ON THE ENGRAVED PORTRAITS AND PRETENDED
PORTRAITS OF MILTON.

By John Fitchett Marsh, Esq.

Reap 3rp May, 1860.

‘While volumes have been written on the portraits of Shakespeare, the
information obtainable respecting those of Milton is confined to a few
scattered notes of his biographers and commentators, the most copious
account being one in Todd's Life, copied, with some additions, from Mr.
‘Warton’s note to Milton's Greek epigram, “In effigiei ejus sculptorem.”
The reason for this scarcity of information is not that less is known of the
portraits of our greatest epic, than of those of our greatest dramatic poet,
but that, on the contrary, more being known, less has been left to con-
jecture ; but, unfortunately, the existing materials have been so used by
successive commentators—each adopting and adding to the mistakes of his
predecessors—as to produce an amount of confusion from which it is my
hope to assist in extricating the subject. The objects I propose to myself
in the present paper are, to examine the relation in which the usually
received portraits stand to each other, to collect the scattered notices of
them, and thus to render them available for the illustration of a connected
series of representations of the poet’s features. It is of ENeRAVED
PoRTRATTS only that I propose to treat, having no opportunities for making
myself acquainted with the original pictures and drawings. The extent of
the materials for a catalogue is greater than perhaps would be generally
supposed : for while Granger’s list comprises 87 portraits, Bromley’s only
25, and Evans’s 42, I have been enabled not only to compile a catalogue
of 164, but to produce upwards of 150 for your inspection.

The portrait painted at the age of ten, now in the possession of Mr.
Disney; that at the age of twenty-one, purchased from the executor of
Milton's widow by Speaker Onslow ; the print engraved by Marshal, for
the first edition of the minor poems, in 1645 ; and that prefixed to the
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first edition of the History of Britain, inscribed “ Gul. Faithorne ad vivum
“ delin. et sculpsit, 1670,” at the age of 62, form a series of unquestionable
authenticity, taken at various periods of the Poet's life, and presenting
such marked difference of feature as to create no risk of mistake or con-
fusion among them. Their peculiarities and history will be more fitly
noticed when we come to describe them in detail; but the name of
Faithorne has been so unwarrantably mixed up with the mistakes and
falsifications which I shall presently have to expose, that it will be con-
venient, before proceeding further, to describe the characteristics by which
his celebrated engraving, and the large number of portraits derived from
it, may be distinguished. If, in doing this, I say little about expression
and features, it is because they are more easily conveyed to the mind by
actual inspection than described by words, and because the caprice or
incompetence of engravers may readily produce such a variation in them
as effectually to disguise the source from which their subject has been
derived ; whereas peculiarities of dress and attitude, though in some
respects secondary considerations, are usually found so persistently pre-
served as to furnish satisfactory evidence of a common origin. The
Faithorne engraving, then, may be distinguished by the following charac-
teristics :—The face is turned in the same direction as the bust. There
is a broad Genevan band,* the nearer half of which lies quite straight,
and the other half falls in several folds, beneath which is seen a tassel.

* As we shall have to mention the distinguishing costumes of the various portraits,
it will be well to explain the sense in which several terms are used, especially as the
name of the modern academic badge connects the idea of * bands”, in popular estima-
tion, rather with the Genevan band here referred to than with the article of dress to
which the term “ band” was originelly applied. The circular ruff, with its ample plaits,
is familiar to us in the portraits of Queen Elizabeth’s courtiers. In the succeeding
reign (see Planché on British Costume, ed. 1847, p. 350), *“ the ruff was occasionally
¢ exchanged for a wide stiff collar, standing out horizontally and squarely, made of the
“ same stuff, and starched and wired as usual, but plain instead of plaited or pinched,
“ and sometimes edged, like the ruff, with lace: these collars were called ¢ Bands'”—
from which comes the term  band-box”"—and Fairholt in the Glossary to his History
of Costume defines the Baxp as “a collar of linen or cambrie, surrounding the neck,
“ and which was stiffened with starch, or underpropped ; or else allowed to fall upon the
¢ ghoulders, when it was termed a ‘falling-band’.” The Janssen portrait and that de-
seribed in the Gent. Mag. so closely resembling it (No. 4) farnish excellent illustrations
of the “band” and “falling-band” respectively : it is an error to confound either one
or the other with the “ruff.” Deprived of their laced edges—the sides cut away that
they might not fall over the shoulder—and the parts overhanging the chest cut square—
the transition is easy from the * falling-bands” to the * Geneva bands,” which,
Mr. Planché observes, are “ like those worn by our modern clergymen and councillors,
¢ except that instead of being two small pieces worn for distinction merely, they were
“bona fide collars, the ends of which hung negligently out over the waistcoat.” (p. 390.)
For a fair specimen of the transition here spoken of see the print numbered 151,
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The drapery, which falls so as to cover the vest except the two upper
buttons, is drawn rather tight over the nearer shoulder. A thick fold, a
little below, takes a direction more nearly approaching the horizontal ;
and below that, the edge or a thin fold of the material takes a peculiar
curve from one side of the figure to the other.

