriate social and
art historical context, the former concentrating on the subjects and intended audience of
bambocciate paintings, the latter on reassessing the theoretical climate of Rome and
issues of reception and display.35 However, overall the conflation between the two—
Bamboccianti and Bentvueghels—continues to be problematic in art historical discourse.
Even recent exhibitions, such as “The Baroque Underworld: Vice and Poverty in Rome”
held at the Villa de Medici in Rome and the Petit Palais Musée des Beaux-Arts de la
Ville in Paris, perpetuate the confusion between the social organization and the artists
who specialized in bambocciate subject matter.36
While earlier scholarship has established important aspects of the group, such as
its history and the artistic significance of individual members, the society on the whole
has been persistently portrayed as antagonistic and antithetical to organizations and
35

Uta Piereth, Bambocciade: Bild und Abbild des römischen Volkes im Seicento (Bern: P. Lang,
1997). Ackx, “Bentvueghels and Bamboccianti,” provides a revised theoretical and art historical context for
the Bamboccianti, focusing in particular on issues of patronage, reception, and display during the last twothirds of the seventeenth century for small-scale low-life genre scenes.
36

The exhibition opened in October 2014 at the Villa de’ Medici. It is currently on display in Paris
through May 24, 2015. It focuses on the “bohemian life” of artists as reflected in their artworks, including
the Bentvueghels. Caravaggesque painters associated with the group are also included, however, merging
the artistic styles and subjects into the greater concept of vice and poverty in the city during the seventeenth
century.
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institutions specific to Rome. This study offers instead a fresh outlook on the
Bentvueghels that examines their day-to-day economics and response to (and even
driving of) market forces in Rome, in order to determine how the society of foreigners as
a whole operated functionally within a shifting creative environment in one of the most
vital artistic centers in Europe. It also aims to illuminate how the group evolved as a byproduct of artistic migration, thereby placing it and the broader community of northern
European artists more accurately into historical context.

Artistic Migration
As already mentioned, seventeenth-century Rome was one of the most alluring
artistic destinations in Europe, attracting thousands of pilgrims each year to experience
firsthand its religious, historical, and cultural heritage. Rome was a changeable
environment—perhaps even mercurial—subject to revisions and alterations in politics as
well as in culture. Even the aristocracy and papacy were not stable—each time a new
pope was elected political alliances within the city and more broadly in Europe shifted.
This had important implications for the artistic environment of Rome, creating an
atmosphere that was constantly in flux, difficult to regulate, and marked by extreme
competition. Taste, ever a slippery concept, was affected as well, shifting and evolving
over the course of the century from open appreciation of diversity and naturalism to an
increasing emphasis on classicism.37
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Even within these broader stylistic factions there was a push and pull, evidenced by the debates
in the Accademia di San Luca between Pietro da Cortona and Andrea Sacchi during the 1630s, for instance.
See Melchior Missirini, Memorie per servire alla storia della Romana Accademia di S. Luca fino alla
morte di Antonio Canova (Rome: Nella Stamperia de Romanis, 1823), 111-12.
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During this period Rome had become a critical center for migration, and migrants
and itinerants made up a significant proportion of the city’s population.38 It is through
this lens that the Bentvueghels are analyzed. Migration theory is an interdisciplinary
approach that analyzes the reasons for and the processes of movement by individuals or
groups to new regions. It distinguishes between forced (involuntary) and non-forced
(voluntary) migration, while also considering the role of migrant structures and
organizations for migrant communities. Migration as a methodological approach is
relatively new to the field of art history, in particular concerning the early modern period,
although in recent years it has gained considerable steam as a viable art historical
discourse.
Several topical publications are especially noteworthy in this respect, including
the compilation of articles published in 2012 titled Family Ties: Art Production and
Kinship Patterns in the Early Modern Low Countries, edited by Koenraad Brosens, Leen
Kelchtermans and Katlijne van der Stighelen.39 Focusing on the Low Countries, the
authors examine workshop production, patronage, and interregional market networks
using a range of theoretical approaches that highlighted the importance of the family as a
social and economic unit in early modern Europe. Although the respective essays discuss
social networks and kinship ties primarily in socioeconomic terms, they present an
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This had increased since the sixteenth century. For travel and artists in Rome during the
sixteenth century, see David Young Kim, The Traveling Artist in the Italian Renaissance: Geography,
Mobility, and Style (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2014).
39

Koenraad Brosens, Leen Kelchtermans, and Katlijne van der Stighelen, Family Ties: Art
Production and Kinship Patterns in the Early Modern Low Countries (Turnhout: Brepols, 2012).
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important step towards applying sociological and anthropological theories and
methodologies to traditionally art historical subjects.40
The 2014 volume of the Netherlandish Yearbook for History of Art (Art and
Migration: Netherlandish Artists on the Move, 1400-1750), edited by Joanna Woodall,
Frits Scholten, and Dulcia Meyers, offers an overarching study of migration as an art
historical framework and theory.41 Again focusing on Netherlandish artists, the articles of
the volume examine various aspects of travel and migration in a variety of contexts and
geographical locations over a period of more than three hundred years. The essays all
focus on artistic migration within Europe, and key questions are raised concerning what
constituted a traveling versus a migrant artist, the role of networks, family, and kinship
ties in the process of integration and acculturation, and the impact of migration on artistic
practice and exchange.42 Migration, as discussed by Woodall and Scholten, was a
familiar concept to Netherlandish artists, who had traveled widely for centuries for
different reasons, at times being forced to migrate on account of religious, political, or
economic tension, while also moving abroad intentionally to increase their opportunities
for success. Migration was for Dutch and Flemish artists such a regular event that even

40

There is, moreover, much overlap in migration theory between sociology, anthropology,
economic history, and history—it is an avenue of inquiry that is being explored simultaneously by multiple
fields. See Jan Lucassen and Leo Lucassen, ed. Migration, Migration History, History: Old Paradigms and
New Perspectives (Bern; New York: Peter Lang, 1997), 9-40, for more information about the disciplinary
crosscurrents in migration theory.
41

Frits Scholten, Joanna Woodall, and Dulcia Meijers, Art and Migration: Netherlandish Artists
on the Move, 1400-1750 = Kunst en migratie: Nederlandse kunstenaars op drift, 1400-1750 (Leiden: Brill,
2014).
42
Although Florence and Naples are discussed in several articles, surprisingly Rome is not
focused upon in the journal, even though the Bentvueghels are mentioned by Scholten and Woodall in their
introduction.
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art theorists and writers such as Karel van Mander and Hendrick Hondius commented on
it or even encouraged it in their theoretical treatises. According to Woodall and Scholten,
the frequency with which artists traveled within and outside of the Low Countries during
the early modern period also set them apart from artists of other origins, northern and
southern.43
Mary Bryan Curd has addressed the impact of migrating Netherlandish artists on
early modern England, analyzing artistic practices and workshop production in the region
over a two hundred year period (1480-1680). Examining the careers of artists from
different backgrounds, specializations, and timeframes, Curd demonstrates how Dutch
and Flemish artists adapted to the competitive economic conditions of England through
collaboration. According to Curd, while the cultural climate of England proved favorable
for these artists, socially and economically they were marginalized on account of jealous
rivalry from English craftsmen and xenophobic immigration policies. By working
together with other English patrons and artists, they placed themselves in a better position
to secure professional success.44
The relevance of migration theory in an art historical context is reflected as well
in certain ongoing studies related to migrants and migrant communities. The Minerva
project, currently underway at the Bibliotheca Hertziana in Rome, is conducting research
on several national churches, including the German (and at times, Netherlandish) church

43

Frits Scholten and Joanna Woodall, “Netherlandish Artists on the Move,” in Art and Migration:
Netherlandish Artists on the Move, 1400-1750 = Kunst en migratie: Nederlandse kunstenaars op drift,
1400-1750, ed. Frits Scholten, Joanna Woodall, and Dulcia Meijers (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 6-39.
44

Mary Bryan H. Curd, Flemish and Dutch Artists in Early Modern England: Collaboration and
Competition, 1460-1680 (Farnham: Ashgate, 2010), 1-19.
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Santa Maria dell’Anima and the French church San Luigi dei Francesi.45 A number of
conferences—recently completed as well as forthcoming—have also addressed early
modern artistic migration and mobility.46 Such studies complement the ever expanding
research on northern European artists in Italy forged by art historians such as
Hoogewerff, Bernard Aikema, Bert Meijer, as well as newer studies that have addressed
specific facets of early modern artistic mobility, movement, and exchange in Italy.47
There has also been important research conducted on the significance of travel
and mobility on artistic practices in Italy. David Young Kim’s The Traveling Artist in the
Italian Renaissance (2014) analyzes geographic mobility and its impact on style and
working practice in Italy during the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. Although
Kim focuses on travel instead of migration, he investigates the concept of “style as a

45

The group has not yet published their findings, although they have hosted conferences and
presented on their research. Other “national” factions addressed include those related to the Greek, Irish,
Spanish, Florentine, and Venetian churches of Rome. See their website, last accessed 1/30/2015,
http://www.biblhertz.it/en/research/research-projects-of-the-institute/minerva-research-group/.
46

For example the Historians of Netherlandish Art (HNA) conference Crossing Boundaries
(2010); the conference and publication Jaynie Anderson, ed. Crossing Cultures: Conflict, Migration and
Convergence: The Proceedings of the 32nd International Congress of the History of Art (Carlton:
Miegunyah Press: Imprint of Melbourne University Pub., 2009); as well as the forthcoming Renaissance
Society of America Conference in Berlin in March, 2015, in which a number of panels deal with issues of
migration and travel.
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Kim, The Traveling Artist, provides an important analysis of mobility and its relationship to
developing Italian artistic theory during the sixteenth century. The study of northern European artists in
Italy is an extensive area within the field of art history itself. See for example Bernard Aikema, Beverly
Louise Brown, and Giovanna Nepi Sciré, Renaissance Venice and the North: Crosscurrents in the Time of
Bellini, Dürer, and Titian (New York: Rizzoli, 2000); Bert W. Meijer and Maria Fontana Amoretti,
Repertory of Dutch and Flemish Paintings in Italian Public Collections (Florence: Centro Di, 1998-); and
Nicole Daces and Bert W. Meijer, Fiamminghi a Roma: 1508-1608; artistes des Pays-Bas et de la
principauté de Liège à Rome à la Renaissance (Brussels: Société des Expositions du Palais des Beaux-Arts,
1995). See the dissertations of Marije Osnabrugge, “Local versus Foreign: Netherlandish Painters in Naples
1570-1660” (Ph.D. diss., University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam, 2014); and Alison Stoesser-Johnston,
“Lucas and Cornelis de Wael: Flemish Artists and Dealers in Antwerp, Genoa, and Rome in the
Seventeenth Century” (Ph.D. Diss., Utrecht University, Utrecht, 2008).
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function of mobility” as it related to contemporary artistic theory.48 A number of
biographical and theoretical treatises are assessed in order to explore these notions as
they were understood by writers such as Giorgio Vasari, Lodovico Dolce, Giovanni
Battista Armenini, and Federico Zuccaro.49
Concerning the Bentvueghels, migration theory offers an original and more
comprehensive approach to the group’s broader social functions as well as their critical
role for the formation of networks for incoming foreign artists to Rome. While the social
aspect and community fostered by the group have been discussed by art historians, most
importantly Hoogewerff, how the Bentvueghels actually performed in this capacity has
not been sufficiently addressed. Thus the full impact (artistic, social, and economic) of
the group for northern European—and more specifically, Netherlandish—artists in Rome
remains unclear. Using various concepts and analytical frameworks from migration
studies, this dissertation reexamines the available documentation on the group and its
members, in order to determine more accurately how the group operated on a functional
level in Rome and in comparison to other foreign communities in Italy and in Europe.
Given the available evidence, which derives primarily from censuses, notarial records,
court proceedings, biographies, and artworks, this study draws more heavily from
migration history rather than migration theory.50 Certain concepts deriving from
anthropological and sociological studies, such as kinship and network analysis, also are
48

Kim, Traveling Artist, 24.
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Giorgio Vasari, Le vite de’ più eccellenti pittori, scultori ed architetti (1568); Lodovico Dolce,
Dialogo della pittura di m. Lodovico Dolce (1557); Giovanni Battista Armenini, De’ veri precetti della
pittura (1586); and Federico Zuccaro, Il passaggio per Italia (1608).
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Christine Harzig and Dirk Hoerder, What is Migration History? (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press,

2009), 7.
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applied. It should be noted here as well that while much of the information discussed in
the following chapters directly relates to known members of the Bentvueghels, the
documentary and visual evidence is fragmentary for much of the group’s history. There
was also much overlap between the Bentvueghels and the broader northern European
community of artists during this period. Such intersections were characteristic of early
modern Rome overall as a developing cosmopolitan center, and especially in Chapter
Three certain working practices consistent among all Netherlandish artists will be
analyzed. When necessary, therefore, material on the Bentvueghels has been
supplemented with that of other artists in Rome who were closely associated with them.51
The two most important concepts that are examined with respect to the
Bentvueghels, as the title of this study suggests, are agency and networking. As will be
demonstrated in the following chapters, the group offered incoming artists an opportunity
to create social and human capital in Rome, which was vital to their survival and success.
Social capital, according to Christine Harzig and Dirk Hoerder, comprised the networks
that “a person has been encouraged to develop in the process of socialization,” while
human capital entailed a migrant’s “personal resources,” or professional, social, and
language skills and experiences.52 As discussed by Caroline B. Brettell, both types of
capital provided an artist with agency in a regional market that was facilitated only
through access to networks, social and economic.53 It is argued here that such networks
51

However, I will maintain the distinction between the Bamboccianti and the Bentvueghels as
much as possible in order to avoid further confusion between the artistic school and the organization.
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Harzig and Hoerder, Migration History, 79.
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Caroline B. Brettell, “Theorizing Migration” in Migration Theory: Talking Across Disciplines,
eds. Caroline B. Brettell and James F. Hollifield (New York: Routledge, 2000), 97-135. Brettell focuses
specifically on social capital, but human and social capital went hand in hand for artist migrants.

21

were the most important benefit of being affiliated with the Bentvueghels. Since
incoming artists arrived frequently without letters of introduction or any known contacts
in Rome, the group provided an essential, ready-made network of friends, patrons, and art
dealers that enabled them to adapt more easily to their new artistic environment. As most
of the Bentvueghels were Netherlandish or German, they also shared important cultural
connections and thus likely served as critical mediators for young migrants as they
negotiated very different market, language, legal, and religious conditions.54 As Harzig
and Hoerder state, “for migrants, networks are the connections to both the community of
origins and the new community.”55 The process of creating networks occurred through
the mobilization of social capital, which resulted in the formation of “supportive
associations.”56 The Bentvueghels, therefore, can be distinguished as a supportive
association (or nexus) formed by migrant artists, in order to negotiate network formation
and acculturation more easily. Their social activities were an important part of this
process, which initiated more intimate relationships between members and other foreign
artists, resembling the kinship networks they were familiar with from their regions of
origin. The group also fostered critical financial partnerships and contacts in the art
market.
By evaluating the Bentvueghels as a type of migrant community, we can approach
the group and its members more objectively. Most of the artists who traveled to Rome
54

Jacques Bousquet, “Valentin et ses compagnons reflexions sur les caravagesques francais: a
partir des archives paroissiales romaines,” Gazette des beaux-arts 92 (1978): 101-14. There were a number
of French-speaking members as well, particularly in the earliest years of the organization. However, most
of these derived from northern regions that had important cultural ties to the Southern Netherlands.
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and joined the organization were, contrary to previous thought, migrant rather than
itinerant artists.57 These artists typically remained in the city for significant periods of
time, usually between three and ten years, suggesting that they adjusted on some level to
their new environment and performed well enough financially and socially to support
themselves. Documentary and pictorial evidence further demonstrates that most members
learned Italian, and many were likely even fluent in multiple languages.58 Additionally,
few members—regardless of their religious background—openly rebelled against the
predominantly Catholic environment, as they would have faced criminal charges and
imprisonment.59 In fact, most complied with the basic requirement that they attend Easter
Mass each year and respect religious feast days.60 There is also evidence that after a
period of time other Bentvueghels attempted to accommodate more fully the artistic
57

For more on what constituted a migrant, see Harzig and Hoerder, Migration History, 81-85. See
also Scholten and Woodall, “Netherlandish Artists,” 6-39, who discuss more specifically the difference
between a migrant and traveling artist. The latter stayed for shorter periods of time—typically less than a
year. See also Arjun Appadurai’s concept of “macro-scapes” in “Disjuncture and Difference in the Global
Cultural Economy,” Theory, Culture & Society 7, no. 2 (June, 1990): 295-310.
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Court testimonies in Roman archives evidence that most Bentvueghels had at least some
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milieu of Rome, in particular those who stayed in the city for extended periods of time.
This is perhaps not surprising; however, they remained closely connected to the larger
northern European migrant community in Rome. This indicates that full cultural
assimilation in Rome was rarely achieved or even desired. The dynamics of these
experiences and the position of the Bentvueghels within the larger northern European
migrant community will be discussed in the following chapters through a variety of case
studies and relevant examples.

Chapter Overview
In order to fully address the nuances of migration and illuminate how the
Bentvueghels operated as an arbitrator of acculturation, the dissertation is arranged
thematically in accordance with an artist’s experience in Rome, from initial arrival to the
establishment of a workshop to the achievement of lasting success. Since the relevant
evidence largely derives from the seventeenth century, this study focuses on the period
between 1620, when the group first organized, and 1690, when the last known images of
Bentvueghel initiations were created. As a whole, each chapter explores the different
functions of the Bentvueghels and their larger impact on the foreign community in Rome.
Of particular relevance are parish censuses, preserved in the Archivio Storico del
Vicariato. These documents detail where and with whom artists lived, their approximate
income, their regional origin, and their religious (or perceived religious) affiliation.61
Other sources include criminal court proceedings and testaments conserved at the
Archivio di Stato of Rome that convey the nature and scope of the relationships between
61
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these artists and provide insight into the artistic and workshop practices of the
Bentvueghels.
In the second chapter, “Arriving in Rome: The Bentvueghels as a Social and
Economic Nexus,” the social activities of the Bentvueghels and their networks are
assessed. The group’s social function—exemplified through their initiation rituals and
images—here is reconsidered as an important facet of artistic migration. The
Bentvueghels approached artists as soon as they arrived in Rome, and facilitated
connections to other artists who came from similar backgrounds and circumstances
through their boisterous initiation celebrations. Although such activities have been
interpreted historically as rancorous, contemporary accounts by former members indicate
that Bentvueghel gatherings actually helped maintain a sense of community for these
artists.
Archival sources, in particular parish censuses and notarial documents,
demonstrate how the group further assisted members by fostering surrogate kinship
networks. The Bentvueghels offered migrant artists, who were typically young (around
22-25 years of age), male, and single, a place to live, a ready-made network of friends,
and critical financial and personal assistance. Such networks had important financial
benefits as well—in particular with respect to the art market—which was rapidly
expanding around the same time the group first began to organize. As discussed by
Patrizia Cavazzini, Rome’s art market remained unregulated for much of the century.
This created favorable circumstances for the Bentvueghels, who had been trained in
centers that already boasted well developed open markets and were thus able to easily
infiltrate and manipulate this system. A criminal court case from 1636 preserved in the
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Archivio di Stato elucidates how Bentvueghel networks operated within the unstable
financial and cultural environment of Rome.
Chapter Two concludes with a comparison of the Bentvueghels to other
organizations and artistic institutions in Rome, including most importantly the
Accademia di San Luca and the national confraternities of San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi,
Santa Maria dell’Anima, and Santa Maria della Pietà in Campo Santo. Comparing the
meeting minutes and registers of these organizations with the known members of the
Bentvueghels, it is clear that the latter exerted a far greater impact on migrant artists
throughout the seventeenth century.
The third chapter, “Working in Rome: Bentvueghel Workshops and Working
Practices” establishes the working practices of Dutch and Flemish artists, a relatively
unchartered area of research, and locates economic and social network formation within
the space of the workshop. The Bentvueghels here are used to underscore broader
patterns within the northern European community, as much of the evidence—while
fragmentary—can be linked in some way to artists affiliated with the group. The
independent workshop practices of Netherlandish artists were surprisingly similar to
those of their host city, indicating that they attempted to adjust on a practical level to their
new environment. Census records and testaments infer that many artists achieved at least
a moderate level of success in the local art market, and were able to hire assistants and
train pupils in their workshops. Moreover, their workspaces and artistic practices overall
were astoundingly cooperative. The Bentvueghels tended to learn and work collectively,
traversing Rome and the campagna in clusters or pairs in order to draw from nature. They

26

frequently shared work and living spaces, although some members also opted to enter the
workshops or prestigious private academies of celebrated artists and patrons.
Such practices offered opportunities for artistic development, exchange, and
collaboration with other northern European as well as Italian artists. Collaboration was a
strategic practice effectively deployed by the Bentvueghels in Rome, as exemplified by
the Flemish painter Jan Miel and the engravers who worked on the Galleria Giustiniana
(1635-1637/38). Miel collaborated with other painters throughout his career, capitalizing
on the expanding art market and the developing appreciation for artistic specialization
among collectors. Miel’s artistic partnerships were part of a larger initiative to increase
his professional networks in order to obtain new patronage opportunities. Other
Bentvueghels participated in large-scale print productions that required the cooperation
and collaboration of artists, patrons, and publishers of different backgrounds and
specialties. The Galleria Giustiniana, the sumptuous catalogue celebrating the antiquities
collection of Vincenzo Giustiniani, is one of the most important collaborative enterprises
of the seventeenth century.62 Several Bentvueghels oversaw much of the project, working
intensively as a team in order to streamline production and create a coherent artistic
program.
The fourth and final chapter, “Staying in Rome: Cornelis Bloemaert II as a Case
Study for Long-term Strategies of Networking,” examines the career of Cornelis
Bloemaert II—one of the most successful Bentvueghels—and considers the continuing
relevance of the Bentvueghels for artists who had relocated permanently to Rome.
Bloemaert, an early member of the Bentvueghels, was one of the few members who
62
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elected to stay in the city. In the years immediately following his relocation, Bloemaert
established a successful career as a reproductive engraver, working on large-scale
collaborative book productions while also maintaining a flourishing independent print
business. He achieved international success and expanded his professional network by
engaging in partnerships with Italian and other foreign artists. However, the artist never
lost contact with the Bentvueghels or the larger migrant community of Rome. Bloemaert
therefore offers much insight into the long-term impact of the Bentvueghels on members
who had integrated more fully into the cultural fabric of Rome.
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CHAPTER 2
ARRIVING IN ROME: THE BENTVUEGHELS AS A SOCIAL AND
ECONOMIC NEXUS

Little documentation has survived concerning the early history of the
Bentvueghels. This has made it difficult for scholars to pinpoint the reason and
circumstances of the group’s inception.63 For instance, there is no indication that these
artists shared any particular educational, religious, or charitable agenda; no by-laws or
rules or regulations have survived to determine whether the Bentvueghels ever operated
as an official organization. Evidence is also fragmentary concerning the full scope of
membership for the group, although it has been estimated that as many as four to five
hundred artists joined the Bentvueghels between 1620 and 1720 and in general there was
much overlap between the group and the Netherlandish community throughout the
seventeenth century.64 The precise date the group actually organized, moreover, is
uncertain, although scholars generally agree upon the early 1620s based on drawings
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There has even been confusion over the precise date of the group’s foundation, though scholars
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portraying the earliest known members.65 In fact, what most accurately characterizes the
group is its diversity, as members typically derived from varied religious and regional
backgrounds and specialized in different subjects and styles. However, they had one
important factor in common: they were all migrant artists who originated from areas
north of the Alps.66
For a foreign artist, the appeal of the Bentvueghels was manifold. Most Dutch and
Flemish artists (as well as a number of German artists), who traveled to Italy during this
period were associated with the Bentvueghels. For many it was the only organization they
joined.67 At least 250 artists can be securely identified as members through contemporary
accounts, biographies, archival documents, sketched portraits, and the inscribed
nicknames of former Bentvueghels still extant in Santa Maria Costanza in Rome.68 Most
of these were included by Hoogewerff in his 1952 publication on the society, who
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konstschilders en schilderessen (B.M. Israël Amsterdam, 1976). See also Jacob Campo Weyerman, De
levens-beschryvingen der Nederlandsche konst-schilders en konst-schilderessen: met een uytbreyding over
de schilder-konst der ouden ('s Gravenhage: By de wed. E. Boucquet, 1729); and Jan van Gool, De nieuwe
schouburg der Nederlantsche kunstschilders en schilderessen ('s Gravenhage: Gedrukt voor den autheur,
1750).
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recognized only those artists for whom there was documented evidence of membership.
It is likely that many more were closely affiliated with the group, given the significant
overlap and interconnection between Netherlandish artists in Rome. Young artists joined
the Bentvueghels for many reasons, whether to find sympathetic company or to be able to
share their experiences with other migrants familiar with their regional customs and
traditions. Although the evidence is scattered, visual and textual sources suggest that the
group’s operations were more complex than originally determined by scholars. Images
and documents indicate that the Bentvueghels provided a critical social and economic
nexus for foreign artists that facilitated access to networks (social, economic, and
kinship) in Rome. In this way the group enabled members to adapt more effectively to
their new environment and secure professional opportunities.

Bentvueghel Initiations: Textual and Visual Evidence
The Bentvueghels offered incoming artists a distinctive social outlet through
private initiations held in honor of new members. Although the group earned notoriety
for such practices as early as the mid-seventeenth century, when properly contextualized
these activities reveal that the society actually encouraged cohesion and solidarity among
artists who shared similar backgrounds, languages, and customs. 69 As Hoogewerff has
observed, much of the extant pictorial and textual evidence that pertains to the
Bentvueghels concerns their social gatherings, highlighting the importance of such
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See Passeri, Vite, 53-56; and Salvator Rosa in Jonathan Scott, Salvator Rosa: His Life and
Times (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995), 88, on the notoriety of the rituals.
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activities for the operation of the organization.70 For instance, almost all of the known
images portraying the group—of which there are around a dozen in various media that
span from 1620 to 1690—depict the Bentvueghels amidst their initiation celebrations.71
Contemporary accounts written by biographers, theorists, and former members
also emphasize this particular facet of the organization. The earliest of these date to the
1640s or 1650s and were composed by the Italian classicizing theorist Giovanni Battista
Passeri, the painter Salvator Rosa, and Andrea Sacchi and Francesco Albani, although
these were not published until much later.72 Passeri, for instance, discussed the geniali
ricreazioni (“merry pastimes”) of the Oltramontani, who with pochissima riverenza
("little reverence") jokingly mocked holy sacraments such as baptism in order to rename
new members with humorous monikers. Significantly, Passeri used this overview of
Bentvueghel initiations (without ever naming them—here he simply refers to them all as
Oltramontani) as a segue to his biography of Pieter van Laer and his discussion of the
Bamboccianti, conflating bambocciate subject matter with Bentvueghel inaugural
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Hoogewerff, Bentvueghels, 101-20, discusses the initiations and the various primary sources
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See for example the portrait drawings in Hamburg and Rotterdam; as well as a sketch and a
painting of Bentvueghels in a tavern by Pieter van Laer and Roeland van Laer, respectively (discussed
below); an anonymous painting of a Bentvueghel initiation in the Rijksmuseum in Amsterdam
(Inauguration of a New Member of the Bentvueghels in Rome, ca. 1660. Oil on canvas, 95.5 x 134 cm.); a
series of prints by Matthijs Pool published in 1690 after paintings by Dominicus van Wijnen (a drawing
related to the original series is in the collection of the Herzog Anton Ulrich Museum, Braunschweig); and
an illustration in De Bruyn’s Reizen portraying a tableau vivant of Parnassus—an important component of
the initiation discussed in detail by Sandrart, TA 1675, Lebenslauf, S. 9.
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Neither was published during the seventeenth century. Passeri’s Vite, which discussed the
Bentvueghel initiations in the biography of Pieter van Laer, was first published in 1772. Rosa briefly
mentioned the Bentvueghels in his satirical poem, “On Painting,” which was never intended for
publication. See Scott, Salvator Rosa, 78-91. See Briganti, Bamboccianti, 352-62, for an overview of the
criticism of the Bamboccianti and the relevant sources.
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practices.73 Salvator Rosa, in his satirical poem “On Painting,” similarly merged the
lowlife themes of bambocciate with the Bentvueghels, referring to the latter as “drunken
Dutchmen,” who “consort[ed] with the lowest of the low.”74 Sacchi and Albani,
according to the Bolognese theorist Carlo Cesare Malvasia, also disparaged the
Bamboccianti, though they only hinted at the artists’ connections to the Bentvueghels in
their descriptions of bambocciate imagery.75
The first accounts published, however, were written by former members. Joachim
von Sandrart’s description was the first to be published in 1675, which detailed his
induction along with that of his cousin, Michel Le Blon. This was quickly followed by
Samuel van Hoogstraten in 1678, who recounted his Bentvueghel initiation in his
theoretical treatise, Inleyding tot de hooge schoole der schilderkonst.76 Other members
who discussed the Bentvueghels included the traveling aficionado Cornelis de Bruyn,
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The veracity of the letters between Albani and Sacchi has been debated by scholars. Briganti,
Bamboccianti, 354, believes the letters are authentic, while Haskell, Patrons and Painters, 141, believes it
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Sandrart, TA 1675, Lebenslauf, S. 9. Samuel van Hoogstraten, Inleyding tot de hooge schoole
der schilderkonst: anders de zichtbaere werelt: verdeelt in negen leerwinkels, yder bestiert door eene der
zanggodinnen. Ten hoogsten noodzakelijk, tot onderwijs, voor alle die deeze edele, vrye, en hooge konst
oeffenen, of met yver zoeken te leeren, of anders eenigzins beminnen (Rotterdam: Fransois van
Hoogstraeten, 1678), 207. De Bruyn wrote his account around this time as well, but published it in 1698.
See the original Dutch publication, Reizen van Cornelis de Bruyn, Door de vermaardste deelen van Klein
Asia, De Eylanden Scio, Rhodus, Cyprus, Metelino, Stanchio, &tc. Mitsgaders de voornaamste Steden van
Aegypten, Syrien en Palestina, verrijkt me meer als 200. Kopere Konstplaaten, vertoonende de beroemdste
Landschappen, Steden, &tc. Alles door den Autheur selfs na het leven afgetekend (Delft: gedrukt van
Henrik van Krooneveld, 1698). Hoogewerff, Bentvueghels, 106-7, has questioned the validity of Sandrart’s
account, which was written as part of the biography of the artist; however, see Susanne Meurer, In
Verlegung des Autoris: Joachim von Sandrart and the Seventeenth-Century Book Market (London: Oxford
University, 2006), for more information concerning the control Sandrart actually had over all components
of the Teutsche Academie.
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who published his personal experience with the group late in the seventeenth century.
Still others published secondary accounts, such as the Flemish biographer Cornelis de Bie
and the Dutch artist-theorist Arnold Houbraken.77
These descriptions are invaluable, and when evaluated in tandem with pictorial
sources, they allow for a fairly detailed reconstruction of Bentvueghel initiations. The
Bentvueghels typically inducted new members by invitation, approaching candidates
shortly after their arrival in Rome. For much of the seventeenth century, any artist
arriving from a northern European region was a potential candidate for membership.78 As
described by the various sources, there were three main components to the initiations: a
tableau vivant of Parnassus acted out by members, followed by a mock “baptism” in
wine and the naming of the “greenhorn” or initiate, and a rowdy bacchanalian feast.
These events always took place within a local tavern or inn, usually situated in
neighborhoods that boasted large populations of foreign artists, and in general there was
much overindulgence in food and alcohol.79 Central to these ceremonies were the figure
of Bacchus and the renaming of the initiate with a comical sobriquet—either in Dutch or
Italian—that typically referred to a member’s peculiar idiosyncrasies or physical
77

