SCOTTA. SULLIVAN

Abraham van Beyeren’s Visseryj-bord in the
Groote Kerk, Maassluis

Hanging in the south transept of the Groote Kerk in Maassluis 1s an immense
painted monument known as the Visserg-bord, or fisheryv board (hg.1). It was
commissioned by a group of four sca captains and presented to the church in
1649 where it has remained ever since.! Measuring scven by three meters and
consisting of several painted panels, columns, mouldings and decorative carv-
ings, the work has been called a unique creation in 17th-century art.” Cer-
tainly there does not appear to be any other Dutch monument of the period
approaching its novel combination of painting, architecture and sculpture.
The Visserj-bord has remained problematic, however, because of uncertainties
of attribution. Monograms of two artists arc found on the bottom of the monu-
ment (fig.2). One is the intcrwoven “ A" of the Dutch marine and sl life
painter Abraham van Beyeren, while the sccond monogram “ ®7 7 has never
been satisfactorily identified. Art historians have largely assumed that Abra-
ham van Beyeren exccuted the marine scenes, while a second artist, associated
with the “R” " monogram, did the fish still lifes.* With evidence drawn from
the monumentitsclf though, and a fresh look at Van Beyeren's activity as a fish
painter, it now appears that Van Beyeren alone painted the entire ensemble.
Circumstances surrounding the commission of the Visseryj-bord are known only
in part. Traditionally, the monument is believed to have been undertaken
upon the signing of the Treaty of Munster in 1648 which ended the Dutch War
of Independence with Spain. The cnsuing peace allowed the fishermen of
Maassluis to return without fear to their trade. Contemporary records of the
Groote Kerk and the municipal archives are, however, silent on this and details
of the commission. It was not until 1655 that documents of the Maassluis
College of Fishery, the organization charged with oversecing the local fishing
industry, mention the monument. At the meeting of February 6, 1653, the four
sea captains who commissioned the Visserij-bord requested reimbursement from
the College. Payment was denied at this meeting and again three months later.
Finally, on Junc 22, 1654, the wives and widows ol the four sca captains,
possibly feeling the College would be more sympathetic to them, petitioned for
repayment and the restitution was made.* Regrettably, there is nothing fur-
ther in the records pertaining to the commission.

The monument 1s organized around a lengthy inscription in the center section
signed by Bartls. Brasser, apparcntly a local poet.® The verse gives thanks to
God for his blessings and the bounty of the sea while asking for protection
against storms, robbers and other nautical perils. The poem also cites the peace
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Abraham van Bevercn. Fisse-
rij-bord. 1649. Groote Kerk,
Maassluis {Photo: Rijksdienst
voor de Monumentenzorg,
Zeist).
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Abraham van Beveren. Fisse-
rij-bord, detail. Groote Kerk,
Maassluis {Photo: Rijksdienst
voor de Monumentenzorg,
Zeist).
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Abraham van Beveren. Visse-
rij-bord, detail. Groote Kerk,
Maassluis {Photo: Rijksdienst
voor de Monumentenzorg,
Zeist).
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with Spain and thanks God for hestowing the full measure of his love. On cither
side ol the inscription stands a Corinthian column approximately six and one-
half feet high. The left and right wings cach contain an oval marine scene
surrounded by various fish painted as if hanging by lines in their mouths. The
outer portions of these panels are cut to follow the bodies and tails of the
painted fish nearcst the edge. Above the inscription is an architrave and nar-
row painted frieze extending the width of the monument and containing an-
other marine. A series of dentils surmount the frieze and lead to the cornice.
The entire entablature projects forward in the center section over the inscrip-
tion. Above the entablature is a large rectangular marine surrounded by
claborately cut and painted volutes (fig.g). A fisherman, painted on a flat
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panel and cut in silhouette, stands behind each volute. Next is another cormice
supporting a marinc and two sea monsters, also painted and cut in silhouctte
(fig.4). At the pinnacle of the monument, a whale or similar large fish appcars
with its mouth open to cnvelop the choppy sca in the small pancl below.

The lower portion of the Visser;j-bord under the inscription depicts a marine
scene enframed by the pedestals of the columns (fig.2). A sccond shorter in-
scription is then surrounded by consoles and an ornately painted scroll. The
inscription reads:

The Fishery of Maassluis
Here this worship give
To Honor God’s house
Who has given all.®

The bottom edge of the monument contains a still life of sea shells cut in
silhouctte. Between the shells and scroll appears the date of the work, 1649, and
the two monograms, “ R and *“ A& .

