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Abstract
The conquest of Delhi in 1739 shook India and stunned the world. Despite the horror of his invasion, 
Nadir Shah (r. 1736–47) was commemorated in dozens of portraits from across the subcontinent. 
Contemporary depictions of the Iranian conqueror align with his imperial rhetoric and the new aes-
thetic of his Indo-Persian realm, but the vast majority were created posthumously between the mid-
eighteenth and mid-nineteenth centuries. More curious is the fact that many of them are inserted 
into dynastic portrait series of Mughal emperors even though Nadir Shah did not stay to rule. Why 
did local painters continue to glorify a foreign invader and plunderer for another century after his 
death? The motivations are further complicated by two very different groups of patrons and collec-
tors—local and British elites in India. Nadir Shah’s defeat of Delhi empowered regional rulers and 
emboldened British imperialist ambitions. Their divergent perspectives and the roles they played in 
the viral circulation of Nadir Shah’s image across India form the core of this investigation. 

“The Persians laid violent hands on everything and everybody. . . . For a long time, streets 
remained strewn with corpses, as the walks of a garden with dead leaves and flowers.”1 This was 
the mental picture of the Delhi massacre of 1739, as recalled by Anand Ram Mukhlis, a senior 
official at the Mughal court.

In India, Nadir Shah (r. 1736–47), founder of the Afsharid dynasty (1736–96), is remem-
bered as the invader from Iran who devastated the capital city, plundered its treasures, and 
slaughtered twenty thousand of its inhabitants. The phrase nādir-shāhī entered the local par-
lance to refer to a massacre, and it carries the meaning of tyrannical rule and terror to this 
day.2 Yet, this brutal conqueror was commemorated in dozens of portraits from across the 
subcontinent.3 This article begins with the few but fascinating contemporary representations 
and considers them in light of the rhetoric and aesthetic of his empire-building project. The 
majority, however, were produced posthumously from the early prototypes, and many were 
added to genealogical series of Mughal emperors, including painting albums and medallion 
portrait sets. Some were made for local collectors, while many others were produced for the 
new British elite. Their demand for Nadir Shah’s image, which lasted until at least the mid-
nineteenth century, is the prime focus of this investigation.4
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Nadir Shah elected not to stay to rule India. He reinstalled Muhammad Shah (r. 1717–48) 
on the throne under his suzerainty and left Delhi after two months, carrying off its treasures 
back to Iran.5 But in painting, he was thrust into the Mughal dynastic lineage. This study 
explores the divergent motivations behind the often pondered but never explained trans-
formation of Nadir Shah from a foreign aggressor to a haloed emperor of India. It asks how, 
and why, regional and colonial collectors constructed their own versions of the legend of 
the Iranian conqueror. What also emerges from this inquiry is a novel consideration of Nadir 
Shah’s Indian portraits as a measure of the British agenda. By tracing the popularization of his 
image—in portraits, engravings, and biographies—to the rise of British power in India, this 
study presents a new art historical perspective on the formative period of colonial rule under 
the East India Company.6 As a final thought, the article takes a brief look at the transmission 
and mutation of Nadir Shah’s image in India through the concept of virality and considers how 
it was shaped and spread by multiple carriers and variants.

The broader aim of this study is to contribute to the scholarship on royal portraiture in 
India,7 not just by attending to a hitherto unexplored body of work, but by offering fresh con-
siderations of patrons and collectors as agents of circulation in the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries and by posing new questions about the varied political functions of portraiture. 

From Shah to Shāhanshāh

Son of a herdsman of the Afshar tribe in Khurasan on the northeastern frontier of Iran, Nadir 
Shah’s meteoric ascent is the stuff of legend. He emerged as a gifted warrior following the col-
lapse of the Safavid dynasty (1501–1722). His subsequent successes in regaining Iran from the 
Afghans in 1729 and the Caucasus from the Russians and Ottomans in 1735 caught the world’s 
attention. It was, however, his invasion of Delhi and sack of the wealthiest Islamic empire in 
1739 that propelled him into global infamy. This was swiftly followed by the conquests of 
Central Asia, Dagestan, and the Persian Gulf. The Ottomans were his next target. Europe and 
China, too, were rumored to be in his sight.8

As an outsider with neither dynastic nor religious legitimacy, Nadir Shah cast himself as the 
successor of Timur (r. 1370–1405) and Genghis Khan (r. 1206–27) and aspired to replicate 
their territorial reach.9 Both the Mongols and Timur sacked Delhi (in 1303 and 1398, respec-
tively). Nadir Shah, too, needed India to prove his world-conquering claim, as well as its vast 
riches to fund future campaigns.

