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The essays in this special issue arose in part from a two-day international
conference on Nicholas Hilliard and Isaac Oliver, sponsored by the Paul
Mellon Centre and the University of Cambridge, and hosted by the National
Portrait Gallery to coincide with the exhibition Elizabethan Treasures:
Miniatures by Hilliard and Oliver (2019). We convened the conference
because we felt the time was right for a reappraisal of the English portrait
miniature in context, providing an opportunity for the presentation of new
work on iconography, attribution, technique, collecting, and display, and
assessing how the miniature relates to local and international contexts such
as religion, politics, trade, exploration, migration, and the sister arts. The
essays presented here include papers developed from presentations given at
the conference and newly commissioned work. We hope that other elements
of the conference’s rich and varied programme will be published elsewhere,
and we are grateful to all the contributors and participants for their
stimulating presentations and the ensuing discussions, which have informed
the shape of this special issue.

English portrait miniatures of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries have always been valued by collectors and they quickly entered
national museums such as the V&A and the National Portrait Gallery upon
the founding of those institutions in the nineteenth century. In the eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries, antiquarians such as George Vertue and
Horace Walpole collected anecdotes about miniatures’ artists and sitters,
providing the basis for the connoisseurial work of curators in the later

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 1 This early scholarship tended to
focus upon the identification of sitters and, to a lesser extent, attribution to
the two leading exponents of the art in the Elizabethan and Jacobean
periods: Nicholas Hilliard and his sometime student, Isaac Oliver. In the first
few decades of the twentieth century, surveys of important private
collections augmented the curatorial work being undertaken in the
museums, with the production of a number of notable catalogues raisonnés

of country house collections. 2 The biographies of Hilliard and Oliver were
studied only spasmodically up to the Second World War and Hilliard’s
manuscript The Arte of Limning was edited for the first time by Philip Norman

in 1912, for the Walpole Society. 3 Not until mid-century, however, were
miniatures studied in the round. Notable contributions by Carl Winter, John
Pope-Hennessy, and Torben Holck Colding assessed miniatures
comparatively, in their social and intellectual contexts, and with regard to

artistic developments on the Continent. 4 Their research paved the way for
the ground-breaking work of Graham Reynolds and Roy Strong, who, in a
series of essays, books, and exhibitions from the late 1940s to the 1980s,
transformed the study of portrait miniatures.



Reynolds and Strong advanced arguments about miniatures’ meaning and
significance in connection to Elizabethan and Jacobean court culture and its
politics (especially Elizabeth I’s personal iconography), literature, and
performance (such as the court masque), and artistic and intellectual

developments in France, the Netherlands, and Italy. 5 Both redefined the
oeuvres of Hilliard and Oliver by making new discoveries and
attributions—work that was significantly augmented by research on these

artists’ biographies by Erna Auerbach, Mary Edmond, and Jill Finsten. 6

Additionally, new interpretations of the social and cultural meanings and
uses of miniatures were presented by scholars of English literature such as
Raphaëlle Costa de Beauregard and Patricia Fumerton, who emphasised
respectively the language of colour in miniatures and their secrecy and

intimacy, not least in relation to comparable developments in poetry. 7

Equally, Ann Bermingham and Kim Sloan showed the ways in which
professional miniature painting was entwined with the growth of amateur art
practice and appreciation, and its connection to watercolour and its uses

more broadly, such as John White’s documentary drawings of the Americas. 8

However, despite the breadth and quality of this post-war scholarship, gaps
and (in the case of artists’ biographies) errors remained, many of which in
Hilliard’s case have been filled and corrected with great verve by Elizabeth

Goldring in her recent study of that artist. 9 Furthermore, significant technical
research—supported by careful reading of contemporary texts such as
Hilliard’s The Arte of Limning and Edward Norgate’s Miniatura or the Art of
Limning—has been undertaken over the past several decades at the V&A
(the national collection of portrait miniatures) first by Jim Murrell and more
recently by Alan Derbyshire, Katherine Coombs, and others, placing renewed
emphasis on the materiality of miniatures and the need for document-based

scholarship to be accompanied by cutting-edge technical research. 10

The articles that make up this special issue of British Art Studies represent a
variety of subjects and approaches, but they are linked together by their
presentation of multi-disciplinary information gleaned from a renewed focus
on the objects themselves. Close examination and consideration of
miniatures in a variety of contexts has revealed new connections, meanings,
and functions, and it has opened up further questions and potential avenues
of enquiry. In recent decades, the development of new non-invasive
techniques for the examination of works of art and their constituent parts
has enabled revelations about the way miniatures were made. This volume
presents important discoveries in this area. These have sometimes led to
new attributions, but have also provided important information about
materials and techniques, how artists and their workshops operated in
Elizabethan and Jacobean England, and the relationships between works of
art and the various instructional treatises that were circulating at the time.



This is an area with expanding potential to reveal more about, for example,
the links between English miniatures and Continental practice, and miniature
painting in other genres, such as manuscript illumination.

A focus on previously neglected aspects of miniature painting in several of
the articles presented here reveals more about the roles that miniatures
played within specific societal contexts and about the ways that making and
meaning interconnect. The choice of particular playing cards for backing; the
relationship between the ways in which miniatures and watercolours
produced for very different purposes were received and understood; the
symbolism and identity of miniatures painted outside the “canon” of works
by Hilliard and Oliver: all of these have fascinating implications for the
workings of Tudor and Jacobean society. Again, new questions and avenues
for research are opened up by these articles, especially across traditional art-
historical genre boundaries. For example, future directions for research could
include work on the textual and visual connections between miniatures and
prints, looking at the broader cultural backdrop that informed the reception
of symbolic references and more apparently straightforward visual
representations in this period. Notably, miniature painting of the middle of
the sixteenth century remains an area about which very little is known, and
over which the shadowy figure of Levina Teerlinc maintains a siren-like but
still largely undefined presence.

Finally, a number of articles in this issue are concerned with miniatures in the
context of relationships between individuals: sitters, patrons, and artists.
Here, new research in this volume casts light on the role miniatures played in
national and international politics, and the interconnections between
miniatures, miniaturists, and the wider artistic community in London in the
Elizabethan and Jacobean periods. The central place that miniatures held in
the elite cultural life of the period is illuminated by all the essays in this
volume. It is hoped that their publication will not just inform and entertain,
but will also provoke new questions and stimulate new avenues of enquiry
about this most fascinating and distinctive art form.

Footnotes

Vertue, G. (1929–1952) "Notebooks". The Volume of the Walpole Society, 18, 20, 22, 24, 26, 29, 30.; and Horace
Walpole, Anecdotes of Painting in England (London: H.G. Bohn, 1849).

For example, R.W. Goulding, The Welbeck Abbey Miniatures Belonging to His Grace the Duke of Portland: A Catalogue
Raisonné (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1916); and H.A. Kennedy, Early English Portrait Miniatures in the Collection
of the Duke of Buccleuch (London: The Studio, 1917). Significant early catalogues of public collections include Adolph
P. Oppé, English Drawings (Stuart and Georgian Period) in the Collection of His Majesty the King at Windsor Castle
(London: Phaidon, 1950).

Philip Norman (ed.), “Nicholas Hilliard’s Treatise Concerning ‘The Arte of Limning’, with Introduction and Notes by
Philip Norman, L.L.D.”, The Volume of the Walpole Society 1 (1912): 1–54. The Treatise was subsequently edited more
thoroughly by R.K.R. Thornton and T.G.S. Kain as A Treatise Concerning the Arte of Limning (Manchester: Carcanet,
1981).
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An Early Impresa Miniature: Man in an Armillary
Sphere (1569)

Alexander Marr

Abstract

This article assesses the iconography, attribution, and sitter’s identity of one
of the earliest impresa miniatures: Man in an Armillary Sphere (1569). It
identifies the motto as a line in a sonnet by Pietro Bembo, examining the
symbolism of the armillary sphere in relation to this motto and in the wider
context of Elizabethan culture. It concludes by offering suggestions for the
sitter’s identity, including Sir Henry Lee, Thomas Whithorne, and Hugh
Fitzwilliam.
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Man in an Armillary Sphere (1569), now at Waddesdon Manor, has a strong
claim to be the earliest impresa portrait miniature: a sub-genre developed
chiefly by Nicholas Hilliard and Isaac Oliver from the mid- to late 1580s

onward (Fig. 1). 1 An impresa miniature is a portrait in which the likeness is
accompanied by a combination of symbolic image and motto, which are
intended to convey a personal message about the sitter. Painted in a round
format and with a blue background, the Waddesdon miniature depicts a man

in bust length, set at a slight angle to the picture plane. 2 Dressed in black
with a high, tight ruff, he wears a soft, bejewelled hat of the type fashionable

in England in the 1560s and early 1570s. 3 His neatly trimmed beard and
more exuberant moustaches, sweeping over the edges of his pursed lips, are
equally à la mode, as may be seen by comparison with a similarly styled

(though younger) gentleman, limned in the same year (Fig. 2). 4 Our man’s
curly ginger hair frames a high forehead with slightly furrowed brow, as he
fixes us with pale blue eyes. He holds his right hand to the side of his head,
perhaps resting in a pose of fashionable melancholy, or alternatively cupping

his ear, as though listening to something. 5 His left hand rests on the bars of
an armillary sphere in which he seems to be encased, crooking his little
finger over its bottom lateral bar. This widely used astronomical instrument
modelled the Ptolemaic world system through a series of rings denoting the

fixed, circular orbits of the planets and stars around an immobile earth. 6 The
central, flat band of the miniature’s armillary (representing the ecliptic) bears
on its inside a date, 1569, and on its outside a motto in Italian, “SO + CHE +

IO + SONO + INTESO”. 7



View this illustration online

Figure 1.
Nicholas Hilliard, Man in an Armillary Sphere, 1569, watercolour on
vellum, 5.9 x 4.5 cm. Collection of Waddesdon (National Trust),
accepted by HM Government in lieu of inheritance tax and allocated to
the National Trust for display at Waddesdon Manor, 1990 (Acc no:
3542). Digital image courtesy of Waddesdon Image Library. Photo:
Angelo Hornak (all rights reserved).



Figure 2.
Attributed to Levina Teerlinc, Man Aged 27, 1569. Private collection.
Digital image courtesy of Trustees of the late Countess Beauchamp /
Madresfield (All rights reserved).

Imprese in England

The choice of Italian for the motto is fitting, since, as the antiquarian William
Camden explained in 1605, impresa was an Italian term of art:

An Imprese [sic.] (as the Italians call it) is a devise in picture with
his Motte, or Word, borne by noble and learned personages, to

notifie some particular conceit of their owne: as Emblemes (that
we may omitte other differences) doe propound some generall

instruction to all. … There is required in an Imprese (that wee may
reduce them to few heades) a correspondencie of the picture,

which is as the bodie, and the Motte, which as the soule giveth it



life. That is, the body must be of faire representation, and the
word in some different language, wittie, short, and answerable

thereunto neither too obscure nor too plaine, and most

commended, when it is an Hemistich, or parcell of a verse. 8

An aspect of emblematics of the kind introduced into learned culture by
Andrea Alciato’s Emblematum liber (first edition 1531), imprese may have
circulated in England from as early as Henry VII’s reign. As Alan R. Young has
shown, they were common in the tournaments held regularly throughout the
reign of Henry VIII, while imported Italian books on the subject broadened
familiarity with imprese in the late 1550s and 1560s. Paolo Giovio’s Dialogo
dell’imprese (first published 1555), for example, furnished knights with

devices for tournaments held in the early years of Elizabeth I’s reign. 9

However, imprese did not take off fully in the wider visual and material
culture of England until the later 1570s and 1580s, when they became
popular both as lovers’ tokens and as chivalric badges of honour.
Commenting on this fashion in The Arte of English Poesie (1589), George
Puttenham explained:

… these be the short, quicke and sententious propositions, such
as be at these dayes all your devices of armes and other amorous

inscriptions which courtiers use to give and also to weare in
liverie for the honour of their ladies, and commonly containe but
two or three words of wittie sentence or secrete conceit till they
[are] unfolded or explaned by some interpretatio[n]. For which

cause they be commonly accompanied with a figure or purtraict
of ocular representation, the words so aptly corresponding to the
subtilitie of the figure, that aswel the eye is therwith recreated as

the eare or the mind. The Greekes call it Emblema, the Italiens
Impresa, and we, a Device, such as a man may put into letters of

gold and sende to his mistresses for a token, or cause to be
embrodered in scutchions of armes, or in any bordure of a rich

garment to give by his noveltie marvell to the beholder. 10

During her incarceration at Tutbury, Mary, Queen of Scots, embroidered a
cushion with an impresa featuring an armillary sphere shedding feathers into
a stormy sea, accompanied by the motto “Las Pennas Passar Y Queda La
Speranza” (“Sorrows pass but hope survives”), punning on the Latin penna
(feather) and sphaera (sphere), and indicating that imprese could be political

as well as amorous (Fig. 3). 11 Isaac Oliver’s A Man Consumed by Flames
(circa 1600–1610; Ham House) is often cited as an example of an impresa
miniature with an “amorous inscription”, of the kind intended to be sent to



“mistresses for a token” (Fig. 4). Depicting the sitter in the midst of a raging
fire (picked out in gold in order to catch the light and flicker like real flames),
it bears the motto “Alget, qui non ardet” (“He grows cold who does not

burn”)—with a lover’s passion, it has been claimed. 12 We may note,
however, that the exceedingly rare “Alget, qui non ardet” was used as a
motto by two survivors of an ill-fated voyage to the Virginia colony: William
Strachey (1572–1621) and Ralph Hamor (1589–1626). The motto appears on
the title-pages of tracts they wrote upon their return from Virginia: Strachey’s
manuscript The Historie of Travaile into Virginia-Britania (composed circa
1612) and printed tract For the Colony in Virginea Britannia: Lawes Divine,
Morall and Martiall (published 1612), and Hamor’s A True Discourse of the

Present Estate of Virginia (1615). 13 Of the two, Strachey is more likely to
have commissioned Isaac Oliver, who in 1612 was his neighbour in the

Blackfriars. 14 Keenly interested in literature and the theatre, and a dabbler
in verse himself, Strachey was acquainted with poets such as Ben Johnson,
Thomas Campion, and possibly William Shakespeare, who is thought to have
used his account of being shipwrecked off the coast of Bermuda when writing

The Tempest. 15 Strachey could well have marked his safe return to England
in late 1611 with a portrait commission, in which case “Alget, qui non ardet”
might refer to the fire of faith or other kinds of determination in the face of

adversity, rather than profane love. 16
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Figure 3.
Elizabeth Talbot, Countess of Shrewsbury, Mary, Queen of Scots,
Embroidery with an armillary sphere and the motto “Las Pennas Passar Y
Queda La Speranza”, ca. 1585, embroidered linen canvas with gold, silver,
and silk threads, lined, 168.6 x 192.5 cm. Collection of Victoria and Albert
Museum, London (T.33-1955). Digital image courtesy of Victoria and
Albert Museum, London (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).
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Figure 4.
Isaac Oliver, A Man Consumed by Flames (William
Strachey?) , ca. 1600–1610, tempera on vellum, 8 x 7 cm.
Collection of National Trust, Ham House (5175). Digital
image courtesy of National Trust Images | Photo: John
Hammond (All rights reserved).

Imprese were employed most commonly as “devices of armes”, especially to
decorate the pasteboard shields sported by combatants in the annual

Accession Day Tilts, afterwards displayed in the shield gallery at Whitehall. 17

Such a shield is recorded hanging from a tree in Hilliard’s celebrated cabinet
miniature of the Queen’s Champion, George Clifford, Earl of Cumberland

(circa 1590) (Fig. 5). 18 Like the Man in an Armillary Sphere, Cumberland’s
impresa deploys cosmological imagery (which seems to have been favoured
by combatants): the Moon, Earth, and Sun in a straight line with the motto
“Hasta quan[do]” (“The spear until such time as”), implying perhaps that
Clifford “will be Elizabeth’s loyal champion until the rare event of an eclipse”.



19 Indeed, in his account of imprese, Puttenham explained that the device of
the Roman emperor Heliogabalus—the “coelestial sunne”—had been
adapted to fit Elizabeth I,

Our Soveraigne lady altering the mot … thus, [Soli nunquam
deficienti] to her onely that never failes, viz. in bountie and

munificence toward all hers that deserve, or else thus, To her
onely (whose glorie and good fortune may neuer decay or wane.

And so it inureth as a wish by way of resemblaunce in [Simile
dissimile] which is also a subtillitie, likening her Maiestie to the

Sunne for his brightnesse, but not to him for his passion, which is

ordinarily to go to glade, and sometime to suffer eclypse. 20

Similarly cosmological in tone, in what may have been his first foray into the
impresa sub-genre, is the woodcut after Hilliard’s now-lost miniature of the
Italian-born Louis de Gonzague, Duc de Nevers (1579) (Fig. 6). This depicts
the nobleman framed by a cartouche of the astrological houses, with the
motto “Nec retrogradior nec devio” (“Without reversing nor deviating”),

presumably signifying his constancy in the face of changing fortunes. 21 This
image is, however, a full decade later than Man in an Armillary Sphere, for
which there are few precedents in portraiture (and apparently none in

English miniature painting). 22 Thirteen years before our miniature was
made, the Cremonese artist Sofonisba Anguissola had experimented with
small-scale cryptic portraiture in her Self-Portrait with a Monogram (1556)
(Fig. 7). As Michael Cole recently argued, the cypher inscribed on the tondo
she holds (either a medallion, a shield, a mirror, or some combination of all
three) spells the name of the artist’s father, Amilcare, for whom the picture

may have been made. 23 Technically, this witty device is not quite an
impresa, while Sofonisba was chiefly a painter in oils, not a limner.
Nevertheless, her self-portrait indicates that in the decades immediately
preceding our miniature, continental artists were beginning to experiment
with the symbolic potential of small-scale portraits. Indeed, it seems likely
that continental developments informed the conceit, if not necessarily the
execution, of Man in an Armillary Sphere, the attribution of which remains
uncertain.



Figure 5.
Nicholas Hilliard, George Clifford, Earl of Cumberland,
ca. 1590, watercolour on vellum, 16.5 x 24.5 cm.
Collection of National Maritime Museum, Greenwich,
London (MNT0193). Digital image courtesy of National
Maritime Museum, Greenwich, London (All rights
reserved).



Figure 6.
Unknown wood-engraver after Nicholas
Hilliard, Louis de Gonzague, Duc de Nevers,
in La fondation faicte par mes seigneur et
dame, le duc et duchesse de Nivernois,
published 1588, 1579, engraving. Collection
of Bibliothèque nationale de France. Digital
image courtesy of Bibliothèque nationale de
France (Public domain).
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Figure 7.
Sofonisba Anguissola, Self-Portrait with a Monogram, 1556,
varnished watercolor on parchment, 8.3 x 6.4 cm. Collection of
Museum of Fine Arts Boston (60.155). Digital image courtesy of
Museum of Fine Arts Boston (Public domain).

Attribution: English Miniature Painting in the 1560s

Made in 1569, the year Hilliard completed his apprenticeship under the
goldsmith Robert Brandon and two years before his earliest securely
attributed miniature, Man in an Armillary Sphere is conceptually ambitious

but artistically limited. 24 The drawing of the miniature is somewhat hesitant,
the proportions of the figure awkward. Unlike Hilliard’s smooth carnation, the
portrayed man’s face is mottled, its modelling achieved through blending
rather than hatching (Fig. 8). While an accurate, characterful likeness is
conveyed, the handling overall is somewhat clumsy, even down to the
lettering of the inscription, the Roman-style majiscules of which lack



elegance. 25 Thus, if we assume the miniature was made in England, then
even without the inscribed date we could locate it in that hazy decade, the
1560s, from which a number of comparable miniatures, in several hands,

derive. 26 Writing about the Waddesdon collection in 1977, Oliver Millar
remarked,

The authorship of this compelling miniature is a puzzle. The style
is fundamentally unlike that of Nicholas Hilliard, whose miniatures
at this early date were, in any case, far less vigorously handled or
imaginatively conceived. It conveys an impression perhaps of the
work of a painter more accustomed to work on the scale of life; a

painter, perhaps, working in the manner of Gerlach Flicke. 27

Millar may have had in mind works such as Flicke’s unusual and small-scale
double-portrait of himself and the pirate Henry Strangwish, made when both

men were in prison in London in 1554 (Fig. 9). 28 Yet there is no evidence that
Flicke ever worked in limning and our miniature’s style is, in any event,
dissimilar to his manner. In 1983, Roy Strong grouped the Man in an Armillary
Sphere with a small number of portrait miniatures tentatively attributed to
Levina Teerlinc, intended—in his words—to provide a “nucleus” of her oeuvre.
Since his proposal, the size and characteristics of Teerlinc’s oeuvre have
been strongly contested and beyond agreement (based on documentary
evidence) that she probably painted a number of miniatures for Elizabeth I in
the 1550s and 1560s, there is no consensus about her authorship of extant

works. 29 Specifically, Strong compared Man in an Armillary Sphere to a small
number of half-length portraits of court ladies, including an Elizabeth I

(mid-1560s) that he attributed to Teerlinc (Fig. 10). 30 While his comparison
of the hands in each (“small and angular, the fingers individually outlined by
the brush over the carnation”) holds, the painterly blending of the skin tones
in Man in an Armillary Sphere is quite different to the sparser dabbing of the
Elizabeth I, which has recently (and controversially) been reattributed by

Graham Reynolds to the young Nicholas Hilliard. 31 However, as Elizabeth
Goldring notes, “there is no evidence for either attribution” (to Teerlinc or

Hilliard). 32 Indeed, as Katherine Coombs and Alan Derbyshire recently
argued, reassigning miniatures from Teerlinc to a juvenile Hilliard is highly
conjectural and the small corpus of surviving miniatures from 1560s England

cannot be attributed to a named artist with any certainty. 33



Figure 8.
Anonymous, Man in an Armillary Sphere (detail showing
mottled handling of face), 1569, watercolour on vellum, 5.9 x
4.5 cm. Collection of Waddesdon (National Trust), accepted
by HM Government in lieu of inheritance tax and allocated to
the National Trust for display at Waddesdon Manor, 1990
(Acc no: 3542). Digital image courtesy of Waddesdon Image
Library. Photo: Angelo Hornak (All rights reserved).



Figure 9.
Gerlach Flicke, Self-Portrait with Henry Strangwish, 1554, diptych, oil on
paper or vellum laid on panel, 8.8 x 11.9 cm. Collection of National
Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 6353). Digital image courtesy of National
Portrait Gallery, London (All rights reserved).
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Figure 10.
Attributed to Levina Teerlinc, Elizabeth I , mid-1560s, watercolour on
vellum laid on playing card, 5.7 x 4.9 cm, 4.5 cm diameter. Collection of
Royal Collection (RCIN 420987). Digital image courtesy of Royal
Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II (All rights reserved).

With this in mind, we may note the similarity of our miniature to Portrait of a

Gentleman, recently sold at Sotheby’s (Fig. 11). 34 Dated circa 1550 and
attributed as “Anglo-Flemish School”, its palette and modelling are very
different to Man in an Armillary Sphere—lighter and more graphic, with more
extensive use of hatching and stippling. Compositionally, however, there are
similarities, notably in the sitter’s hand with its distinctively crooked index
finger, resting in his cloak at the bottom of the miniature. Perhaps
coincidentally, the edge and folds of his cloak are described with curved lines
that dissect the miniature in a position similar to the bars of the armillary
sphere in our miniature, which—along with the comparable hand—raises the
question of whether they share a common pattern. In fact, the composition
of the hand may derive from a Self-Portrait (1528) by the Croatian-born



miniaturist Giulio Clovio, in which the artist’s right hand rests in the folds of
his gown (Fig. 12). The extent to which Clovio’s work was known in England
in the second half of the sixteenth century is unclear, but he seems to have
been familiar with—or at least have heard of—Levina Teerlinc, for his will

included a portrait miniature of her. 35 It is in this nexus of Anglo-Flemish-
Italian artistic and intellectual exchange that we should situate our
unidentified man.

View this illustration online

Figure 11.
Anonymous (Anglo-Flemish School), Portrait of a Gentleman, ca. 1550,
watercolour and bodycolour on vellum, later gold frame with scroll
surmount, 3.9 cm diameter. Collection of Private Collection. Digital image
courtesy of Sotheby's (All rights reserved).
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Figure 12.
Giulio Clovio, Self-Portrait, 1528, oil on wood. Collection of
Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna. Digital image courtesy of Fine Art
Images (All rights reserved).

Interpretation: Word and Image

In his brief discussion of the miniature, Roy Strong translated the motto “So
che io sono inteso” as “I know that I am in harmony”, suggesting that the
correspondence between words and image in the portrait hinges on the
notion of “the music of the spheres”: the cosmic harmony in which the

divinely ordered heavens rotate around a fixed earth. 36 Thus, the external
harmony of the spheres, in which our sitter is encased, is echoed by his

internal mental or spiritual harmony, a settled inner state. 37 This is
plausible, but we may add a further of layer of possible meaning by noting
the close association of the armillary sphere with Elizabeth I, who seems to

have adopted it as one of her personal symbols at an early date. 38 For
instance, an armillary sphere with an Italian motto taken from Petrarch’s
Trionfi appears in what may have been the queen’s own prayer book



(inscribed with her autograph) and it features in her jewels and costume until
late into her reign, for instance, as an earring in The Ditchley Portrait (circa
1592), commissioned by Sir Henry Lee (Fig. 13). Notably, it appears,
accompanied by lovers’ knots, on Lee’s sleeves in a portrait by Anthonis Mor
of 1568; likewise, on the sleeves of his successor as Queen’s Champion,
George Clifford, in Hilliard’s miniature (Fig. 14).

Figure 13.
Prayer book with Armillary Sphere and Verses from Petrarch, possibly
inscribed by Elizabeth I, sixteenth century. Royal Collection. Digital image
courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II (All
rights reserved).



Figure 14.
Antonis Mor, Sir Henry Lee, 1568, oil on panel, 64.1 x 53.3 cm.
Collection of National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 2095). Digital
image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights
reserved).



Figure 15.
Elizabeth I Presiding over the Celestial Sphere,
frontispiece in John Case, Sphaera Civitatis, 1588,
woodcut, 18.4 x 13.1 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN
601260). Digital image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust
and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II (All rights reserved).

The meaning of the armillary sphere in relation to Elizabeth I varies, from its
association with (in her case, Protestant) religious devotion to the queen’s

heavenly wisdom. 39 When deployed by Elizabeth’s courtiers, it may refer to
the well-governed realm, in which the queen’s subjects orbit a fixed ruler, the
perfectly ordered court and commonweal structured around a divinely
ordained monarch. This, certainly, is the implication of a woodcut illustration
to John Case’s Sphaera Civitatis (1588), in which the queen presides over a
series of concentric rings that conflate the harmoniously ordered Ptolemaic
world system with the qualities of good governance (Fig. 15). Puttenham, in a
passage on proportional figures that appears shortly before his account of
imprese in The Arte of English Poesie, confirms that Elizabeth had a “speciall
and particular resemblance” to the circle (or “sphere”, as he calls this figure
elsewhere):



First her authoritie regall
Is the circle compassing all:

The dominion great and large
Which God hath geven her to charge:

Within which most spacious bound
She environs her people round …
Out of her breast as from an eye,

Issue the rayes incessantly
Of her justice, bountie and might

Spreading abroad their beames so bright …
So is the Queene of Briton ground

Beame, circle, center of all my round. 40

Here, Puttenham combines the language of cosmic and political order with
that of love: the queen is an object both of authority and of devotion, hence
(presumably) the combination of an armillary sphere and lovers’ knots on the

sleeves of her favour-seeking courtier, Sir Henry Lee. 41 Man in an Armillary
Sphere could be interpreted similarly: a devoted and doting servant of the
queen, the sitter has been captivated by her divine glory, harmonious thanks
to her wise and godly governance, “compassing all”.

The notion that the miniature may allude to the rituals of courtly love
appears to be confirmed by the motto, “So che io sono inteso”. Hitherto its
source has not been recognised, but it may be identified as part of the final
line of Pietro Bembo’s sonnet Correte fiumi a le vostre alte fonti, first

published in his Rime (1530). 42 The miniature is thus a notable and unusual
instance of an Italian source used in English visual culture of the period,
suggesting that the sitter was a well-read Italophile. Bembo’s work (chiefly
his editions of Petrarch, but his own compositions, too) exerted significant
influence on English poetry from mid-century on, notably in the development
of the sonnet by Philip Sidney and others. We may conjecture that the sitter
in Man in an Armillary Sphere was a member of such literary circles, and that
he had access to a copy of Bembo’s frequently republished Rime, an edition
of which was published in 1569. Alternatively, the sitter may have
encountered his motto in the prodigiously productive music master Filippo de
Monte’s Secondo Libro delli Madrigali, first published in 1567 and re-issued in
1569. Such a source could well have suggested cosmic imagery of the
“music of the spheres”, indeed de Monte’s madrigal was published some

years later in a collection of songs titled Harmonia Celeste (1583). 43 .

However, while Bembo’s poem concludes with the words “I know that I am in
harmony”, the rest of the poem is a tale of discord.



Correte fiumi, a le vostre alte fonti , Run, streams, back to your high fountains,

onde, al soffiar de’ venti or vi fermate, Waves, stand still at the howling winds’ motion,

abeti e faggi, il mar profondo amate, Firs and beeches, love the deep ocean,

umidi pesci, e voi gli alpestri monti. And you, dank fish, love the alpine mountains.

Nè si porti dipinta ne le fronti Do not carry pictured on your face,

alma pensieri e voglie innamorate; Soulful thoughts and wishes of desire,

ardendo ’l verno, agghiacci omai la
state,

Stand frozen, winter, burning with fire,

e ’l sol là oltre, ond’alza, inchini e
smonti.

And Sun, sink and dismount in your rising place.

Cosa non vada più, come solea, Things no longer run as they used to travel,

poi che quel nodo è sciolto, ond’io fui
preso,

Now that this knot is loosed, in which I was
caught,

ch’altro che morte scioglier non
devea.

Which nought but death should e’er unravel.

Dolce mio stato, chi mi t’ha conteso? My sweet nature, who has set you against me?

com’esser può quel ch’ esser non
potea?

How can that be, which could not be?

O cielo, o terra, e so ch’io sono
inteso.

O Heaven, O Earth! Yet I know that I am in

harmony. 44

In the manner of Petrarch, on whose sonnets the poem is loosely modelled,
Bembo offers a series of confusions and reversals, using imagery of the
natural world to speak about the poet’s inner conflict. Thus, streams run
backwards, returning to their mountain springs; winter burns with fire; the
sun rises and sets in the same place. The poet’s mental state, we are told, is
like these confounding impossibilities: “My sweet nature, who has set you
against me?” It is a confusion born of a specific relationship: someone
(“chi”), not something, has caused his consternation. Indeed, as Anton-
Federigo Seghezzi noted in his eighteenth-century annotations to Bembo’s
Rime, the poem imitates Elegy VIII of Ovid’s Tristia, “To a traitorous friend”. A
broken relationship is certainly alluded to: things aren’t what they were,
“Now that this knot is loosed, in which I was caught, which nought but death
should e’er unravel.” Yet Bembo laments not the loss of friendship, but

having fallen out of favour with his mistress. 45 The poem’s torment, surely,
is that of the lover: “Do not carry pictured on your face, soulful thoughts and
wishes of desire”. The narrator draws to a conclusion with a cry of



anguish—“O Heaven, O Earth!”—yet in a final twist, all is resolved, for
despite the distress of a broken heart, the poet is tranquil: “I know that I am
in harmony”.

Where this harmony comes from, we may only guess at. Solace in religious
faith, perhaps? The exercising of a stoic discipline? It is purposefully
ambiguous; indeed, the ambiguity is amplified by the double-meaning of the
word inteso as “harmony” and (more usually) “understood”. Thus, the last
line may read either “I know that I am in harmony” or “I know that I am
understood”, the poet playfully asking whether we (or the object of his love)
do indeed comprehend his meaning in a poem of intentional inversions.
Placing the miniature’s motto in this context suggests another reading of the
portrait: a melancholy lover, head in hand, who is nevertheless “understood”
by his beloved; he is at once disconcerted and harmoniously ordered. If, as
was common, the miniature was a love token, this sense would become
especially piquant: the lover caged (“caught in a knot”, as the poem says) by
the very being who nevertheless orders and governs his existence. It may
even be intentional that the motto is inscribed upon the armillary sphere’s
ecliptic, representing the path of the Sun, which in Bembo’s verse rises and
sets in the same place.

Identification: Three Proposals

This brings us to a final matter: the identification of the miniature’s sitter.
Writing in the Dictionary of National Biography, John Bennell identified Man in
an Armillary Sphere as the Elizabethan music master Thomas Whithorne (or

Whythorne; circa 1528–1596). 46 Whithorne, a successful composer and
teacher at court and in the country, is renowned for having written the first
prose “autobiography” in English: a remarkable manuscript in which he
details his personal and professional fortunes, including his travels on the
continent, often in bawdy detail. In the chapter of his autobiography, titled
“On Musicians”, Whithorne misquotes Chaucer’s Parliament of Fowls by

saying “the spheres be the walls of music”. 47 Bendell took this quotation as
the basis for his identification, suggesting that it finds a parallel in the
armillary sphere, which—literally and figuratively—represents “walls of
music” in the miniature.

Whithorne, constantly in and out of love, is an appealing candidate for the
Man in an Armillary Sphere, not least because (as his autobiography shows)
he commissioned numerous portraits in large and small, intended to capture
his changing appearance over time. He even commissioned an “Allegory of
Music”, featuring Terpsichore playing a lute accompanied by an explanatory

sonnet praising music’s capacity to drive away sorrow. 48 Moreover,



Whithorne’s autobiography is rife with astronomical subject matter, including
a passage in which he refers to his skill in astrology. Describing conversations
with a “court lady” who was one of his love objects, he writes:

Sometimes we should enter into talk of humours … Then we
should sometimes wade into communication, and talk of the

planets and celestial signs with the constellations, and what their
operations and workings were … I would cast the nativity of some

in the company. 49

Figure 16.
Anonymous, Portrait of Thomas Whythorne (Whithorne)
in Whythorne (Whithorne), in Songs for Three, Fower
and Five Voyces, published 1590, 1571, woodcut, 11.7 x
7.8 cm. Collection of National Portrait Gallery, London
(NPG D8321). Digital image courtesy of National Portrait
Gallery, London (All rights reserved).



This notion that the heavens govern the humours (i.e. temperament and
health) was commonplace in the sixteenth century. For example, a
melancholic temperament (of the kind perhaps denoted by Man in an
Armillary Sphere’s gesture) was associated with those born under the sign of
Saturn. Music was considered a remedy for maladies, soothing a troubled
mind and an important part of a healthy regimen: harmonious music could
produce an inner harmony (inteso) of the humours, which were themselves
governed astrologically by the stars and planets, whose motion are modelled

in an armillary sphere. 50 Equally, harmonious music was routinely invoked
as a symbol of good governance and was used as such by Elizabeth I,
depicted playing the lute in a miniature by Hilliard (circa 1580; Berkeley
Castle). Whithorne himself had a set of virginals painted with, as he puts it,
“mine own counterfeit or picture, likewise playing the lute”, and

accompanied by a poem. 51 The musician’s sonneteering was informed by
his knowledge of Italian verse, which peppers his autobiography in the form
of commonplaces and mottoes. This carried over into the woodcut portrait
made for his first publication, Songs for Three, Fower and Five Voyces (1571),
with its punning Italian motto “Aspra, ma non troppo” (Sharp, but not too
much), referring evidently to a “sharp” note, “sharpness” of wit, and,

perhaps “sharpness” of character (Fig. 16). 52 Whithorne is, in sum, an
outstanding candidate for the sitter of Man in an Armillary Sphere.

Unfortunately, as Katie Nelson has pointed out, the man in the miniature
does not look especially like the securely identified portrait of Whithorne
preserved in the Beinecke Library at Yale University, attributed to George

Gower (Fig. 17). 53 Even though this portrait was painted in 1569 (when
Whithorne was 41), depicting the sitter with ginger beard and hair, in a high-
necked doublet and wearing about his neck a miniature in a case decorated
with a lover’s knot, its sitter has dark brown eyes, where those of the Man in
an Armillary Sphere are blue. There are, moreover, notable discrepancies
between the eyebrows, hair, and jawline of the two sitters. Yet, although we
must look elsewhere for a plausible identification of Man in an Armillary
Sphere, Whithorne has provided precious insights into the contexts—music,
astrology, the humours, Italian poetry, and the pangs of love—that likely
informed the miniature’s production.
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Figure 17.
Attributed to George Gower, Thomas Whythorne (Whithorne), ca. 1569,
oil on board, 42.3 x 36.4 cm. Collection of Beinecke Rare Book and
Manuscript Library, Yale University (1980.389). Digital image courtesy
of Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library, Yale University (Public
domain).

Who, then, are the alternative candidates? Sir Henry Lee is one. In his
portrait by Mor, Lee wears a similar high-necked black doublet and tight ruff
to that of Man in an Armillary Sphere. Likewise, he has curly, ginger hair
(albeit more obviously receding in the oil painting) and sweeping
moustaches. There is a comparable profile to the noses of both sitters, who
have the same grey-blue eyes and a somewhat fierce expression, with
furrowed brow. As we have seen, Lee deployed the armillary sphere
prominently on his sleeves in connection to the snares of “lovers’ knots”. He
even owned a jewel described as “The Gloabe”, which may well have been

an armillary sphere of the kind Elizabeth I wears in The Ditchley Portrait. 54



Another plausible candidate, however, is Hugh Fitzwilliam of Haddlesey (circa
1538–circa 1576), portrayed (anonymously) in 1568 holding a pin topped by
an armillary sphere, with the mottoes “Dum spiro, spero” and what appears
to be (the lettering is damaged and hard to make out) “Sperando sperio”

(Fig. 18). 55 Like Man in an Armillary Sphere, Fitzwilliam has ginger hair and
wears his beard and moustache in a comparable style. Although his eyes are
a pale brownish-grey, if painted in smalt, they could have faded and changed
colour from blue. This detail aside, Fitzwilliam quite closely resembles the
sitter in the miniature.
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Figure 18.
Anonymous (possibly the Master of the Countess of
Warwick (Arnold Derickson?)), Hugh Fitzwilliam of Emley,
Sprotborough and Haddlesey Yorkshire, 1568, oil on panel,
85 x 62 cm. Collection of Milton Hall. Digital image courtesy
of The Hamilton Kerr Institute (All rights reserved).



An aspirational member of the provincial gentry, Fitzwilliam was one of the
Marian exiles in Italy in the 1550s, where he was secretary to Sir Thomas

Hoby, the translator of Castiglione’s Il Cortegiano. 56 When Hoby died in post
as ambassador to Paris in 1566, Fitzwilliam briefly took up his responsibilities
there as chargé d’affaires (a role in which he did not excel). He was elected

Member of Parliament for Peterborough in 1572. 57 Hugh Fitzwilliam claimed
descent from the Fitzwilliam earls of Southampton. When William Fitzwilliam
of Sprotborough, the last of the line, died in 1516/1517, his extensive lands
in Yorkshire, Nottinghamshire, and Norfolk were divided between his sisters
and their heirs. Three generations of Fitzwilliam male heirs disputed the
general heirs’ inheritance, a cause Hugh Fitzwilliam took up with

considerable zeal on the death of his cousin John, in 1562. 58 In an obsessive
attempt to prove his case (still active when he died), he acquired an
extensive collection of antiquarian genealogical rolls (including the Dering
Roll), commissioned a raft of new pedigrees, and paid heralds for false

testimony, all to no avail. 59

The mottoes on the armillary in Fitzwilliam’s oil portrait likely refer to Hugh’s
persistent hopes for his claim. “Dum spiro, spero” (“While I breathe [i.e. live],
I hope”) was a well-worn Latin commonplace. The second, “Sperando
sperio”, may be an Italian pun on another Latin commonplace: “Sperando
spiro” (I breathe by hoping). “Sperio” refers obliquely to a sphere, via the
Italian “emisperio” (hemisphere, attested in Dante, who plays on “spira” and

“emisperio” in the Commedia), but it could also serve as “sper’io” (I hope). 60

“Sperando sper’io” does not make a great deal of sense—“Hoping, I

hope?”—but it could also, at a push, be construed as “Hoping, I trust”. 61

Regardless, the armillary sphere was often a symbol of hope, and was thus a

fitting image for the mottoes. 62 Considering this impresa in the oil portrait, if
Hugh is the sitter in Man in an Armillary Sphere, the miniature’s motto “So
ch’io sono inteso” could be read—especially in light of its source, a poem of
anguished reversals—as a reflection on Hugh Fitzwilliam’s legal dispute.
1569 was significant in this regard, for in that year one of his main
adversaries—Sir Henry Savile of Lupset—died. Since this Henry Savile,
“having become possessed of the great mass of the Fitzwilliam evidences”
(by his marriage to one of the Fitzwilliam heiresses) is said to have “burnt
three great bags, meaning therby to deface the blode and name [Fitzwilliam]
for ever”, Hugh Fitzwilliam may well have taken his death as a good omen, a
moment of hope in which to record his own resolution in a portrait miniature.
63

Despite the reversals and obstacles, he remains in harmony. Knowing that he
is “understood”, he is assured that his claim is true. In this reading, the Man
in an Armillary sphere is a stable, harmonious symbol of true knowledge,
opposed to the vicissitudes of fortune’s wheel, much as Robert Recorde had



opposed the two in the title-page to his popular mathematical treatise The
Castle of Knowledge (1556) (Fig. 19). There, Knowledge (with her “sphere of
fate”) confronts Ignorance (with her “wheel of fortune”) above some
explanatory doggerel:

Though spitefull Fortune turned her wheele
To staye the Sphere of Uranye,

Yet dooth this Sphere resist that Wheele,
And fleeyth all fortunes villanye.

Though earthe do honour Fortunes balle,
And bytells blynde her wheele advance,
The heavens to fortune are not thralle,

These Spheres surmount al fortunes chance.



Figure 19.
Robert Recorde, The Castle of Knowledge, Flanked by
the Spheres of Destiny and Fortune, 1556, woodcut,
22.7 x 15.1 cm. Wellcome Collection (no. 26090i).
Digital image courtesy of Wellcome Collection (CC BY-
NC-SA 4.0).

Conclusion

In his definition, William Camden distinguished imprese from the more
general “emblem” as a combination of word and image intended to convey a
highly specific message of personal significance to the sitter. As we have
seen, the armillary sphere was a flexible symbol. This, along with the fact
that our miniature’s sphere has been combined with an ambiguous Italian
motto taken from Bembo’s extremely ambivalent poem, suggests we should
approach the interpretation of Man in an Armillary Sphere with caution. Much
hinges on the identity of the sitter. If it is Sir Henry Lee, the miniature might
have a political meaning, connected to fealty to Elizabeth I (figured as an
object of devotion and authority), who ensures a divinely ordained



“harmony” on earth. If it is Hugh Fitzwilliam, it is a statement of hope for
public acknowledgement of his claim (a kind of “understanding”) in the face
of fortune’s ups and downs. Perhaps the sitter is neither of these candidates,
and the miniature is indeed (as Strong claimed) about inner harmony, or
about being “understood” in love. Yet owing to the centuries separating us
from the miniature’s original context, we cannot be certain (ironically, given
its motto) that we understand Man in an Armillary Sphere’s meaning at all.
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Lively Limning: Presence in Portrait Miniatures and
John White’s Images of the New World

Christina Faraday

Abstract

Nicholas Hilliard’s portrait miniatures are often regarded as unrealistic,
artificial, and highly stylised fabrications, yet contemporary accounts
frequently described them as “lively”. This complex word points towards a
period conception of vividness, one that—in the case of limning—is
intimately tied up with the materials and working methods of the limner.
This, in turn, reflects on another genre of images, those of the New World
painted by John White in the 1580s. While White’s images have often been
placed in the long tradition of European watercolours, a more convincing
view situates them within the Elizabethan vogue for limning. By considering
limning’s reputation for immediacy and vividness in relation to these two
genres of image, this paper foregrounds their vivid and persuasive effects,
before considering how the “estrangfull” connotations of Virginian culture
may have returned with White’s limnings to reflect again on later miniatures
of costumed masquers at the Jacobean court.
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Introduction

The portrait miniatures of Nicholas Hilliard are often seen as highly
unnaturalistic: “courtly, almost heraldic in [their] formality … [and]

unrealistic”. 1 His aesthetic is deemed “flat”, and his seeming lack of interest
in perspective is cited as a deliberate attempt “to heighten artificiality—not

to create a simulation of nature”. 2 Yet this impression of self-conscious
artifice, seemingly obvious to present-day writers, is a far cry from the
responses of Hilliard’s contemporaries, for whom limnings represented the

height of realism, or in their words, “liveliness”. 3 The miniaturist’s methods
and materials were seen as contributing to the startling sense of presence
which Elizabethans saw and responded to in portrait miniatures, capturing
the impression of a person so quickly that the distance between the sitter
and their representation seemed almost to vanish.

Yet, portrait miniatures weren’t the only “limnings” created in the sixteenth
century. As this article will suggest, the qualities which portrait miniaturists
and their audiences saw in their works diffused into limnings made in other
contexts, notably in the watercolours of the people, flora, and fauna of the
“New World” created by the gentleman-limner John White in the 1580s. Of
course, most viewers of White’s images would have encountered them in the
form of engravings by Theodor de Bry, who in 1590 issued them alongside
Thomas Harriot’s account of the 1585 expedition in A Briefe and True Report

of the New Found Land of Virginia, translated into four languages. 4 The most
influential supporters of the voyage, however—the people who most needed
convincing for Walter Ralegh’s colonial project to go ahead—would have
encountered the “New World” first through the medium of White’s limnings.
For these viewers, the connotations of immediacy and verisimilitude
associated with limning as a medium heightened the images’ persuasive
power. Finally, on its journey to the New World and in the service of costume
books more generally, limning seems to have acquired connotations of
foreignness and strangeness, which reflected back on and amplified the
effects of later miniatures portraying sitters in masque costume. In
examining these ideas, I hope to move the discussion on from the traditional
focus on the ad vivum process of limnings, and on to the visual-rhetorical
effects of eyewitnessing, which limnings more generally set out to produce
for their viewers in a variety of contexts.

Lively Limning

For Elizabethans, the portrait miniature or “limning” had the power to make
its subject seem almost present to the viewer. Various episodes and
descriptions from the period suggest that viewers thought of limnings as
being particularly closely aligned with their sitters. For example on 3



February 1596, Henry Unton, the ambassador to France, wrote to Elizabeth I
describing an encounter in which he showed her picture to the French
monarch, Henri IV: having kissed the image “twice or thrice”, Unton reports,
the king insisted on taking it, “vowing that […] to possess the favour of the

lively picture he would forsake all the world”. 5 Unton’s use of the word
“lively” here is instructive. For Elizabethans the word had a variety of
meanings, encompassing lifelikeness or alive-likeness, potency, and
delightfulness, but it also described the vivid effects of a rhetorical technique
known as hypotyposis or enargeia, the ability to bring the subject “before the

eyes” of the viewer through vivid description. 6 Within the rhetorical system,
enargeia was deemed the most potent means of persuading or moving an
audience, and, I argue, could also work in visual art form. As Unton wrote in
the case of his diplomatic exchange: “I found that the dumb picture did draw
on more speech and affection from him than all my best arguments and

eloquence”. 7

As with the rest of the rhetorical system, the technique of enargeia would
have been familiar to anyone who had received a humanist education,
whether at the grammar school, university, or through a private tutor, while
the principle of vivid representation as a powerful persuasive tool would have
been absorbed into the culture more generally, as part of unconscious

“habits of thought” and communication. 8 Frequent references in Elizabethan
culture to “lively” painted or crafted images, including portrait miniatures,
suggest that real paintings were recognised as sharing this potent ability to

present their subjects vividly and thus win over audiences. 9 Of course,
compared with the traditional, textual examples of enargeia, real painted or
crafted images had a head start on the vivid visual effects associated with
the technique, but to heighten their effectiveness such images could deploy
a range of additional strategies to make viewers feel almost as if they were
seeing the subject first-hand, and thus to persuade them of the validity of

particular ideas or courses of action. 10

Limnings are a special case of the lively communicative mode that I will here
refer to as painted enargeia. The miniature’s potency in this regard stemmed
largely from two factors: its method of manufacture, particularly the process
of creation in the presence of the sitter, and its materials. Limnings were a

notably “quick” or immediate kind of representation. 11 Unlike portraits in oil
on panel or canvas, which could take months to complete, miniatures were
painted over the course of three sittings, lasting between two and three
hours each, with some additional finishing-up time for the costume and
jewels. This relative speed of execution was made possible partly by the
miniaturists’ use of fast-drying gum arabic as a binder, as opposed to the
slower-drying oil medium.



In light of various references in Hilliard’s own manuscript, A Treatise
Concerning the Arte of Limning, and in the accounts of later miniaturists,
Katherine Coombs and Alan Derbyshire have suggested that miniatures were
at least partly created in the presence of the sitter, the likeness being
captured immediately in paint, rather than through intermediary stages such

as preparatory sketches or underdrawings. 12 For example, Hilliard
recommends outlining the face in a reddish colour directly onto the pale pink
of the “carnation” (flesh tone), “till you be sure you be in the right way”,
suggesting an ad vivum process rather than copying from a preliminary

sketch. 13 Other references in Hilliard’s treatise contribute to this view of the
artist painting in the sitter’s presence, as he recommends:

sweet odors [which] comforteth the braine and openeth the
understanding, augmenting the delight in Limning, Discret talke

or reading, quiet merth or musike ofendeth not, but shortneth the
time, and quickneth the sperit both in the drawer, and he which is

drawne. 14

Meanwhile, the miniaturist Edward Norgate, writing circa 1648–1650—but
who was familiar with both Hilliard’s and Isaac Oliver’s methods—suggests
that the painting of the sitter’s costume and jewels could wait until the artist
was “alone” (i.e. no longer in the presence of the sitter) when they could lay
these items out and “take your owne time, to finish them, with as much

neatnes and perfection as you please, or can”. 15

The process of painting directly onto vellum in the presence of the sitter
contributed to limnings’ special reputation for immediacy and vividness. In A
Treatise Concerning the Arte of Limning, Hilliard stresses the speed at which
he worked to “catch thosse lovely graces wittye smilings, and thosse stolne
glances wch sudainely like light[n]ing passe and another Countenance taketh

place”. 16 Nor was this merely a rhetorical gesture: we can find evidence of
Hilliard’s quickness of hand in the faces of his sitters. For present-day
viewers, factors such as the fading of the red pigments used for modelling
have exaggerated the linear quality of Hilliard’s portraits, but we can
nevertheless detect his precise but economical methods in many of his
sitters’ features. Hilliard’s portrait of Sir Walter Ralegh is typical: the eyes are
rendered quite concisely, a single dark line for the upper lashes, a faint row
of dots for the lower lashes, and an iris of two blue tones around a central

pupil (Figs 1 and 2). 17 Of course, as Norgate tells us, the actual process of
finishing and working-up a miniature could take longer than the three
sessions in front of a sitter, but the miniature’s reputation for having been

created swiftly “from the life” was part of its special appeal. 18 The image of



the artist working quickly to capture a fleeting expression in paint
emphasises observation over invention, suggesting an almost instant
transfer of the likeness to the page, minimising the gulf between the sitter
and their representation.

