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HE COURT OF HOLY ROMAN EMPEROR
TRudolf IT produced nothing more amazing
than the Mira calligraphiae monumenta, a brilliant
demonstration of two arts—calligraphy and miniature
painting. The project began when Rudolf’s predecessor
commissioned the master calligrapher, Georg Bocskay, to
create 2 model book of calligraphy. A preeminent scribe,
Bocskay assembled a vast selection of contemporary and
historic scripts. Many were intended not for practical use
but for virtuosic display. Years later, at Rudolf’s behest,
court artist Joris Hoefnagel filled the spaces on each
manuscript page with images of fruit, flowers, insects,
and other natural minutiae. The combination of word
and image is rare and, on its tiny scale, constitutes one of
the marvels of the Central European Renaissance.

The manuscript is now in the manuscripts collection
of the J. Paul Getty Museum. A selection of forty-one
of its pages is presented here as testimony to the artistic
imagination and skill of its creators. A nother volume
reproduces a similar number of pages from Hoefnagel’s

Abecedarium, bound in the same codex.
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Introduction

HE miniatures reproduced here are from one of the most
Tprccious books of the European Renaissance, the Mira
calligraphiae monumenta (the Model Book of Calligraphy) of Rudolf II.

It is the work of two people who never actually met, and its origins
are curious and complex.

In 1561-62 the master calligrapher Georg Bocskay, imperial
secretary to the Holy Roman Emperor Ferdinand I, created a Model
Book of Calligraphy, consisting of 128 folios and demonstrating a
vast selection of contemporary and historical scripts. It was intended
as proof of his own pre-eminence among scribes and was a work of
exceptional visual splendor, being written on the finest white vellum
and lavishly embellished with gold and silver. Bocskay was born in
Croatia, then part of Hungary. Clearly an outstandingly gifted master
of his art, he was a valued, and highly paid, member of the Imperial
court at Vienna, where he was described as ‘scribe,” ‘secretary’ and
‘court historian” and where his Model Book of Calligraphy was written.
He also served Ferdinand’s successor Maximilian II, and died
in 1575.

More than fifteen years after Bocskay’s death, Ferdinand I’s
grandson, Emperor Rudolf II, commissioned Europe’s last great
illuminator, Joris Hoefnagel (1542—21601), to illustrate the
calligrapher’s work. Hoefnagel was a man of immense learning and
devised an ingenious figural response to Bocskay’s scripts.
Marshalling all the resources of pictorial illusionism, he sought to
demonstrate the superior power of images over written words. His
illuminations present a world of flowers, insects, fruit, small animals,
and other forms of natural minutiae as extensive in its own way as

Bocskay’s collection of scripts.



The courts of Rudolf and his father, Maximilian II, were among
the principal centers of sixteenth-century botany. A number of
prominent Netherlandish botanists, like Carolus Clusius and
Rembert Dodoens, were at one time employed by him. Both
Maximilian and Rudolf built gardens in which to cultivate botanical
rarities, including those in the grounds of the imperial court in
Prague. It is perhaps in this context that one should view the exquisite
illuminations of plants and animals found in Rudolf’s Mira
calligraphiae monumenta.

It is clear that in his illuminations for the book Hoefnagel’s
project is part of the much more general attempt at court to amass and
array knowledge, and particularly knowledge about the natural
world. Emperor Rudolf IT founded the vast and renowned collections
which were housed at the imperial castle in Prague. Chief among
these collections were the picture gallery — which contained such
masterpieces as Correggio’s series of paintings representing the loves of
the gods and Albrecht Diirer’s Madonna of the Rosary — and the so-
called Kunstkammer, an encyclopedic assortment of natural specimens,
fossils, bones, minerals, scientific instruments, sculpture, goldsmith’s
work, illustrated manuscripts, jewels and other objects. The
Kunstkammer was intended to represent the contents of the entire world
divided according to the categories of artifice and nature. In all
likelihood, Bocskay and Hoefnagel’s manuscript was housed there.