The latter mitials were used by Abraham van Beveren, an artist whose bio-
graphy has been confused in several previous accounts. Abraham Hendricksz.
van Beyeren was born in 1620 or 1621 in The Hague.” He was married in 1639
and a year later entered the painter’s guild of St. Luke.® From all evidence,
Abraham had a difficult time supporting himself as an artist. Mounting debts
forced him to sell his furniturc and paintings at auction in 1646 and again in
1647.% In the latter year Abraham’s wife died and a few months later he
married Anna van den Queborn.'? Through this marriage, Abraham became
related to the fish painter Picter de Putter whose wife was Anna’s aunt. The
unfounded belief that De Putter was Abraham’s teacher was based on this
rclationship.’! In the years immediately following Van Beyeren’s marriage
there continued to be records of his debts to a variety of tradesmen in The
Hague. The artist’s move to Delft in 1657 was probably an attempt to escape
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Abraham van Beyeren. Fisse-
rij-bord, detail. Groote Kerk,
Maassluis (Photo: Rijksdienst
voor de Monumentenzorg,
Zeist).
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Abraham van Beyeren. Ma-
rine. 1641. P. de Boer, Amster-
dam (1979).
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his creditors.'* Before he departed from T'he Hague, however, he was instru-
mental in founding the Confrerie Pictura in 1656.'7 This was cssentially a new
branch of the St. Luke’s guild established to distinguish painters {rom the other
craftsmen in the guild. Van Beyeren served as chairman of the Confrerie prior to
his departure for Delft. Records of debts attest to the artist’s presence in that
city through 1661."*" By 1669 he had returned to 'The Hague and re-entered
the Confrerie. Six vears later he is mentioned as living in Amsterdam and 1n
1674 in Alkmaar.'® I'rom 1675 to 1677 he resided in Gouda when in the latter
year he moved to Overschie.'® In Overschie the artist seemed to have found a
degree of success for with his purchase of'a housc there in 1680, he 1s referred to
as ‘Monsieur Abraham van Beycren,” a term of some distinction.’” This pros-
perity was not long-lived as a few years later he was secking moncey from family
members. Upon Van Beyeren’s death in Overschie in 1690, his estate, includ-
ing nincty-nine paintings, was sold by the Executor to cover debts.'®

There scems to be little doubt as to Van Beyeren’s excecution of the marine
scencs in the Maassluis Visserzj-bord. His activity in this genre can be dated to
the carly 1640’s and it was probably his reputation in sca painting that attrac-
ted the Maassluis fishermen to him (fig. 5). Van Beveren’s marines are charac-
terized by high cloud-filled skies, choppy scas and fishing boats under sail. He
used a soft painterly technique and gray tonal scheme to produce moist at-
mospheric cffects. In these pictures Van Beveren was strongly influenced by
Jan van Goyen (1596-1656), who settled in The Hague in 16531. Van Goyen
began painting marines with choppy seas and heavy clouds in the latter half of
the 1650%s. Van Beyeren, who was also working in The Hague at this time,
adopted the same general approach. In Abraham’s pictures a silver greyv hue
predominates with the water usually a bluish gray or somctimes a greenish
gray tone. Much of the canvas is given over to the sky with billowing masses of
thick clouds lending movement and drama. In contrast to Van Goyen, Van
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Abraham van Beveren. Fisse-
rij-bord, detail. Groote Kerk,
Maassluis {Photo: Rijksdienst
voor de Monumentenzorg,
ZLeist).
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Beyeren was not as adept at painting the boats” movement in the rough sea.'?
Often they do not seem correctly situated in the swells of the water. Noris Van
Beyeren as precise in his depiction of the details of the boats and fishermen.
The marines in the Maassluis painting were discussed by F.C. Willis who
clearly attributes to Van Beyeren the large scascapes at the bottom of the work
as well as the two ovals on the wings.?? Willis had some reservations about the
upper two marines which he compared to the early style of Simon de Vlieger
(1600/01-1653). Given the 1649 date of the monument, however, he admitted
such an attribution was impossible.*" Although T understand Williss reluc-
tance o attribute these marines to Van Beveren, 1 feel the explanation lies in
the nature of the commission. In both seascapes the treatment of the sky and
walter can casily be encompassed within Van Beyeren’s style. Some inconsist-
encies arisc in the painting of the boats. The vessels, especially those in the
foreground, seem heavy and rigidly conceived with little regard for their natu-
ral action in the water. It is almost as if they were studies transplanted into the
scene. Indeed, this may have been the case. T belicve Van Beyeren made a
concerted effort to show the activity of fishing. 'I'he marines plainly depict the
fishing lines and nets stretched into the sea and a catch of fish being hauled on
board in the foreground vesscl. Rarely, if ever, in his independent marines does
Van Beyeren illustrate such activity. The detailed rendering of the mechanics
of fishing may have been included in order to correspond with the specific
nature of the commuission by the Maassluis sea captains and the general theme
of the verse below. Here, line seventeen of the inscription specifically calls for
guidance in the casting of nets and rigging. Van Beyeren’s attempt to depict
the specifics of fishing more accurately seemingly resulted in the boats and
figures being less well integrated i the water.

