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FOREWORD

The National Gallety of Art’s American naive paintings
have long been appreciated as wonderfully appealing,
and in some cases visually stunning, works of art. Yet
with the exception of those paintings by important
known artists such as Erastus Field or Edward Hicks, few
had been studied thoroughly. Whereas other volumes
of our systematic catalogue build upon decades, some-
times centuries, of scholarship, many of the more than
300 pictures included here are now published for the
first time.

The research presented here reveals much about the
growth of this countty, its centers of commerce a cen-
tury and 2 half ago, the pathways for the spread of
visual ideas in the nineteenth century, and the aspira-

tions and sentiments of the middle class. Deborah
Chotner, Laurie Weitzenkorn, and all those involved
with the research and writing for this volume have been
unusually resourceful in seeking out authorities and
materials to establish histories for these wotks of art.
The tangible results, published here, will undoubtedly
prove to be an invaluable tool for those interested in
American art and life.

Earl A. Powell III
Director
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INTRODUCTION

With the exception of a few objects presented by other
generous donors, the National Gallery’s collection of
American naive paintings is almost entirely the gift of
Colonel Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.!
Beginning in July 1953 and ending with the bequest of
1980, these perspicacious collectors gave more than
three hundred paintings and a hundred works on paper
to the National Gallery. Twenty-two other museums
also benefited from the Garbisches’ generosity through
the years, but the National Gallery of Art received the
greatest number and finest examples from their hold-
ings. They have, without question, made this institu-
tion one of the most important repositories for Ameri-
can naive painting in the world.

In 1941 Mrs. Garbisch inherited the hunting lodge on
Maryland’s Eastern Shore that her father, the auto-
mobile magnate Walter P. Chrysler, had purchased in
1929. The Garbisches began a complete renovation of
Pokety, modifying its rustic characteristics, but retain-
ing a traditional American theme. It was with these
warm but elegant spaces in mind that the couple ac-
quired the beginnings of their collection of American
art and antiques. Collecting at a time when interest in
folk art was limited to a small circle of enthusiasts,
Colonel and Mrs. Garbisch were able to obtain extraor-
dinary works.? They were adventurous in their acquisi-
tions, frequenting both established New York dealers
such as Edith Gregor Halpert, Harry Shaw Newman,
and Harry Stone, and out-of-the-way shops across New
England, New York State, and the mid-Atlantic. They
sometimes acquired works whose apparent condition
was vety poot, but they were usually rewarded by the
results of the immediate, extensive conservation treat-
ment they arranged for all of their purchases.

Clearly their criterion for selection was the inherent
appeal of the object they were considering rather than
confirmed knowledge of its maker or meaning. ““The
true measure of the worth of any art,”” they wrote, “‘is
the extent to which it is enjoyed.”’3 While we now have
identified the artists of more than half the images in
this volume, the majority wete acquired as anonymous
works. Perhaps because they formed their collection
when the study of American folk art was in its infancy,
the Garbisches placed little emphasis on documenting

their purchases. They took great pleasure in discovering
these treasures, surrounding themselves with them at
their country home, and adding to their numbers in a
conscious effort to form a comprehensive collection, the
greatest part of which would become a gift to the na-
tion. At the same time, they chose to share their great
enthusiasm for these works with a worldwide audience
through a series of traveling exhibitions from the 1950s
to the 1970s. Although they enjoyed an imptessive col-
lection of European decorative arts and French impres-
sionist paintings in their New York City apartment,
they became best known for theit American
acquisitions.

Colonel and Mrs. Garbisch preferred to describe their
American paintings as ‘‘naive,”’ a custom the National
Gallery has retained because of its emphasis on fresh-
ness of vision. In doing so, we have perhaps skirted the
debate on the correct terminology for works by artists
with little or no formal training.4 The words folk, prim-
itive, or nonacademic might reasonably be applied to
many of these paintings. Although a great deal has
been written of late on what folk art is or encompasses,
the term seems to dety precise definition. Yet when it is
used in relation to American painting, we are all able to
envision the type of work it includes. Descriptions of
folk art have traditionally praised it for its honesty, and
employed words like forthright, unsophisticated, sin-
cere, or homespun. While such descriptions acknowl-
edge that the creative solutions of these artists were
formed outside the academic mainstream, they cannot
begin to encompass all the varied approaches of the
artists whose works are discussed in this catalogue. A
number were amateurs, inspired to create unique exam-
ples by some inner spark; some made clever improvisa-
tions based on instruction manuals or print sources.
Others were professional, sometimes with established
studios; still others were multitalented craftsmen; there
were also immigrants with undetermined European
training; and of course there were highly successful itin-
erants. They worked in the rapidly growing towns and
cities or ranged widely through the countryside. What
they had in common was a lively art that met both the
aesthetic and practical needs of the middle and upper
middle classes.
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While eighteenth- and twentieth-century works are
found among the National Gallery’s American naive
paintings, the preponderance were made in the nine-
teenth century. Although folk art was created in all
sections of the country, most of the works that found
their way into this collection originated in the north-
eastern United States where there were well-established
centers of population. Not all were made by uniden-
tified artists; several major figures are represented in
depth. For instance, the collection includes ten works
by Thomas Chambers, fourteen by Erastus Salisbury
Field, five by Edward Hicks, five by Joshua Johnson, six
by William Matthew Prior, and nine by Ammi Phillips.
Sometimes, as in the case of Field or, even more evi-
dently, Phillips, this density of objects affords the op-
portunity to trace the progression of an artist’s style. In
all of these cases, the multiplicity of images has helped
the authors define the uniqueness of each artist’s fac-
ture and palette in a way that is not possible where we
possess but a single work.

Despite all that has been done to make the entries in
this volume as inclusive and correct as possible, there
will inevitably be errors or omissions. We would like to
think of this catalogue as an important tool, a depar-
ture point for future research, and we look forward to
the discoveries that will be made as a result of what has
been published here.
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Notes

1. Two articles concerning the Garbisches and their collect-
ing are: Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch, *‘Fore-
word . . . American Primitive Painting,”’ Artz in America
(May 1954), 95; and Jim Powell, ““A Lifetime of Love and
Lore: The Garbisch Collection,” Antiques World (May 1980),
89-92.

2. For an excellent history of the interest in American folk
art see Beatrix T. Rumford, ‘‘Uncommon Art of the Common
People: A Review of Trends in the Collecting and Exhibiting
of American Folk Art,” in Perspectives on American Folk Art,
eds. Ian M. G. Quimby and Scott T. Swank (New York, 1980),
13-53.

3. Garbisch 1954, 95.

4. For discussions of this question see: Kenneth L. Ames,
Beyond Necessity: Art in the Folk Tradition [exh. cat., Win-
terthur Museum] (Winterthur, Del., 1977); Henry Glassie,
“The Idea of Folk Art,” and John Michael Vlach, *‘Properly
Speaking: The Need for Plain Talk about Folk Art,” in Folk
Art and Art Worlds: Essays Drawn from the Washington
Meeting on Folk Art (1983), eds. John Michael Vlach and
Simon J. Bonner (Ann Arbor, Mich., 1986); John Michael
Vlach, Plain Painters (Washington, 1988) and Carolyn Week-
ley, “‘Defining American Folk Art,” introduction to Beatrix
Rumford, American Folk Paintings: Paintings and Drawings
Other Than Portraits from the Abby Aldrich Rockefeller Folk
Art Center (Boston, 1988).



Abbreviations for Frequently Cited Exhibitions

101 Masterpieces, 1961-196 4

101 Masterpieces of American Primitive Painting from the
Collection of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Gar-
bisch, traveling exhibition circulated by the American Fed-
eration of Arts, New York, 1961-1964.

111 Masterpieces, 1968-1970
American Naive Painting of the 18th and 19th Century: 111

Masterpieces from the Collection of Edgar William and Ber-

nice Chrysler Garbisch, traveling exhibition circulated by
the American Federation of Arts, New York, 1968-1970.

American Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987
American Naive Paintings from the National Gallery of
Art, traveling exhibition circulated by the International
Exhibitions Foundation, Washington, 1985-1987.

American Primitive Paintings, (SI) 1954-195 5
American Primitive Paintings, traveling exhibition orga-
nized by the Smithsonian Institution for the United States
Information Service, Washington, 1954-1955.

Arkansas Artmobile, 1975-1976
American Folk Art: Tour in the Arkansas Artmobile Bicen-
tennial Exhibition, traveling exhibition organized by the
Arkansas Art Center, Little Rock, 1975-1976, no cat.

Carlisle, 1973

American Primitive Paintings from the National Gallery of
Art, Holland Union, Dickinson College, Carlisle, Pennsyl-
vania, no cat.

Charlotte, 1967

National Gallery Loan Exhibition, Mint Museum of Art,
Charlotte, North Carolina, 1967; special issue of Mint Mu-
seum of Art Quarterly (Fall 1967) served as the catalogue.

Columbus, 1968-1969

American Primitive Paintings from the Collection of Edgar
William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch, Columbus Mu-
seum of Arts and Crafts, Columbus, Georgia, 1968-1969.

Easton, 1962

Exhibition of Early American Art, Academy of the Arts,
Talbot County Historical Society, Easton, Maryland, 1962.

Italy, 1988-1989
La nascita di una nazione: pittori americani della National
Gallery of Art di Washington 1730-1880, organized by the
Pinacoteca Nazionale di Bologna to be held at Palazzo
Pepoli Campogrande, Bologna, Italy; Galeria Inter-

nazionale d’ Arte Moderna di Ca’ Pesaro, Venice, 1988-1989.

Montclair, 1988
A Little Bestiary: Natve Paintings from the Collection of
Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch, Montclair
Art Museum, Montclair, New Jersey, 1988, no cat.

NGA, 1954

American Primitive Paintings from the Collection of Edgar
William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch, Part 1, NGA, 1954.

NGA, 1957
American Primitive Paintings from the Collection of Edgar
William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch, Part 11, NGA,
1957-

Palm Beach, 1967

Fifty Masterpieces of American Primitive Painting from the
Collection of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Gar-
bisch, Society of the Four Arts, Palm Beach, Florida, 1967,
no cat.

South Texas Artmobile, 1972-1973
American Primitive Painting, South Texas Artmobile,
Corpus Chiristi, traveling exhibition circulated by the Inter-
national Exhibitions Foundation, Washington, 1972-1973,
no cat.

Springfield, 1958
Anmerican Primitive Paintings from the Collection of Edgar

William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch, Springfield Art
Museum, Springfield, Missouri, 1958, no cat.

Terra, 1981-1982
American Naive Paintings from the National Gallery of
Art, Terra Museum of American Art, Evanston, Illinois,
1981-1982, catalogue by Ronald McKnight Melvin.

Tokyo, 1970
American Naive Painting of the 18th and 19th Centu-
ries: Masterpieces from the Collection of Edgar William
and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch, organized by the American
Federation of Arts, New York, and Mainichi Newspapers,
Nihobashi Mitsukoshi, Tokyo, 1970, no cat.

Triton, 1968

The American Primitive Paintings Exhibit, organized by
the Triton Museum of Art, Santa Clara, California, de-
Saisset Art Gallery, University of Santa Clara, 1968.

Whitney, 1980
American Folk Painters of Three Centuries, Whitney Mu-
seum of American Art, New York, 1980, catalogue edited
by Jean Lipman and Thomas Armstrong.
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Abbreviations for Frequently Cited Institutions

AAA Archives of American Art, Smithsonian Institution, Washington

AARFAC Abby Aldrich Rockefeller Folk Art Center, Williamsburg, Virginia

IAP Inventory of American Paintings, Smithsonian Institution, Washington
IEF International Exhibitions Foundation, Washington

LC Library of Congress, Washington

MAFA Museum of American Folk Art, New York

Mariners’ The Mariners’ Museum, Newport News, Virginia

MMA Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York

NGA National Gallery of Art, Washington

NMAA National Museum of American Art, Smithsonian Institution, Washington
NMAH National Museum of American History, Smithsonian Institution, Washington
NMNH National Museum of Natural History, Smithsonian Institution, Washington
NPG National Portrait Gallery, Smithsonian Institution, Washington

N-YHS New-York Historical Society, New York

NYSHA New York State Historical Association, Cooperstown, New York
NZp National Zoological Park, Smithsonian Institution, Washington
Shelburne Shelburne Museum, Shelburne, Vermont

SI Smithsonian Institution, Washington

SITES Smithsonian Institution Traveling Exhibition Service, Washington
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Brant and Cullman 1980

D’ Ambrosio and Emans 1987

Gale Research Company 1984
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Lipman and Winchester 1950

Little 1957

Little 1972

Little 1976

Rumford 1981

Rumford 1988

Schloss 1972

Schorsch 1976

Schorsch 1979
Sears 1941
Tillou 1973

Tillou 1976

Black, Mary, and Jean Lipman. American Folk Painting. New York, 1966.

Blackburn, Roderic H., and Ruth Piwonka. Rememberance of Patria: Dutch Arts
and Culture in Colonial America 1609-1776 [exh. cat., Albany Institute of History
and Art]. Albany, 1988.

Brant, Sandra, and Elissa Cullman. Sma/ll Folk: A Celebration of Childhood in
America. New York, 1980.
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the New York State Historical Association. Cooperstown, N.Y., 1987.

Gale Research Company. Currier and Ives: A Catalogue Raisonné.
2 vols. Detroit, 1984.

Groce, George C., and David H. Wallace. The New-York Historical Society’s Dic-
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Lipman, Jean, and Tom Armstrong, eds. American Folk Painters of Three Centu-
ries [exh. cat., Whitney Museum of American Art]. New York, 1980.

Lipman, Jean, and Alice Winchester. Primitive Painters in America 1750-1950.
New York, 1950.

Little, Nina Fletcher. The Abby Aldrich Rockefeller Folk Art Collection. Boston
and Toronto, 1957.

Little, Nina Fletcher. American Decorative Wall Painting 1700-1850. Rev. ed.
Toronto and Vancouver, 1972.

Little, Nina Fletchet. Paintings by New England Provincial Artists 1775-1800 [exh.
cat., Museum of Fine Arts]. Boston, 1976.

Rumford, Beatrix T., ed. American Folk Portraits: Paintings and Drawings from
the Abby Aldrich Rockefeller Folk Art Center. Boston, 1981.

Rumford, Beatrix T., ed. American Folk Paintings: Paintings and Drawings Other
than Portraits from the Abby Aldrich Rockefeller Folk Art Center. Boston, 1988.

Schloss, Christine Skeeles. The Beardsley Limner and Some Contemporaries: Post-
revolutionary Portraiture in New England, 1775-1805 [exh. cat., Abby Aldrich
Rockefeller Folk Art Center]. Williamsburg, Va., 1972.

Schotsch, Anita. Mourning Becomes America: Mourning Art in the New Nation
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Schorsch, Anita. Images of Childhood. New York, 1979.
Sears, Clara Endicott. Some American Primitives. Cambridge, Mass., 1941.
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[exh. cat., Albright-Knox Art Gallery]. Buffalo, 1976.
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NOTES TO THE READER

The catalogue is atranged alphabetically by artist. A
short biography and bibliography on each artist is fol-
lowed by the catalogue entries on the paintings by that
artist. These are arranged first chronologically, then al-
phabetically by title. Works by unknown artists follow
those by named artists and are arranged alphabetically
by title. Portrait pairs and other pendants are grouped
together. The first portion of the accession number
heading each entry reflects the year in which the object
was acquired by the National Gallery of Art. Dimen-
sions are given in centimeters, height preceding width,
followed by the dimensions in inches in parentheses.

The following attribution terms have been used:

Attributed to: probably by the named artist accord-
ing to available evidence, although some degree of
doubt exists.

After: a copy of any date.

The following conventions for dates are used:

1840 executed in 1840

executed sometime around 1840
executed sometime between 1840
and 1860

executed sometime around the pe-
riod 1840-1860

c. 1840
1840/1860

c. 1840/1860

For the paintings in this volume that were gifts of
Colonel Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch,
we have used the donors’ records as the basis for titles,
exhibition histories, and provenance histories, making
alterations and additions as our research warranted.
Certain titles that are purely whimsical, rather than de-
scriptive, have been retained because of their long asso-
ciation with some of the better-known objects in the
collection. The form of the titles of pendant portraits of
female sitters is not consistent throughout, because the
names under which the works came to the National
Gallery have been retained. In the provenance section,
the phrase ‘‘recorded as from’ refers to a line in the
Garbisch records that addressed the question ‘‘where
found?”’ The locations the donors listed here sometimes
appear to refer to the painting’s place of origin and at
other times seem to note where the work was pur-
chased. Parentheses surrounding a name in the prove-
nance section denote a dealer. Exhibition catalogue ci-
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tations are listed under Exhibitions but are not repeated
in the References section. References to reproductions
of National Gallery works are given only for those in
color. Biblical quotations are given according to the
Revised Standard Version.

While Colonel and Mrs. Garbisch were the primary
donors of American naive works to the National Gallery
of Art, this volume also contains a few such paintings
given by other donors. The discussions of several Colo-
nial-era paintings given by the Garbisches to the Gal-
lery were felt to be more appropriately placed in the
forthcoming systematic catalogue volume covering aca-
demic American paintings of the eighteenth century.

Each of the paintings in this volume was examined by
National Gallery conservators prior to cataloguing,
using the following process. The pictures were un-
framed and examined in visible light front and back.
The binocular microscope was used where necessary to
answer specific questions. The wotk was then examined
under ultraviolet light. Further techniques were em-
ployed when some aspect of the picture’s appearance
and/or history suggested the need for further examina-
tion. X-ray fluorescence spectrography was often under-
taken to clarify dating. X-radiography was done when
no earlier radiographs existed, or in cases where it was
needed to decipher paint changes.

Most of the American naive paintings are executed
on plain-woven fabric supports, which are estimated to
be (but not analyzed as) linen, though the conventional
term “‘canvas” is used in the headings of the entries.
Exceptions are described in the Technical Notes section.
Where wood analysis has been performed, it is cited. At
the Garbisches’ request, the vast majority of the paint-
ings underwent treatment in the 1950s and 1960s. The
conservators most often employed were Alberto P An-
geli and Paul Kiehart, and some treatments were pet-
formed by Caroline and Sheldon Keck, Louis
Pomeranz, and others. The treatment records ate fre-
quently available in the National Gallery conservation
files, but these treatments are not routinely described in
the Technical Notes. The treatment of paintings on
fabric nearly always included lining, often with wax ot
wax-resin, occasionally with an aqueous adhesive. The
lining fabric chosen was usually linen. Unless specifi-



cally mentioned in the Technical Notes, the tacking
edges of the original support can be assumed to be
missing. The original stretchers or strainers were rou-
tinely removed and discarded during treatment. Where
an auxiliary support survives, it is noted.

The preparation of the fabric for painting often re-
veals individual preferences in this group of non-
academic painters; therefore, the ground is discussed in
each entry. A proprietary ground is one that was applied
before the canvas was stretched. The paint layer is gen-
erally assumed to be oil, but exceptions are mentioned
in the Technical Notes. The varnishes are all later re-
placements and impart no information concerning the
artist’s choice of finish.

“Left” and “‘right” refer to the viewer’s left and
right, except when used to refer to the sitter’s anatomy.
Thus, a mention of the sitter’s left arm would mean his
proper left arm, while discussion of the landscape at the
left would mean at the viewer’s left as he faces the
image.
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Francis Alexander

1800-1880

THE SON OF A FARMER of moderate means,
Francis Alexander was born in Killingly, Connecti-
cut, on 3 February 180o. During the winters of his eigh-
teenth and nineteenth years he earned a small sum
teaching in the local school and at the age of twenty
used it to seek instruction in New York City. He studied
for several weeks with Alexander Robertson (1772~
1841), but was forced to return home for lack of funds.
After executing a number of commissions locally, he
made a second visit to New York, at which time he
copied paintings by John Trumbull (1756-1843) and
studied the arrangement of colors on Gilbert Stuart’s
(1755-1828) palette. Alexander painted many portraits
on his return to Connecticut, two of which were sent to
Providence and resulted in an introduction to Mrs.
James B. Mason, his future friend and patron in that
city.

Alexander lived in Providence in 1823-1824 and ap-
parently had settled in Boston by 1825. In that city he
sought the advice of Gilbert Stuart, who offered him
encouragement. Alexander was also associated with the
Pendleton lithographic firm, where he made some of
the earliest portraits in stone, according to Harry T.
Peters.! Between 1825 and 1831 Alexander’s portraits
commanded increasingly higher prices. By the time he
left Boston for his European tour of 1830-1831, he had
already painted such famous sitters as Noah Webster
and President Andrew Johnson.

Most of Alexander’s time abroad was spent in Italy
and included several months in Rome during which he
lived with Thomas Cole (1801-1848). It was in Florence
in 1832 that Alexander met Lucia Swett, whom he mar-
ried four years later.

Upon his return to Boston in 1833, Alexander exhib-
ited thirty-nine of his works at the Harding Gallery and
was for a time quite successful. He was made an honor-
ary member of the National Academy of Design in 1840
and in 1842 painted Charles Dickens during the au-
thor’s American tout. In the later 1840s and 1850s, how-
ever, his commissions began to decline. Perhaps be-
cause of this, or for health reasons, or for the musical
education of his daughter, Francesca,2 Alexander and
his family left for Europe in 1853. Except for a brief visit
to America in 1868-1869 the rest of their lives were
spent in Italy, where Alexander abandoned portraiture
and became a collector of early Italian paintings. He
died in Rome on 27 March 1880.

DC

Notes

1. Peters 1931, 74. Alexander is one of four artists men-
tioned as ‘‘engaged in doing something in lithography to
exhibit to the public.”” “‘Lithogtaphy,” The Boston Monthly
Magazine 1 (December 1825), 384.

2. Francesca later became an artist/illustrator and a friend
of John Ruskin, who much admired her drawings.
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Francis Alexander, Ralph Wheelock's Farm, 1965.15.3

1965.15.3 (1952)
Ralph Wheelock's Farm

c. 1822
Oil on canvas, 64.1x122.2 (25'/4 x 48/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The original support is a medium-weight
fabric with intact tacking margins. The oil-type paint, ap-
plied in thin layers, covers a very thin gray ground that
does not continue onto the tacking edges, thus indicating
that it is artist-applied. After painting the green farmland,
the artist added the figures and the animals; the green
underlayer now shows through the crackle of the above
layers. There is a small amount of impasto in some of the
farmers’ white shirts.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. (William
Richmond, William’s Antique Shop, Old Greenwich,
Connecticut), by whom sold in 1954 to Edgar William and
Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1957, no. 48, as Dennison Hall,
Sturbridge, Massachusetts. || 111 Masterpieces, 1968-1970,

AMERICAN NAIVE PAINTINGS

no. 39. !/ Sesquicentennial Exhibition, Cummer Gallery
of Art, Jacksonville, Florida, 1972, no. 1. // Catlisle, 1973.
|| American Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987, no. 8, color
tepro. // Italy, 1988-1989, no. 8, color repro.

WHEN THE PAINTING now known as Ralph Whee-
lock's Farm was purchased by Colonel and Mrs. Gar-
bisch, it bote the title Dennison Hall, Sturbridge, Mas-
sachusetts, and its author was unknown. Subsequent
research indicated that there existed in Southbridge,
Massachusetts (once a part of Sturbridge, incorporated
as a separate town in 1816), a location known as Den-
nison Hill because it had first been settled by James
Dennison,! one of the town’s founders. The title of the
painting was then corrected to Dennison Hill, South-
bridge. When photographed in the middle of this cen-
tury, the topography of the area proved nearly identical
to that represented in the painting. Buildings still



standing on the site related to those depicted, and the
large white house in the center of the painting was
identified as that built by Captain Ralph Wheelock
(1726-1822) in 1765. Wheelock, who later served in the
Revolutionary War, had married James Dennison’s
daughter, Experience, in 1751. Since the painting served
as the record of a specific piece of owned land, its title
was changed to reflect this intention.

Less than a mile and a half from the Wheelock farm
was a section of town known as Globe Village,? which is
depicted in a painting owned by the Jacob Edwards
Library in Southbridge. This work, known to have been
painted by Francis Alexander in 1822, is unmistakably
like Ralph Wheelock’s Farm in its application of paint
and treatment of figures, buildings, walls, and other
elements. Alexander’s home in Connecticut was only
sixteen miles from Southbridge, easily enabling him to
visit both sites. Writing as a portraitist in 1834, Alex-
ander recalled his brief, eatly foray into landscape
painting after his first stay in New York, 1820-1821:

1 began, after my return home, to ornament the

plaster walls of one of the rooms in my father’s house

with rude landscapes, introducing cattle, horses,
sheep, hogs, hens and chickens, etc. Those who saw
my productions looked astonished, but no farmer
had taste enough to have his wall painted in the
same way, I watted for patronage in landscape, but
not having 1t, I determined to try my hand at
portraits.3
This Alexander did, after having executed the two
Southbridge paintings. No other examples of his
work as a landscape painter are known. Two of his
portraits, painted in his later, more accomplished
style, Aaron Baldwin, c. 1835 (1945.11.1) and Sarah
Blake Sturgis, c. 1830 (1947.17.18), are also in the
collection of the National Gallery.
DC

Notes

1. Historic accounts of Southbridge variously spell the early
settler’s name as Dennison, Denison, and Deneson.

2. “‘In 1814 Globe Manufacturing Company was incorpo-
rated. It built a large dam and gave the name ‘Globe Village’
to that end of town. Cotton, woolen cloth, and yarn were
made there.” Chronicle of Southbridge, Sesquicentennial
History Committee (1966), 47.

3. Dunlap [1834] 1969 (see Bibliography), 2: 430.
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Luther Allen

1780-1821

UTHER ADAMS ALLEN, a painter and musi-

cian, was born in Enfield, Connecticut, in the
northern central region of the state, near the Connecti-
cut River. His father, Moses Allen, a descendant of
Ethan Allen, was a prominent Enfield landowner and
farmer who was active in the town administration,
schools, charity organizations, and the Strict Congrega-
tional Church.! Moses’ first wife, Mary Adams, who
was descended from John Adams, gave birth to Luther,
their eighth child of twelve, on 11 June 1780.

By 1795, Luther Allen had traveled to Newport,
Rhode Island, where he worked with the decorative
painter, engraver, portraitist, and mathematical instru-
ment maker Samuel King (1749-1814).2 The young ar-
tist engraved a view of Newport after a drawing by King
in 1795.3 Allen remained in Newport for at least four
years, and in 1799 he wrote a letter to his mother in
Enfield explaining, ““I am now attending Mr. King’s
Mathematical Instrument Shope [szc], as he has gone a
journey to Boston.”’4 Allen probably did not receive
lessons in portraiture from King; his awkwardly drawn,
loosely painted portraits show little evidence of such
training.

Allen returned to Enfield sometime between 1799
and 1801, when he advertised his services as an engraver,
maker of portraits in oils, miniatures and pastels, and
an ornamental painter with a wide range of skills.5 He is
also recorded as an accomplished violinist, a teacher of
music and dancing, and the composer of a contradance
tune, ‘“The Opera Reel.”’¢

On 17 November 1803 Allen married Sally Pease
Abbe of Enfield. They had five children, the oldest four
born in Enfield before 1812. That year, or sometime
later—the date has not been established—the Allens
moved to Ithaca, New York, but documentation of
Allen’s activities there has not come to light. On 27
November 1821, one year after the death of his wife,
Allen died in Ithaca.

Only five paintings by Allen have been discovered.
Of these, two are dated: the National Gallery’s Lucia
Leonard (1953.5.1), and a self-portrait miniature, both

LUTHER ALLEN



inscribed 1801.7 The others include a later self-portrait
miniature, a miniature of his wife,® and a full-scale,
bust-length portrait of an unknown young man, signed
“L. Allen, Pin[xit]” in a private collection (Schloss
1972, cat. no. 15).

JA
Notes

1. For a biography of Moses Allen, see ‘‘Allen, Adams,”
Boston Transcript, 27 November 1934, no. 9491.1.

2. See William B. Stevens, ‘‘Samuel King of Newport,”
Antiques 96 (November 1969), 729-733. Stevens makes no
mention of Allen or any other students.

3. I. N. Phelps Stokes and Daniel C. Haskell, American
Historical Prints, Early Views of American Cities, Etc. from
the Phelps Stokes and Other Collections (New York, 1933),
pls. 32, g40.

4. I am grateful to Nina Fletcher Little for sharing this
quotation (from a letter in the possession of descendants of
the artist) and her other unpublished research on Luther Al-
len (letter of 18 December 1984, in NGA-CF).

5. The following advertisement appeared in the Connect:-
cut Courant (Hartford, 19 January 18o1) under the heading
“‘Painting and Engraving”’:

Luther Allen, limner. Most respectfully informs the Ladies

and Gentlemen of Enfield and its vicinity, that he proposes

tarrying in this and the adjacent towns during the winter
season for the purpose of painting in the following Arts,
viz Portrait Paintings in oil of all sizes, from busts to full

Sfigures; do. Painting with pastils [sic] or crayons, in a very

cheap manner, which after glazing will appear almost

equal to that of oil. Miniature painting, Hair-work, etc.

Coach and Carriage painting done in the neatest and best

manner, and embellished with gilding and drawing, after

the most approved New-York fashions; Sign painting, let-
tering with gold leaf, and smalting, together with clock-

Jace painting, etc. Copperplate engraving of almost every

kind, together with Typographical on type-metal or wood.

Satd ALLEN, having had considerable experience in the
above arts, flatters himself that he shall be able to give am-

Dle satisfaction to those who favor him with their custom.

All orders from those at a distance will be carefully at-

tended to, and the smallest favor gratefully acknowledged.

This advertisement was reproduced in Thompson R. Harlow,
“Connecticut Engravers 1774-1820,"" Connecticut Historical
Society Bulletin 36 (October 1971), 99.

6. Horace Gilette Cleveland, Genealogy of Benjamin
Cleveland (Chicago, 1879), 212.

7. This miniature and Allen’s two other known miniatures
were owned by descendants of the artist in 1954, when Mrs.
Little (see n. 4) photographed them (photocopies in NGA-CF).
All three are executed in oil on ivory.

8. Seen. 7.
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1953.5.1 (1197)

Lucia Leonard

1801
Oil on canvas, 61x 45.7 (24 x 18)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
At right, one-third up from bottom: L. Allen, P: / 18or

Technical Notes: The tacking margins of the support are
intact. The ground is off-white. It appears that the back-
ground was painted first, then the figure, with white high-
lights added last. There is low impasto in the collar and
belt. A horseshoe-shaped tear in the lower part of the sky
has been repaired.

Provenance: Recorded as from Belvidere, New Jersey. Pur-
chased in 1950 by Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler
Garbisch.

THIS PORTRAIT IS ONE of only two full-size por-
traits by Allen known today. The other, of an uniden-
tified young man (see biography), is markedly similar
to Lucia Leonard in both style and composition. They
share the conventional drape pulled to one side to re-
veal landscape, which in both instances consists of hills
dotted with freely applied dabs of paint to suggest
trees. The shapes of the eyes, noses, and mouths are
strikingly similar, and, perhaps coincidentally, both
chins have clefts. The broadly painted drapery and the
loose brushwork of Lucia’s dress show little concern for
three-dimensional illusion. The faces, although more
carefully delineated, are characterized by unnaturally
abrupt shadows, most pronounced along the left side of
the nose and under the lower lip. The unusual treat-
ment of Lucia Leonard’s hair, painted with a dry brush
which gives it a fuzzy appearance, does not occur in the
young man’s portrait but can be seen in the later self-
portrait miniature (see biography).

Lucia Leonard was the sixth and youngest child of
Daniel Leonard and his second wife, Eleanor Ripley.!
She was born in the town of Feeding Hills, in south-
western Massachusetts just below West Springfield, and
was baptized there on 4 December 1791.2 In 1813 Lucia
married Christopher Burbank, also from Feeding Hills,
who is referred to in vital records as ‘‘Colonel.”’3
According to Feeding Hills church documents, Lucia
died at age 34 on 20 June 1826.

Allen painted this portrait when he was living in
Enfield, Connecticut, about ten miles south of Feeding
Hills. In 1801 when this likeness was made, Lucia would

have been about ten years old. JA



Luther Allen, Lucia Leonard, 1953.5.1
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Notes

1. Kate W. Berney, John Leonard of Springfield, Mass. and
Some of His Descendants (Springfield, 1929), 29-30.

2. Vital Records of West Springfield, Massachusetts to the
Year 1850 (Boston, 1945), 1: 134.

3. Genealogies provide conflicting information on the day
of their marriage. Berney 1929 dates it 16 May; George But-
bank Sedgley, Genealogy of the Burbank Family and the Fam-
tlies of Bray, Wellcome, Sedgley (Sedgeley) and Welch (Farm-
ington, Me., 1928), 48, lists 13 November, and the Viza/
Record’s gives 6 May (see n. 2 above, 2: 39).

References
None
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James Bard
1815-1897

AMES BARD’S CAREER was devoted to the

depiction of the vessels that traveled the Hudson
River and the waters surrounding Manhattan. Although
he painted a few schooners, sloops, and yachts, his ener-
gies were more frequently directed toward steamboats.
These technological marvels generated widespread en-
thusiasm from the 1820s through the next half century.

Bard was born on 4 October 1815 in New York City.
He produced his first marine depiction, a collaboration
with his twin brother, John, in 1827.1 Until 1849 the
brothers continued to cosign works. Most of these were
watercolors, but after 1845 the pair produced oil paint-
ings as well. In 1850 John Bard disappears from records.
He is finally noted as having died destitute at Black-
well’s Island on 18 October 1856. James, however, went
on to have a long and very productive life, taking ad-
vantage of the great boom in steamship building.

His clients were shipbuilders, owners, and captains,
and he is known to have frequented the shipyards to
record colors and measurements for the vessels under
construction. His mature works appeared to be so accu-
rate that some observed ‘““they could lay down plans for
a boat from one of his pictures, so correct were theit
proportions.”’2 Though Bard’s precise draftsmanship is
exceptional, no record has been found to indicate that
he studied mechanical drawing.

Several distinct characteristics typify Bard’s paint-
ings. All the vessels are shown in profile and, with the
exception of a few early works, from the port side. They
are always seen moving, never at rest—as indicated by
the cluster of white dots, representing clouds of spray, at
the bow, beneath the paddle wheel, and sometimes in
the wake. When the boats have passengets (some of the
later works curiously do not), they are usually awk-
wardly proportioned men dressed in top hats and long
black coats. The vessels are shown in all their splendor,
white sides crisply accented with stripes of color and
names in large, precise letters across the sides and on
the proudly flying banners. Settings ate, with few ex-
ceptions, nonwinter landscapes of riverbanks, treated in
a rather cursory manner. The beautiful, efficient boats



are Bard’s sole concern, and he depicts them with lov-
ing care, often including in the inscriptions not only his
name and address but specific information about the
size and maker.

It has been estimated that James Bard painted neatly
four thousand images of steamboats. While this figure
may be exaggerated, it is consistent with the artist’s
prolificacy. He might very well have completed one
painting per week throughout his life; two of his paint-
ings, Bostor (Shelburne) and Ocean (Peabody Mu-
seumm, Salem, Massachusetts), bear the date March
1850.

Although Bard was noted by his friend Samuel Ward
Stanton, author of American Steam Vessels, to have
functioned as a marine historian of great merit, his art
received little notice. In the latter half of his career he
knew other New York marine painters such as James
Buttersworth (1817-1894), Antonio Jacobsen (1850-
1921), and Fred Pansing (1844-1910), but his gay, linear
and decorative paintings remained highly individualis-
tic. He evidently made no great fortune from his skills:
on his death in 1897 in White Plains, New York, he was
buried in a section of the cemetery reserved for indi-
gents. His last commission, Seugerties (private collec-
tion), a watercolor painted in 1890, was signed J. Bard
N.Y. 75 years.

DC

Notes

1. The present location of this watercolor of the steamer
Bellona is unknown.

1. Seaboard Magazine (1 Aptil 1897), as quoted in Peluso

1977, 86.
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1953.5.2 (1198)

Steamer “‘St. Lawrence’”’

1850
Oil on canvas, 73.3 x 121.9 (287/5 x 48)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions

At lower left: Steamer S* Lawrence Built | by Wm Collyer
NY.[] /Engine Built by The [Morgan Iro]n Works NY

At lower right: Joiner Work by Sampson & Perry. [NY?] /
Painting by John A. Bowell NY / Painting [an]d Draw-
ing by James Bard, N.Y. / Decr th 18%, 1850

On banner: STLAWRENCE.

On ship: STLAWRENCE

Technical Notes: The ground is off-white. The paint is
thinly and simply applied. A poorly executed lining has
imprinted the fabric weave in the paint layers and gives the
surface a visually disturbing, bumpy texture. Some large
and vety severe abrasions are covered with awkwardly exe-
cuted retouching, and the inpainting of small losses, visi-
ble under ultraviolet light, has discolored slightly.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. Purchased
in 1952 by Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: American Primitive Painting, (SI) 1954-1955,
no. 66. // Triton, 1968. // Terra, 1981-1982, no. 30. //
American Nawe Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987, no. 9, color
repro. // Italy, 1988-1989, no. 9, color repro.

THE Steamer ‘‘St. Lawrence’”” WAS PAINTED at a
time when Bard’s works were beginning to assume
greater precision and delicacy. They would continue to
gain in refinement for three decades until declining
somewhat toward the end of his career.

Bard employed the oval format throughout the
1850s. Yet, another version of the Sz. Lawrence by Bard,
dated 1852 (Mariners’), is painted in the standard rect-
angular format and differs in several other respects. In
the National Gallery painting the steamboat carries
darker flags against a light sky and shows a generally
restrained cloud and wave pattern. The Sz. Lewrence in
The Matriners’ Museum flies white flags against a darker
sky with full, billowing clouds. Although Bard was
known for the accuracy of his depictions, the slight
discrepancies between the two versions of the vessel sug-
gest that they were made from measurements and in-
complete notes rather than from exact drawings. For
example, the smokestack in the 1850 painting is four
sections tall with a cap, while the later version has five
sections with a cap. A smaller exhaust pipe is placed
several feet from the large stack in the 1850 version and
right next to it in the later work.

JAMES BARD
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James Bard, Steamer !'St. Lawrence,” 1953.5.2

As the inscription indicates, the Sz Lawrence was
built by William Collyer, one of three brothers who
made more than one hundred vessels of various types,
and for whom Bard executed numerous commissions
before the Civil War.1 The Sz. Lawrence, launched in
September 1850, was constructed for the Portland
Steam Packet Company, which was founded in 1844 to
service a route between Portland, Maine, and Boston.2
The vessel was passed to two different New York owners
in 1855 and in 1856 was sold to a Havana firm.3

DC

AMERICAN NAIVE PAINTINGS

o1, AWRFNCR:

/

§
\

Notes

1. Peluso 1977 (see Bibliography), 21.

2. Passengers could make the trip once a day in either
direction for one dollar. The Sz. Lawrence survived a terrible
gale while on that course in April 1852. Captain Cyrus Sturdi-
vant recorded that one crewman fell overboard and drowned
and that all 230 passengers feared for their lives. Skezches of
the Life and Work of Captain Cyrus Sturdivant (New York,
1882), 12-15, as furnished from the files of Mariners’.

3. The history of the S¢. Lawrence and the Portland Steam
Packet Company was furnished by Lois Oglesby of Mariners’.

References
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James Bard, Towboat ‘‘John Birkbeck,” 1971.83.1

1971.83.1 (2564)
Towboat ‘'John Birkbeck”

1854
Oil on canvas, 75.8 x133 (297/8 x 52.3/s)

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions

At lower right: Picture Drawn & Painted by James Bard
N.Y 1854 / 162 Perry St.

On forward banner: j. B

On rear banner: JOHN BIRKBECK.

On boat: JOHN BIRKBECK.

Technical Notes: Paint is thinly applied in opaque layers
over a thin white ground. There is some low impasto.
Flecks of white paint and tiny dents pressed into the paint
surface while it was still wet add texture to the spray be-

hind the paddle wheel. Thete are vestiges of gold-colored
metallic paint on the paddle wheel, rail, and rudder of the
boat. There is slight overall abrasion, more noticeable on
the right side, and numerous pinpoint losses. The retouch-
ing is in good condition except in the sky area, where it has
slightly discolored. The paint surface has a fine overall
pattern of crackle.

Provenance: Recorded as from New York. (Yesteryear,
Kingston, New York, 1939). (Frederick F. Hill, agent,
1940). Mariners’, 1940. (Old Print Shop, New York), by
whom sold in 1951 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler
Garbisch.

JAMES BARD
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THIS REPRESENTATION of the towboat jJoh»
Birkbeck is one of three made by James Bard.! They
differ primarily in the placement of the figures on
board? and in the type of sky. This painting, with its
bank of heavy gray clouds and the diagonal streaks of
distant rainstorms, is particularly atmospheric.

The painting is on a canvas prepated by the Edward
Dechaux Company, and is of a type and size that the
artist often used. Generally Bard further treated the
canvas to provide a smooth working surface with very
little visible grain, as we see here. Bard’s habit of
slightly raising certain areas of the canvas can be seen in
the dots of white spray at the bow and under the paddle
wheel, and in the boat itself.

The John Birkbeck was built in 1854 in Athens, New
York, by William H. Morton for Reuben Coffin. Its
engine was built by Birkbeck, Furman and Company
(perhaps the Birkbeck for whom the boat is named,
although this has never been determined). Until the
1880s the John Birkbeck was used as a towboat
operating across the Hudson between Manhattan and
Wiehawken and Guttenburgh, New Jersey, and be-
tween Carnarsie (Brooklyn) and Rockaway Beach.3 In
1880 it was lengthened by eighteen feet, and around
1884 was renamed the J. G. Emmons. Subsequently
functioning as a passenger vessel, it operated as an extra
boat to Castle Garden during the busy season and was
later used to transport immigrants to and from Ellis
Island. It was dismantled in 1912.4

DC

Notes

1. The other two versions are at Mariners’ and the N-YHS.

2. Among the men on deck in the National Gallery paint-
ing, one, wearing a visored cap and jacket rather than top hat
and long coat, is evidently a worker rather than a passenger.

3. The dealer who advertised the Towboat ‘‘John Birkbeck’’
in 1939, indicated that the view in the background is Cox-
sackie, New York. There is, however, no way to verify this.

4. The history of the Johr Birkbeck was provided by Harold
Sniffen to William Campbell, in a letter of 8 February 1973
(in NGA-CF), and is derived from the files of Mariners’.
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Leila T. Bauman

active 1850 or later

(see the text for biographical information)

1958.9.1 (1511)

Geese itn Flight

1850 of later
Oil on canvas, 51.6 x 66.8 (203/8 x 26'/,)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
On boat: YORK

Technical Notes: The lowest ground layer is black and
extends beyond the painted image to the edges of the
canvas. The white ground above it does not cover the
entire canvas. Visible under the sky and under some of the
foreground is yellow ochre, presumably another ground
layer. Light blue paint near the right edge, beneath the
gray mountain, suggests a change in design there. The
appearance is good but slightly marred by some out-of-
tone and flaking inpainting. The only large area of loss in
the ground and paint is along the right edge, where the
painting was once folded over the stretcher.

Provenance: Recorded as from Union County, New Jersey.
George Hasney, New Jersey, by whom sold in 1951 to (Mrs.
Frank Bien, Morristown, New Jersey), by whom sold in
1951 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: American Primitive Paintings, (SI) 1954-1955,
no. 79. // NGA, 1957, no. 97. [/ 111 Masterpieces,
1968-1970, no. 99. // Tokyo, 1970. // South Texas Art-
mobile, 1972-1973. // Terra, 1981-1982, no. 27, color re-
pro. p. 23. /| American Women Artists 1830-1930, Na-
tional Museum of Women in the Arts, Washington,
organized by IEF, 1987, no. 63, color repro.

1958.9.2 (1512)
U.S. Mai/ Boat

1855 or later
Oil on canvas, §1.4 x 67.3 (20'/4x 26'/1)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
On boat: US / MAIL

Technical Notes: The picture retains its tacking edges. The
ground is a smooth, fairly thick, warm ochre-colored layer.
The paint is also applied in smooth even layers of mode-
rate thickness and opacity. The black boats, some of the
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Leila T. Bauman, Geese in Flight, 1958.9.1
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Leila T. Bauman, U.S. Mai/ Boat,1958.9.2
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foliage, and contour outlines of houses and fences are exe-
cuted in very thin paint. There is no impasto, but some
details, such as the smoke, the boat’s wake, the foliage,
and the background rocks, are textured with slightly
thicker paint. Ultraviolet fluotescence reveals a margin of
overpaint along a substantial portion of the edges, which
were once folded over the stretcher. A few minor losses
have been retouched near the upper edge. The paint is
slightly abraded in the areas where it was most thinly
applied.

Provenance: Same as 1958.9.1.

Exhibitions: American Primitive Paintings, (SI) 1954-1955,
no. 80. // NGA, 1957, no. 96. // Springfield, 1958. //
Trois millenaires d'art et de marine, Petit Palais, Patris,
1965, no. 280. // South Texas Artmobile, 1972-1973.

WHEN Geese in Flight AND U.S. Mail Boat CAME to
the National Gallery, all that was known about them
was the name of their maker, Leila T. Bauman, and that
she came from Verona, New Jersey, a small town south
of Newark. A thorough search of genealogical and
census records has revealed no further information.
These two river views are her only known works.

It is likely that these two canvases of equal size were
painted at about the same time, but just when is not
certain. Elements in U.S. Maz/ Boat ate not consistent
in date. While maritime specialists date the mail boat
and ships docked to the right from about 1820 to 1840,!
architectural historians contend that mansard roofs like
the one depicted did not appear in America until the
1850s and may not have reached provincial regions until
after the Civil War.2 This inconsistency could be ex-
plained by the artist’s use of eatlier sources for parts of
her composition—a hypothesis supported by the resem-
blance of the mail boat to ships appearing on advertise-
ments for mail steamship lines.3

The unusual fort on the right in U.S. Mai/ Boat has
been identified as an exaggerated depiction of a mar-
tello tower.4 Martello towers had existed in Europe for
centuries. Over one hundred were constructed in Great
Britain around the turn of the nineteenth century, and
they appear in numerous European paintings and prints
which would have been available to the American ar-
tist. At the time of the War of 1812, several of these
structures were erected in America, a few of them
around New York harbor, not far from Leila Bauman’s
supposed home. Martello towers remained in New York
in the 1840s, but by the end of the Civil War the only
ones standing were in the South.5 If the artist painted
this fort from an existing structure, the painting could
date from between 1855, when the earliest mansards
appeared in America, to the Civil War, when the New

York towers no longer existed. The possibility that the
painter employed eatlier sources, however, prevents a
terminus post quem.

Transportation experts date the carriage, train, and
steamship in Geese in Flight to about 1850,6 yet it is
possible that here, too, the artist relied on eatlier artis-
tic sources, as yet undiscovered. Precise dating is there-
fore impossible.

The great appeal of Leila T. Bauman’s two works lies
in their complex compositions and their light-hearted
spirit, evoked by the animated figures and by the inter-
spersion of bright green and vivid red accents through-
out the predominantly gray, brown, and white paint-
ings. Characteristic of her style is the representation of
different textures by varied brushwork, using, for exam-
ple, a fluid paint application for the water in contrast to
dry strokes for the wakes of the boats.

JA

Notes

1. Richard Philbrick, maritime specialist, Division of Trans-
portation, NMAH, telephone notes, 10 May 1984, in NGA-CF.
In contrast to Philbrick and those he consulted at NMAH, John
O. Sands, assistant director for collections, Mariners’, feels
that Bauman’s boats are too generalized to be dated by this
method (letter of 30 April 1984, in NGA-CF).

2. On the basis of architecture and roof type, Vincent Scully
proposed a date of c. 1860 and Henry Russell Hitchcock sug-
gested dating the painting between the Civil War and the
crash of 1873 (Vincent Scully, Sterling Professor in the History
of Art, Yale University, letter of § February 1964, and the late
Henry Russell Hitchcock, architectural historian, letter of g
February 1964, both in NGA-CF).

3. For an example of a mail steamship advertisement, see
Lamont Buchanan, Ships of Steam (New York, 1959), 19.
Philbrick noted a similarity between Bauman’s mail boat and
representations of the Sevannah, the first steamship to cross
the Atlantic (illustrated in Buchanan 1959, 18).

4. Dr. Emanuel Raymond Lewis, author of Seacoast Fort:-
fications of the United States: An Introductory History
(Washington, 1970), telephone notes, 3 July 1984, in NGA-CF.

5. See n. 4 above. For an example of an American martello
tower, see Lewis 1970, fig. 16.

6. According to Richard Philbrick, the dating of the vehi-
cles portrayed in Geese in Flight to about 1850 is the con-
sensus of the transportation specialists at NMAH. The name
York on the ship does not appear on steamship registers and is
therefore thought by Philbrick, Anthony Peluso (a specialist
on steamship renderings), and Alan D. Frazer of The New
Jersey Historical Society to be imaginary (Anthony Peluso,
telephone notes, 26 April 1984, and Alan D. Frazer, letter of
16 May 1984, both in NGA-CF).

