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The Passas Painter: A Protoattic “Realist”?

MARY B. MOORE

Professor of Art History, Hunter College of the City University of New York

painting are defined by very distinct styles, the
Geometric and the Protoattic. Geometric art is
named for the patterns that decorated vases as well as
other objects made throughout Greece during the
tenth, ninth, and eighth centuries B.c.* Figures are
drawn in silhouette and reduced to their essentials:
for humans, heads and limbs appear in profile, torsos
in front view, arms and legs are sticklike, and often a
large eye occupies much of the face. Gender is some-
times omitted, at other times barely indicated. Gar-
ments are minimal, arms and armor simple. Animals
and objects are in strict profile. When figures,
whether human or animal, overlap there is no distinc-
tion between which is on the right and which is on the
left. A large standed krater from the Hirschfeld Work-
shop, New York MMA 14.130.14, which dates about
728 B.C., illustrates the style very well (Figure 1).?
Protoattic, on the other hand, is a less comprehen-
sive term than Geometric for, as the name implies, it
refers only to vases made in Athens and its environs
during the seventh century B.c.3 It is characterized by
a complete abandonment of the precise Geometric
formulas and by an energy not seen before in such
abundance in Greek vase painting. Its artists convey
an unbridled enthusiasm for their work and their sub-
jects; the exuberant spirit of Protoattic artists knows
no bounds. The word “failure” is not part of their
vocabulary. The namepiece of the Nessos Painter,
MMA 11.210.1, a tall neck-amphora of about 650 B.C.,
depicts the essence of this style at its peak (Figure 2).4
While the pure Geometric and Protoattic styles are
easy enough to recognize, it is much more difficult to
chart the transition from the one to the other, which
occurred during the last two decades of the eighth
century B.C. and the opening years of the seventh.
Sometimes whether to call a vase Late Geometric or
Early Protoattic is a matter of opinion. Over the last
half century, scholars have identified quite a few work-

I N ANCIENT ATHENS, the first two periods of vase
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shops and vases by individual painters active during
this time of significant artistic ferment.> Exceptional
are the painters who broke with the Geometric idiom
to found and embrace the more progressive Protoattic
style. Best known among these is the Analatos Painter,
who is named after an ancient site located between
Athens and Phaleron and whose name vase is a hydria
in the Athens National Archaeological Museum,
NM 313.% Another artist who worked during this tran-
sitional period is the Passas Painter. His work exhibits
some details that are Late Geometric, others that are
Early Protoattic. In the Renée and Robert Belfer
Court at the Metropolitan Museum, there is a small
neck-amphora attributed to him, MMA 21.88.18 (Fig-
ures 3—9). Dating to about 700 B.C,, it and its painter
are the focus of this article.”

THE NECK-AMPHORA

This little vase has a convex mouth and a tall neck that
flares slightly to join it (Figure 3). The body is ovoid
and tapers to a low conical foot with a flat resting sur-
face. Two strap handles attached to the shoulder and
the neck divide back from front. The ornamental dec-
oration framing and bordering the figures is simple.
On the side of the mouth, between a line above and
below, is a frieze of upright crosshatched triangles,
then three lines. At the top of the neck, above the join
of the handles, the artist painted a zone of lozenge
chain without dots. On the neck of Side A (the better-
preserved side), vertical bars hatched diagonally
frame the figure. Side B is the same but with a column
of Ms on the right between the diagonal bars and the
figure. A broad band of glaze separates the neck from
the shoulder. On the shoulder, on each side, diago-
nally hatched vertical bars serve as frames. On the
body below the figures and separated by three lines
are: a frieze of upright crosshatched triangles; a zone
of fourlimbed sigmas; eighteen lines. On the back of
each handle are groups of six or seven horizontal bars
framed by a line. The sides of the handles are glazed.®

15

Y
The Metropolitan Museum of Art @Jg

is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve, and extend access to ©

7

Metropolitan Museumn Journal MINORY

www.jstor.org




On Sides A and B of the neck a man walks to right,
and over his shoulder is a large cloth that hangs down
almost to the ground in front and in back of him (Fig-
ure 4). Nearly all of the cloth is crosshatched except
for the area overlapped by his outstretched arms; a
panel on the portion behind him contains a reclining
goat (Figure 5); at each end there is a zone of upright
and hanging crosshatched triangles, then three large
pendent tassels, probably the warp threads tied
together. Much of the man’s face is reserved;® he has a
large eye and long crosshatched hair. His pronounced
pointed chin suggests the painter had in mind a
beard, but he did not make this feature absolutely
clear. The man’s torso is drawn in outline, his limbs
are in silhouette, and the area between his legs is
crosshatched, indicating that he wears a long gar-
ment. Both arms reach out to clasp a staff topped by a
finial, and a remarkably long sword is suspended at
waist level. Behind him a vulture or an eagle flies
toward him. There is a modest amount of filling orna-

Figufe 1. Side A of a Late Geometric pedestaled krater,
ca. 725 B.C. H. 108.3 cm. The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Rogers Fund, 1914 (14.130.14)

16

Figure 2. Side A of a Middle Protoattic neck-amphora by the
Nessos Painter, ca. 650 B.c. H. 108.5 cm. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Rogers Fund, 1911 (11.210.1)

ment: zigzags and a small sunburst with central dot;
on Side B, at the lower right, are three upright solid
triangles.

On the shoulder, Sides A and B, a horse grazes to
right (see Figure 3). Its head is in outline with a small
eye; its short mane sticks up; its body, neck, and legs
with their large sturdy hoofs are drawn in silhouette;
its tail is mostly pipelike except for long hairs at the
end. Zigzags, upright crosshatched triangles, a double
outline triangle, a lozenge star with rays in outline,
and a swastika constitute the filling ornament.

On the body (Figures 6-g), a procession of four
chariots continues around without interruption. The
head of each charioteer is drawn like that of the man
on the neck: face mostly reserved with large eye, cross-
hatched shoulder-length hair, and long pointed chin



Figure 8. Side A of an Early Protoattic neck-amphora attributed to the Passas Painter, ca. 700 B.c. Terracotta,
H. 29.4-29.7 cm. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund, 1921 (21.88.18). See also Colorplate 1
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Figure 4. Detail of the man carrying a large cloth on the neck
of Side A of the Early Protoattic neck-amphora in Figure g

or beard. His torso is drawn in outline; his arms, in
silhouette, are extended, holding the four reins; and
the long skirt of his chiton is variously solid or cross-
hatched. The charioteer below handle B/A does not
wear a chiton but instead is nude (Figure 8), and the
charioteer below handle A/B holds a goad as well as
the reins (Figure 7). Two horses draw each chariot.
The head of each horse has a large eye; its mane is
long and luxuriant; neck, chest, and hindquarters are
strong; the body is thin and narrow; big hoofs support
matchstick legs; tails are flowing and full. Each chariot
has a simple four-spoked wheel, solid box with thin
rail and breastwork (the upright section in front of
the charioteer), curved pole, and straight pole-stay
(the horizontal line of glaze starting near the tip of
the pole and extending to the top of the breastwork of
the chariot). Behind the charioteer below handle
B/A, a raptor flies to right (Figure g). Behind each
chariot on the front and back, but not behind those
beneath the handles, there is a “Tree of Life” com-
posed of a crosshatched triangle with double outline
and two spirals growing out of the apex. A small
crosshatched triangle with little “shoots” at the top
rests on the spirals (Figure 6). Filling ornament is
sparse: upright crosshatched triangles with double out-
line; swastika; hanging crosshatched triangle; double
ax; cross.
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Figure 5. Detail of the reclining
goat on the cloth carried by
the man on the neck of Side A
of the Early Protoattic neck-
amphora in Figure g (drawing:
the author)

THE PAssAs PAINTER’S VASES

In 1934, John M. Cook saw that MMA 21.88.18 was
by the same painter as three fragments of a small
neck-amphora in the Athens National Archaeological
Museum that were found at the coastal site of Phaleron,
a suburb of Athens about a quarter of a mile from the
sea (Figures 10, 11).'° He added these to his N
Group, named after the shape of a favorite filling orna-
ment, an N. A pair of neck-amphorae by one hand,
Oxford 1935.18 and London BM 1936.10-17.1 (Fig-
ure 37); a skyphos in Edinburgh, 1956.422, ex L. 363;
and a kantharos in the Vlastos collection made up the
rest of this group, which Cook noted form “a loose
group of vases whose painters had comparatively little
in common with the workshops which were turning
out the finer wares at this time.”"" Jean M. Davison
added an oinochoe, Agora P 23456, to the Oxford
and London neck-amphorae; she let MMA 21.88.18
“serve as an illustration” for the rest of Cook’s N
Group, but she added a neck-amphora, Boston MFA
03.7, “as a later product of the same workshop.” Davi-
son called this the Oxford Workshop."*

In 1960, Roland Hampe changed the picture con-
siderably when he published five Early Protoattic
standed kraters purchased for the Archaeological
Seminar of Mainz University in 1949. The vases were
badly burned and broken into many fragments, but
painstaking study and delicate restoration produced
remarkable results, although today the ambitious
figure work is best understood from the careful draw-
ings made by Lisa Hobbing and Margot Lindig.
Hampe recognized that the bowl of one standed
krater, inv. 153, and both the bowl and stand of
another, inv. 154 (Figures 12, 14-17), were by the
same hand.'3 To this pair he added MMA 21.88.18
(Figures g3—g), the three fragments from Phaleron
(Figures 10, 11), and a neck-amphora in the Passas
collection in Athens (Figures 18—29).'# Since the last
vase is perhaps the most ambitious, Hampe named the
artist the Passas Painter after its owner."?

In his monograph on the Mainz kraters, Hampe
eliminated from Cook’s N Group all but the London



and Oxford neck-amphorae and the Vlastos kan-
tharos. To these three vases, he then added five more
pieces: an amphora fragment found at Eleusis; Mainz
inv. 155, fragments of a standed krater (Figures 3o,
31); Mainz inv. 159, a fragment of a similar krater that
does not seem to belong to one of the others; a frag-
ment, perhaps from an amphora, in a British private
collection; and London BM 1865.7-20.1, a “Phaleron”
oinochoe (Figure 32). Hampe called the artist Painter N
after one of the filling ornaments.'®

I should like to suggest that two of the vases Hampe
attributed to Painter N are by the Passas Painter:
Mainz inv. 155 (Figures g0, 31),'7 which is very incom-
plete, and London BM 1865.7-20.1 (Figure g2). The
spirit of each, the choice of ornament, and the style of
drawing have more in common with the Passas
Painter than they do with Painter N, whose style of
drawing is essentially rooted in what was quickly
becoming the Geometric past. The “Phaleron”

Figure 7. Detail of the chariot
on Side A/B of the Early
Protoattic neck-amphora in

Figure g

oinochoe in London takes with it two more pieces that
I believe are by the Passas Painter. One is a tankard in
the University Museum in Manchester, England, that
shows a frieze of hippalektrya (horse-cocks) above a
frieze of dogs (Figure g3).'® The other is a bowl and
its fenestrated stand, represented by fragments Agora
P 10656 and P 10196.'? Both fragments depict cocks.
The bowl (Figure 34) preserves the comb, neck, tail,
and sickle feathers of one, the head and breast of the
other. The stand (Figure 35) shows just the head of one
cock with a large comb and wattle in outline, start of
neck, and part of wing. Above it is a large hanging pal-
mette.*” Based on Hampe’s identification and discus-
sion of Painter N, Brann thought Agora P 10656 and
P 10196 was by this painter. The Manchester tankard
has never been attributed.

It is worth elaborating on the Passas Painter. His
choice of shapes and his manner of decorating them
offer new and important changes, especially his selec-

Figure 6. Detail of chariots and a
“Tree of Life” on Side A of the
Early Protoattic neck-amphora in

Figure 3
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tion of ornament and his use of accessory red and
white. Pictorial themes are frequently unusual and
innovative, suggesting he was not only imaginative but
also very observant of the world around him. Thus,
shape, ornament, and especially figures establish the
Passas Painter as an important creative and energetic
presence in Athenian ceramic production in the years
around 700 B.C. and slightly beyond.

THE PAssAS PAINTER: SHAPES AND
ORNAMENT

Fashioning vases is the task of the potter. The ability to
adapt figural scenes to different shapes tests the skill
of the painter. The nine vases by the Passas Painter,
including the four added here, indicate the success
with which he met the challenge of working with vari-
ous shapes and interpreting different subjects.

The two well-preserved kraters in Mainz, inv. 153
and 154, are clearly showpieces (Figure 12).?" Very
likely, they come from an Opferrinne (an offering chan-
nel near a grave) or were placed in the grave itself.**
The rim of the bowl is accented by a broad band of cir-
cles in added clay bordered above and below by a wavy
rope of clay that represents a snake.?3 Some of the cir-
cles are small and flat; several are larger and button
shaped. This is a most unusual decorative pattern.
Two vertical rings attached to the rim form handles,
each surmounted by a restored floral ornament.**
The conical stand has well-turned moldings at the top
that form a transition from the narrow flaring support
to the broad swelling bowl. The whole effect of each
ensemble looks like a clay translation of a bronze pro-
totype.*® Mainz inv. 155 (Figures g0, 31) is too frag-
mentary to reconstruct, but from what remains of the
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Figure 8. Detail of the
chariot on Side B/A of
the Early Protoattic neck-
amphora in Figure g

Figure g. Detail of the charioteer and the bird behind him on
Side B/A of the Early Protoattic neck-amphora in Figure g
(photo: the author)

ornamental and figural decoration, it must have been
as impressive as Mainz inv. 153 and 154. Likewise, the
Agora bowl and stand fragments, P 10656 and P
10196 (Figures 34, 35), are too incomplete to permit
reconstruction.

Three other vases by the Passas Painter are neck-
amphorae, but the features of each vary. The name
vase has a tall flaring neck with a broad torus mouth
decorated with a modeled snake and an ovoid body
that is roughly the same height as the neck and tapers
to a flaring foot. Perforated struts fill most of the
space between each handle and the neck, reinforcing
what would otherwise be a weak join (Figures 18, 19).
MMA 21.88.18 is considerably shorter and squatter
than the Passas amphora, although Cook’s description



Figure 11. Fragment of the neck-
amphora in Figure 10 showing part of a
chariot (photo: DAI Athens, NM g821)

of it as “a dumpy amphora in New York” seems unduly
harsh.2® The New York vase, the London oinochoe,
and the Manchester tankard are the only well-
preserved works by the Passas Painter that do not have
plastic snakes (Figures 3, 32, 33). The fragments from
Phaleron come from a neck-amphora similar in size to
MMA 21.88.18, but its profile is difficult to calculate
from what remains (Figures 10, 11). One fragment
preserves part of a snake on the side of the mouth.?7
The “Phaleron” oinochoe in London, BM 1865.7-
20.1, is typical for the shape: trefoil mouth, tall neck
widening toward the shoulder, and an ovoid body
tapering to a ring base (Figure 32). A handle rises
from the shoulder and joins the rim of the mouth
opposite the pouring spout. The Manchester tankard

Figure 10. Fragment of an Early
Protoattic neck-amphora from
Phaleron attributed to the Passas
Painter, which shows a procession

of chariots and men carrying large
cloths, ca. 700 B.C. L. 27 cm. National
Archaeological Museum, Athens,

NM 15983 (photo: DAI Athens,

NM 3822)

is also representative: flaring mouth, tall cylindrical
neck, and low convex body. A flat handle attached to
the shoulder rises above the top of the mouth, then
curves downward to join it (Figure 33). A strut midway
between mouth and shoulder reinforces the two parts.

The Passas Painter’s choice of ornament offers cri-
teria that help to define his artistic personality. In this
period of Greek vase painting, ornament serves two
basic purposes. First, it may frame figures set in panels
or form decorative bands encircling parts of the vase,
usually that below the figures on the body. Second, it
may be used as fill within the figural compositions.
The choice of framing and filling ornaments indicates
that the Passas Painter was well acquainted with the
Geometric tradition that had defined Attic pottery for
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Figure 12. Early Protoattic standed krater attributed to the

Passas Painter, early 7th century B.c. H. 108 cm. Institut fiar
Klassische Archiologie, Mainz, inv. 154 (photo: Institut fir
Klassische Archaologie)

the previous two centuries and with the Protoattic
style that was about to succeed it.

Some of the ornament used as frames and bands by
the Passas Painter is well within the Geometric tradi-
tion, and MMA 21.88.18 exhibits the largest number
of different Geometric patterns, suggesting perhaps
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that it is the earliest of the nine vases.® A frieze of
upright crosshatched triangles appears on the torus
mouth as well as on the body directly below the figures
(Figure 3). The pattern recurs on the shoulder of
London BM 1865.7-20.1 and near the bottom of the
bowl of Mainz inv. 153, where it has a double outline
(Figures g2, 13). Diagonally hatched vertical bars
frame the figure on the neck of MMA 21.88.18 and
on the neck as well as the panels on each side of the
body of the namepiece. A band of multiple vertical
zigzags appears below the figures on MMA 21.88.18
and on London BM 1865.7-20.1; the Manchester
tankard has just a simple zigzag on the body. A
lozenge chain without dots occurs only on MMA
21.88.18. On the name vase, below the figures on the
body, there is a wolf-tooth pattern, each row cross-
hatched, the upper smaller than the lower, the latter
with a double outline. All of these ornaments are
purely Geometric.

The three kraters offer something completely new
that takes us into the Early Protoattic phase of Greek
pottery: a zone of encircled palmettes above and

Figure 13. Detail of the bowl of an Early Protoattic standed
krater attributed to the Passas Painter, early 77th century B.C.,
showing a hunting hound. H. ca. 18 cm. Institut fir Klassische
Archiologie, Mainz, inv. 153 (photo: Institut fiir Klassische
Archiologie)



Figure 14. Detail of the stand of the standed krater in Figure 12

showing a frieze of seated sphinxes above a procession of warriors

and a chariot (photo: Institut fir Klassische Archiologie, Mainz)

Figure 16. Detail of the bowl of the standed krater in Figure 12
showing hunting hounds and a cock. H. ca. 12.6 cm (photo:
Institut fir Klassische Archiologie, Mainz)

below the frieze of dogs on the bowl of Mainz inv. 153
(Figure 13) and just above the dogs on inv. 154 (Fig-
ure 16). On Mainz inv. 153, the palmette frieze was
painted in added white on a dark ground, an early use
of this technique.?® On Mainz inv. 155, one fragment
shows a more creative and ambitious palmettelike pat-
tern. The palmettes alternate orange (red) and white,
and a line of glaze outlines each one.3° Another frag-
ment preserves part of the encircling vines and the
sprouting leaves of two palmettes, all in red with black
outline.3' At the base of the neck of the London
oinochoe, there is a cable pattern that does not quite

Figure 15. Detail of the stand of the standed krater in
Figure 12 showing chariot horses and a warrior. H. ca. 17.3
cm (photo: Institut fir Klassische Archiaologie, Mainz)

have each unit closed and looks like a band of elegant
italic esses with dots (Figure g2).3% It may be a precur-
sor of the true cable pattern that has completely
closed units and looks like a braid (see below, p. 24).

Some of the filling ornament is also purely Geo-
metric. A favorite of the Passas Painter, as Hampe
saw,33 is the upright crosshatched triangle with or
without a double outline; the painter likes to place it
on the ground line between the legs of humans or ani-
mals. This ornament occurs on each of his vases that
preserves a ground line; on Mainz inv. 155 (Figure
30), it is a hanging one (no trace of the ground line
remains on these fragments). Another filler preferred
by the Passas Painter is a rather thick swastika, which
also appears on all of his vases except Mainz inv. 155.
The multiple zigzag is a further Geometric pattern
visible on each vase except MMA 21.88.18, Mainz
inv. 155, and the London oinochoe; the ornament is,
however, shared by painters of other workshops, par-
ticularly those of Athens 8g4, and by the Analatos
Painter. It is not a criterion for attribution to the Passas
Painter. The Manchester tankard has short, single
zigzags here and there in the field, another pattern in
common use.

Some ornaments in the work of the Passas Painter
mark a break with the Geometric past. One of these is
the hanging or upright spiral, visible on the London
oinochoe in the panel on the neck as well as in the
frieze on the body; between the legs of the dogs on
one fragment of Mainz inv. 155; and above the cock
on Agora P 10656 (Figures g0, 34). Like the zigzag,
the hanging or upright spiral occurs in the work of
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contemporary artists such as the Analatos Painter (Fig-
ure 36).3¢ Also new about this time (ca. 700 B.C.) is a
cluster of solid lozenges. They appear below a hound
on the London oinochoe (Figure g32) and on three
fragments of the stand of Mainz inv. 155, where they
are painted orange (red), adding to the colorful
effect of this bowl and stand (Figure 31).3> On Agora
P 10196 (Figure g5) there is a hanging palmette, its
petals alternating black and outline, the latter with
added white, reminiscent of the colorful palmettes on
the Mainz kraters. A pretty pattern introduced about
this time is the cable or guilloche, which occurs on
one of the Phaleron fragments and on the namepiece,
where its vertical placement offers a link between the
two vases (Figures 23, 26, 27).36 It is not certain who is
the first artist to use this ornament as a filler. In
Athens, it may be the Analatos Painter.3” An odd fill-
ing ornament used occasionally by the Passas Painter
is the dotted lozenge with hooks. It occurs on the
stands of Mainz inv. 154 and 155 and is painted
orange (red) (Figures 14, 15, 31). I have not been
able to find other examples of this ornament, and it
may well qualify as a criterion for attribution to the
Passas Painter.3® The swastika surrounded by a circle
of dots, another unusual ornament, occurs on the
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Figure 17. Detail of the
bowl of the standed krater
in Figure 12 showing hunt-
ing hounds below a zone of
palmettes. H. ca. 19.7 cm
(photo: Institut fir Klassis-
che Archaologie, Mainz)

namepiece and on one of the fragments from
Phaleron (Figures 28, 11).39 The dot rosette on the
Manchester tankard does not seem to occur elsewhere
in the work of the Passas Painter. It becomes a popular
ornament in the Protoattic and Protocorinthian styles.
One further filling ornament must be considered:
the N, which was Hampe’s starting point for establish-
ing Painter N. In the work of Painter N, the N is
placed very randomly in reserved areas and always as a
single unit (Figure g7).4° It is also a very simple orna-
ment, related to the zigzag, thus a motif that could
easily be used by other painters.#' On the bowl of
Mainz inv. 155 and on Agora P 10656, the Passas
Painter has grouped the preserved Ns in pairs (Figures
30, 34); on the London oinochoe, two Ns appear one
above the other between the hound and the hare (Fig-
ure g2). This is in distinct contrast to the manner in
which Painter N places the ornament, and it provides a
criterion for separating Mainz inv. 155 and the London
oinochoe from the oeuvre of Painter N. Another crite-
rion is the use of added color. To my knowledge,
Painter N does not use accessory orange (red) and
white on his preserved vases, whereas it is a colorful
feature of Mainz inv. 153, 154, and 155 by the Passas
Painter, as well as of the fragments from Phaleron.**



Figure 18. Side A of an Early Protoattic neck-amphora, name
vase of the Passas Painter, early 7th century B.c. H. 50 cm.
Passas Collection, Athens (photo: DAI Athens, A. Var. 1173)

THE Passas PAINTER: SUBJECTS

Figured compositions and the way they appear on a
vase complement one another. Since the Mainz
kraters do not have handles on their bodies, it is nat-
ural to let the decoration continue around without
interruption. So too for the stand of Mainz inv. 154,
but not for the stand of Mainz inv. 153 which is fenes-
trated in its lower two-thirds. The Analatos Painter, to
whom the stand of Mainz inv. 153 is attributed,

Figure 19. Side B of the amphora in Figure 18 (photo: DAI
Athens, A. Var. 1174)

painted a frieze of warriors marching to left in the
upper zone just below the moldings and introduced
panels of various sizes between the fenestrations. In
each of the two large panels, he placed a sphinx
seated to right; the rest of the panels are ornamental.
Neck-amphorae demand a different subdivision of
shape. Each of the three by the Passas Painter has a
figured panel on the neck because the handles create
a natural frame which extends to the shoulder where
there are animals in a horizontal panel.#® On the
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Figure 20. Shoulder of Side A of the neck-amphora
in Figure 18 showing two reclining goats (photo: DAI
Athens, A. Var. 1185)

body, since there is no natural division, it is customary
at this time to allow the figures to continue around
the vase without interruption.** This is the case with
MMA 21.88.18 and was probably true also of the
Phaleron fragments, at least to judge from what
remains. On the body of his name vase, the Passas
Painter opted for a very different distribution of the
decoration (Figures 18, 19, 24—-29). He placed the
figures in panels of unequal length. The one on Side

Figure 22. Side A of the neck of the neck-amphora in
Figure 18 showing two warriors (photo: DAI Athens,
A. Var. 1182)
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Figure 21. Shoulder of Side B of the neck-amphora in
Figure 18 showing a griffin-bird attacking a deer (photo:
DAI Athens, A. Var. 1184)

A contains two chariots and two warriors on foot with
the lead chariot below handle A/B and extending
onto Side B (Figures 24-2%). On Side B, the warrior
on foot appears next to the framing ornament
approximately on the axis of the vase (Figure 19).
Then come the chariot and the “Tree of Life” below
handle B/A (Figure 29). This is a very odd subdivision
of the surface for which I have no explanation. Per-
haps the painter realized too late that there was not

Figure 23. Side B of the neck of the neck-amphora in
Figure 18 showing two warriors (photo: DAI Athens,
A. Var. 1183)
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Figure 24. Side A of the body of the neck-amphora in Figure 25. Side A of the body of the neck-amphora in
Figure 18 showing a warrior on foot and a charioteer Figure 18 showing a chariot team (photo: DAI Athens,
(photo: DAI Athens, A. Var. 1179) A. Var. 1178)

Figure 26. Side A/B of the body of the neck-amphora in Figure 27. Side A/B of the body of the neck-amphora
Figure 18 showing a warrior on foot and a chariot (photo: DAI in Figure 18 showing a chariot (photo: DAI Athens,
Athens, A. Var. 1176) A. Var. 1175)

Figure 28. Side B of the body of the neck-amphora Figure 29. Side B of the body of the neck-amphora in
in Figure 18 showing a chariot (photo: DAI Athens, Figure 18 showing a chariot and a “Tree of Life” (photo:
A.Var. 1181) DALI Athens, A. Var. 1180)
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Figure go. Fragment of the bowl of an Early Protoattic standed
krater attributed to the Passas Painter, early 77th century B.c.,
showing hunting hounds. H. ca. 6.5 cm. Institut fir Klassische
Archdologie, Mainz, inv. 155 (photo: Institut fir Klassische
Archaologie)

enough space for a fourth chariot, so he separated the
sides as best he could with a column of vertical ladder
pattern hatched diagonally.*> There might have been
room for another warrior on foot, but it is difficult to
tell for sure.

Oinochoai follow an allocation of surface similar to
that of neck-amphorae except that there is no obverse
and reverse. The figures on the neck are set in a panel
that starts and ends at the handle. Those on the body
simply continue around without interruption. The
decoration on the tankard is comparable except that
there are no figures on the body and those on the
neck occupy two rows.

The Passas Painter’s pictorial subjects may consist of
well-known themes, such as the procession of chariots
on MMA 21.88.18 and on the body of the name vase,
where he also included warriors on foot. More often,
however, he depicted subjects that are not only inno-
vative, but also brand new. In no way is the Passas
Painter tied to the past, willing simply to repeat Geo-
metric formulas. Instead, he enthusiastically embraced
the exciting new figural repertory of the Protoattic
style. As we shall see, the Passas Painter’s figures,
whether animal, monster, or human, are energetic,
distinctive, and individualized.4®

Horses by the Passas Painter have long, proudly
arched necks, deep chests, narrow bodies (a lingering
Geometric feature), and powerful hindquarters. Legs
are slender and clean-boned; hooves are large and
strong. Also, the forelegs are not bent at the knee as is
usually the case in Geometric art, and the hind legs
are better proportioned with the hock positioned
about midway between the hip and the hoof. In Geo-
metric depictions, the hock is placed too high (Figure
1). Heads are small and sometimes rather sketchy, as
on MMA 21.88.18, but they are never heavy and large
as they will be on Protoattic vases (Figure 36). Each
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Figure 31. Fragment of the stand of the standed krater in
Figure 30 showing the legs of two warriors with a bird between.
H. ca. 6 cm (photo: Institut fiir Klassische Archaologie)

has a reserved eye that may occupy quite a bit of the
surface of its head. New features are long hanging
manes that are typical for Protoattic horses, instead of
the short upright Geometric manes, and they have
long, well-furnished tails with the individual strands of
hair indicated, not the pipelike appendages of Geo-
metric horses (Figure 1).47 And the Passas Painter’s
horses hold their tails somewhat aloft, very like
present-day Arabian horses. 4 Two, sometimes three,
horses draw the chariots and a new feature is that in
the case of a biga, the heads of the horses are not
stacked one above the other for purposes of visual
clarity as they are in Geometric and in the trigae of the
namepiece. The horses of bigae by the Passas Painter
truly seem to move side by side, as Rodney Young
observed in his remarks about MMA 21.88.18.49 The
Passas Painter did not, however, separate the left-hand
horse from the right-hand one, as his colleague the
Analatos Painter did. On Louvre CA 298, the Ana-
latos Painter judiciously incised a line along the
back and at the critical points of the extremities (Fig-
ure 36).5° Still, horses by the Passas Painter step out
very smartly, and one can almost hear the clatter of
their hooves.

Chariots by the Passas Painter have only a single
wheel that may stand for two just as it will later in Attic
black-figure and Attic red-figure. Geometric artists
normally show two wheels, as on MMA 14.130.14 (Fig-
ure 1), although exceptions exist, especially in the
Workshop of Athens 8g4. The breastwork of the char-
iot, however, is much in the Geometric tradition. It is
drawn as a tall frame with a rounded top; most of it is
filled in with glaze with only the top free for the chari-
oteer or passenger to hold on to (Figures 6-9, 24,
28). The chariot pole appears well below the bellies of
the horses on MMA 21.88.18, but it is in the more
normal position on the namepiece.



The hounds that appear in the frieze on each of
the three Mainz kraters, on the London oinochoe, on
the tankard in Manchester, and in the panel above the
warriors on Side A of the name vase are splendid
coursers, even though they are not depicted pursuing
quarry (Figures 13, 16, 17, 22, 30, 32, 33). The hounds
on the London oinochoe prompted me to reject
Hampe’s attribution of that piece to Painter N (which

Figure g2. Early Protoattic “Phaleron” oinochoe attributed to
the Passas Painter, early 7th century B.c., showing a frieze of
cocks on the neck and hunting hounds on the body.

H. 17.5 cm. British Museum, London, 1865.7-20.1 (photo:
after Robert M. Cook, Greek Painted Pottery [London, 1g60],

p- 65, fig. 9)

Figure g3. Early Protoattic tankard attributed to the Passas
Painter, early 77th century B.cC., showing a frieze of hippalektrya
above zone of hunting hounds. H. 7.9 cm. Manchester
Museum, University of Manchester, 1984.105. (photo: Man-
chester Museum)

was probably based on the N used as a filler) and to
place it in the oeuvre of the Passas Painter. Hounds
were also one of the criteria for reattributing Mainz
inv. 155. They look like members of the same litter as
the ones on Mainz inv. 153 and 154 and on the tankard
in Manchester. Each has a well-proportioned head
with large eye and pricked ears.5' Strong jaws and
sharp teeth are easily able to snap the neck of hapless
prey if it is not already netted.>® Each hound has a
thick neck, deep chest, long lean body, and powerful
hindquarters capable of strong propulsion. Long tails
provide balance, and large paws offer firm traction.
Xenophon, writing in the first half of the fourth cen-
tury B.C., describes the ideal hound for coursing
hares, and the qualities he describes are remarkably
like these very early representations.5® He concludes
some of his remarks: “Hounds like these will be strong
in appearance, agile, well-proportioned, and speedy;
and they will have a jaunty expression and a good
mouth.”5* So do those by the Passas Painter.
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Figure 34. Fragment of the bowl of an Early Protoattic standed
krater attributed to the Passas Painter, early 7th century B.C.,
showing parts of two cocks. Preserved H. 6.5 cm. Athenian
Agora, Athens, P 10656 (drawing: the author, after a 1:1
photograph)

Each hound by the Passas Painter wears a collar that
appears as a thin black strap (or several straps)
painted on a reserved band around its neck placed
rather high up just below the ears. A pendant or two
longish bands similar in width to the collar hang from
the throat (Figure 13). On Mainz inv. 154 (Figure 16)
and on the name vase (Figure 22), this object looks
like a bell; its counterpart appears on collars of sheep
and goats grazing in the Greek countryside today.55 If
this interpretation is correct, the bell would signal the
location of a hound to the hunter in case of rough ter-
rain or if the prey had gone to cover in a thicket with
the hound after it. More likely, the pendant served as
an attachment to the leash. In antiquity, there were no
buckles, so the collar had to be knotted around the
animal’s neck, loosely enough so it could breathe,
tightly enough to stay in place. It would, therefore,
make sense for collar and leash to be separate pieces
of hound tackle. In order to avoid untying the collar
each time the hound was set free, then retying the col-
lar when it was to be controlled, it would be much
more practical to have a short length of collar strap
extend from the collar proper to which the leash was
simply tied. Anyone who has tried to collar a squirm-
ing or fidgety dog will see the point.5°

What is striking about these hounds by the Passas
Painter is how much they contrast with those by Painter N
as well as with those by contemporary painters. Those
are always drawn in silhouette, and often they are very
chunky, scarcely capable of pursuing prey and running
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Figure g5. Fragment of the stand of the Early Protoattic
standed krater in Figure g4 showing a large palmette above
a cock. H. 14 cm. Athenian Agora, Athens, P 10196 (photo:
American School of Classical Studies, Athens, Agora
Excavations)

it down.57 Frequently, the hind legs are tucked well
under the body, even when coursing a hare, and the
legs do not truly support the animal. This is a Late
Geometric convention for a running dog. A good
example is the frieze of dogs on the shoulder of
Oxford 1935.18 by Painter N or the lumpy-looking
animals on Cleveland 27.6 by a painter from the
Workshop of Athens 8g4. On an amphora once on
loan to Berlin, also by a painter from this workshop,
legs are outstretched fore and aft.5®

Most intriguing is the hare on the London oinochoe,
which is scampering up a diagonal line, surely
intended to be terrain (Figure g2).5° Xenophon says
that “the swiftest [hares] are those that frequent



mountains; those of the plain are not so speedy; and
those of the marshes are the slowest.”® This may be
one of the earliest examples, if not the earliest, of ter-
rain in Attic art.%’

Other animals reveal the Passas Painter’s eye for
detail. The reclining goats on the shoulder of Side A
of the name vase have long shaggy beards and huge
S-shaped horns that extend gracefully behind them and
fill the space between the back of each animal and the
top border of the panel, even overlapping it a little bit
(Figure 20). In his important article on the beginning
of Greek narrative, John Carter remarked that “these
two animals [the deer and the goat] are frequently
confused both by LG artists, who had no thought of
working from nature, and by others.”®® Not so the Pas-
sas Painter, who seems to have observed details of the
animal very closely. Goats by the Passas Painter are in
marked contrast to those by earlier Geometric
painters, such as those from the Dipylon Workshop
and the Hirschfeld Workshop (Figure 1).%3 Goats
from the latter workshop recline to right and are drawn
in silhouette except for a large reserved eye with dot.
Their horns are simple arcs and they have no beards.
They lack the realism of the Passas Painter’s goats.%*

Cocks by the Passas Painter are regal birds. The one
on Mainz inv. 154 is particularly splendid (Figure 16).
The painter included its comb and wattle, and he dis-
tinguished between tail feathers and sickle feathers.
Dotted circles ornament its neck. The cocks on Lon-
don BM 1865.7-20.1 also exhibit these features
(though not the circles on the neck, probably because
of size), as well as the spur on the leg above the claws
(this part of the Mainz cock is lost; Figure g2). The
cocks on the Agora fragments belong in the same
barnyard as the cocks on the London oinochoe (Fig-
ures 34, 32). Each has a large serrated comb, tail
feathers in outline, and long sickle feathers in black
glaze. On the Agora fragment, wattles are in outline. It
is worth noting that domesticated land fowl were
probably introduced into Greece around 700 B.C.
from the Far East, probably from northern India and
Burma via Persia.® A cock in full plumage and lus-
trous color must have looked very exotic to the Passas
Painter, and he seems to have observed the bird quite
closely. In fact, cocks by the Passas Painter are not only
the most capably rendered of their time, but also
among the earliest in Greek art.?®

The Passas Painter included other birds on his
known vases. On Side B of the name vase, three vul-
tures appear in a narrow frieze on the neck above the
warriors (Figure 23). The right one is almost com-
pletely gone, but the Pipili drawing (see Acknowledg-
ments) indicates that it faced to right with head
turned back. Of the center one, its head with open

beak, the long flight feathers of its right wing, its tail,
and both legs and feet with long talons remain. It is
pecking at the ground. The left vulture is the best pre-
served of the three. Its wings are spread, its body is
upright, and it appears to be landing or to have just
alighted, the earliest such representation I have been
able to find. It is a counterpart to the animated flying
eagle positioned between the legs of two dueling war-
riors on one fragment of Mainz inv. 155 (Figure 31),
especially in the articulation of its parts. Later, in Attic
black-figure, an eagle signals victory for the warrior it
accompanies, and perhaps the Passas Painter had a
similar idea in mind. Birds by the Passas Painter have
nothing in common with the droopy-looking bird by
Painter N in the upper left corner of the neck of Lon-
don BM 19g6.10-17.1. It flies to right with its head
and neck hanging downward (Figure 37). The Passas
Painter depicted birds that are individualized, suggest-
ing specific kinds rather than remembered images.
His birds really fly.

Even mythic birds by the Passas Painter are remark-
ably individualized. The griffin-bird on the shoulder
of Side B of the name vase is particularly vicious as it
attacks an unsuspecting grazing deer with huge antlers
(Figure 21).%7 The creature is clearly undaunted by
the large size of its prey. It presents an animated pic-
ture of avian ferocity, especially when compared with
the tame-looking lion putting a raised paw on the
forehead of a fallen deer on London BM 1936.10-
17.1 by Painter N (Figure g7). The latter looks like a
tableau, frozen in time. The deer by the Passas Painter
is also special with its impressive antlers and lively
expression. I have not been able to find a good paral-
lel in Attic pottery of this time. The best example I
know occurs on the shoulder of a Late Geometric
Cycladic amphora found at Delos.?® Here, the deer’s
antlers are not as impressive as those by the Passas
Painter, but the animal has a similarly elegant body,
long legs, and strong hooves.*

Entirely new in Greek vase painting seem to be the
hippalektrya on the Manchester tankard (Figure 33).
Their bird anatomy is a good match for the London
cocks and probably also those on the Agora frag-
ments, complete with handsome sickle feathers and
sharp spurs. Their horse heads are in outline with a
prominent eye, and they are shaped somewhat like
those on the Passas amphora (Figures 25, 27, 29).
These hippalektrya lack the horse forelegs of later
representations.’®

The seated sphinxes painted by the artist in the
upper frieze of the stand of Mainz inv. 154 are alert-
looking guardians, whose wings have long elegant
flight feathers, even though the creatures are not air-
borne. Each has a reserved eye, long hair, and tense
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Figure 36. Side A of an Early Protoattic neck-amphora attrib-
uted to the Analatos Painter, early 7th century B.c. H. 80 cm.
Musée du Louvre, Paris, CA 2985 (photo: Louvre)

body. A pretty floral sprouts from the top of each
head.”' On one fragment of Mainz inv. 155, there is a
similar wing of a figure, probably a sphinx, painted in
white lines against the black glaze of an object that
may be a bier cloth.”®

The Passas Painter’s keen observation of human
nature led him to individualize his figures and give
them interesting things to do. Human figures by the
Passas Painter suggest he was looking at real people.
Each has long hair, either drawn in a crosshatched
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Figure g7. Side A of a Late Geometric neck-amphora attributed
to Painter N, late 8th century B.c. H. 61.5 cm. British Museum,
London, 1936.10-17.1 (photo: courtesy of the Trustees of the
British Museum)

pattern (Figure 4) or hanging in individual strands
that are wavy or straight (Figure 26). The eye is
reserved and sometimes part of the cheek as well (the
step before an outline face?’® Figure g). On MMA
21.88.18, the torsos are also in outline, a detail the
Passas Painter did not repeat on his other preserved
figures.”* An innovation seems to be that some of the
charioteers driving to right and the warriors marching
to right show their shoulders in almost a profile view.
The right shoulder is more forward than it was earlier
(Figures 6, 8), a distinct break from the frontal shoul-
ders and torsos of Geometric figures (Figure 1).
Sometimes their arms are still like matchsticks; at



other times they are rather well articulated anatomi-
cally: MMA 21.88.18 and the Phaleron fragments are
the best examples. The fingers of their hands are sep-
arate and seem to have joints. The legs of the warriors
on one fragment of Mainz inv. 155 appear quite well
drawn (Figure g1).

Charioteers, except for one on MMA 21.88.18 (Fig-
ure 8), wear long chitons, which would become stan-
dard. They hold the reins in both hands and
sometimes a goad as well, as Geometric charioteers
often do. Warriors march singly and in pairs, or they
may be engaged in duels as on two fragments of Mainz
inv. 155 (Figure 31).75 From the little that remains
today, these look like fights to the finish. Of particular
interest is their equipment. Helmets nearly always
have large ornamental crests or protomes that would
have supported the crests. They are best observed on
the name vase (Figures 22—-24), on Mainz inv. 154
(Figure 14), and on one fragment of Mainz inv. 155.7°
These are clearly the Corinthian type, which pro-
tected the face with cheekpieces and nose guard;’’
the standard Geometric type was characterized by the
crest sprouting from the top of the head of the wearer
(Figure 1). Occasionally, however, a warrior may be
bare-headed (Figure 26). Even more individualized
are the devices or emblems of the shields carried by

Figure 38. Fragment of an Early Protoattic neck-amphora
attributed to the Mesogeia Painter, early 7th century B.C.,
showing mourners. H. 7.1 cm. Vlasto Collection, Athens
(photo: DAI Athens, Var. 1051)

the warriors on the name vase. On the neck of Side A
(Figure 22), a goat decorates one shield, a vulture the
other, while on Side B (Figure 23), one shield bears a
lion protome and the other a human head that looks
much like that of the warrior who carries it. On the
body, the warrior behind the chariot on Side A holds a
shield decorated with a spiral wheel (Figure 24); the
shield of the one in front of this chariot bears a griffin-
bird (Figure 26); and the shield of the warrior on Side
B has an emblem that looks like a goat or a deer (the
surface is very flaked; Figure 28).7% Shield devices,
particularly figured ones, were quite new in the time
of the Passas Painter, and he was obviously fascinated
with them. We do not know the meaning or signifi-
cance of such blazons, but Snodgrass makes the inter-
esting point that “the object of such a blazon was
presumably to overcome the anonymity conferred by
the Corinthian helmet, probably introduced not long
before.””9 I suspect the Passas Painter may have been
aware of this.

Cloth and garments also interested the Passas
Painter. The cross-hatching between the legs of the
man on the neck of MMA 21.88.18 and of the chari-
oteer below handle A/B indicates that each wore a long
chiton. Besides the long mantle carried by the man on
MMA 21.88.18 and by at least two on the Phaleron
fragments, to which I shall return, there is an enig-
matic area on one fragment of Mainz inv. 155, which
Hampe cautiously suggested might be a bier cloth or a
sort of funeral blanket.* Hampe noted that the painter
used accessory red and white on this object and also
painted on it a figure that he interpreted as a sphinx.
This is probably correct for, as mentioned above
(p- 31), the drawing of the feathers of its wing (all that
is legible) is similar to those of the seated sphinxes in
the frieze of the stand of Mainz inv. 154. Most innova-
tive is the man with the large cloth over his shoulder
that appears on the neck of MMA 21.88.18 (Figure 4),
a feature that has created considerable scholarly dis-
cussion. A similar cloth, but less well drawn, appears
on two of the Phaleron fragments (Figure 10).>*

Buschor ventured the opinion that the man with
the mantle on MMA 21.88.18 might be a divinity and
that the bird is perhaps more than a decorative filler
(he thought it was an eagle).3? Cook called this figure
a gentleman, not a soldier, in spite of the sword, and
reminded us of the passage in Thucydides that for
safety reasons and protection from Barbarians, “all the
Hellenes used to carry arms because the places where
they dwelt were unprotected, and intercourse with
each other was unsafe; and in their everyday life they
regularly went armed just as the barbarians did.”®3
Cook went on to say that this figure is a processional
dignitary with a long staff, comparing him with the
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princes on the Menelas stand once in Berlin, A 42,84
and remarked that the presence of the tassels rules
out a chiton. Walter Hahland thought the figure is an
athletic victor carrying his prize, giving Charlene
Hofkes-Brukker credit for first suggesting (orally) this
athletic association and listing sources where gar-
ments are awarded as prizes.85 He then suggested that
the parade of chariots refers to a funerary cult and
that victory by the mantle-bearer was achieved in a
spear contest in the funeral games. This interpreta-
tion assumes, however, that the staff is a spear, even
though it terminates in a finial, not in a sharp point.
Hahland thought the cloth is a mantle or robe, a prize
like a xAaiva (a cloak worn loosely over a chiton)
awarded at the games in Pellene or the garments at
the funeral games of Thoas on Lemnos. ® This pro-
posal deserves comment.

Pellene was a city in northern Achaia west of
Corinth, not far from the Corinthian Gulf.®” In antiq-
uity, it was famous for the warm garments given to vic-
tors in games (in whose honor it is not certain). The
garment is mentioned by Pindar: in Olympian 9.146:
“at Pellana [a variation of the name], he [Epharmostus,
for whom the ode was written] carried off as his prize
a warm remedy against the chilly blasts”;*® and in
Nemean 10.82: “from Pellana with their shoulders clad
with softest woofs. . . .”3% By the time of the geogra-
pher Strabo, who wrote during the reign of Augustus
in the late first century B.cC., the custom of awarding
these garments as prizes had ceased; still, Strabo
knew of their place of origin when he calls them
ITeAnvikai xhaival (Pellenic cloaks).% The games
for King Thoas on Lemnos are less well documented
and the garment only alluded to. The best known is
Pindar, in Pythian 4.259%: “There [Lemnos] it was that,
in athletic contests, they [the Argonauts] proved their
prowess, with raiment for their prize. . . .”" Herodotus,
writing in the first half of the fifth century B.cC., says
that when the Egyptians honor the Greek hero
Perseus, they do so in the manner of the Greek
custom in “that they celebrate games comprising
every form of contest, and offer animals and cloaks
[x\aivacg] and skins as prizes.”?® In Homer the
chlaina is worn only by men. These are three instances:
Iliad 16.224: “Thetis . . . filled it [a chest] well with
tunics and cloaks [xAawvawv] to keep off the wind”;
Odyssey 14.520: “There Odysseus lay down, and the
swineherd [Eumaeus] threw over him a great thick
cloak [xAatvav], which he kept at hand for a change
of clothing whenever a terrible storm should arise”;
Odyssey 14.529: “First Eumaeus slung his sharp sword
over his strong shoulders, then put about him a cloak
[xAatvav], very thick to keep off the wind. . . .”9

As these references make clear, the chlaina was a
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special garment sometimes awarded as a prize in
games and contests, and it was a particularly warm
one, which fierce wind, cold air, and inclement
weather could not penetrate. Indeed, the garments
depicted by the Passas Painter on MMA 21.88.18 and
the fragments from Phaleron look bulky enough to be
woven from thick, warm wool. An important feature of
each is that it is not plain. The cloth on the Phaleron
fragments is decorated with a frieze of dots near its
borders, while the one the man on MMA 21.88.18 car-
ries has not only two friezes of crosshatched triangles
at the borders, but also, above the one in back, a
reclining goat (Figure 5). This is one of the earliest
examples, if not the earliest, of figured decoration on
a garment, a feature that is much better known in
later vase painting.%*

If the garment carried over the shoulder of the man
on MMA 21.88.18 and on two of the Phaleron frag-
ments is not a chlaina, it might be a bier cloth, a possi-
bility raised by Hampe in his study of Mainz inv. 155
(above, p. 83). First of all, a bier cloth is not to be con-
fused with the garment often worn by the corpse, par-
ticularly if it is female.%> Such a garment covers the
legs and body but leaves the arms free, a good example
being the corpse on Athens NM 804, the premier
amphora from the Dipylon Workshop.® In Attic Geo-
metric art, the bier cloth usually appears above the
corpse, and often it looks like a canopy decorated with
a checked pattern (Figure 1). In reality, it was probably
placed over the deceased, and occasionally it is shown
in this manner.97 A particularly pertinent example is a
fragment of an amphora in the Vlasto collection in
Athens (Figure 38).9% On the right of the fragment, a
heavy-looking bier cloth covers the legs of the corpse
and hangs down from the foot of the bier. The cloth
seems to terminate in short tassels reminiscent of the
larger ones on MMA 21.88.18 with which it is about
contemporary. Thus, there is the possibility that the
large cloth carried by the man on MMA 21.88.18 and
by at least two figures on the Phaleron fragments rep-
resents a bier cloth, especially since these vases were
used in funerary contexts.” Still, a chlaina may not be
ruled out, especially since the best comparative bier
cloth is not as decorative as the cloths by the Passas
Painter. I am inclined to opt for a chlaina.

THE Passas PAINTER AND His ARTISTIC
CONTEXT

The last quarter of the eighth century B.c. and the
opening years of the seventh were ones of great artis-
tic ferment in all of Greek art. This is particularly true
for figured pottery, especially in Athens. Some of the



Athenian vase painters created a completely new
visual vocabulary that would lead ultimately to the
spectacular accomplishments of the sixth and fifth
centuries B.C.'°°

At the turn from the eighth to the seventh century,
the most important painters belonged to the Sub-
Dipylon Group, which was first recognized by Davison
and greatly augmented by Coldstream; the Philadel-
phia Painter, named after his neck-amphora in the
University Museum, MS 5464; and the painters of the
Workshop of Athens 894.'°" Vases by painters of
the Sub-Dipylon Group may be dated in the 720s;
those by the Philadelphia Painter and from the Work-
shop of Athens 894, in the last decades of the eighth
century.'®*

Of these three, the Workshop of Athens 894 is the
most important and the most prolific of those whose
painters worked completely in the Late Geometric II
style, about 7g5-700 B.C.'°3 Its eponymous vase is a
tall neck-amphora in the Athens National Archaeolog-
ical Museum,’®* and this is the shape preferred by
these painters. The vase has a tall, slim, slightly con-
cave neck and a somewhat squat ovoid body that
tapers rather sharply to a plain usually glazed foot.'
Good examples are the name vase, as well as the
amphorae in Cleveland, in Baltimore, and in Buffalo,
just to cite three major examples visible on this side of
the Atlantic.’®® The workshop also produced a
significant number of hydriai which, for the first time
in the history of the shape, becomes popular as a
funerary vessel decorated with human figures.'®” A
major shape apparently introduced by the potters in
the Workshop of Athens 894 is the large cauldron sup-
ported by a fenestrated stand, Athens NM 810 being
perhaps the bestknown example.’®® Plastic snakes
often articulate rims, handles, and shoulders. The
style of drawing by painters of the Workshop of Athens
894 is rough and ready. The figures are thickset and
not very carefully executed. Both sexes now have long
hair, in contrast to the short spiky hair used previously
and only for women, and women'’s skirts are now cross-
hatched, suggesting volume. Thick filling ornament
often adds to an already dark, almost ominous effect.

