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Foreword

THE METROPOLITAN Museum of Art was founded almost a century ago, and it has since
grown to be one of the world’s major museums. The basis of its program of acquisition,
exhibition, and education has been the research carried out by the members ofits staff, but
this research has remained one of the least known of the Museum’s activities. The respon-
sibility of the Museum as an institution for research was fully recognized by Thomas P. F.
Hoving when he became Director in 1967. Realizing the need, he immediately proposed
a scholarly journal to make better known this part of the Museum’s function. Mr. Hoving’s
project was emphatically supported by Arthur A. Houghton, Jr., the Museum’s President,
and by the Trustees, who approved the publication of a new periodical, the Metropolitan
Museum Journal. This marks one more important step in the history of the Museum’s
progress.

The Journal will be published annually and will contain articles and shorter notes in all
fields of art represented in the Museum. Written both by members of the staff and by other
scholars, they will reflect in their diversity the wide range of our holdings. The need for a
periodical to present in a scholarly manner the results of our research has been felt ever since
the Metropolitan Museum Studies were discontinued in 1936. While the Journal is devoted to
scholarship, the Museum’s Bulletin will continue to widen its appeal to the members of the
Museum and the general public, and lengthier studies will be presented occasionally in the
Papers.

The Editors are proud to present this first issue of the Metropolitan Museum Journal, hoping
that it is the beginning of a new and significant contribution to scholarship concerned with
the history of art.

BRIAN F. COOK
HELMUT NICKEL
OLGA RAGGIO
CLAUS VIRCH
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Winged Bull Cauldron Attachments

from Iran

OSCAR WHITE MUSCARELLA

Assistant Curator of Ancient Near Eastern Art, The Metropolitan Museum of Art

IN 1967 The Metropolitan Museum of Art acquired
a bronze handle attachment in the form of a winged
bull (Figures 1—4).! It is one of a pair; the other attach-
ment, its mate, exactly the same in all details and
perhaps made from the same mould (Figure 5), is now
in the collection of Norbert Schimmel. Both pieces
were acquired in Tehran, according to the dealer from
whom they were purchased.

Each attachment consists of the head, neck, and
chest of a bull joined with the wings and tail of a bird,
all cast as one unit. A ring, cast with the other parts, is
situated at the rear of the bull; it holds a separately
made loop handle which swings freely.

The eyes and brows of each bull are well modeled.
The muzzle is delineated by two vertical grooves
coming down from the inner corner of the eyes, and
a horizontal groove above the nostrils. The nostrils
are marked by two depressions, the mouth by a short
groove. A hatched collar, or ruff, connects the mouth
and ears on each side of the face. The horns project
forward, curving initially outward, then inward, and
finally outward again, forming an S curve. The ears
are thrust forward under the horns at a slight decline.
The forelock, placed below the horns, is rounded at
the base and is decorated with simple vertical hatch-
ing in four levels. The stylized mane at the back of
the neck is decorated with a herringbone pattern
divided and bordered by incised dots framed within

two grooves. The chest hair is decorated in the same
fashion, and a lock of hair, resembling a tassel more
than animal hair, hangs down on both sides of the
mane. The wings and tail have a feather pattern but
are otherwise plain, without hatching.

Both attachments were originally applied to the rim
of a large cauldron by means of a rivet at each wing.
These rivets were hammered through the wings and
the underlying cauldron, a fragment of which is still
attached. The bulls faced into the cauldron.

Winged bull attachments used as cauldron handles
are found in several areas of the Near East. They occur
at Gordion in Phrygia (ten); at Zincirli (one), Tell
Rifa’at (two), and possibly at Aleppo (one), in North
Syria; at Toprakkale (four), Altintepe (four), and
Karmir Blur (one), in Urartu; at a site near Guschi
(four) on the west shore of Lake Urmia, and at a site
near Alishar (one) on the Araxes River, both sites in
Northwest Iran?; an example in the British Museum is

1. Acc. no. 67.106; wing span: 15.7 cm.; length from tail to
horns: 13.9 cm.; height from chest to top of horns: 5.5 cm.; outer
diameter of the loop handle: 9.3 cm.; weight of attachment with-
out the ring: 1194 grams; weight of the loop handle: 192 grams.

2. Gordion: R. S. Young, “The Gordion Campaign of 1957:
Preliminary Report,” American Journal of Archaeology 62 (1958) p.
151, pl. 26, fig. 18, pl. 25, fig. 15 right for the cauldron; Kunst und
Kultur der Hethiter (Kunsthaus, Zurich, 1961) p. 102, no. 198 for one
dinos; R. S. Young, ‘““The Gordion Campaign of 1959 : Preliminary
Report,” AJA4 64 (1960) pp. 231 ., pl. 55, fig. 11 for the examples
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FIGURES 1—4

Bull cauldron attachment, about 600 B.c., from
Iran. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, gift of
H. Dunscombe Colt, 67.106

FIGURES 6, 7 (OPPOSITE)
Bull cauldron attachment, from Amyclae. Athens
National Museum, no. 7763



FIGURE §
Bull cauldron attachment, about 600 B.c., from
Iran. Courtesy of the Norbert Schimmel col-
lection, New York

also reported to have been found near Lake Urmia.?

Similar bull attachments, some imported, some lo-
cally made, are known from the west: from the islands
of Cyprus, Rhodes, and Samos; from Greek mainland
sanctuaries, Olympia, Delphi, Athens, the Argive
Heraeum, and from Amyclae (Figures 6-7).4 Finally,
two bull attachments on a cauldron are said to have
been found at Cumae in Italy and are now in Copen-
hagen.

from Tumulus W; G. Roger Edwards, “Gordion: 1962,” Expedition
5 (1963) p. 45, no. 22 for one city mound example. North Syria:
W. Andrae, Die Kleinfunde von Sendschirli (Berlin, 1943) p. 107, pl.
49, g; M. V. Seton-Williams, ‘‘Preliminary Report on the Exca-
vations at Tell Rifa’at,” Irag 23 (1961) p. 79, pl. 41, no. 14; R.
Dussaud, “Hadad et le Soleil,” Syria 11 (1930) p. 366, fig. 2, bought
at Aleppo and presumably found there or in the vicinity; it is now
in the Louvre. Urartu and northwest Iran: R. D. Barnett, “The
Excavations of the Br. Museum at Toprak Kale near Van,” Iraq 12
(1950) p. 19, pl. 16; ‘““‘Russian Excav. in Armenia,” Iraq 14 (1952)
p. 137, fig. 8, p. 142; P. Amandry, “Chaudrons & Protomes de
Taureau en Orient et en Gréce,” The Aegean and the Near East, ed.
S. Weinberg (New York, 1956) pp. 239 fI., pls. 24—27; G. M. A.
Hanfmann, “Four Urartian Bull Heads,” Anatolian Studies 6 (1956)
pp. 205 fI., p. 211 and notes 14 and 15; M. N. van Loon, Urartian
Art (Istanbul, 1966) pp. 103 ff. The Alishar bull was found with a
siren attachment. See also C. F. C. Hawkes, M. A. Smith, “On
Some Buckets and Cauldrons of the Bronze and Early Iron Ages,”
Antiquaries’ Journal 37 (1957) p. 169. B. Goldman in Journal of Near
Eastern Studies 20 (1961) p. 243, note 16, mentions a Near-Eastern-
type bull attachment in the Brussels Royal Museum of Art and
History; it is otherwise unknown to me.

3. Amandry, “Chaudrons,” p. 260, pl. 32, p. 3.

4. For a discussion of examples found in Greece and the Aegean
see: Amandry, ‘““Chaudrons,” pp. 242 fI., pp. 249 ff.; P. Amandry,
“Objets Orientaux en Gréce,” Syria 35 (1958) pp. 73 ff.; “Gréce
et Orient,” Etudes D’Archéologie Classique (Paris, 1958) p. g; U.
Jantzen, Griechische Griefenkessel (Berlin, 1955) p. 50, pl. 60, 3; E.
Kunze, ‘“Verkannter orientalischer Kesselschmuck aus dem argi-
vischen Heraion,” Reinecke Festschrift (Mainz, 1950) pp. 96 ff.;
H. Herrmann, Die Kessel der orientalisierenden Zeit (Berlin, 1966)
pp. 114 fI., 129. (This volume reached me when this manu-
script was basically completed.) An attachment from Idalion, H.
Catling, Gypriote Bronzework in the Mycenaean World (Oxford, 1964)
PP- 154155, pl. 21, €, seems to me to be eighth- or seventh-century
B.C.indate; it may also be a Greek copy. Catling sees a resemblance
to Urartian examples but believes it to be late Mycenaeanindate;
see also E. Gjerstad et al., Swedish Cyprus Expedition (Stockholm,
1935) II, p. 540, no. 290, pl. CLXXIX, nos. 14, 15; p. 602 and p. 624
where the object is said to be from Period 3, late Cypriote III. For
another series of Cypriote bull attachments see V. Karageorghis,
““Chronique des Fouilles & Chypre en 1966, Bulletin de Correspon-
dance Hellénique 91, 1 (1967) p. 346, p. 344 and fig. 149. Each handle
has three bulls, a feature not known in the Near East, to my
knowledge. The example cited here from Amyclae has not hitherto
been published. It is in the National Museum in Athens, no. 7763 ;
itis 6 cm. in height. I am indebted to Dr. George Dontas for permis-
sion to publish the object in this Journal.
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FIGURE 8

Types of Urartian and Near Eastern cauldron attachments. No. 1, Altintepe, v century B.C.; no. 2,
Cumae, probably v century B.c., Copenhagen; no. 3, Gordion, Tumulus MM, v century B.c. From
B. B. Piotrovsky, Iskusstvo Urartu (Leningrad, 1962) fig. 32

Bull attachments seem to have been manufactured
in the eighth and early seventh centuries B.c. Some of
the earliest examples that can be dated without much
controversy are ten attachments (five pairs) found
at Gordion. One pair was found on a cauldron (Fig-
ure 8, no. 3) and a pair on each of two dinoi (Figure g),
all three vessels from the King’s Tomb, Tumulus MM,
which is dated to the last third of the eighth century
B.C. A pair was found on a cauldron in Tumulus W also
dated to the last third of the eighth century; and an-
other pair was recovered on a cauldron from the debris
of the Phrygian city destroyed by the Kimmerians in
the early seventh century B.c. (Figure 10).?

The two examples, a pair, from Tell Rifa’at in
North Syria (Figure 11) were found in what appears
to be a late eighth- or early seventh-century B.c. con-

10

text.? All the examples from Urartu—except the one
from Karmir Blur—are from the eighth century; the
examples from northwest Iran presumably also belong
to this period.®

A stylistic analysis of the bull attachments found in
the various areas of the Near East yields evidence that
enables us to conclude that there were basically two
different groups manufactured.

All of the bull attachments found in Urartu, except
the one from Karmir Blur, and those from northwest
Iran form an easily recognizable group that has been
called Urartian by several scholars (Figure 8, no. 1;
Figure 12). The Urartian group shares certain charac-
teristics in common, although one notes that each at-

5. Hanfmann, AnatSt 6 (1956) p. 212; Urartian Art, pp. 104~
105; Amandry, ‘“Chaudrons,” p. 243.



FIGURE
Dinos from Gordion, Tumulus MM, 4789 B8og,
vi century B.C. One of the two dinoi found in
the tomb. University Museum, Philadelphia

FIGURE 10

Bull cauldron attachment from Gordion, 7055
B1398, from the burned Phrygian city, early vir
century B.Cc. University Museum, Philadelphia

FIGURE 11

Bull cauldron attachment from Tell Rifa’at,
North Syria, viii—viI century B.c. Courtesy of M.
V. Seton-Williams

FIGURE 12

Bull cauldron attachment from Toprakkale,
Urartu, v century B.c. Copyright British Mu-
seum




tachment or unit of attachments exhibits individuality.
The examples from this group consist of a head and
neck joined at a right angle onto a separately-made
wing and tail apparatus, which is sometimes decorated
with a herringbone pattern. The ears of the bull stick
out horizontally from the head and the horns are
spread wide apart, curving outward and then upward;
often there is an engraved or raised decorated ring at
the base of each horn. A ruff decorated with stylized
spiral curls passes around the neck from ear to ear. (The
four examples from the site near Guschi have separate-
ly-made horns that do not have a ring at the base;
none of these examples has a ruff.) A rectangular fore-
lock between the horns continues over the head onto
the back of the neck; it is decorated on the forehead and
on the neck with two levels of spiral curls. There are
usually heavy eyebrows, which are sometimes decorat-
ed with a herringbone pattern; and two vertical
grooves down the muzzle and across the nose are found
on most of the examples (the bulls from Altintepe do
not have vertical grooves and they do not have a ring
at the base of the horns). The four attachments from
Toprakkale have, in addition, a hook-like motif extend-
ing out from the vertical muzzle (Figure 12).

The attachments of the Urartian group never have
a ring at the rear to hold a free-swinging handle and it
is presumed that the attachment itself served as a
handle.® Moreover, bulls of the Urartian type always
face outward from the cauldron, toward the viewer,
rather than into the vessel. Apparently, in all cases four
bulls were placed on a cauldron.

A second group of attachments is formed by the
other examples found in the Near East and referred to
above. This group shares certain characteristics in
common and, like the Urartian group, the individual
examples or pairs exhibit individuality and differ one
from the other in stylistic details. In this group the
head of the bull and a plain, undecorated wing and
tail—more like a T-shaped plaque in some cases—are
cast together as one unit. In most examples there is a
fixed ring, cast with the rest, at the rear of the head or
neck for the purpose of inserting a free-swinging handle.
Usually there is a round or triangular-shaped forelock
on the forehead of the bull. Only two bulls were placed
on a cauldron.

The bulls on the large cauldron from Tumulus MM
at Gordion have a ring at the rear with a free-swinging

12

loop handle n situ (Figure 8, no. 3). The forelocks are
triangular in shape,” decorated with incisions that re-
peat the triangle several times. The bulls on the smaller
dinoi (Figure g) also have a ring at the rear, but they
hold a different type of handle than that found on the
cauldron, one that could be grasped by a single person.
The forelocks on the bulls are round, and, unlike those
on the cauldron, they are undecorated. In addition to
the shapes and decoration of the forelocks, the bulls
from the cauldron and the dinoi differ in other respects
as well. One of the bulls on one of the dinoi has a long
muzzle, the other a slightly shorter one; all have long
attenuated wings and tails. The difference in propor-
tion among the bull heads certainly implies that each
was manufactured in a separate one-piece mould. The
bulls on the cauldron are more naturalistic in style, and
they have short wings and tails. Their eyes bulge and
are surrounded by thick swellings or ridges.

The bull attachments on the cauldron from Tumulus
W represent a unique and interesting type, inasmuch
as cast and beaten bronze were combined to form the
head.® Moreover, the head was riveted onto the sepa-
rately-made wing and tail apparatus. In this respect
one is reminded of the Urartian examples where, as
has been noted, the head is made separately from the
wings and tail. They are unlike the latter examples,
however, both in style and in the fact that they have a
round forelock and a ring behind the bull’s head for the
insertion of a free-swinging handle.

The bulls on the cauldron from the burned Phrygian
level on the city mound (Figure 10) are quite small.
They do not have a ring at the rear for a handle; their
forelocks are round. These bull attachments differ from
the others of the group in size and because they lack a
rear ring, a feature unknown on any other attachment
of this group found in the Near East.

All of the attachments from Gordion were applied

6. Amandry, “‘Chaudrons,” p. 247; Urartian Art, p. 112.

7. Apparently representing a continuation of that motif from
the ITT and II millennia B.c. when animals were often represented
with triangular forelocks, viz. T. Ozgiig, M. Akok, “Objects from
Horoztepe,” Belleten 21 (Ankara, 1957) p. 214, figs. 10, 27; H.
Kosay, Les Fouilles d’Alaca Hiyiik (Ankara, 1951) pls. 70, fig. 2,
72, fig. 1, 73, fig. 2.

8. AJA 64 (1960) pp. 231-232, pl. 55, fig. 11, published upside
down. I have seen photographs of this attachment in the University
Museum. On p. 230, “two cauldrons, each with bull attach-
ments,”” are mentioned ; this seems to be an error.



to the cauldron in pairs and they face outward from the
vessel.

The problems inherent in describing any of the pairs
from Gordion as having been either locally made, and
typically “Phrygian,” or as having been imported from
a particular area in the Near East are evident when one
considers the stylistic variety of these bull attachments,
and the fact that four different types come from the
same site.

M. van Loon has recently suggested that the bull at-
tachments on the cauldron found in Tumulus MM were
locally made.® He sees some relationship in style be-
tween these bulls and a lion carved in stone that was
found in the Phrygian level of the city mound.* How-
ever, although the eyes of both the bronze bulls and the
stone lion are similar, the creatures have different
types of forelocks, and the lion has more linear deco-
ration on the eyes and head, as well as on the forelock.
I would therefore reserve judgement at present on the
nature of Phrygian-style bull attachments. In this con-
text, however, it should be kept in mind that Gordion
had a major bronze industry, and it would not offend
the archaeological evidence from that site if one accepts
the possibility that all or some of the attachments were
local products.

The bull attachment from Karmir Blur in Urartu
has its head and thin wings and tail cast in one unit;
it has a ring at the back and it faced outward from the
cauldron. In lieu of the usual type of forelock, round or
triangular, there is a small round depression. This at-
tachment is closer in style and in technique of manu-
facture to the Gordion examples, in particular to the
pair on the dinos, than to any of the others found in
Urartu and in northwest Iran. Although the attach-
ment was found in the debris of the city, which was

9. Urartian Art, p. 105, note 119; see also Herrmann, Die Kessel,
PP 122, 128; he prefers a North Syrian origin for the Tumulus MM
bulls but accepts the possibility that the bulls on the dinoi were
locally made.

1o. AJA 62 (1957) pl. 21, fig. 4.

11. R.S.Young, 4J462 (1958) p. 151 ; Oscar White Muscarel-
la, Phrygian Fibulae from Gordion (London, 1967) chapter iii.

12. For a brief discussion of the date for the destruction of
Karmir Blur see my article “A Fibula from Hasanlu,” 4J4 69
(1965) p. 237 and notes 34 to 36.

13. Herrmann, Die Kessel, p. 129, comes to the same conclusion;
he compares the attachment to his North Syrian group.

destroyed about 600 B.C.,'* it is probable that the
object was made sometime before that date, and was
imported into Karmir Blur from another area.!?

All the bull attachments from North Syria are like-
wise cast in one unit with a ring at the rear, and, like
those from Gordion, each has individuality in style,
both in the manner of sculpting the head and in the
representation of the forelock.

A close parallel in form and proportion is to be seen
between the pair of attachments from Tell Rifa’at
(Figure 11) and an example found at Olympia.! Per-
haps a cultural relationship exists between the two
pieces, and if we conclude that the Tell Rifa’at ex-
amples were indeed locally made we may then con-
clude that the Olympia attachment came from North
Syria. It may also be of some importance to note here
that in addition to stylistic similarities, both attach-
ments faced into the cauldron, reminding us of the
well-known siren attachments that also faced into the
cauldron. These siren attachments consist of the body
of a male or female cast together with the wing and tail
apparatus; they also have rings at the rear to hold free-
swinging loop handles. These features relate them in
general to the bull attachments of the Near Eastern
group under discussion, but not to the Urartian ex-
amples discussed above.* A growing number of schol-
ars are accepting the conclusion that the siren attach-
ments were manufactured in North Syria—and not in
Urartu, as had previously been suggested.® Since the
two bull attachments from North Syrian Tell Rifa’at
faced into the cauldron, just like the North Syrian
sirens, we may consider the suggestion that the former
attachments were made locally in North Syria'”; need-
less to say, one cannot push this thought too far. It
would not necessarily follow that the bull attachments

14. For a good photograph of the Olympia example, see Herr-
mann, Die Kessel, pl. 42; see also Urartian Art, p. 106.

15. Oscar White Muscarella, “The Oriental Origin of Siren
Cauldron Attachments,” Hesperia 31 (1962) p. 325.

16. Muscarella, Hesperia 31 (1962) pp. 317 fI.; Urartian Art, pp.
107 ff.; Die Kessel, pp. 59 ff.; R. S. Young, “A Bronze Bowl in
Philadelphia,” Journal of Near Eastern Studies 26 (1967) pp. 150—
151, note 19.

17. Note, however, that the Tell Rifa’at attachments do not
have the typical herringbone decoration found on the sirens—
and also on some of the Urartian bull attachments. Compare
Amandry’s comments regarding the position of the attachments
on the cauldron, ‘“‘Chaudrons,” p. 247.

13



from Zincirli and Aleppo were not themselves locally
made: the diversity of culture in the North Syrian
cities would allow for a variety in the position of the
bulls on the cauldron.

Tentatively, I would recognize a North Syrian
center (or centers) in addition to a tentative Phrygian
center for the manufacturing of Near Eastern bull at-
tachments.

FIGURE 13
Silver handle found in Iraq. Copyright British
Museum
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The two well-known bull attachments on the caul-
dron from Cumae, now in Copenhagen, have a ring and
loop handle at the back and they face outward from the
cauldron (Figure 8, no. 2). The bulls have short wings
and tails and a round forelock. They are differentiated
from the other bulls of this group in that their wings and
tails have scalloped edges and are decorated with a
herringbone pattern; they also have very short thick
necks and large decorated ridges around each eye that
overlap slightly onto the forelock.®

Another bull attachment that should be mentioned
is an example formerly in the Clausen and Brummer
collections.!® It was cast in one unit with a ring at the
rear and it faced into the cauldron The bull has a long
neck, short and thick upright ears, and no decoration
on the head; there seems to be a round forelock on the
forehead. The wings and tail are plain, with no feather
pattern. Unfortunately the object did not come from
a controlled excavation, and hence nothing is known
about its provenience.