The Delhi conquest was the highpoint of Nadir Shah’s legend, and his known paintings, 
from Iran and India, were all created after this climactic moment.10 A life-size oil portrait, 
ca. 1740s, at the V&A is perhaps the most pronounced pictorial representation of his Indian 
victory (fig. 1).11 Dressed in a Persian robe and his signature four-pointed red hat, the Iranian 
ruler is adorned with the Mughal emperor’s jewels, seated on a Mughal carpet in a Mughal 
tent. Bearing the fruits of his conquest, his body functions as a resplendent monument to his 
biggest military feat.

This bodily transformation began before he even reached Delhi. A report that Nadir Shah was 
dressed as a Mughal emperor caused alarm at the Mughal court when he was still five hundred 
miles away: “News was brought that Nadir Shah had put on the Indian dress, and sat on the 
throne in the manner of Indian emperors. . . . On this news the Emperor was quite confounded.”12 

The translation of Nadir Shah’s body into the Indian realm is fully realized in several con-
temporary portraits by Indian artists. Among the earliest are three identical compositions 
by Muhammad Panah, all dated to the early 1740s, one at the V&A, another at the Bodleian 
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Library, and the third formerly in the F. R. Martin Collection (figs. 2a–c). Seated against a 
gold brocade bolster,13 Nadir Shah is dressed entirely in red, a color designed to induce awe 
and fear in his opponents.14 His attire and adornment are similar to those in his Iranian 
portraits (fig. 1), but the painting style is distinctly Indian, most noticeably in the facial 
rendering. 

Besides their identical composition,15 all three paintings bear an inscription that reads 
“image of the king of kings (shāhanshāh), possessor of Jamshid’s majesty (jam-jāh), Nadir 
Shah.”16 The Iranian ruler claimed universal sovereignty as the shāhanshāh, a title that origi-
nated in ancient Iran.17 He issued an order that he should be addressed as shāhanshāh of the 

FIGURE 1. Nadir 

Shah, attributable 

to Muhammad Riza 

Hindi, ca. 1740s, 

Iran, Isfahan. Oil 

on canvas, H x W: 

179 x 116.5 cm. V&A, 

London, IM.20-1919



Janet O ’Brien  111

world and throne giver of India.18 The title is inscribed on many objects to commemorate his 
victory, including a coin that reads, “Over the sultans of the world is the sultan, shāh-i shāhān, 
Nadir, lord of the conjunction.”19 The term jam-jāh, another of his honorifics, refers to a king 
whose dignity or majesty is like Jamshid,20 the mythical king of Iran. In the treaty of cession, 
Muhammad Shah addresses Nadir Shah as “Jamshid-jāh” as well as shāhanshāh.21 

The Bodleian and F. R. Martin paintings are signed “the work of the well-wisher Muhammad 
Panah,”22 indicating they were a gesture to honor Nadir Shah. Little is known about the artist, 
except that two of his works, both portraits, are included in an album assembled ca. 1740 for 
Muhammad Shah.23 His court patronage, the panegyrical inscription, the exquisite skills, and 

FIGURES 2a–c. Nadir Shah, signed Muhammad 

Panah, India. Opaque watercolor and gold on 

paper. (a, top left) ca. 1740s, India. H x W: 26.5 x 

15.5 cm. V&A, London, IM.237-1921. Photo by 

author. (b, top right) From the “House of Timur” 

album compiled ca. 1800 by Gore Ouseley, 

dated AH 1155/1742–43, India. H x W (image): 

20.2 x 11.2 cm. Bodleian Library, University 

of Oxford, MS. Ouseley Add. 173, fol. 29v. 