In the production of an illuminated manuscript, it was quite
normal for the writing and the illuminations to be carried out by
different people and for the writing to precede the illustrations. This
division of labor contributed to the evolution of the manuscript page
into a dynamic, compelling field from which image and text alike
actively reached out to the viewer in an effort to communicate.

However, the Mira calligraphiae monumenta marks something of a
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watershed in the traditional relation between the two elements, by
constructing an explicit competition between them. Hoefnagel’s
decorative programme in effect transformed Bocskay’s original
manuscript into a visual paragone, a kind of debate arguing the
superiority of one art form over another. Such debates were closely
associated with the rise of the visual arts — painting in particular —
from craft to liberal art status during the Renaissance. Michelangelo,
for example, wrote a famous letter asserting sculpture’s supremacy
over painting. Among Renaissance paragoni, however, Hoefnagel’s is
unique, insofar as it is the first extensive work to explore the relation of
painting to writing.

Bocskay could not have anticipated the decorative program
Hoefnagel devised. The illuminator’s program hinged on the pre
existence of the script and his own capacity to formulate a witty and
often satirical figural response to it. His illuminations consist of a
diverse assemblage of natural specimens united by their small size.
Most prominent among these multifarious objects are flowers,
especially the many colorful bulb-grown ornamentals such as the
tulip (fols. 23, $1), anemone (fols. 13, 30), various lilies (fols. 43, 92),
fritillary (fol. 47), and daffodil (fol. 12). A number of these, as well
as other botanical specimens including the tomato (fol. 102), were
considered rarities, having only recently been imported to Northern
and Central Europe from the Levant, the New World, Andalusia,
and elsewhere. Also represented in the manuscript is a vast range of
native species such as the periwinkle (fol. 1), stock (fol. 5), rose (fols.
10, 15), columbine (fols. 12, 28), violet (fol. 20), and pansy (fol. 18).
Hoefnagel demonstrated great sophistication as a botanist both in the
sheer number of genera represented and in the presentation of ranges
of species of given plants. His focus on flowers reflects the waning of

the tradition of medieval herbals, in which plants were valued



principally for medicinal or other utilitarian purposes, in favor of an
aesthetic and natural historical appreciation of plants, which placed
emphasis on the beautiful and the rare. This formalistic and visually
oriented interest in natural variety for its own sake was a manifestation
of the larger effort to collect and classify all of nature’s production that
dominated sixteenth-century natural history.

The Model Book of Calligraphy stands at an art historical
crossroad. It constitutes one of the last important monuments in the
grand tradition of medieval European manuscript illumination. In
addition to its meticulous studies of flora and fauna, it points directly
to the emergence of floral still life painting, an essentially new artistic
genre of the seventeenth century, whose early centers of production
and collecting were the Netherlands and the court of Rudolf I at
Prague. Bocskay’s achievement bears an analogous relationship to the
history of Western writing. Produced at a time when printed books
had almost totally replaced manuscripts, it celebrates the function of
the handwritten book as the principal preserver and disseminator of
knowledge while also showing the concern with self-expression that

would dominate the uses of script from the sixteenth century on.

Captions to the plates on p. 57 ff.
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The Model Book of Calligraphy

THE WRITING

In order to understand Bocskay’s Model Book of Calligraphy it is
necessary to grasp the basic chronology of the emergence of
calligraphy, or writing as a fine art, during the sixteenth century.
One of the decisive factors in this chronology was the rise of printing,
which displaced writing as the primary means of transmitting
information.

Before printing arrived in Europe, writing emphasized the
preservation of knowledge over its dissemination. Executed on vellum
and often embellished with costly gold and silver, writing assumed
great palpability and permanence. This was also expressed by the
letter forms themselves, ranging from Carolingian minuscule
(a classically based, upright, rounded lower-case script), with each
individual letter carefully formed and separated from the next, to
textura (upright, closely packed, Gothic blackletter), the thick, dark
strokes of which lent words a physical presence on the page. Printing
helped to transform the function of the written word. No longer
required to serve as the material embodiment of the text, script evolved
into a vehicle for self-expression, deriving its vitality from the hand
of the calligrapher.

