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1. The Field Defined
1.1. Advanced Heraldic Studies, Heraldica, and Heraldry
The field of this journal, as its Latin name proclaims, is what we shall call
‘advanced heraldic studies’. As I shall argue at some length in the next
issue, one of the foundations of ‘advanced’ studies in any field is
conceptual and terminological rigour. It is therefore appropriate to begin
this introductory essay by explaining what we shall mean by that name,
and by each of its constituent terms — all of which we shall use, like the
other terms we shall adopt (and recommend for use by our contributors),
with a single, clearly-defined sense, appropriate both to its form and its
history, and as useful as possible for our purposes. And as the focus of our
studies will itself be largely and broadly historical, we shall adopt
definitions for our terms that allow them to represent without distortion
the various phenomena they designate, throughout both their temporal
and their geographical ranges. This process of systematic conceptualization, definition, and designation is especially important in our field,
for as we shall see, its existing terminology suffers from a number of
serious defects (including many terms with several different senses and
many ideas represented by several different terms with different semantic
ranges), and even its own name and proper nature are the subjects of more
or less conscious disagreement among its practitioners.
I shall postpone a discussion of the full implications of the phrase
‘advanced studies’ to the last part of this section, and note here only that, in
addition to conceptual and terminological rigour, it is meant to imply
investigations of a scientific nature, designed not only to reconstruct the
history of some particular phenomenon or class of phenomena, but to
explain that history, in a well-informed and intellectually sophisticated
way, in relationship to the general culture within which it was created,
evolved, or used, and to the particular beliefs, values, and institutions that
encouraged and constrained its creation, evolution, and use, and
determined its contemporary significance.
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Having thus characterized our approach to our subject matter, I
shall turn to a more lengthy discussion of the nature of the matter itself. It
will be useful to begin this discussion with the definition we shall adopt
and promote for the adjective heraldic,1 as it effectively determines both
the nature and the limits of our field. Etymologically, this adjective (whose
earlier synonym ‘heraldical’ is attested in English only from 1610, and is
itself attested only from 1772) refers to the Latin Christian heralds of arms
— themselves first mentioned in a work of 1155/75 under the Old French
name hiraus/ heraus: hiraut/ herau(l)t.2 Like its equivalents in most other
languages, the Modern English ‘herald’ (attested in that spelling only from
1570 but in variations of it from c. 1400), seems to derive from the Latin
heraldus, a reformation of the Middle French herault recorded from c. 1330.3
1

The English word ‘heraldic’ — whose earliest use was associated with the
Romantic revival of ‘chivalry’ that had begun in the 1760s — was derived from the
Latin heraldicus (attested in England from 1536), probably on the model of the
French héraldique, attested from 1609. Its now obsolete equivalent ‘heraldical’ was
introduced by John GUILLIM in his Display of Heraldry of 1610-11, but fell out of use
not long after 1814. (OED 2, VII, 152). — I should note here that, for the history of
the English words cited in this essay, I have consulted the relevant entries of the
Oxford English Dictionary, ed. J. A. SIMPSON and E. S. C. WEINER (2nd edn., 20 vols.,
Oxford, New York, Toronto, etc., 1989), herein cited as OED 2; and the Middle
English Dictionary, ed. Hans KURATH and Sherman N. K UHN, (Ann Arbor,
Michigan, and London, c. 1953- c. 2001), hereinafter cited as MED. For the history
of the French words cited in this article, I have consulted Randle COTGRAVE, A
Dictionary of the French and English Tongues (London, 1611, rep. in facs. Columbia, S.
C., 1950); F. GODEFROY, Dictionnaire de l’ancienne langue française… (10 vols., Paris,
1881-1902); Adolf TOBLER and Ernst LOMMATZSCH, Altfranzösisches Wörterbuch
(Berlin, 1925-); Walther VON WARTBURG, Französisches etymologisches
Wörterbuch; eine Darstellung des galloromanischen Sprachschatzes (24 vols., Basel,
1928-71?) hereinafter cited as FEW; A[lgirdas] J[ulien] GREIMAS, Dictionnaire de
l’ancien français, jusqu’au milieu du XIVe siècle (Paris: Larousse, 1968); Algirdas
Julien GREIMAS and Teresa Mary KEANE, Dictionnaire du moyen français (2nd edn.,
Paris: Larousse, 2001); Paul IMBS, ed. Trésor de la langue française: Dictionnaire de la
langue du XIXe et XXe siècles (1789-1960) (CNRS, Paris, 1960?); Alan HINDLEY,
Frederick W. LANGLEY, and Brian LEVY, Old French-English Dictionary (Cambridge:
CUP, 2000); Louise W. STONE and William ROTHWELL, Anglo-Norman Dictionary (7
fascicles, London: ANTS, 1977-1992); The Anglo-Norman Dictionary (rev. edition,
online at) www.Anglo-Norman.net; and Alain REY, ed., Le Robert dictionnaire
historique de la langue française (3 vols., Paris, 1992), hereinafter Robert DHLF.
2
The Old French word — apparently of Old Frankish origin but of obscure
etymology — is itself first attested c. 1155/75 in the Roman de Rou by the Norman
poet Robert Wace, who had recently converted Geoffrey of Monmouth’s Latin
Historia Regum Britanniae into the Old French Roman de Brut and thus introduced
the lay world to the legend of King Arthur; the word appears next in 1176/82 in
two simultaneously-written Arthurian romances by the Champenois poet
CHRESTIEN DE TROYES (Le Chevalier de la Charette and Le Chevalier au Lion).
3
The derivative English name of the heralds was variously written her(h)aud(e)/
hero(w)d(e) and the like from its first appearance in the romance Guy of Warwick
(composed some time after 1300 on the basis of an Anglo-Norman work written a
century earlier) to at least 1562 (when the form herehaughte was used in Gerard
LEGH’s Accedens of Armorie). The Latin forms haraldus and heraldus (whence the
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We shall preserve the etymological connection between adjective and
noun, and define ‘heraldic’ to mean, precisely and exclusively: Pertaining or
related to the heralds of arms and to the whole range of phenomena with which
their profession has historically been concerned, in all periods and in all countries
where either the profession, or the public use of the signs with which it was most
distinctively concerned, has ever been either widely or officially practised. This set
of phenomena has until now been effectively nameless, but we shall call it
by the new name heraldica: a Latin word meaning simply ‘heraldic
matters’, and corresponding in its own etymology to the terms most
commonly employed in other languages to represent both the subjectmatter of our field, very narrowly conceived, and the science concerned
with its study.4 We shall also adopt the nineteenth-century word heraldist
to designate the students of heraldica thus defined, distinguishing at this
stage only between those whose expertise in the field is sufficiently high
that they and their work may be described as scholarly, and those whose
expertise falls below that level; and between those whose interests are
primarily in the history of heraldic phenomena (whom we shall call
historical heraldists) and those whose interest is in current practices
(whom we shall describe as non-historical).
Heraldica in the sense just defined is a very broad field indeed, but
as its definition indicates, it is itself centred on a much narrower and more
easily comprehensible phenomenon: the ‘mystery’ or profession of the
heralds. This phenomenon, though rather neglected by scholars outside
Britain, is clearly of considerable importance to heraldic studies, and must
be distinguished from heraldica by a distinct term. Fortunately a suitable
term already exists in English in the word heraldry,5 and in French in the
adjective heraldicus) are attested in England from 1290 and c. 1330 respectively, and
by 1393 (when the derivative heraldie is uniquely attested) had given rise to the
alternative words harald(e) and herald(e). (MED) The latter gradually edged out the
older forms by 1700, and was dominant by 1600, in tandem with its derivative
‘heraldry’. (OED 2, VII, 151-2) The older heraldie is attested in the sense ‘heralds
collectively’ and its conservative alternative herialte (att. 1500) in that of ‘the office
of herald’, but it is likely they were synonyms with several other senses. (MED)
4
I shall explain and justify the choice of the specific terms and definitions
introduced in this introductory section in the later Parts of this essay, but it would
be both foolish and extremely inconvenient not to introduce them here, as they
permit me to begin as I mean to go on, and to explain what this journal is about in
a manner that is in keeping with my ambitions for it. As I shall demonstrate in Part
II, the original, natural, and still primary technical meanings of the words
‘heraldic’ and ‘heraldry’ are those given here; all other surviving senses are at once
secondary, misleading, and redundant, and in keeping with the general approach
to terminology explained in Part II, will be discouraged in ASH.
5
The English word heraldry (derived from the French hérauderie of 1570) is first
attested in any form in John BOSSEWELL’s Workes of Armorie of 1572, where it
appears as ‘herehaultrie’ — based on the older ‘herehault’ rather than the newer
‘herald’. The word first appeared in the intermediate form ‘herauldry’ in
Shakespeare’s Lucrece of 1593, and in its modern form ‘heraldry’ in his All’s Well
that Ends Well of 1601. It has since become a word in frequent and familiar use in
a growing variety of related senses. (OED 2, VII, 153) The French hérauderie, by
contrast, seems never to have been received into ordinary language, and has
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cognate word hérauderie, and we shall use both words in the sense The
profession of the heralds of arms and all of its constituent areas of expertise and
activity, historical or current, in any country or region in which such heralds have
in any period regularly performed their professional functions. This (though
rarely so broadly conceived or clearly defined) is essentially the original
sense of that now highly polysemous word,6 and remains its primary
sense in the usage of careful heraldists (as we shall call the students of
heraldica generally). As it is also the most natural and most useful sense, it
will be the only one we shall employ in this journal — though to give a
clear idea of the current terminological morass, I present in Table 1 the full
set of fifteen major senses it has acquired over the last four centuries, along
with the other terms used to represent the same senses in English, French,
and German. To maintain in a systematic manner the distinction between
heraldica generally and heraldry more particularly, it is essential to have a
distinct adjective for each, so I created the new English adjective heraldric
(on the model of ‘chivalric’), and a corresponding French adjective
hérauderique, to bear the narrow sense Pertaining to or forming part of
heraldry, the profession of the heralds of arms. Words of the same form can
easily be created in the other Romance languages, based on the words
adopted to represent ‘heraldry’ itself.
1.2. The Divisions of Heraldica Internal and External to Heraldry
1.2.1. The Divisions of Heraldry Proper
Because heraldry stands at the centre of the broad field of heraldica, it will
be useful to present here a general indication of the various areas of
expertise and activity which at some time or other, and in some state or
remained a word both technical and rare, with a smaller semantic range. (Robert
DHLF, II, 1705)
6
Definitions essentially similar to this one are presented as the primary sense(s) of
‘heraldry’ in all of the principal dictionaries of Modern English (including the OED
2, ut sup.): ‘The art or science of a herald’, and the Collins English Dictionary (2nd
edn., London, 1986, p. 715): ‘1. the occupation … concerned with the classification
of armorial bearings, the allocation of rights to bear arms, the tracing of
genealogies, etc; 2. the duties and pursuit of a herald;’). It is the only sense given in
most authoritative handbooks and articles on the field published in the last
century. These include: Charles Arthur FOX-DAVIES, Complete Guide to Heraldry (1st
edn. London, 1909; 2nd edn. rev. by Charles A. H. FRANKLYN, London, 1949), p. 1;
Oswald BARRON, ‘Heraldry’, Encyclopaedia Britannica (11th edition, 1911), 13, p. 311;
Anthony WAGNER, Richmond Herald [later Garter King of Arms], Historic Heraldry
of Britain: An Illustrated Series of British Historical Arms, with Notes, Glossary, and an
Introduction to Heraldry (Oxford, 1939; repr. London, 1972), p. 14; John BROOKELITTLE, Richmond Herald, Boutell’s Heraldry (1st edn., London, 1867; rev. edn.
London, 1950 and 1970), p. 2; Julian FRANKLYN and John TANNER, An Encyclopaedic
Dictionary of Heraldry (Oxford, etc., 1970), p. 172; Malcolm INNES OF EDINGIGHT,
Lyon King of Arms, quoted in John JOLLIFE (ed.), Sir Iain Moncrieffe of that Ilk: an
Informal Portrait (London, 1986), p. 49; and Stephen FRIAR, A Dictionary of Heraldry
(London and New York, 1987), p. 6. The last of these reads: ‘Heraldry: All matters
relating to the duties and responsibilities of officers of arms. The term is frequently and
erroneously used as a synonym for armory, which is but one of a herald’s many duties.’
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1. The whole set of professional duties associated with
the office of herald or officer of arms
= Heraldry 1 (FOX-DAVIES, BARRON, WAGNER i,
BROOKE-LITTLE, INNES OF EDINGIGHT, FRIAR; OED 2:
i, Collins: i, Concise Oxford: i
2. The particular set of heraldic functions concerned with
the devising, combining, and regulating armorial
emblems in keeping with the established rules and
precedents.
= Armory 1 [FRIAR i, shortened]
= Heraldry 2 [Concise Oxford, Webster’s 7th]
3. (a) The office of herald or
(b) the office of official messenger
= Heraldry 3a, b [OED 3]

4. (a) Heraldic practice or
(b) heraldic regulation
= Heraldry 4a, b [OED 3]

5. (a) A ceremony involving heralds or
(b) ceremonies involving heralds or armorial signs
= Heraldry 5a, b
[Collins 5, OED 3, Conc. Oxford 2; Robert-Collins 3]

6. The ‘system’, ‘art’ or ‘science’ related to the design,
description, alteration, & representation of armor. signs
= Armory 2, [treatises, FOX-DAVIES], Armeria
[Port]
= Heraldry 6 [Slater] (S. SLATER, Ill. Bk. Her. [05], 6]
= Héraldique etc. 1 [BOSMANS 1, GALBREATH &
JÉQUIER 1, Petit Larousse 2a]
= Heraldik 1/ Wappenkunde (systematische)
[MEYERS 1b]
= Blason 1 [Petit Larousse 2a]
7. Any historical system or code governing the form and
use of a set of emblems resembling true armorial signs =
Heraldry 7 [MAYER 1, SPIEGEL 1]
= Héraldique 2 [DE MAZIÈRES-MAULÉON
= Blason 2 [[DE MAZIÈRES-MAULÉON]
8. The art related to the representation of armorial signs
in various media, in keeping with the rules
= Heraldry 8 [FRIAR ii]
= Héraldique 3 [BOSMANS 2, GALB. & JÉQUIER 2,
Petit Larousse 2b]
= Heraldik 2/ Wappenkunst [MEYERS 2, ROTTIER 2]
= Blason 3 [Petit Larousse 2b]
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9. The field of study concerned with (a) the
profession of the heralds, or (b) all matters of
professional concern to the heralds
(a) = Heraldry 9 Collins 1.[ii]
(b) = Héraldique, Araldica etc. 4 [BASCAPÈ]
10. The field of study concerned with the
emblematic functions of the heralds
= Armory 4 [FRIAR 2]
= Heraldry 10 [FOX-DAVIES etc. by
implication]
11. The field of study concerned with the armorial
system of signs in the abstract
= Armory 5 [FRIAR 2]
= Heraldry 11 [FOX-DAVIES etc. by
implication]
= Héraldique 4 [PASTOUREAU, Petit Larousse 2
+ history]
= Heraldik 3/ Wappenkunde (historical)
[MEYERS 1a]
= Blason 3 [Petit Larousse 2 + history]
12. (a) An armorial emblem, (b) a set or collection
of such emblems or (c) a distinct corpus of such
emblems
= Heraldry 12a, b, c [Col 3, 4, COED 3; R-Col 2]
= Héraldique 4 [BOULY DE LESDAIN]
= Blason 4 [Petit Larousse 1]
= Armoiries 1 [Petit Larousse 1]
13. A corpus of emblems of any type bearing some
resemblance to the armorial signs of Latin
Christendom.
= Heraldry 13 [MAYER 2, SPIEGEL 2]
= Héraldique 2 [DE MAZIÈRES-MAULÉON
= Blason 2 [[DE MAZIÈRES-MAULÉON]
14. (a) The symbols or
(b) symbolism of armorial signs
= Heraldry 14a, b

15. The (hereditary) use of armorial emblems
= Heraldry 15 [WAGNER 2, K EEN, MARTIN &
ROBINSON]
= Armory 6 [GWYN-JONES]
= Héraldique 5 [RIQUER]
Armory 2, 5 = Heraldry 3, 11 = Héraldique
etc.
1, 4 [Bilingual dictionaries]

Table 1. Definitions of ‘heraldry’ and its partial synonyms ‘armory’,
blason, and héraldique (The abbreviations set in square brackets refer to works
cited fully in Part II) Colour key: A1. Bright yellow = the profession of the heralds – A2.
Pale yellow = a division or aspect of that profession -B. Orange tan = a system of emblems – C.
Lavender = the art of representing emblems – D. Blue = field of study related to the profession – E.
Green = emblems or their symbolism - F. Turquoise = the use of emblems
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other, formed part of the heralds’ profession. Like the ‘pro-heraldry’ that
in some countries has replaced it (as I shall explain below), heraldry in
most countries where it exists today is almost exclusively concerned with
visual signs of identity and status — primarily, though not exclusively,
those of the armorial family. This, however, is a relatively recent state of
affairs, and is not true in England and Scotland even today. The first
heralds (who sang the praises of knights at tournaments even before the
slow emergence of true ‘heraldic’ arms between c. 1130 and c. 1220) almost
certainly had no interest in signs at all, and by the time of the heyday of
their profession in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, their professional
duties in their original homelands were so diverse that they must be
understood and examined as distinct divisions of the profession.7 These
duties included (1) recognizing noble men-at-arms in games, musters, and
battlefields, both in life and in death; (2) assisting at nobiliary games, trials,
investitures, funerals, and comparable ceremonies; (3) serving their lords as
messengers and ambassadors on various kinds of mission; (4) proclaiming,
(eventually in their master’s name) tournaments, deaths, accessions, and
other major events; (5) recording not only the names and identity-signs of
the members of the knightly nobility generally and of its various divisions
and associations (especially knightly orders), but also (6) the genealogies,
dignities, successions, and deeds of princes and nobles; and finally, at least
in the most advanced jurisdictions, exercising by delegation the authority
of their master to (7) regulate the use of signs of identity and status, (8) grant
new identity-signs, (9) register new and previously unrecorded ones, and
(10) adjudicate the legal rights of rival or dubious claimants to existing
emblems (and in some cases associated chiefships and similar dignities)
7

