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The Bride of Savoy

Mary Ellen Sigmond

The scene depicts an incident in the festivities
accompanying a traditional wedding celebration in the
French village of Areches, Savoy, during the 1860s
(fig. 1). The moment portrayed occurs shortly after the
marriage ceremony has been performed. The partici-
pants have left the church and are assembled at the
future home of the bride, who stands in the doorway
with her new parents-in-law. She has just had a
traditional white apron tied on over her dress and wears
around her neck a chain with a cross at the end, the
groom'’s customary gift to the bride.

On the steps at the left is the rest of the wedding
party. With one foot on the uppermost step is the
bridegroom, dressed in his best with his top hat in hand
and a tinsel boutonniére in his lapel. Behind him stands
the village curé, or parish priest, who has performed
the ceremony. Next is the groomsman, also wearing the
customary tinsel boutonniére and top hat. At the far left,
holding a prayer book and carrying a large-brimmed
straw hat over her arm, is the bridesmaid.

The mother-in-law, having first asked the bride if
she will be sure to love all her new relations, is advising
the young newly-wed to run her household so as never
to be in need of the symbolic loaf of bread being given
her. With knife poised, the bride stands ready to cut the
loaf for distribution to the neediest persons in atten-
dance: the crippled man, his wife, and their two
children, who wait behind the fence at the right.!

The artist, Baltimore-born Frank B. Mayer (1827-
1899), spent eight years, from late 1862 until almost the
end of 1870, in France, mainly in Paris. For several
months of each of the years 1866, 1867, and 1869,
however, he sojourned in the remote village of Aréches,
Savoy, high in the French alps within sight of Mont
Blanc. Savoy had been a part of France only since 1860,
and, retaining its old dialect, traditions, and modes of
dress, was considered picturesque and medieval—even
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1. Bride of Savoy, Frank B. Mayer, 1890. Oil on canvas.
177 X 1554 in. Signed on fence rail at lower right with
monogram spelling MAYER/1890. Mayer's interest in depicting
the lifestyles of people in removed places began during his
period of instruction under Baltimore artist Alfred Jacob Miller.
(The Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore, 37.2515.)

somewhat exotic. While in Aréches, Mayer lived with
the family of a congenial innkeeper, Aimé Duc-
Jacquet, and spent many hours sketching the members
of the household and their numerous relations, as well
as other village inhabitants. With great enthusiasm he
detailed their distinctive clothing and noted their
customs and everyday activities.

In his sketchbooks from these years, now part of
the collection of Mayer drawings in the Baltimore
Museum of Art,” are, drawn from life, most of the figures
that were later incorporated into the Bride of Savoy. As
frequently happened with Mayer's sketched ideas for
paintings, however, the concept for this work was
unrealized for a considerable interval. It was not until
1890, almost 20 years after returning from France, that
the artist painted this work.



Mayers letters and
the jottings in his sketch-
books tell us something
about the people who were
the models for the figures
portrayed. The bride is the
innkeepers daughter, An- -

gelique (figs. 2-5). Young b AAT eertnd 5y
and attractive, she appears frequently in the drawings. : ; B
Mayer describes her as “quite bewitching..pretty...and ' 38
with natural and graceful manners” as he observed her /
“dressed in the peculiar head dress of the canton.”* She e

and the artist carried on a mild flirtation and even half-

considered marriage. They corresponded briefly after he

departed. Mayer continued to use his drawings of her for 5. Detail of fig. 4. Angelique’s midsection showing the
a number of paintings after he returned from Europe. artist's interest in how she holds the knife.

2. Angelique Duc-Jacquet and her father Aimé. Sketchbook
84, 1866. This head of Angelique was used tor the bride.
Even the shadows remain similar. Although as the father-in-
law Duc-Jacquet faces three-quarters front, the similarity in
the proportions of the facial features, the downward gaze,
and the benign expression on his face in the sketch parallel
the painting. (The Baltimore Museum of Art.) 3. Detail of fig. 2. Head of Angelique as the bride.
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4. Angelique Duc-Jacquet. Sketchbook 84, 1866. Head and
shoulders of Angelique posed as the bride. Enlarged mid-
section shows her holding the knife. (The Baltimore Museum
of Art.)
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7. Detail of fig. 6. Mme. Marguerite Duc-
Jacquet holding a loaf of bread.
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The bride’s father-in-law and mother-in-law are the
innkeeper and his wife Marguerite (figs. 6-8). Both
appear in the sketchbooks and in some of Mayer’s other
known paintings. The artist’s correspondence with and
about the family reveals a warm and friendly relation-
ship.
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6. Mme. Marguerite Duc-Jacquet holding a loaf of bread.

Sketchbook 83, 1866. One of many sketches of Mme. Duc-

Jacquet engaged in household activities. The idea was later
adapted to the composition of the painting. (The Baltimore
Museum of Art.)



The groom, unidenti-
fied by name, is probably a
local youth whose wedding
Mayer observed in 1867, for
there are several pages of
quickly executed sketches
showing the youth's head ;
in profile and his full- \
length figure in the characteristic stance (figs. 9-11). 1

8. Marguerite Duc-Jacquet, the mother-in-law.

Sketchbook 84, 1866. Of the many sketches of Mme.

Duc-Jacquet, this one shows best the face that was

adapted for the mother-in-law figure. (The Baltimore
X Museum of Art.)

49. The groom.
Sketchbook 85,
1867. One of
several pages
on which Mayer

O N ; sketched the

Vs aad R groom as he

1 £ 5 observed a

wedding in i

Aréches, Savoy. : <

(The Baltimore Y s

Museum of Art.) g
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. 10. The groom.
¥ Sketchbook 85,
g 1867. The stance
N is reversed in
the painting.

(The Baltimore

Museum of Art.)
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«11. Head of the
groom. Sketch-
book 85, 1867.
Detail from one
of the several
pages on which
profile heads of
this young man
appear,
sketched at his
wedding. (The
Baltimore
Museum of Art.)

12. The parish
priest. Sketch-
book 84, 1866.

Monsieur
Le Curé in a
typical pose.

The inset of the
head shown in
three-quarters

view was
reversed for the
painting. (The
Baltimore
Museum of Art.)

«13. The parish
priest. Sketch-
book 85, 1867.
Detail showing
the priest’s head
in profile,
probably
sektched at the
wedding in
Aréches. (The
Baltimore
Museum of Art.)

<414. Joseph

Duc-Jacquet as

the groomsman. The parish priest, identified only as “Monsieur Le
Sketchbook 84, Curé,” is also portrayed in several related sketches,
1866. Portrait . .
head of some of them with slightly humorous overtones (figs.
Angelique’s 12-13). The artist, though not religious himself, was on
brother Joseph, good terms with the village clergy, having earned their

later adapted gratitude for a small work painted for their roadside

for the grooms- oratory.

m;:;_h(ﬁhe The groomsman is derived from a portrait sketch of

Baltimore Angelique’s brother Joseph, a good-natured, obliging
Museum of Art.) young man of whom Mayer was very fond (fig. 14).

» 11 «



The bridesmaid com-
bines two drawings of An-
gelique, the first providing
the full profile used in the
painting the second contri-
buting the pose (figs. 15-17).

Sketches of the moth-
er and the two children of
the needy family occur on pages in close proximity to—
and sometimes intermingled with—drawings of the
groom, indicating the probability that all of these figures
were observed and jotted down at the same wedding (figs.
18-23). The only person in the painting who does not
appear in the sketchbooks is the bent and crippled father
with his crutch, who was probably introduced at the time
of composition to point out to the viewer the misfortune
causing the family’s need to seek charity.

15. Angelique. Sketchbook 83, 1866. One of many sketches

A
i 4 made of Angelique performing household tasks, it supplies
e the profile of the bridesmaid in the painting.
5688 N & (The Baltimore Museum of Art.)
1? Bk 3
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16. Angelique as the bridesmaid. Sketchbook 85, 1867. The
stance and costume of the bridesmaid in the painting.
(The Baltimore Museum of Art.) 17. Detail of fig. 16. Angelique as the bridesmaid.
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18. The mother of the needy family.
Sketchbook 85, 1867. The tense, drawn
face and tightly clasped hands are
emphasized in this drawing of the
mother, one of the group sketched at
an actual wedding. (The Baltimore
Museum of Art.)

21. Thelittle boy of the needy family.
Sketchbook 85, 1867. One of

several pages of sketches showing the
boy waiting eagerly for the

bread to be given to him. (The
Baltimore Museum of Art.)

19. Detail of the mother’s hands. Sketchbook
85, 1867. The artist's concern with the tightly
clasped hands indicates the tension that the
artist observed in the figure. (The Baltimore
Museum of Art.)
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20. The little girl of the needy family. Sketchbook 85, 1867.

This sketch was translated to the painting with only minor changes. It is from
one of the pages filled with sketches apparently made at a real wedding in
Aréches. (The Baltimore Museum of Art.)

23. Preparatory sketches. Sketchbook 85, 1867. Mayer sometimes incorporated
small details into his compositions from pages of hastily put down fragments of
scenes he observed. Here, the boy’'s head, leg and foot, both hands, and his vest were

selected from the melange. (The Baltimore Museum of Art.)
23
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22. Detail of fig. 21. This sketch of the

little boy is closest to the pose used in
the painting.
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The background, showing the entrance to the
bride’s future home, is based in part on sketches of a
village house (fig. 24). Mayer describes the typical
alpine dwelling as being “built in the style peculiar to
this country...the lower stories very solid, of stone, the
walls a couple of feet thick, and the whole covered by a
projecting roof.” ¢ The segmental arch of the doorway in
the painting is noted briefly as a memorandum at the
edge of the page showing Angelique as the bridesmaid
with the cartwheel hat.

That Mayer felt great affection for the people of
Aréches is evident in his correspondence:

The people here are truly good, religious, moral, and
kind, and I have never met with more kindness than
during my stay among these mountaineers....I have
had the opportunity of seeing the interior life denied
to most strangers—for indeed very few strangers
ever visit this out-of-the-way place....I should be

well contented to pass my days here away from the

bother and bustle of more commercial lands.®

Thus, it seems, he created this painting with more
than the usual amount of feeling for his subject, and
perhaps with a lingering nostalgia as well, for this is the
last of more than 23 works based on his Savoy sketches
of old friends, an old love, and the one place in France
where he felt at home.

|

|

24. Exterior of an alpine house. Savoy. Sketchbook
83, 1866. These sketches showing the deep overhang
implied by the bracing of the roof complement the
house in the painting and Mayer's verbal description
of a typical dwelling in the area. (The Baltimore
Museum of Art.)

Originally bought by George W. Abell (1842-1894)
of Baltimore in 1890, the Bride of Savoy later passed into
the hands of Glenn C. Wilhide of Frederick, from whom
it was purchased in 1974 by the Walters Art Gallery. Itis
the artist’s second version of this subject. The location
of the first, painted about 1882, is unknown.®

Mayer's interest in depicting the customs and dress
of people in Aréches is an oblique tribute to the
influence of his early master, Alfred Jacob Miller, with
whom he had studied as a youth of seventeen or
eighteen. The two retained a close friendship aswell asa
continuing master-student relationship until Miller
died in 1874. Under Miller’s influence, Mayer went west
to draw the Dakota Indians, who were gathered at
Traverse des Sioux, Minnesota Territory, for a land
cession treaty in 1851.7 There he put down his observa-
tions of the indigenous people with much the same
enthusiasm and in much the same detail that he later
sketched the Savoy inhabitants.

Miller himself had visited the Alps during his
student days in Europe in the early 1830s, and, after
hearing of Mayer's sojourn in Savoy, wrote a letter to his
erstwhile pupil reminiscing with evident enjoyment
about his early adventures.® Mayer's study under Miller
was followed in 1846-1847 by a few months of instruc-
tion at the night school of the Pennsylvania Academy of
Fine Arts; in 1850 by five months of lessons from Ernst
Fischer, a Dresden artist living in Baltimore; and later in
Paris by work under Charles Gleyre and Gustave Brion—
and all of this instruction left its mark. However, Mayer
retained the protracted interest in the delineation of
remote and picturesque peoples that began during his
period of instruction under Miller.

Notes

1. For an account of marriage customs in Savoy, see Estella
Canziani, Costumes, Traditions and Songs of Savoy, London, Chatto and
Windus, 1911, 131-133.

2. The Mayer sketchbooks and drawings were given to the Baltimore
Museum of Art in 1936 by Mrs. John Sylvester (Mary Benton Brewer
Sylvester), who was Mayer's step-daughter.

3. Frank B. Mayer to his mother E. C. Mayer, 17 July 1866, Mayer
Papers, Box 7, Envelope 1, Library of the Metropolitan Museum of Art,
New York.

4. Ibid.

5. Ibid.

6. Mayer's account book, 1862-1898, Baltimore Museum of Art.
7. For an account of this journey, see Mayer's published diary,
Bertha L. Heilbron, ed., With Pen and Pencil on the Frontier in 1851,
St. Paul, The Minnesota Historical Society, 1932.

8. Alfred J. Miller to Frank B. Mayer, 12 October 1866, Mayer Papers,
Box 8, Envelope 2, Library of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New
York.
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An Illustrated 18th-Century
Ottoman Hamse in the

Walters Art Gallery

Giinsel Renda

The art of illumination in the Ottoman Empire
during the first half of the 18th century is well
represented by thirty-nine miniatures in a copy of
Atayi's Hamse, dated 1721 A.D., one of six Ottoman
manuscripts in the Walters Art Gallery (W. 666).!

Manuscript illustrations, a major Ottoman art form,
were produced mainly for courtly patrons until the 19th
century, developing distinctive characteristics as a
result.? Although they belonged to the Islamic pictorial
tradition, Ottoman miniatures differed from those
executed in other Islamic lands, especially in their
iconography. As the miniatures were designed chiefly to
record events and exalt the royal figures, history and
portraiture were the most prevalent subjects in Ottoman
painting.

The 16th century, the era of greatest royal patron-
age, coincided with the periods of military and political
expansion in the Ottoman Empire. Many of the histor-
ical accounts of these expeditions, military campaigns,
and royal celebrations were illustrated. In narrating
these themes, which were often contemporary events,
the Ottoman artists were concerned with the accurate
presentation of events in their proper settings.

The 16th century saw an output of illustrated
histories of great artistic and documentary value that
mirror the political and social history of the Empire. In
the 17th century, however, there was a gradual de-
crease in the production of historical manuscripts. As
this was a period of stagnation for the Ottoman Empire,
these eulogizing works were replaced by literary ones.
There was also a taste for genre scenes and costume
studies, which were pasted into albums on separate
folios. Also notable was a gradual shift from courtly
patronage to private commissions, as well as a shift from
the capital to provincial schools.

The first half of the 18th century saw a revival in
the production of illustrated manuscripts, especially
during the 1703-30 sultanate of Ahmet III, who with his
vizier Ibrahim Paga was a great patron of literature and
the arts. Sultan Ahmet’s court was pleasure-seeking, but
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intellectual. Works were commissioned from poets,
musicians, and artists; new libraries, monuments, water-
side palaces, and gardens in Istanbul were imbued with
touches of the European rococco. The Ottoman sultans
of the time were eager to establish political and
economic relations with Europe. Ambassadors brought
back new concepts that westernized the Ottoman
courtly life and affected the tastes of the era, while a
similar trend produced the wave of Turquerie in Europe.
Before long, a new artistic milieu radiated from Istanbul
to the rest of the Empire.

It is within this context that 18th-century Ottoman
painting should be evaluated. While most miniatures
executed in this period are album compilations of
portraits, costume studies, flowers, and genre scenes, a
distinctive group is formed by illustrations of select
literary works. The most important work illustrated
during this period was a Surname written by Vehbi, one
of the leading poets of the time. The work describes the
circumcision celebrations of Ahmet III's sons in 1720.
There are two illustrated copies in the Topkapi Saray
Library, both reflecting the activities of the court
ateliers of the time as recorded by the prolific painter,
Levni.* Another work often copied and illustrated in the
same period was Atayi's Hamse the content of which is
outlined through descriptions of the miniatures in the
Appendix at the end of this article.