Also crucial to this development was the spread of writing,
which ceased to be regarded primarily as the province of trained
scribes and came to be valued as an essential humanistic
accomplishment. Just as an educated person was expected to be
conversant in many languages, so he or she was required to have
mastery over a corresponding number of script forms. Dominant
among these was italic, or chancery, script. Rising to prominence
during the late fifteenth century in Italy, where it became the favored
script of the papal chancery in Rome, italic was based on the clear,
upright, round script known as humanist anfigua, which, when
written quickly, became slanted, attenuated, and cursive. Italic
effected the still uncontested wedding of Western handwriting to
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line. The kind of line required by italic emphasized dynamism.
Writing thus came to constitute the trace of the hand in motion
and in so doing, imparted a new sense of life to the written page.
Promoting the concept of unique selfhood which lay at the core of
the humanistic movement, italic derived authority by evoking the
living presence of the writer, accomplishing this by stressing the act
of writing. To this end, it was of paramount importance that italic
script appear spontaneous and fresh.

In a curious turn of events, printing further contributed to the
emergence of writing as an art form, since it was principally through
the publication of model books that scribes became widely recognized
as distinctive personalities. Notable early contributions came from
Tagliente, Arrighi and Palatino.

Georg Bocskay, in Mira calligraphiae monumenta, set out to
assemble an enormous collection of scripts and to display unparalleled
technical wizardry. Pedagogy plays no role in Bocskay’s Model Book,
which is intended solely as a display piece. The script forms are
disposed to no overarching order, thus underscoring the fact that the
samples are not meant primarily to be read but to be appreciated
visually. Most of the texts are prayers, canticles, and psalms, but they
also include imperial briefs and other forms of correspondence. The
predominant type of script is italic. One finds a range of classic italic
hands (fols. 12, 18, 94) that are also furnished with an assortment of
initials extending from florid examples written in gold to unadorned
Roman capitals. Complementing such correct, restrained
demonstrations of italic is the repertoire of flamboyant exhibition
scripts to which italic gave rise. Satirizing the stress on linear
continuity are the “cut letters” (lettere tagliate), in which the upper and
lower halves of a line of script seem to be cut loose from one another
(fol. 43). Backwards slant, a transgression in italic as it is normally
written, becomes a source of amusement (fol. 65).

Second in number to italic in Bocskay’s Model Book are the
various forms of rotunda (Italian Gothic) and antiqua (a classicizing
humanist script based on Carolingian minuscule) (fols. 5, 6). These
tend to be among the most sumptuous calligraphic specimens; the
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interstices between the lines of script are often filled with dense
running vines in black, gold, and silver. Also common is an outlined
rotunda known as “traced letters” (fol. 1), which are sometimes
painted with dots of gold and blue (fol. 81).

The flowering of writing during the sixteenth century was
fueled not only by the cultural idealism of the Renaissance humanists
but also by the growing bureaucratic substructure in Europe, which
required the services of ever larger numbers of secretaries. While italic
became the principal secretarial hand in many countries, Gothic
blackletter, which evolved into Fraktur, and Gothic chancery cursive
remained dominant in Germany and the Holy Roman Empire,
where they were also featured in writing manuals. As would be
expected of a model book made for the emperor by an imperial scribe,
Bocskay’s codex contains a wide selection of Gothic scripts. Indeed,
such a thoroughgoing synthesis of the traditions of Germanic and
Italic writing manuals was achieved by no other scribe of the century.

A mong the most impressive and numerous samples of Fraktur
are those from imperial briefs. Folios 85 and 86, which contain
salutations to Ferdinand I’s brother, Emperor Charles V
(r. 1519-56), represent two of the manuscript’s imposing black
folios. Instead of vellum, they are paper, which was painted white,
after which the letters appear to have been drawn in a clear substance
resistive of the black ink wash applied over them. Another
accomplished demonstration of Germanic Gothic scripts is folio 112,
a salutation from Charles V, which features magnificent swashed
capitals composed of multiple strokes ending in extended flourishes.

