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Chapter 3: Picture Ownership

Introduction

The following chapter build upon the work of the previous chaptextich demonstrated

that both noble and nemoble sitters are represented in miniatures and that there was an
interest in the subject outside of Londoom both professional and amateur painters.
Surviving portrait miniatures frequently do not have sepuogenances detailing who
commissioned and owned these artworks in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. By using
additional sources, it will be possible to address the gaps in knowledge which cannot be
answered by examining the surviving miniatureshar own.The first part of this chapter
uses probate inventories to survey the ownership of pictures amongst the nobility and the
middling sort by. Using this evidence, the second section concentrates on Bristol and
considers how the pictures owned bg tniddling sort might compare with those in noble

collections and why individuals were attracted to sreedlle objects.

3.1: A Survey of Picture Ownership

The Nobility

A frequently cited example of the display of miniatures is that provided by SisJame
Melville, ambassador to Mary Queen of Scoks.his autobiography, Melville recounts the
occasion when Queen Elizabeth | invited him to view her miniatures in’IBtdse
miniatures were kept wrapped in paper within a cabinet in her bedchamber aongsid

precious jewels.

1 For example, Christopher Lloyd and Vanessa Remindfiasterpieces in LittlePortrait Miniatures from the

Collection of Her Majesty Queen Elizabethi{llbndon: Royal Collection, 1996p. 12; FumertorCultural

Aestheticsp. 67; and Strong, OFrom Manuscript to Miniatur et
2This encounter took place in the 1560s whengtieen, apparently, already owned a number of miniatures.

Yet Fumerton references this event with very little mention of miniatures produced before thent&r0s

Hilliard first painted Elizabeth I.
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She took me to her bezhamber, and opened a little cabinet, wherein were divers

little pictures wrapt within paper, and their names written with her own hand upon the
papers. Upon the first thatumsdédedtloolkelugp
candle, and pressed to see that picture so nameapghared loath to let me see it;

yet my importunity prevailed for a sight thereof, and found it to be the Earl of
Leicesterds picture. | desir@uentwhieht | mi g
she refused, alleging that she had but that one picture of his. | said, your Majesty hath

here the original; for | perceived him at the furthest part of the chamber, speaking

with Secretary Cecil. Then ssbkdat;jabhddok out t
adventured to kiss her hand, for the great love therein evidenced to my mistress. She
showed me a fair ruby, as great as a tebalk | desired that she would either send it,

or my Lord Leicester 6s pi cddyifrtteQueans a t oke
would follow her counsel, that she would in process of time get all she had; that in the

meantime she was resolved in a token to send her with me a fair didmond.
It is significant that the miniatures were reported as being kept withirolyal bedchamber,
a place where only a few visitors could enjoy direct access to the queen. In his account
Melville clearly delights in his privileged access to this sprmvate royal space, where the
miniatures were reserved for exclusive viewing.s€e the faces represented on the
miniatures, Melville would have come into proximitytothee enés physi c al bod
presumably, thgueen held the miniature whilst Melville held the candle. In comparison, a
larger portrait would have allowed multiple viewers standing at some distance to the object
and each other. Melville thus conveys to the reader a sense of intimacy betwgqesethe
and himself which serves to situate him as one of the*dlitgiewing the miniatures

Melville presents a notion of exclusivity as only one or two people could look at it at any one

3 A. Francis Steuartd., Memoirs of Sir James Melvilli.ondon: Routledge, 1929p. 94.

“An interesting comparison wdjuttk nMdeal milnli @dsir@cscouwmntheocf
from the Scottish historian Fraser Tytletho recorded that Prince Albert and a servant carried in boxes of

miniatures to show him during an invitation to Windsor Castle. Furthermore, he noted that following dinner

Queen Victoria O6singled me out after a Iittle time an
was subsequently trusted with the collestof 130 enamel miniaturg® take them back to his own house in
order to catalogue them. As with Melvillebds account,

honour, trust, and intimacy which the royal couple bestowed upon him. Reyhb&lSjxteenth and
Seventeenth Century Miniatures in the Collection of her Majesty the Quezh
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time, but conversely the sitter within the portrait is exposed to ampauof eyes over the

course of time. As Patricia Fumerton argues in her influential work, the miniature represents
O6private exper i en éRespiaeshe reality of maltipla sedugntigbviewdrsi ¢ 0 .
the notion of a restricted audience serneesadd to the appeal of the art form. Noting the
theatricality oftheu e en s gestures, O6she took up6, Obéshe
scholar Keir Elam argues that these private pictures seen by candlelight and wrapped in paper
were here perforad for political and diplomatic affeétEven if this performance is repeated

time after time, during the moment this is a highdgtricted audience. The miniature is not

the only property upon this stage. Commenting on this same passage, one of the most

influential authorities of the miniature, Roy Stroaggues that the large ruby and the

diamond which the miniatures were kept with serve to position the miniatures as equally

precious item$.This chapter exterschnd buildu pon t hi s asmenertbyof Str o
examining miniatures alongside the other objects with which they were once viewed in both

noble and nomoble households. It tesivhat light an investigation of the other decorative
itemsthatpictures were listed alongside in inventories dagdson an understanding of these

small pictures and the material world in which they were originally viewed. This work

informs a new and broader understanding of who owned miniatures and it also erplore

ways of reading such objects within the conteixthe nonnoble household.

5 FumertonCultural Aestheticsp. 69.
5Kei r BMost tnuly linhed and living in your facé , 79p .
‘Strong, 6From Manuscript to Miniatured, p. 73.
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Figure 61

George Jamesone

Anne Erskine, Countess of Rothes withbaughters, Lady Margaret Leslie, and Lady Mary Leslie
1626

Qil on canvas

219 cmx 135 cm

SNPG PG 2456

Further evidence for miniatures being kept within the seemingly more private areas of

a household can be found in the large portrait by George JamésmekErskine, Countess
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of Rothes with hebaughters(1626 figure 61)% Here the artist has representhcee figures
wearing and surrounded by finely worked objects and standing in what appears to be a
closet? The choice of objects depicted within this room work together to argue for this being
a space for leisurely activity where quiet pastimes, inctuthie contemplation of pictures,
heraldry and games, could be pursued undisturbed. The implication is that these were
pursuits and interests shared by both the viewer and the sitters. On the far wall in this room
the artist has painted a collection of ice#h miniatures in rectangular frames. The central and
largest of these cabinet miniatures represents a couple embracing. This, Christopher Rowell
argues, represents Venus and Adonis in the style of Rdb&his miniature is surrounded

by a series of eiglsmall head and shoulder portraits which, presumably, represent members
of the sittersdé family and cl ose associates.
chess and a small casket with classical coluthAsewelled pendant is shown suspedde

over the side of this casket. Such a pendant was typical of the type in which small miniatures

8 Jamesone was one of the most esteemed painters in Scotland in the first half of the seventeenth century. He
specialized in portraiture both large and spralbresenting in his early career merchants and academics, and

later the Scottish nobility, inctbi ng t he Lesl i es. The year prior to Jame
painted her husband, also in a fi@hgth format. The portrait is in an unknown collection and is reproduced in

Duncan ThomsonThe Life and Art of George Jamesdqfeford: Claremlon Press, 1934pl. 23. Jamesone also
produced individual portraits of t he -podrait/thearisb son and
depicts himself holding a miniature of a female sjt&eorge JamesongglfPortrait (c. 1637, ol on canvas,

size unknown, Aberdeen Art Gallgryn another selportrait, Jamesone depicts himself in a room hung with

small picturesincludingseven portraits, a seascape, a landscape, and a large mythological ;p@eimyg
JamesoneSelfPortrait (c. 1642, oil on canvas, 7@@nx 87 cm, SNPG PG 23%1If these smaller paintings

were also by Jamesone, which the artist implies when he depicts himself pointing towards them and revealing

them to the viewer, he was clearly an artist who was skilled imingithis hand to a number of genres and sizes

of painting. Thomson argues that the cabinet miniatures which appear in the Anne Erskine portrait are painted in

a similar style to those in the sglbrtraits and could also have been intended to represeset pneviously

painted by Jameson€homson,The Life and Art of George Jamesppe82.

°The private nature of the closet in early modern Eng
Early Moder n CRepsesntatidydbE10%y7é6ii 6 d o6, St ewart 6s wor k has be
nuanced in Lena Cowe nShakedpeare Jahrbuch34, 199844 €76xrlinCl oset 0,
convincingly argues for the wider use of this ro@hespecifically refers to the use of the closet to display

pictures alongside other activities, and for its use by women as well as men. The Erskine portrait, therefore,
reinforces Orlinds argument .

YChristopher Rowell, 6The Green Closet at ,iddam House:
House: 400 ¥ars of Collecting and Patronaged. by Rowel{New Haven and London: Yale University Press,

2013, pp. 1431

111 am grateful to Sarah Jeffcott, Librarian and Research Assistant, Scottish National Portrait Gallery, who in

private correspondence dateduly 2016 agreed that the object may be a game of chess. There are two pieces

depicted on the board, which adds further to this suggestion.
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were set, enabling them to be worn. A further two richly embellished lockets, or picture
boxes as they were sometimes referred to, are shown being worn@yuthiess, which

could again contain miniaturésin the Erskine portrait the lockets are closed, but in other
portraits, female sitters are shown wearing an open locket bearing the portrait of their
husbandsfigures62 and 63}2 In the Erskine portrait, hilst some miniatures are framed and
mounted on the wall for us to see, there is the implication that further miniatures are kept
covered and are only for the eyes of close friends and family. The inclusion of the parted
velvet curtain at the side of thi®rtrait adds to the sense of theatricality and enclosed space
explored within this portraie c hoi ng Mel vi | | ed gueaerc®u nd h arhb em.
The miniatures, along with the other objects, all add to this dramatic theme. The scene is
staged for some of the objects to be revealed to the viewer, yet some also remained

concealed.

20ne of these |l ockets could have containedhBahof portr a
Rothes €. 1609 1641). A miniature of Leslie, attributed to Samuel Coopet635 1640, private collection, is
reproduced in Vaughan T. Wel OBNBonfing entryfacceseed 2dune, Si xt h E
2016] . For t he use x@#dGiles brery, gdibrAa par dpicautd amre account of t
I nfanta hath r ecei vibedrarliamentary ntblligendeR6€lti £8hRlune I6EMAronddn;

John Macock p. 389.

13 For example, in the miniature sometimes attributed to Levina Tee@atberine Grey, Countess of Hertford,

and son(figure 62) the sitter wears a miniature of her husband at the end of a ribbon worn over her bodice. The

child may also be holding a loekcontaining a miniature. lsneasel paintindgpy George GowerUnknown

sitter, previously called Lady Walsinghdfigure 63) the sitter holds open a locket, which is attached to a

ribbon worn around her waist, to reveal a miniature of her husband.
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[REDACTED]
[REDACTED]
Figure 62 Figure 63
Sometimes attributed to Levina Teerlinc George Gower
Catherine Grey, Countess of Hertford, aBmh Detail fromUnknownSitter
1562 (previously called Lady Walsinghgm
Medium unknown 1572
51 mm diameter Oil on panel
Private collection 839 mm x 635 mm

Private collection

Jamesone represents a room which would have been separate from the A@in day
day business of the househadeshdwhich is furnished with soft fabrics and decorated with
numerous object$n addition to the portraits, the room is embellished with alpzohe
ceiling, a velvet curtain, and a carpet which is placed upon the table: all items which would
have kept the rou insulated and warrf.Further fine items here include a leaded glass
window. This is decorated with a marital coat of arms representing the marriage between
Anne Ersking daughter of the X8 Earl of Mar, who is also represented in person in the

portraiti to John Leslie, % Earl of Rothes? Richard Cust argues that the use of armorial

¥ David A. H. B. Taylor notes that this same fighgth portrait type with the sitter standing next to a covered

table and appearing from behind a pullatk curtain is frequently used for painting noble sitters by artists

including William Larkin and Robé¢iPeake in England, and Adam de Colone in Scofl@r@dy | or , 6 Gest ur e
Recognition: Adam de Colone and fhieansmission oPortrait Types from the Low Countries and England to

Sc ot | &P,aimtifg,in Britain ed. byCooper et al., pp. 31823 (p. 3195.

15 Although the painting has suffered a degree of damage and the depiction of the coat of arms is indistinct, it
appears to represent a marital coat with Rothes on the dexter and Mar on the sinister. | am grateful to Elizabeth
Roads, Snawdoun Herald, Courttbé Lord Lyon for this information in private communication dateduly

2016.
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windows in intimate places within the home was intertdel s peak O6very del i b
refined and heraldie ducat ed sensi bil it i ¥Wihinthisroomgds f el |
the heraldic device builds upon the theme of exclusivity: that this is apsesaie place

where only the suitably educated would be able to interpret the objects on display. Such
decorations werean theory, therefore, intended for the eligghrer than those who were only
admitted into more public areas.TheThi s i dea I
Gentl eman (612 Exweher sien he notes that wupon ent
might rather busie my selfe in viewing Armes, and medabf Houses in the windowes or

w a | .1 s demonstratedarlieri n t his thesis, however, Peach:
which stretched beyond the nobility and helped to circulate such knowledge to the middling

sort.As we have seerPeacham includegbrtrait miniatures as well as heraldry within this

text, thereby linking the two art formas Jamesone does in this portrait. The coat of arms

included within the Erskine portrait references the union of the Rothes with the Mars. This
message is furthedeby the inclusion of the small portraits on the back wall and any unseen

portraits in the locketsvhich may include representations of their ancestors. At the forefront

of the portrait, the perpetuation of the dynasty is represented by the includietwbt

daughters: Lady Margaret Leslie and Lady Mary Leslie. The evidence within this portrait

¥Cust, o6The Material-TWobndBarhkSt crti Eeghbandd. LEust ar gu
would, more frequently, display their heraldic stained glass imtre public space of the hall. For example,

Sir Thomas Brudenell added such window decorations to the great hall at Deene Park, Northamtorisgire

the 1630s. Comparatively, only two integral portrait miniatures within the database have a coatpafirzeds

on the miniature surface and not added at a later date or as part of the frame decoration. The first of these

miniatures is Peter OliveAnne Clifford, Countess of Pembroke, Dorset, and Montgo(ie6éy2 0 , St Michael
Mount, Cornwall, Nationalrusi). Clifford spent much of her adult life fighting for the inheritance of estates in
Westmoreland and Yorkshire, which she felt were rightly hers. Her lineage was, therefomep<ifimportance

to her. The second miniature to include a coat of asirafter Isaac OliveiyVilliam Cecil, stBaron Burghley

(unknown date, Hatfield House, Hertfordshire Whi | st Ceci | 6s career saw him ri
the realm, his own ancestors were country gentry. Cecil, therefore, may have intenchéaidture to

emphasize his own nobility. The difficulty in depicting and seeing the precise detail on a coat of arms on a small
miniature may account for the infrequency of its inclusion. Comparatively, Robert Tittler argues that coats of

arms continuedo be included in easel paintings until the raelenteenthcenturfy i t t 1 er, 6 The Mal | e
Moment in English Portraiture, ¢.154D 6 4 0 Bhe Rautledge Handbook of Material Culture in Early Modern

Europe ed. by Richardson et app. 27%292.

pPeachanThe Gent |l emamrd4ls Exerci se
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thereforeagreeswitif ar nya Cooper ds argument that O6port
of painted images, might be displayed in an early modern domestioiiriteregister
socially advantageous connections®Tend heral d
Erskine portrait demonstrates that the sitters, the small pictures, and other objects represented
within this room, all highlight the illustrious pedeg of the dynasty, its wealth, its
connections, and its future.

In displaying the miniatures next to the pictushich represents a scene from
classical mythology, and implying a further miniature within a casket which is decorated with
classical columnghe items are visually connected. The artist, hereby, alludes not only to the
sitterso6é, and the vi ewer,Dbusalsotkattbewirtieesicfthke of t he
classical world are inherent qualities within those portrayed. In this porttiaitjot only
lineage and learning which are interconnected and which serve to reinforce each other, but
also wealth, lifestyleand apparel. The costume that the Countess is wearing incorporates
deep lace cuffs, lace detail around the neckline of thesdred a falling ruff, also made of
lace. This white lace contrasts with the dark dress that the sitter is wearing, which is further
embellished with finely detailed gold embroidery. The sitter also wears an ornamented
feather in her hair. The two childrare also depicted wearing white lace around their
necklines, cuffsand ruffs. These items would not only be costly but also-tamsuming to
maintain: work which would have been carried out by a seWdaitey indicate a lifestyle
where the sitter istdeisure to view art and not be involved in any manual labour which may
stain or spoil these delicate fabrics. Similarly, the display of miniatures by Jamesone, one of
the | eading portrait painters in Sasothé and, n

subjectésocial and artistic access to such networks of exchange. Audiences would have

BCooper, 6The Enchantment of t heé GldemiTidorand JaEcheare 6, p. 1
Portraits (London: National Portrait Gallery, 2007
19 Arnold, The Cut and Construction of Linen Shjp. 78 and 14.
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equated the social status of the sitters with the representation of expensive and elaborate
details within this portrajtthe objects which surround and adtra person thus shape their
identities.
Miniatures form an integral part of the visual display within this room, one which is
concerned with the display of lineage, wealth, educasiod fashion. The room is
represented as richly decorated and containsenous small objects. This adds to the sense
of the space and those who would have had access to it through the parted curtain which the
artist has painted. This roncurs with Robert

The most private space of all, of course, would haenldound for that small,
specialised and very intimate genre of the portrait miniature. These would not have
been publicly displayed at all, but rather kept, often encased in lockets, in private
chests or drawers, for th® ownerés own in
To find out more details about the collections of miniatures owned by the nobility, including
the location of miniatures within the household, inventories have proved to be invaluable.
None of these studies, however, have focused on miniatures thigsi@ collectionsand this

gap will be addressed now. An examination of the 1547 inventory of Henry VIII reveals the

ownership of ten portrait miniatures which w

®Robert Tittler, O6Faces and Spaces: Di sivdrydayi ng t he Ci
Objects ed. by Hamling and Richardsagop. 179187 (p. 180.

2! Maurice Howard notes that the jourdakchaeologiawas particularly innovative iits publication of the

transcripts of inventories of courtly individuals. For exampleCQ L . Kingsford, 6Essex Hol
Lei cester Ho u sAechaaatodia XXX €1028 r28 41nAfsd, the histories of great houses have

frequently included partial transcripts of inventories. For example, Chaloner W. @hdigtory of the Vyne in
Hampshire(Winchester: Jacob and Johnson, )88a ur i ce Howar d, 6l nvetoryadri es, Su
Great Houses 1480 6 4 Aréhitectural History 41 (1998),14i 29. Thesepublications, however, include only

limited interpretation of the documents. More recently, art historians have used inventories to specifically

explore the picture collectiortf these court figures. Two notable examples of such research based on inventory
research include Elizabeth Goldrirgpbert Dudley, Earl of Leicester, and the World of ElizabethariMetv

Haven and London: Yale University Press, 205hd Catharine M&eod, Tarnya Coopeand Margaret Zoller,

60The Portraitséd and O6A Li st ThefLuntey Inventoayiand$edignes. byh e L u ml e
Mark Evans if.p.: Roxburghe Club, 20)0pp. 59 70 and 157164. The work of historian Mark Overton has

also proved to be influential across a number of disciplines, both in the use of probate inventories and in the

focus on norcourtly individuals. Sedor example, Overton et aProduction and ConsumptipandA

Bibliography of British Probate Invent@s(Newcastle Upon Tyne: Department of Geography, University of

Newcastle upon Tyne, 1983.
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chamber at Gr eenwi etbtudpcalied themhait Howese at \IVastiolser. s e ¢ r
The inventory includes the subjects depicted in two of these miniatures: the King of France

and the Queen of France. Henry VIII does not appear to have had a special cabinet for his
miniatures, and hisvanios 6 phi si onomesd in boxes were sca
Nearly one hundred years later, another royal source, thé 1&®7inventories of Charles |,

reveal a far more extensive miniature collection. Kept within cupboards in the cabinet room

at Whitehall Palace, a collection of 75 miniatures were inventGfidiht only were there

more miniatures in the royal collection by the m&lenteenth century, but in this instance

the subject matter, artist, sjznd provenance are also recorded in magances. This

argues for a more connoisséaased approach to miniatures as works of art than was evident

in the inventory of Henry VIII, where very little information on the miniatures is recorded

apart from the identity of the sitter. The existence cdlainet room in Whitehall Palace also
highlights the changing taste in noble architecture and the function of art, with the creation of
new specialist spaces in which to admire the skill of the painter. Here the viewer and the

owner of the artwork could she their appreciation of art away from the rest of the

household. The cabinet room was destroyed following a fire in 1698 and many of the

artworks were dispersed during the Interregnum and can now be reconstructed using these

inventories?* However, the dainets of other noble art collectors do survive. These

22 David Starkeyed., The Inventory of Henry Viilvol. 1., The TranscrigiLondon: Society of Antiquaries,

1998,it em 9493, 6t woo boxferse mcihten kiihneg pa ncdt utrhee oFr etnhcehe Qu
the kingbs privy c¢ hamlitenrl05806 viGr peBwkes, wpt h2pHi si onomy
secret study called the chair house at Westminster, p. 235. Also in the inventory inég@enof the Madonna

and child which was kept in the jewel house at Hampt c

our | adie and her sonned, p. 290.

20liver Millar,ed . , 6 Abr a h a m Catadogue df th€o IDloeoa tt idsn s Wabpble Sotiesy37] es | 0,

(1958 1960), 1i 256,and George Vertudy Cat al ogue and Description of King

Collection(London: W. Bathoe, 1757pp.3254. Furt her miniatures are recor de
Ql

being located throlgout t he r oyal residences, for example the
Gallery, where portrait miniatures were displayed alongside prints and drawings. The cabinet room at Whitehall
Palace, however, contains the largest collectionimvitie one room.

24 Many of these works have beerassembled for the exhibition at the Royal Academy of Arts, London,
6Charles |I: Ki ng atok Agil?01B.ect or 6, 27 January
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inventories also reflect the developing function of the miniature, from being kept in small
boxes, as items of jewellery to be worn, and later to be displayed in cabinets.

Charl es | 0 <ordtiag and architectureamad reflectba by his courtiers in
their houses. The King granted the lease of Ham House, near Richmond, London, to William
Murray, Gentlemaiof the Bedchamber andtlEarl of Dysart ¢. 1600 1653) in 1625%° The
original house was built by Thomas Vasasour in 1610, however Murray rdetdeich of
the house during the period 163539.2° Murray was one of only a few courtiers who
accompanied Charles I on his journey to Spain in 1623 in his failed attempo tih@vo
Spanish Infanta, Maria Ana. Significantly, whilst in Spain, the party saw the art collection of
Philip IV, which contained a number of works by artists renowned in Continental Earope
encounter which was to influence the future patronage of Ghlaaled his courtier§.Upon
his return to England, Christopher Rowell argues that Murray transform&iteabaCloset
at Ham into &unstkammef art cabinet] emul ating that of
turn was inspired by those on the Contirémilurray even used a number of the same
craftsmen and designers, including Inigo Jones, in the retmagdef Ham to bring it idine
with the new courtly an@ontinental aesthetic which created the context in which his art

collection was viewed® The Gre&Cabinet at Whitehall was completed in 1639, the same

year as the Green Closet. Rowell argues that

Cabinet, and to be shown its treasures, including portrait miniatures, cabinet pictures,

bronzes, medals, drawn g s , a n d.*° Igkevgse, @nlyiselegtedélite visitors to the
®Rowel |l , 6The Greeapldl oset at Ham House
%®Rowel |, 6The Greeap.@# oset at Ham House
’Rowel |, 6The Greeap.IBl oset at Ham House
2Rowel |, 6The Gr ee@p.18.IFar thehistorg of tHdrnstkamidesseesOtiver Impey and

Arthur MacGregorgds, The Origins of Museums: Tl@abinet of Curiosities in Sixteentand Seventeenth
Century EuropdOxford: Clarendon Press, 1985

®Rowel l, 6The Gree@apl6l oset at Ham House
Rowel l, 6The Gree@dp. Il oset at Ham House
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Rothes in Scotland, who have previously been discussed, and Murray near London, would

have been permitted access to the miniatures.

[REDACTED]

Figure 64
The Green Closetpper east waknd ceiling.
Ham House, Richmond. 1637 1640, National Trust

[REDACTED]

Figure 65

Wall and ceiling paintings attributed to Francis Clein and studio
The Green Closet, uppeastwall and ceiling. Ham House, Richmand
c. 16371640

Tempera on paper pasted onto linen

Ham House, National Trust
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At Ham theGreenCloset is situated just off the Long Gallery which, Rowell notes, is
reminiscent of Italian palaceshich frequently had atudiolo[small room] a quiet part of
the household which afforded some privemydweretherefore similar in this respect to
Henry VI 11 668c|sotsuedty,, aRhodt hkel si ,avhebedheihsmall pistures e d ¢ h a |
could also be found At Ham larger works of art were displayed in the long galhetyjilst
the closet was reserved for those of a smaller’$izikewise, at Whitehall, the Great Cabinet
was located near the Privy Gallewhich displayed sevenityiree portraits representing
royalty 33 Rowell also argues that the Earl of Rothes, atsneonavith courtly connections
and a great collector of art who had his own closet for his miniatures, may have seen the
Green Closet at Hait.The decoration of th&reenCloset is known throughn inventory
madec.1 6 55, presumabl y |;thepicturadolteetion oth@&meenay 6 s de a't
Closet was not included in this document but can be found in later docyimemisvhich
Rowell bases much of hisreseafeh.i ke t he Rot balsingtacWhiehad,t and t
classicizing figures can be found alongside the portraits. For exampi&etbeCloset
includes a wall painting attributed to Franc

Metamorphoseffigure 65). The decoration of tli&reenCloset is also echoed in the subject

31 For example, thetudioloi n  Fr a nc e s ¢ daldzzo ¥ecéhio, Mlerdnicec(buifi $52%72), and

perhaps most famously, that of |sabelilda0OB)EsRewehl| Casg
Green Closet at Ham Hows@. 17. For the history of thetudiolosee Stephen John Campbg&le Cabinet of

Eros: Renaissance Mythological Painting and the Studiolo of Isabéfst®(London and New Haven: Yale

University Press, 2004

2The room was referred to as the 6Closet within the g
the door into the North Dining Room was opened up GreenCloset could only be accessed from the long

gal l ery. Chri stopher Ro we THeGreenGlosetMinatsiresamndabirlieta i n g , 6Ham
Pi c t {NatosabTrust, 2000 p. 1.<www.nationaltrust.org.uk/.../hafmouse--the-greenclosetminiature¢>

[accesse® January 2018].

BRowell, 6The Greeap.Il oset at Ham House

34 Rothes opposed the introduction of the English Prayer Book in Scotland, but was later reconciled with the

King and died in Richmond in 1641. Furt hhearlobr e, Davi d
Rothes and thestDuke, had the largest and most important group of portragsvieanteentitcentury Scotland

which were also influenced by thegally at Ham at that time in the hands o
Duchess of Lauderdale anddCountess of Dysart. Many of these works were inherited but both families
continued to collect portraitube. Rowell, 6The Green

35 Later nventories which do include the picture collections withinGheenCloset include the 1683 inventory,

the 6Esti mate of Picturesd, drawn up for the Duchess
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matter of the small paintings which Rowell argues were also on displajPlireneexample,

the cabinet paintingthe 6 Av a | o sby Bavid éeg Grangeafter Peter Oliver after

Titian (1640. Rowell suggestthat this was probably copied from the Oliver version of 1629
in the Royal Collection inventoried by van der Dodigire 66). Murray was highly likely to
have owned a number of miniatures by the same artists as those in the royal cpllection
includingNc hol as Hi | | Elaabethd(s 1580 annida tl usraecaicMa®| i ver 6 s
Consumed by Flamés. 1610, as well as several miniatures representing figures from the
court of Charles | which now form a part of this collectifigures 67and68)3’ It is not

clear at what date these works entered Ham, as no inventory was made which included the
portable pictures until 1688.But given that Murray emulated the royal space for the display
and viewing of artworks, and collected works by the samesrsigbject matteand

dimensions, it ipossiblethat he may also have acquired these miniatures. Not only would
the ability to have copies of works made directly from the royal collection have displayed
Murrayos posi,lisiaccess ta leatly agistseasdtdealgrs would have made his
green cabinet a highly desirable place to be permttedss toSuch rooms were only
accessible after passing through several other outer public rooms, a journeyinvigighrds

to the Elizabethan court, Fumten compares to the process of opening up a locket to view
the enclosed miniatuf® Here miniatures were viewed as artworks within a context of
classical learning and Renaissance connoisseurship which, if we are to believe the

contemporary courtesy litetat, could only be fully understood and appreciated by the

36 For more on the textiles within thisropsee Rowk | , 6 The Gr een g@p.a8&R2e Theat Ham Ho
name of theGreenCl oset is derived from the descricdSbon of its
inventory. RowelatHamHoldge 196r een Cl os et

37 The midseventeenth century inventory does not include the paintings in the green closet, but probable

references to these works can be found in a later document&83.

3Theinventoryot. 1655 | ists only O6A pi ctHalrTee 1677 and 867% he chi mn
inventories list twentywo pictures. Rowelld The Gr een Cl o 9.1 The 1683Hmwentorito us e 6,
includes fiftyone pictures and gives further details on artist, sutgect valuation.

3% pPatriciaFumertond i Secr et iz Ab ¢ sha i Mi ni Represenmtionssd (LE86)SWITnet s 6,

(p. 62).
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educated few. This further underlines gfegceivedole of the miniature in including the elite

few whilst excluding all others. Interestingly, the collection at Ham House also includes a
portraitminiature representing the head of a working ymanch has received less scholarly
attention {igure 69). This miniature shows the face of a man in profile with his mouth open
and wearing a brown cap and jacket. His attire and expression mark hindaittresly

different in status to other miniatures of this period. Whilst it might be intended to represent
an archetypal character rather than an individual likeness of a person, it is important evidence
for the depiction of nowourtly individuals in mirature. Such evidence, however, only

reveals the artistry and rhetoric of how courtly collections were displayed. It cannot,

therefore, be used to generalize about how individuals of less than noble status looked at and
thought about miniatures. The followg part of this chapter examines how noble collections

of miniatures compare with nesourtly individuals who also owned small pictures. In these
instances, it may be possible to surmise alternative models for understanding how the

miniatures were viewed.
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[REDACTED]

Figure 66

David des Granges, after Peter Oliver after Titian

The D6 Av al(AlfensorddAvalesy Marclgese del Pascara and del Vasto andifésMary of Aragon)
1640

Watercolour and kdycolouron vellum

203 mm x 203 mm

Ham House, National Trust NT 1140216

[REDACTED] [REDACTED]
Figure 67 Figure 68
Nicholas Hilliard Isaac Oliver
Elizabeth | Man Consumed by Flames
c. 1590 c. 1610
Watercolour on vellum Watercolour on vellum
Size unknown 80 mm x 70 mm

Ham House, National Trust, NT 1140182 Ham House, National Trust, NT 1139627
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[REDACTED]

Figure 69

Unknown painter, in the manner of Adriaen Brouwer
Unknown Man, Head of a Boor

c. 1630 1670

Oil on paper

105 mm diameter

Ham House, National Trust, NT 1140224.
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The Middling Sort
This chapter will now focus on the evidence of inventories to examine picture ownership
within a series of regional inventories. By investigating over 1000 inventories which reveal
the possessions of naoble households | will be able compare the redidta different
regions, the different occupations of owners of miniatures, the different rooms in which
miniatures were kept, and the different valuations of miniatures with the evidence from noble
collections. This will inform my argument that miniatumsned by the nomobility could
not only look different to those of their noble counterparts, but that they could also function
differently too.

Scholarship by Catherine Richardson and Tara Hamling has highlighted the
importance of the things that thaddling sort chose to have in their homasd how this
material culture both reflected and shaped their i9@is chapter allows me to build upon
their ideas and examine the pictures owned bymabie individualsandto consider the
unigue charactestics of the miniature and their appeal to these patrons. By comparing
inventories from different parts of the country | will be able to investigate the reasons behind
regional variations and how that can shed a light on access to goodsaskiésknaledge
of pictures. Furthermore, by investigating the different rooms in which householders kept
pictures | will also be able to consider issues of display and how the collection of small
pictures by a socially diverse range of patrons can be contextual@®yside other forms of
domestic visual culture. | will start by examining the existing scholarship on the ownership of
pictures amongst the namobility. | will then examine the results of my research on regional
inventories. The second part of thisapker focuses on Bristol and wiiliclude a case study

of John Horsham, a ship carpenter, who owned several small pictures in his parlour.

40 Tara Hamling and Catherine Richards@rDay at Home in Early Modern England: Material Culture and
Domestic Life, 1504 700(London and New HaverYale University Press, 2017
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Probate inventories summarize the deceasadveable goods at the time of their
death. Amy Louise Erickson estimatbat approximately one million early modern probate
inventories survive in English archives: this is too many to cover within one single PhD
thesis™ For this reason, this chapter primarily relies on those which have been published
covering the period. 1540to 1650: over one thousand inventoriesich provide a sample
of different locations, occupatioyend wealth.
Probate inventories have been used as a valuable source by a number of researchers. It
is first useful to consider some of the caveatfiéorésults which they can yield. Results
gained from samples of regional inventories are not indicative of the population as a whole.
They do not include the very poor, who had few goods to leave when they died. Mark
Overton calculates that this could aenbfor 40% of the populatiotf.Consideration also
needs to be given to the gender bias of the results from probate inventories as, once a woman
married, her property, in theory, “Wars consid
those who remainecdhmarried, their property was legally deemed to belong to her father or
closest male relative. Only widows and spinsters, theredborild have had personal estates
to be inventoried? Probate inventories usually do not record fixtures and other decorative
features within the house or those items whi

possessioft Furthermore, they do not reveal how and when a householder acquired goods.

41 Amy Louise EricksonyWomen andProperty in Early Modern Englan(London and New York: Routledge,

1993, p. 15. Ericksonbés study cover;shdexamnedthregeriod t i me f r
betweerc. 1550 andt. 1750. See also Peter Sfouifl, who, writing in 1993, notes that the exact number of

surviving records is still unclear because they had not all been catal&ped f f or d, 6A Printed Cs
Names of TTheReeotdsaf thedNatiom, fihe Public Record Office 1888, The British Record

Society 1888988 ed. by G. H. Martin and Peter Spuffof@uffolk: Boydell Press, 1990pp. 167 186(p.

169).

42 Overtonet al, Production and Consumptipp. 170.

43 Overton, however, argues that in practice women were consittereavnes of goods Overtonet al,

Production and Consumptiop. 16.

“Amy Louise Erickson, 06An | rfherRecodrdsomotthisation ed.loyM&tinob at e Acc
and Spufford, pp. 27286 (p. 274; Tittler, Portraits, Painters, and Publicpp. 45and54i 55. For the role of

women as patrons of portraiture see Jamke,Feminine Dynamjgp. 178.

®Overton refers t o trhoducionarsd Consumptiopt 87.d-ar the maihtedglecoratisn,

on walls, which would not be cowst by the inventories, see Tara Hamlibgcorating the Godly Household:

Religious Art in Protestant Britain, ¢.156€0.1660(New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2010
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Importantly, they only reveal a minimum level of pictures which were in circulatiang
one time not least because they do not reveal the number of pictures which were owned by
the living.

Whilst acknowledging these and other limitations of using probate inventories, they
can reveal interesting information about the relative wealtheofesser gentry and middling
sort individuals which, when compared over a wide time frame and geogragrieigaan
reveal patterns in picture ownership. Probate inventories do, as Erickson argues, provide a
record for the possessions of the middlingeleof society which is infrequently found in
other forms of documentatidA.

Some appraisers include more details than others in the inventories. For example,
some inventories include a description of whether a picture is big or small, a map or a print.
This commonly occurs when there are several pictures within a collgictiorderto
di fferentiate between them. Most frequently,
Sometimes these pictures are valued individually, other times they apedrmgether with
furniture, bookso r ot h e r , addtarcallentiveevalilatiod givén Significantly, within
the sample of inventories studied for this thesis, there is only one inventory otaurtiy
household which includes both the genre dn@dsubject of the picture listed. The inventory
states that it is a picture of the queen owned by the butcher Richard M&3tod was
evidently a matter of importance to the appraiser and would have carried a higher resale value
for the picture than it was a portrait of an individual of lesser fame. In all other instances of
nortnoble inventories whictvereexamined for this thesis, the subject of the picture is not

recorded. This means that although we have many more probate inventories whieh list th

“Erickson, O0An Introduction to Probate Accountsodo, p.
4" The inventory of Villiam Yemans, a leading puritan cleric, in Geoegel GeorgeBristol Probate

Inventories p. 81.

48 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate InventorieRart 1, p. 8.
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possessions of the middling sort than we have inventories of noble collections, the detail of
the artworks is more idepth in tie latter category?®

The painted picture, as it is understood today could be referred to by a number of
termsinthe sixteenhnd seventeenth centuries. Thomas W
6counterfeit or ©pictur e ésixtaentd certuryadondesaribeyhisi n ¢ o |
portraiture>® In addition to referring to a painted tvaimensional work of art, however, a

O6pictured could refer to a carved effigy, a

(@)

counterfeitdo to something whi efctivevaosiuctt al se a
of the imaginatiort! This fluid, shared terminology also reveals the suspicion with which

many commentators regarded pictorial representations, particularly portraiture, as objects

which aroused distrust.

Phrasesinclulg6 | i mnicgdayredpin littled, little 0]
small 6, a O61I1 ittt Ilcaldahefdrdolwhadis todayncdlledaa partjaie we | 6
miniature or could refer to other forms of visual representafiévs.explored in the previous
chapter othis thesighe variety and instability of the terminology used to refer to miniatures
also reflects the lack of pictorial uniformity in style, method, and métis. concurs with
Tittlerod6s ar gumemi540ton a tl 6t4h0e wmaesly niaddehbfEfarra m ¢ u |

moment in the hi st oBothcasefandEmupdeistandingmfocontext,ai t ur e

PMargaretSpuf ford, o6The Li mit at i EnglishRardl Sdcietg50P1808 kEssdy | nvent
in Honour of Joan Thirsked. byJohn Chartres and David HE@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990

pp. 139174 (. 154, fn. 34

50 James M., Osborn, ed’he Autobiography of Thomas Whythothendon: Oxford University Press, 186

51 Oxford English Dictionanpnline <www.oed.com> [accessed B&bruary2019].

2Ni cholas Hilliard uses the word 6limningdo tThe refer t
Arte of Limning(c. 1600). However, the word liming is used in reference to the decoration of manuscripts and

books in the anonymouihe Arte of Limming1573) and throughout the subsequent editions of this book in the

sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. Sixteanthseventeertbentury probaténventories, which will be

examined in depth in chaptéréeo f t hi s t hesis, frequently refer to Ost
further details on the objects. Edward VI r ecsedi ved ©6a
as a New Yearods gift in 1552, TNA, C47/3/54. The refe

Peacham] he Gent | e m@andos: |. B[areott]c161R)ep. 7, which will be discussed in the

following chapterl.e Tnmoed erlelfde riesn ctea kt edrhedictoa(@i63d} lard! i p Mas s
the reference to a 06j ewel orwalfth Night dr,8\nat you Willn 1684);Ibdth am S h a k
of these plays will be examined in more depth in chdptar
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therefore, needs to accompany any research which uses written documentation as a means to
investigate picture ownership and the exact nature of {hiosees.

The reference to O60small gl asses, pictures
inventory for his parlour in 1633 highlights the challenges in using inventories for historical
researcR®0 Tr umperi e6 could refer tdeceittiltd met hi ng wh
O0Trumperied, however, could also be used in
be insignificanf® In either case, it is a pejorative term. This reveals the low financial
valuation or mistrust that was frequently given to pictuteékia time as, in the example
given above, the appraisers had |listed pictu
argues that much of the value of painted portraiture lay in its ability to enchant the viewer
with a familiar face’® Outside of a snbcircle of friends and family, much portraiture of
nortnoble individuals would have had a lowgale value. The reference to pictures follows
t hat f or ¢ kemiatlrds, thgrefares mighs also hate been smafl.énm e malh, s
the appraisers list 62 litle tables, 3 ioynd
It is not now known what these 60t her small
the middling sort contained a number of small items. Asynwd these references are opaque,
therefore, my research reveals only the minimum level of picture ownership.

Inventoriesprovide a good means by which to identify ownership of pictures which,
given their fragile nature, may no longer survive or whictehasen subsequently dispersed.

Crucially, inventories also frequently include the occupation or the status of the deceased as

assigned by the appraiser. Whilst recognizing that many individuals had multiple sources of

53The inventoy of William Yemans, in George and Georgeistol Probate Inventoriesq. 81.

54 Oxford English Dictionanpnline <www.oed.com> [accessed Eébruary2019]. See enty 1 Dékceit, fraud,
imposture, tricker§ .

55 Oxford English Dictionarpnline <www.oed.com> [accessed B&bruary2019]. See enty 2. Gvorthless

stuff, trash, rubbish .

%Cooper, 6The Enchant.ment of the Familiar Facebd
57 George and GeorgByristol Probate Inventorieq. 81.
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income and were involved in a varietlyproduction activities throughout their lives, this is
helpful for understanding how the appraisers perceived the status of an individual at the time
of t he i nd P inientaries,|th@refore, add to the information which has been
investigatedn the earlier chapters of this thesis and which arguesnfioterest in miniatures

from the middling sort.

Inventories from the Prerogative Court of Canterbury
Inventories are now frequently used to research the ownership of pbjestholars
workingin and across a number of disciplines. Within art history, it was Susan Foister who
pioneered the use of these sour®éBhi s t hesi s will nbefreout! i ne
comparing these results with further research which Esarsdifferent status gups, time
spans, regions, and objects. Owththataitheng Foi st
noble collections examined above and successive studies on the middlingchating my
own. These studies do not differentiate between miniatucesasel paintings but they do
give a general sense of access to visual culture amongst particular groups of people and in
different regions.

Foister examined 613 probate inventories dating from 1417 to 1588 which were filed

with the Prerogative Court of @eerbury (PCC¥°Foister found that sixtyhree of the

%8 The issues surrounding the given status or occupation of the deceased, and some of the other problems
associated with using probate inventories alone as a historical source, are discussed in more depth in Lena
Cowen Orlin, OFictiohmat o f | ,inWileCtftare of GapitM:.dPbeertyn Citiesrand

Knowledge in Early Modern Englandd. byHenry S. TurnefNew York and London: Routledge, 200p. 56;

Spuf ford, 6The Limitations of theedPnventoiesed | nventoryod,
Worcestershire Landed Gentry 133786 Worcestershire Historical Society, New Series, vol. 16

(Worcestershire: Worcestershire Historical Society, 1J9@&oduction, p. xvii; Tom Arkell, Nesta Evarand

Nigel Gooseeds.,When Death Do Usdt: Understanding the Probate Records of Early Modern England
(Oxford: Leopar ddésdNdsta Bvan)pBrgmpsls oy @ 00, Wo nignproductio r k and
Ho u s e h dPtodustidbn andnConsumptiord. by Overton et alpp. 65 86.