(c, bottom) Regnal year 24/1741–42, India, 

from F. R. Martin, The Miniature Painting and 

Painters of Persia, India and Turkey from the 8th 

to the 18th Century (London: Bernard Quaritch, 

1912), vol. 2, pl. 168. Dims. unknown. Former 

F. R. Martin Collection, present location unknown
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the intricate decorative details all point to a royal provenance, even though there is nothing to 
confirm that the works were directly ordered by Nadir Shah. 

Another Indian representation likely painted during or soon after his time in Delhi is a 
double portrait with Muhammad Shah on a white marble terrace, now at the Musée Gui-
met (fig. 3). Both its stylistic vocabulary and large horizontal format are closely associated 
with the court paintings of Muhammad Shah.24 Terrace scenes were well established in the 
Mughal tradition, as were double portraits that typically show a ruler with his successor or 
subordinate. Representations of two rival rulers are rare; the most well-known precedents are 
Jahangir Entertains Shah ʿAbbas and Jahangir Embraces Shah ʿAbbas, both dated ca. 1620 and 
in the Freer Gallery of Art Collection at the Smithsonian’s National Museum of Asian Art in 
Washington, DC (fig. 4 and F1945.9a). 

Despite what appears to be a conventional terrace scene, the intrigue of this double por-
trait lies in its visually subtle yet politically charged details. Jointly enthroned on the same 
carpet, the rivals face each other in a mirror-image composition with identical gestures and 
props, but the appearance of equilibrium is a mere façade. Nadir Shah’s eyes are set slightly 
above Muhammad Shah’s, casting his gaze downward on the subjugated emperor. The black-
feather jiqqa—a symbol of sovereignty—has been transferred to the victor. The two nimbuses 
may appear to be the same size, but the inner disc of Nadir Shah’s is significantly larger, sig-
naling his augmented farr (divine glory) gained from his victory over Muhammad Shah.25 The 
hierarchical size of the nimbus is a frequent device in Mughal royal portraiture. In Jahangir 
Entertains Shah ʿAbbas by Bishandas (fig. 4), a submissive ʿAbbas, with a subtly smaller nimbus, 
much fainter jiqqa, and averted gaze, sits next to a larger, more assured Jahangir. This painting 

FIGURE 3. Muhammad Shah and Nadir Shah, artist unknown, ca. 1730–40, India. Opaque watercolor and gold on 

paper, H x W: 21.5 x 31.5 cm. Musée national des arts asiatiques Guimet, Paris, MA 3544. Photo © RMN-Grand Palais / 

Art Resource, NY
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FIGURE 4. Jahangir Entertains Shah ʿAbbas, from the St. Petersburg Album, attributed to Bishandas, ca. 1620, India. 

Opaque watercolor, gold, and ink on paper, H x W: 25 x 18.3 cm. National Museum of Asian Art, Smithsonian Institution, 

Freer Collection, Purchase—Charles Lang Freer Endowment, F1942.16a
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was in a Mughal album that Nadir Shah looted from Delhi, and it is tempting to think of the 
Guimet painting as a retort to the slight to Iran in Bishandas’s representation.

The veneer of equal standing afforded to Muhammad Shah might have been a face-saving 
gesture, even if only artificial. The absence of the jiqqa from his turban indicates that this is a 
representation of his first meeting with his vanquisher three days after the defeat. According 
to Nadir Shah’s official account, the Mughal emperor removed his own crown and went to 
the Iranian camp. Nadir Shah took Muhammad Shah’s hand “out of kindness” and seated the 
Mughal emperor by his side, but “in truth, the full reins of control over the kingdom of India 
were taken by Nadir.”26 In a letter to Riza-Quli, his eldest son, Nadir Shah wrote, “It is our royal 
intention, from the consideration of the high birth of Muhammed Shah, of his descent from 
the house of Gaurgani [Timur], and of his affinity to us a Turkoman, to fix him on the throne of 
empire, and to place the crown of royalty upon his head.”27 His feigned respect for Muhammad 
Shah was thus an act to construct a link to the Mughals, and ultimately, to Timur. 