Of the five extant copies of Atayi's Hamse known,*
the one at the Walters Art Gallery (W. 666) is a relatively
small manuscript measuring 21 x 15.5 cm. Incomplete at
the end, the rebound text consists of 151 folios, written
in nastalik in four columns of 23 lines (10 x 17 cm). There
are 38 miniatures, ranging in size from 9.7 x 3.7 cm to
16.8 x 11.7 cm.

Atayi and His Hamse

The author of W.666, Ataullah bin Yahya (1583—
1635/6), was a 17th-century poet known as Nevizade
Atayi because he was the son of Nevi, arenowned 16th-
century poet and scholar. Atayi himself was well known
during the periods of Osman II, 1612-22, and Murad IV,
1623-40.

Atayi wrote a continuation of TagkOpriizade's
biographical, 16th-century S$akayik-i Numaniye (Red
Poeny), a Divan, and a Hamse consisting of the following
five mesnevis:> Alemniima or Sakiname (The Cup-Bearer
Book), Nefhatii'l Ezhar (The Breath of Flowers), Sohbetii'l
Ebkar (The Converse of Virgins), Heft Han (Seven
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1. These two colophons record the dates of
completion of the first and second books in
the version of Atayi's Hamse at the Walters Art
Gallery, Baltimore (W.666). Both were copied
in 1721. (Left f.21b, April 1721. Right £.62b,
May 1721.)
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Courses), and Hilyetir’l Efkar (Ornament of Thoughts). In
some Hamse copies, Atayi's Divan is substituted for the
fifth mesnevi®

The Walters Hamse is an example of this practice.’
Its contents are as follows: the Sakiname (folios 1 b-21b),
which Atayi dedicated to Osman II in 1617, is stylisti-
cally inspired by the first part of Nizami's Iskandarnama,
but the content is different. Atayi's text has lengthy
prayers and poetic descriptions of Istanbul's various
quarters. His Nefhatii'l Ezhar (folios 22b—62b) begins
with eulogies of Sultan Murad IV, to whom the poet
dedicated his work in 1624. This selection, based on
Nizami's Mahzan al Asrar, consists of mystical tales and
stories dealing with ethics. The third part, Sohbetir’l
Ebhar (folios 63b-106b), was dedicated to Sultan Murad
IV in 1625 and contains tales and anecdotes, usually
derived from early history. The Heft Han, written in 1626
(folios 107b—-141a), opens with eulogies to the same
sultan and narrates mystic love stories.® The incomplete
text, which includes eulogies of Seyhiilislam Yahya
Efendi, Osman II, and his vizier (folios 142b-151b), ends
with a prose introduction to Atayi's Divan®

The Walters Hamse has two colophons. The first, on
folio 21b at the end of the Sakiname records that this

2. An attempted robbery is halted
by the capture of the intruders,
whose boat drifted back to shore
as they tried to escape. The ren-
dering of the figures is another
example of the animated style
employed by the main artist of
W.666 (f.42b).

mesnevi was copied on Cemaziyulahir in 1133 (April
1721); the second, on folio 62b at the end of the Nefhatit'l
Ezhar, includes both the date, Receb 1133 (May 1721),
and the name of the calligrapher, Hayrullah Hayri
Cavugzade (fig. 1).

Besides Atayi's Hamse in the Walters Art Gallery,
four other copies with miniatures have so far come to
light The Hamse in Istanbul was copied in 1691, but
only one of its ten miniatures seems to date from that
year, as the rest are illustrated folios possibly inserted in
the mid-18th century (Tiirk ve Islam Eserleri Miizesi in
Istanbul, no. 1969).!° A third example containing forty-
three miniatures is dated 1728 (Topkapi Saray Library, R.
816)." A fourth copy, dated 1738/9, has thirty minia-
tures (British Library, Or. 13882).!2 The fifth, an undated
18th-century version with only eighteen miniatures, is
probably contemporary with the manuscript in the
Topkapi Library, except for four miniatures of a differ-
ent style, possibly added later in the 18th century (Free
Library of Philadelphia, T. 97).1

It is no coincidence that Atayi's Hamse was so
frequently copied and illustrated in the early 18th
century. The work is a forerunner of the literary
movement espoused by such 18-century poets as Nedim
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and Vehbi, who sought to establish a pure Turkish
literature devoid of foreign, especially Persian, in-
fluences. Although Atayi was the last Turkish poet to
base the form of his mesnevis on Persian prototypes, the
content is replete with native elements. The poems have
a local flavor and contain detailed descriptions of
people and places. Popular proverbs, colloquial
phrases, and at times vulgar language abound, so much
so that Atayi was criticized for his daring approach,
evident particularly in the sexual narratives. All his
stories are permeated with humor, with details being
exaggerated so as to ridicule the foibles of contem-
porary society.

Atayi's emphasis on Turkish culture links him to
the 18th-century poets; Nedim himself, the head of
poets at Ahmet III's court, praised Atayi as a mesnevi
writer.! The fact that most of the extant copies of the
Hamse were illustrated during this period shows that

they were popular at the time, and the attention to detail
indicates that the artists enjoyed illustrating these tales
for their patrons’ delight The patrons, no doubt,
belonged to the gradually westernized, pleasure-loving
Ottoman society that enjoyed morals far less rigid than
in the previous centuries. The Ottoman courtly society
lived extravagantly, entertaining with tulip fétes,
pageants, festivals, and garden parties. Their love of
pomp and luxury is reflected in depictions of beauti-
fully dressed women in the costume albums of the time
and in the illustrated copies of Atayi's Hamse.

Remarks on the Miniatures in W. 666

The miniatures of Atayi's Hamse are interesting
both iconographically and stylistically. The nature of
the text differs from that of works illustrated in the 16th
and 17th centuries, in which the major theme was

3. This dynamic composition
departs from the more static
renderings of earlier Ottoman
works. The battle represented
is between the Ottoman and
Hungarian armies (W.666,
f.27a).
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historiography. The illustrations differ as well, for the
artists had no prototypes and were therefore free to
improvise. The Walters manuscript is a case in point
while the first three mesnevis are illustrated in other
copies, the illustration of the fourth cycle, the Heft Han,
is unique (see Appendix).

Stylistically, the miniatures are far removed from

most 16th- and 17th-century Ottoman illustrations. The
miniatures in W. 666 contain but a few figures, rendered
with great animation. A typical example is the depiction
of brigands who tried to rob the tekke of Seyh Baba. The
illustrative details enliven the story: the thieves’ arms
are tied, and Seyh Baba's men carry the stolen carpets on
their shoulders (fig. 2).
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4. The stories of the Hamse come
to life through the facial expres-

sions of the figures. In this minia- | \ : LAt ‘

ture (W.666, £.57b), the serious
nature of the wrongdoer's offense
is reflected in the faces of the
onlookers. (The section showing
a second punished figure, on the
ground, is torn.)
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The battle scenes are also treated differently from
their 16th- or 17th-century counterparts, in which the
more formal compositions defined the hierarchal
organization of the Ottoman army. A scene in W.666
depicting the battle between the Ottomans and the
Hungarians shows a group of Ottoman soldiers attack-
ing from the right and the Hungarians on the left,
symbolizing the Ottomans’ imminent victory (fig. 3). A
16th-century battle scene would have displayed instead
the grandeur of the Ottoman army and the progressivism
of its military science.

Another characteristic feature of the miniatures is
the exaggeration of gestures and facial expressions to
enliven the narrative content. For instance, in the
miniature showing a homosexual about to be publicly
punished, the effect is heightened by the contempt
expressed in the faces of the onlookers (fig. 4).

The artist is meticulous in rendering architectural
details and backgrounds. In the background of the same
miniature, for example, there is an attempt to show
perspective in the rendering of the mosque and the
courtyard beyond its walls (fig. 4). Precisely drawn side
wings and double rows of windows in an emir's palace
provide an interesting example of the domestic arch-
itecture of the period (fig. 5), and the consistent effort to
achieve an illusion of depth is also apparent in a
banquet scene set in the gardens of Tayyib's master (fig.
6). Cypresses placed along the garden path lead the
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viewer into the background, a device employed
throughout the manuscript. A similar technique is the
drawing of figures from the back to lead the viewer into
the miniature, increasing the depth of the scene. In the
rendering of the poet's presentation of his work to his
master, the figures shown from the back lead the eye
into a typical interior of an 18th-century Turkish house,
with sitting areas around a fireplace and a vase of
flowers accentuating the genre effect(fig. 7). The careful
planning of interiors is further exemplified by the
depiction of a mosque in the story of a foolish imam (fig.
8). The curved mihrab niche, the mimbar with its stairs,
and the window opening out to a garden show that the
painter was aware of western methods of showing
perspective.

The artist's experimentation with perspective is
evident in many outdoor scenes as well, such as the
miniature showing Seyh Giilgeni and his disciples at the
harbor (fig. 9), in which the artist was able to create the
spatial illusion of receding planes. Another example is
the panorama of the Bosphorus, where foreshortened
and profile views of the boats transform the strait into a
wide expanse of water (fig. 10). This panoramic view is
notable as one of the earliest examples of land- and
seascapes, presaging the popularity of these themes in
the Ottoman pictorial art of the later 18th and 19th
centuries.!® The special interest in seascapes on the part
of the artist of W.666 is again exemplified in the scene
of nobles meeting Tahir and Tayyib’s ship (fig. 11).

5. Architectural details are shown with
great care, as in this example of an

emir's palace. Here an unwelcome vis-
itor is ejected from the palace by being
thrown down the stairs (W.666, f.134a).
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The style of one major artist dominates the min-
iatures of W.666, although some details may have been
entrusted to assistants. Only one miniature is the work
of another hand (fig. 12). The grouping of figures in a
ladder-like arrangement and the lighter brush strokes
distinguish this miniature from the others and reflect
the style of painting found in some other manuscripts:
the second copy of Vehbi's Surname executed in the
1720s (Topkapi Saray Library A.3594), and two of Atayi's
illustrated Hamses, one in the Topkapi Saray Library and
the other in the Free Library of Philadelphia.

The chief artist of W.666 emerges as a talented

draftsman and subtle colorist, sensitive in particular
to the shadings of blue in the water and sky. His figures
seem stereotyped at first, but reveal individualistic
facial features when examined closely. The artist's
success is especially evident in the compositions for
which he used western methods of illustration to
achieve the illusion of perspective. Evidence of Euro-
pean influence in this regard is apparent in his pan-
oramic backgrounds, as well as in architectural details,
which are drawn with great care. There is no doubt that
the artist was responsive to the western influences on
the developing artistic milieu of the first half of the
18th century.

S TR T S T

6. The technique of using a line of trees,
cypresses in this case, to create an illusion of
depth is employed frequently as the artist
experiments with perspective. This miniature
illustrates the story of two Moslem friends (in
turbans) who meet a pair of Christian nobles
and remain with them as their slaves (W.666,
f.138a).
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7. In this miniature, Atayi is shown
presenting some of his work to his
master, whose gesture indicates
approval. The vase of flowers, the
fireplace, and the decorated fur-
nishings supply a rare view of an
18th-century Turkish interior
(W.666, £.33a).

8. This scene from a mosque illus-
trates interior details and an at-
tempt to achieve perspective that is
reminiscent of 18th-century west-
ern techniques. The rendering of
the mimbar establishes both the
foreground and background, and
focuses attention on the foolish
imam, the subject of the congrega-
tion’s laughter, who is unaware that
he has rinsed his face with ink
instead of rosewater (W.666, f.48a).



The illustrations in the other extant copies of
Atayi's Hamse do not reveal any stylistic similarities to
those of the Walters copy. The Topkapi and Phil-
adelphia Hamses seem to be illustrated by the same
artist, whereas the miniatures of the British Library copy
and the inserted miniatures in the Tiirk Islam Eserleri
Miizesi copy are later works that reflect the endeavors of
different artists active in the mid- 18th century. The only
known work that can be attributed to the artist of W.666
is an undated separate leaf in the Free Library of
Philadelphia (T.9), with illustrations on both sides.
Especially in the miniature showing women seated
under a tree (fig. 13), the experiment with perspective is
reminiscent of the miniature showing Tayyib's banquet
in the Walters manuscript (fig 6). The lady and her
musicians are each dressed in a low-necked garment
gathered at the waist by a buckled belt, a costume
typical of the period of Ahmet III, and resemble closely
the female figures illustrated in the Walters copy,
especially on folios 55b and 91a (fig. 15).

As the text of W.666 is incomplete, it is not possible
to ascertain whether all the miniatures were executed in
1721, which is the copyist's date on the colophons at the
end of the first two mesnevis. The manuscript could have

9. Another experiment with perspec-
tive is evident in this scene of $eyh
Giilgeni and his disciples at the Harbor
(W.666, £.41a).

been left unfinished and illustrated a while later, but
since the illustration on f.59a (fig. 14) reflects the hand
of an artist who executed several other miniatures in the
1720s, the rest of the illustrations in the manuscript
cannot be much later in date. It should be correct to
assume that the miniatures date from the 1720s and
thus reflect painting of the period of Ahmet IIL

There is no doubt that the miniatures of W.666 are
among the earliest representations of Atayi's tales. It
would be difficult to determine with certainty, however,
that they served as models for the other extant illus-
trated copies, as there may have been earlier illustrated
Hamses unknown to us. The significance of the Walters
Hamse lies in the fact that it is the only copy in which
Atayi's fourth mesnevi is illustrated, and therefore its
miniatures are iconographically unique.

The artist responsible for the miniatures in W.666
seems to be fully representative of the experimenting
tendencies of Ottoman pictorial art in the first half of
the 18th-century. He presents a characteristic emphasis
on perspective and on the westernized technique of
applying increasingly heavier layers of paint in order to
achieve a variety of color gradations. From the imple-
mentation of such new methods emerged vivid and

» 24 «



10. This bird's eye view of the Bos-
phorus is one of the earliest examples
of the land- and seascapes that became
popular in the Ottoman pictorial art of
the later 18th and 19th centuries
(W.666, f.10a).

11. Another early example of a sea-
scape, this miniature shows the same
precision in the rendering of the ship’s
details as is evident in the portrayals of
backgrounds and architecture in other
miniatures (W.666, f.139b).
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colorful representations of Atayi's tales, reflecting the
beginnings of trends in Ottoman painting during the
period of Ahmet III

Notes

1. The author is grateful to staff members at the Walters Art Gallery
for cooperating with her study of the illustrated Ottoman manuscripts
in the collection, a summary catalogue of which she is preparing for
publication. In this article, modern Turkish orthography has been
used for Turkish words. The author acknowledges Lilian M. C.
Randall and Carol Strohecker of the Walters Art Gallery for their
extensive editing of the article.

2. More information on Ottoman Turkish miniature painting and its
development through the centuries can be obtained in several
publications in Western languages made in the last two decades: M. S.
Ipsiroglu and S. Eyliboglu, Turkey: Ancient Miniatures (New York, 1961);
Meredith Owens, G. M., Turkish Miniatures (London, 1963); E. Esin,
Turkish Miniature Painting (London, 1965, 2nd ed.); R. Ettinghausen,
Turkish Miniatures from the 13th to the 18th Century (Milano, 1965); S. K.
Yetkin, Lancienne peinture turque (Paris, 1970); 1. Stchoukine,
La peinture turque dapres les manuscrits illustrées (1, Paris, 1968;
11, Paris, 1971); N. Atasoy and F. Cagman, Turkish Miniature Paint-
ing (Istanbul, 1974); M. And, Turkish Miniature Painting: The Ottoman
Period (Ankara, 1979, rev. ed.); E. Akurgal, ed., The Art and Architecture of
Turkey (Fribourg, 1980, 222-48); and E. Atil, ed., Turkish Art (Wash-
ington, 1980, 139-238).

3. The copy of the Surname dedicated to Ahmet I1I (Topkapi Saray
Library A.3593) has 137 miniatures painted by Levni. A second copy of
the same work (Topkapi Saray Library A. 3594), probably prepared for
presentation to Vizier Ibrahim Paga, has 140 miniatures painted by
another artist, which differ in style from Levni's miniatures. Illustra-
tions from both Surnames can be found in any one of the surveys on
Turkish miniature painting listed in Note 2.