This correlation of iconographic details in the artistic program of the monu-
ment to aspects of the local fishing industry, or to lines in 1ts dedicatory verse,
can be seen throughout the Visserj-hord. The Groote Kerk itself appears in the
large marine at the base of the work (fig.6). Interestingly, the church is de-
picted with the tower on the west side, the position in which it was being
reconstructed between 1648 and 1650.22 There are also several details in the
work which correspond to particular passages in the inscription. 'I'en different
kinds of fish are cited in lines eleven and twelve and cight of these can be
identified with painted specimens in the wings of the monument.?? In addi-
tion, line ten of the verse refers to a hooker, a short tubby vessel used to gather
fish. T'his is the predominant ship in the marines. Lastly, there 1s a reference to
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Jonah n line twenty-two. That biblical story is seemingly depicted at the top of
the monument where a large open-mouthed fish approaches a small boat with
figures in stormy water (fig. 4). According to the Old Testament narration, the
other men in the boat threw Jonah into the sea when he confessed he was the
cause of the storm.?*

There remains the problem of the attribution of the fish still lifes on the Maas-
sluis panel. Here, both the style and the species of fish depicted point to the
hand of Abraham van Beyeren. Simply put, no Dutch fish painter before Van
Beyeren chose to paint the wide variety of specimens seen here. Nor did any
such master approach his ability to freely render the wet, glistening textures of
their bodies.

Previously, art historians have attempted to identify the fish painter of the
monument on the basis of the “ ¥ monogram. Ingvar Bergstrom tentati-
vely suggested Pieter Verbeek and in this connection cited his fish piece of 1634
which appeared to have influenced Van Beyeren’s activity in the field.?®> The
date of this picture was later read as 1664 which is consistent with the dates on
two other Verbeek fish pieces discovered after Bergstrom’s publication.?f
Horst Gerson, therefore, rightly concluded that the similarity of Verbeek’s
work to Van Beyeren’s was a result of Van Beyeren’s influence upon Verbeek
rather than vice versa.

In an important essay on Van Beyeren’s fish pieces, John Bernstrém and Bengt
Rapp suggested three other artists who might be associated with the enigmatic
second monogram.?’ They theorized the monogram could be read as any of
the following imitials: PVTR, PVNRT or PVT (PUT). PVTP was identified with
Pieter de Putter (ca.1600/05-165¢), an artist often mistakenly cited as Van
Beyeren’s teacher. The usual form of De Putter’s signature though, was “BvT*>
which does not approximate the distinctly painted initials on the Visserij-bord.
Moreover, De Putter’s style is dry and precise, offering little comparison with
the freely painted fish in the Maassluis work.?® Also unlikely is the monogram
PVNRT suggested by Bernstrom and Rapp as that of Picter van Noort {1600/
02-ca. 1662). His standard signature included the initials ‘P.v.” but ended with
the entire last name written out. Van Noort’s style, with its smooth execution
and preference for crisp curving lines, further belies his participation in the
Maassluis panels.?? In addition, both De Putter and Van Noort limited them-
selves in the variety of fish depicted in their still lifes. De Putter preferred bass,
pike and smaller salt water specimens, while Van Noort usually selected fresh
water fish such as perch, carp, trout or salmon. Their pictures did not include
rays, large flounder, or other diverse specimens seen in the Maassluis Vissery)-
bord. Such fish began to appecar regularly in Dutch painting only with Abra-
ham van Beyeren.