The Workshop of Athens 894 leads directly to the
Analatos Painter. He was probably a pupil of one of its
painters, the Stathatos Painter, whose name vase
shows a chariot procession in which a warrior tries to
pull a charioteer from his vehicle, the earliest repre-
sentation of this motif I have been able to find.'*® The
earliest work of the Analatos Painter—an amphora in
Oxford, a hydria in Melbourne, and a fragment in the
Vlastos collection in Athens—is purely Geometric."*°
Subsequently, the Analatos Painter worked in the new
Protoattic style and was one of its principal exponents.

As Denoyelle saw,'"" the work of the Analatos Painter
forms a transition from the very late Geometric style
to the Early Protoattic. His amphora in the Louvre
(Figure 36) illustrates the features of the new style
very well. The Analatos Painter decorated a variety of
shapes with a multitude of subjects from the animal,
monster, and human worlds. These include sphinxes,
lions, and deer, as well as lines of dancers and proces-
sions of chariots (Figure §6). His figures have more
volume than those by painters of the Workshop of
Athens 894, his chariot horses walk side by side
instead of being “stacked,” and incision separates the
right-hand horse from the lefthand one. Added color
often provides a further embellishment of figure and
ornament. Some of his filling ornament, such as
zigzags, is a holdover from the Geometric past, but for
the most part he preferred vegetal ornaments that
look organic and lush.

The painters of the Workshop of Athens 894 and
the Analatos Painter are directly descended from the
classical Geometric tradition initiated by the Dipylon
Master.''® The Passas Painter is somewhat outside this
tradition. Brann saw that he and Painter N were
younger colleagues of the Vulture Painter but also
that the Analatos Painter, whom she considered
slightly senior, occasionally influenced them.''3
Hampe was the first to establish both Painter N and
the Passas Painter as individuals and in the case of the
Passas Painter to recognize how innovative he could
be.''* Hampe’s focus, however, was not the Passas
Painter, but the five standed kraters in Mainz.

The Passas Painter’s vases do not seem to span a
long period of time. MMA 21.88.18 probably dates
around 700 B.C. or slightly earlier, and it takes with it
the Phaleron fragments. Hampe placed the Mainz
kraters in the early seventh century.''®> The name vase
probably dates from about the same time, as do the
vases in London and Manchester. Brann did not assign
Agora P 10656 and P 10196 a date, but placed this
standed bowl with pieces she dated about 675 B.c.,
which seems a little late to me. The preserved work of
the Passas Painter seems to fit within a period of about
fifteen years. In every way, I think, he is as talented as
the best of his contemporaries, in particular the
Analatos Painter, whose work has always received high
praise and the lion’s share of scholarly attention. Yet,
when one recognizes the personality and innovations
of the Passas Painter, he loses his hitherto rather shad-
owy identity in the Athenian Kerameikos and becomes
an artist of true merit.

In addition to the five vases by him recognized by
Hampe, the four added here help to establish how
perceptive and imaginative the Passas Painter is, not
only with regard to the different shapes he so ably dec-
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orates, but also in his choice of ornaments, both as fill
and as frames, and his selection of subjects. His shapes
range from the rather small tankard in Manchester
and the “Phaleron” oinochoe in London to the monu-
mental standed kraters in Mainz and the name vase in
Athens, whose height is about half that of the kraters.
Taken together, the nine vases present an artistic chal-
lenge that the Passas Painter met with flying colors.

The Passas Painter has a clearly recognizable style of
figure drawing. Often it is a little on the rough side,
but he is not unskilled or inept. Rather, it is as though
he was sometimes in a bit of a hurry. The Passas
Painter’s figures are individuals, and whether they
inhabit the animal, human, or mythic world, they have
life, energy and spirit. Large birds, especially cocks
and raptors, seem to have impressed him greatly; his
hounds are true coursers that any hunter would be
proud to own. His horses walk out smartly and eagerly.
Human figures carry large handsome cloths, drive
chariots expertly, and engage in combat fiercely. War-
riors hold round shields, and for the first time several of
them bear figural instead of patterned emblems. Some
of the warriors even wear the true Corinthian helmet
with its protective cheekpieces and high or low crests.

The Passas Painter observed the world around him
and drew on it creatively for his imagery instead of
relying on old formulas that were beginning to look
tired. Like the Analatos Painter, he began his career in
the Late Geometric style, but he quickly discovered
that his temperament was better suited to the less
rigid, more flexible, and much more exciting Proto-
attic one. As Brann remarked: “perhaps it takes youth
to paint Protoattic.”**® I suspect it does.
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NOTES

1. This is the basic bibliography for Greek Geometric art: Bernhard
Schweitzer, Greek Geometric Art, trans. Peter Usborne and Cornelia
Usborne (London, 1971); J. Nicolas Coldstream, Geometric
Greece (London, 1979); Jeffrey M. Hurwit, Art and Culture of
Early Greece, 1100—480 B.c. (Ithaca, N.Y,, 1985), chaps. 2-3;
Susan Langdon, ed., From Pasture to Polis: Art in the Age of
Homer, exh. cat., Museum of Art and Archaeology, University of
Missouri-Columbia (Columbia, Mo., 1993). For pottery, the
most comprehensive study is Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery.

2. The human figures on New York MMA 14.130.14 display per-
fectly the essence of the Geometric style. Two long locks of hair
and small breasts descending from one side of the torso identify
the mourners as women. The deceased lacks these features and
is clearly male. In the frieze below, a shield, two spears, and a
sword at waist level mark the figures on foot as warriors. Their
helmets are merely a thick curved line extending from the back
of the head to indicate the long tail of the helmet crest. The
three horses of each chariot team seem to share a single body.

Selected bibliography: Gisela M. A. Richter, “Two Colossal
Athenian Geometric or ‘Dipylon’ Vases in the Metropolitan
Museum of Art,” AJA 19 (1915), pp- 385-94, pls. 17-20, 23.1;
Gerda Nottbaum, “Der Meister des grossen Dipylon-Amphora

in Athen,” JdI 58 (1943), pp- 27-29, fig. 15; Davison, Attic Geo-
metric Workshops, p. 36, fig. 26; Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pot-
tery, p. 42, no. 13; Gudrun Ahlberg, Fighting on Land and Sea in
Greek Geometric Art, Skrifter utgivna av Svenska Institutet i Athen
16 (Stockholm, 1971), pp. 61-63, fig. 56; Ahlberg, Prothesis and
Ekphora, p. 27, no. 25; Schweitzer, Greek Geometric Art (note 1
above), p. 45 and pl. 41; The Metropolitan Museum of Art: Greece
and Rome (New York, 1987), pp. 22-23, fig. 7; CVA, MMA 5
(USA 37), pls. 8-13 (1892-97).

For the Hirschfeld Workshop, see Coldstream, Greek Geometric
Pottery, pp. 41—44.

. For a valuable discussion of the discovery of Protoattic pottery

and the relevant scholarship, see Sarah P. Morris, The Black and
White Style: Athens and Aigina in the Orientalizing Period, Yale Clas-
sical Monographs 6 (New Haven, 1984), pp. 2-18.

. The figures on New York MMA 11.210.1 are not confined to

narrow friezes but are spread out over the surface of the vase,
and the composition of each theme enhances the part of the
vase it decorates. On the neck, a fierce lion fells a frightened
deer; on the shoulder, two fine horses graze contentedly; and on
the body, Herakles dispatches Nessos with his sword for wan-
tonly trying to ravage Deianeira, the hero’s wife, while ferrying
her across the river Euenos. Ornamental patterns serve mainly
as frames. There is still some filling ornament, but it is not as
dense as it was in the Geometric period and it is based mostly on
floral motifs.

Selected bibliography: Gisela M. A. Richter, “A New Early
Attic Vase,” Journal of Hellenic Studies 32 (1912), pp. 370-84, pls.
10-12; John D. Beazley, Attic Black-Figure: A Sketch (London,
1928), p. 9 and n. 1, pl. 2.1-2; Cook, “Protoattic Pottery,”
Pp- 191 and n. 2, 192; Ernst Buschor, Griechische Vasen (Munich,
1940), p. 36, fig. 44, pp- 40-41, 44—46; Karl Kiibler, Altattische
Malerei (Thbingen, 1950), pp. 12, 16-17, 22, pls. 24, 49, 50;
Robert M. Cook, Greek Painted Pottery (London, 1960),
pp. 66-67, 69, 72, pl. 16; Morris, Black and White Style (note g
above), pp. 3, 15, 29, 41, 65-68, 76, 124, no. 1, pl. 15; John D.
Beazley, The Development of Attic Black-Figure, 3rd ed. (Berkeley,
Calif., 1986), pp. 6-7, 93 n. 19, pl. 5; Gudrun Ahlberg-Cornell,
Myth and Epos in Early Greek Art: Representation and Interpretation,
Studies in Mediterranean Archaeology 100 (Jonsered, 1992),
pp- 107-8, no. 109, p. 361, fig. 189; CVA, MMA 5 (USA 37),
pls. 42—44 (1926-28).

. See, particularly, Cook, “Workshops . . . 700”; Davison, Attic Geo-

metric Workshops; Brann, Agora VIII, passim.

. For the Analatos Painter, see, most recently, Denoyelle, “Le

peintre d’Analatos,” passim, with bibliography. See also Hampe,
Grabfund, pp. 30-35.

. Selected bibliography: Gisela M. A. Richter, “Early Greek Vases,”

MMAB 18 (1923), pp. 176-77, fig. 1; Cook, “Protoattic Pot-
tery,” p. 184 and n. 2, pl. 50; Walter Hahland, “Zu den Anfan-
gen der attischen Malerei,” in Corolla: Ludwig Curtius zum
sechzigsten Geburtstag dargebracht (Stuttgart, 1937), pp. 124 n. 9,
127-28, pl. 41; Young, Hesperia, suppl. II, pp. 137, 198 and n. 4,
219 n. 3, 220, 221; Buschor, Griechische Vasen (note 4 above),
p- 19, fig. 19, pp. 20, 28, 38, 58; Cook, “Workshops . . . 700,”
p- 151; Karl Kiibler, Altattische Malerei (note 4 above), p. 8, pl. 4;
Karl Kiibler, Kerameikos: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen, vol. 5,
pt. 1, Die Nekropole des 10. bis 8. Jahrhunderts (Berlin, 1954),
pp- 150-52; Hampe, Grabfund, pp. 41-42, fig. 25, p. 80 (the
Passas Painter); Davison, Attic Geometric Workshops, p. 49, fig. 57;
Clotilda Brokaw, “Concurrent Styles in Late Geometric and
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10.

11.

12.

38

Early Protoattic Vase Painting,” AM 78 (1963), suppl., pl. 32.2;
Renate Tolle, Frithgriechische Reigentinze (Waldsassen-Bayern,
1964), p. 90, no. 196; Diane Carroll, Patterned Textiles in Greek
Art: A Study of Their Designs in Relationship to Real Textiles and to
Local and Period Styles, Ph.D. diss., University of California at Los
Angeles, 1965 (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1965),
p. 261, no. HL26; Rombos, Iconography . . . Late Geometric II,
P- 95, Pls. 15p, 29b; CVA, MMA 5 (USA 37), pls. 39—41
(1923-25).1-4.

Dimensions and condition: H. 29.4-29.7 cm; diam. of mouth
11.6-11.9 cm; diam. of body 16.8-1%7 cm; diam. of foot g.5 cm;
width of resting surface 0.4-0.7 cm. Broken and mended with
missing pieces restored in plaster and painted, mainly on Side
B. Nearly all of the glaze has abraded or flaked off on Side B,
leaving only ghosts of the ornamental and figured decoration
that are visible under magnification in a raking light. In addi-
tion, some of the glaze has abraded from the neck and shoulder
on Side A and on much of handle A/B. Brownish black glaze,
thin in places, especially for the hair of the charioteers, manes,
bird, “Tree of Life” on Side A; also the lines below the chariot
procession and ornament.

Lent to the University Museum of the University of Pennsyl-
vania, Philadelphia, December 10, 1969-March 14, 1970.

. For all of the terminology used for Geometric ornament in this

article, see the glossary drawn up by Coldstream, Greek Geometric
Pottery, pp. 395-97. An illustration of the ornaments pertinent
to the Geometric material in the Metropolitan Museum will
appear in the next fascicule of the CVA, MMA 5 (USA 37), lilus-
trated Glossary of Linear Motifs.

. This is not the same as an outline face, which has a fully articu-

lated nose and chin. See the sphinxes, dancers, and aulos-player
on the neck of Louvre CA 2985 by the Analatos Painter (Figure
36). By contrast, the heads of the figures on MMA 21.88.18
are closer to those of Geometric painters, a good example
being those on MMA 14.130.14 from the Hirschfeld Workshop
(Figure 1).
Cook, “Protoattic Pottery,” p. 184. See Konstantinos Kourounio-
tis, “’E£ Attukiic,” Apyaroroywkn) ‘E¢nuepis, 1911, pp. 246-51,
for the excavation, and pp. 249-50, figs. 11-13, for the frag-
ments, esp. p. 250, figs. 12 and 13, for the neck fragmentand a
body fragment that are not illustrated in this article; or Hampe,
Grabfund, p. 43, figs. 26, 27. Also, Kibler, Kerameikos VIZ, p. 607,
no. 231. Hampe (CVA, Mainz 1 [Deutschland 15], p. 26) says
that there is the use of white and orange on these fragments.
For ancient Phaleron, see C. W. J. Eliot in The Princeton Ency-
clopedia of Classical Sites, ed. Richard Stillwell (Princeton, N J.,
1976), p. 698. For the graves, see Rodney S. Young, “Graves
from the Phaleron Cemetery,” AJA 46 (1942), pp. 23-57, with
earlier bibliography, esp. S. Pelekides, “Avackadai @akipov,”
"Apxatoroyuxov AeAtiov 2 (1916), pp. 13-64.
Cook, “Workshops . . . 700,” pp. 150-51; the quotation is on
p. 151. The Edinburgh skyphos is now published in the fol-
lowing: Brigitte Borell, Attisch geometrische Schalen: Eine spdt-
geometrische Keramikgattung und ihre Beziehungen zum Orient
(Mainz am Rhein, 1978), pls. 8, g; and Elizabeth Moignard in
CVA, Edinburgh 1 (Great Britain 16), pl. § (720).1-2—the
figure numbers on the plate are given as g and 4. Coldstream
(Greek Geometric Pottery, p. 68, no. 28) attributes this skyphos to
the Birdseed Workshop.
Davison, Attic Geometric Workshops, pp. 49—51; the quotations are
on p. 50. For illustrations of the Oxford, London, Agora, New

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

19.

20.

21

22.

York, and Boston vases, see figs. 54~58, respectively. Davison is
silent about the fragments from Phaleron, the Edinburgh
skyphos, and the Vlastos kantharos, though perhaps letting
MMA 21.88.18 “serve as an illustration” implies acceptance.
Hampe, Grabfund, passim. The five kraters were first published
by Hampe and Erika Simon in CVA, Mainz 1 (Deutschland 15),
pp. 18-31, pls. 8—26 (701-19). There, they were fully described.
For the Passas amphora, see most recently, Eleni Manakidou,
Hapaoraces pe appata (8og-s50¢ au. I1. X.). Ilaparypioeig
oy ewkovoypadia Tovs (Thessalonica, 1994), pl. 3. Also,
Renate Tolle-Kastenbein, “Homerische Kriegerehrung,” Antike
Welt 5, no. 3 (1974), pp- 21-30, figs. 1-8; in figs. 2-6, the illus-
trations labeled Side A should be Side B and vice versa. Also
Kubler, Kerameikos VI*, p. 608, no. 232.

See Hampe, Grabfund, pp. 41—45, for a list of vases attributed to
the painter and a brief discussion of his style.

Ibid., pp. 36—40, for the painter, and figs. 15a, 19—24, and pls.
22, 23, for illustrations. The “Phaleron” oinochoe takes its name
from the examples found in graves at Phaleron (see note 10
above). For the most part, they are modest little vases with scant
figured decoration. See the illustration of a group of them in
Pelekides, “Avaokadpai Pakfjpov” (as in note 10), p. 39, figs.
37-38, and the brief discussion of the shape by Young, “Graves
from the Phaleron Cemetery” (as in note 10), pp. 49-50. The
London oinochoe is unusual for having figures on both the
neck and the body.

For all of the fragments of this krater, see CVA, Mainz 1
(Deutschland 15), pl. 24 (717); Hampe, Grabfund, pls. 22, 23.
I am illustrating two of them.

. Cook, “Protoattic Pottery,” p. 183, fig. 7. Cook merely mentions

the vase on p. 181 in connection with his discussion of dogs in
Late Geometric and Early Protoattic.

Brann, Agora VIII, p. 81, no. 437. Since Brann published a
photo of the bowl fragment and because its glaze is quite flaked,
I am illustrating it in a drawing made from a 1:1 photograph
(Figure 34). The stand fragment has never been published (Fig-
ure g5). The added white of the alternate leaves of the hanging
palmette is visible today only under magnification in a strong
light.

I am not sure what the bits of glaze in the lower left corner of
the panel represent (it looks like the hind leg of a quadruped to
right); I believe this fragment (which does not join break-to-
break with the fragment with the palmette) is from another leg
of the stand.

. For a photograph of Mainz inv. 153 in its restored state, see

CVA, Mainz 1 (Deutschland 15), pl. 23 (716).1.

For the likely use of these vases in antiquity, see Hampe, Grab-
fund, pp. 71-75. He assumes that the five kraters come from the
same grave, which in the late 8th century B.c. could be either a
cremation or an inhumation burial (see Coldstream, Geometric
Greece [note 1 above], pp. 119—23). In Athens, the Kerameikos
has provided the richest source of cremation burials (Karl
Kibler, Kerameikos: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen, vol. 6, pt. 1, Die
Nekropole des spdten 8. bis friithen 6. Jahrhunderts [Berlin, 1959],
passim. For late 8th-century B.c. inhumation burials in Athens,
see Young, Hesperia, suppl. II, passim). At this time, the deceased
was cremated on a funeral pyre, which formed a layer of the
grave itself. Near the grave, long, flat depressions, usually two
side by side, were dug and lined with slabs of limestone or clay
bricks. These were the channels (Opferrinnen) into which grave
gifts were placed and burned. The channels were used just
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once, then they and the grave were covered with a mound of
earth. For a general description, see Hampe, Grabfund, pp. 71—
#75; more briefly, Kubler, Kerameikos VI', pp. 87-88; and Donna
C. Kurtz and John Boardman, Greek Burial Customs (London,
1971), pp. 73-76. For a good example, see Cremation Grave 11
in the Kerameikos: Kabler, Kerameikos VI', pp. 22-24, for a
description of the offerings; suppl., pl. 9, showing the proximity
of the Opferrinne to the grave (it never joins the grave); and pl. 5,
which should be consulted along with the explanation of it on
p. 164, fig. 37. Some of the graves in the photograph are much
later than Grave 11, which Kiibler dates ca. 650 B.C. on the basis
of the pottery found in it.

The earliest preserved vase decorated with plastic snakes seems
to be Athens 769, a neck-amphora attributed by Coldstream
(Greek Geometric Pottery, p. 32, no. 31) to the Dipylon Workshop
and thus dating around the middle of the 8th century B.c. On
this amphora, the snakes appear only on the handles. Accord-
ing to Coldstream (p. 57), plastic snakes attached to the mouth,
handles, and shoulder appear for the first time on amphorae by
the Philadelphia Painter, whose work is dated in the penulti-
mate decade of the 8th century B.c. This is the canonical place-
ment of snakes on amphorae. Francois Villard (“Une amphore
géometrique attique au Musée du Louvre,” Monuments et
mémoires, Fondation Eugéne Piot 49 [1957], p. 25) suggests that
Louvre CA 3468 from the Workshop of Athens 894 is the earli-
est vase to bear plastic snakes in these areas, and he dates the
Louvre amphora to ca. 725 B.c. (p. 39). Coldstream (Greek Geo-
metric Pottery, p. 60 n. 1) points out that Villard places this
amphora (and thus the workshop) too early and that the style of
drawing on the amphora, particularly the striding lions on the
lower part of the body (Villard, “Une amphore géometrique
attique,” p. 25, fig. 12), cannot be far from the transition to
Protoattic, which takes place in the last decade of the 8th
century B.C.

Plastic snakes are a funerary symbol. See Erich Kister, Die
Schlange in der griechischen Kunst und Religion (Giessen, 1913).
For a brief discussion of plastic snakes in the period under dis-
cussion in this article, see pp. 44—49; also pp. 62-72, for their
symbolism in the afterlife.

A fragment from one of the handles on Mainz inv. 154 preserves
traces of something that surmounted the ring (Hampe, Grab-
fund, p. 10, fig. 7). Hampe (p. 11) noted that at this time the
choices would be a floral, a bird, or a mourning woman. On
PP- 49-50, he gives examples of bowls with upright handles
topped by florals that were found in the Kerameikos. Hampe
restored the Mainz handle florals on the basis of those on the
Kerameikos kraters, which are very simple (see, for example,
Kerameikos inv. 147 from Opferrinne y: Kibler, Kerameikos VI?,
pl. 45). Given the complexity of the Mainz krater and stand,
something more ornate may have originally crowned the ring
handle. Even Hampe himself remarked (Grabfund, p. 11): “Wer
mit ihnen nicht einverstanden ist, kann sie herausnehmen
(Abb. 8b).”

For the krater supported by a conical stand, see Hampe, Grab-
fund, pp. 48-57, with particular reference to the Mainz kraters
and possible metal prototypes; more briefly, the remarks by
Kiibler, Kerameikos VI?, pp. 161-62. Hampe (Grabfund, p. 50)
notes that such prototypes may have already existed in Athens
and one need not assume influence from the Near East,
although he does draw a parallel with a fragmentary bronze
bowl found at Gordion that has two upright handles sur-
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mounted by a floral (p. 45; for the bowl, see Gustav Korte and
Alfred Korte, Gordion: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabung im Jahre 1900,
JaI, Ergianzungsheft 5 [Berlin, 1904], p. 72, fig. 51). It is proba-
bly slightly earlier than the Mainz kraters. Hampe points out
that a krater supported by a tripod stand, not a conical one, is
known in Protogeometric Attic pottery ( Grabfund, p. 81, re Kera-
meikos inv. 554 and 555; see Wilhelm Kraiker and Karl Kubler,
Kerameikos: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen, vol. 1, Die Nekropolen des
12. bis 10. Jahrhunderts [Berlin, 1939], pls. 63, 64). These are
really quite different because the legs are separate forms
attached to the bowl. The bowl on a conical stand, as it pertains
to the Mainz kraters, does not seem to begin in pottery before
the late 8th century B.c., and the Mainz kraters, together with
Athens NM 810 (see note 108 below) from the Workshop of
Athens 894, appear to be among the earliest, if not the earliest.
It may be, however, that the bowl supported by a conical stand
develops from the monumental pedestaled krater that dies out
(in large size) during the third quarter of the 8th century B.C.
(for brief discussions of the shape, see Davison, Attic Geometric
Workshops, pp. 111-14; and Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery,
pp- 17-18, 23, 26).

Hampe (Grabfund, pp. 48, 81) draws an interesting parallel
between the plastic ornament below the rims of the Mainz
kraters and a fragment (now lost) of a conical stand found in
the Kerameikos (Friedrich Noack, “Die Mauern Athens: Aus-
grabungen und Untersuchungen,” AM 32 [1907], p. 563, fig.
37). One of these fragments, from the top of the stand, pre-
serves a frieze of knobs surrounded by smaller beads, all in
added clay. Although the plastic decoration on the rims of the
Mainz kraters is more ornate than these, the idea is the same.
Might this indicate the provenance of the Mainz kraters?

Cook, “Protoattic Pottery,” p. 184. Kibler (Kerameikos V' [note 7
above], pp. 150-52) was more generous. He compared MMA
21.88.18 with two Cycladic neck-amphorae from Delos: Charles
Dugas and Constantinos Rhomaios, Exploration archéologique de
Délos, fasc. 15, Les vases préhelléniques et géometriques, Ecole
Francaise d’Athénes (Paris, 1934), pls. 20, 22.3, particularly the
latter, an association Buschor had already made (Griechische
Vasen [note 4 above], p. 58). Besides the similarity in shape, the
horses on these two neck-amphorae have the same narrow bod-
ies, hanging manes, high croups, and arched tails as those by
the Passas Painter.

See note 10 above.

As suggested by Hampe, Grabfund, p. 42: “Mit Pa 1 [MMA
21.88.18] fassen wir eine frithere spitgeometrische Stufe.”

CVA, Mainz 1 (Deutschland 15), p. 18, subpl. 8.1 and 2. For the
early use of added white, see Renate Tolle, “Figurlich bemalte
Fragmente der geometrischen Zeit vom Kerameikos,” Archdolo-
gischer Anzeiger, 1963, cols. 647-48 n. 13. Coldstream (Greek Geo-
metric Pottery, p. 57) noted the use of white dots on plastic snakes
on vases by the Philadelphia Painter.

CVA, Mainz 1 (Deutschland 15), p. 26 and pl. 24 (717).2;
Hampe, Grabfund, pl. 22.2.

. Hampe, Grabfund, pl. 22.3. This fragment does not appear in

the CVA. On p. 40 of Grabfund, Hampe says he assumes this frag-
ment and the one illustrated on pl. 22.2 belong to the figured
fragments of Mainz inv. 155.

This pattern appears in the work of the Analatos Painter. See
Munich 6077 (Denoyelle, “Le peintre d’Analatos,” pl. 17; it
occurs in the area between the tails of chariot horses and the
charioteer); Agora P 20598, attributed by Brann (Agora VIII,

39



33-
34

35-

36.
37

38.

39-

40

p- 76, no. 899, pl. 23); and Mainz inv. 156, attributed by Hampe
(Grabfund, pl. 24.7).

Hampe, Grabfund, p. 43.

For spirals in the work of the Analatos Painter, see these
examples: Louvre CA 2985, the zone above the chariot proces-
sion (Figure 36); Munich 6077, the vertical panel next to each
handle and the zone above the foot where one will later see rays
(Denoyelle, “Le peintre d’Analatos,” pl. 17); Berlin 5826, the
area above the foot (Denoyelle, “Le peintre d’Analatos,”
pl. 18.1-2; attributed by Denoyelle); Agora P 13278, above the
foot (Denoyelle, “Le peintre d’Analatos,” pl. 18.3; attributed by
Denoyelle); Agora P 13299, below the figures (Brann, Agora
VIII, p. 75, no. 397, pl. 23; attributed by Brann); Mainz inv. 157,
a vertical panel (Hampe, Grabfund, pl. 25.3; attributed by
Denoyelle, “Le peintre d’Analatos,” p. 86, no. 7); Berlin A 31,
zone above the foot (CVA, Berlin 1 [Deutschland 2], pl. 17
[63].1; attributed by Denoyelle, “Le peintre d’Analatos,” p. 86,
no. 14).

CVA, Mainz 1 (Deutschland 15), pl. 24 (717).5, 6, 8 (here, Fig-
ure 31); Hampe, Grabfund, pls. 22.4-5, 23.3. Elsewhere at this
time, a cluster of lozenges may be seen on the following vases.
The Analatos Painter: Athens NM 313, next to the right hori-
zontal handle and below the vertical handle (Denoyelle, “Le
peintre d’Analatos,” pl. 15.2) and the fragment from the Olym-
peion attributed to the Analatos Painter by Eva Brann (“Seventh
Century Sherds from the Olympeion Area,” Hesperia 28 [1959],
pl. 44.1). Also the fragment in a private collection in England,
attributed by Hampe to Painter N (Hampe, Grabfund, p. 39, fig.
23). The pattern also occurs about the same time in Cycladic
pottery, and it is difficult to decide if there is influence from one
fabric to the other or if the appearance is spontaneous in each.
See Dugas and Rhomaios, Délos XV (note 26 above), pls. 20-22,
24.4b.

For the Phaleron fragment, see Hampe, Grabfund, p. 43, fig. 27.
For a brief discussion of the cable pattern, as well as an illustra-
tion of its variations, see Kubler, Kerameikos VI, pp. 136-39.
These are the examples I have been able to find in the extant
work of the Analatos Painter: Athens NM 313, the namepiece
(Denoyelle, “Le peintre d’Analatos,” pl. 14.3); Louvre CA 2985
(Figure 36); Eleusis 1078 (Denoyelle, “Le peintre d’Analatos,”
pl. 13.1); Berlin 5826 (see note 34 above); Mainz inv. 153
(Hampe, Grabfund, pl. 13; Denoyelle, “Le peintre d’Analatos,”
pl. 13.2); and Mainz inv. 156 (Hampe, Grabfund, pl. 25.11).
Many of the vases attributed to the Analatos Painter are mere
fragments today, so it is very possible that there were once more
examples of the cable pattern in his work. I have not been able
to find examples in pottery that seem to predate these.

The closest parallel I have been able to find occurs on an early
7th-century neck-amphora found in the Agora, P 24032 (Eva
Brann, “Protoattic Well Groups from the Athenian Agora,” Hes-
peria 30 [1961], pp. 321-22, no. E 1, pl. 65). The ornament is a
double lozenge with central dot; four hooks extend from the
outer lozenge. The pattern occurs below the belly of a grazing
horse Brann compares with a horse by the Analatos Painter.
Elsewhere, I have been able to find this ornament only on the
following. Four fragments of a pedestaled krater by the Hirsch-
feld Painter: Bonn 16; Halle, Robertinum 59; Amsterdam 2009;
and Louvre A 533 (553?) (Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery,
P. 41, no. 3; Ahlberg, Prothesis and Ekphora, figs. 55, a—€). Two
Late Geometric tankards that are probably by the same hand:
Athens, ex Lambros (Bernhard Schweitzer, “Untersuchungen

40.

-

4

42.
43-

44-

45-

46.

47-
48.

49
50.

—

5

52.

53-

zur Chronologie und Geschichte der geometrischen Stile in
Griechenland, I1,” AM 43 [1918], pl. 5.4); and Copenhagen inv.
Chr. VIII 363 (CVA, Copenhague 2 [Danemark 2], pl. 70
[71].13).

See Hampe, Grabfund, p. 29, fig. 15, pp. 37-39, figs. 19-22. An
exception is the fragment in an English private collection.
There, several Ns are stacked one above the other (Hampe,
Grabfund, p. 39, fig. 23).

. For example, on the shoulder of MMA 12.198.1, a “Phaleron”

jug with lid (Gisela M. A. Richter, Handbook of the Greek Collection,
MMA [Cambridge, Mass., 19531, p. 39, pl. 26a; CVA, MMA 5
[USA 371, pl. 45 [1929].5-8).

See note 10 above.

The Phaleron fragments do not preserve the shoulder of the
vase, but one may perhaps assume that there was a figured panel
in this area.

Important exceptions are some of the large Protoattic amphorae,
such as MMA 11.210.1 (Figure 2) and the famous Polyphemos
amphora at Eleusis (George Mylonas, ‘O IlpoToartikog
Apdopeig, Bibliotheke tes en Athenais Archaiologikes He-
taireias 39 [Athens, 1957], passim, pls. 1, 2), which are deco-
rated with figures on one side only, the reverse having large
ornamental patterns. The name vase of the Nettos Painter, the
earliest black-figure artist to have left a substantial body of work,
was glazed black on the reverse (Athens NM 1002: ABV, p. 4,
no. 1; Paralipomena, p. 2, no. 6; Addenda®, p. 1).

One might argue that this arrangment of the figures is not,
strictly speaking, a panel since the figures are not surrounded by
large areas of ornament or, as will be the case later, by glaze that
will create a “window.” Yet, on the Passas amphora, the vertical
panels of ornament are clearly intended as separators.

The picture panel surrounded by black glaze is an invention
of Protoattic artists for the decoration of oinochoai and one-
piece amphorae, vases that have a continuous-curve profile
between mouth and foot. See the remarks by Brann in Agora
VIII, pp. 3, 26.

Hampe, Grabfund, pp. 44—4%. He mentioned the lively horses,
the beautiful cock on Mainz inv. 154, as well as the shield
devices on the name vase and the ornament on drapery, but he
did not elaborate.

On MMA 21.88.18, both types of tail appear. The grazing horse
on the neck has the upright mane of Geometric horses.

This is not to suggest that there is any connection between the
two.

Young, Hesperia, suppl. 11, p. 219.

See Martine Denoyelle, Chefs-d’oeuvre de la céramique dans les col-
lections du Louvre (Paris, 1994), p. 22.

. The eye of the hound on Mainz inv. 155 is a bit larger than

those on Mainz inv. 153 and 154, its jaw is slightly undershot,
and its tail is bushier, but these are not major differences. Com-
pared with other hounds, these are very individualized (see,
e.g., those below the frieze of chariots on Oxford 1935.18 by
Painter N: Hampe, Grabfund, p. 38, fig. 20).

For nets used in hare hunting, see J. K. Anderson, Hunting in the
Ancient World (Berkeley, Calif., 1985), pp. 31, 37—42.
Xenophon, On Hunting (Kynegetikos) 4.1-8, in Scripta minora,
trans. E. C. Marchant, Loeb Classical Library (London and New
York, 1925), pp. 381-87. See also the translation by Denison B.
Hull of the part of Pollux’s Onomastikon that has to do with
hound gear and the standard for the ideal hound (Hounds and
Hunting in Ancient Greece [Chicago, 1964], pp. 153, 154—55).
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Xenophon, On Hunting 4.2 (Loeb ed. [note 53 above], p. 383).
See also Xenophon and Arrian on Hunting, ed. with introduction,
translation, and commentary by A. A. Philips and M. M. Will-
cock (Warminster, 1999), pp- 45, 138.

For a similar example, though not by the Passas Painter, see
Munich 1352, an oinochoe of about the same time as the Passas
Painter’s bowl (CVA, Minchen g [Deutschland g], pl. 134
[416].1-3). This was already noted by Hampe, Grabfund,
pp. 66, 67, figs. 44, 45. The collar is simply a reserved band on
the neck, not a black band within a reserved area. Add: Copen-
hagen inv. N 2761 (Ada Bruhn, “Greek Vases in the Ny Carls-
berg Glyptothek,” From the Collections of the Ny Carlsberg Glyptothek
2 [1938], p. 1135, fig. 2).

See Hull, Hounds and Hunting (note 53 above), p. 9; Anderson,
Hunting (note 52 above), p. 46. I wish to thank M. A. Littauer
and J. K. Anderson for discussing with me this finer point of
coursing hares with hounds in antiquity. Xenophon (On Hunt-
ing 6.1) also tells us that “collars should be soft and broad, so as
not to chafe the hounds’ coat. The leashes should have a noose
for the hand, and nothing else; for if the collar is made in one
piece with the leash, perfect control of the hounds is impos-
sible” (Loeb ed. [note 53 above], p. 401); also Xenophon and
Arrian (note 54 above), pp. 55, 146—47.

See the brief remarks by Cook, “Protoattic Pottery,” pp. 181-82,
and by Kibler, Kerameikos VI, pp. 32, 67-69.

Oxford 1935.18 (Hampe, Grabfund, p. 38, fig. 20). Cleveland
27.6 (Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery, p. 58, no. 6; CVA,
Cleveland 1 [USA 15], pl. 2 [682]). Once Berlin (Dieter Met-
zler, “Eine geometrische Amphora,” Antike Kunst 15 [1972],
pl. 1; for the attribution, see pp. 5-6).

59. Johannes Bohlau (“Friihattische Vasen,” JdI 2 [1887], pp. 48—

60.

61.

49) interpreted the hare as filler for the space below the handle
because he did not think the hounds should be considered pur-
suing it. On the other hand, he agreed that the diagonal line
represents hilly or mountainous terrain (“bergauf laufende
Hase under dem Henkel”; p. 48).

Xenophon, On Hunting 5.17 (Loeb ed. [note 53 above],
P- 393)-

One of the earliest indisputable representations of terrain on
Greek pottery occurs in the panel of a fragmentary krater found
in Argos (Argos C 240: Paul Courbin, La céramique géometrique de
U’Argolide, Bibliotheque des Ecoles Francaises d’Athénes et de
Rome 208 [Paris, 1966], pl. 40; Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pot-
tery, pp. 129-30, dated Late Geometric I, i.e., ca. third quarter
of the 8th century B.c.). A horse walks on ground indicated by
an area of dots, and below it in front of a water bird there are
four long rows of zigzags that represent water (see Courbin, La
céramique géometrique, p. 475, who says that the type of water
[lagoon, marsh, or lake] depends on the type of bird). Another
example, this time just a ground line, may occur in the panel
below the spout of Copenhagen inv. 726 by a painter from the
Hirschfeld Workshop (Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery, p. 42,
no. 7). A row of dots appears to serve as the ground for a reclin-
ing deer but would be more plausible as terrain if it did not con-
tinue as a vertical row beside the left frame of the panel. Both of
these are earlier than London BM 1865.7-20.1.

Elsewhere, evidence of terrain in figured scenes occurs on
Boeotian fibulae of the late 8th century B.c. Here are some
examples: Louvre no no. (Roland Hampe, Friihe griechische
Sagenbilder in Béotien [Athens, 1936], p. 25, fig. 6): two women
holding a branch and a wreath stand just above a zigzag line;

Louvre no no. (Hampe, Frithe griechische Sagenbilder, p. 30, fig.
13): horse and goose stand above a zigzag line; London BM
3204 (Hampe, Frithe griechische Sagenbilder, pl. 1): two warriors
stand on a wavy line; Thebes no no. (Hampe, Frithe griechische
Sagenbilder, pl. 6 below): two horses walk on stony ground;
Athens NM 3697 (Hampe, Frithe griechische Sagenbilder, pl. g,
lower left): Herakles and the Molione (?) stand on stippled
ground. None of these is as elaborate as the terrain on the Argos
fragment, and Argos may even have played a leading role in
indicating terrain. A particularly good example occurs on the
fragment of a mid-7th-century Argive bowl that shows the Blind-
ing of Polyphemos, the giant reclining on a bed of rocks (for a
good colored photograph, see Martin Robertson, The Great Cen-
turies of Greek Painting [Geneva, 19591, p. 44). For a general dis-
cussion of nature and terrain in Greek art before the Persian
Wars, see Jeffery M. Hurwit, “The Representation of Nature in
Early Greek Art,” in New Perspectives in Early Greek Art, Studies in
the History of Art 32, Symposium Papers 16 (Washington, D.C.,
and Hanover, N.H., 1991), pp. 33-62.

62. John Carter, “The Beginning of Narrative Art in the Greek

63.

64.

65.

Geometric Period,” BSA 67 (1972), p. 33. To a certain degree,
these goats by the Passas Painter seem to foreshadow the
goats on 7th-century Rhodian vases. See Chrysoula Kardara,
Pobiak) Ayyesioypadia, Bibliotheke tes en Athenais Archaiolo-
gikes Hetaireias 49 (Athens, 1963), pp. 140-43.

For the Dipylon Workshop, see Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pot-
tery, pp. 29—41, with bibliography (this is still the best discussion
of the workshop). See the goats on Athens NM 804 (Paolo
Arias, A History of Greek Vase Painting [London, 1962], pl. 4; or
Christian Zervos, La civilisation hellénique, vol. 1, XI°*~VIIF s.
[Geneva, 1969], fig. 62, for a good detail) or on Munich 6080
(Arias, Greek Vase Painting, pl. I), both from the Dipylon Work-
shop. These goats recline to right with head and neck turned
back. They are drawn in silhouette with two curved lines for
antlers. For the Hirschfeld Workshop, see note 2 above. For a
quick review of the appearance of goats on Geometric vases, see
Pierre Amandry, “Un motif ‘scythe’ en Iran et en Gréce,” Journal
of Near Eastern Studies 24 (1965), pp. 156-58, figs. 2, 3.

The best parallel I have been able to find for these goats is the
one in the panel of an unattributed standed bowl in Vienna,
947 (CVA, Wien 1 [Deutschland 5], pl. 3 [197].4). The horns
on this goat enabled me to interpret as horns the S-shaped
object above the body of each goat on the Passas amphora. For
the beard, also unusual because it is so long, see Kerameikos no
no. (Kiibler, Kerameikos VI*, pl. 106, no. 201). Just the head with
a long beard and the front of the neck and chest remain. For
goats, see Kiibler, Kerameikos VI*, pp. 54—58.

To judge from the archaeological evidence, domesticated land
fowl do not seem to be known in Greece before the late 8th or
early 7th century B.cC., thus just about the time the Passas
Painter was active. Land fowl are not mentioned by Homer,
although he knew of a Greek hero named Alektryon
(CANexTpuav is the ancient Greek word for cock): “Leitus . . .,
son of great-souled Alectryon” (fliad [17.602], trans. A. T. Mur-
ray, Loeb Classical Library [London and New York, 19251,
P- 275). In the late 5th century B.c. Aristophanes calls the alek-
tryon the Persian bird (Ilepowkog *opwis; The Birds [483], trans.
Benjamin B. Rogers, Loeb Classical Library [London and New
York, 1924], p. 175). See Alfred Newton, in Encyclopaedia Britan-
nica, 11th ed., vol. 10, p. 760; John Pollard, Birds in Greek Life
and Myth (Plymouth, 1977), pp. 88-89; also Victor Hehn,
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Kulturpflanzen und Hausthiere in ihrem Uebergang aus Asien nach
Griechland und Italien sowie in das ibrige Europe (Berlin, 1887),
pp. 260-73, esp. pp. 260-67, for its arrival in Greece and
ancient Greek literary sources.

For representations of cocks in early Greek art, see Kubler,
Kerameikos VI?, pp. 66—67. He judges the one on the Mainz
krater to be of special stature (p. 66: “Sonderstellung”). He also
notes (pp. 32 n. 21, 67) the special combination of cock and
dog in Attic art. Hampe (Grabfund, pp. 58-59) says that the
cock was a sacrificial animal for heroes and may serve as a hero-
izing of the dead.

Cocks on early Protocorinthian vases are not as well articu-
lated as they are in Attic. See Humfry Payne, Necrocorinthia: A
Study of Corinthian Art in the Archaic Period (Oxford, 1931),
PP- 74> 76 n. 9, and his Protokorinthische Vasenmalerei (Berlin,
1933), pl. 6; also Knud Friis Johansen, Les vases sicyoniens: Etude
archaéologique (Paris, 1923), pp. 52—53, pl. 5. See also the one
on MMA 23.160.18 (Hampe, Grabfund, p. 56, fig. 42).
Probably contemporary or slightly later are these from the
Agora: P 12603 (Brann, Agora VIII, p. 77, no. 412, pl. 24);
P 7589 (Brann, Agora VIII, p. 81, no. 438, pl. 26); and P 5408
(Brann, Agora VIII, p. 82, no. 445, pls. 27, 44). The last has
circles on its neck but not the central dot in each.

For the griffin-bird, see the brief remarks by Kubler, Kerameikos
VIZ#, pp. 61-62. In Greek art, the griffin-bird on the Passas
amphora seems to be the earliest example, at least in a narrative
context. The others I have been able to find appear by them-
selves or in a frieze with other animals. Griffin-bird by itself, e.g.,
on the necks of two “Phaleron” oinochoai from Grave 19 at
Phaleron (Young, “Graves from the Phaleron Cemetery” [note
10 above], p. 27, nos. 19.6 and 19.11, fig. 4). Griffin-bird in a
frieze, e.g., on an Early Protocorinthian aryballos found at
Delphi, which shows the griffin-bird in the company of a goat, a
lion, and a bull (Friis Johansen, Vases sicyoniens [note 65 above],
P- 132, pl. 36.4).

See Dugas and Rhomaios, Délos XV (note 26 above), pl. 55.

For the antlers, see those of the deer cavorting among the trees
on a Cretan shield in Athens, NM 11762 (Emil Kunze, Kretische
Bronzereliefs [Stuttgart, 1931], pl. 36, no. 26), and those of the
deer on another Cretan shield, though less well preserved,
Athens NM 11762 a (Kunze, Bronzereliefs, pl. 42, no. 54). These
antlers are not as full as they are on the Passas Painter’s deer, but
one wonders if he saw something like this and gave it his own
embellishment.

For hippalektrya, see Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae Classi-
cae, vol. 5 (1990), pp. 427-32, s.v. Hippalektryon (Dyfri
Williams). As far as I have been able to determine, the hippalek-
trya by the Passas Painter are the earliest preserved painted
examples. A predecessor may be the gth-century B.c. askos from
Knossos in the shape of a horse-bird, but this vase is supported
by three legs without spurs or claws and there are no tail or
sickle feathers. The hippalektrya by the Passas Painter seem to
derive from the cock.

.See CVA, Mainz 1 (Deutschland 15), pl. 19 (712).1, 4, and

pl. 20 (713).2. For sphinxes, see the bibliography cited by
Hampe, Grabfund, p. 84. For early representations, see Nikolaos
M. Verdelis, “L’apparition du sphinx dans I’art grec aux VIII€ et
VII€ siecles avant J.-C.,” Bulletin de correspondance hellénique 75
(1951), pp. 1-37; for a brief discussion of the spiral or floral
ornament and a few examples of it, see pp. 6-7, 31. In Attic
painting, the earliest example may be on a fragmentary Late
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Geometric II skyphos or cup in Athens NM 784 (Verdelis, “L’ap-
parition du sphinx,” p. 18, fig. 11, after AM 18 [1893], p. 113,
fig. 10; Rombos, Iconography . . . Late Geometric II, pp. 460-61,
no. 202, pl. 46b, attributed by Rombos to the Workshop of
Athens 894). The two winged figures on this cup have been
interpreted as centaurs and as sphinxes (Verdelis, “L’apparition
du sphinx,” p. 18 n. 1). Rombos (Iconography . . . Late Geometric
II, p. 461) calls them sphinxes. Their long, upturned tails with
tufts argue for sphinxes. The floral on the sphinx by the Passas
Painter may be one of the earliest, at least in Attic painting.
Hampe, Grabfund, p. 24, pl. 22.6. For the bier cloth, see
Ahlberg, Prothesis and Ekphora, pp. 55-63.

See note g above.

It occurs, for example, on Kerameikos inv. 1371, an amphora
from the Workshop of Athens 894 (Kiibler, Kerameikos V' [note
7 above], pl. 39; Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery, p. 59,
no. 23; Ahlberg, Prothesis and Ekphora, fig. 42). This occurrence
was already noted by Kiibler, Kerameikos V', p. 150.

For the fragment that I am not illustrating, see CVA, Mainz 1
(Deutschland 15), pl. 24 (%717).7. On this fragment there
remain parts of two warriors back-to-back, one with a well-
preserved Corinthian helmet; one assumes each had an
opponent.

For this fragment, see note 75 above. See also the chart of hel-
met crests in Late Geometric compiled by Tolle-Kastenbein,
“Homerische Kriegerehrung” (note 14 above), p. 27; nos. 11—
13, 16, and 177 are by the Passas Painter and contrast sharply
with the others in this chart. For an actual bronze helmet with a
silver ram’s head protome for the crest support, see St. Louis no
no. (Thomas T. Hoopes, Armor and Arms: An Elementary Hand-
book and Guide to the Collection in the City Art Museum in St. Lous,
Missouri, U.S.A. [St. Louis, 1954], pp. 2-3, frontis.). I wish to
thank Beth Cohen for this reference. The helmet is dated in the
mid-6th century B.C.

On Mainz inv. 155, there is plaster fill where the nose guard
would be. For the Corinthian helmet, see Snodgrass, Early Greek
Armour, pp. 20—-31; and Snodgrass, Arms and Armor, pp. 50-52.
Shield devices appear very often in vase painting from the mid-
7th century B.C. on, and they are also known on the shields of
Mycenaean warriors and in Homer. See George M. Chase, The
Shield Devices of the Greeks in Art and Literature (Cambridge, Mass.,
1gog; reprint, Chicago, 1979); also Léon Lacroix, “Les ‘blasons’
des villes grecques,” Etudes d’archéologie classique 1 (1955-56),
pp- 91—115. For the earliest examples, see Snodgrass, Early Greek
Armour, pp. 62—65, and more briefly, Snodgrass, Arms and Armor,
P- 55-

In Greek art, at least in Attica, shield devices do not seem to
appear before LG IIb (i.e., ca. 720 B.C.), and those known to me
occur on round shields.

The earliest examples of shield devices and the largest num-
ber of them are abstract patterns or symbols that derive from
the ornaments on Geometric vases (see the chart of devices col-
lected by Tolle-Kastenbein, “Homerische Kriegerehrung” [note
14 above], p. 29, fig. 10; she seems to omit the one on Side B of
the Passas Painter’s name vase that is very flaked). The oldest
preserved devices occur in the work of painters assigned by
Coldstream to the LG IIb phase of the Sub-Dipylon Group and
to the Workshop of Athens 894 or attributed by him to the
Philadelphia Painter (see Tolle-Kastenbein, “Homerische
Kriegerehrung,” p. 29, fig. 10, nos. 14 and 3o, for the Sub-
Dipylon Group; nos. 16-18, 20, 23-25, for the Workshop of



Athens 894; and nos. 11, 13, 15, 21, for the Philadelphia
Painter). Add to these the lozenge star on the shield of a dead
warrior in the prothesis scene on Kerameikos 5643, an
amphora fragment attributed by Rombos (Iconography . . . Late
Geometric I, pp. 448-49, no. 172, pl. g) to the Workshop of
Athens 894; also the whirligig on the shield of a warrior on the
neck of Agora P 24032, an early Protoattic neck-amphora attrib-
uted by Brann (Agora VIII, p. 78, no. 415, pl. 24) to a follower of
the Analatos Painter. This shield device resembles the one on
the shield carried by the warrior walking behind the chariot on
Side A of the Passas Painter’s namepiece (Figure 24).

Of greater interest here are the shields with figural devices.
Besides the examples on the Passas Painter’s namepiece, the
name vase of a contemporary, the Benaki Painter (Athens
Benaki 7675) contains five: horse; two birds; fish; and a Dipylon
shield (Coldstream, Greek Painted Pottery, p. 81, no. 2; Tolle-
Kastenbein, “Homerische Kriegerehrung,” p. 29, fig. 10,
nos. §1-35). Slightly earlier may be the grazing horse that
appears on the shield of a warrior on Kerameikos 112 (Tolle,
“Figarlich bemalte Fragmente” [note 29 above], col. 648, fig.
5). Add to this the shield device of a lion devouring its prey on a
fragment of an amphora in the Kerameikos, no no. (Friedrich
Hamdorf, in Wolfram Hoepfner, Kerameikos: Ergebnisse der Aus-
grabungen, vol. 10, Das Pompeion und seine Nachfolgerbauten
[Berlin, 1976], p. 199, fig. 211b). The fragment is by a painter
from the Workshop of Athens 894 (Friedrich Hamdorf, in
Hoepfner, Kerameikos X, p. 198) and may even be by the same
hand as Kerameikos inv. 1371.