Bocskay further substantiated his implicit claim to universal
mastery of his art by a succession of historical, invented, and
exhibition hands. Continuing a practice initiated by Tagliente of
presenting ancient non-Roman scripts, Bocskay included samples of
Greek and Hebrew (fols. 69, 70). Many of the scripts appear to be
hybrids, such as that on folio 21, whose thick, black serifs and
flourishes appear to have been inspired by mercantile hands.

Exhibition hands other than those already mentioned include
mirror writing (fol. 66); a calligram, or text picture whose shape or
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layout is determined by its subject (fol. 15); diminishing writing
(fol. 106); and micrography, writing too small to be read with the
naked eye (fol. 118). Displaying script at its greatest remove from
conventional writing, exhibition hands epitomize the drive for
virtuosity that dominated calligraphy by the end of the sixteenth
century. This focus on virtuosity is in turn the most obvious
manifestation of the effort to elevate writing to the status of a fine art
that scribes appear to have undertaken in imitation of Renaissance
visual artists.

THE [LLUMINATIONS

Hoefnagel’s illuminations for Bocskay’s Model Book are among his
latest works, probably done during the second half of the 1590s. The
seamless integration of script and image belies the more than thirty-
year hiatus separating the two phases of production, and the question
of whether the manuscript was originally intended to be illuminated
is not easily answered. Bocskay’s tendency to inscribe a folio with a
single text positioned on the upper portion of the page surface gives
the impression that he purposely left space for illuminations. This free
space at the bottom of the page, however, is frequently interrupted by
descenders or flourishes, pointing to the likelthood that the
calligrapher found it aesthetically advantageous to leave copious
blank space around his often expansive calligraphic samples. This,
coupled with the folios preponderantly given over to calligraphy such
as fol. s, casts further doubt on the likelihood that Bocskay’s Model
Book was originally planned to contain extensive figural
embellishment.

Although flowers appear in Hoefnagel’s earlier works, they
became a major feature of his euvre during the 1590s. His increasingly
artistic treatment of Aowers coincided with his move in 1591 to
Frankfurt, where he joined a circle of Netherlandish expatriate artists
and intellectuals which included the greatest of all Renaissance
botanists, Carolus Clusius. The courts of Rudolf I and his father,
Maximilian II, were also among the principal centers of sixteenth-
century botany.

52

The earliest florilegia (illustrated books of flowers) were
published during the late sixteenth century in response to this
burgeoning interest in floriculture. Unlike the botanical encyclopedia
of which it was an outgrowth, the florilegium eschewed text, with the
occasional exception of nomenclature. Besides offering visual
delectation, such books often served ancillary purposes. The earliest
printed florilegium, that of A driaen Collaert, published in A ntwerp
around 1590, has small, generalized illustrations and might have been
used as a pattern book for embroidery. Florilegia also advertised the
wares of flower dealers like Emanuel Sweerts, whose volume, which
appeared in 1612, is one of several major florilegia published in
Frankfurt. Sweerts, a former prefect of the imperial gardens in Prague,
dedicated his florilegium to Emperor Rudolf IT, whom he described
as “the greatest, most enthusiastic admirer” of flowers in the world.
As is clearly indicated by Sweerts’s publication, perishable lowers
had come to be regarded as precious objects and hence as emblems of
princely splendor.

Besides flowers, Hoefnagel depicted a host of other naturalia such
as shells, insects, fruits, nuts, and small animals. These otherwise
disparate specimens are uniformly minute, a quality that immediately
invites close visual scrutiny. Such scrutiny is facilitated by the manner
in which the specimens were painted. In the first place, all of them are
brightly illuminated and vividly colored. Hoefnagel’s images do not
permit superficial scanning but rather draw the eye ineluctably to
detail and ultimately into nature’s recesses: to look is to participate in
the artist’s own process of visual investigation.

