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Abstract

The Rare Books department at the Free Library of Philadelphia owns a deluxe manuscript of Sa’di’s
Kulliyat, originally produced in mid-sixteenth century Shiraz and substantially modified in more mod-
ern times. Among the alterations was the insertion of a copy of the famous Timurid painting “Humay
and Humayun in a garden”, belonging to the Musée des Arts Décoratifs, Paris. The Philadelphia ver-
sion of the Paris painting was likely based on either a published reproduction or a photograph taken of the
original composition when it was on view at the ground-breaking  exhibition “Meisterwerke
muhammedanischer Kunst” in Munich. That photographic reproductions could result in pictorial replicas
reveals once again the market forces behind the great interest in, demand for, and production of classical
Persian painting during the early twentieth century.
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At the end of the chapter on “Technique, colours and paper” in his  Miniature Painting
and Painters of Persia, India and Turkey, F. R. Martin turns to the, for him, evidently irksome
topic of forgeries of classical Persian paintings then appearing on the contemporary art mar-
ket. Somewhat disingenuously (given what we now know of his own irregular activities),
Martin proceeds to bemoan the likelihood that “this book will give the forgers plenty of
models”. He then singles out, without naming names, a Persian artist who, sometime
after , had begun to work for the “dealers of Teheran, Constantinople and Paris”,
and who, together with many pupils, every month executed hundreds of miniatures that
were then passed off and collected as authentic works of art. Martin himself was once almost
taken in by these forgeries, and was close to buying a copy, in the form of a black-and-white
sketch, of a miniature in the Musée des Arts Décoratifs (MAD), Paris, reproduced in the second
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volume of his publication.1 The MADminiature that Martin cites is, of course, none other than
the celebrated composition of “Humay and Humayun in a garden” (Figure ), acquired by the
Paris museum in  and to this day widely regarded as a masterpiece of Timurid painting.2

It has long been recognised, and now reconfirmed as a result of rigorous art historical and
technical investigations of its structure and composition undertaken in Paris, that the scene
illustrates a poem by Khwaju Kirmani recounting the passion of Humay, a prince of Syria,
for Humayun, daughter of the emperor of China.3 Towards the beginning of the narrative,
Humay has a vision in which he sees Humayun in a beautiful garden and falls under her
spell. Three verses of Humay’s dream rhapsody are included in the text panel on the
upper section of the painting’s landscape. As we now also know, thanks to recent in-depth
study, these verses were written on the same paper substrate as the painting. A related point
of interest is that the composition and verses once formed the recto of a manuscript folio,
with the Khwaju Kirmani text continuing on the verso. The illuminated rubrics surrounding
the painting on three sides, however, come from certain other sections of the Humay and
Humayun story and presumably from the same Khwaju Kirmani manuscript to which the
Paris miniature once belonged. The two vertical panels on the right side and the pair of hori-
zontal ones immediately above the poetic verses are affixed directly onto the painted surface

1F. R. Martin, The Miniature Paintings and Painters of Persia, India and Turkey (London, ), Vol. , pp. –
; Vol. , pl. . For Martin, see David J. Roxburgh, ‘Disorderly conduct?: F. R. Martin and the Bahram Mirza
Album’, Muqarnas  (), pp. –. For more pointed comments, see Robert Hillenbrand, ‘Western scholar-
ship on Persian painting before : collectors, exhibitions and Franco-German rivalry’, in After One Hundred
Years: The  Exhibition “Meisterwerke muhammedanischer Kunst” Reconsidered, (eds) A. Lermer and A. Shalem
(Leiden and Boston, ), pp. –, –, –.