References
None
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The Beardsley Limner

active 1785/1805

OME OF THE MOST STRIKING naive portraits

executed in New England are those by The Beards-
ley Limner. This itinerant artist worked along the old
Boston Post Road, in Connecticut and Massachusetts,
from about 1785 to 1805.

His distinctive hand was first recognized by Nina
Fletcher Little in an exhibition of Little-Known Con-
necticut Artists at the Connecticut Historical Society in
1957.1 At that time the maker of six related portraits
was given the name The Beardsley Limner, based on his
handsome paintings of Elizabeth and Hezekiah Beards-
ley, c. 1785-1790 (Yale University Art Gallery).2 A 1972
exhibition identified another ten works by the artist,
and he was included in American Folk Painters of Three
Centuries at the Whitney in 1980. More recently it has
been argued that The Beardsley Limner and a Connecti-
cut pastelist, Sarah Petkins, were one and the same.3
While some stylistic similarities exist between the two,
there are sufficient differences to raise questions about
this identification. To date no documentation of The
Beardsley Limner’s identity has been found in any of
the sitters’ records.

The artist’s style is characterized by agreeable colors,
lack of subtle shading, frequent dark outlining of
forms, figures posed in three-quarter views, elongated
almond-shaped eyes, and tight, straight mouths. His
brushwork changed during the course of his career,
gradually becoming more fluid (as in Mrs. Oliver Wight
at AARFAC; Rumford 1981, cat. no. 17, color repro. p.
s1). The Beardsley Limner seems to have been aware of
other painters working neatby, such as Ralph Earl
(1751-1801) and Christian Gullager (1759-1826), both of
whom he imitated on occasion.

DC
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Notes

1. The catalogue for this exhibition was a special issue of the
Connecticut Historical Society Bulletin 32 (October 1957).

2. The other four Beardsley Limner portraits in the exhibi-
tion were the two from the National Gallery (1953.5.24 and
1953.5.27, see below), Joseph Wheeler (Mr. and Mrs. Bertram
K. Little, Brookline, Massachusetts), and Young Boy in Green
Suit (AARFAC); see Little 1957, cat. nos. 12, 14, 13, IS,
respectively. :

3. Helen Kellogg and Colleen Heslip, ‘‘The Beardsley Lim-
ner Identified as Sarah Perkins,” Antigues 126 (September
1984), 548-565.

Bibliography
Schloss 1972.
Schloss, Christine Skeeles. ‘“The Beardsley Limner.” An-

tiques 103 (March 1973): §33-538.

Schloss, Christine Skeeles. ‘“The Beardsley Limner.”’” In Lip-

man and Armstrong 1980: 13-17.

Rumford 1981: 50-55.

1953.5.24 (1222)
Girl in Pink Dress

€. 1790
Oil on canvas, 101.8 X 72.1 (40'/s x 283/s)

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: There are two layers of ground—red be-
low and white above. The paint has been applied in a
medium paste with low brushmarking. The painting was
treated at least twice before coming to the National Gal-
lery and has some discolored inpainting, particularly in the
area of a repaired tear through the center of the face. A
repaired U-shaped tear runs through the right arm and
chest. The lower edge of the painting has been cut off,
removing parts of the subject’s feet.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. (Richard C.
Morrison, Fenway Art Center, Boston), by whom sold in
1949 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Little-Known Connecticut Artists 1790-1810,
Connecticut Historical Society, Hartford, 1957-1958, cata-
logue by Nina Fletcher Little in Connecticut Historical
Society Bulletin 32 (October 1957), 106, 117, no. 14. //
Triton, 1968. /| The Beardsley Limner and Some Contem-
poraries, AARFAC; Montclair Art Museum, New Jersey; and
New Haven Colony Historical Society, Connecticut,
1972-1973, catalogue by Christine Skeeles Schloss, no. 6.
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Girl in Pink Dress is one of a small group of closely
related children’s portraits. Although it now appears
unlikely, it had been suggested that the subject might
be Sally Wheeler, the older half-sister of Charles Adams
Wheeler (depicted in 1953.5.57) and Joseph Wheeler
(portrait in the collection of Mr. and Mrs. Bertram K.
Little, Brookline, Massachusetts), both painted by The
Beardsley Limner. She shares facial characteristics with
the boys and assumes a similarly stiff pose. The cut-
tained window view behind her is also used in the por-
trait of Joseph Wheeler.!

Two other works that belong stylistically to this pe-
riod of The Beardsley Limner’s career are Lit#le Boy in
Windsor Chair (Montclair Art Museum, New Jersey)?
and Child Posing with Cat (AARFAC; Rumford 1981, cat.
no. 20). The children’s dark, almond-shaped eyes, oval
faces, and fringed bangs are similar to those of G#r/ in
Pink Dress, and their costumes share the same warm
shade of pink, contrasted against a muted olive back-
ground. Each of the five portraits is set in a shallow
space with simplified surroundings. Although the
drawing of the figures is rather crude, the subjects have
an appealingly informal, approachable quality.

DC

Notes

1. Although Gir/ in Pink Dress has an obviously strong
relationship to the other Wheeler portraits, it is not certain
that the subject is their sister. On first glance, the frames on
these three works appear identical; however the girl’s frame
has raised berries (probably gesso) in the cornets, while both
boys’ frames have flat decoration. All of the frames are
thought to be original. Sally, the only recorded daughter of
Elisha and Sarah (Goodnow) Wheeler of Sudbury, Massa-
chusetts, was born in 1775. If she is the Gz7/ in Pink Dress, the
portrait subject would have to be about fifteen years old,
considerably older than she appears to be.

2. Schloss dates Little Boy in Windsor Chair to c. 1800 on
the basis of costume, but its tighter brushwork, plain back-
ground, and other features appear close to works from the
1790s. Schloss 1980 (see Bibliography), 15-17, color repro.

References
1973 Schloss (see Bibliography): 534, fig. s.

AMERICAN NAIVE PAINTINGS

1953.5.57 (1274)
Charles Adams Wheeler

€. 1790
Oil on canvas, 107.3 x 76.8 (42'/4x 30'/4)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The ground is composed of two layets (as
is that of 1953.5.24), a red with a light tan over it. Paint
has been applied in a medium paste with low brushmark-
ing. A pentimento indicates that originally the sitter’s
right foot was larger. The painting has numerous in-
painted losses, particularly in the background. Many of
the losses are in lines, as if the painting had been folded or
crumpled. A large, complex tear in the top left back-
ground was repaired in 1951.

Provenance: Descended in the family of Henry Wheeler,
Boston. (Childs Gallery, Boston, by December 1949). (Old
Print Shop, New York), by whom sold in 1950 to Edgar
William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Little-known Connecticut Artists, 1790-1810,
Connecticut Historical Society, Hartford, 1957-1958, cata-
logue by Nina Fletcher Little in Connecticut Historical
Society Bulletin 32 (October 1957), 100, no. 12. // The
Beardsley Limner and Some Contemporaries, AARFAC;
Montclair Art Museum, New Jersey; and New Haven Col-
ony Historical Society, 1972-1973, catalogue by Christine
Skeeles Schloss, no. 4.

CHARLES ADAMS WHEELER was born in 1784 in
Sudbury, Massachusetts, the fourth son of Mary Adams
Wheeler and her husband, Elisha, a farmer and tavern-
keeper. Charles, who served as a captain in the Concord
militia, married Hannah Moore in 1809 and had eight
children. He died in 1858.1
The National Gallery’s portrait is nearly identical to
that of Joseph Wheeler (Mt. and Mrs. Bertram K. Little,
Brookline, Massachusetts). Although the backgrounds
differ, the brothers are dressed and posed identically.
Both boys have odd-shaped, slightly elongated heads.
Charles Adams Wheeler also appearts to be closely re-
lated in style to G#r/ in Pink Dress.
DC

Note
1. Albert Gallatin Wheeler, Jr., The Genealogical History
of the Wheeler Family in America (Boston, 1914), 358-359.

Reference
1973 Schloss (see Bibliography): 534, fig. 3.
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Francis A. Beckett
c. 1833-1884 or later

THE EARLIEST KNOWN reference to the
painter Francis A. Beckett is an announcement in
the San Francisco Bulletin on 29 June 1864 of his arrest
for bizarre and violent behavior and his subsequent
committal to the Stockton (California) Insane Asylum.!
The San Francisco African-American newspaper, Eleva-
tor, published a description of this asylum on 30 Octo-
ber 1868 and included the following comments: ‘“We
saw there an old acquaintance, Mr. Francis Beckett,
commonly called Sir Francis. He appears perfectly sane
and conversed very rationally. Beckett is quite an artist;
the corridor is decorated with a number of paintings
executed by him, among which is a striking likeness of
General Grant. He is now engaged in a sketch of Sher-
man’s march through Georgia.”’2 The paintings men-
tioned here have not been located; the National Gal-
lety’s Blacksmith Shop is Beckett’s only work known
today.

The United States Census records for Stockton in
1870 list Beckett as aged 37, white, born in the West
Indies, a painter, and insane. In 1876 his name begins
to appear in San Francisco city directories. He is vari-
ously listed from 1876 through 1884 as a sign painter, an
artist, and a carriage painter.3 After 1884, no trace of
Beckett has been found.

JA

Notes

1. The announcement reads: “‘Insane. Francis A. Beckett,
an insane person, was atrested on Battery Street this morning
and will be sent to the Asylum at Stockton. He is very violent
at times and makes the city prison hideous with his screech-
ings” (p. 5).

2. Philip A. Bell, “Stockton,” Elevator (30 October
1868), 2.

3. In 1878 he is listed as a carriage painter with Ayres and
Boynton, and in 1881 with the Carvill Manufacturing
Company.

Bibliography
None
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1966.13.4 (2320)
Blacksmath Shop

c. 1880
Oil on canvas, §9.1x 81.6 (23'/4x 32'/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
On the lower of the two bars about one-third up from
bottom left: F. A BECKETT

Technical Notes: The ground is a thinly applied layer of
white, which is probably white lead judging from its den-
sity in an x-radiograph. The paint is applied with low
brushmarking. Damages consist of a horizontal tear 7 cm
long in the lower left quadrant, a vertical T-shaped tear 6 x
4 cm in the lower right quadrant, about thirty very small
holes scattered throughout the picture, and a small loss of
fabric along the top edge near the right corner. The pres-
ent structure is secure.

Provenance: Recorded as from San Jose, California, by
(Lorenz Noll, San Francisco), by whom sold c. 1930 to Mr.
and Mrs. Edwin Grabhorn, San Francisco. (M. Knoedler
and Co., New York), by whom sold in 1957 to Edgar
William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: American Processional, Cotcoran Gallery of
Art, Washington, 1950, no. 198, as H. M. T. Powell, J. M.
Studebaker in his Wagon Tire Shop at Hangtown, Cali-
fornia, 1853-1858. || American Primitive Paintings,
(SI) 1954-1955, no. 75, as above. // 101 Masterpieces,
1961-1964, no. 89, color repro., as above. // Palm Beach,
1967. /1 111 Masterpieces, 1968-1970, no. 94, as unknown
artist. // Tokyo, 1970. /| American Naive Paintings, (IEF)
1985-1987, no. 10, color repro., b/w detail p. 21. // Italy
1988-1989, no. 10, color repro., b/w detail p. 22.

BEFORE THIS PAINTING was purchased by the Gar-
bisches the signature had been overlooked; it was at-
tributed to H. M. T. Powell, a townscape painter who
worked in California in the eatly 1850s.1 Without fac-
tual basis, the painting was titled by a previous owner
J. M. Studebaker in his Wagon-Tire Shop, Hangtown,
California. The evidence refuting the title is plentiful.
Studebaker, only twenty-two years old when he arrived
in California, did not open his own shop, but went to
work in the shop of Joe Hinds.? Studebaker’s own de-
scription of Hinds’ shop does not correspond with this
depiction; according to Studebaker, the building was
constructed of rough-hewn logs and there was a sheet-
iron stove in the center of the room.3
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Blacksmith Shop may portray the shop of Ayres and
Boynton or of the Carvill Manufacturing Company, the
catriage-making firms where Beckett was employed.
The costumes are contemporary with the artist’s tenure
as a carriage painter, and the tools are those of a smithy
who primarily manufactured metal wagon parts.4
Among the implements on the wall are wagon hub
wrenches and what appear to be wagon springs, one of
which also lies on the shop floor at the far right, below
the wheel.5

Beckett, in spite of his evident lack of training, ren-
ders the various objects of the trade—the wagon parts,
the bellows, and the assorted tongs—so that they are
easily recognized. Although his figures are awkward—
their arms too long and legs too short—the artist has
taken great care to depict their individual features and
attire, applying his paint in small precise strokes. The
figure on the left has red hair and blue eyes; the man on
the right also has blue eyes but brown hair; while the
central figure (who with vest, watch fob, and authorita-
tive pose is probably the proprietor) has brown eyes and
a substantial beard, which gives him an imposing
appearance.

JA

Notes

1. Little is known about Powell. For the illustrated journal
of his trip to California, which was unearthed and published
in 1931, see H. M. T. Powell, The Santa Fe Trail California,
1849-1852, ed. Douglas A. Watson (San Francisco, 1931). The
attribution of this painting to Powell seems to have been
based on its discovery in the same dealership as Powell’s jour-
nal (see letter from Warren R. Howell of 13 October 1967, in
NGA-CF). There is no stylistic resemblance between Powell’s
sketches, his only known works, and Beckett’s less sophisti-
cated picture.

2. Stephen Longstreet, A Century on Wheels: The Story of
Studebaker (New York, 1952), 16-17.

3. Longstreet 1952, 30, quoting J. M. Studebaker, To O/4
Hangtown or Bust (Placerville, Calif., 1912).

4. Paul Kebabian, an authority on the history of black-
smithing, letter of 25 July 1984, and David H. Shayt, museum
specialist, Division of Mechanical and Civil Engineering,
NMAH, letter of 20 February 1979, both in NGA-CF.

5. I am grateful to Kebabian for identifying the wagon
springs.

References
None
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Charles V. Bond

c. 1825-1864 or later

CATTERED REFERENCES to Michigan aca-
demic portraitist Charles V. Bond have come to
light, but his basic biography remains sketchy. The ar-
tist was born around 1825 in Rutland, Vermont.! His
father may have been Eliel Bond, a hotel keeper in
Eaton County, Michigan,? or perhaps the proprietor of a
road house near Hamtramck driving park, a nine-
teenth-century Detroit race course.> Bond appeats to
have shown early promise as a portrait painter. An 1840
account of a visit to his studio attests to his ‘‘precocious
genius in portrait painting’’ at the age of fifteen and
anticipates that he will “‘rival our Copeley [sz], Stewart
[sz¢c], and Harden [sic].”’4 Supporters of the young ar-
tist, impressed by his ability, reportedly raised enough
money to send him to Italy.5
Bond appears in 1844 and 1845 in Boston, where his
name is listed in city and business directories.¢ He sut-
faces again in Boston in 1848 and is included in the
Boston directories through 1851, although curiously he
does not appear in the 1850 census of that city.” Among
his subjects during these years was Wendell Phillips, the
well-known abolitionist, whose portrait Bond painted
in 1849 (Massachusetts Historical Society, Boston). A
series of eight letters from the artist to prominent Bos-
ton industrialist and philanthropist Amos A. Lawrence
reveals that Bond was also in New York City in 1850 and
1851, and in Brooklyn in 1851.8 In a letter from Brooklyn
dated 25 August 1851, Bond suggests ‘that Lawrence
consider commissioning copies of Old Masters or origi-
nal paintings, ‘‘for I am going to Europe again.”’®
Bond spent the next two years in Michigan, renting a
studio in Detroit at 10 Fireman’s Hall and advertising in
the 1852 and 1853 business directories. A large exhibi-
tion at Fireman’s Hall in 1853 included nineteen works
by him, testifying to his popularity and standing in
Detroit art circles. Several were portraits of leading citi-
zens, including a former state attorney general. The
head of the exhibition committee, former Detroit
mayor James A. Van Dyke, sat to Bond for his own
portrait, which hung in the city hall untl at least
1936.10 Works from this period, such as Mary Williams



Smeart, c. 1855 (The Detroit Institute of Arts), show
Bond to be an artist of sophistication and training in
their modeling subtleties, texture differentiation, and
anatomical realism.

Bond apparently moved to Chicago in 1855; he ap-
peats in the local city directory in that year and again in
1857 and 1858. Though his name is not listed in 1856,
the inscription on the reverse of the National Gallery
painting indicates he was there for at least part of the
year.!! According to Milwaukee city directories of 1858
and 1859, Bond then had a studio in that city at the
corner of E. Water and Wisconsin Streets and boarded
at Newall House. That the artist lived in boarding
houses in Milwaukee and elsewhere and moved fre-
quently may mean that he was not married; the only
evidence of relatives is a reference to illness in his family
in one of his letters to Lawrence.12 Bond is last recorded
in Louisville, Kentucky, city directories in 1864. The
date and place of his death have not been discovered.

While noted primarily as a portraitist, Bond is known
to have tried his hand at scenes of mythology, allegory,
genre, and landscape, although no examples of these
survive.!3 The painting at the National Gallery is his
only known still life.

ALH/LW

Notes

1. Bond’s place of birth was discovered on a passport appli-
cation of 1856 that lists his age as 29. An earlier application,
23 November 1844, gives his age as 20, and a ship’s passenger
list of 1848 gives his age as 22. These inconsistencies make it
impossible to assign his year of birth with any certainty. All of
the above references have been generously provided by Colo-
nel Merl M. Moore, Jr. (photocopies in NGA-CF).

2. U.S. Census, 1850, Bellevue, Eaton County, Michigan,
and U.S. Census, 1830, Rutland County, Vermont. Informa-
tion provided by Colonel Moore.

3. This information appears in a letter from Henry Munson
Utley of the Detroit Public Library to A. H. Griffith of The
Detroit Museum of Arts, in which Utley offers Bond’s Se/f-
Portrait to the museum (letter of 8 February 1905, in The
Detroit Institute of Arts curatorial files, copy in NGA-CF).

4. The Western Statesman (Marshall, Mich., 16 July
1840), 3.

5. See Francis Waring Robinson Papets, Aaa, microfilm
roll s11, frames 491-541. Based on his later exhibition of a

painting entitled Fitian [sic], ‘‘copied in 1841,” it is likely that
Bond first traveled to Europe during that year (see James L.
Yarnall and William H. Gerdts, compilers, The National Mu-
seum of American Art’s Index to American Art Exhibition
Catalogues from the Beginning through the 1876 Centennial
Year, 6 vols. [Boston, 1986], 1: 353-354).

6. It is possible that he spent at least part of 1843 in New
York, if the ““C. Bond” who exhibited Coast Scene from
Nature at the National Academy of Design in 1843 is Charles
V. Bond (see Mary Bartlett Cowdrey, National Academy of
Design Exhibition Record, 1826-1860, 2 vols. [New York,
1943], 11 43).

7. The Charles Bond of Boston in the 1850 Massachusetts
census (National Archives, microfilm roll 337, page 286) is
listed in city directories as a watchmaker and was fifty years
old, roughly twenty-five years older than the artist would have
been in 1850. Bond’s name does appear in a Boston Transcript
advertisement of 18 September 1850 in which several local
artists lent their endorsement to a panorama exhibit. The
latter information provided by Colonel Moore (see n. 1, pho-
tocopy in NGA-CF).

8. Amos A. Lawrence Papers, Massachusetts Historical Soci-
ety, Boston. See letters dated 12 November 1850 and 4 Febru-
aty 1851 from New York City and 25 August 1851 from
Brooklyn. Bond’s portrait, Professor Ayres, is insctibed on the
tevetse, C. V. Bond, Brooklyn, Long Island, 1852, indicating
that his stay extended into the following year. See ‘‘Unre-
corded Early American Portrait Painters,” Arz in America 13
(March 1935), 82.

For the most part, Bond’s letters to Lawrence trace the
artist’s difficulty in retrieving three paintings, copies he made
while at the Uffizi in Florence after portraits by Leonardo,
Titian, and Rembrandt, which were left with Lawrence for his
consideration. Lawrence did agtee to purchase one original
work, The Destruction of Troy, but seemed unwilling to ei-
ther return or purchase the other three. Bond defended the
copies in one of the letters, though his argument seems not to
have swayed the intractable Lawrence: “‘I have been told by
artists and critics, both in Europe and America, that they were
as fine copies as they had seen painted’’ (letter dated Septem-
ber 1850).

9. Amos A. Lawrence Papers (see n. 8). Whether Bond
made this trip is not known. A third European voyage is
mentioned in an unsigned biographical sketch of Bond in The
Detroit Institute of Arts curatorial files: ‘‘During January of
1856 the artist made plans to journey to the East and subse-
quently to visit Paris at the end of the year.”” Bond registered
with the American Embassy in Paris on 5 April 1856. The
latter information provided by Colonel Moore (see n. 1, pho-
tocopy in NGA-CF).

10. Burroughs 1936, 397.

11. A passport application of 14 January 1856, witnessed by
Bond for his brother, records him as ‘‘from the State of Illi-
nois.”” Information provided by Colonel Moore (see n. 1, pho-
tocopy in NGA-CF).

12. Amos A. Lawrence Papers (see n. 8), letter of November
1850 from New York.

CHARLES V. BOND
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13. Bond mentions a mythological subject in his letter
dated September 1850, Amos A. Lawrence Papers (see n. 8).
Burroughs 1936, 401, refers to the artist varying his portraiture
with allegory and genre. An unfinished landscape painting,
which was not exhibited, is mentioned in a review of the art
division of the 1855 Illinois State Agricultural Fair (‘“Temple
of Art,” The Daily Democratic Press [Chicago, 11 October
1855], p. 2, col. 4). Some fifteen of Bond’s portraits have
been identified. These are in the collections of the Detroit
Historical Museum, The Detroit Institute of Arts, Chicago
Historical Society, Massachusetts Historical Society (Boston),
State Historical Society of Wisconsin (Madison), Neville Pub-
lic Museum (Green Bay, Wisconsin), and in the hands of
private owners.
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1980.62.2 (2784)

Still Life: Frust, Bird, and Dwarf
Pear Tree

1856
Oil on canvas, 63.5 x 76.5 (25 x 30'/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
On the reverse: C. V. Bond, / Chicago, / 1856.1

Technical Notes: The support is covered with a thick,
smooth white ground. A layer of glue sizing may have
been applied to the support underneath the ground layer.
The paint is thinly applied, wet-into-dty, and the brush-
strokes are noticeable over the entire surface. Pentimenti
are visible ditectly below the pear tree, where the paint has
grown transparent with age. The tree has sustained major
paint loss and is significantly inpainted. In 1982 a small
tear at the top left was repaired and losses in the upper
portion of the tree were filled.

Provenance: Recorded as from Chicago. (Childs Gallery,
Boston), by whom sold in 1948 to Edgar William and
Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: American Naive Paintings, (1EF) 1985-1987,

no. 11, color repro., b/w detail p. 12. // Italy, 1988-1989,
no. 11, color repro., b/w detail p. 12.
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THIS COLORFUL IMAGE of abundance and variety
reflects the general fascination in mid-nineteenth-cen-
tury America with still life painting, both academic and
naive. Increased prosperity enabled more families to
buy still lifes for their dining-room walls, and the con-
tinuing American interest in science tesulted in a wave
of new botanical magazines and books at mid-century.?
American artists and collectors could celebrate the fe-
cundity of the native hatvest in these still life paintings,
symbolic of both horticultural progress and divine elec-
tion; America, like Eden, was a fruitful garden.

In a tradition ultimately derived from seventeenth-
century Dutch painting, Bond arranged his still life on
a ledge of dark, veined marble, which extends, in this
case, to a seemingly distant horizon line. Some freshly
picked, some still on the vine or bough, the assembled
fruits are studied from several angles. Tucked in among
them are a small vase with roses and fuschias and a
single variety of vegetable—the white radishes at the
lower left. The pear tree at right appeats to grow out of
a small triangle of land or perhaps from a planter which
cannot be seen below the table.

An image remarkably similar to the Bond painting is
Isaac W. Nuttman’s S#// Life (1863/1868).3 The paral-
lels between them are greater than coincidence could
allow, so much so that the Bond has been published
more than once as a Nuttman. The pear tree at the far
right is nearly identical, many of the same fruits are
repeated in the same positions, and the vase, though
shifted to the other side of the painting, is similatly
shaped and holds some of the same types of flowers.
The Nuttman, however, which is larger and more ambi-
tious, includes more fruit and is set entirely in a green
landscape. In 1982 a side-by-side examination of the
works in the conservation lab of the Baltimore Museum
(where the Nuttman was on view) revealed that the two
were by different hands. In comparison with the almost
transparent paint in the Nuttman, Bond’s use of paint
is thicker and heavier. His palette is also broader, and
the Nuttman is generally subtler and more delicate.4

The chance of direct influence is slight given that the
Bond was painted in Chicago in 1856 and the Nuttman
in Newark, New Jersey, between 1863 and 1868. Among
the possible sources from which both artists could have
drawn their images are an illustration from either a seed
catalogue, a botanical magazine, or a drawing manual;
a theotem painting®; or a print from a commercial
lithography company such as Nathaniel Currier, the
forerunner of Currier and Ives.¢ The artists’ use of the
subject of the dwarf pear tree was reflective of one of
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the horticultural enthusiasms of the times. As eatly as
1835 there was great interest in dwatf fruit trees in
America, with the pear gradually supplanting the apple
in popularity toward 1860. One expert stated in 1858
that “‘the most lively topic for discussion in hor-

ticultural circles was the dwarf pear.”” 7
LW /ALH

Notes

1. When the Garbisches acquired this painting, it had al-
ready been lined. An inscription on the lining included
Bond’s name along with ““I. W. Nuttman,”’ contributing to
the past confusion about the identity of the artist (see n. 3).
The lining was removed in 1982, revealing this old inscription,
possibly in the artist’s hand. The work was then lined with
fiberglass to maintain the inscription’s legibility.

2. See William H. Gerdts and Russell Burke, American
Still-Life Painting (New York, 1971), 60.

Although the elevation of still life from its much maligned
status is often credited to the influence of English art theorist
John Ruskin (1819-1900), the demand for still life images was
growing rapidly—evidenced by the output of the popular
print trade—even before the ideas in his Modern Painters
(1843-1859) made their way across the Atlantic. By mid-cen-
tury, the accepted hierarchy of genres had become less rigid.

3. For a color repro. of the Nuttman S#// Life, see Richard
B. Woodwatd, American Folk Painting from the Collection of
Mr. and Mrs. William E. Wiltshire III [exh. cat., Virginia
Museum of Fine Arts) (Richmond, 1977), cat. no. 47, ot
Gerdts and Burke 1971, 57. Nuttman (active c. 1827-1872) is
recorded in Newark, New Jersey, city directories as an orna-
mental and sign painter. He lived at the address inscribed on
the reverse of S¢#// Life, 8 Coes Place, from 1863 to 1868.

Both Mr. Wiltshire, the owner of the Nuttman, and Stuart
Feld of Hirschl and Adler Galleries, New York, recall having
seen a related painting from somewhere in New England
(note recording a telephone conversation with Wiltshire in
April 1982, and letter from Feld of 26 January 1982, in NGA-
CF).

4. The National Gallery painting is called a Nuttman in
Gerdts and Butke 1971, 55, and also in Plain and Fancy: A
Survey of American Folk Art [exh. cat., Hirschl and Adler
Galleries] (New York, 1979), 8, 27. In addition to the stylistic
differences listed in the text, it was also noted that the crackle
patterns of the two are dissimilar (see 12 April 1982 record of
examination, in NGA-CF).

5. For a discussion of theorem painting, see entry for Wil-
liam Steatns, Bow/ of Fruit, c. 1830/1840 (1953.5.34).

6. Bond’s and Nuttman’s compositions are in certain fe-
spects similar to contemporary fruit prints published by
Nathaniel Currier and, after 1857, Currier and Ives (see, for
example, Tropical and Summer Fruits, 1867, in Gale Research
Company 1984, 677, cat. no. 6642) and may have been de-
rived from such sources. Because many of the very early prints
are unlocated and known only by title from their catalogue
listings, it is difficult to find the exact source for the
paintings.

7. Harold Bradford Tukey, Dwarfed Fruit Trees (Ithaca,
1978), 21-23. For this helpful information we are grateful to
Susan R. Gurney, chief librarian, Horticulture Libraty, SI.

References
None
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William Bonnell
1804-1865

ILLIAM C. BONNELL, a Hunterdon County,

New Jersey, portrait painter, was born on 1 Feb-
ruary 1804 in the town of Clinton. He was the fourth
child and second son of Colonel Clement du Mont and
Rachel (Wolverton) Bonnell, and the grandson of the
Abraham Bonnell.!
Abraham was the proprietor of the Bonnell Tavern, the

Revolutionary War Colonel
first place in the region where minutemen were re-
cruited. This tavern was inherited and operated by
Clement, who left it to William. It remains in the Bon-
nell family.2

On 9 June 1836 William married Margaret Hinchman
(1813~-1901), whose portrait by an unknown painter is in
the Hunterdon County Historical Society (Flemington,
New Jersey).? They had two children, Henry, born in
1837, and Clement Hinchman Bonnell, in 1839. The
Bonnells belonged to the Bethlehem Presbyterian
Church in the nearby town of Grandin. When William
died on 12 October 1865, he was buried in the church
graveyard.

The only records of William's career as an artist are
the approximately twenty paintings that have been dis-
covered to date. Many are insctibed on the reverse in
large handwriting with his name and the date, and
some include the name of the sitter. Chustetunk’s
Frosty Ferris, an unsigned picture of a hunting dog, is
thought to be one of his earliest efforts.4 The first
signed and dated works are companion portraits from
1823.5 A tavern sign from the Perryville Inn, with a
portrait of Andrew Jackson on one side and an Ameri-
can flag on the other (Hunterdon County Historical
Society), is believed by tradition to have been painted
by Bonnell, but he is not known to have painted other
signs.

In 1825 Bonnell painted at least seven likenesses of
Hunterdon County residents. These vary widely in
style.¢ Among the eatliest may be the three portraits
depicting Mr. and Mrs. William Bonham and their son,
J. Ellis (Master) Bonham. Unlike Bonnell’s other por-
traits, the figures in these occupy a very small propor-
tion of the picture space, have tiny hands, and have



oversized heads with large, lugubrious eyes. The other
four 1825 works, although unsophisticated, are more
conventional. Rache! (Wolverton) Bonnell only post-
dates J. Ellis Bonham by about six weeks (both are
inscribed), yet is more correctly proportioned and in-
cludes a landscape background. Bonnell’s increased
proficiency and his adoption of a traditional format
suggest an increasing awareness of the work of other
portrait painters.

At least once Bonnell traveled across the New Jersey
border into Pennsylvania, pethaps in search of portrait
commissions.” In 1833 he painted a pair of portraits of
Andrew and Eliza Everhart Yerkes, who owned a farm
in Warminster, Bucks County, Pennsylvania (Mercer
Museum, Bucks County Historical Society, Doyles-
town).8 The husband’s portrait is similar to several of
Bonnell’s other works, such as Andrew Bray,? especially
in his bulky form and large hands, but the woman'’s is
unlike any other. The sitter’s leaning pose, the way in
which the shawl is draped over her arm, and the deli-
cate, angular hands, seem to suggest the influence of
works of the 1820s and early 18305 by Ammi Phillips
(q.v.).10 1833 is the last known date of Bonnell’s activ-
ity as a paintef.

JA

Notes

1. For genealogical information see G. T. Dutcher, *‘Joseph
Kamm,” Americana (American Historical Magazine) 18
(1924), 466-468.

2. “Bonnell Tavern,” in A History of Union Township
Hunterdon County Written by Members of the Bicentennial
Committee (Union, N J., 1976), unpaginated.

3. It came to the historical society attributed to Bonnell,
but the attribution is no longer accepted because the portrait
in no way resembles any of his other works (see letter of 13
June 1986 from Roxanne K. Carkhuff, corresponding secre-
tary, Hunterdon County Historical Society, Flemington, New
Jersey, in NGA-CF).

4. Private collection, Hunterdon County. I am grateful to
Roxanne K. Carkhuff for bringing this and other works by
Bonnell to my attention.

5. They appear in an unillustrated checklist for the exhibi-
tion Collectors Choice: Exhibit of Distinguished American
Paintings from Private Collections, Pequot Library (South-

port, Conn., 1975), cat. nos. 18, 19. Present location(s) are
unknown.

6. They include Clement Bomnell (1953.5.3); Rachel
(Wolverton) Bonnell (present location unknown; photograph
on file at IAP, no. 31380003); three Bonham family portraits
(Garbisch gift to The Art Institute of Chicago); Mrs. Daniel
Bray (Sarah Wolverton) (Hunterdon County Historical Soci-
ety); and Portrait of @ Gentleman (Frank S. Schwarz and Son,
Philadelphia; American Portraits [exh. cat., Frank S. Schwarz
and Son], Philadelphia, 1985, cat. no. 19).

7. According to the list of naive painters compiled by
Lipman and Winchester 1950, 169, Bonnell painted portraits
in New York State in 1830, but this has not been verified.

8. Lucy R. Eldridge, registrar, Mercer Museum, Doyles-
town, Pennsylvania, has kindly provided information about
these sitters (letter of 1 April 1986, in NGA-CF). Bonnell may
have been in Pennsylvania earlier. A sale at Sotheby’s (New
York, 27 January 1983, no. 251) included a signed portrait of
Catherine Schnable, said to be ‘“‘the daughter of Judge
Schnable of Pennsylvania” and dated 1828, but it is not
known if she was living in Pennsylvania when painted.

9. Present location unknown; photographs of this portrait
and of Sarah Rittenhouse Bray, his wife, are on file at the
Hunterdon County Historical Society. The date of execution is
not known.

10. For examples see the eight works illustrated in Barbara
C. and lawrence B. Holdridge, Ammi Phillips: Portrait
Painter, 1788-1865 [exh. cat., MAFA] (1969), 34, 38. Phillips is
not known to have worked in New Jersey or Pennsylvania, so it
is not clear how Bonnell knew his work. If Bonnell did travel
to New York State (see n. 7), where Phillips worked, he may
have seen his portraits there.

1953.5.3 (1199)
Clement Bonnell

C. 187_5
Oil on wood, 73.7 x 60.3 (29 x 23 3/4)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The support panel consists of two planks
of approximately equal size. It has a repaired split running
down through the top of the window ledge and several
small splits along the right edge. The join and the large
split were reinforced on the reverse during a 1950 treat-
ment. The white ground appears to have been applied
thinly, with large uneven brushstrokes which are visible on
the painting surface. The oil-type paint is also, for the
most part, thinly applied, although there is low impasto in
the whites and visible brushstrokes, especially in the sky.

WILLIAM BONNELL
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William Bonnell, Clement Bonnell, 1953.5.3
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There is probably a datk red layer beneath the brown wall;
it is not clear whether the brown layer is artist-applied or
early overpaint. The paint and ground layers have suffered
only a few small losses, the largest of which is along the left
edge near the bottom corner. There is additional older
retouching in the sleeve and curtain.

Provenance: Recorded as from New Jersey. Presented to
the sitter’s grandson by C. Carhart on 1 March 1863. Inher-
ited by A. F. Bonnell.! (Edna M. Netter, Freehold, New
Jersey), by whom sold in 1948 to Edgar William and
Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

ALABEL OF UNKNOWN ORGIN identifies this
painting as a portrait of Clement [du Mont] Bonnell,
the artist’s father (see n. 1). The son of Colonel
Abraham and Elizabeth (Foster) Bonnell, he was born
on 4 January 1766 and died 16 February 1836.

The pendant portrait of the artist’s mother, Rachel
(Wolverton) Bonnell, was in the collection of A. L.
Berry of Chicago in 1921, but its present location is
unknown.2 Photographs reveal close stylistic and com-
positional similarities to the National Gallery portrait.
Among Bonnell’s known works, these two are the only
ones with landscape backgrounds. The landscapes,
however, are not depictions of the same site; Rachel’s is
a mountain reflected in a lake. These scenes are a bit
more loosely painted than the faces, which are gently
modeled to give them a soft appearance and convincing
sense of volume. Stern expressions further unify this
pair of portraits.

A photograph of the reverse of Rachel Bonnell’s like-
ness shows an inscription in Bonnell’s typical handwrit-
ing which includes the date Apre/ 20th / 1825. If her
husband was painted the same year, he would have
been fifty-nine, an age which corresponds to his appear-
ance in this portrait.

JA

Notes

1. This information comes from a label that was removed
from the reverse and is retained in NGA-CF. It reads:
““Clement Bonnell, / painted by Wm Bonnell. / presented to
his grandson / by C. Carhart / Mar. 1, 1863. / inherited by
A. F. Bonnell.”

2. Illustrations are on file at IAP (no. 31380003). I am grate-
ful to Roxanne K. Carkhuff, corresponding secretary, Hunter-
don County Historical Society, Flemington, New Jersey, for
supplying information and photocopies for the NGA-CF.

References
None

John Bradley
active 1831/1847

OHN BRADLEY is an artist whose oeuvre can be

well documented through signed works, many of
which are dated or inscribed with a street address. Bio-
graphical data is, however, more elusive. Neither his
birth nor death date is known, but the inscriptions on
the versos of his five Totten family portraits, ‘‘Drawn by
I. Bradley from Great Britton,” indicate his country of
origin.!

Bradley’s earliest paintings, Young Boy Feeding Rab-
bits, 1831 (present location unknown),? Lady at the Pi-
ano, 1831 (Hirschl and Adler Galleries, New York), and
The Cellist, 1832 (The Phillips Collection, Washing-
ton),? show the sitters at full length and with many
more accoutrements than in later paintings. Smaller
than his subsequent works,4 they were probably
painted while Bradley was in England.

By late 1832 Bradley was on Staten Island (then Rich-
mond Island), where he painted Asher Androvette
(Peter H. Tillou, Litchfield, Connecticut), a prominent
citizen of that borough, holding a copy of the 29 No-
vember 1832 issue of The New York and Richmond
County Free Press.> With this portrait, Bradley adopted
the waist-length format he was to use for adult sitters in
America.

In the next few years, Bradley’s artistic career can be
traced through his renderings of other Richmond resi-
dents—the Coles, Tottens, and Ellises. In 1833 he
painted New Yotk merchant Szzon Content and his
wife, Angelica Pike Content. Efforts to trace Bradley’s
place of residence at this time through church and
census records and local newspapers have not met with
success. The 1835 New York State Census, however, lists
a William Bradley of the Westfield area of the island—
where the artist’s early sitters resided—whose house-
hold contained three “‘aliens,”’7 one of whom may pos-
sibly have been John Bradley.

In the 1836 New York city directory, Bradley is listed
as a ‘‘portrait painter’’ at §6 Hammersley Street. From
1837 to 1843 he is recorded at 128 Spring Street, and it is
at this address that he executed the National Gallery
painting as well as his only known miniature.8 Bradley’s

JOHN BRADLEY
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last address in New York, from 1844 to 1847, was 134
Spring Street. Two portraits—James Patterson Crawford
and his wife, Margaretta Bowne Crawford (Monmouth
County Historical Society, Freehold, New Jersey)—date
from this period.® After these works, nothing further
has been determined of Bradley’s life or career.

John Bradley’s artistic style is characterized by metic-
ulous attention to detail. From the small necessities of a
musician—rosin and a cloth for wiping both instrument
and brow—in The Cellist, to the large astral lightihg
devicel® in Boy with Sinumbra Lamp (private collec-
tion), Bradley provided his sitters with personal and
current attributes that would enhance their stature. His
choice of colors expands from the limited palette of his
early portraits of adults to the bold colors of his later
portraits of children. Dark backgrounds are enlivened
by vividly patterned carpets. Red swagged drapery, of-
ten placed to the left of a sitter’s face, draws attention
to the carefully drawn linear features. Modeling is kept
to a minimum, and a light outline is often painted
around contours to emphasize forms.

RGM

Notes

1. Black and Feld 1966, 502. The artist signed his name “‘I.
Bradley”” until 1836, the “I'’ possibly for the old form of the
English ““J.””. The name “‘I. J. H. Bradley’’ was penciled on a
woodcut after Five Musicians and Paganini (from George
Hart, The Violin and Its Music [London, 1881]), which was
affixed to the verso of The Cellist. Although the woodcut has
been removed, it was recorded by Edith Gregor Halpert in her
notebooks (AAA, microfilm roll ND/ 24, frame 179).

2. Sale, Sotheby’s, New York, 30 April 1981, no. 10, color
repro. According to James Ayres, director of the John Judkyn
Memorial, Bath, England, it had been sold by Rutland Gal-
leties, London, to a private buyer who in turn sold it through
Sotheby’s (letter of 18 November 1983, in NGA-CF).

3. W. N. Griscom, a Philadelphia dealer who sold The
Cellist to Edith Halpert, noted it as of ‘“the English School.”
From the files of Mary Barlett Cowdrey (AAA, microfilm roll
NYs9-19, frame 415). The Cellist is reproduced in Black and
Feld 1966, 502, fig. 1.

4. The Cellist measures 173/, x 16 in.; Young Boy Feeding
Rabbits, 17 x 151 in.; and Ladly at the Piano, 19'/. x 16'/. in.
The latter is illustrated in Antigues 118 (August 1980), 176. By
contrast, the 1832 Asher Androverte measures 2185/sx 26/, in.

5. Although this newspaper may contain information perti-
nent to the sitter or the artist, no copy is extant at the Library
of Congress, New York Public Library, Staten Island Historical
Society, Staten Island Institute of Arts and Sciences, The
American Antiquarian Society, or N-YHS.
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6. Black and Feld 1966, 503, figs. 4, 5.

7. Census data located in the archives of the Staten Island
Historical Society, Staten Island, New York.

8. For a tepro., see Antigues 132 (September 1987), 474.

9. Margaretta Bowne Crawford is teproduced in Manchester
1983, 1.

-10. The sinumbra, or shadowless, lamp was first developed
in France and was ‘‘pethaps the most popular version of the
Argand lamp in America during the 1830s and 1840s.”” Robert
Bishop and Patricia Coblentz, American Decorative Arts
(New York, 1982), 196.
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1958.9.3 (1513)

Little Girl in Lavender

c. 1840
Oil on canvas, 85.7x69.4 (333/4x 275/:6)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions

At lower right: by J. Bradley 128 Spring St.

Technical Notes: The tacking edges have been trimmed
entirely at the right and top edges and to just below the
tacking holes on the left and bottom. There is a thick
white ground which probably was prepared with too much
medium, which resulted in pronounced drying cracks over
the entire ground and paint surfaces. Brush and pencil
underdrawing is present in the face and hair and can par-
tially be observed with the naked eye. The figure was
painted first, then the background. Prior to 1952 part of
the painted image on the right and top edges had been
folded over onto the side of the stretcher and attached with
tacks. The painting was restored to its original size in 1952,
and losses along all four edges were filled and inpainted.
Retouch is also present in the cracking and is somewhat
discolored.



John Bradley, Little Girl in Lavender, 1958.9.3

JOHN BRADLEY

29



30

Provenance: Recorded as from New York City. (Helena
Penrose, Southbury, Connecticut), by whom sold in 1951
to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 65. // Springfield, 1958. //
o1 Masterpieces, 1961-1964, no. 72, color repro. // Palm
Beach, 1967. // 111 Masterpieces, 1968-1970, no. 67, color
repro. // Tokyo, 1970. /| 25 Folk Artists: Their Lives and
Work, AARFAC, 1971, no cat. /| American Cat-alogue: The
Cat in American Folk Art, MAFA, 1976, catalogue by Bruce
Johnson, 34. /! From Foreign Shores: Three Centuries of
Art by Foreign Born American Masters, Milwaukee Art
Center, 1976, no. 9.

JOHN BRADLEY'S FINEST EFFORTS may be his
portraits of children.! Little Girl in Lavender is exem-
plary in its unusual choice of colors. Black—used for the
girl’s lace-edged apron, the bows on her sleeves, and
the rosette at the juncture of the bodice collar—pro-
vides a striking contrast to the lavender-pink of her
dress.

Bradley made a practice of providing uncommon and
up-to-date accessories for his sitters to enhance the vi-
sual interest and beauty of the composition. The dainty
glass basket, probably made in Bohemia around the
time the painting was executed,? is one such carefully
chosen object, shown to advantage against the dark
apron.

The little girl’s smooth hair is pulled back tightly
revealing delicate, linear features. The wide eyes, with a
line carefully drawn on the upper lid, are a distinctive
characteristic in Bradley’s child-portraits. Her pale skin
is accentuated by the off-the-shoulder dress and a coral
necklace.? There is little variance in light and shadow.

The smooth, porcelainlike complexion and incisive,
linear facial features can also be seen in the portrait of
Emma Homan Thayer of 1843/1844.4 Common to both
works is the rosebush at the left,> placement of the
sitters’ feet, and kittens (climbing the bush in the Met-
ropolitan painting). Compared to an earlier work, Gir/
with Doll, 1836 (AARFAC),® with its vestige of red swag
drapery and a carpet which overpowers the child’s cra-
dle and stool, the later paintings incorporate a more
balanced combination of carefully chosen colors and
unusual accoutrements. These help to make Bradley’s
“128 Spring Street’’ portraits among the most appeal-
ing representations of children from the nineteenth
centuty.

RGM
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Notes

1. Eight children’s portraits by Bradley are known. In addi-
tion to those mentioned here, there are five from the ‘128
Spring Street’”’ address: Amanda Campbell (private collec-
tion); Boy on Empire Sofa (AARFAC; Rumford 1981, cat. no.
32); Child in @ Green Dress (Mts. J. Barton Phelps from the
collection of the late Stewart E. Gregory, Palo Alto, Califor-
nia); Boy with Sinumbra Lamp (ptivate collection); and
Emma French (sale, Sotheby’s, New York, 30-31 January
1986, no. 446).

2. This information was provided by Jane Shadel Spillman,
curator of American glass, Corning Museum of Glass, Cor-
ning, New York (letter of 19 October 1983, in NGA-CF).

3. See Abby Hansen, ““Coral in Children’s Portraits: A
Charm Against the Evil Eye,”” Antiques 120 (December 1981),
1424-1431. Paintings in the National Gallery collection show-
ing children wearing coral necklaces range from Carlo Cri-
velli's (c. 1430~c. 1495) Madonna and Child (1939.1.264), dat-
ing from before 1490, to William Matthew Prior’s (q.v.) Liztle
Miss Farrfield (1973.83.9) of 1850.

4. Garbisch gift to MMA; Black and Feld 1966 (see Bibliogra-
phy), 506, fig. 20.

s. Child in a Green Dress has a rosebush at the right, with
the little girl picking roses.

6. Black and Feld 1966 (see Bibliography), 506, fig. 14.

References
1972 Bihalji-Merin, Oto. Masters of Naive Art. New York:
226, color pl. 180.



J. W. Bradshaw

active c. 1875/1900

(see the text for biographical information)

1968.26.1 (2351)

Plains Indian

fourth quarter nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, §1x 40.8 (20'/16 X 16*/16)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions

At lower right: J. W. Bradshaw

In pencil on back of original stretcher:! Bismarck, North
Dakota

Technical Notes: The ground appears to be a thick, light
green paintlike layer. It does not cover the tacking mar-
gins, which are extant, indicating that it was artist-ap-
plied. The paint is rather crudely blended in fluid pastes
with low brushstroke texture. Some details are thinly ap-
plied over the base color, and there are granular inclusions.
The painting exhibits evidence of several problems that
existed before a 1955 treatment, when it was wax-lined: an
uneven surface, strong crackle, and a flattened cupping
pattern. There are extensive inpainted losses in the upper
background and many smaller ones overall, all of which
have become matte and dark.

Provenance: Recorded as from Connecticut. (Avis and
Rockwell Gardiner, Stamford, Connecticut), by whom
sold in 1954 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler
Garbisch.

THE SITTER OF THIS PORTRAIT remains uniden-
tified, and nothing is known about the artist but his
name. Beaded and porcupine-quill panels were typ-
ically worn by Plains Indians, but nothing in the por-
trait signals a particular tribe. It has been suggested that
the sitter bears some resemblance to the Sioux chiefs
Sitting Bull (1834-1890) and Red Cloud (1822-1909).2
However, the artist, whether by reason of choice or lack
of proficiency, seems not to have depicted one easily
identifiable individual but rather offered features com-
mon to many Sioux tribesmen: a weatherbeaten face
with heavy jowls and pronounced delineation of the
mouth area; a large, downturned mouth; a long, broad
nose; heavily lidded eyes edged by crows’ feet; and a
furrowed brow.3 Neither the inscription on the original
stretcher, associating the work with Bismarck, nor the
artist’s name passed down with the portrait have made
identification of the sitter possible.4

J. W. Bradshaw, Plains Indian, 1968.26.1

Whatever Plains Indian is portrayed, the difference
in handling between face and costume suggests that the
artist may have painted the face either from life or from
a print or photograph—a fairly common practice
among painters of Indians—but executed the rest of the
portrait from memory. The face exhibits more detail
and modeling than the crudely and flatly painted cos-
tume, rendered in broad strokes and defined by black
outlines. Inaccuracies in costume detail also imply that
Bradshaw painted this part of the portrait from his rec-
ollections of the sitter. The pattern of the red, green,

J. W. BRADSHAW
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and yellow beaded or porcupine-quill panels was not
used by any Plains tribe.5 In real Plains dress the panels
did not meet or cross but rather enframed a central
panel (not depicted here) and were usually accom-
panied by similar narrow panels running from the
shoulder down the side of the sleeve.6 The background,
golden in color and lightening toward the right, evokes
a sunset and perhaps was meant to suggest a natural
setting.

sDC

Notes

1. This inscription is recorded on the Garbisch information
sheet, but the stretcher was removed in 1955 and no photo-
graph was retained.

