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and the International Exhibition of 1886
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International Exhibition of Science,

Industry and Art was held on the
Edinburgh Meadows. This exhibition was
the first of its kind ever to be organised in
Scotland and attracted nearly 2.8 million visi-
tors. Despite the exhibition’s great success
and its influence on the later International
Exhibitions in Glasgow, very little has been
published on this spectacular event. Even
less is known about the exhibition’s Foreign
Loan Section — which showed a combination
of 106 works by French 19th-century artists
and 84 by their Dutch followers of the Hague
School - and its organiser Robert Thomas
Hamilton Bruce (1846-99) (Fig.1).! Bruce
has always remained a rather obscure figure
and the fact that he referred to himself in the
Foreign Loan Section’s Memorial Catalogue
as ‘One of the Committee’ adds to the air of
mystery that surrounds him.2 In a short post-
script to the catalogue’s introduction, Bruce
anonymously stated that the choice of artists
in the exhibition ‘was more accident than
the result of any preference on my part for
these schools’.® The following paper seeks to
contradict this statement by shedding light
on Bruce's collection of Hague School art
and his motivations for organising this exhibi-
tion. As a result his significance as a Scottish
Hague School collector will be revealed.

From 6 May to 30 October 1886 the

R.T. Hamilton Bruce and W.E. Henley

R.T. Hamilton Bruce was a wealthy collector
of Barbizon and Hague School art who owed
his fortune to his partnerships in the firms
Bruce & Wilson, Flour Importers in Glasgow
and J. & B. Battersea Bakeries in London.
He was a respected client of the leading
art dealers of the day: Craibe Angus & Son
and Alex Reid’s La Société des Beaux Arts
in Glasgow; and the London-based galler-
ies of Daniel Cottier (1839-91) and E.J. van ..
Wisselingh (1848-1912). In the early 1890s
Bruce, whose passion for art was rivalled
only by his enthusiasm for golf, moved his
vast art collection from 32 George Square,
Edinburgh, to a newly built house near the
golf greens of Dornoch, Sutherland. There he
stayed until his death in 1899, aged 52.
Probably thanks to his schooling and
family connections Bruce naturally became

1. R.T. Hamilton Bruce,
photograph.

J. Connell, W.E. Henley,
London 1949

part of an intimate and influential literary and
financial circle that included, among others,
lawyer Charles Baxter (1848-1919), publisher
Walter Blaikie (1847-1928), author Robert
Louis Stevenson (1850-94), and his cousin
the art critic Robert Alan Mowbray (‘Bob’)
Stevenson (1847-1900). Bruce’s house in
Edinburgh seems to have been a regular
venue for the group’s gatherings, during
which they discussed art and literature.s
Shortly after April 1875 the English art
critic, poet, dramatist, and editor William
Ernest Henley (1849-1903) was introduced to
the group through his friendship with Robert
Louis Stevenson. Henley and Stevenson
met in January of the same year in the Royal
Infirmary where Henley was being treated
for tubercular infections in his right foot.
Before moving to Edinburgh, Henley had
worked as a freelance journalist and after
being discharged from the hospital in 1875
he resumed his literary career as a member
of the research staff for the Encyclopaedia
Britannica. In 1877 Henley was offered the
editorship of the weekly review London and
he subsequently moved back to England’s
capital.® For the rest of his life Henley would
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2. Jacob Maris, Souvenir de
Dordrecht, ¢.1880-5,

oil on canvas.

The Burrell Collection,
Glasgow

travel between England and Scotland. Over
the years he developed into a respected art
and drama critic for the Magazine of Art, of
which he was editor between 1881 and 1886,
Pall Mall Magazine, and the Art Journal. He
became best known for his laudatory articles
on Jean-Frangois Millet and August Rodin,
whose work he introduced to the British
public. Henley was also the one who encour-
aged Bruce and R.A.M. Stevenson to take up
art criticism.”