2The painting was first published in Gaston Migeon, Manuel d’art musulman. II. Les arts plastiques et industriels
(Paris, ), fig. , and subsequently in Frederich Sarre and Frederick Robert Martin, Meisterwerke muhammeda-
nischer Kunst (München, ), Vol. , pl. ; Martin, Miniature Paintings and Painters, Vol. , pl. ; Ernst Kühnel,
Miniaturmalerie im islamsichen Orient (Berlin, ), pp. ,  and pl. ; Laurence Binyon, J. V. S. Wilkinson and
Basil Gray, Persian Miniature Painting (London, ), cat. no.  and colour pl. XLI. The  Dover paperback
edition of this monumental exhibition catalogue also reproduces a detail of the painting on its cover. More recent
discussions include Thomas W. Lentz and Glenn D. Lowry, Timur and the Princely Vision: Persian Art and Culture in
the Fifteenth Century (Los Angeles, ), cat. no. , where the painting is tentatively identified as coming from an
anthology made for Prince Baysunghur, reproduced in full on p.  and in detail on both front and back covers;
B. W. Robinson, ‘“Zenith of his time”: The painter Pir Ahmad Baghshimali’, in Persian Masters: Five Centuries of
Painting, (ed.) S. Canby (Bombay, ), p.  (with a tentative attribution to Pir Ahmad Baghshimali, circa
, under the patronage of Sultan Ahmad Jalayr); Thomas W. Lentz, ‘Changing worlds: Bihzad and the new
painting’, in Persian Masters, (ed.) Canby, fig. ; Eleanor Sims, Peerless Images: Persian Painting and its Sources (New
Haven and London, ), pp. –, cat. no. ; Rémi Labrusse, Purs Décors? Arts de l’Islam, regards du XIXe
siècle. Collections des Arts Décoratifs (Paris, ), pp. ,  and cat.  (once again identified as possibly from a
Baysunghur anthology); A. T. Adamova, Medieval Persian Painting: The Evolution of an Artistic Vision (New York,
), pp. – and fig.  (with the caption identifying the painting’s origin as Baghdad(?), late fourteenth cen-
tury); Oleg Grabar, Masterpieces of Islamic Art: The Decorated Page from the th to the th Century (Munich, Berlin,
London and New York, ), pl. ; Marzieh Toraji, ‘The conceptual status of poetry in the illustrations of
Khwaju Kirmani’, International Journal of Arts and Commerce . (January ), pp. – (where the painting is dis-
cussed as if it belonged to the famous Khwaju Kirmani manuscript dated / in London [British Library Add.
]); Eleanor Sims, ‘The Timurid book: golshan-e naqsh-o tazib—A garden of painting and illumination’, in
The Idea of Iran. Vol. : The Timurid Century, (ed.) C. Melville (London, ), pp. –.

3For a helpful synopsis of and commentary on the poem, see Teresa Fitzherbert, ‘Khwaj̄ū Kirman̄i (–/
–): An eminence grise of fourteenth century Persian painting’, Iran  (), pp. , . The recent
research on the Paris painting (. x  cm) was presented in a detailed lecture by Charlotte Maury and Laurence
Clivet at the Louvre on  October : ‘Nouveau regard sur un chef d’oeuvre de la peinture persane: Humay et
Humayn, ou la vision inspiré du rêve d’un prince’: https://www.louvre.fr/nouveau-regard-sur-un-chef-d-oeuvre-
de-la-peinture-persane-humay-et-humayun (accessed  May ). I am grateful to Eleanor Sims for bringing this
important presentation to my attention, and for sharing her own most recent and insightful discussion (see note ) in
advance of publication.

Marianna Shreve Simpson
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Figure . “Humay and Humayun in a garden”, Iran, circa . Source: Musée du Louvre, Paris
(deposited from Musée des Arts Décoratifs, n°AD ). © Musée du Louvre, dist. RMN—Grand

Palais/Raphaël Chipault.
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and so cover part of the composition. The bands of three horizontal panels at the top and
bottom are pasted onto the cardboard sheet on which the painted folio is mounted.4