®Foi stiemt,i mMmgPsa and Ot he2B2. Wor ks of Arto, 273

80 These records are now archived as PROB2 with the National Archives. Tom Arkell explains that most

inventories were processed through the network of archdeaconry and consistory courts, although the system was
notuniform and varied from area to area. In theory, the higher archbishopric Prerogative Court of Canterbury
(hereafter referred to as the PCC) granted probate in cases where a personal estate was valued in excess of £5
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inventories, slightly more thal0% mention works of art, including pictures, hangirgs
sculpture®! Nineteen of these inventories specifically referred to portraits, which accounts for
3% of the sample. Some allowance needs to be given, however, for those inventories which
are incomplete or damaged, which means that this figure could underestimate the ownership
of art amongst this group. The pictures were listed within a number of rbatwshilst the
nobility display their art in long galleries, or purpdaalt studiolosor wunderkammern
similar to that in Whitehall Palace, more modest households frequently had their pictures in
the hall and the parlour, and occasionally the main bedfééno i st er 6 s resear ch
that wall hangings, cushioyand items made from glass are more commonly listed within
these same spaces and haalativelyhigher monetary values attached to them than
pictures®® Furthermore, artworks are more commoligyed in the later inventories than in
the earliest onesvhich argues for their increasing popularity throughout the sixteenth
century.
Foisterdos findings have provided a useful
and picture ownership. It is jportant to note, however, that the PCC sample is not
representative of the population as a whole; it is relatively small and is largely confined to
relatively prosperous households in London andstiugh east. As Robert Tittler argues, it
disproportionatly represents urban households headed by merchants, laayers
liverymen®*Whi | st the results gained from Foister@
the whole of Britain, therefore, they do give some indication of the households which owned

picturesandwere not necessarily connected to the royal court. Unfortunately, as no

and where land was held in more thae anea of ecclesiastical jurisdiction. Arkell argues that not all the better
off gentry and nobility, however, had their inventory filed haethe local diocesan ecclesiastical courts were
someti mes more convenient . eredilirnateghe onnership ¢f pidtuses. Eomds r e s ul

Ar kel I, 60 The PwhentDaatheDo BsrParedeby Arlcel) at al.,rpp.i3l4 (. 11).

'Foi ster, O6Paintings and Other Works of Arté, p. 279
2Foi ster, oO6Paintings and Other Works of Arto, p. 278
%Foister, O6Paintings and Other Works of Arto, p 279

54 Tittler, Portraits, Painters and Publigpp. 46 47.
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inventories for the period between 1510 and 1620etween 1540 and 155€urvive for the
PCCFoi st er 6s r avhichimeass treaagan, weald rothggin a sense of
development across this period. Despite these reservations concerning the sample, it appears
that artworks, and specifically pictures, do increasingly appear imobie households

throughout the sixteenth centyand that they were viewed in a numbedidferent rooms.

This thesis will now summarize subsequent research based on regional inveamtmaesto

compare them with the results revealed from the PCC.

Regional Probate | nventories RepresentingNon-Noble Households

In Domestic Life andDomestic Tragedy in Early Modern England: The Material Life of the
HouseholdCatherine Richardson researche43D probate inventories filed with the

archdeaconry and consistory courts of Canterbury for the-yedy period between 1560 and

1600°° Richadson found that the inventories of rural areas within Kent did not contain any
references to picturé8.In the town of Canterbury, however, from a sample of 582

inventories, 11% were found to contain pictUteRichardson explains this relatively high

perent age of picture ownership in Canterbury,
which fostered close links with the port towns of Faversham and London. Canterbury,
therefore, had access to trade netndor ks whi c
attracted wealthy residents, goods, and painters seeking work. Richardson also examined the
rooms in which pictures were listed within the inventories from Canterbury. The results show

that almost half of all pictures were found in the parladnich acount for 49% of all

pictures which have a room associated with th&fhe hall accounted for 27% of known

8 RichardsonDomestic Life

66 RichardsonPomestic Lifep. 207.

57 RichardsonPomestic Lifebased on the results in Table 4, p. 213.

58 Richardsm, Domestic Lifebased on the results in Table 2, p. 211. Some inventories do not include the
separate rooms within the household and instead list all the objects together.
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picture locations, and the chamber for 23%. This same preference for the location of pictures
mirrors that found by Foister in her examination & BCC inventories.

In Production and Consumption in English Households, 16950 Mark Overton,
Jane Whittle, Darron Deaand Andrew Hann examine probate inventories representing a
later period than Foister and Richard$dhike Richardson, this study looks at Kent, but it
also compares the county with the results gained from inventories in Corawaillnty with
far fewer towns. The resulabtained byOverton et alare taken from a sample ofL60
inventories. They founthat 2% of inventories of homes in Kent listed pictures during the
period 1600 to 162% This percentage of picture ownership rises to 6% during the period
1630 to 1659. Comparatively, no inventories taken from a sample in Cornwall listed pictures
within the same time framésThi s correl ates with Richardson
within the inventories from rural Kent. Overton explains the regional differentiation as
reflecting the general wealth of Kent compared to Cornwall and the larger, lighteshous
which were built in Kent, which made the viewing of pictures edéide also argues that the
increasing number of pictures was largely because of the growing popularity of prints rather
than painted pictureS.The absence of pictures in the Cornisheimories is, however, at
odds with the high evidence of picture ownership in the ports of Bristol and Ipswiiin
will be examined shortly. Unlike these other places with extensive inland and overseas
transport and trading networks, Cornwall remainedate from the rest of the country until
the eighteenth century. This could partly explain why the PCC inventories show that picture
ownership was increasing towards the end of the sixteenth century and in Kent throughout the

seventeenth century, bwhy the Cornish inventories do not follow this pattern.

69 Overtonet al, Production and Consumption

0 OQverton includes the recording labth painted pictures and prints within his results and does not distinguish
between them.

" Qvertonet al.,Production and Consumptipitable 5.4, p. 111.

2 Qvertonet al.,Production and Consumptiopp. 113 and 120.

73 Qvertonet al.,Production and Cosumptionp. 113.
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The Kentish inventories examined by Overton, like those from the PCC and
Ri chardsondés study, reveal that pictures wer
1600to 1629, the chamber was the mospplar identified room in Kent to have a picture.
The chamber accounted for 42% of sampled inventories which included piétDuasng
the later perioaf 1630to 1659, however, it was the hall and the parlour which were the most
popular places to havepécture together accoumtg for 72% of all pictures listed within the
inventories.

Whilst recognizing that many rooms had multiple purposes, Overton argues that
objects, including pictures, were not always in the most public areas of the’hbhie.
strongly suggests that the owners of these objects were less concerned with displaying their
adoption of new fashionable objects and practices, and instead actively appropriating them in
6renegotiating their cultur ak @hheraforé, degpie t 0 s u
the literary bemoaning written for the court and the evidence of the growing popularity of
pictures, the new patrons of art were not necessarily seeking to emulate their supposed
superiors in choosing to decorate their homes infaéisision, but rather they were adapting
pictures to suit their own unique requirements. Furthermore, whilst there are a number of
examples of large portraits representing the nobility wearing smaller pictures in lockets about
their person (figures 62nd63), the middling sort do not appear to have adopted this fashion

either in their portraits or from the evidence of the probate inventaresh do not mention

74 Overtonet al.,Production and Consumptipifable 6.5, p. 129. From the migtventeenth century, it was the

chamber that once again was the most likely location for a picture.

“For Goffmands argument concerning the frontstage pub
see Ervin GoffmarThe Presentation of Self in Everyday KEealinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1956

6 Qverton,Production and Consumptipp . 175. Overtonds results, which cov
thesis, argue against those of Neil McKendrick BeterLangford who view the middling sort as emulating

both the habits and the purchasing patterns of the gémstngford,A Polite andCommercial Peoplep. 67, and

Neil McKendrick et al The Birth of a Consumer Society: The Commercialization of Eighteenth Century
England(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1982 Overt onds results are typica
which have nuared the idea of the middling sort emulating their social superiors and argue instead for such

individuals fashioning their own identities. For example, Brewer and Ped®IConsumption and the World of

Goods Overtonods resul t sgsdaédsumaEedgaciety id thersevénteenth beatgry. n ni n
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small pictures in lockets. This argues for the middling sort as the owners of pictures but not
necessarily showing them to a wider public. The reslitained byOverton et alare a

useful comparison for further research which combines both a quaetiéativa qualitative
analysis and which differentiates between the different sizes of pictures which householders
owned. In doing this work it will be possible to consider further possibilities for
understanding how the middling sort may have viewed mirgatwithin their homes and

how this might differ from the results of existing research on the nobility. In order to further
compare the results of picture ownership in Kent, Cornwall, the, B&Lnoble households,

it is instructive to examine inventori@é®m different geographical areas within England and

which represent individuals who have been broadly labelled as of middling sort status.

Probate I nventories and theEvidence ofSmall and L arge Picture Ownership

As demonstrated in chapter two, thetpat miniature was evolving in its format, style,

contentand use throughout this period, frequentljirie with portraiture more generally.

The varied terminology by which miniatures were known contributes towards the difficulty in
ascertainingtheexct nature of O0smalle picturesé and
inventories’® This thesis argues that these pictures could represent a range of subject matter

and that they could have been produced by using a range of materials. This significantly

expams current art historical definitions of the miniatuich focus on those painted in

watercolour on vellum?® Despite the lack of description within the inventories, they do reveal

“Tittler, 0The Mall eabl GppMmaERnt in English Portraitur
TWhil st small pi ctur es (W547)are referréd doras physivghdmledamd withinv e nt or i e
Elizabeth, Duchess& hr ews bur y §k01l)ansv e nttarlieest abl es, those in Cha
(1639)are referred to as limnings. Within the inventories of the more modest picture collectors, there are

references to small pictures. These may include wekesenting a range of genres and using a variety of

media including watercolour, ¢ind temperaon a number of supports including vellum, paper, wood, canvas,

or metal.

" For example, the National Portrait Gallery websitettp://www.npg.org.uk/collections/explore/glossarfy
artterms/miniture.php?searched=portrait+miniature&advsearch=allwords&highlight=ajaxSearch_highlight+aja



http://www.npg.org.uk/collections/explore/glossary-of-artterms/miniature.php?searched=portrait+miniature&advsearch=allwords&highlight=ajaxSearch_highlight+ajaxSearch_highlight1+ajaxSearch_highlight2
http://www.npg.org.uk/collections/explore/glossary-of-artterms/miniature.php?searched=portrait+miniature&advsearch=allwords&highlight=ajaxSearch_highlight+ajaxSearch_highlight1+ajaxSearch_highlight2
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interesting results about the ownership of small pictures. The probatdones examined
for this thesis reveal that professional people, merchants, trademmieskilled artisans had
small pictures listed amongst their other moveable goods.

The samples of inventories selected for this study were chosen based on a sizeable
number having survived, available in print, and covering the period 1530 to 1650 within one
geographical arein order to investigate any patterns of ownership over time and%Fea
port towns were selected: Ipswich in @t of England and Bristol in tlssuthwest. Three
market towns were also selected: StratfiopdnAvon, Chesterfield, and Banbu$¥yThe
following sections will outline the picture ownership found within these inventandthe
patterns of ownershj@and then contextualize these findings. Where appropriate, figures for
pictures of no specified size will also be discussed. This is to compare these results with those

of pictures which were specifically identified as being small.

xSearch_highlightl+ajaxSearch_highlightand the Victoria and Albert Museum website,
<http://www.vam.ac.uk/content/articles/p/portraitniatureson-vellum/ [accessed 1Bugust2016].

80 All inventories for Stratford taken from Jeanne Jones,Sichfford-Upon-Avon Inventories, vol |: 1538625
(Warwickshire: The Dugdale Society, 2002), and Jeanne JoneStradford UponAvon Inventories, vol. 2:

1629 1699(Warwickshire: The Dugdale Society, 2003). All inventories for Banbury taken from E. R. C.
Brinkworth and J. S. W. GibsoBanbury Wills ad Inventories, part two, 1621650(Oxfordshire: The

Banbury Historical Society, 1976). All references to inventories for Chesterfield taken from J. M. Bestall and D.
V. Foakes, ed;hesterfield Wills and Inventories, vol. 2, 160850 (Derbyshire: Derbghire Record Office,

2001). All inventories for Ipswich taken from Michael Reed, @tie Ipswich Probate Inventories, 138831

(Suffolk: Boydell Press, 1981).

81 Due to the limitations of time for this PhD thesis, | have not included inventories framrtheof England or

Wales. Further research in these areas may reveal interesting parallels with the results gained here. Lorna
Weatherill argues that Scottish inventories only contain selected items within a household and, therefore, cannot
be sampled andompared alongside those for Englawwée at her i I I , 6 Probate | nventor.i
Behaviour in England, 166Q@ 7 4 0 ©he Recards of the Natiped. Martin and Spufford, pp. 25272 (p.

252.
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Picture Ownership

Chart 6. The Numbers of Pictures by Region

The Numbers of Pictures by Region

Bristol !
Ipswich '

Banbury

region

Chesterfield

Stratford-Upon-Avon

0 100 200 300 400 500 600
number of inventories

M Inventories with small pictures Inventories with pictures

Number of inventories within sample

*The figures quoted within thishartare for references to pictures of all sizes, large, small

and those with no identified size. None of the chiadkide either explicit or implicit

references for prints, maps, painted cloths, tapestries, and pietoibesidedvithin books.

These items, however, will be considered later in the thesis as part of the overall visual world
of the householder.

The resits reveal that StratfortddpontAvon has the lowest recorded incidence of
pictures within the sampled inventories. Here less than 1% of the inventories include pictures
and crucially none specifically mention small pictures. Chesterfield and Banburyhiosttas
slightly higher incidence of picture ownershijut both are below 2% artdere arano small
pictures.lpswich reveals picture ownership in over 10% of the sampled inventanigs
notably an additional 3% of the inventories include a referencerntal picture. Households
in Bristol display the highest percentage of picture ownership compared with the other
locations looked at within this thesis. Significantly, Bristol has the highest percentage of
inventories which specify small pictures too. IngBl almost 20% of inventories include
pictures andthere isan additional 5% which refer specifically to small pictures. These are
also the highest percentages within any of the other samples of inventories looked at in the

work of other researcherssdussed heréncluding inventories in the PCC, Keind

Cornwall. This argues for a greater awareness of small pictures being a distinct category to
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larger pictures and a greater availability of pictures in general within Bristol. Comparatively,
it is in the market towns of Stratfoldpon-Avon, Banburyand Chesterfield where picture
ownership is lowest. In these instances, other forms of decoration were used, including
stained cloths, or no decoration was recorded. This strongly suggests that indejpamsheht
pictures were lessidely available and less fashionable here. Examining the results of all the
regions together, under 5% of homes owned a picture and less than 1% owned a small
picture. It is when particularly wealthy urban areas with relatiglelger access to the

Continent are focused on, for example Canterbury, Ipswiuth Bristol, that the figures for

picture ownership are much higher.

The Chronological Pattern in Picture Ownership
Chart 7. The Chronological Ownership of Large Pictures
The Chronological Ownership of Large Pictures
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1590-1599 1600-1609 1610-1619 1620-1629 1630-1639 1640-1650
time

B Stratford-Upon-Avon Chesterfield Banbury Ipswich M Bristol

*1590 is the earliest date for picture ownership within the sampled inventithesugh
inventories dating from the 1540s were also included in these samples.

The earliest picture recorded was within an inventory from Ipswich datecf1%8& picture

belonged to John Cumberland, who has no stated profession. An examination of the

82 Reed,The Ipswich Probate Inventorigsp. 38 40.
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possessions within his shop, including pots for syrups, waters and oils, melitgtanukes
scales, indicat however, that he worked as an apothecary. Cumberland owneonenly
picture which he kept in the hall. The picture, along with most of the other items in this
room, is described as old. For example, the inventory includes one old cupboard, one old
table, three old chairs, eight old cushions, and two old br§éhdss suggests that money
had not been recently spent on decorating and furnishing this amohthat these items had
been in Cumberl andds possession for some tin
Cumberl andds inventory al so i,whkicharguess 061 s
for hispreparing pigment¥ The anonymous author éfvery proper treatiseefers to
apothecaries as a source for pigments suitable for pgiatidgdater Henry Peacham advises
purchasing pencilgpaintbrushesfrom the apothecar¥?. This evidence strongly sugsgfs that
Cumberl and supplied painters in the area. RO
Painters,c. 1500 6 4006 i ncludes at | east eight painter
between 1500 and 1590. This provides further evidence that Cumberégrithve had
professional contacts with painters and could, therefore, have acquired the picturédocally.
On the other hand, Ipswich was a prosperous port town with close trading links with
the Netherlandsvhich may also explain the relatively early occurrence of pictures in this
area. The fashion amongst the Dutch middling sort to decorate their homes with pictures may
have inspired Cumberland to also own apictdleh e pi ct ure wi t hin Cumbe

possessn could have been imported from the Netherlaatisig with the idea of using

83 Reed,The Ipswich Probate Inventorigs. 38.

84 Reed,The IpswicHProbatelnventories p. 40.

85 Anonymous A very proper treatisgiii r and iiii v, and Henry Peacharfihe Art of Drawingp.47.

%Tittler, OEar !l y Mo dilr6 DEdditidniopdinteR,dpswich algo sccommodatdd5 0 0
travelling players from the 1560s until the 1590s. Th
audience who may have seen plays which featured pictures. Patrick CollihsdBirthpangs bProtestant

England: Religious and Cultural Change in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centhiresv. Yor k: St  Mar t i
Press, 1988), p. 102.

87 Simon Schamalhe Embarrassment of Riches: An Interpretation of Dutch Culture in the GoldegiNAge

York: Knopf, 1987, p. 318.
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pictures to decorate naroble households. Ipswich was home to a number of Dutch and
Flemish settlers, providing a refuge for Protestants following the religious persecutia on
Continent during the mido late 1560$2 The aliens census of 1576 in Ipswich records 39
alien families resident in the tofAA number of these names may have been anglicized and
so it is difficult to give a precise number of how many were Dutchvd¥er, Christopher

Joby argues that there was a sufficient presence to warrant a Dutch church community
between at least 1571 and 1588 hese religious refugees were attracted to Ipswich, he
argues, because of the wealth of the tdwuilt upon the texté trade and its existing trade

links with the Netherlands.

The earliest inventories examined for this study date from the 1540s. It was not,
however, until 1590 that any inventories revealed any evidence of picture ownership. This
suggests that comparealthe nornoble households looked at by other scholars in the PCC
and Kent, pictures were acquired later in Bristol, Ipswich, Banbury, Chesterfield, and
Stratford. However, when compared to Cornwall, these areas all showed a relatively earlier
ownership opictures. The chronological evidence also demonstrates that pictures steadily
increased in popularity throughout the first half of the seventeenth century. These results also
nuance research which has focused on the ownership of pictures withmolslehouseholds
from the latter half of the seventeenth century. For example, in relation to the period 1660 to
1750, Keith Wrightson arguésat6 Goods whi ch had previously ap
of only a small number of higstatus householdslike looking glasses, earthenware, books,
pictures and table linéhb e c a me mo r.% Sewelrhistariang, including Wrightson,

whose work has proved to be influential within this area, employ the ownership of pictures as

88 Cooperet al.,Painting in Britain introduction, p. 3.

89 Christopher JobyThe Dutch Language in Britain, 1560702 A Social History of the Use of Dutch in Early
Modern Britain(Leiden and Boston: Brill2015) p. 35.

9 Joby, The DutchHLanguage in Britainp. 35.

91 Wrightson,Earthly Necessitiep. 298.
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being indicative of the middling soft. The evidence from the inventories, however, points
towards the origins of this group of people much earlier than the 1660 starting point of these
studies. | will now focus on the ownership of small pictures in the period before 1660.

The earliest occurnee of a small picture being included in an inventory dates from
the early seventeenth century in Ipswich, where one further reference occurs later in the
1630s. In Bristol the earliest reference to a small picture occurs in the, §#680®ur further
references in the 1640s. There are no references within the inventories from Stratford,
Chesterfieldand Banbury. From these albeit limited results, it appears that the fashion for
small pictures occurred somewhat later than those for other pictdmes are first listed in
the sampled inventories in 1590. The earliest recorded small pictures are in the 1610
inventory of Richard Cornelissh o owned O0f owre smale pictures
resided in Ipswicl3 Small pictures are, therefore, first mental within the same area that is
also the first to mention pictures of any size. This argues once again for Ipswich being a place
which not only offeedaccess to pictures bwhich wasalso at the forefront of the fashion
for owning and recording theseiims beyond the court and the nc
states that he was a joiner. As joiners were known to have made frames for pictures, this
argues for such tradesmen having contact with painters, dealers, and the owners of pictures.
This could &plain why Cornellis came to own his own picture. His inventory lacks any
details of the quality of the goods that he owrmd Cornellis did possess several items
which serve to contextualize the pictures within a household which is concerned with piety,

duty, and display. Cornellis also owned a Bible, armour and weaponry, two doublets valued

92 See also Maxine Berg and H. Clifford, e@gnsumers antluxury: Consume€ulture in Europe 16501850
(Manchester: Manchestemiversity Press1999, and Maxine Berd,uxury & Pleasuren EighteenthCentury
Britain (Oxford: Oxford University Pres20095.
93 Reed,The Ipswich Probate Inventorigs. 75.
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at £1 and a murrey gown valued at £2 £63he ownership of pictures, therefore, forms an

integral part of Cwhicmisboth traditiorsal af@veatd thimking.f good s

Picture Ownership and Occupation or Status Group and Wealth

An examination of the stated profession or status group of an individual who owned an easel

painting calls into question earlier scholarship which argues that picture ownership was the

preserve of the aristocracy. The inventories which include pictutagg@einclude a spinster,

churchmen, and gentlemen. The largest group of picture owners, however, was those

involved in manufacturing and/or trade. Similarly, an examination of the stated profession or

status group of those who owned a small picture shiosighere was one churchmaeyeral

gentlemen, andeverakkilled craftsmen. None of these picture owners are members of the

nobility and even the wealthiest amongst thesith multiple properties, did not include a

coat of arms in their inventorigshich indicates that none of them would have been

considered by contemporaries as members of the gentry or the nobility. These results nuance

previous scholarshjpvhich focugson the ownership of small pictures within courtly

collections. Although these items were not a common possession of the middling sort, as

demonstrated here, they do exist and can be found when using regional probate inventories.
Returning to the analys@f different status groups, the results reveal only one picture

ownerwhowas a woman. This was Margaret Allaston of Chesterfiets was listed as a

spinster in her inventory dated 1628l his low number might be partly explained by the law

which consi@red nomp er s on al items to be the property

theory, then, only unmarried women who had outlitresir fathess or widows would have

owned any goods which required an inventory. These figures, therefore, do not reveal the

94 Reed,The Ipswich Probate Inventorigs. 76.
9 Bestall and Fowke$ hesterfield Will and Inventoriep. 272.

o
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number of women who had access to pictures, who commissioned pictures, and who
frequently appeared in portraits. With the caveat of this gender bias, pictures were owned by
a variety of householderepresenting number of different occupations. Twetfitye

different occupations or status titles were foantbng thosevho owned pictures. None of

these picture owners were members of the nobility.

Rooms

In Graphice, or, The Use of the Pen and Per{&i58) William Sanderson advises readers to

arrange theipictures by genre throughout the hot&Ee advises that the hallway should be

hung with rural imageshe staircase with images of ruins or other buildjiagsl the dining

room with o6t he mé&#isinthimlatlereaor that Pandersativisas the .

di splay of pictures of the monarchy and 6in
other pictures of | i f e®Hesoncedes, howavertthatysome hei r ¢
househol ders may choose t obldoiosdpdl aayn dé ttwhoe odérc hti
nobility (favourits) to waite upon their pri
from the portraits representing royafyin the drawing chambers, Sanderson advises readers

to 6place othersomwmdut hef i éredPMmibweveher oo f aht
advises that portraits of &éyour own and your
and modesty, (if she be faire)®Twshteurnish th
explainsis to prevent people looking upon the image of wives and daughvtach may

result in them becoming 6%dtimpechapdintnesel | eadi ng

% SandersonGraphicec hapt er, 6To place Pictures within Doorsé.
97 SandersonGraphice p. 26.
% SandersonGraphice p. 27.
9 SandersonGraphice p. 27.
100 sandersonGraphice p. 27.
101 sandersonGraphice p. 27.
102 sandersonGraphice p. 27.
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smaller, less public rooms, thehat portrait miniatures might be expected to be foumnd
order to control the audience for such images.

Chart 8a. The Location of Large Pictures by Room

The Location of Large Pictures by Room

Dining Room*
Study
Loft
Hall
Fore street room
Chamber
Parlour
Unspecified

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

number

1626-1650 m1600-1625 m1590-1599

*Although this space was referred to in the inventory as a dining room it also contained a
curtained begwhich argues for the room being used for sleepmgvell as dining. | have
used the names given to rooms by appraisers in order to understand how they considered the
spaces within the household.
*Where multiple pictures were recorded in inventories without a precise number, a figure of
2 has been used this table.
***These figures do not include maps, prints, picture books, hangimgminted cloths.

The chart shows that householders displayed their large pictures in a number of
different roomsincluding the loft, the study, the champand the thing room. The first
recorded picture was in the hall. This idime with the houses of the gentry and the nobility
and suggests that the owner of this picture, John Cumberland, an apothecary in Ipswich, saw
this as the most appropriate place to viegtyes rather than either of the two chambers
which were also listed within his inventory. As a novelty, perhaps Cumberland was keen to
show his pictures to all visitors upon them entering the household. In theittalles are

displayed alongside weapky and coats of arms. Nathaniel Butcher, a merchant from Bristol

whose inventory was drawn up in 1628cords eight pictures in the halongside four
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pikes, two halberdsnd two costlets?® Likewise, Nicholas Meredith, former City
Chamberlain of Bristl, had on display eleven pictures and amap intheddllongsi de &6 On
Corslett, furnished, al®@acasiknally,thisdispiayrof s o me s ma
weaponry may be symbolic and reflect a time in which the aristocracy acquired and
maintained theiposition through fighting on behalf of the Crown. However, in Bristol
citizens would have formed the militia during the civil wars of the 16%0surthermore,
parliament paid Meredith £390 9s 5d for 300 soldidrst and transport in 162presumably
as part of the war against Sp&thThus the weaponry in his hall may have had recent use.
It is the parlour, however, which by the period 1626 to 16%(bleaome the most
frequently named room in which to display pictures. This is indicafileeoincreasing
numbers of rooms within the average household and evidence of the growing popularity of
small er rooms. These results also correlate
town house in Bristol, Roger Leech argues that the snpahdsur came to replace the large
open hall as the social centre of the hoié&his is reflected in the inventorieshere
parlours were frequently heated and were used for the display of pictures, and for dining,
sitting, and sleeping. Some of the mostuable objects and the most decorative furnishings
are frequently to be found in this space. Th
previous century that fine work was increasi

f ar mer s & gamistotheid cugboards with plate, the ioined beds with tapistrie and silke

103 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Prokate Inventories p. 6 4 . Butcherds inventory inc
costlets

104 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventoriegp. 112.

105 Bristol was occupied by Parliamentary forces in December 1642 before being taken by the Royalists in July

1643 Fol |l owing further fighting in September 1645, Pri
Cromwell and Commandén-Chief Thomas Fairfax. Andrew FoylIBristol, Pevsner Architectural Guidélew

Haven and London: Yale University Press, 20@R2 246.

106 H) /PO/J0O/10/28, warrant dated 30 June 1625, The National Archives, London.

107Roger H. LeechThe Town House in Medieval and Early Modern Brigtgb.: English Heritage, 2034 pp.

90and97.
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hangings, and their t aliSeckitemsatelcommantyfoendia & f i
the parlours in the inventories complementing the pictures on display here.
Similarly, within larger households of the nobility, pictures could be found in several
of the rooms. For example, in just one of Ch
within the inventories in at least nineteen different spasekiding the tennisourt
chamber, the Bear gallery, the Adam and Eve stairs ranththe cabinet roofi? Likewise,
Ni cholas Meredithdés inventory of his | arge B
different roomsincluding the fore street parlour, the hall, thd parlour over the
pavementand the lower parlour® Unlike their noble counterpartsowever, the nomoble
picture owners did not have rooms which were solely dedicated to the displaysathras
can be found in the long galleries and cabinem®at Whitehall and Ham House. Far from
being the preserve of the noble connoisseur, where paintings were confined to rooms with a
delineated use and access, the inventories ehnbte households reveal that small pictures
were placed in rooms which wallhave been used by many members of the household and
could have been seen by visitdigs therefore important that pictures arepasitioned back
into the social and cultural lives of the middling sort temeate their unique viewing
conditions.Forexamplejn Bristol the draper Alexander Kerswglthose inventory is dated
1644, kept his two pictures in the parlour along with his painted bedstead with feather bed
and needlework chatt! Rather than displaying his pictures in the study, Kerswell tised
space for his musical instruments and his collection of b@dke.in Bristol the vicar

Thomas Palmemwhose inventory is dated 1646lso had a study complete with books, a

108 Harrison,The Description of EnglandHolinshed,Chronicles p. 27.

Mi I Il ar, O6Abraham van der Doortoés Catalogue of the C
110 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventoriegp. 112 115.

111 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventorieg. 146.
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desk and one chair. His pictures, however, he kept in a room which cauidbdeen used for
socializing as it contained three chairs and seven sttols.

In common with inventories from the PCC and Kent, the inventories examined as part
of this thesis also show that pictures could be found within a variety of different rooms withi
non-noble households. As scholars looking at different regions have not differentiated
between printand paintingsor betweerarge and small picturgs is not possible for this
thesis to compare all its findings with these other studies. Insheadhapter has focused on
comparing the ownership of pictures in general with these previous studies. | will now focus
on comparing the location of specifically small paintings in noble anehnbte households.

Of particular interest will be correlatiomsth and divergencesom the fashion for the

nobility to display their small pictures in relatively small rooms and the location of small
pictures in nomoble households. For example, as previously detailed, Henry VIII kept his
small pictures in a varigtof different roomsincluding the closet, the jewel hoysad his
secret study called the chair house at Whitehall in the first half of the sixteenth céhtury.
must be remembered, however, that akihg, Henry had a great number of rooms in his
multiple homes. In the following century, in Derbyshitlee 1601 inventories of Elizabeth
Talbot, Countess of Shrewsburgveal that both small and large pictures were displayed in
the gallery at Hardwick Halt* Back in London in the first half of the seventeenth century
both Charles | and William MurraysiEarl of Dysarthoused the majority of their small
pictures in new purposiauilt cabinet rooms just off the main gallery. Thus, we can see that
the nobilitykept their pictures in a number of different ropms doubt because they had so

many rooms to decorate.

112 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probatelnventories p. 117.

113 starkey,The Inventory of Henry VIIiol. 1, pp. 204, 290, and 235.

4For example, 6Quene Elizabeths picture in. a less tal
Santina M. Levey and Peter K. Thornt@f, Household $iff: The 1601 nventories of Bess of Hardwick

(London: National Trust, 20Q,1pp. 49 50.
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Chart 8b. The Location of Small Pictures by Room

The Location of Small Pictures by Room
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|
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*There were no small paintings listed in the inventories from Stratfigah-Avon, Banbury
or Chesterfield so they do not appear in this table.

Householders in Ipswich and Bristol owned at least fontye small pictures between
them. The tablshows that in th&630s the study and the chamber were the most popular
locations for small pictures. Bhe 1640s however, more small pictures were present in the
parlour and the chamber. The hall and the study were also found to contain small,pictures
which argues for these pictures being visible both in the most public areas of the home and
conversely whatvas probably one of the smallest rooms tebich could be shut offom
the rest of the household. These results also show that there is some crossover between the
spaces in which large and small pictures were, kepboth were frequently found in the
parlour. However, small pictures were not commonly viewed in thewaillst larger
pictures continued to be displayed here. The popularity of the fore street chamber can be
partly explained by these rooms presumably being wellitit natural lightwhich would
have made the viewing of pictures easier. Whilst occasionally a picture owner might own just

one large picture, with small pictures multiples were always owned. This would suggest that
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the small pictures were viewed as part of aasdthis aspect will be discusseql the second
part of this chapter.

Two picture owners owned both large and small pictures and they both resided in
Bristol. The gentleman Francis Johnson kept his small pictures alongside his larger pictures
together in the hallvith further large pictures in another chamber upstairs. Mean\inde
gentleman Israel Pownoll also kept his fifteen large and thirteen small pictures tolgather
this time in the parlour. This suggests that these owners did not necessarily thih& that
small pictures would be better suited for viewing apart from the larger pictiaggently
they can be found within the same space rather than being evenly distributed throughout the

household.

The Valuation of Pictures

Although the sample iémited in size the average mean price for large pictures was

generally rising throughout the first half of the seventeenth century. At the start of the century
the average valuation for a single picture was only 9d; by thesevdnteenth century this

figure had risen to 6s. There was also one particularly expensive picture collection in Bristol
owned bythe gentlemaiGeorge Baldwit’®Thi s i nventory included
picture with Twhiohwasvalueea £2d5¥Thiseshbds thatitferent

types of pictures were available for different patrevisich could range widely in price.

There were only two valuations for small pictures alone. The first is in the inventory of
Richard Cornellis, a joiner from Ipswich, dated 1610. Cornellisemivfour small pictures

which were valued at 337 The second instance is in the inventory of John Horsham, a ship

carpenter in Bristoldated 1643. Here six small pictures are valued at a much lowg 1s.

115 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventorig®. 18.
116 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventorieg. 18.
117Reed,The Ipswich Probate Inventorigs. 75.

118 Geage, Bristol Probate Inventoriepp. 137 139.
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From this sample it appears that there was no atdnahluation given to pictures which was
employed by all of the appraisers. Given this variation in the valuatismall pictures it is
probable that they were different in their quality of materials, appearance, and ability to be
sold on the open markeCooper notes that the market for secbadd pictures was in its
infancy in the first half of the seventeenth century which may, in part, account for their low
valuations within inventorie¥-® Painted portraits, in particular those representing sitters of no
local or national fame, were unlikely to find many buyers beyond the small circle of family
and close friends. Overton addresses the issue of whether items were accurately valued in
inventaies or if they were ascribed merely notional values by the appr&tSgvsilst
Overtonds work does not focus on the art mar
items are realistically assessed once consideration has been made for the addstiohal co
selling on these goods.

The average valuation of inventories which included large pictures in Ipswich was
just over £100whilst in Bristol this was sevetimes greateat over £700. This argues for
Bristol being a particularly prosperous ¢ityith its residents not only accruing great wealth
but also spending that wealth on expensive goods. It must also learborimd, however,
that such averages mask those individual inventories which were valued at significantly less
than these amounts. For exale, in Ipswich, the apothecary and picture owner John
Cumberland had an inventory valued at only £10 6s 10d in #58Qrthermorejn Bristol,
the butcher and picture owner Richard Mascoll had an inventory valued at £22'%8s 8d.
Wealth alone, thereforeannot fully account for picture ownershgithough the types of

picturesthatthese individuals owned could have reflected their wealth. For example,

Cooper, 6The Enchantment of the Familiardo, p. 159.
2Mar k Overton, OPr i ce :Whan®eath PaUs Patd. dyAlkel \pe h20 bit.i e s 6,

121 Reed, Thelpswich Probate Inventoriepp. 38 40.

122 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventorigsnventory of Richard Mascoll, ppi 8. The appraisers, in

fact, give an incorrect calculation of Mascoll 6s good
8d by Edwin and Stella George.
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Bal dwindés folding picture with'?¢isfotdled | eaves
inventoried wealtwas A480 1s 4 1id. Comparatively, vic
paper picktures with paper maP'&KkeadgWwhidshtweme
wealth was valued at £13 13s 5d. The most expensive items he owned were his apparel and
textiles including one new black gown lined with black baize valued at £2uvlish was an

al most equivalent amount® to Baldwinés gil ded

Ri chardsondés sample for Canterbury reveal
and pence rather than pourtd&At the highest end of the market one picture was valued at
3s 4d whilst at the lowest one painting was valued at 3d. The median valuation for pictures
was frequently less thahat forpainted cloths and books. Furthermore, the Canterbury
inventories do nioshow a straightforward correlation between the overall valuation of an
inventory and the individual valuation for a picture. Whilst the sum of 3s 4d for one picture
was found in an inventory with an overall valuation of over £500, the median valuation fo
pictures within the £100G199 range was 1s 10d, for %9, 8d, andfor £0i 49, 12d. This
points towards the very wealthiest owning significantly more expensive pairtiuigsose
from more modest households owning pictures with a range of valuatioakvagt
correlating to their overall wealth.

This sample size of picture values is quite small but despite this it does reveal useful
information on how these valuations of pictures compare with other items within the same
inventory andvitha n i n dsicentedporarie Not all the references to pictures have
been included within the calculatiofts valuation,as sometimes pictures are listed alongside

other items within inventories and an individual value has not been given. This suggests a

123 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventoriggop. 16 19.
124 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventoriesp. 110

125 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventorieg. 110.
126 RichardsonDomestt Life, Table 5, pp. 21i4215.
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low resalevalue for pictures as individual items within these regional invent&ridhis fits

in with Foisterds research. I n her anal ysi s
household items, including textiles and furniture, were frequently valued maig thgn

the pictures. Itvasnot only the resale of pictures which carde low valuation, the

purchase cost of new paintinggasalso comparatively loomparedo other household

items and expenditure. The actor and theatre entrepreneur Edward Allejrased royal

portraits by John Gipkin at 6s 8d each in 1618 and 1620. A set of twelve sibyls cost gven less

at 3s 4d eachn 162Q but this particularly low price may be partly explained by a discount

which Alleyn received for exchanging an earlier'$8Comparatively, Alleyn spent 5s on his
share of a meal at the Mermaid Tavern in Bre
expenditure was £2098vhich included £10 on apparel and £137 on household fees. In 1617

he spent A15 on a O0silver Dbookd aasdiml6lew Ye a
he spent £8 ontapestri®8As reveal ed by Al | e gvenioses,ghecount |
value of pictures was frequently far below that of other gaadkiding apparel, furniture

and furnishings. What is now understood as a work of art thus formed a financially relatively

small, yet when viewed in context, a significanttpdrthe visual culture of the decoration of

the middling sort household.

127 For the wide range in costs of large portraits purchased by civic institutions see RoberfThitlEace of

the City: Civic Portraiture and Civic Identity in Early Modern EnglaiManchester: Manchester University

Press, 2007 Appendi x B8i oiTbeP@&€opstanftsbd, p . 187. For the val
CooperCitizen Portrait pp. 5862 Foi st er , 6Pai nt i ng;and8troagTh® Englisiricowor ks of
pp. 49 50. Prices were dependent upon a number of fadtoehkiding the status of the artist, the size of the

work, the level of detail requirednd the materials used.

220n 20 October 1620, Alleyn recorded that he paid A1l
On 3 November 1620 Alleyn paid £2forchamgg é my 12 owl d sybles for 12 new ¢
Mr Gi bQuwkaotnedd i n Town, OA Bi ogr ap hp.8%SusadRoistér arguasahaty of L
as Alleyn may have exchanged an old set of sibyls for this new set, the pricédoé&sh may, therefore,

include a discounSusarFoister,6 Ed war d Al | eynds CoHdwaed®@Heyn&lizabetfan Pai nt i ng
Actor, Jocobean Gentlemaed. by Aileen Reid and Robert Maniytaondon: Dulwich Picture Gallery, 1994),

pp. 3362 (p. 39.
29Foister6 Edward Al l eynoés (pl3¢3.ction of Paintingso
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In late sixteenth and early seventeenth ceésducourtly picture collections, which
include the work of artists of a higher stature than Gipkin, are valued in pounds rather than
shillings and pence. For example, in 1609 the 233 pictures at Lumley Castle were valued at
£88 and a picture of the royal family by Van Dyck was sold for £150 during the
Interregnum3° This indicates a courtly preference for a particular style of wané,
possibly, the use of more expensive materials than the pictures collected by the middling sort.
This is also reflected ithe portraiture commissioned by civic institutions. Research by
Robert Tittler shows that during the period 1500 to 1&4n his sample, the highest price
paid was by Cambridge University for a filghgth portrait of Prince Charles1612 which
cost £13 6s 8! This was commissioned ahead of the visit by the heir to the throne to the
University*2The high price can, in part, laecounted for by the fame of the artist, Robert
Peake. Peake, along with John de Critz the elder, had been appointed serjeant painter to
James | in 1607 and Tihe memtil em@dldislongRea ch smod
the miniaturists Hilliard an@®liver asone ofthe most highly regarded artistS.Peake,
therefore could boast noble patronage, fame, and high acetaioh would allow him to
charge a high price for his work. The lowest price for a new portrait recorded by Tittler was
for 3s 6d in 186 for a picture of Lady Godiva by Coventry Cl&}.This low price may partly
reflect thestatus of the now otherwisemknown painter who was commissioned to carry out
this work, A. van Noort (?), and partly the early datken paintings were frequentlyedper
than they were in the foll owinthgseestegentur yv. Ti t

century, the lowest price paid for a painting was, &8eBough most other paintinggere

10 Evans,The Lumley Inventonyp. 15, and Horace Walpoled., A Catalogue and Description of King Charles

the Firsts Capital Collection of Pictures, Limnings, Statues, Bronzes, Medalt#med CuriositiegLondon:

W. Bathoe 1758) p. 4.

Bl Tittler, The Face of the CityAppendix BdThe Cost of Civic Portraits, 1500640 p. 187.

¥2Karen Hear n, ObNBodiire ertry [fceeaskoe2digust2016].

3¥6mine owne countriemen, who have beene, and are abl e
Hilliard, Mr Isaac Oliver inferior to none in Christendome for the countenance in small, my good friend Mr

Peake and Mr Mar qReacken,Tbe Gghel empdas sBxerci se

B34 Tittler, The Face of the Cityp. 187.
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priced at several pounds by this dathis indicates the wide variah in the different types
of painting availablé3® The evidence for pricing remains patchy and was dependent upon a
number of factorancludingthesize,the cost oimaterialsthe amount of detailed work, the
status of the artist, and the cosfraimes and transport.

Returning specifically to the cost of small pictures, the evidence of payments made to
Nicholas Hilliard revea a number of factors which could affect the price. Hilliard was paid
£3 by the Earl of Northumberland in 1585 for a miniatureda agai n A3 for 6t he
one pictured for EI i zab einh590TWHild mitesrosEiothent e s s
seventeenth century, these later payments also included the cost of the glass covering the
paintings. Hillhaer&iwgdspand RiSnékebdstpictu
of Hesse and one other of His Majestyods give
themé in 1608, and A20 for O6Christall sett u
1615 Hilliard ould charge £35 for a miniatyreut this work also included the cost of the
bejeweled frameHe was pai d [&])fadbrouworak tdadone of hi s Ma
garni shed with di amonds gi V&Thisdhows dniowralMaj est y
increase in the price which Hilliard could charge for his windm £3 in the sixteenth
century to more than £10 in the seventeenth cerdmy even more where this involved
precious materials. Hilliard was one of the leading miniaturists of the day, podés that
he could charge no doubt reflect the veryaop of the market. They are higher than those
found by Tittler for the payments for civic portraiture but below those for other artists who
worked for the royal courincluding Robert Peake for higll-length portraits. However,
Hilliardds prices are considerably higher th

middling sort. This argues for a range of pictures being available to customers according to

135 Tittler, The Face of the Cityp. 187.
136 Strong,Nicholas Hilliard, p. 17, and Jones and Stallybra@enaissance Clothing and the Materials of
Memory p. 41.
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their requirements and budgets. The smigliures listed within the inventories from Bristol

and Ipswich are likely to represent those similar in style and quality examined in the previous
chapter of this thesis. This work, therefore, highlights the difference between the commercial
value of pantings and their aesthetic, sentimenaad social value. It also points towards the
possibility of interesting further research on this subject using larger samples and comparing
the valuation of pictures with that for other goods across time periodscerss

geographical locatian This will enable the discussion of small paintings within the
households of the middling sort to receive more scholarly attention than historically they
have done.

Having analysed the evidence for large and small pictureemship in five different
regions and compared these results to the evidence of noble collections and the results of
previous studies, | will now focus on Bristol. This city shows the highest evidence of both
large and small picture ownership. By examinimg connections which these householders
shared it will be possible to consider how they may have shared similar interests in visual
culture. | will then consider why individuals may have been attracted to miniatures and other

smaltscale objects both iBristol and elsewhere.
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Chapter 3.2 Picture Owners in Bristol

Bristol
Bristol is well suited for an investigation into the relationships between picture owning and
those of middling statyss it was a city whose wealth was largely generated by merchants,
manufacturerand r et ail er s. It was considered to be
medieval and early modern perittiIts geographical positigrlose to the tidal estuary of
the Rver Avon and the Bristol Channéhvoured trade with Ireland, Frandke Iberian
Peninsula, andncreasingly from 1650 onwards, the Americas. Bristol exported goods
including cloth and brass sourced from the West Country and imported high value items
including wine and raisins from the Iberian Peninsula and elsewhere. When the diarist and
naval officer Samuel Pepys visited the city in 1668, he recorded his favourable imgression
owal ked with my wife and peopl e¢andthter ough t he
L o n d'® many of the things which he saw and experienced there were in place during the
first half of the seventeenth century too. P
pl acebé, saw the Tol zey, t hed, andinsgectesithe ar cade w
warship which was being built for the Royal NavyHe also noted his admiration of the
household of Wi lliam Butts, a merchant, whic
and wel | YfBrstolnriade mact @f its wealfrom ship building and tragét is
therefore not surprising to see individuals associated with these professions owning pictures
and living in comfortable homes.