4. The extant copies are listed according to location in the Appen-
dix, which describes each illustration in the Walters Hamse.

5. For more information on Atayi and his works see “Nevizade
Atayi,” Islam An Siklopedisi(8:226-8); E. G. W. Gibb, A History of Ottoman
Poetry (London, 1904, 232-7); Mehmet Sireyya, Sicill-i Osmani (Istan-
bul, 1311, III, 475); and A. S. Levent, Turk Edebiyati Tarihi (Ankara,
1973, 60-6, 76-7).

6. There are several unillustrated copies of Atayi's Hamse dating
from the 17th and 18th centuries dispersed in various libraries in
Turkey and in other countries. A. S. Levent has discovered 36 Hamse's
in the libraries of Istanbul alone. (See A. S. Levent, op. cit., 109.) Very
few of these manuscripts have the five complete mesnevis; therefore, it
was not until 1948, when A. S. Levent made a detailed study of all of
Atayi's mesnevis, that the title and contents of the fifth one was
established as Hilyetii'l Efkar. (See A. S. Levent, Atayi'nin Hilyetii'
Efkari (Ankara, 1948, passim).)

7. The author is indebted to Dr. Gonil Alpay Tekin for her scholarly
comments on the text in Atayi's Hamse in the Walters Art Gallery.

8. Shobetii’l Ebkar was inspired by Jami's Tuhfat al Ahrar, and the Heft
Han is based in style on Nizami's Haft Paikar. (A. S. Levent, op. cit., 21.)

9. An unillustrated copy of Atayi's Hamse in the Topkapi Saray
Library (H.809) has the complete Divan placed at the end of the
mesnevis. (F. E. Karatay, Topkapi Sarayindaki Tiirkge Yazmalar Katalogu
(Istanbul 1961, II: 2389).) Folios 142b and 151b in W.666 are identical
to folios 239b and 248b in the Topkapi Hamse. I am grateful to Dr. Filiz
Cagman, the curator of manuscripts at the Topkapi Saray Library, for
making the comparison in the texts.

10. K Cig, “Turk ve Islam Eserleri Miizesindeki Minyatiirli1 Kitaplarin
Katalogu,” Sarkiyat Mecmuasi (III, 1969, 9:59). Only one of the
miniatures (folio 12b) seems to date from the year the manuscript was
copied. The rest of the illustrated folios have no text, but flower
designs on the reverses show that the miniatures may have been
inserted at a later date. For more detailed information see G. Renda,
Batililasma Doneminde Tirk Resim Sanati 1700—1850 Ankara; 1977; 31,
43,202) (in Turkish with a summary and list of plates in English).
11. This manuscript and its miniatures are fully discussed in G.
Renda, “18. Yiizyil Osmanli Minyatiirinde Yeni Konular: Topkapi
Sarayindaki Hamse-i Atayinin Minyatirleri” Bedrettin Comerte
Armagan (Ankara: Hacettepe Unversitesi Yayinlari, 1980, 481-96).
12. The manuscript was acquired by the British Library in 1978. See
Sotheby's Catalogue “Fine Oriental Miniatures, Manuscripts and Qajar
Paintings,” date of sale Tuesday, April 4, 1978, no. 130. A list of its
miniatures is given in N. Titley, Miniatures from Turkish Manuscripts: A
Catalogue and Subject Index of Paintings in the British Library and the
British Museum (London, 1981, no.14).

13. M. A. Simsar, Oriental Manuscripts of the John Frederick Lewis
Collection in the Free Library of Philadelphia (Philadelphia, 1937, n0.97).
Miniatures on folios 57b, 196a, 199b, and 206a were done by a
different artist, possibly around the mid- 18th century. The rest of the
miniatures, on folios 22b, 54b, 63b, 98b, 132b-133a, 144Db, 166b-167a,
169b, 175a, 178b, 180b, 182b, 187a and 202b, are similar in style to
those of the Hamse in the Topkapi Saray Library, dating from 1728.
14. For Nedim's verses praising Atayi, see E. J. W. Gibb, op. cit,, 236-7.
15. Ottoman painting of the 18th and 19th centuries has been a
subject of study among Turkish scholars during the past few years. For
information on miniature painting in these centuries and the
emergence of wall paintings of landscapes, see G. Renda, Batililagma
Doneminoe Tiirk Resim Sanati 1700-1850 (Ankara, 1977, passim) and
G. Renda, “Wall Paintings in Turkish Houses,” Fifth International
Congress of Turkish Art (Budapest, 1979, 711-35). For the art of wall
painting in Anatolia, see R Arik, Batililasma Donemi Anadolu Tasvir
Sanati (Ankara, 1976, passim).

12. This miniature must have been painted by a different artist
from that of the other miniatures in W.666. The musicians are
~ amranged differently from any other group of figures in the
manuscript, and the brushstroke is lighter than that of the
other illustrations (f.59a).
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13. The artist of W.666 also drew
this miniature of a woman
seated under a tree while her
attendants play music. (Free
Library of Philadelphia, Lewis
Oriental Miniatures T.9,

25.7 x11.8 cm).



14. The use of perspective, the
details of the garden, and the
women's costumes are all sim-
ilarities between these minia-
tures from the Baltimore Hamse
(W..666) and the one shown in
fig. 13. (Top: f.55b. Bottom:
f91a)
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Appendix

This appendix lists the miniatures in W.666 in their order of
appearance in each mesnevi When the same scene is
represented in another of the extant Hamses, the location
of the other copy is indicated by one of these

abbreviations:

Sakiname or Alemniima (Folios 1b-2b)

Folio 5a
8.7 x12.4 cm

Folio 6a
10 X 12.4 cm
T, 1, B, P

Folio 10a
11.6 x13 cm
T, 1, B

Nefhatirl Ezhar (Folios 22b-62b)

Folio 27a
11.2%12.2 cm
B

Folio 28a
99x123 cm
B

Folio 33a
93 x12 cm

Folio 35b
7.5%x12.2 cm

Folio 37a
8.5%x12 cm
T

Folio 41a
10.5%x12 cm
T, 1 B

Folio 42b
9.6 %12 cm
T, B, P

Topkapi Saray Library (R.816)

Tirk ve Islam Eserleri Miizesi, Istanbul (1969)
British Library (Or.13882)

Free Library of Philadelphia (T.97)

The Ottoman fleet, led by Hiseyin Pasa, is shown setting out from the
Black Sea for the campaign against the Polish.

The Ottoman army is shown fighting against the Polish.

The miniature presents a view of the Bosphorus with the castle of Anadolu
Hisar on the Asian shore and the castle of Rumeli Hisar on the European
shore. Sailboats and rowboats glide down the Bosphorus while two
swimmers are shown crossing it.

The battle between the Ottoman and Hungarian armies is depicted, the
latter approaching defeat.

Sultan Murad IV (1648-87) is shown enthroned, receiving the homage of
the imperial, administrative, and military personnel

Atayi, the poet, presents some chapters of his Hamse to his master, who
approves them.

The sad story of the Moslem youth who fell in love with a Christian beauty
is reflected in this miniature. Unable to unite with his love, the youth died
of grief. His friends took the news to the young girl, who converted to
Islam before her death in hopes of uniting with him in Heaven. A
messenger friend is shown at her deathbed, where the girl is attended by
her maid.

The miniature shows $eyh Nizameddin saving the life of Hiisrev-i Hindji,
just as the latter is about to be slain by a man named Nizami.

Seyh Giilgeni, the founder of the Giilgeni sect in Asia Minor, sets out with
his disciples on a three-masted ship.

One chapter of the Hamse tells how a group of brigands robbed $eyh
Baba's tekke (dervish lodge) and sailed away with the stolen goods. They
were miraculously blown into a current that sent them back to shore,
where Seyh Baba's men are shown capturing them.
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Folio 44a
9.7 x11.7 cm
T, B, P

Folio 46b
8.5%x12.1 cm
T, B, P

Folio 48a
12x12.1 cm
T, B, P

Folio 51b
7.8%11.8 cm
T,1,B P

Folio 55b
11.5%x11.8 cm
T, 1, B, P

Folio 56a
98 x11.9
T,1 B P

Folio 57b
8.8%x12 cm
T, B, P

Folio 59a
8.9x9.6 cm
T,1, B P

Folio 60a
9x11.8 cm
T

Atayi, the poet, is shown talking to a learned man who was drawn into the
tavern by two notorious men.

The story of Hatem-i Tayi, a man known for his generosity, is illustrated
in this miniature. Hatem's fame was so widespread that the shah of
Yemen, also a generous man, gave away all his treasure in an attempt to
surpass Hatem'’s reputation. Failing this goal, he decided to have Hatem
killed. The assassin searched for Hatem among the Arabs and, on the way,
met a man who offered him hospitality for three days. Eventually he
discovered that the host was Hatem himself, who was willing to sacrifice
his life so the assassin could fulfill his mission. Overwhelmed by Hatem's
kindness and wisdom, the would-be assassin refrained from killing him
and instead became Hatem's disciple. At the upper right in the miniature
are Hatem (sitting) and the assassin (standing and conversing). In the
foreground are Arab horsemen.

A foolish man, not at all worthy of becoming an imam (prayer-leader), is
shown acting as one anyway and addressing the congregation from a
mimbar (prayer niche) in a mosque. The people mock him because he
mistook ink for rosewater and blackened his face.

A mother complains to the miiftii (juriconsult) that her son-in-law was

unable to consummate his marriage to her daughter, and the miifti: gives
sexual advice. The daughter stands in the background, with her back to
the reader.

A wife discovers that while she was entertaining, her husband was
making love to a servant. The miniature shows the act of love interrupted
by the sudden appearance of a ram that butts the lovers into the room of
surprised guests.

Following a night of entertainment among friends, a man discovers
that a member of the group seduced a young boy while everyone else was
asleep. He is shown finding the homosexual lovers with the aid of a candle
that he had kept in an envelope.

A pederast made advances to a young boy while they watched a juggler
perform in a crowded square. The miniature depicts the public punish-
ment that ensued. In the background is a mosque that could represent
the Suleymaniye Mosque in Istanbul. (The section showing the punished
figure on the ground is torn.)

A sodomite is caught and disgraced before a crowd. His misdeed is
announced by drums and zurna (a Turkish wind instrument).

A thief is bitten by a snake while trying to steal the purse of a man
dining with friends.
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Sohbetir'l Ebkar (Folios 63b-1064)

Folio 67a
8.5%x12.2 cm

Folio 69b
8x11.9 cm
B T

Folio 73a
88x12 cm
T, P

Folio 77a
8.7 x12 cm
T

Folio 82b
7.8x12 cm

Folio 84a
9x12.3 cm

Folio 88b
9.6 x12.1 cm
B, P

Folio 91a

10.5x11.8 cm

T, 1, B, P

Folio 97b
9x12 cm
T

Heft Han (Folios 112b-141b)

Folio 113b
8.8 x9.8 cm

Musicians entertain Sultan Murad IV.

A messenger tells the Byzantine king that Sultan Meliksah of the Seljugs
agreed to sign a treaty with him.

Plato sat in a cave and received his followers, who brought self-portraits
from which the philosopher interpreted their characters. The miniature
shows Plato examining an ugly portrait, and the man himself explaining
that his wisdom transcends his unattractive appearance.

The miniature shows the meeting of the armies of Iskander (on the left)
and the Emperor of China (on the right).

During Timur's invasion of India, a soldier encountered two lovers whom
he decided to kill. Each grieved for the other, though, and asked to be
killed so that the other might live. Appreciating their loyalty, the soldier
spared both of them. The lovers are shown sitting with their arms tied.

A man met Mansur and told him that after his pilgrimage to the Holy
Ka'ba in Mecca he had miraculously travelled to Nishapur in three days.
Mansur seemed impressed and offered him work. The miniature shows
one day’s courtly entertainment, during which a juggler removes the
traveler's turban and discovers that the man is bald. When the embar-
rassed man exclaimed that his virtue was gone, according to the story,
Mansur said, “Do not worry—your virtue was gone when you lied to me
about coming all the way from Mecca in three days.”

The miniature shows an innocent youth entertained with food and
drinks by a group of sodomites, who assaulted him after the meal.

A libertine exposes himself through a hole in a fence. The women on the
other side punish him by tying him with a string.

The miniature shows Caleph Memun riding with his men and meeting an
Arab who offers him fruit

A man of learning fell in love but kept his feelings to himself, gradually
becoming ill with desperation. His worried friends are shown trying to
cure him by telling him love stories. (The section with the figure of the
poet has been destroyed and repaired.)
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Folio 118b
8.7 x12 cm

Folio 123a
11.4x12.1 cm

Folio 124b
above: 4 X9.8 cm

below: 3.8 X 9.8 cm

Folio 127a
8.5x12 cm

Folio 130a
7.7 %12 cm

Folio 134a
8.1 x11.8 cm

Folio 137a
49x11.9 cm

Folio 138a
10.4 X 16.5 cm

Folio 139b
6.8%x11.8 cm

A Chinese ruler named Hurgid was struck by the beauty of his vizier's

young son, Behzad. One day as the boy was swimming, his plotting father
conjured a whirlpool that endangered both Behzad and Hurgid, who fell in
after the boy. However, both were saved by the will of God. The miniature
shows Hurgid watching while Behzad swims in the pool. (The miniature is
partly torn.)

While hunting one day, Sultan Mahmud met a herdsman named Ayaz,
who offered him hospitality in his cottage. In the miniature, Mahmud (on
horseback) is shown talking to Ayaz (in the background).

When Ayaz refused to work for him, Sultan Mahmud decided to go home;
but, unable to forget Ayaz, he turned back. On the way, he was attacked by
a lion, but was able to slay the beast with a single blow, as the miniature
shows.

Strengthened by his success, Sultan Mahmud next kills a dragon with a
single arrow.

A shoemaker in Baghdad was known as gossiper. In this miniature, he
informs the shah of the time that an aged tutor has fallen in love with the
shah’s son, by hanging a painting of the two lovers on a tree within the
shah’s view. The shah is shown recognizing the faces in the realistic
portrait. Later, he punished his son and the tutor.

A man from Rayy, named Abdullah, was struck by the beauty of a youth
walking next to the shah. Hoping to see him again, Abdullah stealthily
approached the shah's palace. The youth is shown at the window of the
palace, returning his love with words and gestures.

A young man named Mahzun fell in love with the emir's son. Suffering
from this hopeless love, he grew ill and was taken to a physician, who
recognized his desperation and offered to take him to the emir's palace
each time he went. During the visit shown in the miniature, one of the
courtiers discovers Mahzun and throws him down the stairs.

The Hamse relates the story of Tahir and Tayyib, two sons of wealthy
parents, who spent all the money they inherited. Penniless and friendless
except for each other, they set out in a boat for Egypt to join the Giilgeni
sect. A storm sank their boat, but after floating on a raft, they were saved
by a Christian ship. The rescue is shown in this miniature.

Two nobles on the ship took Tayyib and Tahir as slaves. Tayyib worked
in his master's gardens and gradually fell in love with him. During a
banquet, his master invited him to the table and offered him wine. Tayyib
is shown in the miniature wearing a turban among the guests in European
attire. Tahir and his noble master are shown walking through the fence to
join the group.

The local governor heard that the Christian nobles and the Moslem youths
had become lovers. He imprisoned them, but when he died, all were freed.
Their reunion at sea is shown as the ship carrying Tayyib and Tahir meets
the rowboat of the two Christian nobles.
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ERRATA:
The Journal of The Walters Art Gallery
39 (Baltimore: 1981)

Gunsel Renda, “An Illustrated 18th-Century
Hamse in The Walters Art Gallery,”
pp. 15-32:

In the author’s absence, two errors occurred
in the production of the article: the heading
on page 22a of the Hamse is shown instead
of the colophon on page 22b, with the date
April 1721; and an entire miniature is shown
as fig. 12, instead of the detail including
only the right side of the illustration, as was
intended.

Diana Scarisbrick, “Henry Walters and the
Marlborough Gems,” pp. 49-58:

The date given in the opening paragraph
for the sale of the Marlborough Gems, by
auction at Christie’s, is incorrect and should
read June 26, 1899.