Hoefnagel’s project can be connected with the much more
generalized attempt to amass and array natural knowledge found in
the Rudolfine Kunstkammer, with its display of bones, shells, nuts,
fossils, and other natural specimens. His manuscript would have
supplemented this extensive, if haphazard, collection just as the
other compendia of hand-painted natural history illustrations kept
in the Kunstkammer would have. Hoefnagel’s images not only collect
and classify nature; they also investigate its underlying structure.

A ccordingly, the surfaces of natural elements are consistently peeled
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away to reveal their hidden internal fabrics in minuscule detail.
Hoefnagel rediscovered the latent strangeness of quotidian objects
such as a walnut (fol. 74), which displays its contents as if revealing
occult secrets. Pears and other familiar fruits shown from odd angles
(fols. 43, s1) take on an aura of the exceptional. Such commonplaces
made to seem extraordinary appear alongside true aberrations and
exotica such as a rhinoceros beetle (fol. 43). To peruse Hoefnagel’s
imagery is to embark on an optical voyage into uncharted terrain.

The central problem occupying manuscript illuminators from
the early fifteenth century on was the tension between the two-
dimensional page and the three-dimensional image, which intensified
as manuscript illumination became increasingly spatial in imitation of
large-scale painting. The page surface was thus called on to serve two
functions simultaneously: as a planar support for writing and as a
picture frame opening into depth. The structure thus created was
weighted in favor of the script, which remained the focal point,
with the narrative receding behind it and the border illuminations
surrounding it. This structure was emphasized by the usual
procedure of first inscribing and then illuminating a manuscript,

a practice that in essence required that the imagery accommodate
itself to the writing. Due to these and other factors, imagery grew
increasingly competitive with script, occupying a growing
proportion of the page in relation to it but at the same time never
actually questioning its priority.

Until Hoefnagel, that is — for in the Model Book of Calligraphy
his illuminations challenge the supremacy of the words. The most
fundamental reversal of the traditional relation between text and
image was his refusal to permit the imagery to imitate textual
narrative. As long as imagery imitated narrative, the priority of the
text was insured, since the implication of this relationship was that
figural imagery could never fully capture invisible language. Instead,
Hoefnagel imitated words themselves, turning them into objects and
thereby reversing the basic terms of the earlier relationship by
privileging vision. In so doing, he asserted that visual rather than
verbal mimesis was the prime and superior form of imitation.
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Hoefnagel’s illuminations imitate Bocskay’s writing not only
through their confinement to the script column but also through the
calligraphic flow of their forms (fol. 94). On occasion, the shapes of
the specimens may even echo the accompanying script form, as on
folio 16, which juxtaposes peas and beadlike flourishes in the writing.
The left-to-right flow of these compositions causes them to “read” like
script. Just as the imagery interlocks with the script in a continuation
of its planar expanse, so the forms interlock with one another. Indeed,
they seem to have been chosen largely for their capacity to fit together
like pieces of a puzzle. Hoefnagel strove continually to make the
viewer aware of the stationary and hence lifeless character of words in
comparison to images.

The competitive tone of the model book as a whole is deter-
mined by Bocskay’s extroverted display of calligraphic virtuosity.
Hoefnagel’s answer to this self-assured (in its creator’s eyes, no doubt
consummate) performance was to challenge it from within — by
pitting visual imagery, with its attendant mimetic capacities, against
the visual power of words — and from without — by aggressively
flaunting the capacity of figural imagery to imitate nature. This is
evident in the use of bright and sometimes jarring color. Folio 13, for
example, juxtaposes orange-brown medlars, a fuchsia anemone, and
an orange-green pear, while a highly saturated red poppy anemone
dominates folio 30. The assault on visual perception is reinforced by
the spatial assertiveness of the natural elements, such as the lily,
pomegranate, and rhinoceros bectle on folio 43 or the pomegranate
blossom, earthworm, and peach on folio 83, all of which have
emphatically inflated appearances.