Architectural historians have argued for the link between the building that an

individualres i des i n and their social standing. Rog

137 Leech,The TowrHouse p. 3.
138 pepysDiary, 13 June 1668.
139 pepysDiary, 13 June 1668.
140 pepysDiary, 13 June 1668.
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more especially the larger ones, was in the medieval period and later based principally on
commer ci al s u ¢*tPepysecoads id hiswliarg that vilhén. out walkiwigh the
merchanWiliamButts in Bristol, o1 f%imdommbnavithci ty p.
his peers, Pepys considered that merchants were responsible for the prosperity of the city.
They invested their wealth back into the area by maintainingdfie and bridges so
essential to their trade. They also invested their money into their housetialcts can be
seen as a reflection of their status and wedftbn f or t unat el y, many of B
from the early seventeenth century and earleelonger survive unalteregarticularly
following bombing in 1940but some idea can be gained from contemporary accounts,
inventories, maps, picturesnd the few remaining buildings.

The owners of large pictures in Bristol included merchants, indivsdoablved in
trade and/or manufacturing, gentlemen, people associated with the shipping jrahastry
churchmen. The residents of Bristol represented a range of occupations anahtaayest
whom, at the time of their death, had accrued variable amao@inisalth. The lowest sum
total of an inventory which included pictures was that listing the goods of Richard Mascoll, a
butcher. Mascoll 6s weal t R*Aspreviouslnroted; thevary A2 2
poorest within society rarely had invenesidrawn up as they owned so little. Mascoll,
whilst far from being the poor, was relatively less well off in comparison with the other
picture owners. The wealthiest picture owner whose inventory was examined was Nathaniel
Butcher. Butcher was a merchamd the sum total of his wealth was valued at 2895 2d

in 1628. Comparativelythe lowest sum total of an inventory which includes small pictures is

141 eech,The Town House.2.

142 pepysDiary, 13 June 1668.

143 patrick McGrathged., Merchants and Merchandise in Seventegdémtury Bristol Bristol Record Society

Publications, Vol. XIX(Bristol: Bristol Record Office, 1955

144 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventoriegop. 8 9. Thevicar, Richard Knight, also owned pictures

and had his goods valued at the lower sum of £13 13s5d®h163However , these O&épaper pi
been printswhich are not the focus of this thesis and therefore have not been included in this analysis. George

and GeorggeBristol Probate Inventorieg. 110.
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that belonging to Israel Pownoll, who was ascribed the title of gentleman by the appraisers.
P o wn aybotisiwsre valued at £116 8s 2d in 16%5.he wealthiest owner of a smalll
picture was the shipwright Edward Everard. E
mor e t h anatP68Iba 10HnI164$14® This suggests thamall pictures were
available to weHoff individuals irrespective of their statuBhe results also highlight the
wealth that skilled individuals from the middling sort could accrue throughout their lives.
Whilst Everard worked with his hands and was not considered a gentlerttendppraisers,
he had accrued more wealth than Pownoll and was also able to acquire some of the same
goods. Whilst the ownership of pictures by individuals considered to be gentlemen by
contemporaries has already been well documented, it is this grpupfe$sional and skilled
tradespeople that are of interest to this thesis. Such results nuance the scholarship of David
Ormrod who argueshato unt i | the 1690s picture collectir
gent | emen ¢*Theeviderscs of the irnddries reveals that the collecting of
pictures was not exclusively a gentlemanly pursuit, or at least not confined to that group of
people who the appraisers considered to be gentlemen. The evidence of regional inventories
shows that nomoble householdaere decorated with pictures from at least 1590 and
probably earlieras regional inventories only include the possessions of the deceased rather
than the living.

A further factor which these pictu@vning individuals in Bristol have in common is
that trey are all male. The sample examined for this thesis did include a number of women.
More than 10% of Bristol inventories listed the goods of women. Some of these women were
running businesses and owned a number of decorative items, but none of them owned

pictures. For example, the widow Katherine Bowgkdrose inventory was proved in 1614

145 Georgeand GeorggBristol Probatelnventories pp. 148 151.

148 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventoriepp. 122123.

“David Ormrod, o6The Ori gi ni$7 8 0AtMarkets in Europeold400300 ed. Mar ket
by Michael North and David Ormrog@hldershot: Ashgate, 1998pp. 167 186 (p. 169.
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had in her possession goods worth £424 8$%Bamong these items were her own apparel
which was valued at £4fewellery at £83plate at £94 4sand bedding worth £105s 8d!*°
This is evidence of an extremely wealthy household and one which could certainly afford to
purchase pictures. Furthermore, | isted withi
Thomas Groves being the Kingésalyedrhie dAmpo
Groves was Bowcherds deceased husband and th
the royal court, and therefore a link to the courtly artistic culture of picture ownership which
Bowcher apparently chose not to follow. There cdaddh number of reasons to explain the
lack of pictures within this welbff and wellconnected household. No alternative form of
wall decoration is included within the inventory either: there are no tapestries or stained
cloths listedwhilst wood panéing and wall paintings were deemed not to be moveable
goods and therefore would not necessarily have to be listed. This absence of decoration is
striking but may reflect the wishes and taste of the owner as much as the opaqueness of the
source.

Three of tle picture owners in Bristol were directly involved in the shipping industry,
and two of these individuals owned small pictures. These picture qwriersvere ascribed
the occupations of shipwright, ship carpenged marinerall lived in the parish of S
Stephenwhich is situated next to the quay of the River Frofigai{e 70). Not only did they
have easy access to the river for their witkyalso may have known each other socially
and viewed each otherds col laégdinfluemees of pi ctu
throughout the individual sdé owmetworkst wor k r at h

established by their supposed social superiors. Such decisions may have been shaped by price

148 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Recordgp. 19 21.

149 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Recordsp. 1921. In common with many households, representing
both the wealthy and the poor, there was also debts payable in additivaluation.

150 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Record®. 21.
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and availability, buthis does point towards the practice obation rather than

straightforward adoption of fashions originating within noble and upper gentry households.

[REDACTED]

Figure 70
Map of Bristol showing the proxi mit frone¥ St Stephenos

Bristol was a city with a particularly rich visual culture. As argued by Robert Tittler,
it was here that the earliest panel paintings of civic figures were commissioned and displayed
within a civic spacé® These were the 1530 and 1536 portraitilicholas and Robert
Thorne the Younger of Bristolvho were both merchants, holders of high civic office, and

generous benefactors to the citigre 71). Significantlycopies of each portrait were

151 Map taken from Roger H. Leechhe Topography of Medieval and Early Modern Brig¢&riistol: Bristol
Record Society, 1997map 2, p. xx.
152 Tittler, The Face of the Cityp. 49.
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commissioned in 1624 and 1625 by the Corporatiddristol for display in the new council
chamberfigures 72and73)'°3 This not only reflects the fashion for decorating public
buildings with portraiture, it could also have encouraged further merchants and civic officials

to commission their own portraiterfboth their homes and these civic spaces.

153 Tittler, The Face of the City. 57.



[REDACTED]

Figure 71

Unknown painter

Nicholas Thorne

1530

Oil on panel

60 cm x 44.5 cm

Bob Jones University in Greenville,
South Carolina

[REDACTED]

Figure 73

Unknown painter

Robert Thorne

1624

Unknown medium on panel
Unknowndimensions

Bristol Museum andirt Gallery, K4462

Research by Tittler has shown that at least tweityainters were active and

[REDACTED]

Figure 72

Unknown painter
Nicholas Thorne

1625

Unknown medium ongnel
Unknown dimensions
Bristol Grammar School
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documented as working in Bristol between the period 1500 and't¥63@0e of these painters

154 Robert Tittler,Early Modern British Painters, ¢.150064Q database available at

<http://spectrum.library.concordia.ca/98009¢dccessed 01.07.2016]. @paratively, during this period, 19

painters were active in Ipswich, 2 in Chesterfield, 1 in Banbury, 5 in StraiffmydAvon, 5 in Cornwalland a


http://spectrum.library.concordia.ca/980096/
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may have been responsible for one or more of the eighteen small paintings owned by the
shipwright Edward Everard. Everard is of particular interest as he owned the largest number
of pictures which were specified as being small within amaisie householdis collection
ofl 8 smalle pictureso6 formed part of an invei
£639 5s 10d in totdP® Everard kept his pictures in a room at the front of the house referred
to as Oa For¥Wwitinthise sameerooR theameavindow cushions, one
drawing table, two carpets, all of his books, a cedar chest, a livery cupboard, a little
sideboard, and upholstered stea@lalso listed within the inventory. This suggests that this
room could be utilized for a number of posesincluding reading and eating. Andirons, a
fire shove) and tongs are also listed, indicating that this room had its own fireplaczh
would have kept it warm anahich possiblyprovideda place to relaxa usewhich is also
suggested by the indion of the cushions, padded stools, and the pictures.

Picture owners in Bristol had a number of means by which they might interact both
socially and professionally. For example, the merchants and picture owners Nathaniel
Butcher and Nicholas Meredith veeboth members of the Society of Merchant Venturers at
the same timé&>’ This society was established in order for individuals to collectively work
together in the pursuit of shared economic interests but, as demonstrated, they also shared an
interest in pitures. Such societies are significant as they prove that picture owners in this

area would have known one another through the regular meetinganadneir shared

staggering 87 in Kent. Whilst records show that the majority of these painters concentrated on thealecorati
arts including cloth staining, glass painting, and gilding, many would also have been able to turn their hand to
painting portraits when asked to do so.

155 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventorigg. 122.

156 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probatelnventories p. 122.

157 John Guy was also a member. The most famous John Guy who was native to Bristol was the colonial
governor and merchant (157828). It was this John Guy who served as mayor in 1618, alderman in 1619, MP
for Bristol in 1621 and 1624nd Master of the Society of Merchant Venturers in 1622. His eldest son was also
called John Guy and could be the same person, or related to John Guy the picturevbavdéxd in 1640.
Christopher EnQPNBanlimeg ently ficoebsad 28uly 046] and Patrick McGrattiRecords
Relating to the Society of Merchant Venturers of the City of Bristol in the Seventeenth @&ngtolyRecord
Society, vol XVII (Bristol: Bristol Record Office1952) p. 27.
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business interests. Mc Grath argues that much
conducted from their homé# Meredith owns a spruce chest with a little counter in the
chamber next to the hall. This would have enabled him to conduct his business and count out
his money within this spacé® Running the business from his home would haesiged
visitors with the opportunity to admire Mere
householddepending upon which rooms they were invited into. Visitors would presumably
have had to pass ,whichonanéd elsher o&giures and amap a | |
before they reached his chambgr.
Other places where merchants could have met included council meetings and the
Tolzey, which housed the borough court and was a venue for trade. Robert Tittler ngtes that
by 1620, portraits of civic leaus could be found in the Council chamber, the Tolaeg the
local grammar schodf! The nature of their business would also have meant that some
merchants could have travelled quite extensivaatgl thus not only viewed pictures within
other householdsnd civic buildings, but also wished to carry with them a small portrait of a
loved one. The inventory of picture owner John Guy was signed by another picture owner,
Israel Pownollin 1640, which suggests that these two men either knew one another or that
they shared a knowledge of the valuation of the same d&o@stthermore, McGrath also
argues that merchant families were closely ingdated!®® This would have provided a social
context for social interaction and an opportunity to view and distributeassessions within
merchant households. As members of the gentry and the nobility would have visited each

ot herds houses for both business and pl easur

158 McGrath,Merchants and Merchandise in Sateenth Century Bristplntroduction p. xiii.
159 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventorigg.112.

160 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventoriggp. 112.

181 Tittler, The Face of the Cifyp. 161.

162 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventorieg. 119.

183 McGrath,Merchants and Merchandise 8eventeenth CentuBristol, introduction p. Xiii.
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too their noAnoble counterparts would have seen eacthce r 6 s pi ct ur es. Per h

enquired of the owner how they might also acquire a picture for their own household.

John Horsham

An examination of the parlour in which John Horsham kept his pictures will allow a

consideration of the importance of thesthetics and function of these items within this one
Sspace. Horsham | ived in the parish of St Ste

dated 164354

£ S d
In the Parlor
one drawinge table boord with a frame, five high joined stooles
& two low stooles 0 14 0
one sideboord 0 4 6
one presse 0 13 4
three low chaires one of them a twiggen one 0 2 0

a paire of andirons & creepers with lsaknobbs & tongs &
slyce to the same

six small pictures

a side boord cloth & cushion

all his bookes

a littell buttresse

one Bible

o O O O O
AN OT N PR O
o O o OO

Using the informatiom n  H o r isvantomldhave reimagined a seventeenth
century parlour using extant objects which date to this period. This gives an archetypal

i mpression of how Horshambés pictures may hayv

164 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventorigpp. 137139 A o6t abl edé coul d refer to
and an item of furniture with mised flat topin this instance it is grouped together with stools which indicates

that the reference here is to the | atlargecupboaditei ng. A 6
0t wiggend chai r twigoonwickervok nmarce 6 fder te mmaleinorssppartefor the
andirons. The reference to the O6littell I|wutletytbabessed i s
All definitions taken fromOxford English Dictionarpnline <www.oed.com> [accessed E@bruary2019].
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A re-imagining of John Horsham’s parlour, 1643

Figure 74
A re-imagining of JohtHo r s ha mé,464% ar | our

I n the parl our alongside Horshwahgds si x sn
indicatesthe presence of a fireplac&he foot stool and the cushion provide further evidence
that thought and expense have been taken to ensuitighroom was a comfortable space.
The small pictures would have contributed towards both the decoration and the leisurely
activities which could take place in this room. The inclusion of the Bible also provides
evidence that this room may have beerdifse worship!®® It is within this multipurpose
context that Horsham would have viewed his pictures. This is markedly different from the
purposebuilt cabinets in which the nobility viewed their collections in the seventeenth

century.

165] am grateful to Tara Hamling for this observatiompersonal communicatigiviay 2017.
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The inventory revealthat Horsham ownesix pictures valued at 1s (12p) in 1643. It
does not include the details of the type of pictures which they might be or the genre. These
pictures might have been prints or paintings representing a number of different subjects, but
fundamentally the appraiser thought that it was important to mention that they were small.
Sometimes appraisers note that some pictures are small presumably to differentiate them
from larger pictures within the household, but Horsham did not own any furtiergsicHe,
or the appraiser, therefore, seemed to have a particular interest in the size of these pictures. |
will now consider what these pictures may have looked like.

In common with many other collectors in Bristol, Horsham did not own one picture,
he avned several. The mean average number of large pictures within collections in Bristol
had steadily risen from just one at the beginning of the seventeenth century to more than ten
in the 1640s. For small pictures the mean average had doubled from twdlBBts to four
in the 1640s. This provides further evidence for the growing popularity of pictures, both large
and small, in nomoble households and suggests that the pictures may have formed a set. In
the reimagined parlour | have suggested that thestires may represent seascapes because
of Horshamés profession, possibly religious
representing friends and family.

Noble inventories dating from the late sixteenth and early seventeenthieentur
frequently list portrait sets featuring images of the mongralimgrethey conveyed ideas of
legitimacy, authority, and loyalt{?®Not all pictures displayed within the same space may
have been produced as a unified set. Within the household, however, thepnthegork
together, in collaboration with the furniture and the soft furnishings, to convey overriding

themes. For example, the 1601 inventory of Elizabeth Talbot, Countess of Shrewsbury

166 For example, the royal inventories of 1547 and 1550, the Dukes of Norfolk at Kenninghall, Burghley at
Theobalds, and Elizabeth Talbot, Dowager Countess of Shrewsbury at Hardwick New Hall in Derbyshire.
Catherine Daun®ortrait Sets in Tudor and Jacobeandtand unpublished doctoral thesis, University of
Sussex2015, p.26.
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reveals an eclectic collection of portraits portraying friendsysufamily, and historical
figures, and not a unified s&¥.Viewed together within Hardwick Hall, however, these
individual objects speak of the Count@ssnportant networks and serve to signify her own
position as a leading noblBortrait sets weralso displayed in universities, livery companies
and civic institutionswhere they would have served a different purpose. For example, an
early set of benefactors and masters was hung at Peterhouse College, Cafmtmcdae
least 1563%8 Tittler argueghat these portraits would have commemorated the historical
origins of the organisation, illustrated the pride of its members, and also encouraged further
benefactorg®®

Between 1618 and 1620, the actor and theatre owner Edward Alleyn recorded in his
diary-cumaccount book the purchase of a complete set of twartyortraits of English
sovereigns from William | to James VI/I at 6s 8d edoheither his home or the college in
Dulwich that he founded in 1613 Rather than purchasing these picturegisplay his
loyalty to the crown, S. P. Cerasano argues that they pbaidecord of his own
professional life as well as prowdy inspiration for his upcoming rolebecause some of the
kings in this series would have appeared as characters in ylseoplaed and acted by
Al l eyndstheompany AdI¥tiThisantedrstativheunderlines the importance

of examining the individual picture collector rather than applying the same explanation as

167 Levey and ThorntorQf Household Stufpp. 42 65.

188 The earliest portraits are of Edwardvho granted the royal charter for the college, and Hugh de Balsham,

Bishop of Ely, whdounded the college in 1284.

189 Tittler, The Face of the Cifyp. 43.

10 These portraits were purchased in four instalments. On 29 September 1618 Alleyn recorded the purchase of
portraits of James VI/I, Elizabeth I, Mary |, Edward VI, Henry Ill, and Henr{®¥.8 October 1618 he bought

portraits of Edward lll, Richard Il, Henry IV, Edward 1V, Richard, Bhd Henry VII. On 25 September he

purchased portraits of Edward I, Edward |, Henry Ill, King John, and Henry Il. On 30 September he acquired
portraits of Henry |, King Stephen, William II, William the Conqueror, the Black Prince, and Anne Boleyn.

Town, O6A Biographical Dictionary of London Paintersao,
royal portraits, he acknowledges that they were notalbye s ame hand and could be th
workshop or, perhaps, produced in collaboration with another workshop. Foister, however, argues that it is

¢

conjecture that Gipkin was responsible for the portraits. Fosterd war d Al | eyRadsntQoheét i on
45,
s, p. Cerasano, 0 MowmfighakespeargaiPwarrtdr aAltl eofmak&spearh Quarterlyl 1 1 6,

33, 3(1982), 342344 (p. 3449.
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noble collectors in their reasons for displaying rgy@traiture. Unlike his noble peers,

Alleyn did not need to legitimate his own position through his set of kings and gueens

instead they may have fulfilled a more professional purpose. Furthermore, the diary also

mentions the purchase of a set of fountpetures representing the twelve apostles, Christ

andthe Virginby t he ar t i ¥4AstideNounder & Dudwick coliege.and

All eynds school, these set may havl® been int
Similar to Talglsotathd IHaormr gen apredisntsimal | pi ct

subsequently beme part of a set through being framed together by the owner or by being

given a group valuation ke appraiser when compiling the inventory. For example, the

following four miniatures otinknown sitters may not have been originally conceived of as a

single group but have been treated as a set by a later owner when set within aflyeash (

75and76). Yvonne Markowitz, Curator of JewelayBoston Museum of Arts, argues that

whilst thetop half of the brooch dates from the seventeenth century and is original to the

miniatures, the lower half of the brooch has a decorative border which is typical of the

eighteenth century/* Furthermore, one of the miniatures now has a pin running across it

horizontally and the face of the sitter would not have been visible when the brooch was

worn. The pin is a later addition to the piece and may have replaced an earlrtonis

appaent that the miniatures were not originally designed to be displayed in this manner. It

appears that a subsequent owner of these miniatures saw them as a set even though they may

not have originally been made as one.

172 possibly the artist John Gipkin (also referred to as Gibbkin and Gipkyn). Foisted war d Al | eynos
Collection of Paintingsoé6, p. 33.

173 Foister notes that during this period Alleyn was engaged in works to his house and the College. ltems

purchased on one account were sometimes transferred to the other. It is not, therefore, cl¢hesehgictures

were intended to be originally displayed. Foister, however, argues that surviving panel pictures representing

Piety and Liberality appear to have béeEdhwarak eml Ifeymd s
Collection of Painting @.,37.

174 personal communication with Yvonne Markowitz, datedvBy 2013.
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Figure 75 Figure 76

Unknown painter Unknown painter
UnknownWomanandUnknownMan UnknownMan andUnknownWoman

Early seventeenth century Early seventeenth century

Oil on metal Oil on metal

35 mm x 50 mm and 48 mm x 35 mm by sight 35 mm x 50 mm and 48 mm x 35 mm
Upper part of brooch seventeenth century Upper part of brooch seventeenth century
Lower part of brooch eighteenth century Lower part of brooch eighteenth century
Museum of Fine Arts, Bosto®1.6239. Museum of Fine Arts, Bostoi916238.

Theminiatures above, representing unknown individuals, may have had a similar
dynastic function as the following set of miniatures showing members of the Tudor royal
family, but the evidence of large portrait sets in-noble collections suggests that thegym

have served a different function for their original owners.



[REDACTED]

Figure 77

Nicholas Hilliard

Henry VIlfrom theBosworth Jewel

c. 1600

Watercolour and bodycolour on vellum
34 mm diameter

Royal Collection RCIN 420012.

[REDACTED]

Figure 79

Nicholas Hilliard

Jane Seymourom theBosworth Jewel
c. 1600

Watercolour and bodycolour on vellum
32 mm diameter

Royal Collection RCIN 420014.
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[REDACTED]

Figure 78

Nicholas Hilliard

Henry VIl from theBosworth Jewel

c. 1600

Watercolour and bodycolour on vellum
32 mm diameter

Royal Collection RCIN 420013.

[REDACTED]

Figure 80

Nicholas Hilliard

Edward VIfrom theBosworth Jewel
c. 1600

Watercolour and bodycoloan vellum
33 mm diameter

Royal Collection RCIN 420015.

TheBosworth Jewe{c. 1600 contained painted portraits by Nicholas Hilliard of

Henry VII, Henry VIII, Jane Seymour, and Edward Yig(res 77o 80). Oliver Millar notes

that the original gold enanmietl box, since lost, portrayed a scene from Bosworth, the

decisive battle which saw the start of the Tudor réi§ihis box would have contextualized

™Millar, o6Catalogue

ofplihe Coll ections of Charl es
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the portraits and also served to commemorate tigsnerof the Tudor royal line. Millar also
observes that the jewel was presented by Laurence Hilliard to Charles | before being sold off
during the Commonwealtt® Copies of these miniatures were also made by Nicholas

Hilliard, indicating that other patrorsso collected variations of this Séf.

With such a | ow valuati on, Hor shamdés pict
to have been set within an item of jewellery
the early seventeenth century, prinfgresenting famous men and women were becoming
cheaper and more readily available to purchase in England. A number of those individuals
whose inventories have been examined within this thesis had economig,suitiedl, or
legal reasons to visit Londpwhere prints were available. The former Chamberlain of
Bristol, Nicholas Meredith, owned at least tweptght prints which he could have
purchased in London whilst there on busingé&dohn Sudbury and his nephew George
Humble opened the first shop dedicated to the sale of prints in A&&3Newgate in
London and several more such specialized stores follo@&gurthermore, prints could also
be purchased from book stof&8Prints fulflled a demand for pictures for the decoration of

households and also as working patterns used by artighosvere also using them as

%The jewel is listed within Van der Doortdéds inventor)
4 pictures in severall Cases one over another wch said Jewell as alsoe: ye 4 pictures and at the Topp ye out side
being enamuld ye Bataille #fBasan ffeild betweene King Hen: thé& & king Richard ye: 3: als Crookback

Richard, and at the other sideyeredamdh i t e roses io0oindd togeither done
6Catalogue of the Collections of Charles 1|6, p . 116.
177\/ersions of the miniatures of Henry VIl and Jane Seymour are in the National MusechkidBtp and

their provenance has been tracedi® the Seymour familyaccording to Christopher Lloydlloyd and
RemingtonMasterpieces in Littlep. 72. See also the Buccleuch Collection.

178 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventoriep. 112115.1n 1619, Meredith accompanied Alderman

Guy, the former Mayor of Bristol, to London. The Privy Council had requested £2500 from the merchants and

port owners of the city towardmexpedition against Turkish pirates. Meredith and Guy offered only £1000 and

further requests for the full amount followed. McGra&ecords Relating to the Society of Merchant Venturers

of the City of Bristol in the Seventeenth Centpryl80.

19 Tttler, Portraits, Painters, and Publics in Provincial Englama 76.

180 For the infuence of Netherlandish prints in Britain, see Anthony Webie, Art and Decoration in

Elizabethan and Jacobean England: The Influence of Continental Printsj 1658(New Haven and London:

Yale University Press, 1997pp. 43 123 Antony Griffiths, ThePrint in Stuart Britain, 16081689(London:

British Museum, 1998 p. 13 and Malcolm Jone§,he Print in Early Modern England: An Historical

Oversight(New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 20pf. 16 46.
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prototypest®*The inventory of the goldsmith Edward
booked | i st eertoalswbhisdyale. This bhaok noay have contained printed
designs which Hassall incorporated into his wigk.

The small pictures listed in these middling sort inventories may have been imported
items made by artists working outside of Britain. Thisadipularly pertinent given that it is
the port towns of Ipswich and Bristol which show the highest evidence of picture ownership.
Ipswich had established trading routes with the Netheraviish had a high degree of
picture ownershipand annual fairsi Bruges, Antwerpand elsewhetevhere they could be
purchased readyade!®® There were also a numberart guilds, and increasingly in the
seventeenth centurgirt dealers, from whom bespoke items could be obtaffi@dhe prices
listed for pictures variedreatly, but in the seventeenth century woodcut engravings could be
purchased from as little as a few stuivers each: the same cost as a pewter bowl or a single
Delft tile.8® A number of visitors to the Netherlands commented on both the number of
pictures &ailable in Dutch households and the social breadth of picture owners. John Evelyn
wrote in his diary in 164 Xpictures are very common here [in the Netherlands], there being
scarce an ordinary tradesman whose house is not decorated wiit&hi¢iim Woodsargues
that the established trade routes between Bruges aishgfishChannel can, in part, explain

the popularity of Dutch art in Britaitf’ Merchants were the crucial bridge between

181 Books with printed portraits of famoirsdividuals includeJohn RastellThe Pastyme of Peop(eondon

John Rastell1539 andGiorgio VasariLe Vi te dedé pi % eccel |l efhivesofthe t t or i , ¢
Most Eminent Painters, Sculptors, and Architects], dedicated to Grand Duke Cosiphddi, first

published in Milan, 1550. The book was enlarged and printed with the inclusion of woodcut portraits of a

number of the artists in 1568.

182 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventorieg. 79.

)l orne Campbell, 6The Art Mar ket i n t TheBuBiogton her n Net !
Magazine 118, 8771976, 188 198 (p. 199.
BCampbell, &é6The Art Mardckseti n nt heneF iSfotueidtBtamd JaNeert thuerr yl Ga,n

Mi chael Montias, O6Ar tCebd alrer N SimiolesNetrenRids\Qgantdriyefern t h
the History of Art 18, 4(1988, 244 256.

185 SchamaThe Embarrassment of Richep. 317 319.

18 As quoted in Schamdhe Embarrassment of Rich@s318.

B'Kim Woods, ONet he rLocatingdRermibsanNecAtedyiay Cakos M. RichardsoiiNew

Haven and London: Yale University Press, 20@p. 65 102. For the impoationof Netherlandislpaintings
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importing pictures to Britairthis could include commissioning th@wn picture, purchasing
readymade items to sell on, and acquiring a taste for pictures within a domestic setting. The
pictures which decorated the homes of merchants and their peers in England, therefore, could

have been imported or made in Britain.

Smadl Things

Having compared the evidence for the ownership of pictures, both small and large, by noble
individuals with that of the middling sort, it is now useful to consider what attracted these
collectors to miniatures in particular. Members of the nghbdollected and exchanged small
portraits of themselves for a number of reasorduding to build alliances, to negotiate
marriages, to display their lineage, to bring the absent closer, and to wear as a sign of loyalty
or as fashionable jewellery. Small portraits also allowed the painters to display their technical
skill and ingenuity in the production of these works; particularly so as miniatures frequently
concentrate on [wassonsderedthe maskticuft @ad & anindividudh

to capture. Hilliard writes,

of all things the perfection is to imitate the face of man kind, or the hardest part of it,
and which carieth most prayesse and commenddtohgreatest of all is the grace
in countenance, bwhich the affections apeafé ] and this princepall part of the
beauty a good painter hath skill of and should diligently Het.

By working on a small scale there is less room for any &rh@n paintingandmore

opportunity for themakerto display theiskill. So, in choosing to own a small picture, a

householder was showing an awareness gbdided s mast eri ng of t he ma:

technique. It also suggests thatthe seventeenth century, middling sort collectors were also

into Scotlandsee C. Thompson and L. Campbelijgo van der Goes and the Trinity Panels in Edinburgh
(Edinburgh: HMSO, 1974
BKinney,Ni chol as Hill i gpp.@1528. Art of Limning



242

showing evidencefa@onnoisseurshipmore frequently discussed in relation to the nobility in
the first half of the seventeenth century.

Evidence for the ownership of small things also extends beyond pictures. In Bristol,
the merchant and former City Chamberlain Nicholasédith owned a number of objects
which were described as being small and which could also have included evidence of
intricate skill including a little gold crucifix which he kept with nine rings and a toothpick in
a civet boxt® Meredith also owned larg@ieces of furniture, soft furnishingand apparel
which could have included small finely worke
£25. This high valuation argues for not only the finest materials but also delicate lacework,
fine needleworkanddetailed embroidery. The five satin embroidered cushions and other
needlework cushions in his upper fore street chamber could have demonstrated a high level of
intricate skill in their embellishmedt® Some surviving cushion covers from the early
seventeeth century demonstrate the use of both expensive materials anessalaltietails
(figure 81). Similar to the viewing of some miniatures, the detailed embroidery on this
cushion cover would only have been visible to those who were permitted acces®tmthe
and would have required the viewer to come within close proximity to the object and to spend
some time examining it in daylight or candlelight in order to appreciate the craftsmanship.
Such objects, therefore, were part of a wider narrative withindbseholdused to signify
that the rooms in which they were viewed were used for leisurely contemplation and close

access.

189 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventoriegpp. 112113.
190 Georgeand GeorgeBristol Probate Inventoriegpp. 112114.
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[REDACTED]

Figure 81

Unknown maker, probably made in London

Cushion cover

c. 1600

Silk satinembroidered with silk, metal thread and metal strip
53.5cmx 51 cm

Victoria and Albert Museum, T.21923

The popularity of small pictures can also be partly explained by their portability.
Small pictures were relatively easy to transport comparedgerlaasel paintings. They
could be carried in small bags or boxes or worn as items of jewellery. Hat badges, girdle
books and crucifixes, to name but a few other small objects, were similar in size to miniature
paintings and were alsoworn as jewelldnyt i n this context as symb
faith. Miniatures were frequently oval or round in shapeich meant that they could
comfortably sit in the hand and within lockets. The size and the shape of the miniature,
therefore, made them particularlygractive for people who travelled and who wished to have
an image readily to hand. Such individuals included not only royalty on their summer
progresses and the nobility with their multiple residences but also merchants and public
officials. Whentheywee n 6t travelling the gentry and the
which they owned with permanent repositories for their art collections. In comparison the

middling sort rented their rooms or houses. The small size of miniatures would allow them to



244

beviewed more easily within the smaller rooms found within these urban homes. The rooms

needed to fulfil a number of functions and contained other possessions including dining

furniture and beds which would result in large pictures being obscured or ditdiciew

from the best vantage point. Additionally, once the lease on the premises had expired small

pictures would have been easier than large easel paintings to transport to the next residence.
Small pictures may have appeared particularly attractineiddling sort collectors

as, because of their size, they could be viewed as being less ostentatious than their larger

counterpartseven though they may have involved more skill on behalf opéneterand

were not necessarily any cheapeproduceSone miniatures and frames were made using

relatively cheap materials including wood and oil paint whilst other miniatures were executed

in expensive pigments including ukmaarine and shell gold and were framed in jewelled

lockets.John Mack draws an intesting parallel between a number of small objects

including English portrait miniatures and Japanese netstikeh were collected by

merchants in seventeenth century Ja§aNetsuke, like the miniature, need to be viewed at

close proximity and were alsoonn about the person. Intricately carygdquently from

wood or ivory and representing items from the natural wamdst netsuke are less than an

inch in height and were worn on garments as a toggle over the sash of a kimono by which to

attach other @ms!%?In common with early modern England, Edo Japan had regulations

concerning what each degree of person could wear and display. Mack argues

Unobtrusive arenas for the display of wealth and taste were sought that would not
offend against shogunagelicts, but would nonetheless serve to underline prosperity.
Netsuke was the ideal vehicle: luxurious, charming abhdve all, modest in scale. It
was unlikely to offend through overt ostentatidh.

¥ Mack, The Art of Small Thingp. 188.
192Mack, The Art of Small Thingp. 188.
193 Mack, The Art of Small Thing. 190.
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Similarly, I argue, small pictures allowed middlingtdoouseholders in England to display
their wealth but the modest scale of the pictures would have helped to have ensure that no
social mores were transgressed.

This interest in small scale things was not limited to pictures in the home and
decorative objets. Although perhaps in an inverse relationship, in that he was concerned
with enl arging t heMicograplua(1669 illswvakes thetintetdshat k e 6 s
was developing throughout the seventeenth cemumgtural philosophy and the use of the
microscopewhich could make small things visible to the human &geie 82) In addition
to the famous illustration of a flea, Hooke also included magnified images efmaade
objects including a razor and a needHooke had trained as a miniaturist before he pursued
his career in sciengebtaining ahigh standard in both of these araakich required tidiness
and accuracy**L i k ewi s e, Hookeds contempor amnlgo at ¢t he
reveals this irgrest in the minute for scientific study in his writings on corpuséoth
mends wor lanintetest in studying theessnall as a way of explaining larger truths
about the natural world. They also encouraged the closer examination of smaltahings

reveal their artistrybe that natural or mamade.

1941n Brief Lives Aubrey notes that Hooke received instruction it miniaturist Samuel Cooper before he
pursued his interest in science. This could explain why Hooke could produce such detailed illustrations of what
his eye could see through the microscdprgef Lives chiefly of Contemporaries, set down by Jahirey,

between the Years 1669 & 16@6. by Andrew Clark(Oxford: Clarendon, 1898vol. 1, p.410. The identity of

the engraver of the thirtgight plates for the published book is unknown. HowexeontemporarpfHo o k e 6 s
at the Royal Society was tin@niaturist Thomas Flatman.

195 Robert BoyleCertain Physiological Essayondon, 166
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[REDACTED]

Figure 82

Unknown engraver

'l Tustration of a MilgaphiafLonodon: RByallSeciety, 168 o k e 6 s
Ink on paper

35cmx 95 cm

Cambridge University Library, Special Collections, Keynes.S.7.21

Conclusion

In conclusion, the number of regional inventories which list pictures increases throughout the
sixteenth and seventeenth cemsrAlthough moreanventories survive from thlater period,

there are also more extant pictures friv@ laterperiod. This argues for the wider availability

of pictures and a growing interest in them beyond the nobility. It also corroborates the
evidence for rising livingtandards amongst some sections of the population from the late

sixteenth century onward® Although the sample size is quite small, it is arguable that the

1% Harrison,Description of England c¢ch. 12, 60Of the Manner of.F@@thée | di ng a
social, geographic, chronologicahd sporadic variatiegwithin this period of change and stabilisge
Wrightson,English Societyin particularch. 5,6 Popul at i on ad281%®esourcesbd, pp.
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ownership of small pictures is indicative of the fashion for picture ownership and visual
culturein general.

The samples of inventories from StratfadgonAvon, Banbury, Ipswich,
Chesterfieldand Bristol reveal that picture ownerskpsnot uniform across the country.
Significantly, no inventories were found which listed small pictures in Strat@ivdsterfield
or Banbury. This, perhaps, in part reflects the more rural nature of these market towns and the
relative lack of material culture which was availabléhteir residents compared to more
urbanized areas. It was not just pictures that theskentown dwellers did not owthey
also lagged behind city dwellers in their ownership of window curtains, coverlets, and
earthenware. In comparison, both of the port cities, Ipswich and Bristol, showed a higher
percentage of both small and large pietawnership. This reflects the wealth of these
regions and their access to both goods and ideas from abroad.

The owners kept their pictures in different rooms within their homes. Large pictures
aremost frequently found in the parlour and the chaniiagralso in the hall and the loft.
Likewise, small pictures are found in a variety of rooms, most commonly the parlour, but also
the study and the hall. This evidence is markedly different from that reflecting the viewing of
pictures in noble householdsho favoured long galleries and purpes@ilt cabinet rooms.

Whilst some middling sort owners of small pictures displayed their collection in more public
rooms of the house, others had pictures in more private areas of the house. The different
locations for hese pictures indicates the many complex reasons why an individual might own
a picture. The ownership of pictures can be considered as an opportunity for an individual to
enjoy their wealth, to celebrate their occupation, to take advantage of their ofgyddu

access such goods, to explore their own position within the world, and to indulge their own
aesthetic considerations within the context of their daily lives alongside eating, reading, and

worship.The houses of the middling sort were smaller thengreat halls and palaces which
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could display larger pictures. Miniatures, therefore, were a more practical size of picture for
these middlingsort patrons to commission. Being represented in a miniature portrait, rather
than a large one, may also havéplkd to avoid accusations of ostentatiousness whilst at the
same time allowing the patron to take pleasure in the delight of-sozdd objects.

| have demonstrated that the evidence used in constructing the argument for the
exclusive and elitist interest miniatures by the nobility is open to interpretation by
considering the agency of the sources. I n
Melville elevated his own status when informing the reader that he was one of the elite few
allowedinb t he monarchodés bedchamber. Li kewi se,
room filled with small pictures, precious thingsd noble individuals reveals the importance
of staged properties as much as it does about an actuaidigpdce. By utilizing different
sources, | have been able to find evidence of small picture collecting within the homes of the
middling sort. This furthers the understanding of miniatures and suggests an alternative

explanation for the function of thesbjects within the domestic environment.

|l deally, this research would bring togeth

picturesod listed within the 1 nbédthislmgnotes wi
been possible. Some objects sunawy through such written evidenaghich needs to be
contextualizedandfe magi ned. Al though the details of
opaque, their presence opens up new areas of research. Whilst there is much less evidence
about the subject mattef these small pictures found within the houses of the middling sort,
the inventories provide a great deal of information on the rooms in which pictures were listed
and the other objects which were also listethoseroons. Together, this information

reveals the activities whictook place inthese roomand the context in which pictures were
viewed. This evidencwill be crucial in the following chaptewhen considering how these

individuals would interpret pictures when thegreused within dramaticgrformances. In

t h
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common withthere magi ni ng of Hor shambés parl our, wh et
were matched with available examples, playgoers were encouraged to imagine things in a
very particular way, that each could make their geyrdrawingupon the evidence that was

available to them.
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Chapter 4: Playing with Pictures: Small Portraits in Early Modern Drama

Introduction
The earlier chapters of this thesis, which have examined writing on painting, a database of
small pictures, and prolainventories, have argued that the miniature was far less exclusive
an art form than has previously been accounted for. This fourth clleptdors the multt
disciplinary analysisf the earlier chapters and conskglire relationships between drama
andthe miniature. By examining key dramatic works which feature small poraatsthe
spaces in which performancefthese worksook place, | reveal how audiences may have
interpreted the miniature. Through this analysis | demonstrate how these meanings shift over
time andaccording tacontext somethinghat cannot be revealed by an examination of the
literature, objectsand prolate documents alone.

By chronologically examining dramatic sources from the early sixteenth to the mid
seventeenth centies, | arrive ata fuller understanding of the different ways in which
thinking about and interpretation wiiniaturesdeveloped ovetime. Crucial to this is the
exploration of undeused sources which date from the same chronological period as the early
development of the art form in the 1530w therebywidening the focus of study from high
Elizabethan sources which have alreadyixecka lot of scholarly attentiofrocusing on
single sources alone has misrepresented discourse amritatureas it developdacross a
longer timeframe, including number of significant changes such as the growing popularity
of portraiture and theatréhe development of different genres, and widening access to
material by individuals outside of the royal courteTivestigation of the conceptual
understanding of small portraiture alleme to reposition miniatures within the broader
context in whichthey originally existed and shelight on the visual and written

documentary sources examined in the first three chapters of this thesis.



251

What | hope to show is that, in order to move beyond the interpretation of miniatures
as being confined to the cauit is important to think beyond monolithic audiences and
homogenous responses. My work on socially variegated audiences builds upon the work of
both Andrew Gurr and Martin Butler, amongst ofherho have highlighted the varied social
composition of plggoers!®’ As | have demonstrated in the earlier three chapters of this
thesis, many nowourtly individuals are represented in and owned miniatareshad access
to literature on the subject. It therefore follows that these p&opid havehaddifferent
material and conceptual understandings of what a miniature was compared to their courtly
counterparts. This chapter explesmme of these alternative readings of the texts and
performances.

Traditionally, scholars dismissed both the materiality andrtip@itance of staged
properties. However, more recent work by Catherine Richardson, Andrew Sofer, Douglas
Bruster and Lena Cowen Orlin has demonstrated how and why things mattered in the early
modern theatré’®Bruster arguesd The ear | y mo &mland was b theatremfu s e i n
easily held things. Handheld obje®¥Mg figured
research oiVit and Sciencdemonstrates that the origins of small handheld properties in
drama predated the Elizabethan playhouse. The anthropologist Arjun Appadurai argues that

things, | i ke peoagaryiegtheioHistony with thencvia thé mahyi v e s 6

¥AndrewGurrPl aygoi ng i n Sh(E&nbridgeeGambeidgs UnlversitydPoess, 2005), and
Martin Butler, Theatre and Crisis, 1632642(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984).

198 Catherine Richardsoshakespeare And Material Cultui@xford: Oxford University Press, 2011), and
Domestic Life Andrew Sofer.The Stage Life of Proggnn Arbor. University ofMichigan Press, 2003);

Douglas Bruster, O6The Dramatic Li $Stageddfope@dsjn&arly s i n t he
Modern English Dramaed. by Jonathan Gil Harris and Natasha Korda (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2002), pp. 6%8;Lena Cowen Orl i n, 6é6Things with Little Socia

and Elizabet han Htages Prhpertied in Earlyt Modem gsglisid Dranad.rby Harris and
Korda, pp. 99128, and O0The Per f or maonfc et hoef TheIMearbowosf English The T a mi
Studies 23, Early Shakespeare Special (1993),/ 188.

¥Bruster, O6The Dramatic Life of Objects in the Early
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exchanges thaake place and which can construct new meariitfgd.r uci al |y, Appad
approach allows for staged properties to have multiple meanings throughout theidéaes

explored by Ann Rosalind Jones and Peter Stallypvdss argue that material objects

posess a Of or m qgé&ndMeavin €arlsoavho hasehigioightedthe
significance of plays and?4wilepplythesscomdpisc h al s
to miniaturesarguingthat both people and things experience drama with a histonetb

from ideas which they have accumulated throughout their lives and during specific

performancse. Re-thinking the staging of miniatures also allows for a reflection on how the

pictures examined in the previous chapters may have functioned as agéatsge, @s gifts

and potentially take on new meanings as they pass from hand to hand.

20Ar jun Appadurai, o6l ntroduct i on:Th&€Soialf dfiThinges and t he
Commaodities in Cultural Perspectived. by Appadurai (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986)i pp. 3

63 (p. 3).

