
UvA-DARE is a service provided by the library of the University of Amsterdam (https://dare.uva.nl)

UvA-DARE (Digital Academic Repository)

Jan Davidsz. de Heem 1606-1684

Meijer, F.G.

Publication date
2016
Document Version
Final published version

Link to publication

Citation for published version (APA):
Meijer, F. G. (2016). Jan Davidsz. de Heem 1606-1684. [Thesis, fully internal, Universiteit van
Amsterdam].

General rights
It is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the author(s)
and/or copyright holder(s), other than for strictly personal, individual use, unless the work is under an open
content license (like Creative Commons).

Disclaimer/Complaints regulations
If you believe that digital publication of certain material infringes any of your rights or (privacy) interests, please
let the Library know, stating your reasons. In case of a legitimate complaint, the Library will make the material
inaccessible and/or remove it from the website. Please Ask the Library: https://uba.uva.nl/en/contact, or a letter
to: Library of the University of Amsterdam, Secretariat, Singel 425, 1012 WP Amsterdam, The Netherlands. You
will be contacted as soon as possible.

Download date:24 May 2023

https://dare.uva.nl/personal/pure/en/publications/jan-davidsz-de-heem-16061684(b57017f0-4361-423c-a85e-46dc01608fd7).html




 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



  



 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem 

1606-1684 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fred G. Meijer 
 

  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem 1606-1684 
Proefschrift, Universiteit van Amsterdam 2016 
 
© Fred G. Meijer, Delft 
No part of this book may be reproduced in any way without the written consent of the 
author. 
  



 
 
 

Jan Davidsz. de Heem 
1606-1684 

 
 
 
 

Academisch proefschrift 
 
 

ter verkrijging van de graad van doctor 
aan de Universiteit van Amsterdam 
op gezag van de Rector Magnificus 

Prof. Dr. D.C. van den Boom 
ten overstaan van een door het College voor Promoties ingestelde 

 commissie, in het openbaar te verdedigen in de Aula der Universiteit 
op woensdag 1 juni 2016 te 11.00 uur 

 
 

door 
 

Frederik Gerrit Meijer 

 
geboren te Delft 

  



 
 
 
 
 
 
Promotiecommissie 
 
Promotor:   Prof. Dr. E.J. Sluijter, Universiteit van Amsterdam 
 
Overige leden:  Prof. Dr. F. Grijzenhout, Universiteit van Amsterdam 
    Prof. Dr. H.T. van der Velden, Universiteit van Amsterdam 
    Prof. Dr. K. Van der Stighelen, KU Leuven 
    Prof. Dr. R.E.O. Ekkart, Universiteit Utrecht 
    Dr. P. Taylor, The Warburg Institute, Londen 
    Dr. E.S. Bergvelt, Universiteit van Amsterdam 
 
Faculteit   Faculteit der Geesteswetenschappen  



 
 
Contents 
 
Part 1 
Acknowledgements         9 
 
Introduction          13 
 
1. Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s name and effigies     19 
2. A biography of Jan Davidsz. de Heem (1606-1684)    23 
3. Utrecht, Leiden, and Amsterdam       33 
4. Antwerp 1636 to 1656        79 
5. Antwerp - Utrecht 1656 to 1672       207 
6. Antwerp 1672 to 1684        254 
7. Concluding observations        285 
8. Summary           299 
     Samenvatting         302 
Appendix 1 - Documents and archival references     305 
Appendix 2 - Signatures        318 
Appendix 3 - Catalogue A - Images only      326 
 
Notes to  chapters 1-7        393 
 
Bibliography  – Literature        426 
  -- Exhibitions         466 
   
 

Part 2 
Catalogue Raisonné A - The Paintings of Jan Davidsz. de Heem   7 
Catalogue Raisonné D - The Drawings of Jan Davidsz. de Heem   304  
Catalogue Raisonné D R – Rejected Drawings     305 
   
  



 



9 
 

Acknowledgements 
 
For the results of my research as they are reflected in the following pages, I am indebted to a large 
number of people. First and foremost, of course, I am grateful to Jan Davidsz. de Heem for producing 
such an engaging and enchanting body of work that it has kept my research going for several decades 
without a moment of boredom. I am also grateful to the many owners of de Heem’s paintings over 
the centuries, who have kept and cherished them in such a way that they can be studied and enjoyed 
in our day and age, as well as to those who have preceded me in researching de Heem and his work 
to some degree, and who have published their results. 

Without the guidance of Eric Jan Sluijter, this study would not have found its present form. I 
am very grateful to him for accepting me as a PhD candidate without hesitation, while I had not 
received any formal art-historical training. Eric Jan’s diligent scrutiny of my ever expanding texts 
commands great respect. His profound knowledge of and devotion to Netherlandish seventeenth-
century art has been and will remain a wonderful example and source of inspiration.  

After I had finished my education at the Reinwardt Academy for Museology in Leiden in 
1980, Rein-Arend Leeuw, director of the Delft museums, introduced me to Joop Nieuwstraten, then 
director of the Netherlands Institute for Art History (RKD) in the Hague. After I had joined the staff of 
the RKD in December 1980, Nieuwstraten enthusiastically helped me to develop my eye and analytic 
capacities, and later encouraged and supervised my first efforts towards art-historical publications. I 
am most grateful to both men for their confidence in my abilities. Joop Nieuwstraten’s successor 
Rudi Ekkart, director of the RKD from 1990 until 2012, has always been an enthousiastic supporter 
and advisor. It has incessantly been a great pleasure to work with him, as well as with my former 
head of department, Charles Dumas, whose enthusiasm and diligence have been and still are a great 
source of inspiration. Many RKD colleagues, inside and outside of the department of Old 
Netherlandish Painting, have shown interest in the progress of my work over the years and have 
alerted me to various interesting issues along the way. I am grateful to the current management 
team of the institute and to the head of our team, Sabine Craft-Giepmans, for enabling me to bring 
this project to fruition. The RKD has been an ideal base for my research over the past 35 years, being 
employed there, initially as a documentalist and later as a curator. 

Over the years, numerous owners of works by Jan Davidsz. de Heem have provided the 
opportunity to study the paintings in their possession and have supplied me with photographs for 
further study. The holdings of photographic material in various image libraries have been most 
resourceful, such as the Witt Library in London, The Frick Art Reference Library in New York, the 
Getty photo archive in Los Angeles and the image documentation of the Louvre in Paris. Of course 
the basic material I have worked from have always been the holdings of the Netherlands Institute for 
Art History (RKD), and in addition the photo documentation I have built up myself over the years. 

Many private owners have kindly given me access to their paintings, and provided me with 
photographs, for which I am most grateful. Without the help of several auction houses and old-
master dealers this project would have been impossible. For sharing all those new discoveries and 
reappearances with me, I am extremely grateful to the old-master staffs of Sotheby’s and Christie’s 
world-wide, as well as to many other auction houses around the world. Art dealers P. de Boer, 
Douwes, Richard Green, Johnny van Haeften, Hoogsteder & Hoogsteder, and many other dealerships 
have always been very forthcoming. Rafael Valls invited me to write a brochure for a modest 
exhibition in 2006, celebrating de Heem’s 400th birthday. 



10 
 

I am very grateful to the Rockefeller Centre for allowing me to work on the catalogue of Jan Davidsz. 
de Heem works in their villa in Bellagio for four weeks in May and June 2004. 

The following list of names is obviously incomplete and I apologize to those not mentioned, 
but they and all of the ones below have in one way or another, great or small, been instrumental in 
making me attain the results presented in this dissertation. They are, in alphabetic order: Marina 
Aarts, Christopher Apostle, Katherine Ara, Tom Baring, Alex Bell, Hanna Benesz, Marianne Berardi, 
Richard Beresford, Konrad Bernheimer, Ingvar Bergström(†), Amélie Beaujouan, Martin Bijl, Albert 
Blankert, Hilde, Peter and Niels de Boer, Marten Jan Bok, Johan Bosch van Rosenthal, Sophie 
Bremers, Beatrijs Brenninkmeijer-de Rooij(†), Damian Brenninkmeijer, Peter van den Brink, Thomas 
Brod, Christopher Brown, Helen Brown, Julie Brown,  Edwin Buijsen, Wendela Burgemeister, Quentin 
Buvelot, Toby Campbell, Luigi Caretto, Görel Cavalli-Björkman, Baukje Coenen, James Corcoran, 
Liesbeth De Belie, Marcus Dekiert, François De Poortere, Jan Depuydt, Cornelia Diekamp-Moiso, 
Evert Douwes Sr., Frits Duparc, Bernd Ebert, Ildikó Ember, Ursula de Goede, Hilliard Goldfarb, George 
Gordon, Guido van Groeningen, Koen de Groeve, Gerlinde Gruber, Bob Haboldt, Ben Hall, Ursula 
Härting, Susanne Heiland, Martine Lambrechtsen, Liesbeth Helmus, Roman Herzig, Annemarie van 
der Hoeven, Paul Huvenne, Holger Jacob-Friesen, Noud Jansen, Maria and Pedro Jimenez, Richard 
Charlton Jones, Georges de Jonckheere, Roswitha Juffinger, Rachel Kaminsky, Amanda Kavanaugh, 
Clementine Kerr-Sinclair, Jack Kilgore, Christopher Kingzett, Marijke de Kinkelder, David Koetser, Cyril 
Koller, Jan Kosten, Gerbrand Kotting, Magdalena Kraemer-Noble, Nancy Krieg, Hannelien Kuperus, 
Andrea Kust, Alastair Laing, Walter Liedtke(†), Boedy Lilian, Erik Löffler, Pippa Mason, Chantal 
Mauduit, Rachel Mauro, Andrew McKenzie, Peter Mitchell, Susan Morris, Otto Naumann, Uta 
Neidhardt, Jan Nicolaisen, Judith Niessen, Caroline Oliphant, Rob Noortman(†), Henry Pettifer, Henk 
Platenburg, Teresa Posada Kubissa, Steven Rich, Margaret Rochelle, Pieter Roelofs, Charles Roelofsz, 
Manja Rottink, Oskar Scheidwimmer, Kareen Schmid, Frits Scholten, Marc Schreuder, David Scrase, 
Rosie Seaward(†), Pierre de Séjournet, Sam Segal, Tico Seifert, Hana Seifertova, Anja Sevčik, Jan Six, 
Irina Sokolova, John Somerville, Larry and Peggy Steigrad, Alexander Strasoldo, Laura Tayler, Peter 
Tillou, Renate Trnek, Eric Turquin, Nico Van Hout, Alejandro Vergara, Claude Vittet, Beth Vogel, 
George Wachter, Adriaan Waiboer, Amy Walsh, Ineke Wansink, Willem van de Watering, Gregor 
Weber, Arthur Wheelock, Karoline Weser, Aat van der Willigen(†), Christopher White, Jon Whiteley, 
Andris Wieg(†), Kati Wieg, Peter Wolf, Margreet Wolters, Maarten Wurfbain. 

 
A special mention deserves my lovely partner, Carla van de Puttelaar, who, ever since we first met in 
2009 has taken a great interest in this project. She has read and criticized texts, been a sharp second 
pair of eyes in the assessment of paintings, the perfect travel companion, and she has scanned and 
taken photographs whenever needed. A more wonderful companion can only exist in Utopia. 
 
I dedicate this study to my parents, Aafje Meijer-Schaap (†) and Rinus Meijer, and to my son, Marijn 
Meijer. My parents have always supported me in a wonderful way and sowed the seeds for my 
interest in art and culture, for which I am eternally grateful, and I hope that this study will inspire 
Marijn on the promising path he has taken.  
 
Fred G. Meijer, January 2016 
  



11 
 

  



12 
 

 
  



13 
 

Introduction 
 
The last hundred years have seen an enormous increase in interest in still-life paintings from the 
Northern and Southern Netherlands from the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Many 
publications dealing with, or touching upon the subject have seen the light, both scholarly and 
popular. General esteem and market prices for such paintings have risen substantially and they can 
count on a steady interest, particularly for visually attractive sub-categories such as flower and fruit 
still lifes. 
An early exhibition on the general subject of still-life painting was held in The Hague in 1926, 
featuring almost a hundred seventeenth-century examples, and accompanied by a substantial essay 
‘Het Nederlandsch Stilleven’, by Gerhardus Knuttel.1 Ralph Warner’s Dutch and Flemish Flower and 
Fruit Painters of the XVIIth and XVIIIth Centuries, published in 1928, a compilation of annotated 
illustrations of still-life paintings, was another early sign of upcoming interest in the subject, followed 
by the Brussels exhibition La Nature-Morte Hollandaise in 1929, with an introduction by Eugenia 
Zarnowska.2 1933 saw a monster exhibition of over 350 still lifes from past to (then) present at the 
Goudstikker gallery in Amsterdam.3 In the same year, Alphons Vorenkamp’s dissertation Bijdrage tot 
de geschiedenis van het Hollandsch stilleven in de zeventiende eeuw appeared.4 Nico Vroom, in 1945, 
published his doctoral dissertation De schilders van het monochrome banketje, on the (mainly) 
Haarlem ‘banquet’ still life, a book which he elaborated upon in 1980.5 
 Ingvar Bergström’s dissertation Studier i Holländskt Stillebenmåleri under 1600-talet, from 
1947, which came out in an English translation in 1956 as Dutch Still-Life Painting in the Seventeenth 
Century provided a first – and still useful – properly illustrated overview of the Dutch production of 
still lifes of the Golden Age.6 In the previous year, 1955, Marie-Louise Hairs had published her Les 
peintres flamands de fleurs au XVIIe siècle, and also in 1956, Edith Greindl’s Les peintres flamands de 
nature morte au XVIIe siècle appeared.7 Bergström’s book saw a reprint in 1983 (a ‘pirate edition’ 
according to the author), of Hairs’ study revised editions appeared in 1965 and 1985 and Greindl 
published a revised edition of hers in 1983.8 Laurens Bol made valuable contributions to the field in 
his overviews of Dutch seventeenth-century paintings by lesser known masters, in various exhibitions 
in his Dordrechts Museum, and in a series of articles, resulting in monographic books, such as those 
on what he termed ‘The Bosschaert Dynasty’ and on Adriaen Coorte.9 
 In the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s, many smaller and larger exhibitions were held that focused 
on (an aspect of) still-life painting, culminating in the encyclopedic exhibition Stillleben in Europa in 
Münster and Baden-Baden in 1979-1980, which was accompanied by a hefty book of essays, lavishly 
illustrated, be it mainly in black-and-white, and without a catalogue proper of the exhibited works.10 
 In the last two decades of the twentieth century, a series of exhibitions in the Netherlands, 
partly with venues abroad, was curated by Sam Segal, initially in collaboration with the art dealer P. 
de Boer in Amsterdam, on floral still lifes, fruit still lifes, on the ‘sumptuous’ still life, and again on 
floral still lifes, the latter only shown in Japan and Australia.11 In 1988, Claus Grimm compiled his 
lavishly illustrated Stillleben. Die niederländischen und deutschen Meister.12 Paul Taylor’s important 
contribution to still-life history, Dutch Flower Painting 1600-1720 was published in 1995.13 The year 
1999 saw a major overview of seventeenth-century Dutch still-life painting in the Amsterdam 
Rijksmuseum and in the Cleveland Museum of Art, and in 2002 a large exhibition was devoted to 
Flemish still-life paintings from the seventeenth century in Vienna and Essen.14 Also, various 
museums published catalogues of their holdings of Dutch and Flemish still-life paintings, such as 
Rotterdam, Kassel, Oxford, Schwerin, and Budapest.15 In 2003, a dictionary of Dutch and Flemish-still-
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life painters was published, and in the course of the last three decades, several monographs on still-
life painters saw the light, such as on Alexander Adriaenssens, Pieter Claesz., Willem Kalf, Abraham 
Mignon, Clara Peeters, and (early) Rachel Ruysch.16 Some artists had monographic exhibitions 
devoted to their work, such as Willem van Aelst, again Pieter Claesz., again Adriaen Coorte, and again 
Willem Kalf and most recently Abraham van Calraet.17 At the time of wrapping up this study, a 
monographic exhibition on Balthasar van der Ast, to be held in Aachen in 2016, is in preparation. 
In the majority of these publications, the work of Jan Davidsz. de Heem plays a role, small or large. In 
the art-historical literature, going as far back as Cornelis de Bie’s Gulden cabinet of 1661, he is 
featured as a highly important artist. De Bie devoted some four pages to de Heem.18 He praised his 
sumptuousness and verisimilitude, as well as the guidance he gave to his son Cornelis to become 
almost as good a painter as his father. De Bie claimed that ‘… de snelle Faem […] Die singht 
gedurichlijck met seer soete stem / De gantse werelt door alleenlijck van de Heem’(quick fame … 
sings continuously in a very sweet voice through all the world only of de Heem). Joachim von 
Sandrart, in 1675, also called him ‘Der berühmte Künstler Johann de Heem‘ (the famous artist) and 
states ′daß er hierinnen/ wie männiglich bekant/ in Niderland alle andere weit übertroffen/ und 
dadurch größes Lob/ Ehr und Ru(m?)en erhalten hat.‘ (that in this [painting flowers and other still-life 
motifs], as is well known, he has surpassed all others in the Netherlands by far, and through this has 
gained much praise, honour, and fame).19 Samuel van Hoogstraten, in his Inleyding tot de hooge 
schoole der schilderkonst from 1678, clearly also considered de Heem top-of-the-bill in the field of 
still-life painting, even though ‘hoe overaerdig eenige bloemen, vruchten, of andere stillevens, gelijk 
wy 't noemen, geschildert zijn, deeze Schilderyen evenwel niet hooger, als in den eersten graed der 
konstwerken moogen gestelt worden; al waeren ze zelfs van de Heem, pater Zegers, jae Zeuxis en 
Parrasius, tot bedriegens toe uitgevoert.’ (how very beautiful some flowers, fruit, or other still lifes, 
as we call this, are painted, those paintings, nevertheless, cannot be rated higher than in the first [= 
lowest] degree of works of art; even if they were executed by de Heem, father Zegers [Daniel 
Seghers], or even Zeuxis of Parrasius, to the degree of deception).20 Van Hoogstraten also quoted de 
Heem: “Wegens de maeticheyt zoo zal ik u vooreerst raden, dat gy uw werk niet te zeer met 
onnodige dingen overlast: want Niet hoe veel, maer hoe eel, schreef de Heem. Een menichte van 
beelden, die geen werk doen, is walchelijk.” (Concerning temperance, I will advise you first not to 
overburden your work with unnecessary things: because Not how much, but how noble, wrote de 
Heem. A multitude of things [or: figures] that have no function is revolting).21  Arnold Houbraken, in 
1718, wrote that de Heem’s ‘art-sun’ (Konstzon), once it had risen above the horizon, never went 
down.22 He sings de Heem’s praise for several pages, but his factual information on the artist is not 
always fully reliable, as was already signalled in 1729 by Jacob Campo Weyerman, who himself also 
devoted several pages of his De Levens-beschrijvingen der Nederlandse Konst-schilders en Konst-
schilderessen to Jan Davidsz. de Heem.23 
 In the art-historical literature of the following centuries, Jan Davidsz. de Heem is often 
mentioned as a significant source of inspiration for still-life painters, not only in the Netherlands, but 
also abroad. Already at an early stage, he sold his work internationally and the fact that he worked 
alternately in the North and in the South Netherlands and found patrons in Antwerp and Amsterdam, 
among other cities, largely added to his renown.  
 
A monograph and critical oeuvre catalogue on Jan Davidsz. de Heem, who can indeed safely be said 
to have been one of the leading artists of his time, and long after, in the field of still-life painting, was 
long overdue. In 1990, the Centraal Museum in Utrecht and the Herzog Anton Ulrich-Museum in 
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Brauschweig staged an exhibition titled Jan Davidsz de Heem en zijn kring / Jan Davidsz de Heem und 
sein Kreis (Jan Davidsz. de Heem and his circle). The catalogue of that exhibition was written by Sam 
Segal, assisted by Utrecht curator Liesbeth Helmus, who contributed mainly to the biographies of the 
artist, of his sons Cornelis and Jan, and of his grandson David Cornelisz. de Heem. The exhibition 
included 32 paintings (as) by Jan Davidsz. de Heem, one as a copy after Jan Dz. de Heem, three by 
Cornelis de Heem, two (including one ex-catalogue) (as) by Jan Jansz. de Heem, two (as) by David de 
Heem, as well as works by (or attributed to) eleven other painters, a total of 52 paintings.24 When 
initiated, the theme of the exhibition was to be the pronkstilleven or ‘showy still life’, but upon 
Segal’s initiative the theme was bent to Jan Davidsz. de Heem and his circle. Incidentally, in my own 
writing, I abstain from using the term ‘pronkstilleven’, and the English derivative ‘pronk still life’, I 
completely reject.25  The exhibition in Utrecht and Braunschweig provided the opportunity to study 
an unprecedented number of works by de Heem and related still life paintings in one place. It was 
the result of many years of Segal’s research on still-life paintings, but the show had been put 
together at rather short notice. While on the one hand it pretended to be the exhibition on de Heem 
and his circle, Segal also indicated that it was work in progress.26 While I do not always share Segal’s 
conclusions, I am indebted to the published results of the research he has undertaken. 
 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem was a very versatile artist, who tackled a variety of still-life subjects and motifs 
and whose style and handling did not cease to develop throughout his career. He trained several 
pupils, among them his son Cornelis, and attracted a large group of followers and imitators, several 
of whom produced work of high quality. Over the centuries, de Heem’s work was always considered 
among the best in its genre, and as a result, already early on, paintings by pupils, followers, and 
copyists were catalogued and marketed as his work, knowingly – for financial gain – or erroneously. 
This has led to considerable confusion concerning the authorship of many of these works and 
resulted in a substantially blurred image of Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s own oeuvre. Art-historical photo 
archives such as the Witt Library in London, the Frick Art Reference Library in New York City and, in 
any case up to the nineteen-eighties, the Netherlands Institute for Art History (RKD) in The Hague, 
my home base for the past 35 years, bear witness to this muddle. Already in 1986, I decided that in-
depth study and analysis of de Heem’s oeuvre was necessary in order to obtain a clear view of the 
artist’s production and development. The aim of my research has been to critically analyse and 
describe the oeuvre of Jan Davidsz. de Heem in the context of his life and his connections, as well as 
in the greater scope of the art of still-life painting in the North and South Netherlands during the 
period of his activity, which spans the full middle five decades of the seventeenth century: de Heem’s 
earliest known painting stems from 1626, when he was 20 years old, and he was probably active until 
shortly before his death at age 77 in February of 1684, but certainly until the late 1670s. I have 
decided to present de Heem’s oeuvre in chronological order, which should not only allow to follow 
the artist’s artistic and technical development, but also to show how he responded to works by other 
artists, and how others responded to his paintings 
 The present study is the result of many years of collecting and analysing photographs and 
data and of studying as many as possible of the Jan David de Heem’s paintings in person. By the time 
of writing this, I have had the opportunity to personally inspect more than 75% of the currently 
known and accepted paintings by Jan Davidsz. de Heem that are included in the catalogue raisonné 
of his works that accompanies this study. Over the years of my research, I have already published 
several shorter essays on de Heem and (aspects of) his work, as well as various entries on paintings 
by him for museum and exhibition catalogues.27 
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 Not many paintings by Jan Davidsz. de Heem have been submitted to technical analysis.28 I 
have not initiated technical research, but I have made use of what was or became available and the 
condition, state of preservation as well as the results of interventions in the paintings over time have 
weighed substantially in my assessment of them. Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s style and technique 
developed and changed continuously and they have been an important guideline in the analysis and 
discussion of the works. 
 
This study consists of two main parts, which themselves have been divided into chapters.  The first 
and smallest part consists of two chapters, in which Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s name and effigies are 
discussed, and in which his biography is laid out. As an aid, particularly in connection with the 
biography, an appendix (Appendix 1) has been included in which, in chronological order, the various 
documents and archival references pertaining to the life of Jan Davidsz. de Heem are listed and 
described, and in part have been transcribed. Appendix 2 lists and illustrates, again in chronological 
order, some 60 signatures of the artist, taken from paintings as well as from documents, showing a 
distinct development. 
 In the second and most substantial part, all the 270 currently known paintings (and one 
drawing) by Jan Davidsz. de Heem are analysed and discussed, as far as possible in chronological 
order. This was instigated by the fact that it appeared to be possible to reconstruct a distinct 
chronology for de Heem’s oeuvre, at least up to 1655. In-depth analysis of style, handling and 
contents of the paintings in immediate relationship to and interdependence with other works within 
the oeuvre, as well as analysis of their relationship to works by artists from de Heem’s (close and 
wider) circle have resulted in a clear picture of the development of de Heem’s oeuvre. Such a 
detailed approach, which, as far as I know, is unprecedented will hopefully be insightful to the users 
of this study and inspire compilers of future monographs to analyse the interdependence of the 
paintings they are studying when tracing developments in an artist’s oeuvre. The four main chapters 
follow the four subsequent locations of activity of the artist, Utrecht, Leiden and (probably) 
Amsterdam (1625-1635), Antwerp (1636-1658), Utrecht (1658-1672), and again Antwerp (1672-
1683). The first three cities have been retained within one chapter, as the artist did not produce any 
known work in early years in Utrecht, and his Amsterdam sojourn still remains hypothetical. This first 
chapter opens with a brief overview of still-life painting in the Netherlands before 1626, in which 
year Jan Davidsz. de Heem painted his first extant still lifes. 
 Directly connected with this discussion are the catalogues (Catalogue A, D and D R) of the 
known paintings I accept as works by de Heem, of the one accepted drawing by de Heem, and of the 
rejected drawings. In the near future, I hope to publish this study with additional catalogues of 
paintings that I reject as de Heem’s work, lost or missing paintings (known from descriptions or via 
copies only) and of paintings that are otherwise closely related to de Heem’s paintings, if not 
uncertain attributions.29 Over time, I have succeeded to identify, with some degree of certainty, 
several paintings from old references such as inventories and auction catalogues, with existing works. 
The problem with such references to still life paintings is that the works are often described only 
superficially, that data concerning measurements and support are incomplete or missing, and that 
data such as signatures and dates are often not provided, which unfortunately leaves the paintings in 
hundreds of such references permanently unidentified.30 
 In the catalogues included here, physical data of the works are provided, together with the 
available data on their history, exhibitions, and literature references, all of which I have tried to 
provide as completely as possible. Literature and exhibitions are given in abbreviated form, full titles, 
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authors, and places and dates of publication are listed in the bibliography. The size of the images of 
the paintings in the catalogue is relative to the measurements of the paintings (1:10, with the 
exception of a few extremely large works, which are slightly reduced), so that the reader gets an 
immediate impression of the scale of the work. At the end of this study, a third Appendix, ‘Images 
only’ has been included in which all the paintings are shown in the same order as in catalogue A (= 
chronologically) and in relative sizes for quick reference, as a visual index of de Heem’s work. An 
important deficit of most art-historical literature, to my mind, is that works of art are usually 
illustrated in juxtaposition without any respect for their relative scales. Images in my texts also follow 
the principle of scale relationship, but have been restricted to a minimum height of five centimetres 
and a maximum height of eight centimetres.31 All the paintings and the drawing from the catalogues 
are also illustrated in the text. 
 In the concluding observations, next to a summary observation of de Heem’s painting 
career, I also pay attention to aspects such as patrons, contemporary prices for his work, technical 
aspects, and studio practice. 
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1 Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s name and effigies 
 
Research in the Utrecht archives has shown that the painter who is the subject of this study was not 
born as Jan Davidsz. de Heem.32 He was born as Johannes (or Jan, also spelled Joannes), son of David 
(also spelled Davidt) Jansz., who called himself ‘van Antwerpen’. Consequently, ‘Jan Davidtsz. van 
Antwerpen’ is how he is referred to in the earliest document that mentions him, his guardian’s 
request of February 1625 for travel money that would enable him to undertake a journey to Italy. 
The name change to de Heem appears to have occurred at the time of, or shortly after the artist’s 
move with his mother and stepfather and further family to Leiden, later in 1625. At the time of his 
marriage, in November 1626, he is called Johannes de Heem and already in August of that year he 
was recorded as ‘Mr. Johannes de Heem’ in connection with a dispute with one Boudewijn Pietersz. 
Vergeijl. 
 Why the artist opted specifically for the name de Heem, and where this name came from, 
remains unclear. There appear to have been no relatives who were already using the name de Heem 
at that time. In later years, however, Jan’s sister Margaretha (Grietgen) called herself de Heem as 
well.33 In any case, it would seem that in 1625 ‘van Antwerpen’ was still considered as a reference to 
a town of birth, rather than as an actual family name. Since he himself was not born in Antwerp, but 
in Utrecht, Jan Davidsz. could have called himself ‘van Utrecht’ upon his move to Leiden, but instead 
appears to have decided upon using a ‘real’ surname. ‘Heem’ can be translated liberally as ‘home’, 
the word is often understood in the sense of the place where one lives or came from – location, 
town, or fatherland. The prefix ‘de’ appears to have been chosen randomly.34  
 Concerning the artist’s first name and patronymic, the following can be remarked. Since 
there is no known birth record or baptismal record, we do not know his official name for certain, but 
we can in all probability safely assume that he was baptised Johannes. Several of his early still lifes 
are signed with that full first name, with slight variations: up to 1630, there are eight signatures that 
read ‘Johannes’ and four that read ‘Johannis’ (one of them from 1627 and three from 1628).35 In 
most literature, the painter has been called Jan and considering the fact that his grandfather was 
consistently referred to as Jan in archival records and that the artist himself was called Jan in the 
1625 document mentioned above, as well as in several later documents, there is, in my view, nothing 
against continuing to refer to him as Jan.36 One can argue about the spelling of the artist’s 
patronymic, but in Dutch there is only one correct way, which is Davidsz. (with a full stop). It is an 
abbreviation of  Davidszoon (son of David), and abbreviations, in Dutch, apart from a few exceptions 
listed specifically in the dictionary, must be followed by a full stop.37 In a shorter form, the artist may 
be referred to as Jan Dz. de Heem, abbreviating the patronymic even more, but in this publication I 
choose for the fuller version. In the past, many other abbreviations have been used in the literature, 
depending on the styles and convictions of the respective authors.38 Since this text is in English, when 
I speak of the artist without a first name, I write de Heem (with lower case d) rather than De Heem 
(capital D), which I would do if I were writing in Dutch, following Dutch spelling rules. 
 There is only one fully reliable portrait of Jan Davidsz. de Heem, Jan Lievens’s portrait 
drawing in the British Museum (fig. NE 5, for a complete image, see  fig. B 2, p. 25).39 Several others, 
however, among them three self-portraits in early (still-life) paintings, can be recognised. 
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NE 1 Detail of cat. no. A 001         NE 2 Detail of cat. no. A 007         NE 3 Detail of cat. no. A 008 
 

      
NE 4 Detail of fig. B 1                     NE 5 Detail of fig. B 2 

 
The basis for recognition of de Heem’s face is indeed the small drawn portrait of the artist in black 
chalk by Jan Lievens in the British Museum in London (fig. NE 5). This little portrait was probably 
done in about 1636 and in any case during the first few years after de Heem’s and Lievens’s arrival in 
Antwerp.40 This means that the artist is about 30 years old here. He has a rather oval face, be it with 
somewhat pronounced cheekbones, a straight, fairly broad nose and inquisitive, almond-shaped 
eyes. His chin is hidden under a small goatee, while a moustache, of which the ends curl upwards, 
hides part of the mouth. This image became more widely spread through a print that was made after 
it by Paulus Pontius, which in its turn appears to have been the model for de Heem’s portrait in 
Arnold Houbraken’s Groote Schouburgh.41 
 
In one of de Heem’s two earliest (dated) paintings, a young man, a boy actually, features prominently 
beside a still life (cat. no. A 001). He points his right index finger up, while smiling at the viewer (fig. 
NE 1). His facial characteristics, be it much younger, are very similar to those of the artist in Lievens’s 
portrait drawing in the British Museum – the shape of the face, the nose, the almond eyes (although 
rendered larger here), the thin, arched eyebrows. If, instead of pointing with the finger, the hand 
would be holding a brush, this would be a characteristic pose for a self-portrait. Even if the figure in 
this painting is not intended purely as a self-portrait, it is barely conceivable that the artist did not in 
some way use his own image in the mirror to model the boy upon. In view of the age, he may well 
have employed a self-portrait that he had made earlier. De Heem turned 20 in April of 1626, the year 
in which this painting was dated, and the boy looks at least several years younger than that. 
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About two years later, de Heem painted a still life that still shows the influence of his presumed 
teacher, Balthasar van der Ast, but that at the same time includes unmistakable Leiden motifs (cat. 
no. A 007). To the right, a small oval portrait of a young man is propped up against the side of the 
semi-niche in which the still life is set (fig. NE 2). Because the portrait is seen from the side, the face 
of the sitter will appear somewhat thinner than it actually is. It does indeed look less round than in 
the portrait by Lievens, but other features such as eyes, nose and mouth are very similar. The short, 
firm chin, not yet hidden by a beard here, is similar to that of the boy in the earlier painting.  
 The same young man, Jan Davidsz. de Heem, features prominently in another painting that 
originated during the same year, 1628, but most probably somewhat later: the Interior of a Room 
with a Young Man Seated at a Table from the Daisy Linda Ward bequest in the Ashmolean Museum 
in Oxford (cat. no. A 008). The pose is by no means that of a self-portrait, but the identity of the 
young man can hardly be mistaken (fig. NE 3).42 While in the still life mentioned above (cat. no. A 
007) the inclusion of the little portrait may be regarded as some sort of an additional signature, the 
artist’s reasons to use himself as a model in this painting are less evident. The various possible 
explanations of the painting’s iconography offer no obvious suggestion other than perhaps that the 
artist shows himself to be subject to various choices in life.43 He may be implying: you will have to 
make choices in life, as I do, too. 
 
The painter appears again in an entirely different atmosphere and mood, some eight years later, in a 
painting by Adriaen Brouwer (fig. NE 4, for a complete image, see Biography, fig. B 1). In an article 
published in 2004, Karolien De Clippel has discussed this painting and convincingly identified all 
merrymakers in it as painters.44 Next to de Heem, on the far right, from left to right, Jan Lievens, Joos 
van Craesbeeck, Brouwer himself, and Jan Cossiers are partaking in the fun. De Clippel has linked the 
painting with coinciding events in the professional careers of the protagonists’ during 1635/36, a 
date for the painting that also appears to be plausible within Brouwer’s chronology.45 In any case, 
probably not much time elapsed between the making of Brouwer’s The Smokers and Lievens’s 
portrait drawing (5).  
 

    
NE 6 Circle of Adriaen Brouwer, So-called Self portrait of Jan Davidsz. de Heem, with signature ‘J D Heem’, oil on panel, 24 x 
19 cm. Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam inv. no. SK-A-2396.       
NE 7 Lucas Vorsterman, Gustus, signed, etching, 26,7 x 19,6 cm. New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art, inv. no. 
51.501.1331, The Elisha Whittelsey Collection, The Elisha Whittelsey Fund, 1951  

 
It is interesting to note that Jacob Campo Weyerman reported that he had heard from Carel de 
Moor, who had seen de Heem in Antwerp, that the likeness of the effigy in Brouwer’s painting was 
excellent.46 
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Substantially more problematic is a little painting in the collection of the Rijksmuseum in Amsterdam, 
which to this day is incorrectly considered as a self-portrait of Jan Davidsz. de Heem (fig. NE 6).47 The 
handling is in no way consistent with that of de Heem, however, nor does it bear the characteristics 
of a self-portrait, while the calligraphy of the ‘signature’ differs from each and every known authentic 
de Heem signature. While the painting was clearly not done by de Heem himself, the question 
remains whether or not it represents the artist. The conclusion must be negative: the sitter’s 
forehead is higher and his chin line different, moreover, judging from the other effigies (figs. NE 1-5), 
de Heem’s hair was dark, according to Brouwers painting even black, while the hair of the figure in 
the Rijksmuseum painting is fair to red. The style of execution of this little painting is Antwerp rather 
than Dutch – earlier, I have connected it with the style of Brouwer and, possibly, Joos van 
Craesbeeck.48 It is interesting to note, moreover, that a print by Lucas Vorsterman with the same 
image in reverse does not identify the sitter, but is labelled ‘GUSTUS’, Taste, above a short poem 
praising Bacchus and his wine, while admonishing against excessive consumption of the wine (fig. NE 
7).49 In the print the sitter is holding a rummer of wine, instead of smoking a pipe. Looking closely at 
the painting, it becomes clear that originally, the protagonist was indeed holding a rummer, instead 
of a pipe, while the taper in his hand was also a later change; in the print he is holding some fruit.50 In 
the print, incidentally, the sitter’s face is rounder and bears a little more – but not enough – likeness 
to de Heem’s portraits by Brouwer and Lievens.  
 
There is one more record of a (presumed) portrait of de Heem, by the Flemish portraitist Jan de Reyn 
(or Jan van de Reyn, 1610-1678), which appeared in a London auction in 1924, ‘Portrait of John David 
de Heem, in black dress, holding a palette’.51 Unfortunately, this portrait appears to be untraceable. 
In view of the portraitist’s dates, it may well have shown de Heem – if he was indeed the sitter – at a 
later age than the effigies discussed above. 
 
Although Jan Davidsz. de Heem relished in painting reflections, he appears to have opted only twice 
for inclusion of his own reflection, working at his easel, in his still lifes. In the earliest example, the 
still life from 1653 in the Wallace Collection in London (cat. no. A 175), there can be little doubt that 
we see the artist himself reflected in the over-turned mustard jar. Unfortunately, the reflection is 
very small and provides too little detail to say anything firm about the artist’s countenance in those 
days. The same, even though it is somewhat larger, is true for the reflection in the vase carrying the 
flowers in a still life in Leipzig from, probably, 1675 (cat. no. A 255, fig. A2 4 on p. 270), in which the 
reflection of the artist’s face is no more than a skin-coloured oval with a lighter dot for a nose. 
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2 A biography of Jan Davidsz. de Heem (1606-1684)52 
 
The early years in Utrecht 
From the records of the orphanage board in Utrecht it appears that in February of 1625 a young 
painter from that city, Jan Davidtsz. van Antwerpen, was planning a journey to Italy.53 Without a 
shadow of a doubt, this young painter can be identified as the artist we now know as Jan Davidsz. de 
Heem. From the archival note concerned we learn that he was going to turn nineteen that coming 
Easter time. This means that Jan Davidsz. was born in the third week of April 1606, possibly on the 
20th of that month, or the 30th on the current Gregorian calendar.54 He was the son of David Jansz. 
van Antwerpen and Hillegond Theunisdr., who had married in Utrecht in 1603. For both parents this 
was the second marriage, each had been widowed earlier. The paternal grandfather, Jan Martensz. 
van den Bosch, had probably come from Antwerp and was first recorded in Utrecht in 1594. His sons, 
among them the father of Jan Davidsz. de Heem, were probably born in Antwerp and assumed the 
name ‘Van Antwerpen’ in Utrecht. Apparently, the family was not yet using a ‘proper’ family name.55 
De Heem’s grandfather was a pin maker, as were two of his uncles. The profession of his father, 
David Jansz. van Antwerpen, is mentioned in one document only, dating from 1610, of which the text 
is partly damaged. Bok (1990) deciphered ‘spe[elm]an’ (musician), the same profession that David’s 
brother, Marcelis, was active in, according to the same document. At that time, the family was living 
in the centre of Utrecht, on Vismarkt square, which is at the foot of the Domkerk tower. David Jansz. 
van Antwerpen died in 1612, when his son Jan Davidsz. had only just turned six. These data 
unequivocally dismiss the traditional assumption that Jan Davidsz. de Heem received his training as a 
painter from his father.  
 In 1611, David Jansz. van Antwerpen had bought a large chapter house on the Domkerkhof, 
directly behind his house on the Vismarkt. This indicates that the father was at least moderately 
wealthy and that de Heem’s background was middle class or somewhat higher.  

Early 1613, the year after her husband’s death, de Heem’s mother remarried. The groom was 
Johan Jacob Kerver from Worms, who later called himself Coornhert.56 He was a bookbinder and 
book dealer. In 1615, Kerver bought a house on Vismarkt, the north side of which adjoined the van 
Antwerpen family home. The house was given the name ‘In den Hochdeusche Vergulde Bibel’ (In the 
Gilt German Bible), and had been fully renovated by January 1618.57 The house on Domkerkhof 
behind it, which de Heem’s father had bought in 1611, was rented out to a protestant refugee, a 
German nobleman, Frederik van Schurman. His daughter was the femme universelle Anna Maria van 
Schurman, who was born in 1607. Thus, it seems likely that Jan de Heem and Anna Maria were 
acquainted as children. There is no indication that they have been in contact with each other later in 
life, however. 

The request to the orphanage board in 1625 was made by the young painter’s uncle, Marten 
Jansz. van Antwerpen, who had been appointed paternal guardian upon the death of Jan’s father. 
The painter’s other uncle, Marcelis Jansz., who was living in Gorinchem, had been appointed second 
paternal guardian. Besides his mother, a maternal guardian had been appointed, one Peter Nanninx, 
who lived outside Leiden.  

As Bok (1990) has argued, it is likely that the guardian’s request for funds for the young 
painter’s travel plans was refused because of the financial difficulties his stepfather was 
experiencing. The board must have feared that the money would disappear as a result of Kerver’s 
debts, before the young artist could have made use of it. Those debts proper may well have been the 
incentive for the family to move from Utrecht to Leiden later that same year. The choice for Leiden 
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was an obvious one. Jan’s parents were married there and the family had relatives who lived in the 
town. Kerver had resided in Leiden shortly before his marriage to Hillegond Theunisdr. In 1623, Johan 
Kerver, now calling himself Coornhert, had sold the house on Domkerkhof, and in January of 1625 he 
had been forced, at the request of one of his creditors, to sell the house ‘In den Hochdeusche 
Vergulde Bibel’ as well. 

Although in the document from 1625 mentioned above Jan Davidsz. is called een schilder 
syns hantwercx (a painter by profession), he is not recorded as such in any other Utrecht document 
from that early period. He must have received his training in the city, but there is no record of his 
apprenticeship.58 
 
Leiden 
On 27 June 1625, Hillegond Theunisdr., wife of Jan Jacobsz. Coornhert, was registered as a poorterse 
(citizen) of Leiden. Since the money for Jan Davidsz.'s planned journey to Italy had not come through, 
it is not surprising that he came along to Leiden with his mother and further family. 

Jan Davidsz., who in Utrecht apparently still had called himself ‘Van Antwerpen’ as his father 
had done, appears to have chosen to start using the last name de Heem when he moved to Leiden in 
1625. At that point, following tradition, he could have called himself ‘Van Utrecht’, but for reasons 
unknown he opted for ‘De Heem’. The first known occasion on which this surname was used, is in an 
entry in the Leiden archives, concerning a dispute between ‘Mr Johannes de Heem’ and a certain 
Boudewijn Pietersz. Vergeijl (c.1576-1633) on 21st August 1626. The nature of the dispute was not 
recorded.59 

In December of 1626, Johannes de Heem married Aletta (Aeltgen) Cornelisdr. van Weede, a 
girl from Utrecht. The wedding banns were published both in Utrecht and in Leiden, on 12th (= 22nd) 
November and 3rd December, respectively, even though both were living in Leiden at the time of 
their marriage.  

A first child from this alliance was perhaps born dead: a nameless child of Johannes de Hem 
(sic) was buried in the Pieterskerk in Leiden on 24th December 1627. On 29th November 1628, David, 
son of Johannes de Heem, was baptised in the same church. This David must have died young, in any 
case before March 1643, since he is not mentioned in the documents from that year concerning the 
inventory that was drawn up after his mother’s death. 
 On 8th April 1631, Cornelis, son of Johannes de Heem, was baptised in the Hooglandse Kerk. 
The painter Pieter Simonsz. Potter (1597-1652) acted as witness at his baptism. Subsequently, there 
are no archival records in Leiden concerning de Heem or his family, which suggests that he left town 
soon after Cornelis’ baptism, as Wurfbain (1989) has convincingly argued.60 There is no attestation of 
the departure of the artist and his family in the Leiden archives. 

There are various other archival sources concerning de Heem’s years in Leiden, most of 
which concern debts. Already in April of 1627, he is summoned to pay a debt of three guilders and 
two stuivers to the tobacco merchant Jacob Danens. From a notarial deed concerning the transfer of 
an annuity of 550 guilders to his wife’s brother, who was also living in Leiden, it appears that at that 
time de Heem was living in Breestraat, one of the town’s main streets. 
 In March of 1630, an unspecified dispute was recorded between de Heem and Joris Balantijn, 
a sugar baker, who had acted as a witness at the painter’s wedding some three years earlier, while in 
February of the next year, the joiner Pieter Pietersz. van den Bosch claimed the sum of eleven 
guilders and eighteen stuivers from the artist, for wood and labour. We may assume that this debt 
concerned panels that van den Bosch had produced for him. Apparently, the matter was not settled 
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properly, since van den Bosch restated his claim on the 18th of August. On that same day, the tobacco 
merchant Jacob Danens, again, claimed money from de Heem concerning unspecified debts. Around 
the same time, de Heem also turns out to have achieved a rather substantial debt of one hundred 
and seventy-five guilders with a silk cloth merchant, Pieter Francken van Scharpenbrant. Upon van 
Scharpenbrant’s request, goods had been confiscated from de Heem and concluding summary 
procedures on the 11th of September 1631, the council ordered him to pay the debts. It may well be 
that by that time de Heem had already left town and one may wonder whether his creditors ever got 
to touch their money. 
 An interesting note is found in the Haarlem archives. On 6 June 1660 one Olivier Jacobsz. 
empowers the painter Pieter de Molijn (1595-1661) to claim from Johannes de Heem, painter, the 
payment for a painting which he had given him to sell and for which a debt to him was outstanding 
since 12 December 1630. It is noted that later he received the money from Pieter de Molijn. This 
informs us that, unless this Olivier Jacobsz. was living in Leiden in 1630, de Heem had connections in 
Haarlem, and was occasionally dealing in paintings.  

An extraordinary case was discussed in detail by Maarten Wurfbain in an article published in 
1989. De Heem, and his wife Aeltgen van Weede in particular, had participated in a foul set-up by 
their housemate, the baker Cornelis Cornelisz. van Oostwaert, to trick a rich girl from Zoeterwoude 
into marrying him. De Heem’s wife, together with a friend, Aeltgen van den Bosch, would sedate the 
girl in question, after which van Oostwaert would sleep with her, upon which she would have to 
marry him. Aeltgen van den Bosch remorsefully backed out before the event, however, and spilled 
the information. Consequently, the plan fell through and, moreover, was recorded extensively in 
various notarial deeds. As a result, van Oostwaert did not get his desired bride – nor her money. But 
soon after he appears to have found himself another bride and apparently enjoyed a fruitful 
marriage. One of his sons, Arent van Oostwaert, also became a baker and secured himself a place in 
Dutch art history as the subject of a well-known painting by Jan Steen, now in the Amsterdam 
Rijksmuseum.61 
 
Amsterdam? 
There are no records concerning de Heem’s whereabouts from mid-1631 until March 1636, when he 
acted as a witness to a contract that Jan Lievens (1607-1674) had drawn up with a pupil in Antwerp. 
However, it is conceivable that he spent some time in Amsterdam between his Leiden and Antwerp 
years. Pieter Potter, with whom he must have been associated – Potter acted as a witness at Cornelis 
de Heem’s baptism in 1631 and there is an unmistakable connection between Potter’s barn interiors 
and the one by de Heem from that same year (cat. no. 31.01) – left for Amsterdam in late 1631 or 
early 1632 and Rembrandt van Rijn (1606-1669) started to work with Hendrick Uylenburgh in 
Amsterdam in 1631.62 There are no documents confirming that de Heem was acquainted with 
Rembrandt and Jan Lievens in Leiden, but it is most likely that they knew each other. They were the 
same age: de Heem was Rembrandt’s elder by three months; Lievens was a year and a half younger. 
Later on, as pertains from the document mentioned above, de Heem and Lievens were surely well 
acquainted in Antwerp. Also, Lievens drew de Heem’s portrait there, and both artists appear in 
Adriaen Brouwer’s scene of artists making merry in an inn, now in the Metropolitan Museum, New 
York (fig. B 1).63 It is even conceivable that Lievens was instrumental in bringing de Heem to Antwerp.  
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B 1 A. Brouwer, ‘The Smokers’ A group of artists making merry in an inn, oil on panel, 46,4 x 36,8 cm. New York, The 
Metropolitan Museum of Art, inv. no. 32.100.21. 

 
While de Heem appears to have left Leiden before Potter, there was probably a buzz about 
opportunities in Amsterdam. While there are no known archival records concerning de Heem or 
members of his family there, during the years after he disappeared from Leiden, several of his still 
lifes show a degree of stylistic relationship with the work of Jan Jansz. den Uyl, who was working in 
Amsterdam, while the measurements of several panels from that period may also indicate an 
Amsterdam origin.64 It is interesting to note that the Amsterdam collector Anthoni Gaillard, at the 
time of his death in 1639, owned three paintings by de Heem, among them possibly cat. no. A 014, 
painted in Leiden, but also ‘Een groot stuck van Jan de Heem’, and ‘Een grote kan met romer van Jan 
de Heem’, for which cat. no. A 044 from 1635 or perhaps A 040 might be a candidate. This makes it 
feasible that, if anywhere, de Heem spent some time in Amsterdam before settling in Antwerp. 
Another option for de Heem might have been to go to Haarlem, but the fact that he had a debt there 
since 1630 which remained open until 1660, as mentioned above, makes it less likely that he spent 
much time there between 1631 and 1636. 
 
Antwerp 
Wherever Jan Davidsz. de Heem may have resided between mid-1631 and 1636, as mentioned 
above, he is first recorded in Antwerp in March of 1636. During the administrative year 1635/36 
(starting on 18th September), de Heem enrolled in the Antwerp guild of St. Luke and payed his 
master’s fee of 23 guilders. About that time, his daughter Torentiana must have been born – she was 
eight years old in 1643. Thus far, her birth record has not been traced, however.65 On August 28, 
1637, ‘Joannes de Heim’ from Utrecht was officially registered as a citizen (poorter) of Antwerp. In 
general, and also for the second half of the 1630s, biographical data for Jan Davidsz. de Heem remain 
scarce. In comparison with the last few years at Leiden, however, the absence of records of debts is 
striking. It even appears that Adriaen Brouwer owed him some money, which de Heem claimed after 
that artist’s death in February of 1638. His friendly relationship with Brouwer and, among others, Jan 
Lievens, is apparent from their joint appearance in a painting by Brouwer of five men making merry 
in a tavern, already mentioned above (fig. B 1). All merrymakers can be identified as painters.66 
Lievens drew de Heem's portrait, no doubt during the years they were both living in Antwerp, 1635-
c.1640, probably around 1636, so it shows de Heem at about 30 years of age (fig. B 2).67 
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B 2 J. Lievens, Portrait of Jan Davidsz. de Heem, black chalk, 265 x 201 mm. London, British Museum, inv. no. 
1895.0915.1199. 

 
In August of 1638, de Heem had a contract drawn up concerning the tuition of Michiel Verstylen, 
aged 16, for one year, for which de Heem was to receive eighty guilders. Verstylen may well have 
come to de Heem for specific training, perhaps specialisation as a still-life painter. He had previously 
been registered as a pupil of the painter Alexander Caure (or Pourre) in 1633/34, which would 
indicate that he had probably finished his basic training by 1638.68 Unfortunately no examples of his 
work have been identified; he may not have been successful as a painter, although he signed up for 
another six months of apprenticeship with de Heem in June of 1643. Shortly after notarising Michiel 
Verstylen’s first contract, de Heem signed another contract, this time engaging Andries (spelled in 
the contract as Andreas) Benedetti (1615/18-1649 or later) as his pupil for two years. The difference 
of the annual fees - eighty guilders for Verstylen and fifty for Benedetti – appears to have been 
related to the facilities de Heem had to provide. Benedetti was previously registered as a pupil of one 
Vincent Cernevael during the administrative year 1636/37.69 He became an independent master in 
1640/41, so after some four or five years of training, which is not unusual.70 

In the accounts of 1640/41, the Antwerp guild registered three pupils with de Heem: 
Alexander Coosemans, Thomas de Clerck and Lenaert Rougghe. For the latter two, it is the only time 
that they are registered with the guild and no work, at least no signed work, by their hands is known. 
They may well have given up their ambitions to become painters. For Coosemans, who was about 
fourteen years old at the time, it was the first step towards a fairly successful career as a still-life 
painter. In 1644/45 he was registered as an independent master, like Benedetti after some four or 
five years of training. 

On 29th March 1643, Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s wife, Aletta van Weede, died in their house on 
Papenstraat in Antwerp. In November, the assets were divided among the heirs – the painter and 
three children – under charge of the orphanage board, as was customary in such cases. The de Heem 
household had clearly benefited from the move to Antwerp and the painter’s success there. After 
deduction of expenses and fees, the estate surmounted to 4035 guilders and 2 stuivers (in goods and 
in cash) to be divided, which, according to van Lerius (1880), left de Heem with 2017 guilders and 11 
stuivers, while 672 guilders and 10 1/3 stuivers went to each of the three surviving children, Cornelis, 
Torentiana, and Thomas Maria. Their ages were given as thirteen, eight, and five on that occasion. 
Cornelis, however, had only turned twelve in April of that year, while Thomas Maria had indeed 
turned five in that month. This leaves us with less certainty about Torentiana’s year of birth than has 
been suggested.71 For the time being, it is best indicated as 1634/36. The record of her birth could 
have informed us of de Heem’s whereabouts in about 1635. 
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From a request in 1655, it pertains that de Heem, after his wife’s death, had organised a public sale 
of paintings.72 There is no proper record of such a sale, however, but it may be that the sale was in 
fact organized by Jan Casspeel, one of the guardians of de Heem’s children, who is recorded to have 
paid a fee of 6 guilders to make the request concerning a sale day (‘coopdagh’) and 75 guilders for 
the rights to the actual sale.73 

For Aletta’s burial, church rights were paid, which would suggest, as Van Lerius (1880) 
remarked, that she was buried a Roman Catholic, while she had been born a Protestant. Both de 
Heem and his wife came from protestant families; de Heem’s grandfather had undoubtedly left 
Antwerp in the late sixteenth century for religious reasons. Jan Davidsz. de Heem does not appear to 
have been very concerned about religious issues, or political ones, for that matter. While born and 
raised a protestant, he seems to have adapted easily to life in Catholic circles in Antwerp – his son 
Thomas Maria already received a Roman Catholic baptism in 1638. As we will see, the artist also 
must have had no scruples about adopting the imagery of his paintings to the liking and religious and 
political preference of his clientele. During his Antwerp years, he produced several paintings with an 
unmistakable Roman Catholic iconography, while after his move to Utrecht in the late 1650s several 
of his paintings openly praise the (Protestant) house of Orange, the young Prince William III in 
particular. Abraham Mignon (1640-1679), with whom he shared his studio in Utrecht, was a devout 
protestant and dean of the Utrecht Walloon church. As far as can be concluded from the records, de 
Heem himself was never an active member of any church community, he does at least not appear to 
have been registered as such. 
 The guardians that were appointed for the children when Aletta van Weede’s estate was 
passed before the orphanage board were Abraham van Lamoen and the dealer in objets d’art Jan 
Casspeel (or Cassepeel, † 1655).74 Incidentally, this Abraham had an eponymous son Abraham van 
Lamoen who was registered as a master painter by the guild in 1647/48, and who painted still lifes in 
the style of de Heem.75 With Casspeel, de Heem apparently had a close relationship. The reverse of a 
small bouquet by de Heem that I date to (c.) 1644 on stylistic grounds (cat. no. 44.03) is inscribed 
‘Casepeel’ on the reverse of the copper plate, perhaps in de Heem’s own hand.76 Moreover, in June 
of 1643, three months after his wife’s death, de Heem had a print by Pieter de Bailliu after Anthony 
van Dyck’s Christ on the Cross with St. Francis at his feet (Dendermonde, Church of Our Lady) 
inscribed with a dedication to Casspeel: ‘Hoc amoris sui pignus dedicat D. Joannes de Heem singulari 
amico suo D. Joanni Caspeel fabro ferrario famosq; artis pictoriae amatori Antverpiae Junij 1643’.77 It 
is quite unusual to have such a dedication printed, but as we shall see, there is a second example of 
such a dedication by de Heem, also in collaboration with Bailliu. Whether we should take the Latin 
inscriptions on these prints as an indication that de Heem had some Latin seems doubtful. He may 
well have had them translated, but on the other hand we should not rule out entirely that he had 
followed classes in Latin, either in Utrecht or in Leiden. 
 As van Lerius subtly remarked ‘facing the care of three young children, the master could 
difficultly remain a widower’.78 Already on 23rd February 1644, within a year after Aletta’s death, a 
wedding contract was drawn up between Johannes de Heem and Anna Ruckers. Anna was the nearly 
twenty-nine year-old daughter (she was baptised on the 15th of March, 1615) of Andreas Ruckers 
(1579-1651/53), senior member of a family of harpsichord makers, an excellent master in his trade 
and a prominent citizen of Antwerp. The wedding contract was presented at the Ruckers’ house on 
Looiersstraat. On behalf of de Heem, the painter Jacob Jordaens acted as a witness. On behalf of the 
bride, the witnesses were her father, her brother Andreas the Younger, her aunt Maria de Vriese and 
her uncle Zacharias de Vriese.79 The actual – Roman Catholic – marriage took place in the south 
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transept of the Cathedral of Our Lady (Onze-Lieve-Vrouwekathedraal) on 6th March 1644. Apparently 
the newly-wed couple moved house in the course of the following year, since on March 7, 1645, 
when Anna had a testament drawn up, they were living in the Gasthuisbeemden area.80 The 
testament must have been made as a precaution, in case she should not survive the delivery of her 
first-born. This fear was clearly uncalled for. The child, Maria Anna, was baptised on 16th March and 
another five children would follow in the course of the next nine years: Isabella Catherina in April of 
1647, Hildegonda in May of 1648, Johannes in July of 1650, Anna Maria in November of 1651, and 
Jacobus in October of 1654. Little is known of their lives. When Anna Ruckers made her testament in 
May of 1672, she speaks of ‘her children’ but the testament does not name or number them 
explicitly.81 In an enigmatic quote, van den Branden (1883) says that on 16th May 1695, Cornelis de 
Heem declared that he had received his share from his father’s and his mother’s inheritance, as well 
as from that of his sister Torentiana and his brother Jan and that his step sisters Isabella, Hildegonda 
and Anna Maria had no remaining debts with him.82 We must assume that this Jan was the Johannes 
who was baptised in 1650, and who was in fact Cornelis’ stepbrother. If we read van den Branden’s 
quote correctly, Jan and Cornelis’ sister Torentiana, had died before May 1695 as adults, leaving an 
inheritance of which Cornelis had received his share.83 This would also mean that Jan Davidsz. de 
Heem’s and Anna Ruckers’ son Jacobus, and their first daughter Maria Anna had died in childhood, 
not leaving an inheritance. Their three other daughters, like Cornelis at the time of his death, all lived 
on Eijermarkt in Antwerp at the end of their lives, conceivably in the same house. Isabella was buried 
in March 1722, Anna Maria in September 1724, and Hildegonde (Alegonde) in February 1728.84 
 During the first years of the 1650s, de Heem appears to have tightened connections with the 
Northern Netherlands. Apparently he had engaged the Amsterdam collector and dealer Marten 
Kretzer (1598-1670) as a patron, judging from the inscription of a print after Rubens’ Reconciliation 
of Esau and Jacob. Like the print dedicated to Jan Casspeel nine years earlier, it was engraved by 
Pieter de Bailliu: ‘Domino Martino Kretzer, artis pictoriæ admiratori ac patrono amico, hanc cultus et 
observantiæ suæ indicem tabulam Joannes de Heem dicat consecratque Antverpiæ, 24 Febr. 1652’.85 
In 1645, Kretzer had a contract drawn up with Pieter van den Bosch (1612/13-1663 or later), whom 
we know as a still-life painter. Van den Bosch agreed to work long hours for Kretzer and promised to 
paint every subject the collector would require of him.86 When in 1650 the poet Lambert van den 
Bosch praised Kretzer’s collection in a poem, he also referred to work by de Heem. The poet appears 
to excuse himself to the still-life painter van den Bosch for rating de Heem’s work above his: ‘And 
once I start about de Heem, van den Bosch will be annoyed and find it hard to swallow that I bereave 
him of his honour’.87 This would appear to indicate that Kretzer owned at least one of de Heem’s still 
lifes by 1650. Also, the fact that Jacob Marrel copied a still life by de Heem in Utrecht in 1649 (cat. 
no. A 099, copy a) indicates that the artist already had connections also in that city by that time. 
 In April of 1655, de Heem requested permission of the guild to organise a public sale of 
paintings in his house in Antwerp. Permission was denied, however, since according to the 
regulations, such a public sale was only allowed on the Friday market. It may be that de Heem 
wanted to organise this sale in order to clear his stock because he intended to leave town.  
Unfortunately, however, also for the following period factual biographical data are scarce. Fact is, 
that the painter was in Leiden in April of 1658 in order to receive an inheritance. From December 
that same year on, he annually payed his taxes as buitenpoorter of Antwerp, a citizen (living) outside 
of the town, until 1663 (with an exception or missing registration for 1662) and once more in 1667. 
By paying these taxes, he retained his civil rights in Antwerp, while he was not (permanently) living 
there. The fact that Cornelis de Heem was first registered as an independent master during the 
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administrative year 1660/61 may well be the result of his father’s permanent absence from 
Antwerp.88 Cornelis had been signing paintings independently since 1654, and probably earlier, but 
he must have been working under his father’s aegis until the latter left Antwerp. Incidentally, he 
appears to have spent some time in Brussels in the years 1655 to 1657.89 
 
Utrecht 
In January of 1665, de Heem was first documented as living in Utrecht, but he must already have 
moved there a good number of years earlier.90 Jan Davidsz. was godfather of his grandson David 
Cornelisz. de Heem, but at David’s baptism in February of 1663, he was represented by one Jacob 
Laureyssens, and when David’s sister Anna Catharina was baptised in November of 1665, Anna 
Ruckers was represented as godmother by one Elisabeth Post. In both cases the reason must have 
been that the grandparents were residing in Utrecht at the time. Another indication of an earlier 
arrival in Utrecht is a fact that Houbraken mentions, being that Abraham Mignon was Jacob Marrel’s 
pupil for fourteen years, until the age of 24, when Marrel left him with Jan Davidsz. de Heem in 
Utrecht. Since Mignon was born in 1640, this would have been in 1664.91 From the year 1668, there 
are two archival references to de Heem in Utrecht. One of them concerns a reference to a debt to 
Jan Davidsz.’s sister, Grietje (Margaretha), which was transferred to the painter ‘David de Heem’.92 
This is obviously a misspelling, but it has been the source of Kramm’s misconception that a painter 
David de Heem was living in Utrecht in 1668.93  
 Another indication that de Heem settled in Utrecht at an earlier date than previously 
assumed is the apprenticeship of Maria van Oosterwijck (1630-1693) with him.94 Only recently it was 
discovered that Maria van Oosterwijck left Leiden, where she had lived for a few years, for Utrecht in 
May of 1660.95 There was no other likely reason for her move to Utrecht than to continue her 
training as an artist under a renowned still life painter.96 Since no other painter of fruit and flowers of 
note was working in Utrecht in 1660 and since Houbraken’s mention that Maria van Oosterwijck was 
a pupil of de Heem is confirmed by her paintings, we must assume that it was de Heem’s settlement 
in Utrecht that prompted her move there.  
 Also the fact that Pieter de Molijn was empowered in June of 1660 to claim money from de 
Heem for a painting he had taken to sell in 1630 may well indicate that he had returned north. It may 
be, of course, that de Molijn was travelling to Antwerp, but at his advanced age of 75 that seems less 
likely. More likely, word had reached de Heem’s creditor that the painter was now living in Utrecht, 
and had become rather affluent. Apparently, de Heem paid his debt without further ado. 
 A most interesting document dated 1st March 1669 provides some insight in the relationship 
between Jan and his wife and his son Cornelis. The painter declares that over the years he had 
provided his son with paintings and money and paid several debts for him, the total amounting to 
1057 guilders and 8 stuivers. An amount of a thousand guilders was due to Cornelis out of his 
mother’s inheritance and as a result, the father notes that his son owed him 57 guilders and eight 
stuivers. A detailed description is given of Jan’s expenses and the respective dates. Apparently, 
Cornelis was in Brussels in 1655 and in 1657 (and was perhaps residing there for longer stretches of 
time during those years; the amounts suggest a longer sojourn), since his father had paid debts for 
lodging there, as well as for food and drink. Also, he had sent Cornelis some paintings to sell at his 
own profit. This tells us that both de Heems, like many painters at the time, were also active as 
picture dealers. In the course of time, de Heem had sent his son a number of landscapes, among 
them works by Jacques d’Arthois, Lodewijk de Vadder and by the obscure artist Nicolaes van Eijck, a 
copy after Brouwer and battle scenes by Casteels (probably Pauwels Casteels). The only still life de 
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Heem mentioned is a Vanitas by (Jan Jansz.) den Uyl, which he himself had ‘painted and changed’ 
(geschildert ende verandert). He also specified that Cornelis and his family had lived with him in 
Utrecht from 13th June to 4th December of 1667, for which sojourn he charged his son for ‘verteerde 
montcosten, als hij van sijns andere discipelen gehadt heeft, behalve vrouw, ende kinderen, eens 
hondert vijfftich gulden’ (expenses of food and drink, as he would charge his other pupils, excluding 
wife and children, at once one hundred and fifty guilders). From these lines one might conclude that 
Cornelis stayed with his father as a pupil, or that de Heem had several pupils living with him at that 
time. Mignon could perhaps still be considered a pupil in 1667, even though he was most probably 
producing individual work at the time. According to an eighteenth-century source, both de Heem and 
Mignon were members of (or entered?) the Utrecht guild in 1669.97 Cornelis had been active as an 
individual master at least since his registration as such in Antwerp in 1660/61, so it seems unlikely 
that he stayed with his father as a pupil in 1667. 

The remark ‘den comparant van Antwerpen den xiii-en junij 1667 vertrocken sijnde’ (the 
appearer having left Antwerp on 13th June 1667) must be a clerical error: as we have seen, Jan 
Davidsz. de Heem was already recorded as living in Utrecht in January of 1665.98 The 13th June 1667 
should probably be considered to be the date of Cornelis’ departure from Antwerp and the clerk 
should have written ‘den comparants soon’ (the appearer’s son) 
 This lengthy document gives us the impression that, by that time, the relationship between 
father and son had become rather business-like. Also, it shows us that de Heem must have kept 
minute records of his affairs, judging from the fact that he could quote amounts and dates accurately 
up to thirteen years after the event. 
 Houbraken claims that the Utrecht painter Hendrick Schoock (1630-1707) was advised by de 
Heem to continue painting still lifes after the latter had seen Schoock’s first effort in that area, a 
flower piece.99 However, Houbraken’s account appears to be somewhat inaccurate: the only known 
dated still life by Schoock was painted in 1657 and appears to be a copy after a (missing) work by 
another de Heem pupil, Alexander Coosemans.100 Schoock’s many still lifes that show a distinct 
influence of de Heem – and even more of Abraham Mignon – must have been painted later, at least 
after the mid-1660s. Clearly, Houbraken’s text on de Heem is quite inaccurate in more than one 
instance.101 

In September of 1669, De Heem had a contract drawn up for the tuition of Elias van den 
Broeck (1651/52-1708) for two years, for which he was to receive 200 guilders annually.102 In the 
contract, de Heem is called a ‘widely famous artist’ (wytvermaerde constschilder). Despite the rather 
substantial sum he paid, it was agreed upon that Van den Broeck would pay for his own materials. He 
would get to keep the profits of his works that would be sold, however. Elias van den Broeck had 
been apprenticed at fourteen, first to a silver smith, and shortly after to the still-life painter Cornelis 
Kick (1631-1681), with whom he had spent four years before signing up as a pupil of de Heem, so he 
must already have been an almost fully-trained artist at that point in time.103 
 The assumption that in July of that same year, 1669, de Heem received the Tuscan grand 
duke Cosimo III de’ Medici in his studio is not based on very firm ground.104 It was based upon the 
presence of a garland by de Heem (cat. no. A 241) in the Medici collection, still kept in Florence, a 
painting that Cosimo is supposed to have brought home from Holland himself.105 De Heem would 
appear to be the only painter living in Utrecht at that time by whom the Duke is known to have 
owned a painting. However, the journal of Cosimo's trip does not indicate that the artist he paid a 
visit to was a still-life painter, let alone that it was de Heem, who was by no means the only 
important artist who was active in Utrecht in 1669. Moreover, while the painting was in the Medici 
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collection by 1681, there is no firm proof that the painting in question was actually acquired on the 
occasion of this Dutch visit. Moreover, it is unlikely that a painting such as this one was waiting in the 
artist’s studio to be picked up by a passing customer.  
 There are very few records concerning de Heem’s last fifteen years. In 1672 he is believed to 
have returned to Antwerp.106 In that year Holland was invaded by the French army and became 
embroiled in the third English War, conditions which dealt a severe blow to the national economy. 
Anna Ruckers had a testament drawn up in Antwerp in May of 1672, but in it she declares to be living 
in Utrecht, so the move back to Antwerp must have occurred after that date. Elias van den Broeck 
appears to have followed de Heem to Antwerp and was first registered as a master in the Antwerp 
guild in the course of the administrative year 1673/74.107 In November of 1672, however, the 
orphanage board in Amsterdam had registered a last payment to van den Broeck to enable him ‘to 
continue his voyage to Italy’.108 Jan Davidsz. de Heem does not recur in the books of the Antwerp 
guild until the payment of his death dues is registered during the administrative year 1683/84, but 
his date of death was not previously established.109 Van den Branden noted that these dues were 
received before the 26th of April 1684, but he does not provide a source for this conclusion.110 Upon 
further scrutiny of the Antwerp burial records, it would appear, however, that the artist died in the 
days before 10th February 1684. The list of payments of death dues to the guild is clearly in 
chronological order.111 Looking at the burial registers of Antwerp, the majority of the registered dues 
can be connected with burial dates.112 From these, we can deduce that Jan Davidsz. de Heem died 
between the death of the wife of Jan Baptist Wans, who was buried on 19th January 1684, and the 
death of Gonzales Coques, the first person listed after de Heem for whom a burial can be found, 
namely on 18th April 1684. 
 

 
B 3 Registration of the burial of Jan Davidsz. de Heem. Antwerp, City Archives, inv. PR 277, registers for 1684-1685, fol. 44. 

 
In the burial registers for Antwerp, for the 10th of  February 1684, the following entry occurs: “N   de 
Heim apud Pred[icatores]. inden pandt / ghesoncken ob rationes per testes”.  We may safely assume 
that this entry records the burial of the painter Jan Davidsz. de Heem, who, consequently, must have 
died in the preceding days, plausibly between 4 and 9 February 1684, aged 77. The burial took place 
in “het pandt van de Predikheren”, the church of the Dominicans, St. Paul’s Church on Veemarkt in 
Antwerp, “for reasons given by witnesses”, so apparently de Heem had not made a testament which 
included directions for his burial, but had spoken about it to relatives, presumably Anna Ruckers. His 
son Cornelis would also be buried in St. Paul’s church, in 1695, he had indicated this wish in a 
testament.113 The clerck had a similar problem with Cornelis as his predecessor had had with Jan 
Davidsz., who was recorded as “N   de Heim”; Cornelis was recorderd as “… de Heem”. No dates of 
death or burial record have been found for Anna Ruckers. Since there is no record of a payment of 
her death dues in the ledgers of the Antwerp guild, she most likely survived her husband. 
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3 Utrecht, Leiden, and Amsterdam. Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s early Dutch 
period.* 
 
Still-life painting in the Netherlands before Jan Davidsz. de Heem 
In order to understand the backgrounds against which Jan Davidsz. de Heem started out as a still-life 
painter, it is appropriate to have a brief look at the development of this genre in the Netherlands 
before 1626, from which year de Heem’s first extant works stem. 
 By 1606, in which year Jan Davidsz. de Heem was born, still-life painting in the Netherlands 
had gone through its earliest stages of development, but it was still far from a mature genre. Still life 
had originated in the context of religious imagery in the sixteenth century. Artists had begun to 
occasionally accentuate motifs within their paintings other than the religious themes and patrons 
and buyers began to respond enthusiastically. The upcoming civilian and merchant culture generated 
an increasing demand for paintings of a more decorative nature and still lifes and landscapes in 
particular catered for that type of interest. Also, a growing curiosity concerning exotic products of 
trade and nature prompted painters to specialise in representing those items in attractive 
compositions. The earliest individual floral still lifes in oil painting in the Netherlands emerged 
around 1600. 
 An important impetus for still life came from the kitchen and market scenes by Pieter 
Aertsen (1508-1575) and, shortly after, his nephew Joachim Beuckelaer (1533-1575), done in the last 
quarter of the sixteenth century in Antwerp. Aertsen’s meat stall from 1551, with a tiny image of the 
Flight into Egypt in the background, and his kitchen still life from 1552, with Christ visiting Martha 
and Mary behind, can be termed ground-breaking (fig. ULA 1).114  
 

  
ULA 1 P. Aertsen, Still life with Christ visiting Martha and Mary, marked and dated 1552, oil on panel, 60 x 101,5 cm. Vienna, 
Kunsthistorisches Museum, inv. nr 6927 

 
Much of the early development of still-life painting occurred in Flanders. Artists from the north were 
certainly looking south for inspiration and the influx of artists from Flanders in the early seventeenth 
century was of utmost importance for the artistic climate in Holland. In the first decade of the 
seventeenth century, several Antwerp artists were exploring the field of still-life painting. An 
important, but in this field not very prolific artist was Hieronymus Francken II (1578-1623). He is 
credited with the invention of a pair of still lifes, known in several versions, representing a rich man’s 
meal and a poor man’s meal (figs. ULA 2 and 3), that appear to have originated around 1600.115 Their 
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iconographic merit, the confrontation between rich and the poor, as a pious admonition, supersede 
their artistic merit.116 
 

     
ULA 2 Hieronymus Francken II, A rich man’s meal, oil on panel,  36,2 x 48,3 cm. Location unknown. 
ULA 3 Hieronymus Francken II, A poor man’s meal, oil on panel, 32,5 x 43,5 cm. Antwerp, Royal Museum for Fine Arts, inv. 
no. 846. 

 
The most important and influential and the greatest artistic genius among the Antwerp still-life 
painters from the early seventeenth century was Frans Snijders (1579-1657). He was first drawn to 
the subject of kitchen and market still lifes initiated by Aertsen and Beuckelaer, but gradually the 
figures – sellers, kitchen maids and servants – were moved more to the side and the still-life motifs 
became prominent and were eventually isolated. Due to a lack of dated works, it is unclear to what 
degree this already took place before Snijders’ Italian sojourn, 1608-1609, but certainly before 1613 
he was producing forceful, individual still lifes (fig. ULA 4).117  
 

  
ULA 4 F. Snijders, Still life with live and dead birds, signed and dated 1612, oil on canvas, 95,5 x 125,6 cm. Location 
unknown. 

 
Already in the first decade of the century, several other artists were painting pure still lifes. Work 
from this period by Osias Beert I (1580-1623), Clara Peeters (active 1607-1621 or later) and the 
virtually forgotten David Rijckaert II (1586-1642) are of a different character than Snijders’ works. 
Beert probably already was active as a still-life painter around 1605 – he became a master in 1602 – 
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and painted still lifes of costly objects, such as silver-gilt vessels, porcelain, and Chinese lacquer bowls 
of fruit and candy, and dishes of oysters (fig. ULA 5).118 Particularly in the early examples, the 
viewpoint is high, so that the table top fills much of the picture plane and the objects, which are 
arrayed rather schematically, do not overlap very much.  
 

  
ULA 5 O. Beert I, Still life with oysters and roast chicken, oil on panel, 58 x 92 cm. Private collection. 

 
Clara Peeters, a female artist whose biographical data thus far remain undiscovered, but who was 
probably based in or close to Antwerp, dated her earliest known still life in 1607. Her handling is as 
meticulous as that of Beert, but her palette is often somewhat more variegated. In a group of four 
still lifes from 1611 in the Prado in Madrid she displays all of her artistic abilities, including that of a 
flower painter (fig. ULA 6). Beert and Peeters were among the first in Flanders to paint flower 
pictures, together with Jan Brueghel the Elder (1568-1625), who was perhaps the most important 
pioneer in that field, but whose handling, a combination of being rather painterly and meticulous, 
and the density of his bouquets differ substantially from their work (fig. ULA 7). All appear to have 
been interacting with Ambrosius Boschaert I (1573-1621), who was active in Middelburg until 1614, 
and who I shall turn to a bit later. 
 

     
ULA 6 C. Peeters, Still life with a bouquet of flowers, signed and dated 1611, oil on panel, 52 x 73 cm. Museo del Prado, 
Madrid, inv. no.  1620. 
ULA 7 J. Brueghel I, Flowers in a stoneware vase, oil on panel, 56 x 42 cm. Private collection. 

 
In a similar vein as Beert and Peeters, other artists who started to work in Antwerp around 1610 
were David Rijckaert II, who became a master in the guild’s administrative year 1607/08, and Jacob 
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van Hulsdonck (1582-1647), who was admitted as a master in the following year. Until recently, 
Rijckaert’s work went unrecognized under other names, mainly that of Osias Beert, until a fully 
signed and dated work from 1616 by him appeared, which made it possible to recognize more of his 
oeuvre (fig. ULA 8).119 
 

   
ULA 8 D. Rijckaert II, Still life of shells and costly vessels, signed and dated 1616, oil on canvas, 103,5 x 136 cm. Location 
unkown 

 
Jacob van Hulsdonck’s earliest works are relatively large still lifes of dishes with a variety of food, 
such as his painting from 1614 in Barnard Castle (fig. ULA 9). Since the illustrated work is Jacob van 
Hulsdonck’s only known dated painting, little can be said with certainty of his early production. Soon, 
however, probably already in the 1610s, he seems to have abandoned these more complex 
compositions and concentrated on painting still lifes with only one prominent container of fruit, such 
as a wicker basket or porcelain dish or bowl, occasionally flanked by a small bouquet of flowers. 
Hulsdonck’s still lifes of a single bouquet of flowers most probably were all painted after 1620. 
 

  
ULA 9 J. van Huldonck, Rich still life of food, dated 1614, oil on panel, 65,4 x 106,8 cm. The Bowes Museum, Barnard Castle 
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An intriguing insight into the interest for the early Flemish still life and its ‘biotope’ is provided by 
various paintings of collector’s cabinets, such as a work by Frans Francken II from 1617 (fig. ULA 10). 
It shows a still life – by David Rijckaert II – and a pair of painted studies of insects and the like in the 
manner of Jan Brueghel in combination with other works of art, products of nature such as costly sea 
shells and sharks’ teeth, an East-Indian creese, and antique coins and an oil lamp. 
 

  
ULA 10 Frans Francken II, A collector’s cabinet, signed and dated 1617, oil on panel, 77,1 x 119,2 cm. Collection HM 
Elizabeth II of Great Britain, Hampton Court, inv. nr. RCIN 405781. 

 
In the Northern Netherlands, Jaques de Gheyn II (c.1565-1629) was perhaps the most important 
early pioneer in the area of still-life painting. In his Schilder-boeck, Karel van Mander reports that de 
Gheyn, who was a highly talented and successful draughtsman and engraver, decided in about 1600 
to take up oil painting and that his first successful effort consisted of a small vase of flowers.120 Such 
an early example on copper (fig. ULA 11) has all the characteristics of early flower paintings: the 
flowers are represented as individual portraits, all in one plane (the bouquet is not rounded), the 
picture plane is completely filled up, and there is hardly any perspective to speak of. In this bouquet, 
several flowers were based on studies by the artist in watercolour, gathered in a booklet he sold to 
the Emperor Rudolf II in Prague, a most important patron at the time.121 
 De Gheyn also painted one of the earliest known vanitas still lifes, which is dated 1604 (fig. 
ULA 12), and of which the composition is more characteristic of an emblematic print than of a still life 
in oils as we have come to know them.122 Not a still-life painter himself, but an influential figure for 
the early artists was Joris Hoefnagel  (1542-1600), who also worked for the Emperor Rudolf II. 
Particularly the prints after his studies of flowers, insects and little creatures, engraved by his son, 
Jacob Hoefnagel, were a great source of inspiration to many. 
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ULA 11 J. de Gheyn II, Flowers in a vase with a tiger moth, signed, oil on copper, 19,6 x 13,4 cm. Location unknown. 
ULA 12 J. de Gheyn II, Vanitas still life, signed and dated 1604, oil on panel, 82,6 x 54 cm. New York City, Metropolitan 
Museum of Art, inv. no. 1974.1 

 
 The kitchen piece as initiated by Aertsen and Beuckelaer was also responded to by several 
artists in the northern Netherlands, such as Pieter van Rijck (1567/68-1637 or later), Adriaen van 
Nieulandt (1586/87-1658), and Floris van Schooten (active 1605-1656).  Several of their works border 
on genre painting, with rather prominent figures, but particularly van Nieulandt and van Schooten 
also worked as pure still-life painters. A dated flower painting by van Nieulandt from 1614 is known, 
as well as various later still lifes. Van Schooten was a prolific still-life painter, who, although not an 
innovator, contributed substantially to the development of the Haarlem still-life tradition. Kitchen 
pieces were also painted by Cornelis Jacobz. Delff (1570/71-1643), who was working in Delft. They 
mostly include one or two large figures, and occasionally a biblical scene in the background. 
Nevertheless, his still-life motifs are very prominent, and he occasionally reverted to pure still life, 
but probably only after 1620.123 
 In Haarlem, from about 1610, and particularly in the 1610s, Floris van Dijck (c.1575-1651), 
was a key figure. His richly laid tables appear to have been inspired by Flemish examples, but have a 
distinct own identity. Fruit and cheeses often play an important role in his compositions, next to 
costly vessels and Venetian-style wine glasses (fig. ULA 13). In type, his still lifes are distinct 
forerunners of de Heem’s large luxury still lifes from three decades later. 
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ULA 13 F. van Dijck, Rich still life, signed with monogram and dated 1610, oil on panel, 73,7 x 113 cm. Location unknown. 
 

Floris van Schooten and another Haarlem still-life painter, Nicolaes Gillis (active c.1612-1632 or later), 
were clearly looking at Floris van Dijck’s works for inspiration. Pieter Claesz. (1597-1660), when he 
first arrived in Haarlem in 1620, appears to have combined impressions from his Flemish background 
with what he saw from the hands of colleagues such as van Dijck, Gillis and van Schooten, but he was 
painting on a smaller scale (fig. ULA 14 and 15). 
 

  
ULA 14 F. van Schooten, Still life with a ham and cheeses, oil on panel, 53 x 83 cm. Private collection, Belgium 

  

     
ULA 15 P. Claesz., Still life with a fruit pie, signed with monogram, oil on panel, 48 x 76,9 cm. Chicago, Art Institute, inv. no. 
1935.300 
ULA 16 R. Savery, Still life of flowers, signed and daetd 1612, oil on panel, 49,5 x 34,5 cm. Vienna, Liechtenstein Museum, 
inv. no. G 789. 
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In Amsterdam, in the second decade of the seventeenth century, the enigmatic painter Johannes 
Torrentius (1588-1644) was active, but which position he precisely took up in the development of 
still-life painting remains unclear, due to the fact that only one of his still lifes has come down to us 
(fig. ULA 24). Roelant Savery (1576-1639) subsequently worked in Haarlem, Amsterdam, Prague (for 
Rudolf II), again in Amsterdam, and last in Utrecht. He was a prolific painter of landscape and animals 
and, starting in or before 1609, he also painted flower pieces.124 One of his most successful efforts in 
this area is a bouquet of flowers from 1612 in the collection of the Prince of Liechtenstein, probably 
painted for Rudolf II (fig. ULA 16). Savery was certainly looking at Hoefnagel and Brueghel for 
inspiration, responding to their work in his own characteristic, somewhat quirky manner.  
 No less than these two artists, Ambrosius Bosschaert the Elder was a highly important 
innovator, particularly for the floral still life. Bosschaert’s parents had moved from Antwerp to 
Middelburg, where he joined the guild in 1593. It is unlikely that already at that time he was painting 
flower pieces, but he certainly was doing so well before 1605, the year of his earliest extant dated 
bouquet. Probably in 1606, he must have seen work by Jan Brueghel for the first time, which made a 
great impact on his work.125 Also in about 1607, Bosschaert started to include baskets of flowers in 
his repertoire, perhaps also after having seen this subject by Brueghel, but it may just as well be that 
Brueghel’s baskets were inspired by Bosschaert’s. The most enchanting example known is now in the 
Gettty Museum in Los Angeles (fig. ULA 17). Somewhat later, Bosschaert also occasionally painted 
still lifes of fruit (fig. ULA 18).  
 

  
ULA 17 A. Bosschaert I, Flowers in and around a basket, signed with monogram and dated 1614, oil on copper, 28,6 x 38,1 
cm. Los Angeles, J. Paul Getty Museum, inv. no. 83.PC.386. 
ULA 18 A.Bosschaert I, Still life of fruit, signed with monogram and dated 1620, oil on panel, 29 x 45 cm. Prague, Nàrodni 
Galerie v Praze, inv. no O 2825 
             

Middelburg, which is not very far from Antwerp, harboured several artists from the southern 
Netherlands. Another example is Christoffel van den Berghe (1588/92-1628 or later), who produced 
tiny landscape paintings in Breughel’s idiom as well as several a few floral still lifes. Among them is a 
highly detailed example from 1617, which clearly shows an impact of both Bosschaert and Brueghel 
(fig. ULA 19).  
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ULA 19 Chr. van den Berghe, Still life of flowers in a niche, signed and dated 1617, oil on copper, 37,8 x 29,2 cm. Philadelpia, 
Museum of Artm, Johnosn Collection, cat. no. 648. 
ULA 20 B. van der Ast, Still life of fruit, signed with monogram and dated 1617, oil on panel, 57 x 90,8 cm. Manchester NH, 
Currier Museum of  Art. 
 

In this milieu, the painter Balthasar van der Ast (1593/94-1657) grew up. He was Ambrosius 
Bosschaert’s much younger brother-in-law. When his parents had both died in 1610, he became the 
ward of Bosschaert and his sister, and from then on he was trained in Bosschaert’s studio. In 1615, 
he moved with his foster family to Bergen op Zoom, where probably his earliest known dated still 
lifes from 1617 originated (fig. ULA 20). In 1619, Bosschaert and van der Ast moved to Utrecht, where 
the latter built his own career. After Bosschaert’s death in 1621, van der Ast became one of the most 
important painters of floral still lifes in the Northern Netherlands. In those years, as I will 
demonstrate below, he probably became the teacher of the young Jan Davidsz. de Heem. 
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Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s early years 
Utrecht 
In February of 1625, Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s guardian applied for funds that would enable the young 
man to travel to Italy. In the document concerning that application, Jan was called ‘een schilder syns 
hantwercx’, a painter by trade. The use of this term probably indicates that de Heem was a painter 
by profession, but not yet a fully qualified master painter at that point in time. Otherwise he would 
probably have been described as a master painter. No earlier paintings by de Heem are known than 
two dated works from the following year, so from after his move to Leiden, but it is obvious that he 
must have been trained as a painter in Utrecht, during the first half of the 1620s, and that he will 
have produced his earliest work there. None of those juvenile works seem to have survived, 
however, or can be recognized today.126 

Utrecht, during the early 1620s, harboured a host of talented and successful artists, who 
painted a wide range of subjects. The celebrated mannerist history painter Joachim Wtewael (1566-
1638) was still active there, and so was Abraham Bloemaert (1566-1651), who by then had left 
mannerism behind and had adopted a more up-to-date style, with elements from Caravaggio’s 
manner. The latter’s idiom had been introduced in Utrecht by such artists as Hendrick ter Brugghen 
(1588-1629), Dirck van Baburen (1594/95-1624) and Gerard van Honthorst (1592-1652). These 
painters were all producing large and impressive history and genre pieces during de Heem’s 
formative years. Paulus Moreelse (1571-1638) also painted history and genre scenes, but was first 
and foremost a highly sought-after portraitist. In Adam Willaerts (1577-1664), Utrecht had a capable 
and innovative painter of maritime scenes, while peasant genre scenes – mainly set in landscape – 
were produced in large numbers by Joost Cornelisz. Droochsloot (1585/86-1666). Landscapes, often 
with animals, where also produced by Roelant Savery, be it in an entirely different, Flemish manner. 
Savery had settled in Utrecht in 1619 where, in 1624, he painted one of his most impressive pieces, 
the large bouquet now in the Utrecht Centraal Museum.127 Savery’s work appears not to have made 
any substantial impression on the young de Heem, whose main early inspirer was clearly another 
influential still-life painter who was active in Utrecht during those years, Balthasar van der Ast.  

Upon the death of his father in 1609, Balthasar van der Ast came into the custody of his sister 
and brother in law. The latter, the Middelburg artist Ambrosius Bosschaert the Elder (1573-1621), 
had developed into one of the most accomplished and highly acclaimed flower painters of his day 
during the first decade of the seventeenth century. He can justly be considered as one of the 
founding fathers of Dutch flower painting. Balthasar van der Ast, who was some fifteen years old at 
the time, became his pupil and followed the master when he moved to Amsterdam in 1614, to 
Bergen op Zoom in 1615 and to Utrecht sometime during the following years, most likely before 
1619. Van der Ast remained in Utrecht when Bosschaert subsequently moved to Breda. Bosschaert 
died in The Hague in 1621 when he was visiting there to deliver a costly flower painting to Prince 
Maurits’ butler and subsequently van der Ast, as mentioned above, appears to have taken over his 
position as one of the leading painters of flowers and fruit in the North Netherlands. 

Balthasar van der Ast produced his earliest known individual paintings in 1617 (cf. fig. ULA 20 
above). They still lean strongly on the examples of Bosschaert, both in style and in technique, but 
during the following years he developed his own, clearly recognisable style and idiom. Up to about 
1626, he signed and dated many of his still lifes, but then stopped dating them. His dated paintings 
are, without exception, of flowers and/or fruit, often supplemented with a few exotic sea shells and 
enlivened by various butterflies and insects, the occasional lizard or, at times, a small monkey or 
some parrots or parakeets. Fruit is usually displayed in and around Wanli kraak porcelain dishes or 
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bowls, or wicker baskets. Flowers are arranged in (usually small) gold-mounted porcelain vases or 
glass bottles, beakers or rummers. His still lifes from this early period are finely detailed, colourful, 
and often somewhat restless in their arrangements of the flowers and fruit and, particularly for the 
Utrecht period, with a degree of horror vacui. 
 
Leiden 
The early still lifes with motifs from van der Ast, 1626-1628 
Apart from the aforementioned application for travel money, there are no records in Utrecht of Jan 
Davidsz. de Heem as a painter. His name is not included in what remains of the papers of the Utrecht 
guild of St. Luke.128 Consequently, his earliest paintings, done in Leiden, are the only clue to his 
sources of inspiration. From those works (cat. nos. A 001 to A 007), it is obvious that Balthasar van 
der Ast was a major influence. Also, they clearly indicate that the young artist was drawn to still-life 
painting at least from the moment that he started to sign his works. A few subsequent efforts that 
include figures seem to imply that he was not particularly trained and certainly not very talented as a 
figure painter (cat. nos. A 001, A 008, A 008a and A 018). If indeed he was trained from the onset as a 
still-life painter, van der Ast is the most likely candidate to have been his teacher, as can be 
concluded from the following analysis. 
 

    
      A 001  

ULA 21 D. van Baburen, Young man playing a mouth harp, signed and dated 1621, oil on canvas, 65 x 52,5 cm. Utrecht, 
Centraal Museum, inv. nr. 11188. 

 
One of de Heem’s two dated paintings from 1626 – his two earliest known works (cat. nos. A 001 and 
A 002) – shows yet another marked Utrecht characteristic. In this still life with a young man (cat. A 
001), the figure, who can be identified as the painter himself at a young age, must have been inspired 
by images of such young men in paintings by Utrecht Caravaggisti such as Ter Brugghen and 
particularly Honthorst.129 Young men in plumed hats and in some sort of fantasy costume abound in 
the works of these Utrecht artists, both as single figures and in more elaborate genre scenes. (fig. 
ULA 21). The execution of the figure in de Heem’s painting, however, is by no means as fluent as in 
the works of those artists, which appears to be indicative of the fact that his talent did not lie in this 
area. The unusual and unique composition, however, is a firm early indication of de Heem’s inventive 
and innovative talents. The combination of a self-portrait with a still life, probably as an indication of 
the artist’s speciality, is unprecedented. The left-hand part of this painting can be connected quite 
easily with examples by Balthasar van der Ast. The basket of fruit is reminiscent, for instance, of a 
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basket in a still-life painting by van der Ast from about 1621/22 (fig. ULA 22).130 To juxtapose the 
basket with a dish of fruit – in de Heem’s case just a peach and some medlars – may also have been 
inspired by van der Ast, who placed a dish of peaches and a walnut at the edge of the table in a larger 
still life from about 1625 (fig. ULA 23).131 Both still lifes by van der Ast also relate to de Heem’s other 
known dated still life from 1626 (cat. no. A 002), which includes a similar cut-open melon as the van 
der Ast in fig. ULA 22 and which is comparable in size and composition to the painting in fig. ULA 
23.132 Parrots also occur frequently in van der Ast’s still lifes from the 1620s, but the finch alighting 
on the fruit in de Heem’s painting (cat.no. A001) cannot be found in his work.133  The elder 
Bosschaert included some flying finches in a still life from about 1609, but otherwise the motif is rare 
in early Dutch still-life painting.134 Small birds regularly fly into the still lifes of fruit by Peter Binoit, 
but there is no indication that de Heem knew the work of that Frankfurt artist.135 In any case, it is 
clear that Jan Davidsz. de Heem did not slavishly mimic van der Ast’s examples but explored his own 
combinations of motifs and compositional schemes. This is also clear in what should probably be 
considered as de Heem’s earliest painting from the following year, 1627 (cat. no. A 003). This still life 
features motifs that appear to derive from early work by van der Ast, which was painted some ten 
years earlier. The dish of fruit, the pear and the branch of apricots in de Heem’s painting are strongly 
reminiscent of those motifs in paintings by van der Ast from 1617, in particular the example now in 
the Currier Gallery of Art in Manchester NH (fig. ULA 20 above).136                                                               

De Heem combined these motifs – in a rather different composition – with a pewter plate 
holding a rummer, at the front edge of the table, flanked by a red-boiled crayfish, while in the left 
background he placed a pan of red earthenware with a copper cauldron balancing on top, holding 
some large red lobsters (cat. no. A 003). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
ULA 22 B. van der Ast, Still life with fruit in a basket, signed and dated indistinctly, oil on panel, 60 x 86 cm (including a later 
addition of c. 7 cm at the top). Present location unknown. 
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ULA 23 B. van der Ast, Still life of flowers and fruit, signed, oil on canvas, 81 x 121,5 cm. Present location unknown. 

 

  
 A 002       

 

  
A 003 
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The red-boiled lobster would become a favourite motif in de Heem’s still lifes, recurring throughout 
his career. While small crayfish, much like the one on the table in cat. no. A 003, can be found 
occasionally with van der Ast, his work can barely have inspired de Heem to include such much larger 
lobsters.137 In Dutch still-life painting prior to the mid-1620s, such large examples do not occur. In 
Flemish still life, they abound in the work of Frans Snijders, but that artist’s bulky lobsters do not 
appear to have served as a model, at least not directly, for de Heem’s delicately painted specimen in 
this painting. While Snijders’ lobsters are mainly heavy red chunks – be it extremely well painted – de 
Heem appears to have been particularly fascinated by the animal’s legs, eyes and feelers. The 
manner in which the cauldron that holds the lobsters is placed in the pan of red-baked earthenware 
is somewhat reminiscent of paintings by Cornelis Jacobsz. Delff, of which de Heem may well have 
seen examples, but again, in Delff’s work no lobsters occur either. De Heem may have considered the 
lobster’s symbolism, inconstancy, when he first included it in his work here, but he did not make any 
apparent use of it.138 Here, as well as in his later work, the decision to include a lobster appears to 
have been inspired mainly by the animal’s colour – no better way to achieve a large, bright red 
accent – as well as by the sense of luxury: lobsters, contrary to the smaller crayfish, are not 
indigenous to Netherlandish waters and were a costly, imported food. 
 Only two paintings by de Heem from 1627 appear to have survived. The second (cat. no. A 
004) is again clearly a work that was inspired by van der Ast’s still lifes: its composition, like several 
examples by van der Ast from 1622 and 1623, consists of two levels. However, de Heem’s painting is 
substantially larger than any van der Ast of this type, while it has a very low viewing point and as such 
must have been destined to hang in a high spot, perhaps over a door.  
 

       
           A 004  

ULA 24 J. Torrentius, Still life with a bridle,  signed with monogram and dated 1614, oil on panel, circular, 52 x 50,5 cm. 
Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. no. SK-A-6277. 
 
The composition, on the whole, emulates van der Ast’s examples – scattered fruit on the lower level, 
fruit in a porcelain bowl on the upper level – but the inclusion of the spouted pewter ‘Jan Steen’ jug 
is alien to van der Ast. Particularly because of its low viewing angle, it is strongly reminiscent of 
Johannes Torrentius’ jug in the well-known emblematic still life from 1614 in the Rijksmuseum, 
Amsterdam; it is almost its mirror image (fig. ULA 24).  

We know that in 1629 the English envoy Sir Dudley Carlton saw (most probably) that painting 
in Lisse, which is not far from Leiden, so it is quite possible that de Heem had an opportunity to see it 
in or before 1627, when he painted his own still life with the jug.139 De Heem did not copy Torrentius’ 
jug, however, it is merely the (mirrored) pose and the viewing point that are similar.140 The motif of a 
glass hanging on the spout of a Jan Steen jug is a common one in seventeenth-century Netherlandish 
(still-life) painting. It already occurs in a work by Pieter Claesz. from c.1626 in Chicago.141 It may be 



47 
 

considered as a specific allusion, but it may just as well have been customary to keep jug and glass 
together in this way.142 

 

     
                         A 005  

ULA 25 B. van der Ast, Still life of fruit, sea shells and flowers, signed and dated 1622, oil on panel, 21,7 x 30,5 cm. Present 
location unknown. 
 
De Heem’s two earliest works from the next year follow van der Ast’s examples more closely in 
composition and size. It should be borne in mind that this chronology is according to my proposition, 
but the date of the first (A 005), may in fact have read 1627. At present (i.e. at the time of inspection) 
it bears an added van der Ast signature and a date that is supposed to be read as 1623, but that 
could originally well have been 1627 or 1628. Remains of de Heem’s original signature are still 
present, partly hidden under the van der Ast signature. The composition is an adaptation of one by 
van der Ast from 1622, presently in a private collection (fig. ULA  25).143  
De Heem produced his version of this composition with a certain degree of freedom. He enlarged the 
format somewhat, replaced the shells in van der Ast’s model with more fruit and designed his own 
little bouquet, which is treated quite differently than van der Ast’s original. This is remarkable, since 
this is the only early de Heem that includes a floral arrangement of some substance – he would 
return gradually to including floral bouquets into his still lifes only some ten years later. However, in 
the arrangement he did maintain van der Ast’s rose hanging down to the right, as well as the pair of 
fritillaries, while he shifted the iris somewhat to the left, and placed a darker one of his own design 
next to it. The pomegranate among the fruit that replaced the shells must also have been derived 
from an example by van der Ast (fig. ULA 26). This is particularly striking, since we may wonder 
whether the latter had ever seen an actual pomegranate when he painted his version of it.144 De 
Heem’s second known painting from 1628 (cat. no. A 006) would appear to be a liberal combination 
of two compositions by Balthasar van der Ast, both from 1622 (figs. ULA 26, already mentioned 
above, and 27).145 The first appears to have inspired the large Wanli porcelain bowl on the upper 
level, in which the bunch of white grapes is strongly reminiscent of those on van der Ast’s lower 
level. The bowl and porcelain platter placed on top of each other on the lower level in the de Heem, 
in their turn, are strongly reminiscent of the other 1622 van der Ast, which also seems to have 
provided the model for the crayfish in cat. no. A 003. 
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                      A 006 
ULA 26 B. van der Ast, Still life with two parrots, signed and dated 1622, oil on copper, 20,6 x 26,7 cm. Cambridge, 
Fitzwilliam Museum, inv. no. 295. 
  

    
ULA 27 B. van der Ast, Still life with two parrots, signed and dated 1622, oil on copper, 16,9 x 23,6 cm. Present location 
unknown. 
ULA 28  J. Sweerts, Still life with a parrot, signed with monogram and dated 1629, oil on panel, 24,5 x 31 cm. Private 
collection, Germany. 

 
 While both van der Ast paintings include parrots, de Heem’s parrot appears to derive from a 
different source. An almost identical bird – although details differ slightly – in the exact same pose 
can be found in reverse in a work by Jan Baptist van Fornenburgh, which dates from the following 
year, 1629, and in a painting by Hieronymus Sweerts, an Amsterdam artist, who was married to the 
daughter of Ambrosius Bosschaert the Elder, van der Ast’s niece (fig. ULA 9).146 Sweerts’ only known 
still life includes this parrot and dates from 1626. For his painting, Sweerts appears to have 
amalgamated various motifs, and it does indeed look like a collage. Consequently, he was most 
probably not the inventor of his parrot. Interestingly, de Heem’s parrot looks much more realistic and 
lively than van Fornenburgh’s and Sweerts’ birds. This may partly be due to the fact that the one by 
Sweerts has been painted out for a while.147 Most likely, however, all three artists adopted their 
parrots from a common source, perhaps a print, which, in that case, is yet to be identified. 
De Heem’s next work (cat. no. A 007) shows combined connections with van der Ast and an artist 
working in Leiden, David Bailly (1584-1657). Bergström (1988) pointed to Bailly’s self-portrait 
drawing from 1625 in the Rijksprentenkabinet, Amsterdam, for comparison (fig. ULA 10). In that 
work, Bailly placed a quill and compasses and a rolled-up sheet of paper in front of his oval, 
unframed self-portrait, which is resting up against the back wall. He employed the same composition, 
adding a palette and painter’s baton in his drawn portrait of the painter Frans Gijsels and in that of 
an unidentified sitter.148 Although Bailly offers a frontal view of his portraits and makes them the 
main item of his composition, while de Heem gives an oblique view of his self-portrait and presents it 
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as an ‘aside’ in his composition, the combination with the compasses and paper links it directly and 
unmistakably with Bailly’s work.  Bailly himself produced several such small oval portraits, but it 
seems unlikely that de Heem depicted a portrait of himself done by Bailly.  
 

     
          A 007   

ULA 29 D. Bailly, Self-portrait, signed and dated 1625, drawing, 181 x 136 mm, Amsterdam, Rijksprentenkabinet, inv. no. A 
1940. 
 
De Heem’s gaze in it betrays it as a self-portrait, as does his pose. He may well have derived his attire 
in it, however, including the sash, from Bailly’s examples. Here too, the composition as a whole, as 
well as the fruit, was clearly inspired by examples by Balthasar van der Ast, perhaps slightly later in 
date than those that inspired the previous works. A single dish of fruit by van der Ast from 1625 (fig. 
ULA 30) provides a good comparison, as well as an undated example in the Kunsthaus, Zürich.149 
 

  
ULA 30 B. van der Ast, Still life of fruit on a porcelain dish, signed and dated 1625, oil on panel, 44,5 x 62,2 cm (including 
additions). Present location unknown. 

 
 Although the latter still life contains a melon that is similar to the one in de Heem’s painting, his in 
its turn is quite similar to the melon that already appeared in one of the paintings from 1626 (cat. no. 
A 002), the source of which is probably Balthasar van der Ast’s melon in the painting in fig. ULA 25 
from 1622. In the still life from 1626, de Heem included van der Ast’s bluebottle with it, but he 
omitted the fly in the later versions. On the whole, it is noteworthy that de Heem’s early still lifes are 
generally devoid of insects, butterflies and the like. Smaller insects are also rare with van der Ast, but 
he would usually include one or more butterflies in his arrangements. The only butterfly in de 
Heem’s still lifes from the 1620s appears in cat. no. A 005, following van der Ast’s example for this 
composition. The lizard may well have been another motif for which de Heem was inspired by van 
der Ast, but de Heem appears not to have copied it from his work. Lizards occur with van der Ast 
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from 1622, but in the 1620s he would show them in graciously curled poses and usually facing out of 
the image. De Heem’s lizard is inquisitively climbing into it. 

Jan Davidsz. de Heem plays a similar trick with his available space as van der Ast did: his 
porcelain platter in cat. no. A 007 could never really fit onto the shallow ledge it has been placed on. 
It is interesting to note, however, that on de Heem’s platter to the right, the decoration does not 
properly follow the alternating dark and light fields of the traditional motif, while van der Ast cannot 
be caught to have made such a mistake. Although de Heem certainly must have known such kraak 
porcelain dishes, which were imported from China in huge numbers and widespread in the wealthier 
Dutch households, he seems to have worked on the basis of van der Ast’s examples and may have 
painted the decoration from memory, rather than from an actual model.150 

Thus, detailed scrutiny of these early works by Jan Davidsz. de Heem, confirms that during 
the period 1626-1628 he was playing around with numerous motifs from still lifes by Balthasar van 
der Ast that date roughly from the years 1617 to 1625, with an emphasis on the later part of that 
period. Consequently, de Heem must indeed have had an intimate knowledge of a substantial 
portion of van der Ast’s oeuvre from this period. It is highly unlikely that he had so many examples of 
the artist’s work close at hand in Leiden, where he painted his own interpretations of them. 
Consequently, the most logical explanation for this knowledge of van der Ast’s paintings is that de 
Heem did indeed spend a substantial amount of time in van der Ast’s studio as a pupil, probably 
(sometime) in 1622 to 1625. There, he would have had ample access to the master’s work as well as 
an opportunity to make detailed copies – perhaps in the form of drawings – for study purposes, as 
well as for later use. No such copies appear to have survived, however. 
 
Books and Vanitas, 1628-1629 
Judging from the number of surviving works from 1628, nearly three times as many as from the two 
previous years put together, this was a productive year for de Heem. The small painting with the 
little self-portrait discussed above was most likely the last one he executed in the style of van der Ast, 
while the scroll of paper and the compasses in it appear to be a prelude to the still lifes of books that 
would dominate his production for the remainder of that year, and the beginning of the next. The 
painting that can probably be considered as the first venture towards the genre of the book still life is 
the Interior of a Room with a Young Man Seated at a Table in the Ashmolean Museum in Oxford (cat. 
no. A 008). This painting is as much a genre painting as it is a still-life painting, with the figure and the 
still life of books on the table taking up equal parts of the picture plane and asking for our attention 
at an equal rate. As demonstrated in the chapter Name and effigies, the seated figure in this painting 
can be identified as the artist himself. The image as a whole is open to interpretation; various 
readings of varying degrees of plausibility have been offered.151 Whether representing Melancholy, 
Studium, the choice between an active and a contemplative life, or Temperantia, which have all been 
suggested as its theme one time or another, de Heem was clearly looking around for new subjects 
and stylistic features. The pose of the figure in this painting in Oxford is strongly reminiscent of that 
of the protagonist in a painting in Lille, (previously) attributed to Pieter Codde (fig. ULA 31), which in 
view of its quality must precede de Heem’s work.152  
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         A 008    

ULA 31 Dutch School (Leiden?), A student at his desk, with monogram CP, oil on panel, 46 x 34 cm. Lille, Musée des Beaux-
Arts, inv. no. 240. 

 

  
A 008a 

 

 
ULA 32 Rembrandt, Young painter in his studio, oil on panel, 24,8 x 31,7 cm. Museum of Fine Arts, Boston (Zoë Oliver 
Sherman Collection; given in memory of Lillie Oliver Poor, inv. no. 38.1838). 