[tisdifficult to determine exactly when Van Beyeren began his activity as a {ish
painter. Bernstrém and Rapp developed an approximate chronology for these
still lifes based upon fifty authentic pictures.?® Five of these works carry dates
ranging from 1655 to 1669.3! Of the fifty authentic fish pieces, seventeen were
placed 1 the chronology prior to the 1655-dated picture owing to the appear-
ance of various motifs not used in the later works, such as the repeated pose of a
particular fish. These seventeen still lifes would appear to be the artist’s carliest
works in the genre. The first five of these pictures depicted an arrangement of
fish on a seashore with a view of dunes, fishermen, and the distant water (fig. 7).
The exclusive use of a beach setting, in contrast to the interior with a table-top
format employced in the artist’s other fish pieces, suggests that these pictures
represent Van Beyeren’s first fish still lifes. The inclusion of a large cloud filled
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sky, water, and a shoreline also enables them to be seen as transitional works
between the artist’s earlier marines and his later traditional fish pieces.
Significantly, these five beach pictures demonstrate Van Beyeren’s early in-
terest in portraying a variety of sea creatures. Lobster, crabs, flounder, plaice,
salmon, cod, and rays occur regularly here. The selection of fish is exactly
comparable to that in the 1649 Visseryj-bord. A preference for specimens such as
flounder, rays and large cod with prominent barbels and gaping mouths espe-
cially link the works. Parallels exist not only in the details of the fish, but also in
the manner they have been painted (cf. figs. 7 and 8). The ray seen in the center
left of figure 8 has the same soft translucent undersides as that in figurc 7. The
naturally glistening skin of the cod in both works is also comparable. Given
these similaritics, it appears Abraham van Beyeren must be credited with the
execution of the fish in the Maassluis monument.

This attribution is further substantiated by an identification ol the second
monogram on the Visserg-bord. Owing to the ornate painting of its lengthy
inscription, the initials may belong to the calligrapher. It was not unknown for
such artists to include their signatures on guild pictures when they were called
upon to record a text.?* On the Vissery-bord, however, the ¥ monogram
does not closely lollow the inscription, nor is it particularly elegant in form. In
fact, the monogram appears more blunt than Van Beyeren’s.

Another identification of the monogram was suggested by Bernstrom and
Rapp. They speculated that in addition to Pieter de Putter and Picter van
Noort, the initials might also be read as v (PUT), and then be associated with
Gerrit van der Put, a framemaker in The Hague.®® There 1s a tenuous connec-
tion between Van der Put and Van Beyeren through the artist Willem Swin-
derwijk. The framemaker made claims against Swinderwijk in The Hague in
1652 while Swinderwijk and Van Beyeren owned paintings by each other as
early as 1647.%* Bernstrom and Rapp went no further in their argument and
additional information on Gerrit van der Put has not been uncovered. Owing
to this and the absence of further documentation on the commission of the
Visseryj-bord, any link with Gerrit van der Put must remain speculative at best.
In all likelihood, the name of the artist with the “ R > monogram may never
be known. There are, however, compelling reasons to believe the mitials do
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Abraham van Beveren. Fish
Still Life. P. de Boer, Amster-
dam (1964).

8

Abraham van Beveren. Visse-
rij-bord, detail. Groote Kerk,
Maassluis (Foto van der Stelt,
Maassluis).

9
Johannes Boshoom. Interior of

the Groote Kerk, Maassluis,
Present location unknown
{Photo: T. Mastenbroek).
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belong to a [ramemaker or woodcarver.

Van Beyeren undoubtedly executed the marine scenes and probably the fish
still lifes in the monument. The latter attribution is also credible because the
fish painting is a comparatively small percentage of the overall work. It is
unlikely that a second artist would be engaged simply to depict that portion of
the monument and then be invited to share equally in the credit for the work
by leaving his monogram alongside Van Beyeren’s. Far more plausible is the
association of the sccond monogram with the framemaker or carver. The ¢x-
tensive carving and architectural construction required in the monument — the
columns, mouldings, volutes, silhouette-carved fish and fishermen — all suggest
the considerable talents of a master craftsman. It may be reasonable to suppose
that a framemaker would carve his initials on a work rather than paint them.
Aside from the standard architectural elements, however, the Visseri-bord is
madec up of flat pancls cut in sithouette. To carve one’s initials in relief would
then appear incongruous, especially if the monogram was to be seen with Van
Beyeren’s in a prominent position on the monument.

