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commentiing), b spiciabisation de docon des devs avtens, Labunce de dopnies Teckwiques dowt Mme
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In recent years considerable publicity has been given to the idea that Van
Gogh’s officially accepted oeuvre might include more forgeries or erroneous
attributions than had previously been suspected. Doubts were cast on the
authenticity of several paintings. Among them is the work acquired in 1987 at
Christie’s of London by the Yasuda Fire & Marine Insurance Company of
Tokyo for a then record-breaking sum, a still life with sunflowers, veste

avee La binidiction du Musée van Godh (voin Lo admowlegmerts), mamely T, alors sespomable des
peimtints, we pan digralen le conllil Xintintl et wne (pute Aeypertie Which traditionally had been
dated to the beginning of 1889. Cels est incomect, la 1oile |1 da&w{ Aatie dw moin
A'soi 38, voin cat. Faille 1928, avant gue it Aate coisie w'apparaisie &

The debate surroundlng this work was initiated in 1997 by Ben01t Landais,
who declared in Le Journal des Arts that he regarded the authorship to be
highly dubious.

Cela e devigpe aimablemert comme Ulomme o alatire & le Tt me confinira doam et 2ile,
i vt prloentation uilable ne 1aunsidl margun que d'avtrs, simsi gl et it (los bas,
onl plus que dowtl bien avant que jo e w'allacle i ctr quertiom. Je w'on savain crtes Aien en
MW&MX&& Toile, dins mon ude de Lavwne de Vineent, mais hoin et
wivarts élainnt le conterte.

1/ Lors de La verte de 193], Le mantean Tomlé wme voie 4'dlive dira b salle poun demarnder 'L 4
« der douter wun Lantlerticit, Ctte udemogation abaolument exceptionmelle, rbvile que Lo 1oile
et contertie. La acime ent [t aindi que Lo rbponae ampligourique de Lanclioneer gui margue
il sen Daulle,

2/ la provemance proporée bors de la vente est prowvée plus de dix [ois faunsse Lannée mime de la
vente pan Le professens Ronald Pickwance dana le Review of e Year de Clrintic's,

3/ Immidiatoment apais la vete, Alain Tarica impecte la Toile e montre au vendewn qu'dlle eit
fausse (lequel 4 Lolligation ligale 'em avertin e propriétaine)

Ga% 4'M1vaaWde'me prepriblaine japondin quatre ame 4»41444 vete, la



o et de double importance. D'WM&WX'M sdms prbcbhent (la moitid de la “recerd
: WW XWW LT owuda“/m Amﬂtm«l

dw«

He contended that the work was a later copy, based on
one of two other, authentic versions Non, cels et fpur, f'ai
At gl 4'agiansit dome copie de Lo toile de Londrer mon far de
dwsx  pertres. ‘Des  incompréhensions manifestes,
présentes dans cette toile trés faible, témoignent d’un
travail de copyiste.’1

Landais further supported his contention by noting that
the work was not mentioned in Vincent’s
correspondence, nor had it come from the Van Gogh
family collection.

This was a daring standpoint, which provoked an
immediate response from experts and journalists alike.2
It was not, however, without precedent. The Paris art
dealer Alain Tarica claimed to have doubted the
painting’s authenticity immediately after seeing the
auction catalogue in 1987, but his view was not
published at the t1me 3 Ce w'eat pas “daimed 1o bane”. Tarica
& waming b 1ablian 2 Londres 8 4 démortré 1a [puneli & la
mairon Chriotie's e pabrence de Graldine Novman, jowrnaliste s
Times de Londres.

He believed the still life was ‘not Van Gogh at all but a
fine example of the work of [Emile] Schouffenecker
[siC].”4 Prendre les mots de Hoving powr Lainsr entendre que Tarica
ol porind el v fracidé Winalle. In 1994 Antonio De
Robertis took a similar stance. Although unlike Tarica
he did seek publicity, his suspicions, which were
published in the Corriere della Sera, provoked less of
an immediate response than Landais’s article three years
later probably because they involved such a
sensationalist scenario (according to him, fakes were
produced in order to take the place of authentic works).5
On 26 October 1997 the parties challenging the
authenticity of the Tokyo Still life with sunflowers
received a boost from The fake Van Goghs, a
documentary by the British journalist Geraldine Norman
for Channel 4 in England. In the programme the work
was described as ‘inferior’ and its provenance as
‘unclear.” Tarica, like Landais, now pointed to errors of
interpretation that he claimed were evident when the
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work was compared with its original, and to what he regarded as the clumsy
brushwork that he alleged was inconsistent with Van Gogh’s masterly hand.
This view was also supported by Thomas Hoving, former director of The
Metropolitan Museum and author of False impressions: g gandpom, Van Goghs
the hunt for big time art fakes (1996), who at the end of Sunflowers series: the fifth

: : : toile de 30, Van Gogh
the programme laconically summed up the objections to °"" ournal (199),po.

the work: ‘It is a very funny, muddy picture, and Van 4.1 andBogomila Welsh-
Gogh was not muddy. [...] It does not have that snap.’ Ovcharov, The ownership of
Although Bogomila Welsh-Ovcharov and Roland Dorn [ Gohs

o X . . “Sunflowers,” The Burlinglon
both came to the defence of the traditional attribution -- in Magazine 140 (March 1998),

1998 and 2000 respectively -- their contributions failed to P12 . o

put an end to the debate.6 LT Aissimule les ivmembrables 1o this article in an
marotwntr di musie powr Tnter de sanwer ba Toile, le voyage au Japon, Lo vnpubished
prometion des copsing, de.. Welsh-Ovcharov’s arguments, which mhf Panthli
mainly concerned the work’s provenance, were immediately @“ulifior ce w'est
contested by Landais.7 Contrewirité. J'ai démortri que la Hhive de B. Zt’;‘wemiﬂeg
Welok ttain W Vai aventi le Musie var Ca%, & Mo Weldl, wn mois Pourlerejetdela
avirt le symporiom — ergamink 2 Lo National Gallery de Londres en 1998 th se don blunge
pir Lo ancioms colliguer dun dinecten du VG de Lepoque quic mageaill dams 2o SHBIN Tune
Largent Toud jurte Adblogué de son sponsor — it la rsisen powr laguelle o Gens devineent
Tout < M Wndit dvrant wymporivm ¢ ct gui M ?a'&f 4«'7 e et pour lattribution
pas dt W—M W' WM 4l MW o e Wu ggﬁ]{;feeleli::r de la
et el e et el T o,
L«T,& Waviont pas Wtzm &;zm de Thea, V;Zm o GmgwlL: et
. Whewe Aot Ly sssnaient Lon. National Gallery’
Wm “ Mwwfm que la MKMAZWWW dont Loy (199 novinhe

archives of the Van

{autifs onl ik powr dnsimiler Loeun & Uincompélence. Précisors que la Gogh Museum. An
Netional GAZZW;, W organisitun du me il eepost Le {aur abbreviated version
avant o vete, ayant sinii G la vitvine de (41 de Christie’s. Padeisonms appearedas Van
treort que Vobn Leighton, le compmwatun des peistines de Uépoque, Toul swaprin Sﬁaﬁiﬁom ne
w'on viwne b dincler, (il promu dinecdtun du Musée van Gogh guand  ges roumesols™
Z'.«W commenga & bawillin dara la marmite, Connaissance des

Dorn produced a more comprehensive rejoinder, which 4% 1980 (May 199),
considered all the versions of the sunflowers, but like Welsh- o %ﬂhﬁ%
Ovcharov he did not deal with the opposition’s main arguments %% s des
concerning perceived errors of interpretation and the anomalous complémeniaires g
brushwork. Paésstation iniguitalie. W 1ait alors (voin imfps) que le PEmrirenbist
W&W%W,WWM-MWWW&M,MW. i mesne des déments
Thus opponents and supporters of the work partly talked at m@%
cross-purposes, and outsiders came to have the impression that e 7. L cewe 4 LT
the question of the Tokyo still life’s authenticity was a matter m%’;"“m L
of faith rather than of evidence. et que f'at il deposa

p faendad inboitalle. Usttitod 7‘“ e 2 dissimad W& % v ;m‘ls\ef;aléggf
Go% (n\mtly W) « wslimiiguement pris parti (veir W L Mw djspersi; it. (note 3),
VGM de 1990) pomet d'éiten [’MM. 14 'y 4 powrland pas des pp.565T.



partisims A'wn coté, der opposants de Lavtre & WT powr anbitre. L 4 4 wne formidable macline
de guome dont Wit et Lagend et Le hés maladnoil porte-pancle. This article presents the
authors’ own research into the Tokyo painting’s provenance, style and
technique, at the same time considering the arguments of opponents and
supporters alike. Unfortunately, it was necessarily restricted by the owner’s
refusal to allow the painting to be subjected to further physical and scientific
testing.
CMJ/m/gW En 93, an cren de polimique la Toile e powwaid, 10t disand pas voyager du (ail
de aa (paglize (Le VGMU prbtends). Avant Ceeporition de Chicage, dle el pante fan
Anmitirdam (voin poind & banteun de nete § & wote 1]) e dle 4 & soumine & de vgports en
Hoss, Cela Qablit Levintence wn pacte secret utre be Musée van Gogh 1 1o 8. All v paintings
spomon, lairiant Mm«m ley M/M lants dowtes sun wne pentuelle WMM% were also studied by
Lo déontologie (voin la barte de déontologie de UICOM), 51e Toute qualité 2 theauthors insitu,
mwmwwwwmmdwt‘mmuwdﬂww. ;\Ji;%l%m
Powguei doit-or mentin) However, permission was granted for an peisue b toe pass
extensive visual examination in Situ, “isn site” et wme Lalilité pown mﬁm
ne pas Tep mnlin, mais ment, mhtguind Amstrdan fom dorner 4 croine versions will be
' 4'agirail de Tokyo while an x-ray of the work was also made displayed together at
available for study. Moreover, direct comparison with other ;iil‘;ﬁ};fiiiﬁem
versions of the Sunflowers was made possible when the 2002 mis
painting was lent to the exhibition Van Gogh and Gauguin: the opporuniywil
studio of the south in Chicago, where we were able to examine ;ﬁ’ﬁf&;’ﬁle&fzrth's
the Amsterdam and Tokyo works side by side. 8 Répétition de la atlit gl 'y a pas
cortmiritt  dingimiland  L'vtamen W’MM AAntondan.  In :ﬁmt%
investigating the jute fabric we consulted Jennifer Barnett «#f«bé. M‘j’ﬂﬂ:‘
(Amsterdam), D.M.Catling (University of Durham, UK., .o i ,ff lo
Department of Biological Sciences), Janneke Escher “+*: “‘”:MM
(Amsterdam), Rob Korving and Erwin van Asbeck (Delft, tyos 4 ca
Technical University Museum), Margriet Winkelmolen ‘”!"”"5‘“‘“’;;“4 e
(Tilburg, Dutch Textile Museum) and H.F. Zwartz (Oldenzaal) 4 (st du sttt 4e

. Vevamen i Amatrdam — i croina que by cing egprts bollandain ont iy, ‘U_
VWATaIcya o ane Etats-Unin) — et dan aecowns Limité fpowr be car trarspartnce, For the
bcis, le modile de la Toile de Tolkye ant, de mariire crlaine, la Toile Ae eshibitionsee
Londres. Mais la disimilation de et eeamen Dranforme ctte “lude” e pue D082 Dickand

Peter Zegers, exhib.

o bnitunt publique. Cola conatilue wn sty mawisin dbpan fowr wnt o van Goghand
démorshalion qui w réclame d'a@;l(/lwvu & el prlsstie comme wne expertioe.  Gauguin: the studio
Prior to this exhibition Van Gogh’s Arles ‘Sunflower’ paintings ?ﬁbfiﬁ?fﬁ{fulzgio
were subjected to individual technical examination in a joint amsterdam (Van
campaign of undertaken by The Art Institute of Chicago and Gélgil(l;iuseuno
the Van Gogh Museum, carried out by Kristin Hoermann 9,12bi3.,b;{'24o-42,390
Lister, Inge Fiedler and Cornelia Peres. Some of their findings (ot 237, and Krisiin

. . . . Hoermann Lister,
concerning 'the Tokyo version were published in the catalqgue Cornelia Peres and Inge
accompanying the exhibition, and our own research builds Feder, Appendix.
upon their pioneering work. We also drew great profit from Ircinsaninteraciion:

. . . . . supporting evidence,

our consultation of their examination reports of the different experimental grounds, in
versions.9 L heis plonnions que momme Wl w'ont rien pudlid s Lo bid, pp.35463.



version de Tolyo gulavcin des hols me comnainiail aant son amivée via Amiderdam fowm
Legporition de Clicago. L'argumernt Levanens ave concutions incormues powr fonder wne

Correspondence and identification
Scepticism about the authenticity of the Yasuda painting was _

. 10. For this plan see letter
fed, if not created, by the fact that although a total of five 4695, the first works
‘Sunflower’ paintings on size 30 (92 x 73 cm) canvas are arementioned inletter
known, the artist only mentions four in his correspondence. %%

The first size 30 version of this subject is reported in a letter

from the final week of August 1888, when Van Gogh conceived the plan for
decorating his studio with still lifes of sunflowers.10 Alongside two smaller
still lifes with a small bouquet of flowers, he had commenced work on a
painting with ‘douze fleurs & boutons dans un vase <
jaune (toile 30)° [670/526]. This painting was “Clair s cimis T oo sor s
sur clair’ [670/526] and ‘sur fond bleu vert’ 673/526 greatly resemble each other.
[674/W18]. Shortly afierwards he produccd ‘un /% enin e bt
nouveau bouquet de 14 fleurs,” as well as a ‘toile de Gogh: de paradox van de publicatie,

300 [673/528]. According to Van Gogh’s JongHoliand 14 [15], no. 4, pp. 4950)

. h . . . has contended that letter 672/527 was
description, this still life also included a yellow jever sent; but Dom (opcit. fnoe 6] p.
vase, although the background was not blue-green 44 [note8)) disputes this.
but yellow, a colour he elsewhere described (just 12. See letter
once) as ‘jaune vert’ [673/528]. 11 Ceci comititue wnt préparation de la 680/534,
cotedation At ma conclusion s é'iMM&MM« Aes Tewrnesols sun W
javmevrl rbilinks en aoil, detification cntaine A Lo Toile _ i
A ) i poine At Toud ; { 1 L Win ik ; W) pir LT 13. Ibid. and letter 747/574.
powr placer dburivemert la toile e digpute dirs la :
arlérienme de Vimend. Avancer masgué, et ort ormant de Lo part de guelin'on qui 12 préuente
comme objtc, pane & bornite. Stparer le At dea Letres de Uidentification des Toiles apparait
comme wme manawne. Some three weeks later the artist indirectly
indicated that these two larger works had been completed[680/534]. (25"
12 He had hung them in the spare bedroom -- not in the studio -- hichhas
where Gauguin would have seen them in late October.13 "“Wblfen

After Gauguin had broken off his collaboration with Van Szr{:sl;n)fed)
Gogh, he informed his former companion in a letter sent from Paris and 740571
in mid January that he would like to receive ‘un tableau de 5. see
tournesols’ [740/571], apparently ‘les tournesols a fond jaune’ [743/- jewer
114 “Bpparently” et wne comtrwirite. Ganguin At “vor” mon “la” : “vos Towamesols 740/57L
Vineest". Il st demande pas “wn Tablean de Towmesols”. Parken de Gauguin ¢ methre st
clation de Vinend inolée de 1a plrase (plrase qui condamme la Hine patuntie) et (lus que
Uinmable. Entretenin le vague 1'a gu'un bt - 2 prfparn i soutenin la Hise [t Lok promuc.
Vincent seems to have been unsure whether Gauguin was proposing an
exchange or a gift, and he did not really want to part with his paintings of this
subject, as he told Theo.15 De nowean capticue. Vincent a hris bion comprio la demande
de Ganguin, il 4 identifid b toile, “celle qu'id désine”, main 4 contesté Toud droit de Ganguin &



Loltewin, L La terit & Theo, crtes WW Gawguin, Powrguoi cachen Leniotence de
mmwwummw T prétendant b toile de Tobyo déji peinte) : “Vous
me MW&WXWMAMIMWAWW powr dire 0"l oy
frait plaisin de ba rtcvoin. Ve ne rois fas gue vous dyey pand Tort dans volre choiv — S
Vearmin 4 la pivoine Quost la rose Diniire woi en tffel jai pois avand d'svines be Towrnesol. Je
0is Guut Je commencrai fan stlowner et gui el £ vous en vous [iiaand olwer gut &'ert mon
inlention aprbs ct gui 3'el pask de contester catloriguement votre Aroil wn i Toile e
WM.MMW/WCVWWW%M&MAMM}ZWMW
four en peindre dewr eeactiment fareils. [ Bl it wme sconde partille i la toile demandie]
MWWJWWM¢«W¢4WW4/WMWWMAM&
vétre guard mime.” Clairement, il p'eciste gu'one toile s ford favpe. Vipcert pouriait,
vinon, ewoyer Lavtre sans dwoin “fpine Leffert” d'er peindne wne copie. Vincerd énit ba mime
o i Thea : “catigoriquement je gande moi mes Tovntsols en question V'ai il que je e
vMWyWWM«wWMWl. MM%%VM,MWyMW(’MW
Toiles de Towrnesols. Ganguin sl comtent d'en avoin wnt, & §'aime bion & [aire & Ganguin
MWJWMW Alors L désine wne de ces dewr Toiles, el bien | e reftrai vme
des dew, celle 'L dévine.” Clainement I 1’y en 4 gue dewe & Ganguin vet we des dev,
Vescamotage systimatiue de ces dews cilations de lewn portée e de lewn atra, comple-Tomn :
7/MWMMMJLLVTMMWW&4WWWJ&&

2/ A&me dara les Sudes préalablement pullibesr ¥ Gitées en Afffrence que Wit entend
combatne, de Largumert slon Lleguel ces lethres leartend Toute version avant b devr A4 &itions
e jarwien 1839
3/ de Laboence de sollicitation de Lavia énit de Uéguige Janen-luiften nesporable de la
fpulblication A&W(MMMWWMWAWJWFM 4
{ai 1aine, sbante der “colleaguer” qui prodiguinent “valuable dscurrions and aistanct” voin
Ly ddnowledgements infpa) qui aursail Lt Toute ambiguité 1ot la dignification des dewe lethe
et iwiolafle
nend Ligtime ba suapicion que WT 16it gue Lo oile de Tolgo we peut avoin Gl pente 2 Lo date
"e frof-ost. Une W M frourland Labsolue sincrité 16. Ina letter to Theo that followed shortly

: W it & comcince”. afterwards, however, he talked of a one-off
HOWCVCI‘, he did feel honoured by Gaugum s repetition of GaugnJlnschOJFe, ‘celle qu'ild sire’;
request. The latter had recognised the %%%ﬁmf%
significance of the sunflower paintings for his 7% pe cncor sipondic 2 Gaoguin) Lecid

. . o pott, de b formude de Vincent sor¥ic de 25
oeuvre, he wrote in his reply, and he wWas thUS s et suc 7 promevse sa those frasse. Le

willing to accede to his friend’s wish, even to s i ol fractde W“"“’”““

reward him: ‘comme j’approuve votre /mwmww e savrail

intelligence dans le choix de cette toile je ferai ”““W&m DIt pese  flis bt

un effort pour en peindre deux exactement

pareils’ [743/-].16 By this he meant not two new versions of the coveted still
life with a yellow background, but rather repetitions of both that work and the
still life with a blue background. /newic? e dupews. Virceni 4t 50"l va peindre upe
rlpbtition. Sa formule i Thea el : “Gavguin 314t content A'em avoin wnt, o jaime bion fine 2
Gavguin wn plaisin Aupe crtaine force. Alors 41/444«44%:&44/&%%&/14, oL bien] jen
stferii wne des devse, celle 50"l désine” Une fois ba copic peinte ‘G Lidentigue” Vircent en ara
M’WWW " La formule sigpific donc wne copie Aes WAWW
gprartiviant g0l w'en eeiste fan o dorne gue Loriginal d'aoil esl wnigue. ;AWJ/(
mea»lhyﬂwwrﬁw/«d%md far b, &Mﬁ&mkl«




In late January he informed Theo that he was in the process ‘de mettre les
derniéres touches aux répétitions absolument équivalentes & pareilles’
[747/574]. Ceet hlxﬂM gk, Vircent A1 : e viens de metine les deriines Touches;” &'eat
Aore [fini. I n'est pas “n e process” These repetitions appear to have been just
completed when Joseph Roulin visited him at the end of

January [748/575]17 17. See letter 748/575.
As Van Gogh had now conceived the idea of displaying his

still lifes of sunflowers in a triptych together with La berceuse, his friend saw
‘deux exemplaires de la Berceuse entre ces quatre bouquets-1a’ [748/575] /£
etisle dur oniginane el A 14 étilions fow Gaoguin, Quatre en Toud esl dead certain. Lot va
Aina cing, mais il 1'ose fas le dine 2 ce slade Ae 16 “Aemorstiation”. Le powrguol du dbsordne Ae
Lewposd Aeviernt : e Adlamasaer Aes inderdits Ae

Ui Correspordance. Evipcer Vircent. A later sketch in a 18. The stilllife to the left can be identified by the
letter shows that the triptych Comprised q drooping flower (left), flower /4 in the London or

. . 11 1e Amsterdam painting. The still life to the right can
portralt of Madame Roulin flanked by a still life be identified from the central flower right, flower

with yellow background to her right and its blue 7intheworks now in Munich and Philadelphia.
pendant to her left.18

It has tradltlonally been thOUght 19. Only Landais thinks sessy 45, W«/M that the Amsterdam still life
W b Dadition 2wpose g e was the first version; see ‘Pour le rejet, cit. (note 7), p. 42. He bases his opinion
e L W le Are, ¢ ‘047 le lu? Ae i mainly tricke on Van Gogh's description of the original’s background as

11 1: . ‘greenish yellow.” Although this seems to match the Amsterdam work better
seclerche #at the still lifes painted e one in London, Contaesit fsgns, ONLY HATOHES” wisk 1

in late August 1888 are the lowon wssion thearist in fact defined the background in his first version both
works now in London and ® greemsh yellow’ and as yellow (see main text and note 11) £z

. . capticuse] Vincent At “vert favne” gui deviendo “favme” powr distinguer de ba
Munich, a hypothesis supported ..o s ford Ulew.. Celi baluie Colljection 4 LT~ which corresponds very

by a Comparative study of style well with the London work, whose background is (light) yellow with a barely

and technique in the five pf;?e‘;)tible greenish-yello'x}r overla'y. Inadmmissible, jasme dt Naples w' P,M de
vart] et fond des dewr promiines versioms beavcoup plus [oncés que les A &itions

works.19 wwr fonds ploa piles

Cortrwtriti. La “comparative study”

§prandil an contraine gue le ford des originane (Mosick & Amatordam) et postbriown v flens

(ce sra Auillewns panticllomert secorm flus las), Tandis gue powr les 14é8itiorns (Londres o

Plibidelplice) be ford est presgue partont antéricun an sujel, c'est ba Aiffforence entre ley onigs

Ae Vincent et aes copien. lwﬂ@&mﬁmwzw outre cotiine. W y 4 donc selon gue

lon WWW#MMW&Z@&WW&/AM@M umt»(lw

argements. Compared with the other three paintings, these two display looser,

descriptive brushwork, a more elaborate modelling of form, and a more
specific rendering of detail. /rewac?, Lo toile Ae Murick &t celle A Amstordam montrent le
méme cone, cela 1'eall pas i fou les 14 liions (Londres & Munic). Lo version de Londres it

20. See Druick and Zesgers, op. cit. (note 8), p. 271. Dorn, op. cit. (note 6), pp. 49-50, contends that the London version must have been
the first painting, as one flower was later added over the background, cessc#ristigue A'vne 1épézition] whereas its counterpart was held
in reserve in the backgrounds of both the Tokyo and Amsterdam versions. Cebe es? fae. I 1’y 4 paz de “séserve” dars e Toile
APmaterdam . Une séserve eat on ford peind avant le sujet, mais lainié intoucld b o6 e sujed sra peint. Ce w'eat par le can, les
Towrnesols sont simplement finits avant be ford, confirmant gu Amiterdam et Loriginal. However, examination of the Philadelphia
painting has shown that not all the flowers in thlS version were planned as an integral part of the composition. e lelle affuire! Vipcert
At peindne idertigue et fpaneil ot selon LT, gui identific pourtint b Toile de PLiladelpllic comme b spéttion, L e planific pas Ae
mete b mime oze! Although most of ﬂower 14 has been left in reserve in the Munich original, prepos ignorant sgpéts, i 'y a pas de
sézenve in the Philadelphia repetition it has been painted entirely over the background colour. (Information from the examination
reports by Lister, ef al.) C'est b mime chose pour Philidelplic &t Londres, les dew 1 étitions. Powrguoi le Taine) Quand au fave de
Tolsge, Scluffeneclier gui Adluite dins les Towrnesol, (ait comme Vincent powr aa premiére version, les flewrs A'abord.




vimplifide & o pas clle ABAmatndan. The repetitions now in Tokyo, Amsterdam
faur, li Toile APmsterdion w'est pas wme sGpétition, mais Loriginal des 14 T (voir suprs &
infpz) and Philadelphia, however, exhibit a logical trend towards increasing
schematisation of the motif. 20

Oddly, however, Van Gogh’s descriptions of the bouquets in his letters do not
match the actual number of flowers in the London and Munich paintings.
According to his correspondence, the still life with a blue background
contained 12 sunflowers; the Munich work,

though, has 14.21 21. Letters 669/B15, 671/W6, 674/W18 and 680/534.
The still life in London features 15 flowers,

although Van Gogh speaks of only 14 in

connection with this work.22 To err is 22 Letters 672/527, 673/528, 674/W18 and 680/534.
human, of course, and in the case of the

Munich picture it seems indeed that Van Gogh simply miscounted. The lower
areas of the bouquet are rather tightly arranged, and sunflowers 5 and 9 are
eclipsed by their more prominent neighbours (even taking into account that
this effect may have been exaggerated by subsequent discolouration and loss of
nuance).23 The London bouquet, however, is less compact, and it seems
23. Dorn, op. cit. (note 6), p. 49, counted 13 flowers, apparently thinking that flower9 should not be considered a real bloom. Itis,
however, as proven by the yellow petals (actually ray flowers, as sunflowers have composite blooms made up of tubular flowers in

the central disc and ray flowers around the edge) to the left of flower 9, which do not belong to flower 8, but instead point to the

presence of another, separate bloom. Dorn also believes that head 74 had been added at a late stage in the creative process, but this
has been proven incorrect; see Druick and Zegers, op. cit. (note 8), p. 381 (note 159).

unlikely Van Gogh could have miscounted the 2% Drickand Zegers, opcit. (note$), p. 240,
suggest that the overblown flowers are so-called

flowers in this work 24 £ Z‘, W el moint joible sunflowers, which have a double row of
compacl antrement AT M/A/uz; ced gue la foile Ae petals, or ray flowers, but this s difficult to establish
Londres w'est fas Loriginal, mais la 16péfilion. Si 2 theseare past their peak.
Ae Ui M/”W,c'eﬂ’w/%éw LVTMWM/MWWAM
cbserwvations guard dles cordamment i Wese. (voir Laccallante notice Au cat. Pmaterdim
1990)
One possible explanation for the discrepancy is that flower /4, which was
painted over the second and final layer of the background, had not yet been
added when he described the still life in his letter 25 fuadnizsible. [i 7oile Ae
lontres et peinte en jarwvier, la

Lo it il Lintit o, 25. Dorn, op. cit. (note 6), p. 49, believes that only this flower was added at a later
W‘M oV bintot v stage, but this View is inCOITect. Ce gui montac encore gue la toile de Londres est ba
Ae v wmeis. Van Gogh’s spittion o wom Loriginal. Averti d apois cxamem, il n'eit pas capallle e
correspondence does not Aistinguer wne copie A'vr ariginal. Two other flowers, 12 and 15, were also later

, X R X introductions, painted over the first layer of the light yellow background rather
pI‘OVIde us with an immediate an heldin reserve, as were the other 12. The explanation cited above for the
answer to the question as to discrepancy in numbering is, however, contradicted by the fact that Van Gogh
which of the three remaining continued to mention the number 14, even after the painting had been

. . completed (see note 22). Vincen? ne parte de 1 flewrs gu'apais les originane de
still lifes should NOW be (4 dene de b toile A hmstordin Tout commenisine poenant e ceemple b Taile

identified with the two Ae lawém gui 1 'eal s peinte wl dlupide. 'II is also possible that he Sﬁq not

.. . . consider the number of flowers in the painted bouquet when describing the still
repetitions painted in January e but rather in the real bunch that he seems to have placed in a vase to
1889. simulate the work.