To return to Martin and the conclusion to his querulous commentary on duplicitous art-
istic practices: “Forgers have bought all the photographs which were taken of the miniatures
at the Munich exhibition which they will doubtless utilize in the preparation of more speci-
mens of their fraudulent work.”5 Here he is referring to the photography campaign that
took place during the large, ground-breaking exhibition of Islamic art held in Munich in
, which included the Humay and Humayun painting from Paris. In addition to provid-
ing reproductions for newspaper and journal reviews at the time of the Munich show and for
the three-volume post-exhibition catalogue published by Sarre and Martin in , these
photographs were sold at the exhibition itself.6 While the idea behind the immediate avail-
ability and subsequent publication of such images was to promote the historical and aesthetic
significance of Persian art and further its public reception, the unintended consequence may
have been, as Martin predicted, to serve the particular interests of dealers and the artists in
their employ. That those engaged during the early decades of the twentieth century in
the production of, and trade in, “classical” Persian painting took advantage of the invaluable
resource presented by the Munich photographs, as well as by the reproductions in Martin’s
book and other publications of the period, is suggested by a version of the iconic Humay and
Humayun painting found today in Philadelphia (Figure ).
In March  the Philadelphia bibliophile and collector John Frederick Lewis acquired a

deluxe manuscript of the Kulliyat of Sa’di, said to date from the mid-sixteenth century, at a
New York auction of works from the Hagop Kevorkian collection.7 The sales catalogue
entry specified the volume’s contents, including illuminated ‘unwans at the start of Sa’di’s
individual poems and  miniature paintings, with one identified as “Homay visiting
Homayoun, the garden-scene of the palace”.8 Interestingly, the entry did not reveal that
much of the manuscript’s illumination and all of its paintings were additions to the original
production. This presumed oversight was partly corrected ten years later in the catalogue,
compiled by Muhammed A. Simsar, of Lewis’s “Oriental” manuscripts, by then in the
Free Library of Philadelphia. Besides observing that the double-page pictorial frontispiece
and finispiece in the Sa’di volume were painted later, Simsar observed in a footnote that
the scene of Humay and Humayun was “similar in its style of portraiture to the well-known
painting at the Musée des Arts Décoratifs, Paris”.9 He does not, however, draw any inference
as to the nature of that similarity or how it came about.

4It is this mounting and the illumination that have long given the painting the appearance of an album page.
To reiterate, the details about the painting’s composite structure given here are based on the  presentation at the
Louvre by Maury and Clivet (see note ).

5Martin, Miniature Paintings and Painters, Vol. , p. .
6Eva-Maria Troelenberg, ‘Framing the artwork: Munich  and the image of Islamic art’, in After One

Hundred Years: The  Exhibition “Meisterwerke muhammedanischer Kunst” Reconsidered, (eds) A. Lermer and
A. Shalem (Leiden and Boston, ), pp. –.

7The H. Kevorkian Collection of Near and Far Eastern Art. Sale , New York, Anderson Galleries, March–
April , lot . Lewis paid $, for this manuscript, now part of the John Frederick Lewis collection of
Oriental manuscripts in the Free Library of Philadelphia, ms. O .

8Lewis ms. O , folio b; . x . cm (folio), . x . cm (painting with rulings).
9Muhammed A. Simsar, Oriental Manuscripts of the John Frederick Lewis Collection in the Free Library of Philadelphia

(Philadelphia, ), cat. no. . and pl. XXIII. He supported this apt observation with citations of the MAD paint-
ing in Kühnel, Miniaturmalerei, pl. , and Binyon, Wilkinson and Gray, Persian Miniature Painting, cat. no.  and
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Figure . “Humay and Humayun in a garden”, early twentieth century. Source: Free Library of
Philadelphia, Rare Book Department, Lewis O., folio b of a Kulliyat of Sa’di.