A Genealogical Table of the
Mughal Family

Ellen S. Smart

The genealogical table of the Mughal family on the
following pages is offered as an elaboration of the type
of family tree found in Beach' or Gascoigne,? but ought
not be considered complete. The table was begun
during the course of research on Babar and his grandson
Akbar, growing to the present form over several years. It
undoubtedly will continue to grow, for the available
information on Mughal familial relationships is copious.

The material here is gleaned from six books: The
Baburmama in English® the Humayun-nama,® The
Akbarnama,’ The A'in-i Akbari,® The Tuzuk-i Jahangiri,” and
the History of Shah Jahan of Dilhi® The amount of
reference to family and familial relationships in the
Mughal histories is an indication of how important
blood lines were. For example, whenever Babar intro-
duces a new character of status in his memoirs, there
follows a suitably lengthy description (sometimes as
long as 11 pages) of the man’s ancestors, wives and
children. Abu’l Fazl's list in the Afin-i Akbari of the
grandees of Akbar’s and Jahangir's courts includes
information about families as well as the major achieve-
ments and, as often as not, the disgraces of each person.
The table by no means includes all of the relationships
mentioned in these works, but a considerable amount of
knowledge about the Mughal family can be learned
from the table in its present state. Al Badauni® would
provide more information, and a continuation of the
table through the later generations of the Mughals
would surely be as informative as the earlier section.

The visual representation of the relationships and
generations of a complicated dynasty makes the mater-
ial somewhat more accessible. The table begins at the
top with ancestors shown above descendants, the
vertical line connecting offspring with parents. Mar-
riages are represented by an equals sign (=) where the
names of man and wife are written together.

One of the problems not completely resolved is
that of graphically representing the many wives and
children of one man. A three-dimensional model would
be helpful, but of course is impossible here. When a
man had more than one wife, the information is not
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always available as to which children were born of
which mothers. But even when the information is
known, incorporating it into the chart would have added
yet another level of complication. This information is,
however, pertinent since status was often defined by
offspring.

In order to interpret the art of any time a thorough
knowledge of the period is essential. Most of the fine art
of the Mughal period was produced at the command of
the Mughal court, including not just the various
emperors, but their wives, their offspring, and the
nobility as well. That there were patrons other than the
emperors is a fact often overlooked and rarely empha-
sized. However, a visual representation of the family
shows that the royal family and much of the nobility
were closely interrelated, to the point that they were all
of one extended family. Given the social structure of the
time it is not surprising to find this system of marriage at
the Mughal court, but the discovery should be kept in
mind when thinking about the question of patronage of
the arts.

Aside from the Mughal buildings that stand today

_ on the Indian subcontinent most extant Mughal art is in

the form of manuscripts, illustrations made for manu-
scripts, and portraits. The people in the paintings are the
emperors, wives, children, and retainers. The Walters
collection includes items that span the dynasty—
particularly manuscripts and paintings, but also pre-
cious ohjects, textiles, and armor. The cameo portraits
shown on the family tree-are from paintings in the
Walters Art Gallery.

The type of family tree in Gascoigne or Beach
effectively shows the reader the descent through the
male line of the Mughal dynasty. Although Beach adds
the mothers of the emperors, neither author makes any
other reference to women, who were not only from
important families or often married into them, but were
often powerful figures in their own rights.

One of the more interesting customs that the
genealogical table makes apparent is that of marriages
between cousins. From Babar's generation to that of
Dara Shikoh cousins were married to each other. Babar
married at least three of his cousins. Of course the
amount of inbreeding is not so great as a westerner
might assume at first, since men took more than one
wife. Thus, the children of two brothers were not
necessarily as closely related as they would be where a
man marries only one woman.

The table also makes apparent the policy of
marrying into or taking wives from a very few families.
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In the early generations, spouses were chosen from the
families of Yunus Khan or Abu Said Mirza, Babar's
maternal and paternal grandparents. Then the Mughals
intermarried with the families of Bairam Khan, Mirza
Ghayas Beg (Itmad ud Daula), and Shamsud din Mirza
Atgah Khan, families that produced trusted advisors in
successive generations. Beginning with Akbar's genera-
tion, wives were chosen from the Hindu kingdoms that
acquiesed to Akbar’s expanding empire: Amber, Mewar,
Bikaner, and Rathor. Both Jahangir and Shah Jahan had
Hindu mothers, a fact often submerged by the current
emphasis that the Mughals were Muslims.

In the original draft of this Mughal family tree,
lines were drawn connecting the people who were
married. These marriage lines crossed from one side of
the table to the other, through names and descent lines,
producing a chart that looked much like a road map. The
chart is less confusing without them, although the
marriage lines provided an instant visual representation
of the amount of intermarriage in the Mughal family. It
is possible to appreciate this phenomenon by seeking
the names repeated throughout the chart in different
marriage situations.
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1. Babar, founder of the Mughal Empire in India, came
from Transoxiana and settled in Agra in 1526. (W.668,
£.33.) :

2. Timur, known in the West as Tamerlane, sacked Delhi
in 1398 and inspired Babar to invade India. (Manuscript
on loan from the John Work Garrett Library of The
Johns Hopkins University to the Walters Art Gallery,
Baltimore, TL.6.1950, f.83.)

3. Akbar was a contemporary of Elizabeth I and reigned
from 1556-1605. (W.711.)

4. Jahangir, shown here as a prince, was a great patron
of the arts. (W.650, f.41.)

5. Shah Jahan had the Taj Mahal built for his beloved
wife Mumtaz, who died giving birth to his fourteenth
child. (W.668, £.45.)

6. Shahriyar, Jahangir's oldest son, married his step-
mother's daughter by her first marriage. (W.697.)

7. Daniyal, Akbar's son, died after drinking wine from a
gun barrel in 1598. (W.668, f.28.)

8. Madhu Singh was a confidant of Jahangir. (W.668,
£.29.)

9. Murad and his wife, the daughter of Mirza Aziz Koka,
have been identified from a painting of them in the
Freer Collection. (W.668, £.40.)



No, No, Nausicaa

John Boardman

In Volume 38 of The Journal of the Walters Art
Gallery,'! Professor Brommer publishes a black-figure
kothon at the Gallery (48.198), apparently Attic of about
the mid-sixth century or earlier. Part of its decoration
presents two warriors fighting three centaurs. The rest
has a man accosting a woman, with six other women
showing agitation and running away. The man takes the
woman by the hand, and Brommer sees in them the
earliest representation of Odysseus with Nausicaa.

I find the following difficulties: Although a hand-
clasp between Odysseus and Nausicaa is not altogether
inconceivable, the man on the kothon is running
forward with one leg raised high, a pose that should not
be associated with a handshake, either on the beach of
Phaeacia or anywhere since. Brommer admits in a note
that the man may be taking both her hands—*“it is
unclear what he is grasping with his left hand”—but it is
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clear that he grasps the woman’s right wrist, when we
realize that although she is looking towards the man,
her body is turned away from him. This explains the
awkward position of her other arm. Close attention to
her hem-line also shows which way her body is facing:
her foot seems visible, and the forward swing of her
skirt, away from the man, is apparent. Odysseus never
manhandles Nausicaa, so this is a perfectly normal
attack by Peleus on Thetis, from behind, matched with
the grasping of her left hand on the “Melian” vase at
Kavalla.? No Nausicaa.

Notes

1. Frank Brommer, “Theseus and Nausicaa,” The Journal of the
Walters Art Gallery, Volume 38 (1980), pp. 109-112.

2. D. Lazaridis, VIII. Congrés International d'Archéologie Classique,
(Paris, 1965), pl.53.2.
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Jan Van Eyck and the
St. George Ivories

Richard H. Randall, Jr.

Scenes of the lives of saints are relatively rare in
northern gothic ivories. St. George, however, appears in
a number of examples, in the scene that most captured
the medieval imagination: his combat with the dragon.
In two 14th-century ivories, the saint takes his place
alone or with a series of saints beneath arches, where he
is shown on horseback wearing a great helm and
attacking a dragon with a lance. One example appears
on the lid of a box, and the other on a reversible ivory
plaque.! The two representations relate closely to the
tournament scenes on ivory boxes of 1340-50, the
majority of which are attributed to Paris.? They typically
show the knights in chain mail, with surcoats and great

helms. One Italian example shows Saint George in a
somewhat stylized pose, spearing the dragon without
benefit of armor or helmet.?

Probably dating in the second half of the 14th
century are three ivories that broaden the story of Saint
George by adding the princess who was to be sacrificed
to the dragon. In a rare miniscule ivory in the round, the
princess stands at the side while the saint, armed in
mail, steel cap, and surcoat, conquers the dragon.* Two
reliefs on diptychs present an alternative version of the
story, in which the dragon is captured and led to town
bound with the girdle of the princess.’

Quite different in concept are the two 15th-century
examples of the saint's combat, which are far more
pictorial. St. George is seen in a landscape, on a
prancing charger, wearing full plate-armor, while the
praying princess kneels in the background. The larger of
these ivories is the left wing of a diptych in the
Princeton University Art Museum. The diptych has been
convincingly attributed to the North Netherlands, most
likely Utrecht, on the basis of its architectural enframe-
ment and the types of the Virgin saints in its right wing
(fig. 1).6

1. Ivory diptych with St. George (left wing) and the Virgin and Child between Saints John the Baptist
and Christopher. The ivory has been attributed to North Netherlands and related to works from
Utrecht of the mid-15th century. (The Art Museum, Princeton University.)
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2. St. George and
the Dragon, oil on
panel, attributed
to Roger van der
Weyden, 1432-
1435. The paint-
ing is generally
accepted as a ver-
sion of the lost
panel of the

same subject by
Jan van Eyck.
(National Gallery
of Art, Ailsa Mellon
Bruce Fund, 1966.)




The St. George panel reflects the northern interest
in details of costume and landscape so evident in the
painting of the first half of the 15th century. The
kneeling princess is shown in a flowing gown and cape,
wearing a “bourrelet’ on her head.” St. George is accou-
tered in a complete armor of polished plate, with a
globose breastplate and a long, spreading fauld of six
plates from waist to hip, complete leg and arm armor,
rowel spurs, and an indented shield bearing the cross of
St. George. The dragon is shown with a scaly body and
bat-like wings, and the setting is a landscape of a rocky
and grassy hillock surmounted by two small, stylized
trees.

The composition relates directly to the panel
painting of the same subject in the National Gallery of
Art, Washington. The panel is now attributed to Roger
van der Weyden, while generally being accepted as a
version of the lost St. George painting by Jan van Eyck
(fig. 2).5 At a slightly larger scale than the ivory, the
painting shows the same basic composition, to which
are added more elaborate and appropriate details of the
armor, the knight’s sword and dagger, the horse harness,
and the costume of the kneeling princess. While a fine
cityscape has been added in the background, the
helmet-bearing angel has been omitted in the painting.
Another copy of the lost van Eyck, that of the Majorcan
painter Pedro Nisart,’ repeats the basic features of horse
and rider, and while other minor details are changed, the
helmetless knight spearing the dragon with his right
hand is the focus of the action.

During the second half of the 14th century and the
first half of the 15th, a new military concept of the
heavily armored knight emerged. Plate armor was
perfected in northern Italy, Germany, and Flanders, and
the fighting method changed markedly from that of
the mail-clad knight of the early 14th century. The major
effect of the fully armored rider was the shock impact
from the combined weight of a large horse and a man in
heavy armor. The shock was delivered by the blow from
the point of the lance.!®

In order to insure the knight of the most powerful
impact, a number of small details relating to the lance
and its use changed rapidly. A ring, called variously a
grate, grapper, or burr, was added to the butt end of the
lance to help transfer the shock of impact from the
rider’s wrist to his breastplate. This development was
followed quickly by the introduction of a lance rest,
which protruded from the right side of the knight's
breastplate. The lance, when in the couched position,
would bear directly on the lance-rest, and the grate

would thus have a firm point of contact with it. The
shock was then spread over the whole breastplate. Atthe
same time, the shield went through a number of parallel
transformations, the final one being a notch in the
upper right comer of the knightly shield that supported
the heavy, lowered lance until the final moment of
combat.

The Saint George figures in the Roger panel and in
the ivory are thus properly depicted as heavily armored
and bearing the notched shield, but neither is using the
lance in the appropriate manner. The lance in combat
position would usually have been placed diagonally
across the horse, passing from beneath the right arm to
the point of support on the notched shield, which was
sustained by a strap (guige) around the rider's neck and
controlled by his left arm. The normal fighting technique,
then, was to have the lance on the left side of the horse’s
head, with the rider approaching so as to pass the enemy
on the left. There is, therefore, a curious conflict in the
ivory and the van Eyck copy between the realism of the
armor and other details, and the incorrect depiction of
the fighting technique required by the very armor that
St. George is wearing.

Examination of works of art depicting the heavy
knight in combat from the late 14th and first half of the
15th century reveals very few works of art with accurate
representations of the couched lance. The finest repre-
sentations are perhaps the Uccello paintings of the Rout
of San Romano in the Uffizi and the National Gallery,
London;" the Vittorio Carpaccio St George in the
Scuola di San Giorgio degli Schiavoni, Venice; and a
number of representations on the Warwick Roll.!2
Miniature painters often followed a precedent set by the
Boucicaut Master in the Hours of the Marechal de
Boucicaut in which the fully armored and helmeted
knight incorrectly couches his lance on the right side of
the horse." There is a possible artistic explanation for
this incorrect usage of the lance, which can be imagined
easily in examining any one of the dozens of French,
Flemish, and Dutch miniatures of St. George. If the
figure is riding toward the right from the left side of the
painting, and the correct military posture is represented;
the dragon would have to be on the far side of the horse,
and the lance would disappear behind the horse. The
artistic difficulty of portraying this scene is apparent.
The more usual, incorrect usage allows the lance and
dragon to be seen on the viewer's side of the horse and
thus seems to prevail for reasons of artistic clarity in
many miniatures and panel paintings.'
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Among those paintings showing the correct mili-
tary practice is an interesting miniature in a Book of
Hours in the Walters Art Gallery (fig. 3). This and other
miniatures in the volume have often been shown to
have been influenced by the Boucicaut Master. The
artist of the Walters miniature, however, was concerned
with the proper positioning of the lance, and simply
solved the problem by showing St. George riding from
right to left. This depiction allowed him to correct the
Boucicaut model by showing the lance properly
couched under the right arm, and passing across the
horse, past the notched shield, down the left side of the
horse, and into the dragon’s mouth. A second instance
of correct usage in a miniature is to be seen in the Duarte
Hours in the National Archives, Lisbon, where again the
knight moves from right to left.!s

Surprisingly, there seem to be no miniatures that
follow exactly the usage shown by Jan van Eyck. The
lost painting of van Eyck was bought for Alfonso V of
Aragon, in Valencia in 1444, and according to docu-
ments was shipped from Valencia to Naples in the same
year.'® The painting must date between van Eyck’s visit
to Catalonia in 1427, when he first met Alfonso, and the
artist’s death in 1441, a period in which similar armors
can be documented in English brasses and other datable
works of art.” Whether the painting was carried out in
Flanders or in Spain is not clear, as van Eyck’s ambassa-
dorial and artistic activities in Spain are not well
understood. The Spanish copy by Pedro Nisart was
completed between 1468 and 1470 for the Chapel of the
Confraternity of St. George, in the Church of San
Antonio of Padua in Palma, Majorca. No direct copies or
variants are known in the North to suggest the influence
of van Eyck’s interesting concept, other than the ivories
and the Washington panel.

Jan van Eyck was clearly familiar with contempor-
ary armor and had observed it carefully, as can be shown
from an examination of the Ghent Altarpiece. The first
three Warriors of Christ in the lower register of the altar
are helmetless, but wear full armor.'® The details are
carefully studied, and each knight wears a slightly
different mode of armor. The first has a boxed breast-
plate with an overskirt hiding the lower portions of the
body armor. The middle figure, which is a St. George,
has a fluted breastplate and fully exposed lower plates
or fauld, very similar to the St George and the Dragon
painting. The third knight has a globose breastplate, but
the other details cannot be seen. Each of the three
carries a lance and an indented shield, though each
shield is of a remarkably different shape. The lance of

the first knight can be seen in its entirety and shows a
grate on the butt of the lance. None of the figures has a
lance rest.