It should be understood from the preceding com-
ments that because of the stylistic variety of the
excavated attachments, one is not in a position at
present to speak dogmatically about a specific area or
city in the Near East where the examples from Cumae
and the Brummer collection may have originated ; and
I would add here in this context examples from Samos
and Amyclae, and some examples from Olympia and
the Argive Heraeum.?® Surely one must think of more

18. Herrmann, Die Kessel, pp. 122, 128, calls the Copenhagen
attachments North Syrian; van Loon, Urartian Art, p. 106, calls
them Cypriote; Young, 4J4 62 (1958) p. 151, note 25, says they
may be Phrygian.

19. The Catalogue of the E. Brummer Collection, Sotheby’s, London,
November 16-17, 1964, pp. 66-67, no. 160; it is said to have come
from Anatolia and is “probably . . . Phrygian.”” Herrmann, Die
Kessel, pp. 128-129, calls it North Syrian.

20. See notes 18 and 19. I find it difficult to come to a strong
conclusion about the place of manufacture of most of the bull at-
tachments found in the Greek sanctuaries. Thus, for example, I am
not fully convinced that the bull attachments from Olympia il-
lustrated in Die Kessel, pls. 43, 45-50, 51; those from Delphi, P.
Perdrizet, Fouilles de Delphe (Paris, 1908) V, pp. 76—77, nos. 327,
328, 330—332; yria 35 (1958) pl. 5, d, pl. 6, c; and examples from
Samos, Die Kessel, pl. 52, 2, p. 129, note 46, are Near Eastern im-
ports. These attachments could very well be good Greek copies of
imported examples. Many have a head without a wing and tail ap-
paratus, or they have only a triangular plate; few, if any, have fore-
locks. Compare the comments by Herrmann, Die Kessel, pp. 124 .,
128-129), who appreciates the problem and comes to a different
conclusion than the one expressed here. I also find it difficult to



FIGURE I4
Addorsed bull capital from Persepolis. Iran Bas-
tan Museum, Tehran. From Ghirshman, The
Arts of Ancient Iran (New York, 1964)

arrive at a definite conclusion about the example from Idalion,
Catling, Gypriote Bronzework, pl. 21, e; an example from Delphi,
FdD, V, p. 79, no. 329, pl. 14, 2; and an example from Argos, C.
Waldstein, The Argive Heraeum (Cambridge, Mass., 1905) II, pl.
75, no. 25. However, I would suggest that the attachments from
Amyclae (Figure 7); one from Samos, Griech. Griefenkessel, pl. 6o,
3; one from Olympia, Die Kessel, pl. 42; and one from Argos, Argive
Heraeum, 11, pl. 75, no. 23 (Herrmann, Die Kessel, p. 129, Amandry,
““Chaudrons,” p. 249, Kunze, Reinecke Festschrift, p. 98, agree that
this latter piece is an import) are genuine imported pieces from
the Near East. In any event, whether a given attachment is Greek
or Near Eastern in origin of manufacture is an academic question:
what is established in either case is that the Greeks came in contact
with and used oriental objects in the eighth-seventh centuries
B.C. Note that there does not seem to be a single bull attachment in
the Greek world that belongs to the Urartian group. If this state-
ment holds up against future examination of the bull attachments
by classical scholars—a deed which is very necessary given the
inadequate publication and reproduction of many examples—it

than one artistic center in the Near East where these
attachments might have been made: Phrygia and
North Syria seem to represent two of these centers but
there may have been others. I therefore suggest that a
term such as “Near Eastern’ be used to describe these
attachments and others of similar type, and that
scholars refrain from assigning them specifically to
Phrygia or North Syria until more information is
available.

The only bull cauldron attachments excavated in
Iran up to the present time are those examples of the
Urartian type that were found in the northwest, near
Guschi and Alishar; no Achaemenid examples are
known.

Artists of the Achaemenid period were fond of using
the bodies of bulls and other creatures as vase handles
(Figure 13).2* Indeed, they were fond of bulls in general
and often represented them on reliefs and in the round
as jewelry, as rhytons, and, more impressively, on
column capitals.?? These Achaemenid bulls have well-
sculpted muzzles with modeled veining and carefully
delineated nostrils and mouths. The eyes are thick, and
the brows are heavy, usually sculpted in several sec-
tions. The ears are usually set at a right angle to the up-
lifted and forward-projecting horns. In the Tehran
Museum there is a column from Persepolis which has
an addorsed bull capital. The ears of both bulls are
exhibited projecting forward below the horns (Figure
14). The museum authorities have kindly informed me
that the ears have been restored in modern times. Be-
cause of this fact one cannot be certain that they have

would be a significant fact in any discussion of oriental influences
on Greek culture; see Amandry, Syria 35 (1958) p. 78; Die Kessel,
p. 128; Urartian Art, p. 106. For a different type of animal handle
in Greece, see N. R. Oakeshott, “Horned-head Vase Handles,”
Journal of Hellenic Studies 86 (1966) pp. 114 fI.

21. P. Amandry, “Toreutique Achéménide,” Antike Kunst
(1959) pp. 38 fI.; E. F. Schmidt, Persepolis, I (Chicago, 1953) pl.
29; IT (Chicago, 1957) pl. 70, D, F; R. Ghirshman, The Arts of
Ancient Iran (New York, 1964) p. 174, fig. 220, p. 176, fig. 222.
The use of animals or animal heads as handles is documented in the
ninth century at Hasanlu, and among Luristan bronze vessels. The
Achaemenid examples continue this tradition.

22. Persepolis, 1, pls. 19, 20, 45, 62, etc.; The Arts of Ancient Iran,
figs. 186, 192, 263—266, 281, 286, 448: found near Sidon, not at
Bustanesh-Sheikh; see comments by M.-L. Buhl, ‘“Anfang, Ver-
breitung u. Dauer der phoenikischen anthropieden Steinsarko-
phage,” Acta Archaeologica 35 (1964) p. 78; and also in Buhl, pp.
72 fI., figs. 12 A, B, 14 A, B, 15.
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FIGURES 15, 16
Griffin attachment from Iran. Iran Bastan Museum, Tehran

been placed in their original position.2s It is therefore
suggested that one may not make use of the position of
the ears on the Tehran bulls as a parallel for the ear
position on our attachments.

The forelock of Achaemenid bulls is usually decorat-
ed with spiral curls and is rounded at the lower border.
The chest is also decorated with spiral curls, and so is
the ruff that connects the mouth and the ear on each
side. The spiral-curl forelock and ruff, the heavy eyes
and brows, and the veining of the muzzle remind us
of the earlier Urartian bulls found on the attachments
discussed above, and we may conclude that there is
some Urartian influence to be seen here.

One also notes some general parallels between these
Achaemenid bull heads and our bronze bulls: the
round forelock, stylized chest hair, muzzle decoration,
and the ruff connecting the mouth and ears. Yet there
are differences in the position of the ears, the curve of
the horns, and in the more elaborate stylization of the
hair decoration to be seen on the Archaemenid bulls
when compared to our bronze examples. These latter
features might have some bearing on chronology, ap-
parently suggesting an earlier stage for the bronze at-
tachments.

Some other parallels for the bull heads of our attach-
ments exist both in pre-Achaemenid and apparently

23. I wish to thank Dr. Neghaban, Mr. Safaraz, and Mr.
Piramoon of Tehran for their cooperation in discussing the matter
with me. Mr. Piramoon is quite certain that the ears are correctly
restored. See Acta Archaeologica 35 (1964) pp. 72 fI., figs. 12.A and
B for a bull column, the one from near Sidon referred to in note 22,
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also in early Achaemenid art. The head of the silver
bull handle in the British Museum (Figure 13), dated
by Jacobsthal and Amandry to the first half of the
fifth century B.c.,?¢ but perhaps actually a little earlier,
has inward-curving horns, ears projecting forward
under the horns, a hatched ruff, and a round forelock
with decoration similar to that on the forelock and
mane of our bulls; its wings are also decorated with a
plain feather pattern.

Finally, we would call attention to some features on
our bulls that remind us of the Urartian bronze bull
attachments: a forelock decorated in zones, a decorat-
ed ruff at the side of the head, and linear muzzle deco-
ration.

In the Tehran Museum there is a bronze cauldron
attachment in the form of a winged griffin (Figures 15,
16).2° The head and upper part of the griffin is cast in
one piece with the wings and tail, and with the ring for
holding a free-swinging handle which is now missing.
The wings and tail are decorated with a plain feather
pattern and there is a hatched area on the chest that
apparently represents hair. A characteristic griffin-
knob exists at the crown of the head from which a crest
extends down to the middle of the back; the mouth is
closed. The griffin faced into the cauldron. This latter
feature, and the plain feather pattern on the wings and

either provincial Achaemenid or post-Achaemenid in date, where
the ears were placed forward under the horns.

24. “Toreutique Achéménide,” pp. 47-48.

25. I wish to thank Dr. Neghaban for sending me photographs
of this attachment.



tail, the stylized hatched chest hair, the general pro-
portions, the technique of manufacture, as well as the
fact that the griffin was found in Iran, relate this at-
tachment to those in the Metropolitan Museum and
the Schimmel collection.

The specific provenience in Iran of this griffin is not
known, but Ghirshman has suggested that it came from
Luristan and dated it to the eighth-seventh centuries
B.C.2¢ Actually, there is no proof for a Luristan proveni-
ence, nor is the griffin related stylistically to typical
“Luristan” bronzes.

A bronze eagle attachment (there is no evidence for
calling it a griffin) found many years ago on the
Acropolis at Athens is closely paralleled by the Tehran
griffin.?” The eagle has all its components cast to-
gether in one unit, including the ring (which rests on a
plinth) for a separate free-swinging handle. Moreover,
the bird faced into the cauldron. The attachment was
apparently imported from the Near East (or else it is a
good local copy!), but the style is not clear enough to
warrant any statement about a specific provenience.
Surely one need not call the eagle attachment “Irani-
an” simply because of the Iranian provenience of the
Tehran griffin; I prefer to call it simply a Near Eastern
attachment (see below).

We are now in a position to present some conclusions
concerning the chronological and historical position of
the attachments in the Metropolitan Museum and the
Schimmel collection. When we compare them to the
bull attachments from the various areas in the Near
East it will be seen that there is no relationship with the
Urartian group. On the other hand there is a definite
relationship with the other examples cited in this study,
the examples I call Near Eastern. However, I have
stressed that among each of the pairs or individual
pieces within this group, even with those found within
one cultural area, there are notable differences. These
are expressed in the form of decorative detail—some
face into the cauldron, others face outward ; some have
round, others have triangular forelocks; some have a
plain feather pattern on the wings and tail, others are

26. The Arts of Ancient Iran, pp. 8o, 295, fig. 353, also p. 432;
there is no evidence to support the suggestion that the piece was of
“Urartian workmanship.”

27. A. de Ridder, Bronzes Trouvés sur I Acropole d’ Athenes (Paris,
1896) p. 197, no. 538, fig. 177; for a better photograph now see
Die Kessel, pp. 70, 136, pl. 58; Herrmann suggests that the attach-
ment is Assyrian.

undecorated—and also in the manner in which the
heads and neck were sculpted. These differences pre-
vent not only a strong conclusion about a specific
cultural and stylistic relationship of each of these at-
tachments to one another, but also a conclusion about
adirect link between any given one of the examples and
ours. In other words, we may conclude either that the
Iranian artisans who manufactured our attachments
were generally influenced by various bull attachments
and cauldrons from several areas with which they came
in contact, or that they were influenced by attachments
and cauldrons from one particular source that is at
present unknown to us.

The parallels in style that, I believe, exist between
our bulls and the heads of the bulls on the handle in the
British Museum (Figure 13) seem to suggest that both
may have been manufactured somewhere in western
Iran within a relatively short period of time. At the
same time the stylistic parallels that exist with the
Urartian bull heads (Figure 12) seem to suggest a date
not too far removed from the time when the latter were
made. It was also suggested that the parallels existing
with the Achaemenid bull heads were not close enough
to conclude that our attachments are contemporary,
butrather tosuggest an earlier date. All these comments
add up to a conclusion that our attachments were made
sometime between the late eighth and the second halfof
the sixth centuries B.c. It is plausible, therefore, to
state that our attachments were made somewhere in
western Iran in the seventh century B.c., perhaps even
as late as the early sixth century s.c.

If this dating is generally correct, the attachments
would be among the latest in the series of bull attach-
ments discussed in this study. I would also venture to
suggest that Ghirshman’s dating of the griffin in Tehran
to the eighth-seventh centuries be accepted, with the
provision that the seventh century B.c. may be more
likely.

A date in the late seventh century B.c. for the attach-
ments would mean that they were manufactured dur-
ing the time that the Medes were in political control of
western Iran. This naturally raises the possibility that
the attachments represent examples of Median art.
Such a conclusion is cautiously stated as an “intelligent
guess,” for we have no archaeological (i.e., scientifically
excavated) material that we can claim as examples of
Median art. Our knowledge of this art is at present
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based on archaeological inference, and the evidence
exists only in the form of isolated objects gathered to-
gether by art historians or archaeologists, such, for
example, as presented in this study. Objects have been
called “Median” on the basis of stylistic analysis and
historical conclusions, as I have done above, and while

28. H. J. Kantor, “A Gold Applique from Ziwiye,” JNES 19
(1g60) pp. 13—14; R. D. Barnett, “Median Art,” Iranica Antiqua 2
(1962) pp. 77 fI.; R. Ghirshman, “Le trésor de I'Oxus, les bronzes
du Luristan et 1’art meéde,” Vorderasiatische Archaeologie (Moortgat
Festschrift) (Berlin, 1964) pp. 88 ff.; Urartian Art, pp. 178 ff.

29. After this study had been completed I was shown photo-
graphs of some bronze objects, which allegedly came from the Lake
Van area in eastern Turkey. The objects include fragments of a
boss or shield, fragments of a helmet, and a fragment of a quiver.
The human and animal decoration on these objects does seem to
be Urartian.

Among the objects there is a pair of goat attachments and a pair
of ibex attachments. In each case the whole animal is represented
and the front and rear legs rest on a single plinth. Apparently each
pair was attached to a cauldron. These animals are similar to some
attachments found in Greece, viz. Die Kessel, pl. 63, Kunze, Reinecke
Festschrift, pl. 18, 1, 2, 4, and Olympia Bericht, V (Berlin, 1956) p. 81,
note 11; “Chaudrons,” pl. 29, 2. In addition to these objects the
cache (?) contained three winged bull attachments, all of which
have the head and the wing and tail apparatus cast in one unit; the
latter in all three cases is plain and undecorated. The bulls faced
outward from the cauldron. Two of the heads seem to be exactly
the same in all details: round forelock ending in a raised ridge,
forward-projecting ears and horns, the latter of which are short,
and heavy eyes. Yet they differ in that their wings and tails are of
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this is indeed viable, one must continuously be aware
of the limitations of the methods employed.?®

The nature of Median art will become better under-
stood only from a study of objects found in situ by
archaeologists; it cannot be understood if one is limited
to a study of non-excavated material.?®

different proportions, and only one has a fixed ring, in the form of
a long spool, at the back of the neck. The other attachment is in a
different style: thin wing and tail apparatus, and outward-curving
horns. I cannot tell from the photograph if there is a forelock. There
are no ears present, and there is no ring for a handle. It is obvious
that these attachments are not like the Urartian examples described
above. Certain possible conclusions follow from a study of this
group: 1) since they are objects belonging to a dealer, one may
not accept without reservations the claim that they form a single
cache; 2) the group does represent a single find from Urartu, but
the bull attachments were imported and not locally made (like
the example from Karmir Blur, above); or 3) the attachments
were indeed made in Urartu along with the other objects. If the
third conclusion is correct, then it would seem that the ideas
expressed in this study—that there is a division between Urartian
and Near Eastern bull attachments, based on stylistic and technical
differences—is not valid. And therefore one is left with some con-
fusion both about the nature of Urartian bull attachments and the
origin or place of manufacture of those examples found in the
Aegean and the Near East. The problem rests until archaeologists
excavate similar bulls in good contexts or, luckily, find a mould;
one cannot solve the problem with objects from the antiquities
market. However, I believe the second possibility best explains the
situation—that the bull attachments were imported into Urartu.



Portrait Bust of a Young Lady

of the Time of Justinian

ELISABETH ALFOLDI-ROSENBAUM
Assistant Professor of Fine Art, University of Toronto

TrE METROPOLITAN Museum has recently acquired
the marble bust of a young lady (Figures 1-5, 8, 10)
said to originate in the region of Constantinople.! The
bust is made of very fine-grained white marble, the
texture closely resembling that of a variety of marble
found in several quarries in the neighborhood of
Dokimion in Phrygia.2 Its total height is 53.0 cm. (20%
in.). The head measures from chin to crown 22.0 cm.
(8% in.), and the face (from chin to hairline) is 15.5
cm. (6% in.) high. The width of the bust at the shoul-
ders is 27.5 cm. (10% in.), that of the head at the level
of the eyes (including the hair) is 18.0 cm. (7%, in.).
Head and bust were carved originally from one block
of marble. When found, the head was broken diagonal-
ly across the lower part of the face, through the mouth.
The two sections have been joined to make a perfect
fit, and only a few missing chips along the break have
been filled in. The bridge and tip of the nose are miss-
ing. Some insignificant chips are missing from various
parts of the head, neck, and drapery, and the surface

1. I am indebted to Mr. William H. Forsyth, Research Curator
in Charge of the Medieval Department and The Cloisters for
entrusting me with the publication of the piece. He gave me all
available information and all facilities for an examination of the
original sculpture, and he had the photographs reproduced here
made by the Museum’s photographer. See also his article “Byzan-
tine Bust of a Woman,” Burlington Magazine 109 (1967) pp. 304—
306, figs. 55, 56. I should also like to express my thanks to the
various colleagues and photographic archives that contributed the

of the bonnet has flaked off here and there. There are
some incrustations on parts of the garment, the hand,
the neck, and the head, and there are also a few root
marks. The entire surface has been finely polished,
giving the marble an alabaster-like sheen. Even the
top of the scroll, which the lady is holding, the bonnet,
and the garment at the back have this polished finish.
Only around the bottom edge of the bust and on the
underside of the bonnet at the back do some rasp marks
appear.

The bust is cut at the right side so that the right
shoulder and the entire right arm are missing. At the
bottom, it is cut in line with the lower end of the scroll.
Both these cuts were made with a saw, so they cannot
be accidental breaks. At the back, the bust is hollowed
out, with a shallow protuberance left in the middle
toward the lower edge. The surface of the back, both
of the hollowed part and of the framing edge, has been
treated with a fine chisel. In addition, there are marks
of a coarser tool on the bottom edge. On the underside,

photographs of comparative material, especially to Dr. H. Sichter-
mann of the German Archaeological Institute in Rome.

2. Michael Ballance (Eton College) kindly sent me a sample
from one of these quarries, and the Metropolitan Museum had
this analyzed together with a sample from the bust. The result of
the analysis is the certainty that the two samples do not come from
the same quarry. This does, however, not exclude the possibility
that the bust was made of marble from one of the other quarries in
the neighborhood.
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FIGURE I

Portrait bust of a
young lady. The
Metropolitan Mu-
seum of Art,
Cloisters Fund,
66.45

FIGURES 2-5
Views of the
Metropolitan Mu-
seum’s portrait bust
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FIGURE 6

Bust of a woman from a sarcophagus in Tarrago-
na. From A. Garcia y Bellido, Esculturas Romanas
de Espafia y Portugal, no. 274, pl. 227

a little behind the lower end of the scroll, is a deep
circular hole (more than 3 cm. [1%.in.] deep) with the
remains of a metal pin still in position.

The bust cannot have had its present shape original-
ly. First of all, there must have been a foot. As it is now,
we must assume that after the surviving part was sawn
off it was fixed to some kind of base by means of a
dowel. When and why the right arm and shoulder
were sawn off is difficult to conjecture: we will have to
return to this question when we have examined the
sculpture in more detail.

The bust is the portrait of a young lady. She wears
a tunic® and a mantle that is draped over the greater
part of her body and envelops the left arm completely.

3. It is possible that the tunic was a long-sleeved one, but the
edge of a garment around the wrist could also belong to the mantle.
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The drapery is arranged in softly modeled folds, some
of which are gently curved. Only here and there a
harder line appears (for instance, on one of the V-folds
below the neckline). In her right hand, which has thin,
elegant fingers, the lady holds a book scroll. On her
head, which rises from a long, slender neck, she wears
a scarf of a thin silk-like material that covers her entire
hair like a bonnet, leaving only the earlobes showing.
The ends of the scarf are wound around the head like
awreath, in a tightly twisted roll, and disappear behind
the ears; they were obviously tied and tucked under at
the back. In the center above the forehead the scarf is
held by a clip to prevent it from slipping onto the fore-
head. We can see outlined beneath the scarf two heavy
plaits of her coiffure which were pulled up from the
nape of the neck to the crown of the head, where they
were probably turned under. Between them is a very
shallow indentation. In front, the hair forms a thickish
roll that frames the forehead in a flat triangle. The
long, oval face shows extremely delicate modeling. The
parts below the eyes, around the nostrils, and below
the mouth should be noted in particular. The eyes with
their gently curved lids are set under almost straight
brows. The pupils are rendered by large circular
cavities (1 cm. [% in.] in diameter), and the irises have
not been indicated. In contrast to the fine modeling of
the cheeks, the lower lip, and the chin, the parting of
the lips is indicated only by a rather schematized line.

The head of the lady is slightly turned to the right,
but her eyes seem to look straight ahead at the beholder
and not at whoever once may have been to her right.
The expression is largely centered on the eyes, and yet
they are not overlarge or staring and do not convey
any otherworldly quality. The head is distinguished
by the tenderness of its features, the sweetness of its
expression, and by its immensely human quality, which
has an immediate appeal.

