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Foreword

The Metropolitan Museum of Art became the splendid
encyclopedia of world art that it is today without the
advantage of a great royal or princely collection.
This is largely due to the taste, intelligence, and gener-
osity of numerous collectors who chose to share their
possessions with the public. Even counted in a roster
that includes such legendary collections as J. Pierpont
Morgan’s, Benjamin Altman’s, Jules Bache’s, and
Robert Lehman’s, the Havemeyer collection remains
one of the most noteworthy, not only in size and scope
but also in quality. Nearly two thousand works of art
entered the Museum in 1929 with the Havemeyer be-
quest, paintings and objects brought together as the re-
sult of many years of enthusiastic and judicious activity
on the part of the subjects of this exhibition and pub-
lication, Louisine and Henry Osborne Havemeyer.
Amazingly, these gifts joined a significant number of
other objects that had been given to the Museum ear-
lier, while the Havemeyers were alive, and the collec-
tion has continued to grow in ensuing decades, to reach
a total approaching 4,500. The scope of the collection
is such that it enriches nearly every department of the
Museum— American decorative arts, American paint-
ings and sculpture, arms and armor, Asian art, draw-
ings, Egyptian art, European sculpture and decorative
arts, Greek and Roman art, Islamic art, Medieval art,
and prints and illustrated books—but none more bril-
liantly than that of European paintings.

The current project, conceived over a decade ago,
sheds much light on a collection that is perhaps more
famous than really known and provides new insight into
the Havemeyers’ collecting methods. It holds up a mir-
ror to the last decades of the nineteenth century and to
the early twentieth century, a time when great fortunes
were made and great quantities of art were available
to the discerning buyer. It also reflects our perennial
desire to look at the Museum’s collections for the pur-
pose of special exhibition and explication.

The exhibition comprises over 450 works of art in
various media that at one time were owned by the
Havemeyers, including paintings, drawings, prints,
sculpture, ceramics, glass, metalwork, lacquerwork,
and textiles. Many of these undoubtedly will be famil-
iar, as they have been on view almost continually since
they entered the Museum, but others will surprise, as
Havemeyer objects have not been shown as a group
since 1930, when the entire bequest was put on view.
The exhibition has been selected and arranged to un-
derscore the richness and diversity of this collection,
and some of the surviving architectural details from the
Havemeyers’ New York house, at 1 East 66th Street,
have been brought together in order to suggest its orig-
inal context.

It is to the Metropolitan that the large part of the
Havemeyers’ holdings was given. A number of impor-
tant works did, however, find their way to other public
collections and to private hands, and some are still in
the possession of family descendants; the owners of
many of these works have generously lent them to the
Metropolitan for this show. The lenders, except those
who wished to remain anonymous, are listed elsewhere
in the catalogue. We are grateful to all of them and par-
ticularly wish to thank the staff and trustees of the
Shelburne Museum, Shelburne, Vermont, the single
largest lender to the show, the National Gallery of Art,
Washington D. C., for parting with its great Manet and
Goya paintings; and the University of Michigan Mu-
seum of Art, Ann Arbor, for allowing us to borrow ar-
chitectural elements from the Havemeyer house.

The history of the Havemeyer gifts to the Metropol-
itan spans a period of over one hundred years and dem-
onstrates that much of the collection was amassed with
the Museum in mind. As early as 1888 H. O. Have-
meyer gave the Museum its first portrait of George
Washington by Gilbert Stuart. Mr. Havemeyer had
learned that the Metropolitan was eager to acquire the
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portrait but lacked the necessary funds, whereupon he
purchased the painting himself and presented it to the
Board of Trustees. In 1896 Mr. Havemeyer gave an ex-
tensive collection of favrile glass made specially for him
and his wife by Louis Comfort Tiffany, as well as some
two thousand Japanese textile fragments that he had
bought from the Parisian dealer Siegfried Bing. The
Havemeyer gifts generally were made without restric-
tions or fanfare; indeed some remained anonymous
until the time of the 1929 bequest. For example, in
1923 Louisine Havemeyer made the notable gift of
Giovanni Battista Tiepolo’s painted ceiling for the Pa-
lazzo Barbaro in Venice as an anonymous donation in
memory of her close friend and neighbor Col. Oliver
H. Payne.

The Havemeyers’ belief in sharing their art with the
public embraced loans as well as gifts, and they lent
extensively to exhibitions over the years. Among those
held at the Metropolitan to which they contributed
were the 1909 Hudson-Fulton Celebration, an exhibi-
tion of Chinese pottery and sculpture in 1916 and one
of Japanese screens and paintings in 1917, the Courbet
exhibition of 1919, which Mrs. Havemeyer actually
helped organize, the Fiftieth Anniversary Exhibition in
1920, an exhibition of French Impressionist and Post-
Impressionist paintings and prints in 1921, one of
paintings by J. Alden Weir in 1924, and another of
Spanish painting in 1928. The range of these exhibi-
tions of course parallels the range of the Havemeyers’
collecting interests.

Only when Louisine Havemeyer’s will was read after
her death in 1929—she had inherited the entire collec-
tion when her husband died in 1907—did it become
clear that most of the greatest treasures would be given
in public trust to the Metropolitan. In her will Louisine
had left everything to her three children. However, she
had added three codicils making the following provis-
ions: in the first, that 113 works of art, about half of
which were pictures and the remainder sculpture and
decorative objects, would go outright to the Metropol-
itan; in the second, that 28 paintings and 1 drawing
would be added to the gift; and in the third, that
Horace Havemeyer, as her son and executor, would be
authorized to give the Museum any works not specifi-
cally mentioned in the will. Horace Havemeyer and his
two sisters, Adaline Havemeyer Frelinghuysen and
Electra Havemeyer Webb, followed their parents’ ini-
tiative, and by the time the gift was complete, it totaled
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nearly two thousand works of art. Only a relatively
small selection of paintings was set aside specifically for
various family members, and when the bequest was
made, the Metropolitan’s curators were given virtually
free choice in selecting works that would enhance the
Museum’s holdings. The three children did their ut-
most to carry out what they felt was their mother’s
wish, namely that the Museum have the best of every-
thing she left. At the same time they showed their self-
effacement and true concern for the public by refusing
to insist that the Museum accept objects it did not want.
The additions made to the bequest comprised paint-
ings, drawings, and pastels, as well as prints, Spanish
ceramics and other decorative arts, and an impressively
large collection of the arts of China and Japan, includ-
ing screens, paintings, sculpture, porcelains, pottery,
swords and sword fittings, bronzes, lacquers, and tex-
tiles. The collection grew from the original 142 works
specified in the first two codicils to an aggregate of
1,967 items. The single condition imposed on this gift
was that each object bear the credit line “H. O. Have-
meyer Collection.”

In the decades following the 1929 bequest, members
of the Havemeyer family have continued the tradition
of commitment begun by Louisine and H. O. Have-
meyer by sharing their collections with the public. Hor-
ace Havemeyer made frequent gifts from his collection
of Islamic pottery and textiles to the Museum from the
1930s until his death in 1956. In addition Horace
Havemeyer and Mrs. Peter H. B. Frelinghuysen gave
Japanese screens in 1949 and 1962, respectively,and
The Dance Lesson, a superb pastel by Edgar Degas,
was donated anonymously by a family member in
1971, and J. Watson Webb, Jr., donated an exceptional
Japanese dagger in 1972. The most recent example of
this tradition was the splendid gift presented in 1992
by the family of Adaline Havemeyer Frelinghuysen of
Cassatt’s portrait Adaline Havemeyer in a White
Hat.

Mr. and Mrs. Havemeyer not only donated specific
works of art but also helped the Museum in indirect
ways. Many of Col. Oliver H. Payne’s pictures were
acquired on the advice of the Havemeyers, for exam-
ple, and some of them, notably Goya’s Don Ignacio
Garcini y Queralt and Dona Josefa Castilla Portugal
de Garcini, gifts of his nephew Harry Payne Bingham,
hang regularly in the Museum’s primary galleries. In
1891 H. O. Havemeyer donated funds to help keep the



Museum open on Sundays, a practice initiated in May
of that year.

In spite of Mr. and Mrs. Havemeyer’s generosity,
H. O. Havemeyer was never elected to the Board of
Trustees. The reasons for this are not known, but it has
been speculated that he was passed over because he
was notoriously hard to get along with. The unfavor-
able publicity surrounding the investigation of the
Sugar Trust and the subsequent Federal suit against the
Havemeyers’ firm toward the end of his life may also
have influenced the board’s decision. The Havemeyers
rose above such matters, however, and their desire to
share their art survived; this public-spiritedness resulted
in the bequest and the gifts described in this catalogue,
benefactions that gave extraordinary depth to the
Metropolitan’s collections.

We had planned to mount a Havemeyer exhibition
for over a decade, but it was only with the two-year
closing of the nineteenth-century galleries for renova-
tions that the project could realistically be envisaged,
and we are indebted to Gary Tinterow and Alice
Cooney Frelinghuysen for taking on the challenge of
this enormously complicated task. They were aided in
the project’s initial stages of organization by Mahrukh
Tarapor and Martha Deese and were soon joined by

nearly thirty curators from twelve departments, many
of whom contributed to this catalogue. We are all
grateful for their help, and I refer the reader to the title
page for the list of the authors’ names. I should like to
single out for special recognition Susan Alyson Stein
and Gretchen Wold for providing the scholarly back-
bone of this book, Carol Fuerstein for shaping this
avalanche of information into a reference work that
can be consulted easily, and, once again, Gary
Tinterow and Alice Cooney Frelinghuysen for their
industry and determination in the production of what
is a definitive collection catalogue designed to satisfy
scholar and amateur alike.

We would not be able to publish this book without
the support of Janice H. Levin, the Frelinghuysen
Foundation, and The Peter Jay Sharp Foundation
Fund, and we would have no exhibition to celebrate
without the support of The Annenberg Foundation,
The Dillon Fund, Cowen & Company, The William
Randolph Hearst Foundation, and The Real Estate
Council of The Metropolitan Museum of Art.

Philippe de Montebello
Director
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Society of the Town of Greenwich; Anne Roquebert,
Musée d’Orsay, Paris; Betsy Rosasco, The Art Museum,
Princeton University, New Jersey; Irene Roughton, The
Chrysler Museum, Norfolk, Virginia; Robert Schmit,
Galerie Schmit, Paris; David Scrase, The Fitzwilliam Mu-
seum, Cambridge; John Wilson, Cincinnati Art Museum;
Alison Winter, Agnew’s, London; Sachi A. Yanari,
Allen Memorial Art Museum, Oberlin College, Ohio;
and Sylvia Yount, Philadelphia Museum of Art.

We would like to single out for special mention the
contributions of Frances Weitzenhoffer, who made the
formation of the Havemeyers’ collection of paintings
the subject of her doctoral dissertation for City Univer-
sity of New York. Her 1982 dissertation, “The Cre-
ation of the Havemeyer Collection, 1875-1900,”
written under John Rewald’s guidance, and her 1986
book, The Havemeyers: Impressionism Comes to
America, were the basis for all of our work. Ms. Weitzen-
hoffer encouraged us when the project was first
broached but tragically and to our most profound re-
gret did not live to see the exhibition become a reality.
Before her death in 1991, she gave all of her notes and
papers relating to her work on the Havemeyers and
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their collecting to the Museum’s Department of Euro-
pean Paintings, an act of extraordinary generosity. We
are grateful to her husband, Max Weitzenhoffer, and
to her colleague Frances Nauman for helping to facili-
tate her gift.

A number of Louisine and H. O. Havemeyer’s de-
scendants have helped us immeasurably by sharing
their photographs of the family and their houses, lend-
ing works of art for exhibition and photographing,
confirming details of family and business history, and
relating reminiscences that furnish this extraordinary
couple with a personal dimension. In this respect we
extend our sincere thanks to Adaline Havemeyer Rand,
Harry W. Havemeyer, Mrs. Horace Havemeyer, Jr., J.
Watson Webb, Jr., Dr. Fletcher McDowell, George G.
Frelinghuysen, the Honorable Peter H. B. Frelinghuys-
en, H.O.H. Frelinghuysen, Christian Havemeyer, Lin-
den Havemeyer Wise, Adaline Havemeyer, Dundeen
Catlin, Elliot Davis, Peter Frelinghuysen, Beatrice
Frelinghuysen Van Roijen, Rodney P. Frelinghuysen,
Adaline Havemeyer Ogilvie-Laing, Frederick Freling-
huysen, and George L. K. Frelinghuysen.

Although the Museum’s Havemeyer holdings num-
ber in the thousands, we felt from the beginning that
we would not do justice to the Havemeyers and their
collection if we did not include many of the important
works that did not come to the Metropolitan. We
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therefore express our deep appreciation of the gener-
osity of the lenders, public and private, who agreed to
share their works of art with the many visitors to the
exhibition Splendid Legacy: The Havemeyer Collec-
tion. All of the lenders who do not wish to remain
anonymous are listed elsewhere in this catalogue, but
we would like to single out the Shelburne Museum for
parting with paintings and objects normally on display
in their Memorial Building for this landmark show, the
National Gallery of Art for the loan of several of its
most popular works of art, and The University of Mich-
igan School of Art and College of Architecture and
Urban Planning and the University of Michigan Mu-
seum of Art for allowing us to borrow many of the
architectural elements from the Havemeyer house.

Finally, we are most grateful for the contributions of
Janice H. Levin, the Frelinghuysen Foundation, and
The Peter J. Sharp Foundation Fund to defray the enor-
mous costs of this extensive catalogue. We also extend
our sincere gratitude to the funders who made the ex-
hibition possible, The Annenberg Foundation, The Dil-
lon Fund, Cowen & Company, the William Randolph
Hearst Foundation, and The Real Estate Council of
The Metropolitan Museum of Art.

Alice Cooney Frelinghuysen and Gary Tinterow, Co-
curators of the Exhibition



Lenders to the Exhibition

The Art Museum, Princeton University, Princeton
The Brooklyn Museum, New York
The Chrysler Museum, Norfolk
Sterling and Francine Clark Art Institute, Williamstown
The Denver Art Museum, Denver
National Gallery of Art, Washington, D.C.
Philadelphia Museum of Art, Philadelphia
Shelburne Museum, Shelburne
Smith College Museum of Art, Northampton
The Putnam Foundation/Timken Museum of Art, San Diego
University of Michigan Museum of Art, Ann Arbor
Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore
Worcester Art Museum, Worcester

Yale University Art Gallery, New Haven

Private collections
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Note to the Reader

Titles are given in English except when the foreign-
language form represents the official title used by a
museum in an English-speaking country. For more on
titles and attributions, see the note at the beginning of
the Appendix.

Japanese personal names appear in Japanese style, sur-
name first, except in the case of individuals living in
and writing for the West who have chosen to adopt the
Western order.

Numbers preceded by the letter “A” given after titles
of paintings, watercolors, and drawings refer to listings
in the Appendix.

The Havemeyers acquired works of art in the United
States and abroad. Quotations of asking and purchase
prices are given in the currency used. Prior to World
War I the exchange rates for the French franc, Spanish
peseta, and Italian lira were equivalent—roughly one-
fifth or 20 percent of a dollar. An English pound was
roughly five times the value of a dollar.

For full listings of abbreviated references used in notes
and the Appendix, see the Bibliography and Key to Ex-
hibition Abbreviations.

Abbreviations used for names in citations of correspon-
dence are: MC, Mary Cassatt; CD-R, Charles Durand-
Ruel; D-R, Durand-Ruel; GD-R, George Durand-Ruel;
JD-R, Joseph Durand-Ruel; PD-R, Paul Durand-Ruel;
TD, Théodore Duret; CLF, Charles Lang Freer; RdM,
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Ricardo de Madrazo; AEH, A. E. Harnisch; EH, Elec-
tra Havemeyer; HH, Horace Havemeyer; HOH, H. O.
Havemeyer; LWH, Louisine W. Havemeyer; DK, Di-
kran Kelekian

In the Chronology, sources are not given for acquisi-
tion information derived exclusively from files on indi-
vidual paintings in the MMA Department of European
Paintings Archives or from Gretchen Wold’s research
notes for the Appendix.

Unpublished sources and archives consulted

The Dieterle Archives, Getty Center, Malibu: The Die-
terle Archives, Goupil/Boussod, Valadon et Cie, stock
books, The Resource Collections of the Getty Center
for the History of Art and the Humanities, Malibu

Durand-Ruel Archives

Havemeyer correspondence: letters to the Havemeyers
on deposit in the MMA Department of European
Paintings Archives

Knoedler sales books

Weitzenhoffer files: the archives of Frances Weitzen-
hoffer, which include unpublished notes, newspaper
clippings, photographs, and originals, copies,or tran-
scriptions of legal documents, correspondence, publi-
cations, and gallery records, notably from Durand-Ruel
and Knoedler stock books, on deposit in the MMA De-
partment of European Paintings Archives
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Plate 1. J.-A.-D. Ingres. Joseph-Antoine Moltedo, ca. 1807-14. Oil on canvas, 29% x 2278 in. (75.3 x §8.1 cm). H. O.
Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.23) A330
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H of art ever made to a museum by a single

Havemeyer transformed the collections of the Metro-

“One of the most magnificent gifts of works

d individual,”" the 1929 bequest of Louisine

politan Museum. Ultimately, two years were required
to settle Mrs. Havemeyer’s estate, during which time
her three children, Horace Havemeyer, Electra Have-
meyer Webb, and Adaline Havemeyer Frelinghuysen,
augmented from their own inheritances the 142 works
that she specifically designated for the Museum as a
memorial to her husband, H. O. Havemeyer. The chil-
dren donated another 111 paintings, pastels, and
drawings, 213 prints, including 34 by Rembrandt, and
vast quantities of Oriental ceramics, Japanese armor,
textiles, and bronzes.” This is a collection called by the
Metropolitan’s director “invaluable . . . in its range
and the high quality of its specimens,” sufficient to
“furnish a museum in itself.”?