Figure 1.
Nicholas Hilliard, Sir Walter Ralegh (detail), ca. 1585, watercolour on
vellum, 4.8 x 4.1 cm. Collection of National Portrait Gallery, London
(4106). Digital image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery, London (All
rights reserved).



Figure 2.
Nicholas Hilliard, Queen Elizabeth I (detail), 1572, watercolour on vellum,
5.1 x 4.8 cm. Collection of National Portrait Gallery, London (108). Digital
image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights reserved).

This proximity between representation and referent is also found in the
miniaturist’s approach to rendering jewellery and gems. Poets praised Hilliard
for his ability to “give to stones and pearles true die and light”, and the
miniaturist himself claimed the ability to give “the true lustur to pearle and

precious stone”. 19 The surviving results of Hilliard’s particular working
methods again reinforce these written claims. When representing jewellery of
gold or silver, Hilliard used paint made from ground gold and silver metal
(known as “shell gold” or “shell silver”), and to represent jewels he laid a
drop of coloured resin over a base of burnished silver to create three-

dimensional, translucent gemstones (Figs 3, 4, and 5). 20 In his Treatise
Concerning the Arte of Limning, Hilliard stresses the elite status conferred on
limning by the use of precious materials, but also the directness of their
representational quality: limning “worketh the metals Gold or Silver with
themselfes which so enricheth and innobleth the worke that it seemeth to be

the thinge it sefe even the worke of god and not of man”. 21 As with the
instantly captured likeness, the miniaturist’s materials offered a self-

consciously direct and unmediated representation of reality. 22
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Figure 3.
Nicholas Hilliard, Sir Walter Ralegh, ca. 1585, watercolour on
vellum, 4.8 x 4.1 cm. Collection of National Portrait Gallery,
London (4106). Digital image courtesy of National Portrait
Gallery, London (All rights reserved).



Figure 4.
Nicholas Hilliard, Queen Elizabeth I (detail), 1572, watercolour on vellum,
5.1 x 4.8 cm. Collection of National Portrait Gallery, London (108). Digital
image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights reserved).

In the case of miniatures, the impression of reality—their propensity for
painted enargeia—stemmed more from the medium’s reputation with
Elizabethan viewers than from the fact of the artist’s ad vivum working
process. This is suggested by the intensity of the behaviour recorded around
portrait miniatures, regardless of whether they had actually been created
“from the life”. In his autobiography, Edward Lord Herbert of Cherbury
describes coming upon Lady Ayres in her bed chamber, who was gazing at
his miniature “with more earnestness and Passion than I cou’d easily have
believ’d”. But the miniature in question, made by “Mr. Isaac the Painter in
Blackfriars”, was based not on a sitting from the life, but rather taken from a
large-scale oil portrait of Herbert by William Larkin which Lady Ayres secretly
had copied before commissioning Oliver “to draw it in little after his

manner”. 23 What mattered was not so much the limning’s actual,
ontological status as having been taken “from the life”, but rather its
perceived ability to capture reality swiftly and directly, and at a small,
intimate scale.

When it comes to the vivid and persuasive power of limning more generally, I
want to suggest a shift in emphasis, away from the truth-claims of a limning
done ad vivum (particularly the idea that miniaturists “only ever paint what

they see before them”), 24 to the more general impression of eyewitnessing
that these works offered to the viewer. This impression seems to have
attached itself to the medium of limning more generally: from an
appreciation of the portrait limner’s works and a general knowledge of their
methods, viewers came to associate the medium of watercolour painting or



limning with a particularly direct or immediate experience of the person

represented—an association which persists to this day. 25 This was to have
implications for the limnings created in other contexts in the late sixteenth
century, notably the images of the New World painted by John White during
the 1585 voyage to Roanoke, in the land the Elizabethans called “Virginia”.

“Collected and Counterfeited According to the Truth”: John White’s
American Limnings

On 9 April 1585, five English ships containing five to six hundred men set sail
for North America under the leadership of Sir Richard Grenville. The
expedition aimed primarily to set up a colony on “Roanoke Island”, where a
successful reconnaissance mission the year before had established positive
relations with Wingina, the local chief or “weroan”, but the visitors were also
tasked with surveying the land and reporting on its resources for investors
and other interested parties back in England. Among those on board was
John White, a painter and a “Gentleman”, who worked in collaboration with
the scholar, mathematician, and navigator Thomas Harriot to produce the
maps, images, and text, which would serve to promote the colony in

England. 26 The surviving images associated with White are watercolours on
paper—“limnings” in Elizabethan terms—and show a variety of subjects.
Most are images of the people, flora, and fauna of the “New World” (Figs 11,
12, 13, 14; 16, 17; 19–28 below), but among the works associated with him
we also find costume studies of foreign peoples, and imagined
representations of ancient Britons and Picts, whose exact relationship to the
American images has been explained to varying degrees of satisfaction (Figs

6, 7, 8, 9; 31, 32). 27

The exact nature of the instructions given to John White as the Virginia
expedition’s artist have not survived, but an idea of his duties can be
gleaned from other sources. Plans for an earlier voyage of reconnaissance to
the Americas under the patronage of Sir Humphrey Gilbert in 1582–1583
referred to the duties and equipment of a surveyor and artist, named in the
document as Thomas Bavin. According to the incomplete instructions
surviving in Edward Hoby’s commonplace book, Bavin was expected to make
detailed maps on which he would record not only the features of the
landscape, but also the flora and fauna discovered in each area. In addition,
he was to “drawe to life all strange birdes beastes fishes plantes hearbes
Trees and fruictes and bring home of each sorte as nere as you may” and
also “drawe the figures and shapes of men and women in their apparell as
also of their manner of wepons in every place as you shall finde them

differing”. 28 To this end, Bavin was to:



carry with him good store of parchments, Paper Ryall, Quills, and
Inck, black powder to make yncke, and of all sortes of colours to

drawe all thinges to life, gumme, pensyll, a stone to grinde
Colours, mouth glue, black lead, 2 payres of brazen Compasses,

And other Instrumentes to drawe cardes and plottes. 29

and his assistants were never to let Bavin “go att any tyme without a payer

of writing Tables”. 30 Although this expedition never took place, David Beers
Quinn suggests that Bavin’s role was equivalent to that of John White on the
1585 voyage, and apart from the more detailed, mathematical aspects of the
surveying—which were probably carried out in close collaboration with
Thomas Harriot—White’s surviving works suggest he followed similar

instructions. 31

That Walter Ralegh and his collaborators were aware of the important role a
painter might play on the voyage is indicated by a document of 1584–1585
written by Richard Hakluyt the Elder, titled “Inducements to the Liking of the
Voyage Intended Towards Virginia in 40. and 42. degrees of latitude”, now
known only through its inclusion in a 1602 publication. This was the second
version of Hakluyt’s “Inducements”, which in published form aimed mainly to

drum up publicity and support, financial and practical, for the expedition. 32

Here he recommends that: “A skilful painter is also to be caried with you
which the Spaniards used commonly in all their discoveries to bring the

descriptions of all beasts, birds, fishes, townes, &c.” 33 Hakluyt is probably
thinking of figures such as Francisco Hernández, who returned to Spain from
Mexico in 1577, carrying thousands of watercolours completed over a seven-
year period, the originals of which were sadly destroyed in a fire at El

Escorial in 1671. 34 Documents relating to the actual preparations for
Ralegh’s 1585 voyage vary in their completeness, but we find one further
reference to an artist in a document titled “For master Rauleeys Viage” or
“Notes geven to Master Candishe [Thomas Cavendish]”: in a list of the
professions and skilled men who should accompany the voyage, the
anonymous author recommends a “good geographer to make discription of

the landes discoverd, and with him an exilent paynter”. 35

John White was the “exilent paynter” ultimately selected for the voyage.
Little is known about this man beyond his involvement in the Virginia
voyages, and the exact nature of his background and artistic training is still a
matter of debate. The first record of him in London is his marriage to
Thomasine Cooper at St Martin Ludgate in 1566. Their children, Thomas and
Elinor, were born in April 1567 and May 1568 respectively, and Thomas was
buried December 1568. For the ill-fated 1587 trip, John White was appointed



Governor of the prospective colony and granted a coat of arms, which

illustrated his descent from an ancient Cornish family. 36 As Kim Sloan has
shown, Ralegh had the power to grant arms to all his gentlemen assistants,
whether or not their pedigrees entitled them to bear arms. However, she
notes other evidence that suggests White was independently a “Gentleman”
of wealth and status; he took armour and framed pictures on the 1587
voyage, and there are indications that he was used to travelling with
servants, while his written accounts and drawings show that he had received
a humanistic education beyond the usual educational level of an artisan or

“small merchant”. 37



Figure 5.
John White, A Greek Woman,
1585–1593, watercolour over
graphite touched with white
bodycolour and silver (altered), on
paper, 21 x 9.4 cm. Collection of The
British Museum (1906,0509.1.35).
Digital image courtesy of Trustees of
the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA
4.0).



Figure 6.
John White, A Turkish Woman, 1585–1593, watercolour
over graphite, on paper, 22.2 x 15.3 cm. Collection of
The British Museum (1906,0509.1.32). Digital image
courtesy of Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-
SA 4.0).



Figure 7.
John White, A Turkish Man, 1585–1593, watercolour over
graphite with some white bodycolour, 22.5 x 15.5 cm.
Collection of The British Museum (1906,0509.1.31).
Digital image courtesy of Trustees of the British
Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 8.
John White, Doge of Genoa, 1585–1593,
watercolour with bodycolour and pen and brown
ink, heightened with white (oxidised), 25.6 x 38.8
cm. Collection of The British Museum (SL,5270.8).
Digital image courtesy of Trustees of the British
Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).

Even more elusive is the issue of White’s artistic training: we don’t know
where he learned to “limn”, or from whom. A John White is listed as a
member of the Painter-Stainers’ Company in 1580, although it is not clear if
this is the same man; furthermore, members of the guild didn’t generally
work in watercolour on paper. However, the Painter-Stainers did work closely
with the Office of the Revels, making scenery, costumes, and props for court
entertainments: White’s involvement with the Company could therefore
explain the presence of costume studies among the surviving albums

associated with him (Figs 6, 7, 8 and 9). 38 Exactly who taught White to limn
is a mystery, although Mary Edmond noted a potential, if tenuous,
connection between Nicholas Hilliard and White through Hilliard’s 1591 sitter



Leonard Darr (sometimes “Dare”) and Ananias Dare, husband of White’s
daughter Elinor, though as Edmond notes Dare/Darr was not an uncommon

surname at this time. 39

Most recently, Edward Town has linked John White to a broader network of
Painter-Stainers and surveyors, suggesting that White’s wife Thomasine
Cooper was the daughter of the Painter-Stainer John Cooper, and that White
may have been following tradition in marrying the daughter of his master on
completion of his apprenticeship. Town also points to the probability that
White was trained as a surveyor, with a map of Ficketts Fields, now in the

Society of Antiquaries, attributed to him. 40 A background in surveying would
fit with the evidence of White’s watercolours from the Virginia voyage, some
of which represent surveys of fortifications erected en route to Roanoke

Island (Fig. 10). 41



Figure 9.
John White, Plan of an entrenchment near Cape Rojo,
Puerto Ricos, 1585–1593, pen and brown ink over
graphite, with watercolour and bodycolour, on paper,
31.5 x 22 cm. Collection of The British Museum
(1906,0509.1.5). Digital image courtesy of Trustees of
the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).

Katherine Coombs has noted the tendency to group John White’s images with
wider traditions of watercolour painting, one spreading across Europe and
encompassing the likes of Albrecht Dürer, Anthony Van Dyck, and Peter Paul
Rubens, another reaching into the eighteenth century and the vogue for
landscape watercolours in Britain. Coombs shows that, on the contrary,
White’s images are more fittingly situated in the Elizabethan “limning”
tradition. White as a gentleman-artist fits neatly into this tradition: the
“gentle” qualities of limning were stressed by Nicholas Hilliard in his Treatise
Concerning the Arte of Limning (particularly found in the “fineness and
expense of the materials and tools”) and educational theorists recommended
that young aristocrats be taught to draw, for the purposes of recording

fortifications and making maps of estates. 42



Figure 10.
John White, Portrait of an Indian Chief, possibly
Wingina, 1585-1593, watercolour and gold over
graphite, touched with white (oxidised), on
paper, 26.2 x 14.7 cm. Collection of The British
Museum (1906,0509.1.21). Digital image
courtesy of Trustees of the British Museum (CC
BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 11.
John White, Portrait of an Indian Chief, possibly Wingina (detail),
1585–1593, watercolour and gold over graphite, touched with white
(oxidised), on paper, 26.2 x 14.7 cm. Collection of The British Museum
(1906,0509.1.21). Digital image courtesy of Trustees of the British
Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 12.
John White, Wife of an Indian “Werowance” or
chief of Pomeiooc and her daughter,
1585–1593, watercolour over graphite, touched
with bodycolour, white (altered) and gold, on
paper, 26.3 x 14.9 cm. Collection of The British
Museum (1906,0509.1.13). Digital image
courtesy of Trustees of the British Museum (CC
BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 13.
John White, Wife of an Indian “Werowance” or chief of Pomeiooc and her
daughter (detail), 1585–1593, watercolour over graphite, touched with
bodycolour, white (altered) and gold, on paper, 26.3 x 14.9 cm. Collection
of The British Museum (1906,0509.1.13). Digital image courtesy of
Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).
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Figure 14.
Nicholas Hilliard, Elizabeth I, ca. 1595–1600, watercolour with
gold and silver on vellum, 6.5 x 5.3 cm. Collection of the Victoria
and Albert Museum, London (622-1882). Digital image courtesy
of Victoria and Albert Museum, London (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 15.
John White, Wife of an Indian “Werowance” or chief of Pomeiooc and her
daughter (detail), 1585–1593, watercolour over graphite, touched with
bodycolour, white (altered) and gold, on paper, 26.3 x 14.9 cm. Collection
of The British Museum (1906,0509.1.13). Digital image courtesy of
Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).

Coombs also notes important differences between White’s limnings and the
fine portraiture tradition in which Nicholas Hilliard and Isaac Oliver were
working, in particular the fact that White worked on paper, rather than
vellum, and started with a light sketch in graphite (called “black lead” by the
Elizabethans) before adding paint. Furthermore, his handling of the paint is
quite dense, especially in flesh areas, contrasting with the work of the
famous miniaturists who used light touches and hatchings to model facial
features (e.g. Figs 11, 12, 13 and 14). However, she also points out that
there are significant points of contact between White’s limnings and the
limnings in the fine art tradition, notably in the use of paint made from

ground gold and silver to represent precious metals. 43 For example, the
surface of Hilliard’s circa 1595–circa 1600 portrait of Elizabeth I, now in the
V&A in London, fizzes and sparkles with jewels rendered in shell gold, while
the sheen of each pearl is suggested with a dot of silver (Fig. 15). Similarly,
John White used gold and sometimes silver paint to represent the jewellery
worn by the subjects of his drawings, for example, the earring worn by
Wingina, the Indian “werowance” or chief (Fig. 12). Subsequent damage to
the images through fire and flood has resulted in large losses, particularly of
the precious metal pigments, which tended to sit on top of other pigment
layers. These have often transferred to the “offset” images on the sheets
which previously interleaved the album pages, for example, in the image of



the Wife of an Indian “Werowance” or Chief of Pomeiooc and her Daughter,
where the offset reveals that White used gold paint on the necklace worn by

the small girl and on the English doll in her hands (Fig. 16). 44

View this illustration online

Figure 16.
Nicholas Hilliard, Unknown Man Against a Background of
Flames, ca. 1600, watercolour on vellum laid on card, 6.9 x
5.4 cm. Collection of the Victoria and Albert Museum, London
(P.5-1917). Digital image courtesy of Victoria and Albert
Museum, London (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 17.
John White, A Camp Fire Ceremony, 1585–1593, watercolour and
bodycolour over graphite, heightened with white and gold, on paper, 21.8
x 20.2 cm. Collection of The British Museum (1906,0509.1.11). Digital
image courtesy of Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 18.
John White, An Ossuary Temple, 1585–1593, watercolour
over graphite, touched with gold, 29.5 x 20.4 cm.
Collection of The British Museum (1906,0509.1.9). Digital
image courtesy of Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-
NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 19.
John White, The Town of Pomeiooc, 1585–1593, watercolour with pen and
brown ink, heightened with white (oxidised), 37 x 25 cm. Collection of The
British Museum (SL,5270.3). Digital image courtesy of Trustees of the
British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 20.
John White, Indians Fishing, 1585–1593, watercolour over
graphite, touched with bodycolour and gold, on paper,
35.2 x 23.5 cm. Collection of The British Museum
(1906,0509.1.6). Digital image courtesy of Trustees of
the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).

A further comparison can be drawn between the fine art miniaturists and
John White in their more abstract use of gold and silver paint, notably in the
depiction of flames. Two miniatures of young men among flames, one by
Hilliard (Fig. 17), and the other by Oliver, employ gold paint, giving the

impression of a real flickering fire when held and moved in the hand. 45 This
compares to John White’s images, in which gold appears among the flames
of most of the fires represented in the drawings. This is most obvious in A
Camp Fire Ceremony (Fig. 18), but can also be seen in the fire in front of An
Ossuary Temple (Fig. 19), in the fire in the centre of The Town of Pomeiooc
(Fig. 20), and among the flames in the canoe in the scene of Indians Fishing,
which shows how the Algonquians attracted fish to the boat at night (Fig. 21).
Interestingly, White also used shell silver (paint made from ground silver) in



his images of fish, covering much of the body to mimic the shine of their
scales for viewers at home, for example, in the image of the Flying Fish
(“Bolador”) (Fig. 22), the Lookdown (“Polometa”) (Figs 23 and 24) and the
Grouper “Mero” (Figs 25 and 26). However, Janet Ambers et al. note that this
is now often in worse condition than the remaining gold, badly tarnished and
so difficult to distinguish from the graphite outlines: a problem also found in
portrait miniatures, where silver dots on pearls and diamonds have now

often tarnished to black. 46 Although White’s handling of paint is in general
very different from that of a court artist, such as Nicholas Hilliard, his
imaginative and decorative use of precious metal pigments suggests he is
working in much the same tradition as these more famous “limners”.

Figure 21.
John White, Flying Fish (“Bolador”), 1585–1593, watercolour over
graphite heightened with bodycolour, silver and gold, on paper, 27.7 x
23.4 cm. Collection of The British Museum (1906,0509.1.46). Digital
image courtesy of Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 22.
John White, Lookdown (“Polometa”), 1585–1593, watercolour over
graphite heightened with bodycolour and silver on paper, 14.8 x 22.2 cm.
Collection of The British Museum (1906,0509.1.47). Digital image courtesy
of Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).

Figure 23.
John White, Lookdown (“Polometa”) (detail showing use of gold and silver
paint), 1585–1593, watercolour over graphite heightened with bodycolour
and silver on paper, 14.8 x 22.2 cm. Collection of The British Museum
(1906,0509.1.47). Digital image courtesy of Trustees of the British
Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 24.
John White, Grouper (“Mero”), 1585–1593, watercolour over graphite,
heightened with gold, silver and white (oxidised), 13.1 x 21.4 cm.
Collection of The British Museum (1906,0509.1.50). Digital image courtesy
of Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).

Figure 25.
John White, Grouper (“Mero”) (detail), 1585–1593, watercolour over
graphite, heightened with gold, silver and white (oxidised), 13.1 x 21.4
cm. Collection of The British Museum (1906,0509.1.50). Digital image
courtesy of Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).

The question of when White made his New World drawings is difficult to
answer. Thomas Bavin, the proposed artist for the earlier voyage under Sir
Humphrey Gilbert, was advised to take “all sortes of colours to drawe all



thinges to life, gumme, pensyll [paintbrush], a stone to grinde Colours”,

implying that he would paint images “in the field”. 47 Timea Tallian argues
that we don’t know whether White painted his images during his stay or back
in England, but that he most probably sketched costumes and other features
from life, working up his studies into paintings or making nature studies from
conserved specimens later on, “in an enclosed studio either abroad or at
home”. Tallian also notes White’s formulas for particular body parts, such as
the feet with an elongated big toe, suggesting that he was not working

entirely from life. 48

Figure 26.
John White, Plan of an entrenchment near Cape Rojo, Puerto Rico (detail),
1585–1593, pen and brown ink over graphite, with watercolour and
bodycolour, on paper, 31.5 x 22 cm. Collection of The British Museum
(1906,0509.1.5). Digital image courtesy of Trustees of the British Museum
(CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).

At this point, we might also recall Hilliard’s very particular advice for aspiring
limners, that the studio in which they work should be north facing to give an
even light, a place “wher neither dust, smoak, noisse, nor steanche may
ofend”, and that the limner should wear “silke, such as sheadeth lest dust or

haires”. 49 Although Hilliard is talking about much finer, more delicate
images than White’s larger-scale works on paper, his advice is not entirely
irrelevant. Even in their damaged state, many of White’s images are neat,
careful works, and would have required a steady hand and a sheltered
environment; for example, the precise and delicate two-tone shading of the
tiny figures carrying salt to the ship in the Plan of an Entrenchment near
Cape Rojo, Puerto Rico (Fig. 27). Considered in this light, it seems more
probable that the surviving images were worked up at a later date, even
back in England, where the originals were also copied for distribution among
various important supporters and patrons, by White himself and also by

other artists. 50 We might, then, ask what the opening inscription in the John
White album really means when it refers to these “pictures of sondry things

collected and counterfeited according to the truth”. 51



Persuasion

Ever since the disappointment of Martin Frobisher’s voyages in the late
1570s, the queen had refused financial support to New World ventures
personally, and Walter Ralegh had to rely on private investment from
individuals and companies. Many of these people were merchants, such as
William Sanderson, and members of the Inns of Court, while others came
from the upper echelons of the Elizabethan court, for example, Francis
Walsingham and William Cecil. Sets of White’s images would have been
circulated among these influential investors and others, with the intention of
demonstrating the successes of the venture thus far and attracting further
support. This suggests that, while the “rhetorical” quality of the written
accounts of the voyages’ discoveries is easily recognised, the John White
images themselves should also be considered as part of this persuasive
project, and their status as, in Stephanie Pratt’s words, “visual imagining[s]”

more than authentic “eyewitness record” emphasised. 52

The issue of “authenticity” in images which describe themselves as
“counterfeits” has been much discussed of late in the context of so-called
“epistemic images”, defined variously as images “made with the intention of
expressing, demonstrating or illustrating a theory”, or as images which do
not merely illustrate but rather “replace”, or substitute for, the object of

study. 53 Peter Parshall’s study of the word “counterfeit” in early modern
visual contexts stresses its “insistent claim to truth”, suggesting that when
the word appears on a print the image is aligning itself with a “special order

of legitimacy”. 54 For Parshall, this claim to legitimacy is grounded in the
image’s process of creation from the life: the truth conveyed by the images
is “implicitly or explicitly a truth based upon the testimony of direct witness”.
55 It could be said that a similar model applies to the White images, which
also describe themselves as “counterfeits”, and which were made by a first-
hand witness based on sketches and studies done in situ.

Yet, such images do more than just bear witness to the artist’s experience of
the things represented. Richard Serjeantson has discussed Renaissance
testimony in relation to the art of rhetoric, showing that it was considered a
“proof”: part of inventio—the finding-out of arguments—and therefore

coming as much under the remit of logic as rhetoric. 56 Serjeantson also
suggests, however, that the deployment of testimony by rhetoricians could
“shade into” elocutio or style, where it became a figure of speech, intended

to lend credence and forcefulness to an account. 57 If we consider the
“counterfeited” image as a kind of testimony, that is, part proof and part
style, then its power is not derived purely from the circumstances of its
creation, but also from the effect that it was expected to have on its
audience. Taking this further, we can make a connection with enargeia or



hypotyposis, the rhetorical technique which brought the scene “before their
eyes” of an audience and made them feel as if they had witnessed it for
themselves.

The persuasive effects of this impression of witnessing come through partly
in the images’ subject matter. Joyce E. Chaplin has stressed the “selective
portrait”, which White’s images present of the Algonquian people for the
purposes of propaganda, noting the double meaning of the word
“counterfeit”, which carried connotations of falsehood through imitation and
artifice. For example, White’s images stress the natural abundance of the
land of “Virginia”, perfect for supporting an English colony; the inhabitants’
clothing intimates the warmth of the climate; the details of the costume and
material culture, such as woven matting, beaded detailing, and a variety of
materials such as leather, fur, shell horn, and wood stressed native ingenuity
and their “excellencie of wit”, making them suitable partners for trade and
alliance. Meanwhile, the inclusion of specific characters and attributes, such
as an archer with his bow and wrist-brace, were intended to appeal to the
English audience’s own values, recalling, for example, the English prowess
with the long-bow at the Battle of Agincourt, heightening English respect for
the Algonquians and demonstrating their potential for cultural as well as

religious conversion (Fig. 28). 58



Figure 27.
John White, An Indian “Werowance”, or chief,
painted for a great solemn gathering, 1585–1593,
watercolour and graphite, touched with
bodycolour, white and gold, 26.3 x 15 cm.
Collection of The British Museum
(1906,0509.1.12). Digital image courtesy of
Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).

In this way, the detail and copiousness of White’s images would have
contributed to their persuasiveness for investors and supporters. Yet, not just
the subject matter, but also White’s chosen medium—“limning”—would have
contributed its own particular “testimonial” effect for the viewer. Whether
White made the images literally “from the life” in the field or worked them up
later from sketches and notes didn’t really matter as far as the images’
persuasive power was concerned. This was because, for an Elizabethan
audience, limning brought powerful associations of its own. Thanks largely to
Hilliard and his pupil Oliver, limning had gained a reputation for quick, direct
impressions captured in the moment, in the presence of the sitter. These
meanings accrued to limnings regardless of the actual point of origin of the



works (see, for example, the Herbert of Cherbury anecdote above), adhering
mainly to the medium itself, growing out of its reputation for portability and
“gentility”. John White, as a visitor to the New World, had seen the subjects
of his images with his own eyes, and was thus in a position to confirm their
veracity: they were, the title-page states, “collected and counterfeited

according to the truth”. 59 Yet, as limnings, the images didn’t just provide a
guarantee of accuracy on the part of the artist-witness; rather, the medium’s
reputation for speed and directness of representation—both in its methods
and in the materials—contributed to the viewer’s own sense of direct access
to the subject, almost as if they were witnessing it for themselves.

Much of a limning’s value lay in its power to move and persuade the viewer
to some particular point of view or action, and this applied both to portrait
miniatures and to John White’s images. In the case of the miniature, the
medium’s reputation for vividness cemented its position in a social
exchange, whether the images were being used to persuade a foreign
monarch to support and respect the English queen, as described by Henry
Unton above, to make sure of the support of a friend or follower, or even to
secure the affections of a lover, as with the young man against flames. In
such examples, limning’s reputation for immediacy and vividness would have
heightened the image’s impact, giving it its social power and explaining its
popularity with Elizabeth I and her courtiers, at a time in which political rule
relied explicitly on personal relationships. On the other hand, to make a
success of his ventures, Ralegh needed investment, practical help, and
political favour with the higher elements of Elizabeth’s government, and
White’s limnings—alongside Thomas Harriot’s written accounts—were valued
for their vivid depictions of the new knowledge and discoveries made by
Ralegh’s colonists, advertising in the most powerful way possible the gains
available to investors and supporters of the venture. In both cases, limning’s
perceived ability to create a sense of painted enargeia is paramount to the
images’ powerful persuasive effects.

“Altogether estrangfull, and Indian like”: Curious Limning and the
English Court Masque

Already associated with the neo-medieval atmosphere of Elizabeth I’s
Accession Day Tilts, in the early seventeenth century limnings started to be
made of participants in the other great genre of royal entertainment: the
masque. Besides Isaac Oliver’s miniatures of Henry Prince of Wales and Anne
of Denmark in classicising masque costumes, there survive several portraits
of unknown ladies, also by Oliver’s hand, richly attired in silk, lace, precious
stones, and metal ornaments, who were probably also Jacobean “maskers”
(Figs 29 and 30). While there also exist several examples of large-scale oil
portraits of sitters—usually female—in masque costume, limning seems
especially well-suited to the recording of the rich and jewel-encrusted



costumes worn by participants of the Jacobean masques, thanks to its
precious materials, special method of creation, and reputation as a

“curiosity” or “wonder”. 60

View this illustration online

Figure 28.
Isaac Oliver, An Unknown Woman in Masque Costume, 1609,
watercolour on vellum laid on plain card, 6.2 x 5.1 cm.
Collection of the Victoria and Albert Museum, London
(P.3-1942). Digital image courtesy of Victoria and Albert
Museum, London (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



View this illustration online

Figure 29.
Isaac Oliver, Lady in Masque Costume (Flora), ca. 1614,
watercolour and silver on parchment, 5.3 x 4.1 cm.
Collection of the Rijksmuseum, Netherlands (SK-A-4347).
Digital image courtesy of Rijksmuseum, Netherlands (Public
domain).

Limning’s reputation for “curiosity” was well established, at least by the early
seventeenth century, as can be seen from the embassy of Sir Thomas Roe at
the court of the Mughal ruler Jahangir. When asked what gifts he would bring
to cement their friendship, and to negotiate a delicate agreement for English
merchants to access Mughal ports, Roe described the “many Curiosityes …
to be found in our Country of rare price and estimation”, promising not the
jewels which originated in Jahangir’s own territories, but rather “rare here
and unseene, as excellent artifices in Paynting, carving, Cutting, enamelling,
figures in brasse, copper, or stone, rich embroderyes, stuffs of gould and



silver”. 61 While generally paintings “lardge, on cloth” were to be favoured,
Anne-Valérie Dulac notes that, in July 1616, Roe selected a very different
scale of picture to impress the Emperor, a portrait miniature by Isaac Oliver:

I had a Pickture of a frend of myne that I esteemed very much,
and was for Curiositye rare, which I would give his Maiestie as a
present, seeing hee so much affected that art; assuring myselfe

he never saw any equall to it, neyther was any thing more

esteemed of mee. 62

Dulac notes a further use of the word “curious” about the limning in Roe’s
chaplain’s account of this event:

[I]t happened that my Lord Ambassadour, visiting the Mogol on a
time, as he did often, He presented him with a curious neat small

oval Picture done to the life in England. The Mogol was much
pleased with it, but told the Ambassadour withall, that happily he
supposed there was never one in his Countrey that could do so

well in that curious Art. 63

As Dulac notes, the word “curious” here refers both to the delicacy and skill
of the artist’s methods, producing such a detailed likeness at such a small

scale, as well as to the object’s rarity. 64 Unfortunately for Roe, Jahangir’s
own valuation of the miniature was lower than expected: rather than being
awestruck by the supposedly inimitable skill of the English miniaturist, he
immediately commissioned his own court artist to produce five close copies
of Oliver’s work. However, the fact that Roe felt Oliver’s painting would
impress Jahangir is testament to limning’s domestic reputation for curiosity,
even if this didn’t easily translate across borders.

For different reasons, John White’s limnings of the New World would also
have been regarded as “curiosities”. As images of newly discovered
territories and peoples, White’s drawings and their many copies would have
been a perfect fit for the growing “cabinet of curiosity”, like those that had
been curated on the continent by scholars such as Ulisse Aldrovandi, who

ordered copies of New World watercolours for his own curiosity cabinet. 65

The appetite for such images was partly driven by a sense of expanding
knowledge about the world and a proto-ethnographic interest in the
appearance and customs of foreign peoples. For sixteenth-century English
audiences, dress was a key marker of status, thanks to the continually
renewed Sumptuary Laws, which in theory dictated the colours, materials,



and styles of clothing according to rank. Yet, even after 1604, when James I
had abolished these laws, costume continued to be seen as a marker of

cultural identity. 66

Besides the proto-ethnographic impulse, which scholars have located in the
popularity of images such as John White’s, the information they contained
about foreign dress and customs could also be put to less scientific but more
spectacular and entertaining uses. As noted above, John White’s collection of
limnings also includes images of foreign costume, such as Turks and Greeks
(Figs 6, 7 and 8) and an Italian doge (Fig. 9), as well as fantastical images of
ancient Britons of Picts (Figs 31 and 32) which Kim Sloan has linked to
White’s possible connection with the Office of Revels, responsible for the
design and creation of costumes and scenery for the court entertainments.
67 Indeed, the Virginians or the “Indians” themselves make one or two
appearances in court masques of the early seventeenth century, most
notably in the entertainment The Memorable Maske, written by George
Chapman, with costumes designed by Inigo Jones, performed to celebrate
the nuptials of Princess Elizabeth to Frederick V, elector Palatine on 15

February 1613. 68



Figure 30.
John White, A Pictish Woman, 1585–1593, pen and brown ink
and watercolour over graphite, touched with white (oxidised),
23 x 17.9 cm. Collection of The British Museum
(1906,0509.1.27). Digital image courtesy of Trustees of the
British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 31.
John White, A Pict Warrior, 1585–1593, pen and
brown ink and watercolour and bodycolour over
graphite, touched with white (oxidised), 24.3 x 15.2
cm. Collection of The British Museum
(1906,0509.1.26). Digital image courtesy of Trustees
of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).

Paid for and performed by members of the Middle Temple and Lincoln’s Inn,
The Memorable Maske saw the performers process through London in “cars”
(horse-drawn stages or floats), as well as on horseback and on foot, from the
house of Sir Edward Phelips to Whitehall Banqueting House. Jones’ costumes
for “the chiefe Maskers, in Indian habits” are described in luscious detail:

the ground cloath of silver, richly embroidered, with golden
Sunns, and about every Sunne, ran a traile of gold, imitating
Indian worke, : their bases of the same stuffe and work, but

betwixt every pane of embroidery, went a rowe of white Estridge



feathers, mingled with sprigs of golde plate; under their breasts,
they woare bawdricks of golde, embroidered high with purle, and
about their neckes, Ruffes of feathers, spangled with pearle and
silver. On their heads high sprig’d-feathers, compast in Coronets,

like the Virginian Princes they presented. Betwixt every set of
feathers, and about their browes, in the under-part of their

Coronets, shin’d Sunnes of golde plate, sprinkled with pearle,
from whence sprung rayes of the like plate, that mixing with the

motion of the feathers, shew’d exceedingly delightfull, and
gracious. Their legges were adorn’d, with close long white silke-

stockings : curiously embroidered with golde to the Middle-legge.
And over these (being on horse backe) they drew greaves or
buskins embrodered with gould, & enterlac’t with rewes of

fethers; Altogether estrangfull, and Indian like. 69

Chapman’s description rattles with precious metals, jewels, and special
effects, his emotive language recreating the powerful effects these costumes
had on the onlookers: “delightfull”, “gracious”, “curious”, and “estrangfull”.
No miniatures are known to survive of maskers dressed in “Indian” costume,
whether from this masque or any other, but the gold and silver, pearls and
feathers, “spangled” and glimmering as the performers moved, reads like a
description of the portrait limnings of other figures in masque costume more
generally. For example, Isaac Oliver’s Lady in Masque Costume (Flora) of
circa 1613 (Fig. 30), who wears a costume of cloth of silver and gold,
sprinkled with pearls, rendered with real silver paint: her breasts exposed,
her hair adorned with flowers—far removed from the everyday
representation of even the most elaborate aristocratic costumes, but not
unlike the “estrangfull” images of John White, particularly his Wife of an
Indian “Weroance” or his A Pictish Woman (Figs 13 and 32). Here the exotic
and the extravagant are connected for early modern viewers through their
shared use of precious materials, intricate, “curious” workmanship and their
mesmerising effects.

As Lauren Working has suggested, many of the members of the Inns of Court
who performed in this masque were themselves investors and supporters of

the Virginian Company (est. 1606). 70 The presentation of the Indians, once
again adorned with the precious metals and commodities which investors
hoped to find and commandeer in the New World, would itself have been
intended to have a powerful persuasive effect on the viewer, encouraging
further support and investment in the Virginia Company’s projects. But here,
the usual materials of the portrait limner’s art—gold, silver, pearls, and elite
textiles—are given altogether more “estrangfull” connotations through their
association with the participants’ “Indian” costume.



In light of these combined associations, it may be that the medium’s
popularity for the recording of “curious” masque costume more generally
was fuelled by the “estrangfull” qualities which limning picked up after John
White’s use of limning to depict the inhabitants of “Virginia”—at least among
the most elite viewers who had seen his images first-hand. In any case, the
vivid, immediate, and powerful connotations that the medium itself had
acquired through the talent and advocation of earlier artists such as Nicholas
Hilliard—its propensity for painted enargeia—would have amplified limning’s
power to speak to its audiences, whether on behalf of the most elite court
sitter, or investors in England’s colonial ventures in the New World.
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Game of Thrones: Early Modern Playing Cards and
Portrait Miniature Painting

Karin Leonhard

Abstract

In Tudor England, portrait miniatures were frequently painted on playing
cards. Precise instructions are provided by Edward Norgate: “Take an
ordinary playing card, polish it, and make it so smooth as possibly you can
(the white side of it); make it everywhere even and clean from spots, then
choose the best abortive parchment, and cutting out a piece equal to your
card, with fine and clean starch paste it on the card.”[fn]Edward Norgate,
Miniatura, or the Art of Limning, edited by Martin Hardie (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1919), 19–20.[/fn] But is the playing card only an arbitrary picture
support that was selected by painters mainly for its specific material
qualities? The present study is devoted to the relationship between playing
cards and miniature painting in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries, as well as the question of whether there is more behind the choice
of “ordinary” playing cards than first meets the eye. It suggests that it is:
especially in the early phase of portrait miniature painting, there appear to
be clear relationships between the four suits as well as the face cards and
contemporary social and gender roles. Thus, if it is true that in many cases
the playing card backing a portrait miniature conveys coded information
about the sitter, we are dealing with a medium that employs courtly imagery
to express social affiliations, political loyalties, and ties of affection.
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The Making of Portrait Miniatures

Anyone taking up the study of portrait miniature painting in England in the
late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries is immediately struck by the
ubiquitous appearance of playing cards as painting support. It is all the more
striking that these are barely mentioned in the literature and that there are
almost no illustrations of such playing-card backings. This may be because
for a long time the reason for their use was supposedly mainly a practical
one. For example, we read that playing cards were made of a pasteboard
composed of several sheets of paper glued together. They were rather
inexpensive, frequently thrown away after use, and therefore served as a
handy material for artists and craftsmen in search of extra support for small
paintings on paper or parchment. We know that the earliest portrait
miniatures were routinely painted in watercolour and bodycolour on vellum,
the vellum having been pasted onto the unprinted side of a playing card.
This practice is mentioned in even the earliest treatises and recommended to
painters of miniatures, as in the well-known passages by Nicholas Hilliard
and Edward Norgate:

Take an ordinary playing card, polish it, and make it so smooth as
possibly you can (the white side of it); make it everywhere even
and clean from spots, then choose the best abortive parchment,
and cutting out a piece equal to your card, with fine and clean
starch paste it on the card. Which done, let it dry; then making
your grindstone as clean as may be, lay the card on the stone,

the parchment side downward, and then polish it well on the back
side; it will make it much the smoother. You must paste your
parchment so that the outside of the skin may be outward, it

being the smoothest and best side to work on. 1

The fine portrait features of Jane Small, née Pemberton, for example, were
reproduced on the back of just such an ordinary printed playing card, yet
Holbein’s delicate painting was placed in an elaborately crafted medallion
frame decorated with enamels and pearls and displaying the Pemberton coat

of arms on the back (Fig. 1). 2 The Latin inscription reveals that at the time
the portrait was painted, around 1536, Jane was 23 years old. It was
presumably commissioned on the occasion of her marriage to Nicholas
Small. Small was a neighbour of Holbein’s, a successful merchant, not an
aristocrat, so such a simple support as a playing card is not especially
surprising at first, despite the exquisite painting and framing. But what are
we to make of the fact that the first portrait miniature Nicholas Hilliard
painted of Queen Elizabeth I, dated 1572 and thus her earliest known
miniature portrait, was also executed on a playing card, and that a lady is



pictured on the back of the card, namely, a playing-card Queen (Figs 2–3)?
The playing card was not intended to be visible, just as in other examples
where the back remains covered, but the correspondence between the
portrait miniature and the imagery on the support medium invites reflection.
In the case of the portrait miniature of Elizabeth I, the fact that it was painted
on a Queen card would appear to have been a deliberate joke—perhaps even
more than that. In order to explore possible correlations between the front
and back sides, portrait and card, we will now turn to playing-card
scholarship to discover the functions and traditions of the medium and will
then come back to portrait miniature painting and attempt to connect the
two fields of study.

Figure 1.
Hans Holbein, Mrs Jane Small, formerly Mrs Pemberton, circa 1536,
portrait miniature and playing card, 5.2 cm diameter. Victoria and Albert
Museum, London (P.40&A-1935). Digital image courtesy of Victoria and
Albert Museum, London (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 2.
National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights reserved)., Queen
Elizabeth I, 1572, watercolour on vellum, 5.1 x 4.8 cm. National
Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 108). Digital image courtesy of
Nicholas Hilliard



Figure 3.
Nicholas Hilliard, Queen Elizabeth I, with playing card (“Queen of
Diamonds”) used as painting support, 1572, watercolour on vellum, 5.1 x
4.8 cm. National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 108). Digital image
courtesy of National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights reserved).

The Introduction of Playing Cards in Europe

It is uncertain when playing cards were introduced into Europe, but the first
prohibitions on card playing from 1367 in Bern and 1377 in Florence and
contemporary theological treatises like that of the Dominican Johannes von
Rheinfelden, probably written in Basel, suggest that they appeared in the

fourteenth century, first in Italy, Switzerland, and south-western Germany. 3

Even in these early mentions, card playing is interpreted allegorically, as a
metaphor for fate, life, society, and so on. For example, in his foreword, Von
Rheinfelden explains the aims of his treatise: for one, he proposes to derive
from card games, with reference to their different “courts” (suits), moral
directives for noblemen (he explains that the four suits represent the
successive empires of the Babylonians, Persians, Macedonian-Greeks, and
Romans), and for another, to derive with reference to the numbered cards
similar directives for common people. Again, in the 1432 treatise The Golden
Game by the so-called Master Ingold, a Dominican monk, an analogy is
established in which the blank card resembles a naked man, who is then
“painted” with his role in society. Over several pages, Ingold compares the
dress of individual classes with the naked natural body and the “painted
paper” of playing cards, and finally concludes with respect to the King and

Queen: “It is all only paper.” 4



Thus, it can be established that playing cards reflect social and gender
hierarchies. One thinks, for example, of the Ambras Court Playing Cards from
the 1450s. The figures on the cards represent the hierarchy of feudal society
as numbered one to ten in Roman numerals, plus a Queen and King. The
suits depict various social classes or professions of the time, and the number
of each card represents the rank of their roles at the king’s court—the suits
representing the coats of arms of four kingdoms: France, Germany, Bohemia,
and Hungary. In addition to playing for world domination, genealogical
relationships could also be simulated. This occurs, for example, in early
Italian Tarot decks, which were probably produced to mark dynastic
marriages and which bore family coats of arms, such as those of the
Milanese Visconti. On early South German cards, in turn, the iconography of
the often amorous hunt plays a major role as a source of both courtly and
gender-based motifs. We again encounter all these features—the hierarchy of
sexes and classes in relation to dynastic-political ties and the pictorial
rhetoric of heraldry and courtly love—in the context of the portrait miniature
(Fig. 4). The earliest surviving examples of playing cards, such as the so-
called Stuttgart Deck from the 1430s, were elaborately painted by

illuminators, not serially printed. 5 Ulrike Wörner was stimulated by the
uninterrupted provenance of this oldest painted deck to look more closely at
the intertwined family relationships between the Visconti-Sforza, Wittelsbach,
Valois, and Habsburg courts. She plausibly concludes that early decks of
cards were given to young brides as wedding gifts, within the broader scope
of celebratory culture, so that when such women moved to the homes of
their new husbands, the decks might function as agents of cultural transfer

by way of card games. 6



Figure 4.
“Queen of Stags”, from the earliest known deck of
cards, the, “Stuttgart Playing Cards”, circa 1430, 19.1
x 12.1 cm. Landesmuseum Württemberg, Stuttgart.
Digital image courtesy of Landesmuseum
Württemberg, Stuttgart (CC BY).

The Genesis of the English Pack and its Derivation from Rouen Cards

Over the course of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the medium’s
inherent mobility led to an explosive production and distribution of printed
examples along with a transformation of their motifs. There is evidence that
foreign playing cards were imported into England early in the fifteenth
century. These probably came from France and included cards of the Italian-
Spanish pattern as well as the French variety. According to some sources,
they were a favourite pastime during the reign of Henry VII (r. 1497–1509),
and in fact there are court records of the debt Elizabeth of York incurred
while playing cards. Henry’s marriage with Elizabeth ended the so-called
Wars of the Roses, the decades-long feud between the houses of Lancaster



and York. But already under his predecessor, Edward IV (1442–1483), while
the warring was at its height, card playing had become permanently
established in the realm. Incidentally, it is interesting to note that Edward
was born in Rouen, which at that time was a centre for the manufacture and
trade in playing cards. Already in the third year of Edward IV’s reign, a
statute was issued prohibiting, as from the following Michaelmas Day (20
September 1464 [?]), the import into England and Wales of various
“‘chaffares, wares, or things written below’. These were numerous and
miscellaneous, including dripping pans, tennis balls, daggers, woodknives,
bodkins, tailor’s shears, razors, and ‘Cards a Juer’, otherwise playing cards”.
7 William Benham wrote:

The Statute […] is evidence that all these wares had been
manufactured in England, and that the English card-makers had
suffered from foreign competition. Accordingly, we may assume
that English cards were probably manufactured in England from

about 1450 onwards. 8

In ordinary decks, the suits underwent a major change at this time and were
simplified. It is commonly believed that the four suits in a modern English
deck (clubs, spades, hearts, and diamonds) were derived from those of
French decks (trèfle, pique, coeur, and carreau), which evolved in turn from
the Germanic suits (hearts, bells, acorns, and leaves) in around 1480. The
Germans adopted their suits from the Latin ones (cups, coins, clubs, and
swords). One legend has it that the French suits represent the four social
classes: spades the nobility, hearts the clergy, diamonds vassals or
merchants, and clubs peasants. In the German tradition, however, bells
(which became the French diamonds) stood for the nobility, and leaves
(which became the French clubs) stood for the merchant middle class. As
French cards were exported to England at around that time, the English
carried over their names for clubs and spades from the older Latin suits. Only
when imports of foreign playing cards were banned in England in 1628 did
the English begin to produce their own pack, adopting Pierre Maréchal’s

Rouen pack of circa 1567 as its prototype (Fig. 5). 9



Figure 5.
English playing cards from the pack issued about 1675 with the name C.
Hewson, all cards follow patterns of the Pierre Maréchal Rouen cards circa
1567. The British Library, Sloane Collection 1044. Digital image courtesy
of The British Library Board (All rights reserved).

Repeated playing bans attest to the popularity and the symbol-laden
significance of card games. According to Edward Hall, in The Triumphant
Reigne of King Henry the VIII (1548?), a proclamation was issued in England,
in May 1526, against “all unlawfull games, accordying to the statues made in
his behalf, and Commissions awarded into every shire for the execuseon of
the same”, so that in all places “Tables, Dice, Cards and Bowles were taken

and burnt”. 10 In about this period, Christmastide was the only season of the
year when it was lawful for the “working classes” to play cards. In 1541, a
statute was passed, on the petition of bow-makers, fletchers, and others
interested in archery, forbidding husbandmen, artificers, craftsmen, serving
men, apprentices, and labourers of all kinds from playing cards, bowls,

quoits, and various other games “out of Christmas”. 11 One result of the 1541
statute was that, up to a comparatively recent period, cards were regarded
as an almost essential part of Christmas revelry. This is what George Wither,
in his lines on Christmas (circa 1620), meant when he wrote:



Now Kings and Queens poor sheepcotes have,
And mate with everybody;

The honest now may play the Knave,

And wise men play the noddy. 12

Here it is apparent that in England, up into the early seventeenth century,
card playing was still considered privileged leisure-time amusement, first
restricted to the nobility and its courts and only later to merchants and
tradesmen: during Queen Elizabeth’s reign, however, card-playing was
already a favourite pastime with all classes in England, even in remote
country parishes. The records of Archdeacons’ visitations throughout England
are full of references to cases of card playing on Sunday in practically all
parts of England. This again spurred a last resistance. John Northbrooke of
Bristol, for example, who preached and wrote against plays and dramatic
performances, was vehement in his vituperations against card playing. His

Spiritus est Vicarius Christi was published in the year 1573. 13 It is, as the
subtitle indicates, a treatise attacking “vaine Playes or Enterludes, with other
idle Pastimes, etc., commonly used on the Sabboth Day”. It is important to
note that Northbrooke’s attacks went hand in hand with anti-theatre
movements of the time, and that he equated card playing with a stage play,

with the “deceit” of acting: 14

I say with good Father Saint Cyprian: the playe at Cardes is an
invention of the Deuill, which he founde out that he might the

easier bring in Ydolatrie amongst men. For the Kings and Coate
cards that we use nowe were in olde tie the ymages of Idols and
false gods: which since they that would seeme Christjans have
changed intu Charlemagne, Launcelot, Hector, and such like

names, because they could not seeme to imitate their ydolatrie
herein, and yet maintable the playe it self, the very inuention of

Satan, the Deuill, and would disguise this mischief under the

cloake of suche gaye names. 15

The most interesting thing about Northbrooke’s invective is his assertion that
the cards used in England in about the year 1575, bore “gaye names”,
including Charlemagne (King of Hearts), Hector (Knave of Diamonds), and
Lancelot (Knave of Clubs). His polemic was thus directed mainly at the deck’s
“Kings and Court cards”, thereby indicating that the French names were
already used by English card makers.