colour pl. XLI. (See note  above.) In a short review of the Simsar catalogue, Wilkinson also drew attention to the
similarity between the paintings of Humay and Humayun in Paris and Philadelphia: J. V. S. Wilkinson, ‘Oriental
manuscripts of the John Frederick Lewis Collection in the Free Library of Philadelphia. A descriptive catalogue’,
Burlington Magazine . (May ), p. , again without further comment. The double page frontispiece in
Lewis O., folios b–a is identified in Simsar as “A scene of entertainment in the courtyard of the palace”,
and in the  Kevorkian catalogue as “Wedding party” and “King on the throne attended by princes of the
royal blood”. The scene may now be identified as “Dervishes dancing outside Sa’di’s tomb” (folio b) and “A
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The general layout of the Free Library of Philadelphia manuscript is comparable to other
volumes of Sa’di’s Kulliyat, particularly those from Shiraz during the second half of the six-
teenth century (Figure ).10 Each page features two written surfaces: one in the centre (or,
actually, off-centre, as in traditional Islamic manuscripts) containing  horizontal lines of
text, surrounded on three sides by another zone (more precisely, a marginal column),
with  shorter lines altogether written on the diagonal in two complementary directions.
The change in the lines’ direction is marked by a large illuminated equilateral triangle in the
middle of the secondary zone; smaller right-angled illuminated triangles set off the inner or
gutter corners. Both text areas are regularly punctuated with illuminated rubric panels. The
start of each section of the Sa’di text is signalled by an illuminated title-piece, with facing
pages of text in illuminated contour or cloud panels. Although the treatment of the illumin-
ation, with small, colourful buds and blossoms on a gold ground, is certainly comparable to
that of sixteenth-century Shiraz, closer inspection reveals that much has been reworked.
Indeed, the manuscript as a whole has experienced a great deal of decorative enhancement,
including the addition of blue and gold floral sprays, pink page markers, and blue outer rul-
ing lines in the margins, many of which are formed of replacement paper.
The extent of the manuscript’s refurbishment is particularly apparent in the  miniatures,

which are rendered in an awkward and heavy-handed manner (more manner than style)
with a very thick application of pigment. The thickness of the paint layer was evidently
intended to disguise the fact that various paintings were executed over written and illumi-
nated pages. It is still possible, however, to make out parts of words underneath the painted
surface (folio b) and even remnants of illumination incorporated into a composition
(folio b) (Figure ). In other instances, paintings were rendered on originally blank
pages that fell between the end of one section of the Sa’di text and the beginning of another.
Such is the case of the Humay and Humayun scene (folio b), which appears on the verso
side of the page that ends the poet’s Arabic qasidas (folio a) and facing the recto page that
begins the Persian qasidas (folio a) (Figure ).
While there is no doubt that the Philadelphia painting is a copy of some form of repro-

duction of the Humay and Humayun painting in Paris that was available before the Kevor-
kian sale of —either as a published reproduction or a photographic print from the 
Munich exhibition—it seems doubtful that the copyist was trying to make an exact dupli-
cate. In fact, the Philadelphia picture deviates in a variety of noticeable ways, both large and
small, from the Paris original. The most striking difference is in the overall stiffness and
blockiness of the four figures and the elements of their landscape setting. Whereas the
Paris figures, flowering plants, and trees epitomise the grace, charm, and delicacy of the
courtly Timurid style, their Philadelphia counterparts are stolid, spiritless, and far from the
“paradise on earth” envisioned in Humay’s dream. Similarly, the Philadelphia palette is

gathering at a subterranean pool near Sa’di’s tomb” (folio a). For other examples of these scenes, see Lâle Uluç,
Turkman Governors, Shiraz Artisans and Ottoman Collectors: Sixteenth Century Shiraz Manuscript (Istanbul, ),
pp. – and figs. –.

10For instance, Walters Art Museum, W.: http://www.thedigitalwalters.org/Data/WaltersManuscripts/
html/W (accessed  May ). See also Uluç, Turkman Governors, figs. –, , . The same format
was also used for copies of other poetic texts in Shiraz manuscripts during the second half of the sixteenth century,
following earlier practices. See again Uluç, Turkman Governors, figs. , .
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flat and dull, and lacks the translucency and sheen of the Paris palette.11 The overall effect of
the Paris painting is at once intense and joyful; by contrast, the Philadelphia version is devoid
of life. As for compositional particulars: a section of the garden fence or balustrade panel at
the left of the Paris scene has been removed, resulting in a compression of the painting’s rela-
tive width, and the gold panels under the scalloped arches have been replaced by a tile pat-
tern in light brown on a white ground. The rectangular fountain or water basin at the left,
which in the Paris painting debouches through two gold faucets into the upper stream, has
lost its original function and now looks something like a garden planter. The stream itself
lacks the eddies and flows of the Paris original, while its mate in the bottom edge has
been removed altogether. Even more evident is the disappearance of the three Khwaju Kir-
mani verses from the picture plane; in the Philadelphia version these have been replaced by
two panels of light grey tiles and by the extended branches of the flowering tree that grows
“behind” the text block in the Paris painting.12 Furthermore, the number of illuminated
rubrics pasted onto and around the Timurid miniature, and painted as part of the surface

Figure . Kulliyat of Sa’di, Iran, Shiraz, second half of the sixteenth century, with early twentieth-
century modifications. Source: Free Library of Philadelphia, Rare Book Department, Lewis O..