201 Jones and StallybrasRenaissance Clothing and the Materials of Mempry22, and Marvin Carlsoithe

Haunted Stge: The Theatre as Memory Machif@nn Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 2003), p. 1.

See also I gor Kopytoffés account of the biography of
culturally specific meanings, and classified aedcrl assi fi ed into culturally const
Kopytoff, 6The Cultural Bi ogr ap hyhe&dcialLite offlgnged. b€ o mmo di f
Appadurai, pp. 6494 (p. 68).
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Chart 9. Miniatures in Plays

Miniatures in Plays

(%] ]

Fa

Number of Plays
&S] w

] I
0
1540 1550 1560 1570 1580 1590 1600 1610 1620 1630 1640 1650
Decade

m moral ® masque & tournament ®m comedy ®mromance MWtragedy M tragi-comedy

My own work builds uporearlier knowledgéut fills the gap in current scholarship
by concentrating on the miniature as a staged property. App2stiows that between 1533
andc. 1650, almost one hundreplays included pictures as staged properties, of which
twentywere extremely likely to havieeen miniatures. Bruster has examined the genre of
plays during the working life of Shakespeare in which Haeld properties, such as
miniatures, were performed. His results reveal that the most popular plays to include small
props were tragedies, follaal by histories, and finally comedi&€ My research covers a
longer time period than that examined by Bruster, and shows that miniatures are most likely
to appear in comedies, followed by tragedies and-tragiedies ¢hart9). This demonstrates
that minidures were a distinct category of object within plays and that they offered unique
possibilities to playwrights working within a number of different genres. The genres that
miniatures appear in are also indicative of the popularity of particular typearédn a
given historical momenPRossibly a early as the 1530sniniatures appear in morality plays;
they feature within the popular comedies around the turn of the century, and again in the

fashionable new genre of tragpbmedy in theearly seventeentbentury My research shows

22Bruster, O0The Dramatic éernfeThdatObg@,ctp. i M9t he Early
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that Shakespeare was the playwright most associated with miniatures, featuring teeemin s
of his plays?®?| also found that miniatures appeared in plays which were performed within
both indoor theatres and outdoor theatresthieumore, they were particularly popular with
the boy acting companigand it is within one of these companies that the miniature makes its
first appearanc&’ The selection of plays to be examined reflects the results of these findings
by focussing on tse popular themes as they develop throughout the sixteenth and early
seventeenth centes

In order to understand how the miniature can function within drama, | have selected
plays which were written and performed at key stages in the developmennuhtaeire,
rather than just focusing on one specific time period. This will also allow the exploration of a
breadth of genres and performance spaces. | examine the earliest recorded play to include a
smal | pi ct ur &Vtand Sciencé. R5@ Thes mordity play will be
considered in terms of the early development of the miniature and some of the spaces in
which the drama may have been performieciuding the royal court and one of the first
theatres which admitted paying members of the publieen examine William
Shakespear eds Hivelfth Hight dr WiaanY ol Viilen 8681y The scene in
Twelfth Nightwhere Olivia presents Viola with a jewelled portrait is one of the frequently
guoted exerts by scholars arguing for the courdiyure of miniatures. My focus, however,
will be on the miniature as one of a number of small gifts within the play which highlight the
problematic nature of such exchanges, and the references to visual culture throughout the
play, which call upon the audnce to use their imaginations. | then focus on the context of

performances at the Globe and Middle Temple hall in order to understand how these different

203There are six plays in which Shakespeare includes miniafLimesTwo Gentlemen of Vergriéhe Merchant

of Venice Hamlet Twelfth Night Timon of AthensandThe Two Noble Kinsmen

204This correlation between miniatures and the boy acting companies has also been noted by Jeanne H.
McCarthy, O6Elizabeth |1 6s fAPictures in LittlISmdies Boy Co
in Philology, 100, 4 (2003), 425162 (see in articular pp. 438448).
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audiences would have interpreted the miniature. The final play to be examined is the
Carolingian tragcomedyThe Pictureby Philip Massinge(1629. This play was selected
because of the titular and key role played by the picture. A textual and performative analysis
of The Picturecan reveal audiencgshanging relationships to both visual culture arel th
theatre. | focus on the exploration of the anxiety over imag€kerPicture | also compare

and contrast the uses and interpretations of the miniature in the small indoor Blackfriars
theatre with the outdoor Globe playhouse. My investigation of tiese plays will shed

light on how the miniature was interpreted by both courtly andaoaintly audiences.
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John Redford, Wit and Sciencdc. 1540

Figure83a
John RedfordWit and Science
BL Add MS 15233, fol11r.

Figure83b
John Redfordwit and Sciencedlet ai | showing the playwrightés name, Om
BL Add MS 15233fol. 28r.
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Introduction

The earliest surviving drama to Wtandl ude a po
Sciencec. 1534 1547).2°° Much scholarship has been concerned with the dating, authorship

and material conditions of the only surviving sixteecgimtury manuscript of the playpon

which this thesis will build® The latest possible end date for the play being written is 1547:

the year of Redfordods deat h. I n the 1530s anc
small audience. In the picture database there are 72 objects up to and including 1547. Thirty

five of these objects are traditional miniatytagt a slightly highenumber, 37, are small

pictures Thi s argues that not all of the audienc
the miniature in light of what we know today as a portrait miniatitieer materially or

conceptually.

Performance Spaces and Audierxe

There is no documentary evidence of whafieand Sciencevas performed, but it is

reasonable to assurtteere was royal performances i n t he pl ayds cl osi
Reason wishes joy to éiorure snonaedd)AiMiisduggetktsi ng an

that theking andqueen were present and, therefore, that at least one performance was likely

There is no scholarly consensus on the exact dating
earliest performances to the 1530s or 1540s.

206 Arthur Brown, ed. Wit and SciencéOxford: Malone Society, 1951), p. xi; Jois. FarmerThe Play of Wit

and SciencéLondon: Early English Drama Society, 1908), p. v; Louise RayrmdeStudy in Sixteert@entury

Performance and Artistic Networks: British Library, Additional Manuscript 1528®ublished PhD thesis,

Universityof Sout hampt on (2011), and 6A New ConBagyXheatrtEor t he
17,1 (2014), 4073.

207A1 1 line refer enWitasd Sfienatwkeh foommavid Balvihgton, ddiledieval Drama
(Indianapolis and Cambridge: HackBttblishing, 2012), pp. 108Q061. A royal performance of the play has
been suggested by Victor | Sch#ViténdScieiR@Stugieasmgnglish Mat ur i

Literature, 45, 2 (2005), 271297 (p. 272). Further evidence for the chucbntext of this drama has been put

forward by R. A. Duffy, who highlights the parallel between the scene with Fame, Favour, Riches, Worship, and
Science (L6466 53) i n Redfordbés drama, and Nicholas d&dall 6s
coronation. R. A. Duffy, &6Wit and ScieMaedernand Early T
Philology, 76 (1979), 184189. For a counter argument suggesting that the monarch need not necessarily be

present during court performances, see JeanbddHCar t hy, 6 The Emergence of Henri
Ky nges d&hglisk IntsrarydRenaissancd9, 2 (2009), 231266.
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to have taken place at codf®.Boy companies i nc | udi @hddreRef StfPaul'sd 6 s
Choral School,performed at court; the earliest recorgg@yment was at Whitehall in 1515
15166 f or Wil | i aToilGandRanda s pl ay
A few members of the courtly audience attending a royal performance would have
been familiar with portrait miniatures, and those who had received a humanist education
would have been equipped with the knowledge of how to interpret the picture in light of the
moral message of the pla¥f.For example, Foister suggests that Henry VIIl may have owned
the small portraiPhilip Melanchthor(c. 1535 figure 48)>''Me | ancht honos ref or
education and his humanist programme would have had a particular resonance with the
themes inVit and Sciencewhich explores learning and portraiture. The audience may have
called to mind an allegorical figure representing leagrar knowledggfor example Jorg
Breuds woodcut of an i mpove rEmdematdnlberhol ar fr
(1531, figure 84). This evidence points towards the availability of both generic

representations and unique individual representations wdmesidering portraiture.

2This concurs with Darryl |l Gr aAG€ompapion todddievahBnglishy and | 1
Literature and Culture, ¢.15307 ¢.150Q ed. by Peter Brown (Chichester: Wiley Blackwell, 2009), ppi 489

(p.479); Edgar T. Schell and J. D. Shuchter, Bdglish Morality Plays and Moral Interludéblew York: Holt,

Rinehart and Winston, 1969), p. 199; who all agree that tierpgnce probably took place at the Henrician

court. Peter J. Houle, however, suggests that the play was performed for Prince Hitneddglish Morality

and Related Drama: A Bibliographical Surv@yonnecticut: Archon, 1972), pp. li6lb4 & 183.

209 HaroldN. Hillebrand,The Child Actors: A Chapter in Elizabethan Stage Hist@ew York: Russell &

Russell, 1964) pp. 147.

2105ee chapters two and three of this thesis for who was depicted in miniatures and who owned them.

211 Foister,Holbein in Englandp. 138
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Dextra tenet lapidem, manus altera sustinet alas.

Ut me pluma levat, sic grave mergit onus

Ingenio poteram superas volitare per arces

Me nisi paupertas invida deprimeret.

[My right hand holds a rock, the other bears wings. Adahthers lift me, so the heavy weight drags me down.
By my mental gifts | could have flown through the heights of heaven, if malign poverty did not hold me back.]
Figure84

Andrea Alciato Emblematum LiberPaupertatem Summ{8ugsburg: Heinrich Steynet531)

Woodcut by Jorg Breu

7cmx12cm

Glasgow University Library: SM18

As the play closes, it not only wishes joy to the king, quaed councilb ut al so 061t «
al |t (hE0W). Ehese secondary audience members were presumably similar in social
rank to those who stood crowded in by the screen end to watch the performance of John
H e y w o dhd Blay of th&Veathern(1533. In this play, Merry Report has to push past this
part ofthe audience in order to make a proclamatioh e t me / Tdioke yeymay e .
stand thrusti ngl BMNHG°Asexprinedty BEleanoe Ryéroft,(tHe
great hall was a O6mixed status courtimiy space

of persons from t he ?HThegahdeence standing &t thevomak of¢he h e | o n

22 ine references frorihe play of the Weathéaken from, Bevington, edVledieval Dramapp. 9921028.

213 Rycroft is discussing Greenwich Palace but her argument still holds for Hampton Court Palace, which was
acquired by Henry following the fall of Thomas Wol sey
Heywoodds The Pl aHenno/fil artd the Couvte Artt Poligias &nd Pdrfarmanced. by

Thomas Betteridge and Suzannah Lipscomb (London and New York: Routledge, 2016); 8503p0 343).
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hall may not have a clear sightline to the prop used by the actors, or much familiarity with
small painted miniatures. During an evening performance the haldlimaue been lit by
candleswhi ch woul d have highlighted any reflect
tapestries, but also cast shadows. Those without a clear sightline to the staged property
would, therefore, have relied upon the spoken pastaiffered up by the actors. Possibly, the
descriptions of the portrait Wit and Sciencencouraged the audience to imagine a small
figurative object with which they were familiar, for example a awifior others, a medal

(figures 85 and 86 However, he database contains two small portraits of sitters with the

l etter eR66 dMmbamd der ed ,aguihgahatttheyearewearing the liveoya t s
of Henry VIII (Henricus Rex)f{gures87 and 83 Maria Hayward argues that red livery

coats were gien to craftsmen within the royal househbitiElsewhere, scholars have

tentatively identified the sitter as the painter Lucas Horenbout but with no documentary
evidence?’® These small imagesxecuted in oil on parchment and oil on wgudvide

important evilence for the spread of portraiture to sitters who wenmected to the royal

court but were not themselves nalitas therefore reasonable to suggest that sitters from
different degrees and with different access to varied types of small portraitureuey
interpreted what they saw or heard on stage accordingly. | argue that the evidence of a range
of visual material needs to be taken into consideration when thinking about the understanding

of the miniature i'Wit and Science

24 Maria HaywardRich Apparel p. 142.

215 Arthur B. ChamberlainHans Holbein the Youngétondon: George Allen & Company, 1913), vol. 2, pp. 71

& 353, and Paul-mGanatudkeesepblansaHbDs$bein |l e jeune a j
EngelGr oRé&v u e ,B2(19219, 26686 (p. 268).



Figure85

PennyHenry VIII
Undated, 15261544
Struck metal, silver
Minted in Durham

15 mm diameter
British Museum, E.165

Figure86

Unknown maker

Medal of Henry Vlli(reverse is blank)
c. 1545

Lead

38 mm diameter

British Museum: 1882,0501.25
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Figure87

HansHolbein

Portrait of a Man in a Red Cap

c. 1533153%

Qil on parchment, laid down on wood

95 mm diameter

The Metropolitan Museum, New York, 50.145.24
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Figure88

Hans Holbein

UnidentifiedMale Stter

1534

Oil on wood

118 mm diameter
KunsthistorischeMuseum, Vienna
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[REDACTED]

Figure89
2009 pr oduct i DhaPlaybfthel Weathar thelGreat Hall at Hampton Court Palace, Richmond
upon Thames, showing the shared performance area between actors and audience, dining tables, and tapestries

depicting the biblical story of Abrahartaging the Henrician Court Project.

[REDACTED]

Figure90
The Great Hall at Hampton Court Palabeage courtesy of Historic Royal Palaces.

Surviving great halls, like the one in whitlcanbereasonably expeetlthat Wit and
Sciencewas staged, have a raised dais for the monarch to sit but no raised platform for the

performance. As t he 2T70h6BRlaynfé¢he WeanthaithiotheGredt He y wo
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Hall at Hampton Court Palace showed, the performance area is a shared sp#gl with
boundaries between the audience and the adtgus€89). The Story of Abrahandecorative
series of ten prestigious tapestries could have hung in the hall during the perfor(hgaces
90).21¢The large central images tell the biblical story of&iam, the founder of the Hebrew
nation. Thomas P. Campbell argues that this story has parallels with Henry VIII as the
founder of the Church of England. Each scene is surrounded by a large border which is
decorated with a series of allegorical and synabiidjures, each identified by a Latin
inscription, which provide a commentary on the events of the particular episode they
border?l’ The figures represented in the tapestry could also provide a paiti¢he
themesdn the play by personifying the virta@nd vices which the characters play. émt
example, Fama Bona [Good Reputation], Con[s]cietia [Remars&lonsolatio
[Consolation!® Furthermore, the figure of Diligen[t]ia [Diligence] appears in the border of
Eliezer and Rebekah at the Welhdalso appears in the pl&} This allegorical, visuaknd
social background provides a context in which to understand the play; not only did these
elements contribute meaning to the dramatic events, they also provided a distraction which
Redford would havéried to control.

Plays performed at court were usually part of an evening filled with dining, juggling
and other forms of entertainmenthich situate$Vit and Scienceithin a programme of

multi-sensoryinteractive activitiesAs Thomas Betteridge artéreg Walker notethe idea

216 Thomas P. Campbelenry VIl and tle Art of Majesty: Tapestries at the Tudor CoiNew Haven and
London: Yale University Press, 2007). The tapestries were probably commissioned by Heorl %410 and
were deliveredt. 1543 1544 to Hampton Court Palace. They were woven in the workshéfillem

Pannemaker, in part after designs by Pieter Cocke van Aelst.

217 Thomas P. Campbellapestry in the Renaissance: Art and Magnificef@v Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 2002), p. 417. A further set of tapestries telling the story ofr @eseaacquired by Henry

VIII at the same time as ti&tory of Abrahanseries. The story of Caesar provides a case study of the perils of

not | istening to advisersédé counsel and, therwitfore, wo
and Sience
2Thomas P. Campbell, 6The Story of ABlemishEapestyiapestr i e:

European and American CollectiarStudies in Honour of Guy Delmarceld. by Koen Brosens (Turnhout:
Brepolis, 2003), pp. 585 (appendix 1, pp79 80).

2Campbell, 6The Story of Abraham Tapestries at Hampt
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that the | ookers on might indeed medd®#e in t
Wit and Sciencéts into the pattern of contemporary Tudor morality plays which presuppose

the audience being drawn into the dram# aafolds. This audience engagement is achieved

in Wit and Sciencéhrough the focus on the miniature and the acttorar act er 6 s descr
the portrait. The miniature is not only used to create a relationship between the characters but

also betweerhie audience and the charaetec t or s. The audi enceds att
to the miniature through its verbal description and the actor might hold the poogprgsent

it to some members of the audiericeclearer viewing. Even if the audience contit see

the details of the picture, we are invited to share the chaimatet or 6 s gaze and to
object asthey describe#s bot h O6goodWH9d a6dnbHidgrce pl es:
good|l y e ql 774 dhereby,dhe miniature could hgwevided a singularity of focus

during an evening with so many sensory distractions.

220Thomas Betteridge and Greg Walker, ebise Oxford Handbook of Tudor Dranj@xford: Oxford
University Press, 2012), p. 10.
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[REDACTED]

Figure91

Copperplate map of LondptheWestern City Platéc. 15531559)s howi ng St Paul 6s Cat hedr
before the fire in 1561. The map iahdthe mnsof&oudfs t he pr ox
Fleet StreetDessau Art Gallery.

In addition to performing at court, it has been argued that thelaggrs may also
have opened their rehearsals to the paying public, and that Redford may have produced
drama for a wider audienéél f so, St Paul és was home to a
clerics, schools, pilgrims, merchants, and the gentry. Itedfarculturally rich environment
in which the secular and the religious existed side by side and within which the drama could
be interpreted. St Paul 6s ,witlammearobsédooksellers r e o f

next to the cathedral and the schodlsvas a place of business, of socialising, of preaching at

21This has been suggested by Scher b, TheBHildienofistg at Mat ur
Paul 6s: The St ory 01i11608(CambrieigetCambridgeoUnipesasityyPress,12616)3
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the crosspf worship and pilgrimageand of iconoclasm within the cathedral in 158%Thus
the audience and the boy players would have had a wealth of ideas to draw upon when they
participated in this drama.

Paul 6s boys entertained the guild of Merc
1554, indicating a wider interest in theirw@®Fur t her mor e, Loui se Rayme
points towards the possibility ¥it and Sciencbkeing performed in the parish church of St
Mary-at-Hill in Billingsgate during the period from July 1554 to November 1558t
Mary-at-Hill church had a history of performac es and evening entertai
argument is worth considerirt§’ Performances here, as in great halls, would also have taken
place within a shared flat space for both audience and aetogse the miniature could have
been used to engage thedience. Later sources demonstrate that the area was associated
with trade. Billingsgate is described by John Stow inSusvey of Londo(i603 as being
populated byimany faire houses for Marchant and arti fi cersdé and he
fishtrade inthe are¥®*The trading associations of Billin
illustration in 1588 figure 92). Alley also considers the aldermen of Billingsgate worthy of
inclusion in his recordfigure 93). The possibility of a nowourtly audiese is also supported
by evidence from within the playVit and Scienceontains no classical references except the
location of Mount Parnassusnd even that is not integral to understanding the drama. The
drama is based on the idea of a chivalric quesich does have its roots in courtly literature,

butwhichis also related to allegorical morality plays which had both popular and elite

222Hannah Crawforth et alShakespeare in Londg¢hondon Bloomsbury, Arden Shakespeare, 2015), ppi 122

136.

25Trevor Lennam, 6The-16R26htEleabetharf TheRtdlamders Archdn5197D),

pp. 20 36 (p.21).

224RaymentA Study in SixteentBentury Performance and Artistic Networks

2Rayment, OA New Cont Wikand Scienade. t Teh eMamws crhi wtasofoadl y d
Fire of London in 1666 and a series of later fires in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. There is no physical
evidence for the appearance of the grtécentury church.

26 ohn Stow, 0Bi sAhSorgey of hondprepriateddrendthe tekt of 1603, ed. by C L

Kingsford (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1908), pp.il&3.
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appeal. Such evidence points towards both courtly angcoorily audiences foawit and

Sciencelt is therefore impoant to consider the reception of the portrait miniature within this

drama by these diverse individuals within these different settings.

Figure92
Hugh Alley, A Caveatt for the Citty of Londda588. Folger Shakespeare Library, fol. 9r.

Figure93
Hugh Alley, A Caveatt for the Citty of Londd588. Folger Shakespeare Library, fol..8v
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A

6mine owne | ikenes this isb: Portraiture and
The allegorical drama a#it and Scienceells the story of Wit, a scholar who the audience
follows througha journey of seimprovement through educatiéff.Darryll Grantley
identifies Wit as from a relatively humble background compared to his future?ftitiee
status of the characters in the drama is important as it helps to shape the ways in which an
audience member might see themselves in relation to those oyvgtageandle, look at, and
discuss the picture. The introduction of the picture allows \ietlect upon his outward
image in order to fashion himself into an ideal scholar and romantic hero: slaying the monster
Tediousness and thereby winning the hand of the wealthier Lady Science with the social
advancement which this marriage will entailygmified in the drama by her attendants,
Fame, Favor, Richeand Worshipwyh o ar e sent o6t o a@8wlihe e your
miniature not only acts as a courtly love token given by Wit to Science, but also as an
allegorical representation of wihich serves to instruct the character who is meant to
embody this virtue in his behaviour. The drama thus firmly places the portrait within the
context of aspiration, learning, and love.

Wit and Sciencsehares @omparable | ot wi t h He nrtgentmenturyal | 6 s
Fulgens and Lucresvhere a similarly beneficial marriage is set up as a reward for the
attainment of an educational goal. Unlike Medwall, however, Redford introduces the small
picture and the mirror to act as guides for Wit throughoutchismgy as he reaches self
knowledge??® In positioning the picture within this narrative, Redford situates the miniature
as a means by which an individual should not only show their best self but also learn from

this act of sefashioning. Paralleling Redfod 6 s a r Jhe @evernoilr homasElyot

2"The term o6witodo had come t o den dicenturg, B.rHndley, edOldt el | i ge n ¢
Book Col | ect,uwot lsondbhi Reeveslahdararnyer, 1871) pp. 12281
28Grantley, OMorality and Interlude Dramaé6, p. 479.

229 In medieval drama the mirror can frequently symbolise both true knowledge and irakify.and Scienci
is used as a prop for Wit to learn about and improve himself.
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claims that, while the O6public wealed was ma
education could elevate a man to become a go
a man of the base estaif the commonality to be thought of all men worthy to be so much
advarn€e@rddnt | ey argues that 6t h-enhdnecemenni st con
through education and social aspiratisnil e ar | y par amo untdowards Redf o
theendofth@ | ay, Wit acknowledges that he has bee
with Science (11043).

Although the earliest part of the text of this play is missing from the manuscript, from
the evidence of the remaining textWwfit and Sciencand later adations of the story, it
appears that at the start Wit has fallen in love with Science whose father, Reason, has
consented to the match on the condition that Wit defeats the monster Tediousness and thereby
successfully completes a journey to Mount ParnaS$d$he surviving text begins with
Reason attempting to aid Wit in his journey by presenting him with a mirror by which he can
know himself bettef3® Reason advises Wit on the importance of personal appearance as a
reflection of his inner character. Reasomiesels Wiias follows:

Namelywhen ye
Cum neere my dowghter Science, then see
That all thinges be cleane and tricke abowte ye,
Least of sum sloogishnes she might dowte ye.
This glas of Reason shall show yd.alll. 3i 7)

205, Lehmber g, 06 6SDNBonink entrydascedsded LdAugust 2017].

#lGrantley, OMorality and Interlude Dramaé6, p. 479.

282 This understanding of the earlier,gsing, part of the text concurs with readings by Bevinditedieval

Drama, p. 1030.

233 The use of the mirror is common in medieval and early modern drama and would have been a familiar trope

for regular audiences. See d&dRbnaissanbe MBrbreanedthe,Reflexivlhe Al 0 ¢
Mi n d ®enaidgsamce Culture and the Everydeg. by Patricia Fumerton and Simon Hunt (Philadelphia:

University of Pennsylvania Press, 1999), pg.211, and Farah KarirCooper,Cosmetics in Shakespearean and
Renassance DramgEdinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2006), chapter 1. Socrates advised his students to

use a mirror to act as an exemplar; Pier -b®mol o Verger
Y o u t MHomanist Bducational Treatisesd by Craig W. Kallendorf (Massachusetts: Harvard University

Press, 2002), p. 13.
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After handing the mirror to Wi t, Reason disn
dowghter thus baselyed to Wit. He decl ares t
gracs0 ar e mo r ¢ 12iand A% Reasamekplaiqfdadhhe cares not for the disparity

in wealth between his daughter and Wicause [8]ience hath inowghgFor them both to

| i vIe2bi 26). Reason thus establishes the differencéseifinancial circumstances of

these two characters but immediatéigmisses this as an unimportant consideration for this
match. Wit, we are told, has the attributes
[ ¢ ap a blb)evhidgh outweigh his more modest station in life. Reason, then, puts forward
theargument hat Wit is a worthy suitor for his da
long running discourses on virtue and what degree of person could possess it. Andrew

Hadfield argueshaté Ther e was indeed a widesprédad fear
would undermine the traditional relationship between those whose task was to lead and
maintain society and thToisdebate bnmobilitg was nobjustran t o
rhetorical exercise but one which had serious political and social ntatides. It is

therefore not surprising that this theme was recurrent in a number of early Tudor morality

playsi nc | udi n gFuleestandd lctesd the late fifteentltentury and John

R a s t @ehtleriess and Nobility the early sixteentbentury.

24 yRNBg | F RTFASE RZI W¢ K $ ThedaxfofeHaMdoak oRTadordDgaRealByY | vy Q =
Betteridge and Walkempp. 93,108 (. 105).



273

[REDACTED]

Figure94
Still showing the actoBcott Irenikplaying Confidence about to reveal the portrait of Wit to the audiémegye
courtesy of CrossBow productians

[REDACTED]

Figure95
Still showingtheactorScott Irenikplaying Confidence revealing the portrait of Wihage courtesy of
CrossBow productions

Crucially, the scene which fol lacattys Reason
and gentility through both outward appearance and inner virtue introduces the portrait

miniature. Confidence enters carrying a portrait of Wit to present to Science, which he will
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deliver along with o6sweete whehalfdé&d?d in order
Confidence asks the audience 1 f what he is a
picture/Of Wit hi mseal fe?06 before assuring them
S u r led®i 5Q): that is to say, a true likeness. Huoegtrait is praised for its true likeness of

Wit and the audience are called upon to be c
mi metic quality. Confidenceds words also cre
portrait which he will shortlytsow to the audience and describe. A recent production of the

pl ay demonstrates how Confidenceds words and
the covered and subsequently revealed ofjgng to get a better view of it.

The drawing of the audieacb s at t enti on to the portrait
the audience are the only spectators during
heightened using a miniature rather than a p
stipulate that theortrait in his play is a miniaturé was evidently of a small scale because it
i s an object which a boy actor could easily
47), which could be interpreted as a locket or a simple box with a lid ofpleein which
miniatures were kegtigure48). Furthermore, later in the narrative, when Science produces
the i tem at 76R)itisklearlyaa opjea which qould.be worn about the person
and an image deemed appropriate for a lady to cairgresweetheart, which the portrait
miniature was. It would also help to reinforce the moral of the story if the mirror (presumably
small enough to be held in the hand) was of similar dimensions to the portrait, to produce on
occasion two contrasting imeg of Wit.

During this first appearance of the miniature, Confidence provides a verbal

description of the portrgivh i ch est abl i shes Wi tds character

2%5For an examination of theroledfe i nt er medi ary i n Tudourtshibandt ory, see
Restraint: Rethinking the Making of Marriage in Tudor Englélthnchester: Manchester University Press,

2002), especially chapter 3, 06fMoveresTheRolB&th¢ Gor so0, ASp
Bet ween as a AMeanso of Courtshipbo.
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staged propertwhich may be difficult for all present to s&8 Confidence describes the

parts of Wi tés body as :bFaceyebmdyes ar masd

lim[b] and joint/ As like himas can beineverypofitt | ac k e t. 151-153).TThel i f e &

description of \\ielpsthe augiencetorcanjure yp the imageefb or e

portrait in their mind.

[REDACTED]

Figure96

Still showing the acir Katherine Byrnglaying Science comparing the portrait of Wihich she wears
suspended on a ribbon around her nagth the actorcharacter Wiplayed by actor Mark Spriggemage
courtesy of CrossBow productians

(

The drama continues with Wit befriending

exchanges his schol aro6Fhigowhi $gui sgnoomnealds

character and reflects Wi tés temporary waywa

the narrative to highlight the difference between how Wit should fashion himself and his
present condition. Science enters telling her mother, Experience, that although she has
received the portrait of Wit she has heard no word from him since. When Wihbsc

visible to them, Science pretends not to recognise ditlmough she does acknowledge that

he has some intelligence even if it is heavily disguiseA h si r, this fool e

wi t 1729). Exbsperated at this lack of recognition, WitaSkience to compare the man in

2% Redford here uses ekphrasis, a rhetorical device found in classical texts, which gives voice to a work of art or
which replicates the visual qualities of a work of art, so that the audience/caadssnjure the work in their
imagination.
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front of her with the portrait, 762pBubath not n
this point in the narrative, Wit falls short of the ideal to which he must agpiref t hat be
youre picture, then shall we&Soones e how you and,says 8aencell ct ur e a
766 767). The audience are thus encouraged to anticipate a further viewing of the portrait
and the characteroés reaction to it. They are
Wit and his portrd, to see the scene through her eyes, and to recognise the dichotomy
between these differing images as her gaze moves from the picture to the claatactdihe
use of the small picture here allows Science to invite the audience to not only shazeher ga
but also to share her perceptions of the scene. On comparing the two images of Wit, Science
tells him, OWhy, you a#/®. Experiecnceagrges Ma kjer, ] y &1, mi
this is fayer, plesant, and goodly&nd ye are fowle, displesarg,n d u gA747@%. ( |
The description of the man and the portrait serve to emphasize the importance of portraiture
as a means to fashion and i mprove oneself. V
representation of his best selfinthe port\dt. t 6 s appearance on stage
from that of the 6goodly pictured which Conf
figure of Wit on stage is quite unlikeegimage which has been anticipated from his portrait.
The role of the picturbere within the drama has changed from being a vehicle by which Wit
can be praised, to one which allows Science to call attention to his shortcomings.

The drama reflects Thomas Whythorneds con
allow an individuako fashion their behaviour. Whythorne argues that looking upon the
portraiture of the virtuous dead could inspire similar acts in the living. Conversely, the
portraiture of those who did not | ead good |

that trey do not follow their ill deeds, but to pray to God for His grace, whereby they may
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deser v &'Wheytttheorr.nbe 6s observations shed | ight
within the lives of the nomobility and are a means to understand this key scahethe
play. These sources provide an alternative discourse to the concept of the raddlinging
portraiture to 6ape their betters6é. Rather t
portraiture as a means to become a better person.

The use ba small picture in this scepeather than a large one, would highlight the
relationship between the image of Wit and allegorical representations in, baxkding
Al ci BriberdasumLibefl 531) . Al ci atods embl popuaritand mo't
of ideas which have been cleverly condensed into asmall fétfdato r ¢ Br euds il | u:
measuring ©mby 12 cm, of a scholar wearing his gown, epitomises the notion of an
impoverished scholafigure84). The figure is shown weighed down ayock in his left
hand signifying his poverty, whilst his other arm is adorned with feathers and reaches for the
sky. This illustration thereby encapsulates the attributes which the character of Wit in the
play should possess. It has a particular resmmémthis play and illustrates the interest in
condensing ideas cleverly and wittily to a small scale.

Thesubsequers cene expl ores further the discrep
portrait, which he still believes he matches, and how other peoplénsees la fool. Now
alone, Wit looks in the mirror but does not recognise what he sees at first and believes that
the mirror must be at fault. Seeking some clarification Wit holds the mirror up to the
spectators to check it dsheereuotvidahowté?e asks,(. 6 How |
809). Witbés actions and his words ,asse¢heve to f

boundaries are blurred between the audience and the playjers s howi ng t he audi

237 James M., Osborn, ed’he Autobiography of Thomas Whythothendon: Oxford University Press, 1962),

p. 116.

238 The first edition oEmblematum Libewas published in Latin in 1531; over one hundred more editions had
been printed by the 1620s, including editions in French, Spanish, German, and Italian. Many of the emblems
appeared in Engl i €hoicd ohEmBlenidb86)ey Whi t neyos
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in small compass within the plagrspace. The effect of this is to encourage the spectators to
reflect upon their own appearance and behayemithe mirror not only shows Wit their faces
but also reflects t he&mparticularntngtéssa cohsideratisn b a c k
of the power of images to reveal an inner truth. When Reason first handed the mirror to Wit
he told him that #d),aswwael d dshowvgal ahgddlybur
(I. 3). This scene also echoes that in which Confidence asks fordiemes: to verify the
truthfulness of the portrait as a representation of Wit. This is a crucial part of the drama
because it signals the start of Wi tds unders
Wi t 0 sealisatidn tomes about not only by exaimg himself in the mirror, but also by
comparing himself with his picture. He is then able to change both hisseifand his
outward appearancand complete his journey and thereby be rewarded with the hand of
Science.

This fashioning of the self vatd have been a familiar concept for those audience
members with their own portraits. Harry Berger argues that early modern portraiture
combined the individual physical appearance of the sitters with the characteristics which they
wished viewers to assotéawith them?*° This argument implies that all portraiture could be
viewed as projecting an ideal image of the individual as they would like to be seen.
Portraiture therefore not only acts as an exemplar to the sitter but also, perhaps, to the
viewer/audiene memberin the same way that emblems represented a particular concept or a
quality. In the drama, the portrait incites Wit to his forthcoming virtuous behaviour. For the

audience, the portrait encourages a reflection upon their own best selves and any gap there

2®Theuseofte mirror by the fool to highlight anotherés sh
Das Narrenschiff1494; translated into English by Alexander Barclayflas Ship of Foo|s1509), and

Erasmus|n Praise of Folly( 1 5 0 9 ) .ShiBaf Roaldedtses a woodcut print of a fool with a mirror, used

in this instance to ridicule new fashions; Brddés NarrenschiffBasel: Johann Bergmann de Olpe, 1495), p.

27.

20HarryBer ger, OFictions of the Pose: Reresénmtipnstbhe Gaze of
(1994), 87120.
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may be from their present selves. The audience are not only encouraged to empathise with
Wit and his downf all but also to apply Witods

argues, 60Only after they [t he aupldyi asmwelle] have

(@)}

as adopting a pose withiniitc an t he pl ay .Hdahegortamihof Winteata ni n g
Confidence descr itreguises thelaaderdcdto dive iblfEtn the contexd ;
of early sixteentkcentury allegorical drama, the mature inWit and Sciences used to

explore issues of interiority and sédfshioning. It could be used by actdraracters to draw

the audience into the drama and encourage them to reflect upon their own lives and the visual
imagery with which they weriamiliar. The following section will examine how these

themes develop in drama at the turn of the century.

2Hillary Nunn,6 i Il t | ak 6t h BAltand BdiehceAane of Rleves, and tdedPslitics of

| nt er p rCemparativedrai®ma33, 2 (1999), 27291 (289).

242 See also Lucy Gent on the role of the portraitinvii t he audi e nRidutesandgreetryt 1560i pat i on
1620: Relations Between Literature and the Visual Arts in the English Renaig¢kaaogngton Spa: James

Hall, 1981) pp. 54 58.
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William Shakespeare,Twelfth Night, or What You Will(c. 1601)
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Figure97

Mr . Wil liam Shakespe aragedes: publshee atdorelisg,to the true driginal cepges &
commonly referred to abe First FoliolLondon: W. Jaggard, Ed Blount, I. Smithweeke, and W. Aspley,)1623
Height approximately 30.5 crirolger Shakespeare Library STC 2228, 1, No. 68

Introduction
Il have sel ec fTwetith Eghtfark\Mhat Wor Wil 1B for examination
because it features a small picture given as a gift, but the play is particularly pertinent as it
contains a number of references to pictures throughatthérmore, as a comedy, the play
reflects the most fashionable genre of its time, amdippendix2 demonstratest is within
comedies that pictures most frequently occur at the turn of the sixteenth century.

Twelfth Nightis set in the households of a duke and a countess in |Byrhit is the
countess who gifts the jewelled miniature to a lady (disguised as a male servant). But,

importantly, the play is set within the specific context of Twelfth Nigiitich marledthe
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last day of the Christmas revels before all returned to nofimalfth Nighttemporarily

suspends the status quo and allows characters to explore alternative identities. The steward,
Malvolio, dreams of marrying the countess and thereby ruling the halds#te lady Viola

adopts male dress and be candhfFede dessesagavcwmatet at t
during his conference with Malvolio. Furthermore, although the play was performed at the

royal court, increasing access to drama by both Londdnegional audiences resulted in

Twelfth Nightreaching a socially broader audience than the court &tétiehad a wider

audience thanVit and Sciencavhich was probably performed within relatively small venues

in London. By close examination of botlxtend performance | will show how the miniature
functions within this play and also how this might be interpreted differently by these different

audiences.

243 Twelfth Nightwas performed in the Banqueting House, Whitehiall1l618, ancat Whitehall Palace in 1623.

Martin Wigginsjn association with Catherine Richards@nitish Drama 15331642: A Cataloguevol. iv

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018)321. Leslie Hotson has also suggested that the unspecified play

performed before Queen Elizabeth | and her guest Don Virginio Orsino on Twelfth Night 1601 was

{ KI 1 S & my&ItiNNBgtx although this idea has largely been overturned. Leslie HofEbe First Night of

Twelfth Night(London: R. HafDavis, 1954 Foraa dzY Y NB 2F 202S0lA2ya G2 126Ga2yQ
Elam, introduction, William Shakespeafayelfth Night ed. by ElanjfLondon: Arden Shakespeag§08), pp.

93¢96.
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Performance Spaces and Audiences

Figure98
John Manninghardiary entry for Februarg601/2 British Library MS Harley 5353, foll2v.
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Law student John Manningham (575 1622) records one of the earliest
performances ofwelfth Nighton February 2, 16Qht Middle Temple Haif**

At our feast wee had aplay callkddd Twel ve ni ght or what you
commedy of errores or Menechmi in Plautus, but most like and neere to that in Italian
called Ingann?*> A good practise in it to make the steward beleeve his Lady widowe
was in Love with him, by counterfaytirayletter, as from his Lady, in generall termes,
telling him what shee liked best in him, and prescribing his gestures in smiling, his
apparraile, &c., and then when he came to practise, making him beleeve they tooke
him to be mad?®
Manningham, like mangthers in the audience for this performance, was aedeitated
young man with a wealth of literary and theatrical knowledge enabling him to contextualise
thiscomedy*’He compares t he pA@onedyofEroradllindidlye spear e
seems to haystarted to write i Mi d s u mme r  Nvhichihe tides crddsesoatnine
makes comparisons with the ItaliplayG|l 6 | n[ghe Detaved] and Latin play by
Plautus Menaechmf*® Law students like Manningham make an interesting case study in
undestanding how theatrically literate, walbnnected, and affluent individuals may have
interpreted the drama.
Figure105shows that the Inns of Court were situated in close proximity to the law

cour t s, Cathedralfha RivebThames, and the neatbgatres, including Blackfriars,

Whitefriars,the Cockpitand Salisbury Couf*® Law students were thus ideally placed for

244The year 1601 in the old Julian calendar corresponds to 1602 in the reformedri@regalendarwhich

was introduced in 1582 but not adopted in England until 1752.

25The ltalian plapp f Q Lg/13& yiyRIF LGSR Ay (2 LINRPwhith appgarsyhitielgetodd/ A dza | Y R
WKA&G2NRSQ ARarewell tdMilitarylPfessibpdik 15&1 41583and 1594. This possible source

F2NJ { KI1SaLISFENBQa LX 20 R2Sa y2i AyOfdzRS | LAOGd2NB®

246 John Manninghandiary entry for February 1602, BL Harley MS 5353.

247Manningham had graduated from Magdalene College, Cambridge in P596Finkelpeati®ohn
Manninghanf2@DNBonline entry [accessed September2017].

248 Shakespearelwelfth Night introduction, The Norton Shakespeared.by Stephen Greenblatt et alnd

ed. (New YorlkandLondon Norton, 2009, p. 1787.

249 As demonstrated by Jessica Winston, a number of the students at Middle Temple wrote plays, some
LINEFSaaraz2ylfftes FyR Ffa2 LISNF2NX¥SR Ay (GKS LJ I &a LISNF?
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access to cultural opportunities. Jayne Archer arthashe Inns of Court frequently served

as a professional training ground fawyers and as a finishing school for Oxford and
Cambridge alumnwho were admitted for one bwo years to become familiar with the law
and with Londort>° The Inns attracted students from the gentry and the middling sort, many
of whom progressed into @ars in the law and sonoé whom used their knowledge of the

law to run their estates or go into tra&delmportantly, members of the Inns could also attend
the revels which were performéuere, including the performance Divelfth Night Darryl

Grantly hghlights the emphasis which was placed on courtly accomplishments at the Inns of
Court?>20ne of these accomplishments would have been a knowledgeax highlighted

by the publ i cat i oATracte Cddiaivirigshe Artesttdrigud Pamikge 6 s
Carving, and Building1598. Haydocke calls for a better understanding of art amongst
gentlemen and singles out the work of miniaturist Nicholas Hilliard for pfaise.

Whilst no records exist of other people, in addition to Manningham, who attdreled t
performance at Middle Temple, admission registers show that Charles BlibLB&rén
Mountjoy and Earl of Devonshirgansferred to Middle Temple in 157/Richard Boyle, &t
Earl of Cork worked at Middle Temple after 1598nd Sir Robert Harley wasgistered
during the period between 1599 and 1683 hese three individuals were painted in
miniature by Nicholas Hilliard, Isaac Oliver, and Peter Olivespectivelyfigures99, 100,

and 10). This argues that Blount, if present, might have called to mind his own miniature

laa20Al GA2ya 27T Hi%os ofahe RUEIE TempleSdYodt SQR I NFY (@xfrdIHaryId S &

2011), pp. 142171.

250 Jayne Archeet al., edsThe Intellectual and Cultural World of the Early Modern Inns of Qdarichester:

Manchester University Press, 2013

BIWed | & . |1 SNE yWéesesp g AKK NRFE ¢ YA DSNKA ( TeIn@llegfubdaick A y 3 { OK 2 2 §
Cultural World of the Early Modern Inns of Cpedt. by Archer et al., ppc6 @.10;5 1 YAl Yy - & t 2SSt f =
Lyya 2F /2d2NI FyR GKS /2YY2y [ |ibd,apA7¥cBY ¢KS /1 asS 27F Wi
22parryll Grantley2 A 1 Q& t Af ANARYF3ISY 5NIYF FyR GKS {20AlIf LYLI Of
(Hampshire: Ashgate, 209®. 114.

253 HaydockeThe Artes oturious Paintingep. ix.

254 Middle Temple Register of Admissions (16D344) digitised records
<http://archive.middletemple.org.uk/Shared%20Documents/MTAR/MTAR%20Index.pdf/> [ac@issed

December 2017].
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during the performance, or that the play contributed towards an awareness of miniatures

which inspired Boyle and Harley to have their miniatyrasted.