Van Eyck painted another St. George in the Van der
Paele Madonna, in which the armor, instead of showing
the latest mode as in the Warriors of Christ, is partially
contemporary and partially romanticized.!® The breast-
plate is formed of two plates, the richly-ornamented
lower one overlapping the upper. Below the fauld is a
dependent skirt formed of individual lappets, probably
of leather with metal ornamentation, and this ancient
technique is repeated in the upper arm defenses. The
helmet and pauldrons, or shoulder defenses, are
ornamented like cockleshells. Jan van Eyck uses a
nearly identical armor for St. Michael, who acts as a
patron saint in the left wing of the Dresden altar.?’ Both
figures wear a chain emanating from the right side of the
breastplate, which is attached to the sword at the left, an
old-fashioned feature in armor of the late 14th century.

The contrast of these two romanticized armors
with those of the warriors may be explained by returning
to the careful iconographic and historical concepts of
the Ghent Altarpiece, where a carved figure of St. Michael
in combat appears on the base of the music desk.?' This
figure stands in sharp contrast to the warriors directly
below, and the purpose of the image, as in the carved
prophets holding scrolls on the same desk, was to
invoke historical times. For here again one sees the saint
wearing a skirt and arm defense of leather lappets,
forming a rather romanticized Roman lorica. The helmet
is embossed with half-circles, and while not as elabor-
ate as those of the patron saints George in Bruges and
Michael in Dresden, it has little to do with contemporary
helmets of the 1430-40 era.

As has been pointed out often, van Eyck contrasted
the reality of his painted figures of the contemporary
world with details that were shown in his paintings as
being carved in wood or stone. Such details often
include references to the past or the Old Testament; van
Eyck thus places them in a world apart. The Romanizing
details of the patrons St. George and St. Michael, in the
same way, seem to be an indication that the saints are to
be seen as figures costumed as part of Roman history,
perhaps in the very era in which they had been martyred.

Van Eyck’s concept of contrasting the world of
artistic reality with the world of the past was shared by
other contemporary artists. The silversmith, Gerard
Loyet, for instance, used as his model the St. George
figure from the Van der Paele Madonna when he created
the reliquary of Charles the Bold between 1466 and
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3. Miniature of St.
George and the dra-
gon from a French

- Book of Hours with

miniatures by a fol-
lower of the

- Boucicaut Master,

about 1430. (The
Walters Art Gallery,
Baltimore, MS.W.
287, f.144.)



1467. This marvel of goldsmiths’ work in the Treasury of
St. Paul, Liege, shows Charles in a fine contemporary
gothic harness, while the standing patron saint, using
the very same gesture as that of the van der Paele St.
George, doffs his simple chapel-de-fer, or kettle hat, and
wears a slightly exaggerated suit of neo-antique armor.22

With this seemingly dual attitude toward the use of
armor in Jan van Eyck’s paintings, one must return to
the contemplation of the armor in the lost panel of St
George and the Dragon, as represented in the Washington
painting. The armor of the warrior himself is readily re-
cognizable as a fine, complete suit of plate of the period
1430-40, and is similar in general style to that worn by
the St. George of the Ghent Altar. The two curious points
are the concept of a heavy cavalryman attacking
without his helmet, and his one-handed use of the
lance, rather than a proper charge with a couched lance.

Disregarding for a moment the armor worn by St.
George in the panel, the pose of the rider can be traced
back to the ancient world. It is the attack position of a
lightly armed warrior in the hunt or war, on a charging
horse, giving a stroke with a javelin or spear with his
raised right arm. This classic hunter-warrior-victor
position can be found in sculpture, coins, textiles, and
other works of art from the Hellenistic period forward, in
both the Greek world and in the Near East. Models for
the posture are to be found on dozens of Hellenistic,
Roman, and Byzantine monuments, and the subject was
copied endlessly in the ivories, sculpture, and paintings
of later periods. Van Eyck could have encountered this
type of horseman on coins;?* on Roman sarcophagi, like
the example in Reims known to have been in the Church
of St. Nicaise in the 15th century;? or on the tombstones
of Roman cavalrymen in Cologne.?> Similar figures
could be seen on Byzantine ivories, such as those in the
museums of Darmstadt and Mainz,? and in the 11th-
century tympanum of St. Ursin at Bourges.?” Some scho-
lars have suggested an Italian journey for van Eyck, in
which case he could have seen any of the dozen hunt
sarcophagi in Rome, or the boar-hunting figure on the
Arch of Constantine.

The hunter-warrior-victor iconography was adop-
ted early for the images of St. George and St. Theodore.
Byzantine icons, particularly those of St. George, used
this rider position from at least as early as the 11th
century. As the imagery of St. George was brought to
Europe by crusaders in the 12th century, it became
widely known to European artists, as the leaf from a
pattern book of the late 12th century in the Augustiner-
museum, Freiburg, indicates. The Freiburg drawing is of
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two military saints on horseback and reflects an icon of
a type found at St. Catherine’s Monastery on Mt. Sinai.?®
The St. George on horseback is also found on Byzantine
medals and glass pastes, which, like icons, were easily
transportable to the West.”® One such silver medal was
excavated in Strasbourg.>®

If indeed van Eyck made an Italian journey, he
would have encountered many works showing St.
George in the guise of a Roman cavalryman, such as the
relief on the Palazzo Vecchio, Florence, of about 1280.%'
A painting of the subject was to be found in France, a
large fresco at Avignon painted by Simone Martini in
1328 for the Church of Notre Dame des Doms.*? The
fresco is lost, but is known from a 17th-century drawing
and shows St. George accoutered in the lorica of the
light Roman cavalry (fig. 4).

e = =22 5 = 5 - >

4. A 17th-century drawing after the lost fresco, painted by
Simone Martini in 1328 in Notre Dame des Doms, Avignon.
(Vatican Library, Barb. Dat. 4426, £.36.)

However, the most likely contact for van Eyck with
the helmetless, lightly-armed warrior on horseback was
Spain. Not only was St. George an excessively popular
saint in Spain, but the van Eyck panel could have been
painted in Spain. It is conceivable that it was commis-
sioned while the artist was in Barcelona in 1427, where
van Eyck could not have failed to see numerous
representations of the mounted St. George.

Among others, two versions of St. George are
known by the late 14th-century painter, Francesco
Comes, one of which, in the Gardner Museum, Boston,
shows the helmetless saint with a notched shield,
striking the dragon with a javelin thrust (fig. 5).3* The
fine panel by Bernardo Martorell, now in the Art



5. St. George and
the Dragon, oil on
panel, one of sev-

S eral paintings of
LB s o= B  the subject by the
——— ' Spanish painter

Francisco Comes,
late 14th century.
(Isabella Stewart
Gardner Museum,
Boston.)
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6. Pendant locket with
the Virgin and Child
between saints (left)

and St. George and the
dragon below the Trinity
(right). The locket of gilt silver
and crystal encloses the ivory
panels, which retain the majority of
their polychrome decoration. Flemish,

first third of the 15th century. (Metropolitan ¢
Museum of Art. Gift of J. Pierpont Morgan, 1917.)

Institute, Chicago, depicts a fully armored and helmeted
saint, striking a similar one-handed blow.* En route
from Barcelona to Portugal in 1428, van Eyck could have
encountered innumerable other examples, including
many in different postures and often using the sword
rather than the lance.*

Jan van Eyck met the painter Luis Dalmau on his
diplomatic journey to Spain and Portugal, and Dalmau
later travelled to the Low Countries to work with the
northern artist® The multiplicity of contacts with
Spain, Spanish monarchs, and artists suggests that the
most probable source of the hunter-warrior icono-
graphy for van Eyck was Spain.

The Spanish paintings and Byzantine icons—from
which the Spanish works ultimately derived—show,
with few exceptions, a lightly armored St. George with a
spear. He is usually helmetless, though there are
exceptions, and in some instances he wears an elabor-
ate hat. Van Eyck has clothed his saint in the latest and
finest armor, and by so doing, created a military
anomaly in the second or third decade of the 15th
century.

The painter must have wished to present the
standard, classical iconography of the hunter-warrior,
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which had also become a traditional one for St. George
in Spain; and at the same time create a painting filled
with the Flemish realism, which at the time had so
captivated the 15th-century mind. The panel is cal-
culated to exhibit all of the possibilities of the Flemish
style. There are the reflective surfaces of water and
armor, the rich brocade of the princess’s gown, and
the tiny details of the town and its inhabitants. The
details of the armor are carefully studied and would
have found high favor with either a Flemish or Spanish
patron. This use of modern detail combined with earlier,
subtly disguised iconography accords with van Eyck’s
conception in his van der Paele St. George and the St.
Michael of the Dresden triptych, as well as with the
carved St. Michael in the Ghent Altar.

The reflection of the St. George iconography in the
Princeton ivory and a second ivory in the Metropolitan
Museum combine with the painted version of van
Eyck’s lost painting in Washington to suggest that the
painting was known in the North. The Metropolitan
ivory, which may be of Flemish rather than Dutch origin,
shows a very similar image of St. George, including the
angel bearing the helmet, but is far more elaborate than
the Utrecht example (fig. 6).” St. George wears a modish



hat, and near him are the princess, her parents, and
other figures. In the sky above the saint are seen God the
Father and two enthroned Saints John derived from the
concept of the central figures of the Ghent Altar. The
reverse of the Metropolitan pendant is even more
apparently Eyckian, with the Virgin in an elaborately
pierced Gothic throne between the seated St. Catherine
and St. John in a slightly altered version of the major
figures of van Eyck’s lost Fountain of Life, painted about
1435.°%8

While there is a striking similarity between the
Princeton St. George and the saint’s figure on the
Metropolitan pendant, there is a divergence in the two
approaches to the subject and to the techniques of the
ivories. The Princeton diptych leaf relates closely to a
number of ivory works which are framed by ogival
arches with brickwork and tracery above. The back-
grounds of the panels are carefully crosshatched as was
common in etching and metalwork at the time. The most
important object of the group is the large ivory seated
Madonna in a shrine in the Hospital Communal,
Bruges.® The ivory panels of the folding shrine show
precisely the same architectural features. A large group
of paxes and a few other works, cited by Robert Koch,
repeat the arch and crosshatching, as well as showing a
very similar image of the Virgin and Child.** The datings
cited for the Bruges ivory by Koechlin and the Princeton
St. George by Koch are both simply “late 15th century.”
An additional bit of evidence is a Dutch drawing of a
retable of the Annunciation in the Louvre, now associa-
ted with the carved wooden Virgin of the Annunciation
in the Archbishopric Museum, Utrecht. This can be
dated close to 1470.*' The architectural enframement of
that retable is treated with late gothic tracery showing a
crosshatched background, very similar to those of the
Princeton ivory and the Bruges shrine.

The Metropolitan ivory, on the other hand, belongs
to a distinctly different group, occasionally called
Parisian, but generally accepted as Flemish in origin.*
The background is treated as an overall pattern of
merging grass, trees, and clouds on which the curiously
combined subjects float. The miniature quality of the
sculpture, only 314 inches high, is enhanced by a rich
polychromy, which has survived very well on the
encased panels. There is a quality of late International
Style about this pendant, and a number of pieces in a
similar technique have been dated as early as 1400-
1425. The Eyckian character of the Metropolitan pen-
dant would indicate a date not earlier than the mid-
1430s.

The dating of the ivories can be inferred in part
from the general influence of Jan van Eyck’s paintings.
The Washington St. George panel, now given to Roger
van der Weyden, is dated about 1432-35. The Pedro
Nisart copy of the van Eyck is datable 1468-70, while the
reliquary figure of Charles the Bold was made in 1466-
67. The sculpture from the Utrecht region, which
accords with the figures on the right-hand leaf of the
St. George diptych, all date from 1450-70, when the
armor of the Saint’s figure and the costume of the
princess would still have been in fashion. By the same
token, the influence of Jan van Eyck begins to wane in
the 1470s and '80s, as the new images created by Roger
van der Weyden exerted their powerful influence both
in Flanders and in Spain.

Therefore, a date between 1441 and 1470 seems to
accord with the history of van Eyck’s influence and
with the style of the Princeton ivory. The Metropolitan
ivory is equally strongly influenced by Eyckian art, but
may date closer to the creating of the Ghent Altar (1431),
or a little earlier than its Dutch counterpart, perhaps
1435-40.

The fact that Jan van Eyck used a Byzantine model,
or a Spanish one derived from Byzantine sources,
explains the incongruous use of a lance blow with the
right arm at the time when the fully armored, heavy
knight had just arrived at a highly developed military
technique. Van Eyck was not only interested in the new
reality possible in paint, but also in the acceptable and
understandable historical accuracy of his image. The
ivories, while not reflecting originality in concept,
indicate that the ivory ateliers of Flanders and the
Netherlands were aware of the creations of the major
artists of the day, as had been those of Paris in the 13th
century, when the images of the trumeau of Notre Dame
and other figures were disseminated in small adapta-
tions in ivory.®
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Henry Walters and the
Marlborough Gems

Diana Scarisbrick

The Marlborough Gems, the most important collec-
tion of engraved gems ever formed in England, were
auctioned by Christie’s on June 26, 1889, in 739 lots, for
a total of £34.827. The celebrated cameo, Mamiage of
Cupid and Pysche, signed by the engraver Tryphon, sold
for £2000,' and a huge double portrait of an emperor and
empress in the character of Jupiter Ammon and Isis was
bought by the British Museum for £3000.2

Among those at the sale was Nevil Story Maskelyne
(1823-1911), Keeper of Mineralogy at the British
Museum and Professor of Mineralogy at the University
of Oxford. His scientific knowledge was combined with
a love of classical literature, and in 1870 he published
The Marlborough Gems, which was adapted for the sale
catalogue. He was indignant that the auctioneers had
removed all unfavorable references to quality, condi-
tion and authenticity from his text. For example, he
catalogued gem No.28 as:

An intaglio on an inferior sard which has lost its
polish, representing a bust of Neptune to the left. It
is a fine, probably late Greek work.

However, the sale room version had been edited to:

Anintaglio on a sard representing the bust of Neptune
to the left. It is a fine Greek work.

This intaglio is in the Walters Art Gallery and is one
of the 108 Marlborough Gems bought by Henry
Walters.® After the sale, Professor Story Maskelyne sent
Mr. Walters a copy of the 1870 catalogue. In acknow-
ledging its receipt in a letter from Baltimore dated
August 26, 1901, Henry Walters explains:

I was much disappointed at not being present in
person at the sale of the gems so sent a representa-
tive to whom I gave limits upon certain gems which
limits had been fixed after consultation with Mr.
Read of the British Museum. These were upon some
of the more important objects and were all too low.
My representative was a quasi-expert in gems and I
told him to buy all the smaller ones which he
considered fine and which sold at a reasonable
figure. He secured for me 107.%

A list was enclosed of these lots bought by Dikran
Kelekian, most of them at prices well below £10 each,
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the most expensive being a sapphire intaglio portrait of
Caracalla for which he paid £45.

In 1927, Joseph Brummer offered Mr. Walters
another Marlborough gem, a garnet intaglio of an
athelete rubbing himself with oil, signed GNAIOS.
This gem was the subject of an article by Dorothy Kent
Hill, who traced its history and identified it as the gem
Horace Walpole said he could not live without.?