Cornelis de Bie, Het Gulden Cabinet van de Edel Vry Schilderconst, intro. by G. Lemmens
(Soest: Davaco Publishers, 1971), was originally published in Antwerp in 1662; Houbraken, De groote
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newly arrived in Rome in Houbraken, Groote schouburgh, III: 346-349.
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Hoogewerff, Bentvueghels, 78-100, has demonstrated that most foreign artists settled in three
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for settle in specific neighborhoods within Santa Maria del Popolo.
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appearance. The most famous of these nicknames was the one bestowed on Pieter van
Laer, Il Bamboccio (roughly translated as “clumsy puppet”), which alluded to the artist’s
unusual anatomy (fig. 10).80 Not every nickname was meant to ridicule—a number
denoted important mythological figures or historical connotations, such as Hoogstraten’s
alias, Batavier or “Batavian,” likely a reference to his home city, Dordrecht.81
Around mid-century a fourth component to the Bentvueghel celebrations was
instituted, described by Passeri as a noisy, hours-long procession to what they believed
was the tomb of Bacchus in Santa Costanza.82 Once at the church, the Bentvueghels then
carved their nicknames into the niches surrounding the “bacchic tomb” that was actually
the fourth-century sarcophagus of Costanza, the daughter of Constantine. Many of these
inscriptions, which date as early as the 1640s are still visible today. They have been
instrumental in helping scholars identify further members of the group (fig. 9).83
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See the biographies of Van Laer in Sandrart, TA 1675, II, Buch 3 (niederl. u. dt. Künstler), S.
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Thijs Weststeijn, Art and Antiquity in the Netherlands and Britain: The Vernacular Arcadia of
Franciscus Junius (1591-1677) (Leiden, Brill, 2015), 400. As Weststeijn notes, Dordrecht was the oldest
city in the Dutch Republic.
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Passeri, Vite, 53-56, focuses on this particular component of the initiations. Hoogewerff,
Bentvueghels, 103-5. According to Hoogewerff, certain travel guides and memoirs referred to the
sarcophagus of Constantina, the daughter of Constantine, as the tomb of Bacchus, due to its red color and
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Some of these inscriptions also incorporate dates, which, combined with the names of the artists,
verify that the group did not begin performing this particular ritual until the late 1640s. Additionally, it
should be noted here that while graffiti on a sanctioned monument seems a likely act of defiance, such
practices were fairly common among foreign artists and travelers. Another favorite location for such
inscriptions for example included the Domus Aurea. See for example Nicole Dacos, La découverte de la
Domus Aurea et la formation des grotesques à la Renaissance (London: Warburg Institute, 1969).
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The Bentvueghels historically—and rather unfairly—have attracted much derision
for these practices. Although their rituals were admittedly sensational and often
unapologetically indecorous, contemporary accounts by Passeri, Rosa, Houbraken and De
Bie have disproportionately emphasized their riotous nature, usually in a contemptuous
manner.84 Very late images of the initiations have had the unfortunate effect of
perpetuating these negative impressions. The 1690 series of prints published by Matthijs
Pool after paintings by Dominicus van Wijnen, for example, show the group at its
rowdiest (figs. 11-13). The series is comprised of three large impressions, two measuring
roughly 48 x 54 cm and the third 45 x 30 cm. Each portrays a particular aspect of the
induction, including an impromptu Parnassus composed of members, who sneer and jeer
at one another. At the top of the construction stands the “fieldpope” wearing toga-like
attire and holding a sword out to the initiate (kneeling at the lower right of the picture), as
if to knight him. Bacchus is also present, beneath whom another member squats and bears
his buttocks (out of which protrudes a candle). The second print depicts the baptism of a
new member by candlelight—a secretive ritual marred by the urinating man standing to
the left of the group. The third impression portrays the welcome feast—a relatively
innocuous affair that is undermined here by the man vomiting at the end of the table and
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This is not to say that individual artists did not encounter trouble while in Rome, as evidenced
by court proceedings preserved in the Archivio di Stato and published in Bertolotti, Artisti belgi ed olandesi
a Roma, especially 116-24. However, at any given point in time there were at least a dozen members active
in Rome, and only a relatively small proportion of these men had regular disputes with the law. Finally,
Italian and other foreign artists were equally prone to public disturbance, though this fact is often
overlooked in the scholarship of the Bentvueghels. See for example the many indiscretions of Agostino
Tassi relayed by Patrizia Cavazzini, “Towards a Chronology of Agostino Tassi,” The Burlington Magazine
144 (2002): 396-408. Laurie Nussdorfer, “Priestly Rulers, Male Subjects: Swords and Courts in Papal
Rome,” in Violent Masculinities: Male Aggression in Early Modern Texts and Culture, ed. Jennifer Feather
and Catherine E. Thomas (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), 109-28, demonstrates that there were a
large number of indiscretions in Rome—by artists and other individuals, regardless of their regional
origins. This was due to the overwhelming presence of men in the city.
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the fight taking place in the background. All three images imply a location within a
dilapidated tavern, given the dark, crumbling walls and austere décor. Along the walls in
two of the prints are crudely scribbled caricatures. The prints later were used by
Houbraken as evidence for the disreputable nature of the Bentvueghels and their rituals.85
Other accounts, namely by authors who were not Bentvueghels themselves,
correlated the society with the subjects and style of the Bamboccianti. The Bamboccianti
were named by Passeri after the small-scale naturalistic low-life scenes of Rome painted
by Pieter van Laer and his followers.86 The purported correspondence exchanged by
Sacchi and Albani around mid-century, discussed above, alluded to the parallels drawn
by contemporaries between bambocciate subject matter and the Bentvueghels as a
group.87 Although many of the artists affiliated with the Bentvueghels did produce
bambocciate (especially during the 1640s and early 1650s), the group as a whole cannot
be associated with a particular artistic style or school, as there was so much diversity—
even among the so-called Bamboccianti.88
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In contrast to descriptions by non-members, those by former Bentvueghels
present a much more balanced impression, setting forth a portrait of the group as
enthusiastic comrades and serious artists. Sandrart, for example, refers to the celebration
as a “welcome feast” (Willkomms-Mahlzeit), by which engaging intellectual discussion
took place between members (and apparently also non-members, including Italians).89
Hoogstraten in his account of the group mentions the important benefits of social
gatherings for traveling artists, suggesting that the outcome of these interactions was
essentially networking—as well as pleasure.90 De Bruyn relates how he actually sought
out the society in order to be inducted, whereby he was “honoured by that illustrious
company of artists, with the name of Adonis.”91 Such first-hand accounts offer a more
accurate assessment of the Bentvueghels, elucidating how they provided a social and
artistic outlet for migrant artists through their distinctive social gatherings. Sandrart, De
Bruyn, and Hoogstraten equally emphasized the cohesive and welcoming nature of a
society of young, energetic men in their twenties who shared similar experiences abroad
as well as cultural backgrounds. De Bruyn and other sources even go so far as to
grounded in competition, as Bamboccianti painters were remarkably successful on the art market. See
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Bentvueghels congregated. See Wendy Wassyng Roworth, “A Date for Salvator Rosa's Satire on Painting
and the Bamboccianti in Rome,” The Art Bulletin 63, no. 4 (Dec., 1981), 615; David A. Levine, The Art of
the Bamboccianti (Ph.D. Diss. Princeton, 1986), 15; and Haskell, Patrons and Painters, 142.
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characterize the Bentvueghels as a “Bentvueghel [brother]hood” (Bendvogelschap), in
which members called one another “brother” (medebroeder).92 The Bentvueghels,
therefore, gave new or recently arrived artists a social safety net in Rome—by then a
dynamic cosmopolitan center—and their initiations were an important way to strengthen
camaraderie and interconnection.
This is not to say that contemporary criticism of the group was unfounded, given
the admittedly indecorous nature of the inductions and rituals that purposefully mocked
the pomp and display of the papacy and elite organizations such as the Order of the
Golden Fleece (consider the mock “knighting” portrayed in Pool’s print series, for
instance, and the election of a “fieldpope” to oversee the rituals).93 The baptism in
particular as well as the propensity for these artists to overindulge in wine and other
leisurely pursuits were especially problematic for Italian and non-Italian detractors,
especially after mid-century. Passeri, as mentioned, specifically refers to the baptism with
wine as one of the least honorable components of the initiations, while Rosa disparages
the drunken intemperance of the Netherlandish artists.94 However, overall the issue seems
to have stemmed from the parallels drawn by critics in the second half of the seventeenth
century between the group’s disruptive, alcohol-induced shenanigans and certain
bambocciate paintings.95 Unfortunately, this has resulted in much confusion over the
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distinction between the Bamboccianti (essentially an artistic style or school) and the
Bentvueghels (a diverse social organization), even among modern scholars.96 The
society, therefore, has been unfairly interpreted as antagonistic to and derisive of the
institutions and traditions of Rome—an oversimplification of the greater social and
economic functions of the group.
Images of initiations provide further insight into how the Bentvueghels operated
as a social nexus for northern European artists. While representations of Bentvueghel
activities differ significantly in their composition, style, medium, and even intended
audience, they share important similarities with respect to their subjects, motifs, and their
emphasis on fellowship, merrymaking, and art. Three sets of images—all dating to the
1620s and 1630s—convey how complex the initiations actually were, validating the
assertions set forth by Sandrart and other former Bentvueghels that their rituals reflected
their function as an artistic society. Although such qualities have been observed by
scholars, in particular David Levine and Thomas Kren, how these layered references
(artistic and social) communicated certain values of the group as a migrant artistic
community have not been fully assessed.97
eventually disbanded during the eighteenth century. Even Hoogewerff has asserted this, on more than one
occasion. See for example his discussion in Bentvueghels, 57-77, as well as in “Nederlandsche kunstenaars
te Rome,” 117-50. It should be noted as well that at no point were the initiations described as heretical by
any contemporary writer, despite certain problematic practices such as the naming of a “field pope” and the
performance of baptisms with wine.
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Among the earliest known representations is a series of drawings at the Museum
Boijmans van Beuningen in Rotterdam (figs. 4-8). The sketches consist of five sets of
half- and bust-length portraits rendered in red and black chalk on paper of varying
dimensions (ranging between 28 x 41.8 cm and 41.7 x 55.2 cm). They are perhaps the
most important representations of the Bentvueghels, which depict portraits of more than
two dozen of the founding members of the organization.
The portraits can be dated approximately to 1620-23 on account of the artists
depicted, who are identified in ink by their given name and/or Bentvueghel nickname, as
well as the presence of watermarks.98 The folios are informal representations of the
Bentvueghels, who are naturalistically rendered in the midst of their activities, lending
the images a sense of time that has been captured and frozen. None of the artists are
depicted as static; rather, they toast one another, gesture to one another, talk and hold up
objects such as windmills, clay pipes, glasses, and wine carafes. Space and picture plane
are challenged by the drawings; some artists look out to the left or right, suggesting that
there are more members than those who are portrayed in the sketches. Other members
look directly at the viewer, smiling slyly and pointing to their compatriots.
Although the portraits have received little critical attention from scholars, a
careful examination of their content and technique reveals many of the most significant
components of the Bentvueghel initiations. The largest drawing, for example, which
measures 50 x 45 cm, portrays eleven different artists surrounding a rotund Bacchus
seated on a wine barrel, who gives grapes to one member while extending a chalice of
98

F.D.O. Obreen, “Portretten van Roomse Bent-vogels,” Archief voor Nederlandsche
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wine to another. Bacchus and wine were consistently emphasized in Bentvueghel
initiations, the significance of which is discussed in further detail below. The sketches
also underscore the genuine friendship and sense of community such celebrations
cultivated through the depiction of conversation, entertainment, and inclusivity.
Technical and material aspects of the drawings further highlight sentiments of
fellowship. The medium of the portraits—drawing—indicates that the sketches likely
were intended for private use among members.99 Additionally, there is a distinct
impression of different hands at work in the series which has not been assessed properly
by art historians.100 Careful examination reveals discrepancies in the quality of execution
of the portraits themselves, in particular in the sheet bearing the likenesses of Jacob de
Waell, Pieter van Utrecht, Jacob den Haech, and another artist simply named Den Berbier
alias Biervliech (fig. 5). The faces and bodies of the sitters here are rendered with less
skill and assurance than in the other sheets. This is also the only drawing that
incorporates emblematic references to the artist’s nicknames, such as the windmill (for
Pieter van Utrecht, alias Wintmoolen) and watermill (for Jacob den Haech, alias
Watermoolen). There are further inconsistencies between the various drawings with
respect to medium—some figures are drawn using black chalk, others in only red chalk,
and still others use a combination of both black and red chalk.101 Additionally, the names
99
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and identifying information provided for the members (written in different hands) suggest
that there were later edits made to the drawings, as members who had passed away were
given skulls below their names. It is unclear, however, how and when such alterations
were made. Finally, some of the portraits were sketched in only summarily, leaving the
portrait series in a state of incompletion. Such discrepancies between the different sheets
is very significant, as they suggest that the series was utilized by various members over a
period of time. Thus even in their earliest representations of the group and their
initiations, the Bentvueghels prioritized community and cooperation. The drawings were
meant to be shared exclusively among members and continuously added to as new artists
joined. It is possible, moreover, that additional portraits exist that have yet to be found.
The Rotterdam drawings illustrate as well the other major emphasis of
Bentvueghel initiations: Bacchus and the consumption of (and baptism with) wine. Most
of the members, for example, are drinking or are about to drink, or they hold carafes
filled with wine and pour libations into glasses that already have been emptied. Bacchus
is the most persistent theme that runs through every image and description of the
Bentvueghels, and it must be considered with respect to their artistic aims, as the group
was founded by artists who sought inspiration and knowledge from one of Europe’s
busiest cultural centers. David Levine and Thomas Kren have each discussed the
significance of bacchic symbolism in Bentvueghel imagery. Using a drawing portraying
Bentvueghels in a tavern by Pieter van Laer, Levine considers how such images convey
the group’s “mock-serious effort to invoke the god’s power to inspire creativity” (fig.
14).102 The drawing, which measures 20.3 x 25.8 cm, portrays what appears at first
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glance to be merely a bunch of men situated around a long table, who drink, smoke, and
play games. The location, with its sparse walls—onto which rudimentary drawings were
scribbled—recalls a typical Roman inn or tavern. However, specific elements reference
the Bentvueghels as well as themes of indulgence and intoxication. Several of the men, as
mentioned, are drinking wine or smoking, while others merrily hold aloft their hands and
flasks in order to toast one another. The man standing on a stool with his hands placed on
the name Bamboo[ts], written on the wall, is probably Van Laer himself (the name
Bamboots is the Dutch equivalent of Van Laer’s nickname, Il Bamboccio).103 The rituals
of the initiations are further suggested by the discarded cloak and spear at the left of the
picture, which appear in other Bentvueghel images, most notably the prints published by
Pool. According to Levine, these references, when considered together, allude to notions
of bacchic inspiration. Bacchic drunkenness had been linked to artistic creativity since
the Renaissance—in northern Europe as well as in Italy. Van Laer lightheartedly inferred
such connections in his drawing by juxtaposing the drunken merriment in the foreground
with elements such as the caricatures on the walls.104
Kren addresses similar connotations in a painting produced in Rome around 1626
by Pieter’s elder brother, Roeland van Laer (fig. 15).105 Roeland’s painting shares many
characteristics with the drawing by Pieter, such as the tavern setting, the abundance of

drawing as well as the correlations drawn with similar practices of the Netherlandish Chambers of
Rhetoric.
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drinking, and the presence of texts and images painted on the walls of the inn. There are a
few unusual motifs, however, such as the organization of the figures into a distinctive
pyramid atop a long wooden table and the incorporation of Italian proverbs and songs
concerning wine. According to Kren, Roeland’s unique composition functioned as a witty
apotheosis of wine that cleverly indexed Bentvueghel initiation rituals.106 The human
pyramid, for instance, recalled the elaborate tableaux vivants of Parnassus, while the
general emphasis on inebriation—represented by the proverbial texts as well as the jolly
figures—evoked similar notions of Bacchic inspiration as in Pieter’s drawing.107
The Bacchic elements central to the drawing and painting by Pieter and Roeland
van Laer are also present in the Rotterdam series, though they are rendered in a decidedly
less satirical manner. Although there is much alcohol exchanged between members in the
drawings, there are no harsh interactions, no fighting or drunken stupors, and no loose or
questionable women. The tenor of the sketches actually corresponds more closely to the
accounts of Sandrart, Hoogstraten, and De Bruyn, who each describe the group and its
celebrations in more favorable terms. Sandrart, for example, even goes so far as to
characterize the Bentvueghels as a schöne Gesellschaft (“lovely society)” whose tableaux
vivants of Parnassus, Apollo, the muses, and personifications of Painting, Poetry, and
Sculpture were gar ingenious (“ingeniously”) constructed.108 Other aspects of the
drawings further convey notions of divine inspiration. The central figure of Bacchus
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seated on a barrel, for instance, resembles closely the illustration of the god in Hadrianus
Junius’s Medici Emblemata, published in Antwerp in 1565 (fig. 16).109 As noted by
Levine, the emblem and its accompanying text, which includes the motto vinum ingenij
fomes—or “wine incites ingenuity,” directly associate the god with creative and
inspirational meaning.110 What Levine did not notice, however, was how closely the
Rotterdam Bacchus resembles the sixteenth-century prototype. The sketch shows
Bacchus handing grapes and a chalice of wine to members of the Bentvueghels—this
gesture corresponds almost precisely to the illustration in Junius’s Emblemata.111
Much as the initiations themselves, images portraying Bentvueghel festivities
consisted of a surprisingly complex and at times sophisticated combination of references
to art, creativity, as well as parody and humor. Intriguingly, they also emphasized the
unique status of members as foreigners in Rome, often merging Italian elements such as
setting, language, and songs, with Netherlandish pictorial and theatrical conventions.112
Levine and Kren underscore the inherently Dutch components of the drawing and
painting by Pieter and Roeland van Laer, which incorporated references to tavern and
merry company scenes popular in the Low Countries during the 1620s and 1630s as well
as the spectacles of the rederijkers (“Chambers of Rhetoric”) during this same period.
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Other aspects of Bentvueghel images emphasized the social component of the society
that, through its initiations, further encouraged communal and professional unity.113
Although only a handful of visual depictions of the Bentvueghels have survived, they
each emphasized with noteworthy consistency the importance of these gatherings. This
was, after all, how members first made contact with incoming artists, thus facilitating the
process of network formation for newcomers. In this respect, representations of
Bentvueghel initiations suggested both the joint experiences of members as artists in a
foreign artistic center as well as the critical social function of the organization. Every
image of the Bentvueghels—from the early private portraits in Rotterdam to the widely
circulated print series published by Pool in the late seventeenth century—underscores the
significance of camaraderie and conviviality among the northern European artists in
Rome. Although the irreverent nature of Bentvueghel social gatherings and their
infamous initiation antics may have ruffled a few feathers in Italy and abroad, such
gatherings had important benefits and were part of a larger endeavor for young artists
who shared common languages, customs, and circumstances to gain a foothold in a
foreign artistic center. The feasts and bacchanalian rituals enabled members to
congregate, celebrate, and discuss art on a regular basis, forming an essential aspect of
the group’s fundamental initiative for solidarity.
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Networking and Agency in the Seventeenth-century Roman Art Market
The initiations were a key component of the social impact of the Bentvueghels.
However, the group also provided access to market and patronage networks, which gave
members crucial economic and professional agency. This particular aspect of the
Bentvueghels has been underexplored, although there is sufficient documentary evidence
to indicate how the group served as a conduit for market success—a vital function for
incoming artists attempting to adapt to the competitive artistic environment of Rome.
The Bentvueghels also impacted the market conditions of the city that were
developing precisely during the period in which the group organized and expanded. As
Patrizia Cavazzini has demonstrated, Rome fostered two competing economic systems,
cultivating an open, unregulated market, yet also perpetuating a formal patronage
system—a holdover from previous centuries.114 While many Bentvueghels found success
in both financial sectors, the majority of them relied more heavily on the open market.
This is due to the fact that northern European artists frequently specialized in genres such
as landscape, still lifes, and small-scale genre scenes, subjects that more easily sold on an
open market. Their dependence on this system also stemmed from their status; many had
arrived in Rome as journeymen or recent masters without the benefit of established
contacts or letters of introduction, and thus had to build such connections over time.115
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One of the most important sources for understanding how the Bentvueghels operated
within this market system is a criminal court case preserved in the Archivio di Stato of
Rome. Although the lawsuit is well-known to art historians, having been partially
translated and published by Antonino Bertolotti in 1880, it has heretofore never been
analyzed as evidence of how the Bentvueghels in particular may have developed and
utilized market networks.116
The criminal court case concerned the theft of two paintings from the studio of
Herman van Swanevelt, an artist from Woerden who specialized in landscapes.
Swanevelt had arrived in Rome sometime during the late 1620s, and was shortly
thereafter inducted into the Bentvueghels under the nickname Hermiet (“Hermit”).117 The
small panel paintings, measuring no larger than 2 palmi, had been given to Swanevelt by
fellow Bentvueghel Pieter van Laer sometime during or before 1635.118 Although the
paintings have not been identified by scholars, the subjects—a landscape with country
cottage, peasants, and animals; and a nocturnal with the moon and a fire—are similar to
other examples in the Galleria Spada and the Uffizi Gallery (figs. 17-18).
The investigation into the theft commenced in November, 1636, and concluded in
late March, 1637. More than 35 folios detail the accounts of a surprisingly large list of
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individuals who had information about the fate of the stolen paintings, presenting a
complex and confusing tale of betrayal, greed, and ignorance. The alleged offender was
Van Swanevelt’s own apprentice, Francesco Catalano, who was arrested for the theft on
March 24, 1637. During the litigation process, it is revealed that at least 14 different
individuals had come into contact with these artworks over an 18-month period,
including 5 art dealers, two collectors, and several artists. Among this group, more than
half were regularly involved with the activities of the Bentvueghels or were actual
members of the organization.
The theft occurred sometime during the summer of 1635, according to the
testimony of Jean Ducamps, who stated that the paintings had been missing for about a
year and a half.119 Several statements confirmed that the paintings had been taken by two
artists who were studying under Swanevelt: Anna Gemma and Francesco Catalano.
Catalano purportedly hoodwinked Anna Gemma into believing Swanevelt had permitted
his apprentices to remove the paintings from his studio in order to copy them.120 By the
spring of the following year, the paintings had been sold for 24 scudi to a dealer named
Giovanni Antonio Brochetti, who then attempted to sell the paintings to others who
frequently traded paintings by the Bentvueghels.121 These included Giovanni Bosman,
who owned a shop in the area of the Fontana di Trevi, Gabriele Renzi, a stonemason who
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consistently traded works by Pieter van Laer; Dario Ferri, who dealt in paintings by
Swanevelt in his shop in the Piazza di Pasquino; and Johann Wilhelm Baur, a member of
the Bentvueghels since 1625. Word that the pictures were stolen by Catalano, however,
had quickly reached all of these men, and each in turn refused to purchase the paintings
from Brochetti. Brochetti finally succeeded in bartering the works to the unscrupulous
collector Niccolò Simonelli, who then traded them quickly after being informed he had
acquired the infamous stolen Van Laer paintings. By the time of the criminal proceedings
between Swanevelt and Catalano, the paintings were rumored to have been in the
possession of yet another art dealer in Rome.
This case is significant for two primary reasons. First, it demonstrates the
complexity of partnerships, friendships, and connections that the Bentvueghels cultivated
in the art market of early modern Rome. At least half of the individuals who either served
as witnesses or were named in the proceedings had significant contact with the
organization. Five of these were members, including Van Laer, Swanevelt, Ducamps,
Jacob van Duivelandt (who had witnessed Catalano confess his role in the theft to
Swanevelt), and the painter-dealer Johann Wilhelm Baur.122 In addition to Baur, four
other dealers who traded artworks by the Bentvueghels were identified, one of whom,
Dario Ferri, provided a statement in support of Swanevelt. The accounts of the dealers are
perhaps most revealing, since they prove that news about the theft of the Van Laer
paintings had circulated rapidly among local market networks and that no one involved
with the Bentvueghels dared to sell them. The only dealer who did barter the paintings,
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Brochetti, claimed to have been ignorant of their recent history.123 Against the
circumstantial evidence set forth by the Bentvueghels and their extensive contacts,
Catalano, who repeatedly declared his innocence, never stood a chance.124
The lawsuit also provides insight into the general workings of the art market, and
the participation of the Bentvueghels within local systems of trade. The proceedings from
the case convey that the artworks by the Bentvueghels were traded in many different
venues, from artist’s studios and houses, to shops located in the Piazza di Pasquino and
the Fontana di Trevi, to the houses of collectors. Additionally, the small size of the
paintings described in the case, their subject matter (a nocturnal genre scene and a
landscape), and estimated value (24-35 scudi), are consistent with artworks typically sold
on the market by many Bentvueghels.125 As the court case of Swanevelt demonstrates,
the Bentvueghels not only operated within this market successfully, but they also
manipulated it by acting together to safeguard their interests and provide one another
with connections to dealers and other artists.
The close networks cultivated by the Bentvueghels thus ensured market
success.126 The Bentvueghels also secured noteworthy opportunities and recognition
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among collectors—in Rome and in northern Europe.127 While most members relied
substantially on the open market, for which they were well suited given their tendency to
specialize in small-scale cabinet pictures, a significant number procured employment or
were collected by prestigious patrons, northern European as well as Italian.
Perhaps not surprisingly, the Bentvueghels shared important connections with
many of the leading Dutch and Flemish merchants and collectors in Italy and northern
Europe.128 Several noteworthy Netherlandish merchants active in centers such as Naples,
Genoa, Venice, as well as Rome, for example, had close ties with certain members, and
provide insight into the kinds of interactions between Netherlandish patrons and foreign
artists in Italy. The artist-dealer Cornelis de Wael of Antwerp had some contact with this
group while in Rome, although this was limited primarily to Adriaen van der Cabel,
whom he purportedly introduced to the Naples-based merchant and collector Gaspar de
Roomer.129 The brothers Jan and Gerard Reynst shared particular ties to the group.130
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Operating between Venice, where Jan lived until 1646, and Amsterdam, where Gerard
was active, the Reynst brothers amassed one of the most prestigious collections in the
Dutch Republic, boasting a particularly strong selection of Italianate artworks by early
Bentvueghels, including Pieter van Laer, Joachim von Sandrart, Nicolas Régnier, and
Johann Liss.131 It has been suggested by Anne-Marie Logan that a few Bentvueghels also
acted as agents for Jan in Venice, especially Sandrart and Régnier.132
Within Rome itself some artists received commissions from Netherlandish
merchants, who were prominent in the foreign community.133 Pieter Visscher, or Pietro
Pescatore, for example, was a successful banker and an influential administrator and
patron of several national confraternities. Visscher had a sizeable collection that
comprised artworks painted exclusively by northern European artists who lived and
worked in Rome. A recently discovered inventory dating to 1646 sheds light on his
collecting interests and suggests that he supported the Bentvueghels as well. Although
only a few paintings listed in the inventory bear attributions, many of the subjects listed
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are consistent with those produced by members associated with the group during the
1620s, 1630s, and 1640s, including bambocciate, landscapes, still lifes, and
Caravaggesque religious and genre scenes.134 Visscher apparently had early ties to
members—he commissioned two of the founders of the Bentvueghels, Cornelis Schut (a
painter from Antwerp and a follower of Rubens) and Timan Craft (a Caravaggesque artist
from Wormer in the Dutch Republic) in 1627 to paint mythological fresco cycles for his
Frascati estate (fig. 19).135
Other Bentvueghels themselves served as patrons or agents for their compatriots.
Biographies, for example, demonstrate that members living in Rome often assisted other
Bentvueghels in procuring work with local dealers.136 Still others served as intermediaries
for patrons. Nicolaes van Haringen, a Flemish apothecary and member of the group
during the second half of the century, was instrumental in the Roman career of Theodor
Helmbreker, a Bamboccianti painter who was possibly a Bentvueghel.137 Van Haringen
not only collected works by the artist, but he also helped procure a commission for
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Helmbreker to paint the high altar for the Flemish church, San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi
(fig. 20).138 Further evidence indicates that the Bentvueghels enjoyed particular success
with collectors in their regions of origin, which seems to have been facilitated by both
returning members (or artists closely associated with members) as well as travelling
dilettantes. Sandrart, for example, attests to the avid appreciation by collectors in the
Netherlands for paintings by Pieter van Laer. Sandrart also indicates that he himself
played an important role in the success of his fellow Bentvueghels, bringing works back
to Amsterdam from Italy and selling them to local merchants and collectors.139
Several members of the Deutz family, a wealthy and influential merchant and
banking family from Amsterdam, played an even greater role in procuring the success of
the Bentvueghels.140 Three brothers of the family (Jean, Joseph, and Jeronimus) traveled
to Italy between 1649 and 1654, stopping for a period of time in Rome. The brothers later
amassed a substantial collection in Amsterdam, acquiring many works directly from Italy
as a result of the connections they forged with artists and other merchants while on tour.
Significantly, their collection—more than any other in the Netherlands—showed a
marked preference for Italianate artists, especially those produced by the Bentvueghels.141
Among the Bentvueghels represented include Pieter van Laer, Jan Both, Karel Dujardin,
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Jan Asselijn, Jan Baptist Weenix, Pieter van Lint, and Jan Miel, as well as artists closely
affiliated with the group such as Michiel Sweerts and Claude Lorrain. According to
Jonathan Bikker, the brothers likely were influenced in their artistic preferences through
the artists and collectors they had contact with in Italy and Amsterdam. The most
influential of these seems to have been Sweerts, who later served as a purchasing agent
for the Deutz family after returning to the Low Countries.142
While documentation of Bentvueghel success among northern European
collectors is somewhat fragmentary, there is much more information detailing the interest
of Italian collectors in the Bentvueghels, especially during the first two-thirds of the
seventeenth century. Paintings and prints by the Bentvueghels, for example, have been
identified in the inventories of some of the most prestigious collectors, including the
Giustiniani, the Barberini, the Pamphilj, the Ludovisi, the Orsini, the Colonna, the Chigi,
the Spada, and the Medici.143 Some Bentvueghels were familiari of such illustrious
households. Joachim von Sandrart, Cornelis Bloemaert, and Reinier van Persijn all lived
in the Palazzo Giustiniani during the 1630s. Jan Baptist Weenix entered the entourage of
the Pamphilj sometime during the years after his initial arrival in Rome in 1643.144 Other
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members were given privileged access to private lands in order to study and draw, such
as Bartholomeus Breenbergh, who sketched numerous views of Bracciano, which was
private property owned by the Orsini (fig. 21).145
There is also evidence that the Bentvueghels themselves at times facilitated such
connections with Italian patrons. For example, Sandrart seems to have mediated between
the Bentvueghels and the Giustiniani, inviting certain artists such as Bloemaert and Van
Persijn to live in the Giustiniani palace and to study in the “academy” housed in the
Giustiniani apartments. Many Bentvueghels, moreover, were patronized or collected by
the same individuals around the same time, suggesting that the group’s network was at
least in part responsible. This may have been the case with the Giustiniani and the
Barberini, for example, who shared many of the same artists for various commissions.146
Vincenzo Giustiniani, a wealthy aristocrat and collector originally from Genoa, for
instance, hosted an extraordinary number of members (as well as other northern
European artists) in his palace. Aside from Bloemaert, Van Persijn, and Sandrart, other
Bentvueghels associated with Giustiniani included Herman van Swanevelt, Nicolas
Régnier, Pieter van Laer, Cornelis Schut, Timan Craft, Leonaert van Bramer, Valentin de
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Roethlisberger, Bartholomeus Breenbergh, 3.
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See for example Elizabeth Cropper and Charles Dempsey, Nicolas Poussin: Friendship and the
Love of Painting (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996), 64-108, for the correlations between the
Giustiniani as patrons and Cassiano dal Pozzo, an advisor to the Barberini during the 1620s and 1630s. See
also the inventories published for the Giustiniani by Danesi Squarzina, Collezione Giustiniani; and the
Barberini by Lavin, Barberini Documents and Inventories, for the artworks owned by each, which included
paintings by Pieter van Laer and Herman van Swanevelt. The Barberini, Giustiniani, and Cassiano dal
Pozzo also commissioned the same artists to work on book productions, including most importantly
Cornelis Bloemaert II. See Chapter Four for further discussion of Bloemaert’s commissions for books such
as the Aedes Barberinae (Rome, 1642) and the Galleria Giustiniana (Rome, 1635-1637/8).
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Boulogne, and Dirck van Baburen.147 The Barberini inventories convey many of the same
names, especially Bloemaert, Swanevelt, Van Laer, as well as Jan Both and Jan Miel.148
Certain Bentvueghels even managed to procure international commissions with royal
patrons, the most noteworthy being a series of landscapes commissioned for the Buen
Retiro palace. The commission, granted in 1637, possibly through the mediation of the
Marquis de Castel Rodrigo, involved at least two Bentvueghels—Swanevelt and Jan
Both—as well as other esteemed painters such as Claude Lorrain and Nicolas Poussin.149