Hoefnagel’s emphasis on looking implies that sight is a more
direct and hence superior method of investigating the natural world
than reading, an implication strengthened by the non-referential
character of the images. With the exception of several of the black
folios, they apparently bear neither a symbolic relation to the script
samples nor any further iconographical significance. Sight, then, is
treated not just as a medium to guide one to verbal truth but as an
autonomous form of knowledge.
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While Hoefnagel’s illuminations aid us in comprehending the
centrality of the study of nature at the Rudolfine court, they are more
interesting still for what they reveal of the force of images in that
milieu. His imagery insists that by virtue of mimesis, pictures claim
nature’s own power to confront the individual directly and so to
inspire revelation. Existing like apparitions on white vellum, the
images simultaneously convey the magical power involved in
confronting nature and the magic of artistic creation. More than
the mimicking of the serifs and flourishes of script, or the clever
structuring of the page surfaces, it is the unsettling intensity with
which nature confronts the viewer that poses the most profound
challenge to Bocskay’s script in the Getty codex. Hoefnagel asserted
that images, like nature, are the sources of human experience at
its most profound level, from which the written word remains
ever at a remove.
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PICATES

The identifications of specimens proceed from top to bottom and left to right.

Common names have been provided wherever possible. In the case of the
insect identifications, British English common names have been used, since most
of the specimens represented do not exist in the United States. Where a different
American common name is known, it has been included following the British
name, separated by a slash.

The names of higher taxonomic groups (families and orders ) have been
printed in roman type, while genus and species names appear in italics.

Frontispiece. Folio 52 Italic script
Castanea sativa Mill.: Spanish chestnut
Iris latifolia Mill.: English iris

Corylys avellana L.: European filbert

Folio 1 Rotunda script in “traced letters”
Vinca minor L.: Common periwinkle
Malus domestica Borkh.: Common apple
Lacerta (?): Lizard

Folio s Antiqua script

Matthiola incana (L.) R. Br.: Gillyflower
Ephemeroptera: Mayfly

Diptera Cyclorrhapha Heleomyzidae (2): Fly
Pulmonata Helicidae Cepaca sp.: Garden snail

Folio 6 Rotunda script

Lepidoptera Noctuidae (2): Caterpillar of owlet moth
Erythronium dens-canis L. “Candidum”: White dog-tooth violet
Anacyclus pyrethrum (L.) Link

Pyrus communis L.: Common pear, gourd type

Prunus armeniaca L.: A pricot
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Folio 10 “Sloped” Roman script

Odonata Zygoptera: Damselfly

Rosa gallica L.: French rose, pink, semidouble
Castanea sativa Mill.: Spanish chestnut
Arachnida Araneae: Spider

Folio 12 Italic script

Hymenopteran insect (2)

Narcissus pseudonarcissus L.: Daffodil
Aguilegia vulgaris L.: European columbine
Quercus robur L.: English oak

Folio 13 Ttalic script, widely spaced with flourishes
Mespilus germanica L.: Medlar

Anemone coronaria L.: Poppy anemone

Pyrus communis L.: Common pear, gourd type

Folio 15 Calligram: condensed Gothic script
in the form of a chalice
Muscari botryoides (L.) Mill.: Common grape hyacinth
(growth habit unusual)
Imaginary wasplike insect
Rosa rubiginosa L.: Eglantine
Rosa foetida J. Herrm.: Austrian brier
Lepidoptera Geometridae Abraxas grossulariata (L.): Magpie moth

Folio 16 Humanist Roman script with flourishes and
interlinear ornament

Lepidoptera Satyridae Pararge acgeria (L.): Speckled wood

Borago officinalis L.: Common borage or talewort

Pisum sativum L.: Garden pea

Physalis alkekengi L.: Lantern plant

Folio 18 Trtalic script
Malus domestica Borkh.: Common apple
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Viola tricolor L.: European wild pansy
Corylus maxima Mill.: Giant filbert

Folio 20 Florid Gothic script
Viola odorata L.: Sweet violet
Spartium junceum L.: Spanish broom

Folio 21 Florid script apparently inspired by a mercantile hand
Dianthus sp. (petals fringed on all sides, not just at tip, as is usual)
Pranus dulcis (Mill.) D.A. Webb: Almond