[REDACTED]

[REDACTED]
Figure99 Figure100 Figurel01
Nicholas Hilliard Isaac Oliver Peter Oliver
Charles Blount Richard Boyle Sir Robert Harley
1587 c. 16101615 Unknown date
Unknown medium oneflum Watercolour orvellum Watercolour on vellum
51 mm x 38 mm 48 mm X 38 mm 60 mm x 49 mm

Antony House, Cornwall, Cl.61.bNational Portrait Gallery, NPG 2494 Private collection

[REDACTED]

Figure102
The Globe Compar@g production offwelfth Nightat Middle Temple in 2002mage courtesy of Martin White,

0The Chamber o Recdnsgrotting the Ja@teandndoor, Playhduse
<http://www.bristol.ac.uk/drama/jacobean/research3.html> [acc@dstedch 2018].
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Middle Temple has retained its Elizabethan hall, in which ManninghanT sealith
Nightin 1601. It was in the same venue that in 20@2Globe Theatre Company staged
Twelfth Nightrecreating many of the performance practices of Shakesf@ear c o mpany
(figure102. Whilst some of the decoration may have changed since 1601, the hall, which
was built between 1562 and 15%®uld have had its oak panelling, high windows, hammer
beam room, and carved oak s defaremdwhehdath mi nstr
still be seen todas?® Like the palace halls, Middle Temple would have had a hierarchy of
seatingwith a top table placed on a raised dais reserved for those of the highesasathtus
the rest of the audience in risers sitting along each®?alhe interior decoration of the hall
would have added to the courtly splendour in whietelfth Nightis set. Mark Girouard
observeshatthe classical ornaments carved into the roof wetaented by pattern books
by Sebastian Serlio and John Shute. Girouard also notes the hall sdrisénncludes
ornamental carving based on Flemish fashions and engraiwnefygling figures of Hercules,
imps, and grotesque masks. One of the panelled vgatiow completely covered with coats
of arms some of which date from the sixteenth century. Also on display in 1601 were painted
hangings and pictures, although the subject matter of these artworks is rarely rétorded.
Figure 102 highlightshe similarties in design between the hall at Middle Temple and those
found within noble residences, in particular the close proximity between the actors and the
audience, the hall screen, and the other decorative and figurative elements. Farah Karim

Cooperclaimsthat t he actors would have performed al

255Tarnya Cooper notes that the portraits of judges which now decorate the buildings may not have been

originally intendedfot hi s space; OProfessional Pride and Personal
Members of the Inns of Court, 15806 3 0 Bhe Intellactual and Cultural World of the Early Modern Inns of

Court, ed. by Archer et al., pp. 16Z78 (p. 158).

MarkGi r ouard, 6éThe Halls of the EI iThedrellecthahm and Ear |l y
Cultural World of the Early Modern Inns of Coped. by Archer et al., pp. 18856.

»"Cooper, O6Professional Pride and Personal Agendaso,
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the hall?®81t is, therefore, particularly appropriate to consider the audience as participants
rather than spectators.

Members of the Middle Temple were surrounded by visual ®ind many were
interested i n portraiture. As noted by Tarny
commonplace book refers to a portrait of the historian and antiquarian John Stowi(1524/5
1605) that had once been on display in the study of the judgmember othe Middle
Temple, William Fleetwoodo( 1525 1594) 2°° Cooper argues that judges increasingly
appear in portraiture from the late sixteenth century onw&?@ne example from the
database is the cabinet painting which depicts the family oftfeim&s More, attributed to
Rowland Lockey1594 figurel03) . To t he vieweros left is the
theking® bench, John Moygvearing the longred, fur-lined robes of a judge. As lawyers
wore no official attire at this date it could be thatdentified sitters in portraits wearing
black gowns could be members of the profession. This simple dress may have been thought
most appropriate for a profession which was attracting increasing crit®ignfurther
example from the database shows ademtified sitter who, in the accompanying inscription,
identifies himself as a teacher of lafig(irel04). It may well be these nemoble sitters
wished to represent their pride in their professindconsidered the modest size and private
nature of theminiature a useful defence against accusations of emulating their social

superiors in portraiture

BFarahKarim©@ oper, O6AThe wh e &elfth Nightat Miccde Témple Halland r c | e 0 :
Shakespear e d s Shekespdar in Teh 0d@sP Iy ,Gordon McMullan and Zoé Wilcox (London:
British Library, 2016), pp. 18195 (p. 181).

*®Cooper, O6ProéeasdoRat s®mal Agendasod, p. 165.
%0Cooper, O6Professional Pride and Personal Agendas
®l'Cooper, O6Professional Pride and Personal Agendas
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Figure103

Rowland Lockey (after Hans Holbein)

Sir Thomas More, His Household and Descendants
1594

Watercolour on vellum

241 mm x 292 mm

Victoria and Abert Museum, P.13973
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The inscription reads: EN TIBI CALVITIEM VENERANDI OSTENDO MEIONIS IVRIS QVI IGNAROS
NVNC RVDIMENTA DOCET. [Behold, | show you the baldness of the venerable Meionis who now teaches
the ignorant the rudiments of thew]

Figure104

Unknown painter

Portrait of a Man

Mid-sixteenth century

Oil on card

43 mm x 38 mm, portrait without feigned oval 32 mm x 28 mm
Metropolitan Museum, New York, 80.3.180
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[REDACTED]

Figure105

Map showing the location of Middle Temple Hall and its proximity to the royal courts at Westminster, the
theatres both north and south of the River Thames, and fdemess and studios of painters at Blackfriars,
Cheapside, andater, Covent Gardetf?

Twelfth Nightwas performed at Whitehall Palace in 1618 and 1623. A fire in 1698
destroyed most of the palatmit the banqueting house, where entertainesate staged,
survived. The 1618 performance would have taken place within a brick, timber, and canvas
structureunderneatta ceiling painted with vines and fruit. This was replaced in 1622 with
|l ni go Jones 6s figural®6s The sehtingvoald have reflected ghe gocial
hierarchy with the king on a raised dais surrounded by his closest nobles with the clearest

sightlines to the performance. As both monar

262Map from Archer et al.The Intellectual and Cultural World of the Early Modern Inns of Cour2 (drawn
by Martin Lubikowski, ML Design, London).
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who would have been the primary audienltiring these performances. Any staged properties
may have been shown to him first, followed by any other members of the royal family and
selected nobles, but not necessarily to the rest of the audience.

Comparatively, wheifwelfth Nightwas performed ahe operair Globe theatre,
admittance was open to anyone who could afford a penny to stand in the pit. These
6groundl ingsd may have had to | odbdkthayp at t he
would have been physically closer to the staged propeltan those who sat in the galleries
and paid upwards of sixpendégrre 108).2°2 Darryll Grantley observes, the actors now had
to 6speak up tod member s of?®Thaatoramightasmce i n
have shown the sitters in the boxéshe sides of the stage the picture. The new Globe
Theatre of 1997 has recreated the carved figures, wooden pillars painted to resemble marble,
and painted canopy representing celestial bodies which the severnteetuty audiences
could have seerfigure 107). This decoration, which gave the illusion of fine materials and
which portrayed heavenly images, could both complement the understanding of ideas and
objects within the play set at court, and provide a distraction. With such a large stage, actors
performing outdoors would have capitalised on the potential to use theatrical devices,
including the miniature, to draw in the audience.

Further venues in which the play was performed provide more contexts in which to
under stand t he droawham Shdakaspeark wroklgebtls Nigifeonred f
the regions and performed in a variety of venues. This suggests that the miniature was
flexible enoughto work in these different spaces and be understood by the audiesices

they played to. The regionalurs and performances in paying venues argue for a more

23Gurr,Pl aygoing in Shalkespeareds London
4GrantleyWi t 6 s Pjpll95 i mage
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socially diverse audience fomwelfth NightthanWit and Sciengeheyalso point towards a

more varied interpretation of what the miniature within the play may have looked like.

[REDACTED]

Figure106
The hall in the Banqueting House, Whitehdlhe paintings by Peter Paul Rubens depicting the achievements of
James | were not installed in the ceiling until 1688tage courtesy of Historic Royal Palaces.

[REDACTED]

Figure107
The stage of th Globe Theatre, Londoh.mage courtesy of Shakespeareds GIlob
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[REDACTED]

Figure108
The Globe Theatre, Londpshowing the proximity of the audience to the stagege courtesy of
Shakespeareds Gl obe.

6two | ips indifferent redd: Staging Ekphrasi
Thefirst time that the Countess Olivia and Viola (disguised as the servant Cesario) meet in

Twelfth Nightis a significant moment within the play; it is in the cowséhis scene that the

Countess falls in love with Viola, believing her to be a male servant. During this initial

meeting the portrait miniature, which appears physicalgcti, is prefigured by a verbal
description of t heriptondfHheefacédserves as@ poetic hceityit ads d
also demonstrates a practical assessment of her value. When Viola suggests that Olivia must
not die without | eaving a 6copyd of her beau
describes her faas if she was providing an inventory of it, including the details of aesthetic

value.

item, two lips, indiffef

ent red; item, two grey eyes, with lids to them; item, one neck,
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one chin, and so forth. (1.5.21518)?5°

The effect of cQOleavtieabas wworrdd spiicst uuroe i n the a
understanding of which would depend upon the familiarity of the audience member with

similar descriptions. Oliviks descr i pt i excelleocfearbasifsheisysi c al
describing a painting her redips and grey eyes, the description moving around her face

verifying that everything is as it should be. The suggestion is that Olivia is used to describing
herself and is perhaps familiar with her own portraiture. Importantly, this description also
allowsOlivia the agency to represent herself and acknowledge her own worth. Alison Findlay
and Liz Oakley Brown argue that Oliviadés use
subject of the portrait miniature which she presents to Viola later in thé®lay.

Olivia provides a more intimate description of her person than the allegorical
description of Wit inwit and Sciencevh er e Conf i dence descri bes W,
describes his po¥titnacomasrbeiomg odgodosdl paly C
described irfTwelfth Night a focus perhaps seen as more appropriate for a femalé®itter.
the preceding scenes, the Captain, Valentine
for seven years and admit no suitors following the death of her father and brother. When,
therefore, she lifts her veil and encourages Viola to admire hgiisthil the more surprising,
and the more of an honour for Viola. The eff

to encourage the audience to think about the details of her face aridthecreas which

265 Al quotations fromiTwelfth Nightare taken fronThe Norton Shakespeared. by Greenblatt et al.

266 Alison Findlay and Liz Oakley Brown, edBwelfth Night: A Critical ReadeflLondon: Bloomsbury, 2014),

introduction, p. 5.

%67RedfordWitand Science | . 774. See Eugenia Paulicelli, 6é6From t
Geography of Veilsinltalan Ci n q u e c e @rhamentalesms: The dmn df Rendissance Accessoeids

by Bella Mirabella (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 2011), pp580Paulicelli argues for the

veil as marking the boundaries between the public and thagrimachoosing to lift her veil, Olivia is thus both

bearing herself to Viola and inviting her to share this intimacy with her, a scene which foretells the gifting of the
portrait miniature. Paulicelli further argues the veil could also be used to paformhar act er 6s mode st
as being used provocatively.

268 Joanna Woodall, edPortraiture: Facing the SubjedManchester: Manchester University Press, 1997), p.

16.
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form the most common focus of the partminiature which will later make an appearance.

Even i f the boy actor could not I|ive up to C
the audienceds mind tHee,thedutianceemhber@lercalleda as be
upon to conjure ughe scene in their migsl eye to fill in the gaps which the boy actor cannot

replicate, and to be complicit in the illusion in order to invest in the plot which unfurls.

owe will draw the curtain and show you the p
Theunveiling qQWwhiOdh vs laed sd & sac rei theecyrtaimand showe wi | |
you t he 5204Q@5)usereesd to (erind the audience of paintings which were
covered with curtains, a subject to which Sir Toby Belch alludes in the preseging when
he mentions Mi s 8essTdMay| éesemicguyeprai ses S
talents when he asks him,

Wherefore are these things hid? wherefore have these

gifts a curtain beforéem? Are they like to take dust, like Mis

tress Malés picture? (1.3.105L07)
The covering over of an object serves not only to protect it, but also to draw attention to it by
ensuring that it is seen but partiwherey hi dde
the object is uncovered, with theewer placed in the position of privilege and honour but
also in the debt of the presenter. Household inventories show that selected pictures were
covered with curtain§’® Such a cover would suggest that the painting was either valuable or
that it had a spéal meaning. InTwelfth Nightthe audience are encouraged to think about the

subject matter of Mistress Mall s painting a

269Various Malls have been suggested for this allusion, including Mary Fitton, dhé¢ 6f z abet h | 6 s mai d
honour, who was disgraced for bear iThgFirdtNightoETavelth of Pen
Night, pp.1031 06 . |t coul d also refer to the character Mar.i
Sh akes preilasraed@Cressida 6 Come, draw this curtaim/) and | et ds
210 At Kenilworth castle, the Earl of Leicester had curtains for many of his pictures; Elizabeth GdRbrbeyt

Dudley, p. 117.
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suggests that the audience would be aware of covered paintings in private homesand/or t

curtained discovery space which could be used to reveal objects oi’stage.

[REDACTED]

Figure109

Unknown painter

We Three Logerheads

c. 16001625

Qil on wood

610 mm x 406 mm

Shakespeare Birthplace Trust: SBT 158}

TwelfthNightcontains a greater variety of types of portraiture thétnand Science
Il n Redfordés play the miniature is a vehicle
suggests that there could have been some instability concerning what this imiaigeokig
|l i ke. Comparatively, Shakespeareods treat ment

understood particular types of portraiture and that his characters can make reference to these

"For Shakespear e dlsedinlsistragedies ant farther playg whichnmake use of bed curtains,

see Sasha Roberts, 6fiLet me the curtains drawodo: The L
Shakespear e &tagedRropartiedinyEarly Madern English Draned. by Haris and Korda, pp.

153174, fn. 31. On the discovery space in early modern drama see AndreW k&i8hakespearean Stage,

1574 1642 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 188.
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objects without having to describe them. Visual imagery iskad throughout the play with

the reference to Mistress Mall dés pictures, W
Violads reference to the mamaganwithameferanteue of
to a contemporary trick picturéigure 109). Upon joining the inebriated Sir Toby Belch and

his companion Sir Andr ew ApgeuveesedtlepkiyredtFest e r e
fwethreé? 6 To which ,8Wel Tomg, rapbkiedlow I16)t 6s ha\
These lines, aStephen Greenblatt observes, are an allusion to popular imagery of two fools

or two asse# which, depending upon how this is performeitherAguecheek or the

audience is required to make up the third p&rBeeing this picture is certainly less of an

honour than a portrait miniature of a countess or a picture behind a cartdiis more suited

to the behaviour of Sir Andrew and Sir Toby. Although these characters both have titles, their
festive behaviour is not admirable, and Aguecheek in particiteferred to as witless by the

other characters throughout the play. The allusion to both popular imagery and pictures of

more financial value mirrors the socially mixed audiencélteelfth Nightone which would

have had access to different forms otnglsculture and thought about the things in the play

differently.

Twelfth Nightcontains a number of references to visual culture and it also plays with

the instability of vision throughout: Viola
man(l 2. 49) , Mal vol i o mistakes Mariabs handwri
Sebastian is ready to 6distrust mine eyeso6 w

and Orsino refers to the vi si ocahpergpéctive,ithatl a and
i's and i s MosttofGhe plat inTivelfth Bighjrevolves around hidden events and
things slowly becoming visible. Set within a

her love for Viola whilst also keeping it a secfrom the other characters.

22 Greenblatt, ed The Norton ShakespearBwelfth Night p. 188, f. 3.
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A

6wear this jewel for me, 6tis my pictureo: T
Examining how objects come into the possession of characters on stage enables exploration

of how this may affect both the characters w
of such objectdt also suggests how the miniatures examined in thequs\dhapters may

have been thought about and collecteshall focus on an examination of the gifting of small
objects within the play, objects which fashi
others. As examined by the anthropologist Marcel 88aalthough in theory a gift is freely

given, in reality it carries expectations, and if accepaiprocity is obligatory’>Ma us s 6 s
examination of Maori culture is instructive in highlighting gifting in Tudor societhease

tooit was a complex phenzenon with associated expectations. Such was the importance of

gifting in Tudor society, that those items given and received by Queen Elizabeth | on New
Year 6s Day were carefully noted and preserve
small handheld objectsincluding portrait miniature$’* PoetThomas Tusser observes the

widespread practice in the sixteenth century of people from more modest degrees in society

who égave many giftsd ar diveHlndtedhRoint§ #Good vi ti es
Husbandry(1573.2°Di ana OOHara explores the court cas
significance behind both the offering and the accepting of, gifigch is of particular

relevance tawelfth Night where many gifts are not asked for or wanted by theiesui?’®

23 Marcel MaussThe Gift: The Form and Reason for Exchange in Archaic Soc{gieslon and New York:

Routledge, 2002), foreword by Mary Douglas, p43 Later anthropol ogists have re
view of exchange as a basis for socialeibn by emphasizing how exchange may also promote or conceal

di vi si ons. Maussbés focus on spiritual sanctions has &
psychological pressures of gifting. This continued interest in the gift highlightapiortance as a means of

understanding both characters in drama and how different audiences may interpret this action.

274 puerbach,Tudor Artists p. 188; Jane A. Lawson,ed.b,he El i zabet han New Yeards Gi f
1603(Oxford: Oxford UniversityPress, 2013).

25 Thomas TusseFive Hundred Points of Good Husbanded. by W. Payne (London: Trubner & Co 1878),
p.68;C.L.BarberSh ak e s pe ar e 6 s(Priheewn: Princeton@aivessity Press, 1959); L. G.

Salingar6 The Desi gn o $hakespeate QuaherlN19§8h, 11¥1,39; Francois Laroque,
Shakespeareds Festive Worl d, Eli zabet h#&amb8Hdget s on al Ent
Cambridge University Press, 1993), pp. 2278.

2180 6 H aQouwatship and Constraint
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The unwanted miniature ifwelfth Nightexists within a framework of further small gifts.
There is the O60jewel 6 which Orsino sends to C
claims that Viola has left with her (1.5.271 and 11.2.4), a pehich Olivia gifts to Sebastian
(IV.3.2), and the reported exchange of rings between Olivia and Sebastian during their
marriage (V.i.155%/ Because of the importance of gifts in this play it is instructive to
consider the importance of this movementha& miniature within the context of these other
small things upon the stage passing from one hand to another.

Following their initial meeting in act 1, scene 5Tafelfth Night Olivia sends a ring
after Viola with a message that he has left it behinds itessage puzzles Viola, as she has
|l eft no such ring at Oliviads househaddd, but
that she is using it to signal her affectipniich she sends along with a message for Viola to
meet with her again the xteday. Viola is initially baffled by the ring and then with an
understanding, 61 am the mané (11 .2.23), she
rather that her master, Orsino. Malvdlioo o, as the O6churl i sh messen
V i oslnenéecognition of the ring and, exasperated, throws it down in front of her,
mi staking it to be of |ittle worth, and tell]l
argueghaté a c c e pt a rMé& ]Janigbt placaa cgnistfaint on the perseaeiving it, and
create a relationship of indebtedned% whethe
The acceptance of the ring here would imply that Viola will call again on Olivia. When
Ol'ivia asks about Vi ol aoddistplaitisghattobage at t heir

6 g e nt |skerkroowsdhat courtesy would dictate that the ring be returned. Furthermore, as

277 For the role of jewellery in romance narratives, see Helen CoBberi=nglish Romance in Tirt®xford:

Oxford University Press, 2004). For the Elizabethan significance of the pearl as denoting chastity and also self
agency forwome, see Karen Raber, O6Chains OramBPntabsmédsby Gender ,
Mirabella, pp. 158181.

280 6 H aGowrtship and Constrainp. 78.
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Catherine Richardson notes, Viola, now alone on stgmst certainly picks up the rings
otherwise the prop would be left on stagethe actor exits?

Ma |l v o | icongemtiomalgpresentation of the ring signals that the state of affairs is
not as it should be and marks the mismatching of affections symbolised through unwanted
gifts. Such an upturning of the normal order is fitiaga play performed as part of a wider
period of festivity: a period of licensed misrule and revelry traditionally associated with the
Twelve Days of Christmas, of which Twelfth Night was the clirf@&urthermore, Peter
Rushton argues thatitwasunustad r a woman t o open negotiati c
womends tokens did not Z#hTahveer etfhoer es,a néeh dwe vterat
woman could be, her tokens could not by themselves establish a convincing relationship
without ma¥Rirainaal QoeHpalryab observes that in Tud
absolute legal ruling on the acceptance of giite context in which they were given was
al so i mportant. OOHara notes that, whilst a
consistory courtecords reveals that the intention behind the gift was crueidistinguish it
from a goodwill gesture or a toké#? Rather than constructing a bond between Viola and
Oliviain Twelfth Night t he gi ft | eads to confusion: s o0mMme
analysis of the gift as instrumental in harmony and stability.

The use of a gbetween in marriage negotiations highlights one of the many uses of
the small giff which could be easily transported across distances and between hands. Orsino
sends Viola oris behalf and Olivia sends Malvolio. These messengers were intended to

represent the wishes of their masters, which

2®Cat herine Richardson, O6AAs my whole trust is in him
Rel at i o rosnameptaigned. by Mirabella, pp. 18201 (p. 196).

280 Mikhail Bakhtin, Rabelais and his Wor]drans. by Helene Iswolsky (Cambridge: MITeps, 1968). Natalie

Zemon Davis observes that New Year was the most popular day to exchange gifts; Natalie Zemdm®avis,

Gift in SixteentkCentury FrancgOxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), ppi34.

%lpeter Rushton, 0T h eagdimkensand®isputedcChbntragts ih N@&Hst EMgland,r i

15601 6 3 otk Life: A Journal of Ethnological Studie24 (19851986), 2531 (p. 26).

2Rushton, 06The Testament of Giftsé, p. 26.

28306 H aGowrtship and Constrainp. 62.



301

comi c. ObHhatd @ meguemsger who was sufficiently
in his avn name, but in the name of the sender, and was regardediisetheice of the
otherdos mind, and o#4Gebepveenstther veere mtendéditoseprpsent s o n .
the senderMalvolio shows a lack of accomplishment when he is given the role-of g
between. This may explain, in part, why Olivia chooses to give the miniature of herself to
Viola in person rather than relying on Malvoégain In Twelfth Night go-betweens offer
comic potential and misunderstanding.

In act 2, scene 4, recognisingth®@ pel essness of the Dukeds
growing feelings toward him, Viola tries to dissuade Orsino fcomtinuinghis pursuit of
Olivia. The Duke has none of this and instea
j ewel 6 (1 1 .etves2dart as aBignifier of get dnathersunrequited love. Viola
knows that Olivia will not welcome such a gift, that she will have to carry the gift to Olivia
and will come back with nothing in return for him.

The climax of the action surrounding unwashigifted occurs during the third meeting
of Olivia and Viola. Olivia has so far been
affections and now, rather desperately, impresses a jewelled portrait of herself onto Viola.
The miniature signifies Olivihns h o p e s a nofls eecxwpreicntga tMioonlsads hea
that pictures possess the spirit of the person depicted was not uncommon in Elizabethan
Engl and. | n Th8 Rapkot lugpeadb94e Lil@ece tears at the image of Sinon
paintedon cloth who she wishes to harm in person. And William Camden records the case of
William Hacket who in 1591 attacked an image of the Quedaiming that he was the
rightful monarch?®® Lorne Campbell observes that portraits were commonly considered

substitutesdr t heir sitters, a belief wh®PDatid Ol i vi a

2840 6 H aQouwrtship andConstraint p. 103.

28 william Camden;The History of Princess Elizabethith ed. (London: 1688), sig. Nnnlv.

28 | orne CampbellRenaissance Portraits: European Portrédainting in the Fourteenth, Fifteenth, and
Sixteenth Centurigd.ondon & New Haven: Ya University Press, 1990)p. 210212.
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Evett aptly ar gu dspeakinlg pidturesni thatithey wene mtended &or e 0
carry very particular messages of®Thevotion o
acceptance of such a gift carried a strong suggestion that the receiver was accepting the giver
along with the painted representation of their face. This suggests a development of the
understanding of the function of portraiture within marriage nagotis. InWit and Science
the portrait is conveyed by Capplalse¢halcal al ong
of Science (L 56i 58). InTwelfth Night however, the portrait needs little in the way of
description or accompanying words, inpatbause it i s the materiald]
picture made earlier in the play, and becapsesumably, both parties understand its
significance; Olivia highlights the | ack of
tongu4ld5).( I I 1

Frustat ed at Violabs constant rebuttals, Ol
to not only impress a gift of her portrait onto Viola but implores him to wear it about his
person.

Olivia: Here, wear this jewel for méjs my picturei
Refuse it not,tihath no tongue to vex ydu
And | beseech you come again tomorrow.
What shall you ask of me that 106l den
That honour, saved, may upon asking give?
Viola: Nothing but this: your true love for my master.
Olivia: How with mine honour may | give himdh
Which | have given to you? (14.184 191)

287David Evett Literature and the Visual Arts in Tudor Engla@thens and London: The University of
Georgia Press, 1990), p. 259.
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[REDACTED]

Figure110

Twelfth Night Directed by Tim Carroll, Globe 2012/3 Season. Olivia, played by Mark Rylance, handing a
portrait miniatureof herself to Viola disguised as Cesario, played by Johnny Fgrage courtesy of
Shakespeareds Gl obe.

During this speech, in most productions, including the 2012 production at the Thleaize
pictured above, Olivia hands a portrait miniature of Hetse/iola.?®® Without the use of a
go-between, the small size of the gift necessitates the close proximity of the two actors on the
stage, much closer than Viola would find comfortable in this circumstance. The miniature
allows Olivia to press her case ra@trongly and express the intense emotion she feels for
Viola. It allows the two characters, who are alone during this scene, a moment of intimacy
and perhaps of physical contact with no chaperone present.
The miniature also highlights the lack of recipity in feelings between Olivia and
Viol a. I't cannot elicit emotion where none e
Compare, for exampl e, Bassaniods description
earlier play,The Merchant of Vengwhich he describes abletoo ent r ap t he heart

me rt%In Twelfth Night however, the portrait is not desired by Viola, who cannot

28 The productions which | refer to here include: John Gorrie, Dir., BBC, 1980; Rdub KDir., ITV, 1988;

Tim Carroll, Dir., Londonds Globe Theatre, 2012/ 13 sce
2014; David Crilly, Dir., Cambridge Shakespeare Festi
2017; and Simon Godwimir., National Theatre, 2017.

28 william Shakespear&he Merchant of Venige. 1596 1599 (111.2.22).
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reci procate Oliviads feelings oWitagdSciencecher a
the miniature is gign and received offtage, but Confidence reports that he has delivered the
gift and Science sends a sword to Wit in return, thereby éigmay her acceptance
suit (I. 598 601). Mauss highlights the importance of recipients making a response of
gratitude to any gift. The lack of such a response would reflect badly on the honour and virtue
of the receiver. Likewise, the gift ifwelfth Nightplaces Viola in a very awkward pben. It
is only when, as the priest reports, an O0int
Sebastian during a 6mutual joinderdé [joining

Despite Olivia being a countess and Viola having describedlhérseas a O gent | e
(1.5.248)O01 i vi ads gift of | ove wild/l make both her
courtly ideal of | ove, Aguecheekds ongoing p
recouping the money he has already spent on wooindl#et§3 164), and likewise
Malvolio considers the material wealth and social status that such a marriage would bring his
way (1.53955) . The social effects of hierarchy atl
towards Violawhich appear devoid of econarrinterests. She is assured that he is a
gentleman and she is in a position whereby she can pursue whoever she chooses rather than
accepting her social equal, Orsino. A similar ideal of love can be s&&n and Science
when Reason declahespat ds¢s @ wlkorf ot he soci al
daughter, Science, and Wit 24). In both plays it is the gift of a miniature which
accompanies the i1 dea of | ove being more i mpo
both plays alsofter the possibility that love and marriage dead to scial advancement as
well as equality.

Whilst Twelfth Nightis set within a courtly environment of love and the households of
a duke and a countess, the specific timing of the play during a tirestvities calls into

guestion the social hierarchy. Rather than the characters behaving as might be expected for
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persosof their rank, their actions call i nto qt
0 c o u r tTwelftm Blighs@escribed by Mark Busmt t as O6pl agued by ser
whose combined actions make a mocké&¥PThe of car
miniature therefore acts as a social signifier, but one based on merit rather than title. The
drunken behaviour of Sir Toby Bélcin the company of Feste the clown and Sir Andrew
Aguecheekpositiors them as more suitable to discuss pub signs than minigiuoesy with
license during this period of festivitieSimilarly, the middling sort may have viewed the
commissioning of prtraiture not as a means to emulate the nobility but as a vehicle to
represent their unique virtues based on hard work and leading good lives.

In performance, howeverwelfth Nightcould stabilise the social hierarchy. Although
the audience included adad section of society, that audience would have a relationship to
the actors on stage based upon the amount of money they had paid for admission. Those
paying the least amount of money would be standing in the groundlings, where the actors
would physicaly have to talk down to them if they addressed them directly. Seated in the
galleries, the audience would be wealthier and the actors would be forced to look up and
speak up to them. This would necessitate the act of physical deference and it is within this
context that the performance Divelfth Nightcan be seen as a giftesteends the
performance singing O6wedll strive to please
applause and the price of a ticket, the performandeveffth Nightstrives to pease a variety
of audiences, but as noted by Andrew Gilrat audience could be divided between a
primary audience and a secondérg i | e n t.2°!thsugha divide gcourred, it follows
that these individuals may have a different theatrical expersmta different understanding

of the pictures within the plajpouglas Bruster has persuasively argued for understanding the

2% Mark Thornton BurnettMasters and Servants in English Renaissance Drama and Culture: Authority and

Obediencd London and New Yo,r kp:. Slt6 OMarSeien dasl,s 01 9Nba7fn)cy Li ndhe
and Class imwelfth Nigh® University of Toronto Quarterly76, 2 (2007), 6799713 (especially pp. 69609).

¥lGurr,Pl aygoing in ShaKespeareds London
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theatre as a marketith the audience paying to attend and playwrights selling their plays.
Commercial playwrights would havegknded upon the vast proportion of the audience
enjoying and understanding what was presente
may have left fewer accounts of their interpretation of the play but by using sources gathered
from a range of disciplies including probate inventories and a wide variety of miniatures it is
possible to remagine how these individuals understood both the play and pictures.

The following playpresentanother courtly setting for the portrait miniature, but
rather than playing upon the amusement which can be gained from illushenBjcture

explores the effects of the deceiving effects of pictures.

292Douglas BrusteiDrama and the Markein the Age of Shakespeaf@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1992, pp. k11.
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Philip Massinger, The Picture(1629

THE

PICTVRE
A

TRAGECOMEDIE

As it wasoften prefented with good
allowance, at the Globe, and Blacke-
Friers Ph‘_:;!:oufﬂ. by the Kings

seltics ferumnrs.

Wiistenby Philip <M. affir:_or.

LONDON.

Printedby I. N, . for Thesus 1Wakiey and are
t0 be fould at his fhoppe at the Eagle and

Chuld sw Britiams boefe. 16 ;0.

<

Figurelll
TitleLJr 3S 2 F t KA Th& Rittusgloaddrk ly' N BaddNorton] for Thomas Walkey, )680arto
edition, British LibraryC142.d.18.

Introduction

Phil i p MbBheRidgturegas lircensed for performance on 8 June 1629 and first printed
in quarto in 16333 No records survive of it being performed in the seventeenth century, but
the printed edition includes a cast list and also thep#tge claims that the play was

performedon several occasions in both the Blackfriars and Globe thetiese(111).2%

293 Gerald Eades Bentle¥he Jacobean and Caroline Stage: Plays and Playwrjgltis iv (Oxford: Clarendon

Press, 1956), pp. 12829.

2% This would be the second Globe hs first one burnt downin161B.ur t her mor e, the Kingods
audiences outside London in the seventeenth century. Although the exact name of the plays which were

performed is not always known, the growing interest in visual culture and the piegelaterest in miniatures

across a widening breadth of society would have positidhedPictureas a popular choice. The play has

enjoyed fluctuating fortunes sincehe Picturewas performed in 2010 as part of the Read Not Dead series of
scriptin-handperformances by the Globe Theatre Company, London, and, again in 2010, at the Salisbury
Playhouse, where the drama was relocated to the nineteenth demigeping with this chronology the

eponymous picture is a photograph rather than a painted ommiat



308

These relatively cheap quarto editions enabled audiences from outside London who did not
attend the theatre to access this latest drama. Furthermore, the titular role diitleapit

the performances dioththe Globe and the Blackfriars thearmake this a particularly apt

play to explore in this thesis. An examinatiortleg miniature withinThe Picturewill

highlight the developments taking place in early modern theatre, and how playwrights and

performers used small staged properties to promote and reflect these éfanges.

Vera ac Viva Efflgf e.s
Pu1L1ppT MASSINGER, Gei®

Figure112
Portrait of Philip ThesNewRlayesr THshfal iovey] dte Suardigre and Ehe
Very Womanpublished posthumously in 1655. Engraving by Thomas Cross.

In addition toThe Picture Massinger also includes picturesline Renegad@ 624
andThe Emperor of the Eagt631]), and statues iithe Customfathe Country(c. 1619

1623), The Virgin Martyr(1620, TheParliament of Lov€1624, The Roman Actai1626),

2% Although this is the last play that that | will examine in this chronological analysis of drama, this is not to
suggest that playwrights and audiences stopped thinking about pictures after this period; rather the closure of
public theatre in Londomi1l642 marks a significant landmark in British theatre and to investigate the period
beyond this time frame in much detail would unbalance the chronology of the other sections of the thesis.
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andThe City Madan1632.2*Thi s reveals that Massingerods i
confined toThe Picturea | one. |1t al so demonstrates Massin
particularly female portraiture. Howevdihe Pictures the only play by Massinger which
specifically mentions a mi nild@umdasbeingt i s r ef
0| i mA.i6d), a (vord which is associated with the making of miniatures. Furthermore, the
miniature is evidently small enough for Mathias to carry with him to battle, produce at court,

look upon when he is imprisoned, and carry back hevhech would not be podsie with a

pi ct ur e TheiPicturas patiaulady.important because, as Joanne Rochester
concludes, it is OMassingerds most compl ex u
found the miniature to be most appropri&ten the other plays bilassinger, portraits

appear briefly at the beginning of the play and serve to develop théplbie Picture

however, the miniature appears repeatedly and is the main focus around which the plot
revolves.The Picturealso marks a changed attitude todsavisual imagery from the other

pl ays examined i n Withnd SciehcEhe minigture isldascriBegldsf or d 0 s
6goodhgdi n ShhwklfthdNighd atr eidss descr i Bhelicttags O6a | e we
however, the miniuatswerde4)i(s\a.mM3k Al h ebaatithagd o6(cV. 3
practice of | imning r en?Rather¢han being atakerdoflgve el i s h

the picture in Massingeros play is seen as f

2% The Venetian pictures ifihe Renegadare anonymous beautie®gsibly nudes, and ifihe Emperor of the

Eastthey are court portraits of potential bridésie Custom of the Counfryo-written with John Fletcher,

includes a scene in which Sulpitia, a brotkeéper and sorceress, is given a picture of Zenocia on whazst

a charm, which causes Zenaocia to fall ill, and a mother, Guiomar, kissing a picture of her son, Duarte, which
reassures him of her lov&he Virgin Martyrincludes a statue of Jupiter in Act 1 which is later destroyed in Act

3; The Parliament of aveincludes a statue of Cupid in Act 5; a statue of Minerva appediseifRoman Actor

and living statues appear in the masquétie City Madam For Massi nger 6s use of stat

O0Massinger 6s Pl ays Wit hThenShowwithirg Branhaficand Other Inddts:dEngbsla ? 6, i n
Renaissance drama (1500642) ed. by Francois Laroque (Montpellier: Paul Valery University press, 1990),
pp.333357.Many of Massingero6s plays were writteneitn coll a
Daborne, Nathan Field, and John Fletcthet. i s evi dent that Massingerds intel

several plays of which he is the salethor and those which he-egote.

297 Joanne Rochestetaging Spectatorship in the PlaysRifilip Massinger(Surrey: Ashgate, 2010), p. 95.
2% All line references taken froifihe Plays and Poems of Philip Massinged. by Philip Edwards and Colin
Gibson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2011), v vols, vol. iii. DD defines a counterfeit as a likeness
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Performance Spaces and Audiences
Blackfriars, whereThe Picturewas performed, was one of several new smaller indoor
theatres which opened in the early seventeenth cewfffieying audiences a different
experience from the larger outdoor venues. The new theatres were more expenteéne to at
because they had less capacity,dmihg indoorscandles were needed for lighting. The
Globe could fit an audience of0®0 with entrance fees ranging from 1d to stand in the
groundlings, a further penny to sit in the galleries, and 6d for thearpshsive seafs?
Comparatively, Blackfriars had no standing area and could seat an audience of between only
600 and 700with some members of the audience seated on the 8fayedrew Gurr notes
that seats at the Blackfriars cost between 30d arift@dbox at the side of the stage would
have cost 30d, a seat on a bench in the pit facing the stage between 6d and 1s, and a seat in
the top gallery furthest from the stage®&iThe cheapest seats at Blackfriars, therefore, were
the same price as the most expemseats at the Globe.

Traditional scholarship argues that the repertoires and the audiences of the indoor
theatresverediametrically opposed to those of the older hitlygatres, with the indoor
theatres offering newer plays specifically aimed at nabtiiences®® There is considerable
evidence, however, that the bettéf still continued to patronize Banksid¥ Attendance at
the Globe appears to have attracted as socially mixed an audience as it did before the opening
of these indoor theatres. But teosho could afford the higher prices also had the option of
attending performances at the Globe and Blackfriars theatre. Neither was Blackfriars just

frequented by the nobility; Martin Butler demonstrates that the gentry alscticarag¢o

depiction in visual or literary art, an adulteration or thing made of base material, an imitation of the genuine, a
false appearance or impersonation, and a form of deceit.

2¥Gurr,Pl aygoing in ShaRkRkspeareds London

300 Gurr, Playgoing in Shakesper e 6 s ,h.82n d o n

S0lGurr,Pl aygoing in ShalBespeareds London

32Gurr,Pl1 aygoing in Sheak¥¥8peareds London

3BGerald Eades Bentl ey, 0Sh akShakespeare survely(1848)t3850. Bl ac kf r i ¢

304Gurr, The Shakespeare&tage p. 217.
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socialize in thavinter>*®*Fur t her mor e, TMaGitgMadag{682) whicpwas y
performed at the Blackfriars, references the wives of wealthier London citizens, apprentices,
and court ladies in boxes, which suggests that they were known to be regularly in the
audence there t08°® There was also a crossover of plays too, as demonstrated by
Ma s s i The®ictdreswhich was performed at both the Globe and the Blackftfars.

Whil st Ira Clark explores ThaRctugpher i vil eged
acknowledgse that who constituted the elite and the criteria for their inclusion was much
debated in early modern Englat{dHowever, Clark supposes that the audience had a shared
education, based on their attendance at grammar schools, univeasitie hns ofCourt,
where they were schooled in the arts of rhetoric and drama. But this ignores the fact that such
institutions were not open to womewho alsoformed an audience for drama. The poet and
writer John Johnsgmn n descr i bing thei hctudesaMakevagesr
being studied by TheAaademyoblLowka4l).d°Futhermers, Butlér n
and Gurr have both demonstrated that women also attended the Caroline theatre at both the
Globe and the Blackfriars theatr&8This evidece is of particular relevance to my
examination off he Picturebecause the drama explores the instability of female portraiture
and it therefore allows women in the audience to see themselves reflected in the narrative.

My analysis of the play willtherefore, concentrate on the different theatrical

experiencethatthe Blackfriars and the Globe offeredhilst bearing in mind that neither

305Butler, Theatre and Crisis

6Gurr,Pl aygoing in ShaWKespeareds London

307See also Sarah Dustagheg®h ak espeareds Two Pl ayhouses: Repertory
the Blackfriars, 15901613(Cambridge: Cambridge Univergit Pr ess, 2017), and Roslyn K
there wasné6t a A B lIimsidekShakespmeares EsfagsmprethetBlackfyiabsGSeatydoiy Raul

Menzer (Selinsgrove: Susquehanna University Press, 2006),igD.54

308 |ra Clark,Professional Playwghts: Massinger, Ford, Shirley, & Bronfeexington: University Press of

Kentucky, 1992), p. 59. See also Ann Jennalie Coak,e Pr i vi | eged Pl aygo,d57@ of Sha
1642(New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1981), p. 9.

309 John JohnsorThe Academy of Love, Describing ye Folly of Younge Men and ye Fallacy of Women

(London:Printed for H. Blunden, 1641), pp.19#0.

310Buytler, Theatre in Crisispp. 104140, and GurfP | aygoi ng i n Shak®lofebareods Londc
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audience was necessarily as divided as previously thought. Miniatures were an ideal prop for
a theatre company wdh had to be flexiblenoughto perform at both the Globe and
Blackfriars theatre as well as touring the production. The picture could be easily transported,
and perhaps improvised when needed.
The relatively small stage at the Blackfriars was made avafies by the addition of
audience members seated on stédiFiffany Stern argues that this encouraged the audience
to judge the perfor man c e3?Beauvdusethe thdatye,couldoot al | vy,
accommodate large scenery, small objectsuding pictures, were particularly useful. If
they were set in lighteflective lockets the pictures would have glittered in the candlelight
and caught the attention of the audience. Just as playwrights exploited the intimate effects of
the Blackfriars theae, so too did the audience. Going to the Blackfriars offered the audience
the opportunity to dress up in their best clotltesnpared to those at the Globe who had to
dress for the weather. Just as the clothes of the indoor audience glistened inléligiceind
so too would their jeweller§**St er n argues that the Blackfria
theatrical event of wHRedommancéseatthe Blackfriarwtheatrea n e |
therefore, had more in common with drama which took place in lgadlatand the audience
were thus as much a part of the performance as the playetgadicially as some were seated

on the stage.

311 Glynne Wickham estimates that the Blackfriars stage measured 46 feet by 66 feet. Glynne Waeklyam,

Modern Stages 1300 to 16@0ondon: Routledge, 1972), vol. 2, p. 138.

s2Tjiffany Stern, o6fiTaking Parto: AcltsideShakespedreddbydi ence
Menzer, pp. 3653 (p. 46).

S8Sarah Dustagheer, oOAcoust iMovingShakespears lndodrs: Ferfoarantcé c e s | n ¢
and Repertoire in the Jacobean Playhque by Andrew Gurr and Farddarim Cooper (Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 2014), pp. 18%1 (p. 137).

St ern, oO6fATaking Partod, p. 47.
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[REDACTED]

Figure113
Actor Simon Harrison as Mathias looking at a picture of SophidePictureat Salisbury Playhouse, 2010.

Director Philip Wilson. Photographer Johan Persson.

[REDACTED]

Figure114

The Sam Wannamaker Playhouse at the Globe, London. The original Blackfriars theatre no longer survives but
the Wannamaker Playhouse is modelled on a similar archetypal style of indoor theatre illuminated with
candlelight,with asmall stage, and close proximibetween the stage and the seating atessye courtesy of
Shakespeareds Gl obe.
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[REDACTED]

Figure1l15

A perfor mance o fOrphausatghe SaroNMarnantalker Rlapheuseaat the Globe, London, 2015
demonstrating the close proximity between performers and the audienta.ge courtesy of Shake
Globe.