The association of the “ 7 monogram with a framemaker/carver is further
strengthened when it is learned that even more carving adorned the Vissersy-
bord than is secn today. Wooden ship models of a hooker and a buss originally
rested on either side of the cornice above the columns.?® A rgth-century paint-
ing of the interior of the Groote Kerk by Johannes Bosboom (1817-gr1}, shows
the Visserij-bord with the ships in place (fig.g). A definite shelf was created here
for the models. In 1850 the wooden ships were removed [rom the monument
and placed elsewhere in the church because 1t was felt they obscured the paint-
ing immediately behind. Owing to the existence of these models and the con-
siderable architectural and sculptural articulation of the monument, the se-
cond monogram on the Visserg-bord likely belongs to a master carver or frame-
maker.
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NOTES

! Given the extreme variations of temperature
and humidity in the Church and exposurc to
sunlight, the work is in fairly good condition.
Although suffering from dirt, fading and some
cracking, the paint surface is largely intact.

2 Fred. C. Willis, Die niederlindische Marinemale-
ret, Leipzig [1911], p.53.

* Ingvar Bergstrom, Dulch Still-Life Painting in the
Seventeenth Century, trans. by Christina Hedstrom
and Gerald T'aylor, New York, 1956, p.229;
John Bernstrom and Bengt Rapp, Ieonographica
(11 Abraham van Beveren), Stockholm, 1957,
p-21: E. de Jongh, Sull Lifein the Age of Rembrandt,
Auckland City Art Gallery, 1982, p.122.

* C.Veltenaar, ‘Het Visscherijbord in de Groote
Kerk,” De Navorscher, 1916, pp.105-07. The four
sea captains were Cornclis Jansz. Breugom,
Dirck Schots, Jan Buvs and Leendert 't Peus (?).

* The inscription reads:

Geluckig Lant en Lien daer Ziel en Lichacms
[Sege]
Van Gode nederdaelt gelyck een Vruchtbaer
[Rege].
1Y cen treckt hy Hemels hooch door schatten
[van het Lant]
En d’ ander door de Zee met scheepen aen
[t strant].
Van desen Segen Godts heeft onse Plaets

[genoten]
In Menschen Huys en Hoft'en Scheepen doe
[vergroten]
Stelt Leuders voor het Volek in Kerck en
[Polesy]
Geeft Neering overvioet Macer hooft de
[Visschery],
Dic met "t gevleugelt Houdt het bracke Vocht
[bevaren)|

Om d' ongesayde vrucht in Houckers te
[vergaren].
Als Kabbeliau, en Lengh, Both, Schellevis en
[Roch],
Vleet, Bollick, Pieterman, Mackrecl cn Haring
[noch].
Heer van dit schubbich vee, wil volle schepen
|geven]
Dat wy an andere Lien daer Matclick of leven
Want sonder uwe gunst en werter niet gevist
Al werck men gans de Nacht "t is smorgens
[noch gemist].
Leert ons dan Net of Want ter rechter syd
[uytschieten].
Wy doende nac U woort, cen Rycken vangh
[genieten].
Leydt ons in dit beroep. Jaecht dreygers van de
[Boot]
Als Roovers, Vyant wreet, en stormen, winde
fgroot],
Macr wilt ghy om der sond met Plagen ons
[beladen]
Heer toont ons in de straff als Jonas u genaden
Ghebiet de Zee en Wint dat sy ons nict cn
[schaen]

Gelyck ghy door de Vreed acn Spangien hebt
[gedaen].
Als wy s00 uwe Liefd’ in voller maeten crygen
lact ons Danc-offers Reuck uyt hert cn ziel
[opstygen]
Waer door u segen ryck noch mecr sal daelen
[neer]
Want feylt het niet acn ons soo feylt het
[nimmermecr]
Al syn wy slecht en recht ten is nict om te
fschroomen}
Godts soon heeft uyt ons Volck Discipels
[aengenomen]
De visschers uyt der zee door Woordt en Geest
[bereyt]
Dat sy des ’s Levens wech, Heer, hebben
[uytgebreyt].
Maer heeft s¢ nac haer doot op throonen meer
[verheven]
Want yeder staat syn nacm in ’s Levens boeck
[geschreven).
(), heer maeckt ons met haer in Euwicheyt
[verblyt]
Opdat wy burgers syn daer ghy de Koninck
[syt].
Bartls. Brasser

S D’Visschery van Maassluys
Hicr dees verceringh geeft
Ter Eeren van Gods huys
Dic 't all gegeven heeft.

7 A. Bredius, Kiinstler-Inventare: Urkunden zur Ge-
schichte der Hollindischen Kunst des XViten, XVilten,
and XVIlten Jahrhunderts, 8 vols., The Hague,
1922, 4:1165. On July 24, 1637, Abraham’s fa-
ther, Henrick Gillisz. van Beyeren, testified that
his son was sixteen years old. It is not known if
Abraham was to have his seventeenth birthday
later that year.