The most thorough and scholarly histories of the heralds of this period remain
(Sir) Anthony R. WAGNER’s magisterial Heralds and Heraldry in the Middle Ages
(2nd. edn., London, 1956) and Heralds of England (London, 1967). To these may be
added the brief surveys in Egon Freiherr VON BERCHEM, ‘Die Herolde und ihre
Beziehungen zum Wappenwesen’, in idem, D. L. GALBREATH, and Otto HUPP,
Beiträge zur Geschichte der Heraldik. Die Wappenbücher des deutschen Mittelalters,
Berlin, 1939 (extr. from Archives Héraldiques Suisses; repr. Neustadt an der Aisch,
1972), pp. 116-219; Paul ADAM-EVEN, ‘Les fonctions militaires des hérauts d’armes,
leur influence sur le développement de l’héraldique’, Archives Héraldiques Suisses
71 (1957), pp. 2-33; and Michel PASTOUREAU, Traité d’héraldique (Paris, 1979), pp. 6163; Martí DE RIQUER, Heràldica Catalana de l’Any 1150 al 1550, 2 vols. (Barcelona,
1983), I, pp. 26-35; and Libro de Armería de reino de Navarra, ed. Faustino MENÉNDEZPIDAL and Juan José MARTINENA (Pamplona, 2001), pp. 26-32, 45-49. Two collected
works dealing with heralds in several countries have recently appeared: a special
issue of the Revue du Nord (88) in 2006, and The Herald in Late Medieval Europe, ed.
Katie Stevenson (Boydell & Brewer, Woodbridge, Suffolk) in 2009; the latter
includes short but useful surveys of the heralds in Scotland, Brittany, Florence,
Poland, and Scandinavia. These works all confirm my belief that any definition of
‘heraldry’ that is to be useful for designating the profession throughout its
temporal and geographical range must take into account the whole set of their
historical functions, and not merely those extant today. I shall discuss the
divisions of the profession in Pt. III of this essay, but the terms I have proposed for
them will be given in Vol. 3, Concepts and Terms, § I.2.
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Of course, each of these divisions of the heralds’ profession is not
only ‘heraldric’ but ‘heraldic’ in the sense of that word we have adopted,
and must logically be treated as the object or central concern of a distinct
subdivision of the general division of heraldic studies concerned with
heraldry: what might be called heraldric studies. In practice, as we shall
see, most of these aspects of heraldry have been severely neglected by
heraldic scholars until quite recently — in part no doubt because the term
‘heraldic’ and its cognates has been used primarily to refer to the various
types of sign in which the heralds had taken a professional interest, but
also because the investigation of these divisions of the heraldic profession
involves rather different kinds of research in different types of
documentary source, and further involves an acquaintance with a different
body of secondary literature. Nevertheless, if we are to understand the
professional and institutional context in which the division of heraldry
concerned with signs emerged, developed, and functioned, and the
relationship of the heralds to other groups and institutions to which their
profession was bound in various ways, we must attempt to learn as much
as possible about all of these areas of activity and expertise, and their
individual relationships to phenomena external to heraldry as such.
1.2.2. The Divisions of Heraldica Wholly or Partially External to Heraldry
The phenomena of professional interest to the heralds but not included in
their profession either at any time, or in some places in some periods, were
even more diverse that those that formed part of that profession. In
countries into which heralds and heraldry had actually been introduced
and were still maintained, the phenomena that fell wholly outside their
professional activities may be referred to as extra-heraldric, or external
heraldica, and contrasted when useful both to the heraldric phenomena or
internal heraldica just identified (types of activity and areas of expertise
that were completely peculiar to the heralds’ profession, at least in a
particular place and time), and to trans-heraldric, or bilateral heraldica
(which like the designing of signs and the devising of rules governing
them, have been carried out both by heralds and by non-heralds, often in
the same places and times).
As this suggests, all three sets of phenomena may also be broadly
classified, like heraldry itself, as either general-historical (meaning Included
within the full range of phenomena of interest to the heralds in any country at any
time), or local-contemporary (meaning Included within the particular set of
phenomena of interest to the heralds of a particular country or set of countries in a
particular period). Although widely ignored by students, these distinctions
are actually essential for all historical discussions of heraldica, for as I shall
demonstrate in a later Part of this essay, the set of local-contemporary
heraldica that could be described as ‘Anglo-French Formative’ were almost
entirely different from those that could be described as ‘German Late
Gothic’ or ‘English Renaissance’, and many such phenomena must be
described in any particular situation as future or former heraldica, or as
locally extra-heraldic phenomena. By the last expression we shall mean
matters that, while at least of interest to the heralds in countries where they
existed, and therefore locally ‘heraldic’ if not ‘heraldric’, were or are of no
Alta Studia Heraldica 2 (2009)
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interest at all to local heralds, at least in the period under consideration.
The same phrase may be used to refer to generally heraldic
phenomena in countries where there were or are no heralds to take an
interest in anything. The arms and crests used by the Polish nobility from
the fourteenth century onward, for example, can be regarded as ‘heraldic’
only in the general-historical sense before the eighteenth century, for the
simple reason that there is no evidence for the existence of heralds or any
comparable body of expert advisers in Poland before that time. In Poland,
therefore — and in various other countries in the same and different
periods, especially recent ones — because of the total absence of heralds
and heraldry, even the core elements of general-historical heraldica were
locally extra-heraldic either for many centuries or at any time.
This does not mean, of course, that they fall outside the purview of
heraldic studies, for the boundaries of our field are defined by those of
general-historical heraldica. What it does mean is that heraldic scholars
studying or describing such phenomena in countries lacking heralds
should be conscious of the locally extra-heraldic character of all generally
heraldic phenomena, and should indicate this character clearly in their
work. On the whole, indeed, they should either avoid the use of ‘heraldic’
altogether in the body of their discussions, or use it only with qualifiers like
‘elsewhere heraldic’ or ‘eventually heraldic’.
In order to indicate as clearly as possible the range of phenomena
that were either partly or wholly external to heraldry proper even in
countries and periods when heralds were present and active, and how
these may best be classified and studied in the context of the field of
heraldic studies, I shall briefly review here the identity and nature of the
most important of these bilateral and external phenomena, and suggest
some of the ways in which they should be approached.
1.2.3. The Principal Bilateral Division of Heraldica: Heraldic Signs
a. Families and Species of Sign. Among the phenomena that must be
classified as heraldica of the bilateral type are the signs8 of the various
species9 and families10 in which the heralds came to take a professional

8

We shall employ the term sign in the sense established by the practitioners of
semeiology, the general science of signs: Some sound, movement, behaviour, object, or
the like, adopted, usually in an essentially arbitrary way, to denote a different phenomenon,
concept, or entity, called in this context the referent of the sign (or the signified of the
sign as signifier). The basic concepts and terms of semeiology were laid down by
the Swiss linguist Ferdinand DE SAUSSURE in his posthumously published Cours de
linguistique général (Geneva, 1916). All of the signs with which heraldic studies is
concerned fall into the category I have designated that of static visual signs,
whose meaning is conveyed through their visible form alone. I define these and
related terms like the adjective semeiotic and the abstract noun semeiotics in the
next issue in Appendix II ‘A General Table of Concepts and Terms’, § II.
9
By the term species in the context of heraldic studies we shall mean: A type of
sign recognized as such by the society that produced and used it, subject to more or less
precise rules and conventions governing its design, modification, and use, and often
distinguished by one or more names peculiar to it. Arms, crests, supporters, badges,
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interest, and which are now commonly described as
‘heraldic’. Indeed, so central have these species of
sign been to the heraldic didactic tradition that they
have often been discussed as if they were the sole
concern of ‘heraldry’, or even its sole component. In
fact, as we have just noted, heraldry actually
involved many duties and activities unrelated to
signs, and as we shall see in the next subsection,
various other sets of people played a more important
rôle in the evolution of these signs in all countries
before about 1450 and in most countries even
thereafter. Nevertheless, the history of these signs
and their use must remain a central concern of
heraldic studies, so it is important for those who
practice it to have a clear notion of what signs may
reasonably be regarded as ‘heraldic’, and how those signs may be classified
into both cultural-historical categories (including those of particular species
and families, peculiar to particular cultures) and strictly analytical
categories (including those of signs, emblems, and insignia generally,
independent of particular cultures) that permit us to understand the often
complex relationships among them.
The various species of sign initially of interest to the heralds (and
therefore classifiable as ‘heraldic’) all belonged to what we shall call the
armorial11 family. This family originally consisted of, and always
remained centred on, the identity-sign most distinctively designated in
French since at least 1170 by the word armes, and long called by derivative
or equivalent names in all of the other languages of Europe — including
the Castilian armas, the German Wappen, the Polish herb, and the English
arm(e)s, attested in this sense since 1330.12 The arms (from about 1490 also
called in English by the phrases ‘coat of arms’ and ‘coat armour’) emerged
helms, and collars are among the more important species of armorial sign, or
armory.
10
As I shall explain at greater length in Part II of this essay, by the term family (of
signs) we shall mean A set of species of sign united by a common code governing their
general form and use, and a regular association with one another in a particular more or
less formalized set of contexts and arrangements.
11
Armorial is first attested in French in 1555, in the title of Jehan LE FÉRON, Le
Simbol Armorial des Armoiries de France et d’Escoce et de Lorraine: the earliest treatise
in that language to be published in print. Its English derivative armorial is first
attested in 1576, in Francis THYNNE, Burghley’s Crest, in the phrase ‘An olde
armoriall booke’ (p. 295). It originally meant Pertaining to or having the nature of
arms or armories, but we shall restrict it to the latter part of that definition, using
armal to represent the idea Pertaining to or having the nature of arms.
12
Armes is first recorded in its heraldic sense ‘a fielded identity-sign covering the
whole surface of a flag, shield, or other item of knightly equipment’ in CHRESTIEN DE
TROYES’ Erec et Enide of c. 1170, the first romance of the Arthurian cycle. (TOBLER
AFW, I, p. 536) It is first recorded in English in Robert MANNING of Brunne’s
Chronicle of c. 1330 (OED 2, I, 634), and in Anglo-Norman in the Dean Tract of
1341/5 (AND) but the Latin arma was in use by 1250 (LATHAM, RMLW, p. 30)
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and evolved to its classic form in the Primary Heraldic Region of northern
France, adjacent Lotharingia (corresponding to the modern Benelux
countries), and England, between 1130 and 1220, and remained to c. 1295
the only species of its family outside Germany (where the secondary
species of identity-sign that in English
came to be called by 1380 the crest13 was in
general use by 1220), and remained the
only species of sign of any family of
interest to heralds anywhere before about
1350, and to 1450 in England (when crests
are first included in an armorial).
Between 1295 (when the use of the
crest began to spread from Germany) and
about 1600, numerous additional species of
sign were added to the armorial family, a
few (including the supporter and eventually
the compartment and motto) representing
identity, and others (including crowns, hats,
staves, and collars) different types of status.
All of these signs were soon assigned a
particular place in the compound sign, used in Germany from 1250 and
elsewhere from 1295, that since at least 1548 has been called in English the
(armorial) achievement.14 The signs of this family came to bear a variety of
generic names, but since c. 1500 their most distinctive and transparent
name in English has been armories.15 We shall accordingly adopt that term
in preference to the more cumbersome phrases ‘armorial ensigns’ and
‘armorial bearings’16 preferred in recent centuries by most Anglophone
13

The term creste (attested in Old French as an attribute of chickens c. 1180), is
attested as the name for a comparable adornment of a helmet c. 1290 (Robert DHLF
I, 947); by c. 1380 it had given rise to the Middle English word crest(e). (OED 2, IV,
11), but was later replaced in French by its unrelated synonym cimier.
14
The term achievement, without a distinct equivalent in any other language, is
attested in its usual early form ‘hachemente’ in HALL’s Chronicle of 1548, in the
phrase ‘The Hatchementes wer borne onely by capitaynes’ (Henry V, 50). The sense
of the word is not entirely clear in that passage, but it has certainly been used in
the relevant sense since 1562, when it was defined by Gerard LEGH in his Accedens
of Armorie, f. 74v, as ‘the arms of every gentleman, well marshalled, with supporters,
helme, wreathe, and creaste, with mantelles and the word’. This definition was quoted
by GUILLIM in his extremely influential Display of Heraldry in 1610, and has
prevailed since that time. (OED 2, I, 102)
15
The word armories in this sense is cited in the OED 2 (I, 638) in various works
from c. 1500 to 1868, and was even included in the title of an early treatise on the
subject by my probable kinsman Edmund BOLTON: The Elements of Armories of
1610. Like its older French model, most commonly spelled armoiries, ‘armory/ ies’ was an ambiguous term, and was often used as a loose synonym for ‘arms’,
just as the latter was often used loosely to designate achievements.
16
The phrase ‘armorial bearings’ is attested from 1790, and ‘armorial ensigns’
from 1793, though the word ‘ensign’ had been used to designate emblems of any
type from 1579, and the word ‘bearing’ had been used to designate both armories
proper and the motifs or ‘charges’ of armal designs by 1597. (OED 2, II, 26; V, 280).
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heralds, and adopt the singular armory, used abstractly, to designate the
body of technical knowledge related to them.17
The name ‘heraldic’ has long been applied primarily, if not
exclusively, to the signs of the armorial family, but in fact no fewer than
three other families of signs came to form part of the heralds’ expertise in
some countries, at least, and must therefore be described as ‘heraldic’ in the
general-historical sense. The first of these additional families — whose
members were informally associated with, but initially quite distinct from,
those of the armorial family — was created in England and France between
about 1340 and 1390, and quickly spread to
adjacent regions of Latin Europe, though
not much beyond them below the level of
rulers. Like the supplementary signs of the
armorial family themselves, they attracted
little attention from the heralds before
about 1450, and have only recently begun
to attract serious attention from scholars.
On the basis of a recent French convention,
we shall call this the para-armorial
family,18 and its constituent signs by the
generic name para-armories. The principal
species of this family were the badge, the
motto, the war-cry, the device, the cypher, and
the livery-colours, and they were associated
especially with what may be called livery-uniforms and with a graded set
of livery-flags including the standard and guidon. Their most common
function was to mark the servants, retainers, and allies of the owner
(normally a king, prince, or major baron) rather than to identify the latter
directly, but in the context of knightly games they actually superseded the
arms in the fifteenth century, and persisted in this rôle well into the
seventeenth. In the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, some of the paraarmorial species (especially the motto, and in England the beast-badge and
plant-badge) were gradually incorporated into the armorial achievement,
and thus at least partially armorialized.
The early fifteenth century also saw the crystallization of the second
of the later families that would eventually become heraldic. In this case it
was composed of the effigies and attributes of the patron saints of kingdoms
and principalities, and of national crosses or cruciferous signs formally similar
to the most common form of saintly attribute, but not actually associated

17

For a discussion of the use of armory in that sense, see below, pp. 32-38.
Michel PASTOUREAU introduced the equivalent French term para-héraldique for
this purpose in or by 1981 ( ‘Aux origines de l’emblème: Las crise d’héraldique
européenne aux XVe et XVIe siècles’, in Emblèmes et devises au temps de la
Renaissance (Paris, 1981); repr. in idem, L’Hermine et le sinople, pp. 327-33). As I shall
demonstrate, however, he (like most continental scholars) uses a derivative of
heraldicus to mean what in English is more precisely termed ‘armorial’, so the
proper equivalent is ‘para-armorial’.
18
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with a saint. We shall therefore call this the patronal-national family.19 The
referent-owners of these signs were almost exclusively kings, states, and
major princes, but like the signs of the para-armorial family, they were for
a time employed to mark the uniforms of soldiers, as well as flags of
various types, including the otherwise para-armorial standard. These
practices no doubt laid the groundwork for the creation around 1520 of the
last of the four heraldic families, through the combination in the same
regnal-national flag-design of signs belonging to any or all of the first three
families. This family and its signs (which came to include the modern
forms of military badge) may therefore be described as hybrid-heraldic.20
At least in some countries (including those of the British Isles) both
of these families came to be included within the professional expertise of
the heralds during the course of the sixteenth century, and by 1550 all four
families could in those countries be regarded as being ‘heraldic’ in the
sense we have adopted.
b. Functional types of sign. Nevertheless, the signs of these four families
were not originally and never became exclusively heraldic, and they can
best be understood historically in the broader context of the society of those
who adopted and used them, and understood theoretically as part of the
universe of comparable signs. I shall have more to say about the latter
subject below,21 but it will facilitate my discussion of the nature of the
division of heraldic studies related to signs to set out briefly here the
fundamental distinctions we shall make among the three relevant functional
19

Both effigies and crosses took their classic form in the thirteenth century, but did
not come to be closely associated until the fourteenth. In some countries, including
Denmark, a cross or cruciferous armiform emblem (i.e., one with the form of arms
but not necessarily its nature) not used as an attribute of a saint came to serve the
same range of functions in the same period.
20
We shall use the new term hybrid-heraldic to designate those emblems —
mainly flag-designs introduced since c. 1520, and the designs of military badges
since c. 1660 — which involved the combination of elements of two or three of the
older families of emblems. Flag-designs of this family included types that had a
field of the para-armorial livery-colours surmounted by a cross or canton of the
patronal-national cross and a shield of the regal-regnal arms or minor achievement. The Canadian red ensigns are among the flags that fell into this class.
21
On the use of these and related general functional terms, see Vol. 3, Concepts
and Terms, § IV. I shall discuss them at greater length in Part II of this essay, but it
will be useful to mention here that I first established these distinctions in the
introductory chapter of my book Heraldic Emblems & Their Rivals in North America:
A History of Visual Signs of Identity (currently under revision), and published them
in ‘The Heraldic Authority and Armorial Insignia after Fifteen Years: Has Progress
Been Made Towards Systematization?’ Part I, Heraldry in Canada 37.2a (Summer
2003), pp. 26-35 (p. 26, n. 1); and ‘Headgear of Nobiliary Rank in Germany, Italy,
France, and England: The First Phases in the History of the National Systems’, in
Hans DE BOO, Bertus HEMPENIUS, and René VAN ITERSON, eds., Streekwapens en
Regional Heraldiek – L’Héraldique Régionale – Regional Heraldry – Regionalheraldik:
Congreverslag van het XIIe internationaal Heraldisch Colloquium … Report XII.
International Colloquium on Heraldry, Groningen 3-7 september 2001. Bedum, The
Netherlands, 2006, pp. 60-79
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types of sign found not only in all four of the heraldic families, but in many
others used for similar purposes in many historical societies.
Most of the signs in question — including the arms, crests, badges,
mottoes, livery-colours, and flag-designs of the four heraldic families —
belong to the general type of sign whose semantic function is to represent
the particular identity of their referent. We shall call such signs by the generic
term emblem (introduced by 1430 and used in this sense by 161622);
describe them and phenomena related to them by the adjective emblematic
(in use by 1645); designate the whole set of rules, conventions, and
practices related to their conception, design, representation, and use by the
recent term emblematics (whose French cognate l’emblématique was in use
in this sense by 199423); and designate the subfield of semeiology (a word
of 1641 established as the name for the general science of signs by Saussure
in 1916) concerned with emblematics by the new term emblematology. We
22