There were two types of round shield in the late 8th century B.C.
The earlier of the two was not very large. An arm sling, also
called a telamon, allowed it to hang down the back of the warrior
when it was not in use, and a handgrip permitted him to hold it
when fighting. This type of shield was superseded by the true
hoplite shield, which is distinguished from the former by having
a fixed armband and a handgrip on the inside. Since ornamental
patterns on shields may be viewed from any angle, round shields
with patterns are probably the earlier type, at least in the time
period considered here, though the hoplite shield may not be
excluded (Snodgrass, Early Greek Armous; p. 63). The small round
shield was held with a good deal more flexibility than the true
hoplite shield. The rigid armband that fit around the forearm of
the warrior just below his elbow and the handgrip attached near
the join of the rim kept the hoplite shield in a fixed position.
Thus, a figured device, which could be viewed from only one posi-
tion, would be more appropriate for this type of shield. For a
discussion of both types of shield, see Snodgrass, Early Greek
Armour, pp. 61-67, esp. pp. 6264, for the devices of each.

Whether to call a round shield a hoplite shield or not is con-
tingent upon seeing the armband and grip on the inside, and
these features do not seem to appear before the late first quar-
ter of the 77th century B.c. (Snodgrass, Early Greek Armour, p. 65).
Still, in view of the placement necessary for a figured device, the
shields listed above with this type of device are probably hoplite
shields. An oddity is that in each case the shield is held on the
right arm of a warrior who moves from left to right. Normally, a
shield is carried on the left arm so that the warrior’s right arm is
free to use his spear or sword. And the large hoplite shields used
later in the tight phalanx formation had to be carried on the left
arm for presentation of a united impenetrable line of defense.
For the adoption of the true hoplite phalanx, which probably
occurred some time in the 7th century B.C., see Snodgrass, Early
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Greek Armouy, p. 204, with bibliography, and Snodgrass, Arms and
Armor, chap. 3, esp. pp. 53-55, for the hoplite shield. A particu-
larly good example of such a phalanx occurs on the Proto-
corinthian Chigi vase of about 630 B.c. For a good illustration,
see Arias, Greek Vase Painting (note 63 above), pl. IV.

Snodgrass (Arms and Armor, p. 50) also reminds us that “we
should not imagine that he [the hoplite] was created in a day.
Even at this period [the 7th century B.C.] of sudden and inter-
acting changes, it is unthinkable that all the technological, tacti-
cal and social developments, which were necessary before a
hoplite phalanx could be put in the field, happened in the
sweep of one hand. Our safest guide lies in the elements of the
panoply, as they severally make their appearance on the Greek
scene, in actual finds or in art.”

. Snodgrass, Early Greek Armour, p. 63.

. See note %72 above.

See Hampe, Grabfund, p. 43, fig. 277, for a photograph of the sec-

ond fragment.

Buschor, Griechische Vasen (note 4 above), p. 20.

Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War (1.6.1), trans.

Charles Forster Smith, Loeb Classical Library, rev. ed (1928;

reprint, London and Cambridge, Mass., 1969), vol. 1, p. 11;

Cook, “Protoattic Pottery,” pp. 184-85.

CVA, Berlin 1 (Deutschland 2), pls. §1-83 (77-79). The stand

was destroyed in World War IL.

Hahland, “Zu den Anfingen der attischen Malerei” (note 7

above), pp. 127-28.

Ibid., p. 127 n. 61.

For Pellene, see Ernst Meyer, in Paulys Real-Encyclopddie der clas-

sischen Altertumswissenschafi, n.s., vol. 19 (1938), cols. 354-67.

The Odes of Pindar; trans. Sir John Sandys, Loeb Classical Library

(London and New York, 1915), p. 105.

Ibid,, p. 421.

The Geography of Strabo (8.7.5), trans. Horace L. Jones, Loeb

Classical Library (London and New York, 1927), vol. 4, p. 221.

. Odes of Pindar, Loeb ed. (note 88 above), p. 227.

Herodotus, Historicus (2.91), trans. A. D. Godley, Loeb Classical

Library (London and New York, 1921), p. 375.

Iliad, Loeb ed. (note 65 above), p. 181; Odyssey, trans. A. T.

Murray, Loeb Classical Library (London and New York, 1925),

p. 75, for both passages. For a brief discussion of the chlaina

as part of Homeric dress, see Spyridon Marinatos, Kleidung:

Haar- und Barttracht, Archaeologia Homerica 1, A-B (Gottin-

gen, 1967), pp. A-g-A-10.

. In Marinatos (ibid., p. A-39, fig. 8a), this feature is misrepre-
sented as upright hatched triangles.

Figured decoration on clothing appears quite frequently in
Attic black-figure, especially in the work of Sophilos and
Kleitias. For Sophilos, see, for example, the figures of Leto and
Chariklo on Athens NM 15165, ex Akropolis 587 (ABV,
p. 39.15; Addenda®, p. 10), and many of the goddesses in the
Wedding of Peleus and Thetis on London BM 1971.11-1.1 (Para-
lipomena, p. 19.16 bis; Addenda?, p. 10; Dyfri Williams, “Sophilos
in the British Museum,” Greek Vases in the |. Paul Getty Museum,
Occasional Papers on Antiquities 1 [Malibu, Calif., 19831,
PP- 9-34). For Kleitias, see especially some of the goddesses in
the scene of the same wedding on Florence 4209 (ABY, p. 76.1;
Paralipomena, p. 29.1; Addenda?, p. 21; Mauro Cristofani et al.,
Materiali per servire alla storia del Vaso Francois, Bollettino d’arte,
Serie speciale 1 [1980], passim, esp. figs. 16, 30).

For decoration on garments in general, figured as well as
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ornamental, see Paola Colafranceschi Cecchetti, Decorazione dei

costumi nei vasi attici a figure nere, Studi Miscellanei 19 (Rome,

19%71-%72), passim.

Prior to 600 B.C., figures rarely serve as decoration on gar-
ments. Here are three examples I have been able to find.
Kerameikos inv. 80, a tankard from the late second quarter of
the 77th century B.c. (Kiibler, Kerameikos VIZ, pl. 15 [ Opferrinne
B1): a mourning woman; a rearing horse; and a seated sphinx.
On Athens NM 17762, a Protoattic krater from the early sec-
ond quarter of the 77th century B.C., 2 woman stands before a
biga dressed in a garment decorated with a zone of dotted
scales and a bird (probably a goose) in the panel above (CVA,
Athénes 2 [Grece 2], pl. 1 [59].3). A fragment of a terracotta
relief in Naples that preserves the lower half of a woman whose
skirt is decorated with three figured friezes: Ajax Carrying the
Body of Achilles; standing women holding hands; men walking
to right (Hampe, Friihe griechische Sagenbilder [note 61 above],
pl. 35, upper left). The piece resembles the Girl from Auxerre
and probably dates a little after the middle of the 77th century
B.C. (for this statue, see Gisela M. A. Richter, Korai: Archaic
Greek Maidens [London, 1968], fig. 79). Mention should prob-
ably be made of the upright loom, complete with patterned
fabric and loom weights for keeping the tension even on the
warp threads, painted on a mid-8th-century B.c. Cypriot dish
in Bonn, inv. 3107 (John Boardman, The History of Greek Vases
[London, 2001], p. 19, fig. 10).

For a full discussion of the bier cloth, see Ahlberg, Prothesis and

Ekphora, pp. 55-63; for funeral garments, see also pp. 40—42.

For the workshop, see note 63 above. For Athens NM 804, see

Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery, p. 29, no. 1.

. See Ahlberg, Prothesis and Ekphora, pp. 58, 59, re Ahlberg’s Type g.

. Athens Vlasto (ibid., p. 28, no. 44), attributed by Ahlberg to
the Workshop of Athens 894 (not in Coldstream, Greek Geo-
metric Pottery) and to the Mesogeia Painter by John M. Cook in
his review of Brann, Agora VIII (Gromon 34 [1962], p. 822).
The latter attribution is probably correct. For another instance
of the cloth hanging over the end of the bier, see Athens
NM 812 (Ahlberg, Prothesis and Ekphora, p. 26, no. 18, contem-
porary with the Dipylon Workshop, ca. 750 B.c.). For a shroud
that seems to envelop the corpse completely, see Melbourne
D23/1982, an amphora attributed to the Analatos Painter
(Denoyelle, “Le peintre d’Analatos,” pl. 13.3, p. 73, with bibli-
ography). An oddity of this corpse is that it is laid on the bier
left to right instead of right to left. See Kenneth A. Sheedy, “A
Prothesis Scene from the Analatos Painter,” AM 105 (1990),
PP 117-51, esp. pp. 122—26.

. Certainly the Phaleron oinochoe fragments and probably the
same for MMA 21.88.18.

. See Cook, “Workshops . . . 700”; Davison, Attic Geometric Work-
shops, passim; Brann, Agora VIII, passim; Brokaw, “Concurrent
Styles” (note 77 above), pp. 63—73; Coldstream, Greek Geometric
Pottery, pp. 55—90, for the Attic workshops that comprise the
Late Geometric II style; more recently, Kenneth A. Sheedy,
“The Late Geometric Hydria and the Advent of the Protoattic
Style,” AM 107 (1992), pp. 11-28.

. The Sub-Dipylon Group: Davison, Attic Geometric Workshops,
pp- 65-67; Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery, pp. 55-57. The
Philadelphia Painter: Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery,
PP- 5758, with bibliography. The Workshop of Athens 8g4:
Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery, pp. 58—64. Coldstream’s is
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still the most comprehensive discussion of the workshop, with
bibliography, especially his note in the text of p. 60, which
gives the history of the recognition of the workshop. For
briefer notices, see Cook, “Workshops . . . 700,” pp. 146-49;
and Davison, Attic Geometric Workshops, pp. 41-45. See also
Rombos, Iconography . . . Late Geometric II, pp. 437-68, for a
catalogue of vases and subjects.

See the chart in Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery, p. 331,
V-VIL

The Late Geometric style covers the decades ca. 760-700 B.C.
It is divided roughly into these chronological periods: LG Ia:
760-750 B.C.; LG Ib: 750-735 B.C.; LG Ila: 735—720 B.C.; and
LG IIb: 720-700 B.C. See ibid., p. 3go.

Ibid., p. 58, no. 4.

Some exceptions. The foot of Buffalo Museum of Science
C 12847 is decorated with vertical wavy lines (ibid., p. 59,
no. 21; Langdon, Pasture to Polis [note 1 above], p. 61). The
feet of two others, for example, have horizontal lines: Athens,
Agora P 4990 (Davison, Attic Geometric Workshops, fig. 36; Cold-
stream, Greek Geometric Pottery, p. 58, no. 11), and Hannover
1953.148 (Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery, p. 58, no. 2;
CVA, Hannover 1 [Deutschland 34], pl. 1 [1633]).

Athens NM 894: see note 104 above; Arias, Greek Vase Painting
(note 63 above), pl. 9. Cleveland 27.6: Coldstream, Greek Geo-
metric Pottery, p. 58, no. 6; CVA, Cleveland 1 (USA 15), pl. 2
(682).3, (683).1. Baltimore 48.2231: Coldstream, Greek Geomet-
ric Pottery, p. 58, no. 7; Ahlberg, Prothesis and Ekphora, fig. 37.
Buffalo Museum of Science C 12847: see note 105 above.
Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery, p. 60. For the use of the
hydria as a funerary vessel, see Sheedy, “A Prothesis Scene”
(note g8 above), pp. 118-20.

See Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery, p. 60, no. 39,
pp- 6061, for the introduction of the shape, with bibliogra-
phy in n. 1; also note 25 above for the shape.

Ibid., p. 59, nos. 15—21, for the painter; no. 15 for the name
vase, Stathatos 222. For a good photograph, see Ahlberg,
Prothesis and Ekphora, fig. 40.

For the Analatos Painter, see most recently, Denoyelle, “Le
peintre d’Analatos,” pp. 71-87%, with bibliography (p. 71).
Also, especially, John M. Cook, “A Painter and His Age,” in
Meélanges de préhistoire, d’archéocivilisation et d’ethnologie offerts a
André Varagnac (Paris, 1971), pp. 167—76; I wish to thank Dr.
Elizabeth Angelicoussis for providing me with a xerox of this
article. For the earliest work of the Analatos Painter, see
Denoyelle, “Le peintre d’Analatos,” p. 86, nos. 1-3.

See note 110 above.

See Davison, Attic Geometric Workshops, p. 123, fig. C; and Cold-
stream, Greek Geometric Pottery, p. 331, 1, V, VI, VII. Coldstream’s
chart shows the relative chronology for Attic Geometric work-
shops within the Classical tradition and outside. Davison
extends the chronological development to include Early Pro-
toattic. At the time of her study, Painter N and the Passas
Painter were not yet recognized.

Brann, Agora VIII, p. 21.

Hampe, Grabfund, pp. 44—45.

CVA, Mainz 1 (Deutschland 15), p. 25, specifically referring to
Mainz inv. 153 and 154. See also Evelyn Lord Smithson in her
review of Hampe, Grabfund, in AJA 65 (1961), p. 319; so too,
John M. Cook, in Journal of Hellenic Studies 81 (1961), p. 220.
Brann, Agora VIII, p. 24.




A Group of Hellenistic Silver Objects in the

Metropolitan Museum

PIETRO GIOVANNI GUZZO
Soprintendente, Soprintendenza Archeologica di Pompei

N 1981 AND 1982, The Metropolitan Museum of
Art in New York acquired a collection of worked
silver objects, a brief description of which was pub-
lished shortly afterward.’ In November 2000 and
October 2002, following an agreement between
Mario Serio, director-general of the Ufficio Centrale
per i Beni Ambientali, Architettonici, Archeologici,
Artistici e Storici del Ministero per i Beni e le Attivita
Culturali, and Philippe de Montebello, director of the
Metropolitan Museum, this writer had the opportu-
nity of examining these objects in detail, with the kind
assistance of Sein Hemingway of the Museum’s
Department of Greek and Roman Art.
I examined all of the items (Figure 1), which weigh
a total of 4,608.1 grams. They may be described as
follows:

1. Deep bowl with rounded bottom (Figures 2-6)

H. 6.8 cm; diam. 21 cm; wt. 479 g

The bottom external surface is considerably crushed.
Its outer surface bears marks made by sharpened and
pointed instruments.

Acc. no. 1981.11.19

Bothmer 1984, p. 54, no. g2; Bell 1997, p. 32, fig. 2,
left; Krug 1998, p. 22, fig. 34.

The exterior has a continuous unbroken profile (Fig-
ure 5): 3 mm from the lip are two closely paired lines,
with a second pair 5 mm below. On the smooth band
in between these is a straight, rectilinear punch-dotted
inscription (Figures 3, 4; = P.1v, p. 71): IIIIAAH, fol-
lowed by a monogram: IT with four vertical lines.
L. 2.5 cm; max. H. 0.4 cm; min. H. 0.2 cm.

The interior (Figure 2) is divided into seven hori-
zontal, concentric zones. From the top:

I) The rim area consists of a traced engaged torus
in the shape of a wreath of triple-braided pointed
leaves, with a double vein in the center and small
circles imprinted at the apexes. The surface is gilded.
The wreath of leaves is drawn through four sleeves,

© The Metropolitan Museum of Art 2003
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each g cm long, gilded, and at right angles to
one another. Each is different in design: a) A sleeve
consisting of three pairs of smooth bands at right
angles to the wreath: one at each end and one in
the center. Between these pairs of smooth bands
are oblique, traced lines converging at the center.
b) A sleeve consisting of three pairs of smooth
bands, like the previous one. Between them are traced
double lines forming a Saint Andrew’s cross. In each
of the four fields between the cross’s arms is a
group of four small traced circles arranged in a cross
shape. c) A sleeve consisting of three pairs of smooth
bands, as above, with a lattice pattern traced between
them. d) A sleeve consisting of three pairs of smooth
bands, as above. Between them are traced three
pointed leaves, equal in length to the space between
the bands, pointing alternately in opposite direc-
tions and with a stippled dotted pattern on their
surfaces.

In the four sections of the wreath between the
sleeves, an oblique band twists round the wreath three
times; this band has a raised edge and gilding that has
worn away in places. The lower edge of the first zone is
demarcated by gilded continuous beading.

IT) Smooth recessed chamfered zone.

III) A belt, demarcated above and below by an
unbroken gilded bead pattern, decorated with a
gilded wave pattern flowing to the right; the edges are
traced and visible on the outside of the vessel.

IV) Smooth zone.

V) A gilded molding, triangular in section, its pro-
truding angle decorated with an unbroken line of
ungilded beading, running along the ridge.

VI) Smooth zone.

VII) Zone demarcated above and below by a contin-
uous line of small traced circles between two traced
lines. The area thus defined is divided into contiguous
rectangles with vertical traced sides, the shorter sides
being horizontal. The diagonals within these rectan-
gles are formed by zigzag lines: the right-hand halves
of the rectangles thus created are plain, while the left-
hand ones are gilded.
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Figure 1. Group of silver vases and utensils. Hellenistic, grd century B.c. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, Purchase, Rogers
Fund, Classical Purchase Fund, Harris Brisbane Dick Fund and Anonymous, Mrs. Vincent Astor, Mr. and Mrs. Walter Bareiss, Mr.
and Mrs. Howard J. Barnet, Christos G. Bastis, Mr. and Mrs. Martin Fried, Jerome Levy Foundation, Norbert Schimmel, and Mr.
and Mrs. Thomas A. Spears Gifts, 1981-82 (1981.11.15—-.22; 1982.11.7-.13). See also Colorplate 2

Figure 2. Deep silver bowl, gilt. H. 6.8
cm; diam. 21 cm. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Purchase, Rogers Fund,
Classical Purchase Fund, Harris Brisbane
Dick Fund and Anonymous, Mrs. Vincent
Astor, Mr. and Mrs. Walter Bareiss,

Mr. and Mrs. Howard J. Barnet, Christos
G. Bastis, Mr. and Mrs. Martin Fried,
Jerome Levy Foundation, Norbert
Schimmel, and Mr. and Mrs. Thomas A.
Spears Gifts, 1981-82 (1981.11.19).
See also Colorplate 2



Figure 3. Detail of punch-dotted inscription on outer rim of
bowl in Figure 2

Figure 5. Side view of bowl in Figure 2

The bottom of the bowl is covered by a circular
medallion of thin metal sheet. From its edge small rec-
tangular tongues, diametrically opposed to one
another, protrude; with the addition of solder these
tongues ensure the attachment of the medallion to
the sides of the bowl. Blackened patches—traces of
soldering—are visible.

The medallion is decorated with an embossed
gilded rosette with sixteen petals and a garnet set in
the center. The rosette is superimposed on four gilded
acanthus leaves, arranged radially at go-degree angles.
In the four spaces between them are four embossed
water-lily sepals (nymphaea nelumbo).* These in turn are
the axes of symmetry for eight buds in identical pairs.

The exterior surface of the bottom of the bowl (Fig-
ure 6) is embossed with a flower consisting of six
rounded petals with double edges, an outer ring of
ten anthers, and a central pistil.

2. Deep concave bowl (Figures 7-10)

H. 7 cm; diam. 22.8 cm; wt. 407 g

On the lip there is a vertical crack. There are also hor-
izontal cracks close to the band decorated with a
flowing wave pattern (zone V) and the lower margin
of the band containing a kymation (zone XI). There
are scratches and deformation on the underside of
the exterior surface, caused by pointed tools, and the
entire exterior is extensively scratched.
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Figure 4. Drawing of inscription illustrated in Figure 4
(all drawings in this article are by the author, rendered by
Cecilia Guzzo)

Figure 6. Bottom view of bowl in Figure 2

Acc. no. 1981.11.20
Bothmer 1984, p. 55, no. g3; Bell 1997, p. 32, fig. 2,
center.

The exterior outline is unbroken and without decora-
tion (Figure 8). Slightly below the lip, to the right of
the crack, is a dotted inscription (Figures g, 10; P.xv1,
p-74):MorT.L. 0.7 cm, H. 0.7 cm.

The interior is divided into twelve horizontal, con-
centric zones (Figure 7). From the top:

I) Adjoining the lip, which is not differentiated
from it, is a smooth gilded zone.

II) Flat zone, demarcated above and below by con-
tinuous beading, decorated with an engraved, gilded
wreath made up of leaves like those in zone I of bowl
no. 1. As in that vessel, the wreath is bound by four
sleeves, diametrically opposite each other, bearing
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Figure 8. Side view of bowl in Figure 7

Figure g. Detail of punch-dotted inscription on outside rim of
bowl in Figure 7
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Figure 7. Deep silver bowl, gilt. H. 7 cm;
diam. 22.8 cm. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Purchase, Rogers
Fund, Classical Purchase Fund, Harris
Brisbane Dick Fund and Anonymous,
Mrs. Vincent Astor, Mr. and Mrs. Walter
Bareiss, Mr. and Mrs. Howard J. Barnet,
Christos G. Bastis, Mr. and Mrs. Martin
Fried, Jerome Levy Foundation, Norbert
Schimmel, and Mr. and Mrs. Thomas A.
Spears Gifts, 1981-82 (1981.11.20).
See also Colorplate 2

designs identical to those on the sleeves of vessel

no. 1. The only differences are their smaller size
(1.5 cm) and the fact that they are made up of single,
rather than double, smooth bands. Around each of
the four sections of the wreath between the sleeves are
two turns of an oblique band with raised margins
which are not gilded.

III) A raised zone decorated with an egg-and-dart
pattern and continuous beading along the lower edge.

IV) A smooth recessed zone.

V) A zone demarcated along its upper edge by a
lightly chamfered edge and decorated by a pattern of
gilded waves flowing to the right, the latter demar-
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Figure 10. Drawing of inscription illustrated in Figure g



Figure 11. Deep silver bowl, gilt.

H. 6.2 cm; diam. 22 cm. The Metro-
politan Museum of Art, Purchase,
Rogers Fund, Classical Purchase
Fund, Harris Brisbane Dick Fund
and Anonymous, Mrs. Vincent
Astor, Mr. and Mrs. Walter Bareiss,
Mr. and Mrs. Howard ]. Barnet,
Christos G. Bastis, Mr. and Mrs.
Martin Fried, Jerome Levy Founda-
tion, Norbert Schimmel, and Mr.
and Mrs. Thomas A. Spears Gifts,
1981-82 (1981.11.21). See also
Colorplate 2

Figure 12. Side view of bowl in Figure 11

cated below by small imprinted circles. The surfaces
of the spaces between the waves are traced.

VI) Smooth zone.

VII) Raised, gilded rib molding, with a concave
cross section.

VIII) Unbroken bead pattern.

IX) A zone decorated with two traced, interwoven,
rectilinear meanders: one gilded, the other not. A
gilded area, with a traced surface, borders the gilded
meander, producing an effect of depth and perspec-
tive. The space between is occupied by a square,
unbordered area containing a rosette with a central
pistil, and four pointed petals aligned with the
square’s diagonals.

X) Raised rib molding with concave cross section.

XI) Zone decorated with a gilded kymation made
up of veined leaves pointing downward, demarcated
at its lower edge by a series of small imprinted circles
bordered by two traced lines.

XII) Zone showing black marks, the traces of sol-
dering to attach an element that has vanished.

The bottom of the bowl is covered by a medallion of
thin silver sheet. Its edges, which are deformed, form
the outline of an embossed, gilded floral element
arranged in four superimposed orders. In the raised
center is a rosette with six petals, with a hollow central
pistil that is also gilded.? Beneath is a flower consisting
of twelve petals, not gilded, elongated in shape and
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Figure 13. Detail of punch-dotted inscription on outside rim of
bowl in Figure 11

Figure 14. Detail of punch-dotted monogram on outside rim of
bowl in Figure 11

with slightly raised ends and gilded central veining.
Six lanceolate water-lily leaves (nymphaea caerulea),*
with their central veining consisting of a double line
and with a double margin, are superimposed on as
many acanthus leaves.

3. Deep concave bowl (Figures 11-15)

H. 6.2 cm; diam. 22 cm; wt. 418 g

The lip is deformed at two diametrically opposed
points. At zone III there are signs of a violent impact
that has cracked the vessel’s surface. At zone IV there
are signs of deformation from the inside.

Acc. no. 1981.11.21

Bothmer 1984, p. 55, no. 94; Bell 1997, p. 32, fig. 2,
right.

The exterior shows a slight concavity just below the lip
(Figure 12). The surface is not decorated.

On the outside of the rim, 3 mm from its edge, is
the following punch-dotted inscription (Figures 13,
15; = P.v, p. 71): I1AA, followed by a monogram: Il
with four vertical lines. L. 2.8 cm, max. H. 0.5 cm,
min. H. 0.1 cm.

Diametrically opposed to the above and 2 mm from
the rim is the punch-dotted inscription (Figures 14,
15; = P.x11, p. 73): HP. L. 0.7 cm; H. 0.6 cm.

The interior is divided into seven horizontal con-
centric zones (Figure 11). From the top:

I) The area close to the rim consists of a torus deco-
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Figure 15. Drawings of inscriptions illustrated in Figures 13
and 14

rated with a gilded Ionic kymation, demarcated above
and below with continuous beading.

II) Recessed zone, not gilded.
~ III) A flat belt zone, demarcated above and below
by a series of small punched circles, decorated by a
traced pattern of waves flowing to the right, and
entirely gilded.

IV) Flat zone, not gilded.

V) Protruding gilded molding, triangular in sec-
tion, with continuous beading running along its top
(not gilded).

VI) Flat zone, not gilded.

VII) Convex gilded zone, slightly raised, demar-
cated at upper and lower edges by continuous beaded
patterns which are not gilded, and decorated with an
engraved double braid pattern.

The bottom of the bowl is covered by a medallion of
thin silver sheet, whose margins form the outline of an
embossed floral element in three orders. At its center
is a flower with six petals, which have central veining
and rounded, raised ends; a garnet is set in the
flower’s center. Beneath the flower are six lanceolate
leaves of nymphaea caerulea with finely serrated central
veining and double margins, which cover six pointed
acanthus leaves with indented edges; five have ser-
rated veining, one has smooth veining. The central
flower and acanthus leaves are gilded; the lanceolate
leaves are not.

Black traces of the original soldering are visible.



4. Circular medallion consisting of a thin metal sheet
(a) with embossed decoration, soldered to a second
thin metal sheet (b) with a molding around it (Figures
16, 17)

H. 2 cm; max. diam. 10.5 cm; wt. 81 g

Element b has areas on its underside that have been

restored in modern times. The outer surface of ele-
ment a shows many signs of wear.

Acc. no. 1981.11.22

Bothmer 1984, p. 55, no. g6; Hanfmann 1987, p. 251,
n. 17; Waywell 1996, p. 111, fig. 3; Bell 1997, p. 34,
fig. 8; Jentel 1997, p. 1140, no. 32; Walter-Karydi 1997,
p. 177, fig. 14; Walter-Karydi 1998, pp. 27475, fig. 11.

a) The outer surface of the circular thin metal sheet is
decorated with an embossed, frontal figure of Scylla
(max. H. 1.4 cm), with flowing locks and with a boul-
der that she is raising behind her head, ready to hurl
it. The figure’s upper body, which is human, is naked;
a scaly sea serpent with the head of a wolf, to the left,
winds itself around her from the right shoulder to the
left hip, and from the right-hand side of the waist
once again to the left hip, where it ends in a frayed
double fin. At the height of Scylla’s groin are what are

Figure 16. Silver medallion, gilt.
Scylla hurling a rock. H. 2 cm;
diam. with frame 10.5 cm. The
Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Purchase, Rogers Fund, Classical
Purchase Fund, Harris Brisbane Dick
Fund and Anonymous, Mrs. Vincent
Astor, Mr. and Mrs. Walter Bareiss,
Mr. and Mrs. Howard J. Barnet,
Christos G. Bastis, Mr. and Mrs. Martin
Fried, Jerome Levy Foundation,
Norbert Schimmel, and Mr. and

Mrs. Thomas A. Spears Gifts, 1981-82
(1981.11.22). See also front cover
and Colorplate 2

Figure 17. Detail drawing of section and underside of medal-

lion in Figure 16
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probably two fins, shaped like large leaves with veining
and edges frayed into a fringe, to the right and left. At
this point, three hybrid beings appear. In the center is
the front portion of a dog with a smooth, short coat,
its paws and muzzle stretched out downward. With its
left forepaw it squeezes what is probably a fish, with a
stippled body, which it is seizing in its jaws. To the left
is the front part of a dog with a long curly coat, which
is devouring a cuttlefish. To the right is the front part
of a dog with a smooth, long coat, in front of which is
an arched dolphin, its snout pointing downward. The
two lateral “dogs” have fins instead of forepaws.

The middle and upper sections of this field are
occupied, symmetrically, by the two scaly, twisted tails,
the fins at their ends worn into a fringe, that make up
the lower part of Scylla’s body.

The exergue is filled with a depiction of low,
rounded waves.

On each wrist Scylla wears a bracelet with a diago-
nally striped band representing its spiral shape.

The bottom of the metal sheet, the human part of
Scylla’s body, and some of the waves in the exergue
are not gilded; the rest is, with some acid staining on
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the tails and two lateral fins of Scylla and on the coats
of the two lateral dogs. The boulder has similar small
stains, as well as small gilded areas.

b) The metal sheet to which the top of element a is
soldered has a carinated profile with a raised central
ring (Figure 17). The lower surface displays three rec-
tangular zones divided equally; these probably housed
elements used to attach element b to a larger whole,
which has now disappeared.

5. Pitcher with ovoid body (Figures 18-21)

H. 9.1 cm; upper diam. 8.13 cm; wt. 178 g
Deformation of the profile below the shoulder; crack
in the solder seam attaching the foot.

Acc. no. 1982.11.13

Bothmer 1984, p. 57, no. g6; Bell 1997, p. 31, fig. 1,
bottom left.

Circular mouth with flared rim that is plain except for
a slight band on the flaring surface. Concave outline
to neck, sharp angle at shoulder, ovoid body. Raised
foot in the form of a truncated cone. The handle,
which has raised edges, widens into a plate where it

Figure 18. Silver pitcher, gilt. H. g.1
cm; diam. 8.13 cm. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Purchase, Rogers
Fund, Classical Purchase Fund, Harris
Brisbane Dick Fund and Anonymous,
Mrs. Vincent Astor, Mr. and Mrs.
Walter Bareiss, Mr. and Mrs. Howard
J- Barnet, Christos G. Bastis, Mr. and
Mrs. Martin Fried, Jerome Levy
Foundation, Norbert Schimmel, and
Mr. and Mrs. Thomas A. Spears Gifts,
1981-82 (1982.11.13). See also
Colorplate 2



Figure 19. Detail of handle of pitcher in Figure 18

meets the rim; at its lower end it has a plate with a the-
atrical mask (H. 1.4 cm; Figure 19g). Its hair and gar-
land and the central part of the handle are gilded.
The youthful, open-mouthed face is not. The garland
is made up of at least two spheroidal berries set above
a frontal band whose ends hang at either side of the
face.

The base and handle are both cast and soldered to
the body, which is made of raised metal.

On the upper part of the shoulder is a recessed
gilded zone, decorated with a traced Lesbian kyma-

Figure 20. Detail of punch-dotted inscription on underside of
foot of pitcher in Figure 18

tion consisting of widened buds alternating with
drops.

Inside the base, on the metal of the bottom of the
vase, a semicircular dotted inscription runs from left
to right (Figures 20, 21; = P.v1, pp. 71-72): IITIAA, fol-
lowed by a monogram: IIT. L. 1.8 cm; max. H. 0.4 cm;
min. H. 0.2 cm.

6. Hemispherical bowl (Figure 22)

H. 7.7 cm; max. diam. 14.44 cm; min. diam. 14.85 cm;
wt. 151 g

Dented in many places. Dark, oblique mark from the
left of wreath a to the rim.

Acc. no. 1981.11.16

Bothmer 1984, p. 57, no. g7; Saldern 1991, p. 120,
pl. xxxI1 c; Bell 1997, p. 31, fig. 1, center left; Rotroff

1997, p- 109, N. 25.

Unbroken outline, without a clearly defined base. The
external profile is smooth, including the rim, which
does not project. On the inside, however, the rim pro-
trudes as a continuously channeled band.

Immediately beneath the outer rim is a zone,
demarcated above and below by minute continuous
beading, containing a gilded double braid.

The lower convex part is bounded by a hexagon
made up of traced lines around a deeply traced point
that marks its center. Adjoining the central hexagon
on each edge are six irregular but identical pen-
tagons, one to each edge of the hexagon, the upper
edges of which are adjacent to a continuous horizon-
tal band of six regular hexagons bounded above by
a similar but inverted band of six more pentagons,
bordered above by the zone decorated with the
double braid.

Figure 21. Drawing of inscription illustrated in Figure 20
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Figure 23. Silver skyphos, gilt.

H. to top of handles 8.84 cm, to
top of rim 7.71 cm; diam.
12.64-13.31 cm; diam. of foot
5.75 cm. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Purchase, Rogers
Fund, Classical Purchase Fund,
Harris Brisbane Dick Fund and
Anonymous, Mrs. Vincent Astor,
Mr. and Mrs. Walter Bareiss,

Mr. and Mrs. Howard J. Barnet,
Christos G. Bastis, Mr. and Mrs.
Martin Fried, Jerome Levy Foun-
dation, Norbert Schimmel, and
Mr. and Mrs. Thomas A. Spears
Gifts, 1981-82 (1981.11.17). See
also Colorplate 2

Two of the uppermost band of pentagons, diametri-
cally opposite one another, each contain a traced
wreath: a) The ends of the branch that forms this
wreath are covered by the slipknot of a band whose
pointed ends are turned inward and hang within the
circle. From the branch spring corymbs and leaves in
various shapes. Opposite the band are two spheroidal
berries with stippled surfaces. b) A design exactly like
the above, except that the points at the ends of the
band are missing.
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Figure 22. Silver hemispherical
bowl, gilt. H. 7.7 cm; diam. 13.85-
14.44 cm (originally ca. 14 cm).
The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Purchase, Rogers Fund, Classical
Purchase Fund, Harris Brisbane
Dick Fund and Anonymous, Mrs.
Vincent Astor, Mr. and Mrs. Walter
Bareiss, Mr. and Mrs. Howard J.
Barnet, Christos G. Bastis, Mr. and
Mrs. Martin Fried, Jerome Levy
Foundation, Norbert Schimmel, and
Mr. and Mrs. Thomas A. Spears
Gifts, 1981-82 (1981.11.16). See
also Colorplate 2

The sides of the lower hexagon and of the pen-
tagons consist of traced gilded lines, upon which are
superimposed irregularly spaced dots which are more
deeply marked. The two wreaths are gilded.

7. Skyphos with raised handles (Figures 23-26)

H. 7.71 cm, 8.84 cm including handles; max. diam.
13.31 cm, min. diam. 12.64 cm; wt. 299 g

The lip is distorted, at right angles to the axis of the
handles; the outside surface is marred by cuts and



Figure 24. Detail of incised inscription
below handle of skyphos in Figure 23

scratches. One handle is dented on the inside of the
incurved part.

Acc. no. 1981.11.1%7

Bothmer 1984, p. 57, no. g8; Bell 1997, p. 31, fig. 1, top.

Unbroken external outline, with undifferentiated lip.
The cast base, which is soldered on, is a truncated
cone with a kymation bearing a gilded design of small
palms and leaves on the outside layer.

The rodlike handles are incurved above the lip;
they are soldered via integral circular flanges halfway
up the cup’s body. The flanges are gilded and deco-
rated with traced wave patterns running alternately to
the left and to the right. Where the handles join their
flanges there are continuous rings of beading. The
lowest portions of the handles—those portions adja-
cent to the flanges—are gilded upward to a height of
about g.5 cm, and these are divided into three zones
decorated by chasing (see Figure 24). From the
bottom:

Figure 25. Detail of punch-dotted inscriptions on bottom of
skyphos in Figure 23

[\

Figure 26. Drawings of inscriptions illustrated in Figures 24 and 25

I) The joint between flange and handle and within
the beading, where there are adjacent double arcs of a
circle traced. Above these are three elongated buds
bearing three pointed petals at the lower end, each
separated from the other by sinuous petals of lanceo-
late shape.

II) Three bell-shaped calyxes, hanging from arcs of
a circle traced with a double line.

III) A zone decorated with four traced parallel hori-
zontal lines.

On the outer wall of the skyphos, slightly below and
in line with the center of the flanges securing the handle
that is deformed in its incurved part, is an incised
inscription (Figures 24, 26; =1L.v1, p. 75):a) I1A. L. 1.2
cm; H. 1.3 cm.

On the external lower surface of the base are two
rectilinear dotted inscriptions (Figures 25, 26; = P.i1
and P.x1, pp. 71 and 73, respectively): b) EPMA. L. 1.2
cm; max. H. 0.g cm; min. H. 0.2 cm. ¢) AIIlL L. 1.4 cm;
max. H. 0.4 cm; min. H. 0.3 cm.
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Figure 27. Silver kyathos.

L. 24.7 cm; diam. of bowl
5.5 cm. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Purchase,
Rogers Fund, Classical Pur-
chase Fund, Harris Brisbane
Dick Fund and Anonymous,
Mrs. Vincent Astor, Mr. and
Mrs. Walter Bareiss, Mr.

and Mrs. Howard J. Barnet,
Christos G. Bastis, Mr. and
Mrs. Martin Fried, Jerome
Levy Foundation, Norbert
Schimmel, and Mr. and Mrs.
Thomas A. Spears Gifts,
1981-82 (1981.11.15). See
also Colorplate 2



Figure 28. Detail of punch-dotted
inscriptions on one side of handle of

kyathos in Figure 27 kyathos in Figure 27

Figure 31. Drawings of inscriptions illustrated in Figures 28-30

Figure 29. Detail of punch-dotted
inscriptions on other side of handle of

Figure go. Another view of punch-dotted
inscriptions in Figure 29

8. Kyathos (Figures 27-31)

L. 24.7 cm; diam. of bowl 5.5 cm; wt. 119 g

The bottom of the bowl is deformed; the handle is
soldered about halfway along its length, and its inte-
rior and exterior surfaces are abraded.

Acc. no. 1981.11.15

Bothmer 1984, p. 57, no. gg; Bell 1997, p. 31, fig. 1,
center right.

The bowl is a flattened hemisphere in section, with its
lip turned inward and two raised points close to where
the handle is attached to it. The long handle broadens
toward the top and has two points a short way below
the end, which is tapered and curled in the opposite
direction to the vessel. This end of the handle has the
form of a protome of an animal with long ears—prob-
ably a canine.

In the upper sections of the handle, immediately
beneath the points, are two punch-dotted inscrip-
tions: a) On the surface facing the receptacle, in three
straight lines (Figures 28, 31; =P.1x, p. 72): AAAH / I1 /
III. 1st line: L. 1.9 cm, max. H. 1.7 cm, min. H. 0.6
cm; 2nd line: L. 1.2 cm, H. 0.4 cm; grd line: L. 1.3 cm,
max. H. 0.9 cm, min. H. 0.3 cm.

b) Under the curled end of the handle, in two
straight lines (Figures 29-31; = P.xa, b, pp. 72-73):
T AA / IIL. 1st line (= Pxa): L. 1.3 cm, H. 1.9 cm; 2nd
line (= P.xb): L. 2 cm; max. H. 0.7 cm, min. H. 0.2 cm.
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Figure 33. Side view of phiale in Figure g2

Figure g2. Silver phiale
mesomphalos, gilt.

H. 2.3 cm; diam. 14.8 cm.
The Metropolitan Museum
of Art, Purchase, Rogers
Fund, Classical Purchase Fund,
Harris Brisbane Dick Fund
and Anonymous, Mrs. Vincent
Astor, Mr. and Mrs. Walter
Bareiss, Mr. and Mrs. Howard
J- Barnet, Christos G. Bastis,
Mr. and Mrs. Martin Fried,
Jerome Levy Foundation,
Norbert Schimmel, and Mr.
and Mrs. Thomas A. Spears
Gifts, 1981-82 (1982.11.10).
See also Colorplate 2

9. Phiale mesomphalos (Figures g2, 33)

H. 2.3 cm; diam. 14.8 cm; wt. 104 g

The feet are deformed; there is a vertical crack at
the rim, the result of crushing. On the underside,
diametrically opposite the crack, there is a heavily
tarnished area.

Acc. no. 1982.11.10

Bothmer 1984, p. 57, no. 100; Bell 1997, p. 31, fig. 1,
bottom right.

A shallow vessel with incurving sides and three cylin-
drical feet with double ribbing soldered to the under-
side (Figure 33). The lip is thickened on the interior.

The inside of the phiale is divided into two concen-
tric zones (Figure 32). From the outside:
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I) Gilded zone, demarcated on both the interior
and exterior with continuous beading, decorated with
embossed waves flowing to the right against a stippled
background.

II) Zone occupied by twelve embossed, gilded,
pointed rays, all with their points touching the inner
edge of zone I. These rays are alternately shorter and
longer; only the longer ones touch the base of the
omphalos. The spaces between the rays were origi-
nally gilded; the gilding has been carefully scraped
off, leaving a few traces close to the omphalos and
near the points of the rays.

The gilded central omphalos is hemispherical, and
concave beneath.



Figure g5. Side view of pyxis in Figure g4

10. Pyxis with circular embossed lid (Figures 34—40),
consisting of three elements, without the lid that was
inventoried at the Metropolitan Museum as part of
the small altar, no. 11, zone IV (see below, p. 64 and
Figure 44)

H. 5.5 cm; diam. 8.3 cm; present total wt. 148 g

The body of the pyxis (element I) is deformed, with a

Figure 34. Silver pyxis, gilt. Shown
together with an element (see Fig-
ure 44) of the altar in Figure 41.
H. 5.7 cm; diam. 8.9 cm. The
Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Purchase, Rogers Fund, Classical
Purchase Fund, Harris Brisbane
Dick Fund and Anonymous,

Mrs. Vincent Astor, Mr. and

Mrs. Walter Bareiss, Mr. and

Mrs. Howard J. Barnet, Christos
G. Bastis, Mr. and Mrs. Martin
Fried, Jerome Levy Foundation,
Norbert Schimmel, and Mr. and
Mrs. Thomas A. Spears Gifts,
1981-82 (1982.11.11a—c,
1982.11.9e). See also Colorplate 2

Top of pyxis lid

Former lid of
altar transferred

to pyxis

Inner container

i

i Concave wall of
e
l

!

|

Figure 36. Profile drawings of the upper elements of the pyxis

in Figure g4
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Figure g77. View of pyxis in Figure 34 with lid
removed and inner container visible

scratch on the inside base and a fracture at the lip.
The vertical lip of the internal container (element II)
is deformed; the lid (element III) shows losses that
have been restored in modern times. There are tar-
nished areas on the lip of I and of II.

Acc. no. 1982.11.11a—c

Bothmer 1984, p. 57, no. 101; Zimmer 1989, p. 513,

pl. 22.1; Bell 1997, p. 33, fig. 5.

I) The body of the pyxis has a concave profile (Figures
35, 36), and its base is larger than the lip. It has three
protruding feet in the shape of lion’s paws. The feet
are soldered, via escutcheons shaped like pointed,
fringed leaves, to the underside within the circle of
the base molding. The join between the body of the
pyxis and the feet is shaped like a sort of simplified
Ionic capital. The lower molding of the body of the
pyxis is decorated with an embossed zone of gilded
Lesbian kymation.

IT) Smooth-surfaced container with a slightly con-
cave base, tapered walls, an exterior flange—with a
narrow peripheral zone that slopes down toward the
interior—extending from the lip (Figures 36, 37).

The interior shows many signs of wear, as well as a
series of marks made with a pointed instrument.

III) Flat lid with smooth hanging vertical lip (Figures
34—36). On the top, in high relief, is a female figure
seated on a rock to the left, against which she supports
herself with her left arm (Figure 34). On her lap her
right arm holds a cornucopia overflowing with bunches
of grapes (on the left) and pomegranates (center
and right); a putto is entwined around the horn,
with the female figure looking at him. The cornucopia
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is decorated with three chased zones, one above the
other; the lip is decorated with ovules; and the zones,
from the top, are decorated with waves flowing to
the right, spiral plant motifs, and buds with spiral
plant motifs.

The female figure’s left leg is crossed over her right.
Her lap and legs are covered by her robe, which
reveals a glimpse of her sandals. Her torso and arms
are bare, and she wears a smooth-surfaced cylindrical
bracelet on her left wrist. Her hair is arranged in
coiled overlapping braids.

The cornucopia, fruit, robe, sandals, bracelet on
the left wrist, and hair of the female figure are gilded.
The hair of the putto, which is fastened by a band, is
also gilded.

The undersurface of the body of the pyxis (I) bears
three inscriptions: a) Along the edge, between two
feet, dotted, concentric with the circumference, and
in poor condition (Figures 38, 40; = P.11, p. 71): IEPA
OEQN. L. 5 cm; max. H. o.5 cm; min. H. 0.3 cm.

b) Beneath the edge, aligned with a foot, diametri-
cally opposite the preceding inscription, incised and
concentric with the circumference (Figures 38, 40; =
L, pp. 74-75): EYIIOAEMOY. L. 4.8 cm; max.
H. 0.7 cm; min. H. 0.4 cm.

c) In the center, dotted and heightened incised
lines. Concentric with the circumference (Figures 38,
40; = Pvir, p. 72): IIIIIII L. 1.8 cm; max. H. 0.4 cm;
min. H. 0.4 cm.

On the lid’s outer surface (III), level with the
putto’s head and close to the edge, are two incised
inscriptions (Figures g9, 40; = I.v and L, p. 75): d)
EY.L.1cm; H. 1.6 cm. e) AA. L. 1 cm; H. 0.9 cm.



Figure g8. View of punch-dotted and incised inscriptions on
bottom of pyxis in Figure 34

F

Figure 40. Drawings of inscriptions illustrated in Figures 38
and 39

Figure 39. Detail of incised inscriptions on lid of pyxis in
Figure 34
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11. Small cylindrical altar on a quadrangular base
(Figures 41—47), now consisting of four elements
Present H. 11.9 cm; base 10.6 x 10.83 cm; total pre-
sent wt. 367.8 g

Extensive deformation and cracking over all four
elements.

Acc. no. 1982.11.9a—e

Bothmer 1984, p. 58, no. 102; Bell 1997, p. 32, fig. 3.

I) The small altar’s cylindrical body, with molded base
and top, is soldered onto a quadrangular base with a
double step. Wt. 218.9 g

The top of the cylinder is decorated with a frieze of
lotus flowers in alternating directions linked by ten-
drils. Separated from this by two traced lines is a

62

Figure 41. Silver altar, gilt. H. 11 cm;
rectangular base 10.6 x 10.83 cm.
The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Purchase, Rogers Fund, Classical
Purchase Fund, Harris Brisbane
Dick Fund and Anonymous, Mrs.
Vincent Astor, Mr. and Mrs. Walter
Bareiss, Mr. and Mrs. Howard J.
Barnet, Christos G. Bastis, Mr. and
Mrs. Martin Fried, Jerome Levy
Foundation, Norbert Schimmel,
and Mr. and Mrs. Thomas A. Spears
Gifts, 1981-82 (1982.11.ga-d).
See also Colorplate 2

slightly raised Ionic egg-and-dart frieze. This sector is
gilded.

Next comes an unbroken line of beading, which is
not gilded. Beneath this is a smooth gilded band, dec-
orated with two traced motifs: fourteen stars, each
with eight rays and a central point, alternating with
fourteen rosettes, each made up of five small traced
circles arranged in a quincunx pattern.

This is followed by a zone bearing embossed dentils,
not gilded, above an embossed Doric frieze made up
of recessed gilded areas (metopes) alternating with
raised areas (triglyphs), which are not gilded. This
zone is demarcated at its lower edge by a rectilinear
molding beneath which embossed guttae, aligned
with the triglyphs, protrude.



Former lid of altar

Upper inset element

Shallow basin with
loop handles

| 1111

Upper molding
of altar

B

Figure 42. Profile drawings of the upper elements of the altar
in Figure 41

Figure 44. Lid (acc. no. 1982.11.9e) formerly associated with
the altar in Figure 41; now recognized as part of the lid of the

pyxis in Figure 34

Figure 43. Shallow basin with loop handles that sits inside the
altar in Figure 41

The central part of the cylinder is decorated with
four embossed bucrania,® the hair on their foreheads
adorned by a star with a central point and helical rays
with left-handed twists. Behind the protomes hangs a
garland consisting of pointed leaves with punched
dots at their base. From the garland’s outline project
leaves of various shapes; the central ones are similar to
ivy. Some of the leaves protrude above the protomes.
The protomes and the garland are gilded.

The base at the bottom of the altar’s cylindrical
body consists of a smoothly concave gilded band that
is demarcated at its lower edge by continuous
ungilded beading, which is followed by an embossed
gilded Lesbian kymation, and by a concave, smooth
band, not gilded.

The upper step of the pedestal is smooth and recti-
linear; the upper edge of the lower one is rounded.
There are minor dents on the body and the edge of
the lower support. The base appears to bear traces
of a blow.

IT) A small dish with raised handles is set in the con-
cave space at the top of the altar (Figures 42, 43).
Max. diam. 7.1 ¢m; H. 1.6 cm; handle H. 0.6 cm;
wt. 25.9 g. At the rim of the dish there is an external
flange, with continuous beading soldered to its edge.
The handles are diametrically opposite each other.
One is made from a single small silver band bent into
a circle, with its two ends soldered to the rim. The
other is made from two similar bands that form two
rings close together. The inside of the dish shows
many signs of wear. The beading outside the lip has
gaps; close to the double-ringed handle there are
missing beads and modern repair work.

III) Concave element with an external flange.
Diam. 8.2 ¢cm; diam. including lip 9.4 cm; H. 1.1 cm;
wt. 69.9 g. A pendent lip at the edge of the flange of
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dish III—which covers dish II—rests on the internal
lip of the molding at the top of the altar’s cylindrical
body (see Figures 41, 42). In the center of the dish’s
concave interior there is a small domed protrusion
surrounded by a traced line.

There are some signs of wear and a notch made by a
cutting tool on the outer edge.

IV) Lid with a broad brim (Figures 1, 42, 44). Diam.
9 cm; H. 0.6 cm; wt. 53.7 g. This was previously pub-
lished as the topmost part of the entire object (see Fig-
ure 1).6

At the center of the surface showing in Figure 44
there is a slight protrusion, circular and gilded with a
pricked central point from which spring eight triangu-
lar traced rays, forming a star. These rays alternate
with the same number of similar, but more lightly
traced, rays.

