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I will make some introductory comments about the portraits in the exhibition of the exiled Stuarts, that is King James III, Queen Clementina, Prince Charles, Prince Henry, and Charles’s daughter Charlotte. I will only mention the paintings of them, although the exhibition does also include several of their engraved portraits.

In discussing these paintings I will identify which of them are originals, which are replicas, and which are copies. I know this is a classification which interests the curators of the Palace-Museum here.

The exiled Stuarts needed very regularly to commission new portraits. They needed large state portraits to decorate the royal apartments in the Château de Saint-Germain-en-Laye in France, and then in the Palazzo del Re in Rome. They needed portraits to be given as gifts to the princes and cardinals who supported them. And they needed bust portraits both for their courtiers and to be sent away in multiple copies to their important supporters in England and Scotland. These portraits showed James’s mother Mary, his sister Louise-Marie and his wife Clementina, but most of them were of James himself and of his sons Charles and Henry, painted at very regular intervals and showing them every two or three years as they were growing up. It was important that these portraits should be of a very high quality, so they employed the best available portrait painters in Paris and then Rome. The exhibition does not include a portrait by every painter whom they employed, but it does include one by the painters whom we may regard as the best.

There are hundreds and hundreds of portraits of the exiled Stuarts. There are of course originals. There are also replicas produced by the same painters, possibly with some parts entrusted to their assistants. And then there are copies produced by other painters. But there are also copies of copies, and copies of copies of copies. There are also engravings after the originals, the replicas and the copies, and engraved copies of these engravings, and even oil paintings copied from these engravings. The subject is complicated. I have been studying all these hundreds and hundreds of portraits for a very long time, identifying those which are originals, replicas and copies. So I will now introduce the paintings of the exiled Stuarts which are in the exhibition. Each portrait has a story, and I will try, but very briefly, to tell you something about each of them.

While the Stuarts were in France they mainly employed three painters: Nicolas de Largillierre, François de Troy and Alexis-Simon Belle. We do not actually have a Stuart portrait in the exhibition by De Troy, although there is a mediocre 19th century copy here in the White Hall of one of his 1700 portraits of James III when Prince of Wales. The exhibition does, however, include four portraits of the three Sobieski brothers, Jakub, Aleksander and Konstanty, all of them painted in Paris by De Troy, and two of them similar to his portraits of the young James both as Prince of Wales and King.

The portrait of James by Largillierre shows him in the gardens at Saint-Germain when he was four years old. He still wears a dress, as was normal at the time, because boys were not breeched, that is put into boy’s clothes, until they were seven years old. The portrait is particularly interesting because it was expanded on all four sides with the addition of extra pieces of canvas stitched on to the original one in the centre. Among other things this allowed the painter to add a second boy on the right hand side. We know why and for whom he did this, but the painter was concerned that people might think that the additions to the original canvas in the middle might have been painted by someone else. To show that he had himself painted all of the expanded canvas, he signed his name over the stitching on the left hand side, on both pieces of canvas, thus leaving us in no doubt that the entire painting is an original by Largillierre.

The portrait of James III by Belle shows him aged 24. It is not an original, but a replica. The original was given to his mother Queen Mary, and we know where it is. But Belle painted at least three replicas in which he himself painted James, but left some of the background to be painted by his assistants. The one in the exhibition was perhaps painted for Louis XIV or one of the Bourbon princes, or possibly for the Scottish Duke of Perth. The portrait was copied many times and also engraved. There are many copies, and of course copies of copies. There are also many engravings copied from an engraving commissioned by the king. It was felt at the time to be the best portrait of James, who never allowed any of his Italian portraits to be engraved, so when you look at this portrait by Belle you are looking at what became the king’s permanent official portrait for the rest of his life.

The exhibition contains two Italian portraits of King James, four of Queen Clementina, two of Prince Charles, one of Prince Henry, and one of Charles’ daughter Charlotte. Of these, three are originals, one is a replica, and six are copies.

The three originals are of Prince Charles aged 16 and 65, and his daughter Charlotte aged 35. The one of Charles aged 16 is an especially fine pastel by Rosalba Carriera. We already knew a version of this pastel, which was felt to be rather disappointing for such a great painter. Then this original emerged from a private collection. It is outstandingly good and shows Rosalba at the height of her powers as a portrait painter. The other portrait attributed to her could then be seen as no more than a disappointing replica from Rosalba’s studio.

The portraits of the elderly Prince Charles and his daughter are by the Irish painter Hugh Douglas Hamilton. The one of Charles is very well known and often reproduced because Hamilton made many replicas in pastel and in oils, some of them in Rome and some after his return to England and Ireland. The exhibition includes the original oil on paper, which is the best of all of them. The portrait of Charlotte is a pastel and shows her wearing a white turban hat. She sent a replica to the father of her children in France, but this one is the original which she kept for herself in Rome.

The replica in the exhibition shows Prince Henry aged 17 and is by Etienne Parrocel who painted both Prince Henry and Prince Charles in 1742. The originals were given to their cousin the 3rd Duke of Berwick, who lived with them for a few years in the Palazzo del Re and wanted their portraits when he left to return to Spain, where they still are. This replica of Henry by Parrocel was identified only a few years ago at Kielce, here in Poland. It is every bit as good as the original in Madrid. It is not known what happened to the companion portrait of Charles, but we may assume that both paintings were sent from Rome to Poland in or soon after 1742.