Bentvueghel and Northern European Kinship Networks in Rome
The benefits of participating in the Bentvueghels ran much deeper than
safeguarding professional interests or offering a social outlet at the local watering hole.
The group also provided artists with a surrogate kinship network that proved invaluable
for members as they attempted to adjust to Rome as migrants. The Bentvueghels have
never been evaluated before as a kinship network, since the term typically implies
147

See the inventories published by Danesi Squarzina, Collezione Giustiniani. There were even
more northern European artists associated with the Giustiniani, including Gerard van Honthorst, Francois
Duquesnoy, David de Haen, Nicolas Poussin, Karel Philips Spierinck, and Francois Perrier.
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Lavin, Barberini Documents and Inventories, especially the 1644 and 1671 inventories for
Cardinal Antonio Barberini, 147-57 and 291-335; and the 1655 inventory of Maffeo Barberini, 263-87.
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For the Buen Retiro commissions, see Giovanna Capitelli, “The Landscapes for the Buen
Retiro Palace,” in Paintings for the Planet King: Philip IV and the Buen Retiro Palace, ed. Andrés Úbeda
de los Cobos (Madrid: Museo Nacional del Prado in association with Paul Holberton Pub, 2005), 241-61.
See also Jonathan Brown and J. H. Elliott, A Palace for a King: The Buen Retiro and the Court of Philip IV
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1980); and Brown and Elliott, “The Marquis of Castel Rodrigo and the
Landscape Paintings in the Buen Retiro,” The Burlington Magazine, 129, no. 1007 (Feb., 1987): 104-07.
Not all of the paintings or the artists commissioned for the series have been identified, and there is much
speculation overall regarding the attributions for the paintings connected to the commission. Jean Ducamps,
another Bentvueghel, also had important connections to the Marquis during these years, whom he
accompanied to Spain as part of Castel Rodrigo’s entourage. See Didier Bodart, Les peintres des Pays-Bas
méridionaux et de la principauté de Liège à Rome au XVIIeme siècle (Bruxelles: Institut historique belge
de Rome, 1970), 94.
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relationships formed through blood or marriage.150 However, artists associated with the
group frequently performed the same roles usually designated for family, duplicating the
relationships and social-economic structures they were familiar with from their regions of
origin. This aspect ties the organization more closely to the broader northern European
migrant community, which offered itinerants and migrants alike similar kinship
benefits.151 Various archival sources comprising primarily of notarial documents and
parish censuses elucidate the different types of kinship fostered by the group and offer
further insight into how the Bentvueghels impacted the foreign artistic community.152
The most obvious connection between the Bentvueghels concerned their living
arrangements. Members consistently lived together in the same apartments or buildings—
sometimes more than half a dozen artists lived together in a single establishment at the
same time. Others situated themselves in adjacent or nearby dwellings located on the
same block or street.153 As Hoogewerff has demonstrated, the Bentvueghels concentrated
in three main parishes, all situated within the rione Campo Marzio (fig. 22). These
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For an overview on kinship networks and theory, see Bernard Farber, Conceptions of Kinship
(New York: Elsevier, 1981); and Robert Parkin, Kinship: An Introduction to Basic Concepts (Oxford, UK:
Blackwell Publishers, 1997). See also the various essays in Brosens, Kelchtermans, and Van der Stighelen,
Family Ties.
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The national churches and hospices, for example, offered a sense of community for many
itinerants and migrants from the Netherlands. These included especially San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi,
Santa Maria dell’Anima, and Santa Maria della Pietà in Campo Santo. See below for further discussion of
these institutions and their confraternities.
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These include criminal court records and testaments preserved in the Archivio di Stato di
Roma, many of which are partially transcribed or summarized in Bertolotti, Artisti belgi ed olandesi a
Roma; and Giunte; and also parish censuses and marriage, baptism, and death records published in
Hoogewerff, Nederlandsche kunstenaars te Rome.
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See for example the Stati delle anime for the parishes of Santa Maria del Popolo, San Lorenzo
in Lucina, and Sant’Andrea delle Fratte in Hoogewerff, Nederlandsche kunstenaars te Rome, especially 1855; 91-237, which list a number of Bentvueghels living together.
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included the parishes of Santa Maria del Popolo (especially the area around Via
Margutta), San Lorenzo in Lucina, and Sant’Andrea delle Fratte.154 The specific
concentration of members in a particular parish fluctuated at different points; however,
the trend overall remained fairly consistent throughout the seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries. This is especially the case for newly arrived artists and younger
members who stayed in Rome for shorter periods of time (i.e. less than ten years). They
were less likely to branch out and make new connections in the city outside of their
immediate community.155
In addition to sharing living spaces, Bentvueghels at times acted as caretakers for
one another, replacing vital functions otherwise provided by close relatives or marital
partners. Pieter van Laer, for example, cared for his fellow Bentvueghel Steven van ‘t
Hoff after the artist fell fatally ill between 1633 and 1634. A court case filed by Van Laer
in 1635 against Van ‘t Hoff’s family in the Dutch Republic describes how Van Laer
attempted to save his ailing friend through financial support and nurturing. Van ‘t Hoff
unfortunately succumbed to his illness, after which point Van Laer solicited
reimbursement for the expenses incurred from the artist’s family in Gorcum, since they
had been unable to provide assistance earlier given the distance. During the court
proceedings several other Bentvueghels served as witnesses for Van Laer, including
154

Hoogewerff, Nederlandsche kunstenaars te Rome, transcribes every reference to northern
European artists in the Stati delle anime and marriage, baptism, and death records for these three parishes.
See especially 1-78, 79-214, and 224-77. Specific examples are discussed in greater detail by Hoogewerff,
Bentvueghels, 41-56; and 78-100. See also G. J.Hoogewerff, Via Margutta: centro di vita artistica (Rome:
Instituto di studi romani, 1953).
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The timeframe for this could be anywhere between 1-10 years, however, as can be seen in the
examples of Pieter van Laer, Jean Ducamps, and later members such as Jan Jordaens and Gerard
“Stamppot,” many opted to stay together throughout their time in Rome. See Hoogewerff, Nederlandsche
kunstenaars te Rome, 18-23 and 112-17.
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Andries Both and Jean Ducamps, who confirmed the artist’s role as Van ‘t Hoff’s
primary caretaker.156
Notarial records also indicate that the Bentvueghels frequently represented one
another in legal matters, both personal and official. Testaments are perhaps the most
valuable records to illuminate how members offered such support. The testament of
Quirinus de Coninck is representative of the scope and nature of such documents.157 De
Coninck, an artist from The Hague and a founding member of the Bentvueghels, became
very ill in Rome in 1626, at which time he composed his will, naming benefactors and
witnesses to validate its terms. Significantly a number of the men named in the will were
fellow Bentvueghels, including Jacob van Duivelandt, Roelandt van Laer, Willem de
Keijser, and Jan Borsman. Borsman also served as De Coninck’s executor of estate and
was given the responsibility of liquidating the artist’s possessions—with the exception of
specific items from his studio, which instead were bequeathed to De Coninck’s
Netherlandish compatriots in Rome. The rest of his belongings were to be sold with the
proceeds sent back to the artist’s family in The Hague.158
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See Hoogewerff, Bentvueghels, 87-90.
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ASC, Archivio Urbano, I, vol. 293.6 (1626-35). Summarized in Italian in Bertolotti, Giunte,
15-16; see also Hoogewerff, Bentvueghels, 82-83.
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There are a number of other such examples spanning the course of the century that demonstrate
how strong the ties were within the foreign community of Rome. Even artists not officially members of the
Bentvueghels, almost without exception, perpetuated the trend and selected only compatriots to serve as
witnesses, executors, and often benefactors of their estates. Equally as numerous as testaments by or
referencing Bentvueghels are criminal and civil court records preserved in the Archivio di Stato, which
show similar patterns as testaments in that the artists often served as witnesses for one another. The case
brought forth by Van Laer against the family of Steven van ‘t Hoff, and the testaments provided by the
Bentvueghels on behalf of Herman van Swanevelt in the criminal case against Francesco Catalano, are two
such examples.
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These types of documents occur frequently in the archives—dozens of similar
records detail witnesses and testaments, underscoring how frequently the Bentvueghels
and other Netherlandish artists performed kinship functions for their compatriots in
Rome.159 Such records further demonstrate the degree of overlap between the
Bentvueghels and other northern European artists in the city; at times it is very difficult to
distinguish accurately members from non-members.160 These types of sources disprove
Hoogewerff’s assessment that the Bentvueghels were active only periodically over the
course of the century, indicating that even at points when there seem to have been fewer
identifiable members, the group nevertheless continued to function in much the same
way.161 It should be noted here as well that often the assumption of kinship roles among
northern European artists occurred without regard to religious, artistic, or regional
background. This is especially the case with artists who were directly associated with the
Bentvueghels.162 This suggests that the tendency for northern European artists to form
159

Many of these cases were summarized and then published by Bertolotti in the nineteenth
century; however, they have never been examined before as evidence for kinship networks in Rome. See
for example the 1649 testament and 1651 codicil of Willem Romeyn and the 1657 testament of Pieter
Cornelisz. “Vanbresapin,” in Bertolotti, Giunte, 20-21.
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Many purported non-members were actually closely affiliated with the group, making it very
possible that they had in fact joined the Bentvueghels at some point. This includes artists such as Claude
Lorrain and, as mentioned, Michiel Sweerts. Art historians go back and forth on these artists and their ties
to the group. See for example Hoogewerff, Bentvueghels, 53-54; and 90-91; and Bikker, Michiel Sweerts,
26. Until concrete evidence is discovered, any such assertions unfortunately must remain conjecture.
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Hoogewerff, Bentvueghels, 93. Thompson, “‘Pigmei pizzicano di Gigante,’” 137, has also
noted that membership persisted even during the decades in which Hoogewerff concluded the group had
lost ground in Rome, namely the 1640s and 1650s.
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ASR, TCG Processi b. 320, fols. 1149-1184. The court case of Swanevelt is a good example, in
which artists from the Dutch Republic and Flanders testified on behalf of Swanevelt. Much like the
Bentvueghels themselves, each specialized in different styles and subjects, and derived from different
religious backgrounds. Jean Ducamps, for example—a Caravaggesque painter from Cambrai—was
Catholic; Swanevelt, a landscape specialists from Woerden, presumably was Protestant, and so forth. Many
testaments similarly convey a mixing of regional origins—especially Flemish and Dutch—and religious
backgrounds.
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such a strong sense of relatedness in Rome may have had less to do with specific
geographical ties than to their shared circumstances.163 Such artists were after all
migrants, who had traveled to the region for professional development.164 They thus were
typically of the same age (usually in their 20s or 30s), status (middle class artists and
journeymen), gender (male), and marital status (single).165 Perhaps another impetus
behind this shared cultural bonding was the fact that, particularly in the case of Dutch,
Flemish, and even German artists, Italians did not bother to distinguish them according to
specific geographical origins. Rather, they were often referred to collectively (and
sometimes derisively) merely as fiamminghi.166
The desire of northern European artists to create familiar patterns of relatedness in
such a dynamic and inherently distinct artistic center as Rome is not unusual, as kinship
networks proved to be of critical importance for artists in both the Southern and Northern
Netherlands during the early modern period.167 In Antwerp, for example, artist networks
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Scholten and Woodall, “Artists on the Move,” 13. In this way the migrant community of Rome
shared important characteristics with those of other cultural centers.
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Scholten and Woodall, “Artists on the Move,” 17-18. In other words, they were not “forced

migrants.”
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Occasionally there were exceptions, such as Jan Baptist Weenix and Karel Dujardin, who both
traveled to Rome later in life. Weenix, moreover, was already married and had a son.
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See Giulio Mancini, Considerazioni sulla pittura (Rome: Accademia nazionale dei Lincei,
1956-57), I: 97. Mancini dismisses Netherlandish (and French) artists, saying that there were just too many
to name in his overview of important painters in history (“Molti franzesi e fiammenghi che vanno e
vengono non li si puol dar regola”). Not all “fiammenghi” were amenable to such generic terminology.
The national churches and confraternities, for example, tried to make such distinctions in their statutes. See
below for further discussion of this.
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Similar foreign communities can be found in other centers, such as Paris, London, Venice, and
Genoa, though none were as unique in their collective identity as the Bentvueghels. For the kinship
networks in the Low Countries, see the essays in Brosens, Kelchtermans, and Van der Stighelen, Family
Ties.
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overlapped considerably, and many were related through blood, marriage, or were
connected through deep, enduring friendships. The prominence of artistic dynasties, such
as the Brueghels, the Teniers, or the Franckens, during the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries played a particularly important role in the artistic center.168 Rudi Ekkart
recently has demonstrated how families also were central for many prominent workshops
in the Dutch Republic, especially in the city of Haarlem, which boasted the highest
percentage of multi-generational painter families, including the Hals, the De Brays, the
De Grebbers, and the Ruisdaels.169 Additionally, Netherlandish kinship networks were
critical for international trade; the most significant examples include the De Waels, the
Finsons, and the Mussons, as well as the large-scale trans-regional collection of the
Reynst brothers between Amsterdam and Venice.170
For artists who migrated to Rome, there also was the opportunity to forge bonds
while en route. The Bentvueghels were no exception. Some of the founding members of
the group had already become acquainted in other centers with migrant communities
similar to those of Rome. Wybrand de Geest, an artist from Leeuwarden, for instance,
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For the role of artistic dynasties in Antwerp, see Zirka Zaremba Filipczak, Picturing Art in
Antwerp, 1550-1700 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987).
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Rudi Ekkart, “Dutch Family Ties: Painter Families in Seventeenth-century Holland,” in Family
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For the Reynst brothers, see Logan, Gerard and Jan Reynst. The Musson dealing dynasty
utilized family and dealer networks to facilitate business between Antwerp and Paris. See Neil de Marchi
and Hans van Miegroet, “Dealer-Dealer Pricing in the Mid-seventeenth-century Antwerp to Paris Art
Trade,” in Art Markets in Europe, 1400-1800, ed. Michael North and David Ormrod (Aldershot: Ashgate,
1998), 113-30; and Mickaël Szanto, “Antwerp and the Paris Art Market in the Years 1620-1630,” in
Mapping Markets for Paintings in Europe, 1450 – 1750, ed. Neil de Marchi and Hans J. van Miegroet
(Turnhout: Brepols, 2006), 328-42. For the De Wael brothers, see Stoesser, “Lucas and Cornelis de Wael,”
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encountered the Delft painter Leonaert Bramer in Lyon, who signed his album
amicorum.171 Other clusters of Bentvueghels embarked on the journey together: Cornelis
Bloemaert, Reinier van Persijn, and Theodor Matham departed for Rome from Paris;
Bartholomeus Appelman, Willem Doudijns, and Philips Le Petit traveled to Rome by
way of Germany; and Matthijs Withoos (the teacher of Caspar van Wittel—also a
Bentvueghel) and Otto Marseus van Schrieck arrived in Rome after stopping first in
Florence.172 The ties forged between the Bentvueghels were grounded in their shared
experiences as migrant artists and the challenges associated with traveling well beyond
the comforts of their homeland.

Artist and Northern European Organizations in Rome: A Comparison
The Bentvueghels intersected considerably with the northern European
community, paralleling certain functions and offering similar advantages with respect to
kinship networks. As an informal organization, however, the group exerted a greater
impact on artists than the sanctioned institutions and confraternities of Rome. The
Bentvueghels served as the first point of contact for many young Netherlandish artists;
often it was the only organization they decided to join.
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Paul Huys Janssen, “Leonaert Bramer, His Biography as Told by Documents,” in Leonaert
Bramer, 1596-1674: Ingenious Painter and Draftsman in Rome and Delft, ed. Jan ten Brink Goldsmith, et
al. (Zwolle: Waanders, 1994), 15. Album van Wibrand Simonsz. de Geest, 1614-17 (Leeuwarden,
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Sandrart, TA 1675, II, Buch 3 (niederl. u. dt. Künstler), S. 362, asserts that Van Persijn and
Bloemaert traveled to Rome from Paris with Theodor Matham to work on the Galleria Giustiniana. For
Withoos and Marseus van Schrieck, see Houbraken, Groote schouburgh, I: 358-59 and II: 187-89.
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Accademia di San Luca
The Bentvueghels and the Accademia di San Luca had a complex relationship,
one that needs to be clarified and properly contextualized. Perhaps surprisingly, in spite
of the function of the academy as the official artistic institution of Rome, only a small
proportion of northern European artists became full members (academici).173 Scholars
have debated whether or not the reason for this had to do with discrimination by the
academy against foreign—in particular Netherlandish—artists on the basis of stylistic and
cultural differences.174 Overall membership in the academy for much of the seventeenth
century was overwhelmingly Italian, although large numbers of French artists also joined,
especially after mid-century.175 Certain Flemish artists such as Paul Bril, who specialized
in lower genres such as landscape, even managed to assume important elected positions
within the academy.176 Nevertheless, a comparison of the number of Dutch, Flemish,
French and German artists enrolled in the academy over the course of the seventeenth
century—as full academici or as aggregati—reveals that Flemish and especially French
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This culminated in his 1621 election as Principe, the first Netherlandish artist and landscape
painter to be appointed to this position.
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artists were involved more consistently than those from other northern European regions.
Out of these, only a handful were known Bentvueghels, and even fewer derived from the
Dutch Republic.177
Since the early twentieth century the relationship between the Bentvueghels and
the academy has been understood as inherently polemical. Given the discrepancy in
participation in the academy by Netherlandish artists, this is a plausible assessment. The
first to address the disparity in the membership of the Accademia di San Luca was
Hoogewerff. Hoogewerff perceived a divide between the academy and the Bentvueghels,
which he attributed to two primary factors: the first being style; and the second, the
resistance from Netherlandish artists to pay the required licenses issued by the institution
for the production and sale of art. 178 While certain facts presented by Hoogewerff are
true, the assumptions behind the alleged conflict are not entirely accurate, necessitating a
more nuanced examination of the documents related to the administration of the academy
during these years as well as the artistic relationships between the Bentvueghels and
academici. Additionally, more recent research on the academy and its struggle to keep
pace with the rapid expansion of an open art market must also be considered carefully.179
While a full analysis of the academy and its relevance for northern European artists is
beyond the scope of this study, a few important suppositions can be set forth. First,
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however, a brief synopsis of Hoogewerff’s early research on the Bentvueghels and the
Accademia di San Luca is necessary for proper contextualization.
Hoogewerff’s argument is largely based on a dispute that arose within the
academy during the 1630s involving many northern European artists, a number of whom
were directly associated with the Bentvueghels. The conflict was recorded in a series of
meeting minutes dating between 1635 and 1638, which have been partially preserved in
the archives of the Accademia di San Luca.180 The minutes provide only cursory
information related to the nature of the meetings, though they do indicate that financial
concerns were the primary motivation behind the congregations. The main issue,
however, was not the official licenses for the practice and sale of art, but elemosine, or
alms payments. These, like the licenses, had been mandated by papal breve in 1633 under
Urban VIII, and were required of all artists in Rome.181 However, while the elemosine
were related to the agenda of the academy to regulate the production and distribution of
art in Rome, they were intended primarily to provide the institution with a consistent
source of revenue for its operations and those of its church, SS. Luca e Martina.182 This is
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For transcriptions in Dutch pertaining to these meetings, see Orbaan and Hoogewerff,
Bescheiden, II: 47-53. Not all documents related to this conflict, however, were available to Hoogewerff,
which I discuss further below. Additionally, the documents concerning the academy dispute over payments
are unfortunately fragmentary—even Hoogewerff admits that vital information is missing.
181

See the full transcription of this breve in Orbaan and Hoogewerff, Bescheiden, II: 91-94. The
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an important distinction, and likely a reason that so many artists—especially those from
northern regions who were not members of the academy (and were possibly also
Protestant) resisted payment. In the first place, only members (aggregati and academici)
would have benefited from the elemosine; secondly, the academy apparently had only
recently renewed efforts to collect the alms in anticipation of the costs of restoring their
titular church.183
Furthermore, even though a conflict did arise within the academy during the
1630s and was eventually brought to the Palazzo della Cancelleria in 1636, those present
at the meetings included artists from all backgrounds, deriving from regions including the
Low Countries, France, Germany, and other parts of Italy. Each “faction,” moreover, was
allowed their own representation, suggesting that all had a stake in the proceedings, not
183
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TNC, uff. 15, 1628, pt. III, vol. 117, fol. 292r-v,
http://www.nga.gov/casva/accademia/html/eng/ASRTNCUff1516280829.shtm, accessed 4/15/2014; and
ASR, TNC, uff. 15,1629, pt. I, vol. 119, fols 261r-v and 278r,
http://www.nga.gov/casva/accademia/html/eng/ASRTNCUff1516290204.shtm, accessed 5/30/2014. Only
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enduring problem for the academy, and not just an issue related to the Bentvueghels. Hoogewerff has
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just academici and the Bentvueghels.184 Finally, there is no proof that this conflict was a
watershed moment based on stylistic divergences between the academy and
Bentvueghels.185 This was the second major factor hypothesized by Hoogewerff in 1926,
who interpreted the dispute as the culmination of tensions between academicians and the
Bamboccianti. The low life genre scenes pioneered by Van Laer, according to
Hoogewerff, through their small scale and persistent naturalism contrasted markedly with
the monumental style espoused by many practitioners affiliated with the Accademia di
San Luca (fig. 23). While Van Laer and his followers did encounter criticism, this did not
occur until well after the conflict (and after the death of Van Laer in 1642).186
Additionally, as mentioned above, the Bentvueghels did not fit neatly into any specific
category or stylistic school due to their diversity.
Despite Hoogewerff’s misinterpretation of the nature of the tensions between the
academy and northern European artists during the 1630s, he correctly surmised that, on
the whole, Netherlandish artists did not participate in the academy. And most of these
artists indeed were members of the Bentvueghels. The reasons behind this resistance to
184

Jean Ducamps, a founding member of the Bentvueghels, was one such representative, not
surprisingly for the fiamminghi faction. However, as there were many national factions present, this cannot
be considered a dispute solely between the Bentvueghels and the academy. Moreover, not all artists listed
in the fiamminghi faction were members of the group, and several were actually academici themselves.
185

Albert Blankert, Nederlandse 17e eeuwse Italianiserende landschapschilders = Dutch 17th
century Italianate Landscape Painters (Soest: Davaco, 1978), 37, claims no evidence supports
Hoogewerff’s interpretation of these affairs as stemming from stylistic concerns. See also Ackx,
“Bentvueghels and Bamboccianti,” 31-34.
186

See Haskell, Patrons and Painters, 140-42. The problem, according to Haskell, was due to
competition on the art market. Hoogewerff and others, such as Thompson, who supported the notion that
style was a major issue underlying the conflict of the 1630s—and between the Bentvueghels and the
academy in particular—have based their argument largely on the writings of Passeri, Rosa, and the letters
“transcribed” by Malvasia between Sacchi and Albani—discussed above in Chapter Two. As mentioned,
these all derive from around mid-century, however, post-dating the conflict and the peak of the earlier,
cruder forms of bambocciate paintings.

71

enrolling in the academy—either as aggregate or academico—are unclear, but it seems
likely that religious and political factors played an important part. As mentioned, many
Dutch artists were not Catholic, and while they typically did not rebel openly against the
Catholic institutions and traditions of the city, they also did not go out of their way to
participate in Catholic functions or activities.187 The Thirty Years War was likely also a
factor, in particular with respect to German artists, who were not able to travel as easily
to the region during the first half of the century.188 However, an even more important
impetus was time—the longer a foreign artist remained in Rome the more likely he was
to join the city’s official artistic and religious institutions and organizations, and vice
versa. Most of the Netherlandish artists who joined the academy were not only Catholic
(converted or from birth), but they also had remained in the city for at least a decade, if
not longer. This included Francois Duquesnoy and Paul Bril, as well as a number of
Bentvueghels, such as Jan Miel, Louis Cousin, Jan Frans van Bloemen, Caspar van
Wittel, David de Coninck, and Francois Monnaville.189 A look at their entry dates into the
academy indicates that they had been living and working in the city for extended
periods—often decades—before entering the academy.190 The benefit of the academy
187
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was likely increased access to patronage networks, which was especially important for
artists who needed to integrate more fully into the local artistic environment of Rome.191
There were, moreover, notable Bentvueghels who held elected positions within the
academy, including most importantly Louis Cousin, who was appointed Principe in 1651.
Overall, however, artists affiliated with the Bentvueghels avoided the Accademia di San
Luca while living and working in Rome.

National Confraternities
Perhaps surprisingly, the national confraternities and churches of Rome also
exerted little impact on northern European artists, although they played an important role
for Netherlandish pilgrims, merchants, and ecclesiasts.192 There were several churches
that catered to the northern European communities of Rome, each comprising an
associated church, a hospice and/or sick house, and burial grounds. These included Santa
Maria dell’Anima, near the Piazza Navona, San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi, located just
down the street from Sant’Andrea delle Valle, and Santa Maria della Pietà in Campo
Santo dei Teutonici, situated by the Vatican (fig. 24).193 For the three institutions, the
Dutch and Flemish not only formed an important component of the communities they
fostered, but also played a decisive role in their organization and administration, in
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particular during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Yet a comparison between the
Bentvueghels and these national churches reveals that—at least for artists—the informal
society actually had far greater influence.

San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi
San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi, the Flemish national church, was first established
as a church and hospital complex in the eighth century. During the fifteenth century,
church officials initiated a confraternity, open—at least initially—to all who originated
from regions within the Netherlands.194 Over the course of its history, and especially
during the seventeenth century, however, the confraternity that controlled the hospital
and the church increasingly discriminated against non-Flemish members. This meant that
anyone—artists, merchants, and clerics alike—that did not derive from the regions
associated with the province of Flanders were, in general, unable to participate in the
confraternity or the administration of the hospital and church complex. However, several
noteworthy Bentvueghels were involved in the confraternity and played an important role
in its administration, including most importantly Louis Cousin, Jan Miel, and the
apothecary Nicolaes van Haringen. Other artists who served in the confraternity included
Justus de Pape and Cornelis de Wael, meaning that the organization did not, unlike other
national confraternities, discriminate against artists and craftsmen in general, but rather
favored only members whose origins could be tied directly to Flanders.195 On the other
194
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hand, the confraternity seems to have been less exclusive when patronizing artists, some
of whom were Dutch, including the aforementioned Theodor Helmbreker, commissioned
by Van Haringen to complete a painting for the high altar of a chapel in the church.196
Other Bentvueghels, including Timan Craft, Cornelis Schut, and Adriaen van der Cabel,
received private commissions through members of the confraternity, including Pieter
Visscher and Cornelis de Wael. In general, however, San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi and
its associated confraternity does not appear to have been a consistent source of patronage
for the majority of Netherlandish artists in Rome during the seventeenth century.197

Santa Maria dell’Anima
The confraternity of Santa Maria dell’Anima, on the other hand, was—in terms of
regional origins—overall more inclusive than San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi, allowing all
Germanic communities to gain membership and perform services. As with the Flemish
national church, Santa Maria dell’Anima and its associated hospital were overseen by the
confraternity and its elected members. Moreover, during the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries the Germanic confraternity had become even more diverse in the geographical
backgrounds of its members, as migrants from all parts of the Low Countries, Germany,
and other regions under the Holy Roman Emperor were deemed eligible to join. This
policy of geographical inclusivity of both church and confraternity changed only at the
very end of the seventeenth century, when there was a distinct shift in favor of German
196
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members.198 Netherlanders therefore played a critical role in the administration of Santa
Maria dell’Anima throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and comprised the
majority of its members during this period.199 Nevertheless, the organization favored
established wealthy merchants, members of the Curia, and men who had ties with the
aristocratic circles of Rome. Artists, unfortunately, were not able to participate, since it
consisted of an oligarchical organization that continuously reelected the same select few
individuals over and over.200 Some of these men also held privileged positions in the
other national confraternities, such as Pieter Visscher and the lawyer Theodor van
Ameyden. Still a few artists, especially those with Catholic backgrounds who specialized
in historical subject matter, did benefit from Santa Maria dell’Anima in other ways.201
Some received prestigious commissions from members within the confraternity,
including Jan Miel, who painted the fresco lunettes of the chapel of St. Lambertus in the
early 1650s (the altarpiece was painted in 1618 by Carlo Saraceni) (fig. 25).202 Francois
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Duquesnoy was employed to create epitaphs and monuments in the church in 1628 and
1630, while Justus de Pape, Louis Cousin, Karel Philips Spierinck, Jan van den Hoecke
and Gillis Backereel were commissioned to create paintings for the sacristy and choir.203
The prestige of being associated with Santa Maria dell’Anima can also be gleaned from
the number of successful artists who were buried within the church, which included Paul
and Matthias Bril, David de Haen, Cornelis de Wael, and Artus de Mont.204 However, on
the whole, the confraternity of Santa Maria dell’Anima excluded artists from its services
and offices, catering instead to the elite members of the Netherlandish and German
community in Rome.

Santa Maria della Pietà in Campo Santo dei Teutonici
The arch-confraternity of Santa Maria della Pietà in Campo Santo dei Teutonici,
and its affiliated church, hospice, and burial complex—all situated in the Vatican next to
the basilica of St. Peter—similarly comprised both Netherlandish and German
members.205 The inclusiveness of the organization dates to the sixteenth century, at which
time statutes were initiated deeming all men and women from Germanica superiore and
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Germanica inferiore eligible to take part in the services of the entire complex.206 Artists
and craftsmen, moreover, historically had played a more significant role in the
administration of the organization than they did for more exclusive institutions such as
Santa Maria dell’Anima. However, the mixed congregation of Campo Santo sparked
contention even as early as the sixteenth century between the two Germanic factions,
prompting a reiteration of the duality of the institution in 1577 by Gregory XIII.207 These
tensions between Germans and Netherlanders, in particular within the confraternity,
persisted through the seventeenth century, with Dutch patrons in particular being shunned
based on their regional origins.208 Over the course of the century the organization became
increasingly pro-German at the expense of the Netherlandish faction, eventually causing
the organization to dissolve around mid-century, although it maintained some level of
activity throughout the seventeenth century.209
Netherlandish artists, however, seem to have been associated with the
confraternity more frequently than either San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi or Santa Maria
dell’Anima, including at least one Bentvueghel, Cousin, who held elected positions in the
organization on a regular basis beginning in 1639.210 Yet overall those who participated
in the confraternity or were buried in the cemetery derived from the same select group of
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foreign artists who joined other organizations and institutions in Rome.211 They thus
comprised only a small proportion of the foreign artistic community in the city, in
contrast to those who associated themselves with the Bentvueghels, who numbered in the
hundreds.212 More artists do seem to have availed themselves of the services provided by
the hospital of Campo Santo, and it is possible that the other national hospices were
similarly utilized by Dutch and Flemish artists.213 However, in general it seems that the
majority of Bentvueghels did not elect to participate in the activities and functions of
Santa Maria in Campo Santo, nor were they supported professionally by the church
through commissions.
More research is needed concerning the role of the hospices and sick houses for
the artistic communities of Rome; however, on the whole it appears that most Dutch and
Flemish artists had only limited involvement, if any, with the confraternities and national
churches of the city.214 Those who did participate in such institutions, moreover, were
typically well established in Rome, meaning that they had lived in the city for very long
periods of time, and were usually Flemish rather than Dutch (and this includes artists
from the Dutch Republic who were Catholic). While the confraternities at times
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demonstrated a preference for artists from their own communities, overall it seems that
they offered foreign artists only limited opportunities for patronage. Only a few,
moreover, appear to have been directly associated with the Bentvueghels.