De pine en pine. Quard lu comespordance de Vincert At 50"l veut en faire wne stconde version
ik w14 parneille ; guard Al LY g0’ avoin copid, poun Gauguin les dewe 1oiles gui daient Aars
v dambre en Pl en Aisant Ve viens e mette L Aonitres Toucles avx sGfitions
ilsolumert Lguivalents et pantilles” ; goarnd on 1431 gut Vinctnd & guatre prandes Toiles, dewr
signtes pour Teo, & gui les sonl eeplicitoment offertes (e montrables ey Goupil) ot dewr
MM’@MW/ M“G‘W’/WW née 2
lillasion g0l y awriil Hois slpitiLions parmi Laguelles U faudrail hoivin. la voritl gue LT
dhercle & asspsriner el ct i el lnid : guatie en Toud, ybre plact foun wne cinguiime. la placer
b et flsifier le strs des motts &, pan voit de corsbguerces, filsifier le corpus. Although Van
Gogh described his two versions as ‘répétitions absolument équivalentes &
pareilles’ [747/574], all three repetitions display clear differences of both detail
and colour in relation to their originals, so that this passage is
of little help.26 Tow? es? parfuitement cliin, contrairement 2 ce gue Lyl 26.Inbis promiseto
lrd, "\/""’" e, S miétlode es? A % &Wf /%W&W Gauguin he spoke of

‘deux exactement

ls occariors O dire gut Toud ot du couf, confus. Cortes; A send confos, iy’ sce 18- e

comme be favasaine sime la corfusion, mais U 1’y 4 avcent il wouuta feur. cation
porsible. le s fowrni seloik des evsewns de bctine de la copie e Tolkyo W,”Wdf,m

szaa'azw&mw. &&MZ/’A#WWM GUE rtindail alors wme copie
. . ’ .y ’ . pon A (voin ,
nous savens Calmend comment, wa ct sl delxﬂ'w/w //4,4;‘1 Z&M&ml sefss
Apparently his choice of phrase referred only to the subject, which did indeed
remain the same. However, shortly after completing the two repetitions, Van
Gogh incorporated these new versions of the sunflower motif into the above-
mentioned triptych with La berceuse. For this reason it may be conjectured
that the works created in January are the paintings now in Amsterdam and
Philadelphia, £soné, les dewr paines sont Munich-Amstordam (originaos) ¥ Philudebpliie-
Londres, (14pétitions) since, unlike the Tokyo canvas, they are signed, as is the
central work from the trlptyCh - with which, 27. The main candidates for the central work
moreover, they form a stylistic unity. 27 £ 4147 inthe wo tiptychs created by Van Gogh in
bier en peine de dine quelle “wnite stylistique” iU poumaiy 1isperiodare F505JH 1669 Cei et
bier y avoir entre les 2 Toiler. Cuci est de b mypstification [Sbiumerl W, et el cofe
dgand fow bt de st fmine passer povnr aavand. Mais suntoud e Bercuse SOS et peinti.. pa Selffenceer
Lot 4 luil ¢ 4 Ui Toile Ae Tobo E14iT antlentioue @?OMWMW.Q;ICIFSOGJH
’ , p Ny ’ | Galement stupide cette Bercewse »'eit pas
A gl 1y avaid plus gud b Dower ant Hace. Ceat wn ercore feirzewhich bear both a signature and
W 7m net A2 encone feind. Like La berceuse -- but the inscription ‘Arles 89", The latter was added
not the Tokyo still life -- both paintings to the first of these pictures when it was still
. . incomplete; see the article by Kristin
incorporate a ﬂat, deco;atn'/e structurf: as well as @ yoermann Lister in this volume of the Van
more full-bodied application of paint, although GoghMuseun journal, note 30.
the latter predominates in the Sunﬂowers.28 Ceci 28. Moreover, the lower section of
et le mime Aiscorns oree o fane. Eptre b devr Tovrnesols ef Leg the vasein the Amsterdam
. P P ) version is not painted yellow, as in
Borcse 744 UT iseutt ",Zy « Ao W A frmms les ‘{W the London picture, but pink; Van
Aewe Towrnesols mal Al e guatre Bercewse Galement mal daties, Celi Gogh was apparently attempting
we seliend pas LT A'etre sertencicus. to achieve a unity with its
From this it may be concluded that the work in Tokyo is Predominanty purple-hued

. . NN counterpart in the Philadelphia
not mentioned in the artist’s correspondence. Astuce A pining

wowveiss Damparante. Co gui et A1 e posmet on 2ien la diduction
proposie. Le sl mopen L'Gablin 40"l 2’y 4 par mintion de fane el de prndre Toutes les



Aations de Towrnesols & Lo pine Levigion priciae. La conclusion we verant pas ici de la
MW,JWW%’&@&MIWWW.%4WWW
. Cette manipulation 4 wn bud, précis, la dngualification de la Comerpondance.
LWM&M!W&& masr contormner la sule guertion qui vaille, quedtion que
6k poste, rbsolue o pullie. La comespondance écante ddfintivement Uivntualit qu'il 4 Mﬂm
qut quatne pandes Toles de Towrmerols : du originane e duse A4pitition. Cehwtdoww
wne “abrence” de la fpuase, main wne gurantie abrolue gue s prbsence et imporsilile. Although
this absence could be interpreted as ‘un certificat de non-réalisation,” as
Landais has claimed, there are other, equally plausible 9 g
explanations.29 Ceci est wne mowvelle mamipulation indigne d'wme expertise. Ses op.ci.
rwmsord el Lo suiuand. On cache Largumestsine sun liguel stpon la dimonitration (note 1).
AMJWMMMW&MMWAWM walentes
1001 osaibles. thmmwmwwm : aluT vols “en giniral”
aient wnt “der awnes de Vineent comme Loy anires” Tandin que ce et 4 o statut absolument
i part, sevendigul pan lii comme som pls band chefrd'atowne. For example, Van Gogh may
have produced the painting with the intention of giving it to someone in
Arles, thus seeing no reason to mention it to Theo. Bien éidemment [aue i 1'a de
dette de “SO0 fpancs” ewers persorme. Bion ain, ancun Towmnesols 1'ert aesté e d'fiales. WT 14it
bion 0"l e peut avamenr de mom Ao g6 disertlion wa et poinnd. Cert done wn boran de fumé.
He may also have regarded it as a less successful version of the motif, or as an
experimental study that similarly required no description. Newvel éergsm. Vincent e
(et par 2ater Lo aeprioe du Lef-d'ovwne gu'il o A4dlE de maniine panticnliinement brillante
(Londnes) Tobyo et la copie de londres et londres la copie AAmatndam. A further
possibility is that he produced the work during a period of ‘little
;:orrespondence,’ as suggested by Roland Dorn, and by Druick and Zegers. 30
noisiime brdm de I et de se prévaloin de “Ulank " ; 5
e et e ot 8 s 6 s conbi Ly LSO
4 de versions, o6 elles 100, frour Gui i dles send, privant de Toud ford La (note8), p. 240. They differ,
e 3 Lortewsmend commode dm “Yettres W" on inetiidanies. howeverl, in their opinion as to
Aprts Les Uards spots on 4 le nembre des Towmesols pents. Les dates hen hisvas.
wggirber pan Dovn daient comiquer, celles de Dowglas Drwike et de Peten
Kort Zegers ont 1 iwenttes pan W, I st Adicat de 2'en prbvaloin sams Uisderntion
de 2 [pine panier pour anlitne. Finally, one could also imagine that he simply failed
to mention the work, for whatever reasons. $i ce guatribme éranm de fomée est avasi
Vmwwwm U a Lavartage e (los Dansparud : “la non-mention el
inegplicalle aanf) & Dicken... e que mows [aroms avee comilanee!” While everything is
possible... Les mystificateurs soutiomnent toujours gue Uimpossible ent possible. Ce w'ert pas e
can o Lo experts &eat mime Lewr wnique asinon L'éne. .. one thing is certain: the letters
do not provide any clues as to which of these options is the most plausible. L

bt et aTlind on & Tk quatre fusbes [punes & Daraformé la vrite que Lon me peud réevstn en
MWWWMW#MMW valider. Dowr Bt compa, &WMWMIW
moins Dompun. Dire gue v @ faue 2'bguinalent et inadmisible ici & partout. Pavmi Loty
WW&!’W&WJyanWWW&&MMM
ans apris a6 mol. Les Lthes e pormetlent fan de choivin wtre les options fpumsses et idiotes de
L. Mais dles gnantissnt qu'il 1'y 4 pas e de cimguiime Toile de 30 de Towrmesols.




Provenance
Although the correspondence cannot therefore help us to solve the problem of
the painting’s authenticity contevirité de noweas [lagrante. la comespondance résout &
dle side défiritivenent la quertion de Uatberticits, Quatre toiles excluarnd cing. Prbtendne be
contraine il [aliifien sr wmbignements. on mirguirs s pasage Ubalileté de borimenteon 4
donner & cloidih enre hols dameans pow dine Gu'on ne peud pans en didiine lige du guatriine.
Les mimes tecbaniques somt Toufjouns i Lotunne,
the provenance may provide an indication. If it could be proven that the work
came from Theo’s estate, the case for considering the painting a forgery would,
of course, be nullified. s manauwne devient hanspareste : Pattesdne la comeapondance
W%“W avee le WWW collen e faue dans b collection de Theo! Ca
burle : "On va lui [priquer des fpue papiers wne provenance préuntale! Comment peut-on en
amiver (2] Comment s [ait-il gue Lon puinse 4 impunément inulien v artiste. Comment ae
fart-il 'l e e Drowne pas win commaiastun dany digie pour ener avee force qu'il 4 4 Tomparie
WWAW&W importine, WMLMWW M’th, Huloteen
wul mert. What is required is an examination of the provenance of all five pieces.
The works in Munich, London and Amsterdam are irrefutably from the family
collection. Johanna van Gogh-Bonger sold the first to Hugo von Tschudi in
1905; the second to the Tate Gallery in London in 1924. 31 31 For the provenance
Ctoi conslilue lﬁ WWWM& W#’MW + details see Dorn, op. cit.
la collection de la [amille commence i Theo. On Vineest 4 adressé avant (n0te6),p. 60. Les provenances
&WAmewm Les dewwe onigimame encadrts ot lea 2000 o fens |
nowlées. Il eat done certain que les guatne Toiles (et 12 cet am menton de LT, e

TdWWT)MWW&MMm&&M En ongamiaant “ »yiin b diguoition”
ZW&&W MWMMW?ZTLVTWMPWJQ
{pits. On doit énine Thwwm WWWWWWM*W&W
collection unmwmnwﬁ&wmhgz;ﬁ%ﬁw“z
Followmg this second sale, only the Amsterdam canvas e On ﬁﬁh auppeler
remained in the family’s possession. It is not known if the Wm ma%
painting in Philadelphia was among the works Jo
administered Tlee et sin, Jobarna et non! Theo
L sinsid W ? Veadue ? Qued W'ﬁ”” It 1is first 32 Pars Mus e dOrsay, Vollard Archive, ‘MS
documented in 1896, when the Paris art dealer ‘! (+2 Registedes veniesavecies

, A . sommes dues par les diff rents acheteurs ou
Ambroise Vollard sold it as ‘soleils d[an]s pot’ to peines, 189497, Thanks o the
Comte Antoine de la Rochefoucauld on 21 ?\'a[t;rcolour COpfi}rlnade iy the ne onner
December for 400 francs.32 Cela est tout 4 (4it fuoe B e T e
Vobarma vernd la toile & Seuffenccher via Tanguy en 139U, mais pai(r)lting[?n l\iueniiie; see?ill-eEl?\,?se groisvigel,e

avant déwldm s doconments aux W o n Adissimade Claude-Emile Schuffenecker, San
Levisteonct. Francisco 2000, pp: xlvu Xlviii. Trichenie!

.. . . Powrduai caclen ik (0w religuer en mote 33
Opinions differ regarding the provenance of the sl eccus de lmAw) ot La Wine

Tokyo version. Comme la virité avail &l hansformée e %JZ:; mfm ol fpwsit 50
”W" “wh WW Lo, on la M«Wmm M«MMW 't dbrormais crtiind

Aopinions avant de Létouffr. On notra an pasiage que Lo

posse downe Uillussin o'l w'y awnsil pas de divergnce dopinion pow la Toile de
Plidadelpllic, cela o' appelle wme maripulation. However, opponents and supporters of

the work’s authenticity all agree that in the spring of 1901 it was included in



hiti s« 33.Exhib. cat., Exposition d'oeuvres de
the Van Gogh exhibition at the gallery of the Paris > "> Gogh bars Galere Bembeim

art dealers Bernheim Jeune, under the title jeune) 1901, no 5. Lacking the annotated
Tournesols sur fond vert trés pale. 33 Non. Cela et Ls caalogue by Julien Leclereq (b 5737),
e Ao Aine Ao ’ ine Jols [ : st which contains crucial information, in 1987

/ Dorn erroneously believed the work should

”M” du ‘WV&S’“‘I avsocid de S‘K"‘W‘m a4 organisitun Ae be identified as the version in Philadelphia;
Z%W Conme W anhes W Ade L collection  seelondon (Christie’s), 30 March 1987, lot
Wtdw;, s Tawmesols w'end pas @é mentrés.  En 43 Thanks o Ronald Pickvance, however,
Mo . 1 1 s Tould ; Ues Lecl, » this mistake was quickly rectified; see ‘Van
) il , i o , ) lea o ,é" Gogh's Sunflowers,” in Mark Wrey and
4"”‘1‘4"”“4’“1 [ai1 croine, [airant Xl"’”’“ les ducriptions d'une Susanna Spicer (eds.), Christie’s: review of
toile 2 Lavine powr . comrin & eotind la oile de Londnres the season 1987, Oxford 1988, pp. 70-
apparnterant Jobanma (lowdres) The painting came from

the collection of artist Claude-Emile Schuffenecker, whom the ?rirﬁgﬁgn
exhibition’s organiser -- art critic, man of letters and Schuffenecker’s rectercqo

friend, Julien Leclercq -- had already described as its owner in a letter Jovan Gogh-

dated 16 February 1901.34 o 0
For many years the history of the work before 1901 was a mystery. 1901 ®
Cu Townmesals 1'existaiont Tout bommement P41, H 4«'7 4134).

. o . . LN ’,
il s A lirtoin putgu 4 b gue ¢ U ordnct de Dorrn et 35. See Walter Feilchenfeldt, Vincent van Gogh and
F&W wen MWI wine, W &idemmmend. 1N Paul Cassirer, Berlin: the reception of Van Gogh in

: : Germany from 1901 to 1914, Zwolle, Amsterdam &
1988, however, Walter Feilchenfeldt pointed Zurich 1968, p 96, who based his information on

toa farnlly document certes WF {WMM en 1398 mais poms (then unpublished) dissertation (see Dorn, op.
b docwmert “fonde” la proverance [puare que Doan cit [note 33]). lincolérent ou bion Felebonfpldt 61 e
dorne  en 189) 2 Christie's (via  Felcbenfeld). WMA‘,&WW‘A%f“,W
Dissimuler cela est ticker. from which it could be (et Len W)ML‘{“W" (et
inferred that Schuffenecker had acquired his ™« Tobse) ot sbesf

still life from Jo van Gogh-Bonger in 1894.35

On it darms Leaacrogueie utellectuelle, “Uia ll-Life” et wne manipulation. On 4 dee [aits
ditincts Scbulfemechen achite wme Toile de Towrnesols 2 Jobarms en 1894, et que personme me
conteste, & apt ans plos Tard AL 4 les Townesols de Tolwgo. Co 1'eat pan wme Toile mais dews
toiles distincles. En owtre Felcbenfeld, fort d'vn panse droil Lui permetlant de complien L
WM&MVMC%WM/WWMMMW&&FW
van Gogl décowwne que Jobarma verd des Towrnesols & Schuffmecker en 1894, L e dcovune
WMW7¢'L¢&MMVMZAM dcTaﬁya. JLWMS'WA
papiors e [airand par de Diffrrce e mai e fpuz, vogant des Towrnesols wn by
Scbufferechen (dont il ignore alors 4u'il st fpusnaine) o1, 1ept ams plus Tard, des Towrmesols dars
14 collection, U imagime sy Logiguement qu'il 4'agl des mimer. Sa comprélension de Lant de
Vincent me risguant pas de le aetenin (la relation de ser exploits amiricains dams le New York
Timer vant sonm pesant de cacaluites) L “Qablit” la provemamce... dus [aue. Dorin gui e vant par
ke, [alrigue wine collbrinct i 16 mariire gui s comunie immédiatment pan Dickwance. Voili
b viedle soupe gue nesunt W Mais guand il énit il et dans ome Tout avtre situation de
1avoin, Lavetivmets, de diponciation, d'informations prowant difintivement Lonsn des
dur “pieds (lats” comme ls 4 appells devart moi wn four wn in commsinrun. On et passk
e Tmps du agigue “bomarom et an coupable “diabolicon”. La manipulition fe rbpite
o gue b 1031 bien dain : consiate i dine panlant de Scbuferechen “lin UL Tandin 4u'iL
g o & dewe, Une aclletie f svendine, wme anine pinite pan Scbaffemscher bion plus Tard.

In March of that year she accepted his offer of 300 francs ‘pour les fleurs’ -- a
work she had left at the shop of the recently deceased Pére Tanguy.36




36. See letter from Claude-Emile Schuffenecker to Jo van Gogh-Bonger, ¢. March 1894 (b 1427), which indicates that he bought the
still life together with a landscape. He offered to pay 300 francs for ‘les fleurs’ and 200 for ‘le paysage qui est plus petit,” which Dorn (op.
cit. [note 6], p. 48) associates with F 777 JH 2105. Encere wne evren! 1] est L copie par Scbaffemecher du Jardin de Davligny, la toile
'l aclite eit F 706, Lorigimal. Incapable de voin, Dorm st vickime du dine de Leelercq. Schuffenecker’s next letter to Jo (b 1428)
suggests that she had accepted his offer. By this time Tanguy’s widow had asked for a larger “lasger” es7 we Lrvention LT commission,
so Schuffenecker ended up paying a slightly higher total, namely 525 francs. See further the letter from the collector A. Bauchy, who,
encouraged by Schuffenecker’s acquisitions, now wished to buy work from Jo (b 1206). M A'avoin pus acheter i Jobanna Bavely

la T, by & Sellufferscher. O Lea net (W&WKW)“W" 14 collection Uarmée wivante Lorrgu'il lu
conffe & Clavdet qui bea cide 2 Voé&ad, Leguel les cide avanitt 4 La Roclefpucantd. She ubsequently noted in her cash book that she
had received 225 guilders from Schuffenecker for two paintings; see Chris Stolwijk and Han Veenenbos, The cash book of Theo van
Gogh and Jo van Gogh-Bonger, forthcoming in 2002 (annotation 011/14). Pullication qui se garde bien de reprendne o smégoiae de Dors

: Au .

v Uidertiffcation du Jardin de Dasligny alors v

37. The undated letter from Tanguy’s widow

. : Pt to Andries Bonger (b 1446) was first quoted in
We know that this was in fact a painting of [ " o Trabut, Andr._Bonger: i s

sunflowers thanks to a letter from Tanguy’s WidoOW f resvan Gogh, Van Gaghiana 1 (1963), p.
to Andries Bonger, in which she reports that 41 andconnected with Schuffenecker's
‘Monsieur Chouffenecker [...] desirerai avoir un gfﬁﬁff?jfﬁmw;’ﬁ;i (note 33). p. 460
tableaux de Mr Vincent c’est le soleil.”37 Z&%WW dimimole Le w4 de b
This interpretation of the evidence, however, built 1./ d;;:é?;:w s, z/ﬁmu
as it is upon the knowledge that Schuffenecker poleipite cliey b vense Tanguy & b smort de
owned the still life in 1901, has also become a z/ﬁuoﬁ i mwm\;:g
subject of debate as a result of the controversy 727 </ e st &
surrounding the authenticity of the Tokyo still life. couplet s 1 pastenduc pasaneti
Landais and others have claimed that the still life
purchased by Schuffenecker in 1894 was not the painting now in Tokyo, but
the Philadelphia canvas, which they contend the artist sold on to Vollard
within two and a half years.38 Naturally, this theory s i pourle et cit (note 7). pp. 8, 16
is intimately connected to their refusal to believe in tken up by Grossvogel, op. cit. (note 32), p.
the Japanese painting’s authenticity, & ne +'agi? pas de
croyanes, masn e aavein for if the Tokyo work is a fake, 742 the “piece” whick lad
been recorded in e (pmily collection and sold in 1894 must have been another
version of the sunflowers painted by Vincent lis 12 [lowers, as decriled by lim, whe ia,
by e way, [ar more seliable Wan e two ‘pieds plats’ [llows. And this could only be
the Philadelphia painting, as there is no other version painted by Vincent Whose
earliest history 4ad been borrowed for e 1ale of 4 (prgery and for wlick e people involved
i U aale Dy 1o Let Gelieve Hat 2 1s still unknown.
However, if we consider only the evidence of the provenance, the latter theory
appears far more speculative than the former. Le natenel de LT W Le desss. Fante
J'WW/ mes conclusions Jwiwwﬂ fowr Tenter
de ven difpine o de Les Asgualifien, dt&adtg«w&uw ‘option” parmi d'anres Woﬂula)
Les Tanant de “farn more spéenlative” Wéorie. La vride w'est pas wme Hheorie. Dispersoms ct nowwean
W(AM-ALW Recadnora, sndrerrons & pallions la dissimdation de mon argumentaine. La
d'abord. Une toile de 12 Towrmesols, sépligue pinte powr Ganguin, commue, décrite,
avoyte pan Vineent, ayand apparters i Lo [amille, wécessginement sépntonibe dans Linwertsine
(195 fpowr b intimen), vendue en 1394 pan &vwadumchw(amzdt b famille, gui
MM&WMMAM MWWW"AWWW WWK«/}W
fpuinse ee affectt i wme rbpligue (Tolye) jamain peinte pan Vineent (la
ZIMM),MMWMW& dwm&udc W(auwmmz) demM



A apparue by wn WWMMWMKW&WWMM
PW@&M meMalwmwa«a«MW[u Ler woici.