FIGURES 7, 9

Portrait head of Theodora. Castello Sforzesco,
Milan (photo: German Archaeological Institute,
Rome)

FIGURES 8, 10
Details of the Metropolitan Museum’s portrait
bust






FIGURES II, I2
Portrait head of Ariadne. Lateran, Rome (photo: German Archaeological Institute, Rome)

FIGURES 13, 14
Portrait head of Ariadne. Musée du Louvre
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The scroll she holds identifies her as a lady of intel-
lectual ambitions: in general, men of learning are
represented holding book scrolls, but there are also
many examples of women with this attribute. It seems
that originally it belonged to one of the Muses,
Polyhymnia,* but was taken over by a large number of
women, mainly on sarcophagi, to denote their literary
leanings.® Some of the sarcophagi with a woman hold-
ing a scroll also show “philosopher” types of men, who
are depicted as teaching them; and there cannot be
much doubt that the scroll as such is simply a “badge”
to denote a claim to intellectual activities. Nearly
always, when women on sarcophagi are shown holding
scrolls, they have them in their left hands (Figure 6),
putting the fingers of their right hands on the tops of
the scrolls. Our lady holds her scroll in her right hand,
the left arm not being rendered at all. How the scroll
is held does not seem particularly significant, and we
have one example of royalty represented with this at-
tribute: a coin of Justin IT with his wife Sophia shows
both of them holding an upright scroll.®

This scroll is the only insigne displayed by the young
lady, and it is not one that would give us any indication
about the date or the identity of the portrait. Stylistical-
ly, however, it appears that the bust is comparable, in
varying degrees, only to a group of portraits of early
Byzantine empresses.

This group consists of three heads in the Lateran
(Figures 11, 12), the Palazzo dei Conservatori (Figures
15, 16), and the Louvre (Figures 13, 14), respectively,
which in all probability portray Ariadne, the wife first

4. See examples on sarcophagi, e.g. M. Wegner, Musensarko-
phage, nos. 183, 208, 231, pls. 33 a, 34, 36.

5. Examples are too numerous to be listed in full here. Most of
them are on sarcophagi. Cf., for instance, Wegner, Musensarko-
phage, no. 35 (pl. 151 a), no. 116 (pl. 71), no. 133 (pl. 60), no.
135 (pl. 55 a); W. Amelung, Die Sculpturen des Vaticanischen Mu-
seums, I (Berlin, 1903) Giardino della Pigna Ost IX, no. 65, pl. 96;
A.Garciay Bellido, Esculturas Romanas de Espafiay Portugal (Madrid,
1949) no. 274, pls. 226, 227. Further references will be found in
Th. Birt, Die Buchrolle in der Kunst (Leipzig, 1907) pp. 98, 105 fI.

6. W. Wroth, Catalogue of the Imperial Byzantine Coins in the British
Museum, 1 (London, 1908) Justin II, no. 26, pl. 11.6; Bellinger,
Dumbarton Oaks, Justin II, no. 19.

FIGURES 15, 16
Portraithead of Ariadne. Palazzo dei Conservatori, Rome (photo: German Archaeological Institute, Rome)
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FIGURES 17, 18
Bronze portrait head of Euphemia, from Balajnac. National Museum, Ni§

of Zenon, and, from 491, of Anastasius (she died in
515);7 a bronze head, possibly of the empress Euphe-
mia, wife of Justin I, found recently in Balajnac near
Ni$ in Yugoslavia (Figures 17, 18);® and the marble
head of an empress in the Castello Sforzesco in Milan

7. R. Delbrueck, Mitteilungen des deutschen archdologischen Insti-
tuts, Romische Abteilung 28 (1913) no. 2, pp. 318 fI., fig. 5, pls. 11—
13 (Lateran); no. 3, pp. 323-324, pls. 14, 15 (Palazzo dei Conser-
vatori); no. 4, pp. 324 fI., pls. 16, 17 (Louvre). K. Wessel, VIII
Corsi di cultura sull’arte ravennate e bizantina (1961) pp. 357 ff.; K.
Wessel, Jahrbuch des deutschen archiologischen Instituts 77 (1962) pp.
246—247. Illustrations especially of the Louvre head are also found
in general works, e.g., A. Grabar, L’age d’or de Justinien (Paris,
1966) p. 226, fig. 253. Further bibliography will be found in the
two articles by K. Wessel.

8. D. Srejovi¢ and A. Simovié, “Portrait d’une impératrice
Byzantine de Balajnac,” Starinar n.s. g—10 (1958-1959) pp. 77 ff.,
French summary pp. 86-87; K. Wessel, JdI 77 (1962) pp. 247—
248.

9. R. Delbrueck, RM 28 (1913) no. 1, pp. 310 fl,, figs. 1 a,
1 b, 4, pls. 9, 10; K. Wessel, JdI 77 (1962) pp. 240 f., figs. 1, 2,
with previous bibliography. The head has been illustrated in
several general works, all of which we cannot list here. Some of
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(Figures 7, 9), most probably a portrait of Theodora,
the wife of Justinian I.* To these portraits in the round
may be added a number of ivory carvings on Consular
diptychs, showing portraits in medallions on a very
small scale of Ariadne (Figure 19),'* Amalasunta,!' and

them are quoted in the article by K. Wessel, cited above. Some
additional bibliography may be found in M. Bonicatti, Studi di
storia dell’arte sulla Tarda antichitd e sull’ Alto Medioevo (Rome, n.d.)
pp. 198 fI. (fig. 255). See also H. v. Heintze, Romische Portrit-Plastik
aus sieben Jahrhunderten (Stuttgart, 1961) pp. 18, 20, pl. 48.

10. In the Diptychs of Clementinus in Liverpool, Delbrueck,
Consulardiptychen, no. 16, Volbach, Elfenbeinarbeiten, no. 15; Del-
brueck, RM 28 (1913) p. 339, fig. 13a; of Anthemius, formerly
Limoges, Delbrueck, Consulardiptychen, no. 17, Volbach, Elfenbein-
arbeiten, no. 16, Delbrueck, RM 28 (1913) p. 339, fig. 13b; of
Anastasius, Berlin, Delbrueck, Consulardiptychen, no. 20, Volbach,
Elfenbeinarbeiten, no. 17; London, Victoria & Albert Museum,
Delbrueck, Consulardiptychen, no. 20, Volbach, Elfenbeinarbeiten, no.
18; Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Delbrueck, Consulardiptychen,
no. 21, Volbach, Elfenbeinarbeiten, no. 21; Verona, Delbrueck,
Consulardiptychen, no. 19; Delbrueck RM 28 (1913) pp. 339-340,
figs. 13c—e.

11. Diptych of Orestes, London, Victoria & Albert Museum,



Theodora (Figure 20) ;2 the ivory panels in Florence
(Figure 21) and Vienna, showing the full figure of an
empress, probably again Ariadne, once standing, once
seated;!® and finally the mosaic portrait of Theodora
in San Vitale in Ravenna (Figure 24).¢

The imperial character of all these portraits is as-
sured by their headdress. This consists of a scarf of thin
material covering the hair entirely,s and in most cases
a bonnet made of stiffer material, to which a more or
less elaborate crown is attached. Ariadne in the Palazzo
dei Conservatori wears only the scarf to which the
diadem is fitted, and the same appears to be the case
with the bronze head from Balajnac.¢ The portraits in

Delbrueck, Consulardiptychen, no. 32, Volbach, Elfenbeinarbeiten, no.
31, Delbrueck, RM 28 (1913) p. 341, fig. 13g. On the attempts to
identify the marble portraits of Ariadne and the two ivory por-
traits cited below in note 13 with Amalasunta, see S. Fuchs, Kunst
der Ostgotenzeit (Berlin, 1944) pp. 66 ff.; see also K. Wessel, JdI 77
(1962) p. 244, note 27.

12. Diptych of Justinus (540), Delbrueck, Consulardiptychen, no
34, Volbach, Elfenbeinarbeiten, no. 33, Delbrueck, RM 28 (1913)
P. 341, fig. 13h, K. Wessel, JdI 77 (1962) p. 254, fig. 9a.

13. Delbrueck, Consulardiptychen, nos. 51, 52, Volbach, Elfenbein-
arbeiten, nos. 51, 52; Delbrueck, RM 28 (1913) p. 341, figs. 14,
16 (here still as Theodora, as against his later view in Consulardip-
tychen, text, pp. 201 fI., especially p. 204), Wessel, JdI 77 (1962)
PP. 250-251, figs. 5a, b. Of other illustrations of these ivories I
should like to refer only to the excellent reproduction of a detail
of the Florence panel in A. Grabar, L’age d’or de Justinien (Paris,
1966) fig. 318 (opposite p. 277).

14. No detailed bibliography of this famous work is necessary.
For discussions on the portrait value of this mosaic and on the
headdress, see the works quoted in notes 7—13. See also G. Roden-
waldt, JdI 59-60 (1944-1945) pp. 96 ff. Of the numerous color
reproductions of the panel I should like to mention in particular
thosein A. Grabar, L’age d’or de Justinien (Paris, 1966) figs. 172, 173.

15. The marble portraits of Ariadne show two very stylized
small locks emerging from under the scarf in the center of the fore-
head, in addition to which the heads in the Lateran and in the
Louvre have some ornamental-looking strands of hair at the nape
of the neck.

16. The most detailed and, in my opinion, the most accurate
description of the headdresses of these women is given by Del-
brueck in his article in RM 28 (1913). He distinguishes clearly
between the scarf of thin material and the bonnet of stiffer stuff.
Wessel, in his discussion in JdI 77 (1962) does not make this
distinction but speaks generally of a ‘“Kronhaube.” In particular,
he seems to think that the front hair of Theodora in the Milan head
is uncovered, which would mean that the piece of cloth covering
the hair at the back and over the ears is an extension of the bonnet.
This interpretation would give the bonnet a very peculiar shape
and would also make the rendering of the front hair very difficult
to explain. A comparison between the relevant details of the new
Metropolitan head and the Milan one seems to make it fairly
certain that Delbrueck’s distinction between the scarf and the
bonnet in the Milan headdress is correct. Wessel (p. 252) also

FIGURE IQ
Ivory Consular diptych of Clementinus, detail of
the left wing. Liverpool Museum (photo: Girau-
don)

FIGURE 20
Ivory Consular diptych of Justinus, detail of the
right wing. Berlin Museum

FIGURE 21

Portrait of Ariadne,
detail of an ivory
panel. Museo
Archeologico,
Florence (photo:
German Archaeo-
logical Institute,
Rome)
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the round apart from the Milan one have the earlobes
uncovered. The coiffure, as outlined under the scarf
and bonnet, shows the front hair forming a thickish
roll, smooth in most cases, but sectioned, as if arranged
in very stiff narrow waves, on the Milan head, and the
mass of the hair gathered in the nape of the neck and
taken up to the crown: divided in two parts, probably
plaits, in the Lateran and the Louvre Ariadne and the
Milan Theodora, whereas no such division can be seen
in the Ariadne in the Palazzo dei Conservatori and the
“Euphemia.”

The identification of the portraits of Ariadne and
Theodora was established in a brilliant article by
Richard Delbrueck in 19138.1" His results have, in the
main points, been accepted by K. Wessel, who re-
examined the problems involved in two recent studies, 1®
and have also been adopted by most other scholars who
have had occasion to refer to these portraits in one or
another context.!® The date assigned to the head from
Balajnac by D. Srejovi¢ and A. Simovié seems to be
the only possible one, and hence their identification
will also have to be accepted. The problems arising
from the shape of the crowns worn by these empresses
have no bearing on our present argument, and their
identification is relevant only so far as it affects
chronology.

A bonnet or scarf covering the entire hair without a
diadem or crown is not part of imperial costume but
occurs on portraits of other women, both in the sixth
century and earlier. Delbrueck has referred to examples
such as Serena on the diptych in Monza?® (beginning

states that Theodora’s hair on the mosaic in San Vitaleis uncovered
in front and at the back (what he means must be “at the sides™):
an examination of several color reproductions suggests that Del-
brueck’s description of the headdress (p. 344) is the correct one,
and that here, too, we have a scarf covering the entire hair and, in
addition, a bonnet over the top of the head.

17. RM 28 (1913) pp. 310 ff. The results of this study seem to
be valid still today except for the identification of the empress in
the ivories in Florence and Vienna (see above, note 13) as Theo-
dora, a view which he corrected himself in his later standard work
on the Consular diptychs (Consulardiptychen, nos. 51-52, text, pp.
201 fT., especially p. 204).

18. VIII Corsi di cultura sull’arte ravennate e bizantina (1961) pp.
351 ff.; JdI 77 (1962) pp. 240 fl. These articles resulted only in
some modification of detail, but basically reconfirmed Delbrueck’s
original views. Some of these modifications do not seem to me to
be improvements, for instance, when he would like to date the
model of the portrait of Theodora in San Vitale (on the strength
of the development of the form of the “Kronhaube”) around 527
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of the fifth century), Juliana Anicia in the Vienna
Dioscorides manuscript?! (beginning of the sixth cen-
tury), and various representations on mosaics. Whereas
this kind of headdress seems to be the exception in
earlier centuries, it appears to become the rule in the
sixth century, where it is worn, for example, by the
ladies of Theodora’s court in the mosaic in San Vitale
(Figure 24), by female saints in the archepiscopal chap-
el in Ravenna, by the Virgin in the apse mosaic in
Parenzo, and on a number of ivory book covers.?? The
closest parallel to the type of scarf worn by our young
lady appears, however, on a portrait head in Toulouse
(Figures 22, 25—28), which, to judge from the photo-
graphs at my disposal, is hardly later than the time
around 400.22 Even the way the scarf'is gathered in the
center above the forehead seems to be similar. But in
spite of this striking similarity of the headdress, the two
portraits are in general style and in the treatment of
facial details, such as the eyes, so different from each
other that they cannot be contemporary.

The headdress, then, taken in isolation, does not
lead to a closer dating of our portrait. The same is true
of the coiffure, which is a variant of one worn by women
from the time of Constantine onward right into the
sixth century at least.?* Thus, in order to substantiate
our assertion that the Metropolitan portrait bust is
contemporary with the portraits of sixth-century
empresses listed above, we have to examine other
details.

The form of the pupils of the eyes is very similar to
that seen in the three marble portraits of Ariadne:

(JdI, p. 252), whereas he virtually retained Delbrueck’s date of the
marble head in Milan (RM 28 [1913] p. 348: preferably 538;
Wessel, p. 255: about 540). All the same, these articles have real
merit, because they disprove the various erroneous theories set up
in the nearly fifty years that had elapsed since Delbrueck’s basic
treatment of the subject.

19. See the bibliography in the articles by K. Wessel cited in
note 18, and in the relevant chapter of M. Bonicatti’s book, quoted
in note g.

20. Delbrueck, RM 28 (1913) p. 335, fig. 11; Consulardiptychen,
no. 63, Volbach, Elfenbeinarbeiten, no. 63.

21. Delbrueck, RM 28 (1913) pp. 337-338, fig. 12; P. Buberl,
JdI 51 (1936) pp. 121 fL., fig. 12; id., Die byzantinischen Handschriften
(Beschreibendes Verzeichnis der illuminierten Handschriften in
Osterreich, N.F. IV, pt. IV, 1) p. 27, pl. 5.

22. To cite only one of several examples: the diptych in Berlin,
Volbach, Elfenbeinarbeiten, no. 137, pl. 42.

23. See Appendix, pp. 35 ff.

24. Cf. Delbrueck, RM 28 (1913) pp. 326 ff.



FIGURE 22

Detail from a portrait head of a woman. Musée
St.-Raymond, Toulouse (photo: Michel La-
brousse)

large circular hollows, without a surrounding incised
line. In the case of the Ariadne portraits, the hollows
are deeper, and they were certainly originally inlaid
with glass paste or a similar substance.?* No trace of an
adhesive is visible on the eyes of the Metropolitan lady,
and my general impression is that the shadows created
by these hollows were sufficient to evoke the illusion of
irises and pupils, without the aid of any filling. The
diameter and the depth of the hollows are comparable
to the pupils of the Milan Theodora, which have, how-
ever, a little wedge on the upper side to denote the
highlight, and which are furthermore surrounded by an
incised line indicating the iris. This latter form of pupils
and irises occurs frequently already on portraits
throughout the fourth century and occasionally even
earlier, whereas the form of the pupils seen in the
Ariadne heads appears in nearly all of the few portraits
in the round datable with any reasonable degree of
certainty to the sixth century or the end of the fifth.2¢
The mouth of the Metropolitan lady, with its lips
firmly pressed together, may be compared to the
mouth of Ariadne, especially in the Louvre version.
The triangular depressions at the corners of the mouth,

25. Delbrueck, RM 28 (1913) p. 323, describes traces of a white
adhesive in the cavity in the right eye of the head in the Palazzo
dei Conservatori.

26. See, e.g., the portraits from Ephesus, J. Inan and E. Rosen-

which are found in both portraits, occur also in the
Milan head, which has, however, fuller lips. Similar in
all five heads is the modeling around the mouth and in
particular the groove separating the lower lip from the
chin. The area surrounding the eyes is modeled with
much greater delicacy on our present portrait than on
any of the imperial ones, but we may point to the
rather deep groove that outlines the upper lid against
the flesh fold above, to be noticed in all five heads.

These details link the Metropolitan lady with the
marble portraits of Ariadne and Theodora. But the
modeling of the facial details and the delicate surface
treatment are comparable only to the Milan Theodora.
We should notice in particular the rendering of the
faint depressions leading from the nostrils toward the
corners of the mouth; the swellings and depressions
below the eyes; the area of the chin with the slight
swelling on the underside; and the play of light and
shade on the surface, which giveslife to both these faces.
Furthermore, only in these two heads is the material of
the scarf realistically rendered, as we can see especially
on the part where it is tautly drawn over the heavy hair
behind the ears. Compared with the Milan and the
Metropolitan heads the portraits of Ariadne appear
like lifeless masks, summary and coarse in the execution
of detail.

But there are also marked differences between the
two sculptures. The Milan head portrays a mature
woman displaying the signs of approaching old age,
noticeable above all in the slightly hollow cheeks and
the heavy bags below the eyes. The Metropolitan bust,
on the other hand, is the portrait of a young woman
with full cheeks and the fresh and clear complexion of
youth. But it is not only this difference in age that
causes the contrast between the two portraits. The
Metropolitan bust is the portrayal of a young woman
not encumbered with any burden of rank or office,
showing, in its freshness of concept and natural render-
ing of detail, hardly a trace of the stylization that
characterizes late Roman and early Byzantine por-
traiture. Both the sweet physical beauty and the ap-
pealing earnestness of the sitter’s mind have been

baum, Roman and Early Portrait Sculpture in Asia Minor (London,
1966) nos. 198 (pl. 185, 1-2), 200 (pl. 186, 3), and 202 (pl. 186,
4-5); and the portraits probably of Leon I, father of Ariadne, V.
Poulsen, Meddelelser fra Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek 13 (1956) pp. 41 .,
Byzantion 25-27 (1955-1957) pPp. 509 ff.
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brought out with the skill of a truly great portrait artist
who seems to have been unhampered by the rules of
convention. The Milan head is also the work of an
artist of high quality and is a true likeness of a particular
individual, not the rendering of a type or the personi-
fication of an idea.?” But the subject is an empress,
wearing the insignia of her office and displaying in the
expression of her face the majesty of her elevated
position. Thus we see in this portrait a certain degree
of stylization, especially in the rendering of the eyes
and their surroundings. But even this seems to be the
portrayal of reality, not a device of artistic convention.
We know of Theodora that she was extremely aware
and proud of her exalted position, and thus she would
have adopted a stern and somewhat forced expression
as something natural to her. Procopius says that her
glance was always stern and tense.?* It would appear,
then, that the differences between the two portraits are
due mainly to the different status of the sitters. What
might appear at first glance as abstract stylization in
the Milan portrait is in fact as much the representation
of reality as is the ease and naturalness of forms that
give the Metropolitan bust its distinction. In both
works we can observe a breaking away from the rigid
conventionalism prevailing in the portraits of Ariadne
and, in a different manner, also in the bronze head of
Euphemia, and the awakening of a somewhat sublimat-
ed feeling for the realities of the individual human
countenance and character.

No parts of the statues to which the portrait heads of
the empresses of the first half of the sixth century once
belonged have survived. Thus we cannot know whether
observations made with regard to the style of the heads
would also apply to the drapery style. Not many
sculptures in the round dating from the sixth century

27. And certainly not “nur Symbol der kaiserlichen Macht, ein
Gotzenbild, das angebetet werden will,” as H. v. Heintze, Rimische
Portrit-Plastik aus sieben Jahrhunderten (Stuttgart, 1961) p. 18, says.

28. Procopius, Historia Arcana 10: yopyév TE KO CUVECTPOM-
uévov &el PAéTouca.

On Theodora, see C. Diehl, Byzantine Empresses (New York, 1963)
chapter III (a translation of the corresponding chapter in Figures
byzantines [Paris, 1906], this being a condensation of Théodora,
impératrice de Byzance [Paris, 1904]); W. Schubart, Justinian und
Theodora (Munich, 1943) pp. 50 ff.; B. Rubin, Das Zeitalter Justi-
nians, 1 (Berlin, 1960) pp. 98 ff. For the “official” face of an
emperor in office cf. the description of Constantius II’s entry into
Rome in Ammianus Marcellinus, Book 16, g ff.: “Augustus . . .
talem se tamque immobilem, qualis in provinciis suis visebatur,
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have survived, and there are few enough from the fifth
century. Thus, in order to evaluate the drapery style
of our bust we will have to consider reliefs in ivory and
silver as well as paintings and mosaics.