 
A hitherto unrecorded work by Jan Davidz. de Heem, which surfaced briefly before the closing of this 
study and which as a result could be researched only superficially, is a painting of a young man – a 
painter? – in a painter’s studio (cat. no. A 008a).153 The young man sits with his back to the viewer in 
front of a large dead-painted panel, probably of an Adoration of the Magi. This newly found work is 
about the same size as cat. no. A 008. Although the painting is not (or no longer) signed, it is 
unmistakably by Jan Davidsz. de Heem and it can be dated to 1628, or possibly early 1629. The 
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protagonist wears the same attire as de Heem in cat. no. A 008, apart from a different ruff, and he is 
sagging on the chair in the same way, while the chair is also of the same type. In fact, the ruff, the 
pose and the chair are also virtually the same as in the so-called Pieter Codde in Lille (fig. ULA 31), 
which again suggests a strong connection between that painting and de Heem’s work, but still does 
not clarify that connection. At front left and on a table behind the easel in cat. no. A 008a are piles of 
folios and documents that are strongly reminiscent of de Heem’s book still lifes that will be discussed 
below, as well as of the contents of the table in cat. no. A 008 (Oxford). On the pile to the left is a 
black, broad-rimmed felt hat, similar to the one on the table in cat. no. A 008, and on the table is a 
gorget, which also appears in cat. no. A 016 (see below). Against the back wall, to the left, leans an 
oak panel, seen on the back, similar in size to de Heem’s book still lifes, some 35 x 45 centimetres. In 
view of the subject of the painting the figure is contemplating, however, this will not be de Heem 
himself, but a history painter, unless de Heem portrayed himself looking at the work of a fellow 
artist. Or is this the same unidentified sitter as in the painting in Lille? An interesting feature is the 
large plaster cast standing on a support on the wall to the right, of a nude male figure covering head 
with his left arm. The model is related to sixteenth-century Venetian bronzes, which, however, are 
only known in much smaller size, although it is conceivable that a larger cast existed that would have 
been the model for this plaster example. The model, in fact, loosely derives from a design by 
Tintoretto (1518-1594).154  

To the right, a viola da gamba leans against a chair in front of which lies a pile of unidentified 
leather objects, possibly large bags or covers. On the back wall, a large scroll is hanging askew, 
possibly a backdrop that has lost its support to the right. The walls of the studio are plain and 
plastered white, to the right, there is a plain wooden door with a metal ring as a handle, and bar 
hinges, the arms of which stretch almost the full width of the door. The left side of the plain wooden 
frame of the door is shown. It runs up towards the ceiling. The floor plan and construction of the 
space and of the door, curiously, are virtually identical to those of Rembrandt’s studio in a little 
painting in Boston (fig. ULA 32), but details, such as the door handle, differ. Rembrandt’s door has a 
lock and a bolt, while de Heem’s door apparently cannot be locked. The position of the viewer in 
Rembrandt’s painting is slightly more to the right than in the de Heem.155 At this point, one can only 
speculate on the meaning of the similarity of the studios in these two paintings. Could they be 
separate interpretations of the same space? Or could they be similar spaces in the same building? 
The easel, in any case, is not the same, but the panels on both easels are similar in size. 

Having produced the Oxford painting and the one just discussed, de Heem must have 
decided that his forte was not in figure painting, even though he made one more effort which will be 
discussed below.156 While the source for his figure in the Oxford painting is apparent, the sources of 
inspiration for the still-life motif of books that would dominate his oeuvre during most of 1628 and 
early 1629, is less obvious. The discussion of cat. no. A 007 has already shown that de Heem must 
have been familiar with the work of David Bailly. The oeuvre of Bailly as a still-life painter, however, is 
restricted and very few still lifes, if any, that precede de Heem’s book still lifes are known by him, 
other than an oft-cited drawing in an Album Amicorum from 1624 (fig. ULA 33).  
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ULA 33 D. Bailly, Vanitas, signed and dated 16 July 1624, drawing in the Album Amicorum Cornelis de Montigny deGlarges, 
Royal Library, The Hague. 

 
As Bruyn has demonstrated, Bailly did contribute the still-life motifs in his own portrait by Thomas de 
Keyser, which has plausibly been dated to c.1627.157 Although thematically related, Bailly’s still lifes 
have a character that is quite different from de Heem’s because of their rather strictly organised 
array of objects and their almost graphic modelling, which is in clear contrast with de Heem’s rather 
painterly approach. Bailly’s paintings demonstrate that, in essence, particularly early on, he was 
more a draughtsman than a painter. 

In Leiden or on visits elsewhere, de Heem may very well have seen vanitas paintings with 
books by Jacques de Gheyn II (1565-1629) and he may even have been pointed to them by Bailly, 
who was de Gheyn’s pupil for a brief period when he was young, after which both artists appear to 
have stayed in touch with each other. De Gheyn worked in The Hague from 1601 to 1629 and 
produced several vanitas still lifes there. He is generally credited as the painter of the earliest known 
Dutch individual vanitas still life, a painting from 1603, now in the Metropolitan Museum, New York 
(fig. ULA 12 above).158 
 

  
ULA  34 J. de Gheyn II, A vanitas still life, signed and dated 1621, oil on panel, 117,5 x 165,4 cm. Yale University Art Gallery, 
New Haven. 

 
 



54 
 

A more probable source of inspiration for de Heem, however, are such paintings as de Gheyn’s 
impressive vanitas from 1621 (fig. ULA 34) and, less so, the painting in the Schönborn collection in 
Pommersfelden, done probably somewhat later, that was published until recently as a work of ‘David 
de Heem’.159 Although de Gheyn piled up his books with a certain degree of disorder, they mostly 
appear to be intact, while many of the books that de Heem shows us are worn, tattered, rolled-up, 
folded or otherwise ill-treated. This is also the case in a majestic book still life in the Rijksmuseum, 
Amsterdam, that is now convincingly attributed to Jan Lievens and dated to 1628/31 (fig. ULA 35).160 
Lievens’ painting is substantially larger and more ambitious and monumental than those of de Heem. 
Particularly since the date of this still life cannot be firmly established, the answer to the question 
whether Lievens inspired de Heem or vice versa, or whether both painters simultaneously sensed an 
interest in this subject matter remains unclear and barely allows further speculation. Fact is, that a 
similar array of books takes up a prominent place in the foreground of Rembrandt’s Musical Allegory 
from 1626 (fig. ULA 17), while the protagonist in that artist’s Money changer  from the following year 
(fig. ULA 18) is almost completely surrounded by heavy, tattered volumes and documents in 
apparent disorder. Both paintings precede de Heem’s book still lifes and undoubtedly Lievens’ as 
well. The latter’s work, however, is related much more closely to Rembrandt’s bold and painterly 
manner, while de Heem chose smaller formats and suffered less from a horror vacui than both 
Rembrandt and Lievens in the examples mentioned above, while his lighting is more even. 
Although de Heem’s first individual book still lifes (cat. A 009 to A 011) are quite full of objects, the 
space he leaves around and above them allows for a play of light and enhances the suggestion of 
three dimensions. Depth is further suggested by an object – mostly a letter – protruding out in front 
of the table. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
ULA 35 J. Lievens, Still life with books and a globe, oil on panel, 91 x 120 cm. Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, inv. no. SK-A 4090. 
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ULA 36 Rembrandt, A musical company, signed with monogram and dated 1626, oil on panel, 63,4 x 47,6 cm. Amsterdam 
Rijksmuseum, inv. no. SK-A-4674. 
ULA 37 Rembrandt, A money changer, signed with monogram and dated 1627, oil on panel, 31,9 x 42,5 cm. Berlin, 
Staatliche Museen, Gemäldegalerie, inv. no. 828D. 

 
Brief mention must also be made in this context of the early forays into the theme of vanitas and 
books by Pieter Claesz. (1597-1660) from Haarlem, which are more or less contemporary with those 
by de Heem. In Claesz.’s work, vanitas motifs in combination with books already creep in around 
1623, while his first explicit vanitas still life dates from 1625 – with a prominent skull, but no 
books.161 During the years 1627 to 1630, Claesz. produced a fair number of explicit vanitas still lifes, 
in which neatly bound booklets are gradually replaced by large, tattered volumes, for instance in an 
impressive example from 1629 (fig. ULA 38).162 Claesz.’s still lifes of this type have no immediate 
connection with those by de Heem, although Claesz.’s shift from pristine to tattered books may well 
account for his having been aware of de Heem’s and Lievens’ efforts. The fact that the interest in this 
type of image and the exchange of motifs clearly exceed local boundaries suggests a far more 
intensive communication of artists, collectors and art merchants between cities than is generally 
assumed to have taken place. 
 
 
 
 
 

  
ULA 38 P. Claesz., Vanitas still life, signed with monogram and dated 1629, oil on panel, 49 x 82 cm. Private collection, 
U.S.A. 
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A 009                      A 010  
 

  
A 011 

 
The present count of book still lifes by Jan Davidsz. de Heem is seven, excluding the semi-genre 
painting in Oxford (cat. A 008), the painter’s studio discussed above (cat. no. A 008a), and the 
composition with a prominent figure in a private collection (cat. no. A 018) to be discussed below. Of 
these seven still lifes, one is dated 1629, one is not dated, four are distinctly dated 1628, and one is 
indistinctly dated, probably 1628. Thus, it is obvious that this group of works originated within a span 
of two years, and most likely even within little more than one year. Several of these panels were 
presumably on de Heem’s easel more or less simultaneously, so it is virtually impossible to establish 
a firm chronology for these seven still lifes of books.  

In terms of composition, however, the group can be divided in two: works with a fairly high 
view point (cat. nos. A 009-A 011) and those with a lower view point and more space above the still-
life arrangement (A 013, A 014, A 015 [be it to a lesser extent] and A 016).163 

 

   
A 013                      A 014  
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A 015       A 016 
 

Since of the latter group two examples are dated 1629, one is not dated and one is dated 1628, these 
must be the later works. This is also confirmed by the signature on two of them, ‘JD Heem F’, which 
occurs on two other works from 1629 as well, rather than the earlier form ‘Johannes.de.heem.Fecit’ 
which is found on most other works from 1628 and earlier. While there is little difference in the 
treatment of the books and manuscripts themselves, the artist was clearly experimenting with the 
composition and the lighting, that of the background in particular. In all examples there are fairly 
sharp divisions of light and dark on the wall behind the still life.164 In most, there is a band of light 
falling in on the upper half of the wall, in others (A 013 and 014) the light falls in on the lower half, 
directly illuminating the arrangement on the table. In cat. no. A 009, de Heem shows part of the high 
window through which the light falls in and he even – rather unconvincingly – shows the bars of the 
window in the band of light on the wall. In that painting, part of the still life is indeed lit indirectly. 
While in the Hague and Paris examples (cat. nos. A 010 and 011) the light on the back wall suggests 
that it is falling in above the still life, the books and documents are rendered as if they catch the full 
light from the left. The lighting of the last example in the group, the still life in Liberec (cat. no. A 016) 
is the most subtle and accomplished. The artist shows a wooden partition to the left of the still life, 
shading off most of the bright light that is falling in through a window behind it. The partition touches 
the back wall with its upper end, causing a sharp shadow, but further down, some light is allowed to 
seep through from behind its edge. The partition is not very wide. As a result, direct light touches the 
front of the table, highlighting the foremost book and document on it. Also, the reflection in the 
gorget shows the end of the partition. This is one of the most subtle renderings of light in any de 
Heem still life, while simultaneously, he appears to be letting us in on a studio lighting trick that 
usually stayed outside of the image itself.165 
 The handling of these works, all of which are relatively small, is rather pasty, particularly in 
the whites and creamy tones. The brown earth tones have become somewhat transparent over time 
in many instances. In several of these still lifes, de Heem has scratched details into the wet paint, 
such as the edges of pages. Although at first sight these images appear to be fairly monochromatic, 
they possess a richness of subtle shades, including purples and blues, that can barely be caught in 
reproduction. 

In terms of iconography, there is also a degree of variety within this group of works. The 
Hague and Paris examples (cat. nos. A 010 and 011), with their explicit inscriptions and recognizable 
volumes, appear to focus on literary aspects. The general theme, however, is the vanity and 
transience of worldly existence.166 The vanitas character of the other examples varies in explicitness. 
The still life in Leipzig (cat. no. A 016), with a prominent skull in the centre, leaves the least to be 
guessed. While the skull is half-buried in a pile of books and manuscripts in cat. nos. A 015 and 016, 
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the message is driven home there by the inscription ‘VANITAS . VANITATIS’ on the document on the 
wall in both. The inclusion of a musical instrument in some (cat. nos. A 011 and 014, as well as A 
008a) refers to the vanitas aspect of (musical) sounds: gone as soon as they are evoked. In the 
Amsterdam example (cat. no. A 014) the combination of the books, a palette and a lute represents 
the liberal arts. The globes (cat. nos. A 009 and 015) would appear to underscore the earthly aspect 
of human life. 
 
While the prelude to this group of book still lifes appear to have been the genre-like compositions 
(cat. no. A 008 and A 008a), another including a figure appears to be the last example. A painting of a 
scholar in his study is signed and dated 1629 (cat. no. A 018). Like in the Oxford painting, there is a 
chest in the left background, this one with a travelling bag on top. The scholar has a book on his lap 
and a quill in his right hand. He sits next to a table covered with an embroidered tablecloth and piled 
with books and prints and a globe. Behind it hangs a large round map, inscribed ‘EVROPAE. PARS’, 
above which there is a ledge holding more books, a plaster cast and a candle, as well as an almost 
completely hidden skull. The pose of the plaster cast is not dissimilar to that of the one in cat. no. A 
008a, but although the figure is also covering his head with his right arm, he stands upright, leaning 
against a support and is not shown in full length. On the floor in front is another pile of books and 
manuscripts in disarray, that appears to have slipped off the table. On the back wall is a large text 
with the heading ‘VANITAS VANITATIS’. On the wall next to it hangs a palette, probably as a reference 
to the art of painting, as in the Amsterdam still life (cat. no. A 014), rather than as an indication that 
this scholar is also a painter. In addition to this motif, a few canvasses on stretchers lean against the 
back wall, beside the chest.  
 

  
A 018 

 
The lighting of the room is very similar to that of the barn interior from the same year (cat. no. A 017) 
that will be discussed later, and not unlike that of most of the book still lifes. The treatment of the 
books and documents themselves is highly similar to that in the still lifes, taking some difference in 
scale into account. The document on the back wall already appeared in cat. nos. A 015 and 016. 
Again, de Heem demonstrates his lack of talent (or interest?) as a figure painter: the man’s torso is 
too bulky, his arms are too long and his hands are far too large.  

As a type, this painting is clearly related to Gerard Dou’s early renderings of such interiors. 
No examples as early as 1629 exist by Dou, however, nor by any other artist. When de Heem painted 
this work, Dou was about 16 years old and Rembrandt’s pupil. For a similar image by Dou, a date of 
c.1635 has been proposed (fig. ULA 39).167 We must conclude, therefore, that de Heem’s work 
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influenced that of Dou. In any case, an early copy of catalogue no. A 018 suggests that de Heem’s 
original was available to artists for copying. 
 

  
ULA 39 G. Dou, Old man lighting a pipe, oil on panel, 49 x 61,5 cm. Private collection, England. 
 

Although the figure in de Heem’s painting, up to a degree, might make a Rembrantesque impression, 
the image as a whole bears no immediate relationship with any work by Rembrandt – or Lievens, for 
that matter. There are, again, similarities, however, with Rembrandt’s Young painter in his studio in 
Boston, that is generally dated to c.1629 (fig. ULA 32). With that painting, it shares its general floor 
plan, strong lighting and attention for details such as the floor boards. The character of both 
paintings is quite different, however. The still monumentality of Rembrandt’s plain interior with the 
overpowering easel contrasts strongly with (at least the right half of) de Heem’s composition that is 
cluttered with books and other objects. Some similarity can also be observed with the array of books 
in Rembrandt’s Peter and Paul Disputing in Melbourne from c.1628.168  While Rembrandt obviously 
took the lead, de Heem again shows himself an eager participant in the development of style and 
motifs in his Leiden surroundings, and the originality in his individual approach can barely be 
overestimated. 

De Heem’s book still lifes were probably not widely known outside of Leiden during the years 
in which they were painted. Probably as a result of this, they do not appear to have had any 
substantial impact on the work of other artists except, perhaps, on Pieter Claesz.’s choice of motifs, 
as mentioned above. A notable exception, however, is a book still life with a skull and a lute that was 
on the Dutch art market in 1968 and 2014. It has a full signature ‘Jacob Westerbaen’ and it is dated 
1629 (fig. ULA 40).169  

 
 

  
ULA 40 J. Westerbaen, Vanitas still life, signed and dated 1629, oil on panel, 34 x 47 cm. Present location unknown. 
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Jacob Westerbaen (1600/05- between 1644 and 1660) was first recorded as a theology student at 
Leiden University in 1618. He was recorded in The Hague at the time of his marriage in 1626 and 
again in 1628, when he became a member of the guild of St. Luke there.170 Although a still life by him 
was recorded in a 1673 inventory at The Hague, and a second book still life was sold at auction in 
1845, no other works than that of fig. ULA 40 are known by him at present.171 It would be interesting, 
however, to be able to compare the quality of other work by Westerbaen with the still life in fig. ULA 
40, since without its signature, that painting could almost pass as an autograph de Heem, more likely 
from 1628 than from 1629. It is, however, slightly more colourful than de Heem’s examples. And as 
the signature in beautiful calligraphy has been scratched into the wet paint of the table’s edge, we 
must accept that it is indeed Westerbaen’s own work and that it must be a close imitation or copy 
after de Heem’s work. In view of Westerbaen’s Leiden connection, he will have studied de Heem’s 
work there and perhaps even trained with him – even though he was probably a few years older than 
de Heem was – some time before his acceptance as a master in the Hague guild. 
 Pieter Potter, after his move from Leiden to Amsterdam in 1631, also produced a few vanitas 
still lifes with books that were most likely inspired by de Heem’s examples. Potter undoubtedly knew 
the still lifes of this type by de Heem, with whom he appears to have been friends.172 His own works 
of this type, such as those from 1636 in Berlin (fig. ULA 41) and 1638 in Paris, were most likely based 
on his recollection of them, rather than on examples he had at hand.173  
 

    
ULA 41 P. Potter, Vanitas still life, signed and dated 1636, oil on panel, 27 x 35 cm. Berlin Staatliche Museen, 
Gemäldegalerie, inv. no. 921A. 
ULA 42 D. Teniers II, Still life with globe and books, panel, 52 x 68,5 cm. Brussels, Royal Museums of Fine Arts, inv. no. 3863. 

 
In those works, Potter’s inclusion of a skull is more prominent and confronting than in any of de 
Heem’s pieces, but much like Westerbaen’s. Incidentally, the number of vanitas still lifes incorrectly 
given to Pieter Potter is quite substantial.174 It is interesting to note that the 1636 inventory of the 
collection of the Amsterdam painter Pieter Codde (1599-1678) includes a ‘vanitas van Johannes de 
heem’.175 Codde himself, as far as we know, never ventured into the realm of still-life painting. 
 De Heem’s book still lifes can also be regarded as a source of inspiration for one of the few 
pure still lifes known by David Teniers the Younger (1610-1690), his still life of a globe and books in 
the Royal Museum of Fine Arts in Brussels (fig. ULA 42).176 Although Teniers’ painting is substantially 
larger than de Heem’s examples, the iconographic dependence on them is unmistakable. I tend to 
date Teniers’ still life to the second half of the 1630s, in any case after de Heem’s arrival in 
Antwerp.177 De Heem might have brought one or two of his book still lifes with him to Antwerp, or 
have shown sketches of them to Teniers. Otherwise, an example might have ended up in an Antwerp 
collection, where Teniers saw it. Another painting by Teniers, The Doctor in Frankfurt an Main, can 
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also barely have been painted without some knowledge of de Heem’s book still lifes.178 Both the 
arrangement of books and a globe on the physician’s table, and the array of volumes in the right 
foreground are strongly reminiscent of de Heem’s work, while the encasement of the stairs in the 
centre recalls that at top right in de Heem’s painting in Oxford (cat. no. A 008). 

A group of three vanitas still lifes with a globe, books and a skull, all without doubt by one 
hand, has been published as by Jan Davidsz. de Heem. One, formerly in Montreal (fig. ULA 43), had 
consistently been catalogued as by de Heem, another, in Rouen was catalogued as by David Teniers 
(fig. ULA 44), while the third was at one point presented as by Jacob Westerbaen (fig. ULA 45).179 In 
view of the handling of the paint, the lighting and the interest in worn and tattered books and 
manuscripts, it seems likely that their author was well-acquainted with de Heem’s still lifes of books, 
but overall, these three still lifes breath a different artistic personality. Despite the high quality of this 
group, no attribution could be suggested for it as yet. Even their location of origin, Holland or 
Flanders (Antwerp?), remains uncertain, although arguments for a Leiden origin seem to prevail.180 
 

    
ULA 43 Anonymous, Vanitas still life, oil on panel, 32,7 x 42,5 cm. Formerly Montreal Museum of Arts (stolen 1972). 
ULA 44 Anonymous, Vanitas still life, oil on panel, 50 x 64,5 cm. Rouen, Musée des Beaux Arts, inv.no. 1907.1.125. 

 

  
ULA 45 Anonymous, Vanitas still life, oil on panel, 32,5 41,8 cm. Art market, 2015 

 
Last, a group of drawings of books, manuscripts and a kit (small violin) must be discussed briefly (figs 
ULA 46, 47).  These seven studies on three sheets of paper, kept in the Cabinet des Dessins in the 
Louvre museum in Paris, recall de Heem’s book still lifes, but cannot be connected with them directly 
in any way.181 They show a very similar approach of the subject, however, while the objects are 
shown in an equally similar organized disarray. Little can be added to Frits Lugt’s conclusion in his 
1931 catalogue entry for these drawings: ‘Le peintre Jan Davidsz. de Heem (1606-1683/4) aimait à 
peindre ces motifs dans sa jeunesse, vers 1630, mais faute de documentation, il et trop arbitraire de 
lui attributer ces dessins’. 
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ULA 46 Anonymous, Studies of books, pen and wash, 180 x 300 mm. Paris, Musée du Louvre, Cabinet de dessins, inv. no. 
1101-1102. 
ULA 47 Anonymous, Studies of books, pen and wash, 180 x 300 mm. Paris, Musée du Louvre, Cabinet de dessins, inv. no. 
1103. 

 
Two barn interiors 
Surprisingly, de Heem appears to have played a role in the early development of the theme of the 
barn interior. In the literature, this type of image is not considered as a Leiden genre, and it appears 
to have been developed mainly in Rotterdam.182 The earliest known dated example by any artist, 
however, is a drawing by Herman Saftleven from 1630.183 Many Rotterdam examples combine a still 
life of kitchen and farm utensils with a peasant genre scene in the other half of the picture plane. 
Such compositions occur frequently from around 1633, in the oeuvres of Pieter de Bloot, Herman 
and Cornelis Saftleven and others. Unfortunately, many examples are not dated but few, if any, 
appear to have been produced before c. 1630. 
 

     
A 017                     A 021 
 
The two barn interiors known by de Heem are entirely devoid of figures. The earliest of the two, a 
barn interior with a pump (cat. A 017), particularly in terms of the treatment of light, again recalls 
Rembrandt’s Boston painting (fig. ULA 32). The door to the right in both works is rendered very 
similarly, while in general there is a common interest for the details of the interior. Also closely 
related is the interior of Rembrandt’s painting Tobit and Anna in London, datable to c.1630; like the 
de Heem’s Barn interior and Rembrandt’s Young painter, as well as de Heem’s Young man in a 
painter’s studio (cat. no. A 008a), it has the light flooding in from the left, which enhances the 
structural details of the coarsely modelled planks.184 The sharp line between light and shadowy areas 
in the background, it has in common with, in particular, the book still lifes in Leipzig and Amsterdam 
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(cat. nos. A 013 and 014), a similarity that, next to the overall handling of the paint, supports to date 
it to 1629. Moreover, its overall lighting and handling of the paint are fully similar to those of the 
book still lifes, particularly to the later ones, such as those in Liberec and Leipzig (cat. nos. A 016 and 
013) as well as to that of the interior with a scholar (cat. no. A 018). While de Heem’s early still lifes 
of fruit follow van der Ast’s example and the book still lifes appear to be at least rooted in a 
contemporary trend, this early barn interior seems to have emerged without any specific precedent. 
Obviously, de Heem was interested in the quality of light and its spatial effects. The construction of 
his Oxford interior (cat. no. A 008) was still fairly simple but, as demonstrated above, in his book still 
lifes he started to experiment with light and spatial effects. Although the space of the 1629 barn is 
also still a simple ‘square box’, de Heem ventures to define it by the light falling onto the walls and on 
and behind the objects. By choosing a more complex floor plan for his interior with a scholar (cat.no. 
A 018), discussed above, he took his experiments one step further. 

As far as we can tell from his extant oeuvre, the barn interior does not appear to have 
occupied de Heem to extension. Perhaps he did not encounter much interest for the subject among 
his Leiden clients. Only one further example is known (cat. no. A 021), dated 1631, and as such it was 
painted a year or two after his first experiment in this area. At about the same time, also in Leiden, 
Pieter Potter painted a similar empty interior (fig. ULA 48).  

 

  
ULA 48 P. Potter, Barn interior, signed and dated 1631, oil on panel, 32,5 x 41,5 cm. Warschau, National Museum, inv. no. 
M. Ob. 450. 

 
The composition of both paintings is very much alike and both seem to be intended to evoke a 
desolate emptiness. However, Potter makes use of de Heem’s earlier, in-falling light, which causes a 
bright band on the back wall and a brightly lit spot on the floor. De Heem himself chose a more even 
lighting and appears to have been preoccupied this time with shapes and textures, rather than with 
spatial effects. In a similar interior from the next year, painted by Pieter Potter after his (and de 
Heem’s?) move to Amsterdam, the light has also become more even, the composition less empty and 
figures have been introduced, be it into background and in a shaded part of the interior.185 De 
Heem’s approach in the 1631 barn interior is in keeping with the development of his still lifes on a 
table form the period, which  will be discussed on the following pages. 
 
Two Haarlem-inspired still lifes from the late 1620s and a first step towards the luxury still life. 
It turns out that in 1628 and 1629, in addition to the consistent group of still lifes of books and the 
single and exceptional barn interior, Jan Davidsz. de Heem also looked at, and tried his hand at a type 
of still life that was being developed in Haarlem during the second half of the sixteen-twenties. The 
key figure in that development was Pieter Claesz. who, after having started out painting rather 
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colourful still lifes of fruit and other victuals, from c. 1624 began to develop more austere 
compositions in a more subdued palette, while maintaining his refined attention to detail. In 1628, 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem painted a small still life of a rummer, bread, lemon and a watch (cat. no. A 
012), that appears to have been inspired directly by a composition by Claesz. from the previous year, 
as Ingvar Bergström has convincingly argued (fig. ULA 49).186 However, de Heem did not copy, but 
rather paraphrase Claesz.’s composition. He may have seen the painting in a collection or with an art 
dealer and enthusiastically made a sketch copy of it, which he worked into a painting of his own upon 
returning to his studio.187 In this respect, the knowledge that de Heem had taken a painting in 
commission from Olivier Jacobsz. in 1630, probably in Haarlem, indicates that he had connections 
there.188  
 

                             
                 A 012   

ULA 49 P. Claesz., Still life with a rummer, signed with monogram and dated 1627, oil on panel, 37 x 49 cm. Lost to fire in 
W.W. II. 

 
The most eye-catching difference between Claesz.’s composition and de Heem’s version of it, is that 
the latter left out the dish of olives to the right and moved the bread to the left of the rummer, thus 
creating a more compact and intimate composition. De Heem has also introduced a rummer of his 
own, somewhat taller than Claesz.’s, and with a foot of glass rings, rather than prunts. He appears to 
have studied the light in it individually, since he does not copy Claesz.’s typical sharp reflections of a 
window. The assumption that he worked from a sketched copy is also supported by the fact that the 
watch in de Heem’s version has lost some detail. He has also created his own variation of the curly 
peel of the lemon.189 Either following Claesz.’s example or by his own careful observation, he attains 
an equally masterly play of light in the case of the lemon on the pewter plate: the lemon is reflected 
in the shiny surface of the plate, but also receives extra light on its lower side, light that is reflected 
upwards by the plate. Since this painting is so different in character from the other works de Heem 
produced in 1628, it would not have been easy to place when the artist would not have provided the 
date himself. 
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A 019 

 
The same is true for a second Haarlem-inspired still life. This arrangement of oysters, a lemon, a 
rummer and a small kraak porcelain bowl (cat. no. A 019) is reminiscent of that of Claesz.’s fellow 
townsman Willem Claesz. Heda (1594-1680), rather than of Claesz.’s own work. However, very few 
still lifes by Heda from 1629 or before that date are known: there is a vanitas still life in the Museum 
Bredius in the Hague (fig. ULA 50) which is dated 1628, while a still life with glasses and a roast fish 
from the same year is in the Mauritshuis, also in The Hague.  
 

  
ULA 50 W.Cz. Heda, Vanitas still life, signed and dated 1628, oil on panel, 45,5 x 69,5 cm. The Hague, Museum Bredius, inv. 
no. 52-1946. 

 
From the following years many more works by Heda are known, but the fact that the Haarlem town 
chronicler Samuel Ampzing already praised Heda’s banketten in 1628 appears to indicate that at least 
several such early works must have been lost or are missing. Consequently, it is feasible that de 
Heem was directly inspired by such a missing still life by Heda, in the same way that Pieter Claesz.’s 
still life had inspired him earlier. On the other hand, he may just as well have attempted to create his 
own composition after having seen examples by Heda, not modelling his work on a specific example. 
Whatever the case, with cat. no A 019 de Heem produced a still life in which he continues to explore 
the effects of light, the rendering of textures and the play of reflections. As a composition, this is a 
somewhat less successful effort. In the Claesz.-inspired still life (cat. no. A 012) the standing rummer 
renders the painting a degree of monumentality and provides it with a focus. The composition of the 
1629 still life, however, is less of a unity and tends to leave the eye of the viewer roaming. 
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                        A 020  

ULA 51 J.Jz. den Uyl, Still life with a pewter jug, signed and dated 1632, oil on panel, 80 x 68 cm. Prague, National Gallery, 
inv. no. O. 2780. 

 
Quite different in character is a still life in the Szépmüvészeti Muzeum in Budapest (cat. no. A 020). 
Here, de Heem takes Claesz.’s and Heda’s motifs a significant step further towards a personal style. 
In its austere monumentality, this still life is somewhat reminiscent of the upright compositions by 
Jan Jansz. de Uyl (1595/6-1639/40), but since the earliest known dated still life by that artist is from 
1632 (fig. ULA 51), there is no telling whether de Heem could have seen an earlier example by him.190  
On the other hand, it may well have been de Heem, who was clearly original and inventive, who 
initiated this type of composition. As we shall see, in any case there must have been an exchange of 
ideas and influence between the two artists during the early 1630s. In the Budapest painting, de 
Heem combines a Claesz.-and-Heda type of still life with a vertical format and introduces an oriental 
tablecloth.191 In his interior with a writing scholar (cat. no. A 018) the table is covered with an 
ornamented tapestry, but that bluish, embroidered cloth is not oriental. With cat. no. A 020, de 
Heem appears to have been the first to have an oriental carpet play such a major role in a still life.192 
However, whether or not he was pleased with the result, he appears to have abandoned the oriental 
carpet as a motif immediately, only to include it in paintings again a few times in the early 1640s and 
once again much later (cat. nos. A 054, 066 and 242). He may well have decided that the decorations 
of such carpets were too elaborate for the type of still life he was envisaging around 1630.  

The creased white napkin on de Heem’s table is also a new motif in his oeuvre. This he may 
have derived from Claesz., but that artist never let his creased white napkin contrast in such a way 
with the background, at least not in the 1620s.193 Again, it seems possible that den Uyl’s early work 
(cf. fig. ULA 51) was a source of inspiration, but again, due to a lack of dated examples, this 
assumption cannot be substantiated.  

It is obvious that de Heem has continued to experiment here with surface textures, light and 
reflections: the subtle play of reflections in the – cleverly foreshortened – ewer is an early feat of de 
Heem’s mastery in this field, as is the handling of the rummer, in which he intricately combines the 
effects of reflection and transparency.194 The interaction with the white napkin is very well observed: 
the cloth behind the glass brings extra light into it, while the in-falling light is focussed by the wine, 
resulting in a stronger ray of light on the napkin and on one of the oysters on the plate resting on it. 
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The early 1630s 
While 1628 and 1629 apparently were productive years for de Heem, no dated works from 1630 are 
known to us at present, nor is there any undated work that appears to fit in between the still lifes 
from 1629 and those from 1631. It is a fact that de Heem built up substantial debts around 1630, so 
his income seems not to have been keeping pace with his spending, but it is very unlikely that he was 
not painting at the time. Moreover, in February of 1631, a debt with a joiner was recorded, 
presumably for panels.195 
 

  
A 022  
 
De Heem’s known production from 1631, too, is far from substantial either. It consists of the dated 
barn interior, already discussed above, and a fairly small dated still life of fruit. The latter (cat. no. A 
022) is a rather simple, upright composition in which a pewter dish with an entire lemon and a lemon 
peel is juxtaposed with a tilted basket of fruit – grapes, an apple, a pear and one or two apricots – 
with a watch in an opened case lying next to it. The apple in particular is still strongly reminiscent of 
de Heem’s earlier emulations of Balthasar van der Ast. The lemon on the pewter plate is somewhat 
reminiscent of the pieces inspired by Claesz. and Heda, but the grapes are different from what we 
have encountered in de Heem’s work before. Here, he clearly tries to achieve a more three-
dimensional effect by spacing the grapes out and letting the foliage hover over the bunch as if in a 
light breeze. By tilting the basket up, placing it upon what appear to be a few slices of melon, he also 
creates a more spacious effect. Unfortunately the painting is only known to me from a fairly poor 
reproduction, reproduced here, which makes it difficult to judge the status of the drapery at upper 
left. It appears to have been painted rather superficially and may well be a later addition – no such 
drapery occurs in any other de Heem still life from the 1620s or 1630s. 
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1632 – 1635. Amsterdam? 
In 1631, Jan Davidsz. de Heem disappeared from Leiden. He probably had left the city by September 
of that year.196 The fact that his production of 1631 appears to have been fairly limited may be 
related to this departure. In any case, the following two years, 1632 and 1633, again judging from the 
known oeuvre, were substantially more productive and, we may assume, successful. 
 

     
A 023                    A 024 
 

    
 A 026              A 032 
 

From 1632, three dated still lifes by de Heem are known (cat. nos. A 023, 024 and 026), while seven 
more can be connected with those from a stylistic point of view. Of these ten still lifes, all but one 
(cat. no. A 032) possess upright formats, mostly of a height between 60 and 77 centimetres. All ten 
include a table partly covered with a heavy dark cloth, a rather flat pewter plate and one or two 
lemons, often half peeled, with the peel graciously curling away from the body or hanging down in 
front of the table. Three of them show an elegant nautilus cup (cat. nos. A 023, 026 and A 030) while 
one includes a cup consisting of a large turbo shell (cat. no. A 027).  
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A 030           A 027 
 
Several include one or more additional metal containers, such as a ewer, a tankard, a silver cup or a 
brandy dish. An interesting case is presented by cat. nos. A 028 and 029, which show almost identical 
compositions, be it that in A 028 a large rummer and a tall wine glass are the vertical motifs, while in 
A 029, a silver-gilt cup determines the height of the composition. 
 

     
A 028               A 029                 

 
Upon closer inspection, however, it turns out that originally, the painting in Hamburg (cat. no. A 028) 
also included the silver-gilt cup, which was painted out and replaced by the glasses. These glasses, as 
well as the additional oyster shells to the left, betray the hand of the Amsterdam still-life painter 
Simon Luttichuys (1610 - 1661), who must have executed this ‘modernizing’ job sometime in the 
1650s.197 Thus, it would appear that de Heem produced two virtually identical versions of this 
composition. Also of cat. no. A 024 two nearly identical versions exist. One is signed and dated (A 
024), on the other no traces of a signature or date can be found (A 025), but there can be no doubt 
that both version were executed by de Heem himself. Differences occur in the spacing of details and 
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in the modelling of such details as the tendrils of the vine. On the whole, both versions are equal in 
quality, some details have come out slightly more successful in one version, others in the other. 
 

     
A 025           A 031 

 
About de Heem’s incentives to produce two versions of at least two of his compositions during this 
period, we can only speculate. Since it seems unlikely that there were any specific artistic motifs to 
do so, we must assume that there was a commercial reason. A potential client may have seen the 
first painting, perhaps even in status nascendi, and may have requested de Heem to paint him a 
version of it as well. In the case of cat. nos. A 028 and A 029, the most recently discovered version of 
the two, A 029, may in fact have been the prime version, since in that painting de Heem moved the 
silver-gilt cup slightly to the right.198 He probably did this in order to have its axis coincide with the 
join of the panel’s planks, thus hoping to avoid possible disturbance of the image by cracking or some 
parting of the join. 

Among the works from 1632, the painting in Birmingham (A 026) is especially noteworthy. 
Not only is it very well preserved, but it also best demonstrates the 26 year-old artist’s acquired 
abilities. Here he shows his absolute mastery in rendering different types of metal, with their 
differing reflexions and, moreover, with their intricate mirroring of each other’s reflexions. He also 
demonstrates his compositional skills, cleverly combining the individually very different shapes of the 
objects to their best advantage into a monumental ensemble, with the vine elegantly hovering over 
it, the lemon as a bright, colourful accent in the dark area to the right, and the walnuts balancing the 
smaller shapes of the lemon and its peel to the left. 
 While de Heem composed his still-life arrangements of rather sturdy objects, he left enough 
space around them to avoid the image from becoming heavy or from appearing cluttered. In 
addition, he included vine tendrils, loosely arranged bunches of grapes and gracefully curling lemon 
peels that add to the liveliness and elegance of the image. In the smallest still life of this group (cat. 
no. A 032), these motifs play the main role since no large objects other than the pewter dish are 
included, but in the other paintings, this bijwerk does not distract from the main composition, which 
can be held in evidence of de Heem’s talent.199 The seven works assigned here to 1633 largely follow 
the same formula, but at the same time, de Heem is playing around with his motifs and rendering of 
textures as well as experimenting with a new type of composition. Of this group, only one still life is 
dated (cat. no. A 037), the others have been grouped around it in what appears to be a logical 
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stylistic and technical development that follows the dated examples from 1632 to the single known 
dated painting from 1635 (cat. no. A 044).  
 

     
A 037         A 044 
 
In establishing this (hypothetic) chronology, de Heem’s continuous re-invention of textures and, for 
instance, the spacing of grapes within a bunch provide important stepping stones for comparison and 
grouping of works. Since, again, de Heem most probably worked on several of these paintings 
simultaneously, this development obviously does not entirely follow a straight line from painting to 
painting, but is clear enough to allow some degree of chronology to be established.  
 
 
 

    
 A 033       A 034 
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In the years 1633 to 1635, de Heem appears to have varied his formats more than before, while he 
also seems to have abandoned a certain preference (which he apparently had during the previous 
years, 1629-1632) for vertical compositions. Dated works from 1633 to 1635 are rare, however: there 
is one example from 1633 (cat. no. A 037), a copy of a painting assigned to 1634 bears that date (cat. 
no. A 040), while a probable copy also bears the date 1634 (fig. ULA 33).200 
 

     
                     A 040   
ULA 52 Copy after Jan Davidsz. de Heem?, Still life with a nautilus cup and a lobster, bears signature and date ‘JDHeem F A 
i634’, oil on canvas, 61,4 x 55 cm. Stuttgart, Staatsgemäldegalerie, inv. no. 3323. 

 
From 1635, only one dated example is known (cat. no. A 044). As a result, dating of the works 
catalogued for these three years can only be approximate. The possible chronology presented here is 
based on comparison of details and a degree of development in the rendering of several individual 
details, such as surfaces of metal objects, lemons, textiles, foliage and tendrils. Paintings that share 
the most similar details have been grouped together and in this way form clusters that can be 
expected to have been painted within a short span of time. A development in terms of composition 
can barely be noted, but during this period, de Heem appears to have started experimenting with 
more complex compositions that can be regarded as a first step towards the large display still life 
that he would only fully develop after he had settled in Antwerp. 
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A 035 

 
Catalogue numbers A 035 and 039 are such works. Unfortunately, cat. no. A 035 no longer exists as a 
complete painting, but, as I established in the early 1990s, two smaller paintings, currently in 
separate private collections, are fragments of one large still-life composition of objects on a table and 
on a stool that stands in front of it.201 In its details, such as the oysters and the lemon peels, the 
painting is very close to the dated example from 1633 (cat. no. A 037), particularly when we allow for 
minor differences that can be the result of the different supports: the larger (cut) painting is on 
canvas, while the dated example is on panel. It is interesting to note that up to 1633, de Heem 
worked exclusively on panel, but in 1633 he apparently started to opt for canvas more often, both for 
smaller and for larger works. The rummer in cat. A 035 has been placed on top of a silver salt cellar in 
exactly the same way as in cat. no. A 024, which is dated 1632. These similarities place the painting 
quite securely in 1632/33. The left-hand fragment, on its own, is something of an awkward 
composition.202 The right-hand fragment, however, can easily compete with other upright 
compositions by de Heem from the period, and from that point of view it is not surprising that it had 
not been recognized as a fragment earlier. But with the stool, de Heem added an extra compositional 
element on to one of his usual vertical still lifes, thus creating a different and new type of ‘stepped’ 
composition. This ‘stepped’ composition is further explored in another large still life on canvas, also 
in a private collection (cat. no. A 039).  
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A 039 
 
Here, rather than placing an additional level beside or in front of the table, de Heem has built an 
additional level on top of it, draping it with the same heavy, fringed tablecloth we encountered in 
many previous works. The choice of objects is clearly from stock, although, bearing in mind that he 
had only recently left Leiden profoundly surged in debts, this ‘stock’ should probably be considered 
as a combination of drawn studies, memory and imagination, rather than as a collection of costly 
objects de Heem owned himself. We see a large pewter basin that already featured in the 1631 barn 
interior, combined with a ewer that may have made up a set with it, and that he already portrayed 
without the basin in the painting now in Birmingham. The nautilus cup is the same object that 
appears in various still lifes from the previous year (cat. nos. A 023, 026, 030), while the relatively tall 
rummer also occurred frequently already. Here, more than in the previous example, de Heem has 
succeeded to produce a unified composition. It would not be easy to cut this canvas into two 
autonomous still lifes, due to the large, obliquely placed basin that unites the two levels. 

De Heem attained a similar stepped effect in an upright composition in Brussels (cat. no. A 
040, illustrated above), which is unfortunately not very well preserved, by placing a high basket to 
the right in the composition. The basket contains various types of fruit, of which the apricots provide 
a colour accent in the upper right area. 

 
 
 
 

      
A 036         A 042 
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A 043 

 
De Heem’s palette during this period is generally restricted to a wide array of grey and brown tones, 
while in every still life, there is at least one bright accent of colour, mostly in the form of a lemon. 
Occasionally, the lemon’s yellow accent is supplemented with the bright red of a pomegranate or a 
lobster. In a charming little panel in Toronto (cat. no. A 036), probably reduced in its height, colour 
accents consist of the yellow, half-peeled lemon, two pink roses and a few bright red cherries.203 
   

     
                  A 041   
ULA 53 J.Jz. den Uyl, Still life with a pewter jug and a silver tazza, oil on panel, 101 x 85 cm. Vaduz, Collection of the Princes 
of Liechtenstein. 

 
Cat. no. A 042, only known to me from a black and white photograph, must also be a rather colourful 
image, in which the cool tone of a silver cup is contrasting with a yellow lemon, a red lobster and an 
orange. Probably, however, it does not make an abundantly colourful impression. In other related 
examples, such as the little painting formerly with Cramer in The Hague (cat. no. A 043) and the 
painting with a lobster in the Kunsthistorisches Museum in Vienna (cat. no. A 041), de Heem has also 
kept the stronger colours somewhat subdued. Perhaps for the same reason, he has draped the peel 
of the lemon upon the table, while earlier it hung in front – the peel that was painted out is visible 
with the naked eye. 
 As said, from 1635, there is only one dated example (cat. no. A 044, illustrated above). In his 
pioneer article on Jan Jansz. den Uyl from 1940, Pieter de Boer noted that ‘this piece looks só much 
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like den Uyl that we must speak of it here’.204 Apparently, however, he found the similarities with 
den Uyl’s work so obvious, that he omitted to describe them. But indeed, there is a distinct similarity 
in composition and type with a painting by den Uyl that should probably be dated to the mid-1630s 
(ULA 53), and when, in addition, we place de Heem’s painting from 1635 between two dated works 
by Den Uyl, from 1633 and 1637 (figs. ULA. 54 and 55) we can hardly fail to conclude that there must 
have been a rather direct interaction between the two artists.205  
 

    
ULA 54 J.Jz. den Uyl, Still life with a pewter jug and a silver tazza, dated 1633, oil on panel, 91 x 72 cm. Private collection, 
London. 
ULA 55  J.Jz. den Uyl, Still life with a pewter jug and drinking vessels, signed with an owl and dated 1637, oil on panel, 82 x 
69 cm. Present location unknown. 

 
On all four paintings, a large pewter jug, a white napkin and a pewter plate with a half-peeled lemon 
plays a significant role. The lighting of each, as well as the rather sturdy composition, is also similar. 
Den Uyl, though, makes use of a tall glass in both of his dated paintings to strengthen the verticality 
of his composition, while de Heem chose a taller type of pewter jug in order to attain this, 
simultaneously lowering the viewpoint. In this manner, de Heem’s composition becomes the most 
monumental of the four. The number of dated works by the two artists and the available works for 
comparison is too restricted to allow firm conclusions, but there can be little doubt that they were 
fully aware of each other’s work and were developing along similar lines. De Heem, however, was 
clearly the more inventive of the two and may have taken the lead, rather than den Uyl. 
 Implicitly, de Boer did not accept cat. no. A 044 as a work of Jan Davidsz. de Heem, but 
signalled a version of this same composition (fig. A 1 in the next chapter) signed by Guilliam Gabron 
(1619-1678), which lead him to attribute de Heem’s painting to Gabron as well. There can be little 
doubt, however, that Gabron’s painting is a partial copy (the format changed from vertical to 
horizontal) of de Heem’s painting from 1635.206  
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A 045           A 038 
 

The last still life that can be assigned to de Heem’s first Dutch period, since it is extremely close in its 
handling to works from 1634 and even more so to cat. no. A 044, is a still life with a ham and a 
columbine cup (cat. no. A 045) that appeared on the art market a few times in the last century, but 
that I unfortunately only know from a good black-and-white photo, reproduced here. The overall 
lighting and the handling of the white cloth and the pewter plates in particular connect it with cat. 
no. A 044. In comparison with other works from the period, the plane of this still life is rather densely 
filled and unusually square in format. The signature sits extremely close to the upper right edge of 
the panel. It has the expected calligraphy, but looks somewhat feeble in its execution. It is likely that 
the panel was reduced from a larger format and that the signature was copied from a removed 
strip.207 Such still lifes with a ham and a bread roll are abundant in the group of Dutch still lifes 
referred to as ’monochrome banquets’ not only with artists such as Claesz. and Heda, but the ham is 
also found in the work of Jan Jansz. de Uyl from around the mid-1630s.208 The columbine cup is the 
same object de Heem depicted in cat. nos. A 028 and 029 (where it was later painted out by 
Luttichuys) and the tazza appears to be a Dutch example. Very similar examples appear in the works 
of Jan Jansz. de Uyl (cf. fig ULA 34) and his brother-in-law Jan Jansz. Treck, among others. 
 From the above, various observations appear to confirm the supposition that de Heem may 
have worked in Amsterdam for a period of time after having left Leiden and before settling in 
Antwerp. During those years, the character of his paintings is Dutch rather than Flemish, while his 
palette is rather subdued and in keeping with the tendency in Dutch (still-life) painting towards the 
monochrome. Moreover, the formal and stylistic relationship of de Heem’s still lifes with those of Jan 
Jansz. den Uyl appear to point to immediate interaction and perhaps even rivalry between the two, 
which is more likely to have taken place within the same city than between different cities more than 
a day’s journey apart. The fact that, sometime in the 1650s in Amsterdam, Simon Luttichuys 
modernized a still life by de Heem from the early 1630s, might well indicate that that painting had 
remained there after de Heem had completed it, rather than that it was imported from elsewhere 
(Antwerp) in the previous decades. Moreover, several of the panels de Heem used during this period 
possess measurements that seems to indicate that they were produced in Amsterdam, rather than 
somewhere else.209 Another indication that de Heem remained in Holland appears to be the 
following group of copies and imitations. 
 
  



78 
 

A group of still lifes connected with de Heem’s work from 1632-1634 
The National Gallery of Scotland owns a still life with a rummer in a cup screw that is closely related 
to de Heem’s work of around 1633 (fig. ULA 56).210 Despite the fact that our present appreciation of 
the painting may be influenced by its state of preservation, it is unlikely that it is an autograph work 
by de Heem. Although the cup screw and glass have been very well and meticulously painted, other 
motifs deviate distinctly from de Heem’s in their handling.  
 

     
ULA 56 Circle of J.Dz. de Heem, Still life with a cup screw, oil on panel, 40,7 x 33 cm. Ediburgh, National Galleries of 
Scotland, inv. no. 1932.     
ULA 57 Anonymous, Still life with drinking vessels, oil on panel, 65 x 93 cm. Present location unknown. 

 
The grapes are finely glazed and the reflections in the pewter plate have been well observed, but 
they lack the painterly quality of de Heem’s work and the specific characteristics of his hand in that 
period. Other motifs, such as the walnut, the foliage and the apricots, have been rendered 
substantially weaker than can be expected of de Heem. No less than three weaker, anonymous 
copies of the same composition can be pointed to.211 More interesting, however, is a larger, equally 
anonymous still life, clearly a compilation of borrowed motifs, that exists in two virtually identical 
versions and that includes this composition, juxtaposed with other de Heem motifs from the same 
period (fig. ULA 57).212 The dish with a conical rummer at front right in this composition was copied 
from a work from (probably) 1633 (cat. no. A 038) and the silver cup with a lemon peel behind it is 
strongly reminiscent of the one in another still life that is most probably a copy after de Heem, sold 
in New York in 1999.213 The other group of objects in the pastiche still life, including the tazza and the 
silver-gilt cup-and-cover, was most likely copied after an example by a different hand. The tazza itself 
is most probably a Dutch object. Similar tazza’s occur frequently in still lifes by Haarlem and 
Amsterdam artists in the 1630s, such as Willem Claesz. Heda, Floris van Schooten and Jan Jansz. den 
Uyl. The silver-gilt cup is highly similar to an example portrayed by Pieter Claesz. in various still lifes 
from the early and mid-1630s.214 The fact that these de Heem compositions from the years 1632-
1634 have been combined into a pastiche together with Dutch motifs can serve as additional support 
for the presumption that these paintings were done in the Northern Netherlands, rather than in 
Antwerp. 
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4 Antwerp 1636-1656 
 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem moved to Antwerp because ‘there one could have rare fruit of all kinds and 
sizes, plums, peaches, cherries, oranges, lemons, grapes, and others in finer condition and state of 
ripeness to portray from life’, according to Joachim von Sandrart, writing in 1675.215 This remark 
must have been prompted by familiarity with de Heem’s work from the 1640s and after, rather than 
that it was based upon inside information.216 The artist’s work from the years prior to his move in 
1635 (or early 1636 at the latest), which was discussed in the previous chapter, does not yet reveal 
any specific interest in a proliferation of exotic fruit in lavish quantities. The odd pomegranate or 
apricot he chose to depict around that time was undoubtedly as readily available in the Northern 
Netherlands as it was in Antwerp, and he could probably dream up a lemon at any given time.  

In view of his production during the years prior to 1635, de Heem was working hard and must 
have been fairly successful. Unlike in 1631, his financial situation is not likely to have been a prime 
incentive to try his luck elsewhere. While Amsterdam – presuming that that city was indeed his 
residence during those years – did perhaps not provide the most eager market for still-life paintings, 
de Heem must have been aware of the fact that Antwerp abounded with excellent artists producing 
still lifes and that the competition would be fierce for a new arrival who still had to establish himself. 
By that time the artist had a family to support, so we must assume that he was either quite sure of 
his chances of success in Antwerp or desperate enough for a new market for his work to make the 
plunge and hope for the best.217 It may be that Jan Lievens, whom he must already have been 
acquainted with in Leiden and who settled in Antwerp in 1635, persuaded him to try his luck there. It 
is less likely that de Heem already became acquainted with Adriaen Brouwer during the latter’s 
Dutch years, since Brouwer had left Amsterdam by the time de Heem left Leiden. Whatever the case, 
the first firm record of de Heem’s presence in Antwerp concerns him and Brouwer witnessing a 
contract between Jan Lievens and a pupil in March of 1636. 
 
Paucity of works 1636-1638 
While a number of documents (marking his registration as a member of the guild of St Luke, as a 
citizen of Antwerp and recording the tuition of several pupils) attest to de Heem’s firm settlement 
and, presumably, to a certain degree of success during his first years in Antwerp, the paucity of 
extant works from those years is puzzling to no small degree, and remains unexplained. While for 
almost every year of de Heem’s long career an almost continuous production flow of paintings can be 
established, only two or three paintings from those early Antwerp years appear to have come down 
to us, and even those raise several questions. This is the more confusing since it is during this period 
that de Heem must have made a name for himself in Antwerp and built up to the degree of success 
that made way for the monumental rich still lifes of the early 1640s, which could only be produced by 
a well-established, successful artist. He will not have attainted such a position by simply making 
merry with his fellow artists, as Brouwer’s painting from c.1636 in New York might suggest (fig. B 1    
24). 
We have to pause briefly here at a painting already mentioned in the previous chapter, Guilliam 
Gabron’s (free) copy (fig. A 1) of de Heem’s dated still life from 1635 (cat. no. A 044).218 Little is 
known about Gabron (1619-1678), who was registered as a master in the Antwerp guild in 1640 and 
who is known to have travelled to Rome in the mid-1640s. Born in 1619, he had probably started his 
training as a painter by the mid-1630s. This suggests that his copy after de Heem was painted roughly 
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between 1637 and 1643. Another painting by Gabron, his work in the Museum Mayer van den Bergh 
in Antwerp (fig. A 2) is also related to de Heem’s work.219  
 

  
A 1 G. Gabron after J.Dz. de Heem, Still life with a pewter tankard, signed, oil on canvas, 52,1 x 68,6 cm. Location unknown. 
 

    
A 2 G. Gabron, after J.Dz. de Heem?, Still life with a silver cup, turbo shell and roses, signed, oil on canvas, 54,5 x 70,2 cm. 
Antwerp, Museum Mayer van den Bergh, inv. no. 486. 
A 3 Anonymous, seventeenth century, Still life with roses and a turbo shell, bears monogram “PLDL”(?), oil on panel, 53 x 

50,5 cm. Oslo, Nasjonalmuseet for kunst, arkitektur og design, as by J. van Dalen. 
 
The flat pewter dish, the silver cup and the slick lemon peel are all typical mid-1630s de Heem motifs. 
Gabron’s handling of the peel enticed Claus Grimm to implicitly suggest that the painting with a de 
Heem signature in Stuttgart (fig. ULA 52) might also be Gabron’s work.220 Interesting works in 
connection with this group of still lifes are paintings in the Nasjonal Galleriet in Oslo, by an 
unidentified hand (fig A 3), and in the Musée des Beaux-Arts in Valenciennes, attributed to Jacob 
Foppens van Es (1596-1666) (fig. A 4). The first (fig. A 3) features most of the motifs from Gabron’s 
Antwerp still life, but the silver cup has been replaced by a lemon and a rummer adorned with vine 
leaves. The painting appears to be period, but clearly has the qualities of a copy.221 This suggests that 
an original still life of this composition by de Heem did exist. 
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A 4 Attributed to J. Foppens van Es, Still life with roses, lemons and a Westerwald stoneware jug, oil on panel, 38,8 x 56,2 
cm. Valenciennes, Musée des Beaux-Arts, inv. no. P.46.1.100. 

 
The second (fig. A 4) combines the dish, knife and roses in Gabron’s Antwerp picture with de Heem’s 
1635 lemons . The present attribution to Jacob Foppens van Es is convincing as a tentative 
suggestion, as much as dating it to c.1640 appears to be.222 It is interesting, too, to note that a settled 
artist like van Es based a composition on the work of a newcomer. Gabron’s copy after the still life 
from 1635, and the painting by Gabron in Antwerp and its copy, as well as the still life attributed to 
Jacob van Es suggest that de Heem’s originals were available for copying in Antwerp during the late 
1630s. This might suggest that de Heem either painted these works there, or that he had brought 
some of them with him to Antwerp.223 The first option would lead to the conclusion that de Heem 
had already settled in Antwerp by 1635 and initially continued working in the style he had developed 
up north. In any case, there must have been a keen interest in Antwerp in Dutch still lifes of the 
‘monochrome’ type, judging from the countless copies by Cornelis Mahu (c.1613-1689) and from that 
artist’s studio of some compositions that Willem Claesz. Heda painted in Haarlem around 1637.224 
Heda’s originals must have been brought to Antwerp almost immediately after they were finished. 
From that point of view, the apparent Antwerp interest in still lifes in a Dutch style may have been an 
incentive for de Heem to settle there. 
 

  
A 046 
 
The single known dated still life by Jan Davidsz. de Heem from 1636 (cat. no. A 046) would have been 
difficult to place, had it not been dated.225 With its vertical composition, specific palette and choice 
of motifs it belongs firmly to the 1630s, but the crisp execution of the white napkin – although 
excellently done – has no equivalent in any other work by de Heem.226 We must assume that it 
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represents a fabric of a different, much finer weave than the rather heavy cloth de Heem portrayed 
in his works of 1635 (cat. nos. A 044 and 045) as well as in later examples such as cat. no. A 050. The 
fine linen contributes to the fact that this still life has less of the monumental sturdiness that even 
the smaller panels of the first half of the decade possess. This is the first time, too, that de Heem 
used a fine, transparent tall wine glass (Dutch: fluitglas) as an important vertical motif, which he 
would do again many times in the course of his career. The rummer depicted here, however, is 
virtually identical to the rummers shown in earlier examples. This tazza, in contrast, is an object that 
does not reappear in any other de Heem still life. The tazzas he usually depicted are silver objects, 
but the dark grey colour and rather coarse modelling of this piece suggest that it is perhaps a pewter 
example. The stem of the clay pipe as we see it now is without doubt a misapprehension by a later 
restorer: judging from the position of its bowl, the pipe lies under the silver cup and under the napkin 
and the stem should not be visible.227 Taking these observations into account, the date 1636 would 
indeed appear to be fitting for this still life. While some of its characteristics connect with work from 
the previous years, such as cat. nos. A 044 and 045, it also steps away from those in several respects. 
While it seems to confirm de Heem’s new preference for less sturdy compositions, it stands very 
much on its own between the paintings from the mid-1630s and the forerunners of the large luxury 
still lifes from the last years of that decade. 

The second dated painting from this period, a still life with a prominent bouquet of flowers in 
Prague (cat. no. A 047), presents similar uncertainties. Although the museum’s restorers initially 
believed the signature to be a later addition, upon close inspection it appears to be genuine but 
strengthened. The pewter plate, as a motif and in its rendering, as well as the fruit, connect properly 
with earlier examples such as cat. nos. A 032 and 043. The meticulously executed bouquet of flowers 
is a new feature, however.  It is the first time after ten years (i.e. after cat. no. A 005) that de Heem 
included a bouquet in a still life and the effort presents a big step forward in quality after that early 
example. A problem, however, is that this bouquet was most probably not painted in one go, but 
appears to possess various later additions and changes. The morning glory and peas at lower left in 
particular, appear to be substantially later additions. Such peas only start to appear in De Heem’s 
floral bouquets in the late 1650s and the execution of the ones shown here is fully similar to those 
examples. The same is true for some of the foliage. This would mean that this painting remained in 
de Heem’s studio – perhaps as an unfinished experiment – for at least another twenty years.  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 A 047 
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A 5 Attributed to J. van Loo, Portrait of a young woman (Aletta van Weede?) with a floral bouquet, oil on canvas, 102 x 87 
cm, Muzeum Narodowe, Poznan. 

 
That it is not a later painting in its entirety appears to be confirmed by the fact that the bouquet – ! 
minus the later additions, but including the apricots, shifted to the left of the vase ! – was included in 
a female portrait that can be dated to c.1640 on the basis of the costume worn by the sitter (fig. A 
5).228 This connection presents another problem: the portrait in question appears to be a Dutch 
work, presently it is tentatively attributed to Jacob van Loo (1614-1670), who was working in 
Amsterdam at that time.229 The fact that de Heem’s still life appears not to have left his studio until 
much later complicates matters even more. It would seem that for the moment the connection 
between the portrait and the still life will have to remain unexplained. Hypothetically, this could be a 
portrait of Aletta van Weede, Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s wife. Her birth date is not known, but the fact 
that they married in 1626 suggests that she was born not much later than de Heem himself, and thus 
would be in her early thirties in about 1640.230 

The Poznan portrait is not the only painting by another artist that the 1638 Prague still life is 
related to. In a still life of a vase of flowers, a skull and smoking utensils with a monogram CVB (fig. A 
6), the central rose in the bouquet and some of the white jasmine flowers appear to have been 
modelled on de Heem’s examples. 
 

     
A 6 Antwerp school, Still life with a bouquet , a skull and smoking implements, bears monogram CVB, oil on panel, 51 x 65,5 
cm. Location unknown. 
A 7 Antwerp school, Still life with a skull and smoking implements, oil on panel, 18,4 x 23,2 cm. Location unknown. 
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This painting has been presented as a work of the Middelburg painter Christoffel van den Berghe 
(active before 1618-1628 or after), but it must be the work of a different hand, most likely an artist 
working in Antwerp in de Heem’s circle.231 Most probably by the same hand is an unsigned repetition 
of the vanitas half of this composition. It was on the American art market in 1995 (fig. A 7).232 Again, 
the exact same skull, the nautilus shell and two very similar clay pipes as in fig. A 5 occur in a painting 
attributed to Andries Benedetti (active 1636-after 1648), who was registered as a pupil of Jan 
Davidsz. de Heem in 1638.233 Possibly the same skull appears in a small vanitas still life in Stockholm, 
signed with a de Heem monogram (fig. A 8).234 That painting, too, is difficult to place. The monogram 
İDH, previously incorrectly interpreted as that of (a non-existent) David de Heem, was used a few 
times by Jan Davidsz. in the late 1630s and in the 1640s (cf., among others, cat. no. A 082), 
occasionally in addition to a full signature (cf. cat. no. A 051), but the execution of this small vanitas 
still life is so substantially different from de Heem’s, that it cannot be by the artist himself. It might 
be the work of a talented pupil that he signed, but unfortunately it cannot be properly connected 
with the work of any such pupil known to us. In any case this small group of still lifes appears to 
support the date of 1638 (or thereabouts) for the Prague painting.  
 

 
A 8 Anonymous, Still life with a skull, book, roses and a rummer, bears monogram iDH.F, oil on panel, 23,2 x 34,6 cm. 
Stockholm, Nationalmuseum, inv. no. NM 6842 

 
Three more de Heem paintings can be dated to the late 1630s. All are undated, but in view of their 
style and execution, they belong in between the secure works of the mid 1630s and the first dated 
large luxury still lifes of the early 1640s.  
Cat. no. A 048, a privately owned still life with a silver tazza, silver-gilt columbine cup, silver beaker 
and slender Westerwald jug, surrounded by fruit, is reminiscent of a work from 1635 (cat. no. A 045) 
that includes the same tazza, a similar but less refined cup-and-cover and a lemon peel draped in a 
similar way.235 The composition of cat. no. A 048 is more elegant and less sturdy and cluttered than 
the still life from 1635. As such, the painting is a forerunner of de Heem’s mid-size compositions of 
the first half of the 1640s. The inclusion of a column in the composition foreshadows the luxury still 
lifes that de Heem would soon start to produce. The column was perhaps painted out at some point 
and in the present state it has a slightly ghost-like appearance, but in the copy of this composition in 
Bamberg (fig. A 8) it has a strong presence. This sizable, but broken column also adds a vanitas 
connotation to the painting.236 While in its details cat. no. A 048 is a high-quality work, the artist has 
not fully succeeded in establishing unity in his composition: the left and right half of the painting 
almost function as two separate still lifes. And while the columbine cup, also in earlier compositions 
such as cat. nos. A 029 and 045, usually assumes the role of an elegant yet monumental vertical 
motif, here it is belittled somewhat by its position between the sturdy Siegburg jug and, in particular, 
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the tall wine glass. Interestingly, in the Bamberg copy the wine glass appears to have been painted 
out, which adds to the unity of the composition. 
 

  
A 048 
 

  
A 9 Anonymous copy after Jan Davidsz. de Heem, Still life with a tazza, columbine cup and Westerwald jug, oil on canvas, 56 
x 82 cm. Bamberg, Städtische Gemäldesammlungen (on loan from Bayerische Staatsgemäldesammlungen, Munich). 

 

  
A 049 
 
More successful, in terms of a unified composition, is a still life that probably originated somewhat 
later, presumably early in 1639 (cat. no. A 049).237 Again, this still life unites features from earlier 
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works and from somewhat later examples, which suggests that it must be situated in between those 
in terms of chronology. The rendering of the foliage to the left and that of the rummer is still strongly 
reminiscent of works from the earlier 1630s, while the treatment of the fruit is extremely close to 
that in the work that would follow it, a large still life in New York, with which it also shares the 
spouted pewter jug (cat. no. A 50). The engraved silver beaker might be the same object that is 
shown in the previous painting, cat. no. A 048. There are also similarities in the rendering of some of 
the fruit with the large luxury still life from 1640 in the Louvre (cat. no. A 051), while the columbine 
cup is the same object as the one in that painting, save for a few minor details that can easily be 
attributed to the painter’s freedom of rendition. To a degree, de Heem may have been inspired for 
this composition by still lifes with a ham from the Haarlem school, such as Willem Heda’s painting in 
Philadelphia from c.1637 (fig. A 10).238 
 

  
A 10 W. Cz. Heda, Still life with a ham, oil on panel, 42 x 53,5 cm. Philadelphia Museum of Art, John G. Johnson Collection, 
inv. no. 644. 

 
De Heem’s  first elaborate luxury still life 
A large still life in the Metropolitan Museum in New York (cat. no. A 050), although published in 
recent decades as a work of Jan Davidsz.’s son Jan Jansz. de Heem (1650-before 1695?), is without 
any doubt the work of Jan Davidsz. de Heem himself.239 Dating it to 1639 is tentative, but can be 
sustained on the basis of the following observations. Like the two still lifes assigned to 1638 and 1639 
above, it shares several features with earlier work, the most obvious being the rendering of the white 
cloth, which is particularly similar to that in both works from 1635 (cat. nos. A 045 and 046).  
 A tablecloth with gold or silver fringes and borders embroidered in silver and/or gold had 
already appeared in a still life from 1633 (cat. no. A 037) and would continue to appear in de Heem’s 
richer compositions. Here, its decoration is echoed in the curtain to the right. As already mentioned, 
the spouted silver ewer would appear to be the same object as in cat. no. A 049, discussed above, 
while the treatment of the lemons and the grapes in both paintings is also very similar. While de 
Heem draws on the monumentality of a still life such as cat. no. A 044 and elaborates the ‘stepped’ 
composition that he first experimented with in catalogue nos. A 035 and 039, here he increases his 
distance to the arrangement. He clearly defines the setting in which the central still life is presented, 
introducing for the first time a view in the background, of sky and trees, past a monumental hard-
stone column. He also creates depth in the foreground by placing a chair sideways in front of the 
table that holds the central still life. By this particular positioning of the elaborate ewer and basin on 
the chair, he directs the gaze of the spectator towards the centre of the composition, to which it is 
also drawn by the bright red colour of the lobster. 
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A 050 
 
De Heem was not the first to place still-life motifs in a larger space and to surround the central 
arrangement with other objects that help defining the space. Already early in the century, Frans 
Snijders (1597-1657) had started to produce large still-life compositions, elaborating on Pieter 
Aertsen’s and Joachim Beuckelaer’s kitchens and market stalls. Snijders, too, painted large displays 
surrounded by some space, suggesting market settings or well-stocked kitchens or larders. Often, 
such images are enlivened by one or more prominent figures. Although the contents of Snijders’ still 
lifes mostly consist of fresh game and vegetables, his settings, with draped tables and elegantly 
dressed figures, often suggest a display in a richer room than a kitchen or larder (fig. A 11). 

 

  
A 11 F. Snijders, Still life of game and fruit with a young servant, signed and dated 1613, oil on canvas, 125 x 204,5 cm. 
Present location unknown.  

 
In Antwerp – and probably elsewhere prior to his arrival there – de Heem must have seen a fair 
number of Snijders’ works. Obviously, his aim was not to emulate or imitate Snijders, but that artist’s 
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high quality of execution and the lavishness of his compositions must certainly have impressed and 
inspired him.  
 

  
A 12 A. van Utrecht, Kitchen interior with a still life, signed and dated 1629, oil on canvas, 195 x 280 cm. 
Museumslandschaft Hessen-Kassel, inv. no. GK 156. 

 
Still lifes by Adriaen van Utrecht (1599-1652) will have been another source of inspiration. Van 
Utrecht’s early work (starting c.1625) shows that he was inspired by Snijders, as well as by paintings 
he must have seen on his journey to Italy in the early 1620s. A large kitchen interior from 1629 by 
van Utrecht in Kassel has a spatial construction and display in the left foreground that clearly 
forebodes de Heem’s later luxury still lifes (fig. A 12).240  
 

  
A 13 A. van Utrecht, Still life with ceramics, glass ware and elaborate metal vessels around a perched parrot, signed and 
dated 1636, oil on canvas, 117 x 154 cm. Royal Museums of Fine Arts, Brussels, inv. no. 4731. 
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Even closer to the luxury still life, in terms of contents, comes a display of ceramics, glassware and 
elaborate metal vessels around a perched parrot, with an alchemist in the background (a 
composition representing the element Fire?) from 1636 in the Royal Museums of Fine Art in Brussels 
(fig. A 13).241 Whether or not de Heem knew one or more of the above paintings, he must have been 
aware of van Utrecht’s work and, as we shall see, there was definitely an interaction between the 
two artists during the 1640s. 
 

 
A 14 W. Cz. Heda, Luxury still life with Chinese porcelain, a roast chicken and fish, signed and dated 1638, oil on canvas, 118 
x 97,5 cm. Hamburger Kunsthalle, Hamburg, inv. no. 5504. 

 
In Snijders’ and van Utrecht’s works mentioned above, still-life motifs are placed in an interior as part 
of it, while also there is often an anecdotic element provided by more or less prominent figures. In 
contrast, de Heem’s central motif is the still-life arrangement itself, around which he defines the 
space. A rare earlier example of the placement of a still life on a table in a (more or less) defined 
space, interestingly, can be found in the oeuvre of Jan Jansz. den Uyl, in a painting from 1633, which 
already figured in the discussion of de Heem’s Amsterdam period above (fig. ULA 30, above).242 A 
large luxury still life by Willem Claesz. Heda from 1638 is set before a plain white wall, but the artist 
created depth in a similar manner as de Heem did later, by placing a wine cooler holding a silver ewer 
on a small, low table in front of the central still life (fig. A 13).243  

While it is unlikely that de Heem knew Heda’s painting, and Heda in his turn may or may not 
have seen de Heem’s earlier still life with a stool in front of a table (cat. no. A 035), these paintings 
show that both in Flanders and in the North Netherlands there was a tendency to create more 
complex still-life compositions in which spatial features play a more important role than they had 
done in earlier compositions. Again, de Heem’s role in this development was significant. 
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A 051 
 
Into the 1640s; the large rich still lifes 
If the large still life in New York discussed above can perhaps still be considered as an experiment, de 
Heem completely overstepped that qualification when he produced the impressive luxury still life 
dated 1640 that is now in the Louvre museum in Paris (cat. no. A 051). Neither the composition nor 
the contents of the Paris still life differ very much from the one in New York, but the one in Paris is 
larger, although not substantially so.244 De Heem has increased his distance from the central still life, 
thereby enhancing the monumentality of the painting. Bergström (1956) has pointed out the 
compositional significance of the diagonal from lower left to upper right in the Louvre painting. In the 
one in the Metropolitan Museum it also plays a role. Both diagonals divide the composition into a 
crowded (lower) and a relatively empty (upper) section, and at the same time in a (lower) section 
with an abundance of light and colour and one that is more subdued.245 In the Paris composition de 
Heem has, again, opted for a central still life on a table with a view outside in the left background, 
draperies to the right and behind, a high structure behind it to the right and an object that serves as 
a répoussoir in front of it. However, instead of obscuring part of the table by a chair, as he did in the 
painting in New York, he opted for a low table with a wine cooler holding some bottles – much like 
the solution Willem Heda (fig. A 13) had chosen two years earlier. This solution also allows for the 
white cloth draped down from the table in the centre to play a more important, and highly effective 
role. It draws the gaze of the viewer to the table and its contents. A large vine leaf, attached to a 
branch draped over the wine cooler, stands out partly before it. Its shape and positioning are 
reminiscent of an open hand gesturing to the viewer, presenting the still life, as it were. The central 
still life itself is less cluttered than the one in New York, while it does not possess such a strong 
accent of colour as provided by the lobster in the latter painting. Accents of yellow and red are 
scattered evenly throughout its surface. Also, the vertical shapes of the columbine cup and the 
glasses, enhanced by the upright basin on the chair, that have a poignant effect in the composition in 
New York, are less prominent in the Paris picture, which adds to its elegant monumentality. Much 
more than in cat. no. A 050 in New York, de Heem has created a suggestion of depth in the still life in 
Paris. The répoussoir of a wine cooler in front of the table suggests a certain distance between the 
viewer and the still life upon the table, while the receding top of the structure in the background 
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suggests substantial depth behind it.246 This suggestion is enhanced by the dark blue sky with white 
clouds behind the wall in the far background. It is interesting to note that de Heem may have 
reverted to the example his presumable master, Balthasar van der Ast, for the motif of the Wanli 
dish, resting obliquely in the basket of fruit, a frequently recurring motif with that artist. 

During the first years of the 1640s, as far as we know, de Heem painted three more such very 
large still lifes, at an average of one per year (cat. nos. A 054, 065 and 971). I will discuss them here 
as a group, before moving on to his production of small and medium-sized still lifes from those years, 
since they form a separate class within his oeuvre. 
 

  
A 054 
 
The largest by far, measuring 171 x 262 cm, is a painting in the Brussels Municipal Museum 
(Broodhuis) from 1641 (cat. no. A 054).247 This impressive piece could be called Still life in an interior 
rather than simply Still life. De Heem has zoomed out even more here than on the painting in Paris, 
with the result that the central still-life arrangement is almost dwarfed by the surrounding space.248 
The répoussoir in the foreground, consisting of a single chair in New York and of a small table with a 
wine cooler in Paris, has been replaced here by an almost autonomous second still life that includes a 
celestial globe, books, various musical instruments and a chair upon which a costly silver-gilt dish has 
been placed. To a degree, this composition in the foreground recalls de Heem’s book still lifes of 
some twelve years earlier, such as the Amsterdam book still life with a lute (cat. no. A 014). 
Additionally, in the Brussels painting a monkey holding a bunch of grapes sits on top of the celestial 
globe. In the tradition of his Antwerp predecessors, de Heem has included the figure of a servant in 
the composition, a young black page wearing a feathered beret. The execution of this figure can be 
attributed to Thomas Willeboirts Bosschaert, with whom de Heem appears to have been 
befriended.249 At top right, a parrot and a cockatoo are perched. This is the first, but certainly not the 
last time that such showy birds appear in de Heem’s work.250 That area of the canvas appears to have 
suffered somewhat, but particularly the head of the parrot is characterised very well. The birds have 
been placed next to a mirror hanging on the column and like the mirror they must probably be 
regarded as symbols of vanity. The monkey makes a first and only appearance of its species in de 
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Heem’s work. It is quite possible that it was painted by Willeboirts Bosschaert as well; the modelling 
appears to be that of a specialized figure painter rather than that of de Heem.251  

The basic setup of the still life on the table is identical to that of the Louvre painting: a tazza 
with some brightly coloured fruit, adjacent to a higher metal object followed by a lower object (the 
pie in Paris and the lower tazza of fruit here), to the right of which there is a high columbine cup that 
forms the centre of the display. To its right is a larger, wider construction that includes a large 
porcelain dish at an angle, in front of which there is a group of smaller objects. While, like in the two 
previous examples (cat. nos. A 050 and A 051), de Heem placed the view into the open air to the left, 
here he included a view into a landscape to the right, partly obscured by the column, a stretch of 
drapery, the figure and the parrots. This landscape view provides a bright area at upper right, as does 
the construction with a globe on top in Paris. In this painting in Brussels, the fringe at the top of the 
(almost unrealistically wide) backdrop curtain leads the eye out to that area along its oblique line, 
while the dark page bending forward allows a view into the landscape behind his back.  

Adding an air of luxury, but at the same time distracting somewhat from the display on the 
table because of its prominent pattern, is the oriental tapestry.252 Of the group of large luxury still 
lifes from the early 1640s, the display on the table itself is the least crowed here. Also, the array of 
luxury items has been more horizontally spread out. The columbine cup is essentially the same model 
as the one in the Louvre still life from the previous year, but it sports different ornamentation.253 
While the cup on the painting in Paris has the same parakeet (or some such bird) on top as the one in 
New York, this cover is crowned with a figure, possibly a soldier or an archer, shown from the rear. 
The details of the decorations of the stems vary as well.254 The Wanli porcelain dish in this picture 
and the Paris example may be the same objects, but all other displayed items appear to be different, 
be it, like the wicker basket, similar examples. 
De Heem’s large luxury still life from the following year (cat. no. A 065) has clearly benefited from the 
artist’s experience in producing the previous examples. According to a note in a sale catalogue from 
1783, probably concerning this painting, its first owner purchased it from the artist for 1220 guilders, 
an enormous sum of money. Less likely, it may have been part of a rich collection of a burgomaster 
of Goes, in which a ‘groote fruytagie met een pot met roosen’ (a large fruit piece with a pot of roses) 
was estimated in 1662 at 1000 guilders. In any case it must have been a highly valued work in its 
time. Here de Heem has attained a greater monumentality by moving closer up to the still life on the 
table again, and by a better integration of the background and the still-life display. The horizontal 
emphasis rendered to the composition by the table top that stretches out across most of its width is 
counterbalanced by three large hard-stone columns in the background and to the right of the 
composition, while the dark drapery coming down to the left closes off the composition on that side. 
The still life on the table itself, however, is somewhat less complex in its arrangement than its 
predecessors and evokes less depth. De Heem may well have opted for this less complex 
arrangement in favour of the overall balance in the painting. Again, a second still life (of sea shells) 
has been arranged upon a footstool in the right foreground, and this time it is counterbalanced by an 
arrangement of musical instruments on a chair to the left. The way the composition has been built up 
is more complex than in the earlier examples, as I shall demonstrate in the next paragraph, analysing 
the lines the composition follows.  Nevertheless here, too, the diagonal from lower left to upper right 
is important, be it not strictly linear, but created by a sequence of red accents: the red shawl draped 
over the lute, the pomegranate, the lobster, the red wine in the flute, the bouquet of roses on the 
table, and at top right, the rose bush in a flower pot. While again the large Wanli salver and the 
basket appear to be very similar to, but not necessarily the same as in the earlier pictures, and the 
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tazza appears to be the same object as in the Louvre still life, the other objects are new arrivals.255 
The cup screw with a putto for a stem, however, had already appeared in at least two smaller still 
lifes, cat. nos. A 055 and 060. 
 

  
A 065 
 

  
A 071 
 
In 1643, de Heem painted the last of his large-scale luxury still lifes of this type, a previously 
unpublished work in a private collection measuring 154 x 207,5 cm (cat. no. A 071). For this work, de 
Heem has moved up closer to the still life again and kept the composition fairly simple. There is only 
a single répoussoir, in the left foreground, a wine cooler containing two bottles, standing on a small 
table or stool together with some smoking paraphernalia. The still life on the table is once more 
concentrated around a silver-gilt columbine cup that stands behind a cut fruit pie. To its left is an 
elaborate vessel consisting of a silver-mounted turbo shell adorned with a large ruby, with a gold 
camel-shaped spout and topped with a ram-like figure that a modern viewer will easily associate with 
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extraterrestrial beings from science-fiction films. The tazza lying to the left of it is almost identical in 
shape and pose to the one in the work from 1642 (cat. no. A 065). To the right of the columbine cup 
is a large basket containing fruit and, like its predecessors, a large, Kraak-porcelain salver inserted 
obliquely into the basket. A lute and several flutes and recorders have been placed to the left of the 
basket. One recorder is still contained in a case that is apparently designed to hold several such wind 
instruments. There are also a large pipe-lighting taper and a clay pipe. Fruit is spilling from out of the 
basket onto the lute and onto the table, which holds several pewter plates upon and around which 
lie pieces of fruit – figs, peaches, lemon, cherries, grapes –, shrimps, a crab and a small crayfish. Here 
too, there are several large stone columns in the background from which dark draperies are 
suspended. To the left there is a view into a hilly landscape.256 On the edge of the table to the right 
there is a large document signed ‘V. E otmoedigen/ J.D heem’ (your Honour’s humble J. de Heem). 
This inscription might square with the iconographic tendency of such still life: to propagate modesty 
by displaying opulence. On the other hand it may indicate that the painting was done on commission 
for a high-placed individual.257  
 
Geometry of the compositions of the large luxury still lifes. 
It is interesting to analyse the geometry of the compositions of de Heem’s five large luxury still lifes 
(figs. A 15 – A 19).258  
 

  
A 15 Composition geometry of cat. no. A 050 (New York, Metropolitan Museum) 
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A 16 Composition geometry of cat. no. A 051 (Paris, Louvre) 

 

  
A 17 Composition geometry of cat no. A 054 (Brussels, Broodhuis) 
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A 18 Composition geometry of cat. no. A 065 (Private collection) 

 

  
A 19 Composition geometry of cat. no. A 071 (Private collection) 

 
Horizontally, each of these paintings shows a distinct division into three bands of equal height, of 
which the middle one contains the still life on the table, while as such it is also the most variegated 
and crowded. The line between the two lower bands coincides with the edge of the table, apart from 
in the largest example, the Brussels painting, where the table’s edge is situated slightly higher. It may 
well be, however, that that painting was reduced at the top. With an additional 20 to 30 cm at the 
top, the painting would gain in balance and monumentality, and such an addition would also bring it 
in keeping with the other examples in terms of the ratio height : width, which is consistently 3 : 4 (fig. 
A 20).259 It is interesting to note that in each case optically (as the illustrations make clear) the central 
band gives the impression of being narrower than the upper and lower ones, which is probably due 
to the fact that those outer areas contain several undisturbed vertical lines and larger shapes. In 
most of the five paintings there is also a vertical division into three, but rather than being equal, the 
bands are in the proportions of 1 : 2 : 1.260 
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A 20 Composition geometry of cat. no. A 054, original shape (?) (Brussels, Broodhuis) 

 
While in the first two paintings (cat. nos. A 050 and 051, figs. A 15 and A 16) the diagonal from lower 
left to upper right plays a dominant role, as Bergström (1947/56) had already concluded for the 
Louvre painting, other oblique lines turn out to be of equal or even greater importance. In all except 
catalogue A 065, the opposite diagonals of the vertical halves, running from the lower centre of the 
picture plane to the upper corners play an important role. Within the V shape they make up, the 
most dense part of the still life on the table is concentrated. In the Brussels painting (cat. no. A 054, 
figs. A 17 and A 20), the other diagonal of each half is also prominently present, particularly to the 
right – the composition can almost be divided into two separate vertical compositions with their own 
diagonals and vertical axis. This is even more convincing when applied to the ‘enlarged’ composition 
(fig. A 20), which can serve as another argument for the assumption that the painting has lost a strip 
of about 25 centimetres at the top. When the vertical divisions in the composition are considered, 
the left quarter of the canvas is left without any substantial number of objects, while the three 
quarters to its right are quite full. In the case of the large still life from 1642 (cat. no. A 065), de Heem 
has followed a reversed composition scheme: here the right-hand quarter of the painting is much 
less crowed than the other three. The image has been concentrated there, within an octagonal of 
which the oblique sides to the left are indicated by the division between light and dark areas on the 
lute and by the drapery at upper left, while the oblique lines to the right coincide with the halves of 
the diagonals of the right half of the painting. For the last of the great luxury still lifes (cat. no. A 071), 
de Heem returned to a simpler, more sturdy composition scheme mainly based on a vertical division 
into three and a central V. It is true, though, that he left the left-hand third of the composition 
relatively devoid of objects, which sets this still life apart from the earlier examples with such basic 
compositions (cat nos. A 050 and 051). 

Lineair perspective, as far as the overall space is concerned, does not play a prominent role in 
the composition of these still lifes and despite the profusion of objects, de Heem’s tables barely 
suggest any substantial depth. Depth and space are mainly suggested by the vistas into landscapes in 
the background and by the additional still-life motifs in the foreground that serve as répoussoirs and, 
of course, by the immaculate rendering of the individual perspective of each separate object. Colour 
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and light are also amply applied to attain a suggestion of depth: red lobsters, yellow lemons and 
white napkin pull their part of the composition forward, grey back walls, blue skies and dark shadows 
push the background away. De Heem was a master in the concept of ‘houding’. 
 
Iconography of the large luxury still lifes. 
For none of de Heem’s five large luxury still lifes from the first half of the 1640s the full provenance 
can be reconstructed. The Louvre painting (cat. no. A 051) was in the collection of the French king 
Louis XIV by 1683, but it was not painted for the French court forty-three years earlier. Everhard 
Jabach (1610-1695), whom Louis XIV bought if from in 1671, was also most probably also not its first 
owner. Similarly, the suggestion made in some literature that cat. no. A 065 can be traced back to the 
personal collection of the British King Charles I must be refuted.261 It may, however, be the still life 
that, according to a 1783 auction catalogue, was painted for a Brussels nobleman, who paid 1220 
guilders for it. The earliest possible identification of the rich still life from 1641 (cat. no. A 054) is in 
the top-level collection of Guillelmo Potteau in Antwerp, by 1692.262 Consequently we do not know 
with any certainty who were the first owners of these still lifes – and thus, neither the persons who 
commissioned the paintings. As a result we are unaware of the position, ideas, status and stature of 
those first owners. It is most likely, in view of their large sizes, that these pictures were indeed 
commissioned, perhaps even for specific locations, but the consistency of their motifs and strong 
individual treatment suggest that de Heem himself was substantially, if not entirely, responsible for 
the choice of motifs and their arrangement. All of these pictures show abundant luxury with an 
undertone of vanitas through the inclusion of clocks and watches (time ticking away), a globe or a 
map (an actual presence of the temporary world in the picture, or a reminder of heaven in the case 
of a celestial globe), musical instruments (the fleeting character of music) or ominous clouds over the 
landscape in the background. The painting in Paris, cat. no. A 050, is the first in de Heem’s oeuvre to 
include a watch on a (blue) ribbon, a motif that he would repeat often, until 1653. While references 
to at least three of the Five Senses may perhaps be recognised in most of these pictures (Taste: the 
food and wine, the monkey; Smell: the fumes of a pipe; Hearing: the musical instruments), only in 
the example in Brussels all five appear to have been included (Sight: the mirror; Touch: the page?).263 
Equally, representations of the Four Elements appear to be present, but in not one of the pictures as 
a complete combination of all four (Air: birds [only in the Brussels painting] or perhaps sky and clouds 
in the back-ground landscape; Earth: globe, map [only in Paris], the fruit as product of the earth; 
Water: sea shells, water in the back-ground landscape; Fire: a pie and the costly metal vessels as 
products of fire, smoking paraphernalia). The costly objects on display can also be regarded as 
reminders of the temporary character of our life on earth: none of this wealth can be transposed to 
the next world. At the same time, all these motifs are part and parcel of a tradition of imagery in still-
life painting and do not necessarily bear profound meanings. Iconographic depth, thus, appears not 
to have played any role of substance for de Heem and his patrons. 
 

Large luxury still lifes from de Heem’s circle. 
 
Apart from the fully autograph large luxury still lifes by Jan Davidsz. de Heem a fair number of 
such works was painted in the first half of the 1640s by other Antwerp artists, most of whom 
were, or must have been closely associated with de Heem. Their works provide a frame of 
reference for de Heem’s paintings. 
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Andries Benedetti 
The most significant among them is Andries Benedetti (1615/18?-1649 or after), who was a 
pupil of the obscure artist Vincent Cernevael in 1636 and subsequently, from 1638 on, Jan 
Davidsz. de Heem’s pupil. In the administrative year 1640-1641, he was registered by the 
Antwerp guild of St. Luke as an independent master.264 He, too, painted some five known 
large luxury still lifes, most probably during the first half of the 1640s, obviously inspired by 
intimate knowledge of de Heem’s examples. Unfortunately not one of them is dated, so it is 
difficult to connect them accurately with de Heem’s paintings. Benedetti did not base any of 
his known compositions directly on any of de Heem’s, and neither do we find any common 
props in the works of both artists, which suggests that Benedetti was working independently 
and not as an immediate satellite of his teacher. However, having entered de Heem’s studio 
as a pupil in September 1638 and registering as an independent master in 1640/41, he will 
have witnessed the development of de Heem’s earliest large luxury still lifes from up close. 
His largest and most impressive painting, measuring 168 x 240 cm, is in Budapest (fig. A 
21).265 
  

  
A 21 A. Benedetti, Luxury still life, signed and signed with monogram, oil on canvas, 168 x 240 cm. Budapest, 
Szépmüvészeti Múzeum, inv. no. 255. 

 
It appears to bear some relationship with De Heem’s painting from 1641 in Brussels: the 
white napkin hanging over the chair to the right in both paintings, the compositional use of 
the column and the way in which part of the drapery hangs down obliquely are very similar. 
Particularly in the Budapest example, but also in his painting in Vienna, Benedetti seems to 
have made a point of overruling De Heem in the opulence of his still lifes.266 The painting in 
Budapest includes two smaller still lifes as répoussoirs in the foreground: a wine cooler to the 
left and a chair to the right, on the seat of which is a branch of lemons and a Westerwald 
stoneware jug, on the floor to its left stands a tilted kraak porcelain dish with large 
mushrooms. On the table is a wide variety of victuals: bread, oysters, fruit of various kinds, a 
pie and no fewer than three boiled lobsters on top of the basket of fruit. A silver beaker, a 
silver-gilt columbine cup and various costly wine glasses are placed upon the table. A clay 
pipe, at the foot of a column to the left, provides a sharp white accent, but it is not as 
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integrated and effective in the composition as similar pipes in cat. nos. A 054 and 071. While 
Benedetti’s Budapest example possesses a similar spaciousness as de Heem’s paintings from 
1641 and 1642 (cat. nos. A 054 and 065), the Vienna example is closer in composition to the 
one from 1643. At the same time, Benedetti’s chair, in the way in which it has been placed 
beside the table, as well as the background landscape with a small sailboat appear to have 
been borrowed liberally from de Heem’s painting from 1642 (cat. no. A 065). 
 
Andries de Coninck 
Another artist who produced a number of large luxury still lifes in de Heem’s style is Andries 
de Coninck (active c.1643-1659), who was registered by the Antwerp guild of St. Luke as a 
pupil of Jan Thomas (1617-1678) in 1643/44 and as a master in 1645/46. Curiously, his 
registration as a master in the guild, also at the time of his death in 1659, was as a dealer 
(‘koopman’), and not as a painter.267 His known production, however, is barely smaller in 
number than Benedetti’s. His style and handling approach those of Benedetti’s very closely, 
up to the level that for some paintings one could hesitate about an attribution to one artist 
or the other. The compositions of de Coninck’s large luxury still lifes vary little, but in what is 
arguably his best work, also in terms of quality of execution, he has attempted a variation of 
his own by placing a small table with a large wine cooler prominently in front of his still life 
and by turning the chair to the left with its back to the table (fig. A 22).268  
 

  
A 22 A. de Coninck, Luxury still life, signed, oil on canvas, 122 x 145 cm. Present location unknown. 

 
De Coninck, too, appears not to have used any props that also appear in de Heem’s still lifes, 
although some of his objects show strong similarities. The decorated silver ewer in a painting 
formerly in the J. Paul Getty Museum in Los Angeles, for instance, is very similar to an 
example that occurs in a still life by de Heem from c.1654 (cat. no. A 188).269 De Coninck’s 
silver-gilt cup with a bird on top would appear to be the same example as the one we find in 
several of Benedetti’s still lifes. Although de Coninck was registered as a pupil of the history 
painter Jan Thomas, the fact that his style was largely dependent on that of Benedetti, as 
well as the fact that he was married to Christina Benedetti, probably that artist’s sister, 
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suggests close connections between the two, perhaps up to the level of sharing a studio. 
Apart from these large compositions, both Benedetti and de Coninck also painted smaller still 
lifes in de Heem’s style, none of which is dated either. The quality of their work is high and 
occasionally impressive, but it never really approaches that of de Heem himself. 
 
Jan van der Hecke I 
Among de Heem’s followers and epigones, as far as we can tell from their extant oeuvres, 
Benedetti and de Coninck have been the most productive in the range of large luxury still 
lifes, but others have made their contributions to this area of still-life painting as well. Jan 
van der Hecke I (1619/20-1684) can be considered as one of the most talented among them. 
Two examples of his luxury still lifes are dated, the first somewhat indistinctly, but probably 
1643 (fig. A 23), while a somewhat smaller example is dated 1645.270  
 

  
A 23 J. van der Hecke I, Luxury still life, signed and dated 164(3), oil on canvas, 121 x 173 cm. Present location 
unknown. 

 
Van der Hecke appears to have known de Heem’s Brussels still life from 1641 (cat. no. A 054) 
as well as the one from 1643 (cat. no. A 071), with which his largest example appears to 
share its general, more austere composition. From the Brussels painting, van der Hecke 
borrowed the motifs of the prominent oriental tapestry and of the sub-still life of musical 
instruments, books and documents at front right as well as, perhaps, the bulky lobster which 
in fact became a feature motif in most of his luxury still lifes. A painting in Budapest, today of 
more modest dimensions, was probably at one time also a fairly large example of van der 
Hecke’s luxury still lifes.271 This piece includes an oriental tapestry and it features a small 
bouquet of roses, like de Heem’s work from 1642 (cat. A 065), as well as a lemon peel 
hanging down in front of the table. In the left foreground we see part of a large sea shell that 
looks almost identical to the one de Heem depicted in his 1642 luxury still life and in a large 
still life from the following year (cat. no. A 070). While van der Hecke’s still lifes are closely 
related to those of de Heem, he does not appear to consciously have imitated them or to 
have depended strongly on de Heem’s inventions. In a later work, probably from the 1650s, 
now in the Wallace Collection in London, van der Hecke created an entirely individual variant 
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of this type of still life, choosing his setting in the open air and incorporating a live monkey 
and a quantity of vegetables.272  
 
Adriaen van Utrecht 
Apart from by de Heem, for the painting mentioned above, van der Hecke was probably 
inspired to a degree by the work of Adriaen van Utrecht. Earlier in this chapter, I have already 
mentioned Adriaen van Utrecht’s work as a probable source of inspiration for Jan Davidsz. de 
Heem’s large luxury still lifes (fig. A 12 and 13, above). Van Utrecht continued to produce 
large sumptuous compositions and it would appear that after a few years an interaction 
started to take place between the two artists. The fact that a red lobster on a white dish 
became a central motif in van Utrecht’s exuberantly sumptuous still life of game and fruit 
from 1642, now in the Prado Museum, Madrid, may very well have been inspired by de 
Heem’s luxurious displays.273 De Heem’s impact on van Utrecht is even more clear in another 
ostentatious composition, from 1644, now in the collection of the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam 
(fig. A 24).274  
 

  
A 24 A. van Utrecht, Luxury still life with a parrot, dog and monkey, signed and dated 1644, oil on canvas, 185 x 
242,5 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. no. SK-C-301. 

 
In that painting, van Utrecht included a paraphrase of a de Heem still life from probably the 
same year (cat. A 080). Moreover, he included a silver-gilt columbine cup-and-cover and a 
chair holding a large silver-gilt salver, both of them motifs that are as common in de Heem’s 
compositions as they are uncommon with van Utrecht himself. Adriaen van Utrecht 
continued to produce large display still lifes until his death in 1652, but the emphasis in his 
images would be on a combination of game, fruit and live animals, rather than luxury items 
such as silver-gilt cups, ewers and salvers.275  
 
Other artists 
While de Heem’s own production of this type of large luxury still life already ceased before 
the middle of the 1640s, other artists continued to produce them and as a result, this type of 
still life was painted until well into the 1660s.  
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Jan Pauwel Gillemans the Elder (1618-1675 or later) was not recorded as a pupil of de Heem, 
but his paintings show a close affinity with the master’s work. It is most likely that Gillemans, 
who became a member of the Antwerp guild during the administrative year 1647/48, had 
some immediate connection with de Heem. Two large paintings by Gillemans that can be 
considered as early works were clearly strongly inspired by de Heem’s examples. In both of 
them, Gillemans included motifs similar to de Heem’s, such as a lute on a chair, a musical 
score, a lobster, a basket of fruit, heavy stone columns and a background view into a 
landscape. Gillemans’ painting in Leipzig is the most accomplished of the known examples 
and the largest work in his known oeuvre (fig. A 25).276 It was most probably painted during 
the second half of the 1640s.  

 

  
A 25 J. P. Gillemans I, Luxury still life, signed, oil on canvas, 134,5 x 171,5 cm. Leipzig, Museum der bildenden 
Künste, inv.nr. 1627. 

 

  
A 26 J. van Son, Luxury still life, oil on canvas, 116 x 167 cm. Amsterdam/Rijswijk, Netherlands Institute for 
Cultural Heritage (ICN), inv. no. NK 2388. 
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Joris van Son (1623-1667), like Gillemans, was strongly inspired by de Heem’s still lifes, but 
was also not registered by the guild of St. Luke as his pupil. He was admitted as a master in 
1643. A large still life with the features of de Heem’s luxury pieces was long attributed to the 
latter, but its execution is in fact characteristic of van Son (fig. A 26).277 The painting probably 
originated in the early 1650s. An example in the Hermitage, St. Petersburg, is even closer in 
type to de Heem’s work and was probably painted in the second half of the 1640s.278 
 
Carstian Luyckx (1623-well after 1658) was born in the same year as Joris van Son and 
became a pupil of the flower painter Philips de Marlier at the age of seventeen, switching to 
the studio of Frans Francken III in 1642. Nevertheless, the work of Jan Davidsz. de Heem had 
a firm impact on Luyckx’s style, particularly during the first decade of his career. Luyckx, 
however, was never a mere imitator, but an artist who liberally subjected the influences he 
underwent to his own artistic licence. An excellent example is a large luxury still life by 
Luyckx, now in the Columbus Museum of Art in Columbus, Ohio (fig. A 27).279  
 

  
A 26 C. Luyckx, Luxury still life, oil on canvas, 125,6 x 182,9 cm. Columbus OH, Columbus Museum of Art, inv. no. 
1961.003. 

 
Luyckx’s composition is reminiscent of de Heem’s large luxury still lifes, but while he left 
space around the still-life arrangement, Luyckx omitted répoussoirs in the foreground. Like 
de Heem, he employs a drapery at the top and makes effective use of the tablecloth and the 
white napkin. There is a window in the background providing light, but it is placed high up 
and does not offer a view of a landscape, while, contrary to windows in de Heem’s back 
walls, it does not run parallel with the picture plane, but stands at an angle, which provides 
an enhanced sense of depth. For motifs such as the flute standing upright, the halved 
peaches, the cut pie and the sharp accent of the white clay pipe, Luyckx is surely indebted to 
de Heem, but generally he chooses his own objects, rather than borrowing from de Heem’s 
still lifes. The silver-gilt cup and cover, the cup screw and the nautilus shell, among other 
objects, all occur in various other luxury still lifes by Luycks. Among them, however, this one, 
which should probably be dated around the year 1650, is indebted the most to de Heem in 
terms of style and composition. 
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We have no information concerning the life data of the artist who signed ‘W. MERTENS’, but 
he, too, was probably active in the 1650s and produced at least two large luxury still lifes that 
draw their inspiration from de Heem’s works from the 1640s. Mertens, however, omitted de 
Heem’s stone columns and background vistas. Apart from the large luxury still lifes from the 
first half of the 1640s, Mertens appears to have also been inspired by later variants, such as a 
painting from 1649 (cat. no. A 121), which supports a date of origin for his works in the 1650s 
rather than in the 1640s (fig. A 28).280  Mertens’ work clearly shows the difference in quality 
with de Heem’s work: his compositions are ambitious, but additive and lacking depth and 
unity. 
 

  
A 28  W. Mertens, Luxury still life, signed, oil on canvas, 118,8 x 181, 2 cm. Present location unknown. 
 

  
                  A 29 J. Marrel, Luxury still life with a parrot, oil on canvas, 127,7 x 185,2 cm. Present location unknown. 

 

Jacob Marrel (1613/14-1681), who had already produced several copies after a de Heem 
original from 1646 (cat. no. A 099) in 1649, produced a large, almost overloaded paraphrase 
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of de Heem’s large luxury still life late in his career, including a chair with musical instruments 
and a stone column, but without a landscape background (fig. A 29).281 Judging from the 
handling, Marrel probably produced this painting during the 1660s or even 1670s, well after 
his return to Frankfurt am Main. As such, it is probably one of the last seventeenth-century 
works inspired directly by de Heem’s large examples from the 1640s. Marrel’s painting 
demonstrates that de Heem’s influence on his contemporaries was not restricted to 
Antwerp. While still lifes in the Northern Netherlands never attained the baroque opulence 
of de Heem’s examples, it seems quite obvious that some of Pieter Claesz.’s larger works, 
such as a canvas from c.1648 measuring 136 x 206 cm, and in particular one from 1653, 
measuring 150 x 200 cm, including a lobster, musical instruments on a chair and a large 
bellarmine as a répoussoir in front of the table, are indebted to de Heem’s work at least to 
some degree.282 Pieter de Ring (active 1640s-1660), a Leiden still-life painter who is reported 
to have been apprenticed to de Heem, produced an impressive large luxury still life (fig. A 67) 
during the last year of his life, 1660, which will be discussed below, in connection with de 
Heem’s work from the first half of the 1650s. 

An interesting work in the context of  the impact of de Heem’s large luxury still lifes is 
a large still life signed by Gregorius de Coninck, (previously?) in an Italian private 
collection.283 De Conick was born in Amsterdam in 1633 or 1634 and was recorded in Rome 
in 1668, but he was back in Amsterdam by the next year. In the administrative year 1665-
1666, however, a Gregorius de Coninck was registered as a master painter by the Antwerp 
guild of St. Luke, paying the fee of a master’s son. Perhaps he was related to Andries de 
Coninck? In any case, the composition of the large painting in Italy appears to be strongly 
related to de Heem’s example from 1643 (cat. no. A 071), while the handling unmistakably 
squares with that of other still lifes signed by Gregorius de Coninck with dates in the 1650s, 
which are more Dutch in character. Its Italian location might suggest that de Coninck’s 
painting was done in Italy, inspired by his Antwerp sojourn. If this hypothesis is true, it would 
point to a late interest in the large luxury still life by de Coninck and his Italian client in about 
1668. 
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A 30 Anonymous, circle of J. Dz. de Heem, Luxury still life, oil on canvas, 121 x 145 cm. Madrid, Museo del Prado, 
inv. no. 2091. 

 
Additionally, two large still lifes in the collection of the Prado Museum, Madrid, deserve 
special mention here (figs. A 29 and 30).284  Their recorded history goes back to 1746 when 
they were mentioned in the inventory of Isabel Farnese in the Granja Palace, Segovia, as 
belonging to a set of five. Two of the five can no longer be traced, a third is also in the Prado 
collection, now convincingly attributed to Andries Benedetti. It has been on loan to the 
Spanish embassy in Lima, Peru, since 1948.285 All three remaining paintings measure about 
121 x 145 cm and we may assume that the two missing ones had the same measurements. It 
is imaginable that they were imported from Flanders as a group shortly after they were 
painted, but it looks as though the Benedetti was cropped to the left and possibly at the top, 
probably in order to match the others in size and to make up a uniform group to decorate a 
room with. Perhaps this was done specifically for installation in the Granja Palace.  
 

  
A 31 Anonymous, circle of J. Dz. de Heem, Luxury still life, oil on canvas, 121 x 145 cm. Madrid, Museo del Prado, 
inv. no. 2093. 

 
The Prado Benedetti is more accomplished in style and quality than his Budapest and Vienna 
paintings mentioned above and as such it probably is a somewhat later work, perhaps from 
the later 1640s. The other two from the Granja Palace group, however, are close in style to 
de Heem’s large luxury still lifes from around 1640. Their handling is similar to de Heem’s and 
the quality is rather high, but they are without doubt the work of a different hand. The 
palette is not dissimilar to that of the early luxury still life in New York (cat. no. A 050) as is 
the handling of the white tablecloth. Their compositions are of a different nature, however. 
Like de Heem’s paintings, they show a horizontal division into three equally wide bands, but 
in contrast with de Heem’s compositions – and those of Benedetti – diagonals and other 
oblique lines barely play a role. While these two works betray intimate knowledge of de 
Heem’s luxury still lifes in the choice of motifs, such as a prominent silver-gilt cup-and-cover, 
a wicker basket of fruit, a large metal dish on a chair and draperies, a sturdy stone column 
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and a vista in the background, their arrangement is somewhat static and their handling, 
although by no means without skill, is a little dull compared to de Heem’s. 
 
It is interesting to note that several second-tier artists were apparently able to produce such 
elaborate paintings successfully while such works must have been a serious investment on 
the painter’s part and holding a risk in terms of the possibility of selling such expensive work 
rapidly. Apparently they could confidently invest time and costly materials in their 
production. In part they may have worked in commission for private buyers, drifting along on 
the waves of de Heem’s success, but it is also quite possible that part of their production was 
intended for export by such art dealing firms as Forchoudt who may have acted as employers 
and financiers for the artists.286 In any case, the Prado paintings also confirm once more that 
there is a host of as yet unidentified Antwerp painters whose names may or may not be 
found in the Antwerp guild records, but who worked virtually anonymously for the thriving 
Antwerp art market. Their success with the adaptation of de Heem’s formula of large luxury 
still lifes may have been an incentive for de Heem himself to abandon the subject and to shift 
his attention to other areas of still-life painting. 

 
 
Other larger still lifes 1640-1644 
While de Heem’s large luxury still lifes from the early 1640s are his most eye-catching efforts, he 
painted a wide range of smaller still lifes, some of which are still quite substantial in size. In view of 
maintaining a clear perspective, I will discuss the remaining works in two more-or-less consistent 
groups, first the larger ones and then the smaller ones. The latter consist almost exclusively of 
horizontal compositions, with a height of about 60 centimetres or less. The paintings discussed below 
are exclusively still lifes of victuals and other objects on a table. Other types of images from this 
period will be discussed separately below, specifically a ‘barn’ still life from 1643, and de Heem’s 
earliest floral compositions. 
 

 
 A 053 
 



109 
 

The group of larger still lifes from the early 1640s starts with a painting measuring 97 by 120 
centimetres, which is signed and dated (cat. no. A 053).287 The date is difficult to read, but appears to 
be 1640, which date would certainly fit within de Heem’s stylistic development. In some ways, this 
work is reminiscent of a painting I have tentatively dated to 1638 (cat. no. A 048). It has several 
motifs in common with that work, such as the sliced-open melon, the juxtaposition of a columbine 
cup and a German stoneware jug, be it that the objects depicted in both pictures are not the same. 
They also share the motif of a stone column on one side, which in both paintings is only indicated in a 
cursory manner, almost as if that part of the painting remained unfinished. In contrast, the motif of 
the clay pipe providing a sharp and bright, slightly oblique accent in the composition is a new feature 
here, and one that recurs regularly in paintings from the following years, such as the large luxury still 
life in Brussels (cat. no. A 054) already discussed above, to mention just one of them. The rather 
dense arrangement of this still life, and the use of the white napkin as a vertical accent also places it 
squarely in (or very close to) 1640. 