11This qualitative difference may be due to the use of synthetic pigments for the Philadelphia painting, and/or
the absence of traditional burnishing.

12It is possible, of course, that the painter of the Philadelphia composition omitted the Khwaju Kirmani verses
precisely because they do not belong to any of Sa’di’s poems.
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of the Philadelphia scene, have been pared down, with two eliminated from the top centre
and top left and the vertical one from the lower right side.
The central rubric at the bottom provides two other—perhaps the most tell-tale—

indicators that the artist responsible for the Philadelphia painting was trying to mask any con-
nection with the Paris original. As is today well documented, the Musée des Arts Décoratifs

Figure . “Mosque scene”, early twentieth century. Source: Free Library of Philadelphia, Rare Book
Department, Lewis O., folio b of a Kulliyat of Sa’di.
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purchased its beautiful Humay and Humayun composition from Nicolas-Alexis Jaroszinski, a
naturalised French citizen of Polish origin, who served as an interpreter at the French
embassy in Constantinople/Istanbul from –.13 During that time, Jaroszinski also
occasionally served as an intermediary between Istanbul notables and the museum. The
Polish-French official returned to Paris in failing health and on  May  sold his mini-
ature to the museum. The painting was then marked with an inventory or accession number
“A. No. ” in the left-hand corner of the central rubric, with the “A” standing for Achat
or purchase. This mark was clearly visible in all the early twentieth-century reproductions of
the painting and remains so today. Its omission from the Philadelphia copy was surely inten-
tional, so as not to reveal the composition as a copy of a work in a recognisable museum
collection. The Philadelphia painting also lacks a second sign of institutional ownership
found on the Paris miniature, namely the small oval seal enclosing the letters A.D., meaning

Figure . “Humay and Humayun in a garden” and the beginning of Sa’di’s qasidas, early twentieth
century. Source: Free Library of Philadelphia, Rare Book Department, Lewis O., folios b–a.

13Labrusse, Purs Décors?, cat. no.  and pp. ,  and . At the time of this purchase the museum was
called the Union central des Arts Décoratifs or Ucad. In  the painting was transferred to the Musée du Louvre,
along with the rest of the Musée des Arts Décoratifs’ Islamic collection. See Sophie Makariou (ed.), Islamic Art at the
Musée du Louvre (Paris, ), pp. –.
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Arts Décoratifs, impressed just above the corner of the lower-left illuminated rubric and
partly over a flowering plant with orange blossoms.14

Such efforts at obfuscation were not unique, however, to the Philadelphia copy of the
Paris painting. When Jaroszinki sold the painting in Paris, it already had been mounted
and “framed” with illuminated rubrics from a Khwaju Kirmani manuscript—in other
words, transformed from a book illustration into something resembling an album painting.
Jaroszinski’s own source has yet to be verified, but given that he worked in a diplomatic
capacity in Istanbul, it is fair to assume that the painting came from the Ottoman court col-
lections. Two decades later, when F. R. Martin served at the Swedish embassy in Istanbul, he
too took advantage of his diplomatic status and the evidently favourable circumstances at
court to “mine” the Ottoman holdings. One of his acquisitions was the “Portrait of Sultan
Husayn Mirza” ascribed to Bihzad. Interestingly, the mount on which this painting, now
known to have come from the Bahram Mirza album (Topkapi Palace Museum, H. ),
is affixed includes an illuminated rubric from the same Khwaju Kirmani manuscript from
which the Humay and Humayun painting and its pasted-on illuminations were removed.15