The outstanding qualities of the drapery style of our
bust are the fluid softness of the modeling, the almost
entire absence of hard lines and grooves, the delicacy
and refinement of the surface finish, and the natural
fall of the drapery over the shoulder and across the
chest. None of these qualities appears in the toga
statues of officials from the time of Theodosius down
to the Justinianic era, and even the relative softness of
the draperies of the Aphrodisias chlamydati appears
hard and wooden by comparison.2* We have to go a
long way back in the history of Roman sculpture to
find a similar rendering of drapery folds, and it is
among works showing “classicistic”’ tendencies that we
find the closest parallels for the style of our bust. We
may compare, for instance, the Hadrianic tondi on the
Arch of Constantine,®® and some of the reliefs of the
Ara Pacis.?! The differences are, however, as obvious
as the similarities, and even if the bust had survived
without its head one would not have thought of a date
in the earlier Roman imperial period. In spite of the
meticulous rendering of detail, the Metropolitan bust
appears flatter, less voluminous than even the Ara
Pacis reliefs. And above all, the treatment of the
drapery along the surviving left side with its rather
incongruous vertical lines seems different from that on
any piece of sculpture made within an uninterrupted
development of classical tradition. However, the fact
that the rendering of the drapery folds across the chest
and on the left shoulder so obviously reflects a Graeco-
Roman tradition seems to show that we are in the
presence of one of the various classical “revivals,” or,

ostendens. Nam et corpus perhumile curvabat portas ingrediens
celsas, et velut collo munito rectam aciem luminum tendens nec
dextra vultum nec laeva flectebat tamquam figmentum homi-
nis, . ..”

29. For late toga statues see Kollwitz, Ostromische Plastik, pls.
24-29, 31-33; J. Inan and E. Rosenbaum, Roman and Early
Byzantine Portrait Sculpture in Asia Minor (London, 1966) no. 244
(pl. 177, 3, Aphrodisias), no. 202 (pl. 177, 4, Ephesus), and the
bust of a togatus from Ephesus, no. 201 (pl. 184, 2); for the
Aphrodisias chlamydati see Inan and Rosenbaum, nos. 242 and
243 (pl. 178, 1—2, text with further bibliography pp. 179 ff.).

30. A. Giuliano, Arco di Costantino (Milan, 1955) figs. 9—16.

31. G. Moretti, Ara Pacis Augustae (Rome, 1948) e.g., text, p.
17, fig. 7; and the Tellus relief, pl. 17.



perhaps more properly, of a style that owes its continual
existence to local workshop traditions in the eastern
part of the Roman Empire, and especially in Asia
Minor, the natural hinterland for Byzantium as Italy
had been for Rome in previous centuries. One of these
waves of classical ‘‘revivals’’ occurred in the period of
the Theodosian dynasty, and from this period we have
reliefs in marble as well as in ivory that are closer to the
style of our bust than the Hadrianic or Augustan reliefs
quoted. Some of the Ravenna sarcophagi display this
“classicizing” trend,3? and we have also a few reliefs
from Constantinople showing a similar drapery style.33
Closer parallels are provided by ivory carvings datable
around 400, such as the Trivulzio panel with the Marys
at the empty tomb (Figure 23). A similar tendency
toward classicism in the rendering of drapery can also
be observed in some ivory carvings and silver works of
the first half of the sixth century: the much-quoted and
well-known London archangel®!is a case in point, and
of the silver works dated by hallmarks we may refer to
the plate with ““Theocritus” in the Hermitage,: and to
the figure of Venus in the Anchises plate, also in the
Hermitage,®® both of the time of Justinian. These works
are all more or less isolated pieces, forming a minority
within the bulk of sculpture in every possible medium
known from Constantinople. But with all the efforts in
recent years to establish a valid picture of early
Byzantine court art, we are, as regards sculpture, faced
with the fact that the most representative pieces of this
art, which must have existed, have perished, the
majority of what has survived being mediocre and
rustic in the extreme.?” All the same, the few pieces in
the field of the minor arts that display this classicizing
style show that Constantinople benefited from artistic
traditions still existing in various centers of the eastern
empire. Thus, we can see, for instance, in a portrait
bust probably of Constantinian date from Ephesus, a

32. See good reproductions in A. Grabar, L’age d’or de Justinien
(Paris, 1966) figs. 286, 288, 290, 293.

33. M. Bonicatti, Studi di storia dell’arte sulla Tarda antichitd e sull’
Alto Medioevo (Rome, n.d.) figs. 237, 240.

34. Volbach, Elfenbeinarbeiten, no. 109; for its date in the time
of Justin I see A. A. Vasiliev, Justin the First (Dumbarton Oaks
Studies I, 1950) pp. 418—426.

35. Erica Cruikshank Dodd, Byzantine Silver Stamps (Dumbarton
Oaks Studies VII, 1961) no. g, p. 70; L. Matsulevich, Byzantinische
Antike (Berlin and Leipzig, 1929) pp. 4, 112, no. 4, pls. 31-32.

36. Erica Cruikshank Dodd, Byzantine Silver Stamps (Dumbarton

FIGURE 23
Angel, detail from the Trivulzio ivory panel.
Castello Sforzesco, Milan (photo: Dr. A. Schug)

drapery style that is perhaps more akin to our Metro-
politan lady than any of the works quoted so far,* and
at the same time totally different from contemporary
Roman works. Another bust from Asia Minor, of un-
certain date, but probably of the fifth century, also
displays a remarkably ‘“classical” drapery style, un-

Oaks Studies VII, 1961) no. 16; L. Matsulevich, Byzantinische An-
tike (Berlin and Leipzig, 1929) pp. 3—4, 2231, no. 3, pls. 3—4.

37. For this “rustic” character of Byzantine sculpture see A.
Grabar, Sculptures byzantines de Constantinople (IVe—Xe siécle) (Biblio-
théque archéologique et historique de I’Institut Francais d’Ar-
chéologie d’Istanbul, XVII, Paris, 1963).

38. J. Inan and E. Rosenbaum, Roman and Early Byzantine Por-
trait Sculpture in Asia Minor (London, 1966) no. 187 (pl. 101, 2);
W. Oberleitner, ‘““Beitrage zur Geschichte der spitantiken Por-
tratplastik aus Ephesos,” Jahreshefte des oesterreichischen archdologi-
schen Instituts 47 (1964-1965) pp. 5 ff., figs. 1-5.
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FIGURE 24

Detail from the
Theodora mosaic
panel. Church of San
Vitale, Ravenna
(photo: Anderson)

paralleled in contemporary sculpture from the West.3®

Of the very few works of secular court art of the time
of Justinian, the mosaics in San Vitale in Ravenna are
the most important. If we wish to compare these
mosaics with our bust we have to consider, of course,
the difference of medium above all. But even so, I
think we cannot fail to notice the close similarity in
drapery style between our bust and the young ladies of
Theodora’s court, especially the girl third from the
right, one of the four ladies depicted in full (Figure 24).
In the illustration, I have deliberately chosen a section
equivalent to our bust, and in my opinion, the drapery
style, if translated into sculpture, would be very similar
to that of our new portrait. Moreover, the hand looks
like a direct adaptation of the mosaic hand to sculpture.

Is our new Metropolitan bust really a bust, that is,
was it originally conceived as a bust? I do not think so,
although I am aware of the fact that I cannot definitely
prove this point. First, we have established that the cut
surface on the right side is not an accidental break, but
was produced by a saw, and the same is true for the

39. J. Inan and E. Rosenbaum, Roman and Early Byzantine Por-
trait Sculpture in Asia Minor (London, 1966) no. 107 (pl. 184, 1).

40. Kollwitz, Ostromische Plastik, p. 91, no. 18, pl. 41, Cavvadias
no. 423.

41. The present state of the bust differs from that seen in the
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underside. Secondly, the rear is not worked in the way
normal for a bust, thereis no central support, and the

tool marks seem odd. There have been known instances
of a statue recut into a bust, or at least suggestions have
been made that this might have been the case. One
of these is the bust of a togatus, probably of the fifth
century, in the National Museum in Athens, published
by Kollwitz as recut from a statue.® Dr. V. G. Calli-
politis of the National Museum kindly examined the
piece for me, sent me photographs of the rear, and
expressed the opinion that the tool marks on the rear
were made by modern tools. This, to judge by the
photographs, seems to be very likely correct,** and here
we would have a case of modern reworking. The
Constantinian bust in Ephesus, quoted above, may
also have been originally part of a statue: here, too, the
central support normal with ancient busts is absent,
and in this case, the recutting would have been done in
antiquity, since the piece was found in the excavations
in its present state.*2 Another such case may be the bust
of a chlamydatus from Sebastopolis in the museum in

reproductions in Kollwitz, Ostrémische Plastik: the missing right
shoulder and side is now restored in plaster whereas the plaster at
the rear has been removed.

42. See, on the problem of recutting, W. Oberleitner (article
quoted above in note 38), p. 8; fig. 4 shows the rear view.



Tokat, also cited above.4* Here, too, there is no central
support, but the spot where it should have been is out-
lined. This bust, like the Metropolitan one, has a small
metal pin on the underside for fixing it onto some kind
of a pedestal. There are no records in the small
provincial museum of Tokat to show how the piece
came into the museum’s possession, but since Sebasto-
polis is very close to Tokat it is likely that it was a
chance find. In any case, if this bust was recut from a
statue, the work would have been done in antiquity. A
possible explanation for such a procedure could be
that the statue was broken at one time and that the
lower part was damaged to such an extent that rather
than piece it together again the undamaged upper part
was made into a bust. But since all the pieces quoted
are comparatively late it is difficult to figure out a likely
date for this reworking.

However this may have been in the case of our
Metropolitan bust, we have here the added difficulty
that the right shoulder and arm also seem to have been
cut off deliberately. The fact that the head is slightly
turned to the right suggests that there should have been
something on that side to which to turn, for isolated
figures at this late date are usually strictly frontal.+* In
the Justinianic mosaics in Ravenna we frequently find
heads shown full-face even if the persons are depicted
walking.*® Is it possible that our bust was originally
part of a double portrait, perhaps of husband and wife,
rendered in a way similar to the double portraits of
emperor and empress on Byzantine coins, i.e., with the
husband’s body shown as if sitting or standing slightly
in front of the wife so that her right shoulder and arm
are obscured from view by his left shoulder and arm?
Since Theodora did not claim the right to appear on
coins, we have no examples of this practice from the
coinage of Justinian, but there are many examples from
the coinage of his nephew and successor Justin IT, who
was married to Theodora’s niece Sophia. The coins
show this arrangement whether Justin and Sophia are

43. See note 39.

44. Thisruleis, however, not without exceptions; as an example
of this see the bust in Tokat, cited above (note 39).

45. For example, in San Vitale Theodora and the two ladies to
her left, and many of the holy virgins and martyrs in San Apollinare
Nuovo.

46. Seated: Bellinger, Dumbarton Oaks, Justin 11, no. 25¢.3 (pl.
50), dated 565/6; busts: Bellinger, Dumbarton Oaks, Justin 11, nos.
199.1, 200.1, 200.2, and 200.6 (pl. 58).

represented in full figure, seated on a double throne,
or simply as busts, side by side.4® There are also coins
where Sophia appears in full, covering part of the bust
of Justin.4” The section of the body appearing in these
cases is about the same as the surviving part of our bust.
The young lady in the retinue of Theodora on the San
Vitale mosaic, which we adduced above as a parallel
for the drapery style of our bust, is also very similar to
the latter with regard to the section of the body shown:
her right arm is partly hidden by the figure of the girl
in the white pallium to her right. I know of no double
figure in the round in which the bodies are closely
attached to one another at the side after the Greek
archaic period,*® but this may be simply a chance of
survival; and the coins prove that the idea as such was
not alien to the early Byzantine period. Besides we have,
of course, many examples of such groups in relief, on
tombstones, throughout the Roman period. If our bust
in fact was part of such a group, we still could only
conjecture a reason as to why the figure to the right was
cut off, but the peculiar line of the cut on the right side
could be better explained—an entire figure would have
been removed, not just the right shoulder and arm of
the present bust. However, as pointed out above, we
are in no position to prove any of these theories.

The absence of any insignia makes it impossible to
identify the sitter of our portrait. The exceptionally
high quality of the work and the nobility of posture and
features that characterizes this portrait suggest, how-
ever, that the subject was somehow connected with the
court circles of Constantinople at the time of Justinian.
The Theodora panel in San Vitale may help us to
determine at least the milieu from which the sitter
came. Theodora is here represented surrounded by her
own household: two male officials and her ladies in
waiting. The faces of these figures show a high degree
of stylization, which is due not only to the exigencies of
official court art but also to the medium. But even so
there is no doubt that at least the principal figures are

47. Bellinger, Dumbarton Oaks, Justin 11, no. 198.2 (pl. 58).

48. Athens, Nat. Mus., stele (in very high relief) of Dermys.and
Kittylos, G. M. A. Richter, Kouroi, 2nd ed. (London, 1960) no. 11,
figs. 76—77. Delbrueck, RM 28 (1913) p. 317, suggested the pos-
sibility that the Milan head of Theodora might have been part of
a statue that had a neighbor to its right “wie bei den Kaiserpaaren
auf byzantinischen Miinzen.”
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characterized as portraits of particular individuals. A
comparison between Theodora and the marble head in
Milan shows quite clearly, in my opinion, that these
are portraits of the same person.* It has been suggested
that the two ladies to the left of Theodora represent
Antonina, the wife of Belisarius and the “‘second lady”
in the empire, and her daughter Johannina.*® The sug-
gestion is attractive, although the age difference be-
tween the two does not seem to be that between mother
and daughter. The group of five young ladies that
concludes the train, shows, as has been pointed out
frequently, far less individualization, but in my opinion
the attempt to depict five different individuals is not
completely lacking. All five, however, are shown as
young women compared with Theodora and the two
ladies next to her. They have fuller faces with rounded
cheeks and fuller lips. Their costumes and jewelry vary
from one another: the girl on the extreme right of the
panel, partially hidden by the figure next to her, even
wears a jewel-studded diadem. The girl in the center
of the three in the foreground, whom we have already
cited above in connection with the drapery style and
the section of our bust, wears no jewelry at all, except
for earrings. Her relationship to Theodora seems to
be comparable to that of the Metropolitan lady to the
marble portrait of Theodora in Milan. Thus it seems
possible that the young woman portrayed in our bust
could have belonged to the entourage of Theodora.
And in this case the scroll she holds might not be quite
such a conventional attribute but might denote that
this lady had received a literary education and had
distinguished herself in the field of learning.*! The por-
trait might have been made on the occasion of her mar-
riage, and the work must have been entrusted to one of
the best sculptors available in the capital.

Much in the evaluation of this portrait must remain
conjecture. But one thing is certain: we are in the
presence here of one of the best surviving works of
Justinianic court art in the field of sculpture, and the
only one of its kind that is undoubtedly of metropolitan

49. They also seem to be of about the same age, which, if the
Milan head is datable around 540, would be in favor of a date for
the San Vitale portrait shortly before Theodora’s death (cf. above,
note 18).

50. See, e.g., G. O. Nordstrém, Ravennastudien (Stockholm,
1953) p- 90. The opinion is found repeatedly in works dealing with
the Ravenna mosaics.
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provenance. In recent years much work has been done
in an effort to gain more precise knowledge about the
art of Constantinople in the first three centuries after
its foundation by Constantine. As a reaction to the
tendency of previous generations of scholars to attribute
the surviving works of art of the fifth and sixth centuries
to one or another of the older centers of art in the
eastern Roman Empire, such as Antioch and Alexan-
dria, we observe now the opposite trend to assign almost
everything of some artistic merit to the capital of the
empire. The evidence on which these attributions are
based is slender, to say the least, and more often than
not it is a subjective aesthetic judgment that has led
scholars to their opinions. The sculpture that has so far
come out of the soil of Constantinople is to a large
extent very mediocre and rustic in appearance (espe-
cially after the Theodosian period) and is certainly no
testimony to a superior court art. As proof for the
existence of the latter we usually find works quoted that
were found, and very probably made, elsewhere.
Constantinople did not have an artistic tradition of its
own: when Constantine transferred his capital to the
site, he found there an insignificant provincial town
and one that most probably had not quite recovered
from the last great disaster under Septimius Severus.
In order to give his new capital some luster, he not only
removed there works of art from Rome and elsewhere,
but also most probably had to induce artists from places
with an uninterrupted tradition to work in the new
capital. Thus we should not be surprised to find among
the artistic output of Constantinople works of different
quality and of divergent stylistic trends, ranging from
the Balkan provinces to Coptic Egypt.s2 Some of the
surviving hallmarked silver work and illuminated
manuscripts of the quality of the Vienna Dioscorides as
well as ivory carvings of more or less undisputed
Constantinopolitan origin prove that artists from the
old established artistic centers of Alexander’s empire
also went to work in the new capital. The superb quality
of the decorative sculpture in Hagia Sophia and in

51. Juliana Anicia, the patrician lady for whom the Vienna
Dioscorides codex was made (see above, note 21), is a good example
of the role that could be played in the sixth century by a woman of
good family and shows also what kind of sitter we might postulate
for a private portrait of high quality.

52. See the work by A. Grabar, cited above, note 37. See also
J. Beckwith, The Art of Constantinople (London, 1961).



lesser churches such as SS. Sergius and Bacchus as well
as that of the mass-produced articles of church furni-
ture, such as chancel screens and pulpits exported from
the capital or rather its “house’-quarries of Procon-
nesus, prove that by the sixth century Constantinople
had outstanding sculptors’ workshops. But with regard
to sculpture in the round or even relief sculpture of a
nondecorative nature we did not have, so far, a single
piece for which a metropolitan provenance was as-
sured. It has been taken more or less for granted that
works like the Milan head of Theodora were made in
Constantinople, and even the portraits of Ariadne have
been attributed to the capital: but in no case has there
been conclusive evidence for such an assertion. Our
new bust came to the Metropolitan Museum through
the art market, so that we do not know the precise
findspot nor the topographical context to which it
belonged. But a provenance from ‘“‘greater Constan-
tinople” is assured. And considering its affinities to the
one surviving portrait in the round of Theodora and to
the Ravenna mosaics that were at least inspired by
imperial patronage, we can probably say that at last

53. P. 311. To my knowledge, Delbrueck is the only scholar
dealing with this head who makes any mention of the material
from which it is made. He also seems to be the only one who states
correctly that the dimensions of the head along with those of the
three portraits of Ariadne are life-size. Usually we find the Milan

we have a genuine representative of Justinianic court
sculpture in Constantinople. This, in turn, brings new
certainty to the problem of the provenance of the Milan
head: the stylistic affinities between the two portraits
are so close that we can safely assume the same work-
shop for their manufacture, if not the same hand. We
have not been able, for the purpose of the present
article, to have the marble of the Milan head examined,
and I have not seen the head at first hand for quite
some time. But I think here, as elsewhere, we can rely
on Delbrueck’s observations in 1913, that the head is
made of fine-grained marble “der mir nicht lunensisch
zu sein schien.” Fine-grained marble of a quality that
will at all evoke Luna marble is, so far as I know, found
only in Phrygia, and this marble is eminently suited to
sculpture of refined quality. It does not seem impossible
that both pieces were made from marble from the
Phrygian quarries.

The history of early Byzantine court sculpture still
has to be written. The new Metropolitan portrait bust
seems to me the first piece known so far that is likely to
provide a firm basis for such a history.

head referred to as small. Approximately 15 cm. (about 5% in.)
from chin to hairline is not large, but certainly a natural size: many
women have smaller faces than that. Procopius (Historia Arcana 10)
describes Theodora as beautiful and graceful, but short: the word
he uses (koAoBdg) can even mean “undersized.”

Appendix: Portrait Head of a Woman in Toulouse

Tae Musie St.-Raymond in Toulouse houses a por-
trait head of a woman of great interest, which is little
known (Figures 22, 25—28). It was published by Espé-
randieu in 1908t with only a full-face illustration, and
dated in the second century aA.p. Richard Delbrueck
quoted it in an article on a bronze head of a woman of
about A.D. 400 as a contemporary example of the head-
dress of the latter.2 The head, which had escaped my
notice, was brought to my attention by Vera K. Ostoia
of the Metropolitan Museum,? for, on account of this
headdress, the portrait is of interest in connection with
the new Metropolitan bust. M. Michel Labrousse,
Directeur of the Circonscription des Antiquités His-

toriques de la Région Midi-Pyrénées at Toulouse, had
the great kindness to examine the head for me, take
new photographs of it, and send me all available
information. It is on the basis of M. Labrousse’s photo-
graphs and notes that I wish to present here a new
evaluation of this important piece of late antique por-
trait sculpture.

1. E. Espérandieu, Recueil Général des Bas-reliefs de la Gaule Ro-
maine, I1 (Paris, 1908) p. 103, no. 103o0.

2. R. Delbrueck, “Bronzener Frauenkopf, um 400 n.Chr.,”
Bonner Jahrbiicher 150 (1950) p. 89 with note 8.

3. I wish to thank Mrs. Ostoia for her generosity in giving me
this reference and other information that she had collected in con-
nection with the Metropolitan bust.
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FIGURES 25—28
Portrait head of a woman. Musée St.-Raymond, Toulouse (photo: Michel Labrousse)



The description of the head by M. Labrousse reads
as follows:*

La téte, de provenance inconnue, est conservée dans
les réserves et fixée sur un socle qui porte le n® 82 inscrit
au crayon. Le cou a été coupé 4 la base méme du men-
ton et la hauteur totale est de 0,31 m, non de 0,36
comme le disait Espérandieu. Le marbre est blanc, a
peine jaunitre, poli et comme lustré. Il ne semble pas
d’origine pyrénéenne. L’état de conservation est excel-
lent. Seuls sont abimés le nez et 'arriére du cou.
Quelques meurtrissures se marquent sur les pommettes
des joues, au-dessus de I’arcade sourciliére gauche et a
la partie supérieure de la chevelure. Toutes les restau-
rations en platre ont été supprimés et les photographies
vous donnent ’état de conservation exact.

A mon avis, toute la partie arriére de la chevelure est
couverte d’une sorte de bonnet plutét que deux tresses
de cheveux repliées comme le disait Espérandieu.