Conclusion
The Bentvueghels were the primary source of networking for many Dutch and
Flemish artists in Rome for much of the seventeenth century. Of the hundreds of northern
European artists who traveled to the city during this period, most—especially those of
Netherlandish origins—had significant interaction with the group. Many can be identified
as members through sources revealing their nicknames, such as the inscriptions in Santa
Costanza and the drawings of portraits in Rotterdam and Hamburg. Contemporary
accounts and biographies are also useful for determining membership. Presumably there
were many more artists who participated in the Bentvueghels, given the significant
overlap that occurred within the foreign artistic community of Rome.
The group was, as previously mentioned, the first point of contact for newly
arrived artists in the city, which provided them with a ready-made community and a
surrogate kinship network that had critical social and economic repercussions. Incoming
artists more easily found housing, studio space, employment, and assurance through their
association with the Bentvueghels. The cohesion fostered by the group is apparent even
in archival documents, such as testaments and court proceedings, which demonstrate how
close-knit this group was over the course of the century. They afforded artists with
security in times of sickness, intermediated between family and Roman agents upon
untimely death, and oversaw official matters for fellow members. Images and first-hand
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accounts of the initiation rituals further underscored the critical social component of the
Bentvueghels and their strong sense of fellowship.
The Bentvueghels functioned as an important component of the migrant
community of Rome, and there was much overlap and mixing between them throughout
the seventeenth century. However, as an informal artistic society they did not
discriminate based on religious affiliation, regional origins, or occupation and training.215
Therefore, they exerted a greater impact on artists than sanctioned institutions, such as
the Accademia di San Luca, or the national confraternities and churches. The group’s
diversity was its most significant characteristic, and perhaps this was the primary reason
it survived for close to a hundred years. The motivations for joining the Bentvueghels at
their most basic entailed finding companionship, connecting with other foreigners, and
developing strong social and economic connections necessary for survival in in the ultracompetitive environment of Rome.
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CHAPTER 3
WORKING IN ROME: BENTVUEGHEL WORKSHOPS AND
WORKING PRACTICES

The primary motivation for the Bentvueghels and other northern European artists
to migrate to Rome was to enhance their artistic education. They did so willingly,
undertaking the arduous journey and risking professional failure—or worse, death—in
Rome’s competitive artistic environment. This distinguishes these artists as non-forced
migrants, who traveled on their own accord to build a pictorial brand for themselves and
develop professional networks in Rome and abroad.216 Northern European workshop
practices in Rome are an unfortunate lacuna in the scholarship. Building upon broader
research on workshop practices in Italy, this chapter answers important questions
concerning where and how the Bentvueghels learned and worked while living in the
Eternal City. There is ample visual evidence documenting the activities of the
Bentvueghels in Rome, such as drawings, and to a lesser extent, prints and paintings,
which make them a useful starting point for determining broader patterns in
Netherlandish workshop practices. These are contextualized using other primary sources,
such as parish censuses, notarial documents, and biographical accounts.
The foundational 2005 publication Inventions of the Studio, Renaissance to
Romanticism, edited by Michael Cole and Mary Pardo, underscored the intersections of
artistic learning and intellectual exploration that occurred in early modern working spaces
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and practices.217 However, the focus here is not on the studio as a conceptual and
functional space of scholarly enterprise. Instead, it explores the practical nature of the
workshop as a meeting point for artists, techniques, and ideas, and how this impacted
migrant Netherlandish artists as they negotiated their new surroundings. Patrizia
Cavazzini’s Painting as Business in 17th-century Rome and Rossella Vodret Adamo’s
Alla ricerca di Ghiongrat further provide important insight into artist workshops in
Rome. Cavazzini, for instance, provide essential insight into the practices of lesser known
artists through an examination of criminal court records, while Vodret highlights broader
patterns in foreign and Italian working practices. Although neither Cavazzini nor Vodret
focus on northern European artists, they offer new material and methodological
frameworks that can be applied in a similar way to the Bentvueghels.

Rome as the “Capital of the Schools of Pictura”
In his Den grondt der edel-vry schilder-const of 1604, Van Mander poignantly
calls Rome the “Capital of the schools of Pictura,” inferring its importance for artistic
migration and education.218 The implication that the city itself served as the ultimate
model or teacher was a sentiment that derived from previous centuries, exemplified by
artists such as Maarten van Heemskerck.219 Seventeenth-century theorists continued this
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tradition, extolling the valuable lessons Rome’s monuments and surrounding countryside
offered artists. Joachim von Sandrart, for example, recounted artistic excursions to Tivoli
and various sites in Rome in his biographies, and he encouraged working directly from
nature in his thesis on landscape.220 This same emphasis occurred in the writings of
Giovanni Baglione, Giovanni Battista Passeri, and Filippo Baldinucci, who all advocated
studying first-hand the works and monuments by ancient and Renaissance artists that
were otherwise unavailable to foreigners.221
For an artist who was willing to make the journey, Rome could provide invaluable
instruction. Such “self-apprenticeship,” as described by Cavazzini was often the most
effective way to earn an artistic pedigree.222 The anticipated outcome of a sojourn in Italy
entailed establishing a cache of drawings that recorded an artist’s impressions and
experiences while abroad. That northern European artists profited considerably from
these endeavors is conveyed by the abundant drawings, prints, and paintings depicting the
monuments and scenery of the Caput Mundi and the campagna.223 Although the
Bentvueghels specialized in a variety of styles and subjects, they all spent significant time
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in Rome developing a workable stock of sketches. These drawings had different
functions: some could be used as models for paintings and prints or for individual sale;
others were reserved for the workshop as learning aids. Drawings are often the only
pictorial evidence of an Italianate artist’s journey to Italy, and yet the technical and
stylistic similarities between them have made it very difficult to assign accurate
attributions.224 Many extant drawings are unsigned, while others bear identifications
added later by collectors. This has complicated the evaluation of Italianate drawings and
the determination of individual stylistic developments. The countless sketches of welltraveled rest-stops, gathering places, or the numerous renderings of Tivoli and the Roman
campagna, moreover, indicate that the same types of spaces and locations were visited
and studied repeatedly by the Bentvueghels and other artists associated with them. While
not all of these sketches were created on-site (some may have been copied from other
artists), these sketches are nevertheless unique imprints of contemporary Rome through
the eyes of the migrant artists.225
The largest obstacle in studying Italianate drawings—attribution—is also a
valuable indication of how the Bentvueghels and other northern European artists actually
learned and worked while in Italy. It may, therefore, be more beneficial to analyze them
as a whole rather than attempt to scrutinize them individually. The congruencies in
subjects, themes, and techniques offer a better understanding of the working practices of
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these artists as well as their close connections. There was much sharing among these
artists in terms of working and studying. Some artists, for instance, left drawings behind
in Rome for the benefit of fellow comrades, such as Leonaert Bramer and Bartholomeus
Breenbergh.226 Notarial documents further evidence that the Bentvueghels and other
foreign artists frequently exchanged drawings.227 Official testaments of dying or sick
artists often named compatriots as the benefactors of the contents of their workshop,
which always included a large number of drawings. In this way drawings could be reused
by others in Rome—a practice exemplified by the landscape painter Paul Bril.228
The large number of extant drawings by Italianate artists depicting the same
monuments and locations from slightly different perspectives also suggests that the
Bentvueghels not only endeavored to render the effects of time on Rome with accuracy,
but that they also preferred to experience their host city with other compatriots and
friends.229 A good example of this are two drawings attributed to the Dutch landscape and
bambocciate painters Jan Both and Jan Asselijn, now in Copenhagen and Hannover (figs.
26-27). The two drawings bear striking similarities in subject, technique, and style. Both
portray a limekiln amidst a row of aging Italian houses situated on the outskirts of Rome,
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and are drawn using graphite and brown wash on paper. Though the staffage and other
minutia differ slightly, the perspectives are almost precisely replicated, as is the lowered
vantage point (indicating that the artists were seated when drawing). Light and shadow
are also duplicated in both images—playing against the jagged edges of the houses, the
rocky terrain in the foreground, and the curved, cracked wall of the limekiln in precisely
the same manner. Yet clearly the works are by two different artists, as Both has
incorporated a more dynamic chiaroscuro through use of a dark brown wash, while
Asselijn’s sketch is lighter and less dramatic.230 The unmistakable resemblance between
the two drawings suggests that Both and Asselijn drew the works together, side by side
from the same viewpoint. According to Peter Schatborn, the open foreground of both
drawings further support that these images were drawn from life.231 Given the stylistic
connections of their paintings as well and the artists’ mutual involvement in the
Bentvueghels during the late 1630s and early 1640s, it is plausible that they worked
together frequently while in Rome, correlating professional and social activities. Asselijn
and Both therefore learned with and through each other, experimenting together with
different motifs and methods. The stylistic connections between the two artists is also
apparent in the paintings that each artist later produced after these sketches after they had
return to the Dutch Republic.232
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The sketches by Both and Asselijn are noteworthy, as they are among the rare
examples of Italianate studies that can be identified with certainty. Numerous other
drawings bearing important similarities in subject and technique do exist, but without
secure attributions it is difficult to make more precise assessments.233 Contemporary
accounts and biographies, fortunately, corroborate the pictorial evidence and help to fill
in some of the gaps. In the biography of Pieter van Laer, for instance, Sandrart describes
one such drawing excursion that he undertook with Nicolas Poussin and Claude Lorrain
to Tivoli (where he also encountered Van Laer), implying that such collective ventures
occurred with regularity.234
Many drawings actually thematize the act of sketching together in Rome, further
underscoring the tendency for the Bentvueghels to learn and study in pairs and groups.
Jan Baptist Weenix and Jan Asselijn especially portrayed the theme with frequency.235
Weenix’s Two Artists Sketching in Ruins most overtly conveys the notion of collective
learning (fig. 28). The drawing, preserved at the Museum Boijmans Van Beuningen in
Rotterdam, is a sizeable work measuring 21.7 x 26.8 cm. The horizontal format, paper,
subject matter, and use of black chalk and gray washes link the drawing to a sketchbook
the artist produced while in Italy.236 The drawing depicts a nondescript fortification or
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building in a ruinous state. The vantage point suggests that Weenix drew the sketch from
inside a courtyard of a building complex, seated at a low level and looking up into the
portico of one of the buildings. This viewpoint enhances the monumentality of the
complex, leaving only a small patch of sky visible at the top left. The foreground of the
building is rendered as a matrix of overlapping planes offset from one another with
washes of different saturation to indicate depth. This pictorial device frames the real
subject of the drawing, which is not the oversized, rather unremarkable buildings but
rather the two artists drawing. They are situated at the center of the drawing and are
bathed in a brilliant light—the brightest area of the composition—an effect achieved
through the manipulation of the negative space of the paper and the contrast created by
dark washes. The warm light here suggests artistic inspiration and the Roman ruins as its
source. The drawing also highlights the cooperative nature of these artists, who are
literally sketching right next to one another (almost on top of one another) with the
utmost concentration and in complete harmony. The presence of Weenix is implied here
as well, suggesting at least three different artists at work in the very same space. Weenix
portrayed this theme at least once more in Artist Drawing near a Fortification, a drawing
from the same sketchbook and created using the same technique (black chalk with gray
wash), horizontal format, and paper (fig. 29). The drawing portrays only one artist quietly
sketching a dilapidated fortification, and the landscape is more prominent here. This
signifies another motive behind such motifs: to communicate to the viewer that the scene
and its rendition were taken directly from nature. Weenix himself is implicated as one of
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the artists on sight sketching, further underscoring the practice of drawing in nature in
groups.237
Other drawings and paintings more closely associate these motifs with the
Bentvueghels. A sketch attributed to Asselijn in Berlin, for instance, shows a painter at
his easel surrounded by several artists—one of whom is also seated and drawing (fig. 30).
Only minimal clues provide any suggestion of space, and they are too vague to determine
where the artists are situated. Jugs and other objects are displayed on the ground to the
left of the painter, while behind him is a rocky, uneven surface, suggesting that this could
be either an interior or exterior picture. However, the theme of artists working together is
reinforced by the text written in chalk at the top of the drawing, “Bent Vueghels.” A
painting by Anton Goubau draws similar parallels between the group and artists learning
together in his aptly titled The Study of Art in Rome, painted in 1662 (fig. 31). In the right
foreground are a group of artists, who study and draw after various sculptures and antique
ruins with focused concentration. In the left background of the painting a band of men
contrast the activity to the right. Seated around a table in front of an inn, they drink, play
music, engage in conversation, and carouse with women. The men likely portray the
Bentvueghels (Goubau presumably was a member while in Rome between 1644 and
1650), and the fact that they are artists is conveyed by the discarded sketching
accoutrements on the ground and the repetition of the same men wearing the same
garments in each group.238
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These images—all created by Bentvueghels—suggest not only that they
considered Rome itself as the source of their learning and artistic development, but that
these experiences were most effective when shared with other compatriots. The
connections they made by drawing together were also an important outcome of their
shared circumstances as migrant artists. In this way working practice paralleled other
types of cooperative exchanges, such as the Bentvueghel initiations.

Art Academies and Drawing Schools in Rome
The Bentvueghels had other opportunities to practice drawing within local
academies. These academies were actually informal schools that were not associated with
the official Accademia di San Luca, which apparently had little impact on the artistic
education of migrant Dutch and Flemish artists.239 Most Netherlandish artists already had
completed their formal training before traveling to Rome. Their time in Italy was
therefore spent honing their skills (and not learning the rudimentary basics). However,
the informal drawing academies proved ideal for further developing an artist’s
professional and social networks, and enabling him to gain important exposure to new
styles and techniques. Although evidence is fragmentary, biographies and notarial
documents are useful for determining why foreign artists participated in such academies.
A number of artists associated with the Bentvueghels had ties to local art
academies, such as those that were operated by the foremost Italian artists in the city,
including Cavaliere d’Arpino, Pietro da Cortona, Domenichino, and Andrea Sacchi.
While informal academies could be rather exclusive they were also one of the most
239
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common means for Italian artists to train in Rome.240 According to Cavazzini, Roman
artistic training typically divided instruction into schools and academies. In a drawing
school, artists focused on the fundamentals of drawing and painting, while the academies
comprised studying the nude.241 For many Italian artists, these unofficial institutes were
the only option they had to learn their craft, since establishing oneself as an assistant in a
large, organized workshop was very difficult.242
As Cavazzini has demonstrated, an artist often needed permission to attend a
drawing academy, especially those that were operated by celebrated artists. Thus they
required certain connections garnered through social and professional networks. The fact
that several Bentvueghels participated in such academies, therefore, seems all the more
significant. Some entered an academy in order to study after the nude, which was not a
standard practice in the Low Countries, while others sought to enhance their
reputation.243 For example, Jan Miel entered Andrea Sacchi’s academy in the late 1640s,
a transitional period for Miel as he actively sought out new networking opportunities in
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Rome.244 It was during this period, for instance, that he participated in the meetings and
administration of the Accademia di San Luca—becoming a full member in 1648—and
obtained elected offices in the national confraternities such as San Giuliano dei
Fiamminghi and Santa Maria della Pietà in Campo Santo.245 Around this time Miel also
introduced important changes to his style, technique, subject matter, and even materials,
in order to obtain new patronage.246 Although Passeri claims that the relationship
between Sacchi and Miel soon soured on account of their disparate personalities and
working practices, Miel’s ploy nevertheless seems to have worked. By the end of the
decade the artist had acquired several prestigious public commissions, including one with
Sacchi himself—The Entrance of Urban VIII in the Gesù, painted in 1641 (fig. 32).247
Some Bentvueghels also engaged in artistic opportunities within the palazzi of
distinguished collectors and patrons, where groups of artists tended to cluster. Various
contemporary accounts attest to the propensity for “academies” to form within Roman
palaces. Among the more notable examples are the Palazzo Barberini, the Palazzo
Pamphilj, and the Palazzo Giustiniani.248 The patrons of these academies (Cardinal
Francesco Barberini, Prince Camillo Pamphilj, and the Marchese Vincenzo Giustiniani)
were avid collectors—of the Bentvueghels as well as other foreign and Italian artists.
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This may have encouraged certain Bentvueghels to participate in these academies.
Around mid-century, the academy in the Palazzo Pamphilj appears to have been
supervised by Michiel Sweerts, who, as discussed in Chapter Two, was very closely
affiliated with the Bentvueghels.249
It is unclear how the drawing academies functioned on a practical level, as only a
general idea can be gleaned from contemporary accounts. However, the academy of the
Palazzo Giustiniani may provide a better understanding of the types of activities artists
engaged in while in such locations. Giustiniani was one of the most important patrons
and collectors of art in Rome during the first third of the century. At the time of his death
in 1637, the Marchese had amassed a collection of more than 2,500 paintings and
sculptures, much of which was housed in his palace near the Pantheon. Giustiniani
diversified his artistic interests—he commissioned or purchased works from artists as
different as Caravaggio and Nicolas Poussin.250 He was especially aware of the
Bentvueghels, and his collection boasted paintings and engravings by about a dozen early
members.251 As Silvia Danesi Squarzina has demonstrated, Giustiniani placed particular
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emphasis on learning, development, and exchange within his palazzo.252 He did this
initially by permitting access to his grand collection, and commissioning certain artists
such as Nicolas Régnier to produce copies after novel paintings in his collection.253 This
gave Bentvueghels like Régnier the opportunity to learn from a diverse array of artistic
styles and techniques. During the 1620s Giustiniani expanded his interests, acquiring in
earnest one of the largest and most famous collections of antiquities in Europe. Sandrart
discusses how the Giustiniani academy functioned in relation to the growing collection,
initiating intellectual dialogue between artists associated with the palace concerning the
nature and expression of antique form.254 According to Sandrart, these exchanges
occurred within the private apartments of the palace among artists who lived there as well
as those who were closely connected to the Marchese. This included members of the
Bentvueghels. That Giustiniani openly encouraged such interactions between himself, his
collection, and artists, is indicated by the collaborative project he commissioned during
the 1630s, the Galleria Giustiniana (Rome, 1635-1637/38) (fig. 33). Giustiniani thus
nurtured an environment conducive to the development of new stylistic and theoretical
endeavors, in which the Bentvueghels eagerly participated.
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Bentvueghel and Northern European Workshop Practices in Rome
Although communal learning was an important part of their journey to Italy and
their experience as migrant artists, most Bentvueghels needed to support themselves
financially and required suitable spaces for working. Fortunately there is evidence for the
workshop practices of the Bentvueghels in Rome, which allows for a better
understanding of the broader workshop procedures of northern European artists, a subject
that has received little attention from scholars. Most Bentvueghels, for example, had
modest workshops that resembled Roman models in terms of set up and daily operations,
rather than those of their native regions. Rome did not have a strong guild system—
unlike the North—meaning that the Bentvueghels were not subject to the rules and
regulations they had encountered back home. As migrants they adapted well to the
working conditions of their host center, all the while maintaining strong connections to
the foreign community.255 Their Roman workspaces, therefore, became important
locations where networking as well as artistic development and exchange coalesced on a
daily basis.
In order to understand how this process worked, it is necessary to first
contextualize Netherlandish workshops in Rome, comparing workshop practices between
Roman and northern European models and considering the various options artists had
when deciding where and how to find work in Rome. Most Bentvueghels it seems
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enjoyed at least marginal success and set up fairly standard workspaces that attracted
assistants as well as pupils. Roman workshop practices differed in many ways from
northern European examples. In Rome most artists established a workshop within the
private space of the household. This was due to practical reasons, as it was easiest and
most economical to work within the home (rather than enter a large atelier) and a way to
discourage associations with the bottega, where art dealers and merchants sold their
wares.256 While northern European artists in centers such as Amsterdam and Antwerp
frequently set up workshops in their houses, usually there was a designated space for
their workshop activities. Rembrandt’s private residence on the Sint Antoniesbreestraat in
Amsterdam, which had studios on the second and third floors, is one of the more famous
examples.257 In Rome, however, many artists had to set up temporary workspaces in their
living room, hallway, and at times, even their bedroom, on account of limited space.258
Stati delle anime, court proceedings, and testaments provide further information for how
and where artists worked, indicating that artists—Italian and foreign—frequently had
workshop assistants and pupils living with them in their homes. This was consistent for
most artists, with the exception of those who oversaw large-scale workshop operations
256
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such as Bernini or Pietro da Cortona. Archival documents also elucidate specific working
arrangements and practices. The vedute painter Agostino Tassi, for instance, often moved
from room to room depending on the size of the painting he was producing, while Orazio
Gentileschi preferred to work from the privacy of his bedroom when studying after the
nude.259
The workshop practices adopted by the Bentvueghels were strikingly similar to
those of most Roman workshops, which themselves were highly distinctive in Italy.260
They adjusted to the apprenticeship system of the city with ease, and established
workspaces within the confines of their personal dwellings. Stati delle anime, for
example, frequently list young Italian men living in the households where many Dutch
and Flemish male artists resided.261 In the censuses, these individuals were usually
identified as servatori, or servants, though occasionally they were also referred to as
garzoni.262 This indicates that the young men who lived in the rather cramped households
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of foreign artists were more than merely house servants, especially since the formal
position servitore was usually reserved for only the wealthiest residences, which an artist
of modest means would not have been able to afford.263 Rather, the garzoni and servatori
listed as residents of Bentvueghel dwellings were pupils training to become artists
themselves. Comparing consecutive Stati delle anime within the same parish over a
number of years further underscores this practice. Jan Miel, for instance, had a Giovanni
Battista Scafa living with him between 1647 and 1657, who was called both servatore
and pittore. From the Netherlandish artists individuals such as Scafa learned the basics of
drawing and how to prepare pigments and canvases, all the while paying their way by
performing cleaning and other duties as needed.264
During the early modern period this practice appears to have been fairly standard
among workshops in Rome, where the training of students had fallen outside the scope of
the guilds. The drawings Federico Zuccaro made around 1595 recording his brother
Taddeo’s experiences are indications of the prevalence of this system (fig. 34).265
Although the guilds had been usurped by the Accademia di San Luca around the turn of
the century, the institution was unable to meet the training needs of such a large
cosmopolitan center.266 Thus the circumstances of Rome necessitated a flexible
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educational system, and novice artists could be found in almost every type of workspace.
Their ages varied, in particular due to the length of time typically required for the training
process, which entailed at least ten years of drawing lessons alone. This is also why one
sees pupils primarily of Italian origin in the workshops of Netherlandish artists, as most
incoming foreign artists would already have completed their apprenticeships or have
graduated to the level of master. Herman van Swanevelt’s pupil Francesco Catalano, for
example, performed a variety of household duties in exchange for drawing lessons.267
The drawing lessons typically entailed copying after works by Swanevelt and other works
in his studio, such as the stolen paintings of Swanevelt’s compatriot and fellow
Bentvueghel Pieter van Laer. Swanevelt would then correct Catalano’s drawings and
make suggestions as Catalano continued copying. At times Catalano would even bring
works of art home with him after he had moved out of Swanevelt’s residence.268 Other
Bentvueghels performed similar functions in their workshops, such as the Utrecht
engraver Cornelis Bloemaert. According to the late seventeenth-century biographer Lione
Pascoli, Bloemaert provided the initial instruction of the Roman painter Giovanni Odazzi,
giving him drawing lessons in his workshop in his house located on the Via Capo le
Case.

program was still in flux for at least the first third of the century. There is, moreover, no concrete evidence
that the academy had any particular influence on training and teaching practices during the seventeenth
century. This is corroborated by the tendency for academici such as Sacchi and Cortona to open up their
own academies within their private studios.
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Workshops as Spaces for Networking
Within Dutch and Flemish workshops there was presumably much exchange and
sharing among artists in terms of materials, techniques, and assistants or pupils. Given the
large number of Bentvueghels who lived with friends and compatriots of the same age
and professional experience, considerable overlap in working practices and spaces must
have occurred on a daily basis. For instance, Jean Ducamps apparently watched Pieter
van Laer work in the house they shared, according to his testimony in the court case
involving Swanevelt and Catalano discussed in Chapter Two. Swanevelt, on the other
hand, seems to have collaborated with his housemate, the French engraver Carl Audran,
who printed and published etchings made by Swanevelt (fig. 35).269 The Woerden painter
also regularly opened his workshop to other pupils, friends, and patrons, indicating how
easily artists could move in and out of his workspace.270
Testaments provide further evidence of the close connection northern European
artists forged through their workshops. Numerous examples describe in detail the
materials and artworks left behind in artists’ workshops, implying that they were
considered to have greater worth than more traditional valuables such as furniture.271
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There was much care taken by the Bentvueghels and other Netherlandish artists when
writing their last wills to ensure that their livelihood remained within their immediate
community. Almost without exception, workshop items were passed down to an artist’s
compatriots. This practice highlights how closely linked the Netherlandish faction was in
Rome, for even artists who spent decades in the city specified that their materials and
artworks would be kept within the same circles in case of death. Moreover, such
documents underscore the value placed on the workshop as a conduit for friendship that
had the potential to impact future generations of artists. In his 1682 testament, for
example, Cornelis Bloemaert bequeathed materials, prints, paintings, sculptures, and
drawings from his workshop to his friend and former assistant, Arnold van Westerhout.
Van Westerhout, in turn, funneled these objects into his own business, publishing prints
after Bloemaert and using the Utrecht artist’s drawings for the training of his own
assistants.272 There are several engravings, for instance, produced in 1692 by Girolamo
Frezza, an assistant of Van Westerhout (fig. 36). These all derived from drawings after
paintings by Abraham Bloemaert, Cornelis’s father. The younger Bloemaert must have
brought the drawings with him to Rome, probably to use as training tools within his
workshop. Their appearance nearly sixty years later in prints published in Rome—and
their date, which coincided with Cornelis Bloemaert’s death—denote the importance
placed on preserving studio materials.
Although the Bentvueghels established important professional connections
through their workshops, the broader artistic impact of these practices is far more difficult
to discern given the lack of attributed works of art from this period. Nevertheless, the
272
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large number of extant artworks (primarily drawings) bearing affinities in subject and
technique suggests that these artists indeed were learning and developing cooperatively.
While the artists affiliated with the Bentvueghels surely sought their own independent
styles and approaches, there was much overlap—despite the diversity of the group.
Around mid-century the correspondence between the Bentvueghels becomes even more
apparent with respect to style and subject matter. Italianate landscape painting and
bambocciate—the two major specializations of the Bentvueghels after 1630—became
very difficult to distinguish as the two genres merged and shared striking stylistic
correspondences.273 There were also instances when innovative techniques rapidly spread
among the artists associated with this community. This was especially the case with the
drawing style developed and introduced in Rome during the 1620s by Cornelis van
Poelenburch and Bartholomeus Breenbergh in connection with the workshop of the
Flemish landscape painter Paul Bril.

A Model for Networking: The Workshop of Paul Bril
In Rome a Bentvueghel, much as other Netherlandish artists, also had the option
of entering the workshop of an established artist, from whom he could study drawings,
prints, and paintings on hand while also working as an assistant for various projects.
Although highly esteemed Italian artists held some attraction, the workshops of respected
northern European artists drew the greatest numbers of artists from regions north of the
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Alps.274 During the first quarter of the seventeenth century, the Antwerp landscape
painter Paul Bril exerted particular influence.275 By his death in 1626, Bril’s workshop
had become a thriving locus of exchange, collaboration, and learning for many young
artists—northern European (including a number of early Bentvueghels) as well as Italian.
Bril first achieved success in Rome during the 1580s and 1590s, working on the
papal decorative campaigns of Sixtus V and Gregory XIII.276 In the decades spanning the
turn of the century, the artist launched a bustling workshop, coordinating not only largescale fresco productions but also panel paintings, drawings, and print productions for an
international art market. The landscape frescoes Bril painted in 1611 in the Casino
dell’Aurora for Cardinal Scipione Borghese were among the most famous of Bril’s public
commissions, while his 1623 Landscape with Nymphs and Satyrs in Oberlin, Ohio, is a
typical example of his abundant cabinet pictures (figs. 37-38). Bril’s landscapes, which
merged Italianate and Netherlandish techniques and motifs, appealed to audiences north
and south of the Alps. His success abroad earned the artist prominence in Rome in artistic
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circles and in the cultural and religious institutions of the city.277 This culminated in his
election as Principe of the Accademia di San Luca in 1621, the first Netherlandish artist
and landscape specialist to hold this position.
Although Bril’s workshop has never received focused attention from scholars, it
was an important hub for artistic exchange and learning for artists from diverse
backgrounds. The artists associated with Bril during the late sixteenth and early
seventeenth centuries included Dutch, Flemish, German, as well as Italian landscape
practitioners, such as Jan Brueghel, Adam Elsheimer, Giovanni Battista Viola, and
Willem van Nieulandt II.278 Most artists entered Bril’s workspace as journeymen and
assistants, where they studied the artist’s large collection of drawings and paintings. The
drawings in particular were highly coveted—especially those by Paul’s brother,
Matthijs—who had passed along his sketches of Rome to Paul when he died in 1583. Bril
was also important for the first generation of Bentvueghels, especially the Italianate
landscape specialists Cornelis van Poelenburch and Bartholomeus Breenbergh.
Poelenburch and Breenbergh each had extensive contact with the elder artist
during the last decade of his life. Poelenburch, a landscape painter from Utrecht, arrived
first in the city around 1617, just a few years before the foundation of the Bentvueghels.
It is unclear precisely when and how the Dutch painter came into contact with Bril;
however, several drawings and paintings dating approximately between 1618 and 1621
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suggest that Poelenburch worked closely with the artist during this period.279
Breenbergh’s connection to Bril was longer and even more involved than Poelenburch’s,
lasting for at least seven years.280 Breenbergh was first documented in Rome in 1619 in
the house of the Flemish artist Francesco da Castello, who likely introduced him to Bril
around this time. Breenbergh remained in the city for a full decade, departing for
Amsterdam around 1629.
Both Poelenburch and Breenbergh were associated with Bril during the same
years, and it is possible the two became connected to one another through Bril.
Additionally, they entered Bril’s workshop with the same purpose: to study after the
artist’s famous cache of drawings, as well as his paintings and frescoes. A number of
drawings—some of which are dated—bear important correspondences in format and
technique and verify the ties between Poelenburch, Breenbergh, and Bril during these
years. Alan Chong and Marcel Roethlisberger in particular have researched the early
drawings of Poelenburch and Breenbergh, respectively, examining in separate studies
Bril’s impact on their pictorial subjects and themes. Scenes of identifiable ruins and the
campagna occur frequently in the Roman sketches of Poelenburch and Breenbergh that
correspond to examples created by Bril. Poelenburch’s 1619 sketch, The Temple of the
Sibyl at Tivoli, for instance, recalls an oil painting of the same subject painted by Bril in
1600, while Breenbergh’s drawing, The City on the Rocks, almost precisely replicates a
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sketch made by Bril around the same time (figs. 39-42).281 The use of wash in ink—
characteristics of Poelenburch’s and Breenbergh’s drawings from the 1620s—were also
likely appropriated from Bril.
While in Rome Poelenburch and Breenbergh refined and focused the technical
and stylistic elements introduced to them by Bril, developing a highly innovative
approach to landscape drawing that would impact generations of artists. Although each
artist maintained his own distinctive approach to landscape, their extant drawings—
especially dating to the early 1620s—reveal significant convergences, suggesting that
they developed these techniques together.282 For instance, a set of drawings depicting the
Nymphaeum of the Aqua Iulia share particular qualities with respect to subject matter and
technique, indicating that the two artists worked together in some capacity. Poelenburch’s
sketch, now in Dresden, and the example by Breenbergh formerly in a private collection
in Los Angeles portray the ancient fountain and aqueduct from similar vantage points
(figs. 43-44).283 The lack of finish in the foreground implies that each drawing was
rendered directly from nature, and signifies that the artists had studied the ruins together.
The exploration of chiaroscuro through layered washes over ink, however, most closely
aligns the two drawings. While Poelenburch here opted for a gray wash over pen and
brown ink (and Breenbergh a brown wash), both artists created dramatic contrasts
between light and shadow by juxtaposing dark, free washes with the creamy whiteness of
281
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the paper.284 In the years that followed, Breenbergh and Poelenburch continued
experimenting with dynamic washes, at times eschewing any preliminary use of ink or
chalk altogether. The result was an inventive and highly characteristic way to depict
nature.
Such a distinctive approach profoundly impacted drawing practices among
Netherlandish artists in Rome, including especially other Bentvueghels such as Herman
van Swanevelt, Pieter van Laer, and Jan Asselijn. Significantly, Bril—even at an
advanced age—also seems to have experimented with the techniques developed by
Poelenburch and Breenbergh precisely during the years the artists were involved in his
workshop. As Louisa Wood Ruby demonstrates, Bril in the early 1620s began drawing
directly from nature (whereas before he had preferred drawing only in his studio) and
incorporated a “freer” use of wash that correlated to the innovations of Breenbergh and
Poelenburch. A good example of this new drawing style is the sketch Tivoli and the
Temple of Sybil, created by Bril sometime during the 1620s (fig. 45). This suggests that
the three artists cooperated on a certain level with one another (presumably in Bril’s
workshop), and that the exchanges between them were mutually beneficial.
Further evidence of a close working relationship between Bril, Breenbergh, and
Poelenburch derives from inventories, letters, and other drawings bearing similarities in
subjects. For instance, several seventeenth-century Roman inventories (the earliest dated
1624) list half a dozen paintings produced by Bril and Poelenburch together. These
consistently name Bril as the painter of the landscape components and Poelenburch as the
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figure painter.285 Poelenburch’s independent paintings from these years also bear the
influence of Bril, most notably with respect to palette, subjects, and motifs. Breenbergh,
on the other hand, seems to have expanded his patronage network through Bril. Several
drawings, including the Bathers in the Lake of Bracciano and the View of the Torre di
Chia appear to have been drawn in the area of Bracciano between 1624 and 1625, which
was then overseen by the Orsini, the Dukes of Bracciano (figs. 20, 46).286 Breenbergh
must have had a relationship with Don Paolo Giordano II, Prince Orsini, in order to
obtain permission to roam the region. Bril produced at least one painting for the Orsini in
1620 (View of Bracciano), around the same time he first became affiliated with
Breenbergh, indicating that the elder artist already had significant contact with the dukes
(fig. 47).
Breenbergh and Poelenburch exemplify how Bril’s workshop, which was highly
trafficked and very active—provided newcomers to Rome with a space to study and learn
and access to networks of patrons and collectors. Intriguingly, although Bril accepted
both northern European and Italian artists in his workshop, few if any Italian painters can
be linked to the panel paintings, drawings, and prints that were created in the physical
space of the studio. Instead, Italian artists seem to have been primarily associated with
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Bril’s fresco productions.287 Northern European artists, on the other hand, seem to have
been involved in every aspect of his workshop.
Bril’s workshop encouraged interaction between artists from various regions,
backgrounds, and religious affiliations. The diversity that characterized Bril’s studio had
striking parallels with those of the Bentvueghels, though there is no evidence that clearly
links the elder artist to the group outside of his professional relationship with certain
members. Nevertheless, Bril’s importance for northern European artists and landscape
practitioners was crucial, and his studio served as a space for exploration of new motifs
and formulas that would impact generations of Bentvueghels.288

The Botteghe of Merchants and Dealers
Artists could seek other sources of employment if they were unable to set up their
own workshops or enter those of their more established compatriots. Many incoming
artists found ready work in the botteghe of dealers and merchants, although this type of
work was typically—at least in a creative capacity—not the most fulfilling. The vedute
painter from Amersfoort, Caspar van Wittel, for example, who joined the Bentvueghels
in the 1670s, began his Italian career in the shop of the dealer Pellegrino Peri.289 Dealers
287

For the Italian artists who worked under Paul Bril, see Angela Negro, Il giardino dipinto del
Cardinal Borghese: Paolo Bril e Guido Reni nel Palazzo Rospigliosi Pallavicini a Roma (Rome: Argos,
1996).
288

Vodret Adamo, Ghiongrat, 138, Bril was, moreover, not the only artist whose studio was
popular with migrant northern European artists. Jacob de Hase was another important example. Cornelis
Bloemaert also had more than two dozen artists work with him in his workshop between 1647 and 1689.
See Hoogewerff, Nederlandsche kunstenaars te Rome, 240-65.
289

Loredana Lorizzo, Pellegrino Peri: il mercato dell'arte nella Roma barocca (Rome: De Luca
Editori d'Arte, 2010), 45-64. As Lorizzo has demonstrated, Peri provided assistants for a number of artists,
northern European as well as Italian. He does not appear to have had any particular ties with the
Bentvueghels, however.