“Under the Cloake of Suche Gaye Names”: The Meaning of Playing Cards

In the sixteenth century, French card makers started to assign mythological
or biblical names to the face cards. In his rich compilation of materials on
playing cards, Benham determined that:

the habit of giving names to the Court cards appears to have
been a continuation or outgrowth of the names given to the Tarot

“atouts”. Some of the earliest French “court” cards had names
inscribed; other were taken as “portraits”. […] Almost from the
first the King of Hearts was Charles—no ordinary, commonplace
Charles, but Charlemagne, the Great Charles, the super-monarch

[…]. He was, as a rule, the “Emperor” in the Tarot packs. 16

Such designations of the face cards were known in England as well. A very
rare political tract, for instance, issued during the Civil War, probably in 1642,
describes the mutiny of the “City-Clubs” against the King of Hearts, meaning
Charles I:

The bloody Game at Cards
As it was played betwixt the

KING
of

HEARTS
And the rest of His Suite, against the

Residue of the packe of cards. 17

In the text, the King of Clubs is said to have been “indeede a brave and noble
Earle whose title is exprest by two of the last Letters”, the Knave of Clubs “a
kinde of broken merchant, having a Roundhead”, and as for the “Spade-
men”, they are “Country fellows of all Suites, red and blew and tawnie”, while
the “Diamond-men” were the rich citizens. Although it cannot be explained
with certainty who is meant by “the brave and noble Earle”, Benham has
convincingly argued that it was probably Robert Devereux, 3rd Earl of Essex,
a general in the Parliamentary army and the son of Queen Elizabeth’s
favourite: “His title was ‘Earl of Essex and Ewe’—and the allusion might be

either to ‘S. X.’ or ‘X. and U’ (two of the last letters).” 18 But even if his
identity is uncertain, this document clearly shows the extent to which the
face cards were associated with political events and personalities of the day.
In the time of James I, for example, the pamphleteer Samuel Rowlands (circa
1575–1630) wrote verses about playing cards and their makers: A Merry
Meetinge, or ‘tis Mery When Knaves Mete was publicly burnt by order in 1600



but was re-issued (expurgated) as The Knave of Clubbs in 1609. That
publication was followed in 1612 by The Knave of Harts and in 1613 More
Knaves Yet? The Knaves of Spades and Diamonds. These pamphlets were
satirical in nature and intended as mirrors of society. The 1613 edition was
even illustrated with images of the four knaves, probably made from printing

blocks actually used by the card makers of his day. 19 It is also of interest
that in his introduction, Rowlands critically unmasks the addiction to pleasure
and passion for gaming in his time, but at the same time asks in a
“Supplication to Card-Makers” that the designs used for court cards might be

improved and modernised. 20 Again and again, the attention of
contemporaries was drawn to the face cards in the deck and the possibility of
understanding them as representatives of social hierarchies and
embodiments of virtues and vices.

Many of the identifications changed over time, whereas others remained
fixed. The Queen of Hearts, for instance, was already regularly identified in
the French deck as “Judith”, “because she was looked upon as one of the

most courageous women on record”. 21 In the English deck, however, at least
for a certain period of time, the Queen of Hearts represented Elizabeth of
York, the mother of Henry VIII. The Knave of Hearts, in the traditional deck,
was commonly called “La Hire”—which was the nickname or surname of the
historic figure Etienne (Stephen) de Vignoles, known to be hot-blooded and

excitable. 22 The King of Spades, in turn, was regularly called “David”, as
“Spades” means “Swords” (spade in Italian), denoting the military or warrior
class. His consort, the Queen of Spades, was correspondingly associated with
Pallas Athene (Minerva), the Goddess of War, whereas from an early period
“Hogier” was a favourite name for the Knave of Spades. The King of
Diamonds had been thought of as Julius Caesar since a very remote period.
He is the King of Money, as the paving tiles in the French pack were thought

well suited to denote the wealthy class. 23 At the king’s side stood “Rachel”,
the Queen of Diamonds, who was “beautiful and well favoured and a keen
business woman”, the ideal and model woman “who built the house of

Israel”. 24 That leaves the Knave of Diamonds, who represented “Hector”,
half-brother to Lancelot of the Lake and one of the Knights of the Round Table
(Fig. 6). Appropriately, the Knave of Clubs was associated with Lancelot
himself, and the King of Clubs with King Arthur. In this, it was generally
recognised that Hector was a worthless sort and betokened misfortune,
whereas Lancelot, as the embodiment of chivalry, was considered an
extremely good omen. Interestingly, the Queen of Clubs was called “Argine”,
an altogether imaginary figure and at the same time an anagram of

“Regina”, thus the epitome of queenliness. 25 Benham mentions that in
England the Queen of Clubs seems to have been a popular card. “She used

to be known as Queen Bess, which was a big compliment.” 26



Figure 6.
Three court playing cards with French suit marks (the cards are the knave
and queen of hearts and the king of clubs), circa 1425–1450, hand-
coloured woodcut, 10 x 6.5 cm. The British Museum (1956,0608.2-4).
Digital image courtesy of The Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-
SA 4.0).

The Meaning of Playing Cards as Painting Supports

It is only recently that the re-use of playing cards as the backing for portrait
miniatures has been accorded the least attention, for example, in a technical
research project initiated by the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge, on the

materials employed in the oeuvre of Isaac Oliver (Figs 7–8). 27 Such
investigations raise questions about the possible correspondences between
the portrait miniature and the imagery on its support medium. Let us begin
with the earliest examples to see whether the secondary use of playing cards
at the beginning of portrait miniature painting had any special significance.



Figure 7.
Isaac Oliver, Portrait of a Girl with Carnation, circa 1590,
watercolour on vellum stuck onto a playing card and set in an ivory
frame, 24.2 x 26.3 cm estimate. Victoria and Albert Museum,
London (P.146-1910). Digital image courtesy of Victoria & Albert
Museum, London (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 8.
Isaac Oliver, Portrait of a Girl with Carnation, circa 1590,
with playing card (“Queen of Clubs”) used as painting
support (detail). Reconstruction of the cut out from a
playing card, Rouen, late fifteenth century, hand-colour
woodcut, 9.3 x 5.5 cm. The British Museum
(1897,1117.9-11). Digital image courtesy of The Trustees
of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).

Lucas Horenbout, Jean Clouet, and Hans Holbein: 1525–1540

Portrait miniatures first appeared in the 1520s, at the French and English
courts, with two Netherlandish miniaturists, Jean Clouet working in France
and Lucas Horenbout in England. Of the seven Lucas Horenbout miniatures
about which I was able to obtain more detailed information, all were painted
on playing cards. Three are portraits of Henry VIII, and an Ace of Diamonds is
found on the back of each of them. The portrait of Henry in the Heuvel Family
Collection has a pendant picturing Henry’s grandmother, Margaret Beaufort,
Countess of Richmond and Derby, and it too was painted on an Ace of
Diamonds. The famous depiction of Catherine of Aragon, in turn, Henry VIII’s



first wife and mother of the later Queen Mary I Tudor, was painted on a

Queen card, though it is unclear of which suit (Figs 9–11). 28 Here, it is of
interest to compare miniatures by Jean Clouet, as both the portraits of
Elizabeth of Valois, later Queen of France, and Charles IX, King of France, as a

boy, were also painted on Aces of Diamonds. 29 According to Karl van
Mander, it was Lucas Horenbout who taught Hans Holbein the art of
miniature painting. Yet, it is possible that Holbein came in contact with Clouet
in Tours as early as roughly 1524, if, as is thought, Holbein visited the French
court at this period hoping to secure the patronage of Francis I. In any case,
Holbein’s use of playing cards as supports for his miniatures is repeatedly
mentioned, though scarcely documented in photographs (Figs 12–14). We
know that he used more elaborate face cards, for example, for the portrait
miniatures of Anne of Cleves, Margaret More, the wife of William Roper, and
Henry Brandon, 2nd Duke of Suffolk. On the back of the latter, a portion of a
King card is visible as the boy’s father, Charles Brandon, 1st Duke of Suffolk,
enjoyed quasi royal status, whereas this miniature’s companion piece, the
portrait of his younger brother Charles was at least executed on a noble Ace

of Clubs (Fig. 15). 30 Holbein’s use of a face card for his portrait of Margaret
Roper, on the other hand, cannot be explained by any royal
connection—quite the contrary. Margaret was Thomas More’s oldest
daughter and his favourite child. It is believed that the work was created
shortly after her father’s beheading at the hands of King Henry VIII in 1535.
Margaret courageously stood up to her father’s enemies and incurred
charges herself when she rescued his head from London Bridge to give it a
decent burial. Since we do not know what face card the miniature was
painted on, we can only speculate that there was a possible semantic link; it
is conceivable that the back somehow alluded to her virtue.



Figure 9.
Lucas Horenbout, Henry VIII, watercolour on vellum, 4 cm diameter. Royal
Collection (RCIN 420010). Digital image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust
and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights reserved).



Figure 10.
Lucas Horenbout, Margaret Beaufort, Countess of Richmond and Derby,
circa 1530, vellum stuck on to a playing card, 3 cm diameter. Private
Collection. Digital image courtesy of Victoria and Albert Museum, London
(All rights reserved).



Figure 11.
Lucas Horenbout, Katherine of Aragon, c. 1526-7, watercolour on vellum,
3.9 cm diameter. National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG L244). Digital
image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights reserved).



Figure 12.
Hans Holbein, Anne of Cleves, 1539, watercolour on vellum stuck to a
playing card with part of a court card on the back, set in ivory box, 24.2 x
26.3 cm. Victoria and Albert Museum, London (P.153:1, 2-1910). Digital
image courtesy of Victoria and Albert Museum, London (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 13.
Hans Holbein, Margaret More, wife of William Roper, 1535–1536, vellum
laid on playing card, 4.5 cm diameter. The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
New York (50.69.2). Digital image courtesy of The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, New York (Public domain).



Figure 14.
Hans Holbein, Henry Brandon, 2nd Duke of Suffolk, circa 1541, vellum laid
on playing card, 5.6 diameter. The Royal Collection (RCIN 422294). Digital
image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth
II 2020 (All rights reserved).



Figure 15.
Hans Holbein, Charles Brandon, 3rd Duke of Suffolk, 1541, vellum laid on
playing card, 5.5 cm diameter. The Royal Collection (RCIN 422295). Digital
image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth
II 2020 (All rights reserved).

Besides Holbein’s use of face cards as painting support, four other miniatures
were painted on Aces. In the case of the portrait of Charles Brandon, it is an
Ace of Clubs. In addition, there are the portraits of Sir George Neville, a
courtier first accused of treason, then acquitted in 1521, and from 1530
again risen into royal favour, and of Lady Elizabeth Grey (Figs 16–17); both of
these were painted on an Ace of Hearts. For the latter, the information in the
collection catalogue is apt: Lady Grey’s miniature may have been
commissioned in celebration of her marriage, sometime between 1538 and
1540, to Thomas, Lord Audley of Walden, Lord Chancellor. Holbein associated
another Ace with the powerful Thomas Cromwell, whose portrait may have
been one of the first miniatures Holbein painted. It was made during his
second visit to England in 1532, at a time when Cromwell was advancing as
a trusted counsellor to the king. The mount has been cut from a Spade card,
as it happens the Ace of Spades (also known as the spadille), traditionally, at
least in English-speaking countries, the highest and most valuable card of
the entire deck (Figs 18–19). This is of interest inasmuch as there is a later
copy of this miniature on which, in a seemingly arbitrary cut-out, six of ten
Spades are visible. By comparison, the considered choice of the earlier
version is particularly striking, while the suit remains the same. Among the



remaining miniatures, there are two female portraits—the aforementioned
depiction of Mrs Jane Small, née Pemberton, in the Victoria and Albert
Museum, and the portrait of a lady, presumably Katherine Howard, in the
Royal Collection. On their backs are the Five and Four of Diamonds. Happily,
in the case of Jane Small, there is a photograph showing how carefully the
cut-out was chosen so as to produce a symmetrical pattern (cf. Fig 1).

Figure 16.
Hans Holbein, Lady Elizabeth Grey, Lady Audley, circa 1538, 5.6 cm
diameter. The Royal Collection (Inv.-Nr. RCIN 422292). Digital image
courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II 2020
(All rights reserved).



Figure 17.
Hans Holbein, Sir George Neville, 3rd Baron of Abergavenny, circa 1535,
oil on panel, 36.5 x 29 cm. Collection of the Duke of Buccleuch, Buccleuch
Living Heritage Trust. Digital image courtesy of Collection of the Duke of
Buccleuch, Buccleuch Living Heritage Trust (All rights reserved).



Figure 18.
Hans Holbein, Thomas Cromwell, Earl of Essex, circa 1532–1533, portrait
miniature and playing card, 4.4 cm diameter. National Portrait Gallery,
London (NPG 6310). Digital image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery,
London (All rights reserved).

Figure 19.
Hans Holbein (workshop), Thomas Cromwell, Earl of Essex, circa 1537,
portrait miniature and playing card, 4.4 cm diameter. National Portrait
Gallery, London (NPG 6311). Digital image courtesy of National Portrait
Gallery, London (All rights reserved).



What do these first findings tell us? Perhaps at least this: in Horenbout,
Clouet, and Holbein, there are obvious consistencies in the use of cards for
backing—consistencies extending even beyond the individual artist. The Ace
of Diamonds appears to have been reserved for royalty, and is expressly
associated with the ruling house. Face cards, in turn, were used for
distinguished figures at court—the queen’s portrait, especially, was
repeatedly painted on a Queen card. Also probably the portrait of More’s
daughter Margaret, which makes sense, for at least in the Continental
playing-card tradition, as shown above, Queen cards were considered
personifications of virtue. Further, we have seen that Aces predominate as
supports in the early portrait miniatures. Also, it is striking that the different
suits were not used with equal frequency. Diamonds and Hearts are much
more common than Spades and Clubs; Diamonds predominate in the earliest
examples, and it is possible that Hearts were preferred for marriage portraits.
As far as I can see, Horenbout, Holbein, and perhaps Clouet as well shared a
common code that is still the professed meaning of cards today: “Court cards
are taken as indicating people; numeral cards relate to events. Hearts are
construed as referring to the affections; Diamonds to money and worldly
affairs; Clubs to business; Spades to the ‘serious affairs of life’”, especially

military ranks. 31

Nicholas Hilliard, Isaac Oliver, and Peter Oliver: 1580–1625

One now has to ask whether such a code was continued in the portrait
miniatures of Nicholas Hilliard and his circle. Let me first consider Hilliard’s
miniatures themselves, on which I have so far managed to identify roughly
twenty playing cards. Of them, one is first struck by that portrait of Elizabeth

I in the National Portrait Gallery. 32 This painting support was photographed
for the first time for the exhibition Elizabethan Treasures: Miniatures by
Hilliard and Oliver at the National Portrait Gallery in 2019. We now know that
the famous miniature has a Queen of Diamonds glued to the back that
comes from a deck that resembles the French (Rouen) type of card (see Figs
2–3) (Fig. 20). And can it be only coincidence that of all people Robert
Dudley, 1st Earl of Leicester, is as yet the only other known example of the

use of a face card in Hilliard’s work? 33 These are the only three instances of
the use of face cards that I have, so far, been able to find among Hilliard’s
works. In him, there also is a striking reduction in the use of Aces of
Diamonds for supports, with a corresponding increase in the use of number
cards and a more uniform distribution of suits. How to explain this? Perhaps
from the fact that after Hilliard’s return from France, he was provided with
much-needed income by sitters who—though prosperous—were not of the
highest social rank. For the first time, portrait miniatures were no longer
reserved for the exclusive court clientele of previous decades. One can trace
this particularly clearly in the Victoria and Albert Museum’s collection of his



miniatures, in which the portraits of (as yet unidentified sitters) are backed
by a Four and Six of Diamonds; a Two (Fig. 21), a Three (Fig. 22), and a Six of
Hearts; a Three (Fig. 23) and a Five of Spades; and a Four of Clubs. It is only
the depiction of James I in the Royal Collection that is found, as one might
suspect, on an Ace of Diamonds. The backing card on Hilliard’s portrait of
Princess Elizabeth, later Queen of Bohemia, in the Victoria and Albert
Collection, however, is puzzling; its four of Diamonds were not left red, as
was customary, but overpainted in black.

Figure 20.
Nicholas Hilliard, Queen Elizabeth I, 1572, watercolour on vellum, 5.1 x
4.8 cm. National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 108); Robert Dudley, Earl
of Leicester, 1576, watercolour on vellum, 4.4 cm diameter. Digital image
courtesy of National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights reserved).



Figure 21.
Nicholas Hilliard, An Unknown Man, 1597, portrait
miniature and playing card, 5 x 4 cm. Victoria and Albert
Museum, London (P.5-1944). Digital image courtesy of
Victoria & Albert Museum, London (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 22.
Nicholas Hilliard, An Unknown Man, aged 24, 1572, portrait miniature and
playing card, 6 x 4.8 cm. Victoria and Albert Museum, London (P.1-1942).
Digital image courtesy of Victoria and Albert Museum, London (CC BY-NC-
SA 4.0).

Figure 23.
Nicholas Hilliard, An Unknown Woman, 1575–1580, portrait miniature and
playing card, 3.9 x 3.2 cm. Victoria & Albert Museum, London (P.8-1947).
Digital image courtesy of Victoria & Albert Museum, London (CC BY-NC-SA
4.0).



In the roughly twenty-five miniatures I have researched by Rouen-born Isaac
Oliver and his son Peter, the situation is similarly diverse, though here Aces
are met with more frequently than in Hilliard (Fig. 24). These become the
norm once one turns to the miniatures in the Royal Collection—most of the
portraits of Anne of Denmark; Henry Frederick, Prince of Wales; Frederick,
Prince Palatine; and Elizabeth, Queen of Bohemia, were painted on Aces (Fig.
25). Interestingly, in the miniatures of Peter Oliver, Charles I appears on a
number card while still Prince of Wales, and ascends to an Ace of Clubs only

after becoming king. 34 Here, to be sure, I note only tendencies, which are
not always adhered to. For example, Charles was no longer associated with
the traditional Ace of Diamonds, but rather painted on an Ace of Clubs.
Altogether, there is an increasing use of Clubs cards, which is interesting
because the suit “refers to business” rather than to a royal or noble rank. Is
there some consistent reason for this, or are we simply witnessing the
gradual dissolution of a system? Can the increasing irregularity in suit
assignment be explained by the dynastic shift from Tudor to Stuart? For it is
striking, after all, that the tendency towards a consistent code, as I have
called it, coincided precisely with the final reigns of the House of Tudor. Or is
the greater diversity a reflection of the sitters’ social standing, now that the
miniature was no longer restricted to narrower court circles but rather taken
up by the broader aristocracy? One has to think of Edward Norgate’s
statement that Hilliard and Oliver chose from pre-prepared carnations,
already mixed and painted on vellum laid onto card, on the basis of their
sitters’ skin colour as observed when they arrived at the studio. This must
mean that at least for some miniatures—perhaps those of less important
sitters—the card cannot have been chosen specifically for the individual
sitter, unless all the different carnation colours were painted onto supports of
the same card. Royal sitters, however, presumably did not come to the
artists’ studios for sittings but were painted in their palaces.



Figure 24.
Isaac Oliver, Anne of Denmark, circa 1611–1612, portrait
miniature and playing card, 5.3 x 4.2 cm. Royal Collection
(RCIN 420041). Digital image courtesy of Royal Collection
Trust and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights
reserved).



Figure 25.
Peter Oliver, Charles I when Prince of Wales, circa 1620,
portrait miniature and playing card, 5.1 x 3.9 cm. Royal
Collection (RCIN 420049). Digital image courtesy of
Digital image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and Her
Majesty Queen Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights reserved).

Basically, it can be said that with the second generation of miniature painters
all four of the playing-card suits are now equally employed. Yet, it is striking
that the appearance of Hearts is greater than in earlier examples, as if the
element of courtly display in the portrait miniature had not been altogether
neglected in Hilliard and Oliver, but rather expanded to include the more
intimate function of a token of affection (Fig. 26). One example possibly
worth presenting here is the half-length miniature of a man wearing a black
doublet, known as the portrait of a certain Arundel Talbot from 1596, where

an inverted heart is visible on the reverse of the support (Fig. 27). 35 Another
example is an Oliver miniature in the Koninklijk Huisarchief in The Hague, the
back of which, showing three Spades, is deliberately exposed in the historical
frame. Thus, if it is true that in many cases the playing card backing a



portrait miniature conveys coded information about the sitter, we are dealing
with a medium that employs (courtly) imagery to express social affiliations,
political loyalties, and ties of affection. Is the use of playing cards in portrait
miniature painting of significance beyond their simple practicality? The
present study suggests that it is; especially in the early phase of portrait
miniature painting, there appear to be clear relationships between the four
suits as well as the face cards and contemporary social and gender roles.

Figure 26.
Isaac Oliver, A Man, called Sir Arundel Talbot, portrait miniature and
playing card, 6.9 x 5.4 cm. Victoria and Albert Museum, London
(P.4-1917). Digital image courtesy of Victoria and Albert Museum, London
(CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 27.
Isaac Oliver, reverse displaying the playing card of a portrait
miniature, 1614. Koninklijk Huisarchief, The Hague (cat. 1991, nr.
500). Digital image courtesy of Koninklijk Huisarchief, The Hague (All
rights reserved).

In Figure 28, I therefore once again summarise the assignment of
mythological or biblical names to early modern playing cards, and in Figure
29, provide an initial overview of the cut-outs and orientation of the suit
symbols. The fact that, apart from Diamonds, the suit symbols in early
modern playing cards have a distinct orientation makes assignment easier.
There are few alternative possibilities. Again, I find consistencies; for
example, the cut-out is almost always centred, though perpendicular to the
card’s height. Almost always, the orientation of the suit symbol matches that
of the portrait. Once we understand playing cards as a medium in which
ruling hierarchies are literally “replayed”—in a veritable Game of Thrones—a



glance at the backs of portrait miniatures can provide us with a fascinating
glimpse into the formation of early modern groupings, identities, and codes
of behaviour.

Figure 28.
Karin Leonhard, List of mythological or biblical names assigned to early
modern playing cards, 2020. Digital image courtesy of Karin Leonhard (All
rights reserved).



Figure 29.
Karin Leonhard, Cut-outs and orientation of the suit symbols, 2020.
This overview is a schematic representation only, and the sizes may
vary slightly. Digital image courtesy of Karin Leonhard (All rights
reserved).
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A) Mrs Jane Small, formerly Mrs Pemberton, circa 1536, Victoria and Albert
Museum, London, Inv.-Nr. P.40&A-1935 (compare Fig. 1);

B) Thomas Cromwell, Earl of Essex, circa 1532–1533, portrait miniature and
playing card, National Portrait Gallery, London, Inv.-Nr. NPG 6310 (compare
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C) Hans Holbein (workshop): Thomas Cromwell, Earl of Essex, circa 1537,
portrait miniature and playing card, National Portrait Gallery, London, Inv.-Nr.
NPG 6311 (compare Fig. 19).
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B) An Unknown Man, aged 24, portrait miniature and playing card, Victoria
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C) An Unknown Woman, portrait miniature and playing card, Victoria and
Albert Museum, London, P.8-1947 (compare Fig. 23).
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A) A Man, called Sir Arundel Talbot, portrait miniature and playing card,
Victoria and Albert Museum, London, Inv.-Nr. P.4-1917 (compare Fig. 26);

B) Charles I when Duke of York, Royal Collection, London, Inv.-Nr. RCIN
420050;

C) Anne of Denmark, portrait miniature and playing card, The Royal
Collection, Windsor Castle, Inv.-Nr. RCIN 420041 (compare Fig. 24);

D) Elizabeth, Queen of Bohemia, Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon
Collection, New Haven, Inv.-Nr. B1974.2.74;

E) Koninklijk Huisarchief, The Hague, cat. 1991, nr. 500 (compare Fig. 27).

Peter Oliver
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B) Charles I when Prince of Wales, Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon
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Scholarship has meanwhile managed to identify the distinctly international Basel as the centre of early painted
playing-card production—here Italian, German, and French formal idioms were combined as well as the techniques
and materials of book illumination and panel painting. For Rheinfelden, cf. Arne Jönsson, “Der Ludus cartularum
moralisatus des Johannes von Rheinfelden”, in Detlef Hoffmann (ed.), Schweizer Spielkarten, Vol. 1: Die Anfänge im
15. und 16. Jahrhundert (Schaffhausen: Museum zu Allerheiligen, 1998), 120–134.

Erward Schröder (ed.), Das goldene Spiel von Meister Ingold (Straßburg: Karl J. Trübner, 1882).

The variety of techniques used for these early playing cards is astonishing and attests to the high quality of
execution. In the case of some early fifteenth-century luxury hand-painted decks (Stuttgarter Kartenspiel, circa
1430), the cards were made from pasteboard consisting of up to six sheets of paper glued together, over which, on
the front side, a layer of gesso was applied. Outlines of the designs were scratched into the surface, while some
details were drawn in with pen and ink. The entire surface was gilded and the designs were then painted over the
gold using a variety of colours and metal applications. The backs were painted a plain colour, cf. Heribert Meurer, Das
Stuttgarter Kartenspiel (The Stuttgart Playing Cards) (Stuttgart: Konrad Theiss Verlag, 1991). For a historical survey
with focus on early playing cards, cf. Timothy B. Husband (ed.), The World in Play: Luxury Cards 1430–1540 (New
York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2015); Michael Dummett, The Visconti-Sforza Tarot Cards (New York: George
Braziller, 1986); David Parlett, The Oxford Guide to Card Games: A Historical Survey (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1990); and Christian Zangs and Hans Holländer (eds), Mit Glück und Verstand: Zur Kunst- und Kulturgeschichte der
Brett- und Kartenspiele. 15. bis 17. Jahrhundert (Aachen: Thouet, 1994).

Ulrike Wörner, Die Dame im Spiel: Spielkarten als Indikatoren des Wandels von Geschlechterbildern und
Geschlechterverhältnissen an der Schwelle zur Frühen Neuzeit (Münster: Waxmann, 2010); and Ulrike Wörner, “Das
Stuttgarter Kartenspiel (um 1429)—ein Abbild der ‘Jagd nach Liebe’. Ikonologische Betrachtungen zu einem
Kartenspiel aus dem Hause Wittelsbach”, Bayerisches Jahrbuch für Volkskunde (2011), 27–39, 283–284. Cf. Detlef
Hoffmann (ed.), Schweizer Spielkarten, Vol. 1 Die Anfänge im 15. und 16. Jahrhundert (Schaffhausen: Museum zu
Allerheiligen, 1998); and 26–30, Jana Lucas, Europa in Basel: Das Konzil von Basel (1431–1449) als Laboratorium der
Kunst (Basel: Schwabe Verlag, 2017).

William Gurney Benham, Playing Cards: History and Secrets of the Pack (London: Spring Books, 1969), 26.

Benham, Playing Cards, 26.

Earliest English playing cards are very scarce. Few specimens have survived and little is known about the
manufacturers; the best known are those of Hewson of the seventeenth century (circa 1675). The cards exhibit that
geometric construction which characterises the English pattern and which has survived to the contemporary double-
ended cards used today. Cf. Catherine Perry Hargrave, A History of Playing Cards and a Bibliography of Cards and
Gaming (New York: Dover, 1960), 180.

Benham, Playing Cards, 27.

Benham, Playing Cards, 26: “Even at Christmas time they must only play such games in their masters’ houses or in
their masters’ presence. The main purpose of the Statute was to concentrate men’s energies on archery, but there
was a long preamble about the dire results of gambling and its devastating effects on morals and religion and
domestic happiness. Henry VIII was himself a confirmed gambler and often lost more money at cards than was
convenient.”

George Wither, “For Christmas: Lo, Now is Come Our Joyful’st Feast!”, in Juvenilia: Poems by George Wither,
contained in the collections of his Juvenilia which appeared in 1626 and 1633, Part III (Manchester: Printed for the
Spencer Society, 1871), 915–919.

John Northbrooke, Spiritus Est Vicarius Christi in Terra: The Poore Mans Garden (London: W. Williamson, 1573).

See Michael O’Connell, The Idolatrous Eye: Iconoclasm and Theater in Early-Modern England (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000); and Mary Morrissey, Politics and the Paul’s Cross Sermons, 1558–1642 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2011).

Northbrooke, Spiritus Est Vicarius Christi in Terra. This relates here to a pamphlet wrongly ascribed to St. Cyprian, De
aleatoribus, in which gaming was linked to the devil. This text served as an indirect source for early modern writers.

Benham, Playing Cards, 78.

From the pamphlet: The bloody game at cards, as it was played betwixt the King of Hearts. And the rest of his suite,
against the residue of the packe of cards. Wherein is discovered where faire play; was plaid and where was fowle.
[London]: Shuffled at London, cut at Westminster, dealt at Yorke, and plaid in the open field. by the citty-club, the
country spade-men, rich-diamond men and loyall hearted men., [1643].

Benham, Playing Cards, 79.

“Only the four Knaves are shown by Rowlands […]; it will be seen […] that these derive from the French (Rouen) type
of card and are closely related to the English playing cards of the 18th and 19th centuries.” These two pictures are in
fact the only representations we possess of English playing cards earlier than the reign of Charles II, with the
exception of the picture of the King of Hearts, published circa 1642. “The letterpress is of interest in various ways. It
tells us distinctly that the ‘idle-headed French’ devised the pattern adopted for English playing cards. It also tells us
that card-makers had an established trade in London at the end of Queen Elizabeth’s reign.” Benham, Playing Cards,
45.

Samuel Rowlands, A Merry Meeting, or ‘Tis Merry When Knaves Meet (London, 1600). No copy of the first edition is
known to exist, but a second edition was republished as The Knave of Clubbes (1609), with further reprints as: The
Knave of Harts (London, 1612); The Knave of Harts: Haile Fellow, Well Met (London, 1613), reprinted in 1615; and
More Knaves Yet? The Knaves of Spades and Diamonds (London, 1613).

Benham, Playing Cards, 80.
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Negotiating a Courtship between Courts: Hilliard’s
Prayer Book Portraits of Queen Elizabeth and the

Duc d’Anjou

William Aslet

Abstract

Since its last appearance in 1889, the whereabouts of the small book of
prayers belonging to Queen Elizabeth I has been unknown. It survives only in
the form of a black-and-white facsimile commissioned by its last known
owner. Inside are two miniatures by Nicholas Hilliard. With one showing
François Hercule, duc d’Anjou and the other Queen Elizabeth, the prayer
book undoubtedly relates to Anjou’s unsuccessful courtship of Elizabeth. This
article presents the first full-length study of the prayer book in relation to the
miniatures that it contains. It builds on Jane Lawson’s identification of the
book with a gift given to Elizabeth by Robert Dudley, Earl of Leicester, in the
New Year of 1582, this article examines the reasons why Leicester might
have commissioned a prayer book of this kind at this late moment in Anjou’s
courtship and the iconographical significance in including these two
miniature portraits in a book of prayers.
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Introduction

At around the start of the twentieth century, a celebrated book of prayers
that had once been the property of Queen Elizabeth I went missing. Its
disappearance is as mysterious as it is exasperating. It was, due to its
association with Elizabeth, rightly valued as an object of extreme
importance; and the portraits within—one showing Elizabeth’s one-time
suitor François Hercule duc d’Anjou (formerly duc d’Alençon) (Fig. 1) and the
other the queen herself (Fig. 2)—were invariably attributed to Nicholas
Hilliard.

Figure 1.
Nicholas Hilliard (presumed), François Hercule, Duc d’Anjou,
ca. 1582, facsimile, 7.6 x 5 cm (approx.). Collection of The
British Library (MS Facsimile 218). Digital image courtesy of
The British Library Board (All rights reserved).



Figure 2.
Nicholas Hilliard, Queen Elizabeth I of England, ca. 1582,
facsimile, 7.6 x 5 cm (approx.). Collection of The British
Library (MS Facsimile 218). Digital image courtesy of The
British Library Board (All rights reserved).

Such was its significance that when the prayer book was displayed for sale at

a Bond Street gallery in 1885, it was reported in the New York Times. 1 In the
following year, the collector Edward Joseph—presumably its new owner—took
it to show Queen Victoria at Windsor Castle, who if not amused, was certainly

“highly delighted” to have seen it. 2 The evident quality of these works
shines through even in the black-and-white facsimile by which they are today
known, with Roy Strong writing that the portrait of Elizabeth was “judging

from reproductions, one of the finest portraits of her”. 3

The last documented public appearance of the prayer book was at an
exhibition at the Burlington Fine Arts Club in 1889, where it was described as
having been lent by the prominent collector, Jeffrey Whitehead, and was
again singled out for comment in the press as an “extraordinary relic of



Queen Elizabeth”. 4 In 1893, Whitehead commissioned an autotype facsimile
printed on vellum, of which forty copies were made, and which today

provides the only known record of its appearance. 5 One copy is now kept at

the British Library, having been acquired by the British Museum in 1916. 6

The preface, written by one “J.W.”, presumably Whitehead, states that the
manuscript was at this date bound in black shagreen with gold enamelled
clasps, each adorned with a ruby. A note states that “in the original the ruled
margins, capital letters, etc., are gilded: the miniatures being on a gold
background, with fleur-de-lis, the effect of which is lost in this autotype

copy”. 7 Clearly, therefore, it was an extraordinary object.

At some point in the years following the creation of the autotype, the
manuscript book itself disappeared. A handwritten note inside the cover of
the British Library facsimile states that it was exhibited at the Fine Art
Society in 1902, but no other record of this exhibition is known. It cannot be
found in any of the known sales of Whitehead’s collection that took place
following his death in 1915. There seems to be no evidence to corroborate
George Williamson’s statement of 1921 that “it is now the property of the

Crown”. 8 More plausible is Frederick Chamberlin’s report of 1922 that the
original manuscript “had disappeared since 1892” (he presumably means
1893, when the autotype was made), with the information having come

directly from Whitehead’s daughter. 9 Puzzlingly, the whereabouts of even
the additional copies of the facsimile is difficult to ascertain. In 1923,
Chamberlin wrote that of the supposed forty copies only four could be

traced. 10

Despite this saddening loss, which we must hope is only temporary, the
facsimile gives us a good idea of the appearance of this now-missing work.
Yet, it has been under-discussed in the literature on Hilliard. Often associated
with the courtship of Anjou for Elizabeth—he was, as we shall see, both her
last and her most serious suitor—the question of why and at what time in the
decade-long courtship this work might have been commissioned has only
cursorily been addressed. The paper that follows will seek to suggest an
answer to this by locating the prayer book within the historical context of the
match with Anjou.

Of course, there is a major caveat with such an exercise, namely, that
without the original to hand, certain questions must remain unanswered. We
ought, for instance, to note the possibility—however slim—that the portraits
are not autograph works by Hilliard. Furthermore, it is unclear whether the
works with which we are dealing were painted directly onto the vellum leaves
of the book, as in an illuminated manuscript, or, as seems more probable,

were mounted portrait miniatures. 11



Thus, the ideas presented in this paper will be by necessity exploratory; I
hope, however, that they will at least cause us to look at this remarkable
work afresh.

The Portraits

The prayer book measured two by three inches; inside were six prayers
written in five languages: the first and the last in English, and the middle

prayers in French, Italian, Latin, and Greek respectively. 12 It opened to a
bust-length portrait of the duc d’Anjou and closed with a nearly three-
quarter-length portrait of Queen Elizabeth. With the portraits presented to be
viewed in relation to each other, but the sitters facing in the same

direction—not each other—they can be considered a quasi-pair. 13

Each of the two portraits was enclosed in a painted wreath decorated with
roses, a Tudor emblem. The space surrounding the wreaths was adorned with
fleur-de-lis of gold. Some impression of this, albeit crude, is given by
Chamberlin’s coloured illustrations (Figs 3 and 4). The fleur-de-lis was, of
course, a symbol of the French monarchy, but it was also one that Elizabeth

continued to claim for the English crown. 14



Figure 3.
After Nicholas Hilliard, François Hercule Duc d’Anjou, in
Frederick Chamberlin, The Sayings of Queen Elizabeth
(London: John Lane The Bodley Head Ltd, 1923),
coloured autotype. Digital image courtesy of William
Aslet (All rights reserved).



Figure 4.
After Nicholas Hilliard, Queen Elizabeth I of England, in
Frederick Chamberlin, The Sayings of Queen Elizabeth
(London: John Lane The Bodley Head Ltd, 1923),
coloured autotype. Digital image courtesy of William
Aslet (All rights reserved).

The portrait of the Queen seems to have been a one-off or unicum in
Hilliard’s work. The face-type conforms to neither of the so-called
“masks”—of queenship and of youth—with which Hilliard painted Elizabeth in

the 1580s and 1590s respectively. 15 It seems to relate most closely to the
portraits in oils on panel of the 1570s (Figs 5 and 6) associated with Hilliard
and his workshop, but the features are softer and the overall effect less

forbidding. 16 Freeman O’Donoghue, who presumably saw the prayer book
before its disappearance, describing it as being “of unsurpassed beauty”,
provides a couple of additional details that are impossible to make out in the
autotype. Elizabeth’s dress, he writes, is black, “a rose is in the curly yellow-
brown hair” and “the jewels are gilded” (in keeping, therefore, with Hilliard’s

usual techniques for depicting jewels). 17



Figure 5.
Associated with Nicholas Hilliard and workshop, Queen
Elizabeth I “The Phoenix Portrait”, ca. 1575, oil on panel, 78.7 x
61 cm. Collection of National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG
190). Digital image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery,
London (All rights reserved).



Figure 6.
Nicholas Hilliard, Queen Elizabeth I “The Rothschild Portrait”,
1576–1578, oil on panel, 81.5 x 61.2 cm. Collection of
Waddesdon (Acc no: 27.2017). Digital image courtesy of
Waddesdon Image Library. Photo courtesy of Mike Fear (All
rights reserved).

Elizabeth’s attire is unusual for the V-necked gown that she wears, which
knows no parallel in her iconography. The V-neck was most commonly seen
in Italy of this date (Fig. 7), particularly in Florence, and it may be that
Elizabeth here wears a garment of Italian origin, modified by her tailor to
accommodate the standing ruff. It is also possible that the standing ruff is an
early kind of the “Medici collar”, popularised by Marie de’ Medici, after whom
it is known, which had begun to appear at the Parisian court around this

date. 18 Elizabeth’s attire was watched carefully at court. In the context of
marriage negotiations, she could make use of the foreign fashions to indicate
her interest in a prospective suitor. For instance, when in January 1581 she
had a portrait of herself sent to Catherine de’ Medici, Anjou’s mother, in
connection with marriage negotiations, the fact that she was dressed “alla



francoyse” was noted with approval by the portrait’s recipient. 19 Elizabeth’s
choice of dress here, with its possible French inflexions, may have held a
similar significance that would have been readily apparent in the eyes of a
contemporary observer, although, given the unusual nature of her attire, it is
hard here to be precise. Some elements worn by Elizabeth seem to recur in
other portraits of the Queen, such as the necklace made of clusters of pearls,
which can also be seen in the so-called “Rothschild” portrait (Fig. 6). Of all
Hilliard’s miniatures of Elizabeth, the effect is closest to a portrait in the
Royal Collection of circa 1580–1585, with similarities in the abundance of
jewels and pearls in the costume, and in the slightly windswept styling of the
hair (Fig. 8).

Figure 7.
Alessandro Allori, Eleanora di Don Garzia di Toledo di Pietro de’
Medici, ca. 1555, oil on poplar wood, 114.5 x 89.5 cm. Collection
of Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna (GG_2583). Digital image
courtesy of Wikimedia (Public domain).



Figure 8.
Nicholas Hilliard, Queen Elizabeth I, ca. 1580–1585, watercolour on
vellum laid down on paper, 3.8 x 3.3 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN 422026).
Digital image courtesy of Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights
reserved).

The duc d’Anjou is dressed more soberly but no less finely. He wears a black
doublet with, perhaps, a cloak slung over the shoulders, as was the French
habit. At this date in France, black was definitely “in”, being almost the only
colour worn the French monarch, Henry III, in his iconography of the 1580s.
20 The ruff is of the kind that came into fashion in the French court at the end
of the 1570s, and was sardonically referred to by a contemporary observer
as the plateau de saint jean for making the head of the sitter look as though

it had been served up on a platter. 21 Notably, Anjou does not wear an
earring—a French custom at the time—and the presence of jewellery is
limited to his hat, properly called a toque à la polonaise, which is jewel-
edged and adorned with an aigrette, itself likely jewelled.



Hilliard and the Duc d’Anjou

Nicholas Hilliard was at different times under the direct employment of both
sitters. He first painted Elizabeth in 1571 and later became her personal
limner, a position he maintained following the accession of James I. Hilliard
also worked for Anjou. During a visit to France, which lasted from 1576–1578,
Hilliard was employed by the duke as his valet de la garde robe, an honorific
position that was often given to painters as a means of incorporating them

into the princely accounts. 22 As the younger brother of the king, the duke
was entitled to his own court, and patronised a circle of writers and

musicians. 23

A marriage between Anjou and Elizabeth had first been proposed in 1572. It
has been assumed that Hilliard was sent to France by Elizabeth, who did not
trust French artists, to record an accurate likeness of the duke, who had been

left severely scarred following an outbreak of smallpox as a youth. 24

However, the precise moment of Hilliard’s arrival—around October
1576—makes this unlikely. In May 1576, Anjou had signed the Edict of
Beaulieu, better known as the Peace of Monsieur (Anjou’s courtesy title) after
the concessions he had forced from his brother the king. The result was, as
Elizabeth rightly predicted, a sell-out of the Protestant cause that Anjou had
supported in the months leading up to the peace. Incensed, she broke off

contact with Anjou and marriage was not discussed again until mid-1578. 25

Instead, I would suggest that Hilliard’s intention in travelling to France was
broadly, as the English ambassador Amias Paulet put it, “to increase his
knowledge by this voyage, and upon hope to get a piece of money of the
lords and ladies here for his better maintenance in England at his return”

(although his success in the latter aspiration was not unalloyed). 26 Hilliard’s
activities in France suggest that he was by no means working exclusively for
the English crown, and even indicate a serious attempt on his part to
establish his own workshop in Paris, an endeavour that was ultimately
frustrated by the fractious relationship between his patron Anjou and Henry
III.

It may have been the resumption of marriage negotiations that brought

Hilliard back to England. Hilliard was still in France in November 1578. 27 His
return to England—which must have taken place in early 1579—coincides
neatly with the arrival on 3 January 1579 of Jean de Simier in England, maître
de la garde-robe for the duc d’Anjou, as well as his envoy and proxy wooer,
who had travelled from France formally to re-open marriage negotiations

between Anjou and Elizabeth. 28 Simier had spent the month before his
departure collecting jewels and other gifts to give to the Queen in security



for a loan. 29 It seems not unwarranted then to speculate that Hilliard, a
trained goldsmith with a knowledge of Elizabeth’s taste, might here have
assisted Simier and that he might also have returned to England in his train.
Were this indeed the case, it would provide a good illustration of how
Hilliard’s status as a servant—independently—of both Anjou and Elizabeth
would have enhanced his utility as a tool of marriage diplomacy.

The prayer book portrait is one of only two currently known likenesses of the
duc d’Anjou by Hilliard. Usually, a third portrait, in the Musée Condé Domaine
de Chantilly, is included in this category, but I would here like to cast doubt

on this identification (Fig. 9). 30 Anjou’s physiognomy was highly distinctive
and quite unlike the features seen in this miniature. His “thin, slightly
asymmetrical lips, almond-shaped eyes and bulbous nose” appear on even
his earliest portraits, and can be seen in this work by Pierre Dumonstier (Fig.

10). 31 Both remaining portraits of the duke by Hilliard also exhibit these
features and bear a strong resemblance to other portraits of the duke such
as Dumonstier. The second is in the Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna (Fig.

11). 32 These confirmed likenesses of Anjou by Hilliard are closely similar,
and notably dissimilar to the Chantilly portrait. Small differences between the
two show that they should not be considered as versions of the same
portrait, taken from one initial sitting from the life, but rather as being akin to
Hilliard’s two portraits of Robert Dudley, Earl of Leicester, of the 1570s,
which, despite being painted over a number of years, differ only slightly in

terms of physiognomy. 33



Figure 9.
Attributed to Nicholas Hilliard, A Gentleman (Francois-Hercule, Duc
d’Anjou?), ca. 1576, watercolour on vellum laid down on paper, 5.8 x 4.6
cm. Collection of Musée Condé, Chantilly. Digital image courtesy of RMN-
Grand Palais (domaine de Chantilly). Photo courtesy of René-Gabriel
Ojéda (All rights reserved).



Figure 10.
Pierre Dumonstier, François-Hercule, Duc d’Anjou, ca. 1582,
chalks on paper, 19.8 x 15.1 cm. Collection of Bibliothèque
Nationale de France, Paris. Digital image courtesy of
Bibliothèque Nationale de France, Paris (Public domain).



Figure 11.
Nicholas Hilliard, François-Hercule, Duc d’Anjou, ca. 1577–1582,
watercolour on vellum laid down on card, 5.8 x 4.9 cm. Collection
of Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna. Digital image courtesy of
Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna (All rights reserved).

The Prayer Book

New evidence has come to light to suggest that the prayers contained in this
book were not, as is frequently asserted, written by Queen Elizabeth herself.
34 Henry Woudhuysen has suggested on palaeographical grounds that they
are instead the work of a Cambridge scholar, John Palmer, who later became
a chaplain to the queen and then archdeacon of Ely. Thus, the “I” of the
prayers becomes, as Woudhuysen puts it, a “sonnet ‘I’”, and not literally the

voice of the queen herself. 35 This view has now gained widespread critical
acceptance to the point that Steven W. May can now simply describe the



prayer book as being “manifestly not [Elizabeth’s] work”. 36 Just why Palmer,
then only a recent graduate, might have been involved in the creation of this

volume, however, remains unexplained. 37

Nevertheless, the prayers ought not to be neglected, for whether they are by
the queen or not—and the possibility that she may have dictated them
remains—they claim to have been written by her. The tone and content of
the prayers is “devoutly and orthodoxly Protestant” and, dealing as they do
with the burdens of God-given queenship from a first person perspective,
they provide at least a view of how Elizabeth was supposed to have

understood her role. 38

Two further recent suggestions, by Diana Scarisbrick and Jane Lawson, serve
greatly to enhance our understanding of the prayer book. In her transcript of
the 1606–1607 inventory of the jewellery collection of Queen Anne of
Denmark, Scarisbrick links the prayer book to one “booke of gold with
claspes all garnished ouer with small Diamonds & Rubies, hauing the Picture
of Queene Elizabeth & of Mounsieur in it, with a booke of Praiers written in

parchment”. 39 There is a very high probability that this is the same book
under discussion here.

If this is correct, then the book must have been rebound before its next
documented appearance in the eighteenth century. The finding seems to
confirm a suspicion long held by scholars that this “Lilliputian” prayer book
(as Erna Auerbach and Elizabeth Goldring have put it) was in fact a kind of

devotional aid, known as a girdle book. 40 These books were, as the name
suggests, worn by ladies on a chain at the waist called a girdle, as can be

seen in this portrait of Lady Philippa Speke (Fig. 12). 41 Remarkably, the
covers of the girdle book shown in the Speke portrait appear to be the same
as a pair now kept in the British Museum (Fig. 13). Girdle books were almost
exclusively related to female devotional practice. In Euphues and His
England of 1580, John Lyly implores Greek and Italian women to “imitat the
Englysh Damoselles, who haue theyre bookes tyed to theyr gyrdles, not
fethers, who are as cunning in ye scriptures, as you are in Ariosto or

Petrarck”. 42 One example, on loan to the Victoria and Albert Museum,
London, was according to family tradition given by Queen Elizabeth to her
first cousin, Henry Carey, 1st Baron Hunsdon (Fig. 14). Whilst lacking the
jewels described in the inventory, it provides a good impression of the
binding in which the prayer book might once have been kept.



Figure 12.
Unknown artist, Lady Philippa Speke née Rosewell, 1592, oil on
panel, 91.5 x 73.6 cm. Private Collection. Digital image courtesy
of Wikimedia (Public domain).



Figure 13.
Speke, girdle-book, cover showing a scene from the
judgement of Solomon, ca. 1530, gold and enamel, 6.6 x
4.4 cm. Collection of The British Museum, London
(AF.2853). Digital image courtesy of The Trustees of the
British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 14.
Prayer book said to have been given by Elizabeth I to Henry Carey, 1st
Baron Hunsdon, ca. 1553–1560, gold and enamel, 6.4 x 5.1 x 1.9 cm.
Berkley Castle, on loan to the Victoria and Albert Museum, London
(LOAN:MET ANON.2:4-1998). Digital image courtesy of Victoria and Albert
Museum, London (All rights reserved).

Hilliard is known to have executed books of this kind. Indeed, his first
recorded commission as a freeman of the goldsmiths’ company is for a “boke
of gold” made in collaboration with his fellow goldsmith John (Jan) Ruttlinger.
Goldring has convincingly shown that this book is the same as the book of
portraits on which Hilliard was working later in the year; thus, there is clearly

a parallel to be drawn between this and the prayer book. 43

The second suggestion—Lawson’s—is, perhaps, the most intriguing. She has
posited that this book in Anne of Denmark’s inventory is the same “booke of
golde enamelid furnisshid with small Diamondes and Rubies bothe claspes
and all” that was given, along with a girdle chain, to the queen in the New

Year of 1582, by no less a figure than Robert Dudley, Earl of Leicester. 44 The
New Year’s list does not mention the contents of this book—presumably, it
remained closed—but the description of the exterior—with the enamelling,
and clasps decorated with diamonds and rubies—compares closely to the
book in Anne of Denmark’s inventory. As the patron of the 1571 book,
moreover, Leicester had already commissioned one work from Hilliard of this
kind. Indeed, if Goldring is correct in her hypothesis that the 1571 book
contained the portrait of Leicester that he is recorded as having sent to
Catherine de’ Medici, then both, intriguingly, were conceived in relation to

the Valois court. 45

The Visit of 1581–1582

Heretofore, no scholar has noted how surprising it is that Anjou’s portrait
should have prefaced a book of Protestant prayers. But this should give us
pause for thought. In the marriage negotiations between the duc d’Anjou and
Elizabeth, Anjou’s Roman Catholic religion had always been a sticking point.



Indeed, it was the eruption of public anger following the duke’s first visit to
England in 1579, much of it driven by anti-Catholic sentiment, that was in

large part responsible for the ultimate failure of the negotiations. 46 So it is
remarkable that Elizabeth should have owned a Protestant prayer book
containing a portrait of her Catholic suitor. Still more remarkable is the fact
that it seems to have been given to her by Leicester, who had been a known

opponent to the match at the time of Anjou’s first visit. 47

Some explanation for this may lie in the specific circumstances of the winter
1581–1582. Anjou had arrived in England on 31 October 1581 and was to

stay until February of 1582. 48 The ostensible reason for this visit was to
finalise the marriage negotiations, but by this point it was clear even to

foreign observers that marriage was highly unlikely. 49 Anjou’s previous visit
had proved that Elizabeth’s subjects would never tolerate a Catholic prince.
And, in any case, with Elizabeth now in her late forties, there was little
chance that she could conceive. Instead, Anjou had an ulterior motive in
travelling to England. He sought funds to continue his campaign in support of
Protestant rebels in the Netherlands against Hapsburg rule. Elizabeth had
already given Anjou £30,000 with which he had successfully laid siege to the
town of Cambrai, but he needed more to continue the campaign and came to
England, toque à la polonaise in hand, so to speak, to see if Elizabeth could
provide it. For her part, Elizabeth stood to benefit from keeping the prospect
of marriage alive, as the French King Henry III had pledged also to lend
financial support to the Dutch, but only on the precondition that Elizabeth

married his brother Anjou. 50

Anjou’s previous visit, when Elizabeth seemed most minded to marry, had
been conducted largely in private. By contrast, the negotiations of
1581–1582, when the marriage was in reality at its most improbable, became
a vehicle for extravagant courtly display. The romantic side of the marriage
discussions was played up by Elizabeth to give French observers something
to report back to their king. On 22 November 1581, for instance, she
publically kissed Anjou on the mouth before exchanging rings and exclaiming
that she was to marry and that the French king should be informed. She
reneged on this the very next day, hoping that news was already on its way

to Henry. 51 The apogee of this courtly spectacle of romance came in the
New Year of 1582. Songs were commissioned from William Byrd and John
Dowland to celebrate the match; and Anjou inaugurated the New Year with a

lavish tilt. 52 When he left, Elizabeth herself marked the moment in a sonnet

“On Monsieur’s Departure”. 53 At around this time, gifts to Elizabeth of frog-
shaped jewels, referencing her pet name for the duke, became fashionable.
Sometimes, these contained portraits of Anjou, some probably executed by

Hilliard. 54



With marriage now highly unlikely, Leicester had no reason not to play his
part in this rhetorical display. Indeed, he had from the start believed that it
was better to influence Anjou from the point of view of alliance rather than

marriage. 55 So Leicester, a one-time opponent of the match, became a close
associate of the duke during his sojourn. So close, indeed, did the two
become that it sparked the jealousy of Thomas Radclyffe, the 3rd Earl of
Sussex. Shortly following the New Year, it was said that the two were only
prevented from landing blows on each other by the personal intervention of

the queen herself. 56 When Anjou eventually left England to go to the
Netherlands in February 1582, where he was appointed Duke of Brabant and
welcomed with much ceremony into the city of Antwerp, the Earl of Leicester

was the most senior courtier chosen to accompany him. 57 Perhaps
significantly, later that year, Anjou was depicted in another prayer book—this
time a Catholic Book of Hours—by Hans Bol, who shows the duke at prayer
dressed in much the same way as he appears in Hilliard’s portrait (Fig. 15).