RWw&MhPWzm&MSdLZ'WWh& ot can Toud
denchaine implacabloment, admettre W%W(WWVMG%K)AW&W&
s cher A monde engageant o respomalilidé des ceperts A Musie L'Etat Vineent van Gogfl et
de la Fondation, sinsi gue Dovn, Felclenfeldl et Piclwance Tows prérentés comme cavtions par
&VWW&WW&VM St et i, powmguol b 1aine) La virité arfora.
On ne connail pas de document derivant les Towmesols conffis pan la famille i Julion Tanguy,
wain A et wme exporition on 1892 i la galenie Le Bane de Bowttewille foun
Corgarisatinn Enile Borrard emprunte des toiles lainsies en dipst ey Tanguy (JMW
monhtr beavconf des vermnes, ity de hop rbeentes rapines) o mumbre 12 du
hewe des “Soleilds”. Sachant Mﬁdouwww&%udtvmdwm
WW&WMWZMQJMﬁTWJMWJ&#MWMm
barand & de permin que o adlfrnce et aue 12 toiles de Pliladelplic. Loy revue de Uenporition me
100t par expliciter bors wme celle de Camille Mavclain, anrey pew favoralle i Lant de Vincent gui
€nit malgpd Tout « les nadivnr aoleils [lewnis Sorment i dbarment de L dovern » Lo formule
e ntpyoit Gidemment phn s bprts 8 sguene, bowenr I Tvmes, Lisitants & evonts, gaucher o
Hats Tovrmesols de Tekye. For while it cannot be demonstrated that Schuffenecker
actually owned the Philadelphia still life, cela demewre fpune! la famille 4 Toile
on les cornadl, dewr originane o dewe rfpitions, dewe 12 @ dewx 14 Towmesols. La senle des
quatne ‘ULl et Lo r4pitition de 12, clle gui 1t Dowaid dars Liwentaine i ot de Lo
u}a&MMﬂ}?uu&h'AWW,c'MZM&MVW.%bﬂm,ww
VM%M&W.MWWW&WWXL&W#
Plidadelpbie, Uaffecte, évidemment sams preve, & la toile de Tolyo, puin dbcowne “a gap” dams la
WW&&M&PW MMZW&%MMJMWMMWW%M
dw%ﬁd&ﬂéﬁw WZ%W&MM’[4W@S&M£WMW
¥ 12 répond : "WMW(J@VMWZ&AWW;OMMKLWMWM&&
R WMI»W”M MW%%&{WWMTM
'l bk acite, rou le mom At “Fluns”. I doit 12 dowter qu'afin de masntenin cette balilete
WMMWM (el demanden & v ami proche de consewer ce Bne parse-partont. Il
it que Basclyy, Uami de Scholfmscher, apéculiten de mitien, comtitue i Toute allure wme
collection. L 14t que Lo Tdative de Bavcly pilotée par Schuff, de réiditer Lenploit qui 4 profité
&&MﬂTWdWwJWWW«AWM It 14i2 que Bavely 4,
Larnée suivante, “Flans” dans 14 collection. I 1ait que Clavdet biguide alors la collection
Baucly. I 10t gque Clavder vend 2 Vollard trois Toiles sams Tres, juste avant gque Vollard e
cde & La Roclefoucasld ler “solecls Ao wrn fot” (WMMWMAMWWJ
baptiote pan Lui). W 4 appaia & ser dépens que cette toile Etait Lo toile de Pliladelpllic. I 1ait
MWWWWWM&WW#[&MW?&JMM
J'WM A4t wne abandité (v, pinr ex, IAWMWW) MWW
MMWi&WWwwWWWWCW Londnes et Plidadelplice
Uit salis aun mement At el wentaine i cll A dtwe Borcuat mom monties s clinsia
uwoytts avee dles, main L wie Tows cr [ais & ved croine s “myatine”. C'asl son Aroil Ae
rogand, wiin qut tla e viswne par vilider wn faue dowt som ntewertion o 4 srmné la
dramatique promotion. We can be certain that this was the case with the Tokyo
Version. la manipulation e cdlange par de negishre. W prbserte comme contradictoines dens
{ats waia, ecssifs : Lackat pan Schuffmechen de la toile de Pliladelplic (en 1894) et 14
Aetertion de celle de Tobyo en 1901 orards. Prttendne que et srait “a” o “4" Tandis que 'est
2" %Y, et wn procidé cormee. Landais’s notion could only gain in plausibility if



other paintings could be discovered that the artist sold on soon after acquiring
them. To date, however, no such examples have been found. 39

39. Grossvogel, op. cit. (note 32), p. 17, no. 42, points to a letter from Schuffenecker to one Haymann, dated 21 October 1886 (Paris,
Fondation Custodia), which she believes might indicate that the former was already operating as an art dealer at the time. However,

the letter only indicates that he was enquiting about the price of a work by Delacroix on behalf of a third party. It is impossible to judge

whether he was doing this as a dealer or simply helping a friend, an acquaintance, or his brother. Chotsin wn exemple, Linterpréter 2 aa
guiae powr [aine croine 'l w'en eeintrsid pas d'avtres, par digaines, et encort wn bram de fumie,

Nowvel atrape-nigands. Schudffeneclen et collectionmemn €, comme Tows cur qui pratiquent cette
WW&q«&WZ«We W‘W{M“AMWWGWCFWW[‘
collection we lun i [inalenment rien coiti. G fuitige d'aillewns Schoffenecher (s0m
ancitn colligue apbonlatenn dans Lime & pan mitier) ae (laigpant de b [aible bansse de 1o
MAWWMMMWW&VWWMW&M#M Les dewn pires
des exporitions inbrantes dlc. Prbtendne gu'il [audraid, o gue o vérité —

diguinie e “Landain’ notion” — 10 vaie mortrer gu'on acte 161 babitudd ert encore dressn
wn ofotacle ptificil. Uavocat de la Vauda & de Schoffpmecher el wn mavwsis avocal, som
ohstacke me Lt pas deboud. Imagimons les vines dans la salle en entendart : “Powa gue mon
MWWWW&“M,JWW%JAWWXW
commele, ’W«a MMMWM«WLMJM«A&MMMJW&W Ae
e Wl DAWJMMM#WWWquwWW,W%
que Lo wllpnsaes anclives de Schuffpmechen ol €U soigpnsment Guntes 4 que Lon ot Lion
{ AM&WWW&WJLW&WWMW
de la collection der dews fpines. Cela Lit, Les prewwes de Lo mine en verte immidiate esintent. La
Ae buit Toiles achetics pan Schufemechen i Jobarma van Gogh en décembne 1900 100t en
VW(WW&WAM}&MEW-JWWWWW s ' ont &t acletics
gue dans ce b, Scluffemecher paite & des exporitionsvente (Vollard) ; il met en dépst (Soulid) ;
JWMM(VM),JMWVM«[W(VMW shetrsion Berlin par ex.)
i losewerd directomert Bavclly, Fayed, Fabore, dle...) ; vient acheter iiclemest “poun affaine” 2
Volanma en 1906 ete. Cela en [4it indisentablomert wn collectionns marchand en dambre.
Le masquen en afffrmant gu'il 1y 4 pas d'vengle “To date, however, no such examples have
been found” (¢f en Tentant de dsqualifier wne prewve complimentaine en note) et wn anre volel
de la Domperie contribuant i occnlten o virit & conduinsant i dbuer la [oi publiue pan

Four or five versions?

lAcM/l%W ale WWWA&}Z u’{mm “FOUR", on MMWMJM
{Allait pas poren citte quertion avint d'avoin Longuement dissnté s Uintrue,

In addition to the matter of this individual work’s provenance, we should also
consider numMbers. Lk question précidente mon résolue, pais présentie comme o elle Uétait, Lt
dhange de Jmain powr mie bgrer 1om bcdun, ctci el encort wmt pratique confondante. How
many versions are assignable shortly after Vincent’s death? Did a fifth version
already exist?

Critics of the Tokyo painting believe not, basing their stance on the catalogue
of works in Theo’s collection (‘Catalogue des ceuvres de Vincent van Gogh’),
probably compiled at the end of 1890 by his brother-in- 4 cyuiogue des ceuvres de
law, Andries Bonger.40 Contrevinité. Tanica, Hoving et la voie VincentvanGogh' (b3055).



dara Lo 1alle Lors de Lo yerte Claintie's iyporent Toud du catalogue que la Fordation (relayie
par W) 4 Longtomps intrdit d'accis bien 'l appartionme i UELaT méerkandaia. Je pans, powr et
qui me comene, de Ueffpoyalle Gualité do fpur, virifie ot b Lthes de Vinent sufffinaient i
prower Gu'id we 1arsil g avoin de dmguibme vrsion @ Adcowne e cntitude. Ennite,
selemert, quind Laccis an catalogue m'erl autorind, jo décowwne qu'd 1'eat didenmrd que quatre
teiles de 30 Ae Tewrnuels. This lists only four large format sunflower still lifes
from Arles, each described as ‘Tourne-sol (30)’ and given the numbers 94,
119, 194 and 195. Ninety-four is definitely the painting now in Munich, while
194 probably refers to the Amsterdam version, as explained below.41

41. See Dorn, op. cit. (note 6), pp. 60-61. His catalogue of the various sunflower versions, however, makes insufficient distinction
between interpretation and genuine fact when citing the relevant Bonger list numbers. Dorn not only assigns a Bonger number to the
paintings in Munich and Amsterdam, he also gives one to the Philadelphia and Tokyo versions. While the numbers assigned to the first
two are based on fact, those given to the others are derived from Dorn’s own notion regarding the function of the Bonger list and an
amsouated theory concerning the absent work, which is, however, incorrect; see above. St guelgu’un entend dowe &
Aestind i masguer les wumé WW&MM}LZWWJtMW(AM?«Jy‘ﬁMWM

M bt r6lsommtmint dosmeraiont b mmbra de la toile A Amatirdam. La question w'at pas de sortin du chapeas Dorm qui 4'est
Dompl, strompl ¢ encore hompl (wn “lavard” selon Armet Tellegen), maia de pantin de (aits & de dismonstrations colbrentes et
iwiolalles, ce que WT me (47 pas plus gue s0m amiementon & gui L (431 grief de som Davers.

Contrvirite &t “probably” coptivnn. 194 & 195 1ot ba 2gpétitiom powr Gavguin rténs
enumlle. Répétons aMMWvWWAMMEMMMw lles
onl & wwoytes. les dewr anires, muummammdcwwmmmm
wne Gait ey Theo (lérite pan bk et gui pomed didetifion la toile ABmiterdam) Cavtre
voyagtail & Hail monhiie. MWALVTMMWMWM alaine o Tntand de la
contovner, cor e rdit mécariguoment que le e &30 jamain pu appartenin i la famille
van Gogh.
The other two numbers in the Bonger list do not immediately reveal their
identity, meaning that this document cannot be used to prove the proposition
that the Tokyo version was not yet documented in this period. Comme i «
U Lo conespondance @ vyilimitiquemund dewnti b Tenaing qui prowsiant la (punté
de la 1oile du firancien dis munsée, WT bpnonce ici wnt mowelle contre virite. Ce 1'ent pas pance que
ummwzw wm«idmitc 'J&MAM#MMWWL Les quatre 1oiles a0t
iviolable : 94 Musick 119, Amaterdam 194 Londres and 195 PMMMM“ I 'y 4 avcome
WWWJWWMALW&WWWWeaMA
Tobyo. W—%W&MWMMIW%%&VM#%@%W&M?
Unless one agrees with the opinion wne démensthation el davantage gu'vme opinion
that a fifth version did not exist at the time Vincen? Ait 212, ce gui we peut pan
wmaimend [ire oing the presence of four rather than five versions of the sunflower
motif in the Van Gogh family collection at this time can be explained if one
painting had already left, either through exchange or as a gift. Doulle écran e
I Ecbange? il w'y 4 pas dichange. Cadeaw, L 'y & pas de cadea. Toud celi eat imagimaine
s be bt Ao préciderts ionans de [umi, W&vwhmmmaﬁm wne des
possililitis parmi cnd 0w wille. Here, the work in Philadelphia is the only possible
candidate, owing to its unknown provenance. le mécanisme et hansparent. On
werte v “cadtan” ou v “ichargt”, oul of Ut llut, puis on (4T mine de incler de guelle
MJWM4W{WWMMM%WWW&W&&W
peinte pan Sclluffemecher). Cela prtsente ba méthode : excline pan antiffice wme Toile de Vinmeent povr



Lo vemplacer pan e Toile de Scluffenechen. O commence et 4'amite be havail de (puniaine? The
recipient may have been Gauguin, for Vincent had promised him repetitions of
the sunflower pictures. Ne pas s'amiter en clemin e (4l qu'sggpaver la manipulaZion.
Gavguin w'a par en de Towrmerols arlésions. I 1'y 4 mime aucin moyen de le [pine croine, can
A e veil pas Thea avant som inermement, 1'at par & Paria avant Livwerdaine d, bion 1inr, e
cide pas de toile de 30 de Tovrnerols. De plis wme Lettre de Vimeent profose Longlemprs apris Lo
uwo, Lickange MWMM (toutes Les r4péliions, 1041 dewe) AGW Leguel  conffrme en
1894 40" e 2'est par soucit de rboupbrn sa Vineend (voin Laref. en mole US qui ae disperae de
ater be parage, pallions “29 mans 189U, Madame, Depuin quelguer armées Towjours en voyage &t
MM;@MWWW&W@MWMMVWWW@WM Jla
manipulation et ic hiple : imenter i cadean/ichangt, doivin wne Toile gue Lon 4 paivée de
1 papiers o [pine mine de dcownin que cette Toile auraid pun She écbangie/dormte & [pine mine de
W(d%mkmm) wadu/tméw &&uﬁdﬁew MMMW,
However, nothing in Van Gogh’s correspondence suggests that he
actually fulfilled this offer. The artist always thought in terms of an ﬁ;f;[;r
exchange not a gift [744/573].42 Quatriime woled Ao ctle mowvelle
Le don imaginaine et bcarté an profpt de Lichange imaginaine. L et bearth pan
e WW Vineent it par eeemple : “Gavguin, 2L veut L'acopton, 1 b dornerans wn
vemplaine de «la Borctuae » gui n'éait pas monte wm dbvrin, & & Bonard anadi, comme
Yomoignage A amilid” (voin infpa note Yl be commentaine s la Letre S92) Gauguin would
have to reciprocate with ‘deux tableaux de lui pas mediocres mais mieux que
médiocres,” as he informed Theo in early February 1889 [749/576]. Vincent
developed his proposal by almost immediately also offering Gauguin a version
of La berceuse, indicating that he would rather have been represented in his
friend’s collection with the recently created triptych than the two repetitions of
the sunflower still lifes froW the spare bedroom.43 Tout et éram de fumbe sams quent
i B (W de be W e Welsl W 43. In this event Gauguin would have ‘de sonc t aussi
Mml) we [ que four W be Lectoun &t aumnait ’{“ d?mner du bon’; 749%576 Van Gogh intended to make
W W b on 2 disentait la Wl‘% Aer three triptychs, one for Theo, one for Gauguin and one
Towrmesols A'Arkes ot la “""WW Le : “he would fﬁr LaI-Iolllmdek §747}/157/;‘) (tjmlfp;oduced no more than
rather have been represented” est dew fawy e cenualworkfor the third of these
comigu quand on cornail le plosse de Vimeend 'c'est a’*f”f““‘if”f‘?f’*??‘:“”r/‘z/,a;”"’“f”’f;u
mon w‘Z(/me«h afrks ct Gud et pasit Ae contester W[WW*W‘;:“EZ‘T‘““ p L<
: votre troit wur ba Toile en guirtion” e ot e o ot
W 'y 4 pas o dichange avec GW Je Lii proud ef Hollande 5 fe pee ravoin b modile)” i

Toul le monde le 143, en duoqur Laentualilly aams sl e e D e
Aine gue je Lai beartle est Dicken. Totnesols, Il alind fois Lindifendalle salide
Although Gauguin’s response to this * % =~ %%‘,“ ’”""‘/;‘:f‘ “

proposed three-work exchange is not known, mescecs Vois Do

the fact that Van Gogh was still considering

it in May indicates that nothing had yet been settled. Vincent

then informed Theo that he should give Gauguin a version of 44.van Gogh first came up

La berceuse, but, he wrote, if his former companion ‘veut Vith theideaofgiving
Gauguin a version of La

des tournesols ce n’est qu’absolument comme de juste qu’il peyceuse in late February;

te donne en échange quelque chdse que tu aimes autant’ seeleter 752/578.



[778/592].44 In other words, Van Gogh was ready to compromise by giving
Gauguin the central work from his triptych, although he apparently expected
the side panels to follow later through an exchange, since he knew his friend
was keen on the sunflower still life with a yellow background celle Aasmszerdin,
dceracée dara aa dambre en Arles. Van Gogh, however, seems to have misjudged
the situation. Having been informed by Theo of the gift, Gauguin mentions
only La berceuse in his reply from Pont-Aven: ‘Gardez le tableau & mon »«
disposition’ [GAC 14]. It was not until 1894, long after the Van Gogh
brothers had died, that he claimed the promised work from Theo’s widow,
without making any mention of the still lifes With s seepaucauguin 45 fein
sunflowers.45 Puisgue Lon it 50"l 1y 4 fpas ew semise de Tovrnesols  Vincent, Th oetjo van Gogh
e vierd fint (i Toutt Tl conffordants Aigntrsion, simon imbrouiller b S DOBRS g;g;cgﬂ;?;gm
lectenn) ‘ A
Although the correspondence in no way intimates that Gauguin received one
of the still lifes, the artist himself suggested in January 1894 that he had one
of the versions with a yellow background in his studio. In a highly literary
piece on Van Gogh, he wrote that his ‘chambre jaune’ contained ‘des fleurs de
soleil, aux yeux pourpres, [...] sur un fond jaune, [...] dans un pot jaune, sur
une table jaune. Dans un coin du tableau, la
signature du peintre: Vincent.’46 Rézolument igrare. 46.SeePaul Gauguin, Natures mortes,
e e e el e o 1. Tenimimct oo
“ , . M ) " yellow walls see Druick and Zegers, op. cit.
Quard nows Hions Tous dewr & foles” avand Aesipdlr “dars (s ) 34,
e chambne favne”. I bogue b les Tovrnesoly A fmaterdinm gui
y Caiend perdus 2 o1 de cevr de Murick. This passage makes it clear, however, that
Gauguin was not describing his studio as it actually was, but rather a form of
fiction. Dasms 44 fiction, LT conford, i s'agil APnles o derdalite. I 3 'existe alors gu'ume
version des Tovrnesols 2 ford javsre. The painting in Tokyo is not signed, while the
other two works with a yellow background — the signed versions in
Amsterdam and London (""Xﬁ oder) — were 7 Gauguin also claims (ibid., p. 274) that his yellow room
still in the possession of Jo. 47 Sars 24 ford.  contained a Van Gogh still life with shoes, but this seems
Nevertheless. in 1998, Welsh-Ovcharov © have been equally false, as all the known versions of
? ’ this motif were at that time in different hands. Aeer ¢7

reckoned (amusnte Ctote, le parlail A'vne sefis. Vinctnt a poind des soulitns en Poles * Viscend
Cocontiovts il idive o st e oll fort e e e
L7) that Gauguin did indeed OWN @ vt dlune puine de vicws soulions” (S26) I les 4
sunflower still life -- not the Tokyo version 7% & & <t frviern G e e
but the work with the blue-greenish rewia o wicompondsc it les accuse, comme L le
background in Philadelphia.48 In ey /<7 oesin < frfies dos fusscts
opinion, this was the canvas referred to in an *bhOhonop.ct (oic6), p. 187
entry in the cash book kept by the Paris art
dealer Ambroise Vollard, dated 10 April 1896:

‘Payé a [Georges] Chaudet de la part de Gauguin 49. paris, Mus e d'Orsay, Archives Mus ¢
pour un tableau de Van Gogh “tournesols” 225 dOmay, MS 421 (43). Registre de b caisse,
.°49 She seems, however, to have been consignant les entr es et sorties,’ 1894-1900.

mistaken, as Landais has also explained.50 50. Landais, ‘Pour le rejet, cit. (note 7), pp. 10-15.



W est Tout 2 fait dlicat de b pant de WT de dire gue je serais “alse” duaccond, done Auaccord
avee lui, mais 'l encort wne myilification. les faits sont gue Weld 3'est trompée. LT et aes

WMWMMW} Ve Lii demontie. I 4

oa7mmwllaa1/ml/‘amwdu7u¢&wau¢/¢ O»hﬂ/d/aﬂ/l prgumendaine,
o wainterant je wrsis Adccord avee er! Pl L

le comptertnd w'a fas & pullic

o' elle ait & (et
MMMWMW LT et ses copaing

O

MMZW/&ﬁ'MI/«M II’J&W”/JM/W[ faww WW
WM/JWWM JWWM WWW/‘/«!M&W&%AMZ W&W,

. Les
In early 1895 Gauguin had
commissioned Vollard to sell his two
still lifes with sunflowers from Van
Gogh’s Paris period.51 One of these
was sold that same year, while
Vollard’s 1896 reference appears to
relate to the second, rather than to a
new, more recently offered, work. The
sum paid, 225 francs, seems too low to

Au W ond A, e : Vou corvineed wi”

51 These were F 375 JH 1329 and F 376 JH 1331. One of the two
works was sold on 15 February to Felix Roux, who, however,
returned it to Vollard on 23 October for 350 francs. (This latter
transaction was overlooked by Welsh-Ovcharov, op. cit. [note 6],
p. 185.) Strictly speaking it is not known which of the two pictures
this was, but given that F 376 JH 1331 was sold shortly afterwards
(29 October) to Edgar Degas for 400 francs, it is generally
assumed to have been the same painting. F 375 JH 1329 was
acquired by the Dutch collector Cornelis Hoogendijk from Vollard
around 1897; see Dorn, op. cit. (note 6), pp. 58-59. For the sale of
the works owned by Gauguin, see Paris, Mus e d'Orsay, Vollard
Archives, ‘MS 421 (4,2) Registre des ventes,” 15 February, 23 and

have been the price for one canvas, but
as Gauguin had already received an
advance of 400 francs for the two 1887
paintings from the dealer in 1895, it must have been a residual payment.52
Moreover,
Gauguin
wanted at least
600 francs for
the two works,

29 October 1895. @WW«WAWMMJ
11457 Gimplement borndlle fpour e pas st fsine Dailer par srcnoil
Ae volewr de e sigpaler. (of CAP + Pownr le ejet, of &i7) .

52. Paris, Mus e d'Orsay, Vollard Archives, ‘MS 421 (2,3) Recus sign s, dated 9 January 1895. This was
overlooked by Welsh-Ovcharov, op. cit. (note 6), p. 187, who also mistakenly assumed that letter GAC 24
should have been dated to 1889. In this letter, which Cooper (op. cit. [note 45], p. 181) claims was
addressed to Theo, there is talk of an exchange, which Welsh-Ovcharov then associated with the work
now in Philadelphia. However, in his Gauguin et Van Gogh (Taravao [Tahiti] 1989), Victor Merlh s dates
this missive earlier, namely to December 1887, and has shown the addressee to be Vincent, not Theo (p.
56). Il serait sismplement bopnéte Ae me citer guand Welsl. pullic 1a frusse these gui 4 pour seal bud de me

and the sum

contreding, mon bivrel la cenpune qun ce poind Tandis gue W, Dorm e lurs pebits copains adfirent. The
eventuall y letter discusses their exchange of paintings in that year, Van Gogh's contribution being F 375 JH 1329 and
paid’ 625 , [376JH 1331. See also Roland Dorn’s review of Cooper’s Paul Gauguin: 45 lettres - Vincent, Th o et Jo
comes very van Gogh, published in Oud Holland 99 (1985), no. 4, pp. 325, 327 (note 7).
close.53 53. On 10 April 1896 Gauguin - who had not

yet been informed by Vollard of the 1895 sale
to Degas - decided to lower his asking price.
At this point he wanted at least 300 francs for

{9t melland i ctlle Ade Piclwance, exchsiillife. See letter from Paul Gauguin to
¢/ Claude-Emile Schuffenecker, 10 April 1896,

hamft

WZ e 7 } QW} “ A & reprinted in Paris (H tel Drouot), 14

e December 1958, lot 115 and quoted by
But if Van Gogh did not give Gauguin the Welsh-Ovcharov, op. cit. (note 6), p. 185.
painting now in Philadelphia, to whom did he
give it? To no one probably, as it is unlikely that anyone other than his friend
would have been the recipient of such a generous gesture. Exchanging or
giving away this work would have meant that Vincent had abandoned his plan
for securing a place for one of his triptychs in Gauguin’s
collection; this, however, seems improbable, given his s asuming that one iptych
great interest in the exchange.54 L buudructe Ade Welsl /al enevée should inany case remain with
Aendlie. LT en 4 T ant fowr 2 ber savind avee ba Theo; see also letter 747/574.

Povr le troisiime fois en trois motes LT diviimade 2 b fois
'l SUT Dompé en 2e metland i b Ae Weld
(comme L 3t



Auvtres i il esp olligh Ae la poigparder bui-mime, Tand wa dimorstiation fail inviolalle,
Mine de vien Lot avance 14 fiste Ganguin, gui »w'aviil avcun s, e o seste Lippention
A'on don &t L va contiruer 2 2 carnmer le 5y, Ce gui 4 Lavantage A'Garer son lectewn.
The or}ly possible.candidate js Emile Bernard, who, like s5 see lener778/592, in
Gauguin, also received a version of La berceuse. As far as whichVan Goghasked his
can be determined, however, this artist never had a Eé?;ge;;‘; f;f;g’;fﬂi J
sunflower painting in his collection.55 the latter’s missive to his
la diversion de W founail dumer Longlemps en cherchani Toute i mother,undated but probably
/a/a/ﬁliah {iile ’{‘[W & povind condure 4 P Y from June 1894, in which he
P i Low " Led &v; reported that his La berceuse
(oo aa cam le detiominidy Lowessr, Uis fellow never, ad 5 sonfflontr painting i bis oiicen old through the
collection” Au boud A'un moment /W/ Ae Lavocat Ae b Yasuds Fire deslerit had been placed with

and Marine GM/‘MAM W fhr s vminguer ; chser & Toude W Ze for 600 francs (Paris,
W A sontor on Aoppint 'llzion Gl cing versions awkind Blbll()[thUC Centrale desd
eeistl, En 1990 Lot (cat amaterdam P. 197) 4 corsigné avec Spracn van &fvs l\gt;;?gxlhgu;o% !
r"/uyz‘w 4 E:/[M vén 1/«2/11 “entre me Vi C;a% avaid peint ?74«; Fred Leeman was kind
”%W g ”4%(,221‘0;‘4 4/(441(4 o pareille” enough to draw our attention
Celu WZZ;% ineent At dans SHY F, ZEWW; “Yors Ae 4 gﬁzw to this letter.
Kiite, }«CMMWZ!AMMM stmbngul dams la cbambre de Gavguin
les Aewre Toiles Ae 30 Aes Tovrnesals, Ve viens de mettre b donitres Toucles avx 14
absolumert bpivilentes e pareilles” prbeisant dans la lettre suivanite dews e por Drois ‘|
Rowlin eat verss, (lundi 28 jarvier] favais juste fini ba 16pltition de mes Tovrnerols o fe lui
i mortd ley Aewe exenplaines de la Bercewse entne ces guatne bovguets-li. I semblle 50"l e
pht stponcer & celle cavion eonte gui epligueniid (ord bien fowrguol le propritizine de la Toile
Ae Tolyo contestle 4'est prbeipitl, i boucle en caun & les maing pleines Aargert, @%W
W/e MWMMJ&W /ZWZWA&WWW pr 2
ThlS reasoning supports the conjecture that the work now in Philadelphia was
still in the family collection at the end of 1890. However, if this was the case,
the question of why Andries Bonger only recorded four versions of the
sunflower motif instead of five becomes even more compelling. # »'y 4 fas A
verlie, pas A'éhange, b Toile Ae PUlidelpllic eat 2 Uipwertaine, sous le seul ol possille of
v0us le rimbro 195, W 1y 4 pas de cinguitme version en 1890, cela est cortain et Ll ose éonine
Wﬁ/z VO st vmaie, Alors lWﬂW&/aﬂ%hWWﬂ Terdance i Aewenin
“Compelling”. Voile comment on discridite lu parole muséale dont Tant Asrthentigues savints
end dordi i corstruine Lanterité. Roland Dorn suggests the answer should be
sought in the function of Andries’s list, which he believes s¢ pom, op.di (o), p.
was not a true inventory but rather a catalogue of the 48 Nevertheless, this
temporary presentation of Vincent’s works in Theo’s new i nsments
apartment in September 1890.56 presented by Stolwijk and
lt/fwd les £ 2; s Ae Dornn Ao cdipe fowr ; wire encore e \Slgenergboli,op. cit. (rlotil
Who have suggeste
i e e T b
the end of October
lote Gait desste far on A bssndncts powr dspner la collection
aprbs le vol v cortiin %ﬁmmwgwczmmm. Dorn 4 comme
£ son faliTude avincé Aes choses sins prewves, dlles Tombent avec 22 Aiductions, mais dles ont
ppatifid b acience Aun doctin, fpuisgue ses encbainements daiend s iz Ae doctorat. One
still life with sunflowers was omitted from the list, Affismation mensongire. Aucone



G ntpgongt. OhMMIW"ﬁWWhWM.OhW& fuit
on 2 lorne Ae gon alszerce and Dorn was convinced that this could only be the
London painting, which may have been displayed in the window of Peére
Tanguy’s shop to advertise the nearby exhibition. Although this is an
ingenious theory, there is no supporting evidence. C'%ai? lier sin fare, f 2ars
fordemert e dupide. Pris de GO0 Toiles dirs on appartement! En sevarche la Toile Ae
Pliladelplie st cley Tangey What is certain, however, is that the Bonger list
contains several lacunae, as it is known that _ . I .

