HANS HOLBEIN the Younger
Germasn school, 1497/8 - 1543

This srtist wes born st Augsburg in 149?—8J the son
of Holbein the Elder, by whom he was trained. By 1515 he was
gt 3313, where his elder brother Ambrosius is recorded gs a
peinter, snd he took part at this time in the decoration of
Erasemus's book The Prezise of Folly. Fronm 1517*tﬂ 1519 he wsas
at Lucerne,amd was & member of the Guild of Bt Iuke there ; and
it is probablg that he visited North Italy durirg this period.
He became gz member of the psinters' guild st Bale in September
1519, and a citisen there in July of the following year. During
the ensuing period which he spent in Bale he was kept busy with
paintings, did drawings for steined glas= and woddcut illustrations,

ani drew the blocks for his famous series of the Dance of Death.
A visit to Frence in 1524 is recorded, and he is to be identified
a8 the painter mentioned by Erssmus, in 21 letter of August 1536,
as on his wey to Englend. He is correspondingly recorded in
London in a letter from Sir Thomas More to Erasmus of December
that yesr. On this first veisit to England, he undertook a large
portrait of Mﬂrets family, which appesrs never to have been
completed, sné also vainted Archbishop Warhsm srd made decorstions
for one o° Henry VIII's celebraztions st Greenwich —— the first

of 2 long series of works for the Kinz. He returned to Bal= in
1528, but wes in London egain by 1532, sndé now éettled there.

fle enteted Henry VIII's service (the date of this ia unknown,

but he is referred to as a roysl servent in 1536). In warch 1538
he was in Brussels, gnd in France later that same yesr, after
which he vsisited Bsle briefly. 4He made his will in London

on QOetober 7, 1543 and died between the» and the end of WNovenber.
fg worked as a painter, draughteman, and book illustrator, end

also did jewellery-degigns, vegeant—designs amd fresco decorations.
In England he did mainly portraits.

Self-Fortrait

kads, 0il on penel, 4% ins.fdiameter.
monogramied HH either side of head, and inscr.
e Mo Ugo sus AN, ISHZ. el ACTA 45




Condition

Restored in the 1870s by Andress Muller. It was reported
then that the oszk panel had been broken on the left side and
repaired, and that the inscription had been somewhat strengthene BL}
The last figure of the date appears today to be somewhat duhiou&u’

Provenance

Von Stackelberg family, Schloss Fahna, near Riga {18?359;
Emil Paravicini-Engel, Bzle (from 1929) ; Silberman Galleries,
New York (1936). Acguired by Dr Clowes in 19 A
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Yersions

1. Private colln., Switzerlamd. il on panel, 12.5 cm. in
dismeter, (Knackfuss, 1902, p.l154 ; Schmid, 1951, ill. pp.29ff.)
Green background. Inscr. HH either side of the head, and beneath
each of the letters AN® 154(3?) --last figure illegible -- and
AETA 4#51 Considerbbly damaged, restored 1949 with removal of earlie
retouchings. From the colln. of Capt. Edward kanners, Butlend
House, Knightsbridge (inherited by him in 1335T': then with the
Verety family. :

2, Florence, Uffizi (no.149). Drawing, balsck and colored
chalks (Genz, 1950, no.l31, ill. ; Schmid, 1948, II, p.21 and
frontispiece). Acquired by Cs@dinsl Leopold ledieci in 1714.
Enlarged then on sll four sides end almost entirely painted
over with watercolor and gold. Dimensions, without the later
additions, 23 ¥18 cm. Inscr. IQANVES HOLPENIUS BA / SILENSIS /
SUI IPSIUS EFFIGIATOR AE XLV ; this inscripiion is not originsl.

There are also various miniature versions : Wallsce
Colln., London (P.Ganz, Hsns Holbein der Jungerer, des lleisters
Gemalde, Stuttgzert-Leipzig, 1912, p.150) ; colln. of Duke of
Buccleuch (H.Kennedy, "“Early English Portrsit Ministures in the
Collection of the Duke of Bueccleuch, The Btudio, 1917, pl.II) ;
colln., Meyer ven den Bergh, Antwerp, etc. The first two versions,
which seem to be the best, sre both dated lE#j@

There wes already considerable cuﬁtroversy in the
1870s, when this work was first written about, as to whether or
not it could be by Holbein himselé%' Woltmann (1876), taking
support from s report by E.His-Heusler (guoted by ﬁE;TFESEQEEE;EEJ
that it could not Ye an autozrsvh work. i

Ganz subsegquently published the vortredt and srgued
(1929, 1937, 1950) forf ites being s work of 1542 --the year before
Holbein's death —--by ,the artist himselfg; but the srguments which
he presented in support of this are confused and incunsiatan{ﬁ
At the same time Schmid (1931, 1948) judged the Clowes version
to be a copy after Holbein. Schmid's later view (1951) that the

Verety-ilanners version, which he had previously classed 28 more



cont.

removed still from the original, was by Holbein was echoed in a
modified form by Grossmann (1951 also), who stated that while
its condition made Jjudzement difficult, the Verety-lianners
version appeared to be better. The compiler concurs with the
view that the Clowes versiorn cen hardly be by Holbein : its
metsllic and ensmel-like character sugzest that it is a later
gixteenth century version, of very high quality, and thst: the
inseription correspondingly repre ents a2 retrospective statement
as to Holbein's age when he dieds

The sdoption of a tondo form for self-vortraits in
the sixteenth century is related to the usz of a mirror for
portraying onesédf.

