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Sometime His Majesty's Secretary of Legation in the Hague.

HE half length portrait of a man painted by VAN DI]CK
in the Royal Picture Gallery at the Mauritshuis in the
Hague, a reproduction of which figures on the opposite
page, was formely in the collection of GOVERT VAN SLINGELANDT, from whence it passed to that OfWILLIAM the V.
In the catalogue of the last named owner it is stated
th at the coat of arms hanging from a sculptured Hon'g
head in the left hand top corner of the picture indicates
th at the picture representsa SHEFFIELD, Duke of BUCKINGHAM. All the later
catalogues up till the notice of 1874 have omitted the name of SHEFFIELD and
repeated that the portrait in question represented a Duke of BUCKINGHAM. This
was manifestly an error, for the Dukedom of Buckingham was only granted by
Queen ANNE to JOHN SHEFFIELD in 17°3.
The identity· of the portrait has been for many years past a q uestion of
debate, and it has generally been agreed that it does not represent an Englishman j
as the type of face and the dress are not English.
Having lately had the opportunity given me of visiting the Duke Ol
BUCCLEUCH'S pictures at Montagu House, I at once noticed amongst the VAN DI]CK
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sketches a portrait which struck me as representing the same man as the
S~EFFIELD picture at the Mauritshuis in the Hague. This portrait was engraved
by LUCAS VORSTERMAN and represents PETER STEVENS, a wealthy citizen of
Antwerp and a lover of art, who 1lourished at the time when VAN DI]CK was
painting. I am told by DR. BREDIUS, that PETER STEVENS himself painted landscapes, some of which are to be found in the Picture Gallery of Weimar. Mr.
MAX ROOSES, the Conservator of the Plantin Museum at Antwerp, tells me that
there can be no doubt as to the identity of the two portraits in the Duke of
BUCCLEUCH's Gallery and in the Mauritshuis, and moreover he has discovered that
the coat of arms on the portrait in the Hague is the coat of arms of STEVENS,
which appears to confirm the identity of the VAN DI]CK portrait in the Mauritshuis
beyond doubt. The coat of arms of PETER STEVENS hangs from a sculptured
lion's head on a pillar on the left hand ot the portrait which is signed at the
base: Aetatis suae 37, 1627, ANTo VAN DI]CK, fecit.
In the picture representing VAN DER GEEST'S picture gallery, painted by
GUILLIAM VAN HAECHT, belonging to Lord HUNTINGFIELD, exhibited at the
Winter Exhibition of Old Masters in 1906-07, a man is represented standing in
the foreground holding up a small picture in his hand which he is showing to
someone standing near him. This appears to me also to represent PETER STEVENS,
a friend of CORNELIS VAN DER GEEST, the owner of the picture gallery in
question, and is even more like the portrait in the Hague Gallery than that in
the Duke of BUCCLEUCH'S collection. This gentleman is the only one ofthe whole
party in the picture gallery to wear gloves, and the portrait in the Mauritshuis
is also represented wearing gloves.
As it is not very. usual for the hands in a portrait to be covered at all,
the hands being always considered a feature by the painter, is it not possible
that either VAN DI]CK did not paint the hands himseif, and th at therefore they
were not brought into the picture, or that the r-erson represen<tedhad some
deformity which he wished to conceal, more probably the former, for, ifI remember
rightly, the sketch portrait of PETER STEVENS in the Duke of BUCCLEUCH'S collection
is painted with the gloves off.
At any rate it seems likely th at there is some special reason for the
gloves being worn, as the portrait represents PETER STEVENS uncovered, and
without a hat in his hand, whereas it would seem more natural that ifthe gloves
were shown in the portrait the hat would appear also; but this is merely a
surmise of my own. I may very likely be contradicted by the experience of
experts.
As regards the companion portrait in the Mauritshuis which 4as always
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been called that of ANNA WAKE, there is now not the slightest doubt that the
portrait does represent this lady, and th at she was the wife of PETER STEVENS.
