THE DIAMOND SIGNET OF QUEEN
HENRIETTA MARIA, OF THE KING'S
DIAMOND, AND OF THE SAPPHIRE
SIGNET BELIEVED TO BE THAT OF
MARY, QUEEN OF WILLIAM THE THIRD



Published @ 2017 Trieste Publishing Pty Ltd

ISBN 9780649015276

The Diamond Signet of Queen Henrietta Maria, of the King‘s Diamond, and of the sapphire
signet believed to be that of mary, queen of William the third by C. Drury E. Fortnum

Except for use in any review, the reproduction or utilisation of this work in whole or in part in
any form by any electronic, mechanical or other means, now known or hereafter invented,
including xerography, photocopying and recording, or in any information storage or retrieval
system, is forbidden without the permission of the publisher, Trieste Publishing Pty Ltd, PO Box
1576 Collingwood, Victoria 3066 Australia.

All rights reserved.

Edited by Trieste Publishing Pty Ltd.
Cover @ 2017

This book is sold subject to the condition that it shall not, by way of trade or otherwise, be lent,
re-sold, hired out, or otherwise circulated without the publisher's prior consent in any form or
binding or cover other than that in which it is published and without a similar condition
including this condition being imposed on the subsequent purchaser.

www.triestepublishing.com



C. DRURY E. FORTNUM

THE DIAMOND SIGNET OF QUEEN
HENRIETTA MARIA, OF THE KING'S
DIAMOND, AND OF THE SAPPHIRE
SIGNET BELIEVED TO BE THAT OF
MARY, QUEEN OF WILLIAM THE THIRD

ﬁTrieste






TOAGRUSVENGR STREEI
T TeE QUEEN

e .l




DIAMOND SIGNET

oF

QUEEN HENRIETTA MARIA.

COMMUNICATED TO THE BOCIETY OF ANTIQUARIES

BY

C. DRURY E. FORTNUM, ESQ., F.8.A.

LONDON :
PRINTED BY NICHOLS AND SONS, 25, PARLIAMENT STREET.

1882,




FROM
THE ARCHAEOLOGIA,

VOL. XLVIL



THE DIAMOND SIGNET

OF

QUEEN HENRIETTA MARIA.

It has long been known that King Charles I. of England, some two years or
little more after his accession to the throne and marriage with Henrietta Maria,
a daughter of France, ordered that a diamond should be engraved with his arms,
as & signet, designing it probably for his Queen’s privaie use,

Althongh such signet has been lost sight of and forgotten, the record still
exists of payment made to the artist for executing the work, and from it alone
have we hitherto derived that knowledge.

In the privy seal books of the office of the Clerk of the Pells, now in the
Publio Record Office (No. 11, p. 142), we read the following entry :

Francis Walwyn, “ Charles, by the Grace of God King of England, Scotland,
* France, and Ireland, Defender of the Faith, &c.

“To the Trér and Undertrér of o° Excheeq® for the time
being, greeting :

“Wee doe hereby will and cbmand yo* out of o treasure
remaining in the Receipt of o' Exchecq® forthwith to pay or cause
to be paid vnto Francis Walwyn or his assignes the sdme of two

Lo hirmded thres hundred threescore and seven pounds for engraving, pollishing,
ponnds. Dyamond boert* and divers other materislls for the Cutting and
finishing of o° Armes in a Dyamond with the ires of the name
of of deerest Consort the Queene on each side. And these o° tres
shal be yor sufficient warr® and discharge in this behalfe. !
“ @iven voder o' privy Secale att o pallace of Westm® the
16 Janoary, 1828%  gixtenth day of January in the fourth yeare of or Raigne.
* Jo: PackER.”

* Boart, i. &, diamond dust. b i.a. 1629 of our present computation.
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This entry* therefore distinctly informs us that on the 16th January, 1628-9,
the sum of 267/. was paid to one Francis Walwoyn, 8 gem-engraver, not otherwise
recorded, for cutting, finishing, and polishing a diamond and engraving thereon
“our armes”—the arms of Charles L—* with the lellers of the name of our
dearest consort the Queen on each side.” There is no command to engrave “our
arms impaled with those of our beloved consort,” but * our arms ** alone, except
that, they are to be luterally accompanied by the initial letters of that royal lady’s
name.

In the Petusta Monumenia, Vol 1, Plate 26, No. vii. which illustrates a com-
munication by Astle in 1782, & seal is figured, supposed to be that of Mary Queen
of Scots. It is of lozenge shape, and displays a shield bearing, quarterly, 1 and 4,
France and England counter-quarterly (1-4 France, 2-3 England), 2, Scotland,
8, Ireland, surmounted by an open crown, and between the letters M. R. This
senl was said to be in the French king's collection at Paris (Louie XVI.), *“and,”
says Astle, © seems to have been used by Queen Mary during her widowhood, and
whilst she asserted her right of succession to the crown of England.”

But Mr. Astle neither tells us his authority for these statements nor names
the material on which the arms are cut; he merely gives us the size of the seal
and a magnified engraving of its bearings.® Mr. Laing, in his Descriplive
Catalogue of Scottish Seals (Edinburgh 1850), did not refer to this signet, and

" he was right, for it bears the arms of England under the Stuarts, not those of

Seotland and France, Astle probably accepted it for Mary’s, believing, as he states,
that it might be that used by her during her widowhood. When she was married to
the Dauphin *he quartered the arms of England, which gave great offence in that
country,” but the Dauphin’s seal, so quartered, would not agree with that desoribed
by Astle. The seal figured by him could not have been the diamond signet which
Gori tells us ( Hisf. Dact. p. 180) that Jacobus Thromus engraved for Queen
Mary I. of England, daughter of Henry VIIL ; for her shield bore quarterly
France and England merely. But whether the signet figured in the Fetusto
Monumenta waa that engraved under order of Charles I. by Francis Walwyn
we are not able with certainty to assert, although there is some probability in such
an assumption.