Henley and Bruce developed a strong
friendship almost instantly: they correspond-
ed and met each other on a weekly basis,
and Henley even joined Bruce at his summer
house in St Andrews.? Henley often playfully
referred to Bruce’s passion for Hague School
art, and in particular for the two oldest Maris
brothers, which, in his view, bordered on
religious devotion.® He encouraged Bruce to
take pleasure in his collection and advised
him: ‘Be-Marised or bemused!’*® Despite
the informal tone of the letters — for example
Henley referred to Bruce as ‘The Infallible’

- their relationship resembled that of an artist
and his patron.!" On several occasions Bruce
provided the often financially troubled Henley
with a roof over his head, employment in the
form of the editorship of the weekly Scots
Observer (from November 1890 National Ob-
server) in 1888, and, more straightforwardly,
with money. This was much to the irritation of
R.L. Stevenson, whose friendship with Henley
had cooled after the latter had accused Ste-
venson’s wife of plagiarism in 1888. In 1890
Stevenson wrote to his wife: ‘[...] Bruce keeps
open house for him [Henley, SV], submits to
boundless extravagances — and is sure to find
it intolerable in the long run.’?

The organisation and outlook of the
Foreign Loan Section

Probably in 1885, Bruce became involved in
the organisation of the Edinburgh Internation-
al Exhibition. He took charge of the Foreign
Loan Section of French and Dutch paintings
and works on paper. The newspapers closely
followed the preparations for the fine art
sections and expectations were running high,
especially for the foreign loan collection. In
February 1886 the Glasgow Herald reported:

The pictures will consist of a loan collection,
which is being gathered together by Mr. Ham-
ilton Bruce, who is well known for his artistic
taste, and who volunteered his services for the
work. Already promises of very valuable works
of art have been made, and there is every
reason to believe that the collection will equal,
if not surpass, anything of the kind which has
been shown in Scotland. ™

By forming the largest group of Hague
Schooil art ever to have been exhibited in
Scotland, including works by Johannes Bos-
boom (1817-91), Jozef Israéls (1824-1911)
and Anton Mauve (1838-88), Bruce aimed
at promoting the modern Dutch School and
establishing them as the true heirs to the art-
ists of Barbizon. To be assured of high quality
works, Bruce turned to the most important,
and predominantly Scottish, collectors and
dealers of his time, such as Alexander Young
(1829-1907), James Staats Forbes (1823-
1904) and Daniel Cottier, all London-based
Scots, and Thomas Glen Arthur (1857-1907),
Andrew Maxwell (1828-1909), and Andrew
Kirkpatrick (d.1900) from Glasgow. Bruce
was probably familiar with the art collections
of these men, either through exhibitions or
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via the social circles he moved in. Accord-
ing to a letter from artist George Reid to the
Aberdonian flour miller and Hague School
collector John Forbes White (1831-1904),
Bruce was ‘travelling about it on his own
expense’ to collect the promised works.™
The letter further reveals that Bruce and
White did not know each other. This explains
the absence of White’s name from the list of
lenders to the Foreign Loan Section.

Bruce also received assistance from the
landscape artist Jacob Maris (1837-99) and
the marine painter Hendrik Willem Mesdag
(1831-1915). Jacob Maris sent in the only
known self portrait by his younger brother
Matthijs (1839-1917), Self Portrait (Rijks-
museum Kréller-Muller, Otterlo), which gave
Bruce’s audience the opportunity to get
acquainted with the person behind the paint-
ings. Whereas he might have known Jacob
Maris personally, either through his art dealer,
Goupil & Cie, or his brother Matthijs, Mesdag
was ‘a stranger’ to Bruce.'s Mesdag, whose
private collection of Hague School and
Barbizon art showed strong resemblances to
Bruce’s, was probably told about the exhibi-
tion by Jacob Maris and put himself forward.
He very generously lent three paintings by
European artists: Jean-Frangois Millet’s The
Fisherman'’s Wife, Corot’s Moonlight and The
Sick Child by the ltalian artist Antonio Man-
cini {all Rijksmuseum Mesdag, The Hague).'®

The International Exhibition’s fine art sec-
tions, divided into loan and sale sections,
were exhibited in a separate space attached
to the main pavilion. These picture galleries
were placed just behind the grand entrance
and consisted of two corridors, each di-
vided into five adjoining sections. Following
the promising newspaper reports, Bruce's
Foreign Loan collection was given a promi-
nent place: it was hung in the first gailery
left of the entrance. The French and Dutch
Schools were each given one wall of the gal-
lery and oil paintings and watercolours were
hung side by side.