57. The Bonger list eventually comprised 311 numbers.
from 1892 onwards Jo van Gogh-Bonger The highest number found so far from the second list is
began to use supplementary numbering for 336 (Cassirer-apiil 05 [b2185], no. 8, which can be

.. . - identified as F 659 JH 1850). The supplementary list was
her own administration.57 However, this probably drawn up in 1892, as the new, higher numbering

second catalogue, which has not been fistappears in the annotated exhib. cat. Exhibition of
preserved, must have been similarly the paintings Vincent van Gogh in the art-gallery Arts
. 1 1d £ lat and Crafis, The Hague (Arts and Crafts) 1892, no. 4 (320),
ncomp ete, as Scvera QCl{mentS rom 1ater 1 (314), 16 (328), 24 (325), 27 (332), 42 (320); see b
perlods contain descrlpt]ons of works 3046. However, this list also features works without a
without reference to either list.58 Aszfice sur number (i1, 3). Hovs corfirmes £ ”Wwﬁffz
M/cd On saif en? & fowrgue (i Liate eal cjouts, A 'y a Toujouns fas de ¥ "Te
W mais on e WW four be reatle. Une otune 58. For example ‘Tentoonstelling Wiesbaden:
W tans wumbro e sigrifie pas gu'dle 1'en 4l pas. Les sehideriien Vincentv Gogh' (b3257), in which
Mt 'e37 Asvcrne the selfportrait listed under number 15 is
' Ef M cela A he self- listed und b
" (e bins le cas W unnumbered. According to Feilchenfeldt, op.
.. . cit. (note 35), p. 90, this was probably F 356 JH
Surprisingly, one of these documents provides g
support for the proposed existence of a fifth,
unnumbered version of the still life with sunflowers. le “woprisingly” 4t (presgue)
Toud! Méme LT ne fowvail 4 croine ef ne ire gon Goppermend. W va trower “U” trace! In
pouait y
a list of 19 works sent to Leclercq on 8 October 1901, all the paintings have a

Bonger list number except the 59. Paintings to Leclercq, sent 8 October 1901" (b 5738). A ‘4’
‘sunflowers’ noted under number seven. initially noted by this work was immediately scored through.
59 Theoretically speaking this could have been part of the

s Z Gt 2 . 2 Bonger numbers 194 (probably F 458 JH 1667), 84 (F 452 JH
S 7 " ’fl / ? X & 1330), or 44 (F 377 JH 1328), but this seems unlikely.
Aocommert en glissant le “srt” Az ‘T alist Of 19 Dilicisur reomarguc. L vritt est enlilily L 'agit due mimira
works sent to Leclercq” . Clest frtsgue V1AL, mais 7741t points rather to the existence of yet another list. F 350

Lt/ ) JH 1245 was also designated by Jo with a four (‘Cassirer - april
Tou 4 M e s Aﬁ e Aipe 05’ [b2185], no. 22), while ‘maisons de village’ on the ‘ist

Aotunes Lrvogles miss, comme Vobarna le AT 2 Leclercq pamtmgs (b 1533) was given the number 4bis.
Farmy Flodin, Toute scerte vewe de Jolion Liclircg Ecrins 4o fumte. Un § immidiatiment biff devient en

. al‘i'm JLM" S Lettne it uv vwdwmaw&ﬂtwmw/mﬂm
dwey bien avoin rtgu wa Lettre adnessie i Ma Leclencs

dans laguelle ot inclune ba Late dts iz — voulty vous me rdlowmer ctte Lot —
WLMMM&M«ﬂMaWa'yMWW.J'AMMW&W».
Berlin des 1oiles de Jobarma ?u'dAWIQMWWW@J&WWdl'MM
W%W Luwmwwwwwwmm%mmnwm
Toutes 7W a’l&d?kd& Gwoit flw; ws 70«44‘140(4 Adont ley MZ&TI’AXL Ltd/vwﬁmd
rbussi & ompichen b attoun qui anaid dis avoin biow dix mols plus 161, Jobarma ajoute e oulre




4 a6 Late, main aams e indiguen Le prin, wme Toile gue bii 4 commandé Leckencg b qui du [4it de
MMMMMW%&EW"#VMWWWW%VMV Zuwm;u
i Balin avee ctlii gue Monsisun leclincg avait encore Uintention d'acketen.” el tncont
miolable, mais st mowiniant de la confurion porsible enre Lewvoi 2 Parin 1) toiles (+eelle
o Lecereq) et le pait & Bealin 18 toiles (+ [imalement celle de leclercq) WT va ooer [abriquen des
Tovrnesals  wpplimentzines. When the paintings were actually dispatched Jo
rechecked the numbering and made several corrections; however, the listing for
the sunflower picture was left unchanged, from which one can only conclude
that the work did not actually have a number, as otherwise Jo would surely

have added 1t60 60. A similarly unnumbered work is the self- pormm exhibited in 1903 see note 58.

ll”b’ﬂw 9 O!L

2 ZammaArern 7 W :
: el T i [ b _ITre

Qu'on est-) Rpdtons, Les Towmerols 19 (e Toile de Lonses) sont & Paris, confis & lecliney
por Volarna vin Gogh wn an plus 161 Ldones les 4 seleris Aaitorite le 28 dicembne,
Scluffenecter les i copils aprés avanit le 16 finier, (premiine merTion, voir spas). Leclercs 4 expost
les Tovrnesols de Jobarna en faisan? croine gu %4W¢(¢MK¢W(/’M&
MW#PWWWWWMA[ARW leg 4 reteruns
tn rvogard wn jardin (apparterant & Schuffercclier) en contrgpartic, Le Jardin 2 Auvers (o
bien 2in.) leclorcg profette wne esporition en Allemagne chey Carsiner ef rbclime des Toiles. Dana
16 la ligte de foin, Jobarna ajoute 201 Towrnesols gui doiverd y étre exposts chey Casvinen. Dars
ZWW&W«&W&WTMW& %WM(/ fowr une
WUWAMWWN%,IMWWW%WWWW%%h&M
& M LQ#ZZ& M Lt/f Asdisonne- Z—t[’ “one can only conclude that the work did not actually have a
number” N%/%MWW JWZM&(I&W AWW,WM/&
2elever by mombros go'dlle liate ou bien dirs /W#&WW#W(I’MW
chr st sencontrend) Jolarwi il syiltmiligument dars ctr caz : ‘far Ae pumbrs”, en
bollardo-frargais :“geen N°7. les Tovrnesols ne 30t fas dars ct car I 2'agil donc bion Ae
7WWW,&MTWW77@W&W.&WWM&
WuWM,WMZMW,MW.

The painting in question was a
still life with a yell ow 61. Following Leclercq’s sudden death at the end of October, these works were
forwarded to Berlin, where they were included in an exhibition at the premises

baCkground of which there ofthear dealer Cassirer. The critic Hans Rosenhagen described the painting as

were still two versions in the ‘astilllife of sunflowers and orange-coloured dahlias in a vase against a yellow

family collection: the canvases background’; see idem, Von Ausstellungen,’ Die Kunst 5 (1901-02), p. 240. On
y X . Leclercq see Marja Supinen, Julien Leclercq Vincent van Goghin varhainen

now in Amsterdam  and puolustaja, Taidebistoriallisia Tutkimuksia. Konsthistoriska Studier 11

London.61 Le “:ll twe versions” (1988),pp.09-109 and idem, Julien Leclercq: a champion of the unknown
Vincent van Gogh,’ Jong Holland 6 (1990), no. 6, pp. 5-14.




et fllaciowr. A 1’y en i jamiis e gue dur peintes far Vircent, donc "l e two
versions”s wn original Anmatordam (ford javne-vert) inveniaine »° 119 o 16 spltition peinte
pour Ganguin, irwendaine 194 I 3’y 4 jamais an duutre Toile de Tovrnesols & ford javne
Aars L collection Ae la famille, avcone autre 2'en el sontie. Since the Amsterdam
version can be associated with Bonger 194 (as will be shown below ces e7 fave
& pe i biidenmerd paz “mentad”), the unnumbered painting sent to Leclercq must
have been the London picture, proving Dorn’s thesis correct (although his

supporting arguments are N t st e Lo t
. ere is another reason to assume that Jo sent the London version to

different).62 L« #isw de Dors. est W/ Paris. According to our interpretation of the evidence, the Amsterdam

mais L W scorniiie gue cat « e sl life had just returned from a long stay in Paris, Messenge dhoniié spéte

ingpire gom  ami Ul Ed re-rbpllors where -- as noted in the body of the text -- a fragile paint layer had been
Jolinpi  w'a f"" oyt ¢ Ae treated. For this reason it seems unlikely that the painting would have

been sentawayagamso soon. @Wmm“awlw‘lwm

y dait &Z’y ot reste (& 119 Amsterdam vw Mmuhwwaﬂewzmd’m
seste wr leg s Ae Jobarma 2 Bussurn)
Jusgun i aom Adpari o EAllemagre apais ba mont Ae Leckercy bien oblige de b bicker. LT irvents,
ment ed /ZWJ Juite W'J 4//«1%1 : ‘the Amsterdam still life had just returned from a long stay in Paris”
(note 62). Lelerc 4 propert, le S aunil 1901 wn “Vardin” powr st pas atdowrner Lo
Towrnesols 194 (e Londres), en disant : "&vmuawtﬂe?w, fe vous i de me Laiasen be
WM/LVW&W&MWWWMVMMW@MTW" QM%MM
jours plus and, L 4 ervogt L'avtorite wnm avtre jardin apris avoin dit : “Si vous e vous vows
Mwmmm qut je vous 4 offertes, powr Lichange contre les Towrmesols, je vous
MwMMWWW&&WW atte Maisen Ae
" Ceut Mﬁul we veut WW&;TMM Mairterant ?4*«1401&1 wht coft,
%Mdﬂa& Aot en grdenr le cortréle &1, 4k porsible, en placer Lome des devr Loin de Framee
(ainai que Leclireg le dsait poun les mrain ¥ fane “Vardin de Davbigng.”) W 10r4it bion en
peine Lavancr wne quelcongue hace du rttowr des Towrnesols (de Londnes) que Ledercq 4
d Aautorite en dicmbre précident (1a Lettre du 28) &8 e veut sendne & avcom prin (Les
due compines ont besoin des provemances o balillen b (e de Schuffemechen). I 4'agit done
dwwwlwa A'une WWM&WWW ae U2 dars la W«&w&&ma
! “According to our interpretation of the evidence”. Oz 4 4 W : “des townmesols dars wne
Late de ain” ; i et interprlte en “ln pabsnct dans Lo Late de pain, Danformée en Late
duwol, we peut avoin gu'om sm”. Cola el demeriti can et som el imporiible (geen .°). Cotte
fpnsatte est baptinte “widence” de L WT [abrigue “our intrpretation” o, powr [pine borme mesne,
ivente wn o des Towrmesols gui 1'a asmnbment pas e Lo, Comment appelen cels. vimon de
la myatification de la Diche)
In this interpretation, [ #is imwvention the four still lifes in Bonger’s inventory
can be identified as follows: 94, as already stated, is the painting now in
Munich; 119 is the version in Philadelphia or Tokyo; 194 is probably the still
life now in Amsterdam; and 195 either the painting in Tokyo or the
Philadelphia version. Lle but de la mamawwne et atteind. W et pawen & smplacer
Vineent pan win Schuffemecher, comme la verte dea Tovmesols Lavait (i1, Tovjowrs en 4/ imapinant
Au Tovique doctun Dorm, Rcmaméwdawm&mm 94 et Municl, 119 w'est i
Plidadelplie wi Tokyo mais Anatrdam, dbey Theo, puin Toujours cley Jobarms qui 4 comernt
d(g,b@&d(,«dym/ﬁdmwafqmwdd’,&apw Cette toile eat Loriginal encadné
eeprssbment Aot pan Vineent & sigpale pan Theo, 194, et de maniine crtaine la toile de
Londnes (compmte roulie jusgu's Lemvoi Le 1S juin 1900 2 Lekercg) eonte roulls, dome e
anvcvnn con la toile AAmaderdon g’ v Tasstan pork pan Vineent & stlaclé & son dinsin enplche



Aepuis 16 maisiamee de Lot La Toile A Anatrdam w'a jamais G dimortie sauf) le Tomps d'vme
nedtasnition Tamdive 1961 (voin infpa) 195 et la toile de Pliladelplic gue Sclufferectien
collectiormer-mancland schite & Lo mort de Tanguy e 1894, w&mwmagm«,@w&
nemet & Clavdet, vaaVowa( KMMJWW}«MMMW&W
MW!AWMM&G meémw WMM Maxmgaw"tk
M;MWWMWW:J fegpliguenci de mowvean aillewns,

Leclercq

Although the provenance offers no reason to doubt that the Tokyo Sunflowers
is genuine, »#4péien ler contrevinités (lagpantes me snt de 2ien sceptics have produced still
further arguments to challenge its authenticity. Cels est [pur. Avant la révision de

Dorn-Felbenfeldt de la [in der années 30, porsonme w'a jamain mis en canse le “promion
MWMSWW"&WWW&&WW%W, chacun le 14i1 dana Le
(it milien, wme rsison de douten. The crucial factor in their misgivings Fabriguer we
WW#MWW (&1 ct 1'est pan wnne image) & la [fols Dickewse, mentewne, spécienae,
& scamr Loy opporants de “misgiving” et poum Le moine lardi has been the
knowledge that the work’s owner in 1901, Claude-Emile Schuffenecker, had an
opportunity to produce a forgery from another version of the motif. Schufferccten
neatane la Toile de Londnes, cela et crtain, c'est be 194 A catalogue. Pan six fois an moins 2
la (e d'ome manawune Ledincs e & [pine eroine & Jolarma g le rdamatun Ao
Towrnesols s'est pas Schuffenechen. Co mensonge 2péte e saumaid (mime en Labience de Tows Lles
wn vgport & la MLWWM@'MM&W “sestavratenn”, {irancier, pblun, ami,
go-between, complice de... A finalement son dhoirvinswn d'utrpriae de pomper (unibres, comme
devier srice can, o utener som comping, Scluff ehina wme entrprine an pied de cley bui, rue
Bowlard.
In June 1900 Jo van Gogh-Bonger sent eight works to Paris for a presentation
at Leclercq’s home. One of these was a version of the o
sunflowers,63 L« 7oile de Londnes, 194 de Uirweritaing quic ent, quel fzdléioiﬂéﬁ g’%’g”ﬁi‘q;m a
basardl, Uindisetable modile de Lo cofie Ae %Wﬂ (sunﬂo(évers) with éon;gernumber
which arrived in a less than perfect condition and required 194 The consignmentarived on
restoration -- as indicated by Leclereq’s correspondence. e o 1 o
Initially he spoke of lining the canvas, but in early 1900 (b 5740). For the

Februa when the restorer S.A M‘ tchen]  rgprendne Loy correspondence see the letters b
Ty ( 4128-42.

vcroqunies de Lelencg et indigne had apparently just seen the

painting for the first time Ceci st galement fpue. On Lt an 25 novembne “Pows lea
TW,&WWW’AM%’JW W%WZOO&WW&M
e fieer b pintine gui 1 ddeolle” Meme poun WWALVTJﬂMGH .

fable qui caclle Lastuce de leclercs pomn oltemin wme de Jobamma wme remige, O FO the restoration see

L e diffiile de placen wostodo 1900 apols ffvin 1901, Leclereq e mmneeronm
informed Jo that this would be impossible.64 Consolidating Gogh-Bonger: b 4130,b
the paint subsequently proved to be sufficient and the #31D#3tandb413s.
treatment was completed in late March 1901, allowing the  6s. Leter from julien
work to be exhibited for two days at the above-mentioned Lecercq oo van Gogh

exhibition at Bernheim Jeune.65 Presdre argument de ce que dit Le ?fz(%er #Narch 19010



fpnssaine gui 4 min Toud e monde dedars 1'est pas le meillewr monen de pawernin & Lo vorii,
C'ent cependant le meillewr moyen de pandchever s omperie. J'al dénoncé Lelincs, §'ai dévoillé wn
rlain mombre de ss mumsongs, cla impore de agarden de maniine criique Tows s lnits,
Lorsgue Leclercq Ait gu'l w'eepose pan Les Tovanerols de Jobarma (et qui st dimerti pan le cadne
WﬂW%}dWWWWWQ@&WMm on et le croine. Mais guand
on 141 que by Tovmesols 1ont Leckercg o Schuffemechen les rertamre, sinsi que Létablit
Wlwmwh VW&W,MMWMWWW
W%le’u@d'mw. Quand v tudnd prétnd avein vepos les T,
der jouwrs avart la [in de Leeposition, Tandis que le mime huand prétendait avoin choisi les
Toiles & exporer ; quand Le mime Tusnd rtmonce & eeposn cnliing [pus [briqués par 1om arsocié
Wardin de (o Davbigng, Bucua, Jardin & Auwerns, aun moing) on ne doil pas croine an
balivernes. I 4 it 0"l 1 avait pan Citention degporer Les Tovanerols de Jolanma. Mettons.
marn wotoms alors 'l w'a pas commandé de cadne b g0’ 4 Jit gl [bllait Ao semaines
Wawdawdt Il At gu'il Lo rbonpine in extremin de son redtanratinn o gu'il les expore
Wdl'ww7u~&MMMMMdawwwumM Davt—aa
W&M’MAMJMWWWM&WA&WM7 iy
AWW&&M&WM&W%M&('W%MWM"W
dur jours” an moment de Lo [mitont, il mersd. probablement pown e car oi guelan'vm gui
Lanait smargul (crtaing yeur ol de la mémoine) w'aille pas dine 2 Jobarma gu'd 4 & vi 21
Towrnerols cemsbmernt ahoents. De Lo mime maniine, i [aut contestr Uappriciation par Leclercs du
WW&[WM#M7700d&"WU¢"&MT NWMMW ML parct
qut Leclrcg bui-mime we cense de cbanger d'avin s la watone & Lamplesr Audid dowmage. La
dlose J'est joute en coulivmn. ledireg o 161 10ulaité acheter les Tovmesols. I 4 demandt e
WAJWW—WMMMWMMM wentand le lind fpné 4
&W(M4W&WMMuVM e bk s nepracli). %MMWW Quelle
W&vmeW%WMMJMMWMW 2 grand que
La Toile e peud soudain (lus voyager, donmage que leclencs e dcowne Thin soudaimement que 1ix
moir apris avoin atgu le Tallean, simploment parce gu'id derche wn prétedte powr ollenin wie
The painting sent to Paris was number 194 on the Bonger list. 66 5<%
Nolle preve e le dementing jamain, L 2'agit de la toile de Londnes, emvonte roulse,
wde gande 1oile de Towrmerols que Jobarma  commme roulie. Munich & Amidrdam 1ont wm
dbiriin & Lewrs bords ot 6 plagués de baguettes par Vineunt bimael. La toile de Dhiladelplie ert
ey La Roclefpucanld depuia décemlne 1396, De Robertis and Landais both thought that
this was the London version, but in light of the restorer’s judgment Sclufemecker!
neprnde bes ereroqunien de Leclncg demene indigre that lining would be impossible, it
seems more hkely 1t Wou.ld 67. Dorn, op. cit. (note 6), p. 54. Landais, ‘Pour le rejet, cit. (note 7), p. 3, suggested

have been the work now in thataphotograph of the London painting might have been taken at Bernheim
Jeune’s premises, but this has proven incorrect. See the ‘Errata’ to his

Amsterdam.67 unpublished pamphlet (October 2001) now in the archives of the Van Gogh

This painting has a wooden lat museum. Dis gee ¢ fo i, 4 ol ol s il i s

it wiin G alurk 13 Au
at the top, added by the artist, < « dMWW bt e m%%m o

which might not have made e i tommes s moment oi o dvoquic Losposition. luird:t de consulistion e
ndivinale ey Bovnbeim Jewne, ;MWW&m e emetre & ctur

lining completely impossible, ot g st o 1ol

but certainly more

complicated. 68 Ceci contitue wine prewne dffinmitive que La Toile 194 vwoyte rowlie i
Wil par o toile AAmitrdom. Cola balaie s parage la fpone idetification de WT (qui




i o swmbre Lo Teile 68 Dom,op. cit (note 6), p. 55, also associates the tiny holes present in the paint

A'Amatrdan “194 is probably the still lavers with the use of a syringe needle to inject glue during the 1901 treatment.
life now in Amsterdam: (veir However, several observations contradict this theory. First, when viewed with a

» N ., stereomicroscope, the holes are too irregular to have been produced by a
W) - Toute la i de la Toile syringe needle, which would have been of a fixed shape and size. Moreover, they
et rmbre, At b Late Ae e are concentrated in the thinly painted passages, or in patches of uncovered

W e Ahcbpinsk A'eswei ¢ antrey ground, where it would have been unnecessary to inject glue in order to re-
. . Le 1 2 adhere any thickly applied brushstrokes. The holes follow the regular pattern of

the canvas weave, indicating a causal relationship with the primed canvas.
Amatirdan  (vain W, pole 63) Anthony Reeve, paintings conservator at the National Gallery, London, and
Appanait (34&44«4«1 fom Liwertion Comelia Peres, who examined the picture in 1992, gave a very plausible
g U dait, (ot 194 ira 2 Bealis. explanation for the origin of these holes and related damage, suggesting that

} Ut ) they had been caused during a 1961 treatment, when the picture was lined. The
@ que b t de b report is kept in the conservation archives of the Van Gogh Museum. £ ¢4 fien
1eile de Londres. ctrtaion qu'en corchant dams Ui Toile L mittrdim les races de Ui réparstion de

. : o) He Lo toile de Londres, on e risguait pas de howver pand close (en dellors du (pit
Despite the still life’s fragile st e dicompi o ovisns Do ket o).

condition, Leclercq was eager 69.Julien Leclercq to Jo van
to acquire it.69 ¢ ne (st fas Toud confordre. Régpétora : Leclircq GoghBonger,5April 1901 (b
merte wn 101 dommage tn movembre 1900 powr oflenin wne sidtovant, 4141). He had already

expressed this wish in his letter

s e W wllement e Le W W W He could not of 25 November 1900 (b 4130).
afford the asking price, Contrevirité. leclercg ackite sin Vineent en

iz mein & b Towrnesols M&fw&m«m ?u'JWWM “Bin entendu, ;LMW/A
WMM\WM%W,W%,W wn Lawtre o' aclite. J'ai montrd volre
bt o ver png. %«WWJ%A&K‘%M — dut b nwxumm{»m@m Ae 10m
argent diaporible — 4 vous voulty avsn me lainun b aoleils, je ver dine by Towrnerols 4
1000 (pames, jackitnsin jo erots celui-la” (25 movembre) however, and once the
exhibition was over he proposed an exchange, by which he would receive the
still life in return for Van Gogh’s Daubigny’s garden, which he had recently
acquired, plus an additional payment. C'est certes ce gue Leclencg Ait, maia c'eat fpur. IL

4 acheté be jardin o le maguillen ( den dhargt) A ainan fpire panen la copie de
ZAWVMMM fort bien que Jobarna (mifiante, gui Leon

W)W&Wu e dionit, digrale le dal o cortiont b croguin qui le mont,
WMMWmZW#MW&WMW%WWMA
Aeffpcr le chat, I propose done on (it Lasire version, la copie. de Scluffomtelian ot celi 4 afoute
2 la W Late de sen mnsongis, tows dars le mime o, Shortly 70. Together with a work
afterwards, he even sent the canvas to Jo in order for her to thathad initally been
judge the fairness of his suggestion.70 Décidément LT epy SOIDU thenlater

returned, Starry night (F
malcbancrnr, 'l encore W’ la cainne 't i1 ncort fpantie W 474JH 1592); see letter

Lelercg énit aa lettre, cela s prowe cing [ois 2 W&W Ltdeﬁaw b 4242.