The word ‘emblem’, ultimately derived from the Greek emblêma, entered English
c. 1430 as the name for a new type of allegorical figure, known in French as the
devise and in Italian as the imprese. It seems in fact to have been an elaboration of
the para-armorial ‘device’, which was finally incorporated into heraldry proper in
the later fifteenth century, and was commonly called by the same name. From
about 1520 ‘emblem’ was applied more particularly to the much more complex
type of design I have called the emblema, which often included, in addition to a
figure and explanatory motto, an explanatory poem. The employment of ‘emblem’
to represent this particular type of sign continued well into the eighteenth century,
when the use of allegorical emblemata gradually fell into disuse, but from about
1616 the word ‘emblem’ was increasingly employed in a much broader sense, to
represent any sort of visual figure representing the identity of a person, family,
nation, or the like. It thus came to comprise not only all of the elements of the
armorial achievement, but any sort of figure used for the same purpose. A whole
family of derivative words was adopted at about the same date: ‘emblematically’
by 1607, ‘emblematize’ by 1615, ‘emblematical’ by 1644, ‘emblematic’ by 1645,
‘emblematist’ by 1646. The history of the term in French followed much the same
course, and in Modern French it normally designates ‘All signs whose function is to
signify the identity of an individual or group’. Rémi MATHIEU, Le système héraldique
français (Paris, 1946), p. 13, defined armoiries as a type of emblème, and PASTOUREAU,
Les Armoiries (1976), p. 22 declared that in the Middle Ages the shield alone
possessed the ‘fonction emblématique’. Neither author, however, actually defined
the term emblème. In ordinary Modern English the word ‘emblem’ remains
polysemous, and continues to be treated as a synonym of ‘symbol’, but we shall
distinguish systematically between the two words.
23
Michel PASTOUREAU, ‘L’emblématique princière à la fin du Moyen Age: Essai de
lexique et de typologie’, in Héraldique et emblématique de la Maison de Savoie (XIeXVIe s.), ed. Bernard ANDENMATTEN, Agostino PARAVICINI BAGLIANI, and Annick
VADON (Lausanne, 1994), pp. 11-43, esp. pp. 25-27. The term was officially adopted
by the organizing committee of the First International Conference on General
Emblematics (which met between 13 and 17 December 1999 in Saragossa, Spain).
Its members defined ‘emblem’ rather more broadly as ‘Iconic elements which
symbolically represent a person or a legal entity, both individual or collective, which
expresses a personal identification, a family tie, a community link, or a socially recognized
status or personal worth’. (Section of Emblematic Studies «Barón de Valdeolivos»,
Institución «Fernando el Católico» [C. S. I. C.], First International Conference on
General Emblematics, First Information Booklet [Saragossa, 1999], p. 2.).
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of shall also designate their referents or owners by the new term
emblematiger (modelled on ‘armiger’), and the condition of possessing
and practice of using emblems by the derivative term emblematigery.
In the heraldic families in particular the emblematic species of sign
came to be associated with a growing number of species of the second
analytical type, whose general function was to represent in a precise and
systematic manner the generic nature and legal status of their referent. We
shall designate the signs of this type — which include the various forms of
headgear, staff, collar, and pendant mentioned above — by the traditional
name insignia (used in that sense in Classical Latin and in English since
1648), designate those who had a right to bear them in their own right by
the new term insigniger, describe them and related phenomena by the new
adjective insignial (introduced in 2003), and designate the whole set of
rules, conventions, and practices related to their conception, design,
representation, and use by the new term insignialics, and the subfield of
semeiology concerned with insignialia by the new term insigniology.
Most forms of insignia were associated exclusively with armorial emblems,
especially the arms, but a few of them (especially crowns and collars or
comparable zoniform types) came to be used to mark emblems of the paraarmorial and hybrid-heraldic families — especially badges and cyphers.
The third functional type of sign included in the heraldic families is
one whose function is to represent general and particular ideas and phenomena
of every other kind. Such signs have long been most distinctively designated
by the term symbol (attested in that sense since 1590), and described as
symbolic (used in that way since 1680), and we shall not only employ
those terms in those senses, but designate the whole set of practices related
to their conception, design, representation, and use by the new term
symbolics, and the subfield of semeiology concerned with symbolics by
the new term symbolology. In emblematic contexts, including arms,
symbols normally constitute motifs in the design of the emblem, and serve
to represent certain of the extra-legal characteristics of the emblematiger —
including the emblematiger’s name, relationships, origins, occupation, and
interests.
c. The Study of Heraldic Signs. Heraldic signs of all four families and all
three functional types may be, and have in fact been studied from a
number of quite different perspectives, employing a similar variety of
sources according to the period and country. Since the late nineteenth
century the general history of their form and use in many countries has
been reconstructed on the basis of a careful study of surviving
representations (especially on seals, memorials, domestic decorations, and
illustrated armorials or dictionaries of armories), descriptions and
references (especially in romances, poems describing tournaments and
jousts, chronicles, and blazoned armorials), and discussions (especially in
the treatises on armory composed in growing numbers from the 1340s
onward by layers, clerics, and a few heralds). Much has been learned from
the study of such sources (especially since 1950, when research in these
areas was finally undertaken in a manner at once systematic and scientific),
but much more remains to be done before we can claim to have a clear
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notion of the history of heraldic signs in any country, let alone in all of the
countries in which they have been used. There are also a number of serious
flaws in the current approach to these matters — including a failure to
adopt a scientific approach to the use of generalizing terms and concepts, a
failure to situate the developments studied in their cultural contexts, and
an excessive concentration on the arms to the exclusion of other species of
armorial emblem, on armorial emblems generally to the exclusion of those
of other families, and on emblems generally to the exclusion of insignia.
Most of these flaws derive from the amateur, pre-academic tradition of
heraldic erudition that began with the treatises just noted, and which I
shall discuss in §§ 1.4.2.f and 1.5 below, and at greater length in § 2.1. At
this point in my essay, I shall return to my survey of the divisions of
heraldica that fell partly or wholly outside the profession of the heralds: in
this case, divisions defined in relationship to what we shall call heraldic
actors — that is, categories of people who played a major part in the
development of some set of heraldic phenomena, including the form and
use of heraldic signs — other than the heralds themselves.
1.2.4. Heraldic Actors Other than Heralds, and their Contributions
a. Armigers and armigery. Even after they had attracted the attention of the
heralds, signs of all three functional types and all four ultimately heraldic
families continued to be largely or wholly under the control of non-heralds,
whose treatment of them continued to form part of what we have called
‘extra-heraldric’ or ‘external’ heraldica. Indeed, as our definition of
‘heraldica’ itself suggests, by far the most important set of phenomena of
interest to the heralds, but entirely outside their profession, is that
composed of the acquisition, possession, transmission, and use of armories
and other ultimately heraldic signs, by the emblematigers themselves, in
forms and contexts determined by them, and following conventions that
were often of their making. Since 1939 this set of practices has often been
represented by the term ‘heraldry’ itself,24 but as the practices have all
fallen historically wholly outside the profession of the heralds as such, and
wholly within the sphere of the emblematigers — a social category that
included few if any heralds before 1380 — this usage is extremely
misleading, even in that small set of countries where the heralds eventually
acquired some theoretical control over them. The appropriate term for such
practices would therefore be one that indicated their restriction to the
emblematigers in question.
Unfortunately, the emblematigers in question were not
distinguished by any common designation in any language before about
1586, and still lack a name in most of the languages of Europe. From at
least that year, however, the members of this category in England
24

This definition of ‘heraldry’ — ‘the systematic use of hereditary devices centred on
the shield’ — was proposed by Anthony WAGNER (F.S.A., Richmond Herald),
Heralds & Heraldry: An Inquiry into the Armorial Functions of the Heralds (London,
1939, 2nd edn. 1956, repr. 1960), p. 12. Though taken up by a number of very
distinguished heraldists and historians since then, it was at once novel, illconceived, and inappropriate, as I shall demonstrate in Part II.
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sometimes distinguished themselves in their own language by the formerly
Latin word armiger, and this practice seems to have been widespread by
1840. In consequence, ‘armiger’ has come to be treated as the technical
name for any person or entity possessing arms in the generalizing
terminology of Anglophone heraldists everywhere, and we shall employ it
in that useful sense.25 We shall therefore designate collectively the practices
peculiar to armigers by the derivative term armigery,26 (distinguishing
ownership from use by the adjectives passive and active respectively), and
describe the practices and products of armigery by the new adjective
armigeral.27
It should be noted at this point that, in addition to the history of the
conventions governing the matters noted above, the history of armigery
properly includes (2) the history of the use of armories in different physical
contexts (including shields, flags, surcoats, seals, tombs, tapestries, and the
like), (3) the history of their use in different types of social situation
(battles, tournaments, jousts, processions, ceremonies, domestic quarters,
and so on), and (4) the history of their adoption and use by different
categories of armiger (princes, barons, knights, ladies, prelates, burgesses,
jurisdictions, and corporate bodies), all of which differed significantly from
one country to the next. To understand and explain why armigery
developed along the particular (and often very peculiar) lines it did in the
various countries of Latin Europe and its colonies, the historical heraldist
must also know a good deal about the social, political, and institutional
history of each of the countries in question, in every period since the
introduction of armigery, and must set his or her explanations within the
25

The Latin noun armiger, whose literal sense was ‘arms-bearer’, was initially
employed to designate one who bore, rather than wore, the weapons and armour
of another, and was the most common Latin title for those unknighted noblemen
whose vernacular title in French was originally escuier (but eventually became
écuyer), and in English progressed from escuier to ‘esquire’. The armorist John
FERNE, in his Blazon of Gentrie of 1586, mentioned that some of his contemporaries
had begun to assert that the title ‘armiger’ belonged by right to every ‘gentleman
of coat-armour’: that is, to every man with the right to ‘bear’ heraldic ‘arms’.
Nevertheless, as late as 1840 the writer D E QUINCY could refer to the use of the
postnominal title ‘armiger’ as ‘… the newest mode of saying that one is privileged
to bear arms in a sense intelligible only to the Heralds’ College’. (OED 2, I, 637)
26
The term armigery, based on the long-established agent-noun ‘armiger’ and
inspired by its adjective armigerous (attested from 1731) was introduced with this
sense by my affinal cousin Prof. Anthony [P. C.] ADAMSON, O.C., LL.D., in ‘A Quest
for Armigery’, Heraldry in Canada 17.4 (1983), pp. 26-7. Adamson intended it to
represent primarily the quality of ‘bearing emblematic arms’, for which the only
obvious alternative was the more cumbersome ‘armigerousness’. I have adopted it
for my own work in both the passive and the active sense of ‘bearing’ because it
permits a clear distinction between the actual use of armorial emblems — an
activity peculiar to armigers, and requiring no action on the part of heralds — and
the very different activities related to such emblems peculiar to heralds.
27
This term, with the sense ‘pertaining to or characteristic of armigers and armigery’,
should not be confused with the existing term ‘armigerous’, which means
‘possessing arms, having the character of an armiger’.
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appropriate contexts.
It is also important for the heraldist approaching the history of
armigery to remember that armigers, both personal and impersonal, almost
always belonged to the much larger category or persons and entities that
owned and made use of some form of seal (Latin sigillum) — a metallic
matrix used for impressing a distinctive emblematic design in wax, lead,
gold, or (much later) paper — for authenticating their legal acts and
agreements. Those who possessed and used a seal may usefully be
designated by the new term sigilligers (modelled on ‘armigers’), and the
practice of owning and employing a distinctive seal may be designated by
the derivative name sigilligery, again distinguished as either passive or
active. Armigery and sigilligery were always distinct conditions and
practices, but they arose and spread in much the same period among the
same categories of individual, jurisdiction, and corporation, and soon came
to be associated with one another through the inclusion of a representation
of one or more armories on the field of a growing number and proportion
of seals. The seal thus became one of the most important of the several
physical contexts in which armigers regularly displayed their arms and
other armories.
Though the great majority of sigilligers never became armigers,
virtually all armigers were not only active sigilligers but employed at least
one form of seal (and often two or more) that included a representation of
an armorial emblem — most commonly before 1290 an escutcheon of the
arms, but increasingly thereafter some form of achievement. And as most
sigilligers applied or attached a wax impression of the appropriate form of
their seal to hundreds or even thousands of legal documents and private
letters, even the loss of all but a handful of the matrices, and the vast
majority of the impressions, has not been sufficient to destroy all of the
latter, and many thousands survive from before 1500. The seal was thus
the most durable of the physical contexts in which armigers displayed their
armories, and it is for this reason that seals have long been the single most
important type of evidence for the forms taken by the armories of most
armigers before at least 1500, and especially the period before the creation
of the first painted armorials around 1250. And it is for the latter reason
that all historical heraldists with an interest in the earlier period of the
history of armigery must acquire a sound knowledge of the history of sealdesign and use in the same period; of the location of the best collections
and inventories of seals; and of the identity of the principal published
collections of seals — which on the model of the name armorial given to
comparable collections of arms, may be called sigillaries.28 All these
matters fall within the boundaries of the ‘ancillary science’ concerned with
the history of seals: originally a division of diplomatics, but hived off as a
separate discipline around 1850, and called sigillographie in French from
1851 and sigillography in English by 1879.29
28

The adjective sigillaire was introduced into French in 1456 (RDHLF, III, 3504),
and gave rise to the English sigillary by 1652. (OED 2, XV, 448)
29
Ibid. et ibid. The sigillography of Latin Europe is largely concerned with
‘medieval’ seals, and in consequence is commonly associated with armorial studies
Alta Studia Heraldica 2 (2009)

18

D’A. J. D. BOULTON

Of course, seals were not a context in which armories could be
displayed either in their inherent tinctures or in their normal size, but only
in an achromatic version of the pictorial manner we shall call the secondary
or mimetic mode,30 which also came to be used in the physically similar
intimate contexts31 of coins and medals. Armories were all initially
designed to serve as what we shall call display-emblems, meant to be
recognized quickly even at a considerable distance, and in what we shall
call their primary mode they were displayed by armigers before 1400 in
such display-contexts as functional shields, helms, flags, horse-trappers,
and military surcoats.
Of these contexts, however, only those of the
surcoat (in the form of the heralds’ tabard) and the flag (normally in the
physical form of banner) continued in active use after about 1530, outside
the context of the heraldic funeral that persisted into the early eighteenth
century, and very few examples of any of such underlying contexts have
survived from before 1500.
The earlier, armal or perarmiferous32 forms of the armorial flag (as
we shall call those whose whole surfaces were covered with the arms)
seem also to have fallen into general disuse outside funerals by 1530, being
replaced in many contexts by new types bearing achievements rather than
arms, which we shall call cumular or cumuliferous33). Because they
contributed to the design of the new hybrid-heraldic types of flag (like the
ensign) that were created during the course of the sixteenth century, and
the latter both survived and gave rise to all of the types still in use today,
flags in the heraldic tradition, at least, have been since c. 1960 the object of a

in societies devoted to it — which are either national or regional in scope. On the
nature and history of seals in Latin Europe since about 450, see esp. J. ROMAN,
Manuel de Sigillographie française, (Paris, 1912); Wilhelm EWALD, Siegelkunde
(Munich and Vienna, 1975); P. D. A. HARVEY and Andrew MCGUINNESS, A Guide to
British Medieval Seals (London, Toronto, and Buffalo, 1996); Catalogue of the Seals in
the Public Record Office, Monastic Seals, Vol. I, comp. Roger H. ELLIS (London, 1986);
and the articles by Brigitte BEDOS-REZAK collected in Form and Order in Medieval
France: Studies in Social and Quantitative Sigillography (Paris, 1993).
30
On the concepts of modes of display, see Vol. 3, Concepts and Terms, § V.A.1.
31
On the concepts of intimate and display-contexts and emblems, see ibid., §
III.A.2.c-d
32
On the term ‘armal’ in the sense ‘pertaining to or having the nature of arms’, see
above., n. 11. To describe more precisely the character of a context like a flag or a
seal as ‘bearing arms upon its surface’, we shall use the general term armiferous;
armiferous contexts may be either perarmiferous, like the normal armal flag
before 1500, or scutiferous: that is, bearing arms set within the outline of a shield
of some sort. The latter was the normal mode of display on seals, coins, medals,
belts, buttons, and the like. See Vol. 3, Concepts and Terms, § V.3.3.2.c-d
33
As there was no word for the achievement in any of the other languages of
Europe, and direct translations of the English word seemed inappropriate, I have
proposed terms based on the Latin cumulus ‘an accumulation’, and adjectives
derived from that word to indicate relationships to an achievement. A
cumuliferous flag is therefore one charged with an achievement of some form,
rather than the arms alone. See Vol. 3, Concepts and Terms, § V.12
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distinct ancillary science called vexillology.34 Since all armigers were at
least passive vexilligers (as we shall call the possessors of distinctive flags),
and the more important continued to engage in active vexilligery (as the
practice of using one or more flags may be called) even after 1530, it
behooves the historian of heraldic emblems and armigery to become at
least reasonably knowledgeable in this field.
b. Emblazoners and emblazonry. Related divisions of external heraldica
have also been constituted historically by the activities of six other quite
distinct sets of actors, whose rôles in our field have often been neglected by
its students, even when they have been very important. The oldest and
perhaps most important of these sets of actors is that composed of the
representational craftsmen or artists in various media, who from the very
beginning of armigery around 1130 have actually produced all of the
realizations of the signs publicly used by armigers of all ranks and classes
in vast numbers and a wide range of physical contexts (including from the
beginning shields, flags, and seals), and whose relevant practices may be
collectively designated armorial (or, when referring to two or more
emblematic families, heraldo-emblematic) representation. They may also
be designated in the technical language of armory as the arts of
emblazonry,35 and their practitioners may be said to emblazon the
34