Nothing is known of the provenance. In the old
catalogues of the museum by Ernest Roschach (1865)
and Henri Rachou (1912) the piece was listed with the
sculptures found in the villa of Chiragan, at Martres-
Tolosane (Haute-Garonne).s M. Labrousse doubts the
correctness of this assertion and thinks it more likely
that the portrait was in one of the private collections
that existed in Toulouse in the seventeenth and eight-
éenth centuries.® Indeed, the piece does not have the
appearance of local provincial manufacture,” and it
seems more probable that it was made in one of the
greater art centers. We shall have to return to this point.

The head portrays a young woman, probably not
older than thirty, with a full, oval face and striking
features. Her narrow eyes are set fairly wide apart and
slightly oblique. The eyebrows are raised and form
sharp, highly arched ridges. There are prominent flesh

4. I quote from his letter dated December 4, 1967.

5. The following extracts from these catalogues were kindly
supplied by M. Labrousse: “Ernest Roschach, Musées de Toulouse,
Antiquités . . . Objects d’art . . . (Toulouse, 1865) p. 38,no. 79: 79 Téte
de femme: marbre blanc. Travail extrémement barbare; coiffure
trés volumineuse et si grossiérement traitée qu’on ne peut en dé-
terminer la nature, pommettes trés saillantes, menton étroit et
anguleux: le nez manque; ’arcade sourciliére est creusée avec
une exagération brutale qui se retrouve dans ’évidemment des
prunelles. Cette téte est certainement un portrait de femme indi-
géne exécuté par un sculpteur réaliste.

“Henri Rachou, Catalogue des collections de sculpture et d’épigraphie
du musée de Toulouse (Toulouse, 1912) p. 52, no. 82: 82 Téte de
femme; marbre blanc.—H. 0.47 m. avec le piédestal. Téte plus

folds between the upper lids and the eyebrows, and
finely modeled depressions below the lower lids. The
pupils are crescent-shaped with a semicircular dot
indicating the highlight, and the irises have been
incised in the form of large half-circles. The narrow-
bridged nose seems to have been curved and well
shaped. The modeling of the cheeks can best be ob-
served in the profile views. The lips are full, the lower
lip slightly pouting. The round chin is prominent.
The heavy hair is almost entirely covered by a scarf,
apparently of thin material, but not thin enough to
reveal the coiffure underneath clearly. It seems that
the hair was parted in the center: two thin strands of
hair on either side of the part emerge in the center of
the forehead from underneath the scarf. The mass of
the hair is brushed down and to the sides, covering the
ears completely. A small portion of the hair over the
ears and a short curved lock in front of either ear have
been left uncovered by the scarf. At the nape of the
neck the hair is divided in two broad flat strands that
are laid around the head in such a manner that in the
front view they frame the head like a narrow halo. The
ends of the scarf are wound around this part and ap-
parently tucked under it. The scarf is pulled rather
tight. A thin long clip seems to hold it in position in the
center; on either side of this clip thin creases appear.
There are also some creases on the portion wound
around the head.

We are unable to say whether the head once be-
longed to a bust or a statue. But the strongly marked
asymmetry of the face shows that the head was turned
considerably to its left.

The coiffure seems to be a variant of the “turban”
type, which was current throughout the fourth cen-

grande que nature, extrémement barbare; coiffure trés volumi-
neuse et si grossitrement traitée qu’on ne peut en déterminer la
nature; pommettes trés saillantes, menton étroit et anguleux. Le
nez est restauré au platre; les deux joues et ’arcade sourciliére sont
érodées; la prunelle est incisée.

*“Ce morceau est monté sur un socle en pierre composé de deux
parallélipipédes rectangles superposés. (Cat. 1865, no. 7g).”

M. Labrousse adds: ‘‘Roschach et Rachou classent cette téte
parmi celles qui viennent de la villa de Chiragan, 3 Martres-
Tolosane (Haute-Garonne).”

6. Letter by M. Labrousse, dated December 14, 1967.

7. Delbrueck, BJb 150 (1950) p. 89, thought the sitter might
have been a Visigothic princess, but this seems to be highly un-
likely.
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FIGURE 29

Portrait head of a woman. Museo Capitolino,
Rome (photo: German Archaeological Institute,
Rome)

tury.® In this coiffure, the hair is usually gathered in
tresses that cross one another at the back and are
wound around the head in one or more layers to form
a kind of turban that comes down in front slightly
above the forehead. Sometimes, however, the tresses
are laid around the head in a manner that resembles
the halo-like feature of the Toulouse head. A portrait
in the Museo Capitolino (Figure 29)® should be com-
pared in particular. Here, the tresses do not cross at
the back, and the center part of the hair is continued
along the back of the head. The tresses are, however,
so broad that in the profile view the entire back of the
head is hidden beneath them. But seen from the front
and the rear they form a kind of halo similar to that of
the Toulouse head.

The coiffure does not help to date our portrait close-
ly, and neither does the form of the headdress. Del-
brueck has pointed out that the earliest examples of this
fashion are from around A.D. 400,'° and no earlier
example seems to have come to light since he studied
the relevant material. We have seen above that the
scarf fashion became more current at the end of the
fifth and in the sixth century. The style of the Toulouse
head, however, precludes such a late date. The most
characteristic features of the face are the eyes and the
surrounding area, and the modeling of the cheeks and

8. See B. M. Felletti Maj, “Contributo alla iconografia del IV
secolo D.C., Il ritratto femminile,” Critica d’Arte 6 (1941) pp. 74—
90, especially p. 76. R. Calza, “Cronologia ed identificazione dell’
‘Agrippina’ Capitolina,” Atti della Pontificia Accademia Romana di
Archeologia, Ser. III, Memorie 8, 11 (1955) pp. 107-136, especially
p- 118. H. P. L’Orange, “Der subtile Stil, eine Kunststrémung um
400 n.Chr.,” Antike Kunst 4 (1961) pp. 68-74, especially p. 72. R.
Delbrueck, Spdtantike Kaiserportrits, pp. 46 ff.

9. Salone 57; R. Delbrueck, RM 28 (1913) p. 329, fig. 7; R.
Delbrueck, Spaitantike Kaiserportrits, p. 49, fig. 19; B. M. Felletti
Maj, Critica d’Arte 6 (1941) p. 79, no. 10, pl. 46, 3.

10. See above, p. 28, note 20; further BJb 150 (1950) p. 89.

FIGURE 30

Portrait head of a young man. Museo Nazionale,
Rome (photo: German Archaeological Institute,
Rome)



FIGURES 31, 32
Portrait head of Arcadius. Archaeological Museum, Istanbul (photo: Hirmer, Munich)

the area around the mouth. We see here a treatment of
facial forms that is different from the strong structure
and sometimes highly differentiated modeling charac-
teristic of Constantinian portrait sculpture as well as
from both the utter smoothness of certain Theodosian
portraits and the delicate and fluid modeling apparent
in the Metropolitan bust.

L’Orange has repeatedly studied a group of por-
traits of the Theodosian period which share charac-
teristics that distinguish them from such sculptures of
the period as those on the base of the obelisk or the
portrait of Valentinian II from Aphrodisias.* Com-
bined with a sometimes china-like smoothness of the
surface we find here a subtle differentiation of detail

brought about by essentially linear means, noticeable
in particular in the treatment of the eyes, in the way in
which they are embedded in their surroundings and set
off sharply against the cheeks and the forehead, in the
thin curved noses, and in the mouths that terminate at
the corners in thin lines, a little upturned into a slightly
mocking smile. These same characteristics are to be
found in the Toulouse head. In particular we should
compare the portraits of young men in the Museo

11. H. P. L’Orange, Antike Kunst 4 (1961) pp. 69 fI.; Studien zur
Geschichte des spitantiken Portrdts (Oslo, 1933) p. 76; see also G. von
Kaschnitz-Weinberg, “Spatrémische Portrits,” Die Antike 2 (1926)
PPp. 36-60, especially pp. 54 fI.; C. Albizzati, Historia 3 (1929) pp.
422 ff.
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Nazionale in Rome (Figure 30)* and in the Glypto-
thek in Munich.!®* The head of Arcadius in Istanbul
(Figures 31, 32)1* shows similar stylistic features that
distinguish it from the portrait of Valentinian II from
Aphrodisias.’® Among the few portraits of women of
this period we find thisstyle in the portrait of an empress
in Timgad.1s

L’Orange termed this style “subtiler Stil”” and saw
in it a further development of the “‘schéne Stil” under
Theodosius, to be dated in the time of Arcadius and
Honorius.?? It seems to me that these two styles could
well have existed side by side in the period of the
Theodosian dynasty. The portraits of Valentinian II
and of Arcadius, mentioned above, are at the most ten
years apart, and the portrait from Timgad may even
be as early as about 370,8 so that if we consider it as
showing the characteristics of the “subtile” style, the
latter would appear during the entire last third of the
fourth century. However this may be, the Toulouse
head seems to belong stylistically to this group and
should be dated, therefore, in the last decades of the
fourth century and not later than the very beginning
of the fifth century.

Since we have no precise data about the provenance
of the head, we cannot determine the place of'its origin

12. G. von Kaschnitz-Weinberg, Die Antike 2 (1926) pp. 56—
57, fig. 12; L’Orange, Studien zur Geschichte des spitantiken Portrits
(Oslo, 1933) cat. no. 102, figs. 194—195; id., Antike Kunst 4 (1961)
p- 69, pl. 28, 1—2. B. M. Felletti Maj, Museo Nazionale Romano, I
ritratti (Rome, 1953) no. 323.

13. C. Albizzati, Historia 3 (1929) pp. 422 ff., figs. 13-15;
L’Orange, Studien zur Geschichte des spitantiken Portrits (Oslo, 1933)
cat. no. 101, figs. 192-193; id., Antike Kunst 4 (1961) p. 69, pl. 28,
34.

14. -N. Firath, “A Late Antique Imperial Portrait Recently Dis-
covered at Istanbul,” American Journal of Archaeology 55 (1951) pp.
67—71, with figs. 1-5; W. F. Volbach, Friihchristliche Kunst (Munich,
1958) pls. 56, 57

15. Inan and Rosenbaum, Roman and Early Byzantine Porirait
Sculpture in Asia Minor (London, 1966) no. 66, pl. 42, 1—2 (with
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with any degree of certainty. However, the high quality
of the workmanship makes it likely that it was made in
one of the artistic centers of the late Roman world, and
the fact that it seems to have been in Toulouse for some
time before the compilation of the 1865 catalogue
points perhaps to the West rather than the East. The
only certainty seems to be that we have here one of the
masterpieces of Theodosian portrait sculpture.
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A Group of

Fourteenth-Century Mosan Sculptures

WILLIAM H. FORSYTH

Curator of Medieval Art, The Metropolitan Museum of Art

AMERICAN museums are full of charming and some-
times beautiful statues of the Virgin and Child of the
medieval period, most of them obviously French in
origin. Many of them were given by American private
collectors who acquired them in the first quarter of the
twentieth century when such sculptures were more
easily available than at present. Since these statues
customarily passed through a number of hands, their
places of origin have almost always been forgotten and
are not now easily rediscovered.* Beyond a general at-
tribution to the fourteenth century, their dates are also
usually unknown. Indeed, it is rare to find any four-
teenth-century Madonnas that can definitely be dated,
even among those that have remained in their place of
origin.?

Until recently one of the Museum’s finest Madonnas

1. The author has sought where possible to form regional
groups of French Virgins of the fourteenth century by analyzing
their facial characteristics and other distinctive features of their
style and iconography. See for instance, “Medieval Statues of the
Virgin in Lorraine Related in Type to the Saint-Dié Virgin,”
Metropolitan Museum Studies 5, Part 2 (1936) pp. 235-258, and “The
Virgin and Child in French Fourteenth-Century Sculpture. A
Method of Classification,”” Art Bulletin 39 (1957) pp. 171-182.

2. Among the few securely dated French Madonnas of this
period are those at Limoges Cathedral, tomb of Renaud de la
Ponte, 1325; Sens Cathedral, 1334; a silver statuette in the Louvre
from the abbey church of St. Denis, 1339; Magny-en-Vexin from
the abbey church of St. Denis, 1340; Muneville-le-Bingard, 1343;
Lesches (Seine-et-Marne), 1370. Other statues, like those at

of this period (Figure 1) shared the usual anonymity,
and could only be labeled ““French, x1v century.” All
that was known about the statue when it was acquired
in 1924 was thatit had previously been in the Economos
collection in Paris and that it had passed through the
hands of several international art dealers.® It was a
double satisfaction, therefore, to discover at the same
time both its date and its origin.

A study of photographs of fourteenth-century sculp-
ture had already indicated that our statue was extraor-
dinarily like another marble Madonna, at Diest in
eastern Belgium just west of the Meuse valley.® A
close examination of the Diest Madonna (Figure 2)
revealed the astonishing fact that it was a modern copy
of our figure. That it is a copy is apparent in many ways,
some of which can be verified by a study of the com-

Coutances, Langres, and Dijon (portal of Chartreuse of Champ-
mol) have terminal dates but not specific dates of manufacture.

3. Acc. no. 24.215. H. 46 in. (117 cm.). See Joseph Breck, “A
Marble Statue of the Virgin,”” The Metropolitan Museum of Art Bulle-
tin 20 (1925) pp. 39—41, and Martin Konrad, Meisterwerke der Skulp-
tur in Flandern und Brabant (Berlin, 1928) pp. 12, 13.

4. H. 46% in. (118 cm.). The Virgin at Diest has been published
by Marguerite Devigne, La Sculpture mosane du XII¢ au XVIe siécle
(Paris and Brussels, 1932) p. 67, and Konrad, Meisterwerke, pp. 11—
14, pl. m1, who related it to the Metropolitan Museum figure. It
was exhibited in Brussels twice, once in 1954 (Trésors d’art du
Brabant) but not in the catalogue, and again in 1961 (Collections de
I’ Assistance publique, no. 6). I owe the last two references to the
kindness of M. Didier, Librarian, Institut Royal du Patrimoine
Artistique, Brussels.
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FIGURE I
Virgin and Child, from Diest. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Fletcher Fund, 24.215

FIGURE 2
Virgin and Child. Diest Museum (photo: Institut
Royal du Patrimoine Artistique, Brussels: acL)

parative photographs: the lack of precision in such
details as the carving of the hair and the mouth of the
Virgin (Figures 3 and 4), the absence of grime, the
imitation of some of the breaks around the base of our
figure, and the extreme freshness of the chisel-work.
Traces of the original painted border remain on the
old statue, but are missing on the copy.

The copy, which is now in the local museum of
Diest, came from the church of St. Catherine. One can
presume that it was made to replace the original when
that was sold from the church some time before the
First World War.* The church of St. Catherine belongs
to the beguinage of Diest. The Beguines were a lay sister-
hood then popular in the Lowlands ; their male counter-
parts were known as Beghards, a name which soon be-
came associated with wandering mendicants and which
is related to the English word “‘beggar.”

A report of the church, dated 1345, states that the
sister superior of the Beguines of Diest paid two pounds
for the image “in alabaster stone,” a remarkably high

5. The same duplication occurs in another marble statue of the
Virgin and Child now in the Metropolitan Museum from the
Morgan collection, acc. no. 17.190.721. A modern copy of it is
now in the church at Couilly, east of Paris, said to have come from
the former abbey of Pont-aux-Dames nearby. The copy was proba-
bly also made when the statue was originally sold, about the
beginning of the century. Here too the copy is betrayed, if examined
closely, by the freshly cut surface, the lack of any wear, and a slight
misunderstanding of some drapery. Mme Lefrangois-Pillion
published both statues as original in “Les Statues de la Vierge a
PEnfant dans la sculpture frangaise au XIV€ siécle,” Gazette des
Beaux-Arts 77 (1935) p. 14, figs. 5, 8.

FIGURE §
Detail of the Metropolitan Museum’s Virgin,
shown in Figure 1

FIGURE 4
Detail of the Diest Museum’s Virgin, shown in
Figure 2 (photo: acL, Brussels)
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FIGURE 5

St. John supporting the Virgin, from Huy. The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, gift of Archer M.
Huntington, in memory of his father, Collis Pot-
ter Huntington, 26.101.6

price for the time.® The statue is actually of marble,
but a variety sometimes confused with alabaster.
Cardinal Granville, in the middle of the sixteenth cen-
tury, granted an indulgence of twenty days to those
praying before the high altar on which stood the statue,
then called Our Blessed Lady of Jerusalem.” In an
eighteenth-century letter of the archbishop there is a
reference to the alabaster statue of Our Lady of
Jerusalem, which had been moved from the high altar
to the front of the choir.® Another eighteenth-century
description of the statue records that it was then placed
“above the entrance to the choir.” By the early twenti-
eth century the Virgin was standing in a central niche
on the north wall of the nave. It is clearly and happily
apparent, therefore, that our statue is one of the rare
medieval Madonnas for which there is documentation.

Although the statue is also carved on its back side, it
probably was not intended to be seen all around, as
there are two metal bars by which it was once attached
to a wall, as well as a long vertical slot cut in the middle
of the back. There are traces of gilding on the hair, the
belt, and the veil of the Virgin, as well as stains to
indicate that there was a pattern painted on the border
of her garments. (The modern statue at Diest has
modern gilding and no traces of old paint.)

It is no surprise to find that the Museum’s statue,
coming as it does from Diest, is related to sculptures of
the middle Meuse valley and that in fact it belongs to
a closely knit group, all probably carved in the same
regional workshop and some even by the same hand.
The group consists of six statuettes, all of about the
same size, a small relief, and two life-size figures of the
Madonna, all in marble, as well as a large-scale wood

6. F.]J. E. Raymackers, Het Kerkelijk en Liefdadig Diest (Geschie-
denis der Kerken, Kapellen, Kloosters, Liefdadige Gestichten, Enz.) (Lou-
vain, 1870) p. 450 (S. Beghuinarum Be Katine de Diest, from 1331
on), identifies the statue as that bought in 1345 by the head of the
Beguines of Diest and described in the accounts of that year:
“rTEM de una ymagine lapidis alabastri. . . 21b. gross. antiquorum.”

7. Raymaekers, Diest, p. 450.

8. “Haec imago divae virginis ex alabastro lapide sculpta,
modo posita est ante chorum supra ostium chori” (Raymaekers,
Diest, p. 450).

9. R. Koechlin, “La Sculpture belge et les influences francaises
aux XIII€ et XIVe€ siécles,” Gazette des Beaux-Arts 45 (1903) pp.
338, 339. Konrad, Meisterwerke, pp. 12, 13. Devigne, Sculpture, pp.



relief. Koechlin, Konrad, and Devigne among others
have alluded to various statues in the group and seen
their similarities.®

Two sculptures of this group, now in the Metropoli-
tan Museum (Figures 5 and 6), are said to have been
owned by a private collector of Le Huy and to have
come from the church of Notre-Dame in that town.1°
Their later history is fairly well recorded. They ap-
peared in the sales of the Stein collection (Paris, 1886)
and of the John Edward Taylor collection (London,
1912) before their acquisition by the American col-
lector Arabella Huntington.!! In 1926 they were given
to the Museum by her son, Archer M. Huntington,
who founded the Hispanic Society of America and
formed its famous collection of Spanish art.

The sculptures must have originally stood on both
sides of a Crucifixion, since one of them represents the
Virgin fainting at the foot of the cross and the other the
Centurion, raising his arm in testimony toward the
crucified Christ, now missing. The back sides of both
reliefs are flat and uncarved to allow them to be at-
tached, probably to an altar retable in the church.

The provenance of Huy is an entirely credible one
for these sculptures, since they evolve from other Mosan
figures, in particular from the carving on the tympa-
num of the Bethlehem portal of Huy (Figure 7)
adjacent to the same church from which the sculptures
are said to have come. John’s narrow shoulders, the
drapery fall from his left arm, and the drapery pockets
formed by the folds on the front of the Virgin’s mantle
repeat those on the figures of the tympanum. The facial
types are also similar, and so is the armor worn by the
soldiers in the right-hand sculpture and in the Mas-

58, 66, 67, and figs. 78-81, describes and illustrates most of these
figures (without stressing their close relation).

10. Acc. nos. 26.101.6, 26.101.7. H. 22 in. (56 cm.) and 26 in.
(66 cm.), respectively. Joseph Destrée, “Groupes en albatre pro-
venant de I’église collégiale de Huy,” Bulletin de I’Institut archéolo-
gique lidgeois 41 (1911) pp. 75-80, pl. 1. Idem, “A propos des deux
groupes en albatre de ’église collégiale de Huy,” Chronigque archéolo-
gique du Pays de Litge 7 (1912) p. 85. Devigne, Sculpture, p. 58. J.
Breck, “A Gift of Tapestries and Sculpture,” The Metropolitan
Mouseum of Art Bulletin 21 (1926) pp. 142-146.

11. Sale catalogue of John Edward Taylor collection at Chris-
tie’s, London, July 1912, no. 195, notes previous sale in Stein col-
lection. A. Hyatt Mayor, President of the Hispanic Society, be-
lieves that Mr. Archer Huntington’s mother probably acquired
them before they passed into the possession of her son.

FIGURE 6

The Centurion and soldiers, from Huy. The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, gift of Archer M.
Huntington, in memory of his father, Collis Pot-
ter Huntington, 26.101.7
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FIGURE 7
Tympanum of the Bethlehem portal, Huy (photo: acL, Brussels)



FIGURE 8

The Entombment of Christ.
Chapelle du Calvaire, Liége
(photo: acL, Brussels)

sacre of the Innocents at the top of the tympanum. The
tympanum, therefore, must have been known to the
sculptor who made the two Crucifixion sculptures.
Since the present church was begun only in 1311, the
portal could be considerably later in date, but proba-
bly earlier than 1345 when the Diest Virgin was made.!?

Even closer comparisons can be made between the
drapery folds and faces of the two Crucifixion sculptures
and those of a small relief of the Entombment of
Christ placed in the modern Chapelle du Calvaire at
Liege, also on the Meuse just northeast of Huy (Figure
8). It too may have come from a retable depicting the
Passion.