Volarma 4 At gu'dlle ne cormainail pan le Jardin de

renmoncr & oyt la copie de Scluffenecher (elle nerte ey L), uwdtaow#'wa
et pas commnt, on peut suppostn la méfiance de Jobarma, main le culot de Leclerncs eat Bl gue e
hMWWW&WWﬂWW&M&ZO#VM &WMIW
Ui de la grogrote. L'angennd 2 (42 s Les prandes belles Toiles et Uenporition & Panis permet aa
montée en puirtance. Pownr adtowmer les Aotres, i 4 wme cainne spéciale 'l va dvoguer vix foin
dara 16 letre, derivand jusge'ane vis gui Lo fament. Caisae pour quol) Caine pow Loy Toiles
de 30 &ridemment (92 em) caiosne bridemment ajuitie. On me [alrigue pan wme caione pom que leg
peintines y godaillent. hJM&W&%WWWCm St et bien gue la

Toile e rentne pas, Tandis Gu'il [t imprativement oyt guelgue close (L sra Towjounrs Tmps
/W&M)dMMMMMJMMW MMW&JMMA

Awers 4 &t la cowtrepantie prmettant que les Towmesols sestnt & Parnis. La mont de lecleres et le



Alpant de 14 vewve ot que la Toile restrs dams Lo collection de Jobarma powr refpine sunface en
1905, Le Vadin & Aovtrs divive de L copis. de Sculfomschin. do liodin. de Dacligry i dom
Vineent sbopiré d'fnles comme je Legpligue depuin plus de dixe ara, chore gue De Robertin avail
I:XAZIM%Z nemanguis ndipendanmmint. Jo, however, was unable to agree to this
unusual offer, and the still life was 71. Leclercq probably brought the painting with him during a
probably returned to her in early May.71 visit to Jo in early May, when he travelled via Amsterdam to
FM’ Cls et emcort wme %W “Yoy lettres Berlin,wherehewasorggnisinganewexhibitionofVan

» Gogh’s work at the Cassirer gallery. Pas de visite 2
10n1 W"‘M AL M W W e AMWW{VM&—W%«W}.L@Z:@W@JAM
potiquas. Jobanns s’ pas plns sclouand b indin i fls T e s sl L 15 i L
de Dawligny que Leclercg w'a retownd lea Towrneaols, 2757, “wﬁamwavfwwm;mm
w Wg/l 1ot der wertions de WT que Toud (déclart suitlertiaue pan Van Heuglon et L en 1992 poun L
3 i1 mon W Ae viaite Ae W vMW)MMM&“W&W
Wl ' Ae bante
Jobarma en “arly May VMWWM&M Wwﬁz' WQWWWMW
Ae Bolin du bndi Zl} juin 1901 dsant gu'dl Ao, o vien A momnt aste Gaston Mock co-Dinectun do
PYSPIEEN “. . .o . JMWW4'W/£VWM¢,W&
aui “EWM‘ chey Jobarma ?‘““W W b, des Toiles son chinin) Déline, profond Aeline! Once in
L 20 14'“4“ Cels st W fér 14 lane & Berlin he informed Maurice Vlaminck that he had no
Vliminek Aatable dv 21 Juin 1401 : «C'est 4w paintings o sell and only possessed five works by the artist

et Ae T e voilunt L A from his own collection; see Maurice Vlaminck, Portraits
gare o avantd c s, Paris 1943, pp. 31-33. These were F 479 JH

p o . .
soir (18 juin] f'ai negu votn Letre. Je viem de g0 kogy 1y 1751, 7570 H 1692; F 613 JH 1746, and F
WWWM%HM (19 &t 20 80211 2001, Pocagert, comme leckercq, cacher Sebeffonccher?
M] ad me veici, o watin 2 Bolin MWvW‘r’*‘:f‘MM"“MWM%W“W
D U, des Ae Aoit pas vendne! (woin supra) La Lettre contimue powrtand :
7“ f"”“‘a W Cwn de mes amin m' o 4 confil qualrt gu U corerntinail &
Vincent van Go% Trois sont W&w\m g clden. Dew de s Toiles sont chey . Tos i ey semt
, . . . w«wuummzpw¢‘zuwu¢ww;).
i Paris & dux actres 100t i Brlin, & e b e toiler
l'W&&W%#%AW).vWMA&WW o Sclluffemechen.
L’W de La Sécession owmnt e mai, maiy Tewjowrs masgudl He had thus abandoned his plan for
. roog. "y seid al. b, acquiring a still life with sunflowers. WW
W“WWWW ’ IO i de vouloin les ackiten. Sl soulaitaid bos acleter, i e
maie o' 1y ul nrde on Aol comvenin 7‘4‘1 (it par monter le prix comme il Le (i1, Moreover, during
2wt Au voyhge i bt caclié 7“'4‘1 Armengaid 4 hisvisit to Jo his eye had fallen on another canvas, F 798 JH
Velarma le 15 avnil ”7" part o voyage le 19 mai. 2021 She included this picture in her later consignment of
S ? A works to Paris, but did not note a price, only Leclercq’s name
fermule bomitique éarte Unterion L'aller 4 (see b 2186, 10. 8). Que aeit alors Langumird selon leguel. 1s
Amstrdan mais le pavsage bearte aunssi CWTUALAE founse ctsit trop plate porn ackitn s Towmnesols? See also
Ltolt/wﬁ WJ avee des Teles vous e bras ¢ herletter to Leclercq’s widow, dated 9 November 1901,
A e ) .
d éa Ari e Toud . -, published in Supinen, ‘Julien Leclercq - Vincent van Goghin
" vews 7 ala [ 7 on 1 varhainen puolustaja,’ cit. (note 61), p. 106.
tailes) avant lipant” P! J p
De Robertis and Landais gave the 7 See Landais, ‘Pour le rejet, cit. (note 7), pp. 4345, and the De Robertis
following interpretation to these articles cited in note 5. The latter, however, had a slightly different idea

: 5 concerning the supposed chain of events. He surmised that Leclercq and
facts. Given LeCIequ s ardour to Schuffenecker had already sold the painting in advance, without Jo's

possess the sunflower painting and permission, to Count Antoine de la Rochefoucauld. When Theo’s widow als
his sometimes less than transparent refused to agree to Leclercq’s proposed exchange of the still life for Van G

. o . Daubigny’s garden, they had a problem and decided to produce a forger
commercial activities, they bElieVe e & De Relertis est ot 2 fpit parse, Lckireq w'a ricm send e Cont

the information sent to Jo was R S x mm olnerd fa
intended to deceive her. According

to their theory, there was no independent restorer: Leclercq’s friend Emile

Schuffenecker treated the damaged work and protracted the restoration in order

to gain time to produce a free copy -- the work now in Tokyo. The painter then

presented his forgery at the Bernheim Jeune exhibition as an authentic Van




Gogh, with the full knowledge of Leclercq.72
Il ent panfpitement odicur de prbsnder ma position comme wme “Uborie”, wn pue comme on
fomente Ma Dors 0w des g comme ctla, Japporte des preuver. On vent ctlle ' 3"y avaid pan
Ae rertamnatin indépendant e que Schuffpnechen 863t e nedtannateond La voici. Ldncs éenit 2
Jolarma van Gogl : ‘“Le réparateur se livre sur eux a un travail sans danger mais trés
minutieux et trés long : il injecte avec une petite seringue de la colle sous les parties qui se
décollent [détachent] et il attend qu’un coin séche bien pour en reprendre un autre. Mais
comme nous avons déja 3 Tournesols (un a Schuffenecker, un a Mirbeau et un au comte de
Larochefoucaud) il n’est pas bien nécessaire d’exposer celui-la. Je n’ai pas vu Schuffenecker
depuis 15 jours.” On comiendna sams Affienlté que co parsage signifie que le nedlamatun el
distinet de Scbuffemechen. (L ent pluvienns awtrer ceemples maia ctlui-ci i) Autrement Ait que
%WJ&WMW%W,MWMMW On bt sous la
Hlomme de Uindisendable voisine de lecdencs : “Les toiles avaient été roulées, la peinture en
dedans, par des mains inexpertes et elles s’écaillaient par endroits. Leclercq eut recours a un
technicien : il fit appel a Emile Schuffnecker, professeur de dessin dans les écoles de la Ville
qui venait chaque jour moyennant une modeste rétribution et muni d’une grosse boite a
couleurs, mastiquer les trous et recoller les écailles.” Sachant que Judh Grand igporail la
Lettre e Leclenca, sackant que Les propor 1ont les mimes, on Aot admetre qu '&M«/MMW
il wrigue. Le propos de Judith Gérand sn be roulage MWMMWWJ
détovr Lone lttre de Ledercs i Jobarwa (13 (emier 1901), anmmalwmm
Towmnesols (1S juin 1900) conffrme : “Vows poumiey pud-re m'uweoyer cer due toiles, roulés,
wwmdct’u reuler avee la pentine & Lodbrieon & mon & Lintbrizun comme on roule
wne gavnt”. Sachant que Jodl Gorad et qualifile pown rtcormaine Scluffmechen gu'elle
connail Aepuis an moina ] s, sachand gu'dle-mime artiste me peut WMJ«IM
que e negtamatun de Ledocs et Scluffpnechen. [ MMWMWMW
Z'WW de Scluffenecher comme ant Lo rertamatinn margué de Leorcg wraid ome
“Utorie” parmi Lawtres. C'est wn diment cntain que Lon doit nécensainement [pine entrer dans
Toule Gude. W, comnail cetle e, J'ai prin le soin de [aine pamvenin ane sewices dis muste Lo
tocte de Judith. Mettant en doute comme L Le [ait, WT (aloiffie. Pownguoi Leckencg doit-il thomper
JOWJWMM&W7TMWW 7uvéh7ﬂf«ﬁ4wamm1>ﬁm
WWWWMAWWZMJ&WMaMVW Juditl,
main bien Schufferecher gui en plus de restavner — & combion lntement] — peind wme copie.
Quard SWAM—J MW&MZMW des Tovrnesols e Lowdres pittes pan Jobanna?
Selon Leelince, citation plus basit : be 10 janvior 1901, Do quusnd date be bulletin de maiarance
Aes Towrnesols e 16 jarvier 1901. Ce w'et pas seulement la mime Lettne XLWWMM&
bulletin et qui dicowne soudsin wperflu L'ecposn les Tovrnerols de Jolarma (Gui sront exports
v aupra) Jut la wime ploan, 14pélors : “Les tournesols ne peuvent pas étre
rentoilés. Le réparateur se livre sur eux a un travail sans danger mais trés
minutieux et trés long : il injecte avec une petite seringue de la colle sous les
parties qui se décollent {détachent] et il attend qu’un coin séche bien pour
en reprendre un autre. Mais comme nous avons déja 3 Tournesols (un a
Schuffenecker, un a Mirbeau et un au comte de Larochefoucaud) il n’est pas
bien nécessaire d’exposer celui-la. Je n’ai pas vu Schuffenecker depuis 15 jours.
Il 'a été alité” Cette ocomince, rapprockie des propor mensongers de leclineg divsimulant
Cidestite do nestamratinn, comtitue wne des prees que Scluffenccher piint b copie entre be 10 et
16 jarvier 1901, I 4 commenct avand & L f[imina apris, main, et semaine li, U et &
ownage.



Seen in this light Leclercq’s correspondence is part of an intrigue. Inded, et c'est
mewé. However, the only important factors for us are the two premises that
underlie this conspiracy theory: that Schuffenecker was a forger, and that he
and Leclercq were untrustworthy schemers. Cect es? encore wn écran de fumée. Faute de
fowoin mortrer gut cs condditions hamparantes sont [punes on guelgue aapect, Wl reutiont gue
Ly conclurions ront des prbminss. Cola et [illaciewn. Co 1'est pans mon (s wine Héorie, mais
wnt dbmorihration srgumentée par i par & de mowean wiolalle,

Schuffenecker

The notion that Emile Schuffenecker was a forger was first expressed during
the late 1920s, when every avenue was being explored in the hunt for the
maker of a group of forgeries that had recently been unmasked -- the so-called
‘Wacker forgeries.” Schuffenecker, along with his brother Amedée, was
generally viewed as a possible suspect -- although everyone admitted that they
did not know the precise ins and outs of the situation. ‘It is [...] generally
known that Schuffenecker painted pictures like Van Gogh, or copied them, or -
- if you wish -- forged them,” was a typical allegation made at the time.73 The
origin of these rumours was -- and is -- unclear, although 7. Quoted in Grossvogel,op.
Julius Meier-Graefe probably played a significant role in . owe32),p.1

their creation. At any rate this influential German critic

would declare during the court case concerning the Wacker affair that ‘the
painter Schoeffenecker [sic] has copied many paintings by Van Gogh’ and that
he was ‘also aware’ that these had sometimes been sold as real Van Goghs.74
On 1t 144t dire an it WMMW—GWWM, "

, ’ . P / 1 74.MJ. Schretlen, ‘De “Jardin de Daubigny”
e < %d aanét, Aot o o van Vincent van Gogh,' Maandblad van

7""’4”‘“(“ S‘ﬂ"‘%"”‘m il achetl, can délovn du sibcle, & La ogiende Kunsien 10 (February 1933), p.
wire e JodM Gomd, b copie prine pan Jodith e 48

C'Autoportnaid en bonge” de Vinent liissk en dépét pan

GMWJ‘}WWW MJMMU«MM«,MMWMW%W%WW
Autoportrait de ineent authertique 2 J«WHWGWW 1903 1 WWW&VMW
& Eugine Drvet. Joudith L'y vi2 reconmet som havaid. Drned la spplia de 1e Taine, ce qu'elle i1
acckhand, Lit-dle, i la demande de som mari band [oncliornaine, Dl verndit Lo faur en
connaistance At canse, comme L vendra les Townerols de Schuffmechen... ane Allemanda.
Favssaine done. Cela 3'a rien 2 voin avee de “vicilley Listoines”.

Landais and De Robertis combined these old stories with information from an
unpublished manuscript by Judith Gérard-Moline, stepdaughter of music lover
William Moline, sctuslly William Molard whose circle of friends in the late
1880s had included Gauguin.75 This

manuscript dates from circa 1950 and 75 judith G rard-Moline, acteally Juditl ' appelle Judiat Antlens
was inspired by her anger towards “ gowers morsiun Girand ‘Le crime de Julien Leclercq.” During

the 1970s this unpublished manuscript was in the possession of
LeCIercq and Schuffenecker, whom she Bengt Danielsson; the Van Gogh Museum also owns a copy. For

represents as untrustworthy. £ (au? L'es Wiliam Moline acteatly Witlism Molard and Judith G rarc-Moline
amercin. Tant e gt W Les WMI sctually Anllrg-Gérand see Bengt Danielsson, Gauguin  Tabiti &
Apparently referring to Jo’s @ les Marquises, Papeete (Tahiti) 1975, pp. 150-53, 156-57.



consignment of 1900, she wrote that Leclercq had managed to get Van Gogh’s
works to Paris, but that he had handled them with little respect. Ele At la vérite,
o gu'elle 4w, Scluffemeclen ritonclaid. The paintings had allegedly been damaged
during the journey Ls manvaise foi de WT est aburivsante] On bt sous 14 (lume, guand som
773 ! Wle : “One of these was a version of the sunflowers, which arrived in a
less than perfect condition and required restoration -- as indicated by Leclercq’s
correspondence.” (voir Wb 4 ba banten de la sote 63) & W Vol A2 shrictement la
mime chose, le mime WT éerit “The paintings had allegedly been damaged during the journey’ A-
Ton jamais v partille incoblirence, sillewrs que dams wne brockune publicitaine? and for this
reason he had called on Schuffenecker for assistance, who was then working at
the Lycée Michelet in Vanves as a drawing teacher. Subsequently, according to
Gérard-Moline, actually Arllerg-Gorand the artist treated Van Gogh’s paintings as if
they were studies by his students, and with Leclercq’s permission mnecwvelle
babilelé pownr protéger les [pnsaines. Judith Ait que Jobarma avaid dowint “carte Ylancle” lacrn
comportndna i e lectune des lttres de Leclrcg que le mydiffcatenn o' 0ail ochroyt cte carte
avail [lovt Judizt he made a number of corrections, adding grey clouds to Houses
at Auvers (F 802 JH 2001) and painting out the cat in 5o¢ . yline,
Daubigny’s garden.T6 (ormidable, LT 1o pas dine gu'elle ment, car il sctually Pollerg-Gornd
il his bion gue Shuffemechen 4 rpeint be dat Ao (faue) jardin de OP-Gu(0€5),p.2
Dasligny. Quant aue ruages, U 1441 pud ihe 'l ettt en Framce wme
copie des mairoms & Puwers avee des muages cotormene, Jodith anna GE dosée pan citte copie (on
MWW)JWWMMVMZ'WM.
Where, however, lies the truth in this amalgam of accusations? Although a
definitive biography of Schuffenecker has yet to be written, - . Jiklyse Grossvogel,
the facts as they are presently known suggest the following The embittered Claude-
scenario.77 While it seems reasonably certain that his Emie S,ht”fg“ez‘fr: fake
brother Amedée (who took over the major portion of %f;ﬁ;;, (Seeptemher
Emile’s collection in 1903 and subsequently made a lasting 1997), pp. 45 and idem, op.
career in the art trade) at some point became involved in o ("0€32-
dubious practices, it is difficult to ascertain whether Emile
can be accused of the same.78 Let dewe [pires 100t complices dun 78.G rard-Moline's acteutly
Adut 2 Lo fim, Lo 2 purtagent b boulot. Le pantage de e collection et mﬁwl:hdﬂim that
W’ L s fowr M bt 4 & 7 M ?‘M Aiverce [M i 14 aftecr VaCnSOGoghc‘i iefl(j)’-py
1. Although in 1909 the artist issued a certificate of pormairasabonze & 530
authenticity for a work which was considered to be a Van JH-)asagenuine work by
Gogh, this does not necessarily point to deliberate foul i?;‘fﬁ;f;i‘;"ii?é[ ?;\{1
play. &, car il en était L'asten. During this period Van Gogh’s op. it (note 75), pp. 3-4and
oeuvre had not been catalogued in any definitive way, and Voitchekjirat-Wasiutynski
erroncous attributions were the order of the day. Tandis 3?3;,;%2;;’;?21/
w'wffwad%ui, Lewrenr Y, A 4«'7 4 ﬂw& Ae W A Tewd, i portrait dedicated to Paul
Aavocits froun les MW' i de rédactns de ¢ 1’!' 1. Gaugi{z’n:ahistoﬂcaland
Nor is it possible to confirm or deléléngz that Schuffenecker f;ﬁﬁifjéﬁ‘i‘;@ pp. 17-18.
produced ‘many copies’ after Van Gogh, as Meier-Graefe
contended.79 Ce gui w'ompiche pas de Teter, i chague [join gue Lvme d'ewire 79.Seenote 74.
dle est dioncie, M&VMWWMWW c'uZWéoé.



Only one such copy is known, a repetition in pastel of Vincent’s Self-portrait
with bandaged ear (F 529 JH 1658), which he must have bought early on.80
Décidément WT et malcbancewr. e pastel (ait par Schuffemechen eat le modile du
Autopertrait (dont  Scluffemechn w'a &idemment jamain acheté que la toile pow Le peindne).
Mais 7‘ . pe : ¢ cate 80. Grossvogel, op. cit. (note 32), p. 92, no. 254. The painter probably
Toile LT W ici Lastlerticté. The produced the éopy in 1902 when he sold the original, to which he was
‘small, fragmentary repetition’ after veryattached. See Roseline Bacou, ‘Paul Gauguin et Gustave Fayet,

> ; - . Gauguin: actes du colloque Gauguin, Paris 1991, p. 22. Born, op. cit.
Van Gogh s Prisoners at exercise: (note 2), p. 1735 and Grossvogel, op. cit. (note 32), p. 100, also point to

copy aﬁef’ Gustave Doré, once in Schuffenecker’s Public garden, which they consider a copy after F

Amedée’s collection, (e« Emile La 479JH1601,but this s incorrect. At most the work is a pastiche, and
o4 4 N p possibly not even that. Mewsise foi choguante gu'est wme copie qui

didlinction el Toul & (4l inopbrante les daviand 1 o cofit i wn faiche, Un 16t vipiel )

collections aosd wiltes &8 les réles sfpants,

main il 'l avcwn mogen de abpanen by dee [pines) however, is highly suspect. The

piece has since vanished and it is

therefore impossible to  tell 81 Theworkin question is F 669 JH 1885. The German critic possibly had
. . . this painting in mind when he later contended that Schuffenecker had
whether  Emile palnte('l 1t or copied works by Van Gogh (see also below, note 82). In 1904 he thought it
not.81 Sawé por it de Larkite an wasa genuine Van Gogh, but it could hardly have been tha; see Julius
,,,(W Aeré! Meier-Graefe, Entwickelungsgeschichte der modernen Kunst, 2 vols.,

. . Stuttgart 1904, vol. 1, pp. 11020 (note 1). The work is probably identical to
In conclus10n, although Meier- a piece entitled Prisonnier from Amed e Schuffenecker’s collection,

Graefe may have been telling the  which was included in the 1901 exhibition at Bernheim Jeune as number
truth, the facts are too few to 4 (seenoe3d).
corroborate his statement.82 idem. o ,

. 82. An examination should be made of copies after Van Gogh’s works that are
Thus, while Schuffenecker may jow known to have an early French provenance, including works previously
have produced copies after Van deemedauthentic, such as F 226 JH 1172, which Dorn has recently judged to

it 1 ) be a copy by another hand;see idem, ‘Zur Malerei Van Goghs, 1884-1886,"
Gogh, (e wnt “ Georges-Bloch-Jabrbuch des Kunsthistorischen Instituts der Universit t

b, vor L comertint du second volume Z rich (2000), pp. 159-67. The repetition F 171a JH 657, too, deserves further

Ao cat Wm Ae \’LM—EW study; the original, F 171 JH 657, belonged to Amed €’s collection. Several, late

i i copies are also known, Hafile gue tout cela, masa alors WT élait de mavwaise
Growogel. there is no evidence that ittt oot 1o e o oo ot o
he actually forged works Le dwtm dect promitnes i bomnes )

b Lo choss,

GWWW WWW des officiels offfciellement inites an Muste van

Gogh aymporiant le jour o WI défendait et papier -- unless one presumes a negative
outcome to the current research into the authenticity of certain works

traditionally attributed to Van Gogh, but which some believe to have been
painted by Schuffenecker, like the Tokyo Sunflowers. like what) wne Bercense, Le
Jardin de Davbigng, des portraits des Rowlin, wne Aalésienme, hhols Molsion, le Jardin 2
Awvers, pan exemple) Tout cela me comple pow viem, pas plus que Les van Gogh nowvelle [abrique,
ortail Dranaparent ou Le e vendi 2 Soulié et swendn 2 Rodin, la copie srpriae ey Amidée
peinte par perienne! To date there are no known Schuffenecker forgeries. En rwancle,
MMMMWﬁ«'LZWW/MWWﬁM'&@M'yWMW. Mﬂ&;ilybt«ﬁ
pantoud. Les ventes & Labegrie pan eumple. Furthermore, there is a lack of documentary
evidence, nor did the artist’s contemporaries characterise him as fraudulent. He
was occasionally described as a speculator, but this is certainly not the same as
accusing him of being a forger.83 fort pew eat 101k, lors le Tomoignage pricis de Judith
wrtisle & pant entiine, guand W énit wain iy 4 on plos de e que §'ai dja rappelé dars “Poun




L ’14121", b ’IW Ae GM‘W i MW "%ﬂ wul 83. Landais, ‘Pour le rejet, cit. (note 7), pp.
Lormite” Gui cacle récssainement wme Waficion Ae MW 16-17, cites Paul Gaugu.in, who depic[ed‘
Gérard-Moline’s actually AnllergGirand recollections jzhb‘;gf‘ge;gegfaf;;’;{)‘rﬁlﬂfylelg;zia;ﬁ
are typical in this respect: she wrote down many Gauguin, Lettres de Paul Gauguin Daniel
unpleasant things about the painter, clesws 4 deﬂgznfreiﬂli(’}g%lf\lJO_KSe%allqeﬂy Paris 19?01
WM“ 7“"[ W W de ba W’ but never [l?a[ [hg) gmerwﬁs cenzlijniygotew?tl’mlon h$igs
exposed him as a forger. Que vewt dine 14 formale “ler own prejudices.
WMW"’ Mais admettons wim instand. S Judith e
taprgeid par gu'ts [aliifient, Tandia que Lederncs et Scbulfemechen [aloifient, on peut diffficilement
la condidirnr comme njuste visivis des e “margouling”. Her indignation was
aroused purely ¢'es e by his tendency to correct details in Van Gogh’s works
as he saw fit. Of all the accusations levelled at Schuffenecker, this is the only
one that is well founded. Schuffenccher 20 corsidinait dome, stlon Lavin de W, comme
capable de [pine avrri mieue que Vineent, dimon fire. Fort bien. De [aliifier dome. A guoi bon
dire Gu'il me powail avoin e Talewt 4i Luic-mime prblndaid pratiquement Lavoin? Although
Van Gogh’s Houses in Auvers, which belonged to Leclercq, was never filled
w1th grey clouds as Gérard-Moline «ctuslly A»Zé% Gérand alleged Cette prétendue
wen el pas wne. Jodith A1 & proper dus Ae Schuff n'étant pas
animalier se contente de barbouiller le chat d’'un peu d’herbe verte. Le Vert a joué, le chat a
réaparu quelques années plus tard/. Comme Ies trépieds du ciel dans le triomphe d’Homere.”
WWﬁad&ﬂv«mM%M MMMMW(MSJ«W&
; som Teete et Litthaine ), WZWMMMM‘SLMMMMW
findre des ruager i “Schuffnecker modela des nuages en coton gris autour des
authentiques taches bleues et c'est dans cet état que le tableau partit pour la Norvege”, o e
MW 'd&adv«mﬂaﬂmm«zmwwdt avee der sudgen U wh
ZMM@WMM Uy wmﬂﬁaww "ZMM
AHelindi et fpurne”., JLMMW" !ZmeéaiW&vw, A'fpogue, de...
e bk demande 4"y 4 de beanr rnges i cotormenn. [ me demarnde : “Commert be savy-
vou)" J'ai expligué. Depuis, silence radio. La toile sonting wn joumn.
Daubigny’s garden, which Schuffenecker acquired from the former in 1901,
does indeed feature a painted-over cat.84 Petite pricision nen wparflue, Guand
Ui dequin, A o awail wn Lol e Tl el de comprendne, powr appabcion aa
WMﬁWWJ&WWMﬂM W:cvﬂamdtacﬂd%u
Cacquin, Que [pinait le Schuf) en supprimant Le chat din Jardin (plotograplié avee chat avant et
Wv%wMW’MMWMwMW[WWW on
W&WITM dllusionminte, L Darformail Lorigmal de Vineent en copis,
wude la Boile de Scbudf) comeapondail, apais som intowertion (i mon conteatée par W)
ann croquin & 2 la ducription de ba deoniine Letne de Vinent, N'ew déplaiae, La copie de Schuff st
{puane. QWVWMMJyﬂW(M)JMM&WM Sc&ﬂ%édwtwwa
le fa. DWAKWAMW%'J4 dl&lm&wwwdegf
MWWM&WMM ineend disant aa Toile sama répliGue &
Wwdaw W&MW&AWVM
Since the correcting of ‘intrusive’ elements in paintings had a long and
respectable tradition, veils Schuffemecher camonisé par sern el Gérard-Moline’s
actually AllergGorand anger seems somewhat exaggerated. AL Lo fummes, ces
iues! However, it must be said that Schuffenecker’s corrections went
further than was customary, for he not only painted out the cat, he also



retouched the edges and even added a wide Strip at gs s is based on visual observation. The
the top.85 Ex fowrguol) Sams rsitom, ar s du e type of brushstroke over the cat s virtually
<: lemend pance ind Sl %, echen avaid pind 14 e his identical to the retouching elsewhere, and
141, 1 de be ( ; . be) ' oniginal Le also to the brushwork on the added strip at
jf‘/:’f ;aéw?:eaw Jhw%‘g 1 4,1»417«% thetop

"o W [
jouns) U awail (a1 e faude qui permetlaid de distinguer sisiment Loriginal de la copie. Le
lant du 16it Ae Z'Wd&mdt& villa lda daient & la mime bantun Tandin que dars
&M#VMZ'W, WW WMM(WW&W}&W
de la Toile. Le senl mogen de “séparer” ait L'ajocter wme Www&dawuw 2eatompe.
Cet tout lite... WWWMWW conrainement i s dbantres
cornainaid Lo pintunn, e gi b mel en position f(vﬂ/\W acbbma permanent de
L'lusionniste. Moreover, similar additions to the picture area are found in three
other works from the collection of either Emile or Amedée: in the first version
of Van Gogh’s Daubigny’s garden (F 777 JH 2105), his Portrait of Camille
Roulin, and in Gauguin’s Human miseries.86 Il 4 e 4 bion 2ir plusiewnrs avtrea,
Altermg the format of 19th—century 86. Van Gogh's Cypresses (F 613 JH 1746), which belonged to Julien
paintings does not appear to have Leclercq, has a similar canvas addition at the top, with associated
been common bpractice. but seems overpainting. However, in this case the addition is quite small, some
. p ’ 1.5 cm wide. More research is required to confirm that this addition is
instead to have been a personal oflaer date. We would like to thank Charlotte Hale, paintings
predi]ection of the painter-restorer’s. consTwato;at Tl}eMetropolitarij D;luseur; of;,r; New York, for ,

: : supplying this information, cited from the 1979 treatment report by
Thhe rarity of this phenomenorfl aI}lld Lucy Belll.
the common provenance of the
above-mentioned paintings, therefore, strongly suggest
that these interventions were indeed the work of 87. Other examples of comparatively
Schuffenecker.87 The artist must have been disturbed Mioradditions o postimpressionist

. paintings are known, where rough

by Van Gogh’s non-traditional cropping of the picture borders, formed when brushstrokes
area, a style he himself never used in his own, more trfailhed off before rea;lrhingb the edggs

: L. . .., of the composition, have been made
academic WOI'II(. M wl W % W W Vi Vincent M neater through retouching. Although
morl, on foundaid, vinon, boi demander e prbantern ey eeenats 4 this has similarly altered our spatial

%Waﬁm pom Lavoin M Ve wis b corvainens ;ﬂ."d perception of the painted image,
Aemdndirail parden de b . W o 7“'([ fAlststnsi i s thcrchasbecnnocx[ensippofthc
R , , . , picture support. Such additions are
wevats & W powr i avoin W Tant dz. MMZ T(} d&}te, Jess blatant and might casily pass
there has been no comparative technical investigation unnoticed at first glance, even to the
e E trained eye. See Renate
of all these additions, although two paintings have '/ huysen Keller, Karin Schoeller
been subjected to detailed examination. In the first of yon Haslingen, Manfred Schoeller and
these, Van Gogh’s Portrait of Camille Roulin, Eaulv\;&"oudhus;en,DiZR;semllee:

. . . er Weg zum Sp twerk Monels in
unfolded t.acklng margins wer.e.used to extend the right G, "\ chen & Mainz 2001, pp.
and left sides of the composition by 1.5 cm, and the 39-42.
lower edge by 2.5 cm.88 The 2 cm-wide extension ss information drawn from the1991
down the left side of Gauguin’s Human miseries, on EXﬂSﬂiI}glisﬁ‘ and tlrleam\j[elfllt reFP?lft

: : y David Skipsey, then Mellon Fellow
the other hand, was created by attaching an extra Strip .o Contervation at the
of canvas. Philadelphia Museum of Art.
Interestingly, the Tokyo Still life with sunflowers has
been similarly enlarged, using a combination of the two methods. Nes! Du
moing, autant qui fai o Lobrwer guand la toile 84t eqposte 2 Amitrdam, & walipé b
interdictions vpéties du/des grdions empichant de neggnder de pais & faute d'avoin pus voin le den,



Ly bardes s moing wn b cotis & clle de € cntimitrenl en bant ('ent difffrent pown be bas)
sond antiriines & la éalioation de la Toile 4 il 1'y 4 pas de sttouche wn cts 816, Toul it de
Li mmime msinm, din mime je, des mimes coulewns. The work was extended by about 1.5
cm on four sides by flattening out the tacking
margins, while a new strip of canvas was
attached to create an additional 4 cm extension at
the top. Moreover, an x-ray comparison has
revealed that this extra strip exactly matches the
extension to Gauguin’s Human miseries. Both
fabrics are constructed of basket-weave (as
opposed to the plain weaves of the original jute
canvases), with two thin weft threads alternating
with each warp thread, as well as identical thread
counts, with an average of 6-6.5 warp and 5-5.5
double weft threads per centimetre.89 £ sesiz
roulaitable de savoin quand Scbuf] 4 “restawnd” les Human
Mieries. Les paris somt owverts. Avant jarwien 19001 1L Loi
wfff1ait de [pine Lo mime chose s le bout de Toile de jute Do petid sun leguel il allait peindne
21 Townuals. In the case of both paintings, the additions have been simply
joined edge-to-edge with the main canvas. In Human miseries the added strip
is held in place by the application of a glue lining. However, judging from the
x-ray of the unlined Tokyo painting, in this case the strip was -- and still is --
held by a wooden lat, now nailed to the top of the stretcher. The idea for
extending the top in this way may have been provided by the Amsterdam

89. Henrik Bjerre, head conservator at the
Statens Museum in Copenhagen kindly
provided an x-ray and information on previous
treatments when Kristin Hoermann Lister and
Cornelia Peres examined the painting in 1999.
For this research we were able to make
comparative thread counts using the x-ray.
However, the basket-weave pattern of the
strip added to Human miseries was barely
visible owing to a radio-absorbent layer applied
in streaks on the surface. Nevertheless, the
existence of this weave pattern was verified
when the painting was examined during the
exhibition in Chicago. We are grateful to Kristin
Hoermann Lister for conducting this
examination.