Folio 23 Florid capital Gothic script

Tulipa gesneriana L.: Tulip, pink

Hymenoptera Ichneumonidae: Ichneumonfly (inaccurate;
Ephialtes sp. apparently served as model)

Tulipa gesneriana L.: Tulip, striped yellow, blue and pink

Phaseolus vulgaris L.: Kidney bean

Phaseolus coccineys L.: Scarlet runner bean
or lunatus L.: Sieva bean

Folio 28 Gothic script of bastard type

Aguilegia vulgaris L.: European columbine

Agquilegia vulgaris L. “Multiplex”: Double European columbine
Prunus avium (L.) L.: Sweet cherry

Folio 30 Hybrid minuscule script

Satureja acinos (L.) Scheele: Basil thyme

Anemone coronaria L. “Plena”: Double poppy anemone
Myrtus communis L.: Myrtle

Folio 32 Italian Gothic majuscule script

Mirabilis jalapa L.: Four.o’clock, pink and yellow
Lepidoptera Lycaenidae Thecla betulae (L.): Brown hairstreak
Gerantum robertianum L.: Herb robert

Cantherellus cibarius Fr.: Chanterelle
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Folio 39 Hybrid minuscule script

Anemone coronaria L.: Poppy anemone, two flowers
Lepidoptera: Unidentifiable caterpillar

Ficus carica L.: Common fig

Cydonia oblonga Mill.: Common quince

Folio 43 Chancery script with “cut letters” (lettere tagliate)

Liliym chalcedonicum L.: Scarlet Turk’s cap

Coleoptera Scarabaeidae Oryctes nasicornis (L.): Common
rhinoceros beetle

Punica granatum L.: Pomegranate

Folio 46 Gothic script in “traced letters”

Arachnida Araneae: Spider

Prunus avium (L.) L.: Sweet cherry

Quercus robur L. with galls of Hymenoptera Cynipidae Cynips
quercusfolii L. and Neuroterus quercusbaccarum (L.): English oak,
leaf with cherry-galls (three big galls) and spangle-galls (two
small galls)

Folio 47 Roman “traced” capitals

Lepidoptera Nymphalidae Issoria lathonia (L.): Queen of Spain
fritillary

Malus domestica Borkh.: Common apple

Mouse

Ormphalodes verna Moench: Creeping forget-me-not

Folio 51 Antiqua script

Lepidoptera: Unidentifiable caterpillar

Pyrus communis L.: Common pear

Tulipa gesneriana L.: Tulip, pink, bordered white
Prosobranchia Muricidae Murex brandaris (L.): Purple snail

Folio 53 Reversed Roman capitals
Consolida ambigna (L.) P.W. Ball & Heyw.: Rocket larkspur

6o

Tulipa gesneriana L.: Tulip, yellow

Consolida ambigna (L.) P.W. Ball & Heyw.: Rocket larkspur
Arachnida Scorpiones: Scorpion

Diploda: Millipede

Corylus avellana L.: European filbert

Folio 65 Backwards slanting italic script

Odonata Zygoptera Lestidae (2): Lestes-like damselfly

Iris xiphiym L.: Spanish iris

Odonata Zygoptera Coenagrionidae (2): Coenagrion-like damselfly
Ornithogalum umbellatum L.: Star-of Bethlehem

Folio 66 Ttalic mirror writing

Pulmonata Helicidae Arianta arbustorum (L.) (2): Terrestrial mollusk
Anemone coronaria L.: Poppy anemone

Diptera Tipulidae: Crane fly (2)

Folio 69 Greek capitals and lower-case

Papaver somniferum L.: Opium poppy

Silene vulgaris (Moench) Garcke: Bladder campion
Vicia faba L.: Broad bean

Folio 70 Hebrew and Greek scripts

Leucojum vernum L.: Spring snowflake

Hyla arborea: Common tree frog

Cheiranthus cheiri L.: Wallflower

Prosobranchia Nassidae Nassarius circumcinctus (A. Adams) (2):
Marine mollusk

Folio 74 Tralic script

Odonata Zygoptera: Imaginary damselfly

Dianthus caryophyllus L.: Carnation

Imaginary insect

Lepidoptera: Unidentifiable caterpillar

Coleoptera Coccinellidae Adalia bipunctata (L.): Two-spot
ladybird/two-spotted lady beetle

