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I nfluence is a slippery concept.1 
Famously, Michael Baxandall went 

as far as to call influence the ‘curse of 
art criticism’, drawing attention to the 
term’s ‘wrong-headed grammatical 
prejudice about who is the agent and 
who the patient …’.2 Derived from the 
Latin influxus, the term has its origins 
in astrology, and means literally a 
‘flowing in’, suggesting that the artist 
who is influenced is no more than a 
passive vessel, imbibing indiscriminately 
that which flows forth from the source.3 
Behind this concept, a more convoluted 
world remains hidden: a world of 
seeing, touching, selecting, copying, 
modelling, interpreting, but also of 
rejection, or ignorance. 

The ‘discourse of influence’, as we 
may call it, is particularly evident for 
itinerant artists. This is, at least partly, 
the result of the manner in which the 
sources are constructed. As Malcolm 
Baker has pointed out in his study of 
British sculpture of the eighteenth cen-
tury, biographies of travelling artists 
are highly formulaic.4 Of course, a 
similar case can be made for the seven-
teenth century. For an example, we 
may refer to Joachim von Sandrart’s 
brief remarks about the Flemish 
sculptor Artus Quellinus (1609-1668), 
who will be the focus of this paper.

[Artus Quellinus] went to Rome and 
through François Du Quesnoy, who was 

A Fiammingo  in Rome:  
Artus Quellinus and the Origins  

of the Northern Baroque Bust 

well-disposed towards him, reached the 
true light in all things; [Du Quesnoy] 
also had him apply himself assiduously 
at the antique academies, as a result of 
which he improved markedly.5

Quellinus would surely have 
approached him on his arrival in 
Rome, and it is not unlikely that he 
spent time in his workshop. But 
Sandrart’s clear disposition towards 
Du Quesnoy, with whom he himself 
had studied the antiquities of Rome, 
makes him anything but an objective 
source.6 Moreover, a more critical  
look at what he has to say makes it 
clear that Sandrart’s remarks are 
questionable, to say the least. The idea 
that it was Du Quesnoy who guided 
Quellinus towards the antique can 
hardly be taken seriously; the study of 
the antique, the importance of which 
had already been stressed by Rubens in 
his notes, would have been one of the 
main reasons for Quellinus to travel to 
Italy in the first place.7 It is, however, 
Sandrart’s suggestion that Quellinus 
‘reached the true light in all things’ 
only because Du Quesnoy was well 
disposed towards him that makes him 
into a passive recipient of the latter’s 
‘influence’. The text does not take into 
account the fact that Quellinus was 
already an established sculptor when 
he travelled to Rome, nor that he 
might have taken the opportunity to 
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have a look outside Du Quesnoy’s 
studio. Rather, what appears to be at 
stake here is Sandrart’s attempt to 
create, in Baker’s words, the ‘notion  
of an artistic lineage’.8 This ‘lineage’ 
has hardly been questioned by scholars, 
who, maybe in part on nationalistic 
grounds, tend to take Sandrart’s account 
at face value.9 When Sandrart suggests 
that Alessandro Algardi, too, was a 
follower of Du Quesnoy, scholars have 
been less prone to take him seriously.10

This paper aims to reconsider 
Quellinus’s Roman period, looking  
in particular at the impact his sojourn 
may have had on his portrait busts. 
Whereas scholars usually adopt 
Sandrart’s scheme and see Quellinus  
as a student of Du Quesnoy, it has not 
gone unnoticed that his portrait busts 
do not sit well with such a story. Not 
infrequently, Gian Lorenzo Bernini is 
brought to the fore as an alternative 
‘source of influence’ – but Bernini’s 
was not the only game in town. With-
out wanting to dismiss the significance 
of Du Quesnoy for an understanding 
of Quellinus’s works – there are cases 
where the connection is, in fact, quite 
obvious – the intention here is to  
break the one directionality of such a 
connection.11 Indeed, there was more 
to be seen and learned in Rome for a 
young talent like Quellinus.