Leaving these distinctive marks to be borne in mind when we come
to compare the portraits with which this original has been confounded,
I will proceed to notice the circumstances from which the confusion I
refer to has arisen. Several applications seem to have been made to
Deborah Clarke, Milton's youngest daughter, who survived him until the
year 1727, for her opinion on the authenticity of supposed portraits of her
father. The first is related in a letter from Vertue to Mr. Christian, the
seal engraver, preserved in the British Museum,* and is as follows:
¢ Mr. Christian—Pray inform my Lord Harley { that I have on Thursday
“last seen the Daughter of Milton the Poet. T carry’d with me two or
“ three different Prints of Milton's picture which she immediately knew to
“ be like her father & told me her mother in Law (if | living in Cheshire)
“had two pictures of him, one when he was a school boy & the other when
¢ gbout § twenty. She knows of no other picture of him because she was
¢t several years in Ireland—both before & after his Death. She was the
¢ youngest of Milton's daughters by his first wife and was taught to read
“ to her father several Languages. Mr. Addison was desirous to see her
¢ once—& desired she would bring with her Testimonials of her being
“ Milton’s daughter. But as soon as she came into the Room he told her
¢ she needed none, her face haveing much of the likeness of the pictures
“ he had seen of him. For my part T find the features of her Face very

* This letter has been printed in the Gent. Mag. (1831); in the Memoirs of Thomas
Hollis ; and in Ivimey's and Masson’s Biographies, and perhaps elsewhere. In some of
these the reference is to Harl. MSS. 7003, f. 176, and in others to ddd. MSS. bul6+,
f. 71. The fact is that the former is the original letter, and the latter a transeript of it
in the handwriting of Dr. Birch, which, though nearly accurate, has, from its not being
quite so legible as the original, led to inaccuracies in subsequent copies. Having
stumbled on this fact at the Museum, I took the trouble of collating the two manu-
scripts ; and the letter in the text is a literatim copy of the original.

+ Lord Henley. (Ivimey's Life of Milton, p. 329.)
} The “if” is omitted in Birch's copy. Vertue had originally written “is,” but
altered it with the pen. The doubt expressed, though immaterial to our present purpose,

is confirmatory of observations I have made elsewhere on the indifference with which
Milton's widow was spoken of by his family,

§ “ Above” in Bireh's copy.
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“much like the Prints, I showd her the Painting I have to engrave
“which she believes not to be her Father's picture, it being of a Brown
* complexion & black hair & curled locks—on the contrary he was of a
“ fair complexion a little red in his cheeks & light brown lanck hair. I
“ desire you woud acquaint Mr. Prior I was so unfortunate to wait on him
““on Thursday morning last just after he was gone out of Town—it was
“ with * this intent, to enquire of him if he remembers a picture of Milton
“in the late Lord Dorsett’s collection—as I am told this } was—or if he
“ can inform me how I shall enquire or know the truth of this affair. I
“ghoud be much obliged to him—being very willing to have all certainty
“ on that account before I begin to engrave the Plate—that it may be the
“more satisfactory to the Publick as well as to my self. The sooner you
“can communicate this the better—because I have to resolve which
“I cant well do till I have an answer, which will much oblige, Your
“ Friend to command, Geo. Vertue. Saturday, Aug. 12, 1721. To M.
¢ Charles Christian.”

The elder Richardson, in his “Explanatory Notes and Remarks on
“ Milton’s ¢ Paradise Lost,”” published in 1784, inserted an etching ¢ from
“an excellent original in crayons,” in his possession, and which he states
in his introduction (p. ii.) he had reason to believe Milton sat for not long
before his death. In a subsequent passage (p. xxxvi.) he relates, as an
evidence of Deborah Clarke’s tender remembrance of her father, that
* this picture in crayons was shewn her after several others, or which were
¢ pretended to be his. When those were shewn, and she was asked if she
¢ could recollect if she had ever seen such a face, * No, no’; but when this
¢ was produced,—in a transport—* "Tis my father—'tis my dear father—
“T see him—'tis him ;' and then she put her hands to several parts of her
« face—* Tis the very man—here—here."”

In the “Memoirs of Thomas Hollis,” edited in 1780 by Archdeacon
Blackburne, is inserted a print drawn and etched by Cipriani, from a
portrait in crayons in the possession of Messrs. Tonson, which, at p. 619,
is described as ““a drawing in crayons by William Faithorne, now in the

* “With” omitted in Birch's copy.

+ ““As I am told there was” (Ivimey's Life of Milton, p. 329.) The difference in
the sense is considerable ; but the history of a portrait which turned out not to repre-
sent Milton is unimportant, except so far as it bears on the discussion respecting the
Cooper miniature, to be mentioned hereafter.
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“hands of Messrs. Tonson, booksellers, in London;” and it is related
that “about the year 1725 Mr. George Vertue, a worthy and eminent
« British antiquary, went on purpose to see Mrs. Deborah Clarke, Milton’s
“ youngest and favorite daughter, and some time his amanuensis, who then
“lodged in a mean little street near Moorfields, where she kept a school
¢ for children for her support. He took this drawing with him, and divers
“ paintings said to be of Milton, all which were brought into the room
“ by his contrivance, as if by accident, whilst he conversed with her. She
“ took no notice of the paintings ; but when she perceived the drawing she
“cried out, *O Lord! that is the picture of my father—how came you by
“it?’ And, stroaking the hair of her forehead, added ¢ Just so my father
“ wore his hair.” This daughter resembled Milton greatly.”