I now come to the copies of the portraits of James and Clementina. The official portrait painter of the Stuarts in Rome from 1717 to 1735 was Antonio David, and he painted both James and Clementina several times. One of his portraits of Clementina was painted in 1727 when she was 26 years old and had left the Palazzo del Re to live in the Convent of Santa Cecilia in Trastevere. It showed her with a closed crown but very modestly dressed with a black shawl over her head and shoulders. It also showed her looking gaunt and losing her beauty under the strain of her marital breakdown. We know that David painted some replicas and that several copies were made for other convents and religious institutions in Rome, some of them of very poor quality. However the copy included in the exhibition is a good one. It was made at a much later date, probably early in the 19th century, by the very talented French painter Marie-Geneviève Bouliard, who specialized in painting portraits of women. The fact that Bouliard painted her copy in Paris indicates that one version of David’s portrait must have been sent there, and in fact we know that David’s original portrait was sent to Paris. It is therefore probable that Bouliard made her copy directly from the original, and that hers is not a copy of a copy.

The exhibition includes two pairs of portraits of King James and Queen Clementina, and both are significant copies. The first pair are copies of original paintings by Francesco Trevisani who painted James and Clementina when they first arrived in Rome in 1719. The one of James shows him wearing his robes as the sovereign head of the English Order of the Garter, with a closed crown beside him indicating his status as King of England. The one of Clementina also shows a closed crown, indicating that she had just become Queen of England. The portraits were intended to be displayed in the royal apartments within the Palazzo del Re and were not to be copied. The one of the king still exists, but the one of the queen has been lost.

Fourteen years after the two portraits were painted, in 1733, King James was asked by an important Jacobite, as a very special favour, if he would allow him to have a copy made of each portrait. The king agreed, so William Mosman, a Scottish painter in Rome, was employed to make the copies. They are very good, and Mosman’s copy of the king compares very favourably with the original by Trevisani. But Mosman’s copy of Clementina is exceptionally valuable because Trevisani’s original is lost, so we can see what it looked like.

Two years later James allowed a second pair of copies to be made by an Italian painter, and of those only the one of Clementina has survived, confirming the quality of Mosman’s earlier copy. The pair included in the exhibition here is therefore the only one of the three pairs which were painted which was produced by the same painter, and the two portraits are presented in identical frames.

The second pair are copies of original portraits painted by Martin van Meytens in 1725. King James liked these two portraits, especially the one of Queen Clementina, so he ordered a painter to produce many copies to be given as gifts to his supporters. But the painter selected was not good enough, and James felt very disappointed. Several of these inferior copies have survived and we can see why the king was disappointed. A few years later, however, James instructed Antonio David to make some new copies, and the only surviving pair by David is included in the exhibition, in identical frames. It is unfortunate, of course, that neither of the originals by Meytens has survived, to be compared with the ones by David. But we should note these two points. David was a much more skillful painter than Meytens, who was just starting out on his career. Also, David had been painting Clementina for 13 years when he made these copies, so he was very well placed to produce an even more flattering image at a time when she was losing her beauty and becoming increasingly gaunt. This means that the copies in the exhibition by David are probably better than the lost originals by Meytens, and that in this case a copy is not necessarily inferior to an original.

[bookmark: _GoBack]I have just one more painting to mention and I will invite you to consider its status as copy or original. In 1740 Pope Benedict XIV decided that a large monument should be created in St Peter’s Basilica in honour of Queen Clementina, who had died five years previously. The monument was to include a portrait of her in mosaic, and the Fabbrica di San Pietro, responsible for making the mosaic, asked the king to select the portrait to be reproduced. They probably hoped that he would select the one by David, copied here by Bouliard, in which she was modestly dressed with a black shawl over her head and shoulders. But instead James chose the portrait by Meytens in which she is shown in a court dress which was décolleté. The cardinal in charge of the Fabbrica objected, saying that the portrait was inappropriate for display in St Peter’s. When James insisted on having the Meytens portrait the question was put to the Pope, who then told the cardinal and the Fabbrica that James should have whichever portrait he wanted. So the Fabbrica commissioned Ludovico Stern to make a copy of the Meytens portrait so it could be taken to their workshop and reproduced in mosaic. Stern’s copy is included in the exhibition and can be compared by you with the one by David. You will notice that Stern made Clementina look equally beautiful, but gave her a more modest dress and amended the décolleté. Of course Stern’s painting is a copy, but we should remember that it is the original from which the mosaic was made. And that portrait in mosaic has been seen by millions and millions of visitors to St Peter’s, including perhaps most of us, since the monument to Queen Clementina was unveiled 280 years ago in 1745.

I would in conclusion point out that this exhibition of portraits of the exiled Stuarts could not possibly have been put on until now. Ten of the twelve portraits that I have just mentioned were discovered and identified within the last 20 years, some of them in the last 5 years, so the exhibition has the extra dimension of presenting most of the latest discoveries in the study of portraits of the exiled Stuarts. Even those people already familiar with the exiled Stuarts will find some major surprises in this exhibition.