110

who sold on the scale of Peri contracted painters to produce artworks they could sell
through their botteghe, and they frequently commissioned specific types of works popular
in local and international markets. While such work was often less than ideal artistically
and even deemed inappropriate by certain artists, it was one way an artist could jumpstart
his career in Rome and obtain assistance on a personal and financial level.290 According
to Loredana Lorizzo, who has analyzed Peri’s account books in detail, dealers such as
Peri offered honest work for younger unestablished artists. He also occasionally loaned
them money.291 Other dealers, such as the now obscure Cristiano Stringherlandt, helped
secure jobs for artists by acting as middlemen, commissioning paintings on behalf of
clients. Stringherlandt cultivated professional relationships with a number of noteworthy
artists, including the Bentvueghel Johann Wilhelm Baur and Francois Duquesnoy.292
There is also evidence that northern European merchants and dealers played an
important role in the welfare of foreign artists in Rome, although this is an underexplored
avenue of inquiry. Other centers, such as Genoa, Naples, and Venice, had more
decisively impactful figures such as Cornelis de Wael, Gaspar de Roomer, and Jan
Reynst. There are as yet no clear figures that played a central role in the marketing of the
Bentvueghels, and it seems these artists worked with a variety of dealers, contacts, and
artists in order to distribute their works in Rome and abroad, as discussed in Chapter
Two. In fact, the Bentvueghels themselves seem to have functioned frequently as go290
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betweens for other members, dealers, and collectors, as evidenced by the SwaneveltCatalano court case. Yet Netherlandish merchants appear to have been a consistent
source of networking and connection between artists in Rome, even if those networks
were much smaller and too intimate to have made a broader impact on the foreign artistic
community of the city.293

Collaboration
Collaboration was another way that artists in Rome could further enhance their
artistic education and social and professional connections. The benefits of collaboration
in Italy and among the Bentvueghels have not been sufficiently addressed.294 However,
there is evidence that collaborative enterprises between the Bentvueghels and other
Italian and northern European artists occurred with surprising regularity, and that it
comprised an important strategy for network development.295 Collaboration also allowed
young migrant artists such as the Bentvueghels to participate in fruitful artistic exchange,
through which they could experiment with new materials, motifs, and techniques while
293
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also shaping the cultural environment in which they worked. Such collaborative
processes took place on all levels of artistic production in Rome, from painting and
drawing within the confines of the workshop to large-scale print and book production in
prestigious palazzi. Collaboration moreover, reveals much about how certain financial
sectors of Rome functioned during this period, such as the open art market and the
printed book industry.296

Jan Miel and Collaborative Cabinet Paintings
A number of Bentvueghels collaborated on account of their particular
specializations, coordinating with other artists to create either staffage or landscape
elements, depending on the skills of each artist and the nature of the painting. Italian (and
Italianate) vedute painters especially sought the assistance of northern European artists to
paint the figures for their vistas. This is surprising given the longstanding (and
misguided) reputation of Netherlandish artists as less skilled overall in the successful
rendition of the human figure.297 During the seventeenth century, these types of
collaborations usually entailed smaller-scale cabinet pictures, indicating that the Roman
art market began to favor panel paintings over more traditional forms of collaboration
such as frescoes. Although some Bentvueghels did work in fresco, a technique they most
likely learned in Italy, they were on the whole better suited for the creation of smaller
296
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works in oil on canvas or panel. The Bentvueghel who most frequently collaborated with
Italian and Italianate painters during this period was Jan Miel. Miel’s collaborations with
landscape and architectural vedute specialists comprised a more significant component of
his artistic output than has been assessed by scholars, serving as a way to facilitate his
integration within the Roman artistic environment.298
Miel, a Flemish painter from Beveren, arrived in Rome sometime before 1633—
about ten years after the formation of the Bentvueghels.299 Shortly after his arrival he
must have joined the artistic society, which initiated him under the nickname Bieco or
“threatening glance.”300 Miel shared close ties with the Netherlandish community during
these years, as demonstrated in particular by early works that shared strong affinities with
the paintings produced by Pieter van Laer during the 1630s.301 Early on the artist
achieved noteworthy success in local and international markets as a bambocciate painter,
producing paintings and prints of vagabonds and peasants, market and carnival scenes,
hunters resting, limekilns, and tooth-pullers. Throughout this period Miel also
collaborated with other artists, although these works have received less attention than his
independent bambocciate. This is partly due to a lack of documentation and attribution
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issues, which have made it difficult to determine with precision the circumstances of their
creation as well as their intended function and reception.302 Nevertheless, such works
occurred fairly consistently throughout his career and some conclusions can be drawn
concerning why Miel forged partnerships with other artists, how they affected his career,
and what they can tell us about the artistic environment of Rome during this period.
Miel’s first collaborations can be dated to the 1630s—relatively early in his career
in Rome—through the 1640s. During this time he seems to have worked fairly regularly
with other northern European artists, including Gaspard Dughet, a landscape painter born
in Rome to French parents and the brother-in-law of Nicolas Poussin; and Angeluccio, an
obscure painter who was an assistant of Claude Lorrain. Both artists were closely
affiliated with the Bentvueghels during these years, which may have been how Miel
became acquainted with them. Very little is known about these partnerships, other than
that each artist worked according to his specialization. Miel, for instance, created the
staffage, while Dughet and Angeluccio painted the backgrounds and settings. Very few
paintings produced jointly by these artists can be traced with certainty, and many appear
to have been misattributed to Michelangelo Cerquozzi, a bambocciate painter who shared
close ties (stylistic and professional) with Miel in Rome. However, inventories can
provide some information about who owned them. These include most importantly the
Chigi inventories of 1652 and 1692, which list at least twenty paintings by Angeluccio,
several bearing joint attributions with Miel. Although these paintings have not been
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identified, the inventories imply that the clientele for such collaborative paintings were
discriminating collectors.303
Evidence is unfortunately very fragmentary concerning collaboration in Rome,
and there is no information regarding who initiated such partnerships or how they were
valued. However, for Miel it seems to have been an important working practice, as such
works occurred with a fair amount of consistency between the 1630s and 1650s. Miel’s
collaborations, moreover, paralleled changes and adaptations in the artist’s independent
works in terms of technique, style, and subject matter as he attempted to increase his
opportunities in the art market. During the 1640s, for instance, Miel expanded beyond his
typical bambocciate repertoire in an attempt to increase his exposure to prestigious
patrons.304 As mentioned above, he not only joined official organizations and
confraternities during these years, such as the Accademia di San Luca and San Giuliano
dei Fiamminghi, but he also gained entrance into the famous drawing school of Andrea
Sacchi. The timing of these ventures, when considered in light of his sudden interest in
historical subjects, is significant and indicates that the artist proactively sought new
sources of patronage.305 These endeavors were clearly successful, as by the 1650s he had
gained the attention of ecclesiastic and princely patrons in Rome and abroad in Italy.306
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The artist Miel appears to have collaborated with most frequently during this
important transitional period was the Bergamese architectural and vedute painter Viviano
Codazzi.307 Miel and Codazzi started working together probably shortly after the latter
had arrived in Rome from Naples around 1648. As with his earlier partnerships with
Dughet and Angeluccio, Miel contributed primarily the figures, as well as foliage and
other details, while Codazzi painted architectural schemas that often combined real and
fantastic monuments. Yet these paintings are distinct from Miel’s early collaborative
works with Dughet and Angeluccio, and reveal a stylistic evolution that occurs in other
works by the artist during these years. The Adoration of the Magi in a Doric Ruin, for
instance, painted sometime around 1650, demonstrates this development (fig. 48). The
painting portrays a spacious Doric hall with wooden beams (painted by Codazzi) that
loom impossibly large over the figures and scene in the foreground. These distinctive
architectural elements appear in at least one other work of the same subject painted by
Codazzi in Naples in the mid-1630s, which itself was based on an early sixteenth-century
engraving by Nicoletto da Modena (fig. 49).308 A comparison between the earlier
example with the collaboration of Miel and Codazzi provides some insight into their
working practice. The figural elements added by Miel in the later work are far more
monumental and clearly organized than the original Neapolitan composition by Codazzi,
for which Domenico Gargiulio painted the staffage. Gargiulio’s Adoration is almost
impossible to discern, as it is portrayed in the middle ground of the painting amidst other
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figures portrayed in both contemporary and historical dress that meander through the
dilapidated and ruinous architecture. The subject here is not the Adoration, but the
capacious architecture. Miel’s figures, on the other hand, are larger and are securely
anchored in the foreground, which brings equal focus to the architecture as well as the
figural composition. This indicates a certain level of autonomy between the two artists,
suggesting that they contributed equally to the creation of the composition and format.
According to David Ryley Marshall, Miel also added in additional elements, such as
foliage, to Codazzi’s background.309 The Adoration vignette, moreover, occurs in other
paintings produced by Miel during these years, which are themselves a clear divergence
from the artist’s standard bambocciate subject matter. The Adoration of the Shepherds, an
oil on canvas painting in the collection of the Galleria Nazionale d’Arte Antica, is one of
at least two extant examples (fig. 50).310 The painting portrays the Adoration set in
Rome—a dilapidated ancient ruin looms to the right and frames the main protagonists:
Mary, Christ, and John, who are situated to the right of the canvas. They are bathed in
light and are the only figures on the right side of the canvas, save for a couple of donkeys.
The serenity of the trio on the right is contrasted sharply with the throng on the left
comprised of kings, shepherds, horses, dogs, and camels, who jostle to position
themselves closer to the infant Jesus. The figures, dressed in historic Roman attire, are
more monumental than those of Miel’s bambocciate, and they complement the
complexity of the composition and the decorum required for the biblical subject matter.
It was during the late 1640s, early 1650s that Miel began to expand his artistic range,
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working more and more with historical themes. Although he still produced bambocciate,
the figures and compositions overall became more monumental and subdued, as in the
Galleria Nazionale’s Adoration.311 Miel’s collaboration with Codazzi, which clearly
exhibits similar subjects and compositions from these years, must therefore be understood
in this context.
Codazzi often worked with figure specialists in Rome. Aside from Miel the
Bergamese painter collaborated with other Bentvueghels including Antoine Goubau,
Adriaen van der Cabel, Theodor Helmbreker, as well as Michelangelo Cerquozzi.312
Many of these paintings have suffered the same fate as the Miel-Codazzi collaborations,
and very few can be identified with certainty.313 However, inventories can at least
provide further information concerning their popularity among esteemed collectors,
suggesting that their novelty was an important motivation behind such artistic
partnerships.314 As Marshall demonstrates, Codazzi, Miel, and others who collaborated
were keenly aware of the demands of the local market, which encouraged
specialization.315 Major and minor collectors focused on acquiring works based on
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variety—of subjects, styles, and regional schools—in order to amass a comprehensive
collection that allowed for comparison and discussion.316 By jointly incorporating their
specializations, collaborators such as Miel and Codazzi presumably would have been
more appealing to collectors. This tactic had already become standard in the Low
Countries by the seventeenth century, due to the expansion and professionalization of an
open art market during the sixteenth century.
There is much that still much research needed on collaboration in Rome, although
it appears to have developed as a way for artists to manipulate the expanding market.
Miel in particular seems to have capitalized on collaboration as an artistic strategy, and
thus his example can offer more insight into why artists would form such partnerships
and how they worked to an artist’s advantage. Miel collaborated throughout his time in
Rome, indicating that he enjoyed at least a fair level of success in the city from an early
period. The 1640s and 1650s, however, was the period in which the artist worked with
others most frequently, on cabinet pictures as well as large-scale print publications and
fresco decorations. He designed and executed prints, for instance, for major Jesuit and
papal publications, including Famiano Strada’s De Bello Belgico (Rome, 1647), Daniello
Bartoli’s Historia della Compagnia di Giesù (Rome, 1650-1673), and Alexander VII’s
Missale (Rome, 1662). Miel also worked on large-scale commissions with Andrea Sacchi
and Pietro da Cortona during these years, contributing to the decorations of the Palazzo
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Quirinale and the Collegio Romano. Additionally, Miel worked with other vedute and
architectural painters during the 1650s, such as Alessandro Salucci.
Miel’s collaborative endeavors therefore complemented his attempts to position
himself within esteemed social and artistic circles and increase his reputation and his
opportunity for patronage. As mentioned, it was precisely during this period that the artist
established himself within prestigious organizations, holding elected positions in the
Accademia di San Luca, San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi, and Santa Maria della Pietà in
Campo Santo.317 Biographers such as Passeri, Sandrart, and Baldinucci all attest to the
artist’s success with patrons, though some more grudgingly than others, namely Passeri.
Miel was, moreover, not alone in these endeavors, as Cerquozzi similarly worked with
the same artists and the same patrons, and followed a stylistic and social trajectory that
was very close to the Flemish painter’s.318
Additionally, Miel’s collaborations indicate the changing state of collecting and
the art market in Rome. Although it is not clear whether such works were commissioned,
their size—typically around 70 x 100 cm—identify them as cabinet pictures intended for
private display. Indeed, a number of inventories record Miel’s collaborations (as well as
Cerquozzi’s), including those of the Barberini and the Chigi, Duke Giovanni Battista
Rospigliosi, and the aristocratic collector Caterina Chellini, wife of Alessandro di Felice
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Ferdinando Chellini.319 While such inventories typically do not record values for the
paintings, they do indicate that the works were usually paired with similar subjects and
displayed among large collections of paintings of various types, sizes, and authors. This
validates Marshall’s assessment that such paintings were esteemed objects in Rome and
that their value in part stemmed from their novelty.320 Moreover, the artists who
collaborated usually were identified equally as the creators of such paintings in
inventories, further signifying their worth. Miel’s works, therefore, signify changing
patterns and tastes in Rome, reflected on the one hand in an increased interest in cabinet
paintings as well as in specialization.321 This had, it seems, an immediate and direct
impact on the art market.322
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Certainly more needs to be done on the subject of collaboration among specialists
in Rome, as it would provide further insight into the nature of the market during this
period. The practice, moreover, demonstrates the overlap between artists in Rome, and
suggests that the Bentvueghels impacted not only market trends but also network
functions within this economic system. Artists such as Codazzi, as mentioned, had
significant contact with members of the group, as did other landscape specialists who
engaged in collaborative partnerships, such as Dughet and Angeluccio. It was, after all,
the artists’ mutual interests in each other’s styles and subjects that led them to collaborate
repeatedly.323

The Netherlandish Contribution to the Galleria Giustiniana (1635-1637/38)
Collaborations also occurred between Bentvueghels and other artists— foreign
and Italian—in large-scale decorative campaigns or print productions. Among the most
important artistic contributions made by members of the Bentvueghels was the Galleria
Giustiniana, which as mentioned was a two-volume catalogue that celebrated the vast
antiquities collection of the Genoese aristocrat, the Marchese Vincenzo Giustiniani (figs.
33, 50).324 The Galleria Giustiniana remains one of the most significant episodes of
artistic cooperation in Rome during the early modern period. The project entailed 36
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artists, 19 of whom were foreign, more than 6 years of production, and an exorbitant
expenditure of more than 4,000 Roman scudi.325 The Bentvueghels played a vital role in
the creation of the catalogue, significantly shaping its overall structure, appearance, and
organization. They achieved this through intense, focused collaboration and by
participating in the intellectual and artistic exchange that took place within the Palazzo
Giustiniani. In this way they were able to successfully translate and transmit through print
the evolving objectives of the Marchese with respect to the catalogue’s purpose and
disseminate knowledge of his collection and his role as a connoisseur abroad in
Europe.326
The Bentvueghels enjoyed special access to the famous Giustiniani collection in
Rome. During the 1620s and 1630s almost a dozen members were connected to the
Marchese, whose palace had become a touchstone for learning and exchange between
artists of very different backgrounds.327 As Silvia Danesi Squarzina has demonstrated, the
Galleria Giustiniana derived from this environment and was produced at a time when
325
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artistic values in Rome were shifting from an emphasis on diversity to one that
increasingly prioritized a classicizing aesthetic.328 The participation of the Bentvueghels
in its creation, therefore, is all the more significant. Several members of the group
directly contributed to the volumes, including Joachim von Sandrart—who produced
preparatory drawings (unfortunately no longer extant), and the Dutch engravers Cornelis
Bloemaert of Utrecht and Reinier van Persijn from Alkmaar.329 While numerically the
Bentvueghels comprised a fraction of the total artists involved, they, along with the
Haarlem engraver Theodor Matham and the Liège artist Michel Natalis were responsible
for producing the majority of the copper plates (197 out of a total of 327 plates) and
oversaw the final publication and printing of the catalogue.330 Sandrart and Bloemaert,
moreover, exerted particular control over the production and its evolving conceptual
framework.331 It was largely through their efforts that the Galleria Giustiniana
successfully reconfigured the sprawling antiquities collection into a coherent artistic
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program that effectively communicated the Marchese’s distinctly personal aesthetic
ideals and asserted the collection’s exemplary status.
Before discussing how they achieved this, it is necessary to provide an overview
of the catalogue and its intended function. The Galleria Giustiniana was exceptional for
its content and quality—it was an artistic tour de force that represented antiquities
entirely from the collection of one individual. Only a portion of the 1,800 objects
amassed by Giustiniani during the 1620s were reproduced in the catalogue, bringing
together sculptures that were distributed amongst various properties.332 Payment registers
indicate that the project was executed during the 1630s (from 1631 through 1637)
culminating in the publication of the two volumes between 1635 and 1638.333 The
volumes were arranged according to sculpture type, with the first dedicated to freestanding sculptures and the second reproducing portrait busts and bas-reliefs (figs. 5253). The second volume also included portraits of the Marchese’s family and vistas of the
Giustiniani properties in Rome, Bassano Romano, and Chios (figs. 54-55). A series of
prints of Madonna paintings were produced as well, though their placement and function
remain speculative.334
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Commemorating the Marchese and his recently assembled collection was
essential for the creation of the Galleria Giustiniana. The catalogue achieved this by
indicating Giustiniani ownership wherever possible, such as incorporating the family coat
of arms onto each engraved sculpture. However, the beauty of the engravings and their
organization according to type and subject signify that the publication operated in a
different capacity than the extant collection, functioning instead as an agent of taste.335
According to Elizabeth Cropper and Charles Dempsey, Giustiniani desired that his
catalogue would “bring the art of antiquity alive in print through the mimetic means of art
itself.”336 This endeavor correlated with the recent installation of Angelo Caroselli’s
Pygmalion and Galatea in the gallery of the Palazzo Giustiniani in 1631 (fig. 56).337 It
also corresponded to Giustiniani’s personal theories related to sculpture, which he
recorded in an undated letter to his friend, the lawyer Theodor van Ameyden. In this
Discorso sopra la scultura antica, Giustiniani described specific values, grazia and
vivicità, or “grace” and “liveliness” as indispensable components of antique sculpture and
the aesthetic paradigm for aspiring sculptors and artists.338
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Instilling the collection with grace and liveliness profoundly impacted the creative
and technical process of the project. The artists—especially the engravers—were tasked
with rendering the marbles as palpable using an inherently linear, two-dimensional
medium.339 Tied to these concerns was the study and artistic application of the maniera
greca or the “Greek style.”340 According to Sandrart, the exploration of this ideal form
and expressive mode of antiquity was a subject of regular debate among the artists
working in the Palazzo Giustiniani and it became another vital element of the Galleria
Giustiniana.341 The plates themselves conveyed different applications of this concept and
corresponded to two distinct phases in the creation of the catalogue—the first dominated
by Italian and French engravers and the second by the Bentvueghels.
The French artist Claude Mellan exemplified the first phase of the project, which
lasted from 1631 to 1633 and was characterized by a prioritization of line and disegno.342
In Mellan’s engraving of Young Hercules, for instance, mass and form are evoked
through long, continuous lines that gently swell and taper to infer musculature (fig. 57).
Facial features and details such as hands and hair are merely suggested, focusing more
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clearly on the overall technique itself rather than the sculpture portrayed. The figure also
lacks strong contour, further enhancing these effects. According to Cropper and
Dempsey, such virtuoso techniques reflected the aesthetic interests of the Marchese, and
the importance placed on line predominates in the engravings by other artists who
worked on the Galleria Giustiniana during these years, including Anna Maria Vaiani and
Giovanni Luigi Valesio (figs. 58-59).343 After 1633 the prints changed on account of the
participation of the Netherlandish engravers supervised by Sandrart and Bloemaert.
Bloemaert exerted particular impact during these years, and his transformative skills with
the burin even earned him the designation of “phoenix” in the biography published by
Sandrart in 1675.344 Bloemaert’s deliberate, even swelling and tapering lines and fine
gradations of cross-hatching offered a compelling yet specifically northern European
counterpart to the Greek style depicted by Mellan and the Italian engravers (fig. 60).345
His luminous technique more effectively challenged the two-dimensional nature of the
print and fulfilled Vincenzo’s endeavor to bring his sculpture collection to life on paper.
It is therefore not surprising that this particular expression of the Greek style dominated
the project thereafter and profoundly affected the overall tenor of the catalogue.
The relationship between Bloemaert, Sandrart, and the Netherlandish engravers
also played an important role in the resulting structure and appearance of the two
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volumes between 1633 and 1637.346 In his Teutsche Academie, Sandrart illuminates how
the team of engravers during these years operated, engrossing themselves in the study of
antiquity in the “academy” that had formed in the apartments of the Palazzo Giustiniani
and working together to refine and synthesize their techniques.347 In his account Sandrart
repeatedly describes the enterprise as collaborative, cohesive, and convivial, underscoring
the distinctive shared approach and exceptional solidarity of the Netherlandish engravers.
Bloemaert and his cohorts allegedly worked so harmoniously together that they were the
subject of curiosity and marvel among other artists in the palace as well as with the
Marchese.348 The prints they created for the Galleria Giustiniana further display this
unusual camaraderie through their consistency in technical approach, which all follow the
model of Bloemaert closely. Although each engraver retained a sense of individuality as
well as the hand of the draftsman, the prints shared noteworthy congruencies in their use
of cross-hatching and line as well as in the depiction of light, shadow, and expression
(figs. 61-63).
For the Bentvueghels and their Netherlandish compatriots, participating in the
Galleria Giustiniana was a formative experience, one that mutually benefitted the artists
as well as the Marchese. It was in large part due to the Netherlandish cohorts that the
project was carried through to completion, even if certain objectives could not be met on
346
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account of the Marchese’s early death in December 1637. More than two-thirds of the
catalogue, as mentioned, was created through the combined efforts of Bloemaert,
Sandrart, Matham, Van Persijn, and Natalis. By working together to refine and streamline
their engraving techniques they further unified the artistic and conceptual program of the
catalogue. They also profited personally from the collaborative endeavor. As will be
discussed in Chapter Four, this was especially apparent for Cornelis Bloemaert, as the
success of the Galleria Giustiniana led to further commissions with some of the most
prestigious patrons in Rome, including the Barberini, and to continued collaboration with
foreign and Italian artists well into the seventeenth century.349
The Galleria Giustiniana has noteworthy implications for the Bentvueghels as
well. Prolonged involvement with the informal academy of the Giustiniani palace, or
Lehrschule der Bildhauerey-Kunst (“school for the art of sculpture”), to use Sandrart’s
expression, enabled the artists to participate in the formulation of new approaches such as
the “Greek style” that were just beginning to circulate in the city.350 It therefore presents
another important example of how the Bentvueghels contributed to the dynamic artistic
environment of the city—rather than conflicted with it—and enhanced Rome’s
significance as a cosmopolitan center during the early modern period.
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Conclusion
In Rome, collaboration was an important way for an artist to enhance their artistic
education and to obtain further opportunities in the rapidly expanding art market. It also
provided a way to contribute positively to the artistic environment and to share in the
exploration of new motifs or introduce altogether novel techniques and subjects. Such is
the case with the Bentvueghels who participated in the Galleria Giustiniana, through
which they gained exposure to fresh ideas concerning antiquity and positively impacted
these developing concepts through the production of the catalogue itself. Jan Miel, on the
other hand, responded to new market demands for specialization, and worked with
several of the leading landscape and architectural vedute painters precisely during the
period in which these genres earned considerable interest from major collectors in Rome.
There are later examples where Bentvueghels worked together in this capacity, such as
Otto Marseus van Schrieck and Matthias Withoos, who during the 1650s forged an
entirely new type of still life, the sottobosco.351
Collaboration was, moreover, an important way for the Bentvueghels and other
artists to expand their networks in Rome, though it was only one such strategy employed
by migrant artists. Northern European artists also networked through their studios and
working practices, making important connections with other foreign artists, Italian
practitioners, and even prestigious patrons and collectors. As discussed in this chapter, a
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migrant artist had many opportunities to study and to find work, whether it be in large,
established studios of other Netherlandish artists such as Paul Bril, or the informal
academies run by Italian monumental painters including Andrea Sacchi and Pietro da
Cortona. There is evidence that many Bentvueghels had important connections with all of
these artists, and that such relationships were mutually beneficial. This was especially the
case with Paul Bril, whose late working practice was significantly affected—rather
surprisingly, given the artist’s advanced age—by the presence of Breenbergh and
Poelenburch in his studio. Bril also shaped the visual repertoire of both artists by
allowing them to study drawings and paintings in his workshop. Sacchi and Cortona
worked with a number of Dutch and Flemish artists, including especially Miel, who
participated in their studios and learning academies and assisted in large-scale decorative
commissions.352 Miel was among the most enduring northern European artists in Rome,
and his success was due in part to such partnerships with esteemed Italian practitioners.
Collective learning and cooperation, however, were perhaps the most common
way for Dutch and Flemish artists to acclimate to the city, paralleling in a professional
capacity the convivial environment offered through Bentvueghel social engagements. As
mentioned, learning and studying were the primary motivations for many artists to travel
all the way to Rome. Once in the city, Netherlandish artists seemed to have learned
communally, drawing instruction from the city and its surrounding areas by working
together in groups to record nature. Workshops were, moreover, often shared
environments, as they were situated wherever there was space within households that
hosted several artists at once. Documentary evidence and contemporary accounts allude
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to the extensive overlap between artists that occurred in such spaces, where there
undoubtedly was frequent exchange of ideas, materials, as well as servants and pupils.
Extant drawings further support these shared practices, as many depict the same or
similar perspectives, while others thematize drawing en plein air in Rome as a communal
activity.
The workshops of the Bentvueghels, moreover, offer a more complete
understanding of their circumstances as migrant artists. Significantly, most of these
artists—despite having been trained in northern European workshops—opted to set up
workspaces similar to those that were distinctive to Rome. This entailed not only creating
workspaces within the home, but also bringing in young or low-level servants, usually of
Italian origin, who would clean, cook, and perform menial tasks such as grinding
pigments in exchange for lessons in drawing. There is much documentation to support
this, including Stati delle anime, which list a surprising number of garzoni and servatori
in the houses of even moderately successful artists, as well as biographies and court
proceedings that describe the learning practices of Italian artists such as Francesco
Catalano. Yet Netherlandish artists, while working with an established workshop
prototype, nevertheless maintained strong ties to their foreign community and their
identity as such, preferring to work with northern European assistants and mandating in
wills and codicils that their studios would be inherited by foreign artists in their
community. This intriguing fusion of Netherlandish and Italian workshop practices is
therefore a key characteristic of these artists as migrants in Rome. The relationships—
professional and social—that migrant artists forged within this community and with the
Bentvueghels, however, shifted and changed the longer an artist stayed in the city.

134

CHAPTER 4
STAYING IN ROME: CORNELIS BLOEMAERT II AS A CASE STUDY
FOR LONG-TERM STRATEGIES OF NETWORKING

The previous chapters have dealt with characterizing with greater precision the
Bentvueghels as a community of migrant artists, and analyzing how members further
developed networks through their working practices and workshops in Rome. This
chapter focuses on artists who stayed in the city for long periods of time, assessing the
relevance of the Bentvueghels for migrant artists who settled permanently and the extent
to which they were able to assimilate into the cultural fabric of the city. The engraver
Cornelis Bloemaert II is used here as a case study, as he demonstrates how a Bentvueghel
could attain lasting success in Rome and achieve long-term acculturation by expanding
their market and patronage networks. Bloemaert was exemplary, since he remained in the
city longer than any other Bentvueghel (approximately sixty years, or between 1633 and
1690) and earned a reputation as one Rome’s most esteemed engravers. He thus offers a
unique opportunity to determine how the Bentvueghels affected different generations of
members (older, established artists versus new members). Bloemaert’s career, which has
never before been evaluated, also sheds light on the complexities of the local art market
during this period. Therefore, this chapter focuses as well on establishing Bloemaert’s
major projects and patrons, in order to lay the groundwork for future studies.