Apart from the large Brussels painting and three smaller works (cat. nos. A 054, 055, 056 and 
058), two still lifes by de Heem can be assigned to 1641 with some certainty, while 1642, with no 
fewer than four smaller dated works and one dated large luxury piece known to us, appears to have 
been quite a productive year for the artist. A still life with a high degree of finish, in a private 
collection (cat. no. A 057) must have originated in or around 1641, however. It was dated by de 
Heem, but as a result of cropping (before 1812) of the panel, which consists of one impressively large 
piece of oak, the last two digits of the date have disappeared.288 The painting as it appears now most 
probably had some more space around the entire still life, it probably lost a few centimetres all 
around.  

 

  
A 057 
 
The central motif is a large boiled lobster, virtually identical to the one in cat. no. A 053 discussed 
above, and similar to the one in cat. no. A 067. It has received the artist’s meticulous attention, which 
resulted in a rendering in great detail and a subtle use of many shades of red combined with creamy 
white. The fruit, and particularly the grapes, both in the basket and on the pewter plate at front right, 
have lost some colour. The handling of the objects to the right, the glasses, as well as the silver tazza 
and the silver-gilt cup-and-cover is extremely successful. On the tazza, de Heem has even subtly 
simulated scratches in the silver. The white cloth to the right is reminiscent of several other such 
cloths in de Heem’s still lifes from the period, compare cat. nos. A 050, 065, 068 and 070, for 
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instance. The bread roll in this painting was probably based on the same study as that in de Heem’s 
large still life in Paris (cat. no. A 051). It is interesting to note that there are several repentirs in this 
painting. De Heem appears to have changed the left background, some of which is still (or again) 
visible.289 He also changed the arrangement at front centre with the lemons and the pipe, replacing 
one lemon with a walnut, which allowed more convincing space for the pipe stem to pass through. 
The bird upon the silver-gilt cup, now facing left, appears to have been facing to the right initially. In 
view of the motifs and handling a date of execution in or around 1641 for this panting appears to be 
the most plausible, but it is of course a great pity that the date, which was originally present on the 
painting, can no longer be verified. The high degree of finish as well as the elaborate signature 
appear to indicate that de Heem considered it to be an important work. 
 

 
 A 058 

 
Closely related to the previous work is a still life in the Musée des Beaux-Arts in Cambrai (cat. no. A 
058). It features the same silver-gilt cup, but without the cover, as well as the same tazza, in a similar 
position. The reflections in the tazza have been fully adapted to this composition, however. The 
pewter dish with grapes has the same configuration, while the two lemons from the previously 
discussed painting have been moved onto it at the left. In the right background is a stone column 
much like the one in cat. no. A 057, discussed above. The concept of a silver cup partly covered by a 
napkin is similar to that in cat. no. A 060, while similar nautilus shells can be found in other de Heem 
still lifes from 1642 and 1643. In all, this suggests that the Cambrai still life probably also originated in 
or around 1641. A large upright still life (cat. no. A 066), which is signed but not dated, can be 
assigned to 1642. Probably due to the fact that on the whole its execution appears not to be as 
refined as other de Heem still lifes from the period, its attribution has been questioned in the past.290 
However, the rather complex composition and the handling of several details, such as the silver cup, 
the nautilus shell, and the white napkin draped over the edge of the table firmly point to de Heem’s 
authorship. 

Judging by its extremely low vantage point, the painting was obviously intended to be hung 
in a high spot – the table’s edge must be placed above eye level for proper viewing. The fact that it 
was not intended to be viewed from close by may also have occasioned the less refined handling of 
most details. While this still life is clearly related to the large luxury still lifes, not only in the choice of 
motifs but also in size, its construction is different (fig. A 32). Diagonals barely play a role in its 
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composition and there is a firm division between the lower and upper half of the image; the table’s 
edge marks the middle of the picture plane.  
 

     
A 066  
A 32 Composition geometry of cat. no. A 066 (Location unknown). 
 

The second most important imaginary line is the one dividing the composition vertically, in a ratio of 
1:2, running along the side of the oriental tablecloth and alongside the silver cup. In addition, the still 
life upon the table has been constructed within a triangle formed by the table cloth and by the lines 
running down obliquely from the top centre of the composition. If anything, in terms of composition 
this painting is related to the left half of the Brussels luxury still life (cat. no. A 054, compare figs. A 15 
and 19). Additionally, the white cloth draped from the edge of the table to the right is strongly 
reminiscent of the one seen in cat. nos. A 054, 065 and 070. 
 

 
A 068 
 
In various respects, cat. no. A 068, in Chalon-sur-Saône, is something of an exception in between the 
other works from this period. The painting is dated, but the last numeral of the date is indistinct. The 
date has been published as 1647, but upon personal close inspection, I eventually concluded that the 
last numeral is certainly not a 7, but most likely a 2.291 The painting shares motifs with earlier pictures 
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(such as the cherries and the halved peach, which is a recurrent feature from 1639 onwards), and 
also shows strong similarities with dated examples from 1642, such as the draping of the white 
napkin (cf. cat. no. A 060), the detailed handling of, and the light effects upon the silver cup (cf. cat. 
no. A 063) and the halved peach, again, in cat. no. A 061. Also, the handling of the white grapes is 
very similar to that in cat. nos. A 064 and A 065.292 In other motifs it appears to anticipate work from 
the following years, but to date it to 1642, as suggested by the lecture of the date on the painting can 
by all means be defended. Its composition, however, is unusual. To a degree, it comes across as a 
juxtaposition of two individual vertical still lifes; the arrangement to the left, in particular, could 
feature as an individual composition. This combination of finely painted, highly detailed elegant 
objects forms a true unity. The rather plump basket of fruit to the right contrasts with the subtlety of 
the area to the left. However, the painting was most likely reduced somewhat to the right and 
slightly so at the top, and it may be that the artist had originally planned a branch of leaves above the 
basket, but never executed it.293 With an additional three or four centimetres to the right and one or 
two at the top, the composition regains its natural balance: in that proposed shape, the vertical axis 
runs precisely between the basket and the columbine cup. When we assume that the horizontal axis 
runs across the aperture of the silver cup and through the centre of the lemon in the basket, this 
would add two or three centimetres at the top. Such additions would also result in equally 
convincingly situated diagonals and lines dividing the composition vertically in three equal sections. 
Whatever the case, with this painting, de Heem was clearly experimenting with a novel type of 
composition, be it perhaps not entirely successfully. The quality of the execution of the details, 
however, particularly in the left half, is extremely high, even for de Heem. 

Closest to the large luxury still lifes in type and size is a painting in a French private collection 
(cat. no. A 070). The most important difference with the former is that the artist has not allowed for 
any space around the still life and that he has also omitted the background view, which renders a 
rather different character to this work.294 For the composition of this still life, de Heem harked back 
to – and improved upon – the stepped composition that he had experimented with in 1633 (cat. nos. 
A 035 and 039). Here, for that purpose and for the first time, he has introduced a casket for wine 
bottles to the right, upon which he placed several objects. Such a bottle casket would become a 
recurring motif in de Heem’s still lifes, up to the end of his painting career.   
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A 070 
In addition, he has placed a shelf in the upper right corner in this painting, upon which there are two 
clay pipes and a short candlestick. Apparently he decided in the case of later still lifes that such a 
shelf was unnecessary or taking things too far, since this is the only painting into which he has 
introduced it. This work shares the clutter of mostly smaller objects upon the table with the luxury 
still life from the same year, cat. no. A 071. It also includes (probably) the same polished nautilus 
shell as cat. nos. A 058, 065 and 066, while the large shell at upper right, a Strombus Gigas, also 
appears in cat. no. A 065 and again in cat. no. A 074.295 Looking at this painting and others from the 
period that include a pomegranate (such as cat. nos. A 063, 065 and 073), one wonders whether de 
Heem had the actual fruit at hand to portray on every occasion, or whether he was working from 
memory while executing its details.296 Occasionally, the pomegranate looks more like a tennis ball 
filled with red crumbs than like the actual fruit. Just as in the large luxury pieces, de Heem has placed 
a large Wanli porcelain salver of fruit on top of the basket in the centre, while the texture of the 
white cloth is quite similar to that of the ones shown in those works.  
 

  
A 069 
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The two diagonals play the most important role in the composition (paralleled by a series of 
deviating oblique lines playing around the diagonal from lower left to upper right, such as the clay 
pipe and the flute). Horizontally, the division is 1:2:1 (rather than 1:1:1 as in the large luxury still 
lifes), while the central axis also has been given some emphasis. 
 The fact that Jan Davidsz. de Heem was playing around, if not consciously experimenting with 
various types of compositions during this period is demonstrated by a still life that shows almost the 
opposite in approach to the one just discussed. Cat. no. A 069 has all the characteristics of the large 
luxury still lifes but, in contrast, has a vertical format, while the artist has stepped even further away 
from the table with the still life than in those larger pieces, and has chosen for a relatively small size. 
When we isolate the central horizontal section of this still life, however, we end up with a 
composition that fully matches two examples that are both dated 1643 (cat. nos. A 076 and 077), 
which firmly suggest that this work originated in 1643 as well. Rather than an explicit view into a 
landscape, de Heem has introduced a high window here, through which a brightly lit, cloudy sky is 
visible. This device has a similar visual effect as the landscape views in terms of enhancing the sense 
of depth in the painting, but it distracts less from the central subject. Nevertheless, this appears to be 
the only occasion on which de Heem has opted for this solution in a larger piece. 
 

  
A 080 
 
A large still life with a lobster as its central motif, in the Pushkin Museum, Moscow (cat. A 080) 
represents a further development of the composition after cat. no. A 070, discussed above. Here, de 
Heem also employs the device of the bottle casket to the right as a platform to lift some objects up 
upon. The eye is drawn directly to this corner because the artist has partly covered the casket with a 
white napkin on top of which a branch of bright yellow lemons has been placed. This branch also 
serves to unify the group of objects up high to the right with the rest of the composition since, 
visually, the lemons cascade down into the centre, leading the eye towards the red lobster and 
further to the left, to a pair of bright yellow lemons upon a pewter plate.  

A branch of vine hanging down behind the branch of lemons strengthens the visual flow 
downwards into the centre. The two bright lemons in the left foreground are balanced by a cluster of 
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fruit, including a half-peeled lemon, at the far right of the composition. Although the lobster takes 
pride of place, the still life is in fact grouped around a large nautilus shell with its opening turned 
towards the viewer. Catalogue nos. A 069 and 075 include similarly placed shells. As noted earlier, 
Adriaen van Utrecht employed part of the composition of the Moscow still life in a work dated 1644 
(fig. A 24, above). His still life is a very clever amalgam of his own motifs and of compositional 
constructions used by de Heem in his large luxury still lifes, and the construction used here. Of 
substantially lesser quality, but of interest from the point of view of de Heem’s production is a fairly 
large still life in the collection of the Musée de Brou in Bourg-en-Bresse (fig. A 33).297 Its execution is 
reminiscent of early works by Jan Pauwel Gillemans the Elder, suggesting a possible attribution to 
that artist.298 Many features in this painting are related to de Heem’s still lifes from around 1643. 
Moreover, the basket of fruit and a porcelain dish appear to have been modelled directly on this 
motif in cat. no. A 071, while the dish of lemons to the left (and perhaps the melon) appear to have 
been copied from cat. no. A 080. To the least, this appears to confirm that those two still lifes were 
painted close in time to each other and that they – or studies for them – were available (in de 
Heem’s studio?) to the copyist simultaneously. 

 

 
A 33 Circle of J. Dz. de Heem, Still life with fruit and oysters, oil on canvas, 107 x 164 cm. Musée de Brou, Bourg-en-Bresse 
inv. no. 853.4. 
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A 073 

 
Of yet a different character is another rather large, colourful still life, now in Richmond, Virginia, that 
features a mound of fruit – mainly grapes – on a huge pewter salver, flanked to the left by a perched 
African Grey parrot, and a dish of red-boiled crayfish to the right (cat. no. A 073). While the 
composition is relatively simple, it is a clever construction, employing a combination of lines and 
colours. At lower right there is a density of grapes, other fruit and crayfish. This cluster is 
concentrated below the diagonal that runs from lower left to upper right, and which is emphasized 
by a thick branch of grapevine in the centre. Above this diagonal, there is a bright area consisting of a 
pomegranate, two bright-yellow lemons and, most of all, the soft-green leaves of the vine, which are 
reflecting light. The opposite diagonal, from upper left to lower right, is one consisting of a sequence 
of colour: the vertical pole of the perch catching warm light, the parrot’s red tail, two oranges, a 
walnut, a cluster of yellowish peaches and finally the red crayfish. The latter, as a bright accent at 
lower right, balances the dark body of the parrot at upper left.  
 

 
A 34 Free copy a after cat. no. A 073, oil on canvas, 81 x 116,5 cm, Present location unknown. 
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A 35 Free copy b after cat. no. A 073, oil on canvas, 81 x 117 cm, Private collection, The Netherlands. 

 
Furthermore, de Heem enhanced the suggestion of depth by having a pewter dish of walnuts stick 
over the edge of the table, by a spiralling lemon peel and some red cherries dangling in front of the 
table, next to the bright blue ribbon of a watch, which in itself presents an interesting contrast with 
the red of the crayfish. The suggestion of depth was enhanced further by positioning some glasses 
and a silver cup behind the display of fruit. Moreover, together with the parrot’s perch, these motifs 
provide vertical accents in the composition. The painting is not dated, but its handling and the motifs 
it has in common with other works from and around 1643 (such as the crayfish, pomegranate, and 
the watch) place it firmly within this period. 
It is interesting to note that two copies exist of this canvas, at least one of which must have 
originated in de Heem’s studio since differences occur that cannot be explained if either one or both 
of the copies originated later and independent of each other. Copy a, as far as the known illustrations 
allow judgment, is of a rather high quality (fig. A 34).299 It may well be that de Heem participated in 
its making. Instead of the parrot, however, it includes a view through a window in the background to 
the left. Other differences with the Richmond painting include a peach instead of the peeled lemon, a 
plum instead of one of the peaches to the right and a difference in the vine leaf to the left.  

Copy b is closer to copy a than to de Heem’s original in many details, but does not include the 
view or the plum, while the peach that replaces de Heem’s lemon is positioned differently (fig. A 
35).300 It would appear that in the original in Richmond, de Heem himself changed a peach into a 
lemon and added the parrot, its perch and the branch of cherries as afterthoughts, perhaps after 
painting out a window in the background.301 The changes in the large vine leaf to the left also appear 
to have been made in order to accommodate the composition to the arrival of the parrot. The 
question as to who could have produced the copies – which are apparently by two different hands 
and of differing quality – must remain open. The only de Heem pupil registered at the time by whom 
we know any paintings, Alexander Coosemans, upon detailed comparison, is not a likely candidate, 
while it is unclear whether the other recorded pupils, Michiel  Verstylen, Lenaert Rougghe and 
Thomas de Clerck, ever reached the level of individually producing paintings. The organization and 
scope of de Heem’s workshop remains unclear due to lack of evidence in the form of paintings or 



118 
 

documents. It is interesting, however, to find that such paintings as copy a, and perhaps b, based 
upon cat. no. A 073 were apparently produced there. 
  

  
A 074 
 
Last in the group of larger still lifes that can be assigned to 1643 is a somewhat enigmatic painting 
(cat. no. A 074), which is obviously a fragment of a larger work. It appears to be related to the 
previous still life through motifs and handling, as well as to the large luxury still lifes from the first 
half of the 1640s, cat. no. A 071 in particular. The painting was obviously reduced in size, and cut into 
the present ornate shape, probably in order for it to serve as an overdoor decoration.302 It is difficult 
to envisage how much the painting has lost precisely, but the main loss probably occurred to the left. 
The bright area on the back wall suggests that perhaps this painting, too, possessed a landscape view 
through a window and it seems logical to assume that the recorder and the lute, of which now only 
the headstock is visible, were shown entirely. Perhaps the original measurements of the painting 
approached 120 x 170 cm, which would have made it an intermediary between the large rich still 
lifes and the other larger formats discussed in this passage. 
 
Smaller still lifes 1640-1644 
In addition to his large and more prestigious canvases, de Heem produced a number of smaller, but 
mostly no less exquisite still lifes. Looking at them as a separate group, it becomes clear that they 
show a distinct, steady chronological development. For this intimate type of still life, however, de 
Heem apparently was not as eager to experimentally explore new types of compositions as he was 
for his larger compositions. 
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A 052            A 055 
 
From 1640, only one small example survives (cat. no. A 052). Like most works of this type until 1642, 
it features a display upon a wooden table partly covered with a dark-green cloth. The basic 
composition of this type of still life includes a high object on one half of the picture plane, 
surrounded by an arrangement of smaller objects on the table. These smaller works  may be 
regarded as liberal outtakes from the larger compositions. The set-up of the small painting from 1640 
is not very different from, for instance, the arrangement on the left corner of the table in the large 
painting in the Louvre (cat. no. A 051) or in the Brussels luxury still life from 1641 (cat. no. A 054): a 
silver tazza with a lemon, a half-peeled lemon to the left of the tazza, and to its right a whole one and 
a pewter dish holding some objects. 

Cat. nos. A 055, 056 and 060 are similar compositions – although the arrangement has been 
reversed in cat. no. A 060 – but the still life has become slightly more crowded and complex. In all 
three, de Heem introduces the sharp linear accent by means of a clay pipe, a device he had first 
employed in cat. no. A 053 and repeated in A 054, but in these smaller still lifes the result is much 
more effective. In most of these compositions, reflections in metal and glass play an important part. 
In addition to the accents of colour provided by the crayfish, the crabs and the bright yellow lemons, 
these reflections provide a brilliance to the image. The most successful examples, such as cat. no. A 
063 are balanced syntheses of these elements. 
 
  

     
A 056        A 060 

 
The two smallest examples from 1642, cat. nos. A 061 and 062 are slightly more experimental in 
terms of composition. In the first (cat. no. A 061), de Heem has introduced a window with a 
landscape view, much like in the large luxury still lifes.303 However, perhaps because of the small 
scale of this painting, the effect is not entirely convincing.304 Moreover, due to the strongly 
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emphasised window frame, the viewer may get the impression of looking at a landscape painting 
hanging behind the still life, rather than at an actual view.  
 

     
A 061                  A 062 
 

  
A 064          A 067 
 
Because of the almost square format of the painting, we must assume that the view is part of the 
original composition, which is also confirmed by the fact that it has been painted directly on the 
cream-white ground.305 In a painting now in Heidelberg (cat. no. A 062), de Heem used a stepped 
composition or répoussoir, placing a halved peach on a ledge in front of the main arrangement.306 He 
appears to have used these two devices – the window and the stepped composition – only once each 
in a small still life. In these two paintings, as well as in several others of the small still lifes from 1642, 
de Heem has shifted the focus of the composition more towards the centre. In cat. nos. A 063, 064 
and 067, de Heem has shifted the highest point in his composition more towards the centre or even 
entirely to the centre in the case of cat. no. A 063.  

  
A 063 
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A 36a Ph. de Neef, Still life with fruit, crayfish and a silver cup, signed and with signature ‘J de heem fe A 1642’, oil on panel, 
49 x 61 cm. Milan, Castello Sforzesco, inv. no. 1216. 

 
A copy of cat. no. A 063 by Philip de Neef (active before 1644-1659 or after) approaches de Heem’s 
original extremely closely in many details. De Neef’s signature (‘p. de Neef fec’) is on the edge of the 
table at lower right, but the painting also bears a signature and date ‘J de heem ƒe A’ 1642’ at upper 
right. The exceptionally high quality, compared to other work by de Neef, who was registered as a 
master in 1644, might suggest that in 1642 the young artist was studying with de Heem, who in that 
case may well have contributed substantially to this copy. It would appear that De Heem altered the 
white grapes and added the black grapes and the vine leaves in cat. A 063 at a later stage. Their 
handling fits much better among works from the later 1640s, while, judging from the copies by de 
Neef and another period copy (see catalogue), they were originally not included. Also, the original 
highlights on the stem of the wine glass are clearly visible through the black grapes in front of them. 
Most likely, the painting remained in the artist’s possession for several years and he decided to 
‘modernise’ it slightly after some five years. 
 

  
A 075 

 
In 1643, de Heem generally opted for slightly larger formats, also for his smaller still lifes. For the 
better part, this is obviously due to the fact that he also opted for more complex arrangements. Five 
smaller still lifes can be assigned to 1643, two of which are dated. The first two, cat. nos. A 075 and 
076, show several similarities with work from the previous years, 1641 and 1642, such as the 
prominent lemons and the sharp white accents of the clay pipes.  
It is interesting to note that Jan Pauwel Gillemans the Elder (1618-1675 or later), who may well have 
trained under de Heem and who became a master in the Antwerp guild in 1648, produced and signed 
a free copy of cat. no. A 076, most probably early in his career (fig. A 36).307 Gillemans shifted a few 
motifs around, and omitted and added others, but basically stuck to de Heem’s composition.  

A small still life in a private collection probably also dates from 1643 (cat. no. A 079). Like the 
two still lifes that were just discussed (cat. nos. A 075 and 076), it bears some similarity with works 
from the previous year, while the handling of the grapes approaches that of the large luxury still life 
from 1643 (cat. no. A 071), and the way the lemon peel was draped, and the clustering of the fruit 
are similar to those features in cat. no. A 076. 
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A 076 

 

     
A 36 J. P. Gillemans I, Still life with a silver-gilt cup-and-cover, signed, oil on canvas, 55 x 77 cm. Present location unknown. 

  
All four horizontal smaller paintings from 1643 have compositions that are distinctly divided by one 
of the diagonals of the picture plane into an almost empty upper half and a rather crowded lower 
one. This device is much more dominant in these smaller works than in the larger ones.  
 

     
A 079                 A 077 
 
In catalogue nos. A 077 and 078 the area under the diagonal is somewhat more crowded than in the 
case of cat. nos. A 075 and 076. Also, their arrangement is more lively, while the objects in cat. nos. A 
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075 and 076 have been arranged rather randomly and are kept in context by a few horizontal (cat. 
no. A 075) or oblique (A 078) accents. In view of their higher general quality and more accomplished 
composition, A 077 and 078 must be the later examples of the four.  

 

  
A 078 
 
The image of cat. no. A 077 is distorted somewhat by the fact that a column and drapery have been 
added in the background, most likely by a later hand.308 The fact that cat. nos. A 077 and 078 are the 
later works in the group appears to be confirmed by the fact that cat. no. A 078 in particular is very 
close in style and handling to de Heem’s painting in the Pushkin Museum in Moscow (cat. no. A 080), 
which most probably dates from late 1643 or early 1644, since it would appear to have succeeded 
the works from 1643 and obviously precedes Adriaen van Utrecht’s large still life in the Rijksmuseum 
Amsterdam, which was in part based on its composition and which is dated 1644 (fig. A 23, above).  

Not counting the floral compositions that will be discussed below, only one small still life that 
can be assigned to 1644 survives, cat. no. A 084.309 At this point, it can only be assessed on the basis 
of a small illustration of modest quality from 1954, but it clearly possesses similarities with de 
Heem’s larger still life in Moscow which, as we have seen, can be dated rather firmly to (early) 1644, 
while at the same time it is close in style, choice of motifs and handling to a dated still life from 1645 
(cat. no.A 086), which similarities place in late 1644 or perhaps early 1645. 

 

  
A 084 
 
A ‘barn’ interior from 1643 
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A 072 
 
As observed above, Jan Davidsz. de Heem painted one of the earliest examples of the barn-interior 
still life in 1629 (cat. no. A 017) but apparently never became productive in that genre. Only one 
further example, painted a few years later, is known (cat. no. A 021), after which de Heem apparently 
abandoned the subject. However, in 1643 he appears to have been enticed into producing one more 
interior of this kind (cat. no. A 072), this time in collaboration with David Teniers the Younger (1610-
1690). It would appear that Teniers contributed only the three figures and the dog to it, while de 
Heem provided the interior with still-life motifs. Although Teniers most probably inserted his figures 
after de Heem had finished his work on the panel, it seems likely that this painting was intended as a 
collaborative work from the outset.310 The setting is a kitchen (there is an oven to the right) or larder, 
where a man wearing a fur hat and a fur-lined coat – who appears to have Teniers’ own physiognomy 
– is giving instructions to a young servant, while an old maid is looking in from behind a half-open 
door. The contents of the interior is something of a mishmash of goods. Some can be expected to 
belong to the usual inventory of a barn, such as the hayfork and the large milk jugs, while the large 
copper kettle is certainly a kitchen utensil. Other objects, such as the slippers, the elegant wine 
cooler and the pewter piss-pot that stands on the barrel, as well as the clock hanging by the door 
appear to be somewhat out of context. The smoking and drinking utensils stored on the shelf next to 
the door remind us of a tavern interior, rather than of a kitchen or barn. The displayed victuals are 
also varied, ranging from the common, plain beets and cabbage to the more exquisite grapes, melon 
and lemons. Perhaps the painting was commissioned by a patron who cared less about having an 
image that was true to life than about having a good example of the range of painting skills of de 
Heem and Teniers. It would be insightful to know for whom and why such an exceptional painting 
was done, but between its genesis in 1643 and its first appearance on our radar in Amsterdam in 
1810, it could have been anywhere in the Netherlands or even anywhere in Europe, while in view of 
the wide-spread reputations of the two painters it was not necessarily painted for a local patron. Had 
the painting not been dated by de Heem, it would not have been easy to situate it chronologically, 
since both subject matter and scale differ substantially from any other work from this period. The 
rendering of the grapes, however, approaches that in the large still life with a big sea shell discussed 
above (cat. no. A 070), and the wine cooler is quite similar to the one in cat. no. A 071, including the 
lions’ claws it has for legs. 
 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s first paintings with prominent floral motifs 
Apart from a first small bouquet in a still life from 1628 (cat. no. A 005) and another in the still 
somewhat enigmatic still life in Prague from 1638 discussed above (cat. no. A 047), Jan Davidsz. de 
Heem was apparently not particularly drawn to flower painting during the first fifteen years of his 
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career. Even the small bouquet of roses amidst the sumptuous display in his large still life from 1642 
(cat. no. A 065) – echoed by a second, less conspicuous bouquet on the ledge at top right – appears 
to have been included as a rather obligatory motif. From the year before that, 1641, however, stems 
a small, privately owned still life featuring a simple but prominent bouquet of a few roses, a blue 
hyacinth, a red lily and a sprig of cherries in a glass bottle (cat. no. A 059). 
  

      
A 059                A 082 

A 37 Inscription on the reverse of cat. no. A 082  

 
It is flanked by an array of oysters, a pipe, an orange, two apricots, some cherries and a pipe-lighting 
taper and some matches. The arrangement of the flowers is highly similar to that in the larger 
painting, but here the floral bouquet is the prominent motif in the composition, even more so than 
the one in the Prague painting from 1638 (cat. no. A 047). The combination with oysters and smoking 
utensils that de Heem has opted for here is a novelty. Still-life painters in the Northern and Southern 
Netherlands, such as Balthasar van der Ast and Jacob van Hulsdonck, had been combining floral 
bouquets with fruit – in baskets or on dishes – but de Heem’s mix with oysters and smoking 
paraphernalia is unprecedented. One may wonder whether this modest composition was purely an 
experiment on de Heem’s part, or whether it might have been the result of a specific commission. 
The painting does not appear to have any particular iconography, although we might recognise the 
senses Smell and Taste: the sweet scent of the flowers and fruit, the poignant smell of tobacco 
smoke and the delicate salty taste of the oysters, to the left, and the taste of the fruit to the right.311  
Whether or not an experiment, the painting appears to have been a first step towards what would 
grow into a prolific production of flower paintings some fifteen years later.  

From probably the next year a somewhat similar work is known (cat. no. A 082). A bouquet of 
roses and some smaller flowers features prominently in it – much more prominently than the 
bouquet in the painting just discussed. To its left are a half-peeled lemon and a bread roll and to the 
right crawls a sizeable garden snail. The painting is on copper, an unusual support with de Heem and, 
probably partly as a result of this, the execution is much smoother and more refined than in the 
earlier bouquet. The flowers, as well as their leaves, were built up with extensive glazes. Also, this 
painting shows the first signs of a diagonal arrangement of the bouquet, a feature that would 
become fashionable in the following decades, in particular with Dutch flower painters such as Willem 
van Aelst (1627-1683/84) and Simon Pz. Verelst (1644-1710/17). With de Heem, however, the 
diagonal would never become as dominant as in the work of those artists. This little painting may 
have been a specific commission or a special gift from the artist. The back of the copper plate is 
inscribed ‘Casepeel’ (fig. A 37), perhaps in de Heem’s own hand, which undoubtedly refers to the 
Antwerp dealer in objets d’art Jan Casspeel, who had been appointed guardian of de Heem’s children 
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after Aletta van Weede’s demise in 1643.312  Perhaps it was Casspeel who provided the copper plate 
for which reason he or de Heem may have marked it specifically with his name.313  

 

   
A 087 
 
In 1645, de Heem painted another small floral bouquet, this time with a more varied choice of 
flowers: in addition to pink roses there are red lilies, marigold, a white rose, larkspur, a sprig of 
rosemary, and apple blossom (cat. no. A 087). The role of edibles at the foot of the vase has 
diminished once more: here we find only a small fig and one single shrimp. The artist was clearly 
searching for the proper rendering of flowers and leaves during this period, for again there are 
differences with the previous piece. The glazing has remained, but he has opted for a denser 
arrangement and rather than rendering the leaves in a fairly uniform hue, he now shows them 
reflecting the light, particularly at the edges. While he placed the previous bouquet free in space, 
here he created depth by placing the vase of flowers directly before a wall upon which it casts a 
shadow. A sprig of rose leaves touches the tabletop and its lower leaf casts a sharp shadow which, 
however, is partly interfered with by the light that is supposedly falling through and focussed by the 
glass bottle and the water that it holds. 

Close in style and handling, and consequently from the same period or slightly earlier, are 
two garlands of flowers, the first of which is hanging above a still life on a table (cat. A 081). This still 
life is stylistically related to several pieces from 1644 and 1645, such as cat. nos. A 080 and 085. The 
handling of the lobster, the silver cup and the vine leaves and grapes is highly similar, while 
treatment of the leaves and the roses is closely related to that of the little bouquet just discussed. 
Obviously the painting, which was incorrectly attributed to Joris van Son when it appeared on the art 
market in 1984, was not originally an octagonal. Most likely, it was originally a horizontal format, but 
even then the concept is so unusual, that we cannot even be certain of that.314 Apart from the four 
corners, the painting appears to have lost areas on all sides, in view of the present asymmetry more 
so on the right than on the left. It may well also have lost its signature in the process. While it 
demonstrates, like cat. no. A 059 discussed above, how de Heem was experimenting inventively with 
the inclusion of larger arrangements of flowers in his compositions, it also reveals where, at least in 
part, he found his inspiration.  
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A 081 
A 38 D. Seghers and Th. Willeboirts Bosschaert, Flowers around a bust of a woman, signed and dated 1644 by Seghers, oil 
on copper, 86,5 x 62 cm. Rotterdam, Museum Boijmans Van Beuningen, inv. no. 1800. 

 
Garlands such as the one included in cat. no. A 081 can be considered as the invention of the painter 
and Jesuit priest Daniel Seghers (1590-1661), who had been a pupil of Jan Brueghel the Elder (1568-
1625) and became a master in the Antwerp guild in 1614. However, his career as a flower painter 
only appears to have taken on in 1627, after he had spent a few years in Rome, as the list he drew up 
of his own works seems to confirm.315 From then on, he developed an entirely individual, highly 
naturalist style of arranging and painting flowers. Next to a relatively small number of bouquets in 
vases, the majority of his works are garlands and festoons of flowers surrounding a central subject, 
usually a religious motif, often en grisaille, imitating sculpture or a sculpted relief (fig. A 38). 
Occasionally, he painted single garlands, a form that he can probably be credited with the invention 
of, at least in oil painting (fig. A 38).  
 

  
                             A 083 
A 39 D. Seghers, A floral garland, oil on panel, 53 x 78 cm. Present location unknown. 

 
While Seghers himself only included sculpted reliefs with his garlands around a central subject (or, in 
most cases, had them painted in by such specialists as Erasmus Quellinus II or Cornelis Schut), de 
Heem presented this and a second single garland (cat. no. A 083) in front of such a sculpted relief. 
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Interestingly, he included a stylised grotesque mask in cat no. A 081 as an additional motif. This 
choice is yet another example of how de Heem never slavishly followed his sources of inspiration, but 
playfully and inventively added motifs of his own. It should be added, however, that the idea of 
painting such garlands and festoon most probably derived from floral decorations of sculpture and 
architectural motifs in churches during festivities. 

A large painting of flowers in a vase next to a skull and crucifix and with a letter and fruit at 
the base of the vase (cat. no. A 093) in a private collection was most likely his earliest effort to 
produce a still life with a prominent, large bouquet of flowers. A painting in the Alte Pinakothek, 
Munich, with a very similar composition (cat. no. A 094) was probably produced almost 
simultaneously but is, considering the improvements in the composition, the later of the two 
paintings. The still lifes at the foot of the vase in both paintings place them securely between de 
Heem’s dated works from 1643 and 1646, and somewhat closer to the latter, which suggests a date 
of 1645 for both paintings.  
 

     
A 093           A 094 

 
There are no known dated works from 1644 and the small dated flower painting from 1645 (cat. no. 
A 087) would appear to predate these two more ambitious efforts, while the calligraphy of the 
signature on the Munich painting closely matches that of the several dated paintings from 1646, the 
still life in the Toledo Museum of Art (cat. no. A 101) in particular.  

The major difference between the Munich painting and the privately owned one, however, 
consists of Nicolaes van Verendael’s ‘contribution’ to the Munich painting. In earlier literature this 
has always been considered to be the result of an actual collaboration between Jan Davidsz. de 
Heem and Verendael, who signed the painting at upper right. This cannot be the case, however, if 
only because of the dating of both painters’ share in the work. De Heem’s part, as comparison with 
cat. no. A 093 and other work from the mid-1640s unequivocally shows, can be dated quite 
accurately to 1645. Nicolaes van Verendael was about five years old at that time and attained the 
level of quality he displays in this painting no earlier than in the early 1660s, while a more likely date 
for his contribution should be considered to be around 1670 (fig. A 40).  
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A 40 N. van Veerendael, A bouquet of flowers, 1670s, oil on canvas, 75,5 x 63 cm. Present location unknown. 
 

It is not uncommon that earlier paintings were considered dull and old-fashioned at some point in 
time, while their intrinsic quality was still recognised.316 Looking at the first and un-supplemented 
version, it is understandable that the art-buying public that by 1670 had become accustomed to de 
Heem’s later lavish bouquets would consider this arrangement somewhat austere by the late 1660s. 
That Verendael was asked to modernize the bouquet, and not de Heem himself, may well have been 
due to the fact that the latter was working in Utrecht by that time, while the painting had remained 
in Antwerp. De Heem has construed a rather natural-looking bouquet in which the flowers could 
indeed probably have been placed in a vase in this manner, since they all bloom during the summer 
season. The relative profusion of green leaves also provides a natural impression, as this is the case 
for other early examples (cat. nos. A 059 and 082). The large green leaf to the left in the Munich 
bouquet is most probably not a Verendael addition, but appears to have been added by de Heem as 
an afterthought and not as part of the composition he had originally planned. The handling has his 
robustness and strength and is very similar to that of the leaves in the other version (cat. no. A 093). 
Interestingly, the addition of this large leaf gives a strong impetus to the accentuation of the 
diagonal, which was strengthened by Verendael through the addition of the prominent tulip. In some 
way the emphasis of the diagonal seems to premonition such compositions by such artists as Willem 
van Aelst and Simon Verelst, produced during the third quarter of the century. Although it is difficult 
to imagine the Munich bouquet without Verendael’s additions, it already appears to have less 
prominent foliage than cat. no. A 093. Apart from adding glazes to several of de Heem’s flowers and 
leaves, Verendael added the large tulip and the sprigs of jasmine and morning glory flanking it, as 
well as the African marigold in the centre and some of the smaller flowers spread all over the 
bouquet. It is interesting to note that in particular by means of the tulip, Verendael rendered a strong 
diagonal effect to the composition, thus making the painting more fashionable for the late 1660s or 
early 1670s. 

The (original) composition of these two flower paintings, like the de Heem’s other early floral 
forays, is a most original one. To combine a large bouquet of flowers with a still life of fruit and such 
poignant vanitas motifs as a skull and a crucifix was unprecedented.317 It is the first time, too, that de 
Heem returns explicitly to the theme of vanitas after his still lifes with books from the late 1620s. The 
iconography of this painting is more complex, however, and appears to be open to interpretation. A 
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crucial motif is the text that de Heem inscribed on the piece of paper at the lower left in both 
paintings, ‘Maer naer de allerschoonste blom daer en siet men niet naer om’ (But to the most 
beautiful flower no-one pays attention).318 To begin with, the identification of this ‘most beautiful 
flower’ presents some problems. In the Munich bouquet, the white lily (or sprig of lilies) is placed 
most prominently and appears to apply for the title of most beautiful flower. In the earlier version, 
the lily shares its prominent position with the sunflower, but even more so than in the Munich 
bouquets with Verendael’s additions, the majority of the other flowers appear to turn their heads 
away from the lily, including the sunflower which is often regarded as a symbol of reverence since it 
is always turned towards the sun (aptly expressed by its French name ‘tournesol’). The white lily is 
the common symbolic flower for the Virgin Mary, but why, then, as de Heem states in his inscription, 
does no-one pay attention to Mary and why would this be the subject of a painting? Segal (1991) 
identified the Lily as ‘Mary, or the Church’ and concluded that ‘apparently in daily life people did not 
pay attention to the spiritual values they represented and emphasized the material aspects’.319 He 
continued to suggest that at the same time the lily can refer to Christ. The fact that the inscription is 
placed at the foot of the crucifix might support such an interpretation. This, however, would infer 
that no-one pays attention to Christ. In fact, for an explanation it is not necessary to identify one of 
the flowers with Christ or Mary if we read the inscription as a controversy between the actual 
flowers showing off their beauty and the ‘spiritual flower’ of Christian religion. In that case, de Heem 
informs us that man is more interested in outward beauty than in spiritual depth.320 In view of de 
Heem’s personal religious ambiguity such rather firm religious allegations will probably not have 
sprouted from his own concern about a lack of devotion, but was rather the result of a commission. 
The choice of motifs and the composition will no doubt have been his, however. The vanitas 
character of the image appears to be a little overemphasized by the addition of the watch in the 
Munich version, but that, too, appears to be have been added by Verendael.321 Whatever the exact 
iconography of these two paintings, it is clear that around 1670 the Munich painting was considered 
first and foremost as a work of art that needed some ‘modernisation’ in order to keep up with 
appreciation of such works at the time.  

 

     
A 114  
A 41 D. Seghers (and E. Quellinus II), Flowers around a statue of the Virgin and Child, signed and dated 1645, oil on canvas, 
151 x 122,7 cm. The Hague, Koninklijk Kabinet van Schilderijen Mauritshuis, inv. no. 256. 
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Since the then owner apparently sought to have the visual beauty of the painting improved, we may 
wonder whether he fully appreciated the iconographic contents of the work. 

In the course of the second half of the 1640s, de Heem’s output of flower paintings appears 
to have dwindled again. Only a small festoon of flowers from 1648, now in Vercelli (cat. no. A 114) is 
known. After the larger exercises from 1645, this is a rather modest piece, but in it de Heem has 
attained a high degree of naturalism. His handling, as in other works from those years, has changed 
to a more ‘fleshy’, less transparent rendering of the flowers and leaves, as opposed to a more 
‘papery’ handling in the earlier flower paintings. The treatment of the roses and the ivy leaves in 
particular is highly similar to that in the large cartouche of fruit and some flowers around a chalice 
from the same year in Vienna (cat. no. A 116). Perhaps the little festoon was a gift of the artist to 
Archduke Leopold Wilhelm (1614-1662), in order to seek his patronage.322 And while this small 
festoon could have been taken straight out of one of Daniel Seghers’ larger compositions (cf. fig. A 
40), no such individual festoons of flowers appear to have been painted prior to this one by any other 
artist. In Seghers’ own oeuvre they do not occur. Such a work can barely serve any other purpose 
than a purely decorative one – as it is true for the earlier garlands of flowers. The development of de 
Heem’s floral compositions continued in the early 1650s and will be discussed further on. 
 
Still lifes, 1645 
In 1645 and 1646, Jan Davidsz.de Heem harvested the fruit of his stylistic developments from the 
previous years. He was obviously prolific and particularly by 1646, his style and handling had become 
quite consistent. Twenty-one paintings can currently be assigned to 1645 and 1646 with a degree of 
certainty, grouped around a framework of two distinctly dated still lifes from 1645 and three from 
1646, while on two further examples the last digit is somewhat indistinct, but most likely a 5. 
 

     
A 086               A 088 
 
The first of the dated works from 1645 (cat. no. A 086), a still life in the Museum of Fine Arts in 
Ghent, is slightly problematic, however, since the overall quality is limited, compared with that of 
other works from the period, while the state of preservation is below average.323  Since the painting 
shows some similarities with several earlier works, such as cat. nos. A 076, 078 and even 060, this 
may have been a painting that had lingered in the artist’s studio for one or two years before being 
finished, signed, dated and sold. In any case its signature and date are fully authentic and in keeping 
with other signatures from the period in terms of calligraphy. 
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An upright still life in a private British collection, cat. no. A 088, fits perfectly in between the dated 
works from 1643 and 1646, so even while the last digit of the date is somewhat indistinct, it can be 
placed rather firmly in 1645.324 Moreover, the calligraphy of the signature is virtually identical to that 
on the painting in Ghent (cat. no. A 086). As such, it is a firm landmark for the dating of other still lifes 
by de Heem to 1645. Characteristic are the strong, fluent brushwork, and the firm, confident 
modelling, combined with the artist’s usual meticulous attention to detail. Particularly for highlights 
and brighter parts, de Heem has used a well-loaded brush. The painting’s iconography is rather 
explicit, since the artist included a sheet of paper at upper right, inscribed with the following text: 
“Bacchus Ciraet (the gem of Bacchus)/ Thus Bacchus deceives [lit.: disguises] the eyes/ Both with 
grapes and vine/ Thus he has cheated many/ Who do not open their eyes/ [signed:] The lovely 
[?].”325 In combination with the large wine jug with a rummer hanging on its spout, the painting could 
be explained as an admonition against excessive consumption of wine.326 In another fashion, the 
deception of the eye mentioned in this text, may just as well refer to the illusionistic merit of the 
painting itself, in which case de Heem is referring to his own deceptive abilities.327 The landscape 
background obviously harks back to similar landscape backgrounds in paintings from the previous 
years. It is also reminiscent of the landscape to the right in cat. no. A 095, which painting can be 
considered as a reduced variant of the earlier large luxury still lifes, but which otherwise has many 
similarities with work from 1645, such as the treatment of the foliage as well as the landscape 
background, while it also shares motifs with other paintings from this year, such as the fig and the 
shrimp at the foot of the small flower painting dated 1645 discussed above, and the silver-gilt cup-
and-cover with several other works, such as cat. no. A 090. In view of both composition and handling, 
it is also clearly related to cat. no. A 096. Some six years later, de Heem would employ a similar 
scheme for a still life, cat. no. A 133. It is interesting to note that in both paintings, as well as in cat. 
no. A 186 (in Vienna) the glass of the rummer reflects a window, while in the painting it is situated 
outside, where it is very unlikely to reflect an interior space.328 

  
A 085 
 
In terms of execution, cat. no. A 085, in a private collection, is also clearly related to the dated 
example, cat. no. A 088, while in terms of composition, it still shows some similarity with earlier 
examples such as cat. nos. A 060 and 076, which suggests that it may have been painted fairly early 
in 1645 or even that de Heem started working on it somewhat earlier. 
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A 089 
 
A still life in a private collection, cat. no. A 089, shares its silver-gilt cup-and-cover with various other 
examples.329 This object is in fact a recurring motif in still lifes by de Heem from 1642 until the late 
1640s.330 The halved peach behind the lemon is the same one encountered earlier in cat. nos. A 061, 
062 and 068. The turbo shell placed at front right is a new feature, but one that recurs in several still 
lifes from the following years. In later still lifes, up to the mid-1660s, it can be found occasionally as 
well, but usually in a different position. This painting also shares several motifs with cat. no. A 078 
(such as the ham, the oyster to the right and the cuppa of the Venetian-style wine glass), which is 
more crisp in its execution in that painting.331 On the whole, the combination of motifs and handling 
suggests that a date of execution of cat. no. A 089 in or around 1645 can be assumed.332  
 

  
A 090 
 
Although a vertical format, the construction of cat. no. A 090, in a private collection, is similar to that 
of cat. no. A 089. The flowing lines in both compositions suggest a similar cascade from upper right to 
lower left. Additionally, the branch hanging down at the right is instrumental in suggesting depth in 
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the composition. Like cat. no. A 089, A 090 features feature a large shell with its opening turned 
towards the viewer, a lemon in the centre and a flat oyster lying to the right, and in both paintings 
some shrimp are placed to the left, near the edge of the table. 

The spatial construction of both paintings is very similar, too. In other respects, cat. no. A 090 
is quite similar to cat. no. A 088, which is also a vertical composition with a prominent rummer in the 
centre and a landscape view to the left. The handling of the folds in the table cloth is highly similar in 
all three still lifes, which supports the dating of both cat. nos. A 089 and 090 to 1645, although it also 
shows similarities, particularly in the sweeping branches with large vine leaves, to cat. nos. A 095, 
104 and 105. 

 

  
A 091 
 
A still life in the Uffizi Gallery in Florence, from the collection of Cosimo de’ Medici (cat. no. A 091), 
was suggested in the literature to have been bought from de Heem at the occasion of the archduke’s 
visit to Utrecht in 1669. However, rather than to fit within de Heem’s oeuvre from the late 1660s, 
this still life ties in with his work from the mid-1640s, such as cat. no. A 090, in the choice and 
handling of various motifs, such as the rummer, the lemon peel, the turbo shell, and the shrimps. 
Virtually the same cup screw had appeared in cat. no. A 067 and reappears in cat. no. A 095. The 
flowers to the right in this composition may be the work of a different hand. Their handling is rather 
stiff, and the composition has become overcrowded by their presence. If indeed Cosimo de’ Medici 
acquired this still life during his travels to the Netherlands in 1669, it will probably have not been 
directly from de Heem himself, and after the flowers had been added. 
 

  
A 092 
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A similarly painted dark green table cloth as in cat. nos. A 090 and 091 is found in cat. no. A 092, in 
the Montreal Museum of Fine Arts. Like cat. no. A 090, it offers a background view of a wooded 
landscape through a window. Probably for composition purposes, de Heem has narrowed the view 
by several centimetres by extending the curtain that partly shades off the window. Its composition is 
reminiscent of those of cat no. A 085 and 086 (in reverse), but with the addition of the curtain and 
the view.333 While some motifs and their handling, such as the branch of cherries and the crabs 
eyeing the viewer, are reminiscent of earlier still lifes dating back as far as 1640, the handling of the 
tazza – as well as the object itself – is close to those in slightly later works such as cat. nos. A 097 and 
098, which supports a date of origin for cat. no. A 092 in 1645. 
 

  
A 095 
 
Several similarities in the handling of details can be found between the painting in Montreal (cat. no. 
A 092) and a larger still life, cat. no. A 095, of which the composition harks back to some degree to 
the large luxury still lifes from the early years of the 1640s. The composition of this still life is also 
strongly related to that of cat. no. A 089, be it in reverse, and with an open background. With that 
painting, as well as with several others, it shares its silver-gilt cup and cover.334 Another important 
motif in this painting is the masterly rendered cup screw holding a rummer. Its features appear to 
have been based upon the same object that he had rendered earlier in cat. nos. A 067 and 091.335 
Like I have observed concerning other works from this period, in this painting too, de Heem 
combines features from earlier works with motifs that are newly introduced. The white napkin, for 
instance, is obviously related to examples seen in works from the earlier 1640s, and so are the silver 
beaker and related baskets of fruit. Other details, such as the fresh walnuts in their green peels are 
new to de Heem’s work. They would reappear only rarely, however.336 It is interesting to note how 
de Heem ‘invented’ motifs in his paintings, sometimes the most simple objects, and allows them to 
return in a number of his still lifes during, usually, a restricted period of time. One such motif is the 
slice of lemon at lower left in this picture.  Similar slices already can be found in works from 1642, but 
either lying flat or turned at an angle towards the viewer. Here, for the first time, de Heem shows it 
entirely from the side and tilted upwards on the right. Subsequently, it can be found in the same 



136 
 

position in three still lifes for each of the two following years, 1646 (cat. nos. A 100 and 102) and 
1647 (cat. nos. A 108 and 109), with no occurrences in the years after that. A few years later, in 1651 
and 1652, such slices can be found again, but with a very different rendering of the texture.337 The 
halved peach at front, on the pewter plate on the left, reappears in a small still life from 1646 (cat. 
no. A 102).  
 

  
A 42 Circle of J. Dz. de Heem, Luxury still life with a silver-gilt cup-and-cover, with signature ‘I D Heem’, oil on canvas, 86 x 
121,5 cm. Present location unknown. 

 
Interestingly, the plate of fruit in cat. A 095 returns in its entirety in a large still life that was on the 
art market in the 1980s, initially as attributed to Jan Dz. de Heem himself, and later as by Jan Jz. de 
Heem (fig. A 42).338 Most likely, this painting originated in the vicinity of Jan Dz. de Heem, probably in 
the late 1640s, since it draws on work by de Heem for its motifs, mainly on paintings from the second 
half of that decade. Apart from the plate of fruit, the crabs and shrimp to the right appear to have 
been inspired directly by cat. no. A 095, discussed above. The decorated silver ewer lying on its side 
here, can also be found in various de Heem still lifes, but in different positions.339 The nautilus shell is 
reminiscent of the one in cat. no. A 090 – but it is not the same object. Similarly posed lemons occur 
in still lifes from 1647, and the bunch of grapes to the right and the vine leaves are not dissimilar to 
such motifs in works from 1648. The dark red drapery is akin to draperies found in de Heem’s 
backgrounds from 1642 (cat. no. A 066) onwards, and  closest to the ones from 1645 and 1646. Other 
motifs, such as the unusual silver-gilt cup-and-cover, the ornamented shawl, and the silver dish that 
carries the grapes are alien to de Heem’s known oeuvre, while the rendering of the flowers is also 
distinctly dissimilar to de Heem’s flowers. Moreover, for de Heem, the composition is too full and 
disorganized. Although the position of the cup-and-cover coincides with the vertical axis and the 
diagonal from upper left to lower right is clearly emphasized, there are too many other lines at 
various angles playing a part in the composition for it to look balanced: the painter of this work did 
not have de Heem’s natural understanding of ‘houding’. Although this painting must have been 
executed by a skilled artist, it feels more like an amalgam of quotations than like a consistent 
narrative. As such, it is an interesting example of a work that displays de Heem’s impact on artists in 
what must have been his immediate circle. Even if it was not initially marketed as an autograph de 
Heem, general connoisseurship was obviously not too discriminate and such a painting probably 
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acquired the status of an autograph work early on – a status which it would keep for centuries to 
come.340 

Returning to cat. no. A 095, it is obvious that that painting’s composition, too, is 
geometrically balanced. Both diagonals, but particularly that from upper left to lower right, play an 
important role, just as the vertical and horizontal axis do. The first coincides with the tall flute glass, 
the highest object in the painting, while the horizontal axis passes along the top of the silver cup and 
along the division between light and dark in the background landscape. Both divide the composition 
into a full and a (relatively) empty half. By letting the edge of the table contrast with the shining 
surface of the water behind it, and by allowing the viewer’s gaze to wander into the landscape in the 
background, and through a unity of light, de Heem created a convincing image with great depth. 
 

  
A 43 Circle of J. Dz. de Heem, Still life with a lobster and a back-ground view, oil on canvas, 85 x 120 cm. Present location 
unknown. 

 
An anonymous painting that has been on the German art market in the previous century as a work of 
Jan Davidsz.’s son Cornelis de Heem is clearly related to cat. no. A 095 in terms of composition and 
contents (fig. A 43).341 The painting is presently known from a relatively poor reproduction only, 
reproduced here, which makes it very difficult to properly judge its status. The attribution to Cornelis 
holds little ground, but it is unlikely to be a work of Jan Dz. de Heem himself either. The left part of 
the painting appears to come close in quality, but the lobster and the rummer in particular do not fit 
in de Heem’s idiom. In any case, this still life most likely originated close to de Heem in or shortly 
after 1645. 
 In a still life in the Swedish Royal collection, cat. no. A 096, the highest point of the 
composition has been shifted towards the centre of the painting and to the far back of the 
arrangement, while the huge red lobster at front centre is its undisputed focal point. The painting is 
dated, but the last numeral has disappeared, while the third is indistinct. It does, however, fit in best 
for 1645 or perhaps early 1646: the vine leaves in particular are treated similarly to those in cat. no. 
A 090, while the handling of other motifs also is similar to other works from 1645 and slightly earlier. 
The treatment of the grapes, however, is very similar to that of slightly later works, such as cat. nos. 
A 097, 101 and 104.  
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A 096 
 
With the second, which is dated 1646, it also has other similarities, such as the plums and the 
cascading vine branch, while the arrangement of the crabs and the shrimp on the plate on both 
paintings must derive from the same study. The vine branch sweeping down is related to that in cat. 
nos. A 104 and 105 in particular. The general palette of the picture tends towards the blonder, 
brighter palette that de Heem employed in 1646. De Heem has chosen to include a rummer with a 
stem with thorn-shaped prunts here, which must have been a rather old-fashioned drinking glass at 
the time. Until c.1640, the stems of rummers were usually fitted with prunts in the shape of thorns. 
The still lifes de Heem painted before 1640 invariably show such glasses. From 1642 on, he usually 
shows them with the blackberry prunts.342 
 
Nails and bricks 
Until 1645, the back walls in Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s still lifes were usually plain, rendered in subtle 
shades of grey, moderated by the light falling in. From about 1642, he gradually started to define the 
back wall more precisely by adding conspicuous details. 

In the little flower painting from 1641, cat. no. A 059, there is a red wax seal on the wall, 
holding a small scrap of paper, as if a document had been attached to the wall by means of the wax, 
and was subsequently torn away, leaving its corner and the wax seal behind. The same device is 
found in another small flower painting, cat. no. A 082. In cat. no. A 088, such a seal secures the sheet 
of paper with the Bacchus poem to the wall.  
Cat. no. A 080, in Moscow (which can be dated firmly to [early] 1644), shows an angle in the back 
wall, at about two-thirds of the width of the image, which is indicated by the shadow de Heem 
depicted there. The wall itself, however, does not appear to edge away on either side of this corner, 
unless we assume that we are looking at a (shallow?) wide niche to the right.343 A similar shadow or 
corner can be found in cat. no. A 084 and, less emphasized, in cat. no. A 092. In cat. no. A 099, in 
Berlin, the back wall actually appears to include two corners: at about two-thirds it comes forward 
and turns to the right again at about three quarters of the picture’s width. In cat. no. A 104, the still-
life is actually clearly arranged in the corner of a room. In his still lifes from the following decades, de 
Heem would regularly feature some kind of (suggestion of a) corner or angle in the back wall.344 
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In cat. no. A 089, for the first time, de Heem features a nail hammered into the back wall. Its shadow 
indicates the direction of the light falling in and its presence helps define the viewer’s position in 
relation to the wall. Additionally, de Heem shows some masonry at upper left, where the plaster on 
the wall has worn or dropped away. Both features add to the viewer’s understanding of the spatial 
relationships within the image. In cat. no. A 093, the large flower piece in Munich, there is also a nail 
in the back wall, but that was probably added there by Nicolaes van Verendael, along with that 
artist’s other additions to the painting, in order to make it ‘more de Heem than de Heem’.345 Both 
versions of this floral composition (cat. nos. A 093 and 094), however, include a dent in the plaster of 
the back wall, by means of which de Heem himself defined its surface more precisely. Such a dent 
can also be found at upper left in the picture in the Swedish Royal collection, cat. no. A 096, as well 
as inside the niche in cat. no. A 098, from early 1646. Particularly during the early 1650s, de Heem 
would develop the nails, bricks and bruises and ‘corners’ in the back wall almost to the level of 
trademarks. 
 
Still lifes, 1646 

     
A 097                       A 098 
 
Three distinctly dated still lifes from 1646 (cat. nos. A 097, 098 and 101) provide a secure framework 
for the dating of five further still-life paintings to this year. Cat. nos. A 097 and 098, both dated 1646, 
were originally probably virtually the same in size and composition. They are also very similar in the 
handling of the paint and treatment of light.346 The images are too similar, however, to allow the 
suggestion that they would have been produced as pendants, but we may assume that they were on 
de Heem’s easel almost simultaneously.  
 Even more refined in its treatment of the details is a large still life, now in Berlin (cat. no. A 
099).  In a way, it can be viewed as an elaboration of the composition of cat. no. A 096, built up 
higher and with the drapery as an addition. Here, de Heem has almost overloaded his dish of fruit 
and some of the fruit appears to be balancing somewhat insecurely, in particular the white peach in 
the centre.347 De Heem has succeeded excellently in suggesting depth and volume through the use of 
light, colour, and by weaving branches through the fruit and other objects. While the similarities with 
the dated cat. nos. A 097 and 098 suggest 1646 as date of origin, other motifs appear to link it more 
closely with slightly later works, such as cat. no. A 117 (Mauritshuis, The Hague).  
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A 099 
 
The ewer made up of a mounted turbo shell, was clearly modelled after the same object as the one 
in cat. no. A 051 (Paris). The fact that there are some differences in its details seems to point to the 
fact that de Heem worked from studies of such an object, rather than from the object itself.348  

 

  
A 44 J. Marrel after J. Dz. de Heem, Sill life with a lobster, signed, inscribed and dated ‘Jacob. Marrel. fecit adt heijm AN° 
.1.6.49 in Vtrecht’, oil on canvas, oil on canvas, 101,5 x 134,5 cm. National Loan Collection Trust (London), on loan to 
Cannon Hall Museum, Barnsley. 

 
In any case, it must have been painted before (or at the latest in) 1649, since in that year Jacob 
Marrel painted and dated a copy of it (cat. no. A 099, copy a, fig. A 44).  
Marrel annotated that he painted his copy in Utrecht, which appears to indicate that de Heem’s 
original was there by 1649.349 Marrel also produced a second and perhaps even a third copy of this 
painting (cat. no. A 099, copies b and c). Perhaps Marrel handled de Heem’s still life in his capacity as 
art dealer and had access to it as such. Whatever the case, Marrel’s copy appears to indicate that de 
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Heem had connections with Utrecht already during the second half of the 1640s. Such copies also 
illustrate the wide impact of de Heem’s work in its own time. Of the still life with a tazza with 
lobsters, cat. no. A 098, de Heem’s former pupil Alexander Coosemans produced a liberal copy, 
probably around 1650 (cat. no. A 098 copy a). Coosemans had become an independent master in 
1645, so before de Heem painted this still life.  
 

Laurens Craen 
An interesting case in this respect is that of Laurens Craen (active before 1646-1663/70). This still-life 
painter is presumed to have been a native of The Hague, but by 1649 he had settled in Middelburg. 
From his earliest known dated works on, he was clearly strongly inspired by Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s 
still lifes from about 1645 and 1646.350 A case in point is a still life that was on the Dutch art market in 
2004 (fig. A 44) which shows a strong impact of such still lifes as cat. nos. A 097 and 098.  
 

  
A 45 L. Craen, Still life of fruit in a niche, traces of signature, oil on panel, 61,8 x 47,2 cm. Present location unknown. 

 
The similarities are striking to such a degree that one must conclude that Craen studied under de 
Heem for some time during those years, but no archival source has been found thus far that actually 
points to an Antwerp sojourn of Craen. Laurens Craen carried on painting still lifes in de Heem’s style 
of the mid-1640s until well into the 1660s. The similarity in handling between Craen’s still life and 
cat. no. A 099 in Berlin corroborates the date of origin of the latter as 1646. 

More spacious and somewhat more painterly in its treatment than cat. no. A 099 is de 
Heem’s third still life dated 1646, cat. no. A 101, in the Toledo Museum of Art. In essence, its 
composition is related to those of the larger luxury still lifes from the early 1640s, but due to its size it 
possesses an intimacy that is similar to that of, for instance, cat. nos. A 090 and 902 discussed above. 
In its balanced composition, the main cluster of objects has been concentrated under the diagonal 
from lower left to upper right, while the view occupies precisely half of the height and one third of 
the width of the painting. Also, the curtain cuts through the right side of the image half-way the 
height and covers two-thirds of the top, while the ratio of height to width of the panel itself is about 
2:3. The focus of the composition is the highly-polished silver mustard jar (the diagonals intersect at 
its top), which contrasts in a clever way with the ham in front of it, as well as with the more subdued 
sheen of the silver beaker behind it.  
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A 101 
 
Around it, a strip of yellows and reds (apricots, lemons, meat, crab and melon), occupying precisely 
one quarter of the height, carries the weight of the still life. A multitude of short, oblique lines within 
that strip directs the eye to the second cluster of yellows and reds, the fruit in the basket. Arching 
over it, the vine leads the viewer’s eye back to the centre of the picture as well as to the background 
view. There, we see a choppy sea just outside the walls of a town, the large church of which is 
situated close to the shore. Although well painted, this view is not of exceptional quality and I see no 
reason to attribute it to any other artist than Jan Davidsz. de Heem himself, despite the mention in a 
Rotterdam inventory, recorded in April 1673, of ‘Een fruijttafel van de Heem met een zee daerin 
geschilderd van Porcellis’ (A table of fruit by de Heem with a seascape painted in by Porcellis). 
Whether or not identical with cat. no. A 101, the attribution of the seascape to Jan or Julius Porcellis 
is impossible, as much as is the attribution to Bonaventura Peeters, which has also been 
forwarded.351 It may well be that the robust church bears some degree of symbolism, but we must 
be wary of over-interpretation, in my view.352 
 Due to the many similarities in composition, handling and palette with the previously 
discussed work, cat. no. A 104, a still life in a private collection which is signed but not dated, can be 
situated close in time to cat. no. A 101 and can consequently also be dated to (c.)1646. The tazza is 
virtually the same object as that in cat. nos. A 092, A 097 and 098, viewed from a slightly different 
angle.353 The mastery of its execution is entirely that of Jan Dz. de Heem himself.354 The most 
substantial difference between the two pictures is the handling of the vine leaves, which appear to 
have a denser substance here. They must probably be regarded as another one of de Heem’s many 
and constant efforts towards improvement of his rendering. At the same time, this superfluous 
attention to detail in this painting – like in cat no. A 099 in Berlin – probably indicates its importance: 
it may well have been intended for an important patron. Unfortunately, we have little or no 
information on to what extent de Heem painted his still lifes in commission, but the varying degree 
of detail suggests that he put more effort into some than into others, probably in the expectancy of a 
higher price, whether or not agreed upon in advance with a prospective buyer. The highly detailed 
execution of cat. no. A 116, to be discussed later, which was most probably done for Archduke 
Leopold Wilhelm, was probably also related to the importance of the patron. This seems to 
underscore the probability that more detailed works were produced for more important and/or 
wealthy clients. 
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A 104 
 

      
A 100          A 102 
 
Much more modest in execution, size and in composition, are cat. nos. A 100 and 102, in the 
Metropolitan Museum, New York, and in a private collection, respectively. Many details, among 
them the handling of the dark-green tablecloth, the vine leaves and the lemon (peel) in both, are 
highly similar to those of cat. no. A 101, the dated example in Toledo. There can be little doubt that 
these two pictures originated around the same time as that dated still life.355 

Cat. no. A 105, in the Fitzwilliam Museum in Cambridge, too, is closely related to the 
paintings discussed above, in particularly to cat. no. A 104, with which it has many similarities in 
execution and motifs. At the same time it also is related to cat. nos. A 092 and 096, discussed above, 
of which the latter is particularly close in its handling. A date of origin in 1646 or perhaps late 1645 
for this picture is, consequently, more than likely.356 The dilapidated hard-stone column in this 
painting is a quaint feature. It is strangely crammed in between the table and the back wall and can 
barely have any real volume. It was obviously added at a later stage: the light and dark grey on the 
back wall that indicate the in-falling light, continue into the base of the column, which itself 
‘evaporates’ just above and to the right of the pewter salver. The construction and perspective of the 
column, moreover, are not of the level of de Heem’s autograph quality. It was probably added fairly 
early during the painting’s existence, presumably at the request of a seventeenth-century owner in 
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order to lift the image up to a higher level in terms of iconography. The broken column strongly 
suggests a vanitas connotation which is not obvious in the still life itself.  

 

  
A 105 
 
In addition, the base of the column is inscribed with the words: “NB  SVLCKE . MAECH . SVLCKE . COST” 
(Such stomach, such food), which seems to indicate that the stomachs of rich people require 
expensive food of the type displayed here – more or less the opposite of the vanitas content. In all, it 
is very unlikely that de Heem himself included the column and the inscription, in view of the quality 
of the execution and since it diversifies the iconography of the image far too much. The fact that the 
column was added later appears to be supported by a bright line coming down in the back wall, 
behind the tazza, covered by later paint, but shimmering through the surface. This line is likely to be 
the remnant of a window sill that was painted out or that was perhaps never executed save for in the 
underpaint.  
 

  
A 46 J. Dz. de Heem, Still life with an ox’s tongue (reconstruction – superimposed upon an image of cat. no. A 104). 

 
There even appears to be a suggestion of ivy growing in the opening: compare such windows in other 
examples, such as cat. nos. A 101 and 104. Also, in comparison with those paintings, the still life of 
cat. no. A 105 also has very little space to the left, which suggests that it was reduced, probably by 
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some fourteen centimetres.357 This would leave room for a curtain to the left, in analogy with that in 
cat. no. A 104, resulting in an image that is very similar to that still life. If we impose the image of  
cat. no. A 105 upon that of A 104, we get a rather good impression of how the former may have 
looked originally (fig. A 46). 
 
A small landscape painting by Jan Davidsz. de Heem and related works 
 

  
A 103 

 
In 1932, a small landscape painting signed ‘I.D. Heem’ appeared on the art market (cat. no. A 103). 
The same signature can be found on three dated works from 1643, 1645 and 1646 (cat. nos. A 072, 
087 and 097), as well as on a coastal winter landscape (cat. no. A 231) and since the image shows 
distinct similarities with landscape views in Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s larger still lifes, there can be little 
doubt that it is indeed his work, while similarity with the view through the background window in 
cat. no. A 104 supports dating it to c.1646.358  Like those views, this little landscape clearly has a 
Flemish feel to it – compare, for instance, landscapes and landscape backgrounds by David Teniers II 
from the 1630s and 1640s – but the artist also appears to have been inspired to some degree by the 
work of Jan van Goyen, who was working in Leiden in the years prior to de Heem’s departure from 
that town.359 With de Heem’s background views, this landscape shares its sky with rather heavy 
clouds and light on the horizon, situating the scene in the early morning or late afternoon. As much 
as de Heem was not a talented figure painter, as we have seen in the painting in Oxford, cat. no. A 
008, he was also not a landscape painter by nature, judging from this rare example, which he may 
have produced for some special occasion.360 When he painted his later winter landscape (cat. no. A 
231), to be discussed below, his skills in this area appear to have developed further. 

In addition to cat. no. A103, a small upright nocturnal landscape with a bridge, with a 
signature ‘IDHeem’, which was auctioned in Vienna (fig. A 47) is recorded. The tiny illustration in the 
1981 auction catalogue does not allow proper judgment of it, which is why it has not been included 
in my catalogue of de Heem’s works, but it should certainly not be excluded that it is indeed the 
result of a, probably relatively early, landscape experiment by him. The signature is of a type that he 
used several times during the 1630s. If indeed by de Heem, it was probably painted in the second 
half of the 1630s. 

Even more interesting, in this context, is a print of a shepherd with a goat and sheep in a 
landscape, which is part of a series representing the times of day, executed by the Antwerp engraver 
Frans van den Wijngaerde (1614-1679), who became a member of the guild in 1636. This small print, 
entitled ‘LE MATIN’ is inscribed ‘Johan de heem inuentor’ and ‘Frans van den wyngaerde fe et ex’ (fig. 
A 48). No exact date is known for this series, but it was probably executed around 1640. The print 
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representing Midday was engraved after J.P. Gouwy (c.1610-after 1644), that of Evening after David 
Teniers II. A print representing Night is not recorded.361 There is no reason to assume that ‘Johan de 
Heem’ mentioned on the plate was not Jan Davidsz. de Heem. However, de Heem’s authorship for 
the design of Morning appears to be the only sign of any activity of the artist in this area. 
 

     
A 47 Possibly J. Dz. de Heem, Landscape with a bridge by night, signed or with signature IDHeem, oil on panel, 23 x 18 cm. 
Present location unknown. 
A 48 F. van den Wijngaerden after J. Dz. de Heem, Le Matin, etching, 125 x 85 mm. British Museum, London, inv. no. S.5616, 
photo of the museum. 

 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem as a poet? 
An inscription ‘I.de Heem’ is also found as the presumable signature of a poem entitled ‘Venus 
Lusthof’ (Venus’ garden of love) after a painting by Peter Paul Rubens, now in the Prado Museum in 
Madrid. The poem consists of six verses of four lines, discussing the intentions of the various couples. 
The print is dedicated to Jan van Weerden, probably Jan Jacob van Weerden (1589-1661), who was 
an alderman of Antwerp in 1646, 1647 and 1650, who was knighted by Philip IV in 1655 and who was 
a burgomaster of Antwerp during the last two years of his life or, perhaps even more likely, to his son 
Jan Baptist van Weerden (c.1620-1689).362 As the author of the poem, it would seem that de Heem 
was involved in this dedication. 
 
Still lifes, 1647 
  

  
A 106                  A 107 

 
No dated works from 1647 by Jan Davidsz. de Heem have come down to us. There are several of still 
lifes, however, which in several respects fit seamlessly in between the group from 1646 and the 
cluster of securely dated works from 1648. They share a rather broad, fluent and painterly handling, 



147 
 

which the artist already had started to develop in work from 1646 discussed above.363 The first three, 
cat. nos. A 106, its twin A 107 and A 108 share several motifs, such as a pewter platter of oysters, a 
half-peeled lemon – the peel hanging in a bow in front of the table –, and an orange with a crease in 
its skin, rendering it the shape of a peach, at least to some degree. Other similarities can be found in 
the soft, rather bright, yellowish white grapes and in the sharply creased tablecloths of a heavy 
fabric. The rendering of the vine leaves and the foliage of the apricot branches in both is also highly 
similar.  
 

  
A 108 
 
The lemons and, in the smaller composition, cat. no. A 107, the vine branch hanging in front of the 
table are reminiscent of those motifs in cat. no. A 105 in Cambridge, discussed above. Of cat. no. A 
107, a second version exists (cat. no. A 106) in which the painter appears to have omitted the 
decoration of the bowl and although the second version is not signed, there are no substantial 
differences in quality between the two. It is interesting to note that in both paintings the leaves in 
front of the table appear to have been added after the motifs behind them (the edge of the table, 
the bread roll, and the pewter plate) had been finished. This is evident since the leaves have become 
slightly transparent over time. The back wall of cat. no. A 108, the larger of the two compositions, 
however, differs substantially from that in cat. no. A 107 (and 106). In the upper left corner, it holds a 
cartouche on which the artist’s name is inscribed. To the right of it, the wall recedes into a square 
niche, coming forward again at about three quarters of the width of the painting. The rendition of 
the recession to the left is rather weak and the motif in itself is disturbing, rather than helping the 
composition. The construction in itself appears to be original to the painting, but perhaps it was 
painted out and reconstructed at some point in time.364 De Heem seems to have played with his 
relatively new invention here of giving more texture to the back wall by showing cracks, bricks and 
also by including a nail, although its shadow is not as firm as in other cases, but this may be due to 
the fact that it is included at the back of the niche and much more to the right than usual.365 The dish 
of oysters, the vine leaves, and the orange and parts of orange to the right in cat. no. A 109 are very 
similar to those in the two compositions discussed above. 366 From that point of view, inclusion in de 
Heem’s oeuvre appears to be fully justified. The grapes, however, deviate from the artist’s manner.  
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A 109 

 
This may be due to the condition of the surface. If indeed by de Heem, its traditional attribution that 
I am prepared accept at least until the painting presents itself for inspection, this painting must date 
from (c.)1647, which suggestion is strengthened by its relationship to cat. no. A 110, in Kassel. The 
broader handling of cat. no. A 109 is particularly similar to that of cat. no. A 110. Moreover, several 
motifs in both paintings are virtually identical: the dish of oysters, the parts of an orange to the right, 
and several of the vine leaves, while the handling of the bottle chest in both is very similar – apart 
from the fact that both chests share their lock plate. The doubts that have been cast upon the 
attribution to de Heem of the Kassel still life are unfounded, even though the composition is 
somewhat overloaded. 
 

  
A 110 
 
Apart from strong similarities with cat. no. A 109, as well as with cat. nos. A 106, 107 and 108, the 
tazza with figs and other fruit, for instance, is not only the same object, but also close in its rendering 
to that in the painting in Cambridge, cat. no. A 105. The silver-gilt cup-and-cover shows strong 
similarities with the one in, for instance, cat. nos. A 089 and A 095, and may well derive from studies 
of the same object.  
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Catalogue no. A 111 also fits within the same pattern of similarity in handling and shared motifs.367 
The large pewter dish with an ox’s tongue is the same as in cat. no. A 105 in Cambridge, while the 
turbo shell and the smaller, orangey shell placed next to it show the same configuration as in cat. 
nos. A 089, 099 and several somewhat later works, but here the opening of the turbo shell is turned 
downward, rather than facing the viewer. The view past a dark-red curtain through a window is 
strongly reminiscent of similar views in cat. nos. A 092, 101 and 104. The cup screw, interestingly, 
appears to be an amalgam of parts of objects (cup screws, tazzas and silver gilt cups) found in earlier 
still lifes from the 1640s, such as cat. nos. A 064, 086, 097, 098 and 110. The table leg is very similar 
to that depicted in cat. no. A 108. 

 

  
A 111 
 

  
A 112 

 
The last picture of the group that can be dated to 1647, cat. no. A 112, in a private collection, is the 
largest. Through its large format and composition, it is more reminiscent of the large luxury still life 
from before 1645 than to the still lifes just discussed, but in essence it is less exuberant than those 
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early examples. Several motifs and the handling thereof connect this painting with the works 
proposed above for 1647. The lemon, with its peel encircling it, is closely related to the lemons in 
those still lifes. The vine leaves to the right have their appearance in common with those in cat. no. A 
108. The ornate ewer in the centre of the composition had first appeared tucked away under a large 
salver in cat. no. A 104.368 The tablecloth is perhaps slightly closer in its execution to tablecloths from 
the previous year, which might suggest that this still life originated fairly early in 1647 or may even 
have been started in the previous year. 
 
Three drawings, probably from de Heem’s studio, and related paintings. 
No signed or securely documented drawings by Jan Davidsz. de Heem are known and except for one, 
probably from the second half 1660s, which will be discussed in the following chapter, no drawings 
could thus far be attributed to Jan Davidsz. de Heem with any degree of conviction. Several drawings, 
however, have been catalogued as his work not too long ago, three of which merit closer attention 
since they may well have been done in de Heem’s studio around the mid-1640s. All three are 
somehow related to known paintings that appear to have originated in de Heem’s studio or at least 
in his close vicinity. These three drawing are on sheets of about 208 mm high and 274 to 291 mm 
wide. All three have parts of  figure studies on the reverse, which suggests that they have their origin 
in common. The figure studies in verso may be after prints and are not of very high quality. They are 
certainly not by the same hand as the still-life drawings in dorso.369 
  

   
D R 01 
 

  
A 49 Circle of J. Dz. de Heem, Still life with a lobster, oil on canvas, 70 x 98 cm. Present location unknown. 
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The first drawing represents a still life on a table, arranged around a large lobster, and with a tasseled 
drapery hanging over it (cat. no. D R 01). A painting with a closely related composition was auctioned 
in Berlin in 1933 (fig. A 49). In his 1993 catalogue of drawings in the collection of the Amsterdams 
Historisch Museum (now Amsterdam Museum), Ben Broos accepted the attribution of the painting 
to de Heem and concluded that drawing D R 01 is a study by de Heem for the painting in question. 
Judging from good photographs, the painting is closely related to work by de Heem from 1642 and 
1643 in terms of composition and in the rendering of various details, such as the oysters, the grapes, 
the bread and the dishes. It is certainly a work of good quality, but on the whole, it does not hold up 
to the standards of de Heem’s autograph paintings, while some details are more reminiscent of the 
work of other artists in de Heem’s circle, such as Andries Benedetti for the vine leaves and Jan van 
der Hecke for the grapes. In view of the close relationship to de Heem’s work, it is quite likely that 
the painting originated in de Heem’s close vicinity, probably in his studio, and under his personal 
scrutiny. While the drawing shows virtually the same composition as the painting, there are some 
differences in details: the pomegranate is missing, the orange has been substituted by a whole 
lemon, and generally, the fruit and oysters to the right of the lobster have been arranged differently, 
while the modeling and positioning of the lobster itself also differ. These discrepancies seem to 
suggest that the drawing is not a copy after the painting. There are too many weaknesses in the 
modeling and arrangement – the basket appears to be flat, the positioning of the rummer is 
awkward, while in the painting it is excellent, for instance – and on the whole the image lacks 
strength. Also, the rendering of the still-life motifs in the drawing is rather diminutive. These features 
thus also exclude it as a preparatory drawing. In any case, the quality of the drawing is not such that 
it can be by Jan Davidsz. de Heem himself. Perhaps both the painting and the drawing refer to a 
missing work by de Heem himself. 
 The second drawing (cat. no. D R 02), in the Musée des Beaux-Arts in Besançon, appears to 
be by the same hand and has similar weaknesses. It is, however, not heightened in white, but the 
heightening in cat. no. D R 01 may well have been done by a later hand. The composition is highly 
similar to that of a rejected painting which in its turn is related cat. no. A 112, which is datable on 
stylistic grounds to 1647.370 In fact, the images of the drawing and the painting are virtually identical, 
except for the upper left. Instead of the shells on top of the casket and the fortress in the background 
in the drawing, the painting copies those motifs from the related painting, cat. no. A 112. This 
indicates that all three works originated in each other’s close vicinity, so logically in de Heem’s studio. 
 

  
D R 02 
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A third, loosely sketched drawing (cat. no. D R 03, fig. A 50), in the Leiden print room, is also directly 
related to a known painting. That painting was catalogued in the collection of Schloss Ehrenberg in 
Coburg as Flemish, c.1650 and associated with de Heem by Horst Gerson (fig. A 51).  
  

  
D R 03 

 

  
A50 L. Craen, Still life of fruit with silver-gilt cup-and-cover, oil on canvas (measurements not recorded). Coburg, Veste 
Coburg. 
 

Judging from the photograph, however, it can be attributed to Laurens Craen, as a relatively early 
work. The handling is very similar to that of a work by Craen dated 1646, in the Hofje van Aerden, in 
Leerdam. Assuming that this drawing, too, originated in the studio of Jan Davidsz. de Heem, this 
would support the assumption that Craen worked there in about 1646. This drawing is more likely a 
preparatory sketch for the painting than a ricordo of it, even though in this case the two images show 
fewer differences. However, the basket is turned slightly more towards the viewer in the drawing, 
the melon is tilted in the opposite direction and the details of the silver-gilt cup-and-cover differ 
substantially. These are no deviations that would be expected in a copy. Moreover, to the right, 
changes are clearly visible in the drawing, where a bottle casket with objects on top appears to have 
been erased. Unfortunately no secure drawings by Laurens Craen are known for comparison. This 
leaves us with the problem of the authorship of these drawings, of which the first two may be by the 
same hand, and which appear to have originated in de Heem’s studio in the course of several years, 
c.1643 to 1647. The fact that all three have similar figure studies on the back, as observed above, 
suggests a common origin. The lack of accuracy in the modeling and in the awkward placement of 
some of the objects, in any case in the first two, exclude the possibility that these are models done 
by de Heem himself to guide his students. Nevertheless, they are closely related to paintings by 
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various hands, related to de Heem’s still lifes and done over a number of years, which appears to 
place them in de Heem’s studio. For the time being their authorship will have to remain undecided. 
 
Still lifes, 1648 
In 1648, Jan Davidsz. de Heem dated three extant paintings, one of which, the small festoon of 
flowers in Vercelli (cat. no. A 114) was already discussed above, in connection with de Heem’s flower 
paintings from the 1640s. A second, a large garland around a chalice, in Vienna (cat. no. A 116) will 
be discussed below, in conjunction with a related collaborative work (cat. no. A 118). All three 
paintings belonged to the collection of Archduke Leopold Wilhelm.371 
 Beautifully signed and dated is a still life in the collection of the Prince of Liechtenstein, cat. 
no. A 115. Its forceful execution is closely related to that of the group placed in 1647, discussed 
above, although its size is more modest than that of most of those paintings. Similarities in details, 
such as the figs and the vine leaves and the dryly painted tablecloth, can be found with cat. no. A 110 
in Kassel, as well as with the dated garland in Vienna, A 116. In fact, the bunch of white grapes is 
quite similar in its construction to the one at lower right in Vienna. It is interesting to note how 
different the attention to various details is within the Liechtenstein still life. The wine glass and the 
grapes have been rendered with much refinement and so has the chiselling of the silver cup, while 
the cup itself, the vine leaves and the larger fruit have been executed in much broader – be it no less 
effective – strokes. The blue-and-white jug in the background makes an even coarser impression. 
This, however, is mainly due to later retouching. De Heem appears to have often employed smalt 
blue for his rendering of blue-and-white ceramics, or a discolouring mixture with ultramarine.  
 

  
A 115 
 
Smalt has a strong tendency to fade to grey and such faded decorations have often been retouched 
later by lesser hands with a stronger blue pigment, but ultramarine can discolour as well if not used 
properly. The same jug (or a somewhat free variant of it) is depicted in other works, as we will see, 
often with similar poor retouches. In cat. no. A 184, in Zurich, the decoration has not been touched 
up and is still grey. De Heem appears to have used ultramarine more successfully for the rendering of 
porcelain in most earlier examples, such as cat. nos. A 051, 057, 065, 071, and 099, while in A 107, in 
Budapest, there is clearly a later retouching on top of faded smalt, be it only on the side of the 
depicted bowl; the decoration on the rim is still grey.372 
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A 117 
 
A larger still life that can be dated with some certainty to 1648, cat. no. A 117, in the collection of the 
Mauritshuis, The Hague, is strongly reminiscent of cat. no. 47.04 in type and composition, but the 
handling of the fruit and foliage is very similar to that in the dated garland from 1648 in Vienna, 
which will be discussed below. The pair of shells to the left is the same as in cat. no. A 099. With that 
painting cat. no. A 117 also shares an uncommon motif for de Heem, namely the medlars. Both 
paintings also include a very large salver, here of chased silver, in Berlin of Kraak porcelain, which is, 
however, barely visible due to the abundance of fruit placed upon it. In both of these paintings as 
well as in others, de Heem appears to have varied the features of his bottle chests at will. Usually, 
they are covered in blue satin or silk and possess a silvery fringe lining the cover.373 Their heights and 
the heights of the covers vary, however, and the shape of the lock plate is always different and 
occasionally it is invisible. Often there is a key (or set of keys) in the lock, often not. De Heem appears 
to have introduced this motif in 1643, in cat. no. A 070 or 071, upon which introduction it soon 
became wide-spread, particularly among Antwerp still-life painters. De Heem himself continued to 
employ it throughout his career (cf. cat. no. A 225). It is for the first time since 1643 – and the last for 
a few years to come – that de Heem included a musical instrument in one of his still lifes. The 
recorder, placed prominently against the bottle casket to the left, undoubtedly represents a vanitas 
aspect. The next times that he would include such a flute, in 1652, would be in explicit vanitas still 
lifes (cat. no. A 156 and 157). One may wonder whether in this case the instrument might have been 
included at the request of the person who commissioned the painting – or for whom the painting 
was intended. Jan Davidsz. de Heem must have had connections in the Antwerp musical world, due 
to the fact that his wife, Anna Ruckers, whom he had married in 1644, was the daughter of Antwerp’s 
leading harpsichord maker. Nevertheless, this recorder is the first musical instrument he appears to 
have painted since his marriage. 
  
Two large paintings for Archduke Leopold Wilhelm and a festoon of fruit 
De Heem’s catalogue for 1648 also includes two paintings that were both, in all likelihood, executed 
for Archduke Leopold Wilhelm, who was residing in Brussels as governor of the Southern 
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Netherlands (cat. nos. A 116 and A 118).374 Both were described in the Archduke’s inventory in 1659, 
after he had returned to Vienna with his collection.  

Cat. no. A 118 is a very large altar painting of an enthroned Madonna and Child, a 
collaborative effort of de Heem and four other Antwerp artists, including David Teniers II, who was 
appointed court painter and keeper of the Archduke’s collection in 1650. The 1659 inventory informs 
us about who painted what: “Das Liebefrawenbild ist ein Original von Gerardo Seghers, die Blumen 
Original von Johann de Heim, die Waffen Original von Paulo de Vos, der Grundt Original von Cornelis 
de Vos vnd die Schlacht auff der Seithen Original von Davidt Teniers”.375 It would be interesting to 
know how this collaboration was organized. Did the Archduke select the participating artists himself, 
or was it his court painter, Jan van den Hoecke (1611-1650), who took that task upon himself? Or 
was the commission given to one painter – in view of the primary subject, to Gerard Seghers ? – who 
then selected his collaborators? Or could the painting have been a personal initiative of the painters 
themselves, in order to draw the Archduke’s attention to their work? In that case, the commission 
for de Heem’s garland of flowers and fruit (cat. no. A 116) could have resulted from this effort. 
However, in view of the substantial dimensions of the altar painting, which alone must have made its 
production a costly undertaking, it is more likely that it was commissioned for a specific spot, 
presumably the chapel in the Archduke’s Brussels residence, the Coudenbergh palace. The painting’s 
iconography and motto inscribed at the top, in any case, suggest that this work was commissioned 
either by or for Leopold Wilhelm. In fact, it is more likely that de Heem attracted the attention of 
Leopold  Wilhelm by presenting him a small festoon of flowers: cat. no. A 114, now in Vercelli and 
already discussed above, and which can be identified in Leopold Wilhelm’s inventory of 1659.376 Such 
an exquisite small work would have been an ideal gift to a prospective patron and it may have led to 
de Heem’s participation in the altar piece and the commission of the garland around a chalice and 
host, cat. no. A 116. In any case, both those works include roses that are very similar to those in the 
small festoon. It would appear that de Heem’s flowers and fruit were inserted on the large altar 
painting after completion of the parts by Seghers (and Cornelis de Vos?). De Heem’s contributions 
were, however, clearly accounted for in the preparation of the ground.377 They specifically involved 
him as a painter of flowers and fruit, while until that time he had barely manifested himself as a 
flower painter. For the flowers, he appears to have referred, at least in part, to studies he had made 
earlier. The branch of white lilies in the garland at the top appears virtually identically in the large 
bouquets from c.1645 (cat. no. A 093 and particularly 094), while the two orange lilies at top left in 
that garland are identical to the pair in the small dated bouquet from 1645 (cat. no, A 087). The 
globular pink roses in this picture are particularly similar to those in the dated festoon from 1648 in 
Vercelli (cat. no. A 114) and in cat. no. A 116 but they are not identical to any of them. For the fruit, 
there appear to be no such similarities either, but it may well be that de Heem felt more at ease as a 
painter of fruit, and as such had no particular need to refer back verbatim to existing studies or 
earlier work. 

Like the previous painting , the garland of fruit and flowers around a niche with an elaborate 
silver chalice with the Host above it (cat. no. A 116), which is dated 1648, also can be traced back to 
Leopold Wilhelm’s 1659 inventory, which makes it most likely that the painting was commissioned by 
the Archduke’s during his residence in Brussels, while the specifically Roman Catholic subject of the 
Host certainly suggests that it was painted for Leopold Wilhelm himself, who was also bishop and 
prince-bishop of several cities.378  
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A 118                  A 116 
 
The execution of both paintings is so similar that it is impossible to tell which is the earlier of the two. 
De Heem may well have been working on both at the same time.379 This is the first time that de 
Heem tackled this type of composition, which in itself may be an indication that the painting was the 
result of a specific commission. De  Heem surely knew such compositions by Daniel Seghers first-
hand. Seghers, however, composed his garlands solely of flowers. Adriaen van Utrecht had painted a 
hanging garland of fruit as early as 1634, but did not specifically produce garlands of fruit around a 
central subject.380 Jan Breughel the Elder’s garlands of flowers and fruit around, for instance, the 
Holy Family in a landscape are of a different nature. In terms of composition, de Heem’s garland in 
Vienna is strongly reminiscent of, for instance, Daniel Seghers’ cartouche still life around a statue of 
the Virgin in the Mauritshuis, The Hague, which dates from 1645 (fig. A 41, above). The niche, 
sculpted relief and stone support are rather similar to that in de Heem’s picture.381 In terms of 
iconography, de Heem’s painting seems to connect the blood and body of Christ (the wine and the 
Host) with prosperity and fertility. Previously, an inscription “Bacchus et alma Ceres caelestia pabula 
signant, Imperium signant et Leopolde tuum” was present on the lower ledge. It appears to connect 
the Archduke with the prosperity of the land in the from of agricultural products and wine. Leopold, 
like Bacchus and Ceres ‘illuminates the land’.382 Bacchus and Ceres are obviously well represented in 
de Heem’s arrangement. Two bunches of wheat, bound together with blue ribbons, prominently 
flank the chalice. Above and below them are lush bunches of grapes, while a wide variety of fruit has 
been placed in the garland: oranges, lemons, plums, peaches, berries and cherries. Also, there are 
cobs of corn, gherkins and poppy seedlings. Ivy and vine weave through the composition. Although 
many of the pieces of fruit are attached to branches, others appear to have been stuck in 
unattached. While de Heem’s construction looks convincing, it would probably take substantial effort 
to arrange it stably in such a way in reality. The artist has carefully distributed his accents of colour by 
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means of the red, orange and yellow fruit. The pink roses jump out at the sides of the chalice, in 
particular because they have been placed adjacent to the receding blue of the ribbons. The cool tone 
of the silver of the chalice and the shining white of the Host contrast effectively with the warm tones 
of the flowers and fruit. 
 

  
A 113  
 
Clearly, festoons and garlands were settling in de Heem’s repertoire in the course of the second half 
of the 1640s. A festoon of fruit in the Centraal Museum in Utrecht (cat. no. A 113), is a rather unusual 
piece in de Heem’s oeuvre, for which a date in or close to 1648 appears to fit best, however. It is 
signed and/or inscribed “J.D.De heem . utraject[us?]/ ƒecit.”, but the inscription has at least been 
strengthened substantially. The painting was obviously acquired by the Utrecht museum because of 
the reference to Utrecht in this inscription. There can be no doubt, however, that the painting was 
done in Antwerp. It was most probably reduced, in any case at the top and to the left. It was done on 
a previously used panel. X-ray photography has revealed that it was painted on top of a fragment of a 
still life which, as far as the X-ray allows judgment, is by a much weaker hand and which may well 
have originated outside of de Heem’s studio.383 The handling of the vine leaves in this festoon is 
similar to the rather broad treatment in still lifes from about 1647 discussed above, in particular cat. 
no. A 110 in Kassel. That of the white grapes, however, matches that of the grapes in the dated 
garland from 1648 in Vienna (cat. no. A 116). Most of the other fruit appears to have suffered too 
much over time to allow proper judgment and comparison. The ‘rhythm’ of the branches that run 
through the composition, particularly to the left, can also be found similarly in the works mentioned 
above. In view of its shape and size, the Utrecht festoon may have been intended as an overdoor 
decoration. Like in the case of the festoon of roses in Vercelli (cat. no. A 114), the painting appears to 
have had no other than a decorative purpose. 
 
Still lifes, 1649 
The core work for the year 1649, cat. no. A 121, is a highly detailed, signed and dated still life 
possessing the air of luxury of de Heem’s large still lifes from the first part of the 1640s, but which is 
substantially smaller than those works. Here, de Heem has completely abandoned the broader brush 
of 1647 and part of 1648 in favour of the detailed handling that he had already regained in the 
cartouche still life now in Vienna, cat. no. A 116. The image is unusually crowed and appears to be a 
sample card of the artist’s abilities to render a wide variety of shapes and textures. The elaborately 
decorated silver ewer to the right does not appear anywhere else in de Heem’s oeuvre. It may have 
been included at the specific request of a patron. 
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A 121 
 
 The silver-gilt cup-and-cover and the silver tazza appear to be close variants of such objects found in 
many other examples of de Heem’s work. The tazza with the ribbed base of the dish may, however, 
have been a specific, existing object, since it returns in a still life from the second half of the 1650s, 
now in Museum Boijmans Van Beuningen, Rotterdam (cat. no. A 191).384  The first fruit pie is the first 
one that de Heem depicted after including such pies in two of his large luxury still lifes, cat. nos. A 
051 and 071. He may well initially have borrowed the motif from Haarlem examples from the 1620s 
and 1630s by such artists as Pieter Claesz. and Willem Claesz. Heda. He would depict it a few more 
times in the early 1650s (cat. nos. A 139, 140 and 174). Among his Antwerp followers such as Andries 
Benedetti (discussed above), and Joris van Son and G* van Deynum (the latter two to be discussed 
below), it became a frequently used motif.  
 

  
A 119 
 
In 1649, de Heem appears to have decided to opt consistently for a more precise, fine manner of 
painting, which in the following year, 1650, he changed to a slightly more painterly but still highly 
detailed manner.385 In 1649, so within this year of change, three more still lifes can be situated.  

Cat. no. A 119, in a German private collection, is somewhat smaller than A 121, and less 
cluttered with objects. In several respects it still connects with the still lifes from the previous years. 
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The shiny silver beaker is similar to the one in the Liechtenstein painting, cat. no. A 115, and the plate 
with a fried pike is strongly reminiscent of that same motif in cat. no. A 108. The salt on which it is 
placed, appears for the first time here, conveniently equipped with putti with shields on the corners, 
upon which the platter rests.386 The oyster to the left of the silver cup was clearly modelled upon the 
same study as one of the oysters in cat. nos. A 108 and 109.  
The representation of the green tablecloth is similar to that in the dated still life, cat. no. A 077, while 
that of the curtain closely resembles that in cat. no. A 117 in the Mauritshuis. The hard-stone column 
is fully integrated into the image, while the backdrop coming down on both sides evokes a stage-like 
impression. This, again, is evidence of de Heem’s constant search for different solutions to his 
compositions and arrangements. Although the column and the curtains already do a lot to define the 
background, here too, de Heem has chosen to show bricks in the back wall, where some plaster has 
disappeared. 
 

  
A 120 
 

  
A 122 
 
More modest, and almost equal in size are two smaller panels, cat. nos. A 120  and 122. Both are 
very refined in their execution, like the dated still life, cat. no. A 123. Cat. no. A 120, in the Staatliche 
Kunsthalle, Karlsruhe, shares the rendering of its foliage specifically with cat. no. A 119: rather 
sharply accentuated veins and a great variety of shades of green, occasionally bordering on brown or 
yellow.387 While the rendering of the vine leaves is fully different from slightly earlier work such as 
cat. no. A 115 in Liechtenstein, that of the black grapes is highly similar, with their shades of red and 
blue shifting between grey and brown. The Venetian-style wine glass has also been rendered 
similarly to the one in the Liechtenstein painting, be it slightly less painterly. It would appear that de 
Heem had a renewed opportunity to study pomegranates since he had last rendered the fruit, for the 
one included here has a much more natural appearance than examples from the previous years. The 
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back wall in cat. no. A 120 has been kept relatively simple, but de Heem re-introduces the shadow 
edge that had appeared earlier in cat. no. A 080 (Moscow), and in cat. no. A 084, for instance. The 
figs in this still life appear to have been the result of renewed study. While most of de Heem’s earlier 
figs are fairly round, these have more of an elegant, tall pear shape and also their texture and skin 
colour have been rendered more elaborately. Jan Davidsz. de Heem appears to have made a series of 
studies of these figs (or perhaps even one single example), since they return regularly in still lifes 
from the following years. The exact same fig standing upright reappears in cat. nos. A 125, formerly 
in Saintes, and A 129, in Dresden. 

The other smaller panel from 1649, cat. no. A 122, is closest in style and handling to the 
dated painting, cat. no. A 121, but a more modest composition. De Heem, however, has crowded the 
picture plane more than in the still life in Karlsruhe, discussed previously, with which it has the vine 
leaf lying to the left, on the table, in common. There, it supports some cherries and the 
pomegranate, here two crayfish have been deposited upon it. The treatment of the crayfish is 
identical to those in the dated example, with their saturated scarlet colour, modelling glazes in 
darker reds and highlighted details in light greys and white. Also similar in the treatment of the bright 
green white grapes, with multiple layers of glazing and rather soft highlights, very similar to the 
grapes in cat. no. A 119, in a private collection. The sprig of apricots in that still life is also strongly 
reminiscent of the one rendered here.  

The strong blue of the table cloth – a blue layer, probably of ultramarine, glazed upon a white 
ground – is a novelty, but a motif that de Heem would repeat several times in the following years. 
The light on the back wall suggests a high window to the left, partly shaded off. A strong ray of light 
falls in past a nail, but it has faded before it reaches the right-hand side of the picture where, like in 
cat. no A 120, an edge in the wall has been suggested, but this time it remains barely defined. 
 
Still lifes, 1650 
The first half of the 1650s ranks among the most productive and most successful in terms of quality 
of Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s entire career. In 1650, he dated three known paintings and another six still 
lifes that are closely related in style and handling will have originated during the same year. The 
emphasis during this year lies on large arrangements of fruit around a central motif, and on smaller 
still lifes in which fruit is the predominant motif.  
 

   
A 126                      A 127  
 
The date 1650 can be found on a relatively small panel kept in the National Gallery of Scotland in 
Edinburgh (cat. no. A 127). The arrangement of the two crayfish to the right in this still life is closely 
related to that of the pair in cat. no. A 122, discussed above. The manner of rendering the peach and 
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the plums is similar to that still life as well. A similar pair of crayfish had already appeared in cat. no. 
A 121. These similarities suggest that the still life in Edinburgh originated early in 1650. Cat. no. A 126 
has virtually the same composition as cat. no. A 127, but several details differ.388 The arrangement of 
the fruit, the crayfish, the table and the tablecloth are the same in both paintings, but the foliage 
above the still life differs substantially, while also the background differs slightly and details such as 
the branch of the plums and the pips and crumbs on the plate are quite different.389  
Similar deviations between autograph versions of one composition were discussed above (cf. cat. 
nos. A 024 and 025, A 028 and 029, and A 106 and 107). The differences between the leaves may well 
be due to a development in de Heem’s search for a proper rendition of vine leaves. Those in cat. no. 
A 126 are still quite close to the rather smooth leaves in his still lifes from the late 1640s, while those 
in cat. no. A 127 are the crisp, ‘bubbly’ type that is characteristic for his work from 1650 to circa 
1655, which suggests that cat. no. A 127, the one in Edinburgh, is the second version of this 
composition. 
 Two other small still lifes that can be assigned to 1650 also share motifs: cat. no. A 123, a 
small still life of fruit and oysters on a table, and cat. no. A 124, a small festoon of fruit, hanging from 
a nail and bound by a blue ribbon. They share an exact same fig – with two tiny figs on the same 
branch – as well as the same branch of three ripe apricots and an unripe one. De Heem has added a 
small, fifth, unripe apricot in each picture to each branch, but in a different spot. The arrangement of 
four oysters to the right returns in another still life, cat. no. A 137 , while the foremost oyster is 
repeated from cat. no. A 199. Once again, we must assume that de Heem worked from studies he 
kept in his studio, but he appears to have reconsidered the details anew in every version.  
 

     
A 123                A 124                 
 
Another recurrent motif featured in cat. no. A 123 is the triangular fold in the tablecloth, with two 
parallel oblique creases within the triangle. This feature can be found for the first time in the dated 
still life from 1649, cat. no. A 121 (between the two pewter plates), and it reappears in many of de 
Heem’s still lifes from 1650 to 1653, after which it disappears from the artist’s repertoire. The same 
fold occurs in cat. no. A 125, previously in the Musée du Présidial in Saintes and presumed lost after 
having been stolen in 1997. Here de Heem repeated a fig he already depicted in cat. no. A 120, be it 
that he shows it split open here. Measuring 22 x 17 centimetres, cat. no. A 125 is one of de Heem’s 
smallest known still lifes.  
 Another, even slightly smaller piece can also be assigned to 1650, although dating it to (early) 
1651 would also be plausible: a little still life of fruit, including grapes, a plum and a fig, on a stone 
ledge (cat. no. A 128).390 In front of the fig, two snails are featured prominently and on the stem of 
the bunch of grapes a large dragonfly has alighted.  
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A 125            A 128  
 
In terms of handling and motifs, this little painting comes close to the much larger garland of fruit 
and flowers in Berlin, dated 1650 (cat. no. A 130).391 Although the small painting is not (distinctly) 
signed and was presented as ‘école des de Heem’ when auctioned in 1961, its quality places it 
securely within Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s oeuvre.392 

In addition to the six relatively small still lifes just discussed, three cartouche still lifes of fruit 
and some flowers can also be assigned to 1650, two of which are in fact dated: cat. nos. A 129 (dated 
distinctly), A 130 (last numeral of the date indistinct, but always recorded as 0), and A 131 (not 
signed or dated). The composition of the first, a garland around a rummer of white wine, was 
undoubtedly modelled on such compositions of (mainly) flowers around a central subject by Daniel 
Seghers from the 1640s.393 Like Seghers’ flowers, de Heem’s fruit has been arranged upon a hard-
stone sculpted relief above a ledge. Seghers’ reliefs were probably usually painted by the artist who 
also provided the (mock) sculpture in the centre. De Heem was surely capable of painting his own 
background reliefs, but appears occasionally to have worked with Erasmus Quellinus II (1607-1678), 
who specialised in painting such trompe l’oeil sculpture, providing it regularly to, among others, 
Daniel Seghers himself.  

 
 
 

      
A 129                    A 130 
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Since the handling of the stone relief in cat. no. A 129 is not characteristic of Quellinus, it may well 
have been done by de Heem himself. Curiously, de Heem’s relief in cat. no. A 129 ‘stands’ upon two 
lion’s claws, and so do those in cat. nos. A 130, 131 and 239, to be discussed below. As I will 
demonstrate, those were more likely done by Quellinus. The pair of lions’ claws, however, appears to 
be a feature characteristic of such cartouches almost exclusively done for or by de Heem.394 Instead 
of Seghers’ central religious images – often provided by another artist – de Heem has placed a 
rummer of white wine in the centre of cat. no. A 129. Thus, this painting could be interpreted as an 
allegory of plenty, the fruit and flowers representing the rich supply provided to mankind. However, 
the painting’s iconography may in fact be more complex. Just above the rummer, an arrow protrudes 
from the sculpted relief, from which a drop (of wine?) is about to fall into the glass. In case this refers 
to some specific martyrdom, it remains unclear which. The suggestion that in this painting and in cat. 
no. A 138, also a cartouche still life with a rummer, de Heem may be referring to the Eucharistic 
connotation of  wine as the blood of Christ is probably too far-fetched.395 That white wine could 
represent the blood of Christ seems illogical, but nevertheless often accepted. Rather than in its 
traditional connotation as arching towards God, the withered sunflower at the bottom of the 
composition should properly be regarded as a pure vanitas symbol. In addition to the butterflies and 
caterpillars, which could symbolize the Resurrection, he included a cockchafer and grasshoppers, 
notable scavengers. The most  noted connotation of the sparrow – at the lower right – is that of 
sensuality or lust. In the end the painting appears to be open to multiple interpretations and is 
mainly a display of de Heem’s proficiency in representing various fruit, flowers and creatures. 

The second cartouche still life from 1650, cat. no. A 130, is closer in handling of the details to 
dated work from 1651 and 1652 and as such must have originated later in the year.396  With two 
prominent winged cherubs on the sides, the sculpted cartouche is more prominent than in cat. no. A 
129 and in this case it may very well have been painted by Quellinus. It is quite likely that the 
painting originally contained a central image en grisaille, also by Quellinus, which was later cut out 
and replaced. It was later used as the frame for a mirror. When the painting entered the Berlin 
Gemäldegalerie, it contained a Madonna by Carl Begas (1794-1854). The winged cherubs suggest a 
religious central subject, but without the central image, no proper connotation of the still-life motifs 
can be suggested. Again, however, the profusion of fruit and stalks of wheat appears to suggest 
Plenty, while the grapes and wheat may have a Eucharistic connotation. The roses and white lilies 
could refer to Mary and/or Christ. The arrangement is more lavish than in the previously discussed 
painting and the attention to detail is extremely high. Even though the still life motifs have been 
arranged on a relatively flat surface, de Heem succeeded to suggest substantial depth by having 
stems and stalks of wheat pass behind or stick out in front of other motifs and by other instances of 
overlapping. The use of colours and of light also adds substantially to the suggestion of depth. More 
than in earlier work, de Heem has populated this painting with numerous bugs, butterflies, and 
snails. In the following years, many of his still lifes would entertain such a population. 

One more cartouche still life, cat. no. A 131, can tentatively be dated to 1650, in view of its 
less elaborate handling more likely to the beginning of the year. The painting was originally 
catalogued in the Brukenthal collection in Hermannstadt (now Sibiu) as by Abraham Mignon, later as 
from the circle of Jan Davidsz. de Heem and more recently as by Joris van Son. Upon close inspection, 
however, the overall quality matches that of Jan Davidsz. de Heem himself, while the cartouche and 
the central ‘sculpture’ of a Holy Family are the work of Erasmus Quellinus II, fitting properly for that 
artist’s work from about 1650. While there is some similarity with the dated example, cat. no. A 129, 
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the handling of the details also can be connected with somewhat earlier work, such as the cartouche 
painting from 1648 in Vienna and other work from that year.  

 

     
A131 
A 51 G. de Vries, Cartouche still life with Christ at Emmaus, signed, oil on canvas, 163,2 x 177,5 cm, Cambridge, Fitzwilliam 
Museum, inv. no. 2290. 

 
The composition of cat. no. A 131 is closely related to that of the only known signed painting by 
Guilliam de Vries (active 1645-1678) in the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (fig. A 51). The stone 
cartouche and the scene of Christ at Emmaus in the centre appear to be the work of Quellinus, like in 
de Heem’s painting. For the still life, the lesser master was obviously inspired by de Heem.397 
 
Still lifes, 1651 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s next cartouche still life, cat. no. A 138, is clearly dated 1651. Like cat. no. A 
129, discussed above, it represents a rummer in a stone niche within a sculpted cartouche and 
surrounded by garlands of fruit and flowers. It is can be considered as the most accomplished and 
successful example of de Heem’s works of this type. The clear, bright light provides the image with an 
enticing brightness. As a result, it possesses a clarity that distinguishes it from the relative sobriety of 
catalogue A 129, from the previous year. While in that painting there is an arrow above the glass, 
here we see an eye spreading light, symbolizing God’s providence.398 As such, the painting’s 
iconography is more straightforward than that of the earlier example. Nevertheless, it does remain 
multi-interpretable.399 But here too, de Heem’s illusionism can be considered as the main theme. 
Unlike the earlier examples, this cartouche is not resting on lions’ legs, but between the lower 
festoons, a sculpted relief that is strongly reminiscent of a lion’s head appears. The overall spatial 
effect in the painting is extremely convincing. De Heem has employed both actual overlapping and 
colour perspective to suggest depth. The festoon at lower right is a good case in point: the warm 
orange-red pomegranate and apricots overlap the bunch of blue grapes and are themselves being 
overlapped by white grapes, rendered in a bright green, which in turn are partly superimposed by 
bright yellow lemons. Tall stalks of wheat stretch across this cluster of fruit and branches of hop and 
of gooseberries stick from under the fruit. 
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A 138  
 
The rendering of the many textures is extremely meticulous, de Heem has portrayed every little 
detail with great care. The sparrow at lower centre in itself is a feat of illusionism, and so are the 
many insects and bugs spread throughout the painting. 