Sunflowers, which, as noted above, was
probably the version displayed in the 1901
Bernheim Jeune exhibition. EZ nen! Répétons
Coriginal A'aoit 89, L toile d'AwWaM wa fond
joasne vert (Vineent diit) 4 & envonis pan Vinent s
dbaiia mumi Lo cadne de baguetter (Vineent dinit). Le
Tassean (comsewd) an sommel dndil qu'dle 441 jamais
& noulie. La toile eposie & Paria e 1901 4 O trwoyle
rowlie fér Jobanna 2 , dout  dom  wumnbre
Limvertaine 194 L 4'agt de la 14 &lition de Londres. Si
QM&J'AWMAW& L an Tassean,
U et gulene solition. Ledecs o décroclé la Toile de
Vobsrna & 4 regardé comment dle a3t an dos. Cela [ait
wnpriae & Les voin loven Tant de bhillants esprits, anani
compitnts  qu'bernits. In the case of the
Amsterdam work, Van Gogh enlarged the
picture area by painting directly onto the
wooden lat affixed to the top side of the
stretcher 90 Cels vt il conterte e
Aemmwu o'l 4'agit de L
d'aoit. Se copiant & asaclant o il allait Vimeent

90. Both surface examination of the still life and
paint sample cross-sections reveal that the top
paint layer of the main background continues on
the added lat, confirming that this extension was
the work of the artist rather than a later addition.
Current evidence suggests that the lat was added
during the painting process (once the main
background had been laid in) rather than planned
in advance, although further research will be
required to confirm this. St ¢'es? powr établin que la
toile L Amiterdam et Lovigimal d'aoit, La prene
el dji cing [oin [4ite, 'ent superffle. While a paint
cross-section from the main background shows
that this was built up in two sessions (one yellow
layer applied on top of another one that was
already dry), a sample from the additional strip
only contains the top paint layer (applied directly
onto the unprimed wooden lat). However,
allowance should be made for the possibility that
the irregularly applied underpaint is simply absent
from this particular sample. SEM-EDS analysis of
paint cross-sections prepared by Inge Fiedler,
microscopist at The Art Institute of Chicago, was
conducted by MVA, Inc., Norcross, GA. The
analytical report, dated 23 August 2001, along with
the earlier documentation by Cornelia Peres, is in
the conservation archives of the Van Gogh
Museum.



w'agrandit par. Ne peut par agpandin. Cest cntain e 10i, la logigue s'impor, mais 't
7 10wk, fpou pindne wme Toile gue Lon agrandd U (it Ao Temps. On
negarde done prbcisbment b journs 'l faud pow peindne ba Toile d'aoit 83, Je ot Linmmernne
“Shortly afterwards he produced ‘un nouveau bouquet de 14 fleurs,” as well as a ‘toile de 30’
[673/528] [...] Some three weeks later the artist indirectly indicated that these two larger works
had been completed[680/534]. Train semaimes done. Combien de Tompas povr les dews répétitions
Wil en avcon car tvogte avant le 26). Vineent 4 done agpandi son original d'aoit 88 par
w4 Gpilition. La Tole appandic et la Toile dfmitndam. Lo beane dforts de LT powr faire
mentin tows la (pits (8 lo rombrer disventaing) spparsissent pow et gu'ils sont. La
balisition e dleambre et menteae. Lo Toile de Tolyo et wne copie wm jule i posthriane 2
Libandon &Mf{e ot wpport pan Vineent. Elle est done M—W (PN Eaga%, Mcyaﬂ a
4 fergery”.

Forgery? (Semy, 4, FORGERY!)

The above observations provide cumulative evidence that Schuffenecker was
most likely responsible for the extensions to the Tokyo painting. In the light
of this, it would be illogical to believe he forged the rest of the painting,
WMWW%WW&W@MWWWWJ%MWM
Aavoin [pi1 ce qu'il [allait poun! at the same time taking the trouble to fabricate
separate extensions and to paint them in an entirely different style. 91

Le “entinely different style” et doe plis bant comigue. LCMOJZXMW 91 Do, op.
produine des formes et [phriguer wne Llusion pinte. I 4'y 4 pas de “ Zy,lt” dit. (note 6),p.
WW%WWWW“IWA&WWt 56

If this seems to militate against writing the work out of Van

Gogh’s oeuvre, the painting’s critics have offered other, equally forceful
arguments to support their position. They have, for example, drawn attention
to two conspicuous details. The first of these concerns the leaf that belongs
with the drooping flower to the left, number /4, through which the flower-
stem passes. Leaves encompassing the stem in this way are not characteristic
of sunflowers L« mawvaise foi de WT est formidable. Aucume Tige de [lewr commue de Dicw o de
Chomme me povan jamais & Davers et fuille en swancle wn copiste 4y premind mal peut
commethe atte v, In the first version -- the work in London de sien e ant sépéten
b fponets. La toile de Londres, dovee, comme Lo toile de Plikadelplic, &t dont Le javne 4 ElE
Gk o (laine 2 Ganguin comme be bl 4  sdovci dans Lo oile de Dhidadelypllic o La
mime ngivon el la pitition o Gauguin. -- the stem runs slightly into the leaf,
which may have erroneously created the impression of a leaf encompassing a
SteM. ct w'est pas “may bave” | et contain le diaboligue desvin de Vineent était iméfutable
pan le pavine Scluff! The second concerns the broken stem of flower number 4.
When sunflowers snap, the top part falls forward due to the weight of the head,
but surprisingly this is not the case here. The overblown bloom still stands
proudly upright, as it does in the London painting, which served as its model;
however, the stem in that work is not broken, only slightly bent. C'wt imperaible
4WWMW7MM Vincent avait averti : “On powr 8

fordre cr ors-li, JMW&W—&WVWM&MM,JWZ'
Uittintion A'en dwide tout utien.” Cat “idiot” Ae Schuffmechen, (Gavguin) Lo *



dassiettes” (Mheo) qui 2buait “A'esforcer Tows b andnes pinnes” o'y et evsaé. Uinconviniont
ent que ctla 1t voltl Sanf bien 1in & Anaterdam, Toluyo, Chicago ou Londren.

For these reasons critics of the Tokyo still life have concluded that it cannot be
a repetition by Van Gogh’s own hand. In their opinion, the artist could
certainly not be reprimanded for lacking knowledge of sunflowers, and
therefore the author of the work must have been a copyist.92 S
Although this conclusion at first seems reasonable, it is ?j@ﬁ?"ﬁ;’d"%ﬁg o
undermined when we examine the repetition in Philadelphia. hisinterview for the
Like the picture in Tokyo, this work also has an ‘incongruously’ 1997 documentary.
snapped stem in the place where its prototype, the still life in

Munich, only features a slightly bent example. Encort v gros mersonge. Clacun peut
juger 41 el de mime natune, La carune de la Tige ot imporsible & dirive de Lo Aifficnlté que
nemcontie e promion verun o agenenn [lewns e Tiges, mime avee v modile. This means that
the ‘errors of interpretation’ in the Tokyo version need not necessarily be
ascribed to a copyist; ¢'est powrtant absolument dseriminant they could equally well
be work of Van Gogh himself repeating his motif. £« sucusn cas fpowr wne Toile de ce
wjel. Une 28 itition par Vimeent de ct sufelt me samail e gque his havaillée @ aam (pute
ancunt, comme U abrolument sublime Toile de Londres. Une sépitition L'une aépélition dunaill ot
s sublime encore (1 Vimeent e 161431 assnbmert o stparti vers dus javme vert apris avein
If this is indeed the case, the leaf enclosing the stem can only be attributed to
carelessness, or a lack of botanical knowledge or interest on the artist’s part. Re-
fpne, morsitun Lavocat. La fuille et la Bige ont pris dus Temps e beasconp de havail done du
WIJZA;}»WXL VW4'WMM%'MIWM. On 4 lz&dm'gi /)
Limiter de Ma Scluffernecher L e [aud pan be Lichen, main apprendne de ces bimites povn nettoger Le
conpus. The ‘incongruously’ snapped stem, on the other hand, appears to be a
deliberate stylisation, as the same angular form also recurs in the portrait of
Madame Roulin, where some of the dahlias on the background wallpaper have
similarly snapped stalks. La lelle affpine! Une stylisation de papion peind exception
“calenlee” gue Vimend appelle ‘une chromolithographie de bazar et encore cela n’a méme pas le
miérite d'étre photographiquement correct dans les proportions ou dans quoi que ce soit’ et
ik comparte an bouguet le plus vivand qui 104, Une expertioe comsinte & comparer le companalile,
le rate we wand aien. This sacrifice of botanical reality to abstraction and
stylisation is moreover apparent in all the repetitions. No botanist would
recognise a sunflower in the sea-anemone-like structure of the dark head in, for
example, the Philadelphia version. The green hearts of the overblown flowers
in the two repetitions of the London picture are equally unnatural. Unlike in
the latter work, where the varied transition from open peripheries to the still
closed flowers in the hearts of the sunflowers is clearly depicted, the
repetitions instead employ separate, closed circles that create the mistaken
impression that these are entire heads.

Taking this into account, it becomes difficult to base acceptance or rejection of
the Tokyo still life on so-called ‘errors of interpretation.” Serdide idiotic. Os peut
Towjowrs rsconttr et que Lon veud n Loland by démerts, main ctla we 26duil pan Lanomalic.
The only recourse can be evidence concerning style and technique. In this



context, critics of the Tokyo work have stated 93 They have also attached great importance to

the fact that, unlike the other versions, the
the fOllOWlIlg ObjeCtIOIlS 93 Landais claims Japanese picture bears no signature. However, Van

that the way the painting has been built up Gogh rarelysigned his paintings at this time.

does not correspond with Van GOgh’S method Moreover, the absence of a signature tells us

of working. According to him, the artist would “O‘h‘“gcib:’ﬁii‘iwmew;?xw
have painted ‘first the colours and only later W%Z;ﬁ‘ﬂ“ﬁ*‘““w“ s
the contour line’; the petals on sunflower /,

however, display the opposite approach 94 Jc 94. Beno t Landais, ‘Echt of vals? Een Van
W " anende Loneralle 44 7‘ w'ilain W Gogh of een Schuffenecker?,” Het Parool (21

s et point, & s Tows Lo avtres, main et mert paa Lo MO 190

chn. E%AW[MW VMJM A 4 wn ordre

wne mitlode. L Ae Lot tout et visible. Das Ae , fae de
WMWwMthMm MJM&a&Mmey&%
quelle : : awwwdkﬂmmhm&wmmw;wvm
Si davtres fois U o'y et pain autroment, comme L L'a v ey Vineent pan coomple, ¢'est comme

Vincent, mais A ne peud Tewin et aythme s Toute wme Toile, done 16 main 1t voitl Comment
Wuﬁwwwmaf,m'm«mmwwa&7LﬂW petale, pardon 3, 4 iU 4
it wme “Yborie” | 0 d'amite le nidicule) Le mytle du fpvssaine gpand mompisn ompeun
obsewcit toud. I et comprthensible que les eoperts [lows, en giniral des importeuns bantement
considirés et Lun Laguaia, [arunt croine que by [pnnsine Saiont immensts (comme on 4 Tnté de
b [sire croine, par comple, avee e Toud (bt Van Meagnen et g6 atres) ils sont méidiceres,
minables. (Ls M&MMMJWMWW,MWW,JM
fots bancals, des Bites A'idiots. Le fpune 'ent cela voilic povrguoi cela e voil. Scluffemeclen 4 peint
Ae bien mellewres toiles que ces Tovmesols. Quand L et & som affpine, L est moing T,
Furthermore, Matthias Arnold considers it suspicious that the background has
been filled in around the flowers, overlapping their contours -- again
contrary to Van Gogh’s usual procedure.95 He also regards the gs amold,op.
brushstroke as problematic, contending that it is ‘much more c (howe2)
uneven and irregular than in the two versions definitively ascribed 9. 1mid.
to [the artist]."96 Awneld w'avail sien v, Hulsher mon plus, Tellegen pan
davartage, Op de Coul mon lus (4 pan davirtage b quelgues atres qui depuis ol sowsenid
voyard La Toile fpuase, mais qui prdlirent que ler mom 108 T, par crsinde de la rbpression).
Quand s ot rgandé, Llbremert, Tovs ou presque W%ww&wm Le commence ~
onl aoudiin v Powguol) Parce que la vete o GE crliffile, parce que des engagements ond e
e, Voili Lo difffpremce. Poun expertiaen L fpud etre Libne. LT ( mefmdt‘/ﬁm Gogh A joun
ats lendemsin sans vitn y cornaitne), du baud de son (it bidean on cantor, e i boulels
wgu,ducﬂ«oaw‘ ,M&MWVMWMWMZAWP Flangué de
acolytes, Uadjudant et be profpnsenn, dispense 04 legora de gouron. Pow avoin le droit
de panlen de “Van Gogh” (avant de me Liiaser panlern sun Vincend, on 4 (5t publior gue je 1'avain
que be roil de me Taine (Spracr vam Heuglen, Het Parool) iU (audrail e dsccord avee las
ilimes des fpunraines. C'est mon., L'WXMWkMIWMW[WA' .
Landais speaks of a ‘mechanical hand,” (ju¢ L'on regarde le pot et La Gable et gue Lon
routitnne gue §'amais wal vu) while Hoving disparagingly used the word ‘muddy.’
Le qualiffeatif est juste Tarica also pointed to the sometimes-frayed character of the
brushstroke, which he regards as uncharacteristic of Van Gogh.97



97. See Landais, op. cit. (note 1); Hoving and Tarica gave their judgement in the 1997 television documentary. Ex voyant le
W%WWAW%WW&M#TM‘ Je e fain quer & Geraldine N , elle me
Ahpond que Tarica que jo ne commainain pan) lus 4 (41 dix ams avant mot la mime demonihation & que c'ut cla qui Ua
convaincnt., [ 1y 4 avcun complol. je om comnain wi Hoving, wi Mattlias Arnold, je 1'ai (431 que de proforen des arguments
sccrvilbles i tows. Chacun 4 ajouté b siens Tout comvergt, c'est anssi vimple gue cela.

None of these critics, however, appear to have studied the painting in a
systematic fashion. L'anegance de WT, incapable de discrmement, anivé accidentelloment au
»«mv«m@agﬂ WMZAVMMMWMMM&WMWMW
Tandin qu'il, accalle. For example, they have failed to take into account the
picture’s support. C'est faue Tout le monde U'a bvogué, mais le ntfus A propriétaine et de sen
(Bt camansdes dus mute van Gogh hW&MWI&MWMM
communtsine picia. Joint research conducted by The Art Institute of Chicago and
the Van Gogh Museum, involving a detailed comparative study of x-rays, has
confirmed that the material on which the Tokyo Sunflowers is painted exactly
matches the jute.fabric used for other works by Van o jeuer722/559 and vister, et a,
Gogh and Gauguin, and thought to have been cut from op. it (note 9), pp. 35463. Foran
the 20-metre roll bought by the latter at the beginning °'ciev of previous incerpretaiions
S, & of Van Gogh's use of jute see Dorn, op.
of November 1888.98 The canvas is similarly of plain i ot 33), pp. 33233.
weave, and its thread count falls within the same g9 pead counts taken from the
range of 5-5.5 warp by 6-6.5 weft threads per xrayshowanaverage of 5.0
centimetre.99 The thinner and less closely packed horzon threadsby65vertica
. R N threads per centimetre.

warp threads run horizontally, indicating that the
canvas was orientated perpendicularly with respect to the axis of the roll.
Along the top of the original canvas there is a narrow (1.5 cm wide) tacking
edge, which, like the other three tacking edges, was later flattened and
incorporated into the picture area. Although slightly frayed, the tacking edge
seems virtually intact, preserving strong cusped deformations with
accompanying tack holes where the canvas was originally fixed to the working
frame. Again this is consistent with some of the other pictures examined
originating from the same jute roll, which also feature narrow (1.5-2 cm wide)
tacking margins along the selvedge and opposite sides.100
Although the jute fabric was most probably 19) i seivedges have been
manufactured in France, methods and machinery shared foundin four paintings from the
between countries make this difficult to confirm.101 A ’(:‘;C:f l([f(’fem;;l;dgfc Listeretal,
characteristic selvedge comprising different coloured
WalP threads interwoven  in 101. From a study of the literature it emerges that a power-loomed jute
various patterns may weaving industry had been established both in the north and, somewhat later, in
sometimes be associated with thesouthof France during the second half of the 19th century. By this date the

. . former centre of the jute industry, Dundee in Scotland, had lost the bulk of its
a partlcular maker or region. European trade. However, European mills were equipped with British machinery
To date, hOWGVGI‘, it has not and staff trained by Dundee technicians. On the Dundee jute industry see H.L.

: : : . Parsons, Jute: handbook of textile technology 4, n.p., n.d., pp. 5-6 and Enid
been pOSSIble to link the plam Gauldie, ‘The Dundee jute industry, in J. Butt and M. Ponting (eds.), Scottish

type of Selvedge on the textile bistory, Aberdeen 1987, p. 123. Concerning the jute industry in France

Gauguin/v an GOgh roll with a see Marcel Goossens, Technologie des fibre et fils textile: le jute et ses fibres
. de remplacement. L'industrie textile, Paris n.d., pp. 113-14.
specific place of

manufacture.102



102. A plain weave selvedge was considered the strongest type. In this case it was further strengthened by the relatively large
number of warp threads used (less than four threads was also common). See Thomas Woodhouse and Thomas Milne,Jute and linen
weaving, Manchester 1904, p. 365.

C omp arison with  survivin g 103. We do not know of any surviving l9th-cemgry reference samples pf jute
A R . bagging. However, 20th-century samples may still reflect former practice,
historical samples of jute cloth since the sume technical specifications were employed during their weaving,

suggests that the quality was Seventeen samples of woven jute were examined from the academic
collection at the Technical University in Delft, which was established between

equlvalent to X the typ © 1907 and 1948. One sample of sackcloth displayed a thread count and
employed as hessian bagglng selvedge that exactly matched the jute purchased by Van Gogh and Gauguin

for sugar s acks.103 AlthOllgh it (inventory number 0522497).It is not known exactly where and when this
sample was woven. For the technical specifications for different types of jute

may be presumed that the JULe  fapric woven for different purposes see, for example, AW J.M. Peijnenborg,

purchased in Arles was a type Enigefacetien voor de juteindusirie, Tilburg 1965, pp. 58-61 and A. .
that was readily available Handels, De Grondstoffen van de Textielindustrie, Tilburg 1924, pp. 133-34.
b

examination of Gauguin’s later
paintings has not yet identified any canvas that could provide an exact
match.104 The jute fabric used o

104. Thread count surveys of Gauguin’s paintings have been conducted by

by the two artists at Arles is Carol Christensen at the National Gallery in Washington, and by Charlotte Hale
thus a distinctive material , at The Metropolitan Museum in New York. Some thread counts were published
: : : in Carol Christensen, ‘The painting materials and technique of Paul Gauguin,’
with lt.S . own partlcular Conservation Research: Studies in the History of Art 41 (1993), pp. 63-70. To
characteristics. The fact that dae the closest match to the Arles jute used by Van Gogh and Gauguin has

the TOkyO plCtllI'C is palnted been provided by the coarse picture support of Gauguin's Tabitian women in
Iv th kind of ‘The Metropolitan Museum, which has an average thread count of 5.5 warp
on pre01se y the same Kind OT .45 and weft threads per centimetre, as measured by Charlotte Hale

cloth pr0V1des compelhng if (private communication). In Paris, Gauguin used jute of a slightly looser weave,

not conclusive evidence of its averaging 4-5x5.5-6 threads per centimetre, as in his Paris in winter
(Amsterdam, Van Gogh Museum). See Lister et al., op. cit. (note 9), p. 357 and

authenthIty the conservation files at the Van Gogh Museum.
St ctla et vsi (mais les memsongts
wr b bLewr 8 dats Lecamen, la ronde Legports o todtiles, Labunce de comple-rondn
Wwawzw&wmwwww&w%'ww
idemed idutigu howée par lbarand, de fonl doutr) cla e prownsil en rien
ZMW S«Mmmw '%W%J4AM¢&ZAMWMWM(MW¢ZA
WW“Z'WW)%’WM7DMMJWWWWM54
quertion w'eil par sudement vai o [auz, mais : Schuffpnecker au Vineent D Supporoms (powr
vine) gu'elle me 101 fan (encore) absolue, St Scbudfemechon it Laniteun de Lo copie, cela signifie que
Z'WAWAMMWM, WMWWMW H«MWM Oam«
MVMWWWWWWWW MWWWMM
M‘lwmmammmdtw7$~m,m&w&w&maw
ocmm«ﬂo& tars doule ol pastionminde powr les g gui aimend clla, et du Tmps o de
Largnt prdus. Autromert dit, ce que WT affectionne, wn his pand énran de fumée. L'vrage du
MWVMWW%AW&’]ZW apain La Lettre vemue de Paria divant que Le
MWMWWJW&W¢WMQmWMW’%W’O%
wottrs done que i daventine il Lo prewsit Lawie de peindre des coses gu'il aimersit 4
paner o des Toiles alésionmes des dewr monsres saents qui oty wm 2ien, bouflf Lorygine de
1on camn bisd, AL bl (pudnaid prendne de la grovse Toile et de prdlrence dus jute (an can o UL
MW&WM A Aétient des Toiles s et supprort Human Miseries, pan comple o
LAlesirnme — la yraie, MWMWVW—JWWM) QMG&WM
Arles pour Paria moins de dewt semsines apris Uabiandon du jute pan Vincent, il st réfugie ey



o de aes ami i Parin gui Lattendait & bas owverts, WWM%MW [ pose aes
dfpirer ey lus. En comsbguance, wme prewwe “pan be jute”, i ( (sams des empickements Adfinitif)
pouwnail e dacriminanle o wne otnt AMWM ey wimporte quel avtre fausrsine ou
bt fpusssine, w'est L'avcvme valewn Ae “mon o&a&%"hwm«dt
MWWMWWWWMkZOAWW efporTant
Lévertualité A'vme ication au conbraine de ot que umble vouloin conclure WT. On ne
dimprovise par eopord, on b dwiand par la riguan des dimonshrations, pas avte wme boile 4
fumée. La toile eat fpunsae pow Les raisons ik déje doqués, main le spporl de jute vient Ll Trer
wne falle dans Lo gnon. Cest wne 1pétition de la 2pétiion peinte wn mois 8 dewi apris
Cabardon du jute. La canse et entendue, i c'eat i

Based on visual examination of the Tokyo still life, the exact nature of the
ground applied is at present uncertain. In places a translucent pinkish layer is
evident, which resembles the idiosyncratic barium sulphate ground that Van
Gogh and Gauguin began to use at the beginning of November, having
abandoned their initial choice of chalk-glue priming.105 Elsewhere, however,
there seems to be a denser white layer, which could be a lead and/or zinc
white-in-oil ground, such as
subsequently employed by both artists.
This is possibly a
technique, with the white oil groun

105. Concerning the use of barium sulphate grounds see Lister
etal., op. cit. (note 9), p. 360. Previous examinations of the
transitional Tokyo Sunflowers, carried out with the naked eye, have

d recorded a whitish to pinkish colour of the ground (conservation
archives, Van Gogh Museum). It was questioned whether this

applied on top of the barium sulphate
one, but further research would be
required to confirm this. QMM{ Kt e
vé, cmwkmmm !