The principal Classical Latin word for ‘flag’ was vexillum, and English words
related to flags are commonly based on it. Vexillary is attested from 1591 in the
nominal sense of its Latin original vexillarius, a veteran soldier, but there is no
reason it should not be employed adjectivally, on the model of ‘sigillary’, in the
literal sense of the underlying (though unattested) Latin adjective: ‘pertaining to a
flag’, and it has recently been adopted in that sense by vexillologists. The study of
flags was long known as ‘flag-lore’, and treated from its beginnings in the
seventeenth century as a branch of the heraldic ‘science’. The earliest known work
in the field was Jan D LUGOSZ, Banderia Prutenorum (Poland, 1448), but the earliest
printed work of any importance was Carl ALLARD , Nieuwe Hollandse Scheeps-bouw
(Amsterdam, 1694). Printed flag-charts date from c. 1700, and were the principal
means of communicating knowledge of the subject before 1858, when the first
official handbook on the subject was published in France. The modern science and
the terms vexillology, vexillological, and vexillologist were invented by the
political scientist Prof. Whitney Smith, the founder of the Flag Institute of
Winchester, Massachusetts, in 1959-60, and terms of this family have now
prevailed in most languages. A variety of bodies dedicated to vexillology have
emerged since that time, and the science is now the second most active of what I
shall call the ‘emblematic sciences’ in the United States, especially outside
academic circles. The best general introduction to the subject is still Whitney
SMITH, Flags Through the Ages and Across the World (Maidenhead, 1975), but this has
been to some extent superseded by Alfred ZNAMIEROWSKI, The World Encyclopedia
of Flags: The definitive guide to international flags, banners, standards and ensigns (New
York, 1999). For the subcategory of naval flags, the book by Timothy WILSON,
Flags at Sea: A guide to the flags flown at sea by ships of the major maritime nations, from
the sixteenth century to the present day, illustrated by the collections of the National
Maritime Museum (London, 1986, 1999), is also very useful.
35
The verb to emblazon in the sense ‘to represent in visible form the blazon or
conceptual design of particular arms or other armories’ (earlier borne by the related
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emblems in question in various media, and be called when they do so the
emblazoners of those emblems.
Very little seems to have been written about emblazoners in any
country or period, and both they and their professional activities thus
remain obscure.36 What little we do know suggests that historically most of
these craftsman have been generalists in their craft, and have included
some (like Leonardo da Vinci) who were very well known for their work in
other areas. This means that most of them must have engaged in
emblazonry only when they have been specifically commissioned to do so
for some particular purpose — whether functional (military, political,
processional, commemorative), or decorative. And as this suggests, most
of their work has always been done at the behest of armigers rather than
heralds (who probably did not employ them at all in Britain before about
1440, and only occasionally before about 155037), so neither their occupation
nor their emblematic work can be described as ‘heraldic’ except in the
broadest sense. Nevertheless, in parts of Spain, at least, painters were
regularly appointed to heraldic offices in the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries,38 so it is likely that in that part of Europe, at least, a much closer
relationship developed between the professions of painter and herald than
certainly existed in Britain and France.
Whatever their precise relationship to the heralds, however, the
artisans and artists who have functioned as occasional or regular
emblazoners have made an enormous contribution to the development of
the emblematic element of heraldica. And if the historical heraldist is to
understand how this contribution was made, it is necessary for him or her
to have a thorough understanding of a number of matters mainly studied
by historians of art. These include the nature of the education and training
the emblazoners of each craft typically (and when known, individually)
received, especially any that might have prepared them for the correct
representation of heraldic emblems (eventually including exposure to
treatises on armory); the typical and particular distribution of labours in
their workshops, especially any that led to some degree of specialization in
emblematic work; the range of the commissions emblazoners typically (and
particularly) accepted; the ways in which they both received and carried
out commissions requiring the reproduction of armories; and the internal
organizations of and relationships among the various gilds to which the
verb ‘to emblaze’) is attested from 1592, the nouns emblazoner and emblazonry
are attested in the relevant senses from 1591 and 1661 respectively. (OED 2, V, 163)
36
I know of no work of any length concerned exclusively or even primarily with
the history of emblazoners as such, or of emblazonry as a practice before the later
nineteenth century, and most of the more general works on armory either ignore
these matters entirely, or treat them very briefly. Discussions of the changes of
style and of the range of media and contexts of armorial representations are much
more common, but they, too, are generally quite brief and make little if any
attempt to relate armorial representation to contemporary styles.
37
WAGNER, Heralds of England (pp. 236-39) discusses the essentially competitive
relationship between the painter-stainers of London and the heralds in the later
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.
38
See Libro de Armería de reino de Navarra, ed. MENÉNDEZ-PIDAL, p. 47.
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emblazoners of different crafts (painters, stainers, carvers, goldsmiths, and
so on) normally belonged in most of Latin Europe before about 1800.
Among other questions of interest are how the emblazoners of each craft
developed the constantly-changing styles seen in the surviving examples of
emblazonry (which for most periods before about 1800 represent only a
tiny fraction of those actually produced), through the interpretation in
emblematic forms of the more general styles of representation — various
periodic and regional versions of late Romanesque, Gothic, Renaissance,
Baroque, and so forth — that have succeeded one another since the first
artisan painted the first coat of arms on a shield and flag. The historical
heraldist must also acquire a reasonable knowledge of the general history
of each of those styles before he or she is can address such questions in a
properly scientific manner.
c. Founts of honour and the conferral and regulation of honours. Fourth in
order of their intervention in matters heraldic after the armigers, craftsmen,
and heralds, were the rulers — kings and major princes — who from
various dates after 1270 attached heralds to their households, gave them
official duties and jurisdictions, and themselves began the practice of
granting and regulating the bearing and use of arms and other ‘heraldic’
signs as marks of noble or comparably honourable status. Their practice of
granting arms by letters patent (which began in France by 1315, though in
its classic form only by 1392;39 in England by 1335, though in its classic
form only from 1439;40 and in Germany in or soon after 135541) soon came
39

On the practices related to the conferral of arms and armories in France, see
MATHIEU, Le Système héraldique français, ch. IV, esp. pp. 171-175. What was
apparently the earliest case of a royal conferral of arms, by Louis X in May 1315 to
the hospital for the blind of Bayeux, deviated from classic practices in conferring
the right to use the arms of successive Bishops of Bayeux, merely surmounted by a
single fleur-de-lys set above the shield. According to D. L. GALBREATH, (Manuel de
blason, p. 60), the earliest known grant of wholly new arms by a King of France
dates only from 1392, and even after that date such grants remained exceptional.
40
The earliest known grant by an English king of any armorial emblem is that
made in 1335 by Edward III, who conferred the right to use his eagle-badge as a
crest on William de Montagu. We know of a second grant made by him before his
death in 1377 only through letters confirming it issued by his grandson Richard II
in 1392. Between 1385 and 1450 grants of some version of the royal arms were
made to a number of royal kinsmen, including the legitimated Beauforts and the
adopted Tudors, but the classic practice of conferring arms on corporations and
men seeking admission to the nobility began only after Henry VI, shortly after
attaining his majority in 1437, delegated the authority to do so to his kings of arms.
The first such grants to survive date from 1439 and 1440. (For the practice of
armigeration in England, I have relied principally on the unpublished University
of London M.A. dissertation of Adrian Ailes, F.H.S., A.I.H., ‘Medieval Grants of
Arms, 1300-1461’ (1987), for a copy of which I happily acknowledge my debt to the
author. The relevant material is found in chs. 4 and 5, pp. 36-65.
41
The practices of both ennoblement and armigeration by letters patent were
initiated in Germany by the Emperor Karl IV von Luxemburg in or shortly after
1355. The earliest known grant of arms seems to be that made to the jurist and
Imperial counsellor Bartolo da Sassoferrato, referred to in his treatise De insigniis et
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to form part of a more general system of honours that included nobiliary
dignities and offices — many of which came in turn to be given iconic
expression in the armorial achievement in the form of insignia either
already associated with them or invented for armorial use. In these
capacities such rulers may be referred to as founts of honour, and their
relevant activities — when exercised directly, through their chancery, and
not through the mediation of heralds or comparable officers — may be
designated the unmediated conferral and regulation of honours,
especially armorial honours. It should be noted here that unmediated
conferral and regulation (to the extent the latter was practised at all) were
the norm in every country except the Empire before about 1450, and seem
to have remained the norm in much of continental Europe (including
France) thereafter. It is also worth noting that — in marked contrast to
their brethren in the British realms — the heralds were never given any
formal rôle in either practice in most kingdoms (including both France and
Germany), so neither the conferral nor the registration of armories can be
described as generally or even normally heraldric activities — though they
clearly constitute forms of heraldica in the general-historical sense.
To understand the rôle played by rulers in the creation, conferral,
and regulation of armorial honours, the historical heraldist must have an
understanding of the organization of regal and princely households and
administrative institutions, especially the councils that advised them on
matters of honour as well as matters of policy generally,42 and the
chanceries through which the will of the prince was converted into legal
armis of c. 1355/60. The first such document of which the text has been preserved
(a grant by Karl’s younger son and successor in 1410, Sigismund, already King of
Hungary) dates only from 14 August 1416, and only eighteen direct royal grants of
this sort are known from the period down to 1600. (For the texts of most of the
known early grants by German kings and princes, arranged in chronological order,
see Gustaf A. S EYLER, Geschichte der Heraldik (Wappenwesen, Wappenkunst,
Wappenwissenschaft) (Nuremberg, 1890, repr. Neustadt an der Aisch, 1970), pp. 811844) The vast majority of the grants of arms made in Germany after 1355 were
made neither by the king nor by his heralds, but by the Hofpfalzgrafen first created
in that year by Karl IV; unfortunately, only a tiny minority of their grants survive.
42
The study of both the lordly household that took shape in much of Latin Europe
between about 1070 and 1250, and of the more amorphous ‘court’ centred on that
institution, have only recently become the objects of extensive attention from
historians. The great household was a body of from dozens to hundreds of
servants, organized into departments associated with the various divisions of the
great house or palace (hall, chamber, buttery, chapel, stables, etc.), each under a
chief officer (master, great, or high steward, chamberlain, chaplain, butler,
constable, etc.) and his deputies, and divided into up to five ranks (knight, esquire
or gentleman, valet or yeoman, groom, and page). Among the most important
studies of the institution are Kate MERTES, The English Noble Household 1250-1600:
Good Governance and Politic Rule (Oxford, 1988); Olivier MATTÉONI, Servir le prince:
Les officiers des ducs de Bourbon à la fin du Moyen Age (1356-1523) (Paris, 1998); G. M.
WOOLGAR, The Great Household in Late Medieval England (New Haven, 1999); Alain
MARCHANDISSE and Jean-Louis KUPPER (eds.) A l’Ombre du Pouvoir: Les entourages
princiers au Moyen Age (Geneva, 2003), and Elizabeth GONZALEZ, Un Prince en son
Hôtel: Les serviteurs des ducs d’Orléans au XVe siècle (Paris, 2004).
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instruments like warrants and letters patent; of the normal processes that
led to decisions in comparable matters, including the presentation of
petitions in the presence chamber and discussions in the privy council; and
finally of the complex hierarchies of patronage that culminated in the king
or prince, and were the most common driving force behind most such
decisions. And because the best (and often the only) evidence for the
actions of rulers in this area takes the form of the warrants or letters under
various seals through which they were effected, and the rolls or registers
on which they were recorded for internal reference, the historian interested
in these questions must understand both the procedures through which
they were ordered, and the standard forms they took in different courts
and different periods. In other words, the historical heraldist with an
interest in these questions should be well versed in the science of
diplomatic(s)43 — especially those parts of it that pertain to the country,
court, and period in which he or she is working — and the practices of the
archives in which such documents are primarily preserved.
In addition to understanding the political, administrative, and
diplomatic procedures through which promotions in honour of all kinds
(including the concession of armories) were effected in most countries
down to the last century, the heraldist who wishes to understand the
environment in which the decisions were made both to confer existing
honours and to create new ones must also understand the nature and
culture of the royal and princely courts of Latin Europe, in which questions
of honour and rank were always of paramount importance.44
43

The historical ‘science’ eventually called la diplomatique in French (1708) and
diplomatics in English (1803) was founded by Jean MABILLON in his De re
diplomatica of 1681 as a division of what came to be called paléographie (1708) or
palaeography (1818). It was established as a separate discipline by Thomas MADOX
in his Formulare Anglicanum of 1702. A considerable literature has been produced
in the field of diplomatics (almost exclusively ‘medieval’), and at least one
thorough introduction has been written for the practices of the more important
countries of Europe. Brief general introductions can be found in Georges TESSIER,
La Diplomatique (Que sais-je) (Paris, 1962); Léopold GÉNICOT, Les actes publics,
Typologie des sources no. 3 (Turnhout, 1972); and Leonard E. BOYLE,
‘Diplomatics’, in J. M. in POWELL (ed.), Medieval Studies: An Introduction (Syracuse,
N.Y., 1976, 1992). More extensive introductions to the diplomatic usages of
particular countries include Harry BRESSLAU, Handbuch der Urkundenlehre für
Deutschland und Italien, 2nd edn., 2 vol. (Leipzig, 1912-1932; repr. Berlin, 1958); G.
TESSIER, Diplomatique royale française (Paris, 1962); Pierre CHAPLAIS, English Royal
Documents: King John-Henry VI 1199-1461 (Oxford, 1971); Cesare PAOLI,
Diplomatica, Nuova edn., ed. G. C. BASCAPÈ (Florence, 1987); and Olivier
GUYOTJEANNIN, Jacques PYCKE, and Benoît-Michel TOCK (eds.), Diplomatique
médiévale, L’Atelier du Médiéviste 2 (Turnhout, 1993).
44
All lords, ecclesiastical as well as lay, had some sort of household, but only the
greatest of them — those of the rank of prince or above — possessed true courts,
which included various councillors, great officers, administrators, and long- and
short-term visitors, who came and went as they completed their business with the
lord. Among the more important works on early courts and their distinctive
culture are A. G. D ICKENS (ed.), The Courts of Europe (London, 1977); V. J.
SCATTERGOOD and J. W. S HERBORNE (eds.), English Court Culture in the Later Middle
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d. Super-heraldric officers, supervision, and adjudication. The fifth set of
persons whose distinctive activities may be regarded as constituting a
division of heraldica exterior to heraldry is that composed of the senior
officers of the royal and princely households who in some countries were
given the task of overseeing the heralds when they became household
servants at various dates after 1270, and who in some of those countries
came to preside over the courts with jurisdiction over the general Law of
Arms (or Jus militare), which included a number of matters of particular
interest to the heralds. These senior household officers may be called by
the general name super-heraldric officers (of arms), and their relevant
duties designated by the terms armorial adjudication and heraldric
supervision. In France the heralds seem initially to have been attached to
the Chamber under the Chamberlain, but in both France and England, and
probably in Scotland the officers of this type were headed by the regnal
constable,45 assisted in the first two kingdoms as least by the regal marshal
or marshals, but for various reasons this arrangement did not survive the
sixteenth century, and after 1627 the only such officer to retain a
jurisdiction in this area was the Earl Marshal and Hereditary Marshal of
England, left in charge of the Office of Arms after the suspension of the
office of Constable except during coronations in 1521.46 Something like the
original system of supervision was reestablished in Canada in 1988, when
Ages (London, 1983); David STARKEY (ed.) The English Court: From the Wars of the
Roses to the Civil War (London, 1987); David LOADES, The Tudor Court (Totowa,
New Jersey, 1987); Jean-François SOLNON, La Cour de France (Paris, 1987); Ronald
G. ASCH and Adolf M. BIRKE (eds.), Princes, Patronage, and the Nobility: The Court at
the Beginning of the Modern Age c. 1450-1650 (London, 1991); Jean-Marie CAUCHIES
(ed.), A la Cour de Bourgogne: Le duc, son entourage, son train (Turnhout, 1998);
Malcolm VALE, The Princely Court: Medieval Courts and Culture in North-Western
Europe 1270-1380 (Oxford, 2001; and M. GOSMAN, A. MACDONALD, A. VANDERJAGT
(eds.), Princes and Princely Culture 1450-1650, Vol. 2 (Leiden, Boston 2005), in which
my own article on the early Tudor court appears.
45
We know that the French heralds were initially attached to the Chamber — the
innermost and most honourable department of the household — from the
standing order issued by the royal Constable in 1309, which assigned the kings,
heralds, and pursuivants of arms a regular place in the order of march and battle,
and placed them about the Master Chamberlain and his banner. Unfortunately,
their presence anywhere in the household is not reflected in the accounts until
nearly thirty years later, in 1337, and their precise position in the meantime is
unclear. In the end, like their English counterparts, they came to be attached to the
department of the Constable. (See G. VUATRIN, Etude historique sur le Connétable.
Paris, Thèse en Droit, 1905, p. 75.)
46
The history of these offices is still poorly understood, and that of the relationship
of the officers to the household heralds (if any) remains obscure everywhere before
the fifteenth century. WAGNER (Heralds of England, p. 39, citing Adam-Even, pp. 5
and 67) observed only that ‘In France by 1400 and no doubt earlier the Constable
and under him the Marshals of France had authority over the heralds. The
subordination of the English heralds to ‘the Constable’ is indicated by the orders of
the Duke of Clarence of about 1420’. On the later authority of the (Earl) Marshal
over the English heralds, see ibid., pp. 162, 189, 238-9, 340, 527-8.
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the new Heraldic Authority was placed under the Governor General (who
as Commander in Chief is the equivalent to the Constable), and
administered under the (misleadingly named47) ‘herald chancellor’
(equivalent to the marshal) and his or her assistant the ‘deputy herald
chancellor’ (equivalent to the deputy marshal). The delegation of such
duties to officers of this type was by no means universal, however, and in a
number of kingdoms (including Scotland) the principal heralds eventually
came to hold their authority directly from the monarch, independent of
any super-heraldric officer. In Spain, however, the kings of arms came in
the sixteenth century to be subject to the authority of the new councils
established for the public administration of the various kingdoms united in
the hands of the Habsburg monarchs, whose members collectively served
thenceforth as super-heraldric officers.48
Understanding the rôle played by such officers where they did exist
requires a knowledge not only of the place of the particular departments
they oversaw (the chamber, constablery, marshalcy, or their equivalents)
within the structure of the household as a whole, but of their internal
organization, procedures, and jurisdiction, along with those of any courts
associated with their departments (including the English Curia militaris or
‘Court of Chivalry’49), and of the types of document both departments and
courts issued to proclaim or record their actions. All of these matters fall
once again within the boundaries of mainstream institutional and
diplomatic history, though the historical heraldist will inevitably take a
much greater interest than other historians in the aspects of these
institutions that pertain to the heralds and their distinctive concerns.
e. Pro-heralds and pro-heraldry. The sixth category of persons whose
characteristic activities contributed to heraldica is that made up of royal (or
later, republican) officers who performed (and in many cases still perform)
some of the functions traditionally performed by heralds — especially those
related to the registration of identity-signs — but did not bear an heraldic
title or any of the other traditional attributes of the heraldic profession, and
had no formal relationship with their country’s heralds. The first of these
officers I know of were the numerous Hofpfalzgrafen or ‘curial counts
palatine’ appointed by the Emperors from c. 1350, and maintained in this
rôle to the dissolution of the Holy Roman Empire in 1806;50 they were
47