At the Museum the impact of the Havemeyer bequest
was immediate and profound. It “doubles the prestige of
the Metropolitan Museum in painting,” wrote the
critic and art historian Frank Jewett Mather in 1930.
Finding real strength in the Metropolitan’s collection of
European painting only in the Dutch and Flemish
schools and noting that its holdings of modern Euro-
pean painting were inferior to those of Chicago and
Boston, Mather observed that the bequest instantly
made the institution “the premier Museum for nine-
teenth century French art in America, and one of the
two or three most distinguished in this branch in the
world.” Thanks to the great depth of the Havemeyer
collection of French painting of the second half of the
nineteenth century—its Corots, Courbets, Manets,
Degases, and works by the Impressionists—the Met-
ropolitan has retained this preeminence in the United
States and in the world is second in this area only to
the collection of the French state at the Musée d’Orsay
in Paris. Mather perceived a further advantage con-
ferred by the bequest: the release of considerable acqui-
sition funds that otherwise would have been devoted to

French painting and could subsequently be applied to
filling the “lamentable gaps in the older schools, par-
ticularly in the Italian field.” + And the Havemeyers’ gift
has yielded another result, one that Mather could not
have anticipated, for the quality of the French pictures
has attracted the donation of smaller but no less choice
collections of French nineteenth- and twentieth-century
art—Stephen C. Clark’s twenty pictures in 1961 and
the extraordinary group of fifty-three paintings that the
Honorable Walter H. Annenberg has announced he
will bequeath to the Museum.

A legendary assemblage, the Havemeyer collection is
known throughout the world for its obvious strengths:
the unparalleled group of figure paintings by Corot, the
magnificent nudes and portraits by Courbet, the mas-
terpieces by Manet, the exhaustive series of paintings,
pastels, drawings, and bronzes by Degas, the great land-
scapes and still lifes by Cézanne, the pivotal canvases
by Monet. Today many observers rightly associate the
Havemeyer pictures with Mary Cassatt, the expatriate
American who painted in France, whom Mrs. Have-
meyer called the godmother of the collection, even
though Cassatt’s own work is not, in fact, extensively
represented in it. But the true depth and range of the
Havemeyer collection are still not well known, largely
because one part of it is dispersed throughout the Mu-
seum, and the other part is dispersed throughout the
world. Few know that the Metropolitan received only
the glorious tip of the Havemeyer iceberg, and that
some of the finest French pictures at the National Gal-
lery of Art in Washington, D.C., The Brooklyn Mu-
seum, The Denver Art Museum, the J. Paul Getty
Museum in Malibu, and Kansas City’s Nelson-Atkins
Museum of Art were formerly owned by the Havemey-
ers. Few know that the pictures Electra Havemeyer
Webb put on display in the Shelburne Museum, which
she founded in Shelburne, Vermont, were a legacy in-
herited from her parents. Few realize that the Have-
meyer bequest established the core of the Metropolitan
Museum’s collection of Japanese decorative arts and



Plate 2. Edgar Degas. Ballet Rehearsal, ca. 1876. Gouache and pastel over monotype, 21% x 26% in. (55.3 x 68 cm).
Nelson-Atkins Museum of Art, Kansas City, Missouri, Acquired through the Kenneth A. and Helen F. Spencer Foundation

Acquisition Fund (F73-30) A215

greatly expanded the representation of its Oriental ce-
ramics. And even fewer are aware that the Havemeyers
owned highly important old masters—a distinguished
group of paintings by Rembrandt and Hals, the great-
est Bronzino in America, and two of the finest canvases
El Greco ever executed. Thus the Havemeyers were not
only the premier American patrons of French painting
of the late nineteenth century, they were also path-
breaking collectors in uncharted fields for which they
created a demand and established a taste among con-
temporary collectors like Henry Clay Frick or Col.
Oliver Payne.

Upon examination we come to see that if the range
of the Havemeyers’ collecting was surprising, so too
were their motives—nothing more than pure enjoy-
ment of art and deep respect for the artist’s work. Mrs.
Havemeyer could have been describing herself when

she wrote admiringly of the French: “The people love
art, the people know art, the people buy art, the people
live with their art.”$ Unlike so many of their wealthy
peers—Sugar King H. O. Havemeyer was certainly an
extremely rich man at the turn of the century—the
Havemeyers did not collect to attain social standing:
they set themselves apart from Mrs. Astor’s “four hun-
dred” and did not move in fashionable social circles.
Nor did they attempt to create a monument to their
taste and erudition. Unlike J. Pierpont Morgan, Frick,
William T. Walters, William Wilson Corcoran, or
Isabella Stewart Gardner, they did not establish a mu-
seum to bear their name. With characteristic modesty
and reasonableness, Mrs. Havemeyer wrote her chil-
dren before her death, “I have made very few stipula-
tions in my will in regard to the placing or care of the
Collection because I believe there are those who are as
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Plate 3. Claude Monet. The Drawbridge, 1874. Oil on canvas, 21 x 25 in. (53.3 X 63.5 cm). Shelburne Museum,
Shelburne, Vermont (27.1.2-109). A395

v

Plate 4. Camille Pissarro. The Cabbage Gatherers, ca. 1878-79. Gouache on silk, 6% x 20% in. (16.5 X 52.1 cm).
Private collection. A427



intelligent and as interested as I, in the care and con-
servation of a valuable gift.”®

The Havemeyer collection, very much a joint cre-
ation, was fifty years in the making. Louisine Elder and
Henry O. Havemeyer made their first important pur-
chases individually about 187677, some years before
they were married to each other.” From their marriage in
1883 until Mr. Havemeyer’s death in 1907, all deci-
sions regarding acquisitions were taken jointly. Al-
though her emphasis shifted slightly away from the old
masters after 1907, Mrs. Havemeyer continued faith-
fully along the course they had charted together, at first
buying paintings that her husband had known and
liked, later acquiring soi of the Spanish masters he
had admired, in additios: - the modern French paint-
ings he had come to love iut the two did have distinct
interests and preference. . .t were apparent from the
beginning. When he was ¢ v-nty-nine, Harry Havemey-
Japanese decorative arts at
the 1876 Centennial Exhibition in Philadelphia,
thereby announcing his affinity with three-dimensional

er bought a large group

objects and works from the Far East and particularly
Japan, which was opened for trade with the West only
in the previous decade. Artists and advanced collectors
in Paris, London, and New York were fascinated by the
art that suddenly had become available from the East,
and Havemeyer’s interest in it placed him if not in the
vanguard at least close to sophisticates with a taste
for what was currently fashionable.

Louisine Elder struck out on a more adventurous
path. After meeting Cassatt while she attended a kind
of finishing school in Paris, the twenty-two-year-old
Miss Elder scraped together funds from her allowance
to purchase a pastel Cassatt had pointed out to her,
probably in the window of an artists’ supplier such
as Pére Tanguy or Lochard, Degas’s Ballet Rebearsal
(pl. 2),® which she bought for Fr soo, about $100. By
1877 Degas had only recently begun to sell his works
with any regularity, and he had just suffered a huge
financial reversal as a result of his brother’s bad invest-
ments with family money. He was so happy about the
sale that he wrote Cassatt to thank her for her help. As
Mrs. Havemeyer reminisced in her memoirs: “Five
hundred francs was a large sum for me to spend in those
days, and represented many little economies and even
some privations; also it was just half my art balance
and I still wanted a Monet and a Pissarro.”? She prob-
ably bought the Monet (pl. 3) in the same year and the

Figure 1. Edouard Manet. Boy with a Sword, 1861. Oil
on canvas, 51 % x 36% in. (131.1 x 93.3 cm). Gift of
Erwin Davis, 1889 (89.21.2)

Pissarro (pl. 4) shortly thereafter. (Pissarro was even

more grateful for his sale to “la Demoiselle
américaine” than Degas had been for his own. In a let-
ter to a friend he called it only a “drop of water against
a large fire,” but it assuaged his despair over his
finances.)™ These purchases were prescient in several
respects. The Havemeyers would assemble the world’s
largest and most complete collection of Degas’s work,
and many of their choices, like Louisine’s first, would
be guided by Cassatt. Thus Mrs. Havemeyer recalled,
“As always, Miss Cassatt was firm in her judgment.” '
Louisine Havemeyer remained true to her interest in
the Impressionists and their predecessors Corot and Cour-
bet, and, like Cassatt, she was indifferent to the talents
of such younger artists as Gauguin, van Gogh, and,
later, Matisse and Picasso.

Harry Havemeyer was still acting on the taste of the
previous generation of collectors when he made his first
purchases of paintings, in the early 1880s: academic
Salon pictures and works by the Barbizon school artists

Corot, Diaz, Millet, and Rousseau. But the fact that he



was looking at French rather than American or Ger-
man paintings is evidence of a certain discrimination.
The majority of American collectors bought American
paintings; those who were interested in European art
generally bought paintings of the School of Diisseldorf.
And of course he could buy only what was available.
The Goupil, Vibert Gallery, founded in New York in
1847 and later called M. Knoedler and Co., specialized
in importing Barbizon pictures into the United States,
where the demand for them had been increasing since
the 1850s, especially among such discerning Boston
collectors as Quincy Adams Shaw and Thomas Gold
Appleton. New York collectors like August Belmont,
John Wolfe, Alexander Stewart, and Cornelius Vander-
bilt also owned Barbizon paintings, but they tended to
favor the flashier, often erotically charged work of French

Salon artists like Couture and Cabanel, which was also
sold by Goupil, over the earnest peasants and rural
landscapes of Millet, Troyon, Diaz, and Rousseau. (In
fact, the appeal of European art to the new American
collectors was so strong that American artists and their
dealers organized several—ultimately unsuccessful—
attempts to impose duties and trade restrictions.)"
However, the work of younger French artists such as
those Louisine Elder patronized in Paris was not yet
available in New York. Paintings by Courbet, Manet,
and the Impressionists were shown in America only in
a few isolated instances before Durand-Ruel mounted
his large exhibition in New York in the spring of 1886.

Prior to 1886 the one notable showing of avant-
garde French painting in the United States had been or-
ganized by Alfred Cadart, the founder of the Société

Plate 5. Edouard Manet. The Salmon, 1869. Oil on canvas, 28 % x 3578 in. (71.8 x 89.9 cm). Shelburne Museum,
Shelburne, Vermont (27.1.3-24) A350



des Aquafortistes in Paris. For an exhibition held in
Boston and in New York in 1866, he brought over a
group of etchings by contemporary artists as well as
paintings by Boudin, Corot, Jongkind, and the young
Monet. Also included was Courbet’s imposing hunt
scene The Quarry, which was bought from the show
for the Museum of Fine Arts in Boston. Critics were
extremely receptive, and numerous other sales were
made. It was logical then for Paul Durand-Ruel, who
had been dealing in works by Degas, Monet, Pissarro,
and Renoir since the 1870s, to attempt to capitalize on
the vogue for French painting in America. To this end
the dealer, still in difficult financial straits after endur-
ing the deep recession of the early 188os in France,
organized his 1886 exhibition, sending 264 works on
paper— pastels, watercolors, and drawings—to James
E. Sutton’s American Art Association. The newspapers
were extraordinarily enthusiastic. “There are technical
lessons to be learned from the pictures of Manet and
Degas which are worth something to every artist who
has the power of intelligent discrimination,” wrote the
critic for the New York Tribune. Collectors were ex-
horted to take the plunge:

These pictures represent an interesting movement in
foreign art, and the time has gone by for Americans
to wait to learn of art movements from ancient his-
tory. When Delacroix and Gericault were leading the
“romantic” movement, and when Constable was
influencing French art, Americans, placidly indiffer-
ent, collected “old masters.” When Couture was in
his prime, we were collecting Dusseldorf pictures, and
there was no general enthusiasm over Millet and
Rousseau until their works were skillfully “boomed”
after their deaths. M. Durand Ruel may be anxious to
“boom” the paintings of the impressionists in which,
however, we imagine that he sincerely believes. . . .
Despite the bizarre effects and violent contrasts of
crude colors which the impressionists have found in
nature, and despite the speechless indignation of staid
Academicians who beheld these effects yesterday,
these versatile and technically clever painters have
done some work of fine quality."?

When Durand-Ruel moved the exhibition from its
commercial venue to an educational one, the National
Academy of Design, in order to evade duties, Mrs.
Havemeyer lent two of her paintings, the Monet and
the Pissarro she had bought before she married, to the
slightly expanded presentation of 287 works. For the
first time Mr. Havemeyer strongly considered purchas-
ing a Manet, the Boy with a Sword (fig. 1), lent to the

enlarged show by Erwin Davis, a speculative collector.
He told his wife that it was “too much” for him,# but
he did buy Manet’s still life The Salmon (pl. 5), no
doubt encouraged by the many reviews that singled it
out. One critic, for example, wrote: “Manet’s “Still
Life,” again, is one of the natures mortes in which he
was confessedly incomparable, and is one of his best
and most easily understood; it contains a specimen of
his capitally scaly fish, and a cut lemon, surely the most
cruelly sour lemon ever painted.” > With the single ex-
ception of By the Seashore (pl. 6), their only painting
by Renoir, acquired in 1889, the Havemeyers would
not buy modern French paintings again until 1894, the
year they purchased three Monets, a Sisley, and an-
other Manet. Nevertheless, the 1886 exhibition had an
extremely important effect on the formation of the
Havemeyers’ collection. For one, it allowed them to
survey a wide spectrum of Impressionist art—for the
last time, because the Impressionists would no longer
exhibit together. Although Mr. and Mrs. Havemeyer
bought only one painting from the show, they kept oth-
ers such as Degas’s Ballet from “Robert le Diable” (pl.
7) in mind and eventually acquired them. The exhibition
also gave the Havemeyers the opportunity to acquaint
themselves with Paul Durand-Ruel, who, with his sons,
would become their almost exclusive purveyor of pic-
tures. Finally, it enabled them to have their interest in
contemporary art ratified by the leading critics of the
day. In this context and in light of the knowledge that
the Havemeyers would form important collections of
Spanish painting and Japanese art as well as of modern
French painting, it is fascinating to read that a reviewer
of the 1886 exhibition believed that the most impor-
tant influences on the Impressionists were Spanish
painting, “Manet—that latter-day Velasquez,” and
“color and composition . . . borrowed from Japan.” *¢

In 1886 Mr. Havemeyer bought not only his first
Manet but also his first Rembrandts—two etchings out
of a New York auction. For the next six years the Have-
meyers focused their collecting on the work of Dutch
and Flemish artists of the seventeenth century: van der
Capelle, Codde, Cuyp, Hals, de Hooch, Metsu, Mett-
ling, van der Neer, van Ostade, and Teniers, in addition
to Rembrandt."” These relics of the prosperous mer-
cantile culture of the Netherlands were the perfect ac-
companiment to Mr. Havemeyer’s meteoric rise as a
merchant prince: the Sugar Trust, organized in 1887,
posted profits of twenty-five million dollars in its first



Plate 6. Pierre-Auguste Renoir. By the Seashore, 1883. Oil on canvas, 36 % x 282 in. (92.1 x 72.4 cm). H. O. Havemeyer
Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.125) A460



two and one-half years. The nineteenth-century paint-

ings the Havemeyers bought in the late 1880s were
closely akin to the old master paintings they concur-
rently pursued: “brown” paintings of the Barbizon
school or the so-called generation of 1830—Ilandscapes
by Rousseau, Millet, Dupré, and Troyon, figure paint-
ings and watercolors by Barye, Decamps, and Daumier,
the last a Rembrandt of the nineteenth century. Not
until two years after the interiors of the Havemeyers’
new house at 1 East 66th Street were completed in
18928 did they begin to purchase contemporary art in
quantity.

With the acquisition in 1892 of Portrait of a Young
Man in a Broad-Brimmed Hat (A459), then thought to
be by Rembrandt, Harry Havemeyer declared his Rem-
brandt Room (the library, in which his Dutch pictures
hung) (fig. 30) complete. After his death Mrs. Have-
meyer’s sole move in the field of Rembrandt’s art was

I0

Plate 7. Edgar Degas. The Bal-

let from “Robert le Diable,”
1871.0il on canvas, 26 x 2134 in.
(66 x 54.3 cm). H. O. Havemeyer
Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O.
Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.552)
Az02

a regrettable purchase of a fake (A455) in 1922. After
1892 Mr. Havemeyer’s interests shifted toward nine-
teenth-century painting, especially Courbet: “Next to
the Rembrandts—my favorite,” Mrs. Havemeyer
overheard him say.” He continued to buy works by
Barye, Corot, Decamps (pl. 8), Dupré, Millet (pl. 9),
and Troyon through 1895, but thereafter narrowed his
focus in mid-century painting to Corot and Courbet,
with an occasional purchase of a Daumier or a Millet.
In 1897 the Havemeyers began pursuing old master
paintings again, but they no longer looked at Northern
European artists; instead they bought Italian and Span-
ish masters, with an occasional Clouet, Poussin, or
Cranach (pl. 56). Typically, a trip to Italy or to Spain
would result in numerous acquisitions, or at least the
beginning of negotiations for sought-after works. And
visits to the great princely collections and museums in
Paris, Florence, Rome, and Madrid encouraged the



Plate 8. Alexandre-Gabriel Decamps. The Experis, 1837.Oil on canvas, 187% x 25 % in. (46.4 X 64.1 cm).
H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.196) A183

Plate 9. J.-E. Millet. Peasant Children at Goose Pond, ca. 1865-68. Pastel on paper, 15% x 20 % in.