When in Rome…
In order to re-asses this question in a 
way that Quellinus may appear as an 
active player, rather than a passive 
recipient, we should begin by asking 
what he had at his disposal. Quellinus 
was in Italy between 1634 and 1639, 
and although it is not precisely clear 
when he arrived or left, he was record-
ed in the Eternal City in 1636, when  
he lived in the house of engraver 
Claude Pionier in what is now the Via 
del Babuino, just across the street from 
the Canova Tadolini studio.12 François 
Du Quesnoy lived around the corner, 
one block down the road, in the Via 
Vittoria.13 Only a few years after 

Quellinus had left, in 1643, Bernini 
would take up residence in the large 
house on the other side of the Piazza di 
Spagna, in the Via di Mercede; during 
Quellinus’s stay, though, he still lived 
behind the apse of St Peter’s basilica.14 
However, Quellinus could easily have 
walked over to the house of Francesco 
Mochi, who lived in the block of the 
Propaganda fide until its reconstruc-
tion by Borromini and, in 1638, was 
Stimatore di sculture of the Accademia 
di San Luca.15 Alessandro Algardi also 
lived in the parish of Sant’Andrea delle 

 Fig. 1
artus quellinus ,  
St Peter, 1658.  
Marble, life-size.  
Antwerp,  
Sint-Andries church.  
Photo: Lukas - Art in 
Flanders vzw, photo 
by Hugo Maertens.
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 Fig. 2
giuliano finelli ,  
St Peter, 1635-40.  
Marble, over life-size.  
Naples, Duomo.  
Photo: Alinari  
Archives, Florence.

Fratte, which is to say somewhere in 
the neighbour hood.16 The only impor t-
ant sculptor that Quellinus would have 
been less likely to run into, at least in 
Rome, was Giuliano Finelli, at one time 
assistant to both Gian Lorenzo Bernini 
and his father Pietro, who left Rome  
for Naples between 1634 and 1635, the 
earliest that Quellinus could have 
arrived.17

And yet, it is precisely the work of 
Giuliano Finelli to which some of 
Quellinus’s later sculptures are, at least 
at first glance, most intimately related. 
The similarities between Quellinus’s  
St Peter, sculpted in 1658 in Antwerp, 
and Finelli’s, made for the San Gennaro 
chapel in Naples between 1636 and 
1639-40, for example, are striking  
(figs. 1-2). They share the same austere 
expression and intense look, and wear 

comparable garments, the shirt falling 
open at the top, and a heavy cloak 
cutting the figures at the waist. It is 
highly likely that Quellinus travelled  
to Naples. Many Northern artists in 
Rome made excursions to Naples; as 
we know from the account book of  
the British sculptor Nicholas Stone, 
the Flemish merchant and collector 
Gaspare Roomer acted as a bank for 
Northern visitors.18 As to portraiture, 
we can see formal affinities between 
Quellinus’s Bust of Andries de Graeff of 
1661 and Finelli’s Bust of Michelangelo 
Buonarroti the Younger, which Quellinus 
would have seen in Florence (figs. 3-4).19 
They share the conspicuous feature of 
the hand, the slight turn of the head 
and, above all, the prominent role of 
the large folds of drapery occupying 
much of the busts.
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The busts of the brothers Alessandro 
and Michele Peretti di Montalto, which 
Finelli left unfinished in Rome when 
he departed for Naples, now in the 
Bode Museum, Berlin, are of particular 
interest in the present context (figs. 5-6). 
These works introduced a new type of 
bust that was later made popular by 
Quellinus in the North.20  
 A link between the two might be the 
Walloon sculptor François Dieussart, 
who was in Rome from 1618-34/3521 
and introduced this type of sculpture 
in the Netherlands with his busts of 
Stadholders Frederick Henry and 
William ii (fig. 7).22 In fact, the subtle 
hand gesture of the former bust seems 
to be modelled directly on Finelli’s 
Michelangelo (fig. 3), which Dieussart 
could have seen in Rome before it was 
shipped, after some delays, to Florence 
in 1630.23 And yet, compared to both 
Finelli’s and Quellinus’s busts, 
Dieussart’s look rather stiff. Quellinus 
was more successful in adopting the 
motif of the large cloak as a means of 
solving the inevitable problem of the 
lower cut of the bust and – much more 
than Dieussart – Quellinus was able to 

capture the grandeur that Finelli lent 
to his busts.