Figure 15.
Ioannes (Hans) Bol, François, Duke of Brabant and of
Anjou at Prayer, in The Hours of François of France, 1582,
bodycolour on vellum, 8.5 x 6 cm. Collection of
Bibliothèque Nationale de France. Digital image courtesy
of Bibliothèque Nationale de France (All rights reserved).

Conclusion

It is likely that the book given by Leicester to Elizabeth on New Year’s Day of
1582 was the missing prayer book. So let us, in conclusion, imagine for a
moment what Elizabeth would have seen on first opening this book. With the
prayer book attached to her girdle by a golden chain, she would have held
the book in one hand—where, given its tiny dimensions, it would have fitted
neatly—and opened the ornate front cover with the other. Inside, she would
have been presented with a portrait of her suitor, Anjou, dressed in black,
surrounded by a wreath studded with roses—perhaps Tudor roses—and
enclosed in a frame decorated in fleurs-de-lis of gold leaf. Turning the pages,
she would have encountered a series of six prayers in a neat scribal hand,



the first in English, the subsequent four in foreign languages in which she
was literate—French, Latin, Greek, and Italian—with the final prayer returning
to English. After these prayers, written in words that—although they might
not have been those of the queen herself—claim to represent her thoughts,
Elizabeth would have turned to see a portrait of herself, dressed like her
suitor in black, but in fashions taken from the Continent. She would then
have closed the book with its jewel-studded rear cover and perhaps secured
it with a clasp.

What was Elizabeth to make of this? On one level, the golden and bejewelled
prayer book, which was designed to be displayed at the girdle, would have
made a prominent exhibition both of the her piety and of its giver the Earl of
Leicester’s loyalty.

At the same time, it would have communicated private messages known only
to a select few. By including portraits of Elizabeth and of Anjou, Leicester,
who had once himself hoped to marry Elizabeth, was able to demonstrate his
new-found support for the match with Anjou. Yet, as we have seen, the
marriage at this date was unlikely and the discussion surrounding it had
become almost purely rhetorical. The prayers within could, by consequence,
be understood rhetorically. By commissioning prayers in five languages,
which pay a compliment to Elizabeth’s humanist learning, Leicester may
have intended them to serve as a reminder that when being courted by a
Catholic—Anjou—Elizabeth should never forget her duty both to her subjects
and to her Protestant God. At the same time, the prayer book can be
interpreted as conveying a message to Anjou himself, who, having sat to his
former court artist, would have been aware of the book’s contents. He might
have been expected to infer that the success of his courtship—by now only a
cypher—was dependant on his support for the Protestant cause, a cause with
which he had trifled in the past but which had in the winter of 1581–1582
acquired a renewed importance for the English crown and for the Earl of
Leicester more personally.

Hilliard’s portraits, then, link Anjou and Elizabeth both as potential spouses
and as prayerful rulers, united—despite their differing personal
theologies—in a shared political commitment to the rights of Protestants. It is
perhaps in part for their ability to convey multiple meanings such as these
simultaneously that portrait miniatures were so admired in this period, and
that they remain for us a source of fascination today.
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A Portrait of the Miniaturist as a Young Man:
Nicholas Hilliard and the Painters of 1560s London

Edward Town

Abstract

Nothing is known for certain about Nicholas Hilliard’s training as an artist.
This essay addresses this problem by providing an account of the lives of the
artists active in London during the decade in which he completed his
apprenticeship. It focuses on the artists John Bettes the Elder, the Master of
the Countess of Warwick and Steven van der Meulen, all of whom had a
strong profile at Elizabethan court, and would have been familiar to the
young Hilliard as he set about becoming painter in the 1560s. It goes on to
present new information about a number of other painters rarely discussed in
the literature, bringing to light works of art that have not been included in
studies of Hilliard’s life. Together, this provides both a broad context for
Hilliard’s formative years and offers a plausible scenario as to how he
acquired the skills that made him the most successful miniaturist of his
generation.
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Nicholas Hilliard was secretive; it came naturally to him. A serial debtor, he
took an economic approach to the truth, and this got him in and out of
trouble. Secrecy was also integral to his argument that limning was of a
higher status than painting in oils, and, most of all, that it was he and no one
else that was privy to its secrets. In good conscience, he could claim that
some techniques—such as placing a spot of liquid silver to mimic the glint of
pearl—were his and his alone, but as to where he learnt to take a likeness
and handle his materials Hilliard is stubbornly silent. Discoveries made as
part of a conservation treatment of two panel paintings made in France by
Hilliard in the late 1570s have provided conclusive proof that he did, as the
paper record suggests, work in oils, and the similarity of these two pictures
to the “Phoenix” and “Pelican” portraits of Elizabeth I—that date to the early
to mid-1570s—indicates that Hilliard had acquired this training in England

well before his departure for France in 1576. 1 This gives clear proof that,
when painting in large, Hilliard worked to the same format and in the same
materials as other Tudor painters, even if some aspects of his approach were
governed by techniques he used to paint miniatures. As such, it is instructive
to conceive of his training in oils and his training in limning as linked, and to
consider the possibility that these skills were acquired at around the same
time and the same place. The only insight that Hilliard himself offers on this
subject is the frequently cited but persistently opaque statement that
although there were “divers other” salaried limners at the Henrican court,
Hilliard considered Holbein’s work “for the best”, and that it was Holbein’s

manner of limning “I have ever imitated”. 2 Hilliard esteemed Holbein’s work
on three counts: first, Holbein was the most “cunning”, that is, the most
skilful and artful practitioner of both painting and limning; second, that
Holbein was the “neatest”, and third, that he was “therewithal a good
inventor”. In other words, Holbein was a most talented, precise, and
ingenious artist—all attributes Hilliard saw abundantly evident in himself.

So much for Hilliard’s opinions. He never knew Holbein, who had died before
he was born, but he had, as Elizabeth Goldring suggests, probably come into
contact with Holbein’s work as a child. It seems likely Hilliard saw the portrait
miniatures by Holbein of Henry and Charles Brandon that had been taken by
their mother Katherine Willoughby, Duchess of Suffolk, when she fled
England in religious exile in 1555, and that these were shown to him in

Wessel, while he was part of the household of the Protestant John Bodley. 3

These are two of Holbein’s most innovative miniatures, conveying what most
other miniaturists failed to achieve: a convincing depiction of a child on a
miniature scale. Thus, at an impressionable age, Hilliard was exposed to
some of Holbein’s finest work. It is easy to imagine that upon sight of these
miniatures Hilliard’s heart was set upon becoming Holbein’s successor as the
greatest limner and painter at court. This was no schoolboy daydream. When
Hilliard returned to London in 1559, no artist had been able achieve the
same status that Holbein had enjoyed as principle painter at court and this



was not for lack of trying. The painters Gerlach Flicke, William Scrots, and
Hans Eworth had all arrived in England in some hope they might occupy the
breach left by Holbein’s death, but by the time Hilliard returned to England in
1559, Flicke had died (1558); Scrots had disappeared (in around 1553); and
Eworth was—inexplicably but undeniably—out of favour with the new
Elizabethan regime. Individually and collectively, the careers of these artists
were of false promise and blighted ambition. There was one artist however,
who, even in spite of his limitations as a painter, was able to sustain his
career through the troubled middle years of the sixteenth century. This was
John Bettes the Elder, active from the mid-1540s, if not before, until to death
in the early 1560s.

Tracing Bettes’ career opens up the possibility that perhaps—a little like the
lies Hilliard spun to avoid his creditors—there is a kernel of truth in his
assertion that it was Holbein he had “ever imitated”. For although Hilliard
never knew Holbein, he may have known, and may possibly have trained
under an artist who was part of an artistic “dynasty” (that helpful term that
Karen Hearn has given us) that begun with Holbein, passed to John Bettes
the Elder, and came down to Hilliard through another painter called Arnold

Derickson. 4 Underpinning this account of this artistic dynasty and the wider
artisanal composition of London during the first decade of Elizabeth I’s reign
is the research undertaken for a biographical dictionary of 848 painters

active in that city between the years 1547 and 1625. 5 It is also informed by
technical study of a number of pictures from the 1560s and 1570s
undertaken as part of a research project at the Yale Center for British Art and
a wider survey of over 5,000 portraits from this period in collaboration with
the National Portrait Gallery, London. What follows here does not provide a
definitive answer to the question of Hilliard’s training but instead gives the
immediate context for the first decade of his life in London based upon the
extant material and documentary evidence.

Only a handful of the 848 painters active in London during Hilliard’s lifetime
made portable pictures. Most made their livelihoods solely as decorative
painters. They painted banners, buildings, buckets, and barges. Some learnt
to limn. In itself, limning was not a closely guarded secret. In 1573, the
printer and bookseller Richard Tottell published a short anonymously
authored treatise on limning, which ran to several editions over the

remaining decades of the century. 6 The treatise provided instruction as to
prepare, mix, and handle various colours, but not the means by which to
make portrait miniatures. Thus, working pigments bound in water and gum
Arabic on vellum was a skilled but by no means unfamiliar task for
Elizabethan painters. For example, in 1600–1601, the painter-stainer Robert
Winchell (fl. 1585–1618) was paid 20 shillings by the Clothworkers’ Company
for “lymning certen borders upon vellam with gould and fine coullors” and a
further 6 shillings 8 pence for writing the names of the company’s



benefactors “in liquid gold”. 7 There is no evidence that Winchell produced
any type of easel painting or portrait miniature, but the decoration of borders
of vellum manuscripts was well within his abilities as a craftsman.

The narrative that follows here plays out across the extramural parishes of St
Clement Danes, St Mary le Strand, and St Martin-in-the-Fields. But it begins
in the heart of the city: hard by Cheapside on Foster Lane, Goldsmiths’ Hall
was where Nicholas Hilliard was enrolled as an apprentice on 13 November
1562. Just over six and a half years later, on 29 July 1569, he gained the
freedom of the Goldsmiths’ Company, ostensibly by virtue of his servitude
under one of the Royal goldsmiths, Robert Brandon (d. 1591). Herein lies an
unusual aspect of Hilliard’s education. The duration of apprenticeship was set
between seven years at the short end and twelve at the long end. Masters
were routinely fined and sometimes ejected from their company altogether
for presenting their apprentices shy of seven years. So even before Hilliard
was launched into the professional world, he was exceptional.

Things were to continue in the same vein. Within a year, he was attempting
to recruit his own apprentices and, by 1571, he had both native and foreign-
born craftsmen under his supervision. As Goldring has shown, by the middle
of 1571, he was enjoying royal patronage; producing portraits of the queen
to be sent as diplomatic gifts in the marriage negotiations with the future
Henri III, and by 1573 had received, in reward, grants of land from the crown

that bestowed rental income and gentlemanly status. 8 The portrait in
question had been requested by Henri’s mother, Catherine de’ Medici, who
had been so delighted by a miniature of Robert Dudley, Earl of Leicester
received from Dudley early that year, that she demanded a miniature of
Queen Elizabeth “made in the same fashion … pivoted slightly to the right”,
which as Goldring suggests, may indicate that the French were familiar with
Elizabeth’s appearance only through the poor quality portraits made in the
first years of her reign.

It had been thought that this portrait was lost, but there is an extant
miniature that matches the specifications set out by Catherine de’ Medici; it
had been acquired for the 5th Duke of Portland in 1858 and now at Welbeck
Abbey, Nottinghamshire. This miniature shows Elizabeth wearing costume of
the early 1570s, with her face turned proper right, wearing an oval shaped
jewel suspended by a ribbon and pinned to her chest in front of her heart
(Fig. 1). The miniature is in excellent condition and displays signature
techniques of Hilliard, such as the aforementioned additions of silver
highlights to pearls. Nevertheless, it was summarily dismissed by V.J. Murrell
and Roy Strong as a questionable likeness of Elizabeth I, and deemed to be a
copy made in the 1590s after a lost original by Levina Teerlinc (fl. 1545; d.

1576). 9 This conclusion was reached on three counts: because of the
thickness of the carnation that was laid in for the flesh tones; the use of gold-



over-brown in the edge line; and the employment of ultramarine, none of
which precludes the miniature being an ad vivum portrait of the queen made
in 1571. Rather, the format, materials, and iconography are entirely
consistent with a portrait made to transact a marriage treaty and we know
that Hilliard habitually used a circular format in the 1570s, and it was only
subsequent to his return from France, later that decade, that he adopted the
oval format for his miniatures. By his own account, Hilliard deemed the
“darkest and highest” blue to be Ultramarine of Venice, which was by far the
most expensive pigment available to a London painter in the sixteenth
century, and thus perfectly appropriate for this most prestigious commission.
What is more, the portrait is successful in conveying the same “grandeur”
which Catherine had admired in Dudley’s own portrait, and signals
Elizabeth’s new-found devotion to her prospective groom, whose portrait
miniature was presumably that contained within the oval jewel upon her
chest. If this is Hilliard’s earliest portrait of the queen and the masterpiece
that launched his career, it begs the question as to how he had gained such
confidence and artistic maturity at such a young age.



View this illustration online

Figure 1.
Nicholas Hilliard, Elizabeth I, 1571, watercolour and
bodycolour on vellum stuck to plain card, 4 cm
diameter. The Portland Collection, Harley Gallery,
Welbeck Estate, Nottinghamshire. Digital image
courtesy of Bridgeman Images (All rights reserved).

The arguments that follow here build upon those set out by Elizabeth
Goldring in her authoritative biography, namely: that Hilliard’s claim that he
was self-taught should be dismissed out of hand; that, of the handful of
works thought to be juvenilia, some are bogus and not all can by the same
hand; and finally that Roy Strong’s suggestion that he learnt directly from
Levina Teerlinc following (an unrecorded) directive from the Queen’s Privy

Council is difficult, to the point of being impossible, to sustain. 10 However,
this essay diverges from Goldring’s narrative because it does not accept the
suggestion that Hilliard received instruction under the poet, painter, and
Elder of the Dutch Church in Austin Friars, London, Lucas de Heere (active in

England from late 1566 or early 1567 to 1576). 11 While it remains possible,



even likely, that Teerlinc and de Heere were influences in Hilliard’s
development—particularly in his conception of the artist as courtier—there is
not sufficient evidence to make a compelling argument for either of them
providing him instruction as a miniaturist. Although it would be wrong to
dismiss Teerlinc as obscure, aside from the miniature depicting An
Elizabethan Maundy of around 1560 (Fig. 2), which broadly matches
descriptions of the limnings she produced as gifts for the queen, given nearly
every year between 1559 and 1568, there is currently no miniature that can
be securely attributed to her. To be sure, Hilliard would have been aware of
her work as he and Brandon delivered the queen’s reciprocal gifts of plate to
Teerlinc and others, but with her home in Stepney, then still a village outside
of London, Teerlinc was a peripheral figure in London’s artistic community,
and as such it is difficult to make the case that there was regular or
sustained interaction with the young Hilliard during the last decade and a
half of her life.



Figure 2.
Attributed to Levina Teerlinc, An Elizabethan Maundy, ca. 1560,
vellum on playing card, 7 x 5.7 cm. Private Collection. Digital
image courtesy of Trustees of the late Countess Beauchamp /
Madresfield (All rights reserved).

What is clear from Hilliard’s subsequent career is that he received
substantive instruction as a goldsmith. This may have begun during the
years 1559–1562 in Exeter under his father but was probably furthered
during the years of his apprenticeship under Brandon. From what little we
know, the mainstay of Brandon’s operation was the supply and delivery of
plate for court, which would have involved a sizeable team of assistants
casting and engraving, and presumably, Hilliard received instruction in both
techniques. Subsequent work as a jeweller and the boast that he—as a
goldsmith—had mastery of garnishing stonework is also indicative of training
in the workshop of a practising craftsman. Furthermore, his instructions that
a limner’s workspace should be free of dust, smoke, noise, and stench, and
that “the colours themselves may not endure some airs, especially in the
sulfurous air of sea-coal and the gilding of goldsmiths” would suggest he had



first-hand experience of seeing the discolouration of pigments as a result of
sulphurous pollution in a goldsmith’s workshop, and that he was alive to the
fact that pigments carefully stored and prepared would retain their desired

properties. 12

What we can be sure of is that Hilliard’s apprenticeship under Brandon would
have thrust Hilliard into the network of the city’s most talented craftspeople,
wits, and entrepreneurs. Goldring posits that one of the opportunities
afforded Hilliard was the chance to study under Lucas de Heere. The survival
of a presentation copy of de Heere’s poetry made for the Earl of Hertford in
1573 attests his immediate popularity at court, and his poems allude to

portraits that he had made of a number of courtiers. 13 Yet, there is no
portrait that can be even tentatively attributed to de Heere. This is
perplexing given that de Heere was active in England for the best part of
decade and, by his own account, was clearly admired at court. His world, so
far as it can be recovered, was centred in the émigré community of the
Dutch Church and his pursuit of courtly patronage, which sometimes put him

at loggerheads with members of his congregation. 14 His extant work on
paper shows him to be a talented draftsman, trained in the Flemish tradition
(Fig. 3)—a tradition passed down to his student, John de Critz the Elder, and
also evident in the work of latter’s brother-in-law, Marcus Gheeraerts the
Younger. It is important to stress though that there is nothing about Hilliard’s
work that suggests that his draughtsmanship was informed from exposure to
these artists in the same way that Isaac Oliver’s work shows the clear
influence of de Critz and Gheeraerts, who were all members of the same
family. Rather, Hilliard’s stiff, stylised portraits owe far more to the work of
painters active in London in the mid-1560s, who were products of an artistic

lineage that led directly to Holbein. 15



Figure 3.
Lukas de Heere, A Siren Luring Seafarers to their Doom, 1576, pen and
brown ink and blue wash on paper, 32.9 x 44.2 cm. Collection of
Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam (RP-T-1911-83). Digital image courtesy of
Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam (Public domain).

John Bettes the Elder

Chief among the painters at court was the portraitist, miniaturist, and wood-
engraver John Bettes the Elder, first recorded in 1527 as working under Hans
Holbein on the decoration of the banqueting house at Greenwich Palace

ahead of the arrival of the French embassy. 16 Although only a handful of
paintings have been attributed to Bettes, he was clearly an important artist

in the years that followed Holbein’s death in 1543. 17 From at least 1556, if
not before, he was domiciled in the extramural parish of St Martin-in-the-
Fields, which had been home to the royal miniaturist Lucas Horenbout (d.
1544) and his wife Margaret Holsewyther (b. ca. 1504; d. after 1560), and the
queen’s Serjeant Painter Nicholas Lizard (d. 1571), the latter of whom seems
to have worked as part of the team of painters that included Bettes who

realized Holbein’s designs for the decoration of Greenwich in 1527. 18

The touchstone picture for Bettes’ oeuvre is the signed and dated Unknown
Man in a Black Cap of 1545, plausibly identified as Sir William Butts (Fig. 4);
for the same likeness appears in a three-quarter-length version (albeit in

reverse) now at the Museum of Fine Arts Boston. 19 The signed picture, now



at Tate Britain, was recorded at Brome Hall, Suffolk, in the late eighteenth
century as one of what seems to have been of two paintings by Bettes there

at that time. 20 As Roy Strong observed, this Tate picture establishes Bettes
as “an artist of considerable talent with mannerisms in his draughtsmanship

that reflect an intense study of if not training by Holbein”. 21 Subsequent
examination of this portrait by Rica Jones and Joyce H. Townsend has shown
that Bettes prepared his panel with the same salmon-coloured priming used
by Holbein in the late 1530s—a strong indication that Bettes received

instruction from Holbein. 22 As part of the technical study undertaken on two

other works, Sir William Cavendish 23 and the aforementioned Sir William

Butts 24 were attributed to Bettes. In turn, there is a further series of portraits
of the 1550s and early 1560s that share the same combination of sturdy
corporeal volume and nuanced linear detail, that together give shape to the

oeuvre of this solid if unspectacular exponent of Holbein’s style. 25



Figure 4.
John Bettes the Elder, An Unknown Man in a Black Cap, 1545, oil on
panel, 47 x 41 cm. Collection of Tate (N01496). Digital image courtesy
of Tate (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).

That Bettes also worked in limning is confirmed by payments of Queen
Catherine Parr of 1546–1547 for £3 for portraits of the king and the queen,
which were engraved by an artisan named “Gyles”, along with six other

pictures that were not described. 26 His reputation was sufficient for his work
to be cited by Richard Haydocke in the third book of his 1598 translation of
Lomazzo’s treatise on painting, along with the painter and architect “Shoote”
(i.e. John Shute, d. 1563). Haydocke states that;

And in Limming, where the colours are likewise mixed with
gummes, but laied with a thicke body and substance: wherein
much arte and neatenesse is required. This was much used in

former times in Churchbookes, (as is well knowne) as also



drawing by the life in small models, dealt in also of late years by
some of our Country-men; as Shoote, Bettes &c. but brought to

rare perfection we now see, by the most ingenious, painefull and
skillful Master Nicholas Hilliard, as his well profiting scholar

Isaacke Oliver… 27

Haydocke was keen for Hilliard to commit his knowledge of the art of limning
to paper in his own treatise, and may have gleaned this history of limning in
England from Hilliard himself.

Figure 5.
R. Clamp after John Bettes the Elder, Sir John Godsalve,
1792, stipple engraving, 18.8 x 14 cm. Collection of The
British Museum (1852,0612.235). Digital image courtesy of
Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



There is only one miniature documented as by Bettes and it is not thought to
have survived. It was recorded by George Vertue and is known only through
an engraving by Sylvester Harding, published in 1792 (Fig. 5). The sitter is
thought, although unlikely, to be Sir John Godsalve (1506–1556). The
engraving suggests that the miniature was circular with an inscription
“Captum in Castris ad Boloinam 1440”. It is not known upon what grounds
Vertue based his attribution, but there must be other miniatures by Bettes
from the middle years of the sixteenth century lurking among works
traditionally attributed to Teerlinc and Hilliard. Such miniatures might include

the Portrait of a Woman called Mary Neville; 28 an Unknown Lady of circa

1550; 29 Margaret Wotton, Marchioness of Dorset, 30 which is derived from a
drawing by Holbein and exists in various versions in large. Likewise, there is
another group of miniatures that forms a discrete group, which includes An

Unknown Woman Holding a Monkey of circa 1555; 31 Portrait of an Unknown

Woman, circa 1560, 32 and the miniatures Catherine Grey 33 and Catherine
Grey, Countess of Hertford with Her Son (Duke of Rutland) of circa 1560,
which are sometimes given to Teerlinc. To this list might also be added the

portrait miniatures of Henry Fitzalan and Catherine Grey 34 and a portrait of

Edward VI. 35 Much work still needs to be undertaken in order to unpick this
set of miniatures to distinguish who painted what, but their very survival
attests to the continuation of painting portraits in limning throughout the
1550s and early 1560s and with Bettes one of a small number of limners
active during this time-frame, he must remain a candidate as the author of
some of this work.

Bettes is thought to be the “Skilful Briton” responsible for the portrait of
Franz Burchard, Chancellor of Saxony of 1559, who is known only through a
woodcut published in the following year. Describing the production of Edward
Halle’s Chronicle of 1550 in his Actes and Monuments or Book of Martyrs of
1570, John Foxe states that “soome were drawers for his [Halle’s] petrgrree
and vyniet, some were grauers, the names of whom were Iohn Bets, & Tyrral,

which be now both dead”. 36 On these grounds, it is possible to add the title
illustration of Halle’s Chronicle to this small body of woodblock engravings by
Bettes, of which there are surely more waiting to be discovered. For example,
it is difficult to imagine that Bettes was not called upon by John Day to help
illustrate the monumentally large and amply illustrated Actes and

Monuments which appeared in print in 1563. 37



Figure 6.
John Bettes, Title page for William Cunningham,
Cosmographical Glasse, (published by John Day), 1559,
woodcut engraving, 25.5 x 17 cm. Collection of The
British Museum (1895,1214.115). Digital image
courtesy of Trustees of the British Museum (CC BY-NC-
SA 4.0).

Bettes’ fully attributed work as a book illustrator includes the title page to
William Cunningham’s Cosmographical Glasse published by John Day in 1559
(Fig. 6), which he signed “IB·F”, that is, “Iohannes Bettes Fecit” and which
was repurposed by Day for Henry Billingsley’s English translation of Euclid’s
The Elements of Geometrie in 1570 and Alfredi Regis Res Gestae in 1574. In
fact, the portrait of William Cunningham, sitting at a table and looking out
beyond the picture plane is sufficiently similar to the touchstone picture at
Tate to suggest that it may also have been by Bettes. What seems to have
been missed or misconstrued by previous authors is that the same “IB·F”
monogram appears on the “Nordovicvm Angliæ Civitas”—the bird’s-eye view
of the city of Norwich dated 1558 that is included in the Cosmographical
Glasse. Although on a different scale, this woodblock map is close in style to



the so-called “Agas map” of London made in 1561–1563—both share an
identical form of scrolled banderole that carries the inscription. There is not
sufficient space to explore this idea here fully, but it points to Bettes’
significance as one of the most pre-eminent artists of the early Elizabethan
period and an integral part of a network of writers, publishers, and
illustrators who disseminated the ideas and beliefs of the fledgling regime of
Elizabeth I, and possibly the artist responsible for the “Agas map”.

It is important to situate the young Hilliard within this context not only
because he would have passed nearby Bettes’ studio frequently as he
travelled to and from court, but also because these were the pictures and
publications that would have shaped Hilliard’s world-view. It should come as
no surprise that Hilliard went on to become a book illustrator in his own right,
providing the designs and possibly also cutting the title-page to the Sermons
of Mast Iohn Calvin (London, 1571) in collaboration with the Dutch cutter,
Charles Tressa. Strong points out that this title-page are stylistically similar to
that used a few years earlier for A dictionarie of French and English (London,
1570) and then subsequently reused for successive printings of the Psalmes

of David and others. 38 The suggestion by Goldring is that Hilliard was put
forward for this work by John Bodley or Robert Dudley. Whatever the case, it
is worth considering that in providing designs and possibly also cutting these
blocks for the title-pages, he was following in Holbein’s footsteps, and
participating in a tradition that had been passed down from Holbein to
Bettes.

Might Hilliard have known John Bettes the Elder? If so, it could only have
been for a year at the most, as Bettes died shortly after Hilliard begun his
apprenticeship. There has been confusion as to when Bettes passed away.
The parish registers of St Martin-in-the-Fields record the burial of two
individuals with is name: on 3 April 1563, when 2s. 4d. was spent on the
burial and 28 May 1565, when nothing was spent. Given Bettes’ professional
success, it seems likely he was the person who died in 1563. He was
survived by his son John, who went on to become a painter in his own right.
His earliest signed and dated works date from 1575 and show the lingering
influence, though somewhat diffused, of his father’s Holbeinesque approach
to portraiture, for example, his portrait An Unidentified Member of the Tyrell

Family. 39

As stated above, Robert Brandon’s back and forth to court would have
regularly taken him and his assistants from Cheapside to Whitehall. Their
route would have taken them past the courtier homes that lined the Strand
and also the artists’ workshops in the extramural parishes of St Clement
Danes, St Mary le Strand, and St Martin-in-the-Fields. Many of these
craftsmen held salaried positions at the Office of Works in Scotland Yard.
Collectively, they formed a creative quarter of the city whose principle



patrons were the courtiers and members of the gentry who lodged to the
west of the city during Parliament and the winter season. Goldring makes the
point that Hilliard’s relationship with that most pre-eminent of courtiers
Robert Dudley, probably first begun in 1566, when Dudley ordered a huge
consignment of plate from Brandon. Managing and delivering this order
would have necessitated frequent visits to Dudley’s London home, Durham
House, and there Hilliard would have gained sight of the portrait of Dudley
made in around 1562 by Steven van der Meulen, the artist charged with
travelling to Sweden to take the likeness of the queen’s then suitor Erik XIV

(Fig. 7). 40 Van der Meulen had come to London in 1560, travelled on his
diplomatic mission to Sweden in 1561, and died in October 1563, a casualty

of the outbreak of plague that year. 41

Figure 7.
Steven van der Meulen, Robert Dudley, 1st Earl of Leicester,
ca. 1562, oil on panel, 110 x 80 cm. Collection of Waddesdon
(Rothschild Family) (Acc no: 14.1996). Digital image courtesy
of Waddesdon Image Library, Photo: Mike Fear (All rights
reserved).



Great things had been expected of van der Meulen at court. After his return
from Sweden, he found favour with important patrons such as Henry Fitzalan,
Earl of Arundel and his son-in-law Lord Lumley, who commissioned portraits
of their family by him and recorded the authorship of these pictures as a
point of pride in inventories of their collections. To them, van der Meulen was

“the famous painter steven”. 42 Some of these pictures survive, albeit in a
compromised condition, yet their inherent quality is still there be seen,
justifying the succession of rewards that came his way following his return
from Sweden. In early 1562, he received rights of denization, an important
step towards establishing himself as the pre-eminent artist at court, as it
allowed him work without interruption from meddling native-born painters. At
the time of his death, he was living in St Andrew Undershaft, the same parish
that Hans Holbein had lived in the heart of the city. Had he lived, the only
competition van der Meulen would have immediately met would have been
Hans Eworth, an artist who had been resident in England since the mid to
late 1540s, and although he was still a talent to be reckoned with, he had
somehow fallen out of favour at Elizabeth’s court. As Thornton and Cain have
observed, Hilliard’s work shows the influence of van der Meulen portraits,
such that of Robert Dudley cited above, taking from him the same
characteristic pose “which gives a sharp, dramatic angle to the sitter’s face,
with the eyes turned as if in a sudden glance, sometimes haughty, sometime

intimate, towards the spectator”. 43 As will be seen, Hilliard was not the only
artist to borrow from van der Meulen.

Other contemporaries

The other foreign-born artists active in London in the early to mid-1560s
were Leonard Adrianson (from 1556); Rowland Artem (from 1531); John (or
Jan) Benson (from around 1564); Arnold Derickson (from 1549); Pangrace
Inglishe (from 1543); and Jacob Matheeusen (from 1562). Their names have
come down to us through their appearance in Returns of Aliens, parish
registers, the records of the Dutch and Italian churches in London, and wills
and other testaments. These allow for the construction of cogent biographies
for each of these painters, and even though no extant works can currently be
ascribed to them, collectively they provide a fulsome picture of London’s
artistic population in the years of Hilliard’s apprenticeship. As such, it is no
longer sufficient for historians of Tudor art to insist that the paper record is
too thin to ever attempt making connections between extant paintings and
these artists. London in the sixteenth century was one of the most heavily
surveyed and recorded of all European societies, and while there are
frustrating gaps in our knowledge, these are the names of the painters
responsible for many of the paintings that have come down to us from the
early to mid-1560s. In 1567, this all changed. That year, the city received an
influx of over twenty-five émigré painters after the failure of the
“Wonderyear” of 1566 and the violent repression of the Protestant rebellion



by the Duke of Alba between 1567 and 1572. What set the painters already
active in London apart from the larger group of painters who arrived from the
Low Countries from 1566 onwards is that the foreign painters already
resident were dispersed across the breadth of the city and the evidence
suggests that there was sufficient tolerance that they could survive without
having to form into close family units in the way that subsequent generations
of foreigners such as the Gheeraerts, de Critz, and Oliver families were
compelled to do.

Leonard Adrianson was born in Brabant in around 1536 and had come to

England in around 1556. 44 He was described as a painter in the Returns of
Aliens but it goes on to say that he made his living making woodblocks for
the printers, which explains his admission to the Stationers’ Company in
1563 and subsequent denization in 1568. Rowland Artem was born in
Antwerp but seems to have come to England as a child. He was of an earlier
generation than the other painters in this group and worked under the Italian
artist Anthony Toto (b. 1499; d. in or before 1554) on decorative projects in
the royal palaces during the 1530s. He started a family in the 1550s, but left
no further record of his work as a painter and must have been a decent age

when he died in 1578. 45 Hailing from Bruges, Jan Benson (1530–1573) can
probably be identified as the son of the painter Ambrosius Benson (d. 1550).
Jan Benson is the only individual from this group to be actively identified in
contemporary records as a “picturemaker”—that is, a maker of portable
paintings—and he was domiciled in the east of the City until his death in

1573. 46 Pangrace Inglishe arrived in England in around 1543 and was in the
employ of the Office of Revels throughout the 1570s but he disappears from

the record in the following decade. 47 Originally from Breda, Jacob
Matheeusen was granted denizen status by latter patent of 12 June 1562,
and seems to have enjoyed prosperity and status during his time in London.
When he came to make his will in August 1570, he was resident in the parish
of St Sepulchre without Newgate. He made various bequests of money to his
family and made gifts of pictures to his two executors and to the Englishman
Richard Baker, who was a painter active in London from 1551 until his death

in 1574 or 1575. 48 Baker is an interesting figure, one of the few native-born
artists, who can be seen to have willingly engaged with the Netherlandish
painters who arrived over the course of the 1560s. Tellingly, Baker was also
cited in the 1570 will of the Bruges-born painter John de Frank, and was,
alongside Marcus Gheeraerts the Elder, given responsibility for the education

of de Frank’s children, whose names are not given. 49 It is possible that Frank
was the father of Hilliard’s apprentice, William Franke, and more likely still
that Matheeusen was the father of Hilliard’s pupil Peter who in 1588 made
bequests to both Isaac Oliver and Rowland Lockey—then also studying under



Hilliard. 50 This gives good reason to believe that Hilliard had active
engagement with the émigré community of painters established in London
during the 1560s.

Of these, Arnold Derickson is the most intriguing. He first appears in
Southwark in 1549 as a servant of Hans Eworth but in 1556 found himself in
St Martin-in-the-Fields as one of three men bound for appearance of John

Bettes the Elder at court. 51 Two years later, Derickson married a woman at
that parish called Elizabeth Bettes, who was probably Bettes’ daughter or at
the least a member of his family. Derickson remained in St Martin-in-the-
Fields after Bettes’ death in 1563 and was recorded there in 1568 alongside
his servant Christopher Sowlofe in the Return of Aliens for that year. At this
moment, Derickson and Sowlofe were said to be members of the Dutch
Church. He was probably the painter “Arnold” paid the considerable sum of
£4 6s. 10d. for a portrait of Sir Henry Sidney in 1565–1566—a painting which

does not seem to have survived. 52 Derickson is also probably the painter
named Arnold paid 30s. by the Office of Revels during Christmas 1572–1573
for a painting of Andromeda. He next appears in 18 November 1580, when
he was granted a license to marry the spinster Lucy Andrianson, who may
have been the daughter of a parishioner of St Martin-in-the-Fields named

John who was buried in that parish on 23 July that year. 53

Derickson is of particular interest and importance because he provides the
link to Bettes, and from Bettes back to Holbein. He is also the strongest
candidate for the artist known today as the “Master of the Countess of
Warwick”, a name coined by Roy Strong in the 1960s for an artist responsible
for the eponymous portrait of Anne Russell, countess of Warwick, and seven
other portraits of courtiers and their families that date from the second half

of the 1560s. 54 These portraits share the same static posture of Bettes and
Holbein but do not convey the stillness or serenity of their work. The
influence of Eworth can also be seen in the clasped hands and the verse and
prose inscriptions extolling the virtues of his sitters, but the limitations of his
draughtsmanship result in the portraits failing to deliver the same pious
intensity of a portrait such as Eworth’s Elizabeth Roydon of 1563. Since Roy
Strong first provided an outline for this group in 1969, the number of
paintings that can be ascribed to the Master of the Countess of Warwick has
grown considerably, and now comprises over fifty pictures dating from 1561
to 1570, thus establishing him by some distance as the most successful and
prolific artist of that decade, and one that Hilliard would have encountered
through his visits to court and the courtier homes of London.

While the identification of Arnold Derickson as the Master of the Countess of
Warwick cannot be proved, it can be said that he fits the profile of this artist
more comfortably than any other painter of the period. The chronology of



events that saw him described as a servant in 1549 and then married in
1558 makes it likely that he was born in around 1535, putting him in his mid-
thirties at the time of Bettes’ death in 1563. At this point, he seems to have
taken over Bettes’ workshop in St Martin-in-the-Fields, which he ran, with
success, until at least the end of the decade and possibly longer. That John
Bettes the Younger did not take over the running of his father’s workshops is
probably explained by the fact that he was just a little too young at the time.
Bettes the Younger married in 1571 and neither lived nor worked as an adult
in St Martin-in-the-Fields. Instead, he moved into the city where he made
portraits for second-tier gentry and civic elites. The bequest in Bettes the
Younger’s will to his son and namesake of “a Picture being the Picture of his
Grandfather”, suggests that the former had inherited his father’s possessions
without any trouble. So perhaps his departure from St Martin-in-the-Fields
was made of his own volition at a time when he wanted to strike out on his

own. 55

The Master of the Countess of Warwick

As can be seen, at the midpoint of the decade, there were only a handful of
skilled foreign artists in London. Van der Meulen was dead, Eworth was
persona non grata at court, and only Derickson seems to have held a
commanding position, placed as he was at the doorstep of the courtier
homes along the Strand. By 1566, if not before, he had been joined in the
area by George Gower, who would go on to become Hilliard’s great rival and

was then living in the Savoy district of the parish of St Mary le Strand. 56

Stylistically, the Master of the Countess of Warwick seems to have been a
major influence on George Gower, to the point where it is almost impossible
to tell where the career of the former ends and latter other begins. Goldring
and others have also drawn comparisons between Hilliard’s early work and

that of George Gower. 57 What has not been mentioned is that there is a
strong affinity between the work of Gower, the Master of the Countess of
Warwick, and the early work of Nicholas Hilliard. All three artists privilege the
depiction of linear detail drawn with the brush over any attempt to achieve
an illusionistic sense of depth, with the stiff deportment of their sitters, often
imparting a haughty demeanour—similarities encapsulated in Gower’s
portrait of an unknown woman of 1572 holding open a jewel that contains a
circular portrait miniature (Fig. 8).



Figure 8.
George Gower, Unknown Woman, 1572, oil on panel, 83.9 x
63.5 cm. Collection of The Viscount De L’Isle, Penshurst
Place, Kent. Digital image courtesy of The Viscount De L’Isle
(All rights reserved).

Crucially, there is evidence that the Master of the Countess of Warwick
produced portraits that were copied as miniatures, possibly within the same
studio. The best example of this is the portrait of Sir Thomas Knyvett once at
Ashwelthorpe but now part of the collection at Compton Verney (Fig. 9). It is
impossible to establish whether this is Thomas Knyvett of Ashwelthorpe or
Thomas Knyvett of Westminster and Escrick York. Both were roughly the
same age, both had connections at court. What is significant though is that
there is a portrait miniature of the same sitter, wearing the same costume
and the same gold chain that bears an inscription very similar to, but not
totally identical to those that appear on Hilliard’s fully attributed miniatures
in the following decade (Fig. 10). The technique and particularly the drawing
cannot be said to be instantly recognisable as that of Hilliard’s mature style,
but perhaps this can be explained by the fact that Hilliard was still at this



point a young artist honing his technique and that this was not a work that
was produced from the life, which was his preferred manner of working. It
does though show an ability to handle shell gold, float-in an azure
background and place the gold lettering, which bears close comparison to his
signature form of flourishes of the capital “A” of Año, and the short, stubby
style of his twos and sevens. This miniature has in the past been attributed
(by Strong) to Levina Teerlinc, but was included in Graham Reynolds’ brief
article on Hilliard’s juvenilia: a group of miniatures too disparate in style to

be convincing. 58 Nevertheless, this attribution to Hilliard should be taken
seriously, as should the portrait Man in an Armillary Sphere of the same year,
with the Italian phrase “SO + CHE + IO + SONO + INTESO”, written across
the central band of the armillary sphere (Fig. 11). The sitter in this miniature
has a something of a resemblance to the sitter in the portrait Hugh
Fitzwilliam (ca. 1534–ca. 1576) of Emley, Sprotborough and Haddlesey

Yorkshire (Fig. 12). 59 To this group might also be added another
portrait, Unknown Courtier of circa 1565 currently attributed to François
Clouet in the collection of the Museo Nacional de Arte Decorativo, Buenos

Aires (Fig. 13). 60



Figure 9.
The Master of the Countess of Warwick | Arnold Derickson?,
Sir Thomas Knyvett, ca. 1569, oil on panel, 99.1 x 71.7 cm.
Collection of Compton Verney, Warwickshire (CVCSC :
0257.B). Digital image courtesy of Compton Verney,
Warwickshire (All rights reserved).
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Figure 10.
Nicholas Hilliard?, Sir Thomas Knyvett, 1569, vellum stuck to plain
card. Private Collection. Digital image courtesy of Trustees of the
late Countess Beauchamp / Madresfield (All rights reserved).
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Figure 11.
Nicholas Hilliard, Man in an Armillary Sphere, 1569, watercolour on
vellum, 5.9 x 4.5 cm. Collection of Waddesdon (National Trust),
accepted by HM Government in lieu of inheritance tax and allocated to
the National Trust for display at Waddesdon Manor, 1990 (Acc no:
3542). Digital image courtesy of Waddesdon Image Library. Photo:
Angelo Hornak (All rights reserved).



Figure 12.
The Master of the Countess of Warwick | Arnold Derickson?,
Hugh Fitzwilliam of Emley, Sprotborough and Haddlesey
Yorkshire, 1568, oil on panel, 85 x 62 cm. Collection of
Milton Hall. Digital image courtesy of The Hamilton Kerr
Institute (All rights reserved).



Figure 13.
Nicholas Hilliard?, Unknown Courtier, ca. 1565, gouache on
parchment, oval height 3.5 cm. Collection of Museo Nacional de Arte
Decorativo, Buenos Aires. Digital image courtesy of Museo Nacional
de Arte Decorativo, Buenos Aires (All rights reserved).

That the portrait of Sir Thomas Knyvett is so faithfully derived from the
painting in large gives the clearest indication that there may have been a
sustained contact between Hilliard and the Master of the Countess of
Warwick that provided the opportunity for a transference of knowledge and
skills to the former from the latter. This would make perfect sense: Hilliard
was the aspiring, cocksure apprentice, and the Master of the Countess of
Warwick was the pre-eminent artist at court following the death of John
Bettes in 1563 until Hilliard’s dazzling arrival on the court scene in 1571.
Close comparison of his early, fully attributed work from the 1570s shows
how closely Hilliard’s draughtsmanship followed the Master of the Countess
of Warwick when taking a likeness. Although it is currently impossible to
prove he was indeed the Master of the Countess of Warwick, Arnold
Derickson was a member of Bettes’ household and seems to have taken over



the running of his studio after his death. It seems perfectly plausible to
suggest that Bettes taught Derickson what he in turn had learned from
Holbein—both in painting with oils and in miniature—and that this was the
means by which the tradition of limning came down to Hilliard in the
mid-1560s. Although this line of descent from himself to Holbein was not as
direct as he might have liked to admit, this was the artistic tradition to which
Hilliard belonged. It was a fusion of Netherlandish and German influences
that came together in the crucible that was London’s artistic community of
the mid-1560s. There is still much to be learned about this significant but
understudied chapter in British art but placing Hilliard within this melting pot
of nationalities and ideas is important, because it takes a significant step in
demystifying the career of one of Britain’s most enigmatic artists. Although
Hilliard may have taken a magpie approach to assembling his skill set, he
cannot have been an autodidact, and while his talents were singular and his
techniques were secret, his approach to creating a likeness was shaped by
the artists whose lives have been described above.
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Isaac Oliver and the Essex Circle

Catharine MacLeod

Abstract

This paper argues that the patronage of Isaac Oliver by Robert Devereux,
2nd Earl of Essex, and his circle in the 1590s was central to both the
development of the artist’s practice and to Essex’s campaign for power at
court in the latter years of the reign of Elizabeth I. Oliver’s work for Essex
marked the artist’s shift from middle-class to court patronage, and
stimulated the production, for the first time, of multiple replica miniatures of
non-royal sitters. New identities for miniatures are proposed, and new
physical evidence for Oliver’s use of “pattern” miniatures, as opposed to
miniatures that are simply unfinished, is discussed. Finally, Oliver’s work at
the court of James VI and I is considered, in the context of the lingering
loyalty to the late, disgraced Earl of Essex.
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It has long been recognised that, after a few years working predominantly for
the middle classes—his peers and likely friends—at the beginning of his
career, the miniaturist Isaac Oliver began to receive aristocratic patronage in
the late years of Elizabeth’s reign, finally becoming the dominant court

portrait painter “in little” during the reign of James VI and I. 1 As far as it
goes, this narrative of the trajectory of Oliver’s career seems correct, but an
important factor in its progression is missing. Analysis of the reasons why
Oliver’s patronage changed have focused on a presumed shift in artistic
taste among the courtier class towards Italianate or continental mannerist
styles, and the perception by these patrons that Oliver’s miniatures reflected
more knowledge of such painting than did those of Nicholas Hilliard, the

dominant court miniaturist up until that point. 2 Roy Strong, writing in 1983 in
The English Renaissance Miniature, comments that “By the middle of the
1590s Hilliard’s work must have begun to look increasingly old-fashioned in

comparison with that of Oliver”. 3 He goes on to say that:

Hilliard’s miniatures are out of key with the prevalent aesthetic
mood of the 1590s. It is significant that Robert Devereux, Earl of

Essex, by 1596 had switched from a combination of Segar for
large-scale and Hilliard for miniature portraits to one of

Gheeraerts and Oliver. The atmosphere had changed […]. 4

Strong’s naming of the Earl of Essex here is significant, although he cites
Essex’s patronage as a sign of the times rather than an agent of change (Fig.
1).



View this illustration online

Figure 1.
Isaac Oliver, Robert Devereux, 2nd Earl of Essex, ca. 1596–1598,
watercolour on vellum, laid onto card, 5 x 4.2 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN
420933). Digital image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and Her
Majesty Queen Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights reserved).

Essex’s patronage of Oliver in this decade was also noted, but any
significance dismissed, by Jill Finsten in her PhD thesis on the artist,
published 1981. She states, “patronage [of Oliver] prior to Stuart accession
to the throne seems to have been concentrated in the bourgeoisie rather
than the aristocracy”, and then, in a footnote adds: “the Devereux circle,
despite their assorted titles, were socially a marginal group; popular heroes,

they nevertheless were far from the norm of social respectability”. 5 This
view of Essex’s importance is not the prevalent one today. More recent
studies, notably Paul Hammer’s influential book, The Polarisation of
Elizabethan Politics: The Political Career of Robert Devereux, 2nd Earl of
Essex, 1585–1597, published in 1999, have ensured that Essex’s role in
English court politics during this period has been taken much more seriously.



6 His significance as a military strategist, politician, and cultural patron has
been explored more fully and with a more nuanced consideration of the
historical context. A number of other important studies have further

developed understanding of Essex and his influence. 7

Robert Devereux, 2nd Earl of Essex was the son of Walter Devereux, 1st Earl
of Essex (1539–1576) and Lettice Knollys (1543–1634). After his father’s
death, his mother married Robert Dudley, Earl of Leicester (1523–1588), the
great favourite of Elizabeth I and Essex’s godfather. Leicester became a very
significant influence in Essex’s life, promoting his stepson’s military career
and his position at court; Essex took over Leicester’s mantle as the queen’s
favourite, and also inherited the latter’s rivalry with Walter Ralegh. In his
political ambitions, his great rival was Robert Cecil, later Earl of Salisbury
(1563–1612), son of William Cecil, Lord Burghley (1520–1598). In the later
1590s, Essex’s political strategy involved distancing himself from his late
stepfather’s legacy; his shift from the patronage of Hilliard, who had been
key to the construction of Leicester’s image, to Oliver, as yet not associated
with any group of courtiers, seems likely to have been part of this new

approach. 8

In 2004, in an article about portraits of Essex, Roy Strong pointed out that
Essex was the subject of “the unprecedented phenomenon of a production

line for miniatures”. 9 Responding to Paul Hammer’s exploration of faction in
relation to Essex and late Elizabethan politics, Strong argued that “there
must be some connection between the advent of faction and the

multiplication of portraits”. 10 His argument was primarily based on the
evidence of a similar “production line” of oil portraits of Essex, but his
contention equally applies to the miniatures. Moreover, when the miniatures
by Isaac Oliver of other court sitters produced in the 1590s are considered, it
is clear that the phenomenon of multiple miniatures, which seems to start
with Essex, goes on to be associated almost exclusively with members of
Essex’s circle. This article proposes that Essex’s patronage of Oliver was
crucial not just to the advent of the artist’s career as a court portraitist, and
to Essex in his campaign of self-promotion, but also to the consolidation of
Essex’s group of followers more broadly, and to the expansion and the

development of the use of portrait miniatures in court politics. 11 Indeed,
Oliver’s creation of a system for the production of multiple portrait
miniatures in this context was an important step in the evolution of miniature
painting practice more generally.

Finsten hints at the significance of Essex’s followers among the court

miniatures by Oliver of the 1590s. 12 However, it has not been pointed out in
the literature on the artist that almost all the identifiable miniatures by Oliver
of court sitters from the 1590s—of which, it must be noted, there are



relatively few—are of members of Essex’s circle. In addition to the numerous
miniatures of Essex himself, Oliver painted the 3rd Earl of Southampton, his
younger political ally and friend, as well as Southampton’s first cousins the

Browne brothers. 13 There are three surviving miniatures of Sir Richard
Leveson, a beneficiary of Essex’s patronage who was involved in his military
campaigns (see below). Peregrine Bertie, Baron Willoughby D’Eresby, also

painted by Oliver, was a close ally of Essex in the 1590s. 14 In fact, virtually
the only identified Oliver miniature from the 1590s not of a significant Essex
supporter is that in the National Portrait Gallery identified as Henry Stanley,
4th Earl of Derby.