The protrusion is surrounded by an ungilded ring,
which is in turn surrounded by a second ring, which is
gilded and demarcated within and without by double
traced lines. This ring bears a traced garland held by
four diametrically opposite sleeves and made up of
pointed leaves with points at their bases. Each sleeve
has a smooth band at each end and a similar band in
the middle. The two spaces each contain a traced
Saint Andrew’s cross, with a point incised in the four
triangular spaces thus produced.

On the surface of the brim showing in Figure 44 are
traced gilded waves flowing to the right, with a point
incised in each.

On the brim’s other surface (see Figure 34) a double
gilded braid is traced, demarcated inside and out by
continuous beading.

There is extensive deformation on the brim’s exter-
nal concavity. The flowing waves in the upper part are
very worn; the double braid on the lower part is worn
over about a quarter of its length.

On the underside of the base of element I there are
inscriptions: a) Punch-dotted, on two rectilinear lines
(Figures 45, 47; = P.1, p. 71): IEPA TON / OEQN II fol-
lowed by a monogram: pi, with an intermediate verti-
cal line. 1st line: L. 2.4 cm, max. H. 0.5 cm; min.
H. 0.3 cm; 2nd line: L. 2.7 cm; max. H. 0.6 cm; min.
H. 0.4 cm.

b) Punch-dotted monogram (Figures 45, 47; = Pxv,
p-74): AAT.L. 1.4 cm; H. 1.4 cm.

¢) Incised rectilinear inscription in three lines (Fig-
ures 45, 47; = L1, p. 74): IAPATIANTQN / 6EQN / IIII
followed by a monogram: pi with an intermediate ver-
tical line. 1st line: L. 4.4 cm; max. H. 0.5 cm; min. H.
0.3 cm; 2nd line: L. 1.9 cm; max. H. 0.6 cm; min. H.
0.4 cm; grd line: L. 2.8 cm; max. H. 0.5 cm; min. H.
0.3 cm.

d) Inscription incised very lightly in two straight
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Figure 45. Detail of punch-dotted and incised inscriptions on
bottom of altar in Figure 41

Figure 46. Detail of incised inscription on one corner
of base of altar in Figure 41

lines (Figures 45, 47; = L.11, p. 74): IEPA TON / OEQN.
1st line: L. 2.8 cm; max. H. 0.4 cm; min. H. 0.3 cm;
2nd line: L. 1.8 cm; max. H. 0.4 cm; min. H. 0. cm.

e) Inscription incised in one straight line (Figures
45, 47; = L1v, pp. 74-75): EYIIOAEMOY. L. 5.2 cm;
max. H. 0.7 cm; min. H. 0.3 cm.

Inscriptions a and b are punch-dotted and were
made before c, which is clearly superimposed on b, as
well ason d and e.

On the outer corner of the base, level with the
interior zone containing inscriptions b and c, is an
incised monogram (Figures 46, 47; = Lvi, p. 75): f)
AA.L. 1.8 cm; H. 1.7 cm.
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Figure 47. Drawings of inscriptions illustrated in Figures 45 and 46

12, 13. Pair of curved horns with pointed ends
(Figure 48)

L.15.5 cm;wt. 747 and 70 g

Both horns have lost their original surfaces, which hid
the joint between the bodies, made of thin metal
sheet, and the pointed tips, which were inserted and
soldered in place. Inside each horn, the longitudinal
soldering of the metal sheet is visible. There are gaps
in the flanges and the adjacent parts of the bodies.
Acc. nos. 1981.11.7, .8

Bothmer 1984, p. 58, nos. 103, 104; De Juliis 1984,
no. 334; Mazzei 1987, p. 186, n. 56; Bell 1997, p. 33,
fig. 7.

The base of each horn is formed by a flange that pro-
jects outward to a breadth of about 0.5-0.6 cm, and
which is perforated by holes with a diameter of
0.1-0.2 cm.

It is likely that the horns were attached to a helmet;
and, judging by the shape of the mating surface
formed by the two flanges, the sharp ends pointed
backward.

Horn A7 would have been on the viewer’s right; it
has a gap of about 1.2 cm in the flange which has four-
teen surviving holes. There is probably one missing.

Horn B® would have been on the left. It has a large
gap both in the flange and in the lower part of the
metal sheet, in the interior. There are seven surviving
holes plus the edge of an eighth.

The edges of the holes are well preserved. In B, a
hole close to the edge of the gap shows deformation,
the result of being wrenched from where it was origi-
nally attached. Assuming these were decorative horns
on a helmet, the wrench would have been outward.

Figure 48. Pair of silver horns. L. of each 15.5 cm. The Metropol-
itan Museum of Art, Purchase, Rogers Fund, Classical Purchase
Fund, Harris Brisbane Dick Fund and Anonymous, Mrs. Vincent
Astor, Mr. and Mrs. Walter Bareiss, Mr. and Mrs. Howard J. Barnet,
Christos G. Bastis, Mr. and Mrs. Martin Fried, Jerome Levy Foun-
dation, Norbert Schimmel, and Mr. and Mrs. Thomas A. Spears
Gifts, 1981-82 (1982.11.7, .8). See also Colorplate 2




Figure 49. Silver vessel with three supports in the shape of theatrical masks, gilt. H. 19.6 cm; diam. 26.26 cm. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Purchase, Rogers Fund, Classical Purchase Fund, Harris Brisbane Dick Fund and Anonymous, Mrs. Vincent Astor,
Mr. and Mrs. Walter Bareiss, Mr. and Mrs. Howard J. Barnet, Christos G. Bastis, Mr. and Mrs. Martin Fried, Jerome Levy Foundation,
Norbert Schimmel, and Mr. and Mrs. Thomas A. Spears Gifts, 1981-82 (1981.11.18). See also Colorplate 2

Figure 5o. Detail of support in the Figure 51. Detail of support in the Figure 52. Detail of support in the
shape of a theatrical mask on vessel in shape of a theatrical mask on vessel shape of a theatrical mask on vessel in

Figure 49 in Figure 49 Figure 49
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Figure 53. Detail of punch-dotted inscription on bottom of
vessel in Figure 49

14. Conical vessel with rounded bottom and three
supports in the shape of theatrical masks (Figures
49-54)

H. 19.6 cm; diam. 26.26 cm; wt. 891.3 g

The entire lower half is fractured and has been
restored and repaired in modern times; there are
cracks, some through the metal, and extensive
deformation.

Acc.no. 1981.11.18

Bothmer 1984, p. 59, no. 105; Bell 1997, p. 32, fig. 4;
Rotroff 1997, p. 107, n. 101; Krug 1998, p. 23, fig. 35.

On the outside of the lip—which is not differenti-
ated—is a gilded embossed band with a double braid,
edged above and below with an unbroken line of
small punched circles. On the inside, the lip thickens
into a semicircular cross section.

The vessel stands upright by means of three theatri-
cal masks embossed in full relief and soldered to the
lower rounded part of the vessel. The masks’ position
renders them legible only when the vessel is upside
down, as it must have been when not in use.

The three masks are: 1) An old man’s face (Figure
50) with gaping mouth and a band around his fore-
head whose ends hang at either side of his face at an
angle to it. The end of his left band is missing. A gar-
land of spotted leaves is intertwined with the band.
The mouth, and part of the hair, are gilded.

2) A young woman’s face (Figure 51) with mouth
closed, and a band and garland on the forehead similar

9

Figure 54. Drawing of inscription illustrated in Figure 53

to those of mask 1. The hanging ends of the band have
been lost. The hair, richly adorned at the sides, is cov-
ered on the upper back of the head by a veil, secured in
the center by a knot. There is extensive gilding.

3) A young man’s face (Figure 52), lips parted, with
band and garland on the head similar to those above.
The ends hanging at the sides have survived. There is
extensive gilding.

On the convex outer surface, about 2 cm from the
inner circumference of foot no. 1, there is a punch-
dotted monogram (Figures 53, 54; = P.x11, p. 73): HP.
L.o.5 cm; H. 1.7 cm.

15. Conical vessel with rounded bottom and three
supports in the shape of theatrical masks (Figures
55—60)

H. 18.5 cm; diam. 26.8 cm; wt. 820.5 g

Various deformations from blows have caused frac-
tures to the vessel walls and a hole through the metal
apparently made by a pointed implement; modern
restorations.

Acc. no. 1982.11.12

Bothmer 1984, p. 59, no. 106, illus. p. 60.

This vessel is exactly like the preceding one, except
that it lacks the gilded band on the outside of the lip.
The lip, which is not differentiated on the outside, is
thickened on the inside into a circular cross section.
The three supports are embossed as follows: 1) A
young woman’s face (Figure 56), mouth closed, with
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Figure 55. Silver vessel with three supports in the shape of theatrical masks, gilt. H. 18.5 cm; diam. 26.8 cm. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Purchase, Rogers Fund, Classical Purchase Fund, Harris Brisbane Dick Fund and Anonymous, Mrs. Vincent Astor,
Mr. and Mrs. Walter Bareiss, Mr. and Mrs. Howard J. Barnet, Christos G. Bastis, Mr. and Mrs. Martin Fried, Jerome Levy Foundation,
Norbert Schimmel, and Mr. and Mrs. Thomas A. Spears Gifts, 1981-82 (1982.11.12). See also Colorplate 2

Figure 56. Detail of support in the shape Figure 5. Detail of support in the Figure 8. Detail of support in the
of a theatrical mask on vessel in Figure shape of a theatrical mask on vessel in shape of a theatrical mask on vessel in
55 Figure 55 Figure 55
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Figure 59. Detail of punch-dotted inscriptions on bot-
tom of vessel in Figure 55

ringlets at either side. On the forehead is a garland
of traced leaves, with two spheroidal berries in the
center, held in place by a smooth band. On the
upper rear of the head a veil with a central knot cov-
ers the hair, which can be glimpsed beneath it.
There is extensive gilding. Part of the left-hand
ringlet is missing.

2) An old man’s face (Figure 57), openmouthed,
with garland, berries, and band as in no. 1. The ends
of the band hang at either side of the face. There is
extensive gilding.?

3) A young man’s face (Figure 58), mouth closed,
with garland, berries, and band as in no. 2. There is
extensive gilding.'®

On the convex outside surface, about 2 cm from the
inner margin of foot no. 1, is a punch-dotted inscrip-
tion (Figures 59, 60; = P.viil, p. 72): a) Rectilinear
IIIAAAH followed by a monogram: pa. L. 1.9 cm; max.
H. 0.5 cm; min. H. 0.2 cm.

There is a second punch-dotted inscription (Fig-
ures 59, 60; = P.X1v, p. 74) beneath the first. Itis a
monogram made up of an open pi with an A, sur-
mounted by a horizontal line. b) Monogram IIAT.
L. 0.8 cm; H. 0.7 cm.

At the lip, between masks 2 and g and opposite the
hole through the metal, is an incised inscription (Figure
66; = I.1x, pp. 75-76): c) EY TKP. L. 3.7 cm; H. 2.4 cm.

N}

Figure 60. Drawing of inscriptions illustrated in Figure 59

ANALYSIS OF THE OBJECTS’ CONDITION

There can be said to be two main categories of dam-
age. The first is the result of impact, mostly caused
by pointed or cutting tools, which can be assumed to
have been inflicted during the recovery of the
hoard. The item that seems to have suffered most
from this is the vessel no. 15—so much so that it has
been perforated by a pointed tool. The same is true
of the vessel no. 14, which has cracks right through
the metal. It might be deduced from this that the
convex lower portions of these two vessels were the
first to be struck during excavation and that their
discovery led the searchers to exercise more cau-
tion. Nevertheless, other objects also bear marks
made by such tools, almost all indicating a blow
against an exterior surface. The notch on the edge
of element III of item no. 11 can also be attributed
to an action in modern times; conceivably, it was
made to test the quality of the metal. The pyxis
1984.11.3 (see below, p. 84) is heavily deformed,
the result of a blow inflicted with a pointed imple-
ment which affected all its component parts.

The details of zone II of the phiale no. g have
already been described: the original gilding was care-
fully scraped off, and the metal underneath is brighter
than the rest of the object’s surface.'' Here, too, it
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could be surmised that the gilding was removed after
the item was unearthed, also to test the metal. It can-
not be ruled out that this was done in ancient times
for that same reason,; if it was, however, that would not
explain the difference in the brightness of the under-
lying metal. Whenever this operation was carried out,
why the scraping was extended to the entire zone
must remain a mystery, for the underlying silver would
obviously have been exposed at the outset, and the value
of the gold recovered would have been insignificant.

The second category of damage consists of the
deformations and gaps (as in element b of item no. 4)
that do not appear to be the result of blows but rather
of the conditions under which the items were buried.
As well as no. 4, nos. §, 6, 7, 9, 10.1, 11, and 14 belong
to this category. The deformations visible on no. 15,
on the other hand, all appear to be due to blows suf-
fered during excavation.

Particularly evident is the deformation on the
skyphos no. 7, the body and handle of which must both
have been crushed by the weight of the earth under
which it was buried. The same may be true of the bowl
no. 3, whose interior has also been deformed by pres-
sure, possibly because it contained another object. The
dark trace on the bowl no. 6 indicates that it was inside
another object whose oxidation left a mark. A similar
situation occurred with the phiale no. g, which shows
not only deformation which led to a crack in the lip but
also an oxidized area on the outside.

Despite these observations, it seems impossible to
reconstruct the circumstances of the discovery beyond
the theory regarding nos. 14 and 15. We can surmise
that some of the objects were inside the vessels, which
must have been upside down, however, if their convex
lower surfaces were indeed the first to be struck dur-
ing excavation.'* At all events—especially if the sug-
gested reconstruction of the scraping of zone II of the
phiale is accurate—the excavation and the actions
taken immediately afterward were carelessly executed.

Some items show signs of wear due to their original
functions. The kyathos no. 8 has a handle that was
broken and soldered in ancient times. This indicates
either a considerable period of use before it was
buried or that it was subjected to blows. Obviously, the
two are not mutually exclusive.

The container II of the pyxis no. 10 shows unmis-
takable wear in its interior. The lid (III), too, shows
signs of wear suffered in ancient times.

The same is true of the dish II and element III of the
altar no. 11. In the case of the dish II, the double-ringed
handle must have been especially subject to wear
because there is a gap in the lip at that spot. The two
surfaces of the lip of the dish IV are equally worn, with
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substantial damage to their respective decoration.'?

The pair of horns nos. 12 and 13 have lost the finish
at their ends. Horn B shows clear evidence of having
been violently wrenched from its original support.
The lost surface finish seems to indicate a long period
of use or else that the horns were hoarded. The evi-
dence of violent detachment suggests that the object
to which the horns were originally affixed was not
made of a precious material and thus was not pre-
served with the silver.

The medallion bearing the figure of Scylla no. 4
(without speculating what its original function may
have been) was separated in ancient times from the
element with which it formed a complete object.

Apart from observations here on the way the exca-
vation was carried out, it can be deduced that the
objects were buried in soil, with some of the smaller
ones inside larger ones, and not in a chest or other
kind of container that would have protected them
better from the blows suffered during discovery.

From an analysis of the condition of the objects it is
impossible to say for certain that the objects preserved
in New York existed as a group in ancient times but
neither can this be ruled out.

ANALYSIS OF INSCRIPTIONS

Inscriptions made either by punched dots or by incis-
ing'# appear on the following items:'5

no. 1: one punch-dotted inscription;

no. 2: one punch-dotted inscription;

no. 3: two punch-dotted inscriptions;

no. 5: one punch-dotted inscription;

no. 7: two punch-dotted inscriptions, one incised

inscription;

no. 8: two punch-dotted inscriptions;

no. 10: two punch-dotted inscriptions, three incised

inscriptions;

no. 11: two punch-dotted inscriptions, four incised

inscriptions;

no. 14: one punch-dotted inscription;

no. 15: two punch-dotted inscriptions, one incised

inscription,
giving a total of 25 inscriptions, of which 16 are
punched dots.

The technique of punching,16 therefore, predomi-
nates statistically in this group; moreover, it appears to
be the technique used originally and pertaining to an
earlier time in the objects’ useful life. It is not possible
to say for certain, or in all cases, that the punch-dotted
inscriptions were made at the same time as the objects
themselves.'” However, they are unquestionably older



than the incised inscriptions, a conclusion securely
shown in at least two cases.

The variety of the ductus in both the punched and
incised inscriptions, the variety of the monograms
(also both punched and incised), and the use—
though in only one confirmed case—of the Doric
dialect indicate a succession of inscriptions made over
time, as well as changes of ownership. In one case (the
pyxis no. 10: L.v and I.viI) incised inscriptions are
superimposed on each other.

In the underside of the base of the small altar
no. 11 the punch-dotted monogram b (P.xv) is clearly
covered by the incised inscription ¢ (L.1). The same is
clearly the case with the incised lines that cover the

P.a no. 11a

P no. 10a
=1
IJ,"\fz -
o
P.ix no. 7b
o 1 5 cm
e = 4 I

Figure 61. Punch-dotted inscriptions P.1-P.1x

punched dots of the inscription ¢ (P.vi1) on the pyxis
no. 1o.

All the inscriptions, whether punched or incised,
run from left to right.

Following is a proposed detailed analysis of the
inscriptions:

P[unched dot].x: no. 11a (Figure 61): IEPA TON /

GEQN II
P.ax: no. 10a (Figure 61): IEPA OEQN

These two inscriptions repeat, in an almost identical
way, the same common formula of votive dedication.'®
In P.rall is added before the monogram made up of a
IT with a vertical stroke in the middle. The isolated II
could be taken as an indication of weight (= 5o) or
possibly as an abbreviation of IIANTQN (see 1.1 on the
same object). The whole can be compared with P.vii,
punched on no. 10 (see below, p. 72).

P.11 seems less carefully executed than P.1, for exam-
ple in the upper opening of the loop of the P, in the
alternate direction of the final strokes of the (2, and in
the curved profile of the oblique stroke of the N.

The general ductus, however, is entirely comparable,
so much so that both are arguably by the same hand.

P.aix: no. 7b (Figure 61): EPMA

This may be a proper noun.'? The punched dots
are larger and closer together than in the two preced-
ing inscriptions. The A forms a narrower triangle.
Consequently, this may be attributable to a different
hand from the preceding inscription, also because the
upper and lower strokes of the E diverge outward.

Pav: no. 1 (Figure 62): IITIAAH

The weight indication 127*° is followed by a mono-
gram®' made up of the capital form of pi with two addi-
tional internal vertical strokes. The ductus is vague in the
alignment of its strokes and their joining to one another.

P.v: no. ga (Figure 62): I1AA

What remains readable of the weight indication,
25,?% is undoubtedly only partially preserved. It is nec-
essary to add the indication of hundreds: the original
inscription is therefore to be interpreted as [1]25.

Here, too, there follows a monogram the same as
that described in P.1v:*3 the ductus is completely differ-
ent from that in the numerical notation and is compa-
rable with that of the preceding number.

P.vI: no. 5 (Figure 62): IIITAA

The indication of weight, 27,24 shows lettering
more square than the two preceding ones. But some
details are the same, such as the curvature of the
strokes of pi and, in general, the careless way the
strokes are joined.
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P.vi no. 10c¢
P.vin ffieos iy no. 15a

Figure 62. Punch-dotted inscriptions P.1v—P.vii1

There follow three marks®> which we suggest can be
related to the monogram in P.1v and P.v.

This inscription suggests, perhaps, that the mono-
gram is made at least from T, preceded by two vertical
strokes that are certainly not connected either at their
upper or their lower ends. When compared with P.1v
and P.v, a vertical stroke is missing, as is the prolonga-
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tion of the upper horizontal stroke, so the connection
must remain uncertain.

P.v11: no. 10c (Figure 62): IIIIIIII

The original inscription is made up of six charac-
ters: four vertical strokes and two pi. To the rightmost
pi has been added an incised intermediate vertical
mark, attributed to the more recent phase during
which lines were traced almost as if to reinforce the
punched marks, as well as a vertical stroke that is sepa-
rate from the upper stroke of that pi.

This could be a weight indication corresponding to
54, followed by a monogram originally made up of a Il
to which an intermediate vertical stroke was added
(see above, p. 71, P.1).

The ductus differs from those of P.1v and P.v; it is
also different from that of P.vi because the characters
are more extended vertically.

P.viix: no. 15a (Figure 62): IIIAAA

The transcribed characters may comprise a weight
indication followed by a monogram. The latter is
made up of a II that contains an A.?® The weight could
be read as 133 if we interpret the character immedi-
ately preceding the monogram as an H whose lower
part has been worn away.

The writing is by a different hand from the previous
inscriptions, because of the miniaturization of the A
and the notably longer lines of the beginning three
strokes. Between the second and third of these, above,
are two small dots, probably made in error.

P.1x, P.xa, b: nos. 8a, b (Figure 63): AAAH / IT1 / IIII

// T AA /1T

The inscriptions®? on the surface of the handle are
made with much larger dots than any of the preceding
ones. The ductus, too, appears more uncertain and
confused, so much so that both the individual letters
and the precise number of lines—which are not even
parallel to each other—are not clear.

In P.1x we suggest that the first line be read as a
weight indication, 130, assuming that H was written in
a lower position relative to the three A and attached to
the nearest of these. In the second line, the horizontal
stroke of the suggested Il is confused on the right with
the lower part of the H in the first line. In the third
line, the two vertical characters on the left appear to
be clearly distinct, while the suggested II on the right
is entirely hypothetical.

P.xa, b is made up of two inscriptions which were
made at different times, as is clearly indicated both by
the difference in the ductus and by the greater depth
of the punching of P.xb. As for P.xa, we suggest that in
its first line the first character be read as a possible T:
there is an oblique upper stroke for which we can find
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Figure 63. Punch-dotted inscriptions P.rx-P.x1

no interpretation. The two small A on the right could
also be seen as not in relation with the other marks, as
they are at a distance from them and not exactly
aligned with them.

In P.xb there are three clearly defined vertical
marks on the left. The rightmost of the three could be
a IT with a small A contained in its upper corner
(meaning 50?); but the ductus is not clear enough to
confirm this hypothesis.

P.x1: no. 7c (Figure 63): AIII
The weight indication is 13, marked with triangular
apexes at the ends of the vertical strokes that indicate

Fp

P.x11 no. gb
1(.'9
. 7
{
P.x111 no. 14
——
’1"-.‘-"\§
P.x1v no. 15b
o
P.xv1 no. 2
o 1 5 cm

Figure 64. Punch-dotted inscriptions P.x1-P.x1v, P.xv1

units. The A is smaller.?® The orientation of the ductus
appears to be confirmed by that of P.111, which is clear.

The presence of apexes and the sizes of the charac-
ters mean that this inscription can be attributed to a
different hand from the others to be found on this
group of objects.
P.x11: no. gb (Figure 64): HP

The monogram is a connected H and P.*°
P.xmr: no. 14 (Figure 64): HP

This monogram is identical to the preceding one,
as is the hand, which separates the vertical stroke of
the P from the horizontal one of the H.
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P.x1v: no. 15b (Figure 64): IIAT

This monogram contains an open II with an A
inside, surmounted by a horizontal stroke that proba-
bly indicates a T.

The punching is minute; the ductus is not carefully
executed throughout.

The monogram can be compared to the one that
follows the weight indication of P.viir (no. 15a),
punched on the same vessel.

Monogram P.x1v, as suggested above, consists of a I
that contains an A. Taking into account the gaps, we
can also interpret the monogram as consisting of a
I1, with gaps on the left and in the join between the
horizontal stroke and the right-hand vertical stroke,
which contains an A, the whole being surmounted
by a parallel horizontal stroke that may signify a T.

P.xv: no. 11b (Figure 65): AAT

A monogram consisting of an A with the median
stroke angled downward, surmounted by a horizontal
stroke with enlarged dots at each end, and resting on
an irregular horizontal stroke.3°

The execution of the monogram is entirely different
from that of P.1 on the same object, and also from the
other punched inscriptions documented in this group.

P.xvr: no. 2 (Figure 64):ITor T

The remains of a punch-dotted character, perhaps a
pi with gaps in the right-hand vertical stroke, or a T
whose vertical stroke is asymmetrical in relation to the
horizontal one.

I[ncised].1: no. 11c (Figure 65): IAPA TIANTQN /

OEQN / IIII

This dedication to all the gods®’ is followed by a
weight indication that corresponds to 7. The leftmost
mark may indicate a fraction. This is followed by a
monogram as in P.1.

The weight indication appears greater than that in
P.1, punched on the same object.

Lix: no. 11d (Figure 65): IEPA TON / OEQN

This inscription3® and the preceding one, L1, are on
the same item that bears P.1. It should be noted that
L1t faithfully reproduces the text of P.1, even in the
line breaks, whereas 1.1 adds not only [IANTQN but
the weight indication, which differs from that in P.1.
But the most important difference appears to lie in
the use in L1 of the Doric dialect (IAPA), as opposed
to the Ionic of both P.r and Lir.

The ductus is similar in the two inscriptions,
although in Lir there is some uncertainty in the repe-
tition of the vertical stroke of the I, and in the fact that
the strokes making up the various letters (E, A, T) are
not joined—as in the P of L.1.
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Figure 65. Punch-dotted inscription P.xv and incised
inscriptions Li-L1v

L1 no. 10b, and L1v: no. 11e (Figure 65):

EYIIOAEMOY and EYIIOAEMOY

Both these inscriptions®? give, in the possessive gen-
itive, a name consisting of a single element.

These inscriptions were made by the same hand,
judging by their general appearance and the ductus of
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Figure 66. Incised inscriptions I.v-1.1x

each, but less carefully in the case of L.1v. Factors that
suggest a single hand are the slight curve in the final
upper stroke of the second E, and the bent condition
of the M. '

The name Eupolemos, first identified by M. Bel], 34
is found throughout the Greek-speaking world, espe-

cially on its fringes and also in Morgantina;3® in north-
ern Sicily it endured until the first century.%®

L.v: no. 10d (Figure 66): EY

The two letters E and Y can with reasonable certainty
be read as an abbreviation of the personal name Eupole-
mos, which appears on both this object and on no. 11.

It is uncertain whether this abbreviation is attrib-
utable to the same hand that inscribed L1 and L1v,
since the lack of care in joining the strokes that
make up the letters produces different results from
those.

This inscription is more recent than Lvii, since it is
superimposed.

LvIi: no. 7a (Figure 66): ITIA

A monogram made up of an open pi that contains
an A with its inner stroke angled downward.

This monogram can be compared, in shape only,
with P.x1v, although in that one the median stroke of
the one A is straight. Given the small size of P.x1v, the
derivation of I.vI is uncertain.

The two nonjoining strokes that make up the
median stroke of the A may be compared to the simi-
lar lack of joining of the curved strokes that make up
the O in L1 and Liv.

Lvir: no. 10e (Figure 66): AA

A monogram consisting of an A with the median
stroke angled downward, placed on a straight horizon-
tal line.

Its shape can be compared with the monogram
P.xv, even though it lacks the straight stroke across
the top.

This inscription is earlier than I.v because it under-
lies it.

Lvnr no. 11f (Figure 66): AA

A monogram consisting of an A with the median
stroke angled downward, placed on a rectilinear hori-
zontal stroke.

Its shape could be compared with that of the pre-
ceding monogram.

L1x: no. 15¢ (Figure 66): EY TKP

This inscription consists of two groups of joined
letters: the left-hand group may be a reference to
the personal name Eupolemos,?? found in full in
L1 and L1v, and in abbreviated, but not joined,
form in Lv.38

The righthand group consists of a T, a P, and a K;
but it is not possible to determine the order of the let-
ters.3% From a graphic point of view, the T was incised
first, and the join with the K and the P was added to its
vertical stroke.

It should be noted that this inscription was made
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with the vessel resting on its three supports, that is, the
reverse of its position when the other inscriptions
were made on its convex bottom and that of vessel
no. 14 (P.vi, P.xir, and P.x1v, see above, pp. 72-74).

As already mentioned, these inscriptions show fea-
tures that suggest links between them:

P.1 and P.i1 have the same dedicatory formula, and
the style of writing is similar.

P.u11 is linked to P.x1 on the same object.

P.iv and P.v can be compared with each other and
possibly also to P.v1.

P.vi1 is difficult to place, partly because of incising
superimposed on the punching.

P.viir and P.x1v can be linked on account of the
form of the ductus.

P.1x and P.x are distinct from all the other punched
inscriptions and compose a group of their own.

P.xb is probably earlier than the other two on the
same object.

P.x11 and P.x111 are closely linked and do not seem
comparable with other inscriptions in this group of
objects.

The monogram P.xv stands apart, without parallels
among these objects.

P.xv1, which has lacunae, cannot be reliably assessed.

These observations on the punch-dotted inscrip-
tions also allow deductions to be made regarding the
objects that bear them (see Figure 67):

No. 11 has two inscriptions that appear to belong to
two different hands (and possibly periods): P.1, with a
dedication to the gods, and P.xv, a monogram.

Nos. 10 and 11 are distinguished by analogous
votive formulae (P.1 and P.i1), suggesting that the
objects also are connected.

The two bowls nos. 1 and g are perhaps connected
to the pitcher no. 5 in view of the probable similarity
of their monograms.

The repetition of the monogram in P.viir and P.x1v
on the same object (no. 15) confirms that the right-
most character in P.viil is just that and not an indica-
tion of weight. In form, no. 15 is a pair with no. 14,
which bears a monogram (P.x111) that is the same as
the one on the bowl no. g (P.xi).

P.1x and P.xa, b, both on the kyathos no. 8, are
distinct.
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Figure 67. Flowchart of the associations proposed here among the silver objects and their inscriptions and monograms
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P.x1, with a numerical marking, may have been writ-
ten from left to right, assuming it is contemporary
with P.111, using the pseudoascendant acrophonic sys-
tem (see below and p. 86).

In conclusion, we see how no. 11 clearly bears
punch-dotted inscriptions that differ from each other
and how the pair of mastoi (nos. 14 and 15) can be
linked by the monograms on them to the bowl no. 3—
and, if what is proposed above is true, also to the bowl
no. 1 and the pitcher no. 5.

It has already been pointed out that the incised
inscriptions are later than the punched ones.

I.1 and L.11 repeat the same votive formula that is
seen in P.1 and P.1. Note that both L1 and Lir are on
the same object (no. 11), rather than being also on
no. 10, and are probably by the same hand.

L and L.1v repeat the same personal name in its
complete form, visible also in the abbreviation in Lv,
though by a different hand.

I.1x shows the first two letters of that same name,
joined together. This reinforces the link, during the
period when the incised inscriptions were made,
between no. 15 and nos. 10 and 11. The letters are
larger than all the others, possibly because more space
is available, but the hand does not appear to be differ-
ent. The meaning of the right-hand group of linked
letters is uncertain.

Lvi stands by itself, though it may be associated with
P.xv.

Lvir and Lvir have the same shape, presumably a
monogram.

It can be deduced that when the incised inscrip-
tions were made (a period later than when the
punched inscriptions were made), nos. 10 and 11
remained together—if, as suggested here, I.v refers to
the same name as Li11, I.1v, and L.1x, and if I.vir and
Lvir repeat the same monogram. We emphasize that
P.1 and L1 are in different dialects.

The monogram Lvi, if it indeed echoes the mono-
gram P.x1v, forms a link between the skyphos no. 7 and
the mastos no. 15. The punched inscriptions on these
two objects (no. 7: P.i1 and P.x1; no. 15: P.viir and
P.x1v) appear to be distinct from one another. From
this interpretation it can now be deduced that no. 7
and no. 15 (which, it is suggested, is linked to nos. g
and 14, as well as to nos. 1 and 5) were together only
during the time the incised inscriptions were made.

The monogram I.vi1, which appears to stand alone,
is underneath I.v. This seems to suggest that object
no. 10 has been through four periods. The two earli-
est are documented by the punched inscriptions (P.11
and P.xv), and the two most recent by incised inscrip-
tions (L.vir and L1, with L.v). In view of the suggested

link between no. 10 and no. 11, it can be assumed that
both these objects passed through the same circum-
stances, always remaining together, even though there
is nothing traced on the latter.

Itis not clear why incisions reinforce the punch-dotted
weight indications (P.viI) on no. 10: all the other
traced inscriptions except L.I do not refer to weight.
These incisions might be modern.*°

If the observations proposed thus far accurately
describe what happened in ancient times, these
objects preserved as a group in the Metropolitan
Museum are a unique find, at least as far as the ones
bearing inscriptions are concerned, with the possible
exception of the kyathos no. 8. However, they do not
have a common origin, as indicated by the variety of
punched and incised*' inscriptions and by the (albeit
tenuous) inscribed name, as well as by the presence of
a single inscription in the Doric dialect (I.1). The char-
acteristics of the inscriptions nonetheless allow them
to be divided into subgroups, to which a common
origin can be attributed.

Turning again to observations made on the condi-
tion of the objects, it can be suggested that when they
were buried, they were grouped together, but it can-
not be stated conclusively that the collection thus
formed existed as such and reflected the objects’ own-
ership before the burial.

Observations on the results of the excavation of
block West g/10 C at Morgantina*® can—if the New
York collection was indeed buried there—be taken to
indicate the existence of a single owner even before
the burial.

The same applies to the other hypothesis—that the
items come from the hypogeum of Medusa at Arpi.*3

However, this hypothesis must be measured against
the characteristics of the numerical inscriptions on
our pieces. Indeed, while the numerical inscriptions
observe the acrophonic system usual throughout the
Greek world, they start not with the highest figure but
with the lowest. This order is clear if the numerical
inscriptions, like all the other inscriptions here, are
read from left to right. We see no reason, either logi-
cal or chronological, to read only the numerals from
right to left.

This system of writing numbers is widely attested in
northwest Sicily.#* Starting from an identification of
this method by M. Lombardo,*> G. Nenci studied
it further and suggested that it may be derived from
the habitual interaction between the Greek and
Phoenician-Punic systems, which bordered each other
in that part of Sicily. Pseudoascendant acrophonic
numerical writing has been documented, perhaps,
also at Morgantina itself,%® but not in Daunia.
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ANALYSIS OF THE MONOGRAMS

As mentioned above, some objects bear monograms,
punch-dotted or incised, as follows:

no. 11: P

no. 1: Pav

no. g: P.v

no. 5: P.vi

no. 10: P.vir

no. 15: P.vinn

no. 7: P.x1

no. §: P.xu

no. 14: P.xin

no. 15: Pxiv

no. 11: P.xv

no. 11: L1

no. 10: Lv

no. 7: L.vi

no. 10: L.vir

no. 11: Lvinn

The distribution of the monograms strengthens the
links made above between some of the items in this
group (see Figure 67).

Notably, nos. 10 and 11 are connected, and to these
can be added no. 7 if in P.x1 the character to the right
of the A is read as a II with a median vertical stroke
added to it.

The subgroup consisting of nos. 1 and g, which is
distinguished by a II with two median vertical strokes
added, is linked to no. 14 by the presence of the
monogram H+P, which is also on no. g (= P.x1).

The three characters on no. 5 that come after the
numerical notation (= P.vi) can be connected,
albeit without certainty, to the monogram on nos. 1
and 3.

On no. 11 a punch-dotted monogram (P.1) is
repeated, incised (L.1).

From the period when the traced inscriptions were
made, no. 7 shows a monogram (I.vi) that may be
derived from P.x1v on no. 15.

The monograms incised on nos. 10 and 11 (L.vir
and L.vir) seem derived from P.xv, also on no. 11.

ANALYSIS OF WEIGHT INDICATIONS

As mentioned above, some objects have weight mark-
ings; all are punched except I.1—if indeed that is a
weight indication. They are:*7

no.11: presentwt. 367.8 g:** P1=rp0

no.11: presentwt. 367.8g: Li=7 (perhaps + %)
no. 1:  present wt. 479 g: Piv =127
no.3: presentwt. 418 g: Pv=[1]25
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no.p5: presentwt. 178 g: Pvi=27
no. 10: presentwt. 148 g4  Pvir =54
no. 15: presentwt. 820.5 g: Pvii=133
no.#7: present wt. 299 g: Pxr=13

The notations that can probably be interpreted
more reliably are those on nos. 1 (P.1v), 3 (P.v), and
15 (P.vin).

If we divide the present weight of these objects by
the ancient figure on each of them, this produces the
following:

Table 1
Present weight Inscribed Resulting
Object in grams weight weight unit
no. 1 479 127 3-77
no. § 418 [1]25 3.34
no. 15 820.5 13% 6.16

The resulting average of the weight units (3.31 g)
seems very close to the Persian-Seleucid shekel, which
was in use until the second century;*° on no. 15 the
unit is doubled.

Regarding the other objects, it is less clear how the
respective weight data are to be interpreted, as the fol-
lowing indicates:

Table 2
Present
weight Inscribed Resulting
Object  in grams  weight weight unit
no.2 407 1225 units of
331 8"
no. 4 81 25 units of .31 g
no. 5 178 P.vr: 27 27 units of 6.6 g
no. 6 151 45 units of 3.31 g
no. 7 299 Pxr: 13 go units of 3.31 g
no. g 104
no.10 148 Pvir: 54 45 units of 3.31 g
201.7%3 60 units of 3.31 g
no.11 367.8 P.ax: 5o 55 units of 6.62 g
314.1% L7 (+%) 48 unitsof6.62¢g
no. 12  74.7
no.1§ 7o
no.14 891.3 144 units of 6.16 g
no.15 820.5 124 units of 6.16 g

The picture that emerges, while neither certain nor
clear, does appear plausible, also considering the sub-
groups already suggested based on analysis of their
inscriptions and monograms (see above, pp. 70-78).

Thus, for example, nos. 14, 15, and 5 all appear to
have been weighed using a unit of a little more than
6 grams. The same goes for the values obtained assum-
ing that a unit of 3.31 grams, roughly half the previ-
ous one, was used to weigh almost all the other



objects. Further confirmation can be seen in dividing
the weight notation inscribed on no. 5 into the actual
weight, which gives a unit about double the recon-
structed standard.

It has been suggested that the disk bearing Scylla
(no. 4) was once part of the bowl no. 2.5 Together
these would weigh 488 grams, or 147 units of 3.31
grams, not that this calculation can be considered
decisive toward a proposed reconstruction of the orig-
inal appearance of these objects, nor is it more con-
vincing than keeping them separate.

Some suggestions can be made about nos. 10 and 11
in light of the weight figures proposed here. For no. 10,
if the punch-dotted weight corresponds to the ancient
weight, that is closer to the greater weight, i.e., the
one that includes also the dish no. 11.IV (Figure 44).

No. 8 bears three different possible notations, so 1
do not propose any interpretation of them (see note
27). Similarly, I am not in a position to interpret the
weight notation (L.1)—if that is what it is—incised on
no. 11.

In conclusion, analysis of the weights of this group
of silver objects in New York shows that although
their subgroups have existed from the time of manu-
facture, and some of these have been part of common
circumstances, they were not originally made as a
single group.

ANALYSIS OF MANUFACTURE

I have suggested that the group under consideration
is made up of objects that are disparate in their manu-
facture. Below I will attempt to analyze the character-
istics of each one, using the order of presentation in
the first part of this article.

Nos. 1-3: Regarding their shape, these three bowls
can be analyzed together, despite slight differences in
their proportions.

Their shape is known, in silver, from a pair of exam-
ples with decoration exclusively on the inside of the
lip, from Manzaderan (Iran), dated to the second cen-
tury B.c.,56 and to manufacture from Hellenized Asia
Minor, as well as from an example from Locris, in the
museum at Athens.?’

This shape reappears very frequently in pottery:
either with a smooth internal proﬁle58 or, more often,
with a medallion in the interior.>®

This last variant has been identified and studied for
a considerable time and has been linked to toreutic
artifacts of similar shape and decoration. The latter
have been identified with the Therikleian cups,6° as
they are called in ancient literary sources, of which a

more economical version, equipped with handles, is
known as Rhodian.®*

The archaeological literature on the subject is
extensive. The generally accepted dating, based in
some cases on stratigraphic associations, wavers between
the end of the third and the middle of the second cen-
tury, and sometimes even later.%?

The medallions that ornament the interiors of these
bowls, like the decorations that form the various zones,
show designs that are common in late-Hellenistic
metalwork. Consider the following examples: the
wreath demarcating the lip of the outer surface of the
lid of the Rothschild pyxis from Taranto—the work of
Nikon®—and the decorations in its interior, compa-
rable with, respectively, zone I of the bowl no. 1 and
the bowl’s interior medallion;64 the decorations on
the pyxis from Ancona, grave XXVI, also comparable
with the medallion on the interior of the bowl no. 1 ;65
the wreath on the lip of a pyxis from Asia Minor, com-
parable with zone I of the bowl no. 1 ;% and leaf-motif
decoration on the silver bowl from Ithaca, in the
British Museum, of which the medallion on the inte-
rior of the bowl no. § is a simplified derivative.®”

The decoration on zone VII of the bowl no. 1 can
be compared to the “small stepped pyramids” (though
these are upturned) that can be seen on the horizontal
zones of a sandwich gold glass bowl made in Alexan-
dria and found at Canosa.®® The six-petal rosette on
the external bottom of the same bowl can be com-
pared with confidence with similar decoration, with
the same function, on a Megarian bowl discovered at
Mitrahine, which is possibly of Egyptian origin.%

Comparisons can also be made among these three
bowls. For example, zone V of no. 1 and no. g are
entirely alike; and the serration of the central veining
of the acanthus leaves is found in all three medallions
inside the bowls.

No. 4: The function of the embossed medallion with
the figure of Scylla is uncertain: it has been suggested
that it was originally the lid of a pyxis, later used as a
medallion in the bowl no. 2.7° In fact, the configura-
tion of its underside does not seem to support either
of these theories,”" although I cannot suggest an alter-
native, and even though the medallion’s external
diameter corresponds exactly to the black, circular
trace left by an earlier soldering that appears on the
interior of the bowl no. 2 (see above, p. 49, zone XII) 72

The outline of element b, whose circumference con-
tains the embossed element a, can be compared with
the medallions that adorn the centers of silver plates
discovered in the tumulus of Sadovyj, which was sealed
in the early years of the Roman Empire.” The style of
the decorations on these medallions suggests they were
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made earlier, in the first century B.C., and their juxta-
position with their respective plates, clearly visible in
published photographs, indicates that they may have
been reused—as might have happened to the medal-
lion in question had it not been made part of a hoard.”*

The iconography of the Scylla has recently been
established.”> The closest comparison that can be
made is with a relief on the interior of a bowl made in
Cales,”® though this has been somewhat simplified,
lacking the waves in the exergue and the cuttlefish
and dolphin in front of the “dogs” at the side. Pagen-
stecher considered this iconographic arrangement
typical of southern Italy, as does Tuchelt.”’ Indeed, a
relief in soft stone from Taranto, now in Amsterdam,
shows the same arrangement and can be dated to the
end of the fourth century.”®

The hurling of boulders against enemies is docu-
mented in the Giants in the eastern metope XII of the
Parthenon, and on the shield of Athena Parthenos.”®
It resurfaces in a mold of a cheek guard™ that shows a
giant with snakes for feet facing Hercules, and, possi-
bly, on a bronze mirror case.?! It does not therefore
seem necessary to give this specifically Magna Grae-
cian connotations.

The use of such an improper weapon seems entirely
appropriate in the case of a monster such as Scylla—
which is, moreover, snake-footed just as certain Giants
are, though marine rather than terrestrial.®*

No. 5: The small pitcher is an example of a form that
was widespread at the end of the fourth century B.c.,
characterized by the plate at the base of the handle.®
Examples of a similar shape were found at Ancona, in
graves XLII and XXXIV,** which were sealed in the
second century B.C. The theatrical mask on the lower
join of the handle recalls those that constitute the sup-
ports of nos. 14 and 15,

The Lesbian kyma on the shoulder is not of the Ital-
ian type.®

Regarding the theatrical mask, see below, nos. 14
and 15, p. 82.

No. 6: The hemispherical bowl displays a double braid
on the outer edge of the lip, which can be compared
to zone VII of the bowl no. 3.3

The bowl’s distinguishing characteristic is that its
outer surface is divided into pentagons, a decoration
commonly seen on pottery found in Athens and else-
where from the second quarter of the third century
8.c.%7 to the beginning of the first.*® A similar bowl of
gilded silver, but less carefully worked, is in the
National Museum of History in Sofia, Bulgaria, and
dates to the mid-fourth century B.c.%?

Apropos of the close relationship between metal-
ware and pottery, it should be observed that a bowl
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from Athens® and another bowl from Corinth,?' dat-
ing between the third and the middle of the second
century B.C., show raised dots on the dividing lines that
mark the edges of the pentagons, exactly as on our
bowl, although on the latter the dots are indented.

No. 7: The skyphos can be closely compared to an
example in New York,%* which, thanks to comparisons
with analogous items of pottery, can be dated between
the fourth and third century B.c.%3 Despite having lost
its foot it can be compared with the example from the
island of Chalke, near Rhodes, now in the British
Museum.® The shape of its foot and the position of
the handles, which come close to the lip, are a variant
from the form (of the same period) found in a cham-
ber tomb in Prusias in Bithynia,95 in a tumulus from
Arzos sealed at the end of the fourth century,96 and
in a chamber tomb of unknown location.9? Similar in
shape to these two examples is a third skyphos, from
Athens, with decorations traced on its side.%®

The traced decoration at the base of the handles of
no. 7, viewed upside down, fits with the Dreibliiten-
gruppe arrangement, but that does not agree with the
suggested analysis.?9

No. 8: The object can with certainty be described as a
kyathos: an example entirely similar to ours—perhaps
from Acarnania, dated between the fourth and third
century B.C.—bears an inscription describing it thus
and that it was the property of Archiphaes.'*®

Our kyathos is characterized by a shallow bowl that
contrasts, in shape, with the deep-bowled examples
from the late Hellenistic period, which are otherwise
made in exactly the same way.'®" The chronology is
reinforced by the find from Prusias'®® mentioned
above, that at grave Beta in Derveni,'®® and a third
example from a tumulus grave in Savasti, sealed in the
third quarter of the fourth century B.c."**

Serving as the decorative end of the handle is the
head of a canine instead of the usual protome of a
waterfowl. Four comparable examples, in bronze,
come from Morgantina.'®>

No. 9: I know of no close parallels for the phiale
mesomphalos: the interior decoration with rays is,
however, documented in epigraphic and literary
sources;"® it may originate from Syria in the archaic
period.'°? Pottery examples with rays do not appear in
the Classical and Hellenistic periods,"’8 but I do not
know how far this observation can allow us definitively
to date our piece in the absence of pertinent compar-
isons with other examples in silver or bronze.'

No. 10: The shape of the pyxis can be compared to that
of the Rothschild pyxis from Taranto, which includes a
container that can be assumed—although it is



described only verbally—to be analogous to our ele-
ment."'° Element II, which completes it, can also be
seen in an example, possibly from Asia Minor and dated
to the third century B.c., which is now in Berlin.'"!

Analogous internal containers are part of the salt-
cellars in the treasure from Boscoreale, now in the
Louvre.''*

Entirely similar, both in its shape and in the makeup
of its decorative elements, is a second pyxis in the Met-
ropolitan Museum (acc. no. 1984.11.3; Figures 68,
69),''3 even though the style of the Eros embossed on
that lid appears more dynamic and graphic than the
static plasticity of our lid.

The dish IV (Figure 44) was associated with the altar
no. 11 (see above, p. 64), but it is highly uncertain
whether it originally belonged to it. Sein Hemingway,
to whom I should again like to express my gratitude
here, suggests that it should, on the contrary, be
assumed to have been covered by the lid III (Figures
34, 35) of the pyxis no. 10. Supporting this interpreta-
tion is the degree of wear of the (now lower) surface of
the lip,''4 which cannot be plausibly explained by the
object’s present configuration, while the lower edge of
the lid III of the pyxis no. 10 matches up with this dec-
oration exactly. Also supporting this theory are the
weight of the objects and the weight indication
inscribed on no. 10 (P.vi1; see above, p. 72). Last, the
pyxis 1984.11.3, already mentioned, has a dish that is
the same except for the less careful execution of the
central star. An analogous element is missing, however,
from the Rothschild pyxis from Taranto."'5

No. 11: As already noted,*® this small cylindrical altar
has no known close parallels. Mention can be made,
however, of a cylindrical clay object found at Delos,"”
assumed to be an incense burner, whose upper part is
decorated in relief with bucrania that support gar-
lands; and a marble wellhead, also from Delos,**®
whose elements are regarded as “si semblables a ceux
de nombreux autels découverts a Délos qu’on est
tenté de supposer que ces margelles sont simplement
des autels économiquement transformés par un mar-
brier” (so similar to those of many altars found at
Delos that it is tempting to assume these edging-stones
are simply altars that have been thriftily transformed
into well curbing by a marble cutter). This metamor-
phosis is unnecessary in the case of the aforemen-
tioned incense burner; and it is a theory supported by
a small altar, also in clay, from Alexandria, bearing
Hautschddel linked together by garlands.'*?

The many components of the object may suggest
that it did not function purely as an “altar”—that is, as
a platform used for offerings—but also as a container
for fragrances or other substances offered as a

sacrifice. It could therefore be complementary, in this
role, to the pyxis no. 10.

It should be noted nevertheless that in the wreck of
the ship discovered at Comacchio there were three
small temples, made of lead, and a pyxis, also in
lead,'*® that were dated to the first century A.D.
Although in terms of type they are in no way compara-
ble, it should be pointed out that devotional objects,
such as the small temples, are complemented by a
container, probably for fragrances, like the pyxis: the
composition of the Comacchio group of objects,
which is certain, can be offered as an example in the
absence of an equivalent in the group under exami-
nation. That the pyxis no. 10 and the altar no. 11
were connected from the time they were made and
that they were devotional objects can be ascertained
from the punch-dotted inscriptions they bear (P.1
and P.i); this link was maintained subsequently (I.111
and L.1v).

Regarding decoration with triglyphs and metopes,
Bell'*! has recalled clay altars of Sicilian origin; but
others are known elsewhere."**

Regarding the bucrania, it should be remembered
that the pompe of Ptolemy Philadelphus mentioned
above (see note 60) included two hundred bulls with
gilded horns, a gold star on the forehead, and a crown
between their horns;'*3 apart from the gilding of the
horns, the parallel appears to be complete.

Nos. 12, 13: The pair of horns has already been dis-
cussed'*4 and compared to the example from the Grave
of the Golden Objects in Canosa,'*> which appears to
have been made using the same techniques, i.e., with a
body worked from sheet but with a solid point.

The addition of horns, even not entirely realistic
ones, to helmets is documented in the surviving physi-
cal evidence even as early as the archaic period.'*®
Horned helmets are depicted in some grave paintings
in Campania'?’ and in the Apulian pottery portrayed
by the painter of Arpi,'*® from which it has been con-
vincingly deduced that this particular fashion in hel-
mets was typical of those Italian peoples, although
certainly not exclusive to them,'*? and perhaps not
even indigenous.