2. On Sitting Bull and Red Cloud, including photographs,
see Frederick J. Dockstader, Great North American Indians
(New York, 1977), 266-269 and 231~234, respectively.

3. A careful review of the Heyn-Matzen Collection of pho-
tographs of Sioux Indians, Lot 3401, Prints and Photographs
Division, LC, failed to yield a positive identification. These
photographs, several hundred in number, were taken of indi-
vidual Sioux present at the 1900 Indian Congtess in Omaha,
Nebraska.

4. Sitting Bull sat for Bismarck photographers (David F.
Barry in 1885 and 1888 and O. S. Goff in 1881, Prints and
Photographs Division, LC)—and possibly also for painters.
Other Sioux chiefs easily could have done the same. For exam-
ple, Barry also photographed Red Cloud (National Anthro-
pological Archives, NMNH, neg. 3237-C), although whether
or not he did so in Bismarck is unknown. The specification of
North Dakota in the inscription may indicate that the paint-
ing was executed after statehood (1889).

Using Bismarck as a point of reference, one J. W. Bradshaw
and four John Bradshaws were located in late nineteenth-
century U.S. censuses for the Dakotas. The 1900 census for
South Dakota includes a J. W. Bradshaw, age 39, who was
recorded as a stock raiser in Bad River Township, Stanley
County, in central South Dakota. Two men named John
Bradshaw are documented as having lived in Yankton, Yan-
kton County, South Dakota: one was a bartender who
boarded there at the time of the 1880 census (when he was
24), the other a teamster who was 5 at the taking of the 1900
census. Finally, a John W. Bradshaw is listed in the 1880 census
for Fort Pembina, Pembina County (now in North Dakota),
six months old at the time; Crystal City in the same county
was home in 1900 to John Bradshaw, a 28-year-old tinsmith.
None of these can be confirmed as the artist of this portrait,
however, especially since the validity of the association of the
painting with Bismarck is open to question.

5. According to Jerry Kearns, a Native American specialist
and reference librarian, Prints and Photographs Division, LC
(notes of a visit, 16 March 1989, in NGA-CF). I am grateful to
Mr. Kearns for much of the costume information cited here.

6. These panels were sewn to the fringed shirts, hiding the
joining of the two deerskin panels which made up the shirts.

References
None
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W. H. Brown
active 1886/1887

LITTLE IS KNOWN about W. H. Brown, the artist
of four signed works. River Landscape (Mr. and
Mss. J. Cherrington, Maine, New York; Barons 1982,
cat. no. 31) and a painting depicting modes of transpor-
tation (Roberson Center for the Arts and Sciences,
Binghamton, New York) are both dated 1886, and bear
the inscription ‘‘Binghamton, New York.” A third
work may also have upstate New York origins.! Of his
known oeuvre, only the National Gallery’s Bareback
Riders has no known association with Binghamton.
There are five W. H. Browns listed in the Binghamton
city directories between 1885 and 1887. He may have
been one of these, whose professions ate given as car-
penter, machine agent, shoemaker, shopkeeper, and
laborer.

SC

Notes

1. This third work, an untitled painting, bears another in-
scription in pencil, upside down in the center of the upper
half of the canvas: Mrs. A. Hendrick, Binghamton Asylum.
(private collection; photograph in NGA-CF).

Bibliography

Barons, Richard I. The Folk Tradition, Early Arts and Crafts of
the Susquebanna Valley. Roberson Center For the Arts and
Sciences. Binghamton, N.Y., 1982: 26.

1958.9.4 (1514)
Bareback Riders

1886
Oil on cardboard mounted on wood, 47x 62.2
(181/1 X 2.4‘/7.)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
At lower left: WH Brown / 86

Technical Notes: The painting, once a double-sided im-
age, is on a cardboard support. In a 1950 treatment, at the
request of Colonel Garbisch, an image of a boat at sea,
originally on the verso, was apparently scraped off (photo-
graph in NGA-CF). The remaining support was attached to
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a panel of pressed wood and backed with a thin veneer
sheet. Where the paint (presumably an oil type) is thinly
applied, an unusual, thin black ground is readily visible
and forms a dark outline around many of the contours.
The paint is applied in thin applications to rich, low im-
pasto with brushstrokes evident throughout. Fingerprints
and some numbers written into the top left corner are
found in the original paint layer, which is in good condi-
tion, with scattered retouchings along the edges.

Provenance: Recorded as from Michigan. Purchased in
1949 by Edgar William and Rernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: American Primitive Paintings (S1), 1954-1955,
no. 85. // NGA, 1957, no. 106. / | De Lusthof der Naieven,
Museum Boymans-Van Beuningen, Rotterdam; Musée
National d’Art Moderne, Paris, 1964, no. 47. // 111 Mas-
terpieces, 1968-1970, no. mo. // Tokyo, 1970. // Catlisle,
1973. /| Die Kunst der Naiven—Themen und Bezie-
hungen, Haus der Kunst, Munich; Kunsthaus, Zurich,
1974-1975, 00. 34. /| Center Ring: The Artist—Two Cen-
turies of Circus Art, Milwaukee Art Museum; Columbus
Museum of Art, Ohio; New York State Museum, Albany;
Corcoran Gallery of Art, Washington, 1981-1982, no. 18,
color tepro. /| American Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987,
no. 12, color repro. // Montclair, 1988. // Italy 1988-1989,
no. 12, color repro.

THE ORIGINS OF THE AMERICAN CIRCUS can
be traced to eighteenth-century England. From its be-
ginnings through the nineteenth century, the circus was
dominated by equestrian performances. In Bareback
Riders, Brown has shown one of the standard acts popu-
lar in America: a bareback rider on a single horse bal-
ances on one foot while he carries a partner. This paint-
ing was executed in 1886, within the first decade of a
forty-year period during which the circus was at its
greatest level of popularity in America.!

Brown may have based his composition on a circus
poster, a program, or a flyer made from stock cuts.2 The
last were illustrations designed by commercial artists to
be used in advertising by traveling circuses. First made
by woodcut and later by steel engraving, the stock cut
was produced in enormous quantities from 1880 on-
ward. It was still in use as late as 1950. Although no
single stock cut has been identified as Brown’s specific
source, certain conventions are shared by this painting
and the typical commercial illustration: the horse is
shown in profile in a flying gallop; the ring railing
divides the composition laterally; and the tent poles
with banners serve as a frame for the main action.? The
crowds, too, ate treated as simplified forms. The abbre-
viated linear convention for faces, seen in the audience
couple between the horse and ringmaster, is to be
found in the stock cuts as well.4
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The clown, who setves as a repoussoir device, wears a
costume distinguished by triangular points, conven-
tionally associated with the medieval jester.> The use of
white-face makeup became popular for circus clowns
during the second half of the nineteenth century. Its
sources ate probably French, either from the character
of Pierrot or Gros-Guillaume.¢ Although circus images
were disseminated through elaborately colored
lithographic posters from the 1870s onward, the bright,
primary colors Brown uses suggest the liveliness of a real
circus, experienced firsthand, rather than the advertise-
ments which were typically printed in pastel hues.”

The application of a dark tone to the canvas before
applying local color was a standard academic procedure.
Brown’s technique is, however, unusual in using black
for this purpose. The lines outlining the figures are not
later reinforcements of the original drawing but the
actual ground tone showing through.

A steamboat on a stormy sea was originally repre-
sented on the reverse side of Bareback Riders (see Tech-
nical Notes; photograph in NGA-CF). Two others of
Brown’s four known paintings are also double-sided.8

SC

Notes

1. John Durant and Alice Durant, Pictorial History of the
American Circus (New York, 1957), 78.

2. Charles Philip Fox, letter of 2 July 1984, in NGA-CF. For
additional information regarding stock cuts see Charles Philip
Fox, ed., O/d-Time Circus Cuts (New York, 1979).

3. Stock cuts showing these devices, both dated 1881, are
reproduced in Fox 1979, 60 and 112. The pose, known as the
flying gallop, was first revealed to be only an artistic conven-
tion by the photographic studies of Eadweard Muybridge.
Before his publication of Animal Locomotion (Philadelphia,
1887), this pose was thought to represent reality.

4. See Charles Philip Fox, letter of 2 July 1984, in NGA-CF,
for an example dated c. 1870, and Fox 1979, 106 and 112, for
another dated 1881.

5. A clown wearing a similar costume appears in Five Cele-
brated Clowns, a citcus poster dated to 1856, illustrated in
Peter Verney, Here Comes The Circus (New York and London,
1978), 179.

6. Verney 1978, 168-169.

7. See Jacqueline Mason, ‘‘Meet the Death-Defying Dare-
devils, Cavorting Clowns, and Merry Menageries of the Great-
est Show on Earth: Enter The World of The Circus Poster,”
Antiques World 2 (January 1980), 9o.

8. One, dated 1886, depicts various modes of transporta-
tion on one side and a harbor scene on the other (see biogra-
phy). Another, dated a year later, shows a horse race, and on
the back, a girl asleep in a landscape (private collection; pho-
tograph in NGA-CF).

References
1972 Bihalji-Merin, Oto. Masters of Naive Art. New York: 53,
color pl. 40.



Jonathan Budington
C. 1779-1823

EVEN WORKS BY Jonathan Budington are

known, dating from about 1796 to 1802. The ear-
liest, View of the Cannon House and Wharf, is in-
scribed Jomathan Budington Pinxt | John Cannon /
1792 and was probably painted for the son of John
Cannon, Jr., a New York merchant living in Norwalk,
Connecticut.! The other six are portraits: four signed
J. Budington Pinxt in ted paint, and two attributed to
his hand.? His portraits, which vary widely in quality,
are characterized by protruding ears, thin lips, and
pootly drawn hands.

There were several Jonathan Budingtons in America
at the turn of the nineteenth century. One from Fair-
field, Connecticut, is thought to be the artist because
four of the seven works are portraits of residents of that
town.3 This Jonathan Budington was related to the sit-
ters in George Eliot and Family,4 one of the two attrib-
uted works, which lends further credence to the sugges-
tion that he was the painter.

Jonathan Budington of Fairfield, the son of Walter
and Ruth Couch Budington, was baptized on 15 August
1779.> He married Sarah Peck Barnes, a widow, in 1820
and the following year their only child, Ruth Ann, was
born. He died in New Haven on 21 January 1823 at age
43.

No known documents indicate his profession. He
may be the Budington noted by William Dunlap (q.v.)
as having painted portraits in New York in 1798,6 and
listed in New York City directories as a portrait painter
from 1800 to 1805 and from 1809 to 1812, but New York
portraits by his hand have not come to light.

JA

Notes

1. This seascape is reproduced in American Paintings from
Public and Private Collections [exh. cat., Hirschl and Adler
Galleries](New York, 1967), cat. no. 8.

2. The signed portraits include Father and Son at the Na-
tional Gallety and Little Gir/ with Kitten (Mr. and Mrs.
Bertram K. Little, Brookline, Massachusetts; Little 1976, cat.
no. 26), both dated 1800, and companion portraits, Mr. Jobhn
Nichols and Mrs. John (Mary Hill) Nichols, dated 1802 (Con-
necticut Historical Society, Hartford; Little 1976, cat. nos. 24,

25). The unsigned works ate Child of the Hubbell Family
(MAFA; American Folk Painting: Selections from the Collec-
tion of Mr. and Mrs. William E. Wiltshire III [exh. cat.,
Virginia Museum of Fine Arts], Richmond, 1977, cat. no. 11),
and George Eliot and Family, c. 1796 (Yale University Art
Gallery; Freedman 1988, fig. 1).

3. Fairfield sitters are depicted in Child of the Hubbell
Family, Father and Son, Mr. John Nichols, and Mrs. John
(Mary Hill) Nichols.

4. Jonathan Budington of Fairfield was the first cousin of
Patience Lane Eliot, the mother in George Eliot and Family.
The Eliots lived in Clinton, Connecticut. See Freedman 1988,
27-18.

5. For genealogical information on Jonathan Budington of
Fairfield see Donald Lines Jacobus, History and Genealogy of
O/d Fairfield (Faitfield, Conn., 1932), 2: 156-157.

6. William Dunlap, History of the Rise and Progress of The
Arts of Design in the United States, 1 vols. (1834; reprint,
New York, 1969), 2: 470.

Bibliography

Schloss 1972: 34.

Little 1976: 68-73.

Freedman, Paula B. ““In the Presence of Strangers: Jonathan
Budington’s Portrait of George Eliot and Family.” Ya/le
University Art Gallery Bulletin 40 (Spring 1988): 22-29.

1956.13.1 (1456)
FEather and Son

1800
Oil on canvas, 104.1 x 89.8 (41X 353/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
At lower left: J. Budington Pinxt. 1800

Technical Notes: The support is estimated to be linen
composed of fine threads loosely woven in a plain weave.
The ground is thin and white. The paint, estimated to be
an oil type, is thinly applied in a medium paste with low
brushmarking. There are several repaired tears, including
one that extends vertically through the father’s face, an-
other through his nose, and one that extends vertically
through the son’s face. The surface has numerous unfilled
paint and ground losses and moderately wide-mouthed
shrinkage crackle in the background.

Provenance: Recorded as from the Butr family homestead,
Greenfield Hill, Connecticut.! (Mary Allis, Southport,
Connecticut). (Albert Duveen, New York), by whom sold
in 1952 to Edgar William and Betnice Chrysler Garbisch.

JONATHAN BUDINGTON
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Jonathan Budington, Father and Son, 1956.13.1
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Exhibitions: NGA, 1957, no. 32. // Little-Known Connect-
scut Artists, Connecticut Historical Society, Hartford,
1957-1958, catalogue by Nina Fletcher Little in Connects-
cut Historical Society Bulletin 32 (October 1957), no. 1. //
Catlisle, 1973. // Terra, 1981~1982, no. 8.

THISDOUBLE PORTRAIT is more sophisticated
than Budington’s George Eliot and Family (see biogra-
phy, n. 2), painted approximately four years earlier. It
shows increased attention to details of physiognomy
such as the crow’s feet by the father’s eyes, fewer abrupt
shadows, and less reliance on outline. The father’s awk-
wardly drawn hand, however, clearly illustrates Bud-
ington’s petsistent difficulty with anatomical render-
ing. The strange, thinly painted hair of the boy is
similar to the child’s hair in the earlier family portrait
and seems to be an unsuccessful attempt to depict a
fashionable hairstyle.2

Budington’s improved ability may have been the re-
sult of exposure to the work of other Connecticut por-
trait painters. He certainly knew the portraits of Ralph
Earl (1751-1801) by 1802, when he copied Earl’s 1795
depictions of Mr. and Mrs. John Nichols of Fairfield.3
He may have seen Eatl’s portraits even eatlier. In Fazher
and Son of 1800, Budington used a green hoop-back
Windsor chair and the convention of a landscape
viewed through a draped window, both commonly
found in Earl’s portraits. A more accurate assessment of
Earl's influence on the younger Fairfield portraitist
awaits the discovery of further works.

Father and Son came from the Burr family house,
which still stands on Burr Street, Greenfield Hill, Fair-
field County.® Ebenezer Burr (1732-1797) built the
house for his son of the same name (1760-1819), per-
haps on the occasion of the son’s marriage in 1787 to
Amelia Goodsell.> The portrait may represent the

younger Ebenezer Burr and his first son, Timothy, who,
born in 1788, would have been about twelve years old.
Timothy grew up to become a merchant and store pro-
prietor. In 1807 he married Sarah Taylor, and they had
eight children. When his father died in 1819 he inher-
ited the house, but after his own death in 1858 the
house passed out of the hands of the family.

JA

Notes

1. This information was first published in Nina Fletcher
Little, “Little-known Connecticut Artists 1790-1810,”" Con-
necticut Historical Society Bulletin 12 (October 1957), 104,
and later recalled by Mary Allis (letter of 13 June 1985, in
NGA-CF). Donor records list the painting as from Green Hills,
Connecticut, but since no town by that name exists, Green-
field Hill, Fairfield County, was undoubtedly intended.

2. See, for example, Charles Adam Wheeler (1953.5.57) by
The Beardsley Limner, for another Connecticut boy with such
a hairstyle.

3. For Budington’s Nichols portraits, see biography, n. 2.
Earl’s portraits are reproduced in American Folk Painting:
Selections from the Collection of Mr. and Mrs. William E.
Wiltshire III [exh. cat., Virginia Museum of Fine Arts](Rich-
mond, 1977), cat. nos. 9, 10.

4. Mary Allis (see her letter in n. 1). Genealogy of the Burr
family of Fairfield is found in Donald Lines Jacobus, History
and Genealogy of the Families of Old Fairfield (Fairfield,
Conn., 1932), 2: 213214, and Chatles Burr Todd, A Genera/
History of the Burr Family, »d ed. (New York, 1891), 167, 190—
191. I am grateful to Christopher B. Nevins, curator, Fairfield
Historical Society, for his assistance.

5. A report on file at the Fairfield Historical Society, com-
piled by Sandra H. Elstein from information contained in
Fairfield land and probate records, details the history of the
Burr property. A copy was provided by Nevins for the NGA
curatorial files.

References
1972 Schloss: 15.
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Horace Bundy
1814-1883

UNDY WAS AN UNTRAINED painter who

artfully recorded the likenesses of northern New
Englanders. He was born in Hardwick, Vermont, 22
July 1814, and there received his introduction to paint-
ing as a decorator of sleighs. In 1837, while residing in
Lowell, Massachusetts, he matried Louisa Lockwood. By
1841 the Bundys had moved into a house in North
Springfield, Vermont, built for the couple by Louisa’s
father.

Bundy almost always signed and dated his portraits,
often including a place of execution, thereby providing
a record of his travels.! His itinerancy was likely as much
a result of his religious calling as of his artistic one. In
1842 he converted to the Advent faith and thereafter
spent an increasing amount of time preaching through-
out New England. By 1850 he was painting, and cet-
tainly speaking as well, in Townshend, Vermont; Han-
cock, Nashua, and Fitzwilliam, New Hampshire; and
Winchendon, Massachusetts. He accepted portrait com-
missions through at least 1859 and was listed as a
painter in the 1860 census of Springfield, Vermont. In
1863 Bundy was appointed pastor of the Second Advent
Church, Lakeport, New Hampshire, where he was re-
corded as an important leader.

During the 1870s, while living in Concord, New
Hampshire, the few portraits he produced were painted
from photographs of family members, and have an
odd, strained appearance.?

In 1883 Bundy journeyed to Jamaica, where he is
reported to have executed several paintings for a
wealthy planter and to have made studies of tropical
scenety. He died of typhus shortly after his return to the
United States.

DC

Notes

1. Bundy’s obituary (Bostorn Evening Transcript, 16 June
1883, p. 11, col. 6) indicates he traveled in New England and
‘““the West,” presumably New York State. An 1842 portrait
(Peter Coon, Albany Institute of History and Art) is inscribed
with the artist’s signature and the location ‘‘Schaghticoke,”
which is in Rensselaer County, New York.
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2. Horace Bundy had eight children. One of these, Horace
L. Bundy, became a professional photographer working in
Connecticut.

Bibliography
Shepard, Hortense O. “‘Pilgrim’s Progress: Horace Bundy and
His Paintings.”” Antigues 86 (October 1964): 445-449.

1953.5.4 (1200)

Vermont Lawyer

1841
Oil on canvas, 111.8 x 90.3 (44 x 35 '/2)
Gift of Edgar William and Betnice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions

On reverse (no longer visible; photograph taken prior to
lining, in NGA-CF): H. Bundly / 1841.

At top of letter he is writing: Manchester August 1841 [ |

Titles on top row of books from left to right: [ JOBY;
JUSTINIAN; VINER; KENT; [ JITTY / VOL.

On bottom row: BLACKS[TONE?]; BLACKST[ONE?];
VERMONT / REPORTS / VOL 1; VERMONT / REPORTS
/ VOL 2; VERMONT / REPOR[TS]

Book on table: COKE / VOL 1

Technical Notes: The original support is a fine but un-
evenly woven fabric. The ground is very thin, pinkish in
tone, and does not hide the irregular fabric texture. The
oil-type paint is thinly applied, generally wet-into-wet,
with very low impasto in the highlights. The lining has
imprinted the texture of the uneven weave in the paint
layers. The ground and paint layers are in poor condition,
with areas of loss in the chin and ear of the sitter and to the
left of the head in the sky. There are also several large tears
(now repaired) in the canvas. Many tiny flake losses are left
unfilled. The paint is now secure, and there are no signs of
continuing flaking. There is extensive abrasion in the dark-
toned areas of the painting.

Provenance: Recorded as from Vermont. Purchased in
1949 by Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 91. // American Primitive
Art, Houston Museum of Fine Arts, 1956, no. 27. //
Painting and Sculpture from AFA Trustee Collection,
American Federation of Arts, traveling exhibition,
1959-1960, no cat. // 101 Masterpieces, 1961-1964, no. 67.
/1 Palm Beach, 1967. // 111 Masterpieces, 1968-1969, no.
70, color repro. // Tokyo, 1970. // Terra, 1981-1982, no.
15, color repro. p. 13. /| American Naive Paintings, (IEF)
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1985-1987, no. 13, color repro., b/w detail p. 15. // Italy,
1988-1989, no. 13, color repro., b/w detail p. 15.

Vermont Lawyer is pethaps the most impressive paint-
ing by Bundy discovered to date.! It is the first of his
works known to have been produced in Vermont, and it
is possible that he hoped to make his local reputation
with this elaborate portrait of a distinguished citizen.

To add an aura of elegance and refinement, Bundy
used the convention of the classical column and swag of
drapery. At the same time he recorded the sitter sur-
rounded by the necessities of his profession: a writing
table upon which rest legal texts, pen knife for sharpen-
ing quills, inkpot, container of blotting sand, and wa-
fers and hand stamp for sealing letters.2 On the shelves
behind him are volumes such as James Kent’s commen-
taries on American law (the first of its kind, published
in 1826) and reports of Vermont court cases. The gentle-
man amongst his books is a recurring subject in Ameri-
can naive painting, appearing early in the notable por-
trait of Reverend Ebenezer Devotion, 1770 (Brookline
[Massachusetts] Historical Society) by Winthrop
Chandler (q.v.), and in a number of portraits by Ralph
Earl (1751-1801) (including 1965.15.8, Dr. David
Rogers).

Particularly striking in the National Gallery portrait,
in addition to the complex background and composi-
tion, is the carefully modeled head, with its intense,
alert expression. The subject has not yet been con-
clusively identified but is likely to be Leonard Sargeant
(1793-1880). Of the six attorneys registered in Manches-
ter, Vermont, at the time, Sargeant, at forty-eight,
would have been closest in age to the Vermont Lawyer.?
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Two photographs of Sargeant, taken later in his life,
reveal a remarkable resemblance to the sitter.# They
show the same pronounced, wide cheekbones, high
forehead, and long, straight nose. The color value of
the eyes in all three images also appears to be the same.
If Bundy’s subject is indeed Sargeant, the artist de-
picted 2 man who would in time hold several important
offices including judge of probate, state attorney, presi-
dent of the Vermont State Council of Censors, and
lieutenant governor.>

DC

Notes

1. The somewhat later portrait, The Parsons Family, 1850
(Museum of Fine Arts, Springfield, Massachusetts; William
H. Gerdts, Art Across America, 3 vols. [New York, 1990], 1:
41) is larger in size and contains eight figures, but lacks the
intensity of Vermont Lawyer.

2. A portrait of Noble Strong Elderkin (n.d., Potsdam Pub-
lic Museum, New York), attributed to Bundy, also uses books,
inkpot, column, and drapery, though in a different, less am-
bitious format. Bundy’s Solomon Sanders, 1845 (Shelburne)
includes a quill pen, container of blotting sand, and folded
document.

3. The other five lawyers listed in the 1850 census for Man-
chester, Bennington County, Vermont, in 1841 would have
been nineteen, twenty-three, twenty-five, thirty-five, and
sixty-six years of age. Four of the same Manchester attotneys,
including Sargeant, are listed in Walton's Vermont Register
and Farmer’s Almanac (Montpelier, 1835), 75.

4. The photographs, in NGA-CF, were obtained from Sar-
geant’s masonic lodge and the county court house in
Manchester.

5. Aaron Satgent, Sargent Genealogy . . . William Sargent
of Malden, England and his Descendants in America (Somer-
ville, 1895), 69.

References
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H. Call

active 1876

(see the text for biographical information)
1980.62.3 (2786)
Prize Bull

1876
Oil on canvas, 50.7 x 63 (19'5/16 X 24"3/:6)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
At bottom, right of center: H. CALL / 1876

Technical Notes: A thin, even layer of lead-white ground
is applied over the medium-weight fabric support. The
paint is of a fluid consistency, applied in thin layers. Pencil
lines delineating the bull’s body are clearly evident
through the paint. Infrared reflectography revealed that
this underdrawing was probably executed with a soft lead
pencil. An inpainted, repaired puncture at the tip of the
right-hand horn and an inpainted area in the upper left
corner of the sky have discolored. There is a small loss to
the right of the bull’s rear legs.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. (John Bihler
and Henry Coger, Ashley Falls, Massachusetts), by whom
sold in 1961 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler
Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Two Centuries of Naive Painting, Terra Mu-
seum of American Art, Evanston, Illinois, 1985, no cat. //
American Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987, no. 14, color
repro. // Montclair, 1988. // Italy, 1988-1989, no. 14, color
repro., color detail on cover.

AMERICAN LIVESTOCK PAINTING, like Ameri-
can portraiture, grew out of British traditions. Im-
proved scientific breeding practices made England an
important livestock producer, and well-known British
painters such as George Stubbs (1724-1806) and Sir
Edward Landseer (1802-1873) were commissioned to
paint livestock.! In the United States, too, proud
farmers employed artists to record their outstanding an-
imals.2 Although not as popular on this side of the
Atlantic, cattle painting provided both academic and
naive painters with commissions; artists such as Thomas
Hewes Hinckley (1813-1896) specialized in painting
livestock.3 Price in addition to pride may have
prompted farmers to have their cattle painted, since
breeders paid from $1,000 to $5,000 for pedigree
stock.4 Livestock competitions and the rise of farm jour-
nals also motivated the development of the genre of
livestock painting.

Shortly after the Revolution, American farmerts be-
gan importing cattle to raise the quality of their live-
stock, and the shorthorn breed, like the one in the
painting, was said to be the best beef and dairy pro-
ducer. Shorthorn cattle were prized for their rapid
growth, and agriculture journals of the period urged
farmers to acquire them to improve their own stock.>

The prize bull is depicted in profile, the easiest view
for the artist to draw and one which emphasizes the
animal’s great size and weight. Many portraits of cattle
served as advertisements; hence, their bulk was exagger-
ated. Although it is not known if Call’s painting was
intended to be used for promotional purposes, the con-
vention of exaggeration is evident.

No information about the artist has been located,
but certain aspects of this work reveal his skill. Al-
though the cow is out of scale with its surroundings and
is flatly painted, and the landscape is not naturalistic,
the pink glowing sky and highlighted clouds suggest a
more sophisticated technique.

LW

Notes

1. For examples of English livestock painting, see Stella A.
Walker, Sporting Art, England: 1700-1900 (New York, 1972).
In the English Naive Paintings from the Collection of Mr. and
Mrs. Andras Kalman [exh. cat., SI] (London, 1980), nos. 6 and
14 are livestock paintings by English primitive artists and are
very similar to Prize Bull.

2. See for example Edward Hicks' Cornel/ Farm, 1848
(1964.23.4) and James Cornell’'s Prize Bull, 1846 (AARFAC;
Rumford 1988, cat. no. 22).

3. For two examples of Hinckley’s cattle portraits, see Mary
Sayre Haverstock, ““An American Bestiaty,” Ar¢ in America
58 (July 1970), s0-51.

4. ‘“‘Cattle Improvement in the United States,” in The
Report of the Commissioner of Agriculture for the Year 1877
(Washington, 1878), 338-348, reports that prices for “‘fancy
strains” were extremely high and that a single cow sold at
auction for $40,000. The report for 1875, page 420, however,
reminds farmers that good quality stock can be purchased for
$150 to $300.

5. The information on American cattle production in the
nineteenth century was provided by David Brewster and
Wayne Rasmussen of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (see
NGA-CF). Also informative is L. F. Allen, ‘““The Short-horn
Breed of Cattle, Considered with Reference to the Beef and
Dairy Interests of the United States,”” in The Report of the
Commissioner of Agriculture for the Year 1875 (Washington,
1876), 416-426.
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Thomas Chambers

1808-1866 or later

THOMAS CHAMBERS was born in London in
1808 and emigrated to the United States in 1832.!
For the years 1834 to 1840 he was listed as a landscape or
marine painter in the New York City directory. From
1843 to 1851 he lived in Boston, then moved to Albany,
where he remained until 1857. He was subsequently
listed in city directories in New York, 1858~1859; Bos-
ton, 1860-1861; and New York again, 1862-1866. After
this time there appears to be no record of him, and his
death date is unknown.

A painter of both landscapes and marine scenes,
Chambers did not confine his artistic subjects to views
that he knew firsthand but made liberal use of both his
imagination and popular engraved images. Chambers is
known to have looked not only to the Englishman Wil-
liam H. Bartlett’s views, executed for Nathaniel Parker
Willis” volume Amzerican Scenery (London, 1840), but
also to Asher B. Durand’s and Jacques Gerard Milbert’s
prints as the basis for several of his compositions. A
number of Chambers’ depictions of naval battles dur-
ing the War of 1812 are based upon engravings, at least
two from prints after Thomas Birch.

Despite the derivative aspect of his work, Chambers
is a highly original and distinctive artist. Only a very
few of his more than a hundred located paintings are
signed or dated, yet many obvious, shared characteris-
tics make them recognizable.2 His landscapes are distin-
guished by curved and flowing elements; the repeated
contours of hills and trees and other vegetation seem to
take on a life of their own. He uses flat, or nearly flat,
areas of saturated colors which occasionally verge on the
garish. He favors skies touched with orange, pink, and
salmon and filled with purple or pink-tinged clouds.
His scenes are enveloped in an almost palpable light
which casts heavy shadows. In the seascapes, waves are
opaque and white capped, and the parts of the ships are
crisply outlined. Although his style is primitive,
Chambers shows a certain sophistication in his treat-
ment of space and a highly developed decorative sense;
these place his lively and bold conceptions among the

most interesting and accomplished paintings by un-
trained American artists.
DC

Notes

1. Using the New York State Census of 1855, Howard
Merritt (1956) found Chambers’ year of birth to be 1808. The
date seems accurate in relation to the death certificate for Mrs.
Chambers and naturalization records for Chambers and his
wife. The 1808 date seems more likely than an 1815 birthdate,
based upon the U.S. Census of 1850, suggested in earlier
articles by Nina Fletcher Little.

2. In 1942 Norman Hirschl and Albert Duveen brought
together eighteen works by a previously unrecognized artist
whom they were able to identify as *“T. Chambers” based on a
signature on one of the canvases. The exhibition, T
Chambers: First American Modern, was held at the MacBeth
Gallery in New York, 24 November-12 December.
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Thomas Chambers, Bay of New York, Sunset, 1973.67.1

1973.67.1 (2659)
Bay of New York, Sunset

mid-nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, 56 x 76.2 (22 X 30)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The painting is in good condition. The
tacking edges have been trimmed but not completely re-
moved. A thin white ground is applied overall but does
not extend over the tacking margins. The application of
the paint varies from opaque layers with low impasto to
thinly applied translucent browns in the rigging. It ap-
pears that the background was painted before the mid-
ground ships and rigging of the main ship. There are
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retouched minor losses around all the edges of the paint-
ing and a few in the center; some areas are slightly

abraded.

Provenance: Purchased by 1973 by Edgar William and Ber-
nice Chrysler Garbisch.!

Notes
1. Unlike most paintings in this volume, no donor records
for this work exist in NGA-CF.



1980.62.5 (2788)

Thomas Chambers, Packet Ship Passing Castle Williams, New York Harbor, 1980.62.5

Packet Ship Passing Castle Williams, New York Harbor

mid-nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, 56.5 x 76.1 (22'/4 % 30)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The painting’s support is a medium-
weight, tightly woven fabric prepared with an off-white
ground followed by a warm imprimatura. The tacking
margins, although narrow, are intact. The artist applied
the paint fluidly and quickly, working wet-into-wet. The
paint thickness ranges from moderately thin to moderately
impasted. The last touches of paint to be applied were the
thin dark areas of shadow and the boat’s rigging. Though

cracked and slightly cupped, the condition of the paint
layer is good. Some inpainted losses and cracks are visible
under ultraviolet light. The largest area of loss, a hole in
the sky at upper right, was repaired before the painting
came to the National Gallery.

Provenance: Recorded as from Connecticut. (William
Richmond, William’s Antiques, Old Greenwich, Con-
necticut), by whom sold in 1954 to Edgar William and
Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: American Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987,
no. 16, color repro. // Italy, 1988-1989, no. 16, color repro.
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Thomas Chambers, Threatening Sky, Bay of New York, 1973.67.2
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1973.67.2 (2660)
Threatening Sky, Bay of New York

mid-nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, 46 x 61.5 (18'/s x 24'/,)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The half-mitered, slip-jointed, keyed,
four-membered wooden stretcher appears to be original. A
moderately thin paint film, with a fair amount of brush-
marking, is applied over a thin, slightly granular off-white
ground, which covers the medium-weight fabric support.
The artist appears to have applied base colors for the sea,
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landscape, and sky, after which he applied the details.
There is some evidence of wet-into-wet technique in the
sea, and low to moderate impasto is prominent in the sky,
sea, and highlights. Abrasion and discoloration origi-
nating from the frame rabbet are visible along all four
edges. There is also some abrasion in thinly painted areas
such as the rigging. There is very little inpainting.

Provenance: Same as 1973.67.1.



THESE THREE VIEWS depict New York Bay, looking
south from the Battery on the tip of Manhattan toward
Castle Williams at the left and Staten Island in the
distance at the right.

Governor’s Island, site of Castle Williams, is located
about two-thirds of a mile from the Battery.! The de-
fensive structure depicted by the artist was built be-
tween 1808 and 1811, a period of increasing friction be-
tween the United States and Great Britain preceding
the declaration of war in 1812. Although Chambers’
representations of the odd, cylindrical building do not
give a clear idea of its scale, it has been described as a
three-story round tower, sixty feet in height and six
hundred feet in circumference, with spaces for more
than a hundred heavy guns.2

Governort’s Island, and Castle Williams upon it, ap-
pear in a number of nineteenth-century prints and a
few paintings, none of which seems to be strongly re-
lated to Chambers’ depictions. Since the artist lived in
Manhattan for considerable periods, he easily could
have seen and sketched the view himself. Certainly the
hatbor had great aesthetic and popular appeal. The text
opposite the aquatint New York from Governors [sic]
Island in the Hudson River Port Folio notes that ‘‘Gov-
ernor’s Island, from which the view is taken, stands a
prominent and beautiful object in the bay, which is said
to be equal in beauty to the celebrated bays of Naples
and Dublin.”’3 The aquatint, which depicts a view in
the opposite direction from that of the Chambers paint-
ings, also features Castle Williams in the foreground,
this time at the right.

Although these three related paintings contain many
of the same basic elements, their compositions are var-
ied by the introduction of different types of vessels, and
their moods transformed by differing presentations of
sea and sky. Of the three, Threatening Sky, Bay of New
York appears to be the most dependent on historic pre-
cedents in marine painting because of the smaller scale
and delicacy of the ship, which is centered in the mid-
dle distance. The painting also effectively captures the
atmospheric effect of “‘calm before the storm.” The
placid water of the bay, reflecting sailboats in its glassy
surface and only minimally rippled by waves, is bal-
anced by the gathering of dark, turbulent clouds
overhead.

Bay of New York, Sunset shows a hermaphrodite brig
at rest under a dramatically colored sky, typical of
Chambers. The sails of the Packet Ship Passing Castle
Williams, New York Harbor billow, as a substantial
breeze pushes the ship toward land. Chambers helps to

produce the illusion of movement by depicting foam
against the bow as it cuts through the water.> All three
views of New York share the loose brushwork, lively,
full shapes, and extensive use of outlining typical of
Chambers. Although painted without strict attention
to detail, these paintings have a fidelity to the spirit and
drama of the seascape that makes them satisfying intet-
pretations of the activity of the bay.

DC

Notes

1. Philip A. Melfi, associate curator, Harbor Defense Mu-
seum, Brooklyn, New Yotk explains, “‘Castle Williams still
exists in its original form on Governors Island. For many years
it was used as a military prison; today it stands empty on what
has become a Coast Guard installation’” (letter of 2 April
1982, in NGA-CF).

2. John Disturnell, New York As It Was and As It Is (New
York, 1876), 264.

3. The Hudson River Port Folio consists of twenty colored
aquatints engraved by John Hill (1770-1850) after watercolors
by William Guy Wall (1792-after 1863) and published by
Henry Megarey between 1821 and 1825.

4. Identification of the vessel type was made by Anthony J.
Peluso (letter of 17 March 1982, in NGA-CF).

5. Another version of this painting, also 22 x 30 in., was
advertised in Antigues 82 (October 1962): 360. The painting,
entitled Square Rigger Entering Port, was sold by Vose Gal-
leries, Boston, to a private collector in New York City.

References
None
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Thomas Chambers, Boston Harbor, 1980.62.4

48 AMERICAN NAIVE PAINTINGS



1980.62.4 (2787)

Boston Harbor

mid-nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, 55.8 x 76.5 (22 x 30'/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The support is a medium-fine-weight
fabric. A smooth, white-colored ground has been applied
overall. Infrared reflectography has revealed loosely
sketched contours of the main elements of the composi-
tion, probably executed in pencil. The paint is rich-paste,
smoothly and opaquely applied. Low-textured white paint
in the clouds and the caps of the waves was applied in wet
strokes over the already dried background paint. The curl
of smoke on the right is textured with fingerprints. The
painting is in good condition, with only a few small, dis-
crete damages in the sky.

Provenance: Recorded as from New York. (Harty Stone
Gallery, New York, 1942.) (Albert Duveen, New York), by
whom sold in 1948 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler
Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 71. // 1z Masterpieces, 1968-
1970, NO. 75.

THIS VIEW OF BOSTON HARBOR has an impor-
tant, though perhaps accidental, similarity to an en-
graving of 1793/1797 after *“A. Robinson,” titled New
York (As Washingtorn Knew It).* Both works ate com-
posed with the end of a ship (stern in the first case, bow
in the second) placed parallel to the picture plane, pro-
jecting into the immediate foreground at left. Since this
atrangement (with a large ship abruptly cut off at the
picture’s edge) seems not to have been very common, it
is possible that the later image was influenced by the
earlier one. In any event, Chambers often made use of
printed sources in his paintings, and he may have
known the engraving or others similarly composed.

At least one other version of Chambers’ Bostor Har-
bor exists (Addison Gallery of American Art, Phillips

Academy, Andover, Massachusetts), varying only
slightly from this work.

DC
Notes

1. Eno Collection, New York Public Library, reproduced in
I. N. Phelps Stokes, New York Past and Present (New York,

1939), 20.

References
None

1956.13.2 (1457)
The Connecticut Valley!

mid-nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, 45.7 x 61 (18 x 24)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: Although they are unusually natrow, all
four tacking margins are intact. Underneath the paint
layer is an off-white ground over which the paint is applied
fluidly. Generally, the datk, cool colors arte applied first in
thin layers. Over these, in heavier application, are the
lighter, warm colors with some areas of impasto in the
highlights. It seems that either the first layers had not
dried before the later layers wete applied or that the top
layers were too rich in medium, because extensive prema-
ture cracks are apparent. Combined with the pervasive
system of branched crackle, this creates a disturbing visual
effect. There are a number of filled and inpainted losses;
the largest are a repaired tear at lower right and three holes
in the center of the sky.

Provenance: Recorded as from the Hudson River Valley,
New York. Purchased in 1949 by Edgar William and Ber-
nice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 80. // Columbus, 1968-1969,
no. 7. /| American Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987, no.
17, color repro. // Italy, 1988-1989, no. 17, color repro.

THE VIEW OF THE CONNECTICUT RIVER oxbow
near Northampton, Massachusetts, was represented by
several artists including Thomas Cole (1801-1848) (The
Oxbow, 1836, MMA) and William H. Bartlett (1809~
1854). Although Bartlett’s engraving of the subject was
widely popular, Chambers does not seem to have used
it as a basis for his painting. It was not uncommon for
him to alter substantially a printed view to suit himself
or sometimes to devise completely imaginary scenes.

Chambers’ interpretation of the view of the river val-
ley seen from Mount Holyoke differs in several signifi-
cant ways from Cole’s more realistic, yet grand inter-
pretation. One feels, upon looking at the renowned
Oxbow, the awesome forces of nature at work in the
turbulent sky and rugged vegetation. The Connecticut
Valley shows, for Chambers, a particulatly sensitive use
of color which, in its own way, captutes the comfortable
light of a clear day in the valley. The large hill at center
is covered with green and rust-red trees. Gold-green
shrubs with pink blossoms grow at lower left, and in the
distance a silvery-white river winds through a green val-
ley. Behind it are green and purple-gray mountains
against a sky of pale blue, gray, lavender, and pink.

The view is intimate rather than expansive, even
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Thomas Chambers, The Connecticut Valley, 1956.13.2
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though the pointed hill looming directly in the center
of the composition serves to accentuate the distance
between foreground, river valley, and distant hills. It is
a primitive treatment which, nevertheless, invites the
viewer into the benign landscape.

DC
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Notes
1. This painting came to the National Gallery mistitled
Anthony’s Nose.

References

1981 Jaros, Sheree. ‘“The View from Mt. Holyoke.”" In Arca-
dian Vales: Views of the Connecticut River Valley [exh. cat.,
George Walter Vincent Smith Museum]. Springfield,
Mass.: 58-59.



Thomas Chambers, Felucca off Gibraltar, 1968.26.2

1968.26.2 (2352)
Felucca off Gibraltar

mid-nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, 55.8 x 76.6 (22 x 30%/4)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The support is a tightly woven fabric.
The ground is a smooth off-white layer over which the oil-
type paint is applied opaquely in a seties of tight brush-
strokes. Low impasto is used to create highlights on the
figures and white foam on the waves. The sutface is

slightly cupped in a broad pattern throughout and it is
lifting along the crackle lines at the bottom edge. A re-
paired vertical tear at the right side is evident because the
retouching has begun to darken and the area is not level.
Darkened retouching is also observed in the top left sky.

Provenance: Recorded as from New York State. (The Old
Print Shop, New York), by whom sold in 1949 to Edgar
William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.
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Exhibitions: Twenty-five Folk Artists: Their Lives and
Work, AARFAC, 1971, no cat. /| American Natve Paintings,
(IEF) 1985-1987, no. 15, color repro. // Italy, 1988-1989,
no. 15, color repro.

ELEMENTS IN MANY OF Chambers’ paintings show
a tendency toward the abstract or decorative. Such is the
case with the ship featured in Felucca off Gibraltar. The
echoed curves of the three sails are emphasized by their
datk outlines, and the points at which the sails meet the
spars are exaggeratedly spiky and backward thrusting.
Chambers is clearly fascinated with the shape and for-
mation of these sails. He even changes the contours of
the boat below them, making its bow incorrectly con-
cave, so that its curves align with the bottoms of the
sails. These artistic liberties add to the sense of the
speed and movement of the felucca cutting through the
waves.

This work shows evidence of Chambers’ lack of for-
mal training. He paints the square, black, gun em-
placements straight across the rough-faced cliff with no
attempt to make them conform to the recesses and pro-
trusions of the rock. At lower right he divides the sea
into three simple hotizontal bands.

Since the felucca is a distinctive vessel used in the
Mediterranean, and Chambers is not known to have
traveled there, it is likely that the painting was based on
a printed soutrce, as yet unidentified.

DC

References
None

1966.13.1 (2317)
The Hudson Valley, Sunset

mid-nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, §6.2x 76.2 (22'/s x 30)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The support is a finely woven fabric over
which lies a very thin, slightly granular orangish ground.
The paint is fluidly applied, with disparate areas of im-
pasto. It is generally in good condition, with extensive
areas of inpainting in the sky region and edges of the
canvas.

Provenance: Recorded as from New York. (Albert
Duveen, New York), by whom sold in 1948 to Edgar Wil-
liam and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1957, no. 82. // Springfield, 1958. //
101 Masterpieces, 1961-1964, no. 79, color repro. // Palm
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Beach, 1967. // 111 Masterpieces, 1968-1970, no. 8o. //
The Beckoning Land, High Museum of Art, Atlanta, 1971,
73, n0. 19. // South Texas Artmobile, 1972-1973.

CHAMBERS PAINTED ALARGE NUMBER of
Hudson Valley subjects and is known to have made at
least four other versions of the scene shown in this
painting. Whether the view is of a particular location or
a composite of topographical features created by the
artist is as yet undetermined. Chambers’ variants carry
the names of at least three towns along the Hudson,
separated from each other by several miles,! yet none of
these paintings shows a marked resemblance to any of
these locations.

Chambers may have known the hand-colored aqua-
tints by John Hill after William Guy Wall, which ap-
peated in the Hudson River Port Folio, 1820-1826. Al-
though he did not directly copy any of the views in this
series he seems to have absorbed certain elements from
them, including the deeply rutted, rock-sttewn road
crossed by shadows, and the robust oversized and spiky
plants growing along it. Chambers’ color scheme,
which leans toward rust and yellowy greens, is also simi-
lar to that used by the colorist of the portfolio.

Hudson Valley, Sunset is a typical Chambers painting
both in feeling and in style. The artist has employed
stippling to define the contouts of trees and has chosen
a dramatic, warm color scheme which includes an or-
ange and salmon sky filled with purple clouds. The
long dark shadows falling across the lighted, wheel-
marked road in the foreground appear in several of his
works. Everything about the landscape suggests domes-
tication and tranquillity, particularly the placid waters
dotted with sailboats and the smoking chimneys of the
snug houses gathered around the village church.

DC

Notes

1. Other versions of this view include Looking North to
Kingston (once known as View of Newburgh on the Hudson,
Smith College Museum of Art, Northampton; Adams 1980:
fig. 18), Hudson River, Looking North to Kingston (N-YHS),
Stony Point, New York (MMA), and A View of West Point
(private collection; sale, Sotheby’s, New York, 16-18 Novem-
ber 1972, no. 426).

References

1980 Adams, Caroline P, et al. Great Explorations: Research
into American Folk Art Conducted by Students in the Mu-
seum Seminar [exh. cat., Smith College Museum of Art].
Northampton, Mass.: 37-38.

1980 Wilmerding, John. American Masterpieces from the Na-
tional Gallery of Art. New York: 80, color pl. 81.



Thomas Chambets, The Hudson Valley, Sunset, 1966.13.1
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1958.5.1 (1505)

Mount Auburn Cemetery

mid-nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, 35.6 x 46 (14 x 18'/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The support is a finely woven fabric on
which an off-white ground is applied. The condition of the
paint layer is very good; only small inpainted losses are
visible under ultraviolet light. In general, the lighter colors
were applied heavily over the ground, and the dark colors,
used for shadows and details, were applied on top in very
thin washes. The fluidly applied oil-type paint ranges from
very thin in the shadows to moderately impasted in the
highlights. Although secure, the surface is covered by a
system of branched crackle which is mildly visually
disturbing.

Provenance: Recorded as from Boston. Purchased in 1949
by Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Columbus, 1968-1969, no. 15. // Terra, 1981~
1982, no. 31. // American Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985—
1987, no. 18, color repro. // Italy, 1988-1989, no. 18, color
tepro.

CHAMBERS’ VIEW OF Mount Auburn Cemetery
shows Forest Pond, one of several small ponds which
decorated the grounds of the first rural cemetery in the
United States. In 1831 a group of Bostonians, distressed
by the dreary appearance of the graveyards of their city,
created a cemetery several miles from town on a wooded
site known as Mount Auburn, near the Charles River. It
became not only a place in which the departed were laid
to rest, but also a tranquil garden of monuments and
statuary which attracted largge numbers of visitors.!

An engraving of the Cemetery of Mount Auburn by
W. H. Bartlett was included in N. P. Willis’ American
Scenery.2 The text notes that ‘““the example of this cem-
etery has been followed in other cities . . . The refine-
ment has spread all over the country; and in a few years,
probably, the burial of the dead will be associated . . .
only with sylvan repose and the sacred loveliness of
consecrated natural beauty.”’