Figure 2.
Marcus Gheeraerts the Elder, Robert Devereux,
2nd Earl of Essex, 1596, oil on canvas, 211.2 x
127 cm. Collection of Woburn Abbey. Digital
image courtesy of His Grace the Duke of Bedford
and the Trustees of the Bedford Estates (All
rights reserved).



Essex’s political ambitions in the 1590s focused on his becoming Elizabeth’s
chief minister in succession to William Cecil, Lord Burghley. To this end, he
proved himself aware both of the power of visual display and of circulating
text. He staged a spectacular performance at the Accession Day tournament
in November 1595 and in 1596 circulated a much-admired and politically
motivated letter of travel advice to the 5th Earl of Rutland, perhaps in fact
composed by his secretary, Francis Bacon. But the arena in which he sought
most assiduously to prove himself was that of battle, and the most dramatic
action in which he took part in support of his personal ambitions, undertaken
in the genuine belief that it was also best for England, was the attack on
Cadiz in summer 1596. In the wake of this expedition, Essex sought
vigorously to present himself as the hero, particularly in opposition to Sir

Walter Ralegh. 15 He commissioned a tract about his voyage, and,
significantly, kept the long, rectangular beard that he had grown on the
expedition. The Venetian ambassador Francesco Gradenigo commented, in
November 1596, “The Earl is a great favourite of the Queen; he is about
twenty-six years of age, fair skinned, tall, but wiry; on this last voyage he

began to grow a beard, which he used not to wear.” 16 This beard, which
altered his appearance dramatically, became part of his aim to be seen in a
different way; the “face of Cadiz” as Paul Hammer has called it, was an
important element in Essex’s strategy to reinvent himself from the romantic,
youthful favourite into a mature and serious political and military leader of

significance and power. 17 He had his new appearance immortalised in a full-
length portrait by Marcus Gheeraerts the Younger (Fig. 2), and, notably, in
the series of miniatures by Isaac Oliver.

Hammer has noted:

Far more so than any of his contemporaries, Essex projected a
public image of himself which was consciously—and

conscientiously—created […] Rather than stone and brick, he
sought to present the world with an image of himself as the

embodiment of conspicuous virtue. 18

The heroic image that Essex created of himself, however, was not just aimed
at the queen; in support of his political objectives, Essex seems to have
encouraged an idea of personal service and devotion, almost a kind of

personality cult. 19 The use of portraits to reinforce political and social bonds
was already well established by this period, but seems to have been pursued
with particular vigour in Essex’s circle. Hammer notes that the number of
surviving images of Essex, along with their provenances, suggests that Essex

“fairly often used paintings as a means of recognizing special friendships”. 20

Roy Strong takes this observation further, tracing the known and possible



provenances of many of the versions of Gheeraerts’s oil painting of Essex
among his adherents. Given the number of portraits of Essex that exist
based on Gheeraerts’s bearded image, and the provenances that Strong
traces, Strong’s assertion of the connection between the multiplication of
portraits and the advent of faction, or at least the conscious construction of a
group of loyal adherents, is convincing. However, what is not proven is
Strong’s assertion that “for the first time the impulse [to produce multiple

portraits] comes from the person concerned”, that is, Essex. 21 In fact, as he
notes, there is only one known instance of Essex giving a portrait of himself

to someone else. 22

Miniatures, of course, were even more suitable acquisitions for political
adherents than large-scale portraits as they could be used in more complex
displays and performances of loyalty: concealed and revealed, kept
ostentatiously secret in richly bejewelled cases, opened to the chosen few
while remaining closed to the excluded. Here, as Strong notes, Essex is
particularly significant, as the multiple replica miniatures of him by Oliver

represent a previously unknown phenomenon in miniature painting. 23 The
role that a miniature of Essex might play as evidence of the loyalty of a
follower is illustrated by the will of Carew Reynell (circa 1563–1624), an
adherent of Essex. Reynell left to Essex’s son Robert Devereux, 3rd Earl of
Essex:

a tablet jewel set with four score and odd diamonds with his
father’s picture and £30 to be bestowed upon the making of the
said jewel, in remembrance and full satisfaction of all the favours

and benefits which I received from his most noble father. 24

There is no evidence about who made the miniature of Essex that Reynell
owned, or when it was painted, but clearly he did not consider its setting
grand enough in the context of its presentation to Essex’s son, and so
ordered the making of a very splendid new diamond-studded case. Again,
however, while ownership clearly testifies to loyalty towards the sitter, there
is no evidence about how Reynell acquired the miniature in the first place; it
seems perfectly possible that Reynell himself acquired the miniature
originally in order to demonstrate his loyalty to Essex, rather than Essex
presenting it to him. This bond of loyalty was then reinforced in the next
generation by the bequest of the miniature to Essex’s son.

In the context of a demand for miniatures of Essex, either from Essex himself
or from those who were, or sought to be, in his circle of support and
patronage, the development of a system for the production of such
miniatures does not seem surprising. Oliver’s miniature of Essex, closely



related to the Gheeraerts oil painting and produced at approximately the
same time, featuring the proudly worn beard of the Cadiz expedition, exists
in more versions than any other miniature by the artist. Examples include

those in the National Portrait Gallery, 25 Royal Collection, 26 Burghley House,
27 and the Victoria and Albert Museum, 28 and formerly in the collection of
Viscount Harcourt. Although repetitions of oil paintings were common at this
time, and systems for such repetition, including tracing and pouncing were

well established, 29 repetitions of portrait miniatures were extremely rare at
this period, to judge from the surviving miniatures, and there is no previous
evidence of a system for the production of such miniatures. Nicholas Hilliard,
who had been Isaac Oliver’s master, painted repetitions of miniatures of the
queen, but each of these had different details of costume and accessories,

and Hilliard is reported to have been able to draw the queen from memory. 30

Much earlier in the sixteenth century, Lucas Horenbout had produced
repetitions of miniatures of Henry VIII, but again all the surviving miniatures

show the king with variations in varying styles of hair, beard, and dress. 31

Essex appears to have been the first non-royal to be the subject of multiple
versions of a miniature. It seems that Essex’s particular requirements at this
time stimulated a new kind of miniature production, from a new miniaturist:
not Hilliard, whom Essex had previously patronised but who was closely
associated with the queen and with Essex’s stepfather Leicester, but Oliver,
a talented young immigrant at the beginning of what was clearly likely to be
an exciting career.

Oliver’s miniatures of Essex are remarkably consistent. All but one show the
same black satin doublet with an unusual double collar arrangement: a small

white falling collar, trimmed with lace, is surmounted by a small ruff. 32 A
version of the miniature at the Yale Center for British Art, New Haven, seems
to provide the clue to the way such repetitions were made (Fig. 3). This
portrait is sometimes described as “unfinished” but at the same time it has
been recognised that it was probably used as the basis for the other

miniatures of Essex. 33 Close examination suggests that the miniature was

intentionally left without a painted background or costume details. 34

Although the face and beard are highly modelled, the costume is just
sketched in with very thin, dry black paint. The beard is painted with Oliver’s
characteristically meticulous technique, but comparison with other versions
of the miniature, such as that in the National Portrait Gallery, show that the
artist’s usual method was, logically, to paint the ruff and collar, and then the
details of the long beard over this (Fig. 4). The fact that the collar and ruff
are present only in outline, and the beard is complete, strongly suggests that
there was never an intention to paint any kind of detail on the collar and ruff.
Similarly, Oliver’s usual practice was to float in the blue background before
painting the final details of hair over this; again, the hair has been painted
without the background even being started. The miniature seems to have



been deliberately fully worked up only in the head, leaving other areas just
sketched in, in order to provide a studio pattern for the production of multiple
images.

View this illustration online

Figure 3.
Isaac Oliver, Robert Devereux, 2nd Earl of Essex, ca. 1596,
watercolour on vellum, laid onto card, 5.4 x 4.4 cm. Collection
of Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon Collection
(B1974.2.75). Digital image courtesy of Yale Center for British
Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public domain).
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Figure 4.
Isaac Oliver, Robert Devereux, 2nd Earl of Essex, ca. 1596,
watercolour on vellum, laid onto card, 5.1 x 4.1 cm. Collection
of National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 4966). Digital image
courtesy of National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights
reserved).

Microscopic examination by Polly Saltmarsh of the Yale version of the
miniature and that in the National Portrait Gallery supports the theory that

the Yale miniature was used as the basis for producing repetitions. 35 The
proportions and composition of the two miniatures exactly coincide; the tiny
highlights of Essex’s eyes in the Yale version are replicated in exactly the

same positions in the NPG version (Fig. 5). 36 By contrast, the modelling of
the features of the face in the Yale version, while executed with Oliver’s usual
skill, is done almost entirely in monochrome shades of brown and is not fully
worked up with stippling and hatching, by comparison with the NPG version.
This suggests that the focus of this miniature was form rather than texture
and life-like colouring. By contrast, in the NPG version, the modelling is



executed in delicate strokes and stipples in a wide variety of colours. How
exactly the Yale miniature was used to produce the autograph
replicas—whether simply copied carefully or part of a more complex process
of mechanical transfer—is not apparent.

Figure 5.
Isaac Oliver, Microscopic detail of eyes in Figures 3 and 4, Left: Yale Center
for British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (B1974.2.75); Right: National Portrait
Gallery, London (NPG 4966). Digital image courtesy of Yale Center for
British Art, Paul Mellon Collection; National Portrait Gallery, London (All
rights reserved).

Several other surviving unfinished miniatures from this period seem, by
contrast, to confirm the distinct purpose of the Yale miniature; they, unlike
the miniature of Essex, appear to have originally been intended for working
up into complete, fully finished miniatures. A portrait of Elizabeth I by Oliver,
now in the Victoria and Albert Museum, has a completed blue background,
the face fully modelled, the hair incomplete, and the dress sketched in with
unusually bold strokes (Fig. 6). The level of finish is closely comparable to
that of another miniature, in this case by Nicholas Hilliard, of an unknown
woman, also in the V&A (Fig. 7). It has been proposed that the miniature of
Elizabeth I may not have been intended for completion, as it was used as the
basis for engravings and it may not have been possible to trim it into a

regular oval shape. 37 However, the painting of the blue background would
suggest that this miniature was not only made as a pattern for engravings,
but that there was, originally, an intention to complete it; the blue
background serves no purpose in making engravings.
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Figure 6.
Isaac Oliver, Elizabeth I, 1590–1592, watercolour on vellum, laid
onto card, 8.2 x 5.2 cm. Collection of Victoria and Albert
Museum, London (P.8 – 1940). Digital image courtesy of Victoria
and Albert Museum, London (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).
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Figure 7.
Nicholas Hilliard, An Unknown woman, 1575–1580, watercolour on
vellum, laid onto card, 3.9 x 3.25 cm. Collection of Victoria and
Albert Museum, London (P.8-1947). Digital image courtesy of Victoria
and Albert Museum, London (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).



Figure 8.
Nicholas Hilliard, Portrait of an unknown Lady, ca. 1595,
watercolour on vellum, laid relaid onto card, 18.2 x 12.2
cm. Collection of Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge
(PD.209 - 1961). Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam
Museum, Cambridge (All rights reserved).

A third unfinished work, again by Hilliard, in the Fitzwilliam Museum, seems
to confirm that these two miniatures at the V&A were intended to be
completed, by revealing the purpose of the bold, rather crude strokes with
which the costumes are delineated in all three of these works (Fig. 8). This is
a cabinet miniature of an unknown woman with, again, an almost completed
background, this time comprising a red curtain, with the face and hair nearly
complete, and the dress just sketched in. In this example, the dress is, as
with the two unfinished V&A miniatures, delineated with thick, dark strokes.
However, these strokes have then been brushed over with a translucent
white wash. They have the effect of indicating the shape and structure of the
folds of the skirt, the edges of the bodice, and other compositional features
in the dress, through the wash. Their crudity is reduced by the white wash



but they are still clearly visible, marking out where colour was to be added to
create form. The V&A miniatures have clearly been abandoned at one stage
before this, leaving the thick black strokes disconcertingly prominent.

The disconcerting roughness—clearly never intended to be seen—of areas of
these three unfinished miniatures is nowhere echoed in the highly refined
Yale miniature of the Essex; only one other surviving miniature by Oliver from
this period appears to be of the same refined but apparently unfinished type.
It is, significantly, a portrait of Henry Wriothesley, 3rd Earl of Southampton,

which emerged onto the art market in London in 2011 (Fig. 9). 38

Southampton was a close friend and ally, accompanying Essex to Cadiz in
1596, the Azores in 1597, and Ireland in 1599. He was one of the major
players in Essex’s rebellion of 1601 and was tried and condemned with him,
although his death sentence was commuted to imprisonment in the Tower.
On loan to the V&A in the first part of the twentieth century, and
subsequently included in Jill Finsten’s PhD thesis on Oliver, the miniature of
Southampton was until recently nevertheless unfamiliar to most scholars of

period. 39 The face is worked up in detail, the hair painted fairly broadly, the
costume lightly delineated in grey strokes and the background absent
entirely. No versions of this miniature are known, but comparison with the
Yale miniature of Essex suggests that it was created to serve the same
purpose, for the artist to keep in the studio as the basis of replicas. As the
hair is less finished in execution than in the Essex miniature, it is less clear a
case than that of Essex, but again, the background, usually done early in the
process, has not been started, whereas the face appears to be complete. The
modelling of the face also appears to be largely in monochrome brown,
although the miniature has suffered from fading and so it is possible that
some colour has been lost from this area. The costume is lightly and
delicately delineated in outline.

The surviving evidence suggests that Oliver produced such replica
miniatures of only a very few sitters, all of whom in the 1590s appear to be
connected with Essex, although it is of course reasonable to assume that
some miniatures have been lost. Aside from Essex himself, the most
replicated miniature by Oliver of the late Elizabethan period is that of Sir
Richard Leveson, which exists in three high quality versions, in the Wallace
Collection (Fig. 10), at Welbeck (Portland Collection) and at Charlecote Park
(National Trust). Leveson was not a particularly high profile Elizabethan
courtier, but he was a close associate of Essex. He captained one of the ships
on Essex’s Cadiz expedition in 1596, and was knighted as a result, and also
went on the Azores expedition of 1597. Like Essex, he wears a long,
rectangular beard in the miniatures, although his wide collar may suggest
that the image was painted a few years later than that of Essex. There is no
known evidence for the commission of Leveson’s miniatures; they could have
been painted for loved ones before he left for potentially dangerous voyages,



or for friends or patrons to celebrate his naval or other successes. But
Leveson’s association with Essex is significant in the context of him also

being the subject of replica miniatures. 40

View this illustration online

Figure 9.
Isaac Oliver, Henry Wriothesley, 3rd Earl of Southampton, ca.
1565–1617, watercolour on vellum, laid onto card, 6.5 x 5.2 cm.
Private Collection. Digital image courtesy of Christie's (All rights
reserved).
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Figure 10.
Isaac Oliver, Sir Richard Leveson, ca. 1595–1600, watercolour on
vellum, laid onto card, 5.1 x 4 cm. Wallace Collection, London
(M287). Digital image courtesy of Wallace Collection, London (CC BY-
NC-SA 4.0).

Two miniatures by Oliver from the late 1590s, now in the Nationalmuseum in
Stockholm, seem likely to record another of Essex’s associates (Fig. 11). The
sitter is currently identified as George Clifford, 3rd Earl of Cumberland; the
face is the same in both portraits, but in each he wears different clothing. A
fair-haired man with a blond beard that, unusually, is both wide and long, in
one miniature he wears a black doublet and a wide-brimmed black hat with a
black plume, and in the other an embroidered jacket with a blue cloak over
one shoulder. He does not, however, resemble Clifford in any authentic
portraits. Clifford’s appearance is well recorded, including in portraits
commissioned by his daughter Lady Anne Clifford, Countess of Pembroke,
and in miniatures in which he wears armour documented as belonging to him

(Fig. 12). 41 Clifford was a dark-haired man who had a narrow, very dark



beard. An overlooked portrait at Woburn Abbey suggests what may be the
true identity of the man in the Swedish miniatures. It is a full-length oil
painting of Henry Danvers, Earl of Danby (1573–1644), in front of a military
or tournament-style tent, with his armour beside him (Fig. 13). Danby is more
familiarly known by his portrait by Van Dyck, painted in the late 1630s, now
in the Hermitage Museum, St Petersburg, which shows him in Garter Robes,
wearing a distinctive crescent-shaped patch over the wound he received

when he was shot in the face fighting in Ireland in 1599. 42 The Woburn
painting shows him as a much younger man, but after 1599, as he has the
patch. The facial resemblance between Henry Danvers in the oil painting at
Woburn and the man in the two Swedish miniatures is striking; the unusually
wide, as well as long, fair beard, wide-set eyes and long, pointed nose are
closely comparable.

View this illustration online

Figure 11.
Isaac Oliver, Two portraits of George Clifford, 3rd Earl of Cumberland, here
identified as Henry Danvers, Earl of Danby, ca. 1590s, watercolour on
vellum laid onto card, NMB 974: 5.4 x 4.3; NMB 973: 5 x 4.7 cm.
Collection of Nationalmuseum, Stockholm (NMB 974 left, NMB 973 right).
Digital image courtesy of Nationalmuseum, Stockholm (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0).
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Figure 12.
Nicholas Hilliard, George Clifford, 3rd Earl of
Cumberland, ca. 1590, watercolour on vellum, laid onto
a fruitwood panel, 25.8 x 17.6 cm. Collection of National
Maritime Museum, Greenwich, London (MNT0193).
Digital image courtesy of National Maritime Museum,
Greenwich, London (All rights reserved).
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Figure 13.
Unknown artist, Henry Danvers, Earl of Danby, ca.
1590s, oil on canvas, dimensions unknown.
Collection of Woburn Abbey. Digital image courtesy
of His Grace the Duke of Bedford and the Trustees
of the Bedford Estates (All rights reserved).

While it is perfectly likely that Danby’s beard shape and colour were not
unique to him, it is notable that there appear to be no other portraits of
contemporary courtiers wearing a beard like this. It may be that Danby’s
beard, like Essex’s, was intended to allude to his military adventures,
perhaps those undertaken when he and his brother Sir Charles Danvers were
in exile in France in the mid-1590s. The brothers had been outlawed after a
murder in 1594; they escaped England with the help of their friend the Earl
of Southampton, and, once in France, endeavoured to turn around their
fortunes. They earned praise from both French and English courtiers for their



military valour while in exile. With the help of various members of Elizabeth’s
court, notably Essex’s wife Frances Walsingham, Danvers and his brother

were pardoned in 1598. 43

Neither of the miniatures in Stockholm includes the crescent-shaped patch,
so it could be that, if the sitter is correctly identified as Danby, they were
painted before 1599. The miniature with a hat, however, has an area of paint
loss approximating to the location of the patch, so it seems possible that
what might have been seen as an inexplicably disfiguring mark, once the

true identification had been lost, was scraped away in more recent times. 44

Danby, like Essex, clearly valued the power of visual signifiers of military
achievements; his patch reminded everyone he met of his valour in battle,
and by including it in his portraits, he could also remind those who only saw

his image. 45 Danby’s patch was also visual evidence of his bond with Essex,
as he received this wound fighting in Essex’s Irish campaign, specifically
when he came to Essex’s aid near Mallow, County Cork.

Essex’s efforts to achieve power at the Elizabethan court were eventually
defeated with absolute finality by his desperate and ill-judged rebellion of
1601, followed quickly by trial and execution. Southampton, tried with his
friend, was spared death but was committed to the Tower. Henry Danvers
had avoided involvement, but his brother Charles took part and was also
executed. The other sitters in Oliver’s court miniatures of the
1590s—Peregrine Bertie, Sir Richard Leveson, and the Browne
brothers—were not involved with this last, disastrous scheme of Essex’s. It
might be assumed that Oliver’s association with a group of disgraced
courtiers would have affected his burgeoning career as a court portraitist.
However, the death of the queen two years later and the accession of James
VI of Scotland to the English throne changed the picture entirely. Essex’s
active support of James’s claim to succeed Elizabeth had been a key part of
Essex’s political strategy and his loyalty was recognised by the new king.
While discouraging the re-formation of Essex’s faction, and appointing
Essex’s rival Robert Cecil as his chief minister, James showed favour to
Essex’s family and associates. He had Southampton released from the Tower
and Essex’s son reinstated in the Earldom. James himself chose Nicholas
Hilliard as his official miniaturist, picking up his patronage where Elizabeth I
had left off, but Hilliard was no longer the miniaturist of choice for the
cognoscenti at court. Oliver was appointed “Painter for the art of limning” to
Queen Anne in 1605 and his patronage at court subsequently became
widespread and well established; Anne’s greater interest in and engagement
with the visual arts—greater than both Elizabeth I and James—was a key

factor in the development of court portraiture at this time. 46 It is possible



that some of the Essex replicas date from this later period, when previously
suppressed mourning for the popular Essex found expression in various

media. 47

The miniatures Oliver produced in the seventeenth century do not indicate
such a clear pattern of patronage as the Elizabethan court miniatures of the
1590s, in the context of Oliver’s more widespread popularity at the Stuart
court. However, his practice of producing replicas, which had found favour
among Essex and his associates, and appears to have been developed
specifically for them, also found patronage at James’s court. Most notable are
the many surviving miniatures of Henry, Prince of Wales, but these, although
the face appears to have been painted from a pattern, follow the long
tradition of royal replica miniatures in having different costumes—in this
case, armour and collars—in each one. Oliver’s replica miniatures of
Jacobean courtiers, on the other hand, correspond closely with his practice at
the Elizabethan court. Particularly notable are those of Lucy Harington,
Countess of Bedford (Fig. 14). At least four replica miniatures of her survive;
in addition to a number of more independent miniatures of her, these give
Harington a parallel position of prominence to that of Essex in the artist’s

earlier oeuvre. 48 Harington’s husband, Edward Russell, 3rd Earl of Bedford,
was a close associate of Essex and had been involved in the rebellion.
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Figure 14.
Isaac Oliver, Lucy Harington, Countess of Bedford, ca.
1612–1616, watercolour on vellum, laid onto card, 5.1 x 4.4
cm. Royal Collection (RCIN 420892). Digital image courtesy
of Royal Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II
2020 (All rights reserved).

The other significant Oliver replica miniatures of this period are two of
Ludovick Stuart, 2nd Duke of Lennox, later Duke of Richmond, painted in
about 1603, now in the Fitzwilliam Museum and the National Portrait Gallery
respectively (Fig. 15). Lennox was a second cousin of James VI, which made
him one of James’s closest relatives, and he was the only non-royal Duke in
either England or Scotland when James ascended to the English throne in
1603 as James I. Although he was not a significant political player in James’s
court in England, Lennox clearly commanded very high social prestige.
Lennox displays the most luxurious beard of all, perhaps by this time and in
this case more of a fashion statement, as he was not a notable military man.
The Fitzwilliam Museum version is in much better condition and of higher
quality overall that the one in the National Portrait Gallery collection, but



recent examination by Christine Slottved Kimbriel and Paola Ricciardi has
shown that the former was altered at an early stage by the artist;
specifically, the collar shape has been changed and was originally the same

shape as that in the National Portrait Gallery miniature (Fig. 16). 49 This
suggests that the NPG miniature may be slightly earlier. Close examination of
the NPG miniature has revealed that the face and beard, while damaged and
retouched, are of a quality to be attributable to Oliver himself, whereas the
costume is painted with much less skill. The face is also rendered in
monochrome shades of brown, contrasting with the Fitzwilliam Museum
miniature’s face, modelled in a wider range of colours. The combination of
the skilful but monochrome rendering of the face and beard, by comparison
with the more crudely painted costume suggests that this may have been
the original pattern miniature—of the Essex and Southampton type—made
as the basis for replicas of Lennox’s portrait, but finished off relatively

crudely by another hand at a later date. 50 The hypothesis that this miniature
was not originally intended to be mounted and framed is supported by the
fact that it is not laid onto a playing card, which usually happened before the
painting process even started, but onto table-book leaf, a type of gesso-
backed card which became the usual support for miniatures after Isaac
Oliver’s death. The incentive for finishing this miniature may well have come
from Lennox’s third wife, Frances Howard, who married the duke in 1621,
four years after Oliver’s death, and wore this distinctively shaped miniature

prominently in portraits of herself painted during her widowhood. 51
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Figure 15.
Left portrait: Isaac Oliver, Ludovick Stuart, 2nd Duke of Lennox, later Duke
of Richmond, ca. 1605, watercolour on vellum, laid onto table-book leaf,
5.7 x 4.4 cm. Collection of National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 3063);
Right portrait: Isaac Oliver, Ludovick Stuart, 2nd Duke of Lennox, later
Duke of Richmond, ca. 1603, watercolour on vellum, laid on card, 4.9 x 4
cm. Collection of Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (FM 3869). Digital image
courtesy of National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights reserved);
Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (All rights reserved).
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Figure 16.
Isaac Oliver, Ludovic Stuart, 2nd Duke of Lennox and Duke of
Richmond (near-infrared image), ca. 1603, watercolour on vellum,
laid on card, 4.9 x 4 cm. Collection of Fitzwilliam Museum,
Cambridge (FM 3869). Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam
Museum, Cambridge (All rights reserved).

To conclude, consideration of the political context of the sitters in Isaac
Oliver’s court miniatures of the 1590s has revealed what appears to be a
pattern in the artist’s patronage at this time, both in terms of who he was
painting and the kinds of miniatures that he was producing. Oliver’s court
patronage focused around Robert Devereux, 2nd Earl of Essex, who in the
later 1590s was consciously promoting his own image in the pursuit of
political goals, and also assembling around himself a group of loyal
adherents, both dependent on his patronage and supportive of his aims. The
advent of replica miniature portraits in Oliver’s oeuvre—and therefore in
miniature painting as a whole—seems to have been a direct response to the
requirements of Essex and his circle, used to support and reinforce their
socio-political networks, echoing the use of oil portraiture in this way.



Technical examination of some of the miniatures concerned has revealed
how Oliver painted pattern miniatures, never intended to be “completed”, in
order to satisfy a new demand for replicas. In addition to his notably
innovative style, with its connections to continental Mannerism, Oliver’s
demonstrable ability to create very high quality repetitions of portraits, as
well as his close association with Essex and his circle, put him in pole
position to dominate miniature painting at the court of James I, which is
exactly what he went on to do.
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Portrait of an Unknown Lady: Technical Analysis of
an Early Tudor Miniature

Polly Saltmarsh

Abstract

The Portrait of an Unknown Lady at the Yale Center for British Art (YCBA) has,
in recent years, proved one of the most divisive of all Tudor miniatures, and
to date there is little consensus over the identity of the sitter, the attribution
of the artist, or the date of the object. This paper will address all three of
these questions, through a combination of traditional art-historical enquiry
and a technical examination undertaken as part of a survey of the early
miniatures at the YCBA. This includes microscopy examination of the paint
surface, X-ray, infra-red, and XRF pigment analysis. The paper will also give
consideration to the identity of the sitter and will argue against previous
suggestions of Elizabeth I and Lady Jane Grey, but will propose instead that
this important miniature is a depiction of Princess Mary, later Mary I, a key
figure of the Tudor dynasty.

Authors

Polly Saltmarsh is an easel paintings conservator based in Cambridge. She
divides her time between running her studio and working at the National
Portrait Gallery, London.

Acknowledgements

I would like to thank Edward Town, for his collaboration on this project and for
his unwavering support and help with the research. The technical
examinations of other miniatures was possible due to the generosity of
collections making works accessible: Henrietta Ward at the Fitzwilliam
Museum, and Vanessa Remington and colleagues at the Royal Collection
including Karen Lawson in the Picture Library. At YCBA, my thanks to Jessica
David, Theresa Fairbanks-Harris, and Charlotte Padden. I am also grateful to
colleagues at the NPG including Charlotte Bolland, Richard Hallas, and
Catharine McLeod.



Cite as

Polly Saltmarsh, "Portrait of an Unknown Lady: Technical Analysis of an Early
Tudor Miniature", British Art Studies, Issue 17, https://dx.doi.org/10.17658/
issn.2058-5462/issue-17/psaltmarsh



Introduction

This intriguing portrait of an unknown woman forms part of the collection of
early miniatures at the Yale Center for British Art (YCBA) (Fig. 1). The
miniature in question has, at various points, been attributed to three of the
artists who are known to have produced portrait miniatures at the court of
Henry VIII: Lucas Horenbout (1490/95–1544), Hans Holbein the Younger
(1497–1543), and Levina Teerlinc (1510s–1576) and, at the time this most
recent campaign of research was begun, it was the last whom it was believed
made this portrait. Yet, while the work of Holbein is readily distinguishable
and well documented, the oeuvres of Horenbout and Teerlinc are
problematic. No evidence exists showing that either of the two artists signed
their work, nor are there records of payment that can be securely linked to
extant works. What is clear, however, is that both these miniaturists enjoyed
royal patronage.

Figure 1.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady, circa 1533–1534,
watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon
Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of Yale Center for British
Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).



The Horenbout family of artists achieved success and fame in both Ghent
and London, although the date that the family arrived in England is
unclear—as are their reasons for leaving a thriving business in Flanders and
relocating. Lucas Horenbout first appears in court documents in 1525 and is
recorded as “pictor maker”. He was appointed as the king’s painter in 1534
and, in the grant of this office, Henry VIII praises him “from personal

knowledge with the science and experience in the pictorial arts”. 1 His father
Gerard was a celebrated painter in Flanders and worked for Margaret of
Austria before coming to England. In October 1528, Gerard was employed by
Henry VIII at the Tudor court where he received a regular monthly wage as

“painter” until 1531. 2 Gerard’s daughter Susanna is also present and, in
some accounts, it is claimed that Henry VIII actively sought her into his
employ and that she may have been the first of the Horenbout family to

come to England. 3 The first mention of Susanna occurs in 1521 in the diary
of Albrecht Durer after meeting the Horenbout family in Antwerp. He states
that her age at this time was around 18 and purchased an illumination of
Christ from her, praising her abilities as an artist. In 1532 and 1533, Susanna
and her husband, John Parker, receive a New Year’s gift from the king but
there is no evidence of a reciprocal gift from her. At the English court, she is
recorded as a “gentlewoman” and, in 1539, Susanna is asked to travel to the
Low Countries to escort Anne of Cleves to Britain, a great honour and a task
she was briefed for in person by the king. This mission almost certainly fell to
Susanna as she spoke the same language as the future queen, both women
coming from the Low Countries, but it also shows that she was a trusted
member of court. Susanna was later in attendance to Queen Katherine Parr
and, in 1544, received a gift of black satin from Princess Mary.

Levina Teerlinc was the daughter of Simon Bening, the most celebrated
illuminator working in Flanders at the height of Flemish manuscript

patronage and production at the turn of the sixteenth century. 4 Teerlinc
arrived in Britain in around 1545 with her husband George and their life at
court can be traced through the accounts of the New Year’s gift lists. Teerlinc
is referred to in the lists as both a “paintrix” and gentlewoman. Under
Elizabeth I, she is sworn into the Privy Chamber, a position of high status and
honour. Her husband is referred to as a gentleman pensioner, although what
his actual role at court was is unclear. There is no firm documentary evidence
associating Teerlinc with any extant work, but records of her New Year’s gifts

to both Mary and Elizabeth give an insight into the work she was producing. 5

In 1546, she is granted a generous annuity of £40 per annum from Henry
VIII, which is paid to her through four successive monarchs, along with other
individual payments, until her death in 1576. In 1551, a payment of £10 is
made to George Teerlinc “being sent with his wyfe to the Lady Elizabeth’s
Grace to draw owt her picture”, an interesting reference to a commission for

a portrait from life. 6 It also highlights the fact that payments were



sometimes made to the husband of a woman at court rather than directly to
her, making the references to commissions or work undertaken harder to
trace.

Portrait of an Unknown Lady was purchased by Paul Mellon as a pair with the
Portrait of a Man, sold by Sotheby’s London, on 1 June 1970 from the
collection of Miss Dorothy Hutton (Fig. 2). The miniatures were believed to
show a husband and wife and, at this time, both were attributed to Lucas
Horenbout. The curatorial documents at the YCBA make for fascinating
reading and exemplify the issues of attribution with the leading art historians
in this field during the 1970s and 1980s reconsidering the authorship of both
works, each with a differing viewpoint. The attribution of the Portrait of a Man
is now unquestioningly given to Holbein. Recent research has established
that the sitter is likely to be Sir George Carew based on the resemblance to a
drawing by Holbein and firmly situates the work within his oeuvre. Strong
attributed the miniature of an Unknown Lady to Teerlinc, justifying this claim
on the grounds of the unnaturally thin arms of the sitter, which he thought
similar to other works considered to be by Teerlinc. Yet by his own admission,
the gold lettering set in a horizontal format against the blue background was
consistent with the group of works attributed to Lucas Horenbout, although
he considered the handling of the miniature weak compared to other works

by this artist. 7



Figure 2.
Hans Holbein the Younger, Portrait of a Man, probably Sir George Carew,
circa 1540, watercolour on vellum, 6.7 x 5.7 cm. Yale Center for British
Art, Paul Mellon Collection (B1974.2.58). Digital image courtesy of Yale
Center for British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).

This paper starts with the object as its point of departure to explore these
questions. By examining the materials and techniques used in creating this
portrait, it can be compared to other early miniatures and placed into
context ahead of a discussion of its possible attribution and the identification
of the sitter. The examination of early miniatures inevitably requires
revisiting the well-trodden ground of the development of the portrait
miniature from the established illumination workshops across Europe to its
place as a prized art form at the Tudor court. However, in this context it is
crucial to understand the limnings produced by the artists working within
both these areas.

The Development of the Portrait Miniature in England

The evolution of portrait miniatures as independent works of art is complex
and has its origins in illuminated manuscripts. Portraits in a circular format
were a common theme within books of hours, used in border decorations



illustrating saints. As demand for luxuriously illustrated volumes increased,
lifelike portraits of donors or patrons began to appear within the pages.
These images can be found in manuscript illuminations across Europe,

notably in the centres of production in Italy, France, and Flanders. 8

Illustrated devotional books were items of great expense in European courts
and the Burgundian and Hapsburg dynasties were avid patrons of the art

form. By the mid-1400s, Flanders had become the epicentre of production. 9

Single leaf illuminations were also available, to be pasted into volumes at a
later date or hung as devotional texts and images on interior walls. Durer’s
purchase of an image of Christ from Susanna Horenbout is an example of this
format.

Illuminators were also employed to illustrate important documents and this
tradition was used in court papers produced in England as outlined in
Auerbach’s research on the plea rolls. The earliest portraits appear in the
plea rolls of the King’s Bench. The initial P of Placita (pleas) forms a circular
format to frame a royal portrait. The earliest known example is the roll of

Easter 1460 and depicts Henry VI. 10 Commissioned by judges or officials at
court, the quality of the limning and artistic merit varies across these works,
but it is an important stage in the development of the portrait miniature in
England.

The earliest known example of an independent miniature produced in
England is the Portrait of Princess Mary attributed to Lucas Horenbout in the

collection of the National Portrait Gallery, London. 11 The portrait shows the
princess wearing a large jewel on her dress with the inscription “The
Empour”, referring to the betrothal in 1522 to her cousin, Charles V, Holy
Roman emperor. The match was broken off by Charles in 1525. It can be
assumed that the miniature dates to the end of this period, probably 1525,
when Mary would have been around nine years of age. A miniature of

Charles V, 12 also attributed to Lucas Horenbout, is an interesting early
portrait miniature of royalty outside the immediate family of Henry VIII,

copied from an existing portrait in the Royal Collection. 13

An important series of six miniatures depict Henry VIII and are attributed to
Lucas Horenbout, dating between 1525 and 1530. They repeat the same
format but show the king with differing facial hair and attire; it is assumed a

pattern was used to create the versions. 14 A link between these portraits
and those found on court documents can be found on the letters patent of

Henry VIII for Thomas Forster in Latin 1524, 28 April. 15 The dating is not
certain but it was created between 1524 and Forster’s death in 1528. The
portrait is derived from the same pattern type as the miniatures; it is slightly
worn and the handling is not as highly finished as the portraits, but it shows
the link between these two forms of portraiture. The earliest version of the



Horenbout portrait of Henry VIII is usually thought to be that in the

Fitzwilliam Collection. 16 The painting can also be seen as the transition of
the portrait miniature from document or book to independent object. The
circular format is set within a rectangular border decorated with angels and
an HK monogram, for Henry and Katherine of Aragon. Backhouse has made
an interesting argument that the dimensions for this work are similar in
dimensions to girdle books—small devotional books worn hanging from a
belt. In Princess Mary’s inventory of jewels in 1542, two small books are
recorded including “a Boke of golde wt the Kings face and hir graces

mothers”. 17 Other examples of small books with images pasted in the front
and back exist and suggest an additional usage for single leaf illuminations,
especially considering other rectangular miniatures such as the Katherine of
Aragon with a Marmoset in the Buccleuch Collection.

Technical Examination of Portrait of an Unknown Lady

Figure 3.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady (reverse), circa 1533–1534,
watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon
Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of Yale Center for British
Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).



The miniature is painted in watercolour on vellum, which has been mounted
onto a piece of laid paper at an early stage in its history, although this is not

part of the original construction. 18 Looking at the back of the work, the
reversed image of the sitter is clearly visible through the paper. At the top,
water staining is evident which is also visible on the front of the painting (Fig.
3). The condition of the miniature shows wear and abrasion to the surface,
which has occurred over a prolonged period of time. This is visible when
viewing the work with the naked eye, the paint losses reveal the vellum
support underneath and are mainly located in the background with small
losses in the black of the dress. There is also minor abrasion to the paint in
the sitter’s face. Areas of the painting have been retouched but this is mainly
located in the blue background and has been carried out in localised areas
rather than a wholesale overpaint. We can therefore be fairly certain that
most of the brushwork is original.

Infra-red photography revealed some surprising elements in the creation of

the miniature. 19 Drawing lines were detected which have been made using a
carbon-based material and show evidence of a change in the dimensions of
the sitter’s face at an early stage (Fig. 4). The lines are visible above the
sitter’s chin and below the headdress, following the contours of the existing
composition. They show that the face was enlarged in the subsequent
application of the paint layers. The position of the underlying drawing does
not make sense as a form of shadowing in the finished portrait. This is very
unusual practice and underdrawing is not commonly found in portrait
miniatures of this date.



Figure 4.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady (infra-red photograph),
circa 1533–1534, watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for
British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of
Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).



Figure 5.
Nicholas Hilliard, Sir Walter Ralegh (Raleigh) (photomicrograph detail),
circa 1585, watercolour on vellum, 4.8 x 4.1 cm. National Portrait Gallery,
London (NPG 4106). Digital image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery,
London (All rights reserved).

Nicholas Hilliard’s treatise on limning is generally taken as the leading text
on the methods and materials used for creating a portrait miniature in
sixteenth-century England. Hilliard is very particular in insisting that a
miniature should be begun by laying in the carnation—a ground layer of
paint applied to the area of the face, which should match the sitter’s overall
complexion but in a lighter shade. The features should then be marked out
with brushstrokes in the same paint used for the carnation mixed with red
lake. He emphasises that, at this stage, the marks should be light, and if a
mistake is made, they can be corrected with a darker colour. This is borne
out by close examination of miniatures where features are often laid out in
lighter strokes of red, however, the build-up of subsequent paint layers often
obscures these earlier marks (Fig. 5).

In 1573, the anonymous treatise The Arte of Limming was published by
Richard Totill of London. The work proved surprisingly popular and six

editions were printed between 1573 and 1605. 20 Unlike later treatises on
limning, the work does not focus on portrait miniatures but is concerned with
the decorative forms of limning based on the tradition of manuscript
illumination and used for a variety of books and documents. The instructions
for drawing are as follows:



The order of drawing or tracing. First thou shalte with a
pencell of blacke lead, or with a cole made sharpe at the poynte
trace all thy letters, and sett thy vinetts of flowers, and then thy
imagery if you wilt make any. And then shalt thou with a small

pen drawe al you hast postred 21

Figure 6.
Simon Bening, Self-Portrait Aged 75, circa 1558, watercolour
on vellum, 8.6 x 5.8 cm. Victoria and Albert Museum, London
(P.159-1910). Digital image courtesy of Victoria and Albert
Museum, London (All rights reserved).

Marking out the design for an illuminated manuscript involved drawing the
outlines before colour was laid in, typically using inks applied with a brush or
quill. A lovely example of this working method can be seen in Self Portrait of

Simon Bening (Fig. 6). 22 On the easel in front of the artist is a sketch on
parchment of the Virgin and Child; a small shell contains blue pigment, the
colour of the Virgin’s robes, suggesting Bening is just about to start applying



colour to his initial drawing. The quote from the 1573 treatise suggests
drawing with charcoal or by using a brush (then called a “pencil”) to apply

black lead. 23 Starting a miniature with an outline in black differs from the
later technique described by Hilliard and that which is observed on the
majority of portrait miniatures. This could suggest a link between the
technical methods of the maker of Portrait of an Unknown Lady with earlier
practices of manuscript illumination.

The pigments used in the YCBA miniature were examined using XRF
spectroscopy—a method which detects elements within the paint layer and

helps to determine the pigments used in its manufacture. 24 The pigments
found in this portrait are typical of those routinely used in the manufacture of
miniatures in the 1500s. The flesh contains two whites, lead white, and a
chalk-based white, mixed with small quantities of vermilion and earth
pigments (Fig. 7). The lips are also painted in vermilion mixed with lead white
in differing ratios. The background has been painted using azurite. This was a
difficult pigment to handle in a water-based medium. To achieve a uniform
background, an initial wash was applied to the background using a brush,
followed by a second layer with a higher content of azurite pigment. The
second layer was applied before the initial wash had dried, leading to the
term “floating in” to describe the technique. The green was found to be a
mixed green containing lead tin yellow and a copper-based green. It was not
possible to find a suitable area to test the material used for the
underdrawing.



Figure 7.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady (results of XRF analysis),
circa 1533–1534, watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for
British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of
Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).

Examination of a miniature through a microscope is one of the most helpful
tools in understanding an artist’s particular style and their method of
applying the paint. Previous discussions around the attribution of this
miniature have commented negatively on the “thin and transparent”
painting technique used in the features, which has been seen as an

indication of poor-quality handling. 25 Close examination of the miniature
reveals a distinct technique: the shadows around the features are applied in
long strokes of transparent grey and pink paint. This loose, free handling is
unusual for miniatures of this date, where the strokes are typically tighter
and applied in a more controlled manner, using close hatching and stippling.
However, there is a confidence and ability in the artist’s rendering of the
features, which are successful overall.

The artist has laid in a carnation layer of pale pink containing very fine
pigment particles. An x-ray of the painting confirms the uses of the two white
pigments, utilised to achieve different effects (Fig. 8). Lead white was used
for the whites of the eyes and as highlights around the features, which show
as dense white areas in x-ray. A chalk-based white has been used in the
carnation; x-rays penetrate through calcium carbonate, producing darker
areas in the x-ray image. Around the eyes are distinctive, short, calligraphic
strokes, rendered on a miniature scale (Figs 9 and 10). They help to frame
and shape the eyes but they are also carefully and precisely applied. Far



from being “thin and transparent”, the artist has successfully captured the
three dimensionality of the features, through the controlled and skilful use of
the brush. The sense of shape and volume is also captured in the sitter’s lips
where the modelling is created not only by using mixtures of paint containing
vermilion and lead white but also by the application of the paint and use of
individual brushstrokes applied to follow the form of the lips (Fig. 11).

Figure 8.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady (X-radiograph), circa
1533–1534, watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for British Art,
Paul Mellon Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of Yale Center
for British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).



Figure 9.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady (photomicrograph detail),
circa 1533–1534, watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for
British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of
Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).



Figure 10.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady (detail), circa 1533–1534,
watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon
Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of Yale Center for British
Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).



Figure 11.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady (photomicrograph detail),
circa 1533–1534, watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for
British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of
Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).

One of the most beautiful elements of the miniature is the depiction of the
jewel with cowslips and acorns, set on the front of the sitter’s dress (Fig. 12).
The black paint used for the central figure on the jewel was applied in a
medium rich, thick-bodied paint that has cracked as it has aged, making it
difficult to read the jewel now. The depiction of the acorns is portrayed in
realistic detail, with highlights and shadows to capture the form, the detail of
which is expertly handled even when viewed at high magnification. The small
dots which form the blackwork on the sitter’s neckline and the jewels in the
headdress are meticulously applied in a controlled and methodical way (Figs
13 and 14).



Figure 12.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady (detail), circa 1533–1534,
watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon
Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of Yale Center for British
Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).



Figure 13.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady (detail), circa 1533–1534,
watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon
Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of Yale Center for British
Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).



Figure 14.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady (detail), circa 1533–1534,
watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon
Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of Yale Center for British
Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).

Attribution of the Miniature

Returning to the matter of attribution, we start with Levina Teerlinc to whom
the miniature has been attributed at various times in its history. As discussed
above, Teerlinc is a prime example of the complexity of uniting documentary
evidence with surviving paintings in the world of early miniatures. Various
miniatures survive, dating between Horenbout and Holbein’s deaths in 1543
and 1544 and the beginning of Hilliard’s career in the 1570s. No firm
attributions can be made for these works and they show various hands at

work, but Teerlinc’s name is often associated with them. 26 Despite the lack
of a body of work that can be attributed to her, in the literature on
miniatures, Teerlinc’s abilities are often referred to in a negative way.
Miniatures are attributed to her on the grounds that the handling is weak and
that the arms are too thin. To quote from Strong’s entry for Teerlinc in the
Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, “Their most characteristic feature is
a head attached to a too small, spindly body. Their technique is awkward,

thin and often cursory”. 27 Yet from the scant documentary evidence we
have, she was well respected as an artist and paid handsomely for her skills.
It seems too easy to use her as a catch-all for poor quality, unattributed work
when she was obviously a valued artist at the royal court. Even with sparse



evidence available on Teerlinc’s technique with which to compare the Yale
painting, it seems to sit more comfortably in the world of Horenbout
miniatures, partly due to the inscription in the background.

Inscription

The work of Roy Strong and Jim Murrell in the 1980s was instrumental in
grouping together a series of miniatures that could be attributed to Lucas
Horenbout. Their approach involved close examination of the miniatures
through a microscope and comparison of the techniques employed across

the group. 28 Eleven of the miniatures showing members of the royal family
have inscriptions painted in gold over the blue background. The inscriptions
are usually horizontal in format and placed on either side of the sitter’s head.
The portrait of Henry Fitzroy in the Royal Collection is an unusual departure
from this format with part of the text following the curve of the round
support—a design Hilliard would later develop in his work.

The inscriptions are distinct and suggest that these miniatures can be
grouped together, although the lettering does vary in handling. Six of the
miniatures share a distinctive A, which has a heavy serif topping the letter.

Katherine of Aragon 29 shows two types of A, all with the heavy serif and one
with two downward sloping diagonal lines forming the cross of the A, which is
also seen on the Yale miniature (Fig. 15). Some inscriptions on works
attributed to Lucas Horenbout differ from this standard; the lettering has a
thinner appearance, sometimes the N is written with a backwards diagonal.
In some works, a different emphasis is placed on the downward stroke of X
compared to others. It is a point for discussion if this shows the development
of an artist’s style, or if it can be seen as evidence of different hands at work.



Figure 15.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady (detail), circa 1533–1534,
watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon
Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of Yale Center for British
Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).

The Horenbout Family

Gerard Horenbout lived and worked in Ghent and was accepted as a master

of the painter’s guild in 1487. 30 Although his output can only be traced
through limited documentary records, evidence shows that he ran a prolific
workshop producing a variety of artistic objects including illuminated
manuscripts. In 1502, he accepted an apprentice illuminator and he also
employed a journeyman for four years specifically for illumination, evidence
he was actively engaged in the output of this medium. In 1515, Gerard
Horenbout was appointed court painter and valet de chambre to Margaret of
Austria, regent of the Netherlands and appears regularly in her documented

accounts from 1516–1522. 31 During this period of employment, he was
allowed to remain based in his Ghent workshop, unless expressly called to
the court which was based in Mechelen, in the province of Antwerp. It is
interesting to note that by this date the title of valet was indicative of the
status of an artist, distinct from that of the numerous craftsmen employed at
court. Gerard Horenbout was not expected to perform a particular role at
Margaret’s court, notable by the fact he was not expected to be present, but
the title represents the social prestige granted to him.



Karel van Mander gives a detailed description of two pictures by Gerard

Horenbout in his 1604 book of artist’s biographies. 32 The works are
undoubtedly larger paintings in oil and Campbell and Foister’s research into
the documentary evidence on Gerard Horenbout show he is consistently
described as a painter rather than an illuminator. However, in his diary, Durer
specifically refers to him as “maister Gerhart, illuminist”. In Lodovico
Guicciardini’s 1567 account of the history and arts of the Low Countries,
written twenty years after Gerard Horenbout’s death, the artist is described

as excellent in the art of illumination. 33 It seems that Gerard Horenbout, like

many artists at this time, was actively engaged in a variety of work. 34 For
example, as court painter, Holbein carried out numerous projects including
painting large cloths to serve as decorative hangings for the meeting of

Henry VIII and François I at Greenwich in 1527. 35 In France, François and
Jean Clouet developed the portrait miniature format and were also painting
portraits in oil. Recent research into Hilliard’s period in France has finally
made a conclusive link to two works in oil, which confirms the long-held

theory that he painted in this medium as well as limning. 36

That Gerard Horenbout was an artist skilled in the tradition of illuminated
manuscripts is confirmed by the only firmly documented works attributed to
him: sixteen full-page illuminations created for the Hours of Bona Sforza,
commissioned while he was in the employ of Margaret of Austria. The volume

is now in the collection of the British Library. 37 The illuminations attributed
to Gerard Horenbout are considered among the most beautiful in Flemish
illustration. Based on the long-standing tradition of Northern depictions of
religious scenes, they also show the influence of Italian Renaissance pictorial
space and perspective. Given Gerard Horenbout’s skill and innovation within
the field of illumination, it seems certain that he would have trained his
children, Lucas and Susanna, in the art of manuscript painting, passing on
the family trade which was traditional in artist’s workshops at this time. It
has been strongly suggested that they may have assisted in the commission
of the Hours of Bona Sforza paintings, an example of the Horenbout family

members working together on a project. 38

There are no known records of Gerard Horenbout’s activities after 1522 and
the next time he appears in documents is October 1528, working for Henry

VIII. 39 Frustratingly, the accounts do not help to define the period Gerard
Horenbout is employed at the English court as some records are lost and it is
plausible that he had arrived in England at an earlier date. Nor do the
records help determine what role Gerard Horenbout had as “painter” to
Henry VIII and whether he was actively producing works of art himself or
managing some form of workshop.