Their titles were misleading because, while they are arguably ’officers of arms’,
neither the ‘Herald Chancellor’ nor his deputy is or functions as a herald, and their
titles should have been ‘Chancellor of Arms’ or ‘Chancellor of Honours’ (armories
being only one of the forms of honour under their supervision.
48
See Libro de Armería de reino de Navarra, ed. MENÉNDEZ-PIDAL, p. 47.
49
On this institution, see below, n. 85.
50
The office of Hofpfalzgraf or ‘curial count palatine’ was invented by the Emperor
Karl IV in 1355, apparently to free him and his successors from having to deal
directly with the conferral of minor honours of all sorts, including simple nobility
and armigery. It came to be distributed in two grades to both individuals and
corporations, including minor princes, abbots, city councils, and the rectors of
universities. The best account of their activities in English is G. BENECKE,
‘Ennoblement and Privilege in Early Modern Germany’, History 56, no. 188 (1971),
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followed by the royal juges d’armes created to bypass the French heralds in
1615, and maintained to the abolition of all things heraldic there in 1790.51
Such quasi-heraldic officers were exceptional before 1918, but have become
increasingly common in recent decades, and include the officers of the
Army Institute of Heraldry in the United States, established in 1960.52 In the
absence of any established general terms, we shall call such officers by the
new name pro-heralds and their occupation pro-heraldry, and describe
both their activities and their products as pro-heraldric.53
A proper understanding of the function of officers of these types
requires the same general kind of knowledge required for the
understanding of the functions of the super-heraldric officers, and indeed
of the heralds themselves — who from dates between about 1270 and 1815
have commonly functioned as more or less detached members of a regal or
princely household, and from various dates since 1406 were also
incorporated in a number of countries in a corporate body or ‘college’ with
its own internal rules and procedures.
f. Armorists and heraldists and armorial/ heraldic erudition. The one
remaining category of major contributors to heraldica is that composed of
the students of heraldica, whose earliest surviving works date from the
years around 1350.54 Some of these students have in fact been heralds, but
the great majority have been lawyers, clerics, educated gentlemen, and
(increasingly in recent decades) academics, wholly detached from the
profession and duties of the heralds. As I shall recount below, students of
this sort have composed numerous treatises on many elements of heraldic
practice and expertise, and seem to have established by 1610 most of the
terms and concepts still used for generalizing about heraldic phenomena.
In English such students (who of course include the editors of and
contributors to this journal, as well as most of its readership) have long
been called either armorists (the older term, which we shall use to
designate those concentrating on the study of armories and other emblems)
or ‘heraldists’ (the newer term, which we have adopted to designate those

pp. 360-370. More extensive information can be found in Erwin SCHMIDT, Die
Hofpfalzgrafenwürde an der Hessen-darmstädischen Universität Marburg/ Gießen
(Gießen, 1973), and Jürgen ARNDT, Hofpfalzgrafen-Register (3 vols., Neustadt an der
Aisch, 1964-1988).
51
On the French juges d’armes, see MATHIEU, Système héraldique, pp. 70-73.
52
On the Army Institute of Heraldry of the United States, see its official website,
http://www.tioh.hqda.pentagon.mil.
53
The prefix pro- was used in Classical Latin, and has long been used in English,
to mark the titles of officers who stand in the place of the officers to whose title the
prefix is attached; ‘proconsul’, ‘proproctor’, ‘prorector’, ‘pro-provost’, ‘proseneschal’, pro-grand master, etc. The officers so designated may be either
deputies or effective replacements for the bearers of the unprefixed titles, and it is
in the latter sense that I have introduced the title ‘pro-herald’.
54
I shall discuss the armorists and their works at some length in Part II of this
essay.
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with broader interests in heraldica55). As usual their activities and products
have no established names, but they may herein be described respectively
as armoristic or heraldistic in character, their traditional (pre-scientific)
expertise may be called armoristic or heraldistic erudition, and their
traditional works may be designated collectively as either armoristica or
heraldistica.
Considering the importance of the rôle the armorists and heraldists
have played in the history of armory, and the ways in which both armory
and heraldica generally have been understood by non-heralds everywhere,
historical heraldists ought to have a much better knowledge than is
presently possible of the lives and contributions of these men, both as
individuals and as members of a succession of scholars revising the works
or their predecessors. They ought also to have a much better
understanding of the development of their expertise and its expression in
treatises and handbooks of different types. The latter, at least, have
attracted the attention of a growing number of scholars in recent decades,
and I shall discuss them and the men who composed them at greater
length in Part II of this essay.
In any case, it should be clear from my sketches of their respective
contributions that much of the field of heraldica has been historically
composed of the activities and products of members of these seven distinct
categories of actors — only one of which either was or is composed of
heralds, and therefore practised what we shall call ‘heraldry’. I shall
review in the last part of this essay the state of scholarship on each of these
categories, but it will probably come as no surprise to most serious
heraldists that none of them has yet received even a fraction of the
attention it deserves, so that most of the work remains to be done.
1.3. Related Phenomena Outside the Boundaries of Heraldica
Our definition of ‘heraldica’ not only includes within the boundaries of our
field a number of subjects and themes not commonly associated with the
word ‘heraldic’ and its cognates, but effectively excludes a number that
have often been associated with the words ‘heraldic’ and ‘heraldry’.
Having indicated a few of the more important subjects our definitions
place within the boundaries of heraldic studies, it will be useful to indicate
briefly here the more important matters they place outside those
boundaries, especially those that looser definitions might have left within
them.
The most general exclusions involve divisions of culture and
periods of history. Because the central elements of heraldica as we have
defined them only began to emerge at some time between 1050 and 1180,
and have always been confined to the nations of Latin Europe, their current
and former colonies and possessions, and a few Orthodox European
nations into which at least armigery was introduced by direct imitation,
55

The word armorist (apparently derived from the French *armoriste, indirectly
attested from 1529) has been in regular use since 1586, while ‘heraldist’ was
introduced only in 1814. (OED 2, I, 639; VII, 152)
Alta Studia Heraldica 2 (2009)

28

D’A. J. D. BOULTON

our definition of the field excludes all historical phenomena everywhere
before about 1050 (including various historically unrelated officers whose
titles have been translated by words of the ‘herald’ family), and all such
phenomena in all societies and cultures outside Latin Europe and its
cultural sphere between 1050 and the present.
The other set of exclusions are thematic in nature. Given our
definitions of ‘heraldic’ and ‘heraldica’, the field of heraldic studies
excludes — not only outside but even within the cultural sphere and period
just indicated — all phenomena that, while more or less analogous to those
of interest to the heralds, did not come to form part of the professional
expertise of any particular body of heralds. Prominent among these, of
course, are the various species of emblem whose form or use was or is
broadly similar to the form or use of true heraldic emblems, and which
have often in consequence been misleadingly described and designated
generally by terms of the ‘herald’ family (especially ‘heraldic’ and
‘heraldry’ and their cognates), and designated more particularly by the
names of the heraldic species of emblem they are perceived (often quite
erroneously) to resemble (including ‘arms’, ‘coat of arms’, ‘crest’, and even
‘achievement’). Among the alien species of emblem thus misrepresented
are the Greek episêma, Mamluk rank, Japanese mon, indigenous North
American tupati, and U.S. sigilloid emblem (as I have called the
representations of seal-designs commonly used as display-emblems there
since the Revolution56) — none of which in reality had anything whatever
to do either with heralds or with any analogous body of experts, and none
of which had more than an indirect historical relationship to truly heraldic
signs. Clearly such emblems should be regarded as non-heraldic, and
referred to exclusively by more general names related to ‘emblem’ (such as
‘Japanese daimyo emblems’) or by the name given to them in the culture
that produced them (mon, rank, and so forth). Similarly, the whole body of
phenomena related to their conception, design, representation, and use
should be designated by expressions including the general term
‘emblematics’ rather than ‘heraldry’ or any related word: ‘Mamluk
emblematics’, and so forth.
These exclusions do not mean, of course, that heraldists should not
study the phenomena in question for purposes of establishing (1) the
background out of which true heraldica would emerge, or (2) the cultural
usages that affected the development of heraldica, or (3) any contemporary
phenomena that came to be incorporated, either systematically or
occasionally, into the design of heraldic signs, or (4) into which heraldic
emblems were themselves incorporated in the same sort of way. It is
entirely appropriate (and often very useful) for heraldists to interest
themselves in the general history of seals, coins, medals, clothing, armour,
tombs and other forms of memorial, and in such non-heraldic species of
56

‘The Origins of a Damnosa Haereditas: The Degeneration of Heraldic Emblematics
in the future and current United States and the Origins of the Sigilloid Displayemblem, 1608-1798’, in Genealogica & Heraldica: Proceedings of the XXVI International
Congress for Genealogical and Heraldic Sciences, ed. André Vandewalle, Lieve Viaene
Awouters, and Luc Duerloo. Vlaamse Overheid, Brussels, 2006, pp. 121-147
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emblem as the monogram, runoid mark, and flag-design — especially
immediately before and since the emergence of both armigery and
heraldry in the Primary Region between c. 1130 and c. 1180. All of these
matters constituted elements of the older field of antiquarian studies out of
which heraldic studies emerged a little over a century ago, and serious
heraldists should still know something about all of them.
It is also appropriate to examine — for purposes of comparison, and
the deepened understanding that normally arises from comparative
studies — alien emblems and emblematic usages roughly analogous to
those of the heraldic families. Nevertheless, only when such examinations
are conducted by experts in heraldic phenomena for purposes like those
just listed can they be regarded as elements of the field of heraldic studies.
The study by heraldists of types of seal or flag or coat that always or
frequently bear armorial emblems is therefore a part of our discipline, but
the study of seals, flags, and coats in general, regardless of their rôle as
contexts for the display of emblems of any type, are the objects of distinct
disciplines whose concerns overlap only partly with ours.
1.4. The Nature of ‘Advanced Studies’
Having thus established what we shall mean by ‘heraldic’, and the
implications of our definition for the content and structure of our field, I
must finally return to my interrupted discussion of the phase advanced
studies, which indicates its nature and aspirational level. I have already
indicated its general implications of conceptual, terminological, and
scientific rigour. These are in fact characteristics common to all fields of
study with a claim to an advanced or academic character, so I may now
describe the aspirational nature of advanced heraldic studies as embodied
in this journal as that of a multi-disciplinary field of study requiring a high,
and ideally academic level of expertise, and approaching its subject matter
in the scientific manner typical of a modern academic discipline. As the
Editor, I shall therefore encourage approaches to the material of heraldica
comparable to those that a professional historian, anthropologist, linguist,
or art-historian might employ, using many of the same techniques and
questions, and conceived and expressed in at least a comparably precise
and systematic manner.
Indeed, our approach to our materials should ideally differ from
those of scholars in disciplines concerned with related materials almost
exclusively in being further informed by the level of specialized, technical
knowledge characteristic of what we shall call academic and master
heraldists or armorists — that is to say, of experts on the highest levels in
the body of knowledge related to heraldica or its armorial division57 — and
embodied in a technical language created to serve the peculiar needs of the
field for designating, describing, classifying, comparing, and generalizing
about the phenomena peculiar to the field.
Such expert heraldists may in fact be professional heralds, but
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I define these terms in Vol. 3, Concepts and Terms, § I.5, and shall explain their
value in Part III of this essay.
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historically in most cases they have not been, and today — when heralds
and heraldry have ceased to exist in most of the countries in which they
once flourished, being replaced at best by officers of the type we shall call
‘pro-heralds’ — heralds remain a small minority even among master
heraldists. Furthermore, only a comparable minority of academic heraldists
(an essentially modern category, dating from the 1870s at the earliest, and
mainly from the 1970s) have also been heralds. It is partly for these reasons
— but more importantly because both the interests and approaches of
heraldists and the works they produce have always been fundamentally
different from those of heralds as such — that we shall employ the adjective
‘heraldistic’ to describe these experts, their expertise, and their works.
1.5. The Place of the ‘Ancillary Science’ of ‘Heraldics’ in Our Field
1.5.1. The Modern Notion of ‘Heraldics’ as an ‘Ancillary Science’
The divisions of heraldica identified above constitute some of the subfields
I hope will come to be recognized as important elements of heraldic
studies. It is also my hope as Editor to clarify the nature of the various
thematic subfields into which heraldic studies has historically been divided,
their different subjects, methods, and purposes, and their relationships to
one another. The most important distinction I hope to make in this area is
that between the broad field of heraldic studies as I have defined it and the
established subfield which has often born a similar name, but is actually
concerned only with one of its more important themes.
For just over a century now, since the emergence of the modern
academic disciplines broadly classified as ‘humanities’ or ‘human sciences’,
the term ‘heraldic’ has been used by scholars to describe a single division
of our field as I have defined it, often to the complete exclusion of all
others: the division composed of or at least centred on heraldic emblems,
and especially emblems of the family centred on the arms. The study of
this division has also been regarded by most scholars in related fields as an
‘ancillary (or auxiliary) science’ (French science auxiliaire, German
Hilfswissenschaft) of history — or more properly of historiography, the
discipline concerned with the study of history. This means that the part of
our field in question has been seen as one of a set of essentially technical
disciplines that were progressively hived off from the broad field of
antiquarian studies in the course of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
ultimately including in addition those that came in the same period came
to be called ‘diplomatics’, ‘palaeography’, ‘sigillography’ or ‘sphragistics’,
‘numismatics’, ‘epigraphy’, ‘prosopography’, ‘genealogy’, and since the
1960s, ‘vexillology’ — itself hived off from our own ‘science’. At various
dates between 1845 and about 1920, the ‘ancillary science’ concerned with
armorial emblems and related phenomena came itself to be called in each
of the continental European languages by a word cognate with ‘heraldica’
but better rendered into English as ‘heraldics’: French l’héraldique, Italian
l’aràldica, Castilian la heráldica, German die Heraldik, Dutch-Flemish
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heraldiek, Czech heraldika, Polish heraldyka,58 and so forth. In
Anglophone lands, by contrast (where the ‘science’ remained in the
domain of non-academic amateurs and heralds down to the 1970s) it was
normally called by the already overloaded term ‘heraldry’ — thus
conflating it with the profession of the heralds.
Since the 1870s, this ‘science’ has in fact been regarded by the
academic historians who take any notice of it at all as being strictly
ancillary, and valuable only to the extent that it can be used to determine
the identity and relationships of individuals, lineages, or other armigerous
entities whose emblems are represented on artifacts of interest to social or
political historians. This narrow and utilitarian conception of ‘heraldics’
has also been accepted by some of its practitioners, of whom the most
prominent living today is the eminent French heraldist Michel Pastoureau.
In a general introduction to the subject published early in his career, he
defined the field in precisely this way, and lamented the fact that it has not
actually been approached in the manner appropriate to a strictly ancillary
science.
L’héraldique est la science qui a pour objet l’étude des armoiries.
C’est une discipline qui, en France, a parfois mauvaise réputation.
A cela de multiples raisons, dont la principale reside probablement
dans l’incapacité ou le refus qu’ont souvent manifesté les
héraldistes pour faire sortir l’étude des armoiries du cadre étroit de
l’histoire généalogique et nobiliare. En outre, par ce qu’elle n’a pas
été toujours traitée avec la rigueur qui convenait à une science
auxiliaire de l’histoire, et par ce que les spécialistes se sont
longtemps enfermé dans une terminologie et des règles plus ou
moins ésoteriques. … 59
{Heraldics is the science that has as its purpose the study of arms/
armories. It is a discipline that, in France, sometimes has a bad
reputation. For that there are multiple reasons, of which the principal
resides probably in the incapacity or refusal often displayed by heraldists
to remove the study of arms/ armories from the context of genealogical and
nobiliary history. In addition, [it has arisen] from the fact that it has not
always been treated with the rigour appropriate to an auxiliary science of
history, and from the fact that its specialists have long been enclosed in a
terminology and rules that are more or less esoteric.}
1.5.2. The Traditional Notion of an ‘Art’ or ‘Science’ of ‘Blazon’
Pastoureau would thus like to see the research field of ‘heraldics’ confined
to the study of armories, apparently removed more or less thoroughly both
from the traditional set of rules theoretically governing their design and
58

The habit of creating terms of this form — a substantive based on an adjective,
either established or newly created — seems to have begun in France in 1845
(Robert DHLF, II, 1705, sub ‘heraud’; Walther VON WARTBURG, Französisches
etymologisches Wörterbuch; eine Darstellung des galloromanischen Sprachschatzes FEW,
XVI, 199), and spread to other languages during the course of the century.
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Michel PASTOUREAU, Traité d’héraldique (Paris, 1st edn. 1979; 4th edn. 2003), p. 11
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use, and from the terms developed to describe them. In practice, however,
most Francophone heraldists (or armorists, as those taking this narrow
approach are better termed) still take an interest in those rules and terms —
which together have traditionally been central to a body of knowledge
commonly designated either an ‘art’ or a ‘science’.60 Indeed, in virtually all
of the languages in which they exist, the nouns of the ‘heraldics’ family are
used primarily in this sense, which is the only one given in the most recent
dictionary of the Académie française: ‘1) HÉRALDIQUE 2. N. f. Science du
blason, ensemble des usages et des règles permettant de décrire et de représenter
correctement armes et armoiries.’61
Thus, héraldique and its derivatives have in reality been little more
than new, quasi-scientific names for what was actually a very longestablished body of rules and conventions, and the corpus of signs to
which they are applied, conceived of as a field of expertise. Before 1610,
this field had almost invariably been called both in the Romance languages
and in English by words derived either from the French term blason62 or
from its partial synonym armo(i)rie,63 and had been embodied primarily in
a succession of armoristic treatises that began with the anonymous De
heraudie of 1341/5, and continues to this day.64 From 1610 in England, 1647
in France, and 1680 in the other Romanophone countries, these words had
60

In fact, this definition actually reduces ‘heraldics’ to the arts of blazonry and
emblazonry (rarely distinguished in treatises), and omits the rules governing the
design, alteration, combination, and transmission of armories normally treated as
part of the science du blason.
61
In English: ‘HERALDICS. 2 (noun, feminine). Science of armory, body of usages and
rules permitting the correct description and representation of arms and armories.’ This
definition has the same restrictive character as the last.
62
The Old French noun blason and its Occitan equivalent blezo/ blizo appeared
in the written record between 1160 and 1165. It was originally used to mean ‘shield,
especially with a boss’, but before 1200 had come to take on the extended senses of
‘shield-face’ and ‘design painted on a shield-face — i.e., arms’. The third of these senses
superseded the others entirely in the fourteenth century, making blason a synonym
both of armes and (very quickly) its derivative armoiries. By 1389 blason had given
rise to the verb blasonner, which at first meant simply ‘to paint arms on the surface of
a shield’, but by 1530 (and probably long before that) had come to mean, in
addition, ‘to explain or describe a coat of arms in keeping with the rules observed by the
heralds’. In consequence, blason itself took on the related senses of painting and
describing arms and other armories, and came to be used, like armo(i)rie, as a
designation for the rules governing both. (Robert DHLF, I, 1184, sub ‘écu’)
63
The earliest direct attestation of the use of the singular armoirie as a name for
this body of knowledge I have found is in Paris, BnF, ms. français 11,464 (an
heraldic miscellany of c. 1490?), fol. 37r: ‘En armoirie baniers son plus nobles que
estandarts. En batailles et journees assignees, estandarts son plus nobles que
banieres.’ The existence of the synonymous cognate armería/ armoría in Catalan
in a work of 1471, however, strongly suggests the French word had taken on that
sense before that date. (See DE RIQUER, Heràldica Catalana, p. 79.) The Middle
French word armoierie was derived from the Old French verb armoier, ‘to cover
with heraldic arms’, and seems at first to have meant ‘the practice of covering with
heraldic arms’.
64
On this treatise and its successors, see the second part of this essay in Vol. 3.
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been supplemented by newly-formed adjectives derived from the Latin
heraldicus65 — the same adjectives that would be converted into abstract
nouns in and after 1845.
The claim that the treatises designated by these words taught an
‘art’ or a ‘science’ had been made by authors from as early as the later
fifteenth century.66 Before about 1600, however, the claim had been made
only rarely, and neither term had been included in the titles of such
treatises before the 1630s in France67 and the 1670s in Britain.68 In all
languages the two designations were used down to at least 1800 without
any apparent distinction in meaning, and in the Romance Languages and
English came to be attached to a great variety of expressions: especially
l’art/ la science d’armorie/ du blason/ des armoiries/ héraldique in French, and
‘the art/ science of armory/ blazon/ heraldry’ in English.
It should nevertheless be noted here that, at least in principle, the
terms ‘art’ (Greek tekhnê, Latin ars: artes) and ‘science’ (Greek epistêmê, Latin
scientia) and their equivalents were used from about 500 B.C. to about 1750
to represent bodies of knowledge of two more or less distinct types. The
words equivalent to ‘art’ were normally employed to designate a largely
65