Chambers seems to have based his painting on
Bartlett’s illustration, but he made some interesting
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changes. He enlarged the size and emphasized the con-
tours of the curved pond, and placed it closer to the
center of the composition. Oddly proportioned figures,
different from those in the engraving, appear at lower
right. Beside the couple stand huge, full-leaved plants.
Chambers also transformed Bartlett’s cube-shaped
tombs on the far side of the pond into fanciful spiked
forms, reminiscent of tents on a medieval battlefield.
The scene, while peaceful and ordered, has a touch of
the primeval which is quite absent in Bartlett’s straight-
forward record of the site.

Since Chambers lived in Boston for several years, it is
likely that he visited Mount Auburn Cemetery. He
painted at least one other version of the subject (private
collection; photocopy in NGA-CF), nearly identical in
size and appearance to the National Gallery painting,
and varying primarily in the number and placement of
figures.

Jenny Emily Snow (active c. 1845), like Chambers, an
untrained painter, also executed a view of Forest Pond
in Mount Auburn Cemetery? but based her interpreta-
tion on an engraving by James Smillie which appeared
in Cornelia Walter’'s Mount Auburn llustrated and in
Gleason's Pictorial >

DC

Notes

1. See Frederick A. Scharf, “The Garden Cemetery and
American Sculpture: Mount Aubutn,” Art Quarterly 14
(Spring 1961), 83.

2. Nathaniel Parker Willis, American Scenery, 2 vols. (Lon-
don: G. Virtue, 1840), 2: 97.

3. Willis 1840, 2: 98.

4- Rumford 1988, 45-46. .

5. Cotnelia W. Walter, Mount Auburn Wlustrated in Highly
Finished Line Engraving, from Drawings Taken on the Spot,
by James Smillie (New York: R. Martin, 1847), and Gleason’s
Pictorial Drawing-Room Companion 5 (13 August 1853), 104.

References
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1978.80.1 (2735)

New York Harbor with Pilot Boat
“George Washington’’

mid-nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, 56 x 76.3 (22X 30)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
On pennant: 2
Onsail: 2

Technical Notes: The support is a medium-weight fabric.
The ground is off-white and moderately thin. A fair
amount of underdrawing is visible along the sky line under
infrared light. It shows that the position of the land mass
on the left has been changed and a building on the fort
next to it has been omitted. The paint film is moderately
thin, with a fair amount of brushmarking and low to mod-
erate impasto. The artist appeats to have applied the base
colors for the sea, landscape, and sky, blocking out the area
of the large ship, after which the details were applied.
There is some evidence of wet-into-wet technique, espe-
cially in the sea and in the land portion to the right. There
is scattered minor inpainting overall. Abrasion and dis-
coloration of the paint layer originating from the frame
rabbet is visible around all four edges: There is also some
abrasion of the rigging on the large ship and other thinly
painted areas. There is a wide-interval, amorphous crackle
pattern overall, with slight associated cupping of the paint
layer and an area of impact crackle in the center of the
large ship.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. (Kenneth E.
Snow, Newburyport, Massachusetts), by whom sold in
1953 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

OF THE FOUR CHAMBERS PAINTINGS of New
York Bay in the National Gallery collections, New Yoré
Harbor with Pilot Boat ‘‘George Washington''! is the
only one which does not depict Castle Williams. The
fort has been identified instead as: ‘‘Ft. Gibson, which
stood on Ellis Island until the construction of the immi-
gration building. The fort on the horizon to the left
would be (now demolished) Ft. Lafayette, which stood
on a reef a short distance from the Brooklyn Shore. The
land mass to its right would be Staten Island—there
appears to be a semaphore station which stood on the
bluff overlooking the Narrows.’’2
Like nos. 1973.67.1, 1973.67.2, and 1980.62.5, this
work was probably painted during one of the periods
when Chambers lived in New York. If a printed source
exists, it has not yet been discovered.
DC
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Notes

1. The back of the original stretcher had an inscription
which included the name of the pilot boat George Washing-
ton. The boat in the painting shows no name, merely the
number ‘2"’ on a pennant and sail. Although no complete
records on pilot boats exist, a watercolor of 1843 by Jurgen
Frederick Huge (q.v.) (Mariners’) tends to substantiate the
identification on the stretcher inscription. It depicts, in the
background, ‘‘a pilot schooner number two, flying the name
pennant ‘Washington’.”” John O. Sands, assistant director for
collections, Mariners’, letter of 13 May 1982, in NGA-CF.

2. Phillip A. Melfi, associate curator, Harbor Defense Mu-
seum, Brooklyn, letter of 2 April 1982, in NGA-CF. Melfi also
notes that ‘‘Mr. Chambers did employ a bit of artistic license,
since Ft. Lafayette is way out of scale. Also Ft. Gibson had a
bulkhead constructed around its base which is not shown in
the painting.”’

References
None

1980.62.5
Packet Ship Passing Castle Williams, New York

Harbor
see page 45

1969.11.1 (2361)

Storm-tossed Frigate

mid-nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, 54.4 x 77.2 (213/8 X 303/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: All of the original tacking edges are in-
tact. Over a smooth white ground which does not extend
over the tacking margins, the paint is thinly applied in
opaque, rich, fluid layers, with some textural relief in the
whites. In general the painting is in good condition, with
(retouched) minor flake losses scattered roughly in a diago-
nal from the upper left to the lower right and some abra-
sion on the ship’s rigging. A widely dispersed, branched
crackle pattern is associated with low relief cupping.

Provenance: Recorded as from New York. Private collec-
tion, Boston, by October 1965. (Hirschl and Adler Gal-
leries, New York), by whom sold in 1965 to Edgar William
and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: 111 Masterpieces, 1968-1970, no. 72, color re-
pro. // Tokyo, 1970. /| Seascape and the American Imag-
ination, Whitney Museum of American Art, New York,
1975, catalogue by Roger B. Stein, 40, 43, 117. // Night
Lights: 19th and 20th Century American Nocturnes, Taft
Museum, Cincinnati, Ohio, 1985, 4, 19.
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Thomas Chambers, New York Harbor with Pilot Boat ‘‘George Washington,’’ 1978.80.1

Storm-tossed Frigate is one of Chambers’ most roman-
tic works. The drama of the imperiled vessel upon the
roiled sea is conveyed by the fractured elements of the
ship, including the broken masts which glow red, like
bloodied limbs, and by the cold moonlight emanating
from a cloud-filled sky.

A painting neatly identical in size and subject is the
Ship ‘‘Gold Hunter,”’ Fall River, Mass., Oct. 20, 1837
(Fall River Historical Society), by an unknown artist.

Although the compositions of the two canvases are the
same, the slight differences between the works seem to
indicate that the Ship “‘Gold Hunter' was painted by
an artist with more formal training than Chambers. The
anonymous painting shows a more delicate and accom-
plished rendering of the waves and deep curves between
the swells. The ship’s masts are more slender than in
the cruder Chambers and the rip in the sail more dra-
matically gaping.

THOMAS CHAMBERS
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Thomas Chambers, Storm-tossed Frigate, 1969.11.1
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Aside from these elements, the two paintings are
remarkably similar, suggesting that both artists closely
followed the same printed image, as yet unidentified.

DC

Notes

1. Reproduced in Panorama 2 (February 1947), 72. Accord-
ing to the Ship Registers of Dighton-Fall River, Massachusetts,
1789-1938, a ship Gold Hunter was built in 1824 and regis-
tered at Dighton in 1832. Its description corresponds to the
ships of the paintings Go/d Hunter and Storm-tossed Frigate.
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If these vessels are one and the same, the ‘‘frigate” may
actually have been a merchant ship disguised as a war ship to
protect it against piracy. Jane Collins, ‘“Thomas Chambers: A
Romantic Primitive,” unpublished manuscript, 1975, Na-
tional Gallery of Art library.

References
None

1973.67.2

Threatening Sky, Bay of New York
see page 46



Joseph Goodhue Chandler
1813-1884

OSEPH GOODHUE CHANDLER was born on 8

October 1813 in South Hadley, Massachusetts. He
trained first as a cabinetmaker; later, at some time be-
tween the ages of 14 and 19, he traveled to Albany and
studied painting with William Collins (1787-1847). His
earliest known portraits date from 1837 and are mainly
of family members. Following his father’s death, he
bought his brother’s share of the family farm and sup-
plemented his income by land management.

Chandler married Lucretia Ann Waite (1820-1868),
an established painter from Hubbardston, Massa-
chusetts, in 1840. A descendant reported that Lucretia
“finished up” her husband’s paintings, and the two
artists probably collaborated on several portraits.! Soon
after his marriage, Chandler began his career as an itin-
erant painter, traveling principally in northwestern
Massachusetts until he established a studio in Boston in
1852. In 1860 the Chandlers returned to Hubbardston,
where they spent the rest of their lives.

Joseph Chandler painted in both a primitive and a
more naturalistic style, changing seemingly at will. His
style does not appear to develop chronologically, as later
portraits are often more primitive than earlier efforts.?
Occasionally the artist employed both styles in the same
work; in his portraits of children, flatly rendered bodies
are combined with carefully modeled faces showing a
convincing sense of volume.

Chandler also executed several portraits of celebrities
such as Daniel Webster, 1852 (Dartmouth College),
which may have been taken from photographs.

LW

Notes

1. Keefe 1972, 849. Eventually Lucretia became a better-
known artist than her husband; she exhibited her work at the
Boston Athenacum and taught drawing at the Willston Acad-
emy in Easthampton, Massachusetts. See Groce and Wallace

1957, 119
2. See Keefe 1972 for illustrated examples of dated works.

Bibliography

Keefe, John W. “‘Joseph Goodhue Chandler (1813-1884), Itin-
erant Painter of the Connecticut River Valley.”” Antigues
102 (November 1972): 848-854.

1980.62.42 (2832)
Girl with Kitten

c. 1836/1838
Oil on canvas, 122 x 70.5 (48 x 273/4)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The ground is a thin light-brown layer,
and the paint layers are also thinly laid. The blue back-
ground abuts the girl’s dress, and the paint strokes contour
it. The paint is thicker in the whites and areas of decora-
tion on the dress. There are many tiny losses in the ground
and paint layers and the paint film is extensively abraded.
There is at least one (repaired) tear in the upper right
corner. Many of these losses have been inpainted.

Provenance: Recorded as from Rutland, Vermont. Pur-
chased in 1955 by Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler
Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Montclair, 1988.

WHILE NINETEENTH-CENTURY portraits of chil-
dren with pets and flowers are common, the motion
represented in this painting makes it unusual. Instead
of portraying the sitter and her pet in a typical static
pose, the artist shows this unidentified child walking,
her cat leaping after the red ribbon she holds. Gir/ with
Kitter is attributed to Joseph Goodhue Chandler on
the basis of this depiction of movement and several
other characteristics the portrait shares with his signed
works.

Chandler’s portraits, like the example from the Na-
tional Gallery, feature unusual poses, flat, stiff drapery
with pointed folds, long square-toed shoes, and vol-
umetric faces. The subject’s serious demeanor, and the
handling of certain anatomical features, such as the
child’s square-fingered hands with highlighted
knuckles and carefully delineated fingernails,! the
skillfully modeled face, pointed chin, and curving up-
per eyelids and lashes, are typical of Joseph Chandler’s
work. The facial modeling, which accentuates the sit-
ter’s mouth and brow bones, also links this portrait
with Chandler’s work.2 The artist’s characteristic tight
handling of paint and full-length portrayal of the child
are also present in Gzr/ with Kitten.

Several aspects of Gir/ with Kitten, however, ate not
typical of Chandler’s work. The child is depicted in-

JOSEPH GOODHUE CHANDLER
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Joseph Goodhue Chandler, Gir/ with Kitten, 1980.62.42
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Joseph Goodhue Chandler, Charles H. Sisson, 1953.5.5
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doors, while the artist most often represented children
out-of-doors, reserving interior portrayals for his adult
sitters. (The sky, with its pinkish hues, seen through the
window view, however, is characteristic of Chandler’s
work. )3 The absence of an inscription on this portrait is
also rare, since Chandler almost always inscribed por-
traits with his name, the date, and the sitter’s name and
age.4 Despite these inconsistencies, the similarities be-
tween Gir/ with Kitten and Chandler’s signed work are
strong enough to warrant an assignment to the artist.>
LW

Notes

1. John W. Keefe (letter of 8 August 1983, in NGA-CF)
points out that Chandler frequently chose poses that allowed
him to avoid depicting hands. He also suggests that, since
family tradition holds that Chandler’s wife, Lucretia, did
“‘detail Wotk”’ on his portraits, it is possible she executed the
hands in some of her husband’s portraits.

2. The similarities between Chandler’s work and Gir/ with
Kitten may be seen by comparing this portrait with his
Charles H. Sisson, 1850 (1953.15.5). Other signed works by
Chandler that are similar to Gir/ with Kitter include Ann G.
Tibbals, 1841 (ptivate collection; Keefe 1972 [see Bibliogra-
phy], fig. 4) and Nora Isabella Davison, 1851 (ptivate collec-
tion; Keefe 1972, fig. 9). Portrait of Charles Wesley Dunhame
(present location unknown; sale, Sotheby’s, New York, 26-29
January 1977, no. 613) features a child in a similar pose with
an awkward-looking pet dog.

3. John W. Keefe, letter of 8 August 1983, in NGA-CF.
Chandler’s portrait of the young John Howard Ives of 1846
(private collection), however, depicts the child in an interior.

4. Keefe indicates that there are other portraits by Chandler
that lack inscriptions.

5. John W. Keefe’s 8 August 1983 letter states that ‘‘you can
safely ascribe the portrait to the hand of J. G. Chandler in
spite of the atypical features.”” The author is grateful to Mr.
Keefe for his detailed letter assessing Chandler’s style in rela-
tion to Gir/ with Kitten.

References
None

1953.5.5 (1201)
Charles H. Sisson

1850
Oil on canvas, 122.2 X 63.7 (48*/s X 25'/16)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Gatbisch

Inscriptions

On reverse (no longer visible; photograph taken prior to
lining, in NGA-CF): Painted for Charles H. Sisson who
died Dec. 8, 1850 aged 3 years & 10 mos. / By J. G.
Chandler

AMERICAN NAIVE PAINTINGS

Technical Notes: The support is comprised of two pieces of
twill-woven canvas seamed hotizontally 45.6 cm from the
bottom. A layer of pink paint is present under the sky; it is
unclear whether it was painted over the white ground,
which can be detected elsewhere in the painting, or
whether it replaced the white as the ground in the sky area.
The background was painted before the figure, which
overlaps it slightly. There is slight impasto present in the
fence in the right distance and in the shirt’s checking.
Pentimenti are evident in the outline of the boy’s head;
his right jawline has been extended outward by a fraction.
Six tears (each measuring about 2. 5 cm) scattered through-
out the canvas, severe cupping, and water damage (at-
tested to by an eatly photograph) were corrected by the
lining. The prominent seamline has been retouched along
most of its length. Other retouching is present in the path,
the sittet’s legs, and the sky, which has been overpainted at
top right.

Provenance: Recorded as from Connecticut. Purchased in
1947 by Edgar William and Betnice Chrysler Gatbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 1or. // Triton, 1968.

THE INSCRIPTION INDICATES that this is a post-
humous portrait. Mourning portraits, an important
source of income for many artists, helped fill the void
left by the death of a child. Often, as here, children
were portrayed as if alive, in a familiar environment
with their favorite toys.!

Charles H. Sisson is typical of Chandlér’s juxtaposi-
tion of naive and more accomplished painting. While
the child’s face and hands are modeled with a relatively
naturalistic sense of volume, his clothing is flatly
painted, the figure is anatomically incorrect, and the
composition as a whole is two-dimensional.

Chandler is known for the imaginative and distinc-
tive settings of his children’s portraits, which contrast
with the often conventional backgrounds of other folk
portraits. Here, the large figure dominates a landscape
filled with trees, houses with fenced yards, and tiny
people. The composition and pose are very similar to
Chandlet’s 1851 portrait, Norz Isabella Davison (private
collection; Keefe 1972 [see Bibliography], fig. 9). Nora
is shown pointing to her own home in the background,
supporting the possibility that Charles Sisson, too, has
been portrayed in his own surroundings.

LW

Notes

1. Martha V. Pike and Janice Gray Armstrong, A Timze to
Mourn: Expressions of Grief in Nineteenth Century America
[exh. cat., The Museums at Stony Brook] (N.Y., 1980), 71~91.

References
None



Winthrop Chandler
1747-1790

\ J: 7 INTHROP CHANDLER was born on 6 April

1747 at Chandler Hill, the family fatm located
on the town line of Woodstock and Thompson, Con-
necticut. One source states that the artist ‘‘studied the
art of portrait painting in Boston.”’! Although there is
no other documentary evidence of this artistic training,
an eight-year absence from the Woodstock atea (1762~
1770) cotresponds to the usual term for apprenticeships.
His receipt of an important commission soon after his
return also seems to support this claim.2

Chandler married Mary Gleason in 1772, and the
couple had five sons and two daughters. Despite 2 mod-
est family inheritance, Chandler soon began to experi-
ence financial difficulties that would continue through-
out his life. In contrast to the many itinerant artists of
the time, Chandler did not travel in search of commis-
sions, and most of his sitters were family members or
neighbors. In addition to portraits, some landscapes
have been attributed to him.

In 1785 Chandler moved to Worcester, Massachusetts,
where he remained for five years. During this petiod his
son Chatles as well as his wife died, and his remaining
children were sent to live with relatives. Although he
painted houses to supplement his income, Chandler
was unable to support himself. He returned to
Chandler Hill where he died on 29 July 1790. Chandler
was so destitute that he left his remaining property to
the selectmen of Thompson to pay his medical and
funeral expenses. His obituary suggests some of the dif-
ficulties he and other artists of the period faced: ‘‘By
profession he was a house painter, but many good like-
nesses on canvas show he could guide the pencil of the
limner...The world was not his enemy, but as is too
common, his genius was not matured on the bosom of
encouragement. Embarrassment, like strong weeds in a
garden of delicate flowers, checked his enthusiasm and
disheartened the man.”’3

Winthrop Chandler’s commanding paintings are dis-
tinguished by what Nina Little has called ‘“‘stark real-
ism.”’4 His direct, somber likenesses feature individual
characterization, a penchant for detail, tight linearity

and sophisticated but hard modeling. Despite his lack
of commercial success, his portraits established a styl-
istic precedent which other Connecticut painters would
follow through the beginning of the nineteenth
century.

LW

Notes

1. Lincoln 1862 as quoted in Lipman and Armstrong 1980,
26.

2. The commission was for portraits of the Woodstock min-
ister Reverend Ebenezer Devotion and his wife, now in the
Brookline (Massachusetts) Historical Society (Flexner 1947,
275).

3. Little 1947, 88.

4. Little 1976, 78.
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1964.23.1 (1933)
Captain Samuel Chandler

c. 1780
Oil on canvas, 139 x 121.7 (543/4 X 477/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: This painting is composed of two pieces
of fabric joined by a horizontal seam 54 cm up from the
bottom edge. The tacking margins ate intact. Cusping and
unpainted areas along the edges indicate that the painting
is very neatly its original size. From obsetvation of the
abraded areas, most of which have not been inpainted, it
appears that the ground is red.

In general, the darker background was applied fitst in
relatively thin layers. Over this wete placed the lighter

WINTHROP CHANDLER
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colors of the blue garment, cream vest, white trousers, and
stockings. The sitter’s face and hands were painted with
heavier application and are therefore free of abrasion. The
figures and horses seen through the window wete outlined
with a thick, off-white line and then filled in with colors.
These outlines are visible in normal light and extremely
clear in raking light. The green foliage in the battle scene
was painted with a waxy-appearing medium and heavier
impasto. There are pentimenti around the sitter’s head
and right hand. There is scattered abrasion and paint loss
throughout the painting.

Provenance: Captain Samuel Chandler, Woodstock, Con-
necticut; by inheritance to John Paine, nephew of Mss.
Samuel Chandler; John Paine, Jt., his son; John Metrick
Paine, his son; Dr. Robert Child Paine, Thompson, Con-
necticut, his son; Mrs. Robert Child Paine, his widow; her
childten, Mts. Prudence Paine Kwiecien, Hamilton Child
Paine, and Agnes C. Paine, Thompson, Connecticut, who
lent it to the Worcester Art Museum, Massachusetts, from
2 June 1947 to 7 November 1955. Purchased in 1955 by
Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Eighty Eminent Painters of Connecticut, Ly-
man Allyn Museum, New London, Connecticut, 1947, no.
s. |1 Winthrop Chandler, Worcester Art Museum, Massa-
chusetts, 1947, no. 13. // NGA, 1957, no. 20. // Art Our
Children Live With, Downtown Gallery, New York, 1957,
no. 6. /| American Folk Art, Brussels Universal and Inter-
national Exhibition, Brussels, Belgium, 1958, no. 49. //
101 Masterpieces, 1961-1964, no. 20, color tepro. // Arz of
the United States, Whitney Museum of American Art,
New York, 1966, no. 43. // Palm Beach, 1967. // 1x
Masterpieces, 1968-1970, no. 14, color repro. // The New
World: 1620-1970, Chryslet Art Museum, Provincetown,
Massachusetts, 1970, no. 4. // Tokyo, 1970. /| The Flow-
ering of American Folk Art, Whitney Museum of Ameri-
can Art, New York; Virginia Museum of Fine Arts, Rich-
mond; The Fine Arts Museums of San Francisco, the M.
H. de Young Memorial Museum, 1974, no. 2. // The Face
of Liberty: Founders of the United States, Amon Carter
Museum of Western Art, Fort Worth, Texas, 1975-1976,
catalogue by James Thomas Flexner, 118, color pl. 24. //
Paintings by New England Provincial Artists: 1775-1800,
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, 1976, catalogue by Nina
Fletcher Little, no. 29. // Whitney 1980, 29-30, color
repro. // Tetra, 1981-1982, no. 20, color repro. // Ameri-
can Natve Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987, no. 20, color repro.
/1 Traly, 1988-1989, no. 20, color tepro. // Five Star Folk
Art, MAFA, 1990, nO cat.
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1964.23.2 (1934)
Mrs. Samuel Chandler

c. 1780
Oil on canvas, 139.1x121.7 (543/4 X 477/5)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: A dark red ground was applied to the
canvas. The paint is fluidly applied in a moderately thick
layer with some mildly impasted highlights. Several penti-
menti can be observed, some by the naked eye and others
by x-radiography: the chair back has been lowered and the
table enlarged; Mrs. Chandler’s cap originally extended to
her hairline; a bow was once placed at the nape of her
neck; and her fichu was more tightly wrapped. Pentimenti
indicate that the bow (apparently a double bow) on the
fichu was originally higher. The x-radiograph also reveals
another, lower bow. The artist painted out several articles
on the table—what was probably intended to be curled
yarn was on the left next to what might have been a sewing
basket. Ribbons tied to a pair of scissors once hung at the
end of her fan.

There is a 7.6-cm tear (repaired) in the upper right
corner. The paint layer is in remarkably good condition.
Only a few small inpainted losses are visible. A few other
small, noninpainted losses are scattered throughout the
painting.

Provenance: Same as 1964.23.1.

Exhibitions: Eighty Eminent Painters of Connecticut, Ly-
man Allyn Museum, New London, Connecticut, 1947, no.
6. || Winthrop Chandler, Worcester Art Museum, Massa-
chusetts, 1947, no. 14. // NGA, 1957, no. 1. // Art Our
Children Live With, Downtown Gallery, New York, 1957,
no. 7. /| American Folk Art, Brussels Universal and Inter-
national Exhibition, Brussels, Belgium, 1958, no. so. //
101 Masterpieces, 1961-1964, no. 21, color repro. // Art of
the United States: 1670-1966, Whitney Museum of Ameri-
can Art, New York, 1966, no. 44. // Palm Beach, 1967. //
111 Masterpieces, 1968-1970, no. 15, color repro. // Tokyo,
1970. /1 The Flowering of American Folk Art, Whitney
Museum of American Art, New York; Virginia Museum of
Fine Arts, Richmond; The Fine Arts Museums of San Fran-
cisco, M. H. de Young Memorial Museum, 1974, no. 3. //
The Face of Liberty: Founders of the United States, Amon
Carter Museum of Western Art, Fort Worth, Texas,
1975-1976, catalogue by James Thomas Flexner, 119, color
pl. 25. // Paintings by New England Provincial Artists:
1775-1800, Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, 1976, catalogue
by Nina Fletcher Little, no. 30. // Whitney 1980, 29-31,
color repro. // Terra, 1981-1982, no. 21, color repro. //
American Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987, no. 21, color
tepro. // Ttaly, 1988-1989, no. 21, color tepro. // Five Star
Folk Art, MAFA, 1990, no cat.



SAMUEL CHANDLER, THE BROTHER of the artist,
was born at Chandler Hill (see biography) in 1735. He
later moved to a three-hundred-acre farm near the pre-
sent town of Fabyan where he kept a tavern during the
Revolution. Chandler was captain of the eleventh com-
pany, eleventh regiment of the Connecticut militia
which marched to West Chester in 1776. In 1780 he was
a member of the Connecticut legislature. Anna Paine
was born in South Woodstock, Connecticut, in 1738
and matried Samuel Chandler in 1760. The couple had
no children but raised her nephew, John Paine, who
later inherited the Chandler farm as well as these com-
panion portraits. Following her husband’s sudden
death in 1790, Anna Chandler married the Reverend
Josiah Whitney, who for sixty years was pastor of the
Congregational church in Brooklyn, Connecticut. She
died on 3 February 1811.

These portraits are examples of the realism charac-
teristic of many American portraits of the late eigh-
teenth and early nineteenth centuries. They are exe-
cuted in Winthrop Chandler’s crisp, linear style, with
minute attention to detail and hard shadows that lend
volume to the figure. Captain Chandler dominates his
portrait, despite the large battle scene pictured through
the window behind him. Almost a painting in itself,
the battle stands as a symbol of the Captain’s commis-
sion and probably represents an engagement in which
he fought. Although the background soldiers are in
orderly formation, the foreground is littered with
bodies from a chaotic battle scene. Also symbolic of
Chandler’s military career are his uniform, tricorn hat,
and sword.!

The characterization of Anna Chandler is direct and
sensitive. Her portrait exhibits the hallmarks of
Chandler’s style, including precise rendering of the
decorative elements of the sittet’s costume, stiff pose,
and awkwardly rendered hands. Her minutely detailed
lace mitts and the articulation of her neck tendons and
collar bones, in particular, show extraordinary skill. The
voluminous drapery that frames the painting and forms
an abstract surface design is also a distinguishing fea-
tute of Chandler’'s work. Like many naive artists,
Chandler renders space somewhat ambiguously, but his
compositions are balanced. The tripod table and the
book with its pages facing out offset the large, sharply
silhouetted figure of Mrs. Chandler.2

Intended as a record for posterity, these portraits real-
istically and proudly document the social status of the
sitters. Mts. Chandler undoubtedly posed in her best
dress, which appears to follow Parisian fashion.? In ad-

dition, the artist was careful to include her jewelry. Al-
though it is not known why Winthrop Chandler made
the changes in her costume (see Technical Notes), they,
perhaps intentionally, give his sister-in-law a more fash-
ionable appearance. The library and drapery lend aris-

tocratic dignity to this impressive large-scale portrait.
Winthrop Chandler often painted his relatives and
friends, and his austere realistic portraits offer insight
into the character of America’s early citizens. The fact
that Captain Chandler willed his brothers and sisters
five shillings each, listed his sword as worth thirty-six
shillings, but valued these paintings at six pounds indi-

cates that the portraits were highly prized possessions.
LW

Notes

1. The sword hilt is of a type made in Boston during this
period by Jacob Hurd. John K. Lattimer, ‘‘Sword Hilts by
Early American Silversmiths,” Antiques 87 (February 1965),
196.

2. The table and books were actual family possessions,
listed in inventories as worth twelve shillings and two pounds
respectively (Little 1976, 80).

3. Dorner 1974, 104. An almost identical dress appears in
Chandler’s portrait of Mrs. William Glysson, c. 1780 (Ohio
Historical Society, Columbus), suggesting that the artist may
have contributed some of the elements of costume himself.
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Winthrop Chandler, Captain Samuel Chandler, 1964.23.1
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Chipman

active mid-nineteenth century

(see the text for biographical information)

1957.11.5 (1492)
Melons and Grapes

mid-nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, §1.5 % 60.7 (20'/4x 237/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
None!

Technical Notes: The painting is on a twill-weave fabric. It
is coated with an off-white ground over which a transpat-
ent brown imprimatura was applied. The paint, which has
a sandy texture, is used thinly in the background and with
moderate impasto in the fruits. A pervasive system of
crackle (which is secure) appeats throughout, except in the
thinly painted background. Remnants of discolored old
varnish remain in the crevices of the paint layers and are
especially noticeable in the white rind of the watermelon.

Provenance: Recorded as from New York. (Harry Shaw
Newman Gallery, New York, by 1946), by whom sold in
1949 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Exhibition of American Primitives, Harry
Shaw Newman Gallery, New York, 1946, Panorama 1

(April 1946), as cat., 76. // NGA, 1957, no. s7. // Terra,’

1981-1982, no. 43. /! American Naive Paintings, (IEF)
1985-1987, no. 22, color repro. // Italy, 1988-1989, no. 22,
color repro.

THIS RATHER UNCONVENTIONAL still life de-
picts a tabletop profusion of melons and watermelons,
grapes, pears, and (in the center) probably plums. The
closely-packed fruits and the vines that reach across the
top of the picture plane combine to fill every available
inch of surface. Although the vines appear to bear the
clumps of grapes, their outsized leaves and tendrils are
mote approptiate in size and scale to squash or melon
vines.

The painting came to the National Gallery with only
the name “‘Chipman’’ (see n. 1). Efforts to locate such
an artist have been unsuccessful, especially given the
absence of a first name or initial; censuses indicate that
the name was common in various states around mid-
century. No other wotks by this hand have been
identified.

AMERICAN NAIVE PAINTINGS

The artist’s attempt at perspective has created the
illusion that the fruit is slipping toward the viewer.
Contributing to the sense of instability are the freshly
cut melon slices, precariously perched on top of the
melons at left and at the very edge of the table to the
right of center. Typical of naive still life painting are
both the skewed perspective and the symmetrical com-
position; the two pairs of melons anchor the arrange-
ment, the uncut fruits framing the sliced ones. Less
common are the close-range, cropped view and the illu-
sionistic painted frame, simulating wood, which give
this painting its unique appeal.

SDC

Notes

1. According to the caption in Panorama 1 (April 1946), 76,
an inscription on the back of the painting indicated that
Chipman painted the scene from memory in winter time. No
inscription was recorded by Alberto Angeli, who lined the
pictute in 1950, nor is any mention made in the other donor
tecords. It seems likely that the Panorama caption refers not to
an inscription on the painting but rather to the inscription on
the back of a small photograph of 2 man which apparently
accompanied the painting when the Garbisches purchased it
(see NGA-CF). The photograph, though captioned
‘“Nehemiah Cobb” in pencil on the front is inscribed in ink
on the revetse: ‘“Mr Chipman the one that painted the picture
of the fruit watermellon and others in winter with noth-
ing to look at for guide.” Above this is penciled ‘‘Jan. 1832,”
and below it “‘OpS [Old Print Shop, owned by Harry Shaw
Newman] 846.” The Old Print Shop envelope containing the
photograph is labeled ‘‘Photograph of the Artist Chipman.”
It has not been possible to determine if this photograph actu-
ally depicts Chipman or whether the date 1832 has any rela-
tionship to the painting. Furthermore, it is not known when
the photograph first became associated with the painting, or
whether the name Chipman was assigned to the painting
because of the photograph or for some other reason.

References
None
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Elias V. Coe
1794?-1843?

LIAS V. COE, whose signature appears on the
E portraits of Mr. and Mrs. Henry W. Houston at the
National Gallery, may have been a physician named
Elias Van Arsdale Coe, born in Springfield, New Jersey,
9 June 1794. A genealogy of the Coe family notes that
Elias Van Arsdale Coe moved to Warwick, Orange
County, New York, where he married his cousin, Phebe
Burt, in 1821.1 He died in Warwick 11 October 1843. The
identification is reinforced by the fact that the
Houstons, who sat for their portraits in 1837, wete also
from Warwick.2 If the painter and the physician were
one and the same, Coe joins the list of physician-folk
artists such as Samuel Broadbent (1759-1828), Jacob
Maentel (1778-1863), Rufus Hathaway (1770-1822),
and Samuel A. Shute (1803-1836), who found that a
number of talents were needed for success in the new
republic.

Only six signed works by Coe are known; no others
are attributed to him. In addition to the pair at the
National Gallery are pendant portraits of Mr. and Mrs.
Christopher Spingler, and individual portraits of Mi-
chael Murray Van Beuren and Mrs. Harriet Young.3

Coe’s few surviving wotks show that he paid careful
attention to details of dress and accoutrements and was
particularly skillful in modeling facial features and
painting highlights in the hair.

The Coe family had a penchant for art. Elias Van
Arsdale Coe’s brother, Benjamin (1805-1862), is listed
in the Coe genealogy as a painter. Benjamin moved
from New Jetsey to Coshocton, Ohio, around 1833, so
probably cannot have figured in Elias’ development as
an artist. Benjamin’s son, also named Elias Van Arsdale
Coe (1837-?), became a photographer with a studio on
Main Street in Coshocton.4 A distant cousin, Benjamin
Hutchins Coe (1799-after 1883), a drawing instructor
who published a number of drawing books,> was the
first teacher of Frederick Edwin Church (1826-1900).

RGM
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Notes

1. J. Gardner Bartlett, Robert Coe, Puritan: His Ancestors
and Descendants 1340-1910 with Notices of Other Coe Fami-
lies (Boston, 1911), 220.

2. The 1840 census lists both Henry M. Houston and Elias
V. Coe of Warwick. The ““M”’ in Houston’s name could repre-
sent an error for “W.”" The fact that the artist wrote *“War-
wick” on the reverse of Phebe Houston’s portrait is a strong
indication that both the sitters and the artist were from
Warwick.

3. Christopher Henry Spingler (1747-1814) painted post-
humously in 1831, and his wife, Mary Bonsall Spingler
(1753-1842), painted c. 1830, are illustrated in vol. 2 of the
Catalogue of American Portraits in The New-York Historical
Society (New Haven and London, 1974), 750. Their grand-
daughter, Mary Spingler Fonerdern, married Michael Murray
Van Beuren (1800-1878), painted in 1829. His portrait, also in
the N-YHS, is discussed, but not illustrated, in vol. 2 of the
same catalogue, p. 818. The present location of Mrs. Harrset
Young (1831) is unknown (sale, Sotheby’s, New York, 26-28
January 1989, no. 1180, color repro.).

4. On Elias V. and Benjamin of Coshocton, see Norman
Newell Hill, History of Coshocton County, Obio: Its Past and
Present 1740-1881 (Newatk, Ohio: A. A. Graham and Com-
pany, 1881), 654.

5. Bartlett 1911, 187. Coe’s publications include Easy Les-
sons in Landscape Drawing (Hartford: Robins and Folger,
1840) and Drawing Book of Trees (New Haven: E. B. and E.
C. Kellogg, 1841).

Bibliography

N-YHS. Catalogue of American Portraits in The New-York
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1957.11.6 (1493)
Henry W. Houston

1837
Oil on canvas, 71.3 x 55.9 (28'/8x 22)

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions

On reverse (no longer visible; photograph taken prior to
lining, in NGA-CF): Henry W. Houston / AE 46 /
Painted by E. V Coe / 1837.

Technical Notes: The off-white ground extends to the
edges of the tacking margins and has small white inclu-
sions which give the surface a pebbly texture. In the sky
area there is additionally a pink intermediary layer under
the paint. The paint is applied thinly in the sky, more
thickly in the tree and figure, with low impasto in some
highlights on the foliage. Extensive loss runs in a vertical
band from the sitter’s cheek to the middle of his jacket.
The paint is fractured in this area and overpainted. There
are other minor scattered losses, a pronounced overai
crackle pattern, and slight cupping.

Provenance: Recorded as from New Jersey. Purchased in
1950 by Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1957, no. 65. // Triton, 1968. // Ar-
kansas Artmobile, 1975-1976. // Terra, 1981-1982, no. 25.

1953.5.6 (1202)
Mrs. Phebe Houston

1837
Oil on canvas, 71.3 x 55.9 (28'/16 x 22)

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions

On reverse (no longer visible; photograph taken prior to
lining, in NGA-CF): Mrs Phebe Houstorn / AE 39 / War-
wick Painted by / Elias V. Coe / 1837

Technical Notes: The off-white ground extends to the
edges of the tacking margins, which are all extant. The
ground has small white inclusions that give the surface a
pebbly texture (though due to the more thinly applied
paint, the texture is more pronounced than on the portrait
of Henry Houston). It appears that there is an overall pink
color under the paint layer. The paint is sufficiently thin
that the pink underlayer influences the colors. There is
only very slight impasto in the whites. In the background
and along the edge of the collar the artist apparently used
a very stiff brush with very dry paint to give a stippled
appearance. The painting is in good condition. There is
minimal paint loss and inpainting, but there is scattered
abrasion and a very visible crackle pattern overall.

Provenance: Same as 1957.11.6.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1957, no. 64. // Terra, 1981-1982, no.
24.

MUTED GREEN FOLIAGE with a tree branch and a
trunk frame the head in Coe’s portrait of Henry W.
Houston. Absent are traditional conventions—such as
drapery swags, stenciled chairs, and open windows re-
vealing a landscape—like those used in his 1831 por-
trait, Harriet Young.! Instead, the artist has chosen an
environment familiar to a surveyor—the verdant coun-
tryside—and Mr. Houston presents to the viewer the
instruments of his trade.

In Henry W. Houston the artist pays particular atten-
tion to facial features and modeling. The lines around
the eyes, the realistic whisker shadow on the chin, and
the white highlights in the hair are naturalistic and
individualistic, showing the artist’s careful study of his
subject. White, skillfully applied on shirt collar, com-
pass, ruler, and calipers, contrasts with his black morn-
ing coat and stock. Less attention is paid to detail in the
hands.

Mrs. Phebe Houston is posed before a ledge over-
looking a body of water and gently rising hills that
recede into the distance.? Aerial perspective is achieved
by the use of muted grays and whites. The sophisticated
handling of perspective suggests that Coe may have
received some instruction in painting or seen examples
of academic portraiture in New York City where his
earlier sitters, the Spinglers and Mr. Van Beuren, lived.?

Mrs. Houston’s black dress and large, eyelet-trimmed
collar, which accents her face and jewelry, were fashion-
able in the later 1830s. Her accessories—a watch on a
chain, a small oval pin, and earrings trimmed with
peatls—are rendered as precisely as if the painter were
documenting family heitlooms. She clasps a book, per-
haps devotional in nature, and a handkerchief, an in-
dispensable accessory of dress in the nineteenth
century.4

In both portraits, the large figures dominate the
composition, and their sculptural handling, in contrast
to the haziness of the landscapes behind them, adds to
the imposing presence of each. Coe’s six known por-
traits show artistic development, from the stock pose of
Michael Murray Van Beuren (1829) to the Houston pot-
traits, his last known dated works, with their atmo-
spheric landscapes.

Biographical information on Henry W. Houston is
sketchy. Although the portrait indicates that he was a
surveyor, there is no documentation of his profession.

ELIAS V. COE
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Elias V. Coe, Henry W. Houston, 1957.11.6
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Coe’s inscription indicates that the subject was forty-six
when painted in 1837. He was one of ten children of Dr.
Joseph (1764-1826) and Nancy Wisner (1773-1830)
Houston of Warwick, Orange County, New York.
Nancy Wisner's father, Colonel or General Henry
Wisner (1742-1812), was once a member of the New
York State legislature.> No biographical data has been
found on Mrs. Houston.

RGM

Notes

1. For reference to a repro., see biography, n. 3.

2. The lake is unidentified. It may be Greenwood Lake, a
long, narrow body of water near Warwick.

3. See biography, n. 3.

4. For a discussion of costume accessories, see Katherine
Morris Lester and Bess Viola Oerke, Accessories of Dress
(Peotia, 1954), 382, 432. They note that wearing a watch at
this time was no longer considered frivolous but thought to be
a necessity. The first machine-made watch was produced by
1838.

s. E. M. Ruttenber and L. H. Clatk, History of Orange
County, New York, with Ilustrations and Biographical
Sketches of Many of its Pioneer and Prominent Men (Phila-
delphia: Everts & Peck, 1881), 611. Mrs. Lloyd Peavy of War-
wick, a descendant of the Wisner family, notes that *‘Gen-
eral” Wisner was a colonel and descended from the Weesner
family, who first settled the Warwick Valley (letter of 22 Sep-
tember 1983, in NGA-CF).

References
None
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The Conant Limner

active c. 1813

PPROXIMATELY ELEVEN portraits can be at-

tributed to this unidentified painter.! His identi-
fication as The Conant Limner is derived from the last
name of four sitters (including Sophia Burpee Conant,
1953.5.44), who constitute the largest family group by
his hand.2 The Conants lived in Sterling, Massa-
chusetts, where several of this limner’s works remain.
Although likenesses by this hand have turned up in
other regions of Massachusetts, all may have originated
in the vicinity of Sterling, in Worcester County.

There is a crisp, cool quality to these solemn, federal
period portraits. The sitters are shown in a slightly dis-
torted three-quarter view. All are seated, most before
plain, slate gray backgrounds. Symmetrically arranged
burgundy swags, draped along the tops of the canvases
and ending about one third of the way down the sides,
give the portraits a formal appearance.? The peach hue
the painter often used for women’s dresses subtly har-
monizes with the background and drapery colors. The
white chairs, trimmed in deep brown, that are included
in many of these paintings are simplified to unmodeled
shapes.

Although furniture is treated two-dimensionally, The
Conant Limner’s figures are full and substantial. Char-
acteristically, the modeling of the face is simplified,
with a fairly abrupt shadow alongside the highlighted
nose. The lips are generally thin, with slight shaded
creases extending down from the corners. The gazes are
direct.

The Conant Limner is not known to have dated any
works. From the sitters’ attire, consistent in style, it
appears that the portraits were painted within a limited
span of years. The National Gallery likeness of Sophia
Burpee Conant, datable to about 1813 on the basis of
her biography, forms a reference point for dating the
other portraits.4

Schematic shadows, such as those cast by lace collars,
and simplification of form suggest that the artist, in
addition to portraiture, perhaps painted signs ot other
decorative pieces.

JA



Notes

1. In addition to the National Gallery portrait, these works
include five owned by the town of Sterling, Massachusetts,
housed in the Sterling Historical Society: Samuel Conant (the
pendant to Sophia Burpee Conant); Jacob Conant and its
companion, Relief Burpee Conant; a portrait of an unknown
young woman; and one of an unknown boy (photocopies in
NGA-CF). The name Thomas Wright appears on the frame of
the boy’s portrait, but this is probably not the name of the
sitter. A Thomas Wright was the husband of Eunice Osgood
Wright, who also sat for this painter (see below). This work
may, therefore, portray their son, Emory, who would have
been about 11 in 1813 (letter of 7 February 1985 from Ruth
Hopfmann, Sterling Historical Society, to the late Judy Len-
nett, folk art dealer, copy in NGA-CF). A branch of the Wright
family was related to the Burpee-Conants by martiage.

Works elsewhete include: Catherine Wright and her
mother, Eunice Osgood Wright (present locations unknown;
both sold at Sotheby’s, New York, 27-28 June 1985, no. 182,
color repros.); an unidentified young woman (private collec-
tion; sold by Mary Allis to Austin and Jill R. Fine, Baltimore,
then sold at Sotheby’s, New York, 30 January 1987, no. 898);
Portrait of @ Young Woman in a Pink Dress (Judy Lenett,
Ridgefield, Connecticut, in 1985; Antigues 127 [January
1985], 185, color repro.); and a portrait of an older woman
resembling Eunice Osgood Wright (Judy Lennet in 198s;
snapshot in NGA-CF).

Works which may be by this artist, but which lack some of
the “salient compositional features, include: Woman in a
Painted Chair and Man in a Painted Chair (Peter H. Tillou,
Litchfield, Connecticut; Tillou 1973, nos. 23, 24); and com-
panion portraits of an unidentified young couple (Clinton
Historical Society, Clinton, Massachusetts [near Sterling];
photocopy in NGA-CF).

2. This artist has sometimes been referred to as ‘“The Mer-
rimac Limner,”” based on the single example in a private col-
lection, which Mary Allis is said to have acquired in Ipswich,
Massachusetts, south of the Merrimac River (recorded on a
photograph of the portrait in the files of the Stetling Histori-
cal Society). Wendell Garrett, “‘Living with Antiques: The
Connecticut Home of Mary Allis,”” Antigues 96 [November
1969), 755, describes the painting as ‘‘a portrait of a young
lady from Rawley, Massachusetts, by an unidentified artist.”
As there is no town named ‘‘Rawley,”” Rowley, near Ipswich, is
probably meant. In any case, the existence of the greater
number of works from the central region of the state suggests
that the designation Merrimac Limner is inappropriate and
may be misleading.

3. The pairs of portraits in collections of Peter H. Tillou
and the Clinton Historical Society (see n. 1) do not have any
drapery.

4. See1953.5.44 for an explanation of the dating of Sophia
Burpee Conant.

Bibliography
None

1953.5.44 (1255)
Sophia Burpee Conant

c. 1813
Oil on canvas, §6.2x 43.2 (22'/s X 17)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The painting is on a relatively fine-
threaded, open-weave fabric, with extreme cusping in the
(intact) tacking margins. The ground is a moderately thick
layer of an off-white, almost pink, material, that appears
to have been applied by the artist. The colots of the paint
layer generally abut rather than overlap. The paint appears
to have been applied wet-into-dry. Certain areas, such as
the design on the white lace of the bodice and sleeves, are
painted with low impasto, while other areas, particuarly
strokes used to suggest shadow or volume, are thinner. In
normal viewing one sees what could be interpreted as un-
derdrawing in the curls; however infrared reflectography
does not reveal this. It is more likely that this represents an
attempt to suggest the shadows of the cutls. The painting
is in good condition but for a few small scattered losses,
mostly in the background.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. Purchased
in Amherst, Massachusetts, by (Carleton L. Safford, West
Granville, Massachusetts), by whom sold to Mary Allis,
Southport, Connecticut, by whom sold in 1949 to Edgar
William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1957, no. s5.

SOPHIA BURPEE WAS A SCHOOLGIRL artist, rec-
ognized for a needlework picture and several water-
colots of pastoral subjects, as well as two hand fire-
scteens painted with fruit and floral designs.! She was
the seventh child and third daughter of Revolutionary
War veteran Corporal Moses Burpee and Elizabeth Ken-
dall, and was born in the town of Sterling in Worcester
County, Massachusetts, in 1788.2 On 14 November 1813,
Sophia was wed to Samuel Conant, Jr. (1780-1824), also
of Sterling, whose brother Jacob had married her sister
Relief three years earlier. Sophia died less than a year
after her marriage, possibly from ‘‘typhus,” which
claimed the lives of Relief and Samuel’s sister Polly the
same year.3

The artist who painted this portrait of Sophia also
made Samuel’s likeness.4 He is depicted holding a pink
rose, a highly unusual motif in male portraiture, which
suggests, along with the white roses in Sophia’s hair,
that their wedding may have occasioned these
portraits.>

At first glance, The Conant Limner’s portraits of
Sophia, Relief, and four other women seem nearly in-
distinguishable.é All wear the same lace-trimmed, Em-

THE CONANT LIMNER
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pire style peach-colored dress and are identically posed.
Upon closer inspection, however, slight differences in
facial features become apparent and small variations in
jewelry, props, and positioning of the hand emerge.
The unidentified young woman whose portrait is also at
Sterling, like Sophia, holds a fan, but unlike Sophia,
her hand is not raised.

This paintet’s use of a formula in composition and
body type from portrait to portrait was a common prac-
tice among even the best known itinerants, such as
Ammi Phillips (q.v.) and Erastus Salisbury Field (q.v.).
It suggests that the artist lacked formal training in por-
traiture, a suggestion borne out by Sopbia Burpee Con-
ant’s awkward anatomy and simplified shading. The
artist’s greatest attention appears to have been devoted
to the lace, which is delicately painted with slight im-
pasto. With its saw-toothed border, this lace, along
with Sophia’s fancy tendriled haitstyle, imparts a deco-
rative aspect to an otherwise plain Massachusetts
portrait.

JA

Notes

1. The firescreens and two of the watercolots (one inscribed
Drawn by Sophia Burpee and the other, Painted by Sophia
Burpee, aunt of Edwin Conant) ate in the Sterling Historical
Society. NYSHA has one watercolor, The Shepherd (inscribed
Drawn by Sophia Burpee, October mt, 1806), and the silk
embroidery picture, New England Couple. Morning, a watet-
color attributed to her on the basis of its similarity to the
NYSHA Shepherd, is at AARFAC (Rumford 1988, cat. no. 321).