With fourteen paintings of a variety of measurements that can provisionally be assigned to 
1651, this year is one of de Heem’s most prolific, while the general quality and attention to detail in 
these paintings are very high. Of these fourteen paintings, four are actually dated, providing a firm 
framework for dating other still lifes, together with the dated works from the previous and following 
years, three from 1650 and five from 1652. Apart from the cartouche still life discussed above, and a 
small flower painting, all paintings from 1651 are of still lifes upon a table. 

 

     
A 145                      A 133 
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A small flower painting (cat. no. A 145) is not dated and unfortunately only known from a black-and-
white photo, reproduced here. It was sold from the Bayerische Staatsgemäldesammlungen in 1928 
and has not resurfaced since. It can be considered as de Heem’s first attempt to paint an individual 
flower piece since his first forays in the mid-1640s. While the treatment of flowers in work from the 
second half of the 1640s is rather compact, resulting in a ‘waxy’ texture of the petals, flowers in 
paintings from 1650 and 1651, such as the cartouche still lifes cat. nos. A 129 (Dresden), 130 and 138 
(both in Berlin) have a more natural, loose and ‘papery’ substance. The handling of the rose, as well 
as that of the leaves of the rose and that of the cherries is extremely similar to that of such motifs in 
cat. no. A 138. While the composition has a similar free ‘rhythm’, it is not as balanced as de Heem’s 
later efforts would turn out to be. In all, to situate this little flower painting in 1651 is  highly 
plausible. 

A dated still life from 1651 in a private collection, cat. no. A 133, harks back to earlier 
examples in terms that it possesses a (restricted) view into a landscape through a window, partly 
obscured by a tasselled, dark red curtain, draped to the right. Its composition is somewhat 
reminiscent of cat. nos. A 088 and 090, but the handling of the details fully squares with that of other 
dated work from 1651. Its most eye-catching motif is a large glass with numerous prunts and an 
elaborate cover.400 It is inscribed “NieT hoe veel”. This motto is already discussed by Desiderius 
Erasmus and in an emblem in Roemer Visscher’s Sinnepoppen, it is elaborated as  “Niet hoe veel, 
maar hoe eel” (not how much, but how noble), it is not the quantity that counts, but the quality. 
Visscher show us a single, well-tempered lute, next to a collection of noisy peasant instruments such 
as a bagpipe, a horn and a rommelpot.401 In view of later reactions, De Heem does not appear to 
make his point entirely clear, however. Already Samuel van Hoogstraeten, in his Inleyding tot de 
hooge schoole der Schilderkonst (1678) referred to de Heem when admonishing young painters not 
to overload their compositions, “ … that you do not overburden your work with unnecessary things: 
because Niet hoe veel, maar hoe eel wrote de Heem. An abundance of images [or: figures] that have 
no purpose is revolting”.402 Segal suggested that de Heem referred to moderation, in food and drink 
or in general, while advocating quality over quantity. In his view, the lemons, which were used to 
moderate the taste of the wine, add to the probability of this explanation.403 We may wonder, 
however, whether de Heem was such a moralist himself and whether his rich Antwerp clients cared 
much about moderation or, for that matter, cared much about being reminded of having to be 
moderate.404 Instead, one might wonder whether de Heem was suggesting a comparison between 
the two glasses in the painting. But in that case, which one is ‘veel’ and which ‘eel’, the humble 
rummer of white wine to the left, or the elaborate glass-and-cover, both of which are well-filled, 
although not immoderately. The large glass may in fact be a ‘portrait’ of the prized possession of a 
patron who commissioned the painting. More likely, the inscription is simply intended as an 
advertisement for the quality of the painting itself: everything in it is noble (‘eel’) as opposed to in 
works by others. And, in keeping van Hoogstraten’s advice, it is not overloaded.  
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A 132  
 
In the treatment of several details, cat. no. A 132, in the collection of the Prince of Liechtenstein, is 
very similar to that in the dated example just discussed, cat. no. A 133, but there is also similarity, 
particularly in the handling of the grapes, with cat. no. A 129 (Dresden), which is dated 1650, and 
with cat. no. A 131 (Sibiu), as well as a formal similarity to, for instance, cat. no. A 120 (in Karlsruhe). 
There is less connection with other works from 1651, which suggests that this painting was started 
before 1651, and was finished early in the new year. The pattern of folds in the table cloth is fully 
typical for this period, but its rather dull brownish grey colour is unusual. Mostly, de Heem used a 
dark copper green for his table cloths and often opted for blue in smaller still lifes. Occasionally, a 
reddish tone occurs. It may be that in this case the table cloth is missing a glaze of red lake, or that de 
Heem for some reason omitted to apply a green glaze here.  
 

   
A 52 G. van Deynum, Still life with a herring, signed and dated 1654, oil on canvas, 40 x 51,5 cm. Present location unknown. 
 

While (early) 1651 appears to be the most likely date of origin, this painting must in any case have 
originated before the end of 1654, since a dated copy of the right half of the composition by G* van 
Deynum is known from that year (fig. A 52). It is worth while to discuss the work of its author briefly 
here. 
 

G* van Deynum 
The painter of this partial copy after cat. no. A 132 is only known through his signature, ‘G. 
van Deynum’. His first name is unrecorded, but often (probably) incorrectly given as Guilliam, 
a confusion with an earlier Antwerp painter and miniaturist of that name, possibly an 
ancestor of this still-life painter, who is not included in the records of the Antwerp guild as 
they have come down to us. However, he must have worked in de Heem’s immediate 
vicinity, if not in his studio, at some point during the first half of the 1650s. Not only did he 
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produce a liberal copy of the right half of cat. no. A 132 (fig. A 53), but also of the left part of 
that composition (fig. A 54). The latter has a pendant that does not derive from a known de 
Heem composition, but that includes a blue plum which can be found in several of de Heem’s 
compositions from 1651, 1652 and in one from 1654.405 The plum recurs, together with de 
Heem’s lemon from cat. no. A 140 in Frankfurt, in a painting by van Deynum of which three 
virtually identical versions are known (fig. A 55).406 Moreover, a signed copy by van Deynum 
after cat. no. A 140 is also known (fig. A 56), while two further copies may also be his work 
(copies b and c). Van Deynum did leave out the elaborate cup-screw, however, replacing it 
with a tall wine glass, while in the signed version he added a pipe and pipe-lighting taper to 
the left.  
 Closer to de Heem’s original is van Deynum’s signed copy after cat. no. A 144 in 
Madrid.407 In all, these immediate connections between works by de Heem and van Deynum 
allows the conclusion that probably in 1651 and perhaps during the following years, van 
Deynum will have worked in de Heem’s studio and was perhaps trained by the master. 
Whether he produced his de Heem adaptations to be sold from the studio as cheap(er) 
alternatives for the master’s products is unknown. While some of his paintings bear de Heem 
signatures, those appear to have all been added later, so it is unlikely that van Deynum’s still 
lifes were originally sold under de Heem’s own name. If van Deynum produced these 
(semi)copies in de Heem’s studio, the fact that they were signed may have served specifically 
to distinguish them from autograph works by the master himself.  
 

     
A 53 G. van Deynum, Still life of grapes, a wine glass and a crab, signed, oil on panel, 32 x 24 cm. Warsaw, 
Muzeum Narodowe w Warszawie. 
A 54 G. van Deynum, Still life with a lemon and oysters, oil on canvas, 33,6 x 45 cm. Private collection. 

 

  
A 55 G. van Deynum after Jan Dz. de Heem, Still life with a pie, oil on canvas, 59 x 75 cm, signed. Location 
unknown. 
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Signed copies after de Heem were also painted outside of the studio: examples by Jan van 
Kessel the Elder are known, compare, for instance his copies after cat. no. A 148. Whether 
van Deynum was still working with or around de Heem when he produced his signed painting 
from 1654 cannot be established, since no biographical information concerning the artist 
appears to have come down to us. 

 

  
A 134 
 
A still life by Jan Davidsz. de Heem with a large lobster in a private collection, cat. no. A 134, is 
reminiscent of work from the (mid)1640s in terms of composition, but fits entirely for the early 1650s 
in terms of handling of the details. It is the largest known still life on a table from this year, the 
previous and the next. De Heem has utilised several of his ‘tricks’ to suggest space and volume. The 
large red lobster, visually, jumps out to the viewer, while the peel of the lemon hanging down in 
front of the table defines its edge. The nail in the back wall, with its oblique shadow, and the shallow 
niche in that wall define the far end of the space, while the two wine glasses reflect the light from a 
window, standing well in front of the niche. The rummer on the blue bottle casket, placed in a darker 
area itself, also reflects the window. A lighter, spatial effect was also attained by the positioning of 
the white napkin and the two piled dishes of Wanli porcelain carrying an orange. These two dishes, 
like much of the porcelain de Heem included in his still lifes, are Chinese export ware from the early 
seventeenth century. Particularly the plate on top is of an early type, probably produced before 
1600.408  

The same pair of dishes is included in a later work, cat. no. A 183 in Munich. While de Heem 
often appears not to have been very accurate in rendering the decoration of the porcelain he 
depicted, here he appears to have studied his models closely, even more so in the still life in Munich. 
A third, intriguing painting also contains this pair of porcelain dishes, carrying the same orange.409 
That painting is known via a rather poor photo, a small reproduction, as well as from some recent 
snapshots.410 While it is a work of rather high quality in the handling of the details, it is clear that 
none of them were executed by de Heem himself, but rather by an excellent copyist. The peach at 
the back of the pile on top of the wooden box to the right also appears in cat. no. A 134, while the 
one in front is the same peach as in cat. nos. A 126 and 127. The composition as a whole, however, is 
extremely crowded, and the cluster of dead game to the left is completely alien to de Heem’s art, as 
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are the artichoke in the centre and the oriental tapestry covering the centre of the table. However, 
those motifs, too, were done rather skilfully, and they were not added at a later stage. The game 
appears to have been done by the same hand, but also in that area no painter in Antwerp active 
around 1651 comes to mind as a possible candidate. For the moment, the authorship of the painting 
must remain unsolved, but it is obvious that it will have originated in de Heem’s vicinity. 

 

   
A 139            A 140 
 
A total of nine further still lifes on a table can be dated to 1651. All are medium-sized, the smaller 
ones on panel (six paintings), the somewhat larger ones (three paintings) on canvas. Of the latter, the 
first two, cat. nos. A 139 and 140, are closely related, also in terms of composition. Both are dated 
and in both the exact same fruit pie is featured in the centre, with a ladle resting in the opening and 
an orange lying on the edge of its plate. Both paintings also share the large vine leaf hovering to the 
right. The rendering of the fruit and other details is close to that in the dated garlands, cat. nos. A 130 
and 138. Cat. no. A 139 is the more subdued of the two; the fruit and the pie are the main motifs. 
The strongest colour accent is the lemon to the right, with its – unnaturally long – peel.  

The variant in Frankfurt am Main, cat. no. A 140, is more opulent, through the inclusion of a 
silver-gilt cup-screw and a silver tazza. The cup-screw is similar to the examples encountered in some 
of de Heem’s still lifes from the 1640s (cat. nos. A 067, 091, 095 and 111). The details of all those 
cup-screws differ slightly and also the differences with the example depicted here may be due to de 
Heem’s artistic freedom, rather than to him using different models. The most conspicuous difference 
here, is that the clasps for the glass have taken the shape of animals with long horns, instead of 
winged horses in the other examples. Here, the ornaments around the stem have more clearly 
assumed the shape of (sea)horses. While it is possible that de Heem owned such a cup-screw as a 
prop, it is more likely that he used preparatory sketches that he kept in his studio. In contrast with 
the cup-screw, the tazza depicted in cat. no. A 140 does not appear in any other de Heem still life. 
Apart from the fact that, partly due to the light it attracts, it leads the eye of the viewer into the 
composition, it has been rendered in great detail. The chiselled details have been rendered minutely 
and the silver marks in the rim are legible (I and A). Judging by the bulbous base of its dish, this tazza 
is a Hansje-in-de-kelder, (little John in the cellar), which was used to announce a pregnancy: when 
filled, a little figure (floating on a cork) emerged in the centre, symbolizing the expected birth of a 
child. It may be that the tazza was a proud possession of the person who commissioned it – and who 
even may have seen cat. no. A 139 and asked de Heem to paint a version including his tazza. To 
suggest that the painting may have been commissioned to commemorate the pregnancy it 
announced is certainly taking speculations too far, in my view.411 The suggestion itself that the 
painting was commissioned may be less speculative and is supported by the unique appearance of 
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the tazza. On the other hand, the fact that several more-or-less contemporary copies are known, 
among them one by G. van Deynum, suggests that the painting was available to students and/or 
other copyists, perhaps even in de Heem’s studio, which is less likely when it would have been 
hanging in a private collection. Nevertheless, a copy made before the painting was delivered to the 
patron may also have served as a model for further copies. 
 

  
A 135 
 
A tazza is also prominently featured on a panel kept in the Prado museum in Madrid (cat. no. A 135). 
Its composition is related to earlier examples, such as cat. nos. A 101, 110, 117, 121 and even A 133, 
but it is more modest in size and contents. The focal motif is the tazza, even more so than in cat. no. 
A 140. This tazza has a figurine of a walking satyr as a base and an elaborately chiselled dish, which 
are both shown to their full advantage. The tazza lies half on top of a shiny pewter plate, which sticks 
over the edge of the wooden table. While the tazza is surrounded by a cased watch, a high-quality 
Venetian-style wine glass and other glasses, de Heem has specifically highlighted the orange to its 
left, the oyster in front and the peeled lemon to the right, which, as a result, draw the most of the 
attention, together with the tazza itself. Like in most works from this year, de Heem has given 
meticulous attention to details and to texture: the shiny hardness of the metal and glass, the 
transparency of the juicy grapes, the roughness of the coarse wall behind, and the softness of the 
drapery and of the tablecloth.  
 

  
A 136                   A 137  

 
Smaller and more modest in their composition, but otherwise closely related, are cat. nos. A 136 and 
137, both of them still lifes of fruit, the latter supplemented with a prominent group of oysters. 
These oysters are virtually identical to those in cat. no. A 123, also in execution.412 The lemons, 
grapes and foliage in cat. nos. A 136 and 137 are very similar; the paintings could easily have served 
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as pendants, had they been the exact same size.413 In cat. no. A 137, de Heem has introduced a 
reference to transience with the gnawed holes in the leaves of the plums and the worm hole in one 
of the hazel nuts. 
 

     
A 142            A 143  
 
A small panel, showing a Wanli dish of fruit on a table in front of a niche (cat. A 142) also includes a 
hazel nut with a worm hole. For a long time, the date on this painting was not properly visible, until 
restoration in 2015 revealed the date as 1651. As such, the painting appears to anticipate similar 
compositions from the following years, such as cat. nos. A 158 and 162, and A 179. In the following 
years, a prominent branch of apricots would also become a common feature in de Heem’s fruit still 
lifes, but the branch of blackberries, reminiscent of the one in the cartouche still life in Berlin, cat. no. 
A 138, here makes its unique appearance in a still life of fruit on a table by the artist. 

Cat. no. A 143 is only known from the somewhat indistinct illustration in a 1918 auction 
catalogue. Judging from that illustration, several details are not of very high quality, which suggests 
that it is perhaps a good copy rather than an original.414 On the other hand, the modelling is accurate 
and as such convincing as de Heem’s work. The composition is closely related to that of cat. no. A 147 
in the Louvre in Paris. Eventually it may very well turn out that cat. no. A 143 is a work by de Heem in 
a rather poor condition and I have retained it in the catalogue of autograph works giving it the 
benefit of the doubt. The painting has been quoted by Bergström (1956) because of the cartouche at 
top right with an inscription ‘modicum et bonum’. Through the combination with the inscription, 
Bergström concluded that the watch indicated temperance – not only here, but also in other still 
lifes. From the illustration, however, it would appear that the cartouche and the inscription (as well 
as the unusual signature below it) are later additions. In any case, they look rather poorly painted 
and they disturb the composition. Other than as a luxury motif, and as an excuse to introduce a blue 
accent by means of the attached ribbon, the watch may carry its usual symbolism of the passing 
time, as in countless vanitas still lifes. 

Similar in composition, but with a horizontal format, is cat. no. A 146. This painting also 
shares motifs with, and is similar in treatment to several other works from 1651 discussed above, as 
well as being related to some work from (early) 1652 which will be discussed below. Two slices of 
orange, like those on the left in this painting, were already included in some still lifes from 1647 and 
the motif recurs in work from 1652 and 1653 in particular. The palette in this painting is similarly 
subdued as that of others from 1651, such as cat. nos. A 132 and 135. 
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A 146                        A 144  
 
A still life of fruit in the Museo del Prado in Madrid (cat. no. A 144) bears a signature ‘J.DCoosemasf’ 
that has clearly been tempered with. Following the signature (but ignoring the initials and the 
missing n in ‘mans’) the painting has been included as by Alexander Coosemans in the museum’s 
catalogues. It has little in common with Coosemans’ work, however, and as far as inspection with the 
naked eye allows conclusions, it looks as though the signature may well have been changed from a 
proper de Heem signature. Many details fit in well for de Heem and 1651/52, such as the bunch of 
white grapes, the plums, the foliage and the butterflies, while the peach in front is virtually identical 
to that in cat. no. A 143. Other motifs appear to deviate somewhat, however. The tablecloth is a little 
stiff, compared with de Heem’s tablecloths from this period, the model of the wineglass is unusual, 
but it’s rendering consistent, and the black grapes are slightly coarser in their handling than usual. It 
must not be excluded that this painting is the result of a collaboration with a talented pupil or studio 
assistant. Two contemporary copies of this composition are known, one signed by G* van Deynum, 
the other by an unidentified, perhaps somewhat later hand. As argued above, van Deynum was most 
probably active in de Heem’s close vicinity in 1651, which provides a further argument for the dating 
of cat. no. A 144 to that year. In view of van Deynum’s usually rather sharp handling, it seems 
unlikely that he was de Heem’s collaborator on cat. no. A 144, however. 

 

     
A 141                A 150 
 
A still life now in Sankt Gallen, cat. no. A 141, is not very easy to place. The composition, because of 
the column to the right, a blue-and-white jar and a prominent silver cup, is somewhat reminiscent of 
cat. no. A 119. The jar appears to be the exact same object as the one in that painting.415 We must 
assume that de Heem portrayed an existing, probably Netherlandish (Delft? Haarlem? Antwerp?) 
model.416 The elaborate reflections in the silver tumbler behind it are similar to those in the 
examples in cat. nos. A 115 (Liechtenstein), 151 (Tatton Park), and in particular cat. no. A 119. The 
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ladle standing in it, with a horse’s hoof at the end of the stem, can also be found in cat. no. A 140 
(Frankfurt), 149 (Prague) and others. The bread roll looks like the one in, for instance, cat. no. A 167, 
which also includes a very similar shaker, and in cat. no. A 168, but the handling is smoother here 
than in both those paintings. The column is similar to such columns in earlier examples, and has been 
painted convincingly, but it is (again) a different model. The droopy rose in the small bouquet of 
flowers is the same as in cat. no. A 145, and the larger rose is similar to that in cat. no. A 150, which 
flower painting also includes a branch of pea pods. However, the handling in cat. no. A141, both of 
the flowers and of the bouquet itself is somewhat less forceful. Other motifs, such as the white 
napkin, the shaker and the pewter plate also are softer in their execution than usual with de Heem in 
this period. The greyish tone of the rummer is unusual and, while very well painted, the glass does 
not seem to sit properly upon the napkin. So while the composition and many of the motifs and at 
least part of the execution speak in favour of de Heem’s authorship and a date around 1651, and 
while the signature also appears to be authentic, certain aspects of the painting do not fit properly, 
even though the quality of their execution is high. It may be that the painting was set up by de Heem 
and in part executed by him, but that it was finished in collaboration with a very talented pupil. A 
possible candidate may be Johannes Hannot (1633-1683), who will be discussed at some length 
further on. 
 
Still lifes indoors, 1652 
In the following year, 1652, Jan Davidsz. de Heem appears to have been as successful and as 
productive as in 1651. In 1652, de Heem dated four or five known still lifes (the last two numerals of 
cat. no. A 156 have disappeared), while some thirteen others can also be assigned to the same year, 
either upon immediate comparison with the dated examples, or because they fit best between dated 
examples from 1651 and 1653.  
  

     
A 147  
A 56 D. Teniers II, Interior with the collection of Archduke Leopold Wilhelm, signed and dated 1653, oil on canvas, 70,9 x 
87,6 cm (detail). Present location unknown. 

 
A relatively small still life now in the Louvre, Paris, cat. no. A 147, still shows close similarities in 
execution to dated examples from the previous year, such as cat. nos. A 139 and 140, and dating it to 
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1652 rather than 1651 is somewhat arbitrary. The lemon, the pewter plate and part of the bunch of 
white grapes are virtually identical to the same motifs in cat. no. A 139. Whether painted in 1652 or 
still in 1651, this still life was in the collection of Archduke Leopold Wilhelm in Brussels by 1653, 
when David Teniers the Younger painted an interior with a choice of pictures from his patron’s 
collection (fig. A 56). While it is only shown in part, to the left, it is clearly recognizable. In contrast 
with cat. no. A 114, which may have been a promotional gift from de Heem to Leopold Wilhelm, and 
A 116 and 118, which must have been painted in commission for the Archduke, this still life is 
without any apparent reference to the Archduke or to religion or power, and was presumably bought 
for the collection specifically because of its artistic merit. In 1652, de Heem continued to produce 
such relatively small, high-quality still lifes of plates and dishes of fruit, occasionally combined with 
oysters and/or other sea food, three of which are dated. They share various motifs, but also each 
have their own individual character. 
 

     
A 149                A 148  
 
The composition of the example in Prague (cat. no. A 149) is very similar to that of the Paris painting 
(cat. no. A 147), but the panel is somewhat smaller and the composition’s appearance is less 
monumental (and more intimate). The table has been situated lower in the composition and the 
attention of the viewer is dispersed more by the various accents of light and colour (next to the 
lemon, which is the focal point in Paris, the red strawberries, the two pink roses and the oyster, 
which receives more light than in the Paris example). While the two still lifes share several motifs, 
such as the bowl of strawberries, the oyster and the pewter plate, there are many differences in 
detail, which suggest that de Heem took pride in paying full attention to each detail in each individual 
work, even when basing his motifs on a preparatory study for the second or third time. 

A dated still life in the Statens Museum in Copenhagen, cat. no. A 148, is somewhat 
reminiscent of earlier compositions, such as cat. nos. A 120 (Karlsruhe) and 122, in its horizontal, 
pyramidal composition. However, now de Heem consciously appears to have left a void in the centre 
of the composition. The half-peeled lemon to the left attracts the most attention, followed by the 
crab and crayfish to the right, not in the least due to the pointed claws of the latter sticking out to 
the right. While the two peaches in the centre also represent an accent of colour and light, it is less 
strong, because the yellow is more subdued and they have been placed further to the back, behind 
the bright reflection in the rim of the pewter plate. The orange hues of the apricots cleverly lead the 
eye in a swirl to the two peaches in the back. While the left peach is a recurrent feature from cat. 
nos. A 134 and 136, this dated still life from 1652 shares the plum to the left with various examples 
from 1651. Although cat. no. A 148 is a fairly modest example of de Heem’s art, it was copied at least 
twice by Jan van Kessel the Elder (1626-1679), who signed and dated those copies in the following 
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year, 1653. Contrary to most other still lifes from this period, the Copenhagen example does not 
include any creatures such as caterpillars or butterflies, which, interestingly, the copies do. 

 

   
A 151              A 152 

 
The third dated still life from 1652, catalogue no. A 151, in Tatton Park house, possesses substantially 
more monumentality. The shiny tumbler cup in the centre, although half-hidden behind various 
fruits, immediately attracts the viewer’s attention. The lines in the array of the fruit and the 
positioning of the individual pieces all point towards the cup, which is crowned by the lavish foliage 
of vine. To the left of the cup stands a Venetian-style wine glass. This glass first appeared in de 
Heem’s work in 1651, in cat. no. A 139, to be precise, and the artist included it several times during 
the next two years. Its details vary between pictures, but this is more likely due to artistic freedom 
than to the use of different models of the same design. In any case, de Heem rarely shows the foot of 
the glass, which allowed him to vary its height at will, according to what the composition he was 
constructing required. In cat. no. A 151, it is either standing on a hidden elevation, or is unrealistically 
tall. The vine leaves hovering over the tumbler are very similar to those in earlier examples, and 
particularly so to those in cat. no. A 149 in Prague. The plum to the left, with its crooked branch, we 
have already encountered in cat. no. A 133 and in various subsequent examples. The bunch of white 
grapes to the left was also based on an earlier study: it had already appeared in cat. nos. A 136 and 
137. De Heem must have been quite content with this cluster of grapes, since he included it for a 
fourth and a fifth time in cat. nos. A 160 and 170. Last, the study of this bunch must also have been 
the model for the central one in cat. no. A 187, the only known dated example from that year which, 
incidentally, also includes another appearance of the plum with the crooked branch to the left. It is 
interesting to note how, in the various versions of the grapes, de Heem varied on their texture and 
even slightly changed the layering and spacing of the individual grapes if he thought it necessary.417 
While pendant still lifes from the seventeenth century are rare, it would appear that that de Heem 
painted cat. no. A 151 as a pendant to cat. no. A 152, of which the present location is unknown.  Both 
still lifes are on copper, an unusual support with de Heem, of virtually the same size (according to the 
dimensions provided) and their compositions are a perfect book match. While cat. no. A 152 has 
been reported in the twentieth century to be dated 1660, from a point of view of style and handling, 
it fits much better for c.1652. The fact that a dated pair of still lifes from 1652 on copper, from the 
collection J. Platteborse, of which the description fits these two works, was offered at auction in 
Brussels in July 1774, makes it very likely that they were indeed painted as a pair, perhaps as the 
result of a specific commission. 

In 1652, Jan Davidsz. de Heem returned to explicit vanitas still lifes for the first time since the 
two versions of a floral bouquet with a skull he painted in 1645 (cat. nos. A 093 and 094). In a small 
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still life (cat. no. A 155) most of the skull, to the right, is hidden. The composition of this painting is 
unusual and unique in de Heem’s oeuvre. The pink rose is the same as that in the dated example, cat. 
no. A 149, discussed above.  
 

      
A 155                   A 156  
 
The snail is very similar to the pair in cat. no. A 153 in Munich, which also includes a similar corn cob. 
Such a corncob is also to be found in cat. no. A 138 in Berlin. The coarsely shaped lemon is not 
dissimilar to the pair in that painting.418 The columbine (both flowers) is virtually identical to the one 
in the small bouquet, cat. no. A 145, and so is the red rose behind the pink one. Considering the 
combined motifs and similarities, a date of 1652 for the origin of this unusual still life indeed appears 
to be the most plausible. 

The second vanitas still life (cat. no. A 156) is of a much more traditional type. Of its date, 
reported as 1652 early on, and legible as such on old photos, only the first two numerals remain 
visible (16..). The niche, with a cartouche below it, is similar to such niches found in cat. nos. A 097 
and 098, while the double rosebud is closely related to the one at centre left in cat. no. A 130 in 
Berlin. The clacker lying to the left is fully identical to the one in cat. no. A 157 in Brussels, to be 
discussed below. The watch appears to be the same object that can be found in several other de 
Heem still lifes from the early 1650s: cat. nos. A 135, 143, 174, as well as cat. no. A 156. The folds and 
creases in the attached blue ribbon are never the same, however. The iconography of the painting is 
obvious. The inscription on the piece of paper pasted to the top of the niche with wax seals reads 
“Hoe dat je pypt of hoeje fluyt/ o Mensch, dit is/ u Erve,/ t’sij ryck  arm geleert of bott,/ dat leeúen 
heeft, moet sterúe” (Whichever way you pipe or whistle, o Man, this is your heirloom. Be it rich, 
poor, learned, or stupid, what has life must die).419 The recorder in the centre is doubtlessly 
connected with this inscription. The letter with a wax seal in the lower centre, although largely 
illegible, also leaves no doubt about the painter’s intentions, the last words being “Memento Mori”. 
The pocket watch – time ticking away – and the roses, bound to whither, as well as the snuffed 
candle, all admonish the viewer of the fact that life is only temporal. The clapper, an attribute of the 
leper, announcing his proximity, and the money purse, attribute of the rich, indicate the uncertainty 
of man’s fate in life. In the skull, the viewer can recognize his or her own destiny, underlined by the 
inscription ‘spiegel’ (mirror) in large capital letters in the cartouche under the niche. 
A large vanitas still life in Brussels (cat. no. A 157) includes several of the same elements and motifs. 
For the clapper, de Heem has obviously used the same study and this also goes for the pocket watch. 
The skull, too, may be the same as in cat. no. A 156, despite some differences in detail: in both skulls 
there are only two teeth to the left and the coronal suture is not flat, but somewhat sunken. The 
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painting also contains several inscriptions: “Navolging:Christi” and ‘BIBLIA’ on the books to the left, 
“Aqua vitae” on the bottle, “Rekeningh” on the folio behind the skull, and a partially legible oblong 
manuscript with de Heem’s signature.420 Like in other examples where he signed on a letter, de 
Heem has imitated the drying salt (or sand) with a grainy pigment.421 The writing is partly rubbed and 
only sparsely legible.422 It seems to allude to man’s indebtedness to God. The composition of this still 
life partly follows the tradition of de Heem’s large luxury still lifes from the 1640s, but is somewhat 
more complex.  
 

  
A 157 
 
The setting of the still life is not entirely clear. A drapery to the left is attached to a column or wall in 
the centre and behind the drapery another wall appears to rise up, but is for the most part kept out 
of sight. Between the two walls, there is a view into a forest landscape and to the right we see a 
stream in a rocky landscape, with a city in the background. On the elevation to the far right there are 
three crosses with figures on them, alluding to Christ’s crucifixion at Golgotha. Probably in 
connection with that scene, the city has been suggested to be Jerusalem but this seems to make little 
sense in view of the Western churches in its profile. One might expect the city to be Antwerp, but 
most probably the skyline sprouted from de Heem’s fantasy. Dating this painting is not easy, but the 
immediate connection with cat. no. A 156 points in the direction of 1652. The treatment of the stalks 
of wheat and that of the ivy around the skull is identical to that in cat. no. A 153 which is not dated 
but, as I will argue below, will also have originated in 1652.The poppy pod at lower right in Brussels is 
also almost identical to the one in cat. no. A 153 (but not rendered as well-detailed). The flowers 
around it, however, are somewhat puzzling, since they do not quite appear to fit with the handling of 
de Heem’s flowers around 1652 – while the cherries to their left, again, do. The flowers were 
prepared in the original paint, however, so it is unlikely that they are additions by a later hand.423  
 Around cat. no. A 160, a dated still life of fruit in a private collection, a group of five other still 
lifes on panels of a similar subject, size (about 35 x 50 cm) and handling can be grouped: cat. nos. A 
154, 158, 159, 161 and 162.  
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A 154  

 
In all except for cat. no. A 158, a pewter plate is a central motif. In the first, cat. no. A 154, which is 
slightly smaller than the others, the plate holds some chestnuts.424 Next to it is a Venetian-style wine 
glass, crowned with a wreath of ivy. The same motif is found in cat. no. A 161. These wreaths are 
similar – also in execution – to that around the skull in cat. no. A 157 discussed above, and as such 
may have a vanitas connotation, not uncommon to ivy. This may be underscored by the fact that on 
the wreath, there are a butterfly and a caterpillar, which combination, like the ivy that always keeps 
growing and is always green, stands for the eternal cycle of life and death and subsequent 
resurrection, and in this context for everlasting fame. Alternatively, in cat. nos. A 154 and 161, the 
wreath may also allude to the Dutch saying ‘goede wijn behoeft geen krans’ (good wine needs no 
promotion), meaning, more in general: something (or someone) of good quality needs no promotion. 
Intrinsically, de Heem may well have referred to his own quality as a painter. On the other hand, 
according to the saying, by placing the wreath on the wine glass, the painter would indicate that the 
wine is not of good quality.425 An ivy wreath around a Venetian-style wine glass can also be found in 
cat. no. A 159, but the motif is less prominent here.  The pewter plate in this painting, holding 
apricots, is also less prominent. It is overruled by the elaborate silver dish in ‘kwab’ style, decorated 
with two heads, of which a laughing jester is facing the viewer, with two dog-like animals on the side. 
De Heem most likely portrayed an existing dish here, perhaps at the request of its owner. It must 
have been a precious collectors’ item, probably produced in Utrecht by Christiaen or Adam van 
Vianen, around 1627, so it was about 25 years old when it was portrayed here.426 In this painting, the 
combination of vine, ivy and other leaves forms an arch over the still life that was built up more or 
less in the shape of a pyramid.  
 

  
A 158  
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A 159 

 

  
A 160 
 

   
A 161 
 

  
A 162          
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A similar construction is seen in cat. nos. A 158, 162 and in the dated example, cat. no. A 160. It also 
connects this group with cat. no. A 151, in Tatton Park, discussed above. In addition to the pewter 
dish that plays a central role in most of them, the artist has consistently chosen for a wooden table, 
partly covered by a dark cloth, to display his still life upon. The perspective is similar in all of these, 
but there are variations in the back wall, which is sometimes almost flat, or includes a niche or angles 
in other examples. Despite their strongly related compositions, these still lifes all have a character of 
their own, mainly through the choice of motifs. While they share several species of fruit, such as 
lemons, cherries, apricots, peaches and figs, the placement is different, but through it, de Heem 
provides a balanced distribution of colour accents in the composition. His main aim clearly is to 
please the eye with an attractive image and a meticulous rendering of detail that leads to a feat of 
illusionism. 
 
Outdoor still lifes of fruit, 1652 and the following years 
Probably also in 1652, Jan Dz. de Heem produced the first of a new type of still life: the still life of 
fruit and objects in a landscape. De Heem was not the first to situate fruit in a landscape, but his 
approach is different from that of any predecessor.427 In cat. no. A 153, in Munich, de Heem presents 
the viewer with an interesting combination of motifs: freshly harvested bunches of grapes, melons, 
peaches, corncobs, celery, as well as nuts and plums and cherries on branches. These are placed 
around a pewter (?) bowl and next to a small, shiningly polished copper cauldron. In the right 
foreground are a poppy seed pod and some plants, flanked by some frogs and a snake, the latter 
with a rather devilish countenance due to a pair of ears and an arrow-shaped tongue. Furthermore, 
the scene has been enlivened with various butterflies insects, bugs, and snails. At front centre crawls 
an earthworm. To the left of the grapes, there is a pair of rosebuds on their stem. The landscape in 
which the still life has been placed appears to be a rather barren mountain ridge, with the remains of 
a dead tree to the far left. 
 

  
A 153  
 
Other than as a result of de Heem’s usual aim towards verisimilitude and overpowering detail, the 
purpose of this new type of still life, as well as of this particular example remains unclear. The snake 
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at lower right is without doubt a symbol of evil, the same animal – also with ears and arrow-shaped 
tongue – is twisted around the foot of the crucifix in cat. no. A 173, to be discussed below. The entire 
atmosphere is somewhat reminiscent of the vanitas still life in Brussels, cat. no. A 157, discussed 
above. It is probably pure coincidence that the opiate poppy seed – inducing sleep – is in the same 
spot in both paintings, but its combination with the devilish snake here is most probably intentional. 
The fruit and vegetables provide proof of a successful harvest, while motifs such as the ivy and the 
butterflies and caterpillars can be seen as representing the cycle of life, as has been argued for cat. 
no. A 154. Cat. no. A 190, in St. Petersburg, which is also a similar type of still life, includes butterflies 
and caterpillars, but no ivy. The snakes in that picture appear to have been killed. There is an actual 
head of a devil or satyr in that still life, a sculpted one, but it is caught under the heavy stone slab 
that carries the fruit and vegetables. Evil appears to have been vanquished there. The resurrection 
theme appears to be enhanced in that painting through the inclusion of the inscription ‘fhenix’ on 
the flower pot to the left, a reference to the mythical phoenix, rising from its ashes, and considered 
as a symbol of resurrection through the ages. 
 

  
A 176 
 

  
A 177 
 
Somewhat later than cat. no. A 153, but clearly related, is cat. no. A 176, also in Munich. It does 
include ivy and butterflies, but no caterpillars to emphasize the life cycle. Also, there are no snakes 
or, apart from a single grasshopper, any scavengers, which makes that image a lot less ‘creepy’ than 
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this one. A close variant of this painting, cat. no. A 177, is set in a grotto, rather than in the open air, 
rendering a more subdued atmosphere to the image.428 It includes several butterflies, but no 
caterpillars, snakes or other scavengers. 

 

    
         A 178 

 
A tiny still life of fruit in the open air, probably the smallest still life painted by Jan Davidsz. de Heem, 
14 x 17,5 cm, is part of a gallery painting in the British Royal Collection (cat. no. A 178) which is 
signed by Jacob de Formentrou (1620/25-after 1659). Although some authors have argued 
differently, there can be little doubt that the paintings in this gallery have been contributed by the 
various artists who signed them, among others Erasmus Quellinus II, Joris van Son, Jan van Kessel I, 
Hendrick Andriessen and Peeter Boel. Each painting is not only an authentic composition – while in 
many other such gallery interiors the paintings are copies of existing works – they all are in the 
characteristic handwriting of the artists in question and they also have been executed in the 
respective artists’ characteristic choice of pigments.429 It is unlikely, if not impossible, that a single 
painter could have emulated all these characteristics of so many different artists so meticulously. As 
a collaborative work, which probably travelled from studio to studio, the painting must have taken 
some time to finalize. The painting is dated on the cartouche over the fireplace, but the last digit is 
uncertain. White (2007) read the date as 165[9?].430 While Magnus (2012) proposed 1659 in full, I 
tend to believe that 1654 is the most likely date. Neefs’ church interior in the painting is dated 1654 
and Hendrick Andriessen, who painted and signed the vanitas still life at lower centre, died in 1655. 
Form a point of view of style and choice of motifs, de Heem’s contribution can be dated to 1653 or 
1654. It is closely related to cat. no. A 176, among others. Even if the entire painting took longer to 
be finished, 1659 would be rather late for the date of finalization.431 
 
A group of related fragments, 1652-1653 
The last three paintings catalogued under de Heem’s works from 1652 can best be discussed in 
connection with works catalogued under 1653. Cat. nos. A 164, 165 and 166 are all fragments, 
possibly of one single painting, or perhaps of two or three, although this seems less likely.432 Cat. no. 
A 166 is clearly the lower centre of a cartouche still life. It is signed and dated 1653, which fits well 
chronologically: the handling of the details and the choice of motifs are similar to those in dated 
works from 1652-53.  Close comparison with other dated examples is possible for the fruit, the stalks 
of wheat, the crisply handled leaves and also the tiger moth, which is very similar to the one in cat. 
nos. A 151 and 152. Another fragment, cat. no. A 164, in a British private collection, is clearly the top 
centre of such a composition. It represents a festoon of flowers, predominantly roses, flanked by 
winged angels, very similar to those in cat. no. A 131 in Sibiu. A third fragment, a vertical festoon of 
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fruit now in Linköping, clearly formed the centre right of such a composition. In the stone relief it has 
a corn cob, just like the Sibiu cartouche still life. At its upper left, part of the original canvas has been 
replaced.433 Mounting the three fragments together photographically, together with a mirror image 
of the Norrköping fragment, the result is rather convincing (fig. A 58).434 
 

     
A 164                    A 165 

 

  
A 57 J. Dz. de Heem, photomontage of cat. nos. A 164, 165, and 166. 

 

 
 A 166 
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Still lifes, 1653 
Apart from the fragment of a cartouche painting discussed above, de Heem dated another eight or 
even nine still lifes in 1653, adding up to a total of nine or ten dated examples, many more than from 
any other year and twice the number from 1652.435 This group of dated works provides a firm 
stepping stone for the dating of further still lifes, also from the years before and after. Like in 1652, 
de Heem’s style and handling appear to have been quite consistent throughout 1653. 
 

     
A 171            A 169   
 
There are two small still lifes by Jan Davidsz. De Heem dated 1653, one in Reims (cat. no. A 1712), the 
other at an unknown location (cat. no. A 169), each no larger than a regular sheet of paper. The 
painting in Reims is very well preserved and, judging from a photo, this is also the case for the other 
small still life.436 Both the palette and the handling of the Reims still life are forceful, despite the 
painting’s minimal size. The reds of the crayfish and the plums, the yellow of the lemon peel and the 
wine, the white and cream of the oysters and the green of the table cloth are strong, but well-
balanced. The details are meticulously handled, as can be expected from such a small piece that 
automatically invites close inspection, but nevertheless the modelling remains rather painterly. By 
means of the strongly highlighted tendril of the vine that arches elegantly over the grapes and the 
crayfish, de Heem provides a strong suggestion of depth to his composition. As an afterthought, it 
would  appear, he has prolonged the branch of the plums in front of the lemon peel, the effect of 
which is less convincing, however. Very close in style, handling and size to the previous two works 
are a still life in Moscow (cat. no. A 170) and a work of which the location is unknown, cat. no. A 163. 
Like the first two, these small still lifes are of fruit on a wooden table, partly covered with a dark 
cloth. Both have been catalogued – in my view incorrectly –  as by Cornelis de Heem, while the 
handling is fully similar to that of the two pieces just discussed. 
  

     
A 170           A 163   



186 
 

Moreover, the still life in Moscow is signed with a monogram IDH ƒ. Since this is not a monogram 
commonly used by the artist and since a C had been added before it, it had not been recognised as a 
work by Jan Davidsz. de Heem until recently.437 Only the butterfly in this little still life has been done 
too coarsely to be by Jan Davidsz. de Heem himself. It may be an addition by a different hand, also 
because it fills up the space too much. 
 

  
A 167 
 
Two further dated still lifes from 1653, if not for their slightly differing measurements, could almost 
serve as pendants to each other. The first, now in the Los Angeles County Museum of Art (cat. no. A 
167) is in many ways an elaboration on a somewhat larger scale of, in particular, the still life in Reims 
(cat. no. A 171): the Venetian-style wine glass is virtually the same (but stretched somewhat in height 
here), while the handling of the back wall loosing some plaster, and that of the oysters, including the 
salt water dripping out of the shells, is absolutely similar.  
 

  
A 168  
 
The creased table cloth of heavy fabric with its characteristic V-shaped fold, too, is the same as in 
many other examples found during this period. Here as well, de Heem employs highlighted branches 
and tendrils to create depth in his composition, much more so than he did in earlier still lifes of this 
type. Cat. no. A 168 possesses many of the same characteristics. Here the most eye-catching motif is 
the sliced herring, head up, rather similar in treatment to the one in the still life in the Liechtenstein 
collection, cat. no. A 132.438 The glass of beer and the onions must have been included specifically to 
go with the fish.439 
 Cat. no. A 172, a painting in the Musée Crozatier in Le Puy-en-Velay is an unusual and 
undoubtedly experimental work. The central motif is a hard-stone bust of a young woman, her head 
covered, with a garland of flowers and fruit draped around the shoulders, and crowned with a 
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wreath of white lilies. The bust is probably a representation of the Virgin and may well have been 
done by Erasmus Quellinus II, the specialist in this area of painting.440 To the left are two parrots and 
a cockatoo, with stalks of wheat in their beaks, and a parakeet. The two parrots, a scarlet macaw and 
a blue-and-yellow macaw are indigenous of South America. While they were still a rare curiosity at 
the time, they must already have been imported to Europe early on.441 At lower left we see two 
melons, a large snail climbing onto one of them. To the right, a grape vine with large bunches of 
white grapes grows up against a wall. Between the grapes and the bust there is a view into a 
mountainous landscape.442 The flower garland includes various types of roses, morning glory and 
columbine, a stalk of wheat, a branch of cherries and a branch of oranges. Although reminiscent of 
the traditional cartouche still lifes, de Heem’s approach here is completely innovative. In a way, this 
still life ties in with the fruit still lifes in a landscape, started (probably) in 1652, but the focus is 
different. It may have been the result of a special and specified commission. Since the lilies and the 
roses do indeed suggest that the bust represents the Virgin, the fruit may be a metaphor for her 
fertility, and parrots are also occasionally connected with Mary.443  
  

    
A 172 

 
Whether or not de Heem was pleased with the result, he did not produce any other paintings in the 
same vein. Due to the fact that it is unconventional, it is not easy to date the painting accurately. The 
handling of the various details points to a date in or around 1653, however. That of the flowers is 
similar to that of the fragment of a cartouche still life (cat. no. A 164), but the texture is less waxy, 
and more transparent, more like the flowers in bouquets from the second half of the 1650s and early 
1660s. While such motifs as the melons can not be found in any other work, the grapes are strongly 
reminiscent of those in cat. no. A 173, another unusual work, now in the National Gallery of Ireland, 
which is dated 1653. A free copy of cat. no. A 172 was painted by Jacob Marrel (fig. A 58), probably in 
the 1670s, when he was living in Frankfurt am Main. Marrel must have travelled extensively and it is 
quite possible that he saw the painting elsewhere, but on the other hand he may have owned it 
himself, if only temporarily, in his capacity as art dealer. Marrel also copied the macaw and the 
melons in a forest-floor still life, around the same time.444 
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A 58 J. Marrel, Still life with a stone bust and parrots, oil on canvas, 94,5 x 130 cm. Location unknown. 

 

   
A 173  
 
Like the painting in Le Puy-en-Velay, Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s painting in Dublin (cat. no. A 173) may 
well have been the result of a special commission, in view of its profound iconography. It is different 
from works with a prominently decorative character that the artist would have been certain to be 
able to sell. While the image is dominated by a large, certainly decorative, festoon of fruit, the 
prominent presence of a crucifix and a skull characterize it as a vanitas still life with a religious 
connotation. The crucifix and the skull are reminiscent of those in the two early floral still lifes from 
c.1645, cat. nos. A 093 and 094. Although details vary, in all three paintings the cross itself is made of 
a rough, plain branch, erected upon a little grassy mound, mounted upon a square plank. In the 
paintings from 1645, the cross has a short wooden support behind it, here it appears to rest against 
the skull. The snake curled around the base of the cross is a symbol of evil, either as the cause of, or 
vanquished by Christ’s death on the cross. The bread and the glass of wine have been suggested to 
represent the Eucharist – Christ’s body and blood.445 The fact that this is white wine, not red, makes 
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this somewhat unlikely.446 The grapes and the stalks of wheat in the festoon can be connected 
directly with the Eucharist. The pomegranate may have been included not only because of its shape 
and colour, but also – although less likely – because of its symbolic value.447 Whatever any individual 
viewer might have recognized, however, it will have been enough to recognize the dialectic of life 
and death. It is interesting to note de Heem’s visual rhyme of the burst-open fig and pomegranates, 
however. Less easy to explain is the sculpted relief of three putti carrying a large basket of fruit, at 
upper right.448 Perhaps, together with the festoon, they indicate the richness of human life grace to 
Christ’s suffering? In terms of quality of execution, this painting belongs to de Heem’s best works 
from the period, and as such we may assume that it was the result of a well-paid commission. 
 

Cornelis de Heem’s earliest still lifes 
In the following year, 1654, Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s eldest son, Cornelis de Heem, painted a 
work with a very similar composition, clearly deriving from Jan Dz. de Heem’s painting from 
1653 (fig. A 60).449 Cornelis has not copied his father’s piece verbatim, however, and he has 
created his own festoon. At first sight, he does not appear to have produced a simpler 
version of his father’s painting from 1653, but upon closer inspection, this is in fact the case, 
particularly from an iconographical point of view. He has omitted the skull, as well as the 
relief with the putti. The snake in his painting has received a much more anecdotic 
connotation since it is hissing at a lizard that Cornelis appears to have introduced for that 
purpose. He also omitted the figs and the stalks of wheat, but introduced an aubergine and a 
corn cob, as well as oranges, and has moved the festoon to the centre of the composition 
and given it the most light, thus giving his version a much more decorative character.  
 

  
A 59 C. de Heem, Festoon with a crucifix, signed and dated 1654, oil on canvas, 72,5 x 56,5 cm. Location unknown. 

 
Cornelis’ version is somewhat smaller than his father’s, while the festoons themselves are 
about the same size. Cornelis’ 1654 festoon is his earliest known dated work and it shows 
him to have been a fully matured artist by that time, at the age of about 23. Festoons of fruit, 
often combined with some flowers, would become a favoured subject with Cornelis de 
Heem.  
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Undoubtedly, Cornelis was trained as a painter by his father from an early age and he must 
have had every opportunity to develop his inherited talents. It is not easy to get a proper 
picture of Cornelis’ early production of still-life paintings, which would appear to have started 
in the early 1650s. There are very few paintings that can be firmly pinpointed as early works 
by Cornelis de Heem.  

 

  
A 60 C. de Heem, Still life of fruit, signed, oil on panel, 44,5 x 72,5 cm. Tokyo, Museum of Western Art, inv. no. 
P.1990.0002. 

 
A rather convincing example appears to be a painting in the National Museum of Western Art 
in Tokyo (fig. A 61).450 The painting is signed CDHEEM (D through H). It appears to derive in 
particular from the style and manner of Jan Davidsz. from c.1647-1648; it is rather close in 
type and handling to cat. nos. A 109 and 115, while the lemons seems to derive from such 
paintings as cat. nos. A 106, 107, and 110. If painted by Cornelis in 1647 or 1648, it would 
have been done at age 16 or 17, which seems rather early, also in view of a virtual absence of 
other early work that can be situated around it. Perhaps the rather broad handling is due 
more to the young painter’s inexperience than to an immediate reliability on his father’s 
examples. Although somewhat broadly painted, the Tokyo still life is an accomplished piece 
in terms of composition and lighting, for which Cornelis may well have received assistance 
from his father. 

A large still-life painting in the collection of the Prince of Liechtenstein is traditionally 
ascribed to Jan Davidsz. de Heem (fig. A 61), but while the handling is slightly less accurate 
and meticulous, the composition and motifs fully point to an origin in de Heem’s studio 
sometime during the early 1650s. This painting, which is not signed, is an excellent candidate 
for reattribution to Cornelis de Heem as a work from c.1652/53, in my view. It stands in 
between the Tokyo still life and Cornelis’ earliest signed works from 1654 and 1655, to which 
I will pay more attention in connection with work by Jan Davidsz. de Heem. Another 
candidate for attribution to Cornelis de Heem is a still life in a German private collection, 
previously attributed to Jan Davidsz. (fig. A 62). It appears to be fully inspired by works of the 
father from 1652-53, such as cat nos. A 151 (Tatton Park) and A 167 (Los Angeles), but is 
somewhat less strong and less certain in its execution, be it very close to Jan Davidsz. de 
Heem’s own quality. 451 
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A 61 attributed to C. de Heem, Still life of fruit and a lobster, oil on canvas, 83 x 118 cm. Vaduz, Princes of 
Liechtenstein. 

 

  
A 62 Attributed to C. de Heem, Still life with a melon, oysters and smoking utensils, oil on panel, 36,4 x 55,5 cm 
(including additions/repairs of 1 cm at the bottom and a few mm. at the top). Private Collection, Germany. 

 
Signed and dated by Jan Davidsz. de Heem and dated 1653 is a medium-sized, but exquisite still life 
with a pie, a plain silver and a silver-gilt tazza (cat. no. A 174). With a pie and a lemon on a plate as 
prominent motifs, it is reminiscent of earlier examples such as cat. nos. A 139 and 140, but by moving 
the lemon to the front centre and by choosing a lighter and more articulated background, de Heem 
has created greater depth in the composition. The watch and its ribbon appear to derive from the 
same study as the one in cat. no. A 152, but for the sake of the composition, the artist has omitted 
the lid. The two tazzas make a unique appearance in this still life. This might suggest that they were 
provided specifically by the person who commissioned the painting, but de Heem may just as well 
have come across them in a collection or with a dealer and have portrayed them once. Particularly 
the silver-gilt one standing up, decorated with a gesturing cherub, appears to be a rare example, 
probably German-made and at the time a fairly modern object. It is interesting to note that a similar 
pair of tazzas (not the same, however) features in a miniature still life by Cornelis de Heem  in a 
cabinet painting from 1666 (fig. A 63).452  The cluster of vine leaves hovering above the pie in cat. no. 
A 174 is once more closely related to that in several examples from the previous years, while the red 
admiral butterfly that has alighted on them had by then become almost a signature motif for de 
Heem.  
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A 174   
A 63 C. de Heem, Still life outdoors, detail of  Art cabinet with Çandaules and Gyges’, by W.S. von Ehrenberg and various 
other artists, 1666, oil on canvas, 142,5 x 237 cm (the entire painting), Bayerische Staatsgemäldesammlungen, Staatsgalerie 
Neuburg an der Donau. 

 
This butterfly had made its first appearance in cat. no. A 109, but less meticulously studied. In cat. 
nos. A 116 (Vienna) and A 121, de Heem began to give it the shape and detail in which, from then on, 
it appears in many, perhaps one out of three, of de Heem’s still lifes. Its execution in the still lifes 
from the late 1640s is still somewhat painterly, from 1650 onwards, Jan Dz. de Heem executed his 
red admirals in meticulous detail. De Heem has devoted attention to the wall behind the still life in 
cat. no. 53.08 even more than in other examples. At the centre of it is a (shallow) niche, to the left of 
which the structure of the bricks shows. One of de Heem’s trompe-l’oeil nails sits in the wall to the 
left, and top-left of the centre de Heem has painted a hard-stone cartouche which contains his 
signature and the date. The fact that the cartouche can not have been attached properly to the wall 
since for the most part it sits in front of the niche appears not to have bothered the artist. 
 

  
A 175 
 
A larger still life, catalogue no. A 175, in the Wallace Collection in London, is dated indistinctly, but 
the last digit of the date can be read as a 3, which secures it for 1653. It shares several motifs with 
other still lifes by de Heem from the first few years of the 1650s. The lemon on a pewter plate to the 
left is very similar to those in cat. nos. A 139, 147 (Paris), and 168. The rendering of the rummer is 
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close to that in, for example, cat. nos. A 134, 138 (Berlin), and 173 (Dublin). The bread roll in the 
latter picture is not dissimilar to the one included here, as is the one in cat. no. A 167 (Los Angeles). 
Cat. no. A 134 also includes a similar large lobster, as well as a bottle casket, which motif, as 
observed earlier, was first introduced by de Heem in cat. no. A 070. The Wanli bowl of strawberries 
might derive from the same study as the one in cat. no. A 149 (Prague). The nautilus shell, contrary 
to the one cat. no. A 090, which was the last example he had previously depicted, has not been 
polished, but has retained its tiger-stripe pattern on the outside. Baskets of fruit and hams had both 
featured regularly in de Heem’s still lifes from the 1640s, but these are the first to appear in work 
from the 1650s. The mustard jar to the right, which supposedly accompanies the ham, appears to be 
the same object that de Heem had depicted in cat. no. A 101 (Toledo), which suggests that it may 
have been an object used in de Heem’s own household. Interestingly, it clearly reflects the artist 
sitting at his easel.453 De Heem relished in painting reflections, particularly of  windows in wine 
glasses. From that point of view, it is curious that there appears to be only one other certain 
reflection of the artist himself at work, in the vase in cat.no. A 255 (Leipzig). A very uncertain 
candidate for such a reflection is in cat. no. A 188 (Sarasota), in the lower central bulb of the silver-
gilt cup-and-cover. Like in cat. no. A 117 (The Hague), de Heem has placed the bottle casket with the 
rummer on top to the left. While in that painting the weight of the composition lies to the right, as 
usual with de Heem, through the presence of the drapery, here the balance rears to the left. Thus 
far, we can only point out one probable pair of pendants in de Heem’s oeuvre (cat. no. A 151 and 
152), and no known painting can serve as a pendant to the Wallace Collection one, but nevertheless 
its composition does seem to invite a companion piece. 
 

  
A 179 
 
A group of three smaller still lifes by de Heem, cat. nos. A 179 to 181, follow up on several of the 
characteristics of such works from the previous years (such as cat. nos. A 142, 158 to 162) and can as 
such be situated in or around 1653. The arrangement of fruit around a Wanli dish in the centre of the 
composition is reminiscent of cat. no. A 158, but the handling is somewhat softer and the palette is 
more outspoken. In cat. A 181 particularly the grapes and the foliage appear to have lost glazes and 
detail, which makes it difficult to assess properly.  
 Cat. no. A 180, in Oberlin, has a similar variegated palette as the previous work, but the 
handling is somewhat smoother. The rendering of the pomegranate and of the foliage is still 
reminiscent of, for instance, that in cat. no. A 173 in Dublin but also in comparison with that still life, 
the general handling is slicker and smoother. As such, it seems to precede  cat. nos. A 182 to 185, 
which are quite similar in handling, but generally have a more restrained palette again. The quality of 
the execution is certainly up to de Heem’s standard and the composition appears to have been 
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appreciated highly by other artists, since a number of copies as well as more liberal derivations exist, 
mostly from the period.454  
 

   
A 180                A 181  
 
A variant on copper, cat. no. A 181, which is signed at upper left, may have originated around the 
same time as cat. no. A 180.  Jan Davidsz. de Heem was most probably responsible for the 
composition and a the majority of the details and it may well be that Cornelis de Heem had some 
part in its execution – differences with known work by Cornelis from 1653/54 may be due to the fact 
that this painting is on copper and not on panel or canvas. Next to some weaknesses, the painting 
includes very well-painted details, such as the pewter plate and the knife, the white grapes, the parts 
of an orange and the lemon. The modelling of the pewter dish and of the porcelain bowl (which has 
lost some blue) is excellent. The draping of the tablecloth with its rather rigid fringes is a feature 
found in many of Cornelis’ later still lifes. Several motifs, such as the flowers and the fig, were clearly 
added by a later hand, and were partly removed in 2015. 
 
Still lifes,1654 
In 1654, Jan Davidsz. de Heem appears to have been much less productive than during the previous 
years. Just one dated work from this year is known, while about six further still lifes can be 
considered to have originated in 1654. 
 

  
A 182 
 
Cat. no. A 182 was probably painted shortly after cat. nos. A 179 to 181 discussed above. It is slightly 
smaller than cat. no. A 180 (Oberlin) and it was also painted on canvas rather than on panel, which 
for both still lifes can partly explain the apparent differences with most other works of a similar size 
from this period, which have mostly been painted on panel. Also, cat. no. A 182 differs somewhat in 
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the choice of motifs from other works from this period, but it includes the standard Venetian-style 
wine glass and the ribbed beer glass found in cat. nos. A 154 and 168, among others, as well as the 
characteristic tablecloth with its standard V-shaped crease. The background niche is very similar to 
that in cat. no. A 174, which composition also includes the beer glass, while the lemons in both 
paintings have also been rendered rather similarly. The knife with a chequered handle is not found in 
many de Heem still lifes, but it also occurs in cat. no. A 180 (Oberlin) and reappears in several later 
still lifes. From 1630 onwards, knives with such handles are frequently found in compositions by the 
Haarlem still-life specialist Willem Claesz. Heda, whose work inspired de Heem during an early phase 
(cf. cat. nos. A 019 and 020). It may well be that de Heem’s inclusion of this specific motif was 
inspired by Heda’s still lifes as well. 
 

  
A 183 
 
A knife with a  chequered handle also features in cat. no. A 183, in the collection of the Bayerische 
Staatsgemäldesammlungen in Munich. This, too, is on canvas, and the largest of this group of still 
lifes. It shares various motifs with other works from the first half of the 1650s. The two early Wanli 
dishes on top of each other to the left already appeared in cat. no. A 134, and the split apricot is the 
same as in cat. no. A 179 and 181. The string of pea pods and the wild strawberries are unusual 
motifs, however, even though pea pods already featured in  cat. no. A 150. The halved peach on the 
Wanli plates is also a motif that is not frequently found with de Heem. It would appear that during 
1653 and 1654 the artist was regularly experimenting with ways to render grapes, since their 
handling tends to vary from painting to painting. The restless curving of the pea stems and 
strawberry stems across the other fruit appears to have been a one-time experiment. De Heem must 
have realized that it was not beneficial to the unity and strength of the composition. 
 

   
A184                   A 185 
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Most probably painted around the same time, is a related still life in the Kunsthaus in Zürich, cat. no. 
A 184. It shares several motifs with cat. no. A 182, such as the ribbed beer glass, the Venetian-style 
wine glass, the dried fruit, a pair of (large and small) oranges and the bread pretzels. Like in cat. no. A 
174, there is an ornate stone cartouche in the background, this time with an inscription and the 
signature. The inscription refers to fasting: “Memoriael/ Dit is dat ons de vasten past/ Maer, tis niet; 
so ghij niet vast/ van sonden, quaet en eijgen lust/ Tis niet geúast, tot sielens Rúst/ I.De Heem F” 
(Take note/ It is correct that fasting suits us, but it is no use [to fast] if you do not abstain from sin, 
wrong and your own lust, [for then] you will not fast for the peace of your soul). If not for this 
inscription, no one would not connect this image with fasting any more than many other examples of 
de Heem’s still lifes. The same is true for cat. no. A 185, an unsigned work in a private collection, 
which shares several motifs, such as the sweetmeat, almonds, pretzels and the paper bag, as well as 
the rather smooth finish with the painting in Zürich. 
  

Johannes Hannot 
The painting in Zürich (cat. no. A 184) shows many similarities with a still life in the collection 
of the Rheinisches Landesmuseum in Bonn that was attributed to de Heem, until during 
cleaning around 1980, the signature and date ‘J Hannot Ao 54’ appeared (fig. A 64). Johannes 
Hannot, who was born in Leiden in 1633 and died there in 1684, is not recorded to have 
spent any significant period of time in Antwerp, but his known oeuvre, the painting in Bonn 
in particular, suggests a sojourn in the close vicinity of de Heem in about 1653-54. Hannot 
shows two oranges in a similar position as in de Heem’s still life in Zürich, the bread roll is 
reminiscent of that in cat. nos. A 167 and 168, and de Heem’s ribbed beer glass and the 
Venetian-style wine glass are also present in Hannot’s still life, while the setting (niche, partly 
covered table) is highly similar to that of cat. no. A 174. Hannot’s lemon is reminiscent of that 
on top of the jug in cat. no. A 184 (Zürich). The handling of the painting in Bonn is somewhat 
dryer and less fluent than de Heem’s, but the overall quality is higher than that of any other 
still life by Hannot, which seems to suggest personal guidance by de Heem himself.  
 

  
A 64 J. Hannot, Still life of fruit, signed and dated 1654, oil on canvas, 48 x 63,5 cm. Bonn, Rheinisches 
Landesmuseum, inv. no. 35.256. 
 

No dated work by Hannot from before 1654 is known, but some of his still lifes must have 
originated earlier, such as a still life of fruit in the Ward Bequest in the Ashmolean Museum, 
Oxford.455 Hannot may have been a pupil of the Leiden de Heem follower Pieter de Ring 
(active before 1648-1660) and may have come to Antwerp for a period of time in order to 
improve his style and technique in de Heem’s studio. The painting in Bonn is very close in 
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style and handling to a still life that is presented as a de Heem in the Toledo Museum of Art 
(fig. A 65).   
 

  
A 65 J. Hannot (with J.Dz. de Heem?), Still life of fruit and a lobster, with signature J D.De heem ƒ. Oil on canvas, 
63,5 x 84 cm. The Toledo Museum of Art, inv. no. 55.25. 

 

  
A 66 J. Hannot, Still life with sweetmeats and drinking vessels, with (indistinct) monograms, oil on panel, 50 x 67,5 
cm. Present location unknown 
 

It has the same warm, orangey palette in common with Hannot’s signed and firmly attributed 
still lifes, includes several of the same motifs and the handling of the details – grapes, leaves, 
bread, tablecloth – is highly similar to that of the still life in Bonn.  
 
Pieter de Ring 
As much as Hannot’s relationship with Jan Davidsz. de Heem remains unclear, so does that of 
Hannot’s possible Leiden teacher, Pieter de Ring, who died on 22 September 1660.456 
According to a written report, de Ring was originally trained and working as a mason, and 
had a passion for drawing, but could not afford training as a painter. A patron who 
recognized his passion furnished the funds for de Ring to train under Jan Davidsz. de 
Heem.457 It remains unclear, however, when this training took place. De Ring’s parents 
married in September 1605, so he may have been born as early as 1606, in which case he 
could have been de Heem’s pupil before the latter left Leiden in 1631, when both artists 
were, in that case, about 25 years old. 
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A 67 P. de Ring, Still life of fruit with a bottle casket, signed with a ring, oil on canvas, 78,5 x 61 cm. Present 
location unknown. 

 
However, De Ring’s earliest known work stems from the mid-1640s and appears to have 
been influenced by the work of Jan Jansz. den Uyl and Willem Claesz. Heda, rather than by de 
Heem.458 De Ring must have been active as an artist by 1648, since he was one of the 
founding members of the Leiden painters’ guild in that year. Direct contact with de Heem 
around the year 1652 appears to be substantiated by a still life marked with a ring in a 
private collection (fig A 67). In a very de Heem-like composition, it reunites close variants of 
the bowl of strawberries from cat. no. A 149 (Prague), of the lemon in cat. no. A 152 (Paris) 
and of the pair of figs at lower right in cat. no. A 138 (Berlin). It is virtually impossible that de 
Ring could have gathered these motifs in one painting outside of de Heem’s studio and at a 
different time than (early) 1652. While the handling of these motifs is close to that of de 
Heem, de Ring’s hand is confirmed by the handling of the table cloth and its fringe, by the 
handling of the grapes, and by the small crab lying on its back, almost a feature motif in his 
work, which does not occur with de Heem himself. That de Ring was not in de Heem’s studio 
as a pupil in 1652, is borne out by the quality of, among others, a vanitas still life in Berlin, 
which is dated 1650, and a fully mature work.459 Many of Pieter de Ring’s still lifes are 
emulations of the type of composition of the upright still life from 1652, while several others, 
such as de his larger still life in the collection of the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, with a lobster 
and a silver-gilt cup and cover, and a large luxury still life from 1651 in Antwerp, appear to 
draw their inspiration from somewhat earlier examples by de Heem, such as cat no. A 110 
(Kassel), which might point to an apprenticeship around the mid-1640s.460  
 A luxury still life by Pieter de Ring from 1660 can rank among the most impressive 
emulations of de Heem’s large luxury still lifes from the early 1640s, due to its quality and 
size (fig. A 69).461 In this work, too, Pieter de Ring combined de Heem-like motifs with own 
inventions, such as the vegetables in the left foreground. 
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A 68 R. de Ring, Large luxury still life with a parrot and a monkey, signed and dated 1660, oil on canvas, 160 x 205 
cm. Private collection, England. 

 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s dated work from 1654, cat. no. A 187, is a forcefully painted, but 
meticulously detailed still life of fruit, arranged around a pewter dish holding a half-peeled lemon. 
The bunch of white grapes included in it is directly related to that in several somewhat earlier works 
(cat. nos. A 136, 137, 151, 160, 169 and 170). The plum to the far left is also a recurring motif (see 
also the discussion of G. van Deynum’s work above), while the apricots do not occur in the same 
form, but very similarly, for instance in the still life from 1652 in Copenhagen (cat. no. A 148) and in 
others that can be grouped around it.  
 

  
A 187 

 
The colours of this dated still life are somewhat stronger than those in de Heem’s work from the 
previous years and it also has a lighter background than most. The same is true for the two large still 
lifes that can tentatively be dated to 1654, those in the Akademie der bildenden Künste in Vienna 
(cat. no. A 186) and in The Ringling Museum in Sarasota, Florida (cat. no. A 188). Both can be counted 
among the most successful works de Heem produced in his career. The first, cat. no. A 186, is de 
Heem’s largest and most ambitious individual work since the large luxury still lifes from the first half 
of the 1640s, particularly when we take into account that it was probably reduced somewhat at the 
bottom, and perhaps all around.462  
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A 186 
 

  
A 188 
 
The second, cat. A 188, is only slightly smaller, but an upright format. The subject matter of both 
paintings is very similar: a luxurious still life with a scarlet macaw, which in the one in Sarasota is 
accompanied by an African grey parrot. Both have an architectural background with a vista and a 
dark-velvet tasselled drapery, and feature chased silver and silver-gilt vessels. Fruit plays a dominant 
role – grapes in a bunch, melon, pomegranate, peach, lemon, and orange are present in both – and 
the painting in Vienna features a juicy ham, while in the one in Sarasota there are a red-boiled 
lobster and some large sea shells. Both include dishes of oysters and some shrimps. Both paintings, 
particularly that in Vienna, are first and foremost showcases of de Heem’s virtuosity. In them, he 
renders a great variety of textures: metal, paper, the skin of various types of fruit, textiles, ceramics, 
shells and so on, in a fully convincing manner. While some vanitas references can be found and in 
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both the Four Elements can be recognized, neither of the two appears to have a profound 
iconography.463  
 To the left in the painting in Vienna, there are two sheets of paper with partly legible texts. 
The largest and best visible can be recognised as a love poem to ‘The greatest beauty my eye ever 
saw’.464 In the second, only partly legible text there is a reference to ‘Heaven’s blessing’, while it ends 
with ‘good luck [or: happiness], hope nor prosperity’, just above the artist’s signature. As in other 
instances, de Heem has imitated the drying salt (or sand) of actual writings with a grainy pigment. 
This ties in with the verisimilitude that the artist was continuously striving for and with the bravura 
that these paintings emanate. In terms of composition the painting in Sarasota has a greater unity 
than that in Vienna.  

Of that painting the two-thirds at the right form a proper unity to which the array of papers, 
a recorder and drinking vessels to the left is organically connect, while the festoon of fruit at upper 
left not really connects with the rest of the composition. It provokes the feeling that it was added on 
second thought, in order to fill an unexpected gap in the composition, while in the end it feels a bit 
over weight, and is perhaps drawing more attention than intended. In the Sarasota painting, the still 
life is concentrated around the diagonal from upper left to lower right, leading the eye. Objects 
placed along this diagonal are also arranged from far back (the clouds and the tassel) to close by (the 
sea shells). Following the diagonal, it is halted regularly by opposing oblique lines: the parrot’s tail, 
the lobsters claws, the spout of the ewer, the slanted plate of oysters, the open melon and the 
obliquely posed large sea shells, while it is not particularly distracted by the sky, the drapery in the 
background, or the dark-red table cloth. Depth is attained by placing objects behind and in front of 
each other, by use of colour – for instance the red lobster upon the blue bottle casket – and by 
placing a stool with some sea shells in front of the table, like earlier in the large luxury still lifes. 
Through the combination of all these features, the result is extremely successful. 
 
A collaboration with Thomas Willeboirts Bosschaert 
In 1998, a large painting of a bacchanal of putti, cat. no. A 189, appeared on the art market. The 
figures, at least for the most part, are the work of Thomas Willeboirts Bosschaert, who died in 1654. 
The landscape appears to be by another, as yet unidentified hand. It may be that the painting was 
finished by other hands (shortly) after the artist’s death. Judging from the style and handling, the 
still-life motifs were painted by Jan Davidsz. de Heem, perhaps with some assistance, and connect 
well with other work from 1653 to 1655, specifically cat. nos. A 176, 186 and 190. The dish to the left 
appears virtually identically in a still life by Cornelis de Heem from 1655 (to be discussed below, fig. A 
69), but the handling here is slightly sharper and more accurate. Of the fruit to the right, the branch 
of oranges and the white grapes are fully characteristic of de Heem’s work of around 1654, but the 
melon has been painted rather coarsely, which might suggest involvement of another hand, perhaps 
Cornelis, or a studio assistant. 

A copy of the painting, without the still-life motifs, in Kassel, Museumslandschaft Hessen 
Kassel, Gemäldegalerie Alte Meister, was considered to be Willeboirts Bosschaert’s original prior to 
1998.465 To some degree, the concept of cat. no. A 189 is related to earlier collaborations of Peter 
Paul Rubens and Frans Snijders, compare for instance examples in Munich and Vienna.466 It seems 
less likely that Willeboirts Bosschaert was directly inspired by such examples, however, while de 
Heem’s contribution to the painting bears no immediate relationship with Snijders’ work. 
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A 189 

 
1655 
From 1655, only one dated painting by Jan Davidsz. de Heem is known, an outdoor still life now in 
the Hermitage in St. Petersburg (cat. no. A 190), which was already briefly discussed above (p. 181) in 
connection with de Heem’s outdoor still lifes from the first half of the 1650s. In it, de Heem combines 
fruit with flowers and vegetables, and included various creatures: butterflies and caterpillars, a 
cricket, snails, snakes and lizards, as well as little bugs, flies and ants, some of the latter parading in 
the mid-foreground.  
 

  
A 190  
 
The handling of the fruit and vegetables is rather similar to that in, for instance, cat. nos. A 151, 176 
and 187, dated still lifes from the previous years. In the image, de Heem has also included a terra-
cotta flower pot, a Wanli porcelain bowl and a shiny iron bucket, objects with individually very 
different textures, which allowed him to exhibit his skill in their rendition. The treatment of the roses 
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is similar, although somewhat thinner, as in cat. nos. A 155 and 172, for instance. The one at the 
centre in the flower pot probably derives from the same study as the roses in cat. nos. A 149  and 
155, while the one centrally above the rim had already featured in cat. nos. A 141 and 145, which 
again shows how de Heem would creatively return to models used in previous years. A motif from his 
indoor still lifes that reappears here is that of the nail in the wall, shown to the right here. The two 
nails primarily indicate the direction of the light falling in, while de Heem also used another trick to 
suggest depth and perspective: a small stick protrudes forward from the side of the wall, indicating 
the angle of that side, which is out of view. Depth and movement is also suggested by the stalks of 
wheat de Heem has woven through the composition, more so than in earlier compositions where he 
employed them in such a manner, like the cartouche still lifes from the early 1650s and cat. no. A 
172. 

The painting’s underlying iconography, which can be connected with the cycle of nature and with 
resurrection, was already discussed above (p. 181). The orange branch, with the oranges in al stages 
from bloom to ripened fruit may well be connected with the same idea. Despite the relatively large 
size, the detail of the execution of this work is very high, which suggests that the artist considered 
this an important piece from the outset,  perhaps one intended for a wealthy patron. 
 

Cornelis de Heem in 1655 and in the following years 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s son Cornelis de Heem signed and dated several still lifes in 1655 and the 
following years, which are among his most accomplished works. They are closely related to the 
work of Jan Davidsz. de Heem from the previous years in style, choice of motifs, and execution. 
Above, Cornelis’ variant of his father’s festoon with vanitas motifs, cat. no. A 173, has already 
been discussed (p. 189). From the attestation of 1st March 1669, listing payments by Jan Dz. de 
Heem to his son over the years, it appears that in 1653 to 1655, Cornelis spent substantial 
periods of time outside of Antwerp, most of which time appears to have been spent in 
Brussels.467 His production of paintings during those years appears to have been restricted, 
probably in part due to his travels, but what he produced was of a high level of quality. His father 
must have guided him closely and must have allowed him all the time and effort he needed to 
produce high-quality still lifes. A case in point is a large luxury still life, measuring 127 x 152 
centimetres, which has appeared on the art market several times in recent decades (fig. A 70). Its 
composition was clearly inspired by the father’s large and medium-sized luxury still lifes from the 
previous ten years: a table loaded with luxury items, a view through a window to the left and a 
back-drop curtain to the right. Some of the props in this painting can also be found in still lifes by 
Jan Dz. de Heem, such as the salt cellar in the centre and the blue bottle casket. The large dish of 
oysters must have been inspired by the one in cat. no. A 188, in Sarasota, while the curtain is 
strongly reminiscent of the one in the large still life in Vienna, cat. no. A 186. It is noteworthy that 
an excellent copy of Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s still life in Sarasota (cat. no. A 188) exists, which 
most probably originated within a minimal span of time from the original (fig. A 71).468  While the 
overall quality of this copy is very high – it has generally been accepted as an autograph version 
in the past and has even been confused with the original in the literature – the handling is less 
fluent and confident than in de Heem’s original. Upon comparison, it turns out that in this copy 
there are several similarities in motifs and their handling with Cornelis de Heem’s 1655 still life 
discussed above, for instance in the pomegranate, the melon and the oysters.  
 
 



204 
 

  
A 69 C. de Heem, Still life with oysters and fruit, signed and dated 1655, oil on canvas, 127 x 152 cm. Present location 
unknown. 

 

  
A 70 C. de Heem? after J.Dz. de Heem, Luxury still life with two parrots, with signature ..De heem ƒ, oil on canvas, 150 x 
112 cm. Present location unknown. 

 
The initials of the signature on the copy appear to have been abraded, while the calligraphy of 
‘De heem’ is virtually identical to the original. The initial does not appear to have been a ‘C’, 
however, and moreover, as far as I can tell, Cornelis de Heem always signed his family name in 
capital letters from the outset of his career. It may well be that this copy was sold from the de 
Heem studio as an original, which in view of its quality must have had Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s 
approval. 

Cornelis de Heem dated several known still lifes in the year 1656, all of which are of excellent 
quality. The first is a festoon of fruit that is still closely related to his painting from 1654, inspired 
by the father’s work in Dublin from the previous year, discussed above, but which has a less 
exuberant composition and without the vanitas motifs and the bread and wine.469 The handling 
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has become more forceful than in the earlier work. A further step towards Cornelis’ later 
characteristic style and handling is a festoon that must have originated later in the same year, 
since it is also dated 1656 (fig. A 72).470  

 

  
A 71 C. de Heem, Festoon of fruit, signed and dated 1656, oil on panel, 56,5 x 42 cm. Present location unknown. 

 
It combines the choice of fruit from the other festoon with some roses and convolvulus at the 
top.471 This same arrangement of flowers reappears on the table in a still life by Cornelis de 
Heem from the following year, now in the Städelsches Kunstinstitut in Frankfurt (fig. A 73).472 It is 
only slightly smaller than the painting from 1654 discussed above, but the composition is similar, 
while the artist has ‘zoomed in’ somewhat closer to the still life. Some motifs are strongly 
reminiscent of the work of Jan Davidsz. – compare, for instance the melon with the one in his 
painting from 1655 in St. Petersburg (cat. no. A 190) – but there obviously also is a lot of input 
from Cornelis himself, such as the flowers, already mentioned above, the mirror and the 
copulating sparrows.  
 

  
A 72 C. de Heem, Luxury still life with copulating sparrows, signed and dated 1657, oil on canvas, 94 x 118 cm. 
Frankfurt am Main, Städelsches Kunstinstitut, Inv. no. 708. 
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Also in Frankfurt and dated 1658, is an out-door still life by Cornelis de Heem, for which was he 
undoubtedly strongly inspired by his father’s example from 1655 (cat. no. A 190) (fig. A 74).473  
 

  
A 73 C. de Heem, Outdoor still life, signed and dated 1658, oil on canvas, 68 x 84 cm. Frankfuth an Main, Städelsches 
Kunstinstitut, Inv. no. 721. 

 
While Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s still life is set in a desolate landscape, Cornelis placed his in a 
civilized garden, with a view of a peaceful riverbank to the left. In its present form, we do not 
entirely see the original setting: the garden wall topped with an urn with fruit is clearly a later 
addition, probably by a different hand.474 Motifs such as the melon, the celery, the endives, the 
corncob, the chestnuts, and also the walnut in its shell seem to derive directly, but in a creative 
way, from cat. no. A 190.  

Cornelis de Heem would register not earlier than two years later as an independent master 
with the Antwerp guild, during the administrative year 1660-1661, between the months of 
September, but with the still lifes discussed above as well as with other, not dated, works from 
the period he established himself as a fully qualified artist of a high standard. 
 
The painting in the Hermitage (cat. no. A 190) remained, as far as we know, Jan Davidsz. de 
Heem’s last dated work for the next twenty years, which makes the subsequent development of 
his work less easy to follow. It can be divided roughly into three periods, the ‘transitional’ years 
1656 to c.1660, by which year the artist had permanently settled in Utrecht, 1660 to 1672, his 
Utrecht years, and 1672 to 1684, his last years in Antwerp. The following chapters will discuss 
those three periods. 
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5 Antwerp – Utrecht, 1656 to 1672 
 
Antwerp, 1656 – 1658? 
After 1655, in which year Jan Davidsz. de Heem produced his last known dated painting for twenty 
years to come and to which year no other work can be assigned specifically, the artist’s production 
appears to have declined temporarily. Even though, due to the absence of a framework of dated 
works, it becomes more difficult if not impossible for the period between 1655 and 1675 to assign 
paintings by de Heem to or around a specific year. His production in the first few years after 1655 
appears to have been negligible in comparison with that of the first half of the 1650s. In contrast, as 
already demonstrated in the previous chapter, the production of his son, Cornelis de Heem, who was 
undoubtedly working in his father’s studio most of the time, increased substantially. Cornelis’ 
paintings from this period draw their inspiration mostly from his father’s work from the years prior to 
1655. 

Archival data also remain scarce for this period, but, certainly from 1658 onwards, they point 
to Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s frequent, if not permanent, absence from Antwerp.475 In April of 1655, de 
Heem twice requested permission from the guild to organise a public sale of paintings in his house on 
Meir in Antwerp, which permission was eventually denied. As suggested earlier, it may be that de 
Heem intended to organise this sale in order to clear his stock because he had plans to leave town.   

Already in his Antwerp years, Jan Davidsz. de Heem must have had many contacts in the 
Northern Netherlands, even though actual data concerning such contacts are rare. He was recorded 
up north, signing for the receipt of an inheritance in Leiden, in April of 1658. He also must have had 
one or several patrons in Holland. In 1652 he had a print by Pieter de Bailliu after a painting by 
Rubens dedicated to the Amsterdam dealer and collector Marten Kretzer. It is conceivable that the 
artist had already travelled north before 1655 on one or more occasions for the delivery of a painting 
to such a patron. From 1658 until 1663 (with an exception or missing registration for 1662), and once 
more in 1667, he paid taxes as buitenpoorter of Antwerp, a citizen living outside of the town.  

 

   
A 191  
 
The fact that Maria van Oosterwijck moved from Leiden to Utrecht in 1660, most probably in order 
to become a pupil of de Heem, is a firm indication that the artist had settled in that city by then, as is 
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the fact that Cornelis de Heem registered with the Antwerp guild as an independent master during 
the administrative year 1660-1661. 

A painting by de Heem that in all probability originated before he left Antwerp is a rich still 
life with a lobster and a ham, now in the Boijmans Van Beuningen Museum in Rotterdam (cat. no. A 
191). A copy, almost verbatim, of it was signed in Antwerp by Jan Pauwel Gillemans the Elder, 
probably very shortly after de Heem produced the original.476 A second copy can also be attributed to 
Gillemans (fig. AU 1).  
 

  
AU 1 J.P. Gillemans the Elder, Still life with a lobster, signed, oil on canvas, 80 x 113 cm. Present location unknown. 

 
The images of Gillemans’ two copies are almost identical, but they both show several deviations from 
de Heem’s original as we know it. In the signed copy, the fig upon the tazza and the larger melon to 
the right are not included, and neither are the hazelnuts on the pewter plate, or the chestnuts sitting 
around the lobster. Of the orange in the centre, a slice has been cut off, and to the left there are 
some small peaches or large apricots and some plums instead of the bunch of black grapes. Looking 
closely at the Rotterdam de Heem, however, it appears to be quite possible that the artist added or 
changed these motifs in his own painting at a later stage. The chestnuts, at least the one up front, for 
instance, were visibly added after the lobster had been finished completely, and it seems quite 
possible that the melon was also a later addition and that he reworked the orange as well. It may 
initially have been sliced off, like in Gillemans’ painting. In that case, Jan Pauwel Gillemans copied de 
Heem’s composition before it had actually been finished or altered by the artist himself. Gillemans’ 
knowledge of and reference to this painting by de Heem in the late 1650s is also apparent from 
various of his autonomous compositions, such as a painting that was on the art market in 1998 (fig. 
AU 2).477 The motif of a lobster on a blue bottle casket already occurred in compositions by de Heem 
from the second half of the 1640s (cat. nos. A 104 and A 110) as well as in cat. no. A 188, but not in 
combination with a Wan-li porcelain bowl as in cat. no. A 191. Moreover, Gillemans’ painting in fig. 
AU 2 includes an orange with a missing slice, similar to the one in his copy after the de Heem still life. 
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AU 2  J.P. Gillemans the Elder, Still life of fruit with a lobster, signed and dated indistinctly, oil on canvas, 81 x 114,5 cm. 
Present location unknown. 

 
Accurate dating of de Heem’s original remains difficult, however. In part, it can be regarded as the 
result of a further development following de Heem’s still lifes from the first half of the 1650s, in style, 
as well as in motifs and handling. The reflections in the rummer concur with reflections in other 
rummers from the Antwerp period, compare cat. nos. A 121, 129 and 134, which seems to confirm 
its Antwerp origin.478 Several details however, in particular the ones that differ from Gillemans’ copy, 
are more closely related to paintings from around 1675. The treatment of the fig and of the (added) 
black grapes, for instance, recall that in cat. no. A 243. It may be that the owner – or an art dealer – 
asked de Heem to rework the painting after his return to Antwerp in 1672. 

While the Rotterdam painting (cat. no. A 191) can safely be dated between 1655 and de 
Heem’s departure for Utrecht, no other painting can plausibly be assigned to this period of about 
three years. This paucity of works recalls that from 1636 to 1639, the years after de Heem had 
settled in Antwerp. Even more than for that early period, however, it is difficult to accept that de 
Heem would suddenly have ceased to paint while he was at the height of his success in Antwerp. 
Also, artistically, there appears to have been no firm incentive for the artist to move away from 
Antwerp other than, perhaps, that there were too many able still-life painters active there to 
compete with, including his own son Cornelis. For economic reasons, a move to Amsterdam, with its 
booming economy, might have been a more profitable option than a move to Utrecht, but de Heem 
may have decided that while based in Utrecht, he would also easily be able to serve an Amsterdam 
audience. In Utrecht, in any case, there was hardly any competition for him in the area of still-life 
painting at that time. 
 
Utrecht c.1658 –1672 
For the body of work that can be dated between 1655 and de Heem’s move back from Utrecht to 
Antwerp in 1672, a plausible chronology can be suggested, but it would appear that even the earliest 
of these paintings originated after the artist had settled in Utrecht rather than in Antwerp. 
Consequently, I will discuss the entire group in this chapter, which deals with the oeuvre from the 
Utrecht years. In any case there is a substantial distance in style and handling between the Utrecht 
group and the painting in Rotterdam and the dated examples from the years before it. In contrast 
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with the Rotterdam painting and, for instance, those in Vienna and Sarasota (cat. nos. A 186 and 
188), around 1658 de Heem has opted for a detailed, more precise and more fluent manner of 
depiction and, generally, for darker backgrounds. 

For the greater part of Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s known oeuvre after c. 1655, there is an even 
distribution in numbers between flower pieces – flowers in vases, as well as flower garlands and 
other composition in which flowers play a predominant role – and still lifes, mostly displayed upon a 
table. Often there is a distinct connection, stylistically, in terms of execution, and in motifs, between 
the flower paintings and the other still lifes, which allows for the reconstruction of an intertwined 
chronology. I will discuss the paintings in groups, starting with a first group of flower paintings. 

As demonstrated in the previous chapter, Jan Davidsz. de Heem experimented with painting 
floral bouquets around the mid-1640s, he occasionally included flowers in cartouche still lifes and in 
some more complex still-life compositions and he painted a few small floral bouquets in vases during 
the early 1650s (cat. nos. A 145 and 150). Only after 1655, perhaps still in Antwerp, but more likely 
only after his move back to Utrecht, bouquets of flowers started to make up an important part of his 
oeuvre. 

The earliest example of this relatively substantial group of later flowers paintings – more 
than twenty-five, not counting garlands and other variants – is probably a painting in the 
Gemäldegalerie Alte Meister in Dresden (cat. no. A 192). This is a relatively simple composition: a 
green glass bottle placed upon a grey stone ledge, containing a bouquet of flowers. There is a cluster 
of blooms, somewhat horizontally spread, around the neck of the vase and a half circle of flowers 
above it. On the ledge there are some apricots, grapes, a branch of blackberries and, in the centre 
and to the left, two snails. The bouquet is enlivened by several butterflies and moths, caterpillars, a 
beetle and a bluebottle.  

 

    
A 192         A 193 

 
The flowers are interwoven with several stalks of wheat. De Heem has clearly opted for a different 
approach of rendering flowers than he had done earlier, although there is a similarity in treatment 
with the roses in cat. no. A 190 from 1655. The textures of their petals is strongly reminiscent of that 
of thin paper, in some cases of thin waxed paper. Their outlines are crisp and sharply defined. De 
Heem’s choice for dark backgrounds also helps the strongly lit flowers to stand out in space. The 
artist’s choice of flowers is not extravagant. Roses, carnations and irises are the main blooms in the 
bouquet, interspersed with anemones, ranunculus, and a sprig of (pear)blossom. From this time on, 
de Heem also often placed an umbellifer flower at the top or upper side of his bouquets. The focal 
point of most of de Heem’s flower paintings from this time onward is often a white rose, around 
which the other flowers have been arranged. In cat. no. A 192, the flowers are still somewhat rigidly 
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arranged, and unfortunately the state of preservation is of the painting is not ideal. The handling of 
the entire lower left corner is rather weak and the fruit there may have been added or substantially 
repainted by a later hand. The quality of the majority of the motifs (flowers, butterflies and 
caterpillars etc.) is of a high standard, however. At top right is de Heem’s ‘signature’ red admiral 
butterfly and to the right is a common brimstone butterfly (Gonepteryx rhamni). This butterfly makes 
its first appearance here; it can be found in a similar position – hanging upside-down – in several of 
de Heem’s flower paintings from the following years. Before 1655, de Heem had already introduced 
snails into his compositions; very rarely indoors (like in cat. no. A 128), but more often in his out-door 
still lifes, such as cat. nos. A 153, 155 and 172. Starting with cat. no. A 192, and until well into the 
1670s, de Heem’s still lifes were often enlivened with one or more snails, usually a white-lipped snail 
(Cepaea hortensis) or grove, or a brown-lipped snail (Cepaea nemoralis). In the period around 1660, 
de Heem often painted his glass vases with what appears to be a transparent copper green on hues 
of grey and white, which provides a convincing suggestion of depth and of reflections inside the vase. 
In cat. no. A 193, the vase has been treated in the same manner. It holds a compact bouquet of 
roses, a snowball, anemones, larkspur, pansies, a peony, and other flowers, topped by some white 
lilies. Here, too, de Heem has included an umbellifer flower, here at upper left, as well as some sprigs 
of fruit blossom and some stalks of wheat. On a lily, the usual red admiral butterfly has alighted, and 
at upper left there is a dragonfly.  

Starting in the mid-1640s, de Heem had occasionally included tulips in his (floral) still lifes, 
but starting with this painting they became an important, eye-catching motif. The sprig of white lilies 
at the top of the bouquet, though more modest, is reminiscent of that in cat. nos. A 093 and 094, and 
so is the peony below the lilies. A new motif that would also become a favourite is the snowball or 
Guelder rose. De Heem clearly relished the possibilities of the many fine details of this blossom and 
the opportunity to render its three-dimensionality and the space and depth between the individual 
small flowers. He also continues to employ stalks of wheat to provide depth and a suggestion of 
movement in the composition, like he had done expressly in cat. no. A 190 in St. Petersburg.  

Upon the hard-stone ledge that carries the vase, de Heem has also placed smoking utensils – 
a clay pipe, a match, and a smoldering taper – and, to the right, some oysters and an orange. It would 
appear that with this combination of motifs, de Heem intended to represent the Four Elements: Fire 
(the smoking utensils), water (the oysters, the water in the vase and the dew drops), Earth (flowers 
and fruit, and the stone ledge) and Sky (the butterfly and the dragonfly). From the earliest known 
example (cat. no. A 059) onwards, de Heem placed other still-life objects around his floral bouquets, 
often not more than a few pieces of small fruit, but occasionally a number of objects with a specific 
significance. After c.1660, this tendency would decrease substantially. Cat. no. A 218, to be discussed 
later, however, exceptionally presents a similar, more elaborate version of the same combination of 
motifs.479 

In cat. no. A 194, in Dresden, however, the floral bouquet is fully integrated in a vanitas still-
life context, much like cat. nos. A 093 and 094. Next to the vase, to its right, is an ivy-crowned skull, 
with in front of it – in an interesting rhyme of shapes – a polished turbo shell, quite probably the 
same object de Heem had already included in several still lifes from the 1640s (compare, for 
instance, cat. no. A 111). The shiny shell obviously receives a vanitas connotation in this context: it is 
rare and impressive but useless. The vanitas aspect of the painting is underlined by the inscription 
Memento Mori (remember that all must die) on the tattered sheet of paper, which also bears de 
Heem’s signature, stuck under the shell and the skull. Segal has discussed a variety of possible 
interpretations of the iconography of this painting, in bono and in malo, including Christian and 
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vanitas symbolism.480 He did not mention the prominent orange to the left of the vase, however. 
Oranges had appeared in de Heem’s still lifes with some frequency and increasingly so after his move 
to Antwerp, but here the fruit is shifted forward with unprecedented prominence. In seventeenth-
century still-life paintings, oranges are often represented on a branch which also holds blossom and 
unripe fruit. All three can be found on an orange tree at the same time and they can be seen to 
represent the cycle of life. Here, de Heem painted an orange branch with its leaves, but only holding 
one solid piece of ripe fruit. Particularly if this painting was done after de Heem’s move to Utrecht, 
the orange may refer to the young Prince William of Orange, later William III (1650-1702), whose 
chances of being moved back into the position of stadtholder were improving by the late 1650s, 
particularly from 1659, when his advocates received the support of the soon-to-be reinstated English 
King Charles II. In many of de Heem’s still lifes from the following decades, an orange takes up a 
prominent position. Whether or not these can all be read as pointers to Orangist sympathies, it is in 
any case clear that from Catholic circles in Antwerp, de Heem moved to Protestant circles in Utrecht 
where such sympathies existed. Whether in this painting de Heem was actually confronting the 
young Prince’s promising position (the orange), always threatening transience and the brevity of life 
(the skull, shell and memento-mori text) will most likely remain unsolved. Cat. no. A 193, discussed 
above also includes a fairly prominent orange, but that one appears to have been included more in 
the vein of de Heem’s earlier still lifes, although it cannot be excluded that it was serving as an 
Orangist symbol also in that painting. An interesting feature in the larger bouquet (cat. no. A 194) is 
the introduction of a blossoming white nettle, above the roses. De Heem regularly introduced non-
cultivars in his bouquets, such as thistles, grasses and wild flowers. At top left, a dragonfly is about to 
alight on the poppy anemone. It may be that the inclusion of this animal, rendered in flight as here, 
was inspired by works by Willem van Aelst, who often included this large insect in a similar manner in 
his floral compositions. 

 

    
A 194      A 196 
 
Already in the 1640s, de Heem had painted garlands as part of his cartouche still lifes – mainly of fruit 
and some flowers, although cat. no. A 118 (Laxenburg), includes a pure flower garland. Cat. no. A 
196, in a private collection, would appear to be the earliest of a group of about five flower garlands 
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painted in the 1660s. This garland contains mainly flowers, but also some fruit, and is rather compact 
in its composition, which is in part due to the substance that several bunches of black and of white 
grapes behind the flowers provide to it. The flowers in the centre are not more compactly arranged 
than in cat. nos. A 193 and 194, however. A white rose and a red-and-white rose provide the central 
focus of the floral arrangement, juxtaposed with a sturdy white tulip with red flames. Originally, the 
two small yellow roses above it will also have attracted substantial attention; soon their bright 
orpiment (schietgeel, an arsenic yellow) will have disappeared, however. To the right, a brightly lit 
red-and-white carnation, a pink rosebud, a dark-purple poppy (identical to the one in cat. no. A 194) 
and a dark-red ranunculus complete the bouquet. Their colours are echoed to the left by the brightly 
lit bunch of black grapes. Here, too, stalks of wheat, woven through the arrangement, provide depth 
and liveliness. Smaller elements such as a handful of cherries and some snowdrops at upper left and 
a marigold at upper right help to enhance the depth and spatial feel of the composition. 

In cat. no. A 193, next to the butterflies and caterpillars, there are only a bluebottle fly and a 
bug. In cat. no. A 194, in contrast, de Heem has introduced a quite a few smaller and larger crawlers. 
The bluebottle on the skull in the Dresden painting no doubt has its traditional vanitas connotation, 
but in the bouquet, the white rose hosts a family of ants and all over the bouquet, in addition to de 
Heem’s usual red admiral butterfly, there are flies, bugs, caterpillars, a dragonfly and a tortoiseshell 
butterfly. The garland, cat. no. A 196, also hosts a family of ants on the white rose, but it is less 
populated than the Dresden bouquet. To the lower right, like in cat. no. A193, we find the same cross 
spider, and additionally there are only the usual red admiral butterfly and two identical 
caterpillars.481  

 

  
AU 3 D. Seghers, Flowers in a glass vase, signed and dated 1635, oil on panel, 81,6 x 52,7 cm. Present location unknown. 

 
De Heem’s effort to attain a convincing three-dimensionality in his bouquets and garlands is starting 
to become increasingly successful at this time. Interweaving stalks and stems and placing flowers in 
front of and behind each other creates a strong sense of depth. He also uses what Paul Taylor has 
termed ‘chiaroscuro of hue’, for instance by interspersing red and yellow flowers with les significant 
blue ones which push them forward, visually.482 The lighting of the bouquets and of the individual 
elements in them is also used very effectively. Also, particularly in his garlands, he starts to turn his 
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flowers in every direction, which evokes a strong liveliness. Unlike his main example for this kind of 
work, Daniel Seghers, de Heem varies the light within his bouquets significantly (fig. AU  3). While the 
viewer is looking at a carefully construed image, he will only start to realize the impossibilities of the 
spatial relations within it when he thoroughly starts to analyse them. One would expect the budding 
poppy, below the tulip in cat. no. A 196, to be more shaded off, and also for the white rose to take 
away some light from the pink rosebud to the right. The same is true for the combination of the red 
peony poppy and the blue iris at the top of the Dresden bouquet (cat. no. A 194). In cat.no. A 196, 
the garland is hung from bright blue ribbons and attached to branches of ivy, a feature de Heem 
would repeat in most of the garlands from the 1660s. The blue pushes the arrangement forward 
(‘chiaroscuro of hue’). For some contemporary viewers, the ivy may have borne its traditional 
symbolism of eternity, as a plant that is green throughout the seasons, as a contrast with the quickly 
withering blooms. 
 

     
A 198   
AU 4 Willem van Aelst, Flowers in a silver vase, on a marble slab, signed and dated 1663, oil on canvas, 62,5 x 49 cm. 
Mauritshuis, The Hague, cat. no. 2. 

 
The basic arrangement of the flowers in a somewhat smaller still life of flowers in a vase, cat. no. A 
198, in an American private collection, is the same as in cat. no. A 194 in Dresden. In both bouquets 
there are two groups of flowers arranged along slanting lines above each other, with an area of a 
lower density of flowers in between.  It shows many similarities to both cat. nos. A 193 and 194, both 
in choice of motifs, composition and in handling, but the bouquet breathes more air and radiates 
more elegance, due to the gentle curves of some prominent stems and stalks of wheat. Also, the 
lower row of flowers is more curved. One may wonder whether de Heem had already seen one of 
Willem van Aelst’s slanting floral compositions that started to appear around 1660, such as the 
painting now in the Mauritshuis, The Hague (fig. AU 4). In contrast with van Aelst, however, the 
stems of the flowers radiate almost explosively from behind the white rose in the centre. One could 
argue against the balance in the bouquet that the lilies are relatively small, which makes the flowers 
in the centre look somewhat bulky. However, the overall level of quality of the painting is very high, 
with an abundance of detail. Like cat. no. A 194 (Dresden), this painting is crowded with creatures. 
There are four different butterflies, a snail on the ledge and one in the centre of the bouquet, upon a 
large leaf, the white rose is full of ants, and also carries two bugs and a bumblebee. A dragonfly sits 
on a white lily at the top, and there are several caterpillars and small flying insects, as well as a cross 
spider at lower right, in the same position as in cat. nos. A 193 and 196. The peony in this bouquet 
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shows a further development in handling of that flower by de Heem. Here, its red has become a 
bright, radiant colour, highlighted with white and with dark-grey shadows between the petals. De 
Heem’s range of red and orange tones expands during the early 1660s and becomes highly varied 
and subtle. The tulip, which cat. no. A 198 shares with cat. no. A 202 (Washington), has become a 
curly, twisty element, surpassing the portrait-like depiction of flowers in earlier flower paintings. This 
clearly is a further development after de Heem’s tulips had already become more lively in cat. no. A 
194. The ear of wheat below the tulip follows this development with its exaggerated curly shape, 
unprecedented in de Heem’s rendering of wheat stalks, even though two examples in cat. no. A 196, 
discussed above, have a first hint to a similar curl.  
 

     
A 195       A 197 

 
Around the same time, de Heem must have created the first of his still lifes on a table of the type and 
handling that would turn out to be characteristic for his work of the 1660s. Cat. no. A 195, in Oslo, is 
a small still life of oysters, an orange, a rummer of white wine, and a chestnut on a hard-stone ledge, 
in front of what appears to be a shallow niche. The treatment of the oysters, as well as that of the 
orange is similar to that in the flower painting with other still-life motifs, cat. no. A 193, discussed 
above. The artist has paid much attention to detail: the oysters are rendered meticulously, the 
dewdrops, the skin and the leaves of the orange have been portrayed with great accuracy. The 
texture of the glass, as well as the reflection of the window in it have been studied and rendered with 
great precision. De Heem also paid a lot of attention to the light falling onto the background. In 
earlier works, already in the 1620s, he had been playing with rays of light falling onto the background 
(see the discussion on p. 54), but here he has added a certain sparkle to the in-falling rays which 
appears to be characteristic for such still lifes from the early 1660s. It is also manifest in cat. no. A 
197, a still life of oysters, fruit and wine glasses. The rendering of the glasses and the reflections in 
this painting is highly similar and so is the treatment of background. There can be little doubt that 
these two still lifes were painted within the same short timeframe. This painting also possesses the 
same refinement and elegance as the smaller flower painting discussed above, cat. no. A 198.  
The bumblebee at lower left and the snail at lower right in cat. no. A 197 are similar to those 
creatures in cat. no. A 198, while the treatment of the grapes is closely related to that in cat. no. A 
196. 
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A 199 
 
Also closely related to, but at the same time a strong deviation in size from the small panels 
discussed above (cat. nos. A 195 and 197) is a large still life which is on permanent loan to the 
Centraal Museum in Utrecht (cat. no. A 199). Since this painting was painted on canvas and is 
substantially larger, it is not surprising that the handling is somewhat less refined than on the panels, 
but still de Heem has exhausted its details. Also, he has united a great variety of textures in it, 
rendering various types of textiles, glass, metal, fruit and vegetation. The play of reflections in glass 
and metal is extremely intricate. The large chased silver dish resting against the front of the table, 
ornamented with flowers and leaves, reflects the lute and the pillow with the orange upon it. In this 
still life, various motifs from the previously discussed paintings come together, either virtually 
identically, or in closely related forms. The turbo shell on the table is the same as the one in the 
vanitas flower painting in Dresden (cat. no. A 194), and the pink peach with a soft yellow stripe 
mimics that in cat. no. A 197. The orange on the pillow at front right is very similar to those in cat. 
nos. A 193 and 195. Whether or not it should be assigned an Orangist iconography is open to 
discussion, but given its prominence this seems quite likely.483 To some degree, this still life is 
reminiscent of the similarly large work in Sarasota (cat. no. A 188), with its dark drapery, open sky, 
silver-gilt cup-and-cover and its intricately ornate table cloth. For the cup and cover, de Heem 
appears to have referred to studies he had used earlier, varying somewhat on the details. Very 
similar cups occur in cat. nos. A 071, 089 and 095. The cup screw, standing upon the bottle casket, is 
also strongly reminiscent of a model that de Heem had portrayed much earlier, in cat. nos. A 055, 
060 and 065. Again, details deviate somewhat. Interestingly, in those earlier examples the figure of 
the young Bacchus included in its stem is naked, here a decent length of cloth is draped over his left 
shoulder, hanging down to cover his loins. Other motifs, such as the oysters, the chestnuts, and the 
glasses, and the snail also connect the painting with the previously discussed still lifes both in shape 
and in execution. Here, too, the knife with a chequered handle reappears.484 The painting may be the 
result of a commission from a patron who was aware of de Heem’s large luxury still lifes from the 
first half of the 1640s and who desired a similar composition from the artist, who indeed appears to 
have harked back to works such as cat. nos. A 051 (Louvre), 054 (Brussels), and 065 as well as to A 
066 and 069 for the vertical composition. The composition of cat. no. A 199 is more balanced, 



217 
 

however, and the atmosphere is more intimate, since the artist has moved up closer to the table 
upon which he displayed his objects. Since the artist has seemingly situated his still life in a courtyard 
or on a terrace, the lighting is bright, not dissimilar from that of, for instance, his outdoor still life 
now in St. Petersburg (cat. no. A 190). It is also similar to that of cat. nos. A 195 and 197, with clear 
indications of the rays of light creating shadows. The bright sky at upper right adds strongly to this 
open-air atmosphere. 
 
Two still lifes with lobsters, and related works 
 

    
A 225 
AU 5 After J.Dz. de Heem? Still life with a lobster upon a bottle casket, bears signature ‘J.D.Heem.Inv’, black chalk, 23,9 x 
31,3 cm. Albertina, Vienna, inv. no. 8595. 

 
Related in handling and motifs to the Utrecht vertical still life (cat. no. A 199) is an upright still life 
which features a red-boiled lobster upon a bottle casket (cat. no. A 225). In type, it is somewhat 
reminiscent of a type of still life that de Heem painted from the mid-1640 until the mid-1650s, be it 
mostly in a horizontal format, such as cat. nos. A 104 (Private collection), 110 (Kassel), 188 (Sarasota), 
and 191 (Rotterdam). It would appear that, like the majority of those earlier works, this painting 
originally had a horizontal format. It appears to have been cut, probably to the right and certainly to 
the left. Moreover, a drawings exists that copies a very similar composition of a horizontal format, 
which seems to give an impression of the original design of cat. no. A 225 (Cat. Drawings D R 05, fig. 
AU 5). The window and drapery seen in the drawing also link the painting to an early example by 
Abraham Mignon (fig. AU 6). Another painting by Mignon, also in the collection of the Rijksmuseum, 
also suggests that artist’s familiarity with this or a very similar de Heem still life.485 Nevertheless, de 
Heem’s painting is probably of a somewhat later date than the one in Utrecht; the rendering of the 
oysters is strongly reminiscent of that of cat. nos. A 222 and 226, which will be discussed below and 
which probably originated in the second half of the 1660s. The handling of the rummer also concurs 
with that of rummers from the second half of the 1660s.  

Probably somewhat later than cat. no. A 225 is an upright composition in the Gemäldegalerie 
Alte Meister in Dresden (cat. no. A 230), which in recent years has been found to be the only 
autograph version of this composition.486 This still life, too, in terms of motifs, is reminiscent of 
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earlier compositions with lobsters upon a casket, while the addition of a festoon of fruit into the 
composition had occurred in cat. no. A 186 (Vienna). The overall atmosphere, however, in part due 
to the dark background, is more solemn than those earlier paintings, and than cat. no. A 225. The 
high degree of glazing and extremely detailed execution belongs to the most refined from the period.  
 

    
                A230 

AU 6 A. Mignon, Still life with a lobster and a goldfinch, signed, oil on canvas, 78 x 67 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. no. 
SK-A-266. 