Two figures of the group were known only by casts

12. Various dates for the portal have been proposed. J. J. van
Ysendyck, Documents classés de I’art dans les Pays-Bas 111 (Antwerp,
1886-1887) pl. 1, gives the thirteenth century. J. Helbig, La
Sculpture et les arts plastiques au pays de Liége et sur les bords de la Meuse
(Bruges, 1890) p. 72, gives the first half of the fourteenth century.
E. Marchal, La Sculpture et les chefs-d’euvre de orfévrerie belges (Brus-
sels, 1895) p. 238, reports finding a date, 1536, which obviously
refers to a later addition to the door, since removed. J. Baum, “Die
litticher Bildnerkunst im 14. Jahrhundert,” Belgische Kunstdenk-
mdler (Munich, 1923) I, p. 174, gives the second half of the four-
teenth century. Koechlin, ‘‘Sculpture belge,” pp. 341, 343, gives
the fourteenth century. Canon H. Demaret, La collégiale Notre-
Dame ¢ Huy. Notes et documents (Huy, 1921), dates the doorway in
the thirteenth century and believes it was moved in the fourteenth
century from the north transept to its present location near the

in the Brussels Museum (Figures g and 10),3 until both
recently turned up on the art market. They have been
acquired by the Dayton Art Institute. The first, one
of the Magi (Figure 11) from an Adoration of the
Magi, seems patterned in costume and facial type after
the two standing Magi of the Adoration scene on the
Bethlehem portal (Figure 13). The other (Figure 12) is
a standing Virgin from an Annunciation, especially
close to the Diest and Huy Virginsinits facial type (Fig-
ures 3, 14).1* In the Brussels Museum catalogue both
of the casts are called ““liégeois work,” thus attesting to
their Mosan provenance. Their flat backs and their
size suggest that they too were once part of altar re-
tables.

chevet. Devigne, Sculpture, pp. 65, 66, gives the last quarter of the
fourteenth century.

13. H. Rousseau, Musées Royaux du Cinquantenaire, Bruxelles. I11¢
section (Pavillon Nord) Catalogue sommaire des moulages (Brussels, 1926)
nos. v. 3018-1 (1154) and v. 3018-2 (1155), lists “un roi mage’’ and
‘‘une sainte portant un livre; figures debout en demi-bosse, parais-
sant provenir d’un retable liégeois, XIVesiécle.” Devigne, Sculp-
ture, pl. xvi11, nos. 78, 81, also publishes these two casts. Koechlin,
“Sculpture belge,” p. 338, first published these two casts along with
the seated Virgin in the Van den Bergh Museum, Antwerp, and
the Virgin in the Lille Museum, as all coming from one group.

14. Bruce H. Evans, “A Medieval Marble Virgin Annunciate,”
Dayton Art Institute Bulletin 26 (1967) pp. 1-6. The Virgin, acc. no.
67.53. H. 22Y in. (56.5 cm.). The Magi, acc. no. 68.4. H. 22 in.
(56 cm.).
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FIGURE g
Cast of one of the Magi. Brussels
Museum

FIGURE 10
Cast of the Virgin Annunciate.
Brussels Museum

FIGURE 11

One of the Magi, original of the
cast in Figure g. Dayton

Art Institute, 68.4

FIGURE 12

Virgin Annunciate, original of the
cast in Figure 10. Dayton Art
Institute, 67.53



FIGURE 19§

Adoration of the Magi, detail from the tympa-
num of the Bethlehem portal, Huy, shown in
Figure 7 (photo: acL, Brussels)

In the Mayer van den Bergh Museum of Antwerp is
a seated Virgin, with the Child standing in her lap,
which comes from the church of St. Pierre, at St. Trond,
in the diocese of Lie¢ge.?s (Figure 15.) The position of
the Child suggests that he is looking at other figures,
now lost, but which must have represented the Magi.
Perhaps the Dayton Magus is one of these lost figures, as
Devigne has surmised. It is even possible that both
figures were once in the same collection, that of Carlo
Michelit¢ and that they could have come from the same
original source, the church at St. Trond. In fact, the
posture of the Virgin, as well as her drapery and her
facial type, seems to be derived from the Virgin of the
Adoration of the Magi on the Bethlehem portal (Figure
16). Koechlin remarked on the facial type as a mark of
a distinct atelier, and Devigne linked the atelier to the
Huy portal.!” The face is also close to that of the Diest
Virgin.

One of the finest of the group is a nursing Virgin and
Child (Figure 17), since 1888 in the Lille Museum and
said to have come from Bailleul, northwest of Lille, but
doubtless originating in the Meuse valley like the

15. Devigne, Sculpture, p. 66, pl. xvi, no. 79.

16. Evans, Dayton Bulletin, pp. 5, 6, makes this suggestion.
Micheli, who died about 1895, was the head of the cast atelier at
the Louvre and could have made the casts both of the Antwerp
seated Virgin and the Dayton standing Virgin and Magus. For the
Micheli collection, see Jozef Coo, “La Collection Micheli au musée
Mayer van den Bergh,” Gazette des Beaux-Arts 107 (1965) pp- 344 ff.

17. Koechlin, “Sculpture belge,” p. 338, and Devigne, Sculpture,
p. 66.

FIGURE I4
Detail of the Metropolitan’s St. John and the
Virgin, shown in Figure 5
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FIGURE 1§
Virgin and Child. Mayer van den Bergh Mu-
seum, Antwerp (photo: AcL, Brussels)

FIGURE 16

Adoration of the Magi, detail from the tympa-
num of the Bethlehem portal, Huy, shown in Fig-
ure 7 (photo: AcL, Brussels)

rest.’® The Virgin’s face is the closest to that of the
Diest Virgin, but the folds do not have their sharpness
and are softer and rounder.

There are other Mosan sculptures in the Museum in
the same general style and of about the same scale.
One of them, said to have come from the beguinage of
Namur and now in the Cloisters Collection, is a seated
king (Figure 18).1* Another represents a Holy Woman

18. H. 25% in. (64 cm.). Exhibited in Paris at the Petit Palais.
See the catalogue La Vierge dans art frangais (1950) no. 161, fig. 27.
Here and in P. Vitry and G. Briére, Documents de sculpture frangaise
du méyen age (Paris [1904]) pl. xcvi, 1, the statue is called French.
M. Pinchart of Lille bought the figure before 1870 from a dealer
who said it came from Bailleul nearby, but it must have come
originally from the region of the Meuse. See J. Casier and P. Berg-
mans, L’art ancien dans les Flandres (Région de I’Escaut). Mémorial de
U Exposition rétrospective organisée ¢ Gand en 1913, 1 (Brussels, 1914)
cat. no. 1027, pp. 44—45, pl. 1v, and bibliography. See also Koech-
lin, “Sculpture belge,” p. 338; Devigne, Sculpture, p. 66; and
Konrad, Meisterwerke, p. 12.

19. Acc. no. 26.63.34. H. 19 in. (48.2 cm.). The head may be
later in date.




FIGURE 17
Virgin and Child. Lille Museum (photo: acr,
Brussels)

FIGURE 18
Seated king. The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
the Cloisters Collection, 26.63.34

with an ointment jar.? It may be Flemish or Mosan,
and it has some resemblance to a kneeling donor in the
Van den Bergh Museum, Antwerp. In the Museum of
Art of the University of Michigan is a third Mosan
figure with some resemblances to those of our work-
shop. Philippe Verdier has convincingly compared the
Michigan figure to four other statuettes of apostles
shown in the 1905 exposition at Liége, two of them
coming from the local episcopal museum.?* Since he
derives the style of these figures from the Huy portal and
calls them Mosan, it is difficult to understand Verdier’s

20. Acc. no. 21.171. H. 153 in. (40 cm.). It is probably from
an Entombment group or from a scene of the Marys at the Easter
Sepulcher.

21. P. Verdier, The International Style, The Arts in Europe around
1400, October 23-December 2, 1962, the Walters Art Gallery,
Baltimore, cat. no. 94, pl. Lxxvi, and M. G. Terme, L’Art ancien
au pays de Liége. Mobilier et sculptures de exposition universelle de Liége
(1905) nos. 1350; 1350, pl. 2.
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FIGURE 19
Virgin and Child. Antwerp Cathedral (photo:
AcL, Brussels)

suggestion that they were made by a workshop in Lille
in the time of Philip the Bold, Duke of Burgundy
(1364-1404). Even assuming a migrant Mosan work-
shop active in Lille, this dating is too late and the
provenance of related sculptures too different to accept
the hypothesis.

Several other pieces which are generally similar to
those of the group exist in the Netherlands and have
been kindly pointed out to me by Dr. Jaap van Leeu-
wenberg of the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam. They are
either Mosan in origin or made under Mosan influence.

There is, in addition to these smaller scaled figures, a
life-size statue of the Virgin and Child closely related
to the Diest Virgin in the arrangement of the drapery,
in the facial type, and in the Child. It is in a chapel of
the ambulatory of Antwerp Cathedral (Figures 19 and
20). Another Virgin at Orval in southeastern Bel-
gium, which is said to be of plaster cement,?? is a
modern copy of the Antwerp statue. Casts of the
Antwerp Virgin are indeed known to have been
made.?* The Antwerp Virgin itself, it must be admitted,
looks remarkably fresh; perhaps it was overcleaned
when the casts were made. It was not apparently
recorded before 1880 when it was exhibited in Brus-
sels. It is said to have come from ‘““a former church of
Liége.”2* Often exhibited?® and published since then,

22. Didier kindly writes that “la Vierge d’Orval est une copie
récente, en ciment ou en pierre reconstituée, de la Vierge d’An-
vers.”

23. Rousseau, Catalogue sommaire des moulages, p. 164, no. 1682,
records one cast in the Brussels Museum.

24. H. about 50 in. (about 127 cm.). In the Catalogue officiel de
I’ Exposition National, IVe section— Industries d’art en Belgique antérieure
au XIX siécle (Brussels, 1880) B 446, it is described: ““La Vierge por-
tant I’Enfant Jesus. Marbre XIII€siécle. Provient d’une ancienne
église de Liége. Cathédrale d’Anvers.” The Guide Bleu for Belgium
(1958 ed.) p. 145, is even more explicit: “Vierge en marbre prove-
nant de ’ancienne cathédrale Saint-Lambert, de Liége (1360
env.).” J. J. van Ysendyck, Documents classés de I’art dans les Pays-
Bas (Antwerp, 1881-1889) p. 87, specifically reaffirms the Liege
origin of the statue, again without giving his source. See also
Konrad, Meisterwerke, pp. 12 and II.

25. It was exhibited again in Brussels and Paris in 1882 (L’Art
ancien a lexposition nationale belge, with illustration opposite p. 272);
in Antwerp in 1948 (A. Jansen and C. Van Herck, Kerkelijke Kunst-
schatten [Antwerp, 1949] II, p. 51, cat. no. 236); in Liége in 1951
(Art mosan et arts anciens du pays de Liége, no. 434) ; again in Paris in
1951-1952 (Trésors d’art de la vallée de la Meuse, no. 180); and in
Antwerp in 1954 (F. Baudouin, De Madonna in de Kunst. Catalogus
no. 138, Kon. Museum voor Schone Kunsten). In Paris in 1968, L’ Europe
gothique XIIc—XIV¢ siécles, Musée du Louvre, no. 165, bibliog.
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FIGURE 20
Detail of the Virgin and Child shown in Figure
19 (photo: acL, Brussels)

FIGURE 21
Front view of the Metropolitan’s Virgin and
Child from Diest, shown in Figure 1

FIGURE 22
Side view of the Metropolitan’s Virgin and Child

the statue is clearly Mosan in style and can be con-
sidered a product of our workshop. Koechlin 2¢ called
her a typical “Vierge a la frangaise,”” but Vége?? was
probably more correct in relating her to French proto-
types rather than in attributing her to a French work-
shop. Her supposed relation to a Virgin at Hal is hard
to see.?® Though there are superficial resemblances be-
tween our group and German sculpture, these may
merely indicate parallel developments from a common
French model.?®

The drapery of the Antwerp Virgin lacks some of the
more sober architectural verticality of our Diest Virgin
(Figures 21 and 22). And, like the Lille Virgin, she is

26. Koechlin, “Sculpture belge,” p. 339.

27. Wilhelm Vége, “Die Madonna der Sammlung Oppen-
heim,” Jahrbuch der kiniglich preuszischen Kunstsammlungen 29 (1908)
pp. 217-219.

28. Georg Troescher, Die burgundische Plastik des ausgehenden Mit-
telalters (Frankfurt am Main, 1940) p. 72, also suggests some
influence from the St. Catherine of Courtrai by Beauneveu. For
the supposed relation to Hal and to German sculpture, see also
bibliography quoted by Konrad, Meisterwerke, p. 11.

29. Konrad, Meisterwerke, pp. 11-14, cites the Antwerp Virgin
as having a more direct relation with Lorrainec and Cologne
sculpture than with that of Paris and as being slightly earlier than
the Diest Virgin. There is some parallelism in posture between
Antwerp and some Cologne sculpture but no true similarity.
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FIGURE 23

Virgin and mourners from a Crucifixion group.
Church in Louviers, Normandy (photo: Archives
Photographiques)

somewhat more flexible in posture, bending her right
leg so that her knee projects with the affected move-
ment more common to later fourteenth-century sculp-
ture. The swing of her body to one side has some of
the exaggeration found in two Virgins of northern Lor-
raine, at Longuyon and at Munster, and in another
Virgin at Saint-Sauveur-lés-Bray. Her hands are softer
and less stiff. She probably, therefore, was done at a
later time.

All of the sculptures so far discussed are of marble,
but there are two large wood reliefs from a Crucifixion
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FIGURE 24
Annunciate Virgin. La Gleize (photo: acL, Brus-
sels)

group in the church at Louviers in Normandy that
can be attributed to the same workshop. The left-hand
group shows the Virgin and St. John with the Holy
Women (Figure 23), the right-hand group the Cen-
turion and the soldiers. The drapery style, the unusual
facial types of the women and the men, including the
soldiers, the carving of the hair, the modeling of the
hands, and even the position of John’s extended right
thumb, all of these features are exactly the same as in
other scupltures of our group. In the companion group
of the Centurion and soldiers there are also details of



the armor similar to those of the Huy Crucifixion group
in New York. The sculpture has been shown in at least
four exhibitions since 1931, the last time in Cleveland
in 1966-1967, and always labeled as French,®® but
there can be no doubt that it is by the same Mosan
workshop which produced the other sculptures of our
group. Certainly the style of the Louviers reliefs is un-
like other Norman or indeed other French sculpture,
and the comparisons to Crucifixion reliefs at St. Thi-
bault in Burgundy or in the Van den Bergh Museum,
Antwerp, or to French ivory carvings, has no real
validity beyond a general similarity due to a contempo-
rary date.®!

Our group can be ascribed to not more than two
masters probably active in the same workshop. One
hand may have done the Diest, the Lille, and the two
Antwerp Madonnas, and another most of the smaller
sculptures, including the Museum’s two Crucifixion

FIGURE 25
Coronation of the Virgin, from Walcourt. Musée
des Arts Anciens, Namur (photo: AcL, Brussels)

sculptures from Huy. The workshop is surely to be
located in the middle Meuse valley. Similar sculpture
in and around Liége, Namur, and Huy, especially the
Bethlehem portal, as well as the provenance of most of
the pieces, prove this source.

The workshop was evidently not an isolated one,
since there are other sculptures from the Meuse valley,
a number in the museums of Liege and Namur, that
have general similarities to those of our group. Among
them is a wood Annunciate Virgin from La Gleize
(Figure 24) and two wood statues of Mark and Luke,
all with many resemblances to our workshop in the
folds, the arrangements of the drapery, and the faces.

Other indications prove that the workshop was
native to the Meuse valley. One finds the same widely
spaced bulging eyes, the wide mouth and double chin
of the Virgin, and the same bearded male heads, not
only on the Bethlehem portal but appearing earlier on
sculpture of the Coronation of the Virgin from the
north porch of the collegiate church at Walcourt, now
in the Musée des Arts Anciens at Namur (Figure 25),
and on the Resurrection of Christ from the tympanum
of the church of the Holy Cross at Liége and now in the
Musée Diocésain of Liége.3?

A curious and fascinating series of sculptures in
northern Italy are so close to those of our group that it
has been suggested by Voge, Middeldorf, and Wein-
berger either that Mosan sculptors went to Italy or,
what is less likely, that some Italian sculptor trained in
the Meuse valley went back home.3* The angel and the
Virgin of an Annunciation in the cathedral baptistery

30. In 1931 in Rouen, in 1934 and 1950 in Paris, and in 1966-
1967 in Cleveland. See the catalogue of plates published with a
preface by Paul Vitry and with notices by Fernand Guey and Jean
Lafond, Exposition d’art religieux ancien, mai—juin 1931, V€ centenaire
de Jeanne d’ Arc (Rouen, 1932) pl. xxx of both reliefs; the catalogue
La Passion de Christ dans Uart frangais (Paris, 1934) no. 52, illustrated,
at the Musée du Trocadéro and the Sainte-Chapelle; the catalogue
La Vierge dans lart frangais (Paris, 1950) no. 172, pl. 29, at the Petit
Palais; and the catalogue by William D. Wixom, Treasures from
Medieval France (Cleveland, 1967) no. vi-13 on pp. 240 and 375.

31. See Exposition, Rouen, notice pp. 16, 51.

32. Devigne, Sculpture, pp. 51, 60, pls. X1v, xXvI.

33. Vége, Jahrbuch, pp. 217-219. U. Middeldorf and M. Wein-
berger, “Franzésische Figuren des frithen 14. Jahrhunderts in
Toscana,” Pantheon 1 (1928) pp. 187-190, and M. Weinberger,
“Remarks on the Role of French Models within the Evolution of
Gothic Tuscan Sculpture,” Romanesque and Gothic Art I (Inter-
national Congress of the History of Art, New York, 1963) p. 203.
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FIGURE 26
Gabriel and the Virgin of the Annunciation.
Cathedral baptistery, Carrara

of Carrara (Figure 26) have many trademarks that
ally them closely to the group: the sharply funneled
columnar folds below the large pocket of drapery in
front of the Virgin,3* the bent forefinger of the angel,
the flattened folds of his garment around his neck, and
the drapery fall below his hand and his face. The Car-
rara Virgin is comparable to the Annunciate Virgin
now in Dayton and the Carrara John to the John of the
Crucifixion group in our Museum. The most definite
proof of the presence of a link between such Italian
sculpture and the middle Meuse is given by a marble
Virgin and Child from Pisa, now in the Berlin Museum
(Figure 27), which is clearly modeled after the Diest
and Antwerp Virgins.?
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FIGURE 27
Virgin and Child, from Pisa. State Museums,
Berlin, Inv. 2301

There are also close connections between fourteenth-
century sculptures of the Meuse valley and those of the
region of Paris. Two of the most famous tombiers, or
tomb carvers, of the period working in France came
from the Meuse: Pépin de Huy and, later in the cen-
tury, Jean de Liége. It was Jean who carved the head
of Marie de France, a daughter of Charles IV, which
comes from her lost funeral effigy in St. Denis and is
now in the Museum (Figure 28). The face shows the
subtle modeling characteristic of this great Mosan

34. Such abrupt vertical folds are typical of Mosan fourteenth-
century sculpture. See the statue of St. Christopher at Hannut, for
example. Devigne, Sculpture, pl. xu1.

35. Voge, Jahrbuch, pp. 217, 218.



sculptor. The royal effigy of Charles IV, made about
the time of his death in 1328 for his tomb in the abbey
church of St. Denis (Figure 29), could well have been
carved by one of the Mosan sculptors then active in
Paris.®¢ The sculpture has an arrangement of tubular
drapery folds similar to those hanging down below the
Child of the Diest Virgin; the eyes also show some
similarity.

Jeanne d’Evreux, the widow of Charles, was a great
patroness of the arts throughout most of the fourteenth
century. The statue of Notre-Dame-la-Blanche that
Jeanne d’Evreux ordered in 1340 for her chapel at
St. Denis and which is now at Magny-en-Vexin (Fig-
ures 30, 31) has a system of drapery folds similar to
those of the Diest Virgin and the effigy of Charles IV,
and it may also be by a Mosan sculptor.?” The same
workshops could have produced such a marble Virgin
and the royal effigies, to judge by their similarities of

style.

Many other parallels exist between the Magny and
the Diest Virgins.*® The postures of both the Virgin
and the Child are similar. The Magny Virgin’s hair has
the same kind of wave. The half-nude Child is carried

FIGURE 29
Charles IV. St. Denis (photo: Archives Photo-
graphiques)

the same way, and he also holds a bird on his left knee
pecking his finger. The Virgin’s left forefinger is also
slightly flexed. She too has dimples at the bases of her
fingers where the joints should be. In her right hand
she also carries a rusticated stump of branch open at
the top, probably to receive a flowering staff, now

36. G. Bri¢re and P. Vitry, L’Eglise de Saint-Denis (Paris, 1948)
pp- 79-80. M. Pierre Pradel of the Louvre has been studying the
oeuvre of Jean de Liége for many years.

37. Georges Huard, ‘“Communication sur la Vierge de Magny-
en-Vexin,” Bulletin de la Société nationale des Antiquaires de France,
1938, séance du 16 février, has conclusively identified this Virgin
after drawings by Lenoir made at the time of the Revolution. The
Virgin and Child now at St.-Germain-des-Prés, Paris, usually said
FIGURE 28 to be from St. Denis, he has proved to be from Notre-Dame, Paris.
Head of Marie de France, from St. Denis. The 38. Vége, Jahrbuch, p. 218, relates the Antwerp Virgin to the

Metropolitan Museum of Art, gift of George Magny Virgin, and Baum, “Liitticher Bildnerkunst,” p. 166,
relates a Mosan Virgin and Child at St. Servatius, Liége, to the

Blumenthal, 41.100.132 Magny Virgin. The St. Servatius Virgin has a general resemblance
to the Diest Virgin.