There is no excuse for confounding the first of these three alleged visits
to Deborah Clarke—when, after confirming the authenticity of several
prints produced by Vertue, she condemned a painting which it was the
special object of his visit to shew her—with the interview related by
Richardson, when his crayon drawing was shewn her by some person
unnamed, and recognized with apparent emotion after she had failed to
recognize the likeness of others. The third interview, as related in
Hollis’s Memoirs, is full of inconsistencies, which it will be more con-
venient to notice in another place. What I here wish to observe is, that
Hollis’s biographer, in alluding to Tonson's crayon drawing attributed to
Faithorne, in no manner connects it with Richardson’s; nor does
Richardson attribute his own crayon drawing to Faithorne, or mention
Vertue as the person who shewed it to Deborah Clarke. In fact, though
Cipriani's pencil has taken sad liberties with the expression, the Tonson
drawing, as represented by him, has the attitude and costume identifying
it with the Faithorne engraving; and is likely enough to have been
Faithorne's original drawing in crayons—a mode of execution he is known
to have adopted. (See Walpole's Catalogue of Engravers, 1st ed., p. 58.)
With Richardson’s etching it has no one point of identity. In the latter
the countenance is more upturned than in Faithorne’s engraving; and
the position of the head is such that the left shoulder and right cheek are
nearest to the spectator; the collar, not at all partaking of any of the
forms of a band, has the ends separating from each other at something
less than a right angle, with cord and tassels between, the sides also
approaching to straight lines; and the drapery falls from both shoulders so
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as to form an angle a little to the right of the buttons, of which a row of
five is exposed. But notwithstanding these marked distinctions, or rather
this total absence of any point of similarity, the mention of two crayon
drawings in connection with visits to Milton'’s daughter has led to a series
of mistakes. Bishop Newton, at p. Ivi. of his life of Milton (Baskerville
edition, 1759), in a short notice containing another glaring mistake which
I need not stop to point out, confounds them by speaking of the  portrait
“in crayons, drawn when Milton was about sixty-two, and which was
“in the collection of Mr. Richardson, but has since been purchased by
“ Mr., Tonson.” This may be literally true; for Richardson’s drawing, as
well as the other, may have eventually come into the possession of Tonson :
but the statement is not the less calculated to mislead. Accordingly
Warton gets deeper into the error, for he not only states, in his nots at
p- 530 (ed. 1791), that Faithorne’s original engraving, which he had stated
in the preceding page to be from a drawing in crayons, “was copied by
“ Vertue, one of his chief works, in 1725,” (though I shall endeavour to
shew presently that Vertue's portrait of that date had a common origin
with Richardson’s etching, and little in common with Faithorne,) but in
the following page he states that “ the Richardsons, and next the Tonsons,
“ had the admirable crayon drawing above mentioned, done by Faithorne,
“the best likeness extant, and for which Milton sate at the age of
“ gixty-two;” and after quoting, in relation to the same drawing, the
interview between Vertue and Deborah Clarke, as told in Hollis’s memoirs,
adds, “ This head by Faithorne was etched by Richardson, the father, about
« 1734, with the addition of a laurel crown to help the propriety of the
“motto.” Symmons repeats the error (pp. 515, 531, 1st ed.): and to
make confusion worse confounded, Todd adopts verbatim the language of
Warton, but adds that the drawing successively in the possession of
Richardson and Tonson was then in the possession of Mr. Baker, who had
allowed an engraving to be made from it for Todd’s work. On turning,
however, to the engraving last referred to, we find it to be without one
point of identity with Faithorne or Cipriani’s portraits, but with such
marks of a common origin with Richardson’s as I shall presently explain.
Lastly, Mr. Cunningham, in a note to his edition of Johnson’s * Lives of
“ the Poets” (I. 181), says—* The best portrait of Milton is that drawn
“and engraved by Faithorne, prefixed to Milton’s * History of Britain,’
“ 1670, 4to: Faithorne's original drawing is preserved, with other portraits
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* belonging to Tonson, including the Kit-kat collection, at Bayfordbury,
« near Hertford, the seat of Mr. Baker.” I should create additional con-
fusion if I were to go on repeating these statements in the language of
successive commentators ; but the errors of all of them are so completely
condensed in a paragraph of a dozen lines by Mr. Keightley, that I may
as well quote it:—In 1670,” he says, “was a portrait engraved by
¢ Faithorne, from a c¢rayon drawing by himself, with this legend, ‘Gul.
¢« <Faithorne ad vivum delin. et sculpsit. Johannis Miltoni effigies.
“«tat. 62. 1670." This engraving has been often copied, [he adds in
« g footnote, * there is one by Cipriani in Hollis’s Memoirs,"] but as it was
¢ not in Faithorne’s best manner, a new copy was made for the first edition
“ of Todd’s Milton, from the original crayon drawing in the possession of
« William Balker, Esq. This drawing had passed through the hands of
“ the Richardsons and Tonsons to those of Mr. Baker. It was at the
“ sight of this, when shewn to her by Vertue, the engraver, among other
“ paintings and engravings, that Deborah Clarke made the exclamation
“above related. All the best portraits of Milton are taken from it.”
(Keightley's Life of Milton, p. 132.) I have seen none of the drawings:
but if the slightest reliance is to be placed upon the engravings, a glance
at those published by Richardson, from the crayon drawing in his posses-
sion—by Hollis, from the crayon drawing in the possession of the Tonsons.
(and likely enough, as I have stated, to have been Faithorne's original
drawing)—and by Todd, from the drawing in the possession of Mr. Baker,
would have shewn how distinct each was from the other, whatever of
common origin there may have been between the first and third. Tt seems
to me a most extraordinary fact, that a careless statement of Bishop
Newton, upwards of a century ago, so far from being detected, should have
gone on accumulating error as it passed through successive hands until the
present time, without one of the gentlemen quoted thinking it necessary
to compare the published portraits which they thus hastily assumed to have
been engraved from a common original. In one instance it is curious to
watch the effect of the mistake while two disputants are playing at cross
purposes on the subject. In the discussion to which I shall have to make
more particular reference in speaking of the Cooper miniature, and in
which Sir Joshua Reynolds, under the signature of “R. J.,” discussed
with Lord Hailes its pretensions to be accepted as a portrait of Milton, the
former writes (Gent. May., LXI, 603):— In regard to the drop serene we
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“ can assure your correspondent that it is not visible in the miniature, and
“ that he is mistaken in saying that it is visible in the crayon picture by
¢ Faithorne.” Lord Hailes replies (p. 886) with sarcastic ingenuity :— It
““ig said that the gutta serena, or rather its consequence, is not visible in
¢ Faithorne’s drawing of Milton. I never saw it; but I supposed that it
* represented Milton as blind, because Richardson’s etching represented
“him so: and if Richardson has misled me, I must regret that I put my
“trust in a painter and connoisseur.” The explanation is obvious.
Reynolds, whether speaking from a knowledge of the crayon drawing in
the possession of the Tonsons, from Cipriani’s copy from it, or from
Faithorne’s engraving, was justified in describing it as giving no indication
of Milton's blindness; whereas Hailes, imagining that he was speaking
of the same drawing, had reference to Richardson'’s etching from another,
one of the special merits of which was its rendering of the peculiar expres-
sion arising from the gutta serena, on which subject some observations of
Richardson are quoted below.