(38.7 x 52.1 cm). Yale University Art Gallery, New Haven, Gift of ]. Watson Webb, B.A. 1907, and
Electra Havemeyer Webb (1942.298) A377
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Plate 1o. Francisco de Goya y Lucientes. Bartolomé Sureda y Miserol, ca.
1803/4. Oil on canvas, 478 x 31% in. (119.7 x 79.4 cm). National Gallery of
Art, Washington, D.C., Gift of Mr. and Mrs. P.H.B. Frelinghuysen in memory
of her father and mother, Mr. and Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer (1941.10.1) A291

Havemeyers to refine their tastes and to lift to a higher
plane the ambitions they harbored for their own col-
lection. Louisine and Harry Havemeyer acquired many
works specifically because they reminded them of
paintings seen elsewhere:
Our collecting . . . took us abroad into lands little
frequented by travelers in those days; into out-of-
the-way places, where no one would imagine art

treasures could be found; into unknown bypaths
where, high among the hills, a painter had left a
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Madonna to hang unknown and unobserved in the
little chapel among the trees; into palaces which had
been adorned by works of the great masters; into the
villas of the signori, or into the tiny apartments of the
impoverished nobility, where just an heirloom or two
remained unsold. It brought us into contact with peo-
ple of many nationalities, with collectors and with
critics, with gentile and with Jew. It enabled us to pen-
etrate into some vast estates where the dealer had not
been permitted to apply his rake. . .. As the French
say, Miss Cassatt had the “flair” of an old hunter,



Plate 11. Francisco de Goya y Lucientes. Thérese Louise de Sureda, ca. 1803/4.
Oil on canvas, 47 /8 x 31 % in.(119.7 X 79.4 cm). National Gallery of Art,
Washington, D.C., Gift of Mr. and Mrs. P.H.B. Frelinghuysen in memory of
her father and mother, Mr. and Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer (1942.3.1) A292

and her experience had made her as patient as Job
and as wise as Solomon in art matters; Mr. Have-
meyer had the true energy of a collector, while I—
well, I had the time of my life.>°

The Havemeyers’ Goyas can be used to illustrate the
procedure they followed to build a collection, the na-
ture of the collection they were attempting to assemble,
and the pitfalls encountered when their method was
applied to artists who were no longer living. In all they
acquired fifteen paintings ascribed to Goya. Their first

purchase, a pair of portraits of Bartolomé and Thérése
Sureda (pls. 10, 11), made in September 1897 for under
Pts 50,000, less than $ 10,000, was their best. Obtained
through Durand-Ruel before the collectors took their
first trip to Spain in 1901, these handsome portraits
of about 1803/4 were bought not because they were
reminiscent of pictures previously seen but because
they appealed to the Havemeyers’ sensibilities. The
young man, Sureda, an engineer who had worked in
England and then returned to Madrid to direct the
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royal furnishings factory, is shown to be sincere, infor-
mal, confident of his place among his peers. The young
woman is erect and proud, with the almost audacious
stare of a maja, the kind of impudent regard Manet
used in paintings like Mlle V . . . in the Costume of an
Espada (pl. 25), which the Havemeyers would buy the
next year. These features notwithstanding, the most ex-
ceptional quality the two portraits possess, in terms of
the Havemeyer collection, is their authenticity. Of the
fifteen Havemeyer Goyas, these are two of only four
that generally are accepted by authorities. Young Lady
Wearing a Mantilla and a Basquiria (A293), now in the
National Gallery of Art, is unquestioned, and one other
work, Dorna Narcisa Barafiana de Goicoechea (pl. 233),
is widely regarded as authentic, although doubts about
it have been raised. The remaining eleven are certainly
not by Goya. Some have been attributed to other known
artists, such as Eugenio Lucas, but most are simply cop-
ies of authentic paintings or, worse, outright forgeries.

How is it that the Havemeyers could have bought
eleven questionable Goyas? Some of them, Louisine Have-
meyer admitted, were taken simply for the fun of it:
Mr. Havemeyer “appeared delighted when one morn-
ing Miss Cassatt and I said we were going out in quest
of a Greco. ‘You had better add a Goya while you are
about it,’ said my husband.”*" Their second purchase
in the realm of Goyas, a portrait of the Duke of Wel-
lington (pl. 226), illustrates the problem. Joseph
Wicht, a dealer with entrée to Spanish society who was
known to Cassatt, brought this painting to the atten-
tion of the Havemeyers and Cassatt during the
collectors’ first sojourn in Spain. Normally quite cir-
cumspect and often suspicious, the Havemeyers seemed
to suspend judgment of anyone introduced by Cassatt.
Mrs. Havemeyer wrote that they had found Wicht
“perfectly straight” and seemed to admire that he “said
frankly that he knew little about pictures.”** Yet, in
spite of the latter remark, she maintained that Wicht’s
premature death in a hunting accident “was a great loss
to us” and was sure that their “collection would have
been far richer in Spanish art if he had lived.” > The
Wellington portrait came complete with an impressive
provenance, presumably supplied by Wicht: the Duke
of Montalava, a friend of Wellington’s, had commis-
sioned it while the English commander was routing the
French army from Spain. “Wellington became dissat-
isfied with it and insisted . . . that Goya must change

his face. . . . Words ran high and weapons were
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drawn.” ** Mrs. Havemeyer even imagined “Goya toss-
ing his artistic little nose in the air in defiance of Wel-
lington’s red cloth and gold braid.”*5 When the
painting was finally acquired—Cassatt continued ne-
gotiations in the Havemeyers’ absence, setting a price
of Fr 17,975 (about $3,600)—the collectors were sup-
plied with documents certifying the apocryphal story,
and another of their agents, Ricardo de Madrazo, went
so far as to profess that his grandfather had actually
separated the quarreling duo!*® Needless to say, the
painting is a fake.

Because she wished to assemble a complete and rep-
resentative collection of Goyas, Mrs. Havemeyer fell prey
to untrustworthy purveyors who knew she had a set list
of categories that she was determined to fill. “Everyone
who collects Goya must have a portrait of the Queen
and one of the Duchess of Alba,” she maintained.*”
The execrable fake portrait of Maria Luisa (A299), for
example, was purchased from Théodore Duret, a good
critic but a dishonest dealer, who surely could not have
been deceived by this painting as he deceived Mrs.
Havemeyer.

The Havemeyers’ problems with fakes did not arise
because they considered their judgment infallible—
they had evidence to the contrary: by the time of Mrs.
Havemeyer’s death in 1929, three of their supposed
Goyas—Do#ia Maria Teresa de Borbon y Vallabriga,
Condesa de Chinchén (The Princesa de la Paz) (pl. 12),
Portrait of a Lady with a Guitar (pl. 240), and Por-
trait of an Officer on Horseback (A298)—already had
been demoted. Nor were they novices ignorant of the
tricks of the trade. Mrs. Havemeyer’s memoirs contain
a passage, fittingly included in her chapter on Spain,
on the custom of having a painting copied before sell-
ing the original and the practice of later generations
of selling the copy as if it were the genuine article.?®
(Several such copies gravitated to the Havemeyer
collection, and the Havemeyers, in turn, paid to
have a copy of Young Lady Wearing a Mantilla and a
Basquinia made for its owner before they took posses-
sion of the picture.) Rather, they were fooled because
they followed their enthusiasms and, even more, those
of Cassatt. Sadly, Cassatt was an aficionada but no
connoisseur of old master painting. And there were few
reputable experts and virtually no scholarly books to
consult—art history was in its infancy. Yet Mrs. Have-
meyer was conscious of the risk. She wrote, “In art . . .
believe nothing that you hear and still less of what you



Figure 2. Francisco de Goya y Lucientes. Condesa de
Chinchén, 1800. Oil on canvas, 8578 x §6% in.
(216 x 144 cm). Private collection, Madrid

see, and then pray the gods to protect you. . . . I firmly
believe there is nothing under the sun that cannot be
imitated, and with such consummate deceit that it is
necessary to know the art of the imitator to discover
the imitation.”*®

The Goya of which the Havemeyers were most
proud, the Majas on a Balcony (pl. 13), has recently
been challenged by this author.?® Mrs. Havemeyer re-
corded in her memoirs that three years were needed to
negotiate the purchase of the picture.” Paul Durand-
Ruel undertook several trips to Madrid specifically to
procure it. When they finally succeeded in October
1904, they could rightly rejoice in the acquisition of a
celebrated work. The painting came from the collection
of the son of a royal prince, the Infante Don Sebastian
Gabriel de Borbon, himself the son of Queen Isabella,
and Don Sebastian had acquired it before 1835 and
probably after the artist’s death in 1828. Don
Sebastian’s painting was often on display in Madrid,
where it was photographed in the 1860s; there was,
however, another version of the picture (fig. 3), which

Plate 12. Attributed to Francisco de Goya

y Lucientes. Dosia Maria Teresa de Borbon vy
Vallabriga, Condesa de Chinchon (The Princesa
de la Paz). Oil on canvas, 40 x 31 in.

(101.6 x 78.7 cm). Shelburne Museum,
Shelburne, Vermont (27.1.1-153) A295

had belonged to the French king Louis Philippe and
had been exhibited in the Galerie Espagnole in Paris,
where Manet, among many others, could have seen it.
Reproductions of both versions appeared in publica-
tions from the 1860s on, and no one disputed the au-
thenticity of either—although copies of both paintings
were known and known to be false. Today, we can con-
jecture that Xavier Goya likely had the Havemeyer
version of the Majas made for sale to Don Sebastian
and kept the original available for future sale; in fact,
Xavier sold the authentic canvas to Louis Philippe’s
agent, Baron Taylor, in 1836.

After the Havemeyers acquired it, “Las Majas al
Balcén for some reason went to Paris, and remained a
while with Miss Cassatt and was greatly admired by
the critics who dropped into her apartment to see it.”3*
We now know that the painting went to Paris because
it was in problematic condition. Photographs in the
Durand-Ruel Archives of the Majas on a Balcony be-
fore and after treatment show that there were extensive
losses in the background and a certain amount of re-
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Plate 13. Attributed to Francisco de Goya y Lucientes.
Majas on a Balcony. Oil on canvas, 76% x 49 72 in.
(195 x 125.7 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest
of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.10) A296
(Here called copy after Goya, ca. 1827-35)

painting in the foreground. The repairs were done well
and resulted in a convincing picture, but an unusual
quality in the manner of execution nevertheless re-
mained. The French critic and collector Roger Marx
noticed something peculiar, although it did not lead
him to question the attribution. Cassatt reported that
“Marx congratulates you on the possession of this
Goya which he considers very fine, and says it is ex-
traordinary for Goya to paint the women’s faces as if
they were miniatures.”?? Today we can understand
Marx’s remark as an insight into the overly meticulous
execution of a copyist. By contrast the original, which
is now in a private collection in Switzerland, is master-
fully painted in broad strokes. The faces are strongly
built up of flesh tones mixed with white, resulting in
masklike visages very different in effect from the faces
in the Havemeyer painting, which are laid in with thin

washes. The dresses in the Swiss canvas are rendered
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Figure 3. Francisco de Goya y Lucientes. Majas on a
Balcony, 1808—-12. Oil on canvas, 6378 x 4278 in.
(162 x 107 cm). Private collection

freely and summarily in an almost slapdash manner,
without any niggling detail. The author of the Have-
meyer picture mimicked Goya’s bravura brushwork in
the dresses as in other features, but was overly descrip-
tive. Even more important, he misunderstood the point
of the Swiss painting—the exchange of a confidence
between the two women—and depicted two figures
that lean toward each other without purpose. When
the copy was exhibited at the Metropolitan in the great
Havemeyer exhibition of 1930, Mather, like Marx be-
fore him, discerned weaknesses that he had not pre-
viously noticed when he had viewed it in the
Havemeyer house. He called it “a picture that has lost
by coming nearer the light of day . . . an incomplete
impressionist picture.”34 In retrospect, it is all the more
frustrating to read in Mrs. Havemeyer’s memoirs that
she and her husband had attempted but failed to see in
Cadiz the authentic version of the Majas, which was



then in the Montpensier family collection and which
they had vainly hoped to buy.?’

The Havemeyers’ Spanish pictures paradoxically in-
clude their greatest paintings—El Greco’s Portrait of a
Cardinal and View of Toledo (pls. 59, 60)—and their
worst—the putative Goya said to represent Vicente
Lopez (pl. 256). Louisine apd Harry Havemeyer dis-
covered El Greco at the Prado: “It was these portraits
[in the Prado] that first attracted Miss Cassatt and Mr.
Havemeyer to Greco. . . . always the fascination of
that painter threw a spell over us. We could not resist
his art; its intensity, its individuality, its freedom and
its color attracted us with irresistible force.”3¢ The
Havemeyers bought photographs of as many El Grecos
(and Goyas) as they could find, set out to meet Manuel
Cossio, the author of the single monograph on El
Greco in existence at the time—evidence of their some-
what scholarly approach to collecting—and made a
pilgrimage to Toledo to see the Burial of the Conde de
Orgaz. Both were deeply moved, and Mr. Havemeyer
resolved to acquire an important picture by the master.
He scoffed when Cassatt first informed him of a por-
trait of a cardinal wearing spectacles but he came
around, and four years of negotiations ensued before
he could call it his own. Cassatt informed Mrs. Have-
meyer: “My head is set on you having that picture for
the new gallery. . . . It would be rather a triumph to
possess a really fine Greco.”37 At some point during those
four years, Durand-Ruel presented Mr. Havemeyer
with the opportunity to acquire the portrait Fray Hor-
tensio Félix Paravicino (fig. 4), now at the Museum of
Fine Arts in Boston, a painting we would be hard-pressed
to call inferior to the portrait of the cardinal. But Mr.
Havemeyer was characteristically steadfast when he
was in pursuit of an object and declined Hortensio.
Mrs. Havemeyer recorded his reply to Durand-Ruel,
“Why buy a monk when you [can] have a cardinal?”3®

The merits of both Portrait of a Cardinal and View
of Toledo, as well as of the Havemeyers’ authentic
Goyas, are indisputable, but the list of other fine
Spanish paintings that eluded them is a sad one to
record. Goya’s Family of the Infante Don Luis de
Borbon, his Condesa de Chinchon (fig. 2), and his
portrait of the Duchess of Alba that is now the pride
of the Hispanic Society of America in New York are
just three of the extraordinary Spanish pictures that
were offered to the Havemeyers but not purchased

for one reason or another. Some were too expensive,

others were not to their taste, others were proposed
yet were not available. But it is truly lamentable
that they did succeed in buying a fake portrait of
La Chinchén (pl. 12), a fake portrait of the Duchess
of Alba (pl. 240), and a hideous fake portrait of
Queen Maria Luisa (A298).

Their lapses in discrimination notwithstanding, the
Havemeyers were prescient in their taste for Spanish
painting and instrumental in introducing the fashion
for this kind of art to America. This was a role of which
they were quite conscious: “We were, so to speak, to
open the market for Grecos and Goyas, at least in the
United States.” 3 To cite one example, Mr. and Mrs.
Havemeyer were responsible for securing and bringing
to this country El Greco’s monumental Assumption of
the Virgin (fig. 66), now at The Art Institute of Chi-
cago. Durand-Ruel had an option to buy the altarpiece,
but insufficient reserves to purchase it for stock, so
Mr. Havemeyer advanced the money. At thirteen feet
in height the painting was too large for the Havemeyers’
picture gallery, and the Metropolitan, which was in the

Figure 4. El Greco (Domenikos Theotokopoulos). Fray
Hortensio Félix Paravicino, 1609. Qil on canvas,

4478 x 3378 1in. (112 x 86.1 cm). Museum of Fine Arts,
Boston, Isaac Sweetser Fund (04.234)
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Plate 14. Camille Corot. The Destruction of Sodom, 1843/57. Oil on canvas, 36 % x 713 in. (92.4 x 181.3 cm).
H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.18) A100

midst of negotiations for a smaller but more expensive
El Greco, The Adoration of the Shepherds, made a mis-
take and turned it down. Thus the Assumption passed
to Chicago, where it is one of the best old master paint-
ings at the Art Institute.

When Cossio published his catalogue of El Greco’s
works in 1908, Mrs. Havemeyer was among a mere
handful of Americans who owned paintings by the mas-
ter— Charles Deering of Chicago, Henry Clay Frick of
New York, and Joseph Widener of Philadelphia were
the others—and he was represented in only three mu-
seums—those of Boston, Chicago, and New York. In
France, however, works by El Greco were in the hands
of a number of advanced collectors, typically individ-
uals with close contacts to artists: the painter Zuloaga
had a large group in his studio in Paris, as did
Raimundo de Madrazo; Degas and his friends Henri
Rouart and Michel Manzi each owned two works;
dealers such as Durand-Ruel, Trotti, and the Prince de
Wagram all had El Grecos in stock; and the Russian
collector Ivan Shchukin, brother of Matisse’s patron
Serge, bought three paintings.*° In importing El Grecos
to America, then, the Havemeyers were importing a so-
phisticated French taste, a taste also reflected in the kind
of French painting they were acquiring concurrently.*'
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Plate 15. Camille Corot. Portrait of a Child, ca. 1835. Oil
on wood, 12% x 9% in. (32.1 x 23.5 cm). H. O. Have-
meyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929
(29.100.564) Ag8



Plate 16. Camille Corot. Mille Dobigny—The Red Dress, ca. 1865~70. Oil on wood,
30% x 187 in. (78.1 x 47 cm). Shelburne Museum, Shelburne, Vermont (27.1.1-154) A110
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Plate 17. Camille Corot. Bac-
chante in a Landscape, ca. 1865.
Oil on canvas, 1278 x 24 % in.
(30.8 x 61.6 cm). H. O. Have-
meyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs.
H. O. Havemeyer, 1929
(29.100.598) A107

Plate 18. Camille Corot. Sibylle,
ca. 1870. Oil on canvas,

32% x 257 in. (81.9 X 64.8 cm).
H. O. Havemeyer Collection,
Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Have-
meyer, 1929 (29.100.565) A114



The Havemeyer collection of works by Corot per-
fectly illustrates the impact of current French taste,
most probably transmitted through Cassatt’s recom-
mendations and Durand-Ruel’s good offices. For unlike
every other American collector of Corot, and there
were many, the Havemeyers bought figure painting to
the virtual exclusion of landscapes. They ignored the
sylvan scenes bathed in Corot’s famous silvery light in
favor of a difficult but important Salon painting, The
Destruction of Sodom (pl. 14), a child’s portrait of
infinite charm (pl. 15), a costume piece posed by Emma
Dobigny (pl. 16), a favorite model of Corot’s who was
taken up by Degas, a startlingly frank nude (pl. 17),
and a great, late, unfinished studio piece in which the
painter almost achieves the poise and balance of a Ra-
phael (pl. 18). It cannot be a coincidence that Degas,
Cassatt’s close friend and mentor, often asserfted that
Corot’s genius lay in his figures. If Degas did not make
this remark in the presence of the Havemeyers, we can
be sure that Cassatt did. Although it seems that all

twenty-five Corots in the collection were acquired be-
fore Mr. Havemeyer’s death, Mrs. Havemeyer prized
them as well. According to her grandson George G. Fre-
linghuysen, she hung one of her two recumbent nudes
(pl. 17 or pl. 207) in her sitting room.

The Havemeyer holdings in Courbet, Manet, and
Degas as well as in Corot were particularly strong.
Mrs. Havemeyer systematically set out to acquire com-
prehensive collections of the work of each of these three
artists, just as she did in the case of Goya, starting in
the early 1890s and not resting satisfied until the early
1920s. In the beginning it was more difficult for her
and Cassatt to persuade Mr. Havemeyer to live with
Courbets than with other modern paintings because
the best examples available—like Landscape with Deer
(fig. 52), on the one hand, and Woman with a Parrot
(pl. 19), on the other—often were very large or pro-
vocative. As Mather put it, “Zola [writing in the 1860s]
had to prove that Courbet and Manet were great as
painters, and not immoral. Nobody believed him on

Plate 19. Gustave Courbet. Woman with a Parrot, 1866. Oil on canvas, 51 x 77 in. (129.5 x 195.6 cm). H. O. Havemeyer
Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.57) A145
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either score.”** By the 1890s, however, Courbet’s im-
portance was not in dispute, although his imagery
tested propriety. When Durand-Ruel placed the Worman
with a Parrot on view in his New York gallery in
1896, Alfred Trumble wrote in the Collector that “it
was more than a pity” that the painting did not be-
long to the Metropolitan. “The subject is, to be sure,
not of the most puritanical order, for it might be the
portrait of some Creole Messalina, sporting with her
shrill-voiced pet in an interval of her siesta, but as a
powerful piece of painting, and as a priceless lesson to
the student, it deserves rank with anything produced
by modern art.” 43 When the unsold painting was about
to be returned to France in 1898 to escape duties that
were to be levied by the United States,** Mrs. Have-
meyer “begged Mr. Havemeyer to buy the picture, not
to hang it in our gallery lest the anti-nudists should de-
clare a revolution and revise our Constitution, but just
to keep it in America, just that such a work should not
be lost to future generations.” 45 Harry Havemeyer did
acquire Woman with a Parrot, but whether the paint-
ing indeed hung in his house is not known. In 1909
Mrs. Havemeyer placed the picture on long-term loan
to the Metropolitan, where it has remained ever since.
That such a large painting was kept in a closet for the
eleven years prior to its display at the Museum—as leg-
end holds—seems unlikely.