61



Juglans regia L.: English walnut
Prosobranchia Naticidae Naticarius millepunctatus (Lamarck):
Marine mollusk

Folio 76 Ttalic script

Odonata Anisoptera Aeshnidae Aeshna sp.: Dragonfly

Pyrus communis L.: Common pear

Dianthus caryophyllus L.: Carnation

Hymenoptera Ichneumonidae: Imaginary “hymenopterous”
“ichneumonfly-type” insect

Folio 81 Bastard script in “traced letters” filled with colored dots
Imaginary insect (elements of butterfly, moth)

Crataegus monogyna Jacq.: English hawthorn

Lepidoptera: Unidentifiable caterpillar

Corylus avellana L.: European filbert, fruits grown together

Folio 83 Antigua script with florid interlinear ornament
Punica granatum L.: Pomegranate

Worm

Prunus persica (L.) Batsch: Peach

Folio 85 Fraktur script (top) and humanist minuscule with
flourishes (bottom)

LEFT ARRANGEMENT

Lilium candidym L.: Madonna lily

Agquilegia vulgaris L.: European columbine

Tulipa gesneriana L.: Tulip, white and pink

Rosa centifolia L.: Cabbage rose

Lepidoptera: Unidentifiable butterfly

CENTRE

Peacock

Unidentifiable dragonfly-type insect

RIGHT ARRANGEMENT

Lilium bulbiferum L.: Orange lily
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Tulipa gesneriana L.: Tulips, red, brown and yellow
Viola tricolor L..: European wild pansy

Rosa gallica LL.: French rose

Anemone coronaria L.: Poppy anemone

Aguilegia vulgaris L.: European columbine
Lepidoptera: Unidentifiable butterfly

Folio 86 Fraktur script
The Burning of Troy

Folio 92 Italic script with ligatures
Unidentifiable insect

Lilium bulbiferum L.: Orange lily
Imaginary mayfly-type insect
Lepidoptera: Unidentifiable caterpillar
Malus domestica Borkh.: Common apple
Diptera Tabanidae: Horse fly

Folio 94 Ttalic script

Hyacinthus orientalis L. (2): Hyacinth, white bud
Morus nigra L.: Black mulberry

Lepidoptera: Unidentifiable caterpillar

Folio to2 Gothic script with ornamented initial
Lilium martagon L.: Martagon lily
Lycopersicon esculentum Mill.: Tomato

Folio 106 Diminishing writing
A Sloth (3)

Folio 112 Fraktur script with ornamented initials

Lepidoptera Picridae: Imaginary butterfly (based on
Pieris or related species [white])

Prunus avium (L.) L.: Sweet cherry

Pulmonata Helicidae: Two imaginary land snails (derived from

Cepaca sp. [2])



Folio 113 Ttalic script

Odonata Zygoptera: Damselfly

Imaginary insect (based on hymenopteran; vespidlike abdominal
color; ichneumonidlike ovipositor; nonhymenopteran wings)

Prosobranchia Columbellidae Columbella rustica (L.): Marine
mollusk

Prosobranchia Cassidae Galeodea echinophora (L.): Marine mollusk

Folio 118 Ornamental knot in Gothic script borrowed from a
manual by Wolfgang Fugger (Nuremberg, 1553) and
micrography in italic script

Lepidoptera: Imaginary butterfly (shows characteristics of
Lycaenidae [copper] and Satyridae [brown])

Prosobranchia Cassidae Phalium saburon (Bruguiére): Marine mollusk

Pyrus communis L.: Common pear

Folio 125 Gothic script (top) and italic script (bottom)
Erythronium dens-canis L.: Dog-tooth violet
Lepidoptera: Two imaginary butterflies

Folio 128 Antiqua script
Lepidoptera Pyralidac Crambinae: Two species of grass moths
Polygala vulgaris L.: Common milkwort
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