Besides the thinly veiled domination, what is remarkable about this double portrait is the 
migration of Nadir Shah’s body from the pictorial land of Iran to that of India. The circular 
nimbus, strict profile, terrace setting, and double-portrait composition are all quintessential 
Mughal elements, but the transformation goes beyond a stylistic makeover. Research on his 
Persian portraits demonstrates a fundamental shift from the Safavids in terms of how kingship 
is represented.28 By contrast, the goal here was not to break with tradition but to conform 
to it. By immersing Nadir Shah’s body in the conventions of Mughal royal portraiture while 
retaining his Persian dress, the painter has created an unambiguous and instantly recogniz-
able image of an Iranian conqueror of India. He is no longer just the shah of Iran but “the 
shāhanshāh of the era, crown giver of the king of India,” as his chronicler, Mirza Mahdi Khan 
Astarabadi, enunciates in the opening of his official history, the Tārīkh-i Nādirī (History of 
Nadir).29 By glorifying the invader, the Indian painters played a role in presenting Nadir Shah 
as the deserving victor who rescued India. This savior identity is declared in the Tārīkh-i Nādirī: 
“the world-illuminating sun conquered the darkness of India, and the abode of the caliphate 
of the world was enlightened by the light of his existence.”30

In India, unlike Iran, single portraiture had been a primary mode of representing kingship 
for over a century, and the four paintings discussed above were created at a time when the 
production of royal portraits was reinvigorated under the patronage of Muhammad Shah.31 
These artists were now at Nadir Shah’s disposal, and he was in a position to take advantage 
of a thriving, readymade local practice—with its established makers and audience—by taking 
over as the royal subject. Whether the present works were created by the Mughal painters at 
Nadir Shah’s command or of their own accord to win favor with the new overlord, it is clear 
the artists made a conscious decision to present the conqueror in the local visual language.

While their target audience is unknown, the fact that these portraits are replicated in later 
versions implies a sufficient level of exposure. Some of these prototypes were made in mul-
tiples, such as the composition by Muhammad Panah, thus further indicating that they were 
intended for dissemination. Such intention becomes more compelling when viewed in light of 
Nadir Shah’s instruction to distribute the victory dispatch: “Make copies of this our royal man-
date and disperse them over our empire, that the well-wishers of our throne may be happy 
and rejoice, and our secret enemies be dejected and confounded.”32

Whether it was putting on Indian dress and jewels or having Indian-style portraits painted 
by Muhammad Shah’s artists, the “Indianization” of Nadir Shah’s body was not an isolated 
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attempt. As the next paragraph will show, it is consistent with the broader evidence of his 
appropriating, if not acculturating to, the visual traditions of the conquered land to create a 
new aesthetic of empire. This simultaneous “taking and making” of art as an instrument of 
empire building fits into the innovative concept of “grafting” conceived by Holly Shaffer. In her 
book, Grafted Arts, she uses the idea to illustrate “the violent and creative processes of suturing 
arts” during the British campaigns to establish control over western India in the late eigh-
teenth century, an example being a Maratha painting layered over an English print of a British 
soldier, now galloping through an Indian landscape.33 This “grafting” of a foreign body onto the 
host in what Shaffer terms the “mercenary method of artistry” has an earlier example, it would 
seem, in the artistic mode associated with Nadir Shah.

When the Iranian conqueror left Delhi, he took with him a great number of artists, though 
it is not known who they were or if painters were among them. He also brought back hun-
dreds of scribes, masons, builders, smiths, carpenters, and stone carvers.34 According to Jonas 
Hanway’s contemporary account, Nadir Shah recruited these Indian craftsmen with the inten-
tion “to build a city after the model of Dehlie. . . . This new city was proposed to be called 
Nadirabad; which . . . might remain a monument of his conquest in India.”35 Of the many 
buildings reportedly erected by Nadir Shah in Iran,36 few have survived. Qasr-i Khurshid (Sun 
Palace) in Kalat, just seventy-five miles from his birthplace of Dargaz, was constructed by 
Indian builders to house his loot from Delhi.37 The pavilion is, in the words of Sussan Babaie, “a 
concoction of the most incomprehensible features of Iranian architecture, some of which . . . 
are hybridized and adopted as exotic elements from an Indian context” (fig. 5).38 The Indian 
stone carvers decorated the exterior walls with panels of floral sprays, tropical fruits, and par-
rots typical of Delhi’s architectural ornamentation. This Indianizing tendency was not confined 
to art, adornment, and architecture. Nadir Shah was said to have adopted Indian customs by 
celebrating Nauruz “after the manner of the Emperors of Hindustan” and distributing Indian 
gold coins (muhurs) among his army.39