For many years past, and perhaps even till the present day, glass copies of a

* This record was, I believe, first published by Mr, W. H. Carpenter, in his Pictorial Notices of
Vandyke, 4to, 1844, and subsequently in Mr. Wornnm's edition of Horace Walpole's Anecdotea of Painling
in England. .

5 Astle's original drawing is in the Society’s possession.
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seal-ring stone have been sold at Holyrood Palace, passing for the signet of Mary
Queen of Scots, the original of which is stated to have been in the possession of
the Earl of Buchan.

That the signet, of which these vitreous pastes are copies, had existed some-
where and was an original work exeouted for royal use, there could be but little
doubt, but that it could not have belonged to Queen Mary of BSecotland was
clearly proved by an able papar on tlm subject, published in the eleventh volume
of the Britisk Arch i tion's Journal, at page 76, by Mr. George
Vere Irving, w!m refutes the statement of such a signet ever having been used
by that unfortunate Queen. This refutation equally applies to the seal figured by
Astle. But Mr. Irving bimself falls into error when suggesting the probability
of its having belonged to Mary of Modens, the Queen of James II. referring to
the fact pointed out by Miss Strickland in her memoir of that amiable and ill-used
lady, that many objects which had belonged to her were by some supposed to
have, and by others represented as having, belonged to her more renowned name-
sake, the danghter of James V. of Scotland.

That such attribution was erroneous, Mr. Byer Cuming, in a paper published
in the seventeenth volume of the Journal of the same Association, ot page 223,
clearly proves, pointing out moreover the all-important fact, probably overlooked
by Astle, and certainly by Mr. Vere Irving, that the apparent letter M was not
in its simple integrity, but was crossed by a bar between the outer limbs, thereby
converting it into a monogram composed of the letters H and M = Jéf , thus
bearing its own evidence that neither Mary Btuart, Mary d'Este, nor Mary the
Queen of William IIT. conld have been the owner of such a signet. With the
names of one Queen only did such a monogram correspond, viz. Henrietta Maria,
Queen of the martyred Charles I. True, it had been suggested by some, anxious
to connect the relic with Mary of Scotland, that the H might stand for the
initial of her husband, Henry Darnley, but that even at that period of her

isguided career she should have ventured to use a signet bearing the arms of
England with all its quarterings, pur ef simple, is improbable. In confirmation
of his suggestion Mr. S8yer Cuming refers to the fifteenth plate in Pinkerton’s
Medallic History, whereon are figured two medalets or counters of 1628, having
on one side the Queen Henrietta Maria's armorial shield, bearing England and
France impaled, accompanied by a similar 1onogram ; and on the reverse a high
tree in a forest, with the motto svPEmEMINET * omMNEs. Curiously enough,
Pinkerton states that a covnter of Mary of Scotland is known having a similar
reverse, but the date, 1628, on the obverse and the arms of Henrietta Maria

a2
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are sufficient proof as to whose reign it may be referred. We may. therefore
reasonably conclude, to use Mr. Cuming's own words, that the **impressions sold
at Holyrood Palace as mementos of Scotland’s fair Queen were really taken from
the signet of the wife of her ill-fated grandson.”

Tt is always difficult to trace every step in the history of objects that have
belonged to royal or historical personages, the more so when they lived and died
in such troublous times. That the diamond signet was in the hands of the King
and Queen in, and probably previous to, 1628[9] is presumable from the fact that
payment to Walwyn was ordered by the warrant of January in that year.

Mr. Syer Cuming, in his paper above referred to, alludes to an impossibl
myth, connecting the stone with Queen Mary of Seotland, that on the seaffold
she had given it to Bishop Juxon, with injunction to convey it to her son King
James. But Dr. Juxon was then barely five years old. Mr. Cuming however
shrewdly suggests that there may be a glimmer of truth in this myth, and that it
may, although we have no record of the fact, have been so given by King Charles
to Bishop Juxon, who attended him at his execution, and who, it has been said,
received the George from his royal master, with instruction to convey it to James
the then Duke of York. Whether such were reslly the case, and whether the
stone was ever in the possession of James the Second, we have no positive
information, but it is perhaps more probable that it remained in the hands of
Henrietta Maria, was taken by her to France, and that sooner or later it was
disposed of among other jewels and valuables to meet the necessities of the sadly
stricken royal family.*

Another episode of its history is seemingly met with in the Book of Travels
by Jean Baptiste Tavernier,® a diamond marchant and jeweller, who visited Persia
in sbout December 1664, four years previous to the death of Henrietta Marin.
At page 484 of his first volume (ch. xvii. of book iv.) he relates that in a
conversation with the Nagar of the King of Persia at Ispahan, on piercing
diamonds, the King asked whether Tavernier, who had brought a fine jewel for
his inspection, thought that in Persia there were not artificers as able at stone-
cutting as any in his own country; on which Tavernier, to convince the Nazar of
his Majesty's error, “ lirané de ma pochéle une bague de diamant o sont gravdes
les armes du Roy &' Angleterre que je luy monfray. Des qu'il Peut vd i parail
surpris,” &c., &o. The Nazar then took the ornsment for which he was nego-

* A curions statement occurs in g letter of 21 Dec. 1640, from Roseiti to Card. Barberini referring
to the poverty of the royal family at that time. He writes, “ ed essi ré e regina erano ridotti ad un segno
d'inflicita tale che non havevano da mangiare la mattina sequenti a2 non impeguavano le gioie"

v Tavernicr, J. B., Voyage en Turguie. 8 vols. 4to. Paris, 1672—1679.