What, then, was the ¢ excellent original in crayons” from which
Richardson made his etching in 1784, and which was recognized by
Deborah Clarke as so striking a likeness of her father? In considering
this question I have been led to attach an unexpected degree of importance
to a folio mezzotint, inscribed “ R. White ad vivum delin. J. Simon fecit,”
the precise date of which I have been unable to ascertain. I am told it is
a rare print, though I find it marked at a trifling price in Evans’s cata-
logue, but I was not aware of its rarity until after I had discovered its
importance. I have seen no copy except my own. There is none in the
British Museum ; and it is not mentioned either in Granger or Bromley,
Bryan, also, in his Dictionary of Painters and Engravers, fails to partica-
larize it among Simon’s works ; but his editor, Stanley, mentions Milton’s
among the heads engraved by that artist: What I here wish particularly
to remark, with reference to this portrait, is its exact correspondence with
Richardson’s etching of 1734. The former continues the drapery lower
down the figure, so as, in fact, to constitute a half length ; but with this
exception, and the wholly unimportant one of the portrait being reversed,
every word of the description I have given of Richardson's etching is
precisely applicable to Simon’s mezzotint. The laureate wreath, however,
with which, in both, the head is encircled, and which at first seemed one of
the most satisfactory points of identity, presents a difficulty : the elucida-
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tion of it will depend in a great measure on the date of Simon’s print,
which T have not yet been able to ascertain. Richardson expressly says
(p. ii.) :—* The laurel wreath is not in the picture; the two lines under it
“are my reason for putting it there—mnot what otherwise would be
“imagined : all the world has given it him long since.” The presence of
the laurel wreath in both prints cannot be explained away as a coinci-
dence : for leaf by leaf, with the exception of a single leaf inserted in
Simon’s (the highest of the further branch), but omitted in Richardson’s,
the one wreath is a servile copy of the other. If, then, Simon’s mezzotint
was published previous to 1734, how comes it that Richardson, thus proved
to have been familiar with it, avoids all allusion to it, asserts the wreath to
be his own idea, and does not attribute the *“excellent original,” which he
says he  has reason to believe Milton sate for not long before his death,”
either to Robert White or to any other artist by name ? If Simon’s print
was published subsequent to 1734, the identity of the wreaths proves him
to have been the copyist; and if so, on what evidence did he inscribe his
print with “R. White ad vivum delineavit?” These questions I am
compelled to leave unanswered. Internal evidence would tend to the
conclusion that Simon’s had priority in date, from the fact that the con-
tinnation of the folds, as above noticed, accounts for the direction of the
lines of drapery in Richardson’s etching, which are otherwise unmeaning.
The truth is worth arriving at, if possible.* The result would probably
affect the question whether there is good ground for retaining the name of
White as the original artist, as I have ventured to do below for distinc-
tion’s sake: but it would leave untouched the fact that the two prints had
a common origin in a portrait, the veracity of which was confirmed by the
best authority—that of Milton’s daughter.