It has often been remarked that Du 
Quesnoy’s portrait busts were hardly 
up to date with the developments in 
Rome in the 1630s, with the exception, 
perhaps, of his striking Bust of the Dwarf 
of the Duke of Créqui (1633-34), inspired, 
as Irving Lavin has shown, by a bust  
of Emperor Caracalla,24 and his Bust of 
Cardinal Maurizio of Savoy (1635), the 
latter possibly inspired by Bernini’s Bust 
of Cardinal Scipione Borghese, as the two 
cardinals were good friends. In any case, 
Du Quesnoy’s busts do not prepare us 
for Quellinus’s works, and it is for this 
reason that many scholars have turned 
to Bernini. And yet, arguably, Bernini 
was not the most obvious choice for the 
young Fleming. Algardi, who had burst 
upon the Roman scene with his Monu-
ment for Pope Leo xi in 1634, clearly pre-
fer red the example of Finelli over Ber-
nini, up to the point that scholars still 
have trouble separat ing their works.25 

With his Bust of Paolo Emilio Zacchia, 
sculpted between 1650 and 1654, Algardi, 
too, took up the example of Montalto 
busts (fig. 8).26

 Fig. 3
giuliano finelli , 
Bust of Michelangelo 
Buonarroti the  
Younger, 1629-30. 
Marble, h. 87 cm. 
Florence, Casa 
Buonarroti.  
Photo: Scala, 
Florence.

 Fig. 4
artus i quellinus , 
Bust of Andries de 
Graeff, Burgomaster 
of Amsterdam , 1661. 
Marble, h. 75 cm.  
Amsterdam,  
Rijksmuseum,  
inv. no. bk-18305.
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 Fig. 5
giuliano finelli , 
Bust of Alessandro 
Peretti Montalto, 
1632/33-35.  
Marble, h. 91 cm.  
Berlin, Staatliche 
Museen zu Berlin, 
Skulpturensammlung, 
inv. no. 8757.   
Photo: © bpk /  
Skulpturensammlung 
und Museum für 
Byzantinische Kunst, 
smb / Antje Voigt.

 Fig. 6
giuliano finelli ,  
Bust of Michele 
Peretti Montalto, 
1633-35.  
Marble, h. 95 cm.  
Berlin, Staatliche 
Museen zu Berlin, 
Skulpturensammlung, 
inv. no. 8756.   
Photo: © bpk /  
Skulpturensammlung 
und Museum für 
Byzantinische Kunst, 
smb / Antje Voigt.

 Fig. 7
françois  
dieussart ,  
Bust of Frederick 
Henr y, 1641.  
Marble, h. 82 cm.  
Wörlitz, Gotisches 
Haus, Kulturstiftung 
Dessau Wörlitz,  
inv. no. II-794.  
Photo: © 
Kulturstiftung 
DessauWörlitz, 
Bildarchiv,  
Heinz Fräßdorf.
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Algardi’s preference for Finelli over 
Bernini might have been rather more 
political than artistic. It was precisely 
at the time of Algardi’s rise that 
Bernini developed into – in Francis 
Haskell’s words – the ‘artistic dictator 
of Rome’, and as such generated a lot 
of antipathy. Matthijs van de Merwede, 
who was in Rome between 1647 and 
1650, gives us a Dutch view of the 
situation. Among the extraordinarily 
frank accounts of his amorous 
escapades in his Uyt-heemsen Oorlog 
ofte Roomse min-triomfen (1651), he 
makes a brief but telling mention of 
Du Quesnoy’s St Andrew, sculpted for 
one of the pillars at the crossing of the 
transepts in St Peter’s.27

[Its] location and [, as a result, the] 
lighting [was] altered by the Italians, 
and above all by Bernini’s jealousy, so 
that the said Francesco, also suffering 
many other affronts, first lost his mind, 
and then his life out of shame. And 
many say that the Italians drove him 
mad by putting something into his 
wine.28

Though Van de Merwede is clearly 
exaggerating here, we do get a sense  
of an artistic climate in which one was 
pressed to choose sides. Indeed, other 
sources corroborate that Du Quesnoy 
felt cheated, the main culprit, implicit-
ly, being Bernini.29 Clearly, for an 
ambit ious Fleming such as Quellinus, 
Bernini’s side was not the side to be on.