It is tempting to imagine that Martin got his hands on the very same—and by then
mutilated—Khwaju Kirmani manuscript to which the Humay and Humayun miniature
once belonged and cut out another rubric to decorate the mount for Sultan Husayn Mirza’s
portrait.
While a notable bibliophile and avid collector of Islamic codices, John Frederick Lewis

did not necessarily follow the scholarly literature in the Islamic manuscript field, and it
seems unlikely that he would have been familiar with the Timurid painting of Humay
and Humayun, as reproduced in the publications by Migeon (), Martin (), Sarre
and Martin (), and Kühnel ().16 On the other hand, Hagop Kevorkian, the previ-
ous owner of the Sa’di manuscript in Philadelphia, certainly would have known of those
early reproductions, and doubtless also the original painting itself as exhibited and photo-
graphed in  since he himself lent it to the Munich show. It is even possible, following
Martin’s derogatory comment about dealers inMiniature Painting and Painters, that Kevorkian
commissioned the paintings for the Kulliyat volume that he sold in New York in , on
the doubtlessly correct assumption that a potential American buyer, such as Lewis, might be

14Although easy enough to spot in recent colour images of the Paris miniature, the seal is next to impossible to
make out in Migeon, Manuel d’art musulman. II, fig. , the painting’s earliest published reproduction, although it is
visible in Martin, Miniature Paintings and Painters, Vol. , pl. . The same seal also appears in Migeon, Manuel d’art
musulman. II, figs. – and ; these reproductions apparently came from a set of photos of album paintings and
drawings in the Topkapi Saray belonging to the library of the Musée des Arts Décoratifs, referred to by Martin,
Miniature Paintings and Painters, Vol. , p. , and more recently in Tatjana Kardos and Iván Szántó, ‘The Dániel
Szilágyi collection of photographs’, in Artisans at the Crossroads: Persian Arts of the Qajar Period (–), (eds)
B. Kelényi and I.Szántó (Budapest, ), pp. –. Roxburgh, ‘Disorderly conduct?’, note  identifies
“A.D.” as a photographer’s initials, but it is now clear, from reproductions in Labrusse, Purs Décors?, p. , fig.
 and p. , fig. , that “A.D.” stands for Arts Décoratifs.

15Harvard University Museums, .. For the rubric’s identification, see Roxburgh, ‘Disorderly conduct?’,
p.  and notes , , citing, inter alia, Marianna Shreve Simpson, Arab and Persian Painting in the Fogg Art Museum
(Cambridge, MA, ), cat. no. , which, however, gives an incorrect rubric identification.

16See above, note .
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able to distinguish between a silk purse and a sow’s ear, but not between classical and
modern production in Persian painting.17

MARIANNA SHREVE SIMPSON

Schoenberg Institute for Manuscript Studies, University of Pennsylvania
shrevesimpson@gmail.com

17For other Lewis acquisitions that have turned out to be different than what they purported to be at the time of
their purchase, see Marianna Shreve Simpson, ‘Mostly modern miniatures: Classical Persian painting in the early
twentieth century’, Muqarnas  () pp. –. In addition, this article includes discussion of a sixteenth-
century manuscript of Sa’di’s Bustan that, like the Lewis Sa’di, was formerly owned by Hagop Kevorkian and is
now in the Doris Duke Foundation of Islamic Art, Shangri La, Honolulu (.). The four paintings in this volume
were by an early twentieth-century artist who signed himself “Turabasi Bek Khorasani”. For a different opinion of
the origin of the Honolulu paintings, see Abolala Soudavar, Reassessing Early Safavid Art and History: Thirty-Five Years
after Dickson and Welch  (Houston, ), pp. –. Finally, my thanks to Charlotte Maury for advising me
about another copy of the Paris Humay and Humayun painting, mounted as the recto of an album page with deco-
rated margins, in the collection of the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford (EA.): http://jameelcentre.ashmolean.
org/object/EA. (accessed  May ). This version, which the museum dates to the nineteenth to mid-
twentieth centuries, includes neither the Khwaju Kirmani verses nor the illuminated rubrics on the Paris folio, and
so is yet another step distant from its original artistic source.
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