* The only clue I am aware of is the names of the two firms of publishers—* sold
“by T. Bowles in Paul's Church-yard and J. Bowles in Cornhill.” The period during
which these two firms existed contemporaneously might possibly be ascertained ; but it
would only enable us to ascertain the minimum antiquity of the print ; for one of our
most eminent printsellers tells me he has an impression of having seen it with an earlier
imprint than that of the firms of Bowles. The date of 1738 is assigned by Bromley to
a folio mezzotint of Pope by J. Faber, from a picture painted by Kneller in 1721, which
is stated to be “ printed for Thos. Bowles in St. Paul’s Churchyard, and John Bowles
““ and Son at the Black Horse in Cornhill.” Simon’s folio mezzotint of Shakespeare,
from a picture attributed to Zoust, is supposed by Boaden and Wivell to have been pub-
lished in or about 1725; and his folio mezzotint of Pope, from a painting by Dahl, is
dated by Bromley L728 ; but the first was by another publisher, and the second has no
publisher’'s name. Bowles of the Black Horse is repeatedly mentioned in connection
with the life of Hogarth; see the papers in the first vol, of the Cornhill Magazine.
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1 consider the same original to have been the source from which, with
more or less artistic license, were derived Vertue's celebrated head of
1725 ; 1. Vandergucht’s folio; another engraving by Vertue, greatly
altered in expression and costume, in 1750 ; and lastly, an engraving by
Miller, inserted in an edition of Newton's Milton, published by the
Tonsons in 1759, and of which I consider the original is likely enough to
have been the drawing which passed from the possession of the Tonsons to
Mr. Baker, as stated by Todd and Cunningham, or at least another
drawing from the same original. All these portraits will be duly described
below, and treated (to borrow a phrase from physical science) as typical
Jforms, in connection with which I have thought it desirable to arrange the
various prints to which they have respectively given rise. That all these
are trustworthy representations of our great poet I am far from asserting.
On the contrary, the extent to which various engravers have departed from
the originals they professed to copy is absurd enough ; but I have treated
them as authentic to this extent, that their origin can be traced directly
or remotely to portraits the history of which is satisfactorily shewn, or
which have been vouched by the family of the poet.

To these succeed the prints which have been derived from monuments,
busts and seals. There remain a remarkable variety of portraits, which
have been published with the name of Milton, some of which may be—
others cannot possibly be—and none, in my opinion, are satisfactorily
proved to be from pictures intended to represent him. The history of
these portraits, or pretended portraits, will more conveniently be noticed
when we come to describe them ; and I will now proceed with my cata-
logue in the order I have indicated.

JANSSEN's PORTRAIT.

The name of this artist has been given by common consent—though I
know not on what authority, prior to that of Cipriani, except the judgment
of connoisseurs—to the picture referred to by Aubrey, in his notes written
shortly after Milton’s death (p. 837 in Godwin’s reprint):—* A° D™ 1619
“ he was ten yeares old as by his picture and was then a poet: his school
“ master then was a Puritan in Essex who cutt his haire short,” that is
not his own hair, but the hair of his pupil, as explained by Professor
Masson (p. 51, n.). It was one of the pictures which remained in the
possession of Milton’s widow until her death in 1727, and were enumerated
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in the testamentary inventory of her effects, which I had the pleasure of
bringing under the notice of the Historic Society in 1855. On the 8rd of
June, 1760, it was purchased by Mr. Hollis, at the sale by auction of the
effects of Mr. Charles Stanhope, who had mentioned to him, about two
months before, that he had bought it of the executors of Milton's widow
for twenty guineas. (Memoirs of Thomas Hollis, p. 95.) Warton men-
tions that the price at which it was purchased at Stanhope’s sale was
thirty-one guinegs, and that Lord Harrington wishing to have the lot
returned, Mr. Hollis replied that his lordship’s whole estate should mnot
repurchase it. (Warton, p. 530 n., ed. 1791.) It was this picture which
Mr. Hollis was so careful to preserve on the oceasion of his lodgings being
on fire a few months subsequent to his purchase. The story is told in his
memoirs, p. 106. The picture passed, with the other antiquities and
curiosities collected by Mr. Hollis, to Mr. Thomas Brand Hollis, who left
them by will to his friend Dr. Disney, and is now in the possession of his
grandson, Edgar Disney, Esq., of the Hyde, near Ingatestone. It is
described by Professor Masson as about twenty-seven inches by twenty in
size, with the frame, the portrait set in a dark oval, and with the words
 John Milton, etatis sue 10, Anno 1618” inscribed on the paint in con-
temporary characters, but no painter's name. This minuateness of descrip-
tion is important with reference to another portrait, to be menti d —IJT’T\
shortly, which has been confounded with the present one. The '[‘q'é?:[;\m.‘
iss

engraving from Mr. Disney’s picture was that published in ol
memoirs :—

1. Tohn Milton. Drawn and etched MDCCLX by I. B. Cipriani, a Tuscan,
from a picture painted by Cornelius Johnson MDCXVIII, now in the possession )
of Thomas Hollis, of Lincoln’s Inne, F.R. and A.SS. Portrait enclosed in an oval '
wreath of roses ; and below, as in all the prints engraved under the direction of the
Hollises, their favorite device of the Cap of Liberty. (See Dibdin’s Lib. Com. 555 n.)
Subjoined are some lines from “Paradise Regained,” which Professor Masson con-
siders were really written by the poet with some reference to his own recollections
of himself as a child :—

“When I was yet a child, no childish play
To me was pleasing,” &e. ‘

The print is mentioned in Granger and Bromley.

2, Iohn Milton. /Etat. 10, From an original picture in the collection of I

Thomas Brand Hollis, Esq., near the Hyde, Essex. Cornelins Jansen pinxit. |
K
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W. N. Gardiner sculp.; an oval, 6.2x 5.9 * in plate, 9.8 X 6.7; published June 4,
1794, by John and Josiah Boydell and George Nicol, in the sumptnous edition of
the Poetical Works, in 8 vols. royal folio, known as Boydell's Milton.

3. Milton. ZAtat. 10. After a photograph from the original picture, in the
possession of Edgar Disney, Esq., of the Hyde, Ingatestone, Essex ; engraved by
Edward Radclyffe ; a beautiful line engraving, forming one of the illustrations to
the first volume of Masson’s Life of Milton.