Despite their initial squeamishness, the Havemeyers
assembled the largest collection in the world of Cour-
bet’s nudes, which range from the sensational Woman
with a Parrot, to the prurient Woman in the Waves
(pl. 20), “a strange combination of sea and nude,”4¢
to the suggestive Woman with a Dog (A149), “the way
the little white poodle is painted [is] excuse enough for
the tender adoration of its mistress,”*” to the disap-
pointing Source (pl. 21). The last painting, one of the
weakest of the group, inexplicably was one of Mrs.
Havemeyer’s favorites. Like many of her mistakes, it
was purchased because it reminded her of a greater
work that was not available. “Her back is toward us
and she looks, as we do, into the dark green woods
frankly enjoying the sunlight that sparkles on her back,
revealing the same modeling, the same drawing, as one
sees in the more celebrated picture of ‘La Source’
[fig. 5]. . . . My nude is pearly and gray and the half-
tones luminous and bewitching.”+* Mrs. Havemeyer
was such an enthusiastic admirer of Courbet that she
did not see the base quality of some of his nudes and
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was thus able to write: “I think I know most of
Courbet’s nudes, they are realistic and frank, but never
vulgar; he never even, like that crushing cynic Degas,
treats them with brutal force nor reveals the degrada-
tion of their class. . . . You always feel his respect for
women.” 4 Mather, like other modern critics, dis-
agreed: “There was hope in a nude of Cabanel or Le-
fevre; in real life one could buy the like. There was no
such stimulation in a nude of Courbet, Manet or
Degas. In real life one wouldnt want to buy her.” 5°
Mather, of course, brings home the point that Mrs.
Havemeyer ignored in the case of Courbet—that many
of the women he, Manet, and Degas portrayed were
represented not as ordinary women but as prostitutes,
and were intended to shock. Mrs. Havemeyer looked
the other way: “The French girl of Paris was
[Courbet’s] model, and is it our affair if he mixed a lit-
tle romance with his colors?” 3’

Unlike their Corots, the Courbets bought by the
Havemeyers represent every genre in which the artist
worked. Portraits of men and women, landscapes of
winter and summer, mountain and sea, still lifes, and
scenes of daily life, as well as nudes, were acquired with
equal deliberation. Louisine Elder’s first encounter with
Courbet’s work had been at an 1881 exhibition in the
Théatre de la Gaité in Paris of thirty-three pictures
from the artist’s estate that were to be sold at auction.’*
The experience defined her notion of Courbet’s career.
The exhibition included great works like The Painter’s
Studio and The Burial at Ornans (both now in the
Musée d’Orsay) as well as less important ones, and it
gave a complete overview of his achievement. Over the
following years Mrs. Havemeyer seems almost to have
attempted to acquire paintings that had been exhibited
at the Théatre de la Gaité or that resembled ones she
had seen there. Posterity is fortunate that the Have-
meyers passed up the opportunity to buy The Painter’s
Studio from Victor Desfossés, who used it as the stage
curtain for his private theater, since they considered im-
proving it: “Mr. Havemeyer thought he would buy it
and take out the center group, for the rest of the picture
was never finished, but—a composition is a composi-
tion—my husband could not make up his mind to do
it, and decided not to buy it.” 53 Years later they did
purchase the beautiful Portrait of Jo (La Belle Irlan-
daise) (pl. 211), which had been shown at the Gaité,
and Mrs. Havemeyer thought that her first nude by
Courbet, Torso of a Woman (pl. 194) had also been



included in the 1881 exhibition under the title The
Cherry Branch, but that, in fact, was a different work.
In a similar vein, Mr. and Mrs. Havemeyer often
sought Courbets that were like others they had seen
and sometimes pursued: their first Courbet landscape
(Landscape with Cattle [A130]) was acquired because
they had lost the Landscape with Deer (fig. 52) in the
1889 Secrétan sale;’* The Knife Grinders (pl. 266) was
acquired because it resembled The Stone Breakers,
which they had seen at the 1889 World’s Fair;’’ Hunt-
ing Dogs (A128) was acquired because the subjects re-
called the dogs in The Quarry at the Museum of Fine
Arts in Boston; The Stream (A126) was acquired be-
cause it “rivaled the one [Mr. Havemeyer| lost [the

Plate 20. Gustave
Courbet. The Woman
in the Waves, 1866.
Oil on canvas,

25% X 21/ 1n.

(65.4 x 54cm). H. O.
Havemeyer Collection,
Bequest of Mrs. H. O.
Havemeyer, 1929
(29.100.62) A148

Secrétan painting], being possibly more juicy and ver-
dant, more suggestive of the charm and solitude of the
forest and of the mossy brook, than the one which
hangs in the Louvre.” 5¢

Whether or not the results were always fortunate,
then, the Havemeyers, inspired by their own expe-
riences of Courbet’s work, were not dumbly following
the example of other collectors and of connoisseurs.
Their interest in Courbet’s portraits, for instance, led
them to buy paintings that set their collection apart.
Ranging from sensitive and informal interpretations of
male sitters, Portrait of a Man (pl. 237) and Alphonse
Promayet (pl. 23), to a smartly fashionable female por-
trait, Woman in a Riding Habit (pl. 24), much admired
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Plate 21. Gustave Courbet. The Source, 1862 Oil
on canvas, 47 % X 29 % in. (120 x 74.3 c¢m). H. O.
Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Have-
meyer, 1929 (29.100.58) A135

by Cassatt,’” to a brooding and enigmatic depiction of
Mme de Brayer (pl. 244 ), which reminded Degas of a
Rembrandt,’® to an extraordinary period piece, Mme
Auguste Cuoq (pl. 246), these works are testimony
that the Havemeyers, especially Louisine, truly appreci-
ated Courbet’s talent. “Mr. Havemeyer and I collected
over thirty Courbets and our good fortune as usual was
due to Miss Cassatt, the godmother who took me to
see that exhibition in the foyer of the Gaité in Paris,
and said to me: ‘Some day you must have a Courbet.’”5?

Perhaps even more than the building of their Cour-
bet holdings, the making of their Manet collection gave
the Havemeyers the thrill of defying popular conven-
tion. Courbet was long dead and his reputation estab-
lished when they bought his works. Manet had died
only three years before Mr. Havemeyer brought home
The Salmon from Durand-Ruel’s 1886 exhibition in New
York. Manet’s death came early—he was only fifty-
one—and the recognition of his genius came late: while
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Figure 5. Gustave Courbet. The Source, 1868. Oil on canvas,
5078 x 38%16 in. (128 x 97 cm). Musée d’Orsay, Paris (RF 2240)

he was mourned by advanced collectors and artists in
France, his name was little known to the general pub-
lic, which still found his pictures queer and controver-
sial—controversial not so much because they dealt
with touchy subjects like prostitutes, but because many
people thought they were badly painted. Mrs. Have-
meyer always remembered the derisive remarks she
overheard when she stood in front of the Portrait of
M. Pertuiset, the Lion Hunter (Museu de Arte Mod-
erna de Sio Paolo) and the Portrait of M. Henri Roche-
fort (Hamburger Kunsthalle), the pictures Manet
showed at the Salon of 1881. “‘Ah, ah’ and ‘Ma foi’
and ‘Oh, 14, 13" The public made frank fun of the lion
hunter but the portrait of Rochefort came in for the
largest share of ridicule.” ® One person remarked that
Manet painted Rochefort as if his subject had smallpox.

Mrs. Havemeyer seemed to revel in the critical op-
probrium generated by the next purchase she and her
husband made, Ball at the Opera (pl. 196). “How the



Plate 22. Gustave Courbet. Hunter
on Horseback, 1867. Oil on canvas,
46'%16 x 38 in. (118.9 X 96.5 cm).
Yale University Art Gallery, New
Haven, Gift of J. Watson Webb, B.A.
1907, and Electra Havemeyer Webb
(1942.301) A138

Plate 23. Gustave Courbet. Alphonse Promayet Plate 24. Gustave Courbet. Woman in a Riding Habit, 1856.
(1822-1872), 1851. Oil on canvas, 428 x 27% in. Oil on canvas, 452 x 35/ in. (115.6 x 89.2 cm). H. O. Have-
(107 x 70.2 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection, meyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929
Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.132) (29.100.59) A127
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Plate 25. Edouard Manet. Mlle V. . . in the Costume of an Espada, 1862. Oil on canvas, 65 X 507 in. (165.1 X 127.6 cm).
H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.53) A344




critics whistled and hissed [and] found the masked

? 61 She mar-

ball . . . indecent and a menace to society.
veled at the sea of hats in the picture— “hats with
springs, hats open, hats shut, hats in the hand, hats on
the head, hats tilted, tipped, tossed, thrown upon the
head, hats on straight, hats on crooked” ®*—and de-
lighted in the “woman’s leg ending in a pretty shoe
[that] was thrown over the marble stairway to let us
know that the frolic was going on above as well as in
the scene before us.” ®* It was no surprise to her that
the painting excited criticism when she hung it in her
own gallery, so she removed it to her bedroom, where
she “studied and enjoyed it, hour after hour, year after
year,” and came to think it “one of Manet’s best if not
his greatest work.”® Similarly, Mrs. Havemeyer re-
corded in her memoirs that the portrait George Moore
(pl. 26) “attracted more attention than any Manet in
our gallery. I grew accustomed to the exclamations I
would hear as soon as visitors saw it. . . . The echo of
raillery and laughter in the casual observations made
me certain that Manet’s portrait was considered a huge
joke on George Moore.” ¢S

With their Manet collection, the Havemeyers got off
to a start consistent with their usual pattern. They bought
a fine painting, The Salmon, but passed over a better
one, Boy with a Sword, in 1886. When they returned
to the pursuit of modern painting in 1894, Mr. and

Plate 26. Edouard Manet. George Moore (1852-1933),
1879. Pastel on canvas, 21% x 1378 in. (55.3 X 35.2 cm).
H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Have-
meyer, 1929 (29.100.55) A360

Mrs. Havemeyer made a more daring choice, the Ball
at the Opera; this was an excellent work, but, once
again, not as important as the Boy with a Sword, the
loss of which the collectors by now sorely regretted.
However, they made up for their mistake in 1895, when
they bought at least five—and perhaps six—capital
paintings: the grand Luncheon in the Studio (pl. 201),
the spectacular The Grand Canal, Venice (Blue Venice)
(pl. 30), and the famous Boating (pl. 31), in addition
to a flower piece (A366), an early student work, Copy
after Delacroix’s “Bark of Dante” (A343), and, prob-
ably, Manet’s Family at Home in Arcachon (pl. 27).
They owned Luncheon in the Studio for less than seven
months: “For some reason I never understood—Mr.
Havemeyer asked me if I objected to his returning it to
the Durand-Ruels. I never questioned my husband’s de-
cisions, and I acquiesced, of course. Manet’s still life in
the picture, and the boy with the black jacket and
straw hat were lost to us forever.” ¢

Mr. Havemeyer’s objection may well have concerned
the picture’s size. The Luncheon would have been one
of the largest paintings in their collection at the time,
and he may have felt it was out of scale with the
rest of their possessions. We do know that when Mrs.
Havemeyer, almost on a lark, had A Matador (pl. 212)
sent home from Durand-Ruel, she worried about
her husband’s response not to the price but to its
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Plate 27. Edouard Manet. Manet’s Family at Home in Arcachon, 1871. Oil on canvas, 15% x 218 in.
(39.4 x §3.7 cm). Sterling and Francine Clark Art Institute, Williamstown, Massachusetts (552) A352




Plate 29. Edouard Manet. Gare Saint-Lazare, 1872—73. Oil on canvas, 36% x 45 % in. (92.1 x 114.6 cm). National
Gallery of Art, Washington, D.C., Gift of Horace Havemeyer in memory of his mother, Louisine W. Havemeyer
(1956.10.1) A356

Plate 28. Edouard Manet. In the Garden, 1870. Oil on canvas, 17% x 21 % in. (44.5 x 54 cm).
Shelburne Museum, Shelburne, Vermont (27.1.1-200) A351
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size—it is five feet seven inches high. “‘I fear Mr.
Havemeyer would think it too big.” . . . ‘Don’t be fool-
ish,” said Miss Cassatt, ‘It is just the size Manet wanted
it, and that ought to suffice for Mr. Havemeyer; be-
sides, it is a splendid Manet and I am sure he will like
it if you buy it.””¢” This time it was Mr. Havemeyer
who acquiesced. Not only did he like it, he also decided
to buy the equally large, and greater, Mlle V . . . in the
Costume of an Espada (pl. 25). Indeed, on the last
day of 1898, Mr. Havemeyer agreed to purchase simul-
taneously the Matador, Mlle V, and Gare Saint-Lazare
(pl. 29) from Durand-Ruel’s New York gallery. On
the strength of this sale, Durand-Ruel bought from the
French collector Jean-Baptiste Faure the Young Man in

the Costume of a Majo (A345) on the same day and
shipped it to New York in January. By the end of Feb-
ruary this picture too was in the Havemeyer house. Mr.
Havemeyer had quickly accustomed himself to Manets
on the grand scale and could now boast a collection
second only to that of Faure. Over the next few years
a significant portion of Faure’s holdings would be ac-
quired by the Havemeyers.®®

“The ‘Gare St. Lazare’ Mr. Havemeyer bought to
please himself, for the painter had become an open
book to [him] and he recognized [it] as one of Manet’s

”»

greatest achievements,” wrote Mrs. Havemeyer, who
was as proud of the acquisition as her husband was.

“It is as realistic as any picture Manet ever painted. . . .

Plate 30. Edouard Manet. The Grand Canal, Venice (Blue Venice), 1875. Oil on canvas, 23 % x 28 % in. (58.7 x 71.4 cm).
Shelburne Museum, Shelburne, Vermont (27.1.5-30) A3 59
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Plate 31. Edouard Manet. Boating, 1874. Oil on canvas, 38% x 51 % in. (97.2 x 130.2 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection,
Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.115) A3s8

He concentrated all his art, all his ability, on that which
he wished to paint and was still able—what a gift to a
painter—to eliminate all unnecessary details.” ¢ She
was no less impressed with Mlle V, “one of the greatest
and most difficult things Manet ever did.” But she was
at a loss to match it in words: “I recognize my inability
to give you an adequate idea of the beauty of the pic-
ture.”7® Her commitment to Manet was such that she
undertook a campaign to persuade her husband to buy
the enormous Dead Christ and the Angels (pl. 32), a
painting she knew was not suitable for their house:

It went begging both here and abroad . . . and let the
public galleries explain it if they can, for if ever there
was a museum Manet, it seems to me it is his “Christ
with the Angels.” .. . to please me Mr. Havemeyer
bought it, saying as he gave it to me: “I really do

not know what you will do with it.” .. . I found it
crushed everything beside it and crushed me as well.
Finally I concluded it would be impossible to live
with that mighty picture. . . . For several years I put it
away, but after my husband’s death, when Manet was
better understood, I sent it to the Metropolitan Mu-
seum, where it hangs beside the Manet Mr. Have-
meyer saw and rejected because it was “too much

for him,” the splendid “Boy with a Sword.” 7"

In all, Mr. Havemeyer bought twenty-five Manets be-
fore his death, and Mrs. Havemeyer did not add a single
picture to the collection afterward. There were mistakes
among their Spanish paintings and Courbets but none
among the Manets. Some are less important than oth-
ers, but there is not one disputed work. As Mather put
it, even “the minor pictures of Manet are admirable.” 7
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Plate 32. Edouard Manet. The Dead Christ and the Angels, 1864. Oil on canvas, 70% x 59 in. (179.4 X 149.9 cm).
H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.51) A346
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The thirty Monets assembled by the Havemeyers are
as comprehensive in scope as, say, their Courbets or
Manets. However, today they are the least well-known
group of paintings in the collection because many have
remained out of public view: Mrs. Havemeyer and her
three children gave only eight Monets to the Metropoli-
tan, in contrast, for example, to twenty of forty-five
Courbets or ten of twenty-five Manets. Undoubtedly
the primary reason so many Monets were given to the
children and kept by them is that they are all of domes-
tic scale and comfortable subject matter, easy to intro-
duce into city apartments or country houses, and
agreeable to live with. (It is difficult to imagine a mod-
ern living room that could sustain Courbet’s Woman
with a Parrot over the sofa, and we know that even
Mrs. Havemeyer’s large rooms were crushed by Manet’s
Dead Christ and the Angels.) The Havemeyer Monets
range from a powerful early marine, The Green Wave
(pl. 210), executed when the artist was only twenty-
five years old, to masterpieces of his proto-Impres-
sionist style, Garden of the Princess, Louvre (A388)
and La Grenouillere (pl. 33), to works that literally
define Impressionism of the 1870s, In the Garden
(pl. 34) and The Drawbridge (pl. 3), to ambitious and
relatively large paintings of the 1880s, Floating Ice
(pl. 36) and Bouguet of Sunflowers (pl. 38), to key ex-
amples from his various series of the 1890s, Haystacks
(A402, pl. 200, A406), Poplars (pl. 35), Morning on the
Seine (A412), the Japanese Bridge (pls. 219, 220), Char-
ing Cross Bridge (pl. 37), and the Houses of Parliament
(pl. 238).