 Fig. 8
alessandro  
algardi ,  
Bust of Paolo Emilio 
Zacchia , 1650-54.  
Terracotta, h. 82 cm.  
London, Victoria and 
Albert Museum,  
inv. no. A.78-1970.
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Antique Examples
Obviously, the sculptures of Antiquity 
were more neutral objects of study. 
Sandrart’s remark that Du Quesnoy 
incited Quellinus to ‘apply himself 
assiduously at the antique academies’, 
though again a topos, reminds us that 
antique sculpture was a central point 
of reference for Baroque sculptors, and 
certainly not exclusive to Du Quesnoy’s 
milieu.30 In fact, it is not unlikely that 
Quellinus, like all the sculptors men - 
t ioned before, was involved in restor -
at ions of antique sculptures while in 
Rome.31 With regard to his portrait 
busts, we may have a closer look at an 
antique example that would have drawn 
his interest in particular: a Roman bust 
from the first century bc, generally 
identified as Cicero (fig. 9).32 It was 
already in the Barberini collection 
before 1628. Girolamo Tezi, in his 1642 
description of the Palazzo Barberini, 
locates it in the sala ovate, the room 
where Cardinal Antonio Barberini was 
known to hold his literary gatherings.33 
Tezi presents the bust as an actual living 
presence, conversing with illustrious 
members of Antonio’s accademia such 
as Lucas Holstein, Lelio Guidiccioni 

and Francesco Bracciolini – the latter 
portrayed in a striking bust by Finelli.34 
The bust was, of course, one among 
many in Rome, yet it is outstanding in its 
vivaciousness, the irregular features, sug-
gestion of movement and slightly open 
mouth, prefiguring the baroque busts by 
Bernini, Finelli or, indeed, Quellinus.35 
And there were other reas ons to think 
back to this particular bust when 
Quellinus took up a position in Amster - 
dam. For Cicero, statesman and theore-
tician of the Roman republic, spoke 
to the imagination of the Amster dam 
ruling class.36 Not coincidentally, Joost 
van Vondel, in a poem on what may  
have been Quellinus’s first marble busts 
in Amsterdam,37 compares the Bicker 
brothers to Cicero; another Dutch 
source of the time describes Cicero  
as a ‘burgomaster’ of Rome: ‘den 
Roomschen burgemeester Cicero…’.38

But classic examples were present in 
the North too. Frits Scholten has 
argued that Quellinus took his inspir-
ation for his St Peter from the Pseudo-
Seneca, which, although no longer 
present in Rubens’s Antwerp collec-
tion, was known there through various 
casts (fig. 10).39 In Rome, there were at 

 Fig. 10 
anonymous  
roman sculptor , 
Bust of  
Pseudo-Seneca ,  
first century ad. 
Marble, h. 47 cm.  
Naples, Museo  
Nazionale,  
inv. no. 6187. 

 Fig. 9
anonymous  
roman sculptor ,  
Bust of Cicero, 
63-43 bc (with  
later additions).  
Marble, h. 93 cm.  
Rome, Musei  
Capitolini, Palazzo 
Nuovo, Sala dei  
Filosofi,  
inv. no. mc 589/s.  
Photo: Archivio 
Fotografico dei Musei 
Capitolini, Zeno 
Colantoni © Roma, 
Sovrintendenza 
Capitolina ai Beni 
Culturali – Musei 
Capitolini.
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least two versions of the bust in the 
Farnese collection.40 Later, in Amster-
dam, Quellinus, together with art dealer 
Gerrit Uylenburgh, was responsible 
for compiling the so-called ‘Dutch gift’ 
to King Charles ii of England, which, 
among other things, consisted of an 
important collection of antiquities, 
originally part of the Vendramin Col-
lection in Venice and later of that of 
the Reijnst brothers in Amsterdam.41 
Among the works, engraved and 
published in about 1665 as Signorum 
Veterum Icones, was a huge number of 

 Fig. 11
attributed  
to gerard  
de lairesse ,  
Antique Bust of  
Vitellius , c. 1665.  
Etching.  
Amsterdam,  
Rijksmuseum  
Research Library, 
gf-382-a-11. 