Surface examination has identified an
underdrawing on this ground that
employs a dry Dblack material

varied tint might be due to the visual impact of the dark fabric
support showing through a white ground layer, lending a pinkish
colour in places. However, at the Chicago venue of the
exhibition it was possible to the examine the painting with the
help of a head magnifier, concluding that both a pink layer
resembling a barium sulphate ground and a white oil ground
might be present. The latter examination was carried out after
publication of the catalogue, where the ground was assumed to
consist of lead white in an oil medium. See Druick and Zegers,
op. cit. (note 8), p. 240.

resembling charcoal. These contour
lines are exposed between adjacent
paint areas where these do not quite meet. Examination of the other versions
has revealed a similar preliminary outlining of the composition; in the case of
the repetitions this may be the result of tracing, as demonstrated by Kristin
Hoermann Lister. Abundité derivé A'wme llumination de Dorsn. There is also evidence
that in the Tokyo Sunflowers, as in the Amsterdam version, Van Gogh
returned to the use of charcoal to redefine certain contours at a later stage of
painting. Vincent w'a pas peint la toile de Tobyo, 4 dewe ptintrer ont wtilind du fpssin cela
MM7S~L\WWVMXAMWVW Mwmmw%mwdw
vinger. Encore wme [ols om 4 wn averti. Un ctpendant der s "
ajoute des closs pown “faine vl SLWﬂWZM&Md'AdeM&M
Ae Tobyo Lo mime close, dlors, ce gu'elle 4 Irowi et wme wme preme complimentaine de o fpuaneté
de b Toile de Tolyo, car 4 dams wn origimal (Amaterdam) Vinennt peud sprende ass fussin v
bout de dessin en cowns devbcndion, L e [tra pas la mime chose dans wme pltition, cla et
crtiin. Schuffenecher w'anart pas tn e maina la Toile ABmaterdam, L wffft de chencler dans
MW%WWW&W“W%'JWW
atibit vineentesgue eeporlé par Schuffeneclen. Se copiant, Vineent peint as fonds o des bouts de
ford en promins & on e 1amaid hower de fpaain wn i fond bumide. Mime en imaginant



'l anaid pun fpine sbcben aes Toiles an fond prépant prks du potle (e biver) le fond me peud pas
%vz aney e powr dessiner & gue le fuasin presme,

Thus, drawn contour lines run over the initial painted lay-in of the flowers
and background in places. Examples in the Tokyo still life are the outlines of
the lower petals of flower /3 against the vase, as well as some outer petal
edges in flower &, and the outlined centre of flower 9. In the Amsterdam
version, the edges of the yellow petal facing down to the right of the green
bract in flower /3 were similarly redrawn with charcoal after the first painted
lay-in of the composition. 106 Encere wie fois cela me signifie rion. I et cnfain que la

AAmstrdam et Loriginal d'aoit 83, Lutitement 2
Cinaensiilite gui ompiche wme Toile favse A v pour ce
'&[& et Le drame et Gue Lestitement WWWVZ les ervrsens der reiterated with charcoal on top of paint
wwm Gk apprennend Tout Ae Mm Cevs-li sront fremmns when comparing the paintings with the aid
o Tows cens ?’”"“‘ & et fn wrond Gvincés. Voils of a head magnifier at the Chicago venue of

amvmw on indtalle povn de Longuer piriodes des et the exhibition.

4l
When viewed with the naked eye, the palette used in the Tokyo painting
appears entirely consistent with other works by Van Gogh from the period, in
particular the ‘Sunflower’ series. C'est non, mair des semples montrent gue Vimeent
comme fpiaait ok dnani de la peintune & Cluile
The yellow shades employed in the flowers ! i ofjead

. pigment was chrome yellow, but deep
themselves all appear to have darkened in a yellowish-red or red shades of colour could
similar manner, OWIHg to the use of specific lead be obtained as well as the basic lead
chromate palnts. Stll “viewed witl e saded ‘7‘"7 De chromate product, depending on the

i . conditions employed in precipitating the

i 2 mogue-l-er] In places, tiny areas of damage

106. See Lister’s contribution to this volume
of the Van Gogh Museum Journal. She also
made the observations concerning lines

107. The archetypal form of lead chromate

pigment. Certain types of lead chromate
have exposed a brilliant yellow colour in the
interior of the paint film where this has been
shielded from the light. Similar spots of damage
in the green passages reveal that these have also
become darker at the surface, and perhaps consist
of the same emerald green (copper acetoarsenite)
pigment viewed witl e waked epe used in the other
versions. Alse viewed witl e raded ege IAs is the case
with the other sunflower paintings, these
observations provide some idea of the original

pigment display a characteristic greenish to
brown surface discolouration, which occurs
as a result of photochemical ageing. See
David Bomford et al., Art in the making:
impressionism, London 1990, pp. 60-63 and
Robert L. Feller (ed.), Artists’ pigments: a
bandbook of their bistory and
characteristics, 3 vols., Washington, DC
1986, vol. 1, pp. 187-217. For the darkening
of emerald green see Elisabeth West
Fitzhugh (ed.), Artists’ pigments: a
bandbook of their history and
characteristics, 3 vols., Washington, DC
1997, vol. 3, pp. 226-27.

bright colour scheme, incorporating detailed
nuances that have now been 10st.107 C'est towjowrs Ll mime camson (qui 4 avasi [ail
WZMVW Gachet powr der bandernes vinenntesques. “le Tmps ave plus &d&/;oﬂa/m "
Hait & fpire wn W"AWWW Mais powmguet o'aclarmerait-d avec wme
memwlmm MW—AMM(VWMAWJZWMM
ege.) Uy & maiment la main du diable dans cette affpine!”

Although Arnold’s contention that the background in the Tokyo still life was
painted around the flowers has been proved correct, this is not a reason for
excluding the work from Van Gogh’s oeuvre, as the Philadelphia version
displays the same sequence. Nos, pat du Tout dans les mimes propertions. The flowers



have been built up in a variety of ways. In the case of the petals of flower 7,
the orange contours were drawn before these were filled in with yellow paint,
as Landais observed. However, elsewhere, for example in flower /2, the reverse
order is evident. Moreover, both methods are used in flower 8 of the
Philadelphia version. The involucral bracts (the small rosette of leaves
supporting the head) were first outlined in brown, then filled in with green
before the contours were finally accentuated with yellowish and dark green
paint. Thus, despite Landais’s claims, it is not possible to conclude that Van
Gogh invariably employed one s1ngular working method. Je »/4i W" At cela.
V'ai 2eggrdé comment Vincent procidait, je me swin dffjorcé de hacer son “dictionnaine” selon les
foquer la quantité de havail, éumlum le bt veule, Licomomic de Tempas e, Toul ent
, conme Toules Les Toiles 1ont Affprtes, copies incluses, main L y 4 Enormément de
conlantes. S'JWW%J;LAMMWAW&ACMW jeliéinis a b
rouligne. Quand je dis qu'vme Toile e e comviend fan dams wm article oi ler dignes me 1ol
compts, je me peug didemment pas domner Lo paletle de ruances, wais je peue dowmer wme sbrie
Aevcplions wolables qui rapprockies b wmer des arer coratiuent wn [ploctan d'dénents
mW.bWWvM%WW,#W&W,mJMZ , du contowm,
mc'MMM,W&#M&M&WMZMM&& an foind rouge
v ottt qui comprind) Qui comprend 44 jo din que le contraste wntre Ly (lewns et e fond eit 44
manwais que, Lorigu'on Glle, Lles [lawns gt noient dans Lo ford) Lo [orme du pot s'est pas
adminiible, 4 je le L persomme me comprendra & on me paendra pow on fou. Powtant, la
forme due pot-poche, wazamwuzwozmawwmmm la tete
Tombant sou Lo guillotine des amin de Schuffenechen dle crivna encort que ct pol 'a pas G (£ind
i Vineent, ﬁuﬁm&mwﬁwww&é’mbuo@vemwdﬁé’mw
by et pasne Scluffemechen dora cr Towrmerols-li.
Although critics of the Tokyo still life have argued that the brushwork is
atypical, comparison of the individual elements in fact reveals close parallels
with the artist’s other works. For example, the impasto texturing of the
overblown sunflowers strongly resembles that employed in the Amsterdam
version. The latter also displays a similar patterning in the background, which
in places is structured by crosshatched or ‘basket-weave’ strokes. Quoi de plus
focile & sinmger) La peintine de Vinewnd et : la Touche, la coulewn, le dessin, la bumiine Tout cela
Awn ji emaenlle, pin, comigh & la bite, 1am rien cacler, souligné, Toudlé de fointes
Alomous, gprartiviant le ythome. C'est abrolumert envoitant. Mais (2] Paswre misine plewrss
partont, Tout i la v'la comme §'Te povne. Ce sont des Towrnerols, comme Vineent, mais c'est
toul. Edthétiquement parkant, WW&W%ﬂMAVMM%MM&Q&W
de Vinewt.  While the long, parallel brushstrokes present in the foreground of
the Tokyo still life may not occur in the other versions, comparable vertical
strokes were used to depict the door in, for example, Vincent’s chair. Presque! E1
dara bion L'avtres Toiles maies comme fpumna. Bt alors) Ceat le misimum du [paussaine de
Vineent. Quel dessin et prodiit) Auvcun dersin) Cela et i la portie du “promien vers”. La
bumiine aun la 1alle sulffid 2 dbmasguer la singrie. Viewed in its entirety, however, the
texture of the paint surface is somewhat idiosyncratic. Although the other
sunflower versions exhibit a contrast between thinly and thickly applied areas,
the Tokyo picture has a substantial paint layer throughout. Singrie 2 la portie de
Toul peintre e midioore & moyen d'avdant plus ndispemiale que et i Ulpoque, wne
originaliti. En pos plus el ongité (s 'est vangoghesgue. Mime Enile Bevmard, pourtant




e, 1ot wne Enowmill, (ablendant que Vimewnd (eignail directomend avee s Wb,
Furthermore, the pronounced impasto in the foreground and vase seems
particularly obtrusive and was undoubtedly a major source of the critics’

mistrust. C'est (i powr homper € ne hompe gue les maswain eperts. Powr W, qui veit 2

e plis gue Uimpadto, la singrie dwind wn critine A atiribution,
However, these authors have not taken into account the unusual choice of

material for the picture support, namely jute. Refelstze This sheds a different
light on the heavily laden paint applied throughout, as will be explained
below. The frayed ends to trailing brushstrokes criticised by Tarica are also the
result of this coarse fabric: in places the corrugated surface has caused
individual strokes to lose their definition, a clear example being the ragged
edges to the final green contours around the stalks and leaves. LT es spécialiste de
c gae de aorties (voin 1a crtification du fpue Panc de Lasile du mime bois) St Vimeent veut
WWW(JV&'I ﬁu'dww't'wwnﬂa,dw mWft'an. Gadded oui,
Scbuffernecher owi, s w'ont pas le choin, wais Vinent. L ggniale mackine i peindne, Gui 4
Tombt des Toiles comme ancwn anine antinte (Pable Picarre peut-ene), dewnail o' lventien Tandis que
b porte st o, En st copiant, on plus. C'est simplement imintelligent de herchen i Aéfuten s
Finally, while the particular paint application in the Tokyo still life closely
resembles the brushstroke in Van Gogh’s other paintings, New, 4 Zows
et Gut mom, el nom. L'MXLW,XLM, que HM~%MM el wn

tep court main il 4 wn wmai e it has little in common with that of
Schuffenecker. His technique comprised a far from spontaneous, insubstantial
application of paint, which involved the superposition of thin unbounded veils
of colour. Singeant Vincent, Scbuffemcher ne produit pas du Scluffenechen, L prodiit du sous-
Vincent 24tt, emplle, pow Thomper, maia shms sportantile, sims sythme, dbordart de faute de
luniire. He largely avoided impasto, as a raking light photograph of his
Landscape with a draughtsman clearly shows. From the mid-1890s
Schuffenecker specialised in pastels and drawings, media that were well suited
to his flatter approach. By the 20th century he had almost ceased to paint, L«
fracene e wonl U peigrail dimplomert sous A'ares nows. making it highly implausible
that in 1901 he would have been tempted to copy a work by Van Gogh, whose
style was so alien to him. lmplawsible w'est pas Vasngaio, dinait UAlsacion, le carrelews de
vm«Go% MAM& Vén Ca%m« WW& Wcﬂvudamwﬁ MWTM WW
dine que &'ait pen proballe. 1L siige s Meropolitan en bomne place &t en bion des endroits) U 4
wne [ols st moim sl Vinend du catalogue. I (5t dans certains bivnes comertines & svers
de jaquette, L pollue Toute la piriode du Midi e Lwvers, mass avai Pania auvee la Galette o la
Hollande avec dewe Basker Matirs. I eat comprélernaible que entaim experts on prbumés 1els a0
seient balitués o aa “patte”.

Falsification

Given that none of the aspects thus far examined -- the provenance, the picture
support, the sequence employed in building up the image, the colour palette,
the brushwork -- provide reason enough for eliminating the Tokyo Sunflowers
from Van Gogh’s oeuvre, the forgery theory should now be checked for
CONSIStENCY. Pows prendne wn pew de bandewn, puiagu'id 2'agit L'estocade WT le matador amnait



i Dowver wne formle (s ample, du gemre : “ Maisdenant gue mows vous avoms biss expligué
que Lo e semplie de brovillard st plate, mows llons vous eepliguer povwrguol L'tan e Tomle
par e b bends” The cornerstone of this theory is the critics’ belief that the
Tokyo version was based on the work sent to Leclercq in June 1900.108

c’“l' A moinm WW' his W la décowerte de cela est i 108. Landais, ‘Pour le rejet,
postiriunt 4 et que WT momme : “la Hearie” Main et commu, Ler it (note ), p. 4 and the
Aitics, fpunaines patentés, ont lainsé le cormer stome “enn 2€sewe” poun articles by De Roberts cited

le [inisling touck! They presume this to have been the ">

London picture, but leaving the question of whether or not

this is really correct, 42 & matter of [acts, 4, 1 1o if the still life is indeed a
forgery, inded, a1 4 matter of (acts, 4in, i1 <o it can only exhibit morphological
resemblances to one of the two other versions, never to both.

It is evident that the still life in Tokyo was inspired by the London canvas.
For example, bud 6 features protruding tubular flowers that also appear in the
first work, but not in the Amsterdam repetition. Moreover, the interpretive
error apparent in the leaf of flower /4 can only be explained by the London
still life, as is also the case with the almost dappled treatment of the petals of
flower 15. In the Amsterdam version this element differs completely from its
counterpart in London, as it is based on flat planes of colour. The critics were
left with no alternative but to declare that Schuffenecker had copied the
London rather than the Amsterdam version. Hul! Let's sppose 2hat we were “left
with", Lt semble (ficl.

However, they have focused their attention entirely on the form and treatment
of the stalks and flowers, failing to consider the colours, which tell quite a
different story. For example, the background of the London picture is an
extremely pale yellow, duguel fout Lo lowguet s détacke over which a barely
perceptible layer of greenish-yellow has been applied sccording 7o LT [iclé. The
background in the two repetitions, 4s 4 matler of [acts, Sir, one of yowr e repetitiom
L e origunal however, consists of a virtually identical greenish-yellow.
Virtually) In the London still life the centres of the faded flowers have been
rendered in an arbitrary mix of green and yellow ochre, but in both repetitions
they are made up of large segregated planes of colour. 109 £ semble Aifficile Ae
commerdtr wn “on w'a (At v, mdin A anlle...” wine conlen, i1 bt coulewn) A-W Ae
bt wilurt, de mime s, de mime [onclion, de mime graiam, de mime bud, que vet-on dined
Furthermore, when the schematisation and abstraction of the flower forms is
considered, the repetitions in Tokyo and Amsterdam are found to bear a greater
resemblance to each other than to their joint ancestor. Ce s«'est pas Lo “joint
amceton”, comme o i Torl, mais i i o wae, A’MWWWW
Aifficile, dome ipre b chenchant ls ormes justen. Si c'est cela que Lon voil de commun et de
e de pertimence. For example, the stalks of sunflowers 2, 4 and 7 in the London
version have a rounded form, while in the repetitions these elements are
‘flattened’ and bounded by contours. C'est newmal, en woit Vineent (4t du contown
woir awsi les Towrnesals s fond Blew de rol détits mais plotogaplits) en jarvien U [ail
A modelé close ecrimement (rillevae pratiguement imporsille i copien. In the London still
life, the light centres of the faded flowers have been rendered by mixing some



green with the ochre employed for the petals, but in both repetitions they are
made up of large, separate planes of colour. Les fautes d'échelle de pis dara b [lewr Ao
e ot i (lagrantes (plaler beavconp Do daing) qu'id et crtain que et 1'eat pan le mime

Thus, while the subject in the Tokyo version has certainly been copied from
the London painting, in terms of its main colours and schematisation the still
life displays more similarities to the Amsterdam work. C'est 7wt 2 (i1 [pur les
wbtilitls communts & Amatindam e Londres Lo metlnd & des Lisves de i rugodité du Toliye.
Vamais on e Towe, wi de fluns vimilaines, wi de cnme vimilaine i de tige vimibaine. This
observation nullifies the forgery theory once and for all: Schuffenecker could
only have taken one of the two versions as his model. It would have been
plainly impossible for him -- unless one believes in miracles -- to introduce
changes in form and colour that precisely match the
details Of a VerSiOIl he deﬁnltely Would not haVe 109. Sample cross-sections may confirm
seen. Aw cas oi Wl anrait W& M Ae 14 dinonithration, Lhd[[hfjpam[hdsleOl}O]ureda[[t)hewrfsw
. ut to date no samples have yet been taken
%f& Sj“ummm&xm from this parucularparea !
que Vimeend 4 (it comme 4 elle 1'eeintait W)MWWQQ(WaWMM
Lamivie de la Lettre de Schuffmechen qui somme le glas A jute) Lapris la Toile de Londres
(malbecrewsment pinte en jarvier 39) resumble i la toile ABmatindam que WT déckane peinte
it Tand, maia agant impin Lo toile de dicembne, Havte voltige] Faisoms vimpled Vimeent veut
{pire des abpititioms calmes om les 4 : Londres et Plibadelplic, dovees lormaniten, pan comme b
1olides toiles de Munich @ AAmitordam, (lus sdes (8 vien encore & ot Ao T. diggparus sun
ford Uew de 26i). Les dews répétitions calmer 100t Les premiires sépétitions SIG + SIS L disent et
lles 1omt dews. La Toile de Tobyo est la copie de la répitition calme. Que [4it le copinted 1L (it
eeactoment le clemin iense de Vinent : du calme s rude. Wl compare wme [pillesse de main &
wn ffort powm dimilen Lo natine. Il Dowe gue Tout ga, men bow mendsien, et pareid. L et
M&MkMWwWMﬂVWdWMMMWmM
rorlaient de bewrs canors etliliques. Cola dwnaidl prower de maniine ddfinitive que la Toile
fpumsae est raie) Cela me prowe gu'vme close WT 1’4 WW&W&W&VMM
e an dowr, de 14 pentine 6 wltile. On 4 des prbmisss fpnsss &8 wne concusion juste. Ce
w'ert mallevnsisement an e car. Combion de Vineernd Scbuff) a1l en dans les pattes avant i
1900 guand il se colle aux Towrmesols) Lesguels) Combien en a-t-il i disposition e debors de
. 'l viend dacketn. Combion de [ann déje pents. On 4 avee CHomme 2 Lo pipe de
Scbudfernecher alias Sellportnait with e bandaged lead, £S29 la prewve de 16 erlation moim de
heis ams apis la mert de Vineud. WMMMMM WMM Sept dma
detrainement. Lo di et Lo, pas dors be (5t gue WT 4 vie wn “green” vintuellement proclle, dars
beguel L 2'est 1aille wne oge de ballebardion,

Dating

The similarities between the two repetitions of the London still life raise the
question of whether the Tokyo version was painted before or after the one in
Amsterdam. Sans vouloin e méchant o dle ent antiriewne 2 i toile L' Amitrdam qui et la
pamiine, ele st [ausse ¢t Scbulf et v prewstinn, win WWWWW La toile
de Tolgo est postirieune i Londres 28 jarvien 1839, cmmdmw What else?
The Tokyo work has traditionally been regarded as the last in a series of three
and dated to February 1889 (or later). Dorn



. . 110 Dorn, op. cit. (note 6), p. 44. He was also of the
has contended that it was palnted at the opinion that the Tokyo painting was the last of the

beginning or end of February, periods when three versions, as here Van Gogh had anticipated an
Van Gogh was prevented by his illness from mprovement by enlarging the space of his
keeping his brother informed about his TECent iy Ve i he At v
output.ll(} Although his resumption of the this was achieved as an afterthought, by adding a lat
use of jute is inconsistent with the rest of his durins the working process, he now pre-caleulared the
L. A . change, placing the bouquet lower down in the picture
artistic production at the time, Step! i L ¢4 area However, Dom’s latter conclusion failed o take
Aacoonl oo wlis Langumiad (e e Fe e e s e i
WM alors a‘ A M%u bes W rac;;(rlgrr{;;;in.?hi: mezisfthsat .(?riginZ{lly, when the
doves fow Gm-gma sont Londrer o PMM a tacking margin was still folded over the top side of the
wne  copie de lendres et par W excluwe. this stretcher, the petals of the top flower would in fact
objection may be partially overcome if it is havevirtuallytouched the top edge of the
considered that his choice of material may composiion. Grecelo o Hiote?
indicate that he made the repetition especially for Gauguin, who favoured this
type of support. Bowne idée, 1ams dowte Gavguin scerackail les toiles dos an i from
L jute! Nevertheless, the 1889 date has proven incorrect. Stop! c'est encore
fini Les mots de Vimeent sont formels - mime 2 WT 4 astucitnsemend hongué les cilatioms fom
&iter que cela ae sacle : pan de Alpitition des Towrmesols par Vimeent avant la toiviime somaine
Ae jarvien. As indicated above, the painting was executed on jute from the 20-
metre roll Van Gogh and Gauguin used in November-December 1888. As
Lister, Peres and Fiedler have shown in their reconstruction of the artists’
output -- based on the individual alignment of all their works within the roll --
the 20 metres must have been depleted by the end of December, when Gauguin
left Arles.111 This suggests the Tokyo still life should iy seerisererat, op.
instead be dated to some time in the last two months of i (note9), pp. 354-66.
1888. Malbewrewsement les lettrer de Vineent sont [ormelles en jarwien il
wa pas eneore (@il Ueffort d'one copie, L Le 42 Moreover, the composition of the
priming layer allows us to date the work with still more precision. If this layer
does indeed prove to consist of both barium sulphate and lead and/or zinc
white, it would be reasonable to assume that the still life was painted in late
November, when the two artists replaced the first type of primer with the
second. Should it turn out that only a white oil ground is present, this would
still situate the painting to some time between this date and the end of
December.112 W%J%y 4 a1 f{M oubliors. EX M non! 112. Ibid., pp. 360-63 and
Cela prowe que Tows by WWM wond ancwn s, Le drame note 105 above.
2 enewae, WT entraine tows les expents vers Lalime,
Furthermore, the picture seems to have formed part of a specific artistic
dialogue between Gauguin and Van Gogh, Quelle [olic (ricuse. Lo Adat est les
hpltitioms peintes powr Ganguin Londres et PDlibadelypllic. lintoine de £'ant am«ma%wlu

nterprélations sawager el e pine des Toviquen gui 1011, as suggested, for example, in a
later account by the former concerning his activities in Arles. In 1902, when

Gauguin felt André Fontainas had given too much credit to Van Gogh in a
review, the artist sought to correct his claims by informing the critic that in
fact the Dutch painter had learned much of what he knew from him, Gauguin :
‘Van Gogh, influencé par les recherches néo-impressionnistes procédait



toujours par grandes oppositions de ton sur une complémentaire jaune, sur
violet, etc. Tandis, que plus tard, d’aprés mes conseils et mon enseignement,
il procéda tout autrement. Il fit des soleils jaunes sur fond jaune, etc., apprit

I’orchestration d’un ton pur tous les dérivés de ce ton.’113
Cleat W de dine cdla, mais comme on 4 les Toiles de 113. Paul Gauguin, Lettres de Gauguin  sa

Vineent, on Pt st passr gnliment Aes ‘W"‘W de femme et ses amis, ed. Maurice Malingue,

GMW Gun veyaid Vineent patanger & 4 gqui HA Afofrina 4 Paris 1946, p. 306, no. 176, letter to Andr
peimdne des Toiles gue Vimeend avaid néalinées avant 14 werue, Fontainas, Seprember 1902

comme Lo Tavrmesols, par vumple ou le Partrail du poite. Si
on parle de ce que les dialoguer et peindnes onl apprin, on doil anas 2'ntessn & conr gui
wnrent Lisw entre Ganguin & 1om ami mal doini, Emile, qui 8ail Toul sauf) somd.
This anecdote has always been dismissed as Gauguin’s attempt to discredit his
former painting companion, as neither the still life in London nor the later
repetitions were thought to have been painted during Gauguin’s sojourn in
Arles. However, if Van Gogh did indeed produce the Tokyo version in this
period, it seems reasonable to assume that the reference to 114 See oo Draick and
‘soleils ]aunes sur fond jaune’ was not an allusion to the Zegmeiifgl (‘}‘f;ﬁe;‘
painting now in London but rather to the Tokyo version. 114 pp. 24243, who give an
De nowtan le watined de WT. Prowdre wne assertion prowvie fpusse (leg 2ermaive
T Z ;\[ tg 144 Vet dl G . )' ;!,;, 44 64‘1&1&‘% interpretation.
doivie tn L Donguant (Ganguin it “U [ dea soleils”, gui signifie plusienns Toilles, “Toute
cette abrie de aoleils s aoleils en (lein a0leid”) de mettre wn YY", dédarer Uimporsible
nasrornable  walider Lo (e, Mallrwsmert LCombrowille et érawme autant que
Danapantnte. Le coup A'épée s de mowvean dams Lean ot le sabrein d'operitle eepost imprudemment
14 joue & la craache. Lo toile de Londres 3'est pas peinte et Uil blew g Uon voil dars la
toile de Gavguin “Vinent peignant Ll Townerols” et o nprione de Lol de Lo Toile
AAmaterdam gue Vineent avail acerochée dama la dambre de som amic (voin avisi Lotil de la
mime Gpogue que la toile AAmitrdam dans b Tovrnerols tlews de 20i). WT est
osrrand L'ee bi-mime Uermeni aclant de aes Uewn. [ {41 wn mélier dangrenr. Dis qu'id
daviied wn wme banche, il la acie) Un g (s baut il nows offpail comme mémorable
I‘WM@MWWWW&W#&WM"&WW
mimorable “virtuvally idetical peniob-gellow” & maintenant L novs eplique gue Ganguin
avail nainon de prblndne mom selement gu'i avait apprin i Vimeent i peindre des Tovrnerols
main ansti gl b awail avani apprin & wBilisn le janne s janme dans wine Toile yerte sn
vt Mala, attntion... avee din javmt ansnil Avant la vt de Ganguin, Viment 4 de petites
MM&MMMGWJLVTWM&WM,WMM.OMMM
veemple “la conlewn ik eat vaiment Diia belle. Quand le vert et [paia, c'est wn vert aicke comme
nowtr e vogons ritment davs le Nord, wn verl apaisant. Quand U el roussi, cowert de
fowssiing, L we dewient pas Laid pour ctla, masa le payrage prend alors des Toms derés de Toutes
les ruances: or verl, or janne, or 2088, o W,MMMWMW(/‘MMW
T, be ot pan eeemple d'vn Tas de grain batte.” Gavguin rdpétna dans Avarnt & Apie La
rownetle sou cette forme “ Jetrprin la Tacke de Lidainer (] Van Gogh (i1 de propris
Hornants ; JW»MAJ%MMWAWwwlmd#& Toute cette sbrie de seleils 1un
MMWWMM Av%vamw&PmIaMd«W[Mle udeqmwa«] la
decﬂwmwdtoﬂm’] Le vétement javme de chrome 2. La cranate jawme de chrome
3. Sr ford javme de chrome 4" Oublions la rumtration inflationniste des dee derwions
Wﬁo&mdwlawdwﬁmk&wdtw Elle eat reprine L'vme
Lettne de Viment 2 Emile Bevmard que Gangpin avaid bue avarnd som sbjosn alivion e At : “ Le