Although The Drawbridge was probably the second
purchase made in Paris by the young Louisine Elder in
the late 1870s—and perhaps the first Monet bought
by an American—she would not acquire another paint-
ing by the artist until 1894, when the Havemeyers began
concentrating in earnest on modern art. They bought
three Monets that year and four the next. These were
mostly recent works, such as Morning on the Seine,
1893 (A410), and Haystacks, 1891 (A406), obtained
from Monet’s principal dealer, Durand-Ruel, but also
included earlier pictures on the secondary market, such
as View of Rouen, 1872 (A393), and Floating Ice,
1880, purchased at the liquidation auction of the
American Art Association, a commercial gallery that
often worked closely with Durand-Ruel. Indeed from
1894 until just before Mr. Havemeyer’s death in 1907,
each year save 1902, 1904, and 1905 would bring at

least one, usually two, and sometimes three Monets
into the collection, from every possible source in Paris
or America. A number of their pictures were acquired,
through Durand-Ruel, from American collectors—an
indication that Monet had found a responsive audience
of some size in the United States. The Green Wave
came from Cassatt’s brother Alexander; Garden of the
Princess, Louvre and Old Church at Vernon (A411)
from New Yorker Frederic Bonner’s sale; Bouquet of
Sunflowers from Catholina Lambert of the Patterson
silk merchant family;”> Haystacks in the Snow (pl. 200)
from the Cleveland steel industrialist Alfred Pope; Hay-
stacks (Effect of Snow and Sun) (A406) from the Chi-
cago collector Berthe Honoré (Mrs. Potter) Palmer.
One work, Ice Floes (A408), was specifically chosen by
Monet for the Havemeyers. On the whole, however,
the Havemeyers resisted works that were designated
for them by anyone other than Cassatt. In 1904, for
example, Durand-Ruel insisted that they buy a work
from Monet’s 1903 campaign in London, and Mr.
Havemeyer informed him that he wanted more Goyas,
not Monets. They did reluctantly agree to purchase one
of the London series, The Houses of Parliament, Sea
Gulls (pl. 238), in 1906, although Mrs. Havemeyer
decided to return it to Durand-Ruel in 1908. Neverthe-
less, Monet was one of the few Impressionists whose
work Mrs. Havemeyer continued to seek out after Mr.
Havemeyer’s death. She acquired four more of his
paintings between 1911 and 1917: In the Garden; Gar-
den of the Princess, Louvre; Germaine Hoschedé in the
Garden at Giverny (pl. 260); and Morning Haze (A403).

At the turn of the century Monet and Rodin were
perhaps the most famous artists alive. Monet in partic-
ular was widely shown in France and abroad, with dis-
plays of contemporary work staged almost yearly and
retrospective exhibitions at frequent intervals. The Have-
meyers were able, therefore, to achieve an overview of
his career more complete than that of the other artists
whose work they acquired. This advantage is manifest
in the consistently high quality of the Monet collection,
a level that is perhaps unmatched even in their Manets.
And the eight Monets chosen by Mrs. Havemeyer for
the Metropolitan— The Green Wave, La Grenouillere,
Bouquet of Sunflowers, Chrysanthemums (A400),
Haystacks (Effect of Snow and Sun), Poplars, Ice Floes,
Bridge over a Pool of Water Lilies (pl. 219)—were
“simply made for a Museum,” to quote Mather. “The

representation is so complete, joyous and instructive
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Plate 33. Claude Monet. La Grenouillére, 1869. Oil on canvas, 29% x 39 % in. (74.6 x 99.7 cm). H. O. Havemeyer
Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.112) A389
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Plate 34. Claude Monet. In the Garden, 1872. Oil on canvas, 25 x 31% in. (63.5 X 79.4 cm). Private collection.
Az92
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Plate 35. Claude Monet. Poplars, 1891. Oil on canvas, 32% x 327 in. (81.9 x 81.6 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection,
Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.110) A407

that it becomes really a matter of indifference to the
Metropolitan Museum whether it acquires further Mo-
nets or not.” 7% Today curators might regret the ab-
sence of the tightly constructed Garden of the Princess,
Louvre, the pristine In the Garden, or the magnificent
Floating Ice. They might debate whether the Japanese
bridge the Havemeyers kept (pl. 219) or the one they
sold (pl. 220) is the finer picture. But they could not
accuse the Havemeyers of buying a bad Monet.

The irascible Degas was the living artist whom Mrs.
Havemeyer valued most, and her collection gives gen-
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erous proof of her respect for this exceptional man.
That her first and her last important purchases— Ballet
Rehearsal (pl. 2), probably bought in 1877, and A
Woman Seated Beside a Vase of Flowers (pl. 39), ac-
quired in 1921—were both works by Degas is no co-
incidence. It was for a Degas, Dancers Practicing at the
Bar (pl. 40), that she paid, at auction in 1912, the high-
est price ever attained by a living artist—Fr 478,500,
nearly $100,000—a price dearer than that com-
manded by any other work in the collection, save per-
haps Rembrandt’s Herman Doomer (pl. 63), which
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Plate 36. Claude Monet. Floating Ice, 1880. Oil on canvas, 38 % x §8% in. (97.2 x 148 cm). Shelburne Museum,
Shelburne, Vermont (27.1.2—~108) A398

Plate 37. Claude Monet. The Thames at Charing Cross Bridge, 1899. Oil on canvas, 25 % x 35 % in.
(64.8 x 89.9 cm). Shelburne Museum, Shelburne, Vermont (27.1.4-70) Agq15
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Plate 38. Claude Monet. Bouquet of Sunflowers, 1881. Oil on canvas, 39% x 32 in. (101 x 81.3 cm). H. O. Havemeyer
Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.107) A399




Plate 39. Edgar Degas. A Woman Seated Beside a Vase of Flowers (Mme Paul Valpingon?), 1865. Oil on canvas,
29 X 362 1n. (73.7 x 92.7 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.128) A196

was bought for between $70,000 and $100,000. (In an
exception to the Havemeyers’ self-imposed restriction
against imprudent spending, Mrs. Havemeyer left in-
structions to purchase the picture at any cost, and not
even Cassatt was consulted or informed.”5) And it was
to obtain one of Degas’s greatest nudes, Woman Hav-
ing Her Hair Combed (pl. 48), at the 1914 sale in Paris
of the collection of Roger Marx that Mrs. Havemeyer
hastily rearranged her travel plans in the face of the
sudden death of her sister-in-law in Switzerland. Rush-
ing to Montreux in the midst of the emerging war in
Europe to pick up her relative’s visiting grandson, she
immediately returned to Paris, telegraphing Durand-
Ruel along the way that under no circumstances was
she to lose the pastel to a competitor.”¢ “I entered the
auction room just in time to see the picture knocked
down to me, and I knew I possessed one of Degas’s

finest pastels.” 77 She recalled that “for many years had
we admired this wonderful picture of woman just out
of a bath, seated upon a yellow divan, pressing her
hands against her sides to steady herself while her maid
lifts up her head and draws it back as she brushes the
masses of heavy hair.””® Yet at the same sale she was
also eager to buy a small thing, an early self-portrait
etching that was particularly fine and rare (Self-Portrait,
1857 [pl. 43]). It was Mrs. Havemeyer who, in 1903,
encouraged Degas to repair the original wax Little
Fourteen-Year-Old Dancer (fig. 67), the sculpture that
had been the sensation of the 1881 Impressionist exhi-
bition; and it was her order, after Degas’s death, for the
first complete set of his bronzes that helped guarantee
that they, as well as the little dancer, would be cast.”®

By the time Mrs. Havemeyer wrote the chapter on
Degas in her memoirs—we know it wasin 1916 or 1917,
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Plate 40. Edgar Degas. Dancers Practicing at the Bar, 1876~77. Mixed media on canvas, 29% x 32 in. (75.6 x 81.3 cm).
H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.34) A216

for he was still alive but very ill—she had formed a
clear understanding of the artist’s career and a strong
sense of the chronology of his work:

It matters little whether or not I recall the order in
which we collected Degas’s pictures, for like Brahms
in music he began by doing his best, and his early
works are among his greatest. Whether we admire the
exquisite precision of his drawing, the light and air
with which he envelops his compositions in the eight-
ies and early nineties, or the broader touch and the
glowing color of his later years, we can never forget
that from first to last the eye of the philosopher is
penetrating the innermost depth of his subject and
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that whether he works by analysis or synthesis, his
vision reveals to us nature in its truth.5°

Her understanding was no doubt enhanced by the ex-
perience of organizing the 1915 suffrage exhibition,
which featured many works by Degas and Cassatt. But,
as Mrs. Havemeyer said, “it takes special brain cells to

»81

understand Degas,”®" and she clearly had them in
ample quantities at an early stage.

In all the Havemeyers bought some sixty-four paint-
ings, pastels, drawings, and fans, a complete set of
seventy bronzes, in addition to the Little Fourteen-Year-

Old Dancer (pl. 78), and a large number of etchings,



Plate 41. Edgar Degas.
Dancer Tying Her Slipper,
1887. Pastel and black
chalk on buff-colored paper
mounted at the edges on
board, 18 % x 1674 in.
(47.3 x 42.9 cm). Private
collection. A233

Plate 42. Edgar Degas. The
Rebearsal on the Stage,
18742 Pastel over brush-
and-ink drawing on thin
cream-colored wove paper,
laid on bristol board and
mounted on canvas, 21 X
28% in. (53.3 X 72.4 cm).
H. O. Havemeyer Collec-
tion, Bequest of Mrs. H. O.
Havemeyer, 1929
(29.100.39) A211
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Plate 43. Edgar Degas. Self-Portrait, 1857.
Etching and drypoint, third state, plate:

9716 X 5¥81n. (23 X 14.3 cm); sheet:

13% x 1078 in. (34.9 x 25.7 cm). H. O.
Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O.
Havemeyer, 1929 (29.107.53)

lithographs, and monotypes by Degas. Theirs was the
largest and most complete collection of Degas’s work
ever formed. It was not as choice as the much smaller
collection of Count Isaac de Camondo, to whom they
lost several of Degas’s great works, including The Ped-
icure (fig. 60). (A backer of Durand-Ruel’s gallery who
was not reluctant to pay ever higher prices, Camondo
sometimes succeeded in snatching a masterpiece from
the hands of the Havemeyers.) The Havemeyers were
honored when, on a visit to Degas’s studio, the artist
produced a portfolio of drawings— “What treasures he
revealed!”®*—and thrilled when he selected three
works for them (Dancer Adjusting Her Slipper [A206],
Seated Dancer [A208], and Little Girl Practicing at the
Bar [A221]). They acquiesced when Degas asked to
keep The Collector of Prints (pl. 44) for retouching
after they had bought it and paid up when, three years
later, he decided it was worth much more money than
he had asked originally. “Degas’s ideas of a bargain
were more picturesque than businesslike,”®3 recalled
Mrs. Havemeyer about this incident. With a healthy
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Plate 44. Edgar Degas. The Collector of Prints, 1866. Oil
on canvas, 2078 X 15% in. (53 x 40 cm). H. O. Have-
meyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer,
1929 (29.100.44) A197

regard for Degas’s difficult nature, they did not act as
patrons—a role that had cost Faure the artist’s friend-
ship. Nor did they attempt to commission new works
or extract old ones from him: “No one knew him better
than we did in that respect.” %

In fact, the majority of the works the Havemeyers
bought had already been owned by one, two, and
sometimes three other collectors. Many of Degas’s first
clients were French businessmen, like Ernest May and
Albert Hecht, whose fortunes tumbled in the financial
upheavals of the 1870s and 1880s and whose collec-
tions, consequently, were dispersed as quickly as they
were formed. The Havemeyers’ Degas collection, how-
ever, remained intact until Mrs. Havemeyer’s death.
With the single exception of a small landscape (A248)
returned to Durand-Ruel soon after it was bought in
1894, everything they acquired by Degas was kept.
And upon Mrs. Havemeyer’s death, thirty-five of the
sixty-four pictures, in addition to the prints and sculp-
ture,* came to the Museum. All the rare pictures com-
pleted before 1872, such as Sulking (pl. 45), were



Plate 45. Edgar Degas. Sulking, ca. 1869—71. Oil on canvas, 12% x 187 in. (32.4 x 46.4 cm). H. O.
Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.43) A201

Plate 46. Edgar Degas. Raceborses in Training, 1894. Pastel on tracing paper, 19 % x 24% in.
(48.9 x 62.9 cm). Thyssen-Bornemisza Collection. Az2ss
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Plate 47. Edgar Degas. At the Milliner’s, 1882. Pastel on pale gray wove paper (industrial wrapping paper), adhered to silk

bolting in 1951, 30 X 34 in. (76.2 x 86.4 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929
(29.100.38) A236
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Plate 48. Edgar Degas. Woman Having Her Hair Combed, ca. 1886-88. Pastel on light green wove paper now discolored

to warm gray, affixed to original pulpboard mount, 29 % x 237 in. (74 x 60.6 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest
of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.35) A242
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Plate 49. Edgar Degas. Dancers, Pink and Green, ca. 1890. Oil on canvas, 32% x 29% in. (82.2 x 75.6 cm).
H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.42) A252
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given to the Metropolitan, and of the later works,
only a few isolated pictures— Little Milliners (A235),
Waiting: Dancer and Woman with Umbrella on a
Bench (L’Attente) (A237), and Raceborses in Training
(pl. 46)—are missed at the Museum.

Although the Havemeyers are associated with the
majestic paintings by Cézanne that came to the Metro-
politan— Mont Sainte-Victoire and the Viaduct of the
Arc River Valley (pl. 51), Still Life with a Ginger Jar and
Eggplants (pl. 243), and Rocks in the Forest (pl. 52)—
they in fact owned a group of his pictures that was both
surprisingly large (it numbered thirteen works) and
wide-ranging. Mr. and Mrs. Havemeyer no doubt had
noticed works by Cézanne in the studios of Degas, Cas-
satt, and Monet but did not purchase any until they

became acquainted, in the first years of this century,
with his dealer, Ambroise Vollard. Cézanne was con-
sidered a recluse and an eccentric; his pictures sold for
very little (one-fifth the price of a Monet) until the col-
lection of his principal patron, Victor Chocquet, was
auctioned in 1899 and prices suddenly jumped. At this
point Durand-Ruel, always cautious, saw new poten-
tial in Cézanne, but the young Vollard invested much
more heavily in his reputation and his art. Vollard had
consistently bought the strident late works by Degas
that Durand-Ruel thought too risky, and this met with
the approval of the Impressionists of Degas’s genera-
tion. Mr. Havemeyer must also have approved,because,
according to Cassatt, he entered into a financial ar-

rangement that saved Vollard from ruin in 1901.%
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Plate 50. Paul Cézanne. Still Life: Flowers in a Vase, ca. 1885-88. Oil on canvas, 18% x 2174 in. (46.4 X 55.6 cm).

Private collection. A76
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Plate 51. Paul Cézanne. Mont Sainte-Victoire and the Viaduct of the Arc River Valley, ca. 1885-87. Oil on canvas,
Z.\5 % x 328 in. (65.4 x 81.6 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.64)
74

Among the first Cézannes the Havemeyers acquired
were unexpected choices—atypical still lifes (pl. 224,
A73), thickly painted and rather awkwardly com-
posed, that were bought from Vollard in 1901. Even
more surprising was their purchase two years later of
The Abduction of 1867 (A67), a robust picture charged
with sexual tension that had belonged to Cézanne’s
childhood friend Emile Zola. In 1868 they bought a
rather brutal early self-portrait (pl. 236), and in about
1906, the year of Cézanne’s death, two splendid works
of the 188os, Still Life: Flowers in a Vase (pl. 50)
and The Banks of the Marne (A77). After Cézanne died,
the cost of his pictures increased enormously and the
Havemeyers stopped buying them. Cassatt, who had
admired Cézanne’s painting (if not his table man-
ners),*” resented the boom in prices and began encour-
aging Mrs. Havemeyer, newly widowed, to sell. After
initial resistance, she relented in 1909 and consigned
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two paintings (A71, 77) to Durand-Ruel. It was a mis-
take she greatly regretted and that thereafter colored
her dealings with the firm that had always served her
so well: “I shall leave it to my readers to say what
[Durand-Ruel] lacked when I tell them that I sold him
three [sic] of my best Cézannes, for which he paid me
only three thousand dollars.”®® In fact, Durand-Ruel
bought the pictures for Fr 7,500 apiece, about $1,500,
and within two months sold both to Ivan Morosov for
Fr 30,000.

Mrs. Havemeyer understandably felt unfairly treated
in this transaction. However, Durand-Ruel paid her an
amount that only a year or two before would have been
considered very generous, and it is possible that he did
not anticipate the high price he could obtain for resale.
She almost certainly never discovered what Durand-
Ruel charged Morozov. Yet had she done so, she prob-
ably would have been more alarmed by that figure than



Plate 52. Paul Cézanne. Rocks in the Forest, ca. 1893—94. Oil on canvas, 2878 x 36 %8 in. (73.3 x 92.4 cm). H. O.
Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.194) A79

by the amount of money she did not realize, for the
Havemeyers never fully accustomed themselves to the
dramatic rise in the cost of paintings to which they con-
tributed by creating such a large demand. For excep-
tional pieces they were sometimes willing to pay dearly:
Rembrandt’s Herman Doomer, El Greco’s Portrait of
a Cardinal, Degas’s Two Dancers at the Bar were all
more expensive than the Havemeyers had expected, yet
they paid record prices in order not to lose the works
for their collection. Unfortunately Mr. and Mrs. Have-
meyer did fail to obtain a number of highly desirable
pictures because they felt that dealers were attempting
to bilk them.