The horns on display in the pompe of Ptolemy
Philadelphus are of gold, and much larger:'3° they are
intended to be containers,'3' reminiscent of the
shape of the rhyton, which was often made of glass,
although used to contain balm. The presence of holes
on the lower brim of both our horns and of that from
Canosa, however, clearly indicates that these objects
were attached and therefore not intended to contain
liquids, since their openings would have been blocked
by the surface to which they were affixed.
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Nos. 14, 15: For this pair of conical vessels with
rounded bottoms and supports in the shape of the-
atrical masks, the most satisfying comparison is
offered by a discovery from a tumulus tomb at Ter-
siyekoey, near Tarsus, partly because it has gilding on
the exterior of the lip, although no feet in the shape
of theatrical masks.'3* This does not, however, yield
indications sufficient to date this tomb object: in gen-
eral, this shape is considered typical of the late Hel-
lenistic period.'3? One example dating to the end of
the second century, but lacking supports, has a dedi-
catory inscription to Zeus.'34

This outline is seen frequently, with and without
supports, in both glass and pottery;'3> the supports
are in the shape of shells or theatrical masks.'3® This
type of vessel was in use from the third to the begin-
ning of the second century B.C., with some examples
dating back to the end of the fourth century.

The masks on our vessels differ from each other
only by the presence (no. 15) or absence (no. 14) ofa
pair of spheroidal berries on the garlands of leaves.
These are also part of the headdress of the mask that
adorns the lower attachment of the handle of the
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Figure 68. Silver pyxis, gilt.

Eros leaning on an inverted
torch. Hellenistic, grd century
B.c. H. 6 cm; diam. 9.72 cm.
The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Purchase, Classical Purchase
Fund, Rogers Fund, and Norbert
Schimmel Gift, 1984 (1984.11.3).
See also Colorplate 2

pitcher no. 5, although it is not clear whether there are
two or three berries. The masks are not easily
identified, apart from the old man’s face (no. 14.1;
no. 15.2), which is recognizably that of a pap-
posilenos.'37 The two masks of a youth and a woman
seem too generic, as also in the case of the pitcher
no. 5, to allow any identification more precise than the
very broad categories of the neaniskos (youth)'3® and of
the etera (hetaira) with hair gathered in a kerchief'39—
even though neither has specific Dionysian character-
istics, unlike the papposilenos,'4° which might well
have been in keeping with these vessels’ purpose.

CONCLUSIONS

“L’avidité humaine a toujours été préjudiciable a la
conservation des objets d’art exécutés en métal pré-
cieux” (Human greed has always been a threat to the
preservation of artifacts in precious metal)’'4'—so
much so that a systematic typology of these artifacts
will never be possible until more objects are available
for study.



Difficulties and uncertainties are only increased by
the general lack of information on where objects were
found, both their precise findspots and stratigraphy or
even in relation to other objects in groups that are sub-
sequently identified as more information comes to light.

Our group of objects is a typical example of this
uncertainty as its place of origin, exact arrangement
in antiquity, and the stratigraphic position where it
was found are all unknown.'4*

With such incomplete information as our starting
point, any conclusion we can suggest must remain

Figure 69g. Alternate view of pyxis in Figure 68

uncertain; thus, these notes can be seen as “conclu-
sions” only insofar as they occupy the concluding
pages of this study, and certainly not as a scientific
analysis of these objects.

Analysis of the information the objects themselves
offer through the inscriptions they bear'#? and their
weights (though this information is not clear) has
allowed them to be divided into suggested subgroups.
Analysis of their manufacture has allowed sugges-
tions to be made regarding formal classification of
the types of these objects and, therefore, regarding the
time they were made and the cultural setting that
produced them.

As regards the time they were made, the skyphos
no. 7 and the kyathos no. 8 are of a type in use
between the fourth and third century B.c.; the pair of
horns nos. 12 and 14 belong to the same period; and
all the other objects are more recent, even though the
medallion no. 4 reproduces an iconographical style
that can with reasonable certainty be dated to the
fourth century. The dating of the phiale no. g is highly
uncertain, although its internal decoration suggests it
is among the older objects of this group.

The disparity between the dates when these
objects—which were sealed in chamber tombs—were
produced does not appear especially important;'44 it
is a confirmed feature of artifacts buried in graves.'4>

The composite character of the New York group of
objects has already been pointed out.'#® Their func-
tions in ritual and during the symposium have been
established beyond doubt.

Figure 770. Detail of inscriptions on bottom of pyxis in Figure 68
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The pair of horns nos. 12 and 14 can with reason-
able certainty be regarded as formerly part of a helmet
from which they were torn at some unknown time.
This could have been done either by the helmet’s
owner or by someone else. In either case, the aim was
to preserve the precious elements of a composite
object. Obviously, this could have occurred in a vari-
ety of situations: for example, the owner himself
might have wanted, at a time of personal difficulty, to
hoard elements of intrinsic value to him but no
longer of practical use in the circumstances he faced
at the time.

The medallion bearing an image of Scylla no. 4 was
probably an ornament on a more complex object.
Bell'47 puts forward an interesting and convincing
theory, but this can be regarded as probable only for
the first part of the object’s life, for its rear surface sug-
gests a possible reworking and attachment to an
object other than the original bowl. 43

The ritual function of the pyxis no. 10, as discussed
above,'49 appears to be its original function, based on
the earlier dating (ascertained in the meantime) of
the inscription P.11 and its paleographic relation to P.1,
on the arula (miniature altar) no. 11. The same is sug-
gested by the Rothschild pyxis of Taranto, which con-
tains censers that have a certain ritual use.'>°

The New York pyxis 1984.11.8 (Figures 68, 6g)'5’
has been exhibited in the Metropolitan Museum
together with all the other objects in our group.'5*
The stylistic differences already pointed out between
the figure of Eros and that of the goddess of plenty on
the lid of our pyxis no. 10 contrast with an almost
identical—despite a small difference in dimensions—
design of the decorative zones. It could almost be sup-
posed that the two were produced in the same
workshop, where two different masters of toreutics
were responsible for figures embossed on lids, while
the remainder of an object was the everyday work of
craftsmen. On the bottom surface are two groups of
inscriptions (Figures 70, 71), one punched, the other
incised, which indicate the object’s changes of owner-
ship. The punch-dotted characters refer to two differ-
ent inscriptions: those on the left are larger and more
deeply carved than those on the right. I cannot sug-
gest a reading for these: the right-hand group could
be a linked A. The incised characters could be a
weight indication (= 101), written in the Sicilian
pseudoascendant style,">3 followed by a IT that acts as a
monogram. The IT cannot have a numerical value,
given the central position of the H;'3* the only possible
interpretation, therefore, is that suggested here:
pseudoascendant. From this we can gather that this
second pyxis, too, is from Sicily—indeed, from the
same cultural milieu to which all the objects in this
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group historically belong. The lack of reliable infor-
mation on their respective places of origin—despite
what has been said about the probable connection of
this pyxis to the group in question'3>—prevents any
firmer observations from being made.'5°

Pursuing this line of argument, I would suggest
there are stylistic parallels between the image on the
lid of the pyxis no. 10 and that on the mirror case in
the Grave of the Golden Objects in Canosa.'>” We can
compare the moderate gilding, which leaves most sur-
faces gleaming silver; the solid modeling of the
figures, with restrained depiction of drapery, which is
more rigid and schematic in the mirror from Canosa
than in the New York pyxis; and the rocky landscape as
a background, though in the case of the mirror this
also contains a stele.

In comparison, the representation of Scylla (no. 4)
is more complex, not so much because the figure itself
is a hybrid as because of the twisting, spiral tail and the
variety of additional elements such as sea creatures,
each different from the other, attacked by the dogs
that spring from the figure’s waist. The same can be
said of the waves in the exergue, which are alternately
gilded. It can be suggested that this was made in an
entirely different workshop from the preceding
object.

It has already been observed how the vegetable
motif decoration on the lower surface of the lid of the
Rothschild pyxis from Taranto can be compared
(though richer stylistically and in terms of composi-
tion) with the medallion in the lower concave part of
the bowl no. 1. Note also the presence of a garnet set
in the center. The style of the images on the outer sur-
face of the lid of the Rothschild pyxis—dry and
wooden'%*—can be considered close to the figurative
style of the mirror case from the Grave of the Golden
Objects at Canosa. The correlative position—that is,
which was modeled on which—cannot be established
for certain. Given that the Rothschild pyxis bears a sig-
nature, and because the group depicted is seen as
coming directly from the dynastic cultural climate of
the Ptolemies (though it cannot be said for certain to
which of the third-century royal couples it can most con-
vincingly be linked), it could be that it is the latter that
served as a model for the mirror case from Canosa.

Recently it has been asserted that there were tore-
utic workshops in Taranto, to which all the precious
finds of Apulia have been attributed."?® This argu-
ment appears to be based on the assertion that “it is
above all the relative quantity of discoveries coming
from Taranto that justifies the theory that there were
local workshops with their own characteristics,”*%
these characteristics consisting chiefly of vegetable
motif decorations which have many parallels in Apu-



lian pottery decorated with figures,'®" and dependent
on the creations of Pausias from Sicyon,162 that can be
supposed to have been well known and spread not just
in Taranto but over a wider area. Such an overestima-
tion, though not new, does not seem to take proper
account either of the established circulation of pre-
cious objects, for all sorts of reasons,'®3 or of the exis-
tence of centers that were politically and economically
more dominant than Taranto, especially during the
third century B.c. In those places there was a demand
for depictions of dynastic milieus, which were absent
in the Italian city, and this demand encouraged both
innovations and the production of luxury objects.
That the latter were made wherever itinerant toreutic
masters—who might have differed in origin and train-
ing—established themselves is a separate issue, and in
no way weakens this reconstruction of the historical
and manufacturing conditions of ancient times. The
fact that in the second and first centuries B.C. silver ves-
sels such as anathema Tarantinon'®* were offered at
Delos cannot be regarded as proof, since not only was
Taranto by then a Roman colony (and not among the
most prosperous), but such offerings, although distin-
guished by zoidarion epi delphinos, may not have been
produced exclusively there.

Without delving further into a subject that, for lack
of objective facts regarding individual discoveries,
remains rather obscure and uncertain, I believe a fur-
ther indication of the disparate nature of the group of
objects under study lies in the stylistic differences that
can be pointed out between the two figurative images
that it includes.

It can be regarded as established that: 1) the stylistic
matrices from which the two New York pyxides no. 10
and 1984.11.3 are derived have been linked to third-
century B.C. Alexandria, and 2) the information on
the discovery of the Rothschild pyxis and the mirror
case from Canosa being compared with them
confirms that they came from Taranto and Canosa.

This offers further proof of the changeability of the
modern criteria for historical evaluation of the place
of production of such precious objects.

A further element of uncertainty is introduced by
the pair of conical vessels with supports in the shape
of theatrical masks nos. 14 and 15. The known com-
parable objects in silver come from the Asia Minor
region, even though the extended occurrence around
the Mediterranean of analogous forms in terracotta
indicates that their popularity was not restricted to the
most easterly sector of the koine. The formal analogies
between the masks of nos. 14 and 15 and that of no. 5
(though the last is much smaller) suggest that the
three objects originally formed a group, a theory sup-
ported by the characteristics of their inscriptions.

There is a further valid comparison to be made with
an object in purplish blue glass (though it lacks the
figurative supports of the group from the Grave of the
Golden Objects at Canosa),'®® which is thought to be
of Alexandrian manufacture. A green glass bowl of
hemispherical shape and with pentagons incised on
its external surface,166 also attributed to the same manu-
facture, can be compared to our bowl no. 6. It can be
suggested that these two objects broadly belong to the
Alexandrian cultural and artisanal milieu—assuming
that the capital of the Ptolemies was the main center
for the production of luxury goods during the third
century B.C. Even if we accept this, however, we cannot
underestimate the importance of the eastern king-
dom of the Seleucids, although Syrian toreutic manu-
facture appears to be characterized by plentiful inset
multicolored gems'®’—a kind of decoration not
unknown in Alexandria,'® if the Rothschild pyxis was
in fact made there. And, in our group of objects, there
are stones set, albeit discreetly, into the medallions
within the bowls nos. 1 and 3.'%

Amid this general uncertainty, it is at least estab-
lished that the group studied here consists of objects
that are distinct in their manufacture, their date, and
their function. In this they do not differ from other,
sometimes more magnificent, groups of toreutic
objects that have been both archaeologically and epi-
graphically documented.'”°

As pointed out repeatedly here, the lack of archaeo-
logically documented information on the place of dis-
covery prevents speculation on how this group was
assembled either piece by piece or all together.'”* Nei-
ther is it possible to be sure that the group consists of
the same objects as it did at the time of burial. This, it
can be proposed, was about 200 B.C., although this
can be only a very rough date considering both the
lack of precise information about the group and the
difficulty in accurately dating the individual objects
that now constitute it.

Based on present knowledge, the places proposed
where these objects might have been found are two:
Daunia, probably at Arpi,'”* and Morgantina, block
West g/10 C.'73 In both areas the Doric dialect was
spoken, albeit in different forms, and both are
referred to in the ambiguous and self-referential indi-
cation given by Bothmer. Theories regarding these
places are derived, in general, from clues: the conso-
nance of the material culture of the region of Daunia
with that of our group of objects, and in at least one
case, the account of the looting by the Arpani of
Pyrrhus’s encampment at Ausculum in 279 B.C.;'7*
and chronological coincidence, such as the taking of
Morgantina by the Roman army under the command
of M. Cornelius Cethegus in 211 B.c.'7 and the con-
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sequent abandonment of its western district. The Dau-
nia theory can be supported by the documented use
of (helmets adorned with) silver horns at Canosa and
by the discovery of silver objects in the hypogeum of
the Medusa of Arpi.’76 The Morgantina theory is
backed by indications given to the Carabinieri (Italian
military police) about a successful illicit excavation in
the very block West g/10 C, which was later the object
of scientific inquiry, and by the observations made
during the excavation.'”” But we are left still in the
realm of probability, certainly not in that of docu-
mented fact.

The same goes for the functional context of the
burial: indeed, discoveries have been unearthed both
from graves and from tomb chambers hidden in the
most varied places and circumstances. The only cer-
tainty is that the objects in New York have had differ-
ent uses,'’8 from the time they were made until the
time they were finally buried, even though they fall
into the general category of rich and luxurious osten-
tation.'”® The ritual function at least of the pyxis
no. 10 and of the altar no. 11 suggests that originally
they were destined for a religious building or, at any
rate, religious uses. 8 It cannot be ruled out, however,
that they were intended as a set of ritual objects for
religious observance on their owner’s travels.®" The
composition of the group of objects as it is today—
which in the case of many of them appears to corre-
spond to an analogous composition consisting of
subgroups, at least immediately before burial—is the
result of acquisitions, or juxtapositions, that are dis-
parate: from the treasury of a sanctuary (nos. 10, 11,
possibly nos. 1-'%%), perhaps from the spoils*®3 of a
warrior from southern Italy,‘84 or from a violation of
his grave (nos. 12, 13), and, for the objects that can be
assumed to have been part of a set used for sym-
posia185 (nos. 4-9, 14, 15) from a raid or, again, viola-
tion of graves.'®®

Finally, we should remember the account of Dio-
dorus Siculus: in 406 B.c., C. Hamilcar, commander of
the Carthaginians who were moving on Agrigento,
paid a deposit on the wages due his mercenary troops
with precious vessels.'7 This record, although from
an earlier period than ours, demonstrates that pre-
cious objects could change hands, even if by agree-
ment among parties, thus resulting in groups of
disparate objects that took on different functions
from those intended when they were made. This
seems a legitimate hypothesis for Morgantina, a city
heavily frequented by mercenaries:'®® perhaps one of
their leaders—one Eupolemos, for example—was
paid not in money but at least partly in precious goods
originating from different places. But we need not
restrict possession of such objects to mercenaries, for
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Morgantina also offered refuge to those fleeing the
siege of Syracuse in 212-211 B.C., and there was trade
in grain between Morgantina and Syracuse.

What is observed above (see p. %777) on the pseudo-
ascendant system of the way numbers are written,
however, has definite significance and important impli-
cations. It is certain that the objects bearing such
inscriptions were marked by a Sicilian craftsman in
that part of the island where there was interaction
between Hellenic culture and Phoenician-Punic cul-
ture. This applies not only to the time of the object’s
initial production but to the later time documented
by the inscription L1 (see p. 74). This is not simply an
indication but rather clear proof of a relationship
between these silver objects and that extensive region
of the Sicilian territory. This relationship is further
supported by comparisons—albeit within different
categories of object—to be found within the specific
context of Morgantina.'®

Alii, forsitan, aliter. it is to be hoped that critical com-
ment on this study may yield further information for
analysis of this group of objects in New York'?°—and
that the circulation of ancient objects will, in future,
better meet the needs of scholars, and not just those
of collectors.'9"
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work just cited (Pliny Naturalis historia 35, 109). According to
Hanfmann 1987, p. 257, the mosaic at Tor Marancia, Rome, is
derived from it. It could perhaps be compared to the pair of sil-
ver phalerae from the kurgan of Babyna Mohyla: Reeder 2001,
p- 288 nos. 143, 144.

83. Pfrommer 1983, pp. 239—4o fig. 1.

84. Mercando 1976, pp. 165-66 figs. 48, 49.

85. Pfrommer 1982, p. 129 fig. 6.

86. For the profile, see Richter 1956, p. 45 no. 27, pl. 19 E: but
with a smooth wall. It is a black-painted vessel from Corinth,
dated to the second half of the grd century B.c.: Edwards
1975, pp- 46—47 no. 1go.

87. Rotroff 1997, pp. 108-9; in relief: Watzinger 1go1, p. 70
no. 6; Laumonier 1977, pp. 482-83; Bouzek 1990, pl. 11,
p- 68.

88. Rotroff 1982, p. 92 no. 403.
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Marazov 1998, p. 103 no. 14.

Thompson 1934, p. 381 no. D38 fig. 69: grd century B.C.;
Edwards 1975, p. 181, n. 46, no. go8: mid-2nd century B.C.
Edwards 1975, pl. 80 no. 919: mid-2nd century B.c.

Oliver 1977, no. 18 = Bothmer 1961, no. 270.

Vickers, Impey, Allan 1986, pl. 18.

Walters 1921, no. 14 pl. 3.

Bothmer 1984, p. 47 no. 73: dated to the second half of the
4th century.

Search 1980, p. 156 no. 108.

Bothmer 1984, p. 49 no. 83: between the 4th and grd century.
Bothmer 1984, p. 48 no. 8o: dated to the grd century. Previ-
ously, an analogous find, with lacunae, from Cariati, was com-
pared to the foot of our skyphos: Guzzo 1986, p. 256. The
subsequent reconstitution in full of the find from Calabria
revealed a substantially different shape of the vessel: Guzzo,
Taliano Grasso 1992, p. 564 no. 1 figs. 1, 2. Nevertheless, the
comparison of the feet remains valid, as does the confirmation
that the grave was sealed during the 4th century.

Pfrommer 1982, p. 120 fig. 1; Pfrommer 1983, p. 273 fig. 38b, c.
Oliver 1977, no. 15.

Strong 1966, p. 92 fig. 21, with bibliography and comparisons.
Bothmer 1984, p. 47 no. 76.

Search 1980, p. 167 no. 128.

Ancient Macedonia 1988, p. 298, no. 249.

Letter from Malcolm Bell: inv. nos. 59.1226; 60.295, .630,
.848. Note how the inscription P.x (see above, p. 57) is punch-
dotted under the end of the handle that curves back on itself.
Such a shape invites suggestion of the theory that the present
protome may be a replacement of a previous one and that,
when the substitution was made, the inscription was made
then, since it was easier to do so.

Luschey 1939, pp. 26—27: aktinos (with rays); akidotos (with
points); lonchotos (with lanceolate points); asterotes (with star-
shaped decoration).

Luschey 1939, pp. 49-50; see also Bothmer 1984, pp. 20-21
no. 11 (from Cyprus) and, dated to the 5th century, the phiale
of unknown origin: Oliver 1977, p. 27 no. 3, with bibliography
also for analogous bronze examples.

Balland 1969, pp. 101-8; Sparkes, Talcott 1970, pp. 105—6;
Morel 1981, pp. 143—-45.

See, most recently, Tarditi 1996, pp. 170-71.

Wuilleumier 1930, p. 9 a, describes it as a cuvette; both sides of
the lid are decorated; no intermediate object between the lid
and the cuvette is described. Given the oxidized state when the
find was made, the composition described by Wuilleumier can
be taken to be authentic; see also Wuilleumier 1939, p. 344.
Oliver 1977, no. 51; see also Gehrig 1977, pp. 5—12.

Baratte 1986, pp. 41—42.

Bell 1997, p. 33 fig. 6.

See above, note 110.

See above, note 110.

Bothmer 1984, p. 58 no. 102, recalls an object seen on the
Swiss market (Ars Antiqua [Lucerne] g [April 29, 1961],
no. 132): this was probably a small rectangular altar decorated
with bucrania supporting garlands and consisting of a body
covered with a lid, whose upper zone is rectangular, recessed,
and decorated. The lid rests on the hollow in the interior of
the body. See Oliver 1977, p. 87 no. 49, for the shape of this
altar, which, on the basis of the embossed decoration, however,
should be considered a container for cosmetics.



117.
118.

119.

120.
121.
122,

123.
124.

125.

126.
127.

128.

129.

130.
131.
132.
133.
134.
135.
136.

137.
138.

139.
140.

141.

142.

143.

144.
145.

Deonna 1938, p. 384 fig. 447, p. 379 no. B 4463.

Chamonard 1924, p. 347, pl. 62 E.

Breccia 1907, p. 70 pl. 2, 8: the dating of the piece is uncer-
tain, as it was discovered in ground that covered a mid-
Hellenistic burial chamber.

Berti 1990, pp. '70-72 figs. 5-8.

Bell 1997, p. 38 and n. 13, fig 177.

From Thurii: Notizie degli scavi di antichitd 1988-8g, suppl. 3,
P- 480 no. 483, p. 517 fig. 509; from Delos: Deonna 1938,
PP- 95—96, with bibliography relating to Pompeii.

Athenaeus 5, 202 a.

Guzzo 1986, p. 286; Guzzo, Labellarte, Mazzei 1991, pp. 171—
72; Bell 1997, p. 33 and n. 11.

Most recently: Cassano 1992, pp. 337—45; the silver horn:
P- 342 no. 17; p. 539.

Pflug 1989, p. 9o no. 81: see Guzzo 19qo, p. 143.

From Nola: De Caro 1983-84, esp. p. 81 and n. 38; from
Capua: Weege 1909, pp. 106—7 no. 12; p. 156: helmets with
horns, widely used.

Mazzei 1987, pp. 185-86 and n. 55; p. 186 and n. 58 = Mazzei
1995, p- 14 figs. 4, 5.

See Dintsis 1986, p. 107, pl. 46, 6: Seleucus Nicator minted
coins that depict him with a helmet adorned by horns;
nos. 262, 263, pp. 296~97, pl. 70, 6-7: 2nd-century gems.
Athenaeus 5, 202 ¢; 202 €.

See Gasparri 1970, p. 49 no. 8.

Mellink 1g6o, p. 69 pl. 14 fig. 16 = Strong 1966, p. 122.
Strong 1966, p. 108.

Oliver 1977, no. 47.

Respectively: Rotroff 1997, pp. 109-10; pp. 107-8.

Morel 1981, pp. 138-39: type 2130; pp. 468-69; tragic and
divine masks: Edwards 1975, pp. 173~74. In the bowl from
Bari (Wuilleumier 1930, pl. 8) are applied masks, with which
meaningful comparisons are impossible.

Bernabo Brea 1981, p. 47 type B 5.

Bernabo Brea 1981, passim; see Edwards 1975, pl. 77 no. 88g.
Bernabo Brea 1981, pp. 230-32.

Pfrommer 2001, pp. 48-50 fig. 32 g.

Kurz 1954, p. 138; see also Linders 1987, p. 117. Also docu-
mented is the practice of melting down precious votive objects
that had, following periodic inspections, been found to be
damaged or out-of-date: Linders 1989—go.

“This group of fifteen objects, presumably found together a
generation ago, represents some of the finest Hellenistic silver
known from Magna Graecia”: Bothmer 1984, p. 54, in which
he does not explain if by “Magna Graecia” he intends the
meaning to be only the southern Italian peninsula or also
includes Sicily. The assertion of Bothmer could be interpreted
in two ways: that the objects were found in “Magna Graecia,”
or that the objects had been made in Magna Graecia. In the
eventuality that the first hypothesis is valid, it is to be observed
that Italian law, enforced at least since 1989, governs the
exportation of archaeological objects. Bothmer does not men-
tion the pyxis 1984.11.3, which also (see note 1 above) is
named by director de Montebello as part of the group.

On the subject of ambiguities sometimes presented by inscrip-
tions, see the silver vase made in Egypt but bearing a Lycian
inscription: Pfrommer 1983, p. 275 fig. 40 nn. 1977, 1g8.
Strong 1966, p. 107.

Kallipolitis, Feytmans 1948-49, pp. 92—96: grave no. 2 at
Kozani (western Macedonia), sealed before the end of the 4th
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. De Juliis 1984, p. 36.
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163.

165.

166.
167.

168.

century, contained in its hoard a silver phiale, produced
before the end of the 6th century, bearing an inscription dedi-
cating it to the Athena of Megara. This relevant case demon-
strates beyond doubt the differences between date of
manufacture and date of burial, between place of use and
place of burial, and finally, between original function and
last use.

Guzzo, Labellarte, Mazzei 1991, pp. 168-71; Bell 1997, p. 33.
Bell 1997, n. 12 at the end.

See Kurz 1954, p. 138: Cicero In Verrem 2, 4, 48-49 (also note
36 above): from a “patella in qua sigilla erant egregia” Verre,
after taking possession of the vessel, “sigillis avulsis reliquum
argentum sine ulla avaritia reddidit” to the owner, “Cn. Pom-
peius Tyndaritanus.” The same “emblemata evellenda curavit”
from two “pocula non magna, verum tamen cum emblemate,”
the property of “Eupolemus Calactinus.”

Guzzo, Labellarte, Mazzei 1991, p. 170.

Wauilleumier 1930; Pfrommer 1987, p. 165: “Beide [scil: the
pyxis and the thymaterion] bilden eine funktionelle Einheit.”

Bell 1997, p. 33 fig. 6; see also note 1 above.

Guzzo, Labellarte, Mazzei 1991, p. 166 n. 77.

See above, p. 77.

For the value 100 of the character ©, exactly the same as that
read here as eta, in an epigraph from Morgantina, see Supple-
mentum epigraphicum graecum 39 (1989) 1008, 8: note 46 above.
See note 1 above.

The dish that is part of the pyxis 1984.11.3 shows no signs of
wear, unlike its counterpart. This difference in condition may
be due not only to different circumstances before they were
buried (together?), but also to different techniques used in
their manufacture.

Cassano 1992, p. 541 fig. 11, p. 531 no. 11.

Pfrommer 1987, p. 165.

De Juliis 1984, pp. 33-50.

De Juliis 1984, p. 38.

Moreno 1987, p. 140; contra Pfrommer 1982, pp. 127-28.
See the discovery, in the context known as Mottola, of a
bracelet typical of Asia Minor manufacture, and of two rings
with engraved portraits of Ptolemaic queens: Guzzo 1987,
pp- 169-76, which can be taken as the archaeological equiva-
lent of the literary mention of the dispatch to Croton of part of
the find of Gaugamela: Plutarch Alexander 34.

. Durrbach, Roussel 1935, 14121 A cd, col. I.2 = 1423 A b, col.

IL5 = 1432 Bb, col. IL.23; 1442 A, 72; 1443 A, col. L.1g; 1449
A a, col. I.21; 1450 A 13. Anathema by Sokrates from Taranto:
ibid., 1450 A 113. I am indebted to Adriano La Regina for
drawing my attention to this.

De Juliis 1984, p. 449 no. 44: inv. no. 40.064. In general: Cian-
cio 1980, also for the commercial links between Alexandria
and Apulia on which, most recently, see Ghisellini 1993.

De Juliis 1984, p. 449 no. 48.

See Gasparri 1970, p. 53; Linders 1975, pp. 61-62, contrary
to what took place at the Didymaion, in Athens registers at
sanctuaries were no longer transcribed on marble after the
end of the 4th century and are thus unknown, both in them-
selves and regarding the form and the characteristics of the
objects given as offerings.

See the profusion of colored stones destined to adorn the pre-
cious vases given by Ptolemy to Eleazar: Pelletier 1962, 4, 3; 6,

73; 6, 79.

93



170.
171.

172.

173.
174.

175.

176.
177.

94

. Also, a single garnet set into the exterior bottom of the bowls

from Falerii, in the Museo Archeologico Nazionale in Naples.
See Gasparri 1970, p. 50 no. 10 and p. 52 with n. 67.

It should be remembered that the inscriptions P.1 and P.i1
(nos. 10, 11), made close to the time the objects were pro-
duced, are in the Ionic dialect, whereas L.1 (no. 11) is in the
Doric dialect: this indicates that the altar no. 11 was trans-
ferred from one cultural area to another, different one, or at
least was in the possession of individuals who belonged to
groups speaking these dialects.

Guzzo, Labellarte, Mazzei 1991; Lippolis 2002, p. 120: “loca-
litd imprecisata della Puglia” (an undefined place in Apulia).
Bell 1997.

Dionysius Halicarnassensis 20, 3, 1—4: Guzzo, Labellarte,
Mazzei 1991, p. 172.

Bell 1997, p. 34. On the history of Morgantina during those
years and on Punic incursions, see Bell 2000.

Guzzo 1995.

Bell 1997, pp. 34—38: “per la sua forma . . . la casa non ha
paralleli precisi a Morgantina” (in its design . . . the house
has no parallel in Morgantina; p. 37); the discovery of
numerous pithoi leads Bell 1997, p. 38, to the conclusion
that this was “di un’abitazione funzionale, senza raffinatezze,
dove viveva gente la cui vita economica dipendeva dai
prodotti della terra” (a functional house, without
refinements, inhabited by people who lived off the land),
even though “curiosa € la mancanza di una cisterna per rac-
cogliere le acque piovane provenienti dai tetti; a Morgantina
& un attributo normale del cortile o peristilio al centro della
casa” (it is curious that there is no tank to collect rainwater
off the roofs; in Morgantina this was a normal feature of the
courtyard or peristyle at the center of a house; p. 37). As a
result it can be speculated that the storage function of this
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184.

185.

186.

187.
188.
189.
19o.
191.

building was more important than its use as living quarters;
this might be a further indication that the group of silver
objects under study was hidden under the floor of room 5
(p. 6, fig. 13) or room 7 (p. 36 and n. 23), having been
gathered together by the various families that used the
building to store the produce of their land before taking it
to market.

See note 145 above.

See Ampolo 1989-9o, pp. 271-79.

Such as the phiale dedicated to Athena of Megara, found in a
tomb at Kozani: see note 145 above.

See the later small altars from the wreck at Comacchio: note
120 above; in the raid the Arpani made on Pyrrhus’s encamp-
ment, sacred furnishings, if there were any, would also have
been seized: see note 174 above.

These three bowls might equally have been part of a set of
objects for a secular symposium.

Kaeser 1987.

The Samnites are described as using gold and silver weapons:
Livy 9, 40; see Rouveret 1986, esp. pp. 93, 116; see also Benas-
sai 2001, pp. 201-2, 216.

Secular, perhaps: but vessels used for offering libations to the
gods are similar in shape to those with nonreligious uses, and
do not always bear explicit dedicatory inscriptions.

See note 132 above for the discovery in a tomb of bowls com-
parable in shape to nos. 14, 15.

Diodorus Siculus 13, 88, 2—-3: Tagliamonte 2002, p. 504 n. 15.
And not only in the grd century: see Tagliamonte 19g3.

Bell 1997, p. 40 nn. 13, 14.

To which the pyxis 1984.11.3 should be added: see note 1 above.
To mention only the most recent comments on the sub-
ject: Graepler, Mazzei 1996; Pelagatti, Guzzo 1997, with
bibliography.



The Wilton “Montmorency” Armor: An Italian Armor

for Henry VIII

CLAUDE BLAIR AND STUART W. PYHRR

PART I. THE WILTON CONTROVERSY

n July 5-10, 1917, Sotheby, Wilkinson &
OHodge of London held a major sale of works
of art from Wilton House, near Salisbury,
Wiltshire, the ancient home of the Herberts, earls of
Pembroke (Figure 1). Among the pieces offered on
the last day were two armors (lots 540 and 541) said to
have belonged to two eminent French noblemen who
had been taken prisoner at the Battle of Saint-
Quentin on August 10, 1557, which ended a cam-
paign during which William Herbert (ca. 1507-
1570), first earl of Pembroke of the second creation,
had led the English contingent. The noblemen in
question were Anne de Montmorency (1493-1567),
constable of France, and Louis de Bourbon (1513~
1582), duc de Montpensier. The armor ascribed to
the former, which is the subject of this article, is now
in The Metropolitan Museum of Art (Figures 2, 3).'
On the evening of Friday, July 6, four days before
the armors were to be sold, a letter from C. J. ffoulkes,
then curator of the Armouries at the Tower of Lon-
don, was published in the July issue of the Burlington
Magazine, in which he put forward alleged evidence for
the view that “there can be no question but that the
so-called ‘Anne de Montmorency’ armour is of much
later date than 1557” and “the other armour. ..
might be as early as 1560-70, but . . . the close helmet
is of the type that was in vogue at the end of the cen-
tury.”® The timing of this could not, of course, have
been worse from the point of view of the sale, and the
owner of the armors, the earl of Pembroke and Mont-
gomery, did his best to limit the damage by publishing
a letter in the advertisement columns of the Times,
Morning Post, and Daily Telegraph, in which he sought
to refute ffoulkes’s arguments. It ended with the not
unjustified complaint that “in the view of all reason-
able persons, it must be most unsatisfactory that state-
ments of this kind attempting to throw doubt on the

© The Metropolitan Museum of Art 2003
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hitherto admitted authenticity of great works of art of
world wide interest should be made on such insub-
stantial evidence as in the present case; and, further,
that they should be made in this way at the last
minute, when practically no time is left for reply.” The
letter did not appear until the very day of the sale:
unsurprisingly, therefore, the armors did not reach
their reserves and were bought in.?

ffoulkes’s letter in the Burlington Magazine produced
a batch of correspondence, which, with it, was eventu-
ally reprinted in 1918 by Sotheby’s, accompanied by
other relevant material, in a privately circulated
volume entitled The Wilton Suits: A Controversy.* The
contributions to this contain much of interest, but
nothing positive about the central problems of the
date of the armors and the identity of their original
owners. In 1929 the “Montmorency” armor was bought
privately by Clarence H. Mackay, from whom it was
acquired by the Museum in 1932.5

In 1931 C. R. Beard drew attention to a manuscript
in the British Museum containing an account of a visit
made in 1635 to Wilton House by a lieutenant of the
Norwich Train Bands, which includes a description of
the armory there.® It does not refer to any armors
belonging to Montmorency or Montpensier, and the
only allusion to Saint-Quentin it contains is in connec-
tion with the armor of Lord William Herbert “who
wonne the Towne of S¢ Quintin in France, w°® was his
Raysing.” It does, however, mention “Hen: 8" and K.
Edw. the 6" their Armes” and “K. Hen: 8" Armour
Bearers Armes richlie gilt.”” In 1941 F. H. Cripps-Day
drew attention to the fact that the antiquary John
Aubrey (1626-169g7), in a description of the Wilton
armory in his Natural History of Wiltshire, also mentions
the “rich gilt and engraved armour of Henry VIII” and
the “like rich armour of King Edward VI” but does not
refer to either Montmorency or Montpensier. He also
pointed out that Aubrey commented about the
armory in general that the “collection was not only
great but the manner of obtaining it was much
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Figure 1. The Pembroke armory at Wilton House, ca. 1goo, with the reputed “Montpensier” and “Montmorency” armors to the
left and right of the door (photo: after Connoisseur 28 [December 1910], p. 248)

greater; which was by a victory at the battle of St.
Quintin’s.”®

The final nail in the coffin of the Montmorency/
Montpensier story came with the discovery in 1955, in
a private collection, of an inventory of the contents of
Wilton House, including the armory, dated December
8, 1558, that is, little more than a year after the Saint-
Quentin campaign.? No armors connected with the
campaign are mentioned, but “a felde armo* graven
and gilte that was Kinge Henry theightes” and “a little
armo” p[ar]cell gilte that was Kinge Edwards w" the
furniture” are.'® In an article published in 1964, the
late J. F. Hayward identified the first of these with
the “Montmorency” armor on the grounds both that it
is the “only completely graven and gilt field armour”
of the right period known to have been in the Wilton
armory and that its “huge proportions and admirable
quality” are consistent with it having belonged to King
Henry.'' The identification has not been universally
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accepted, but recently discovered evidence, discussed
below, leaves no doubt that it is correct.

The Royal Inventories

The Metropolitan Museum’s armor is discussed in
detail later in this article, but it is relevant to mention
six points about it here: first, it is a three-quarter field
armor, extending only to the knees, of the type called
an anime, that is, with a cuirass constructed of hori-
zontal overlapping lames;'? second, a pierced post at
the top of the breast indicates that, as was normal for
an armor of this kind, it was originally accompanied
by a detachable solid reinforcing-breastplate (plac-
ard); third, its surface is heat-blackened; fourth, its
decoration consists mainly of etched and gilt borders
to the plates; fifth, its general style indicates that it is
Italian in origin; and, finally, the surviving fragments
of the original textile borders (piccadills) are colored



Figure 2. The Wilton armor, here identified as having been
made for Henry VIII, king of England, and attributed to Italy,
ca. 1544. Steel, blackened, etched, and gilt. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Harris Brisbane Dick Fund, 1932 (32.130.7).
See also Colorplate g

Figure 3. Back of the Wilton armor

red and yellow. It can also be mentioned that,
although John Hayward dated it to about 1535 in his
article on the Wilton inventory, its general style sug-
gests that this is too early by as much as a decade.
Hayward did not attempt to identify the “felde
armo” graven and gilte that was Kinge Henry
theightes” of the 1558 Wilton inventory with the royal
harnesses mentioned in the great inventory of Henry
VIII's possessions drawn up after his death in 1547. In
fact, the description in the latter of a harness in the
Armoury at Greenwich Palace does fit the Wilton
armor very well, except in a single respect: “First one
Complete harnesse of Italion makinge with Lambes
blacke and parcell guilte for the feilde lackinge greues
and Sabbetters.”'3 Here we have a three-quarter field
armor—that is, without plates below the knees
(“greues and Sabbetters”) —constructed with lames,
blackened and partly gilt, and Italian in origin, the
only armor described as such in the whole inventory.
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The one thing missing to make it fit perfectly with the
Wilton armor is any reference to it being not only
partly gilt but also partly etched (“graven” in sixteenth-
century terminology). This missing detail is provided
in the description of the same armor in an inventory
of the English Royal Armouries dated August 10,
1555, recently discovered in the marquess of Bath’s
archives at Longleat: “One. ffelde harnesse blacke
graven w* lambes and guilte w* a placard ij paier of
vambraces. A stele Saddle parcell guilte couered the
halfe w* clothe of golde and thother halfe w* clothe of
silver w* a Crinit and Shafron p[ar]cell guilte and a
bitte.”'* This inventory reveals that since the old
king’s death in 1547 a general rearrangement and
tidying up had taken place in the Armouries, which
had involved, among other things, the reuniting of
armors with pieces that had become detached from
them. This had included mounting the armor under
discussion on a horse, which itself wore armored neck
and head defenses (“Crinit and Shafron”) and a sad-
dle reinforced with steel plate. It is uncertain whether
or not any of these actually went with the man’s armor
since they are not described as being black as well as
partly gilt. On the other hand, the placard and the
additional pair of arm defenses (“vambraces”) clearly
did belong to it. The former apparently is no longer
extant, but the latter must be the pair of vambraces
with closely similar, though not quite identical, deco-
ration to the Wilton armor, discussed below (pp. 117-
20), which are still in the Royal Collection at Windsor
Castle. The vambraces can be traced back to 1611 in
the inventories of the Royal Armouries, where they
are described as having belonged to Henry VIIL'> The
evidence provided by their existence there, taken in
conjunction with that we have already put forward,
leaves no doubt that the Wilton armor and the Italian
field armor “with lames” of the 1547 and 1555 inven-
tories are one and the same.

As will be discussed below (p. 106), the royal prove-
nance established by these inventories is supported by
the armor itself, thanks to the recent realization that
the rosette-shaped heads of the brass studs on the
shoulders of the backplate are in fact Tudor roses. It
should also be pointed out that the measurements of
the Wilton armor are generally consistent with those
on an armor bearing Henry’s monogram and the date
1540 made for him in the Almain Armou?, his court
workshop at Greenwich Palace (Figure 4)."

The next extant inventory of the Royal Armouries
after that of 1555 dates from 1561. Addressed to
Queen Elizabeth I, it records not only the Armouries’
current state but also “the Receipts and Deliveryes of
Armour ffrom the Death of...King Henry the
Eighth . .. vnto the Last day of December 1561.”'7 It
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Figure 4. Armor of Henry VIII, English (Greenwich), dated
1540. Royal Armouries, Leeds, 11.8 (photo: The Trustees of the
Armouries)

is much less detailed than the earlier inventories, and
many of the entries are merely totals of armors of
given types. It does, however, briefly describe a tiny
handful of the more important armors, none of which
can be identified with the armor under discussion
here. Included in a list of pieces that had been issued
to various nobles and gentlemen, however, is “A har-
nesse for y¢ body of y* Ma* father King Henry y*¢
Eighte,” recorded as being in the possession of a Sir
Roger Vaughan.'® Since this is the only sixteenth-
century record so far noted of one of Henry’s per-
sonal armors being issued from the Royal Armouries
to an individual,'? there is a prima facie case for think-



ing that it must refer to the armor under discussion.
Identification of Roger Vaughan confirms that it does.

Sir Roger Vaughan (died 1571) of Porthaml, Tal-
garth, Breconshire, Wales, was a minor figure with
important connections. The eldest son of Sir William
Vaughan of Porthaml, whom he succeeded in 1546,
he married first, Catherine, daughter of Sir George
Herbert of Swansea, Glamorganshire, and, second,
Eleanor, daughter of Henry, second earl of Worcester.
His first wife’s father was the elder brother of Sir
William Herbert, later first earl of Pembroke, whose
armory is, of course, the subject of the 1558 Wilton
inventory. According to the historian G. T. Bindoff,
Vaughan was left on his father’s death “to maintain
the family’s progress” and “was helped to do so by his
marriage to a niece of William Herbert, 1st Earl of
Pembroke.” He may have served under Herbert
against the western rebels in 1549, and he was proba-
bly knighted in October 1551 on the occasion of the
latter’s elevation to the peerage as earl of Pembroke,
while in 1557 he commanded 250 men in the French
campaign under Herbert.*°

Vaughan is clearly an unlikely candidate for the
honor of receiving the gift of one of Henry VIII's per-
sonal armors, which could only have come from one
of the monarchs, without doubt Philip or Mary, who
ruled jointly, since Elizabeth I did not succeed them
until November 17, 1558, only twenty-three days
before the Wilton House inventory was completed.
Herbert, on the other hand, was one of the leading
figures at the Tudor court. He was esquire of the body
to Henry from 1526, a gentleman of his Privy Cham-
ber, his brother-in-law through the sister of his last
queen, Catherine Parr, an executor of his will, a mem-
ber of Edward VI’s Privy Council and his master of
horse, governor of Calais under Mary Tudor, an inti-
mate of her husband and joint monarch, Philip II of
Spain, and, of course, captain-general of the English
contingent at Saint-Quentin.*' The obvious conclu-
sion to be drawn, we suggest, is that the armor cred-
ited to Vaughan in the 1561 inventory was, in fact, the
one later at Wilton, which had been given to Herbert,
and that Vaughan’s involvement with it was merely
that of Herbert’s agent. In short, he was the person
who signed for it in the Armouries when it was
collected.

The French Campaign of 1544

King Henry had a first-class armor workshop of his
own—now usually referred to as the Greenwich work-
shops, but at the time called the Almain Armoury
because it was originally staffed by Almains, that is,
Germans—operating at Greenwich Palace since 1515,

and there is therefore no obvious reason why, so late
in his reign, he should have wanted to go abroad for a
personal armor which, though of fine quality, has
nothing remarkable about it. The possibility therefore
arises of there being some special reason for his hav-
ing acquired an Italian armor in the early 1540s. It is
not difficult to find one.

As early as 1542 the king had begun to plan a joint
invasion of France with the emperor Charles V. This
was originally intended to take place in 1543, but it
was not until 1544 that, in the words of Sir Charles
Oman, “Inspired by belated ambition, though his
health was failing, and he could barely drag his corpu-
lent body on to the saddle of his war-horse, Henry
determined to direct a great invasion himself, more
effectively than his first adventure of 1513, and
crossed the narrow seas at the head of such a com-
pletely equipped army as had never before landed at
Calais.” It “started as a very ambitious project, the
‘Enterprise of Paris,” a plan for crushing France in
conjunction with the armies of the Emperor Charles,
led by Charles himself, and which dwindled down into
the siege of two isolated fortresses only a few miles
within the French frontier.”** The two fortresses in
question were Montreuil and Boulogne, and it was at
the second, and more important, of these that Henry
was to take personal command.

The Enterprise of Paris was not only Henry’s last
personal campaign but it was also the first occasion
since 1513—when he led another invasion of
France—that he had had occasion actually to wear
armor in the field.?® Furthermore, the last previous
date on which he is known to have worn armor of any
kind is at a tournament in 1540, probably the May Day
jousts, though he is not recorded as having jousted
himself. He is last known to have done this in January
1536 at Greenwich, when he suffered a very serious
fall from his horse. After this his health deteriorated
to the extent that his activities were eventually perma-
nently restricted, particularly by ulcerous legs, and
because of lack of exercise, he grew increasingly obese
(Figure 5). General concern was felt about his fitness
to take part in the French campaign—the emperor
was even advised that he would be a liability—but he
insisted on going, despite the fact that his departure
was delayed because of a deterioration in the condi-
tion of his legs. In the following year he was ill enough
to be incapacitated several times and eventually began
to require a special chair with shafts in which he was
carried from room to room and a mechanical device
to get him upstairs.**

Three conclusions emerge from all this. First,
Henry would have required a field armor for the cam-
paign, suitable for use by a commander both on

99



Figure 5. Cornelis Massys (Netherlandish, 1510/11-1556/7).
Henry VIII, 1544. Engraving, second state, dated 1548. The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund, 1922 (22.42.6)

horseback and (since it involved a siege) on foot;*>
second, in view of the four years that had elapsed
since he is last known to have worn armor—to say
nothing of the thirty-one since he had last worn it in
the field—none of his existing armors still fitted him,
a fact established by the numerous references to the
enlarging of his clothing, including several arming-
doublets and pairs of arming-hose (for wear under
armor), in the volume of accounts for his Great
Wardrobe for the period beginning and ending on
September 29, 1543 and 1544, respectively;26 and,
third, given the increasingly precarious state of his
health in and after 1544, the complete absence of evi-
dence for his having worn armor during the remain-
ing two and a half years of his life suggests that he is
very unlikely to have done so.?” It also seems unlikely
to us that anyone knowing the king’s physical condi-
tion would have presented him an armor at this late
stage of life. In any event, we know of no record of
Henry having been given an armor in these years.28
We may speculate that Henry’s first reaction to the
realization that he would need a field armor for the
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campaign was to give instructions for one of his old
garnitures—from which it was possible to produce
armors both for the field and the tilt—to be enlarged
to fit him, since the 1547 inventory of his possessions
contains the following entry: “Item one harnesse for
the kinges Majestie all grauen and parcell guilte bothe
for the felde and Tilte complete which was commaun-
ded to be translated [i.e., altered] at the kinges goinge
ouer to Bulloigne whiche lieth in peces parte trans-
lated and parte vntranslated by A contrarie comaunde-
ment by the kinges Majestie.”*9

The king’s reason for changing his mind about the
alteration of the garniture is unknown, though a likely
one is obviously that he decided, or was persuaded,
that it was not going to be satisfactory. Whatever it was,
it can reasonably be assumed that one of its results was
that he ordered two new field armors to be made for
him in his Almain Armoury at Greenwich. We know
about these from one of the very few surviving
accounts of the Armoury, produced during the period
April 1544 to April 1545, which, of course, included
all the events surrounding the “Enterprise of Paris.”
Submitted by Erasmus Kirkener, then master work-
man, it does not include any payments for making
armor but is concerned mainly with various ancillary
charges, including those for “graveing” (i.e., etching
or engraving), gilding, and burnishing armor and
some arms for the king and for making and fitting lin-
ings to armor.3° The account starts with the charges
for the etching and gilding of two complete armors—
one “made with Skalles [scales]” and each with two
helmets—and for gilding four steel saddles and a
horse armor (“barbe”). The armors are respectively
described as a “harnysh made for the Kynges
M{[aiestes] boddy,” and a “harnysh made with Skalles
for the Kynges maieste”: clearly, therefore, they were
for Henry’s personal use and were not old armors
being refurbished but had been made recently in
the Almain workshop. No mention is made in the
accounts of extra pieces for the tournament, so they
must have been for the field, with, as was common, a
close helmet and a burgonet with a separate face
defense (buffe) for alternative use. There can be no
doubt, therefore, that they were made for Henry to
use in France.?'

We can now turn to the probable source of the
Metropolitan’s armor. On April 16, 1544, Francis
Albert “Millonour” (that is, Milanese), “the King’s ser-
vant,” was given license by Henry to import a whole
range of precious objects into the country for sale,
including jewelry, gemstones, goldsmith’s work, tapes-
tries, clothing and other textiles, and “all manner of
harness of what making soever they be . . . provided
that they are first brought to the King to have the first



choice and sight of them.”* The king at this precise
date was, as we have seen, furnishing himself with new
armors (his Almains at Greenwich had probably only
just started making those referred to previously). He
had, as is well known, been a great patron in his hey-
day of Italian artists and craftsmen of all kinds, includ-
ing Milanese armorers,3? and Francis Albert34 is the
only purveyor of Italian armor recorded at the English
court at the time: an obvious conclusion, therefore, is
that it was he who supplied the Metropolitan’s armor,
which was, of course, of exactly the right type for
Henry’s immediate campaigning needs. Two pieces of
evidence support this conclusion. The fact that the
armor is described as “of Italion making” in the 1547
inventory (the only one in the whole inventory to be
ascribed to any country) can only mean that it was a
recent enough acquisition for the compiler of that
part of the inventory to have personal knowledge of its
origins, while the colors of the remaining fragments
of its textile trimmings (piccadills), red and yellow, are
those of the new livery with which the king equipped
all but a handful of the two thousand guards and
courtiers who formed his personal entourage for the
French campaign.3>

The king, therefore, appears to have taken three
armors to France with him. There is nothing surpris-
ing in this. Even in an age when the display of princely
magnificence was the order of the day he was noted
for his extravagance, and he would have acquired as
many armors as took his fancy, whether he required
them for practical purposes or not.