 

      
AU 7 Jan Mortel after Jan Dz. de Heem, Still life with fruit and a lobster, signed, oil on canvas, 70,7 x 58,7 cm. Leipzig, 
Museum der bildenden Künste, inv. no. 1577. 
AU 8 After Jan Dz. de Heem, Still life with a lobster, oil on canvas, 70 x 59 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. no. SK-A-139 

 
The handling of the white grapes is strongly similar to that in cat. no. A 218 (Stockholm), with which it 
also share an almost identical curved ear of wheat, and the velvet table cloth is related in type to that 
in cat. nos. A 222 and 224-226. In contrast with other examples, the bottle casket on which the 
lobster is placed is not covered with blue velvet, but appears to have been made of thin plain wood. 
It also lacks the usually prominent set of keys. In view of its high finish, it may well be that the 
Dresden painting was done for an important, well-paying patron. It is interesting to note that two 
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early copies of good quality exist, one by Jan Mortel, the other anonymous, in the Rijksmuseum, 
Amsterdam (copies A 230 a and b, figs. AU 7 and 8). Both paintings have long been considered as 
autograph version by Jan Dz. de Heem.487 The Leipzig painting, however, particularly after cleaning, 
reveals Mortel’s somewhat broader hand. It was probably copied already early in Mortel’s career, in 
any case he had obviously had the opportunity to study de Heem’s characteristic red admiral 
butterfly by 1688.488  
 

   
AU 9 Probably after Jan Dz.. de Heem, Still life with fruit and a lobster, bears signature and date 1667, oil on canvas, 87,5 x 
72,5 cm. Brussels, Royal Museums for Fine Arts, inv. no. 3166.        
AU 10 Probably after Jan Dz. de Heem, Still life with fruit and a lobster, oil on canvas, 78,7 x 67,3 cm. Location unknown 

 
A still life in Brussels has long been considered as an autograph work by de Heem, in view of its high 
quality of detail and because of the signature it bears at upper left ‘J.D.De.heem/ ƒ.1667.’ (fig. AU 
9).489 The composition is reminiscent of the painting in Dresden (cat. no. A 230), with the lobster, a 
lemon and the dish of fruit in the same position and with an identically creased velvet fringed 
tablecloth. The still life is set before a niche and there is no festoon of fruit like in cat. no. A 230, 
which makes the composition feel more spacious. The rummer has been placed upon a round, 
ornamented silver (?) box, virtually identical of the one that appears in cat. no. A 229, to be discussed 
below. The rummer and the laurel wreath wrapped around it are the same as those in that painting, 
while the peach on top of the lobster follows the same model as the one in cat. no. A 218 
(Stockholm). The overall handling, however, is certainly not that of de Heem himself. It is harder and 
the modelling is quite stiff. The fact that another version of this composition by yet another hand 
exists (fig. AU 10), suggests that an original by de Heem may have existed, after which both paintings 
will be rather early copies.490 Probably the second version follows de Heem’s original more closely: 
there is a dark drapery in the background, which makes it feel less empty than the Brussels copy, and 
there is a bread roll at lower right, similar to those in cat. nos. A 199, 224, 226, 228, and 230. One 
may wonder whether the date 1667 on the Brussels copy corresponds with that of the lost (or 
missing) original. This may well be the case, since the group of still lifes in which the composition fits, 
discussed above and below, can tentatively be dated to (around) the second half of the 1660s. 
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An unusual still life with a view through a window 
 
Smaller and more intimate, but closely related in style and handling to cat. no. A 199 (Utrecht) is an 
oblong still life that was lost to fire in Berlin in World War II (cat. no. A 200). The painting itself is only 
known from a (good) black-and-white photo, but the palette is known from a later copy that 
appeared on the art market in the 1990s. Moreover, there is a close variant of this painting by 
Abraham Mignon (fig. AU 11).491  
 

  
A 200 

 

  
AU 11 A. Mignon, Still life with a view through a window, signed, oil on panel, 39 x 61,5 cm. Private collection, Munich. 

 
Both paintings – de Heem’s and Mignon’s – represent a window sill, with a view through a window of 
which – in the de Heem – the shutters are half open, allowing for a view into a landscape, not unlike 
De Heem’s earlier landscapes, but with more focus on what appears to be a church in the central 
background. The window is flanked with a wreath of flowers to the left and one of fruit to the right. 
The fruit and foliage are closely related in type and handling to the still lifes discussed above, in 
particular cat. nos. A 197 and 199. The festoon of flowers to the left shares the majority of its blooms 
with a second garland, this one only of flowers, in private hands (cat. no. A 201). It is rare for de 
Heem to repeat such a large number of motifs between two paintings. The compositions as well as 
the arrangements are so different, however, that it takes a while to spot the many similarities.  
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A 201           A 202 
 

Of de Heem’s garlands from this period, cat. no. A 201 is the liveliest in composition and the one 
which gives the strongest impression of three-dimensionality. This is partly due to the fact that de 
Heem has not under-layered the garland with bunches of grapes here, as he did in cat. no. A 196 and 
in cat. no. A 207 (Schwerin, to be discussed below), so the peripheral flowers float free in space. Also 
he has generally left more space between the flowers inside the garland. From this point of view, 
there is a direct relationship with the smaller still life of flowers in a vase, cat. no. A 198, discussed 
above.  

As already signalled, that bouquet shares its wavy tulip with a bouquet in the National 
Gallery in Washington DC (cat. no. A 202), with which it shares several motifs: apart from the tulip, a 
small rose to the left and the marigold in the centre and the brimstone butterfly, as well as the same 
vase. In its present appearance, the Washington still life looks more compact than catalogue no. A 
198, but upon close inspection it becomes clear that several flowers were added to it at a later date. 
Originally, the space between the umbellifer flower  and the white poppy, and the lower 
arrangements of flowers will have been much less crowded, resulting in more of an accentuated 
curve for the lower arrangement. Particularly the cluster of blue flowers at upper left were added, 
between the centre of the bouquet and the umbellifer flower at upper left: hyacinth, auriculas, and 
hollyhock, as well as the apple blossom to the left. Also added were the carnation at the lower left, 
just above the table, as well as the rosebud and the row of tiny forget-me-not in front of the vase, 
neither of which possesses a proper stem. One of the flowers of the hollyhock and the apple blossom 
were clearly painted on top of some of de Heem’s umbellifer flowers. Interestingly, these additions 
can be firmly attributed and dated rather accurately: all of the additional flowers can be found 
virtually identically in a painting by Jan van Huijsum from the second half of the 1710s (figs. AU 12 
and 13).492  

The row of forget-me-nots floats in space in the de Heem, but their positioning is identical to 
that in the van Huijsum, in which they rest upon a peach. Probably an art dealer or collector at that 
point in time decided that de Heem’s painting had become old-fashioned and needed some 
modernization. In view of de Heem’s reputation, one might expect, he chose one of the most 
reputable flower painters of his own time to paint in the additions. This occurred just around the 
time of publication, 1718 to 1721, of the first edition of Arnold Houbraken’s three volumes De Groote 
Schouburgh der Nederlantsche konstschilders en schilderessen, in which that author stated in his 
lemma on Abraham Mignon that that artist’s work would “have increased more and more in price, 
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had not the delicious brush of miss R. Ruysch and J. van Huijsum approached nature much closer and 
made such subjects more splendid.”493  

 

   
AU 12  Jan van Huijsum, Still life of flowers, signed, oil on panel, 81,6 x 62,9 cm. Private collection.   
AU 13 Details in painting by Jan van Huijsum (cf. fig. AU 12) copied by van Huijsum into cat. no. A 202. 

 
Before van Huijsum’s additions, de Heem’s painting in Washington (cat. no. A 202) obviously had a 
more open character, similar to that of cat. no. A 198. The peony poppy at lower right, and 
particularly the white one in top are closely related in their handling to that in the garland, cat. no. A 
201. Like in his little bouquet from 1652, cat. no. A 150, de Heem has added pea pods to his bouquet, 
both at the foot of the vase and in the centre. A new feature in this painting is the blue-green 
cabbage leaf at lower left. The character of de Heem’s snowball flowers has evolved since the 
Dresden vanitas flower still life. In that painting the ball of flowers was clear built up of individual 
small flowers, here they primarily work as a unity with less individual detail. In cat. no. A 198, a 
snowball is half hidden behind some other flowers to the right. The fact that it is even less detailed 
than in the Washington still life is obviously also due to the fact that the painter did not want to give 
it the prominence of a foreground flower. 

The Washington still life, too, is crowded with crawling and flying creatures. An unusual 
feature is the small lizard aiming for the cross spider at lower left. Even in his out-door still lifes 
lizards are a rarity. They occur frequently in the still lifes of de Heem’s probable teacher in Utrecht, 
Balthasar van der Ast, and with Jacob Marrel, who had also worked in Utrecht. The lizard in this 
painting may be a courtesy to their work. The Washington floral still life is closely related to a slightly 
smaller example in the Tiroler Landesmuseum Ferdinandeum in Innsbruck (cat. no. A 203). The two 
paintings are very similar in style and handling. They share the brown marble table on which the vase 
has been placed, with a prominent snail on its edge and an ear of wheat hanging in front of it. The 
reflections and translucence of the vases is also very similar. The construction of the bouquets differ, 
however. In Washington, the centre of the bouquet consists of a rather wide, horizontal spread of 
flowers. Above it, dominates the white peony poppy, while a red example at lower right dominates 
that part of the painting. Instead, in the Innsbruck painting, in the lower half of the bouquet a group 
of flowers forms an arch around the vase. Starting at the pink rose at lower left, the eye is led up via 
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a small rosebud, a small yellow rose, and a pair of gentians, to the two prominent roses – one pink, 
on white – in the centre, and further up to the morning glories and the protruding white-and-red 
tulip.  

 

 
 A 203 

 
To the right of this group of flowers is a cascade starting with a poppy bud and a small orange rose, 
followed by two stalks of wheat, a large leaf, and the half-open poppy at lower right. Most prominent 
in the bouquet, however, is the tulip at top left which is in the last stage of its bloom, in contrast to 
the fresh bloom of the one to the right. The two main groups of flowers are united and clustered by 
the airy and brightly lit branch of elderflower to the left. While here, too, there is a peony poppy in 
top, it is a dark one that merely serves as a backdrop for the two tulips. In its looser arrangement, the 
Innsbruck bouquet is somewhat closer to cat. no. A 198 than to cat. no. A 202 in Washington. The 
three-dimensionality and layering of the latter two bouquets is more advanced, however. Again, the 
interweaving of stems, leaves and stalks of wheat provides a strong illusion of depth. Also, de Heem 
has placed flowers at the back of the bouquet that subtly catch some light and thus provide depth. In 
the Washington bouquet, there is a peony at the back to the right, which visually pushes the other 
flowers and leaves forward. In the Innsbruck bouquet, a white-and-purple tulip is half-hidden in a 
similar position. Its three-dimensionality is not as complex as that of the former two examples, but 
de Heem again uses the crossing and weaving of stems and stalks and the overlapping of flowers as a 
successful means to suggest depth. 

Around the time of origin of these paintings, de Heem was obviously trying out various 
arrangements for his floral bouquets. A fairly large painting in the Hermitage in St. Petersburg (cat. 
no. A 204) offers a somewhat looser variant of the Washington composition: there is a horizontally 
oriented central group of flowers, but the two pink roses also provide a vertical component in the 
central arrangement. Like in Washington, a wavy tulip reaches out to the right. It is interesting to 
note that part of the top layers of the tulips have flaked off, laying bare the local areas of orange-red 
ground with which de Heem prepared these flowers. There is also a large peony poppy in top of the 
bouquet, but due to the fact that it is a warm red, rather than white, is does not claim as much 
attention as in the Washington bouquet. The Hermitage bouquet replaces Washington’s poppy at 
lower right with a wavy red and cream-white tulip.The handling of the ledge and the vase is again 
strongly similar to that in Washington and particularly that in Innsbruck, but in cat. no. A 204 there is 
a faint indication of a niche in which the vase is standing.  
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A 204            A 205 

 
 A long stalk of grass rising up to the right, a stalk of wheat to the left and the tall stem of the peony 
poppy in the centre provide strong vertical accents to the bouquet, but at the same time, the central 
group of flowers has a distinct curve from lower left to centre right. 

The same is true for a flower painting in the Fitzwilliam Museum in Cambridge (cat. no. A 
205). In it, de Heem has placed some smaller flowers that catch light at the back of the bouquet, but 
no larger, half-hidden ones like the peony in Washington or the tulip in Innsbruck. Like the Innsbruck 
painting (cat. no. A 203), there is a strong diagonal from lower left to upper right. Of this group of 
flower paintings, however, the Cambridge bouquet makes the most flamboyant impression. This is 
due to the fact that brightly lit flowers stick out of the centre of the bouquet in almost every 
direction, which nearly gives the viewer the sensation of looking at exploding fireworks. Even the 
sparkle of the sharply pointed edges of the thistle leaf and the radiant blossom of the honeysuckle, 
both at lower right, add to that effect. Unusually, de Heem has placed a separate tulip on the ledge, 
beside the vase at lower left, pushing forward into space, and as such also adding to the centrifugal 
effect. The tulip at upper right in the Cambridge bouquet is virtually identical to the one at lower 
right in the Hermitage bouquet (cat. no. A 204) and the peony poppy at the top is very similar to the 
one in that painting. The treatment of the various flowers is also closely related to the ones in the 
other bouquets discussed above. There are tulips with a ‘waxy’ appearance (at upper left) as well as 
‘papery’ examples (at lower right), the white rose in the centre is rather similar to those in cat nos. A 
204 and A 205, and the snowball is again closer to that in the large Dresden bouquet (cat. no. A 194). 
Many of the other flowers are also shared – not identically but interpreted in the same way – 
between these various bouquets: marigold, blue irises, morning glory, anemone, pansy, and 
cornflower, among others. It would appear that the artist studied or at least interpreted many of 
them anew for each bouquet, which is another sign de Heem’s dedication to the high quality of his 
work. Occasionally de Heem introduced new flowers in his repertoire. The African marigold in the 
Cambridge bouquet, below the snowball, had only appeared in the privately owned garland, cat. no. 
A 201.  

To study the flowers he depicted, Jan Davidsz. de Heem must have had access to botanic 
gardens and collections. Perhaps this concerned private gardens, but he may also have been a 
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regular visitor of the botanic garden of Utrecht University, which had been founded in 1639, 
particularly for the study of medical herbs, and which had published a catalogue of 678 types, 
variants and cultivars. Like most of these bouquets, the Cambridge painting also hosts many 
creatures. Next to de Heem’s favourite red admiral and brimstone butterflies, there is a peacock 
butterfly, at lower right, and there are two moths and two caterpillars. De Heem has also included 
various other flying insects, among them a dragonfly and a bee. A large cross spider hangs between 
the top flowers. At the lower right, a large cricket is crawling onto the table, and a grasshopper is 
looking at us from the stem of a tulip at upper right. The large cricket is a regular guest in de Heem’s 
flower paintings, it can also be found in cat. no. A 204, among others. 

 

  
A 206 
 
The same two animals also appear in cat. no. A 206, in the collection of the Royal Museum of Fine 
Arts in Antwerp, which is the largest of the group of four garlands of mainly flowers that de Heem 
painted in the 1660s. In view of the similarities of motifs and handling with cat. nos. A 202, A 205 and 
particularly and A 204, it must have originated around the same time as those flower pieces. There is 
also some  similarity in handling with cat. nos. A 193 and 194, but on the whole, this garland clearly 
represents a further development in de Heem’s work and as such has more sophistication, both in 
execution and in composition. While both the central cluster of flowers and the composition as a 
whole are more compact than those of cat. nos. A 204 and 205, here too, there is certain centrifugal 
aspect to the arrangement.  

     
A 207                 A 208 

 
This painting is the first and only by de Heem to include a cultivar auricula, at upper left. Its handling 
shows substantial difference with the one added to cat. no. A 202 by Jan van Huijsum. 
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The fourth and smallest of the four garlands, cat. no. A 207, in Schwerin, in several ways combines 
characteristics of the other three examples. Like in cat. no. A 196, the flowers have been arranged on 
top of some bunches of grapes and other small fruit, it has a similar looseness of arrangement as cat. 
no. A 201, while the choice of flowers has the most similarities with cat. no. A 206. The large tulip at 
upper centre is the same one as in cat. no. A 194 and the pink rose is a close variant of the one in the 
Cambridge bouquet (cat. no. A 205). 

In the same period, roughly the first half of the 1660s, de Heem painted one more garland, as 
far as we know now, this one mainly of fruit, and larger than any of the flower garlands (cat. no. A 
208, in the Mauritshuis, The Hague). Its construction, however, is similar to that of the floral garlands 
and bouquets: de Heem is layering his motifs, successfully suggesting depth, also by interweaving 
branches and stalks of wheat. Other than in the flower garlands, he barely uses difference in lighting 
to suggest depth, but places the various fruits and flowers behind and in front of each other in bright 
light. Only some bunches of grapes at lower right are pushed back by a lack or direct light. This 
painting, too, is enlivened by some butterflies and caterpillars as well as a few other flying and 
creeping creatures. The handling of the fruit, as well as the palette, are strongly reminiscent of cat. 
nos. A 199, and 200, as well as A 197; the branch of peach leaves to the left is virtually identical to 
that in the latter painting. 

The purpose of de Heem’s garlands is uncertain. The size of cat. no. A 208 in the Mauritshuis 
suggests that it may have been conceived as an overdoor decoration. This seems to be confirmed by 
the composition, which works best from a low viewpoint: most of the fruit is shown slightly from 
below. In contrast, however, its meticulous attention to detail invites inspection up close, which is 
not possible when the painting is hanging high up. Moreover, this will have been an expensive 
painting, so if it was indeed conceived as an overdoor, it was probably destined for a prestigious 
cabinet. The flower garlands, too, are best viewed from a relatively low standpoint, but particularly 
for the smaller examples it is difficult to imagine that they were hung as high as over a door. They 
may, however, have hung in the upper row in a cabinet of fine paintings. The flower paintings were 
clearly intended to be hung at sight height, judging from the perspective of the ledges, and the fine 
and numerous details invite close inspection and probably conversation among viewers. 

With these paintings, de Heem clearly connects with the vogue for finely detailed images in 
Holland at the time. The impact of fine painters in other genres, such as Gerard Dou and Frans van 
Mieris (1635-1681), was clearly felt on the market and de Heem’s art blends well with it. It would 
seem that after his move back north, his handling became even more refined than during the first 
half of the 1650s in Antwerp. 
 

Abraham Mignon 
The group of still lifes discussed in the previous paragraphs clearly had an enormous impact on 
Abraham Mignon, who joined de Heem’s studio probably in 1664. Mignon was baptised in 
Frankfurt am Main on 21 June 1640, the son of French reformed parents, who entrusted him as 
a pupil to Jacob Marrel, probably shortly after the latter’s move back from Utrecht to Frankfurt 
in 1650. According to Houbraken, Mignon stayed with Marrel for two times seven years, until 
his 24th year, which indeed squares with an apprenticeship starting in 1650.494 In the fourteen 
years of Marrel’s guidance, we may expect, Mignon must have become an accomplished and 
fully trained artist. He himself is believed to have given drawing and  
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painting lessons to Marrel’s step-daughter, Maria Sibylla Merian (1647-1717).495 In 1664, 
Marrel took Mignon to Utrecht on a business trip – next to being a still-life painter, he was also 
active as an art dealer and tulip dealer – and left him in the care of Jan Davidsz. de Heem. 
Consequently, when Mignon entered de Heem’s studio he was far from a novice.496 
Nevertheless, no work by the artist can be pointed out that does not fully breathe the impact 
of de Heem’s work from the Utrecht years. One would expect to be able to find early paintings 
by Mignon that show a distinct inspiration by Marrel, but this is not the case. Even if he was 
copying or imitating de Heem already in Frankfurt, his known paintings only show an impact of 
de Heem’s Utrecht works and not of any earlier work that Marrel could or would have shown 
his pupil.497  

It is not easy to establish a chronology for Mignon’s work, who – like de Heem after 
1655 – did not date his still lifes.498 Kraemer-Noble (2007) observed correctly that Mignon’s 
handling became harder and sharper and that he used fewer glazes later on in his career, 
particularly after de Heem had left the Utrecht studio in 1672. It would be logical to assume 
that when de Heem took Mignon on as a pupil, he guided and assisted him and, particularly, 
showed him how to improve his verisimilitude by applying glazes and fine finish. There are 
several paintings that would seem to qualify as early works by Mignon which appear to have 
come into existence in close  collaboration with de Heem. That many of those early works 
belong to Mignon’s most accomplished efforts may be explained from the fact that he was 
already a fully trained painter with ample technical skills, which he only had to adapt to de 
Heem’s imagery, while de Heem’s assistance concerning composition and finish will also have 
had a significant effect on the final result. A festoon of fruit and flowers in Dresden (fig. AU 14) 
may indeed well be one of Mignon’s earliest efforts, as Kraemer-Noble suggested.499 The 
composition, in this case, is not a characteristic composition for de Heem, by whom we know 
only one festoon, from 1648 (cat. no. A 114), but there is a direct relationship with the choice 
of motifs in De Heem’s still lifes, flower paintings, and garlands from the late 1650s and first 
half of the 1660s discussed above. The white rose, the ants, the burst-open chestnut, the white 
grapes and the stalk of wheat with its elegantly curved leaf, all echo de Heem’s work and, 
particularly in the glazing of the grapes, suggest his close guidance, if not actual assistance. An 
unsigned still life in the collection of the Prince of Liechtenstein (fig. AU 15) and another with 
an apocryphal monogram AM (fig. AU 16) are closely related as well.500 Of both, the 
composition is more elegant and flowing, and less sturdy than Mignon’s tend to be, and their 
execution is more refined. Upon close comparison, in their overall execution, de Heem’s hand 
cannot be recognized in them, but Mignon’s can. These works are exemplary of how Mignon’s 
style and handling must have grown out of his direct adaptations of de Heem’s handling and 
motifs, under close guidance and perhaps some assistance. Nevertheless, only with a talent like 
Mignon’s is this possible. The comparison with Cornelis de Heem forces itself upon us here. 
Cornelis had a similar great talent and his oeuvre shows a similar development as Mignon’s: 
once fully trained and when still in close contact with his father, during the mid-1650s, he 
produced many of his most accomplished works and after Jan Davidsz. de Heem had left the 
Antwerp studio, Cornelis’ work soon became less refined. Due to the fact that he was trained 
by his father, however, Cornelis’ early development must have differed from Mignon’s, who 
only came under de Heem’s guidance as a fully trained artist.  
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AU 14 A. Mignon, Festoon of flowers and fruit, bears signature J D De Heem f, oil on canvas, 34,5 x 29 cm. Dresden, 
Staatliche Kunstsammlungen, inv. no. 1194. 
AU 15 A. Mignon, Still life in a niche with a cup on a bird’s leg, oil on panel, 52 x 40 cm, Vaduz, Prince of 
Liechtenstein. 
AU 16 A. Mignon (assisted by J.Dz. de Heem?), Still life of fruit in a niche, bears monogram AM, oil on panel, 40 x 
32,5 cm. Present whereabouts unknown. 

 

  
AU 17 A. Mignon Garland of flowers, signed, oil on panel, 41 x 54,5 cm. Copenhagen, Statens Museum for Kunst, inv. 
no. KM315. 

 
Several other of Mignon’s works can be assigned to this early period, which must be situated 
around 1665. His garland in Copenhagen (fig. AU 17) is clearly related to de Heem’s in Antwerp 
(cat. no. A 206).501 Its execution is already closer to Mignon’s characteristic relatively hard and 
sharp handling than, for instance, the painting in Dresden (fig. AU 14 above), but still more 
refined and breathing de Heem’s atmosphere. Three still lifes in the Rijksmuseum and one in 
Frankfurt am Main belong to the same stage of development (figs. AU 6, 18, and 19).502 The 
highly detailed vine leaves in all three refer to those in cat. no. A 197 in particular, as do the 
white and black grapes. Several motifs in the Frankfurt painting are connected with the 
painting in fig. AU 19, such as the branch of blackberries and Venetian-style covered glass, 
which also appears in cat. no. A 197. The peach in the upright Rijksmuseum painting (fig. AU 6, 
above) is the same one as in the painting in fig. AU 16. Mignon obviously closely studied De 
Heem’s technique in rendering reflections in glass. The reflections in the rummers in the 
Rijksmuseum paintings barely differ from those in de Heem’s in cat. no. A 195 in Oslo, inclusive 
of the tree outside the window, reflected upside-down in the white wine. The silver-gilt cup 
and cover in both Rijksmuseum paintings is the same as in cat. no. A 199, and the dark-grey 
draperies in those painting were clearly inspired by de Heem’s in that painting.  
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AU 18 A. Mignon, Still life with fruit and oysters, signed, oil on canvas, 60,5 x 75 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. 
no SK-C-187.      
AU 19 A. Mignon, Still life of fruit, signed, oil on panel, 34,9x 44,8 cm. Frankfurt, Städelsches Kunstinstitut, inv. no. 
121. 

 
In all three, Mignon also included the knife with a chequered handle which de Heem portrayed 
in cat. no. A 199. Mignon’s preference for the inclusion of numerous insects, of snails, and of 
stalks of wheat are also obviously fully indebted to de Heem. A painting in Kassel would appear 
to be a next step in Mignon’s development (fig. AU 20).503 It is still strongly related in its motifs 
and refined handling to the still lifes mentioned above, but its composition is an individual 
invention which does not derive from immediate examples by de Heem. 
  

  
AU 20 A. Mignon, Still life of fruit with a squirrel, signed, oil on canvas, 80 x 90,2 cm. Kassel, Museumslandschaft 
Hessen-Kassel, Staatliche Museen, inv. no. GK 445. 

 
Abraham Mignon’s flower paintings would appear to belong to a later development than the 
still lifes mentioned above. His choice of flowers and other motifs was certainly strongly 
inspired by de Heem, but the vast majority of his flower paintings was executed in his 
individually developed, sharper, more direct manner and with fewer glazes than de Heem 
would apply. Mignon’s lighting is generally harsher, his arrangements tend to be more dense, 
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and his lines are less elegant than de Heem’s. The festoon of fruit and flowers in Dresden (fig. 
AU 9) and the garland in Copenhagen (fig. AU 17) are more closely connected with de Heem’s 
flowers than any of Mignon’s still lifes of flower vases.  
 

     
AU 21 A. Mignon, Still life of flowers in a vase, signed, oil on panel, 48 x 42 cm. Paris, Musée du Louvre, inv. no. 
1555. 
AU 22 A. Mignon, Still life of flowers with a watch, signed, oil on canvas, 75 x 60 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. 
no. SK-A-268. 

 
A floral still life in the Louvre, Paris, must be one of his earliest efforts (fig. AU 21).504 The 
dependence on de Heem is undisputable, but the composition lacks the elegance and flow of 
those by de Heem. Despite Mignon’s interweaving of stems and stalks in de Heem’s manner, 
he does not attain the same depth and elegance. Many details, however, particularly of the 
smaller flowers and of the vase, are worthy of de Heem’s examples. A larger flower painting, 
again in the Rijksmuseum in Amsterdam (fig. AU 22), repeats the carnation and the snowball 
from the Louvre painting.505 It combines them with several flowers from the Copenhagen 
garland: the red poppy, the blue iris – which may derive from the same study as the one in de 
Heem’s painting, cat. no. A 205 in Cambridge – and close variants of the white and yellow roses 
and of the peony. The crossing-over of tulip stems would appear to have been inspired by de 
Heem’s tulips in cat. no. A 205. This bouquet clearly represents a later development in 
Mignon’s work. Here, he masters the liveliness of the composition much more, as well as the 
suggestion of depth by interweaving and overlapping. Also, he has further developed his rather 
hard, graphically precise manner of rendering, with a palette of strong , saturated colours. 
Moreover, the fact that this painting shares a tulip with a later de Heem floral still life, cat. no. 
A 218 in Stockholm, confirms its somewhat later date. 
 
Maria van Oosterwijck 
From Houbraken, we know that the painter of flowers and still life, Maria van Oosterwijck 
(1630-1693), also took lessons from Jan Davidsz. de Heem.506 In contrast with Mignon, 
however, her oeuvre does no show an immediate dependence on de Heem’s examples. 
Nevertheless, his tuition had a lasting effect on her work. A proper analysis of the interaction 
between de Heem and van Oosterwijck is impeded by the fact that no early dated works by 



231 
 

Maria are known. Her earliest known dated painting is a vanitas still life from 1668, which is a 
mature and fully accomplished work.507 By that time, Maria van Oosterwijck was working in 
Amsterdam, where she had moved in mid-1666. Considering the fact that Maria was already 30 
years old when she came to Utrecht in 1660, and that she had been drawing since she was very 
young, her draughtsmanship must have been quite accomplished by that time. She may not 
have worked in oils before, however. The composition and handling of an (unsigned) still life of 
flowers in a vase (fig. AU 23) are still slightly naïve, but at the same time show many 
characteristics of her later work.508  
 

     
AU 23 M. van Oosterwijck, Flowers in a glass vase, signed, oil on panel, 40,2 x 30,5 cm. Present location unknown. 
AU 24 M. van Oosterwijck, Festoon of flowers and fruit, signed, oil on panel, 40 x 32,5 cm. Present location 
unknown. 

 
The painting is reminiscent of cat. nos. A 192, 193 and 194, at least to some degree, and this 
may well be an early work produced under de Heem’s guidance. A festoon of flowers and fruit 
hanging from a blue ribbon in a niche (fig. AU 24), is a much more accomplished work.509 
Among Maria van Oosterwijck’s paintings, it is probably the most closely related to de Heem’s. 
Even though it is an original composition rather than an imitation, it breathes the atmosphere 
of floral paintings such as cat. nos. A 204 and 205 and garlands such as cat. nos. A 206 and 207. 
The choice of motifs – not only the flowers and fruit, but also the red admiral butterfly, the 
grasshopper and the cross spider, as well as the stalk of wheat weaving through – the lighting 
and the finish, are all clearly indebted to de Heem. Also, there is a relation, also for other 
festoons by her hand, with Mignon’s examples such as the one in Dresden (fig. AU 14).  

After Maria van Oosterwijck moved to Amsterdam, she must have stayed in contact 
with her teacher or at least kept up with his developments, since later still lifes, both of flowers 
and of other subjects, often show some degree of inspiration from de Heem. A still life of a 
rummer, a silver-gilt cup and fruit, now in Dresden (fig. AU 25) shows the same silver-gilt cup-
and-cover as in cat. nos. A 199 and 209, among others, and as in various of Mignon’s still lifes 
(fig. AU 6 and 18), as well as the window with a tassel in front that occurs with both de Heem 
and Mignon, which would suggest that it originated during her Utrecht sojourn, but the 
handling suggests a later date of execution.510 
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AU 25 M. van Oosterwijck, Still life with a silver-gilt cup-and-cover, signed, oil on canvas, 70,5 x 56 cm. Dresden, 
Gemäldegalerie Alte Meister, inv. no. 1333. 

 
Circa 1665 to 1672 
 

  
A  209 

 
A still life of fruit – mainly grapes – a silver-gilt cup, and wine glasses (cat. no. A 209), which was 
acquired by The Hood Museum of Art, Dartmouth College, Hanover, New Hampshire, in 2006, in 
many ways fits in well with de Heem’s work from the mid-1660s, but also it is an unusual 
composition. Virtually the same silver-gilt cup as in cat. no. A 199, its cover beside it, stands just off-
centre in the picture plane. The attention of the viewer, however, is drawn first and foremost to a 
cascade of white grapes hanging down from a blue ribbon attached to the right edge of the stone 
niche in which this still life is presented. The bunches of grapes and a corn cob are tied together with 
a blue ribbon and are interwoven with several stalks of wheat that provide liveliness and that 
accentuate the flow of the cascade. The liveliness is also enhanced by the variety of reflections of the 
light on the vine leaves that stand out in various directions and under various angles. Strong light is 
also caught by a white butterfly sitting on a vine leaf at lower right and on a peach beside it. The 
peach has a similar colour pattern as the ones on cat. nos. A 197 and 199. The ledge is covered with a 
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velvet green, gold-fringed tablecloth, reminiscent of the one in cat. no. A 199, and which also 
appears similarly in several of Mignon’s still lifes. To the left of the silver-gilt cup is a bunch of reddish 
black grapes that was clearly modelled upon the same study as the bunch in cat. no. A197. 
Particularly the grapes to the right are crowed with creatures. There are two butterflies, several 
caterpillars, a maybug, a bee, a large cricket, on the ledge there is a snail, and at top centre a large 
dragonfly has alighted on a vine leaf. At the back of the niche there are two wine glasses and a small 
melon. One might wonder whether de Heem endowed this painting with a specific iconography that 
eludes a modern viewer, but most of all it appears to be a celebration of plenty and, via the grapes 
and glasses, probably of the wine. Through the connection with the various still lifes mentioned 
above, a date around 1665 for this painting would appear to be appropriate.  

Difficult to date because of its exceptional subject and exceptionally high degree of finish is a 
forest-floor painting in Dresden (cat. no. A 210). To some degree this painting represents a further 
development after de Heem’s outdoor still lifes in Munich (cat. nos. A 153 and 176 [with its variant A 
177]) and St. Petersburg (cat. no. A 190), but here he has opted for a vertical format and introduced 
several new motifs.  

 

  
A 210 

 
This type of still life is often associated with the work of Otto Marseus van Schrieck (1619/20-1673), 
who is well-known for his forest floor paintings, in which reptiles, amphibians, thistles, mushrooms 
and butterflies are the main motifs. Marseus had spent almost a decade in Italy – Rome and Florence 
– where he had developed his characteristic motifs and style, and had returned to Holland and 
settled in Amsterdam in 1657. Jan Davidsz. de Heem had most probably seen examples of his work 
on the market or in collections, and it may have inspired him directly or indirectly in the making of 
cat. no. A 210. In contrast, however, Marseus’ paintings are rather dark, even when they include a 
background view of a landscape, and his palette consists mainly of brown hues and rather cool 
greens, with occasional colourful accents in the form of flowers, plants with red leaves, or butterflies. 
The butterflies in the majority of Marseus’ paintings originally contained the pigments of real 
butterfly wings, pressed onto the wet paint.511 Those have mostly disappeared early on, leaving flat, 
white, wing-shaped areas, that have often been repainted in proper butterfly patterns by later 
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restorers. Jan Davidsz. de Heem was an eager painter of butterflies himself, and may well have 
opposed to sticking butterfly wings onto his paintings, if only in view of their quality. While 
stimulated in some way by Otto Marseus van Schrieck’s work, with cat. no. A 210 de Heem has 
created a painting with an entirely different ambience. Some motifs connect it with Marseus’ 
examples, such as the lizard, the frog, the snails, and the thistle, but unlike Marseus’ paintings, the 
image does not suggest an existing biotope that the viewer has chanced upon. De Heem’s is a 
carefully constructed still life of fruit, which is set inside a ruin, rather than in a forest. The central 
cluster of fruit is reminiscent of that in the painting in St. Petersburg (cat. no. A 190), smaller fruit is 
gathered around a melon, this one only marginally cut open. The treatment of the fruit is softer than 
in the paintings discussed above, for instance cat. no. A 209, and extremely detailed. This painting is 
among the most refined in execution in de Heem’s oeuvre. Here, de Heem has also employed his 
stalks of wheat to suggest depth: one lies across the melon and sticks forward, another unnaturally 
tall one encircles the still life of fruit to the right with an elegant curve. Its front end separates a dead 
bird from its nest. Next to the creatures already found in the garlands and flower paintings discussed 
above, such as ants, grasshoppers, bees, cross spiders, caterpillars, a dragonfly, and the ‘signature’ 
red admiral and brimstone butterflies, de Heem has introduced maybugs and a stag beetle.512  Also, 
to the lower left, there is a mouse, and a goldfinch is about to fly off a branch at top centre, while a 
dead goldfinch lies on its back at front right, beside its meticulously rendered nest, which holds two 
eggs and which is infiltrated by a colony of ants. One egg has fallen out of the nest and lies freshly 
broken beside it. De Heem seems to suggest that a predator has tried to pillage the nest, killing the 
bird, and now has fled. An interesting motif is the scorpion, just above the mouse. It is also found in 
cat. no. A 223, to be discussed below. Diekamp (2001) has found that the animal in this form does 
not exist, but that it was derived from a Hoefnagel print.513 Another new motif is the dead tree under 
which the still life is presented. The entire painting is a juxtaposition of fertility and decay: the ripe 
fruit, almost without blemishes, the flowers and the fresh branch of acorns, against the dilapidated 
ruin, the withered tree and the dead bird and the broken egg. This painting may well have been the 
main incentive for a large group of such images painted by Abraham Mignon, probably starting in the 
second half of the 1660s. He virtually copied de Heem’s setting in the vault of a ruin in several 
examples.514 Other motifs from this painting also occur similarly in Mignon’s interpretations, such as 
the gold finch, the birds’ nest with eggs, the large burdock leaf, as well as extremely tall stalks of 
wheat passing through the composition. Within de Heem’s oeuvre, the Dresden painting (cat. no. A 
210) is rather unique, but he would paint some related subjects later on in his career which will be 
dealt with later (cat. nos. A 232, 258 and 259). 
 

     
A 211        A 212 
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A flower painting in a private collection (cat. no. A 211) is executed in a similar subtle and refined 
handling as cat. no. A 210. Its composition is less curvy and more modest than, for instance, cat. nos. 
A 204 and 205, but also in this composition a white rose takes up the central position around which 
the bouquet has been arranged.515 This still life does, however, show de Heem’s progress in his 
continuous search for the most ideal rendering of the various types of flowers. More than in earlier 
bouquets, he makes an attempt here to adopt his handling of each individual flower to its proper 
texture: the velvety surface of the morning glory, slightly different textures for all three different 
roses, a thicker substance for the larger tulip on top, a thinner handling of the almost withering one 
to the right, and a rather fuzzy surface for the budding poppy at lower right. De Heem has also 
refined his rendering of the vase, the reflections on it and the stems in it. He no longer applies the 
radiant copper green, which occurs in, for instance, cat. no. A 198, but the vase has become almost 
colourless, allowing for a detailed rendering of the various stems and the water inside it. The 
bouquet itself is less crowded with creatures than most of the previous examples. Apart from de 
Heem’s usual red admiral butterfly, there are some ants on the yellow rose, a caterpillar and an 
ichneumon wasp on top of the central tulip. Like in cat. no A 194, the artist has introduced a 
blossoming white nettle in this bouquet, at upper right. As so often in de Heem’s bouquets, there is a 
consistent combination of cultivars and field species. 

A bouquet in a private collection in Canada (cat. no A 212), untypically painted on copper, 
shows numerous similarities with the previous work in type and composition. In general, however, 
the paint of the flowers is slightly more saturated, perhaps due to the difference in support.516 The 
treatment of the vase is highly similar, and the reflection of the window is even more detailed than in 
cat. no. A 211. In contrast with most of de Heem’s globular vases, this vase has a foot which, perhaps 
as a result of this addition, stand at the very front of the ledge, even slightly protruding over it. On 
the whole, this painting, too, abounds in detail, and other than cat. no A 211, it is again crowded with 
animal life. There are five different butterflies and moths, of which the magpie moth, hanging from 
the lower side of the peony poppy, makes its only appearance in a de Heem still life here. Although 
less than in some earlier examples, de Heem also uses stems and stalks bending and intertwining. 
Extremely effective is the unnaturally long stem of the pansy draped in front of the vase. Like in cat. 
nos. A 202, 204 and 205, as well as in several subsequent examples, a large peony poppy crowns the 
bouquet. 
 Compositions such as this one clearly must have stimulated Abraham Mignon to produce 
similar work that can be dated to the second half of the 1660s. The earliest is probably a painting in 
the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford (fig. AU 26).517 It is still rather refined in its execution, but Mignon’s 
composition is not entirely balanced, with an uneasy void under the peony poppy and the rather 
distracting, too brightly lit rose at the bottom. The flowers were not copied after de Heem’s, but they 
were certainly painted with intimate knowledge of the master’s examples, such as the peony poppy, 
the columbine, the white rose and the carnation. Mignon’s snails also impersonate de Heem’s and 
his vase could not have been painted without the example of de Heem’s vases from this group. 
Several of the flowers in the Oxford bouquet reappear in what is arguably Mignon’s best and most 
impressive painting, a still life of flowers with vanitas symbols (fig. AU 27).518 That work has a fully 
convincing and balanced composition and the execution is of an extremely high level of quality. 
While for the majority of the flowers it betrays Mignon’s tendency to a rather sharp and graphic 
finish, it also contains many de Heem-like refinements and glazes. Comparing de Heem’s peony 
poppies in cat. nos. A 204, 205 and 212 with Mignon’s handling of the latter, this is only marginally 
harder in execution. Of the same high level of execution is a bouquet by Mignon in the Louvre, Paris, 
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which repeats or shares several of the flowers in fig. AU 27 almost verbatim, and which must have 
been done around the same time during the second half of the 1660s.519 Even if Jan Davidsz. de 
Heem did not assist Mignon in the execution of these paintings, they show how difficult the 
distinction between the works of the two artist from the second half of the 1660s can be. 
 

     
AU 26 A. Mignon, Flowers in a glass vase, signed, oil on panel, 50,8 x 37,5 cm. Oxford, Ashmolean Museum, inv. no. A 583. 
AU 27 A. Mignon, Still life of flowers and a skull, signed, oil on canvas, 98,1 x 78,1 cm. Private collection, Germany. 

 
Around the same time, de Heem combined several flowers from cat. nos. A 211 and particularly A 
212 into an oblong garland (cat. no. A 213 ), which unfortunately is not very well preserved. From 
cat. no. A 211, this painting borrows the slender tulip and probably one of the morning glories, from 
cat. no. A 212, the pink rose to the right and the anemone, the rosehips, the white butterfly, the bent 
poppy bud, and the Virginia spiderwort. 
 

   
A 213 
  
The oblong garland also borrows several motifs from a third, smaller flower painting, cat. no. A 214, 
namely all three roses, and a rose bud, the orange tip butterfly, and the cluster of rose leaves to the 
left, as well as the columbine, which in its turn is very similar to the one in cat. no. 022, but modelled 
slightly differently. At lower left, cat. no. A 214 includes a red anemone which is painted rather flatly 
for a de Heem flower. One may wonder whether this anemone was perhaps executed by Abraham 
Mignon, but it may just as well be that de Heem did not apply its final finish for some reason or 
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other. Interestingly, the same anemone can be found in at least two still lifes by Mignon, an early 
festoon (fig. AU 17 above) and a still life of a vase of flowers (fig. AU 28) which must also be a 
relatively early work.520  
 

     
A 214  
AU 28 A. Mignon, Flowers in a glass vase, signed, oil on panel, 46,7 x 35,9 cm. Present location unknown. 

 
The execution of the anemone in the latter work is more detailed and refined than in cat. no. 024, 
and it is most likely the prime appearance of this flower. Nevertheless, it reappears in a de Heem two 
flower piece from the first half of the 1670s, cat. nos. A 247 and 253, only slightly more glazed  (cf fig. 
AU 28). This would mean that, although Mignon had used it, de Heem retained the study for it and 
took it with him when he moved back to Antwerp. Other motifs in the same Mignon bouquet (fig. AU 
28) – the tulip, the blossom below it as well as the vase and the stalk of wheat hanging before it – 
suggest the hand of de Heem in their refined execution and multiple glazing, while the treatment of 
other motifs, such as the second anemone, the pink roses and their buds, and the marigold clearly 
betray Mignon’s hand. This is one of the few examples in Mignon’s oeuvre where the impression 
arises that de Heem has actually painted or finished part of the painting. The same tulip appears in 
several other Mignon compositions, but never with the same extensive, soft glazing, as well as in a 
somewhat later de Heem (cat. no. A 242). 
A relatively small still life of flowers in a vase, positioned in a stepped niche and with some fruit at 
the foot of the vase (cat. no. A 215) shows similarities to cat. no. A 214 and to the previous work, 
particularly in the form and placement of the tulip. It is more modest in character and less elegant 
than cat. no. A 214. It is one of the smallest paintings from this period by de Heem. The sides of the 
niche allow for space around the bouquet, but inside it, the composition is rather crowded, with a 
dominant horizontal band of roses in the centre and a cluster of fruit – an apricot, red currants and 
blackberries – at the foot of the vase, numerous smaller flowers filling up the empty spaces, and 
three stalks of wheat curving out of the bouquet. Glazing and fine details are somewhat less 
proficient in this picture, which suggests that it was painted for the free market, rather than on 
commission for a major collector. 

A small still life of fruit, oysters and a Venetian-style wine glass (cat. no. A 216), in the 
National Gallery in London, is arranged on a similar stepped ledge, but there is no niche behind. 
While cat. nos. A 215 and 216 have almost the same height and show the same ledge, must have 
originated around the same time, and also probably both have a relatively early French provenance, 
it is unlikely that they were painted as pendants. There is no evidence that cat. no. A 216 ever 
included a niche, or that it was reduced at the sides. Moreover, a drawing exists in the Staatliche 
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Grafische Sammlung in Munich (cat. Drawings A01) that appears to be a preparatory study for the 
composition of the National Gallery painting.  

 

  
 

   
AU 28 Details of cat. no. 024, fig. AU 9, fig. AU 29, and cat nos. 710 and 719 (some rotated). 

 

        
A 215           A 216            D 01 

 
In the painting, the artist has changed some details, for instance the shape of the morning glory in 
the centre and details and the position of the orange. Interestingly, in the drawing he included 
several butterflies around the still life which were not executed in the painting. Otherwise the 
composition is identical to that of the painting – not wider and without a niche. As discussed in the 
previous chapter, there are no signed or securely documented drawings by Jan Davidsz. de Heem. 
Because of the fact that cat. no. D 01 is directly related to cat. no. A 216, and is much more likely a 
study for that painting than a copy of it, it seems reasonable to accept the traditional attribution of it 
to de Heem. The drawing’s technique is relatively simple. It has been rather loosely sketched with 
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black chalk, heightened with white. It may well be that the heightening and some strengthening in 
black were done by a later hand.  

Oysters also play a prominent role, next to a covered glass chalice of white wine and an 
orange with its leaf, in an upright still life that was on the art market in 1987, cat. no. A 217. Other 
motifs, such as the snails, blackberries and chestnut, are recurring features during this period. The 
treatment of details is again very similar to that in cat. no. A 216 as well as to several horizontal still 
lifes of this period that will be discussed below.  

 

  
A 217 

 
Here, too, de Heem has draped a pansy in front of the cuppa of the glass. The rather soft use of light 
is also similar to cat. no. A 216, but the painting was covered with a discoloured varnish and rather 
dark when last photographed, which will influence its known appearance .  

This and cat. no. A 215 are the first of a series of still-life paintings by Jan Davidsz. de Heem 
signed ‘J.D.De Heem R’.521 Until the present day, the suffix ‘R’ remains unexplained. During the 
seventeenth century, most painters signed their works with their names, followed by an ‘ƒ’ for the 
Latin ‘fecit’ (made this), or wrote ‘fecit’ in full. So, consistently, did de Heem, at least until his 
departure from Antwerp sometime after 1655. Signatures with the addition ‘ƒ’ also occur regularly 
after this time, however, so the ‘R’ is not a permanent substitute for the ‘ƒ’. Unconvincing 
explanations range from ‘Ridder’, suggesting that the artist had been knighted, which was not the 
case, to variants of ‘retouched’, suggesting that paintings signed in this manner were (partly) 
executed by pupils, but finished by de Heem.522 None of these suggestions seem to make any proper 
sense, however, since the sixteen to eighteen known works signed in this manner (in some, the 
addition is not fully distinct) generally belong to the artist’s most successful, detailed and elaborate 
pieces. All of them were clearly painted after his return to Utrecht after1655, and probably only after 
circa 1665. Also after moving back to Antwerp again in 1672, however, de Heem occasionally added 
the ‘R’, so it is also not specifically related to his Utrecht years.523 It would appear to be most logical 
that the ‘R’ stands for a term similar to ‘fecit’, and not for an addition to the artists name, such as 
‘Ridder’, the name of a town, or even the family name of his wife, Ruckers. No other painter, to my 
knowledge, ever used this suffix, however. It is interesting to note that on documents, starting in the 
late 1650s, de Heem ends his signature with a lower cast r. This is also the case with the signature on 
cat. no. A 261.524  

 
Cornelis de Heem 
When Jan Davidsz. de Heem settled in Utrecht sometime in the late 1650s, his son Cornelis 
de Heem appears to have established his own business in Antwerp. His registration with the 
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Antwerp guild as an independent master in 1660/61 is without doubt the result of his 
father’s permanent absence. Contrary to his father, he still occasionally dated his still lifes, 
even up to 1690. It is clear that until 1658 he produced work of excellent quality (compare, 
for instance fig. A 69, 72 and 73), after which, generally, the complexity and finish of his work 
declined, apart from some exceptions that may have been the result of an important 
commission. It would appear that Cornelis’ relative decline in quality concurs with his father’s 
absence. His own clientele will generally have been less demanding than his father’s and he 
may well have aimed for quicker, cheaper production for a lower segment of the market. 

In 1667, Cornelis also undertook the move to the northern Netherlands. According to 
a statement concerning debts by Cornelis that Jan Davidsz. de Heem had notarized in March 
of 1669, Cornelis and his family lived with his father in Utrecht from mid-June until 4th 
December 1667.525 Unfortunately, no dated work by Cornelis from 1667 or thereabouts is 
known, so any immediate connection with his father’s work, and vice versa, is not evident. 
Until 1690, Cornelis remained in the Northern Netherlands, Living (perhaps) in Amsterdam, in 
IJsselstein and, from 1676 to 1690, in The Hague, after which he moved back to Antwerp. It is 
likely, that, in any case until his father’s return to Antwerp, there was a regular contact 
between the two, and perhaps an exchange of ideas. Cornelis’ choice of motifs and subjects 
is related to that of Jan Davidsz.’s but there is no question of immediate copying or imitation. 
The still lifes of Cornelis are clearly recognizable as his, even though some have been passed 
as works of his father after the signature had been altered (for instance fig. AU 30, painted c. 
1660). Two dated examples from 1665 and 1671 demonstrate the relation to, but at the 
same time, independence of the work of Jan Davidsz. de Heem (figs. AU 31 and 32). 

 

      
AU 30 C. de Heem, Still life with a lobster, signed (initial changed to J.D.), oil on copper, 63 x 49,5 cm. Zürich, 
Kunsthaus, Stiftung B. & D. Koetser. 
AU 31 C. de Heem, Still life of fruit and oysters, signed and dated 1665, oil on canvas, 55,5 x 40 cm. Present 
location unknown 
AU 32 C. de Heem, Still life of fruit, signed and dated 1671, oil on canvas, 66 x 54 cm. Brussels, Royal Museums for 
Fine Art of Belgium, inv. no. 1914 

 
 In 1682, in an inventory of the collection of Diego Duarte (1612-1691) from Antwerp, a painting by 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem was described as “A very curious pot of flowers, fruit and other niceties, being 
the four elements, highly detailed.” Most likely, this description concerns a painting now in the 
Nationalmuseum in Stockholm (cat. no. A 218).526  
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A 218 

 
In it, an arrangement of fruit and oysters is combined with a vase of flowers, and indeed all four 
elements are present: Earth (fruit and flowers, the snail), Water (in the vase, dew drops and via the 
oysters), Air (butterflies, flying insects) and Fire (a smouldering taper, and the glass vase is a product 
of fire). Diego Duarte was born in Antwerp, the son of a Christian diamond and art dealer of Jewish 
descent, Gaspar Duarte, who was befriended with Constantijn Huygens, among others. Gaspar was 
born in 1584 in Antwerp. He later became the consul of Portugal there. In 1635, Diego was appointed 
"jeweller in ordinary" by Charles I of England, but he returned to Antwerp in 1642. He received a part 
of the art collection of his father on the latter’s death in 1653, and continued collecting throughout 
his life. Part of his collection was sold in Amsterdam in 1682.  

The house of the Duarte family in Antwerp was called the Antwerp Parnassus, a meeting 
place for intellectuals, where they enjoyed art and music. Prince William III repeatedly stayed at the 
house between 1674 and 1678, which suggest Orangist sympathies on the part of Duarte. Jan 
Davidsz. de Heem must have been well acquainted with this family of art lovers, even if only through 
his wife’s musical family. Diego's brother Gaspar Duarte the Younger was an art collector as well, and 
his sister Leonora was a composer.527 Apart from the still life of flowers and fruit mentioned above, 
of which the value was estimated at 350 Guilders, Duarte also owned a still life of fruit by de Heem, 
“A piece of fruit, very curious” estimated at 150 Guilders.528 Duarte’s Dutch connections and the fact 
that part of his collection was sold in Amsterdam suggest that he may well have bought or 
commissioned his paintings directly from de Heem in Utrecht, although the fruit piece might have 
been an earlier work that had come from his father’s collection.  
 It is interesting to note that in 1682 the painting was catalogued in full as by “Den Ouden 
Joannes de Heem”, while upon close inspection not all the flowers can be attributed to de Heem 
convincingly. It would appear that Abraham Mignon did collaborate on the painting. The lower half of 
this still life can be appreciated as entirely by de Heem. The quality, flow and finish are fully 
characteristic and up to his standard. While a red-and-yellow tulip that was undoubtedly based upon 
the same model as tulips that appear in some of Mignon’s flower paintings (among others figs. AU 22 
and 26), the execution in the Stockholm painting, with numerous glazes, confirms de Heem’s 
authorship.529 The same is true for the tulip at upper right. The peony poppy at upper centre, 
however, is virtually identical with an example by Mignon in a painting in the Louvre and fully 
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compatible with other examples of the flower by Mignon from the second half of the 1660s.530 The 
peony at lower right is the same as the one in the Louvre bouquet, and the snowball, in type and 
execution, is highly similar to Mignon’s in that painting. The pink rose is a de Heem flower, very 
similar to the one that already had appeared in cat. nos. A 203 and A 204. The branch of pear 
blossom to the right is identical to the one in a Mignon in private hands (fig. AU 29, above) that may 
have been contributed to that painting by de Heem. The (faded) yellow rose in cat. no. A 218 is also 
based upon the same study as the one in that bouquet. Several other flowers, such as the carnation 
and the dented morning glories occur similarly with both de Heem and Mignon and it is virtually 
impossible to identify a hand for each individual flower, particularly given the fact that both artists 
may also have collaborated on several of the flowers. In all, cat. no. A 218  is clearly a collaboration 
between de Heem and Mignon, at least for the floral bouquet. The way in which it is recorded in 
Diego Duarte’s 1682 inventory does suggest, however, that de Heem had sold the painting to him – 
assuming that he was indeed the first owner – as fully autograph. 
  

  
A 219 

 
A closely related bouquet of flowers was auctioned in Frankfurt am Main in 1921 (cat. no. A 219) and 
unfortunately it is only known from the small black-and-white illustration in the catalogue of that 
sale. Consequently, it is impossible to tell whether Mignon did also contribute to that painting. The 
peony poppy in top is a close variant of the one in Stockholm, the tulip is similar to those in cat. nos. 
A 204 and 205, and the columbine is the same as in cat. no. A 214. Other flowers in this bouquet 
make their first appearance with de Heem, such as the Chinese lantern flower at lower right. This 
also appears to be the first instance in which de Heem placed his bouquet in a ribbed glass vase, as in 
several later works. 
 

     
A 220      A 221 
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The still life motifs in the painting in Stockholm (cat. no. A 218) relate directly to a group of paintings 
with similar subjects: oysters, fruit, porcelain, and glass upon a table. Cat. no. A 220, in private hands, 
includes the exact same orange with its leaves and a porcelain bowl with the same decoration as the 
Stockholm still life does. Undoubtedly de Heem used the same bowl as a model for both paintings, 
but adapted its height and width to his composition. The same bowl, also with a ladle in it, recurs in 
cat. nos. A 221 and A 222 and probably also in cat. no. A 224. Like most of the porcelain in de Heem’s 
paintings it is an example of Wanli porcelain from the early seventeenth century.531 The oysters in 
this painting recall those in cat. no. A 216, and similarly the lemon relates to the one in that painting. 
The treatment of the rummer, with its reflections and transparency is highly similar to that of the 
vases in the flower paintings discussed above. Another painting in the Nationalmuseum in Stockholm 
(cat. no. A 221) is a more elaborate version of cat. no. A 220. The basic composition has remained the 
same, but de Heem has added branches of fruit and of nuts, stalks of wheat, a snail, and a 
smouldering taper, as well as a butterfly. These additions allow for an interpretation like that of the 
other Stockholm painting (cat. no. A 218), as a representation of the four elements. An interesting 
change must have occurred as an afterthought: the artist obviously decided to replace the bread roll 
with an open pomegranate only after painting the bread. As a result, the pomegranate has retained 
the shape of the bread roll on its left side. The added butterfly here is similar to that in drawing D 01 
discussed above. It may be that de Heem decided to leave out the butterflies in the painting related 
to the drawing, cat. no. A 216, since he did not cater for the element of Fire in it either. 
   

   
A 222 
AU33 A. Mignon, Still life with oysters, signed, oil on panel, 36,5 x 49 cm. Narodni Galerie, Prague, inv. no. DO 4142. 

 
More modest in composition than cat. nos. A 220 and 221 is a still life in Karlsruhe (cat. no. A 222), 
which also includes the same bowl, as well as a similar Venetian-style glass, this time holding white 
wine. The painting has probably lost some of its strength as a result of discoloration. The pigments of 
the lemon will have included orpiment (schietgeel) which has faded; the effect is probably more 
dramatic here than in other lemons, since this example is whole, not peeled. Also, the tablecloth may 
have had a glaze of red lacquer and would thus have been redder or more purple. An unusual motif is 
the anemone hanging down in front of the table. It is somewhat skimpy, particularly its stem, and it 
distracts the viewer’s attention somewhat, but it was planned there by the artist from the outset and 
a such is an integral part of the painting. 
 Abraham Mignon also produced several still lifes in the same vein. Other than his flower 
paintings, however, there can hardly be any confusion with de Heem’s work. Since de Heem’s 
examples will have originated after 1665, Mignon probably already had developed much of his own 
style by then and adopted motifs, but not the handling from de Heem’s examples. A painting in the 
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collection of the Rheinisches Landesmusem in Bonn still has some of de Heem’s softness, but one in 
Prague (fig.AU 33) entirely possesses Mignon’s razor-sharp draftsmanship and his rather harsh 
palette.532  
 
A festoon with religious symbols 
 
An exceptional work in de Heem’s oeuvre from this period is a large festoon of fruit and a few 
flowers, in the Galleria Sabauda in Turin (cat. no. A 223). At lower left, under the festoon, it includes 
a crucifix lying on its back, and to the right there are a bread roll and a rummer encircled by a narrow 
paper scroll inscribed with references to chapters in the Old Testament.  Cornelia Diekamp (2001) 
has analysed the iconography of this painting in depth, and concluded that the symbolism can be 
interpreted both form a Catholic point of view as well as from a Protestant one. Thematically and in 
terms of composition, there is a connection with de Heem’s painting from 1653 in Dublin (cat. no. A 
173), but the vanitas aspect is absent here and the emphasis lies more on the Eucharist, also through 
the biblical references on the scroll at lower right. It mentions Genesis 18:14, Leviticus 2:1, Exodus 
12:3, and Exodus 25, all of which deal with offerings, the first of bread and wine. The painting is of a 
high quality of execution and may well have been an important commission, but unfortunately 
nothing is known of its early history, although it supposedly was part of the collection of Prince 
Eugene of Savoy (1663-1736), but in view of the fact that he was only a toddler when it was painted, 
he was not its first owner.  
 

   
A 223 

 
The sumptuous bunches of grapes recall those in cat. no. A 209, the carnation and the two roses are 
closely related to examples in various flower paintings, while other motifs, such as the melon, the 
brimstone butterfly and the stalks of wheat are also recurring features. There is also a strong degree 
of similarity with the Maurithuis garland (cat. no. A 208). All of these similarities suggest an origin of 
this painting around the same period, the mid- to second-half 1660s. In several of his festoons, 
Abraham Mignon also placed two large vine leaves at the top of the composition.533 Due to the 
absence of exact dates for these paintings it is impossible to tell whether Mignon borrowed the 
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feature from de Heem, or vice versa. Interestingly, Diekamp (2001) has noted, with the assistance of 
an entomologist, that de Heem’s rendering of the various insects is accurate, but he occasionally 
adapted their poses to the composition, while the animals in question would never assume that 
particular pose in nature.534 She also found that the scorpion de Heem has introduced at the bottom 
of the composition was painted after a Hoefnagel print, which does not render the animal’s anatomy 
properly.535 

 

   
A 224                  A 226 

 
The quince and the pomegranate to the left of the composition of the Turin festoon reappear in a 
still life now in the National Gallery of Victoria in Melbourne (cat. no. A 224), which is also closely 
related in type and atmosphere to the three still lifes discussed above (cat. nos. A 220-222). This 
painting is somewhat larger and more elaborate, however, and the emphasis lies predominantly on 
the fruit. This still life shares its silver-gilt cup-and-cover with cat. nos. A 199 and 209, and earlier 
examples, as well as with several examples by Mignon, among others with a still life in the collection 
of the Rijksmuseum in Amsterdam (fig. AU 6, above).536 Mignon’s painting must be a relatively early 
work that draws strongly on de Heem’s input. In cat. no. A 224, de Heem has reintroduced the 
propped-up white napkin, a motif he had abandoned in 1652. Such a napkin also plays a role in cat. 
no. A 226, a smaller and more modest composition, which nevertheless clearly connects with cat. no. 
A 224, as well as with cat. no. A 222. It is also closely related to two still lifes of almost the same size 
and type of composition, cat. nos. A 227 and 228, which must have originated at about the same 
time. Like cat. no. A 224, A 226 and 227 feature a large rummer with a conical cuppa and flat 
appliques on the stem, which makes its first appearance here.537 It also appears in a somewhat larger 
still life of highly refined execution in private hands, in combination with a Venetian-style wine glass 
and a tall ‘flute’ wineglass (cat. no. A 229). These five still lifes, cat. nos. A 222, A224 and A 226 - 228, 
make up a rather coherent group. They all share the same bread roll, be it in different poses and with 
different details, which de Heem could of course vary at will. In four of the five, the wine rummer is 
adorned with a laurel wreath, as if to praise the wine.538 In all four, there is an orange, the most 
prominent in cat. nos. A 227 and 228. As in previous cases, it remains impossible to connect them 
with an Orangist iconography without any further evidence.  
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A 227               A 228 
 

  
A 229 
 
It can be noted that many of Mignon’s still lifes from this period also include a relatively prominent 
orange. Both artists were most likely working for the same clientele, be it probably on somewhat 
different levels. Oysters can be found in all these still lifes, prominently or in addition to more 
prominent motifs, except for in cat. no. A 229, in which a large ham is an eye-catching motif, 
interestingly in combination with a melon, the latter of the same type as in slightly earlier still lifes, 
such as cat. nos. A 209 and 210. Three also include a smouldering taper and sulfur matches, but in 
only two (cat. nos. A 228 and 229) there is also a clay pipe, which is however at least half-hidden. No 
profound iconographic meaning should probably be read in those works, however. Comparing them 
with examples discussed above, three of the four elements are present in most – Earth, Water and 
Fire – but there are no flying creatures to represent Air. As a matter of fact, these still lifes are 
completely unpopulated, unlike in earlier examples, and there are also no snails. 
 

Elias van den Broeck 
In September of 1669, De Heem had a contract drawn up for the tuition of Elias van den 
Broeck (1651/52-1708), for two years, for which he was to receive 200 guilders annually. This 
was a substantial sum for tuition only. Van den Broeck lived with his aunt and had to pay for 
his own materials and equipment, but would receive the revenues of his own work.539 Elias 
van den Broeck had been apprenticed at fourteen, first to a silver smith, and shortly after 
that to the still-life painter Cornelis Kick (1631/34-1681), with whom he had spent four years 
before signing up as a pupil with de Heem, so he must already have been an almost fully-
trained artist at that point in time.540 Van den Broeck later accompanied de Heem when he 
returned to Antwerp in 1672 and worked there until after his master’s death, returning to 
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Amsterdam in 1685. Like Maria van Oosterwijck and unlike Abraham Mignon, van den Broeck 
does not appear to have attempted to mimic de Heem’s style and handling. Only one dated 
example of van den Broeck’s work is known, a small still life of fruit and oysters upon a stone 
ledge, from 1676, so from after his move with de Heem to Antwerp.541 A still life bearing a de 
Heem signature at upper right (fig. AU 34) is closely related in style and theme to cat. nos. A 
222 and A 226, with a very similar tablecloth, bread roll, pewter plate and oysters.542 It is 
slightly reminiscent of Elias van den Broeck’s mature still lifes on a table, while there is also 
some reminiscence of still lifes by Elias’ former teacher Cornelis Kick from the second half of 
the 1660’s, but it is impossible to attribute it firmly to van den Broeck. If he was its author, it 
was probably painted around 1670. 
 

  
AU 34 Circle of J.Dz. de Heem, possibly E. van den Broeck, Still life with a rummer, bread and oysters, with de 
Heem signature, oil on panel, 34,2 x 44,5 cm. Present location unknown. 

 
Another landscape painting by Jan Davidsz. de Heem 
Next to the still lifes discussed above, de Heem’s most elaborate landscape painting (cat. no. A 231) 
most probably also originated during his Utrecht years. It is signed ‘I D Heem’, a form of signing the 
artist appears to have reserved for exceptional work.543 His earlier small landscape painting, cat. no. 
A 103, discussed in the previous chapter, is signed in the same manner and so is the small 
contribution to de Formentrou’s gallery painting (cat. no. A 178). While the earlier landscape shows 
strong similarities with the background-landscapes in de Heem’s larger still lifes from the mid-1640s, 
the present landscape is similar in handling to landscape motifs in still lifes from the 1650s and 
1660s, such as cat. nos. A 190 and 232. Unfortunately it is known only from a black-and-white 
photo.544 It represents a rocky coast with small figures pushing and pulling on huge ice-floes that 
have accumulated upon the shore.  
 

  
A 231 
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The figures are not very well modelled, and the scene as a whole feels somewhat empty, the cloudy 
evening sky occupying about half of the picture plane. The people on the shore appear to be 
gathering lumps of ice, presumably for storage in ice chambers. The representation of this activity 
appears to be unprecedented and one wonders what de Heem’s incentive may have been to choose 
it. Perhaps it was the result of a specific commission or favour. The painting has been executed with 
the Heem’s usual meticulous attention to detail, compare for instance that of the figure in the small 
sailing vessel at sea and that of another ship cast upon the shore in the distance. The handling of the 
rocks is reminiscent of those in de Heem’s out-door still lifes from 1653 to 1655, cat. no. A 190 in 
particular, while the rather dramatically lit sky is similarly related, but there are also distinct 
similarities to motifs in cat. nos. A 210 and 232, which suggests that it was indeed done in Utrecht.545 
 
An exceptional forest-floor still life 
Extremely populated, and highly detailed, particularly for such a large canvas, is a view of a pond or 
stream in a rocky landscape, with a dead tree adorned with cultivar flowers beside it (cat. no. A 
232).546 With the composition of this painting, de Heem elaborates on that of his forest-floor still life 
in Dresden (cat. no. A 210). Judging from the handling and palette, however, de Heem would also 
appear to have been inspired by Abraham Mignon’s adaptations of the theme. The palette is much 
stronger and the handling less soft than in the Dresden painting. But while the painting shares 
several motifs with works by Mignon, there can be little doubt that the execution is de Heem’s 
alone.547 For instance, de Heem’s frogs clearly have a wet, somewhat slimy skin, while Mignon’s, 
without exception, look dry and rubbery.548 The flying goldfinch also appears in a Mignon, but de 
Heem’s handling of it is much softer, which does not necessarily suggest that de Heem’s painted 
finch precedes Mignon’s – they may both have been working after an example that was kept in the 
studio – a study, or even a stuffed bird.549  
 

    
A 232                     A 233 
 
The quality in handling of de Heem’s goldfinch is similar to that in cat. no. A 210 (Dresden). Apart 
from de Heem’s pure landscapes, this is the painting with the most elaborate landscape motifs in his 
entire oeuvre. The handling of the rocky environment is closely related to that of his coastal 
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landscape with ice-floes (cat. no. A 231) discussed above. The floral arrangement shares its basic 
composition and arrangement with that of a floral bouquet in a glass vase on a stone ledge, 
surrounded by small fruit, now in the Thyssen-Bornemisza Museum in Madrid (cat. no. A 233).550  
The three roses, pink, white and yellow, and the white lily hold the same positions in the two 
arrangements, but the lily has fewer flowers in Madrid. The position of other flowers, namely the 
white-and-red poppy anemone and the morning glories, has been shifted, while yet others have 
been replaced by different blooms or are missing. Of the flowers in the forest-floor painting, several 
are closely reminiscent in shape and handling of examples in somewhat earlier flower paintings, such 
as the blue iris and the large poppies that show similarities with cat. no. A 205 in Cambridge. There 
are also similarities with flowers in paintings that probably originated somewhat later, such as the 
garland around the portrait of the young Willam III (cat. no. A 237, Lyons). 
 Since cat. no. A 232 was only first recorded in the nineteenth century, we unfortunately have 
no firm idea of its early history. It appears to have been accessible, however, to artists such as Rachel 
Ruysch (1664-1750) and Ernst Stuven (1657-1712) in Amsterdam in the late seventeenth century. In 
view of the unusual subject and composition, we must assume that de Heem painted this exceptional 
forest floor at the request of, and most likely also according to certain specifications from a specific 
patron. Rachel Ruysch’s father, Dr. Frederik Ruysch (1638-1731) might be considered as such. Ruysch 
was a highly regarded physician and professor of anatomy, an enthusiast collector of all kinds of 
specimens of natural history, and he is known to also have possessed a collection of paintings.551 
Around the time de Heem painted this still life, Ruysch was already a professor in Amsterdam, but 
only about 30 years old, so perhaps he did not yet have the means to commission such a prestigious 
work. By 1685, when Rachel Ruysch first used de Heem’s painting for inspiration, however, he may 
well have become its owner. Otherwise, it seems likely that the painting was available to artists in 
another Amsterdam cabinet; the Ruysches belonged to the upper class and Rachel undoubtedly had 
easy access to many important Amsterdam collections.  

A faithful copy of cat. no. A 232 of rather high quality is part of the Bayerische 
Staatsgemäldesammlungen, on permanent loan to the Staatsgalerie in Bamberg (cat. A 232, copy a). 
In recent literature, that painting has always been regarded as a period copy.552 Interestingly, 
however, it includes a construction at the left inside of the arch of the bridge that turned out to be a 
later addition which was removed from the original during cleaning in 1991, together with changes in 
the sky that were also removed at that time, but that appear in the copy. Moreover, it appears that 
the copyist meticulously imitated the discoloration of the yellow rose and particularly that of the 
yellow iris, which indicates that the copy was done at least several decades later than the original, 
when the orpiment with which de Heem painted these flowers had already faded.553 In other words, 
this copy needs not be explained in the context of de Heem’s (and Mignon’s) studio practice and 
most probably also postdates Rachel Ruysch’s and Ernst Stuven’s interpretations of it. 
 Ruysch’s earliest adaptation of de Heem’s composition, dated 1685, interestingly, is the most 
free, to such a degree that it seems possible that it derives from a different example by de Heem or 
Mignon.554 On the other hand, of her three versions, the background landscape, or better: her 
indication of it, follow de Heem’s sloping rocky background the closest. There is, however, a 
substantial difference in the choice and arrangement of the flowers. A slightly later version follows 
de Heem’s example rather closely, leaving out a few details, shifting others, and adding a personal 
choice of butterflies.555 This clearly shows that Rachel Ruysch had access to de Heem’s painting, 
probably somewhere in Amsterdam. Another Amsterdam artist, Ernst Stuven, clearly also had access 
to the painting. He also emulated this type of image and copied several of the flowers into his own 
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floral compositions. A case in point is a still life in the Gemäldegalerie Alte Meister in Dresden, which 
due to an apocryphal signature has had a long life as a painting by Jan Davidsz. de Heem (fig. AU 35). 
In this respect it is interesting to note that in 1688 a former housemaid of Stuven declared that three 
year earlier, she had witnessed that on ‘zeecker grote Blomstuck’ (a certain large flower painting) 
Stuven had put ‘de naam van eenen schilder van Heem’ (the name of a painter van [de] Heem).556 
 

 
AU 35 Ernst Stuven, Flowers in a glass vase, with signature ‘J.D.De Heem R’, oil on canvas, 85,5 x 67,5 cm. Dresden, 
Staatliche Kunstsammlungen, Gemäldegalerie Alte Meister, inv. no. 1266. 

 
Three floral bouquets and a prestigious cartouche still life for William III 
Two bouquets of flowers (cat. nos. A 235 and 236) show the same vase and stems in it as cat. no. A 
233, the small flower painting related to cat. no. A 232, discussed above.  
 

       
A 235       A 236        A 234  
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The larger one, cat. no. A 235, now in Leipzig, is one of de Heem’s most elaborate and immaculately 
preserved flower paintings. It is about the same size as the two bouquets in St. Petersburg and 
Cambridge (cat. nos. A 204 and 205), but the composition has become more curvy and the handling 
is somewhat dryer and sharper, particularly in the foliage, clearly showing the result of working side-
by-side with Abraham Mignon, whose tendency to a rather sharp rendering appears to have had its 
effect on de Heem by 1670.  Still, de Heem applies more glazes to his flowers than Mignon would.  
The same is true for cat. no. A 236, in the collection of the Royal Museums for Fine Art in Brussels, 
which is in fact a simpler variant of cat. no. A 235, including, but shifting some of the main flowers 
(two roses, the African marigold, the wavy tulip at top right and the peony at lower right), as well as 
some of the smaller flowers. The rather prominent small yellow rose in the centre was replaced by a 
yellow hibiscus. It is interesting to observe how the same basic composition works entirely different 
in its reduced arrangement. Obviously, de Heem has retained the (life) size of the flowers, which left 
him less space for spatial effects attained by the addition of the peripheral circle of flowers (the two 
large peony poppies and the yellow-and-red tulip) and the corn cob in the larger bouquet. As a result, 
the grandeur of the Leipzig picture makes place for intimacy in the Brussels version. 
 A painting on copper in the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam (cat. no. A 234) had a long life as a 
work of Rachel Ruysch, whose signature had been inscribed on it. There can be no doubt, however, 
that it originated in de Heem’s Utrecht studio, probably in the early 1670s. It shows many similarities 
in handling with cat. no. A 235, as well as with some slightly earlier bouquets such as cat. no A 212, 
which is also on copper. For some flowers, particularly the anemone at lower left, and for most of the  
green leaves, it may be suspected that Abraham Mignon contributed (to) their execution. The 
globular pink rose at lower left is of a type that frequently occurs in Mignon’s flower pieces and only 
this once in a de Heem painting. Its execution, with various glazes, does not unequivocally point to 
Mignon, however, and is very close to that of the round pink rose in cat. no. A 235. The format of this 
painting is unusually high; it may be that an existing copper plate was provided to the artist, to which 
he had to adapt his composition. The arrangement of the flowers is rather dense and it is interesting 
to note that, exceptionally, the majority of the flowers, the central roses in particular, are larger than 
in other paintings by either de Heem or Mignon; most of them are consequently somewhat larger 
than life. Whether this and the unusual format where the result of a special commission, can only 
remain open to speculation. 
 The last of de Heem’s paintings that arguably originated in his Utrecht years is a prestigious 
cartouche still life around a portrait of the young Prince William III (cat. no. A 237). In his account on 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem, Arnold Houbraken prominently featured this painting.557 He wrote: “Onder 
alle muntte uit zeker groot Tafereel, gemaalt met een krans van allerhande Fruit en Bloemen, 't geen 
hy voor den Konstminnende Johan vander Meer, die ook als Konstschilder op zyn beurt ten Toneel 
zal komen, schilderde, die hem daar voor betaalde de somme van 2000 gulden. Dezen vander Meer 
die een Loodwitmakery en treffelyke woning buiten Utrecht hadde, trof het ongeluk, dat de soldaten 
in den jare 1672 dit alles tot den grond toe verwoesten, zoo dat hy daar door in een slegten staat 
raakte. Dit stuk ter naauwer nood voor de woede geborgen, scheen hem de eenigste hoop te wezen 
tot herstelling; des hy besloot met goedkeuring van den Heer van Zuilestein dit ten present te 
schenken aan zyn Hoogheid den Prince van Oranje, naderhand Koning van Engeland, met verbeelding 
van eenig ampt daar door te zullen verkrygen, en des te meer, om dat de soldaten van den Staat wel 
voornamentlyk de oorzaak van zyn bederf waren geweest. Dit geschiede. Dog hy liet voor af, om het 
te meer smakelyk te maken aan den Stadhouder, deszelfs beeltenis in 't midden van gemelde Fruit en 
Bloemkrans schilderen.” (Among his works a certain large image excelled, a painted wreath of all 
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kinds of flowers and fruit, which he painted for the art-loving Johan van der Meer [Jan Vermeer van 
Utrecht (1630-1695/97)], who in his turn will also be featured here as a painter, who paid him the 
sum of 2000 guilders for it. This van der Meer, who owned a lead white factory and a good house 
outside of Utrecht, was struck by the misfortune that the soldiers destroyed his property down to the 
ground in the year 1672, as a result of which he got into a poor state. Having saved this piece from 
the fury in the nick of time, it appeared to represent his only hope of recovery; thus he decided to 
offer it, with consent of the Lord of Zuilestein [William Henry Nassau de Zuylestein (1649-1708)], to 
his Highness the Prince of Orange, later King of England, imagining to be given some function in 
return, even more so since the soldiers of the State had been the main cause of his misfortune. Thus 
happened. But in advance, to make it more to the Stadtholder’s taste, he had the latter’s effigy 
painted in the centre of the said garland of fruit and flowers).  
  

   
 A 237 

 
Although Houbraken’s information on de Heem and his work was arguably not accurate in every 
respect, we must assume that the core of this story is true. Cat. no. A 237, now in the Musée des 
Beaux-Arts in Lyons, is the only painting in de Heem’s oeuvre that fits the description and moreover 
it was part of the collection of the House of Orange until it was abducted by the French troops in May 
of 1795. It seems highly unlikely, however, that the painting was not destined to contain the Prince’s 
portrait from the outset.558 The entire iconography of the surrounding motifs belong with it, as 
demonstrated by, among others, Beatrijs Brenninkmeijer-de Rooy.559 Next to the eagles and the lion 
as symbols of power, there are several oranges (one in the protective paws of the lion), an orange lily 
just below the portrait, an orange marigold, the orange physalis, as well as an orange-tip butterfly. It 
may even be that the over-ripe fruit refers to the young Stadtholder having ripened enough to take 
office. It is generally agreed upon that the portrait was loosely based on the young Prince William’s 
portrait by Abraham de Ragueneau (1623-1681 or later), which is only known through a number of 
copies. In the Ragueneau portrait, which dates from about 1661, however, the sitter is wearing a 
collar, instead of the cravat shown here. A portrait in print with a very similar cravat was published in 
1667, adapting it to the latest fashion (fig. AU 36).560 In any case, the portrait in the de Heem is not 
an exact copy; also the features of the Prince are somewhat flattered: his characteristic hawk-nose 
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was straightened and his cheeks are more rounded. The question is who painted this portrait. 
Houbraken states that Vermeer had the portrait painted in, suggesting that it was done by another 
hand. However, judging from the group portrait he himself painted of the regents of the 
Ambachtskinderhuis (an orphanage) in Utrecht in 1679-1680, so about ten years later, the handling 
of the faces in that portrait is entirely similar to that of William’s effigy in the de Heem (fig. AU 37).  
 

     
AU 36 Anonymous (A. van Zijtvelt ?), Portrait of William III, etching, 85 x 11 mm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. no. RP-P-
OB-104.458.              
AU 37 Jan Vermeer van Utrecht, Portrait of the regents of the Ambachtskinderhuis, Utrecht,  oil on canvas, 276 x 436 cm 
(detail). Fundatie van de Vrijvrouwe van Renswoude, Utrecht  

 
Unfortunately, very few works by Vermeer are known to us, among them only this one (group) 
portrait, and he appears to initially have painted predominantly for pleasure, since he was from a 
wealthy family and married a wealthy widow. He was, however, head of the Utrecht painters guild in 
1663 and its dean from 1664 to 1666. As such, he must have been well acquainted with de Heem and 
a proper collaboration between the two is far from unlikely. It may well be, that de Heem also 
collaborated on the portrait, perhaps by painting the orange sash with gold fringes. Another question 
is whether de Heem also painted the lion at the bottom, which was clearly done separately from the 
still-life elements, which were painted around and over it. The handling of the animal is softer than 
one would expect of de Heem. Perhaps Vermeer was also responsible for that part of the painting?  

We may wonder whether Houbraken’s mention of the price of 2000 guilders that Vermeer 
would have paid to de Heem for the cartouche still life was accurate. It may well be that Vermeer 
exaggerated this amount somewhat in order to emphasize the importance of his gift to the Prince 
and the reward he expected for it. On the other hand, given Vermeer’s wealth and de Heem’s status 
as a highly important artist, the amount will also not have deviated substantially from the truth. 
Houbraken’s story gives testimony to Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s success in Utrecht, but it also shows 
why he will have opted to return to Antwerp in 1672. The invasion of the French had disrupted the 
Dutch economy to no small degree and Jan Vermeer was not the only wealthy man to see his capital 
evaporate. De Heem may well have sensed that he would be better off with his Antwerp customers – 
no doubt he still had many connections in that town – and ventured to try his luck down south.   
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6 Antwerp 1672 to 1683 
 
There is no distinct seizure in style and execution, as far as becomes apparent, between the paintings 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem produced in his last years in Utrecht and the continuation of his production in 
Antwerp. Thus, it is not easy to decide for some still lifes that must have been painted around 1672 
whether they were made in Antwerp or in Utrecht. However, a stepping stone is provided by two 
cartouche still lifes that can be recognized as collaborations with the Antwerp history painter 
Erasmus Quellinus II, and that as such were in all likelihood painted in Antwerp. De Heem had already 
collaborated with Quellinus in the early 1650s (see, among others, cat. nos. A 130, 131, and 138).561 
 

   
A 239 
A2 1 Erasmus Quellinus II,Saint Francisus Xaverius, signed and dated 1676, oil on canvas 270 x 192 cm (detail). Amsterdam, 
Church De Krijtberg 

 
A cartouche still life with a ‘portrait’ bust of Christ in the centre and five winged heads of cherubs 
included in the wreaths of flowers and fruit (cat. no. A 239), also in view of the subject, will have 
originated in Antwerp after de Heem’s return in 1672. The motifs in grisaille and the angels are by 
Erasmus Quellinus, and they fit well with that artist’s late paintings from the late 1660s and 1670s 
(figs. A2 1 and 2).562 Quellinus’s handling had become more refined over the years, developing from a 
Rubensian, rather painterly manner to a smooth, more classicist style. Like de Heem, Quellinus had 
contacts in the north and will have spent some time Amsterdam in connection with his work for the 
decoration of the new town hall in 1656, but he was never away from Antwerp for long. For this 
painting, judging from close inspection, Quellinus’s head of Christ and the angels were done first, 
leaving space for de Heem’s contribution. The painting bears a de Heem signature and a date 16.1, 
but in view of their somewhat uneasy calligraphy it would appear that these were copied, perhaps 
from a strip that was cut off at the bottom. Although possible, it is not likely that the date actually 
read 1671, since in that year de Heem was still residing in Utrecht while in view of the collaboration 
with Quellinus and in view of the Roman-Catholic tendency, this painting most likely originated in 
Antwerp. Like in the earlier collaborations with Quellinus, the relief behind the still-life motifs rests 
on two lion’s claws. The composition, apart from the fact that there is a ‘portrait’ in the centre, 
deviates from the Utrecht cartouche still life with the portrait of Prince William III (cat. no. A 237). In 
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that painting, there is a section of fruit at the top and an arrangement of flowers under the portrait, 
draped over the lion. Here, there are a garland and two festoons, predominantly of flowers. Mixed 
in, there is a large, but not conspicuous selection of small fruit, some podded peas, and nuts.  
 

 
A2 2 Erasmus Quellinus II, Adoration of the Shepherds, signed and dated 1669, oil on canvas, 176 x 218 cm. Location 
unknown. 

 
There are cherries, blackberries, gooseberries, rosehips, small bunches of black and white grapes, 
plums, medlars, olives, hazelnuts and acorns. The choice of flowers is also quite varied; included are 
various types of roses, lilies, snowball, morning glory, poppy anemone, hollyhock, bellflower, red 
broom, a tulip and hop. In a manner highly similar to cat. no. A 237, stalks of wheat weave through 
the composition, giving it a particular sense of liveliness. The treatment of the flowers, like in cat. no. 
A 237, is still reminiscent of de Heem’s flower paintings from the second half of the 1660s. The 
arrangement is less compact than that of the festoons and garlands around William III and, in a way, 
more reminiscent of de Heem’s floral bouquets in a vase, in which the shooting stalks of wheat also 
had become a prominent feature during the 1660s, just as the snail on the ledge, and it also features 
de Heem’s ‘signature’ red admiral butterfly, at lower right. This cartouche still life is also substantially 
smaller than cat. no. A 237. 

Almost exactly the same size as cat. no. A 239, is cat. no. A 238, also in a private collection. 
Instead of a portrait, it has a rummer of white wine in the centre, much like the earlier cat. nos. A 
129 and 138 from the early 1650s,  of which the latter probably had also been painted in 
collaboration with Erasmus Quellinus. Like in cat. no. A 239, the cartouche still life incorporates five 
heads of little angels, putti or cherubs, some of which may have been painted after the same models, 
compare, for instance the child at lower right in cat. no. A 239 with the one at lower left in cat. no. A 
238. In the later painting, however, the children’s heads are less prominent, since they have been 
represented as sculpted reliefs, while in the other work they have been rendered as creatures of 
flesh and blood. In cat. no. A 238, there are no lion’s claws at the base of the relief but a pair of 
eagle’s (or griffin’s?) heads that are somewhat reminiscent of the eagles that flank William III’s 
portrait in cat no. A 237. The overall, rather fleshy handling of the flowers and fruit is closer to cat. 
nos. A 237 and 232, and as such probably somewhat earlier than cat. no. A 239. In fact, little time will 
have passed between the production of cat. no. A 237 and 238. Abundance appears to be the subject 
of cat. no. A 238.   
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A 238 

 
It breathes a wonderful lavishness, there is a substantial selection of fruit and flowers, surrounding 
the shiny, well-filled glass. The top of the painting is dominated by some large corn cobs and even 
more than the other examples, stalks of wheat have been woven through the composition, and 
several are hanging on top of and across the rummer.  It may be that de Heem was alluding to the 
bread (made from the grain) and wine of the Eucharist, but perhaps that is taking things too far. 
More so than the other two examples discussed above, this painting is crowded with little creatures, 
snails, bugs, caterpillars, ants, a grasshopper, and moths and butterflies. The oranges in this painting 
are at best half-hidden and it is highly unlikely that they have an Orangist connotation here. More 
likely, they have been included as part of de Heem’s standard repertoire. 
 

 
A 240 

 
A horizontal format, but slightly wider and just as lavish an arrangement, is a garland of fruit and 
flowers in the Staatliche Kunsthalle in Karlsruhe (cat. no. A 240). The detail of execution of this 
painting is virtually unsurpassed in de Heem’s oeuvre, which makes it somewhat difficult to fit in. It 
was probably part of the choice collection of Doctor Jan Pieter Wierman in Leiden, which came up for 
auction in August 1762, and in which it was praised as “being held for, and actually is, the most noble 
and best that was ever seen by this master”. Fetching 900 guilders, it was one of the most costly 
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painting in that collection, and one of several paintings that are still renowned.563 Cat. no. A 240 was 
probably again sold in Amsterdam only three years later and equally praised in the catalogue of that 
auction (“one of the most eminent pieces by this major and long-famous master”), but then it 
fetched (only) 301 guilders, while an elaborate floral bouquet with additional still-life motifs (cat. no. 
A 242, to be discussed below) brought 148 guilders in 1767, also in Amsterdam. A somewhat later 
bouquet in a vase (cat. no. A 248, to be discussed below) sold in Amsterdam in 1770 for 525 guilders. 

It is interesting to note that, while we may assume that Jan Davidsz. de Heem returned to 
Antwerp in 1672 because of the economic situation in the North, many of the still lifes from his 
second Antwerp period  make an early appearance in Dutch (mainly Amsterdam) auctions and in 
Dutch collections in the eighteenth century, while only a few of them have an early Antwerp 
provenance. The fact that Amsterdam was the leading city on the international art market in the 
eighteenth century is of course a factor that must be taken into account here. Of the 34 paintings 
from this period, fourteen surfaced first in the Northern Netherlands in (or before) the eighteenth 
century, two in the South Netherlands, and four outside of the Netherlands. For another fourteen 
examples no provenance before 1800 is recorded. For the earlier decades in de Heem’s career, 
numbers provide less certainty.564 They do show, in any case, that already in the eighteenth century, 
de Heem’s works had shifted in many directions, and that also quite a few had already been included 
in foreign collections or circulated on the foreign art market.  

The Karlsruhe garland (cat. no A 240) is hung in a rectangular, shallow niche, similar to that in 
cat. no. A 256, de Heem’s only known dated painting from after 1655, painted in 1675. The garland is 
attached by blue ribbons to nails in the upper corners. Flowers and fruit are evenly interwoven; there 
are several bunches of grapes, both white and black, of different types, and a small melon, that give 
body to the garland. As often in de Heem’s compositions, a white rose functions as the central 
flower. It is flanked by a (formerly) bright yellow, and a pink rose.565 Blue, orange, and red motifs 
have been placed in full balance, in a field of many shades of green. Again, the garland is interwoven 
with stalks of wheat, in a lively play of curves. There is a snail on the lower edge of the niche, which 
for this period can almost be considered as a signature motif, and a second snail crawls on a branch 
in the garland. There are an orange tip and red admiral butterfly, but creeping and crawling animals 
are less abundantly present than in cat. no. A 238. There are two almost invisible caterpillars, some 
ants, and  few other small creatures. More than in cat. no A 238, there is an abundance of dewdrops. 

 

 
A 241 

 
Close in style to the Karlsruhe garland is a similar composition in the collection of the Uffizi in 
Florence (cat. no. A 241). It is almost the same size and has been executed in a similar fine manner, 
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but it is generally less well preserved. This painting is traditionally believed to have been bought from 
the artist by Cosimo III de’ Medici on a visit to Utrecht in 1669. As already mentioned in the chapter 
on de Heem’s biography, de Heem would appear to be the only artist living in Utrecht at that time by 
whom the Duke owned a painting. However, the journal of Cosimo's trip does not indicate that the 
artist he paid a visit to, was a still-life painter, let alone that it was de Heem, who was by no means 
the only important artist who was active in Utrecht in 1669. Apart from the fact that this garland was 
already recorded in the Medici collection in 1681, there is no evidence that the painting in question 
was actually acquired on the occasion of this Dutch visit. Moreover, a painting of the quality of this 
work would most likely have been painted upon commission and would not have been standing 
around in the artist’s studio to be picked by whoever happened to drop by and took a liking to it. It 
may be, that Cosimo de’Medici ordered the painting when in Utrecht, but that de Heem, for some 
reason or other, only painted and delivered it three or four years later. Several motifs are very similar 
to the Karlsruhe painting, such as the large milk thistle at upper left, which was clearly based upon 
the same study as the one in that work. The rosebud at lower left, and the turned pink rose and the 
large and small snowball are also very similar in both paintings. The Uffizi garland has more flowers 
and less fruit, the niche is marble rather than grey hard stone. The garland itself is less filled and 
compact than the one in Karlsruhe, and it is less focused, but livelier. The Karlsruhe painting (cat. no. 
A 241) has the central group of three roses of different colours, with a red-and-white tulip above, the 
Uffizi (cat. no. A 241) has a cluster of flowers to the left (roses, marigold and cornflower) and one to 
the right (peony, snowballs, pear blossom). They may have been connected more, visually, through 
the two yellow roses of which the orpiment has faded, but now there is a separation, which is also 
marked by the red-and-white tulip below. A second, relatively large red-and-white tulip at upper 
right feels somewhat like an addition that throws the composition off balance. Both tulips can be 
found in other compositions as well. The one at upper right is repeated from cat. nos. A 235 and A 
236, and returns in cat. no. A 255 (in all upside down). The tulip at lower centre it shares with cat. no. 
A 242, to be discussed below. The same tulip also appears in several bouquets by Abraham 
Mignon.566 In one of them, a painting that was with Bernheimer-Colnaghi in London in 2005, it is 
identical (fig. AU 28 in the previous chapter).567 In that painting the execution is less hard than in the 
others and the same is true for the pear blossom in that same painting. In my view, the painting is an 
early work by Mignon, which was painted under the close guidance of de Heem. It may be that de 
Heem executed (or finished) the tulip and the blossom in Mignon’s work, as I already speculated on 
p. 237. In Mignon’s other versions, there is some difference in the flaming and in the outlines of the 
petals of the flower. It would seem that – afterwards, or simultaneously – Mignon drew his own 
study of this tulip and reused it at least three times, while de Heem took his study of it with him to 
Antwerp and employed it for cat. nos. A 241 and A 242. The tulip at lower left in cat. no. A 240 in 
Karlsruhe is strongly reminiscent of that in cat. no. A 218, of which tulip, as I have demonstrated on 
p. 242, Mignon probably  made his own study or studies. 

As in the case of the Mauritshuis garland (cat. no. A 208), these garlands are clearly meant to 
be viewed up close, and not intended as decorations above a door, even though their measurements 
would be appropriate for that purpose. While the viewpoint of cat. no. A 208 might suggest that it 
should be viewed from below, in the case of the Karlsruhe and Florence garlands the perspective of 
the niche suggests a viewpoint at the centre.  

 A large flower painting which also includes other still-life motifs (cat. no. A 242) was 
probably also painted shortly after de Heem’s return to Antwerp.568 This still life is quite unique in de 
Heem’s oeuvre. There is no other example in which he combined such an elaborate vase of flowers 
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with other prominent still-life motifs in this manner. While the bouquet of flowers – combined with 
branches of fruit, stalks of wheat and other plants – is the most prominent motif in this still life, it is 
rivalled to some degree by the elaborately detailed silver tazza carrying several kinds of fruit.  

 

  
A 242 
 
The stem of this tazza is made up of the figures of the satyr Silenus, who nursed the young Bacchus, 
whom he is holding up, while Bacchus supports the dish of the tazza. Silenus is standing astride over 
a large dog, which seems to be barking up at Bacchus. While no such silver object has been 
identified, it is likely that de Heem portrayed an existing vessel, likely at the request of a patron. In 
any case, the dish appears to be an exquisite piece of craftsmanship.  

The composition of this still life is well-balanced. The bouquet of flowers occupies most of 
the space above the diagonal from upper left to lower right. It is also concentrated in the centre third 
of the picture plane, while the tazza and the prominent orange are the dominating motifs of the 
vertical outer thirds. The diagonal from lower right to upper left is accentuated by an oblique group 
of lighter flowers in the centre of the bouquet. De Heem has distributed his colour accents – whites, 
blues, reds and orange tones – evenly across the picture plane. In addition, he has left empty spaces 
at upper left and right, allowing the composition to breathe, and also to be able to show the rays of 
light falling in from the upper left. Through inclusion of the stalks of wheat that meander through the 
bouquet, the artist again suggests movement and depth. The sense of depth is further enhanced by 
the overlapping of flowers and stems. Perhaps more than in any other floral still life, de Heem 
demonstrates his command of houding here. The image is enlivened through the inclusion of a flying 
finch and a great tit, to the left of the bouquet, and by a variety of butterflies, moths and bugs. The 
handling of the fruit on the tazza and on the plates, is quite similar to that in both garlands discussed 
above (cat. nos. A 240 and A 241). This also is the case for most of the flowers. At the same time 
there is a similarity in the flowers with several of the later bouquets to be discussed later.  

The oriental tapestry in this painting is an unusual motif. Moreover, it is the only example in 
which the artist combined it with a bouquet of flowers. Perhaps this motif, like the tazza, was 
included at the request of the patron it was painted for. Only four times in his entire career, as far as 
we know now, did de Heem opt for an oriental tapestry to drape a table with in his still lifes. The 
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earliest example, from 1629, is cat. no. A 020, in Budapest. The other two examples, the large luxury 
still life from 1641 in the Brussels Municipal Museum (cat. no. A 054), and cat. no. A 066 from c.1642 
also precede the present painting by several decades. Oriental tapestries were a popular motif in 
Dutch still lifes from the third quarter of the seventeenth century. While this was mainly due to the 
influence of the Amsterdam artist Willem Kalf (1619-1693), de Heem does not appear to have been 
directly inspired here by Kalf’s soft, creased and propped-up examples, nor by one of Willem van 
Aelst’s flower paintings with a propped up oriental tapestry. The red cloth covering part of the 
tapestry is also a unique feature in a de Heem still-life. He often employed white napkins in his 
compositions in a similar manner, but this is the only example in which he has opted for a tinted one, 
probably in order to maintain a tonal unity, instead of placing a bright accent. 
 In terms of iconography, like most of de Heem’s still lifes, this painting, first and foremost, 
appears to be a celebration of the endless variety of God’s creation and of that of man-made objects, 
as well as of his illusionistic abilities with paint on a flat support. While the white lily that sits 
prominently at the top of the bouquet is commonly associated with the Virgin Mary, there appears to 
be no further indication of a religious connotation in this painting. Neither can the presence of the 
notorious drunkards Bacchus and Silenus in the decoration of the tazza be thought to bear out any 
firm meaning on the painting as a whole. At best, we can recognize the Four Elements in it, like they 
were recognized in the seventeenth century in cat. no. A 218. Here, too, we can identify Earth (fruit 
and flowers), Water (in the vase, dew drops on the leaves), Air (butterflies, flying insects, and two 
birds) and Fire (the glass vase, the silver tazza and the pewter plates are products of fire). Whether in 
this case the prominent orange at lower right may be a reference to the House of Orange, or  
specifically to the young William III of Orange, also here will have to remain a matter of speculation. 
Assuming that the painting was a commission, de Heem may well have added the orange at the 
request of the patron, who, in that case was probably Dutch and an Orangist; William III had come 
into power as Stadtholder of Holland, Utrecht and Zeeland in 1672. 
 

  
A 268 

 
A complex and interesting painting is cat. no. A 268, which de Heem may well have started already 
towards the end of his Utrecht years, but which appears to have remained in the artist’s studio and 
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which shows signs of various stages of work, and which may at last have been finished by another 
hand to be sold after the artist’s death.569 After de Heem had designed the composition, most 
probably sometime in the late 1660s, he appears to have started on elaborating the part at lower 
right: the ham and its surroundings. That part has some reminiscence of cat. nos. A 226- 229. An 
interesting feature is a repentir, which occurs in front of the ham: an orange was painted out and 
replaced by some cherries and a plum, which in its turn was overpainted with some berries - this last 
change, in view of the handling, was probably made by another hand. In cat. no. A 229, from de 
Heem’s Utrecht years, the combination of a ham and an orange also occurs. As discussed above, the 
orange may – or may not – have been a reference to the House of Orange. Given the likely 
assumption that de Heem took the unfinished painting with him when he moved back to Antwerp, 
perhaps because it was a commission that had been cancelled, the orange may have been painted 
out because there the artist was less likely to sell it to an Orangist clientele than he would have in 
Utrecht. An apricot, hanging in front of the basket, was covered with a leaf, as an afterthought, 
perhaps by de Heem himself, but eventually that leaf was left unfinished - it lacks every degree of 
detail.  

The design of the fruit and part of its handling, is reminiscent of the garland of fruit and 
flowers in Karlsruhe (cat. no. A 241), and even more so of cat. nos. A 238 and the cartouche painting 
with William III’s portrait, cat. no. A 237. The plums, both those inside and those in front of the 
basket, fully show the master's strength, dexterity, and high degree of finish, and there can be no 
doubt about their authorship. The corn cobs are fully autograph in their present state but lack the 
ultimate strength of de Heem’s final finish and highlighting as seen in the corn cobs in cat. nos. A 237 
and A 238, while the grapes were doubtlessly prepared and in part elaborated by the artist, but were 
eventually left unfinished by him, particularly those at the back of the basket. Another hand applied 
the final touch.  

The peony at lower right is almost a feature flower with Jan Davidsz. de Heem in his late 
work, and it occurs in most of his major flower pieces from the period. This motif, too, was painted 
completely by the artist himself, but upon close comparison with his other peonies, it also lacks some 
final finish: the artist used to sprinkle them with shiny dew drops, which are absent here. Such dew 
drops were usually added when the underlying layer had fully dried. The peony’s stem, with a bud 
and a flower which has already lost its petals, is also entirely the master's work, and these are fully 
finished. Many of the other green passages in the painting, mainly foliage, however, were left 
unfinished by de Heem and show a less forceful execution and elaboration by a later hand. In this 
respect, it is interesting to note that the peony in the vase, of which the flower shows the same 
degree of finish as the one at lower right, has the foliage of another type of flower, which is an 
unlikely mistake to be made by de Heem himself, who proved to be very accurate in such matters.  

During the period in which this painting first came into existence, de Heem painted many of 
his major flower pieces. Several of those flower paintings and garlands include a very similar pair of 
snowballs as this still life does, all of which may well have been based on one single drawn or painted 
study which the artist kept in his studio.570 Close comparison, however, shows that here they lack the 
very last finish of detailed shading, and the same goes for the white rose in the centre of the 
bouquet, another flower that was portrayed often by de Heem. The purple tulip in the bouquet, 
which had been painted out at one time, had reappeared by 1959, while the red-and-yellow tulip, 
the wall, the curtain, and the window only reappeared during cleaning of the painting in 1999. Both 
tulips, as we see them, were not executed by de Heem himself. He made no preparation in the 
background for the red-and-yellow tulip and if he did so for the purple one, he did not finish it, 
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perhaps because he decided that it disturbed the balance of the composition. The small daisy in the 
upper half of the bouquet, too, was planned nor executed by de Heem - it even lacks a stem.  
The carnation in front of the vase is attached to an unlikely thin and curvy stem. In terms of 
composition, it would seem to replace a stalk of wheat, such as the ones found in many of de Heem’s 
flower paintings, but which are curiously absent here. This flower was, however, finished by the artist 
himself, as well as the carnation to the right of the roses. It seems that de Heem worked in giornata, 
sessions in which he concentrated on areas with the same colours: those elements which contained a 
strong red were finished entirely, or came close to final finishing.  

The same ribbed vase of blue glass as shown here occurs in several flower paintings by de 
Heem, which can all be assigned to the first half of the 1670s .571 On the very left of the vase, de 
Heem' s own, direct and forceful handling can be seen, but most of the vase shows a softer, 
somewhat weaker finish by another hand.  

 

  
A2 3 Jan Dz. de Heem and (an)other hand(s), Still life of fruit and flowers with a ham, oil on canvas, 84 x 112 cm (cat. no. A 
268) before cleaning and restauration. 

 
The dish of peaches connects this painting with cat. no. A 242, above. The handling is very similar, 
and the same goes for the cherries in both paintings, which suggests that these motifs were executed 
around the same time in both. The leaves of the peaches, however, show the involvement of another 
hand. Several of the flowers in both paintings, such as the carnations and the morning glory, also 
show great similarity in their execution and concept.  

The background and the curtain, which had previously been painted out, were probably only 
superficially planned by de Heem, but never received any substantial degree of finish by the artist 
himself. The window in the background provides a view of only sky, with some ominous grey storm 
clouds. Comparing the painting with its state before cleaning (fig. A2 3), it is obvious how such 'open' 
backgrounds contribute to the sense of space in the artist's compositions.572  

In one specific respect, this painting differs from the majority of de Heem’s still lifes, and particularly 
from the flower pieces: apart from the snail on the grapes, it is completely devoid of animal life. 
Often, de Heem's still lifes are populated by a host of flying and crawling insects; ants, flies, beetles, 
butterflies, caterpillars, and so on. In many of his still lifes of foodstuffs, however, the population is 
limited to a single snail or butterfly, while it would appear that, at least from 1650, there are no 
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insects at all - not even a single fly - in any of the artist’s still lifes with a ham. The absence of insects, 
too, however, may well be another indication that the artist left the painting unfinished: in other 
works the insects - like the dew drops on the peonies, mentioned earlier - were obviously 
supplemented in the very latest stage of completion, on top of the last layer of glazing. Particularly 
for most of the flowers and fruit, where the insects ‘live’ in other works, the artist never attained that 
final stage.  

We can only speculate why the painting was left unfinished. Perhaps de Heem was not fully 
satisfied with the composition or with the execution of some parts, even though, over the years, he 
had clearly put considerable effort into it. After designing and preparing the composition, he appears 
to have resumed it in at least three stages: first for the lower right, then for the basket of fruit, 
perhaps simultaneously with the fruit at lower left - which can be assigned as a fully finished part to 
de Heem himself - and lastly for the flowers. Whatever the case, the fact that the painting was left 
unfinished seems to be an acceptable explanation for the absence of Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s 
signature on it. 
 
Two still lifes with parrots 
Two curious paintings by de Heem will also have originated in the first years after his return to 
Antwerp, cat. nos. A 245 and A 246. In view of their execution and motifs, they most likely originated 
almost simultaneously. Both paintings feature the same scarlet macaw and cockatoo.573 The 
cockatoos in both paintings are virtually identical, the scarlet macaws differ slightly, but were 
undoubtedly both based on one study, and on a different study and different animals than the 
macaws in cat. nos. A 172, 186 and 188. The first painting, cat. no. A 245, is unfortunately only 
known from a black-and-white photo; it disappeared from the Adolphe Schloss collection in Paris in 
World War II. It is a cartouche still life in which a separate small painting and later a mirror had been 
inserted. It is not known what the original contents of the central frame was; when the painting was 
first recorded in 1800, the centre was not described, but by 1832, it contained a little flower painting 
(as) by Rachel Ruysch and by 1866, a painting of the Amsterdam stock exchange (as) by Job 
Berckheyde, and when offered at auction in 1902 and up to its disappearance, it contained a 
mirror.574 In both paintings, the birds have been combined with flowers, some small fruit, and, at the 
bottom, snails and a frog, and a lizard. As such, they are reminiscent of de Heem’s outdoor still lifes 
from 1652 (cat. no. A 153) and 1655 (cat. no. A 190).  These creatures rather add to the exotic aspect 
of the painting than that they would have a specific iconographic bearing.  In cat. no. A 246, the 
parrots are the central motif. They sit on a bare branch that is not connected to a visible tree. At their 
feet, there are some roses, blackberries and a poppy anemone, behind the cockatoo there are some 
more roses. From behind the macaw, two stalks of wheat appear, one of which passes through the 
beaks of the birds, while the other rests on it between them. Behind the birds is a view of an 
Italianate landscape, past a Mediterranean building to the left, adding to the exotic aspect of the 
painting. In the other painting (cat. no. A 245), the birds have been included in the cartouche of 
flowers and fruit around the (missing) centrepiece, which is set in a barely visible sculpted relief. 
Here, too, the birds are connected by the same stalks of wheat, but in this composition, there are 
more stalks, behind the macaw, and woven downwards through the wreath, like in other cartouche 
still lifes by de Heem, such as cat. no. A 239.  
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A 245                      A 246 
 

The presence of the sculpted cartouche prevents a view of the background, only a partly cloudy sky is 
visible. While in cat. no. A 246 there is a small oak tree in the background, the upper corners of cat. 
no A 245 each have an orange tree, the one to the left bearing an orange. Like in cat. no. A 246, the 
wreath also includes roses, and poppy, as well as morning glory, marigold and snowdrops. 
Furthermore there are, next to blackberries, strawberries, gooseberries, plums, cherries, and 
currants, as well as the stalks of wheat already mentioned. While in cat. no. A 246 there is only one 
caterpillar, in cat. no. A 245 there are various flying and crawling insects. In many details there is a 
distinct similarity with cat. no. A 239, the cartouche still life with the head of Christ. An interesting 
feature is the inclusion of the curly endives, which is found in cat. nos. A 239, A 245, as well as in cat. 
no. A 242, and later in cat. no. A 257, and a feature that appears to be unique to de Heem’s work. A 
signed painting from this same period is a festoon of fruit and some flowers in the Rijksmuseum, 
Amsterdam (cat. no. A 243).   