The case of the Manets from the Faure collection
illustrates the problem. A baritone at both Covent
Garden and the Paris Opera, Faure had formed a
staggering collection of modern French painting with
his hard-earned income: over the years he owned some

sixty-seven Manets, nearly sixty Monets, two dozen Pis-
sarros, and almost as many Sisleys and Degases. Since
he lacked the millions that the Havemeyers, the Potter
Palmers, or the Camondos had at their disposal, he
amassed his pictures by driving hard bargains with the
painters and by selling whenever the opportunity was
ripe. He bought and sold Degas’s Ballet from “Robert
le Diable” (pl. 7) twice, to cite one example, before the
Havemeyers finally acquired it. After his wife died in
1905, Faure decided to sell his collection en bloc. He
sold a large group of Manets to Durand-Ruel, who in
turn offered a selection to Mr. Havemeyer. Durand-
Ruel paid just under Fr 500,000 for some twenty
Manets and seventeen Monets, but he asked the Have-
meyers for Fr 300,000 ($60,000) for three Manets—
the great Bon Bock (fig. 69), Springtime (private
collection), and an early work, The Virgin with the
Rabbit (location unknown). Mr. Havemeyer found the
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Plate 53. Alfred Sisley. Allée of Chestnut Trees, 1878. Oil on canvas, 19% x 24 in. (50.2 x 61 cm). Robert Lehman

Collection, 1975 (1975.1.211) A478

proposal “preposterous” and offered Fr 150,000. Al-
though Durand-Ruel had already purchased the Ma-
nets, he informed the Havemeyers that Faure would not
look kindly on their offer.®® Exasperated, Mr. Have-
meyer offered Fr 250,000 (about $ 50,000) for the three
paintings under discussion plus another Manet, The
Port of Bordeaux (fig. 64). Durand-Ruel demurred,
aware that he could sell them elsewhere. What he did
not know was that his heretofore constant ally, Cas-
satt, did not favor the new speculative prices. She in-
formed Mrs. Havemeyer: “Durand-Ruel wants to see
me to talk about the Faures’ Manets to impress upon
Mr. Havemeyer that the offer he makes is too low and
he may miss the three he wants. Now Mr. Havemeyer
has seen the pictures and therefore is perfectly able to
judge for himself. I must confess personally I would not
‘faire des folies’ for the Bon Bock.”9°

The Port of Bordeaux and Bon Bock, like the Have-
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meyers’ Luncheon in the Studio (pl. 201), were sold to
collectors in Germany, while Springtime was bought by
their neighbor Payne. The Havemeyers had already
purchased some of the important Manets that Faure
had sold earlier: Young Man in the Costume of a Majo
(A34s), Mlle V. . . in the Costume of an Espada
(pl. 25), Ball at the Opera (pl. 196), Gare Saint-Lazare
(pl. 29). But other great works by the artist that came
from Faure’s collection, such as The Street Singer (Mu-
seum of Fine Arts, Boston), were lost on account of the
new high prices. And, as Mrs. Havemeyer admitted to
herself, Manet’s Olympia might today be in New York
rather than Paris had she acted more aggressively.®" It
is revealing of the Havemeyers’ great concern with
prices that when Mrs. Havemeyer referred in her mem-
oirs to Frick’s collection, she made mention of its cost
as well as its quality.®*

How does the Havemeyer collection compare with



Plate 54. Camille Pissarro. Flood at Pontoise, 1882. Oil on canvas, 20% x 25 in. (§2.1 x 63.5 cm). Private collection.

A430

the collections formed by their peers—in character and
quality, that is, if not in cost? The boom period at the
turn of the century enabled a select few to amass stu-
pendous wealth, a wealth enhanced by the trusts they
established and by the absence of income tax. Almost
all of the new tycoons acquired works of art. Some,
like the Potter Palmers in Chicago, collected to further
themselves socially: Mr. and Mrs. Palmer wanted to
have important advanced art in place in the house in
which they would entertain visitors to the World’s Co-
lumbian Exposition. Others, like Morgan or William
Randolph Hearst, bought older art on a gargantuan
scale in order to display their tremendous power and
to equate themselves with the great princes of history.
A few, like Gardner, John G. Johnson, Charles Lang
Freer, and Frick, bought judiciously, acting with advis-
ers to create collections based on erudition and ele-
vated taste. In terms of their knowledge and choices,

the Havemeyers are close to the latter camp, but the
scale on which they collected brought them perilously
near the likes of Morgan. The Havemeyer collection is
distinguished by its comprehensive groups of the work
of specific artists: Goya, Corot, Courbet, Manet,
Monet, Degas. It is perhaps not so refined as the col-
lections of Frick or Freer but is far larger and more spe-
cialized. In the last two respects, it is rivaled by only
one other collection—that of Faure, whose house Mr.
and Mrs. Havemeyer visited many times and whose de-
cision to focus on particular artists they either con-
sciously or unconsciously seem to have adopted.
Hindsight enables us to assess readily the quality of
the Havemeyer collection. The artists they valued are
precisely those whom history has identified as great. Of
the second rank of the Impressionists—Sisley, Pissarro,
Caillebotte, Bazille—only the first two were given rep-
resentation, and this was minor. Sisley’s Allée of Chest-
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nut Trees (pl. 53) and Pissarro’s Flood at Pontoise
(pl. 54) are typical of the fine but modest paintings ac-
quired. Of the work of Renoir, who was not always a
great painter, there is only one superb canvas, By the
Seashore (pl. 6), with an additional pastel and a draw-
ing. If the Havemeyers were taken in by the vagaries of
scholarship on Dutch and Spanish painting, they made
up for it with their understanding of modern French
painting. In the years between Mr. Havemeyer’s death
and that of Mrs. Havemeyer, theirs was the most im-
portant collection of its kind in the world. A budding
collector of the next generation, Albert C. Barnes,
summed up the position of the Havemeyer collection
in 1915:

For instruction, one naturally turns to the great pri-
vate collections like Weidener’s [sic], Johnson’s,
Havemeyer’s, Frick’s, Altman’s (now in the Metropoli-
tan Museum), most of which are to be freely seen by

1. The Metropolitan Museum’s official comment when Louisine
Havemeyer’s bequest was accepted by the trustees, quoted in
“$3,489,461 Art Left Museum by Mrs. Havemeyer,” New York
Herald Tribune, March 24, 1931.

2. Some of the 142 works of art specified in Mrs. Havemeyer’s will
were not accepted by the Museum and substitutions were made.
Of the 111 paintings given by her children, 5 were substitutions
for works not accepted. See Chronology, April 6, 1929—January
7, 1930, this catalogue. My essay is heavily dependent on
the impressive work of Susan Alyson Stein, author of the
Chronology, and Gretchen Wold, author of this catalogue’s Ap-
pendix, and all three of us, in turn, have relied on Frances
Weitzenhoffer’s book, Weitzenhoffer 1986, her dissertation,
Weitzenhoffer 1982, and her extraordinary archives, which she,
in an act of great generosity, lent to the Museum expressly for
our use in this catalogue.

3. Edward Robinson, “Introduction: The H. O. Havemeyer Collec-
tion,” The H. O. Havemeyer Collection: A Catalogue of the Tem-
porary Exhibition, exh. cat., MMA, New York, 1930, p. ix.

4. Frank Jewett Mather, Jr., “The Havemeyer Pictures,” The Arts
16 (March 1930), p. 452.

5. Havemeyer 1961, p. 193.

6. Havemeyer “Notes” [1974], quoted in Weitzenhoffer 1986,

"p. 253

7. Harry Havemeyer’s first marriage was to Mary Louise Elder, the
aunt of his second wife, Louisine Waldron Elder. This marriage
was childless and ended in divorce. See Chronology, March 1,
1870, this catalogue.

8. For further information on the circumstances of all of the re-
corded purchases made by the Havemeyers, see Chronology and
Appendix.

9. Havemeyer 1961, p. 250.
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Plate 55
Hugo van der Goes

PORTRAIT OF A MAN,
ca. 1475

Oil on wood, 12 % x 107 in. (31.8 x 26.7 cm)

H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of
Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929

29.100.1§

A290

Commenting on Mrs. Havemeyer’s
purchase of the Portrait of a Man,
in which the background and hands
had been completely overpainted,
the noted critic Frank Jewett
Mather, Jr., remarked, “It took a
fine and daring sense of quality to
buy it in this condition,” because
“the portrait had been Holbein-
ized.”" After a careful cleaning and
a brief period in which the painting
was thought to be by Antonello da
Messina, both Max J. Friedlander
and Georges Hulin de Loo properly
attributed this fine portrait to van
der Goes.”

This is one of only two indepen-
dent portraits in existence by van
der Goes; the other is in the Walters
Art Gallery in Baltimore. The
Havemeyer panel was not originally
oval in shape but has been cut
down from a rectangular format.
The concentrated gaze of this un-
known man with his hands in an at-
titude of prayer doubtless centered
on a half-length representation of
the Virgin. As he would thus have
appeared to the left of the Virgin,
the painting probably would have
been balanced at the far right by a
portrait of the man’s wife.

Because Hugo made use of dra-
matic lighting and depicted his sit-
ters in a less idealized manner than
his contemporary Memling, his por-
traits convey a sense of fervent devo-
tional piety and strength of charac-
ter. His bold representation here can
be compared favorably with the
donor portraits in van der Goes’s
greatest work, the Portinari Altar-
piece in the Galleria degli Uffizi in
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Florence. A date for the Havemeyer
portrait of about 1475, correspond-
ing to that of the Portinari Altar-
piece, is most likely.

MWA

1. E J. Mather, Jr., “The Havemeyer Pic-
tures,” The Arts 16 (March 1930),

p- 455-

2. See B. B[urroughs], “Loan Exhibition of
the Arts of the Italian Renaissance,”
Metropolitan Museum Bulletin 18
(May 1923), p. 109; B. Burroughs, “Un
Portrait inédit attribué 4 Hugo van der
Goes,” in Mélanges Hulin de Loo, Brus-
sels and Paris, 1931, pp. 71-73.

Plate 56
Lucas Cranach the Elder

PORTRAIT OF A MAN
WITH A ROSARY

Oil on wood, 18% x 1378 in. (47.7 X 35.2 cm)
H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of

Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929

29.100.24

A168

Often prized for their decorative
qualities and fanciful themes, paint-
ings by Cranach have been favored
by American collectors. The Have-
meyer Portrait of a Man with a
Rosary stands apart in its character-
istics, however. The image is as com-
pelling in its forthright record of the
sitter’s features as it is sensitive in the
expression of his reflective mood.
The man holds a rosary in his hands,
his fingers pausing on one of the



beads as he perhaps silently recites a
prayer.

A pendant for the Havemeyer
painting, a Portrait of a Lady, is in
the Kunsthaus Ziirich. The paintings
are similar in size and in the decora-
tion of the reverse sides; an uniden-
tifiable male saint and a Saint
Catherine, each in a niche, may rep-
resent the names or patron saints of
the male and female sitters. The
lady faces left, her hands joined in
prayer, suggesting that a missing
painting of the Virgin Mary may
have been the object of devotion be-
tween the two portraits. However, it

would be highly unusual and disre-
spectful to cover one’s head in the

presence of the Virgin, and our man
with a rosary wears a hat. Thus it is
likely that Cranach was emphasizing
the personal piety of the portrait
pair, rather than showing the sub-
jects in a specific act of devotion.

Certain details help to locate the
paintings historically. The man’s sig-
net ring shows the coat of arms of
the Dutch family Six te Hillegom,
and the lady’s Dutch hood is a type
that was commonly worn in the first
decades of the sixteenth century. Per-
haps Cranach painted the likenesses
of these two members of the wealthy
bourgeoisie on his trip to the Nether-
lands in 1508.

MWA

Plate 57
Paolo Veronese (Paolo Caliari)

BOY WITH A
GREYHOUND

Oil on canvas, 68%8 x 408 in.

(173.7 x 101.9 cm)

H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of
Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929
29.100.10§

Aso3

It is traditionally thought that this
portrait, owned by the eminent
Martinengo family in the Lombard
city of Brescia, portrays a member
of the Colleoni family, to whom the
Martinengo were related by mar-
riage. Whether this is true or not
cannot be said. The picture, which
shows the youth full-length, stand-
ing before a door opening onto a dis-
tant landscape, was intended to be
viewed at eye level and was proba-
bly part of a larger decorative
scheme. At the Villa Barbaro at
Maser, Veronese included similar
portraits in his illusionistic fresco
decoration. The work has been
dated to the 1570s, when Veronese
was at the peak of his powers.

The picture has suffered some-
what, with the most significant
changes caused by the alteration of
some of the pigments the artist used:
the sky is painted in a fugitive smalt
blue that now reads as gray, and the
copper resonate green of the land-
scape has oxidized brown, thereby
depriving the work of the plein air
quality that the artist intended. The
Havemeyers were shown the por-
trait twice and purchased it only
after a rather liberal “restoration”
in which egregious highlights were
added. These were removed by a
cleaning carried out at the Metropol-
itan in 1989-90. To the left of the
greyhound can now be seen the out-
lines denoting an earlier position of
the animal. The cleaning has con-
firmed Veronese’s authorship and
greatly enhanced the virtuosic, proto-
Impressionist execution (particularly

in the beautiful striped sleeve). KC
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Plate 58

Bronzino (Agnolo di Cosimo
di Mariano)

PORTRAIT OF A
YOUNG MAN, ca. 1540

Oil on wood, 37% x 29% in.

(95.5 x 74.9 cm)

H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of
Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929

29.100.16

Ags
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This painting, probably dating from
about 1540, is among Bronzino’s
greatest portraits. The self-possessed
aloofness of the sitter and the aus-
tere elegance of the palace interior
are hallmarks of the courtly portrait
style Bronzino created for Medicean
Florence.

Although the sitter cannot be
identified, he is probably a member

of the close circle of literary friends
that Bronzino formed in Florence
around the historian Benedetto Var-
chi. Varchi was a staunch supporter
of Dante, Petrarch, and the Floren-
tine dialect as the basis of a vernacu-
lar (as opposed to Latin) literary
style. Bronzino himself composed
Petrarchan verse, some of which
was addressed to Varchi, and be-
tween 1541 and 1547 he was a
member of the Accademia Fior-
entina (to which Michelangelo also
belonged). Among his circle of
friends were Lorenzo Lenzi, Ugo
Martelli, Luca Martini, and the poet-
ess Laura Battiferri, all of whom he
portrayed. Bronzino’s portrait of
Ugo Martelli (Gemaildegalerie,
Staatliche Museen Berlin) provides
the closest point of comparison with
the Metropolitan picture. In it
Martelli is shown seated next to a
table in a Florentine palace interior,
indicating the Greek text of the
Iliad. Doubtless, the book held by
the sitter in the Metropolitan por-
trait alludes to his literary interests,
and the fanciful table and chair,
with their grotesque decorations, are
visual analogues to the sorts of liter-
ary conceits enjoyed by this young
man’s cultivated group of friends.
The suggestion has been made that
the picture is a self-portrait, but
confirmation for this is lacking.

During its genesis, the painting un-
derwent numerous changes, some of
which are still visible on the surface.
The position of the hand holding
the book was altered, the face was
turned differently, and the whole of
the background architecture—origi-
nally shown as a vaulted corridor in
diagonal recession—was redesigned.
Much of the table was drawn in
with the butt of the brush.

KC
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A PORTRAIT AND A LANDSCAPE
BY EL GRECO OF TOLEDO

Domenikos Theotokopoulos, called
El Greco, was born in Crete, then a
Venetian colony, where he was first
recorded as a master icon painter in
1566." Two years later he was living
in Venice and by 1570 in Rome, so
that at the age of thirty he had stud-
ied both Venetian color and Tuscan
drawing, the poles of Italian High
Renaissance style. In the absence of
important patronage in Rome, El
Greco looked to Spain, and, failing
to find favor with King Philip II, he
settled by 1577 in Toledo, where he
remained until his death. Circum-
stance as well as talent contributed
to the uniqueness that is one of the
fascinations of El Greco’s art. He
was not bound by the strictures of
nature or by the properties of natural
light, and he was ceaselessly inven-
tive and a brilliant colorist. He ran
afoul of —but refused to be shack-
led by—the requirement that reli-
gious content be precisely depicted
in support of the orthodox goals of
the Counter-Reformation, and thus
it was fortunate that he worked in
Toledo, away from the center of
power.

The Toledan school was remark-
able only for its lack of distinction,
but in Toledo the artist found sympa-
thetic local patronage, and his cos-
mopolitan background, uncompro-
mising originality, and innate techni-
cal gifts combined to produce a
body of work set apart from the se-
vere and rather pedestrian natural-
ism that characterized the art of his
contemporaries. El Greco’s hybrid
and very personal style was, how-
ever, inimitable, and so he left no tal-
ented followers. With the passage of
time he was seen as an eccentric,
and then forgotten, only to be redis-
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covered after two hundred years as
a painter’s painter whose work ap-

pealed to Delacroix and Manet and
was copied by Cézanne.

During their trip to Spain in 1901
Mr. and Mrs. Havemeyer had heard
about El Greco’s Portrait of a Cardi-
nal (pl. 59) from Manuel Cossio,
the scholar who in 1908 would pub-
lish the first catalogue raisonné of El
Greco’s paintings.” The fervor born
of religious conviction that charac-
terizes the art of the Spanish church
is not easily accommodated in a do-
mestic environment, and the Have-
meyers were among many private
collectors who preferred secular sub-
jects. They were, however, drawn to
this ecclesiastical portrait, which
was acquired through Paul Durand-
Ruel in 1904. One of only three full-
lengths by El Greco, it is remarkable
for both the painterly quality of its
handling and the compelling charac-
terization of the sitter. The force of
the cardinal’s convictions is an-
nounced by his piercing, dominant
stare and talonlike grip. The sharp,
angular shapes of the stiffened wa-
tered silk and lace of his costume
overwhelm his slight body while
drawing attention to the spiritual

power of his office. The canvas is un-

matched among El Greco’s portraits
for the elaborately appointed inte-
rior—embossed and gilt leather wall
hangings, stained woodwork, col-
ored marbles, and velvet uphol-
stery—and for its brilliant hues and
stabbing, rapid-fire technique.

For the last seventy-five years El
Greco has been the object of intense
scholarly scrutiny, but the Have-
meyer portrait has resisted elucida-
tion. The character of the cardinal
was long interpreted in accordance

with the identification of the sitter
first proposed by Cossio in 1908.
Cossio thought he was Don Fer-
nando Nifio de Guevara (1541—
1609), who returned to Spain from
Rome in 1599 to take up the post of
inquisitor general and who served
from 16071 as archbishop of Seville.
A native of Toledo, he was a distin-
guished jurist known for his piety
and integrity. If, as seems likely, the
cardinal is Guevara, a date of about
1600 for the portrait can be as-
sumed. However, it is possible that
he is Cardinal Gaspar de Quiroga,
archbishop of Toledo from 1577
until his death in 1594, or Cardinal
Bernardo de Sandoval y Rojas

(d. 1618), archbishop from 1599.4
In paintings and engravings by other
Toledan portraitists of the later six-
teenth century the several candidates
are all represented as elderly and
bearded, but each of them lacks dis-
tinguishing physical characteristics.
By contrast El Greco’s sitter, with
his extraordinary eyeglasses, con-
forms to an elongated physical type
that must owe more to the artist’s
style than to literal appearance. It is
thus unlikely that the sitter’s identity
will ever be established with abso-

lute certainty.
In 1901 Mr. and Mrs. Havemeyer

had also heard, in this case from
Cassatt, about the View of Toledo
(pl. 60). They did not see the picture

Plate 59. El Greco (Domenikos
Theotokopoulos). Portrait of a
Cardinal, Probably Cardinal Don
Fernando Nino de Guevara, ca. 1600.
Oil on canvas, 677% x 42 % in.