FIGURES 5a,b. Qasr-i Khurshid (Sun Palace), Kalat, and one of the Mughal-style carved stone panels on exterior. Photo © Sussan Babaie
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Attempts at acculturating to the ways of the conquered peoples were not new. Beginning 
with Ghazan Khan (r. 1295–1304), the later rulers of the Ilkhanate converted to Islam and 
patronized the first illustrated manuscripts of the Iranian national epic, the Shāhnāma. The 
Timurids (1370–1507) transitioned from their nomadic Turkic tribal system to a sedentary 
Perso-Islamic polity.40 Unlike the Ilkhanids and the Timurids, however, Nadir Shah did not stay 
to rule the conquered land. His stylistic appropriation focused on his external appearance.41 By 
cloaking his physical body, painted body, and palatial body in the aura of the Mughal dynasty, 
the conqueror assumed the outward identity of the subjugated to create a new vision of him-
self as the shāhanshāh of an Indo-Persian empire.

The Afterlives of Nadir Shah: Patronage and Perspectives

The contemporary paintings of Nadir Shah represent his imperial rhetoric, but the vast majority 
of his Indian portraits are later reproductions. Forty of them were located in this study, though 
there must be many more. When viewed together, it becomes manifest that they are derived 
from a small handful of prototypes. While a complete survey is beyond the scope of this 
article, a brief introduction and some broad observations will be helpful before delving into 
specific examples.

Based on stylistic, iconographic, and compositional traits, the posthumous portraits may be 
categorized into five types. The first shares a close affinity with the depiction of Nadir Shah in 
the Guimet painting (figs. 6a–d, A5–A19).42 The second comprises iterations of the composi-
tion by Muhammad Panah (figs. 2a–c), showing a red-clad Nadir Shah in three-quarters view, 
plus works that were loosely based on the same model (figs. 7a–c, A20–A24). The next group 
shows a very different-looking Nadir Shah, donning an elongated version of his hat (figs. 8a–d, 
A25–A31). This is followed by an assortment of bust and half-length representations set in 
a feigned or physical oval frame borrowed from the European portrait tradition (figs. 9–11, 
A32–A42). Some form part of a portrait miniature set, in ivory or on paper, while others were 
printed in European texts. The final group shows Nadir Shah with a square face and a thick 
scarf tied at the front of his hat (figs. 12–14, A40–A44). 

Notwithstanding adherence to their corresponding precedents, some variations are 
observed across the different groups. Nadir Shah is depicted with a disc or ring halo in most 
of them, though not all. He is seated either on a carpet, a platform- or chair-throne, and 
occasionally accompanied by attendants. Unlike the early models, Nadir Shah is depicted with 
a sword in most of these instances. Some paintings are nearly identical and have the same 
frame, thus suggesting an open market for readymade portraits. Quality varies; some could 
be copies of copies, while others, such as the portrait at the NMAA (fig. 6a), show impressive 
delicacy in their rendering. Pounced lines are visible in some cases, demonstrating that they 
were transferred from a prototype (figs. 6a,b).

Nadir Shah’s Indian portraits also reveal the remarkable geographic and temporal extent 
that his image had traversed—from Delhi to the Punjab Hills in the north, Murshidabad in the 
east, Hyderabad in the south, and Jaipur in the west, from the mid-eighteenth century follow-
ing his death to the British period in the nineteenth century. But why did local painters con-
tinue to make these exalted images of a foreign invader and plunderer? And who gave agency 
and impetus to the dissemination? Virtually none of the painters are named. Their provenance 
and other particulars as well as the prevailing political environment, however, guide us in two 
directions—local and colonial collectors.
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FIGURES 6a–d. Nadir 

Shah. Opaque watercolor, 

gold, and ink on paper. 