Bloemaert’s Biography and Early Training and Career
Bloemaert spent most of his career living and working in Rome. Although he was
prolific as a reproductive printmaker (he produced over four hundred plates and worked
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on more than two dozen books), no monograph or catalogue raisonné has ever been
written for the artist.353 Bloemaert was born in 1603 in Utrecht, a predominantly Catholic
center in the Dutch Republic. He was the second son of the painter Abraham Bloemaert;
one of four of Abraham’s children to become an artist. According to Joachim von
Sandrart, who wrote one of two primary biographies of the artist (the other was
composed by Filippo Baldinucci sometime in the late seventeenth century), Bloemaert
trained first as a painter with his father and later with Gerard van Honthorst, Abraham’s
former pupil and Sandrart’s own instructor.354 Baldinucci added in his biography that
Bloemaert also studied engraving under Crispijn van de Passe the Elder.355 Early on
Bloemaert demonstrated a particular talent for the medium, and began publishing prints
after his father’s designs in Utrecht, producing primarily genre scenes, portraits, and
sacred subjects such as representations of the Madonna and Child (fig. 63). His earliest
printing technique, by which he created rich chiaroscuro effects through a juxtaposition
of deeply engraved swelling lines and dense cross-hatching with the negative space of the
copper plate, reflected the Caravaggesque naturalism prevalent in Utrecht during the
1620s (fig. 64).
Around 1630, the artist left Utrecht with his compatriot Theodor Matham to travel
to France to continue his artistic training. After stopping first in Rouen, Bloemaert
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arrived in Paris, where he obtained employment under the collector and connoisseur
Jacques Favreau, for whom he produced a series of prints of Ovidian themes after
drawings by the former pupil of Peter Paul Rubens, Abraham van Diepenbeeck (fig.
65).356 After remaining in Paris for several years, Bloemaert continued on to Rome in
1633, never to return to his homeland.
As yet there has been little scholarly interest on Bloemaert’s career (especially in
Rome). As one of the most successful printmakers of the seventeenth century, he was an
important intermediary for foreign artists throughout this period. Intimately connected to
prestigious patrons in Rome (discussed further below), Bloemaert found early success
due to his protean reproductive skills and his talent for rendering the nuanced coloristic
values of painting.357 His characteristic technique reflected a unique confluence of
northern European and Italian artistic principles that derived from extensive study
gleaned through artistic exchange, which he achieved by working on large-scale
collaborative print productions.

Bloemaert in Rome 1633-1692
After arriving in Rome, Bloemaert quickly gained access to the city’s most
important patronage networks through the assistance of another Bentvueghel, Joachim
von Sandrart. Sandrart—who was inducted into the society sometime before 1629—had
persuaded Bloemaert to travel to Rome from Paris. The two had become acquainted in
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pittore”).
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Utrecht during the early 1620s when Sandrart was training under Gerard van Honthorst.
Sandrart thus introduced Bloemaert to his first major patron in the city, the Marchese
Vincenzo Giustiniani; it was likely also on account of Sandrart that Bloemaert joined the
Bentvueghels around 1633, at which time he was “baptized” with the nickname “Winter,”
a reference to his distaste for the damp, cold climate of northern Europe.358 However, it
was due to Bloemaert’s incredible skill, technique, and unpretentious manner that the
artist became one of Rome’s most prominent engravers, eventually earning up to 230
scudi for a commissioned print.359 Both Sandrart and Baldinucci attest to his abundant
and prestigious patronage, which made him attractive to both Italian and foreign artists
working in the city. From the very moment of his arrival Bloemaert was involved in
prestigious print productions, beginning with Vincenzo Giustiniani’s Galleria
Giustiniana.
During his long career, Bloemaert created primarily reproductive engravings,
mostly on commission, though he also had an independent workshop that he ran from his
house on Via Capo le Case in the parish of Sant’Andrea delle Fratte. He worked with
subjects and formats popular during the seventeenth century, engraving sacred images
after paintings by the foremost contemporary artists in Rome, including Annibale
Carracci, Guido Reni, and Pietro da Cortona. He also produced dedicated portrait prints
for ecclesiastics, dignitaries, and writers, as well as complex collaborative thesis prints
358
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for the Roman Seminary and the Collegio Romano.360 It was through his participation in
the book industry, however, that the artist achieved wide acclaim as an engraver.
Between 1633 and 1679 Bloemaert engraved portions of at least two dozen books—in
folio and half folio format—that were sponsored by many of the most prominent patrons
and luminaries in Rome, including Cardinal Francesco Barberini, Cassiano dal Pozzo,
and Athanasius Kircher. On account of these projects, which were typically large-scale
and involved a great deal of collaboration and cooperation between patrons, publishers,
authors, and artists, Bloemaert was able to establish himself permanently within Roman
artistic circles. Such enterprises, moreover, enabled Bloemaert to participate in fruitful
artistic exchange and to further develop the networks he gained initial access to through
the Bentvueghels.
Evidence for Bloemaert’s career survives largely in the form of prints, though
there is also some documentary evidence in Utrecht and in Rome concerning his activity
as a printmaker and his relationships with patrons, artists, publishers, and other engravers.
Most importantly these include Stati delle anime and death records for the artist
preserved at the Archivio Storico del Vicariato in Rome, which offer much information
about where he lived and with whom. In 1647, for example, Bloemaert relocated to the
parish of Sant’Andrea delle Fratte, after having spent more than a decade living in the
residences of his patrons.361 From the mid-seventeenth century on the artist lived
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exclusively with foreign artists—all of whom were northern European and were primarily
journey men or younger practitioners.362 A series of testaments spanning the years 1682
to 1690, now held in the Archivio di Stato of Rome, provides further information
concerning those who were closest to Bloemaert, and illuminates how he operated his
workshop.363 These documents also attest to the importance placed by Bloemaert on his
relationships with other artists, as he was otherwise rather reserved in the public realm.364
Thus when Bloemaert had developed a professional or personal association, whether as
teacher or as equal partner, he appears to have taken such arrangements very seriously.
This may have been a contributing factor in the success of his collaborative ventures, as
will be discussed further below, as well as his relationship to the Bentvueghels.
Sandrart and Baldinucci provide the most useful information concerning the
artist’s background and the scope of his career in Rome. Their biographies, when
combined with an analysis of Bloemaert’s extant prints, allow for a comprehensive
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understanding of his stylistic growth and artistic production during the last two thirds of
the century. Of these prints, the most important were those created for book publications,
which, as mentioned, directly impacted his reputation as a foreign engraver and had
important implications for his artistic development. The most noteworthy projects,
discussed below, reveal the astonishing consistency with which the artist collaborated
with other artists, northern European as well as Italian. This not only tells us much about
the types of commissions for which he was employed, but also offers insight into how
such projects facilitated critical exchanges and learning opportunities for Bloemaert as
well as his fellow Bentvueghels.

Bloemaert and Seventeenth-century Book Production in Rome
Galleria Giustiniana (1635-1637/8)
After Bloemaert arrived in Rome in 1633, he began working immediately for the
Marchese Vincenzo Giustiniani at the behest of Sandrart. 365 As discussed in previous
chapters, Giustiniani was among the most influential patrons and collectors in the city
during the first third of the century, having amassed a collection of more than 2,300
objects. The Marchese, moreover, enjoyed a special rapport with northern European
artists, and he shared close personal ties with a number of early Bentvueghels.366 The
Marchese’s catalogue, the Galleria Giustiniana, has been discussed with respect to its
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significance as an example of Bentvueghel collaboration in Chapter Three. As already
mentioned, Bloemaert—along with Sandrart—especially impacted the technical
production and evolving program (artistic and conceptual) of the catalogue. Sandrart
himself elucidated Bloemaert’s noteworthy position in the project, stating that:
Among all the works those by Bloemaert were especially praised […] for
in everything his intelligence was thorough, the reasoning uncommon, the
action of his burin and its duct delicate, yet the elaboration very fullbodied, so that he could quite justly be considered a phoenix.367

The term “phoenix” referred to Bloemaert’s transformative skill with the burin
and his ability to imbue the cold, heavily restored sculptures with new life through the
graphic medium (fig. 66). The designation, significantly, equated the artist with
Sandrart’s exemplar and former teacher, Aegidius Sadeler, who similarly was praised for
his protean ingenuity.368
Throughout his tenure at the Palazzo Giustiniani, Bloemaert was involved in only
the most important tasks of the project, such as preparing the plates for printing and
finalizing the production of the first volume.369 He also was the second highest paid
engraver—only Claude Mellan earned more than Bloemaert.370 However, Bloemaert’s
esteem is best exemplified by a component that is rarely discussed in the scholarship on
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the catalogue (or on Bloemaert, for that matter)—a series of prints after Madonna
paintings that were displayed in the Palazzo Giustiniani (figs. 67-74).
These prints have been overlooked in much of the scholarship on the Galleria
Giustiniana, due in part to the interpretive and practical challenges they present.371 Yet
they are critical for understanding Bloemaert’s role in the project as well as the
Marchese’s evolving objective. According to the Giustiniani payment registers, work on
the Madonna series commenced sometime in 1636, during the height of production for
the second volume.372 The first of these was engraved by Bloemaert after a Madonna and
Child in Glory attributed to Titian and numbered “1” (fig. 67).373 The others followed in
1636 and 1637 after paintings attributed to Raphael, Luca Cambiaso, Giulio Romano,
Ludovico Carracci, and Andrea del Sarto.374 .375 The last engraving of the series, a
Madonna and Child with St. John the Baptist (also after Del Sarto), was created around
the time of Giustiniani’s death in December, 1637 (fig. 74). This appears to be the only
plate without an identified draftsman, and it is possible that Bloemaert created both the
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drawing as well as the engraving in order to save time for printing and publishing the
volumes, as it is the last entry in the payment registers.376
The series at first glance appears to have served as an appendix for the catalogue,
and most scholars have corroborated this proposed format. The renumbering of the
Madonna plates and their placement in a few copies at the very end of the second volume
seem to support this assessment.377 Yet in most extant examples the Madonna prints are
not in either volume, obfuscating their intended function and display.378 Moreover, many
prints from the series survive as single-sheet rather than bound impressions, hundreds of
which can be found today in the collections of museums, libraries, and institutions across
the world. Watermark analysis I have conducted further confirms that the series was
incorporated into the second volume with greater consistency only during production of
the second edition of the Galleria Giustiniana in the eighteenth century.379 Fortunately,
the Giustiniani payment registers provide some information concerning the original
conception and placement of the Madonna prints. An entry dated August 21, 1637, for
376

Gallottini, Le sculture della collezione Giustiniani, item 275, 78. He was paid for the engraving
on March 18, 1638, which was the very last entry of the payment register. For every other engraving of the
series, Josse de Pape and Francois Perrier provided the preparatory drawings.
377

See for example one of the extant copies in the Vatican Library (R.G.ArteArch.S.68 (1-2));
Utrecht University (MAG: GRA 381-2); and the Biblioteca Universitaria di Genova, available online at
http://www.bibliotecauniversitaria.ge.it/opencms/opencms/it/news/Galleria_Giustiniana/Homepage.html
(accessed 12/08/2014).
378

Other copies in the Vatican Library (Stamp.Barb.X.I.100-101 and Cicognara.IX.3397), do not
contain any of the Madonna prints. This is also the case for the copies I have examined in the collections of
Princeton University, the Getty Research Institute, Leiden University, and the Bibliotheque Nationale de
France.
379

The examples cited above all contain watermarks consistent with paper produced in Italy
during the eighteenth century, and differ from the watermarks of the seventeenth-century examples. Much
of the watermark examination I have conducted myself, with the exception of the copies listed in Giulia
Fusconi, ed., Giustiniani e l'antico: Palazzo Fontana di Trevi, Roma 26 ottobre 2001-27 gennaio 2002
(Rome: L'Erma di Bretschneider, 2001).

144

example, itemizes a payment of 10 scudi to a caldararo (“metalworker”) named
Giovanni Dom[enico] Gherardi for the preparation of “copper plates for twelve Madonna
[images]” and six sculptures, which were “to be added to the first part of the Galleria
Giustiniana.”380 Not only does the entry confirm the anticipated location of the
engravings in the first—and not the second—volume, but it also implies that the series as
it is known today is incomplete, as only eight of the original twelve Madonna paintings
seem to have been engraved successfully. More likely, the plan for the Madonna prints
(and the project overall) was altered only after the Marchese’s untimely death in 1637,
partially accounting for the surplus of single-sheet impressions and any inconsistencies in
their location within the Galleria Giustiniana.381 Given that the first volume was already
in circulation by 1636, albeit in limited quantities, the Madonna prints probably were
distributed separately, so that they could be purchased as a set and then subsequently
bound into the catalogue. Most examples from the series, for instance, include triple sets
of privileges for the Papal States, the Holy Roman Empire, and France, suggesting an
extended distribution in Europe. The only other plate from the entire Galleria
Giustiniana that had similar printing privileges was the portrait of Vincenzo Giustiniani,
engraved by Mellan in 1631 and incorporated into both volumes after the frontispiece. As
demonstrated by Cropper and Dempsey, the portrait was utilized in the early 1630s as a
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marketing ploy for the catalogue, and was issued in advance to incite anticipation for its
publication.382
Reassigning the Madonna series to the first volume has important implications for
the prints and their significance. It was this volume, rather than the second, that most
closely represented the Marchese’s distinctly personal tastes and artistic values,
especially as they evolved during the 1630s while production on the Galleria Giustiniana
ensued.383 As demonstrated by Silvia Danesi Squarzina, Giustiniani’s initial eclectic
interest in naturalism and the paintings of Caravaggio and Caravaggesque painters of the
1610s and 1620s gives way in the following decade to an increasingly refined classicism.
The Madonna series, therefore, as well as the engravings of the antiquities collection,
were important means for expressing these new values.384 In some ways they reflected
the actual display of the Giustiniani antiquities within the gallery, which incorporated
Christian paintings among the pagan sculptures, although none of these corresponded to
the engraved Madonna images.385 Displayed in the gallery were also portraits of the
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Giustiniani patriarchs, including Vincenzo’s brother Benedetto, who died in 1621, and his
father Giuseppe, who had passed away in 1600. Wanting to pay tribute to his father and
brother may have motivated the Marchese to make particular iconographical choices with
respect to the Madonna prints, such as devotional scenes with St. Joseph, Giuseppe’s
patron saint, and to choose specific painters, such as the Genoese artist Luca Cambiaso.
Benedetto’s collecting interests were incorporated as well through the inclusion of the
Madonna and Child with a Lamb by Ludovico Carracci and four other paintings that
originally had belonged to him prior to 1621 (fig. 71).386 All of the paintings reproduced
in the printed series, moreover, had been moved by Vincenzo after 1621 to the
prestigious stanze dei quadri antichi, where he exhibited his most prized pictures.387
The Madonna images, therefore, had a special significance for the Marchese, one
connected to the actual Giustiniani collection as well as the legacy of the family as
patrons. The technique used by Bloemaert further connected the Madonna prints to the
overall aesthetic program of the Galleria Giustiniana. The substantial eloquence of the
engravings of sculptures is reiterated in the Madonna series, which through the engraver
become more monumental and three-dimensional than their painted counterparts. While
the soft painterly effects and coloristic value of the original paintings are maintained, in
the prints drapery becomes more pronounced, the bodies have greater weight, and
indistinct details are rendered with sharper precision. In the few examples in which an
original painting can be compared with the print (as many have since been lost), the
386
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artists have adjusted facial proportions or enlarged the format to create a more balanced
picture. Such subtle displays of artistic license become even more apparent when
comparing them to later eighteenth-century copies of the prints, which appear to have
referenced both the original prints as well as the paintings. In the copy after Andrea del
Sarto, for instance, Bloemaert’s rather northern-looking church spire has been replaced
by a tree, in keeping with the original painting (fig. 75).
While there remains some ambiguity concerning the Madonna series, as it was
never seen through to completion, the prints firmly underscore Bloemaert’s key position
within the Palazzo Giustiniani. They were clearly meant to communicate certain values
of the Marchese as a collector beyond the representations of sculptures, especially given
that they were intended to be incorporated into the first volume of the catalogue. The
Marchese, after all, retained control of the project and had much at stake in the outcome
of the publication. This can be gleaned from various documents, such as the Giustiniani
payment registers and his codicil of 1637, which indicate how involved he was with the
team of artists in his palazzo—as well as his Discorso to Van Ameyden (discussed in
Chapter Three) that articulates his personal theory concerning sculpture.
The later reception of the prints also confirms Bloemaert’s prominent reputation
in Rome. It is noteworthy that later seventeenth-century sources not only attest to the
perceived value of the Madonna prints, but also reveal that they came to be associated
specifically with Bloemaert’s oeuvre. Malvasia, for example, praised in particular
Bloemaert’s ability to capture the “grace and erudition” (graziosa, ed erudita) of
Ludovico Carracci.388 In his 1689 inventory the French print dealer and publisher
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Francois Collignon distinguished Bloemaert as the sole producer of the prints, which he
bound into booklets and sold in his shop near the Piazza Navona.389
For Bloemaert, participation in the Galleria Giustiniana during the artist’s initial
years in Rome was a formative experience, and he profited personally from the
collaborative endeavor. On the one hand, he worked closely with other Bentvueghels who
contributed to the project, and their camaraderie only strengthened the conceptual and
artistic program of the volumes. At the same time, Bloemaert was able to learn from the
Giustiniani collection as well as contemporary Italian and northern European artists
working in the Palazzo Giustiniani. This certainly affected his technique and style, which
became more monumental and refined over the course of production of the volumes. A
comparison of the Creation of Pandora—created by Bloemaert between 1630 and 1633
and later used as an illustration for the Ovidian compilation Tableaux du temple des
muses (Paris, 1655)—with the Venus and Cupid engraved around 1635 for the Galleria
Giustiniana, demonstrates Bloemaert’s significant stylistic development while living at
the Palazzo Giustiniani (figs. 65, 76). In the Creation of Pandora, engraved just prior to
Bloemaert’s relocation to Rome, the artist conveys his natural proclivity for rendering the
soft flesh and curves of the female body. Yet there is little sense of the mass and structure
inherent in the human form. The later engraving, however, exhibits a new understanding
and appreciation for the antique ideal, and the figure of Venus is executed with greater

di Tiziano, due di Andrea del Sarto, una di Giulio Romano, ed una del Cangiaso; la tanto graziosa, ed
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precision along with a newfound grace. This is achieved through a refinement in the
artist’s engraving technique as well, in which lines have become finer and more even and
the burin is used with less force and greater precision.

Cornelis Bloemaert II and the Barberini Circle, 1633-1646
While still employed for the Giustiniani, Bloemaert began working for the
Barberini and their circle, creating prints for various book productions sponsored by
Cardinal Francesco Barberini, Antonio Barberini, and Cassiano dal Pozzo, and authored
by poets and intellectuals closely connected to them.390 This connection likely was an
outcome of the close association between Vincenzo Giustiniani and the Barberini, who
were actively involved in the cultural and intellectual developments of Rome, in
particular during the years spanning the pontificate of Urban VIII (1625-44).391 Much as
the Palazzo Giustiniani, the Barberini palazzo at the Quattro Fontane became a locus of
interaction and exchange between artists, poets, intellectuals, and ecclesiastics.
The Barberini were acutely aware of the advantages of the printed book, and did
much to foster an environment conducive to maximizing the medium’s potential for
political propaganda and for its role in the accumulation and dissemination of various
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sources of knowledge.392 They published, sponsored, and collected volumes of vastly
different subjects and emphases that corresponded to their ecclesiastical and secular
interests.393 Bloemaert was involved in several of these productions, contributing as early
as 1633 schematic engravings for Giovanni Battista Ferrari’s De Florum Cultura.394 The
most celebrated of these publications, however, was the Aedes Barberinae, a catalogue
published in Rome in 1642 under the supervision and authorship of Girolamo Teti, a
member of the household of Cardinal Antonio Barberini, for whom the book was created
(fig. 77).395 This publication served as an important vehicle for the dissemination of
propagandistic ceiling decorations and the Barberini’s collection of paintings and
sculptures, which were housed in the newly refurbished and renovated palazzo on the
Quirinal.
The Aedes Barberinae commission demonstrates how quickly Bloemaert’s
reputation grew in Rome during his first decade in the city. Additionally, it allowed him
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to showcase his skill at rendering two divergent visual modes of knowledge through the
printed medium, one that emphasized allegorical or metaphorical forms of expression, the
other prioritizing empirical knowledge.396 Although Bloemaert already had proven his
ability to translate into print different subjects and artistic mediums through his work for
the Galleria Giustiniana as well as earlier projects in Paris and in Utrecht, being able to
manipulate different artistic methods through his engravings increasingly became an
important factor in his continued success in Rome, as it enabled him to work on various
types of commissions (ecclesiastic and secular) and to communicate more effectively
their distinctive agendas.
The Aedes Barberinae was one of the most noteworthy publications of the
seventeenth century and certainly among the most well-known books produced under the
Barberini. Published nearly six years after the Galleria Giustiniana, the Barberini volume
shared some similarities with its predecessor, in that it celebrated the cultural
accomplishments of the Barberini family and highlighted the decorative programs and
collections located in the Palazzo Barberini. A significant number of agents, including
artists, engravers, authors, printers, patrons, and publishers, participated in the volume,
meaning that the process of creating the book as well as the logistical effort to organize
so many participants required considerable collaboration and cooperation.397 However,
the Aedes Barberinae went even further than its Giustiniani counterpart, utilizing text and
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image to elucidate the political and propagandistic messages behind the decorations of
the palace, which paralleled other activities undertaken by the papal family.398 The
resulting publication—not quite a catalogue—was a luxurious and costly presentation
volume in folio format that offered readers abroad the experience of seeing the Palazzo
Barberini and its magnificence. It was comprised of elaborate dedications to the Barberini
family adulating their cultural prominence, a series of laudatory poems and portraits, and
illustrations and descriptions of their painting and sculpture collections and the Palazzo’s
fresco decorations painted by Pietro da Cortona, Andrea Sacchi, and Andrea Camassei
(fig. 78).
The international scope of the volume, significantly, not only disseminated the
political prowess of the Barberini family, but also their role in cultivating culture in
Rome. The names of the artists responsible for the visual components of the publication,
for example, are clearly identified in many of the engravings. Some are even mentioned
in Teti’s text. For Bloemaert, the Aedes Barberinae was undoubtedly an opportunity to
capitalize on the momentum of the Galleria Giustiniana and firmly establish himself
prominently within the prestigious circles orbiting the papal court.399 Indeed, Bloemaert
was among the artists personally selected to work on the project by Teti, perhaps on
account of his success at the Palazzo Giustiniani as well as other Barberini-sponsored
publications, such as Federigo Ubaldini’s revised edition of the Documenti d’Amore
(Rome, 1640), for which Bloemaert provided the frontispiece and illustrations (fig.
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79).400 While Bloemaert did not create the frontispiece for the Aedes Barberinae, he did
contribute significant portions of the volume, in particular several large foldout prints
depicting Pietro da Cortona’s ceiling frescoes in the palace salone, a series of portraits of
the Barberini family, and engravings of ancient sculptures (figs. 80-81).401 Bloemaert’s
hallmark luminosity and remarkable coloristic properties here have become even more
pronounced than in the Galleria Giustiniana, especially in the engravings of Cortona’s
frescoes. His careful and deliberate technique effectively evoked the dynamic painterly
effects for which Cortona was famous. Cortona was, according to Baldinucci, a
notoriously controlling and difficult artist, and his micro-managerial style created tension
with many artists.402 At the same time, Cortona’s commanding perfectionism also meant
that he was well aware of Bloemaert’s exceptional talent as a reproductive engraver;
otherwise, he would not have permitted the artist to reproduce his works for high-profile
projects such as the Aedes Barberinae.403 Indeed during the 1650s the two developed a
professional partnership on their own, although the nature of this relationship and the
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engravings Bloemaert created while involved with Cortona’s studio cannot be identified
with certainty.404
The organization of the Aedes Barberinae placed special emphasis on the salone
frescoes through a combination of oversized foldout pages that conveyed different parts
of the fresco interspersed with expository text. As demonstrated by John Beldon Scott,
these frescoes were also the focal point of the pictorial, spatial, and ideological program
of the palace, and it was among the largest and most complex decorative ceiling
programs of the early modern period, preceded only by examples in the Vatican Palace.
As one of the most complex and politically motivated allegorical projects of the
seventeenth century, the frescoes were intended to “reflect the combined secular and
ecclesiastical aspirations” of the Barberini.405 Bloemaert’s role in rendering through print
the illusionism and allegory of the painting cycle, therefore, has particular significance,
given the prestige of the project and its difficulty with respect to faithful reproduction.
Working on the Galleria Giustiniana enabled Bloemaert to demonstrate his talent
for depicting the smooth luster of marble and the rational proportions and mass of the
antique form. The Aedes Barberinae offered an equally if not more important platform to
advertise his pictorial diversity. The Barberini ceiling operated within an established
iconographic tradition suitable for conveying the ideal qualities and significance of a
political family, one that derived from a longstanding tradition of using allegory and
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metaphor as communicative tools.406 For Bloemaert, successfully combining through
print complex emblematic, allegorical, mythological, and other literary and pictorial
sources opened up new possibilities for his work as an engraver. This is especially
relevant with respect to the print culture of early modern Italy, in particular Rome, in
which multifaceted forms of expression—visual and textual—continued to predominate.
During the 1630s and especially after the publication of the Aedes Barberinae,
Bloemaert found regular employment as an engraver of intricate compositions, as can be
seen in the numerous frontispieces, illustrations, and thesis prints the artist created from
the 1640s through the 1670s. The fresco cycle of the Palazzo Barberini itself was a feat of
Baroque illusionism, using heightened foreshortening, fictive entablatures, and
illusionistic materials and architecture, resulting in what Scott has described as an
“integration of disparate elements […] so persuasive that a whole new genus of
illusionistic ceiling painting resulted.”407 Recreating these elements presented a particular
challenge for Bloemaert and the other engravers, who had to translate an entire ceiling
into a rational and coherent series of prints.408 This implies that the artists employed for
the project cooperated closely—if not outright collaborated—much in the same way that
Bloemaert and his Netherlandish compatriots had done in the execution of the Galleria
406
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Giustiniana. The engravers would have had to work together and in close communication
with Teti and the fresco painters to ensure consistency and clarity between text and image
in the publication.409 This was perhaps one of the reasons Teti personally selected each
artist to work on the project. According to Thomas Frangenberg, the task of engraving
such images as complementary facets of a larger pictorial program was very difficult, and
the engravers themselves overcame this challenge in different ways. As first observed by
Frangenberg, the prints themselves, when compared with what he identifies as the
drawings for the project, reveal slight changes that allow the viewer to read the image as
part of a larger unified work. Unfortunately, it is difficult to say with certainty whether
these drawings—now in the Ashmolean and Royal Library collections—were used for
the production of the original fresco or the Aedes Barberinae. However, upon close
examination of the prints themselves it is possible to discern the subtle alterations made
by the engravers in order to reproduce the program more effectively using a series of
engravings. Comparing the engraving of an Allegory with the Symbols of Prudence by
Johann Friedrich Greuter with Bloemaert’s print of the central scene of the Allegory of
Divine Providence elucidates the different approaches used by each artist to convey a
sense of congruency between the prints (figs. 82, 78). Bloemaert, for example, used
Cortona’s illusionistic architectural details as a framing device, and depicted legs and
clouds spilling over into the margins to evoke the continuity of the fresco program.
Portions of other scenes that encroach on the central fresco are further delineated through
the negative space where the copper plate has been left completely untouched. Greuter,
on the other hand, represented the progression of the fresco cycle by lightly outlining any
409
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foliage that extended behind the scene portrayed, resulting in a more gradual transition
between the different components of the program.
These adjustments intentionally draw attention to the illusionism of the frescoes,
suggesting the full extent of the paintings in such a way that the prints actually facilitate,
rather than inhibit, a comprehensive understanding of the meaning and imagery of the
Barberini frescoes. Pietro da Cortona alludes to the immense challenges the engravings
presented for the artists in a letter he wrote to Cassiano dal Pozzo, in which he admits his
curiosity regarding how the prints—then still being engraved—would be successful as a
cohesive whole.410 In its emphasis on visual imagery as interpretational aids to the text,
ceiling fresco, and decorative space, the Aedes Barberinae, according to Frangenberg,
thus “open[ed] a new chapter in the history of the art book,” a function to which Teti
himself refers by iterating repeatedly the special role of the images.411
For Bloemaert, the completion of the Aedes Barberinae and its successful
publication in 1642 facilitated further commissions with members of the Barberini circle,
for whom he worked fairly consistently throughout the 1630s and 1640s. The project,
moreover, seems to have solidified his reputation in Rome even further, for it was shortly
after finishing the Aedes Barberinae that the artist began receiving large numbers of
engravers and artists—a steady stream of visitors, assistants, and pupils from the Low
Countries, Germany, France, England, and Italy, that would grace his workshop for more
than forty years.412
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Bloemaert and the Jesuits
Bloemaert’s most enduring patrons in Rome were the Jesuits, in particular those
associated with the Collegio Romano, the administrative and academic headquarters of
the Society of Jesus. The artist received steady commissions from the Collegio Romano
for more than four decades in Rome, from the 1630s through the 1670s. It is unclear how
he came into contact with the Jesuits, as he does not appear to have worked with them
while living in the Dutch Republic or in France. Although his father Abraham painted at
least two altarpieces for Jesuit patrons and regularly welcomed Jesuit priests and their
clandestine services into the family home in Utrecht, Bloemaert himself did not work for
the Jesuits until after relocating to Italy, suggesting that it was through the connections he
made in Rome that he became affiliated with the religious order. 413
However the artist came into contact with the Collegio Romano, once he did he
quickly earned access to the institution’s expansive patronage and publishing networks
and solidified his reputation in Europe. Bloemaert seems to have had a special
relationship with the Collegio Romano, which is indicated through the nature of the
projects he worked on for the institution. More than a third of Bloemaert’s engravings,
for instance, were commissioned by Jesuit authors during the course of his long career.
As early as the 1630s, while the artist was creating illustrations for Ferrari’s De Florum
Cultura and Giustiniani’s Galleria Giustiniana, Bloemaert began producing complex
collaborative allegorical thesis prints that celebrated recently graduated students of the
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institution.414 Bloemaert produced thesis prints regularly throughout his career, at times
working in tandem with other northern European artists, in particular assistants in his
workshop such as Jean Baron and Jean-Baptist Nolin (fig. 83). He also may have
collaborated with esteemed engravers he met while working for the Barberini and the
Giustiniani, such as Johann Friedrich Greuter, though such prints have not been identified
by modern scholars.
Bloemaert created portrait prints for prominent Jesuits throughout this period as
well. However, the artist’s participation in the Jesuit book industry comprised the largest
proportion of Bloemaert’s commissions from the Order. The most significant of these
were those he received from the luminary Athanasius Kircher, in particular the
frontispieces for the Obeliscus Pamphilius and the multi-volume Oedipus Aegyptiacus,
published in Rome between 1650 and 1654. These tomes highlight the nature of the
artist’s relationship with the Jesuits and with Kircher in particular, who contributed
greatly to the artist’s continued success around mid-century. Bloemaert was vital for the
realization of Kircher’s myriad agendas behind his publications, which sought on the one
hand to circulate his discoveries and theories and on the other to procure sponsorship for
further publications and research. The artist’s flexible style and sumptuous technique
were a perfect match for these goals, and he was able to depict convincingly very
complex allegorical and metaphorical imagery specific to the Jesuit scholar. The volumes
themselves, furthermore, underscore the contribution of the Order to the intellectual
atmosphere of seventeenth-century Rome.
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Athanasius Kircher and Jesuit Scientific Treatises
Athanasius Kircher was undoubtedly Bloemaert’s most important patron affiliated
with the Collegio Romano. The German priest and scholar, who lived in Rome between
1638 and 1680, was a dominant personality within the Jesuit institution.415 Kircher was a
true polymath, and his interests were broad and varied. During the course of his career he
published on a wide range of subjects, including Egyptology, sinology, music theory and
history, geology, epidemiology, antiquity, and languages. Kircher also taught math,
physics, and languages at the Collegio Romano for a period of time before devoting
himself entirely to his research and his famous museum, which drew visitors from all
over the world.416
Brief mention must be made here concerning the role of the Collegio Romano in
the intellectual atmosphere cultivated in Rome and in Europe during the seventeenth
century. Throughout this period, the Collegio Romano vacillated on the subject of
science, at times finding itself at the forefront of scientific and historical research, while
at others maintaining a staunch, conservative Counter-Reformatory stance that prioritized
the tenets of the Catholic Church over secular (and thus potentially “heretical”) theories.
The debacle over Galileo and his eventual imprisonment—for which the Jesuits played an
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important role—are a case in point.417 Nevertheless, during the seventeenth century, the
Jesuits and their associated institutions in Europe maintained a strong interest in
intellectual pursuits. The Collegio Romano, in particular during the period Kircher was
affiliated with the institution, participated actively in the nascent scientific field. Kircher,
therefore, was a charismatic presence at the Collegio Romano, and although his broader
reputation in Europe was mixed—especially in the last quarter of the century—he
enjoyed the unwavering support of the institution and the papal court, as well as
recognition and financial assistance from illustrious princely patrons such as Emperor
Ferdinand III. Thus Kircher is an important part of any study on the intellectual treatises
sponsored by the institution during this period, and his connection to Bloemaert is all the
more significant.
Between 1650 and 1671, relatively the same period Bloemaert was working on
other important Jesuit publications for scholars such as Daniello Bartoli and Paolo
Segneri, the artist created frontispieces and engraved portraits for several of Kircher’s
most famous publications. These included the Obeliscus Pamphilius, published in Rome
in 1650, and the Oedipus Aegyptiacus, also published in Rome in three folio volumes
between 1652 and 1654 (figs. 84-85). Both volumes reflected Kircher’s long-term
interests in Egyptology and the study of hieroglyphics, and comprised research that had
been compiled assiduously by the scholar over a period of decades.418 Other publications
had been produced by Kircher in anticipation of the volumes, such as the Prodromus
417
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coptus sive aegyptiacus (Rome, 1636) and the Lingua aegyptiaca restituta (Rome, 1643).
These two books marked the polymath’s first step towards translating ancient Egyptian
hieroglyphics, which he believed could be unlocked using the modern Coptic
language.419 However, it was through the Obeliscus Pamphilius and the Oedipus
Aegyptiacus that Kircher finally achieved what had been a career-long goal:
disseminating the key for the translation and interpretation of ancient Egyptian
hieroglyphs, which had become indecipherable after many millennia of relative
obscurity.420 Not surprisingly, his research into this field incited the interest and intrigue
of intellectuals as well as princely patrons, and the Collegio Romano and the papal courts
were eager to have Kircher’s studies published in Rome.
The Obeliscus Pamphilius was, by the mid-century, Kircher’s most impressive
volume. According to Ingrid Rowland, it marked a change in the scope and caliber of
Kircher’s book production, stating that the book “represented a new degree of ambition,
both as a physical object and as an intellectual enterprise.”421 The publication was quite
massive, entailing five hundred folio pages of text and illustrations by a cadre of the “best
engravers in Rome,” including in particular Bloemaert.422 The massive volume, therefore,
was a luxurious and expensive production, consisting of dozens of carefully engraved full
page and foldout illustrations, portrait prints, specialized Arabic type borrowed from
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Florence, customized woodcut hieroglyphs, and a complex allegorical frontispiece. The
book—at least superficially—celebrated the erection of the obelisk formerly dedicated to
the emperor Domitian in the Piazza Navona, where it can still be seen atop the Fountain
of the Four Rivers created by Gian Lorenzo Bernini.423 Yet, while interpretations of the
ancient hieroglyphs of the Pamphilj obelisk were included in the Obeliscus Pamphilius,
they presented only a small proportion of the volume as a whole. The rest of the text was
used for laudatory dedications to Kircher’s sponsors, including not only Innocent X but
also Emperor Ferdinand III of Austria and Ferdinand II, the Grand Duke of Tuscany, as
well as elaborate passages detailing the history of the obelisk and the historical
significance and relevance of ancient Egyptian culture. The book was, at least for
Kircher, less about the specific Pamphilj monument itself and more about the potential
for the publication to serve as self-promotion and as a “vehicle by which Kircher hoped
to attract sponsors” for his ultimate tome, the Oedipus Aegyptiacus.424 The book also laid
the groundwork for the Oedipus Aegyptiacus, which reproduced much of the content of
Kircher’s preceding publications on the subjects of Egyptology and the Coptic language,
and his interpretations of the Pamphilj obelisk and other monuments of ancient Egypt.
The volume’s ulterior function as a marketing ploy was emphasized through the
front matter; the frontispiece engraved by Bloemaert (and designed by Giovanni Angelo
Canini, the former pupil of Domenichino) offered an especially effective visualization of
Kircher’s purpose and goals. Kircher himself most likely invented the concept for the
423
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composition, and entrusted Bloemaert and Canini to visualize complex allegorical,
emblematic, and mythological elements that derived from many different sources.425
Interpretations for the intricate composition have been set forth previously by Joscelyn
Godwin and Angela Mayer-Deutsch. In the center of the picture is Father Time, who
watches the viewer intently as he topples over a ruinous obelisk, presumably the Pamphilj
obelisk. In the background are visible erect pyramids and obelisks to suggest Egypt,
though the setting in the foreground is Roman, likely representing the Appian Way,
where the obelisk was discovered in pieces. Chained to a large stone pedestal is Fame,
who brandishes her trumpet and looks down patiently at a seated scribe, a clear reference
to Athanasius Kircher himself, who holds a quill in one hand and a book with the
inscription “Athanasi Kircheri.” Leaning against a stack of books—the source of his
knowledge—that include Egyptian wisdom, Pythagorean mathematics, Greek philology,
and Chaldean astrology—Kircher’s scribe looks to Mercury and the scroll he holds aptly
labeled “Obeliscus Pamphilius” for inspiration. Underneath the scroll, covered in
shadow, is the infant Harpocrates, who holds a finger to his mouth as if urging the reader
to secrecy. According to Godwin, this figure may allude to Kircher’s ulterior objective
with the Obeliscus Pamphilius: to advertise the forthcoming Oedipus Aegyptiacus, a
function which is reiterated not only in the text itself but also in Kircher’s previous
publications on subjects such as the Egyptian language and hieroglyphics.426 Stacked on
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the pedestal on which Harpocrates sits are books concerning the languages studied and
interpreted by Kircher under the purview of Egyptology, including Hebrew, Samaritan,
Coptic, Arabic, and Ethiopian, while the masonic cube on which Kircher’s scribe rests his
foot includes a hieroglyph sculpted in low relief.
The engraving presents Kircher as the medium through which the secrets of
ancient wisdom, language, and science are communicated to the contemporary viewer—a
message that runs through the Obeliscus Pamphilius as well as other publications from
these years. The complex imagery and composition are rendered palpable and more
affective through the luminous technique deployed by Bloemaert. The central figures of
the scribe, Mercury, and Harpocrates, for example, are emphasized through supple
modeling and soft highlights that set them apart from the rest of the composition.
Bloemaert’s technique, moreover, seems to have complemented the drawing style of
Canini, which similarly combined monumental form, soft illumination and sumptuous
gradations of tone and shadow.427 Although almost nothing is known about Canini as a
draftsman or his working relationship with Bloemaert, there is evidence that the two
artists collaborated frequently around mid-century, elucidating the process by which the
frontispiece was created. While very few drawings by Canini have been identified and
published; a number can be connected to engravings created by Bloemaert between the
late 1640s and 1650s. At least one drawing has been verified as a study for the Obeliscus
Pamphilius frontispiece: a very early sketch in Düsseldorf (fig. 86).428 This example
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unfortunately differs significantly from the final version, although it is possible that
further studies exist that have not been discovered. However, other print studies by
Canini do survive that elucidate aspects of his collaborative process with Bloemaert. A
sketch by Canini at the Teylers Museum in Haarlem for the 1647 edition of Giorgio
Vasari’s Delle vite de' più eccellenti pittori, scultori et architetti (published in Bologna),
for example, depicts the overall composition for the frontispiece on both sides of the
sheet (fig. 87). On the recto, the composition is sharply outlined in pen and ink, allowing
the forms to bleed through the other side of the paper in reverse for tracing and transfer.
The recto sketch also portrays certain figures without clothing in order to portray the
nude form more accurately. The verso, sketched in black chalk with added drapery and
passages of light and shadow, faithfully mirrors the composition and was probably used
by Bloemaert for transfer onto the plate. 429 Although this particular example is not
squared, the artists used this technique for other prints, namely the engraving of St.
Benedict in the Wilderness (ca. 1650) (fig. 88). More drawings for this engraving are
known—one at the British Museum and another that is now lost. A brief examination of
them here further clarifies the artists’ working practice.430
The variation between these preparatory sketches and the final print suggests that
Bloemaert and Canini truly worked together when creating an engraving. For instance,