Gerard Horenbout’s son Lucas is the only Horenbout to whom miniatures are
attributed in national collections within the UK. Once again, as Foister has
pointed out, the court documents record Lucas Horenbout’s profession as a
painter rather than an illuminator or “lymner of books”. Guicciardini states
that Lucas is “grandissimo pittore & singulare nell’arte dell’alluminare”; the
wording used here would imply Lucas was both a painter and an illuminator.
40 Van Mander records that a “Meister Lucas” taught Holbein the art of
illumination and it is now confidently accepted that this refers to Lucas

Horenbout. 41 While Holbein was already an accomplished artist in both
drawing and painting in oils, it is assumed that Lucas Horenbout would have
taught him techniques particular to limning such as preparation of the
parchment support, how to use gum or egg as a binding media, how different
pigments handle in this medium, etc. As Holbein had already developed his
own distinctive style, it should not be surprising that his subsequent output
does not resemble miniatures produced by the Horenbout workshop,
although the techniques he employs are rooted in the Ghent-Bruges tradition
of limning. A manuscript copy of Canones Horoptri by Nikolaus Kratzer,
produced in 1528 and presented to the king as a New Year’s gift, was written
by the scribe Peter Meghen and the manuscript decorated with ornate

capitals painted by Holbein. 42 It is tempting to assume that Lucas
Horenbout’s training of Holbein was as part of the production of this
manuscript.

Even more problematic to pin down in terms of artistic output is Lucas
Horenbout’s sister Susanna. Durer’s reference to her in 1521 and acquisition
of an example of her work are undeniably high praise for her artistic talents.
Like her father and brother, her name occurs in various accounts of artists of
merit. Guicciardini declares she excelled in all painting—miniatures and

illuminations. 43 In Vasari’s Lives of the Artists, Susanna Horenbout is
mentioned as one of the Flemish female artists who made a name at the

court of Henry VIII. 44 What is important in these references is not only
Susanna Horenbout’s status as an artist but the fact that she is specially
referenced as producing miniatures and illuminations and there can be no
doubt that this was the area that she excelled in. Susanna Horenbout
appears frequently enough in court documents that we know something of
her life there and the high status she achieved. Frustratingly, none of the
accounts relate to her being commissioned for, or making, works of art and
she does not receive a regular income for services as a painter as do her
father and brother.

It has been suggested before that the Horenbouts may have formed a similar
workshop to that which Gerard Horenbout was running in Ghent. It is possible
that the different hands evident in the series of miniatures of Henry VIII may
be Susanna working alongside Lucas Horenbout. The payments and gifts that



Susanna is recorded as receiving at court relate to her services as a
gentlewoman, and while no surviving document to date shows her active as
a limner, it cannot be ruled out that she is producing these intimate portraits,
possibly of the ladies at court, within the circles she was mixing in. The fact
that she is recorded after her death as having had a successful and
celebrated career as an artist at Henry’s court must mean she was active as
an artist during her time in England.

Comparison of Portrait of an Unknown Lady with Other Works
Attributed to Horenbout

In order to compare the materials and techniques of the Yale miniature, other
works attributed to Lucas Horenbout were examined: the two versions of
Henry VIII and the portrait of Henry Fitzroy in the Royal Collection; the
portrait of Henry VIII in the Fitzwilliam Museum and two miniatures of
Katherine of Aragon and one of Princess Mary in the National Portrait Gallery.
All of the miniatures were examined with a stereomicroscope while
remaining housed in their locket settings (Figs 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, and
23).



Figure 16.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of Henry VIII, circa 1525, watercolour on vellum,
5.3 x 4.8 cm. Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (PD.19-1949). Digital image
courtesy of Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (All rights reserved).



Figure 17.
Lucas Horenbout, Henry VIII, circa 1526–1527, watercolour on vellum, 4 x
5.2 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN 420010). Digital image courtesy of Royal
Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights
reserved).



Figure 18.
Lucas Horenbout, Henry VIII (photomicrograph detail), circa 1526–1527,
watercolour on vellum, 4.7 x 6.2 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN 420640).
Digital image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen
Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights reserved).



Figure 19.
Lucas Horenbout, Henry Fitzroy, Duke of Richmond and Somerset, circa
1533–1534, watercolour on vellum, 4.4 x 5.9 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN
420019). Digital image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and Her Majesty
Queen Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights reserved).



Figure 20.
Lucas Horenbout, Queen Mary I, circa 1525, watercolour on vellum,
3.5 cm diameter. National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 6453). Digital
image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights
reserved).



Figure 21.
Lucas Horenbout, Katherine of Aragon, circa 1525,
watercolour on vellum, 3.8 cm diameter. National Portrait
Gallery, London (NPG 4682). Digital image courtesy of
National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights reserved).



Figure 22.
Lucas Horenbout, Katherine of Aragon, circa 1525–1526, watercolour
on vellum, 3.9 cm diameter. On long-term loan to the National Portrait
Gallery, London (NPG L244). Digital image courtesy of National Portrait
Gallery, London (All rights reserved).



Figure 23.
Lucas Horenbout, Henry VIII, circa 1526–1527, watercolour on vellum, 4.7
x 6.2 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN 420010). Digital image courtesy of Royal
Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights
reserved).

A common element in all of the miniatures is the modelling of the features in
pink and grey strokes applied over a pink carnation layer. This method of
handling was found to be consistent in all the works attributed to Horenbout

which Murrell examined. 45 The shadowing around the features of the two
portraits of Henry VIII from the Royal Collection is emphasised using strokes
of translucent grey and pink paint. Although handled in thinner strokes and a
tighter manner, they achieve a similar effect to the grey and pink lines
observed on the Yale miniature. Many of the works make use of thick lead
white paint strokes to highlight the features and contours of the face. This
technique is particular to early miniatures, the format is developed in later
works by other artist’s where the highlights are typically created by the
absence of paint, allowing the carnation to show through. One departure
from the standard grey and pink tones is the version of Henry VIII without a
beard, which makes use of a wider variety of colour in the modelling of the
flesh, using warm, orange tones, notably in the eyebrows (Fig. 23).

A feature which stands out across the group is the handling of the lips, which
creates a pronounced emphasis on this feature. In the works examined, the
modelling is achieved by laying in the shape of the mouth with a pink mid-
tone and then building up the feature using linear brushstrokes that follow
the form of the lips, creating volume with a highlight on the lower lip. The
emphasis on the parting line of the lips differs as does the application of the



brushwork which varies from short, tight strokes in the Fitzwilliam painting
(Fig. 13) to the free, linear strokes seen on the bearded version of Henry in

the Royal Collection (Fig. 18). 46 The handling of the lips on the Yale
miniature falls somewhere between these two methods (Figs 24, 25, and 26).

Figure 24.
Lucas Horenbout, Henry VIII (photomicrograph detail), circa 1526–1527,
watercolour on vellum, 4.7 x 6.2 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN 420010).
Digital image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen
Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights reserved).



Figure 25.
Lucas Horenbout, Henry VIII (photomicrograph detail), circa 1526–1527,
watercolour on vellum, 4.7 x 6.2 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN 420640).
Digital image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen
Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights reserved).



Figure 26.
Lucas Horenbout, Henry Fitzroy, Duke of Richmond and Somerset
(photomicrograph detail), circa 1533–1534, watercolour on vellum, 4.4 x
5.9 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN 420019). Digital image courtesy of Royal
Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights
reserved).

The handling of the highlight in the eye is another feature uniting this group
of portraits and appears to be unique to these miniatures (Figs 27 and 28).
Rather than a dot, or series of dots, the light is rendered as a horizontal line
created by applying a single brushstroke of thick-bodied lead white paint on
top of the iris and stopping at the outline of the pupil. Also worth noting is
the use of blue pigment particles mixed into the white of the eye in the
bearded version of Henry VIII in the Royal Collection. This is a device typically
seen in oil paintings of this period, but is not commonly found in miniatures.



Figure 27.
Lucas Horenbout, Katherine of Aragon (photomicrograph detail), circa
1525–1526, watercolour on vellum, 3.9 cm diameter. on long-term loan to
the National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG L244). Digital image courtesy
of National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights reserved).



Figure 28.
Lucas Horenbout, Henry VIII (photomicrograph detail), circa 1526–1527,
watercolour on vellum, 4.7 x 6.2 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN 420640).
Digital image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen
Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights reserved).



Figure 29.
Lucas Horenbout, Henry VIII (photomicrograph detail), circa 1526–1527,
watercolour on vellum, 4.7 x 6.2 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN 420640).
Digital image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and Her Majesty Queen
Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights reserved).

The details of fabric, dress, and jewels are all handled meticulously. There is
a repetitive sense to the patterns and methodical attention to detail. In the
three versions of the Henry portrait examined, the white shirt is depicted
using the same method. The line of the shirt, visible above the neckline of
the doublet, is blocked in using a uniformly applied, flat area of white paint.
On the Henry VIII version with no beard, there is also a strip of vellum left
unpainted between the material of shirt and the blackwork that seems to be
an intentional effect showing the translucent material against the skin. This
method also seems to have been employed on the Yale miniature; in x-ray,
this area appears as a consistently dark area, indicating no paint was
applied, although there is some abrasion in this area. The texture of the linen
shirt is then created by applying lines of thick, white paint in uniform, vertical
lines. In the Fitzwilliam version of Henry VIII, these lines have a pool of paint
at the bottom of each stroke where the loaded brush has stopped and been
pulled away from the painting (Fig. 29). These indicate that the lines were
applied from bottom to top while both Royal Collection versions appear to be
painted top to bottom. In the bearded version of Henry VIII, the lines have
been applied twice. The fine blackwork pattern was then applied as the final
detail.



When viewing the photomicrographs and determining themes that connect
these works, there is a sense that although they are striving for the same
aesthetic, the handling differs across the group. This may suggest that we
have different artists at work and again the possibility that we are seeing the
hands of Gerard, Lucas, and Susanna Horenbout employed in making
versions of this portrait, following a workshop pattern.

Identity of the Unknown Lady

The sitter in the Yale miniature is dressed in black velvet that is tightly fitted
around the chest and upper arms. The square neckline is very wide, exposing
the sitter’s shoulders and is held in position by the stiff, jewelled border. She
wears a French hood comprising a stiffened white cap with raised gold
embroidery and a rigid horseshoe shaped hood with jewelled borders,
possibly set with diamonds. A piece of black velvet hangs down from the

back of the headdress. 47 This rich attire would have been the reserve of
royalty or the highest nobility at court. The fashion for square necklines on
dresses was popular in England from the 1520s. By the mid-1530s, the
neckline had widened to reveal the sitter’s shoulders, a trend which
continued into the early 1540s. At this time, the sleeves of dresses were very
tightly fitted but flared out due to large turned back cuffs, made from
luxurious fabrics such as fur; these are just visible at the edge of the Yale
miniature. The tight kirtle flattened the sitter’s bust. Combined with the tight
upper sleeves, the aim was to emphasise the sitter’s waist. The attribution of
miniatures to Teerlinc based on sitters with spindly arms appears to be a
symptom of this fashion. While the artist of the Yale portrait has accentuated
the slim arms of the sitter to an extreme, this fashionable silhouette can be
seen on many portraits of the period, for example, the drawing of Mary

Zouche by Holbein. 48 The dress is very similar in both portraits as is the
close cropping so that only part of the huge cuffs is visible, with the space
between the arms and chest emphasised and the arms held slightly away
from the body.

The early portrait miniature was the prerogative of the inner royal circle,
when the Horenbouts were active at court. Combined with the evidence of
the dress in the Yale miniature, we can be certain that the lady depicted is of
royal status. In recent years, the sitter in the Yale miniature has been

identified as Lady Jane Grey. 49 However, by the 1550s, when the portrait in
question was painted, the wide square neckline was no longer fashionable
and had been replaced with closer fitting bodices covering the chest with
small collars around the neck. Strong argued that the miniature shows
Elizabeth I as a princess, however, the sitter has distinctively pale blue-grey
eyes rather than the dark, almost black eyes of Elizabeth, which were
commented on during her reign. There is one royal woman at court who



would seem to fit the bill: Princess Mary, later Mary I. The red hair and pale
blue-grey eyes compare well with other portraits of Mary. The complexion of
the sitter is pale with a flush of colouring below the cheekbone. The most
compelling trait is the slightly upturned nose, which is seen in many portraits
of Mary, including Holbein’s drawing of her (Fig 30, 31, and 32).

Figure 30.
Lucas Horenbout, Portrait of an Unknown Lady (photomicrograph detail),
circa 1533–1534, watercolour on vellum, 7 x 6.4 cm. Yale Center for
British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (B1974.2.59). Digital image courtesy of
Yale Center for British Art, Paul Mellon Collection (Public Domain).



Figure 31.
Hans Holbein the Younger, Princess Mary, later Queen, circa
1536, black and coloured chalks, and pen and ink on pale pink
prepared paper, 38.6 x 29.1 cm. Royal Collection (RCIN
912220). Digital image courtesy of Royal Collection Trust and
Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II 2020 (All rights reserved).



Figure 32.
Master John, Queen Mary I, 1544, oil on panel, 71.1 x 50.8 cm.
National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 428). Digital image
courtesy of National Portrait Gallery, London (All rights
reserved).

Given that the sitter’s age is stated on the miniature as being eighteen, this
would date the work to 1533–1534, if it depicts Princess Mary. This was a
difficult period for Mary. Her parents had recently divorced and her father
had married Anne Boleyn. Mary’s mother, Katherine of Aragon, was banished
from court and as part of the campaign to make her renounce her royal
claim, mother and daughter were banned from seeing each other. Owing to a
cruel act of control by Henry, which forbade Mary from attending her
mother’s sick bed, Katherine died in 1536, having not seen her only child for
several years.

The First Act of Succession was passed in 1534, declaring Mary illegitimate.
Although Henry VIII was free to name his successor, the document stated
that issue of Anne Boleyn would be given precedence. Interestingly, the



portrait miniature of Henry Fitzroy, Henry’s acknowledged but illegitimate
son, was also painted around this date. Despite this turmoil, Henry VIII
remained fond of his daughter and she was well provided for by the king with
a generous clothing allowance at this time. For the reasons stated above,
Mary was not present at court and was resident at various country houses
during this problematic period. There is no record of Henry visiting her while
Anne Boleyn held the title of queen. Would there have been a desire for a
portrait of Mary to show the princess now as a young woman, either for her
banished mother or for her father, neither of whom had seen her for several
years? If such a portrait had been commissioned at this time, it seems
plausible that a female artist would have been a more suitable candidate to
travel to the princess’s household. As Teerlinc would later be sent to Princess
Elizabeth to draw her portrait, is it feasible that Susanna Horenbout was
given the task to capture Mary’s likeness?

Conclusion

In conclusion, detailed examination and technical analysis undertaken on the
Yale miniature Portrait of an Unknown Lady has helped to reveal relationships
with the miniatures of Henry VIII attributed to Lucas Horenbout. A better
understanding of the style of the dress seen in the miniature confirms an
earlier dating for the work. While the inscription, palette, and some notable
features show trends typical of the work associated with the Horenbout
family, the handling of the brushwork suggests a unique hand at work,
potentially Susanna Horenbout. The history of the portrait miniature is one
which can become linear, with the names associated with the art form
handing down the technique from one individual to another. By examining
workshop production and the close collaboration of artists working across a
variety of media within the court, we can understand the broader context in
which this portrait was created. The current research has strengthened the
case for the Yale miniature to sit happily within the Horenbout family oeuvre
and, in turn, this has helped to identify the sitter with Princess Mary. To
strengthen this research, further technical examination of works currently
attributed to Lucas Horenbout would help reveal if different hands can be
identified within the group and a case for the Horenbout workshop expanded.
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A Very Proper Treatise: Specialist Knowledge for a
Non-Specialist Public

Annemie Leemans

Abstract

This paper discusses the authorship and audience of England’s first printed
recipe book which is entirely dedicated to the practice of limning. A number
of older sources show congruency with A Very Proper Treatise (1573), both in
manuscript and print, and in the various languages it was transmitted. The
contribution of the printer–publisher Richard Tottel is that of a compiler. I
have identified three categories of public or audience: the intended audience
(promoted by the book itself); circumstantial audience (the clients of the
bookshop); and actual audience (owners that have been traced through
material investigation of individual book copies and archival research).
Among this audience, there is a strong correlation between heraldic and
artistic interests, which matches the intention of the compiler, who created a
book that reaches out to individuals with an interest in painting, writing, and
heraldry.
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Introduction: Positioning Limning

This paper discusses the authorship and audience of England’s first printed
recipe book which is entirely dedicated to the practice of limning. Richard

Tottel printed the first edition of A Very Proper Treatise in 1573. 1 It offers
technical instructions on painting in books. The title A Very Proper Treatise
describes the intention of the book, to “briefly sett forthe the arte of

Limming” (Fig. 1). 2 This objective is repeated in the abbreviated or running
title at the top of each page: The Arte of Limming. The same title, The Arte of
Limning, was used later, around the turn of the century by the portrait

miniature painter Nicholas Hilliard. 3 His manuscript, in the words of Mary
Edmond, is "one of the most important documents in the history of English

art”. 4 Hilliard, followed by fellow limner Edward Norgate, referred to portrait

miniature painting as “limning”. 5 Richard Haydocke gave an explanation of
the material quality and technique of limning: “limming [is] where the
colours [pigments] are … mixed with gummers, but laied with a thicke body

and substance: wherein much arte and neatnesse is required.” 6 A Very
Proper Treatise addresses the preparation of paper and pigment for painting
in books, but also contains specific directions for portraiture and the

rendering of flesh and hair. 7 In fact, the book treats figurative elements in
coats of arms. Considering the meanings used in the various written works
that talk about limning, one can see that this term was charged with more
than one meaning. Limning indicated the practice of book illuminations as
well as portrait miniatures.



Figure 1.
Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, (London: Richard
Tottill, 1573), fol. 1r, title-page with signature and coat
of arms of Robert Thorne. Collection of The Huntington
Library, Art Museum and Botanical Gardens. Digital
image courtesy of Hathi Digital Trust (Public domain).

Specialist Artistic Knowledge and the Dynamics of its Transmission

A Very Proper Treatise promises in the title that it will (Fig. 1):



teacheth the order in drawing & tracing of letters, […] & the
maner how to make sundry sises or grounds to laye siluer or

golde uppon, […] & the waye to temper golde & siluer […] and
diuerse kyndes of colours to write or to lime withall […] & howe to

vernish yt when thou hast done. 8

The various recipes describe the materials and methods for executing a
limning—practical instructions that pertain to specialist knowledge.

Specialist artistic knowledge, as with any area of learning restricted to a
select group of practitioners, precludes widespread transmission of its
precepts. It was something that originally belonged to the context of
practitioners and professionals, often tied to a workshop and embedded in a
network. The continuation and longevity of a professional enterprise
benefitted by protecting its knowledge from competitors and preserving

“secrets” within a hierarchical and often hereditary workshop system. 9 A

Very Proper Treatise was a significant contributor to wider dissemination. 10

Visual communication of artistic knowledge can be easily conveyed through
demonstration, a viable technique to transmit knowledge. Not everything an
artist does can be articulated through the spoken or written word.
Demonstrations come in handy to communicate certain subtleties. A part of
practical knowledge transmission can be categorised as “silent” or “tacit”
knowledge, as determined by Michael Polanyi in his body of work. An
example is facial recognition. Polanyi says:

we can know more than we can tell. This fact seems obvious
enough; but it is not easy to say exactly what it means. Take an

example. We know a person’s face, and can recognize it among a
thousand, indeed among a million. Yet we usually cannot tell how
we recognize a face we know. Most of this knowledge cannot be

put into words. 11

In addition to the oral and demonstrational mode of conveying information, a
significant body of historical accounts are found in textual sources. Texts
containing practical knowledge are mostly compilations. They are rarely the
reflection of the authentic work of a single author, or practitioner. The
copying of texts was a common early modern practice. Not only does the
number of surviving copied manuscripts and printed books bear witness to

this practice, it was also actively promoted as a didactic means. 12



This can be illustrated through an undated work by Giovanni Battista Volpato

(1633–1706) Modo da tener nel dipingere. 13 This seventeenth-century
fictional dialogue has an educational function; two authors in particular are
recommended: Giovanni Battista Armenini and Raffaello Borghini. Armenini
(1525–1609), published De’ veri precetti della pittura (1587), a work

expounding on the basics of the painting trade and iconography. 14 Borghini
(ca. 1540–1588) is known for his work Il riposo (1584), which teaches the

basics of painting and sculpture. 15 These two important sixteenth-century
treatises are part of the canon of textual sources about practical knowledge.
Volpato’s didactic dialogue indicates that an apprentice was encouraged to
copy these two authors as part of the learning process in a seventeenth-

century studio. 16 Copying texts was considered to have a pedagogical value.

The copying of texts in early modern England did not proceed according to
today’s conventions. Michelle DiMeo points out that two seventeenth-century
British Library recipe books from the Brockman family contain the same

recipe to make cherry water. 17 Granddaughter Elizabeth copied this recipe
from the recipe book of her grandmother, Ann. What, by early modern
standards would be considered the same, to our eyes, is still characterised
by a lot of differences. Ann generally writes numbers with full words and she
uses punctuation, while Elizabeth writes the numbers with numerals and
uses almost no punctuation. Also, word order and word choice differ. Clearly
copying involved a good amount of personal interpretation.

Several recipes from A Very Proper Treatise can be found in other printed
books and manuscripts. A copy of the recipe “to make letters of the colour of
gould without gould” is encountered in MS Harley 1279, a heraldry
manuscript from the British Library. MS Harley 1279 is presumably copied

from A Very Proper Treatise. 18 The Harley recipe is a foreshortening of the
recipe in A Very Proper Treatise, by leaving out the advised work tools, such
as a “brazen morter” and “a paynters stone”. It also simplifies technical
vocabulary: glayre is being replaced, or explained, by “the whyte of egges”
(Figs 2 and 3).



Figure 2.
Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, (London: Richard Tottill, 1573), fol.
10r, “Recipe to make letters of the colour of gould without gould”.
Collection of The Huntington Library, Art Museum and Botanical Gardens.
Digital image courtesy of Hathi Digital Trust (Public domain).

Figure 3.
Fragment of the recipe “To make letters of the coloure of gold without
gold”, Collection of British Library, London (MS Harley 1279), fol. 62v.
Digital image courtesy of British Library Board (All rights reserved).

To get an idea of the complex patterns of dissemination, another example of
the recipe for gold paint without gold will be briefly discussed. The practical
knowledge of Alessio Piemontese was widely disseminated, and his work was

published posthumously by Girolamo Ruscelli. 19 One example of the recipe
“to make gold painted letters without gold” appears in the Dutch De secreten
van den eerweerdigen heere Alexis Piemontois (The Secrets of the Reverend



Master Alexis of Piedmont): “Take one ounce of orpiment and one ounce of
fine crystal. Break each specifically well, where after mingle it with the white

of eggs and write with it.” 20

This Dutch version shows a remarkable degree of concord with that of MS
Harley 1279. The complexity arises when we learn it was translated from
French, but publications in the name of Piemontese appeared also in Latin,
Italian, German, and English as well. Not all translations and editions are the
same, as parts were omitted, and new material was added, which suggests

little text fixity. 21 In this regard, the publication A Very Proper Treatise
appears more stable, as there are only minor, although significant, changes

in the last edition, which will be discussed below. 22

The precise source of A Very Proper Treatise remains thus far unknown.
Possibly different sources were used to compose the work. One of the
sources with a common root of A Very Proper Treatise is a manuscript
compiled in 1525 by a clerk and freeman of the Mercers of London, Robert

Freelove. 23 The full English title is The Art of Making the Gilded and Painted
Letters which we see in old MSS, hereafter referred to as The Art of Making.
The same manuscript was attributed the Latin title Artem illuminandi libros
(The Art of Illuminating Books) and was described as Tractatu de decorandis

& pingendis literis (Treatise About the Decorating and Painting of Letters). 24

No trace of this physical manuscript can be found, however, the text is not
lost. We know what was written in the manuscript through a series of copies

made by Humfrey Wanley, Elizabeth Elstob, and George Ballard. 25

The compilation of Robert Freelove has forty-six recipes. A Very Proper
Treatise contains forty-four recipes, of which thirteen have a significant
textual overlap with The Art of Making. In order to demonstrate the textual
overlap, I will compare the recipe on how to draw imagery (Figs 4 and 5).
Where A Very Proper Treatise has “pencell of blacke lead, or with a cole made
sharpe at the poynte”, The Art of Making uses the word “plummet”.
According to the Oxford English Dictionary, “plummet” was used to refer to
“a stick of lead for writing, ruling lines”, so it may very well refer to the same

writing device. 26



Figure 4.
Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, (London:
Richard Tottill, 1573), fol. 2r, “The order of
drawing or tracing.” Collection of The Huntington
Library, Art Museum and Botanical Gardens.
Digital image courtesy of Hathi Digital Trust
(Public domain).



Figure 5.
“How to make gilded letters”, Collection of
University of Glasgow (MS Hunter 330), 1.
Digital image courtesy of University of
Glasgow (All rights reserved).

In another recipe, The Art of Making mentions the word “books”, referring to
a parchment surface, meanwhile A Very Proper Treatise uses “vellym,

parchement or paper” instead. 27 Likewise, The Art of Making advises the
reader to soak azure in clean water multiple times, because “Mercers medle
chalke therewith for to multiplie it for their profits”. This is echoed in Tottel’s
warning “for the Potecaries minge chalke there with to multiplie it to there

profit”. 28 These instructions positions both works in their context. A Very
Proper Treatise is a book made for an audience with artistic interests.
Through the list of ingredients, it helps readers to put the recipes into
practise by guiding them to the place where they can buy specific
ingredients: the apothecary. As mentioned above, Robert Freelove was a
Mercer’s freeman and clerk. In an autograph manuscript from the British
Library, Sloane 3604, Freelove indicates himself as a mercer: “p me



Robertum ffrelove mercerum London / ρωβερτοs ελεφθερη`oς”. 29 His known
manuscript production shows an interest in writing, calligraphy, drawing,

copying artwork, and painting initials. 30 Freelove might have turned to his

own livery company for his equipment. 31

There is evidence in the structure and sequence of the recipes in A Very
Proper Treatise that the entire work has a compilatory nature. The various
discrepancies related to the audience are seen as a result of an editing
process. This will be discussed below because they are clearly of a more
“recent” date than certain features of the body of the text, and therefore
attributed to the printer Richard Tottel. The body of the text contains
structural features that may be related to older texts. “The waies howe to
make sundry kindes of colours by tempering & mingling of colors together”

contains a series of prescriptions that are presented as one block of text. 32

There is no space left between the various colour combinations. Instead of
announcing every colour with a title, the colour names and their purpose
appear in the margin of the text. This approach matches that of The Art of
Making in the part “here shall I tell the shortelye how to temper thie

coloures” and “these be mynglyngs of goode worke”. 33 Both sets of
instructions have a tightly woven layout, without titles, subtitles, or blank
spaces. There is no significant textual concordance between A Very Proper
Treatise and The Art of Making in these recipes, only a visual and structural

one. 34

Publishing, editing, and copying entailed personal interpretation. This is
exactly what the compiler of A Very Proper Treatise did. The application value
of the recipes is broader and more concrete, which makes the book more

accessible for its users. 35

Issues of Authorship

The correspondence between recipe books, as illustrated above, shows that
textual sources like A Very Proper Treatise are compilations that adopt
material from different sources. Rather than searching for the actual
“author” of a recipe book or the “inventor” of knowledge, certain viable
contributions discuss the consumers or users of practical knowledge: hence,
this article’s interest in the search for the non-specialist reader, which will
follow below.

However, first, a word on the anonymous authorship of A Very Proper
Treatise. Only a very limited amount of in-depth scholarly research has been

done on this subject. 36 The central question tackled by most studies of an
anonymously published source is the issue of authorship. In her book The



Feminine Dynamic in English Art, Susan E. James hypothesises that Levina
Teerlinc is the author of A Very Proper Treatise. James’s arguments arise from

the anonymity of the work, Teerlinc’s network, and linguistic indications. 37

James compares the anonymous authorship of A Very Proper Treatise to that

of a topic very well known to her. 38 Queen Catherine Parr’s first two works,
titled Psalms or Prayers (1544) and Prayers or Meditations (1545), both
appeared anonymously. However, Parr’s works appeared several decades
earlier than A Very Proper Treatise. There is a difference in subject matter of
the printed works: Parr published religiously inspired works, whereas A Very
Proper Treatise is instructive literature for art practice. The different context
may result in a different case of anonymity.

Another context of an anonymously published work is that of the network.
James highlights the connection between Levina Teerlinc and the printer of A
Very Proper Treatise Richard Tottel (ca. 1528–1593), relying on Tottel’s father-
in-law Richard Grafton, as both Teerlinc and Grafton were protégés of Queen

Catherine Parr. 39 However, this is not a direct connection between the
proposed author Teerlinc and printer Tottel, but rather a secondary
connection.

Secondary connections must be handled with care. Another lineage between
A Very Proper Treatise and Richard Tottel can be suggested. Provided that
there is a textual reliance between A Very Proper Treatise and The Art of
Making, one can start investigating if and how Richard Tottel and Robert
Freelove were connected, or, how Tottel could have read Freelove’s source.
Multiple secondary connections could be found between Robert Freelove and
Richard Grafton. We know through letters to Thomas Cromwell from one of
his diplomats, Stephen Vaughan, that both men knew Robert Freelove. Being
a Mercer freeman and clerk, Freelove was part of Vaughan’s mercantile

network. 40 Personal contact between the three men is testified by a letter
where it is stated that Freelove brings a globe to Cromwell, offered by

Vaughan. 41 Robert Freelove can be linked directly to Sir Thomas Cromwell.
But also Richard Grafton is part of Cromwell’s direct network, as Grafton was

Cromwell’s protégé. 42 In this way, we can establish an indirect link between
Grafton and Freelove.

The printer Richard Tottel and printer–historian Richard Grafton are linked
through a family tie and their business relationship. Tottel married within the
printing trade, a common practice in the early modern period. In 1559, he
married Joan, the daughter of Richard Grafton, who was seventeen years his

junior. 43 Tottel benefitted through this marriage from Grafton’s types and

woodcuts. Later, Tottel printed one of Grafton’s historical works. 44 There
exists ample evidence that Tottel and Grafton belonged to the same network
and that they maintained an ongoing relationship. Questions arise as to



whether Grafton built relationships with other protégés of his patrons, such
as Katheryn Parr or Thomas Cromwell. So far, no known source shows
Grafton interacting with Teerlinc or Freelove.

Richard Grafton is pivotal in this search for a network, but this is problematic
because he is not the printer. In the Teerlinc hypothesis, Grafton would
function as a mediator, introducing potential author and printer to one
another, giving Teerlinc the opportunity to publish and be a “literate,

articulate woman”. 45 In the Freelove hypothesis, Grafton may have had
access to Freelove’s work or his sources. Network studies proves a useful
discipline; however, this type of research uncovers multiple potential
networks, where it is hard to ascertain actual contact.

The second argument James uses for understanding the identity of the
author is linguistic indications, which may indicate a non-native speaker.
James correctly saw that A Very Proper Treatise contains several examples
where colours and colour names are indicated as “male”. For example the
recipe “to temper redde leade” uses this grammatical gender: “Of this you

shal make no false color, but of him selfe” (see Fig. 6). 46 The use of
grammatical gender could be an indication of the foreign roots of the writer.
47 However, the following recipe “to temper blacke leade” uses the

impersonal “it selfe” to refer to the colour (Fig. 6). 48 The same book uses
two genders to refer to colours: the masculine and the impersonal. When
compared to Freelove’s work, one can see a similar tendency of referring to
colours as masculine. Historical linguistics have since long described the
phenomenon of “the loss of grammatical gender concord by Middle English”.
49



Figure 6.
Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, (London: Richard Tottill, 1573), fols
5v–6r. Collection of The Huntington Library, Art Museum and Botanical
Gardens. Digital image courtesy of Hathi Digital Trust (Public domain).

The appearance of non-corresponding reflexive pronouns may be due to a
problem in translation. The Latin words for colour and pigment, color and
pigmentum, are both masculine nouns. The reflexive pronoun ipse is used to

refer to both neutral and masculine words, “itself” and “himself”. 50 In other
words, the odd formulations may be a result of a translation from Latin.

Robert Freelove translated alchemical, medical, and botanical works from
Latin to English. A good example is Mellon MS 33 from the Beinecke
collection at Yale. The manuscript contains seven texts, which are announced
in the beginning as being “translatyd out of latyn into Englyshe” by

“Robertus Freloue”. 51 The catalogue reports the following texts: 1) An
unidentified alchemical work; 2) Jean de Meung, Liber Lapidis mineralis, Book
II only, translated into English by Robert Freelove, 1522; 3) The Practys of
Lyghtes; 4) Roger Bacon or Johannes Sawtre, Radix mundi, translated into
English by Robert Freelove, 1550; 5) Rudianus, Liber trium verborum,
translated into English; 6) Khalid ibn Yazid, Liber secretorum philosophorum,

translated into English, 1542; and 7) an unidentified alchemical work. 52

Latin has been often considered an authoritative language throughout
European history. Ryan Szpiech discusses the status of Latin as connected to
the Roman empire, as the language of learning and wisdom and as one of

the three holy languages. 53 Thomas Burman states that in medieval



European Christianity, and especially in the Mediterranean world, there was a

culture to translate into Latin. 54 This tradition of using Latin is also common
in recipe culture of art technology during the medieval period. The medieval

corpus of technological instructions was predominantly a Latin one. 55 By the
sixteenth century, there was apparently a need to translate Latin text into
vernacular. The Luther Bible is certainly a representative example of this
need for vernacular Bibles, or texts in general. Elizabeth Eisenstein described
this as the vernacular translation movement. Through translation, text

became available to “readers who were unlearned in Latin”. 56

This is not a claim that Latin disappears, but that the scenario of translating
Latin into vernacular seems to be a valid working hypothesis for art
technological recipe books. Robert Freelove’s recipe collection is most likely a
translation. A Latin title appears in the work Temperantia colorum alumnata,
which groups together the last twenty-two of the forty-six recipes of The Art
of Making. This is a strong indication that at least that part is translated from
Latin. This same consideration can perhaps be made for the entire work, as a
significant corpus of art technological appeared in Latin prior the vernacular

translation movement and signs of translation can be found. 57

In this case, the anonymity does not indicate female authorship per se. The
scope and method used in this article point towards a different conclusion.
This article takes the pre-existing corpus of texts that were copied and
translated into account, among other ways of handling texts. Various people
interacted with individual copies of A Very Proper Treatise, a topic which this
article will explore below. In what follows, the contribution of the
printer–publisher will be examined.

Richard Tottel as a Compiler

Richard Tottel is best known for his achievements as a printer–publisher and
bookseller. Tottel was granted his first printing patent in 1554 during the
reign of Edward VI, which was continued by both Queen Mary and Queen
Elizabeth. He is mostly remembered for his capacity to understand the book

market and adapt his products accordingly. 58 Before Tottel’s law books
appeared on the market, students and lawyers often had to deal with Latin
and French documents. Tottel provided the market with accurate English

translations and clear explanations. 59

The hypothesis sustained here is that the involvement of Richard Tottel goes
beyond the mere printing of A Very Proper Treatise. He is considered the
compiler and editor of the very first edition of the booklet. Evidence was
drawn from the study of Tottel’s body of work, where unique working
methods attributed to him can be identified in several different books. These



include Thomas Tusser’s Hundreth good Pointes of Husbandry. 60 The first of
Tottel’s books about heraldry is Gerard Legh’s The Accedens of Armory

(1562). 61 His second is John Bossewell’s Workes of Armorie (1572). 62 He is
above all remembered for his long-lasting printing success Songes and

Sonnets, also known as Tottel’s Miscellany. 63 This anthology bears the signs

of Tottel’s working methods and marketing strategies. 64 By marketing
strategy is intended a product-centred approach, where the printer studies
the needs of the readers and adapts the product accordingly. In this regard,
the title-page may be seen as a means of advertising.

There are strong indications that Tottel is the originator of A Very Proper
Treatise. Signs of editing are present in this work, as well as the marketing
and business style identified here as Tottel’s. He subjected existing text(s) to
a fierce editing process: introducing order, sequence, internal coherence, and
friendly navigation tools. A few inconsistencies hint at an editor’s hand.
Described below is a lapse in the editing process, a discrepancy between the
body of the text and index that reveals a deliberate shift in the book’s
intended audience.

A Very Proper Treatise contains two indexes: an ingredients index and a
recipe index. The recipe index is of interest to demonstrate the friendly
navigation tools Tottel created. Meanwhile, the ingredient index is of interest
to demonstrate a lapse in the editing process.

The recipe index is described as “a table of suche things as be contained in

this present booke”. 65 It contains recipe titles and folio numbers and it is a
useful tool for the reader to swiftly navigate through the work. In order to
fulfil this scope, Tottel kept recipe titles relatively complex, meanwhile the
corresponding titles in the recipe index were a simplification of the
information. “To make a grounde or a syse to lay golde or silver upon” refers
to “To make a dooble syse or bottome to laye or settle silver or goulde upon

called an embossed ground”. 66 “To make syses other maner of ways” refers
to “To make a thinne sise or bottome to laye or settle silver or golde upon
called a single grounde”. The different methods it refers to are not related to
silver or to gold, but to the many different ingredients that can be used to
prepare the preparatory layer: with heat, or without heat, with old
parchment, or leftovers of new parchment, or with gummed water made with
Arabic gum, regulating the thickness with old glair, green fig milk, spurge
milk, wartweed, green saladine milk, garlic or onion juice, or the grease of

snails. 67 This large variety of ways of obtaining a preparatory layer for silver
or gold is summarised by “other maner of ways”. This way the reader does
not get lost in detail but can focus during a search for information. This is a
sign of an editing process.



Figure 7.
Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise , (London: Richard
Tottill, 1573), fol. 12r. Collection of The Huntington
Library, Art Museum and Botanical Gardens. Digital
image courtesy of Hathi Digital Trust (Public domain).

The ingredient index provides the names of the colours and the ingredients
that one can acquire at the “Poticaries” or apothecary (Fig. 7). This list
purports to be complete and representative of the ingredients used in the
recipes. However, not all the ingredients on the list appear in the body of the
text. Here it is contended that this disparity is a sign of editing. The
ingredients that are not mentioned in the recipes, which include alabaster,
cow milk, ewe milk, rue juice, red nettle juice, scraped cheese, and lye, have
a purpose in art technology but not to the aspects of limning Tottel wished to
include. Presumably, the recipes corresponding to the solitary ingredients
disappeared during the editing process, whereas their references in the index
remained.



All these examples contain crucial indicators of Tottel’s working method and
trademark, which can be summarised in three things: 1) he took into account
the market and his public; 2) he assembled texts into publishable books; and

3) he made user-friendly volumes. 68 All three aspects are applicable to A
Very Proper Treatise.

Non-Specialist Audience

Long before A Very Proper Treatise appeared in Tottel’s bookshop, he had
been working with people who were interested in law, either professionally,
scholarly, or educationally. Tottel adapted his texts to this audience. Students
of law would be potentially interested in embellishing their texts, which is the
target of A Very Proper Treatise. As mentioned above, copying texts was
considered to have a pedagogical value, but it was also done for practical
reasons, such as making a customised copy. There was also interest in

embellishing printed texts, which will be discussed below. 69 As mentioned
above, the audience of this book is divided into three categories: 1) the

intended, 2) the circumstantial, and 3) the actual audience. 70

The intended audience is the public whom the compiler had in mind while
assembling the book. This audience is defined on the title-page and in the
concluding words of the text itself. These two different places in the book
show a variegated image of the intended audience. The title-page itself
specifies two groups as its audience. The first is “all suche gentlemenne”

(Fig. 1). 71 The concept of a gentleman in the early modern period was

characterised by variation and fluidity; it was not a legal categorisation. 72 In
various instances, the gentle birth, heraldic status, and economic situation of
a person played a role in defining whether the person was a gentleman or
not. Other ideas circulated about education and behaviour being the prime

characteristics of a gentleman. 73 The status of the coat of arms was a point
of discussion, but A Very Proper Treatise promotes the interest and making of
coats of arms in its title and also in the margins of the book. Some recipes
are accompanied with extra instructions in the margin on how to use colours
for heraldic purposes (Fig. 8).



Figure 8.
Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, (London: Richard
Tottill, 1573), fol. 6r. Collection of The Huntington
Library, Art Museum and Botanical Gardens. Digital
image courtesy of Hathi Digital Trust (Public domain).

The second category of intended audience in the title of A Very Proper
Treatise includes “persones as doe delite in limming, painting or in tricking of

armes in their right colors” (Fig. 1). 74 In other words, a group of people with
heraldic interest who limn for pleasure. At times, “pleasure” was a

determining factor in the understanding of what a gentleman was. 75

The title-page gives yet another insight. This book belongs to a group of
books named “the bookes of armes”. Words in titles are rarely chosen
randomly. In fact, Tottel had, prior to the publication of A Very Proper Treatise,
published two books about heraldry, mentioned above: Gerard Legh’s The
Accedence of Armorie and John Bossewell’s Workes of Armorie. Together with
A Very Proper Treatise, these are the only book titles Tottel ever published

dealing with heraldry and armoury. 76



The gentleman with painterly and heraldic interests, and spare time, stands
in contrast to the intended audience discussed at the conclusion of the

recipes, being “paynters & scriveners”. 77 The meaning of a painter will not
be scrutinised, but some clarification on the role of a scribe is in order.
According to Daybell, scriveners were “semi-professional letter-writers”, but
the Oxford English Dictionary extends the function of a scrivener to the

writing business in general. 78 These indications at the conclusion of the text
point towards a professional audience. Even though authors like Peacham,
Norgate, and Castiglione have put gentlemen in relation to painting, it was

never intended as a professional occupation. 79 The intended audience of A
Very Proper Treatise is not homogenous. It is argued here that this is due to
an editing process.

The point of interest addressed here is whether or not the book’s intended
audience corresponds to the circumstantial audience – the customers of
Tottel’s printing shop – or the actual audience, the various book owners of
whom the ownership of the book could be confirmed through material and

archival evidence. 80

Tottel’s business was located in “Fleetestreet” in London, at the “Sign of the
Hande and the Starre”. This information can be retrieved from the colophon

(Fig. 1), but it is also seen in Tottel’s printer’s device. 81 The customers
coming to his printing house were mainly students and practitioners of law, a
topic brought up by Christopher Warner in his work about Songs and

Sonnets. 82 These students, for instance, might have showed interest in the
embellishment of documents, for which A Very Proper Treatise offers suitable
instructions. We also saw that Tottel had an audience interested in Songs and
Sonnets, and that people had already bought “bookes of armes”, as
mentioned earlier, meaning that he might have targeted those groups as
well. Tottel knew his audience and adapted to his customers and the existing
market. Tottel printed with a purpose.

To prove this argument, the provenance and materiality of all the remaining
copies of the treatise were investigated. It has been possible to trace thirty-
seven surviving copies of A Very Proper Treatise, spread over six known

editions. 83 This corpus brought various names of people and interactions to
light. In the table below, you see the statistics of the extant copies mapped
out (Fig. 9).

View this illustration online

Figure 9.
Table of chronological and geographical distribution of the extant copies per
edition, A Very Proper Treatise,



However, much of the evidence of provenance, ownership, and use was
neutralised during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, through actions
such as washing, cropping, and rebinding. Comparison between the diverse
types of audience and the actual users are based on the remaining user
traces. Listed below are sixteenth- and seventeenth-century names culled

from material and archival research. 84 They correspond to only eight
volumes. Some of them were passed on to heirs, of which few names could
be traced. In this list, heirs are indicated after the arrow.

1. William Neile (1560–1624) (1573, Bodleian Library)
2. James Ussher (1581–1656) (1581, TCD)
3. Phebe Challoner (?) (1581, TCD) → daughter Elizabeth, wife of Timothy

Tyrrel
4. William Le Neve (1592–1661) (1581, British Library)
5. Robert(us) Thorne (?) (1581, Huntington Library)
6. Elias Ashmole (1617–1692) (1583, Bodleian Library)
7. John Aubrey (1626–1697) (1583, Bodleian Library)
8. William Goodman (?) (1583, Bodleian Library)
9. John Dyson (?) (1583, Bodleian Library)

10. Andrew Astley (?–1633) (1588, Bodleian Library) → son Thomas Astley
11. Jenny Myll (?) (1596, Cadbury Library Birmingham)
12. Brian Twyne (1581–1644) (1605, Corpus Christi Oxford)

Unfortunately, most of these individuals can be excluded as Tottel’s direct
customers. Archival research presents Brian Twyne as a potential customer
with antiquarian interests, and a contemporary of A Very Proper Treatise
when newly printed. A letter dated 1605 places him in London—the same

year his copy of A Very Proper Treatise was printed. 85 However, Twyne would
have been a customer of Tottel’s follower for the publication of this treatise,

Thomas Purfoot, who published A Very Proper Treatise from 1583 onwards. 86

Another potential customer of Thomas Purfoot was Jenny Myll, whose identity
remains unknown. An inscription notes that she bought a fifth edition copy in
the year it was printed: “Jeny Myll owe this booke / 1596”. Jenny Myll is
probably the individual closest to the original setting of the book market. She
embraces the function of circumstantial and actual audience. Regrettably,
she was not a customer of Richard Tottel, nor could she have been the
hypothetical reader he had in mind when editing A Very Proper Treatise.
Myll’s copy shows minor painterly interactions. The title-page contains traces
of paint. Two brown brushstrokes, traces of an oilier green paint, and a tiny
dot of red paint on the title-page. It is unclear whether these painterly daubs
were created by Jenny Myll, thus far the interactions remain of an

unidentified consumer. 87



Among the recorded owners, there is only one known artist, John Aubrey
(1626–1697), who shared heraldic interests with Elias Ashmole (1617–1692).
88 Both users were born in the beginning of the seventeenth century. These
individuals were not direct customers of Tottel.

Another individual with heraldic interests is Robert Thorne. 89 He expressed
his ownership through the writing of his name and through the painting of his
coat of arms on the title-page of a 1581 copy (Fig. 10). The coat of arms
contains a chevron between three crescents.

Figure 10.
Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, (London: Richard
Tottel, 1581), fol. 1r, title-page with signature and
coat of arms of Robert Thorne. Collection of The
Huntington Library, Art Museum and Botanical
Gardens. Digital image courtesy of Hathi Digital Trust
(Public domain).



A Very Proper Treatise shows interest in the painting and writing of letters.
This interest is shared by William Neile, who signed his 1573 copy with a
calligraphic inscription on the title-page. Neile has a very recognisable
calligraphy, which is shared by his relatives. Both William and Mildred add a

similar calligraphic embellishment to their names. 90 What Brayman Hackel
calls “sassy records of ownership” can be applied to the herald and

genealogist William Le Neve as well. 91 William Le Neve speaks in name of
the book with his inscription: “Willym Le Neve me iure possidet” (William Le
Neve is my legal owner). The precise identities of William Goodman and John
Dyson could be verified through a bookplate and a signature respectively,
but not much information in their interest has been found.

Another female book owner in the list, Phebe Challoner, inherited an
impressive book collection from her father, Luke Challoner, the Provost of
Trinity College Dublin. This means that Phebe owned the first library nucleus

of Trinity College Dublin. 92 A material investigation of the collection brought

several of her signatures to light. 93 Phebe faithfully signed over the
signature of her father. She would turn the “L” of Luke into a “P”, sometimes

continuing to write her name over her fathers. 94 Luke’s collection contains a
fair amount of theology works. He signed, for instance, the title-page of the

Master of Bezaes Sermons 95 with his family name only. Phebe then added
her first name before Luke’s family name (Fig. 11).



Figure 11.
Théodore de Bèze, Master Bezaes Sermons, (London:
Joseph Barnes, 1587), title-page with Luke and Phebe
Challoner’s signature. Collection of Trinity College
Dublin (TCD CC.l.29). Digital image courtesy of The
Board of Trinity College Dublin (All rights reserved).

In the case of the volume containing A Very Proper Treatise, this pattern of
Phebe overwriting her father’s signature cannot be confirmed. TCD volume
EE.k.19 binds three books together:

1. Gerard Legh, The Accedens of Armory, 1576 (TCD EE.k.19.N°.1.)
2. John Bossewell, Workes of Armorie, 1572 (TCD EE.k.19.N°.2.)
3. Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, 1581 (TCD EE.k.19.N°.3.)

It is the first book in this volume that contains Phebe’s maiden name, entirely
written by herself (Fig. 12). In contrast with most other books in the original
collection, this precise volume (which remained unchanged until today)
appeared in the 1608 catalogue of James Ussher’s book collection. He had
acquired several books in England in 1606 and brought them to Ireland,



among which TCD EE.k.19. 96 These facts precede the death of Luke

Challoner in 1612 and James’ and Phebe’s marriage in 1615. 97 This is a
strong indication that James Ussher, the later archbishop of Armagh and
Phebe’s husband to be, gave this volume as a token of friendship, or love

perhaps, prior to their wedding. 98

Figure 12.
Gerard Legh, The Accedens of Armory, (London:
Richard Tottel, 1576), fol. 2r, with Phebe’s signature
in the lower margin. Collection of Trinity College
Dublin (EE.k.19.N°.1). Digital image courtesy of
Board of Trinity College Dublin (All rights reserved).

The TCD volume contains the most interactions in the first two books. The
frontispiece was partially painted in yellow, indicating the heraldic or (gold)

(Fig. 13). The other consistent interest is the copying of imagery. 99 The coat
of arms with “the virgin Marie, with her chylde, standing in the sonne” has
been superimposed with a drawing grid (Fig. 14). This grid is numbered
horizontally and vertically, mimicking a system used by artists to transpose



an image to another surface, and allowing artists to scale the image up or

down. 100 The other technique to transfer images is through burnishing the
paper with printers’ ink soaked in oil and pressing it onto another surface.

This way the image is reproduced (Fig. 15). 101 It is unknown whether these
interactions with the volume were Phebe’s or James’s, or made by other
users. The volume was bound together between 1581 and 1606, being merit

of a previous owner. 102 The precise selection of these three books together
is not a coincidence, as it echoes the printer’s intention to see these three
books as a united group. The title of A Very Proper Treatise says that it is “a

worke very mete to be adioined to the bookes of armes” (Fig. 1). 103

Figure 13.
John Bossewell, Workes of Armorie, (London: Richardi
Totelli, 1572), fol. 79v, a pencil grid with numbering in
brown ink, superposing a Virgin with Child. Collection of
Trinity College Dublin (EE.k.19.N°.2). Digital image
courtesy of The Board of Trinity College Dublin (All rights
reserved).



Figure 14.
John Bossewell, Workes of Armorie, (London: Richardi Totelli, 1572), fol.
79v, a pencil grid with numbering in brown ink, superposing a Virgin with
Child. Collection of Trinity College Dublin (EE.k.19.N°.2). Digital image
courtesy of The Board of Trinity College Dublin (All rights reserved).



Figure 15.
John Bossewell, Workes of Armorie, (London: Richardi Totelli, 1572), fol.
29v, inkloss in the region of Pacis nuntia dove. Collection of Trinity College
Dublin (EE.k.19.N°.2). Digital image courtesy of The Board of Trinity
College Dublin (All rights reserved).