portrait busts, including a bust of the 
Emperor Vitellius, another version of 
the better known Grimani Vitellius, so 
often drawn by Tintoretto (fig. 11).42 
Casts of the bust, whichever version, 
crop up in various Dutch and Flemish 
paintings, and it seems that again 
Rubens may have owned a cast.43 That 
this particular version elicited the 
interest of local artists appears to be 
confirmed by François Dieussart’s Bust 
of Pieter Spiering, where the ancient 
cuirass and drape of the Vitellius have 
been translated quite literally into the 
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dress of a seventeenth-century 
merchant/courtier (fig. 12).

Painters and Sculptors
Rubens’s name has been mentioned a 
few times now, and it might be helpful 
to stay with him for a while and ask 
what an artist such as Quellinus was 
looking for – what he saw in these 
particular works of art. Without 
question, Rubens can be regarded  
as a leading example for artists and 
sculptors alike. Rubens himself stated 
that Lucas Faydherbe (1617-1697)  

‘lived with me for three years and was 
my pupil, and through the community 
shared by our arts of painting and 
sculpture, with my instruction and his 
diligence and good mind, he profited 
greatly in his art.’44 Gabriel Grupello, 
who had probably worked with 
Quellinus on the decorations of the 
Amsterdam Town Hall, stated: ‘Ever 
since my youth, I have tried to follow 
this great Rubens. And it did not do  
me any harm.’45 As to Quellinus, there 
can be no doubt that he was at least 
aware of Rubens’s art. In fact, Artus’s 

 Fig. 12
françois  
dieussart ,  
Bust of Pieter 
Spiering (?-1652),  
c. 1645-50.  
Marble, h. 89 cm. 
Amsterdam,  
Rijksmuseum,  
inv. no. bk-1971-115-a; 
purchased with  
the support of  
the Stichting tot 
Bevordering van  
de Belangen van  
het Rijksmuseum.
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 Fig. 13
peter paul rubens  
and assistant ,  
Bust of Pseudo-
Seneca , 1600-26.  
Pen and brown ink 
over black chalk 
heightened with 
white, with brush  

brother, Erasmus the Younger, had 
been part of Rubens’s workshop,46 and 
the Quellinus brothers, in turn, worked 
closely together.47 There can be little 
doubt, then, that at least in the first 
decades of the seventeenth century 
Rubens also set the artistic agenda  
for sculptors. If Rubens’s advice to 
young artists to avoid the hardness  
of sculpture when working after the 
antique – a point driven to extremes  
by Rubens himself – was certainly 
taken to heart by Quellinus, Rubens’s 
approach to portraiture, though less 
explicit in the sources, seems no  
less important. His drawing of the 
aforementioned Bust of Seneca (fig. 13), 
with its irregular face and lively eyes, 
gives us a hint of what Rubens sought 
– and sought to capture – in such works. 
It is a quality that characterizes Rubens’s 
portraits as well: the depiction of, in 
Hans Vlieghe’s words, a ‘glimpse of 
human action’.48

The idea that the portraitist cap -
tures a human action in a portrait has 
been associated first and foremost  
with the works of Bernini. Rudolf 
Wittkower’s characterization of  
the Bust of Scipione Borghese as a 
‘“speaking” likeness’ has carried 
particular weight in the scholarly 
debate, all the more so because it  
finds an echo in the sources.49 Bernini 
believed, or so his biographers write, 
that ‘when one remains still, one is 
never so like oneself as when moving, 
which reveals all those individual 
qualities that belong to no other and 
that give likeness to a portrait’.50 
Although Bernini’s biographers relate 
this insight to the sculptor’s unique 

< 

approach to portraiture – ‘un costume 
… dal commune modo assai diverso’, 
write both Domenico Bernini and 
Filippo Baldinucci – the insight in itself 
was, it seems, acknowledged by other 
artists too.51 This becomes apparent if 
we have a closer look at Baldinucci’s 
biography of Medici court portraitist 
Justus Sustermans (1597-1681), a painter 
who received his first training in 
Rubens’s Antwerp. Baldinucci, present -
i ng these remarks as the words of the 
artist himself, writes:

every figure has a movement that is his 
alone, and nobody else’s: and when 
painting a portrait, it is necessary to 
know the properties of these 
movements, which play an important 
role in the figure’s likeness.52

The striking overlap between 
Baldinucci’s remarks about the ideas  
of Bernini and Sustermans, presents 
us with the question of their origins. 
Certainly, Sustermans could simply 
have learned them from Bernini, 
whom he must have met in Rome 
when he portrayed Pope Urban viii 
– Bernini’s great patron – in 1627,  
or later, when, in the 1640s, he 
returned to Rome and portrayed  
Pope Innocent x.