Although none of the other gems are quite as rich
in historical associations as this one, together they
represent all the sources which formed the Marl-
borough Gems and belong equally to the history of gem

1. Portrait of Thomas Howard, 2nd Earl of Arundel, by

Daniel Mytens, ca. 1618. Lord Arundel is shown pointing out
his sculpture gallery, part of an extensive art collection. He
formed the Arundel cabinet, which was to become the nucleus
of the Marlborough gem collection. (Collection of the Duke of
Norfolk, Arundel Castle. Photo by Courtauld Institute of Art.)
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collecting in England. The nucleus of the Marlborough
Collection was the Arundel cabinet, acquired by mar-
riage in 1762 and dating from the time of Thomas
Howard, the 2nd Earl of Arundel (1585-1646). Lord
Arundel transformed his London house with works of
art into another Medici Palace and was painted there by
Danijel Mytens in 1618, pointing out his sculpture
gallery with the baton of the hereditary Earl Marshal of
England (fig. 1). Lord Arundel also commissioned his
portrait from Rubens, the greatest artist of the time and a
connoisseur of antiquities who in 1626 had sold
marbles and gems to George Villiers, 1st Duke of
Buckingham (1592-1628).°

It has also been established that the Tryphon
cameo in the Arundel Collection of the Marriage of
Cupid and Pysche belonged to Rubens, who declared that
he loved gems beyond all other relics of antiquity.” His
correspondence with the French scholar Nicolas Claude
Fabri de Pieresc, with whom he planned to publish an
illustrated gem book, throws light on 17th-century
collecting. The great ancestral collections in Italy could
be visited—in Mantua, for example, Rubens had had the
thrill of holding the double portrait of Alexander the
Great and Olympias in his hands, and in Rome he could

2. Lapis lazuli cameo of Hercules and Omphale. The cameo is
one of the Arundel gems in the Walters collection. Although
lapis was a commonly used material for gem engraving in the
16th century, “No. 208,” as it was labelled, is the only recorded
example of a double portrait with this iconography in lapis.
(Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore, 42.1057.)

buy and exchange with other cognoscenti, among them
Lelio Pasqualino, a canon of S. M. Maggiore. Deter-
mined “to transplant old Greece into England,” ® stimu-
lated by the example of Rubens and rivalry with
Buckingham, it was inevitable that Lord Arundel should
have collected gems as well as other works of art.
According to John Evelyn in a letter to Samuel Pepys
dated August 12, 1689, one source was the cabinet of
Daniel Nys, a dealer and agent for the Gonzagas of
Mantua:

That great lover of antiquity Thomas Earl of Arundel

had a very rich cabinet of medals as well as other

intaglias belonging to the cabinet he purchased of
Daniel Nice at the cost of £10.000.

This purchase is confirmed by a letter written on August
4, 1637, by Lord Maltravers, son of Lord Arundel, to the
Reverend William Petty, the family representative then
in Venice:

I am glad Signor Neece's jewelles and the 40
drawings prove so well.

Besides these references to the purchase of gems—
many of them in jewelled settings from Nys—there is
also a tradition that others came from the Dactyliotheca
Gorlaei in Antwerp, including a group bought by James I
for Prince Henry." Although there were gem collections
in the Low Countries and in France, particularly in the
south near Aix,'"' Italy was the principal source of
supply.

One of the Arundel gems in the Walters Art Gallery
is a lapis lazuli cameo of a man and a woman in the
character of Hercules and Omphale (fig. 2).This gem
corresponds to the description of a gem in the collection
of Fulvio Orsini (1520-1600), librarian to Cardinal
Odoardo Farnese. He owned 400 gems, which he listed
giving price and provenance,'? and No.208 is described:

Lapis lazaro con testa d’Hercole e Deianara da
Bernadino.

Although in the 16th century lapis was often used for
gem engraving, No.208 is the only recorded example of a
double portrait with this iconography and in this
material."

Other Orsini gems have been identified in the
Hermitage, and the aquamarine intaglio of Hercules
signed GNAIOS is now in the British Museum.'* Fulvio
Orsini lived in the centre of the Roman antiquities
market and frequented the goldsmiths in the Via del
Pellegrino, especially Cesare Targone, as well as dealing
directly with the peasants selling produce in Campo di
Fiore.!® Stephano Alli, agent for the Medici, described
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how the “frugatori” waited there all day with hopes that
something good would turn up, as finds made in the
fields and vineyards were brought in for sale with the
fruit and vegetables.'® Sometimes Orsini bought private-
ly, and mentions transactions with a Jew, a soldier, a
woman, and the artist Niccolo Fiammenghi. He also
acquired whole collections from the Bishop of Spoleto,
from Signor Giovanni Martini San Mercale, and from the
sister of Horatio de Marii. Another rallying point for
collectors was the shop of Biagio Stephanoni, where
antiquities from the family lands on Monte Pincio were
sold. Orsini also bought from engravers, and he names
Cesare and Domenico de'Camei, and Ludovico and
Domenico Conciapietre. Besides original work, these
craftsmen copied ancient gems, and in consequence,
owners were worried about forgeries. In a letter
from Rome dated January 7, 1575, Cardinal Ferdinando
de’Medici said that the owner of a cameo offered to the
Medici family through their agent would neither send it
on approval nor allow an impression to be taken in
wax.!” Rubens was so suspicious of forgers that permis-
sion to view his gems was given only to those who swore
not to take impressions.

In these circumstances it is not surprising that so
many of the Arundel gems date from the 16th century.
They tell us about the taste of the Renaissance patron,
many of whom would have echoed the words of
Montaigne:

I was familiar with the affairs of Rome long before I

knew those of my own house. I knew the Capital and

its position before I knew the Louvre, and the Tiber

before the Seine. I have meditated more on the

conditions and fortunes of Lucullus Metullus and
Scipio than I have about our own men.'®

This passion for Roman history was expressed in a
demand for gem portraits of the rulers and heroes of
ancient Rome, patriots such as Marcus Regulus
Atilius,'® Gaius Marius, seven times Consul,? the
Emperor Nero,” and Domitian.”> An agate of Ariadne
comforted by Bacchus after Theseus deserted her
illustrates a favourite theme from classical literature—
the loves of the gods for mortals.”

Love conquers all

is the subject of a topaz intaglio of Vulcan forging arms
for Aneas, watched by Cupid and a winged Venus.*
Archbishop Parker gave Queen Elizabeth an agate
intaglio with this device,” and it was also repeated in
plaquettes.®

Two Arundel gems now in the Walters Art Gallery
demonstrate the close relationship between gem en-

graving and the other arts during the Renaissance: there
is an engraving of Diomedes escaping with the Palla-
dion,” and this motif was adopted by Donatello for a
relief in the courtyard of the Medici Palace.”® Another
intaglio, of Hercules resting from his labors,? is a copy
of a gem formerly in the collection of Fulvio Orsini of
the same subject, with a Greek inscription that trans-
lates as:

Work is the source of all true happiness.®

Annibale Carracci must have seen this gem while en-
gaged on the fresco decorations of the Farnese Palace
when Orsini was librarian there, for he used this
composition in the ceiling of the Camerino.*

However uncertain the circumstances of the
acquisition of the Arundel cabinet, its subsequent
history is clear, although gifts may have been made from
it?> Lord Arundel died in Padua in 1646, and the
cabinet went to his widow Aletheia in Amsterdam.*® It
descended to their grandson Henry, 6th Duke of
Norfolk. He died in 1684, leaving the cabinet to his
widow by a second marriage. Needing money for her
children, she sold the gems to Henry, Earl of Peter-
borough (1624-97), whose daughter Mary was married to
her stepson Henry, 7th Duke of Norfolk. On September
28, 1685, Elias Ashmole recorded in his diary for that
day:

Lord Peterborough showed me his rare collection of

gems and ancient rings.

By this date he could have meant the Arundel gems.>*
Lord Peterborough took out a mortgage on the cabinet
and left it to his wife with the rest of his estate. In turn it
descended to their daughter Mary, who, despite her
divorce from the Duke of Norfolk in 1700, became the
legal owner of the Arundel gems. She bequeathed them
to her husband, Sir John Germain (1650-1718), a soldier
of fortune described by John Evelyn as “a gamester of
mean extraction who had gotten much by gaming.” Sir
John Germain paid off the mortgage and interest. On his
death, his widow Lady Betty (1680-1769), daughter of
the 2nd Earl of Berkeley, inherited the cabinet with the
Drayton estate and kept it at her London house in St
James's Square (fig. 3). The 130 cameos and 133 intaglios
were separated and arranged in five drawers. There was
a Latin list identifying each gem by subject and grading
them into one of three classes of quality. A copy of this
list is in the library of the Society of Antiquaries.> In
1731 George Vertue saw it at the house of the antiquary
Smart Lethieullier at Aldersbrooke in Essex.*® Vertue
also states that Sir Andrew Fountaine (1676-1753), who
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was Master of the Mint, a friend of Jonathan Swift, and
co-author of the “Guide to the Treasures of Wilton
House,” had written the catalogue of the Arundel
gems.>” He was satirized by Alexander Pope as the
antiquary Annius in the Dunciad, 1V, verse 347:

But Annius, crafty seer, with ebon wand,

And well dissembled emerald on his hand
False as his gems and cancered as his coins.

An English version of this catalogue was drawn up in
1731, prefaced with the account of the history of the
cabinet since the death of Lord Arundel in 1646.3 The
same three grades of quality are used—fine, very fine,
and “extream” fine, and sometimes the entries are no
more than a translation of the Latin text. An intaglio in
the Walters collection is described:

3. Portrait of Lady Betty Germain by C. Phillips. Lady Betty
inherited the Arundel cabinet in 1718. Under her ownership,
the cabinet was catalogued for the first time. The cameos and
intaglios were listed in Latin by subject, and graded according
to three classes of quality: “fine,” “very fine,” and “extream
fine.” (Collection of Lord Sackville, Knole. Photo by Courtauld
Institute of Art.)

Equus marinu virum tridente armatum et mulierum
viro incumbentem dorso vehens Marcum Antonium
et Cleopatrum referrevidetur, in corniola bella.

The English version reads:

A seahorse bearing on his back a man with a trident
and a woman reclined against him, perhaps inten-
ded for Antony and Cleopatra (fig. 4).

More often, the English entries are much longer
and full of personal prejudice and scepticism mixed
with snippets of antiquarian learning drawn from
Plutarch and the Greek dramatists.® Sir Andrew
Fountaine's style is exemplified in the description of the
portrait of Gaius Marius:

Extream fine. Cornelian. He was the first of the
Romans who had been seven times consul. He lived
about fifty years before Christ. Plutarch wrote his
life. In the Roman commonwealth it was necessary
for great men to have an abundance of dependents.
These usually wore their patron’s heads on their
rings, it was their manner of declaring their party.®

Some of his entries provide the pretext for allu-
sions to the venality of women “and the tricks of
spiritual charlatans”;*! for example, his account of the
Canopus intaglio with the Greek inscription PHILIPOU:*

Very fine onyx. Canopus was an Egyptian god.
Ruffinus tells this story of him. The Chaldeans
worshipped the fire and had challenged the gods of
all the world for its mastery. Upon several tryals the
Fire had consumed all the other Gods. Canopus’
priest hearing thereof contrived this stragem. He
made a pitcher full of holes stopped with wax, this
he filled with water and setting Canopus’ head upon
it dressed it up like the God. When the tryal came the
Chaldeans sett (fire) their God to consume it but the
wax being melted the water gushed forth and put out
the fire. Upon which all present cryed out Victory
and fell to adoring Canopus. Behold the antiquity of
Preiscraft! The inscription signifies that this Gemm
belonged to Philip possibly the same who was king
of Macedon father to Alexander the Great and it
might have been brought into Italy by Pompey the
Great in Mithridates. . . and from thence hither by
ye Earl of Arundell

In the 19th century this manuscript belonged to the
bibliophile Sir Thomas Phillips, who had it printed in
1840. In 1911 it was sold at Sothebys, and itis nowin the
British Library. In 1755 the British Museum refused to
buy the Arundel Cabinet for £10.000 from Lady Betty.**
When her great-niece Lady Diana Beauclerk (fig. 5)
married Lord Charles Spencer in 1762, she gave the
cabinet to the young couple as a wedding present,
which they then ceded to the head of the family, George
Spencer, the 4th Duke of Marlborough (1738-1817).
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4. In the English version of the Latin catalogue of the Arundel
cabinet, this intaglio is described as“a seahorse bearing on his
back a man with a trident and a woman reclined against him,
perhaps intended for Antony and Cleopatra.” (Walters Art
Gallery, Baltimore, 42.1201.)

S. Portrait of Lady Charles Spencer by J. E. Liotard. Lady Diana
Beauclerk married Lord Charles Spencer in 1762. They
received the Arundel cabinet as a wedding gift from Lady Betty
and ceded it to the head of the Spencer family, who was the4th
Duke of Marlborough and an enthusiastic gem collector.
(Christie’s photo by A. C. Cooper Ltd.)

The Duke of Marlborough was the most determined
and extravagant of the aristocratic English collectors,
whose enthusiasm for gems was rivalled only by
Catherine II of Russia. In the early years of the 18th
century, intellectuals such as Dr. Woodward and suc-
cessful physicians such as Sir Hans Sloane and Dr.
Mead bought gems as part of encyclopedic collections
representing every aspect of human development. The
subjects and materials of gems were discussed at
meetings of the Society of Antiquaries. Then the lead
was taken by the great landed milords, notably the 2nd
Duke of Devonshire and Viscount Morpeth, heir to
the Earl of Carlisle. A consequence of this aristocratic
involvement was the foundation of the Society of
Dilettanti in 1734.

A founder member of this club for the scholarly
and convivial was William Ponsonby, Viscount
Duncannon and later the 2nd Earl of Bessborough
(1704-1793). He was elected to the Accademia del
Disegno in Florence and travelled in search of antiqui-
ties in the company of the painter J. E. Liotard. On his
return home in 1739 he was painted in Turkish dress, the
badge of travel in the eastern Mediterranean (fig. 6). He
then settled down to a political career and married Lady
Caroline Cavendish, granddaughter of the collector of
the Devonshire Gems. Lord Bessborough kept his
collection of sculpture and other antiquities at his
house in Roehampton, and had his smaller gems set in
elegant rococo rings. He later bought the Chesterfield
cabinet and some of the Medina gems when they were
auctioned in 1761. All were catalogued by the German
engraver Lorenz Natter (1705-1763), who planned the
publication of a Museum Britannicum of all the English
gem cabinets.* Natter also engraved the portraits of
Lord and Lady Bessborough.*

Henry Walters bought 13 Bessborough gems,
including the GNAIOS intaglio. This was acquired from
one of the most controversial characters in the 18th
century art world, Philip von Stosch (1691-1757). Aman
of exquisite taste but dubious morals, self-taught, and
with excellent contacts, he was employed by the British
government to spy on the Jacobite court in Rome.*
Those involved in the sale of antiquities in those days—
the irrepressible Stosch, with the raven sacred to Apollo
perched on the back of his chair (fig. 7), the shabby
clerical antiquaries; the pedlars with pockets stuffed
with coins and gems; and gullible English clients—
were caricatured by P. L. Ghezzi*’ In 1724 Stosch
published Gemmae Antiquae Caelatae illustrated by B.
Picart, with engravings of gems from the most eminent
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European cabinets, all of them signed. Stosch was the
first to grasp the significance of these inscriptions.
From then on, those gems which bore the names of the
artists of antiquity were considered the ne plus ultra of
gem collecting. The 2nd Duke of Devonshire paid
Stosch more than £1000 for a fragment of a gem signed
APPOLLONIDES, who was mentioned by Pliny. This
purchase was the signal for forgers to exploit a
lucrative market Old stones were recut and given
signatures, and forgeries abounded.*®

While the authenticity of the GNAIOS gem is not in
dispute—Stosch had sold this gem very reasonably to
Lord Bessborough in exchange for a promise to speed
up pension arrears—other gems in the Walters collec-
tion are certainly fakes. There is, for example, an
amethyst intaglio with an inscription in Greek reading
EUTYCHES, SON OF DIOSCOURIDES (fig. 8). It is a copy
of a rock crystal intaglio now in Berlin, which the
antiquary Cyriaco d’Ancona saw off the coast of Crete in

6. Portrait of Lord Bessborough by George Knapton. After
travelling with the painter J. E. Liotard in search of antiquities,
Lord Bessborough posed for this portrait in Turkish garb, the
badge of travel in the Eastern Mediterranean. He later bought
the Chesterfield cabinet and some of the Medina gems.
(Collection of the Society of Dilettanti, London. Photo by
Courtauld Institute of Art)

1445, in the ship’s cabin of the Venetian admiral
Giovanni Delfino.** Stosch published the gem in
Gemmae Antiquae Caelatae when it belonged to the
“antiquaressa” Connestabile Colonna, née Salviati, the
friend of Stosch’s patron Cardinal Albani. It then
disappeared until 1892, when Professor Adolf Furt-
wangler bought it for the Berlin Museum.*® In his
Bessborough Catalogue, Lorenz Natter not only states
that the Walters gem is ancient

tout connoisseur conviendra l'antiquité de cette
pierre,

but suggests that it is the piece published by Stosch:
peut etre C'est la meme que M. de Stosch a publié.