The identification of the sitter in the National Gallery work
as Sophia Burpee had been made before the Gatbisches
bought the portrait. At one time this likeness was thought to
be a self-portrait. There is however, no stylistic correlation
between the oil portrait and her schoolgirl art to support such
a theory.

2. I am grateful for the assistance of Mrs. George O.
Tapley, chairwoman, Sterling Historic Commission, Ruth
Hopfmann, curator, Sterling Historical Society, and the late
Judy Lennett, folk art dealer, with the research for this entry.

3. According to Mrs. Tapley, many Sterling residents died
from this disease between 1812 and 1815 (quoted by Barbara
Luck, curator, AARFAC, letter of 26 July 1976, in NGA-CF).
Sophia died on 14 October 1814.

4. Samuel’s portrait is at the Sterling Historical Society,
property of Town of Sterling (photocopy in NGA-CE).

5. Among the known works by this artist (see biography, n.
1), the adornment of the hair with flowers is unique to this
portrait.

6. The four similar works ate Catherine Wright, Portrait of
a Young Woman in a Pink Dress, and two portraits of uniden-
tified young women—one owned by the town of Sterling and
the other in a private collection. See biography, n. 1.

References
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L. M. Cooke

active 1901

(see the text for biographical information)
1953.5.7 (1203)

Salute to General Washington in
New York Harbor

1901!
Oil on canvas, 68.6 x 101.9 (27 X 40)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
At lower left: L. M. C.
At lower right: L. M. Cooke. 1/8?]

Technical Notes: The painting is on a closely woven fabric
which has not been lined. The stretcher, which appeats to
be original,? has mitered corners and is keyable. There is a
thin, commercially applied gray-cream ground which ex-
tends over the tacking edges. The paint is thinly applied in
overlapping opaque layers. The paint layer is generally in
good condition, although there are a number of small
losses and areas of abrasion which are not retouched. Indis-
tinct contours in these areas were strengthened with in-
painting in a 1987-1988 treatment. Craquelure is limited
to a stretcher crease at the upper right corner and to minor
traction crackle in the area of the water. The date has been
sketchily overpainted, presumably by a past restorer.

Provenance: Recorded as from New York State. Jean and
Howard Lipman, New York City, about 1939. Sold to an
unknown dealer. Purchased in 1953 by Edgar William and
Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: American Primitive Painting 1750~1950, Mil-
waukee Art Institute, 1951, no cat. no. // Trois millenaires
d'art et de marine, Petit Palais, Paris, 1965, no. 279. //
Untitled exhibition, Alexandria Mental Health Associa-
tion Benefit, Mulrooney Hall, Alexandria, Virginia, 1972,
no cat. // George Washington, A Figure Upon the Stage,
NMAH, 1982-1983, color pl. 4. // Washington Salutes
Washington: The President and the State, Washington
State Capitol Museum, Seattle; Cheney Cowles Museum,
Spokane, 1989, catalogue by Marcus Cunliffe, David L.
Coon, and Albert F. Appleton, color detail p. 3.

THE PAINTING DEPICTS the arrival of President-
elect Washington in New York Harbor on 23 April
1789, one week before he took the oath of office in that
city.? Washington stands on a platform, in a long barge
that moves diagonally through the center of the scene
toward the right foreground. Behind the batge a tall
ship, with sailors standing on its yardarms and flags

L. M. COOKE
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flying from its rigging, fires a salute. Clouds of smoke
partially obscure another vessel, also flying flags, in the
distance on the right. In the left foreground, sailors on
another ship wave their hats.

The painting is based on an engraving after a draw-
ing by Julian O. Davidson,? published in Harper's
Weekly, 4 May 1889. Entitled ‘“Washington’s State
Barge Passing through the Fleet,”” Davidson’s illustra-
tion accompanied several articles about the centennial
celebration of the 1789 inauguration. The festivities in-
cluded a reenactment of Washington’s entry into New
York Harbor, with President-elect Benjamin Harrison
assuming the principal role.

L. M. Cooke seems to have followed Davidson’s illus-
tration as closely as his artistic abilities would allow. In
the foreground, for example, Davidson shows the wakes
left by the boats as they move across the watet’s surface;
Cooke, perhaps finding such subtleties too difficult to
render, substitutes a choppy, irregular wave pattern.
Such alterations lend the work an individuality that
distinguishes it from its source.

Nothing is known about L. M. Cooke; no other
signed works are recorded, and no other paintings have
been attributed to him. Various stylistic aspects of the
painting, such as the diminutive size of the figures be-
neath the canopy of the central barge and a certain
stiffness in their handling, suggest that Cooke had lit-
tle, if any, formal training.

TGM

Notes

1. Jean Lipman recalls that this painting, which she once
owned, was clearly dated 1901 (undated letter received in Au-
gust 1990, in NGA-CF). The second figure of the date is diffi-
cult to decipher (see Inscriptions). If it is an eight, it may have
been altered. The remaining digits have been painted over.

2. Only one set of tack holes is seen in the stretcher and
tacking margins.

3. Other depictions of this event ate The Arrival of George
Washington at New York City, April 30 [sic], 1789 by Arsene
Hippolyte Rivey, reproduced in Richard J. Koke, American
Landscape and Genre Paintings in the New-York Historical
Society (New York, 1982), 97; and an engraving by J. Rogers,
reproduced in Frank Freidel, Our Country’s Presidents (Wash-
ington, 1966), 22-23.

4. Dorothy E. R. Brewington, in Dictionary of Marine
Artists (Mystic, Conn., 1982) lists Davidson as an illustrator of
shipping and marine subjects for Harper’s, Century, and
Aldine’s Magazine and as an exhibitor at the National Acad-
emy of Design from 1877 to 1894.
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T. Davies

active 1827

(see the text for biographical information)

1980.62.1 (2783)

Ship in Full Sail

1827
Oil on canvas, 68 x 92.3 (263/4x 365/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions

On the reverse (no longer visible; photograph taken prior
to lining, in NGA-CF): T Davies Bangor / Facit Feb
1827.

Technical Notes: The white ground has a rough, pebbled
texture. The paint is applied thinly in the sky and water,
with white glazes in the clouds and waves and some low
impasto in the whitecaps. The paint layers in the sky and
water are comprised of very large black, orange, and glassy
blue particles which can be seen clearly under low magnifi-
cation. This suggests that the pigments were not commer-
cially prepared. The thinly painted sky is abraded, reveal-
ing the white pebbled ground beneath. Several areas
around the perimeter of the painting ate abraded down to
the fabric. There are several small, repaired tears and losses
scattered throughout.

Provenance: Recorded as from Kingston, New York.
(Joseph Coty, city unknown), by whom sold in 1959 to
Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

THIS COLORFUL PORTRAIT of a naval frigate
poses many unanswered questions. Although most mar-
itime historians agree that the inscribed ““T. Davies
Bangor” should be interpreted as T. Davies of Bangor,
Maine, no T. Davies who could have been active in 1827
has been discovered in Maine genealogical sources.!
This is Davies’ only known painting.

The ship in this portrait is like many warships de-
picted in the late eighteenth and eatly nineteenth cen-
turies, but has not been identified.2 The flags provide
no clues; they do not directly correspond to known ex-
amples and are probably fanciful.3 Although S4ip in
Full Sail may have been painted from direct observa-
tion, it could just as easily have been based on one of
countless examples of nautical prints. No prototype has
been discovered.4

The artist has enlivened this marine view by applying
touches of vivid color and creating a dramatic mood.
Tiny figures are lined up from the bow to the stern.
Those in the front wear blue uniforms, while those in
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back wear red. The ship itself, set against the blue-
green water, is deep green with touches of red, white,
and blue decoration. With its white sails billowing it
moves before a dark, ominous sky.

JA

Notes

1. I would like to thank Nathan Lipfert, assistant curator,
Maine Maritime Museum, Bath; Margot McCain, librarian,
and Elizabeth Hamill, curator of collections, Maine Historical
Society, Portland; Richard Philbrick, maritime specialist, Di-
vision of Transportation, NMAH; Susan B. Wight, head of
adult services, Bangor Public Library; and John O. Sands,
director of collections, Mariners’, for their assistance with this
research. According to Lipfert, Bangor, Maine, was not an
important port city in 1827 and was very rarely visited by large
naval ships like this one.

2. In many details, such as the positions and types of sails,
the ship resembles the vessel in a British painting, The Frigate
“Havannah’’ in Full Sail, but this may be coincidental (artist
and present location unknown; sale, Sotheby’s New York, 22
July 1986, no. 49).

3. The design of the pennant is comparable to some British
examples, but the colors do not correspond. In the painting,
the banner is red, with a blue rectangle near the mast. The
similar British pennants all include white as one of the colors
(for color illustrations see Edward H. Archibald, Dictionary of
Sea Painters [Suffolk, England, 1980], 21). The flag at the
stern has thirteen alternating red and white stripes, hence it
was undoubtedly intended to be American.

4. John O. Sands (lettet of 25 June 1986, in NGA-CF) noted
some similarities to the ship in a print of the U.S. frigate
Constitution, but not enough to establish a direct relation-
ship. See U.S. ““Constitution”, of 44 Guns by Abel Bowen,
after a drawing by William Lynn, Boston, c. 1815 (O/4 Print
Shop Portfolio 9 [ August-September 1949), no. 1).
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The Denison Limner
probably Joseph Steward, 1753-1822

THE IDENTITY OF THE ARTIST who created
the Denison family portraits has long eluded
scholars. His sitters are all from Stonington, Connecti-
cut, and their portraits are part of the tradition of Con-
necticut portraiture that flourished from c. 1790-1810
and includes such artists as Winthrop Chandler (q.v.),
John Brewster, Jr. (1766-1854), Reuben Moulthrop
(1763-1814), Ralph Earl (1751-1801), and William (q.v.)
and Richard Jennys (active 1766/1799).

One of the first to suggest an identity for The Deni-
son Limner was Ralph Thomas of the New Haven His-
torical Society, who concluded in 1956 that the Denison
portraits owned by the Garbisches were painted by Jo-
seph Steward.! Steward was an artist, clergyman, and
entrepreneur who was born in Worcester County, Massa-
chusetts, in 1753. He studied for the ministry under the
Reverend Doctor Levi Hart of Preston, Connecticut,
and subsequently settled with his wife and children in
the town of Hampton. By 1797 the family had moved to
Hartford, where Steward established a museum of
“‘natural curiosities and paintings,”” which he operated
until his death in 1822. Among the works he exhibited
were portraits of American historical and political fig-
ures, some painted by Steward himself.2

Similarities between Steward’s work and the Denison
portraits are evident, particularly in facial characteris-
tics, lifeless arms and large flat hands, clothing detail,
backgrounds, and accessories—but there are also some
significant differences. The paintings of the Denison-
related sitters, which include the six Denison family
portraits, as well as Mr. Epbraim Williams, Mrs.
Epbhraim Williams,3 and Thomas Noyes,* form their
own stylistic group, distinct from the main body of
Steward’s oeuvre. These portraits share an emphasis on
roundness and geometry which is not strongly evident
in most documented Steward paintings. In addition, all
of these paintings have identical frames and similar
dimensions.

The most persuasive argument for attributing the
Denison works to Steward is their similarity to a pair of
portraits assigned to Steward on the basis of a notice in
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the account book of one of the sitters. In September
1789, Mrs. Steward settled a bill with John Avery of
Preston for “‘2 Likenesses £ 5/4/0.”’5 The portraits in
question, Mrs. John (Lucy Ayer) Avery and John Avery
(Old Sturbridge Village, Massachusetts; Harlow 1981,
nos. 1, 2) are very similar in appearance to the Denison
portraits. They share the distinctive dark-lined ovoid
eyes; long, straight mouth; and rounded oval faces sut-
rounded by a heavy, rather than wispy or delicate, hair-
line. The Averys’ home town in eastern Connecticut is
less than fifteen miles north of Stonington. Another
pair of portraits of Preston residents attributed to Stew-
ard—Wheeler Coit and Mrs. Wheeler (Sybil Tracy)
Cort—also shares many characteristics with the Denison
portraits. The Coit and Avery pairs have similar dimen-
sions (approximately 19 x 17 in.).6

These earlier works (c. 1789/1790) differ from Stew-
ard’s slightly later portraits, especially the large paint-
ings commissioned by the trustees of Dartmouth Col-
lege in 1793.7 These exhibit a more sophisticated
technique: interiors, spatial relationships, and model-
ing ate better developed, and the sitters’ poses are less
rigid. The facial features in these later paintings lack
the round fullness of the Denison portraits.

This substantial change of style over a short period of
time in itself does not discount the possibility that
Steward was the maker of both types, because rapid
progress is not unheard of in the careers of naive
painters. One of Steward’s friends, the Reverend James
Cogswell, recorded in 1790 that the artist ‘‘improves in

’

ye art of painting,” although he gave no evidence of
specific training the artist had.8 Around 1791 or 1792,
but almost certainly not before, Steward would have
crossed paths with the important Connecticut portrai-
tist Ralph Earl.? In 1792 he may have taken some lessons
from John Trumbull (1756-1843), whose work he later
would often copy.!® These influences therefore could
have greatly transformed Steward’s style between 1789
and 1793. He seems to have been a highly adaptable
and flexible artist.!! Throughout his career his ap-
proach varied, almost chameleonlike, depending upon
his subject, the purpose of the portrait undertaken, and
which artist he may have been copying or emulating.

It has also been suggested that the painter of the
Denison group might be Captain Elisha Denison, since

AMERICAN NAIVE PAINTINGS

the portrait of his son shows the young boy holding a
card which prominently displays his father’s name.!2
Because the sitters are all from the same family, this
possibility cannot be discounted.

Lw/DC

Notes

1. Letter to William Haynes, 23 February 1956, quoted in
Harlow 1981, 111.

2. Steward’s museum and career are discussed in Harlow
1981, 102-110.

3. Mr. Ephraim Williams and Mrs. Ephraim Williams, c.
1777-1778 (Mrs. F. Donald Dick, Dutham, North Carolina;
Harlow 1981, nos. 63, 64). Harlow neglects to include the
Williams portraits within The Denison Limner group, but
quotes Ralph W. Thomas’ 1956 letter, which states: “‘In the
appendix of the monograph Richard Jennys, by F. F. Sher-
man, 1941, are pictured portraits of Mr. and Mrs. Ephraim
Williams which are wrongly attributed to Richard Jennys.
These portraits are by the same painter as the Denisons (Mis.
Williams’ mother was Hannah Denison).”” Harlow has attrib-
uted the portraits to Steward.

4. Captain Thomas Noyes, c. 1799 (Westetly Public Li-
brary, Rhode Island, gift of Mrs. Mary Noyes Rogers; Schloss
1972, cat. no. 18).

5. Hatlow 1981, 102.

6. The Coit portraits belong to Dr. Matvin B. Day; Harlow
1981, nos. 14, 15. A portrait of Mrs. Moses Lester (AARFAC;
Rumford 1981, cat. no. 184) is smaller (9 x 6'/» in., oval panel)
but also falls within this group of portraits stylistically.

7. Such as John Phillips (78 x 68 in.) and Reverend Eleazar
Wheelock (79 x 70'/. in.), both in the collection of the Hood
Museum of Art, Dartmouth College, Hanover, New
Hampshire.

8. Harlow 1981, 103.

9. I am grateful to Elizabeth Mankin Kornhauser, curator
of American paintings, Wadsworth Atheneum, for this infor-
mation and for her observations concerning the connections
between The Denison Limner and Joseph Steward. While
stipulating that more documentary evidence is needed, she
does not exclude the possibility that the two artists may be the
same individual (telephone notes, 4 January 1990, in NGA-
CF).

10. Harlow 1981, 103.

u. Nina Fletcher Little has expressed doubt that Steward
painted the Denison works: *“It is obvious from the similarity
of the background and accessories that there was a definite
relationship between the two artists. Were they pupil-teacher?
Friends? Who knows? But the basic style, feeling, and man-
ner of painting appear to be so different, judging from Stew-
ard’s known work of the same approximate period, that there
has to be an explanation of this change in style if we are to
accept Steward as the artist of the Denison Limner group.”
She added, ““While I do not reject Steward as the artist of the
Denison Limner pictures, I need documentary proof before I
petsonally can accept him as the author of the Denison family
portraits’ (letter of 5 December 1981, in NGA-CF). Mary Black



accepts the identification of Joseph Steward as The Denison
Limner (conversation of 5 August 1982, recorded in NGA-CF).

12. Elisha Denison, Jr., c. 1792 (Mr. and Mrss. Denison
Hurlbut Hatch [descendants of Matilda Denison], Riverside,
Connecticut; Black and Lipman 1966, 34, fig. 30). Mrs. Hatch
reveals that an art student suggested this possibility to her,
but there is no documentary evidence to support it (letter of
28 November 1981, in NGA-CF).
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1980.62.26 (2815)

Captain Elisha Denison

€. 1790
Oil on canvas, 86.4x 68.9 (34 x 27'/s)

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The ground is a warm grayish tone,
rather thickly applied over the moderately coarse fabric.
Small inclusions in the puttylike ground give a granular
appearance to the paint layer. An additional darker paint
layer exists between ground and paint in the sky. The paint
is applied rather thickly, both wet-into-dry and, in the
final layers, wet-into-wet. Some brushstrokes are evident.
Because of the tendency of the ground, and in turn the
paint layer, to crack, the ground has become visible
through the paint film, giving the work a very dark, gray-
ish overall tonality. The ground is also exposed at intersec-
tions of the design elements. A tear at the upper left
corner has been repaired.

Provenance: Recorded as from Connecticut. Descended in
the family of the sitter. (Victor Spark, New York), by
whom sold in 1947 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler
Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 20.

1980.62.27 (2816)
Mrs. Elizabeth Noyes Denison

. 1790
Oil on canvas, 86.7 x 68.7 (34'/s x 27'/:6)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The ground appears to be smooth and
off-white. The paint layer has been applied without im-
pasto, except in the ruffles of the woman’s dress and the
fringe of the drapery behind her. These have been greatly
flattened, presumably in the lining process. The entire
surface of the painting is covered with extensive crackle
that is more pronounced and deeper in such areas as the
maroon drapery, the adjacent blue sky, and the yellows.
There are a few small losses along the bottom and left
edges of the painting where the frame has made contact
with the paint surface. Other repaired losses occur in the
decorative motif of the dress and just under the sittet’s left
hand. There is extensive repainting around her mouth and
proper right jaw.

Provenance: Same as 1980.62.26.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 21.

PORTRAIT PAINTING FLOURISHED in Connecti-
cut after the Revolution due to the emergence of new
roads, towns, and a growing prosperous middle class.
As these portraits suggest, sitters were interested in re-
cording for posterity a detailed depiction of their life,
possessions, and environment. Captain Denison is
shown at his writing table in front of a landscape that
probably represents his home and property in
Stonington, Connecticut. In contrast, the background
landscape in El/izabeth Noyes Denisor is imaginary,
probably chosen to give the sitter aristocratic status by
evoking an eighteenth-century European estate.!

Captain Elisha Denison was baptized on 3 November
1751 and died in 1841. On 26 April 1772, he married
Elizabeth Noyes Denison (1750-1831) of Stonington,
Connecticut, one of eight children of James Noyes and
Grace Billings. They had four children, whose portraits
wete also executed by The Denison Limner: Elizabeth,
Matilda, Elisha, and Phebe.? Elisha Denison may be
the captain who commanded a Cornet of Horses for the
eighth regiment in May of 1775.3 One history mentions
that Captain Denison was appointed to collect money
for the families of officers and soldiers of the Continen-
tal Army during the Revolutionary War.4

In Captain Denison’s portrait the artist offers a fresh,
straightforward likeness of a self-satisfied, comfortable
citizen of the newly independent nation. His wife’s
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The Denison Limner, Mrs. Elizabeth Noyes Denison, 1980.61.27
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tight-lipped, stern expression and direct gaze reveal a
strong personality. The painter worked in a controlled,
linear manner, carefully filling the canvases with objects
and large areas of bright color. As in the other portraits
by The Denison Limner, Captain and Mrs. Denison’s
figures are anatomically awkward, but their faces show a
greater degree of naturalism.

Although it is not clear how much communication
there was among the colonial artists of Connecticut, it is
certain that by the last two decades of the eighteenth
century many knew each other’s work. Similar tech-
niques, compositions, and poses appear in their paint-
ings: The individualized, biographical landscape back-
ground seen in Captain Elisha Denison, for instance,
was perfected by Ralph Earl (1751-1801) and is found in
other Connecticut paintings such as Winthrop
Chandler’s portrait of Captain Samuel Chandler

(1964.23.1).
LW/DC

Notes

1. Although realistic settings and landscapes predominate
in Connecticut portraiture, some artists did create elaborate
fictional settings, sometimes inspired by English engravings
(see Little 1976, 44). For example, a Palladian style building
graces the background of Ralph Eatl’s Captain John Pratt,
1792 (private collection; The Great River: Art and Society of
the Connecticut Valley, 163 5~1820 [exh. cat., Wadsworth Ath-
eneum), Hartford, 1985, cat. no. 46, color repro. p. s1).

2. The portraits’ titles are: Elizabeth Denison (1953.5.35),
Miss Denison of Stonington, Connecticut (possibly Matilda
Denison) (1980.62.28), Elisha Denison, Jr. and Matilda Deni-
son (possibly actually Phebe, Matilda’s younger sister, both in
the collection of Mr. and Mrs. Denison Hurlbut Hatch, River-
side, Connecticut; Black and Lipman 1966, 33, 34). Mrs.
Denison’s brother, Thomas Noyes, was also painted by The
Denison Limner (Westerly Public Library, Rhode Island, gift
of Mrs. Mary Noyes Rogers; Schloss 1972, 35). Mr. Ephraim
Williams and Hepsibeth Phelps Williams, Denison relatives
from Stonington, were painted by the same hand (both ate in
the collection of Mrs. F. Donald Dick, Durham, North Caro-
lina; Harlow 1981, nos. 63, 64). All of these portraits have
similar dimensions and identical frames.

3. E. Glenn Denison, Josephine Peck, and Donald Jac-
obus, Denison Genealogy, Ancestors and Descendants of
Captain George Denison (Stonington, Conn., 1963), 45.

4. Richard Anson Wheeler, History of the Town of
Stonington, County of New London, Connecticut, from its
Farst Settlement in 1649 to 1900 with a Genealogical Register
of Stonington Families (Mystic, Conn., 1966), 162, 171.
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1953.5.35 (1241)
Elizabeth Denison

¢. 1790
Oil on canvas, 85.4 x 67.6 (335/8x 265/s)

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The portrait is on a heavy, tightly woven
support. The construction of the ground is complex: there
seems to be an underlying gray layer overall with a white
layer applied over it; in addition, a black layer is locally
applied under the hair, and a gray layer locally applied
under the face. The paint is thinly applied in a moderate
paste, with low, smooth brushstrokes. There are numerous
paint losses throughout, with some large losses on the
breast, on the plume, and at the bottom of the cutl on the
right side; all have been filled and inpainted. The paint is
slightly cupped throughout, and there is moderately wide-
mouthed, broad-patterned crackle. The painting is disfig-
ured by the degree of loss, discolored inpainting, and
darkened cracks on the figure.

Provenance: Descended from Nathaniel and Elizabeth
Denison Ledyard, Stonington, Connecticut; their son,
William Ledyard; his widow, Fanny Worthington Ledyard;
Amelia Stuart Worthington; her son, Worthington White-
house; John Quinn, New York, by 1918; Maude Wetmore,
Newport, Rhode Island; (James St. Lawrence O’Toole);
(M. Knoedler and Co., New York), by whom sold in 1947
to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1957, no. 15. /| Little-Known Connect-
tcut Artists, 1790-1810, Connecticut Historical Society,
Hartford, 1958, catalogue by Nina Fletcher Little in Coz-
necticut Historical Society Bulletin, 32 (October 1957), no.
18. /| American Folk Painting and Sculpture, Museum of
Early American Folk Arts (now MAFA), held at Time-Life
Exhibit Center, New York, 1966, no cat. // Triton, 1968.
|| Paintings by New England Provincial Artists, Museum
of Fine Arts, Boston, 1976, catalogue by Nina Fletcher
Little, no. 35. // American Naive Paintings, (IEF)
1985-1987, no. 23, color repro. // Italy, 1988-1989, no. 23,
color repro.

THE PROVENANCE OF THIS PORTRAIT suggests
that its subject is Elizabeth Denison (1773-1849), the
eldest child of Captain Elisha Denison and Elizabeth
Noyes Denison. In 1793 the younger Elizabeth married
Nathaniel Ledyard, in whose family the portrait de-
scended. In style and dimensions the painting cotre-
sponds to the other five Denison family portraits.!

This painting and the portrait of Miss Denison
(1980.62.28) have the simplest compositions of the
group, lacking the detailed landscape background that
appears in the other Denison portraits. Elizabeth Deni-
son is seated in a Chippendale chair, identical to the
one in the portraits of her parents and sister.2 Her arm
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rests on what appears to be a dressing table, draped
with fabric that realistically gives way under the weight
of her hand.? The flowers that adorn her head and
bodice are likely made of linen, as described in at least
one late eighteenth-century account.4

Although there is little penetration of character in
this portrait, the artist has carefully rendered Eliz-
abeth’s facial features and attempted to give them a
sense of volume. Her clothing, however, is painted less
distinctly with broad, somewhat loose strokes, despite
the inclusion of drapery folds and the attempt to show
diaphanous material. Anatomical features such as her
shoulders, breast, and hands are awkwardly depicted.

This portrait, formerly titled Lady with a Plumed
Headdress, has been published as a youthful work by
Gilbert Stuart.> This attribution apparently resulted
from the Denison family’s confusion between the simi-
lar sounding name of Joseph Steward and his more
llustrious counterpart.

LW/DC

Notes

1. For the other Denison portraits see the combined entry
for Captain Elisha Denison (1980.62.26) and Elizabeth Noyes
Denison (1980.62.27), n. 2.

2. A similar type of Connecticut side chair is illustrated in
Nancy Goyne Evans, ‘‘Design Soutces for Windsor Furniture,
Part 1: The Eighteenth Century,”” Antigues 133 (January
1988), 292.

3. The odd-looking, pleated cover of the dressing table
behind Elizabeth is repeated in Joseph Steward’s portrait of
Reverend Wheelock’s daughter, Mariz Malleville Wheelock,
probably 1793 (Mr. and Mrs. Bertram K. Little, Brookline,
Massachusetts) but in no other known portraits of the period.

4. “‘Procure me some fine old Lining or cambrick (as a very
old shirt or cambrick hankercheifs) Dyed in to bright colors
such as red and green a Litle blew but cheafly Red for all my
own art and good old unkle Benjamins memorandoms I cant
make them good colors and my daughter Jeney with a little of
my asistance has taken to makeing Flowrs for the Ladyes
Heads and Boosomes with Prity good acceptance. . .”” This
quote is from Jane Mecom to Benjamin Franklin, Boston, 8
November 1766, in The Papers of Benjamin Franklin, »7 vols.
[1959-], ed. Leonard W. Labaree (New Haven, 1969), 13:
489-490.

5. Watson 1926, 81, 84.
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1980.62.28 (2817)

Miss Denison of Stonington,
Connecticut (possibly Matilda
Denison)

c. 1790
Oil on canvas, 87.7 x 68.7 (34'/:x 27)

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The original support is a tightly woven,
medium-weight fabric. There is a continuous, relatively
thick, off-white ground. The paint is also applied quite
thickly. There is very little impasto, but the texture of the
brushwortk is evident over the entire painting. The green
drapery is comprised of a very transparent green painted
over a warm yellow-brown underlayer. The green glaze,
apparently applied while highly liquid, has run and
dripped. The paint layer is in good condition. Some tiny
losses are scattered around the edges of the picture, and a
network of wide, datk, branched cracks covers the surface.

Provenance: Recorded as from Stonington, Connecticut.
Descended in the family of the sitter. (Victor Spark, New
York), by whom sold in 1947 to Edgar William and Bernice
Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 22. // Paintings from St.
James' Collectors, Wildenstein Gallery, New York, 1955,
no. 18. /| American Folk Art, Brussels Universal and Inter-
national Exhibition, Belgium, 1958, no. 48. // 101 Master-
pieces, 1961-1964, no. 19, color repro. // Palm Beach,
1967. /1 1x Masterpieces, 1968-1970, no. 27, color repro.
/1 The New World: 1620-1970, Chrysler Museum of Att,
Provincetown, Massachusetts, 1970, no. 6. // American
Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987, no. 24, color repro. //
Italy, 1988-1989, no. 24, color repro.

ALTHOUGH SHE WAS PREVIOUSLY identified as
Phebe Denison, genealogical records and the apparent
age of the sitter suggest that this may be a portrait of
Matilda, Phebe’s older sister.1 Matilda, the second child
of Captain Elisha Denison and Elizabeth Noyes Deni-
son, was born on 5 September 1776 and died on 13
January 1842. In 1796 she married Samuel Hurlbut, a
ship chandler, ship owner, and merchant, and the cou-
ple had ten children. Matilda’s sister Phebe, Captain
and Elizabeth Denison’s youngest child, was born on
22 April 1782 and died 31 December 1853. She married
W. J. Robinson, with whom she resided in Morristown,
New Jersey. They, too, had ten children.2

As was common in eighteenth-century portrait paint-
ing, the sitter is pictured with her pets, a bird and a
squirrel. The long-eared squirrel is, however, a species
native to Europe, not America. It is likely that this
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animal was copied from an eighteenth-century emblem
book. One such volume describes the meaning of such a
symbol: *‘A Squirrel taking the Meat out of a Chestnut.
Not without Trouble. An Emblem that—Nothing
that’s worthy having can be obtained without Trouble
and Difficulty.”’?> Miss Denison appears to have been
singled out, among her siblings, for this special re-
minder of the virtues of patience.

While Miss Denison’s figure is awkwardly drawn, her
expression, with its direct gaze and hint of a smile,
along with her intriguing plumed hat make this an
attractive example of early American portraiture. The
plain background helps to emphasize the decorative
composition, concentrating on several sweeping curves,
accentuated by the linear style and bright, contrasting
colors.

LW/DC

Notes

1. Mr. and Mrs. Denison Hurlbut Hatch of Riverside, Con-
necticut, own a portrait which has always been identified as
Matilda Denison (Black and Lipman 1966, 33). Although Mr.
Hatch is descended from Matilda, the sitter of their portrait
appears to be younger than the subject of the painting at the
National Gallery. Matilda was nearly six years older than
Phebe (Schloss 1972, 36), and it is possible that the names of
the sitters became confused.

2. E. Glenn Denison, Josephine Peck, and Donald
Jacobus, Denison Genealogy, Ancestors and Descendants of
Captain George Denison (Stonington, Conn., 1963), 86.

3. Emblems for the Improvement and Entertainment of
Youth (London, 1755), 114. Ellen Miles, curator of paintings,
NPG, kindly supplied this reference and called attention to
the use and meaning of this symbol. See also Roland E.
Fleischer, “‘Emblems and Colonial Painting,”” The American
Art Journal 20 (1988), 3, 5, 34-35. The squirrel in Miss
Denison’s portrait may alternatively have been derived from a
European print. In any case, it was not based on direct obser-
vation of nature because it combines the pointed ears of the
European red squirrel with the color of the gray squirrel that is
common in America.
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William Dunlap
1766-1839

ORN IN PERTH AMBOY, New Jersey, William

Dunlap was the son of Samuel Dunlap, a British
soldier turned merchant, and his wife Margaret Sar-
geant, a New Jersey native of English descent. He is best
remembered as the first historian of American art and
also as an historian and critic of the American theater.
However, Dunlap was also active as a painter, play-
wright, and theatrical manager, as his personal finances
dictated.

Although his formal schooling ended at age twelve
when an injury left him blind in the right eye, Dunlap
soon developed an interest in drawing and began copy-
ing prints and executing portraits in pastel. At sixteen
he began painting portraits in oil, and two years later he
was sent to London to study with Benjamin West
(1738-1820). Though the young artist visited many
painting collections while in Britain, he admitted that
he was easily distracted from his artistic pursuits and
that he therefore remained ‘‘ignorant of anatomy, per-
spective, drawing, and colouring, and returned...home
a most incapable painter.”’! Nevertheless, after his re-
turn to New York City in 1787 Dunlap resumed his
portrait painting. He completed his first major canvas
in 1788, The Artist Showing a Picture frome Hamlet to
His Parents (N-YHS), executed in the style of a British
conversation piece.

The theater, one of Dunlap’s several diversions while
studying under West, increasingly occupied his atten-
tion in the late 1780s. His play The Father, or American
Shandyism was performed at John Street Theatre in
New York in 1789. Also in that year Dunlap married
Elizabeth Woolsey. The couple later had two children.
Until he became bankrupt in 1805 from his dramatic
ventures, Dunlap continued working as a playwright
and theatrical manager. He then turned again to paint-
ing, executing miniatures in Philadelphia, Baltimore,
and Washington. By 1806 he was again involved with
the New York theater, only relinquishing his work there
in 1812.

About 1813, after another brief period devoted to
painting miniatures, Dunlap began to work primarily



in oil, fulfilling portrait commissions in Virginia, Phila-
delphia, Washington, Utica, Albany, Boston, Vermont,
and Montreal. His painting career was again inter-
rupted briefly, this time from 1814 to 1816, when he
served as assistant paymaster general in the New York
militia. In the 1820s, imitating his master, West, Dun-
lap executed large exhibition pictures of religious and
historical subjects, some of which were identical in sub-
ject and scenic elements to West’s own. These paint-
ings, bearing such titles as The Bearing of the Cross,
1823, Christ Refected, c. 1820, and Christ on Calvary,
1825 (all now unlocated), were exhibited in Eastern
cities and in the midwest.

Dunlap exhibited at the American Academy of the
Fine Arts in New Yotk from 1816 until his death. He
was a member from 1817 to 1828, and keeper, librarian,
and a member of the board of directors from 1817 to
1819. In 1826 Dunlap helped found the rival National
Academy of Design, where he served as vice president
from 1832 to 1838. He exhibited there from 1826 to
1838, and from 1831 to 1838 was the professor of histori-
cal composition.

During the last decade of his life Dunlap suffered
poverty and illness. Nevertheless, he wrote prolifically,
producing two well-known books, The History of the
American Theatre (1832) and The History of the Rise
and Progress of the Arts of Design in the United States
(1834). The first—and still valuable—history of Ameri-
can art, the latter work details the accomplishments of
the young nation in critical biographies of its artists.
Although Dunlap’s own autobiography in this volume
rather strictly divides his life into periods of exclusive
involvement with either the theater or “‘the arts of de-
sign,” there were periods of overlap. For instance, his
signed and dated 1808 pastel portrait Caleb Coggeshall
(Harvard University Art Museums) belies his later recol-
lection that between 1806 and 1812 he was ‘‘no longer a
painter, but [all my mind] absorbed in theatrical af-
fairs” (Dunlap [1834] 1969, 1: 272). Given his frequent
career zigzags, it is not surprising that Dunlap com-

bined his two interests, painting such works as the un-
dated The Artist Showing a Picture from Hamlet to His
Parents, Scene from a Performance of ‘“The School for
Scandal”’ (Harvard University Theatre Collection), and
Scene Representing an Episode from the Dramatization
of “The Spy,” 1823 (NYSHA).

Later historians of American art, such as Henry T.
Tuckerman, based their chronicles on Dunlap’s pi-
oneering work. In addition to recounting biographies,
Dunlap also touched on such diverse topics as the his-
tory of engraving, practical instructions on miniature
painting, a survey of American art academies, styles of
ancient architectute, and L’Enfant’s plan for
Washington.

Dunlap’s style varied greatly over the fifty-odd years
of his sporadic painting career. Several factors may have
contributed to the differences among his signed can-
vases. Such portraits as the pastel Caleb Coggeshall, the
miniature Joe/ Barlow, c. 1805/1811 (NPG), Jonathan
Cort, 1816 (New London County Historical Society,
Connecticut), Ethan Allen, 1819 (Chrysler Museum,
Norfolk, Virginia), and The Beck Sisters, 1829 (The
Newark Museum, New Jersey) would hardly be ac-
cepted as by the same hand were they not signed; they
range from pootly drawn, to naive, to academically pol-
ished. Dunlap’s monocular vision, which would have
reduced if not destroyed his depth perception (al-
though probably not a great disadvantage when he
painted miniatures), undoubtedly hindered him when
he worked at a larger scale. The many interruptions in
his artistic career, as well as his exposute to the styles of
so many of his contemporaries while preparing his Hizs-
tory of the Rise and Progress of the Arts of Design, may
help explain the extraordinary stylistic discrepancies in
his work.

Dunlap died in New York City.

SDC

Notes
1. Dunlap [1834] 1969, 1: 243.
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Attributed to William Dunlap

1953.5.80 (1305)

Samuel Griffin

c. 1809
Oil on canvas, 75.6 x 63.3 (29"/16 X 24%5/16)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The original support is a medium-
weight, loosely woven fabric. The tacking margins are still
partially intact. The ground is a relatively smooth white
layer of medium thickness. The paint is fluidly applied
and ranges from thin application in the floor and furni-
ture, to thicker in the figure, to low impasto in the flowers
of the wall decoration. The figure appeats to have been
painted first and then the background and furniture
added around it.

Pressure from the linings has emphasized a strong fabric
texture in the paint and ground layers. Small holes and
teass in the original support were repaired when the paint-
ing was lined in 1950. The retouch is now beginning to
discolor and is disfiguring. The painting has suffered
somewhat by past overcleaning, particularly in the lower
half and in the dark browns.

Provenance: Recorded as from New York State. General
Schuyler Hamilton [1822-1903], New York City; his
grandson, Schuyler Hamilton, city unknown, by whom
sold to (Harry Stone Gallery, New York), by 1941'; sold in
1949 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 34.

SAMUEL GRIFFIN WAS BORN near the coast of Vir-
ginia around 1750, the son of prominent Virginians
Colonel Leroy Griffin and his wife, Mary Ann

AMERICAN NAIVE PAINTINGS

Bertrand.? Having moved to Williamsburg to attend
grammar school and the College of William and Mary,
in 1773 Samuel and his brother, Cyrus, took up study in
England. Samuel studied classics at Oxford for a few
years and probably also studied law there, as did Cyrus.
He returned to America by 1775, when he began his
Revolutionary War setvice as captain on the staff of
General Charles Lee. During the campaign of 1776 he
was colonel in the Jerseys, his tour of duty apparently
ending in October of that year, when he was wounded
at Harlem Heights, New York.

Like Cyrus, the last president of the Continental
Congress, Samuel had political leanings. He served at
various times as the mayor of Williamsburg, a member
of the board of visitors of the College of William and
Mary, and a member of the Virginia Board of War. He
also represented Williamsburg in the Virginia House of
Delegates beginning in 1786, and was sheriff of James
City County, Virginia, from an unknown date until
1789. In that year he was elected to the first United
States Congtess, where he remained for three terms. By
1795 Griffin realized that his party, the Federalists, had
lost favor to the Madison Republicans, and therefore he
did not seek reelection. In 1796 Griffin married Betsy
Braxton, daughter of the Virginian Carter Braxton, a
Revolutionary statesman who was a signer of the Decla-
ration of Independence and a member of the Continen-
tal Congress.3 Griffin served as a judge in New York for
a number of years before his death in 1810.4

Presumably Griffin sat for his portrait in New York,
where Dunlap, although working primarily in the thea-
ter during this period, painted an occasional portrait.’
Possibly the two men had been introduced by Dunlap’s
friend Gilbert Stuart (1755-1828), who had painted
Griffin c. 1800, ot pethaps by another mutual acquain-
tance from the artistic or political circles in which both
traveled.¢

The attribution to Dunlap, which derives from the
inscription on the auction notice once affixed to the
reverse of the painting,’ is not unlikely considering the
rematkable variations in Dunlap’s style over the years
(see biography). Like his 1788 wotk The Artist Showing
a Picture from ‘‘Hamlet’’ to His Parents, Samuel
Griffin teflects Dunlap’s frequent use of ‘‘a somewhat
uncertain, feathery, dry stroke’’® which produced an
effect not unlike that seen in the pastels he executed
both before and after his stay in London. Although the
artist has had some difficulties with the figure—the
rosy-cheeked, distinguished Griffin is somewhat top-
heavy, and the hands are poorly rendered—background
details appear to have presented even more of a chal-
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lenge. The baseboards, chair rails, and wallpaper bor-
ders are not continuous on the same level on either side
of the fireplace, nor does the baseboard continue under
the sofa at the far right. Such inconsistencies, along
with the peculiar architectural treatment of the corner,
also appear in The New-York Historical Society canvas
and may be associated with Dunlap’s monocular vision.
The identification of the sitter on the inscribed auc-
tion notice is consistent with the known images of
Griffin, the previously mentioned portrait by Stuart,
and a miniature by an unknown artist.? The date cited
on the notice, 1809, is appropriate for the English-style
interior depicted. It was not uncommon for well-to-do
families to continue to follow British fashions well into
the post-Revolutionary period. Dunlap incorporated a
similar intetior in his Artist Showing . . . ‘“Hamlet,”
which is not surprising, given his recent training in
Britain. The pastel-patterned wallpaper border and
floor covering, apple-green walls, fireplace fender, and
sofa were all fashionable at the end of the first decade of
the nineteenth century.10 Griffin is dressed in a deep
blue frockcoat, peach-colored waistcoat, and light
green-blue breeches, all of which were in style during

this period.1!
SDC

Notes

1. The information about the Hamiltons originated with
Stone, who relayed it to Colonial Williamsburg when he of-
fered the portrait there in 1941 (photocopy of letter from
Stone to James L. Cogar, curator, Colonial Williamsburg, 13
March 1941, in NGA-CF; courtesy of Richard Miller, associate
curator, AARFAC). Stone appatently did not pass the informa-
tion along to the Garbisches when they purchased the paint-
ing. General Schuyler Hamilton’s grandfather was Alexander
Hamilton (1757-1804), George Washington's secretary of the
treasury from 1789-1795, while Griffin was serving in
Congress.

It is possible that prior to General Hamilton’s ownership
the painting was sold at auction in Philadelphia. An auction
notice (now in NGA-CF) was once affixed to the back of the
painting, announcing the sale of the estate of Henty Scaife
(including some ‘‘family portraits”’) by Passmore and
Birckhead, 34 South Front Street, Philadelphia. Passmore and
Birckhead was in business at that address between 1815 and
1818, according to H. Glenn Brown and Maude O. Brown, A
Directory of Book-Arts and Book Trade in Philadelphia to
1820 (New York, 1850), 92. No other information connecting
Scaife to Griffin has been located, however, and it is not
possible to verify whether this painting was included in the
auction.

2. Biographical accounts of Griffin’s life vary in many de-
tails. Information for this biography was compiled from the
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following sources, which are listed in chronological order. Dis-
crepancies among sources will be noted:

Lanham, Chatles. Biographical Annals of the Civil Govern-
ment of the United States During its First Century. 1876;
reprint Detroit, 1976.

Bowen, Clarence Winthrop, ed. The History of the Centen-
nial Celebration of the Inauguration of George Washington as
First President of the United States. New York, 1892: 85-86.

Young, Mary Stuartt. The Griffins: A Colonial Tale. New
York and Washington, 1904.

Park, Lawrence. Gilbert Stuart: An Illustrated and Descrip-
tive List of His Works Compiled by Lawrence Park. 4 vols.
New York, 1926, 1: 373~-374.

Biographical Dictionary of the American Congress,
1774-1927. Washington, 1928: 1036.

Who Was Who in America, Historical Volume 1607-1896.
1963; rev. ed. Chicago, 1967: 290.

Jackson, Donald, and Dofothy Twohig, eds. The Diaries of
George Washington. Chatlottesville, 1976.

Undated biography (typescript) bearing the name Schuyler
Hamilton, in NGA-CF. This typescript was provided by Harry
Stone to Mrs. John D. Rockefeller when he offered the paint-
ing for sale to Colonial Williamsburg in 1941 (see n. 1).

According to Bowen, Park, and Hamilton, Griffin was born
in Lancaster County; the Biographical Dictionary and Who
Was Who in America give his birthplace as the adjacent Rich-
mond County. Jackson states his birthdate as 1746 (cited in
Christman 1989, see Bibliography), while the other sources
give it as 1750. :

3. According to Jackson and Park. Young claims that
Griffin married Dorothy (Dolly) Braxton of Oxford, England,
and that the couple had two children.

4. According to Young, it was Cyrus who was a judge;
Samuel returned to his Virginia estate after serving in Con-
gress. However, this Victorian tale is probably a less reliable
source than are Bowen and the Hamilton typescript, both of
which mention the judgeship.

5. See biography. No specific references to the portrait of
Griffin have been located, and Dunlap’s records for 1806-1811
(among other periods) are unlocated. Dunlap’s biographer
Coad ([1917] 1962) makes no mention of the year 1809.

6. Stuart’s portrait of Griffin is oil on canvas and measures
30 x 24 in. (The Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts,
Philadelphia). See Lawrence Patk, Gilbert Stuart, An Ilus-
trated and Descriptive List of Works Compiled by Lawrence
Park, 4 vols. (New York, 1926), 1: 373~374; reproduced in 3:
217 (cat. no. 362).

Quite a few of Dunlap’s friends, at least in 1812, were
members of Congress (see Bibliography, Dunlap [1834] 1969,
1: 271). Winslow Ames, in his introduction to William
Dunlap, Painter and Critic 1939 (see Bibliography), 9, states
that Dunlap ‘“knew mankind, including everyone worth
knowing in New York, and many in Baltimore, Philadelphia,
Boston, Albany and Norfolk.”

7. The handwritten identifying lines read:
Griffin. / Painted by / William Dunlap. / in 1809.”

8. Dorinda Evans, Benjamin West and His American Stu-
dents [exh. cat., NPG] (1980), 112. Though not published,
several of Dunlap’s pastels are known through photographs in
the IAP.

9. For more information on the Stuart, see n. 6. Both are
reproduced in Bowen 1892, opposite p. 111, see n. 2.

“‘Samuel



10. Richard E. Ahlborn, associate curator, Division of Cul-
tural History, NMAH (letter of 4 November 1968, in NGA-CF).
Also see Rodris Roth, Floor Coverings in 18th-Century Amer-
ica (Washington, 1967), 57-58.

1. Shelly Foote, Division of Costume, NMAH (notes of a
visit, 13 April 1988, in NGA-CF).

References
None

John Durand

active 1765/1782

OHN DURAND'’S BIRTH and death dates are

unknown, and only a few of his portraits are signed
and dated. The sketchy chronology of his life is based
on these few signed works, as well as on account book
entries and information about his sitters. Scholars place
his first activity in Virginia in 1765, but by 1766
Durand was in New York City. In that year his name
appears in the account book of James Beekman of New
York in an entry that records payment to ‘‘Monsieur
Duran” for the portraits of Beekman’s six children.2
Nothing is known of Durand’s background or artistic
training, but this reference to his name in French, the
rococo colors in his portraits, and his ambition to make
history paintings have led some scholars to believe he
was born or trained in France.3 Nonetheless, his two-
dimensional, linear technique, use of bright colors, and
attention to detail are clearly part of the American tra-
dition. At about the same time that he painted the
Beekmans, the artist also received portrait commissions
from the prominent Ray family of New York,4 and, in
1768, from Garret Rapalje, a wealthy New York mer-
chant; Durand’s portrait The Rapale Children is cet-
tainly his most ambitious work.3

Also about 1768, Durand traveled to New Haven,
where he painted Serah Whitehead Hubbard.¢ 1t is dif-
ficult to establish Durand’s movements after this time,
when he departed from New York as one of the city’s
most successful painters. A signed and dated Virginia
portrait, Elizabeth Boush (1769),” indicates his return
to that state. Of Durand’s work in Virginia the artist’s
nephew Robert Sully recalled, ‘““He painted an im-
mense number of portraits in Virginia; his works are
hard and dry, but appear to have been strong likenesses,
with less vulgarity of style than artists of his calibre
generally possess.’’8

Durand’s return to Connecticut is confirmed by a
portrait of Benjamin Douglas, signed and dated 1772
(New Haven Colony Historical Society). By 1775, how-
ever, he was again seeking commissions in Virginia,
evidenced by his signed and dated portraits of Mr. and
Mrs. Gray Briggs of Dinwiddie County, Virginia.® The
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artist may have remained there, as the only further
record of his name in any state appears on a 1782 tax list
for Dinwiddie County, Virginia.

Durand’s early portraits, such as The Rapalje Chil-
dren, ate distinguished by their crispness. By the eatly
1770s, however, his style had begun to soften, and his
figures had become increasingly well-modeled, as seen
in the portraits of the Briggs, for example. To explain
this stylistic development, some scholars have hypothe-
sized that as Durand passed through New Yotk City on
his return to Connecticut he might have seen some of
the more than thirty portraits that John Singleton
Copley (1738-1815) executed during his successful
seven-month stay there in 1771.10

John Durand returned to a “‘hard and dry”’ style in
his later years.!! Like most painters of his time, he was
willing to “‘paint, gild, and varnish wheel carriages; and
put coats of arms, or ciphers upon them,”” as he adver-
tised in The Virginia Gazette of 21 June 1770.12 Durand
also aspired to be a history painter, but as no known
paintings of this gente exist by his hand, perhaps, like
Washington  Allston  (1779-1843), Thomas Cole
(1801-1848), and others, he was disappointed by a lack
of American patronage for this type of painting.