The French adjective héraldique was effectively established in French in JeanClaude FAVRE’s Abrégé méthodique de la science héraldique of 1647. The Italian
araldico is attested indirectly from 1680 and directly from 1780, the Castilian
heráldico from some time between 1680 and 1700, and the Portuguese heráldico
from the same period.
66
A term of the ‘art’ family had been associated with the practice of describing
arms in treatises on that subject by 1471, when the Catalan author Gabriel TURELL,
in his Arbre d’honor, declared that part of his work was to be devoted to ‘l’art
d’armeria y blason de armes’. Similarly, a word of the ‘science’ family had been used
in this context by 1540, when the prologue to the Navarrese treatise Libro de armería
referred to ‘la ciencia de blasonar armas’. In French, the term art is first attested in LE
FERON’s manuscript treatise Grand blason d’armoiries of 1520, which refers both to
the ‘reigles et art du blason d’armoiries’ and to the ‘art d’armoiryes’. I have not found
a use of the rival term science in French before the following century, but it is not
unlikely that it was used in speech. In English, the word ‘art’ seems not to have
been used in this context before 1562, when LEGH (Accedens of Armorie) described
‘the Blasonne of armes’ as ‘an Arte, worthe precious stones’.
67
The word ‘art’ first appeared in the title of a French treatise in 1635 (in the
phrase ‘l’art de … blasonner’), again in 1657 (in the same phrase), and in 1659 (in the
phrase ‘art du blason’). The word science first appeared in a title in 1638 (in the
phrase ‘science de blason’), and was repeated in 1639.
68
The first work in English to include either word in its title was not published
until 1672, when Thomas PHILIPOT included ‘science’ in the title of his book A Brief
Historical Discourse, Of the Original and Grovvth of Heraldry, Demonstrating upon what
rational Foundations, that Noble and Heroic Science is established (London, 1672); a
decade later the anonymous author of A Synopsis of Heraldry claimed that his book
was intended to allow its reader to the ‘attaining of that Art’ (i.e., heraldry). These
uses remained isolated until 1722, however, when Alexander NISBET referred to
the ‘Art of Blazon’ in A System of Heraldry, Speculative and Practical; with the True Art
of Blazon (Edinburgh, 1722) and 1725, when J[ames] COATS (editor of the last
edition of GUILLIM’s A Display of Heraldry) published A New Dictionary of Heraldry,
explaining the terms used in that Science … (London, 1725).
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traditional (and therefore fixed) body of practical knowledge and skills,
designed to achieve certain results. Not only painting and sculpture, but
navigation, medicine, house-building, horse-breeding, baking, archery,
fencing, grammar, rhetoric, and historiography were regarded as arts. The
terms equivalent to ‘science’, by contrast, were in principle used
throughout this period to designate a body of knowledge either concerned
exclusively with, or at least based upon, the discovery of some theoretical
truth or set of truths, systematically arranged, and ideally acquired and
explained by a rational or ‘philosophical’ process. Only a handful of
disciplines qualified as ‘sciences’ by these standards, including physics,
metaphysics, ethics, and theology.
In practice, however, these distinctions were rarely either clearly
made or consistently maintained, and many bodies of knowledge that had
no real claim to a philosophical character or foundation were dignified on
occasion, at least, with the title ‘science’, for no better reason than to
increase their prestige. This seems to have been the case with the ‘heraldic’
art (or arts) in question here, which had a very weak claim to the name of
‘science’ or its equivalent even in the senses generally attributed to those
words before about 1750. It was no doubt for that reason that the words
meaning ‘art’ and ‘science’ were treated as interchangeable in the context
of heraldistic treatises before about 1840, and normally referred until that
time exclusively to the mental arts taught in the these treatises: essentially
what we shall call emblematic design, interpretation, blazonry, emblazonry
(of a very basic, unprofessional type), differencing, and marshalling.
In the decades after about 1840, however, the terms ‘heraldic
science’ and ‘heraldic art’ and their equivalents were increasingly
distinguished from one another in a wholly new way: the former being
restricted to those strictly mental arts, and the latter transferred to the
relevant art or arts of representation — which had been ignored almost
entirely by the earlier treatise-writers. This new distinction reflected the
contemporary tendency to restrict the word ‘art’ in ordinary speech not
merely to the ‘fine’ arts generally, but to the representational arts —
especially the graphic arts of painting and engraving — and the parallel
restriction of the agential noun ‘artist’ to those who practiced those
particular arts.69
Not surprisingly, this new distinction was introduced more or less
systematically into the conception of ‘heraldics’ developed in the last third
of the nineteenth century by those who sought to make the traditional field
into an ancillary ‘science’. This can be seen in the definition given for the
German term Heraldik (attested from 1871 70) proposed by the anonymous
69

See the discussion under ‘art’, and ‘artist’, OED 2, I, 657, § 6, and p. 669, § 8c. The
use of these terms to refer particularly to the ‘fine’ arts presided over by the Muses
dates from the sixteenth century, but their further restriction to painters and other
graphic artists began in the nineteenth, and was only generalized in ordinary
speech in the twentieth century.
70
The earliest use I have found for it is in C. KRAHLE, ‘Die Helme in der Heraldik’,
Adler 1 (1871), pp. 81-82; See also Hermann Graf von HOVERDEN, ‘Wie ist das Wort
Heraldik zu Erklären?’, Deutsche Herold, 9 (1878), pp. 14-15.
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author of the article on the subject in the 1971 edition of the authoritative
encyclopaedia Meyers enzyklopädisches Lexikon (which I present in my own
translation):
HERALDICS: [Fr.; = the herald’s art (with reference to his task of examining the
arms of contestants in a knightly tourney)], the field of teaching & learning the
rules governing arms & their representation.
1. The armorial science [Wappenkunde] in the precise sense is heraldics as a
science:
a) historical heraldics [historische Heraldik] is the body of
knowledge concerned with the establishment and development of the
nature of arms generally and particularly;
b) systematic heraldics [systematische Heraldik] includes the rules
and terminology of heraldics (see ‘Arms’, ‘Blazonry’, ‘Laws of arms’,
‘Recognition of particular arms’.)
2. The armorial art [Wappenkunst] is heraldics as a skill: the design and the
graphic or plastic representation of arms, following heraldic rules. 71

It is important to note that in this definition, in addition to the new
distinction between the ‘armorial art’ and ‘armorial science’, a further
distinction is drawn within the latter between (1b) ‘systematic heraldics’ —
concerned with the traditional rules and terminology, and effectively
corresponding to the traditional ‘heraldic/ armorial art’ — and (1a)
‘historical heraldics’, described as concerned with the history of those
phenomena, and thus corresponding to the field of study exclusively
associated with the words of the ‘heraldics’ family by historians like
Pastoureau. In practice, the words of this family, like the older terms they
were intended to replace, have been used in most languages to designate
either the traditional art or the field of historical research related to it, or
both at the same time, and the author of the article is one of the few to
emphasize this very important distinction by adopting a different
compound term for each.
Unfortunately, the terms he adopted to express the distinction are
now seriously misleading, for only what it calls ‘historical heraldics’ has
any claim to a scientific character by current standards. During the course
of the eighteenth century, the term ‘science’ and its equivalents came to be
associated especially with those branches of ‘philosophy’ that are now
termed ‘natural sciences’, and came in consequence of this to be redefined
as ‘A branch of study which is concerned either with a connected body of
demonstrated truths or with observed facts systematically classified and more or
less colligated by being brought under general laws, and which includes
trustworthy methods for the discovery of new truth within its own domain’. 72
With the omission of the requirement for ‘general laws’, this definition was
and remains applicable even to the new human sciences that emerged in
the following century, but it clearly excludes the so-called ‘systematic’
division of what the author of the article just quoted called the ‘armorial
science’.
71

‘Heraldik’, Meyers enzyklopädisches Lexikon, 9th edn. (25 vols., Mannheim, 197179), Bd 11, p. 715
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See under ‘science’, OED 2, XIV, 648-649, esp. p. 649, § 5a.
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1.5.3. The True Nature of the ‘Art’ and ‘Science’
In fact, in combination with the corpus of signs it governs, the body of
rules and conventions long referred to as both an ‘art’ and a ‘science’
constituted something that was actually neither one nor the other, but
rather something that would be more accurately called an ‘emblematic
system’, ‘language’, or ‘code’: the last of these being the term used by
semeiologists for sets of signs of any sort created and used in keeping with
rules resembling those governing the morphology and syntax of a natural
language. And of course the expertise of the heralds included a knowledge
of several distinct codes of this sort, so that none of them can be designated
distinctively by the general name ‘heraldic’. In what we shall therefore call
the armorial, para-armorial and comparable heraldic codes, the motifs
patterns, and tinctures of which the signs were composed function like the
graphemes — letters, character-radicals, and the like — of the writing
system of a natural language, while the various individual signs composed
of these elements function like the words composing the lexicon or
vocabulary of such a language. Similarly, the different species of emblem
and insigne perform functions comparable to those of nouns, adjectives,
verbs, and other parts of speech; the achievement made up of a set of signs
of various species may be seen as the equivalent to a sentence; and the
rules governing the composition, alteration, and combination of the
various signs may be seen as comparable to the rules of morphology and
syntax or grammar in a natural language.
The heraldic codes are of course much more limited than any
natural language in the kinds of messages they can convey. Within their
limits, however, they can deliver a very precise and (in the case of the
armorial code) complex message about both the identity and the statuses of
the emblematigers they represent. To anyone sufficiently familiar with the
code — which means anyone knowing enough of its particular emblems
and generic insignia, as well as the rules governing their use — the
(abridged) achievement represented below makes the following statement:
‘My bearer is a noble man [the sex suggested by the shape of the escutcheon],
the heir male of Sir Robert BLACKWOOD of Ballyleidy, (Clandeboye, County
Down), [represented by the differenced arms in first and fourth quarters,
and by the corresponding crest], and as such a Baronet of Ulster [indicated by
the minor inescutcheon of the red hand]; and also heir general (through
Dorcas Stevenson, Baroness Dufferin and Clandeboy) of James Stevenson of
Killyleagh, and through him of James HAMILTON, nephew and eventual heir male
of James Hamilton, Viscount Clandeboye (and father of James, Earl of Clanbrassill)
[represented by the differenced arms of Hamilton in second quarter, and
by the corresponding crest]; and also heir general (through Mehetabel Temple)
of Robert TEMPLE of Stowe [represented by the arms of Temple ancient
quartering Temple modern in the second quarter, and by the
corresponding crest];
and also a British peer [suggested by the
supporters, and clearly indicated in the unabridged version by the form
and metal of the helm] of the grade of marquess [indicated by the marchional
coronet over the escutcheon].
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This achievement, borne since 1888 by successive Marquesses of
Dufferin and Ava, represents the hereditary honours first achieved by Sir
Frederick Hamilton Blackwood — fifth Baron Dufferin in the Peerage of
Ireland (1841), first Baron (1850) and first Viscount Clandeboye and Earl of
Dufferin (1871) in the Peerage of the United Kingdom, and Earl of Ava and
Marquess of Dufferin and Ava (1888) — who from 1872 to 1878 was the
third Governor-General and Commander-in-Chief of the Dominion of
Canada.73 In the more personal version set on his seal in the latter capacity,
his achievement also represented (through the order’s collar set around the
escutcheon) his status as a Knight of Saint Patrick, and its later forms
indicated in the same way his admission to other knightly orders (as a
Knight Grand Cross of the Bath and St. Michael and St. George, and Knight
Grand Commander of the Star of India and the Indian Empire). Had the
English armorial code not been frozen around 1662, his achievement might
easily have represented in comparable ways his various other honours —
including five honorary doctorates and various academic, military, and
ministerial dignities. Even with its limitations, however, it conveyed a
good deal of information about Sir Frederick in a very compact manner,
and its successive forms allow the viewer to date within relatively short
period the object on which they were set.
Of the four distinct heraldic codes, only the armorial code has ever
been designated by a particular name in any European language, and it, as
we have seen, has been given at least three different names in both French
73

The figure is taken from the article ‘Dufferin and Ava’ in Burke’s Peerage (1953),
p. 665. There is a representation of an impression of the privy seal of the Earl of
Dufferin while Governor-General in SWAN, Canada: Symbols of Sovereignty, p. 231.
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and English: armorie and ‘armory’, blason and ‘blazon’, and héraldique and
‘heraldry’. Since the words of both the second and third pair are more
usefully associated with quite different phenomena, however, and those of
the first pair were actually the earliest to bear the sense in question, we
may reasonably adopt armorie and armory74 as the names for the armorial
code — analogous to the names given to particular natural languages like
‘English’ and ‘French’ (or français). And using them as models, we may
create comparable names for the most important of the other codes: paraarmorie and para-armory (which may be defined as The code composed of the
whole corpus of para-armorial emblems and the rules governing their use).
None of these codes can be regarded as constituting an art.
Nevertheless, like the body of knowledge and skills required to understand
and speak a natural language, the knowledge and skills required to
interpret, manipulate, modify, and add to each code may still be
reasonably seen as constituting a set of semeiotic arts (that is, arts related
to signs and their interpretation) and contrasted to the bodies of
knowledge and skills of the various representational arts employed to
produce realizations of the signs of each code in various media.
Collectively, these bodies of knowledge and skills related to the armorial
code may usefully be described as the armorial arts, or alternatively as the
arts of armory. A set of analogous terms may then be applied to the other
semeiotic codes of interest to heralds and heraldists, including the paraarmorial arts or arts of para-armory. The combined set of arts pertaining to
the four heraldic codes may be designated collectively by the broader term
heraldic semeiotic arts, and contrasted to such non-semeiotic heraldic arts
as genealogy and the determination of precedence.
There are thus a number of bodies of knowledge and skills related
to heraldic signs that can still be reasonably designated by the traditional
term ‘art’. None of these, however, may legitimately be designated by the
name ‘science’ in any version of the new definition given to that term since
the eighteenth century. In fact, it is only the historical study of the various
semeiotic codes, their elements, and their functions — a form of activity
corresponding at least approximately to what the German definition called
‘historical heraldics’ — that even constitutes a discipline of the kind that
could be given (and since 1870 has in fact been given) a more or less
scientific character. The object of this scientific discipline should be to
increase, through careful research in and analysis of relevant primary
sources, our knowledge and understanding of the nature and history of the
elements of the several codes in question — especially the armorial code,
74

Armory, derived from the Middle French armorie, is attested in English in this
sense from 1489, when it appeared in the chapter on this subject in William
CAXTON’s Fayttes of Armes and of Cheualerie — a translation of Christine de PIZAN’s
Livre des fais d’armes et de chevalerie of 1410. (OED 2, I, 639) It was also included in
the title of the first printed book on the subject in English: Gerard LEGH’s The
Accedens of Armorie of 1562. It is in fact the oldest as well as the most distinctive
surviving term for this body of heraldic expertise. Para-armory is the best name for
the related body of expertise related to what we shall call ‘para-armorial signs’,
defined below.
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which is at once the oldest, the most widespread, and the most complex —
but including as well the para-armorial, patronal-national, and hybridheraldic codes. And given the nature of its subject matter, the methods of
this science should combine the approaches and concepts of all of the
related disciplines, including not only the historiography of society and the
graphic arts, but cultural anthropology and semeiology. The science or
discipline thus constituted must also be sharply distinguished both from
the codes themselves (its subject matter), and from the heraldistic arts
concerned with their practical use: distinctions generally blurred by its
practitioners, who as we have seen, have tended to use the same word or
phrase — ‘armory’, ‘heraldry’, ‘armorial/ heraldic art/ science, etc. — to
designate all three phenomena.
Unfortunately, for different reasons, none of the traditional names
is appropriate for this science or any of its natural divisions. Because the
codes to be studied by this discipline constituted only a small part of
heraldic and heraldistic expertise, it is highly misleading to designate the
codes, the arts related to their use, or the science concerned with their
nature and history, by any name of the ‘heraldics’ family — still less by the
word ‘heraldry’ itself, which properly designates the heralds’ profession.
We therefore need a new name for the science, and comparable names for
each of its several thematic divisions.
As it is essentially a division of the general science of semeiology
specifically concerned with heraldic signs of several functional types, our
‘ancillary’ science broadly conceived is best termed heraldic semeiology.
Its subject matter may similarly be designated by the related term heraldic
semeiotics: a term that we shall use in the general sense ‘the whole set of
phenomena related to the design, meaning, realization, and use of signs of all types
and species, throughout their histories and throughout their geographical ranges’.
Analogous divisions of both subject matter and science may then be made
both on the basis of the distinctions among the families of heraldic signs
(armorial, para-armorial, patronal-national, and hybrid-heraldic
semeiotics and semeiology), and on the basis of the distinctions among the
three functional types of sign included in all of those families: heraldic
emblematics and emblematology, heraldic insignialia and insigniology,
and heraldic symbolics and symbolology. The intersection of these two
sets of divisions produces subdivisions that may be called by names of the
form armorial emblematics and emblematology, armorial symbolics and
symbolology, and armorial insignialia and insigniology. For those who
find the terms ending in -ology rebarbative, expressions of the forms
heraldic emblematic studies, armorial studies, and armorial insignial
studies may be substituted without any serious loss of meaning or clarity.
1.5.4. The Actual Practice of the ‘Ancillary Science’ as Narrowly Defined
In practice, of course, the science to which Pastoureau and the other
scholars have sought to attach the inappropriate term ‘heraldics’ has
corresponded largely if not entirely on what we shall henceforth call
‘armorial emblematology’, neglecting both the non-armorial families of
signs, and the non-emblematic species of armorial sign. Until recently,
indeed, it also paid little attention to the species of armorial emblem other
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than the arms, and was virtually reduced to what may be termed armal
emblematology.
As I noted above, the maintenance of this field as an academic
discipline rather than a simple antiquarian pursuit has typically been
justified in academic contexts in the last century or so on the grounds that
it can assist historians in the identification of the individuals, families, and
institutions that possessed armorial emblems, and in the identification with
such armigers of the seals, documents, books, memorials, houses, clothing,
flags, and other surviving artifacts on which such emblems were set.
In consequence, the most useful type of research in the field has
long been thought of as the type that leads to the production of some sort
of integrated ‘armorial’, in the substantive sense of a dictionary of armorial
emblems, introduced in French in 1690 and in English in 1753.75 Such
armorials typically include all of the arms or other armorial emblems that
can be shown to have been borne by persons or impersonal entities of some
particular category (princes, knights, ladies, clerics, burgesses, or the like),
or in some particular place or set of places (a city, county, region, or state),
or on some category of artifacts (funeral monuments, memorial brasses,
cathedral churches, or the like), in some particular period (a reign, century,
stylistic phase, or the like). The entries in such may be arranged either by
the names of the armigers (the classic ‘armorial’) or by the form of the
emblem (what in English is called an ‘ordinary’), and in either case may be
divided into chapters defined on a geographical, ordinal, or comparable
basis.
In recent years, such reference works have increasingly been
created in an electronic form, searchable in various ways. They have also
been augmented by guides to their use, and to the use of other types of
source, published and manuscript, that might assist an investigator in the
discovery of the identity of the bearer of an unidentified emblem engraved,
painted, enamelled, embroidered, or otherwise represented on some
artifact. It is important to observe in the present context that to date most
of these works, and the research on which they were based, have been
limited to the emblems of the ‘medieval’ (or more precisely, the Gothic76)