Mr. MAX ROOSES 6nds in the "Inscriptions funéraires de la Province d' Anvers"
p. 28 S, that amongst the memo rial stones in the Church of Notre Dame in
Antwerp were two stones, one bearing the arms of STEVENS-BosSCHAERT, the
other those of the family of STEVENS quartered with a coat partly worn
which was not entirely decypherable, but which could be recognized as that
of WAKE. In other places, and on one of the beUs of the carillon of Notre
Dame are found the arms of STEVENS. On the beU they are accompanied by
the inscription:

o Heer Wanneer
Aist u Belieft ende niet eer
PETRUS STEVENS Aedilis Eccl: Cathe:
F. et P. HEMONY Fec. Antw 1655.
which translated reads: Lord when it pleases Thee and not before.
PETER STEVENS Churchwarden of the Cathedral.
Made by F. & P. HEMONY, Antwerp 1655.
In a work by P. GÉNARD entitled "PETER PAUL RUBENS, Aanteekekeningen over den grooten meester en zijn bloedverwanten, 1877" on page 59
we re ad that ANNA WAKE, daughter of LIONEL WAKE, married on the 12th
March 1628 in the Church of Saint Walburgis in Antwerp PETER STEVENS,
Almoner of the town, son of ADRIAEN STEVENS and MARY BOSSCHAERT, and
that the arms of the WAKE family were or, two bars gules, in chief three
torteaux azure.
Mr. MAX ROOSES remarks that as the marriage took place in 1628
VAN DIJCK painted the husband a year before the marriage, and the wife the
year of the marriage.
In the WAKE portrait in the Mauritshuis, the coat of arms of WAKE,
with acrescent for difference, hangs from a sculptured lion's head on a pillar
on the left hand of the portrait, which is signed at the base ot the pillar: Aetatis
suae 22. An 1623, ANTo VAN DIJCK fecit
Thus, after wandering about under a wrong name for more than a century,
the identity of these pictures has been finally and satisfactorily settled, the
mistake in the misnaming of the man's portrait having been probably due to
a want of knowledge of heraldry, the SHEFFIELD coat being argent a chevron
bet ween three garbs gules, crest a boars head erased at the neck, or, while that of
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STEVENS is sable a chevron argent between three garbs, or, crest a unicorns
head erased argent.
The confusion may possibly have some connexion with the fact that
EDMOND third Baron SHEFFIELD afterwards created Earl of MULGRAVE was
Governor of Brielle in 1626. Some amateur heraid may have seen the (wat
of arms on the portrait and jumped at the conclusion that it must be that of
SHEFFIELD; although had the coat been carefully examined by an expert, the
mistake could never have arisen.
N.B. It has been surmised th at the GERBIER family attrihuted to RUBENS
at Windsor Castle may represent the family of PETER STEVENS and not that
of BATHASSAR GERB IER as hitherto received, there being a certain resemblance
in the man's portrait to that of PETER STEVENS, one ofthe children also wearing
a garment closely resembling th at of ANNA WAKE in the VAN DI]CK portrait, and
the arms on the vase in the background of the Windsor picture as weIl as th at
given in VAN DI]CK'S Iconography (WIBIRAL No. 160) being similar to those of
the STEVENS family.
As an amateur, I cannot see much resemblance between the man in the
Windsor picture and PETER STEVENS, and still less between the lady and ANNA
WAKE; but this is a question which must' be left to"r experts to decide after
careful comparison, and after ascertaining the description of the coat of arms
of GERBIER and the number of children in the family of each. In reference to
this latter point, it must be taken into consideration whether RUBENS could
possibly have painted the family of STEVENS, who was married in 1628. RUBENS
died in 1640; therefore none of the children in the Windsor group, if the children
of STEVENS, could possibly be over 11 or 12 years of age, even supposing that
the portrait was painted the year of the artist's death. The age therefore of the
oldest child represented in the Windsor picture has to be carefully consldered.
It should also be ascertained whether PETER STEVENS was married more then
once, as the Windsor picture rather suggests two families.
Mr. LIONEL Cu ST in his work on the pictures at Windsor Castle (London.
W. HEINEMANN 1906) suggests that the VAN DI]CK portrait in the Mauritshuis
may represent GERBIER ; but it has been proved beyond a doubt that the portrait
in question does represent STEVENS; although as I have said above it yet remains
to be conclusively proved whether the socalled GERBIER portraits may not in reality
represent STEVENS and his family and it is to be hoped that Mr. CUST may
elucidate this point in course of time.
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