With over 20 works each, Jacob and Mat-
thijs Maris were the best represented Dutch
artists at the exhibition. Apart from a small
group of Jacob Maris’s figure pieces, such
as John G. Ure’s The Sisters (The Burrell
Collection, Glasgow) which shows two of the
artist’s young daughters, the emphasis was
on his landscapes and cityscapes. Special
attention was paid to the ones in which
the artist had set out to capture different
weather conditions. Bruce set the tone by
lending ten works by Jacob Maris, including
the atmospheric watercolour Dune Land-
scape (Rijksprentenkabinet, Rijksmuseum,

Amsterdam), which shows a grey day in the
dunes of Scheveningen; and Rain Passing
(The National Gallery of Scotland, Edin-
burgh), a typical Dutch landscape with, in
the distance, a shower approaching a town.
Bruce also requested T.G. Arthur’s Souvenir
de Dordrecht (The Burrell Collection, Glas-
gow), which depicts the city’s lively harbour
on a misty morning (Fig.2), and the sombre
and sketchily painted Landscape: Moonlight
(untraced) from the collection of Sir John
Day.

Bruce’s selection of works by Matthijs
Maris gave the public and critics the rare
opportunity to study the artist's oeuvre so far.
The works ranged from 1860, such as Maris’s
already mentioned Self Portrait and the small
oil sketch Landscape (Rijksmuseum, Amster-
dam), to the 1870s, for which Bruce requested
Daniel Cottier's Souvenir d’Amsterdam of
1871 (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam), a tonal view

of the city’s old centre, and the more postic
and aesthetic Girl with Goats (Van Gogh
Museum, Amsterdam) from the collection of
Robert Ramsey (d.1917). The painting He is
Coming (National Museum of Wales, Cardiff),
which centres on a very similar red-headed
girl in *medieval’ costume, was lent by Bruce
himself. Finally, the first half of the 1880s
was illustrated through the charcoal draw-
ing The Shepherdess (The Burrell Coliection,
Glasgow), which Bruce had probably bought
shortly before the exhibition opened (Fig.3).
Johannes Bosboom, whose interiors
Bruce rated as ‘the best [...] whether among
the old masters or the moderns’, was repre-
sented by 13 works, four of which belonged
to Bruce."” Aithough Bosboom was mainly
known as a specialist of church interiors
decorated with figures in 17th-century style
costume, Bruce demonstrated the artist’s

3. Matthijs Maris, The
Shepherdess, ¢.1880-5,
charcoal on paper.

The Burrell Collection,
Glasgow
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4. Opposite page, top:
Interior of The Grange,
Dornoch, ¢.1900. Jacob
Maris’s Rotterdam and
Corot’s Soir en Normandie,
opposite wall, first row,
second painting and
second row, second
painting; Jacob Maris, The
Sisters, left wall, bottom
row, third painting.

Photo Private Collection

5. Opposite page, bottom:
Interior of The Grange,
Dornoch, ¢.1900. Childhood
Susan, left wall, first row,
first painting; Landscape
with Squirrels, left wall,
first row, second painting;
Landscape with Goats,

left wall, first row, fourth
painting; Trees in Dusk, left
wall, second row, second
painting; The Enchanted
Castle, just visible over the
fireplace.

Photo Private Collection

versatility by also showing an outdoor scene,
Village on Sandhills (untraced); an interior
view of a monastery, The Refectory (The Bur-
rell Collection, Glasgow), owned by Robert
Ramsey; and Interior of a Dutch Barn (The
Burrell Collection, Glasgow).

In the context of the exhibition, it was
important for Bruce to demonstrate Mil-
let’s influence on Dutch figure painters such
as D.A.C. Artz (1837-90), B.J. Blommers
(1845-1914) and especially Jozef Israéls.
Yet with only ten works between the three
of them, the exhibition’s emphasis was very
clearly on landscapes. There were certainly
more works by Israéls available to Bruce, for
example through the collections of the artist’s
most significant British collectors James
Staats Forbes and Alexander Young, but
Bruce’s intense disapproval of ‘storytelling’
pictures prevented him from including more.
In Bruce’s opinion this type of anecdotal
painting was generally bad and ‘the more
obvious the incident, and the more clever
the arrangement, they would generally find
the worse the picture’.' The final selec-
tion of works by Israéls at the International
Exhibition corresponded with this statement:
overly sentimental works were avoided and
the figures in the predominantly large-scale
and dark cottage interiors were absorbed in
private thoughts rather than actions. This is
clearly illustrated, for example, in the fig-
ures of the praying fisherman’s wife and her
son in Grace before Meals (Israel Museum,
Jerusalem) which was sent in by James
Staats Forbes, and the mother holding a
child in Thomas Glen Arthur’s The Sleep-
ing Baby (Huntington Library, San Marino,
California). In 1888, when Bruce reviewed
the Foreign Loan collection at the Inter-
national Exhibition in Glasgow for the Art
Journal he regarded the last painting as ‘the
most masterly of all’.'® This painting prob-
ably appealed to Bruce because of its tonal
effects. In the same review Bruce showed
his disregard for Israéls’s work with the
remark: ‘Dutch interiors, Dutch children,
Dutch fisher-folk, are fascinating subjects
to the type of picture collector who requires
somewhat obvious human sentiment before
good painting.’2®