Angelo Canini,” plate 9a, Giovanni Angelo Canini, Mercury Discovering the History of the Mystery of
Egypt. Düsseldorf, Kunstmuseum.
429

There is another example in the Bode Museum in Berlin published by Walter Vitzthum,
Review of Les Dessins italiens de la reine Christine de Suède, by J.Q. van Regteren Altena (Stockholm,
1966) Master Drawings IV, no. 3 (1966), 304, plate 36.
430

There are slight variations in the composition as well with respect to the gesture of Benedict
and the background, though the overall composition is closer to the final engraved version.

167

each drawing deviates somewhat from the resulting print, which indicates that Bloemaert
enjoyed a certain level of artistic license in the process and was not slavishly reproducing
Canini’s design. This is apparent in particular in the sketches for St. Benedict in the
Wilderness, which vary with regards to gesture and compositional elements—between
the individual drawings themselves as well as in the final print (figs. 89-90). For
example, the crucifix to which St. Benedict prays is smaller in the drawing at the British
Museum, while in the other sketch a mountain looms in the background that is not
present in the final engraving. Canini seems to have initiated the process, drawing the
major composition and background elements in ink, allowing for an outline to come
through in reverse for Bloemaert to trace and then square for transfer. At some point the
artists then elaborated other elements such as drapery, light, and shadow, using multiple
studies to work out these details as well as adjust and refine the composition. It is
possible that Bloemaert himself altered Canini’s drawings. The sketch at the British
Museum that was transferred to the engraving, for example, has slight adaptations added
in chalk on both the recto and verso. The collaboration between Canini and Bloemaert,
therefore, was not a simple practice of reproduction; rather, it entailed negotiation and
experimentation. Bloemaert seems to have completed the cycle, inputting in the
engraving final modifications not present in the preparatory sketches. In the St. Benedict
print, for instance, the drapery is more finely articulated, St. Benedict leans in more
closely to the rocky ledge he prays against, and the foliage is more fully articulated.
Returning to the frontispiece for the Obeliscus Pamphilius, Bloemaert thus played
an active role in the mediation and transmission of Kircher’s multivalent meanings.
Kircher’s employment of the engraver further alludes to his overall prominence during
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these years within the circle of the Jesuits. It is no coincidence that Kircher selected
Bloemaert to engrave the most important visual component of the book that, according to
Godwin, also served as a spectacular “prelude” to the volume.431 Kircher, as Rowland
demonstrates, was no stranger to spectacle and performance, which he strategically used
in both his lectures as well as his publications. Images, therefore, were an important
method of persuasion in his books, and selecting suitable engravers to meet these
expectations in print would have been a priority, especially in the case of the frontispiece.
Although it is uncertain whether there was any sustained contact between Bloemaert and
Kircher after the 1650s, the engraver undoubtedly impressed the energetic author, who
commissioned Bloemaert (and Canini) to create the front matter for what Kircher
believed to be the most important work of his career, the Oedipus Aegyptiacus.
The Oedipus Aegyptiacus, published in three folio volumes between 1652 and
1654, was the culmination of more than three decades of research.432 Kircher considered
the volume to have been his greatest intellectual achievement, even though the volumes
reiterated much of the material from the publications of previous years, and in many
respects actually deviated considerably from a strict study of Egyptology.433 Bloemaert’s
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esteem is also evident in the volume, as Kircher selected the artist—and Canini—once
again to create the frontispiece, as well as the dedicatory portrait print of Emperor
Ferdinand III of Austria, Kircher’s preeminent patron during these years (figs. 85, 91).434
This was undoubtedly a testament to the artist’s successful execution of the front matter
for the Obeliscus Pamphilius. It is perhaps not surprising that the frontispiece in
particular also shares important visual and conceptual characteristics with the earlier
volume in its emphasis on Kircher as a decoder of and channel for ancient knowledge,
though the composition of the former is far more straightforward in its meaning and
significance.
At the center of the frontispiece stands none other than Athanasius Kircher, here
represented as a young Oedipus wearing Roman garb and holding a spear in his left
hand.435 With his right hand Kircher reaches towards the Sphinx, as if proclaiming to her
that he has solved her hieroglyphic riddle. According to Rowland, the allusion to Oedipus
and the Sphingian riddle likely were invented by Kircher himself, as he referred to this
conceit repeatedly in his writings, beginning in 1636 with his Prodromus coptus sive
aegyptiacus.436 In the clouds above Oedipus hover personifications of Experience and
Reason, identified by banners they hold aloft with scepters, which, along with Sense,
Stolzenberg, Athanasius Kircher, 16, Kircher’s autobiography does not discuss in such detail any other
publication.
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provide Kircher with his inspiration for knowledge. The open book they carry is inscribed
with languages, identified by Godwin as the tongues of the authorities the scholar
consulted in his research.437 Hanging from the book of authorities are medallions naming
various disciplines, such as Egyptian wisdom and the Kabbala; many of these are the
sources of knowledge incorporated into the frontispiece of the Obeliscus Pamphilius, and
they thus have a similar function here. Nevertheless, the volume itself was met with
mixed reviews, especially outside of Rome. Kircher’s hieroglyphic interpretations, while
admirable for their scope and comprehension, were unfortunately inaccurate, as the
scholar did not have the benefit of the Rosetta Stone for his translations, which was not
discovered until the nineteenth century.438 Although the publication sparked debate in
European intellectual circles, in part for the volume’s histrionic, encyclopedic focus that
merged theological and scientific philosophies, the tome was widely known and
considered by many as Kircher’s most celebrated accomplishment.
Bloemaert’s engraved front matter for the Oedipus Aegyptiacus and its
predecessor, the Obeliscus Pamphilius, formed part of a larger strategy of self-promotion
deployed by Kircher through his publications. The use of large formats in folio, elaborate
illustrations, and various languages (with specially crafted fonts) imparted a performative
function to these volumes.439 As noted by Rowland, Kircher intentionally used these and
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other publications not only to communicate his scholarly interests, but also to garner
sponsorship and recognition for his work. Such goals corresponded to his position within
the Collegio Romano as well, and it is not by coincidence that he acquired permission to
establish his Museum Kircherianum in 1655, the very same period he peaked as a
scholar.440 Bloemaert, therefore, played an important part in the scholar’s grand scheme
for self-promotion, and the frontispieces for his publications on Egyptology and
hieroglyphs served as critical tools in this process. That Bloemaert succeeded in helping
the polymath achieve his objectives is apparent through one final commission the artist
received: the creation of Kircher’s “official” portrait in the early 1650s (fig. 92).
Although no information has survived regarding the circumstances of the commission,
Bloemaert’s print was the only portrait sanctioned by the scholar. It served, moreover, as
the model for all subsequent portraits of Kircher, including the enlarged print published
in the Mundus Subterraneous (Amsterdam, 1664).441
Bloemaert’s commissions under Kircher comprised only one facet of the artist’s
enduring relationship with the Jesuits and the Collegio Romano. The institution and its
wide-reaching network within and outside of Rome likely facilitated continuous
patronage for Bloemaert. A glance at the many dedicatory pages and portraits in the
volumes for which Bloemaert contributed engravings, not to mention independent
portrait prints he produced himself, indicate that they were disseminated widely through
the Jesuit publishing system and were consumed and promulgated by many of Europe’s
440
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most prestigious patrons and intellectuals.442 Thus at the very least Bloemaert’s print
production for the Jesuits would have enhanced his professional career through such
exposure. Indeed, the numerous frontispieces and engravings he produced for publishers
outside of Rome in centers such as Florence and Venice—many of which were for Jesuit
authors—confirm his broader success in regional as well as international markets.443 His
role in the most prestigious works of renowned scholars affiliated with the Collegio
Romano, especially Athanasius Kircher, further underscore his considerable success in
Rome as the city’s leading engraver during the last two-thirds of the century. The artist
worked so consistently for the Jesuits, not only producing illustrations for books, but also
portrait prints and complex thesis prints, that he must have enjoyed more intimate
connections to the Order than other artists, though more research is needed concerning
this relationship.444
Bloemaert’s connection to the Order also highlights the benefits of networking in
the early modern period, and its fundamental role in particular for migrant artists. The
opportunities that were critical for an artist’s success in Rome were facilitated through
meaningful connections made with other artists and patrons. For Bloemaert, his first entry
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into elite Roman patronage circles was established through the Bentvueghels, especially
Joachim von Sandrart, who invited the artist to the Palazzo Giustiniani to work on the
prestigious Galleria Giustiniana. The success of this endeavor and Bloemaert’s
participation in the informal academy situated within the Giustiniani apartments created a
veritable trickle-down effect: through each project Bloemaert earned greater recognition
and developed further artistic and financial connections—with artists as well as patrons.
Baldinucci alludes to this process in his biography, in which he discusses Bloemaert’s
movement from the Giustiniani household to that of Cardinal Montalto during the 1640s,
and then finally to his permanent residence on Via Capo le Case in Sant’Andrea delle
Fratte.445
The large-scale projects in which Bloemaert would come to specialize, moreover,
enabled the artist to engage in fruitful collaboration and exchange. This would have
dramatic—and often reciprocal—artistic and economic benefits for Bloemaert, so much
so that collaboration significantly influenced his working practice for the rest of his
career.446 Through print and book publications for patrons such as the Giustiniani and the
Barberini, Bloemaert worked closely with many of the most celebrated painters in Rome,
such as Pietro da Cortona, Guido Reni, Francesco Albani, and Nicolas Poussin, and
encountered first-hand recent intellectual developments and artistic breakthroughs. Such
exposure had a profound impact on the artist’s style and technique. A comparison of The
Birth of Christ, engraved by Bloemaert after a design by his father Abraham in Utrecht in
1625, with his ca. 1645 engraving of the Montalto Madonna, painted by Annibale
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Carracci around 1597, elucidates the artist’s movement from the exaggerated chiaroscuro
and heavy use of the burin of his Utrecht period to the monumental, graceful, and refined
forms of his Roman works (figs. 93-94). His hallmark luminosity and rich coloristic
techniques, moreover, impacted successive generations of engravers, in particular those
who traveled to Rome from the Low Countries and France.447
Large-scale collaborative projects—especially those corresponding to prestigious
aristocratic publications, such as the Galleria Giustiniana and the Aedes Barberinae—
also encouraged rewarding collaborations between Bloemaert and other artists, which
often resulted in longstanding artistic partnerships. Bloemaert’s association with Cortona
is perhaps the most important example, as the artist worked not only with the painter on
several of the same publications during the 1630s and 1640s, especially those sponsored
by the Barberini, but he also produced prints exclusively for Cortona and his studio
around mid-century.448 Thus the two artists had considerable contact throughout their
time in Rome together, and it was through this association that Bloemaert formed
working relationships with other Italian artists such as Ciro Ferri, with whom the artist
collaborated extensively during the 1650s, 1660s, and 1670s.449 Such relationships surely
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enduring partnership between the two artists.
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were mutually beneficial: the painter offered his name and design while Bloemaert
ensured the reproduction and dissemination of the invention. Bloemaert’s skill as a
reproductive engraver undoubtedly appealed greatly to Cortona and Ferri, and the
engraver offered practical benefits as well through his ability to obtain triple privileges
for his prints—a very rare feat in Rome—and had far-reaching networks of publishers in
other centers in Italy as well as France.450

Bloemaert and the Bentvueghels: Assessing the Group’s Long-Term Relevance
Even though Bloemaert’s success in Italian patronage circles was considerable, he
maintained strong connections to the northern European community in Rome throughout
his career. Through his independent studio work as well as specific commissions,
Bloemaert had consistent contact with Netherlandish as well as German and French
artists. This included a surprising number of Bentvueghels. These relationships typically
comprised a significant amount of collaboration, whether with younger assistants—many
of whom actually lived with him—or with established artists. A discussion of these
commissions sheds light on the nature of these connections, and offers insight into the
continued relevance of the Bentvueghels for long-term migrants such as Bloemaert.
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Pierre Mariette II in Paris, for instance, published and collected Bloemaert’s prints. See for
example an undated engraving of Ixion (part of a series of mythological prints) at the Philadelphia Museum
of Art, accession no. 1985-52-29458, which was engraved by Bloemaert and published by Mariette in
Paris. See also F.W.H. Hollstein, Hollstein's Dutch and Flemish etchings, engravings and woodcuts, ca.
1450-1700 (Amsterdam: Hertzberger, 1950), II: 77-89. Certain impressions also bear Mariette’s signature
and date of acquisition for his personal collection. See for example Cornelis Bloemaert, Saints Roch and
Sebastian with the Virgin Mary and Child, engraving, 37.3 x 28.4 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum. Object
number RP-P-BJ-1256, onto which Mariette inscribed his name and the year 1647. The use of triple
privileges in Rome (Rome, France, and the Holy Roman Empire) during the seventeenth century was
rare—no other engraver seems to have so consistently obtained them as Bloemaert for his prints.
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Over the course of his sixty-year career in the city, it can be documented that
Bloemaert closely interacted with more than fifty artists, two-thirds of whom were
foreign. This is especially the case after 1647, when the artist moved into his house on
Via Capo le Case. The Stati delle anime from these years record twenty-two artists living
with Bloemaert of Dutch, Flemish, German, and French origin.451 Although these artists
included painters, sculptors, and goldsmiths, as well as engravers, it seems plausible that
all were involved or impacted to some degree by Bloemaert’s workshop production.452
Bloemaert’s most visible influence can be seen in prints by younger
Netherlandish and French engravers, who closely emulated the artist’s soft radiance and
luminosity.453 Several of the more noteworthy examples include the Antwerp engravers
Jacques Blondeau, Albertus Clouwet, both of whom were known Bentvueghels, as well
as Arnold van Westerhout, who apparently ran a publishing business through Bloemaert’s
house during the early 1680s (figs. 95-97). As Bénédicte Gady has demonstrated,
printmakers and painters associated with Francois de Poilly, a Parisian artist and
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It should be noted here that Bloemaert was very unusual for hosting younger foreign artists
with such consistency. Most northern European artists—once they had decided to stay in Rome for a
prolonged period of time—married and took on servants, while also limiting the number of assistants or
artists that lived with them.
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Certainly Bloemaert was also training artists. According to Lione Pascoli, Vite dei pittori,
scultori ed architette moderni (Rome, 1730-1732), II: 387, Bloemaert gave drawing instruction to the
Roman painter Giovanni Odazzi.
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There has been very little scholarship on print production in Rome after 1630. However,
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as an engraver and also on account of his longevity—he produced prints through the 1680s, only ceasing to
work just prior to his death in 1692. Other engravers working in the city included Johann Friedrich Greuter,
the son of Matthaeus Greuter, Francois Spierre, whose style was profoundly impacted by Bloemaert, and
artists associated with the publisher and dealer Giovanni Giacomo de Rossi.
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publisher, also had important ties with Bloemaert during the second half of the century.454
Evidence from stock lists and inventories demonstrate that Bloemaert collaborated with a
number of these artists on important commissions, such as complex thesis prints for the
Collegio Romano, as well as independent reproductive engravings intended for wide
distribution.455 Unfortunately, very few thesis prints have survived, given the tendency
for owners to dismantle them over time.456 However, an example created by Bloemaert
with the assistance of Jean Baron, an engraver from Toulouse who lived and worked
closely with the artist between 1658 and 1660, is representative of the types of
productions Bloemaert oversaw within his workshop (fig. 83).
The allegorical thesis print, created around 1658, celebrates the intellectual
pursuits of Alexander VII.457 This is indicated through his portrait and the inclusion of
Minerva, along with various books, authors, and statues of deceased popes who shared
similar humanist interests (as well as connections to Siena, Alexander VII’s
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De Poilly, who traveled to Rome around 1648, cannot be tied directly to Bloemaert’s studio;
however, many of his assistants or followers later lived with the artist in Rome. Additionally, De Poilly
seems to have frequently copied prints after Bloemaert for publication in Paris. For more concerning the
relationship between De Poilly and Bloemaert, see Gady, Les estampes françaises, 75-76.
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Giovanni Giacomo de Rossi, Indice delle stampe intagliate in rame, al bulino, & all'acqua
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Hollstein, II: 228.
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Rice, “Pomis sua nomina servant,” 197, discusses the rarity for examples that have survived
fully intact. The example illustrated here, for instance, is from the Rijksmuseum. The British Museum has
another copy that is more severely cropped. I am unaware of further examples.
457

Hollstein, II: 77, 228.

178

birthplace).458 This is one of several such prints Bloemaert executed for the Collegio
Romano, which required a significant level of collaboration, given the complexity of its
design and layout.459 Although it is difficult to say which part was created by whom,
descriptions of other works between the two artists give some indication of the division
of labor, such as an engraving of Saints Peter and Paul (now lost) after Annibale Carracci
described in the 1689 stock list of Giovanni Giacomo de Rossi. In the engraving after
Carracci, for instance, the heads of the figures of Peter and Paul were executed by
Bloemaert, while the rest of the figures and composition were engraved by Baron.460
Thus for larger prints that required multiple hands, Bloemaert would contribute the most
important parts, leaving the secondary components to his assistants. It was probably
through such practices, which were fairly standard for the period, that Bloemaert was
able to exert such influence over younger generations of artists concerning style and
technique. Blondeau, Clouwet, Baron, Jean-Baptist Nolin, and a number of other
engravers working in Rome during the second half of the century shared significant
similarities with the Utrecht artist’s techniques, such as their use of dense cross-hatching
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The composition was designed by Raphael Vanni. No information survives regarding the
allegorical meaning of this print, nor has the full print been identified. Although a full interpretation of the
engraving is not possible without further information, much is known regarding Alexander VII’s
intellectual pursuits. See for example Peter J. A. N. Rietbergen, “Founding a University Library: Pope
Alexander VII (1655-1667) and the Alessandrina,” The Journal of Library History (1974-1987) 22, no. 2
(Spring, 1987): 190-205. See also Ingrid D. Rowland, “Etruscan Inscriptions from a 1637 Autograph of
Fabio Chigi,” American Journal of Archaeology 93, no. 3 (Jul., 1989): 423-28, for the scholastic
publications and research of Alexander VII.
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De Rossi, Indice (1689), 38. “San Pietro, San Paolo Apostoli sedenti intagliati al bulino le teste
da Cornelio Bloemaert, il resto da Monsieur Baron in due mezzi fogli reali per traverse.”
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and fine, supple tapering lines that created volume and depth.461 Some of these artists,
moreover, especially Blondeau and Clouwet, may have mediated between Bloemaert and
De Rossi in the creation of certain print series during the 1670s and 1680s, as suggested
by engravings that duplicate or complete Bloemaert’s prints after Pietro da Cortona’s
fresco cycles of the Palazzo Pitti (figs. 95-96, 98).462
In addition to engravers, there were also a significant number of painters living
with Bloemaert during these years, who must have played some role in the artist’s
production. However, their working relationship with Bloemaert must remain speculative
as there are no known paintings by the artist (although he was trained first as a painter
and only later as an engraver). A number of painters associated with Bloemaert were
younger Bentvueghels, who had traveled to Rome primarily from the Dutch Republic.
These included Jacob van Steenworden, Adriaen Honich, Theodor van der Schuur, and
Johannes Zierneels or Syrnel.463 It is possible that these artists entered Bloemaert’s studio
not only because of his connection to the Bentvueghels and his position as a
Netherlandish artist in Rome, but also to study his collection of drawings, prints,
461

Gady, “Les estampes françaises,” 75-76, discusses his impact on French engravers in
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Much is still unclear regarding Bloemaert’s ties to the De Rossi family. On the whole, it seems
that Bloemaert published independently, although he sold loose prints through dealers such as Francois
Collignon and probably also through the De Rossi’s. This can be gleaned from published stock lists and
inventories, which for the most part do not include plates after Bloemaert until after 1686, when the artist
had moved into a monastery on account of his poor health. He seems to have sold many of his plates to the
De Rossi’s at that time. Collignon had primarily loose impressions, rather than plates, by Bloemaert, but
the volume of prints indicates that there was an important connection between them. For the published
inventory of François Collignon, see Jacques Kühnmunch, “Un marchand français d’estampes a Rome au
XVIIe siècle: François Collignon,” Bulletin de la Société de l’Histoire de l’Art Français 1978/80 (1980):
79-100. More research needs to be done concerning Bloemaert’s relationship with print dealers, however,
in order to better determine how this affected his workshop production.
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All of these artists have fallen into obscurity. For the Stati delle anime, see Hoogewerff,
Nederlandsche kunstenaars te Rome, 244-57.
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sculptures and paintings.464 Presumably they would also have helped the artist prepare
sketches for certain prints, especially single-sheet reproductive engravings Bloemaert
published himself from his studio.
While more work needs to be done concerning Bloemaert’s workshop, there are a
few tentative conclusions that can be drawn. First, all of the artists who lived with
Bloemaert or who worked as his assistants were northern European, and many of these
artists shared ties with the Bentvueghels. Only one Italian artist is known to have worked
with Bloemaert, Giovanni Odazzi, who studied drawing with the artist.465 Otherwise,
Bloemaert catered to foreigners, who studied the collection of his workshop or
collaborated on independent and commissioned print productions. Although the evidence
is fragmentary, Bloemaert also seems to have helped these artists secure further
commissions in Rome. This was especially the case with artists who stayed permanently
in the city such as Blondeau and Clouwet. Therefore, Bloemaert appears to have served
an important intermediary role, proving that despite the longevity of his stay in Rome, he
never lost touch with the foreign artistic community.
Bloemaert also maintained contact with older established Bentvueghels in Rome,
including Jan Miel and Louis Cousin. There is evidence that he collaborated with both
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See ch. 3, n. 379. It was common, as discussed in Chapter Three, for Netherlandish artists in
Rome to enter the studios of established compatriots in order to study after their collections of drawings
and other materials. Bloemaert’s 1682 testament lists all of the contents of his studio/household. These
included various paintings, drawings, and prints, as well as materials such as chalk and copper plates.
465
See Pascoli, II: 387. Odazzi went on to work with Ciro Ferri and Giovanni Battista Gauli, and
established a successful career for himself in Rome as a monumental painter of frescoes and altarpieces in
churches such as Santa Maria d’Aracoeli.
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painters during the 1650s, when all three had reached a climax in their careers.466 This is
particularly the case with Miel, with whom Bloemaert worked on several frontispieces
and dedicatory prints between during the 1640s and 1650s. The most noteworthy of these
are the frontispieces for Daniello Bartoli’s Istoria della compagnia di Gesù, a large multivolume tome published in six installments in Rome between 1650 and 1673. The
publication, which highlighted the history of the Society of Jesus and its missionary
efforts, was one of the most popular books sponsored by the Jesuits, and it certainly did
much to spread the fame of the artists and the author involved in the project. Bloemaert
engraved the frontispieces after Miel’s designs for two of the volumes, Della vita e
dell’istituto di S. Ignatio (1659) and L’Asia (1653) (figs. 99-100). The prints portray the
two most important Jesuits: Ignatius Loyola, who founded the Order, and Francis Xavier,
who exemplified the missionary spirit of the Society. Both were canonized by Gregory
XV in 1622, and they serve here as indications of the overall objective of the publication
to highlight the international role of the Jesuits and underscore the endurance of
Ignatius’s vision through the Society’s missionary work. These were the only books in
the series to include frontispieces, demonstrating as well the reputation of both artists at
this time.
There is no known evidence, other than the prints themselves, to elucidate the
nature of the commission and the relationship between Miel and Bloemaert. However,
there is at least one other extant work that Bloemaert and Miel created together during