57



58



FIGURE 30

Virgin and Child, from St. Denis. Church in
Magny-en-Vexin (photo: Archives Photogra-
phiques)

FIGURE §I
Side view of the Virgin and Child shown in Fig-
ure 30 (photo: Claude Schaefer)

missing, which would perhaps have been made of
precious metal. The arrangement of the folds of her
gown around her feet are quite similar to those of the
Diest Virgin. The relative size of the Virgin’s head to
her body is the same in both statues. Surely the
sculptor of the Diest Virgin knew either the Magny
Virgin or one like her.

The fact that the Magny Virgin may have been
carved by a Mosan sculptor in no way implies that it
derives from earlier Mosan sculpture. On the contrary,
it follows earlier French Virgins, such as the so-called
Virgin of Paris, now placed in the crossing of the
cathedral of Notre-Dame. The Magny Virgin was one
of four or five statues which may be considered the
archetypes for the great majority of French Madonnas
of the fourteenth century.*® Two of the many Madonnas
that may be said to follow in her train are in the Mu-
seum, one said to come from Cernay-les-Reims, and
the other possibly from southern France. It was natural,
therefore, for the Diest sculptor to have been influenced
by so famous an archetype, made five years earlier.

The attitude of the Child of the Diest Virgin, who

39. The other archetypes certainly include the Virgin and
Child originally from a side portal and now within Notre-Dame,
Paris, the Coutances Virgin, the Virgin from Notre-Dame now
at St.-Germain-des-Prés, and the silver statuette given by Jeanne
d’Evreux to St. Denis in 1339, now in the Louvre.

reaches out to touch his mother’s cheek, may have been
adopted from another French Madonna now in the
Louvre, given to St. Denis by Jeanne d’Evreux, a silver
statuette made in 1339.4° This iconography was ulti-
mately derived from Byzantine art through Italian
sources.

The drapery formula of the Diest Virgin follows the
pattern of the Magny Virgin but accentuates the ab-
rupt transition between the large pocket fold of the
cloak and the severely vertical columnar folds beneath.
A similar kind of exaggeration of a French model also
occurs in Germanic sculpture at Freiburg, Strasbourg,
and elsewhere.

Whatever foreign influences there were upon it, how-
ever, fourteenth-century Mosan sculpture had its
distinctive style. If the Meuse valley was no longer the
dominating artistic center it had been in the twelfth
century, the great period of its enamelers and metal-
workers, it still could produce sculpture worthy of the
name Mosan. Surely a province that supplied the
French capital with some of its leading sculptors was
not deficient itself in the art.

40. The inscription on the base of the statuette gives the donor
and date: “Cette ymage dona ceans ma dame la Reine Jehe
devreux, Royne de France et de Navarre, compaigne du Roy
Charles, le xxvi1 jour d’avril I’an Mccoxxxrx.”
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Ceremonial Arrowheads from Bohemia

HELMUT NICKEL

Curator of Arms and Armor, The Metropolitan Museum of Art

At A LoNDON auction in November 1966, the Metro-
politan Museum bought a richly decorated head of a
shafted weapon which had come from an English
private collection (Figures 1, 2).* Though its consider-
able size—its length is 12%, inches or 30.6 centimeters
—would be adequate for a spearhead, its form, how-
ever, clearly indicates that it is meant to be an oversize
head of a crossbow bolt far too large for any bow.
Spears, javelins, and other polearms have their greatest
width at about the last third of the blade, while cross-
bow bolts have their greatest width, for ballistic rea-
sons, in the first third of their heads, which gives them
their characteristic blunt-nosed appearance (Figure 3).

Our bolt head is of steel, covered with deeply cut
engraving, and partially inlaid with brass. The brass
inlay is on one flange of the blade—emphasizing the
most important part of the decoration, and thus giving
the blade an obverse and reverse side—and on the
socket, where it consists of four encircling bands of ever-
increasing width, and four strips set obliquely between
the lower two bands to give a spiraling effect.

The first flange of the blade bears a large monogram
somewhat like a Gothic w, but actually composed of

1. Sale, Sotheby’s, London, November 7, 1966, lot 127: A. A.
Lyster. “A rare and important Late Gothic arrow head . . . Central
European, perhaps Bohemian, late 15th century.” A note men-
tions that seven more of these arrowheads are known in Budapest,
Vienna, and Munich. It further mentions the various theories as
to the original purposes of these giant arrowheads, as discussed in
articles by Johann von Kalmar, “Pfeilspitzen als Wiirdezeichen,”

the two letters a and r, surmounted by a crown, from
which a tall ostrich feather emerges. The monogram
and the inner half of the feather are brass, as well as
the separate field beneath it, which bears a flowing
scroll with the inscription mamyla in Gothic letters. The
second flange is engraved on its top with a crown;
beneath it is a field with a scroll inscribed warvy/woka,
followed by another, smaller field with an a intertwined
crosswise with an ¢, and finally a large letter ¢ (?) set in
an irregular space. On the reverse side the flange to the
left bears a large field charged with a letter x accompa-
nied by two small fleurs de lys, and surmounted by a
crown fleur-de-lysee; farther down, in a separate field,
is a scroll inscribed darZ[bvo[k].2 The flange to the
right shows a field with an s formed out of fluttering
ribbons under a crown; the lower part of the space is
filled with floral scrollwork.

The most conspicuous decoration on the socket is a
pattern of rounded scales that appears on the upper
part, engraved into the iron, and on the lowest, widest
brass ring. The uppermost and narrowest brass ring
bears a scale pattern made of rectangular scales, identi-
cal to that on two of the narrow iron spaces showing

Leitschrift fiir Historische Waffenkunde NF 6 (1937-1939) pp. 218-
221, and Charles Buttin, “La Fléche des Juges de Camp,” Armes
Anciennes 1 (1954) Part 3, pp. 57-64.

2. The description in the Sotheby sales catalogue erroneously

quotes Zdar Zdao, but nevertheless it is the first source that suggests
the possibility of a Bohemian origin for these arrowheads.
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FIGURES I, 2

Ceremonial arrowhead, Bohemian, xv century.
Steel inlaid with brass, engraved. L. 12%. in.
(30.6 cm.). The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Rogers Fund, 66.199

FIGURE 3

Spearhead of the bodyguard of Emperor Freder-
ick ITI, South German or Austrian, about 1460.
Steel with applied openwork decoration in brass.
Waffensammlung des Kunsthistorischen Mu-
seums, Vienna, Inv. no. A 10



FIGURE 4 (OPPOSITE)
Side view of the Metropolitan Museum arrow-
head

between the spiraling brass strips on the wider part of
the socket. After a space filled with floral scrollwork,
the second brass ring—twice as wide as the first—sits
at the beginning of the flare of the socket. It is engraved
twice mamyla, the space between the words filled with
foliate scrolls. Beneath the part with the scale pattern
the third brass ring—again approximately of double
width—is filled with floral scrolls repeating those on
the blade. The four spiraling brass strips farther down
are alternately engraved with a similar foliate design,
and the inscriptions marya/pano terminated by heraldic
roses (Figure 4). The same roses alternating with let-
ters m are to be found on two of the spaces between the
strips, the other two showing the already mentioned
pattern of rectangular scales. A very wide brass ring
with scale pattern forms the foot of the socket. The rim
of the socket is pierced by a small hole on one side and
an oblong slot on the opposite; these openings were for
nails or rivets to secure the head to a shaft. The slot
seems to be a later alteration. Another later addition is

3. The description in the Sotheby catalogue calls it the “Mam-
luke arsenal mark.” According to Unsal Yiicel, Assistant Curator
at the Topkapi Sarayi Museum, Istanbul, this mark is derived

from the cattle brand l \l) | of the Kayi, one of the twenty-four

Oghuz (Turkish) tribes of the twelfth century. It was used as a
tribal symbol on tents, flags, and Ottoman coins, the earliest
example known minted by Sultan Orkhan, 1326-1327. It was
used with increasing frequency during the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries, but is not found after the seventeenth century. It is used
on all sorts of weapons and armor, but not on firearms, the only
exception being a cannon dated 1522. The Ottomans claimed
descent from the Kayi tribe. In Mr. Yiicel’s opinion these ancient
tribal marks might have been revived by some statesmen of Kayi
origin during periods when national feelings were particularly
strong, as for instance after the defeat of the Mongols (1402), and
in the time of Sultan Suleyman the Magnificent (1520-1566).
Eduard von Lenz, “Arsenalzeichen oder Beschau?”” ZHWK 6
(1912-1914) pp. 299-303, suggests that the “arsenal mark’ might

be a proof mark. He points out that it looks like a simplified version
of the proof mark imtichan = “fit,”” stamped on barrels of

Turkish firearms of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.
Furthermore, Lenz mentions that most of the objects stamped with

@ have old repairs. Therefore the proof mark theory could

FIGURE §
Mark engraved on the socket

a small circular mark carved into the upper part of
the socket; this emblem is known as the “Turkish
arsenal mark® (Figure 5).* The only damage on the
otherwise excellently preserved pieceisa large crescent-
shaped notch in one of the edges at the greatest width
of the blade.

The inscriptions have been identified as pious invo-
cations of God and the Virgin in medieval Czech:
Kdarz buok = “All hail, oh God”; marya pano = “Vir-
gin Mary”; mamyla = “my dear one”; warvy/woka
= varuyj voka = “‘protect your eye.”’* The letters m
between the roses are certainly the initials of the name
Maria.

The interpretation of the monograms and the cy-
phers is more difficult, and we must look at comparable
objects before we attempt an explanation.

There are eleven more of these decorated arrow-
heads known, scattered among various museums.
Ours, though, is by far the largest and the most
extravagantly ornamented one of the whole group. The

be applied to our specific case very well; here a weapon picked up
on a battlefield would be considered still usable, in spite of a
damaged edge. In any case, it has been established that this mark
was not only the mark of the Arsenal of St. Irene in Constantinople,
and Lenz mentions fifteenth-century coins marked with this symbol
and the inscription ‘“minted in Adrianople.”

4. For the interpretations of the Czech inscriptions I am greatly
indebted to Dr. Marica Vilcek, The Metropolitan Museum of
Art; Dr. Vladimir Denkstein, Director of the National Museum
in Prague; Dr. Ivan Hlavacek, Docent for Art History and Archive
Studies at the University Karlovy, Prague; Professor Dr. Jaromir
Neumann, Director of the Institute for Fine Arts, Academy of
Sciences, Prague. Professor Neumann suggested ““Schiitze dein
Auge” as translation for waryy/woka in our correspondence
conducted in German; according to Dr. Marica Vilcek it has a
certain double meaning that could be expressed in English as
either “Protect your eye, or Bless your eye” or ‘“Beware of the eye
[of God].” Dr. Denkstein suggested the possibility that woka
might be a form of the ancient Bohemian personal name Vok or
Wok, particularly popular during the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries. If this was the case, perhaps the two inscriptions on the
obverse side were thought to be connected : mamyla-waryy[woka =
“my dear [Virgin Mary]—protect Wok.” This would lead to the
conclusion that someone named Wok was the original owner of
the arrowhead. Dr. Hlavaéek suggested the reading swarny wogak—
“beloved soldier,” which again could be connected with mamyla.
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FIGURES 6, 7

Ceremonial arrowhead, Bohemian, xv century.
Steel, engraved. L. 115 mm. Bayerisches Natio-
nal-Museum, Munich, no. w 309

others have been published in two articles by Dr.
Jénos Kalmair, former curator of the Hungarian Na-
tional-Museum—Magyar Nemzeti Muzeum—in Bu-
dapest,® but our piece had escaped the attention of
scholars until its appearance in the auction catalogue.

The National-Museum in Budapest has in its col-
lections no less than three of them; three more are in
local Hungarian museums—the Bakony Museum in
Veszprém, the Balaton Museum in Keszthely, and the
Municipal Museum in Pécs (Fiinfkirchen). One is in

5. Kalmar, “Pfeilspitzen,” pp. 218—221; Janos Kalmar, “Arm-
brust-Pfeilspitzen als Rangabzeichen’’ Folia Archaeologica 9 (1957)
PP- 153-166. Since publication in the Sotheby sales catalogue our
arrowhead has been illustrated in Connoisseur 164, no. 659 (January
1967) p. 56, fig. 9; The Metropolitan Museum of Art Bulletin 26
(1967) no. 2, p. 53; and Art at Auction, The Year at Sotheby’s & Parke-
Bernet, 1966-1967 (New York, 1967) p. 404.
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FIGURES 8, g

Ceremonial arrowhead, Bohemian, xv century.
Steel, engraved, reverse side blank. L. 107 mm.
Hungarian National-Museum, Budapest

each of three different Austrian collections—the Waf-
fensammlung in Vienna, the Tiroler Landesmuseum
Ferdinandeum in Innsbruck, and the collection of
Count Wilczek in Castle Kreuzenstein. Furthermore
there is one in the Bayerische National-Museum in
Munich, and the last one was published in 1896 as
being in a private collection in Budapest, but since then
it has vanished without a trace.

The one with the most elaborate decoration, next to
ours, is the arrowhead in Munich (Figures 6, 7). Its
blade is covered on either side with floral scrollwork
carved into sharply defined sunken fields; the sinister
flanges bear scrolls, inscribed mamyla pan and mamyla
panny = “my dear Virgin” and “my dear Lady.” The
reading is made difficult by the artist’s use of con-
tractions of letters, such as in my and ny. The slightly



FIGURES 10, I1

Ceremonial arrowhead, Bohemian, xv century.
Steel, engraved, reverse side blank. L. 104 mm.
Hungarian National-Museum, Budapest

conical socket is engraved with spiraling bands similar
to those on our piece; they are decorated alternately
with scale pattern and the inscription mmmm.® With its
length of 115 mm. and width of 20 mm., it is just a
little more than one third the size of the Metropolitan
Museum’s specimen.

The first Budapest arrowhead (Figures 8, g) is of
about the same size, length 107 mm., width 22 mm.
Its blade is engraved on one side only; the dexter flange
with a letter 4 in a rectangular field under a stylized
crown and surmounted by a stiff ostrich feather; at the
bottom of the flange is carved a small object shaped like
a heart or a linden-leaf. The sinister flange has a let-

6. Kalmar, “Pfeilspitzen,” fig. 6 a, b; Kalmar, “Armbrust-
Pfeilspitzen,” pl. 25, figs. 6, 7; the inscriptions of the Munich
arrowhead are interpreted as “manilia p[ro] amo[re].”

ter » under an identical crown, and a tiny broad-arrow
head at its foot. Its socket is covered with a carefully
drawn scale pattern; the base of the socket is encircled
by a wide band filled with a zigzag pattern.’

The second Budapest piece (Figures 10, 11) is much
simpler in appearance, but its size—length 104 mm.,
width 18 mm.—is nearly identical with the first one.
Again the blade is decorated on one side only; its
dexter flange bears a large symbol, unfortunately too
much worn for definite identification, though a very
stylized plumed crown seems to be part of the design.
The sinister flange bears a large letter d surmounted by
the plumed crown; at its foot is something that might
be an 5. The socket is encircled by a crudely cut double
ring at its base, and two rows of scales higher up.®

The third Budapest specimen is of totally different
form (Figures 12, 13). Its triangular outline and sharp
barbs are those of a broad-arrow. On one sinister

7. Kalmar, “Pfeilspitzen,” fig. 5; Kalmar, “Armbrust-Pfeil-
spitzen,” pl. 25, fig. 2.

8. Kalmar, “Pfeilspitzen,” fig. 3; Kalmar, ‘“Armbrust-Pfeil-
spitzen,” pl. 25, fig. 1.

FIGURES 12, I3

Ceremonial barbed arrowhead, Bohemian, xv
century. Steel, engraved, reverse side blank.
Hungarian National-Museum, Budapest




FIGURE 14

Ceremonial arrowhead,
Bohemian, xv century. Steel,
engraved, reverse side blank.
L. 110 mm. Waffensamm-
lung, Vienna, Inv. no. A 50

flange it has a large letter a surmounted by a plumed
crown; further down a few incised lines continue the
decoration, half obliterated by corrosion. The octago-
nal socket and the reverse side of the blade are blank
without any decoration.®

The arrowhead in Vienna (Figure 14) bears on its
decorated side a ¢ surmounted by a single stiff ostrich
feather on the dexter flange, and on the sinister a d
surmounted by a crown, above a small s in a separate
field; at the foot of either flange are triangular figures
that might be representations of arrowheads too. Its
conical socket is covered with rather a carelessly execut-
ed scale pattern. Itis 110 mm. in length, and in width
20 mm.!°

Nearly identical are the two specimens from the
Balaton Museum in Keszthely, and the Bakony Mu-
seum in Veszprém (Figures 15, 16). The latter is 114
mm. in length, while the former measures 115 mm. and
18 mm. Each is without any decoration except a large

9. Kalmar, “Pfeilspitzen,” fig. 1; Kalmar, “Armbrust-Pfeil-
spitzen,” pl. 23, fig. 3.

ro. Kalmar, “Pfeilspitzen,” fig. 4; Kalmar, “Armbrust-Pfeil-
spitzen,” pl. 25, fig. 5.
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letter [ or i surmounted by a very stylized ostrich feather,
composed of a double row of punchmarks, on its sinis-
ter flanges. The arrowhead in Keszthely was found
near the village of Csabrendek, four kilometers from
the Castle Siimeg, and it is very likely to be the one
illustrated in Szendrei’s Ungarische Kriegsgeschichtliche
Denkmdler'' as a so-called Hussiten-Pfeil (Hussite arrow),
and mentioned as being “‘inscribed with the numeral
I”’ and found near Castle “Siimegh’ (Figure 17).

Of rather similar appearance is the arrowhead from
Castle Kreuzenstein (Figure 18). Itslengthis 117 mm.;
its width 17 mm. Its only decoration is a letter s sur-
mounted by an elegantly drawn crown and triangular
punchmarks arranged in two rows in the lower part of
the blade.2

11. Kalmar, “Armbrust-Pfeilspitzen,” figs. 31 a, b; 32 b, c;
Johann Szendrei, Ungarische Kriegsgeschichtliche Denkmdler in der
Millenniums-Landes-Ausstellung (Budapest, 1896) ill. p. 291.

12. Kalmar, “Pfeilspitzen,” fig. 2, shows eight punchmarks;
Kalmar, “Armbrust-Pfeilspitzen,” fig. 31 d, shows seven marks.

FIGURE 1§
Ceremonial arrowhead, Bohemian, xv century.
Steel, engraved, reverse side blank. L. 114 mm.
Bakony Museum, Veszprém. After Kalmar

FIGURE 16

Ceremonial arrowhead. Bohemian, xv century.
Steel, engraved, reverse side blank. L. 115 mm.
Balaton Museum, Keszthely. After Kalmar

FIGURE 17
Hussiten-Pfeil found near Castle Siimeg. After
Szendrei

<




FIGURE 18
Ceremonial arrowhead, Bohemian, xv century.

Steel, with engraved and punched decoration,
reverse side blank. L. 117 mm. Collection of
Count Wilczek, Burg Kreuzenstein. After Kal-
mAr

FIGURE 19

Ceremonial arrowhead, probably Bohemian, xv
century. Steel inlaid with brass, engraved. For-
merly in the collection of Paul Jedlicska, Buda-
pest, After
Szendrei

present whereabouts unknown.

Known only from the above-mentioned Ungarische
Kriegsgeschichtliche Denkmdler'® is an arrowhead that,
though it is there listed as “Oriental,”” without doubt
must have belonged to this group (Figure 19). Its blade
seems to have been engraved all over, apparently in a
fashion similar to the Munich specimen, and on its
sinister flange it had a large inlay of brass. Two bands
of brass were at the neck of the socket.

The arrowhead from Pécs (Fiinfkirchen) is technical-
ly different (Figure 20). It has a tang for insertion into
the shaft instead of a socket—a way of mounting that

FIGURE 20

Ceremonial arrowhead, probably Bohemian,
XIV-XV century. Steel, partially plated with brass,
engraved, the steel parts heavily corroded. Mu-
nicipal Museum, Pécs (Funfkirchen). After Kal-
mar

FIGURE 21

Ceremonial arrowhead, possibly Bohemian, xv
century. Steel, with punched decoration, partial-
ly gilded. L. 73 mm., with shaft 39 cm. Tiroler
Landesmuseum Ferdinandeum, Innsbruck, Inv.
no. Es 36

was less common, but far from unusual—and the
octagonal neck is coated with brass, engraved with
alternating bands of angular scales and patterns of
oblique stripes. Its blade is unfortunately too corroded
for the identification of any decoration, though its
general shape is still recognizable.?*

The specimen in Innsbruck, finally (Figure 21), is

13. Szendrei, Denkmaler, pp. 137, 138, fig. 353; the arrowhead
is mentioned as “Bolzeneisen, orientalisch,” and as being in the
collection of Paul Jedlicska. Budapest.

14. Kalmar, “Armbrust-Pfeilspitzen,” pl. 25, fig. 4.
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FIGURE 22

Pavise, Bohemian (Chomutov), 1441. Pinewood,
covered with leather and canvas, painted black
and red on asilvered background; central motive
of a letter y in a sunburst, surmounted by a plume
of ostrich feathers in a crown, the arms of Zwickau
added later. The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Bashford Dean Memorial Collection, funds from
various donors, 29.158.595

considerably smaller than the others just mentioned;
its length is only 73 mm., not more than an ordinary
crossbow bolt. It is practically without any socket, and
its blade is lozenge-shaped in section, coming to a sharp
point abruptly at the last quarter of its length. With the
exception of the first third, at the point, the head is
gilded, and decorated with letters & surrounded by
scrollwork on all four flanges. The decoration is not
engraved like that on the other arrowheads, but is
stamped by means of rows of closely set punchmarks.
The head is still fitted to its shaft, bearing remnants of
its fletching with white feathers; the total length of the
bolt is 39 cm.s

Itis evident from this list that there is a strong family
likeness between these arrowheads, with the possible
exception of the Innsbruck specimen. It is even likely
that some of them have common workshops: the first
Budapest piece and the Vienna piece; the second and
the third Budapest pieces; and again the specimens
from the Bakony Museum and Balaton Museum.
Seven of them display a letter or a monogram sur-
mounted by an ostrich feather or a crown as the main
feature of their decoration, one—the Innsbruck piece
—has a letter without plume or crown, another one has
inscriptions in medieval Czech, and the two remaining
ones have their iron parts too badly corroded for pos-
sible identification of cyphers, but their surviving
decoration of scale patterns or floral scrollwork of a
distinctive type on their brass inlays is shared by at least
four others in the group.