4. Anon. An engraving almost in outline, forming an illustration to the
“ Gentleman’s Magazine” (1787), vol. lvii, p. 759, in which is printed a letter signed
“Z. Z,,” dated from Oxford, and sending the drawing from which this is engraved,
and which it states “ a friend, who lives there, has obligingly suffered to Le taken
“from a picture in his possession. It is on wood. At topis *A° 1623. /Et. sum
“*12. In the hands of the figure is a book with ¢ Homer’s Tliads’ on the leaves.
“ The hair is red. This drawing is very like, only perhaps somewhat older than
“ the picture.” A correspondent, at p. 892 of the same volume, points out the
identity of the portrait with that engraved by Cipriani in Hollis's Memoirs—adds
that the dates correspond (which, however, is not the case)—and signs his com-
munication “ Q. E. D.” This is getting on rather too fast, for it is evident there
were two portraits in existence; but though, in addition to the discrepancies
apparent from the above notice, the sketchy outline of the print shews a marked
difference in costume (the square-fronted erect band of Mr. Disney’s portrait being
replaced by a falling-band of similar pattern +), the resemblance in feature between
the two portraits is too close to have been the result of accident. That a copy of
the original picture should have been taken while it was in the possession either
of Mrs. Milton, her executor, Mr. Stanhope, or Mr, Hollis, is improbable, and we
are driven to the conjecture either that the painter of Mr. Disney’s portrait (whether
Janssen or some one else) was tainted with a mannerism which would deprive his
pictures of all claim to individuality, or that, being employed to paint another
portrait of the young scholar at the age of twelve he had made free use of his
original picture. This supposition would still leave an error of at least two years
unaccounted for, if the date 1623 be correctly printed in the * Gentleman’s Maga-
“ zine,” and I scarcely dare offer it even as a conjecture: but if it should turn out to
be correct, it would follow that there may yet be in existence an almost unknown
portrait of Milton, with better claims to authenticity than some which have had
their pretensions more loudly asserted.

Tae OxsnLow PoORTRATT.

By this name is known the other of the two portraits enumerated in the

inventory of Mrs. Milton's effects. Warton (p. 580, ed. 1791) says, that

* The measurements are throughout in inches and tenths.
+ See note on Ruffs and Bands, ante.
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* by some it is suspected not to be a portrait of Milton.” By whom sus-
pected, or on what grounds, I know not. There are few portraits with a
better authenticated pedigree. Its existence, in the custody of Mus.
Milton, was known to Aubrey, who wrote in 1681 (p. 837 of Godwin's
reprint) :—* His widowe has his picture drawne (very well and like) when
¢ a Cambridge schollar : she has his picture when a Cambridge schollar,
“ which ought to be engraven ; for the pictures before his bookes” [alluding
to Marshal's in 1645 and Faithorne's in 1670] *“are not at all like him:”
and made a memorandum (p. 345,) to *“write his name in red letters on
“his picture with his widowe to preserve.” In 1721 Deborah Clarke
informed Vertue (see his letter above) that her mother-in law, if living,
in Cheshire, had two pictures of him, one when he was a school-boy, and
the other when he was about twenty. In 1731, only four years after Mrs.
Milton’s death, we find it in the possession of Mr. Speaker Onslow, and
engraved by Vertue; and as late as 1794 it was stated in the inscription
to the engraving in Boydell's Milton to be “in the possession of Lord
“ Onslow, at Clandon, in Surrey, purchased from the executor of Milton's
“ widow by Arthur Onslow, Esq., Speaker of the House of Commons, as
“ certified in his own handwriting on the back of the picture.” It is
mentioned by Professor Masson (vol. I, p. 278) that the picture is not now
in the possession of the present Earl of Onslow. The information I have
obtained as to its history since it left his lordship’s custody and present
place of deposit is such as T do not feel warranted in making public. It
is much to be desired that this relic should find a permanent resting
place beside the Chandos Shakespeare in the National Portrait Gallery.
It seems to have been known to Warton, who observes that “the picture
‘is handsomer than the engravings, and that the ruff is much in the neat
“style of painting ruffs about and before 1628.” The engravings from
it are numerous :—

5, Joannes Milton. /t. 21. Vertue, sc. Ex pictura archetypa qua penes
est preehonorabilem Arthurum Onslow, Arm: Vertue sc. 1731. 4to. I extract
this deseription from Granger, having been unlucky in not meeting with a copy.
He mentions that it differs from the next described only in the inscription.
Bromley also mentions it.

6. Toanmes Milton. /Htatis XXI. G. Vertue sculp. 1731; in a square panel,
with ornamented top, surmounting and partly concealing the top and sides of an
oval, The name and age are on two ribands below, between which is a circular
escutcheon charged with a single-headed eagle (in which Vertue's heraldic know-
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ledge was at fault, for the eagle borne by Milton was double-headed, as proved by
his two seals *), and beneath is a pedestal, on the two ends of which stand busts of
Homer and Virgil ; and on the front is inseribed ‘ Nascuntur Poetw®, non fiunt.”
Published in j3entley’s edition of * Paradise Lost,” 4to, London, 1732. Mentioned
in Granger and Bromley.

7. 'The same plate, with Dryden’s lines substituted for the ¢ Nascuntur Poete,
“non fiunt,” and the date badly altered from 1731 to 1747, is prefixed to Newton’s
edition of ** Paradise Lost,” 2 vols. 4to, London, 1749, which Hollis’s biographer
(see p. 117) supposed to be the original condition of the plate.