(a, top left) Artist 

unknown, mid-18th 

century, India. H x W: 

19.9 x 10.5 cm. National 

Museum of Asian Art, 

Smithsonian Institution, 

Freer Collection, Gift 

of Charles Lang Freer, 

F1907.256. (b, top 

right) Signed Ram Sipar 

Musavvir, ca. 1800, India. 

H x W: 12.5 x 8.8 cm. 

British Museum, London, 

1936,0111,0.4. Photo by 

author. (c, bottom left) 

ca. 1900, India. H x W 

(folio): 30.6 x 22.9 cm. 

National Museum of 

Asian Art, Smithsonian 

Institution, Arthur M. 

Sackler Collection, 

Purchase — Smithsonian 

Unrestricted Trust Funds, 

Smithsonian Collections 

Acquisition Program, 

and Dr. Arthur M. 

Sackler, S1986.439. 

(d, bottom right) 

Artist unknown, from 

an album of portraits 

of Mughal rulers and 

courtiers, 18th century, 

India. H x W (folio): 

40.7 x 29.6 cm. British 

Museum, London, 
1920,0917,0.144. 

Photo by author
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Becoming Pādshāh of India

Information on the portraits’ Indian patronage is scarce, but at least three local collectors, 
albeit subsequent owners rather than original patrons, are identified. The V&A portrait by 
Muhammad Panah (fig. 2a) came into the possession of a Delhi judge named Maulvi Muham-
mad Husayn before 1904. A Murshidabad portrait (A19) was owned by Nawab Sayyid Muham-
mad Bahadur (1867–1919), a politician from Calcutta and a descendant of Tipu Sultan of 
Mysore (r. 1782–99). An album of Hyderabad rulers featuring Nadir Shah (Fig. 8a) belonged 
to Mir Usman ʿAli Khan, nizam of Hyderabad (r. 1911–48). Other portraits, by virtue of their 
present locations, such as the Dogra Art Museum in Jammu (A6) and Delhi Museum (A30), 
have likely had Indian owners too.

The arrangement within an album also offers tantalizing clues and reveals Iranian lean-
ings among some of the collectors. In an album at the British Museum, Nadir Shah is placed 
not in a chronological sequence but between two Mughal courtiers with Iranian connections 
(fig. 6d). The first is Shujaʿ al-Daula (r. 1754–75), the third nawab of Awadh, which was estab-
lished in 1722 by Saʿadat Khan, a Nishapur native who became a governor under Muhammad 
Shah, and Persian heritage remained strong under Shuja .ʿ43 The other figure is Miyan ʿAbd 
al-Hadi, later known as Asalat Khan, who was brought from Iran to India with the return of 
the embassy of Khan ʿAlam in 1618 and rose to the rank of paymaster general (mīr bakhshī) 
in 1644.44 It raises the question whether the patron might have been of Iranian heritage, per-
haps with an admiration for fellow countrymen who had risen to power in India. This would 
explain the reverence paid to the Iranian ruler in the Persian inscription: “Sultan of the sultans 
of the world, shāhshāhān, Nadir Shah, pādshāh, lord of the conjunction,” which was taken 
almost verbatim from the coin issued after the Delhi conquest.45 In a Deccani portrait album 

FIGURES 7a–c. Nadir Shah, artist unknown. Opaque watercolor, gold, and ink on paper. (left to right) (a) 19th century, India, Himachal Pradesh. 

H x W: 34.8 x 25 cm. Harvard Art Museums/Arthur M. Sackler Museum, Cambridge, MA, 1919.133. (b) From an album interspersed with portraits 

of Mughal rulers, 18th century, India. H x W (folio): 44 x 32 cm. Bodleian Library, University of Oxford, MS. Ouseley Add. 166, fol. 44r. (c) From 

an unbound series of portraits of Mughal and regional rulers in India, 19th century, India. H x W (image): 43 x 29 cm. Russell-Cotes Art Gallery & 

Museum, Bournemouth, BORGM 00620
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(A30), Nadir Shah fits chronologically between Muhammad Shah and ʾAhmad Shah Durrani 
(r. 1747–72).46 What is unusual, however, is that the series begins with Iraj, the favorite son 
of the Shāhnāma warrior-king Faridun, who inherited Iran and India. He was followed by Alex-
ander, Genghis Khan, and Timur, who all invaded Iran and India and were celebrated in both 
cultures. This tracing back to Iraj and other hero-conquerors of the two empires points to an 
owner who was favorably disposed toward Iran, and Nadir Shah was likely viewed as an heir to 
that warrior lineage. 