6cheating picturesé: Trusting in Counterfeit
The theme of the lovers being bonto different stations in life is established from the start

of the playas it is in bothWit and SciencandTwelfth Night The knight, Mathiagells his

wi fe Sophia that o6you in birth were farre ab
andeg al | 6andl7)1.. 1He i s | eavingnthepr éhesmantd iof
purchase the jewels and fine apparel which he thinks she deserves (1.1.34). He then reveals

that he doubts her constancy in his absence and has an idea thabwiliedl to monitor her
virtue. Mat hi asdés plan is revealed to the au
which he made earlier

Take then this little modell of Sophia

With more than humane skill limde to the life;
Each line, and linament of it the drawing
Soe punctually observed that had it motion
In so muchdwere her selfe. (L.166 170)
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As in Wit and Sciencewvhere the audience are assured that the portrait is such an accurate
portrayal of the si t TwelfthNight ahere the porérditessc k 6t h b ut
presumably so |ifelike that Olivia assures V
audience foiThe Pictureare assured that the miniature so closely resembles the sitter, that if
it had oO6moti ond Unlikethesewrdrler plays, the manner is vehicH thEso .
miniature was made is describedTine Picture and the intended use of the portrait also
differs significantly.
Mat hi as introduces the char dOrieelaepelyf Bapti
red i n natures hiidl®eThe l@viedge df lemnidg is(thereby . 1 1 8
positioned as being exclusive and learned and not available for common understanding. The
audience is told that the maki nes kafidltéhea mi ni
presumably involved magit?® Baptista also reveals that the making of the miniature
involved close scrutiny of the unknowing subject matiep unct ual Jaydrevelals er ve d 6
that the miniature was made wit hcasens8tbgp hi aods
her privacy has been invaded. She | ater desc
condemns the picture and BapMysuaddddmalbi (. @
Mat hi as comment sAnt haadtmi trhaeb | 1&81) npprbiantge iuse G & s :
have not Some hiddenertue that | cannotguesse/at | n what <can it advan
(1.1.1717 173). This contrasts with the more usual ideal positioning of a miniatdmere it
symbolises love between two characters and shoulddreshed purely because it acts as a

reminder of the other and serves teerdorce the bonds of affection. Tine Picture

315The anonymousgrden of Favershar(late 1580s) includes the character Clarke; although described as a
painter rather than a limner, his ability to create of a pos@neacifix and a poisoned picture of Alice in order

to kill her husband when he looks upon them reveals an earlier anxiety towards artists with Ailgician
powers and art wor ks The @hite Desi(pesfamed 16h2)h whate thes chazaiér s

Isabella is murdered with a poisoned portrait, made by a corrupt doctor, of her husband, Bracchiano. A more
dignified representation of a painter can be seen in the Painter Additibhe ®panish Traged$602) andThe

Trial of Chivalry (1605).
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however, the miniature arises from baseless jealousyasi@tharine Eisaman Mawsgues,
is the result of disordered visiétf Mathias is left questioning what good a miniature of his
wife is. It is left to Baptista to explain the qualities of the picture: revealing that the miniature
will c¢change colour to yellow if Sophia is te
to black if she is inconstant. Unlikewelfth NightandWit and Scienceghe miniature inrhe
Pictureis not given freely as a gift, but rather reluctantly handed over by Baptista to Mathias
who attempts to use it in an attempt to assert control over fadeiclaims to love.

Mathias does not keep the image of his wife priviata st ead he boasts of
virtue and shows the image to onlookers at the royal abu further subjecting the
unknowing Sophia to the gaze of others. In contrast, theature inTwelfth Nightis seen
only by Viola, and inVit and Sciencéhe miniature is seen only by Science and her mpther
although in performance the actors may choose to show it to selected members of the
audience. In these earlier plays, the miniaisigiven with the intention of securing affection
and an alliance passing from one hand to another. The pictures were not intended to have a
larger audience or to be passed around by hands who did not know the sliter Hicture
however,notonlywaSop hi adés miniatur e maidasoseentbhout her
people unknown t o h e rsshoBinggfrthe portraiwhithlprpmptsi t i s
the queen to test the constancy of both Mathias and Sophia. Envious that another woman
should recere such praisghe Queen, Honorjaffers herself to Mathias. Mathias is tempted
but requests she waits for him. Mathias | ook
same,thesame Pur e Chr i st al r 8 t88).eTheaniniatweraatsasant y! 6 (|
exemplar for Mathias to guide his actions and for him to remain contaregby inverting

its original function. However, upon his next viewing of the picture it appears to confirm all

SKathar i ne Ei saman Maus, OHorns of Dilemma: Jeal ousy,
D r a nEmdlish Literary History 54, 3 (1987), 561583 (p. 564).
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of his earlier fearsas it has changed colour. #ist, Mathias thinks it is his own melancholy
which is reading things into the picture

Mathias: This is a terrible vision! | will cleare
My eyesight, perhaps melancholly makes me
See that which is not.
Baptista: It is to apparent.
| grieve to lode upord; besides the yellow,
That does assure sheds tempted, there
Of a darke colour, that disperse themselves
Ore every miniature of her face, and those
Confirmei
Mathias: She is turnd whore. (IV.1.296)
The miniature, adescribed by both Baptista and Mathias, is reported to have changed in
appearance. In addition to the yellowing of her image, signifying her temptation, the dark
|l ines appear to show that she has proged unf
play as a 0Gorgondé (V.3.104) al so ,ahidthudes to
can destroy the spectator with one glance. The changed picture resolves Mathias to seduce
Honoria. Mathias thus gives responsibility for his own actions to ttarpirather than to
any trust he has in his wife. The audience are led to believe that the description of the portrait
is truthful, as the preceding scene ends with Sophia declaring she will cuckold Mathias in
revenge for his supposed unfaithfulness. thgph Mat hi asds description
appearance of the miniature and the dramatur
audi enceds perception, interpretatfThia and | u
reading of the play could be rémmced by the actor playing Mathias showing the audience a

prop which shows a yellowing and blackened miniature. This would be feasble

previously he has publicized his wifebds port

317 RochesterStaging Spectatorship. 2.
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private image. Furthenore, at the Blackfriars at least, where the play was performed, the
audience could be very close and might be able to see these details under the caigilelight.
The workof AlanCDessen i s useful for highlighting t
descriptonrof t he mini ature provides Onarrative to
understanding of it!° For the audience and Mathias, the picture appears to accurately show
what Sophia has said she will do. But it becomes apparent in the following scene that the
porrt ai't refl ects Mathiasds anxiealenneiongsnd | 0oss
rather than heeventuakctions.

Producing the miniature at this point allows for a moment of reflection by the
character and for the audience to direct their ateno Mathias and his situation. On one
hand, this focus on the miniature encourages the audience to be drawn into the action as they
would have been Wit and SciencandTwelfth Night As described in chapter three, when
Melville looked atthe miniatues i n Queen Elizabet htohe col | ect
object in order to make out the details of the portrait. Hilliard also notes that miniatures
should be 6veewed of ne s@TFisisgdifferant rblaionshipne ar e
betweerthe viewer and the objefrom that oflargescale portraiturewhere the viewer can
stand back and not get physically involved with the object; the miniature dictates that actors
interact with it both on a physical level and alsp providing a tight fous, on an emotional
level. Potentiallythen,miniatures have the power to be more dangerous thandasaie
pictures because of the close proximity involved in looking at them. On the other hand, the
miniature breaks the flow of the drama and callstia to the construction of the theatrical

performancewhereby the audience becomes aware that they are watching a player looking at

38T he title paghePiddrenoMst shsaitngered pl ay dwas often present
the Globe, and Blackfrierspldayouses, by the Kings Maiesties Servants®é
S9AlanC.DesserRecoveri ng Shakespe an(CGudsidgd: BanbridgeiUciversity Rress,ab ul ar
1995), p. 202.

320 Kinney,Ni chol as Hillia2ddés Art of Limning
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a picture. Although this is arguably true of all three plays examined in this thesis, it is

particularly pertinent withifThe Pictureas the play sel€onsciously explores the effects of

on-stage audiences throughdttMat hi as6s description of the p
see it through his eyes. In fact, the use of a small picture on stage which was not shown to the
audi ence would necessitate a reliance on Mat|
the picture.

The subsequerdcene shows that Sophia has in fact changed her mind and imprisoned
the courtiers who erroneous| yremaiged faithiule d Mat hi
This reveals that the miniature reflects Mat
unfaithful ness. Mat hi asds earlier reading of
mind rather than representing a truthful imageoi t s subj ect . Mat hi as de
magicall glasseanddoes presedtNot hi ng but hor n#&65). Toand horror
Mat hi asds eyes the miniature acts | ike a mir
Cc u c k t&ndrnd.dnstead of reassurihgn, the miniature feeds the fears it was designed to
put at rest. That it was Mathiasodos | ack of f
Sophiads inconstancy i s explained | atwr in t
as being gaable of altering the picturé Ver t ue, contr i ti Bhaspeis t h unf
of vice washodd ofTio, twiiel If isrosotn égr eesmigmnsee 6 t( I/V
the picture appears as an emblem used to illustrate a moral message niglydeads to
Honoriabds repentandél oamhdri sgededadks®vellBH @i our
and Mathiasods correction.

The Picturer eveal s an ongoing discourse on the

The Vanity of the Ey@.615) includes clpters on the deceptive nature of painting and

321 For the effects of the estage audience see, Rochessaging Spectatorship.
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specifically limning, as well as the perils of attending the thé&tmithough Hakewill is
critical of the deceptive nature ©&3Thapai nting
Sophpicu@swasmadei t hout the sitterod6s consent reve
|l eft alone with amorous male artists and won
circles3?* Similarly, anxietiesareexpressety Hakewill about women attending the theatre
where thg were thought to be gazed upon freely and unknowitfgi.a k e wi | | 6 s t ext
illustrates not only an anxiety about pictures and performances but painters too. Erin V.
Obermuell er argues that oO6understanding the s
paining and theatre, Massinger uses both arenas to highlight the process through which
vi ewer s i n t32unpike BnvelfthiNmmhwheré Olivia gives her miniature to Viola
of herown will, inThe Picture Sophi ads represent mterprétedl i S ma ¢
by Mathias, and looked upon by the king and queen whilssshreaware. Sophia is denied
the possibility of fashioning herself through her portrait, but successfully does so through her
actions.

Whilst the extreme iconoclasm of the sixteerghtary was receding in the early
seventeenth century, the status of visual imagery remained problémRtidvialcolm Smuts
argueghatthe collection of art by King Charles and his courtiers legitimated a wider interest
in the subject and an importation@bntinental ideas into Englariéf But in the 1620s, when

The Picturewas first performed, there remained much ambivalence over the nature of

322 George HakewillThe Vanity of the Eyg@xford: Joseph Barnes, 1615), ppi88 and 41. Hakewi | | i
anxieties regarding thgotentially corrupting influence of plays continued to be reiterated throughout the early
seventeenth century and were expressed even more forcefully in William Rrystnie-mastix, or, the

Scourge of Playerd_ondon, 1633).

323 Hakewill, The Vanity of th Eye p. 88.

324The idea of male portrait artists taking the opportunity to take advantage of sittings with female sitters is

alluded to in a number of plays, includiAgden of Favershar(il0.66 68).

325 Hakewill, The Vanity of the Eye. 41.

S6Erin V. Obermueller, 6AOn cheating Pictureso: Gender
Pi c t kardydldeatre 10, 2 (2007), 87107 (pp. 8889).

327"Margaret AstonEn gl ando6s | conocl ast s (Oxferd: Clarendon Présa983. Agai nst |
328 R. Malcolm SmutsCourt Cultureand the Origins of a Royalist Tradition in Early Stuart England

(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1999), pg. 123, 139162.
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images. This was fuelled, in part, by the historic impact oRe&fermation and anxieties over

a socially broaderange of society having access to pictures and writing on visyalhach

have been explored throughout this thesis. In the theatre these concerns were staged and
highlighted. Antitheatrical rhetoric, as described by Hakewill, attacked theatre for its false

images and potentially corrupting influenceferencing introngsion theorywhere the eye

was considered a gateway to sin. Rochesterathae§vi si on was i magi ned ¢
to infection: images were bewitching, erotic and corrupting, and the theatre was a venue for

t heir t r3mhe followisgiprontplicitly draws a parallel between a man looking

at a O6Tabl ettt neated of his mistress, theatr

329 RochesterStaging Spectatorship. 98.
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Figure116

John Goddard, after Abraham Bosse

Lust from the serie¥he Seven Deadly Sins
c. 1639 c. 1650

Engraving

149 mm x 90mm

British Library, 1854,0812.58

Similarly, the focus offhe Picturedraws attention not only to the deceiving nature of

art but also the dangers inherent in its int
counterfeit and bl ames Mathiasb6s iIinterpretat
jealousy

We did not deale like you in speculations
On cheating pictures; we knew shadowes were
No substances and actuall performance
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The best assurance. (V.3198)

Sophia thereby reduces pi ct peoplswhdashbe mer e O6s ha
descri besceassd.o0slinb sctoanf using the two Mathias |
a picture and revealed his faulty vision in misinterpreting it. By the end of the play Mathias

has learnt his lesson and instructs his wife to go where she pleases and with whbenever s

pleases in future. Having learnt to trust his wifenolonger needs the pictur&hich he

now condemns as false and burns it:

| will be
My owne securitygo ride where you please,

Feast, revele, banquet, and make choise with whom,

A

|l 611 deth mnmgpowayou, and for proofe ofodt,
This cursed picture | surrender up
To aconsuming fire. (V.3.20i 215)
He thereby gives the portrait a lot of power in the very act of destroyihigdtpicture has
fulfilled its function as an exemplar and is no lengeeded, or trusted. The function of
pictures to model behaviour is reminiscent o
men from history which the viewer was intended to emf&tie. The Picture however, the
miniature has a shorter lifespamdamodels behaviour in a more complex manner. The maker
of the miniature, Baptisfaenounces his knowledded | a/llhhepnactse of my art 6
(V.3.215 216)1 thereby promising to not make any further magical miniatures. Whilst the
miniature allows th@lot to develop, and provides a focal point for the audience, characters,
and players, it is denounced as false by the end of the play and is destroyed. In dramatizing
Mat hi asds ment al state and providinglowshe i mp

Massinger to stage Mathiasb6s inner conflict.

30Mar k Evans, Wdrhteo rLy:ml @gn tl exnTheLuraley thve@tarynahdePedigesdl. by i n
Evans, pp. 1319 (p. 13).
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Wit and Sciencean The Picturethey are not the lessons for which this miniature was

commissioned. IThe Pictureminiatures are positioned as untrustthy and the making of

such miniatures is viewed with equal disdain: it is both magical and involves the perusal of
women against their will. Although it is actually the making and the interpretation of the

miniature which is at fault, rather than the pret per se, the characters, howeverpsbdo

blame the picture for their own faults. Once Mathias has returned home and the portrait is
burnedSophi a can once agahotréeprésbptathag preal
Rather than being tated as a special object with its own messenger, as can be ¥éen in

and Scienceor as a gift given in person from one hand to anp#seseen iTwelfth Night

the portrait inThe Pictures viewed cynically. This may be because miniatures were

becomhg more popular and increasingly coming t
The miniaturewhich was one positioned in drama as being special and imbued with

scholarly learning and feelings of love, is used by Massinger to highlight the dangers of

pictures having the power to deceive and to take advantage of unknowing women.

Conclusion

The chart at the beginning of this chapliesstrated the evolving use of the portrait miniature
within plays over the period from 1540 to 1650. Plays withiatures were quite rare until

the 1590sthis reflecs the findings of the picture database and the research into regional
inventories and literature on miniaturesich also revealed a limited but growing interest in
the subject before this date. hrese earliest decades of the study, miniatures featured in
morality plays, masques, and tournament entertainments. However, as more public theatres
were built in the late sixteenth century an increasing number of wkssroduced, and

more of these playsere featuring miniatures. At the turn of the century plays with

miniatures featured in the popular genres of comedy, romance, and tragedy. This reveals
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how, in general, tastes were shifting for different kinds of drama, and how the miniature was
provingto be a flexible staged property which could be effectively used within these plays. It
also reflects a growing awareness of miniatures, and visual culture more generally, by
playwrights and audiences.

The longer chronological framework which has beerpsstbthroughout this thesis
has allowed me to nuance earlier scholarship which has hitherto focused on the role of the
miniature in plays which were first performed in the early seventeenth century. By ignoring
plays that were written in the early sixtdeosentury and in the later seventeenth century,
existing scholarship has given a distorted view of how miniatures could be adapted to suit the
requirements of changing tastes in genre and to reflect a growing public for theatre and
portraiture.

By paying dose attention to the different venues in which plays were performed |
have demonstrated how the miniature could be adapted to exploit these specific spaces.
During performances in halls | have explored how the primary audience may have enjoyed
privilegedaccess to the staged propemyh i | st t he part of the audi ¢
may have had to rely on the actords spoken w
understanding of what they could not see. This restricted view need not impair the
understanding of the miniature within the pléydoes however, suggest a number of
alternative readingsot all of which are what today would be considdreat ofa traditional
portrait miniature. Furthermore, | have argued that the decoration digthied could serve
both as a distraction from the play, which the miniature could helpftxus, and provide a
context in which to interpret the events of the play. The consideration of staging, sightlines,
proximity to the actors, decoration, and knedge of miniatures has also proved instructive
in examiningTwelfth NightandThe Pictureand the venues in which they were performed.

By paying close attention to the different performance spacesealfth Nightl have argued
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t hat t he a c tthe miniatureyto thibge ineéhs audididatthey considered to be
the mostimportanft n t he same way as they may O6speak u
performance. The examination Diie Picturewhich was performed at both the Globe and
the Blackfriargheatreshasallowed for a comparison of these two very different spaces, one
a large outdoor playhouse which was open to the elements and the other an indoor and
relatively small space. At Blackfriars | argued that the actors would be able to martipelate
use of candlelight to highlight the glistening nature of a jedaniniaturewhich would
both capture the audiencebds attention and, p
the Globe, where audiences were further from the stage and oelidaylight, an
understanding of the miniature would have be
description of what he saw. This would complement the dramaturgy by makiagdieace
implicit in the understanding of the problems associatedtwiting in pictures at the
expense of exercising judgement. Importantly, the miniature as a staged property proved to
be flexible in being able to work in these different venues. A consideration of the different
spaces has been crucial in understandiegdlifferent effects which actors could create
through exploring the unique characteristics of the miniature and how it developed
relationships with the audience.
Traditional scholarship has argued that the audiences in the public playhouse differed
from those at the private theatre. However, more recently scholars have shown that this
supposed divide was not as great as was once thought. Building upon this evidence of
socially mixed audiences and audiences which frequented different venues, | havalexplore
how these different individuals might have understood the mingituae they saw and heard
about within the plays. | have argued that audishicec oncept ual i zati on of
in part, dependent upon their familiarity with visual culture.Mehighlighted some of the

different types of images which audience members might have called to mind during a
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performanceincluding small pictures of allegorical representations, coins, jewels, popular
trick pictures, and prints.

It was because of theftirent meanings which were attached to the miniature that
playwrights were able to explore a range of different themelsiding exemplars, love
tokens, and magical idols. Whilst this does show how attitudes towards pictures shifted over
time, it also demonstrates how the miniature ldwipon and incorporated these new ideas.
These evolving functions of the miniature and their diverse material expressions would have
meant that audiences constantly had to think asling what they thought a miniature
should be and what it should look like. By exploring how the miniature could embody all of
these idegd argue against current narrow perceptions of what a miniature looks like, how it
functioned, and who had access to it.

The evidence presented in thelseee plays also offers valuable insights for
considering the function of miniatures examined in the earlier chapters of this thesis. In both
Wit and SciencandTwelfth Nightminiatures are gifted to loved ones. This suggests that the
6small picturesdéd |listed within the inventor.i
In The PictureMathias commissions a portrait of his wife so he can look upon her whilst they
are gart. Similarly, miniatures functioned to keep the absent present in the lives of the
middling sort. The miniature with the unknown lady possibly wearing mourning attire framed
opposite a depiction of a church and a mound of earth out of which a treelwgsbws,
appears to have originally served as a commemorative object (#iggrén Wit and Science
the miniature is used to consider the sitter
this function of portraiture in his autobiography. He writest individuals should leave their
portraits to friends and children so that wh

manner of favour they had; and also thereby put in mind that, if they left a good report of
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their virtues behind them, theymaymb r ace and f*6Roftraituve, them,eoulsl a me 0 .
inspire both the sitter and the viewer towards leading a similarly good life. This
interdisciplinary evidence is particularly useful when considering the function of miniatures
for noncourtly audienes where there is a scarcity of other documentatiois.chapter has

built upon the evidence of the preceding chapters and in doing so has offered an alternative
discourse on the role of the miniature in playrsdaddedo scholarship in both art histor

and drama.

331 James M., Osborn, ed’he Autobiography of Thomas Whytharpel16.
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Conclusion

This thesis began by evaluating the concerns expressed by Hilliard regarding the
popularization of portrait miniatures at the turn of the seventeenth century
hoping to bring up ot hers f aghtdieesybotMaj est vy
strangers and English, that now and of a long time have pleased the common sort
exceedingly well, so that | am myself become unable by my art any longer to keep
house in LondoR??
Hi lliardds refer ence audencetorgortcaih mmaturestsab rt i mp |
stretched beyond the nobility. However, scholarship on miniatures continues to concentrate
primarily on examples of the art form produced for the ¢ourtle scholarship on
prosperous nenoble individuals at the mididg social level continues unfocused on
miniatures. The thesis contributes significantly towards filling this gap in current knowledge
by highlighting the role played by the middling sort, largely defined as those above a yeoman
but beneath the upper genin the social hierarchy, as the patrons, subjects, and interpreters
of small pictures during the period betwaeri520 and. 1650.
The thesis posed a series of related questiosderto understand the issues arising
from Hil |l i andddesach a fallerareersianding of miniatures and their
developing social and cultural position in early modern Britain: how locating the common
sort can further the understanding of miniatures; the ways in which miniatures of the common
people compare witthose of the nobility; and how critically analysing literature and drama
which concerns miniatures from the perspective of the common sort can offer an alternative
discourse to that already established in scholarship. To achieve a rounded view ofdiite port
miniature a multidisciplinary framework was adopted that in turn shaped the organisation of

the work.

332 Salisbury MS 87.25, letter dated 28 July 1601.
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To locate who the middling sort were, and how placing them at the centre of research
can furtheourunderstanding of miniatures, the writing oftsenth and seventeenttentury
commentators was identified as a key source. One recurring theme in this literature was the
perceived danger posed to a supposedly naturally occurring hierarchy by individuals who
were considered to display characteristics tvere deemed inappropriate for their degree.

One area invhichthese concerns were seen to manifest themselves was in the acquisition of
pictures by the middling sort, an activity that was regarded as the traditional realm of the
nobility. To examine wather these claims were applicable to the representation of the
middling sort in miniaturgthis thesis compared the evidence for picture ownership by both
noble and nomoble individuals.

The use of probate i nvent orciteusr erseov eian eudr bt
areas outside of London. This evidence was used to argue for an interest-scsieall
decorative objects by regional audiences starting from the late sixteenth century and
continuingthroughout the early seventeenth century. Furtherntfogesocial breadth of small
picture ownership extended beyond those of the landed elite. The varying degrees of wealth
and visual culture tavhich these individuals had access compared to their noble counterparts
offered the opportunity to include undesearched small pictures in the study. The thesis
examined familiar miniatures which have received a great deal of scholarly attention
alongside those painted by possibly regiorbged and/or amateur paintéreese
miniatures do not follow the courthesthetic of smalfinely detailed watercolour portraits
that are well knowpand thereby call into question what a portrait miniature may have looked
like and how it was considered by npnable audiences.

Focusing on the middling sort has shown that atires were not an exclusively

noble art form. This research, therefore, adds important nuance to the influential work of Roy
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Strong and Patricia Fumertomho have concentrated on miniatures within elite cont&xts.
Strongds r esear chcondacted marertharsfartynyeard agosl hoawn c e s
much more is known about patrons of art in4conrtly settings. Recently, Tarnya Cooper
has shifted attention to the role of the middling sort in the commissioning of portrandre
Robert Tittler has effeéwwely demonstrated that picture ownership in the regions forms an
important part of our understanding of early modern British paiffttigurthermore, Tara
Hamling and Catherine Richardson have greatly added to knowledge concernglgenon
audiences a$e consumers and makers of meaning in domestic spa@sconcentrating

on the middling sort, therefore, this research brings scholarship on miniatucegate with
current academic discourse on portraiture and social and cultural histories of thegnidd
sort. It also provides a compelling argument for the parameters of the definition of a portrait
miniature to be broadened from the archetypal image that Strong established to include
lesserknown examples of the art form often found in the collectairiecal museums and
country houses.

A recurring theme in sixteentlind seventeentbentury literature was that nomble
patrons of art were being presumptuous in their acquisition of pictures. To test this assertion,
| compiled and analysed the largeample of miniatures evanalysedadopting both
guantitative and qualitative methods. The analysis demonstrated that sittersnofoten
status were being represented in miniature from at least the, Hs80sontinued tbe
throughout the sixteenth meiry and increasingly in the first half of the seventeenth century.
Whilst it is not easy to discovehasipenopl ed s
possible to compare miniatures representing the nobility alongside those representing sitters

of more modest backgrounds to see if the latter were adopting the same fashions as their

333 Strong, Artists of the Tudo€ourt, Fumerton Cultural Aesthetics
334 Cooper,Citizen Portrait Tittler, Portraits, Painters, and Publics in Provincial England
335 Hamling and Richardso Day at Home in Early Modern England

n
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social superiors. The analysis of the miniatures in the database showed more evidence of the
nobility being oveireaching in their dress and transgressing the ac{spairel than the
middling sort. This research, therefore, supports the findings of Maria Haymtawchas
analysed dress in the first half of the sixteenth cerffiity.hasalso demonstrated that whilst
some nomoble sitters chose to be depicted bydhme painters that worked for the court,
many chose to be represented by painters who worked in a variety of differing styles,
supportsand media. The thesis highlights examples of the art form executed on wood and
copper that show the faces of unidentifior norcourtly sitters. Thisnaterialthat Ihave
collected confirmsHi | | i a rregéardinghel papulanzation of miniatures, but my
analysis of apparel and medhasrevealed that the middling sort were not emulating the
nobility, by highlighting he different ways invhich they were represented in this srsdhle
format.Furthermore, by analysing sources from different disciplines | have been able to
discover the many different ways in which portraiture functioned in the lives of the middling
sortincluding to commemorate a significant event in their life, to represent pride in their
profession, as an aid to remember the dead and to emulate their good deeds or to learn from
their mistakes, to think upon their own ideal portraiture and fashion #éhegssaccordingly,
as a reminder of a loved one, to negotiate and forge relationships and as a decorative work of
art. The manner in which miniatures were used by the middling sort and the nobility does
overlap but I have shown that these more modestatotkefashioned the art form to suit
their own unique requirements.

Whilst the analysis was limited to the 50% of miniatures with identified sitters,
nevertheless this high number of unfamiliar faces demonsthegopularity of the art form
amongst leserknown, and possibly neoourtly, individuals. The miniatures in the database

were as representative as possible considering the low survival rate of paintings from this

336 Hayward,Rich Apparelp. 221
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period and the types of pictures which are most frequently collected and docdmente
Further work in this area could test whether the statistics arrived at by this resmearch
applicable to further sets of miniatures that were not available at the time of writing.

The valwuation of oO0small pictangargumeni n r eqgi
for the inclusion of the middling sort as the audience for miniatures. The comparison of noble
and nonnoble inventories supports the traditional claim that, in the seventeenth ¢entury
noble collectors often displayed their miniatures in pagbuilt cabinet rooms like those at
Whitehall and Ham House, or galleries like Hardwick Hall. In contrast, the middling sort
predominantly displayed their small pictures in parlours. The evidence of other items of
furniture and decorative items in thesems suggesthat, for these more modest
households, the miniatures were integrated into their everyday lives alongside eating,
sleeping, and entertaining. This provides strong evidence for the claim that small pictures
were reserved for the eyes of theusehold and invited guestather than being used to
di splay the familyds status to all visitors
owners were emulating the nobility, therefore, they were doing so discreetly.

The varied terminology bwhich miniatures were known contributed towards the
difficulty in ascertaining the exact natureto€6 s ma | | picturesé and 61 it
mentioned in inventories. However, whilst the details of the small pictures in the homes of
the middling sort remins opaque, the evidence of less familiar pictures representing the
middling sorf which were examined in chapter two, strongly suggeselationship between
the documentary and the visual evidence. Further research examining probate inventories
from different geographic areas would make a useful comparison with the results here to see
how representative they were. Also, a focus on records from the latter half of the seventeenth
century and the eighteenth century would prove instructive in mappingyuhanges over

a longer time frame.
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So far, | have argued that whilst the fashion for steedlle portraits originated from
the court, the middling sort adapted the format to suit their own needs rather than replicating
the images and the same conditiohslisplay as the nobility. The findings, therefore,
guestion Langfordodos interpretation of the
manners and mo FElrthernmofe, as theeowngrehip ofrpigtidres is a frequent
determinant for the ideification of the middling sort, the evidence has been used to argue
for the origins of this group in the century prior to their usual placement by the influential
work of Langford, Keith Wrightson, John Smail, Lorna Weatherill, and other historians of the
late seventeenth and early eighteenth centéifes.

This thesihasalso interrogated how a miniature was understood conceptually by
middling sort audiences. To address this subject, it examined manuscripts and printed matter

written on the art forpmand nvestigated the contextswhich writers thought about

miniatures and the audience for this information. By selecting manuscript and printed sources

across an eightyear period it was possible to trace developments and patterns in this
discourse. This searchhasidentified four sometimes overlapping and occasionally

conflicting frameworks irwhichto study the literature on miniatures: artisanal knowledge,
scholarly knowledge, amateur knowledge, and the blazoning of arms. The examination of the
materialconditions of texts and their circulation alongside the critical textual analysis led to
the argument that there was an interest in discourse on limning in the late sixteenth and early
seventeenth centiesoutside of courtly circles. This unique approdéeistudying writing on
miniatures over a significant time perjddathasconsidered a range of audiences for this

work, has allowed me to question the work of Sttramp o f ocuses on Hi |l |

337 Langford,A Polite andCommercial Peoplep. 67.

338 |_angford,A Polite and Commercial Peoplé. Smail,The Origins of Middle Class Culture: Halifax and
Yorkshire, 11601780(Ithaca and LondanCornell University Pres4,994; Lorna WeatherillConsumer
Behaviour and Material Ctdire in Britain, 16601760(London: Routledge, 1988and WrightsonEarthly
Necessitiesp. 298.
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without considering the history and developmédnwoting on art and its developing

readership. Furthermorehtspr ovi ded supporting evidence

print did not supersede manuscript after the adoption of the printing press and thereby

guestioned EI i zab efthh pricieddbmksiytiaeyithe éndofc onc e pt

manuscript$® The findings presented here, therefore, can be considered alothgsiderk

of H. R. Woudhuysen and Harold Lgweho argue for the ongoing relationship between print
and manuscript culture, atidatof Sara Pennelivho has broadened the debate on
manuscripts by incorporating nditerary, non-elite sources within her resear®iThere are
limitations to the research findingsrimarily based on the scarcity of vernacular writing on

art available to large audiences before the seventeenth century. Further research could

examine the owners of printed material and manuscripts in the latter half of the seventeenth

century to see ithe two forms continued to interact with each other and to investigate the

development of their audiences.

To gain a fuller understanding of how miniatures were considered by early audiences

the thesis examined dramatic sources. The fourth chapter Wéhamquantitative analysis

of surviving plays that feature miniatures betweeh540 and 1650. The analysis questioned

fo

the concept of the ear |l lyascomtibuedtowardditeer e st age d

discourse on staged properties by Harris and &¥fdThe evidencéierewas limited by the

low survival rate of early modern plays that all research in this field encounters. However, by

paying close attention to the shifts over time it was possible to challenge less carefully

historicised accounts of tighifting function and reception of miniatures in drama. Crucial to

339 Fox, Oral and Literate Culture in EnglandEisensteinThe Printing Press as an Agent of Change
340H. R. Woudhuysersir Philip Sidney and the Circulatiorf Manuscripts, 1558640(Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1996 Harold Love,Scribal Publication in Seventeer@entury EnglandOxford: Clarendon Press,
1993; Sara Pennell and Michelle DiMeReading and Writing Recipe Books, ¢.160800(Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 2013

lFor the theory of the 6bQnr eS hsa kaegsepjeddneBithat ¢doknaydee F .

(Colorado: The University of Colorado Press, 19&br more recent scholarship on the materiality of the early
modern stagesee Gil Harris and Kord&taged Properties in Early Modern English Drama

Re\
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this was widening the focus of study from highzabethan sourcesshich have already
received a lot of scholarly attentidn,a consideration of plays written in the first half of the
sixteenth century and the mgkventeenth century.

By focusing on three plays | was able to understand how dramatists manipulated the
unigue characteristics of the miniature for dramatic effect and how this changed over time
and genre. To further exploreetinelationship between audiences and the minigtuge
spaces iwhichthe plays were performed were examinduavealso considered how the
socially variegated audience might interpret the miniature differently. In doingryis,
researchasbuilt uponthe documentary evidence of Martin Butler and Andrew Gund
contributes towards scholarly debate on audie?fds.addition to the large outdoor
playhouses and the smaller private theatres, the th@stensidered performances in a
private hall, annstitutional setting, and a church. The use of the miniature in these different
spaces highlighted how flexible it needed to be as a staged pr@pettthe research thereby
complemereSar ah Dustagheer és scholarship on the
performed at different venué® The thesishasexplored how the different audience
members might have interpreted the miniature in the play in light of their own familiarity
with visual culturein particular writing on miniatures and the small picturetheir homes.
It argued against a monolithic interpretation of the miniature and explored alternative
subjective responses. This approach to the miniature within drama is original in the way that
it considers different audiendgserceptios of staged prperties and adds to scholarship on
both artforms.

By approaching the subject of portrait miniatures from an interdisciplinary

perspective it was possible to investigate the complexity of the relationships between object,

342 Butler, Theatre and CrisisGurr, Playgoing in ShakespedgeLondon
343 DustagheerShakespeais Two Playhouses
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text, and audience in myriad waykat would not have been possible when working only
within one discipline. Whilst each of the sources investigated had specific problems, as | have
shown, they have also offered distinct advantages for the study of miniatures. By using
sources that comgiment each other my research has been able to fill in the gaps left by
current researghvhich hasrelied upon sources which have a disproportionately negative
impact in understanding the middling sdrhe investigation of visual culture alongside
literature supports the interdisciplinary work of Lucy Gent and David Ewitst also
demonstrating the value of examining relite audiences and a greater range of soufées.
The investigation of pictures within drama contributes to the scholarship of ke Ehilst
also demonstrating the benefit of questioning what the staged properties might have looked
like materially and conceptuallf® By examining miniatures within all of these disciplines
this thesis has been able to make an original contributischimarship and one that
demonstrates the value of an integrated understanding.

The fundamental implication of this research is the way it may change how people
think about portrait miniatures. The greater access to sources in the-fikgntgntury
enaltes the examination of a wider range of material than was available to Strong forty years
agq when he was writing on the subjéttAnd unlike Strong, Reynolds, Murdocind
Murrell, whose work was based in galleries and museums, the research in this thesis has also
incorporated ugio-date scholarly research in the fields of drama, literature, and hiéfory.
This has allowed the examination of the miniature from a wider perspectivéhtitaadopted
by other scholars who have worked in the field. Although Fumerton incorporated her study of

miniatures within a larger consideration of cultural histshe confined her research to the

344 Lucy Gent,Picture and Poetry, 1560620: Relations Between Literature and the Visual Arts in the English
Renaissanc@_eamington Spa: James Hall, 198 vett, Literature and the Visual Arts

345 Elam GMost truly limned and living in your facé .

346 Strong, Artists of the Tudor Court

347 Reynolds English Portrait MiniaturesMurdoch et al.The English Miniature
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royal court3*® | have shown that there is value in lawkout from courtly sources alopigy

including material that can shed light on the small pictures owned by more modest collectors.

My research, therefore, brings the subject of the portrait miniatuedgie and in line with

modern scholarship. It demstrates that traditional scholarship on miniatures has overlooked

examples that do not fit in with a courtly aesthetic, has marginalized miniatures that represent

those of less than noble status, and has presented an overriding interpretation @&fiagt as b

unsuitable for all audiences. My research points the way towards further interdisciplinary

research on miniatures made in different periods and interpreted by different audiences from

across the social and cultural spectritmill also be of interetsto scholars concerned with

questioninglabels uch as | have done with the &6portra
By answering the questions that were posed at the start, my research findings have

opened up new avenues for academic scholarship and curatorial pBgtieanging a fresh

eye and an upo-date scholarly approach to miniaturewould like my research to

encourage audiences to reconsider what they think they know about miniatures. My research

has implications for curators and visitors to museums, gadlesind country houses who

interpret workf art | hope that in highlighting sources that have been collated from local,

regional, national, and international museums and galléhisswill lead to further research

on these collections and less fanmildjects that offer the possibility of so much exciting

new knowledge. The exhibition of o6orphané mi

provenance, and a known sitter and that cannot simply be assimilated into traditional

interpretations oftte art form, creates opportunities for new narratives that can provide a

fuller understanding of their social and cultural significamc@rder to do this new questions

need to be asked of familiar sources and more use made of unfamiliar sourcesgriblgin

from different disciplinesOften hidden in store rooms or covered up in a cabinet, | would

348 Fumerton Cultural Aesthetics
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like to see more miniatures brought out for people to see. | argue throughout my thesis that
meanings are not fixed, that individual interpretation contipuaakes and renakes
meaning. In a similar way hope that this thesis is the start of audiences thirddrogitand

looking at miniatures anew.



340

Bibliography

Acker man, Gerald M., 0L dmarcBulletngd (1967¢ a8l7326s e on Pai n

Alberti, Leon BattistaDe Pictura translated a®n Painting ed. by John R. Spencer (New Haven and
London: Yale University Press, 1966)

Anglo, Sydneyp The Courtier: The Renailte€f€aunsofeEurapp,d Changi
Politics, Patronage, ad Royalty ed. by A. G. Dickens (New York: McGrakill, 1977), pp.
33154

Anon., A book of dravving, limning, vwashing or colouring of maps and prints, and the art of painting,
with the names and mixtures of colours used by the pidnawers Or, The yauprma n 0 s
time well spenfLondon: M. Simmons, 1660)

Anon., A very proper treatise, wherein is briefly sett forthe the Arte of Limfniédghever put in
printe before this timéirst published London: Richard Tothill, 1573), this editidhge Arte
of Limmig, ed. by Michael Gullick (London: The Society of Scribes and llluminators, 1979)

0 0 A very proper treatise, wherein is briefly sett forthe the arte of Limthimgdon: Thomas
Purfoot, 1596)

Anon., A drawing book: or, The pencil improvédondon:Printed by Tho. Johnson for John
Ruddiard, 1664)

Appadurai, Arjun, ed.The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspe¢@znbridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1986)

William Asl et et al ., 06 An PoEmitpfHersi Hl byMNicholast at t he
Hilliard§ Burlington Magazing1391,161, (February 2019 103 113

Archer, Jayne, et al., edBhe Intellectual and Cultural World of Early Modern Inns of Court
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2011)

Ar kel |, Tomat @ T PWherDeatsDb |Us Fartt Understanding the Probate Records
of Early Modern Englanded. by Tom Arkell, Nesta Evans, and Nigel Goose (Oxford:
Leopardés Headilgress, 2000), pp. 3

Arnold, JanetQueen El i zabet hdés Wentaties oftthe Waddrdbeoof Rolbed : The
prepared in July 160QLeeds: Maney, 1988)

d 0 The Cut and Construction of Linen Shirts, Smocks, Neckwear, Headwear and Accessories for
Men and Women, c. 154066Q Patterns of Fashion 4 (London: Macmillan, 2008)

Aronson, Julie, and Marjorie E. Wiesemdarerfect Likeness: European and American Portrait
Miniatures from the Cincinnati Art Museufinondon & New York: Yale University Press,
2006)

Ashelford, JaneDress in the Age of Elizabethondon: Batsford, 1988)

0 0 The Art of Dress, Clothes and Society, 150@14(London: National Trust, 1996)



341

Aston, MargaretE n gl anddés | conocl ast s (Oxferd Clarendon Prdasg ws Agai r
1988)

Aubrey, JohnBrief Lives chiefly of Contemporaries, set down by Jahiorey, between the Years
1669 & 1696 ed. by Andrew Clark (Oxford: Clarendon, 1898)

Auer bach, Er na, 6 Mo r e Budingtpin Magazime91N555 (h9d9), a6dl64Hi | | i ar d

0 & Tudor Artists: A Study of Painters in the Royal Service and dfdore on llluminated
Documents from the Accession of Henry VIl to the Death of Elizaljetindon: Athlone
Press, 1954)

0 & Nicholas Hilliard (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1961)

Auerbach, Erna, and C. Kingsley AdarRaintings and Sculpture &tatfield HousgLondon:
Constable and Co, 1971)

Backhouse, Janet , 6l 1l 1l uminated Manuscripts and t
Early Tudor England: Proceedings of the 1987 Harlaxton Symposidnby Daniel
Williams (Woodbridge: The 8ydell Press, 1989), ppt 17

00 6l I luminated Manuscripts and tihkdennDdbINA]l opment
European Court in Englanad. by David Starkey (London: Collins and Brown in association
with the National Maritime Museum, 1991p. 88 90

Baker, J. H., OThle55Tth:i rlda wnS cvhea csli t ofhe Iitblduab hi ng S
and Cultural World of Early Modern Inns of Coped. by Jayne Elisabeth Archer et al.
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2011),1d6 8

Bakewel | , Sar ah OxfodRictiorary of Natidthal Bieg@aghynline [accessed 11
May 2017]

Bakhtin, Mikhail,Rabelais and his Wor]drans. by Helene Iswolsky (Cambridge: MIT press, 1968)
Barber,C.L.Shakespear e b s(Priretert PrincetonCoivarsity Fress, 1959)

Barnar d, John The&CanmbtidgecHistorg df theoBodk,, vol.iivn18%505 ed. by John
Barnard et al(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 200825

Barnard, John, and hMaPuroeve ineBmslildge HigdrnhoétheBaog,| i s
vol. iv., 15571695 ed. by John Barnard et al. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2008), pp. 666686

Barry, Jonathan, and Christopher Brooks, &g Middling Sort of People: Culture, Society and
Politics, 1550 1800(Hampshire: Macmillan, 1994)

Baskett, John,etaPaul Mel |l on6s L egacyNewAavenaYale Unversity or Br i |
Press, 2007)

Bate, JohnThe Mysteries of Nature, and Art Conteined in foure severall Trefisdsed. (london:
Ralph Mabb, 1635)

Baxandall, MichaelPainting and Experience in Fifteenth Century Italy: A Primer in the Social
History of Pictorial StyldOxford: Clarendon, 1972)



342

Beier, A. L., and Roger A. Finlay, eddaking of the Metropolis: London, 1500700 (London:
Longman, 1986)

Bel I | Maur een, 6 Wo me n WrThetCambgdgeaHistbry d¥therBoalol. Wr i t t e n &
1557 1695 ed. by John Barnard et al. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), pp.
4311 452

Bennett, K., O0Bahnesddbr PyinttoShpfprhedibrdryh Sham New

series, 21 (1999), 568

Bentl ey, Gerald Eades, 0 Sh a%heksspeara Bueveydlf48),3h e Bl ac
50

8 0 The Jacobean and Caroline Stage: Plays and Playwriglalsiv (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1956)

Berg, Maxine Luxury & Pleasure in Eighteem@entury Britain(Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2005)

Berg, Maxine, and H. Clifford, ed§€onsumers and Luxury: Consumer Culture in Europe 16850
(Manchester: Manchest&niversity Press 1999)

Berger, Harry, O6Fictions of the PoRemesenfatmmsi ng t he
46 (1994), 87120

Ber gmans, Si mone, 0 The Rirlingtoa Magazieeb4, 878 (1934),232na Teer
236

Bestall, J. M., and D. V. Foakes, e@hesterfield Wills and Inventories, vol. 2, 160850
(Derbyshire: Derbyshire Record Office, 2001)

Betteridge, Thomas and Greg Walker, ddse Oxford Handbook of Tudor Drarf@xford: Oxford
University Press, 2012)

Betteridge, Thomas, and Suzannah Lipscomb,téeisty VIII and the Court: Art Power and
PerformancglLondon and New York: Routledge, 2016)

Bevington, David, edMedieval DramgIndianapolis and Cambridge: Hackett, reprint 2012)

Bevington, David, et aleds English Renaissance Drama: A Norton Anthol@gyndon: W. W.
Norton & Co., 2002)

Bolland, Charlotte, and Tarnya Coopéhe Real Tudors: Kings and Queens Rediscovgraadon:
National Portrait Gallery, 2014)

Borg, Alan,The History of the Worshigl Company of the Painters otherwise PairBtainers
(London: The Worshipful Company of Paint&tainers, 2005)

Brant, Sebastiaias Narrenschif{Basel: Johann Bergmann de Olpe, 1495)
Brett, EdwinaA Kind of Gentle Paintingcatalogue of]jAn Exhibition of Miniatures by the

Elizabethan Court Artists Nicholas Hilliard and Isaac OliyEdinburgh: Scottish Arts
Council, 1975)