8. loannes Milton. Altatis sue 21. G. Vertue sculp. An oval, with slight
scroll ornament at top, and below a riband, with name and age, above a plinth; size
of plate 6x38.8; published in Newton's edition of * Paradise Regained,” 8vo.
London, 1773 ; mentioned by Granger and Bromley.

9. John Milton. In the collection of the Right Hon. Arthur Onslow, Esq.
Speaker of the House of Common., I. Houbraken sculps. Amst. 1741. Impensis
I. & P. Knapton, London, 1741. An oval, representing masonry, inseribed with
name ; at foot a pedestal ; and in front of it ornaments consisting of a lyre sur-
mounted by cherub head, a book, serpent with apple, &e.; size of plate 14.2 X 8.9.
One of the series of folio plates known as Houbraken's heads; mentioned by
Granger and Bromley.

10. Joannes Milton, Atatis XXI. Andrew Miller fecit, Dublin, 1744 ; a copy
of the last in mezzotint, including the ornaments, but reversed ; and on the pedestal
the motto “ Nascuntur Poete, non fiunt;” size of plate 13.6 X 10.1.

11. Iohn Milton. Drawn and etched MDCCLX by I. B. Cipriani, a Tuscan, at
the desire of Thomas Hollis, F.R. and A.SS., from a picture in the collection of
the Right Hon, Arthur Onslow, Speaker of the Commons House of Parliament.
Portrait enclosed in an oval, formed by intertwining boughs of laurel, and below
Milton's sonnet—* How soon hath time,” &e. The print is mentioned by Granger
and Bromley, and forms one of the series in Hollis's Memoirs.,

12. John Milton. In the collection of the Right Hon. Arthur Onslow, Esq.,
Goldar sculpt, Some further lettering has been badly erased. An oval, in a
rectangular frame of tooth and egg pattern ; size of frame 7.5 X 6.4.

13. John Milton. Published by R. Baldwin, at the Rose, in Pater Noster Row,
1752, for the London Magazine. An oval, representing masonry of four voussoirs,
with name inseribed, and resting on a plinth ; size of plate 5.7 X 4.1.

14. John Milton. An oval, representing masonry of six voussoirs, with seg-
ments cut off at top, bottom, and sides; no plinth; name at foot; size of plate
4.7x8.7; in the fifth volume of the British Biography, published by Baldwin,
7 vols., 8vo, London, 1766-72.

* See Masson's Life, vol. i, p. 4.
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15. John Milton. In same plate with Algernon Sydney, John Hamden, and
Andrew Marvel ; four ovals, in slightly ornamented frames, connected by inter-
lacing ornament ; size of each frame 2.5 X 1.8.

16. John Milton. In same plate with Ben Johnson, Robert Boyle, Esq., and
John Locke, Esq. ; four plain ovals, 2 X 1.8; L. June sc.

17. Tohn Milton, Atat. 21. From an original picture in the possession of
Lord Onslow, at- Clandon, in Surrey, purchased from the executors of Milton's
widow by Arthur Onslow, Esq., Speaker of the House of Commons, as certified in
his own hamiwriﬁng on the back of the picture; an oval, 6.2 x5.9, in plate,
9.8x6.7; W. N, Gardiner sculpt.; published June 4, 1794, by John and Josiah
Boydell and George Nicol ; in Boydell's Milton.

18. John Milton. Ztat. XXI. Woolnoth sc.

19. Anon. Cornelius Jansen! W. C. Edwards. J. Yates, Printer. London,
John Macrone, St. James’s Square, and E. Graves, King William Street, Strand. In
Macrone's edition, edited by Sir Egerton Brydges. The assigning of the picture to
Cornelius Janssen has arisen from confounding its history with that of the portrait
first deseribed : the artist is wholly unknown.

20. Milton, setat. 21, Engraved by Edward Radelyffe, after Vertue's engraving
in. 1731, from the original picture, then in the possession of the Right Hon,
Speaker Onslow ; in Masson's Life of Milton.

MarsHAL'S ENGRAVING.