One thing about which we can only speculate is how
Francis Albert would have set about supplying an
armor of at least approximately the right size to fit
Henry. No direct records of any previous dealings with
Henry have been found, but the fact that Albert is
described as “the King’s servant” in the license cited
above indicates that he must have had some.3® Fur-
thermore, we know that he had had connections with
the court since at least as early as June 1, 1537, when
he is recorded—as “Albert the milliner”—as supply-
ing Thomas Cromwell, then chancellor of the exche-
quer and king’s secretary, with a cape and two girdles.
A similar transaction is recorded in the following year,
while he is further mentioned in the proceedings of
the Privy Council on September 18 and 19 and
December g, 1540. The last of these is of particular
interest in that it records “A proclamac[ilon . .. was
proclaymed w* trumpet, that whosoever had or shuld
have by any meanes any of the money, jueles, or
gooddes of one Albert spoyled & taken awaye of late
from the sayde Albert at the burning of his tent at the
Courte Gate, shuld bring & restore agayn the same
before xij'". daye thenne next folowyng . . . upon peyn

for keping of the same . . . to be taken for felonnes.”%’
Modern works record two Court Gates at Tudor royal
palaces, respectively at Richmond and Whitehall
(London). Whitehall Palace was Henry’s principal
seat at the time, so it is likely that it was there that
Albert set up his tent.%®

It is clear from all this that there would have been
ample opportunity for Albert to obtain the royal mea-
surements, or even some items of Henry’s clothing, to
send or take to Milan for the guidance of the armor-
ers.39 Likewise, since he was in the business of import-
ing goods from Italy, there would have been no
problem about having the armor delivered to Henry.

We have already mentioned that William Herbert
was esquire of the body to Henry from 1526 appar-
ently until his death. On July 25, 1544, when “the
King armed at all pieces upon a great courser” left
Calais with his entourage to go to Boulogne, riding
immediately in front of him was “the lord Harberde
[Herbert] bearing the King’s head piece and spear.”4°
As this marked the beginning of Henry’s last personal
campaign, it must also have been the last time that
Herbert was required to act as his esquire in anything
other than a symbolic way. Since the armor under dis-
cussion here may well have been the one the king
wore on that occasion, could this be the reason why
Herbert wanted to acquire it after his death?

PAarT II. THE ARMOR IN THE METROPOLITAN
MuUsEUM

Since its acquisition in 1932 the Wilton armor has
been on permanent view in the Metropolitan’s Arms
and Armor Galleries, where, until very recently, it was
confidently identified as a French harness made about
1555 for Anne de Montmorency, constable of France.
Curiously, for an important historical armor that is
one of the finest and most imposing in the collection,
it figures in few publications and has never been
described in detail.4'

Construction

The armor comprises fourteen separate elements: an
open-faced helmet of the type known as a burgonet,
which is closed by a removable face defense, the buffe;
the cuirass, consisting of a breastplate and backplate
constructed of a series of articulated horizontal plates,
a type known as an anime; long upper-thigh defenses
(tassets), each divisible into two sections of six (the
tassets proper) and five lames (the tasset extensions)
respectively, suspended from the skirt lame of the
breastplate; complete arms, each comprising defenses
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Figure 6. Burgonet of the

Wilton armor
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Figure 8. Breastplate of the Wilton
armor

for the shoulder (pauldron) and upper arm (upper
vambrace), elbow (couter), and lower arm (lower
vambrace); gauntlets; and short thigh defenses
(cuisses) with attached knee plates (poleyns). As each
poleyn ends in a long pointed lame with a roped edge
and lacks the usual holes for the attachment of a
greave, it would appear that defenses for the lower
legs were never intended. The armor weighs a total of
50 lbs. 8 oz. (23 kg).**

The burgonet is constructed of a one-piece bowl
with two upward-overlapping collar lames riveted at
the back and two cheekpieces of a single plate each
hinged at the sides (Figures 6, 7). The bowl has a tall
comb rising two inches in height, with a boldly roped
edge and shallow raised ridges along its base, and pro-
jects at the front with an acutely pointed brim, or

peak, with a roped edge. Of the two rear collar lames,
the upper one is riveted to the base of the bowl and
the lower one is attached to the upper by sliding rivets
that give it slight flexibility. The cheekpieces are
stepped down at the front to fit under the edge of the
peak and have a roped bottom edge at the back that
continues the line of the lower rear collar lame. Each
cheek is pierced in the center with a circular arrange-
ment of eight holes around a single one to facilitate
hearing, and each carries a looplike staple, gilt, by
which the buffe is attached. The bottom front edge of
each cheekpiece ends abruptly, indicating the loss of
two or three small lames of diminishing size that orig-
inally continued beneath the chin where the cheek-
pieces were tied; these lames are replaced today by
modern leather tabs. Domed lining rivets encircle the

103



Figure g. Inside of the breastplate in Figure 8, showing the
articulating leathers and sliding rivets

bowl at the front and secure fragments of a leather
strap inside; a corresponding row of blind lining rivets
are at the back of the bowl at the nape. A plume-holder
covered with an elaborately shaped escutcheon is
riveted at the back of the bowl to the left of the comb.

The buffe, which has an acutely pointed profile and
a pronounced medial ridge, consists of a chin plate,
with two wide downward-overlapping faceplates above
and two narrow upward-overlapping collar lames
below (Figure 7). The faceplates are supported on the
right side by spring-pins, their heads shaped like a
figure eight, which, when depressed, allow the plates
to drop down so as to increase the wearer’s sight and
ventilation. The upper faceplate has a roped edge and
is embossed below with a bowed section pierced with
slotted breaths. The lower collar plate has a turned
and roped bottom edge and a raised roped ridge
along the top edge. The buffe attaches to the bur-
gonet by means of a pivot-hook on each side of the
chin plate that passes through the corresponding
staple on the cheekpiece, as well as by straps, also riv-
eted to the chin plate, that encircle the bowl and
buckle at the back. Portions of the original leather lin-
ing straps are riveted inside the chin plate across the
upper and lower edges and down the sides.

The cuirass, which is made in one with the gorget
(collar), as is typical of many animes, is joined at the
neck, shoulders, and waist. The top front collar lame
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Figure 10. Left side of the breastplate in Figure 8, showing the
crude trimming of the edges

Figure 11. Detail of the brass stud formed as a Tudor rose on
the right shoulder of the backplate of the Wilton armor



Figure 12. Tassets and
tasset extensions of the
Wilton armor

(modern) is pierced on each side with a hole that fits
over a pierced stud on the rear collar lame, the closure
secured by a pivoting hook of gilt brass (modern) set
behind each stud. The third lame of the breastplate
from the top is pierced at each shoulder with a key-hole
slot that fits over a stud on the corresponding lame of
the backplate. Straps are riveted to the bottom lame
of the backplate at each side and buckle in front.
Judging from the presence of vacant rivet holes
beneath the arm openings, the cuirass appears to have
originally been closed by lateral straps as well. 43

The breastplate (Figure 8), which has a shallow
arched profile and a low medial ridge, consists today
of twelve upward-overlapping horizontal lames
(including those for the collar), with one gusset lame
at each armhole and a single skirt (fauld) lame. The
profiles of the upper three lames are concave, whereas
those below are of flattened V-shape with a shallow
notch in the center. The top collar lame and the
eleventh plate from the top (second from the bottom)
are modern replacements made in 1963 by Leonard
Heinrich, the Metropolitan Museum’s armorer, who
incised his name and the date inside. The upper two
lames are articulated to the third lame by straps,
whereas the lames below are articulated by sliding riv-
ets in the center and by straps at the sides (Figure 9).

Figure 13. Left pauldron of the Wilton armor
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The straps connecting plates three through nine on
the right side and plates three through eight on the
left side are of old dark leather, whereas the pale buff
leather straps below these are replacements added in
1963. The gusset lames are attached by sliding rivets
to the third and ninth lames and are further articu-
lated by short transverse straps riveted to the adjacent
side leathers; of these, the right one, now broken,
appears to be the older of the two. On the third lame
of the breastplate, set slightly to the right of center, is
a large pierced stud for the attachment of a reinforc-
ing breastplate (placard). A small circular hole to the
right of center in the bottommost lame originally may
have held a stud that served either to secure the rein-
forcing breastplate at its base or to prevent the waist
belt from riding up. The sides of the breastplate, par-
ticularly toward the bottom, have been deeply and
rather crudely trimmed (Figure 10). The skirt lame is
attached to the flange of the breastplate by a single
rivet at either side. Arched and roped in the center, it
carries on each side three straps for attaching the tas-
sets; it too has been cut along the back edges, result-
ing in the partial loss of the etched border. The
present method of attachment of this lame to the
breastplate is modern: rivet holes on each side of the
breastplate flange and three pairs of holes on each
side of the skirt lame indicate that it was originally
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articulated to the breastplate by means of three
leather straps on each side. The present misalign-
ment of the rivet holes and the greater width of the
skirt lame in comparison to the breastplate suggest
that at least one skirt lame above it has been removed
or lost.

The backplate, which is shaped over the shoulder
blades and down the spine, is constructed of thirteen
upward-overlapping lames (including those for the
collar) and a single culet lame over the buttocks (Fig-
ure 3). The lames of the backplate are articulated by
sliding rivets down the center and by straps at the
sides, as on the breastplate. The present straps are
modern buff leather replacements added in 1963.
The third lame from the top is abruptly cut at the
front over each shoulder, at which points are riveted
short extension plates, each fitted with a brass stud
that fits into the key-hole-slot in the corresponding
lame of the breastplate. The studs, now somewhat
flattened, have stamped heads shaped like Tudor
roses (Figure 11), a detail not previously observed.
Riveted to the same third lame at each shoulder is a
steel buckle (modern) to which the pauldron is
strapped. The culet lame is attached to the flange of
the backplate by a single rivet at each side. Like the
breastplate and its skirt lame, the sides of the back-
plate and culet have been trimmed.

Figure 14. Cuisses with poleyns of
the Wilton armor



Figure 15. Detail of the lacing tab inside the right cuisse in
Figure 14

The tassets are constructed in two sections, the tas-
sets proper of six lames each and the tasset extensions
of five lames (Figure 12); they are similarly articulated
with modern buff leather straps down the inner side
and center and with sliding rivets along the outer side.
Each section is strongly curved to fit around the leg
and has a low medial ridge. Portions of the lining
straps, of both textile and leather, are preserved
beneath some of the rivets around the edges, as are
fragments of unlined gold velvet piccadills, but these
appear to be later additions. Three buckles riveted to
the top lame of each tasset engage the corresponding
straps on the skirt. The bottom lame of each tasset
and tasset extension is similarly finished with a roped
edge and, above it, roped ridges terminating in scrolls
at the center. The two sections attach by means of key-
hole slots in the top lame of the extension passing
over turning pins on the last lame of the tasset. Straps
riveted at the sides of the bottom lame of each tasset
extension buckle around the back of the leg.

The arms are constructed of pauldrons and upper
vambraces joined as one without a turning joint, large
one-piece couters almost encircling the elbow, and
lower vambraces of two hinged plates each, the three
sections connected by internal leather straps above
and below the couter. Each pauldron consists of eight
lames comprising a large main plate extending from
the middle of the chest over the shoulder blades at the
back, with two narrow upward-overlapping lames
above and five downward-overlapping lames below,
the lowest one (serving as the upper vambrace) being
longer than the others and shaped around the inner
bend of the elbow. This last lame has been crudely cut
along the bottom edge. The top three pauldron lames

are articulated to one another by straps at the front,
center, and back, while the lower five lames are articu-
lated by straps at the front and center and by sliding
rivets at the back. A low medial ridge extends down
the center of each pauldron on the outside. The paul-
drons are asymmetrical, the front wing of the right
one being narrower than the left and shaped around
the armpit to allow for the passage of a couched lance.
The left pauldron (Figure 13) is pierced in the center
of the main plate at the front with a large circular hole
behind which is riveted a small plate with corre-
sponding threaded hole intended to receive the
screw securing a pauldron reinforce; a small turning
pin on the third lame below this, set just in front of
the medial ridge, was intended to secure the outer
edge of the same reinforce. The couters, which
extend three-quarters around the joint, are large
and three-dimensional, having flaring wings that
sharply contract over the inner bend and a pro-
nounced boss over the point of the elbow; across the
center of each is a boldly roped transverse rib
framed on either side by a low roped ridge. The
edges of the couters are roped and are followed by
parallel roped ridges. The two halves of the lower
vambraces are attached by two external brass hinges
(modern) on the outside and are closed by a strap
and buckle on the inside.

Each gauntlet consists of a short pointed cuff encir-
cling the wrist and riveted closed at the back, six nar-
row metacarpal lames, a transverse knuckle lame with
a raised roped rib, and a narrow scalloped finger
lame; the thumb and finger lames are missing. The
edges of the cuffs are roped, and each has a raised,
roped, and gilt boss of elliptical shape over the ulna.
Two rivet holes on the inside of the hand along the
lower edge of the cuff served to attach the missing
thumb. The right cuff retains most of its original steel
lining rivets with domed gilt heads and preserves a
fragment of the original textile border of projecting
tabs, or piccadills, beneath one of the lining washers
on the inside. From this it would appear that the pic-
cadills consisted of leather lined with red satin and
faced with a yellow silk velvet, the edges trimmed with
galoon. The left cuff has lost all of its lining rivets.

The short cuisses are constructed of a single plate to
which is attached a poleyn of six lames (Figure 14).
The cuisses have a convex upper edge finished by a
roped turn, and a low medial ridge; the outer side of
each plate is shaped around the thigh with an angular
bend. A semicircular tab, pierced for laces (arming
points) by which the cuisse was supported from a belt
beneath the armor, is riveted at the top of each cuisse,
and a strap and buckle for securing the cuisse around
the thigh are riveted at the sides. The tabs appear to
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be the original ones for the armor and, like the pic-
cadill fragment preserved on the right gauntlet, are
constructed of a thick leather core lined with red satin
and faced with yellow velvet, with galoon trim along
the edge. The tab on the right cuisse is more complete
and displays a light blue selvage at either side of the
red satin lining (Figure 15).44 Each tab was originally
pierced with four pairs of lacing holes lined with
gromets that have rosette-shaped brass faces and steel
tubes, of which only six remain on the right and two
on the left. The poleyn consists of the main plate
shaped over the point of the knee and extending
back to a heartshaped wing on the outer side, with
two narrow upward-overlapping lames above and
three downward-overlapping lames below. The edges
of the lames immediately above and below the
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Figure 16. Agostino Veneziano
(Italian, recorded 1516-36).
Ornamental Panel of Grotesques.
Engraving. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Harris Brisbane
Dick Fund, 1949 (49.97.180)

poleyn are cusped at the center and at the sides
around the articulating rivets. The main plate has a
roped rib down the center of the knee and a trans-
verse roped rib on the outer side extending almost
from the point of the knee to the V-shaped pucker of
the wing; the edges of the wing are roped. Straps riv-
eted to either side of the main poleyn plate buckle
behind the knee. The lower poleyn lame is elon-
gated, slightly pointed at the center, and has a roped
edge; it is pierced in the center with a pair of lacing
holes formerly lined with gromets probably like
those on the lacing tabs, of which only the steel tube
of one on the left poleyn remains. This lower lame
was evidently intended to be laced to the hose or
boot, an unusual if not unique method of attach-
ment otherwise unknown to us.*3



Decoration

The exterior surfaces of the plates are rough from the
hammer and retain some of their original heat-
blackened color. The term “rough from the hammer”
refers to the presence of hammer marks left from the
forging and shaping of the plates, marks that were
usually polished smooth as part of the finishing
process. The blackening (actually a fire scale) served
as a natural rustproofing, thus reducing the need for
maintenance and, along with hammer-rough surfaces,
was commonly found on inexpensive, mass-produced
munition armors for the common soldier. In the case
of this royal harness, the dark rough surfaces provide
an effective contrast to the etched and gilt decoration.

The free edges of the principal plates are turned
over wire, roped, and gilt. The roped edges are usually
followed by a narrow border of etched and gilt orna-
ment, which is followed in turn by a roped ridge, also
gilt. On some of the plates the ridges terminate in
C-shaped scrolls or fully spiral volutes. Pairs of small
scrolls, confronted but not actually touching, are
located at the center of the upper lame of each
pauldron, on both plates of the lower vambraces, on
the gauntlet cuffs, on the bottom lame of the upper
tassets and tasset extensions, at the top of the cuisses,
and on the bottom lame of each poleyn. A pair of
larger, confronted scrolls forming true volutes is
found at the center of each of the main pauldron lame
at the point of the shoulder. The motif also occurs on
the burgonet, but in a different form, as a pair of con-
fronted recessed scrolls, etched and gilt, on either
side of the bowl.

The etched decoration is generally confined to the
narrow bands following the free edges, the transverse
bands across the overlapping engaged edges, and the
wide vertical bands down the center of the buffe,
cuirass, tassets, pauldrons and upper vambraces,
gauntlets, and cuisses; an additional vertical band
extends down the outer side of each cuisse. The cen-
ter band on both the breastplate and backplate
expands upward and continues across the third lame
to the left and right. Both faces of the comb are
etched overall, and a centralized pattern of flowers
and leaves is etched around the holes in the center of
each cheekpiece. The ornament, discussed below, is
gilt and set against a plain sunken ground left dark for
contrast. The plain-ground etching is noteworthy, as
many of Italian armors of this period have ornament
set against a ground of small raised dots or etched
circles. It will be noticed, however, that large dots are
sparingly used in the etched bands on this armor as
space fillers and that on some plates the background
is irregularly scratched.

The decoration of the borders and edges of the
plates consists of foliate ornament, of which six princi-
pal patterns can be distinguished:

1. A continuous scroll of stylized foliage taking the
form of an undulating branch issuing leaves, flowers
with rounded or trilobite leaves, and bulblike calyxes.
Most of the horizontal bands have this pattern, includ-
ing those on the comb of the burgonet, the lower col-
lar lame of the buffe, and the transverse edges of lames
three through twelve on the breastplate and of lames
four through thirteen on the backplate. Where several
engaged edges are in close proximity, as on the cuirass,
the sequence of leaves and flowers varies slightly from
lame to lame to avoid too mechanical an effect.

2. A scroll pattern similar to the first but with
slightly smaller and more delicate foliage, the distin-
guishing motif being a small multipetaled leaf, instead
of a calyx, through which the tendrils appear to pass.
This pattern is found on the rear collar lames of the
burgonet, on the upper edge of the culet lame, on the
tassets, pauldrons, and lower vambraces, around
the gauntlet cuffs, and on the wide vertical band down
the outer side of each cuisse.

3. Horizontal foliate S-scrolls, linked by short bars
to form fleur-de-lis-like junctions. This pattern occurs
in the recessed scrolls on the sides of the helmet bowl,
in the narrow bands at the edges of the peak and
cheekpieces, on the bands along the bottom of the
two face lames of the buffe, across the top of the
buffe’s upper collar lame, around the armholes of
the backplate, along the bottom edge of the culet lame,
around the edges of the couters, down the inside edge
of the cuisse, and on most of the main poleyn lames. A
simplified version of the same S-scrolls, sometimes
without the bars, is found on the upper two collar
lames of the breastplate and backplate.

4. A simple motif of what appears to be a continu-
ous row of Sshaped leaves, laid end to end. This pat-
tern is found in some of the narrowest bands of
ornament, notably on the gusset lames on the breast-
plate, at either side of the roped ridge across the cen-
ter of the couters, and on the edges of the metacarpal
lames of the gauntlets.

5. A narrow band of dense overlapping leaves, like a
garland. This pattern outlines the bend of the waist on
the bottom lame of the breastplate and backplate.

6. A symmetrical design consisting of a cross-shaped
configuration of leaves to which four curved leafy
branches are joined, two to the left and two to the
right, by bars. This unusual pattern is found in the
center of the two articulating lames above and below
the main poleyn lame.

The remaining decoration consists of classically
inspired Renaissance candelabra and grotesque orna-
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Figure 17. Rubbing of the
etched decoration on the lowest
lame of the buffe of the Wilton
armor

Figure 18. Rubbing showing
male figures on the ninth lame
of the backplate of the Wilton
armor

Figure 19. Detail of the bound captive on the left pauldron of Figure 20. Detail of a putto with vase on the right
the Wilton armor poleyn of the Wilton armor
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Figure 21. Woodcut border for the
opening page of Jacobus de Voragine,
Legendario di Sancti (Venice, 1514).
The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Anonymous Gift, 1917 (17.47)

[ "AVLI GELII NOCTIVM ATTICAR VM COM-~
MENTARIL. LIBER PRIMVS.

LVTARCHVSIN LIBROQ uem

7 T | N " oz 1p = Py YA ;
{ \ TR P27 WX X mduaTuy 23peTex TeL VGuisd g dpeTr
= B\ W8 L cope tdclt quantum inter homines animi cor
9@ "‘ e
; A

porifque ingenio acque uirtutibus incerfit : cons
{eripfie:(cite fubuliterq; récinacuin Pythagord
philofophum dicic:in repericnda : modulidag;
{tacus longirudmis eius pr(tdcia . Nam quum
fere conftaret curriculum (tadii : quod eft pifis
apud fouem olympium: Herculem pedibus fu/ |t
{s metatum:iday fecilTe longum pedes ducétos:czrera quog; (badia in ter
ris grzcizzbaliis po (ca:nftitura:pedum quidem effe numero ducearos
rum: {ed camen effealiquantulum breuiora:facileincellexit modum : (pas
dumgy plante Herculis radone propordonis habita:aanco fuille:galiora
procerius:quartoolympicum (tadium longfus effcc:g czera. Comprz
hen(z autem méfura herculani pedis fm naturalem membrog omnium
inter (e copetentam modificarus eft. Argy ica id collegit:quod crat conles
quens:tanco fui{Te Herculem corpore excelfiorem: g alios:quanto olyms
fcum (tadiurm cxteris part numero fachis anccires,
@ Ab Herode atrico confulari uiro tempeftive deprompain quendam
iaCtarum & gloriofum adole{centera: fpecic tantum phﬂo('opbif: fecrao §f &
cem werba Epictet ftoici:quibus fe(biuer auero ftoicd fc(urmrlfxulgus :
loquzcium nebulonum;qui (e ftoicosnuncuparent.  Caputid,
des Attcus uir & grzca facundia: & confufart honore prx

ditus:accerfebat (zpe nos:quum apud magiltros athenss cffc

mus:in uillas eius urbi proximas:me & clarffimum uini‘Scr

uilianam:coplurifgyalios noftrates : qui Roma in Graciam:
ad captendum ingeniiculcuru conce{ferant.Azg; tbi runc quum c{femu.?
apud cumin utlla:cui nomen et cephyfia:& z{ku anni:& fidere autumn
fagrant{fimo propulfabamus calorisincomodalucog umbra ingendu
lengis abulacris: & mollibus zdium pofticum rcfrigerantibus lauacris
nitidis: & abundis: & collucentibus:totiulg; villz uenufate aquis undig;

’

ment that fills the wide vertical bands down the center
of the buffe, breastplate, backplate, tassets, pauldrons,
gauntlets, and cuisses. Most of the designs are symmet-
rically disposed about a central axis and consist of
foliage, vases of fruit and flowers, pairs of cornucopia,
dragons and other fantastic beasts, winged putti and
young men, dogs, and masks. This vocabulary derives
from the Renaissance grotesque, which was dissemi-
nated throughout Europe by drawings and especially
ornamental prints, like that in Figure 16. We have been
unable, however, to identify any direct quotations from
print sources in the decoration of the Wilton armor.
The figural motifs, including humans, animals, and
fantastic grotesque creatures, are the most distinctive

) Figure 22. Detail of a head on the right cuisse of the
and accomplished features of the decoration. A pair  Wilton armor
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Figure 23. Detail of lames g5 of the breastplate of the Wilton
armor, showing running dogs, a term flanked by dragons, and
putti supporting a device of clasped hands
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of putti running toward a full-face term appear at the
center of the lower collar lame of the buffe (Figure
17), and another two males, facing in opposite direc-
tions, are found on the ninth lame of the backplate
(Figure 18). A nude figure bound to a tree and men-
aced on either side by a grotesque dragonlike creature
is etched on the top lame of each pauldron between
the scrolls (Figure 19), and a single putto supporting
a vase overhead occupies the center of the bottom
lame of each poleyn (Figure 20). The putto with a
vase is a common motif in Renaissance ornament of
the fifteenth century and is often found in manuscript
illumination and architectural relief sculpture, partic-
ularly in Lombardy. The motif is also familiar from
a series of decorative woodcut borders in early
sixteenth-century printed books published in Venice
(Figure 21). A delicately rendered head of a woman
or a child with flowing hair, facing front and flanked
by dragons, is etched at the top of the right cuisse
(Figure 22), while a leonine face is found in the same
place on the left cuisse. On the fourth lame of the
breastplate a pair of “bearded” dragons flank a full-
face term, and on the lame below a pair of confronted
winged putti support a cartouche enclosing the device
of two clasped hands (Figure 23).

Running dogs with slender arched bodies, like
whippets or greyhounds, often with what appears to

Figure 24. Detail of running
dogs on the buffe of the Wilton
armor

Figure 25. Detail of the
decoration on the left side of
the comb of the burgonet of
the Wilton armor



Figure 26. Detail of the plume-holder on the burgonet of the
Wilton armor

be a loop at the back of their collars, are another dis-
tinctive motif. Dogs, single or in pairs, are found on
the upper face-plate of the buffe (Figure 24), the
third lame of the breastplate (Figure 23), the fifth
lame of the backplate (where they are winged), on the
gauntlet cuffs, and along the top edge of the left
cuisse. Hybrid beasts that combine human or animal
heads with leafy bodies and limbs, seen full face or in
profile, inhabit the foliage on every element of the
harness and include winged dragons, harpylike birds
with horned female heads, and similar winged beasts
with bearded male heads. Among the more complex
of these is the full-face female term in the center of
each side of the comb, her leafy arms encircling the
nearby tendrils and ending in bearded male heads,
and her scrolling feet turning into canine heads that
bite the issuing tendril (Figure 25). Similar terms
occur on the fourth lame of the breastplate (Figure
23), eleventh lame of the backplate, the bottom lame
of the upper tassets and tasset extensions (Figures 28,
29), and on each cuisse plate. A large mask with scal-
loped edges and a pair of wings occupies the center of
the fourth lame of the backplate. Trophies of arms are
found in the medial band on the right cuisse and
snails on the upper buffe lame on the right side and

Figure 27. In the style of Niccol6 Fiorentino (1430-1514).
Hope Gazing at the Sun (reverse of the medal of Giovanni di
Andrea Stia). Bronze, ca. 1485—go. National Gallery of Art,
Washington, D.C., Samuel H. Kress Collection, 1957.14.87gb
(photo: National Gallery of Art)

on the ninth lame of both the breastplate and
backplate.

The plume-holder is unusual in both form and
decoration. The tube is covered by a large plate, with
decoratively cut edges, which is etched with a full-
length human figure: a female, wearing a long flutter-
ing dress, viewed in profile, her head and clasped
hands raised upward toward rays emanating from the
sky, with a leafy bush or tree to either side (Figure 26).
She is readily identifiable as a personification of Hope,
one of the three Theological Virtues (along with Faith
and Charity), her pose apparently deriving from the
nearly identical representation found on the reverse
of numerous late fifteenth-century Florentine portrait
medals (see Figure 27).46

None of the etched ornament employed in the dec-
oration of the Wilton armor makes specific reference
to Henry VIII, in contrast to some of his English-made
harnesses, several of which bear one or more personal
or dynastic emblems, such as the king’s crown, mono-
gram, or badges, the insignia of the Order of the
Garter, or the Tudor rose.#’ Indeed, for a specially
constructed and elaborately decorated royal armor
such as this, the absence of identifying devices may
seem surprising. It is not unprecedented, however.
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The most elaborately decorated of all Greenwich har-
nesses, the so-called Genouilhac armor in the Metro-
politan Museum, which is generally accepted as
having been made for the king in 1527, is etched and
gilt overall with a variety of figural and foliate orna-
ment but without any royal emblems. Another armor
more securely identified as Henry’s, a harness now
thought to date about 1539-40, in the Royal Collec-
tion at Windsor Castle, is etched around the edges
with a simple repeating foliate design equally devoid
of personal references.*®

The only etched motif on the Wilton armor that has
been interpreted as a device of the owner is the
clasped hands on the fifth lame of the breastplate
(Figure 23). The significance of the clasped-hands
device has long been a subject of debate. Advocates of
the Montmorency tradition observed that, while the
motif was not recorded among the constable’s per-
sonal emblems, it nevertheless did appear on his heart
monument, erected in the church of the convent of
the Celestines in Paris, thereby at least circumstan-
tially associating the device with him.#° ffoulkes, the
most outspoken opponent of the Montmorency asso-
ciation, pointed out that clasped hands are also found
on other armors, where the device probably served as
the identifying badge of several French or Italian indi-
viduals or families with whom it was associated, none
of them the Montmorency.*°
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Figure 28. Lowest lame of the left tasset of
the Wilton armor

Figure 29. Lowest lame of the left tasset
extension of the Wilton armor

G. D. Hobson, on the other hand, dismissed alto-
gether the notion of clasped hands serving as an
identifying badge of the armor’s owner, noting that
such devices were usually displayed more promi-
nently and more frequently on an armor, whereas
the clasped hands are found only once on the
Wilton armor and are so small as to be easily over-
looked.?' He rightly observed that the motif was a
widely used one in the ancient world as well as in the
Renaissance as an emblem symbolizing fidelity,
friendship, and concord. In this context it is found
on Roman coins (usually in association with inscrip-
tions such as “fides militum” or “fidis romanorum”),
on Renaissance medals, and on betrothal rings. The
motif was also adopted as a tradesman’s device and
was used by papermakers, printers, and booksellers.
Hobson concluded that on the Wilton armor the
clasped hands, if more than a mere detail of orna-
ment, was probably a decorative emblem or perhaps
an armorer’s mark.5?

In at least one instance, clasped hands have also
been used in an impresa to represent Faith and Char-
ity, complementary virtues of Hope (as personified on
the plume-holder).3? But none of these interpreta-
tions has any bearing on Henry VIII's personal or
political imagery and the motif therefore is likely to be
merely decorative, a part of the etcher’s repertory, like
the running dogs.



Alterations and Restorations

The armor remained in the Pembroke armory at
Wilton House for more than four hundred years and
therefore is reasonably well preserved for its age. Nev-
ertheless some of the surface blackening has worn
away, some of the gilding has been lost, several lames
are missing, and the armor has been subjected to what
appears to be both working-life alterations and later
restorations.

Several lames of the armor exhibit a slightly differ-
ent style of etched decoration, noticeably shallower
and incorporating foliage not found elsewhere, and
have a distinctly brighter gilding. These include the
two rear collar lames on the burgonet, the gussets of
the breastplate, the short extension plates at the
shoulders of the backplate, and the lowest lame of the
tassets. The plain surfaces of the gussets and bottom
tasset lames also have a mechanically scratched sur-
face that is not seen on any of the other plates. The
etching of the rear collar lames on the burgonet and
extension plates on the backplate incorporate flowers
with three-pointed leaves that do not appear on the
other lames, and on the extension plate on the right
shoulder there is a flower with five petals that might,
like the adjacent brass stud, be interpreted as a Tudor
rose (Figure 11). The gussets are etched with rows of
leaves matching foliate pattern 4 (p. 109 above), while
the etching on the bottom lame of the tassets imitates
that on the bottom lame of the tasset extensions. A
comparison of the latter makes it clear that they are
the work of different etchers (Figures 28, 29). Despite
the subtle differences in these lames, they are well
made and show no apparent difference in age from
the adjoining plates. They are most likely working-life
replacements, alterations made for the king, particu-
larly as the brass studs on the shoulders take the form
of Tudor roses. These replaced elements, perhaps
necessitated by the poor fit of the imported armor,
were likely made by the armorers at Greenwich, who
were so successful in imitating the Italian style that
their additions have previously gone unnoticed. It
may be pertinent that an almost contemporary Green-
wich armor made for Henry, a garniture for field and
tournament use dated 1540 (Figure 4), exhibits a gen-
erally similar Italianate etching with narrow bands of
repeating foliate motifs on a plain sunken ground, the
bands gilt overall (Figure g0). The etching of the new
lames therefore would not have presented a challenge
to the Greenwich workmen.

The construction of the burgonet with two articu-
lated rear collar lames is highly unusual, as burgonets
of this type typically have bowls with pointed peaks
and turn-outs at the nape forged from a single plate.

Figure 30. Detail of the gorget of the armor of Henry VIII in
Figure 4 (photo: The Trustees of the Armouries)

With the exception of certain parade burgonets all’an-
tica made in Milan in the period 1530-55, Italian bur-
gonets constructed in this manner are rare.* It is
worth mentioning, however, that some burgonets
made later at Greenwich have a single rear collar lame
attached by sliding rivets, but these date from the
1570s and 1580s.55> Whereas it cannot be demon-
strated that the burgonet from the Wilton armor was
altered to conform to an existing Greenwich construc-
tion, the alteration was certainly made according to
the monarch’s wishes, though the practical benefit of
the articulated nape is not readily apparent.

While it is often difficult to distinguish contempo-
rary alterations from later ones, it seems probable that
some trimming of the sides of the cuirass and the
removal of lames from the anime as well as the skirt
may date from the period of use and were done at the
king’s behest. In addition to the removal of at least
one lame of the breastplate, it is also likely that two
lames are lacking from the backplate, one between
the present third and fourth lames from the top and
another between the first and second lames from the
bottom. These modifications are suggested by the
imperfect alignment of the etched medial band over
the contiguous lames. The removal of backplate lames
would have caused the shoulders to move slightly to
the rear, thereby requiring the addition of the exten-
sion plates across the top of the shoulders. These
changes, which shortened the cuirass front and back,
may have been necessitated by the changing figure of
the old warrior-king or simply by the inaccurate fit of
the foreign-made armor. The breastplate was further
altered by the addition of new gussets. Judging from
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the finished rear edges of the ninth lame from the top
(fourth from the bottom), where the etched orna-
ment ends in an etched line following the edge, the
six lames above it, which lack the finished edge, have
been trimmed at the sides. Thus the anime originally
either lacked gussets altogether or had different ones.
Crude cutting along the bottom edge of the last paul-
dron lame, just above the couter, suggests a slight
shortening of the arm. The purpose of the new bot-
tom tasset lame is unclear. The tassets may once have
consisted of a series of ten continuously leathered
lames, without any division.?®

Other losses and alterations are probably of later
date and may have been made at Wilton House in the
nineteenth century when the armors were apparently
refurbished and remounted.’” When the armor
appeared at auction in 1917, the top front collar lame
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Figure g1. Pair of vambraces,
here identified as belonging
to the Wilton armor, Italian,
ca. 1544. Royal Collection,
Windsor Castle, no. 67399
(photo: The Royal Collection
© 2003, Her Majesty Queen
Elizabeth II)

was already noticed as belonging to a different har-
ness. The substitute plate is in fact the lower front
lame of the gorget, otherwise lost, for the Wilton
armor traditionally ascribed to the duc de Montpensier
that is now in Philadelphia. This lame was removed in
1963 and was replaced by the present collar lame of
more appropriate type made by the Metropolitan
Museum’s armorer, Leonard Heinrich. At the same
time Heinrich replaced the missing lame near the bot-
tom of the breastplate, whose absence was evident
owing to the irregular diminution of the central etched
band, and he restrapped the cuirass and tassets.

The left cheekpiece has been altered, apparently
because of damage, which necessitated some trim-
ming of the upper edge. This repair required the
reshaping of the back edge of the cheekpiece, where
crude hammer marks are readily visible, and the reset-



Figure g2. Detail of the left couter of the vambraces in Figure
31 (photo: The Royal Collection © 2003, Her Majesty Queen
Elizabeth II)

ting of the cheekpiece on its original hinge, using two
additional rivets. The cheekpieces have also lost their
chin lames and the gauntlets their thumb and finger
lames, as already noted. The left gauntlet and left
cuisse appear to have been chemically cleaned, almost
to the white metal, sometime before 1917, when the
differences in color of these elements was clearly vis-
ible in the photograph published in the sale catalogue,
whose text commented on the ill-advised restoration
of the cuisse. Many of the original gilt steel rivets have
since been replaced with modern ones of brass, partic-
ularly those on the restrapped cuirass. With the excep-
tion of the fragments of textile remaining at the top of
the cuisses and inside the right gauntlet, and portions
of the lining straps in the helmet and buffe, the
armor’s original fittings have been lost. The present
red velvet-covered straps are modern replacements,
whereas fifteen of the twenty-two gilt-steel buckles are
original, these being noteworthy for their finely
worked moldings.

The Windsor Vambraces

The Metropolitan’s armor was originally equipped
with a second pair of vambraces, mentioned in the
Royal Armouries inventory of 1555, which were
identified a few years ago in the Royal Collection at
Windsor Castle by our late colleague A. V. B. Norman
(Figures 31-33). Cited again in the inventories of the
Royal Armouries from 1611, where they continued to
be identified as Henry VIII’s, these vambraces are very
likely the ones recorded as having been transferred
from the Tower of London to Windsor in 1688.5%

Figure 3. Detail of the left lower vambrace of the vambraces
in Figure g1 (photo: The Royal Collection © 2003, Her
Majesty Queen Elizabeth II)

The Windsor vambraces are symmetrical and each
consists of the following elements permanently riv-
eted together as a single unit: a shallow caplike paul-
dron, or “spaudler,” of six lames; a turning joint fitted
onto the upper vambrace, the two plates completely
encircling the upper arm; a couter with transverse
roped rib across the center and a small heartshaped
wing articulated above and below by two lames, with
the bend of the elbow filled by eleven narrow tele-
scoping lames; and a lower vambrace of two hinged
plates originally closed by a strap and buckle. There is
a low medial ridge extending down the outside of the
pauldron. The free edges are turned over wire and
roped and are followed by a raised roped ridge that
ends in pairs of confronted spirals on the first and
third lames of the pauldron, on the upper vambrace,
at the point of the elbow, and on both plates of the
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lower vambrace (at top and bottom of outer plates
and at bottom of the inner plates). The engaged
edges of the lames are cut around the rivets and the
outermost articulating lames above and below the
couter have a decorative bracket-cut in the center.
The etched decoration consists of narrow bands of
foliate scrolls, human figures, dogs, dragons, and
masks on a plain ground, corresponding closely to
that on the Metropolitan’s armor. For example, the
full-face term flanked by “bearded” dragons etched on
the wing of the couter (Figure 32) echoes the very
similar motif on the fourth lame of the Wilton breast-
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Figure 34. Filippo Orsoni (Italian,
recorded 1540-59). Elements of a
small garniture of armor, from an
album of pen and wash designs dated
1554. Victoria and Albert Museum,
London, E.1725-2031-1929 (photo:
Victoria and Albert Museum)

&)

plate (Figure 23). But unlike the armor in New York,
the Windsor vambraces are now severely overcleaned,
leaving no evidence of the original black, hammer-
rough surface and only traces of gilding, mostly on
the left arm. They have also been releathered and
reriveted, and the buckles at the top of each pauldron
are replacements.

The vambraces also exhibit some notable differ-
ences in form, construction, and decoration from
those of the Wilton armor. In the first place, they offer
an alternative and less frequently encountered type of
vambrace intended for field use, with smaller symmet-
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rical “spaulder” pauldrons that cover only the outer
part of the shoulder and with closed elbow joints.
Unlike the Wilton vambraces, in which the couter is
joined to the upper and lower cannons by internal
leathers, the Windsor vambraces are integral, with the
couter attached by means of small articulating lames.
Both types of construction were commonplace by this
date. A conventional turning joint—a feature notice-
ably absent on the Wilton armor—connects the lower
edge of the pauldron to the top of the upper vam-
brace, the latter being slotted in the Italian fashion so
as to allow the arm to rotate independent of the paul-
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Figure 35. Additional elements
comprising a small garniture of
armor from the Orsoni album
in Figure 34 (photo: Victoria
and Albert Museum)

dron. The two plates forming the lower vambrace are
joined on the inner side by a single internal hinge
rather than the two external hinges as on the Wilton
armor. The bracket-cut edges on the couter lames are
found nowhere on the armor in New York. The raised
volutes are of the more tightly scrolled type, like those
found only on the main plate of the Wilton pauldrons.
The Windsor vambraces also introduce new motifs
into the etched ornament, including dolphins, a vari-
ant type of repeating foliate band consisting of an
undulating branch issuing a single leaf at each turn,
and secondary panels of decoration with foliage and
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grotesques set between the scrolls. Despite the differ-
ences, however, the Windsor vambraces are otherwise
so close in style to the Wilton armor that we see no
reason to question their association with it in the
Royal Armouries inventory of 1555.

“Small Garniture”

On initial examination the Wilton armor appears to
be a light field armor for use on horse (with the now-
missing placard and lance-rest) and, as necessary, on
foot (without cuisses and buffe). However, the pres-
ence of divisible tassets, the existence of the placard
and pauldron reinforce (now missing), and the sec-
ond pair of field vambraces at Windsor suggest that it
was probably an Italian “small garniture,” the modern
term for a harness furnished with a limited number of
exchange or reinforcing pieces that allowed it to be
configured for several types of mounted (or field) use
as well as service on foot.??

The canonical Italian “small garniture” of the mid-
sixteenth century was illustrated by the Mantuan artist
Filippo Orsoni (recorded 1540-59), whose album of
designs for armor, sword hilts, and horse equipment
exists in several manuscript copies with individual
pages dated 1551, 1554, and 1557.6° The copy in the
Victoria and Albert Museum contains two pages illus-
trating and labeling the components of the small gar-
niture (Figures 34, 35). The Italian inscription on the
first page translates in part: “These pieces of armor
are used for foot, for light horse, and for the man-at-
arms, taking the desired and available pieces accord-
ing to need.”’

Three principal types of harnesses can be com-
posed from the elements Orsoni illustrates. The basic
unit, involving the smallest number of pieces, was the
infantry armor (corsaletto da piedi), for use on foot,
which comprised a burgonet, gorget, breastplate with
tassets, backplate, pauldrons, complete arm defenses,
and gauntlets, together with an optional shield. A
lance-rest and leg defenses were unnecessary. A light
field armor (armatura da cavallo leggero) required the
addition of a buffe to close the face of the burgonet, a
placard with lance-rest, and leg armor. A heavy field
armor (armatura da cavallo or armatura per uomo
d’arme), for the man-at-arms, used a close helmet
rather than a burgonet and an added pauldron rein-
force and possibly haute-pieces.®®

It must be emphasized that Orsoni did not invent
the garniture but was merely recording a type of
armor already in use for some years and that there
must have been variations on the small garniture
based on the needs and preferences of the armorers’
clients. In fact, no complete garniture matching
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Orsoni’s scheme appears to survive from the 1540s or
1550s, after which the small garniture of this type
seems to have gone out of use in Italy. The armor of
Paolo Giordano Orsini, about 1555, in the Hofjagd-
und Rustkammer, Vienna, exemplifies the type.63

Although it does not conform strictly to Orsoni’s
model, the Wilton armor could be considered a type
of small garniture. The (former) presence of a paul-
dron reinforce, an element typically associated in this
period with heavy field armors, suggests that the
Wilton armor originally may have possessed a close
helmet, or at least a closed burgonet, the two helmet
types traditionally worn by heavy calvary. While the
descriptions of the armor in the royal inventories of
1547 and 1555 make no mention of an exchange hel-
met, other field harnesses worn by the king are
recorded as possessing two headpieces, undoubtedly a
close helmet and a burgonet with buffe, including the
two Greenwich harnesses mentioned above,64 for
which the king was billed in 1544—45. It is not incon-
ceivable that the close helmet for the Wilton armor
was lost, given away, or otherwise became separated
from the armor before the king’s death.% The
absence of lower leg defenses, while appropriate for a
light field armor, is unusual for one intended for heavy
cavalry use. Exceptions do exist, however, and include
the armors of Cosimo I de’ Medici, Giacomo Malatesta,
and Ascanio Sforza, all probably Milanese works dat-
ing to the 1550s, which are equipped with a close hel-
met and a breastplate with lance-rest but, like the Wilton
armor, have poleyns without attachments for greaves.67

The second pair of vambraces at Windsor appears
to be unprecedented for an Italian small garniture.
While occasionally encountered on Italian field
armors dating to the first half of the century, this type
of closed vambrace was typically associated with
armors for foot combat at the barriers.®® Here too
exceptions exist, among them the field armor of Fer-
rante Gonzaga, dating to about 1 540,69 and that of
Cosimo de’ Medici (mentioned above). On the other
hand, closed vambraces of this type were a familiar
feature of Greenwich garnitures and may have been
employed in this period for field armors as well as
those for tournament use.”” The majority of Henry
VIII’s surviving garnitures were fitted with vambraces
of this closed type, leading one to speculate whether
the Windsor vambraces might have been made
according to the king’s specifications only after he
had received the armor with its conventional three-
part arm defenses. Judging from the construction and
decoration of the vambraces, they appear to have
been made by the same Italian workshop responsible
for the Wilton armor and not by the king’s armorers at
Greenwich.



To summarize, the Wilton armor is very likely a
modified version of the Italian small garniture. From
the elements that survive, those that we know were
once present, and others that may have accompanied
it, three basic armors could be assembled: (1) an
infantry armor comprising the pieces found today in
the Metropolitan Museum but worn without buffe and
cuisses; (2) a light field armor consisting of a bur-
gonet with buffe, cuirass, tassets, and placard with
lance-rest (lost), the Windsor vambraces, and cuisses;
and (g) a heavy field armor consisting of the pieces
used for the light field armor but substituting a close
helmet (hypothetical) for the burgonet and the con-
ventional arm defenses preserved in New York for the
Windsor vambraces, and adding the pauldron rein-
force (lost).

Place and Date of Origin

The literature devoted to the Wilton armor offers two
distinct and opposing points of view as regards its
place and date of manufacture. The traditional view,
defended at the time of the Wilton controversy by the
respected authority Baron C. A. de Cosson’' and
steadfastly maintained in later years by Stephen V.
Grancsay, curator of Arms and Armor at the Metropol-
itan Museum, was that the armor belonged to Anne
de Montmorency and was made in France shortly
before the Battle of Saint-Quentin.”® Since Hayward’s
publication of the Pembroke inventory in 1964, a
growing number of scholars have come to accept the
Wilton armor as an Italian work made for Henry VIII
sometime before the king’s death in 1547. Expanding
on this view, Ortwin Gamber suggested a date of
about 1540-45 and hypothesized that the armor had
probably served as a model for the series of small
garnitures (some of them animes) in the Italian fash-
ion that were made in subsequent years in the Almain
Armoury at Greenwich.”® The identification of the
Wilton armor with a royal armor described in the
inventories of the Tudor Royal Armouries in 1547 and
1555, proposed in the first part of this article, leaves
little doubt that the armor is “of italion makinge” and
dates to 1544, when the king participated in his last
military campaign at the Siege of Boulogne. However,
while the English royal provenance is amply sup-
ported by documents, no stylistic analysis has been
offered to confirm the attribution and date. Indeed,
the absence of this important harness from general
surveys of Italian armor suggests some lingering
uncertainties as to its origin.”*

Before looking at the Wilton armor in the context
of the development of Italian armor, however, it would
be appropriate to review the old French attribution.

Figure 36. Francesco Negroli and workshop. Armor of
Dauphin Henri of France, later King Henry II, ca. 1540. Musée
de I'’Armée, Paris, G.118 (photo: © Musée de I'’Armée)
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Figure g7. Armor of Sebastiano Venier, Italian (possibly
Brescia), ca. 1540. Hofjagd- und Ruastkammer, Vienna, Ag84
(photo: Kunsthistorisches Museum)

Promoted by several distinguished scholars and con-
noisseurs of an earlier generation, the attribution was
supported by the belief that the armor had belonged
to Anne de Montmorency. This rich and powerful
noble would have been likely to patronize the same
French workshops that produced magnificently deco-
rated armors for Francis I and his court. As has been
noted, the motif of the clasped hands (Figure 23)
etched on the breastplate was also viewed by some to
be, if not a Montmorency emblem per se, at least a
device consistent with the constable’s iconography.
Cripps-Day even proposed to identify the Wilton
armor with one of the animes listed in the inventory
of the constable’s armory in his Paris residence in
1556, shortly before the Battle of Saint-Quentin,
despite the generic character of the descriptions.”?
Since the Montmorency association was based on an
old Pembroke tradition that has been demonstrated
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Figure 38. Infantry armor, Italian, dated 1571. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Rogers Fund, 1916 (16.154.2)

to be a romantic fiction, none of these arguments has
any substance.

Independent of the putative Montmorency associa-
tion, a French origin has also been inferred from the
armor’s anime construction and three-quarter-length
form, features often regarded as typically French.”®
This argument is not without merit, but it can be
demonstrated that the same features are found earlier
in Italian armor. The anime, for example, appears to
have developed in Italy by the late 1530s,77 and sev-
eral animes of undoubted Italian manufacture can be
dated to the 1540s. Similarly, mid-sixteenth-century
field armors of three-quarter length, while apparently
never as popular in Italy as in France, were occasion-
ally worn on the peninsula.”

Some years after the Wilton controversy Stephen
Grancsay offered what he considered persuasive new
evidence supporting the traditional Montmorency



association and a French attribution.”® Grancsay
observed that the decoration of the Wilton armor
closely matched that of the harness of the constable’s
younger son Henri (1534—1614), portions of which
are in the Metropolitan Museum, and he concluded
that both armors, made for two members of this dis-
tinguished French family, must have originated in the
same workshop (which he presumed to be French) at
about the same time (about 15585, shortly before the
Battle of Saint-Quentin). Grancsay’s observations as to
the relationship between the two armors, at least as
regards the similarity of their decoration, are quite
correct and are discussed below. On the other hand, as
the Wilton armor has a demonstrable English associa-
tion and Henri de Montmorency’s a French one, with
as much as a decade separating the manufacture of the
two, the similarities, while surprising, appear to be coin-
cidental. Indeed, as noted below, there is no apparent
stylistic reason to ascribe either to French manufacture.