The Hague School’s critical reception

Bruce’s exhibition received mixed reviews.
Both R.A.M. Stevenson, who contributed a
positive review to Henley’s Magazine of Art,
and the critic writing for the English newspa-
per the Saturday Review, regarded Bruce’s
efforts as a successful demonstration of

the latest development in French and Dutch

JOURNAL OF THE SCOTTISH SOCIETY FOR ART HISTORY VOL.14, 2009-2010

painting. They praised the decorative effec
in the works on display and the fact that the
artists had relied on their own ‘impressions
of nature’ instead of depicting straightfor-
ward facts. Further, Bruce's well-considered
display led to comparisons between the 1
two schools.?! Although this was exactly the
result Bruce was seeking, he was prob-

ably not prepared for the Saturday Review's
negative attitude towards the Hague School.
In the eyes of this paper’s critic, the Dutch-
men’s concern with tonality had resuited in

a restricted and even dull palette, especially
compared to the French artists’ wider colour
range. One glance at both sides of the gallery
was sufficient to illustrate this point:

A big and very fine Israels, “The Sieeping Child’, ‘
bathed in grey gloom, topped by a large rich
sketch-picture of ‘Dordrecht’ in brown and
cream by James Maris, is flanked by a smalll,
sober canvas hardly departing from the same
restricted range of effect. On the other side a
huge, life-sized ‘Autumn’ by Diaz, alive with
bright creamy whites, strong oranges, and the
richest possible blue, surmounts a dark but
full-toned Corot ‘By the Sea’. Near at hand are
Troyon's glowing sunset ‘Off Honfleur’ the fult
purple and yellow of the draperies in Manci-
ni's ‘Sick Child’ some of the most voluptuous
Monticellis, Millet’s Michelangelesque ‘Fisher-
man’s Wife’, and the semi-classic realism of his
‘L'Amour Vainqueur’, all pictures in whose low-
toned depths red and blue vibrate forcibly.

Furthermore, the Hague School was
blamed for offering a narrow range of sub-
jects and for not being adventurous enough.
The same critic even wondered if, taking into
consideration that the Dutchmen had only
been successful with such a limited range of
subject matter, ‘it might be thought that there
is perhaps too great a preponderance given
to them in a collection of work by the most
daring and original minds of the century’.
However, the fact that their art was not well
known and their efforts, though restricted,
were moving in a new direction justified their
presence.®

In the eyes of all the critics involved the
exception was the work of Matthijs Maris.
Although the artist’s dreamy character had
deprived him of an accurate sense of propor-
tion and form, the originality of his works and
their subtle colours had put the critics under
a spell. According to R.A.M. Stevenson, who
must have been familiar with Matthijs Maris’s
work through Bruce: ‘When one looks, for the
first time [...] one is perhaps more astonished
than pleased; but soon the spell begins to
work, the strangeness passes off, and one
finds oneself in a world of original fancy.’?*



The Memorial Catalogue of the French
and Dutch Loan Collection

In October 1886 Bruce commissioned
Henley, who in the same year resigned as
the editor of the Magazine of Art, to write a
Memorial Catalogue of the French and Dutch
Loan Collection. As his work had prevented
him from properly visiting the exhibition,
Henley initially hesitated to take the order,
which consisted of a preface and biographies
on all the artists.? Instead he suggested
R.A.M. Stevenson as the better man for the
job.?¢ The impressive catalogue, which came
into existence under Bruce's strict guidance,
was finally printed in 1888. This delay was
probably connected with Bruce’s constant
interventions and the problems Henley expe-
rienced while writing the biographies on what
he called ‘the damn Dutchmen’.?”