343
Brewer, John and Roy Porter, eGansumption and the World of Godéil®ndon and New York:
Routledge, 1993)

Brinkworth,E. R. C., and J. S. W. GibsdBanbury Wills and Inventories, part two, 1628650
(Oxfordshire: The Banbury Historical Society, 1976)

Brodie, D. M., ed.The Tree of Commonwealth: A Treatise Written by Edmund D(@éaybridge:
Cambridge University Pres$948)

Brown, Arthur, &éTwoThhlMddersLanguageRevieds, 4 R1648) 50&H1D 6 ,
0 & ed., The Marriage of Wit and Scien¢®xford: Malone Society, 1951)

Brown, Peter, edA Companion to Medieval Literature and Culturd350 ¢.1500(Oxford and
Victoria: Wiley-Blackwell, 2007)

Browne, AlexanderThe Whole Art of Drawing, Limning, Painting, and Etchfhgndon: Peter Stint,
1660)

0 & Ars Pictoria, or, An Academy Treating of Drawing, Painting, Limning, and Etdtiogdon: J.
Redmayne1669)

Bruster, Dougladprama and the Market in the Age of Shakespé@enbridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992)

080 6The Dramatic Life of Obj eStaged PropertiesimBarfEar | y Mo ¢
Modern English Dramaed. by Jonathan GiHarris and Natasha Korda (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2002), ppi 83

Bryson, AnnaFrom Courtesy to Civility: Changing Codes of Conduct in Early Modern England
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998)

Bucklow, Spike,The Alchemy of Painfrt, Science and Secrets from the Middle Agesdon &
New York: Marion Boyars, 2009)

Burgi o, Lucia, et al., 6Comparison of English Po
T e ¢ h n iJgumal ef ®aman Spectroscog, 11 (2012), 1713721

Burke, PeterThe Fortunes of the Courtie he Eur opean Reception of Cast
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 1995)

0 0 The Italian Renaissance: Culture and Society in I{@lgmbridge: Polity Press, 2015)
0 & Popular Culture in Early Modern igland(n.p.: Routledge, 2017)

Burnett, Mark ThorntonMasters and Servants in English Renaissance Drama and Culture: Authority
and Obediencée London and New York: St Martindéds, 199

Butler, Martin, Theatre and Crisis 1632642(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984)

Cal dwel I, John, e otfordyictiormary of N&Riendl Biograpghynlite@dcessed
21 April 2014]

Camden, WilliamThe History of Princess Elizabetith ed. (London: 1688)



344

Campbell,Lormep The Art Mar ket in the SoutheThe Net her |l ai
Burlington Magazine118, 877 (1976), 18398

00 6Hol beinds Miniature of @A Mr s THe@&urington Mamazige The |
129, 1011 (1987),65i 371

0 0 Renaissance Portraits: European Portr&iainting in the Fourteenth, Fifteenth, and Sixteenth
CenturiegLondon & New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990)

Campbell, Lorne, et &enaissance Faces: Van Eyck to Titfaondon: National Gallery, ZIB)

Campbell, Lorne and Susan Foi st @uarlingtoh Magazag d , Luca
128, 1003 (1986), 71927

Campbell, Stephen Johhhe Cabinet of Eros: Renaissance Mythological Painting and the Studiolo of
I sabel |(loondbntakdsNe elaven: Yale University Press, 2004)

Campbell, Thomas, PTapestry in the Renaissance: Art and Magnificeiew Haven and London:
Yale University Press, 2002)

00 6The Story of Abraham Ta p eBlamish Tagestraiturddeampt on C
and American Collections: Studies in Honour of Guy Delmagmkl by Koen Brosens
(Turnhout: Brepolis, 2003), pp. b85

6 0 Henry VIl and the Art of Majesty: Tapestries at the Tudor C@dew Haven and London:
Yale University Press, 2007)

Carlson, Martin,The Haunted Stage: The Theatre as Memory Madi#ine Arbor: The University of
Michigan Press, 2003)

Castiglione, Baldassar&éhe Book of the Courtietrans. by Thomas Hoby (London: William Sere,
1561)

0 0 The Courtier ed. by George Bu{lLondon: Penguin, 2003)

Cennino doéArndr dd bC etrandehyiDabiel A THompsondsh e Cr aft smands
HandbookNew York: Dover, 1960)

Cerasano,S.Pb,Mor e on Edward All eynds fShShékespeprear eano
Quartely, 33, 3 (1982), 342344

De Certeau, MichelThe Practice of Everyday Lif8erkeley: University of California Press, 1984)
Chamberlain, Arthur BHans Holbein the Youngérondon: George Allen & Company, 1913)

Chartier Roger, edA History ofPrivate Life, Vol. lll: Passions of the RenaissafCambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1989)

Chinnery, Victor,Oak Furniture: The British Traditioq Suf f ol k: Antique Coll ect |
Chute, Chaloner WA History of the Vyne in Hampshif@/inchester: Jacob and Johnson, 1888)

Clark, Ira,Professional Playwrights: Massinger, Ford, Shirley, & Brofhexington: University
Press of Kentucky, 1992)



345

8 0 The Moral Art of Philip Massingdt.ondon: Associated University Presses, 1993)

Clay, Christophe6. A., Economic Expansion and Social Change, England il600Q 2 vols
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), vol. Il

Colding, Torben HolckAspects of Miniature Painting: Its Origins and Developn{@apenhagen:
Ejnar Munksgaard, 1953)

Colket, Meredith B.The English Ancestry of Anne Marbury Hutchinson and Katherine Marbury
Scott(Philadelphia: Magree Press, 1936)

Collinson, PatrickThe Birthpangs of Protestant England: Religious and Cultural Change in the
Sixteenth and Seventee@énturiesf New Yor k: St Martinds Press,

Cook, AnnJennalief he Pri vileged Pl aygoés7gle2MNewbrsek espear e
Princeton University Press, 1981)

Coombs, Katherineél'he Portrait Miniature in Englan@_ondon: Victoria and Albervluseum, 1998)

00 6Horace Wal pole and thHoCatéeWai pgl efed MEni atvi e
Michael Snodin, Victoria & Albert Museum exhibition catalogue (New Haven and London:
Yale University Press, 2009), pp. 1839

83 6A KiGedntolfe Pai nt i H@ednt uri ynnEEagpeanrdidiéhss American
Voices ed. by Kim Sloan (London: British Museum, 2009), pg.8&%
<http://www.britishmuseum.org> [accessed 12 December 2014]

Coombs, Kat heri ne, orn d sAlHad | Dearrkdydsh iWoe ,k sthipc lPPr a
Painting in Britain 15001630, Production, Influences and Patronagd. by Tarnya Cooper
et al. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), pp. 228l

Cooper, HelenThe English Romance in Tirf@xford: Oxford University Press, 2004)
Cooper,Johmat i onal Portrait Ganddn:eNatipnal PértralVGafleryt2000)6 s Gu i

Cooper, TarnyaRefashioning Death: Vanitas and Memento Mori Prints from Northern Europe
1514 ¢.1640: The College Aollections(London: University College London, 1997)

0dcatalogue entry, OMiniat ur e ofizadeth,iTe &thieitiolm | i n
at the National Maritime Museured. by Susan Doran (London: Chatto & Windus, 2003),
no. 28, pp. 4v43

0 0 A Guide to Tudor and Jacobean Portrajit®ndon: National Portrait Gallery, 2007)

00 6The Enchant ment oHveryddy ObjeEtsr Medievialamd EdrlaMoedin, i n
Material Culture and Its Meaning®d. by Tara Hamling and CatheriRehardson (Surrey:
Ashgate, 2010), pp. 15778

00 6Professional Pride and Personal Agendas: Port
Inns of Court, 156 6 3 0 Bhe Intellactual and Cultural World of Early Modern Inns of
Court, ed. by Jayne EHabeth Archer et al. (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2011),
pp. 157178



346

08 0 Citizen Portrait: Portrait Painting and the Urban Elite of Tudor and Jacobean England and
Wales(New Haven and London: Yale University Press, The Paul Mellon CentréuidieS
in British Art, 2012)

0 0 Elizabeth | and Her Peoplg.ondon: National Portrait Gallery, 2013)

Cooper, Tarnya, et al., ed&inting in Britain 15001630: Production, Influences, and Patronage
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015)

Cooper, Tarnya, and Maurice HowaédAr t i st s, Patrons and the Cont ex
and Jacob e aPkaintthgigBritain 156001630: Rroduction, Influences, and
Patronage(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 201%d. by Cooper et app. 528

Corbett, Margery, and Ronald Lightbowihe Comely Frontispiece: The Emblematic TRkge in
England, 15501660(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1979)

Crawforth, Hannah, et al., edShakespeare in Londg¢bhondon: Bloomsbury, 2015)

Cust, Richad, O0The Material Culture of Linelhege i n Lat
Routledge Handbook of Material Culture in Early Modern Eurak by Catherine
Richardson et al. (OxfordshirRoutledge, 2017), pp. 20274

Davis, Natalie Zemorociey and Culture in Early Modern Frand&tanford: Stanford University
Press, 1975)

0 0 The Gift in SixteentiCentury FrancgOxford: Oxford University Press, 2000)
Dawson, Katie, edMuseum and Galleries Yearbook 2q12ndon: Museums Association, 2012)

Derbyshire, Al &anfury drtraibMiniaturesd Koy Methedelogieshfor a Holistic
A p p r oin ArttoBthe Past: Sources and Reconstructia@ts by Mark Clarke et al.
(London: Archetype Publications, 2005)

Derbyshire, Alan and Robert Witn a | | -Destdudtivee Pigment Analysis Using Raman
Mi ¢ r o sQowseryaiion Journal30 (1999), D13

Dessen, Alan CRecovering Shakespeésel heatrical VocabulargCambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1995)

DessenAlan C.and Leslie ThomsorA Dictionary of Stage Directions in English Drama, 158642
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999

Dmitrieva, Olga and Tessa Murdo@ds,Treasures of the Royal Courts: Tudors, Stuarts & The
Russian Tsar8.ondon: V&A Publishing, 2013)

Doran, Susared.,Elizabeth: The Exhibition at the National Maritime Musef@xhibition catalogue)
(London: Chatto & Windus in association with the National Maritime Museum, 2003)

0 0 ed.,Henry VIII: Man and MonarclBritish Library exhibition catalogue) (London:iBsh
Library, 2009)

Duffy, Eamon Marking the Hours: English People and their Prayers, 128Y0(New Haven and
London: Yale University Press, 2006)



347

Duf fy, R. A., 6AaWit and Scienceo amMdderBarl y Tudor
Philology, 76,2 (1978), 184189

Duffy, Stephen, et alMiniatures in The Wallace Collectidhondon: Paul Holberton 2010)

Dustagheer, Sarah, Acoust MavinggShakespéaresindaokrs: Pr act i ce s
Performance and Repertoire in the Jacobean Playhadseby Andrew Gurr and Farah
Karim Cooper (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014), ppl1537

08 Shakespearebds Two Playhouses: Repertory and Tl
1599 1613(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017)

Eamon, William,Science and the Secrets of Nature: Books of Secrets in Medieval and Early Modern
Culture (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994)

Edmond, Maryp New Li ght on Jhe8uwlibgioa Magd®ige 18, 8745 (1876), 1483
00 6Liemmns and PiWapoleJeumal4&7€19%8 H980), 60225

0 & Hilliard and Oliver: The Lives and Works of Two Great Miniaturigtsndon: Robert Hale,
1983)

008 6Levi na Gloeedr Online<bttp://groveart.com> [accessed 5 March 2010]
008 6 Ni c hol a ©xfodiDictiomagy of dNétipnal Biographynline [accessed 12 March 2014]

Edwards, Philip and Colin Gibson, e@ihe Plays and Poems of Philip Massingel. 11l (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1976)

Eisenstein, ElizabetfT;he Printing Pres as an Agent of Change: Communication, and Cultural
Transformation in Early Modern Europg vols (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1979)

El am, Keir, o6fiMost truly Ilimned and | iving in yoc
Speaking Piatres: The Visual/Verbal Nexus of Dramatic Performarmck by Virginia
Mason (Madison, Teaneck: Farleigh Dickinson University Press, 2010), i0.63

Engl i sh, Chr i sOxforg Dictianary obNhtohahBio@apkwnline [accessed 29 July
2016]

Erickson, Amy Louise, 0An |ThaRemrdsottheiNation, the@ Pr obat
Public Record Office 1838988, The British Record Society 18B338 ed. by G. H. Martin
and Peter Spufford (Suffolk: Boydell Press, 1990), ppi 288

0 & Women and Property in Early Modern Englaihdndon and New York: Routledge, 1993)

Evans, Mark, edThe Lumley Inventory and Pedigr@gep.: Roxburghe Club, 2010)

Evans, Nest a, 6The Occupations and 13880 @s iof Ma |
When Death Do Us Part: Understanding the Probate Records of Early Modern Engthnd
by Tom Arkel |, Nesta Evans, and Nigel Goose |
176188

00 6BFmpl oyment, Womends Wor k anBrodiciompndoduct i veo

Consumption in English Households, 16005Q ed. by Mark Overton et gl.ondon:
Routledge, 2004)pp. 65 86



348

Evett, David Literature and the Visual Arts in Tudor Englaf@eorgia: University of Georgia Press,
1990)

Farmer,JohnS.,edke cent |l y Recovered fAiLosto Tudor Plays Wi
MankindNature Wit and Scienc®espublicaVealth and Healthmpatient PovertyJohn the
EvangelistNoteBook and Wordlist, Early English Dramatists (London: privately printed for
subsctbers by the Early English Drama Society, 1907)

0 & The Play of Wit and Scien¢eondon: Early English Drama Society, 1908)

Ferne, JohnTheBlazon of the Gentri@.ondon: John Windet, 1586)
Findlay, Alison, and Liz OakleBrown, eds;Twelfth Night: ACritical Reader(London: Bloomsbury,

2014)

Finkel pear |l , P. Oxford Diétidnary of Natenal Biograghypndina faccessed 1
September 2017]

Fi sher, F. J., 6The Development of Londoh as a C

and Sevent e elmbhshctioGeohthelRoyal élistd@rical Socie3p (1948), 3750

Fl etcher, Jennifer, 6The Renai s sRemssancéRaces:r ai t : F
Van Eyck to Titianed. by Lorne Campbell et al. (London: Natb Gallery, 2008), pp. 465

Foister,Susar Pai nti ngs and Ot heifCeWaoanmnky &MnhgAiTkehi n nSient e
Burlington Magazing123, 938 (1981), 27282

00 6Edward Al |l eynds CoEdwael Alteyn.cElizabethaAdog Jacobeam gs 6, i n
Gentlemaned. by Aileen Reid and Robert Maniura (London: Dulwich Picture Gallery,
1994), pp. 3862

0 0 Holbein in Englandexhibition catalogue to accompany exhibition at Tate Britain, London, 28
September 206G January 2007 (London: Ta®eiblishing, 2006)

Fol ey, Chr i st op h é@xford Adt Dulicekweny.oxforRastanline.aord>f[gccessed 6
August 2010]

Foskett, DaphneBritish Portrait Miniatures: A HistoryLondon: Hamlyn, 1968)

Fox, AdamOral and Literate Culture irfEngland, 15001700(Oxford: Oxford University Press,

2000)

Foyle, Andrew Bristol, Pevsner Architectural Guide (New Haven and London: Yale University Press,
2002)

French, H. R., O6The Search for 1itli8® D Misodcdll e Sor t

Journal 43, 1 (2000), 277293

Fumerton, Patricia, O6fiSecr et 0 RApresentationfb {198B&,bet han
57197

0 0 Cultural Aesthetics, Renaissance Literature and the Practice of Social Ornéécego:
University of Chicago Press, 1991)

Gadd, | an, &)fordBcionary®iNatiorealsBigraphynline [accessed 26 May 2017]



349

Gair, ReavleyThe Chil dren of Paul 6s: THh¥B068 ambridge: o f The
Cambridge University Press, 2010)

Ganz,Pau, 6L esmipnorattruariet sdie Hans Hol bein | e jeune a
EngetGr oRédVv u e ,B®(19219), 26366

Garlick, K. J., 06A CaWadole $ouietyd50(1974R976),t128e s at Al t h

Gaunt, William,Court Painting in EnglandLondon: Constable, 1980)

Gent, Lucy,Picture and Poetry, 1560620: Relations Between Literature and the Visual Arts in the
English Renaissandéeamington Spa: James Hall, 1981)

00 ed,Al bi onbés Cl assi ci s ml15501660(N&n Haweradnd LAmdansYale n Br i t

University Press, 1995)

Gent, Lucy, and Nigel Llewellyn, edRenaissance Bodie$he Human Figure in English Culture,
€.154@ 1660(London: Reaktion Books, 1990)

George, Edwin, and Stella George, dglsstol Probate Inventories, Part 1: 1542650(Bristol:
Bristol Record Society, 2002)

Girouard, MarkElizabethan Architecture: Its Rise and Fall, 154640(New Haven and London:
Yale University Press, 2009)

00 6The Halls of the EI i zabet Thae mtellactudl and @uitdray St uar t

World of Early Modern Inns of Coyred. by Jayne Archer et al. (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 2011)

Goffman, Ervin,The Presentation of Self Everyday Lifg Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press,
1956)

Grantley, DarryllWi t 6 s P iDragha dandrthedSecial Impact of Education in Early Modern
England(Hants: Ashgate, 2000)

0 0 English Dramatic Interludes 1300580: A Reference Guig€ambridg, Cambridge University
Press, 2007)

600 6Moral ity and IAConpaniorutal Medidval BnglishiLiteraiune and Culture,
€.1350i ¢.150Q ed. by Peter Brown (Chichester: Wiley Blackwell, 2009), ppi 489

Greenblatt, StepheRenaissance Sefashioning: From More to Shakespedfghicago: Chicago
University Press, 2005)

Greenblatt, Stephen, et al., edibe Norton Shakespeare: Based on the Oxford Editiew York
and London: Norton and Oxford University Press, 2008)

Griffiths, Anthony, ThePrint in Stuart Britain, 16081689 (London: British Museum, 1998)

Griffiths, Paul, and Mark S. Jenné&gndinopolis: Essays in the Cultural and Social History of Early
Modern Londor{Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2000)

Goldring, ElizabethRobert Dudley, Earl of Leicester, and the World of ElizabethariMew Haven
and London: Yale University Press, 2014)



350

00 6Her al di ¢ Drawing and Pai PRdiniing iy Britam 1399@1630:y Mo der |
Production, Influences, and Patronagsl.by Cooper et al. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2015), pp. 26277

Goul di ng, Richard, W., OThd\WalpdeSodiety dokirna\(boneg, ¥ Mi ni at
224

Gr aves, Mi Thbonsae WriotAesleyR f j r & t e a r |Oxford Dichoatytofh a mpt on 6,
National Biographyonline [accessed 11 July 2015]

Guillim, John,A display of heraldri€London: Printed by William Hall, to be sold by Raphe Mab,
1610)

Gullick, Michael, ed.The Arte of LimmingLondon: The Society of Scribes and llluminatct979)

Gurr, Andrew,The Shakespearean Stage, 185842 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1992)

00 Pl aygoing i n Sh(€mbridgeeCambedye Univeositydess, 2004)

Gurr, Andrew, and Farah Kari#@ooper, eddVioving Shakespeatadoors: Performance and
Repertoire in the Jacobean Playho€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014)

Hackenbroch, Yvonndésnseignes: Renaissance Hat JewElsrence: Studio per Edizioni Scelte,
1996)

Hadfield, Andrew, O0Th mThe Oxfonddandboak ofdrdidor Brarezd. pyma n 6
Thomas Betteridge and Greg Walker (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012),idf@283

Hakewill, GeorgeThe Vanity of the Ey@xford: Joseph Barnes, 1%

Halliwell, James Orchard, ed:he Marriage of Wiand WisdonfLondon: Shakespeare Society,
1846)

6 0 The Moral Play of Wit and Science, and Early Poetical Miscellanies from an Unpublished
Manuscript(London: Shakespeare Society, 1848)

Hamling, TaraDecorating the Godly Househol&eligious Art inPostReformation BritainlNew
Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2010)

Hamling, Tara and Catherine RichardsArDay at Home in Early Modern England: Material
Culture and Domestic Life, 1500700(London and New Haven: Yale University Press,
2017)

0 0 eds,Everyday Objects: Medieval and Early Modéfaterial Culture and Its Meaning$Surrey:
Ashgate, 2010)

Hamling, Taraand Richard L. Williams, ed&rt ReFormed: ReAssessing the Impact of the
Reformation on the Visual Ar{slewcastle: Cambridge Bolars Press, 2007)

Happé, PeteiTudor InterludegLondon: Penguin reprint, 1972)

00 6John H®yfambDictibbary of National Biographynline [accessed 28 May 2014]



351
06 Ha r a ,Coutship and Restraint: Rethinking the Making of Marriag&tilor England
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2002)

Harbage, Alfredand S. Schoenbaumnnals of English Drama, 97570Q 3rd ed. (London:
Routledge, 1989)

Har d, Frederi ck, 0Ri char d Ha y-HomaettkneWriters athe At e x ander
of P a iPeribdical of the Modern Languages Associatieh (1940), 72i7741

Harley, R. D.Ar t i st s 6 P il@36@ondos: Butterwotths, A D70)

Harris, Jonathan Gil, and Natasha Korda, &tisged Properties in Early Modern Drama
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002)

Harrison, William,Description of Englanged. by Georges Edelen (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1968)

Haydocke, Richardi Tracte Containing the Artes of curious Paintinge, Carvinge and Buildinge
(Oxford: Joseph Barnes, 1598)

Haywar d, Maria, 6AThe Sign of Some Degreed?: The
Mal e Headwear at t he CourQostume:fThedaumal gfthe/1 | I an
Costume Sociefy6 (2002), 117

00 RichApparel: Clothing and t(BuwereyLAshgatd, 2009Henry VI | |

Heal, Felicity, and Clive Holme3he Gentry in England and Wales 150@00(Hampshire:
Palgrave, 1994)

Hearn, KarenDynasties: Painting in Tudor and Jacobeangland,1530163Q exhibition catalogue
from the Tate Gallery (London: Tate Publishing, 1995)
8 0 Nicholas Hilliard (London: Unicorn Press, 2005)

600 60l i ver ,ThelOzfarchGodpanion t© Western Amline <http://oxfordartonline.com>
[accessed 6 Agust 2010]

0 & Cornelius JohnsofLondon: Paul Holberton, 2015)

00 0 Rob er tOxfBrd @idtiandry, of National Biographynline [accessed 24 August 2016]

Heath, DudleyMiniatures(London: Methuen, 1905)

Hexter, J. H., 6The Myth of the Mi (Rddpprais@ldimmsses i
History: New Views on History and Society in Early Modern Eu(éfxerdeen: Aberdeen
University Press, 1963)

Hillebrand, Harold N.The Child Actors: A Cépter in Elizabethan Stage HistoiNew York:
Russell & Russell, 1964)

Hilliard, Nicholas,A Treatise Concerning the Arte of Limnjitggether withA More Compendious
Discourse Concerning Ye Art of Limibg Edward Norgate, ed. by R. K. R. Thornton and T
G. S. Cain (Manchester: The Mid Northumberland Arts Group and Carcanet Press, 1992)

Hindle, SteveThe State and Social Change in Early Modern England, c.il%B80(Basingstoke:
Macmillan, 2000)



352

Hindley, C.,ed.Ol d Book Col | ewltlfondon: Rékves and Turner,n§71)
Holinshed, RaphaeGhronicle(London: John Harrison, 1577)

Hotson, Leslie,edQueen El i zabethoés Entertainments at Mitoc
Attributed to John LylyNew Haven: Yale University Press, 1953)

0 & The First Night of Twelfth Nigl{tondon: R. HarDavis, 1954)

Houle, Peter JThe English Morality and Related Drama: A Bibliographical Suri@ynnecticut:
Archon, 1972)

Howard, MauriceThe Tudor ImagéLondon: Tate Gallery, 1995)

00 01 nv esnSumways and the History of Great Houses 148D 4 Aréhitectural History 41
(1998), 1429

Howarth, David Art and Patronage in the Caroline Courtsssays in Honour of Sir Oliver Millar
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993)

00 6Edwar d Okiord Bietibnard gf National Biographynline [accessed 2 February 2016]

Hunt, Alan,Governance of the Consuming Passions: A History of Sumptuar{Lioaaon:
Macmillan, 1996)

Hunter, Mi c h a e DxfordDEtionary sNatiosah Brograpdyinline [accessed 25
May 2006]

Huxt able, Merryl, 6Tethering the CowAldaflgeeat ment
16th Century Her al diCanseRaioncddumadd @OONdMU scr i pt 6,

Impey, Oliver, and ArthuMacGregor, edsThe Origins of Museums: The Cabinet of Curiosities in
Sixteenthand Seventeentientury EuropdOxford: Clarendon Press, 1985)

Isaac, Peter, edSix Centuries of the British Book TraleNi nchest er : St Paul 6s Bi

James, Susan Hhe Feminine Dynamic in English Art, 148%03: Women as Consumers, Patrons
and PainterqSurrey: Ashgate, 2009)

James, Susan E. |, and Jami e. S. Franco, 6Susanna
Roy a |l Oaarbogk vanret kamkijk MuseunmAntwerpen: Koninkijk Museum, 2000)

Joby, ChristophefThe Dutch Language in Britain, 1560702: A Social History of the Use of Dutch
in Early Modern Britain(Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2015)

Johnson, Joh,he Academy of Love, Describingialy of Younge Men and ye Fallacy of Women
(London:Printed for H. Blunden, 1641)

Jones, Ann R., and Peter Stallybr&snaissance Clothing and the Materials of Menf@gmbridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2001)

Jones, Jeanne, e®tratfordUpontAvon Inventories, vol I: 1538625(Warwickshire: The Dugdale
Society, 2002)



353

8 0 StratfordUponAvon Inventories, vol. 2: 1622699(Warwickshire: The Dugdale Society,
2003)

Jones, MalcolmThe Print in Early Modern England: An HistoricaM@rsight(New Haven and
London: Yale University Press, 2010)

JoostGaugi er, Christiane L., &é6The Early Beginnings
Viris |11l usRaombusloi ti enr @nibpseDHistodae 3, 6 (D982), 9i7
115

Kantorowicz, EmstHT he Kingés Two Bodies: A St(Rridcgtoni n Medi
Princeton University Press, 1957)

Karim-Cooper, FaranCosmetics in Shakespearean and Renaissance Oiadiaburgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 2006)

00 6AThe wheel i sTwalfth Nightat u Mi ddi eclTetmmpl e Hal | and
Gl obe, 2hakespdare iniTem Actd. by Gordon McMullan and Zoé Wilcox
(London: British Library, 2016), pp. 18195

K., C.,Arts MasterPiece; or, ACompanion for the Ingenious of either $eandon: G. Conyers and
J. Sprint, 1697)

Keenan, Siobhad, r avel | i ng Pl ayer s (BasingsiokeaRalgrave Blacmilad, s En g |
2002)

King, Cather i ne, DiciohayefWomenddrtistsiolellyed.myalelia Gaze
(London and Chicago: Fitzroy Dearborn Publications, 1997)

Kingsford, Q. C. L., OEssex Houd®rhadologiand¥llt | v Lei ce
(1923), 2841

Kinney, Arthur F., etal.,ed®i c hol as HilimhingéBostot: Northeadtern dhiversity
Press, 1983)

Kipling, Gordon,The Triumph of Honour: Burgundian Origins of the Elizabethan Renaissance
(Leiden: Leiden University Press, 1977)

Knut son, Roslyn, o6What i f t,inénside ShakespeatetEssaysanB| a c k f
the Blackfriars Stageed. by Paul Menzer (Selinsgrove: Susquehanna University Press, 2006),
pp. 54 60

Kopytoff, I gor, O6The Cul tur al Bi og mMe@dciplLief Thi ng
of Things: Commotles in Cultural Perspectiveed. by Arjun Appadurai (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1986), ppi 94

Korkow, Cory,British Portrait Miniatures at the Cleveland Museum of @tio: Cleveland Museum
of Art, 2013)

Kury, Gloria, @&:fAGHialnlciiaargd SuArfrmcwerdl &n d ntdolse Cll taslsii
The Visual Arts in Britain 1550660 ed. by Lucy Gent (New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 1995)

Langford, PeterA Polite and Commercial People England 1i72783(Oxford: Oxfoid University
Press, 1998)



354

Laroque, FrancoiShakespearedés Festive Worl d, Elizabet han

Professional StagéCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993)

Lawson, Jane A.,edLhe EIl i zabet han Ne w55 E03(0&ferd: Gxfofdt Exchang

University Press, 2013)

Lee, Rensselaer WUt Pictura Poesis: The Humanistic Theory of PaintjNgw York: Norton,
1967)

Leech, Roger, HThe Topography of Medieval and Early Modern Bristol, Part 1: Property Holdings

in theEarly Walled Town and Marsh Suburb North of the A{&nistol: Bristol Record
Society, 1997)

8 0 The Town House in Medieval and Early Modern Bri§gwindon: English heritage, 2014)
Legh, GerardThe Accedence of Armorieondon: Richard Tottill, 1562)

Lehmberg, S., ©&SdrdDictiohao/ ofdNational IBipgnaphipnline [accessed 10
August 2017]

Lennam, TrevorThe Elizabethan Theat{&lamden: Archon, 1970)

00 Sebastian Westcott, the Children dToronbbandl
Buffalo: University of Toronto Press, 1975)

Levey, Santina M., and Peter K. Thornt@f,Household Stuff: The 1601 Inventories of Bess of
Hardwick (London: National Trust, 2001)

Lodge, Edmundillustrations of British History, Biography, @Manners, in the Reigns of Henry
VI, Edward VI, Mary, Elizabeth, and James |, Exhibited in a Series of Original Papers,
Selected from the Noble Families of Howard, Talbot, and Ceéiljvith Numerous Notes
and Observations3 vols (London: G. Nicol, 179, vol. IlI

Levy, F. T. , 6How | nf or matili®Ahibdnpl ofd@dtish Sadedh, g
2(1982), 1134

Lindhei m, Nancy, ©6Ret hilwalfiniNighd UrBrersityod Tooritoy a n d
Quarterly, 76, 2 (2007), 679713

Lloyd, Christopher and Vanessa Remingtdiasterpieces in Little: Portrait Miniatures from the
Collection of Her Majesty Queen Elizabetl{Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 1996)

Lloyd, StephenPortrait Miniatures from the National Galleries of Scotlaffttinburgh: National
Galleries of Scotland, 2004)

Loades, D. M.Politics and the Nation 1450660: Obedience, Resistance and Public Order
(London: Collins, 1977)

t he C

Cl as s

Lomazzo, Giovanni Paold,r at t at o del | 6arte del I(MilanpHerPdolor a, s c o

Gottardo Pontio, a instantia di Pietro Tini, 1584)

O6 Long, Opeanes $earecy, Authorship: Technical Arts and the Culture of Knowledge from

Antiquity to the RenaissandBaltimore & London: The John Hopkins University Press, 2001

Love, Harold Scribal Publication in Seventeenr@entury Britain(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993)



355

08 60ral and Scribal TextTheCGambridge Hidtoyy ofthe Boek, n Engl a
Volume 4, 15571695 ed. by John Barnard et al. (Cambridge: Cambridge Uniyd?sess,
2008), pp. 97121

Macfarlane, AlanMarriage and Love in England: Modes of Reproduction 1B880(New York:
Basil Blackwell. 1986)

Mack, John;The Art of Small Thingd.ondon: British Museum, 2007)

Macl eod, Catharine, Tarnya Cooper, and Margaret
t he Luml ey Thebureleyineentgrydand Pedigresl. by Mark Evans (n.p.:
Roxburghe Club, 2010), pp. 60 and 15v164

Mander, Karel vanThe Llives of the Illustrious Netherlandish and German Paintieosn the first
edition of theSchilderboeck(first published 1604), trans. by Michael Hoyle et al., véle 1
(Doornspijk: Davaco, 1994)

Manningham, JohThe Diary of John Manningham of the Middlemple, 1602603 ed. by Robert
Parker Sorlen (Hanover, NH: University Press of New England, 1976)

Marotti, Arthur F., and Michael D. Bristol, ed2rint, Manuscript and Performanc@&he Changing
Relations of the Media in Early Modern Englai@hio: Ohio State University, 2000)

Mascall, LeonardA profitable booke, declaring diuers approoued remedies, to take out spots and
stainegLondon: Thomas Purfoot, 1605)

Mascuch, Michael , 0 Soc ildendtity: Vie Ethds of Briishand Mi ddl i ng
Autobiographers, 160 7 5 Boodial History 20, 1 (1995), 4%1

Mau s, Kat harine Ei saman, O6Horns of Di |l emma: Jeal
Renaissance Dnaa &nglish Literary History 54, 3 (1987), 561583

Mauss, MarcelThe Gift: The Form and Reason for Exchange in Archaic Soc{eteslon and New
York: Routledge, 2002)

McCarthy, Jeanne H., OElizabeth | 6s5nsiPifctaumQaseinn
Aut h o r $tudigsdn, Philologyl00, 4 (2003), 433162

00 6The Emergence of Henr i ci &nglisbliteranyaRerfaissanceg he Ky n ¢
39, 2 (2009), 231266

McGrath, PatrickRecords Relating to the Society of Merchédanturers of the City of Bristol in the
Seventeenth Centyrgristol Record Society, vol. XVII (Bristol: Bristol Record Office, 1952)

0 0 ed.,Merchants and Merchandise in Seventedgbgimtury Bristo] Bristol Record Society
Publications, Vol. XIX (BristolBristol Record Office, 1955)

McKendrick, Neil, et al.The Birth of a Consumer Society: The Commercialization of Eighteenth
Century EnglandBloomington: Indiana University Press, 1982)

Melville, JamesMemoirs of Sir James Melville of Halhill, 1538517, ed. by A. Francis Steuart
(New York: E. P. Dutton, 1930)



356

Mendelsohn, Leatricd ar agoni : Benedetto Varchi 6feeorffAne Lez zi ¢
Arbor: UMI Research, 1982)

Mercer, Eric English Art, 15581625(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962)

Merrifield, Mary, ed. Original Treatises from the Xlith to XVIlith Centuries on the Arts of Pain@ng
vols (London: John Murray, 1849)

Millar, Oliver,ed.,6 Abr aham van der Doortés Cat wWhlpwmwgue of t h
Society 37 (19581960), 1256

Montias, John Michae) Art Deal ers -Cant bhey SH Simibles®léhentatids 6 ,
Quarterly for the History of Artl8, 4 (1988)244i 256

Muldrew, Craig,The Economy of Obligation: The Culture of Credit and Social Relations in Early
Modern EnglandBasingstoke: Palgrave, 1998)

Murdoch, JohnSeventeentiCentury English Miniatures in the Collection of the Victoria and Albert
Museum(London: The Stationery Office, 1997)

600 6 Mat t hew OgforeDictionanygfiNational Biographypnline [accessed 27 November
2017]

Murdoch, John, et alThe English MiniaturédNew Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1981)

Murray, Chris, ed Key Writers on Art: From Antiquity to the Nineteenth Cenfungndon and New
York: Routledge, 2003)

Murrell, Jim,6 The Cr aft of ThelErglisMMinatueeeduby JosntMairdoch enal.
(New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 198ft),1 24

6 0 The Way Howe to Lymne: Tudor Miniatures Obsefk@hdon: Victoria and Albert Museum,
1983)

600 6John Guillimdéds Book: A Wapola$odietycdJoumab? (h9OFk r 6 s Va (
1994), 151

Nochlin, Linda, and Ann Sutherland Hari@pmen Artists: 155095Q exhibition catalogué/Vomen
Artists, at Los Angeles County Museum of Art, 1976877 (New York: Random House,
1976)

Noon, PatrickEnglish Portrait Drawings and Miniaturg€onnecticut: Yale University Press, 1979)

Norgate, EdwardMiniatura or the Arte of Limninged. by Martin Hardie (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1919)

0 0 Miniatura or the Art of Limninged. by Jeffrey M. Muller and Jim Murrell (New Haven and
London: Yale University Press, 1997)

Nor man, PboiaspHi bNiahddés Treati seTheWalpoleer ni ng t h
Society 1 (19111912), 154

Nunn, Hillary, 6énl tWithna BoaebcbAnne of Cleves, anctlide:Polikead f or d 6 s
I nt er p rCeniparative ®rada33, 2 (1999), 27®@91



357

Obermuell er, Erin V., 6A0On cheating Pictureso: C
The PiEkardy hearé@l0, 2 (2007), 87107

Orlin, Lena Cowen, 6The Per f or maThe ¥earbobkoT hi ngs i n
EnglishStudies 23, Early Shakespeare Special (1993),188

833 6Ger tr ud Shbakespedrealahebtich34, (1998), 4467
0 0 ed.,Material London ca.160QPhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000)
00 6Fictions of t he Etaogd yibeolidme of Qapitalr Poopeatyt, @itied n v e n
and Knowledge in Early Modern Englare. by Henry S. Turner (New York and London:
Routledge, 2002)
600 6Things with Little Soci al Life (Hensl oweds TI
Fittings) 6 ,StageahProperties in Early Modern English Drared. by Jonathan Gil Harris
and Natasha Korda (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002),/A2899
0 0 Locating Privacy in Tudor Londof©xford: Oxford University Press, 2007)

Ormrod, Davidd The Ori gins of t hgl 7L300/A5tMarketsAim Buropd 440Kk e t 166
180Q ed. by Michael North and David Ormrod (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1998), ppl867

00 6ATr t and The Econdmiac Histoty Review?2, 3 (1999), 544651

James M., Osborn, ed-he Autobiography of Thomas Whythothendon: Oxford University Press,
1962)

Overton, Mark, et al A Bibliography of British Probate Inventori¢sewcastle Upon Tyne:
Department of Geography, University of Newcastle upon TgriE9)83)

00 6Prices fr om Pr WheaDeath DorUy Rart: tUnderstamding the Arobate

Records of Early Modern Englaned. by Tom Arkell, Nesta Evans, and Nigel Goose

(Oxford: Leopardbs Helad press, 2000), pp. 12
0 0 Production andConsumption in English Households, 160050(London: Routledge, 2004)

Paget, Hugh, 6Ger ar d a nBlrlingtandvVeagazind@ly 680(1069),8396i n En g |
402

Paulicellii), Eugeni a, OFrom the Sacrsditalianro t he Sec
Ci ngquecent drnknzestdlismoTié Art ofiRanaissance Accessaihsby Bella
Mirabella (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 2011), pfp.580

Peacham, Hennfhe Art of Drawing with the Pen and Limmifigopndon: Printed byRichard
Braddock for William Jones, 1606)

00 The Gent | e m@andos:l. Mjatriett],d612) e
00 The Gentl emands Exer ci2neked(Landon:l. Mnl6BKx qui site Pr
0 0 The Compleat Gentlemdhondon: for Francis Constable, 1622)

0 0 The Compleat Gentlemaed. by G. S. Gordon (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1906)



358

Peel, Lucy, ed National Trust HandbookSwindon: National Trust, 2012)

Pennell, Sara, O6Mat€reindalur@ulitBui ¢ ai moSevdmrt Mantt ler
Co n s u mp tThe®rfdrd Hamdimook of the History of Consumptexh by Frank
Trentmann (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), pp.884

Pennell, Sara, and DiMe Michelle,Reading and Writing Recipe Books, c.15800(Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 2013)

Peyr®, Yves, OMassinger 6s P ThegSIhowWithinh Dramatic 8y g mal i
Other Insets: English Renaissance drama (13@@d2) ed. by Francois Laroque
(Montpellier: Paul Valery University press, 1990), pp. 1333/

Piper, Davidd The 1590 L u mliBaringtdnMagazmeXeiX y195I7)) 360,301

0 0 The English FacéLondon: Thames and Hudson, 1957)

Point on, Maurncdiead, wafShurBrr i | | i ant s 0 :CeNhitruirayt uErneg | Faonrd
The Art Bulletin 83, 1 (2001), 4871

PopeHennessy, John, ONi chol as Jburnblbfithe Watbugand Manner |
Courtauld Institutes6 (1943), 89100

8 0 A Lecture on Nicholas HilliardLondon: Home and Van Thal Limited, 1949)

Powell, Daman X, O6The Inns of Court and the Comn
The Intellectual and Cultural World of the Early Modern Inns of Caedtt by Jayne Archet
et al. (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2013), pB975

Pressly, William L. A Catalogue of Paintings in the Folger Shakespeare Libfldsw Haven: Yale
University Press, 1993)

Raber, Karen, O0Chains of PQramdntalism: GeArdoer , Propert
Renaissance Accessoariesl. by Bella Mirabella (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan
Press, 2011), pp. 169281

Ramsay, Nigel,edHer al ds and Her al dr y(Lihcalnstgré: SHandyag ar e 6 s Err
2014)

Rastell, JohnThePastyme of Peoplg.ondon: John Rastell, 1539)

Rayment , Loui se, 60A New Cont ex tEarly dheatr¢ 18, & Manuscr i
(2014), 4973

Reed, Michael, edThe Ipswich Probate Inventories 158831 (Suffolk: Boydell Press, 1981)

Reid,Aileen, and Robert Maniur&dward Alleyn: Elizabethan Actor, Jacobean Gentleiftamdon:
Dulwich Picture Gallery, 1994)

Reynolds, Annaln Fine Style: The Art of Tudor and Stuart Fash{bondon: Royal Collection Trust,
2013)

Reynolds, George FQn Sla k e s p e a r, eddbyg RichardaKg Knaub (Colorado: The University of
Colorado Press, 1962)



359

Reynolds GrahamNicholas Hilliard and Isaac Olive¢ L o n d o n : Her Majestybs St
1971)

0 0 Wallace Collection Catalogue of Miniaturésondon: Trusees of the Wallace Collection, 1980)
0 0 English Portrait Miniaturesrevised edition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988)

0 0 European Miniatures in The Metropolitan Museum of (Niew York: The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, 1996)

0 0 British Portrait Miniatures Fitzwilliam Museum Handbooks (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998)

8 0 The Sixteenth and Seventeenth Century Miniatures in the Collection of her Majesty the Queen
(London: Royal Collection, 1999)

00 6New Light Hiohl! Briish &rdJpuang| XIl, 2 (2011), 1921
00 O0Ni c hol a &roudiArt Oniine<inttd:wvww.groveart.com> [accessed 5 March 2013]
600 60Ol i v e rGrovelAg @ndine<dttp://www.groveart.com> [accessed 6 August 2013]

Richardson, Catherin®omestic Life and Domestic Trage@anchester: Manchester University
Press, 2006)

00 6" As my whole trust is in himo: Jewelry and tl
Ornamentalism: The Art of Renaissance Accessasby Bella Mirabella (An Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 2011), pp. 1291

0 & Shakespeare And Material Cultui®xford: Oxford University Press, 2012)

Richardson, Catherine, et al., efiee Routledge Handbook of Material Culture in Early Modern
Europe(Oxfordshire:Rouledge, 2017)

Robert s, Sasha, 6nLet me the curtains dr awo: The
Shakespear e &agedPropatiesdryEarly Modern Draped. by Jonathan Gil
Harris and Natasha Korda (Cambridge: Cambridge UnivePsags, 2002), pp. 16374.