8 Fr. D.O. Obrcen, Archief voor Nederlandsche
kunstgeschiedenis, 7 vols., Rotterdam, 1877-90,
3:258. Van Beyeren was mentioned as a witness
by a notary in Leiden in 1639. The proximity of
Leiden to The Hague and the lack of further cvi-
dence of the artist’s activity in Leiden suggests his
appearance there was brief. See: Bernstrém and
Rapp, p.28, n.1.

* Bredius, 4:1166-67.

19 H.E. van Gelder, W.C. Heda, A. van Beyeren,
W. Kalf (Palct Serie), Amsterdam (1941}, pp.
22-23. Anna van den Queborn’s father, Crispijn,
was a successful portrait painter in The Hague as
were her three brothers, Dirk, Lous, and Cris-
pijn the Younger.

"' The painters were not brothers-in-law as
stated by Van Gelder (p.23), and numerous
others. The correct relationship was given by
Vorenkamp (A.P.A. Vorenkamp, Bijdrage (ot de
geschiedenis van het Hollandsch stilleven in de zeven-
tiende eeww, Leiden, 1933, p.24). Both De Putter
and Van Beyeren were long time residents of 'The
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Hague and there 1s little doubt that Abraham

knew De Putter’'s work. Infact, thesalein 1647 of

paintings owned by Van Beyeren lists a Picter de
Putter. Despite  these connections, however,
there is no reason (o believe that De Putter was
Abraham’s teacher. Their styles are totally un-
related.

'2 Obreen, 1:62,

1% Obreen, 4:60; Bol. L.. *Adriacn Pictersz. van
de Vinne, schilder en tevekenaar,” Tableaw 6
(1083): 55, 65.

'+ Bredius, 4:1169-70.

1% Bredius. 411 172: Obreen, 2:27; Bernstrém and

Rapp. p.8.

16 G.C. Helbers, "Abraham van Beveren tc
Gouda,” Oud Holland 62 (1947): 164: Bernstréom
and Rapp, p.8.

'7 Bredius, 7:14; Van Gelder, p.23.

'8 G.C. Helbers, “Abraham van Beyeren, Mr.
Schilder tot Overschie” Oud Holland 15 (1928):
27-28; Van Gelder, p.23.

' Laurens J. Bol.. Die hollandische Marimemalerel
des 17. Jahrhunderts, Braunschweig, 1973. p.1060.

20 Willis. p. 33 the author felt that the seas in the
oval marines were somewhat more colorful than
usual tor Van Beveren. My own observations did
not support this distinetion,

2UWillEs, p.y3. Willis further states that the se
cond monogram, = ¥ 7', on the panel cannot be
associated with any known marine painter. My
research supports that conclusion.

22 The tower was originally over the crossing,
but was moved tor fcar of a weak structural con-
struction. See 'I'. Mastenbroek, De Groote Kerk te
Muaassluis, Maassluis, 1939, pp.51, 65-606. [ am
indebted 1o Mr.Mastenbrock for his assistance
on numerous aspects of the history of the Tssery-
bord and the Groote Kerk.

23 ]dentification of the fish in the monument and
subscquent matching with the names on the in-
scription is difficult tor several reasons. First, Van
Beyeren did not attempt to paint the specimens
with perfect accuracy and often gave the ob-
scrver only a partial or shaded view of cach fish.
Secondly, fish within the same tamily or even dif-
ferent families can be very similar in appearance.
i.e., whiting and herring. Thirdly. the fish listed
on the inscription may no longer be commonly
known by that name. For example, today’s scul-
pin were once considered part of the larger group
of weever fish. Nevertheless, eight of the ten fish
cited in the inseription can be identified in the
Visserij-bord with some  certainty: Kabbeljaue
(cod}, abundant throughout. especially lower
right wing; Both (flounder}, upper left and right
wings: schelleris thaddock), lower left wing: Pieter-
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man weever fish o Mackreel comackerel . and Ha-
ring (herring), all lower right wing. Two species
listed in the inscripion, the Teet iskater, and
lengh (lingi, cannot be identified. The skate is si-
milar to the ray and mav not have been differen-
tiated by Van Beveren. The ling bears some re-
semblance to the long eel-like fish in the upper
left panel, but this specimen appears more prop-
crly to be a chimeras, or ratfish. T am indebted
to Mr. Steve Robertson, Curator of Marine Life,
Dallas Aquarium. for the identification of the
fish.
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