Notes.

1. See the restorer's statement of thst time, published by
Wormenn, Dpp.31774.

2. Dr ¥F.Gposemsnn, after seeing® the work, wrote to the
comniler to thzt effect (letter &f Jul.3l, 1966). For the
evidence of other versions which can sgually be taken as
casting doubt on this date, see ﬂﬁiﬂwr; and e¢f. Woltmann's
comment, v.168. According to Ganz (3937, p.68, n.23) the last
figure of the date was alteted gt some point and then revealed
gs g "2" by clesning.

3. Acctrding to Wormenn, it had been ®ith the family for 150

years 3 according to Knackfuss, who sppears mors relisble here,
their ownershir went back to 1774. The suvposed spuvesrzsnce of
the work in the Dresden Holbein-Austellung, “zy-0Oct. 1871 is

not substantisted by the cat. of that exhbn.

4. See the comments on this inscription of R.N.Wornum, Some

Afcount of the Life and Works of ians Holbein, London, 1867 .. gi{.




Notes, mont.

b oo g
5. It would suppear most likely, from this provensnce, thaﬁithis

version und not the Clowes one is—Lihe-ona that heloqyﬂ to the Zarl
of Arundel : for es noted by Wornum (Loc.cit.) there wes a marriage
connection between the Arundel and Rutlend families. Cf. Schmid
(1851) and Grossmenn for this sugsgested identification.

The history of the Arundel version can be put together
as follows : poseibly the v-rsion which Carel van Mander recorded
having seen in the posséssion of the painter Bartholomeus ferreris
(Het leben der....§schilders (1604] , Ansterdsm, 1764 ed., I, p.134):
"groot omtrend de palm van eene hand") : recorded in an engraving
by Imces Vosterman (H.S.Hymans, Iuczs Vosterman, Costslogue Raisonné
de Son Oeuvre, Brussels, 1693, no.167 ; Ganz, 1937, pl.IB ; inscr.
“eesAHHO 1543 AETAT 45%),which wes probsbby done in Engliand between
1624 end 1630, since Vosterman worked for the BEsrl of Arundal st
thet time ; also recorded in & corresponding engraving by Wenzel
Hollar, dsted 1647 (G.Parthey, Wénzel Hollar, Beschréibendes
Verzeichnis seiner Kupferstiche, Berlin, 1853, no.1418 ; Ganz,
op.eit., pl.IC 3 the writing on the vortrait itseld is reproducdd
iy this case ——HH and AE.45, out here to the left of the head,
and AN. 1543, put on the other side —--and the inscription below
records the originsl as being in the Arundel colln.) ; recorded
by Richard Symonds in his notebooks (British imseum, Ezerton MS.
1636, ¥.89v. ; cited by Wornum, loc. cit. ) as being in the
Arundel colln. in 1653, and 28 being dated 1543 ; psssed subsqguent-
ly to Lord Stsfford (H.Welpdle, Anecdotes of Fainting in Efiglend,
1828 ed., I, 0.128)

6. Schmid's ststement (1948, v».19) implying that there is et

least one ministure deted 1542, 2s sgeinst 1543, remains unverified.
The esrliest record of 2 ministure version is provided by

Carel van “gnder, who saw one in the house of Jacques Razet in
Amsterdam (ov.cit., Iy D.134 : "het Portret van Holbein door

hem zelf in een kleine rondje zeer net en zuiver in mignistur
geschildred”). Subsegnently Joachim von Sendrazt, who was in
Amsterdam between 1639 end 1645, geve a small, round version which

was probasbly a ministure one to the collector Michel Le Blond



n.6, cont.

(Acedemie der Basu—, Bild- under Hahlerey-Khﬁstei}S?ﬁ], Munich,
1925 ed., p.102), The version belonzing to the Duke of Buccleuch
goes back to the colln. of Horace Vialpole 2t Strawberry Hill
(1842 sale, D».1l16, no.40).

7. See Wormann's remsrks on this subject, recording the views
of both sides snd abstaining from a final judgement of his own.

[
8. It was sold to Dr Clowes withicertificateg from Ganz of Jul.
24, 1936mand one from w.Suida (Clowes archives).

9, Cf. Grossmsnn's oorrective comments, 1951. If the date of
1542 on the Clowes version is genuine, 28 Ganz consistently
belgdved, then this version cannot have been the Arundel one
(discussed in n.5), since the latter wes definitely dated 1543.
Also, in his 1950 cat. entry, Ganz now gave 1616 as the date of
the Vostermsn engraving, gmther then 1624-30 {ef. sgain n.5),
and argued from this that the Clowes version could have been
one of the two versions seen by ven lisnder in Amsterdsm (cf. ns.
5,6), st the seme time maintzining his point (cat.no.64) thet
one of those two was in fact the Holbein portratt of Hans of
Antwerp ; whereas he had previossly maintzined (1937) that the
version seen in the Ferreris colln. wes the Hensg of Antwerp

end had correctly stated thatl the other version was deseribed
by ven lisnder 8s & ministure. That the Arundel version was

not s ministure is showm DY Symonds' description of 2f os sn
oil-pginting. In his 1950 entry Ganz 2lso sugzosted that the
Uffizi drswing was most probebly ths preliminery atudy for the
Clowes version § in his 1937 erticle he had arzued that that
drawing wess nsed for g lost original, of which the Clowes version
was to be tesken 28 8 gmall replica.

10. I am grateful to Dr Grossmann for his help here (letiers
of Jan.7 and Jul.3l, 1966).