Rochester, JoannBtaging Spectatorship in the Plays of Philip Massir{§errey: Ashgate, 2010)

Rowel | | Christopher, 6The Green Closet at Ham Hoa
in Ham House: 400 Years @bollecting and Patronage=d. by Christopher RowdINew
Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2013), pp314

Rowell, Christopher, and Alastair Laingam House: The Green Closet Miniatures and Cabinet
Pictures(n.p.: National Trust, 2009) <http://wwnationaltrust.org.uk/mainAliam
miniatures.pdf> [accessed 12 June 2010]

Rusht on, Peter, 6The Testament of Gi f-East: Mar ri ag
England, 15601 6 3 otk Life: A Journal of Ethnological Studie?4 (19851986), 2531

Rycroft, El eanor , 6Gender and St at uHlenry\lladdo hn Hey
the Court: Art, Politics and Performanced. by Thomas Betteridge and Suzannah Lipscomb
(London and New York: Routledge, 2016), pp. 3380



360

Salingar, L. G., 06T Igkakebpease Quarterl® f1959),viH/130t h Ni ght 6,
Sal omon, Nanette, O0The Art Hi sfTreAndAtiHistG g Aon: Sin
Critical Anthology ed. by Donald Preziosi (Oxford: Oxford UniveysPress, 1998), pp. 344
355

Sanderson, WilliamGraphice, The Use of the pen and the Pencil, or The Most Excellent Art of
Painting(London: Robert Crofts, 1658)

Saunders, GillL100 Great Paintings in The Victoria & Albert Muse(nondon: Victoria & Albet
Museum, 1985)

Saunders, J. W., O6The Stigma of PrEssaysin A Note on
Criticism, I, 2 (1951), 130164

Scarisbrick, DianaRortrait Jewels:Opulence and Intimacy from the Medici to the Romanovs
(London: Thames and Hudson, 2011)

Schama, SimorThe Embarrassment of Riches: An Interpretation of Dutch Culture in the Golden Age
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1987)

Schel |, Edgar T. , 6Sci o Er go St8diesin Englibhéeratiter uct ur e
1500190Q 16, 2 (1976), 179199

Schell, Edgar T., and J. D. Schucter, d&iglish Morality Plays and Moral Interludéblew York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1969)

Scher, Stepherfhe Currency of Fame: Portrait Medals of the Renaiss#@iboadon: Thames and
Hudson and the Frick Collection, 1994)

Scherb, Victor | ., O6Playing at Btadesinkngligh i n John
Literature, 1500190Q 45, 2 (2005), 274297

ScottEl | i ot , A. H., and EI aigseofBstheXlaghs, (15724} A i gr aphi ¢
Cat al ©hg Bapdis,of the Bibliographical Society of Amer4 1 (1990), 1086

Shakespeare, WillianTwelfth Night The Arden Shakespeare, ed. by J. M. Lothian and T. W. Craik
(London: Methuen, 1983)

0 0 Twelfth Night or What You WilThe Norton Shakespeare, based on the Oxford edition, ed. by
Stephen Greenblatt et al. (New York and London: Norton, 2005), pp.1886

0 0 Hamlet ed. by Ann Thompson and Neil Taylor, The Arden Shakespeare (London: Methuen,
2006)

0 0 Twelfth Night The Arden Shakespeare, ed. by Keir Elam (London: Arden Shakespeare, 2008)

Shapin, SteverThe Social History of TrutlCivility and Science in Seventeei@@kntury England
(Chicago: Chicago University Press 1994)

Sharpe, Kevingelling the Tudor Monarchy: Authority and Image in Sixtegdémtury EnglangNew
Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2009)

Shel don, Libby, o6Palette, Practice and Purpose:
Netherlandish ArtistsinTudo and J ac o b eRamtindimaBriraih 1500463 , i n



361

Production, Influences, and Patronagel. by Tarnya Cooper at &Dxford: Oxford
University Press, 2015pp. 128137

Shephard, Alexandr@ccounting for Oneself: Worth, Status and Social ©ndé&arly Modern
England(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015)

Shuger, Debor ah, 6The nl o of the Behol der : Renai
Renaissance Culture and the Everyday. by Patricia Fumerton and Simon Hunt
(Philadelphia: Univesity of Pennsylvania Press, 1999)

Sl oan, Ki m, 6Knowing John White: The QAdNew t i er 6s
Wor |l d: Engl andds ,é&dibylsih Sloan (eowdora BritisA Meseum,2@07)

Smail, J.,The Origins of Middl&Class Culture: Halifax and Yorkshire, 11i6l¥80(Ithaca and
London: Cornell University Press, 1994)

Smailes, HelenThe Concise Catalogue of the Scottish National Portrait Ga(ledmnburgh:
National Galleries of Scotland, 1990)

Smith, Pamela HThe Baly of the Artisan: Art and Experience in the Scientific Revol@dicago:
University of Chicago Press, 2004)

080 6Why Write a Book? From Lived Experience to tl
Bulletin of the German Historical Institutd7(2010), 2550

Smith, ThomasDe Republica Anglorum: A Discourse on the Commonwealth of Englandon:
William Stansby for John Smethwicke, 1635)

Smuts, R. MalcolmCourt Cultureand the Origins of a Royalist Tradition in Early Stuart England
(Philadelgnia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1999)

Snodin, Michael,edlilor ace Wal p ol e gvictoria & Allzex Museum snd Yalel |
exhibition catalogue (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2009)

Sofer, Andrew,The Stage Life of Prog#&nn Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2003)

Soussloff, Catherine, MThe Absolute Artist: The Historiography of a Cond@pinneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1997)

Sower by, Tracey A., ONegoti at i n gabethaneandfEarly a | I mage
Stuart Di garlyoModemExchangesnDialogues Between Nations and Cultures,
1550 175Q ed. by Helen Hackett (London and New York: Routledge, 2015), pp1889

Spufford, MargaretSmall Books and Pleasant Histories: Populacti€in and its Readership in
SeventeentlCentury EnglandCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985)

00 6The Limitati ons ofEndlish&®urd Sooidiyalt5e800: Essaysit or y 6, i I
Honour of Joan Thirsked. by John Chartres and David HEambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1990), pp. 13974

Spufford, Petep A Pr i nt ed Cat al ogue ©ht Recdrds of MeNatos, The f Test
Public Record Office 1838988, The British Record Society 188838 ed. by G. H. Martin
and Petr Spufford (Suffolk: Boydell Press, 1990), pp. 1636.



362

Starkey, David, edThe Inventory of Henry VlIlol. 1., The Transcript (London: Society of
Antiquaries, 1998)

Stern, Tiffany, oO0fATaking Part 0: AlostdeShakespeard: Audi e
Essays on the Blackfriars Stagel. by Paul Menzer (Selinsgrove: Susquehannah University
Press, 2006), pp. 853 (p. 46)

Stewart, Al an, O0The EaRépseseMaiahdd (109576009 et Di scover

Stewart, SusarQn Longing Narratives of the Miniature, the Gigantic, the Souvenir, the Collection
(London: Duke University Press, 1993)

Stone, Lawrence, O0The Educ ilt6iddasband PReeen28 (1964)j on i n
417 80

0 0 The Crisis of the AristocradOxford: Oxford University Press, 1965)
8 0 Causes of the English Revolutiirondon: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1972)

0 0 The Family, Sex and Marriage in England 16080Q abridged version (London: Pelican,
1979)

Stow, JohnA Survey of Londgred. by C LKingsford (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1908)

Strong, Roy;The English Icon: Elizabethan and Jacobean Portrai{luendon: Routledge, 1969)

0 0 Tudor and Jacobean Portrajts 2 vol s (London: Her Majestyds S
0 0 Nicholas Hilliard (London Michael Joseph, 1975)

0 0 The Cult of Elizabeth: Elizabethan Portraiture and Pagea(itpndon: Thames and Hudson,
1977)

600 6Fr om Manus cr iinpThe Engtish Miniatureedt by Jobndviurdoch et {New
Haven and London: Yale University Pre$881),pp. 25 84

0 0 The English Renaissance Miniatyteondon: Thames and Hudson, 1981)

0 & Artists of the Tudor Court: The Portrait Miniature Rediscovered 138@0(London: Thames
and Hudson and The Victoria and Albert Museum, 1983)

00 6 The L elousedminteres: Robert Sidney'E a r | of Lei ce@8urliegionand hi :
Magazine 127, 991 (1985), 69403

0 0 Gloriana: The Portraits of Queen ElizabetfiLUondon: Pimlico, 2003)

Steuart, Francis A., edMlemoirs of Sir James Melville bfalhill, 1535 1617(London: Routledge,
1929)

Sumner, Ann and Richard Walk&ecret Passion to Noble Fashion: The World Of the Portrait
Miniature (Bath: Holburne Museum of Art, 1999)

Talley, Mansfield Kirby Portrait Painting in England: Studies in the dfeical Literature Before
1700(London: Paul Mellon Centre for Studies in British Art, 1981)



363

Tallian, Timea and Al an Derbyshire, 6The Reconst
Ni chol as Hill i ar dé&sComseationaurnal 562008)j 2822ur e s 6,

Tassi, Marguerite AThe Scandal of Images: Iconoclasm, Eroticism, and Painting in Early Modern
Drama(Selinsgrove: Susquehanna University Press, 2005)

Tayl or , David A. H. B. , 6Gesture Recorgaiti ti on: A0
Types from the Low Count rPantimng in®nmtain 1301§30cand t o
Production, Influences and Patronagsl. by Tarnya Cooper et al. (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2015), pp. 31323

Thirsk, JoanEconomic Policy and Projés: The Development of a Consumer Sogietyarly
Modern EnglandOxford: Clarendon, 1978)

Thompson, C., and L. CampbédHugo van der Goes and the Trinity Panels in Edinbuigtinburgh:
HMSO, 1974)

Thomson, Duncarf he Life and Art of George Jamesdqfxford: Clarendon Press, 1974)

Tittler, Robert,Townspeople and Nation: English Urban Experiences, i'5840(Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 2001)

0 & The Face of the City: Civic Portraiture and Civic Identity in Early Modern England
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2007)

00 6George Cottington and t hThe BDréngtoniMggazinaldii | v Por t :
1273 (2009), 20811

00 6Regi onal Portraiture and the Heral 8ritsh Connec:t
Art Journal 10, 1 (2009), B10

600 6Faces and Spaces: Di splaying t heEverydayvi ¢ Por tr :
Objects: Medieval and Early Modern Material Culture and its Meanieds by Tara
Hamling and Catherine Richardson (Farnhamhgete, 2010), pp. 17287

0 0 Portraits, Painters, and Publics in Provincial England, 1562640(Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2013)

0 0 Early Modern British Painters, c. 1500640<http://spectrum.library.concordia.ca/980096/>
[accessed 23 March 2017].

00 6The Mall eabl e Moment ilre 4B bhelRoutdedge Aandbbokafi t ur e,
Material Culture in Early Modern Europed. by Catherine Richardson et el. (London:
Routledge, 2017), pp. 2V392

Tittler, Rober t, a nlettindin PravincialhEagtakdrPeoy tp 1660PThe Randle C o |
Hol me ABritisluArt@qurnal 9, 2 (2008), B11

Town, Edward, OA Bibliographiiclel2BidiWalpoleSaotiaty y of L
Journal 76 (2014), 1235

Tufts, EleanorQur Hidden Heritage: Five Centuries of Women Art{®iew York and London:
Paddington Press, 1974)



364

Tusser, Thomag;ive Hundred Points of Good Husbanded. by W. Payne (London: Trubner & Co
1878)

Vasari, GiorgioLives of the Painters, Sculptors aAdchitects 2 vols, orig. pub. 1550 & 1568, trans.
by Gaston de Ver e, Everymands Library (New Y

Vel z, John, W. and Car | P . Wy and/ ScieméeStudieEma di t i on anr
Philology, 65, 4 (1968), 631646

Vergerio, Pier Paol o, OThe-b®har arvcotuehahifta nd nSt udi e s
Educational Treatisesd. by Craig W. Kallendorf (Massachusetts: Harvard University Press,
2002)

Vertue, GeorgeA Catalogue and Description of King Charlesthelsit 6 s Capi t al Coll ec
(London: W. Bathoe, 1757)

00 6Vert ue NMalpdeSocetyls @929/30), no pagination

Walpole, Horace,edA Cat al ogue and Description of King Cha
Pictures, Limnings, Statues, Brosz&ledals, and Other Curiositi¢sondon: W. Bathoe,
1758)

0 & Anecdotes of Painting in Englanebl. | (Strawberry Hill: Thomas Farmer, 1762)

Walker, RichardMiniatures: A Selection of Miniatures in the Ashmolean Mus@xford:
Ashmolean Museum, 1997)

0 0 Miniatures: 300 Years of the English Miniature lllustrated from the Collections of the National
Portrait Gallery (London: National Portrait Gallery, 1998)

Walker, Richard, and Alastair LainBprtrait Miniatures in National Trust Houses, Vol. 2: Coadly
Devon, and Somers@tondon: The National Trust, 2005)

Wall, Wendy,The Imprint of Gender: Authorship and Publication in the English Renaisgihaea
and New York: Cornell University Press, 1993)

Wanklyn, Malcolm, ed.Inventories ofNorcestershire Landed Gentry 153786 Worcestershire
Historical Society, New Series, vol. 16 (Worcestershire: Worcestershire Historical Society,
1998)

Waterhouse, EllisRainting in Britain 1530 to 179(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1986)

Watt, TessaCheapPrint and Popular Piety, 1550640(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1996)

Weatherill, LornaConsumer Behaviour and Material Culture in Britain, 166060 (London:
Routledge, 1988)

00 6Probate I nventories and Cidh&sdQudhe Readddsbféhe i our i |
Nation, The Public Record Office 183988, The British Record Society 18888 ed. by
G. H. Martin and Peter Spufford (Suffolk: Boydell Press, 1990), pd.Z&1

Wells-Cole, AnthonyArt and Decoration in Elizabethan and &diean England: The Influence of
Continental Prints, 1558.625(New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1997)



365

Well s, Vaughan T., 0J o hOxford RBicsidnaryeof NatbmakBiograpitiya r | of F
online [accessed 24 June 2016]

West, ShearePortraiture, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004)

Whigham, FFank Ambition and Privilege: The Social Tropes of Elizabethan Courtesy Theory
(Berkeley University of California Press, 1984)

Wickham, GlynneEarly Modern Stages 1300 to 16@®ndon: Poutledge, 1972), vol. 2

Wieseman, Marjorie ERerfect Likeness: European and American Miniatures from the Cincinnati
Art MuseumNew Haven & London: Yale University Press, 2006)

Wiggins, Martin in association with Catherine RichardsBnitish Drama: ACatalogue 1533 1642
vols I 7 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002017)

Wilson, Harry BristowT he Hi st ory of Merchant Tayl ords Schoo
Benefactors, and Maste(sondon: Marchant and Galabin, 1814)

Wilson, ThomasThe Statef England ANNO Dom. 160@d. by F. J. Fisher (London: Camden
Miscellany, vol. xvi, 1936)

Wi nston, Jessica, OLiter ar yHi#esyoidhe MadeiTempled.of t he
by Richard 06 Harvey (10xf or d: Hart, 2011), p]

Winter, Carl Elizabethan MiniaturegLondon and New York: Penguin, 1943)

Wood, Jer emy, O@wrd Didttienanaof NatBbaal Biographyinline [accessed 27
November 2017]

Woodall, Joanna, edPortraiture: Facing the SubjedManchester: Machester University Press,
1997)

Woodcock, Tho ma sOxford Gicianargof Natibaay Biograpiynline [accessed 3
January 2018]

Woods, Kim, 6Net helodatmgnRenasdancéNiattl. wyoCarkl $10Rjchardson
(New Haven and Laton: Yale University Press, 2007), ppi €662

Woudhuysen, H. RSir Philip Sidney and the Circulation of Manuscripts, 158840 (Oxford:
Oxford university Press, 1996)

Wrightson, Keith Earthly Necessities: Economic Lives in Early Modern Brita4i7Q 1750
(London: Penguin, 2002)

0 0 English Society 1580680(London: Routledge, 2003)

Manuscripts
The British Library BL Add.Minafré46 1, ver sion of E d

BL MS Add.15233, fols 1229, Wyt and Science



366

BL Add. MS 28330, Lucas de Heefegrte Beschryuinghe van Engheland, Schotland ende I{land
Short Descriprion of England, Scotland and Ireland)574

BL MS Harley 5353, The Diary of John Manningham

BL MS Harley 6000, veMnaiuan of Edward Norgateos

o
(7]

BL MS Sl oane 122, v e Migiatuwan o f Edward Norgate
BM MS Sloane 288, sixteenttentury collection of recipes for colours

BM MS Sloane 1754Tractatus de Coloribus llluminatorum

BL MS Sl oane 3292, v eMingmiuran o f Edward Norgateds
BL MS Stowe 680, verMinauma of Edward Norgateos
Edinburgh University Library MS Laing Il 174, Nicholas Hilliar@ihe Arte of Limning

Folger Shakespeare Library MS V.a. 26@&nealogies of Earls of England and Irelgii®é81 c.
1625)

GoldsmithsCompany Court Minutes 1571 & 1598500, Nicholas Hilliard and studio

Hatfield House archives Salisbury MS.119.8.1606 & MS 87.25, letter from Hilliard to Burghley

PCC, 15 Leicester, Prob. 11/73/15, PRO, Pieter Mattheus, will

Salisbury MS 87.25, lettetated 28 July 1601

TNA C47/3/54Edwar d VI New Year 6s Gi ft Rol |

TNA E314/22, 1552 fol. 18, vouchers of expenses for the household of Queen Katherine Parr

TNA PROB 11/ 126, Leonard Darro6s will

The National ArtLibranB 6 / EE. 69, &6 The way lajtoyweoldurs & makersgse & h o w
for lyminge or to cowche thy gold upo[n] velome or parchement taken out of a booke of the

righte honourable Oliver Lorde St. John of BI

The Royal Society MS 136, Edward Norgatniatura or the At of Limning

Unpublished Materials

Baldwin, ElizabethSumptuary Legislation and Personal Regulation in Englémekis submitted for
the degree of Doctor of Philosophy, Johns Hopkins University (1923)

Cooper, Tarnyaylemento Mori PortraiturePainting, Protestant Culture and the Patronage of
Middle Elites in England and Wales 154®3Q thesis submitted for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy at the University of Sussex (2001)

Daunt, CatherineRortrait Sets in Tudor and Jacobean EnglaBd/ok, thesis submitted for the
degree of Doctor of Philosophy at the University of Sussex (2015)



367

Leemans, Annemid&;ontextualizing Practical Knowledge in Early Modern Eurogeaft copy of
thesis submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy, Universiti€snt and Porto
(2016)

McMahon, Mary F.Mapping Blackfriars: Artisan Networks and Knowledge Transfer in a London
Liberty, thesis submitted for the degree of Master of Arts (2011)

Rayment, Louise Ellen EIm&, Study in Sixteert@entury Performance ahArtistic Networks:
British Library, Additional Manuscript 15233hesis submitted for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy, Southampton University (2011)

DVD Recordings

Redford, JohnWit and ScienceDir. Meg Twycross (Lancaster University Televisi@893)

Shakespeare WillianT,welfth Night Dir. Paul Kafno (Renaissance Theatre Production for Thames
Television, 1988)

0 & Twelfth Night Dir. Trevor Nunn (BBC Films, 1996)

6 0 Twelfth Night Dir. Tim Carroll (Opus Arte, 2013)

Online Resources

British Book Trade Index <bbti.bodleian.ox.ac.uk> [accessed 1 February 2018]

British Library Digitised Manuscripts, Lucas de HedaZerte Beschryvinghe van Engheland,
Schotland, ende Irlana. 1573 1575, BL Add MS 28330
<http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspeP=add_ms_ 28330 fs001r> [accessed 13
February 2017]

CambridgeAlumni Database online <http://venn.lib.cam.uk/> [accessed 29 August 2017]

Cleveland Museum of Art, Ohi®ritish Portrait Miniatures Catalogue
<http://www.clevelandart.org/art/departments/portrait_miniatures.aspx/iscardlayout/1>
[accessed 12 December 2017]

Early English Books Onlinghttps://eebo.chadwyck.com[accessed 14 March 2018]

Fitzwilliam Museum Collections kttp://webapps.fitzmuseum.cam.ac.uk/explor¢alccessed 20
March 2018]

Mary Rose Trust Electronic Archive <http://www.maryrose.org/discoveicollection/archive/>
[accesed 12 January 2017]

The Metropolitan Museum of Art, online collections
<http://www.metmuseum.org/collections/seathb-collections> [accessed 8 October 2017]

Middle Temple Register of Admissions (1%50944)digitised records
<http://archive.middletemplorg.uk/Shared%20Documents/MTAR/MTAR%20Index.pdf/>
[accessed 21 December 2017]


https://eebo.chadwyck.com/
http://webapps.fitzmuseum.cam.ac.uk/explorer/

368

The Morgan Library and Museum, New York, online collections <http://corsair.themorgan.org/>
[accessed 8 October 2015]

Museum of London collections onlindatps://www.museunftondon.org.uk/collections [accessed
14 January 2017]

National Portrait Gallery, online collections <https://www.npg.org.uk/collections/> [accessed 12
December 2017]

National Portrait Gallery, Making Art in Tudor Britain Project
<https://lwww.npg.org.ukesearch/programmes/makiag-in-tudorbritain/> [accessed 12
December 2017]

Nati onal Portrait Gall ery Website, extracts and
Painting: Production, I nfl uencesalayahdtieat r on a
Courtauld Institute of Art, 24 December 2010
<http://www.npg.org.uk/research/programmes/malangn-tudorbritain/tudorand
jacobearpaintingproductioninfluencesandpatronagedecembe2010/extendedbstracts
andvideos.php> [accessed Eebruary 2012]

National Portrait Gallery Website, anofhe Pheonix and the Pelican: Two Portraits of Elizabeth |
c. 1575 <http://www.npg.org.uk/research/programmes/ma&itm-tudorbritain/the
phoenixandthe-pelicantwo-portraitsof-elizabethi-c.1575.php> [accessed 16 September
2010]

National Trust, online collections <http://www.nationaltrustcollectionsubvg.[accessed 12
December 2017]

Royal Collections, online collections <https://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/search#/page/1>
[accessed 12 December 2017]

Samuel Pepys Diary <https://www.pepysdiary.com> [accessed 1 January 2018]

Staging theHenrician Court <http://stagingthehenriciancourt.brookes.aclaktessed 12 December
2017]

Victoria and Albert Museum, online collections <https://collections.vam.ac.uk/> [accessed 12
December 2017]

Wallace Collection, online collections <http://www Neaecollection.org/> [accessed 12 December
2017]

White, Martin, O6The Chamber of Demonstrations, F
<http://www.bristol.ac.uk/drama/jacobean/research3.html> [accessed 2 March 2018]

Newspapers

Dury, Giles,ed9 A particul ar account of the presents the
c 0 u The Barliamentary Intelligence6 (11 18 June 1660; London: John Macock)



369
Appendix 1: Miniatures Databasec. 1520 c. 1650

As part of the research on miniatures | viewed as many examples of the art form made

betweerc. 1520 and. 1650 as was possible. This includes miniatures found within

international, national, local, institutional, commercial &ndate collectios. Some

miniatures | was not able to view in person but it was possible to work from an image or from
written documentation. | compiled this information on 1,200 miniatures within a database

which informed my overview of the subject and which allowed me to canidevide

variety of the art form. This, in turn, informed my consideration of contemporary writing on

the subject, the statistical analysis of the objects in chapter 2, the understanding of what the
6smal | picturesd mi gh tobateoneehktoriésiarkd ¢he vishal culturear e |
that playwrights and playgoers called to mind when they thought about miniatures. The

dat abase includes 06t whcHindasure noariore thanB@mnmain t mi ni
length,which are executed in watercoloam vellumand maddy painters who work

predominantlyn Britain.1 t al so i ncludes &6small pictureso
media including watercolour, oil paint and enamel, made by painters who were not

necessarily working in Britain and whicange in size from 9 mm to 327 ninthe largest

size which can be considered a cabinet pairdimgd c ompar ati vel y smal l er
picturesd | isted whisthesiargupsrthatbwhenehese two graupisare i e s
examined together, &y give a more rounded understanding of the miniature portraiture than

has previously been accounted for in scholarship.
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Number | Image Artist Sitter/Title | Date | Medium Size Location Accession
1 [REDACTEL Nicholas | Lettice 1592 | Watercolour | 43 mm x | Folger (call no.
Hilliard Knollys, on vellum 36 mm Shakespeare| FPn9)
Countes®of Library (accession
Leicester no:
231301)
2 [REDACTEL Isaac William 1610 | Watercolour | 53 mm x | Folger call no:
Oliver Herbert, on vellum 43 mm Shakespeare| FPmM10
Third Earl of Library
Pembroke
3 [REDACTEL Peter Henry 1612 | Watercolour | 51 mm x | Folger call no.
Oliver Frederick, on vellum 40 mm Shakespeare| FPmM13
Prince of Library (4880)
Wales
4 [REDACTEL Nicholas | King James || 1620 | Watercolour | 40 mm x | Folger call no.
Hilliard onvellum 34 mm Shakespeare| FPm11
Library (4147)
5 [REDACTEL Unknown | Queen Anne | 1620 | Watercolour | 40 mm x | Folger call no.
Artist of Denmark onvellum 34 mm Shakespeare| FPm12
Library (4148)
6 Hans Margaret 1535 | Watercolour | 45 mm Metropolitan | 50.69.2
Holbein | More onvellum diameter | Museum
7 Hans William 1535 | Watercolour | 45mm Metropolitan | 50.69.1
Holbein | Roper onvellum diameter | Museum
8 Hans Portrait of a | 1533 | Oil on 95 mm Metropolitan | 50.145.24
Holbein | Man in a Red parchment, | diameter | Museum
Cap laiddown on
wood
9 Hans Thomas 1535 | Watercolour | 28 mm x | Metropolitan | 25.205
Holbein Wriothesley, on vellum 25 mm Museum
First Earl of
Southampton
10 Nicholas | Robert 1588 | Watercolour | 40 mm x | Metropolitan | 35.89.4
Hilliard Devereux, on vellum 33 mm Museum
Second Earl
of Essex,
probably
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11 Simon Simon 1558 | Tempera and | 85mmx | Metropolitan | 1975.1.2487
Bening Bening, Self gold leafon | 57 mm Museum
Portrait parchment
12 Nicholas | Unknown 1590 | Vellum laid 27mmx | Metropolitan | 32.100.311
Hilliard Woman, on card 22 mm Museum
Portrait of a
Woman
13 Nicholas | Unknown 1597 | Vellum laid 47mmx | Metropolitan | 35.89.2
Hilliard Woman, on card 39 mm Museum
Portrait of a
Woman
14 Jean Charles de | 1535 | Watercolour | 37 mm Metropolitan | 35.89.1
Clouet Coss, on vellum diameter | Museum
Count of
Brissac
15 Samuel Henry Carey| 1649 | Watercolour | 64 mm x | Metropolitan | 49.33
Cooper Second Earl on vellum 52 mm Museum
of
Monmouth
16 John Endymion 1630 | Watercolour | 80 mm x | Metropolitan | 24.80.505
Hoskins | Porter on vellum 66 mm Museum
17 John Picture ofa | 1648 | Watercolour | 69 mm x | Metropolitan | 62.122.22
Hoskins | Man, said to on vellum 56 mm Museum
be Philip
Wharton, 4th
Baron
Wharton
18 Unknown | John 1550 | Gl on vellum | 168 mm | Metropolitan | 29.158.753
Artist Frederick |, x 136 Museum
Elector of mm
Saxony
19 E. Jean Portrait of a | 1628 | Vellum 170 mm | Metropolitan | 59.72.2
Saillant Man stretched x 142 Museum
(aka over wood mm
Saliano in
Italy)
20 E. Jean Portrait of a | 1628 | Vellum 157 mm | Metropolitan | 59.72.1
Saillant Churchman stretched x 122 Museum
(aka over copper | mm
Saliano in
Italy)
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21 PieterPietersz | Portrait of | Unknown| Vellum 266 mm | Metropolitan | 24.80.529
the Younger a Moravian x 183 Museum
Woman mm
22 Franciszek Portrait of | 1650 Oil on card| 67 mm x| Metropolitan | 62.122.23
Smiadecki a Man 56 mm | Museum
23 Monogrammist| Portrait of | 1621 Oil on 105 mm | Metropolitan | 15.43.291
IS a Man copper x 91 mm| Museum
24 David Portrait of | Unknown| Gil on 95 mm x| Metropolitan | 32.75.15
Baudringhien | a Woman copper 76 mm | Museum
25 David Portrait of | 1627 Oil on 95 mm x| Metropolitan | 32.75.16
Baudringhien | a Man copper 76 mm | Museum
26 Unknown Portrait of | 1550 Oil on card| portrait | Metropolitan | 80.3.180
Artist a Man 32 mm x| Museum
28 mm
(43 mm
x 38
mm)
27 Unknown Portrait of | 1630 Oil on 36 mm x| Metropolitan | 32.75.14
Artist a Woman metal laid | 31 mm | Museum
on card
28 Unknown Portrait of | 1630 Oil on 50 mm x| Metropolitan | 62.122.135
Artist a Woman copper 38 mm | Museum
29 Unknown Portrait of | 1625 Oil on 86 mm x| Metropolitan | 62.122.128
Artist a Woman copper 67 mm | Museum
30 Leonard Henri 1556 Enamel, 191 mm | Metropolitan | 49.7.108
Limosin d'Albret, painted on| x 143 Museum
King of copper mm
Navarre and partly
gilded
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31 Corneille | Portrait of | 1545 Oil on wood | 95 mm Metropolitan | 1982.60.41
de Lyon a Man diameter | Museum
32 Lucas Venus and | 1526 Ol onwood | 121 mm | Metropolitan | 1982.60.48
Cranach Cupid diameter | Museum
33 Lucas Friedrich Il1| 1533 Oil on paper | 203 mm | Metropolitan | 46.179.1
Cranach the Wise, laid on wood | x 143 Museum
Elector of mm
Saxony
34 Lucas Johann |, 1532 GOl on 210 mm | Metropolitan | 71.128
Cranach the canvas, x 149 Museum
Constant transferred mm
from wood
35 Lucas Johann I, 1532 Oil on paper | 203 mm | Metropolitan | 46.179.2
Cranach | the laid on wood | x 143 Museum
Constant mm
36 John King 1650 Gouache on | 47mmx | Morgan AZ081
Hoskins Charles | paper 39 mm Library & accession
Museum no. BBID
214015
37 John Henrietta | 1650 Gouacheon | 47mmx | Morgan AZ081
Hoskins Maria paper 39 mm Library & accession
Museum no. BBID
214015
38 Unknown | John 17h Watercolour | 57mmx | Morgan AZ099
Artist, Milton, Century | onvellum 45 mm Library & Record ID:
British possibly Museum 214033
School
39 [REDACTEL Hans Unknown 1540 Gouache and| 46 mm Yale Center | B1974.2.58
Holbein, Man gold on thin | diameter | for British
attributed card Art
to
40 [REDACTEL Lucas Portrait of | c. 1535 | Gouache on | 48 mm Yale Center | B1974.2.59
Horenbout | a Lady thin card diameter | for British
Art
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41 [REDACTEL Jean Unknown 1540 | Watercolour | 41 mm Yale B2001.2.1394
Clouet Woman, and gouache | diameter | Centerfor
attributed | Portrait of a and gold on British Art
to Lady vellum
42 [REDACTEL Nicholas | Unknown C. Watercolour | 51 mmx | Yale B1974.2.51
Hilliard Woman 1600 | and gouache | 43 mm Center for
Elizabeth of | | onvellum laid British Art
Bohemia 1615 | onto card
possibly
43 [REDACTEL Nicholas | Anne, C. Gouacheon | 60mmx | Yale B1974.2.50
Hilliard, Queen of 1605 | vellum laid 48 mm Center for
studio of | Denmark onto card British Art
44 [REDACTEL lIsaac Dudley C. Gouache and | 51mmx | Yale B1974.2.76
Oliver North, Third | 1609 | gold on 41 mm Center for
Baron North vellum laid British Art
onto card
45 [REDACTEL Peter Peter Oliver,| c. Watercolour | 83mmx | Yale B2008.15
Oliver Self Portrait | 1625 | and gouache | 73 mm Center for
on medium, British Art
cream, laid
paper
46 [REDACTEL lIsaac Robert C. Gouache and | 54mmx | Yale B1974.2.75
Oliver Devereux, 1596 | greyink on 44 mm Center for
Second Earl parchment British Art
of Essex laid onto card
47 [REDACTEL lIsaac Elizabeth, 1596, | Gouacheon | 51mmx | Yale B1974.2.74
Oliver Queen of after | card 41 mm Centerfor
Bohemia British Art
48 [REDACTEL John A Lady of 1620 | Gouacheon | 54mmx | Yale B1974.2.63
Hoskins the North T vellum laid on| 44 mm Center for
Family 1624 | card British Art
49 [REDACTEL John Portrait ofa | c. Gouacheon | 54mmx | Yale B1974.2.60
Hoskins, | Gentleman | 1630 | vellum 44 mm Center for
attributed British Art
to
50 [REDACTEL Edward Portrait of a | c. Gouacheon | 51mmx | Yale B1974.2.73
Norgate, | Lady 1610 | vellum 41 mm Center for
attributed British Art
to
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51 [REDACTED] | Peter King Charleqd ¢.1618 | Gouache on | 51mm | Yale Centenl B1974.2.77
Oliver | when 11621 | vellum laid x 41 for British
Prince of onto a mm Art
Wales playing card
52 Unknown | Portrait of Early Oil on metal | 48 mm | Museum of | 01.6238
Artist an 17t x 35 FineArts,
Unknown Century mm Boston
Man
53 Unknown | Portrait of Early Oil on metal | 35 mm | Museum of | 01.6239
Artist an 17t x 50 Fine Arts,
| Unknown Century mm Boston
Woman
54 Unknown | Portrait of Early Oil on metal | 35 mm | Museumof | 01.6240
Artist an 17th x 50 Fine Arts,
Unknown Century mm Boston
Man
55 Unknown | Portrait of a | Early Oil on metal | 48 mm | Museum of | 01.6241
Artist Young Girl | 17th x 35 Fine Arts,
Century mm Boston
56 Samuel Cardinal 1638 Watercolour | 133 Museum of | 03.47
Bernard Richelieu inscribed, | and gouache | mm x | Fine Arts,
(signed) (but on ivory 95 mm | Boston
(N.B. 2018 2018 cat.
cat. as c. 1890)
Yiylyz
57 Francois | Head of a 1571 Oil on paper | 114 Museum of | 65.2668
Clouet Gentleman mounted on | mmx Fine Arts,
school of wood panel | 825 Boston
mm
58 Nicholas | Portrait ofa | c. 1590 | Watercolour | 50 mm | Museum of | 38.1408
Hilliard Lady 11595 | and X 43 Fine Arts,
bodycolor on | mm Boston
vellum
59 Sofonisba | Sofonisba | ¢.1556 | Varnished 83mm | Museum of | 60.155
Anguissolal Anguissola, watercolour | x 64 Fine Arts,
Self Portrait on mm Boston
parchment
60 [REDACTED] | Nicholas | Charles 1576 Watercolour | 49 mm | Cleveland | 1960.39
Hilliard Howard, onvellum X 44 Museum of
Baron mm Art
Howard of
Effingham
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61 [REDACTEL Unknown | Sir Thomas | 17 Gl on wood | 65 mm Cleveland | 1957.356
Artist, More Century diameter | Museum of
after Art
Hans
Holbein
62 [REDACTEL Isaac Lucy Russell| 1612 Watercolour | 53mmx | Cleveland | 1949.547
Oliver, Countess of on vellum 42 mm Museum of
studio of | Bedford, Art
née
Harrington
63 [REDACTEL Nicholas | Portraitofa | c. Watercolour | 64mmx | Cleveland | 1949.545
Hilliard, Woman 1590s on vellum 51 mm Museum of
studio of Art
64 [REDACTEL Nicholas | Portrait of a | c. 1600 | Watercolour | 47mmx | Cleveland | 1942.119
Hilliard, Man on vellum 38 mm Museum of
manner Art
of
65 [REDACTEL Isaac Portrait of a | ¢. 1615 | Watercolour | 47mmx | Cleveland | 1941.56
Oliver, Man on card 38 mm Museum of
circle of Art
66 [REDACTEL Isaac Lucy Russell| c. 1608 | Watercolour | 49mmx | Cleveland | 1941.559
Oliver Countess of | ¢1616 | on vellum 41 mm Museum of
Bedford, Art
née
Harrington
67 [REDACTEL John Portrait of a | c. 1625 | Watercolour | 50mmx | Cleveland | 1941.558
Hoskins | Man on vellum 39 mm Museum of
Art
68 [REDACTEL Nicholas | Portraitof a | 1590s | Watercolour | 35mmx | Cleveland | 1941.557
Hilliard Man on vellum 23 mm Museum of
Art
69 [REDACTEL Nicholas | Portrait of a | c. 1593 | Watercolour | 39mmx | Cleveland | 1940.121
Hilliard Woman on vellum 33 mm Museum of
Art
70 [REDACTEL Nicholas | SirAnthony | c. 1590 | Watercolour | 234mm | Cleveland | 1926.554
Hilliard Mildmay; T 1593 | on vellum x 173 Museum of
Knight of mm Art
Apethorpe,
Northants
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71 [REDACTEL John Sir John 1540 | Watercolour | 70 mm Cincinnati | L24.2010:57
Bettes Godsalve onvellum diameter | Art
Museum
72 [REDACTEL Unknown | A 1650 | QGil on copper | 64mmx | Cincinnati | Temporary
Artist Gentleman 48 mm Art receipt
Museum number:
04/05.27:149
73 [REDACTEL John Sir Thomas | 1647 | Watercolour | 73mmx | Cincinnati | 1990.1871
Hoskins | Bendish onvellum 60 mm Art
Museum
74 [REDACTEL Nicholas | A Lady 1594 | Watercolour | 38mmx | Cincinnati | Temporary
Hilliard on vellum 32 mm Art Receipt
Museum Number:
91/92.108.12
75 [REDACTEL lIsaac A Lady in C. Watercolour | 60mmx | Cincinnati | 1996.39
Oliver Masque 1610 | on vellum 75 mm Art Temporary
Costume Museum receipt no:
95/96.60:22
76 [REDACTEL John Mary Talbot | c. Watercolour | 49mmx | Cincinnati | 1990.158
Hoskins 1615 | on vellum 40 mm Art
Museum
77 [REDACTEL Laurence | A 1622 | Watercolour | 44mmx | Cincinnati | 1990.1601
Hilliard Gentleman on vellum 38 mm Art
Museum
78 [REDACTEL Unknown | Henry 1610 | Gil on 33mmx | Cincinnati | 2004.297
Artist Frederick, amethyst 25 mm Art
Prince of Museum
Wales
called
79 [REDACTEL Unknown | A 1643 | Qil on copper | 97mmx | Cincinnati | 1991.404
Artist Gentleman 59 mm | Art
(Wallerant | ith aDog Museum
Vaillant,
formerly
attributed)
80 [REDACTEL Unknown | A C. Transfer print| 70mmx | Cincinnati | 2004.391
Artist Gentleman | 1650 | on dendritic | 55 mm Art
agate Museum




378

81 [REDACTEL Unknown | A Child Unknown | Gil on 50mmx | Cincinnati | L24.2010:32
Artist copper 50 mm Art
Museum
82 [REDACTEL Sir James | A c. 1615 | Watercolour | 51mmx | Cincinnati | 1990.1472
Palmer Gentleman onvellum 41 mm Art
of the Museum
Carey
Family
83 [REDACTEL Alexander | A c. 1630s | Watercolour | 43mmx | Cincinnati | 1990.1602
Cooper Gentleman on vellum 35 mm Art
Museum
84 [REDACTEL Unknown | A c. 1622 | Slverpoint 124mm | Cincinnati | 1991.353a
Artist Gentleman on gessoed | x92 mm | Art
card Museum
85 [REDACTEL Unknown | Two c. 1622 | Slverpoint 124mm | Cincinnati | 1991.353b
Artist Unknown on gessoed | x 92 mm | Art
Women, card Museum
calledTwo
Sisters
86 [REDACTEL Unknown | Thomas c. 1622 | Slverpoint 124mm | Cincinnati | 91/92.108.41
Artist Howard, ongessoed | x92cm | Art
Second Ear! card Museum
of Arunde]
called
87 [REDACTEL Unknown | A Lady c. 1622 | Slverpoint 119mm | Cincinnati | 1991.372
Artist on gessoed | x 94 mm | Art
card Museum
88 [REDACTEL Thomas Dr Samuel | c. 1650 | Watercolour | 59mmx | Cincinnati | 1996.31
Flatman Parker on vellum 48 mm Art
Museum
89 [REDACTEL Unknown | AWoman | c. 1580 Qil on 48mmx | Cincinnati | 2004.28
Artist 11600 copper 38mm | Art
Museum
90 Gerard Sir Nicholas| Before Watercolour | 40 mm Fitzwilliam | PDP3896
Horenbout | Carew 1539 on vellum diameter | Museum
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91 Lucas King Henry VIII | 1525 | Watercolour | 40 mm x | Fitzwilliam | PD.19
Horenbout T on vellum 40 mm Museum 1949
1527
92 Nicholas Edward 1572 | Watercolour | 46 mm Fitzwilliam | PDP3899
Hilliard Courtenay, Earl on vellum diameter | Museum
of Devon
formerly called
93 Nicholas Nicholas Hilliard| 1574 | Watercolour | 40 mm Fitzwilliam | PD.20
Hilliard <elIf Portrait, on vellum diameter | Museum 1949
formerly called
94 Nicholas Lady Margaret 1576 | Watercolour | 46 mm Fitzwilliam | PDP3851
Hilliard Douglas, Countess on vellum diameter | Museum
of Lennox,
possibly Lady
Hunsdon formerly
called)
95 Nicholas | UnknownLady | c. Watercolour | 182mm | Fitzwilliam | PD.209
Hilliard 1595 | on vellum x 122 Museum 1961
mm
96 Nicholas | Henry 1594 | Watercolour | 41 mm x | Fitzwiliam | PDRP3856
Hilliard Wriothesley, on vellum 32.5mm | Museum
Third Earl of
Southampton
97 Nicholas | Formerly called c. Watercolour | 73mmx | Fitzwilliam | PDP3898
Hilliard The Countess of | 1595 | on vellum 53 mm Museum
Pembroke or The
Countess of
Dorset
98 Nicholas | Sir Henry 1595 | Watercolour | 84mmx | Fitzwilliam | PDR3850
Hilliard Slingsby on vellum 63 mm Museum
99 Nicholas | Henry Percy, 1595 | Watercolour | 52mmx | Fitzwilliam | PD.31953
Hilliard Ninth Earl of on vellum 64 mm Museum
Northumberland
(formerly called
Sir Philip Sidney|
100 Nicholas Queen Elizabeth c. Watercolour | 58 mmx | Fitzwilliam | PDRP3761
Hilliard | 1595 | on vellum 45 mm Museum
i
1600
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101 Nicholas | Lettice c.1595 Watercolour | 44mmx | Fitzwiliam | PDP3854
Hilliard, Knollys T 1600 | on vellum 37 mm Museum
school of | probably
102 Peter Unknown c. 1620 Watercolour | 41mmx | Fitzwiliam | PDP3875
Oliver Man, Sir on vellum 33 mm Museum
Kenelm
Digby
possibly
103 Isaac Elizabeth c. 1612 Watercolour | 54mmx | Fitzwiliam | PDP3867
Oliver, Manners on vellum 42 mm Museum
school of (néeSidney)
Countess of
Rutland,
possibly
104 Isaac Unknown Unknown | Watercolour | 47mmx | Fitzwilliam | PD.26
Oliver, Man on vellum 39mm Museum 1952
studioof
105 Peter Frederick, Unknown | Watercolour | 47mmx | Fitzwiliam | PDP 3876
Oliver King of on vellum 39 mm Museum
Bohemia,
Elector
Palatine
106 Isaac Unknown 1595 Watercolour | 52 mm x | Fitzwilliam | PDP 3868
Oliver Lady 1600 on vellum 41 mm Museum
107 Nicholas | Princes Unknown | Watercolour | 50 mm x | Fitzwilliam | PDP3852
Hilliard Elizabeth, on vellum 40 mm Museum
late Queen
of Bohemia
perhaps
108 Unknown | Unknown 1552 QOil on vellum | 60mm Fitzwilliam | PD.54
Artist Man, diameter | Museum 1996
previously
called
Thomas
Thirleby,
109 Laurence | Unknown 1640 Watercolour | 58 mmx | Fitzwilliam | PDP.3849
Hilliard Man on vellum 43 mm Museum
110 Isaac Unknown 1588 Watercolour | 54mmx | Fitzwiliam | PDP.3882
Oliver [?] | Man on vellum 49 mm Museum