This article evaluated the audience of A Very Proper Treatise through the
material investigation of all surviving copies and through archival research.
Among the signatures, some strong claims of ownership appear, such as that
of Jenny Myll and William Le Neve. Only one artist emerges from the group of
identified owners: John Aubrey, and several individuals who can be seen as
amateur artists, with heraldic and calligraphic interests. Three among the
book owners are female. This actual audience coincides with the intended
audience from the title-page of A Very Proper Treatise: “gentlemenne” and
“persones as doe delite in limming, painting or in tricking of armes in their
right colors”. The term “persones” includes both male and female readers. In
addition, painters showed an interest, a category of intended audience met
at the closing of A Very Proper Treatise. The printer Richard Tottel edited
specialist knowledge as a marketable product for wider dissemination, while
keeping a specific non-specialist audience in mind. And this printer's
intention found its way to the public.
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Noteworthy are Mansfield Kirby Talley, Portrait Painting in England: Studies in the Technical Literature before 1700
(London: Paul Mellon Centre for Studies in British Art, 1981); Susan E. James, The Feminine Dynamic in English Art,
1485–1603: Women as Consumers, Patrons and Painters (Burlington: Ashgate, 2009), 287–333; and Leemans,
Contextualizing Practical Knowledge in Early Modern Europe, 183–210. I am indebted to the work of Susan E. James,
as her work on Levina Teerlinc was an inducement to pursue research in this field, write my master thesis, and later
my PhD thesis.
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James does not provide a precise reference, but she has written about this precise topic in Susan E. James, Kateryn
Parr: The Making of a Queen (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1999).

Susan E. James, The Feminine Dynamic in English Art, 294.

London, British Library: MS Cotton Galba B X, fol. 57; London, National Archives, State Papers: SP 1/76, fol. 10.

London, National Archives, State Papers: SP 1/58, fol. 147.

J.E. Sherwood, “A Variety of Response to the Henrician Reformation: Some Members of the Twelve Great Livery
Companies of London”, Historical Magazine of the Protestant Episcopal Church 50, no. 4 (1981): 347–348.

Anna Greening, “Tottel, Richard (b. in or before 1528, d. 1593)”, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, 17
September 2015, doi:10.1093/ref:odnb/27573, accessed 29 February 2020. For Richard Tottel’s biographical details,
see H.J. Byrom, “Richard Tottell—His Life and Work”, The Library, no. 8 (1927–1928): 199–232. For further elaboration
of the lacunae Byrom left, see Anna Greening, “A 16th-Century Stationer and His Business Connections: The Tottell
Family Documents (1448–1719) at Stationers’ Hall”, in Arnold Hunt, Giles Mandelbrote, and Alison Shell (eds), The
Book Trade & Its Customers, 1450–1900: Historical Essays for Robin Myers (Winchester: St. Paul’s Bibliographies, New
Castle: Oak Knoll Press, 1997), 1–8.

The precise title is A Chronicle at Large and Meere History of the Affayres of Englande and Kinges. Connections
between Grafton and Tottel are discussed in Meraud Grant Ferguson, “Grafton, Richard (1506/7–1573)”, Oxford
Dictionary of National Bibliography, 17 September 2015, doi:10.1093/ref:odnb/11186, accessed 17 July 2020.

James, The Feminine Dynamic in English Art, 294.

Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, fols 5v-6r.

James, The Feminine Dynamic in English Art, 294.

Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, fol. 5v. This article focuses on examples using “himself” and “itself” as gendered
words. In some occasions, “his” is used, but this was used both as masculine and neutral. More examples can be
found in Figure 6.

In 1997, Michael Newman was able to trace this back to Chaucer; Anne Curzan goes as far as Beowulf. Curzan
discusses the work of Newman: Michael Newman, Epicene Pronouns: The Linguistics of a Prescriptive Problem (New
York: Garland, 1997). See Anne Curzan, Gender Shifts in the History of English (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2003), 59. I thank Professor Peter Petré of the University of Antwerp for his help on this topic.

The same reasoning can be made for Italian: colore and pigmento are masculine, in which case the reflexive pronoun
is se stesso.

New Haven, Yale University Library, Beinecke Rare Book & Manuscript Library, Mellon MS 33, fol. 2r.

Mellon MS 33, Yale University, Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library, General Collection of Rare Books and
Manuscripts, Medieval and Renaissance Manuscripts, https://pre1600ms.beinecke.library.yale.edu/docs/
pre1600.mell033.htm, accessed 29 July 2020.

Ryan Szpiech, “Latin as a Language of Authoritative Tradition”, in Ralph Hexter and David Townsend (eds), The Oxford
Handbook of Medieval Latin Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 64.

Thomas Burman, “The Cultures and Dynamics of Translation into Medieval Latin”, in Ralph Hexter and David
Townsend (eds), The Oxford Handbook of Medieval Latin Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 86–87.

A scholar of reference in the domain of medieval and renaissance art treatises is Mary P. Merrifield, who transcribed
several authentic treatises and translated them in English. The majority of Merrifield’s working materials are texts in
Latin, with a few in Italian and French. The corpus of medieval recipe books for painters and illuminators published by
Mark Clarke contains a language index; from roughly 400 manuscripts, 259 contain Latin. The second most used
language is German: of these approximate 400 manuscripts, 70 contain German. The third place is taken by Italian:
48; followed by English: 43. Likewise, a consultation of Julius Schlosser’s Kunstliteratur (1924) reveals plenty of works
in Latin. This last source was consulted in Italian: Julius Schlosser Magnino, La Letteratura artistica: manuale delle
fonti della storia dell’ arte moderne (Firenze: La Nuova Italia, 1996 [1935]); Mary. P. Merrifield, Medieval and
Renaissance Treatises on the Arts of Painting; and Mark Clarke, The Art of All Colours: Medieval Recipe Books for
Painters and Illuminators (London: Archetype Publications, 2001), 1, 123–124.

Eisenstein discusses this topic throughout her work. She also advocates that vernacular translations have anti-
intellectual implications, a topic not sustained in this article. See Elizabeth L. Eisenstein, The Printing Press as an
Agent of Change: Communications and Cultural Transformations in Early-Modern Europe, Volumes I and II
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), 63; 360.

Thomas Tanner stated that Freelove’s work was written in English but does report the work itself with a Latin title,
such as Albrecht van Haller in his catalogue. Perhaps this is the recognition of the original title. See above. Tanner,
Biblioteca Britannico-Hibernica, 297; and von Haller, Biblioteca Botanica, 668.

Christopher A. Knott, “Richard Tottell”, in James Bracken and Joel Silver (eds), The British Library Book Trade,
1475–1700, Dictionary of Literary Biography, 170 (Detroit, MI: Gale Research, 1996), 311.

Paul A. Marquis, “Printing History and Editorial Design in the Elizabethan Version of Tottel’s Songes and Sonettes”, in
Stephen Hamrick (ed.), Tottel’s Songes and Sonettes in Context (Farnham: Ashgate, 2013), 14.
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A Hundreth Good Pointes of Husbandrie is an instructional poem. The first edition of 1557 is a modest book of 26
pages and has a little elaborate title-page. It contains a small introduction, 100 points organised by month, a
conclusion, and an anonymous sonnet. The third edition of 1570 counts 88 pages and comes with an elaborated
frontispiece. It contains various introductory parts, an index, the 100 numbered points organised per month, an
overview of the months, comparisons, and a sonnet attributed to Tusser. In the year 1573, the same year as the
publishing of A Very Proper Treatise, the book was extended again to 500 points. This edition uses the same
frontispiece as the 1570 edition. Details about the first edition: STC 24372; Thomas Tusser, A Hundreth Good Pointes
of Husbandrie (London: Richard Tottel, 1557).

The first edition: STC 15388; Gerard Legh, The Accedens of Armory (London: Richard Tottill, 1562).

The first edition: STC 3393; John Bossewell, Workes of Armorie, Deuyded into Three Books, Entituled, the Concordes
of Armorie, the Armorie of Honor, and of Coates and Creastes (London: Richardi Totelli, 1572).

Songs and Sonnets, known as Tottel’s Miscellany, has a fascinating printing history. It is marked by translations,
arrangements, and re-arrangements. The first edition appeared on 5 June of the year 1557. The second thoroughly
revised edition appeared immediately after on 31 July, with a third one in the same year, and several other editions
in the years that followed. The first edition's details are: STC13860; Henry Howard, Songes and Sonettes (London:
Richardum Tottel, 1557). On the topic, see Jason Powell, “The Network Behind ‘Tottel’s’ Miscellany”, English Literary
Renaissance 46, no. 2 (2016): 193–224; Stephen Hamrick (ed.), Tottel’s Songes and Sonettes in Context (London:
Taylor & Francis Group, 2013); J. Christopher Warner, The Making and Marketing of Tottel’s Miscellany, 1557: Songs
and Sonnets in the Summer of the Martyrs’ Fires (Farnham: Ashgate, 2013); and Paul A. Marquis (ed.), Richard Tottel’s
Songes and Sonettes: The Elizabethan Version (Tempe, AZ: Arizona Center for Medieval and Renaissance Studies,
2007).

For arrangements of Tottel’s Miscellany and adaptations for the audience, see especially the Chapters 1 and 3 of
Warner, The Making and Marketing of Tottel’s Miscellany, 1557.

Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, fol. 12v.

Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, fols 2r; 12v.

Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, fols 2v; 12v.

Leemans, Contextualizing Practical Knowledge in Early Modern Europe, 183–210.

Early modern books with hand-coloured initials by book owners are countless. A beautiful example is a copy of
Tottel’s publication of Gerard Legh’s The Accedence of Armorie (1591), which is found at the Library of Congress in
Washington (nDLC CR19.L5). This copy was signed by “Horace W. Smith”, presumably the writer. Another, earlier
handwriting appears in the margins of the book, together with the colouring of the frontispiece, initials, and
escutcheons. These practices are described in David Pearson, Provenance Research in Book History: A Handbook. The
British Library Studies in the History of the Book (London: The British Library & Oak Knoll Press, 1998), 41–44; and
Nigel Thorp, The Glory of the Page: Medieval & Renaissance Illuminated Manuscripts from Glasgow University Library
(London: H. Miller, 1987).

Leemans, Contextualizing Practical Knowledge in Early Modern Europe, 156–157. For the concept of circumstantial
audience, this research is indebted to the work of Warner, who described the audience frequenting Tottel’s print
shop: Warner, The Making and Marketing of Tottel’s Miscellany. For the concept of the actual audience, this research
is indebted to the work of Jeffrey M. Muller and Jim Murrell. The concept used here is slightly adapted to the precise
book of interest: the anonymously printed A Very Proper Treatise. Muller and Murrell discussed the actual audiences
of Edward Norgate’s treatise Miniatura or The Art of Limning. The originally intended audience of this work was De
Mayerne only, but eventually a larger audience got hold of his work. This is a valid reason for fragmenting the
concept of the audience into intended audience and actual audience. See Muller and Murrell, “The Actual Audience,
Purposes, and Uses of Norgate’s Treatises and their Derivatives”, 14–20. This article focuses on the material copies
and archival research. Copying practices are not taken up in the current selection of the audience, even though it
could be argued that they provide evidence of book consumption.

Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, fol. 1r.

Keith Wrightson, English Society 1580–1680 (London: Routledge, 1982), 7.

Steven Hindle, “Social Classes and the Social Order”, in Arthur F. Kinney and David W. Swain (eds), Tudor England: An
Encyclopedia (New York: Garland Publishing, 2001), 655–656; Wendy Wall, The Imprint of Gender: Authorship and
Publication in the English Renaissance (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993), 56; and Wrightson, English Society
1580–1680, 4–8.

Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, fol. 1r.

Bartholomaeus Anglicus, Batman upon Bartholome his booke De proprietatibus rerum (London: Thomas East, 1582),
fol. 185 r.

Both of the heraldry book titles know several editions.

Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, fol. 11v.

James Daybell, The Material Letter in Early Modern England. Manuscript Letters and the Culture and Practices of
Letter-Writing, 1512–1635 (London: Palgrave, 2012), 23 and 74; Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd edn 20 vols (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1989). Continually updated at http://www.oed.com/.

Leemans, Contextualizing Practical Knowledge in Early Modern Europe, 168–170.
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Material evidence is understood as notes and annotations, and interactions of all kinds. William Sherman points out
that not all writings in books qualify to be annotations (for instance, doodling). He refers to them as graffiti, in line
with the work of Juliet Fleming. See William H. Sherman, Used Books: Marking Readers in Renaissance England
(Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2008). For the work of Fleming, see Juliet Fleming, Graffiti and the
Writing Arts of Early Modern England (London: Reaktion, 2001). The notes which owners and users of A Very Proper
Treatise made, comply to the observations of Sherman.

Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, fol. 1r; Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise (London: Richarde Tottill, 1581), fol. 1r.

Warner, The Making and Marketing of Tottel’s Miscellany, 161.

The sixth edition has a slight alteration in the title: A Proper Treatises. The STC number (17593) coincides with that of
A Profitable Booke, because the printer Thomas Purfoote printed and sold these two book titles together. For this
book title, light adjustments were made in the text, such as the omissions of the printed words in the margins. This
measure, as a few others, have principally led to a different layout of the work. For the various editions, the individual
copies, and the collation, see the Appendix in Leemans, Contextualizing Practical Knowledge in Early Modern Europe,
251–279.

Later book owners are disregarded in this article.

Strickland Gibson, “Brian Twyne”, Oxoniensia 5 (1940): 95–96.

Thomas Purfoot published the editions of 1583, 1588, 1596, and 1605.

Tracing a female (miniature) painter would be of great interest. However, it would be necessary to find further
evidence on Jenny Myll in order to draw this conclusion. The painterly daubs may or may not come from Jenny Myll.
There is no information on whether Myll was her maiden name, in which case a marriage would have made her
change her name. Jenny Myll (and variations of “Jeny”, “Jennifer”, and “Mill”) is a name that does not appear in The
National Archives, or the Oxford Dictionary of National Biography.

John Aubrey is discussed as an artist in Ruth Scurr, John Aubrey: My Own Life (London: Chatto and Windus, 2015),
194.

A potential connection between Robert Thorne and Elias Ashmole needs to be further explored, if at least Robert
Thorne is a descendent of the Thorne’s, a trader’s family of Bristol. The Thorne family was befriended by John Dee
and his son Arthur Dee. John Dee, in turn was a “cosin” and friend of William Aubrey, the great-grandfather of John
Aubrey. A hypothetical network between the owners of A Very Proper Treatise would be interesting but is at this stage
far from being confirmed. See Michael C.W. Hunter, John Aubrey and the Realm of Learning (London: Duckworth,
1975), 80, n. 8; and Anthony Powell, John Aubrey and His Friends (London: Hogarth Press, 1988).

This embellishment is a series of organised curls, seen also in the initials of Robert Freelove. See Anonymous, The Art
of Limming. A Reproduction of the 1573 Edition Newly Imprinted, edited by Society of Scribes and Illuminators
(London: The Federation of British Craft Societies, 1979); and Jason Scott-Warren, “Reading Graffiti in the Early
Modern Book”, Huntington Library Quarterly 73, no. 3 (2010), 367.

Heidi Brayman Hackel, Reading Material in Early Modern England: Print, Gender, and Literacy (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2005), 158–159.

Leemans, Contextualizing Practical Knowledge in Early Modern Europe, 228–243.

Six volumes with Phebe’s signature were found, of which five show some interaction with her father’s signature.
Leemans, Contextualizing Practical Knowledge in Early Modern Europe, 279–280.

Leemans, Contextualizing Practical Knowledge in Early Modern Europe, 279–280.

STC 2025; Théodore de Bèze, Master Bezaes Sermons upon the Three First Chapters of the Canticle of Canticles
(Oxford: Joseph Barnes, 1587).

Dublin, TCD MS 793, fol. 184r contains the description of the three works in TCD EE.k.19 as being one volume.

For the calculation of the wedding date of James Ussher and Phebe Challoner, see Leemans, Contextualizing Practical
Knowledge in Early Modern Europe, 232–233.

The earliest sign of acquaintance or friendship goes back to at least 1601, where James borrowed a book from Phebe.
See Leemans, Contextualizing Practical Knowledge in Early Modern Europe, 236.

For literature on practices of copying in art, see Maddalena Bellavitis (ed.), Making Copies in European Art
1400–1600: Shifting Tastes, Modes of Transmission, and Changing Contexts. Brill’s Studies in Intellectual History,
Volume 286 (Leiden: Brill, 2018); and Christopher S. Wood, Forgery, Replica, Fiction: Temporalities of German
Renaissance Art (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2008). The concept of imitation is discussed in Eric Jan
Sluijter and Anton W.A. Boschloo (eds), Aemulatio: Imitation, Emulation and Invention in Netherlandish Art from 1500
to 1800: Essays in Honor of Eric Jan Sluijter (Zwolle: Waanders, 2011).

For the use of heraldry as decoration, see Thomas Woodcock and John Martin Robinson, The Oxford Guide to Heraldry
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001).

All stains in this volume rigorously coincide with imagery; Dublin, TCD, EE.k.19. See Leemans, Contextualizing
Practical Knowledge in Early Modern Europe, 239–240.

The last of the three books to be published was 1581, and the year in which James Ussher acquired the already
bound together volume, was 1605.

Anonymous, A Very Proper Treatise, fol. 1r.
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Secrets of a Silent Miniaturist: Findings from a
Technical Study of Miniatures Attributed to Isaac

Oliver

Christine Slottved Kimbriel and Paola Ricciardi

Abstract

An evidently accomplished draughtsman, Isaac Oliver (circa 1565–1617)
remains an enigmatic artist in many respects. While Nicholas Hilliard’s
treatise on the art of limning provides considerable insight into his material
use, techniques, and self-perception, no equivalent documentary evidence
survives from Oliver’s hand, and many questions regarding his training,
approach, and oeuvre have yet to be answered. This article presents key
findings from the collaborative and technically focused research project
“Secrets of a Silent Miniaturist: Technical Analysis of Isaac Oliver’s
Miniatures”, undertaken by the Fitzwilliam Museum and the Hamilton Kerr
Institute in Cambridge (UK). The project aims to shed light on Oliver’s artistic
practice through the detailed, technical study of a representative selection of
his surviving miniatures, investigated through an up-to-date, non-invasive
analytical and technical lens. The article discusses the discovery of near-
invisible changes to compositions implemented during the initial execution,
differences in execution and later history between two versions of a portrait
of Henry Frederick Prince of Wales, the first identification in a miniature of a
rare mercury-based white pigment whose deterioration led to later
campaigns of repainting, and the use of a hitherto unacknowledged range of
pigments and media in Oliver’s landscape miniatures that raises further
questions about Oliver’s connection with artistic traditions on the Continent.
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Introduction

This article presents key findings from the collaborative and technically
focused research project “Secrets of a Silent Miniaturist: Technical Analysis of
Isaac Oliver’s Miniatures”, undertaken by the Fitzwilliam Museum and the
Hamilton Kerr Institute in Cambridge (UK).

An evidently accomplished draughtsman, who successfully expanded on the
subject matter of the English miniature to include elaborate landscapes as
well as religious imagery, Isaac Oliver (circa 1565–1617) nevertheless
remains an enigmatic artist in many respects. While Nicholas Hilliard’s
treatise on the art of limning provides considerable insight into his material
use, techniques, and self-perception, no equivalent documentary evidence
survives from Oliver’s hand, and many questions regarding his training,
approach, and oeuvre have yet to be answered.

In September 2016, the Hamilton Kerr Institute (HKI) received from the
National Trust (NT) the recently acquired cabinet miniature of Lord Herbert of

Cherbury. 1 The National Trust commissioned conservation treatment and a
full technical examination of the miniature, prior to its reinstatement as a key
piece in the House of Portraits exhibition at Powis Castle in Wales. In order to
analyse the condition, materials, and techniques of the miniature
comprehensively, technical imaging of the work was undertaken, and further
non-invasive analysis was carried out in the analytical research laboratory of
the Fitzwilliam Museum, as well as at the Scientific Department of the V&A
Museum in London. While the collected data revealed a great deal about the
materials and execution of the miniature, limited comparable research was

available to allow for comparison and broader contextualisation. 2 In
response to this fact, funds were raised to undertake a pilot study employing
the same analytical protocol on the Fitzwilliam Museum’s own collection of
miniatures attributed to Isaac Oliver, in addition to select works from other

institutions (Fig. 1). 3

View this illustration online

Figure 1.
List of miniatures analysed during the pilot project, compiled by Christine
Slottved Kimbriel and Paola Ricciardi.

The research project aimed to establish the extent to which useful
information could be gleaned about the miniatures’ make-up by employing
an extensive, non-invasive technical protocol. We did not set out with the
intention of solving attributional questions, although this is an area in which
work remains to be done. Instead, we were interested chiefly in gauging and
documenting the breadth of materials and technical characteristics these



works possess, and in considering this information in the context of broader,
outstanding questions about the artist’s working practices and potential
collaborations, his liaison with clients, his relationship with art production on
the Continent and his possible movements abroad. The systematic
employment of an extensive technical approach constitutes an attempt to
gain supplementary insight through the surviving miniatures themselves.

This article offers a brief overview of the history of technical analysis into
miniatures and the analytical protocol employed for the "Secrets of a Silent
Miniaturist" project. It goes on to present key findings from the study, first
giving examples of near-invisible original pentimenti and examining the
relationship between repeat compositions in surviving miniatures of Ludovic
Stuart and Henry, Prince of Wales, respectively. In this context, it also
discusses how subtle deterioration, historical damage, and later
interventions—often difficult to appreciate with the unaided eye—can skew
our assessment of the quality of the miniatures.

The article then discusses the unprecedented discovery in a portrait
miniature of calomel, a mercury chloride compound employed as a white
pigment. It is argued that this material corresponds with the “quicksilver
white” mentioned by Hilliard in his draft treatise, and an explanation is
offered for his enigmatic statement that this white is what “women painters”
use, by turning to the writings of Richard Haydocke, Hannah Woolley, and the
contemporary apothecaries’ trade.

As already mentioned, this project has its origin in the conservation and
technical examination of a cabinet miniature, whose subject matter provides
an opportunity for the artist to employ a greater range of materials than in
small-scale conventional portrait miniatures, when rendering landscape
backgrounds and complex figure groups. Further evidence about Oliver’s
wide-ranging technical skills and material use, based on the comparative
study of two further cabinet miniatures, as well as a Netherlandish landscape
miniature from Burghley House, will also be discussed.

Research Methodology

The technical investigation of miniatures was spearheaded in the 1980s at
the V&A through the pioneering work of the late Jim Murrell, the Museum’s
miniatures conservator at the time. The non-invasive methods available to
Murrell in the 1980s for his technical examinations included microscopy,
surface examination in raking and ultraviolet light, infrared photography and

x-radiography. 4 Since then, the range of analytical tools applicable to
miniatures has grown considerably and now allows unprecedented insight
into the material composition and the technical refinement of miniatures.



Despite this, beyond some work which continues to be carried out mainly at

the V&A, 5 portrait miniatures from all periods have only very rarely been
subjected to scientific investigation, due to a number of physical factors,
some of which they have in common with other types of objects in museum
and library collections: their small dimensions, extreme fragility, and light
sensitivity, for example, are shared by medieval and Renaissance illuminated
manuscripts. Both types of materials require a fully non-invasive approach,
because in order to safeguard the objects’ integrity, the removal of physical
samples of paint, however small, is currently considered unacceptable by the
majority of institutions. Light sensitivity and the presence of leanly bound
paint layers impose further constraints on the technical specifications of the
equipment used for analyses; methods that rely on the measurement of
visible and infrared light reflected by the object’s surface, for example, can
only be used if the light exposure is low enough to guarantee that no fading
or other light-induced degradation of the pigments will occur. Equally, the
power of lasers employed by Raman spectrometers has to be kept below

certain limits in order to avoid photo-degradation. 6

The scientific analysis of miniatures presents an additional level of
complexity, in comparison with manuscripts, because access is made difficult
by the fact that they are, for the most part, housed in sealed lockets. Usually
crafted in wood, ivory, or metal, and in the majority of cases only paired with
the miniatures at a late point in their history (often during the Victorian
period), these lockets have safeguarded their contents against damage for
hundreds of years, but severely restrict direct access to a miniature’s surface
for the scientific investigator. Surface access is indispensable for most

scientific methods to be used reliably; 7 our technical study has therefore
required the opening of lockets. The decision to carry out such a procedure is
never taken lightly. Choices are made on a case-by-case basis, and rest on
the feasibility of gaining access to the miniature’s surface without causing
damage to the miniature or to the locket.

The similarity between sixteenth- and seventeenth-century miniatures and
illuminated manuscripts is not limited to their minute details and stringent
conservation requirements. Both types of object were almost always painted
on vellum with finely ground pigments bound in a water-soluble medium.
Because of this material similarity, we were able to employ the same
rigorous, non-invasive analytical protocol, originally developed for research
on illuminated manuscripts, which has been used extensively at the
Fitzwilliam Museum during the past eight years in the context of an ongoing
large-scale and cross-disciplinary research project on medieval and

Renaissance manuscripts. 8



The first step of the protocol is the technical imaging of each miniature,
which includes near-infrared (NIR) and ultraviolet (UV) imaging, x-
radiography, as well as close observation under magnification, both in
normal and in raking light. A range of point-specific spectroscopic methods is
employed next, including UV-visible-NIR reflectance spectroscopy (commonly
termed FORS) (Figs 2 and 3), Fourier-transform infrared spectroscopy (FTIR),

and x-ray fluorescence spectroscopy (XRF). 9 When used in combination,
these methods allow us to visualise underdrawing, compositional changes,
and previous conservation treatments; to identify pigments and paint
binders; and to enhance our understanding of the painting techniques
employed. The protocol was adapted for off-site work, that is, whenever it
was not possible to transport the miniatures to the Fitzwilliam Museum, and

the equipment had instead to be brought to a different institution. 10 The
numerous techniques included in the protocol are truly complementary and
most effectively used in combination with each other, not only because of
the different scale at which they operate, but also because they each

perform better at the identification of a different range of materials. 11

Figure 2.
FORS analysis setup in the laboratory at the Centre for Art Technological
Studies (CATS), Copenhagen. Digital image courtesy of Centre for Art
Technological Studies (CATS), Copenhagen.



Figure 3.
Close-up image of the analytical probe in proximity to the artwork, during
FORS analysis. Digital image courtesy of Centre for Art Technological
Studies (CATS), Copenhagen.

Because of the practical challenges posed by the scientific study of
miniatures, and of the need to employ a multi-modal analytical approach, the
successful and safe completion of the analysis—including opening of the
miniatures, data collection, as well as its meaningful interpretation and
contextualisation—relies on a broad set of specialist skills, which can only be
found in cross-disciplinary research teams. The expanded insights that such
a comprehensive, in-depth technical approach can provide will be
exemplified throughout this article by the discussion of selected case studies.

Key Discoveries: Pentimenti and Repeat Compositions

The fundamental requirements of the limning technique employed by Oliver
and his contemporaries allow extremely limited scope for alterations. This is
evident from Hilliard’s instructions on the laying in of the carnation which, if
slightly too dark, cannot be modified, and must possess just the right
consistency during application to not result in a “patched and rough”
appearance. Then, the ensuing outlining of facial features in faint red lake,
once visible, cannot be altered and must be suitably proportioned to the
sitter’s features: later attempts to rectify faults are described as “botching
and mending [which] will be perceived […] for the carnation [to] never be of

the same colour again.” 12 The further work to build up the colours is done
“with the point of the pencil [paint brush] by little light touches, with colour
very thin, and like hatches” and with a warning to “touch not too long in one



place, lest it glisten, but let it dry an hour or two, then deepen it again”. 13

With the accompanying instructions regarding the thorough purification and
preparation of pigments mixed with just the right proportions of gum Arabic
and varying additives, the delicacy of the entire process is as evident as is
the delicate perfection of a successfully executed miniature. It was therefore
surprising to find evidence of pentimenti in the miniatures examined, and
two examples—both of which constitute costume changes—serve to
illustrate how the artist sought to execute them and to what effect.

In the miniature of Lord Herbert of Cherbury lying by a brook, 14 the
fastening method, position, and colour of the sitter’s scabbard were altered.
Initially, the scabbard was blue to match Lord Herbert’s elaborate outfit and
lay loose in the grass behind him (Fig. 4). Across his chest, the faint diagonal

line of what is likely to be a sword strap can still be appreciated (Fig. 5). 15 Its
nature becomes more evident with x-ray and raking light imaging, because it
was painted thickly, with lead white paint, over the light grey base of the
costume (see Figs 5 and 6). Under magnification, it is evident that it was
outlined with a pale blue wash. Similarly, bodied grey-white bands with pale
blue outlines are present throughout the costume. These have received
further decorative detailing consisting of blue zigzag lines interspersed with
minute silver hatching (now tarnished to dark grey and black) meant to
indicate the shimmering dazzle of silver stitching. The sword strap never
received these final embellishments but was instead disguised by the silver
hatching strokes employed across the grey panels of the doublet and
continuing across the strap feature. However, the pale lead white paint of
this abandoned feature, perhaps coupled with the slight darkening through
ageing of the vellum support that shines through the thin grey paint
surrounding the strap, betray its presence.



Figure 5a.
Isaac Oliver, Sir Edward Herbert, later 1st Lord
Herbert of Cherbury (detail of visible light
image), ca. 1613-14, 18.1 x 22.9 cm. Powis
Castle, National Trust (NT 1183954). Digital
image courtesy of Hamilton Kerr Institute.

Figure 5b.
Isaac Oliver, Sir Edward Herbert, later 1st Lord
Herbert of Cherbury (detail of x-radiograph), ca.
1613-14, 18.1 x 22.9 cm. Powis Castle, National
Trust (NT 1183954). Digital image courtesy of
Hamilton Kerr Institute.

Figure 4.
Isaac Oliver, Sir Edward Herbert, later 1st Lord Herbert of Cherbury (detail
of visible light image), ca. 1613-14, 18.1 x 22.9 cm. Powis Castle, National
Trust (NT 1183954). Digital image courtesy of Hamilton Kerr Institute.



Figure 6.
Isaac Oliver, Sir Edward Herbert, later 1st Lord Herbert of Cherbury (detail
of raking light image), ca. 1613-14, 18.1 x 22.9 cm. Powis Castle, National
Trust (NT 1183954). Digital image courtesy of Hamilton Kerr Institute.

The blue scabbard in the grass was concealed beneath a layer of green
paint. The pale green paints employed throughout the miniature consist of
coarse mineral pigment, which would have provided body to the paint and
good covering power, likely to have concealed the blue scabbard well.
Ageing has diminished the binding power of the medium holding together
the coarse green pigment. This has resulted in the subtle crumbling away of
pigment from these passages, thereby lessening their covering power and
allowing the scabbard to show through much more clearly than it would have
done originally.

Notwithstanding the effects of the passage of time however, it should be
stressed that even with the artist’s skilful use of the means available to him,
they would not have sufficed to fully conceal the changes.

The ambitious composition of the cabinet miniature of Lord Herbert befits its
sitter, who, as evidenced through his autobiographical account and general
historical record, ceaselessly staged his own multifaceted character of noble
soldier and knight, international diplomat, melancholic thinker, metaphysical
scholar and poet, musician, and heart-throb. Seeking to express the majority
of the above within this composition, it is more than likely that the (to



modern eyes minor) change to the sword’s prominence, position, and
appearance were requested by Lord Herbert himself, and that the request
overruled the technical considerations of the artist’s technique.

The Fitzwilliam Museum’s portrait miniature of Ludovic Stuart, Duke of

Lennox and of Richmond, 16 is at first glance a flawless example of Isaac
Oliver’s mastery of the limning technique, coupled with his powerful ability to
depict his sitters with character. The portrait itself is of an immaculately
styled and dressed nobleman with handsome features and a piercing gaze
(Fig. 7). The entire composition speaks of a controlled and well-planned
execution. When examined a bit closer however, two apparent flaws can be
seen: first, the proper right collar section, as opposed to the left, has suffered
flaking and associated losses of paint (Figs 8 and 9); and second, the top
section of the proper left part of the Order of the Garter ribbon has a
different blue tonality to the rest. These inconsistencies make no apparent
sense, until the miniature is examined beyond what can be perceived with
the naked eye. The near-infrared (NIR) image shows a clearly demarcated
area above both shoulders that bears little resemblance to the finished
composition (Fig. 7). The copper-based blue pigment azurite used for the
ribbon and the carbon black of the doublet absorb these wavelengths of light
and appear dark in the NIR image. The face and the area above the
shoulders, including also the uppermost section of the Order of the Garter
ribbon, however, appear light in the NIR image. This signals areas where the
vellum support was left in reserve, or which were painted with different, non-
IR-absorbent pigments. There is an exact correlation between the cracked
and flaking area in the collar and the part of the collar not left in reserve

when the azurite background was floated in. 17



Figure 7a.
Isaac Oliver, Ludovic Stuart, 2nd Duke of Lennox
and Duke of Richmond, ca. 1603, 4.9 x 4 cm.
Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (FM 3869).
Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam Museum.

Figure 7b.
Isaac Oliver, Ludovic Stuart, 2nd Duke of Lennox
and Duke of Richmond (near-infrared image), ca.
1603, 4.9 x 4 cm. Fitzwilliam Museum,
Cambridge (FM 3869). Digital image courtesy of
Fitzwilliam Museum.



Figure 8.
Isaac Oliver, Ludovic Stuart, 2nd Duke of Lennox and Duke of Richmond
(photo-micrograph), ca. 1603, 4.9 x 4 cm. Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge
(FM 3869). Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam Museum.

Figure 9.
Isaac Oliver, Ludovic Stuart, 2nd Duke of Lennox and Duke of Richmond
(photo-micrograph), ca. 1603, 4.9 x 4 cm. Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge
(FM 3869). Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam Museum.



XRF analysis of the slightly mismatched section of the Garter ribbon revealed
that unlike the rest of the ribbon, which was executed in azurite, the
separate section was painted with natural ultramarine, thus accounting for
the subtle colour difference. While azurite dominates the original scheme, it
should be noted that a small amount of ultramarine was employed over the
finished white collar to suggest the translucency of the starched material
(Fig. 9). There is no reason to suspect this use of ultramarine to be non-
original.

Why was ultramarine chosen over azurite for these details? The choice may
betray Oliver’s keen material knowledge and technical know-how. While the
copper-carbonate mineral must remain as coarse as is feasible to retain its
intense blue colour associated with “good” azurite, high-quality lapis lazuli
can be ground very finely while retaining its brilliant blue colour. This makes
it much easier to paint with, as it allows for smoother, more controlled
applications and greater covering power at reduced thickness compared to
azurite. Oliver’s mastery in applying azurite in the floating-in technique for
the blue backgrounds is evident in raking light, where it can be seen to have
settled perfectly around the contour of the sitter’s curly hair (Fig. 10).

Figure 10.
Isaac Oliver, Ludovic Stuart, 2nd Duke of Lennox and Duke of Richmond
(photo-micrograph in raking light), ca. 1603, 4.9 x 4 cm. Fitzwilliam
Museum, Cambridge (FM 3869). Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam
Museum.



Figure 11a.
Isaac Oliver and studio, Ludovic Stuart, 1st Duke
of Richmond and 2nd Duke of Lennox, ca. 1605,
5.7 x 4.4 cm. National Portrait Gallery, London
(NPG 3063). Digital image courtesy of National
Portrait Gallery/Fitzwilliam Museum.

Figure 11b.
Isaac Oliver, Ludovic Stuart, 2nd Duke of Lennox
and Duke of Richmond (near-infrared image with
outline of lowered collar-feature), ca. 1603, 4.9 x
4 cm. Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (FM 3869).
Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam Museum.

However, for the gradated and extremely thin application of blue used to
suggest the translucency of the starched, white collar fabric, azurite would
most likely have been less suitable. Likewise, in order to achieve the best
possible transition between the existing, azurite blue Garter ribbon and the
necessary addition, using ultramarine would have provided superior control
and increased the painter’s prospect of integrating the pentimento
successfully. While the colour difference is noticeable today, it is also
conceivable that it has increased since its execution, as natural ageing of the
paint applications may have impacted on the various colour-passages
differently.

The changes to the collar region described above can be contextualised
through comparison with the National Portrait Gallery’s (NPG) portrait

miniature of Ludovic Stuart. 18 While the compositions are highly similar,
they differ in one important respect: the white collar in the NPG version is
turned down (Fig. 11). Overlaying the outline of the down-turned collar of the
NPG miniature onto the Fitzwilliam Museum version shows near-perfect
correlation between the initial reserve left in the latter and the finished collar
in the former.



As exemplified above, compositional changes introduced during the painting
process posed a significant challenge to the limner and were practically

impossible to disguise fully. Edward Norgate’s treatise of the 1640s 19

outlines the typical three sittings, each lasting several hours, required to
complete the portrait in a miniature—not including the costume; ample time
for the sitter to have second thoughts about the details of their chosen outfit.
Hilliard praises the “better and wiser sort” who possess “great patience, and
mark the proceedings of the workman”, making no comment until the work is
completed, and then referring it to “better judgment” to consider the

outcome. 20 The change to Ludovic Stuart’s chosen costume in the
Fitzwilliam Museum miniature from the initial conception of the lowered collar

to the more showy, French fashion “collet monté”, 21 which would have
necessitated the use of wire to retain its shape, happened at a relatively late
stage in the painting process, by which time the face, beard, background,
black doublet, and Garter ribbon were already painted. It is again very likely
that the sitter himself instigated the collar change, quite possibly against the
better judgement of the artist.

The fact that more than one version of the Ludovic Stuart miniature exists
supports the possibility that a pattern or replica for the artist’s further use

may have been produced in connection with the initial commission. 22 The
present condition of the NPG version has relegated it to an “Isaac Oliver, and
studio” attribution based on the lesser quality of the black costume in
comparison with the Fitzwilliam Museum version. The NPG version’s face and
beard are recognised as being of a quality to suggest Isaac Oliver’s own
hand, despite these features having suffered from the fading of excessive

exposure to light. 23 The execution of the face and beard now appears to
consist of a limited palette of predominantly dark brown (Fig. 12). In contrast,
a multitude of colour-accents achieved with red lake, red lead, vermilion,
lead-tin yellow, yellow and red earths, and hints of blue characterise the
elaborate working of the Fitzwilliam Museum miniature, which furthermore
appears to have been executed with a less heavy use of the dark blackish-
brown paint (Fig. 13). These differences cannot be explained by fading in the
NPG version. For example, a range of yellow and orange earth pigments were
employed in the sitter’s fiery beard in the Fitzwilliam Museum miniature.
These pigments are not susceptible to fading and seem to be absent in the
NPG version.



Figure 12.
Isaac Oliver and studio, Ludovic Stuart, 1st Duke of Richmond
and 2nd Duke of Lennox (photo-micrograph), ca. 1605, 5.7 x
4.4 cm. National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 3063). Digital
image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery/Fitzwilliam
Museum.



Figure 13.
Isaac Oliver, Ludovic Stuart, 2nd Duke of Lennox and Duke of Richmond
(photo-micrograph), ca. 1603, 4.9 x 4 cm. Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge
(FM 3869). Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam Museum.

The NPG miniature has suffered considerable damage, which further muddies
the picture. Raking light examination allows for a clarification of the expanse
of damage and speaks of possible water ingress into the locket affecting the
entire outer perimeter (Fig.14). It is conceivable, therefore, that the elements
now appearing sub-par were in fact the efforts of a less talented miniaturist,
who in this instance was serving as a “restorer” replacing what had been lost

or damaged rather than completing unfinished passages. 24



Figure 14a.
Isaac Oliver and studio, Ludovic Stuart, 1st Duke
of Richmond and 2nd Duke of Lennox (raking
light image), ca. 1605, 5.7 x 4.4 cm. National
Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 3063). Digital
image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery/
Fitzwilliam Museum.

Figure 14b.
Isaac Oliver and studio, Ludovic Stuart, 1st Duke
of Richmond and 2nd Duke of Lennox (raking
light image with non-original passages digitally
masked), ca. 1605, 5.7 x 4.4 cm. National Portrait
Gallery, London (NPG 3063). Digital image
courtesy of National Portrait Gallery/Fitzwilliam
Museum.

It
is
no

longer possible to say whether the rest of the NPG miniature, that is, the
costume and background, was ever worked up to the level of the Fitzwilliam
Museum version by Isaac Oliver himself. It should perhaps be considered
whether it was in fact executed as a pattern for studio use, which later came
to be fully worked up. The provenance of the NPG miniature can be traced
back to Lennox’s third wife, Frances (née Howard) who married the duke in
1621. She was depicted by Van Dyck (1633) and Cornelius Johnson (1635)
wearing the distinctly shaped miniature prominently adorning her mourning
costume in the portraits painted well after Lennox’s death in 1624. In both
cases, the details of the miniature were painted with considerable accuracy,
in line with the great importance of this miniature to the widowed sitter.
While it is unknown when the miniature came into Frances’ possession, it

would almost certainly have been after Oliver’s death. 25 The Van Dyck

portrait’s composition only survives through a later copy, 26 whereas
Cornelius Johnson’s extant portrait of Frances provides some insight into the

appearance of the miniature at this exact stage (Fig. 15). 27 It is noteworthy
that the hairstyle strongly recalls that of the Fitzwilliam Museum version. This
supports the possibility that the costume, hair, and background were initially



painted to better and more faithful effect than how it has come down to us,
at some stage between Ludovic Stuart’s sitting to Oliver in or around 1603,
and the execution of the portrait by Johnson in 1635.

View this illustration online

Figure 15.
Cornelius Johnson, Frances Howard, Duchess of
Richmond and Lennox, 1635, 210.8 x 134.5 cm.
Gilcrease Museum, Tulsa, Oklahoma (0176.1020).
Digital image courtesy of Gilcrease Museum.

A second pair of portrait miniatures with identical compositions, in the
collections of the Fitzwilliam Museum and the National Portrait Gallery
respectively, were examined within the scope of the Isaac Oliver pilot project
(Figs 16 and 17). In the case of the Fitzwilliam Museum version (FM 3903),
the attribution to Isaac Oliver of the all’antica Henry, Prince of Wales of circa
1611, has never been questioned. In contrast, the assignment of the NPG

version (NPG 1572) to the category of “studio of” (NPG website), 28 “studio

version” (Strong), 29 and “shop” (Finsten) 30 has not been accompanied by



actual argumentation for this demotion from the status of an autograph
work, although Strong notes that its condition is “very faded and somewhat
rubbed”.

In particular, the level of subtle modelling evident in the flesh tones differs
radically. Under magnification, the face of the NPG version appears faintly
described in a monochrome palette, whereas the Fitzwilliam Museum
miniature’s flesh tones display an attractive glow, achieved with accents of
pinkish magenta, translucent yellow, and blue tones for the eye-surrounds to

indicate the turbid medium effect of very fair skin (Figs 18 and 19). 31 The
light complexion of Henry’s skin is complemented by the deliberate omission
of the bulk of his eyelashes, which suggests convincingly that they are blond
and catching the light above the dazzling blue of the iris.

Thus, from close examination, it is evident how the modelling of the fair-
skinned Fitzwilliam Museum Henry relies particularly heavily on the part
played by magenta pink, yellow, and blue tones, all of which are based on
fugitive dyestuffs: red and yellow lakes, and indigo blue. Light-induced fading
would therefore be particularly detrimental to this particular composition and
would explain why the flesh tones of the NPG version appear so strikingly
different from the Fitzwilliam Museum version at first glance. However, it is
also evident that the deftness and manner of execution of what remains of
the facial features in the NPG miniature is highly comparable to the better-
preserved version at the Fitzwilliam Museum. This is also the case for the
well-preserved hair in both miniatures, which appears to have been executed
without the use of fugitive colours and which looks equally accomplished
(Figs 20 and 21).



Figure 16.
Isaac Oliver, Henry, Prince of Wales, ca. 1610, 5.3 x 4 cm.
Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (FM 3903). Digital image courtesy
of Fitzwilliam Museum.



Figure 17.
Studio of Isaac Oliver, Henry, Prince of Wales, ca. 1610, 5.1 x 4.1
cm. National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 1572). Digital image
courtesy of National Portrait Gallery/Fitzwilliam Museum.



Figure 18.
Isaac Oliver, Henry, Prince of Wales (photo-micrograph), ca.
1610, 5.1 x 4.1 cm. Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (FM
3903). Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam Museum.



Figure 19.
Studio of Isaac Oliver, Henry, Prince of Wales (photo-
micrograph), ca. 1610, 5.1 x 4.1 cm. National Portrait Gallery,
London (NPG 1572). Digital image courtesy of National
Portrait Gallery/Fitzwilliam Museum.



Figure 20.
Isaac Oliver, Henry, Prince of Wales (photo-micrograph), ca.
1610, 5.1 x 4.1 cm. Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (FM
3903). Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam Museum.



Figure 21.
Studio of Isaac Oliver, Henry, Prince of Wales (photo-
micrograph), ca. 1610, 5.1 x 4.1 cm. National Portrait Gallery,
London (NPG 1572). Digital image courtesy of National
Portrait Gallery/Fitzwilliam Museum.

Beyond the head and hair, there are other evident differences that contribute
to the visual discrepancies between the two versions. The red toga has fared
poorly in the NPG miniature, and the FORS analysis identified radically
different colourants from the Fitzwilliam Museum version, in which the toga
was painted with vermilion, and modelling was done on top with red lake
employed to darken the folds of the garment. In contrast, the NPG toga was
painted in red lead first, and while a red lake modelling is likely to have been
employed to indicate folds in the fabric in a way comparable with the
Fitzwilliam Museum toga, it is now no longer visually extant. Fading will have
played a part as it has in the flesh tones, but in addition, flaking has also
occurred to a significant degree, causing severe loss of the red lead paint as
well. The flaking appears to be worse where the darkest shadows of the
toga’s folds would have been, indicating that where the red lake modelling



consisted of thicker applications, subsequent paint loss was particularly
severe. It is often the case that red lead paint passages fare worse than
other paints in miniature. Even in the well-preserved Fitzwilliam Museum
miniatures of Ludovic Stuart and Henry, a powdering away of this bright
orange-red pigment from lips and corners of the eyes is evident. The
extensive use of red lead for the toga of the NPG miniature thus appears to
have been a choice contributing to its poor survival in conjunction with the
fading of red lake, and it is an irrefutable departure from the material choice
of vermilion in the Fitzwilliam Museum toga. In light of Isaac Oliver’s evident
mastery of his art by the 1610s and his knowledge of the properties of the
materials he used, the choice of red lead is perhaps surprising. On the other
hand, the deterioration evident today may have happened slowly and well
after Oliver’s lifetime. It is also the case that he made extensive use of
pigments prone to fading, which would most likely have been known by him,
a fact which, we must assume, he considered acceptable.

The architectural backdrop of the two miniatures is on first sight more
comparable. The NIR images, however, speak of a somewhat differing
execution (Figs 22 and 23); it is evident that the use of a carbon black
pigment makes the background passages appear dark in both miniatures,
but the mottled appearance of the background in the Fitzwilliam Museum
miniature suggests an uneven distribution of carbon black, whereas the NPG
miniature has an even and fully covering distribution of this pigment, which
was modelled subsequently with lead-containing highlights. In the Fitzwilliam
Museum miniature, the density of the black pigment reduces in
correspondence with protruding features in the architecture. These features,
in normal light, appear more bluish. FORS analysis identified indigo in the
background of the Fitzwilliam Museum miniature, but not in the NPG version.
Indigo, therefore, is responsible for the subtle coolness of the architectural
elements in the Fitzwilliam Museum background, and most noticeably so in
the lighter surfaces (Figs 24 and 25). Overall, it cannot easily be argued that
the unusual feature of an architectural niche in these two portrait miniatures
is executed with greater technical acuity in either version, but close
comparative scrutiny has shown the two passages to be more different than
has been observed previously.

The effects of time and differing environmental conditions have undoubtedly
increased the visual difference between these two identical compositions
significantly, and while the recent examination has revealed inherent,
material differences in some parts, others were most likely so close that a
strong argument could be made for attributing them to the same hand.
Regardless of what conclusion is drawn on the basis of this further evidence,
the findings bring to the fore questions concerning Isaac Oliver’s studio
practices and collaborations. If the claim that the NPG miniature was
executed entirely by a different hand than Oliver’s is upheld (and it is a fact
that Oliver’s monogram is not extant), then it necessitates the existence of



an artist that can mimic his method to utter perfection, which is remarkable
in particular when taking into account the minute scale and the complete
lack of correction. And if, instead, partial execution by Oliver’s own hand is
accepted, then the role and skill of other hands in the passages that display
material or technical differences deserve further consideration. The
expanding, detailed study of miniatures associated with Isaac Oliver will
allow for further comparisons between a larger number of works and may
enable a better-informed discussion within the scholarly community.

Figure 22.
Isaac Oliver, Henry, Prince of Wales (near-infrared image), ca.
1610, 5.3 x 4 cm. Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (FM 3903).
Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam Museum.



Figure 23.
Studio of Isaac Oliver, Henry, Prince of Wales (near-infrared image),
ca. 1610, 5.1 x 4.1 cm. National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG
1572). Digital image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery/
Fitzwilliam Museum.



Figure 24.
Isaac Oliver, Henry, Prince of Wales (photo-micrograph), ca. 1610, 5.3 x 4
cm. Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (FM 3903). Digital image courtesy of
Fitzwilliam Museum.

Figure 25.
Studio of Isaac Oliver, Henry, Prince of Wales (photo-micrograph), ca.
1610, 5.1 x 4.1 cm. National Portrait Gallery, London (NPG 1572). Digital
image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery/Fitzwilliam Museum.



Key Discoveries: Quicksilver White

There is also an excellent white to be made of quicksilver which

draweth a very fine line; this white the women painters use. 32

This sentence has puzzled scholars of English sixteenth-century miniature
painting for two reasons. First, that there is no well-known white pigment
made from quicksilver (i.e. mercury); and second, that the identities and
oeuvres of the presumed female painters that Hilliard refers to have so far

been elusive. 33 The technical analysis of miniatures attributed to Isaac
Oliver in the Fitzwilliam Museum has, however, provided the first surviving
example of a miniature painted with a mercury-based white pigment, and its
chemical make-up points to a strong link to the apothecaries’ medicinal
range and a different kind of “women painters” than female limners.

A miniature of an unknown lady in the Fitzwilliam Museum’s collection is a
depiction of a young, fashionably attired woman, perhaps a little faded and
scuffed, but whose attribution to Isaac Oliver has remained firm to this day

(Figs 26 and 27). 34 The near-infrared (NIR) image, and even more so the UV
image of the miniature, provide strong indications that there is a great deal
more to this miniature than meets the eye (Fig. 26). A light-grey passage in
the otherwise dark background in the infrared image shows that damage has
occurred along the edges. Analysis confirmed that this damage has been
remedied with French ultramarine rather than the original azurite blue of the
background. The fact that French ultramarine was first synthesised in 1826
dates this intervention to the 1830s at the earliest. In other passages, zinc
white was identified analytically. As zinc white first occurred in the artists’
watercolour range from the mid-1830s, the date of its application as a
retouching material cannot pre-date this. The fact that zinc white was found
to be present in only some of the retouched areas suggests that the
miniature was probably restored on two different occasions. An earlier
campaign of retouching includes an extensive repainting with barium white,
which was identified throughout the white passages of the costume.