This portrait, which appeared in Humphrey Moseley's original edition
of Milton’s poems, in 1645, is one of considerable rarity and importance.
It was the subject of the Greek epigram ¢In effigiei ejus sculptorem,” in
which the poet gave vent to his dissatisfaction with the manner in which
Marshal had executed his task. Whether the complaint was directed
against the coarseness of the engraving, or the unfavorable representation
of Milton’s personal appearance, is a point which, though it has given rise
to some discussion, is not of much importance ; for it is generally believed
that Marshal was the designer as well as engraver of the head; and the
term “ fwypagoc” in the epigram is applicable to him in either capacity,
Horace Walpole says that Marshal was “employed by Moseley, the book-
* seller, to grave heads for books of poetry; and from their great similarity
“in drawing and ornaments Vertue supposed that he drew from the life,
¢ though he has not expressed ad vivum as was the custom afterwards ; and
“he was confirmed in this conjecture by a print of Milton, at the age of
“ 21, with which Milton, who was handsome, and Marshal but a coarse
“ engraver, seems to have been discontented, by some Greek lines that are
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*“added to the bottom of the plate. Vertue adds that from this to 1670
“he knows no engraving of Milton, when Faithorne executed one with
“ad vivum delineavit et sculpsit; and this Vertue held for the most
“ authentic likeness of that great poet, and thought Marshal’s and Faith-
““orne’s bore as much resemblance as could be expected between features
“of 21 and 62.” (Walpole’s Catalogue of Engravers, 1st ed., p. 88.) The
fact just noticed, namely, that this print was the only engraved portrait by
which Milton’s supposed features were known to the public between 1645
and 1670—a period which embraced nearly the whole range of his con-
troversial writings—invests it with an importance far beyond its merits.
Salmasius, in a passage in his * Defensio Regia,” quoted by Walpole and
Warton, applies to it the epithet of “comptulam”; but this could only
have been meant to apply to the dress. The features would rather seem
to have justified some of the terms in which the same author, in his
posthumous work “ Ad Joannem Miltonum Responsio” attributes to Milton
“frontem ferream, cor plumbeum, animum improbum, malam linguam,
* stylum atrocem.” (Responsio, p. 2). The same impression as is indicated
by the epithet “comptulam” led the author of * Regii sanguinis clamor”
to taunt him with being a Narcissus ; to which Milton, in a passage in his
* Defensio pro se,” also partly quoted by Warton, replies:—* Narcissus
“nunc sum, quia te depingente nolui Cyclops esse; quia tu effigiem mei
“ dissimillimam, prefixam poematis, vidisti. Ego vero si impulsu et ambi-
“tione librarii me imperito scalptori, propterea quod in urbe alius eo belli
“tempore non erat, infabre scalpendum permisi, id me neglexisse potius
“eam rem arguebat, cujus tu mihi nimium cultum objicis.” (Prose Works,
ed. 1698, vol. 8, p. 123.) This passage goes far towards settling the
question as to the date of the portrait. The engraving is spoken of as
having been executed *‘ eo belli terapore” applicable to the date of its pub-
lication ; and no hint is given of its having been engraved, as Warton
assumes, from some earlier drawing or painting in 1629, so as to justify
the inscription of “Anno Zitatis Vigess: Pri:". The apparent age, which
in 1645 would be thirty-seven—the generally received opinion that Mar-
shal’s prints were usually from the life—and the passage from Milton's
“ Defensio pro se,” in which he accounts for the badness of the likeness by
a reason which, though valid in relation to an original portrait in 1645,
could have no reference to an earlier one then copied, combine to shew
that in assigning the age of twenty-one to his print Marshal was as reck-



151

less of dates as of resemblance to his original. I have only one conjecture
to offer towards explaining away the difficulty. Though it is impossible,
comparing the Marshal with the Onslow portrait, to treat the one as a copy
of the other, it is possible that Marshal may have been allowed access to
the Onslow portrait to aid him in the absence of the sitter; and the adop-
tion of the date which actually belonged to the Onslow portrait may thus
in some way have originated. The engravings may be described as
follows :— \

21. Toannis Miltoni Angli Effigies Anno Etatis Vigess: Pri: (inscribed round
an oval) W. M. Sculp. In the background an Arcadian scene; and in the four
corners, outside the oval, the Muses Melpomene, Erato, Urania, and Clio, with
their names ; beneath, the Greek epigram : *—

"Apabel yeypapOar xepl Tvde piv déva

Daiye ray av, wpoc edoc albropvic BNémrwy.

Tov & ixrvmwrdy obk tmrvyvivree, pilo

TeNdre gpadlov dvapipnpa Lwypdagpov.
The size of the plate is 5.7x 3.6, Tts market value is more proportioned to its
rarity than its beauty. An impression at the sale of Sir William Musgrave's dupli-
cates sold for £4 18s., and the Bibliotheca Anglo-Poelica quotes the price of a copy
of the minor poems, 1645, with the plate, at £5, and another with Vandergucht's
copy of it at £1 11s. 6d. It is of course mentioned in all the works on English
engraved heads, and is much coveted by collectors.

22. Id. A good modern copy of the same print is of frequent occurrence.

23. Ioannis Miltoni Angli Effigies Anno Zitatis 21. M. V. dr. Guchtse. A
reduced copy of the above ; the sides and top of the oval partly cut away; and the
four Muses in the corner omitted. This print is mentioned by Granger and
Bromley, and was prefixed to Tonson’s edition of * Paradise Regained,” 12mo,
London, 1713, the engraver innocently copying the Greek inscription and append-
ing his own name, without being aware that he was applying the censure to himself.

* This epigram and other Greek verses of Milton are the subject of a severe critique
by Dr. Burney, which formed an appendix to Warton’s second edition of the Minor
Poems. Whatever may be their faults of syntax and prosody, it must be admitted that
the lines are destitute of epigrammatic point, to an extent which enables them almost to
defy translation ; but the following will convey something like the sense and spirit of
the original :~—

Who, that my real lineaments has scanned,

‘Will not in this detect a bungler’s hand ?

My friends, in doubt on whom his art was tried,

The idiot limner's vain attempt deride.
Milton’s strictures on the engraver were made the subject of attack by Salmasius, who,
in aunswer to a grossly offensive play upon the Latin form of his name (for an explana-
tion of the allusion see Ov. Met. iv. 285) writes :—* Quis nomen Salmacidis magis
“ meretur, quam ille, qui quod est feeminarum sibi arrogat, et de solo forme bono
‘“ gloriatur, qui etinm sculptori suo versibus editis in vulgus maledixit, quod se minus
‘ forinosum quam revera se esse putaret, pinxerit "' (Responsio, p. 39.)