LW /sDC

Notes

1. Weekley 1976, 1046 states, ‘‘[S]igned portraits or manu-
sctipt references document [Durand’s] presence in Virginia in
1765 . . .”" Kelly 1982, 1080, added to Weekley’s findings that
“the first record of Durand’s presence appears to be a signed
and dated Virginia portrait of 1765, now in a private
collection.”

2. In the N-YHS; four of these are reproduced in Kelly
1982, figs. 1-4.

3. See Kelly 1982, 1080-1081, and note 3.

4. The four Ray portraits are in the Museum of the City of
New York; two are reproduced in Kelly 1982, figs. s, 6.

5. In the N-YHS; Kelly 1982, color pl. 1.

6. Philadelphia Museum of Art; Kelly 1982, fig. 7.

7. Private collection; Weekley 1976, fig. 4.

8. Kelly 1982, 1084. Quoted in William Dunlap, The His-
tory of the Rise and Progress of the Arts of Design in the
United States, 1 vols. (1834; reprint New York, 1969), 1: 144.

9. Private collection; Kelly 1982, figs. 13, 14.

0. Kelly 1982, 1085. Alan Burroughs, Limners and Like-
nesses: Three Centuries of American Painting (Cambridge,
Mass., 1936), 71-72, also notes this possible connection. For
Copley’s work in New Yotk sce Jules Prown, John Singleton
Copley, 2 vols. (Cambridge, Mass., 1966), 1: 78-84.

1. According to Kelly 1982, 1085. He cites Durand’s por-
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trait of Lucy Skelton Gilliam, dated 1781, probably painted in
Petersburg, Virginia (private collection).
12. Kelly 1982, 1081, note 7.
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1980.62.70 (2790)

John Lothrop

€. 1770
Oil on canvas, 90.8 x 70.6 (353/4 X 27%/:6)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The original support is a loosely woven,
medium-weight fabric which was unevenly stretched prior
to having the ground and paint applied. The artist may
have flattened the tacking edges himself and painted on
them. The thin ground is a light beige-gray tone. The oil-
type paint is smoothly and precisely applied in fluid pastes
with low, thin impasto in the highlights. Extensive large
repaited horizontal losses in the background are parallel to
and near the upper edge of the painting. There is one
other large inpainted loss at the right side of the collar.
Past linings have slightly flattened the cupped crackle and
have imposed a strong weave imprint in the paint surface.

Provenance: Recorded as from New York. Purchased in
1955 by Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1957, no. 16.



1980.62.6 (2791)
Mrs. John Lothrop

€. 1770
Oil on canvas, 90.9 x 70.8 (35"3/16 X 277/s)

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The original support is a fine, tightly
woven fabric. The thin ground is a beige-gray layer over
which the paint has been evenly applied as a fluid paste,
with smoothly blended forms in the flesh tones and very
low impasto in the highlights. An unusual aspect of both
this portrait and John Lothrop (1980.62.70) ate the large
yellow pigment agglomerates visible under the microscope
and to the naked eye in the yellows and oranges of the
paint layer. The folds in the orange drapery are of yellow
and darker orange tones applied over a gray lower layer
and glazed over with orange. The painting has suffered
from poor adhesion of the paint layers to the ground. A
fine network of paint loss in the background was caused by
difficult removal of a lead-white lining adhesive. In spite
of recent inpainting, the crumbly texture of the old losses
is still distinguishable. The worst areas of loss are in the
background and in the hair and forehead.

Provenance: Same as 1980.62.70.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1957, no. 17. /| American Painters of
the South, Corcoran Gallery of Art, Washington, 1960,
no. 19.

DURAND’S PORTRAIT OF JOHN LOTHROP,
characterized by directness, linearity, clarity, and sim-
plicity, seems to represent a midpoint in the artist’s
career.! His early New York portraits, such as The Rap-
alje Children (c. 1768),2 have a harder quality with
greater insistence on line and little sense of volume,
while his later Connecticut portraits of around 1772,
such as Mr. and Mrs. Rufus Lathrop,3 have softer mod-
eling and a more naturalistic sense of volume. In Johr
Lothrop, presumably executed while the artist was in
Connecticut around 1770, Durand attempted to achieve
the greater sophistication that is evident in his subse-
quent Connecticut portraits. The dark gray shadows,
flatness, and stiff drapery folds reveal, however, that he
had not completely shed the severe style of the New
York paintings of the middle to late 1760s.

The portrait of Mts. Lothrop is in striking contrast to
the companion portrait of her husband. While Jo/~
Lothrop is characterized by American traits of simplicity
and realism, and a more natural pose, his wife’s portrait
takes its inspiration from the elegant English rococo.
Formally attired, and portrayed with roses against an
undefined blue background, Mrs. Lothrop exhibits a

refined demeanor. Rococo influence is also seen in the
bright, unusual colors, which contrast sharply with the
masculine earth tones of her husband’s portrait. The
painting’s flatness, anatomical irregularities, and hard
linearity, however, reveal its American colonial origins.
The portraits together provide an excellent illustration
of both the English and the American traditions that
shaped colonial portraiture.

The identification of John Lothrop comes from donor
records, which indicate that he was from New Haven,
Connecticut. A John Lathrop (variant spelling of Lo-
throp) of New Haven, thought to be the sitter, was a
cabinet-maker.4 The pendant portrait is believed to be
his first wife, Mary (born 12 December 1743). They were
wed on 31 October 1764, and had two daughters. By
1774 John Lothrop had rematried, and Durand’s por-
trait of his second wife, Mary Bontecou Lathrop (alter-
nate spelling) of c. 1770,% is almost identical to the
National Gallery painting.

LW

Notes

1. I am grateful for the assistance of Franklin Kelly, curator
of American art, NGA, in dating these portraits.

2. In the N-YHS; Kelly 1982, color pl. 1.

3. Collection of Mr. and Mrs. Bertram K. Little, Brookline,
Massachusetts; reproduced in Little 1976, 95-97.

4. For genealogical information about John Lathrop, see
Donald Lines Jacobus, Femilies of Ancient New Haven, 9
vols. in 3 (Baltimore, 1974), vols. 4-6: 1081, and T. E. Mottis,
The Bontecou Genealogy (Hartford, 1885), 271. In the erratic
spelling of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries Lathrop
and Lothrop would have been used interchangeably for the
same family.

5. MMA; reproduced in Feld and Gardiner 1965, 56. John
Durand painted at least six other members of the Lathrop/
Lothrop family.
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John Durand, john Lothrop, 1980.62.70
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John Durand, Mrs. John Lothrop, 1980.62.6
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Gerardus Duyckinck
1695-1746

ERARDUS DUYCKINCK, a third generation
G painter-craftsman of Dutch descent, was baptized
on 19 June 1695 in New Yotk City. In 1735 he advertised
his skills as a limner, painter, gilder, japanner, and
dealer in looking-glasses and artists’ colors ‘‘at the Sign
of the two Cupids, near the Old Slip Market”” in Man-
hattan.! He is recorded in Schenectady in October 1738
and in Claverack in October 1742 as a sponsor at the
baptism of relatives. This gives some indication of the
extent of his travels outside of New York City. On 8
January 1744 of 1745 he was one of five lay signers of a
letter on behalf of the Consistory of the Dutch Church
of New York to gentlemen in Amsterdam, reporting
the arrival of the dominie Johannes Ritzema.
Duyckinck died in Kingston, New York, on 26 July
1746.2 In August of that year his son Gerardus adver-
tised that he ““continues to carry on the Business of his
late Father, deceas’d. . .”’3

In the 1940s several portraits were tentatively linked
to the elder Gerardus on the basis of style and his rela-
tionship by blood or marriage to the sitters.4 At least
one scholar concluded that Duyckinck probably painted
very little.5 In 1976 a painting of the birth of the Virgin,
signed and dated Gerardus Duyckinck / 1713, was pub-
lished.¢ This is the only known signed and dated work
by Gerardus Duyckinck. Since then, more paintings
have been linked to the signed work on the basis of
stylistic compatison and scientific analysis.”

LBF
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Notes

1. New York Weekly Journal, 6 January 1735. As quoted in
Blackburn and Piwonka 1988, 234.

2. This was established when his tombstone was recently
located. See Black 1988, 233.

3. Belknap 1959, 118-120.

4. John Marshall Phillips, Barbara N. Parker, Kathryn C.
Bubhler, eds., The Waldron Phoenix Belknap, Jr., Collection
of Portraits and Silver with a Note on the Discoveries of
Waldron Phoenix Belknap, Jr., Concerning the Influence of
the English Mezzotint on Colonial Painting (Cambridge,
Mass., 1955), 8-11; Waldron Phoenix Belknap, Jr., ‘“Mezzotint
Prototypes of Colonial Portraiture: A Survey Based on the
Research of Waldron Phoenix Belknap, Jt.,”” Arz Quarterly 20
(Winter 1957), 407-468; Belknap 1959, s.v. Gerardus
Duyckinck I. In 1959 some of those portraits were assigned to
Pieter Vanderlyn on the basis of some broad stylistic sim-
ilarities to the portrait Elsje (Rutgers) Schuyler Vas, 1723 (Al-
bany Institute of History and Art), then thought to be by
Vanderlyn. James Thomas Flexner, ‘‘Pieter Vandetlyn, Come
Home,” Antigues 75 (June 1959), 546549, 580. Mary Black
has assigned the Vas portrait to Duyckinck. The sitter was his
cousin’s sister-in-law. Black 1988, 215-216.

5. Wayne Craven, ‘Painting in New York City,
1750-1775,"" in American Painting to 1776: A Reappraisal, ed.
Ian M. G. Quimby (Charlottesville, Va., 1971), 254.

6. “‘An Important Rediscovery: ‘The Birth of the Virgin’
by Gerardus Duyckinck I (1695-1746),”” ARTrews 75 (Novem-
ber 1976), mo-m1 [advertisement], repro. At the time the
painting belonged to R. H. Love Galleries, Chicago, but in
1988 it was owned by Harold Byrd, Jr.

7. Among them are those listed in Piwonka and Blackburn
1980, nos. 1-6. See also the advertisement for R. H. Love
Galleries, ‘“An American Master Limner Gerardus Duyckinck
(1695-1746): Portrait of Jacomina Winkler,” Antigues 119
(March 1981), color repro. p. 535. According to Mary Black,
some of the paintings first attributed to Gerardus Duyckinck’s
father, Gerrit, may in fact be the work of Gerardus (‘‘Contti-
butions toward a History of Early Eighteenth-Century New
York Portraiture: Identification of the Aetatis Suae and
Wendell Limners,”” American Art Journal 12 [ Autumn 1980},
6).
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Attributed to Gerardus
Duyckinck

1956.13.11 (1466)
Lady Undressing for a Bath

c. 1730/1740
Oil on canvas, 84.2 x107.6 (33'/s x 42.3/3)

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The original stretcher, now replaced, was
“of simple construction, nailed together at the corners
with handmade nails” to which the fabric was attached
with pegs.! The tacking margins on the medium-weight
support are intact. The ground, applied after the fabric
had been stretched, is a thin, darkish gray, granular layer.
The fleshtones are underpainted with pale green. The oil-
type paint is thinly but opaquely applied. There are nu-
merous retouched losses throughout, including a large one
on the woman'’s forehead. The “‘Lely”’ frame is of English
origin, probably from the late eighteenth century. It may
have been made by the same framemaker who did those
for three other New Yotk Dutch paintings by unknown
artists: Christ and the Woman of Samaria (1953.5.91),
Young Man on a Terrace (1953.5.92), and Christ on the
Road to Emmaus (1966.13.6).

Provenance: Recorded as from Clermont, New York.
Probably John Sanders [1714-1782] of Scotia, New York;
by descent to his son, John Sanders II [1757-1834]; by
descent to his daughter, Mary Elizabeth Sanders, who mar-
ried Harold Wilson of Germantown, New York; by de-
scent to their daughters, Anne and Jane Wilson, by whom
sold to (Thurston Thacher, Hyde Patk, New York), by
whom sold in 1952 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler
Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Terra, 1981-1982, 2, 26, no. 39, color repro.

Lady Undpressing for a Bath? may be a work from Ger-
ardus Duyckinck’s mature petiod, c. 1730-1740.3 There
1s a greater sense of three-dimensional space than in his
only signed wotk (1713). The figures are better propor-
tioned and convey more sense of solid form. The most
convincing aspect of the attribution to Duyckinck is the
lady herself. Although less individualized than portraits
attributed to Duyckinck, she shares with them the char-
acteristic round face; high forehead; oval eyes; softly
curved eyebrows; small upturned red mouth; chalky,
pale complexion tinged with blue-green; long limbs;
and pointed fingertips.4

The source engraving for Lady Undressing, designed
by Jean de Dieu (called St. Jean) and engraved by
Nicolas Bazin, is dated 1686 and titled on the plate,
Femme de qualité déshabilleé pour le bain (fig. 1).5 It is
a typical work for St. Jean, who depicted French aristo-
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cratic life of the 1670s and 1680s.6 Lady Undressing
differs from its source in two ways: the painter sim-
plified the scene by omitting decorative detail on the
heater and elsewhere in the room, and his interpreta-
tion is less risqué. In the print the visitor is in Louis XIv
dress; in the painting he wears a cravat typical of the
eighteenth century. The voluptuous lady in the print
looks calmly and invitingly at her lover; in the painting
her physical charms are less pronounced, and she gazes
ambiguously to her left. In the print, the headboard of
the daybed has a carved head of Cupid, the age-old
symbol of love. The painter substituted a symmetrical
floral design common to French, Dutch, and English
furniture. The dog on the bed in both may signify
lust.”

Many fewer genre paintings by eighteenth-century
Hudson Valley artists survive than portraits or religious
paintings. Prosperous Dutch households in the New
World contained paintings with many kinds of subject
matter, as was the case in Holland. Less affluent citizens
probably restricted their commissions to portraits—

Fig. 1. Nicolas Bazin after Jean St. Jean, Femme de qualité
déshabillée pour le bain, 1686, engraving, The Elizabeth Day
McCormick Collection, Museum of Fine Arts, Boston




which recorded the family for posterity—and religious
subjects, which taught moral lessons.8
The patron’s reason for purchasing or commissioning
Lady Undlressing remains a puzzle. Given its unusually
large size, it may have been commissioned for a public
house. Reverend Gideon Schaats complained in 1652
that Albany had too many taverns and “‘villainous”
houses.? Did this painting serve a moralizing purpose,
or was it enjoyed purely for its mildly titillating quali-
ties? Its meaning to the people of eighteenth-century
New York remains unknown.
LBF/DC

Notes

1. Keck and Keck 1953, 117-118.

2. The painting was fitst titled Tzken by Surprise, then
Woman taking a Footbath, while owned by the Garbisches.

3. This attribution was suggested by Mary Black on a visit
of § August 1982 (notes in NGA-CE).

4. See, for example, Duyckinck’s portrait of his sister-in-
law, Elizabeth Van Brugh, c. 1738 (N-YHS; Blackburn and
Piwonka 1988, cat. no. 270).

5. Gertrude Townsend, curator of textiles, Museum of Fine
Arts, Boston, discovered this print source (letter of 15 April
1953, in NGA-CF).

6. On the popularity of St. Jean’s designs, and several
forgeries by Dutch entreprencurs, see Héléne Adhémar, Waz-
teau, sa vie, son oeuvre (Patis, 1950), 106-108.

7. On the dog as a symbol of lust, see Donald Posner,
Wattean: A Lady at her Toilet (New York, 1973), 43, 47, 72,
74, 77-83. Genre scenes with explicit sexual content were
common in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century European
paintings and prints.

8. Piwonka and Blackburn 1980 (see Bibliography), 16.

9. Robert G. Wheeler, ‘““Hudson Valley Religious Paint-
ings,” Antiques 63 (Aptil 1953), 346.
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Ralph E. W, Earl
1788-1838

ALPH ELEASER WHITESIDE EARL, the son
Rof Connecticut portrait painter Ralph Earl (1751-
1801) and his second wife, Ann Whiteside, was proba-
bly born in New York City in 1788.! He is presumed to
have received his initial painting instruction from his
father.

The earliest known portrait by Earl is dated 1802.2 In
1804 he painted the ambitious family portrait in the
National Gallery and several other dated works.? These
eatly efforts reflect his study of his father’s composi-
tions, yet they are characterized by figures with arti-
ficially erect postures and greater simplification of the
body, most evident in the ovoid heads and cylindrical
arms.

Earl was soon to learn perspective, anatomy, and
three-dimensional illusion. In 1809 he journeyed to
London, where he studied with John Trumbull (1756-
1843) and was advised by Benjamin West (1738-1820).
After a year in London, he moved to the residence of his
maternal grandfather and uncle in Norwich. He re-
mained in Norwich for four years, receiving portrait
commissions, notably from General John Money, his
father’s patron many years before. Earl left England in
1814 and traveled to Patis. He stayed nearly a year to
study paintings at the Louvre, and made the acquain-
tance of John Vanderlyn (1775-1852).

Inspired by the grand tradition of history painting he
witnessed in Europe, Earl returned to the United States
in December 1815 with ideas for a grand-scale historical
composition. Landing in Savannah, Georgia, he trav-
eled about the southern states making portraits for in-
clusion in a portrayal of the battle of New Orleans.
Although he never completed this project, his experi-
ence in the South was valuable. He established a repu-
tation as a portraitist and met General Andrew Jackson,
who was to become his lifelong patron and friend.

Earl visited Jackson’s home in Nashville, Tennessee,
known as ‘“The Hermitage,” in January 1817, and
painted portraits of the general, his family, and friends.
He married Mrs. Andrew Jackson’s niece, Jane Caffery,
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on 19 May 1819. She died in childbirth the following
year.

After the death of Mrs. Jackson in 1828, Earl became
the General’s closest companion and lived at The Her-
mitage. When Jackson was elected president, the artist
accompanied him to the White House, where he was
known as ‘‘Court Painter”” and “‘the King's painter.”
Jackson returned to The Hermitage after his second
term in office, taking Earl with him. The painter died
there on 16 September 1838.

Ralph E. W. Eatl’s present reputation is largely
founded on his innumerable portraits of Jackson.4
These were well known even in his own day; Jackson
ordered prints made after one of them for publicity for
his first presidential campaign in 1828, and another
print was made by the Boston firm of John and William
Pendleton in 1832. Today these portraits are valued for
their historical merits, but are criticized for their repe-
titiousness and absence of psychological insight. They
lack the tender human quality and unsophisticated dec-
orative appearance that give his early portraits so much
appeal to twentieth-century viewers.

JA

Notes

1. No documentation of the younger Eatl’s birth has been
found. For evidence suggesting the 1788 date, see The Ameri-
can Earls 1971, 48. In some family documents the artist’s
mother’s maiden name is spelled ‘“Whitesides.”” Her first
name sometimes appears with an ‘¢’ at the end.

2. General Daniel Bissell (ptivate collection; The American
Earls 1971, 48).

3. The other wotks dated 1804 ate Nathanie/ Ruggles and
Martha Ruggles (present locations unknown; Antigues n8
[October 1980], 685), Ebenezer Porter (present location un-
known; Art in America 45 [Winter 1957-1958], 7), and Mrs.
Patty Porter (The Brooklyn Museum; John I. H. Baur, ““Three
American Portraits by the Eatls,”” The Brooklyn Museum Bul-
letin 8 [Summer 1952}, fig. 2).

4. Among the R. E. W. Earl portraits at The Hermitage are
six of Andrew Jackson. Two Jackson portraits are at the Yale
University Art Gallery, and one each at NPG and NMAA.
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1953.5.8 (1204)

Family Portrait

1804
Oil on canvas, 8.5 x 161.3 (465/8x 63'/.)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
At lower right: R. Ear/ Pinxit 1804

Technical Notes: The original fabric support is in two
pieces, with a horizontal join 14 cm from the bottom of the
painting. The original tacking margins are intact. The
ground color, which appears to be gray, plays a significant
role in the tone of the flesh, as the paint is rather abraded
and allows the dark ground to show through. The paint is
faitly thin, with some impasto in the whites. There is
extensive discolored retouching along the support’s seam,
in the smaller boy’s forehead, and the man’s left arm.
Damage which occurred in 1978 —one short tear at lower
left and another below the bottom of the boy’s coat—has
been repaired.

Provenance: Recorded as from Springfield, Massachusetts.
(Peter Kostoff, Springfield, Massachusetts), by whom sold
in 1952 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 33. // 101 Masterpieces, 1961-
1964, no. 32, color repro. // Charlotte, 1967, no. 7. // 11
Masterpieces, 1968-1970, no. 30. // Tokyo, 1970. /1 The
American Earls. Ralph Earl, James Earl, R. E. W. Earl,
William Benton Museum of Art, University of Connecti-
cut, Stotss, 1972, xxvii, no. 19. // The World of Franklin
and Jefferson, traveling exhibition circulated by the Amer-
ican Revolution Bicentennial Administration, Washing-
ton, 1975~1977, no cat. no. // Terra, 1981-1982, no. 9,
color repro. /| American Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987,
no. 25, color repro. // ltaly, 1988-1989, no. 25, color
repro.

RALPH E. W. EARL painted Family Portrait in 1804,
when he was about sixteen years old. It is the largest
and most complex of his pre-European compositions
and one of only two group portraits by him known
today, the other from about 1824.1 The names of the
sittets for the National Gallery’s important early work
have been lost, as have the circumstances of its
commission.

Family Portrait shates many characteristics with the
artist’s single portraits painted around this time. The
mother’s pose and the treatment of the highlights on
her dress are similar to those of Mrs. Party Porter, Mar-
tha Ruggles, and Mrs. Williams of Boston.? Each
woman sits with her body neatrly in profile, knees facing
right, left arm bent in front of her body, and face
turned toward the viewer. Many of Earl’s figures from
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this period, particularly his women, have unnaturally
long necks, an aspect which seems to enhance rather
than to disturb their simple dignity. The father in Fam-
#ly Portrait closely tesembles Nathanie! Ruggles (see bi-
ography) in pose, but his head is more naturalistic than
Ruggles’ simplified egg shape. This suggests that the
group portrait was probably painted later in the year, as
Earl’s drawing became increasingly skillful.

In all his early likenesses Earl employed the conven-
tion of a drape pulled aside to reveal landscape. He may
have learned this device, which derives ultimately from
European portraiture, from his father, who often em-
ployed it in his own compositions. A family portrait by
the senior Eatl, Mrs. Noah Smith and Her Children,
1798 (MMA),3 illustrates the elder Earl’s influence on his
son. Both pictures are organized symmetrically; the se-
nior family members are situated on either end of the
composition, and the children are grouped in the cen-
ter. Both have one child near the middle of the canvas
whose head is higher than the others’, thereby balanc-
ing the picture on a central vertical axis. Family Por-
trait, however, lacks the more subtle spatial arrange-
ment of the senior Earl’s portrait. The sofa extends the
full length of the canvas, and the figures form a band
across the foreground plane. Where his father has
placed the drape on one side of the painting and the
landscape on the other, the son has rendered drapery on
both sides and the open view in the middle, further
accentuating the symmetry of his design.

In the young Earl’s composition the movement from
head to head is repeated in the curves of the drapery,
and again in the line of the camelback sofa. The ab-
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stract pattern created by these repeated wavy lines is
enhanced by the strong color contrasts in this work.
Distinctive to the Earls is the juxtaposition of red-ot-
ange and forest green; here, the brilliant red of the sofa
is set against the deep green drapes and outfits of the
boys. These striking combinations are offset by the
white of the man’s hose and vest, the woman’s satin
dress, and the collars.

Through subtle gestures between the members of the
family, and his sensitive rendeting of their dark brown
eyes with small white highlights, Eatl conveys an under-
stated tenderness. He endows the sitters with warmth
and life.

JA

Notes

1. The 1824 family portrait is Mr. and Mrs. Ephraime Hub-
bard Foster and Their Children (Tennessee Fine Arts Center at
Cheekwood, Nashville; MacBeth 1971 [see Bibliography],
pl. 1).

2. For locations and reproductions of Mrs. Patty Porter and
Martha Ruggles, see biography, n. 3. The present location of
Mrs. Williams of Boston is unknown (Art in America 48
[Winter 1960], 133).

3. 101 Masterpieces of American Primitive Painting from
the Collection of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Gar-
bisch [exh. cat., American Federation of Arts] (New York,
1961), NO. 31.
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Joseph Anderson Faris
1833-1909

OSEPH ANDERSON FARIS was born in St.

Clairsville, Ohio, in 1833. He began his career as a
cabinetmaker in his father’s shop, but at the age of
eighteen became a marble cutter and moved to Wheel-
ing, West Virginia. He married Mary E. Pratt in 1855.
The couple had ten children, six of whom sutvived to
adulthood.

From 1861 until 1864 Faris served in the army, rising
to the rank of captain. There is no documentary evi-
dence that Faris received any formal artistic training,
but he managed his brother’s photography gallery in
New York for a short time and may have received some
instruction then. While he is known mainly as a portrait
painter, Faris painted landscapes and still lifes as well as
historical scenes.

The artist served briefly as the superintendent of the
Dutchman’s Run Oil Company in New Yotk City but
later returned to Wheeling, where he was elected to the
city council in 1887. In 1890 Faris was appointed by
President Benjamin Harrison to setve as surveyor of cus-
toms for the port of Wheeling. Faris remained in
Wheeling until his death in November of 1909.

LW
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1980.62.69 (2805)
The Neigh of an Iron Horse

186(?)

Oil on canvas, 35 X 45.4 (133/4x177/5)

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch,
Courtesy Gwynne Garbisch McDevitt

Inscriptions
At lower left: A Fari[s], 186[ J*

Technical Notes: A thin white ground has been applied
overall to the fine fabric support. The opaque layers of
paint are also thinly applied with very low texture in the
clouds, tree foliage, grasses, and train smoke. The body of
the horse is modeled with smooth brushstrokes blended
wet-into-wet. The mane and tail of the horse are applied
in spare dry strokes which are feathered at the ends. A
pentimento of grasses in the lower left corner appears to
have been covered with the surface paint of the rocks; the
shape of the underlying brushstrokes of grass can be seen
when the surface is examined in raking light. The paint
surface is slightly abraded in several areas. Ground and
paint are traversed by numerous fine, conchoidal cracks
estimated to have been caused by impact. A line of re-
paired loss, possibly caused by exposure to water, runs
across the bottom edge. The last digit of the inscribed date
shows damage that has been filled and inpainted.

Provenance: Descended in the family of the artist.
Oglebay Institute-Mansion Museum, Wheeling, West Vir-
ginia until 1959. (Joseph A. Stevens, Wheeling, West Vir-
ginia), by whom sold in 1959 to Edgar William and Ber-
nice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: 101 Masterpieces, 1961-1964, no. 88, color re-
pro. // Palm Beach, 1967. // 111 Masterpieces, 1968-1970,
no. 93, color repro. // Tokyo, 1970.

IN NINETEENTH-CENTURY AMERICA, the rail-
road was transforming the country, and it frequently
became a symbol of the conflict between nature and
technology. While many artists minimized the presence
of trains in nature by presenting them unobtrusively in
the background or as benign or even beneficial addi-
tions to the landscape, others presented a less positive
view. In The Neigh of an Iron Horse, the railroad stands
as a challenge to nature, a disturbing threat to the
frightened horse.2

In 1858, two years before this painting was executed,
the Baltimote and Ohio Railroad Company sponsored a
five-day excursion for artists from Baltimore, Maryland,
to Wheeling, West Virginia. Although Faris, who lived
in Wheeling, is not recorded as a participant, he would
have been aware of the trip through the detailed ac-
counts in newspapers and magazines.

Stylistically, as well as thematically, this painting falls
within the academic mainstream. The artist attempts to
tepresent the landscape realistically, giving particular
attention to naturalistic details in the foreground fo-
liage and convincingly rendering atmospheric perspec-
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tive at the horizon. The large, spirited horse is a dra-
matic central focus, contrasting sharply with the small
toylfkc train.

LW

Notes
1. Part of the last digit of the date is obliterated by fill; it
may beao, 8, org.
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2. Ann Gabhart, ed., The Railroad in the American Land-
scape: 1850-1950 (Meriden, Conn., 1981), 17.

References
1970 Fite, Gilbert, Norman Graebner, and Philip White. A
History of the United States. New York: 416.



Martin Edgar Ferrill
1836 or 1837-1897

ARTIN EDGAR FERRILL was born in 1836 or
M 1837 to Matthew and Eliza Ferrill, natives of Ire-
land who had come to the United States before 1835
and settled in the northern division of Troy, New York,
known as Lansingburgh.! Lansingburgh was Ferrill’s
birthplace and remained his home throughout his life.
On 25 March 1857 he married Delia Adams, the daugh-
ter of a local farmer.2 They had two children, Matthew
Westley and Emma Frances, but neither survived past
early childhood. Emma’s death at the age of three in
1863 is recorded in New York City vital statistics, which
suggests that the family had traveled there in or by that
year. In Lansingburgh, the Ferrills lived in an early colo-
nial home which had formerly served as a stagecoach
stop and is still standing. Martin died in this house on
17 February 1897 and was buried in nearby Oakwood
Cemetery.

Little is known about Ferrill’s artistic career. In Troy
directories he was listed for most of his life as a brush
maker, his father’s trade. Later in his life his profession

’

was tecorded as ‘‘agent,”’ a term of unknown mean-
ing.3 Ferrill’s death certificate gives his occupation as
“artist,” but it is not known just when he took up
painting. To date, only four paintings by Ferrill have
been discovered. The eatliest, Sleighing Scene, Lan-
singburgh (Detroit Institute of Arts; Stewart Holbrook,
“Ah Winter,”” American Heritage 7 [December 1955],
18), is dated 1873, ten years before the National Gal-
lery’s Country Dance. A painting of two elderly
women, executed on leather, is undated (present loca-
tion unknown; sale, Sotheby’s New York, 11 November
1981, no. 179), while the fourth, Winter Scene, Moon-
light (Mrs. Warren J. Broderick, Lansingburgh; photo-
graphs in NGA-CF) is dated 1880. Although these four
peintings vary somewhat in style, they share a flair for
storytelling. All but the painting on leather are signed
M. E. Ferrill in the lower righthand corner.

All four works depict winter genre subjects; Country
Dance and the leather picture are interior scenes and
the other two are in outdoor settings. Winter subjects
wete immensely popular in the nineteenth century. Fer-

rill’s renderings have close parallels with lithographs
published by Currier and Ives and paintings by artists
known for their winter scenes, like George Henry Dur-
rie (1820-1863) and Thomas Birch (1779-1851). In no
instance is Ferrill known to have copied another artist’s
work, yet similarities in feeling, composition, and mo-
tifs suggest an awareness of popular prototypes.

JA

Notes

1. I am grateful to Mrs. Warren J. Broderick, a Lan-
singburgh historian, for sharing the results of her diligent
genealogical research with the National Gallery curatorial
staff. Ferrill’s death certificate gives his age as sixty in 1897,
which would place his birth in either 1836 or 1837. Many of
the documents concerning this artist and his family spell his
last name ‘‘Farrell”” or “‘Ferrell,”” but he himself always used
“Ferrill.”

2. Ferrill’s wedding announcement appeared in The Lan-
singburgh Democrat, 9 April 1857, 3.

3. Mrs. Broderick, in a letter of 6 May 1979, in NGA-CF,
suggests that this may indicate that he was making a living by
selling his paintings. There is, however, no evidence to either
confirm or refute this theory.

Bibliography
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1971.83.2 (2565)

Country Dance

1883
Oil on canvas, 62.2 x 72 (24'/. x 283/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
At lower left: M.E. Ferrill. / 83

Technical Notes: The support is a fine-weave fabric. Over
a smooth, off-white ground layer, the paint is applied with
tight brushstrokes and no impasto. The shadows were con-
structed by an unusual method: a brown glaze was applied
over gray underpaint. Underdrawing is faintly visible in
the floor, doorways, and windows. The mirror on the back
wall and the chair beneath it have been moved 5 cm to the
left; underdrawing of their eatlier positions is visible be-
neath the pink area of the wall. Other small adjustments
have been made in the placement of the fireplace tools,
the hand of the man at the far left, and the floor planks.
The painting is abraded in the dark areas but well pre-

MARTIN EDGAR FERRILL

109



Martin Edgar Ferrill, Country Dance, 1971.83.2

110

served in the other colors. Crackle has been retouched
extensively in the floor, walls, and ceiling, and there is a
large area of repaint in the black fabric on top of the
cradle.

Provenance: Recorded as from Connecticut. (The Silver-
mine Tavern Antique Shops [now the Silvermine Tavern
and Country Store], Norwalk, Connecticut), by whom
sold in 1947 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler
Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Rediscovered Painters of Upstate New York,
NYSHA, traveling exhibition, 1958-1959, no. 36. // Eas-
ton, 1962, no. 18. // American Cat-alogue: The Cat in
American Folk Art, MAFA, 1976, catalogue by Bruce John-
son, no. 86. // Montclair, 1988.
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ALTHOUGH Country Dance WAS PAINTED in 1883,
the furnishings and costumes date from the mid-nine-
teenth century.! Experts on Lansingburgh history con-
tend that many Lansingburgh homes in the 188os re-
tained their mid-century appearance and could have
looked like the one portrayed by Ferrill.2 The out-of-
date costumes, however, particularly that of the well-
dressed gentleman seated on the left, suggest that the
composition was not based solely on direct observation.
It is likely that Ferrill was inspired by a print or paint-
ing, although none has come to light.

The theme of the country dance was depicted by
American academic genre painters such as John Lewis
Krimmel (1789-1821) and William Sidney Mount
(1807-1868). Although the wintertime setting in Fer-



rill’s rendition and the principal motif of a couple danc-
ing to the music of a fiddler while others look on bear
an affinity to Mount’s Rustic Dance after a Sleigh Ride
of 1830 (American Paintings in the Museum of Fine
Arts, Boston, 1969, no. 767, fig. 20), the similarities are
probably coincidental.

In Country Dance, Ferrill has taken special care with
the features of the setting. Of particular interest are the
green window blind tied with a gold cord? and the
hooks on the crane in the hearth, whose various lengths
regulated cooking temperatures. The artist has at-
tempted, with reasonable success, to capture the danc-
ing shadows and light created by the candles and the
fire.

The more stylish dress of the seated man contrasts
with the modestly attired figures, several of whom ap-
pear to be black. The dancers may be performing in the
home of the wealthy gentleman, or this may be a holi-
day party for his hited help. Ferrill’s faces are like cari-
catures, the product of both a sense of humor and a
dearth of skill in delineating features, but his narrative
abilities are evident in this evocative, action-filled
painting.

JA

Notes

1. Notes from a telephone conversation of 10 October 1984
with Paul Ettesvold, associate curator, Costume Institute,
MMA, in NGA-CF. Ettesvold states that the man seated on the
left is in typical 1850 attire.

2. Mirs. Warren J. Broderick, Lansingburgh historian, letter
of 6 May 1979, in NGA-CF, and Stacy F. Pomeroy, curator/
registrar, Rensselaer County Historical Society, Troy, New
York, letter of 1 August 1984, in NGA-CF.

3. Although these roll-up blinds were widely used, they
are rarely depicted. Another example is found in Slaves Con-
cealing their Master from a Search Party, a print in the series
Confederate War Etchings by Adalbert J. Volck (1828-1912),
published in 1862 (reproduced in Harold L. Peterson, Amer:-
cans At Home [New York, 1971], pl. 108).

References
None

Erastus Salisbury Field

1805-1900

RASTUS SALISBURY FIELD and his twin sis-
E ter, Salome, were born in Leverett, Massachusetts,
on 19 May 1805. Erastus Field showed an early talent for
sketching portraits, and in 1824 the aspiring artist trav-
eled to New York City to study with Samuel F. B. Morse
(1791-1872). Field’s instruction was cut short by the
death of Morse’s wife in 1825, and it is not evident what
Field learned. He and another pupil were described by
Morse as *‘very tractable and useful.”’!

Field returned to Leverett in 1825 and began his
painting trips throughout central Massachusetts the fol-
lowing year. Two examples from this early period are
Bie/ Le Doyt, 1827 (1971.83.3), the only signed and
dated portrait from the beginning of Field’s career, and
Elizabeth Billings Ashley, c. 1825 (Museum of Fine
Arts, Springfield, Massachusetts; Black 1984, cat. no. 1,
color pl. 1), a portrait of his grandmother painted dut-
ing the last year of her life. In general, Field’s early
work is characterized by figures that fill the canvas and
by such anatomical irregularities as short waists and
awkward hands. Other features include halo effects
around the sitter’s head; bright touches of color; stiff,
standardized poses; and soft but sparsely modeled facial
features.

The next documentation of Field’s activity is an 1828
letter in which the artist reported that people consid-
ered his portraits ‘‘good likenesses.”’2 In 1831 he mar-
ried Phebe Gilmur in Ware, Massachusetts, and their
only child, Henrietta, was born the next year. His career
apparently prospered during the 1830s, for the artist
produced a multitude of rapidly executed portraits (of-
ten completed in one day) which commanded fair
prices. Field’s best portraits date from around 1836—
the year he returned to Leverett from Ware—to about
1840 and are characterized by looser brushwork, more
studied compositions, and careful draftsmanship.
These paintings also reveal great attention to detail and
decorative patterning in the depiction of lace, jewelry,
and colorful painted floots. In addition, Field’s faces
from this period exhibit well-defined bone structure
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and skillful modeling with small dabs of color. The
sitters’ poses remain rigid and conventional. Some
paintings include elaborate backgrounds, like that in
Joseph Moore and His Family, 1839 (Museum of Fine
Arts, Boston; Black 1984, cat. no. 64, color pl. 19), or
window views, as in Man with a Tune Book: Mr. Cook (?),
c. 1838 (1978.80.6).

After traveling to Brattleboro, Vermont, in 1839, the
artist and his wife moved back to Ware, Massachusetts.
By 1841, however, they were in New York City. Field
remained there for about seven years and exhibited sev-
eral works.3 In 1848 he was called home to manage his
father’s farm in Sunderland, Massachusetts, and a
newspaper account teported that he remained there for
“‘some four years in the practice of his art.”4

By around 1847 Field had begun executing landscape
and history paintings, perhaps because the daguer-
reotype, introduced in America in 1839, was beginning
to replace painted portraits. Always resourceful, how-
ever, Field took advantage of the camera, using it to
make photographs of his sitters which he would later
copy on canvas.

Between 1852 and his wife’s death in 1859, Field,
usually with his family, moved frequently between Sun-
derland, Palmer, and North Amherst, Massachusetts.
When Phebe Field died, the artist and his daughter
moved to Plumtrees, a settlement now in Sunderland
that was occupied by the Cooley and Hubbard families,
whom Field had known since childhood. Field, who
would spend the rest of his life there, built a modest
studio and painted such elaborate compositions as The
Ark of the Covenant (1956.13.3) and ‘‘He Turned Their
Waters into Blood” (1964.23.3). In these detailed
paintings of exotic landscapes and biblical scenes, Field
relied on his imagination as well as on printed illustra-
tions by artists such as John Martin.>

Field died at Plumtrees in 1900, leaving a legacy of
over three hundred paintings attributed to his hand.
Just before his death a newspaper article praised his
portraits, saying that they were ‘‘as neatly correct as can
well be made in oil, and give to posterity faithful ideas
of the personal appearance of their ancestors.”’6 Field’s
career exemplified that of the enterprising itinerant
who created distinctive, quickly executed yet insightful
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likenesses to meet the growing demands of America’s
middle-class patrons.
Lw

Notes

1. Black 1980, 74.

2. Black 1980, 74.

3. Black 1980, 77-78. City directories of 1841-1842 list
Field as a portrait painter living in Greenwich Village. Black
points out several paintings, entered under their owners’
names rather than Field’s, which may have been entries in the
1845 and 1847 fairs of the American Institute of the City of
New York.

4. Black 1980, 78.

5. Black 1980, 78. Thomas Cole’s (1801-1848) Garden of
Eden, 1827-1828 (Amon Carter Museum, Fort Worth) itself
based on Martin’s work, is also a source for Field’s composi-
tion based on that biblical narrative. Cole’s work, such as his
Course of Empire series, 1836 (N-YHS) and The Architect’s
Dream, 1840 (Toledo Museum of Art), may also have influ-
enced some of Field’s later compositions, such as his series on
the Plagues of Egypt (see entty for 1964.23.3), or Historic
Monument of the American Republic, painted in three cam-
paigns: 1867, c. 1876, and 1888 (Museum of Fine Arts, Spring-
field, Massachusetts; Black 1984, cat. no. 83, fig. 44, and
color insert).

6. Black 1966, 56, quoting the 9 June 1900 Greenfield
Guazeteer and Courier. Even a contemporary critic of Field’s
work stated that local citizens regarded the artist’s work ‘“‘with
pious admiration.”” (See the Reverend Rollin Lynde Hartt, ‘A
New England Hill Town,” part 2, The Atlantic Monthly 85

[May 1899), 717).
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1971.83.3 (2566)
Biel Le Doyt

1827
Oil on canvas, 76.4 x §8.5 (30'/s x 2.3)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Inscriptions

On the reverse (no longer visible; photograph taken prior
to lining, in NGA-CF): Bze/ Le Doyt. / Aged 24 years /
Painted by / Erastus S. Field | Worcester, Mass. / 182;.

Technical Notes: The medium-weight support retains its
tacking edges. The fabric is covered with a white ground of
medium thickness that once covered all the tacking edges.
The oil (estimate) paint is a fluid paste worked in the
broad, flat manner typical of Erastus Field. Much of the
modeling is accomplished with thinly applied but opaque
paint. There is low texture in the highlights. A cross-
shaped tear just left of the sitter’s fingers was repaired, and
there are scattered retouchings, particularly in the area of
the black coat. The inner contour of the original stretcher
is marked by a continuous line of crackle in the paint and
ground, approximately 2.5 cm from the picture edges.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. (Victor
Spatk, New York), by whom sold in 1948 to Edgar William
and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Erastus Salisbury Field, 1805-1900, Connecti-
cut Historical Society, Hartford, 1963-1964, catalogue by
Reginald French in Connecticut Historical Society Bulletin
28 (October 1963), no. 131. // Erastus Salisbury Field:
1805~1900, Museum of Fine Arts, Springfield; NMAA and
NPG; MAFA and MMA; Marion Koogler McNay Art Insti-
tute, San Antonio, Texas, 1984-1985, catalogue by Mary
C. Black, 12, 94, no. 2, fig. 1.

THIS PORTRAIT OF Biel Le Doyt is the only signed
and dated painting from the artist’s early career and
thus is an important key to attributing and dating other
early works. The technique is typical of the artist’s first
works but is unusual among naive painters in general.
The modeling is soft and the edges, particularly those
around the sitter’s shoulders, are blurred. Naive paint-
ing is more frequently characterized by an emphasis on
line and crystalline clarity. Field brightened his rather
subdued composition with a light halo around the
head, a touch of red in the chairback, and bold red and
green stripes on the beige vest.

Biel Le Doyt was born on 4 April 1803, probably in
Sturbridge, Massachusetts.! He was the third and youn-
gest child of Noah and Lydia Estabrook Le Doyt,? who
were married in Woodstock, Connecticut, in December
1791. They had settled in Sturbridge by November of
the following year, when their first child, Oliver, was

born.3 The painting’s inscription indicates that Biel was
in Worcester, Massachusetts, when he was twenty-four
years old, but the duration of his stay and the nature of
his activities there have not been determined.4 Two
years later, on 15 September 1829, he married Sarah
Cole of Warren, Rhode Island, who was probably re-
lated to his maternal grandmother, Mary Cole, also of
Warren. Sarah died in 1838, and Biel remarried twice,
first to Elizabeth Wales Potter, and second to Janette
Mason. Neither his profession nor the date of his death
has come to light.

LW/JA

Notes

1. Genealogical information on the sitter is found in
Alverdo Hayward Mason, Genealogy of the Sampson Mason
Family (East Braintree, Mass., 1902), 279; Clarence Winthrop
Bowen, The History of Woodstock, Connecticut: Genealogies
of Woodstock Families (Wotcestet, Mass., 1943), 206-208;
and Vital Records of Woodstock, Connecticut (Hartford,
Conn., 1914), 233. A vatiety of spellings complicate research
on this family. In genealogical sources, Biel is sometimes
spelled Abiel, while Le Doyt appears in a wide range of forms
such as Ledoyt, Ledoit, Ledyot, and Ladoit.

There is some confusion as to where the sitter was born.
According to Bowen, all three children were born in
Sturbridge; however, Biel’s birth is listed in vital records for
Woodstock, Connecticut.

2. Mason 1902, 279, spells Lydia’s last name Eastbrook.

3. Several generations of Le Doyts lived in Woodstock.
Noah and Lydia, however, were not the only family members
to move permanently to Sturbridge; the deaths of Noah’s
brother, the elder Biel Le Doyt (a Baptist minister) and his
wife, Joanna Ainsworth, are also recorded there.

4. His name does not appear in the Worcester Village Reg-
ister for 1828 and 1829, nor the more extensive Worcester
Village Directory for 1829.

References
1963 French and Dods (see Bibliography): 98, 117.
1980 Black (see Bibliography): 74.

1955.11.19 (1437)
Man with Vial

c. 1827
Oil on canvas, 75 x 59.5 (29'/2x23'/2)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The support is a fine-weave fabric. The
tacking edges are intact, and the moderate-to-thin overall
white priming is visible on each fabric edge. Paint is ap-
plied in blocky, opaque areas, with no indication of brush-
work. The smooth modeling of the features is achieved
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Erastus Salisbury Field, Bie/ Le Doyt, 1971.83.3
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with a brown glaze drawn over the opaque flesh tones. Low
texture is observed in the whites. There is a mended tear
just above the vial. Small retouchings were made in the
face, and bands of retouching were made at the top and
sides.

Provenance: Recorded as from Connecticut. Purchased in
1952 by Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 55. // Triton, 1968.

1955.11.20 (1438)

Wife of Man with Vial

c. 1827
Canvas, 75 x 60 (29°/s x 23 3/5)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The tacking edges of the finely woven
support are intact. Remains of the moderately thick white
ground are observed on all tacking margins. The paint is
applied in smooth, solid layers, worked thinly but
opaquely in a linear fashion. Details of the lacewotk and
fabric print are drawn with full-bodied paints over the
completed underlayer. The modeling in the face and hand
1s done with transparent glazes of brown but elsewhete is
accomplished with opaque paints of deeper values juxta-
posed with paint of lighter value. The whites are slightly
textured. There are numerous losses along the edges. An
overall fine rectangular crackle is slightly cupped in the
face and neck of the sitter. Tiny old flake losses can be seen
throughout the paint surface.

Provenance: Same as 19§5.11.19.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 4.

THESE TWO COMPANION PORTRAITS of uni-
dentified sitters! are very similar to Field’s Bie/ Le Doy:
of 1827 (1971.83.3), and thus can be assigned to the
beginning of the artist’s career. Like Bze/ Le Doyt, they
are half-length portraits of figures seated in similar red
chairs surrounded by an empty background which
lightens around their heads to form a halolike effect.
All three portraits exhibit soft modeling, subdued col-
oring, and nearly identical poses.

Field’s painting technique in these two portraits,
howevet, is slightly crisper than that in Bze/ Le Doy?. In
addition, the artist seems to increasingly emphasize
decorative detail, especially in the female portrait. The
floral and dot pattern of the sitter’s dress is carefully
executed, as is the design in her lace collar and cap.2
There is less detail in Man with Vial, although Field

includes a gray, floral-patterned vest showing slightly
from beneath the sitter’s jacket.

Both of these portraits have awkwardly articulated,
square-fingered hands, irregularities the artist was never
fully able to cortect. Throughout his career, Field con-
centrated his best efforts on the sitter’s faces, while
filling the rest of his portraits with stylized and repeti-
tive conventional devices.

Lw

Notes

1. Because Field, especially at the beginning of his career,
painted portraits of several of his relatives, Mary C. Black
speculates that these sitters may also be Field family members
(telephone notes, 5 August 1982, in NGA-CF).

2. The lace pattern is executed with white dots. Later, to-
ward the mid-1830s and after, the artist depicts lace patterns
with black touches of paint (see, for example, Mrs. Harlow A.
Pease, 1965.15.2).

References
1963 French and Dods (see Bibliography): 123, nos. 193, 194.