Barium white was introduced as an artist’s pigment in the late eighteenth
century, but what is particularly interesting about its presence in this
miniature is its distribution; it is covering a surprisingly dull, grey rendition of
the costume beneath, which is likely to be the reason for the extensive
repainting (Fig. 28). High quality lead white, characteristic for its ability to
retain its bodied texture, would have been the obvious pigment to choose for
the crisp, white lace details in many portrait miniatures, and it is indeed what
has generally been found when analysis on miniatures of the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries has been undertaken. However, in this case,



Figure 26a.
Isaac Oliver, Unknown Lady, ca. 1595-1600, 5.2
x 4.1 cm. Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (FM
3868). Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam
Museum.

Figure 26b.
Isaac Oliver, Unknown Lady (ultraviolet light
photograph), ca. 1595-1600, 5.2 x 4.1 cm.
Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (FM 3868).
Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam Museum.

surprisingly small amounts of lead were detected during the analysis of the
mottled grey, underlying paint scheme. Instead, a consistent mercury
content was evident from the analytical data. This makes very little sense
when considering the colour of the passage, as mercury is typically
associated with vermilion, a bright red mercury sulphide pigment. Here,
however, the mercury signal was associated with a signal for chloride in the
XRF spectra, and when Raman spectra were subsequently acquired, they
matched reference spectra for calomel, a mercurous chloride mineral known
since antiquity and possibly named for its tendency to blacken upon
exposure to ammonia (from the Greek Kalos, meaning beautiful, and Melas,
meaning black). Calomel has also had a long-lived medicinal use but appears

to be an extremely rare encounter in works of art. 35 It is therefore worth
considering the route by which it came to be familiar enough to Hilliard to
deserve a mention in The Arte of Limning.



Figure 27.
Isaac Oliver, Unknown Lady (photomicrograph), ca.
1595-1600, 5.2 x 4.1 cm. Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (FM
3868). Digital image courtesy of Fitzwilliam Museum.



Figure 28.
Isaac Oliver, Unknown Lady (elemental map showing barium
distribution), ca. 1595-1600, 5.2 x 4.1 cm. Fitzwilliam Museum,
Cambridge (FM 3868). Digital image courtesy of Bruker Elemental/
Fitzwilliam Museum.

Hilliard wrote his treatise at the request of Richard Haydocke, who translated
and published Paolo Lomazzo’s treatise on painting, carving, and building in
1598, approximately two years before Hilliard drafted The Arte of Limning.
Haydocke expands on Lomazzo’s original manuscript with a section on

female cosmetics. 36 In a subsection titled “Of sublimate, and the bad effects
thereof”, Haydocke writes:



Diverse women use sublimate diversely prepared for increase of
their beauty. Some bray it with quicksilver in a marble morter …
and this they call argentatum … The composition whereof is of

salte, quicksilver and vitriol, distilled together in a glassen vessel.
37

Haydocke’s purpose, being a physician, is to warn against the use of this
white powder as make-up. He writes: “such women as use it about their face,
have always black teeth, standing far out of their gums like a Spanish mule”.
38 Haydocke’s sublimate, composed, he writes, of salte (sodium chloride),
quicksilver, and vitriol (sulphuric acid) distilled in a glass vessel, is likely to
be mercuric chloride (HgCl2), which is a corrosive, white powder. Mercuric
chloride is soluble in water, thus its deleterious effect on the unfortunate
females through chemical burns and mercury poisoning is not surprising. In
our present context, however, it is important to note that it would have been
unsuitable as a pigment applied with a water-soluble paint medium such as
gum Arabic, as it would have dissolved in the water-content of the paint and
therefore have had no covering power. However, through a salt metathesis
reaction, the corrosive sublimate can be turned from mercuric (II) chloride
into mercurous (I) chloride, that is, calomel, which is insoluble in water.
Haydocke’s description leaves little doubt that corrosive sublimate was
indeed employed. But taking into consideration the close chemical
association between the two forms of mercury chloride, it seems plausible
that the product these women employed for their beautification could often
have been a mixture of the two. Indeed, evidence of females taking matters
into their own hands is extant through the writings of Hannah Woolley, in her

book The Accomplish’d Lady’s Delight printed in 1675. 39 Here, she provides
instructions for a process that adds further steps to those reported by
Haydocke. She gives the following recipe for a “beauty wash”:

Take 4 ounces of Sublimate, and one ounce of Crude Mercury, and
beat them together exceeding well in a Wooden Mortar, and

wooden Pestle; you must do it at least 6–8 hours, then with often
change of cold water, take away the salts from the sublimate,

change your water twice every day at least and in 7 or 8 days it
will be dulcified, and then it is prepared; lay it on with Oyl of white

Poppy. 40

This washing process would remove soluble corrosive sublimate and any
remaining sodium salts, leaving behind as the precipitate, insoluble
mercurous chloride: calomel.



Returning to Hilliard’s treatise, it seems highly probable that his “quicksilver
white” pigment is calomel, and that this compound—in more or less purified
form—was used by women to wash, paint, or whiten their faces. While
Haydocke stresses the negative effects of corrosive sublimate as a cosmetics
product, Hannah Woolley’s recipe book provides evidence that although
corrosive sublimate may have been the starting point, it was also known how
to process it further into its “dulcified” cousin, calomel. In the context of the
above, Hilliard’s quote suggests that he associated the pigment with its
cosmetic usage, but whether this was in part to do with his communications
with Haydocke or through a different source altogether, cannot be
established from his treatise. That he ascribes to it the specific handling
properties necessary for the drawing of fine lines should perhaps be seen in
the context of the properties of the alternative white, lead white, which had
more body than any other pigments on the limner’s palette and would
therefore resist being applied in thin, consistent lines.

The use of calomel for the expansive but unadorned ruff in the Isaac Oliver
miniature, as the only extant example so far identified, cannot be explained
without further evidence. However, it is conceivable that the above-
mentioned handling properties were taken into account for this unusual
choice. Hilliard’s and Oliver’s ruffs are predominantly executed with a
profusion of lace patterning done in lead white. The bodied paint of the lace
would have supplemented protruding resin jewels and have contributed to
the suggestion of tactile, real materials, which was a signature aspect of
Hilliard’s aesthetic. In the Oliver miniature, the voluminous ruff instead calls
for subtle modelling of light and shade effects, with only the wire-edge
requiring a stronger line. Was the limner’s choice therefore guided by the
knowledge that a white pigment without lead white’s body and covering
power would be superior for the intended effect? The original appearance of
the costume is no longer appreciable due to the extent of the retouching
campaigns. However, the visible glimpses of the calomel scheme suggest
that the pigment suffered colour changes, potentially through exposure to
alkali, which could conceivably have arisen from breakdown products from a
cover glass with developing glass disease. But as calomel is also
photosensitive, it could simply have suffered unsightly darkening through
light exposure severe enough to warrant the extensive overpainting.

More examples of miniatures with calomel paint passages may surface with
further analysis in the future, and the use of calomel could thus be proven
less rare than it seems at present. A lack of surviving examples should not,
however, be taken as proof that the pigment was as rare as it seems. The
survival of this miniature may be serendipitous; relatively successful
retouching reinstated the calomel passages that had become unsightly. It is
quite possible that other miniatures with quicksilver white were less
fortunate and were discarded well before our time.



Painting Landscapes

Although Nicholas Hilliard did produce a few portrait miniatures with
landscape elements framing the sitter, it was Oliver who fully engaged with
expansive landscape depictions as a setting for his allegorical or
mythological subject matter, and while Hilliard struggled somewhat with
perspective, Oliver was better able to suggest the recession towards the far
distance that we see in masterfully executed Flemish landscapes around this

time. 41 Hilliard’s treatise, after all, makes no reference to the painting of

landscape and “histories” as part of limning. 42 Both, however, are discussed

in Edward Norgate’s work Miniatura, or the Art of Limning. 43 Notably,
Norgate draws examples for both from the work of Isaac Oliver’s son Peter,
whose landscapes he calls “indeed very excellent” and who provides the
prime example for a “history” with his Entombment, begun by Isaac and

completed by Peter Oliver. 44 Just as is the case for Hilliard, Edward Norgate
(1581–1650), himself a miniature painter as well as a musician, also wrote
his book at the request of a contemporary medical practitioner, in this case
Sir Théodore Turquet de Mayerne (1573–1655), physician to James I and
Charles I and himself the author of a famous manuscript on the art of

painting. 45

Among Oliver’s few surviving cabinet miniatures, both the Allegory of Love
(Fig. 29) and Elizabeth I and the Three Goddesses (Fig. 30) are surprisingly
small for their ambitious compositions, each measuring approximately 11 cm

in height and no more than 17 cm across. 46 The National Trust portrait of
Lord Herbert of Cherbury reclining in a landscape is larger (18.1 x 22.9 cm)
and much less complex as a composition, owing little to sixteenth-century
Flemish or Dutch print sources or to the Continental tradition of landscape
painting. It sits more closely with the contemporary English fashion for the
portrayal of the “melancholic” gentleman within a natural or cultivated

landscape. 47



Figure 29.
Isaac Oliver, A Party in the Open Air. Allegory on Conjugal Love (“Allegory
of Love”), ca. 1590-95, 11.3 x 17.4 cm. Statens Museum for Kunst,
Copenhagen (KMS 6938). Digital image courtesy of Statens Museum for
Kunst.

Figure 30.
Attributed to Isaac Oliver, Queen Elizabeth I (“Elizabeth I and the Three
Goddesses”), ca. 1590, 11.5 x 15.7 cm. National Portrait Gallery, London
(NPG 6947). Digital image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery/Fitzwilliam
Museum.



Despite the differences in scale, all of these compositions retain a number of
technical features, which are commonly associated with portrait miniature
painting. Notably, the coarse, mineral green pigments used to depict the
landscapes were “floated into” place. Evidence of this application technique
is given by raking light photography, which reveals the rounded, thick
“cushions” of paint (Figs 31 and 32). The floating-in technique has already
been discussed in connection with the azurite blue backgrounds traditionally
present in portrait miniatures. The desired intensity of blue can only be
achieved by using azurite ground very coarsely which is, however, almost
impossible to apply with a traditional painting technique, that is, without the
aid of a pre-wetted surface, onto which the coarse pigment is delivered via a
loaded brush and in such a manner as to encourage it to float evenly into
place.

Figure 31.
Isaac Oliver, Allegory of Love (detail of raking light image), ca. 1590-95,
11.3 x 17.4 cm. Statens Museum for Kunst, Copenhagen (KMS 6938).
Digital image courtesy of Statens Museum for Kunst.



Figure 32.
Isaac Oliver, Sir Edward Herbert, later 1st Lord Herbert of Cherbury (detail
of raking light image), ca. 1613-14, 18.1 x 22.9 cm. Powis Castle, National
Trust (NT 1183954). Digital image courtesy of Hamilton Kerr Institute.

The expanded subject matter provides Oliver with an opportunity to employ
a greater range of materials, especially in the extensive landscape passages,
including the grass in the foreground as well as the mountains and foliage in
the middle- and background. Our scientific investigation revealed that the
landscapes in the three cabinet miniatures included in this study, apart from
their evident stylistic adherence to a Netherlandish tradition of landscape
painting, were all rendered using an unexpectedly broad range of copper-

based mineral pigments. 48 These include the blue copper carbonate azurite,
used in the darker passages of the landscapes, in addition to other copper-
based pigments throughout the green areas.

Traditionally, and relying only on the elemental information derived from XRF
analysis, the assumption has generally tended to be that a brightly coloured
green area would be painted with malachite, a copper carbonate mineral. In
our case, however, the use of additional analytical methods providing
information not only on the individual chemical elements present in a paint
passage, but also on the molecular structure of the pigment, allows for a
more reliable identification. We found that while malachite appears to be



present most evidently in the slightly darker green passages of the
landscapes, the copper sulphate mineral, brochantite, has been used in all of

the paler, minty-green passages analysed. 49 The analytical results suggest
that malachite and brochantite were utilised in distinct applications, yielding
different shades of green to complement each other’s hue, rather than in
undiscerning mixes. Highlighted by bright yellows and reds in the luscious
foliage, they provide an incredible range of colours. Their juxtaposition and,
in some cases, superposition, also contribute to the convincing perspectival
effects.

The presence of a copper sulphate mineral, in addition to blue and green
copper carbonates, is worthy of further discussion. The chemistry of
brochantite is not in itself significant, but the identification of copper
sulphates, used as green pigments in European works of art, has often been
described in the past as “tentative”, or reported as an “unusual” finding.
Despite the apparent lack of specific mentions of, or recipes for, green
copper sulphates in historical treatises, recent research has demonstrated
that pigments in this category—mainly brochantite, but also posnjakite and
potentially others—were a staple on the palette of Flemish and Netherlandish
artists during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. These identifications
have largely resulted from the long-term programme of technical
examination of Netherlandish school paintings carried out at the National

Gallery in London. 50 More recently, research carried out on hundreds of
illuminated manuscripts at the Fitzwilliam Museum has produced statistically
significant information on the use of different copper greens in European
centres of manuscript production across the Middle Ages and the
Renaissance, and up to the beginning of the early modern period. In the
context of this discussion, it is significant that while they are rare
occurrences in Italy and France, copper sulphates abound in illuminations
produced in Flanders and neighbouring regions during the fifteenth and

sixteenth centuries. 51

In order to start building a statistically significant database of green
pigments used in miniature landscapes, we analysed an unusual miniature
landscape in the collection of Burghley House in Lincolnshire (Fig. 33). Its
strong visual similarities with the Allegory and the National Trust miniature
with regards to the landscape features, as well as its dimensions, which
match those of traditional portrait miniatures, made its analysis especially
appealing. It is presently unattributed, with the general categorisation of
“Flemish landscape” attached to it. The analysis undertaken confirms that
the choice of pigments and their distribution in the green passages are
highly comparable to that of the Oliver landscapes, and of the Allegory in
particular.



Figure 33a.
Flemish School, A landscape, seventeenth
century, 5 x 4 cm. Burghley House, Stamford,
Lincolnshire (MIN0102). Digital image courtesy
of Burghley House/Fitzwilliam Museum.

Figure 33b.
Flemish School, A landscape (near-infrared
image), seventeenth century, 5 x 4 cm. Burghley
House, Stamford, Lincolnshire (MIN0102). Digital
image courtesy of Burghley House/Fitzwilliam
Museum.

It
is

also worth briefly discussing the blue-grey architectural features, which
appear in all four of the landscapes analysed (Figs 34, 35, 36 and 37). In
three of them, these take the form of minute shapes receding into the far

distance before further mountain ranges. 52 In the National Portrait Gallery
miniature, the buildings are much closer to the viewer, resulting in a much
more “contained” landscape.

In both the Allegory and the Flemish landscape, these blue-grey architectural
features were painted using smalt, a pigment made from ground cobalt-blue
glass and famously traded in great quantities in Antwerp during the second
half of the sixteenth and throughout the seventeenth century. In the Allegory,
in particular, smalt is present only in the very pale blue-grey buildings, not in
the brighter blue areas, which instead contain azurite. Smalt is known to
degrade when bound in oil, resulting in a loss of blue colour and an overall
darkening of the paint layers. In water-based binders, smalt is less prone to

degradation, but still sensitive to environmental conditions. 53 It is therefore
possible/likely that the landscape in this miniature was bluer originally,
having subsequently lost much of its colour due to the chemical processes
affecting the smalt—processes that appear not to have affected the small
Flemish landscape as substantially. In the other two landscapes, the
architectural elements were painted using azurite blue instead and have

retained their colour beautifully. 54



The material evidence discussed here, with regards to Oliver’s choice of
green and blue pigments for his landscapes, is a useful addition to the
growing body of comparable analytical data available from research on
contemporary illuminated manuscripts and easel paintings. It provides an
opportunity to start comparing the use of smalt and of copper green
pigments, across European artistic centres at the turn of the seventeenth
century. It also establishes a solid ground on which to build further object-
based explorations of limning practice in England among artists of the
generation following Oliver’s, including his own son Peter’s, and for further
comparisons with Norgate’s mid-seventeenth-century writings.

Figure 34.
Isaac Oliver, Allegory of Love (photo-micrograph), ca. 1590-95, 11.3 x
17.4 cm. Statens Museum for Kunst, Copenhagen (KMS 6938). Digital
image courtesy of Statens Museum for Kunst.



Figure 35.
Flemish School, A landscape (detail of visible image), seventeenth
century, 5 x 4 cm. Burghley House, Stamford, Lincolnshire (MIN0102).
Digital image courtesy of Burghley House/Fitzwilliam Museum.

Figure 36.
Isaac Oliver, Sir Edward Herbert, later 1st Lord Herbert of Cherbury (detail
of visible image), ca. 1613-14, 18.1 x 22.9 cm. Powis Castle, National Trust
(NT 1183954). Digital image courtesy of Hamilton Kerr Institute.



Figure 37.
Attributed to Isaac Oliver, Elizabeth I and the Three Goddesses (photo-
micrograph), ca. 1590, 11.5 x 15.7 cm. National Portrait Gallery, London
(NPG 6947). Digital image courtesy of National Portrait Gallery/Fitzwilliam
Museum.

A Cosmopolitan Artist

The Oliver family’s close relationship with Dutch members of the immigrant
community in London is evident through the will of the young Peter
Matheeusen (d. 1588), the likely son of Jacob Matheeusen (d. 1570), a
painter from Breda denizened in 1562, who lived in the Old Bailey district just
a stone’s throw from the Oliver family’s home in Fleet Lane. Peter
Matheeusen was a cousin of Adrian Vanson, the court portrait painter to
James VI of Scotland, and Matheeusen left to Vanson “three picture of the
counterfaytings of my late ffather and mother and also of me and also the

Arte concerning Lymning”. 55 He also bequeathed £3 each to Isaac Oliver and
his mother Epiphane, in addition to his “books of Artes and that whiche

concerneth the same arte to my fellows Isac Olivyer and Rouland”. 56 While
Rowland Lockey’s eight-year association with Nicholas Hilliard is documented
to have commenced in 1581 and finished prior to 1592, no apprentices or
pupils in the arte of limning are named in the sparse surviving sources on

Hilliard’s workshop. 57 However, it is tempting to read Peter Matheeusen’s
reference to his fellows Isaac Oliver and Rowland, coupled with the date of
his will and his evident possession of the “Arte concerning Lymning”, as likely
indications that the connection between the three of them was tutelage by
Hilliard.



Isaac Oliver’s general stylistic debt to contemporary continental art

production is widely recognised by scholars. 58 Our increasing understanding
of the artist’s material choices, as revealed by in-depth technical and
scientific analysis of a selection of representative works, points to a
distinctive use of copper greens and a routine employment of the blue glass-
based pigment smalt. Both are quintessentially “Flemish” material choices,
strengthening the claim that Oliver’s milieu was strongly rooted in the Dutch
tradition, both stylistically and materially. Growing insight into the materiality
of Oliver’s art and that of his contemporaries gained through comprehensive
analytical means has the potential to further clarify these connections.
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Spectroscopy 30 (1999): 185–188; Alan Derbyshire, Nick Frayling, and Timea Tallian, “Sixteenth-Century Portrait
Miniatures: Key Methodologies for a Holistic Approach”, in Mark Clarke, Joyce H. Townsend, and Ad Stijnman (eds), Art
of the Past: Sources and Reconstructions (London: Archetype Publications, 2005), 91–93; Diana Mancini, Aurélie
Tournié, Maria-Cristina Caggiani, and Philippe Colomban, “Testing of Raman Spectroscopy as a Non-Invasive Tool for
the Investigation of Glass-Protected Miniature Portraits”, Journal of Raman Spectroscopy 43, no. 2 (2012): 294–302,
doi:10.1002/jrs.3010; Lucia Burgio, Anna Cesaratto, and Alan Derbyshire, “Comparison of English Portrait Miniatures
Using Raman Microscopy and Other Techniques”, Journal of Raman Spectroscopy 43, no. 11 (2012):
1713–1717, doi:10.1002/jrs.4133; Alfredina Veiga, José Mirão, António J. Candeias, Paulo Simões Rodrigues, Dora
Martins Teixeira, Vânia S.F. Muralha, and Jorge Ginja Teixeira, “Pigments Analysis of Portuguese Portrait Miniatures of
17th and 18th Centuries by Raman Microscopy and SEM-EDS”, Journal of Raman Spectroscopy 45, no. 10 (2014):
947–957, doi:10.1002/jrs.4570; Alfredina Veiga, Dora Martins Teixeira, António J. Candeias, José Mirão, Aan Manhita,
Catarina Miguel, Paulo Rodrigues, and Jorge Ginja Teixeira, “Micro-Analytical Study of Two 17th Century Gilded
Miniature Portraits on Copper”, Microchemical Journal 123 (2015): 51–61, doi:10.1016/j.microc.2015.05.015; and
Janka Hradilová, David Hradil, Michal Pech, Petr Bezdička, Vilem Nedĕla, Eva Tihlaříková, and Piotr Targowski,
“Complementary Use of X-Ray Based Imaging and Analytical Methods in the Investigation of Miniature Portraits”,
Microchemical Journal 153 (2020), 104371, doi:10.1016/j.microc.2019.104371.

A common recommendation is to keep laser power well below 1 mW, see, for example, Lucia Burgio, “Analysis of
Pigments on Manuscripts by Raman Spectroscopy: Advantages and Limitations”, in Sarah Neate, David Howell,
Richard Ovenden, and A.M. Pollard (eds), The Technological Study of Books and Manuscripts as Artefacts: Research
Questions and Analytical Solutions (London: Archaeopress, 2011), 67–76.

Very little research has been carried out on the possibility of undertaking scientific analysis of miniatures without
removing their cover glasses. See, for example, Derbyshire and Withnall, “Pigment Analysis of Portrait Miniatures
Using Raman Microscopy”; and Mancini et al., “Testing of Raman Spectroscopy as a Non-Invasive Tool”.

See “MINIARE: Manuscript Illumination: Non-Invasive Analysis, Research and Expertise”, The Fitzwilliam Museum,
Cambridge, https://www.fitzmuseum.cam.ac.uk/research/miniare.

Additional analyses by means of Raman spectroscopy were carried out on selected objects, either by commission to
the V&A’s Senior Objects Scientist, Dr Lucia Burgio, or by borrowing a portable spectrometer. The latter allowed the
analyses to be performed on site at the Fitzwilliam Museum, with the drawback of not having the same high spatial
resolution available in a bench-top instrument such as the one in use at the V&A.

The miniatures belonging to the National Portrait Gallery and Burghley House were analysed in their respective host
institutions. The Statens Museum for Kunst (SMK) miniature was analysed at the Centre for Art Technological
Research in Copenhagen, in collaboration with the local scientists and using the Centre’s own equipment.

A recent comprehensive review of the analytical methods used to analyse illuminated manuscript can be usefully
read with an eye to the technical study of miniatures, see Paola Ricciardi and Catherine Schmidt Patterson, “Science
of the Book: Analytical Methods for the Study of Illuminated Manuscripts”, in Stella Panayotova (ed.), A Handbook of
the Art and Science of Illuminated Manuscripts (London and Turnhout: Harvey Miller/Brepols, 2020), 51–87.

Nicholas Hilliard, The Arte of Limning, edited by R.K.R. Thornton and T.G.S. Cain (Manchester: Carcanet Press, 1992),
77.
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Hilliard, The Arte of Limning, 79.

Isaac Oliver, Sir Edward Herbert, later 1st Lord Herbert of Cherbury (1581/2-1648), circa 1613–1614, National Trust,
Powis Castle and Garden, Powys, Wales (NT 1183954), http://www.nationaltrustcollections.org.uk/object/1183954.

In the full-length portrait of Sir Edward Herbert, later 1st Baron Herbert of Cherbury, painted circa 1603 by a follower
of William Larkin, in which he is depicted in the robes of the Knights of the Order of the Bath, his sword strap is lying
across his chest. National Trust, Powis Castle and Garden, Powys, Wales (NT1180912)
http://www.nationaltrustcollections.org.uk/object/1180912.

Isaac Oliver, Ludovic Stuart, 2nd Duke of Lennox and Duke of Richmond, 1603, Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (FM
3869).

The floating-in technique is explained further below, in the “Painting landscapes” section.

(NPG 3063).

Edward Norgate, Miniatura or the Art of Limning, edited by Jeffrey M. Muller and Jim Murrell (New Haven, CT:
Published for the Paul Mellon Centre for Studies in British Art by Yale University Press, 1997).

Hilliard, The Arte of Limning, 77.

Francois Boucher, A History of Costume in the West (London: Thames and Hudson, 1987), 242 and 252.

This has been proposed most recently by Catharine MacLeod in the Elizabethan Treasures exhibition catalogue entry
for the NPG 3063 version; see Catharine MacLeod, Elizabethan Treasures: Miniatures by Hilliard and Oliver (London:
National Portrait Gallery, 2019), 156–157. A likely example of such a pattern is the portrait of Robert Devereux in the
collection of the Yale Center for British Art (circa 1596, B1974.2.75), see http://collections.britishart.yale.edu/vufind/
Record/1665673.

MacLeod, Elizabethan Treasures, 156–157.

The pigments employed in these altered passages include natural ultramarine in the Garter ribbon, azurite, and
natural ultramarine in the background, lead white and bone black. These pigments would have been available to
Isaac Oliver himself, as well as to his seventeenth-century contemporaries, but could equally have been employed at
a later stage.

Ludovic Stuart married Frances Howard in 1621, four years after Isaac Oliver’s death. It is worth noting also that the
miniature has a table-book leaf backing. Peter Oliver is thought to have been the first to introduce this support, but
only subsequent to his father’s death.

A follower of Anthony van Dyck, Portrait of Frances Howard, Duchess of Richmond, oil on canvas, 201 x 130 cm, Sold
in Sotheby’s sale 2009, http://www.sothebys.com/en/auctions/ecatalogue/2009/early-british-paintings-l09682/
lot.3.html, accessed 19 March 2020.

Cornelius Johnson, Frances Howard, Duchess of Richmond and Lennox, 1635, oil on canvas, Gilcrease Museum, Tulsa,
Oklahoma (0176.1020).

https://www.npg.org.uk/collections/search/portrait/mw03090/Henry-Prince-of-Wales, accessed 19 March 2020.

Roy Strong, Tudor and Jacobean Portraits (London: National Portrait Gallery Publications, 1969), 161.

Jill Finsten, Isaac Oliver: Art at the Courts of Elizabeth I and James I, Vol. 2 (New York: Garland Publishing, 1981),
catalogue no. 66, 104–105.

Turbid medium effect arises when a lightly coloured substance with sufficient turbidity sits over something dark. The
filtering of the light through these substances results in a blue tinge to the light reflected back to the onlooker, such
as the blue cast from fair skin over red blood. While an artist of slow-drying paint (e.g. oil paint) can achieve this
effect by applying a thin layer of white over a dark underlayer, a miniaturist cannot work larger passages of smooth
paint one over the another. Instead, (s)he relies on the skilful application of minute strokes over and adjacent to each
other in order to achieve the same visual effect. In addition, the success of the illusion relies on a viewing distance at
which the eye stops perceiving each individual brush stroke and instead perceives a visually blended totality.

Hilliard, The Arte of Limning, 71.

R.K.R Thornton and T.G.S. Cain proposed that Hilliard may be referring to Levina Teerlinc; see Hilliard, The Arte of
Limning, 71.

Fitzwilliam Museum FM 3868.

So far, it has only been identified in a handful of objects, of which only two are of European origin, including the
Fitzwilliam Museum miniature discussed here. See Mila Crippa, Stefano Legnaioli, Christine Kimbriel, and Paola
Ricciardi, “New Evidence for the Intentional Use of Calomel as a White Pigment”, Journal of Raman Spectroscopy 51
(2020), doi:10.1002/jrs.5876.

As Sammern has observed, “Together with William Harvey (1578–1657) and Sir Théodore Turquet de Mayerne
(1573–1655), Haydocke belonged to a generation of English physicians that shared a common interest and
engagement in medicine, empiricism and art.” Face-painting was first called an art by Ovid and has been linked with
painting in its literal sense since then, as both arts are comparable in terms of brushwork and painting materials.
Haydocke was the first to link the two, from a theoretical and practical point of view, in English art writing. For more
details, see Romana Sammern, “Red, White and Black: Colors of Beauty, Tints of Health and Cosmetic Materials in
Early Modern English Art Writing”, in Tawrin Baker, Sven Dupré, Sachiko Kusukawa, and Karin Leonhard (eds), Early
Modern Color Worlds (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 109–139.
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Richard Haydocke, Giovanni Paolo Lomazzo: A Tracte Containing the Artes of Curious Paintinge Carvinge and
Buildinge (Oxford: Ioseph Barnes, 1598), https://archive.org/details/tractecontaining00loma, The Third Booke, 130.

Haydocke, Giovanni Paolo Lomazzo, The Third Booke, 130. Haydocke’s recommendations about the use and effects of
sublimate are by no means unique. They also appear almost verbatim in a recipe for a white “minerall fucus for the
face”, in Hugh Platt’s Delightes for Ladies, to adorne their persons, tables, closets, and distillatories: with beauties,
banquets, perfumes & waters, 2nd edn (London: Humfrey Lownes, 1609), n. 14.

Hannah Woolley, The Accomplish’d Lady’s Delight in preserving, physick, beautifying, and cookery containing I. the
art of preserving and candying fruits & flowers …, II. the physical cabinet, or, excellent receipts in physick and
chirurgery: together with some rare beautifying waters, to adorn and add loveliness to the face and body: and also
some new and excellent secrets and experiments in the art of angling, 3. the compleat cooks guide, or, directions for
dressing all sorts of flesh, fowl, and fish, both in the English and French mode … (London, printed for B. Harris, 1675),
http://name.umdl.umich.edu/A66834.0001.001.

Woolley, The Accomplish’d Lady’s Delight, Section II, recipe 58.

Examples of Hilliard’s work with landscape elements include portraits of George Clifford, 3rd Earl of Northumberland
(circa 1590, National Maritime Museum, Greenwich, MNT0193) and Henry Percy, 9th Earl of Northumberland
(1590–1595, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, RP-T-1981-2), as well as the famous depiction of a melancholic Young Man
Among Roses (circa 1587, Victoria and Albert Museum, London, P.163-1910).

In this context, “histories” refers to mythological, biblical, or allegorical scenes.

Norgate, Miniatura or the Art of Limning, 82–95.

Angers, Musée des Beaux-Arts (MBA J 415 (J1881)).

Sir Theodore de Mayerne, Pictoria, sculptoria et quae subalternarum artium (the “Mayerne manuscript”), 1620–1646,
British Library, London, Sloane MS 2052.

The Allegory of Love measures 11 x 17 cm; Elizabeth I and the Three Goddesses measures 11.5 x 15.7 cm.

MacLeod, Elizabethan Treasures, 166–175.

Norgate acknowledges that landscape painting is “an Art soe new in England” and its name “a borrowed one, and
that from a people that are noc great Lenders but upon good Securitie, the Duch”. He adds: “For to sav truth the Art
is theirs, and the best in that kind that ever I saw speake Dutch”; Norgate, Miniatura or the Art of Limning, 82.

Another large miniature with landscape features, attributed to the studio of Nicholas Hilliard, was analysed at the
National Portrait Gallery (NPG 6241). It was found to contain neither brochantite nor malachite in the green passages,
which have instead been executed largely using atacamite, a copper chloride.

Marika Spring, “New Insights into the Materials of Fifteenth- and Sixteenth-Century Netherlandish Paintings in the
National Gallery, London”, Heritage Science 5 (2017): 40, doi:10.1186/s40494-017-0152-3.

See Giulia Bertolotti and Paola Ricciardi, “Painting Materials in Sixteenth-Century Flemish Illumination, with a Focus
on the Use of Copper Sulphates: Simon Bening as a Case Study”, in Stella Panayotova and Paola Ricciardi (eds),
Manuscripts in the Making: Art and Science, Vol. 2 (London and Turnhout: Harvey Miller/Brepols, 2018), 118–131, and
references therein.

These images beautifully evoke Norgate’s exhortation to the painter of landscapes: “And in all your work avoid
hardnes, but expresse your remote Mountaines and grounds with a certaine airie Morhidezza, or softnes, which is
another remarkable grace and ornament to your worke”; Norgate, Miniatura or the Art of Limning, 88.

Monica Ganio, Nathan Daly, Catharine Schmidt Patterson, Samuel M. Webb, and Karen Trentelman, “Tracking Smalt
Degradation: The Role of Potassium and Cobalt Structural Changes and Distribution in the Glass Matrix on
Discoloration” (PowerPoint presentation), TECHNART conference, Bruges, Belgium, May 2019.

Smalt does, however, appear in Elizabeth I and the Three Goddesses, in the shadowed portions of the white drapery
folded below Venus.

According to Town, this was likely to have been one of the various editions of the anonymous A Very Proper Treatise,
wherin is briefly set foorth the Art of Limming, which were published in London between 1573 and 1588; Edward
Town, “A Biographical Dictionary of London Painters 1547–1625”, The Volume of the Walpole Society 76 (2014),
140–141.

The Rouland mentioned in Peter Matheeusen’s will is presumed to be fellow-artist Rowland Lockey (circa 1565–1616);
see Town, “A Biographical Dictionary of London Painters 1547–1625”, 140–141.

The only exception is a William Franke, apprenticed to Hilliard, who sought to be made free of the Goldsmith’s
Company during Hilliard’s stay in France in the 1570s; see Mary Edmond, Hilliard & Oliver: The Lives and Works of
Two Great Miniaturists (London: Robert Hale, 1983), 67.

See, for example, Graham Reynolds, English Portrait Miniatures, Revised edn (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1988), 21–29; MacLeod, Elizabethan Treasures, 203–205; and Dominique Cordellier, “La mise au tombeau
d’Isaac Oliver au musée d’Angers”, Revue du Louvre 33, no. 3 (1983): 178–187.

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58



Bibliography

Bertolotti, G. and Ricciardi, P. (2018) “Painting Materials in Sixteenth-Century Flemish Illumination, with a Focus on the Use of
Copper Sulphates: Simon Bening as a Case Study”. In Stella Panayotova and Paola Ricciardi (eds), Manuscripts in the Making:
Art and Science, Vol. 2. London and Turnhout: Harvey Miller/Brepols, 118–131.

Boucher, F. (1987) A History of Costume in the West. London: Thames and Hudson.

Burgio, L. (2011) “Analysis of Pigments on Manuscripts by Raman Spectroscopy: Advantages and Limitations”. In Sarah Neate,
David Howell, Richard Ovenden, and A.M. Pollard (eds), The Technological Study of Books and Manuscripts as Artefacts:
Research Questions and Analytical Solutions. London: Archaeopress, 67–76.

Burgio, L, Cesaratto, A., and Derbyshire, A. (2012) “Comparison of English Portrait Miniatures Using Raman Microscopy and
Other Techniques”. Journal of Raman Spectroscopy 43, no. 11: 1713–1721. doi:10.1002/jrs.4133.

Cordellier, D. (1983) “La mise au tombeau d’Isaac Oliver au musée d’Angers”. Revue du Louvre 33, no. 3: 178–187.

Crippa, M., Legnaioli, S., Kimbriel, C.S., and Ricciardi, P. (2020) “New Evidence for the Intentional Use of Calomel as a White
Pigment”. Journal of Raman Spectroscopy 51. doi:10.1002/jrs.5876.

de Mayerne, T. (1620–1646) Pictoria, sculptoria et quae subalternarum artium (the “Mayerne manuscript”). British Library,
London, Sloane MS 2052.

Derbyshire, A., Frayling, N., and Tallian, T. (2005) “Sixteenth-Century Portrait Miniatures: Key Methodologies for a Holistic
Approach”. In Mark Clarke, Joyce H. Townsend, and Ad Stijnman (eds), Art of the Past: Sources and Reconstructions. London:
Archetype Publications, 91–93.

Derbyshire, A. and Withnall, R. (1999) “Pigment Analysis of Portrait Miniatures Using Raman Microscopy”. Journal of Raman
Spectroscopy 30: 185–188.

Edmond, M. (1983) Hilliard & Oliver: The Lives and Works of Two Great Miniaturists. London: Robert Hale.

Finsten, J. (1981) Isaac Oliver: Art at the Courts of Elizabeth I and James I, Vol. 2. New York: Garland Publishing.

Ganio, M., Daly, N., Schmidt Patterson, C., Webb, S.M., and Trentelman, K. (2019) “Tracking Smalt Degradation: The Role of
Potassium and Cobalt Structural Changes and Distribution in the Glass Matrix on Discoloration”. PowerPoint presentation,
TECHNART conference, Bruges, Belgium, May.

Haydocke, R. (1598) Giovanni Paolo Lomazzo: A Tracte Containing the Artes of Curious Paintinge Carvinge and Buildinge.
Oxford: Ioseph Barnes, https://archive.org/details/tractecontaining00loma.

Haydocke, R. (1970 [1598]) Giovanni Paolo Lomazzo: A Tracte Containing the Artes of Curious Paintinge Carvinge and
Buildinge, reprint. Farnborough: Gregg International Publishers Limited.

Hilliard, N. (1992) The Arte of Limning. Edited by R.K.R. Thornton and T.G.S. Cain. Manchester: Carcanet Press.

Hradilová, J., Hradil, D., Pech, M., Bezdička, P., Nedĕla, V., Tihlaříková, E., and Targowski, P. (2020) “Complementary Use of X-
Ray Based Imaging and Analytical Methods in the Investigation of Miniature Portraits”. Microchemical Journal 153: 104371.
doi:10.1016/j.microc.2019.104371.

Kimbriel, C.S. and Ricciardi, P. (2018) “A Closer Look at the Cabinet Miniature of Lord Herbert of Cherbury”. National Trust
Collections, 29 May, http://www.nationaltrustcollections.org.uk/article/a-closer-look-at-the-cabinet-miniature-of-lord-herbert-of-
cherbury. Accessed 10 September 2020.

MacLeod, C. (ed.) (2019) Elizabethan Treasures: Miniatures by Hilliard and Oliver. London: National Portrait Gallery.

Mancini, D., Tournié, A., Caggiani, M.-C., and Colomban, Ph. (2012) “Testing of Raman Spectroscopy as a Non-Invasive Tool for
the Investigation of Glass-Protected Miniature Portraits”. Journal of Raman Spectroscopy 43, no. 2: 294–302, doi:10.1002/
jrs.3010.

Murrell, J. (1983) The Way Howe to Lymne: Tudor Miniatures Observed. London: Victoria and Albert Museum.

Norgate, E. (1997) Miniatura or the Art of Limning. Edited by Jeffrey M. Muller and Jim Murrell. New Haven, CT: Published for
the Paul Mellon Centre for Studies in British Art by Yale University Press.

Platt, H. (1609) Delightes for Ladies, to adorne their persons, tables, closets, and distillatories: with beauties, banquets,
perfumes & waters, 2nd edn. London: Humfrey Lownes.

Reynolds, G. (1988) English Portrait Miniatures, Revised edn. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ricciardi, P. and Schmidt Patterson, C. (2020) “Science of the Book: Analytical Methods for the Study of Illuminated
Manuscripts”. In Stella Panayotova (ed.), A Handbook of the Art and Science of Illuminated Manuscripts. London and Turnhout:
Harvey Miller/Brepols, 51–87.

Sammern, R. (2015) “Red, White and Black: Colors of Beauty, Tints of Health and Cosmetic Materials in Early Modern English
Art Writing”. In Tawrin Baker, Sven Dupré, Sachiko Kusukawa, and Karin Leonhard (eds), Early Modern Color Worlds. Leiden:
Brill, 109–139.

Spring, M. (2017) “New Insights into the Materials of Fifteenth- and Sixteenth-Century Netherlandish Paintings in the National
Gallery, London”. Heritage Science 5: 40, doi:10.1186/s40494-017-0152-3.

Strong, R. (1969) Tudor and Jacobean Portraits. London: National Portrait Gallery Publications.

Town, E. (2014) “A Biographical Dictionary of London Painters 1547–1625”. The Volume of the Walpole Society 76: 1–235,
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/24855803.pdf.



Veiga, A., Mirão, J., Candeias, A.J., Simões Rodrigues, P., Martins Teixeira, D., Muralha, V.S.F., and Ginja Teixeira, J. (2014)
“Pigments Analysis of Portuguese Portrait Miniatures of 17th and 18th Centuries by Raman Microscopy and SEM-EDS”. Journal
of Raman Spectroscopy 45, no. 10: 947–957. doi:10.1002/jrs.4570.

Veiga, A., Martins Teixeira, D., Candeias, A.J., Mirão, J., Manhita, A., Miguel, C., Rodrigues, P., and Ginja Teixeira, J. (2015)
“Micro-Analytical Study of Two 17th Century Gilded Miniature Portraits on Copper”. Microchemical Journal 123: 51–61.
doi:10.1016/j.microc.2015.05.015.

Woolley, H. (1675) The Accomplish’d lady’s delight in preserving, physick, beautifying, and cookery containing I. the art of
preserving and candying fruits & flowers …, II. the physical cabinet, or, excellent receipts in physick and chirurgery: together
with some rare beautifying waters, to adorn and add loveliness to the face and body : and also some new and excellent
secrets and experiments in the art of angling, 3. the compleat cooks guide, or, directions for dressing all sorts of flesh, fowl,
and fish, both in the English and French mode … London: printed for B. Harris, http://name.umdl.umich.edu/A66834.0001.001.



Licensing

The Publishers of British Art Studies are committed to supporting scholarship on British
art and architecture of all periods. This publication is made available free of charge at
https://www.britishartstudies.ac.uk. We ask users to identify the use of materials made
available through this website and to provide an appropriate credit to the to the author
and the publication, so that others may find and use our resources.

Except where otherwise noted, this work is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution-NonCommercial 2.0 UK: England & Wales Licence (CC BY-NC 2.0 UK). To view
a copy of this license, visit https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/2.0/uk/ or send a
letter to Creative Commons, PO Box 1866, Mountain View, CA 94042, USA.

The Publishers fully support the protection of intellectual property and are committed to
complying with, and strictly adhering to, all applicable copyright law. In many cases,
copyright or other proprietary rights may be held by individuals or entities other than, or
in addition to, the Publishers. If a work or a photographic image is still protected by
copyright, you must cite the relevant copyright information when using the image and
comply with all other terms or restrictions that may be applicable to that material.

In some cases, exceptions to copyright that permit limited use of protected works
without the permission of the copyright owner may have be applied. We are confident
that we have carried out due diligence in our use of copyrighted material as required, but
we apologise for any inadvertent infringement of rights.

Digital copies of resources are made accessible for research for one of the following
reasons:

• they are in the public domain;
• the rights are owned by the Publishers;
• we make them accessible under an exception or limitation to UK copyright law, as

outlined in the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988 (as amended);
• we have permission to make them accessible;
• or, there are no known restrictions on use.

If you believe that we have made a mistake and wish for your material to be removed
from our site, please contact us at copyright@paul-mellon-centre.ac.uk.

Please include the following information with your request:

• Name and contact information, including email address and phone number.
• Identification of the resource for consideration of removal. Providing URLs in your

communication will help us locate content quickly.
• The reason for the request.

The Publishers respond promptly, normally within 21 business days. We may remove the
resource from our site while we assess the validity of the request. Upon completion of
the assessment, we will take appropriate action and communicate that action to you.


	British Art Studies
	September 2020
	Elizabethan and Jacobean Miniature Paintings in Context
	Edited by Catharine MacLeod and Alexander Marr
	Contents
	Introduction
	Catharine MacLeod and Alexander Marr
	Authors
	Cite as
	Footnotes
	Bibliography

	An Early Impresa Miniature: Man in an Armillary Sphere (1569)
	Alexander Marr
	Abstract
	Authors
	Acknowledgements
	Cite as
	Figure 1.
	Figure 2.

	Imprese in England
	Figure 3.
	Figure 4.
	Figure 5.
	Figure 6.
	Figure 7.

	Attribution: English Miniature Painting in the 1560s
	Figure 8.
	Figure 9.
	Figure 10.
	Figure 11.
	Figure 12.

	Interpretation: Word and Image
	Figure 13.
	Figure 14.
	Figure 15.

	Identification: Three Proposals
	Figure 16.
	Figure 17.
	Figure 18.
	Figure 19.

	Conclusion
	Footnotes
	Bibliography

	Lively Limning: Presence in Portrait Miniatures and John White’s Images of the New World
	Christina Faraday
	Abstract
	Authors
	Acknowledgements
	Cite as

	Introduction
	Lively Limning
	Figure 1.
	Figure 2.
	Figure 3.
	Figure 4.

	“Collected and Counterfeited According to the Truth”: John White’s American Limnings
	Figure 5.
	Figure 6.
	Figure 7.
	Figure 8.
	Figure 9.
	Figure 10.
	Figure 11.
	Figure 12.
	Figure 13.
	Figure 14.
	Figure 15.
	Figure 16.
	Figure 17.
	Figure 18.
	Figure 19.
	Figure 20.
	Figure 21.
	Figure 22.
	Figure 23.
	Figure 24.
	Figure 25.
	Figure 26.

	Persuasion
	Figure 27.

	“Altogether estrangfull, and Indian like”: Curious Limning and the English Court Masque
	Figure 28.
	Figure 29.
	Figure 30.
	Figure 31.
	Footnotes
	Bibliography

	Game of Thrones: Early Modern Playing Cards and Portrait Miniature Painting
	Karin Leonhard
	Abstract
	Authors
	Acknowledgements
	Cite as

	The Making of Portrait Miniatures
	Figure 1.
	Figure 2.
	Figure 3.

	The Introduction of Playing Cards in Europe
	Figure 4.

	The Genesis of the English Pack and its Derivation from Rouen Cards
	Figure 5.

	“Under the Cloake of Suche Gaye Names”: The Meaning of Playing Cards
	Figure 6.

	The Meaning of Playing Cards as Painting Supports
	Figure 7.
	Figure 8.

	Lucas Horenbout, Jean Clouet, and Hans Holbein: 1525–1540
	Figure 9.
	Figure 10.
	Figure 11.
	Figure 12.
	Figure 13.
	Figure 14.
	Figure 15.
	Figure 16.
	Figure 17.
	Figure 18.
	Figure 19.

	Nicholas Hilliard, Isaac Oliver, and Peter Oliver: 1580–1625
	Figure 20.
	Figure 21.
	Figure 22.
	Figure 23.
	Figure 24.
	Figure 25.
	Figure 26.
	Figure 27.
	Figure 28.
	Figure 29.

	
	Key of illustrations for Figure 29
	Hans Holbein
	Nicholas Hilliard
	Isaac Oliver
	Peter Oliver

	Footnotes
	Bibliography

	Negotiating a Courtship between Courts: Hilliard’s Prayer Book Portraits of Queen Elizabeth and the Duc d’Anjou
	William Aslet
	Abstract
	Authors
	Acknowledgements
	Cite as

	Introduction
	Figure 1.
	Figure 2.

	The Portraits
	Figure 3.
	Figure 4.
	Figure 5.
	Figure 6.
	Figure 7.
	Figure 8.

	Hilliard and the Duc d’Anjou
	Figure 9.
	Figure 10.
	Figure 11.

	The Prayer Book
	Figure 12.
	Figure 13.
	Figure 14.

	The Visit of 1581–1582
	Figure 15.

	Conclusion
	Footnotes
	Bibliography

	A Portrait of the Miniaturist as a Young Man:Nicholas Hilliard and the Painters of 1560s London
	Edward Town
	Abstract
	Authors
	Acknowledgements
	Cite as
	Figure 1.
	Figure 2.
	Figure 3.

	John Bettes the Elder
	Figure 4.
	Figure 5.
	Figure 6.
	Figure 7.

	Other contemporaries
	The Master of the Countess of Warwick
	Figure 8.
	Figure 9.
	Figure 10.
	Figure 11.
	Figure 12.
	Figure 13.
	Footnotes
	Bibliography

	Isaac Oliver and the Essex Circle
	Catharine MacLeod
	Abstract
	Authors
	Acknowledgements
	Cite as
	Figure 1.
	Figure 2.
	Figure 3.
	Figure 4.
	Figure 5.
	Figure 6.
	Figure 7.
	Figure 8.
	Figure 9.
	Figure 10.
	Figure 11.
	Figure 12.
	Figure 13.
	Figure 14.
	Figure 15.
	Figure 16.
	Footnotes
	Bibliography

	Portrait of an Unknown Lady: Technical Analysis of an Early Tudor Miniature
	Polly Saltmarsh
	Abstract
	Authors
	Acknowledgements
	Cite as

	Introduction
	Figure 1.
	Figure 2.

	The Development of the Portrait Miniature in England
	Technical Examination of Portrait of an Unknown Lady
	Figure 3.
	Figure 4.
	Figure 5.
	Figure 6.
	Figure 7.
	Figure 8.
	Figure 9.
	Figure 10.
	Figure 11.
	Figure 12.
	Figure 13.
	Figure 14.

	Attribution of the Miniature
	Inscription
	Figure 15.

	The Horenbout Family
	Comparison of Portrait of an Unknown Lady with Other Works Attributed to Horenbout
	Figure 16.
	Figure 17.
	Figure 18.
	Figure 19.
	Figure 20.
	Figure 21.
	Figure 22.
	Figure 23.
	Figure 24.
	Figure 25.
	Figure 26.
	Figure 27.
	Figure 28.
	Figure 29.

	Identity of the Unknown Lady
	Figure 30.
	Figure 31.
	Figure 32.

	Conclusion
	Footnotes
	Bibliography

	A Very Proper Treatise: Specialist Knowledge for a Non-Specialist Public
	Annemie Leemans
	Abstract
	Authors
	Acknowledgements
	Cite as

	Introduction: Positioning Limning
	Figure 1.

	Specialist Artistic Knowledge and the Dynamics of its Transmission
	Figure 2.
	Figure 3.
	Figure 4.
	Figure 5.

	Issues of Authorship
	Figure 6.

	Richard Tottel as a Compiler
	Figure 7.

	Non-Specialist Audience
	Figure 8.
	Figure 9.
	Figure 10.
	Figure 11.
	Figure 12.
	Figure 13.
	Figure 14.
	Figure 15.
	Footnotes
	Bibliography

	Secrets of a Silent Miniaturist: Findings from a Technical Study of Miniatures Attributed to Isaac Oliver
	Christine Slottved Kimbriel and Paola Ricciardi
	Abstract
	Authors
	Acknowledgements
	Cite as

	Introduction
	Figure 1.

	Research Methodology
	Figure 2.
	Figure 3.

	Key Discoveries: Pentimenti and Repeat Compositions
	Figure 4.
	Figure 5a.
	Figure 5b.
	Figure 6.
	Figure 7a.
	Figure 7b.
	Figure 8.
	Figure 9.
	Figure 10.
	Figure 11a.
	Figure 11b.
	Figure 12.
	Figure 13.
	Figure 14a.
	Figure 14b.
	Figure 15.
	Figure 16.
	Figure 17.
	Figure 18.
	Figure 19.
	Figure 20.
	Figure 21.
	Figure 22.
	Figure 23.
	Figure 24.
	Figure 25.

	Key Discoveries: Quicksilver White
	Figure 26a.
	Figure 26b.
	Figure 27.
	Figure 28.

	Painting Landscapes
	Figure 29.
	Figure 30.
	Figure 31.
	Figure 32.
	Figure 33a.
	Figure 33b.
	Figure 34.
	Figure 35.
	Figure 36.
	Figure 37.

	A Cosmopolitan Artist
	Footnotes
	Bibliography

	Licensing