Finally, the proponents of a French attribution for
the Wilton armor have failed to offer persuasive analy-
sis linking the decoration to that of armors made in
France. The Italian, German, and English schools of
armor are extensively documented and have been
thoroughly studied, but comparatively little is known

Figure 39. Portion of a field armor, German (probably
Augsburg), dated 1524. The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Bashford Dean Memorial Collection, Bequest of Bashford
Dean, 1928 (29.150.3)

about French armor. Some progress, however, has
been made in the study of its decoration since Granc-
say presented his arguments more than fifty years ago.
While it remains difficult to identify French armor in
the period before 1550, during which Italian models
were closely copied, several distinct groups decorated
with embossed or etched ornament, dating to the sec-
ond half of the century, have been identified.®* Per-
haps the most obvious characteristic of the finest
French armors is the close relationship of their deco-
ration to the Mannerist court styles of Fontainebleau
and Paris. The influence of contemporary French
prints and book ornament, especially the numerous
engravings and drawings produced by the goldsmith
and engraver Etienne Delaune (1518/19-1583), is
often very pronounced. Nothing in the decoration of
the Wilton armor, however, appears to reflect an aware-
ness of French Renaissance art.®’

Finding nothing inherently French in the form,
construction, or decoration of the Wilton armor, we
therefore see no inconsistency with the Italian prove-
nance attested to in the royal inventory of 154%7. On
the other hand, it is difficult to identify an exactly
comparable Italian harness dating to ca. 1544 because
so few examples survive from the 1 54os.82 In general,

Figure 40. Portions of the armor of Alessandro
Vitelli, Italian, ca. 1530. Hofjagd- und Riistkammer,
Vienna, Ags0 (photo: Kunsthistorisches Museum)
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Figure 41. Detail of etched decoration on a breastplate,
ca. 1540, by Giovan Paolo Negroli (ca. 1513-1569). The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, Gift of William H. Riggs, 1913

(14.25.1855)

however, a number of features in the form and con-
struction of the Wilton armor are evident in a handful
of Italian armors securely datable to this period.
These features include: the shape of the burgonet and
especially of the buffe with its row of slotted breaths
beneath the upper ridge; the three-part arm defenses
with large couters having a roped medial ridge; and
tassets of deeply arched section that wrap around the
thigh. They are evident on armors made throughout
northern Italy in the period, as for example, on har-
nesses attributed to the Negroli workshops in Milan
(Figure 36),%3 Caremolo Modrone of Mantua,®* and
the armorers of Brescia (Figure §7),% as well as repre-
sentations in contemporary portraits.

The decoration of the Wilton armor, however, with
its distinctive raised scrolls and plain-ground etching,
offers the strongest evidence for its Italian origin and
a date in the 1540s.

Roped ridges and scrolls like those found on most
parts of the Wilton armor were the subject of consid-
erable debate during the Wilton controversy as
regards their earliest appearance on Italian armor.%7
Large numbers of Italian armors with roped scrolls
(raised or imitated by etching) were made in the
period 1560-85 (Figure 38), so much so that this fea-
ture can be considered a distinctive Lombard charac-
teristic. Often of modest quality, these harnesses
typically are etched with narrow vertical bands filled
with a jumble of trophies of arms and have profile
heads set within the scrolls on the breastplate, paul-
drons, and tassets. Armors of this type are commonly
referred to, erroneously, as “Pisan” in popular arms
and armor jargon.88 Indeed, the volutes on the paul-
drons of the Wilton armor helped persuade ffoulkes
that the armor was of late sixteenth-century date. %9
While proponents supporting the traditional Mont-
morency association concluded that raised scrolls
probably did appear on armor before 1557 (when the
constable was captured at Saint-Quentin), they could
offer no securely dated or documented examples to
support their claim.%° Similarly, we have been unable
to identify in portraits or among extant armors any
examples with roped scrolls that can be securely dated
to the 1540s, although there is some evidence to sug-
gest that roped scrolls evolved earlier than has hith-
erto been thought.

The roped treatment of the turned edges of armor
plate came into fashion around 1515 and served to
strengthen the armor’s edges while enhancing its
visual impact and sculptural presence.?' Secondary
roped ridges raised within the plate, like those on the
Wilton armor, served similar purposes and appear to
have originated in Germany in the 1520s. One of the
earliest examples to exhibit this feature is an incom-
plete south German field armor, now in the Metropol-
itan Museum, which is etched in the style of Daniel
Hopfer of Augsburg and dated 1524 (Figure 39).%°

Figure 42. Rubbing of the etched decoration at the top of the breastplate of the armor in Figure 40, showing pairs of running dogs
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Figure 43. Saddle steels, Italian, ca. 1540—45. Royal Armouries,
Leeds, v1.121, 122 (photo: The Trustees of the Armouries)

Here roped ridges frame the etched borders of the
main plates, and there is a pair of roped volutes on
each pauldron. We know of only one comparable Ital-
ian armor of this period to employ ridges of this type,
that of the condottiere Alessandro Vitelli (died 1557),
which dates about 1530, though none of the ridges
terminates in volutes (Figure 40).9% The fully devel-
oped volutes on the Wilton armor appear to be
unique for the 1540s, as the first recorded examples
of Italian armors with roped ridges and scrolls date to
the following decade.%*

The confronted scrolls on the sides of the Wilton
burgonet (Figures 6, 77) are recessed and etched (not
raised and roped), a feature for which there are sev-
eral comparable examples. Similar scrolls are found
on the bowl of an armet associated with a field armor
of the 1530s in the Musée de I’Armée, Paris,? and on
the close helmet of about 1540 belonging to the
armor of Ferrante Gonzaga (1507-1557) in Vienna,?®
as well as on several burgonets of the period.?

The etched decoration of the Wilton armor, distinc-
tive both in its technique and ornament, is therefore
important in establishing where and when the armor
was made. The plain recessed ground is readily distin-
guished from the early style of Italian armor etching
from before about 1525, which generally employed a
hatched background like that found in contemporary
prints, or from most later sixteenth-century etched
ornament, which favored backgrounds covered with
dots or loops. Although encountered only occasion-
ally, plain-ground etching appears to be typical of
the 1540s.%°

The largest and most coherent group of armors
employing a similar style of plain-ground etching are

Figure 44. Detail of the rear cantle of the saddle steels in Figure 43, showing a running dog (photo: The Trustees of
the Armouries)
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the embossed harnesses made in the 1540s by, or at
least attributed to, Giovan Paolo Negroli (ca. 1513-
1569) of Milan.?? While the main surfaces of Giovan
Paolo’s armors are decorated with classically inspired
acanthus foliage and grotesques in high relief, the edges
of the plates are often etched with bands of straight or
scrolling foliage. Figural decoration is rare, though a
breastplate in the Metropolitan Museum, which is the
only surviving work signed by Giovan Paolo, is etched
across the top with a frieze of tritons and Nereids (Fig-
ure 41). While we can identify no single motif shared by
the Negroli armors and the Wilton harness, the general
similarity of their etching suggests that the Wilton
armor very likely also originated in Milan in the 1540s.
Six examples of Italian armor can be identified in
which the decoration is even more specifically linked
to that of the Wilton armor. The earliest is the afore-
mentioned armor of Alessandro Vitelli (Figure 40).
The plates are decorated with vertical bands of tro-
phies of arms and musical instruments which alter-
nate with bands of foliate scrolls inhabited by birds,
beasts, grotesques, and nude male figures. Between
the motifs are scattered occasional large dots. The
decoration is of the highest quality and most imagina-
tive design and must have been specially created for
its owner. While the foliate decoration is generally
close in style to that of the Wilton armor, the frieze of
leaping dogs with ringed collars chasing stags, bear,
and boar on the recessed bands across the top of the
breastplate and backplate (Figure 42) is very similar
to that on the upper face plate of the Wilton buffe
(Figure 24). The two armors are also linked by the
fact that the gilt buckles with ridged moldings on the
tassets of the Vitelli harness appear to match exactly
those on the Wilton armor. Despite the decade or
more that separates these two armors, and the obvious
differences in form and construction, it seems pos-
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Figure 45. Left half of the rear
cantle of a saddle, Italian,

ca. 1540-45. Royal Armouries,
Leeds, vi.114 (photo: The
Trustees of the Armouries)

sible that they were both made in the same north Ital-
ian center, where common sources of decoration and
furnishings like buckles were readily available.

The second example is a set of saddle steels in the
Royal Armouries (Figure 43).'°° The set consists of
two of the original three front steels (the center one is
missing) and the two rear cantle plates. The plates are
decorated with a series of narrow recessed vertical
bands that are etched and fire-gilt with symmetrical
candelabra and grotesque ornament alternating with
interlaced foliate scrolls inhabited by birds, with an
occasional large dot amid the ornament; the back-
ground is plain and blackened for contrast and the
raised areas between the bands are polished bright.
The recessed band around the roped edge is etched
with a continuous foliate scroll inhabited by birds and
leaping dogs with collars (Figure 44), the latter match-
ing exactly those on the Vitelli and Wilton armors.

The third example is a rear cantle of a saddle, for
which the front plates are missing, which is also in the
Royal Armouries.'®* The two-piece cantle is decorated
with close-set vertical bands alternately raised and
recessed, the surfaces etched and gilt overall. The
raised bands are etched with scrolling foliage termi-
nating at the ends with dolphins, all against a dotted
ground, while the recessed bands are etched with a
symmetrical design of foliage and candelabra orna-
ment on a plain background. On the left side the
plain-ground etching incorporates a fluted vase with
S-shaped handles (Figure 45) and on the right side a
term with foliate arms and an oval face framed by
petals. The former motif is generally similar to vases
etched on the breast- and backplate of the Wilton
armor, while the latter is especially reminiscent of the
figure on the comb of the Wilton burgonet.

While the decoration with multiple narrow bands
on both sets of saddle steels differs from that of the



Figure 46. Portions of a field armor, Italian, ca. 1540-45. The
State Hermitage, Saint Petersburg, Z.0.3973 (photo: The State
Hermitage)

Wilton armor, the style of etching and choice of motifs
suggest a close connection. Indeed, they also appear
to be linked by a common provenance. These two sets
of saddle steels are very likely to have been in the
Royal Armouries since the sixteenth century and are
probably among those listed in the postmortem inven-
tory of Henry VIII’s possessions, where steels generally
matching their description are cited among the armor
at Westminster and at Greenwich: “Item in Trees for
Saddelles plated with stele and parcell guilte and
grauen v paier. / Item in like Trees plated with Stele
and guilte and grauen j paier. / Item Stele plates for a
Saddell parcell graven & guilte.”"'*

Given the close similarity of decoration of the first-
mentioned steels vi.121,122 to that of the Wilton
armor, it is possible that they were the very ones asso-
ciated with the armor when it was described in the
1555 inventory as being mounted on a horse with “a
stele Sadle parcell guilte” with what may have been a
matching “Crinet and Shafron p[ar]cell guilte.” In
any event, it seems reasonable to conclude that both
sets of steels are of Italian origin and are contempo-

Figure 47. Detail of the decoration of the breastplate in Figure
46, showing the figure of Hope (photo: The State Hermitage)

rary with the Wilton armor and that they may very well
have entered the Royal Armouries in the same way,
perhaps supplied by Francis Albert “Millonour.”

The fourth example is an incomplete field armor of
about 1540-45 in the State Hermitage Museum, Saint
Petersburg, which consists of a breastplate with short
tassets (Figure 46), pauldrons, and vambraces.'°® The
breastplate is decorated with a single etched band
down the center that expands at the top and contin-
ues around the neck. The decoration consists of can-
delabra ornament, foliage, and grotesques very similar
to that of the Wilton armor but set against a cross-
hatched ground. Near the top of the center band on
the breastplate is a medallion enclosing a personifica-
tion of Hope, facing left, her praying hands raised
upward to rays descending from the sky, with leafy
bushes or trees to the sides (Figure 47). The figure
is clearly based on the same model as that on the
plume-holder of the Wilton armor (Figure 26), sug-
gesting that both were copied from the same work-
shop pattern book and may even have been etched by
the same master.
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Figure 48. Domenicus Custos after Giovanni Battista Fontana.
Henri I de Montmorency, wearing an Italian armor of

ca. 1550-55. Engraving published in Jakob Schrenck von
Notzing, Armamentarium Heroicum, Innsbruck, 1603. The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, Thomas J. Watson Library, Gift
of William H. Riggs, 1913

The fifth comparative example, by far the most
important, is the armor of Henri I de Montmorency
(1534~1614), the younger son of Constable Anne.
Housed for over two centuries in the Armory of Heroes
formed by Archduke Ferdinand II of Tyrol (1529-
1595) at Schloss Ambras, near Innsbruck, the harness
today is divided among three museums on two conti-
nents. The history and vicissitudes of this important
armor await a more specialized study, but the relation-
ship of the two armors can be examined here.

The only known pictorial record of Henri de Mont-
morency’s armor when still intact is the engraving by
Domenicus Custos after drawings by Giovanni Battista
Fontana in Jakob Schrenck von Notzing’s Armamenta-
rium Heroicum (Figure 48), the illustrated catalogue of
Archduke Ferdinand’s collection, the Latin edition
of which was published in 1601 and the German edi-
tion in 1603.'°* The armor comprises the following
elements: the gorget and cuirass in the Musée de
I’Armée, Paris; the pauldrons and vambraces,
together with the left tasset and left leg defense, con-
sisting of a cuisse with poleyn and a greave, in the
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Museo Stibbert, Florence; and both gauntlets, the
right tasset, and the complete right leg defense in
the Metropolitan Museum.'?> The closed burgonet
associated with the armor since the sixteenth century
and illustrated in the engraving is also preserved in
the Musée de I’Armée but its decoration does not
match the rest of the armor.

Like the Wilton armor, Henri de Montmorency’s
harness was intended for use in the field, though it is
of more conventional construction, having a solid
cuirass, short tassets, and complete leg defenses. The
two armors also share certain distinctive features of
form and construction, especially the arm and leg
defenses. The pauldrons and upper vambraces of both
harnesses have a pronounced medial ridge down the
outside, they lack the turning cannon that often joins
the pauldron to the upper vambrace, and the couters
of both are extremely large and of similar form, with a
transverse roped rib across the center. The left paul-
dron of each is pierced with a threaded hole for the
attachment of a reinforce. The cuisses are also boxed
on the outer sides and have poleyns with roped ridges
down the middle and across the outer sides, with a
deep angular pucker in the center of the wing.

The technique, style, and individual motifs of the
plain-ground etched decoration of Wilton armor are
in large part repeated on that of Henri de Mont-
morency. The wide band of ornament extending
down the center of the main plates is symmetrically
arranged about the center and consists of continuous
intertwining foliage supporting human and grotesque
figures, animals, masks, and trophies of arms. The
decoration also includes medallions enclosing profile
heads, sometimes in pairs, a classically inspired fea-
ture of Renaissance ornament that is occasionally
found in early sixteenth-century Milanese armor deco-
ration’°® and again in the second half of the century.
The secondary bands on both armors—those to the
left and right of center on the breast- and backplates,
on the front and back of the pauldrons, and down the
outer sides of the cuisses—are etched with large con-
tinuous foliate scrolls inhabited by the similar
grotesque figures, birds, and running dogs with col-
lars. In several areas on the Henri de Montmorency
harness, notably at the top of the breastplate and
backplate, in the angles formed by the intersection of
the central band and the transverse band across the
top, and of the same transverse band and the bands
parallel to gussets, there are small secondary panels of
scrollwork like those on the exchange vambraces at
Windsor (Figure 33) but which are absent on the
armor in New York. Similarly, the simple band of
scrolling foliage etched around the armholes of the
breastplate and backplate in Paris closely approximates



Figure 49. Decoration,
including a pair of run-
ning dogs, on the back
of the right pauldron of
the armor represented
in Figure 48. Opera
Museo Stibbert, Flo-
rence, 3962 (photo:
Opera Museo Stibbert)

Figure 50. Detail of clasped hands on the left pauldron of the armor represented
in Figure 48 (photo: Opera Museo Stibbert)
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the decoration found on the inner articulating couter
lames of the Windsor vambraces, a motif that, again,
does not occur on the Wilton armor. The etched
ornament is gilt against a plain recessed ground, and
the undecorated surfaces between the bands are pol-
ished bright.

In addition to the general character of the orna-
ment the decoration of the two armors includes many
of the same motifs. The leaping dogs on the buffe,
breastplate, and gauntlets of the Wilton armor reap-
pear in pairs on each of the side bands on the breast-
plate and backplate, on the back of the right pauldron
(Figure 49), and on the rear plate of each greave of
the Henri de Montmorency armor. Other shared
motifs include winged harpies (seen full face or in
profile, some of them with “beards”), birds, masks
with lappets around the edges, vases of flowers, and
winged putti. Snails and trophies of arms, minor
details found on the Wilton armor, also recur on the
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Figure 51. Portions of a field armor
of anime construction, Italian, ca.
1550—-60. Musée de I’Armée, Paris,
G.139 (photo: © Musée de I’Armée)

Montmorency harness near the top of the backplate
and on the poleyns, respectively. The unusual geomet-
ric motif of rectilinear strapwork found on the articu-
lating lames of the Wilton poleyns is repeated on the
poleyns of the Montmorency armor.

Finally, and most important, one finds on the top
lame of the left pauldron of the Henri de Mont-
morency armor, partly concealed beneath the buckle
for the shoulder strap and now badly rubbed, an
etched medallion enclosing two clasped hands (Fig-
ure 50), the very same motif found on the Wilton
breastplate (Figure 23). The position of the hands
and the type of scallop-edged cuff from which they
emerge are identical on both. The small size of this
motif on both armors and its almost hidden location
on the Montmorency harness are convincing indica-
tors that the clasped hands motif has nothing to do
with personal iconography of the owner or even the
thematic program of the decoration. Its presence on



Figure 52. Detail of male figures on the breastplate of the
armor in Figure 51 (photo: © Musée de ’Armée)

both armors together with the other points of com-
parison suggest a common source of origin.

It is readily apparent that, while the manufacture of
the Montmorency armor is of high quality, its etched
decoration is decidedly inferior in design and tech-
nique to that from Wilton. The etched bands on the
Montmorency armor are wider and the motifs propor-
tionally larger and more generously spaced, with a
diminished concern for the precise rendering of the
individual forms. Presuming that the contemporary
identification of the armor as having belonged to
Henri de Montmorency is correct, it is unlikely to
have been made before 1550, when Henri turned six-
teen; it seems equally unlikely that the armor dates
after 1560, by which time Italian armors tended to
have smaller couters and displayed a different style of
etching. The long slim breastplate has an evenly
arched profile that would be consistent with a date
around 1550. It would appear, then, that the work-
shop responsible for the king’s harness in the 1540s
was still active and producing armors of much the
same type at the beginning of the next decade.

The final example for comparison is an Italian
anime dating about 1550-60 in the Musée de I’Ar-
mée, Paris (G.139; Figure 51).'°7 Now incomplete,
the matching elements comprise a cuirass with tassets,
complete arm defenses, and gauntlets; its close helmet
and leg armor are missing. The Paris armor shares
many features found on the Wilton armor: the anime
is constructed with lames of shallow V-shape having a
shallow notch in the center; it was designed for field
use with a placard fitted with a lance-rest (missing)
and a reinforce for the left pauldron (also missing,
but a threaded hole remains for its attachment); the
arms are similarly constructed (but with a turning

Figure 53. Detail of dogs on the left lower vambrace of the
armor in Figure 51 (photo: © Musée de I'Armée)

joint) with large single-plate couters; roped ridges fol-
low the edges of the pauldrons, couters, gauntlets,
and tassets, those on the pauldrons and tassets ending
in spirals; and the etched decoration, which is well
drawn, employs a very similar repertory of figural and
vegetal motifs, formerly gilt, on a plain recessed and
blackened ground. The ornament includes winged
putti and nude men, harpylike grotesques, scallop-
edged masks, and birds, as well as a style of foliage
generally similar to that found on the Wilton armor.
Medallions enclosing profile heads like those on the
armor of Henri de Montmorency are present on the
vambraces.

Certain elements of decoration on the Paris anime
are remarkably close to those of the Wilton armor.
Running figures in the medial band of its breastplate
(Figure 52) are very like those on the Wilton back-
plate (Figure 18). The type of nude figure, with its
curly hair, accentuated breast, and often indistinct sex
(though apparently male), is found on both har-
nesses. The decoration on the outside of the lower
vambraces with collared dogs at wrist level (Figure 53)
and with a full face term above the conjoined scrolls
echoes similar decoration on the Windsor vambraces
(Figure 33). A wreathlike band of dense foliage
etched on the gussets repeats that on the waistband of
the Wilton breastplate and backplate.

The dense rendering of the ornament on the Paris
anime, where little of the background is visible; the
presence of secondary motifs like stylized flowers and
naturalistic leaves, which run along the outer edges of
the vertical bands and project into the spaces between
them; and the dense scrollwork that covers the face of
the couters are features that point to a style of Italian
armor decoration that postdates that on the Wilton
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armor by as much as a decade. As several other Italian
armors decorated in this fashion are preserved in
the Musée de I’Armée, Paris, and in the armory of
the Knights of Saint John at Malta, it is likely that they
were made in Italy for export.'*®

In spite of the obvious differences in their appear-
ance and the span of twenty-five years that they cover,
these six examples are nevertheless linked to one
another and to the Wilton armor by the common use
of certain decorative motifs. The recurrence of the
running dogs on the Vitelli armor, the Wilton armor,
one set of saddle steels in the Royal Armouries, and
the Montmorency armor in Paris is noteworthy, as is
the appearance of the figure of Hope on the plume-
holder of the Wilton armor and on the breastplate of
the armor in the Hermitage, and of the clasped hands
on the Wilton armor and that of Henri de Mont-
morency. These motifs are distinctive enough not to
be coincidental, which suggests that the etchers of
these armors probably came from the same city, per-
haps the same workshop, and had access to a shared
repertory of designs, probably pattern books. Unfor-
tunately, none of these armors bears a mark or signa-
ture, and none is sufficiently documented to indicate
where or by whom they were made. There can be little
doubt, however, that they originated in either Milan
or Brescia, rival arms-manufacturing centers in north-
ern Italy.

Milan had been the principal armor-producing cen-
ter in Italy since the Middle Ages.'®® Throughout the
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries Milanese armorers
enjoyed international fame, their products setting
the standard and the fashion for the rest of Europe.
Milanese merchants, or “milliners,” like Francis Albert,
traveled extensively and facilitated the ordering and
supply of harness to entire nations as well as to indi-
vidual aristocratic clients. When in 1511 Henry VIII
decided to establish a workshop in England to make
armors for himself, his courtiers, and foreign digni-
taries, he turned to Milan as a source for skilled
armorers.''°

Despite the presence of the Almain Armoury at
Greenwich, English noblemen continued to acquire
armors from Milan through the sixteenth century. In
May 1552, for example, a large shipment of luxury
goods was prepared in Milan for export to England,
the list of items including richly decorated armors and
weapons by some of the city’s leading armorers, cut-
lers, and damasceners.''' The 1558 inventory of the
first earl of Pembroke included “a millayne dimilance
graven and gilt” and “a tilte millayne armo* w his fur-
niture graven and p[ar]cell gilte,”"'* harnesses that
were undoubtedly custom-made for his personal use.
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It is very probable, therefore, that a royal harness of
excellent quality like the Wilton armor was also of
Milanese manufacture. The Negroli family, who sup-
plied elaborately embossed and damascened parade
armors to Emperor Charles V, King Henry II of
France, and a host of Italian princes in the 1530s and
1540s, enjoyed immense renown. More specifically,
the plain-ground etching of the Wilton armor is
sufficiently similar to that on the armors made by Gio-
van Paolo Negroli in the 1540s to associate it with
Milan. If it could be demonstrated conclusively that
armor had been acquired by the king through the
offices of the Milanese merchant Francis Albert, there
would be little doubt as to its origin. Unfortunately,
an extensive search of the records for the period
1543—45 in the Archivio di Stato, Milan, has failed to
uncover any mention of it."'3 The Spanish adminis-
tration of Milan kept careful records, and this lack
of documentation suggests that the armor is unlikely
to have been officially commissioned and licensed
for export. If it was privately commissioned, a con-
tract or payment may eventually be located in the
notarial archives.

The alternative source of manufacture is the city of
Brescia, which, since the fifteenth century, was con-
trolled by the Venetian state and made its reputation
as a mass-producer of munition armors for ordinary
troops and as a manufacturer and supplier of fire-
arms.''* In 1544, for example, Venice approved the
sale to England of 1,500 harquebuses (matchlock)
guns and a like number of armors for either mounted
or infantry service, these presumably intended to arm
troops for the planned invasion of France.''? Little is
known about the production of high-quality Brescian
armors, those individually designed and fitted for the
senior officers and aristocratic clients. In 1534, how-
ever, the Venetian senate granted permission for the
duke of Norfolk and four other Englishmen to pur-
chase armor, apparently bulletproof, from Brescia,
voting at the same time to make a gift of the
armors."'® Thus better-quality Brescian armor, like
that from Milan, was probably regularly imported into
England throughout the reign of Henry VIIL

Two finely decorated infantry armors, both made in
the 1540s, have repeatedly been identified as Brescian
based on the identity of their owners. One of these
was made for Sebastiano Venier, the future doge of
Venice, now in Vienna (Figure 37),"'7 and the other
for Girolamo Martinengo of Brescia, in the Armeria
Reale, Turin.''® The former is assumed to be Brescian
because of the established custom of acquiring in that
city the armor and weapons intended for Venetian ser-
vice. The latter is attributed to Brescia because of the



social and military prominence of the Martinengo
family in their native city. There is, however, no inde-
pendent confirmation of a Brescian origin for either.
Both are decorated with narrow recessed bands etched
and gilt with candelabra and grotesque ornament.
The background of the etching on the Venier armor
is finely dotted, while that on the Martinengo armor
has large, space-filing dots. While the vocabulary of
ornament employed in the decoration of these har-
nesses is generally similar to that of the Wilton
armor, it includes none of the specific motifs, such
as running dogs or clasped hands, that would link
them directly."'?

In the absence of any record identifying the source of
the king’s armor and lacking a well-documented series
of armors of certain Milanese and Brescian origin in this
period, it seems prudent for the time being to identify
the Wilton armor simply as of north Italian origin.

CONCLUSION

Associated for more than two centuries with the name
of Anne de Montmorency, the Metropolitan’s armor
can now be securely identified as having been made
for Henry VIIIL. The royal provenance is established by
descriptions of the armor in the inventories of the
Tudor Royal Armouries of 1547 and 1555 and then in
the Pembroke inventory of 1558, following the gift of
the armor to the first earl and its transfer to Wilton
House. The royal provenance is further supported by
the discoveries of brass studs in the form of Tudor
roses on the backplate, the red and yellow textile trim-
mings, and the exchange vambraces of matching
design still in the Royal Collection at Windsor Castle.
The size of the armor, its construction, and its style of
decoration indicate that it must date from the last
years of the monarch’s reign. That it is a field armor
intended for battle rather than sport points to its hav-
ing been made for Henry’s last campaign, the Siege of
Boulogne, in 1544. The extensive alterations, which
were apparently made by the king’s Almain armorers,
confirm that the harness was adapted for Henry’s use.
It would thus appear that the Wilton armor is the lat-
est in an impressive series of royal harnesses—the
majority of them preserved in England, either in the
Royal Armouries at Leeds and the Tower of London
or in the Royal Collection at Windsor Castle—that
document in carapaces of steel the transformation of
a slim, athletic monarch to an aging king who was
grossly overweight and beset by ill heath.

The description of the armor in the inventory of
1547 as “of italion makinge” puts to rest the long-held

opinion of its French manufacture and allows it to be
appreciated as a rare documented example of Italian
armor dating to the 1540s. It may now also be accepted
as an early anime, a “small garniture,” and a forerun-
ner to the well-known series of armors embellished
with roped ridges and volutes that came into fashion a
decade later. The armor may also have served as a pro-
totype for the series of small garnitures, many of
anime construction, that were made at Greenwich
in the 1550s.

The identification of the Wilton armor as Henry
VIII's brings to a total of five royal armors in the Met-
ropolitan Museum'*® and immeasurably strengthens
its holdings of armor made in England, or associated
with English owners, which is unrivaled outside
Britain.'*" The latter category includes several sturdy
early sixteenth-century tournament helmets from
English funerary monuments, including one made for
Sir Giles Capel (1485-1556), whose manufacture—
whether English, Flemish, or Italian—is still debated.
The Metropolitan’s collection is best known, however,
for its richly decorated Greenwich harnesses, includ-
ing those made for Henry Herbert, second earl of
Pembroke (1534-1601), about 1585; the garniture of
George Clifford, third earl of Cumberland (1558~
1605), about 1586; and two armors made for Sir
James Scudamore (1558-1619) in about 1587 and
1590, respectively. Among the later Greenwich works
are a gauntlet for the left hand belonging to the
armor for field and tournament of Henry, Prince of
Wales (1594-1612 ), made about 1610, which is pre-
served in the Royal Collection at Windsor Castle, and a
pair of gauntlets belonging to the armor made as a gift
for Prince Friedrich Ulrich of Brunswick-Wolfenbiittel
in 1610-13, now in a private collection. The finest of
the Museum’s English armors is without doubt the
richly etched and gilt harness dated 1527, which, like
the Wilton armor, was once thought to have been
made for a Frenchman—Galiot de Genouilhac, mas-
ter of artillery under Francis I of France—and was
long considered to be of French or Italian workman-
ship.'** Recent scholarship has demonstrated that this
armor is without doubt the product of the Almain
Armoury at Greenwich and was very probably made
for the king, who is recorded by a contemporary
chronicler as having appeared in a Shrovetide tourna-
ment in London in 1526/27 wearing “a new harnes
all gilte of a strange fashion that had not been
seen.”'®3 While further discussion of the much-
debated “Genouilhac” armor must await a forthcom-
ing monograph on the Museum’s Greenwich armors, it
seems likely now that the Museum does indeed possess
two armors that belonged to England’s Henry VIIL'*4
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APPENDIX

The growth of a legend: the origins of the story that two of the
armors at Wilton House had belonged to the ducs de Mont-
morency and Montpensier'*>

A story that armors at Wilton were loot from the Battle
of Saint-Quentin, August 10, 1557, was clearly already
current by at least the middle of the seventeenth cen-
tury, since Aubrey refers to it (see pp. 95—96). An
inventory of the contents of the house, drawn up after
the death of the seventh earl of Pembroke in 1683
and dated the November 16 of that year, however, nei-
ther mentions the battle nor gives any attributions for
individual armors, though it lists the contents of the
two armories there, to which all the armors were then
confined.'*® The earliest evidence we have been able
to trace for a “tradition” associating some of them with
the ducs de Montmorency and Montpensier—and
probably, in fact, its source—is a passage in a guide-
book to the house by Richard Cowdry, published in
1751, by which date the display of armor in the Hall at
Wilton, which survived until the twentieth century
(Figure 1), had been set up:

In the Gallery of this Hall are five Suits of Armour;
that in the Middle was William Earl of Pembroke’s, the
other four and the Parts of Five more Suits in the
lower part of the Hall were taken from the following
noble Persons, on the following Occasion. This Earl,
in the Reign of Queen Mary, was Captain-General of
the English Forces at the Siege of St. Quintin, at which
Siege were taken Prisoners the Constable Mont-
morency, Montheron his Son, with the Dukes of Montpen-
sierand Longueville, Lewis of Gonzaga, (afterwards
Duke of Nevers) the Marshal of St. Andre, Admiral
Coligny, (who was afterwards murdered in the
Massacre at Paris) and his Brother, not to mention
John de Bourbon, Duke of Anguien, who was found
Dead among the Slain. Here are also some of the
Weapons which were taken at the same Time.'*7

It is hardly necessary to point out that this passage is
imprecise in its allocation of the armors and leaves a
choice of “noble Persons” to whom they might have
belonged.

A second, corrected edition of Cowdry’s work was
published in 1752."%® In 1758 it was reprinted, virtu-
ally unchanged, but with Cowdry’s name replaced by
that of James Kennedy, and in this form it went
through eight further editions, of which the last one
appeared in 1779."*? The passage about the armor
quoted above is repeated in all of them, with the very
minor difference that the other four armors “and the
Parts of Five more Suits” are described as being in the
opposite (not the lower) part of the hall. George
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Richardson in the first edition (1%7%74) of his Aedes Pem-
brochianae (p. 31) merely mentions the armor of the
first earl, but in the edition of 1788 more precise
information is given: “There are several suits of
armour, disposed in niches. One of them belonged to
William, Earl of Pembroke, who commanded the Eng-
lish forces at the battle of St. Quintin; another to the
Constable Montmorency, taken prisoner there; and
another to the Duke of Montpensier, also taken pris-
oner there.”"'3° Nothing is said about the other noble
prisoners.

The Montmorency/Montpensier story, therefore,
as was to be expected, is yet another of the romantic
fictions about armor that were produced during the
latter part of the eighteenth century. It was recorded
for the first time in a work on arms and armor by
Samuel Meyrick in the second edition of his great Crit-
ical Inquiry into Antient Armor;, published in 1842,'3"
and became accepted fact among specialists when the
armors made what seems to have been their first pub-
lic appearance outside Wilton at the Exhibition of the
Royal House of Tudor held at the New Gallery, London,
in 18go. They were naturally given their “traditional”
attributions in the catalogue (nos. 575-76), and these
were given the seal of the approval of the leading
English authority on arms and armor, the Baron C. A.
de Cosson, in an article on the exhibition.'3*
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NOTES

1. For a modern account of the battle, see C. Oman, A History of the
Art of War in the Sixteenth Century (London, 1937), pp. 256-64.
Pembroke and the English contingent did not arrive in time to
take part in the battle but were involved in the subsequent loot-
ing. Montmorency actually surrendered to the contingent com-
manded by Emmanuele Philiberto of Savoy. See F. H.
Cripps-Day, “A Sur-Rebutter: The Wilton Controversy,” in his
The Past Is Never Dead, Fragmenta Armamentaria 5 (Frome,
1941), pp. 200—-201.

2. The Wilton Suits: A Controversy, with Notes on Other Archaeological
Questions by Various Writers (London, 1918), pp. 6-7. Two fur-
ther letters were subsequently published in Burlington Magazine
42 (April 1923), pp. 206-11, and 54 (January 1929), p. 50.

3. A report on the sale in the Times (London) for July 11, 1917
(p- 9), records: “The late Duc d’Aumale many years ago is said
to have offered £30,000 for the two suits. In neither case was the
reserve . . . reached, and therefore the two suits were bought in,
the Montmorency at £14,500, and the Montpensier at £10,500.
In the first case the underbidder was Mr. S. G. Fenton [the Lon-
don armor dealer], who was acting for an American, and in the
second the underbidder was also acting for a Transatlantic buyer.”

The late Sir James Mann stated incorrectly in his “Recollec-
tions of the Wilton Armoury” (Connoisseur 104 [July 19391,
p- 11) that Lord Pembroke withdrew the armors before the sale.
We are grateful to Peter Hawkins for drawing our attention to
an account of the affair from Sotheby’s point of view in Robert
Lacey’s Sotheby’s: Bidding for Class (London, 1998), pp. 68-71. It
is there suggested that ffoulkes acted as he did because he “had
many long-standing relationships, personal and professional,
with Christie’s” and that “Christie’s were a major channel
through which the Tower of London had long acquired and dis-
posed of armour.” The first statement is highly improbable: we
have heard many criticisms of ffoulkes from people who knew
him but never the slightest suggestion that he was involved with

any of the salerooms or dealers. We suggest that there is a con-
fusion here with Sir Guy Laking (died 1919), the noted author-
ity on antique arms and armor, who had a close connection with
Christie’s, to whom it does very much apply. The second state-
ment is simply wrong: the Tower Armouries had not disposed of
anything for the best part of a century before ffoulkes took
office in 1913, and when they had done so, it had not been
through Christie’s, while no regular purchases had been made
since before 1855 because no purchase grant had been avail-
able. It is interesting to note, incidentally, that ffoulkes makes
no reference at all to the affair in his autobiography Arms and the
Tower (London, 1939).

The Metropolitan Museum was one of the unsuccessful bid-
ders for both harnesses, being represented in the saleroom that
day by its ageﬁt, C. Davies Sherborn of the British Museum.

. The Wilton Suits: A Controversy (see note 2 above).
. Mackay had pursued the acquisition of the “Montmorency” and

“Montpensier” armors throughout the 1920s, using as his agent
Sir Joseph Duveen, the famous art dealer. He finally acquired
the “Montmorency” armor alone for £15,500, the equivalent at
the time of $75,000, on December 20, 1929. Details of the
negotiations are recorded in the Duveen Brothers Archive at
the Getty Research Institute for the History of Art and the
Humanities, Los Angeles, a microfilm of which is available in
the Thomas J. Watson Library at the Metropolitan Museum.
With the onset of the Great Depression, Mackay suffered finan-
cial setbacks and in 1932 was forced to sell some of his most
important works of art at sharply reduced prices. The finest of
these were offered privately to the Metropolitan Museum,
of which he was a trustee. For the Museum’s acquisitions
of Mackay’s arms and armor, see Stephen V. Grancsay, “Histori-
cal Arms and Armor,” MMAB 28 (March 1933), pp. 50-57
(reprinted in Arms and Armor: Essays by Stephen V. Grancsay from
The Metropolitan Museum of Art Bulletin, 1920—1964 [New York,
1986], pp. 111-16).

The “Montpensier” armor was finally sold by Christie’s on
May 27, 1954 (lot 49), when it was acquired by Carl Otto von
Kienbusch of New York City. It is now with the rest of his collec-
tion in the Philadelphia Museum of Art (acc. no. 19%77-167-12).
See The Kretzschmar von Kienbusch Collection of Armor and Arms
(Princeton, N.J., 1963), no. 26. The armor has since been ten-
tatively identified in the Wilton inventory of 1558 as a “millayne
dimilance graven and gilt” and is now assumed to have been the
personal armor of the first earl of Pembroke; see J. F. Hayward,
“The Armoury of the First Earl of Pembroke,” Connoisseur 155
(April 1964), p. 228 and fig. /7 on p. 229. Boccia concurred with
the Milanese attribution and the mid-sixteenth-century date; see
Lionello Giorgio Boccia, Gli esemplari italiani nell’Armeria Kien-
busch del Philadelphia Museum of Art (Florence, 1988), pp. 7-8.

. C. R Beard, “New Light on the Pembroke Armoury,” Connois-

seur 88 (October 1931), p. 276. The manuscript (now British
Library, MS Lansdowne 213, fols. 347r-384v) was published by
L. G. Wickham Legge in 1936 as A Relation of a Short Survey of the
Western Counties, Camden Miscellany 16, Camden Society, grd
ser,, 52 (London, 1936). The account of the Wilton armory is
on fol. 372v of the manuscript and pp. 67-68 of the publica-
tion. Legge identified the lieutenant’s surname as Hammond.
Beard mistakenly ascribed the survey to the unidentified Nor-
wich captain whom the same lieutenant and an ancient had
accompanied on a trip in the previous year, the account of
which is in the same manuscript.
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That part of the account describing the Wilton armory was
also published by F. H. Cripps-Day, An Introduction to the Study of
Greenwich Armour (Documentary Evidence), Fragmenta Armamen-
taria 1, pt. g (Frome, 1944), pp. 102-4.

. William Herbert was Henry’s squire, and therefore his armor
bearer. See above, p. 99.

. Cripps-Day, “A Sur-Rebutter,” pp. 205-6. He came down firmly
against the “traditional” attributions (pp. 202-3, 208). The
armor is therefore mentioned only in passing in his article “The
Armours of Anne de Montmorency, Constable of France, and of
His Sons, Part 1,” Connoisseur 113 (June 1944), pp- 89—go.

The full text of Aubrey’s account of the Wilton armory is as
follows:

THE ARMORIE. The armory is a very long roome, which I
guess to have been a dorture heretofore. Before the civil
warres, I remember, it was very full. The collection was not
only great but the manner of obtaining it was much greater;
which was by a victory at the battle of St. Quintin’s, where
William the first Earle of Pembroke was generall, Sir George
Penruddock, of Compton Chamberlain was Major Generall,
and William Aubrey LL.D. my great-grandfather was Judge
Advocat. There were armes, sc. the spoils, for sixteen thou-
sand men, horse and foot. (From the Right Honourable
Thomas Earl of Pembroke). Desire my brother William
Aubrey to gett a copy of the inventory of it. Before the late
civill warres here were muskettes and pikes for . . . [sic] hun-
dred men; lances for tilting; complete armour for horsemen;
for pikemen, &c. The rich gilt and engraved armour of
Henry VIII. The like rich armour of King Edward VI. In the
late warres much of the armour was imbecill’d [embezzled].

The Natural History of Wiltshire by John Aubrey, ER.S. (Written between
1656 and 1691), ed. John Britton (London, 1847), p. 86.

Much of the material was collected long before 1656. The
date of Aubrey’s visit to Wilton is not given, but he mentions
that he remembers the armory as it was “Before the civil warres,”
that is before 1642. The Thomas, earl of Pembroke, cited must
have been the eighth earl (died 1733), who succeeded in 1683.

Aubrey’s reference to the source of the armory being the spoils
of Battle of Saint-Quentin was cited in isolation by G. D. Hobson
in support of the tradition that the two disputed armors were in
fact those of Montmorency and Montpensier (Wilton Suits, p. 24).

. An Inventorie of all the Golde and sylver plate, Jewelles, apparell and
Wardrobe stuffe, with the ffurniture of Stable, Armorie, and all other
implementes of householde belonging to the right honorable William Earl
of Pembroke, vewed at the commandement of the seyd Earle by the L.
Harbert of Cardyf his sonne, John Hownde, William Jordan, John
Dysteley, Morgan Lloyd, Servantes to the seyd Earle, the xij** of Decem-
ber Anno Drii 1561™° Regni Elizabethe Regine quarto. The inventory
of the armory and its forge (fols. 116r-118v) is headed “A
declaracion of all such Armo~ as is lefte at Wilton viij° December
1558 with a note of thordinance and other munycion thereunto
belong[ing] in the chardge of Thomas Smythe.”

The manuscript was acquired for the library of the Victoria
and Albert Museum (MS Lgo-1982) in 1983. A paper on it was
read to the Society of Antiquaries of London by Sir James Mann
on February 2, 1956, in which he suggested that the “Mont-
morency” armor was, in fact, the one ascribed to Henry VIIIL
The section dealing with the armory was published by J. F. Hay-
ward in “Armoury of the First Earl of Pembroke,” pp. 225-30.

See also Guy Turner, “Lord Pembroke’s Inventory of 1561,”
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10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

Silver Society Journal, no. 11 (autumn 1999), pp. 189—92; Eliza-
beth Goldring, “An Important Early Picture Collection: The
Earl of Pembroke’s 1561/62 Inventory and the Provenance of
Holbein’s ‘Christina of Denmark,’”
(March 2003), pp. 157-60.
Fols. 116r-v in the inventory of 1558 cited in note g. For the
Edward VI armor, see notes 14 and 18 below.
Hayward, “Armoury of the First Earl of Pembroke,” pp. 228, 230.
L. G. Boccia stated, without citing supporting evidence, that a
cuirass of this construction was called by the Italians “‘anima’
(soul), because it could be hidden beneath a leather or fabric
garment, like the human soul in the body.” See “Arms and
Armor from the Medici Court,” Bulletin of the Detroit Institute of
Arts 61, nos. 1 and 2 (summer 1983), p. 61. For a well-
documented account of the anime, see F. H. Kelly, “The Anime—
Notes,” Burlington Magazine 34 (January 1919), pp. 23—-30.
D. Starkey, ed., The Inventory of King Henry VIII: The Transcript
(London, 1998), p. 159, no. 8262. See also H. A. Dillon, “Arms
and Armour at Westminster, the Tower, and Greenwich, 1547,”
Archaeologia 51 (1888), p. 273.
A declaracion conteyning the number and kyndes of all suche armor,
harness, weapons, and other furniture as are w'in the charge of the Mas-
ter of the Armories and in what places the same byn remayning at this
present daye togethere w' the ffees allowances and wages due to the
Mpynisters servinge w'in the said office. Aswell in the x* yere of the
raigne of our late soueraigne Lorde Henry the eighte. Also this present
daye beyng the xx™ daye of August in the seconde and thirde yere of the
raigne of Philip and Marye (Longleat Archives, Miscellaneous
Manuscripts, vol. 5, “Th’Office of the Ordynance and Armorye,”
1555, fols. 1-83), fol. 777. The armor was still at Greenwich.

We are grateful to Kay Lacey, who discovered the inventory,

Burlington Magazine 144

both for drawing our attention to it and for giving us permission
to quote from it in advance of her own publication of the whole
document.

This inventory also includes “One. litle harnesse complete
made for kinge Edwarde p[ar]cell guylte w* a Murring [sic for
‘morion’].” This, as the only armor made for Edward VI
recorded, must be the one that is listed in the 1558 Wilton
inventory and mentioned by Aubrey (above p. 95). Nothing cer-
tain is known of what became of it, but it might well be the only
complete sixteenth-century Greenwich armor for a child known
to survive. This is a parcel-gilt Greenwich three-quarter anime
made for a boy of about twelve years of age, and dating from the
mid-sixteenth century—Edward would have been thirteen in
1550—formerly at Cotehele House, Cornwall, seat of the
Edgcumbe family, and now in the Royal Armouries (no. 11.178).
It is not known how it came to be at Cotehele, where it is first
recorded in 1810. It could have belonged to Piers Edgcumbe
(born 1535), but it is also possible that it was acquired by the
first earl of Mount Edgcumbe (1721-1%795), who was an anti-
quary. Marginally in favor of it being the Wilton armor is that
two colored lithographs of the interior of the hall at Cotehele by
N. Condy, made probably in 1836, show it mounted high on the
wall with its original helmet (which is missing) replaced by an
inappropriate morion, as described in the 1555 Royal
Armouries inventory. On the other hand, a knee piece from a
slightly larger armor of identical design was purchased by the
Royal Armouries from the earl of Pembroke in 1951 (no.
m.2255), and this might be all that remains of the Edward VI
armor. See N. Condy and F. V. J. Arundell, History of Cotehele
(London, n.d. [ca. 1850?]), pls. facing pp. 8 and 12; J. F. Hay-
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16.

ward, “A Newly Discovered Greenwich Armour,” Connoisseur 141
(April 1958), pp. 140-43; Cotehele House (London, 1978), p. 14.

It should be mentioned that the only known document relat-
ing to armor being made for Edward VI is the following entry of
March 16, 1551/52, among the acts of the Privy Council: “A
warraunt from the Kinges Majestie to Peter Osborne to delyver to
Erasmus Kyrkener the summe of jxxviij!! xiij* for certaine har-
nesses by hym provided for his Highnes’ use.” Acts of the Privy Coun-
cil of England, n.s., vol. 4, A.D. 1552—1554 (London, 18g2), p. 237.

It needs to be emphasized that the date refers only to the autho-
rization of the payment and not to that of the bill, which might
well have been submitted much earlier. It could therefore refer to
the armor Edward is recorded as wearing the previous April in a
dispatch dated April g, 1551, to Emperor Charles V or his council
from Jehan Scheyfyve, imperial ambassador to England: “On the
7th and 8th of April the King of England mounted his horse in full
armour, rode two or three miles each time, and also charged the
target to exercise and show himself to the People.” Calendar of State
Papers, Spanish, vol. 10, 1550—52 (London, 1914), p. 266.
“Guilte vambraces late king Henry the eightes one p[ai]re,” 1611
Remayne of his Mat' Armory, Public Record Office (hereafter cited
as PRO), London, SP14, 64, no. 71, fol. g8v. A similar entry
occurs in the 1628/29 Remaine, but the attribution to Henry VIII
is dropped from the later ones, though the vambraces can still be
identified. They were probably the pair of “Vambraces Parcell
Gilt” transferred from the Tower of London to Windsor Castle on
July 22, 1688 (PRO, WO55/1656, unpaginated).

We are grateful to the late A. V. B. Norman for allowing us to

publish this information in advance of the publication of his
part of the forthcoming catalogue of the arms and armor in the
Royal Collection at Windsor Castle.
Comparative measurements among armors are usually difficult
to calculate accurately owing to the flexibility of the armor
parts, subsequent releatherings, alterations, and restorations,
and different methods of mounting. Fixed measurements that
generally do not change during adulthood, such as the length
of arms (best measured from the point of the shoulder to the
elbow or from elbow to the wrist) or lower leg (measured from
the center of the knee to the base of the foot), are not useful in
connection with the Wilton armor. For this reason the torso
measurements, charted below, are the most useful. In addition
to Henry’s armor of 1540 in the Royal Armouries (Figure 4),
the Wilton armor is also compared to the King’s armor at Wind-
sor Castle, which is currently thought to date slightly earlier,
1539—40. The width of each element is measured in a straight
line across the inside of the plates at the points indicated.

Armor piece Windsor Leeds New York
Helmet 214 mm 203 mm 190 mm
(ear to ear)

Breastplate 435 mm 439 mm 431 mm
(lower gusset)

Breastplate 427 mm 380 mm 396 mm
(waist)

Backplate 380 mm 390 mm 410 mm
(upper gusset)

Backplate 425 mm 408 mm 410 mm
(lower gusset)

Backplate 420 mm 358 mm 367 mm
(waist)
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British Library, Harl. MS 77457: The Office of Th’Armoury. The State
of the said Office conteyning the Receipts and Deliveryes of Armour
ffrom the Death of your Highnesse most Victorious and Renowned
Father King Henry the Eighth . . . vnto the Last day of December 1561.
Wherein is comprized and severally divided all such Armour as hath
been received in the tyme of Yo" Ma* Brother . . . King Edward The
Sixth, Your Sister Queen Mary, and within the tyme of your Ma* owne
Reigne to the said Laste of December the ffourthe yeare of the same
Wherein is also remembered the whole Masse and Store at this Day
remaining in Your Severall Armouryes: And all such Your Highnesse
Armour as presently doth remaine in the Hands of Your Nobility and
Subjects.

A special copy of this, now owned by Lord Dartmouth, was
given to Queen Elizabeth I as a New Year gift by Sir George
Howard. It is at present on loan to the Royal Armouries, Leeds.

. Ibid., fol. 14v. The armor of Edward VI, listed in the 1555 inven-

tory, is not mentioned at all, which must mean that it had left the
Armouries. Since issues to the monarch are not recorded, it is
possible that the explanation for this omission is that it was pre-
sented to Pembroke personally by King Philip or Queen Mary.
The same list records (fol. 14v) that one of Henry's brigandines
(a doublet lined with riveted plates) was in the possession of Sir
John Gage.

See G. T. Bindoff, The House of Commons, 1509—1558, vol. 2,
Members, D-M (London, 1982), pp. 337-38, 518; P. W. Hasler,
The House of Commons, 1558—1603, vol. 3§, Members, M—Z (Lon-
don, 1981), pp. 551-52; The Manuscripts of the Right Honourable
E ]. Savile Foljambe, of Osberton, Historical Manuscripts Com-
mission, Fifteenth Report, Appendix, pt. 5 (London, 1897),
pPp. 5—6. We are grateful to Dr. W. R. B. Robinson, ES.A., for
information about Vaughan.

See J. E. Nightingale, Some Notice of William Herbert, First Earl of
Pembroke of the Present Creation (London, 1878); The Dictionary of
National Biography, vol. 26 (London, 1891), pp. 220-23; G.E. C.,
The Complete Peerage, vol. 10 (London, 1945), pp. 405-10; Bindoff,
House of Commons, pp. 341-44; N. Sil, William, Lord Herbert of
Pembroke (c. 1507—1570): Politique and Patriot, Studies in British
History 6 (Lewiston, N.Y., and Queenstown, Canada, 1987).
Oman, War in the Sixteenth Century, pp. 331, 330. Pages 330-49
are devoted to a good general account of the Enterprise. For an
account of the political background see J. J. Scarisbrick, Henry
VIII, new ed. (London, 1997), pPp. 434-35, 439-41.