In his preface ‘A Note on Romanticism’,
Henley described the work of the Hague
School as the result of a fusion of French
Romantic influences and Dutch 17th-century
art, which gave the School its national
character. In accordance with the message
of Bruce’s exhibition, Henley stated that the
French explored what he called ‘the greatest
and soundest development of modern paint-
ing’ and the Dutchmen had followed suit.?®
He concluded his ‘Note’ with the following
remark:

The foundation of both [the School of Barbizon
and the Hague School, SV] is the exact and
faithful study of nature with a view to the pas-
sionate and romantic expression of experience;
and in this way it comes to pass, that, as was
shown, designedly or not, by One of the Com-
mittee, the true heirs and successors of the
great Frenchmen of yesterday are the Dutch-
men of to-day.?®

This attribution of poetic and Romantic quali-
ties to Hague School art was in keeping with
'Bruce’s own opinions.

R.T. Hamilton Bruce as a Hague School
collector

There can be little doubt that the most gener-
ous lender to the Foreign Loan Section, mys-
teriously referred to as ‘One of the Commit-
tee’, is none other than Bruce. Not only was
hethe main organiser of the Foreign Loan
Segtion, he also owned a good percentage
of the works on show. Bruce’s insistence on
anonymity could be explained as the act of
an altruistic collector who put the success of
the exhibition and the promotion of 19th-
century art before his own interests. However
this contrasts sharply with his numerous

contributions to the IntefMational Exhibition
in Glasgow, the Royal Scottish Academy and
the Glasgow Institute of the Fine Arts, all of
which he made under his own name. Rather,
Bruce wanted to avoid creating the impres-
sion that the choice for the Foreign Loan
Section stemmed from his own preferences.
Photos of Bruce’s eclectically decorated
mansion in Dornoch illustrate that the ex-
hibition’s combination of French and Dutch
19th-century art was reflected in Bruce’s own
collection (Figs 4, 5). But rather than display-
ing the two schools separately and creating
contrasts, Bruce combined the French and
Dutch works, while seeking artistic symmetry
and complementing the two schools’ atmos-
pheric effects. This is evident for example,
in the juxtaposition of the works Rotterdam
by Jacob Maris (untraced) and Corot’s Soir
en Normandie (Private Collection) which was
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6. Interior of The Grange,
Dornoch, ¢.1900. Staircase,
with Matthijs Maris’s
painting Diana.

Photo Private Collection

praised as the highlight of the 1886 exhibi-
tion (Fig.4). Bruce’s hang does not suggest
any hierarchy: the French and Dutch Schools
were given equal importance and figure
pieces and landscapes were mixed. Apart
from the monumental painting Diana (Kelv-
ingrove Art Gallery and Museum, Glasgow),
which Matthijs Maris had restored on request
of Daniel Cottier in the late 1870s, Bruce’s
collection mainly consisted of easel paintings
(Fig.6).

Generally speaking, Bruce seems to
have been a champion of so-called ‘soft-
focused’, tonal, and smoothly finished works.
When purchasing Dutch 19th-century art,
Bruce turned away from brightly coloured
works, such as Jacob Maris’s oriental The
Siesta, (Dordrechts Museum, Dordrecht)
and the kind of painterly effects visible in
Anton Mauve’s Changing Pasture (Metro-
politan Museum of Art, New York) — both of
which were stocked by the art dealer Daniel
Cottier around 1878. This preference was
connected with Bruce’s opinion that ‘a great
picture never violently asserted itself, and in
a carefully selected collection repose is one
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of the most striking features’.3® As the mo
important function of a painting was for it
1o be decorative, Bruce even let the artist's:
gift for ‘tonality’ prevail over the quality of
composition.?! The exhibition’s emphasis |
on works by both Matthijs Maris, of whose
work Bruce was an important collector, and
Jacob Maris, seems to underscore this. Thi
love for decorative paintings was exemplifie
by Bruce’s interest in the work of Adolphe
Monticelli — whose biography for the Memo-
rial Catalogue Henley had written especially .
for Bruce — and more literally in a decora-
tive screen (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam).%2 ‘I
This four-panelled screen with voluptuously ‘
dancing women, whose naked bodiesare %
partly covered in transparent draperies, was |
originally by the French artist Couture and
later reworked by Matthijs Maris. It is one of
the few surviving pieces of interior decoration
Maris made in the 1870s and early 1880s.
Bruce bought the screen from Daniel Cottier
in London around 1879 for an unknown
amount. At the 1886 Exhibition the work

was presented as four separately framed
panels. Although the panels are not visible in
the photos of Bruce’s house in Sutherland,
according to the account of a visit to Bruce’s
widow by the Dutch art dealer W.J.G. van
Meurs in 1915, the panels were still in her
possession at that time.