An examination of the cyphers represented on these
arrowheads reveals a re-occurrence of certain letters.
Two of the Budapest specimens bear an 4, one of them
in addition to a v, the third one has a d, with an ad-

15. Kalmar, “Armbrust-Pfeilspitzen,” fig. 31 e.



ditional small s. The Vienna piece has a 4 above an s
too, though its main cypher is a ¢ under an ostrich
feather. Letters [ or ¢ under stylized feathers are on the
two arrowheads in Keszthely and Veszprém; the one
in Kreuzenstein has an s, the one in Innsbruck 4, and
the Munich specimen mmmm besides invocations of the
Virgin Mary in Czech. On our own piece we find ar,
ae intertwined, ¢, X, S, and m, in addition to religious
invocations (see drawings on the following pages).
The country of origin thus being established by the
reading of the Czech inscriptions, it seems obvious that
one should look out for possible equivalents of the
device of the ostrich feather surmounting a monogram-
matic letter in the decorative arts, and preferably on
arms, of Bohemia. In the Metropolitan Museum’s col-
lection we have a pavise painted with a y in a sunburst
surmounted by a crown and ostrich plume (Figure 22).
It is one of a group of shields from the armory of the
town of Zwickau in Saxony, which bought it from the
North Bohemian town of Chomutov (Komotau),
famous for its shieldmakers’ shops, in 1441.1¢ Out of
the twelve surviving pieces of this sale there are no less
than seven painted with a feather-and-letter device;
five more have single letters as important parts of their
decoration. There are more than sixty pavises of
Bohemian origin known, and twenty-two of them are
charged with monograms; it might be worth mention-
ing here that this use of monograms on shields was

16. Alfons Diener von Schénberg, “Setzschilde der Stadt
Zwickau aus der Werkstatt eines Schildmachers von Komotau
1441,” HWK NF 8 (1944) pp. 45-56; Vladimir Denkstein, “Die
Zwickauer Pavesen bohmischen Ursprungs,” Sichsische Heimat-
blitter (1958) no. 9; Vladimir Denkstein, “Pavézy éeského typu”
(““Pavises of the Bohemian Type”), Sbornik Ndrodntho Musea v Praze
—Acta Musei Nationalis Pragae series A, Historia, 16 (1962) nos.
4-5; 18 (1964) nos. 3—4; 19 (1965) nos. 1-5, with full translation
in English. Within Denkstein’s ‘“‘Pavézy,” the most comprehensive
and authoritative work about pavises, the Zwickau group is treated
in: 16, nos. 21, 24-26, 34, 35, 37-41, 43; 19, PP. 140-141, 170-177,
no. 51.

In 1923 the teacher and local historian Kurt Vogel found two
entries in the town accounts of Zwickau, dated 1441, concerning
the commission of 40 pavises from Chomutov (Komotau) for the
price of 14 groschen each: “Item wir habin vordingit czu machin
eyn von Komethaw payssin XL und sullin 6m ye vor ayne gebin
xmn gli . . . dedimus sibi xx gl . . . etiam dedimus sibi 11 sso gl by
nickel jocoff.”” Stadtrechnung 1437-1446, fol. 108 a. An additional
payment was made to have the town’s arms added: “Item dedimus
v sso gl vor XL payfossin, dy man hat lossin czu komethaw machin,
mit der stad czeichin geczeichint.” Stadtrechnung, fol. 110 b.

FIGURE 23

Pavise, Bohemian (Chomutov), 1441. Wood,
covered with leather and canvas, painted black
and red on a silvered background; central motive
of a monogram ar in a sunburst, surmounted by
a plume of ostrich feathers in a crown, the arms
of Zwickau added later. Armouries, H. M. Tower
of London, Inv. no. V/2. British Crown Copy-
right
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MONOGRAMS ON
ARROWHEADS

1, 2. Letter a, Budapest | and Ill. Probabiy
for Albrecht

3. Combined letters a and r, Metropolitan
Museum. Probably for Albertus Rex

4. Intertwined letters a and e, Metropolitan
Museum. Possibly for Albrecht and Elisa-
beth

5, 6. Letters |, Veszprém and Keszthely.
Probably for Ladislas

7, 8. Letters d above s, Budapest Il and
Vienna

9, 10. Letters m, Metropolitan Museum and
Munich. For Maria

11. Letter S, Kreuzenstein. Probably for
Sigismund

12. Letter S, Metropolitan Museum

13, 14. Letters t, Vienna and Metropolitan
Museum

15. Letter v, Budapest |

16. Letter X, Metropolitan Museum. Proba-
bly for Christus

17. Letter b, Innsbruck
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15

MONOGRAMS ON PAVISES
AND OTHER OBJECTS

1. Letter a, Turin. Probably for Albrecht

2. Combined letters aand r, London. Proba-
bly for Albertus Rex

3, 4. Letters W, Prague and Warsaw. For
Wiladislaw Jagiello

5. Letter k, spurs in Vienna. For Kasimir
6. Letter k, Prague. Possibly for Kasimir

7,8, 9. Letters S, Berlin, New York, Warsaw.
Probably for Sigismund

10. Letter b, Vienna. Possibly for Boleslav

11, 12, 13. Monogram Christi ihs, Warsaw,
New York, Brno

14, Letter y, Metropolitan Museum and
Zwickau. For Yhesus—Jesus

15. Letter g, Veste Coburg. For Girzy—
George

16, 17, 18. Letters m, Paris and Dresden.
For Maria

19. Letter v, Paris. Possibly for Vaclav—
Wenceslas
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FIGURE 24

Pavise, Bohemian (Chomutov), 1441. Wood,
covered with leather, painted black and red on a
silvered background; central motive of a mono-
gram of Christ, ks, surmounted by a crown and
six ostrich feathers, the arms of Zwickau added
later. The original inscription on the upper bor-
der obliterated in an earlier restoration. Col-
lection of Carl Otto Kretzschmar von Kienbusch,
New York

FIGURE 25

Pavise, Bohemian (Chomutov), 1441. Wood,
covered with leather and canvas, painted with an
armored standard bearer in the upper field, and
a letter a in the lower. On border, inscriptions in
archaic Czech. The arms of Zwickau added later.
Armeria Reale, Turin, Inv. no. F1
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practically unknown in the rest of Europe during the
fifteenth century.t?

Virtually identical in design with our pavise is one
of the four still kept by the City Museum of Zwickau,
its letter y in a sunburst topped by a plume springing
from a jeweled clasp.*®* Two of the Zwickau group—
one still in Zwickau, the other one in the Musée de
Cluny in Paris—bear the letter m under a feathered
crown; another one in the Musée de Cluny has a v
under feathers.** One in the Armouries of the Tower of
London (Figure 23) bears the same monogram ar that
is found on the Metropolitan Museum arrowhead ;2°
the pavise of the Kienbusch collection in New York
(Figure 24) has a similar design, but with a badly worn
monogram of Christ, ¢s, in its central medallion.>

17. To my knowledge there is only one example of a non-
Bohemian shield of the fifteenth century emblazoned with a
monogrammatic letter. This is a small pavise in the collection of
Mr. Carl Otto Kretzschmar von Kienbusch, New York; the piece
is painted red overall; in its upper part appear, between small
sunbursts, the three white swans of the city arms of Zwickau; in
the lower part is a large Gothic % in black. The meaning of the
letter is unknown, perhaps an abbreviation of Hilfgott = “Help,
O God,” afavorite invocation. The Bohemian influence is obvious.
The Kretzschmar von Kienbusch Collection of Armor and Arms (Princeton,
1963) no. 281, pl. 87.

18. Diener von Schénberg, “Setzschilde,” pl. 1, fig. 3; Denk-
stein, “Pavézy,” Shorntk 16 (1962) no. 26.

FIGURE 26

Design on pavise no. 1379, Museum of the
Polish Army, Warsaw. The escutcheons with
the cross and the W added later. Around
the border, a German inscription

FIGURE 27

Design on pavise no. 1380, Museum of the
Polish Army, Warsaw. The escutcheon with
the cross and the W added later. Around the
border, a German inscription

Three pavises—one in the former Zeughaus in Berlin, 22
the one in the Tower, and the one of the Kienbusch
collection—have a letter s in a separate field at the foot
of the shield; another one—in the Armeria Reale in
Turin, Italy (Figure 25)—has there a letter a.2® All of
them have scale-patterned backgrounds.

Two similar pavises that do not belong to the
Chomutov-Zwickau group are now in the Army Mu-
seum—Muzeum Wojska polskiego—in Warsaw; one
of them bears the feathered crown, and in a separate
field below, a letter s between two arms in long-flowing
sleeves reaching down out of stylized clouds (Figure
26). The other one has the monogram of Christ, s, in
a sunburst surmounted by the feathered crown, which
is this time issuing two wings erect (Figure 27). Both

19. Denkstein, “Pavézy,” Shornik 16 (1962) nos. 25, 40, 41.

20. Diener von Schénberg, “Setzschilde,” p. 54, notillustrated;
quotes description by Sir Guy Francis Laking, 4 Record of European
Armour and Arms (London, 1920) II, p. 241; Denkstein, ‘“Pavézy,”
Sborntk 16 (1962) no. 35.

21. Diener von Schénberg, “‘Setzschilde,” pl. 3, fig. 14; Denk-
stein, “Pavézy,” Shornik 16 (1962) no. 38; von Kienbusch Collection,
no. 282, pl. 87.

22. Diener von Schonberg, “Setzschilde,” pl. 4, fig. 12; Denk-
stein, “Pavézy,” Shorntk 16 (1962) no. 21. This pavise is now in the
collections of the Stiftung Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Berlin.

23. Diener von Schénberg, ““Setzschilde,” pl. 2, fig. 7; Denk-
stein, ‘“‘Pavézy,” Shornik 16 (1962) no. 43.
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FIGURE 28

Pavise, Bohemian, thought to be from the army
of King Wenceslas IV, about 1390. Wood,
covered with leather and canvas, painted red and
black with a crowned letter in gold. Historisches
Museum, Dresden, ~ 33/Ehrt. a 56

shields have small escutcheons with a cross of St.
George and the letter W painted on later, in the same
way as the Zwickau shields had their city arms added.

Still another pavise, in the Historisches Museum in
Dresden (Figure 28), has a letter m surmounted by a
crown, flanked by two wings erect. The shield is party
red and black, the wings counterchanged. Though no
ostrich feathers are present, the wings it shares with the
Warsaw pavise (Figure 27) indicate that it is part of the
same iconographical group.?s

In attempting to interpret the cyphers and mono-
grams found on ceremonial arrowheads it seems to be
advisable to examine them in connection with those on
pavises, especially since some of them appear on both
types of objects.

ths The most easily recognizable symbol is the
monogram of Christ, ks, which appears on at least half
a dozen Bohemian pavises (Figures 24, 27).2¢

» Sometimes this monogram was spelled yhs,?” and
therefore it seems to be safe to assume that the letter y

24. Denkstein, ‘“Pavézy,” Sbornik 16 (1962) nos. 44, 45. The W
is in the form used by Wladislaw Jagiello, King of Poland, Bo-
hemia, and Hungary (1471-1516), as his monogram ; compare the
escutcheon on the balcony in the cathedral of St. Vitus, Prague.
For Wladislaw Jagiello and all other kings of Bohemia during the
fifteenth century, see Wilhelm Karl Prinz von Isenburg, Stamm-
tafeln zur Geschichte der europdischen Staaten, 2nd rev. ed. (Marburg,
1953) I, pl. 25. The cross, red on a white field, is nearly identical in
shape with those on the banners of the crusaders fighting the
Hussites illustrated in the Jena Codex, Sign. 1v B 24, an early six-
teenth-century manuscript. See Vladimir Denkstein, Die revolu-
tiondre Hussitenbewegung, Exhibition of the National Museum,
Prague, in the Museum fiir deutsche Geschichte, Berlin, 1958, no.
442. These pavises have German inscriptions around their borders,
though they follow the Bohemian pattern in their decoration ; from
this it seems to be possible that they were used in one of the German-
speaking towns of Bohemia, which were opposed to the national-
istic Czech Hussites. The emblem on pavise Figure 26 could be
related to an armorial shield: Gules, a crown or issuant two arms
with clasped hands proper, sculptured on the fagade of the City
Hall of Prague. According to kind information by Dr. Denkstein
these armorial shields (19) are presumably the arms of the mem-
bers of the city council of the period, when the City Hall was built,
about 1470, but no documentary proof of any kind is available.

25. Denkstein, ‘“Pavézy,” Sbornik 16 (1962) nos. 28, 45.

26. Denkstein, ‘“Pavézy,” Sbornik 16 (1962) nos. 38, 45; 19
(1965) nos. 47, 60, 63, 65.

27. A roughly contemporaneous example is on the crozier of
St. Wolfgang in the St. Wolfgang altarpiece by Michael Pacher,
1471-1481. See Bruno Grimschitz, Ars Austriae (Vienna, 1960)
fig. 83. Another one is in the print St. Bernhardin of Siena by the
Master E.S.; see Max Geisberg, Die Kupferstiche des Meisters E.S.
(Berlin, 1924) pl. 98.



on the Metropolitan Museum’s pavise (Figure 22) and
its twin in Zwickau is supposed to be the initial of
Yhesus = Jesus.

m The letters m on our arrowhead and the one in
Munich (Figures 1, 2, 4, 6, 7) are certain to stand for
Maria, as it is confirmed by the invocations of Mary
engraved on them. The letter m emblazoned on three
pavises2?® probably had the same meaning. It has been
suggested that these letters m were the monogram of
Matthias Corvinus, King of Hungaty and titular King
of Bohemia (1470-1490), butsince two out of these three
shields bear the Zwickau arms, they would have been
made around 1440, long before Matthias’ time.

W  Definitely royal monograms are the letters W
on a pavise in the National Museum in Prague?® and
the two pavises in Warsaw; this particular form of W
was used by Wladislaw Jagiello, King of Poland and
Bohemia (1471-1516).2

s The possibility of its being a royal monogram
instead of that of a protective saint is especially strong
with the letters s that appear on the arrowhead in
Castle Kreuzenstein (Figure 18), and on one of the
Warsaw pavises (Figure 26). Here it might well be that
this s stands for Emperor Sigismund, who was King of
Bohemia from 1419 to 1437. The alternative would be
the initial of St. Sebastian, patron saint of archers, but
he seems to have played an important role only in the
archers’ guilds of Western Europe—in Bohemia he was
apparently far less popular. On the other hand, these
monogrammatic letters must not necessarily have had
the same meaning in all cases. In particular, the letter
s is sometimes used in quite inconspicuous places, such
as on the second Budapest arrowhead (Figure 10) or on
the Vienna piece (Figure 14), that make an explanation
difficult.

X This letter engraved as a dominant feature of
the reverse side of our arrowhead might be the ab-
breviation of Christus, commonly spelled xpus during
the fifteenth century (Figure 2).

d Letters d appear on the Vienna arrowhead (Fig-
ure 14) and one of the Budapest pieces (Figure 10),
each one with a small s at its foot. Perhaps the letters s
could have something to do with the Czech words for
crossbow or archer, samostril or strelec. If this was the
case, could they possibly be Gothic versions of the Ro-
man numeral D = “500,” thus indicating a captain
over five hundred archers? The small symbols in the

shape of arrowheads that are engraved on the same
pieces are at least strong hints in this direction.

t Appears under a single ostrich feather on the
Vienna arrowhead (Figure 14). If the fact that it is
preserved in Vienna can be considered to be more than
a coincidence, it is interesting that the Historical Mu-
seum of the City of Vienna has a number of pavises
with Hungarian, Bohemian, and Moravian arms in its
collection, which were apparently left behind by the
troops of Matthias Corvinus on their withdrawal from
Vienna in 14g90. Three of these pavises bear the arms of
the bishopric of Olomouc (Olmiitz), and one the arms
of the Boskovic family. Taso of Boskovic, Bishop of
Olomouc, was a staunch supporter of Matthias Cor-
vinus, and a military leader in his campaigns against
Austria. The ¢ on the Vienna arrowhead (Figure 14)
could be the monogram of Bishop Taso, though it
should be pointed out that none of the surviving
Moravian pavises is emblazoned with an ostrich plume,
though Moravia was part of the kingdom of Bohemia.
If this explanation for the ¢ on the Vienna arrowhead
were accepted, it would not shed any light on the mean-
ing of the ¢ on the front side of our arrowhead (Figure 1).

b One of the Moravian pavises in Vienna bears the
letter b surmounted by a crown in its main field. This
b has been thought to be the monogram of Taso of
Boskovic’s predecessor, Bohuslav of Zvole (1454-1457),
if not the initial of Taso’s family name.3! Whether there
is any connection between this & surmounted by a
crown on this Moravian pavise, and the b on the Inns-
bruck arrowhead (Figure 21) with its atypical deco-
ration, remains an open question.

a The letter a is one of the most frequently en-
countered on decorated arrowheads, either alone or in
combinations with other letters. Singly we find it on
the barbed arrowhead in Budapest (Figure 12) ; side by
side with a v on the first Budapest piece (Figure 8); and
combined with an r and intertwined with an e on our
arrowhead (Figure 1). The monogram ar on our ar-
rowhead is paralleled by a practically identical one on
the pavise V/2 in the Tower of London (Figure 23).
This pavise is one of the lot sold to Zwickau by the

28. Denkstein, “Pavézy,” Shorntk 16 (1962) nos. 25, 28, 41.
29. Denkstein, “Pavézy,” Sbornik 16 (1962) nos. 2, 44, 45.

30. Denkstein, “Pavézy,” Sbornik 19 (1965) pp. 184~189.

31. Denkstein, “Pavézy,” Shornik 19 (1965) pp. 187-188, no. 57.
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shieldmakers of Chomutov in 1441, and the similarity
of the emblems suggests that our arrowhead must be of
about the same date. This cypher cannot be explained
as the monogram of a saint, but if it is assumed to be
a royal emblem, the only king of Bohemia during the
fifteenth century with the initial a was Albrecht of
Austria (1437-1439), who came to the title after the
death ofhis father-in-law, Emperor Sigismund, though
he had been actually regent since 1423. Our mono-
gram ar might well be an abbreviation of Albertus
Rex, and the letters a on the Budapest arrowheads,
and on one of the Zwickau pavises, now in the Armeria
Reale in Turin (Figure 25),2 could be the initial of his
name. The remaining cypher on our arrowhead—an a
and e intertwined—is temptingly similar to the com-
bined initials of married couples of the period, and it is
even more so because the name of Albrecht’s wife was
Elisabeth. Albrecht spent most of his life fighting
enemies from outside, such as the Turks, or from inside,
such as the revolutionary Hussites, and this extraor-
dinary military activity seems to be reflected in the fact
that the letter a is so frequent a monogram on Bo-
hemian arms. The monogram ar on the Tower shield
indicates that it was apparently made shortly before
Albrecht’s sudden death, and presumably the shield-
maker was glad to have the opportunity to throw this
unsold piece with the outdated royal cypher in with
the sale to Zwickau in 1441.

v Thewvside-by-side with an a—both under plumed
crowns—on the first Budapest arrowhead (Figure 8) is
very difficult to explain. Perhaps it was supposed to be
a title—uwojvod = ““prince’—or the initial of the patron
saint of Bohemia, St. Wenceslas, in its Czech form as
Viclav. The latter explanation might apply to the v
under a plume of five feathers on a pavise in the Musée
de Cluny, Paris.??

tor [ The son of King Albrecht and Queen Elisa-
beth was Ladislas, surnamed Posthumus, for he was
born after his father’s death. He was king of Bohemia
from 1453 until 1457. On two arrowheads—in Kesz-

32. Szendrei, Denkmaler, no. 561 ; reads letter as w. Walter Rose
“Die deutschen and italienischen schwarzen (grossen) Garden im
15. und 16. Jahrhundert,” SHWK 6 (1912-1914) pp. 73-97;
mentions the Turin pavise on p. 77, but interprets the letter as
monogram of King Wenceslas IV. Denkstein, “Pavézy,” Shomnik
16 (1962) no. 43; describes it as “Gothic letter (minuscule a?).”

33. Denkstein, “Pavézy,” Sbornik 16 (1962) no. 40; 19 (1965)
P. 173.
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FIGURE 29

Silver collar, insigne of rank for the Schiitzenkinig,
German, xv century. Museum des Kunsthand-
werks, Leipzig, Inv. no. 408

thely and Veszprém—appear letters under a very
stylized plume (Figures 15, 16) that could be read
either [ for Ladislas, or ¢ possibly for Jifi—the Czech
form of George. This could be the knightly saint who
was very popular in Bohemia,®** but perhaps even
George of Podiebrad, who was regent for Ladislas, and
in 1458 became elected king himself.

34. Out of twenty-five pavises with figural decoration illustrat-
ed in Denkstein’s “Pavézy,” sixteen have representations of
St. George. It might be held against the interpretation of this letter
as an i = Jiri, however, that the two pavises that bear invocations
of St. George are using the spelling girzy (nos. 3, 27), and the pavise
in Veste Coburg (no. 27) has a large monogrammatic g surmount-
ing its representation of the dragon-slayer. An added escutcheon
with the arms of Coburg indicates that this pavise has been used in
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