 

     
A 243                   A 244 
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It shows similarities with the Karlsruhe garland (cat. no. A 240), the bouquet-cum-still life, cat. no. A 
242, as well as with, among others, various details from cat.no. A 268, discussed above. This, too, is a 
painting with a high degree of finish, which is still close to cat. no. A 240.  As such, it would appear to 
form a bridge between the refined works from shortly after de Heem’s return to Antwerp and a 
group of bouquets in vases that will have originated around 1674.  Plain festoons are a rare subject in 
de Heem’s oeuvre. Usually he included additional motifs, like in cat. nos. A 173 (Dublin) and A 223 
(Turin).  There are only the small festoon of roses from 1648 (cat. no. A 114) and the slightly larger 
festoon of fruit from c.1650 (cat. no. A 124). Perhaps cat. no. A 243 was the result of a special 
commission for a particular location or collection. In any case, de Heem has made a great effort to 
attain a high degree of verisimilitude by paying meticulous attention to detail and by applying 
multiple layers of glazing. The excellent state of preservation of the painting allows today’s viewer to 
still enjoy it optimally. Only the lemon in the centre which will have been glazed with orpiment, will 
originally have stood out much more forcefully.575 Otherwise, the lighting of the festoon is rather 
even and it seems that the need to elaborate the details has won from the need to round the festoon 
visually, the houding is slightly less strong. This is a feature that is apparent in many of the still lifes 
from this period. 
 

     
A 247       A 248 
 

A group of flower paintings and a garland from c. 1673-1674 
Virtually the same swallowtail butterfly we see at lower right in the Rijksmuseum festoon (cat. no. A 
243) appears in front of the ledge in a still life of flowers in the collection of the Mauritshuis in The 
Hague (cat. no. A 244). This painting, too, is very well preserved, but in general it is a little more 
direct in its handling, with fewer glazes than the Rijksmuseum painting. Next to butterflies and 
moths, both paintings abound in small flying and crawling creatures: a bumble bee, earwigs, 
caterpillars, beetles, snails, and ants. The glass vase and the stems inside it in the Mauritshuis 
painting are a true feat of illusionism and accurate observation. Atmospherically, they surpass the 
already amazing earlier examples such as the vase in cat. no. A 235 in Leipzig. It is interesting to note 
that the window that is reflected in the vase is unusual: it only has a vertical division in the centre, 
unlike other examples that show the four-part window frame, with a subdivision of the glass panes 
by strips of lead. Occasionally, de Heem shows some particular details in his windows. In cat. no. A 
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202 (Washington DC), for instance, it would appear that some of the glass panels are broken, and in 
cat. no. A 218 (Stockholm), the blue sky and white clouds outside are clearly visible in the reflection, 
and this is also the case in cat. no. A 252. In cat.no. A 251, there is a dark square obscuring part of the 
window, probably the upper part of the artist’s canvas. The same may be the case in cat. no. A 215. 
Uniquely, the reflection in the Mauritshuis vase shows some objects standing in the window sill, 
among them a (probably glass) bottle of a similar shape as the one that holds the flowers.  
The finish of the flowers and leaves is highly similar to that of a group of floral still lifes by de Heem 
that will have originated around the same time, or shortly after, most probably in the years 1673 and 
1674. The first is a less crowed bouquet, on a slightly smaller canvas, dominated by tulips and roses, 
placed in a bulbous vase of green glass (cat. no. A 247). While the Mauritshuis painting includes 
various types of fruit, in this example only a branch of blackberries has been placed in the vase, but 
again some stalks of wheat have been inserted, as well as a stalk of grass, which hangs down from 
the vase to the right. Unique for de Heem’s flower paintings is the inclusion of a crown imperial in 
the bouquet. While the Mauritshuis bouquet does not include a large red peony, cat. no. A 247, like 
most of de Heem’s flower pieces from after his move to Utrecht, does include one, characteristically 
at the lower right. The African marigold hovering at the top of the bouquet once again demonstrates 
the artificiality of such compositions: the flower does not have a stem some 50 centimetres long, as 
this painting seems to suggest. De Heem was clearly also increasingly drawn to the visual 
capriciousness of overblown tulips. Cat. nos. A 235 (Leipzig) and A 236 (Brussels) already included a 
tulip that was clearly past its prime and the tulip in cat. no. A 244 (Mauritshuis) is a phase further. In 
cat. no. A 247, the Heem shows a variety of tulip stages, three flowers at upper right that are in their 
prime, one, at lower left, that is already starting to open up further and at lower right a fully 
overblown example has already lost some petals. 
 Although not as much as that example, some tulips in cat. no. A 248, in an American private 
collection, are also starting to burst. This large and elaborate bouquet is placed in a chalice of crystal-
clear glass on a baluster foot, with a ribbed body adorned with two thin horizontal bands of milk-
white glass. It is set in front of a niche on a stepped stone ledge. The bouquet is crowned by a large 
sunflower that has miraculously retained a bright yellow colour.576 Like the Mauritshuis still life, this 
painting combines meticulous detail with a certain boldness in the execution, resulting in a waxy, 
fleshy texture for many of the leaves and a silky texture for many of the petals. Some flowers in the 
bouquets in this group, such as hollyhocks and poppy anemones have a transparent, papery feel to 
them. These compositions also include a multitude of crawling, creeping and flying creatures. In cat. 
no. A 248, there are a goldfinch and a great tit on the ledge, while a snail crawls between them and a 
large green grasshopper is in the process of climbing on to it to the left. Furthermore, in this painting 
there are bugs, a bumble bee, butterflies and moths, but the usual population of ants on the roses is 
missing. It may be that de Heem left them out at the request of a potential buyer or patron. The 
composition of  most of these flower paintings is rather full and there are lots of elements suggesting 
liveliness and movement, such as the stalks of wheat that curl through them, and twisting and curling 
leaves and petals. In most, there is at least in indication of a diagonal in the composition, most clearly 
so in cat. nos. A 247, 248, 251, and 252. The latter, cat. no. A 252, unifies elements from cat. nos. A 
248 and A 251 in a floral still life of a more modest size. The vase is a simple bottle of transparent 
green glass, standing on a round marble table, like the vase in cat. no. A 251. With cat. nos. A 248 
and A 251, it shares the motif of the sunflower at the top of the bouquet. It features de Heem’s 
standard white rose, hollyhock (pink and yellow),  honeysuckle, and fritillary, campanula, marigold, 
and morning glory, most of which it shares with either, or both cat. no. A258 and A 251.   The 
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handling of cat. no. A 252 is fully similar to that of both larger flower paintings and although it is less 
crowded, its impression is just as lively. It has a sprig of red currants lying next to the vase, and it, 
too, is full of creatures; a snail, a bumble bee, and a cross spider on the ledge, and an earwig inside 
the pink hollyhock, another snail on the tulip leaf in the centre, a bee and a red admiral butterfly on 
the sunflower, and ants on several of the flowers.  The perspective of cat. A 252 is unusual. Rather 
than looking straight at the bouquet, or even slightly from below, as in other examples, one gets the 
impression of looking at the bouquet from a slightly higher viewpoint. 
 

     
A 251        A 252 
 

     
A 253                A 254 
 

Two more relatively small flower vases can be assigned to the same period. Cat. no. A 253, in a 
private collection, is a relatively modest bouquet, in a ribbed blue glass vase, like the one in cat. no. A 
244 (Mauritshuis). Several flowers were based on the same models as examples in other works, such 
as the pink rose in the centre, which is closely similar to the roses in both parrot paintings discussed 
above (cat. no. A 245 in particular), the red anemone in, among others, cat. no. A 247, while the grey 
iris is similar to the one in cat. no. A 244 (Mauritshuis). Here too, there is some fruit on the ledge, 
stalks of wheat and other stalks provide depth and liveliness, and there are several flying and 
crawling creatures. The last flower painting in this group (cat. no. A 254) is the result of a 
collaboration between Jan Davidsz. de Heem and Elias van den Broeck, his pupil, who had followed 
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him from Utrecht to Antwerp. The two pink roses in the centre of the bouquet are characteristic of 
Elias van den Broeck’s work. The handling of the tulip in top and that of the purple poppy anemone 
at lower right betray de Heem’s hand, and he may well have worked on some of the other flowers, 
such as the fritillaries and the white rose, as well as on some of the leaves. The handling of the vase is 
not his, and neither is that of the cherries. The painting may have taken some time to accomplish, 
since, while the handling of de Heem’s flowers points to c.1673/74, the signature is of a later type 
that de Heem appears to have employed only after 1675.577 
 

    
A 250                            A 249 
 

In view of its modelling and handling, a garland of fruit and flowers in the Cheltenham Art Gallery and 
Museums (cat. no. A 250) is closely connected with this group of flower paintings and must have 
been executed in the same period. For a long time, this painting was attributed to Abraham Mignon 
and its abraded signature was not recognised as de Heem’s.578 The handling of the flowers, fruit and 
foliage is very similar to that in cat. nos. A 248 and A 251, for instance, as well as to cat. not A 255. 
The cut-open fig to the right closely resembles that at lower right in cat. no. A 251, and may have 
been based on the same study, which also served for the fig in cat. no. A 243 (Rijksmuseum). The 
anemone to its right had already appeared much earlier in cat. nos. A 212 and A213. This once again 
confirms de Heem’s consistent, clever, but sparse and unobtrusive use of existing studies, often years 
apart. 
  
Vivat Oraenge 
Returning to cat. no. A 248 (illustrated above), at the lower left, that painting includes a laurel wreath 
and an orange on a branch, with buds of orange blossom, and two small unripe oranges. The orange, 
combined with this symbol of victory, may well refer to the reinstalled power of William III of the 
House of Orange, and as such, the painting may have been destined for a Dutch, rather than a 
Flemish patron. Whatever the case, the execution of the laurel wreath and of the orange is fully 
similar to those in a painting with an unmistakable Orangist subject, cat. no. A 249, in the Loo Palace 
in Apeldoorn, which in view of de Heem’s chronology, was painted after his return to Antwerp. The 
painting shows, in a hard-stone niche, a still life of oysters, a Wanli porcelain plate holding a half-
peeled lemon, a pewter caster, and three wine glasses: a Venetian-style glass of orangey-white wine, 
a tall glass of red wine, and in the centre, a rummer of white wine.579 Above this still life, suspended 
from an orange-red ribbon, horizontally hangs a laurel wreath, interwoven with pansies, with a large 
orange in the centre. To the left, a flowering orange branch hangs down, to the right hangs a branch 
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of olives. On a stone scroll, below the niche, there is an inscription ‘VIVAT ~ ORAENGE’. The general 
tendency of  this image can be interpreted as a celebration of the reinstallation of William III as 
Stadtholder, which installation brings prosperity and riches to the country. The pansies in the wreath 
no doubt stand for dedication to the young Stadtholder, while the olive branch represents the peace 
the he is expected to bring.580 It is not certain for whom the painting was produced, but in 1736 it 
was auctioned from the estate of the Leiden postmaster Robbert de Neufville. He cannot have been 
its first owner, however, since he was only a few years old when the painting was executed. He was 
born in Frankfurt-am-Main and came to the Netherlands where he settled in Leiden where he first 
assisted and later, in 1714,  took over the position of postmaster general from his uncle, Nicolaes 
Clignet. De Neufville bought a baronetcy in England, in March 1709, so under Queen Anne, and after 
the reign of King William III.581 He was certainly a protestant, but no ties with the House of Orange 
are apparent. De Neufville appears to have had connections in Utrecht, where his unmarried sister 
Maria apparently was a society figure.582 There can be little doubt that de Heem painted this work, 
probably in commission, for a Dutch Orangist patron, which shows that despite his return to 
Antwerp, he still had strong ties with the Northern Netherlands. 

In spite of de Heem’s high degree of verisimilitude, also in this still life some inaccuracies can 
be spotted. The decoration of the Wanli plate is non-existent for such a flat plate, this type of double 
border is only found on deep bowls, so-called klapmutsen, and moreover, the sequence of the panels 
in the outer border is not properly repetitive.583 Also the ‘reflection’ of the oyster in the cuppa of the 
rummer, is not a reflection, but a repetition of the shape as we see it.584  
 

  
A 256 

 
1675 
The only known dated still life from de Heem’s later career is a garland of fruit and flowers, dated 
1675 (cat. no. A 256).  It is an elaborate, highly detailed work of high quality, painted when the artist 
was about 69 years of age. He must have painted with the aid of good lenses and magnifiers, 
assuming that his eyesight had gone down with age. In many details, it is very close in quality and 
handling to several of the flower pieces discussed above, compare, for instance, the white rose and 
the hollyhocks in cat. nos. A 248  and A 252, the dark-flamed tulips in cat.no. A 248, the snowballs in 
cat. nos. A 248 and A 251, and the figs in cat. no. A 251.  The patterns of the grey marble niche are 
also related to those of the supports of the vases in those flower paintings, as is the snail on the 
ledge. The overall handling, however, has become somewhat sharper and slightly harder than in 
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those somewhat earlier flower pieces. Also, there is less elegant ‘movement’; only two small stalks of 
wheat have been added, and while some of the outer flower stems and branches have a graceful 
curve to them, the whole arrangement feels more static. Also, the arrangement is less rounded than, 
for instance, that of cat. nos. A 240 (Karlsruhe) and A 243 (Rijksmuseum), even though de Heem 
placed elements at the edge of the garland in shadow (the red plums, the lower part of the bunch of 
grapes, and the medlars) and made the flowers in the centre come forward through their bright 
tonality. While there are actually quite a few creatures in the picture – no fewer than four snails, a 
caterpillar, an orange tip butterfly, a bumble bee, a small insect on the yellow hollyhock, a maybug, 
and a lizard – the painting does not feel crowded, perhaps because of the absence of ants. 
 The handling of cat. no. A 255, a flower painting in Leipzig, is very similar to that of cat. no. A 
256, and as such it most likely originated in 1675 as well. This flower vase is also set in a niche of dark 
grey marble, very similar to that in cat. no. A 256. Interestingly, the green glass bottle that holds the 
bouquet is marked with a large glass seal depicting a standing winged figure in a long dress, possibly 
the Archangel Gabriel, with the letters EH to the left and possibly a G to the right.  
 

     
A 255  
A2 4 Jan Dz. de Heem, reflection of the artist in the vase in cat. no. A 255 (detail). 

 
Whether this is purely a faithful depiction of an existing marked bottle, or whether a deeper meaning 
should be assigned to this is uncertain. Perhaps the initials refer to a patron who commissioned the 
piece? Nicolaisen (2012) detected a religious symbolism in the painting, combining the white lilies at 
the top, as flowers associated with the Virgin Mary, with the angel on the mark. However, there are 
several other de Heem flower paintings with white lilies in the top of the bouquet (cat. nos. A 193, 
198, 233, 242, and 244) without any obvious religious connotation. In the case of others, cat. nos. A 
093 and 094 Munich and variant) and certainly A 118 (Laxenburg) in which the lilies crowns an image 
of Mary, such a connotation may well be valid. Nicolaisen also recognised the reflection of the artist 
in the vase, visible between the stems to the right of the glass seal.585 The artist is wearing a grey hat 
and a white necktie (fig. A2 4). This reflecting self-portrait appears to be unique in de Heem’s late 
oeuvre.586  

In this bouquet, de Heem repeats, at upper right, a tulip he had included earlier in cat. nos. A 
235 (also in Leipzig), A 236 (Brussels), and A 241 (Florence).587 Here, too, the floral bouquet has been 
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supplemented with some fruit: branches of cherries and blackberries are part of the bouquet, and at 
front right lie several apricots on a branch. Also a sprig of pea pods has been included in the bouquet. 
Such multiple inclusions are specific to the work of Jan Davidsz. de Heem. He clearly inspired 
followers, such as his son Cornelis de Heem, Abraham Mignon, Maria van Oosterwijck, Jacob Rotius, 
and Jacob van Walscapelle to such inclusions, but with them, in more than most cases, they are 
restricted to one item. The inclusion of fruit on the ledge in front of the vase in their works was 
clearly also inspired by de Heem. 
While cat. no. A 255 may well have originated shortly before the dated garland (cat. no. A 256), cat. 
no. A 257, in Dresden, must have originated later. It includes several motifs that can also be found in 
cat. no A 255, but modelled and handled differently, compare, for instance, the white and the pink 
roses, the peony, the tulips, the Chinese lantern flower, and the apricots. In general, the handling in 
cat. no. A 257 is somewhat more rigid and harder. A rare motif that it shares with the garland from 
1675, seen from a different angle but rendered very similarly, is the dried-out thistle flower with its 
fluffy seeds.  While cat. no. A 255 still has some degree of a slanting diagonal, in cat. no. A 257 that 
shape has almost disappeared. Some stalks of wheat have been woven through the bouquet, but 
they barely have the lively curves found in earlier examples. But here, too, de Heem has added other 
motifs than flowers to the bouquet, even more than previously.  
 

  
A 257 

 
Next to the stalks of wheat, there are two branches of blackberries, one of chestnuts, and one of 
plums. It is not entirely clear whether the branch of acorns that hangs down in front of the ledge 
originates from the vase or from behind it. There is also plenty of animal life: butterflies, a wasp, a 
caterpillar, a bumble bee, an ichneumon fly, two snails and a large dragonfly. 
 

Jacob Rotius 
The  first item in the 1715 sale of the estate of the Hoorn burgomaster Nicolaes van 
Suchtelen was “A capital piece, showing a festoon of fruits and flowers, particularly 
beautifully painted by the old de Heem”.588 This description in itself provides no ground to 
identify that painting as cat. no. 717, discussed above, but this becomes more likely when we 
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otice that lot 2 in the auction catalogue was “A festoon of flowers and fruit, as a pendant to 
that by d’Heem by J. Rotius”.  
  The Hoorn painter Jacob Rotius (1644-1681/82), particularly in his later work, 
was clearly influenced by Jan Davidsz. de Heem. Jacob Rotius signed and dated a flower 
painting from 1674 on a similar glass seal as the one in cat. no. A 255 (fig. A2 5).589 The date 
of Rotius‘s painting would seem to match that of de Heem, which appears to be another 
indication that Rotius had a rather profuse knowledge of de Heem’s paintings from the late 
1660s onwards. Obviously, there is after all some truth in Houbraken’s remark that Jacob 
Rotius ‘was a pupil of the old de Heem’.590  

 How intimate Houbraken’s knowledge of Rotius and his career was, remains 
somewhat unclear; while he appears to have been well informed about Rotius’s depressive 
state of mind, “by which some […] conclude that he shortened his thread of life”, his 
statement of the artist’s age at death, which according to him, probably correctly, occurred 
in 1681,  was incorrect. Rotius was baptized in September 1644 and thus was 37 or 38 at the 
time of his death, not 50 years old.591 Jacob Rotius was probably initially trained by his father, 
Jan Albertsz. Rotius (1624-1666), a prolific painter of portraits and of some still lifes. There is 
some confusion about the authorship of several still lifes from the 1660s – Jan Albertsz. 
Rotius painted a few still lifes in the style of the Haarlem ‘monochrome banquet’, at least 
into the 1650s. A dated still life from 1662, clearly influenced by Willem Kalf,  is also correctly 
assigned to the father.592 An alternative attribution to Jacob should probably be considered, 
however.  
 

  
A2 5 Jacob Rotius, Flowers in a glass vase, signed and dated 1674, oil on canvas, 95 x 75 cm. Location 

unknown. 

 
A still life from 1664 more clearly shows the hand of Jacob, then about 20 years old, and is 
still reminiscent of Kalf. One wonders whether, after the death of his father in 1666, Jacob 
Rotius decided to go to Utrecht, in order to seek some further tuition from de Heem and, 
perhaps, Abraham Mignon. We can follow the development of his oeuvre – in contrast to 
that of the vast majority of de Heem’s (supposed) pupils and followers from this period – 
quite closely through a series of dated works that show a distinct connection with de Heem’s 
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development over those years, but he only very rarely copied or shared motifs identically. 
There is no evidence that Jacob Rotius left Hoorn for longer spans of time. He may have paid 
regular, shorter visits to de Heem’s studio, perhaps even as an agent for collectors such as 
Nicolaes van Suchtelen. During such visits he will have seen de Heem’s work in progress and 
may have made notes or quick sketches that inspired him for his own compositions. 
Particularly if their relationship already dated back to de Heem’s Utrecht period, which is 
most likely, he may well have instructed Rotius on specific techniques or treatments during 
such visits. Rotius’ position recalls that of Laurens Craen, who also appears to have spent (a) 
substantial amount(s) of time in de Heem’s studio, without leaving documentary evidence 
that he spent any time in Antwerp.  

 

  
A2 6 Jacob Rotius, Still life of flowers and fruit, signed and dated 1668, oil on canvas (measurements unknown, 
probably 68 x 56 cm). Location unknown 

 
The earliest painting by Jacob Rotius that appears to provide evidence of knowledge of de 
Heem’s (and Mignon’s) work is a dated still life from 1668 (fig. A2 6).593 It suggests that he 
saw some of de Heem’s flower paintings from the mid-1660s, such as cat. no. A 205 
(Cambridge, compare the branch of blackberries hanging in front of the vase), and perhaps 
cat. no. A 218 (Stockholm). Its pendant from the same year appear to be an amalgam of 
inspirations from Kalf, Mignon and de Heem. The tazza in that painting, curiously, recalls 
earlier compositions by de Heem such as cat. no. A 097 and even more so Laurens Craen’s 
adaptions of those (cf. fig. A 44 in the previous chapter).  
 A flower painting by Jacob Rotius from 1671, with a white poppy anemone turned 
backwards at the top and a half-open tulip at lower right, suggests combined knowledge of 
cat. nos. A 202 (Washington) and, again, A 218 (Stockholm).594 While fig. A2 5 shows a Rotius 
flower painting from 1674 with a glass seal on the vase like cat. no. A 255, another flower 
painting from 1674, in the Seattle Museum of Art (fig. A2 7), provides additional proof that 
Rotius knew cat. no. A 255.  
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A2 7 Jacob Rotius, Flowers in a vase in a niche, signed and dated 1674, oil on canvas, 74 x 56,5 cm. Seattle, Seattle 
Art Museum, inv. no. 65.164. 

 
The general composition, including the niche, is quite similar to de Heem’s painting. The sprig 
of lilies at the top, however, appears to have been borrowed freely from cat. no. A 244 
(Mauritshuis). The motif of the grasshopper on the ledge recalls cat. nos. A 247 and 248, both 
from about 1673. In an undated flower painting, Rotius placed a group of three apricots on 
the ledge to the right of the vase like in cat. no. A 255. More than the apricots in cat. no. A 
255, however, Rotius’ apricots resemble those in cat. no. A 257, to be discussed below.595 In 
fact, more motifs in that painting are reminiscent of cat. no. A 257. 
 Jacob Rotius also painted several upright still lifes of fruit and objects in a niche, 
unfortunately all not dated, that show a relationship with the work of de Heem and that of 
Abraham Mignon. An example that was with Max Stern, Düsseldorf, in 1936 (fig. A2 8) 
includes a columbine cup that is featured regularly in de Heem’s still lifes, such as cat. nos. A 
199, 209, and 224, in a still life in a niche that recalls cat. nos. A 216 and A 217, as well as 
some work by Mignon (cf. fig. AU 15). An unsigned example (fig. A2 9) includes de Heem’s 
orange from cat. nos. A 218, 220, 221, as well as A 264, and a group of oysters included in 
cat. nos. A 220 and 221, which connects Rotius’s paintings with de Heem’s from the late 
1660s, which coincides with the rendering of the oysters, which is highly similar to a Rotius 
painting from 1668  (fig. A2 6). 
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A2 8 Jacob Rotius, Still life of fruit and a columbine cup in a niche, signed, oil on canvas, 63 x 54 cm. Location 
unknown. 
A2 9 Jacob Rotius, Still life in  niche, oil on canvas, 78 x 64 cm. Location Unknown. 

 
Returning  to cat. no A 256, the painting that may have been in Nicolaes van Suchtelen’s 
collection, and its pendant, several garlands by Rotius are known that have the same concept 
as de Heem’s 1675 painting: a square niche in front of which a garland of flowers and fruit is 
hanging from nails in the upper corners, attached by blue ribbons, which confirms that Rotius 
knew de Heem’s garland. Of the known examples, not one fully matches de Heem’s painting 
in size. A dated work from 1676 that was on the German art market in 1992 comes quite 
close, it was probably reduced somewhat, particularly to the left and will originally have 
measured about 59 x 75 centimeters, about 2,5 centimeters smaller on all sides than cat. no. 
A 256 (fig. A2 10).596  

Another example has almost the same width as cat. no. A 256, but is about 10 
centimetres less high, which would make it less of a match (fig. A2 11).597 It may be that 
Rotius’s pendant is missing or lost, but at the same time we can also not be fully certain that 
cat. A 256 was the van Suchtelen de Heem.  

In any case, Jacob Rotius’s dated still lifes, at least to some degree, provide 
confirmations for the hypothetical chronology of de Heem’s work after the mid-1660s 
presented here. 
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A 256 
A2 10 Jacob Rotius, Garland of fruit and flowers before a niche, signed and dated 1676, oil on canvas, 57,8 x 73,7 
cm. Location unknown. 

 

 
A2 11 Jacob Rotius, Garland of fruit and flowers before a niche, oil on canvas, 55 x 79 cm. Location unknown 

 

Two untypical flower paintings 
A signed still life of flowers in Pasadena CA (cat. no. A 269) presents a problem. It is a strange 
amalgam of de Heem motifs, many of high quality, but also of deviating elements. In addition to the 
signature, of which the J is almost completely missing, there is a date which has been read as 1654, 
but the third and fourth digits are indistinct.598 Apart from the fact that de Heem did not produce any 
elaborate flower pieces in the first half of the 1650s, the handling does also not fit for that period.   
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A 269  
A2 12 Circle of Jan Dz. de Heem?, Floral still life, bears signature ‘J.D.De.Heem.ƒ’, oil on panel, 47 x 36 cm. Berlin, Staatliche 
Museen zu Berlin, Gemäldegalerie, inv. no. 906A. 
 

There appears to be some connection with flower paintings from the early 1670s, such as cat. no. A 
235 (Leipzig), one of the few de Heem paintings that also includes gooseberries, but the composition 
is built up differently. While many of de Heem’s flower paintings have a rather dense group of 
flowers in the centre and a strong tendency towards a diagonal arrangement of flowers from lower 
left to upper right, in this painting there are two horizontally arranged clusters of flowers and at best 
a slight diagonal between the orange and the tulip right of centre at the top and another between 
the peonies at lower right and the tulip at top left. As mentioned, some motifs are characteristic of 
de Heem’s hand in type and execution, such as the ribbed vase, the red admiral butterfly, and the 
curly leaf of the stalk of wheat. Other motifs belong to de Heem’s idiom but their execution is 
different, in general more opaque and ‘waxy’, such as the pea pods, the peonies, the white rose, the 
orange’s leaves, the iris, and the branch of gooseberries. The hollyhock at top centre, in shape and 
execution, is alien to de Heem’s work. We must assume that de Heem certainly had a hand in the 
execution of this painting but he may well have left it unfinished, after which it was completed by 
another, unidentifiable hand.599 

Another still life of flowers in a vase is even more puzzling (fig. A2 12).600 At lower left, it 
bears a signature ‘JDDe Heem ƒ’ which looks rather convincing. Also, it includes a few flowers of 
which the execution is of high quality; the two poppy anemones and the white carnation (which 
probably has lost some red lake pigment in the flaming) as well as the blue borage flowers closely 
approach de Heem’s autograph quality, compare, in particular, cat. nos. A 242, and A 244, and it 
cannot be excluded that he was involved in their execution. The two sprigs of currants on the table to 
the right are reminiscent of such motifs with de Heem, but their execution does not appear to be his. 
The window, with a drapery’s tassel hanging in front of it, is reminiscent of the same motif in cat. no. 
A 260, to be discussed below, but the quality of its execution is less.601 Other motifs in the painting, 
such as the remaining fruit and flowers, as well as the vase, are relatively weak and, in my view, 
certainly not by de Heem. The painting deserves a mention here, also because it has been considered 
as an autograph work in most of the art-historical literature, but there is no firm ground to include it 
in the catalogue of his works, certainly not as a finished piece. 
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A 258 

 
Two late forest-floor paintings 
Closely related in its execution to cat. no. A 257 (Dresden), discussed above, is a forest-floor still life 
in Munich (cat. no. A 258), which is not signed and which was traditionally – and quite 
understandably, in view of its composition – attributed to Abraham Mignon. While it is indeed 
reminiscent of examples by Mignon, its handling and motifs are connected with those by de Heem 
shortly after 1675.602 The iris is virtually identical to that in cat. no. A 255 in Leipzig and the pink rose 
and the snowballs to those in cat. no. A 257 in Dresden.  
 

    
A 259  
A2 13 Ernst Stuven, Forest-floor still life, signed, oil on canvas, 88 x 74 cm. Location unknown. 

 
The bare tree is reminiscent of the one in de Heem’s painting in Liechtenstein/Vienna (cat. no. A 232) 
and the rock in front of it may well have been based on the same study as the rock in that painting. 
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The white-and-red poppy is reminiscent of the one in the Liechtenstein example, but its weak 
execution and awkward placement suggests that it was added by a later hand 
. The flying tit, aiming for a caterpillar, is reminiscent in pose and handling of the goldfinch flying in in 
cat. no. A 242 of a few years earlier. The handling and modelling of the two bullfinches in the upper 
part of the composition is rather weak, judging from a photo, they may very well not have been 
included by de Heem himself. 

A similar composition, this one featuring fruit rather than flowers, is in a private collection 
(cat. no. A 259). It bears an apocryphal Mignon signature, but it is probably identical with a painting 
that was auctioned in 1807, correctly as by de Heem. The handling of the fruit and leaves is closely 
similar to that of cat. no. A 260, to be discussed below, which is signed by the artist. The execution of 
the painting is very meticulous, but less dexterous than in earlier work, no doubt due to the 
advanced age of the painter, who had passed the age of 70 by this time. It is interesting to note that 
a copy by Ernst Stuven exists (and a second copy may also be by Stuven), which would indicate that 
this painting was in Amsterdam by the 1680s (fig. A2 13).603  

Stuven did not copy de Heem’s composition verbatim, however. He left out the landscape 
background and the butterflies, moved the branch of three blackberries, changed some of the leaves 
and added some peaches of his own in the centre. In view of the quality of its execution, Stuven’s 
copy is a relatively early work, probably from the first half of the 1680s, so in any case it was painted 
within a decade after the original. This indicates that the painting was done for, or at least bought by 
a Dutch collector. It may be that during his later years de Heem was working partly for a Dutch, 
perhaps Amsterdam, art dealer. It is not easy to suggest a proper date for cat. no. A 259. The 
handling is softer than de Heem’s paintings that can be situated around the garland from 1675, but 
the handling is different from the Heem’s last works. A date in the second half of the 1670s appears 
to be most appropriate. 
 
Two late luxury still lifes 
From the last years of Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s activity, there are two luxury still lifes, both in private 
collections. They are not as large as many earlier examples, but they still have a degree of 
sumptuousness. In type and motifs, they hark back to work from the second half of the 1660s, such 
as cat. nos. A 225 and 230,  but their palette is somewhat blonder and the lighting more even. Cat. 
no. A 260, in the handling of the fruit and foliage, is closely related to the late forest-floor still life in 
private hands, cat. no. A 259, discussed above.604 The fruit, upon and in front of a silver tazza and in a 
wicker basket, is clustered in the same manner as in that painting. The motif of the window and a 
tasselled cord – here not visibly attached to drapery – firs appeared in the second half of the 
1660s.605 The oysters and the overturned rummer, in their handling, are reminiscent of , for instance, 
cat. nos. A 222 and 228, as well as of cat. no. A 225. The pomegranate and the lemon next to it are 
reminiscent in appearance to those in cat. no. A 243 (Amsterdam). Probably the lemon has the same 
problem of discoloration. It may be that de Heem had already started this still life back in Utrecht 
and finished it at a later date. On the other hand, it may be that it is not as late as suggested here, 
but that it was already finished in Utrecht. In any case, it appears to have been in a Dutch collection 
by 1762, when it was offered at auction in Amsterdam. 
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A 260 

 
Cat. no. A 261 can be recognized as a late work with more certainty. It connects well in style and 
handling with the late still lifes of fruit to be discussed below, and it also connects with a group of still 
lifes by Elias van den Broeck, one of which is dated 1676, the artists only known dated work (fig. A2 
16). In de Heem’s painting, fruit and oysters are grouped around the silver-gilt cup-and-cover that he 
had repeatedly depicted since the mid-1640s. Upon a bottle casket to the right, next to an orange 
branch, a silver shaker and a chestnut in its shell, is a red-boiled crayfish, a motif de Heem had 
virtually abandoned by the mid-1650s; only one example had occurred since, in the large still life in 
Utrecht (cat. no. A 199). We find a very similar and similarly placed crayfish in a still life by Elias van 
den Broeck (fig. A2 14), while another, more sumptuous composition (A2 15) is also clearly related to 
cat. no. A 261.606 As mentioned earlier, Elias van den Broeck had followed de Heem to Antwerp and 
probably maintained a close artistic relationship with his master. Like de Heem in this period, he only 
very rarely dated his work, but the still lifes in figs. A2 14 and 15 cannot have originated too distantly 
in time from a dated example from 1676 (fig. A2 16). Van den Broeck’s oyster, to the left in fig. A2 14, 
is highly similar to de Heem’s. It has been placed close to a melon, in a similar position as in de 
Heem’s painting, and the wine glass also occupies a very similar position. 
  

     
A 261 
A2 16 Elias van den Broeck, Still life of fruit and oysters, signed and dated 1676, oil on panel, 21,6 x 28,9 cm. Private 
collection. 
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A2 14 Elias van den Broeck, Still life with oysters, fruit and a crayfish, oil on canvas, 32,2 x 41,2 cm. Location unknown.     
A2 15 Elias van den Broeck, Still life with fruit, oysters and drinking vessels, signed, oil on canvas, 60 x 80,6 cm. Location 
unknown 

  
In the painting in fig. A2 15, van den Broeck has included some flying butterflies, seen form above, 
with fully spread wings, just like de Heem’s European peacock butterfly in cat. no. A 261. While van 
den Broeck’s dated still life provides an indication of the dates for the other works, including cat. no. 
A 261, it remains no more than an indication. Since this is van den Broeck’s only known dated still life 
and the chronology of his works is uncertain, it is difficult to decide whether the other paintings 
came before or after it. Conjecturing that van den Broeck’s earlier still lifes are the most refined, 
painted under direct guidance of de Heem – as can also be observed for the work of Cornelis de 
Heem – the other two illustrated here may well have originated in the years after the dated example 
from 1676. This also appears to be a likely date – c.1677-1678 – for cat. no. A 261. 

 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s last still lifes 
It would appear that after c.1678, Jan Davidsz. de Heem painted only little. By then he had reached 
the age of 72, and may have been impeded by health issues. The degree of detail, also of these last 
works, indicates that de Heem’s sight – probably with the aid of lenses and magnifiers – was still 
quite good, however.  

Six still lifes of fruit, all in private collections, can probably be assigned to de Heem’s last 
years, 1678 to 1684, about one painting a year. Five are on canvas of relatively modest 
measurements, one is on a small panel. Interestingly, while de Heem had always been intrigued by 
creeping, crawling and flying creatures and had included them in his still lifes abundantly, these last 
six pieces are completely devoid of them. In all, the still life has been arranged in front of a stone 
niche, upon a wooden or stone table. Three include oysters, and the choice of fruit is restricted and 
rather commonplace: bunches of grapes, white and black, peaches, apricots, figs, pomegranates, 
some nuts. Four of the six include a fairly prominent orange. Probably the earliest of the group is a 
still life of fruit in front of a small arched niche, with a pewter plate of apricots and cherries on a dark 
tablecloth in the centre, a porcelain bowl of strawberries and peaches to the right, and a Venetian-
style wine glass next to a tall wine glass in the back (cat. no. A 262).607  
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A 262  
 

  
A2 17 J.Dz. de Heem, Still life of fruit, (reconstruction – cat. no.  A 262 superimposed upon cat. no. A 265, indicating the 
possible original appearance of cat. no. A 262). 

 
The porcelain bowl is similar in decoration to several examples in still lifes from the from the mid- 
and late 1660s. The composition, however, is more additive and not as lively as that of earlier 
examples, also because of the more even lighting. Comparing it with cat. nos. A 264 and 265, to be 
discussed below, it seems likely that cat. A 262 originally may have been larger. Superimposing a 
photos of cat. no. A 262 upon one of cat. no. A 265 gives an impression of its possible original looks 
(fig. A2 17). 

Cat. no. A 264 repeats the cluster of two figs, a bunch of grapes and its vine from cat. no. A 
262, and shares the orange and its branch with three still lifes from the 1660s, cat. nos. A 218, 220 
and 221. Apparently de Heem had kept the study of this motif. Or perhaps he still, or again, had 
access to either cat. no. A220 or 221, since several of the oysters also appear to have been borrowed 
from that composition. The prominent rays of in-falling light on the right side of the niche are similar 
to those observed earlier in cat. nos. A 195, 197, 242, 243, and in a somewhat different manner, A 
259. Similar prominent rays of in-falling light occur in cat. nos. A 265 and 267, and, to a degree, in A 
263.608  
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A 264 
 
When cat. no. A 264  surfaced in 2000, the peach had been painted out entirely.609 Originally, its 
texture was probably much like that of the peach in cat. no. A 263, which painting on the whole is 
very similar in palette and texture to cat. no. A 264. The focal point of the latter, unlike in any other 
de Heem still life, is a blue-and-white porcelain (or Delftware) jug, or rather a vase, the blue 
decoration on which was probably painted with smalt and as a result has turned grey.610  
 

         
A 263           A 265 
 

On it hangs a wreath of small flowers, also including a medlar and some hazelnuts. In front lie a 
branch of three white plums, an orange and some small fruit. The stepped ledge in front of the niche, 
as well as that in cat. no A 264, recalls some of de Heem’s earliest paintings from 1627 and 1628, but 
it is unlikely that this similarity is intentional. The general composition of cat. no. A 265  – a table in 
front of a prominent niche – is similar to that of cat. no. A 264, but here two plates of oysters have 
been given more emphasis attention than the fruit around them. Several details, such as the 
pomegranate, the skins of the lemon and orange, as well as the oysters, still show de Heem’s usual 
fineness, but others are less convincing. In part this may be due to condition issues, particularly in the 
background, but the painting on the whole possesses a certain stiffness that may well be due to its 
author’s advanced age. 
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A 266       A 267 
A2 18 Rachel Ruysch, Still life of flowers, signed and dated ‘Rachel Ruysch/ AE 83 1747’, oil on panel, 29,5 x 24 cm. Lille, 
Musée des Beaux-Arts, inv. no. 685. 

 
This certainly seems to be the case with cat. nos. A 266 and 267. These two small and modest still 
lifes of fruit may well have been painted after 1680, in the last years of de Heem’s life. Both are 
signed with a spiral flourish in the J, which is highly similar to that in de Heem’s signature on two 
documents from 1683.611 This same initial (or remains of it) can be found on cat. nos. A 254, 261 and 
254.612 Before 1675 it does not appear on paintings. These last two still lifes of fruit radiate a certain 
naïveté and persistent effort, much like Rachel Ruysch’s latest still lifes, which she proudly signed and 
inscribed with the date and her age (fig. A2 18). 

In both cat. no. A 266 and 267, de Heem has paid much attention to the texture of the table 
and niche and to the in-falling light. Like in cat. no. A 265, the texture of the grapes has become quite 
hard, compared to de Heem’s earlier grapes they look rather glassy. The vine leaves and orange 
leaves have a rather metallic feel to them, which is also already the case to some degree in cat. no. A 
265. Nevertheless, the modelling and the play of light on the fruit still show de Heem’s natural ability 
to create a convincing illusion. 
 While paintings such as cat. no. A 261, 264 and probably also A 265 will have been produced 
for the market, the artist may well have painted cat. nos. A 266 and 267 for his own enjoyment and 
perhaps to keep in shape. These small still lifes suggest that up to the last years before his death in 
1684, Jan Davidsz. de Heem continued doing what he had devoted his life to: painting still lifes. 
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7 Concluding observations 
 
Life 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s biography had been rather well researched, but it has turned out that a fresh 
look at archival documents could yield some new information, or new interpretation of some known 
data, the most important being the discovery of the artist’s probable burial date, 10th February 1684, 
which leads to a death date in the previous week, plausibly between 4 and 9 February 1684, at the 
age of 77. A documental gap in the biography remains for the years 1631 to 1635, between the 
artist’s disappearance from Leiden and his appearance in Antwerp. It is conceivable that he lived in 
Amsterdam in those years, but no archival evidence for such a sojourn has been found.613 No birth 
record has been traced for de Heem’s daughter, Torentiana, who was probably born in 1635, neither 
in any Dutch town, nor in Antwerp. A gap also exists, be it to a lesser extent, for the period between 
1655 and 1665. Circumstantial evidence indicates that de Heem moved from Antwerp to Utrecht 
sometime in the years 1658 to 1660. It was well known that he went back to Antwerp in 1672, where 
he remained until his death, twelve years later.  
 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s biography shows that he must have been quite flexible. When after his years 
of training as an artist painter the funds for a journey to Italy were refused, he settled for a move 
with his mother and stepfather, and probably further family, to Leiden. There, after a while, he 
changed his subject from still lifes of fruit to books. Perhaps he sensed, or hoped, that there would 
be a market for this subject in Leiden’s academic environment. Also, looking at the work of artists 
that surrounded him, such as Jan Lievens and Rembrandt, there was clearly an artistic interest in the 
subject of books. Having accumulated substantial debts, de Heem appears to have left Leiden silently 
in 1631, not leaving a trace for his creditors (or later researchers). As I have argued on stylistic 
grounds, he may well have moved to Amsterdam.614 Judging from his extant production from 1631 to 
1635, he will have been relatively successful in those years, painting small to moderately large still 
lifes that give a personal twist to the Haarlem ‘monochrome banquet piece’ and to related work by 
Jan Jansz. den Uyl. For those paintings, de Heem had clearly found a niche in the market, which he 
was serving as well as possible. It may be that after some time the interest for his work dried up in 
the north, or otherwise he may have been persuaded by enthusiastic reports, perhaps from  Jan 
Lievens, about opportunities for skilled artists in Antwerp, where he probably moved in the months 
around the turning of 1635-1636. It seems that Jan Davidsz. de Heem and his wife, both from 
protestant families, blended in well with the Roman-Catholic community in Antwerp; already in April 
of 1638, their son Thomas Maria received a Roman-Catholic baptism. In view of his production from 
the 1640s, de Heem must have struck an eager market for his still lifes, which ranged from small 
cabinet pieces, which he may in part have produced randomly for the free market, to impressive 
large luxury still lifes that were most likely painted in commission, perhaps for specific locations, and 
for affluent patrons. Jan Davidsz. de Heem and his wife Aletta, at the time of her death in 1643, had 
built up a small capital, which is another indication of the artist’s success in Antwerp. While little over 
a decade earlier they had been forced to evade their creditors, they had now become relatively 
wealthy citizens. Unfortunately, for none of de Heem’s large luxury still lifes a first owner is known. 
We do know, however, that around 1648 – most likely – he painted some works for the fervently 
Catholic Archduke (and Prince Bishop) Leopold Wilhelm of Austria, who resided in Brussels as 
Governor of the Spanish Netherlands from 1647 to 1656 (cat. nos. A 114, 116 and 119).  
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In 1644, de Heem had married into the Roman-Catholic Ruckers family, after the death of his first 
wife. While living in Antwerp, he appears to have secured the patronage of the wealthy – and 
protestant – collector and dealer Marten Kretzer in Amsterdam. Kretzer is known to have owned 
work by de Heem by 1650, and the painter had an edition of a print after a work by Rubens 
dedicated to him in 1652. After his move back to Utrecht, in or around 1658, he appears to have 
shaken off his Roman-Catholic guise and worked for a protestant and, particularly, Orangist market. 
For several years, he shared his studio with Abraham Mignon, who also served as a dean in the 
French-reformed church in Utrecht. After his move back to Antwerp, when the Dutch economy had 
taken a blow in 1672, de Heem seems to have blended into the Antwerp Roman-Catholic community 
again, but nevertheless appears to have continued to work for a Dutch Orangist patronage, judging 
from, among others, his ‘Vivat Oraenge’ still life from about 1674.  
 
Work 
To study and present Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s oeuvre in chronological order proves to be very fruitful, 
since the artist developed and changed his style and handling continuously, even though often subtly 
and gradually, throughout his career. As a result, a chronological presentation provides the clearest 
possible picture of his development. The first three decades of de Heem’s activity, 1626 to 1655, 
provide a firm framework of dated works that allows for rather accurate dating of paintings that the 
artist himself did not furnish with a date. In some cases, it may be that works were dated one or two 
years after they were started, having remained unfinished earlier or having been reworked after one 
or two years. Generally, however, it appears that the dates found on the paintings are indeed in 
agreement with those on other stylistically and technically similar works, which indicates that the 
artist could count on relatively swift sales of his work. De Heem’s production, going by the dated 
works, had a rather consistent continuity, although the production for some periods or years, as it 
has come down to us, was more substantial than for others. A gap occurs, for instance, for the 
second half of the 1630s, the years after de Heem had settled in Antwerp, from which period very 
few paintings are known. The same is true for the second half of the 1650s, around the time when he 
moved from Antwerp to Utrecht. Also, after an outburst of productivity in the first years of the 
1650s, including many dated examples, only one dated work from 1654 is recorded, and also from 
1655 only one dated example is currently known.  
 It is impossible to tell how many works by Jan Davidsz. de Heem have been lost over the 
centuries. In view of the fact that his paintings were always held in relatively high esteem, and were 
considered as valuable objects, it seems unlikely that many were lost due to neglect, but certainly a 
number of his paintings will have been lost to fire or will have been destroyed as a result of other 
calamities. Going by old descriptions, among others in eighteenth-century auction catalogues, a 
number of his still lifes is missing and regularly previously unrecorded examples turn up. The count at 
the time of wrapping up this study is 270 extant paintings that can be considered as autograph 
works, including paintings on which de Heem collaborated with (an)other artist(s). It is quite likely 
that de Heem’s total production exceeded 300 and perhaps even 350 paintings. For a period of 
activity of at least 55 and perhaps even more than 60 years – counting the years of his apprenticeship 
and assuming that he painted until his death – this production is not very high, even considering the 
fact that de Heem worked very meticulously, building his images up in many layers, and that several 
of his still lifes were quite sizable. He will most likely have worked on more than one painting at the 
same time. 350 paintings done over a period of  60 years comes down to an average of five or six a 
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year. For his most productive years, 1651 to 1653, the present count of extant works is around 
fourteen paintings a year. 
 
Like Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s style and handling, his signatures also show a distinct development (see 
Appendix 2). De Heem rather consistently signed his work and, as remarked above, also dated his 
paintings regularly during the first three decades of his career. Although signatures on documents 
are not many, from the years 1627 to 1683 a series of thirteen signatures is known, rather evenly 
distributed over the years. Appendix 2 reproduces about 80 signatures, found on paintings and on 
documents, in chronological order. In those, the artist shows himself to be a keen calligrapher. His 
earliest known signature in a document, dated 27 September 1627, betrays a confident, well-trained 
hand, fully in command of the pen. The initial J has elaborate flourishes, and at the end of the m he 
adds a firm but elegant curved stroke. Many of his early signatures on paintings spell out his name in 
full, ‘Johannes [or: Johannis] de Heem’. Initially, the H is broad and square, but already in 1628 he 
first uses the script h, curved and roundish, looking slightly like a curvy b, which shape he consistently 
used for his signatures in documents. In 1629, he first signs a painting ‘JDHeem’, with JDH in ligature, 
a form he used frequently during the 1630s. A document from May 4, 1629 is signed ‘Johannes hem’ 
(sic), with the flourishes of the J done in such a way that it can be read as JD. He would later use this 
feature often in his signatures on paintings. In signatures on documents from the 1640s, the round J 
with flourishes has become a long, spiralling one. In some paintings, such as cat. no. A 094, de Heem 
has signed upon a depicted document and it is clear that in such cases he has applied the actual 
signature he would use on such documents. Occasionally, he would sign paintings in a rather plain, 
print-letter fashion, such as cat. no. A 072 and 097. It would appear that he reserved this type of 
signature for unusual subjects, such as the barn interior from 1643 and his two landscape paintings. 
Up to about 1651, Jan Davidsz. de Heem usually signed his paintings ‘J De heem’. Occasionally, due to 
the elaborate flourish, the J can be read as JD. Subsequently, he started to sign ‘J.D.De.heem’. This 
form becomes predominant sometime in 1654. A document from 12 April 1658 is also signed ‘J.D.De 
Heem’ with the addition of what seems to be a lower cast r, which is also the case for the signature 
on a document depicted in cat. no. A 194, from c.1660. On paintings, de Heem’s signature is usually 
followed by ‘ƒ’ or ‘ƒecit’, but sometime in the second half of the 1660s, signatures with the addition 
‘R’ instead of ‘ƒ’ appear. No proper explanation for this letter has thus far been found.615 It is 
interesting to note that a signature on a late work, probably from the early 1680s looks very much 
like the last known signature by Jan Davidsz. de Heem in a document, including the lower cast ‘r’, 
written down on September 14, 1683, less than half a year before his death. 
 The quality and elaboration of the signature occasionally seems to emphasize the quality 
and importance of the piece, like the extraordinary signatures on some of the large luxury still lifes, 
such as cat. nos. A 051 and 054, or the (for the period) unusually elaborate signature ‘Joannes D. 
heem. ƒ. Ao 16[41]’ on cat. no. A 057. On the other hand, the beautiful signature on cat. no. A 087 
(Ghent) from 1645 is in sharp contrast with the rather mediocre quality of the painting itself, while 
the flimsy signature on cat. no. A 198 does not at all match the high quality of that flower painting. 
Since signatures were often added at the last moment and thus in the uppermost layer of the paint, 
and often included vulnerable black pigments, it is no surprise that they are often somewhat abraded 
and occasionally will have been erased. It is unlikely that an important flower painting such as cat. 
no. A 251 was not signed when it left the studio. 
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Jan Davidsz. de Heem was not a child prodigy. By the time of his move to Leiden in 1626, at the age 
of 20, he was apparently a fully trained artist painter, but this was not exceptional. His early works do 
not express an extraordinary talent. During the first years in Leiden, he was playing around with 
motifs he had brought with him from Utrecht, from his probable teacher Balthasar van der Ast, and 
with motifs he encountered in and around Leiden. His earliest compositions are not particularly 
strong, and more ambitious larger formats, such as cat. no. A 002, clearly presented a problem to 
him. De Heem was inquisitive and eager, however, and ‘shopping around’. The young painter was 
obviously searching for what his artistic strengths could be. Clearly, they did not lie in figure painting 
(cf. cat. nos. A 001, 008, 008a, and 018). He must soon have acknowledged that his talents concerned 
the detailed rendering of still-life motifs, with a variety of textures and reflections, with an intricate 
play of light, and a well-balanced colour scheme. Soon he acquired a good sense for composition, 
and, by the end of the 1620s, started to attain a degree of monumentality in his work, also in 
somewhat larger formats (cf. cat. no. A 020). After mid-1628, his palette became rather monochrome 
and would remain so for several years, but he cannot really be counted to the – predominantly 
Haarlem – school of the ‘monochrome banquet piece’, despite having tried his hand at that type of 
still life (cat. nos. A 012, 019 and, to some degree, A 020).616 While his work from this period is 
generally restrained in its palette, colourful accents such as that of a red lobster (cat. nos. A 024, 025 
and 041) and of bright yellow lemons show his true spirit. Towards the end of the 1630s, de Heem’s 
palette quickly became more variegated.  
 Relatively few paintings are known that can be assigned to the second half of the 1630s, 
while one would expect that Jan Davidsz. de Heem was building up his reputation in Antwerp in 
those years. 1640 still does not yet appear to have been an extremely productive year, but it is 
marked by the appearance of one of de Heem’s major efforts, the large luxury still life now in the 
Louvre in Paris (cat. no. A 051). In this painting, he situates a complex still-life arrangement in a larger 
space, with objects placed around the table that carries the costly objects and comestibles, an 
architectural structure in the background, and with a view into a landscape, partly obscured by 
impressive velvet draperies. It surpasses all his works from the previous fifteen years in scale and 
complexity. Only one similar work, tentatively dated to 1639 (cat. no. A 050, in the Metropolitan 
Museum in New York) probably precedes it. Prior to that, de Heem had been experimenting with 
more complex compositions (such as cat. no. A 035), but he had never included anything other than a 
plain background, perhaps with the exception of cat. no. A 048, which includes the ‘ghost’ of a stone 
column. The Louvre painting is unmistakably Flemish in character, in its size, sumptuousness, and 
palette. Although it can by no means be regarded as an imitation, de Heem must have been inspired 
by the large compositions of Frans Snijders and, in particular, Adriaen van Utrecht, painted in the 
previous decades, but he omitted the prominent figures and anecdotal details those masters would 
include. However, he had such a figure included, by Thomas Willeboirts Bosschaert, in a second, even 
larger painting from the next year (cat. no. A 054, Brussels). Several more such large luxury still lifes 
followed, at the rate of about one a year, but cat. no. A 054 would remain the only example with a 
figure in it.  
 The 1640s were a very productive decade for de Heem, with an extant number of 71 
paintings of widely varying measurements, and with extant dated examples from every year, except 
for 1644 and 1647. The majority are relatively rich still lifes upon a table, the first serious efforts in 
the area of flower painting appear around the middle of the decade, and occasional deviating 
subjects were painted: the interior of a larder, with figures by David Teniers the Younger (cat. no. A 
072, Los Angeles), and a small landscape (cat. no. A 103). Some paintings, as mentioned above, are 
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collaborative works with Flemish colleagues, such as Thomas Willeboirts Bosschaert and David 
Teniers. He also worked on a large collaborative piece, in conjunction with several artists: an altar 
with the Virgin Mary, to which de Heem contributed the flowers and fruit (cat. no. A 118, Laxenburg), 
and which was painted for Archduke Leopold Wilhelm. Also for the Archduke, de Heem painted a 
cartouche still life with a chalice and host (cat. no. A 116, Vienna), the first of a number of paintings 
of this type he would execute in the following decades, as well as a small festoon of flowers (cat. no. 
A 114), which he may well have presented as a sample of his abilities.  
 Also after 1648, Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s production of still lifes in a wide variety of sizes, 
rich in detail and meticulous in execution, remained steady. In fact, the first half of the 1650s belongs 
to his most prolific periods, particularly the years 1650 to 1653. Flower paintings did not yet have a 
preference with him, his preoccupation was with beautiful fruit, mixed with oysters, shrimps, and the 
occasional red-boiled crab, crayfish or lobster. He also forayed into the subject of the out-door still 
life of fruit, which allowed him to include garden snails, snakes and lizards. Contrary to many of his 
contemporaries, he did not include lizards in any of his still lifes upon a table, apart from an early, 
van der Ast-inspired example, cat. no. A 007.  
 Animal life did attract his attention, however. Up to 1648, there are virtually no insects in 
his images, but in Leopold Wilhelm’s cartouche still life from that year, there are a grasshopper, a 
damselfly, two butterflies, and a maybug. From then on, de Heem’s still lifes more and more often 
included little crawling, flying and creeping animals. A meticulously painted red-admiral butterfly 
would become almost a signature feature from 1650 on. Initially, particularly the cartouche still lifes 
became infested with animal life; in an example from 1650 (cat. no. A 129) he also introduced a 
sparrow, balancing on a branch, about to pick at a blackberry, and the same feature appears in a 
similar painting from the following year (cat. no. A 138). Small live birds also appear in some of de 
Heem’s flower paintings from the first half of the 1670s (cat. nos. A 242 and 248). 
 In an unusual composition from (probably) 1653 (cat. no. A 172), he combined a stone bust, 
probably of the Virgin and adorned with flowers, with a group of parrots and a parakeet. Parrots had 
appeared occasionally in works from the 1640s (cat. nos. A 054 and A 073), and in rare examples 
from 1626 (cat. no. A 001), and 1628 (cat. no. A 006). A red macaw also plays a prominent role in two 
of de Heem’s better known luxury still lifes, both datable to 1654, in Vienna and in Sarasota, Florida 
(cat. nos. A 186 and A 188). Some ten years later, de Heem would again paint two rather unusual 
compositions in both of which a red macaw features prominently, together with a cockatoo (cat. nos. 
A 245 and A 246). It is unlikely that these parrots bear a strong symbolism, they were rather included 
as exotic, colourful, and rare prized possessions, and as a highly decorative and lively motif. 
 Apart from the frequently appearing dead lobsters, crayfish, crabs, and the occasional 
herring, and apart from one dead finch in cat. no. A 210, Jan Davidsz. de Heem appears to have 
avoided to include dead animals in his still lifes. No game still lifes or still lifes of fish are known or 
recorded by him.617 
 A composition full of animal life, intrinsically, is cat. no. A 232, a large still life of flowers 
arranged around a dead tree in a landscape, which includes a flying kingfisher and a flying goldfinch, 
frogs, snakes, a lizard, snails, butterflies, an earthworm and a variety of bugs and insects. This 
painting may have resulted from de Heem’s earlier experiments of rendering fruit and flowers in a 
different setting than indoors on a table, such as the still lifes of fruit in the open air from 1652 and 
1653. It also indicates that de Heem had developed an interest in landscape painting. This interest 
was already apparent from the landscape backgrounds in several of his still lifes, from the little 
signed landscape painting from the mid-1640s, as well as from the out-door still lifes from the first 
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half of the 1650s, but here (in cat. no. A 232), the landscape takes up a substantial part of the 
composition. An unusual landscape painting with folk gathering ice floes (cat. no. A 231) must date 
from the same period, around 1670. In a similar vein as cat. no. A 232, de Heem also produced a few 
paintings in the 1660s and 1670s that are an interesting amalgam of his own out-door fruit still lifes 
and ‘forest-floor’ paintings in the manner of Otto Marseus van Schrieck (cat. nos. A 210, 258 and 
259). They are good examples of how Jan Davidsz. de Heem picked up subjects and trends he came 
across, giving his own twist to them. In turn, these paintings initiated such still lifes by Abraham 
Mignon. 
 As remarked above, Jan Davidsz. de Heem only occasionally painted or included a vase of 
flowers in the first fifteen years of his painting career and produced some first serious efforts in this 
area in about 1645, after which his production of floral still lifes diminished again. In 1651 and 1652 
some modest vases of flowers appear, but only after his move to Utrecht, flower paintings start to 
emerge in substantial numbers. From after c.1658, about half of his extant still lifes are flower 
paintings, both vases and garlands, or compositions in which flowers play an important part. The 
majority are bouquets of flowers in vases, usually globular glass vases, that allow for detailed 
rendering of the stems inside, combined with intricate reflections in the glass and in the water. 
Often, de Heem included some fruit in these paintings, both on the ledge in front of the vase, and by 
means of branches of small fruit included in the bouquet. Many of the flowers are beautiful cultivars, 
but the artist also included field blooms, stalks of wheat, grasses, umbellifer flowers and even corn 
cobs. Most of the bouquets are enlivened by a choice of butterflies, caterpillars, grasshoppers, flying 
insects, bugs and ants, but occasionally their numbers have been kept to a minimum or they were 
left out, perhaps at the request of a patron. Fine details such as ants and small bugs were added as a 
finishing touch, as also would appear from a complex still life that was apparently never finished by 
de Heem himself (cat. no. A 268) on which these details are missing. 
In the 1660s and 1670s, Jan Davidsz. de Heem occasionally experimented and varied his 
compositions and types of still lifes. Cat. no. A 209 is an unusual composition with silver-gilt cup-and-
cover in the centre, flanked to the right by a ‘cascade’ of bunches of white grapes. In addition to his 
various garlands of flowers, there are a garland and a festoon of mainly fruit (cat. nos. A 208, 
Mauritshuis, and A 243, Rijksmuseum), as well as several more mixed garlands (A 240, Karlsruhe, 
241, Florence, and 250, Cheltenham, and the only dated example, from 1675, cat. no. A 256). The 
two unusual (cartouche) still lifes with a parrot and a cockatoo have already been mentioned above, 
and in the early 1670s a few more cartouche still lifes were painted, among them the one with the 
(added) portrait of Prince William III. The majority of de Heem’s production from his last two 
decades, however, consisted of still lifes of flowers and of fruit. 
 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s strength, next to his excellent skills and the verisimilitude of his details, was 
lying in his chameleon-like ability to pick up artistic tendencies around him and to reshape them into 
something highly individual. Already in his earliest works, he combines motifs inspired by Balthasar 
van der Ast with motifs from others: a Utrecht Caravaggist boy, Delff’s cauldron, Torrentuis’ Jan-
Steen jug, David Bailly’s scroll, compasses and oval miniature portrait, thus transforming van der 
Ast’s idiom into works with a new, individual character. The first consistent group of fully original 
compositions are the still lifes with books and manuscripts from 1628 and 1629, even though they tie 
in with a general interest in representing books also found with other artists. In the meantime, de 
Heem was experimenting with paintings of interiors with a single figure, or without figures, such as 
his two early barn still lifes. Also for the latter type of painting, de Heem appears to have been in the 
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forefront of its development, even though he himself barely pursued the genre any further. In the 
first years after 1630, de Heem must have been looking at developments in Haarlem – he had briefly 
emulated Claesz. and Heda – and in Amsterdam, painting still lifes of luxury items in relatively 
modest, but increasingly monumental compositions, again in a recognizable style and idiom of his 
own. Around this time, it appears, other artists start to notice and imitate his work. Only after his 
move to Antwerp in 1635 or 1636, however, and after he had developed his large luxury still lifes by 
1640 – works in a manner and an idiom that combine Flemish taste with his Dutch background – he 
became a highly influential artist and many imitations and emulations of his still lifes start to appear, 
particularly in Antwerp. De Heem himself, however, kept exploring new subjects and styles. He 
started to experiment with flower painting, for which Daniel Seghers clearly was an important source 
of inspiration, but he soon more or less abandoned the subject for a number of years, only to return 
to it properly after his move to Utrecht in about 1658. He developed several original types of still 
lifes, such as the out-door still life of fruit and unorthodox compositions such as cat. no. A 172 (Le 
Puy) and the large out-door still life, cat. no. A 232 (Liechtenstein).  
 When we look at still lifes from the Northern and Southern Netherlands from the 1640s, 
1650s, and 1660s, those by Jan Davidsz. de Heem stand out for their individual qualities in originality, 
composition, arrangement, light and finish. All other works that have a visual similarity responded in 
some way to de Heem’s examples, such as paintings by Andries Benedetti, Laurens Craen, Alexander 
Coosemans, Jan Pauwel Gillemans, Carstiaen Luyckx, and Joris van Son, to name a few. Beside de 
Heem, many still-life painters were working in different styles and tackling different subjects, several 
of whom also attracted their own following, such as Frans Snijders, a genius in his own field and an 
older artist who inspired de Heem in an indirect manner. As also pertains from the writings of the 
likes of Cornelis de Bie, Jan Davidsz. de Heem was rated very highly by many of his contemporaries 
and considered as a leading artist in his field. Also after his return to Utrecht, artists such as Maria 
van Oosterwijck and Jacob Rotius were clearly attracted by his reputation and according to 
contemporary sources they came to the senior artist to improve their skills and to learn from him. 
Abraham Mignon, who settled in de Heem’s Utrecht studio in 1664, clearly emulated the master’s 
work and became an influential artist himself. From the years after de Heem’s return to Utrecht in 
about 1658, his floral compositions are probably the most influential, serving as a source of 
inspiration to a whole generation of flower painters, and they remained to belong to the summit of 
his production, also after he returned to Antwerp again in 1672. While painting some highly original 
compositions in the course of his last decade of activity, such as cat. no. A 246, which is a bird 
painting rather than a still life, de Heem mainly stuck to his successful types of still lifes during this 
period: flower paintings and still lifes of fruit on a table. And though still a high-class artist, was no 
longer really an innovator. 
 
Patrons and prices 
On the whole, little is known about de Heem’s patrons and early buyers. Few first owners of his 
paintings are known. The Amsterdam collector Anthoni Gaillard, at the time of his death in 1639, 
owned three paintings by Jan Davidsz. de Heem, among them possibly cat. no. A 014, painted in 
Leiden, but also ‘Een groot stuck van Jan de Heem’, and ‘Een grote kan met roomer van Jan de Heem’ 
the latter perhaps identifiable as cat. no. A 044, which belongs to de Heem’s presumed Amsterdam 
production.618 Unfortunately Gaillard’s inventory does not include valuations for the paintings. 
Interestingly, the 1636 inventory of the Amsterdam painter Pieter Codde includes a ‘vanitas van 
Johannes de heem’, presumably also one of his Leiden book still lifes.619 Another early mention is 
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‘een fruytagie van Jan de Heem’ in the Leiden inventory of Joan van Harlaer in 1644, estimated at 42 
guilders. In view of the location, this too may well have concerned a painting from de Heem’s early 
Leiden period. As such, a candidate for this mention might be found among cat. nos. A 001 to A 
007.620 In Amsterdam, in 1647, interestingly, ‘een trony van de Heem’ (a character head) was 
recorded, valued at 18 guilders.621 No such painting can be identified today. Cat. no. A 065, one of de 
Heem’s large luxury still lifes, may well be identified as the work that, according to a note from 1783, 
“was painted for one of the Nobles at Brussels, and the present proprietor has seen a receipt for 
1220 guilders, paid for it to the artist.” The fact that in 1648 de Heem was commissioned to work for 
Leopold Wilhelm, one of the most powerful figures and at that time probably the most important 
patron in the country, indicates that he had risen to high esteem. In 1661, Cornelis de Bie observed 
that “Den Gouverneur van t'Landt, en Hertoch hoogh van macht / Die houden dese Const in groote 
eer en acht” (The Governor of the Country, and Duke high and mighty, they hold this art in high 
honour and esteem).622 
 De Heems marriage with Anna Ruckers in 1644 had undoubtedly secured his position in the 
Antwerp upper middle class. His father-in-law, Andreas Ruckers, was a celebrated harpsichord maker 
with connections both in artistic circles, as well as with the Antwerp upper class, and de Heem may 
well have engaged patrons through such family connections. Among Ruckers’ relations was the 
diamond trader and art collector Gaspar Duarte (1584-1653). He is not known to have owned work 
by de Heem, but the inventory of his son, Diego Duarte, made up in 1682, lists two still lifes by de 
Heem. One of them was a painting that can probably be identified as cat. no. A 218, which Diego 
Duarte may have bought directly from the artist, the other an unspecified still life of fruit, which may, 
or may not, have come into his possession through his father Gaspar. 
 A lottery organized by the painter Jan de Bondt in Wijk bij Duurstede in 1649 included six 
copies after de Heem and two autograph works by the artist.623 It is interesting to note that the 
estimate for one of the two originals, 66 guilders, was not substantially higher than that for one of 
the copies, which was valued at 50 guilders. This may indicate that the copy was a large painting. The 
other autograph work by de Heem in the lottery, with an estimate of 200 guilders, was the most 
expensive painting, together with a landscape by Willem de Heusch, which was also valued at 200 
guilders, and followed at some distance by a painting of dogs by Jan Baptist Weenix, at 136 
guilders.624 
 Throughout the second half of the seventeenth century, still lifes by de Heem are found in  
inventories, both in the North Netherlands and in Antwerp, but their descriptions, in the majority of 
cases, are far too superficial to allow identification, while measurements are never given, other than, 
occasionally, ‘groot’ or ‘kleijn’ (large or small). Most often, de Heem’s paintings are recorded as ‘een 
fruytagie’ (a fruit piece). Occasionally there is ‘een stuck met blommen’ (a piece with flowers), and 
regularly simply ‘een stuck’ (a piece), as well as the odd ‘copy naer de Heem’. The name of the artist 
is usually given as ‘de Heem’, without initials, so after c.1660 and particularly towards the end of the 
century, confusion with Cornelis de Heem or even with Jan’s grandson David Cornelisz. de Heem is 
possible.625 There are some exceptions, however. The acount of receipts and expenses of the estate 
of Hieronimus van der Straten and Joanna Drijwegen, Goes, for 1662 and 1663, submitted to the 
orphanage board in 1665, includes a list of “fine paintings […] to be sold on a proper occasion to the 
benefit of these three orphaned children […]”, including a painting described as: “Den selven 
[Johannes] de Heem groote fruitage met een pot met roosen, no. 21 op 1000 gulden” (the same 
[Johannes] de Heem large fruit painting with a pot of roses, no. 21, [estimated] at 1000 guilders). The 
previous painting in the list was ‘gold and silver dishes’ by ‘Joannes de Heem’, estimated at 120 
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guilders, which indicates that the second still life was probably of exceptional size and quality.626 The 
painting in question may well have been cat. no. A 190  (St. Petersburg), from 1655. Considering the 
fact that Goes, in Zeeland, is quite close to Antwerp, it is likely that van der Straten was the first 
owner of his two de Heem paintings.627  
 As mentioned, Marten Kretzer must have been an important patron in Amsterdam, who 
already owned work by de Heem in 1650, but we have no indication of which painting(s) this may 
have been. Also, in 1652 it was noted that one Jacob van Wijningen from Utrecht gave some 
paintings to Kretzer as collateral for a loan of 1000 guilders, among them ‘2 stucken van de Heem’.628 
According to Arnold Houbraken, Jan van der Meer claimed that he had paid Jan Davidsz. de Heem 
2000 guilders for the cartouche still life into which another artist (or he himself) painted the portrait 
of Prince William III of Orange, which must have been in about 1671. In 1682, a flower painting by de 
Heem, probably cat. no. A 218 (which is in fact a collaboration with Abraham Mignon), now in 
Stockholm, was valued at 300 guilders, and in 1689, a Joan Fox brought into his wedding goods ‘een 
stuck schilderij van de Heem’ (a painting by de Heem) with an estimated value of 315 guilders.629  
 Thus, in all, only very few data survive concerning the (early) prices of work by Jan Davidsz. 
de Heem, but it is clear, also from the praise the artist received from contemporaries and early 
biographers, that his work was definitely in demand and commanded from relatively high prices to 
very high sums. Some of them rank among the highest prices paid for works by contemporary 
expensive artists such as Gerard Dou and Frans van Mieris. 
 From a few examples it pertains that de Heem’s paintings, apart from as works of art, could 
be considered as fashionable objects that could be altered according to change of taste. In three 
cases, still lifes by Jan Dz. de Heem were ‘modernized’ by identifiable painters. In cat. no. A 028, 
probably from 1632, now in the Hamburger Kunsthalle, of which a second version exists (cat. no. A 
029), a silver-gilt cup-and-cover was painted over with a rummer and a tall wine glass by Simon 
Luttichuys, some twenty years later. Cat. no. A 094, in the Alte Pinakothek in Munich, is not, as has 
always been assumed, a collaborative work by de Heem and Nicolaes van Verendael, but a de Heem 
original from (probably) 1645, that was ‘modernized’ and co-signed by van Verendael in about 1670. 
Those changes and additions, too, can quite easily be recognized by comparison with a variant of the 
composition, cat. no. A 093. Something similar happened to cat. no. A 202, now in the National 
Gallery of Art in Washington DC, to which painting Jan van Huijsum added several flowers in the 
second half of the 1710s. De Heem himself appears to have made some changes to a still life from 
the second half of the 1650s after returning to Antwerp in 1672 (cat. no. A 191).  
 One of de Heem’s early efforts to a more complex composition, cat. no. A 035, was later cut 
up to form two separate still lifes. Several of de Heem’s still lifes were reduced in size at some point, 
perhaps in order to fit into a specific spot, or into a more modern frame, or perhaps because a 
damaged area was removed. Cat. no. A 074 was cut down to an ornamental shape, probably in the 
eighteenth century, apparently because it was chosen to serve as a decorative overdoor painting. 
 
Technical aspects of Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s paintings. 
As mentioned in the introduction, few paintings by de Heem have been analysed technically and 
personally I have not initiated such research. The technical aspects – (pigment)changes, damages, 
restorations, additions and possible repainted areas – of de Heem’s works have, however, 
continuously been an important aspect of my assessment of them. 
 Jan Davidsz. de Heem was obviously a very skilled painter who was in complete command 
of his materials and techniques, and as a result, many of his paintings have survived the ages quite 
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well to very well. In general, he appears to have used high-quality materials of which he made highly 
efficient and effective use, as was concluded in 1999 for cat. no. A 234 (Amsterdam): “… De Heem 
made this painting with the use of pigments that in many respects (behavior, structure or isotope 
composition) seem to stand out from what we presently know of material used by other 
contemporary painters. The layer structure encountered in the study of the painting is rather 
straightforward and highly efficient, demonstrating the hand of an experienced artist who knew how 
to obtain optimal effects with a rather academic technique. With this painting De Heem stretched 
the possibilities of the systematic approach to its limits. With this technique he was able to achieve a 
liveliness that could not have been accomplished by lesser hands.”630 A similar conclusion could be 
drawn for cat. no. A 206 (Antwerp) when it was restored and researched in 2015.631 With the 
recently developed Macro X-ray fluorescence method the layering of the painting could be analysed, 
revealing how de Heem layered his paint and showing areas of dead-colouring and local preparative 
colours for the flowers. For many of his motifs, he applied multiple glazes to attain a specific 
suggestion of texture, translucence and depth. Throughout his career, he was experimenting with 
variations of his technique, for instance concerning the rendering of grapes. Interestingly, in a 
manuscript by Daniel King (c.1616-1661), kept in the British Museum, some descriptions of 
techniques are included that are attributed to ‘de Heem’.632 A recipe on page 45 reads as follows: 
“Grapes / The hightning of grapes with that purplish / mealie colour is made with white lake, bige / of 
earth a little, and earth of Colon to divertion / Mr Deheem / The shadow of linen is white cole blake / 
and a little lake or white Colon earth, coale / and a little yellow oker. Deheem, no umber / Deep 
green and darke gloomy shade of / wood and trees is made with terra varda and smalt / sometimes 
adding brown red an excellent colour / for this purpose and of great use in landskip […]”.633 Whether 
the source was Jan Davidsz. de Heem or perhaps Cornelis can be the subject of speculation.634 
However, before 1661 their techniques were not substantially different. 
 During the first decade of his activity, Jan Davidsz. de Heem used oak panels as the support 
for the majority of his works. Subsequently, also because he occasionally opted for larger formats, he 
regularly worked on canvas. In the following decades he would generally choose canvas for larger 
formats and oak panel for smaller paintings up to about 55 centimetres on the short side, but 
occasionally large panels or smaller canvases occur. Exceptionally, he would work on a (small) copper 
plate, in most cases for flower paintings. Unique in his oeuvre is a probable pair from 1652 of still 
lifes upon a table, painted on copper plates of about 39 x 57 centimetres (cat. nos. A 151 and 152). 
After his return to Antwerp in 1672, de Heem worked almost exclusively on canvas, probably also 
due to the fact that, as a result of the Baltic wars, the importation of oak for panels had decreased 
substantially. 
 Like virtually every seventeenth-century painting, also de Heem’s products have changed to 
some degree over time. For spectacular effects many of his contemporaries would use strong colours 
that, despite their effectiveness when applied, easily deteriorated or faded over time. De Heem is no 
exception. The most obvious is his use of orpiment (schietgeel) for bright yellow roses which will 
have discoloured already after a few decades. This effect can be seen in most of his floral 
compositions. Also lemons, oranges and other yellow(ish) motifs occasionally received a glaze of 
orpiment and are now perceived as a dull yellow ochre. For decorations on porcelain, de Heem 
appears to rather often have used smalt or an unstable mixture of ultramarine, which in both cases 
resulted in a grey tone over time, rather than its original strong blue. The artist also used red and 
yellow lakes, which often have faded. The somewhat dull, dark-red drapery in cat. no. A 101 (Toledo), 
may originally well have been a brighter red and the same may be true for the one in cat. no. A 117 
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(The Hague). The grey tablecloth in cat. no. A 132 (Liechtenstein) and the grey drapery in cat. no. A 
186 (Vienna) may well have been glazed with a red lake, and possibly the bright blue tablecloths in 
cat. nos. A 127 (Edinburgh) and 137 may originally have been a bright green, but only proper pigment 
analysis can provide proof of such an assumption. We may also wonder whether some, or many, of 
de Heem’s pink roses were originally glazed with a layer of red lake which has now faded and which 
would have made them a brighter red.635 Certainly in the case of orpiment, the artist will have been 
aware of the future changes of the pigment, but he will have decided that he simply had no choice if 
he wanted to attain its specific bright yellow, and perhaps presumed that once the orpiment had 
faded, a later painter could add a new transparent layer in order to revive the effect. Unlike Otto 
Marseus van Schieck and his own pupil Elias van den Broeck, however, de Heem has always painted 
his butterflies, so his paintings do not show the blank patches found in the work of those artists, 
where they had impressed actual butterfly wings onto a wet ground.636 
 
Studio practice 
Nothing is specifically known of Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s studio practice, but some observations can 
be made. As mentioned above, in some instances de Heem worked together with other artists. The 
earliest example would appear to be the large luxury still life from 1641 in Brussels, cat. no. A 054, to 
which the blackamoor, and probably the monkey, were contributed by Thomas Willeboirts 
Bosschaert. In 1643, de Heem painted a barn interior, into which the figures were painted in by David 
Teniers the Younger. This painting may well have been a special commission by a patron of both 
artists. While the figures appear to have been added after de Heem had finished his work on the 
painting, they were planned upfront. Although it has occasionally been suggested differently, for 
instance already in 1673, probably for catalogue A 101, the landscape backgrounds in de Heem’s still 
lifes were done by the artist himself, and not by a specialized collaborator. De Heem was clearly not a 
brilliant landscape painter, but he made a proper effort.637 Occasionally, de Heem himself served as a 
collaborator in a work by (an)other painter(s). For instance, he contributed the flowers and fruit to a 
large altarpiece for Leopold Wilhelm in 1648 (cat. no. A 118), he painted a tiny cabinet still life into a 
painting gallery by Jacob de Formentrou in 1653 (cat. no. A 178) and supplied some fruit in a painting 
by Thomas Willeboirts Bosschaert, probably in the following year (cat. no. A 189). Several of de 
Heem’s cartouche still lifes, from the first half of the 1650s, as well as from the 1670s, were done in 
collaboration with Erasmus Quellinus II, who painted the hard-stone scrolls and sculptural details 
upon which de Heem applied his fruit and flowers in some of his cartouche still lifes. 
 Jan Davidsz. de Heem was also active as a teacher. Some contracts with prospective pupils 
are known, and the Antwerp guild also registered several of his pupils. Of some of these artists-in 
the-making not a single work is recorded and neither did they ever register as a master in the guild. 
We cannot be sure that they ever produced a finished still life, or painting of any other kind. Other de 
Heem pupils, such as Andries Benedetti and Alexander Coosemans, became relatively successful still-
life painters in their own right. Of several other artists, such as Laurens Craen, Jan Pauwel Gillemans 
the Elder, and Johannes Hannot, we can only surmise on the basis of their style and choice of 
subjects, that they spent time in de Heem’s Antwerp studio. De Heem without doubt trained his son 
Cornelis. In 1654, at the age of 23, Cornelis produced his first known dated works, in which he shows 
himself to have become a skilful and fully trained still-life painter. Some paintings by him certainly 
date from the years prior to 1654. His style and subject matter are close to Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s 
works and he must have been given the opportunity to spend all the time he needed to finish them 
in full detail. His later works, painted after his father had left Antwerp, would become generally less 
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elaborate and less meticulously finished, which indicates that he had his own clientele which was not 
of the same level as that of Jan Dz. de Heem. Clearly, most of the time he was unable to maintain the 
high level of quality that working with his father had allowed him to attain. 
 In his Utrecht years, several artists came to de Heem for training and guidance. Maria van 
Oosterwijck probably moved to Utrecht in order to improve her skills in de Heem’s studio. In 1664, 
Jacob Marrel left his pupil Abraham Mignon with the artist and Mignon and de Heem shared a studio 
for several years. Elias van den Broeck became a pupil in 1669 and remained with de Heem when he 
returned to Antwerp in 1672. Jacob Rotius must have paid extensive visits to de Heem’s studio, first 
in Utrecht and later in Antwerp. 
 In general, Jan Davidsz. de Heem appears to have started, elaborated and finished his 
paintings entirely by himself. Only a few examples include some details that appear to have been 
painted by Abraham Mignon, in particular cat. nos. A 218 and 234, while de Heem’s hand can be 
recognized in a few of Mignon’s flower paintings. Houbraken mentioned that de Heem “voor 
gewoonte had hunne werken met zyn konstpenceel t' overloopen of over te polysten, gelyk ook de 
stukken van Minjon die eenige jaren by hem woonde om de Konst te leeren” (had the habit to 
retouch or polish their [his sons] works with his art brush, and also the pieces by Mignon who lived 
with him for some years in order to learn the art). I have found no evidence of this in Cornelis’ work, 
however, and have argued that Jan Jansz. de Heem, as a painter, is most probably a myth, partly 
evoked by a misconception of Houbraken. 
 Only one drawing is known that can rather convincingly be attributed to Jan Davidsz. de 
Heem (cat. no. D 01), but a few other drawings, probably from the mid-1640s, appear to have 
originated in de Heem’s studio and can be connected with paintings by (probable) pupils. This seems 
to indicate that preparatory drawings were used in the studio, although perhaps not for the master’s 
own compositions, which he probably laid out directly on the canvas or panel. The suggestion that 
pupils or assistants would have done preparatory work for him is, in my view, in contrast with the 
creative process of the highly original and precise artist de Heem was.638 In any case, de Heem must 
have made frequent use of studies of motifs, since identical objects, fruit and flowers occur in 
different paintings, sometimes years apart. He must have retained a substantial stock of such studies, 
of which, however, no examples appear to have survived. Whether these were studies in oils or 
drawings, in black and white or colour, can only be speculated upon. In view of the degree of detail 
of the repeated motifs, these studies must in any case have been quite detailed.639 
 
Iconography and symbols 
The last decades of the previous century, in particular, have seen a tendency in art history to search 
for ‘hidden meanings’, symbolism, and an emblematic contents of seventeenth-century paintings, 
not in the least of still lifes. There can be no denying that many, if not the majority of still lifes from 
the period are more than simply attractive images. Also the oeuvre of Jan Davidsz. de Heem includes 
several paintings that are obviously emblematic, but even his most explicit vanitas still lifes cannot be 
read as rebuses in which every motif has a symbolic meaning. However, general symbolic references 
that were familiar to contemporary viewers can often be found in his still lifes. The vast majority of 
them can be seen as images of transience: flowers fade, fruit rots, flies remind us of decay, wealth 
and luxury may incite contemplation of our timely earthly existence. Caterpillars and butterflies can 
be understood as representing the cycle of life, and lobsters may stand for inconstancy. Globes evoke 
thoughts of earthly or heavenly matters, musical instruments and smoking utensils may refer to the 
volatility of enjoyment. In bouquets, festoons and garlands, in specific combinations, white lilies may 
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well have alluded to the Virgin, and thorny roses to Christ. More than once, de Heem included motifs 
in his still lifes, such as in cat. no. A 218 (Stockholm), that represent the Four Elements. In the proper 
context, oranges referred to the House of Orange, and more particularly to the young Prince William 
III (cat. no. A 249), and in some of de Heem’s still lifes bread and wine could easily be read by 
contemporaries as symbols of the Eucharist. Besides that, it is quite possible that there are motifs in 
his works that had a specific symbolic meaning for the owner which completely eludes the modern 
viewer. What exactly, for instance, does the arrow in cat. no. A 129 (Dresden) stand for, from which 
the wine appears to be dropping into the sturdy rummer in the centre? Nevertheless, apart from, 
perhaps, the explicit vanitas still lifes, such symbolism was not the prime raison d’être for de Heem’s 
paintings. 
 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s core business was illusionism. He made every effort in his still lifes to present 
a convincing illusion, a seeming reality (‘schijn zonder schijn’ as Angel called this). Already in 1661, 
Cornelis de Bie, in his Gulden cabinet der edel vry schilderkunst, went out of his way to extol de 
Heem’s abilities to paint fruit and other comestibles so deceivingly real, that viewers were easily 
fooled and that their appetite for the delicious dishes the painter presented them with would be 
aroused beyond measure.640 Pregnant women, he advised, should avoid looking at de Heem’s still 
lifes too closely, or they would get an insufferable appetite.641 And, he said, “De Heem is soodanich 
schilderende dat den Natuer stom staet midts sijn Fruyten door Pinceel het leven schier overtreffen.” 
(De Heem paints in such a way that Nature is speechless, since his fruits done by the brush all but 
surpass life [= reality]). 642 
 This illusionistic quality has remained the strength of Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s still lifes over 
the centuries. And while in the details his paintings are true to life, they surpass reality in many 
aspects. De Heem attained an atmospheric magic that overstepped the boundaries of exact 
rendition, giving his motifs a complementary strength and expressiveness by means of his highly 
individual use of light, texture, and composition. His works are the products of a very inquisitive, 
creative, and intelligent mind, an eager, sharp, and observant eye, an extremely skilled hand, and, 
undoubtedly , indefatigable stamina. 
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Jan Davidsz. de Heem 1606-1684 - Summary 
This study explores the life and work of Jan Davidsz. de Heem, and examines it within the context of 
still-life painting in the Netherlands, particularly from the period 1626 to 1684, during which de 
Heem was active. In those years, certainly from c.1640 to c.1675, Jan Davidsz. de Heem was one of 
the leading painters of still lifes. Apart from the unmistakably high quality of his work, the fact that 
de Heem worked alternately in the Northern and Southern Netherlands contributed substantially to 
the spreading of his renown. A thorough analysis of his oeuvre makes it clear that throughout his 
career, Jan Davidsz. de Heem, in addition to maintaining a high standard of quality for his work, was 
continuously looking for changes, innovations, and improvements, in contrast with many of his 
contemporaries who, once they had found their own manner, kept on repeating themselves. Also, he 
must constantly have kept a keen eye on the market for his works. 
 The first two chapters deal with Jan Davidsz. de Heem‘s effigies and with his biography. A 
small painting in the Rijksmuseum was always regarded as a self-portrait by the artist, but through  
comparison with de Heem’s drawn portrait by Jan Lievens, a portrait by Adriaen Brouwer, and self-
portraits in some early works, I have determined that it is not of and not by de Heem. Much of the 
artist’s biography had been published in earlier literature, but by revisiting the various documents 
and through contextual issues, it was possible to refine various data to some degree. Importantly, 
the artist’s probable burial date, 10th February 1684, could be traced. As a whole, the biography 
remains somewhat patchy, however, due to a lack of further documents. Nevertheless, it was 
possible to establish with more certainty that de Heem left Leiden around mid-1631 and that he 
settled in Antwerp not long before early 1636. In the meantime, judging from his personal 
relationships and stylistic issues, he appears to have spent time in or around Amsterdam. 
Unfortunately no baptismal registration for his daughter Torentiana, born most probably in 1635, 
could be found. De Heem’s return to Utrecht, generally believed to have occurred sometime after 
1660, can now safely be dated to c.1658. It has become clear that Jan Davidsz. de Heem was not very 
particular about his religious (and political) affiliations. Although he was born into a protestant family 
that had fled the Southern Netherlands for religious reasons, he blended into the Roman Catholic 
community in Antwerp, apparently without any reservations, after his move there in the mid-1630s. 
After his return to Utrecht, however, he worked, at least in part, for a protestant and Orangist 
patronage. Just as easily, he picked up Roman Catholic themes again after his return to Antwerp in 
1672. In the last chapter, the concluding observations, the available (but rare) documents concerning 
early owners and prices are concisely discussed. They confirm that de Heem’s paintings were 
generally held in high esteem and occasionally fetched very high prices, ranking him among the most 
expensive masters of his time. 
 The main chapters of this study discuss Jan Davidsz. de Heem ‘s oeuvre, which I have chosen 
to describe in detail and in chronological order, analysing his paintings individually and in relation to 
each other. This has proven to offer many new insights into de Heem’s development as a painter. Up 
to 1655, de Heem dated a relatively high number of his paintings, which constitute a firm framework 
into which undated works could be inserted rather seamlessly. After 1655, de Heem dated only one 
extant painting, in 1675, therefore, no such framework exists for that period. However, as a result of 
de Heem’s creativity and his urge to develop his skills and approach continuously throughout his 
career, a distinct development could be detected in his work also for those decades. 
 From the chronological presentation of the paintings it becomes clear that in de Heem’s early 
years, after his move from Utrecht to Leiden in 1625, he is searching for his own style and idiom. 
Initially, the emulations of the work of his probable teacher, Balthasar van der Ast, play a substantial 
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role. Free and random citations from paintings by van der Ast from the first half of the 1620s betray 
de Heem’s presence in that artist’s studio for at least part of those years. Other sources of inspiration 
can be recognized in those early paintings as well, however. In 1628, he moves on from still lifes of 
fruit to still lifes of books, occasionally with a vanitas aspect, he also experiments with interiors with 
a single figure, appears to be one of the first artists to paint a barn interior still life, and reacts early 
to Haarlem ‘monochrome banketjes’. From (late) 1629 onwards, de Heem develops a more personal 
style and idiom, resulting in increasingly monumental still lifes. A stylistic connection with the work of 
Jan Jansz. den Uyl, who was active in Amsterdam, can be observed. 

Surprisingly, from de Heem’s first years in Antwerp few paintings survive, while during those 
years he must have established his reputation there. By 1640, his success was evident. In that year he 
paints the first dated example of his large luxury still lifes, colourful images of tables richly filled with 
costly objects, exquisite fruit and other luxurious foods, together with musical instruments, books, 
documents, seashells, and globes. Several such large paintings appear in the first half of the 1640s, 
but de Heem also steadily produces still lifes of small and medium formats, barely less rich in their 
appearance. As an appendix, I have included images of all the paintings on scale, through which the 
variety in sizes becomes clear. Around the mid-1640s, Jan Davidsz. de Heem paints his first floral 
compositions, but he did not pursue those substantially until more than ten years later. In about 
1646, he also paints a small landscape, which clearly relates to the landscape background views in 
several of his larger still lifes from the period. In 1643, de Heem produced another barn interior, in 
collaboration with David Teniers II. Other collaborations, most of which had not been established yet, 
can be pointed out, among others with Thomas Willeboirts Bosschaert, Erasmus Quellinus II, and 
with Gerard Seghers. With Seghers and three other painters, he worked on a large altarpiece for the 
Governor of the Spanish Netherlands, Leopold Wilhelm of Habsburg, for whom he executed several 
more commissions during the latter’s sojourn in Flanders (1647-1656). Patrons must also have come 
through his family connection with the prominent Antwerp harpsichord maker Andreas Ruckers, 
whose daughter Anna he married in 1644, after the death of his first wife, Aeltgen van Weede. While 
in Antwerp, he also had connections in the Northern Netherlands, among others with the 
Amsterdam dealer and collector Marten Kretzer. 
 The first half of the 1650s was a very productive period for de Heem. This is, for instance, 
demonstrated by the fact that over 15 still lifes can be assigned to the year 1652, and a similar 
number to the next year. The numbers decrease for 1654 and 1655. Partly due to a lack of dated 
works, the production for the following years, the transitional period between Antwerp and Utrecht, 
is unclear. The artist’s output increases again after his settlement in Utrecht in about 1658, 
particularly with flower paintings, which from then on become an important trademark. Maria van 
Oosterwijck, painter of floral still lifes, appears to have moved to Utrecht in 1660 specifically to 
improve her skills under de Heem’s guidance. In 1664, Jacob Marrel leaves his pupil Abraham Mignon 
with de Heem. Mignon became a pupil and emulator, shared the studio and remained there after de 
Heem’s departure for Antwerp in 1672. I have been able to reconstruct a chronology for Jan Davidsz. 
de Heem’s paintings from after 1655 partly on the basis of the relationship with the works of pupils 
such as van Oosterwijck and Mignon. An interesting figure turned out to be Jacob Rotius, one of the 
very few de Heem pupils and followers who rather consistently dated his work. The chronology of his 
paintings coincides surprisingly well with the hypothetical chronology established for de Heem’s late 
work.  In general, the paintings of pupils and close followers, from the early 1640s onwards, have 
turned out to be very relevant for the study of de Heem’s own work and of its impact on still-life 
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painting. Many such relationships were pointed out and examined, which provided substantial depth 
to the understanding and appreciation of de Heem’s position in the art world of his time. 
 Also after his return to Antwerp, Jan Davidsz. de Heem maintained his contacts in the 
Northern Netherlands, judging from the fact that, among others, his ‘Vivat Oraenge’ still life, which 
was undoubtedly painted for a Dutch patron, can be dated to c.1673 on stylistic grounds. De Heem 
most likely worked until his death at the age of 77 in 1684. While his dated still life from 1675 – 
painted at about 69 years old – still is a full-fledged masterpiece, his production appears to have 
decreased, in numbers as well as in quality, after the later 1670s. 
 
To this study several appendixes have been added, the one with the images on scale was already 
mentioned above. In addition, there is an appendix with an overview of the documents pertaining to 
Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s life, and one with chronologically arranged images of over 80 of his 
signatures in documents and on paintings. Finally, and most importantly, there is a catalogue of all 
270 paintings that I consider to be autograph works by de Heem. In each entry, data on support and 
measurements are provided, as well as a transcription of the signature, a description of the contents 
of the image, and as much information as I have been able to gather on provenance, literature 
references, and exhibitions. Also such data are provided for the one drawing for which an attribution 
to de Heem can be maintained, and for the few rejected drawings. 
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Jan Davidsz. de Heem 1606-1684 - Samenvatting 
Deze studie behandelt het leven en werk van Jan Davidsz. de Heem en onderzoekt dit in de context 
van de stillevenschilderkunst in de Nederlanden, met name die uit de periode 1626 tot 1684, 
gedurende welke De Heem werkzaam was. In die jaren, en zeker in de periode van ca. 1640 tot ca. 
1675, was Jan Davidsz. de Heem was een van de meest toonaangevende schilders van stillevens. 
Behalve de onmiskenbaar hoge kwaliteit van zijn werk speelde het feit dat De Heem afwisselend in 
de Noordelijke en in de Zuidelijke Nederlanden werkzaam was een belangrijke rol in de verspreiding 
van zijn roem. Een diepgaande analyse van zijn oeuvre maakt duidelijk dat Jan Davidsz. de Heem 
gedurende zijn gehele schildersloopbaan niet alleen vasthield aan een hoge kwaliteitsstandaard voor 
zijn werk, maar onophoudelijk op zoek was naar verandering, vernieuwing en verbetering, dit in 
tegenstelling tot velen van zijn tijdgenoten die, nadat ze een eigen stijl hadden gevonden, zich 
eindeloos bleven herhalen. Daarnaast moet De Heem onophoudelijk de markt voor zijn werk hebben 
verkend. 
 De eerste twee hoofdstukken behandelen De Heems beeltenissen en zijn biografie. Een klein 
schilderij in het Rijksmuseum werd altijd beschouwd als een zelfportret van de kunstenaar, maar na 
vergelijking met het getekende portret van De Heem door Jan Lievens en zijn beeltenis op een 
schilderij van Adriaen Brouwer heb ik moeten concluderen dat het schilderij noch De Heem voorstelt, 
noch van zijn hand is. Over de biografie van Jan Davidsz. de Heem was al veel gepubliceerd, maar 
door het opnieuw bestuderen van de diverse documenten en met behulp van gerelateerde gegevens 
bleek het mogelijk te zijn diverse data enigszins te verfijnen. Belangrijk is dat de waarschijnlijke 
begraafdatum van de schilder kon worden vastgesteld, 10 februari 1684. Als gevolg van het 
ontbreken van verdere documenten blijft de biografie van Jan Davidsz. de Heem echter nog verre 
van volledig. Niettemin was het mogelijk met meer zekerheid vast te stellen dat De Heem omstreeks 
het midden van 1631 Leiden verliet en zich niet lang voor het voorjaar van 1636 in Antwerpen 
vestigde. Afgaande op persoonlijke relaties en stilistische aspecten van zijn werk lijkt het erop dat hij 
de tussenliggende jaren in of in de omgeving van Amsterdam doorbracht. Helaas bleek het niet 
mogelijk een doopinschrijving te vinden voor zijn dochter Torentiana, die waarschijnlijk in 1635 werd 
geboren. Lang werd aangenomen dat De Heem na 1660 naar Utrecht terugkeerde, maar nu kan met 
zekerheid worden vastgesteld dat dat al omstreeks 1658 gebeurde. Het is duidelijk dat Jan Davidsz. 
de Heem geen sterke godsdienstige (en politieke) overtuigingen zal hebben gehad. Hoewel  hij werd 
geboren uit een familie die om religieuze redenen de Zuidelijke Nederlanden was ontvlucht, aardde 
hij kennelijk zonder veel moeite in de Rooms-Katholieke gemeenschap in Antwerpen, nadat hij zich in 
het midden van de jaren 1630 in die stad had gevestigd. Terug in Utrecht werkte hij echter, ten 
minste ten dele, voor protestante en Oranjegezinde opdrachtgevers en even gemakkelijk nam hij 
weer Katholieke thema’s in behandeling na zijn terugkeer in Antwerpen in 1672. In het laatste 
hoofdstuk, de Concluding observations, worden beknopt de weinige gegevens betreffende vroege 
eigenaars van - en prijzen voor De Heems werk behandeld. Daaruit wordt duidelijk dat De Heems 
schilderijen over het algemeen bijzonder werden gewaardeerd en soms zeer hoge opbrengsten 
hadden, waarmee hij tot de duurst betaalde schilders van zijn tijd behoorde. 
 In de kernhoofdstukken van deze studie wordt het oeuvre van Jan Davidsz. de Heem 
behandeld. Ik heb ervoor gekozen dit in chronologische volgorde en gedetailleerd te doen, waarbij 
de schilderijen een voor een en in relatie tot elkaar worden besproken. Dit bleek te leiden tot vele 
nieuwe inzichten met betrekking tot de ontwikkeling van De Heem als schilder. Tot 1655 dateerde De 
Heem een relatief groot aantal van zijn werken, met een raamwerk tot gevolg waarin niet-
gedateerde schilderijen zonder veel moeite kunnen worden ingepast. Na 1655 dateerde de schilder 
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slechts één nog bekend stilleven, in 1675, zodat voor die periode een dergelijk raamwerk niet 
voorhanden is. Als gevolg van De Heems creativiteit en zijn drang tot het onophoudelijk bijstellen van 
zijn benadering en techniek, kon echter ook voor die decennia een duidelijke chronologie worden 
vastgesteld. 
 Uit de chronologische presentatie van zijn schilderijen wordt duidelijk dat De Heem in zijn 
vroege Jaren, na zijn verhuizing van Utrecht naar Leiden in 1625, op zoek is naar een eigen stijl en 
idioom. Aanvankelijk spelen emulaties van het werk van Balthasar van der Ast, die waarschijnlijk zijn 
leermeester was, een belangrijke rol. De vele en willekeurige ontleningen aan schilderijen van Van 
der Ast uit de eerste helft van de jaren 1620 verraden dat De Heem tenminste een deel van die jaren 
in Van der Asts atelier moet zijn geweest. Andere bronnen van inspiratie spelen echter ook een rol in 
die tijd. In 1628 schakelt De Heem over van vruchtenstillevens naar stillevens met boeken, soms met 
een vanitaselement, maar ook experimenteert hij met interieurs met een enkele figuur, lijkt hij een 
van de eersten te zijn die een schuurstilleven schildert en reageert hij vroeg op de eerste Haarlemse 
‘monochrome banketjes’. Met ingang van (laat) 1629 ontwikkelt De Heem een meer persoonlijke stijl 
en idioom met toenemend monumentale stillevens tot gevolg. Enige stilistische verwantschap is 
merkbaar met het werk van Jan Jansz. den Uyl, die werkzaam was in Amsterdam. 
 Het is verrassend dat maar weinig werk bekend is uit de eerste jaren van De Heems 
werkzaamheid in Antwerpen, terwijl hij juist in die jaren zijn reputatie daar moet hebben gevestigd. 
In 1640 is zijn succes echter duidelijk aanwijsbaar. In dat jaar schildert hij het eerste gedateerde 
voorbeeld van zijn grote, kleurige stillevens van rijk beladen tafels met tal van kostbare voorwerpen, 
mooie vruchten en ander luxueus voedsel, afgebeeld met muziekinstrumenten, boeken, 
documenten. schelpen en globes. Gedurende de eerste helft van de jaren 1640 schildert hij diverse 
van dergelijke grote composities, maar ook produceert hij gestadig stillevens van kleinere formaten, 
die echter nauwelijks minder rijk van uitstraling zijn. In een bijlage bij deze studie heb ik alle 
schilderijen op schaal afgebeeld, zodat een duidelijke indruk ontstaat van De Heems variëteit in 
formaten. Omstreeks het midden van de jaren 1640 schilderde De Heem zijn eerste composities met 
bloemen, maar pas meer dan tien jaar later zou dat onderwerp werkelijk een belangrijk deel van zijn 
oeuvre gaan uitmaken. Omstreeks 1646 maakt hij ook een klein landschapschilderij, dat duidelijk 
verwant is aan de landschappen in de doorzichten op diverse van zijn wat grotere stillevens. In 1643 
schildert hij opnieuw een schuurinterieur, dit keer in samenwerking met David Teniers II. Ook andere 
samenwerkingen, voor een belangrijk deel niet eerder onderkend, vonden plaats, onder meer met 
Thomas Willeboirts Bosschaert, Erasmus Quellinus II en Gerard Seghers. Met Seghers en drie andere 
kunstenaars werkte Jan Davidsz. de Heem aan een groot altaarstuk voor de gouverneur van Spaanse 
Nederlanden, Leopold Wilhelm van Habsburg, voor wie hij diverse schilderijen maakte tijdens diens 
verblijf in Vlaanderen (1647-1656). De Heem zal ook opdrachten hebben ontvangen als gevolg van 
zijn familierelatie met de prominente Antwerpse klavecimbelbouwer Andreas Ruckers, met wiens 
dochter Anna hij in 1644 trouwde, na het overlijden van zijn eerste vrouw Aeltgen van Weede. 
Terwijl hij in Antwerpen werkzaam was, had hij ook contacten in het noorden, onder meer met de 
Amsterdamse handelaar en verzamelaar Marten Kretzer. 
 Ook de eerste helft van de jaren 1650 was een zeer productieve periode voor De Heem. Dit 
blijkt bijvoorbeeld uit het feit dat meer dan 15 stillevens konden worden gedateerd in 1652 en een 
dergelijk aantal in het daarop volgende jaar. Voor 1654 en 1655 neemt het aantal weer af. Deels 
vanwege het gebrek aan gedateerde werken is onduidelijk hoeveel De Heem schildert in de daarop 
volgende jaren, die de overgangsperiode tussen Antwerpen en Utrecht vormen. Nadat hij zich 
omstreeks 1658 in Utrecht heeft gevestigd, neemt zijn productie echter weer toe, vooral met 
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bloemstillevens, die van die tijd af mede beeldbepalend zijn voor zijn werk. De bloemenschilderes 
Maria van Oosterwijck verhuisde in 1660 naar Utrecht, kennelijk speciaal met het doel om onder 
begeleiding van De Heem haar vaardigheden te verhogen. In 1664 brengt Jacob Marrel zijn leerling 
Abraham Mignon bij De Heem. Mignon werd zijn leerling en emulator, deelde het atelier met hem en 
bleef er werken na het vertrek van De Heem naar Antwerpen in 1672. Dat het is gelukt een 
chronologie aan te brengen in het werk van Jan Davidsz. de Heem van na 1655 is mede te danken 
aan vergelijking ervan met het werk van kunstenaars als Mignon en Van Oosterwijck. Interessant in 
dat opzicht bleek ook het werk van Jacob Rotius te zijn, die als een van de weinige leerlingen en 
navolgers van De Heem zijn schilderijen vrij consistent dateerde. De chronologie van zijn schilderijen 
blijkt goed aan te sluiten bij de hypothetische chronologie die ik voor De Heems late werk opstelde. 
In het algemeen blijken de werken van leerlingen en navolgers vanaf de vroege jaren 1640 beslist 
relevant te zijn voor het onderzoek naar De Heems eigen werk en de invloed daarvan op de 
stillevenschilderkunst. Veel van dergelijke relaties worden in deze studie aangegeven en onderzocht, 
wat aanzienlijk meer diepte geeft aan het begrip en de waardering van de plaats die De Heem 
inneemt in de kunstwereld van zijn tijd. 
 Ook na zijn terugkeer naar Antwerpen behield Jan Davidsz. de Heem zijn contacten in de 
Noordelijke Nederlanden, te oordelen naar het feit dat een schilderij als zijn ‘Vivat Oraenge’ stilleven, 
ongetwijfeld geschilderd voor een Hollandse klant, op stilistische gronden kan worden gedateerd in 
ca. 1673. Waarschijnlijk werkte De Heem tot zijn dood op 77-jarige leeftijd in 1684. Terwijl zijn 
stilleven uit 1675 – geschilderd toen hij ongeveer 69 jaar oud was – nog een volwaardig meesterwerk 
is, lijkt zijn productie zowel in aantallen als in kwaliteit te zijn afgenomen na de late jaren 1670. 
 
Aan deze studie zijn diverse appendices toegevoegd, waarvan degene met de afbeeldingen op schaal 
hierboven al ter sprake kwam. Daarnaast zijn er een appendix met een overzicht van alle 
documenten die betrekking hebben op het leven van Jan Davidsz. de Heem en een waarin meer dan 
tachtig van zijn signaturen, zowel van documenten als van schilderijen, chronologisch zijn afgebeeld. 
Tot slot en als belangrijkste is er een catalogus van alle 270 schilderijen die ik als eigenhandige 
werken van Jan Davidsz. de Heem beschouw. In iedere entry worden gegevens betreffende drager en 
maten gegeven, evenals een transcriptie van de signatuur, een beschrijving van de inhoud van het 
beeld en zoveel informatie als ik heb kunnen verzamelen aangaande herkomst, literatuur en 
tentoonstellingen. Die gegevens worden ook verstrekt voor de ene tekening waarvoor een 
toeschrijving aan De Heem kan worden gehandhaafd en voor een aantal tekeningen waarvan de 
toeschrijving moet worden verworpen. 
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Appendix I 
Chronological list of events relating to the biography of Jan Davidsz. de Heem, with references. 
 
Please note that for Utrecht dates, which still follow the Julian calendar during the seventeenth century, the 
date in the Gregorian calendar has been added in brackets. 
Abbreviations: 
DTB: Doop-, Trouw- en Begraafboeken (Registers of Baptisms, Marriages and Burials) 
SA: Gemeentearchief (Municipal Archives) Amsterdam 
GAL: Gemeentearchief (Municipal Archives) Leiden  
GAU: Gemeentearchief (Municipal Archives) Utrecht 
RAU: Rijksarchief (State Archives) Utrecht 
T&P : Register van Transporten en Plechten (Register of Conveyances and Mortgages) 
FA : Stadsarchief (Municipal Archives) Antwerp (FelixArchief) 
When published (about), (a) literature reference(s) is given in a smaller type. 
I have consulted most of the original documents, which has resulted in a number of (minor) corrections of 
earlier publications such as VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883 and HELMUS 1991. The spelling of names is as much as 
possible according to the original documents. 
 
1594, August 16 (August 26). Jan Martensz. van den Bosch, paternal grandfather of Jan Davidsz. de Heem, and 
his wife Heijltgen buy a house called ‘Die Rose’ on De Rosendael, next to Sint Geertuydenkerckhoff in Utrecht. 
(GAU, Stadsarchief II, inv.no. 3243, T&P, 16 August 1594, fol. 93-95).  
BOK 1990, pp. 49, 51 (note 6) ; HELMUS 1991, p. 226. 
 