Bruce was one of the most distinguished
Matthijs Maris collectors of his generation.
The collector regarded Maris as one of the
greatest living artists, but the originality and
rarity of his work made it ‘practically un-
known’ and it only appealed ‘to a very limited
audience’.®® By making Maris’s Diana the
centrepiece of his staircase, Bruce made a
clear artistic statement and demonstrated
that he was one of the lucky few who did in
fact understand the artist’s intentions. Bruce
was also able to demonstrate that he had
had personal contact with the artist, whom
he had visited in his studio on several occa-
sions, and with Maris’s former dealer, Daniel
Cottier. These connections enabled Bruce
to purchase Maris's work directly from the
easel.

Matthijs Maris’s works were scattered
throughout the house and Bruce seems
to have been attracted to both the artist’s
landscapes and his figure pieces. In one of
Bruce’s sitting rooms, we recognise among
others Childhood Susan (Private Collec-
tion) Landscape with Squirrels (untraced),
Landscape with Goats (untraced) and Trees.
in Dusk (The National Gallery of Scotland,
Edinburgh) (Fig.5). Landscape with Squirrels,




Landscape with Goats and also Matthijs
Maris’s The Enchanted Castle (Museum Jan
Cunen, Oss), which hangs over the fireplace,
were exhibited at the 1886 Exhibition. Bruce
probably purchased this last painting after
the exhibition via E.J. van Wisselingh who
was mentioned as the lender of the work.®*
Bruce recognised in Jacob Maris ‘the
greatest living landscape painter’ and a
worthy successor of Corot.* Bruce contrib-
uted ten works by Jacob Maris, nine of them
landscapes, to the International Exhibition,
including Fishing Boats at Sea (Private Col-
lection). It is striking that in his final selection
for the exhibition Bruce included works in
the collection of his friends that resembled
works in his own collection. An example is
the watercolour The Sisters, of which Bruce
owned a version in oil, and Souvenir de
Dordrecht and Moonlight for which Bruce
had acquired preliminary sketches. Bruce's
admiration for Jacob Maris was also shared
by R.A.M. Stevenson, who, in his article on
the artist, described his work as possessing
the right balance between the study of nature
and decorative beauty. Maris had achieved
his effect through tonal harmony, which
in Stevenson’s opinion appealed to ‘eyes
trained to the decorative beauties of the best
French pictures’ — a statement with which
Bruce, who died two years before R.A.M.
Stevenson's article was printed, would have
agreed.%

Conclusion

In contrast with his statement in the exhibi-
tion catalogue’s Preface, the Foreign Loan
Section was indeed a refiection of Bruce’s
personal taste. The decision to showcase
the French and Dutch Schools in general
and the exhibition’s emphasis on the two
Maris brothers in particular were reflected in
Bruce’s own collection. By bringing together
the largest group of Hague School works
ever on public display in Scotland, including
works from his own collection and com-
plementary works from his friends’ collec-
tions, and by appointing a friend to write the
accompanying catalogue, Bruce’s aim was
to present the Hague School artists as true
heirs of the Barbizon School, both in pictures
and text. .

Bruce’s efforts did generate success.
Thanks to Henley’s accompanying text the
label ‘Romantic’ had enabled the larger pub-
lic to connect the Hague School with art they
were already familiar with. This term was also
adopted by others such as the Dowdeswell
‘Galleries, London, who in the spring of 1889

organised a loan exhibition entitled French
and Dutch Romanticism for which W.E.
Henley wrote the catalogue. Also, accord-
ing to R.A.M. Stevenson, the comparison
that Bruce had made between Jacob Maris
on the one hand, and Corot, Rousseau and
Daubigny on the other, ‘had increased the
reputation of Maris, which had been growing
only slowly in our country’.¥” During the sale
of part of Bruce’s collection in 1903, which
attracted prominent dealers such as Alexan-
der Reid, Craibe Angus & Sons and E.J. van
Wisselingh, the rise in Jacob Maris’s popu-
larity became clear when the harbour view
Rotterdam changed hands for the record
price of 2,500 guineas.3®
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