75

For the use of armorial in this way in French see Le Robert DHLF, I. In English,
the substantive ‘armorial’ first appeared in 1753 in Chamber’s Cyclopaedia,
Supplement, in the sentence ‘In this sense we meet with the French Armorial, the
Spanish Armorial’. It is next cited there c. 1800 in the title of a book: An Armorial of
the Extinct and Dorman Peerage of England. (OED 2, I, 639)
76
Since the term ‘medieval’ designates a division of Latin Christian history that
began in the years around 400 — more than seven centuries before the creation of
the earliest known example of the primitive form of arms — it is misleading to use
so broad a term to describe the phenomena characteristic only of the last major
phase of that division as conventionally defined (ending around 1500). As the
phase in question was most distinctively and generally characterized by the rise
and dominance of the Gothic Style in most of Latin Christendom — a style with
whose spread heraldry and armigery were closely associated — I have long called
it the Gothic Epoch. I also regard it as the Earlier of two Epoch-level phases of a
longer phase I call the Traditional Period (c. 1150 - c. 1775), itself one of five
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period of their history: in part because the only scholars who receive the
relevant training in any ancillary disciplines are those who specialize in
that period; in part because the less prominent emblems in question had a
more obvious utility in that period, so that studying them seems more
useful; and in part because some prominent heraldists (among them
Michel Pastoureau) believe that the ancillary discipline should concentrate
on that period.77
1.5.5. ‘Heraldics’ Treated and Conceived as a Broader Field of Study
There can be no doubt that this ancillary function has been for the last
century and more an important element of that subfield of heraldic studies
that we shall call ‘heraldic semeiology’ (and especially the infrafield we
shall call ‘armorial emblematology’), and there is no reason to think that
the function in question will lose this importance. Nevertheless, neither
the progressively narrower fields thus designated, nor the broader and
encompassing field of heraldic studies as we have defined it, have ever in
practice been restricted to this function, and (pace Pastoureau) neither has
been nor should be merely, or even primarily, an ancillary field.
That even the armorial emblematology has not been limited to an
ancillary rôle can be seen from the range of themes actually addressed by
its practitioners in the last century or so. These have included (1) the
spread of the possession and use of arms from one social stratum and one
legal category to another within a single country, and from particular
categories in one country to similar categories in other countries, from one
period to another; (2) the customs and laws governing how and by whom
arms and other heraldic emblems could be acquired, how and to whom
they might be transmitted, and who had the right to decide such matters
when they were disputed; (3) the changing distribution of tinctures,
patterns, and motifs in emblems across social, linguistic, political, and
temporal boundaries; (4) the relationship of the motifs chosen to
contemporary ideology, symbolic systems, dominant artistic styles, and
social and political statuses and relationships; and (5) the effects of artistic
and social fashions on the types of emblems that were displayed, the
contexts in which they were set, and the forms and materials in which they
were represented. Pastoureau himself has devoted much of his scholarly
attention to the symbolic value of the tinctures and animal motifs used in
armorial designs, viewed in the light of changing contemporary ideas and
practices related to these design-elements in other contexts.78 Few of these
studies have been undertaken with a view to serving the needs of other
historians to identify particular emblems — though some of them could be
used to narrow the range of possibilities by identifying tinctures, motifs,
Periods of the Monotheistic Era (c. 400 – c. 1920) of the Eon of Agricultural
Civilization that began in Mesopotamia c. 3300 B.C. and ended around 1920.
77
PASTOUREAU, loc. cit.
78
See, for example, the articles republished as chapters 9-13 of his L’Hermine et le
sinople: Etudes d’héraldique médiévale (Paris, 1982), and his more recent books,
especially Une histoire symbolique du Moyen Âge occidental (Paris, 2004), and L’ours:
Histoire d’un roi déchu (Paris, 2007).
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and forms typical or atypical or unknown in any particular category of
armigers in any particular period. The same could be said for research into
the development of armorial insignia, which is still in its early stages, and
has only recently been treated independently from its emblematic cofield.79
When the research devoted by heraldists to the other divisions of
the heralds’ profession (including those related to knightly games and
ceremonies, and nobiliary funerals and genealogies), and that devoted to
the various forms of external heraldica identified above, is added to the
research devoted to the different types of ‘heraldic’ emblem and insigne, it
should be clear that even the established form of heraldic studies must be
seen, not as an ‘ancillary science’ to historiography, but rather as an
independent form of area studies. As such it is primarily historiographical
in its nature, and concerned with reconstructing not only the history of all
aspects of the profession of the heralds, but of at least the most closely
related elements of the phenomena with which that profession was
particularly concerned. In practice this means especially (again pace
Pastoureau80) matters related to Latin Christian rulers and nobilities and
comparable élite social categories (especially the higher clergy and the
richer burgesses) since about 1050. These matters include the distinctive
formal structures, statuses, institutions, values, fashions, and tastes of such
élite status-groups; the expression of these in ceremonies, competitions,
genealogies, and treatises, as well as in insignia and emblems, represented
in every medium, and in many types of physical context, large and small;
the reproduction of these emblems in different media by artisans of every
type; and the regulation of these statuses, ceremonies, emblems, and
insignia by kings, princes, and their officers — especially but not
exclusively the heralds.81
79

Most discussions of armorial insignia have been concerned with those used by
prelates, and have been restricted to chapters of works primarily concerned with
emblems (e.g., Donald Lindsay GALBREATH, Papal Heraldry, [London, 1972]).
Nevertheless, a few independent articles have been published on such secular
insignia as crowns, including Max PRINET, ‘Armoiries couronnées sur deux sceaux
français de la fin du XIIIe et du commencement du XIVe siècle’, Revue archéologique
4e sér., 14 (1909), pp. 370-79; and my own ‘Headgear of Nobiliary Rank in
Germany, Italy, France, and England:
80
Functioning as he must in the left-leaning world of French universitaires,
Pastoureau has found the élite associations of heraldica politically embarrassing.
He has consistently downplayed them in his work, emphasizing the use of arms
by burgesses and peasants in some continental countries, but neglecting to note
that the burgesses constituted an urban élite whose members were often richer
than the rural nobles, and that peasants almost certainly used no more than semiarmiform sigillary emblems, lacking the tinctures that would have converted them
into arms. In any case, in many kingdoms armigery was legally restricted to
nobles, and arms were treated as tesserae nobilitatis or insignia or noble status.
81
It should perhaps be emphasized that by ‘nobility’ I mean not only the small
body of lordly dignitaries to which that collective name is commonly confined in
English usage, but all those who formed part of the social order traditionally
associated with knighthood, chivalry, and armigery, and were called in most of
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In a North American context, in the total absence of resident
heralds of arms before 1988 (save for a few years in the early eighteenth
century in the single province of Carolina), relevant activities (and
therefore heraldry itself) were soon reduced to the (relatively rare)
conferral of emblems by transatlantic heralds on persons and impersonal
bodies, and the largely unregulated practices of armigers and would-be
armigers of all types — who more often than not bore emblems they had
assumed (often usurpatively and even more often maladroitly) for
themselves. Nevertheless, to understand the first six centuries of the
history of heraldry in its European homelands, and why the emblems take
their present forms, even North American scholars must concern
themselves with all of these phenomena.
That other scholars conceive of the field in this broad way can be
seen from the (second) definition of ‘heraldics’ given by the eminent Italian
heraldists, Giacomo Bascapè and Marcello del Piazzo, in a comprehensive
introductory handbook comparable to (and coeval with) that of
Pastoureau, but centred on Italy:
La voce “araldica” è usata si come sostantivo che come aggetivo. Come
sostantivo è intesa: (a) come studio delle forme dello scudo et dei suoi
metalli e colori e delle figure che vi appaiano, dall’ XI secolo e poi, inoltre
degli ornamenti esterni che si trovano dal XIV secolo in avanti … ed anche
come storia degli scudi, come metodo per interpretarli et descrivirli; (b)
come indagine sulli usi, sulle consuitudini, sulle norme e leggi relative
all’assunzione ed alla variazione degli stemmi; (c) come studio della
nobiltà, dei feudi, delle titulature, dei ceti patriziali e nobiliari. A tale
categoria si aggiunge lo studio delle genealogie.82
{The word araldica is used as a substantive and as an adjective. As a substantive
[= ’heraldics’] it is understood (a) as the study of the forms of the shield and its
metals and colours and the figures that could be set on it, from the eleventh
century onwards, and also of the external ornaments that are found from the
fourteenth century onwards … and also the history of shields [=arms], as a
method of interpreting and describing them; (b) as an inquiry into the uses,
customs, conventions and laws related to the assumption and variations of the
arms; (c) as the study of the nobility, of fiefs, of titulatures, of the patrician and
noble strata. To such activities may be added the study of genealogies.}

Defined broadly in this manner (but more especially as I have
done), ‘heraldics’ can be effectively equated with heraldic studies, as I have
defined that term. As such, it should be regarded as fitting in large part
within the thematic divisions of mainstream historiography concerned
with the cultural, social, administrative, political, and legal history of Latin
Christian Civilization since the twelfth century, and that of Russia since the
eighteenth. For as I indicated above in my discussion of the categories that
Europe either nobiles ‘nobles’ or gentiles ‘gentlepersons’. Grants of arms in both
England and Scotland have always constituted patents of nobility in that sense, as
Lyon INNES OF LEARNEY declares authoritatively in Scots Heraldry, pp. 20, 90, 95.
82
Giacomo BASCAPÈ and Marcello DEL PIAZZO, Insegne e Simboli: Araldica publica e
privata, medievale e moderna (Rome, 1983), p. 25.
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have contributed to the development of heraldica, it must be recognized
that neither the history of the heraldic profession, nor that of the use of
emblems it came in some countries to supervise, nor any of the other
concerns of the profession, can be understood without a sound knowledge
of the relevant aspects of the history of the societies within which those
phenomena existed and developed.
Furthermore, as the definition of heraldics just quoted suggests, the
historical heraldist must take a particular interest in the social and cultural
history of the nobilities of the various kingdoms and cultural regions of
Latin Christendom — including such matters as the structure of their
kindreds, the laws governing the transmission of their lands and dignities,
and their relationship to the ideology of knighthood with which
tournaments (and therefore heralds) were closely associated. A knowledge
of these matters is important even for the scholar whose primary interest is
in emblems, for it was the members of the nobilities in question who were
the real creators both of the earliest ‘heraldic’ emblems and of the code that
came to govern their design and use, and both the form and the use of such
emblems remained much more knightly than heraldic before the sixteenth
century. This was true even in what I have called the ‘Primary Heraldic
Region’: the region in which both the practice of armigery and the dependent
profession of heraldry developed first and most fully, and the armorial codes
assumed their most elaborate and sophisticated forms. (By no means
coincidentally, it was in the same region that classic knighthood, the
tournament and joust, the classic knightly nobility, and the ideology of
knighthood emerged and developed, in precisely the same period.) All of
these phenomena are essential parts of the cultural context into which
more particularly heraldic matters must be set if their nature and functions
are to be properly understood.
The historical heraldist must be equally aware of the fact that, in
most of Europe outside that Primary Region, before the later fifteenth or
even the sixteenth century, heralds seem to have played no rôle at all in the
creation either of particular emblems, or of the regnal version of the
emblematic code. In the words of the great Spanish armorist Faustino
Menéndez Pidal, in his recent introduction to the edition of one of the
earliest Spanish armorials:
La relación de los heralds con las armerías es un cuestion compleja, que a
veces se ha malinterpritado por simplificación excesiva. Además, nuestra
Europa del sur era diferente en su evolución histórica y,
consequentemente, en sus costumbres e institutciónes, a la Europa de la
Mancha (norte de Francia, Inglaterra, Países Bajos, Renania). El campo de
la Nobleza, la caballería y sus acompañamientos rituals y formales es
probablemente uno de los que presenten diferencias más marcadas. Para
los alejados de estos temas, el calificativo de heráldicos aplicado a los
emblemas armoriales ha ponido suponer inexistentes vinculaciones
esenciales. Desechada ya la idea de una intervención de los heraldos en
los procesos de formación del sistema, vigente antes de los años 60 de
pasado siglo, todavía se les suele attribuir un papel fundamental en los
cambios ocurridos en los siglos XIV y XV. Creemos, sin embargo, que la
importancia de esta acción se ha exagerado considerablemente; se le ha
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supuesto, sin pruebas objectives, un alcance que no tuvo. … El nombre de
<heráldica> aplicado al conocimiento del blasón es pues poco apropiado e
injusto.83
{The relationship of the heralds to armorial emblems is a complex question, which
at times has been misinterpreted through excessive simplification. Moreover, our
Europe of the south was different in its historical evolution and, in consequence,
in its customs and institutions, from the Europe of the Channel (northern France,
England, the Low Countries, Rhineland). In the field of the nobility, knighthood
with its associated rituals and forms was probably one of the matters that
presented the most marked differences. Because of the separation of these themes,
the qualifier ‘heraldic’ applied to armorial emblems suggests essential connections
that did not exist. Although the idea— prevailing before the 60s of the last
century — of an intervention by the heralds in the processes of the formation of
the system has been rejected, a fundamental rôle in the changes of the fourteenth
and fifteenth centuries is still attributed to them. I believe, nevertheless, that the
importance of that activity has been considerably exaggerated; an influence I do
not accept has been postulated without objective proofs. … The name ‘heraldics’
applied to the knowledge of armory is thus quite inappropriate.}