(170.8 x 108 cm). H. O. Havemeyer
Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O.
Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.5) A304






while they were in Spain, and Mr.
Havemeyer did not respond to
Durand-Ruel’s offer of sale in 1907.
However, Mrs. Havemeyer acquired
El Greco’s only pure landscape when
she saw it in Paris in 1909. View of
Toledo is a hypnotic, symbolic, and
very unusual picture. Insofar as
there was any landscape painting in
the sixteenth century, the bird’s-eye
view, a sort of three-dimensional
map presented as if seen from
above, was the norm; but El Greco
shows only the Alcazar, the approach
from the west by the Alcantara
Bridge over the Tagus River, and the
bell tower of the cathedral, dramati-
cally displaced from the center of
the city. He emphasizes the vertical
dimension, so that the buildings seem
to spring upward into the dome of
the sky from the very unrealistically
painted green landscape. The light,
equally unnaturalistic, glows from
within with a sort of ominous com-
bustible force.

In deliberately denying the true ap-
pearance of Toledo, El Greco required
that his canvas be understood in
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some other, less literal terms. Per-
haps the View of Toledo is an em-
blem of the city’s former glory as
the seat of both church and state. It
is difficult to imagine the circum-
stances that might have inspired him
to paint this landscape, which seems
to have remained in his possession
until his death, and impossible to
construe its meaning in the absence
of contemporary evidence. The can-
vas is conspicuously signed but un-
dated, although it is believed to have
been painted about 1600. There are
buildings in it that may have some
particular significance but have not
as yet been securely identified. The
limits of scholarly endeavor have
never hampered our appreciation of
El Greco’s gifts as represented by the
landscape and the portrait. Their
compelling interest may be en-
hanced by the critical uncertainty
that surrounds them, and since 1930
they have been among a half-dozen
works by which the Metropolitan is
best known to the museum-going
public.

KB

1. The El Greco literature is vast. The stan-
dard work of reference is the catalogue
raisonné by Harold E. Wethey, El
Greco and His School, 2 vols.,
Princeton, N.]., 1962. For a recent
scholarly overview, see Jonathan Brown
et al., El Greco of Toledo, exh. cat.,
Boston, 1982, and for the Portrait of a
Cardinal,, which was not included in
the Toledo Museum of Art exhibition
this catalogue accompanied, see Jona-
than Brown and Dawson A. Carr, “Por-
trait of a Cardinal: Nifio de Guevara or
Sandoval y Rojas?,” Studies in the His-
tory of Art 11 (National Gallery of Art,
Washington, D.C., 1982), pp. 33—42.

2. This monograph was revised and up-
dated by the author’s daughter: Manuel
B. Cossio, El Greco, ed. Natalia Cossio
de Jiménez, Barcelona, 1972.

3. Ibid,, pp. 250-53, pl. 97, pp. 293-94,
cat. no. 354.

4. In addition to Brown and Carr, “Por-

trait,” see Brown et al., El Greco, p.

54, fig. 19. The late Xavier de Salas pro-
posed to identify the sitter as Quiroga
in 1982 (unpublished opinion).



Plate 60. El Greco (Domenikos Theotokopoulos). View of Toledo, ca. 1600. Oil on canvas, 47% x 42% in. (121.3 x
108.6 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.6) A3zo3
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THE HAVEMEYER
REMBRANDTS

Dutch paintings in the Havemeyer
collection, and especially the Rem-
brandts, were Harry Havemeyer’s
pictures. He bought his first three
paintings by Rembrandt—the van
Beresteyn pendant portraits (pls. 61,
62) and Herman Doomer, then
known as The Gilder (pl. 63) —in
December 1888 and in March 1889,
respectively. Havemeyer paid nearly
record prices on both occasions,
which he could do thanks to his cen-
tral role in forming the Sugar Trust
in 1887. The large pair of portraits
was acquired from the Fifth Avenue
firm of Cottier and Co. for $60,000,
and another New York dealer,
William Schaus, received at least
$70,000 for Herman Doomer (the
pendant to which was sold sepa-
rately about 1750 and is now in

the State Hermitage Museum in

St. Petersburg).

H. O. Havemeyer had earlier col-
lected fine Chinese and Japanese
decorative wares and Barbizon land-
scapes. The influence of Louisine
Havemeyer, whom he married in
1883, may have encouraged Harry’s
purchase, with the van Beresteyn
portraits, of Delacroix’s Expulsion
of Adam and Eve (A265), but he
had bought the same painter’s Arab
Rider (A262) at Knoedler’s in New
York in 1882. In all his acquisitions
of the 1880s Havemeyer revealed
considerable discernment, although
his taste was entirely consistent with
that of polite East Coast society at
the time. It may be said that the
Rembrandts also reflected conven-
tional taste, but they were recog-
nized as in another class, that of
great old master paintings. There
can be little doubt that Harry, who
had recently turned forty and be-
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Plate 61. Rembrandt Harmensz. van Rijn. Portrait of a Man, 1632. Oil on
canvas, 44 X 35 in. (111.8 x 88.9 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of
Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.3) A445

come a much wealthier man, was
placing himself in a more venerable
category when he embraced the
class of paintings represented by
his first three Rembrandsts. As it
happens, this was more true than
Havemeyer ever knew: of the eight
“Rembrandts” that he had assem-
bled in his library, the Rembrandt
Room (fig. 30), by the fall of

1892—less than four years after the
van Beresteyn purchase—only the
first three acquisitions are autograph
works by the master himself.

The five other pictures were all
supplied by the Durand-Ruels, effec-
tively on just two occasions. In No-
vember 1890 they brought three
then unquestioned Rembrandts to
New York. Havemeyer immediately



Plate 62. Rembrandt Harmensz. van Rijn. Portrait of a Woman, 1632. Oil on
canvas, 44 X 35 in. (111.8 x 88.9 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of
Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.4) A446

bought the Portrait of a Man—The
Treasurer (A456), dated 1632,
which in composition bears a strik-
ing resemblance to the so-called
Christian Paul van Beresteyn (pl.
61). The latter and its pendant,
which possibly represent some as yet
unidentified members of the van
Beresteyn family, have themselves
lately but wrongly been described by

a small minority of Rembrandt
scholars as studio works and stand
at the center of a lively dispute. The
Treasurer, by contrast, dropped
completely out of the flourishing lit-
erature on the artist after Horst Ger-
son, in 1969, followed Kurt Bauch
in rejecting it from Rembrandt’s
oeuvre.'

In February 1891 Havemeyer

paid $50,000 for the Portrait
of an Old Woman (A11), which
is falsely signed and dated
1640. The panel, possibly an old
copy or a studio version of a por-
trait by Jacob Backer (Rembrandt’s
independent colleague in the early
1630s), would at best bring the
same amount today. The third Rem-
brandt offered by Durand-Ruel in
1890-91, a picture declined by
Harry, was the famous David Play-
ing Before Saul now in the
Mauritshuis in The Hague. The
painting may be partly by Rem-
brandt and, like The Polish Rider in
the Frick Collection in New York,
will remain an ardently contested
work for some time to come.
Havemeyer wanted a critical mass
of Rembrandts to decorate the li-
brary in his new house on Fifth Ave-
nue. The same approach produced
very similar results for Benjamin Alt-
man, who, as John G. Johnson ac-
idly remarked in 1909, “cannot get
too much of a good thing [Rem-
brandt portraits]. He now has
eight.”* It was at Havemeyer’s re-
quest that Paul Durand-Ruel fol-
lowed the Princesse de Sagan to
Trouville and secured another pair
of portraits, called “The Admiral
and His Wife” (pls.192,193), in
June 1892. In 1969 Gerson, follow-
ing A. Burroughs, considered the
canvases “certainly by E Bol,”? but
that artist no longer is counted
among the Rembrandt followers
who are now thought possibly to be
responsible for these Amsterdam
products of the mid-seventeenth cen-
tury. Havemeyer’s last “Rembrandt,”
Portrait of a Young Man in a Broad-
Brimmed Hat (A459), is a vaguely
Bol-like work that has not entered
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into serious discussions of Rembrandt
during the past fifty years.

Rembrandt scholars of Have-
meyer’s day would not have ques-
tioned for a moment any of the
eight portraits constituting the Rem-
brandt Room. In 1893 the preemi-
nent authority, Wilhelm von Bode,
praised the Havemeyer Rembrandts
as beyond equal in private collec-
tions, and in an article written in
1902 Bode remembered generously
“nine portraits from Rembrandt’s
hand” that “Henry Havemeyer has
assembled within a few years.”*
Bode himself was eagerly buying
Rembrandts for the Kaiser-Friedrich-
Museum in Berlin, which, like the
comparable institutions in Amster-
dam, London, New York, and Paris,
has since the 1930s seen about half
of its Rembrandts reassigned to
other artists and in some cases to
other centuries. Of the 643 Rem-
brandts catalogued by America’s
leading expert, Wilhelm Valentiner,
in the 1909 Klassiker der Kunst vol-
ume, less than half are accepted
today, and over 9o percent of the
108 “rediscovered” Rembrandts
published in Valentiner’s supplemen-
tary volume, Wiedergefundene
Gemalde (1923), are no longer
listed under Rembrandt’s name.

As Johnson noted, it was portraits
by Rembrandt that Americans wanted,

Plate 63. Rembrandt Harmensz. van
Rijn. Herman Doomer, 1640. Oil on
wood, 29%8 x 21% in. (75.2 X 55.3
cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection,
Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer,
1929 (29.100.1) A449

and this was largely the case also
with respect to English painters, who
in their view included van Dyck.
The interiors of Anglo-Saxon man-
sions, not Roman palazzi, were the
essential models for American home
decoration on the grand scale.
Harry’s rejection of the celebrated
David Playing Before Saul was a
typical exercise in American taste,
which did not extend to another
culture’s mythology (much less reli-
gion) or to tragic encounters with
weak-willed individuals. There was
a strong element of self-identifica-
tion and a quest for surrogate ances-
try in the American admiration of
sober portraits by Rembrandt and
by other masters of the Old World.
The Rembrandt Room was Harry’s
study and the usual setting for
dignified entertainments. The Rem-
brandts and the two small and ear-
nest portraits by Hals (pls. 64, 65)
that hung there established an air of
propriety that somehow became the
collector’s own.

Similarly, Havemeyer’s other
Dutch pictures—two de Hoochs
(pl. 187,A327) and works by or at-
tributed to Cuyp, Kalf, and familiar
contemporaries (A172,173,336,372,
498)—were painted by some of the
dozen or so most desired Dutch art-
ists in America during the 1890s.
On the whole these landscapes and

interior views suggested pastoral or
domestic tranquillity and enhanced
one’s sense of the home as a refuge
from public life.

The inevitable pressures of big
business were intensified for Have-
meyer between 1888 and 1891,
when antitrust sentiment and legisla-
tion were repeatedly in the news. It
has been suggested that “Harry’s
public manner became noticeably
more severe” as a result and that he
was not named a trustee of the
Metropolitan Museum because
other businessmen and collectors (in
particular Henry Marquand) con-
sidered Havemeyer’s image insuffi-
ciently reserved.’ When Harry retired
to the Rembrandt Room, he must
have felt a great relief from the out-
side world for reasons he would not
have been able to articulate clearly
and would not care to if he could.

WL

1. Bredius/Gerson 1969, no. 168; Kurt
Bauch, Rembrandt: Gemiilde, Berlin,
1966, p. 47.

2. See Walter Liedtke, “Dutch Paintings in
America: The Collectors and Their Ide-
als,” in Great Dutch Paintings from
America, exh. cat., Mauritshuis, The
Hague, and The Fine Arts Museums of
San Francisco, 1990, p. 48.

3. Bredius/Gerson 1969, p. 566, under no.
2235 A. Burroughs, Art Criticism from
a Laboratory, Boston, 1938, p. 157.

4. Weitzenhoffer 1986, p. 63.

5. Ibid., p. 69.

65



Plate 64. Frans Hals. Petrus Scriverius, 1626. Oil on
wood, 8% x 6% in. (22.2 x 16.5 cm). H. O. Havemeyer
Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929

(29.100.8) A320

Plate 66

Rembrandt Harmensz. van
Rijn

A COTTAGE AMONG
TREES

Pen and brown ink on tan laid paper,
6% x 1078 in. (17.2 X 27.5 cm)

H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of
Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929

29.100.939
Ags0

When Mr. Havemeyer purchased
eight Rembrandt drawings at the
Seymour Haden sale in London on
June 15, 1891, preparations were
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under way for the Havemeyers to
move into their splendid new resi-
dence at 1 East 66th Street. In the
following year he acquired three por-
trait paintings, then attributed to the
great Dutch master, to complete the
extraordinary display of eight Rem-
brandt portraits in his new library,
the Rembrandt Room (fig. 30 ).

The drawings he selected repre-
sent the range of Rembrandt’s sub-
ject matter. They include figure
studies, a biblical scene, and land-
scapes. One of the drawings, Inte-
rior of a Picture Gallery (A335), has
since been reassigned to Hans

Plate 65. Frans Hals. Anna van der Aar, 1626. Oil on
wood, 8% x 672 in. (22.2 x 16.5 cm). H. O. Havemeyer
Collection, Bequest of Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929
(29.100.9) A319

Jordaens III (Flemish, fl. 1619-43).
The remaining seven have retained
their attribution, although recent
opinion has cast some doubts on the
superbly drawn Seated Man Wear-
ing a Flat Cap and Nathan Admon-
ishing David (2 Samuel 12:1-15)
(A448, 453), suggesting they may

be the work of Rembrandt’s ablest
pupils.

Not surprisingly, A Cottage
Among Trees was recognized at the
sale as the finest among the twenty-
five Rembrandt drawings there. It
alone fetched £130, whereas the oth-
ers averaged £30. The drawing be-



longs to the artist’s mature period,
when his interest turned briefly to
the landscape. This exceptional
work is one of a group of land-
scape studies that were executed
about 1650—51 (the high point of
Rembrandt’s classical period). In
technique and poetic mood it shows
a strong indebtedness to the six-
teenth-century Venetian masters,
whose landscape prints he collected.
With a fine quill pen Rembrandt
transformed this solitary cottage,
partially hidden by trees, into an
image of pictorial richness and mon-
umental grandeur. Alternating be-

tween broad strokes and tightly
rendered ones, he captured the
movement in the trees as the wind
blew across the lowlands. The spec-
tator is drawn to the firmly rooted

dwelling receding into the space of
the composition; cast in shadow, it
seems shrouded in mystery.

HBM
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Plate 67

Rembrandt Harmensz. van
Rijn

PORTRAIT OF
THOMAS JACOBSZ.
HAARINGH (THE

“OLD HAARINGH?”),
ca. 1655

Drypoint and burin on paper, second state of
two, plate: 7% x 5 %6 in. (19.5 X 14.7 cm);
sheet: 778 x 5 %6 in. (20 x 15 cm)

H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of
Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929

29.107.23

Two portraits of men from the
Haaringh family, etched about
1655-56, were in the Havemeyer
collection. The father, “Old
Haaringh,” shown here, was bailiff
to the Amsterdam Court of Insol-
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vency and was later responsible for
the sale of Rembrandt’s house and
possessions. His son, the “Young
Haaringh,” was a lawyer and was
also involved with Rembrandt’s
bankruptcy.

By 1655 Rembrandt was a distin-
guished portrait painter and etcher.
His early etched heads, those from
the 1630s and the 1640s, were often
not portraits but studies of his own
head, made while he sat in front of
a mirror, wearing different caps,
hats, or hairstyles. By the time he
etched the Haaringhs, experience
gained from his continual experi-
ments in the etching and drypoint
techniques allowed him to concen-
trate on the character and emotions
of his sitters to produce portraits

that are masterpieces. JSB

Plate 68

Rembrandt Harmensz. van
Rijn

CHRIST WITH THE
SICK AROUND HIM,
RECEIVING LITTLE
CHILDREN (THE
“HUNDRED GUILDER
PRINT?”), ca. 1649

Etching, drypoint, and burin on paper
watermarked with a lily in a shield,
countermark IV, second state of two, plate:
11X 1572 in. (28 x 39.4 cm); sheet:

1178 x 15%8 in. (28.3 X 39.8 cm)

H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of
Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929

29.107.35

Rembrandt combined several stories
from the life of Christ in this image
and used a dramatic composition
with strong shadows and with light
concentrated on the central figure.
A street crowd of Christ’s followers
is immobilized for a magic moment;
each character is a real and expres-
sive individual with a personal story.
Working on the copperplate of
the “Hundred Guilder Print” for
some ten years, Rembrandt experi-
mented with the inking and printed
on different kinds of paper. He did
not sign the copperplate, perhaps
indicating that he was reluctant to

think he had finished it.
JSB

Plate 69

Rembrandt Harmensz. van
Rijn

LANDSCAPE WITH
THREE GABLED

COTTAGES BESIDE A
ROAD, 1650

Etching and drypoint on paper watermarked
with a foolscap, third state of three, plate:
6% x 8 in. (16.3 x 20.3 cm); sheet:

6%6 x 8% in. (16.7 x 20.9 cm)

Signed and dated |.1.: Rembrandt f 1650

H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of
Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929

29.107.33



From time to time after producing
an etching, Rembrandt returned to
his copperplate and made changes.
Shadows were often introduced or
strengthened, as in the Landscape
with Three Gabled Cottages Beside
a Road. Three times Rembrandt
added shadows to this plate, but he
did not change the entire composi-
tion, as he did most notably in his
Three Crosses, where figures disap-
pear in new shadows under a sky
darkening in cataclysm. Recognizing
that he had said all that he wanted
to say about the three gabled cot-
tages in a landscape endowed with
the pervasive smells of chilly damp-
ness—of mud, of wet grass, of
woodsmoke—Rembrandt signed his

copperplate and dated it 1650.
JSB




THE HAVEMEYERS
AND ANTOINE-
LOUIS BARYE

In 1906, when the American sculp-
tor Daniel Chester French was
Chairman of The Metropolitan Mu-
seum of Art’s recently formed
Trustees’ Committee on Sculpture,
he reported that the Museum had
“few or no examples of Barye,
Rodin, St. Gaudens and other mod-
ern sculptors of the first importance.”

Figure 6. Dining room, 1 East 66th Street
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He went on to add that “the expen-
diture of a sum equal to the cast of
one work of antiquity, of historic or
archaeological value, would create a
collection of popular interest and
would tend to stimulate this impor-
tant art.”" French was speaking of
the Metropolitan’s holdings, but a
few blocks away from the Museum
in the house of Henry O. and Louis-
ine Havemeyer, a collection of small
bronzes by one of the three artists
mentioned in his report, Antoine-
Louis Barye, the animal sculptor
par excellence of nineteenth-century
Paris, had long been cherished.