Natter's contemporaries considered him a most
accomplished forger, and indeed he admitted making
copies of ancient gems complete with Greek signatures
in his Traité de la Méthode Antique de Graver en Pierres
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7. Drawing of Phillip von Stosch by P. L. Ghezzi. Stosch is
caricatured with the raven sacred to Apollo perched on the
back of his chair. Stosch was the first to grasp the importance
of artists’ signatures on gems of antiquity. The high prices
subsequently paid for signed pieces encouraged forgers.
(Vatican Library.)
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Fines, though never specifying which. There are, there-
fore, grounds for suspecting that he was responsible for
the Walters gem, perhaps in partnership with Stosch.®!

The Bessborough Collection included some good
examples of Renaissance engraving: a large nicolo head
of Julius Caesar, catalogued by Natter as ancient—"la
gravure est de son siecle™?—and a cameo of a Janus
head, the reverse with an intaglio medley of conjuga-
ted masks.”® In discussing this type of double gem,
George Vertue suggested that they were designed for
both ornamental and practical use, the intaglio serving
as a seal. He was describing a portrait of Henry VII], then
in the possession of Lady Mary Wortley Montagu.**
Other gems with similar double images of Tudor royalty
are at Chatsworth and Windsor.>

The Bessborough collection was augmented by 45
choice gems from Phillip Dormer Stanhope, the 4th Earl
of Chesterfield (1694-1773) (fig. 9). This cultivated
gentleman modelled himself on the theory put forth by
the Earl of Shaftesbury (1671-1713)—that taste in

8. This amethyst intaglio is an 18th-century copy of an ancient
rock crystal intaglio now in Berlin. The forger copied the Greek
signature incompletely—it reads simply, “Eutyches, son of
Dioscourides.” The original translates as “Eutyches, son of
Dioscourides of Aigeai made it.” (Walters Art Gallery,
Baltimore, 42.1028.)
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conduct, and the arts, were twin aspects of the same
aristocratic ideal. The Earl of Chesterfield was a distin-
guished man of letters and a connoisseur.’® However, as
far as gems were concerned, he wrote advising his son
against wasting his time with such trinkets, and also
music: :

no piping and fiddling I beseech you, no days lost

poring upon almost imperceptible intaglios and

cameos—do not become a virtuoso of small wares

....beyond certain bounds the man of taste ends and

the frivolous virtuoso begins.>’

He seems to have exempted himself from this advice,
though, and the 14 Chesterfield gems in the Walters Art
Gallery are characteristic of his exquisite taste. Among
the ancient gems is an outstanding sapphire intaglio
portrait of Caracalla,”® and a garnet intaglio double
portrait of Socrates and Plato face-to-face.** A 16th-
century small sapphire portrait intaglio of Cicero (fig.
10) recalls another letter from Lord Chesterfield to his
son in which the father recommends mastery of

9. Portrait of the 4th Earl of Chesterfield by William Hoare. The
Earl of Bessborough acquired 45 choice gems from the
Chesterfield collection. Although the Earl of Chesterfield
advised his son against wasting time on such frivolities as
music and gem collecting, he formed a small collection of his
own. The 14 Chesterfield gems exemplify his distinguished
taste. (National Portrait Gallery, London.)



10. This sapphire intaglio 11. The 4th Duke of Marl-
shows a portrait of Cicero. It borough praised the head of
belonged to the 4th Earl of  Sabina on this yellow sard
Chesterfield, who had a intaglio: “. . . stupendo
marble bust of Cicero in the veramente e bellisimo,” he
library of his Blackheath wrote in his catalogue. The
home and advised his son to gem was bought from Edward
value eloquence above all Burch, an engraver contem-
other accomplishments. porary of the Duke’s, who
(Walters Art Gallery, Balti- modelled it after an ancient
more, 42.1011.) portrait. (Walters Art Gallery,
Baltimore, 42.1060.)

eloquence above all other accomplishments.®® A marble
bust of Cicero presided over the Chesterfield library at
his house in Blackheath. Two other Roman heads, one a
topaz intaglio portrait of Elagabulus,®' and the other an
amethyst intaglio of Nerva, are in fine enamelled gold
ring settings. The engraving of the latter is particularly
commended by Natter.®2

Lord Bessborough bid successfully for 46 lots at
the London auction held by Langford at Covent Garden
on February 10, 1761. The auction dispersed the collec-
tion of Medina, a rich Jewish merchant from Livorno,
which was the port of the Duchy of Tuscany and an
international business center with a flourishing Aca-
demy. The Medina gems had been listed and published
in Italian in 1742;%° they comprised 100 cameos and 125
intaglios. The sale catalogue is an abridged version in
English of this Italian text. Among the seven Medina
gems at theWalters is an onyx cameo head of Apollo, a
heavily archaizing gem that may have been bought as
ancient,% and an intaglio of a scene from the Trojan War
by Natter after a paste in the Stosch collection.®® In
his catalogue of Stosch’s gems, the historian J. J.
Wincklemann dismissed Natter’s interpretation of this
subject—it shows Apollo intervening to save Aeneas
from Diomedes*®®*—and Natter did not forgive him. In
the Bessborough catalogue he alludes to “antiquaires

subalternes” and “génies si dangereux” who had great
pretensions about historical learning but knew nothing
of techniques.

The Duke of Marlborough bought the Bessborough
Collection some time after his acquisition of the
Arundel cabinet in 1762. Once he had set his hearton a
gem, money was no object to this virtuoso. The French
scholar P.J. Mariette referred to this passion in a letter to
the Theatine Father Paciaudi:

Les Anglais qui quand une fois ils se sont mis en tete

d’avoir quelque objet qui leur plait y prodiguent de

largent.®’
As a young man, the Duke had astonished the cognos-
centi by paying the Venetian collector A.M. Zanetti £480
for four gems alone,%® and it was prices like this that
must have persuaded Lord Bessborough, Sir Edward
Dering, and others to part with their treasures. Import-
ant gems for the Duke of Marlborough to examine were
sent on approval from abroad, among them the double
portrait of an emperor and empress as Jupiter Ammon
and Isis from Portugal. In Rome, the gem engraver
Nathaniel Marchant acted as the Duke’s agent, and the
dealers James Byres and Thomas Jenkins supplied him
as well as the London and Paris trade. Sometimes gems
were left to him as legacies by friends and relations,
such as the Duke of Leeds and the Duchess of Bedford.

The Duke of Marlborough’s love of gems was
supported by knowledge of classical literature. In the
manuscript catalogue listing his collection of 376 gems
in 7 cases shortly after the acquisition of the Arundel
cabinet, the Duke of Marlborough distinguishes be-
tween them by marking his own individual purchases
with the letter B.®® He describes the subject and material
of each gem in Latin and relates the iconography to
literature, appending the appropriate quotation in
Greek or Latin.”® His comments in Italian are unreser-

vedly enthusiastic:
cameo bello senza dubbio; intaglio assai bello;
molto bello; cameo bellisimo veramente; cameo
bellisimo lavoro Greco senza dubbio; incredibile.

Half the gems in the Marlborough Collection were
personal purchases of the 4th Duke, and of these, 49 are
now in the Walters Art Gallery. Among the ancient gems
is a portrait of the Triumvir Lepidus,”’ but most are later
in date. They include two good copies of famous gems,
one of the intaglio in Naples of Jupiter chastising the
giants, the other of a triumphal car encircled by the
signs of the Zodiac.” He was proud of a ring bought in
Paris with the figure of Perseus in gold applied to an iron
bezel using a technique employed by Renaissance
goldsmiths—he commented, “bellisimo et curios-
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12. The group portrait of the 4th Duke of Marlborough with his
family was painted by Sir Joshua Reynolds in 1778. The Duke
holds a cameo of the Emperor Augustus, while Lord
Blandford, the Duke's heir, stands beside him clasping one of
the red morocco cases containing the collection. (Blenheim,
Oxfordshire.)

sisimo.””® Gems bought from the contemporary en-
gravers Edward Burch (1730-1814) and Nathaniel
Marchant (1739-1816) are highly praised—a head of

Sabina by Burch is listed:
B Caput Sabinae Hadriani Uxoris beryllo bello
intaglio stupendo veramente e bellisimo (fig. 11).”*

It was pride and joy in his gems which prompted
the decision to pose for Sir Joshua Reynolds in the
character of collector. In the great family group painted
in 1778 and now hanging in the Red Drawing Room at
Blenheim, the Duke wears his Garter robes and is
surrounded by his Duchess and six of their children,
(fig. 12). He holds a cameo portrait of the Emperor
Augustus,” while his heir Lord Blandford stands beside
him clasping one of the red morocco cases containing
the collection. Splendidly housed in the palace built in
honour of the military triumphs of his ancestor, the
Duke must have compared himself to the rulers of
Imperial Rome, and the possession of gems must have
made the parallel seem even closer. It is significant that
the frontispiece to the first volume of The Marlborough
Gems, published in a limited edition of 100 in 1780, was
engraved by Bartolozzi to represent the consecration of

his gems to the Temple of his mythical ancestress Venus
Genetrix by Julius Caesar. With his knowledge of
Roman history the Duke of Marlborough would have
been familiar with this scene as described by Pliny, and
the Reynolds portrait depicting him as the successor to
this Roman tradition represents the high point of
English gem collecting. His descendants did not add to
the collection, and in 1875 it was sold in toto to Mr. David
Bromilow. His daughter, Mrs. Jary, consigned it for
auction in 1899, and although Henry Walters did not
obtain the more important items, the 108 lots now in the
Walters Art Gallery constitute the largest single group in
institutional or private ownership.
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ERRATA:
The Journal of The Walters Art Gallery
39 (Baltimore: 1981)

Gunsel Renda, “An Illustrated 18th-Century
Hamse in The Walters Art Gallery,”
pp. 15-32:

In the author’s absence, two errors occurred
in the production of the article: the heading
on page 22a of the Hamse is shown instead
of the colophon on page 22b, with the date
April 1721; and an entire miniature is shown
as fig. 12, instead of the detail including
only the right side of the illustration, as was
intended.

Diana Scarisbrick, “Henry Walters and the
Marlborough Gems,” pp. 49-58:

The date given in the opening paragraph
for the sale of the Marlborough Gems, by
auction at Christie’s, is incorrect and should
read June 26, 1899.



A Decorated Vulgate Set from
12th-Century Rochester,
England

Mary P. Richards

Walters Art Gallery MS.W.18, a 12th-century New
Testament, is rightly admired for the decorated initials
that mark the opening of each book. Bearing motifs
such as the human-profile terminal, flowers, fruit, and
griffins, these initials are thought to have been influ-
enced by patterns in Byzantine silks donated by Arch-
bishop Lanfranc and others to Canterbury (figs. 1, 2).!
Though it reflects general trends in illumination at
Christ Church, Canterbury, and at Rochester, where the
Canterbury styles of script and illumination were adop-
ted, MS.W.18 has a remarkably close affinity in decora-
tive style with a portion of an Old Testament, British
Library MS. Royal I C.VII (Joshua, Judges, Ruth, I-IV
Kings) (figs. 3, 4).

The Walters New Testament is written in the script
of Christ Church, Canterbury, but the style of illumina-
tion indicates execution at Rochester.2 MS.Royal I C.VII,
on the other hand, is a production solely of Rochester.?
Since both manuscripts were completed ca. 1140, they
could easily have shared an illuminator at Rochester.
The larger question, however, is whether the two
manuscripts were meant to be companions in a five-
volume Vulgate set.

Each manuscript has had a distinct history. Henry
Walters purchased the New Testament, now MS.W.18,
in Paris from Léon Gruel. On the other hand, MS.Royal I
C.VII has been in the Royal Library since the dissolution
of the monasteries under Henry VIII. It bears the old
Royal press-mark number 507, which corresponds to the
matching entry in the catalogue of 1542. The associa-
tion between the two manuscripts was first made in an
exhibition catalogue for the Walters Art Gallery, lllumin-
ated Books of the Middle Ages and Renaissance:

(MS.W.18) appears to be part of a large Bible, doubt-

less always bound in two or more volumes, another

section of which (Joshua, Judges, Ruth and Kings) is

now in the British Museum, MS.Royal I C.VIL The
latter is attributed to the scriptorium of Christ Church,

Canterbury, and was in the Royal Library as early as
15424

The Journal of the Walters Art Gallery 39(1981)

Before then the two volumes had been described
separately in American and British catalogues, but had
never been linked’> The relationship stated in the
exhibition catalogue is not defended by evidence and
gives the impression that the two manuscripts were
associated on the basis of presumed common origin at
Canterbury. Subsequently, in his volume on 12th-
century English art, T. S. R. Boase noted the similarity
in the decorative styles of the two volumes and pro-
posed that they might be part of the multi-volume bible
described in the catalogue of Rochester Cathedral
library made in 1202.° There the matter has remained,
despite the work of Dodwell, Ker, and others, until now.
What follows will be an intensive survey of the external
and internal evidence bearing on the question, and an
attempt to define precisely the relationship that may
exist between the manuscripts.

The two medieval catalogues of the Rochester
Cathedral library made ca. 1130 and in 1202 contain
references to volumes that may correspond with the
Walters and Royal manuscripts.” The references in the
first catalogue are more problematic, but they help at
least to shed light on the history of our manuscripts. On
£.230r of the Textus Roffensis, the medieval cartulary of
Rochester containing the 1130 catalogue of its books,
occurs a series of notations added to the original list:

Novum testamentum in uno volumine.
Then follow two unrelated entries and a third reading:

Quinque libri moysi et iosuae et iudicum in uno
volumine.

There are a number of such additions on blank
spaces throughout the catalogue, reflecting an effort to
keep it up-to-date. MS.W.18 comes to mind because it is
the only 12th-century New Testament extant from
Rochester. Since just one New Testament is mentioned
in the catalogue, and since, as well, the Cathedral library
remained intact until the Dissolution and suffered
relatively few losses thereafter, there is a strong possi-
bility that the Walters manuscript is the one men-
tioned ?

An obvious discrepancy exists, however, between
the catalogue description of the Old Testament volume
quoted above and the contents of MS.Royal I C.VIL
Indeed, the Royal manuscript may not be related to the
item listed there. But a few observations can be made
concerning the entry and its possible referent. The 1130
cataloguer is not fully accurate in his descriptions, as is
demonstrated by the entry for the Gundulf Bible, the
two-volume great bible from the late 11th century
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1. This decorative initial marks the opening of one of the books of a 12th-century New Testament
at the Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore. The initials in the manuscript display motifs such as the

human-profile terminal, flowers, fruit, and griffins. (MS.W.18, f.146r.)
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2. The initials in the Walters Bible are thought to have been influenced by patterns in Byzantine
silks that were given to people at Canterbury. (MS.W.18, £.213v.)
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SEHUERAT. bABEBATC;
3. This initial is from an Old Testament dating to about 1140
and executed at Rochester, England, where the Canterbury

styles of script and illumination were adopted. (MS.Royal I
C.VI], £.120v, reproduced by permission of the British Library.)

associated with Gundulf, who was the second Norman
bishop of Rochester—in that entry the order of the
books is partly incorrect.’ Apparently, the cataloguer's
procedure was to look through the opening portion of a
volume and then to make a description for the whole.
We cannot be sure that the same cataloguer was
responsible for the additions to the original list, but it is
certainly possible that the Old Testament volume men-
tioned contained books beyond the Heptateuch,
namely Ruth and I-IV Kings. The cataloguer of the
additions expresses no awareness, for instance, that the
seven books he mentions form a particular unit.
Leaving that problem for a moment, we find no
such discrepancy in the descriptions of the 1202
catalogue, written on f.2 of British Library MS.Royal 5
B.XII, where a full five-part Vulgate is listed:
Pentateuchus Moysis, in volumine novo. Item
Iosue, Iudicium, Regum IIII. In alio novo. Tercia pars,
incipiens a Salomone, cum multis aliis, in alio
volumine novo. De est adhuc quarta pars Veteris

Testamenti, hoc est XVI Prophete et Paralipomena.
Item Novum Testamentum, in volumine novo.