On the military campaigns in which he was personally involved,
see Oman, War in the Sixteenth Century, p. 287, and Scarisbrick,
Henry VIII, pp. 21-38, 434-35, 439, 445-49-

For detailed accounts of Henry’s illnesses during his reign, see
F. C. Chamberlin, The Private Character of Henry VIII (New York
and Washington, D.C., 1931), and A. S. McNalty, Henry VIII: A
Difficult Patient (London, 1952), both passim; C. Brewer, The
Death of Kings (London, 2000), pp. 113—24. See also Neville
Williams, Henry VIII and His Court (London, 1971), passim;
Scarisbrick, Henry VIII, pp. 426-27, 445, 484-87.

For his activities in the tournament field see Williams, Henry
VIII, pp. 28, 47-48, 141; Alan Young, Tudor and Jacobean Tourna-
ments (London, 1987), passim, but esp. pp. 197-200; Ian Eaves,
“The Tournament Armours of King Henry VIII of England,”
Livrustkammaren, 1993, pp. 34-38.

The almost contemporary wall painting of the siege, formerly at
Cowdray House, Sussex, shows the king on foot in a command
post. See Sir Joseph Ayloffe, “An Account of Some Ancient Eng-
lish Historical Paintings at Cowdry, in Sussex,” Archaeologia 3
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(London, 1786), pp. 251-61. An engraving of the painting was
reproduced in C. Blair, “A Royal Swordsmith and Damascener:
Diego de Caias,” MMJ 3 (1970), pp. 170-71.

PRO, E101/423/10, passim, for ordinary clothing, and for arm-
ing doublets, fols. 14v, 17v, 23r.

It should be mentioned that the last occasion when Henry was
personally involved in warfare was during a short period com-
mencing on July 15, 1545, when he went down to Portsmouth
to take command of his navy and army in the repelling of a
threatened invasion by the French. There is no suggestion in
any of the sources that he wore armor at this time or that he
ever contemplated becoming physically involved in actual com-
bat. In fact, we know that on one occasion he deliberately
avoided combat. On July 18, after he had dined with his senior
captains on board the flagship, the Henry Grace a Dieu, it was
reported that what turned out to be the French fleet was
approaching. Henry at once returned to the shore, leaving his
officers in command.

For a general account of the invasion, which was unsuccessful,
including an eyewitness report of Henry’s reaction to the arrival
of the French fleet, see Margaret Rule, The Mary Rose: The Exca-
vation and Raising of Henry VIII'’s Flagship (Leicester, 1982),
Pp- 30—38. See also the report in a letter of July 24, 1545, to the
emperor Charles V from his ambassador to England, Francis
Van der Delft, published in Letters and Papers of Henry VIII, vol.
20 (i) (London, 1go5), p. 627.

Thom Richardson, The Armour and Arms of Henry VIII (Leeds,
2002), PP.- 44—45, considers the Wilton armor to be “possibly
French, about 1545” and suggests that it and the related saddle
steels “may have formed part of the diplomatic gifts accompany-
ing the negotiations for the peace which was concluded
between England and France in 1546.” We know of no evidence
to support this hypothesis.

Starkey, Inventory of King Henry VIII, p. 161, no. 8384. See also
Dillon, “Arms and Armour at Westminster,” p. 278. The armor
cannot be identified in the 1555 inventory.

Printed in full in Cripps-Day, Greenwich Armour, pp. 57-64.
Dated only “Anno §6 Henry [VIII],” which corresponds to the
period April 22, 1544, to April 21, 1545, it is unclear whether or
not it covers the whole of that period or merely part of it. A few
parts of it are illegible because of damage.

Unfortunately, the royal privy purse accounts (Books of King’s
Payments), which would almost certainly have contained the
record of payments for the armors, are missing for the period
between September 1542 and the end of Henry’s reign.

. We are grateful to Ian Eaves for suggesting to us that the armors

were connected with the Boulogne campaign.

The armors will be discussed in more detail in one of the vol-
umes of commentaries on the 1547 Inventory to be published
in conjunction with the transcript edited by David Starkey cited
in note 13 and elsewhere. Only minimal further discussion of
them, therefore, is appropriate here. One of them can almost
certainly be identified as the field armor numbered 8348 in the
transcript, which is described in the 1555 Armouries inventory
(fol. 76) as having two helmets. Mr. Eaves suggests (personal
communication to Claude Blair) that it is now represented by a
group of detached Greenwich pieces in the Royal Armouries,
etched with gilt and blackened hatched arabesques, and com-
prising a buffe, a toe cap, and a pair of saddle steels (nos. 11.8R,
9 [formerly 8Q] v1.96, g7). There are in addition two identical
pairs of saddle steels of similar form and decoration to the
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aforementioned group, nos. v1.98, g9 in the Royal Armouries,
which may also have been made at that time and are perhaps
part of the group of four saddle steels mentioned in Kirkener’s
account. See Exhibition of Armour Made in the Royal Workshops at
Greenwich, exh. cat., H.M. Tower of London (London, 1g51),
nos. 51-53, 58; H. R. Robinson, Armours of Henry VIII (London,
1977), p- 18; A. Williams and A. de Reuck, The Royal Armoury at
Greenwich, 1515-1649: A History of Its Technology, Royal Armouries
Monograph 4 (London, 1995), pp. 76-77; Richardson, Armour
and Arms of Henry VIIL, pp. 41, 43.

The armor decorated with scales cannot be identified in the
inventories, though a shaffron “scaled and grauen” and “A
Crenet with Skales percell grauen and guilte,” described sepa-
rately in that of 1547 (Starkey, Inventory of King Henry VIII,
pp. 160-61, nos. 8347, 8348) and together in that of 1555 (fol.
76v), must have belonged to it. The crinet, decorated with
etched and parcel-gilt scales, remains in the Royal Armouries
(no. v1.69), who also acquired the right gauntlet from the
armor in 1983 (no. 111.1788) at the sale of the Astor Collection
at Hever Castle, Kent. A close helmet belonging to it once
formed part of a funeral achievement in Lullingstone Church,
Kent, but was stolen some thirty years ago. See J. G. Mann, “Two
Helmets in St. Botolph’s Church, Lullingstone, Kent,” Antiqguar-
ies Journal 12 (1932), pp. 136—45; Williams and de Reuck, Royal
Armoury at Greenwich, p. 79; Richardson, Armour and Arms of
Henry VIII, p. 42.

Letters and Papers of Henry VIII, vol. 19 (i) (London, 1903),

p- 279, no. 17.

On Milanese armorers in his employ in England, see C. Blair,

“The Emperor Maximilian’s Gift of Armour to King Henry VIII
and the Silvered and Engraved Armour at the Tower of Lon-
don,” Archaeologia 99 (1965), pp. 1-56, passim. Also reprinted
as a separate monograph under the title The Silvered Armour of
Henry VIII in the Tower of London (Oxford, 1965).

No doubt an anglicized form of Francesco Alberto (or Alberti).

PRO, E101/423/10, fols. 81-91. We wish to thank Maria Hay-
ward for drawing our attention, via Simon Metcalf, the Queen’s
Armourer, to this volume of accounts of Henry VIII’s Great
Wardrobe for 1543-44.

The missing Books of King’s Payments for the period (see note 3o
above) would almost certainly have contained the record of any
payments made to him.

For his dealings with Cromwell see Letters and Papers of Henry
VIII, vol. 14 (ii) (London, 18g5), p. 330, and for the Privy
Council records, Harris Nicolas, Proceedings and Ordinances of the
Privy Council of England, vol. %7, 32 Henry VIII. MDXL. to 33 Henry
VIII. MDXLII. (London, 1837), pp. 39, 40, 105 (also Letters and
Papers of Henry VIII, vol. 16 [London, 18g8], pp. 17, 18, 212).
The two entries in September record respectively: an order that
Albert “and his felow” should go to the lord chancellor with a
letter from the council, taking with them “the two 1[ett]res
denyzens which were confessed by them to have bene gotten out
undre the gret seale of England w'out any warrant” and produce
proof that they were innocent in the matter; and a letter to the
lord chancellor advising him of this and “of the sending unto
hym of the two 1[ett]res patentes of denyzens which wer stollen
owte.” Letters (patent) of denization admitted foreign residents
to certain rights of citizenship but fell short of full naturaliza-
tion. We have not been able to discover any further information
about this matter nor have we been able to identify Albert in
either W. Page, Letters of Denization and Acts of Naturalization of
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Aliens in England, 1509—1603, Huguenot Society 8 (London,
1893), or R. G. Kirk, Returns of Aliens in London, 1523—1603,
Huguenot Society 10 (London, 1900-1go8).
See Simon Thurley, The Royal Palaces of Tudor England (New
Haven and London, 1993), Plan 11, and Simon Thurley, White-
hall Palace: An Architectural History of the Royal Apartments,
1240-1698 (New Haven and London, 2000), pp. 10-11.
That this was done, apparently successfully, is established by the
fact that three armors were made for Henry in Innsbruck in
1511—-14 (one a gift from the emperor Maximilian) without
him going there. At the time an armor was also being made for
the young archduke Charles (later the emperor Charles V), for
which the armorer was supplied with examples of his doublet
and hose. See Blair, “Emperor Maximilian’s Gift,” pp. 8-13.
The fact that the Museum’s armor does not have greaves, the
most difficult part to make, would have removed one obstacle to
getting a reasonably good fit.
Letters and Papers of Henry VIII, vol. 19 (ii) (London, 1905),
p- 239; Thomas Rymer, Foedera, 3rd ed., vol. 6, pts. 1 and 2 (The
Hague, 1741), pt. 2, p. 120.

. The armor features in the following Museum publications, all by

Stephen V. Grancsay: Loan Exhibition of Arms and Armor, exh.
cat,, MMA (New York, 1931), pp. 7-8, no. 13 (not illustrated);
“Historical Arms and Armor,” pp. 50-5'7; Historical Armor: A Pic-
ture Book (New York, 1944) (reprinted in various editions until
1957); Medieval and Renaissance Arms and Armor: Loan Exhibition
from The Metropolitan Museum of Art, exh. cat., Los Angeles
County Museum (Los Angeles, 1953), p. 10, no. 8; “New Gal-
leries of European Arms and Armor,” MMAB, n.s., 14, no. g
(May 1956), p. 221 (reprinted in Arms and Armor: Essays by
Stephen V. Grancsay, pp. 421-39, where the illustration of the
armor is omitted). The armor was called Italian in the publica-
tions of 1931 and 1944 and French in those of 1933, 1953, and
1956. The French attribution was also asserted in Grancsay’s
article “The Armor of Henry I de Montmorency,” MMAB 34,
no. 12 (December 1939), pp. 284-86 (reprinted in Arms and
Armor: Essays by Stephen V. Grancsay, pp. 241-43).

The weight of the individual elements is as follows: burgonet
4 1b. 13 oz. (2,185 g); buffe 2 Ib. 11 oz. (1,226 g); breastplate
with skirt lame 8 Ib. 3 oz. (3,727 g); right tasset 1 Ib. 15 oz. (887 g)
and right tasset extension 1 lb. 12 oz. (805 g); left tasset 2 Ib.
1 oz. (929 g) and left tasset extension 1 Ib. 13 oz. (811 g); back-
plate 7 Ib. 8 oz. (3,413 g); right pauldron and vambraces 6 Ib.
9 oz. (2,978 g); left pauldron and vambrace 6 lb. 15 oz.
(3,157 8); right gauntlet 1 Ib. (447 g); left gauntlet 1 1b. (442 g);
right cuisse and poleyn 2 1b. 3 oz. (993 g); left cuisse and poleyn
21b. 1 oz. (928 g).

As indicated by two rivet holes, one behind the other, at each
side of the eleventh lame of the backplate, with a corresponding
hole on either side of the ninth lame of the breastplate (Figure
10). This additional strap-and-buckle fastening appears to have
been fairly common on animes and is found, for example, on
the Italian anime of Gian Giacomo de’ Medici, ca. 1555, in the
Hofjagd- und Riistkammer, Vienna, no. A404 (Ortwin Gamber
and Christian Beaufort, Kunsthistorisches M , Wien, Hofjagd-
und Riistkammer: Katalog der Leibriistkammer, vol. 2, Der Zeitraum
von 1530—1560 [Vienna and Busto Arsizio, 19g90], pp. 111-12,
fig. 52). Rivet holes beneath the armholes on the anime G.139
in the Musée de I’Armée (Figure 51), discussed above, indicate
that this cuirass too originally possessed lateral strap-and-buckle
closings.
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Both tabs appear to have been complete and well preserved in
1917 when a photograph of the cuisses was published in con-
nection with an announcement of the Wilton House sale in Con-
noisseur 48 (June 1917), p. 115.

As noted above (p. 101) the yellow and red colors of the
armor’s textile trimmings match those of the new livery made
for the French campaign. These same colors were used for the
padded lining still present inside many of the “gun shields”
recorded in the 1547 inventory of Henry VIII's armory (Simon
Metcalf, Anthony R. E. North, and Derek Balfour, “A Gun-
Shield from the Armoury of Henry VIII: Decorative Oddity or
Important Discovery?” V & A Conservation Journal, autumn
2001, p. 15).

We are grateful to Nobuko Kajitani, retired conservator in

charge in the Department of Textile Conservation at the Metro-
politan Museum, for her analysis of the armor’s textile fittings.
The volume of accounts of Henry’s Great Wardrobe referred
to above (p. 100) contains a record of payments to William
Croughton, the royal hosier, that appears to be relevant in con-
nection with the unusual attachment of the poleyn. The pay-
ments included one pair of velvet hose “de nova factura”
fastened with eyelet holes at the knee. Before this, in the same
entry, a pair of what were presumably ordinary hose are merely
described as “factura.” “Nova,” therefore, may mean that they
were of a new design. Other payments to Croughton were for
lining and doing other work on three pairs of hose “bought
from Millan,” made with “eyelett howles” drawn together below
the knees with ribbons. The next three entries are for white
linen cloth for lining, cloth for binding, and ribbon for the
same, suggesting that the first entry must be for furbishing the
existing Milanese hose (PRO E101/423/10, fol. 51v, referring
to a warrant of February 26, 1545).
For the iconography of Hope, particularly in the sixteenth cen-
tury, see Guy de Tervarent, Attributs et symboles dans lart profane,
1450—1600: Dictionnaire d’un language perdu, 2 vols. (Geneva,
1958-59), vol. 1, col. 172, and Michaela Bautz, Virtutes: Studien
zu Funktion und Ikonographie der Tugenden im Mittelalter und im 16.
Jahrhundert (Berlin, 1999), pp. 239-50.

The Florentine medals of the late fifteenth century are usu-
ally ascribed to the manner of Niccold Fiorentino [Niccolo di
Forzore Spinelli, 1430-1514]; see George Francis Hill, A Conpus
of Italian Medals of the Renaissance before Cellini, 2 vols. (London,
1930), nos. 627, 839, 954, 956, 957, 960, 964, 965, 996, 1012,
1017, 1023-25, 10309, 1043, 1085.

Numerous representations of the Virtues are found in
sixteenth-century prints but we have been unable to identify any
that come as close in pose and dress to the figure on the plume-
holder as do the figures on these medals. A similar figure of
Hope does, however, reappear in the etched decoration of
Milanese armors by, or in the style of, Pompeo della Cesa (ca.
1537-1610) in the last quarter of the century. Illustrations of
several of those by Pompeo are found in Donald J. LaRocca, “A
Neapolitan Patron of Armor and Tapestry Identified,” MMJ 28
(1993), pp. 85—102, esp. figs. 1, 2, 8.

For surveys of Henry VIII's armors, including reference to their
decoration, see Robinson, Armours of Henry VIII; Eaves, “Tourna-
ment Armours of King Henry VIIL” pp. 2—45; and Richardson,
Armour and Arms of Henry VIII.

The armor in the Royal Collection is discussed in the publica-
tions cited in note 47, and most recently by James L. Jackson,
“Greenwich Armour of King Henry VIII for Field and Tilt at
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Windsor Castle—Some Recent Discoveries,” Journal of the Arms
and Armour Society 16, no. 5 (September 2000), pp. 249-56. The
dating of the Windsor armor is discussed by Eaves, “Tourna-
ment Armours of King Henry VIIL,” pp. 32-38.

The identification of this motif with that on the Montmorency
monument was first pointed out by F. H. Cripps-Day, The Wilton
Controversy: A Sur-Rebutter (Frome, 1926), pp. 17-22, and was
regularly repeated in support of the Montmorency association
of the Wilton armor in the publications by Grancsay cited in
note 41. For the Montmorency heart monument, see Jean-René
Gaborit et al., Musée du Louvre, Département des Sculptures du
Moyen Age, de la Renaissance et des Temps Modernes: Sculpture
frangaise, II—Renaissance et temps modernes, vol. 2, Goujon—Warin
et anonymes (Paris, 1998), pp. 547-50.

Wilton Suits, pp. 20—21. Clasped hands are found on several Ital-
ian armors where they are a prominent and regularly repeated
motif in the etched decoration, suggesting that they were one of
the owner’s personal devices; some of these armors have recently
been discussed by Karen Watts, “The Armor of the Knights of
St. John, Malta,” Royal Armouries Yearbook 3 (1998), pp. 37-39.
Wilton Suits, pp. 23-24, 42-44.

An etched device using an armorer’s or decorator’s mark is rare
in this period. The Milanese armorer Niccolo Silva (recorded
1511-49) used a compass in conjunction with his initials NS or
name, N. SILVA, on several armors dating to ca. 1515; see Blair,
“The Emperor Maximilian’s Gift of Armour to King Henry
VIIL,” pp. 22-24. In the period 1560-1600 a variety of emblems
such as a castle (possibly referring to the Castello Sforzesco in
Milan, the seat of government and location of the court armor
workshops), an orb and cross, a star, or an elephant with a how-
dah, to name but a few, are found on Italian armors, usually
incorporated into the etched decoration at top of the breast-
plate. It is generally assumed that these are the marks either of
the armorer or the etcher or their respective workshops; see
Lionello G. Boccia and José-A. Godoy, “Les armures de la garde
de Cosimo I et Francesco I de Médicis,” Genava, n.s., 40 (1992),
pp. 105-8.

Tervarent, Attributs et symboles dans Uart profane, vol. 2, col. 260,
citing the printers’ mark of Pierre Madrigal of Madrid, used
from 1586-94, in conjunction with the inscription FIDES
QUAE PER CHARITATEM OPERATUR.

For parade burgonets of this construction by Filippo Negroli,
his family, and contemporary Milanese armorers, see Stuart W.
Pyhrr and José-A. Godoy, Heroic Armor of the Italian Renaissance:
Filippo Negroli and His Contemporaries, exh. cat., MMA (New York,
1998), nos. 18, 20-23, 30, 39—41, 63. The Wilton burgonet
more closely resembles early sixteenth-century Italian bur-
gonets for light field service, which have multiple articulations
at the nape; for example, see Lionello G. Boccia and Eduardo T.
Coelho, L’arte dell’armatura in Italia (Milan, 1967), figs. 234,
236.

As, for example, the exchange burgonet belonging to the field
armor of William Somerset, grd earl of Worcester, ca. 1570-80,
in the Royal Armouries, inv. no. 11.83, for which see Armour
Made in the Royal Workshops of Greenwich, pp. 17-18, no. 10, and
pls. 12 and g3c.

We are grateful to Ian Eaves for the suggestion that the new gus-
sets may have served to secure an internal leather strap at each
shoulder that buckled to a corresponding strap riveted at each
shoulder of the backplate. These internal straps, which would
have borne the weight of the cuirass, are a regular feature found
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on Greenwich armors. Seemingly overlooked by specialists, the
feature will be discussed by Mr. Eaves in his forthcoming mono-
graph on Greenwich armors in the Metropolitan Museum. The
presence of this internal support would further substantiate our
observations as to the adaptation of this harness for the king’s
use by his Almain armorers.

The severely trimmed sides of the breastplate, for example, are
so rough and uneven as to cause us to question whether this
alteration was made by the king’s Almain armorers, whose
modifications of the armor, as identified here, were so well
made that they escaped notice until recently.

As it is unthinkable that this cherished relic of Henry VIII
would have been modified for subsequent use by William Her-
bert or his son, the alterations to this armor must have been
made for Henry VIII at the time of use or, otherwise, at Wilton
House at a much later date.

We have been unable to discover any documentation con-
cerning the restoration work conducted in the Wilton armory,
although James Mann referred to the armors as having been
“overhauled in the nineteenth century” (“Three Armours in the
Scott Collection,” Scottish Art Review 6, no. 1 [1956], p. 11).
Baron de Cosson, on the other hand, described the armors in
1890 as being extremely dirty but “free from the ruinous scour-
ing to which so much fine old armour has been subjected”
(“Armour and Arms at the Tudor Exhibition,” Magazine of Art,

1890, p. 322).

. See p. 98 and note 15. While at Windsor the vambraces came to

be associated with portions of a much later armor made for Sir
John Smythe, also transferred to Windsor in 1688. The compos-
ite ensemble is recorded in a drawing attributed to Thomas
Phillips, R.A. (1770-1845), that was inserted into a copy of the
following exhibition catalogue in the Royal Armouries library at
Leeds: Royal Armoury, Haymarket: Descriptive Catalogue of a Very
Costly and Superb Collection of Military Antiquities, Including All the
Identical Suits of Rich and Splendid Armour, Worn by the King’s Cham-
pion and Esquires, at the Coronation of His Majesty George IV (Lon-
don, n.d. [ca. 1820]). The attribution to Phillips derives from a
bookseller’s printed description of the publication that is pasted
into the volume.

The term “small garniture” (kleine Wechselgarnitur) was coined by
Ortwin Gamber, “Der italienische Harnisch im 16. Jahrhun-
dert,” Jahrbuch der Kunsthistorischen Sammlungen in Wien 54
(1958), p- 100.

For Orsoni and his album in general, see Pyhrr and Godoy,
Heroic Armor of the Italian Renaissance, pp. 105-10, no. 15, with
earlier bibliography cited. For the interpretation of Orsoni’s
designs for the “small garniture,” see Gamber, “Der italienische
Harnisch im 16. Jahrhundert,” pp. g9-101, and Lionello G.
Boccia, Francesco Rossi, and Marco Morin, Armi e armature lom-
barde (Milan, 1980), p. 126.

. Fols. Aviiii and Ax, the inscription on the former reading in part

“Questi pezi d’arme servi p[er] piede p[er] cavalo leggieri et
pler] Homo d’arme levando li souvra pezzi et ponendilli
secondo il bisogno. . . .” Two similar pages of illustrations are
included in another version of Orsoni’s album, dated 1558 and
1559, in the Herzog-August-Bibliothek, Wolfenbiittel, Cod.
Guelf 1.5.3 Aug2, fols. 55r—56r, where, however, all the compo-
nents are not labeled.

A diagram based on Orsoni’s scheme that makes the relation-
ship of the components clearer is provided by Gamber, “Der ital-
ienische Harnisch im 16. Jahrhundert,” p. 102, fig. 94. Boccia,
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in Boccia, Rossi, and Morin, Armi e armature lombarde, p. 126, dis-
tinguishes two further variants, a simpler horseman’s armor
(armatura da cavallo) without the haute-pieces or pauldron rein-
force, and a light horseman’s armor (armatura alla leggera) with
half-vambraces (or no vambraces at all).

Inv. no. A6go; see Gamber, “Der italienische Harnisch im 16.
Jahrhundert,” p. go, 101, and fig. 777; Gamber and Beaufort,
Katalog der Leibriistkammer, pp. 125—26 and fig. 62.

See above, p. 100 and note 31.

For example, the close helmet belonging to Henry VIII’s armor
with scale decoration, formerly in Lullingstone Church, may
already have been missing from the Tudor Royal Armouries by
1547 (see note 31).

Inv. nos. A406, A1381, and Ag8o, respectively; see Gamber and
Beaufort, Katalog der Leibriistkammer, p. 125 and fig. 61, p. 133
and fig. 65, and pp. 134-35 (not illustrated).

Slightly later Italian field armors of three-quarter length include
the armor of Alfonso d’Este, about 1560, in Vienna (inv. no.
A765); the armor of about 1560-70, probably made for the first
earl of Pembroke, that was formerly at Wilton House and is now
in the Higgins Armory Museum, Worcester, Massachusetts (inv.
no. 427); and the armor of Vespasiano Gonzaga, ca. 1570, also
in Vienna (inv. no. A129). The Vienna armors are illustrated in
Ortwin Gamber, “Der Harnisch im 16. Jahrhundert,” Waffen-
und Kostiimkunde 41 (1999), pp. 110-11, figs. 13, 14; and that
in Worcester in Stephen V. Grancsay, Catalogue of Armor: The John
Woodman Higgins Armory (Worcester, 1961), pp. 84-85.

Among Henry VIII's surviving armors with vambraces of this
type are two examples made for foot-combat at the Field of
Cloth of Gold in 1520, and the king’s later armor of 1540 (Fig-
ure 4), which was designed for field and tournament use,
including foot combat. For the most recent study of those
armors, see Eaves, “Tournament Armours of King Henry VIII,”
pp- 2—45. There is of course no evidence to indicate that the
Wilton armor was ever intended for any form of tournament use.
Inv. no. A528; see Gamber, “Der italienische Harnisch im 16.
Jahrhundert,” p. 88 and fig. 70; and Gamber and Beaufort,
Katalog der Leibriistkammer, p. 29 and fig. 7.

For example, see the reconstruction of Henry VIII’s 1540 garni-
ture by Robinson, Armours of Henry VIII, diagrams on the inside
covers. The use of closed vambraces for a light field armor, sug-
gested by Robinson, was questioned by Eaves, “Tournament
Armours of King Henry VIIL,” p. 24.

Wilton Suits, pp. 13-15. The Montmorency attribution was also
upheld by G. D. Hobson, pp. 22-27.

See note 41.

Ortwin Gamber, “Armour Made in the Royal Workshops at
Greenwich: Style and Construction,” Scottish Art Review 12, no. 2
(1969), p- 7.

No mention of the Wilton armor is found in Gamber, “Der ital-
ienische Harnisch im 16. Jahrhundert,” or in the many publica-
tions by Lionello G. Boccia, the leading authority on Italian
armor, notably L'arte dell’armatura in Italia and Armi e armature
lombarde. 1t is worth noting, however, that during a visit to the
Metropolitan Museum in October 1992 Boccia concluded that
the Wilton armor was Milanese, but in the French fashion (note
in the object files in the Department of Arms and Armor).
Cripps-Day, Wilton Controversy, pp. 5—16; repeated by Grancsay,
“Historical Arms and Armor,” p. 2. The Montmorency inventory
of 1556 and those of 1559 and 1568 were published by Léon
Mirot, L’Hotel et les collections du connétable de Montmorency (Paris,
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1920) (reprinted from Bibliothéque de Ecole des Chartes 80 [1919]).
In Wilton Suits, p. 14, de Cosson expressed his belief that both
the Montmorency and Monpensier armors were of French fash-
ion and form and he noted similar (in his opinion) French-
made pieces in the Musée de ’Armée, although he did not
specify what the distinguishing French features were. More
recently J.-P. Reverseau tried to define the characteristics of
French armor construction, citing cuirasses of anime type, long
tassets ending in poleyns, the absence of greaves, three-part arm
defenses with one-piece couters with flaring wings and a trans-
verse roped rib, and semicircular cutouts around rivet heads
placed near the edges of the plates; see Jean-Pierre Reverseau,
“The Classification of French Armour by Workshop Styles,
1500-1600,” in Art, Arms and Armour: An International Anthology,
ed. R. Held, vol. 1 (1979-80) (Chiasso, 1979), pp. 204-8.
Reverseau acknowledged, however, that all of these features
originated in Italy.

The earliest evidence known to us for the development of the
anime in Italy is the so-called Masks Garniture made for Charles
V by Filippo Negroli and his brothers in Milan in 1539, which
includes a solid breastplate and backplate for a light field armor
decorated with narrow recessed and damascened transverse
bands that suggest anime lamination; see Pyhrr and Godoy,
Heroic Armor of the Italian Renaissance, pp. 160-70, no. go. The
earliest dated anime is in fact German and was made in 1542 for
Count Nicholas III von Salm-Neuburg (1503-1555), now in the
Hofjagd- und Riistkammer, Vienna, inv. no. A496 (Gamber and
Beaufort, Katalog der Leibriistkammer, pp. 61-62). On the anime
in general, see Kelly, “The Anime.”

Pyhrr and Godoy, Heroic Armor of the Italian Renaissance,
pp- 260-63, no. 5o. Italian animes of contemporary date are
discussed in the same publication, pp. 267-70, no. 52, and
PP- 292-95, no. 58.

Grancsay, “Historical Arms and Armor,” p. 52, and “Armor of
Henry I de Montmorency,” p. 284.

The most important studies devoted to French embossed
armors are those by Bruno Thomas, “Die Munchner Har-
nischvorzeichnungen im Stil Francois 1¢*,” Jahrbuch der Kunst-
historischen Sammlungen in Wien 55 (1959), pp. 31-74; “Die
Miinchner Harnischvorzeichnungen des Etienne Delaune fiir
die Emblem- und die Schlangen-Garnitur Heinrichs II. von
Frankreich,” ibid. 56 (1960), pp. 7-62; “Die Minchner Waffen-
vorzeichnungen des Etienne Delaune und das Prunkschilde
Heinrichs II. von Frankreich,” ibid. 58 (1962), pp. 101-68; and
“Die Miinchner Harnischvorzeichnungen mit Rankendekor des
Etienne Delaune,” ibid. 61 (1965), pp. 41-go (reprinted in
Bruno Thomas, Gesammelte Schriften zur historischen Waffenkunde,
2 vols. [Graz, 1977], vol. 1, pp. 751-970). For the etched deco-
ration of French armors, see Reverseau, “Classification of
French Armour by Workshop Styles,” pp. 202-1g.

Perhaps the most “French” feature of the Museum’s armor is its
plume-holder with an elaborately shaped escutcheon, a type
found on several helmets etched in a distinctly French style that
dates to the 1550s. As with so many characteristics of French
armor, the type is likely to have originated in Italy and was sub-
sequently adopted in France. The “French” style of plume-
holder is discussed in Pyhrr and Godoy, Heroic Armor of the Italian
Renaissance, p. 315.

As observed by Gamber, “Der italienische Harnisch im 16.
Jahrhundert,” p. 87.

The armor is discussed at length in Pyhrr and Godoy, Heroic
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Armor of the Italian Renaissance, pp. 171-76, no. g1.

Ibid., pp. 260-63, no. 5o. Italian animes of contemporary date
are discussed in the same publication, pp. 2677-70, no. 52, and
PP- 292-95, no. 58.

For the Venier armor, see Gamber and Beaufort, Katalog der
Letbristkammen, p. 30, fig. 6.

Gamber, “Der italienische Harnisch im 16. Jahrhundert,” p. g1,
notes in particular Titian’s Pierluigi Farnese (Museo e Gallerie
Nazionale di Capodimonte, Naples) and Bronzino’s Stefano
Colonna (Galleria Nazionale, Rome), both of 1546. In both por-
traits, the construction of the arm defenses, which lack turners
on the upper vambraces and have large one-piece couters with
roped medial ribs, is very like those of the Wilton armor.

. Wilton Suits, pp. 7, 11, 15, 26, 45-48.
. See, for example, Guy Francis Laking, A Record of European

Armour and Arms through Seven Centuries, 5 vols. (London, 1920—
22),vol. 4, pp. 77-86, 111-12, 165, 233, and the related illus-
trations. For the history of this appellation, see Boccia and
Godoy, “Les armures de la garde de Cosimo I et Francesco I de
Médicis,” pp. 108—9.

Wilton Suits, p. 7.

The earliest dated Italian example bearing raised roped scrolls
of this type known to us is an etched and gilt backplate of 1557
in the Museo Stibbert, Florence, inv. no. 515; see Lionello Gior-
gio Boccia, Il Museo Stibbert a Firenze, vol. 8, L'armeria europea,
2 vols. (Milan, 1975), vol. 1, p. 77, no. 114, and vol. 2, fig. 105.
The turned and roped edges of sixteenth-century armor devel-
oped from the late fifteenth-century German practice of apply-
ing brass borders with roped ornament to the principal edges of
the steel plates; see Claude Blair, European Armour (New York,
1959), p- 116.

C. O. von Kienbusch and Stephen V. Grancsay, The Bashford
Dean Memorial Collection of Arms and Armor in The Metropolitan
Museum of Art (Portland, Maine, 1933), pp. 86-88, no. 11,
pl. 21. Another armor with roped ridges running parallel to the
free edges, though none ending in volutes, is that made for the
Landsknecht officer Kaspar von Fundsberg, a south German
infantry harness dated 1527 in the Hofjagd- und Riistkammer,
for which see Bruno Thomas and Ortwin Gamber, Kunst-
historisches Museum, Wien, Waffensammlung: Katalog der Leibriist-
kammer, vol. 1, Der Zeitraum von 500 bis 1530 (Vienna, 1976),
p- 233, fig. 126. Roped scrolls enclosing etched ornament are
encountered again around 1535-40 on the armor of Konrad
von Bemelberg by Wolfgang Grossschedel of Landshut, also in
Vienna; see Gamber and Beaufort, Katalog der Leibriistkammer,
pp- 6465, 70, and figs. 22, 24, 25.

Gamber and Beaufort, Katalog der Leibriistkammen, p. 28 and fig.
5. The dating of the Vitelli armor is corroborated by the depic-
tion of a nearly identical harness in Titian’s portrait of Alfonso
d’Avalos, marchese del Vasto, painted in 1533, for which see
Harold E. Wethey, The Paintings of Titian, vol. 2, The Portraits
(London, 1971), pp. 78-79, no. 9, pl. 56. The armor worn by
Guidobaldo II della Rovere in his portrait of 1532 by Agnolo
Bronzino in the Uffizi is also embellished with roped ridges as
well as slashed ornament, all in the German fashion. The Italian
origin of the armor is confirmed by Giorgio Vasari, who
recorded that the painter had to await the arrival of Guido-
baldo’s new armor from Lombardy before he could complete
the painting. For the portrait, see Andrea Emiliani, I/ Bronzino
(Busto Arsizio, 1960), text accompanying pls. 11, 12; and for
the armor, see Mario Scalini, “Il ‘giubbotto di ferro cesellato a
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foggia di colletto trinciato con scarselle’ di Guidobaldo della
Rovere (1514/1538/1574) e altri resti rovereschi,” Waffen- und
Kostiimkunde 39, nos. 1-2 (1997), pp. 38-50.

In addition to the dated backplate in the Museo Stibbert men-
tioned in note go, one of the earliest complete armors with
raised roped scrolls, but otherwise undecorated, is that of
Ottavio Farnese, ca. 1555-60, in the Hofjagd- und Ristkammer,
Vienna, inv. no. A1116; see Gamber and Beaufort, Katalog der
Leibriistkammer, pp. 133—34 and fig. 64.

Inv. no. G.47; see L. Robert, Catalogue des collections composant le
Musée d’Artillerie en 1889, 5 vols. (Paris, 1889—93), vol. 2, p. 55.
See note 69g.

Confronted scrolls of the same type, etched and gilt, are also
found on two Italian burgonets dating ca. 1550, one in the
Museo Civico L. Marzoli in Brescia (F. Rossi and N. di Carpegna,
Armi antiche dal Museo Civico L. Marzoli, exh. cat., Palazzo della
Loggia, Brescia [Brescia, 1969], p. 49, no. g8), the other,
unpublished, in the State Hermitage Museum, Saint Petersburg,
inv. no. Z.0.3958 (formerly I.259). A plain burgonet with con-
fronted recessed scrolls on either side of the bowl, now in the
Museo Poldi Pezzoli, Milan, is dated by Boccia ca. 1540-50; see
Lionello Giorgio Boccia and José-A. Godoy, Museo Poldi Pexzoli:
Armeria, 2 vols., Musei e Gallerie di Milano, vols. 5, 6 (Milan,
1985-86), vol. 1, p. 92, no. 49, fig. 70. Confronted scrolls,
recessed, etched, and gilt, are also found on the cheekpieces of
the burgonet belonging to the armor of Girolamo Martinengo
of Brescia, about 1540, in the Armeria Reale, Turin, no. C.11;
see Pyhrr and Godoy, Heroic Armor of the Italian Renaissance,
pPp- 320-23, no. 64.

No comprehensive history of Italian armor etching has been
written, although a wealth of observations regarding its develop-
ment can be found in such general surveys as Gamber, “Der
italienische Harnisch im 16. Jahrhundert”; Bruno Thomas and
Ortwin Gamber, “L’arte milanese dell’armatura,” in Storia di
Milano, vol. 11, Il declino spagnolo (1630—1706) (Milan, 1958),
pp- 697-841; and Boccia and Coelho, L’arte dell’armatura in
Italia. James G. Mann’s classic work, “The Etched Decoration of
Armour: A Study in Classification,” offprint from Proceedings of the
British Academy 277 (1940), deals exclusively with German armor.
This group is discussed at length in Pyhrr and Godoy, Heroic
Armor of the Italian Renaissance, pp. 225—48, nos. 43—48.

Inv. nos. vi.121, 122; C. J. ffoulkes, Inventory and Survey of the
Armouries of the Tower of London, 2 vols. (London, 1916), vol. 1,
p. 210; Richardson, Armours and Arms of Henry VIII, p. 44,
where they are associated with the Wilton armor and likewise
called “possibly French.”

Inv. no. vi.114; ffoulkes, Armouries of the Tower of London, vol. 1,
p. 210; Richardson, Armour and Arms of Henry VIII, p. 44, there
called Italian, about 1545.

Starkey, Inventory of Henry VIII, pp. 158, 161, nos. 8176, 8177,
and 8367 respectively. See also Dillon, “Arms and Armour at
Westminster,” pp. 269, 277.

Inv. no. Z.0.3973 (formerly 1.369), apparently unpublished.
The elongated shape of the breastplate, which overlaps the
waistplate, should be compared to breastplates of similar form
and construction belonging to an armor datable to the 1530s
in the Musée de ’Armée, Paris, inv. no. G.47 (see note g5),
and to that of Ferrante Gonzaga of ca. 1540 in Vienna, inv. no.
A28 (see note 69).

104. Jakob Schrenck von Notzing, Die Heldenriistkammer (Armamen-

tarium Heroicum) Erzherzog Ferdinands II. auf Schloss Ambras bei
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112,
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Innsbruck: Faksimiledruck der lateinischen und der deutschen Aus-
gabe des Kupferstich-Bildinventars von 1601 bzw. 1603, edited and
annotated by Bruno Thomas (Osnabriick, 1981), no. 53.

For the pieces in Paris, inv. no. G.145, see Jean-Pierre Reverseau,
Armes et armures des Montmorency, exh. cat., Musée de I'Armée,
Paris (Paris, 1993), pp. 24—25, where an extensive bibliography
is given; for those in Florence, inv. no. 3962, see Alfredo Lensi, /I
Museo Stibbert: Catalogo delle salle delle armi europee, 2 vols. (Flo-
rence, 1917-18), vol. 2, p. 6775; and for the pieces in New York,
acc. nos. 29.150.151 and 38.163.2a~d, see Grancsay, “Armor of
Henry I de Montmorency.” Stuart Pyhrr’s identification of the
Montmorency pieces in the Museo Stibbert was first reported
by Thomas in Schrenck, Armamentarium Heroicum, no. 53.

As, for example, on a richly etched and gilt light field armor,
ca. 1515, bearing the marks of Giovanni Antonio Missaglia of
Milan in the Musée de I’Armée, Paris, inv. no. G.8, and on a
foot-combat armor of similar date, also in Paris, inv. no. G.1%78,
by another Milanese armorer, Niccol6 Silva (see Boccia and
Coelho, L'arte dell’'armatura in Italia, pp. 226-27, 234-35, figs.
198-204, and pp. 227, 235-36, figs. 211-22, respectively).
Robert, Musée d’Artillerie, vol. 2, p. 79, no. G.139. An associated
helmet is catalogued and exhibited with the armor (not illus-
trated in Figure 51). Two small rivet holes on the second lame
of the breastplate, one at either side of the upper chest, origi-
nally may have held fixtures for the attachement of the
placard; rivet holes at the sides of the breast and backplates
beneath the armholes presumably indicate the former pres-
ence of straps and buckles to fasten the cuirass laterally.

For example, a light field armor, inv. no. G.140, in Paris, and
especially portions of an armor divided between Malta and the
Royal Armouries, Leeds. The armor in Paris, for which there
appears to be no published illustration, has etched decoration
on a dotted ground. The Malta/Leeds armor, whose etched
ornament on a plain recessed ground is very similar to that of
the Paris anime G.13g, is illustrated in the following publica-
tions: Guy Francis Laking, A Catalogue of the Armour and Arms in
the Armoury of the Knights of St. John of Jerusalem, Now in the
Palace, Valetta, Malta (London, 19o3), no. 442, pl. 31, and
Watts, “Armour of the Knights of St. John,” pp. 33-34, figs. 1,
2, 6. Judging from the shape of the breastplates and type of
decoration, both armors appear to date to the 1550s.

For an overview of Milanese armor, see especially Thomas and
Gamber, “L’arte milanese dell’armatura,” and most recently,
Silvio Leydi, “Milan and the Arms Industry in the Sixteenth
Century,” in Pyhrr and Godoy, Herioc Armor of the Italian Renais-
sance, pp. 25—33.

Blair, “The Emperor Maximilian’s Gift of Armour to King
Henry VIIL” p. 35. ]
Personal communication to Stuart Pyhrr from Silvio Leydi,
April g, 2001. This document of May 13, 1552, is briefly men-
tioned in José-A. Godoy and Silvio Leydi, Parures Triomphales:
Le maniérisme dans l'art de l'armure italienne, exh. cat., Musée
Rath, Geneva (Milan, 2003), p. 517. Silvio Leydi plans to pub-
lish a complete transcription of it in the future.

Hayward, “Armoury of the First Earl of Pembroke,” p. 226.
We especially wish to thank Silvio Leydi for having undertaken
the lengthy search for references to this armor.

On Brescian armor, see Bruno Thomas, with Agostino Gaibi,
“Armature e armi bianche,” in Storia di Brescia, vol. g (Brescia,
1961), pp. 791-815 (reprinted in Thomas, Gesammelte
Schriften zur historischen Waffenkunde, vol. 1, pp. 387-426.
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Mentioned by Dillon, “Arms and Armor at Westminster,”
PP. 229-30, where the number of armors is mistakenly given as
1,050. Dillon’s source for the reference, including the error,
which he did not cite in his publication, is found in Rawden
Brown, Calendar of State Papers and Manuscripts Relating to English
Affairs Existing in the Archives and Collections of Venice and in Other
Libraries of Northern Italy, vol. 5, 1534—1554 (London, 1873),
p- 122, no. 308. The original document is reproduced, tran-
scribed, and translated into English in Marco Morin and Robert
Held, Beretta: The Word’s Oldest Industrial Dynasty (Chiasso, 1980),
p- 27, where the number of armors is given as mille cinquecento.
Morin and Held also record an earlier English order for
Brescian arms placed in 1542 (p. 26).
Dillon, “Arms and Armour at Westminster,” p. 253, where he
incorrectly gives the date as 1532. His source is again Brown,
Calendar of State Papers, vol. 4, 1527-1533 (London, 1871),
P- 374, no. 838, and pp. 381-82, no. 857, for letters of Decem-
ber 26, 1533, and February 22, 1533/34.
See above, p. 124, and note 85.
Pyhrr and Godoy, Heroic Armor of the Italian Renaissance,
Pp- 320-23.
For some of the characteristics of Bresican armor, see for
example ibid,, p. 323.
The four other royal or imperial armors are those of Ferdi-
nand I (1503-1564), king of Bohemia and Hungary from
1526, king of the Romans from 1531, and Holy Roman
Emperor from 1556, made by Kunz Lochner of Nuremberg in
1549 (acc. no. 33.164); Henry II (1519-1559), king of
France, a French harness made about 1555 (acc. no. 39.121);
Dom Pedro II (1648-17%706), king of Portugal, an English har-
quebus armor attributed to Richard Hoden of London about
1685 (acc. no. 15.118.1-.5); and Infante Luis (1707-1724),
prince of Asturias, who reigned briefly as Luis I of Spain in
1724, a child’s armor made by a member of the Drouar family
in Paris in 17712 (acc. no. 1989.3). The armor of Dom Pedro II
is discussed in detail, and the others more generally, by Don-
ald J. LaRocca, “An English Armor for the King of Portugal,”
MMj 30 (1995), pp- 81-g6.
The Museum’s holdings were surveyed by Helmut Nickel,
“English Armour in the Metropolitan Museum,” Connoisseur
172 (November 1969), pp. 196-203.
Stephen V. Grancsay, The Armor of Galiot de Genouilhac, The
Metropolitan Museum of Art Papers 4 (New York, 1937).
Recent discussions of the armor include Helmut Nickel, “‘a
harnes all gilte’: A Study of the Armor of Galiot de Genouilhac
and the Iconography of Its Decoration,” MMJ 5 (1972),
PP- '75—124; Karen Watts, “Fit for a King,” Country Life, Febru-
ary 20, 1992, pp. 66-67; and Eaves, “Tournament Armours of
King Henry VIIL,” pp. 18-24.
If accepted as Henry VIII’s, the “Genouilhac” armor would of
course constitute the sixth royal armor in the Museum'’s col-
lection. As mentioned above (note 56), a monograph on the
Museum’s Greenwich armors is currently being prepared by
Ian Eaves.
We are grateful to Dr. Nigel Ramsey, F.S.A., for help with the
bibliography of early guides to Wilton House in connection
with this appendix.
The inventory has been deposited with other Wilton archives
in the Wiltshire and Swindon Record Office, Trowbridge, Wilt-
shire, where it is numbered 2057/Hg/1. The armories are
referred to respectively as the “New” (fol. 6) and the “Old”
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127.

128.

(fol. 31). No armor is included among the contents of the Hall
(fol. 1). We are very grateful to Stephen Hobbs of the Record
Office for very kindly providing us with information about the
inventory and its contents.

Richard Cowdry, A Description of the Pictures, Statues, Busto’s,
Basso—Relievo’s, and Other Curiosities at the Earl of Pembroke’s
House at Wilton (London, 1751), pp. 21-22. The Hall referred
to was the Great Hall.

An Italian edition was published in 1754: Descrizione delle pit-
ture, statue, busti, ed altre curiosita esistenti in Inghilterra a Wilton
nella villa di Mylord conte di Pembroke, e di Montgomery. A copy is
in the Library of the Kunsthistorisches Institut, Florence (shelf
mark T2753).

129. James Kennedy, A New Description of the Pictures, Statues, Bustos,

144

Basso-Relievos, and Other Curiosities at the Earl of Pembroke’s House
at Wilton (Salisbury, 1758), pp. 28-29. From 14769 some edi-
tions included engravings of classical sculpture.

130.

131.

132.

Aedes Pembrochianae: A New Account and Description of the Statues,
Bustos, Relievos, Paintings, Medals and Other Antiquities and
Curiosities in Wilton-House, 11th ed. (Salisbury, 1788), p. 34.
Samuel Rush Meyrick, A Critical Inquiry into Antient Armour As
It Existed in Europe, Particularly in Great Britain, from the Norman
Conguest to the Reign of King Charles 11, g vols. (London, 1842),
vol. 3, p. 115.

Baron de Cosson, “Armour and Arms at the Tudor Exhibi-
tion,” Antiquary, February 18go, pp. 57-61. He wrote (p. 58)
about these and another armor from Wilton: “Next we have a
group of three suits of armour . . . lent by the Earl of Pem-
broke, and all with an undoubted pedigree.” See also p. 322 of
his article with the same title cited in note 57.

Very inadequate drawings of the armors in the exhibition
are reproduced in the [llustrated London News g6 (January 4—
June 28, 1890), pp. 7, 296. These appear to be the earliest
published illustrations of them.



Fit for a Royal Heart?: A French Renaissance Relief at
The Metropolitan Museum of Art

COLIN EISLER

Robert Lehman Professor, Institute of Fine Arts, New York University

IN MEMORY OF MYRA D. ORTH (1934—2002). HER HEART, TOO, WAS IN THE

FRENCH RENAISSANCE

LL WORKS OF ART are unique, but, to para-
Aphrase George Orwell, some are more so than

others. In this special category belongs a
remarkably highly finished, small-scale French later-
sixteenth-century marble relief, acquired by The
Metropolitan Museum of Art in 1997 (Figure 1)." So
intricate is its delicate treatment that one scholar rea-
sonably assumed the piece to be carved of alabaster
rather than from the far harder marble. A lack of doc-
umentation and of illuminating provenance makes it
difficult to place the Museum’s Northern Renaissance
relief in context.” The wholesale destruction of so
many major French monuments of the period com-
pounds the problem. Such demolition began long
before the Revolution, often undertaken by the very
descendants of those who commissioned works of art
in the first place.? The leveling of two key projects by
Francesco Primaticcio (1504-1570), whose style as
painter and architect is closely allied with that of the
Metropolitan relief, provides a case in point. His Valois
Rotunda, the necropolis attached to the ancient royal
abbey of Saint-Denis, was destroyed in 1719, and his
Galerie d’Ulysse at Fontainebleau—indubitably the
greatest Renaissance fresco cycle north of the Alps—
was demolished in 1738 by Louis XV.

Interior relief decorations in chateaux were mostly
worked in stucco, and infrequent, far costlier carved
marble elements were generally reserved for impor-
tant large-scale constructions, such as mantelpieces—
the Latin focus (hearth). The literally elevated embel-
lishment of these chimneypieces, however, tended to
be large allegorical figures, readily seen and under-
stood from a distance. The intimate scale and subtle
carving of the Metropolitan’s relief tell us that it was
designed to be viewed at close range.

Indeed, the relief would not qualify at all for secular
decorative application on mantelpieces, overdoors,
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or any other element of interior design in a palatial
location, judging from surviving sixteenth-century
examples of such genres. As economical in the visual
arts as in the gustatory, the French expended effort only
where it counted to best effect, not where it remained
invisible. For instance, Pierre Bontemps (ca. 1512—
ca. 15%70) is known to have carved a marble relief
of the Four Seasons (1555-56) for Fontainebleau;
its figures were probably as large as Jean Goujon’s
(ca. 1510-ca. 1565) Victory (1545), a surviving part of
the mantel complex of the Grand Salle (or Salle
d’Honneur) at Ecouen. Another sculptor, Mathieu
Jacquet (ca. 1545—after March 1611), carved a large
marble narrative relief of the Bataille d’Tvry et la redition de
Mantes (1600; dismantled 1725; Chiteau of Fontaine-
bleau and Musée du Louvre, Paris) for Fontainebleau’s
Belle Cheminée.*

Although some marble interior and exterior
embellishments are found in High Renaissance
France, as in the Louvre<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>