I would like to argue, however,  
that the remarks attributed to Bernini 
and Sustermans reflect a tradition that 
goes back further still, to Rubens and 
the Carracci, and eventually to Titian. 
In the end, though, it was not Rubens, 
but his student Anthony van Dyck who 
was the true revolutionary portraitist. 
A case in point is Van Dyck’s portrait 
of the poet Virginio Cesarini, painted  
in Rome between 1622 and 1623 and 
now in the State Hermitage in St 
Petersburg (fig. 14). In comparing Van 
Dyck’s animated portrait of the young 
poet with that painted a year or two 
earlier by Domenichino, we get a sense 
of the leap that was taken in sculpture  
a decade later; from the perhaps 
penetrating and psychological, but 

and grey ink,  
26.5 x 17.7 cm.  
New York,  
The Metropolitan  
Museum of Art,  
acc. no. 1975.1.843; 
Robert Lehman 
Collection, 1975.



t h e  r i j k s m u s e u m  b u l l e t i n

132

largely frontal portrait to, again, a slice 
of human action. A sculpted portrait  
of the poet in the Musei Capitolini  
(fig. 15) has been variously attributed 
to Bernini, Du Quesnoy and Francesco 
Mochi, but whoever made the bust,  
it is a fine illustration of how far sculp-
ture still lagged behind at this point.53

‘Opportunism’ of Style
Returning to Quellinus, we may 
surmise that, between Antwerp and 
Rome, he developed a sensitivity for 
the depiction of the individual that  
can really not be understood as the 
passive adaptation to the work of a  
Du Quesnoy or a Bernini. Rather, by 
carefully observing the advances in 
portraiture of his time, he acquired a 
formal repertoire that allowed him 
to shift registers at will, remaining, 
moreover, open to new impressions. 
Indeed, his later Dutch busts are very 
much attuned to Dutch portraiture;  
in addition to the lessons learned in 
Rome, he managed to integrate a 
number of particularly northern,  
even Dutch qualities in his busts. The 
strikingly soft texture of the draperies, 
for example in the busts of Cornelis 
Witsen and his wife Catharina Gaeff 
Opsy (figs. 16-17), both of 1658, appear 

 Fig. 14
antony van dyck , 
Portrait of Virginio 
Cesarini, 1623.  
Oil on canvas,  
104 x 86 cm.  
St Petersburg, State 
Hermitage Museum, 
inv. no. ge-552. Photo: 
Vladimir Terebenin.

 Fig. 15
anonymous  
roman sculptor , 
Bust of Virginio 
Cesarini, 1624.  
Marble, 60 cm.  
Rome, Musei  
Capitolini, Palazzo  
dei Conservatori,  
Sala dei Capitani,  

inv. no. mc 1196/s.  
Photo: Archivio 
Fotografico dei Musei 
Capitolini, Arrigo 
Coppitz © Roma, 
Sovrintendenza 
Capitolina ai Beni 
Culturali – Musei 
Capitolini. 
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 Fig. 16
artus i quellinus , 
Bust of Cornelis  
Witsen , 1658.  
Marble, h. 71 cm.  
Paris, Musée  
du Louvre,  
inv. no. rf3518.  
Photo: © rmn- 
Grand Palais  
(musée du Louvre) / 
Michel Urtado.