1980.62.7 (2792)
Woman Holding @ Book

c. 1835
Oil on canvas, 75.7 x 60.5 (297/8x 237/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The painting is executed on a finely
woven fabric, the weave of which is overly prominent,
probably as a result of lining done in 1975. The tacking
margins have not been retained, but the presence of cusp-
ing on all sides indicates that the painting is not cropped.
Over a smooth tan ground the paint is smoothly applied,
wet-into-wet, in a thick paste, with a little glazing in the
sitter’s red cheeks and in the blacks. Scumbling was used
to create the sheer white fabric over the black dress. The
paint layer exhibits a fine-aperture crackle pattern.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. (David
Stockwell, Wilmington, Delaware), by whom sold in 1954
to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

IN THE MID-18305 Field made increasing use of stan-
dardized formats to create likenesses both rapidly and
economically.

As this portrait of an unidentified sitter demon-
strates, Field’s skill is most evident in his faces and
certain decorative details such as the lace collar and
tooled leather-bound book shown here. Other ele-
ments, like the background, parts of the sitter’s cos-
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Erastus Salisbury Field, Wife of Man with Vial, 1955.11.20
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Erastus Salisbury Field, Man with Vial, 1955.11.19
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Erastus Salisbury Field, Woman Holding a Book, 1980.61.7
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tume, her pose, and the chair arm, are simplified. Also
typical of Field’s portraits from this date ate the frontal
view, the sitter’s serious expression, and the emphasis
on the triangular shape of her shoulders. The artist has
created interesting surface patterns through the dia-
mond and V-shapes in the lace ruff, along with curves
that define the sitter’s cutls, eyes, and the scalloped
edges of her ruff and fichu. Two other National Gallery
portraits from this period, Mrs. Harlow A. Pease
(1965.15.2) and Mrs. Paul Smith Palmer and Her Twins
(1971.83.5), share many of these characteristics.

LW

References
1963 French and Dods (see Bibliography): 123, no. 195.

1971.83.4 (2567)
Paul Smith Palmer

1835/1838
Oil on canvas, 86.4x 73.4 (34 x 287/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The painting is on a relatively fine-weave
fabric and retains its original tacking margins. The off-
white ground appears to be artist-applied, as it does not
extend onto the tacking margins; it also does not extend to
the very bottom of the painting. Diagonal strokes are evi-
dent on the surface of the painting and may result from
the method of ground application. A continuous blue-
gray layer is present beneath the flesh tones. The paint
layer is relatively thin and is applied in layers wet-into-wet,
with minimal impasto in the white highlights. The reddish
browns of the chair are painted in a much more transpat-
ent paint, with visible brushstroking. There are three re-
paited tears in the fabric: one above each hand and the
third on the left side of the proper left lapel. Inpainting is
confined mainly to the abrasion at the edges, and areas of
damage around the tears.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. Descended
in the family of the sitter to Drewville Jeffery, whose wife
was a descendant of the sitter. (John Esposito, city un-
known), by whom sold in 1964 to Edgar William and Ber-
nice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Between the Rivers: Itinerant Painters from
the Connecticut to the Hudson, Stetling and Francine
Clark Art Institute, Williamstown, Massachusetts; Mu-
seum of Fine Arts, Springfield, Massachusetts; Hudson
River Museum of Westchester, Yonkers, New York, 1990-
1991, catalogue by Colleen Cowles Heslip, no. 28.

1971.83.5 (2568)

Mrs. Paul Smith Palmer and Her
Twins

1835/1838
Oil on canvas, 97.8 x 86.3 (38'/.x 34)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The painting is on a rather fine, open-
weave fabric which retains its original tacking margins.
The off-white ground appeats to be artist-applied as it
does not extend onto the tacking margins; it also does not
extend to the very bottom of the painting. Diagonal
strokes are evident on the surface of the painting and may
result from the method of ground application. A contin-
uous blue-gray layer is present beneath the flesh tones.
The paint layer is applied both thinly wet-into-wet and
fairly thickly wet-into-dry, with impasto in the white high-
lights. There are scattered losses, the retouching of which
has discolored slightly. There is extensive drying and me-
chanical cracking, which is somewhat disfiguring, espe-
cially in the light flesh tones.

Provenance: Same as 1971.83.4.

Exhibitions: The New World: 1620-1970, Chrysler Art
Museum, Provincetown, Massachusetts, 1970, no. 12. //
Small Folk: A Celebration of Childhood in America,
N-YHS under auspices of MAFA, 1980-1981, catalogue by
Sandra Brant and Elissa Cullman, no. 122, color repro. //
Erastus Salisbury Field: 1805-1900, Museum of Fine Arts,
Springfield, Massachusetts; NMAA and NPG; MAFA and
MMA; Marion Koogler McNay Art Institute, San Antonio,
Texas, 1984-1985, catalogue by Mary C. Black, no. 41, fig.
69. || Between the Rivers: Itinerant Painters from the
Connecticut to the Hudson, Stetling and Francine Clark
Art Institute, Williamstown, Massachusetts; Museum of
Fine Arts, Springfield, Massachusetts; Hudson River Mu-
seum of Westchester, Yonkers, New York, 1990-1991, cata-
logue by Colleen Cowles Heslip, no. 27.

HANNAH EELLS PALMER was born in Stonington,
Connecticut, on 6 December 1804. On 15 February 1824
she married her cousin Paul Smith Palmer (b. 11 No-
vember 1796), the son of Revolutionary War general
Roswell Saltonstall Palmer and his wife, Desire.
Hannah Palmer then moved to her new husband’s
home in Stockbridge, Massachusetts. The couple had
nine children, of whom only three survived. The twins
shown here, Charles and Emma, died in 1838 at the age
of three. It is not possible to distinguish between the
two children, since Field has given us no clue as to their
gender. Contemporary accounts report that Mrs. Pal-
mer, who died in Stockbridge on 13 March 1881, was
““dearly loved by all’’ and record that her *‘standing in
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Erastus Salisbury Field, Pax/ Smith Palmer, 1971.83.4
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society was second to none.”’! Mr. Palmer owned a farm
which was described as ‘‘a place affording a most favor-
able specimen of the American farmer and domestic
management.’’2 He died in 1875.

Unlike many of Field’s subjects, Mr. Palmer is not
portrayed with any props which might further reveal his
character. However, his portrait is typical of Field’s work
from the mid-1830s, combining individualized and
competently modeled facial features with flatter stock
bodies and rigid standardized poses. While Field occa-
sionally brightened his male portraits with touches of
color provided by a decorative vest (see Bie/ Le Doyt,
1971.83.3) or a brightly colored chair, this portrait re-
mains a study of black and white contrasts broken only
by the warmer tones in the sofa’s brown wood.

A later photograph of Mrs. Palmer and other Palmer
family members confirms that Field’s painting is an
accurate likeness that faithfully reproduces such distin-
guishing family characteristics as Mrs. Palmer’s narrow
eyes, broad face, and straight mouth.3 These traits ap-
pear in other photographs of family members, as well as
in the Field portraits of Mr. Palmer and the twins.

Field had difficulty positioning the child on Mrs.
Palmer’s lap. There is no foreshortening or modeling of
either mother or child, and the child’s feet are incor-
rectly drawn, as is Mrs. Palmer’s left hand, which does
not reach naturalistically around the child.

Despite these difficulties, Mrs. Palmer is the stronger
and more interesting of the two companion portraits. It
is characterized by a powerful angularity. Mrs. Palmer’s
hairstyle lends her head a rectangular quality; the deco-
rative lace trim cuts straight across her upper torso; and
the long, sloping, and extremely broad shoulders of her
dress create a large triangle enveloping the three fig-
ures. The three heads are aligned in a zigzag, from the
child in the left foreground, to the seated child at right,
up to the mother’s face at the center. The geometric
severity is alleviated, however, by the small, blond chil-
dren and Mrs. Palmer’s pleasant, if not quite smiling,
expression. One of Field’s few group portraits, Mrs.
Paul Smith Palmer and Her Twins is endowed with a
monumentality not present in most of Field’s work.

LW

Notes

1. Noyes F. Palmer, Volume I of the Palmer Records. Pro-
ceedings or Memorial Volume of the First Palmer Family Re-
union held at Stonington, Connecticut, August 10 and 11,
1881, the Ancestral Home of Walter Palmer, the Pilgrim of
1629 (Brooklyn, 1881), 185, 274. Vital statistics for Mr. and
Mrs. Palmer are recorded here and in Richard Anson Wheeler,
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History of the Town of Stomington (Mystic, Conn., 1966),
522, §26.

2. Palmer 1881, 186.

3. Reproduced in Palmer 1881, between 176 and 177.

References
None

1965.15.1 (1950)
My, Pease

c. 1837
Canvas, 89.9x 74 (353/8x 29'/8)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The picture is on a fine, tightly woven,
medium-weight fabric. From normal visual examination of
the abraded areas in the paint film, it is apparent that a
gray ground was applied to the canvas. For the most part
the paint is directly applied, the modeling accomplished
wet-into-wet. In the highlights, particularly on the hands
and face, the paint is applied more thickly and is mildly
impasted. The paint layer remains remarkably uncracked
for a painting of its age; the only area where a system of
branched cracking is evident is on the white shirt and
collar. Small filled losses ate scattered over the figure, and
larger areas of retouching are evident in the background
and around the edges. These repaints appear to cover areas
of abrasion.

Provenance: Descended in the Pease family, Torrington,
Connecticut. (Thomas D. Williams, Litchfield, Connecti-
cut), by whom sold in 1954 to Edgar William and Bernice
Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: South Texas Artmobile, 1972-1973. // Terra,
1981-1982, no. 23. // American Naive Paintings, (IEF)
1985-1987, no. 26, color repro. // Italy, 1988-1989, no. 26,
color repro.

THE SUBJECT OF THIS DIRECT, sensitive likeness
was at one time thought to be Deacon Harlow A. Pease
(1798-1870) of Enfield, Connecticut, husband of the
subject of the National Gallery portrait Mrs. Harlow A.
Pease (1965.15.2). The subsequent appearance of a por-
trait of a younger member of the Pease family, however,
has led scholars to conclude that the National Gallery
portrait is probably of Allen Pease, the father of the
deacon.!

Allen Pease, the son of Nathaniel and Eunice Allen
Pease, was born on 12 October 1762 in Connecticut;
which town is uncertain.? He was martied to two Con-
necticut women—the first, Rachel Tibballs (1767-1798)
of Norfolk, and the second, Tamsin Sears (b. 1775) of
Sharon—and had seven children. His profession was
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that of a clothier. Pease moved to Sheffield, Massa-
chusetts, sometime between 1799 and 1830.3 His death
is recorded in Sheffield on 8 April 1843. When this
portrait was painted, he would have been about sev-
enty-five.

In all there are four known Pease family portraits by
Field, and they, along with five other paintings, have
similar black frames decorated with gold-stenciled leaf
designs.4 Black has dated all of these c. 1837 on the
basis of style, noting their similatity to paintings pro-
duced about this time, when Field was working in west-
ern Massachusetts and Connecticut.’ These portraits are
characterized by what has been called “‘an efficient
shorthand technique,”’é which includes rigid frontal
poses, cloudlike backgrounds, pointed ears, and poin-
tillist brushwork to define flesh tones. Of the nine
paintings in stenciled frames, The Portrait of Andrew
Judson (see n. 2) most strongly resembles Mr. Pease.
Field gave both sitters strongly modeled hollow cheeks
and mouths in tight lines that turn down at the corners.
In addition, both sitters have similatly shaped heads
and square-shaped haircuts.

Field’s characterization of old age seems especially
sympathetic and realistic in this portrait. Mr. Pease’s
white hair is thinning, his knitted brow, eyes, and tight
mouth are wrinkled, and his expression is stern yet
dignified.

LW/JA

Notes

1. Deacon Harlow A. Pease is in the collection of Sybil and
Arthur B. Kern, Providence, Rhode Island (Jacqueline Oak,
“‘American Folk Portraits in the Collection of Sybil and Ar-
thur B. Kern,”” Antiques 122 [September 1982], color pl. 9).
Master Pease with Rose-Painted Card, thought to portray
Deacon Pease’s son, Henry Allen Pease (1831-1870), is in the
collection of Joan Arden, New York (Black 1984 [see Bibli-
ography), fig. 9, cat. no. 31). Like the two National Gallery
portraits of this family, these two works passed from descen-
dants to the dealer Thomas D. Williams, Litchfield, Connect-
icut (see letter of Stewart Gregory [who acquired them from
Williams] of 27 September 1968, in NGA-CF).

2. Biographical information in this entry is taken from
Gary Boyd Roberts, Genealogies of Connecticut Families, 3
vols. (Baltimore, 1983), 3: 52-53, 63. According to Roberts,
Pease was born in Enfield, Windsor, or Goshen.

3. Pease appeats in the United States Census for Connecti-
cut in 1790 and for Massachusetts in 1830. In the latter census
his residence is given as Sheffield.

4. The other five paintings are Andrew Judson, Mrs.
Andrew Judson, and Jennette Judson, all c. 1837 (Joslyn Art
Museum, Omaha; photographs in NGA-CF), and Woman with
White Cap and Man with Red Table, both c. 1837 (Mr. and
Mrs. Bertram K. Little, Brookline, Massachusetts; the
woman'’s portrait is reproduced in Nina Fletcher Little, Cour-
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try Arts in Early American Homes [New York, 1975], 99). See
Black 1963 (in Bibliography), sect. 7. The artisans who deco-
rated frames such as these are seldom known. Some frames
were made by cabinetmakers and later sold to painter-decora-
tors. See Little 1975, 93-105. Jacqueline Oak suggests that
Field may have decorated these himself (Oak 1982, 568).

5. Mary C. Black, letter of 31 October 1968, in NGA-CF.

6. Rumford 1981 (see Bibliography), 95.

References
1963 French and Dods (see Bibliography): 120, no. 164.

1965.15.2 (1951)
Mrs. Harlow A. Pease

c. 1837
Oil on canvas, 89.6 x 74 (353/8 x 29'/3)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The very fine fabric support was pre-
pared with a smooth, medium-gray ground. The portrait
has been expanded about 1 cm to fit on a larger stretcher
than the original one. The paint is thinly and opaquely
applied, with low impasto in the lace and dark dress. The
paint layer is well preserved, apart from scattered losses in
the dress, face, and background. The largest areas of re-
touching are at the top left corner and along the right
edge. It has almost no crackle pattern.

Provenance: Descended in the Pease family, Torrington,
Connecticut. (Thomas Williams, Litchfield, Connecticut),
by whom sold in 1954 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrys-
ler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: South Texas Artmobile, 1972-1973. // Terra,
1981-1982, no. 22. // American Naive Paintings, (IEF)
1985-1987, no. 27, color repro. // Italy, 1988-1989, no. 27,
color repro.

ANNE JANE CLARK (1803-1882) of Sheffield, Mas-
sachusetts, married Deacon Harlow A. Pease on 30 Jan-
uary 1826.1 Around 1839 the couple moved to Alford,
Massachusetts, where her husband was a farmer, a jus-
tice of the peace, and a deacon of the Congregational
Church.2 Deacon and Mrs. Pease had six children, two
of whom died in infancy. The National Gallery portrait
Mr. Pease (1965.15.1) is thought to represent her father-
in-law, Allen. It was presumably painted at the same
time as this portrait, along with likenesses of her hus-
band and a son.3

In Mrs. Pease’s portrait, Field combines the fluid
brushwork of her broadly executed dress with a tighter,
more meticulous handling in the details of her cos-
tume’s lace trim, the decorated ribbon of her cap, and
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the small brooch at her neck. The sweeping lines of lace
on her collar as well as the undulating curves formed by
the trim on her cap create a decorative pattern on the
otherwise unembellished surface of the canvas.4 The
lace silhouettes and frames the head, while the large
costume envelops the figure. Field has skillfully mod-
eled Mrs. Pease’s face, emphasizing her high cheek-
bones and accentuating the jaw, chin, and dimples.
Mrs. Pease’s gentle, smiling expression is unusual in
Field’s work and in naive portraits in general.

Lw

Notes

1. The identification of the sitter is a family tradition.

2. Rev. David Pease and Austin S. Pease, Genealogical and
Historical Record of Descendants of John Pease (Springfield,
Mass.: S. Bowles and Company, 1869), 204.

3. Field’s portraits of Deacon Harlow A. Pease and Master
Pease with Rose-Painted Card, thought to represent her son
Henry Allen (1831-1870), were also acquired from the family
by Thomas Williams, Litchfield (see letter of Stewart Gregory
of 17 September 1968, in NGA-CF). For locations and repro-
ductions, see entry for Field’s Mr. Pease (1965.15.1), n. 1.

4. Field’s Mrs. Andrew Judson, c. 1837 (Joslyn Art Mu-
seum, Omaha; Nina Fletcher Little, Country Arts in Early
American Homes [New York, 1975], 99), like Mrs. Harlow A.
Pease, is surrounded by a stenciled frame, and is very similar
to the National Gallery portrait. Her pose is identical but
reversed, and the two dresses are nearly alike. Mrs. Judson
does not wear a cap, however, nor is the lace trim on her collar
drawn in the crisp, meticulous manner Field has used in Mrs.
Pease’s portrait.

References
1963 French and Dods (see Bibliography): 120, no. 163.

1978.80.6 (2740)
Man with a Tune Book: Mr. Cook (?)

c. 1838
Oil on canvas, 89.1x 73.8 (35 x 29)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
On tune book, left: OLD HUNDRED. L. M.
On tune book, right: EASTPORT. C. M.

Technical Notes: The painting is on a very fine, single-
thread fabric with the tacking margins still intact. On the
top the selvage edge remains as well, and along all the
edges there is excessive stretching and clear evidence of the
original placement of tacks. The white, granular ground
appears to be artist applied. Over this lies a gray layer
which accounts for much of the undetlying gray tone of
the painting. The paint is applied wet-into-dry in rather
fine strokes, with very low impasto in the whites. Strokes

AMERICAN NAIVE PAINTINGS

that outline the fingernails and facial features are done
with fine brushes. The ground and paint layers are secure,
with only a few losses visible under ultraviolet light. There
is, however, quite noticeable conchoidal and network
crackle, as well as radiating cracks at the corners; these
suggest that the painting was keyed out, resulting in stress
on the support.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. (Thomas
McCondack, West Lebanon, New Hampshire); to (Wini-
fred Harding, Woodstock, Vermont); to Reginald French,
Ambherst, Massachusetts; to (Thurston Thacher, Hyde
Park, New York), by whom sold in 1952 to Edgar William
and Bernice Chrysler Gatbisch.

Exhibitions: Easton, 1962, no. 10. // Erastus Salisbury
Field, 1805-1900, AARFAC, catalogue by Mary C. Black,
1963, no. 73, as Man with Song Book ‘‘Old Hundred,
L.M.” || Erastus Salisbury Freld: 1805-1900, Museum of
Fine Arts, Springfield, Massachusetts; NMAA and NPG;
MAFA and MMA; Marion Koogler McNay Art Institute, San
Antonio, Texas, 1984-1985, catalogue by Mary C. Black,
27, no. 61, fig. 29.

THIS CRISP, DETAILED PAINTING is from c.
1836-1840 when Field was producing his finest por-
traits. Although a typical Field likeness in its stiff, con-
ventional pose, stippled painting technique, squared
fingers, sloping shoulders, and awkwardly drawn arms, !
other elements elevate it above the artist’s usual efforts.
Drapety folds are carefully defined, the face is reai-
istically modeled, and the expression is individualized
and natural. The tune book is so carefully delineated
that it is legible. Unlike many of Field’s less studied
portraits which have empty backgrounds, this painting
includes elements of the sitter’s physical environment.
The sweeping red curtain, landscape, and rich brown
wood of the sofa lend color, texture, and a greater de-
gree of sophistication to the painting. It is probable
that the sitter for Man with a Tune Book was prepared
to pay a high price for this ambitious, finished, and
individualized portrait.

Woman with Green Book, a gift of the Garbisches to
the Art Institute of Chicago, is almost certainly a com-
panion to Man with a Tune Book. The pose, painting
technique, background column, curtain, and window
view are very similar and the measurements are the
same.2 Since the early 1960s the pair has been associated
with members of the Cook family of Petersham, Massa-
chusetts.> Two Cook brothers, Nathaniel (1811-1870)
and William (b. 1799), married sisters, Louisa Ellen
Gallond (1816-1838) and Clarissa Gallond (1804-1855),
respectively. The portraits could represent one of these
Cook/Gallond couples, but the evidence is inconclu-
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Fig. 1. Erastus Salisbury Field, Woman with Green Book,
1836-1840, oil on canvas, courtesy of The Art Institute of
Chicago, gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Gai-
bisch, 1980.746

128

sive. A descendant of William Cook recalled that a pair
of portraits of William and Clarissa, similar to Man with
a Tune Book and Woman with Green Book, hung in her
home when she was a child; she could not confirm,
however, that these were they.’

Objects related to music frequently appear in Field’s
portraits, and may be representative of Field's and/or a
sitter’s interest.® In this painting, the tune book may
indicate that the subject was a music teacher, composer,
chorister, or choir leader.” Tune books, recognized by
their oblong format, were often used in New England
singing schools in the first pare of the nineteenth cen-
tury. They typically included hymns and anthems along
with other types of songs.® *‘Old Hundred”’ and ‘‘East-
port,” the names appearing in the tune book, are ac-
tual titles, but no book containing both pieces has been
discovered. ‘Old Hundred” was a well-known hymn,
while “‘Eastport” was a more esoteric tune first pub-
lished in Boston in 1831.2 The obscure nature of ‘‘East-
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port,” probably named for a town in Maine, suggests
that a direct, but undiscovered, connection may have
existed between song and sitter.10

Lw/jA

Notes

1. Other portraits by Field with similar poses include Pau/
Smith Palmer (1971.83.4) and Caprain James Cook, c. 1838
(Douglas Williams; Black 1984 [see Bibliography], cat. no.
60, fig. 73).

2. The painting is reproduced in Maytham 1963, 36, as
Portrait of @ Lady with a Book, and in Black 1984 (see Bibli-
ography), 27, cat. no. 62, and fig. 28, as Lowisa Gallond
Cook?. According to notes made by Reginald French (now in
NGA-CF), he acquired these two portratts at the same time.

3. The Garbisch information sheet for this portrait does
not identify the sitter; the title is simply Anonymons Man.
The identification of these portraits with the Cook family was
apparently made by Mary C. Black in about 1963 (see Thomas
Maytham, letter of 15 April 1963, in NGA-CF). Subsequent
writers have reiterated Black’s identification of the sitters as
members of this family, but conflicting and incomplete prove-
nance information and a lack of documentary evidence make
certain identification impossible.

4. William married Clarissa in 1824. Nathaniel and Louisa
were wed ten years later.

5. Helen M. Cook recalled having disposed of a pait of
portraits of her great-grandparents, Clarissa and William
Cook, compositionally similar to the Garbisch works, in Or-
ange, Massachusetts, in 1912 (see notes from her conversation
with Reginald French on 30 August 1963, in NGA-CF). During
a 1964 visit to the National Gallery to see Man with a Tune
Book, she said she had a ‘‘faint feeling” that the Garbisch
portraits represented Clarissa and William (notes taken by
William Campbell on 17 March 1964, in NGA-CF). She reiter-
ated her doubts in 1966, stating that she had no *‘substantive
proof”’ for her theory (letter of 12 March 1966, in NGA-CF).

6. Field included references to music in several other por-
traits. For example, Awustin Lysander Marsh, c. 1836 (Black
1984 [see Bibliography], cat. no. 46, fig. 24), who is holding a
flute, and Young Lady with Sheet Music, c. 1835 (present
location unknown; sale Sotheby’s, New York, 27 January
1983, no. 187).

7. These suggestions were made by Irving Lowens, Music
Division, lc (telephone notes, 19 April 1963, in NGA-CF) and
Alan C. Buechner, professor of music education, Harvard
Graduate School of Education (memorandum of 11 September
1961, in NGA-CF). Research on William and Nathaniel Cook
has revealed no involvement with music. In Vita/ Records of
Philipston, Massachusetts to the End of the Year 1849
(Worcester, 1906), 61, William's profession is given as farmer.
It is probable that Nathaniel also farmed, as he resided on the
family farm in southern Petersham (Jonas Benjamin Howe,
Sketches of Petersham Natives and Adopted Citizens [Pe-
tersham, Mass., 1915], 117). [ thank Delight Haines, curator of
the Petersham Historical Society, for this last reference and for
her assistance with this research.

A Petersham man named Artemas Bryant (1790-1858) ac-
quired a reputation as a talented musictan, playing the cello
in accompaniment to church choirs, and having a pipe organ
in his home. In a biographical sketch of Bryant, Jonas Howe



wrote, ‘‘Every winter there was a singing school and everyone
who could sing the scale was permitted to join, and all who
played an insttument of any kind at any of the churches
assisted”” (Howe 1915, 115). Bryant always participated in such
events. It 1s possible that Bryant or someone else involved
with this singing school is depicted in this portrait.

8. Lowens provided the National Gallery with information
on tune books (see n. 7).

9. “Old Hundred” became a symbol of a reform move-
ment in the early nineteenth century in which American cho-
ral pieces were replaced by second-rate English ones.
Buechner suggests that ““Old Hundred’” may have been in-
cluded symbolically for its association with this progressive
movement (mistakenly thinking, however, that the painting
was excuted around 1815). Lowens could find ‘‘Eastport”” in
only two publications: first in Lowell Mason, ed., Handel and
Haydn Society Collection of Church Music (Boston, 1831) and
in subsequent editions through 1839, and in the 1833 edition
of The Choir, also edited by Mason. “L.M.” and “C.M.”
following the titles refer to long meter and common meter.

10. Lowens and Buechner were not able to determine the
composer of ‘‘Eastport,” nor did they find either William or
Nathaniel Cook in the rosters of the Handel and Haydn Soci-
ety. Songs were often named for towns. Eastport, Maine, was
the only town by that name in existence in the first half of the
nineteenth century.

References

1963 French and Dods (see Bibliography): 108, no. 31, as
Nathaniel Cook (?).

1963 Maytham, Thomas N. ‘“Two Faces of New England Por-
trait Painting, Erastus Salisbury Field and Henry Darby.”
Museum of Fine Arts (Boston) Bulletin 61: 36-37, fig. 7.

1978.80.5 (2739)

Leverett Pond

c. 1860/1880
Oil on canvas, 55.8 x 69.1 (22x 27'/4)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The picture is on an extremely fine,
tightly woven support, with intact tacking margins. The
thin white ground is applied to the picture surface only,
leaving the tacking margins bate. A golden brown im-
primatura was applied over the white ground. Over this,
the artist laid in the composition with an underdrawing
done in a dry material like graphite. The underdrawing is
visible with magnification and infrared reflectography.
The paint is applied thinly, with thicker paint in the
clouds, foreground, and trees. The separate elements of
the composition do not adjoin at the edges, allowing the
imprimatura to show as an outline around each form. A
metallic paint was used in the trompe 1’ ocil frame.

The lining has caused slight weave empbhasis, and the
dimensions of the new stretcher are very slightly smaller

than the original. The paint and ground have suffered
losses along the perimeter. The trompe !'ceil frame is
abraded. There is wide, open crackle in the datker green
paint of the foreground.

Provenance: Descended in the artist’s family to Mrs. Adin
Field, North Ambherst, Massachusetts, from whom ac-
quired in 1942 by her cousin, Mrs. Victor H. (Eleanor)
Wesson. (Robert Schuyler Tompkins, Sheffield, Massa-
chusetts), by whom sold in 1949 to Edgar William and
Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Somebody’s Ancestors, Museum of Fine Arts,
Springfield, Massachusetts, 1942, no. 10. // Exhibition of
Paintings by Erastus Salisbury Field, Amherst Historical
Society, Massachusetts, in conjunction with the Depart-
ment of Fine Arts, Amherst College, 1947, checklist no.
16. /| Erastus Salisbury Field: 1805~-1900, Museum of Fine
Arts, Springfield, Massachusetts; NMAA and NPG; MAFA
and MMA; Marion Koogler McNay Institute, San Antonio,
Texas, 1984-1985, catalogue by Mary C. Black, no. 75,
fig. 16.

WHILE FIELD’S FAME rests mainly on his portraits
and colorful narrative scenes, he painted at least three
landscapes, two of which are thought to be views of the
town of Leverett, Massachusetts.! Although landscape
was prominent in American nineteenth-century aca-
demic painting, it never acquired such popularity with
naive artists and patrons.2 As Field’s more than two-
hundred likenesses prove, portraiture continued to
dominate nineteenth-century non-academic painting in
spite of the expansion of subject matter to include land-
scapes, still lifes, and seascapes.

It is not known whether Field painted this scene out-
of-doors, but it appeats that he tried to capture nature’s
colors and the effects of light. Especially unusual is the
mountain range in the background, which Field
painted light purple, possibly in an attempt to repro-
duce twilight hues. Field’s Claudian composition indi-
cates his familiarity with one of the major formulas in
nineteenth-century academic landscape painting. The
trees in the foreground frame either side of the paint-
ing, while the composition recedes to the pond in the
middle ground and the mountains in the distance.
Field’s modest landscape is loosely executed, with dabs
of paint impressionistically substituted for detail, as in
some of his portraits. Field surrounded this scene with
an exuberant decorative border painted in gold, navy,
royal blue, and brown.3

LW
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Notes

1. Aside from Leverett Pond, the Reginald French and
Agnes Dods checklist of paintings attributed to Field includes
Rattlesnake Gutter, thought to be Roating Falls Brook in
Leverett, c. 1850 (private collection; checklist no. 261 and
Black 1984 [see Bibliography], cat. no. 72, color pl. 23) and
Under the Maples (Park Scene), c. 1880 (George C. Hubbard,
Sunderland, Massachusetts; checklist no. 263).

2. Thomas Chambers (q.v.) is a notable exception, devot-
ing himself exclusively to land and seascapes, which he pro-
duced in great numbers.
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3. Leverett Pond is dated on the basis of Field’s substitu-
tion of a painted border for a frame. Because Field sut-
rounded several of his Indian scenes (done in the second half
of the century) with simulated frames, Levere#t Pond has been
assigned a similar date (see Black 1984 [see Bibliography],
figs. 75, 77)-

References
1963 French and Dods (see Bibliography): 130, no. 262.



1978.80.3 (2737)

The Taj Mabhal

c. 1860/1880
Oil on canvas, 88.7 x 116.7 (34" /16 X 46)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The support fabric is very fine and thin.
The ground is thin and brownish yellow. The paint is
probably oil, but some bubbles and peatling-up effects in
some areas make it appear aqueous. It is thinly and
opaquely applied as a smooth, watery layer in most areas

but is transparent in the greens of the ground and vegeta--

tion. There are extensive dark stains in the paint layer,
generally in the form of long, thin—now retouched—ver-
tical drips, the worst of which are in the sky, frame, and
buildings. There is also extensive retouching in the trees
and painted frame, covering old losses and abrasion.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. (Robert
Schuyler Tompkins, Sheffield, Massachusetts), by whom
sold in 1949 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler
Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Erastus Salisbury Field: 1805-1900, Museum
of Fine Atts, Springfield, Massachusetts; NMAA and NPG;
MAFA and MMA; Marion Koogler McNay Institute, San
Antonio, Texas, 1984-1985, catalogue by Mary C. Black,
no. 96, fig. s3. // American Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985~
1987, no. 28, color repro. // Italy, 1988-1989, no. 28, color
repro.

WHILE FIELD’S PAINTING of the Taj Mahal in
Agra, India, was undoubtedly copied from a print ot a
photograph, both of which were readily available after
mid-nineteenth century, the exact source remains un-
identified.! Compatrison of Field’s painting with photo-
graphs and prints of the Taj Mahal reveals only slight
differences in small architectural details and in the
number of visible domes and minarets. These few dis-
crepancies may be the result of inaccuracies in Field’s
source, the artist’s simplification, ot his difficulty in
accurately rendering perspective.

The Taj Mahal evidently held a certain fascination for
Field, as he painted it at least three times and made an
additional two pencil drawings.2 Because it was built as
a tomb and memorial for the emperor Shah Jahan’s
wife,3 it has been suggested that Field’s painting of the
Indian monument commemorates the death of his own
wife in 1859.

Mary Black suggests another possible reason for
Field’s preoccupation with the subject. She proposes
that his interest in Indian subject matter was piqued by
Stephen Ashley, one of his patrons, who was on the
committee to welcome Ulysses S. Grant to Hartford

upon his return from India in 1880.4 Field's knowledge
of Grant’s journey is indicated by his painting The Visit
of Ulysses S. Grant to India, for which an illustration in
John Russell Young’'s account (published in 1879)
served as the compositional source.> Young could have
inspired Field to paint the Taj Mahal, which he twice
describes as the most beautiful building known,$ but
no illustration in his book cotresponds with Field’s
depiction.

Field’s attraction to exotic settings can be seen in
many of his biblical pictutes such as “He Turned Their
Waters Into Blood,” c. 1865/1880 (1964.23.3) and
Burial of the First Born in Egypt, c. 1865/1880 (Museum
of Fine Arts, Springfield; Black 1984 [see Bibliography],
cat. no. 87, color pl. 28). Regardless of the source ot
motivation for the work, Field’s painting, which is char-
acterized by unusually careful draftsmanship, conveys
the combination of purity, monumentality, and grace
embodied in this well-known Indian memorial.

LW/JA

Notes

1. John Russell Young, in his 1879 account of General
Ulysses S. Grant’s trip to India, calls the Taj Mahal “‘familiar
from study of pictures and photographs’” (John Russell
Young, Around the World with General Grant, 1 vols. [New
York: The American News Company, 1879], 2: 3).

2. The Taj Mahal with Gardens, in the Museum of Fine
Arts, Springfield, Massachusetts (Black 1984 [see Bibliogra-
phy], cat. no. 97, fig. 75), is a strictly frontal view which
includes part of the gardens, several figures, and a trompe
I'oeil painted frame. The handling of paint appears to be
somewhat looser than in the National Gallery version. The Taf
Mabal in the Flint Institute of Arts is almost identical to the
Springfield painting, but exhibits slightly more controlled

“brushwork. See Richard J. Wattenmaker and Alain G. Joyaux,

American Naive Paintings: The Edgar William and Bernice
Chrysler Garbisch Collection [exh. cat., Flint Institute of
Arts] (Michigan, 1981), 80-81. The two pencil drawings of the
Taj Mahal (Museum of Fine Arts, Springfield; Black 1984 [see
Bibliography], cat. nos. 98 and g9, figs. 76 and 52) are espe-
cially beautiful, featuring detailed, almost academic drafts-
manship and delicate, naturalistic shading. In addition, the
Museum of Fine Arts, Springfield, owns other wotks by Field
that indicate that his fascination with Indian architecture
went beyond the Taj Mahal; their collection includes paint-
ings of an Indian palace and an Indian tabernacle, as well as a
particularly fine drawing of an Indian temple (Black 1984 [see
Bibliography], cat. nos. 100, 101, and 102, figs. 77, 78, and

3. Shah Jahan's wife, Mumtaz Mahal, died giving birth to
their fourteenth child. The Taj Mahal, which is 187 feet high
and took eighteen years to build (1631-1648), is considered the
finest example of Mogul architecture.

4. Black 1984 (see Bibliography), 52 and 111. Stylistic devel-
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opment is not detectable in Field’s subject pieces. Black dates
all of Field’s Indian works to c. 1880 based on her belief that
they all follow Grant’s journey to India. As images of the Taj
Mahal were available before 1880, the possibility that he
painted the memorial at an earlier date cannot be eliminated.

5. The painting is in the collection of the Museum of Fine
Arts, Springfield; in Black 1984 (see Bibliography), cat. no.
95, fig. s1. For citation of Young’s account, see n. 1.

6. Young 1879, 2: 3, 13.
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7. Mary C. Black, telephone notes of 23 February 1983, in
NGA-CF.
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1956.13.3 (1458)
Ark of the Covenant

c. 1865/1880
Oil on canvas, 50.8 x 61.3 (20 X 24'/3)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The fine twill fabric is painted on both
sides. A portrait of a man on the verso is known through a
photograph (fig. 1) but is presently obscured by the lining
fabric. All tacking margins ate intact. The recto was pre-
pared with a discontinuous layer of light colored ground,
probably artist-applied. There is no ground under parts of
the image, for example the landscape at the left. The paint
used for the recto image is granular and pastelike, without
the smooth surface usually associated with oil paint.

There is a horizontal tear in the lower right; a smaller
damage in the center of the sky may also extend to the
support layer. There are small losses scattered throughout
the image, possibly related to the removal of flyspecks in
an earlier treatment. Some associated stains remain.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. Purchased
in 1952 by Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 86. // Erastus Salisbury Field,
1805-1900, AARFAC, 1963, no. mo. // Triton, 1968. //
Erastus Salisbury Field: 1805-1900, Museum of Fine Arts,
Springfield, Massachusetts; NMAA and NPG; MAFA and
MMA; Marion Koogler McNay Art Institute, San Antonio,
Texas, 1984-1985, catalogue by Mary C. Black, 51, no. 93,
fig. so.

ALTHOUGH Ark of the Covenant 1S USUALLY
included in Field’s Egyptian series, the event it depicts
occurred after the release of the Israclites from Egypt.t
As related in the First Book of Samuel, after the Phi-
listines defeated the Israelites and captured the ark,
various misfortunes befell them. Suspecting that their
adversity was caused by the Hebrew god, the Phi-
listines, at the counsel of their priests, ptepared to re-
turn the ark with a guilt offering. They were instructed
to yoke two milk cows to a cart carrying both the ark
and their offering. If the cows took the ark back to
Beth-she mesh this would be proof that the Philistine’s
misfortunes had, indeed, been caused by the Lord.
Field has chosen to represent the moment when *‘the
people of Beth-she mesh wete reaping their wheat har-
vest in the valley; and when they lifted up their eyes
and saw the ark, they rejoiced to see it”” (I Samuel 6:13).
According to the text, Field has included the two milk
cows along with the ark and harvesters. The figures
surrounding the ark with shofars and cymbals are not

Fig. 1. Reverse of canvas (now obscured by lining) of Aré of
the Covenant, 1956.13.3

mentioned in the biblical verse but are doubtless added
to express the joyful welcome given the ark after its
seven-month absence.?

While Field’s composition is a stylized, exuberant
portrayal, it is not original. John Brown's Se/f-Inter-
preting Bible, first published in New Yotk in 1820,
included an engraving by John Neagle after M. Craig
entitled the Philistines Sending Back the Ark, which
appears to have been Field’s source. The only major
differences are the greater detail, realism, and spatial
recession of the print. Field, in contrast, has simplified
many of the elements to flat surface designs, creating a
bold and decorative composition.?

LW

Notes

1. The original instructions from the Lord to Moses regard-
ing the building of the ark, however, took place on Mount
Sinai, during the exodus of the Israelites from Egypt (Exodus
25:10-21). These verses enumerate the Lord’s specific instruc-
tions for the building of the atk and state its purposes: to
house the tablets of the Ten Commandments, as well as to
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serve as a place from which God would communicate with
Moses. Possession of the atk was of the greatest significance to
the Israelites, as it recalled the giving of the law on Mount
Sinai.

2. According to the text, the Philistines were to accompany
the ark in order to verify its return to Beth-she mesh. Bet
Shemesh, the town’s current name, is located in central Israel.

3. Feld 1963, 101, argues that Field’s painting is simply a
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crude rendering of Neagle’s print. The engraving, however, is
characterized by awkwardness and anatomical distortion
which Field did not create, but copied.
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1963 Feld, Stuart P “The Tradition of the Primitive Imagina-
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1964.23.3 (1935)

“He Turned Their Waters into
Blood”’

c. 1865/1880
Oil on canvas, 76.8 x102.9 (30'/4 x 40'/2)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The very fine support retains its tacking
edges. There does not appear to be a ground. A thin, dark
gray underdrawing, possibly done in pencil, is visible
along contours in many areas of the composition. This
appears to be drawn on top of the first layer of paint which
is not continuous throughout the design. Pentimenti,
whete contours were adjusted slightly, are visible in several
of the background figures. The paint is applied thinly and
opaquely, utilizing both wet-into-wet and scumbled paint
application. The sky is abraded and heavily retouched
throughout, and there are numerous awkwardly filled and
retouched damages over the entire surface. There is a fine-
aperture, curved crackle pattern.

Provenance: Descended in the Cooley family, Sunderland,
Massachusetts, to Mrs. Esther Cooley Page.! (Robert
Schuyler Tompkins, Sheffield, Massachusetts), by whom
sold in 1949 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler
Garbisch.

Exhibitions: American Primitive Painting, (SI) 1954-1955,
no. 63. /| 101 Masterpieces, 1961-1964, no. 77, color repro.
Il The Folk Artist in the City: Erastus Salisbury Field in
New York, Museum of Early American Folk Arts (now
MAFA), New York, 1966, no. 24. // Palm Beach, 1967. //
111 Masterpieces, 1968-1970, no. 105, color repro. // To-
kyo, 1970. /1 25 Folk Artists: Their Lives and Work, AAR-
FAC, 1971, no cat. /| The Hand and the Spirit: Religious
Art in America, 1700-1900, University Art Museum,
Betkeley; NMAA; Dallas Museum of Fine Arts; Indi-
anapolis Museum of Art, 1972-1973, catalogue by Jane
Dillenberger and Joshua Taylor, no. s4. // American Nar-
rative Painting, Los Angeles County Museum of Art, 1974,
no. 22. /| Erastus Salisbury Field: 1805-1900, Museum of
Fine Arts, Springfield, Massachusetts; NMAA and NPG;
MAFA and MMA; Marion Koogler McNay Art Institute, San
Antonio, 1984-1985, catalogue by Mary C. Black, 48, 110,
no. 84. /| American Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987, no.
29, color repro. // Iraly, 1988-1989, no. 29, color repro. //
Egypt, The Sources and the Legacy: Ancient Egyptian and
Egyptian Revival Objfects, Sarah Lawrence College Art
Gallery, Bronxville, New York, 1990, no. 8.

AFTER HIS WIFE'S DEATH in 1859, Field returned
to Massachusetts, settling at Plumtrees, and sometime
thereafter began to paint the exotic, historic, and bibli-
cal scenes which he would continue to produce for the
test of his life. *'He Turned Their Waters into Blood’’ is

part of a series on the plagues of Egypt which Field
painted for the walls of the North Amherst Church in
North Amherst, Massachusetts.2

The painting’s title is a quotation from Psalm 105:29
(Revised Standard Version), which reads, ‘‘He turned
their waters into blood, and caused their fish to die.”’3
The event to which Field and the psalmist refer, related
in Exodus 7:19-20, was one of the plagues inflicted
upon the Egyptians to convince the Pharaoh to release
his Hebrew slaves. The Lord instructs Moses:

Say to Aaron, ‘‘Take your rod and stretch out your
hand over the waters of Egypt, over their rivers, their
canals, and their ponds, and all their pools of water,
that they may become blood; and there shall be
blood throughout all the land of Egypt, both in ves-
sels of wood, and in vessels of stone.’’

And Moses and Aaron did, as the LORD com-
manded; in the sight of Pharaoh and in the sight of
his servants, he lifted up the rod, and struck the wa-
ter that was in the Nile, and all the water that was in
the Nile turned to blood.

At the lower right, near the river, the bearded figures of
Moses and Aaron (with his rod) are seen gazing heaven-
ward.4 Near the center of the colonnade the crowned
Pharaoh points toward the river and converses with a
figure dressed in black who may be one of Pharaoh’s
magicians mentioned in Exodus 7:22. Other members
of the court register shock and surprise with frantic ges-
tures. In the center foreground, to the left of the center
colonnade, two figures check a gray stone vessel while
two others peer into a brown wooden vessel.

The artistic inspiration for “‘He Turned Their Waters
Into Blood” may have come from several different
sources. A cursory study of nineteenth-century illus-
trated Bibles reveals elaborate and detailed depictions
of Egyptian architecture, relief sculpture, and cos-
tumes. Early Bibles frequently included engravings,
and by the mid-nineteenth century, some featured over
a thousand such illustrations. The l/luminated Bible
(1843-1846, 1859, and 1866) included sixteen hundred
engravings, many of which depict painstakingly de-
tailed Egyptian and Near Eastern scenes.>

Another possible source may have been the work of
English artist John Martin (1789-1854). While his dra-
matic paintings were popular in England and his late
trilogy, referred to as the Judgment Paintings, touted
the U.S. in 1857,6 his fame further increased through
the dissemination of prints and adaptations of his
works. Martin depicted the plagues of Egypt and many
other scriptural passages, which also served as Bible il-
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lustrations. Although “‘He Turned Their Waters into
Blood’’ does not seem an exact copy of any known work
by Martin, the turbulent sky, elaborate architectural set-
ting, and dramatically posed figures, as well as the
Egyptian motifs and the stylized zigzag lightning bolt
appear frequently in Martin’s work.”

Field’s interest in Egyptian subject matter and grand
architectural designs could as well, however, have come
through the work of American artists. Thomas Cole’s
(1801-1848) 1836 series Course of Empire (N-YHS)—and
especially Destruction and Consummation—includes a
similar sense of drama and fantastic combinations of
architectural designs, while his Architect’s Dream of
1840 (Toledo Museum of Art) is the first major Ameri-
can painting known to include Egyptian motifs. Cole’s
works were also inspired by Martin. By the latter part of
the century Egyptian scenes and motifs were not un-
common in American art, and artists such as Sanford
Robinson Gifford (1823-1880) traveled to Egypt in
search of exotic subject matter.8 Finally, Field’s detailed
reptesentation of Egyptian buildings and sculptural
decoration may also have been prompted by nine-
teenth-century Egyptian Revival architecture which was
popular in America from about 1808 to 1858. More than
sixty buildings were constructed in this style. One of the
most famous, The Tombs, built in New York between
1835 and 1838, probably would have been known to
Field.®

Field’s abolitionist views may also have motivated his
choice of subject. The depiction of the catastrophe
brought upon Egypt for Pharaoh’s refusal to free his
slaves may have been an attempt by Field to draw a
parallel between slavery in America and that of the
Israelites in Egypt, a comparison his post-Civil War au-
dience would have clearly understood. 1©

Field’s departure from portrait painting was not un-
usual. At the beginning of the century artists like Wash-
ington Allston (1779-1843) and Samuel F. B. Morse
(1791-1872) were determined to elevate American art to
more intellectual levels. Although the historic and bib-
lical scenes of such London-trained artists did not
achieve the popularity in America that portraits en-
joyed, they were a precedent for Field’s experiments.
His brief training with Morse in 1826 and his residence
in New York in the 1840s suggest that Field would have
been aware of these trends.

Field’s dramatic composition is reminiscent of a the-
atrical production with elaborate scenery and actors
striking poses. While some of the principal characters in
the foreground ate expressive and exhibit detailed tech-
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nique, the figures become increasingly sketchy as they
approach the background, finally diminishing to dabs
of paint. Field’s detailed rendering of the impressive
fluted columns, relief sculptures, papyrus capitals, and
concave entablatures exhibits his obvious fondness for
these elements of design.

The sense of drama provided by the imposing archi-
tecture, blood-red river, and gesticulating figures is in-
creased by the lightning bolt and turbulent, painterly
sky, which heighten the feeling of impending doom.
Field’s inconsistent perspective and stiff, awkward fig-
ures are minor detractions from his complex composi-
tion, bold colors, and dramatic, lucid expression of this
biblical narrative.

Lw

Notes

1. The Cooleys were Field’s friends and neighbors at
Plumtrees. His studio was behind their home.

2. Mary C. Black dates Field’s Egyptian subjects to the
years from c. 1865 through the 1880s. At the National Gallery
are also Ark of the Covenant (1956.13.3) and Pharaoh’s Army
Marching (1978.80.4). Other known Egyptian paintings,
some of which may have been intended for the North Am-
herst Church, are Mine Eyes Have Seen the Glory (Black 1984
[see Bibliography], cat. no. go, fig. 49), Burial of the First
Born (Black 1984, cat. no. 87, color pl. 28), and Egyptien
Sarcophagus (Black 1984, cat. no. 104, fig. 55), all three at the
Museum of Fine Arts, Springfield, Massachusetts; Az Egyp-
tian Scene (Black 1984, cat. no. o1, fig. 45), and Death of the
First Born (Black 1984, cat. no. 86, color pl. 27), both in the
MMA; Death of the First Born (AARFAC; Black 1984, cat. no.
89, color pl. 29); Crossing the Red Sea (private collection);
Banquet Scene: Pharoah’s Palace (Marguerite Riordan,
Stonington, Connecticut; color photograph in NGA-CF);
Plague of Darkness (Hetbert W. Hemphill, Jr., New York
City; Black 1984, cat. no. 85, fig. 46); The Israclites Crossing
the Red Sea (private collection; Black 1984, cat. no. 92, fig.
47) River of Blood, Plague of Lice, and Plague of Flies (loca-
tions unknown; French and Dods 1963, nos. 246, 248, and
249). In addition, Black 1984, 48, mentions that Connecticut
Valley residents recall frogs, boils, murrains, biles, and blains
as other plague subjects painted by Field.