M,W&MWWMw&MM-WWMW{;M7MMM
e de blane, Tandis que le neate due el st jawme de chrome ] & 2 mélangts. Tads javme done. Je
M&MWWﬁZ‘:M %WWWMWWW,WWWXK&& a
voila, §'en jouis comme wme cigale.” (B)) Lorsgue Ganguin énit “OLl oui, U La aimé le javme,
e bon Vincent", U (ant lire gue Gauguin 4 simé le javme de Vincent. Des Towrnesols de 14
dhambne Vincent it Maindenant nowt avoms wne his floriense [orte chalevr sams vent ici,
gui (it biem mon affjpine. Un soleid, wne bumiine, gue faute de micus je me pewe appeler gue fasne,
um{/uyw& od/uw\(w&m \QM&'MIM&W I Dass La Lettre avivante Vineend éenina
"&hu&w&a«dtwfw CWJM,&MMWAWA'W&
10jet A'une combinaison. Je viems de recvoin wme e de Beviand, qui depuis gueliues jours 4
rjoint Gavguin, Laval @ encore wn autre & Port-Aven. Darms ctte lettre gui d'aillewns et hin
borne, L 1'ert cependand pas A wne agllabe de e que G. amait U'intention de me rtjoindre
Although it is pewr le moine difficult to determine if Gauguin actually gave Van
Gogh advice regarding the Tokyo still life, this would seem plaus1ble
PW’GWWMWMW&MMLWM&MM& A“ﬁ»ﬂdl
Loargumert et la cntitude que Lorsgue Scbulfemechen peind La W&Ta&ya mlumwdt
Lekercg. Vineent it dams wn cavtan 2 fuwers &8 Gauguin 2 Tabite — L'ob L awra énit “V'ai
nege (1] mon portrail abaunde pan Schuff Ce gangon me [atigue, m'oripile, guel idiot et quelle
prbtention..” — e we lui digperse ploa d'advics. He was certainly occupied with
‘I’orchestration d’un ton pur tous les dérivés de ce ton’ during his time in
Arles: it is known that in late November he began ‘une grande nature morte de
potiron orangé et des pommes et du linge blanc sur fond et avant plan jaune’

[727/558a]. Autrment 41, Gauguin, i influenct Vinent, oapplique comme
Vmwmmﬂawawmwmaw MW
Given that Van Gogh in his subsequent letter reported a great liking for this,
now lost ‘still life with yellow fore- and background’ [728/560], it is
conceivable that he produced the Tokyo Sunflowers in response. Ce “concevalle”
wzwwmwwmmwmg. I darticule de la manitne sivante. Si
Gavguin 4 peind Vineent peigrant les Towmmesols, cwlﬁavéawvwww Cut hin
bien connaitre GWWAWWA—W et Bhe, pow avoin GE anant juate) — Le
conba de Lange anvee Jacoh e que L'on s sim doute croisé (ner Limiers de Chicago
) an jardin des oliviens. I [aud avssi dater Uisvertion du batean gomflable avart
Lapogie de Goricanlt, car L et comewalle que som prand 1ablean vu an rdn de Uean 4 étE
Aepuin cette sente d'eaguif (o1t commode powr Uolsewation du radean de la Méduse. Repétons, Lo
toile de Tolwgo e1l wne copie de Lo Toile de Londnes gui 1'eat pas encone pinte, done, on remballe.
I et galement plavsible, Wammkwcmumm,waWMMa:
Vineent : "Eom»&g " VMM-VM s vous indtiller, oui, L, comme aci, nom, pirdon
comme ctla, rgandey-mol, mrdi panfpit, cic-clac, ;mmmwmﬁwlwm freunigy-vout,
wHendy, fe ety doms le [fond wn de mes Tableans, voili, peindre s mes contils wme A4 étition
WWJW&&WW#ZAMWVM pindre dars dewr mols, un jute,
2" vous (last, wom, pas Lo Ulee, celle avee be [ord javme, ‘—WWMM,VW,M
bien, mnci, ally cueillin v (2 bouguet de Tovmesols de décmbre, bion pory-le L,
vous mainlenant agpandin votre dléniia avee des bander s les guaite cétés, Din bion, szlmgt
o band, parfpit, MM%% ZachMM'AW o s pendand et Tmps wn
Forhrail de vous i sra wm fow, el moi qui vows be dia, an Muste van Gogh i Amaterdam!
E1 par wn ot darms Les Lettres, bin, motual Dites mime & volne [pine que vous 1'aney s de copie.

Ne vous inguibtey-pan, guand vous vous serty coupl Loneille, je m'en insi & vous tmenai v petid



ol powr vous Aemander wnt copie de vatre abrie de soleids sun soleils, Pﬁw, wupenke, celle-li. et
rbuaie, §ai wm ami & Panis dont fe voudnais qu' il me paite v pen 14 Lowise, ga e vous déramge
(a2 je ba bui offpe en échange 7" This inferred artistic dialogue also finds a parallel
in the portraits the two artists made of each other in late November/early
December. In his Portrait of Paul Gauguin Van Gogh represented his
companion at work in front of a predominantly yellow painting, which has
been identified on the basis of the spherical form to the left on the canvas as
the still life with pumpkins. 115 Pertrsit de Pavl Gauguin du

Muste van Gogl comvidirée comme wn (e pan LT e 14 fime dguipe pemdant 115 Druick andZegeGrs,
des armtes avind At “Aicowverte suthertique” i la e de Lotmen di ci. (note8), p. 236
M4W¢{WWMWZ MMMJWMWU[

Ansinile ici 14 WWW&M&MWW Le resvoi 4 la “Natire
Wﬂ/%oamfl Aisparue et abunde, W&WAVMMMW A'aprin G,

W
eignant, WWWW Aaprts wn portrail photogaplioue de Gavguin pais en 1883

Nisiserie de
Shortly afterwards Gauguin responded with his Portrait of Vincent van Gogh
painting sunflowers, whose conception in turn may have been inspired by
Vincent’s painting of the Tokyo still life. The highly stylised flowers provide
grounds to support this theory, as they could not have been painted from life
and appear to be based on Van Gogh’s schematised flowers in the Tokyo work:
their green hearts are represented as circles in the
same unrealistic fashion. 116 Cewr llew de la 10ile }1‘16. GauglﬁinapparTml.vl?terSawth]ejgreekn
g : : : : earts as the equivalent of eyes; see Druic
ffm Wﬁ"de t&f&vﬁi [Z %‘j; g% dtdwf: and Zegers, op.q cit. (note 8), p 240.
eepertine, favae de boul en bout, de la copie de Scluffjnecker. On the grounds of all this
evidence, EV [ D EN CE ! it may be conjectured that the Tokyo still life was
painted in the last week of November, or during the first days in December
1888, between Gauguin’s pumpkin still life and his Portrait of Vincent van
Gogh painting sunflowers. Lz encort, puisgue Uimécvaable de Vinmeernt vidiculioe les menies
de LT en eantant wme sbpliue des pands Townerols s fond javme vert A Amitirdam avant fin
WM!ZWWW&WMVMWMMW angumminty shme Tl
i g, [ 44 Lane osaiine Tntative de placen be fpur, peind s jute, avind Uabandon
ctain de b suppert de Vimeent (sende selidion can Toutes les auires dates prefestes semt réeusits
(o et wpporl de jute) et on corituil wme bitean de cantes waniallement bireanitie.

The ‘Sunflowers’ series

The still life’s new place in the ‘Sunflowers’ series not only reveals a great
deal about Van Gogh’s motivation and intention as regards this particular
piece; it also sheds light on the development of the group as a whole. 7 seds
Lt s e sivean Limportine 8 s b diveloppemert du proupe deeprts comme wn Tout
erbmenent dommageable i la conmainianct, mais scevaind plus encort la eritique 44 &

' tlle W'a far s crmnn e shracadabnartirgue myitification. Although Dorn has
contended that the differences between the versions were primarily inspired by
the artist’s need to systematically apply a certain colour theory, the painting’s
new position within the series gives rise to quite a

different interpretation.117 Lersgue le discowrs 4 perdu Zout 117.Dom,op. cit. (note 6), pp. 5152



Lier anee Lo nbalite qu' L prbtend éclainer, U eat Logique de considirenr comme bquinalent le dincowrs
du docteun Dorn et de el du Doctewn WT gui 4 6 devt i et nang & Lo fpwein dwn magiatral
pameeferse dowt Utreelt, erewset des pands experts de Vincent, 4 Le seent.

Van Gogh'’s original plan, as indicated by his description in late August, had
been to depict the sunflowers against a blue background. At that time he
envisaged ‘un décoration ou les chromes crus ou rompus éclateront sur des
fonds divers, bleus depuis le véronese le plus pale jusqu’au bleu de roi,
encadrés de minces lattes peintes en mine orange’ -- the intention being to
create ‘especes d’effets de vitraux d’église gothique’ [669/B15].

In his first study of the motif Van Gogh cautiously explored the possibilities.
In keeping with his initial idea, this little still life has a decorative structure
based on planes of colour, and also features the use of complementary effects,
mainly evident in the opposition between the purplish-brown table and the
yellow in the sunflowers. In the second, somewhat larger study, however, in
which Van Gogh exactly repeated the subject (with the addition of several
flowers lying in the foreground), colour contrast began to play an even greater
role. The artist replaced the bluish-green of the background with royal blue and
made marked use of orange aureoles: ‘c.a.d. chaque objet est entourée d’un trait
coloré de la complémentaire du fond sur lequel il se detache’ [672/527]. The
strong contrast thus produced, in combination with the introduction of distinct
contouring, successfully created the artist’s intended stained-glass window
effect.

However, Van Gogh soon became dissatisfied with this experimental work,
and shortly after its completion he described the use of aureoles as ‘un dogme
universel” [673/528]. Actually e opposite : “fe howe cla wne viritable décowente; mais
clat déja i privoin que ctte Bechwique, pan (lus qu'vme autre, dwindra wn dogne wriversel.”
Although it was ‘un sctuslly wne véritable découverte,” he himself preferred the
painterly approach of Edouard Manet, thinking in this context particularly of
Manet’s Still life with peonies of 1864 (Paris, Musée d’Orsay). ‘Simplicité de
technique,” that was what he was aiming for, “un travail de la brosse sans
pointillé ou autre chose, rien que la touche variée’ [672/527]. A simple but
varied brushstroke would henceforth play an important part in the further
development of the series.

Van Gogh was also apparently disillusioned with the use of complementary
contrasts, as demonstrated by his subsequent work, the still life now in
Munich -- his first treatment of the sunflower motif in size 30. In accordance
with his initial conception of the series, he now allowed the primary colours
blue and yellow to predominate, although he did not opt for a strong tonal
contrast between the two. His aim was now a ‘clair sur clair’ effect [670/526].
Vain & ce et La his comique motice de WT exposition Amaterdam 1990.

The Munich work must have been an ambitious ‘étude de nature,” Van Gogh’s
next piece, however -- the London still life actuslly e Anmitrdam -- was an
attempt to produce a ‘tableau définitive’ actuslly “Adiniti” o collage de citation
bidemmerd o rapport, emprusntl i la ltre GO4 X postirient L'un an 2 la sbrie dus
Tewrnerals While his brushstroke in the Munich painting was still fairly



arbitrary, the artist now chose a more serene, stylised treatment, practising his
philosophy of ‘la touché variée’ actually touche, 4 “touclé’, in French ia stly i by
creating even, flat areas of thinly applied paint in addition to the impasto
passages actually e London version, painted e yean after. He also introduced a
greater sense of space into the composition of the bouquet, distributing the
overblown flowers and their still blooming companions over the whole with a
greater feeling for variety.
In order to perfect his ‘clair sur clair’ effect Van Gogh seems also to have made
several changes to the colour scheme, toning down the light-dark contrast
between background and subject still further. While the Munich still life
featured five flowers with a reddish-brown heart (currently darkened by age), he
here reduces the prominence of this element. He also painted the leaves and
stalks in a light rather than dark green, and gave the background another
colour, replacing the heavily whitened turquoise in the Munich still life with
light yellow, a much better choice for light-on-light painting, due to its
inherent light tonal value. The result was a light tone similar to the
background of the London version. sctually painted in Janvary 89.
In changing the background colour Van Gogh departed from his original
intention of painting the series as yellow on blue. The main colours thus
became ‘the three chromate yellows, yellow ochre and veronese green and
nothing else’ [745/571a]. He subsequently compared the work to his Paris Still
life with lemons and quinces (F 383 JH 1339), which was also mainly yellow,
but whose execution was less ‘bien plus simple’ [673/528]. This learning to
use yellow and other closely related colours was apparently a project dear to
Van Gogh'’s heart, for in the spring of 1888 he had also attempted to master
the artistic problems it entailed, producing Still life with a bottle, lemons and
oranges (F 384 JH 1425). The challenge of course lay in making the greatest
possible use of yellow and its derivatives, without losing definition of form,
which theoretically required contrast.
In late November 1888 this exercise suddenly came to the forefront once again.
As we know, Gauguin had ventured into the same field with his yellow still
life with pumpkin and apples. Doubtlessly his companion wished to respond
with a new painting in yellow, choosing his favourite motif: the
sunflowers. 118 Mais puisgue Vincent 4 dit gu'il w'avail pas peint de sépitition toutes cs
i W snsries Wi dars L MM' WM 118. Around the same time, probably in early
wnt chose A"‘y/m"”‘s 3“"’ The flowers, however, had December, Gauguin produced his Arfes
finished blooming long before, preventing him landscape: path by the Roubine du Roi
from producing a new work from nature. Canal (Stockh()l.m, National Museum), which
N | L. | also features a highly tonal approach; see
Apparently this resulted in the decision to paint a pruickand Zegers, op. cit. (note 8), p. 224. It
free repetition after the still life now in London. also seems significant in this context that
Several features suggest that in the Tokyo version €0 woworks Gaugun st
Van GOgh sought an even more radical way 1o apartmentaround the end of 1888 or the
achieve the 1ight—01’1—light effect. W ans aprs 24 beginning of 1889 was Van Gogh’s Still life

. . . with lemons and quinces (F 383 JH 1339);
merl. Abandoning the London picture’s light- (.cac3 auinces (F3HIT13)



yellow background, with its barely perceptible top layer of greenish-yellow, he
[Scbufjernecten] chose instead a more saturated form of the same greenish-yellow,
further eliminating the contrast with the bouquet. Probably for the same reason
he [Schuffereclen] also made the overblown flowers somewhat lighter than in the
London work: the orange and greenish-yellow colours seem to have been
deliberately toned down by the

application of thin 1ayers of dull 119 Thisobservation is based on examination of the paint
surface with a stereomicroscope, as conducted by Peres, Lister

orange—brown paint on tOp.119 and Fiedler in February 1999. Paint sample cross-sections may
Although this reduced contrast to a provide further confirmation that the duller surface colour is
minimum, Van Gogh (Slfckin] IS st bl e
apparently wished to retain it to SOME background may also have caused Van Gogh to modify the
degree’ as he used [A'inadmirsibles] dark colourof the petals. In the London pgintingtheseweredenoted
with greenish-yellow (unless this is a discolouration) but in the
green for the stalks and the 1eaves, repetition the artist [Seleffenccker] now chose yellow, to
elements which in the London piece distinguish these elements from the background. commettant
are more yellow-green in colour.120 m ﬂejmwzm ‘i e b qui be digpe Tundt L
In addition to these moves towards the
objective of aChieVing a radical tht' 121. Lister et al., op. cit. (note 9), table on pp. 362-63, assume
on—light effect, the jute support forced that Gauguin had also painted his still life with pumpkins on jute.
the artist [Schuffenecher] to find new ways
of obtaining a varied texture in the paint surface -- his second challenge.121
While the brushstroke used for the flowers and background is virtually
identical to that employed in the London painting, Van Gogh [Sc/ufenccher] was
unable to repeat the thinly painted areas in the pot and foreground without
encountering problems. Unlike Gauguin, he [Sclufferecher] was apparently less
willing to exploit the texture of the jute itself, which would inevitably
dominate in areas where the paint was thinly applied (in other works painted
on this support and where the texture of the canvas is allowed to play a role,
such as in Vincent’s chair, it is only in marginal passages). The artist’s
[Sclufernectien’s] only alternative was to fill in the corrugated surface of the fabric
with a thick layer of paint, and for this he chose rich, pronounced
brushstrokes. He [Sclufferecher] could have applied the paint layer without
leaving a mark -- as he (Vinces?] had done, for example, in the shawl around
the woman in his Novel reader (F 497 JH 1632) -- but evidently he
[Scluffemecter] considered this effect too monotonous when applied on a larger
scale. For the sake of variety he [Sc/uffenechen] used long, horizontal strokes for
the foreground and vase -- which differed from those employed in other areas
of the work, treated more as flat planes. Further, he [Sclufferechen] chose to echo
this rich impasto in the petals, whereas in the London painting he [Viscen?] had
treated these as flat planes.
It is not known whether Van Gogh was satisfied with the final painting ¢4
Scbufferecten, but it seems unlikely. ... since Le was dead [jor long. He [Vincent]did not
mention the work painted twelve years after by Schudfjeneler to Theo abrady dead for T
s and the following January, when Gauguin asked to be given what was
probably the London picture wume wot, actually the Amiterdam painting, he [Vincent]



did not offer him this ferged repetition but instead lack o 24lity opted to paint a
new version -- the work in Amsterdam actuslly #e London Version. Although he
[LsT] continued to use the schematised flower forms found in the Tokyo still
life, the forms in the second [ctually #e 1ird] repetition were mainly based on
the London version, as -- for example -- comparison of the shapes of flowers 5
and 8 in the three versions demonstrates [rien du 7eut]. Van Gogh also
introduced several changes, (777 in £is original Amitedam version 777] which seem
to indicate that he (LvT] may have considered the reduction in contrast between
motif and background in the Tokyo version a little too dramatic. While he
[LsT] retained the greenish-yellow background, he (L] depicted the flowers
with a more contrasting orange in place of yellow, although allowance should
l.:)e made for darkenlng'lzz He also 122 While the greenish-yellow background of the Tokyo still life
introduced several new colour accents, (with local yellow nuances) was painted in a single layer, the

such as the hght blue in flower /2 greenish-yellow background of the Amsterdam picture (with
[mest W‘;‘M? borrowed W e G‘Wgwlm 7o Orange nuances) shows a separate layer of pale yellow

d th £ d underpainting. Examination of the different versions of the
come] and the use of red contours sunflower paintings has suggested that various shades of chrome

[contowrs Gui altertent de ba “vini pigment were used in the overblown flower heads, and that these

Aécowerte” We i Lt 99 a W shades may have later discoloured in different ways. Rosenhagen,
{ L toile At Mosic] fi op. cit. (note 61), p. 240, for example, had described one of the

W potun e or versions, probably the London painting, as a still life of sunflowers

the vase and foreground. However, and orange-coloured dahlias against a yellow background. Tiny

these latter [, o ) changes can also @eas of damage in the overblown flowers of the London version
do reveal an intense orange colour below the paint surface,

be explained [57 Ll]as part of the where this has been protected from light. Inspection of tiny areas
artist’s effort to achieve a unity with of damage in the Tokyo painting indicates that more use was
the Philadelphia repetition: [wlicl made of a bright yellow - as opposed to orange - shade of
i p ) p : chrome pigment in these flowers. Visual comparison of the two

would {e MM«W some vix month laten] the works while they hung side by side during the exhibition in
new [«l4] version could not be too out Chicago suggested that the bouquet in the Tokyo picture had

£ st ith thi k both darkened to a lesser extent than in the London version, which
of step Wl 18 WOI‘ , a5 both were presumably reflects this difference in the materials used.
to be displayed in the same [twe
Aifferent Jtriptychlal.
Van Gogh [WT] appears to have also been less than satisfied with his
[Sclufferectin’s] choice of a thick impasto throughout the Tokyo version: in the
brushwork in the Amsterdam version he [Vincent] returned to the treatment
employed in (#e Munick paintinglthe London painting, even further developing
the interplay between areas rich in impasto and those of flat brushstrokes. He
contrasted the flat foreground with the impasto on the lower section of the
vase, whose upper section he then painted with the same kind of flat strokes he
employed to depict the petals.

Conclusion

The above discussion makes clear that Van Gogh’s [Scluffeneclier’s] artistic
problems with the Tokyo still life arose through the unusual combination of a
drastic approach to light-on-light painting and an equally extreme use of
impasto brushwork. His [Scluffeneclier’s] decision to restrict the tonal contrast
between the bouquet and the background as much as possible produced a
painting in which these elements merge to a far greater extent than in the



[Vineent's] London version, while his [Seluffesecllen’s] choice of a thick paint
layer for the foreground and vase also led the lower flowers to lose individual
definition.
In short, Van Gogh [Scluffenecten] truly wrestled with this picture, and ironically
it is the results of this struggle that have given the critics reason to regard the
[Sclufferecten] work as a forgery. The lack of lucidity in colour and form gave
rise to the opinion that the [Sclufferecker] work was ‘muddy.” This, along with
the painting’s long obscured (well inews] provenance and the knowledge that it
was once in Schuffenecker’s possession [4nd poved born #ere]-- a man whose
[deserved] reputation was tainted by allegations [and eidence] of forgery[-ies] --
inspired the critics’ aejection againit WT & Co's mistrust, which was further fuelled
by the lack of any mention in the letters despite of LT & Co's attempt (i #e 1990
Vén Go% WW&&M} hmm&%WofaMw, one reads “enine Temps, Van
(y‘aj/ﬂvﬁl/«aﬂm WZ‘W ’ 7a'«/7wi[‘/¢ Ae ‘v ltitions WM&ZW&’% "(W
van Heugiter, Evert van Uiten? ¥ LJT) and by the peculiar interpretative éleedy |. error in
the stem enclosed by a leaf.
However, recent and ongoing research has provided insight into the exceptional
artistic challenge Van Gogh [Scluffesecter) LT2] posed for himself with this
picture. And although he (/7] may not have been entirely satisfied with the
painting, it is worthwhile quoting the then-director of the National Portrait
Gallery, Charles John Holmes, wle lad newer seen one of Vincent's Sunflower still Lifes
% whose enthusiasm for the [Scluffencclen] canvas in 1910 knew no bounds,
demonstrating how impesters can aach e top & Low strongly opinions on the
pictorial merits of the Sunflowers now in Tokyo can differ: “No visitor who
has seen this picture only by artificial light can form the slightest conception
of its superb and haunting quality. As a harmony in various subtle shades of
yellow, it tells upon the wall as a magnificent decorative panel. But when we
come to examine it closely, we discover that these great sunflowers seem to be
alive, their petals seem to writhe and flicker like flames, their hearts to be
quivering with intense unearthly fire. I know no other painting of such
ik G o e o Sl 23 Cones e i e
porrait, which equally hmew wo bownds. Ferther Galleries, 1910-11, London 1910, pp. 27-28. In
W commenis 57 impertant Wind  clatters 1916 Holmes was appomted director of the
will fe W“{"'d s00m. National Gallery and in this capacity he played an
e cde de LT ol et i g, e Sl o s o e bt e o
Zmzze:*‘m” a b’:zﬂm G- MM ul Jc?hn Holudse Impressmm;m j?lr EnglaLnd dSamuel
”‘Mwﬂ‘vl Wﬂ A ourtau as patron and collector, London
i de 1aille entre bui dw« aitandataine 1994 PD. 1314,
comme Jolin Holmer gui s0us la coupe de Rogen
Fry Lorganisatenr doit manifeitr wn otbowsiamme (ind fpows wn sl qu'sl déteste
%WWW#WMM(JWJMZW&WWM@M
Wléﬂ%adlx&lﬂﬁ«w on 14/1401)4,«‘[ MMWWXAVM WWM%M«&
qualite. Cortes i pabcine que cla et dams b can oi Lo Lumiine b baigmant m&uw
, mase et bumiing sous baguelle be 1allean ent eeposk. Holmes me voil donc pas, mais

artificielle
U A approche con UL voit quilgue close de mowean e Tt Londoriennt, wn pamntan dicorati]



javme. D javne en deembne dava Londres dans wne galerie oi Lon pile de fpoid, oi Lon aive de
cﬂdemdeﬂwwdtw&dddekﬂHo@wuammevm&M&Wmm
MMMW&WWW&W Quand, en rvanche, on 0l 1oi-mime awerti que
Ml peintunt, qui 4 rupporte & som mimbe vingl millions de dollars pance qu'on Lavail, 10i-
WZWXMM Hlacte dans les lettres de Vineend pan ignorance, et v fpune, quind on

ntcornail oi-mime gu'dlle mertre Tt d'eneins gu JWWA'WWWALM
W,%ﬂM%&~WWWWW!%WWWW% Van Gogh”
Lavait vue il et improbable 50'il 41 pan en 8 satinfail, quand on 4 i backer mera la

mwmwwdmwlwm%'owmhawwmwmdwwwdu
Litoines 2 dormin ddboud un contradiction WMMZMWWMMM&G

on W'l pas, main par du Toud dans La mime situition. UWMWoﬂmwlw W
fpne powr soutenin wine Mine Lot & incolbrunte et Livvaniable prune que Lo 1631 3'avoin
par dementnh. Faine comme 4i on avail WM,WWZ'M Mh'Mm'AWw&W
forlt wn nom,
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In addition to the standard abbreviations for Van Gogh’s letters, we
also use b and GAC-numbers in the text. The former refers to archive material
belonging to the Vincent van Gogh Foundation and kept at the Van Gogh
Museum,; the latter to the letters of Paul Gauguin, published in Paul Gauguin:
45 Lettres a Vincent, Théo et Jo van Gogh, ed. Douglas Cooper, The Hague &

Lausanne 1983.
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