 Fig. 17
artus i quellinus , 
Bust of Catharina 
Gaeff Opsy, 1658. 
Marble, h. 72 cm.  
Paris, Musée  
du Louvre, 
inv. no. rf3519.   
Photo: © rmn- 
Grand Palais  
(musée du Louvre) / 
Michel Urtado.
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to reflect the central role of textile 
production in the Dutch economy and 
the elite’s awareness of such textures 
that must have come along with it54 – in 
fact, one Italian source counts among 
the achievements of modern sculpture 
its capacity to ‘dress [the sculpted 
figures] in the finest fabric, as if it was 
the subtlest Dutch cloth’.55 Only at a 
second glance do we become aware that 
Andries de Graeff must have his left hand 
placed on his hip (fig. 4), a pose that we 
find, for example, in Bartholomeus van 
der Helst’s Portrait of Andries Bicker, 
and if we look closely, we see that there 
too, the other arm, as in the bust, hangs 
in the dark cape (fig. 18). If Quellinus 
here indeed relies on Finelli’s example, 
he has adapted it to his own needs.

Yet, Quellinus’s art did not move in 
a single direction. Rather, we should 
attribute to him, using a term that 

Damian Dombrowski significantly 
reserved for Finelli, an ‘“opportunism” 
of style.’ For his stunning Bust of  
Luis Francisco de Benavides Carillo  
de Toledo (1664) (fig. 19), governor  
of the Spanish Netherlands in 1659-64,  
he refers back to a type of bust that 
was rather more Spanish in character.  
A significant example is Jacques 
Jonghelinck’s bronze Bust of the Duke 
of Alva (fig. 20), a bust that shows 
strong similarities to the Spanish busts 
of Pompeo and Leone Leoni, in whose 
studio Jonghelinck had been trained. 
The present bust, though, was sculpted 
in Antwerp during Alva’s governor-
ship of the Spanish Netherlands (1567-
73).56 If, with the addition of the arms 
in Quellinus’s bust we may again think 
of Dieussart’s example, the bust, again, 
has nothing of the awkwardness of the 
latter’s works. Quellinus has managed 
to go beyond his examples, creating a 
work of striking credibility and unity 
– a work, moreover, that, like the busts 
of the Amsterdam burgomasters, set the 
example for generations of North ern 
sculptors to come. 

The examples I have discussed here 
are not, of course, exhaustive. They do, 
however, or at least this is what I hope, 
give an impression of the variety of  
the objects at Quellinus’s disposal. Al - 
t hough Finelli has played an import ant 
role in my considerations, it is not  
my aim to argue that Quellinus was 
influenced by Finelli rather than Du 
Quesnoy or Bernini. Nevertheless, as 
an important player in the Roman art 
world, and someone who explicitly 
positioned himself against Bernini, 
Finelli was an obvious point of refer-
ence for the Flemish sculptor. If a sense 
of an artistic lineage remains – if, in 
other words, Quellinus’s works appear 
to have particularly northern traits – 
this is because he chose to position 
himself as part of such a lineage.57  
That is to say, in different contexts the 
artist referred to different traditions, 
references that may have had a specific 
aim. Such references, then, are not 

 Fig. 18
bartholomeus  
van der helst , 
Portrait of Andries 
Bicker, c. 1642.  
Oil on panel,  
93.5 x 70.5 cm.  
Amsterdam,  
Rijksmuseum,  
inv. no. sk-a-147.
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without meaning; they indicate that 
Quellinus had a keen sense of his own 
position in the history of art, as well as 
of the expectations of his patrons. It is 
herein that the success of his works 
lies: Quellinus managed to select and 
adapt, taking in the different sources 
that were at his disposal. The result is a 
group of works that stand very much 
on their own; though grounded in his 
Roman experience, Quellinus’s works 
open up a new chapter in the history of 
the Baroque portrait bust.

 Fig. 19
artus i quellinus , 
Bust of Luis Francisco 
de Benavides Carillo 
de Toledo, 1664.  
Marble, h. 98 cm.  
Antwerp, Royal 
Museums of Fine 
Arts, inv. no. 701. 
Photo: Lukas - Art in 
Flanders vzw , photo 
by Hugo Maertens.

 Fig. 20
jacques  
jonghelinck ,  
Bust of Fernando 
Alvarez de Toledo,  
3rd Duke of Alba , 
1571.  
Bronze, h. 116.5 cm.  
New York, The  
Frick Collection,  
acc. no. 1916.2.61. 
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