466

Cousin and Bloemaert seem to have worked together on only one print, a portrait print of the
young Jesuit priest Cesario Cájetan (1652). See for example the impression at the Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam, object number RP-P-BI-1365. The print was executed following Cousin’s appointment as
Principe of the Accademia di San Luca, the first and only Bentvueghel to have been elected to this
position. It is possible that there were more prints by Bloemaert and Cousin that have not been identified.
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these years. This engraving of The Miraculous Statue at Trapani in Sicily was
commissioned by Anna Maria de Nobile of Trapani sometime during the late 1640s or
1650s (fig. 101). The print depicts a medieval statue of the Madonna and Child situated
atop a pedestal and flanked by putti. In the background is the sea surrounding Sicily,
where the statue is still located; in the foreground to the right of the Madonna and Child
stands De Nobile herself wearing the habit of the Carmelites and praying to the statue.
Although no further information has been found concerning this commission, it
demonstrates that the artists had worked together on other projects aside from the
frontispieces for Bartoli. They certainly would have known each other well before these
joint commissions, moreover, as they had both joined the Bentvueghels during the 1630s
and lived near one another in the parish of Sant’Andrea delle Fratte.467 It is probable that
they maintained some level of contact throughout their time in Rome, which may have
facilitated their professional relationship during the 1640s and 1650s.468

Conclusion
The success of Cornelis Bloemaert illuminates how foreign artists adapted to their
host centers over long periods of time. Bloemaert was among the few Bentvueghels who
opted to stay in Rome permanently, never to return to the North.469 Thus his activities and
networks are important indicators for how the Bentvueghel—as migrant artists—
467
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Sandrart, TA 1675, II, Buch 3 (niederl. u. dt. Künstler), S. 362. Bloemaert’s Bentvueghel
nickname (Winter) referred to his distaste for the north and its chilly, damp climate.
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continuously evolved in order to more effectively integrate within their adopted
environments. In this way he is not particularly exceptional, as the trajectory of his career
in Rome parallels those of other artists such as Jan Miel and Louis Cousin. With each
passing decade, Bloemaert earned greater success and prominence through his
commissions—all of which were public and were widely disseminated in Italy and in
Europe. This is especially the case with book productions, which he worked on
consistently between 1633 and 1679. Bloemaert was involved in many of the most
important and celebrated publications produced in Rome during the seventeenth century,
demonstrating his variability and skill with the burin. Printed books comprised more than
half of Bloemaert’s artistic output in Italy, and they ranged in subjects from intellectual
and scientific treatises, to catalogues of antiquities and decorative programs, to Missals
and ecclesiastical tracts. His flexibility as an engraver earned him the moniker “phoenix”
from his friend and fellow Bentvueghel Joachim von Sandrart. As mentioned at the
beginning of this chapter, Sandrart reserved this term for the artists he most admired, and
it certainly was an appropriate description of the Bloemaert’s technical virtuosity.
Bloemaert’s professional skills (or his human capital), therefore, had much to do with his
continued success in Rome. He was able to maintain a steady stream of commissions as
well as a bustling workshop, where he employed assistants for collaborative productions
and single-sheet prints for independent sale.
Yet it must not be forgotten that it was through Bloemaert’s connections to the
Bentvueghels that he first achieved success in Rome. The Galleria Giustiniana, as
discussed in this chapter as well as in Chapter Three, was one of the most significant
examples of artistic collaboration and cooperation in seventeenth-century Rome.
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Bloemaert and his fellow Bentvueghels played a critical role in the formation of the
volumes, producing the majority of the prints and overseeing the final stages of its
compilation and publication. It was Sandrart who initiated the relationship between these
artists and Vincenzo Giustiniani, as he had summoned them from France specifically to
work on the catalogue. Thus Sandrart, already a Bentvueghel by the late 1620s,
effectively jumpstarted the international careers of the Netherlandish engravers involved
in the project. He likely introduced Bloemaert and his cohorts to the Bentvueghels as
well, since they were certainly members by the end of 1633. Being a part of this
collective group seemed to have been an important part of their identities during these
years as well; the Giustiniani payment registers, for instance, repeatedly name at least one
of the artists, Reinier van Persijn, by his Bentvueghel nickname (“Narcissus”).470
Therefore, Bloemaert’s success in Rome was achieved in great part through his
connections to the Bentvueghels, who provided him initial access to social and
professional networks. Indeed, he may not have attempted the trip to Italy had not been
for Sandrart, as he had already found steady work while living in Paris.471 However, once
he settled in Rome Bloemaert established an enduring reputation, expanding his
professional networks through his own talent and his fortunate connections to major
patrons and collectors. Bloemaert never had to rely exclusively on the open art market of
Rome to secure his career, unlike many Bentvueghels (especially painters who
specialized in specific genres), although being an engraver came with its own
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He was doing well in Paris and otherwise had no real need to make such a long journey.
Sandrart, TA 1675, II, Buch 3 (niederl. u. dt. Künstler), S. 362, attests to the artist’s early success.
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challenges.472 His path to success, therefore, finds parallels with those of other prominent
Bentvueghels, namely Miel and Cousin. Miel and Cousin, for instance, also lived in the
city for decades and made important changes to their networks and artistic styles in order
to increase their professional and social opportunities. Both painters joined prestigious
institutions and confraternities, such as the Accademia di San Luca, the Virtuosi al
Pantheon, San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi, and Santa Maria della Pietà in Campo Santo. As
discussed in Chapter Three, Miel also entered the famous private academy of Andrea
Sacchi, presumably in order to study after the nude. Additionally, Miel and Cousin had
expanded their pictorial repertoires, working intentionally with the monumental style and
subject matter favored by Italian patrons.473 As a result, both artists saw a marked
increase in public and private patronage during the 1640s and especially the 1650s. For
Cousin, this culminated in his election as Principe of the Accademia di San Luca in
1651—the only Bentvueghel who held this position.
What does this mean, therefore, for the Bentvueghels and their relevance for the
foreign community in Rome? There are several conclusions we can draw from the
example of Bloemaert. First, the Bentvueghels proved critical for a migrant artist’s entry
into professional circles in Rome. This involved not only artistic training, workspace, and
connections to the rapidly developing art market, as discussed in Chapter Three, but also
social and financial support. Second, the longer a Bentvueghel stayed in the city, the
472
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more necessary it became for them to seek alternate means of employment if they wanted
to attain lasting success. The reason for this had to do with Rome’s particular artistic
environment, which cultivated both an open (and unregulated) art market while
maintaining a traditional patronage system. Although certain components of the this
longstanding patronage system had shifted and changed during the seventeenth century,
as collectors increasingly looked to acquire portable objects of display such as cabinet
pictures (rather than commission elaborate fresco programs), it nevertheless remained the
ultimate standard of success and artistic merit.474 This is evidenced by the derisive
commentary discussed in Chapter Two from theorists such as Passeri and painters
including Francesco Albani and Andrea Sacchi around mid-century regarding the
Bamboccianti. According to Francis Haskell, Sacchi, Albani, Passeri, and other artists
such as Salvator Rosa, were concerned in particular with the considerable market success
of the foreign artists. Prominent collectors purchased with increasing frequency smallscale bambocciate (as well as other specialized subjects, namely landscape and still lifes),
which threatened the hegemony of monumental painters in Rome.475 As Wendy
Thompson has demonstrated, the artistic theory that developed in the city during the
seventeenth century responded to this by more staunchly prioritizing the classicizing
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imagery and public patronage of artists who worked primarily with historical subject
matter.476
In order to integrate more fully into this environment, Bentvueghels such as
Bloemaert had to find other sources of patronage.477 This meant making new connections
with patrons and artists and complying with certain standards of decorum with regards to
style and behavior. However, this did not mean that Bentvueghels who had successfully
integrated into Roman professional circles abandoned the group entirely. In fact there
was much flexibility and overlap within the foreign community, especially among the
Netherlandish and German artists. Bloemaert, as discussed, maintained contact with the
Bentvueghels throughout his career by employing younger members in his studio and
collaborating with older, established Bentvueghels. Long-term success as a Bentvueghel,
therefore, meant less reliance on the group itself for social and professional support, and
artists who stayed in Rome had the freedom to choose whether or not to maintain contact
with the group.
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Although they were able to navigate the two sectors of the market—and Bloemaert and Miel
are both examples of how to achieve this—success was measured in the city by standards of patronage. It
was therefore critical for foreign artists to work with this longstanding system if they wanted to achieve
lasting success in Rome.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

Although the sojourn was difficult and often dangerous, artists by the hundreds
voluntarily traveled to Italy during the early modern period. Once in Rome, they acted as
other migrants, and sought professional and social security with their compatriots. By the
seventeenth century artistic migration to Rome—especially by Netherlandish artists—had
increased exponentially. This upsurge coincided with the development of an open art
market, which led to increased competition with other artists while at the same time
provided artists with more opportunities to acclimate and integrate within their new
cultural environment. It was within this climate that the Bentvueghels first organized.
Comprised exclusively of northern European artists of varied backgrounds and artistic
specializations, the Bentvueghels provided sympathetic companionship for foreign
artists—especially those from the Low Countries and Germany.
I have argued in this dissertation that the Bentvueghels were not a band of
drunken hooligans (as described by certain contemporary sources). Rather, they were a
complex, multifaceted society that afforded its members critical social, economic, and
professional opportunities. The group encouraged artists to create social and human
capital by providing access to vital networks that enabled members to more easily find
work, housing, and companionship in Rome. These networks varied in function,
depending on the individual needs of members and the length of their stay in the city. In
this way the Bentvueghels imparted agency in the artistic center, easing the transition and
adaption of artists to the cultural center.
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While the group exerted the greatest impact on young, newly arrived artists, they
nevertheless maintained lasting contact with members—even those who stayed in Rome
permanently. Such a closely connected society corresponded to the nature of the larger
Netherlandish community in the city, and indeed there was much overlap between them.
Thus the Bentvueghels enable us to establish broader patterns of northern European
artistic and social practices in Rome. Such persistent ties, moreover, suggest that northern
European artists—and especially those from the Low Countries—never fully assimilated
into their new environments.478 Instead they maintained their cultural identities as
foreigners, even if professionally they had more or less integrated.
The situation in Rome finds certain parallels with other artistic centers in Europe
that boasted large populations of Netherlandish migrants. Cities such as London, Paris,
Naples, and Venice provided conditions conducive to the formation of close-knit
communities and networks among foreign artists. Netherlandish artists tended to cluster
together in the same neighborhoods or sections—sometimes by choice and at other times
out of necessity. For instance, in early modern England, Dutch and Flemish artists
frequently were forced to live on the periphery of large centers such as London. At times
they were even displaced entirely, so as not to threaten the livelihood of local
craftsmen.479 Foreign artistic communities in these centers also consistently helped
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migrant artists procure work, lodging, as well as patronage.480 Netherlandish collectors
and merchants, such as Gaspar de Roomer in Naples and Jan Reynst in Venice, usually
played a strong role as well in preserving the livelihoods of their compatriots.
Yet each center differed in important ways with respect to specific political,
religious, and cultural circumstances. Rome, for example, had a capricious political
environment due to the continuously changing papal court. This had a profound impact
on artistic taste, style, and patronage. This contrasted considerably with other centers that
had stronger, relatively stable princely courts such as Paris and London that provided
more favorable working conditions and opportunities for Dutch and Flemish artists.481
Additionally, given its history as a site for pilgrimage—religious, cultural, and political—
Rome was an especially dynamic center with a shifting and diverse population that
steadily increased during the seventeenth century. Finally, although the religious
atmosphere of the city overall was fairly conservative, the working environment of Rome
was decidedly more open and flexible than other centers. This was due to the dismantling
of the guild system and the inability of institutions such as the Accademia di San Luca to
480
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1400-1750, ed. Frits Scholten, Joanna Woodall, and Dulcia Meijers (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 302-23. For
Naples, see Marije Osnabrugge, “From Itinerant to Immigrant Artist: Aert Mytens in Naples,” in Art and
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Italy: A Reappraisal,” in Hans von Aachen in Context. Proceedings of the International Conference Prague
22-25 September 2010, ed. Lubomír Konečný and Štěpán Vácha (Prague, 2012), 17-27.
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cultural ties between England and the Low Countries.
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regulate the art market.482 While this enabled artists such as the Bentvueghels to infiltrate
the market and to specialize in certain subjects and styles, it also heightened competition
overall.
In no other center does there appear to have been a community that possessed
such a distinctive identity and as broad an impact as the Bentvueghels. Although smaller
clusters of artists formed in other cities—and in Rome itself prior to the formation of the
Bentvueghels—there is no known foreign artistic society that had the same presence or
longevity.483 The plethora of images depicting Bentvueghel initiations and the dithering
commentary of early modern writers underscore the group’s notoriety north and south of
the Alps. These same sources—visual and textual—also demonstrate that the
Bentvueghel s comprised an important part of a migrant artist’s experience in Italy. They
were, as discussed in Chapter Two, the primary source of social and professional
networking for the majority of Netherlandish artists in Rome. The benefits of
membership can be gleaned from the noteworthy number of artists who achieved
success—in Italy and especially in the North. For instance, many artists involved with the
482

For the early history of the Accademia di San Luca (which usurped the guilds in the late
sixteenth century), see Peter Lukehart, “Visions and Divisions in the Early History of the Accademia di San
Luca,” in The Accademia Seminars: The Accademia di San Luca in Rome, c. 1590-1635, ed. Peter Lukehart
(Washington, D.C.: National Gallery of Art, 2009), 161-95. See also Grossi and Trani, “From Universitas
to Accademia,” 24.
483

Earlier instances of northern European artistic circles in Rome included that which formed in
the workshop of the Flemish painter Anthonis van Santvoort and around the apothecary Hendrik de Raeff.
See Hoogewerff, Bentvueghels, 22-40; Bert w. Meijer, “‘Fiamminghi a Roma’: On the Years after 1550,”
Bollettino d’arte 100 (1999): 117-32; and Lothar Sickel, “Anthonis Santvoort: ein niederländischer Maler,
Verleger und Kunstvermittler in Rom: mit einem Exkurs zum Testament Cornelis Corts,” in Ein
Privilegiertes Medium und die Bildkulturen Europas: deutsche, französische und niederländische
Kupferstecher und Graphikverleger in Rom von 1590 bis 1630; Akten des Internationalen Studientages der
Bibliotheca Hertziana, Rom, 10. - 11. November 2008, ed. Eckhard Leuschner (München: Hirmer, 2012),
39-62.
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group maintained contact with other members after leaving Rome, indicating the strength
of the Bentvueghel networks.484 Finally, the Bentvueghels did not affect only the foreign
faction of the city—the diverse society of artists actively shaped the changing artistic
environment of seventeenth-century Rome and its expanding open art market. They
comprised, therefore, a distinctive and essential part of the dynamic cosmopolitan center.

484
This is especially the case with artists who relocated to the same centers, such as The Hague,
Utrecht, and Amsterdam. Jan Asselijn in particular had ties with many Bentvueghels after he returned to
the Dutch Republic, and he even collaborated with former members while en route in Lyon and Paris.
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Figure 1. Rembrandt van Rijn, Portrait of Jan Asselijn, ca. 1647. Etching, Drypoint, and
Burin, 18.7 x 17.1 cm. New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art.

Figure 2. Anonymous, Eight Portraits of Bentvueghels (1 of 2), ca. 1620/21. Black and
Red Chalk, 26.5 x 39.5 cm. Hamburg, Hamburger Kunstalle.
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Figure 3. Anonymous, Eight Portraits of Bentvueghels (2 of 2), ca. 1620/21. Black and
Red Chalk, 26.2 x 39.3 cm. Hamburg, Hamburger Kunstalle.

Figure 4. Anonymous, Series of Portraits of Bentvueghels (1 of 5), ca. 1623. Red and
Black Chalk, 29 x 27.7 cm. Rotterdam, Museum Boijmans van Beuningen.
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Figure 5. Anonymous, Series of Portraits of Bentvueghels (2 of 5), ca. 1623. Red and
Black Chalk, 28 x 41.8 cm. Rotterdam, Museum Boijmans van Beuningen.

Figure 6. Anonymous, Series of Portraits of Bentvueghels (3 of 5), ca. 1623. Red and
Black Chalk, 28 x 42.5 cm. Rotterdam, Museum Boijmans van Beuningen.
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Figure 7. Anonymous, Series of Portraits of Bentvueghels (4 of 5), ca.1623. Red and
Black Chalk, 28 x 42.5 cm. Rotterdam, Museum Boijmans van Beuningen.

Figure 8. Anonymous, Series of Portraits of Bentvueghels (5 of 5), ca. 1623. Black
Chalk, 41.7 x 55.2 cm. Rotterdam, Museum Boijmans van Beuningen.
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Figure 9. Bentvueghel Signatures. Santa Costanza, Rome, Italy.

Figure 10. Pieter van Laer, Self-Portrait, 1625-42. Oil on
Panel, 28 x 22.6 cm. Rome, Galleria Pallavicini.
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Figure 11. Matthijs Pool, after Dominicus van Wijnen. Bentvueghel Initiation, ca. 1690.
Engraving, 59 x 50 cm. Haarlem, Teylers Museum.

Figure 12. Matthijs Pool, after Dominicus van Wijnen, Initiation of a New Bentvueghel,
ca. 1690. Engraving, 48 x 54 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.
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Figure 13. Matthijs Pool, after Dominicus van Wijnen. Bentvueghel Feast, ca. 1690.
Engraving, 48.5 x 53.5 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.

Figure 14. Pieter van Laer, Artists in a Tavern, ca. 1630. Brown Ink and Wash on
White Paper, 20.3 x 25.8 cm. Berlin, Kupferstichkabinett.
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Figure 15. Roeland van Laer, An Induction Celebration of the Bentvueghels, 1626. Oil on
Canvas, 88 x 147.5 cm. Rome, Museo di Roma.

Figure 16. Bacchus. Medici Emblemata (Antwerp,1599).
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Figure 17. Pieter van Laer, Nocturnal Landscape with Shepherds Attending a Fire. Oil on
Canvas, 49.5 x 33.5 cm. Rome, Galleria Spada.

Figure 18. Pieter van Laer, Halt of the Hunters, ca. 1630-40. Oil on Canvas, 56.5 x
43.5 cm. Florence, Uffizi Gallery.
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Figure 19. Cornelis Schut and Timan Craft, Neptune and Amphitrite. Fresco. Frascati,
Casino Pescatore.

Figure 20. Theodor Helmbreker, The Conversion of Saint Julian, 1695. Oil on Canvas,
188 x 126 cm. Rome, San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi.
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Figure 21. Bartholomeus Breenbergh, Bathers in the Lake of Bracciano, 1625. Pen and
Brush in Brown, 26.6 x 41.9 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.

Figure 22. Antonio Tempesta, Map of Rome, 1593, with Campo Marzio highlighted.
Published in 1645 by Giovanni Domenico de Rossi.
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Figure 23. Pieter van Laer, Landscape with Morra Players, 1625-1642. Oil on Panel, 47
x 33.5 cm. Budapest, Museum of Fine Arts.

Figure 24. Antonio Tempesta, Map of Rome, 1593, with Santa Maria della Pietà in
Campo Santo, Santa Maria dell’Anima, and San Giuliano dei Fiamminghi.
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Figure 25. Jan Miel, St. Lambertus Chapel, ca. 1650. Fresco. Rome, Santa Maria dell'
Anima.

Figure 26. Jan Both, Row of Houses in Rome, 1638-41. Graphite and Brown Wash on
Paper, 19.6 x 30.3 cm. Copenhagen, Statenmuseum for Kunst.
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Figure 27. Jan Asselijn, Row of houses in Rome, 1638-41. Graphite, Brush in Light
Brown Wash on Paper, 19 x 32.7 cm. Hannover, Niedersächsisch Landesmuseum.

Figure 28. Jan Baptist Weenix, Two Artists Drawing in a Ruin, 1643-46. Brush in Gray,
21.7 x 26.8 cm. Rotterdam, Museum Boijmans Van Beuningen.
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Figure 29. Jan Baptist Weenix, Artist Drawing Near a Fortification, 1643-46. Black
Chalk, Brush in Gray, 10.2 x 16.5 cm. Brussels, Royal Museum of Fine Arts.

Figure 30. Jan Asselijn (Attributed, after a Painting). Painter and Draftsman in Nature,
ca. 1640s. Red-brown and Black Chalk, Brush in Gray, 18.7 x 23.7 cm.Berlin, Staatliche
Museen.
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Figure 31. Anton Goubau, The Study of Art in Rome, 1662. Oil on Canvas,
113.2 x 165 cm. Antwerp, Royal Museum of Fine Arts.

Figure 32. Andrea Sacchi, Jan Miel, and Filippo Gagliardi, The Entrance of Urban VIII
in the Gesù, 1641. Oil on Canvas, 336 x 247 cm. Rome, Galleria Nazionale d’Arte
Antica.
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Figure 33. Theodor Matham, after Francois Duquesnoy, Frontispiece. Galleria
Giustiniana (Rome, 1635-37/38). Engraving.

Figure 34. Federico Zuccaro, Taddeo Employed on Menial Tasks at Calabrese’s House,
1595. Pen and Brown Ink, Brush with Brown Wash, over Black Chalk,
17.6 x 41.9 cm. Los Angeles, J. Paul Getty Museum.
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Figure 35. Herman van Swanevelt, The Angel Consoling Hagar, from the Series
Landscapes with Scenes from the Old Testament, ca. 1627-40. Etching,
12.5 x 20.1 cm. London, British Museum.

Figure 36. Girolamo Frezza, The Four Evangelists, 1692. Engraving.
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Figure 37. Paul Bril, Landscape with Shepherds, 1611-12. Fresco. Rome, Palazzo
Rospigliosi Pallavicini.

Figure 38. Paul Bril, Landscape with Nymphs and Satyrs, 1623. Oil on Canvas,
70.5 x 103.2 cm. Oberlin, Ohio. Allen Memorial Art Museum.

Figure 39. Paul Bril, View of the Temple of the Sibyl at Tivoli, ca. 1600. Bordeaux,
France, Musée des Beaux-Arts de Bordeaux.
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Figure 40. Cornelis van Poelenburch, The Temple of the Sibyl at Tivoli, 1619. Pen and
Brush in Brown over Black Chalk, 21.5 x 39.7 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.

Figure 41. Paul Bril, City on the Rocks, 1620s. Pen in Brown, Brush in Gray,
23.2 x 36.3 cm. Antwerp, Stedelijk Prentenkabinet.
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Figure 42. Bartholomeus Breenbergh, City on the Rocks, ca. 1619-26. Pen and Brush in
Brown, 27.6 x 23.2 cm. Edinburgh, National Gallery of Scotland.

Figure 43. Cornelis van Poelenburch, Nymphaeum of the Aqua Iulia (“Trophies of
Marius”), 1620s. Pen and Brown Ink, Gray Wash, over Black Chalk, 23.8 x 39 cm.
Dresden, Kupferstich-Kabinett.
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Figure 44. Bartholomeus Breenbergh, The Ruins of the Nymphaeum in Rom
(“Trofeo di Mario”), 1620s. Pen and Brown Ink and Wash, 19.4 x 27.1 cm.

Figure 45. Paul Bril, Tivoli and the Temple of Sybil, 1620s. Black Chalk, Pen and
Brown Ink, Graphite with Brown and Blue Wash, 27.9 x 25 cm. Paris, Louvre.
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Figure 46. Bartholomeus Breenbergh, View of Torre di Chia, 1619-27. Pen and Brush
in Brown, 26.6 x 41.9 cm. Paris, Ecole Nationale Supérieure des Beaux-Arts.

Figure 47. Paul Bril, View of Bracciano, 1620. Oil on Canvas, 74.5 x 163.6 cm.
Milan, Private Collection.
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Figure 48. Jan Miel and Viviano Codazzi, Adoration of the Magi in a Doric Ruin,
ca. 1650. Oil on Canvas, 72 x 60 cm. Whereabouts Unknown.

Figure 49. Viviano Codazzi and Domenico Gargiulo, Adoration of the Shepherds,
ca. 1638-41. Oil on Canvas, 124 x 156 cm. Hooson, TX, The Sarah Campbell Blaffer
Foundation.
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Figure 50. Jan Miel, Adoration of the Shepherds, 1650s. Oil on Canvas.
Rome, Galleria Nazionale d’Arte Antica.

Figure 51. Claude Mellan, Portrait of Vincenzo Giustiniani, 1631. Galleria Giustiniana, I
and II, Plate 2. Engraving.
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Figure 52. Reinier van Persijn, Bas-relief with a Rider on Horseback, Galleria
Giustiniana, II, Plate 88. Engraving.

Figure 53. Michel Natalis, Jupiter Capitolinus. Galleria Giustiniana, II, Plate 49.
Engraving.

249

Figure 54. Michel Natalis, Portrait of Benedetto Giustiniani. Galleria Giustiniani,
II, plate 5. Engraving.

Figure 55. Anonymous, Villa Giustiniana Outside the Porta del Popolo. Galleria
Giustiniana, II, Plate 156. Engraving.
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Figure 56. Angelo Caroselli, Allegory of Sculpture (Pygmalion and Galatea), ca. 1631.
Destroyed ca. 1945.

Figure 57. Claude Mellan, Hercules. Galleria Giustiniana, I, Plate 12. Engraving.
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Figure 58. Anna Maria Vaiani, Minerva. Galleria Giustiniana, I, Plate 3. Engraving.

Figure 59. Giovanni Luigi Valesio, Leda with a Swan. Galleria Giustiniana, I, Plate 150.
Engraving.
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Figure 60. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Joachim von Sandrart, Hercules. Galleria
Giustiniana, I, Plate 16. Engraving.

Figure 61. Theodor Matham, after Joachim von Sandrart, Apollo with Skin of Marsyas.
Galleria Giustiniana, I, Plate 59. Engraving.
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Figure 62. Reinier van Persijn, after Joachim von Sandrart, Statue of a Woman.
Galleria Giustiniana, II, Plate 126. Engraving.

Figure 63. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Abraham Bloemaert, Madonna and Child of the
Crescent Moon, ca. 1625. Engraving, 18.5 x 13.9 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.
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Figure 64. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Abraham Bloemaert, St. Jerome, ca. 1625-30.
Engraving, 18.9 x 14.1 cm. Philadelphia, Philadelphia Museum of Art.

Figure 65. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Abraham van Diepenbeeck, Creation of Pandora,
ca. 1630-33. Engraving, 27.6 x 19 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.
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Figure 66. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after G. Citosibio Guidi, Nile. Galleria Giustiniana, I,
Plate 85. Engraving.

Figure 67. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Titian (Francesco Vecellio), Madonna and
Child in Glory. Galleria Giustiniana, Plate 1. Engraving.
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Figure 68. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Raphael (Workshop of), Marriage of
St. Catherine. Galleria Giustiniana, Plate 2. Engraving.

Figure 69. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Luca Cambiaso, Madonna and Child with St.
Joseph and John the Baptist. Galleria Giustiniana, Plate 3. Engraving.
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Figure 70. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Giulio Romano. Madonna and Child with St.
Joseph. Galleria Giustiniana, Plate 4. Engraving.

Figure 71. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Ludovico Carracci. Madonna and Child with a
Lamb. Galleria Giustiniana, Plate 5. Engraving.
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Figure 72. Michel Natalis, after Andrea del Sarto, Holy Family. Galleria Giustiniana,
Plate 6. Engraving.

Figure 73. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Titian, Holy Family. Galleria Giustiniana,
Plate 7. Engraving.
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Figure 74. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Andrea del Sarto, Madonna and Child with John
the Baptist. Galleria Giustiniana, Plate 8. Engraving.

Figure 75. Anonymous, after Andrea del Sarto, Seated Madonna. Galleria Giustiniana, II
(18th-century Edition?), Plate 8. Engraving.
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Figure 76. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after G. Citosibio Guidi, Venus. Galleria Giustiniana,
II, Plate 40. Engraving.

Figure 77. Johann Friedrich Greuter, after Pietro da Cortona, Frontispiece. Aedes
Barberinae, Rome, 1642. Engraving.
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Figure 78. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Pietro da Cortona, Allegory of Divine
Providence. Aedes Barberinae. Engraving.
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Figure79. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Andrea Camassei, Frontispiece. Documenti
d’Amore (Rome, 1640). Engraving.

Figure 80. Cornelis Bloemaert II, Portrait of Antonio Barberini. Aedes Barberinae.
Engraving.
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Figure 81. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Salvi Castelucci, Venus. Aedes Barberinae.
Engraving.

Figure 82. Johann Friedrich Greuter, Allegory with the Symbols and Exemplars of
Prudence, detail of Pietro da Cortona’s Allegory of Divine Providence.
Aedes Barberinae. Engraving. London, British Museum.
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Figure 83. Cornelis Bloemaert II and Jean Baron, Allegorical Thesis Print, ca. 1660.
Engraving, 41.6 x 31 cm. London, British Museum.

Figure 84. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Giovanni Angelo Canini, Frontispiece.
Obeliscus Pamphilius (Rome, 1650). Engraving.
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Figure 85. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Giovanni Angelo Canini, Frontispiece.
Oedipus Aegyptiacus (Rome, 1652-54). Engraving.

Figure 86. Giovanni Angelo Canini, Mercury Discovering the History of Egypt,
ca. 1650. Pen and Brown Ink with Blue-gray Wash over Black Chalk, 22 x 15.1 cm.
Düsseldorf, Kunstmuseum.
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Figure 87. Giovanni Angelo Canini, The Genius of Tuscany Warding off the
Attacks of Envy against Painting, Sculpture, and Architecture, 1647. Recto and Verso.
Pen and Brown Ink over Black Chalk, 21.3 x 15 cm. Haarlem, Teylers Museum.

Figure 88. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Giovanni Angelo Canini. St. Benedict in the
Wilderness, ca. 1650. Engraving, 34.7 x 24.5 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.
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Figure 89. Giovanni Angelo Canini. St. Benedict in the Wilderness, ca. 1650.
Whereabouts Unknown.

Figure 90. Giovanni Angelo Canini. St. Benedict in the Wilderness, ca. 1650. Recto and
Verso. Pen and Brown Ink over Black Chalk. London, British Museum.
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Figure 91. Cornelis Bloemaert II, Portrait of Emperor Ferdinand III. Oedipus
Aegyptiacus, 1652. Engraving.

Figure 92. Cornelis Bloemaert II, Portrait of Athanasius Kircher, 1655. Engraving.
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Figure 93. Cornelis Bloemaert II, The Birth of Christ, ca. 1625. Engraving, 24.2 x 30.2
cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.

Figure 94. Cornelis Bloemaert II, Montalto Madonna, ca. 1645. Engraving, 39 x 21.7 cm.
Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.
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Figure 95. Albertus Clouwet, after Pietro da Cortona, Cleopatra and Augustus.
Engraving, 22.6 x 39 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.

Figure 96. Jacques Blondeau, after Pietro da Cortona, Images of Heroic Deeds, ca. 1677.
Engraving, 33.4 x 18.9 cm. London, British Museum.
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Figure 97. Arnold van Westerhout, St. Paul Preaching in Athens, 1680-1725. Engraving,
43.5 x 30.7 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum.

Figure 98. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Pietro da Cortona, Apollo, 1650s. Published by
Giovanni Giacomo de Rossi in 1677. Engraving, 20 x 34.3 cm. Amsterdam,
Rijksmuseum.
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Figure 99. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Jan Miel. Frontispiece. L’Asia (Rome, 1653).
Istoria della compagnia di Gesù. Engraving.

Figure 100. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Jan Miel. Frontispiece. Della vita e dell’istituto
di S. Ignatio (Rome, 1659). Engraving.
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Figure 101. Cornelis Bloemaert II, after Jan Miel. The Miraculous Statue at Trapani in
Sicily. Engraving, 22.3 x 15.4 cm. Philadelphia, Philadelphia Museum of Art.
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