For these reasons, therefore, unless one accepts the broader
definition of ‘heraldic’ given at the beginning of this essay, the emblems
with which we shall be concerned can be described as ‘heraldic’ in Europe
before about 1450 only on the basis of the relatively loose association that
had come to exist between those emblems and the heralds, and even that
association was peculiar to the Primary Heraldic Region. In reference to
Latin Europe and its cultural colonies in general, therefore, the traditional
use of the term ‘heraldic’ to describe either the emblems or their study
before various dates between 1450 and 1550 must be recognized as little
more than a traditional convention, based on the interest taken by heralds in
these emblems in the lands in which both the heralds and the emblems had
their (initially quite independent and disconnected) origins.
By contrast, these emblems may be described as both ‘knightly’ and
‘nobiliary’ from the moment of their first emergence: both because in their
primary modes of display they were always restricted largely to the
accoutrements of knightly warfare and sport (shields, flags, surcoats,
helmets, and horse-trappers), and because in their secondary modes of
display — set on seals, tombs, windows, and items of both military and
civil dress — they took the form of representations of the more important of
those accoutrements. In both forms they were also used for most of a
century exclusively by members of noble and knightly lineages, became in
that century and remained thereafter universal in the noble order, and
remained in many kingdoms effectively restricted to members of that order
— for whom they served as the principal mark of membership, commonly
conferred at the same time in royal letters of ennoblement. Their later
adoption by members of the patrician orders of cities can be seen as an
attempt by the latter to assimilate their status to that of the knightly
nobility, whose lifestyle they commonly emulated even to the point of
Faustino MENÉNDEZ PIDAL and Juan José MARTINENA, eds., Libro de Armería del
Reino de Navarra: Edición y Estudio (Pamplona, 2001), p. 28.
83
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holding jousts and other hastiludes characteristic of (and previously
restricted to) knights. The use of arms by prelates can be seen as being in
part an extension of the use of the emblems of noble lineages into
ecclesiastical contexts by the members of those lineages who pursued
clerical careers, and in part an assimilation of the prelatical dignities
themselves to the lordly dignities with which they were commonly
associated, and the expression of the baronial or princely authority that was
almost invariably attached to dignities of the rank of bishop, abbot, prior,
and commander.
In any case, in most countries the heralds themselves — priests of
the nobiliary cult of knighthood — never recognized the personal arms of
non-nobles, and in their theory of the origins and true nature of such signs,
they were as much insignia of noble status as they were emblems of lineages
and individuals.84 Even after 1450, therefore, and down at least to 1790,
armorial signs of all kinds would be more accurately described as ‘heraldoknightly’ or ‘heraldo-nobiliary’, rather than as ‘heraldic’ tout court.
1.6. The Relationship of Heraldic Studies to Other Scholarly Fields
Heraldic studies as I have defined the field thus includes part of each of
several subfields of the discipline of general historiography, especially
those concerned with the social and cultural history of the nobilities of
Latin Christendom. In each case no sharp line can be drawn between the
heraldic and non-heraldic parts of each subfield, but in general the former
may be regarded as including all matters related to the conception,
realization, and expression of the identity, formal status, and rank of the
armigers involved, whether vestimental, ceremonial, or verbal. More
broadly, heraldic studies ideally overlaps in a similar way with the fields of
historiography, social and cultural anthropology, and sociology concerned
with similar phenomena, and especially with the concept of honour, and
the practices related to claiming, recognizing, and conferring it. Heraldic
studies also overlaps in a comparable manner, as we have seen, with the
independent disciplines concerned with the history of the plastic and
graphic arts and architecture, because the visual signs that stand at its
centre were represented in the materials, manners, forms, and contexts
with which those disciplines have long been concerned, and were
produced by the same craftsmen for the same clients by the same means.
Less obvious (because so long neglected) is the relationship of
heraldic studies to the disciplines of philology and linguistics — especially
their semantic, historical, and comparative divisions. Not only should
heraldists take a more scientific approach to the choice and definition of
the terms they use today, but they should take a much more active interest
than they have done in the history of the terms and concepts adopted and
employed by their predecessors in the field — both to assist them in the
interpretation of older documents and works of various types in various
languages, and to give them an idea of the state of both terms and concepts
in earlier periods, and of when and how both terms and concepts were
84
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transmitted from one country and language to another.
As this implies, of course, heraldic studies involves a distinctive
body of data and expertise related to its central subject matter — the
emblematic systems associated with heraldry — not typically shared with
the practitioners of other disciplines or fields of study. The knowledge of
this body of data and expertise, and of the profession with which most of it
came to be associated, obviously gives the field its distinctive perspective,
but it also links it both to the broader fields of semeiology and its divisions
of emblematology, insigniology, and symbolology (none of which is a part
of conventional historiography), and to every one of the other ‘ancillary
sciences’ whose data and (or) methodologies are also essential to its
practice, especially in relation to earlier periods. This is particularly true of
the disciplines of genealogy, sigillology, numismatics (or numismatology),
and vexillology, all of which are frequently associated with heraldica in
learned societies and their journals. Each of these disciplines includes what
can be regarded as an ‘heraldic division’, concerned with the descent, seals,
coins, and flags of armigers, or with the distinctively heraldic emblems set
in the contexts of seals, coins, medals, and flags — though it must be said
that the students of these fields are not usually as conversant as they
should be about heraldic terms and concepts, and that the study of all
common phenomena would benefit from a pooling of resources in that
area, rather than the sort of reinvention of the wheel practised by
vexillologists since the recent separation of their discipline from heraldic
studies.
Finally — as can be demonstrated through reference to two of the
articles that follow this introductory essay in this issue, and others to
follow in the next issue — heraldic studies overlaps with and includes a
part of the independent discipline of the history of law, which is practised
almost exclusively by scholars trained as lawyers rather than (or
occasionally in addition to) general historiography. This is true because,
by the end of the thirteenth century in the more advanced countries,
emblematic arms had come to be treated as a form of incorporeal property
subject to the laws of inheritance governing real property in the
jurisdiction, and also susceptible to alienation by legal transfer,
testamentary provision, or even sale. Equally importantly, arms (and later
the other species of armory associated with them) came by the later
fourteenth century to be subject to the evolving body of legal principles
and usages called ‘Military Law’ (Jus militare) or the ‘Law of Arms’ (Jus
Armorum), which dealt with all matters of concern to knights and other
soldiers in the context of warfare, and was administered in a special court
that In England was initially called the ‘Court of the Constable and
Marshal’, but since 1616 has been known (somewhat misleadingly) as the
‘High Court of Chivalry’.85 In principle, the armorial code itself came to
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On the High Court of Chivalry and its antecedents, see G. D. SQUIBB, Reports of
Heraldic Cases in the Court of Chivalry 1623-1732, Harleian Society 107 (London,
1956); Id., The High Court of Chivalry (Oxford, 1959); P. H. HARDACRE, ‘The Earl
Marshal, the Heralds, and the House of Commons’, International Review of History 2
(1957); M. H. KEEN, Origins of the English Gentleman (Stroud, 2002); R. P. Crust and
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form part of the regnal or domanial Law of Arms and subject to that court,
and this has continued to be true to the present day in countries in which
armigery is legally recognized at all. Exactly what parts of the armorial
code of a colonizing country are transferred to its colonies, however, and
what administrative organs and judicial courts either exist or must be
established in order to make operative whatever elements of the
metropolitan code were transferred to the daughter state, are among the
questions that legal heraldists must now address, and the articles on legal
matters just referred to are concerned with precisely those questions.
1.7. Instruction and Criticism in the Context of Heraldic Studies
In practice, heraldic studies (and particularly its emblematic subfield) has
also included two forms of activity that are quite distinct from research,
and that both require only the acquisition of a relatively good command of
the body of knowledge created by the research of others. These two forms
of activity may be called instruction and criticism.
Heraldic instruction is essentially concerned with increasing the
knowledge and understanding of non-experts in the field, either through
direct teaching or (more commonly) through the composition of textbooks
or handbooks on various levels, which set out in more or less full and
sophisticated terms the current state of knowledge and understanding on
the highest level, and ideally update the material presented on the basis of
recent monographic publications in the field. On the highest levels, such
handbooks have been composed by experts who are normally also
engaged in scientific research, and involve both a synthesis of the works of
many other experts, and an analysis of the implications of their discoveries
for our general understanding of the field. Works on this level have
unfortunately been rare, however, and the vast majority has been aimed at
an audience of neophytes with little knowledge of the cultural
background.86
Of course, the monographic books and articles on which the higher
syntheses have been based can also contribute directly to the instruction of
non-experts, but as in most fields, they are much more likely to be read by
other experts, and are normally aimed at that audience. Nevertheless, the
instructional element of heraldic studies has always been an important one,
especially on the lower levels, and cannot be ignored. Indeed, it is hoped
that this journal, while aimed primarily at those who need no further
instruction in the field, will nevertheless be read by many non-experts, and
thus contribute to the increase of knowledge in the field on the middle as
well as the higher levels. It will also welcome articles synthesizing and
A. J. Hopper (eds.), Cases in the High Court of Chivalry 1632-1732, Harleian Society
107 (Woodbridge, 2006). The equivalent court in Scotland is the Court of the Lord
Lyon, (on which see INNES OF LEARNEY, Scots Heraldry, ch. 2), which unlike its
English equivalent has functioned regularly since the sixteenth century.
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I shall trace the history of the didactic tradition of heraldic studies in a later Part
of this essay, and mention at that point the more important of the works of each
level.
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analyzing the work of other scholars in some particular field, geographical
or thematic, as well as articles on the history and practice of heraldic
instruction, and discussions of the ideal nature of instruction on the higher
levels.
What is best called heraldic criticism has also played an important
rôle historically in heraldic studies, and will be given an appropriate place
in this journal. By ‘criticism’ I mean essentially what is meant by that word
in the contexts of literary and musical studies, and more especially those
devoted to the visual arts: the art of judging the qualities and merits not
only of particular designs and renderings of them, but of the whole
oeuvres of particular artists and schools of artists. Armorial criticism in
particular involves the analysis of the effectiveness of emblematic designs
and renderings both esthetically, as works of art, and pragmatically, as signs
of identity, nature, status, and rank, to be used for particular purposes in
particular contexts. Given the extent to which heraldic emblems are subject
to established rules and conventions, the heraldic critic must also evaluate
the appropriateness and effectiveness for their purposes of these rules and
conventions, and when he or she has found them defective, may suggest
ways in which they might be improved by the heralds — who alone have
the right to establish official policy on such matters. When the heralds
themselves refuse to act, the heraldic critic must not only point this out, but
in some cases simply adopt a new convention not explicitly prohibited by
the current regulations, and present it as a model to others.
Heraldic criticism of this sort is clearly one of the more important
functions of the heraldic expert or scholar, and one of the few ways in
which he or she may influence the actual practices that he or she studies, so
we shall welcome articles of this type that are well-supported with
evidence, and argued on the high level of discourse on which we shall
insist. I have myself contributed an article of this type to this issue of the
journal, and it is important to note that it — like any others that may be
submitted to this journal in the future — has been subjected to the usual
type of peer-review to assure both its factual accuracy, and the plausibility
of its arguments.
1.8. The Case for Heraldic Studies as a Serious Field of Scholarship
Thus, the position of this journal is that heraldic studies has become and
should be recognized as an independent, interdisciplinary field of research,
synthesis, instruction, and criticism, whose central purpose is to increase
our knowledge and understanding of all elements of the set of phenomena
that fall within my definition of ‘heraldica’, connected to one another by
their relationship to the profession of the heralds. As an independent field
of study, heraldic studies has no particular obligation to any other field or
discipline, but that does not mean that its study will be any less valuable
for understanding and solving the problems of other fields, or that its
subfield of emblematology cannot perform its traditional function of
assisting historians and art historians in the identification of emblems and
their bearers.
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And if any justification is demanded for what might seem to some a
frivolous form of historical inquiry, it should be sufficient to note that the
emblematic system that has long stood at the centre of the heralds’
concerns (and therefore of the field of heraldic studies) have persisted now
for nearly nine hundred years, has been adopted (and in some cases
recently revived) in every country of Europe and most of its colonies and
ex-colonies, and has come to embrace a much wider variety of categories of
users and contexts of use — and a vastly larger (and constantly expanding)
number of individual users, in a vastly greater area, and for at least a
somewhat greater period — than any even vaguely comparable system in
the history of the world (of which there have actually been very few87).
Furthermore, it is by far the most complex of all known emblematic
systems, involving many more species of emblem and insigne, divided into
more families, susceptible to many more forms of alteration and
combination, governed by more codes involving many more rules,
conventions, and laws than any other historical system — and thus capable
of representing much more precisely many more aspects of the identity,
nature, and status of its users. In addition, it is a system that evolved
continuously for more than five centuries to accommodate both the needs
of new classes of emblematiger and the changing tastes and selfconceptions of existing ones. For all of these reasons, the study of heraldic
emblematics alone can reveal a good deal about the social and cultural
history of the armigerates (or bodies of armigers) of Latin Europe and its
colonies.
Finally, the armorial code is truly unique in its traditional
association with an (even older) profession now largely concerned with it,
still maintained in a number of countries, and actually expanding into new
ones on a regular basis: most recently our own. The activities of the
members of this profession — that of heraldry stricto sensu — can and often
do promote both the extension of armigery and its modification to suit new
social and cultural environments, and new categories of armiger. In
Canada, indeed, the rapid spread of armigery among citizens of nonEuropean descent since the establishment of the Heraldic Authority in 1988
So far as I have been able to discover, the only even roughly analogous stable
personal emblems created anywhere in the world to date are the rank of the
Mamluk amirs of Egypt and Syria (which were restricted to amirs — roughly
analogous to Frankish counts — and like the amiral office itself, were not
hereditary), the mon of the daimyo and samurai of Japan (whose use parallelled that
of heraldic arms), and the shield-emblems of the nobles or ahauob of Mesoamerica
(about whose use little seems to be known). The episêmata or shield-emblems of
pre-Classical Greece, which are sometimes cited as precursors of arms, seem to
have been both individual and occasional in nature, while the physically similar
episêmata of the Classical and post-Classical periods represented only poleis or citystates. The shield emblems of the Romans represented only legions and
comparable military units, and truly emblematic flags bearing figures in any way
resembling those of armory are not attested anywhere before the tenth century
(when one bearing a raven was used by the Vikings), and remained rare even in
Europe before the later eleventh century (when they seem to have been
individualized but unstable).
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is one of the means by which the growing number of ethnic groups within
our population (including previously excluded indigenous peoples) may
be knit together in a distinctively Canadian way. The incorporation of
growing numbers of motifs from the traditional emblematic and symbolic
systems of indigenous and immigrant cultures has also contributed to this
goal, and continues to enrich the esthetic and symbolic character of our
armorial emblems.
In any case, however, such a long-lived and adaptable system of
emblems, and the equally long-lived and adaptable profession associated
with it — both thriving as never before in Canada — are surely important
enough elements of the European cultural tradition of North America as a
whole to be worthy of careful historical investigation, and sufficiently
distinctive, integrated, and technically complex to be worthy of the
dedication of a special field of historical study and criticism.
1.9. The Relationship of ASH to Heraldic Scholarship Generally
The thematic divisions of the field of heraldic studies — and therefore of
our new journal — are thus both broad and diverse, and so are its divisions
defined in geographical and temporal terms. One of the reasons the Board
of the R.H.S.C. decided to publish such a scholarly journal is that advanced
heraldic studies are not merely flourishing today, but are beyond question
at their historical height, in terms both of the quantity and of the quality of
the publications in every form and on every aspect of heraldica. Since the
years immediately following the Second World War in 1945, and more
especially since about 1970 — only four years after the foundation of our
own Society — what had been reduced by the First World War to a trickle
of publications in this area has grown, if not perhaps to a mighty flood, at
least to a sizeable stream. The section on heraldic matters in the online
bibliography of publications in medieval studies, updated annually by the
Belgian academic publishing house Brepols, includes between thirty and
fifty articles and books a year in the various languages of Europe, and that
list is by no means complete — and of course excludes completely the
growing number of publications on post-medieval subjects. In addition,
since the last War at least one journal mainly or entirely devoted to
advanced heraldic studies has come to be maintained in most of the
countries or regions of Europe that had not already established one: The
Coat of Arms by the English Heraldry Society (1950), Heraldiske Tidsskrift by
the Societas Heraldica Scandinavica (1960), Der Tappert by that of Berlin
(1963), and the Double Tressure by that of Scotland (1977). All of these
journals joined the slightly older Revue de la Société française d’héraldique et
de sigillographie (1938), and such long-established journals as the Austrian
Adler (1870), the Dutch De Nederlandsche Leeuw (1884), and the Swiss
Archives Héraldiques Suisses (1891),88 which had survived the winnowing of
Scholarly heraldists have of course continued to publish articles in other venues,
including journals with both a broader range of interests, like Archaeologia
(published in London since 1770), the Bulletin Monumental (published by the
Société française d’Archéologie since 1834), The Antiquaries Journal (published by
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the two World Wars. Not surprisingly, North America has until now
produced no consistently scholarly journals, and none requiring the peerreview of submitted articles, but individual short articles of a high
scholarly standard have nevertheless been published in the handful of
journals that have been established on both sides of the international
border.89
Down to the 1940s (when the oldest heraldists still active today were
just becoming interested in the field) almost all heraldic scholarship was
limited by the boundaries of the scholar’s own state or historical nation,
and was of course written in the language of that state. Thus, for example,
only German, Austrian, and Swiss-German scholars wrote about heraldic
matters in their respective Germanophone lands, and did so exclusively in
German. In consequence, only those who could both read German and
obtain access to German books and periodicals could learn much about the
development of heraldic phenomena in those lands, and this included only
a handful of scholars in most other countries — most of whom did not
bother to do so. The same was true in all other countries and languages.
Since the foundation of the Académie Internationale d’Héraldique (A.I.H.)
in Paris in 1949,90 however, the leading scholars from all over Europe and
the Society of Antiquaries of London since 1921), Hidalguía: La Revista de Genealogia,
Nobleza y Armas (published in Madrid since 1953), Archiv für Diplomatik,
Schriftsgeschichte, Siegel- und Wappenkunde (published in Cologne and Vienna since
1955); and Nobiltà: Rivista de Araldica, Genealogia, Ordini Cavallereschi (published in
Milan jointly by three Italian bodies under the editorship of Pier Felice DEGLI
UBERTI, A.A.I.H., since 1993); in those with a different specialization like the Revue
belge de numismatique et sigillographie (published in Brussels, under that title since
1908); and in numerous more specialized journals concerned with local history or
archaeology. In fact, a surprising proportion of the articles in our field appear in
journals of the last type, making them rather difficult to discover.
89
In Canada, the only heraldic society ever founded is the R.H.S.C., and its only
journal before Alta Studia Heraldica was Heraldry in Canada. In the United States,
several independent bodies solely or primarily concerned with heraldica were
founded in the last century, but none seems to have survived in 1950. Since that
year at least four such bodies have been founded, and each now publishes a
journal. The oldest and most catholic in its interests is the Augustan Society,
which was founded in 1957, and since 1961 has published (among various other
periodicals on special themes) a journal called The Augustan: An International
Journal of History, Heraldry, Genealogy, and Chivalry. In 1995 the society seems to
have established as an affiliate a distinct Heraldry Society of the USA, which since
then has published a newsletter-cum-journal called Newsletter of the Heraldry
Society of the United States of America. The misleadingly-named American College
of Heraldry, founded in 1972, is in fact a similar society. It serves primarily to
register assumed arms (a function undertaken by all of the U. S. societies, as well
as two other bodies), but also publishes a modest newsletter-cum-journal called
The Armiger’s News. The American Heraldry Society, founded in 2003, and
existing otherwise entirely online, has since 2006 published an annual journal
called The American Herald: The Journal of the American Heraldry Society, which is
available online at the society’s website, and can also be purchased in hardcopy.
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The Académie Internationale d’Héraldique was founded to bring together for
the first time the principal experts in heraldic matters in all of the countries of the
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its former colonies (currently including Canada, the United States, Mexico,
Argentina, Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa) have gathered
annually to listen to papers from their colleagues in other countries, as well
as their own, and they have regularly published the proceedings of their
alternating biennial colloquia and congresses — the most recent of which
was held at the end of June 2008 in Quebec City. Significantly for our
Society, this was the second such congress to be held in Canada (the earlier
having been convened in Ottawa in 1996), and on both occasions Canadian
heraldists (no fewer than five of whom currently hold chairs in this mainly
European body) played a major part both in the organization and in the
presentation of papers.91
Alas, despite these advances in the direction of heraldic
ecumenism, most of the existing journals continue to concentrate on the
history of heraldic phenomena in the country or region of publication, and
include little that could be considered either international (except in
Scandinavia) or comparative.92 Furthermore, none of them regularly

world where such traditions had been maintained, and has always included most
of the principal heralds and heraldists of each country who have shown an interest
in belonging. The English heralds have been conspicuous for their absence from
the body, but those of most other countries have happily accepted election, along
with the leading academic and master heraldists.
91
The first Canadian to be elected to one of the seventy-five chairs was the
German-born Hans Birk, a noted artist and heraldic scholar. He was followed in
order by Robert Watt and Dr. Claire Boudreau (the first and current Chief
Heralds of Canada), myself, Dr. Robert Pichette, Dauphin Herald Extraordinary,
and most recently (in 2008) Prof. John Kennedy, sometime Editor of Heraldry in
Canada. Several other Canadians (including Daniel Cogné, sometime co-Editor of
Heraldry in Canada, Auguste Vachon, now Outaouais Herald Emeritus, Bruce
Patterson, then Saguenay and now St Lawrence Herald, and Darrel Kennedy,
Assiniboine Herald) have been elected to Associate status, and will be promoted to
chairs within a few years. Not incidentally, all but one of the Canadian
Academicians had already been elected Fellows of the R.H.S.C., and the one
exception has since been elected and invested. Only one native of the United
States has as yet achieved full membership (Prof. Gerard Brault of the
Pennsylvania State University, author among many other works of Early Blazon),
but there are currently two Associates (Prof. James Day and Dr. Duane Galles)
both of whom I had the pleasure of nominating. Eight of the thirteen members of
the Editorial Board of this journal are members of the Academy of one rank or the
other, and most of the others are qualified for Associate membership, at least.
92
As conferences, colloquia, and congresses devoted to heraldic matters have
grown in number in recent years — following the example established in 1955 by
the Académie Internationale d’Héraldique and its genealogical equivalent the
Académie Internationale de Généalogie — beginning with the Third International
Congress of Genealogical Sciences held in Madrid in 1955, volumes of their
‘proceedings’ (the learned papers delivered at them) have come to rival the
established journals as venues for publication in our area, as they have in most
other areas of academic study. I have found no records of the proceedings of the
first two Congresses, and the strictly heraldic Colloquia of the A.I.H. that have
long alternated with the Congresses began only in 1978. Since the second of these,
Alta Studia Heraldica 2 (2009)

54

D’A. J. D. BOULTON

publishes on these phenomena in a North American context, or from a
North American perspective. It is my hope as the founding Editor of ASH
that this journal will fill both of these gaps, and not only give heraldists
everywhere a more general view of the subject, but encourage North
American heraldists to write about heraldic developments or concerns in
the countries of our continent. Indeed, given the fact that the present
population of both Canada and the United States includes armigers and
would-be armigers from every country in Europe, and that our own
armorial practices inevitably reflect, at least unofficially, the whole range of
European traditions, it seems to me particularly appropriate for a North
American journal to encourage not only studies of the particular history of
these different traditions, but comparative studies that will help us to
understand them all more clearly, and on a higher level. For this reason,
we shall be especially receptive to articles of a comparative nature, and
shall attempt to assemble articles on particular traditions on a thematic
basis so as to permit such comparisons — as we have done in the present
issue.

Sommaire en français

L’éditeur présente dans cet essai (la première partie d’une série) une
nouvelle vision ou conception du champ des études héraldiques, à la fois
plus large et plus scientifique que les conceptions traditionelles. Dans un
premier temps, Boulton définit le champ d’étude comme celui qui
embrasse toutes les phénomènes dont les hérauts se sont occupées
professionellement à toute époque et en tout pays. Il fait une distinction
entre ce domaine (qu’il désigne heraldica ou l’héraldique) et la profession
(qu’il désigne l’hérauderie), et utilise comme l’adjectif ‘héraldique’ pour
celui-là et ‘hérauderique’ pour celle-ci. Il traite premièrement des divisions
historiques de l’hérauderie, et après des parties de l’héraldique qui ne font
pas partie de l’hérauderie : y compris les signes héraldiques des quatre
familles historiques (armoriale, para-armoriale, patronale-nationale et héraldiquehybride) et les trois espèces fonctionnelles (les emblèmes, les insignes, les
symboles). Dans un deuxième temps il traite de ce que les gens autres que
hérauts (les armigères, les emblasonneurs ou artistes, les officiers surhéraudériques, les pro-hérauts, les fonts d’honneurs, et les armoristes et
héraldistes) qui ont contributé à l’héraldique; il insiste qu’il faut les
considérer comme les sources des divisions de l’héraldique en tant que
champ d’étude. Dans les sections suivantes, il traite des phénomènes
exclues de l’héraldique par définition, de la nature des études avancées, et
de la science auxiliaire de l’héraldique. De cette manière il démontre que
l’emploi traditionnel des termes ‘art’ et ‘science’ est érronné, et qu’il faut
distinguer entre les codes héraldiques (qui sont des langages visuels) et les
études héraldiques: la seule science. Enfin il montre que pas mal d’érudits
considèrent déjà l’héraldique un champ d’étude très large. Il termine en
considérant le rapport entre les études héraldiques et les autres champs
d’érudition, et la place de cette revue dans le champ d’études héraldiques.
held in Brixen, Switzerland, 1981, they have been held regularly in odd years, and
their proceedings have all been published within three or four years.
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