A photograph (fig. 6) made in
1892 of the dining room of the

Havemeyers’ Tiffany-designed house
documents the collection as it ex-
isted at the time.* A veritable menag-
erie of small bronze animals inhab-
ited the mantelpiece above the
fireplace, while miniature versions
of two of Barye’s most successful
monumental sculptures perched on
the andirons below. Atop the left
andiron stood one of the reductions
of the Lion Crushing a Serpent, ini-

tially commissioned by the French
government for the gardens of the
Tuileries as a lifesize bronze from a
plaster model exhibited in the Paris
Salon of 1833. On the right andiron
was a tiny Seated Lion, first mod-
eled in 1835, which in its original




Plate 70. Antoine-Louis Barye. Lion Crushing a Serpent, Plate 71. Antoine-Louis Barye. Jaguar Devouring a Croco-

cast after 1848 from model in reduced size of ca. 1832. dile, cast at unknown date from model probably of ca.

Bronze with greenish patina, h. 107 in. (25.4 cm). Signed 1858-60. Bronze with dark brown patina on wood base,

on base: BARYE. Shelburne Museum, Shelburne, Vermont, I. 978 in. (25.1 cm). Signed on base: BARYE. Shelburne

Gift of the Webb Estate (26-26) Museum, Shelburne, Vermont, Gift of the Webb Estate
(26—28)

Plate 72. Antoine-Louis Barye. Wolf Seizing a Stag by the Throat, cast ca. 1875 from model of ca. 1830-43. Bronze with
green patina, l. 177% in. (44.5 cm). Signed on base: BARYE. Shelburne Museum, Shelburne, Vermont, Gift of the Webb
Estate (26-24)
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Plate 73. Antoine-Louis Barye. Elephants by a Pool. Watercolor on wove paper,
13 X 19%8 in. (33.1 X 49.9 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of Mrs.
H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.593) A19

size now guards the portal of the
Pavillon de Flore on the side of the
Louvre that fronts on the Seine. On
the mantel itself two smaller reduc-
tions of the Lion Crushing a Serpent
(pl. 70) flanked, from right to left,
the Jaguar Devouring a Crocodile
(pl. 71), the Panther of Tunis, the In-
dian Mounted on an Elephant
Crushing a Tiger, the Asian Ele-
phant or Elephant of Cochin China,
and what is probably the Python
Swallowing a Doe. The cornice
above supported the Walking Lion
and the Walking Tiger and still
another cast of the Lion Crushing

a Serpent.’

Not all of the Havemeyers’
bronzes were present, however, in
the 1892 photograph of the dining
room. A letter preserved in the
Shelburne Museum in Vermont in-
forms us that the bronze Wolf Seiz-
ing a Stag by the Throat (pl. 72) was
purchased by Henry O. Havemeyer
in 1895 from one Edward Sutton
Smith, who had ordered it from
Barye shortly before the sculptor’s
death in 1875.

Barye, whose early career was fur-

72

thered greatly by commissions from
the French royal family, lost his
most important French patrons with
the downfall of King Louis-Philippe
in 1848. The blow was made more
severe by his artistic differences with
the neoclassically oriented officials
of the French Academy. Even before
the monarchy collapsed, however,
Barye had turned to making small
bronzes in quantity for middle-class
collectors, setting up a short-lived
partnership for the purpose with the
entrepreneur Emile Martin in 1845.°
Barye later marketed his bronzes
with the aid of a series of catalogues
that permitted the purchaser to
order from a vatiety of available
models.

The earliest catalogue, published
in 1847,° divided the sculpture into
four categories and noted that those
in category two would be suitable
for the decoration of clocks for
offices and bedrooms, while others
in category three, among them the
reduced version of the Lion Crush-
ing a Serpent, would be appropriate
for formal drawing rooms. The
fourth category included candle-

sticks, candelabra, an inkwell, and
other decorative objects, though not
andirons like those in the Havemeyer
dining room, which may have been
a conceit specially assembled for the
Havemeyers. Thus, while Barye pro-
duced some of the best monumental
sculpture of the Romantic period in
nineteenth-century French art, much
of which is still to be seen in present-
day Paris, he also made small bronzes
for collectors; moreover, his ideas
about the use of these small pieces
as decorative elements were, in fact,
not far removed from the way the
Havemeyers displayed them.

The Havemeyers were delighted
by Barye’s watercolors as well as by
his small sculpture, and their pur-
chases in the former category consti-
tute a sizable portion of the surviving
oeuvre of the artist. Among the
twenty-five Barye watercolors that
were part of the Havemeyer gift to
the Metropolitan Museum are such
choice examples as the Elephants by
a Pool (pl. 73), the Tiger Rolling on
Its Back (A39), and the Vultures on
a Tree (pl. 74).7 These display the
same consummate skill in rendering
animals and birds found in Barye’s
modeling of sculpture and are the
fruit of his years of observation in
the menagerie of the Jardin des
Plantes in Paris, where he sketched
and modeled from life, sometimes in
the company of his old friend Delacroix.

Barye’s art was greatly admired by
nineteenth-century Americans. The
wealthy Baltimore collector William
T. Walters was the most prominent
patron of the sculptor in his later
years. Walters, on the advice of the
American expatriate George A.
Lucas, began buying Barye’s bronzes
in 1861.% His collection, now in the
Walters Art Gallery in Baltimore,
contains a number of the finest
small bronzes that Barye produced,
notably some of those intended for
the surtout de table commissioned
by the French king’s eldest son, the
Duke of Orléans (1810-1842). In
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Plate 74. Antoine-Louis Barye. Vultures on a Tree. Watercolor on wove paper,
10'%6 x 1578 in. (27.2 x 38.4 cm). H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of
Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929 (29.100.596) A41

1874 Walters was instrumental in
commissioning an example of each
of Barye’s bronzes for William Wil-
son Corcoran’s newly established
Corcoran Gallery of Art in Washing-
ton, D.C., where he was a trustee.’
Walters and Lucas were zealous
fund-raisers for a monument that
was to be erected in Barye’s honor
on the rue Sully in Paris. As head
of the American Barye Monument
Association, Walters not only formu-
lated the plans but also lent gener-
ously to an exhibition of Barye’s art
in American collections organized to
raise money for the monument,
which opened at the American Art
Galleries in New York on Novem-
ber 15, 1889. (The Metropolitan
Museum lent the bronze Theseus
Fighting the Centaur Bianor that
had been the gift of its trustee Sam-
uel P. Avery in 1885. Avery was an-
other enthusiastic collector of Barye’s
art and the lender of thirty of his
own Baryes to the exhibition in
New York.) The catalogue, which
included more than five hundred
works by the artist, was written by
Cyrus J. Lawrence, whose own con-

siderable collection formed an even
larger portion of the exhibition than
Avery’s and is now the nucleus of
The Brooklyn Museum’s Barye
holdings.

Henry O. Havemeyer had bought
at least one of Barye’s bronzes, as
well as an unidentified oil painting
by him, through Lucas in 1886.'°
Another bronze, a Lion Crushing a
Serpent, was purchased for $675 at
the American Art Galleries nine
months before the Barye exhibition
opened there.'" These were not
among the works in the November
exhibition. However, that exhibition
evidently reinforced the Havemeyers’
interest in Baryé and prompted their
purchases of additional bronzes and
watercolors from Durand-Ruel,
which included the andirons.'*

The Seated Lion and the Lion
Crushing a Serpent are now in the
collection of the Shelburne Museum,

as are the Walking Lion, the Walking

Tiger, the Indian Mounted on an
Elephant Crushing a Tiger, the
Asian Elephant, and the Jaguar De-
vouring a Crocodile. In Louisine
Havemeyer’s “Notes to Her Chil-

dren,” four Barye bronzes were ear-
marked for Electra Havemeyer, an
enthusiastic sportswoman. None
were among the gifts to The Metro-
politan Museum of Art.
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Plate 75
Honoré Daumier

THE CONNOISSEUR,
1860-65

Pen and ink, wash, watercolor, conté crayon,
and gouache over black chalk on wove paper,
17% X 14 in. (43.8 X 35.5 cm)

H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of
Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929

29.100.200

Ar79
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Daumier spent most of his life draw-

ing for the wide audience reached
by France’s popular press. But when
he was temporarily let go from the
magazine Le Charivari in 1860, he
began to produce highly finished
watercolors designed particularly for
collectors. The Paris art market of
the late nineteenth century, no longer
the exclusive realm of princes and
barons, flourished thanks to the

keen interest of art-loving lawyers,
bankers, industrialists, and merchants.
Daumier often pictured the broad
spectrum of enthusiasts attending ex-
hibitions or visiting artists’ studios;
here he portrayed the model connois-
seur engaged in the rapt contempla-
tion of his collection.

The special object of this collec-
tor’s appreciation is a tabletop rep-
lica of the Venus de Milo, the



monumental Greek marble that
came to symbolize the beauty of an-
tique art upon its installation in the
Louvre in 1821. As if aware of the
admiration directed toward her (by
the sculpted and painted men in the
room as well as by the connoisseur),
the statuette returns the collector’s
gaze, somewhat impudently, it
seems, and with exaggerated body
torsion—which was modified in the
original sculpture when its upper
and lower parts were readjusted
in187r1.

Among the five known prepara-
tory sketches for this finely worked
watercolor, one concentrates on the
Venus alone, and another is a char-
coal study of the composition dedi-
cated to the actor-producer Alfred
Baron (Cléophas), a friend of the
artist’s.” The present work belonged
to another of Daumier’s friends, the
landscape painter Jules Dupré. On
September 19, 1895, the Havemeyers
purchased the picture from Durand-
Ruel,* in whose Paris galleries it first
had been displayed in 1878, in the
only one-man exhibition given to
Daumier during his lifetime.

CI

1. Maison 1968, 2, nos. 113, 114, 368,
369, 806; the Havemeyer watercolor is
no. 37o. See also Jacob Bean, 100 Euro-
pean Drawings in The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, New York, 1964,
no. 71.

2. Purchase no. 3367 P.

Plate 76
Honoré Daumier

A MAN READING IN A
GARDEN, 1860-635

Watercolor over black chalk, with pen and
ink, wash, and conté crayon on wove paper,
13%6 x 10% in. (33.8 x 27 cm)

Verso: preliminary study in pen and brown
ink, gray wash, and conté crayon

H. O. Havemeyer Collection, Bequest of
Mrs. H. O. Havemeyer, 1929

29.100.199

A178

Daumier was introduced to the
pleasures of the countryside by his
friends the Barbizon painters Corot,
Millet, Dupré, and especially Daubi-
gny, who brought him to the village
of Valmondois, a short train ride
northwest of Paris. It was there that
Daumier spent much of his old age,
taking a lease on a cottage in 1865,
while retaining a studio in Paris.
There is no reason to believe
that the sitter in this watercolor is
Corot, as once was thought. The
man might just as well be Daumier
himself settled down with a good
book in the embrace of branching
trees and dappled sunlight. The su-
perb structure of the composition
and its finely tuned transparency are
compelling enough to have attracted
the attention of Cézanne; such focus
and balance were achieved only
after Daumier completed at least

two preliminary studies, one worked
on the back of this same sheet."

The Havemeyers purchased Man
Reading in a Garden, as they did
Daumier’s Connoisseur, from the
dealers Durand-Ruel.* The two
works might have been displayed at-
tractively side by side as pendant
scenes of contemplative life agree-
ably pursued indoors and out, the
man-made order of the furnished in-
terior in marked contrast to the fluc-
tuations of nature and the open air.

CI

1. Maison 1968, 2, nos. 359, 360; the
Havemeyer watercolor is no. 361. See
also Jacob Bean, roo European Draw-
ings in The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, New York, 1964, no. 7o.

2. The exact date of the drawing’s purchase
is not known. It was lent by Durand-Ruel
to an exhibition at the Union League
Club in New York in 1890 and men-
tioned in a review of that show published
in Art Amateur 22 (May 1890), p. 122.
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Plate 77
William Merritt Chase

AZALEAS (VASE OF
FLOWERS), ca. 1882

Oil on canvas, 31 x 37 in. (78.7 x 94 cm)
Private collection

A81

An 1892 photograph of the balcony
of the skylit gallery of the Have-
meyer house shows Chase’s Azaleas
(Vase of Flowers) prominently dis-
played next to a tall case filled with
Chinese porcelain vases. This opu-
lent still-life painting portrays on a
narrow table covered with a pea-
cock-blue cloth a highly glazed rus-
tic green pottery jar filled with pink
and white azaleas. To the right of
the jar is a shiny glass bowl lying on
its side against the mottled dark
background wall. A pair of ladies’
kidskin gloves and a pale pink
ladies’ handkerchief are casually laid
on the table toward the right.

The jar and the bowl echo objects
that the Havemeyers collected. Aza-
leas, shrubs that are often hybrids of
American and Asian strains, reflect
the dual taste for the Occidental and

Oriental that guided their acquisi-
tions. The gloves and handkerchief
suggest the elegant and active life
that they pursued and announce a
woman’s presence in relation to the
objects assembled on the tabletop.
As it bespeaks the Havemeyers’
cosmopolitan taste and social life,
Chase’s floral still life was an appro-
priate exception to their indifference
to American painting. (Other than
works by their friend Cassatt, the
Havemeyers owned only a few
American canvases, most of which
were landscapes.) Completed about
1882, Azaleas typifies key aspects of
Chase’s work. The dark tonalities of
the background and the bold brush-
work recall the contemporary paint-
ing of Munich, where he studied in
the 1870s. The extraordinary free-
dom with which he constructed the
gloves and handkerchief out of
shards of pale paint proclaims his
admiration for the style of Manet,

whose Woman with a Parrot and
Boy with a Sword (fig. 1) he had
helped New York collector Erwin
Davis acquire from the artist in

1881. The rapid rendering of the
mass of flowers and the play of com-
plementaries in the jar and the
flowers anticipate Chase’s experi-
ments in Impressionism in the mid-
1880s. While fewer than 1o canvases
among Chase’s 120 still-life paint-
ings depict floral subjects, flowers
and bric-a-brac challenged him to
produce some of his most successful
still lifes and allude to his own pas-
sionate collecting.

The catalogue of the sale of paint-
ings from Mrs. Havemeyer’s estate
indicates that Chase’s Azaleas was
purchased from the artist himself.
Although Cassatt, whom Chase had
met in Paris in June 1881, might
have encouraged the acquisition,
that Tiffany proposed it is just as
likely. Tiffany was closely involved
with Chase in organizing and install-
ing the 1883 Bartholdi Pedestal
Fund Art Loan Exhibition in New
York, and he may have recognized
how appropriate Azaleas would be
to the spirit and the decorative
needs of his leading clients’ gallery.

HBW
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THE HAVEMEYERS
AND THE DEGAS
BRONZES

If the Havemeyers were not remark-
ably daring in their collecting of
small bronzes by Antoine-Louis
Barye, the case was quite different
when it came to acquiring the sculp-
ture of Edgar Degas. Degas’s sculp-
ture is essentially a private art, akin
to the sketch or drawing, and it re-
mained largely unknown during the
artist’s lifetime. The only sculpture
that Degas ever exhibited, The Little
Fourteen-Year-Old Dancer (fig. 67),
was shown in the sixth Impression-
ist exhibition, held in Paris in 1881,
but the work has little to do with
Impressionism. Modeled in wax and
wearing a real bodice, stockings,
shoes, cotton skirt, and horsehair
wig with satin ribbon, the figure as-
tonished Degas’s contemporaries,
not only for its unorthodox use of
materials and colors but also and
above all for its realism, judged brut-
ish by some." The Little Fourteen-
Year-Old Dancer was not again seen
publicly until April 1920.>

The remaining examples of Degas’s
surviving sculpture, for the most
part modeled in wax, clay, and plas-
tiline, are essentially intimate in
character, evidently intended for the
artist’s own pleasure; indeed, it was
not until Degas’s death in 1917 that
their existence became common
knowledge. Many were by that time
in advanced stages of decay, but il-
lustrations of The Little Fourteen-
Year-Old Dancer, as well as of some
of the other better-preserved exam-
ples, were soon published in French
journals,? and several even appeared
in the March 1919 issue of Vanity
Fair.* The debate about their preser-
vation and ultimate disposition
began.

Among those who had long
known of this sculpture trove was
Louisine Havemeyer. Louisine’s first
purchase, made in 1877, was a
Degas pastel titled Ballet Rehearsal
(now in the Nelson-Atkins Museum
of Art in Kansas City) (pl. 2).% In
1894 she and Harry began collect-
ing Degas’s paintings in earnest, but
not until 1903, on a visit to Degas’s
studio with the indefatigable Mary
Cassatt, did she see The Little Four-
teen-Year-Old Dancer and decide
that she wanted to buy it. Letters
written about 1903 indicate that
Degas seriously contemplated mak-
ing repairs to the sculpture, as well
as the possibility of having it cast in
bronze, in preparation for its sale.®
However, nothing came of these con-
siderations, perhaps because Degas
was notoriously ambivalent about
preserving his sculpture in the rela-
tively permanent medium of bronze.

Louisine seems to have bided her
time until 1917, after the artist’s
death, when a flurry of letters about
the availability and condition of the
figure commenced between Louisine
and Cassatt. Degas’s heirs were in
disagreement about a great many
things, however, and the price of
The Little Fourteen-Year-Old Dancer
kept rising. The price of Fr 500,000
quoted in 19197 was doubled in
1920.% The condition of the sculp-
ture was far from certain and the
price was too high for Louisine.
How amazed she might have been
had she lived to see one of the multi-
ple posthumous bronzes cast from
the original figure auctioned for
$10,120,000.°

In the meanwhile the heirs of
Degas had decided to authorize a se-
ries of casts or editions of bronzes
to be made from seventy-two of the
small figures. These were chiefly
dancers, bathers, and horses: many
repetitions of the same subject, but
with subtle transformations in com-
position or in the dynamics of move-
ment within the figure. Paul-Albert

Bartholomé, a sculptor and Degas’s
longtime friend, was to prepare the
figures for casting, and the execu-
tion of the editions to be put into
the hands of the Paris foundry A.-A.
Hébrard et Cie.

In the contract, which is dated
May 13, 1918, it was stipulated that
each edition would be limited to
twenty casts, plus one for Adrien
Hébrard, head of the foundry, and
one for Degas’s heirs.' All the
bronzes were to be stamped Degas,
and a method of marking the indi-
vidual casts was outlined, but it was
not, in fact, the one actually used.
Instead, as the catalogue for the first
exhibition of the bronzes in Paris
stated, each sculpture was to be as-
signed a number (1-73, although,
in actual practice, 73, The Little
Fourteen-Year-Old Dancer [pl. 78],
was not numbered) and e<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>