» 62 «

This list makes clear that a medieval set containing
volumes like the Walters and Royal manuscripts did
exist at the library in 1202, external evidence for a
possible relationship between the two. The reference to
the volumes as “new” is not a difficulty, for they appear
at the earliest as additions to the 1130 catalogue
indicated above. Few volumes disappear between the
first and second catalogues of the Rochester library,
yet the entry for a New Testament cited here is the only
one in the 1202 catalogue. We can conclude, therefore,
that one New Testament, by all indications the Walters
manuscript, is described in both medieval catalogues
and probably was part of a full Vulgate set. Gospels and
Epistles could form independent volumes, but New
Testaments ordinarily did not. Although Ruth is not
mentioned in the description of the second part of the
Old Testament in the 1202 catalogue, the entry probably
refers to MS.Royal 1 C.VII, as the cataloguer does not aim
at completeness, and that short book would be easy to
miss when glancing through the volume. A reasonable
conjecture is that the Old Testament volumes described
in 1202 were incomplete at the time additions were
made to the 1130 catalogue. When the full work was
complete, the books were arranged into four volumes
roughly equivalent in length, of which only one
(Joshua-Kings) remains.

This chronology, which presupposes that the New
Testament volume was the first to be produced, is
supported by differences in script and illumination in
the two extant manuscripts attributed to the set. As
mentioned previously, the Walters manuscript is
thought to have been copied by a Canterbury scribe but
decorated by a Rochester artist. Scribes and illuminators
were sent from Canterbury to work and to train others at
Rochester, hence the collaboration. The Christ Church
influence on the script is particularly noticeable in the
use of hairlines and tall lower-case letters.'° By contrast,
the script of MS.Royal I C.VII resembles more closely the
variant developed slightly later at Rochester, with
strokes less angular and lower-case letters more com-
pressed.!" The g and ¢ in the Royal manuscript are
distinctly different from those in the Walters manu-
script, more definitely Caroline in form. In these
features especially, the hand resembles that of the
second main Rochester scribe identified by Ker.!?

Certain aspects of the decoration of the Royal
manuscript are strikingly similar to those of MS.W.18.
Compare, for example, Royal f.120v with Walters f.146r,
where in both designs staring male profiles extrude
foliage from open mouths, and winged beasts with dogs’



4. The style of illumination is remarkably similar in the Walters and Royal manuscripts and
suggests that they may have been intended as companions in a Vulgate set. Other similarities

provide even further evidence. (MS.Royal I C.VII, £.27v, reproduced by permission of the British
Library.)
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5. Moses giving the Book of Law to Joshua, a scene in one of
the initials of MS.Royal I C.VII (f.2v), illustrates the manu-
script's distinctive uses of the human figure and historical
reference. (Reproduced by permission of the British Library.)

heads intertwine to form the bodies of capitals (figs. 1, 3).
Similar treatment of beasts and foliage occurs in the
loop of initial P in both manuscripts (figs. 2, 4). The style
of the Royal manuscript is distinct, however, in its
decorative use of the human figure and the inclusion of
four historiated initials: Moses giving the Book of the
Law to Joshua (2v) (fig. 5); Anna, Helcana, and Fenenna
(571);"® David accompanied by two musicians (92r); and
Elijah ascending in a chariot (154v).'"* One such initial
may have been intended for the first page of MS.W.18
(fig. 6). A space approximately 5.5 x 6.0 cm was left
blank in the capital L. (Capud primus has been entered
there in a later hand.) This space is roughly the size of
the miniatures in the Royal manuscript, the illustration
of Elijah, for instance, measuring 5.5 x 8.0 cm. Because
it seems to represent a refinement of the style in the
Walters manuscript, the illumination of the Royal

manuscript can be assigned a slightly later date. Thus
the exclusively Rochester production, MS.Royal I C.VII,
may have been planned to accompany the jointly-
produced New Testament, MS.W.18, but was given a
more ambitious decorative program in order to display
the range of artistic skill available at Rochester.

The texts of the two manuscripts lend support to
the theory of a close relationship between them. Both
emerge from a medieval Vulgate tradition localized in
southeast England, one of Northern French origin
probably imported during the English monastic revival
of the 10th century.!’ The earliest exemplars of this
tradition are British Library MS.Royal I E.VII-VII], late
10th-century, thought to be from Christ Church,
Canterbury, and Huntington Library MS.HM62, the so-
called Gundulf Bible, ca. 1075, from Rochester.'s
Although not identical to those in MS.Royal I E.VII-VII],
the text and prefatory materials of the Gundulf Bible are
quite similar even in some extremely rare features, such
as the incipit to the chapters of Numbers (Numerantur ex
precepto) and a unique series of prefaces to Romans."”

A comparison of the Walters New Testament and
the Old Testament books in MS.Royal I C.VII, with the
two earlier Vulgates from the area, reveals a number of
close similarities both in prefatory materials and in
readings of particular verses. MS.W.18 is missing quire
I, and along with it, whatever prefaces there were to the
Gospels. These probably included the epistle of Jerome
to Damasus (Novum opus); the prologue of Jerome (Plures
fuisse); the letter of Eusebius to Carpianus (Ammonium
quidem); and the spurious addition to Jerome's epistle to
Damasus (Sciendem etiam). The prefaces are found in
that order in MS.Royal I E.VII-VIII and in the Gundulf
Bible. Canon tables may have been included, although
the evidence is uncertain. Neither of the older Vulgates
from the area has the tables, but the 12th-century Dover
Bible, an illustrated two-volume Vulgate thought to
have been produced at Christ Church, Canterbury,
includes them.'® In MS.W.18 no prologues or chapters
precede Mark, Luke, and John (the opening to Matthew
being lost), but prefatory materials to the subsequent
books are identical to those in MS.Royal I E.VIII and the
Gundulf Bible, including the lengthy series appended to
Romans.'® The Walters manuscript has not been copied
directly from either of the earlier Vulgates, but it shares
a number of distinctive readings with each.?® Of 227
examples checked, MS.W.18 had unique readings in
32 instances, varying from a difference in word order
to the inclusion of a phrase not found in earlier texts.
In 150 instances, the readings of all three texts agreed.?!
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6. It is possible that the space to the right of this initial L in the Walters bible was intended for
rendering as an historiated initial similar to those in the Royal manuscript. The words Capud primus
were entered in a later hand. (MS.W.18, f.1)
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The situation with regard to MS.Royal I C.VII, the
portion of the Old Testament, is similar, though a bit
more complicated. The text adopts the prefatory chap-
ters to Joshua and Judges given in MS.Royal I E.VII, but
includes those to I-II Kings found in the Gundulf
Bible.?? These are the only prefatory materials that differ
in the two earlier Vulgates. Nowhere are prefatory
materials assigned to Ruth. Joshua could be copied
from MS.Royal I E.VII, but Judges, Ruth, and I-IV Kings
are not, though they are closely related to it.>* Of 178
readings from MS.Royal I C.VII, 12 are unique to
that text and 122 occur in both earlier Vulgates.?

The point to be made is that the two 12th-century
portions of the Vulgate are closely related in textual type
as demonstrated by their remarkable affinity with the
two earlier Vulgates from the area where they were
produced. The relationship between MS.W.18 and
MS.Royal I C.VII is reinforced by spelling conventions
that set them apart from their predecessors. In both
occurs a pronounced uncertainty about nasals, reflec-
ted particularly in the substitution of n for m in words
such as cumque. There is also a tendency to use ¢ for ¢
before i, as in obedencia.

Their physical size and layout are similar as well.
The leaves of MS.W.18 measure approximately 370 x
274 mm, and the written space is 274 x 200 mm. By
comparison, the leaves of MS.Royal I C.VII measure 395
x 281 mm, and the written space is 280 x 196 mm. Both
manuscripts have a double-column format with 30 and
31 lines per page respectively, though the space
between columns in MS.W.18, about 20 mm, is more
than twice that in Royal I C.VII, which is only 9 mm.
Each has quires ruled in brown ink and in stylus.”® The
gatherings of MS.Royal I C.VII are quite regular—eight
leaves numbered in Roman numerals with one or two
dots on the last verso, 3.4 to 5.4 cm below the bottom
rule. Quires I-XII and XXIX (new numbering) of MS.W.18
are arranged and marked identically. Quires XIII-XXVIII
are numbered on the recto of the first leaf, an earlier
practice found, for instance, in the Gundulf Bible. The
space below the bottom rule of quires I-XXIX varies
from 5.0 to 6.7 cm. Quires 30-33 are numbered in Arabic
numerals on the recto of the first leaf. These numbers
are a late addition in darker ink than the script.

Although final proof of relationship is impossible,
the evidence indicates that the Walters and Royal
manuscripts and lacking the ascetic tastes of the monk-
tive motifs and, indeed, that they were intended to be
companions in a full Vulgate set. If the chronology

posited here is correct, MS.W.18, the New Testament,
was produced first, followed by the Old Testament, a
portion of which was MS.Royal I C.VII. The two manu-
scripts would have been part of the earliest decorated
bible recorded at Rochester. The Gundulf Bible, the only
other Vulgate listed in the catalogues, is an extremely
plain and heavily corrected text. The new, decorated set
was a ceremonial Vulgate reflecting the developing
skills and resources of the Rochester see.

Interestingly enough, the decorated Vulgate must
have been initiated during a troubled period for the
monks at Rochester. After an era of growth and financial
prosperity under bishops Gundulf (1077-1108), Ralph
d’Escures (1108-1114), and Ernulf (1114-1124), the see
was held by John I, a former Archdeacon of Canter-
bury.?® Unlike his predecessors, John was not a monk,
and he proceeded to try to separate the holdings of
bishopric and priory to the disadvantage of the monks.?”’
A disastrous fire to the house in 1137 gave John the
opportunity to disperse many of the monks to other
houses and to seize more of their properties. The
question of ownership was not settled until 1144, when
Pope Celestine decreed that Bishop Ascelin, appointed
in 1142, should return them to the rightful owners,
the monks. One can conclude that the events of
ca.1125-45 had an unsettling effect on the production
of manuscripts at Rochester Cathedral Priory. Indeed,
the catalogue of the Cathedral library made ca.1130 in
the Textus Roffensis may have been part of an accounting
effort to record the monks’ possessions in times of
threats to the security of their properties.

What, then, was the impetus behind the produc-
tion of an elaborate Vulgate during this uneasy time?
Very likely, the ambitions of the despised Bishop John.
Having come from a see noted for its richly decorated
manuscripts and lacking the ascetic tastes of the monk-
bishops, John must have noticed at once the absence of
a ceremonial bible. Naturally he would have turned to
the artists at Canterbury to provide assistance, if it were
needed, to get the project underway. Subsequent inter-
ruptions in the production of this bible, made clear both
by the medieval catalogue entries and the incorporation
of new trends in illumination, reflect the circumstances
of John's episcopacy outlined above. Indeed, the set
may not have been completed during his tenure. Once
finished, however, it remained the sole decorated bible
recorded at Rochester for at least a century.”® The
volumes remaining, MS.W.18 and MS.Royal I C.VIl,are
splendid examples of the work produced at English
monastic scriptoria during the stressful 12th century.
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9. Apocalypse is mistakenly recorded as the last book in Volume II;
see Coates, p. 124. In fact, it precedes the Pauline Epistles, verifiably
the original order because the prologues to the Epistles immediately
follow the explicit to Apocalypse on f. 228r. The first catalogue lists
two other volumes under the works of Jerome (f. 225v; Coates, p. 124)
which could relate to the Vulgate set under discussion:

Item quinque libros moysi in uno volumine novo.

Jesum naue Judicum et Ruth in uno volumine novo.

10. N. R. Ker, English Manuscripts in the Century after the Norman
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12. Ibid., pl. 29b.

13. Kauffmann, pl. 29c.

14. Catalogue of Royal MSS, 1V, pl. 9.

15. For the development of the textual type, see The Cambridge
History of the Bible, ed. G. W. H. Lampe (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1969), pp. 104-5. See also D. Knowles, The Monastic
Order in England, 2nd edition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1963), pp. 36-42.

16. Catalogue of Royal MSS 1, 20-21; De Ricci, I, 48.

17. See Samuel Berger, Histoire de la Vulgate (Paris, 1893; rpt. New
York, n. d.), p. 344, for the chapters to Numbers.

18. M. R. James, A Descriptive Catalogue of Manuscripts in the library of
Corpus Christi College, Cambridge (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1912), 1, 8-14.

19. The series is as follows: argument, Epistolae Pauli ad Romanos
causa haec est; list of Epistles through Laodicians, Omnis textus vel
numerus; preface by Rabanus Maurus, Primum quaeritur: preface to
Romans, Romani qui ex iudeis; argument, Romani sunt in partibus Italiae;
“Versus Damasi episcopi urbis Romae,” lamdudum Saulus procerum
precepta secutus; capitula, De nativitate Christi secundum camem.
MS.W.18 omits only the following table of contents that, incorrectly,
excludes Laodicians.

20. Matthew 16:10 et quattuor milia (Royal I E.VIII); Mark 5:35
ad archisynagogum (Royal 1 E.VIII); 11:32 timebant (Royal 1 E.VIII); Luke
19:37 descendentium (Royal 1 E.VIII); Acts 13:2 separate michi (Gundulf
Bible); I Peter 3:18 mortificatos . . . vivificatos (Gundulf Bible);
Apocalypse 1:15 auricalco (Gundulf Bible); 2:2 ease apostolos (Royal 1
E.VIII).

21. There are readings cited by W. Kohler from Paris B.N.261, a text
of the northern French type, which occur in all three of our manu-
scripts. See Die Karolingschen Miniaturen, v. 1, Die Schule von Tours,
pt. 1 Die Ornamentik (Berlin: Bruno Cassirer, 1930; rpt. 1953), 340ff.
Matthew 16:9 quinque panum et quinque milia; 16:26 mundum universum;
17:7 surgite et nolite; 21:27 dico vobis; 23:13 sinitis intrare; 24:2 dixit illis;
24:13 perseveraverit

Luke 6:4 cum ipso, licit, 6:37 dimittemini; 6:46 autem

22. Joshua: Promittit dominus iosue dicens sicut; Judges: Iudas eligitur
dux belli; 1-11 Kings: Viginti et duas litteras.

23. In 17 readings checked, MS.Royal I C.VII agreed in every instance
with MS.Royal I E.VIL In three instances, the Gundulf Bible differed.

24. The following readings from I-1I Kings checked with Berger, pp.
153ff., are noteworthy:

1 Kings 17:5 hamata; 21:7 Hic pascebat mulas Saul

11 Kings 12:7 qui fecisti hanc rem; 15:34 patere me vivere; 19:11 ad regem ut
reducat eum in domum eius, quia dixerat rex: haec dicetis ad populum; 19:43
apud regem et primogenitus ego sum; 21:2 iuraverunt eis ne perimerent illos

25. MS.W.18 quires III-1V are ruled in stylus, the remainder in brown
ink; Royal I C.VII quires I-III in brown ink, the remainder in stylus.

26. J. Le Neve, Fasti Ecclesiae Anglicanae 1066-1300, II. Monastic
Cathedrals, comp. D. E. Greenway (London: Athlone Press, 1971), 75-
76. There is some disagreement over the question whether one or two
bishops named John held Rochester in the period 1125-1142. The
arguments in this study focus only on the episcopate of Le Neve's
John I, recorded to have died 20 June 1137, and thus avoid the
controversy.

27. Anne M. Oakley, “The Cathedral Priory of St. Andrew,
Rochester,” Archaeologia Cantiana, 91 (1976 for 1975), 50.

28. The only other bible recorded in Ker, Medieval Libraries, is from
the late 13th century, p. 164.
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