1603, July 11. The marriage banns are registered in Leiden of David Jansz., born in Antwerp, widower of 
Magdalena Roelant, and Hillegont Theunisdr., widow of Cornelis Evertsz. from Leiden (GAL, Kerkelijk 
ondertrouwregister E, 11 juli 1603, fol. 70v).  
WURFBAIN 1989, pp. 432, 440 (note 7); BOK 1990, p. 51 (note 5); HELMUS 1991, p. 226. 
 
1603, July 21 (July 31). The marriage banns are registered in Utrecht of David Jansz van Antwerpen, widower of 
Magdalena Roelands, and Hillegond Theunis, widow of Cornelis Evertsz from Leiden (GAU, DTB 90, Nederlands 
Hervormde Gemeente, huwelijken, 21 juli 1603, fol. 199).  
WURFBAIN 1989, p. 440 (note 7); BOK 1990, pp. 48, 51 (note 5); HELMUS 1991, p. 226. 
 
1606, around April 17-20 (April 27-30) 
Johannes Davidsz. van Antwerpen (later: de Heem) is born in Utrecht. This can be derived from a statement 
given by his uncle Marten Jansz. van Antwerpen on 7th (17th) February 1625, see below. 
 
1610, December 28 (1611, January 7). David Jansz. van Antwerpen, speelman [?] (musician), is living at the 
Vismarkt (Fish Market) in Utrecht. (GAU, Stadsarchief II, inv. no. 3243, T&P, 28 December 1610, fol. 277, 278).  
BOK 1990, pp. 49, 52 (note 11); HELMUS 1991, p. 226. 
 
1611, February 21 (March 4). David Jansz. van Antwerpen buys a large chapter-house on the Domkerkhof, 
directly behind his house on Vismarkt (RAU, Domkapittel archive, inv. no. 582,  conveyances of chapter-houses, 
21 February 1611).  
BOK 1990, pp. 49, 52 (note 12); HELMUS 1991, p. 226. 
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1612, June 16 (June 26). The estate of David Jansz. van Antwerpen is divided in Utrecht, which indicates that he 
had died somewhat earlier. (GAU, Stadsarchief II, inv. no. 3243, T&P, 5 April 1623, fol. 299-303).  
BOK 1990, pp. 50, 52 (note 13); HELMUS 1991, p. 226. 
 
1613, January 11. The marriage banns of Hillegont Theunisdr., widow of David Jansz. van Antwerpen, and Johan 
Jacob Kerver from Worms, living in Leiden, are made public in Leiden. (GAL, Kerkelijk ondertrouwregister G, 11 
January 1613, fol. 230).  
WURFBAIN 1989, p. 433, 440 (note 8); HELMUS 1991, p. 226.  

The banns were also made public in Utrecht (where ‘Kerver’is spelled ‘Kerner’, and with the addition 
that he was living in Leiden, and that she was living on Vischmarckt [Utrecht]), on 20 December 1612 (30 
December), where the actual marriage took place on 31 January 1613 (10 February) (GAU, DTB 91, fol. 104, 
Reformed Marriages, 31 January 1613)  
BOK 1990, pp. 50, 52 (note 14); HELMUS 1991, p. 226. 
 
1615, April 20 (April 30). Deed naming the paternal and maternal guardians of Jan Davidsz. van Antwerpen and 
his sisters, Margriet and Heijltgen, as Marten Jansz. van Antwerpen, Marcelis Jansz. van Antwerpen (residing in 
Gorinchem), Hillegond Anthonisdr. (Jan’s mother) and Peter Nanninx (residing outside Leiden). (GAU, 
Stadsarchief II, T&P, inv. no. 3243, 20 April 1615, fol. 233, 234).  
BOK 1990, pp. 48, 49, 51 (note 6); HELMUS 1991, p. 227. 
 
1615, May 1 (May 10). Johan Jacobsz. Coornhert buys a house on Vismarkt (Fish Market) (now no. 18), adjacent 
on the right-hand side to the van Antwerpen family home. He has the house renovated, which renovation had 
been finished by January 1618. The house was named ‘In den Hochdeusche Vergulde Bibel’ (GAU, Stadarchief 
II, T&P, inv. no. 3243, 1 May 1615, fol. 280, 281 and 15 January 1618, fol. 26, 27).  
BOK 1990, pp. 50, 52 (notes 15, 16); HELMUS 1991, p. 227. 
 
1623, July 23 (August 2). J. Coornhert conveys his house on Domkerkhof. It had been sold on April 23 (May 3). 
(GAU, Stadsarchief II, inv. no. 3218, Decreetboek [Book of Decrees], 23 July 1623, fol. 124-129).  
BOK 1990, pp. 50, 52 (note 20); HELMUS 1991, p. 227. 
 
1625, February 1 (February 11). J. Coornhert conveys his house ‘In den Hochdeusche Vergulde Bibel’ on 
Vismarkt (Fish Market). It had been auctioned publicly on January 18 (January 28) at the request of one of his 
creditors. (GAU, Stadsarchief II, inv. no. 3218, Decreetboek [Book of Decrees], 1 February 1625, fol. 365-368).  
BOK 1990, pp. 50, 52 (note 21); HELMUS 1991, p. 227 
 
1625, February 7 (February 17). ‘Marten Jansz. van Antwerpen, als momber over Jan Davidtsz. van Antwerpen, 
dwelcke, soo hy verclaerden, Paesschen eerstcomende out sall werden negentien jaeren, seyde dat denselven 
es een schilder syns hantwercx ende van meninge naer Italiën te reijsen, daertoe soo ter cledinge, reyscosten 
als andersins hy gelt van doene sall hebben, ende dat den selven compteert hondert vyftich gl. hooftsoms op 
de huyse onlanx by Michiel Sem by decrete gecoft, gelegen by de Vischmerct, dwelcke hij geerne aff..[illegible] 
ende daer toe employeren soude. Ende es hem daer op geseijt dat de heeren daer toe haren advijs 
vooralsnoch niet verleenen cunnen’ 

 (‘Marten Jansz. van Antwerpen, as guardian of Jan Davidtsz. van Antwerpen, who, according to him, 
will turn nineteen years old this coming Easter, said that the latter is a painter by profession and that he 
intends to travel to Italy, for which purpose he would need money for clothing, travelling expenses and other 
matters, and that since the same was entitled to one hundred fifty guilders from the recent sale under 
bankrupcy order of a house on the Fish Market to Michiel Sem, which he would like to [word illegible] and use 
for that purpose. And he was subsequently informed that the gentlemen are as yet unable to consent’).  
(GAU, Stadsarchief II, inv. no. 1385, Besoignes van de Momboirkamer (Orphanage Board Proceedings), 7 
February 1625).  
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WURFBAIN 1989, p. 432, 440 (note 4, 5); BOK 1990, pp. 48, 50, 51 (note 3); HELMUS 1991, p. 226, 227.  
  
1625, June 27. Hillegont Theunisdr. is inscribed as a citizen of Leiden. (GAL, Poorterboek [Register of Citizens] 
1603-1638, fol. 166r-v, 27 June 1625: Hillegont Theunisdochter, huijsvrouw van Jan Jacobsz. Coornhert van 
Utrecht […] als poorterse deser stede aengenomen).  
WURFBAIN 1989, p. 433, 440 (note 11); BOK 1990, pp. 50, 52 (note 23); HELMUS 1991, p. 227. 
 
1626, August 21. Record of a dispute between ‘Mr. Johannes de Heem’ and Boudewijn Pietersz. Vergeijl 
concerning an unknown matter, probably a debt. (GAL, Oudrechterlijk Archief [RA] inv. nr. 47 deel Q, 
Vredemakersboek January 1626 – February 1628, fol. 117v). WURFBAIN 1989, p. 434, 441 (note 15); HELMUS 

1991, p. 227. 
 
1626, November 12 (November 22). The marriage banns of Johannes Davidsz.de Heem from Utrecht and 
Aeltgen Cornelis van Weede, from Utrecht, both living in Leiden, are made public in Utrecht, noting that the 
wedding will take place in Leiden, on November 24 (December 4): den 12 November 1626 / Johannes Davidsz. 
de heem j.g. van Utrecht / Aeltgen Cornelis van Weede j.d. van Utrecht / beijde woonachtich tot Leijden.[in the 
margin:] proclamatie tot / Leijden geordonneert. / Attestatie gegeven naer Leijden om daer te moghen 
troúwen den 24. November:1626. (GAU, DTB 94, Nederlands Hervormde Gemeente, 12 November 1626, fol. 
190).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, pp. 219-220; BOK 1990, pp. 52 (note 25); HELMUS 1991, p. 227. 
 
1626, December 3. The marriage banns of Johannes Davidts de Heem, living on Maredorp in Leiden, and 
Aeltgen Cornelisdr. van Weede, living on Steenschuyr in Leiden, both from Utrecht, are made public in Leiden. 
Witnesses are Anthony de Ringman (or Rijngemen, a taylor) and Joris Balantijn (a sugar baker from Scotland) 
for the groom, and Barbara Smets and Annetgen Baltings (wife of Joris Balantijn) for the bride. (GAL, Kerkelijk 
ondertrouwregister K, 3 December 1626, fol. 16v).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 220; WURFBAIN 1989, p. 433, 441 (note 13); HELMUS 1991, p. 227. 
 
1627, April 16. Record of a dispute between Jacob Danens, tobacconist, and Johannes de Heem, painter, 
concerning a debt of  three guilders and two stuivers for ‘enjoyed consumptions’. De Heem is sentenced to 
payment. (GAL, Oudrechterlijk Archief , inv. no. 43 SS; Dingboek January 1627-August 1628, 16 April 1627, fol. 
57 v).  
WURFBAIN 1989, p. 434, 441 (note 18); HELMUS 1991, p. 227. 
 
1627, December 24. Burial in the Pieterskerk, Leiden, of an unnamed child of Johannes de Hem (sic), living next 
to the Prison [Gevangenhuis], which was situated on Gerecht). (GAL, DTB, Pieterskerk, 24 December 1627, fol. 
14r).  
WURFBAIN 1989, p. 433; HELMUS 1991, p. 227. 
 
1628, November 29. Baptism in the Pieterskerk, Leiden, of David, son of Joannes de Heem. No death date 
(which must have occurred before March 1643) of this son appears to be recorded. Recorded witnesses were 
Julius Le Feber (a merchant), Anneken Pietersdr., Hillegont Antonis (de Heem’s mother) and Maarten Martinus 
(a joiner). (GAL, DTB, Pieterskerk, 29 November 1628, Vol. 221, no fol. no.).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 220; WURFBAIN 1989, p. 433; HELMUS 1991, p. 227. 
 
1629, May 4. Johannes de Heem gives a testimony concerning the bad reputation of Aeltgen Pietersdr. van de 
Bosch. His age is given as ‘about 23 years old’. (GAL, Notarieel Archief, notary J. van der Meer, inv. no. 342, 4th 
May 1629, fol. 36).  
BREDIUS 1886, p. 214; WURFBAIN 1989, p. 435, 436, 441 (note 26); HELMUS 1991, p. 227. 
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1629, July 20. Aeltgen van den Bosch gives a testimony concerning Johannes de Heem’s involvement in Cornelis 
van Oostwaert’s scheme to violate Annetgen Cornelisdr. Smetser, in order to oblige her to marry van 
Oostwaert. (GAL, Notarieel Archief, notary C. van Grotelande, inv. no. 315, 20th July 1629, fol. 101).  
WURFBAIN 1989, p. 436, 437, 441 (note 29); HELMUS 1991, p. 227. 
 
1629, July 28. Franck van der Meulen and Neeltgen Jansdr. testify to the fact that Aeltgen van  Weede, in the 
presence of Johannes de Heem, had said that she had provided Aeltgen van den Bosch with a certain herb. At 
the request of notary van Grotelande, three women declare that they had received information about this 
business from Aeltgen van Weede, de Heem’s wife. On that same day, Aeltgen van den Bosch confesses her 
involvement in the matter at the house of Franck van der Meulen, before the same notary, stating that the 
sedative that de Heem’s wife had given her, was bought by the artist from the apothecary Nicolaes Chimaer. 
(GAL, Notarieel Archief, notary Cornelis van Grotelande, inv. no. 315, 28 July 1629, fol. 102-103).  
WURFBAIN 1989, p. 437, 438, 441 (notes 30-35); HELMUS 1991, p. 227. 
 
1629, September 27. Johannes de Heem and Aeltgen van Weede, living in Breestraat, transfer an annuity of 
fivehundred-fifty guilders, with an annual interest of sixty-two guilders and ten stuivers to Quirijn van Weede 
(GAL, Noratieel Archief, notary Cornelis van Grotelande, inv. no. 315, 27 September 1629, fol. 128).  
WURFBAIN 1989, p. 434, 435, 441 (note 19); HELMUS 1991, p. 227.  
 
1630, March 8. Record of an unspecified dispute between Johannnes de Heem and Joris Balantijn, sugar baker. 
(GAL, Oudrechterlijk Archief, inv. no. 47, vol S [Vredemakersboek (Peacemaker’s book) December 1629-
February 1632], fol. 45, 8 March 1630).  
WURFBAIN 1989, p. 435, 441 (note 20); HELMUS 1991, p. 227.  
 
1631, February 10. Record of a dispute concerning a debt between Pieter Pietersz. van den Bosch, joiner, and 
Jan de Heem, painter, for wood and labour. Verdict pronounced on February 15th. (GAL, Oudrechterlijk Archief, 
inv. no. 47, vol S [Vredemakersboek December 1629-February 1632], fol. 45, 8 March 1630).  
WURFBAIN 1989, p. 435, 441 (note 20); HELMUS 1991, p. 228.  
 
1631, April 8. Baptism of Cornelis de Heem, son of Johannes de Heem (the mother is not mentioned) in the 
Hooglandse Kerk, Leiden. Pieter Potter (the painter Pieter Simonsz. Potter) acts as witness. (GAL, DTB, 
Hooglandse Kerk, Vol. 233, 8 April 1631). VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 220, 221, 249; WURFBAIN 1989, p. 433; HELMUS 

1991, p. 228.  
 
1631, 18 August. Record of a dispute concerning a debt of 11 guilders and 18 stuivers for wood and labour (ter 
saecke van hout en arbeytsloon), between Pieter Pietersz. van den Bosch, joiner, and Jan de Heem. Record of a 
dispute concerning a debt between Jacob Danens, tobacconist and Jan de Heem. Verdict pronounced on 
September 4th. (GAL, Oudrechterlijk Archief, inv. no. 47, vol S [Vredemakersboek December 1629-February 
1632], fol. 288v, 18 August 1631).  
WURFBAIN 1989, p. 435, 441 (notes 21, 23, 24); HELMUS 1991, p. 228.  
 
1631, 11 September. A debt of 175 guilders is recorded of Johannes de Heem with the tailor and silk cloth 
merchant Mr. Pieter Franck van Scharpenbrant for silk wares. A beadle is empowered to confiscate “alle 
sodanige meuble goederen als hij sal vinden binnen deze stede ofte de vrijheijt van dien toebehorende 
Johannes de Heem schilder” (all movable property he will find within this town or its jurisdiction, belonging to 
Johannes de Heem) (GAL, Oudrechterlijk Archief, inv. no. 43, vol VV [Dingboek April 1630-June 1632], fol. 212v, 
11September 1631).  
WURFBAIN 1989, p. 435, 441 (note 25); HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
1635? Birth of Torentiana (Teresia?), daughter of Johannes de Heem and Aletta van Weede. Precise date and 
location unknown. In November of 1643, Torentiana was recorded as being 8 years old. However, in the same 



309 
 

document Cornelis is said to be 13 years old, while he had turned turn 12 in April. The age of Thomas Maria is 
given as 5, which age he had indeed turned in April.  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 221; HELMUS 1991, p. 228.  
 
between 1635, September 18 and 1636, September 18. De Heym (sic), painter, pays his membership fee of 23 
guilders as a free master to the Antwerp guild of St. Luke.  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 221; ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, pp. 71, 77; HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
1636, March 1. Jan Lievens has a contract drawn up concerning the tuition of Hans van Wijgaelen 
(Wijgadelen?), aged about 15, for six years. Johannes de Heem and Adriaen de Brouwer (sic) ‘both painters’ act 
as witnesses (but they do not sign). (FA, Notary Pieter Ghijsberti, inv. no. N 1824, 1 March 1636, fol. 16).  
VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883,  p. 868; HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
1637, August 28. Joannes de Heim (sic), born in Utrecht, is registered as a citizen of Antwerp. (FA, Vierschaar, 
inv. no. 156 [5 January 1637-18 December 1654], 28 August 1637, fol 5v). VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 221, 249; 
ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, pp. 71 (note 3); HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
1638, March 26. From a note in the registers of the Antwerp Vierschaar (court of judges), it pertains that Jan de 
Heem is claiming a share in Adriaen Brouwer’s inheritance because of an unpaid debt. (Vierschaarboek 1637-
1654, inv. no. V156, 26 March 1638, fol. 12r).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 223; HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
1638, April 11. Baptism of Thomas Maria de Heem, son of Joannes de Hem and Aletta van Weede in the 
Antwerp Sint Joriskerk. The painter Thomas Willeboirts (Bosschaert) and Maria de Lanoj act as witnesses. (FA, 
Parochieregisters St. Joris, inv. no. PAR 137, 11 April 1638, fol. 120v).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 222; HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
1638, August 17. Johannes de Heem has a contract drawn up concerning the tuition (‘te leren ende 
onderwysen aengaende de consten van schilderen soo verre als zijn verstant enden capaciteyt sal connen 
begrypen’) of Michiel Verstylen, aged 16, for one year, for which de Heem will receive 80 guilders. (FA, Notary 
Ambroos Sebille, inv. no. N 3001, 17 August 1638, fol. 50r).  
VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883,  p. 868; HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
1638, September 10. Johannes de Heem has a contract drawn up concerning the tuition of Andreas Benedetti, 
for two years, as of September 13th, for which de Heem will receive 50 guilders per annum. (FA, Notary Cornelis 
Loets, inv. no. N 2535, 10 September 1638, unnumbered fol.).  
VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883,  p. 868; HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
1640, February 9. Johannes de Heem acts as a witness for Bartholomeus Gillis in a deed concerning the 
registration of a promise. (FA, Notary Andries van der Donck, inv. no. N 3758, 9 February 1640, fol. 42r).  
HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
between September 18, 1641 and September 18, 1642. The Antwerp guild of St. Luke receives the fees of three 
pupils of Jan de Hem (sic): Alexander Coosemans, Thomas de Clerck and Lenaert Rougghe.  
ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, pp. 134; VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 233; HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
1643, March 29. Alette van Weede, wife of Joannes de Heem, dies in their house on Papenstrate, Antwerp. In 
November 1643, an inventory of her belongings is drawn up. Her assets are left to her husband and three 
surviving children, Cornelis, Torentiana and Thomas Marie, whose respective ages are given as thirteen, eight 
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and five. (FA, Notary Hendrik Flighe, inv. no. N 1504, November 1643, Littera J, unnumbered fol. This text is 
identical to the one in the folio of the Orphanage board, below).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 224; HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
(between September 18, 1642 and) September 18, 1643. The Antwerp guild of St. Luke receives the death dues 
of the wife of Master de Heem, 3 guilders 4 stuivers.  
ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, p. 142; VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 223, 224; HELMUS 1991, p. 228). 
 
1643, June. Joannes de Heem has a print after a painting by van Dyck inscribed with a dedication to his friend, 
the dealer in objets d’arts, Jan Casspeels.  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 234. 
 
1643, June 9. Joannes de Heem, ‘constryck schilder’, again has a contract drawn up concerning tuition of 
Michiel Versteylen, this time for a period of six months. (FA, Notary Bartholomeus van den Berghe, inv. no. N 
3477, 9 June 1643).  
HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
1643, November 19. The estate of Alette van Weede is passed before the Antwerp Orphanage board. It is 
presented by Joannes de Heem, painter, to the guardians of his three children, Jan Cassepeel, dealer in objets 
d’art, and the dealer in old clothes Abraham van Lamoen. The valuers Peeter Cornelissen and Guilliam van 
Lamoen had established the value of de Heem’s active share at 335 guilders and 4 stuivers. That sum set aside, 
the total value of the estate was estimated at 4089 guilders and 16 stuivers, which included an amount in cash 
of 1200 guilders and a value of 2889 guilders and 16 stuivers for furniture and paintings. De Heem declares to 
have no outstanding debts or stocks. Van Lerius (1880) concluded from this that, upon the deduction of various 
fees and expenses, a sum of 4035 guilders and 2 stuivers remained to be divided, which left de Heem with 2017 
guiders and 11 stuivers and each of the three children with 672 guilders and 10 1/3 stuivers. (FA, Weeskamer, 
Staten en rekeningen [Orphanage board, estates and accounts], inv. no. W 755, 19 November 1643, fol. 528v-
532v. This text is identical to the one in the folio of Notary Flighe, above, under March 1643).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 224-226; HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
1644, February 23. The banns are published of the marriage of ‘d’heer Johan de Heem, constryck schilder’ 
(artful painter), widower of Aletta van Weede, and Anna Ruckers, age 29, in the house of the bride’s father, 
Andreas Ruckers the Elder, on Looiersstraat. The painter Jacob Jordaens acted as witness for the groom, while 
the bride brought a whole array of witnesses: her father, her brother, Andreas Ruckers the younger, her aunt, 
Marie de Vriese, widow of  Jan Beelaert, and her uncle, Zacharias de Vriese. The latter was Jordaens’s brother-
in-law. De Heem brought into the marriage the goods rightfully appointed to him in the deed of 19 November 
1643, which according to him had not diminished in value since. The painter was in charge of the support of his 
children from his first marriage. The bride brought her clothes and jewellery, the value of which was to be 
estimated as soon as possible. Further more, Andreas Ruckers promised that as soon as the marriage had been 
effected, he would pay the sum of 3000 guilders, Anna’s rightful share of her mother’s inheritance. She also 
had share of about 600 guilders coming to her from her sister’s inheritance. Should the marriage be dissolved, 
the assets of each partner would go to the family they came from. Should de Heem be the first to die, Anna 
would receive a child’s share of the inheritance and should Anna die first, de Heem would receive a share of 
600 guilders. Assets gained in the course of the marriage would be divided equally. (FA, Notary B. van den 
Berghe, inv. no. N 3478, 23 February 1644, fol. 46-47).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 226-229; HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
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1644, March 6. The marriage of  Jan de Heem and Anna-Catharina Ruckers takes place in the south transept of 
Onze-Lieve-Vrouwekathedraal (Cathedral of Our Lady) in Antwerp. Witnesses are Andreas Ruckers and C… de 
Langen (?). (FA, Huwelijken [Marriages] O.-L.-Vrouwe Zuid, inv. no. PAR 197, 6 March 1644, fol. 150).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 229; HELMUS 1991, p. 228. 
 
1645, March 7. Testament of Anna Ruckers, wife of Johan de Heem ‘constryck schilder alhier’, drawn up at their 
house on Gasthuisbemden. She desires to be buried in the tomb of her mother in the Antwerp cathedral, for 
which purpose she legates 1 guilder to the church and 12 guilders to the poor. She leaves all her assets to her 
husband, for the support and education of the child(ren) from their marriage. At the age of 25 each child will 
get their rightful share of a sum of 1800 guilders. Of that sum, 600 guilders is the legacy from her sister, which 
is currently in custody of her father. In case there should be no children to inherit, the 600 guilders should go to 
the children of her brother, Andreas Ruckers, to whom de Heem was held to pay 50 guilders in that case. As for 
the remainder of Anna’s legacy, Andreas Ruckers and his children will not inherit. De Heem is appointed 
executor of the will. He is relieved of the obligation to have an inventory of the inheritance made up. (FA, 
Notary B. van den Berghe, inv. no. N 3479, 7 March 1645, fol. 96r-96r ). 
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 229-231; HELMUS 1991, p. 229. 
 
1645, March 16. Baptism of Maria Anna, daughter of Johannes de Heem and Anna Ruckers, in the Antwerp 
Church of St. Joris (St. George). Godfather is Andreas Ruckers and godmother is Maria de Vries. (FA, 
Parochieregisters St. Joris, inv. no. PAR 138, 16 March 1645, fol. 81r ).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 231; LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982, pp. 12, 20 (no. 39); HELMUS 1991, p. 229. 
 
1645, September 22. Andreas Ruckers the Elder, harpsichord maker, gives a wedding dowry to his daughter 
Anna Ruckers. (FA, Notary B. van den Berghe, inv. no. 3479, 22 September 1645, fol. 297 r,v).  
LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982, p. 27; HELMUS 1991, p. 229. 
 
1646, November 23. Joannes de Heem gives a testimony. (FA, Notary Kaspar van der Herstraeten, inv. no. N 
3846, 23 November 1646, no fol. no. ).  
HELMUS 1991, p. 229. 
 
1647, April 17. Baptism of Isabella Catharina, daughter of Johannes de Heem and Anna Catharina Ruckers, in 
the Antwerp Church of St. Joris (St. George). Godfather is Zacharias de Vriese and godmother is Catharina van 
Woensel. (FA, Parochieregisters St. Joris, inv. no. PAR 139, 17 April 1647, fol. 52r ).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 231; LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982, pp. 12, 20 (no. 41, as Isabella); HELMUS 1991, p. 229.  
 
1648, May 17. Baptism of Jildegonda (sic), daughter of Johannes de Heem and Anna Ruckers, in the Antwerp 
Church of St. Joris (St. George). Godfather is the painter Gerard Zeeghers (the painter Gerard Seghers), 
godmother is Anna Jordaens (wife of Zacharias de Vriese). (FA, Parochieregisters St. Joris, inv. no. PAR 139, 17 
May 1648, fol. 85r ).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 231; LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982, pp. 12 (as Aldegundis), 20 (as Aldegonde) (no. 43); HELMUS 
1991, p. 229.  
 
1650, July 2. Baptism of Johannes, son of Johannes de Heem and Anna Ruckarts, in the Antwerp Church of St. 
Joris (St. George). Godfather is Andreas Ruckarts (the Younger?) and godmother is Maria de Vries. (FA, 
Parochieregisters St. Joris, inv. no. PAR 140, 2 July 1650, fol. 18v ).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 231; LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982, pp. 12, 21 (no. 43); HELMUS 1991, p. 229.  
 
1651, November 3. Baptism of Anna Maria, daughter of Johannes de Heem and Anna Ruckarts, in the Antwerp 
Church of St. Joris (St. George). Godfather is Andreas Ruckarts (the Younger?) and godmother is Anna Jordaens. 
(FA, Parochieregisters St. Joris, inv. no. PAR 140, 3 November 1651, fol. 57r ).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 232; LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982, pp. 12, 21 (no. 43); HELMUS 1991, p. 229.  
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1652, February 24. Joannes de Heem has a print after Rubens inscribed with a dedication to his patron, the 
Amsterdam collector and art dealer Marten Kretzer.  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 235. 
 
1654, October 25. Baptism of Jacobus, son of Joannis de Heem and Anna Ruckers, in the Antwerp Church of St. 
Joris (St. George). Godfather is Jacobus Kemp and godmother is Anna Jordaens. (FA, Parochieregisters St. Joris, 
inv. no. PAR 140, 25 October 1654, fol. 133r ).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 232; LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982, pp. 12, 21 (no. 43); HELMUS 1991, p. 229.  
 
1655, April 14. Joannes de Heem requests the guild of St. Luke for permission to organise a public sale of (his?) 
paintings in his house on Meir in Antwerp. (FA, Rekwestboeken, inv. no. Pk 753, 14 April 1655, fol. 100v).  
VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883, p. 869; HELMUS 1991, p. 229.  
 
1655, April 29. Johannes de Heem’s request to organise a public sale of (his?) paintings in his house on Meir in 
Antwerp is denied, on the basis of the regulation of 3rd October 1575, which states that paintings can only be 
sold publically on the Friday market. (FA, Rekwestboeken, inv. no. Pk 753, 29 April 1655, fol. 113).  
VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883, p. 869; HELMUS 1991, p. 229. 
 
1658, April 12. Johannes de Heem, artful painter at Antwerp (constrijk schilder tot Antwerpen) receives an 
inheritance of 600 guilders in Leiden, left to him by Cornelis Pietersz. van Zijlhouck. His sister Margarieta 
Davitsd. (she signs ‘grietgen davids de hem’), widow of Lauris Claesz., living in Rotterdam, and a carpenter, 
Dirck Jansz. van Dort, both inherit the same amount. (GAL, notary S.A. Raven, inv. no. 764, 20 March and 12 
April 1658, deed no. 68, no fol. no.).  
BREDIUS 1886, p. 214; HELMUS 1991, p. 229. 
 
1658, December 24. Johannes de Heem is registered as buitenpoorter, citizen (living) out of town, of Antwerp. 
(FA, Vierschaar, inv. no. 157 [12 Jan. 1655 – 30 Oct. 1671], 24 December 1658, fol. 12v).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 236; HELMUS 1991, p. 229. 
 
1659, November 15. Johannes de Heem is registered as buitenpoorter, citizen out of town, of Antwerp. (FA, 
Vierschaar, inv. no. 157 [12 Jan. 1655 – 30 Oct. 1671], 15 November 1659, fol. 15r).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 236; HELMUS 1991, p. 229. 
 
1660, June 6. Olivier Jacobsz. empowers the painter Pieter de Molijn (1595-1661) to claim from Johannes de 
Heem, painter, the payment for a painting which he gave him to sell and for which a debt to him was 
outstanding since 12 December 1630. It is noted that he received the money from Pieter de Molijn. (Haarlem 
Archive, Notary W. Kittesteyn; Archival notes A. Bredius at RKD, folder P. de Molijn, p. 8) 
 
1660, November 9. Johannes de Heem is registered as buitenpoorter, citizen out of town, of Antwerp. (FA, 
Vierschaar, inv. no. 157 [12 Jan. 1655 – 30 Oct. 1671], 9 November 1660, fol. 17r).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 236; HELMUS 1991, p. 229. 
 
1660-1661, between the months of September. Cornelis de Heem is registered as an independent master with 
the Antwerp guild of St. Luke. He pays his fee as a wynmeester (son of a member of the guild).  
ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1872, p. 311 and 322 ‘Cornelis de Hem (De Heem), schilder, 18 [guilders]’. 
  
1661, November 15. Johannes de Heem is registered as buitenpoorter, citizen out of town, of Antwerp. (FA, 
Vierschaar, inv. no. 157 [12 Jan. 1655 – 30 Oct. 1671], 15 November 1661, fol. 19v).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 236; HELMUS 1991, p. 229. 
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1663, February 27. Baptism of David, son of Cornelis de Heim and Catharine Pauwens, in the Antwerp Church 
of St. Joris (St. George). Godfather is Joannes de Heem, represented by Jacobus Laureyssens and godmother is 
Susanna-Catharina Rogiers, represented by Clara Maria Pauwens. (FA, Parochieregisters St. Joris, inv. no. PAR 
141, 27 February 1663, fol. 146r).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 232; HELMUS 1991, p. 229.  
 
1663, December 11. Johannes de Heem is registered as buitenpoorter, citizen out of town, of Antwerp. (FA, 
Vierschaar, inv. no. 157 [12 Jan. 1655 – 30 Oct. 1671], 11 December 1663, fol. 17r).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 250, 260; HELMUS 1991, p. 229. 
 
1665, January 6. Cornelis de Heem confers full powers upon his father, Johannes de Heem, who is living in 
Utrecht, to receive an inheritance from a cousin in his mother’s family. (FA, Notary Christiaan Hoeffs, inv. no. N 
2091, 6 January 1665,no fol. no.).  
HELMUS 1991, p. 229, 230. 
 
1665, November 15. Baptism of Anna Catharina, daughter of Cornelij de Heem and Catharine Pauwens, in the 
Antwerp Church of St. Joris (St. George). Godfather is Cornelis Pauwens, represented by Anton Gillis and 
godmother is Anna Ruckaerts, represented by Elisabeth Post. (FA, Parochieregisters St. Joris, inv. no. PAR 142, 
15 November 1665, fol. 39v).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 250; HELMUS 1991, p. 230.  
 
1667, November 26. Johannes de Heem is registered as buitenpoorter, citizen out of town, of Antwerp. (FA, 
Vierschaar, inv. no. 157 [12 Jan. 1655 – 30 Oct. 1671], 26 November 1667, fol. 32v).  
VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 236; HELMUS 1991, p. 230. 
 
1668, July 30 (August 9). Johannes de Heem and Anna Ruckers, living in Utrecht, empower Jacques Kemp, 
merchant from Antwerp, to arrange public sale of  the remaining assets in the house of their deceased uncle 
and aunt, Sacharias de Vriese and Anna Jordaens. Witnesses are Josephus van Eck and Gillis Weenix, painters 
from Utrecht. (GAU, Notary Bartholomeus van Eck, inv. no. U015a013, 30 July 1668, fol. 181r-182 r).  
HELMUS 1991, p. 230. 
 
1668, November 3 (November 13). I O U of Beernt Beerntsz. van Ulden, innkeeper and citizen of Utrecht, and 
Margareta Holtcamps, his wife, to Grietgen Davids. de Heem, widow of Laurens Claesen, living in Rotterdam. As 
a collateral, they put down a house on the south side of Rosendael street. From a note in the margin, it 
pertains that on December 30 (January 9, 1669) the debt was transferred to ‘David de heem, kunstschilder’ 
(artist painter). (GAU, T&P, 3 November 1668, fol. 405).  
HELMUS 1991, p. 230. 
 
1669, March 1 (March 11). Johannes de Heem and Anna Ruckers, living in Utrecht, attest that they have paid 
1057 guilders and 8 stuivers to Cornelis de Heem, son of the appearer and Aletta van Weede. Out of his 
mother’s inheritance, 1000 guilders were due to him. Consequently he is to pay back 57 guilders and 8 stuivers. 
Payments were made between 1653 and 1668, both in cash and in paintings. (GAU, Notary Bartholomeus van 
Eck, inv. no. U015a013, 1 March 1669, fol. 207r-208 v).  
HELMUS 1991, p. 230.  
‘Op huijden den eersten Martij anno xviC negen ende sestich oude stijle compareerden voor mijn 
Bartholomeus van Eck notaris shooffs van Utrecht byden Ed. hove ende mede bijde Ed. heeren 
Borgemeesteren ende Vroetschappe der stadt Utrecht geedt ende geadmitteerd, aldaer residerende, 
int bijweesen van de getuijgen nabenoemt, den erentfeste Johannes de Heem constschilder ende 
Joffrouwe Anna Ruckerts sijne wettige huijsfrouwe, alhier binnen Utrecht woonende, beijde mijn 
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notario bekent sijnde, mit ons gesont gaende ende staende. Ende hebben sij comparanten bij desen 
bekent ende verclaert voorde oprechte waerheijt dat sijluijden aen Sr. Cornelis de Heem, sijne 
comparants voorsoon bij JoffrouweAletta van Weede sijne overledene huijsfrouwe staende 
houwelick verweckt, volgens annotatie bij hem comparant daer van gehouden, tot voldoeninghe van 
sijn Cornelis de Heems moeders goet, bedragende, volgens den contracte van bij hem comparant 
mitte mombaer vanden selven sijnen soon voordeheeren vande weescamere binnen Antwerpen 
opgerecht, eene somme van eens duijsent gulden, betaelt ende aenden voors. haere soon voldaen te 
hebben eene somme van eens tien hondert seven ende vijftich gulden acht stuivers, bestaende in 
dese naevolgende penningen ende schilderijen aen hem Cornelis de Heem op verscheijde tijden ende 
stonden goet gedaen: alse inden eersten opten tweeden februarij anno 1653 tot sijn soons versoeck 
gesonden naar Cuelen, eens veertich rijcxe daelders door Monseur Jan Bedaert coopman volgens 
assignatie hem behandicht monterende eens hondert achtgulden, noch opden vijffden October anno 
1653 eens tachentich gulden aen Tobias Jacobsen, blickslager tot Antwerpen opde Oude 
Koornmerckt, aenden welcke sijnen soon schuldich was, betaelt synde mit een schoon stuck 
schilderije alse ons Lieff Vrouwe hemelvaert mit alle die apostelen gemackt vande hant vanden Jonge 
Franck, dat hemcomparant wel lxxii gulden gecost hadde, ende voorts aen gelt gegeven // Item den 
xix-en Julij anno 1655 aen hem gesonden dese naevolgende schilderijen, omme daer mede tot sijnen 
proffijte te negotieren alheer gestelt op sulcken prijse als die hem selfs coste, te weeten: een 
stuckxken van Jan Massijs op twijntich gulden, noch een waterval van Sr. Jan Artoijs op gelijcke 
twijntich gulden, item een lantschapien van Lowies de Vadder op achtien gulden, noch een inde 
hoochte op vier ende twijntich gulden vanden voors. Sr. Artoijs, noch een weergaij van Artoijs op 
vijftien gulden, item een goude loreijn [Claude Lorrain?] van vijftien gulden, item een van Brouwer 
copijken op drie gulden twaelff stuvers, noch een seeken van Claesgen van Eijck op vier ende 
twijntich gulden, noch twee cleijne van Monsr. Van Eelen [Delen?] op achtien gulden, tsamen 
bedragende hondert seven ende vijftich gulden xii stuvers. Noch als hij comparant tot Brussel was 
wesende den 20en Julij 1655 hem gegeven twee palecens [paletten?] tsamen vier gulden sestien 
stuvers ende noch den eersten augusti anno 1655 voors. opt versouck van sijn soon, doorden 
ordonnaris bode op Brussel d’somme van hondert vier ende veertich gulden aen Baijken inde Steur 
tot betalinge van sijn montcosten, noch opten x-en september anno 1655 gesonden door de bode 
van Brussel genaemt Peter Steenwinckel [?] int bijwesen van Sr. Antoni Gillis boeckvercoper gelijcke 
hondert vier ende veertich gulden om aenden voors. Baijken inde Steur te geven, noch den xx-en 
september anno 1655 aen sijn soon mit het brootschip gesonden tot Brussel vier dubbelde docken 
sijnde batalien van Casteels het stuck twaelff gulden, tsamen acht ende veertich gulden, noch den 
sesten april anno 1657 voor sijn soon aende weduwe Catarina Jacobs opde Groote Merckt tot Brussel 
inde Cordewagen off het Gulden Hooft betaelt tien pont vlaems bij haer ontfangen van Sr. Carel de 
With, daer voor hij comparant geschildert ende verandert hadde het stuck van Den Uijll sijnde een 
vanitas ende noch aende selve weduwe gelevert een stuck van Claesgen van Eijck sijnde een have in 
Italiën, dat hem comparant selffs coste twaelff pont, mit noch een Jacobus aende soon van de 
weduwe, maeckt te samen als boven hondertvier ende veertich gulden. Item aende weert int 
Cruijsbus [?] tot Antwerpen  betaelt ses gulden, aenden weert inde Cluijveniersstrate negen gulden 
ende noch ses gulden aen sijn suster Teresia de Heem, om een renth te lossen. Ende den comparant 
van Antwerpen den xiii-en junij 1667 vertrocken sijnde, is sijn soon bij hem comparant gecoemen 
ende bij hem mitter woone // gebleven totten vierden december 1667 ende mede sijn huijsfrouwe 
mit twee kijndren, bedraecht aen verteerde montcosten, als hij van sijns andere discipelen gehadt 
heeft, behalve vrouw, ende kinderen, eens hondert vijfftich gulden. Item anno 1668 aenden 
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apotheecker gegeven in sijn sieckte ses gulden, ende doen sijn huijsfrouwe inde craem in het 
kinderbedde lach gesonden eens vijftich gulden, monterende de voornoemde betaelingen aen sijn 
comparants soon gedaen die voors. gemelte somme van eens duijsent seven ende vijftich gulden 
acht stuvers, d’welcke gecompenseert mitte duijsent gulden hem Cornelis de Heem, sijnen soon, 
voor sijn moeders goet belooft, wort bevonden dat hij over die betaelde duijsent gulden moet 
restitueren aenden heere comparant, sijnen vader, d’somme van seven ende vijftich gulden acht 
stuvers. Presenterende sij comparanten dese betalingen t’allen tijden tot voldoeninge van sijn 
comparants soons moeders goet gestand te doen mit eede indien het noot sij. Begerende t’selve 
volcoemen gelooft te miteren op deze sijne verclaringe ende bekentenisse, ende alsulcx sijnen soon 
noch aen hem comparant suijvers schuldich blijft, d’voors.overbetaelde seven ende vijftich gulden 
acht stuvers, versouckende daeromme sij comparanten hier van acte in forma gemaeckt ende 
gelevert te worden, d’welcke ick notaris vergonst hebbe. Aldus gepasseert binnen Utrecht ten 
overstaen van Sr. Gillis Weenix ende Sr. Josephus van Eck, beijde jongmans ende schilders alhier 
binnen Utrecht woonende, wesende van competenten ouderdom, loffwaerdige getuijgen hiertoe 
specialicken versocht, die dese acte ende minute mitte comparanten neffens mijn notario in mijnen 
prothocolle ondertekent hebben ten comptoire mijns notarij, staende aenden zuijtsij vande 
Romerborgerstrate binnen de stadt Utrecht voors. 
[signed] J.D. de Heem 
Anna Ruckers 
Barth. van Eck nots. publ. 1669 
Josephus van Eck 1669 
Gillis Weenix 
(Transcribed by Marten Jan Bok, c.1989) 
 
1669, September 27. Johannes de Heem has a contract drawn up concerning the tuition of Elias van 
den Broeck, for two years, for which de Heem will receive 200 guilders a year. Van den Broeck will 
have to pay for his own materials and tools, but will receive the revenues of his work. (SA, 
Weeskamer (orphanage board), archive no. 5073, scheidingen 1669, inv. no. 1065, 27 September 
1669, no fol. no.).  
VAN EEGHEN 1979, HELMUS 1991, p. 230. 
 
1670, August 6 (August 16). Johannes de Heem empowers Jeronimus Monicx, glass maker, and Dirck 
van Dulcken to transfer before the court of justice a debt of 400 guilders, concerning a house on 
Bemuurde Weerd in Utrecht, which was due to his late sister Grietje Davits de Heem, whose sole heir 
he, appearer, is, by testament of 23 June 1669, made up by notary Nicolaes van Cleeff of Rotterdam. 
The debt is to be tranferred to Hendrikje Piters van Haarlem, widow of Gijsbert Bosch. Among the 
witnesses is the painter Elias van den Broeck. (GAU, Notary Cornelis van Schuylenborch, inv. no. 
U056a007, 6 August 1670, fol. 10). HELMUS 1991, p. 230.   
 
1672, May 7. Anna Ruckers has a testament drawn up in Antwerp. She declares to be living in Utrecht 
at this time (‘presentel[yk].’). She leaves her capital to Johannes de Heem, provided that he will raise 
her children (who are not named) and give them each their share in the inheritance of 4000 guilders. 
(FA, Notary Andries van den Donck sr., inv. no. N 3802, 7 May 1672, 31v-33 r).  
VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883, p. 869; HELMUS 1991, p. 230. 
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1683, August 9. Johannes de Heem yields an interest of 400 guilders, concerning a mortgage on a 
house in Utrecht on De Roosendael, to Hendrika Janssens, living in Utrecht. (FA, Notary Jan-Baptist 
Bellenraet, inv. no. N 160, 9 August 1683, 38v).  
HELMUS 1991, p. 231. 
 
1683, September 14. Johannes de Heem empowers Henrina Janssen to act in his stead for the court 
in Utrecht concerning a house in Utrecht on Roosendael street, which he had received as collateral 
together with his deceased sister. He refers to the deed of 3 November 1668 and declares that the 
debt of Margareta Holtcamps and her (deceased) husband Beerent Beerents which this concerns has 
been paid. (FA, Notary Jan-Baptist Bellenraet, inv. no. N 160, 14 September 1683, fol. 50v).  
VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883, p. 869, 870; HELMUS 1991, p. 231. 
 
between September 18, 1683 and September 18, 1684. The Antwerp guild of St. Luke receives the 
death dues of de Heem, painter, 3 guilders 4 stuivers.  
ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, p. 501; VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 248; HELMUS 1991, p. 231. 
 
1684, February 10, Burial of Jan Davidsz. de Heem “N [for first name unknown (to the clerk)] de Heim 
apud Pred[icatores]. inden pandt / ghesoncken ob rationes per testes” (FA PAR 277 fol. 41). 
 
1695, May 12. Cornelis de Heem makes his last will. It appears to have been penned down by the 
clerck at great speed and Cornelis’s signature is extremely feeble and almost illegible. (FA, Notary Jan 
Maarten Eliaerts, inv. no. N 1409, 12 May 1695, no fol. no).  
VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883, p. 871; HELMUS 1991, p. 231. 
Van den Branden states that on 16th May 1695, Cornelis acknowledged that he had received his dues 
from the inheritances of his parents, of his sister Torentiana and of his brother Jan, and that 
consequently he had nothing to claim from his step sisters Isabella, Hildegonda and Anna Maria de 
Heem. I have not found the source for this note. It seems unlikely, however, that Cornelis, after 
apparently being on the verge of dying on the 12th and having been buried on May 17th could have 
made such a statement on the 16th. 
 
1695, May 17. Burial of Cornelis de Heem. “… [first name not filled in] de Heem op de eijermert in 
der pant vande P. Predikheren bij testam 12. meij 1695 Eliaerts” (FA PAR 278 fol. 90) 
VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883, p. 871; HELMUS 1991, p. 231. 
 
1697, March 23. Marriage of (an) Anna Maria de Heim with Michael Bels († 1723) in Antwerp. 
Witnesses are Petrus Dominet and Joannes Wouters. (FA, Huwelijken, St. Walburgis, inv. no. PAR 237, 
23 March 1697, fol. 71v).   
LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982, pp. 12, 20 (no. 39) 
 
1697, December 12. Marriage of Elisabetha Cath[arina] de Heem with Alexander Felbier († 1729) in 
Antwerp. Witnesses are Michael Bels and Petrus Dominet (FA, Huwelijken, O.L.V. zuid, inv. no. PAR 
199, 12 December 1697, fol. 75v).   
LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982, pp. 12, 20 (no. 41, as Isabella) 
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1700, June 4. Marriage of (a) Maria Anna de Heem with Emanuel de Gruijter in Utrecht (GAU DTB 
100, fol. 334). “den 12 Maij 1700 / Emanúel de Grúijter / Maria Anna de heem. / get. wegens de 
Brúijdgom consensus notaria/ mapordani [?] Bruijdt. [in the margin:] in Anthoný Gast-huis de 4 
Junius i700 getroút”.  The fact that this couple had a son, Gijsbert, baptised in Amsterdam on 30 
January 1701 (SA, DTB 108, p. 487) makes it almost impossible that the mother was Jan Davidsz. de 
Heem’s then 55-year old daughter (assuming that she was still alive). Perhaps this Anna Maria was a 
granddaughter? 
 
1700, August 26. Baptism of Geertrudis, daughter of Joannis Joannis de Heem (indexed as de Heem, I 
read ‘de Hen’) and Catarina Joannis in Soest (GAU, Archief Eemland, DTB 932, inv. 20, p. 19). The 
father was probably not Jan Jansz. de Heem. The same parents, the father now only as Joannis 
Joannis, had a son Antonius baptised on 10 September 1701. 
 
1722, March 18. Burial of Isabella de Heem, in the Antwerp Cathedral. She was buried from 
Eijermarckt. (FA, Overlijdensregisters O.L.V., inv. no. PAR 280, 18 March 1722, fol. 78v ).  
LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982, pp. 12, 20 (no. 41) 
 
1724, September 25. Burial of Anna Maria de Heem, in Antwerp Cathedral. She was buried from 
Eijermert (FA, Overlijdensregisters O.L.V., inv. no. PAR 280, 24 September 1724, fol. 96 ).  
LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982, pp. 12, 20 (no. 39, as Maria Anna) 
 
1728, February 20. Burial of Alegonde de Heem, in Antwerp Cathedral. She was buried from 
Eijermert. (FA, Overlijdensregisters O.L.V., inv. no. PAR 280, 20 February 1724, fol. 111 v ).  
LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982, pp. 12 (as Aldegundis), 21 (no. 43, as Aldegonde) 
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Appendix 2 Signatures 
 
Chronological series of facsimiles of Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s signatures, on paintings and in 
documents. For documents the dates are provided, further details can be found in Appendix 1. For 
paintings, the catalogue number and (suggested) date are given. 
 

   
1627 cat. no. A 003       1627 cat. no. A 004  

   
1627, September 27       1628 cat. no. A 007 

  
1628 cat. no. A 010       1628 cat. no. A 012 

   
(1628) cat. no. A 014      1629 cat. no. A 016 
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1629, May 4         1629 cat. no. A 019 

   
1631 cat. no. A 021       (1632) cat. no. A 031        

   
1635 cat. no. A 044       1638 cat. no. A 047 

  
1638, August 17       1638, September 10        

   
(1639) cat. no. A 049       1640, February 9 

   
1640 cat. no. A 052       1641 cat. no. A 054  
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(1641) cat. no. A 057      1641 cat. no. 059 

   
1642 cat. no. A 060      1642 cat. no. A 061 

   
1642 cat. no. A 063      1642 cat. no. A 064 

   
1642 cat. no. A 065       1643 cat. no. A 072 

   
1643 cat. no. A 076       1643 cat. no. A 077 

   
1643, June 9        1644, February 23 
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(1645) cat. no. A 094       1645 cat. no. A 087 

   
1645 cat. no. A 088       1646 cat. no. A 097 

   
1646 cat. no. A 098       1646, November 23 

   
1648 cat. no. A 115       1649 cat. no. A121 

   
1650 cat. no. A 127       1651 cat. no. A 133 

   
1651 cat. no. A 139       1651 cat. no. A 142 
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1652 cat. no. A 148       1652 cat. no. A 149 

   
1652 cat. no. A 156       1652 cat. no. A 160 

   
1653 cat. no. A 166       1653 cat. no. A 167 

   
1653 cat. no. A 168       1653 cat. no. A 169 

   
1653 cat. no. A 171       1653 cat. no. A 174 

   
1653 cat. no. A 176       1654 cat. no. A 187 
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(c. 1654) cat. no. A 186       1655 cat.no. A 190  

   
1658, April 12         (c. 1660) cat. no. A 193  

   
(c. 1660) cat. no. A 194        (c. 1664) cat.no. A 202 

   
(c. 1665) cat. no. A 206       (c. 1667) cat. no A. 208 

   
(c. 1667) cat. no. A 212       (c. 1668) cat. no. A 214 

   
(c. 1668) cat. no. A 224          (c. 1668) cat.no. A 229 
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(c. 1668) cat. no. A 230      1669, March 1   

    
1669, September 27        (c. 1672) cat. no. A 238 

   
(c. 1673) cat. no. A 238       (c. 1674) cat. no. A 242 

   
(c. 1674) cat. no. A 244       (c. 1674() cat. no. A 248 

   
(c. 1675) cat.no. A 255       1675 cat. no. A 256 

   
(c. 1675) cat. no. A 257       (c. 1678) cat. no. A 260 
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(c. 1680) cat. no. A 261       1683, August 9 

 
1683, September 14 
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Appendix 3 Catalogue A  Images only 
  

1626  

                         A 001 

              
                             A 002 

1627   
                                                                                                    A 003            A 004 

1628     

                                             A 005       A 006                     A 007 
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                                    A 008  

              
                  A  008a   

                  
                               A 009                         A 010                         A 011 

                 
        A 012                             A 013      A 014 

 



328 
 

1629    

     A 015           A 016                              A 017 

                
     A 018                                     A 019 

              
   A 020 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



329 
 

1630 (none) 

1631   
  A 021              A 022 

1632   
                A 023  

               
                    A 024                                             A 025 
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   A 026                               A 027 

          
  A 028                             A 029 

           
   A 030                                 A 031                  A 032 
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1633   
                  A 033         A 034 

                  
A 035                          

                       
               A 036                                                         A 037                               A 038  
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                          A 039 

1634   

        A 040                                  A 041 

                 
                A 042                             A 043 
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1635   

A 044     A 045 

1636  
             A 046 

 

1637 (none) 

1638   

   A 047                         A 048 
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1639  

         A 049 

                                                                                                                                                               A 050 



335 
 

1640

 
                                                                                                                                                                             A 051 

          
       A 052    
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          A 053 

1641                                                     (reduced to 75%)  A 054 
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                A 055          A 056 

   
 A 057                      

               
                A 058     A 059 

1642     

A 060                  A 061                     A 062 
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                  A 063                                   A 064 

 
                      A 065  
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           A 066  

            
                 A 067 



340 
 

              
  A 068 

1643   

      A 069  



341 
 

                                                                                                                                                
                                  A 070 



342 
 

 
                               A 071 

             
  A 072 



343 
 

           
                  A 073 

            
    A 074  



344 
 

        
                                                                                                                            A 075 

        
         A 076  

        
                                                                                                                                       A 077  



345 
 

 

  
                                                                                                                                   A 078                             A 079 

1644

  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        A 080 



346 
 

                
        A 081                          A 082 

               
           A 083           A 084   
 

1645    
     A 085              A 086 
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        A 087           A 088 

 
             A 089 

  
                A 090                         A 091   



348 
 

 
         A 092 

                    
     A 093  



349 
 

                      
     A 094 

 
    A 095 
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                                                          A 096 

1646   

                                   A 097           A 098 



351 
 

                  
 A 099  

  
                   A 100                  A 101 

  
            A 102                       A 103 
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A 104 

  
                          A 105             

  1647       
     A 106                            A 107 



353 
 

   
  A 108 

   
                              A 109 

 
                                             A 110 



354 
 

 
A 111 

                                                                                                                                              
                                                A 112 

 



355 
 

1648      

                      A 113                 A 114                                        A 115 

 
                            A 116 



356 
 

 
  A 117 



357 
 

 
                          A 118 (reduced to 75%) 



358 
 

1649       
                               A 119 

   
                                 A 120 

 
                         A 121 

 
                              A 122 



359 
 

1650        

                      A 123            A 124                   A 125                                                 

   
                      A 126                           A 127              A 128  

                   
                                  A 129  



360 
 

 
                                  A 130 



361 
 

       
   A131 

     1651   

                                A 132                  A 133 



362 
 

   
                                  A 134 
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NOTES 
                                                            
Notes to Introduction 
 
1 THE HAGUE 1926 (2). 
2 ZARNOWSKA 1929 . 
3 AMSTERDAM 1933. 
4 VORENKAMP 1933.  
5 VROOM 1945 and VROOM 1980. The muddled-up sequel from 1999 cannot be counted as a serious art-historical 
publication. 
6 BERGSTRÖM 1947 and BERGSTRÖM 1956. 
7 HAIRS 1955 and GREINDL 1956. 
8 HAIRS 1965, HAIRS 1985 and GREINDL 1983. 
9 BOL 1969 and BOL 1982, BOL 1960 and BOL 1952/3, and BOL 1977. 
10 MÜNSTER /BADEN-BADEN 1979/80. 
11 AMSTERDAM/’S-HERTOGENBOSCH 1982, AMSTERDAM/BRUNSWICK 1983, DELFT/CAMBRIDGE/FORT WORTH 1988/9 and 
OSAKA/TOKYO/SYDNEY 1990. 
12 GRIMM 1988. 
13 TAYLOR 1995. 
14 AMSTERDAM / CLEVELAND 1999/2000 and VIENNA/ESSEN 2002. 
15 MEIJER 1989, WEBER 1989, MEIJER 2003, VON BERSWORDT-WALLRABE/HEGNER 2000, and exh. WAUSAU 1989/90 and 
EMBER 2011. 
16 VAN DER WILLIGEN/MEIJER 2003, SPIESSENS 1990 (Adriaenssen), BRUNNER-BULST 2004 (Claesz.),  GRISEBACH 1974 
(Kalf), KRAEMER-NOBLE 1973 and KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007 (Mignon), DECOTEAU 1992 (Peeters) and BERARDI 1998 
(Ruysch). 
17 Respectively HOUSTON/WASHINGTON 2012, HAARLEM/ZÜRICH/WASHINGTON 2004/06, THE HAGUE 2008, 
ROTTERDAM/AACHEN 2006/07, and THE HAGUE 2015. 
18 DE BIE 1661, pp. 216-219. See also the quote in my Concluding Observations, p. 290. De Bie also discussed 
Cornelis de Heem on p. 369.  
19 VON SANDRART 1675-1680, vol. 1, p. 313. 
20 VAN HOOGSTRATEN 1678, p. 87. 
21 VAN HOOGSTRATEN 1678, p. 186. Van Hoogstraten probably referred to cat. no. A 133, which bears this motto. 
For my interpretation of de Heem’s ‘Niet hoe veel, maar hoe eel’, see chapter Antwerp, p. 165-166. 
22 HOUBRAKEN 1753, vol. 1, p 209 (first edition 1718). 
23 WEYERMAN 1729/69, vol. 1, pp. 407-412. On p. 408, he writes: ‘.. zullen wy een Byzonderheyt aanhaalen, die 
Arnold Houbraken ons vertelt in zijn Schouwburg der Schilders en Schilderessen; waar of onwaar scheelt maar 
een paar letters, en dat laat men daar.’ (we shall quote a peculiarity which Houbraken tells us in his Schouburg 
[…], between true and untrue there is a difference of only a few letters, and one must leave it at that’. And on 
p. 411: ‘Arnold Houbraken vertelt die zaak gants verkeert, dat zal den Latynsche Sandrart uytwyzen pagina 
313.’ (Arnold Houbraken recounts this matter completely wrong, as the Latin Sandrart shows, p. 313). 
Nonetheless, Weyerman’s texts lean heavily on Houbraken. 
24 Cat. no. 1, as will be argued here, is not by Jan Dz. de Heem, nor a portrait of the artist; cat. no. 6 must be a 
copy after Jan Dz. de Heem; cat. no. 25, as Segal himself concluded in the course of the exhibition, is a copy 
after cat. no. 26 (here, respectively,  cat. nos. A 230 copy a, and A 230); cat. no. 34 is not by Jan Jz. de Heem, 
but by Jan Dz. de Heem (my cat. no. A 104) and the addendum, cat. no. 34A, as by Jan Jz. de Heem, is also by 
Jan Dz. de Heem (my cat. no. A 095); cat. no. 38, after subsequent cleaning and restoration, turned out to be by 
Jan Dz. de Heem and not by David Cz. de Heem (my cat. no. A 216). 
25 The term ‘pronkstilleven’ is a modern, and not a historic term that has crept into art-historical literature in 
the second half of the twentieth century. Before 1933, the term appears not to have existed, and when it first 
emerged, it did not have the same meaning it has acquired in recent decades. The first instance of 
‘pronkstilleven’ I have found, is in CAT. BREDIUS 1933, where a painting by David de Coninck of a dog and a 
cockatoo with a chased silver dish laden with fruit was titled ‘Pronkstilleven met hond en papegaai’, a title the 
painting has retained since (see BLANKERT 1991, cat. no. 36, p. 64). A relatively large still life, probably of fruit, by 
Jacobus Linthorst (1745-1815), dated 1805, which has since disappeared from the Bredius collection (BLANKERT 
1991, p. 124), was also catalogued as ‘Pronkstilleven’. A. Vorenkamp, in VORENKAMP 1933 (p. 45) wrote “Toen 
tegen 1650 het ontbijtje meer en meer een pronkstuk werd en de zilverkleurige haring er door de kleurige 
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kreeft werd verdrongen, het tinnen bord vervangen door den zilveren schotel, het witte tafellaken door een 
fluweelen lap of een warm gekleurd Oostersch tapijt, behoorde Simon Luttichuys tot degenen, die deze 
verandering, waardoor het stilleven decoratief werd en de kleur terugkeerde, hielpen voorbereiden.” (When 
towards 1650 the breakfast still life more and more became a show piece and the silvery herring was pushed 
aside by the colourful lobster, the pewter plate was replaced by the silver salver, the white tablecloth by a 
velvet cloth or a warm coloured Eastern rug, Simon Luttichuys was among the ones who helped prepare this 
change, as a result of which still life became decorative and colour returned”. Vorenkamp, thus, wrote 
‘pronkstuk’, show piece: “[de De Heem] In de verzameling Wallace te Londen is een groot pronkstuk van zijn 
hand.” ([the de Heem] in the Wallace Collection in London is a large show piece by his hand) (p. 67). “Johannes 
Hannot […] componeerde geen overvloedige pronkstukken; hij schilderde kleine vruchtenstillevens [...]” 
(Johannes Hannot did not compose sumptuous show pieces, he painted small still lifes of fruit) (p. 68). Only 
much later, pronkstilleven became a more generally used term. The first ‘pronk still life” I have found occurred 
in a Sotheby’s auction catalogue of 6 May 1970, describing a still life by Cornelis de Heem (49. A pronk still life 
of fruit, shellfish and pewterware […]), and the term was used again in a Sotheby’s catalogue of 4 November of 
the same year, describing a painting by Michiel Simons (143. A Pronk still life with cherries and peaches in a 
Delft dish and on a pewter plate […]). Segal, in his various publications, has often used pronkstilleven and 
devoted an exhibition to the genre : DELFT/HOUSTON 2006/07, in which the term ‘sumptuous still life’ was used, 
but also ‘pronk still life’ (see his Introduction on p. 15: “The pronk still life […] is a still life in which an overtone 
of luxury is lent by precious handmade objects”).  In the present study, I mostly use the term ‘luxury still life’ 
which in my view clearly indicates what type of still life is meant: one that depicts costly items of a high 
standard. As an alternative, I use ‘rich still life’.  
26 UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 50: “In deze catalogus zijn niet alle voorlopige resultaten van het onderzoek 
vermeld” (In this catalogue not all preliminary results of the research have been reported), “Hoewel reeds veel 
materiaal verzameld is, kon dit onderzoek [ naar de signaturen] nog niet geheel worden afgerond, daar het nog 
een nieuwe ronde van diepgaande technische analyse vereist.”(Although already much material has been 
gathered, this research [of the signatures] could not yet be entirely concluded, while it requires a new round of 
profound technical analysis), and “Deze tentoonstelling zal de gelegenheid bieden tot nader onderzoek en 
daardoor mogelijk een aanzet tot enkele antwoorden geven […]”(This exhibition will provide the opportunity 
for further research and as a result may give a push towards some answers).  
27 See MEIJER 1988, MEIJER 2005, MEIJER 2009, MEIJER 2011, MEIJER 2012 and MEIJER 2013. 
28 In 1999, in an exhibition devoted to ‘Techniques and style’ of still-life painting, in conjunction with the major 
still–life show in the Amsterdam Rijksmuseum, an analysis was published of de Heem’s festoon in the 
Rijksmuseum (cat. no. A 243), see exh. cat. AMSTERDAM 1999, cat. no. 6, pp. 60-64. Cat. no. A 242 was later also 
examined in detail, see WALLERT/DIK 2007. 
29 The catalogue of rejected works will be limited to works in museums that are still, or until recently have 
been, catalogued as by Jan Davidsz. de Heem, and to works in private collections and in the art trade that have 
been included in serious publications and/or exhibitions since c. 1950. Earlier misattributions, with some 
exceptions, are too many and too random, and often too obvious to be taken seriously. Several of the rejected 
paintings are already discussed and illustrated here in connection with de Heem’s paintings in the texts in this 
study. 
30 For the moment, I have decided not to include an appendix of all early (say, pre-1750) mentions of paintings 
by de Heem, since this would require another run through, and meticulous copying, of the various notes and 
registers (such as Abraham Bredius’ archival notes at RKD, BREDIUS 1915/22, the Getty Provenance Index, the 
Montias database etc. and this would, in my view, not add substantially to the data discussed in the various 
texts and in the Concluding Observations. 
31 Paintings up to 50 centimetres high are all illustrated at a height of five centimetres, and paintings higher 
than 80 centimetres are all illustrated with a height of eight centimetres, while heights in between 50 and 80 
centimetres are illustrated at their relative height, so for a painting of 62 centimetres high the illustration is 6,2 
centimetres high. 
 
Notes to Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s name and effigies pp. 19-22 
 
32 See also the Biography and Appendix I. 
33 See Appendix I, documents of  1658,1668 and 1683. In April 1658, she signed a notarial deed as ‘gritgen 
davids de hem’. 
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34 The Dutch word heem is neutral and should get the prefix het. In a name, the prefix could be expected to be 
van (from), van het, or van der (from the). In fact, the name van der Heem still occurs in the Netherlands, but 
no de Heems appear to survive. A quick survey of the various Dutch archives that now offer a Digitale 
Stamboom (digital family tree), an on-line genealogical search machine, turns up forms such as Heem, van 
Heem and van der Heem, and only a few, apparently unrelated, de Heems in the seventeenth century. 
35 After 1630, only three paintings appear to have been signed with the full first name, cat. nos. A 022, A 054, 
and A 057. 
36 Helmus and Segal, in exh. cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, pp. 55, 57, opted that it was incorrect to call the 
painter Jan, since he would appear to always have referred to himself as Johannes, but they decided not to go 
against tradition and stuck to Jan. This argument seems somewhat forced to me since the artist only signed 
with the full first name early on, and in official documents. Furthermore, in Dutch virtually all of the men who 
were baptised Johannes were, and still are, customarily referred to as Jan. 
37 The spelling of artist’s names in the RKD database RKDartists also consistently follows this rule, as we have 
done in VAN DER WILLIGEN/MEIJER 2003. On this point, consequently, my argument and my spelling differ from 
that of Segal and Helmus (cf. exh. cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 57). 
38 Again, see exh. cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 57. Their unexplained remark that ‘De schrijfwijze J.D. de 
Heem is natuurlijk uit den boze’ (The rendering J.D. de Heem is of course not done) is puzzling, particularly 
since it was printed next to a number of facsimiles of the artist’s signatures, for several of which he himself 
chose precisely that from. Many of his paintings that originated after c. 1650 are signed J.D.De Heem. 
39 Black chalk, 265 x 202 mm, British Museum, London, cat. Hind, 1915, p. 84, no. 3. 
http://www.britishmuseum.org/research/collection_online/collection_object_details.aspx?objectId=710859&p
artId=1&searchText=jan+lievens&page=3 (retrieved July 2015). 
40 See Biography chapter, note 67 on p. 397. 
41 For Pontius’s print see HOLLSTEIN, Vol. 17, p. 177, no. 85, with illustration. HOUBRAKEN 1753, Vol. 1, opposite p. 
182. 
42 Already in the Reimer collection in Munich, which was auctioned in 1843, the young man in the painting was 
identified as Jan Davidsz. de Heem himself. 
43 See MEIJER 2003, pp. 217, 218 for a discussion of the painting’s iconography, as well as p. 49. 
44 DE CLIPPEL 2003. 
45 Earlier I had suggested a date of about 1637/38 for the paining (MEIJER 2003, p. 219, note 9), opposing Segal’s 
suggested dating to 1632 (S. Segal in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, p.124). Following de Clippel’s 
arguments, I readily accept her somewhat earlier dating of the painting, 1635/36. 
46 WEYERMAN 1729/69, vol. 2, p.69: ‘Den beruchten Ridder Karel de Moor heeft ons gelieven te verhaalen, dat 
dien Adriaan Brouwer eens een historiestukje schilderde, bestaande in de Konterfytsels van Jan David de Heem, 
Jan Koessiers, en in zijn eygen portret, zittende die Heeren te rooken en een glaasje te drinken. Den 
voornoemden Ridder, die J. D. de Heem heeft gezien tot Antwerpen, zegt dat deszelfs konterfytsel wonderlijk 
wel was getroffen.’ (It has pleased the famous knight Karel de Moor to tell us that this Adriaan Brouwer at one 
time painted a little history piece, which consisted of the effigies of Jan David de Heem, Jan Koessiers, as well as 
his own portrait, of those gentlemen sitting down smoking and having a glass to drink. The aforesaid knight, 
who has seen J. D. de Heem in Antwerp, says that his effigy was wonderfully accurate). The statement is the 
more remarkable since, if Carel de Moor (1655-1738) saw de Heem in Antwerp, it must have been after 1672, 
when he was already some forty years older than in Brouwer’s painting. 
47 Oil on panel, 24,4 x 18,8 cm, with signature ‘J.D. Heem, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, inv.no. SK-A-2396, as by 
J.Dz. de Heem, VAN THIEL 1976, p. 263, ill. The painting was also included as a self-portrait in exh. UTRECHT 
/BRUNSWICK 1991, cat. no. 1, colour pl. 1 on p. 69. I first dismissed the painting as a self-portrait in writing in 
MEIJER 2003, p. 219, note 9. Still as a self portrait: http://hdl.handle.net/10934/RM0001.collect.8639 (retrieved  
July 2015). 
48 MEIJER 2003, p. 219, note 9, where I still gave it the benefit of the doubt of being a portrait of de Heem. 
49 HOLLSTEIN, Vol. 43, p. 121, no. 124, illustrated, and exh. cat. AMSTERDAM 1997, pp. 266-267, fig. 6, as Lucas 
Vorsterman after Jan Davidsz. de Heem. 
50 These observations confirm that the painting was indeed the model for the print, which supports the 
suggestion that it was painted there. Vorsterman worked in Antwerp from 1630 onwards, but no precise date 
for this print has been established. 
51 I am grateful to Beatrijs Wolters van der Wey, Antwerp, for drawing my attention to this reference in a letter 
dated 2nd March 2000. The painting was an oil on canvas, 42 ½ x 31 ½ in (108 x 80 cm). Sale London, Christie’s, 

http://www.britishmuseum.org/research/collection_online/collection_object_details.aspx?objectId=710859&partId=1&searchText=jan+lievens&page=3
http://www.britishmuseum.org/research/collection_online/collection_object_details.aspx?objectId=710859&partId=1&searchText=jan+lievens&page=3
http://hdl.handle.net/10934/RM0001.collect.8639
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21 July 1924, lot 167, not illustrated. Previously, the painting had been lent to an exhibition in Edinburgh in 
1883, by J.S. Fraser Tytler https://rkd.nl/explore/excerpts/432800.  
 
Notes to A biography of Jan Davidsz. de Heem (1606-1684) pp. 23-32 
 
52 For convenience, dates and (references to) documents concerning de Heem’s biography have been included 
in a chronological list, Appendix I, so as to avoid complex references in notes here. 
In recent decades, research on the early biographical data has been carried out by Marten Jan Bok (for the 
Utrecht period) and Maarten Wurfbain (for the Leiden period), resulting in their respective articles BOK 1990 
and WURFBAIN 1989. An early biography is VAN LERIUS 1880. These and other results were summarized and 
supplemented in de Heem’s biography by Liesbeth Helmus and Sam Segal in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, 
pp. 57-63, with a list of archival documents compiled by Liesbeth Helmus on pp. 226-232 (concerning the entire 
de Heem family)(HELMUS 1991). In many instances, VAN LERIUS 1880 provides more details concerning the 
Antwerp documents than HELMUS 1991. Information on Jan Davidsz. de Heem and Anna Ruckers and their 
children was collated in LAMBRECHTS-DOUILLEZ 1982. None of these authors was aware of de Heem’s burial record 
and up to date, the date of his death has been indicated as 1683/84. 
53 BOK 1990 discusses archival information concerning de Heem from the years 1625 and 1626 and earlier. 
Unless stated otherwise, the information on this period in the present biography was derived from Bok’s 
article.  
54 The statement that the artist would have a birthday at Easter can be interpreted in two ways. In Utrecht, 
where the Julian calendar was still in use, Easter Sunday in 1625 was the 17th of April. One interpretation would 
be that the artist was born on the 17th of April 1606, which happened to coincide with Easter Sunday in 1625. 
More likely, in my view, is the possibility that Jan Davidsz. de Heem was born at Easter in 1606 and connected 
his birthday to that festivity, even though annual dates vary. Easter Sunday in 1606 was on the 20th of April. 
Also, we should not exclude that the artist was not aware of his exact date of birth when he made his 
statement, but that his birthday ‘at Easter’ should in fact be interpreted more liberally as ‘around Easter’. 
Whatever the case, his date of birth should most probably be situated in the third week of April of 1606 of the 
Julian calendar which is end April in the current Gregorian calendar. 
55 Presuming that Jan Martensz. van den Bosch, the grandfather, also used ‘van den Bosch’ as a reference to 
his, or his family’s, place of origin. 
56 ‘Kerver’, also spelled as ‘Kerner’ sounds somewhat like ‘Coornhert’ and Johan may have adopted his new 
name out of admiration for the well-known homo universalis Dirck Volkertsz. Coornhert (1522-1590) – and 
perhaps to conveniently surf along on the latter’s renown. There is no reason to assume that an actual family 
relationship between the two men existed. 
57 The stone that marked the facade of the house is illustrated in BOK 1990, p. 49, fig. 1 and in exh. cat. UTRECHT 
/BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 59, fig. B3. 
58 On the presumption that Balthasar van der Ast was de Heem’s teacher in Utrecht, see the chapter Leiden, 
Utrecht, Amsterdam, pp. 42-48. 
59 WURFBAIN 1989, p. 434, noted that Vergeijl’s occupation was ‘witmaecker’ (lit. ‘white-maker’). Wurfbain 
argued that this could mean that he prepared (= grounded) panels for painters. This is not correct, however. 
The Middelnederlands handwoordenboek, edited by J. Verdam, The Hague, 1932, tells us that a ‘witmaker’ is an 
artisan who prepared chamois-leather. In any case it is most likely that the dispute concerned a debt of the 
young painter to Vergeijl. 
60 WURFBAIN 1989, p. 439. 
61 Jan Steen, The Leiden baker Arent Oostwaert and his wife, Catherina Keyzerswaert, c. 1658, signed, oil on 
panel, 37,7 x 31,5 cm. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. no. SK-A-390.  
62 Potter’s departure was registered in the archives of the Leiden Pieterskerk on the 10th of January 1632 
(WURFBAIN 1989, p. 441 [note 14]).  
63 See also below, note 16. 
64 See the discussion of the paintings in question (cat. nos. A 023-045) on pp. 66-77 
65 See below for details. 
66 DE CLIPPEL 2004, pp. 196-203. She (newly) identifies the protagonists as (from left to right) Jan Lievens, Joos 
van Craesbeeck, Brouwer himself, Jan Cossiers and Jan Davidsz. de Heem, and dates the painting quite 
convincingly to 1635 (or early 1636). 

https://rkd.nl/explore/excerpts/432800
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67 In MEIJER 2003, p. 219, note 9, I dated Lievens’ drawing and Brouwer’s The Smokers (fig. B 1) to 1637/38. In 
view of Karolien de Clippel’s convincing somewhat earlier dating of Brouwer’s painting, Lievens’ drawing – 
which must indeed have originated at about the same time – may also have been done somewhat earlier than I 
envisaged. 
68 ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, pp. 50, 54. 
69 ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol 2, p. 86. This appears to be the only record of the painter Vincent Cerneval 
in the guild records. 
70 ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, pp. 114, 121. 
71 VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 221 still wrote: ‘1635 ou vers cette époque’, HELMUS 1991, p. 228 set her year of birth 
firmly to 1635, while in the same publication, exh. cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 60, her year of birth is 
given as ‘about 1635’.  I have not been able to find any further archival records pertaining to Torentiana, other 
than the inventory upon her mother’s death from November 1643 and the presumed testimony by Cornelis de 
Heem from May 1695 (quoted in VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883, p. 871), from which it pertains that she had lived till 
adulthood (and thus left an inheritance at her death), but died before 1695. The name Torentiana is highly 
unusual, in fact I have not found any other example of it. One would expect that it was inspired by the 
enigmatic artist Johannes Torrentius, whose still lifes de Heem may have admired, see also the chapter Utrecht, 
Leiden, Amsterdam, pp. 45-46. In some of the literature, her name is also given as Teresia, but I have not found 
any ground for that, other than a reference in the deed from 1st March 1669, concerning the debts of Cornelis 
de Heem to his father, which mentions ‘ses gulden aen sijn suster Teresia de Heem, om een renth te lossen’(six 
guilders to his sister Teresia de Heem in order to pay an interest). This may have been a clerical error, due to 
the unfamiliarity of the name. 
72 See Appendix I, request of  14 April 1655. VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883, p. 869, notes, as far as I can tell without 
ground, that the attained prices were unexpectedly high. 
73 ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, p. 139 (concerning the administrative year 1642/43). 
74 VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 224,  says ‘Adam van Lamoen’, but in his note 2, proceeds to suggest that probably 
Abraham van Lamoen was meant. Since both versions of the inventory clearly name Abraham van Lamoen, 
however, there was no clerical error, as he suggests, but probably a transcription error by van Lerius himself.  
75 ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, pp. 186, 193. 
76 De manner of writing the ‘e’s  is highly similar to that of the same letter in de Heem’s signatures. 
77 VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 234; HOLLSTEIN, Vol. I, p. 71, Bailliu, no. 16, ill.  
78 VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 225 : “Disons d’abord que le maître ayant à soigner trois enfants en bas âge, pouvait 
difficilement rester veuf.” 
79 Zacharias de Vriese was Jacob Jordaens’ brother-in-law. VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 226, 227 (note 4). 
80 The Gasthuisbeemden area included Papenstraat, so it seems likely that de Heem and his family had 
remained living there after Aletta’s death. 
81 VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883, p. 869, speaks of  “hare vier kinderen” (her four children). There may well have been 
four children at that time, but the number is entirely due to the author. Neither does she speak of “haren 
geliefden man” (her beloved husband), as van den Branden quotes, but simply of “haeren manne”.  
82 VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883, p. 871, paraphrased by HELMUS 1991, p. 231, who gives the protocol of Notary J.M. 
Eliaerts, SA, N 1409, 16 May 1695, as its source. In that protocol, however, only Cornelis’ testament of 12th 
May 1695 can be found. It appears to have been penned down by the clerck at great speed and Cornelis’ 
signature is extremely feeble and almost illegible. I have found no entry for 16th May or any other entry 
pertaining to Cornelis de Heem around that date. It seems unlikely, that Cornelis, after apparently being on the 
verge of dying on the 12th and having been buried on May 17th could have made such a statement on the 16th. 
On the other hand, the wording of Van den Branden’s note is too specific not to have been based on concrete 
evidence. 
83 HELMUS 1991, p. 231, writes that Cornelis had  “van Torentiana en Jan de Heem, zijn zuster en broeder en van 
zijn stiefzusters Isabella, Hildegonda en Anna Maria de Heem niets meer tegoed” (all five had no dues with 
him), which suggests that all five were still alive at that time.  
84 VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 231, does not give their death dates, but remarks that Hildegonde  “vivait encore en 1713, 
comme nous verrons dans la biographie de David de Heem, le troisième”. In that biography (on pp. 260-262) 
there is no mention of her, however. 
85 VAN LERIUS 1880, p. 235; HOLLSTEIN, Vol. I, p. 70, Bailliu, no. 2, ill. 
86 BREDIUS 1934, passim. 
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87 VAN DEN BOSCH 1650, pp. C3r, C3v: “En raeck ick eenmael Van de Heem/ Soo sal sich Van den Bos dat belgen/ 
En swaerlijck dese brock verswelgen,/ Dat ick quansuys sijn eer beneem.// O neen, gepresen jonge man,/ Geen 
lof en magh u meer verhoogen/ Hy heeft geen sinnen noch geen oogen/ Die uwe konst niet sien en kan.” It is 
not known if the poet van den Bosch was related to the painter van den Bosch. 
88 ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, pp. 311, 322. 
89 See the document of 1st March 1669, and the following paragraph. 
90 This issue is further addressed in the chapter concerning de Heem’s oeuvre in relation to the dating of 
paintings. 
91 HOUBRAKEN 1753, Vol. 3  pp. 64, 65. Houbraken’s remark that Mignon had been with Marrel since his seventh 
year (so from 1647) cannot be correct, since Marrel himself only returned to Frankfurt in 1649. In VAN DER 
WILLIGEN/MEIJER 2003, on p. 143, Houbraken’s ‘two times seven years’ led me to incorrectly date Mignon’s 
coming to Utrecht to 1661.  
92 No data could be found concerning Margaretha/Grietje de Heem, other than that she had a testament drawn 
up in Rotterdam in June 1669, and that she had died by August 1670. 
93 KRAMM 1857/64, Vol. 2, pp. 652, 654. Jan’s grandson David was only five years old at the time and not yet a 
painter and moreover, still living in Antwerp with his father Cornelis de Heem. From later documents 
concerning this debt, it becomes clear that it had indeed been transferred to Jan Davidsz. de Heem. 
94 HOUBRAKEN 1753, Vol.2,  p. 215. 
95 Regionaal Archief Leiden, Confirmations of departure, Pieterskerk: Maria van Oosterwijck, 2 mei 1660. With 
thanks to Noud Janssen for sharing this information with me (email of 26 February 2008). 
96 While Maria had relatives and relations in her previous domiciles, Delft and Leiden, this was not the case for 
Utrecht, as Noud Janssen affirmed in his email (see previous note). 
97 HOEVENAAR 1778, p. 11. The archival material that Hoevenaar based his remark on was lost, but his text was 
the source for much later literature. However, the type of text – a public talk – might be too casual to rely on 
for precise dates. It is of course highly likely that both de Heem and Mignon became members of the Utrecht 
guild at some point, but it would be most elucidating to have exact dates. See also exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 
1991, pp. 63, 67, 68 (note 24).  
98 Liesbeth Helmus and Sam Segal, in exh. cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 63, concluded from this remark 
that de Heem left Antwerp for Utrecht on 13th June 1667, even though in the same volume HELMUS 1991, on p. 
229, includes mention of the document of 6 January 1665. For the full text of the document concerning 
Cornelis’ debts, see Appendix I, 1669, March 1. 
99 HOUBRAKEN 1753, Vol. 1, p. 212, 213. Houbraken does not indicate when de Heem gave this advice.  
100 See also VAN DER WILLIGEN/MEIJER 2003, p. 178. Schoock’s apprenticeship with Bloemaert must have occurred 
before the latter’s death in 1651. Lievens was never in Utrecht, but Schoock may have been his pupil in 
Amsterdam or The Hague. No history paintings by Schoock have been identified, only a few, later and rather 
weak, genre paintings are known by him. 
101 HOUBRAKEN 1753, Vol. 1, pp. 209-213. According to Houbraken, de Heem left Utrecht in 1670, accompanied 
by two sons and four daughters. From the various records it is unclear how many of de Heem’s children were 
still alive at that time. Cornelis and probably Torentiana lived to adulthood, but after 1643 no record of Thomas 
Maria is known. Maria Anna probably died as a child, Isabella Catharina, Hildegonda, and Anna Maria lived to 
old age. Jan Janz. probably lived to adulthood, but Jacobus may well have died as a child. In any case, by 1672, 
which is the correct date for de Heem’s departure from Utrecht, Cornelis had already gone his own way and it 
seems unlikely that Torentiana, who was about 38 years old, was still living with her father and stepmother. 
Houbraken also misread Cornelis de Bie’s text on de Heem and claimed that around 1660 Jan Davidsz. was 
working with his father David de Heem. His quote from Sandrart “dat Tomas Keyzer t' Amsterdam hem voor 
twee kleine stukjes schildery aanbood de somme van 450 gulden; maar dat hy dezelve, schoon hy een vrient 
van hem was, niet geven wilde” The quote most probably concerns Marten (not ‘Thoma’, as Sandrart has it) 
Kretzer and is about a still life (not two, but two yards [ellen] long [wide?]) by Cornelis de Heem. 
102 VAN EEGHEN 1979, p. 58. 
103 Only one dated painting by Elias van den Broeck is known, from 1676. As such, it does not help our insight in 
Elias’ early development. 
104 On the 12th of July, Cosimo III visited Utrecht, where among other places, he visited the house of a painter. 
The suggestion that this painter was de Heem comes from G.J. Hoogewerf (De twee reizen van Cosimo de' 
Medici prins van Toscane door de Nederlanden (1667-1669). Journalen en documenten, Amsterdam 1919, pp. 
XLI and 284). 
105 CHIARINI 1989, p. 158. 
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106 Both HOUBRAKEN 1753, Vol. 1, p. 212 and WEYERMAN 1729/69, p. 411, mention that de Heem fled as a result 
of the French invasion, but both mention the year in which this happened as 1670, which is in any case is 
historically incorrect. 
107 ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, pp. 428, 434. 
108 VAN EEGHEN 1979, p. 59. 
109 ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, p. 501. 
110 VAN DEN BRANDEN 1883, p. 870.  
111 ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1864/76, Vol. 2, p. 501. Under ‘Ontfanck van dootschulde’ (receipt of death dues) are 
listed, in this order : Peeter Slootmakers, (Jonas) van Herck, (de) huysvrouwe van (Jan Baptist Martina) Wans, 
(Jan) de Heem, Niclaes van der Heedt, Hendrick Verdussen, (van) Meurs, Den deken Gonsales Coques, De 
weduwe van Dynen, Jeronimus Artssens, Daniel du Pré, D’huysvrouwe van Jan Quintenbos, Marie Nootens, and 
Jacques de la Croix. 
112 Peeter Slootmakers was buried 16th November 1683; The wife of ‘Capiteijn’ Wans was buried on 19th 
January 1684;  Hendrick Verdussen was buried on 19th April; Gonsales Coques was buried on 18th April (as 
Mons. Consaeles, schilder); Daniel du Pré was buried on 25th  April; Jacobus van Meurs was buried on 5th May, 
and Jacques de la Croix was buried on the 2nd of August. It would appear that some of the inheritants were 
quicker in paying the death dues than others. For instance, the dues for Jacobus van Meurs were paid before 
those of Coques and du Pré, who had died earlier. But clearly the first on the list, Peeter Slootmakers, was also 
the first to be buried and the last, Jacques de la Croix, the last to be buried. (Antwerp archives, inv. PR 277, 
burial records for 1683-1685). 
113 See note 31 and Appendix I. 
 
* In the following chapters, in which the development of de Heem’s oeuvre is discussed 
chronologically, I try as much as possible to avoid literature references concerning specific paintings. 
Unless stated otherwise, statements made here other than on my own observations are based on 
literature cited with the work under discussion in the catalogue. 
 
Notes to Utrecht, Leiden and Amsterdam pp. 33-79 
 
114 The first, oil on panel, 115,5 x 169 cm, North Carolina Museum of Art, Raleigh (see exh. cat. 
AMSTERDAM/CLEVELAND 1999/2000, cat. no. 104, colour ill.). 
115 Of the Rich man’s meal, (indistinctly) dated examples are known that might go as far back as 1589. Of the 
Poor man’s meal no dated examples are known. See the on-line database RKDimages for further details. 
116 On these still lifes, see S. Segal in exh. cat. DELFT/CAMBRIDGE/FORT WORTH 1988/9, pp. 39-53. 
117 Compare ROBELS 1989, cat. nos. 110 and 113. Her cat. no. 89, as signed and dated 1603, is not by Frans 
Snijders, but probably a copy after a substantially later work by Peter van Boucle. 
118 No dated works by Osias Beert are known, but examples on copper plates dated by their maker from as 
early as 1607 are known. 
119 About the recognition of David Rijckaert II as a still-life painter, see MEIJER 2009 (2). 
120 VAN MANDER 1604, p. 294v. 
121 Now in the collection of the Fondation Custodia in Paris. 
122 Abraham Bloemaert also painted a vanitas skull early on, which Karel van Mander saw in the collection of 
Jaques Razet in Amsterdam, before 1604, see VAN MANDER 1604, p. 297v. 
123 For an elaborate discussion of the Dutch kitchen piece from c. 1590-1650, see KWAK 2014. 
124 In view of the development of the flower still life, as well as within the chronology of Savery’s flower pieces, 
the date 1603 cannot be correct on a still life of flowers in a niche in the collection of the Centraal Museum, 
Utrecht (HELMUS 1999, cat. no. 574, vol. A, pp. 123-125, vol. B, pp. 1333-1335), of which a second version exists 
in an American private collection. It more likely originally read 1613. In my view, Savery’s role as a flower 
painter was not as prominent as it is often considered to be and deserves more in-depth study in the context of 
the development of flower painting in general, rather than as a separate phenomenon, as which Savery’s work 
is often treated. 
125 On the connection between Bosschaert and Brueghel, and on the early development of the Netherlandish 
flower painting, see DE CLIPPEL & VAN DER LINDEN 2015 (passim). 
126 De Heem’s authorship of a still life of fruit bearing a signature and date “J. De Heem ƒ 1624” (oil on canvas, 
41,9 x 62,9 cm) was already denounced by Abraham Bredius in 1890 (BREDIUS 1890(2), p. 13). The handling does 
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indeed differ substantially from de Heem’s early efforts in van der Ast’s style, discussed below. In several 
publications, however, Ingvar Bergström included the painting as de Heem’s earliest work (including in 
BERGSTRÖM 1956(2), p. 173). In MEIJER 1988, p. 36, I also argued that the painting is not be by de Heem, and S. 
Segal in exh. cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 19-21, fig. 2, published it as a copy after Balthasar van der Ast. I 
studied the painting in a private collection in New Jersey in January 1996, which confirmed my views based  
upon scrutiny of the old, but excellent photo. In 2010, the painting resurfaced on the art market in sale 
Christie’s New York, 9 June 2010, lot 37, colour ill., as ‘attributed to Balthasar van der Ast’. In subsequent 
cleaning the signature (with the calligraphy of a post-1650 de Heem signature) and date vanished, giving way to 
remains of a coarse signature “Iohannes…”. Also, to the right a small melon appeared. It conflicts, however, 
with the other fruit in that area, which was painted by a different hand at a later stage, in the manner of Jan 
Davidsz. de Heem, and Cornelis de Heem of the 1650s and 1660s. Although not a copy of a known van der Ast 
composition, this still life was clearly inspired by fruit still lifes by that artist from c.1623, compare, for instance, 
a still life from that year in the Musée des Beaux-Arts in Lille, inv. no. P 1937.  
127 Oil on panel, 130 x 80 cm, signed and dated 1624, Utrecht, Centraal Museum, inv. no. 2310.  
128 See MULLER 1880. There is no mention of de Heem in the remaining guild accounts from the years 1611-
1644, published by Muller, pp. 92-126. 
129 Concerning the identification of the young man in the painting as Jan Davidsz. de Heem himself, see the 
chapter Name and Effigies. 
130 Last seen in sale London, Phillips, 5 December 1989, lot 104, colour ill. 
131 With Robert Noortman, Maastricht/London, 1994. 
132 I already made the comparison in MEIJER 1988, p. 30, fig. 3. 
133 For parrots, compare, for instance, a painting in the Hermitage, St. Petersburg, inv. no. 8472 
(KUZNETSOV/LINNIK 1982, no. 246) and a painting that was offered at Sotheby’s, New York, 28 January 2000, lot 
121, colour ill. (BOL 1960, no. 117). 
134 Oil on panel, 40,7 x 61,2 cm, sale London, Christie’s, 16 January 1992, lot 61, colour ill., as by B. van der Ast 
(expertise S. Segal, Amsterdam, as an early work with some possible collaboration from A. Bosschaert the 
Elder). Previously, Ingvar Bergström had identified the painting as a work by Bosschaert and dated it to 1605 or 
shortly thereafter (according to Christie’s catalogue). In my view the painting is without doubt by the elder 
Bosschaert, and should be dated to about 1608/’09. 
135 For compositions with birds by Binoit, see BOTT 2001, pp. 204-206, Werkverzeichnis P. Binoit, nos. WV.B. 26-
32. 
136 Previously with Charles Roelofsz, Amsterdam, see Handbook of The European Fine Art Fair, Maastricht, 
2002, p. 129, colour ill. 
137 Compare a small painting from 1622, oil on copper, 16,9 x 23,6 cm, Sale London, Sotheby’s, 3 July 1997, lot 
43, colour ill. The same crayfish appears in another painting by van der Ast froom 1622, now in the North 
Carolina Museum of Art, Raleigh NC. 
138 On the symbolism of the lobster see S. Segal in exh. cat. DELFT/CAMBRIDGE/FORT WORTH 1988/9, p. 132. One 
may wonder whether the animal’s colour change (from black/brown to bright red) when cooked may have 
added to associating it with inconstancy. 
139 See exh. cats. AMSTERDAM 1993/4, p. 605 and AMSTERDAM / CLEVELAND 1999/2000, p. 134, provenance note. 
Carlton saw seven paintings by Torrentius ‘at a friends house lyes in Liss near Leyden’, the best he deemed to 
be this one ‘on a round bred donne 1614 […] wch is a glass wth wyne in it very well donne between a tynne pot 
and an earthen pott, a set song under it and a bitt of a bridle over it’.  
The term Jan-Steen jug is probably a nineteenth-century invention, based on the fact that such jugs occur 
frequently in Steen’s paintings. In fact, the type of jug existed long before Steen was born, the earliest 
examples date from the second half of the sixteenth century. 
140 From the fact that de Heem’s daughter, who was born in (probably) 1635, was named Torentiana, we might 
deduct that Jan Davidsz. de Heem was impressed by Torrentius’ work. See the Biography for further details. 
141 Oil on panel, 48 x 76,9 cm, signed with monogram. The Art Institute, Chicago, inv. no. 1935.300. BRUNNER-
BULST 2004 included the painting as cat. no. 6 and dated it to c.1623 which, in my view, is too early. 
142 In genre paintings, the phallic appearance of the Jan-Steen jug is often put to use in erotic symbolism, 
among others by Steen. An early example is the painting by Isaac Elias from 1620 (Oil on panel, 47 x 63 cm, 
Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, inv. no. SK A 1754). This complex allegory includes many allusions. The young man 
in the centre is either about to place a glass on the spout of a Jan Steen jug, or has just removed it. While 
pointing at the action with his other hand, he whispers into the ear of the young woman beside him, who, 
judging from her garment, is probably a prostitute. It is not very likely that de Heem intended an erotic 
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reference in cat. no. A 004, but a more general allusion to fertility, in combination with all this fruit, should 
perhaps not be excluded entirely. 
143 Private collection, Fürth-Bayern, by 1960. 
144 Behind the large quinces in van der Ast’s still life of fruit from 1620 in the Mauritshuis, The Hague (inv.no. 
1066), there appear to be two pomegranates, but they are not rendered in much detail. 
145 Last seen in sale London, Sotheby’s, 3 July 1997, lot 43, colour ill. 
146 For van Fornenburgh’s painting, see exh. cat. DELFT/CAMBRIDGE/FORT WORTH 1988/9, cat. no.22, colour plate 
on p. 107. 
147 See MITCHELL 1973, p. 246.  
148 The first, on parchment, 173 x 143 mm, sale New York, Sotheby’s, 23 Jan 2001, lot 119, colour ill. The 
second, 145 x 111 mm, Berlin, Staatliche Museen, cat. 1930, no. 135 (photos of both at RKD). 
149 The first, last seen in sale London, Sotheby’s 3 July 1996, lot 66, colour ill.. The painting includes strips a few 
centimetres wide that were probably added later to top and bottom. The second, oil on panel, 66,5 x 90 cm, 
signed, Kunsthaus, Zürich, Koetser Stiftung, cat. 1988, no. 9, with colour ill. 
150 The same is true for a much later example from about 1673, cat. no. A 249. 
151 See my entry on the painting in MEIJER 2003, cat. no. 36, pp. 216-219. 
152 In reaction to an earlier version of this text, Eric Jan Sluijter suggested that it is likely that the painter of the 
work in Lille, instead, may have been inspired by de Heem’s original concept and improved on the execution of 
the figure. To me it seems more likely that de Heem, as an inexperienced figure painter, adapted an existing 
model of high quality. As earlier, in the case of van der Ast’s models, it was below his creative standard to copy 
it verbatim, however. Without an exact date for the Lille painting (dendrochronology may at some point result 
in a date post quem), the exact relationship between the two paintings will remain difficult to asssess, 
however. The possibility that both the de Heem and the painting in Lille are based on a common, unknown 
example should also not be ruled entirely. 
See also my entry on the de Heem painting in MEIJER 2003, cat. no. 36, pp. 216-219. My suggestion that the 
painting in Lille cannot not be by Codde prompted Berhard Schnackenburg to suggest a tentative attribution to 
Rembrandt (SCHNACKENBURG 2006, passim, with colour ill.), which in my view is untenable. Jeroen Giltaij, in his 
entry on the painting in exh. cat. ROTTERDAM/FRANKFURT 2004/5, p. 72 argued in favour of the attribution to 
Codde on the basis of the monogram which, however, is different from the one he compares it with: in proper 
Codde monograms, the P hangs down from the C, in Lille – insofar as something remains of the monogram – 
the P stands on the lower end of the C. In Giltaij’s view, the Lille painting originated later than the de Heem, he 
appears to adopt Liedtke’s dating to 1631-33.  
153 The protagonist does not visibly hold any painting utensils, so theoretically he may also be a patron or an art 
lover. 
154 I am indebted to Frits Scholten, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, for this information (email correspondence, 4 
December 2015). A related, but much smaller bronze, which is tentatively attributed to Alessandro Vittoria 
(1525-1608), is in the Herzog-Anton-Ulrich Museum in Braunschweig. Thus far, no example or cast of this 
model was known to have existed in the early seventeenth century in the North Netherlands. Of Tintoretto’s 
design, several drawn studies are known, among others in the former Koenings collection, now in the Pushkin 
Museum in Moscow. Scholten also relates the type of this statue to Adriaen de Vries’ Bacchant, which was 
acquired by the Rijksmuseum in 2014 (inv. no. BK-2015-2-1).  
155 Strangely, the lower edge of the door in the de Heem is not parallel to the upper edge, which makes for an 
awkward sense of perspective. 
156 Other attributions of figure paintings to de Heem, such as fig. 3 in MARTIN 1925, p. 45 must definitely be 
dismissed. 
157 BRUYN 1951, pp. 161-163 and ADAMS 1985, cat. no. 14. 
158 Oil on panel, 82,6 x 54 cm, signed and dated JDGHEYN FE AN° 1603, inv. no. 1974.1. 
159 The second, oil on canvas, 42 x 56 cm, collection Count Schönborn, Pommersfelden (still published as by 
David de Heem in exh. cat. AMSTERDAM / CLEVELAND 1999/2000, p. 15, fig. 6.; I corrected the attribution in BUIJSEN 
1998, p. 138 and again in MEIJER 2000, p. 234 (note 2). A vanitas still life that has long been published as by 
Bailly, should in my view be considered as a late work by Jacob II de Gheyn: oil on panel, 42 x 68 cm, collection 
F.C. Bûtot, his sale, Amsterdam, Sotheby’s, 16 November 1993, lot 39, colour ill., as by D. Bailly. 
160 See also exh. cat. AMSTERDAM / CLEVELAND 1999/2000, cat. no. 18, colour ill. and WALLERT 2006. Wallert 
demonstrates that the Lievens was painted on top of a finished female portrait, probably from the mid-1620s. 
Incidentally, his article opens with an inaccurate statement concerning de Heem’s Leiden period, while he 
rather uncritically accepts the attribution to Jan Jz. den Uyl of the (added) ‘breakfast’ still life in the foreground 
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of the Lievens. He also illustrates a still life of books in Heino (his fig. 9), of which the attribution to Lievens is 
indeed not convincing in my view, although the painting must have originated in the same circle. The date 
inscribed on it, 1627, is most probably authentic. On the Heino painting see also my brief text in CAT. HEINO 
2005, p. 26. 
161 See BRUNNER-BULST 2004, cat. nos. 8 (dated to c.1623 by the author but perhaps as early as from 1621), cat. 
no. 10 (1623) and cat. no. 18 (1625, Frans Halsmuseum, Haarlem). 
162 BRUNNER-BULST 2004, cat. nos. 31 (1627), 36 , 37, 38 (1628), 42, 43 (here fig. ULA 17) (1629) and 47 (1630).  
163 The panel of cat. no. A 015 is not bevelled to the right and at the top (i.e. to the left and at the top when 
looking at the back), and it may well have been reduced by a few centimetres on those sides, in which case the 
original composition will have approached that of cat. no. A 016 more closely: more space at the top and some 
space to the right of the document on the wall. 
164 Apart from the still life in Simferopol (cat. A 015). However, judging from photos, that background has at 
least suffered substantially and appears to have been largely repainted. 
165 Several of the photos that have been published of the painting do not show that de Heem has in fact 
included the left side of the partition, with the sides of the upper clamps picking up the light. Hana Seifertova, 
in her article on the painting from 1962 (SEIFERTOVÁ 1962) emphasizes the importance of lighting in the painting, 
but did not discuss how it was achieved. 
166 See Q. Buvelot’s apt analysis of cat. A 011 and 010 in exh. cat. THE HAGUE 2002, pp. 96-101, 205 and in VAN 
DER PLOEG 2002, no. 15, pp. 76-79, respectively. 
167 See exhibition catalogue WASHINGTON/LONDON/THE HAGUE 2000/1, cat. no. 5, colour ill., where dated to 
c.1635. 
168 Oil on panel, 72,3 x 59,5 cm, The National Gallery of Victoria, Melbourne (Felton Bequest). With thanks to 
Eric Jan Sluijter for this reference. 
169 Most recently, in 2013/14, with Douwes Fine Art in Amsterdam. 
170 VAN DER WILLIGEN/MEIJER 2003, p. 217. 
171 For the first, see BREDIUS 1915/22, p. 1346. The second: sale Rotterdam, 23 April 1845, lot 144: Een tafel met 
boeken en een dootshooft van Westerbaen (A table with books and a skull by Westerbaen), measurements 
given as 30 x 31 d (= duim, which at that time was probably meant as centimeters), in view of which the 
painting cannot be identical to the Douwes picture. 
172 See Biography, p.22. 
173 The first, oil on panel, 27 x 35 cm, signed and dated 1636, Gemäldegalerie, Berlin, cat. nr. 921A. The second, 
oil on panel, 17,3 x 25,6 cm, signed and dated 1638, Fondation Custodia (collection Frits Lugt), Paris, inv. no. 
807. 
174 Among them a painting in the Kröller-Müller Museum, Otterlo, inv. no. 617 (that can be attributed to Joost 
Ferdenandes) as well as examples in Lund and Bonn (Exh. cat. FRANKFURT 1993, nos. 67 and 68, with colour ills.) 
that, for the time being, will have to remain anonymous. 
175 BREDIUS 1888, pp. 188-190. 
176 Oil on panel, 52 x 68,5 cm, Brussels, Royal Museum for Fine Arts, inv. no. 3863. 
177 The painting has more bravura than Teniers’ small still life, formerly in the Wachtmeister collection in 
Wanas, Sweden (exh. cat. ANTWERP 1991, cat. no. 10, colour ill.) which is dated 1635 and which, as Ingvar 
Bergström rightly suggested (in exh. cat. MÜNSTER /BADEN-BADEN 1979/80, p. 206), may well have been inspired 
by works by de Heem from that period. Strangely, the painting was not mentioned or discussed in LÜDKE 2005, 
even though that article focussed on Teniers as a still-life painter. 
178 Oil on panel, 48,6 x 64,7 cm, signed (authentic?), Frankfurt am Main, Städel Museum, inv. no. 1211. A lesser, 
(but generally considered autograph) version is in Karlsruhe, Staatliche Kunsthalle Karlsruhe , oil on panel, 49,8 
x 64,2 cm, signed and indistinctly dated (formerly read as 1640), LAUTS 1966, no. 194. 
179 The first, oil on panel, 30,8 x 40 cm, formerly collection Sir William van Horne, Montreal. The second, oil on 
panel, 50 x 65 cm, Rouen, Musée des Beaux-Arts, inv. no. 907.1.125, as by D.Teniers II (BERGOT, PESSIOT & 

GRANDJEAN 1993, pp. 76, 77, colour ill.). The third, oil on panel, 33 x 42 cm, was most recently with Salomon 
Lilian in Amsterdam, see HILLEGERS 2012.  
180 See HILLEGERS 2012, where an attribution for the three paintings to Jan Davidsz. de Heem is proposed. 
Hillegers’ arguments for attribution are far from convincing, however. While his motifs for placing these three 
paintings in Leiden in the second half of the 1620s are acceptable, their attribution to de Heem is absolutely 
incorrect. Discussing the painting (in front of it) with Hillegers in September 2011, I have argued that it 
expresses a completely different artistic personality than is to be found in de Heem’s work. The composition 
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and the lighting of these still lifes differ substantially from de Heem’s. The palette of the three still lifes, with 
dominating grey, white, and the brown accent of the violin, differs from de Heem’s, in which the whites are 
more creamy and the greys are also warmer in tone. In all of de Heem’s book still lifes, the books and 
manuscripts are in considered disarray, there is a flow of twists and turns of the pages that render a liveliness 
to the composition, while the lighting is relatively soft and the entire atmosphere rather poetic. In the ‘trio’, as 
Hillegers calls the group he discusses, the arrangement is rather rigid, staccato and matter-of-fact. In all three, 
the viewer is confronted prominently, face-to-face with the skull. Even in the painting in Leipzig, the only one of 
de Heem’s book still lifes in which the skull is immediately identifiable, de Heem has turned it sideways in order 
to avoid immediate confrontation. Even in de Heem’s most confronting and much later still life with a skull, cat. 
no. A 156 in Prague, the eye sockets are not fully facing the viewer as they do here. In none of de Heem’s still 
lifes the globe is positively identifiable, while the artist who produced these three still lifes has clearly made an 
effort to make them recognizable. De Heem’s globes (in cat. nos. A 009, A 015 and A 018) are not recognizable, 
but also they are certainly not the same object as in the three incorrectly attributed vanitas still lifes. The 
remains of ‘signatures’ Hillegers signals cannot, in calligraphy and handling, be connected with any de Heem 
signature from the 1620s. Moreover, as a young and ambitious artist, de Heem made sure to sign his works 
distinctly and in full during this period. Comparison with de Heem’s work from 1627 and early 1628 (cat. nos. A 
003 to A 014) makes it crystal clear that there is absolutely no similarity whatsoever with the three vanitas still 
lifes, in style, palette, or handling of the brush. 
181 LUGT 1929-1931, Vol. 2, p. 82, nos. 1101-1103, illustrated opposite p. 81. 
182 See KLINGE-GROSS 1976 and JAMES 1994. 
183 Wallraf-Richartz Museum, Cologne, fig. 1 in JAMES 1994, p. 132. 
184 Oil on panel, 63,8 x 47,4 cm, bears signature, London, National Gallery, inv. no. 4189. 
185 Oil on panel, 46 x 57,7 cm, signed and dated 1632. Sale London, Sotheby’s 1 November 2001, lot 11, colour 
ill. 
186 BERGSTRÖM 1956(2), p. 194. Bergström claimed that Claesz.’s painting, which was lost in World War II, was 
dated 1623, but BRUNNER-BULST 2004, pp. 219, 220, correctly argued that the date was 1627. 
187 Since Leiden did not have a guild of St. Luke that protected the market of paintings at the time, products the 
of Haarlem artists could be sold in Leiden without restriction. 
188 See Biography and Appendix I, document from 6 June 1660. 
189 As Carla van de Puttelaar remarked (in private communication, 2015), de Heem’s lemon peel was peeled off 
right-handed. Pieter Claesz., who was left-handed, always painted left-handedly peeled lemons. 
190 Although den Uyl was already called a painter at the time of his marriage in 1619, the earliest known dated 
painting by his hand is from 1632 and judging by their style and handling very few paintings in his fairly small 
extant oeuvre, if any, can be placed earlier than that painting, which is now in Prague. One still life bears an 
indistinct date that can perhaps be read as 163(.): sale Amsterdam, Paul Brandt, 16/20 May 1983, lot 5, ill. 
191 The tablecloth in the Budapest still life may be of the so-called ‘Transylvanian’ type. Compare YDEMA 1991, 
pp. 48-51. 
192 In some of his early still lifes, Pieter Claesz. included an oriental tablecloth, but it is always covered almost 
entirely by a white napkin. Cf. BRUNNER-BULST 2004, cat. nos. 20, 25 and 26; those paintings can barely have 
been a source of inspiration to de Heem. 
193 Cf. BRUNNER-BULST 2004, cat. nos. 20, 21, 22, 24. 
194 The relatively tall rummer appears to be the same object de Heem depicted in his emulation of Pieter 
Claesz.’s still life (cat. no. A 012), while it reappears in a still life from c. 1632 (cat. no. A 030). 
195 See Biography and Appendix 1, document of 10 February 1631. 
196 See Biography. 
197 About other such ‘modernizing’ jobs, some of which also involved Luttichuys, see MEIJER 1999, passim and 
F.G. Meijer in exh. cat. ROTTERDAM/AACHEN 2006/7, p. 96. 
198 See CAT. VALLS 2007, no. 15. 
199 The term bijwerk is often used in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century descriptions of paintings. It refers to 
objects that have no specific meaning in the image, but that furnish it and make it more attractive.  
200 This painting in the Staatsgalerie, Stuttgart, inv. no. 3323, has been praised as a de Heem by various 
scholars, but as I have argued in MEIJER 2000, p. 227, the execution is too weak to be by de Heem himself. The 
painting may, however, very well be a copy after a missing or lost original from 1634 by de Heem. 
201 See MEIJER 1997, p. 19. 
202 Prior to realizing its connection with cat. no. A 035b, I had difficulty accepting that it could actually be de 
Heem’s work. In this judgment the state of preservation also played a role. 
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203 As Carla van de Puttelaar (private communication, 2015) remarked, the lemon in this painting was peeled 
left-handed. Perhaps de Heem mirrored a study he had of it for the painting. See also the remark on Claesz.’s 
left peeled lemons in note 76, above. 
204 DE BOER 1940, p. 60: ‘Dit stuk lijkt zóózeer op Den Uyl dat wij er hier over moeten spreken’. De Boer quoted 
the date of the painting incorrectly as 1638. 
205 The painting in fig. ULA 51 was first published as a den Uyl by P. de Boer in 1940 (DE BOER 1940, cat. nr. 5). 
Previously, like several other den Uyl still lifes, it had been catalogued as a work by Willem Claesz. Heda. 
Interestingly, Wilhelm von Bode had (incorrectly) suggested that this painting is by Jan Dz. de Heem (KRONFELD 
1927, p. 162). 
206 For more on Gabron, see the next chapter, Antwerp, pp. 79-80. 
207 In view of de Heem’s compositions from this period, one might expect a more vertical format. The photo of 
the painting also shows irregularities at the top of the panel that appear to be saw marks. Also judging from the 
photo, however, the grain of the panel appears to run horizontally, which rather suggests a horizontal format 
for the original composition – assuming that the panel was indeed reduced. 
208 During the mid-1620s, Claesz. already introduced hams and joints of meat into his still lifes. For a ham with 
den Uyl, compare for instance a painting in Berlin, Staatliche Museen, Gemäldegalerie, inv. no. 1641. 
209 With thanks to Martin Bijl, Alkmaar, who has researched Dutch local panel measurements and who 
indicated in private communication (November 2004) that the panels used for cat. nos. A 024, A 026, A 028 and 
A 030 may be Amsterdam panels. For other panels of which measurements were perhaps taken inaccurately or 
that have been cut down, no conclusion could be drawn. Only two panels are possibly from Antwerp, but for 
those same panels Bijl did not exclude a Leiden origin either (cat. nos. A 031 and A 043), while the 
measurements of three panels appear to indicate a Leiden provenance, A 021, A 023 and, more surprisingly, A 
038. Upon inspection of cat. no. A 019 in December 2009, Bijl concluded that that panel must also have been 
produced in Amsterdam (oral communication, December 2009). This might indicate that already in Leiden de 
Heem had connections with Amsterdam. On the other hand, the odd Amsterdam panel may have been 
available in Leiden.   
210 Oil on panel, 40,7 x 33 cm, inv. no. 1932, as Dutch School. Bequest of the Marquess of Lothian, 1941. 
Formerly inscribed ‘D Heem’, in white at upper left and ‘502’ at lower right. 
211 In decreasing order of quality: a. oil on panel, 40 x 32,5 cm. Sale London, Sotheby’s, 29 October 1998, lot 46, 
colour ill., as by a follower of J.Dz. de Heem.b. oil on panel, 47 x 38,8 cm. Sale London, Bonhams, 9/10 July 
2002, lot 45, from the estate of the late Mrs. D.M. Wind, colour ill., as by a follower of C. Mahu; with Galerie 
Jan de Maere, Brussels, cat. 2003, no. 20, as by C. Mahu. 
c. oil on panel, 41,3 x 32,5 cm. Sale London, Phillips Bayswater, 5 December 1995, lot 51, ill., as attributed to S. 
Luttichuys. 
212 The first, oil on panel, 65 x 93 cm. Sale Munich, Helbing, 12 October 1909, lot 26, ill., as by W.Cz. Heda (here 
fig. ULA 35). The second, oil on panel, 72 x 105,3 cm. Châteauroux (Fr), Musée de Chateauroux, inv. no. 1330, 
exh. cat. CHÂTEAUROUX 2001, cat. no. 15, colour ill., as attributed to W. Gabron. The only difference between the 
two is a tall wine glass in the version in Châteauroux that appears to have been added later, since it seems to 
float above the napkin, rather than to stand upon it. There is a third, simplified and condensed version of this 
composition, oil on panel, c. 55 x 70 cm, bearing a Heda signature, in a Belgian private collection (photo 
received from P. de Séjournet, Tervuren, October 1997). 
213 Oil on panel, 53,5 x 63,5 cm. Sale New York, Christie’s, 29 January 1999, lot 129, colour ill., see cat. no. B 
33.02. A signed copy of this composition by G. Gabron is in the Museum Mayer van den Bergh, Antwerp, see 
exh. cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, cat. no. 40, colour ill. 
214 Cf. BRUNNER-BULST 2004, cat. nos. 44, 48 and a vanitas still life that is probably a copy after Claesz., sold from 
the collection of the J. Paul Getty Museum, Los Angeles in sale Amsterdam, Sotheby’s, 8 May 2007, lot 66, 
colour ill. 
 