The inscriptions in Persian, the language of literature and high culture of Mughal India, and 
in Indic scripts provide another possible indication of local patronage. While the Indic scripts 
tend to identify him simply as Nadir Shah (figs. 2a, 8c,d, A28, A30), the Persian inscriptions are 
more elaborate in some instances. The portrait at the Arthur M. Sackler Gallery of the NMAA 
has two inscriptions (fig. 6c): “The blessed likeness of His Majesty Nadir Shah, the emperor-
warrior (pādshāh-ghāzī) / Drawn at the time of his honorable visit to Shahjahanabad [Delhi].”47 
This painting is attributed to the nineteenth century, and the text might have been trans-
ferred from an eighteenth-century original, thus providing further corroborative evidence that 

FIGURES 8a–d. Nadir Shah, opaque watercolor 

and gold on paper. (a, top left) From an album 

of portraits of Hyderabad rulers and courtiers, to 

which portraits of Timur, Nadir Shah, and others 

were added, artist unknown, ca. 1800–25, India, 

Hyderabad. H x W (image): 20 x 10.5 cm. British 

Library, London, Add. Or. 4415, fol. 20. Photo by 

author. (b, top right) Artist unknown, second half 

of the 18th century, India, Deccan. H x W (folio): 

29.2 x 20 cm. Islamic Arts Museum Malaysia, Kuala 

Lumpur, 2013.19.52. (c and d, bottom left and right) 

Artist unknown, ca. 1890, India, Jaipur. H x W: approx. 

8 x 6 cm. V&A, London, IS.39-1990 and IS.40-1990
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FIGURES 9a–d. Nadir Shah, artist unknown. (a, top left) From an unbound portrait series of mostly Mughal and Sikh 

rulers, ca. 1840, India, Punjab Plain (Sikh with Guler influence). Opaque watercolor and gold on paper, H x W (image): 

15.2 x 11.7 cm. V&A, London, IS. 136-1953. (b, top right) Engraving, from John Malcolm, The History of Persia (London: 

John Murray, 1815), vol. 2, p. 44, Charles Heath (printmaker), 1815. Photo by author. (c, bottom left) From a set of 

miniatures depicting Timur to ʿAlamgir II, ca. 1805–10, India, Delhi. Opaque watercolor on ivory, H x W: 8.9 x 7 cm. 

British Library, London, Add. Or. 3113. Photo by author. (d, bottom right) Miniature set depicting Babur to Aurangzib 

with Nadir Shah at the center, ca. 1830, India, Delhi. Opaque watercolor on ivory, miniature: H. 8 cm. Bonhams, London, 

October 25, 2007, lot 418, present location unknown
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FIGURES 11a,b. A set of miniatures of rulers depicting Timur to Shah ʿAlam II, followed by Asaf al-Daula of Awadh and 

Tipu Sultan of Mysore, artist unknown, ca. 1790, India, Murshidabad. Opaque watercolor and gold on paper, H x W 

(frame): 80 x 72 cm. Bonhams, London, April 8, 2014, lot 296, present location unknown. (left to right) (a) Nadir 

Shah (detail). (b) Nadir Shah in top row, second from the right after Timur and replacing the Mughal founder, Babur

FIGURES 10a,b. (left to right) (a) Nadir Shah, artist unknown, from a portrait series of Mughal rulers bracketed by 

Timur and Nadir Shah, ca. 1740s, India, Delhi or Deccan. Opaque watercolor and gold on paper, H x W: 8.4 x 7.2 cm to 

14 x 11 cm (Nadir Shah). Islamic Arts Museum Malaysia, Kuala Lumpur, 2012.25.10. (b) Framed display (only thirteen 

of the eighteen portraits are displayed) showing a considerably larger Nadir Shah (bottom). Courtesy of Islamic Arts 

Museum Malaysia