Notes to Antwerp 1636-1656, pp. 79-206 
 
215 VON SANDRART 1675, dl. 1, p. 313: ‘man alldorten die seltsame Früchte von allerley großen Pflaumen/ 
Pfersingen/ Marillen/ Pomeranzen/ Citronen/ Weintrauben/ und andere/ in bässerer perfection und Zeitigung 
haben könte/ selbige nach dem Leben zu contafäten’. 
216 There is no reason to assume that Sandrart knew de Heem personally. The artists did not reside in the same 
town simultaneously at any given time. 
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217 We do not know whether his eldest son David was still alive at that time. Torentiana was about to be born 
or had been born recently and Cornelis was about four years old. 
218 De Boer (1940, p. 60) attributed the de Heem to Gabron on the basis of the copy signed by that artist (copy 
35.01 I, fig. A 1), and upon the simple notion that the de Heem (cat. no. A 044) did not fit his image of the 
artist’s oeuvre. 
219 Of this painting there is a liberal copy in a private collection in Spain, oil on canvas, 53 x 63 cm, previously 
sale New York, Christie’s, 29 January 1999, lot 129, colour ill. 
220 GRIMM 1995, pp. 34-36. 
221 Unfortunately, I only know the painting from a photo at the RKD, The Hague. 
222 Interestingly, the earliest catalogues of the collection give the painting to ‘de Heem’, but fairly early in the 
nineteenth century the attribution was changed to Willem van Aelst. 
223 A third, but perhaps less likely possibility would be that he had sold them to (an) Antwerp collector(s) or 
dealer(s) while still residing up north. 
224 Compare, for instance, a copy signed by Mahu (oil on canvas, 49,5 x 67,5 cm, sale London, Phillips, 7 
December 1993, lot 27, colour ill.) after Heda’s original from 1637 (oil on panel, 49,2 x 63,7 cm, sale London, 
Sotheby’s, 17 December 1998, lot 40, colour ill., subsequently with Richard Green Gallery, London). Several 
copies by Mahu and from that artist’s studio are recorded, as well as numerous copies after other Heda 
compositions. 
225 Upon inspection in July 2010, I can fully confirm the lecture of the date as 1636. Although there has been 
some discussion about it in the past, LE BIHAN 1990, p. 145, already stated that 1636 is the only correct 
transcription. 
226 It must be remarked however, that the appearance of crispness is in part due to strengthening and 
retouches of the napkin. 
227 It is unlike de Heem to make such a compositional error. When the pipe stem is ‘Photoshopped’ out, the 
painting wins substantially in force. Moreover, the angle of the stem at the bowl differs slightly from that of the 
‘reconstructed’ part in front of the cup. 
228 Unfortunately, I only know this portrait from a poor black-and-white photograph which, moreover, is in 
reverse (in fig. A 5 it is shown in the proper direction). From the photo, it is impossible to decide whether the 
bouquet belongs to the original composition or, instead, was a later addition. 
229 Previously, the painting was attributed to Bartholomeus van der Helst, also an Amsterdam artist. 
230 With thanks to Carla van de Puttelaar for this suggestion, November 2015. 
231 See, among other references, exhibition cat. AMSTERDAM 1984, cat. no.33, with colour ill. The monogram CVB 
on the painting appears not to be authentic, and stylistically this work does not connect in any way with that of 
Christoffel van den Berghe as we know it, while, as a painting from the late 1630s or early 1640s, it is probably 
also too late for him.  
232 Showing only the skull, the glass bottle and smoking implements. This painting was with Jack Kilgore, New 
York, in 1995: oil on panel, 18,4 x 23,2 cm. In analogy with the larger painting, it was presented by Kilgore as by 
Christoffel van den Berghe. 
233 Oil on canvas, 51 x 65 cm, sale London, Sotheby’s, 6 April 1977, lot 48, ill. When the painting reappeared at 
auction in 1986, the skull had been painted out and had been replaced by a (much too small) body of a lute. 
Judging from a photo, the signature on this painting was substantially strengthened, but may have been 
original (the 1977 auction catalogue says: ‘inscribed with the artist’s name’). The attribution to Benedetti, 
judging from the photo, appears to be acceptable.  
234 CAVALLI-BJÖRKMAN 2005, cat. no 224, as by Jan Dz. de Heem. From the rim on the forehead, an angle in the 
upper edge of the eye-socket and the configuration of the teeth, it can be concluded that this is the same skull. 
Between the Stockholm painting and the so-called van den Berghes, it appears to have lost its front teeth. 
235 The Westerwald jug appears to be a very ‘modern’ object for the period. Although Westerwald potters 
already combined cobalt blue glazes with colourless appliques on their grey jugs during the late sixteenth 
century, examples with appliques of this type are usually assigned to the second half of the seventeenth 
century (cf. REINEKING-VON BOCK 1976, pp. 303-307). I have not found an example of the shape of de Heem’s jug, 
which also does not reappear in any other of his still lifes, but I have no reason to consider that the date of the 
jug would interfere with the suggested date of 1638 (or perhaps 1639) for this still life. 
236 In cat. no. A 048, one could imagine that perhaps a curtain had originally been draped around the column, 
like in cat. nos. A 050 and 065, but the Bamberg copy clearly shows a broken column. 
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237 Judging from the two known copies of it, the painting was reduced at the left, top and bottom, which had an 
unfavourable effect on the composition, which now feels somewhat cluttered, while in the copies it is rather 
well balanced. 
238 In this respect it is interesting to note that N.R.A. Vroom attributed one of the copies to the Haarlem painter 
Cornelis Kruys (he writes Cruys), who did indeed paint several such compositions and who was influenced by 
such artists as Pieter Claesz. and Willem Claesz. Heda. 
239 LIEDTKE 1992(2) as by Jan Jansz. de Heem, following suggestions by I. Bergström and S. Segal. However, in 
LIEDTKE 2007, pp. 319-322, the author is “inclined to support [my] argument that the Museum’s picture is by Jan 
Davidsz de Heem about 1639” (p. 321). Walter Liedtke has undertaken research concerning the objects 
represented in this still life (ibid, pp. 320, 321) and concluded that their probable dates do not impede dating 
the painting to 1639. 
240 WEBER 1989, cat. no. 2, ill. 
241 PAUWELS 1984, p. 300, inv. no. 4731. To call the painting an immediate forerunner of de Heem’s large luxury 
still lifes, as Segal did in exhibition cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 25, is taking things too far, I would say, in 
view of the substantially different composition. 
242 Examples in the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston (inv. no. 54.1606) and in the Staatliche Museen, 
Gemäldegalerie, Berlin (inv. no. 1641), which are not dated, have a similar setting. 
243 The painting was with H.M. Cramer, The Hague, during the mid-1970s. I studied it in a private collection in 
Germany in June 1991. 
244 The fact that it is about 18 cm higher and 18 cm wider results in a surface that is just under 1,4 times larger 
(2,5 square meters in New York to 3,42 square meters in Paris). 
245 On the role of the diagonals and other important lines in the compositions of de Heem’s large luxury still 
lifes, see further on. 
246 It is not quite clear what the structure in the background is. Due to the treatment of the texture of the wall 
and the shadows on it of the drapery, one gets the initial impression that there are two structures under 
different angles, but upon closer inspection, the top line continues from front to back. 
247 Due to incorrect interpretation of the date as 1691 by various scholars, this painting has been considered to 
be the work of Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s son Jan Jansz. de Heem by various authors (see catalogue for literature 
references) and, as a result, served as one of the main stepping stones for the ‘reconstruction’ of the latter’s 
oeuvre. This has resulted in the attribution to Jan Jansz. de Heem of a number of works by Jan Davidsz. or from 
his circle from the 1640s – which are indeed related to the Brussels painting. Thus far, I have found no period 
reference to Jan Jansz. de Heem as a painter nor have I seen any painting with a signature that can be that of 
Jan Jansz. de Heem. If Jan Jansz. painted at all, works could be expected at the very earliest from the mid-1660s 
(he was born in 1650) and – assuming that he opted for still life as his subject – they could be expected to 
follow his father’s late style, or that of his half-brother Cornelis de Heem rather than his father’s manner of the 
early 1640s. In recent years, several works that were considered as by Jan Jansz. de Heem have been 
reattributed to Jan Davidsz. de Heem, such as cat. nos. A 050, 095, and 104. Even S. Segal, who (in exhibition 
cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991) propagated Jan Jansz. de Heem as a still-life painter, noted more recently (in 
exhibition cat. DELFT/HOUSTON 2006/07, p. 347 [341 in the Dutch edition] , note 17) “In any case, there is some 
doubt as to whether Jan II ever was a painter”. In exh. cat. AMSTERDAM 2012, on p. 55, however, he noted that 
de Heem had many followers, among them ‘his sons Cornelis and Jan Jansz’. 
248 If we were to reduce the painting by some 30 cm at the left and right, the composition would become very 
similar to that of cat. nos. A 051 and 065. However, it is more likely that it was even larger than it is at present, 
see my reasoning for this supposition under the analysis of the compositions of the large luxury still lifes. 
249 Thomas Willeboitrts Bosschaert was a witness at the baptism of Thomas Maria de Heem on 11 April 1638, 
see Appendix 1, p. 300. The handling of the figure fits well with Willeboirts Bosschaert’s style of the early 
1640s, compare for instance his Amor Triumphans, previously in the collection of the Mauritshuis, The Hague 
(lost to fire in 1940 when on loan in Middelburg, HEINRICH 2003, cat. no. A9) and a Toilet of Venus (HEINRICH 

2003, cat. no. A11), both dated by Axel Heinrich to c.1643/44. The rendering of the page’s hand is particularly 
characteristic of Willeboirts Bosschaert’s manner of painting hands. 
250 The first: i.e. not counting the rather decorative parrot in cat. no. A 006. 
251 No monkeys can be found in Willeboirts Bosschaert’s oeuvre, however, so due to the lack of material for 
comparison, the attribution of the animal can only be highly tentative. Nevertheless, the obvious interaction 
between the dark page and the monkey seems to suggest that they were conceived together. The monkey has 
become slightly transparent over time and was clearly painted on top of the finished tablecloth. The painter of 
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the monkey, whether he was de Heem or Willeboirts, has made clever use of the existing tablecloth by 
following the lines of the folds in the construction of the animal. The page, too, appears to have been included 
after the painting was (largely) finished. His left hand was certainly painted around the bow of the bass viol in 
front of it, while the right hand does not really fit into the space that the split branch it is holding allows for it. 
252 This would appear to be a Persian carpet, compare a very similar example in a painting by Thomas de Keyser 
from 1630, YDEMA 1991, p. 10, fig. 4. 
253 S. Segal, in exhibition cat. DELFT/CAMBRIDGE/FORT WORTH 1988/9, p. 195, suggested that such objects could 
have interchangeable parts. For the most part, however, the varying details in de Heem’s (and other artist’s) 
paintings will be due to artistic freedom of the painter. If objects with interchangeable parts existed at all, none 
have survived, to my knowledge. 
254 From the photo I have at my disposal, it is unclear whether behind the lobster there is a pentiment of  
another columbine cup and cover, or a very thin, complex glass vessel. I appear not to have noticed this 
phenomenon when inspecting the painting itself in 1992. 
255 It is interesting to note that de Heem tends to show the side of his large porcelain salvers that is turned 
towards the viewer as slightly concave and pointed, while the remaining edge is shown as rather smooth and 
round. In reality, such salvers tend to have a slight accolade shape (see RINALDI 1989, pp. 70-72. Good examples 
of such large dishes (diameter c. 53 cm) are illustrated  on pp. 101 and 105. In the larger dishes, the accolades 
are usually more prominent in the decoration than in the edge itself. 
256 It is not entirely clear to me whether the foreground of that landscape represents a stretch of water with 
high waves, or an undulating landscape.  
257 As Eric Jan Sluijter suggested, personal communication, January 2009. 
258 With all due respect, I have never succeeded to make sense out of the ‘composition sketches’ Segal included 
in exhibition cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, such as the one concerning cat. no. A 065 on p. 137 (fig. 7a). 
259 Interestingly, the large luxury still life by Andries Benedetti in the Szépmüveszéti Muzeum (inv. no. 255), 
which will be discussed below, has a similar construction of the background that runs substantially higher up. 
260 Theoretically, taking the central axis into account, we could speak of a vertical division into four equal parts, 
but considering the object density, I prefer to see it as 1:2:1. 
261 See catalogue. 
262 Cf. DUVERGER 2002, p. 210, no. 4063. 
263 The fact that the way in which the blackamoor holds the bunch of grapes is strongly reminiscent of emblems 
representing virginity (cf. exhibition cat. AMSTERDAM 1976, cat. no. 6, figs. 6a and 6b) is probably purely 
coincidental, even though the juxtaposition of this hand and the monkey, a well-known symbol of vice and lust 
(and grasping his bunch of grapes very irreverently) might suggest otherwise. 
264 ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1872, Vol. 2, p. 114, 121. 
265 Oil on canvas, 168 x 240 cm, signed lower right A. Benedetti Fe: and on the lid of the jug: AB fe. Budapest 
Szépmüvészeti Muzeum, inv. no. 255 (EMBER 2011, cat. no. 4, colour ill.). 
266 Oil on canvas, 122 x 139 cm, Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum, inv. no. 5663. 
267 ROMBOUTS/VAN LERIUS 1872, pp. 146, 153, 165, 172, 298. 
268 The painting was auctioned by Bonhams, London, 4 July 2012, lot 37, but apparently remained unsold. 
269 De Coninck’s still life: Oil on canvas, 136,5 x 170 cm, signed, formerly J.Paul Getty Museum, Los Angeles, inv. 
no. 78.PA.218, sold Sotheby’s, New York, 26 January 2007, lot 132, colour ill. 
270 The largest (o/c, 121 x 173 cm), here fig. A 22, was published in exhibition catalogues LONDON 1990 (p. 16) 
and  MAASTRICHT 1992 (2) (no p. no.), as dated 1643. Previously it had been included in sale London, Christie’s, 
10 July 1981, lot 102, as dated ..63 and in GREINDL 1983, p. 359, no. 9, as dated 1663, which is certainly 
incorrect. A smaller example (o/c, 83 x 119 cm) is in the Museum Van der Keelen Mertens in Louvain, where it 
is catalogued as dated 1632; GREINDL 1983, p. 359 quotes the latter date as 1652, but on an excellent photo 
(KIK-IRPA B176101) I read the signature and date as : [Joh]annes van den/ [He]cke fecit 1643/ .. 4 octob.. 
Another example, similar in type and size (o/c, 76 x 95 cm), with P. de Boer, Amsterdam, 1956, is dated 1645. 
The latter two are in fact substantially smaller than de Heem’s luxury still lifes and fall outside of this category 
from this point of view. 
271 Budapest, Szépmüvészeti Muzeum, inv. no. 53.434, oil on canvas, 78,5 x 98 cm. The painting was probably 
reduced substantially on all sides. In the front appears to have been a still life that includes the exact same 
large shell as de Heem’s still life from 1642 (cat. no. A 065) and like that painting it has a modest bouquet of 
pink roses in the centre of the still life and a tall lemon peel hanging down in front of the table. It was 
attributed to Jan Frans van Son until I recognized it as van der Hecke’s work in 1985 (EMBER 2011, cat. no. 36, 
colour ill.). 
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272 Oil on canvas, 118 x 169,5 cm, with signature, lower left: DE HEEM F. London, Wallace Collection, inv. no. p 
76. The painting was traditionally catalogued as by Jan Dz. de Heem and included in INGAMELLS 1992, pp. 140, 
141, as attributed to Jan Jz. de Heem, following a suggestion by Sam Segal from 1990.  
273 Oil on canvas, 221 x 310 cm, signed and dated 1642.  Madrid, Museo del Prado, inv. no. 1852. 
274 Oil on canvas, 185 x 242,5 cm, signed and dated 1642. Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. no. SK-C-301, see 
exhibition cat. AMSTERDAM / CLEVELAND 1999/2000, cat. no. 42, colour ill. 
275 Compare, for instance, an example in the collection of the J. Paul Getty Museum, Los Angeles, inv. no. 
69.PA.13, oil on canvas, 116,8 x 249 cm, signed and dated 1650. 
276 Leipzig, Museum der bildenden Künste, inv. no. 1627, signed, oil on canvas, 134,5 x 171,5 cm. Another 
example, oil on canvas, 113 x 164 cm, was with Salomon Lilian, Amsterdam, cat. 2000, no. 2, colour ill., 
incorrectly attributed to A. Benedetti. In 1916, the painting had been auctioned as a work of Adriaen van 
Utrecht, the attribution to Benedetti was first suggested in 1971. My attribution to Gillemans stems from 1985. 
277 Netherlands Institute for Cultural Heritage (ICN), inv. no. NK 2388, oil on canvas, 116 x 167 cm. The painting 
was attributed to de Heem until 1984, when I recognized it as a work by Joris van Son. 
278 Oil on canvas, 118 x 170 cm. GRITSAY & BABINA 2008, p. 344, no. 410, colour ill. 
279 Inv. no. 1961.003. The painting was bought from Thomas Agnew & Sons in London in 1961, as a work of 
Cornelis de Heem, which attribution it carried until recently. 
280 The painting in fig. A 25, formerly in the Heinz Family Collection  (exhibition cat. WASHINGTON/BOSTON 1989, 
cat. no. 26, colour ill.) and another, oil on canvas, 130,2 x 176,8 cm, with traces of signature, last seen in public 
in sale New York, Sotheby’s, 27 January 2006, lot 246, colour ill. 
281 In 1998, the painting turned up in an auction at Bukowskis, Stockholm, with an attribution to Alexander 
Coosemans. On 17th December of that year it was auctioned at Sotheby’s, London, lot 38, colour ill., properly 
attributed to Marrel. 
282 BRUNNER-BULST 2004, cat. nos. 167 (art market, dated to c.1648) and 206 (Wallraf-Richartz Museum, Cologne, 
dated 1653).   
283 Oil on canvas, 180 x 230 cm, and as such larger than any of de Heem’s large luxury still lifes. 
284 Madrid, Museo del Prado, inv. nos. 2091 and 2093. DÍAZ PADRÓN 1975, pp. 23, 24, ill. pl. 12, 13, as by A. 
Benedetti. 
285 Madrid, Museo del Prado, inv. no. 2092. DÍAZ PADRÓN 1975, p. 24, ill. pl. 13. Due to its present location I have 
not had the opportunity to study it in person, but judging from a good photo the attribution to Benedetti, first 
suggested by M. Diaz Padron during the 1970s, appears to be convincing, in contrast with the attribution of the 
other two in which I am unable to recognize Benedetti’s hand. 
286 See DENUCÉ 1931. 
287 At the time of inspection, in 2000, the painting was very dirty and difficult to read. It was offered as by ‘Jan 
Davidsz. de Heem and studio’. The execution of the grapes and vine in particular would appear to differ from 
de Heem’s, but this may be due in part to later retouching, rather than to involvement of another hand in the 
initial stage of  the painting.  
288 ARA 1990, pp. 2 and 3. 
289 ARA 1990, p. 13. Perhaps he had initially planned a landscape view in the background. 
290 For a while, it was attributed to Jan van den Hecke I (see catalogue for provenance data). Also, the painting 
appears to have lost some glazes locally, particularly in the grapes, which complicates judgment of it. 
291 With thanks to Carla van de Puttelaar who joined me in the inspection in the reserves of the museum in July 
2010. 
292 The porcelain bowl, however, is an unusual motif that does not appear to return similarly in any other work. 
293 The composition distinctly feels cramped to the right – compare, for instance cat. nos. A 089 and particularly 
A 095  – while cutting off the rim of the porcelain bowl is also not in keeping with de Heem’s aesthetics. When 
inspecting the painting, I noted that the background has been largely repainted. In most, if not all of his still 
lifes that include such baskets, de Heem has painted a branch of leaves hovering over it, but in the present 
condition no evidence is visible that such a branch was painted out, here. 
294 Probably the painting was cropped all around, particularly at the top (the tall wine glass is cut off by the 
edge of the painting) and to the left and right, but probably by no more than a few centimetres and not to the 
extent that the character of the image changed completely. Unfortunately, the painting has not been preserved 
in optimal condition. There is some abrasion and retouching in several areas (the background, tall glass, foliage 
and peaches), while some highlights, particularly those on the grapes, appear to have been added. 



409 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                          
295 The shell of the same type shown in a still life from the following decade, cat. no. A 175 (Wallace Collection), 
appears to be a different specimen. In this painting, it stands out rather strongly, probably because it contains 
white, while the areas around it have darkened quite substantially. 
296 He was obviously not working from existing studies, since the rendering and shape of the fruit differs in each 
individual painting. Interestingly, the inventory of Joseph Coijmans and Jacobe Trip, recorded in Haarlem, 19th 
August 1678 (BIESBOER 2002), includes a ‘Granaet appel’ by de Heem. No extant painting by de Heem includes 
a pomegranate so prominently that its title could be derived from it . 
297 Oil on canvas, 107 x 164 cm. Musée de Brou, Bourg-en-Bresse inv. no. 853.4, see exhibition cat. LYON/BOURG-
EN-BRESSE/ROANNE 1992, p. 371, ill., as attributed to J. van Son (previously attributed to A. van Beijeren). 
298 Which, in its turn, is another indication that Gillemans trained under de Heem for some time during the first 
half of the 1640s. 
299 See references in the catalogue under cat. no. A 073. 
300 I inspected the painting, which is in a Dutch private collection, in March 2010. There can be no doubt that it 
is seventeenth century and quite possibly from the 1640s. There is some restoration: the ‘leaf’ in front of the 
silver cup to the right is a misinterpretation of existing remains by the restorer. There is no indication that this 
copy ever included a view to the left. 
301 I have not (yet) had the opportunity to inspect the painting itself, but judging from good photos, it is clear 
that the lemon (which has become somewhat transparent) and the changes to the leaf were added as 
afterthoughts, while shades in the background behind the parrot appear to indicate the remains of a window 
sill and clouds. 
302 I only know the painting from the somewhat unsharp old photo reproduced here. The overall quality would 
appear to be that of de Heem himself and justifies inclusion here. 
303 I know the painting, apart from the rather poor sale catalogue illustration from 1955, from a good photo. It 
appears to have suffered, particularly in the right foreground. The poorly painted snail at lower right was 
certainly not executed by de Heem himself. 
304 Judging from the photo. Its whereabouts are unknown and I have not had an opportunity to inspect it in 
person. 
305 The handling, moreover, appears to be not dissimilar to other de Heem landscape backgrounds, but on the 
other hand its placement looks a little cramped. A somewhat liberal copy attributed to Theodoor Smits (active 
around 1657-1659) omits the window and has a strictly horizontal format (oil on panel, 37,5 x 46,7 cm, 
Hamburg, Kunsthalle, inv. no. 369). 
306 The same halved peach appears in cat. nos. A 161, 068, and 075, as well as in the large luxury still life from 
1642, cat. no. A 065. 
307 Fred G. Meijer in CAT. LILIAN 2008, no. 9, pp. 32-33, colour ill. 
308 The execution of the column and that of the drapery in particular are very rudimentary and without depth 
or texture. Perhaps an early owner thought it too empty and decided to have made to look more like a ‘proper’ 
de Heem luxury still life. When writing my entry on the painting for MEIJER 2003, I failed to observe that the 
drapery and column are probably later additions. 
309 Gammelbo (1960) associated the painting with de Heem’s still life from 1652 in Copenhagen. While the 
subject matter of both paintings is similar, we must conclude on the basis of style and handling that they are 
certainly not of the same date, however. 
310 It would be interesting to have the painting examined with IRR, which might reveal preparatory work. In any 
case, there are some visible changes in the poses of the central figures. Apparently the drapery to the left 
initially continued down to the floor, but Teniers appears to have shortened it to be able to show more of the 
dog. This would imply that Teniers also painted the lower part of the basket at lower left.   
311 A variant of the composition from the period, but by a much lesser hand, is in a private Dutch collection 
(o/p, 35,5 x 40,5 cm). It omits the vase of flowers and the apricot, but includes a wine glass in which a lemon 
peel is draped. 
312 See biography, p. 26. 
313 On the other hand, de Heem rarely worked on copper, so it can barely have been difficult to distinguish this 
copper plate from other supports he had in stock, so perhaps it was indeed Casspeel himself who marked it 
with his name.   
314 Inspection of the reverse of the panel might reveal data on its original shape. The only still life I know that is 
thematically reminiscent of it is a painting by Abraham van Beijeren from about 1650 – so at least some five 
years later – of a garland of flowers hanging over a niche that holds a wreathed rummer, in front of which there 
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is a still life of a lobster, a nautilus shell, grapes and a columbine cup lying on its side (o/c, 105 x 95 cm, signed 
with monogram, private collection, see BUIJSEN 1998, p. 99, colour ill.). 
315 COUVREUR 1967. Of the 239 paintings that Seghers lists, the numbers 11- 28 are or must be works painted in 
Rome (so 1625-1627), while only the first ten were apparently painted before that sojourn (i.e. between 1614 
and 1625). 
316 See also the discussion further on, pp. 221-222, about Jan van Huysum’s additions to de Heem’s painting 
now in the National Gallery of Art in Washington DC (cat.no. 63-72.08b). 
317 An interesting precedent, however, is Adriaen van Nieulandt’s vanitas still life with a bouquet that was later 
cut down, see F.G. Meijer, 'Not Ambrosius Brueghel (1617-1675), but Adriaen van Nieulandt (1587-1658); a 
mutilated image of Vanity', Oud Holland 109 (1995), pp. 158-164. Van Nieulandt’s painting does not include 
fruit, however. Possibly during the 1640s, Joannes Fijt painted a floral bouquet with a skull at the foot of the 
vase, oil on canvas, 85 x 53 cm, signed, private collection, U.S.A. 
318 Transcribed after the earliest version. The inscription on the Munich painting reads ‘Maer naer 
d’Alderschoonste Blom/ daer en siet’ men niet naer’om,’. 
319 S. Segal in exhibition cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 193. ‘In het dagelijks leven schijnt men niet om te zien 
naar de door hen gesymboliseerde geestelijke waarden en de nadruk te leggen op het materiële’. 
320 With thanks to Eric Jan Sluijter for suggesting this straightforward interpretation. 
321 The case of the watch differs from those rendered by de Heem during the 1640s (with a straight side) but 
also from the rather bulky case Verendael included in some of his still lifes (cf. for instance an example from 
1674 in Montpellier, BUVELOT/HILAIRE/ZEDER 1998, cat. no. 62, colour ill.). 
322322 See also below, p. 154-155. 
323 DE MEYERE 2015, pp. 65 and 268, in my view incorrectly argues that the painting is a copy. The accuracy and 
fluency with which many of the details have been painted (the perfect shape and sharpness of the pewter 
plate, the elegance of the onion’s thin roots, of the herring’s intestines draped over the edge of the plate, and 
that of the branches) betray de Heem’s own hand, just like the beautifully calligraphed signature and date, 
which leave nothing to be desired. The ‘pasty layer of brown, which is strange’ (De Meyere, p. 65, note 32) is in 
fact a common feature in Antwerp panels. It is a (now dirty, and thus brownish) layer of gesso protecting the 
painting from the effect of moisture and it appears to have been used particularly for paintings destined for 
export. 
324 The date is somewhat indistinct, but it appears to be the same type of 5, slanted backwards, as on the 
painting in Ghent. 
325 The Dutch text runs: “Soo vermomt Bacchus de oogen/ Soo met druijven so met groen;/ Soo heeft hij veel 
bedroogen/ Die geen oogen open doen/ [signed:] T liefslijck [?]. Perhaps de Heem copied an existing text here, 
but if so, I have not succeeded to identify its source. The ‘signature’ of the inscription is confusing: ‘lieflijck’ 
would be ‘lovely’, but with the added s between ‘lief and ‘lijck’ the second part could be read as ‘slijck’, which is 
‘mud’, which might suggest a double entendre. Perhaps, however, the s is simply included as connection 
between the two parts. The spelling ‘lief’lijck’ (for ‘liefelijck’) does occur in seventeenth-century Dutch. 
326 See also my discussion of the painting in MEIJER 2003, pp. 24-25. 
327 With thanks to Eric Jan Sluijter for suggesting this interpretation. 
328 FRITZSCHE 2010, pp. 226 (note 451), 227 (note 454) also observed this, referring to cat. no. A 186 (Vienna).  
329 Unfortunately the painting has suffered to some degree under relining and wear, which makes its judgment 
more difficult than average. 
330 The same cup-and-cover appears to return in some still lifes from after 1660, such as A 199, 209, 224, 225 
and 261. It may be that de Heem retained the cup as a studio prop and did not use it between 1649 and ca. 
1663, but perhaps for the later works he reused studies he had produced in the 1640s. As usual, de Heem 
renders the object with some artistic freedom, adding on or leaving out details in benefit of the effect in the 
final image. 
331 On the other hand, the differences may be due to the fact that A 078 is on panel and well preserved (judging 
from the photo), while A 089 has suffered somewhat and is on canvas. 
332 When the painting first appeared on the market in 1998, it bore a date 1647 after the signature. In 
subsequent cleaning, that date vanished. While (1644 or) 1645 is quite possible as date of  execution for this 
painting, 1647 is certainly too late. 
333 Since its paint layers have become somewhat transparent, the finished windowsill and landscape under it 
have become somewhat visible again. 
334 On this cup-and-cover, see also above, note 330. 
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335 Cup screws occur in de Heem’s oeuvre at irregular intervals and he appears to have employed various 
models. Virtually the same object as the one shown here also is found in cat. nos. A 091, 095, and 111. Like 
with other such objects, de Heem appears to have varied their details at will, rather than to have used 
examples with detachable parts, a practice suggested by Segal in exhibition cat. DELFT/CAMBRIDGE/FORT WORTH 
1988/9, p. 195 (see also note 253).   
336 In cat. nos. A 104, 138, and 190, but rendered very differently in the latter. When he wanted to feature a nut 
in its peel, de Heem appears to have preferred the chestnut with is prickly skin. 
337 With more emphasis on the white lines in the flesh. 
338 The confusion that arose about the attribution of this painting when it came up for auction in Amsterdam in 
November 1986 was the incentive for me to start to concentrate on Jan Davidsz. de Heem in order to bring 
clarity in the confusing amalgam of works featured under his name in museums and in private hands.  
339 In cat. nos. A 104, and 112, and once more in cat. no. A 188. 
340 Already in the sale of the collection of J. Wubbels, Amsterdam, 16 July 1792, lot 153, the painting was 
presented as a work of Jan Dz. de Heem (sold 15 guilders 10 stuivers to A. Barends). 
341 The painting was auctioned from the property of James Simon, Berlin, Lepke, 29 November 1932, lot 36, and 
subsequently with Kunsthandlung Abels, Cologne, Summer 1939, on both occasions as by Cornelis de Heem.  
342 For such a glass, I prefer the general term ‘rummer’. The shape with a conical cuppa and thorn-shaped 
appliques on the stem is often called ‘berkemeier’ in the literature, but I prefer to stick to that term only for 
rummers with a conical cuppa, thorn appliques and a ‘pearly’ stand, not a foot of a spiral glass thread. On the 
subject, see BRONGERS & WIJNMAN 1968. 
343 A small example from 1646, cat. no. A 102, certainly appears to suggest a shallow niche in the back wall on 
the left half of the image. The shadows clearly suggest a round (hollow) surface. The same effect can be found 
in cat. no. A 120, in Karlsruhe. 
344 Interestingly, de Heem already included non-flat back walls in some of his earliest still lifes such as cat. nos. 
A 003, 007 and 014, but subsequently apparently abandoned such details for more than a decade. 
345 See the discussion of Verendael’s work on it above, pp. 127-129. 
346 Unfortunately, cat. no. A 098 is only known to me through a (very good) black and white photo, so I am 
unable to make any remarks concerning the palette. I would be very surprised if it turned out to divert much 
from that of cat. no. A 097, however. 
347 This may be due to loss of some red and/or yellow lakes, which makes it look very bright and come forward 
as a result. The same goes for the peach below it, but to a somewhat lesser degree. 
348 The fact that it is shown from a different angle in each painting would point to the existence of several 
studies. De Heem seems to have included this particular ewer only in these two still lifes. Probably the same 
object appears in a still life I attributed to Jan Pauwel Gillemans, probably from about 1650 (o/c, 80 x 113 cm), 
last recorded in a private collection in Rome, c.1960, as by A. Leemans (photo at RKD, The Hague). A similar – 
but not the same – ewer can be found in still lifes attributed to Alexander Coosemans, offered at Sotheby’s 
New York, 10 January 1991, lot 27, colour ill., and in Mannheim, Reiss-Museum der Stadt Mannheim. 
349 Unless Marrel copied the painting elsewhere and only finished and inscribed it in Utrecht, at that time his 
home town. 
350 The earliest known date, 1646, is on a still life in Leerdam, Hofje van Aerden, inv. no. 21. 
351 Both Jan and Julius Porcellis died before de Heem painted this work, in 1632 and 1645 respectively. 
Moreover, de Heem and father and son Porcellis never worked in the same town simultaneously, which makes 
the event of an actual collaboration unlikely. The attribution to Peeters is unconvincing from the point of view 
of style and handling. This is the only known painting by de Heem, however, in which the background view can 
properly be called ‘a seascape’. On de Heem’s capacities as a landscape painter, see also the discussion of a 
small landscape from c.1646 (cat. no. A 103) below, as well as MEIJER 2013 (passim). 
352 See the reference under remarks in the catalogue. Churches and/or boats appear more often in de Heem’s 
background views, cf. cat. nos. A 065, A 071. 
353 A similar tazza already appeared in cat. nos. A 051 and A 085; the one in cat. no. A 105 differs slightly, but 
may derive from the same object. The tazza in cat. no. A 110  shows similarities, but appears not to be the 
same object, while the tazza in cat. no. A 134 is most likely a different object. 
354 In exhibition cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, cat. no. 34, S. Segal attributed this painting and related others to 
Jan Jansz. de Heem, based on its relationship with, among other paintings, cat. no. A 054, for which Segal read 
the date as 1691, which made him conclude that it originated after Jan Dz. de Heem’s death and consequently 
must be by his son Jan Jansz. de Heem. See also note 32. 
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355 In LIEDTKE 2007, p. 316, the little painting in New York is dated to “probably [..] the late 1630s or about 
1640”, which is too early, in my view. Apart from stylistic features that place it in the mid-1640s,  its signature, 
“J.De heem.f” is characteristic in spelling and calligraphy for this period. The spelling with capital D and under-
case h first occurs in 1638 (cat. no. A 047, indistinct), but until the mid 1640s the calligraphy is more curly and 
elaborate. See also Appendix 2, signatures. 
356 On the Museum’s website, www.fitzmuseum.cam.ac.uk, consulted September 2010, the late 1650s are 
proposed as date of origin, which is definitely far too late. Sam Segal, in exhibition cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 
1991, p. 198 (note 2), suggested that this still life was painted by Jan Jansz. de Heem, so in the late 17th 
century. Earlier, Claus Grimm (GRIMM 1988, pp. 228, 230) had suggested Alexander Coosemans as its author. 
Neither attribution holds any ground, in my view; there is no reason whatsoever to deny Jan Davidsz. de 
Heem’s authorship. 
357 In its present shape, the diagonals of the picture plane do not in any way match up with compositional lines. 
Looking for a compositional diagonal in the image, we find that one runs from upper right, across the top of the 
cluster of vine leaves, crosses between the two lemons and is guided further down by the shrimp’s back. The 
original lower left corner, following this line, would have been some 14 centimeters to the left of the present 
one. The resulting opposing diagonal, from upper left to lower right, is somewhat less obvious, but it follows 
the oblique lines in the right-hand fig in the tazza  and in the pomegranates and crosses the other diagonal 
where the window sill and the fruit on the tazza intersect. 
358 Since the painting appeared in 1932 and has disappeared since, I unfortunately only know it from a black-
and-white photo which, however, is of good quality. 
359 The black-and-white photo suggest a rather monochrome palette. 
360 Since this little landscape was done on panel, it is unlikely that it is a fragment of  a larger composition, such 
as cat. nos. A 101 and 104, which have generally been painted on canvas. 
361 HOLLSTEIN Vol. 55, pp. 179, 181, ill. 
362 According to Denucé 1932, pp. 338-340 (Inventaris van alle goederen competerende den sterffhuyse van 
wylen Heer Jan van Weerden, in syn leven Riddere Heer van Blocqlant overleden op 25 April 1686, des nachts 
om twee uren), Jan Baptist van Weerden owned two pieces with snakes by Ellias van den Broeck, Een stuck 
fruytagie (a fruit piece), by de Heem, as well as paintings by (Joris) van Son, (Jan) van Kessel, many works by 
(Nicolaes van) Verendael, (Gaspar Peeter) Verbruggen (the Elder or the Younger), (Jacob Melchior) van (H)Erck, 
(Daniel) Seghers, in all a large collection of flower paintings and still lifes. 
363 In a private discussion with Belgian optician Koen de Groeve, May 2012, he suggested that in 1647 de 
Heem’s vision may have started to decline (he was about 41 years old at the time) which caused a less refined 
handling. After 1647, de Groeve suggested, de Heem will have found (a) proper lens(es) to enhance his vision, 
resulting in a returning refinement in his handling some time during 1648. 
364 All three (old) copies (see catalogue) show at least a large part of the construction. The background appears 
to have been very well preserved in the right half of the painting. There is some thinness in the entire 
background on the left half. 
365 See the paragraph on bricks and nails above. 
366 I only know the painting from a rather good photo from c.1937 (when it was with Guy Stein, Paris) in the 
collection of the RKD. There is no mention of a signature and I have not found one on the photo. In view of the 
strong similarities of several details, as mentioned, I give the attribution the benefit of the doubt. 
367 Unfortunately the state of preservation of this painting is far from ideal, mainly due to abrasion and too 
much heat during relining in the past. Also, it has probably been reduced somewhat on all sides. On the whole, 
however, the painting does show many distinct traces of de Heem’s autograph quality. 
368 A very similar, but more elaborately decorated ewer appear in still lifes by Joris van Son (cf. exhibition cat. 
DELFT/CAMBRIDGE/FORT WORTH 1988/9, cat. no. 46, colour plate on p. 163). That or another similar example also 
appears in a dated still life from 1655 by Jan Pauwel Gillemans the Elder, last seen in sale Bukowskis, 
Stockholm, 30 October 1990. 
369 Ben Broos (BROOS & SCHAPELHOUMAN 1993, p, 97) opinionated that the figure studies on the reverse of the 
various drawings are not by one hand. 
370 The painting , oil on canvas, c. 110 x 140 cm, is in a private British collection. I only know it from snapshots, 
which suggest that it is a studio work or a period copy. 
371 See provenance data in the catalogue. 
372 The absence of decoration on the other version, cat. no. A 106, does not appear to be due to discolouring. 
There are no traces of decoration to be found on the white whatsoever. 
373 The brown-red casket in cat. no. A 112 is an exception. 

http://www.fitzmuseum.cam.ac.uk/


413 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                          
374 I date cat. no. A 118 to 1648 on the basis of stylistic comparison with de Heem’s other paintings from the 
period, in particular cat. A 116, which is dated. The date would appear to fit as well for the oeuvres of the other 
collaborators. In any case the larger part of painting must have been finished before March 1651, when Gerard 
Seghers died. Cornelis de Vos died in May of that year. 
375 Transcription from BERGER 1883. 
376 BERGER 1883, p. 125, no. 183. 
377 The columns (by C. de Vos??) and the Madonna and angels (by G. Seghers) appear to have been finished 
before the flowers and fruit were inserted, but the designs for the garlands and festoons had already been 
prepared in the ground layers, so the artists must have worked in close collaboration.. The weaponry by Paul 
de Vos could have been done before or after de Heem’s contribution; the two do not overlap. Teniers’ 
contribution, the battle scene to the right and the scene with the Archangel Michael to the left, appear to have 
been done on top of  the dark background, so it is feasible that Teniers added them after he was appointed 
court painter, perhaps out of his own initiative, rather than at the request of Leopold Wilhelm. 
378 The inscription (see below) also suggests that it was intended for the Archduke, however, that inscription 
may have been added after the painting had entered his collection. 
379 It is interesting to note that the host in J.A. van de Baren’s Eucharist painting for Leopold Wilhelm (Vienna, 
Kunsthistorisches Museum, inv. no. 549) is virtually identical to that in the De Heem. Van der Baren, who was 
the archduke’s court chaplain and court painter, may well have borrowed it from the de Heem. 
380 A. van Utrecht, a garland of fruit, oil on panel, 53 x 73,5 cm, signed and dated 1634. Last seen in sale The 
Hague, Vendue Huis, 24/26 April 2002, lot 326, colour ill. 
381 In Seghers’ painting, they may well be the work of Thomas Willeboirts Bosschaert, who certainly painted the 
statue of the Virgin and Child, and this may also be the case for de Heem’s painting. As I indicated above, de 
Heem and Willeboirts Bosschaert were probably friends. 
382 The inscription is clearly related to a text in Vergil’s Georgica. However, Virgil used the name Liber instead of 
Bacchus and employed a different construction of the sentence: “Vos, o clarissima mundi lumina, labemtem 
caelo quae ductis annum, Liber et alma Ceres […]” . In Joost van den Vondel’s translation of the Georgica from 
1646, the sentence runs  “O Bacchus en voedtzaeme Ceres, die door uwe klaerheit de weerelt verlicht” (see 
http://www.dbnl.org/tekst/vond001dewe06_01/vond001dewe06_01_0018.htm, retrieved 5 March 2008). 
Thus, curiously, the inscription on de Heem’s painting would appear to be a translation back into Latin of 
Vondel’s Dutch translation, rather than a direct quote from Virgil. 
383 See HOUTZAGER 1967, pp. 178, 179. 
384 It may be that the tazza, too, belonged to the consigner and that de Heem made several studies of it, one of 
which he used for the Boijmans painting. If owned by the consigner, the ewer would have been to specific an 
object to reuse in another still life, while the tazza is a less conspicuous object. 
385 In this respect, also see the remark in note 363. 
386 Without the putti, it returns in cat. no. A 188. 
387 The fact that this painting is extremely well preserved adds to its overall appearance of quality and 
refinement. 
388 The painting in Edinburgh is also better preserved than cat. no. A 126. Particularly the black grapes in A 126 
have suffered. 
389 A difference in appearance is also caused by the fact that the Edinburgh still life has been enlarged at a later 
date by about 3,5 centimeters. In the illustrations here I have chosen to leave out the addition in order to give a 
better impression of the original painting. 
390 The bunch of grapes and its leaf are also close in modeling and handling to the grapes in the porcelain dish 
in cat. no. A 132 in Vaduz, which fits best among work from 1651, while the rendering of the fig is close to that 
of cat. no. A 133. 
391 This does not include a dragonfly, but it does include snails and several insects, such as bugs, grasshoppers 
and butterflies. A somewhat similar dragonfly can be found at upper left in cat. no. A 129. 
392 Unfortunately, I only know the painting from the illustration in the 1961 Paris auction catalogue reproduced 
here. 
393 Compare, for instance, a painting signed and dated 1644, oil on copper, 88 x 767,5 cm, Hermitage, St. 
Petersburg, inv. no. 8482, one signed, oil on panel, 77 x 53,5 cm, Tokyo, National Museum of Western Art, inv. 
no. P.1981-003 and one signed, oil on canvas, 112,5 x 94 cm, Worcester Museum of Art, Worcester MA, inv. no. 
1966.37. See also the discussion of cat. no. A 116, above. 
394 I have not found them in the works of other artists for whom Quellinus worked, such as Daniel Seghers. Only 
in a signed painting by Jan Philips van Thielen, undoubtedly excecuted with Quellinus, I have found them, in 

http://www.dbnl.org/tekst/vond001dewe06_01/vond001dewe06_01_0018.htm
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fact with the same pair of angels as in cat. no. A 131: oil on canvas signed and indistinctly dated by van Thielen, 
probably painted c. 1650, Sale London, Sotheby’s, 1 April 1992, lot 53, colour ill. 
395 In his entry on p. 340 in exh. cat. VIENNA/ESSEN 2002, on de Heem’s painting from 1651 (cat. no. A 138), W. 
Prohaska suggested that these works, too, could represent the Eucharist. 
396 As noted above, the date on the painting has always been recorded as 1650, but upon inspection the last 
digit turned out to be virtually illegible, so a slightly later date should not fully be ruled out. The rosebud to the 
left reappears in a dated vanitas still life from 1652 in Prague, cat. no. A 156. 
397 A copy of cat. no. A 131 (Sale London, Christie’s, 10 July 1987, lot 17, colour ill.) was incorrectly attributed to 
G. de Vries, just as its companion (cat. no. 16, also illustrated in  colour), which is closer in composition to the 
Cambridge painting (with more room above the stone cartouche), but of a lesser quality of execution. 
398 For an explanation of the painting’s iconography, see W. Prohaska in exh. cat. VIENNA/ESSEN 2002, pp. 340 
(cat. no. 119). 
399 For the suggestion that the symbolism might include that of the Eucharist, see the remarks above 
concerning cat. no. A 129, including note 177. 
400 S. Segal in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 146, described it as glass in the façon de Vénise, but the 
green glass as well as the style suggest that this is German Waldglas, possibly from the Spessart region. 
401 See exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 147, 148 (notes 4-7) for further references.   
402 VAN HOOGSTRATEN 1678, vol. 5, chapter 4, p. 186. 
403 S. Segal in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 148. He goes on to suggest that de Heem’s image is 
reflected upside-down in both glasses: too much turns the world upside-down. I fail to see any such reflection 
or to understand de Heem’s reasoning if that was indeed his intention. 
404 The inscription “MODICUM ET BONUM” on cat. no. A 143, to be discussed further on, judging from the old 
photo, must be a later addition and as such not expressing de Heem’s intentions. 
405 To be precise: cat. nos. A 133, 134, 136, 146, 147, 151, and 187. 
406 The one illustrated here was with Kunsthandel Hoogsteder & Hoogsteder, The Hague, 2002, the second in 
sale Christie’s, London, 7 July 2000, lot 123, colour ill. A third version, probably also by van Deynum is only 
known from the poor reproduction in the catalogue of sale Bukowski’s, Stockholm, 5 November 1958, lot 221.  
407 Cat. no. A 144, copy a, oil on panel, 54,5 x 42,5 cm, signed, private collection, Belgium, see Exhibition 
TAICHUNG 1988, cat. no. 57, colour ill. Another copy of this composition, on the art market in 1990 as by J. 
Hannot, may also be the work of van Deynum (copy b).  
408 Compare RINALDI 1989, pp. 78, 79, pl. 53, 54. 
409 Still life with dead game, a bronze mortar, porcelain and fruit, oil on panel, 60 x 73 cm, formerly  
Collection W.R.J. Dreesmann, Amsterdam (by 1933), subsequently collection Mrs. Roelants, Vaduz, by Sept. 
1969, when stolen (advertised in Die Weltkunst, 15 March 1970, p. 336, illustrated, as stolen on 23/24 
September 1969). 
410 Snapshots were received from Koller auction house, Zurich, 5 November 2015. 
411 For such a suggestion, see exh. cat. DELFT/CAMBRIDGE/FORT WORTH 1988/9, p. 140. 
412 De Heem appears to have used the same study of oysters in cat. no. A 119, separating them, however. 
413 There is no reason to assume that cat. no. A 137 was reduced, however, and also the tables in both 
paintings point in the same direction and both have the highest spot in the composition on the right-hand half 
of the panel. 
414 If a copy, it may be the work of G. van Deynum. 
415 It also appears in what must be an even earlier painting that most probably originated in de Heem’s studio, 
probably around 1645. The decoration of the jar varies somewhat in the three paintings, but appears to have 
been at least strengthened in all.  
416 Its decoration, at least on the lower half, was clearly based upon Chinese Wanli porcelain from the early 17th 
century, but the decoration on the shoulder of the vessel can certainly not have been inspired by such 
examples. 
417 The quite different appearance of the bunch in  cat. no. A 162 appears to be due mainly to the rather over-
cleaned  condition of that part of the painting. 
418 The fact that the lemon in cat. no. A 155 is strongly reminiscent of a fat, smiling face, may very well be 
intentional. 
419 In exh. cat. AMSTERDAM/BRUNSWICK 1983, p. 76, S. Segal transcribed ‘Menon’ instead of ‘Mensch’, explaining 
that Menon was a Greek general who was defeated and who is the subject of one of Plato’s dialogues. 
‘Mensch’ (Man[or Mankind]) is much more logical in this context, however. 
420 S. Segal, in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, pp. 185-186, has discussed these inscriptions extensively.  
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421 See Segal, in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, pp. 186, notes 9 and 10. Segal did not associate the grainy 
signature with the custom of using drying salt/sand. 
422 My transcription differs substantially from that by Segal in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, pp. 186, note 
2 (“.. is .. syt/ .. goeds/ .. daer/ .. dienst .. oogh/ .. van .. gaen/ .. tijdt/ .. daer”). I read: “den .. ge[baar?]/ ..  ee .. 
g[erechtig?] heijt/ .. d  .. [gh]y sijt/ .. de[..] .. goede[n]/ .. de .. [pp]en ../ .. eer .. d .. daer/ .. ge[..] ../ laet ú oogh/ 
altijt gaen/ tot  ú rechter/ o. want daer/ ghij eerst/mael quaemt/v .. daen/ J. d.de Heem.”, and to the left of the 
scroll: “ .. dienst o[p?]/ .. der daer ../ .. m[..] v op[?] gelet w[..]/ ..e[rt] godes we[tten]/ [zoude] plaetsen inde [g.] 
ú[..]”. Connecting the sentences before and after the scroll seems to make little (additional) sense. 
423 As I had expected before inspecting the painting in detail. The handling is somewhat reminiscent of Cornelis 
de Heem’s flowers from the 1670s. 
424 The painting may have been reduced slightly to the right, and perhaps at the top and bottom. Due to the 
fact that the panel has been shaved down and was transferred onto a new piece of board at some point during 
the twentieth century, inspection of the original back of the panel is impossible. 
425 Perhaps, however, the inversion remained unnoticed and the combination ‘wine’ and ‘wreath’ automatically 
recalled the term ‘quality’. 
426 J.R. ter Molen recognized the silver dish as a work of Adam or Christiaen van Vianen from 1627, cf. TER 
MOLEN 1979, fig. 6. 
427 During the first half of the seventeenth century, Netherlandish artists such as Abraham Bloemaert, Claes van 
Heussen and Gommaert van der Gracht placed fruit and vegetables in a landscape, mostly in connection with a 
historical theme. Compare examples in the on-line database RKDimages, respectively art work numbers 65800, 
186291 and 117583 (consulted December 2012). 
428 Unfortunately, I only know that painting from the rather poor illustration in the 1967 sale catalogue, which 
suggests that it may very well be autograph. Final judgment is pending until inspection of the original is 
possible, however. 
429 MAGNUS 2012 categorically rejects the option that all paintings in this gallery were executed by the 
respective different artists without providing any proper arguments. 
430 The painting is dated in a cartouche above the fireplace, see WHITE 2007, p. 111. 
431 MAGNUS 2012, p. 45-46, sweeps my arguments for dating the painting to c.1654 (referring to 
http://www.rkd.nl/rkddb/dispatcher.aspx?action=search&database=ChoiceImages&search=priref=116509) off 
the table as ‘unfounded’, applying the same term to Ariane van Suchtelen’s carefully argued conclusion (in VAN 
SUCHTELEN & VAN BENEDEN 2009) that the painting is the result of a collaboration of many artists. In Magnus’ 
article I have searched in vain, however, for ‘founded’ arguments that the painting should be dated to 1659 
and that it is the work of only two hands – and why the collaborator of de Formentrou must be identified 
specifically as Erasmus Quellinus. While the earlier suggestion that the painting was produced as a gift to the 
lawyer Jan van Baveghem in 1683 was rightly dismissed, no documents have been found that can shed light on 
the reasons for this collaboration, which most likely was the result of some special occasion. Magnus’ 
conclusion that the painting is an allegory of connoisseurship is at most the form which it was given, certainly 
not its raison d’être. 
432 I have not had an opportunity to study cat. nos. A 164 and/or 165 in person. 
433 Judging from the rather poor photo at my disposal. Several emails to the museum inquiring after the 
painting have not prompted any reaction. 
434 The state of preservation of the three paintings is quite different and the quality and colour of the photos 
also differs, which makes a proper match visually difficult. 
435 The date of the still life in the Wallace collection (cat. no. A 175) is indistinct, but the last numeral is almost 
certainly a 3. 
436 The painting in Reims is the only one of the four grouped together in this paragraph that I have had the 
opportunity to view in person. 
437 I attributed the painting to Jan Dz. de Heem in 2010 on the basis of the excellent colour illustration in 
EGOROVA 1998. 
438 At some point, probably during the 1950s, the head of the herring was painted out, however. Probably it 
was considered as too confronting. 
439 Compare my entry in exh. cat. UTRECHT 2004, cat. no. 47, p. 315, on Joseph de Bray’s In praise of pickled 
herring (Gemäldegalerie Alte Meister, Dresden, inv. no. 1407). 
440 It should not be excluded, however, that de Heem painted the bust himself. There is no reason to assume 
that he would not be capable of doing so. 

http://www.rkd.nl/rkddb/dispatcher.aspx?action=search&database=ChoiceImages&search=priref=116509
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441 They appear, for instance already in paintings by Balthasar van de Ast from 1622 (see fig. ULA 7 and 8) and 
Adriaen van Utrecht from 1636 (fig. A 12). As early as 1612, Frans Francken the Younger prominently featured a 
pair of macaws in a painting of a cabinet of curiosities: https://rkd.nl/explore/images/52549 (retrieved April 
2015). 
442 The handling of the landscape and the trees in the background appears to be too unspecific to assume that 
de Heem sought the assistance of a specialized landscape painter to execute it. 
443 Although rather far-fetched: the Dominican Friar Fransicus de Retza (died 1425) is quoted to have said that 
if a bird (a parrot) can say ‘Ave’ why could a woman not become pregnant after Gabriel’s ‘Ave’ to her. 
444 See the remark in the catalogue, under cat. no. A 172. 
445 Among others by Renger in exh. cat. VIENNA/ESSEN 2002, p. 152. 
446 It may be, however, that the combination of bread and wine of whichever colour, prompted an association 
with the Eucharist to the average seventeenth-century viewer. 
447 Either as a symbol for the church or for Christ’s wounds (see S. Segal in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 
180 and C. Renger in exh. cat. VIENNA/ESSEN 2002, p. 152. Rengers reference is to Picinelli, whose Mondo 
Symbolico, was only first published in Italian in 1653 and as such unlikely to have been de Heem’s source). 
448 The suggestion that de Heem would have been inspired by such relief in paintings by Gerard Dou (see S. 
Segal in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 179 and C. Renger in exh. cat. VIENNA/ESSEN 2002, p. 152) seems 
unfounded. Dou’s reliefs have quite a different function, in my view. 
449 Exhibition UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, cat. no. 37, colour ill. 
450 Also discussed by S. Segal in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 199, fig. 35a. 
451 Upon inspection in 2007, I initially supported the painting’s attribution to Jan Dz. de Heem, but had to reject 
that upon further study and comparison. 
452 See exh. cat. ANTWERP/THE HAGUE 2009/10, cat. no.  2 (fig. 70 on p. 107 an pp. 134-135), G. Coques, W. 
Schubert van Ehrenberg, J. Jordaens e.a., 1666,  Art Cabinet with ‘ Candaules and Gyges’, Staatsgalerie Neuburg 
an der Donau, inv. no. 896. This appearance may mean that a study of the tazzas was retained in the Antwerp 
studio. 
453 INGAMELLS 1992, p. 140 also mentions a reflection of the artist in the rummer, which I fail to see. 
454 S. Segal, in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, pp. 153-155 (note 5), fig. 16b, under cat. no. 16, published 
cat. no. A 180 as copy after J. Dz. de Heem with a false signature. Segal incorrectly considered copy a (Aranjuez) 
as the original (p. 155, note 3). 
455 See MEIJER 2003, pp. 210, 211. 
456 On Pieter de Ring, see MOES 1888 and, with some additional information, TUCKER KINDER 1979. 
457 The report by Jan Alensoon (born 1680), the grandson of the patron in question, probably written in the 
early eighteenth century was quoted in MOES 1888, who claimed he had seen it in the Brussels Royal Library, 
but there it can not be traced nowadays. 
458 A still life with a ham and a Westerwald stoneware jug, oil on canvas, indistinctly signed and dated 1645 and 
marked with a ring, was offered at Christie’s Amsterdam, 18 May 1988, lot 163, with colour illustration in the 
auction catalogue. A still life by Gerret Heda from 1646 (signed and dated, with David Koetser, Zurich, in 1991) 
had some fruit added to it by de Ring at a later date, probably in the mid-1650s. A large still life by Willem 
Claesz. Heda from about 1647 was also supplemented with fruit as well as with a back-drop curtain by de Ring 
in the 1650s. That painting was with Johnny van Haeften, London, in 1995.  
459 Signed and dated P. de Ring f. 1650, oil on canvas, 105,6 x 81,7 cm, Berlin, Staatliche Museen, cat. no. 918. 
460 The painting in Amsterdam: signed with a ring, oil on canvas, 100 x 85 cm, inv. no. SK-A-135; the one in 
Antwerp: signed and dated 1651, oil on canvas, 117 x 170 cm, Royal Museum of Fine Arts, inv. no. 659. 
461 The painting was included in exh. DELFT/CAMBRIDGE/FORT WORTH 1988/9, cat. no. 43, illustrated in colour. 
462 To the left and to the right 2 centimetres the original surface have been folded around the later stretcher 
(TRNEK 1992, p. 171). At the bottom, the composition appears to lack some breathing space. 
463 The vanitas connotations signalled by Trnek (1992), p. 174, are part of the general still-life image tradition 
rather than intentionally making up an intrinsic iconography specific to this painting. 
464 Trnek (1992), with assistance of M. Schenkevelt-van der Dussen, has attempted to identify the source for 
this poem without avail. She suggested that de Heem himself may have been its author, for or against which 
suggestion no evidence can be found. 
465 Oil on canvas, 131,5 x 199,5 cm, inv. no. GK 132 (SCHNACKENBURG 1996, Vol. 1, p. 325, as by Th. Willeboirts 
Bosschaert, Vol 2. Pl. 61). 
466 See KOSLOW 1999, pp. 188, 189, figs. 259-261. 

https://rkd.nl/explore/images/52549
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467 See Appendix 1, attestation of 1 March 1669. 
468 Unfortunately, I know this copy only from a black-and-white photo, which is , however, of excellent quality. 
469 Oil on panel, 54,4 x 41,2 cm, signed and dated C. DE HEEM ƒ. 1656. (upper right), most recently with 
Salomon Lilian, Amsterdam, 2003-2004. 
470 Oil on panel, 56,5 x 42 cm, signed and dated ‘C. DE HEEM ƒ. 1656 (upper right), sale Sotheby’s, London, 2 
July 1986, lot 162, colour illustration. 
471 The grapes look somewhat pale, they may have lost some glazing of yellow lake in the past. 
472 Oil on canvas, 94 x 118 cm, signed and dated C.De.HEEM.ƒ.1657, inv. no. 708. 
473 Oil on canvas, 68 x 84 cm, signed and dated C.DE HEEM.ƒ.1658, inv. no. 721. Both this and the previous 
painting are included in the exhibition catalogue Frankfurt / Basel 2008/09, cat. nos. 76 and 82, with excellent 
colour illustrations and full-page details. 
474 The paint of the wall has grown somewhat transparent and an earlier arrangement is vaguely visible. In the 
urn with fruit (which in my view is not sculpted as B. Brinkmann suggested in exh. cat. FRANKFURT / BASEL 
2008/09, p. 296) I recognize the hand of Jan Pauwel Gillemans the Younger (1651-1702), which would mean 
that it was probably added sometime around the 1680s in Antwerp. 
 
Notes to Antwerp-Utrecht 1656-1672 pp. 207-253 
 
 475 For this and the following biographical data, see also the chapter on de Heem’s biography, and Appendix 1 
with a list of documents. 
476 Interestingly, Gillemans signed his copy without referring to de Heem as the composition’s originator, in 
contrast with, for instance, Marrel’s copies after cat. no. A 099 (copies a and b). 
477 With Richard Green Gallery. London, 1998. At that time I dated the painting to the first half of the 1650s, but 
in retrospect, in view of the comparisons made here, it must have been painted somewhat later, probably 
around 1658. 
478 These are among the relatively few rummers with egg-shaped cuppas that de Heem painted. The majority of 
rummers he depicted have conical cuppas, resulting in a different reflection of the studio windows. Cat. no. A 
195, undoubtedly painted in Utrecht, shows a different configuration of the reflected windows. We must 
beware, however, of overestimating the significance of such features, since the artist must have worked from 
studies of individual objects most of the time and in Utrecht could well have used a study already produced 
Antwerp, showing a reflection of his Antwerp window. 
479 It is unlikely that cat. no. A 193 was the still life described as ‘being the Four Elements’ in the collection of 
Diego Duarte in 1682, since the description mentions fruit in the plural, while here only one orange is present. 
480 In exh. cat. Utrecht /Brunswick 1991, pp. 182-184. 
481 The caterpillars are not those of the red admiral butterfly, I have not succeeded to identify them. 
482 Taylor 1995, p. 112. 
483 S. Segal in UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, pp. 140-141, interpreted the orange as a symbol of the choice between 
good and evil, since, in his view, it can be seen as the fruit of the Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil from 
the Bible book Genesis. Segal assigned a distinct Christian symbolism to the painting. 
484 See also the remark concerning cat. no. A 180 (and A 182), on p. 197-198 in the previous chapter. 
485 Oil on canvas, 76 x 60 cm, Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. no. SK-A-269; KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 39, 
incorrectly as Mauristhuis/Gallerij Willem V, The Hague. 
486 The copy in the Rijksmuseum, cat. no. A 230 copy a, has been considered as a copy off and on. In 1928, 
Ralph Warner (WARNER 1928, p. 96) commented: “The Museum Catalogue mentions this picture as probably 
being an old copy after the original signed one in the Dresden Gallery. This is difficult to believe, as the colour 
and finish especially in the vine leaves has the technique which is so characteristic of the Master”.  In VAN 
THIEL 1976, p. 263,  it was still (or again) included as an autograph work. Segal in 1991, wrote: “Maar hoewel 
het een knappe kopie is, zijn er toch aanmerkelijke verschillen” (S. Segal in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, 
p. 175), probably meaning with ‘verschillen’ differences in quality. Nevertheless, the painting is indeed a copy 
of high quality, painted with sensitivity and sensibility, but overall lacking the strength of the original. 
487 S. Segal, in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, included the painting in Leipzig as the prime version (pp. 175, 
176, cat. no. 25) and the Dresden original as an autograph variant (cat. no. 26). Comparing the paintings side by 
side during the exhibition, however, made it obvious that the Leipzig version is a copy. Already at that time, 
Segal suggested Jan Mortel as its possible author to the museum, which attribution was confirmed by 
revelation of the signature in subsequent cleaning. 
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488 Compare a still life of fruit, signed and dated 1688 by Mortel, oil on panel, 63,2 x 51,8 cm, on the art market 
in about 2006-2014: https://rkd.nl/explore/images/191083 (retrieved August 2015). 
489 Oil on canvas, 87,5 x 72,5 cm, Brussels, Royal Museums of Fine Arts, inv. no. 3166. PAUWELS 1984, p. 134, 
still catalogued the painting as autograph, and S. Segal, in exh. cat. UTRECHT /BRUNSWICK 1991, pp. 175, 176 (note 
1 and fig. 25b), also included it as by de Heem himself. In correspondence with the museum in 2000, I 
suggested that the painting must be a copy and the museum now holds it as ‘circle of Jan Dz. de Heem’: 
http://www.fine-arts-museum.be/nl/de-collectie/jan-davidsz-de-heem-omgeving-van-stilleven-met-
kreeft?string=de+heem (retrieved August 2015). 
490 The painting in fig. AU 10 was submitted to me for judgment by Sotheby’s New York in 1999. On the basis of 
photographs, I suggested that this might be de Heem’s example for the Brussels painting, after which it was 
included as such in Sotheby’s New York sale of 28 January 2000, lot 134, with colour ill. At the viewing of the 
auction, however, I had to conclude that this painting, too, is a copy, after which it was taken out of the sale. 
See also https://rkd.nl/explore/images/64633 (retrieved August 2015). 
491 KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 2. 
492 A still life of flowers and fruit in a private collection, see exhibition cat. WASHINGTON 1999, p. 70, fig. 61. 
493 “… meer en meer in prys gesteigert hebben, zoo niet het overheerlyk konstpenceel van Juffr. R. Ruisch en J. 
van Huisum de natuur veel nader gekomen, en dusdanige voorwerpen meer luister had bygezet.”. HOUBRAKEN 
first edition 1718/21, vol. 3, p 83. 
494 HOUBRAKEN 1753, vol. 3, p. 82, 83. Houbraken contradicted himself by claiming that Marrel had guided 
Mignon from the age of 7, however. 
495 KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, p. 12. 
496 KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, p. 31, curiously indicates Mignon’s period of activity as “Mignon was no doubt active 
for a period of around 10 years between 1665 and 1678, perhaps for two or three years longer years [sic] at 
most.”  
497 KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, p. 18, 19, gives a rather inaccurate view, in my opinion, of Mignon’s relationship with 
de Heem, stating that the younger artist only settled in Utrecht in 1669, which would have been the year of his 
registration in the Utrecht guild. That date is most probably not accurate and is only based on a secondary, 
eighteenth-century source (see my chapter on de Heem’s biography, note 46).  
498 KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007 presents the paintings in subject groups and also within those she does not seem to 
have strived for any kind of chronological order. In her introductory text, she also does not suggest any 
chronology beyond the remark: “His style only altered in minimal nuances with a move towards a more graphic 
style, while still retaining a high degree of finish.” (p. 31). On p. 32, she writes “In each category, the author has 
tried to show Mignon’s evolution based on topics from de Heem and from other painters. Each painting is […] 
accompanied by an individual catalogue entry and a stylistic evaluation and attribution of date, where 
possible.” She rarely goes further, however, than stating that a painting “can be dated to the late 1660s” (cat. 
no. 3), “can be dated to the period before 1670” (cat. no. 10, 38, 39), or “belongs to the 1670s” (cat. nos. 7, 8), 
or is “typical of Mignon’s later works” (cat. no. 43). Under cat. no. 70, she summarizes a number of flower 
paintings, stating that “They date from between 1660 and 1670 when Mignon’s and de Heem’s work showed a 
similar stylistic approach” and under cat. no. 93: “Flower pieces of this kind [woodland scenes] were no doubt 
for the most part created between 1669 and 1672, during Jan (I) de Heem’s stay in Utrecht, when Mignon 
probably shared his studio.” Cat. no. 1 she calls “no doubt one of the earliest works known by Mignon”, 
without furnishing a date. Only cat. no. 57 is dated specifically “around 1669”, and cat. no. 65 “around 1670”, 
while cat. no. 74 is described as a “flower piece from the late 1670s”. For the vast majority, however, her 
entries do not include a suggestion for a date of origin. For none of Mignon’s game still lifes a date is suggested. 
499 Oil on canvas, 34,5 x 29 cm, with an apocryphal signature ‘J.D. De Heem f’, KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, pp. 44-45, 
cat. no. 1, colour ill. The signature is not visible on the excellent illustration in Kraemer-Noble’s book (p. 45). In 
contrast with the museum she transcribes it in capital letters. She further mentions that the painting was 
originally smaller, 32 x 17,5 (sic) cm. Judging from the illustration, the canvas may have been enlarged by about 
a centimetre all around, so perhaps the original width was 27,5 cm. 
500 The first, oil on panel, 52 x 40 cm, KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, no. 40, as whereabouts unknown; collection of the 
Prince of Liechtenstein, Vaduz, as by J.Dz. de Heem. The second, oil on panel, 40 x 32,5 cm, with monogram 
AM, was offered at Sotheby’s New York, January 2014, lot 32, colour ill., as by Mignon and de Heem. 
501 The Mignon is KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 10, with colour ill.  
502 KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. nos. 38, 35 and 34, respectively, all illustrated in colour. 
503 KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 47, with colour ill. 
504 KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 59, with colour ill. 

https://rkd.nl/explore/images/191083
http://www.fine-arts-museum.be/nl/de-collectie/jan-davidsz-de-heem-omgeving-van-stilleven-met-kreeft?string=de+heem
http://www.fine-arts-museum.be/nl/de-collectie/jan-davidsz-de-heem-omgeving-van-stilleven-met-kreeft?string=de+heem
https://rkd.nl/explore/images/64633
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505 KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 61, with colour ill. 
506 “Waarom zy ook ziende dat hare geneigtheid tot het schilderen van Bloemen, en ander stilstaande leven 
helde, voor zig een geagt en bekwaam Leermeester uitkoos, namentlyk Johan de Heem tot Utrecht” (Seeing 
that her love tended to painting flowers and still life, she chose herself a competent master, being Johan de 
Heem in Utrecht). HOUBRAKEN 1753, vol. 2, p. 215. 
507 Oil on canvas, 73 x 88,5 cm, signed and dated 1668, Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum, inv. no. 5714. 
508 http://explore.rkd.nl/explore/images/59308 (retrieved April 2015). 
509 http://explore.rkd.nl/explore/images/59092 (retrieved April 2015). 
510 In Dresden, the painting entered the collection in 1740, together with a still life of flowers of almost the 
exact same size (inv. no. 1334). It is not impossible that both paintings originated around the same time, even if 
not specifically as pendants. The flower painting would appear to belong to Maria’s Amsterdam period, 
probably to the (early) 1670s. 
511 On this ‘abklatsch’ technique, see BEIER 1987and WEBER 1993. 
512 Exhibition cat. Utrecht/Brunswick 1991, under cat. no. 18, p. 158-159, includes an identification of the 
various motifs by Sam Segal. 
513 Diekamp 2001, p. 65 and fig. 13 on p. 99. For the print, see HOEFNAGEL 1592, Pars II, no. 7. 
514 KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. nos. 93, 94 and 95. 
515 In an earlier phase of my research, I had consequently dated this painting earlier, to the second half of the 
1650s, which dating was adopted by Frits Duparc in his entry on the painting in DUPARC 2011. 
516 The yellow rose, originally painted with orpiment, has faded (as usual) and was poorly restored, which 
detonates in the otherwise excellent state of preservation of the painting. 
517 MEIJER 2003, cat. no. 57, colour pl. 67 and KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 72, colour ill. 
518 Oil on canvas, 98,1 x 78,1 cm, signed, Private collection, KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 73, colour ill.  
Kraemer-Noble designates it as in “Mignon’s later style”. This is incorrect, in my view, due to its close 
connection with the Oxford bouquet (fig. AU 26) – for which she does not suggest a date – and due to the 
strong dependence and possible collaboration of de Heem on this painting. 
519 Oil on canvas, 88 x 68 cm, signed, inv. no. 1556, KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 66, colour ill. 
520 The second, oil on panel, 46,7 x 35,9 cm, private collection, KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 77, colour ill. 
521 Not counting cat. no. A 194, of which the signature is an imitation of handwriting on the letter at lower right, 
and which can be read as ‘J D.De Heem r’. 
522 HOUBRAKEN 1753, vol 2, p. 210, mentions that de Heem “het teeken van de Ridderschap […] droeg” (bore the 
sign of knighthood), “een bewys van de agtinge die zyn Konst gehad heeft” (proof of the esteem for his art), but 
there are no other sources pointing to any such knighthood. See also S. Segal in exh. cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 
1991, pp. 30, 31. Segal has suggested that the R could be explained as an abbreviation of 'refecit', indicating 
that Jan Davidsz. de Heem 'completed, improved or corrected' the painting. As I have argued above, the only, 
or one of the very few, paintings de Heem did arguably ‘refecit’ is  cat. no. A 191, now in Rotterdam. That 
painting does not bear an R as suffix to the signature, which seems to refute Segal’s suggestion.  
523 Marianne Berardi, in BERARDI 1998, p. 323 (note 564), suggested that the R stands for de Heem’s possible 
Utrecht studio address, the house Die Rose on De Rosendael, which de Heem’s father had bought in 1594. Her 
suggestion that house was still in the possession of de Heem’s sister (together with her brother?) in 1668 is 
based on an incorrect interpretation of a deed of November 3, 1668 (see Appendix 1). It was not de Heem’s 
sister who put down a house on the south side of Rosendael as colateral, but her debtor, Beernt Beerntsz. van 
Ulden and his wife. Berardi acknowledged, however, that such an hypothesis would not be supported by the 
fact that de Heem still used the R after his return to Antwerp. 
524 See Appendix 2, signatures. 
525 See Biography, pp. 28-29, and Appendix 1, March 1, 1669. 
526 See also note 5 to this chapter. 
527 Information derived from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Diego_Duarte (retrieved May 2014). 
528 Duverger 2001, p. 154-164, no. 3580, no. 151. The concise description does not allow identification of this 
piece, but in view of the estimate it was probably a smaller, simpler work. 
529 De Heem’s tulip also differs in several details from Mignon’s (see KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. nos. 61, 72, 
and 73). It may be that both de Heem an Mignon made a study or studies of the same tulip, probably on the 
same day. 
530 The Louvre painting: Oil on canvas, 88 x 68 cm, signed, inv. no. 1556 (KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 66). 
531 For a related example, see RINALDI 1989, p. 158, fig. 191, which is dated by that author to c.1610-1620. 
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532 Respectively oil on panel, 36,5 x 47,3 cm, signed, Rheinisches Landesmuseum, Bonn, inv. no. 37.36 and oil 
on panel, 36,5 x 49 cm, signed, Narodni Galerie, Prague, inv. no. DO4142, KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. nos. 26 and 
29. Kraemer-Noble’s cat. nos. 30 and 31 also include a porcelain bowl in analogy to de Heem’s example, but 
Mignon’s bowl is not the same as de Heem’s. The same porcelain bowl as in de Heem’s work appears in 
KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 28, which unfortunately is only known from a poor black-and-white illustration. 
That painting appears to be much more de-Heem related.  
533 Cf. KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. nos. 24 and 25 (of which cat. no. 23 is a rather weak copy by a later hand, in my 
view). 
534 DIEKAMP 2001, p. 64. 
535 DIEKAMP 2001, p. 65 and fig. 13 on p. 99. It had previously appeared in cat. no. A 210. 
536 Oil on canvas, 60,5 x 75 cm, signed, Amsterdam, Rijksmuseum, inv. no. SK-C-187, KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. 
no. 35, colour ill. 
537 Earlier rummers with conical cuppas painted by de Heem had sharp appliques and/or a different foot rim. 
538 See also the remark concerning cat. no. A 154, in the previous chapter, p. 178. 
539 See also the Biography chapter above, p. 29.  
540 For his apprenticeship with Cornelis Kick in Amsterdam, van den Broeck had paid 140 guilders annually, plus 
another 100 guilders at the end of the four-year apprenticeship. This included housing and food, however, but 
with Kick, too, van den Broeck could sell his work at his own profit. Thus, de Heem’s fee was substantially 
higher, no doubt due to his excellent reputation. 
541 Oil on panel, 21,6 x 28,9 cm, signed and dated 1676, see exh. LONDON 2005, p. 7, colour ill. A possible 
pendant to this painting was sold at Christie’s, London, 3 December 2014, lot 146, colour ill. I will return to Elias 
van den Broeck in the following chapter. 
542 Oil on panel, 34,2  x 44,5 cm, signed or with signature ‘J.D.De Heem’, sale New York, Christie’s, 15 January 
1986, lot 151, colour ill., as by Jan Davidsz. de Heem (“According to Professor Bergström an early work by de 
Heem”). Previously, the painting had been sold as a work of Joris van Son, sale London, Christie’s, 15 April 
1983, lot 70, ill. 
543 See also MEIJER 2013, in which I dated this work to around 1670. After further reconstruction of the 
chronology of the artist’s oeuvre, I tend to think that it may have originated it somewhat earlier, sometime 
during the 1660s. 
544 Received at the RKD, The Hague, in 1974, from the then owner. The photo is of excellent quality. 
545 Knowing the palette of the painting might help in dating it more accurately. 
546 The painting is very well-preserved, which allows full appreciation of its quality of execution and attention to 
detail. 
547 Segal, in exh. cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 162, opined that the signature followed by an R suggested 
that it might be a collaborative work, possibly with Abraham Mignon (“De vraag of  één of meer leerlingen of 
assistenten hem bij dit werk hebben geholpen, wat de R in de signatuur doet vermoeden, is nog niet geheel 
opgelost en verdient nader onderzoek. Als mogelijke medewerker komt Abraham Mignon in aanmerking”). 
548 Compare de Heem’s frog facing right at the lower centre with such an animal in virtually the same pose in 
paintings by Mignon in Northampton MA, Ansbach, Washington, and Warsaw (KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. nos. 
87, 89, 92, and 97, colour ills.). 
549 Mignon’s painting: Netherlands Office for Cultural Heritage collection, on loan to the Noordbrabants 
Musem, Den Bosch (KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 90, colour ill.).   
550 The comparison is not easy, however. The large Liechtenstein painting (cat. no. A 232) is very well preserved 
and on canvas, while the Thyssen flower piece (cat. no. A 233) is much smaller, on panel and in a rather poor 
state of preservation (in contrast to the remark in GASKELL 1989, p. 86: “Very good condition”) with many very 
thin and abraded areas missing glazes and definition, and numerous (old?) retouches, particularly in the whites. 
551 Marianne Berardi, in BERARDI 1987/8, passim, and BERARDI 1998, pp. 321-338, discussed Rachel Ruysch’s still 
lifes inspired by this de Heem extensively. In her note 564 on p. 323, she discussed  the attribution history of de 
Heem’s painting. In her dissertation, she also pays much attention to Frederick Ruysch’s subsequent cabinets. 
From the inventory of Frederick Ruysch’s possessions drawn up in 1731, it becomes clear that he owned a 
substantial collection of paintings, but no names were specified (BREDIUS 1915/22, p. 1208 and BERARDI 1998, p. 
104). No copies of the catalogue of the sale held after his death appear to have survived, but from newspaper 
advertisements for it some artists’ names are known, among them ‘De Heem’ (BERARDI 1998, pp. 104-105). 
552 Segal, in exh. cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 163, wrote “de uitvoering doet eerder aan Ernst Stuven 
denken”. 
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553 Unfortunately the known history of both the original and the copy do not go back very far. In view of the 
quality and accuracy, the copyist must have had the original at his disposal for quite a while. 
554 As suggested in BERARDI 1998, p. 328. The painting is in the Museum Boijmans Van Beuningen, Rotterdam, 
inv. no. 1751, oil on canvas, 98,8 x 82,5 cm, signed and dated 1685. 
555 Oil on canvas, 114 x 89 cm, signed and dated 1686, Rochester NY, Memorial Art Gallery, inv. no. 82.9. 
556 Notes A. Bredius at RKD, The Hague, file on Ernst Stuven, p. 4. 
557 HOUBRAKEN 1753, vol. 2, pp. 209-210. 
558 Upon close scrutiny, it would appear that the portrait was also prepared in the ground of the painting. 
559 In BRENNINKMEIJER-DE ROOY 1983. 
560 Anonymous print in P. Screvelius the Elder, Oude en nieuwe beschrijvinghe van Holland, Zeeland en 
Vriesland, The Hague, 1667. A copy of the print is in the collection of the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam: 
http://hdl.handle.net/10934/RM0001.COLLECT.527110 (retrieved December 2014). In RKDimages, the print is 
given to Anthony van Zijtvelt (c.1640-1695 or later): https://rkd.nl/explore/images/174760 (retrieved 
December 2014). 
 
Notes to Antwerp 1672-1684 pp. 254-284 
 
561 Curiously, in the literature on Erasmus Quellinus (DE BRUYN 1988 and exh. cat. CASSEL 2014) there is no mention of any of 
the collaborations with Jan Dz. de Heem. 
562 The head of Christ in cat. no. A 239 is reminiscent of that of Christ as the good shepherd, painted by Quellinus in 1666 
(DE BRUYN  1988, p. 268, cat. no. 233, ill.p. 269). The painting in fig. A2 2 was with Senger Bamberg Kunsthandel in 1993 (see 
also DE BRUYN 1988 , p.273, fig. 241).  
563 Most descriptions in the auction catalogue are quite detailed and many of the paintings can still be identified. The top 
lot, in terms of revenue, interestingly enough, was an interior scene by Willem van Herp on a large copper plate and with 
many figures, fetching 2040 guilders. Three paintings by Gabriel Metsu also fetched high prices, 1000 and 1100 (twice) 
guilders (see WAIBOER 2012, cat. nos. A 22 (lot 31 [now Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Gemäldegalerie]), A 68 (lot 32 [now 
Royal Collection, Great Britain]), and A 106 (lot 33 [now collection Duke of Sutherland]), but none of the many other lots 
topped the 900 guilders hammered down for the de Heem. A Wouwerman brought 610 guilders and a pair of large marine 
paintings by Willem van de Velde 1200 guilders (600 each). Among the many lots were two Jan Steen paintings that are 
now in the Rijksmuseum, Bakker Oostwaard ( inv. no. SK-A-390), hammered down at 160 guilders, and a drinking couple 
(SK-C-233) that fetched 135 guilders. 
564 In the case of the accepted works from 1650-1655, for only 17 out of 67 paintings a (probable or possible) provenance 
before 1800 is recorded. Three of the 17 were sold in the Northern Netherlands and four in the Southern Netherlands, 
while nine examples first appeared outside of the Netherlands before 1800, so there is no overwhelming connection with 
Antwerp, where they were painted. For the Utrecht period, c.1657-1672, a (probable or possible) provenance before 1800 
is recorded for 20 out of 55 paintings. Half of those turned up in the Northern Netherlands, three in the Southern 
Netherlands and four outside of the Netherlands. A slightly stronger connection with the North appears to be present for 
this period than with the South for the previous years. For the 1640s, when de Heem was working in Antwerp, for only 19 
out of 72 paintings a (probable or possible) provenance before 1800 could be traced. Here, the balance for the Netherlands 
topples slightly towards  the North, five paintings, against four first recorded in the Southern Netherlands, while ten 
paintings first turned up outside of the Netherlands, a result similar to that for the 1650s. Conclusions can hardly be drawn 
from these numbers, however, since much has to do with the availability (or rather, unavailability) of data and the numbers 
are too small to allow any firm conclusions. 
565 The yellow rose is a typical example of a flower painted with orpiment, ‘schietgeel’ which becomes translucent and 
colourless only decades after having been applied. 
566 KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. nos. 65, 75, 76 and 77. 
567 KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, cat. no. 77. 
568 In MEIJER 2012, which was devoted to this painting, I concluded that it was probably painted in about 1671, shortly 
before de Heem’s move back to Antwerp. After revision of the hypothetical chronology of de Heem’s work in the following 
years, I tend to date it somewhat closer to de Heem’s dated garland from 1675, and after his move back to Antwerp. 
Wallert and Dik (WALLERT/DIK 2007, p. 46) also concluded that, in view of working similarities with a painting by Rubens, de 
painting was likely done in Antwerp. 
569 The inclusion of this painting towards the end of the catalogue was prompted by the fact that the artist appears to have 
worked on it until late in his life, but since the majority of work on it appears to have been done in the first half of the 1670s  
it is discussed here in the text. I have written a report on the painting in 1999 for the art dealer Robert Noortman and 
revised this in 2013 for art dealer Bob Haboldt after the painting had been treated by Martin Bijl, Alkmaar. I am indebted to 
Martin Bijl for many of the technical observations mentioned here. 
570 For instance in cat. nos. A 218, 241, 248 and 251, which painting also includes quite similar figs and apricots. 
571 Such as cat. nos. A 244, 251 and 253, to be discussed below. 
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572 Since it does not properly show a landscape and because in its present state the execution of the view can barely be 
attributed to de Heem himself, I omitted it from my article on de Heem’s landscape views, MEIJER 2013. 
573 See my remark on early appearances of such parrots in paintings, p.  186, and note 441. 
574 No paintings of those subjects by Ruysch and Berkheyde are recorded that could properly fit the frame. 
575 AMSTERDAM 1999, pp. 60-64, sp. p. 63, fig. 32a and b. 
576 Sunflowers in de Heem compositions (cat. nos. A 093, 118, 138, 248, and 252) must have been coloured with orpiment 
on an ochre-yellow ground, which after the inevitable discoloration of the orpiment has resulted in a dull orange colour.  
Here the de Heem may have used a different type of yellow. For the small yellow roses at the centre, like in many such 
bouquets, de Heem will have used orpiment. They were clearly retouched here, rather unsubtly, by a restorer. In the 
Mauritshuis bouquet (cat. no. A 244), the yellow rose appears to have been given an extra layer of a brighter yellow under 
the orpiment, as a result of which it looks brighter than in other examples. 
577 See also the remarks in the last paragraph of this chapter and note 53. 
578 The Cheltenham Museum owns a still life of fruit and flowers, oil in canvas,  47,3 x 41,4 cm, which was traditionally 
considered as a work of Jan Davidsz. de Heem from c. 1650. In contrast, it can be recognized as a work of Cornelis de Heem, 
probably from the 1660s. See, among others, SCHNEIDER 1989, p. 132, colour ill., as by Jan Davidsz. de Heem. 
579 The fruit on the porcelain plate is, in my view, not, as suggested in VAN OS 2004, p. 29, an orange, but a lemon. Compare 
the same discoloration of an orpiment component in other de Heem lemons, such as cat. nos. A 191 and 229).  
580 VAN OS 2004 and SCHENKEVELD-VAN DER DUSSEN 2004 both take the premise that de Heem painted this work during his stay 
in Utrecht, and consequently before William III was reinstated. This influenced their interpretation of the image. Concluding 
on a basis of stylistic chronology that de Heem painted this piece in or after 1672, so after the beginning of William’s 
stadtholdership, its interpretation becomes much simpler: a celebration of the prince’s victory and the resulting prosperity. 
581 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/De_Neufville_baronets (retrieved June 2015). 
582 
https://books.google.nl/books?id=rcDSAQAAQBAJ&pg=PA74&lpg=PA74&dq=maria+de+neufville+frankfurt&source=bl&ots
=-Whz1XgrRF&sig=wY3cczMfbftvUKxgkW-
w8TlMdc8&hl=nl&sa=X&ei=WbuRVefpCcXZU9OqgtAP&ved=0CDkQ6AEwBA#v=onepage&q=maria%20de%20neufville%20fr
ankfurt&f=false (retrieved June 2015). 
583 For the proper border types of flat plates, see RINALDI 1989, pp. 71 and 69, for a decoration of a klapmuts similar to what 
de Heem painted, see p. 127. I do not second the suggestion in exh. cat. AMSTERDAM 2015, p. 271, note 1, that “De Heem 
may have combined decorative motifs from different ceramics to give the painted dish an even richer appearance than 
originals would have offered.” 
584 Occasionally, de Heem made similar errors in his reflections, see for instance cat. no. A 229 and the reflection of an 
empty plate rather than a full one in cat. no. A 088. 
585 Nicolaisen recognized a “pausbäckigen jungen Maler an der Staffelei”. Although the figure indeed appears to have a 
rather round face, if a reflection of de Heem himself, which we must assume to be the fact, he cannot be young: in 1675 he 
was about 69 years old. 
586 An earlier one occurs in cat. no. A 175 (Wallace collection), from 1653. 
587 The fact that the two bouquets in Leipzig, cat. nos. A 235 and 255, share the tulip is pure coincidence. There is at least 
five years between their dates of origin and they have a totally different (early) provenance. 
588 Van Suchtelen’s collection, as auctioned on 17th April 1715 in Hoorn, included several more still lifes by Jacob Rotius: a 
festoon of fruit (lot 32), a vase of flowers as a pendant to it (lot 33), and ‘a little table of flowers and fruit’ (lot 34). Van 
Suchtelen also owned four still lifes by De Heem’s pupil Elias van den Broeck (lot nos. 24-27). Like the de Heem, he may 
have bought them when van den Broeck was working in Antwerp, but he may just as well have purchased them after van 
den Broeck had settled in Amsterdam in 1685. 
589 Signed and dated  “JROTIUS FECIT 1674”. Oil on canvas, 95 x 75 cm, see CAT. KOETSER 2003, cat. no. 12, colour ill. See also 
https://rkd.nl/explore/images/263553 (retrieved July 2015). 
590 “Deze was een leerling van den ouden de Heem wiens wyze van schilderen hy wonder wel wist na te bootsen, zoo dat hy 
in zyn tyd geld en agting aanwon“. HOUBRAKEN 1753, vol. 2, pp. 11, 12. 
591 See also WIJNMALEN 1930. 
592 Signed and dated 1662, oil on canvas, 66 x 54 cm, last recorded in sale New York, Sotheby’s, 17 January 1985, lot 61, 
colour  ill. See also F.G. Meijer in exh. cat. ROTTERDAM/AACHEN 2006/07, pp. 152-153, fig. 13, and my contribution on Jan 
Albertsz. Rotius as a still life painter in the catalogue of an exhibition in Hoorn, 2016, in preparation at the time of finishing 
up this dissertation. Unfortunately, the painting is only known from a (good) black-and-white photo and from the colour 
illustration in the auction catalogue.  
593 The painting was with the art dealer J. Dik, Amsterdam/La Tour de Peilz (CH), in 1959/60, together with a pendant which 
is also signed and dated. Before Rotius’s signature and the date 1668 turned up in cleaning, the painting had been 
attributed to Rachel Ruysch. The presumed pendant, oil on canvas 68 x 56 cm, resurfaced in a sale at Sotheby’s London, 11 
December 1996, lot 61, colour ill. It is less de Heem-inspired than the painting illustrated here. 
594 Oil on canvas, 63,5 x 49,5 cm (Illustrated London News, 21 June 1952). 
595 See: https://rkd.nl/explore/images/263491 (retrieved July 2015). 
596 For the data, see https://rkd.nl/explore/images/196739 (retrieved July 2015). 
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597 For the data, see https://rkd.nl/explore/images/71922. A much smaller example also appears to have been inspired by 
de Heem’s example: https://rkd.nl/explore/images/48467 (both retrieved July 2015). 
598 With thanks to Amy Walsh, who in 2011 sent me the draft of her entry on the painting for a collection catalogue which 
has remained unpublished to this day. 
599 There appears to be some similarity with an anonymous still life of flowers that was clearly inspired by de Heem’s flower 
paintings from the 1670s: https://rkd.nl/explore/images/118256 (retrieved July 2015), but of which the overall execution is 
different. In correspondence in 2004, I did not exclude that it was produced in some degree of participation with de Heem, 
but I after further research exclude that possibility. 
600 S. Segal, in exh. cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 184, rather cryptically suggested that this painting may be an early work, 
preceding de Heem’s other flower paintings (“kan men […] als een vermoedelijke voorganger van het thema bloemstukken 
opvatten”). 
601 See also the discussion of this motif under cat. no. A 225  on p. 214. 
602 Compare, for instance, KRAEMER-NOBLE 2007, nos. 88 to 96. In KRAEMER-NOBLE 1973, p. 62, it was already included under 
no. B 207, as probably not by Mignon. Unfortunately, I only know the painting from a good black-and-white photo and from 
a colour illustration. 
603 According to HOUBRAKEN 1753, Vol. 3, p. 372, Stuven, after having followed his teacher Johannes Voorhout to Amsterdam 
in 1675, studied under Willem van Aelst (presumably shortly after 1675) and subsequently under Abraham Mignon, who 
died in 1679.   
604 In part, the handling looks less vigorous than in cat. no. A 259, but this is partly due to some abrasion and retouching. 
The texture of the white napkin and the bread roll at lower right look almost plastic probably due to repainting or 
strengthening early on. 
605 Compare the discussion of cat. no. A 225 on p. 217. 
606 The first was offered at Christie’s London auction of 18 April 1980, lot 56, as by Joris van Son. Van den Broeck’s 
authorship is beyond doubt, however. The second was with S. Nystad, The Hague, in 1967, see 
https://rkd.nl/explore/images/20542 (retrieved August 2015). 
607 The painting is only known to me from a 1940s black-and-white photo, which makes it difficult to judge. 
608 In cat. no. A 263, they may have been more prominent originally. Before restoration by Nancy Krieg, New York, 2006-
2007, much of the background had been abraded and/or painted out. The reconstruction of the niche to the left is 
problematic, however, apparently too much of the original paint had been lost to allow proper interpretation. 
609 It has come out rather harsh in restoration. 
610 The handle of the jug seems strange and is probably apocryphal. Although I have not found the same shape in Chinese 
porcelain or Delftware as a vase, on jugs, the handle always ends just above the shoulder or halfway the neck, never at the 
rim. Moreover, the handle was executed with a different paint than the vase/jug itself. 
611 See Appendix 2, deeds from 9th August and 14th September 1683. When catalogue A 266 first appeared in Arnhem in 
April 2010, the initial J was intact, when it reappeared in France only two months later, it was damaged beyond recognition. 
612 That on cat. nos. A 254 and 261 looks more like the signature on a document from 6th August 1670 (see facsimile in exh. 
cat. UTRECHT/BRUNSWICK 1991, p. 56), which would seem to support their slightly earlier date of execution.  
 
Notes to Concluding observations pp. 285-297 
 
613 Also, no archival data for this period, 1631 to 1635, have been found in any other Dutch city. 
614 One may wonder whether his Leiden creditors could not easily trace him in Amsterdam, rather than in , for 
instance London or Antwerp. The fact that he appears to have left no trace in Amsterdam – nor in Antwerp or 
London – seems to confirm that he ‘disappeared’ successfully. While the choice for Amsterdam can be argued 
for on stylistic grounds, for the time being it must remain hypothetical. 
615 See the elaborate discussion in chapter Antwerp – Utrecht, p. 239. 
616 Nico Vroom, in  VROOM 1945 and VROOM 1980, while including some pupils/followers of de Heem as painters 
of ‘monochome banketjes’, such as Andries Benedetti, Laurens Craen and Jasper Geerards, mentioned de 
Heem himself, usually in one breath with Abraham van Beijeren, only as painting the contrary of monochrome 
banketjes. 
617 Intriguing, though, is a still life with a dead hare, dead partridge, and dead finches which includes an almost 
identical combination of a Wanli porcelain plate and dish as in cat. no. A 183 (oil on panel, 60 x 73 cm). That 
painting is known via a rather poor photo and a small reproduction, as well as from some recent snapshots. 
While it is a work of rather high quality in the handling of the details, it is clear that none of them were 
executed by de Heem himself, but rather by an excellent copyist. According to an advertisement in Die 
Weltkunst of 15 March 1970, p. 336, the painting was stolen in Switzerland in September 1969. 
618 Notes A. Bredius at RKD, Kunstinventarissen, 1639, photocopies of pp. 938 and 940 from an unidentified 
publication. Gaillard’s collection numbered 166 paintings. It was not restricted to works by Amsterdam artists, 

https://rkd.nl/explore/images/71922
https://rkd.nl/explore/images/48467
https://rkd.nl/explore/images/118256
https://rkd.nl/explore/images/20542
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however. See also the Montias database: http://research.frick.org/montias/browserecord.php?-
action=browse&-recid=1361.  
619 BREDIUS 1888, pp. 188-190. 
620 Inventory of the estate of Joan van Harlaer, 23 September 1644, notary P. de Bary, Leiden. Notes A. Bredius 
at RKD, Kunstinventarissen 1644. 
621 Inventory of the estate of Reyncke Gerrits, Amsterdam, June 1647, Notary L. Lambert, Amsterdam. Notes A. 
Bredius at RKD, Kunstinventarissen 1647. 
622 DE BIE 1661, p. 216. 
623 DE STUERS 1877-1878, p. 83, no. 28, ‘Een copy nae de Heem met citrons daerin’ (a copy after de Heem with 
lemons), p. 85, no. 61 ‘Een fruytgen nae de Heem’ (a little fruit[piece] after de Heem), p. 86, no. 67, ‘Een copye 
nae de Heem synde een gouwe cop’ (a copy after de Heem being a gold cup), no. 68, ‘Een copye na de Heem 
synde rasynen en vyge’ (a copy after de heem being grapes and figs’, p 91, no. 154, ‘Een frugt nae de Heem’. 
The lottery included two originals, p. 85, no. 55, ‘Een fruitgen van Van Heem op 66-0-0 [guilders]’ and p. 91, no. 
155, ‘Een stuck van de Heem met een roemer, 200 [guilders]’ (a piece by de Heem with a rummer). The copies 
were valued at 12, 27, 50, 21, and 30 guilders. There was also (p. 83, no. 14) ‘Een schotel met fruyt, copye nae 
de Jonge de Heem’(a dish of fruit, copy after the young de Heem), for which De Stuers noted (pp. 76, 77: 
“waarmee zoowel Jan David [meaning Jan Jansz. de Heem?] als Cornelis kan bedoeld zijn” (with whom both Jan 
David as Cornelis can be meant). DE MEYERE 2015, p. 65, remarked: “ongetwijfeld een kopie naar Cornelis de 
Heem” (undoubtedly a copy after Cornelis de Heem). Both authors probably did not realize that Cornelis de 
Heem was just 18 in 1649 and living in Antwerp, that we do not know any work by his hand from the 1640s, 
and that it is consequently unlikely that in 1649 a copy after a painting by him was offered in Wijk bij Duurstede 
in that year. It is more likely that a copy after a work by Jan Davidsz. de Heem from his young years was meant 
– which type of work the Utrecht appraisers were probably well acquainted with. 
624 Interestingly, both Willem de Heusch (1625-1692) and Jan Baptist Weenix (1621-1659) were among the five 
appraisers of the lots. The third and last painter-appraiser, Jan Both (1618-1652) was represented with one 
original, estimated at 70 guilders, and by a copy after a work by Cornelis van Poelenburch and himself  at 15 
guilders. The organizer, the Utrecht (fish)still-life painter Jan de Bondt, included about eight of his own 
paintings in the lottery, valued from 16 to 70 guilders. The most costly items were a silver ewer plus basin at 
274 guilders and 1 stuiver, and a ‘ledikant’(a bed) at 225 guilders. 
625 For instance, an account mentioning a fruit piece by ‘de Heem’, having been sold for 23 guilders in The 
Hague in 1688 probably concerns a work by Cornelis de Heem, who lived in The Hague from 1676 to c.1691. 
Notes A. Bredius at RKD, Kunstinventarissen 1688. 
626 The fact that van Straten compiled the list himself and had nothing to gain by exaggerating their value 
suggests that the amounts reflect the prices he had paid for the paintings. 
627 In this list of 60 paintings, it is the third most expensive, after a Burning of Troy by Adam Elsheimer (‘Adam 
Helshamers’) at 1800 guilders and an Annunciation to the Shepherds by Cornelis van Poelenburch at 1200 
guilders, and above a Rembrandt Mary and Elisabeth at 800 guilders. See UIL 1978, pp. 111-113. Another 
possible identification might be cat. no. A 065, but that panting has a more likely early provenance (see 
catalogue). 
628 Notes A. Bredius at RKD, Kunstinventarissen 1652. 
629 Notes A. Bredius at RKD, Kunstinventarissen 1689. 
630 This is also confirmed in WALLERT/DIK 2007, p. 48 and p. 49. 
631 See the article by Sven Van Dorst in exh. cat. ANTWERP 2015/16, sp. pp. 56-61.  
632 D. King, Secrets in the Noble Arts of Miniature or Limning, British Museum, M.S. 12.461. Page 42vo. and 43 
contain recipes for the rendering of ‘fruit and plums’, but no specific reference to (a) de Heem is given as their 
source.  In the essay on (my) cat. no. A 243 in exh. cat. AMSTERDAM 1999, p. 62, discrepancies between the 
Heems handling of that painting and these recipes are signaled. And, for instance, the indications to paint 
‘cucumbers’ with a blue(ish) layer with a glaze of yellow lake does not square with Jan Davidsz. de Heem’s 
technique. The manuscript contains a dedication to Mary Fairfax by Daniel King, but the majority of the 
manuscript is a copy in a different hand of a treatise by Edward Norgate from 1621-1626. The recipes 
mentioning  ‘Deheem’ might be additions that were added even after the presentation to Mary Fairfax, which 
is suggested to have occurred between 1650 and 1657, by a later owner (scattered information resulting from 
Google search ‘daniel king manuscript limning’, November 2015, see also: https://arb.mpiwg-
berlin.mpg.de/node/91938 retrieved November 2015 ). 

http://research.frick.org/montias/browserecord.php?-action=browse&-recid=1361
http://research.frick.org/montias/browserecord.php?-action=browse&-recid=1361
https://arb.mpiwg-berlin.mpg.de/node/91938
https://arb.mpiwg-berlin.mpg.de/node/91938
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633 My transcription, December 2006. Only the directions for painting blue grapes and the shadow of linen are 
thus directly connected with ‘Deheem’. It is unlikely that the directions for painting green in a  landscape would 
have been provided by (a) de Heem. See also exh. cat. AMSTERDAM 1999, pp. 29, 30.  
634 In exh. cat. AMSTERDAM 1999, it has been taken for granted that the source was Jan Davidsz. de Heem. In 
view of the uncertain date of the later pages, Cornelis should not entirely be ruled out. 
635 For such changes in the work of the still-life painter Willem van Aelts, see M. Gifford e.a., ‘The Making of a 
Luxury Image: Van Aelst’s Painting Materials and Artistic Techniques’, exh. cat. HOUSTON/WASHINGTON 2012, pp. 
67-89. 
636 On the subject see Bodo Beier’s ground-breaking article, BEIER 1987, as well as WEBER 1993. 
637 On Jan Dz. de Heem as a landscape painter, see also MEIJER 2013. 
638 WALLERT/DIK 2007, p. 41-42, “Of course it is impossible to decide with any degree of certainty whether the 
vermillion dead-colouring layer could be by the hand of an assistant or by De Heem. Segal assumed that Jan 
Jansz. De Heem may have contributed to the making of the painting. This contribution could have been the 
partial or full preparation of the dead colouring [..]”. Segal’s assumption, however, concerned the execution of 
parts of the final painting, not its preparation. There is no indication that the dead-coloured panels in Jacob 
Marrel’s 1649 inventory were not the work of the artist himself, so they cannot be forwarded as proof that “In 
De Heem’s environment this was also common practice” (p. 41). Moreover, Utrecht in 1649 was not ‘De 
Heem’s environment’. The quote from van Mander, on p. 41, which claims that diligent pupils would set up 
paintings for a master and even improved their composition “invent[ing] freely” seems alien to de Heem’s art, 
which transpires complete control by the master from start to finish. 
639 See also the discussion in chapter Antwerp-Utrecht, pp. 235-238, about shared motifs by de Heem and 
Mignon. 
640 DE BIE 1661, pp. 216-219. In his praise, de Bie also involves Cornelis de Heem, whose work, he says, can 
barely be discerned from that of his father “Die t’werck van Vaer en Soon ghestelt siet bij malcand’ren / Can 
geensints speuren dat sy in Pinceel verand’ren” (p. 217).  
641 Ibid. p. 216. 
642 Ibid. p. 219. 
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