3. Psalm 78:44 reads similarly, ““And he turned their rivers
into blood, that they could not drink.”

4. ‘“‘He Turned Their Waters into Blood’’ may be the only
painting of the plague series to include Moses. Some scholars
speculate that the figure seated at the lower right in Deazh of
the First Born is Moses, but this is uncertain (Jane Dillen-
berger and Joshua Taylor, The Hand and the Spirit: Religious
Art in America, 1700-1900 [exh. cat., University Art Mu-
seum], Berkeley, 1972, 118).

s. The Hluminated Bible . . . With Marginal Readings,
References, and Chronological Tables . . . Apocrypha . . .
Embellished with Sixteen Hundred Historical Engravings by
J. S. Adam, more than fourteen hundred of which are from
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Original Designs by J. B. Chapman . . . (New York, 1843
1846). Many Bibles published in the latter half of the nine-
teenth century, in addition to illuminated texts, included il-
lustrated Bible dictionaries and other aids to explain the scrip-
ture. See, for example, The Holy Bible . . . Concordance . . .
100,000 Marginal References and Readings. Apocrypha and
Psalms in Metre . . . Dictionary . .. Dr. William Smith,
Dean Milman, Reverend John Kitto, D.D., Drs. Von Ewald
and Michelson and Other Eminent Authorities . .. Two
Thousand . . . Engravings, on Steel, Wood and in Colors
(Elmira, N.Y.: Cannon Brothers and Company, 187?), which
appeared in several editions in the 1880s.

6. Martin’s Judgment Paintings ate The Great Day of
Wrath, 1852 (Tate Gallery, London, originally titled The End
of the World), The Last Judgment, 1853 (ptivate collection),
and The Plains of Heaven, 1853 (private collection); see Wil-
liam Feaver, The Art of John Martin (Oxford, 1975), color pl.
7, figs. 149, and 155, respectively. Their U.S. tour reportedly
attracted crowds who bought prints of these works. See John
Martin: 1789-1854 [exh. cat., Hazlitt, Gooden and Fox] (Lon-
don, 1975), 11.

7. On Martin’s numerous works dealing with Egyptian
themes and the biblical narrative in Exodus, see Feaver 1975.
Wortks such as The Feast of Belshazzar, 1820 (Yale Center for
British Art), The Seventh Plague of Egypt, 1823 (Museum of
Fine Arts, Boston), The Fall of Nineveh, 1829 (Victoria and
Albert Museum), and Death of the First Born (mezzotint,
engraved by Martin and published 1836, collection of Alex-
ander Postan, Esq.; John Martin: 1789-1854 1975, pl. 50)
contain the elements of drama, elaborate architecture, turbu-
lent sky, and numerous figures that Field appears to have
adopted.

8. On Egyptian themes in American art, see Gerdts 1966,
495—so1. He states that American interest in Egypt was in-
creasingly widespread at mid-century due to American trav-
elers as well as the 1837 and 1850 publication of Egyptian
travel books. Black 1966 (see Bibliography), s1, indicates that
the 1842 sacred drama ““The Israelites or Passage of the Red
Sea” may have been another inspiration for Field’s
composition.

9. See Richard G. Carrott, ‘“The Neo-Egyptian Style in
American Architecture,” Antigues 9o (October 1966), 482~
488.

10. Field's Historical Monument of the American Repub-
lic, 1867, c. 1876 and 1888 (Museum of Fine Arts, Springfield)
contains additional evidence of his strong religious and aboli-
tionist convictions. (In Bibliography see both Black 1963, sec-
tion 21, and Black 1984, 48).
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1978.80.4 (2738)

Pharaoh’s Armey Marching

c. 1865/1880
Oil on canvas, 89 x 116.8 (35 x 46)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The ochre-red ground was applied by the
artist and does not extend to the extant tacking margins of
the very finely woven support. The paint is generally
thinly applied. Low impasto, present in the highlights, has
been flattened by lining. For a discussion of the artist’s
compositional changes, see text below. The paint layer 1s
extremely abraded throughout, with old unfilled losses
visible at crackle intersections. Extensive repaint, now dis-
colored, has been applied to mask abrasion located primar-
ily in the sky. There is a repaired complex tear (4 x 8 cm) in
the lower right quadrant.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. Purchased
in 1949 by Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Early American Folk Arts, organized by Mu-
seum of Early American Folk Arts (now MAFA), held at
Time-Life Exhibit Center, New York, 1962, no cat. //
Erastus Salisbury Field, 1805-1900, AARFAC, 1963, no. 107.
Il The Folk Artist in the City: Erastus Salisbury Field in
New York, MAFA, 1966, no. 27. /| The Hand and the
Spirit: Religious Art in America, 1700-1900, University
Art Museum, Betkeley, California; NMAA; Dallas Museum
of Art; Indianapolis Museum of Art, 1972-1973, catalogue
by Jane Dillenberger, 118. // Erastus Salisbury Field: 1805—
1900, Museum of Fine Arts, Springfield, Massachusetts;
NMAA and NPG; MAFA and MMA; Marion Koogler McNay
Art Institute, 1984-1985, catalogue by Mary C. Black, no.
88, fig. 48.

Pharaoh’s Army Marching belongs to Field’s series of
Egyptian scenes, painted towards the end of his career.!
Like that of “He Turned Their Waters Into Blood”
(1964.23.3), the subject of the painting seems to have
been taken from the Book of Exodus. The narrative
recotds that having endured the final plague which
killed Egypt’s first born, Pharaoh agreed to release the
Hebrew slaves. Soon after, however, the Egyptian leader
deceitfully reversed his decision. Pharaoh’s Army
Marching depicts the Egyptians on their fatal campaign
to recaptute the fleeing Israelites. After parting the wa-
ters of the Red Sea to allow the Hebrews to escape, the
Lord caused the waters to return, drowning Pharaoh’s
army (Exodus 14:5-31).2

The pictorial sources for this painting are probably
similar to those for “He Turned Their Waters Into
Blood,”’ namely nineteenth-century illustrated Bibles
and books on architecture as well as John Martin’s
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prints of biblical subjects.? The two paintings also share
a colorful array of figures, which provide a bright con-
trast to the muted, pinkish-tan architecture. Difference
of condition, however, now renders the paintings quite
different in appearance. As a result of flaking, losses,
overcleaning, and retouching, Pharoah’s Army March-
ing lacks the crisp detail of ““He Turned Their Waters
Into Blood.”’ It now appears softer and more summarily
executed than Field’s other Egyptian scenes. Although
the painting is damaged, it is evident that spatial reces-
sion in Pharaok's Army Marching is less abrupt, accom-
plished through the uniformity of the colonnade and
the rows of soldiers which lead rank on rank into the
distance.

Field did not first sketch this design on the canvas,
but typically worked out the composition in paint,
making alterations as the work progressed.4 Extensive
pentimenti which are visible to the naked eye and
changes detected by x-radiography occur primarily in
the middleground architecture and in the figures in the
lower right area. The colonnade of the central building
originally extended almost to the obelisk, the entabla-
tures were higher and more ornate, and the figures in
front of the building were taller. The large structure
with three windows to the left of the receding colon-
nade was originally a pyramid. Carved reliefs, still
slightly visible, once decorated the columns.

Lw

Notes

1. For a list of the artist’s Egyptian scenes see ‘‘He Turned
Their Waters into Blood'’ (1964.23.3), 0. 2.

2. The motivation for the Lord’s action is explained in
Exodus 14:18 (Revised Standard Version), ‘“And the Egyptians
shall know that I am the Lord, when I have gotten glory over
Pharaoh, his chariots, and his horsemen.”’

3. See 1964.23.3, nn. 5 and 6.

4. Mary C. Black, in a conversation of 15 August 1983 (notes
in NGA-CF), observed that many of Field’s works exhibit
changes made while painting.

References
1963 French and Dods (see Bibliography): 129, no. 252.
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0. G.

active second half nineteenth century

(see the text for biographical information)

1953.5.96 (1326)

Retriever

second half nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, 56 x 80.8 (22 x 317/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions

At lower right: O. G.

Technical Notes: The very fine, tightly woven fabric re-
tains all tacking margins. The painting appeats to have no
ground, but the thickly painted gray areas that define the
sky and foregound serve as the underlayer for further
painting. Details such as trees, mountains, and clouds
were painted wet-into-wet on top of this layer. It was
slightly flattened in a 1951 lining, and there are a few
relatively small flake losses scattered over the painting,
especially along the right edge.

Provenance: Recorded as from Massachusetts. Purchased
in 1950 by Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

NO OTHER WORKS BY THE ARTIST, identified
only by the initials ““O. G.” in the inscription of this
very crudely painted hunting scene, are known. The
prominence of the proud dog—its broad face, long
nose, domed head, and wide-set eyes are characteristic
of “flat-coated retrievers’’ '—displaying its prey, possi-
bly a hare, signifies that the scene may have been
painted as a portrait of the canine for its owner. The
hunter at the right, generalized in appearance and
seemingly inattentive to the dog and its prize, rein-
forces the focus on the retriever.

Though somewhat more detailed than the rounded
mountains in the distance, the crudely outlined trees,
hunter, and dog, as well as the snow highlights appar-
ently made with the end of a brush, are no more
skillfully painted. The fact that the tops of the two
trees at the right are cut off by the picture plane sug-
gests the possibility that the painting was copied from a
photograph.

SDC
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O. G., Retriever, 1953.5.96

Notes

1. Although the first flat-coated retriever was not registered
by the American Kennel Club until 1915, there were retrievers
in America during the nineteenth century. Retrievers more
commonly hunt fowl, but are known to chase furred game as
well. T am grateful to Roberta Vesley, director, American Ken-
nel Club Library, New York, for the foregoing information
(letter of 21 April 1989, in NGA-CF).

References
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The Gansevoort Limner
possibly Pieter Vanderlyn, c. 1687-1778

HE DESIGNATION ‘‘Gansevoort Limner’’ was

given to the unknown painter of a stylistically co-
herent group of portraits depicting members of the
Gansevoort family. His style is charactetized by two-
dimensionality, stiff poses, and large hands with long
fingers. Thin straight lips, small almond-shaped eyes,
and strongly delineated noses are also typical of this
artist’s work. The majority of his sitters were children,
and several of his portraits are inscribed in either Dutch
or Latin. Earth-toned colors are applied thinly, and rich
designs characterize his trees, patterned fabrics, and
laces. Large round roses are held by several of his sitters
(e.g., Susanna Truax, 1980.62.31, and Miss Van Alen,
1956.13.14).

Some scholars have accepted Mary Black’s identifica-
tion of Pieter Vanderlyn as The Gansevoort Limner.!
No signed portraits by Vanderlyn exist, however, and
over the years controversy has continued over Van-
derlyn’s identity and oeuvre.2 Local tradition originally
ascribed a number of The Gansevoort Limner portraits
to Vanderlyn; descendants of the subjects believed him
to be the creator of their family portraits, and the King-
ston, New York, Senate House Historical Site owns sev-
eral portraits that have been recorded as Vanderlyn’s
work. Confusion arose with the publication of three
articles ascribing a completely different series of works
to Vanderlyn’s hand. Charles Harris in 19213 attributed
a group of portraits to Vanderlyn, many of which are
now given to The Schuyler or Aetatis Suae Limner
(q.v.).4 Subsequently, Mrs. Hastings> and James Flex-
nerS made additional attributions, all based on a ‘‘key
picture,”’ the portrait of Mrs. Petrus Vas (Albany Insti-
tute of History and Art), which John Vanderlyn,
Pieter’s grandson, reportedly represented to his biogra-
pher, Robert Gosman, as a work by Pieter.? However,
these attributions are not documented and rest on un-
certain, oral tradition.

Black in 1969 isolated a group of eighteen portraits by
an artist identified only as The Gansevoort Limner.8 A
few years later she published her conclusion that The
Gansevoort Limner was Pieter Vanderlyn,? based on the
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fact- that a group of Kingston portraits by The Gan-
sevoort Limner (including several from the Kingston
Senate House Historical Site) were originally attributed
by local tradition to Vanderlyn.!0 She discovered a
manuscript by Vanderlyn in handwriting that appeared
to match seven of the eight inscriptions appearing on
Gansevoort Limner paintings. This Kingston group and
the portraits in the National Gallery of Art form a co-
herent stylistic group and are cleatly by the same hand.
Black disputed Flexnet’s and Hastings’ attributions of
the portrait of Mrs. Petrus Vas to Vanderlyn. Another
family tradition held that a companion portrait of
Dominie Petrus Vas was lost in the 1777 Kingston fire.
Black speculated that the lost male portrait was the one
painted by Vanderlyn, rather than the female one, and
that Gosman had been misinformed, engendering the
string of mistaken attributions that followed.!! Black’s
discovery about Vanderlyn’s signature is intriguing, but
some scholars dispute the validity of attributions based
on matching scripts, arguing that eighteenth-century
handwriting was of a standard style. Until further evi-
dence comes to light, it cannot be said with complete
certainty that The Gansevoort Limner is Pieter Van-
derlyn.

Pieter Vanderlyn was born in Holland in about 1687
and came to New York from Curagao around 1718. Early
records and the locations in which his sitters lived indi-
cate that he traveled frequently between Albany and
Kingston, residing at various times in each city. In 1777
the British burned Kingston, forcing Vanderlyn to
move to his son’s home in Shawangunk, where he died
the following year.

LW

Notes

1. Black 1971, 234-241.

2. Newman Galleries (Philadelphia) advertisement in A#n-
tiques 1o (November 1976), 922, reproduces a portrait enti-
tled Mrs. Cadwalader, said to be signed by Vanderlyn and
dated 1737. Walter Newman, Jr., has written that ‘‘the paint-
ing was signed in a dark area at the bottom lower left and,



although it was faint it was clearly legible. We cleaned the
painting and had no reason to doubt that it was not the
original signature”’ (letter of 14 April 1982, in NGA-CF). The
painting is an academic portrait with no similarities to any-
thing now attributed to Vanderlyn. Scholars have not in-
cluded it in subsequent discussions of Vanderlyn's work, per-
haps because photographs of the signature and provenance
data are unavailable and the present owner is not known.

3. Harris 1921, 59-73.

4. Mary C. Black, ‘‘Contributions Toward a History of Early
Eighteenth-Century New York Portraiture: The Identification
of the Aetatis Suae and Wendell Limners,” American Art
Journal 12 (Autumn 1980), 4-31.

5. Hastings.1942, 296-299.

6. Flexner 1959, 546-549, 580.

7. Gosman’s manuscript is in the collection of the New-
York Historical Society. The portrait is now attributed to
Gerardus Duyckinck (q.v.).

8. Black 1969, 738-744.

9. Black 1971, 234~241.

10. Gansevoort Limner works attributed to Vanderlyn by
local tradition include Jan E/mendorf, 1733 (owned by descen-
dants; Antiques 84 [August 1963], 165}, Cormelius Wynkoop,
c. 1743 (private collection; Black 1969, 744, fig. 17), Helena
Sleight, 1745 (Senate House Museum, Kingston, New York;
Black 1969, 744, fig. 18), Matthew Ten Eyck, 1733 (Mrs. Frank
Nowaczek; Black 1969, 742, fig. 8), and Dominie Mancius,
c. 1740/1745 (Old Dutch Church, Kingston).

11. Black 1980, 45.
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1980.62.31 (2820)

Susanna Truax

1730
Oil on bed ticking, 95.9x83.8 (37 3/4x 327/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
At upper left: Susanna Truax / Gebooren den 8 1726, |
Geschilderd, Maart, 1730
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Technical Notes: The support is ticking material of me-
dium weight, with a pattern of dark, double parallel
stripes running in horizontal and vertical directions. Origi-
nal tacking margins and tack holes are present on each
edge, and selvages comprise the left and right edges. There
is a dark underlying layer, either ground or background
paint, overall. It influences the tonality of the painting,
patticularly in the light flesh tones and background land-
scape in the upper right corner. The paint is slightly tex-
tured throughout, particularly in the landscape where it
has been broadly applied with a brush. Details of the dress
and facial features are applied wet-over-dry and the rest of
the dress is constructed by applying a glaze over the white
paint of the skirt. Low impasto is found in the highlights
of the dress and the rose. There are several small regions of
loss throughout, the largest being a patchy area, re-
touched, on the skirt in the lower left quadrant. A small
discolored spot of retouch is found on the sittet’s cheek.

Provenance: Descended in the family of Andries Truax,
Susanna Truax’s brother, to Katherine Landon Fuguet un-
til 1946. John P. Kinsey, by whom sold in 1949 (Charles F.
Montgomery as agent) to Edgar William and Bernice
Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, no. 15. // American Folk Art,
Brussels Universal and International Exhibition, Belgium,
1958, no. 47. // 101 Masterpieces, 1961-1964, no. 7, color
tepro. /! Merchants and Planters of the Upper Hudson
Valley, AARFAC; Albany Institute of History and Art; MAFA
and N-YHS, New York, 1967, no cat. // 111 Masterpieces,
1968-1970, no. 8, color repro. // Tokyo, 1970. /| Ameri-
can Naive Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987, no. 30, color fron-
tispiece. // Italy, 1988-1989, no. 30, color repro.
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ACCORDING TO HER DESCENDANTS, Susanna
Truax, the daughter of Abraham Truax and Christina
De La Grange of Albany, was born on 7 November 1726
(a day before the birthdate inscribed on her portrait).
Her grandfather, Isaac, had settled in Schenectady, a
prospetous Dutch settlement, around 1670.2 Susanna

AMERICAN NAIVE PAINTINGS

Truax, who never married, died on 4 March 1805.3

This painting, executed when the sitter was four yeats
old, is one of the most successful wotks by The Gan-
sevoort Limner. The domestic interior, awkward but
lively pose, suggestion of a smile, direct glance, and
colorful striped dress and shoes make this an attractive



and approachable portrait. Susanna’s earth-toned dress
is an example of contemporary fashion in the Dutch
settlements and is similar to the one worn in The Gan-
sevoort Limner’s Mzss Veder.4 The necklace, or a vari-
ant, appears in several other portraits by the artist, for
example, Miss Van Aler (1956.13.14). A similar interior
setting is used in Helena Sleight Janson.5 Susanna’s
spoon appears to contain a lump of sugar which she is
about to use with her tea. An eighteenth-century Swed-
ish traveler reported that the Dutch colonists ‘‘never
put sugar into the cup, but take a small bit of it into
their mouths while they drink.”’6

Although the portrait is flatly painted with almost no
suggestion of volume, typical of this artist’s work, the
carefully executed lace and diaphanous material in the
sleeves and apron attempt to duplicate fabric textures
faithfully.

Susanna Truax belongs to the tradition of Dutch Pa-
troon portraiture which flourished in the Hudson Valley
from around 1700 to 1750. Dutch influence can be seen
in the realistic depiction of the everyday setting and in
the painting’s informality and apparent simplicity.
These contrast with the more stilted and courtly por-
traits derived from the English tradition via prints.

LW

Notes

1. The Rijksbureau Voor Kunsthistorische Documentatie in
The Hague translates the inscription as follows: ‘‘Susanna
Truax / born 8 November: 1726, / Painted, March 1730.”

2. Jonathan Pearson et al., A History of the Schenectady
Patent in the Dutch and English Times; Being Contributions
toward a History of the Lower Mohawk Valley, ed. J. S. Mac-
Murray (Albany: J. Munsell’s Sons, 1883), 69.

3. Jonathan Peartson, Contributions for the Genealogies of
the Descendants of the First Settlers of the Patent and City of
Schenectady, from 1662 to 1800 (1873; reprint Baltimore,
1976), 198.

4. Painted c. 1735 (Albany Institute of History and Art).

5. Painted 1745 (Senate House State Historic Site, King-
ston, New York; Black 1969, 744, fig. 18).

6. Brant and Cullman 1980, 69.
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1956.13.14 (1469)
Miss Van Alen

C. 1735
Oil on canvas, 79.2x 66.4 (31'/4x 26'/s)

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The primary support is a single piece of
rather coarse fabric. The painting’s dimensions are pre-
sumed to be relatively unchanged, since thete is cusping
along all four edges. The painting is lined with an aqueous
(estimate) adhesive which is now lumpy and uneven, with
resulting deformations of the surface plane. The only
preparation layer visible is an oil-based (estimate) mixture
comprised primarily of brown earth pigments with smaller
amounts of black and white. The black ground is left
exposed in the area of the dress. Paint is very thinly ap-
plied overall, with little overlapping of adjacent forms.
There is a light texture in the whites, and rich transparent
glazes of deep reddish brown in the background and on
the leaves and stem of the rose. (The rose stem and leaves
were originally intended to be a rich green. With the aid of
magnification it is possible to see the olive-green opaque
underlayer and a bit of deep bottle green overglaze in this
area.)

The paint is very abraded overall. Flesh tones are heavily
retouched and reglazed to compensate for the effect of the
dark ground showing through the abraded paint. The hair
is also heavily inpainted. Larger losses occur just below the
left hand, to the left of her right forearm, and to the right
of the fingertips of her left hand.

Provenance: Recorded as from Kinderhook, New York.!
Mr. Van Tassel, Muitzeskill, Rensselaer County, New York.
(Edith Gregor Halpert, The Downtown Gallery, New
York, 1932-1947), by whom sold in 1947 to Edgar William
and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: American Ancestors, Downtown Gallery,
New York, 1933, no. 2, covet. // American Painting and
Sculpture of the 18th, 19th, and 20th Centuries, Wads-
worth Atheneum, Hartford, 1935, no. 11. // Exhibition of
American Folk Art and Colonial Furniture, Detroit Insti-
tute of Arts, 1935, no cat. // Children in American Folk
Art, Downtown Gallery, New York, 1937, no. 53. // Prob-
lems of Portraiture, Philadelphia Museum of Art, 1937,
no. 1. /1 American Folk Art, Phillips Gallery Studio
House, Washington, 1938.2 // Trois siécles d’art Etats-
Unis, Musée du Jeu de Paume, Paris, 1938, no. 246. //
Americans at Home, Downtown Gallery, New York, 1938,
no. 43. /1 Masterpieces of Art, New York World’s Fair,
New York, 1940, no. 174. // Grand Rapids (Michigan) Art
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Gallery, 1943.3 /| American Primitive Painting of Four
Centuries, The Arts Club of Chicago, 1943, no. 3. // Early
American Portraits, Newark Museum, New Jersey, 1947,
no cat. // NGA, 1954, no. 16. /| American Primitive Art,
Museum of Fine Arts, Houston, 1956, no. 32. // Ameri-
can Folk Art, Brussels Universal and International Exhibi-
tion, Belgium, 1958, no. 44. /| Merchants and Planters of
the Upper Hudson Valley, AARFAC; Albany Institute of
History and Art; MAFA; N-YHS, 1967, no cat. // Triton,
1968.

THE SITTER'S GRANDFATHER, Lourens Van
Alen, bought land in Columbia County, New York
(then patt of the de Bruyn Patent), in 1707. Two of his
six sons residing in the area had daughters who could
have been the subject of this portrait.4 Since neither the
date of this painting nor the sitter’s age can be deter-
mined exactly, it is impossible to identify which family
member is depicted. Furthermore, ancestral wills and
correspondence mention several family portraits. The
Abby Aldrich Rockefeller Folk Art Center owns a neatly
identical portrait of a Miss Van Alen (c. 1735, 33'/3x 26
in.) by The Gansevoort Limner.> Previously, the sitters
had been identified as twins. This relationship cannot
be confirmed,$ however, and genealogies do not record
twins in the Van Alen family until later in the eigh-
teenth century.”

The Gansevoort Limner’s Young Lady with Rose of
1732 (MMA) is also very similar to the two Miss Van Alen
portraits. All three paintings exhibit broad, flat brush-
work, thinly applied earth-toned colors, plain back-
grounds, and an absence of modeling. The three sitters’
costumes, poses, hairstyles, jewelry, and roses are almost
identical .8 Thirteen of the eighteen Gansevoort Limner
portraits identified by Mary Black in 1969 include a
rose, a favorite flower of colonial artists.?

Miss Van Alen is one of The Gansevoort Limner’s
simpler compositions. The background lacks the cur-
tain, interior setting, or landscape common in many of
his paintings,'® and the sitter’s unadorned dress is
painted without modeling or drapery folds. !

Lw

Notes

1. The pamphlet accompanying the 1933 Downtown Gal-
lety exhibition American Ancestors states that this portrait
was found in Kinderhook, New York. Downtown Gallery
records on microfilm at the AAA indicate, however, that the
portrait was purchased in Ridgefield, Connecticut. They re-
cord that the AARFAC Miss Van Alen was found in Ridgefield
but “‘purchased formerly by H. in Kinderhook, New York,
where the family resided.” Mrs. Holger Cahill, the former
owner of the AARFAC portrait, thinks both portraits were
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bought in Kinderhook by Edith Halpert of the Downtown
Gallery from descendants of the Van Alen family, or a dealer
in the area (letter of 31 June 1974 to Barbara Luck, curator,
AARFAC, copy in NGA-CF).

2. This exhibition is recorded in the Downtown Gallery
Papers (AAA); the Phillips records, however, do not include
the portrait in the exhibition list.

3. The Downtown Gallery Papers (see n. 2) indicate that
the portrait appeared at Grand Rapids in 1943, but do not
include the exhibition’s title. The Grand Rapids Art Gallery
records for the war years are incomplete. The painting may
have appeared in one of a series of exhibitions of American art
entitled American Heritage.

4. There was also a Van Alen family in Albany, but since
most records state that the National Gallery painting was
found in Kinderhook, it is generally believed that its sitter is
one of the Kindethook Van Alens. The Van Alen house in
Kinderhook was given to the Columbia County Historical
Society in 1964 and is now a museum.

5. In the AARFAC portrait, Miss Van Alen holds the rose in
her left hand and another flower in her right.

6. Rumford 1981, 203.

7. Letter of 7 July 1974 from Ruth Piwonka, director, Co-
lumbia County Historical Society, in NGA-CF.

8. A recent (Fall 1990) technical examination at the Na-
tional Gallery has revealed that the shell gold of Miss Van
Alen’s necklace lies over and in the cracks in the paint film,
indicating that its application post-dates the aging of the oil
paint (NGA-CF).

9. Black 1969 (see Bibliography), 738-744. Flowers and
their symbolic meaning are discussed in William H. Gerdsts,
Painters of the Humble Truth: Masters of American Still Life,
1801-1939 (Columbia, Mo., 1981), 38.

10. Of the eighteen Gansevoort Limner compositions iden-
tified by Black in 1969, only five have plain backgrounds.

1. Upon close examination, scattered blue pigments are
visible in the paint film in the area of the dress, which also has
small burst bubbles that are probably the result of overheat-
ing the painting during lining. These two facts point to the
likelihood of the paint having been damaged and to the possi-
bility of a color shift (technical report, in NGA-CF). It is also
possible that some modeling may have been obscured because
of this.
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1980.61.5 (2830)

Young Lady with a Fan

1737
Oil on canvas, 96.6 x 80.7 (38 x 313/,)

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
At lower right: AEtate 19- | A°1737-

Technical Notes: There is a thin light brown ground which
reveals the fabric texture. Brushstrokes are evident, espe-
cially in transitions from shadow to middle tones, and
forms have been modeled wet-into-wet, with some outlin-
ing and large areas of local color. The landscape and sky are
characterized by scumbled, dry paint application, and the
fabric borders, decorative details, and textures are painted
over previously applied layers. Records of a 1954 treatment
indicate that this portrait was severely damaged by fire.
There are numerous losses. Abrasion is marked through-
out, but is concentrated especially in the face, hands,
clothing, and sky. These losses have been extensively
retouched.

Provenance: Recorded as from Kingston, New York. (Jack
Bender, city unknown),! by whom sold in 1953 to Edgar
William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: NGA, 1954, not included in cat. // 101 Master-
pieces, 1961-1964, no. 11, color repro. // 1r Masterpieces,
1968-1970, no. 10, color repro. // The New World:
1620-1970, Chrysler Art Museum, Provincetown, Massa-
chusetts, 1970, no. 2. // Tokyo, 1970. /| American Naive
Paintings, (IEF) 1985-1987, no. 31, color repro. // Italy,
1988-1989, no. 31, color repro.

THE INSCRIPTION INDICATES that the uniden-
tified young woman in this portrait is nineteen years
old. Her delicate linear features, fine hair, stiff pose,
and the portrait’s muted colors are characteristic of the
artist’s work. The bright red touches in the bodice of
her dress and the roses in the window enliven the other-
wise subtle colors. Many of The Gansevoort Limner’s
female sitters are portrayed in similar costume, not only
helping to distinguish the artist’s work, but also docu-
menting a type of dress of the period. The sitter appears
to be wearing a “‘silk wrapping gown held at the waist
with a decorative belt and buckle. She wears a very fine
chemise edged with a narrow band of bobbin lace at the
neck and cuffs and a very smart stomacher that is proba-
bly decorated with fine silk cords couched in a diaper
pattern.”’2 The costly fabric, which appears to be silk,
would have been imported from Europe or via the
Dutch East India Company and her fan would have
been specially ordered or brought over as a present.

AMERICAN NAIVE PAINTINGS

Certain aspects of the young lady’s appearance, such
as the hairstyle and gold earrings, are clearly Dutch in
origin.3

What appears to be a contemporary Dutch Bible with
brass mounts is seen on the table beside the sitter.4
Although the foreground space is rendered two-dimen-
sionally, the receding row of trees and their shadows
creates a sense of distance in the background.’

LW

Notes

1. The donors’ records state that Bender purchased the
painting from a Kingston family whose ancestors had resided
there since 1680.

2. Avril Hart, assistant curator, Textiles and Dress, Victoria
and Albert Museum, letter of 10 January 1991, in NGA-CF.

3. ‘“‘Her hairstyle seems to be ‘The Dutch Coiffure’ fash-
ionable between the 1730s and 1750s. The hair was waved
back from the forehead and temples sometimes with a part-
ing. There may be side curls but the ears were uncovered.
Behind, the hair fell in ringlets or wavy tresses to the nape of
the neck. On dress occasions the head was bare, otherwise a
cap or jewels were interwoven with the hair . . . The eatrings
may be the most distinctive Dutch fashion shown in [this
painting] as the Dutch coiffure although of Dutch origin was
one of the hairstyles of the time’’ (Avril Hart).

4. A Dutch Bible of 1702, similarly bound with metal
clasps, is illustrated in Ruth Piwonka and Roderick H. Black-
burn, A Remnant in the Wilderness: New York Dutch Scrip-
ture History Paintings of the Early Eighteenth Century [exh.
cat., Albany Institute of History and Art] (1980), 6o.

5. Other portraits by the same artist with drapery and a
row of trees seen through a window are Matthew Ten Eyck,
1733 (Mrs. Frank Nowaczek; Black 1969, 741), Woman of the
Oliver Family, c. 1743 (Mrs. H. Nelson Conant; Black 1969,
744), and Jonathan Elmendorf, 1733 (Mrs. H. David Neely,
Omaha; Antiques 84 [ August 1963}, 165, erroneously as Preter
Elmendorf). Black 1969, 744, points out that rows of trees
receding into the distance recall the backgrounds of English
mezzotints. They were also used by earlier artists in the area;
cf. The Schuyler Limner, Mr. Van Vechten, 1719 (1947.17.74).
Joyce Hill Stoner, having consulted Linda Eirhart, gardens
interpreter at the Winterthur Museum, noted that these trees
seem to be Lombardy poplars, which were not found outside
of Italy until 1700. She was unable to locate a mezzotint
source to explain their presence in this portrait (Joyce Hill
Stoner, ‘““The Gansevoort Limner and Other Hudson Valley
Painters,” unpublished paper for the Art History Depart-
ment, University of Delaware, 1987 [copy in NGA-CF], 22-23).

References
1969 Black (see Bibliography): 738, 741-743.
1971 Black (see Bibliography): 237.



The Gansevoort Limner, Young Lady with a Fan, 1980.61.5

LT

8
al’
o
7
w
3
W

&

THE GANSEVOORT LIMNER

149



150

M. A. Goode

active second half nineteenth century

(see the text for biographical information)
1978.80.7 (2741)
Still Lfe

second half nineteenth century
Oil on canvas, 65.5 x 55.5 (253/4x 217/s)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Gatbisch

Inscriptions
At lower left: Painted by Mrs. M.A. Goode
On reverse (no longer visible):! MAG 1771

Technical Notes: The painting has been expanded 2.5 cm
along all edges. A white preparation was first laid in the
area occupied by the vase and table, followed by an overall
layer of brown. The oil-type paint is applied in a thick,
opaque paste in most areas, with use of thin glazes con-
fined to the orange shadows in the peach and pear at the
right. The texture of the bowl!’s base has been suggested by
adding chunks of a stonelike, white jagged material, possi-
bly shell or stone, to the brown paint in this area of the
design. The paint layer is markedly cupped.

Provenance: Recorded as from Pennsylvania. (Victor
Spark, New York), by whom sold in 1954 to Edgar William
and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

THIS UNUSUAL STILL LIFE was at one time given
the date 1771, purportedly based on the inscription,
now obscured, on the reverse of the canvas. Several
aspects of the painting would suggest a later date.

The inscription Painted by Mrs. M.A. Goode is Vic-
torian in feeling, as is the tall, ornate fruit basket. The
watermelon, used so prominently here, appears regu-
larly as a motif in nineteenth-century American still
lifes. The addition of the white chips, which give tex-
ture to the paint surface, is in keeping with the adven-
turousness of an era in which tinsel painting, papier
mache, and other such inventive and briefly fashion-
able nineteenth-century approaches to decoration were
used.2

Nothing is known about Mrs. Goode, who was pre-
sumably an amateur artist. Her source, if one exists, is
undiscovered. Although Currier and Ives published
many lithographic still lifes, none closely resembles this
painting.

DC
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Notes

1. This inscription was recorded by the Garbisches’ conser-
vator when the painting was lined, but there is no photograph
of it in NGA-CF.

2. See Antiques 133 (January 1988), 100, advertisement for
Don Walters Art and Antiques. It features a still-life dated
c. 1850-1870 comprised of fruit made from stuffed, pig-
mented velvet sitting upon a tall vase or compote formed
from mica flakes.

References
None
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Charles Henry Granger
1812-1893

N ITINERANT PAINTER who at various times

was also a poet, linguist, composer, musician,
music teacher, sculptor, and draftsman, Charles
Granger was born on 13 June 1812 in Saco, Maine, a
town just south of Portland where the Saco River meets
the Atlantic. He was the son of Daniel Granger and
Mary Jordan, both of Saco.

Granger’s artistic career began about 1830, after he
had returned to Saco from two-and-a-half years attend-
ing West Point. He then began to teach himself to play
the piano and organ and to draw and paint. After fill-
ing a studio with plaster casts, including those of “‘a
Venus, a Hercules Farnese, and a fighting gladiator,”?
Granger secluded himself in Saco for almost two years
in order to learn the art of drawing. Although this
behavior was considered eccentric by the Saco towns-
people, in 1835 the artist was commissioned by the
town to make decorative inscriptions and transparencies
in preparation for the visit of the Marquis de Lafayette.
Perhaps with the money earned from this commission,
Granger traveled in the same year to New Yotk City,
where he executed his first known painting, Jack Reeve
s Paul Pry (York Institute Museum, Saco).

Though Granger seldom signed and dated his works,
a few other pieces appearing to date from this early
petiod are known. These include very primitive pot-
traits of relatives and faitly accomplished landscape
drawings and watercolors of the Saco area. He also exe-
cuted some genre scenes, in which he repeatedly drew
on a figural repertoire that included various Saco resi-
dents and a Christ-like figure. Most of these works are
in the collection of the York Institute Museum, and a
few others in both private and public collections. Only
a small fraction of Granger’s total output is known,
however. An inventory in the Kettelle biography in-
cludes only about forty-one located works, whereas an
account in one of Granger’s sketchbooks (York Institute
Museum) states that between 1832 and 1845 he exe-
cuted between 187 and 250 oil paintings as well as two
sculptures, various poems, musical compositions, and
so forth.
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Little else is known of Granger’s life before he mar-
ried Mary Eaton (1811-1888) of neighboring North Ken-
nebunkport in the summer of 1839. Only a few months
later, Granger left his bride to embatk on a three-year
trip to seek further instruction in painting and to estab-
lish contact with artists and clients. After brief stopovers
in Portsmouth, New Hampshire, Newburyport and
Boston, Massachusetts, and New York City, Granger
paid more extended visits to Philadelphia, Baltimore,
Hagerstown, Maryland, and Washington. His travels
are well documented in his diaries and letters (York
Institute Museum).

In Philadelphia, Granger visited artists’ studios and
galleries and admired American and European works in
the Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts. He re-
corded being most impressed by the wortks of Thomas
Sully (1783-1872) and Rembrandt Peale (1778-1860).
After meeting Peale, however, Granger felt certain that
he could not compete with such talent and decided to
travel further south.

Upon arriving in Baltimore in early 1840, Granger
received his first few portrait commissions and also
painted some miniatures, landscapes, and copies. How-
evet, by March 1840 his fortunes had failed, and he
departed for Hagerstown, where he diversified his occu-
pations in order better to support himself, and his wife
in Maine. In addition to painting he taught art, tuned
pianos, led a church choir, trained a band, and made
banners for the 1840 Presidential election. By Novem-
ber 1841 Granger had arrived in Washington, where he
studied the paintings in the Library of Congress (then
located within the Capitol building), and where he also
studied literature and languages.

When he finally returned to Saco in the fall of 1842,
Granger once again tried to make a living as a painter,
but commissions remained few since the townspeople
continued to frown on what they considered to be his
unusual behavior. With Mary, he then visited relatives
in Old Town, Maine, in 1843 and in Boston in
1844-1845, hoping to find more welcoming prospects.
He found little business but did take advantage of the



growing market for prints in Boston by publishing a set
of etchings after three of his drawings. By his return to
Maine in February 1845, Granger had two children to
support and had to relinquish the full-time pursuit of
painting. Though he did have a few commissions for
portraits that summer, he soon turned to teaching, per-
forming, and composing music (he had compositions
published in Boston), writing poetry, studying lan-
guages and making translations, and hunting.

In 1847 the Grangers finally settled into their own
house in Saco, and a third child was born. Still viewed
with disdain by his neighbors, about this time Granger
drafted a defense of himself and his life’s pursuits, in
which he included a summary of his work from 1832 to
1845. His diaries reveal little of his activities between
this time and the mid-1860s, though he did return to
Boston for a short period in 1858 and had a lithograph
published by J. H. Bufford, Boston, in 1860. In 1865,
Granger was commissioned by the town of Saco to paint
several portraits to hang in the newly built town hall—
one of Judge Ether Shepley of Saco, another of
Abraham Lincoln, and a third of George Washington
(all now at the York Institute Museum). Also about this
time he was commissioned by the state of Maine to copy
the Gilbert Stuart portrait of General Henry Knox
(Maine State Museum, Augusta).

In 1866, Granger helped found the York Institute, a
society of natural history. He was a member of the
board of directors, and around 1870 he was commis-
sioned by the Institute to paint a portrait of John James
Audubon, which he copied after a painting by Henry
Inman (1801-1846). He delivered papers at the Institute
on such diverse subjects as ventriloquism and the de-
struction of forests. Granger continued to paint until
late in his life, executing ‘‘flower pieces’”’ (now unlo-
cated) and portraits which were often copied from
daguerreotypes. He died in Saco on 8 September 1893
after a number of illnesses.

SDC

Notes
1. Kettelle 1976, 7-8.
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1980.62.32 (2821)

Muster Day?

1843 or later
Oil on canvas, §55.9x 83.9 (22 x 23)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions
On sign at lower left: Bear O! Pi / Aiggs

Technical Notes: The picture retains its original tacking
edges and strainer. Overall, is a smooth, thin white
ground. Underdrawing, possibly in pencil, is found be-
tween the ground and the thin, semiopaque paint layers.
Transparent glazes are used in the landscape, foliage, and
drapery.

A 5.1cm tear in the sky at the right has been repaired. A
moderate amount of traction crackle in the dark and trans-
parent brown regions gives the. surface a worn, uneven
look. Overpaint has been generously applied throughout
to reintegrate areas traversed by drying cracks; it is espe-
cially heavy in the background hills, tree limbs and fo-
liage, horse, costumes, foreground, and clouds. In a fire of
unknown date the painting was damaged, particularly on
the left side where overpaint is especially heavy. An 1868
photograph of the painting? (York Institute, Saco, Maine)
reveals that dramatic alterations were subsequently made
to this left section, probably after the fire. What is now a
group of three trees at the far left was formerly one large
tree; other significant changes have been made to the shed
and to the costume of the seated figure in the lower left
cornet.

Provenance: Recorded as from New Hampshire. (Robert
Schuyler Tompkins, Montague, Massachusetts), by whom
sold in 1949 to Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler
Garbisch.

Exhibitions: The Art of Charles Henry Granger
(1812-1893), York Institute Museum, Saco, Maine, 1988,
no cat.

LIKE SEVERAL OF HIS OTHER PAINTINGS,
Granger’s Muster Day is based on another artist’s
work,3 in this case an engraving (fig. 1) after James
Goodwyn Clonney’s (1812-1867) The Militia Training,
1841 (Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts).4 Though
handled with far less sophistication and detail than the
work of his academically trained contemporary, Muster
Day was nevertheless an ambitious undertaking for
Granger. Probably executed shortly after he returned
from his three-year study trip down the eastern sea-
board, Muster Day may have been intended by Granger
to demonstrate the progress made on his trip and to
thereby resurrect his reputation in Saco. Compared to
the works (primarily somewhat awkward portraits) exe-
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cuted prior to his 1839 departure, Muster Day was a
significant accomplishment for Granger, showing a
more complex composition and careful draftsmanship.

Though identical in subject and general conception
to The Militia Training, Muster Day differs greatly from
its source in composition, details, and style. The scene
is simplified from its source in all aspects, a common
result of dependence on a print; there is scant use of
modeling, detail, contrast, or atmosphere. Granger has
increased the size of the figures relative to the composi-
tion but decreased their number, raised the horizon
line, and flattened the scene, thereby compressing the
space and activity into the foregound. In so doing he
has created a friezelike effect, unlike Clonney’s sweep-
ing curve of figures which leads the eye into a detailed
background.

Granger's figures, like his composition, are short-
hand versions of Clonney’s and lack the animation and
variety in character of the earlier work. They are care-
fully drawn but stiff and wooden, the frightened boys
and dancing men seemingly frozen in their poses and
gestures. Though most of the figures appear gener-
alized, the seated figure at the lower left is recognizable
as a town character named Thomas Brannan
(1755-1837), often depicted by Granger.5 Granger’s in-
tent in including such elements as the cart, eggs, and
comically misspelled sign surrounding the Brannan fig-
ure, remains unexplained.

Fig. 1. J. I. Pease after James Goodwyn Clonney, The Militia
Training, engraving, published in The Gift: A Christmas and
New Year's Present (Philadelphia: Carey and Hart, 1843),
opposite p.195, photograph courtesy of Library of Congress
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In choosing to copy parts of the Clonney engraving,
Granger was undoubtedly influenced by the general
interest in musters among artists and writers of the early
nineteenth century.¢ With Clonney and David
Claypoole Johnston, whose watercolor Militia Muster
dates from 1828 (American Antiquarian Society,
Worcester, Massachusetts), Granger shared ‘‘the ten-
dency to emphasize such nonmilitary aspects of a mus-
ter as onlookers, vendors’ stalls, and street traffic to the
degree that the distant formation of militiamen be-
comes a secondary detail.”’7 Despite this general sim-
ilarity of approach to the subject matter, Granger re-
jected the satirical bent taken by these and other artists
in their depictions of musters, in favor of a more mor-
alizing message; he transformed several elements in the
Clonney work in order to achieve this. For instance, the
Thomas Brannan figure at the left is changed from a
slumped, drunken figure in the Clonney to an appar-
ently harmless, stooped old man. Granger also changed
Clonney’s black dancing figures to white frolickers and
eliminated several references to drinking, smoking,
music-making, pickpocketing, and the exchange of
money. Finally, Granger replaced Clonney’s cider-ven-
dor with what appears to be a preacher as the promi-
nent central figure.8

Muster Day may have been painted for Granger’s
cousin George Scamman, who was active in the Saco
militia.?

SDC

Notes

1. Although the Garbisch records gave the artist and title
cotrectly, when it entered the National Gallery the work was
erroneously recorded as Muster Day for Charles Granger, by
an unknown artist. The error was not corrected until 1987.

2. The photograph is inscribed on the mat at the lower left
1868 and at the lower right Charles H. Granger Pinxit. /
Yours Very Truly, / Charles H. Granger.

3. Granger’s other copies include Genera/ Henry Knox,
1862 (Maine State Museum, Augusta) after Gilbert Stuart;
John James Audubon, c. 1870 (York Institute Museum), after
Henry Inman; The Game Lost, The Game Won, and The
Game of Life (York Institute Museum), prints after works by
Moritz Retzsch (1779-1857). Portraits such as Mrs. Lydia Foss
Locke, 1853 (York Institute Museum) were copied from
daguerreotypes (a notation on the York Institute Museum
catalogue card for this painting indicates that it was ‘“‘painted
by Chatles Henry Granger from a daguerreotype made on her
102nd birthday’’).

4. Oil on canvas, 28 x 4o in. David Tatham, *‘David
Claypoole Johnson's ‘Militia Muster,” ”’ The American Art
Journal 19 (no. 2, 1987), 13, fig. 8.

The print illustrated a short story of the same title in The
Gift: A Christmas and New Year's Present, a gift book pub-
lished in 1843 by Carey and Hart, Philadelphia (Carey and
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Hart also published books by this title in 1836, 1839, 1840,
1842, 1844, and 1845). The story, written by John Frost, is an
imaginary description of the characters and action depicted by
Clonney. The engraving, which appears opposite p. 195, is
inscribed J. G. Clonney pinx. / The Militia Training / J. I
Pease sculpt. Apparently the painting’s original title was
Fourth of July when it was exhibited at the National Academy
of Design in 1841, and the cutrent title was applied when the
print was published in The Gift. See Lucretia H. Giese,
“James Goodwyn Clonney (1812-1867): American Genre
Painter,” The American Art Journal u (October 1979), 11,
note 26.

It is not impossible that Granger met Clonney and / or saw
some of his work (at the National Academy of Design, for
example) when he was in New York in 1839, since Granger
was intent on meeting fellow artists throughout his southern
journey. However The Militia Training, a major Academy pic-
ture for Clonney, was not completed until 1841 even though
preparatory studies were executed as early as 1839. See Geise,
14.

5. Brannan, an Irish immigrant, also appears in a post-
humous portrait of 1880 and in the genre scene Hancock
House, c. 1846, both in the York Institute Museum. Some of
the other figures in Muster Day may also be portraits of Saco
figures.

6. See Tatham 1987, 4-15. Granger and others surely
would have known the most popular play about militias dut-
ing this period, a satire entitled ‘“‘Down East, or The Militia
Muster,” set in Maine and played by James H. Hackett from
1830 to about 1855 (cited in Tatham 1987, 11; see also Francis
Hodge, Yankee Theatre [ Austin, Tex., 1964], 110-18).

An unidentified obituary in the York Institute Museum
files mentions that Granger was ‘‘deeply interested in military
affairs,” though it is not known whether he himself was a
volunteer militiaman or whether this statement simply refets
to his West Point training.

7. Tatham 1987, 12. General ineptitude and public drunk-
enness were characteristic of militia musters from the 1820s on
and eventually led to their abolition in the northeast (see
Tatham 1987, 8).

8. These alterations to Clonney’s scene perhaps reflect
Granger’s apparent piety and his anti-slavery sentiments,
which are reflected in other works. For example, Hancock
House (see n. 5) depicts an anti-slavery meeting with a Christ-
like figure. Granger drew other religious subjects as well,
including a sketch of the Holy Family and a drawing of the
Prophet Elijah (both, York Institute Museum).

9. Scamman, a town selectman, was one of three who in
1843 signed a document defining the local limits for the Saco
Artillery Company (incorporated in 1787). Granger had
painted a number of portraits of Scamman, his wife, and
children (inventoried in Kettelle 1976, see Bibliography), so
his cousin was a known patron.

References
None
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Benjamin Greenleaf
1769-1821

ENJAMIN GREENLEAF the painter was once
B thought to be identical to Benjamin Greenleaf
(1786-1805) the prominent American educator. In 1981,
however, Arthur and Sybil Kern revealed the artist to
be a different individual, born in Hull, Massachusetts,
13 January 1769.1

His known works range in date from 1803 to 1818.
During this period he worked in Massachusetts
(Weymouth, Hingham, Braintree, and Newton,
1803-1812; Weymouth again, 1815; Boston area, 1817),
New Hampshire (Hopkinton, Hanover, 1813) and
Maine (Bath, Paris, Portland, 1816; Bath, Bridgton,
Phippsburg, 1817-1818). He painted the members of
many families that were related through intermarriage,
and seems to have relied on word-of-mouth, rather
than newspaper or other advertising, to obtain commis-
sions. To date there are fifty-six known works by Green-
leaf, the majority of them reverse paintings on glass,
painted in the profile format. The Kerns described the
characteristics of these portraits:

They are of bust length, fill most of the support and

stand out sharply against the black, dark green or
brown background. In the profiles one generally 0b-
serves a prominent nose with the rim of the nostril
outlined distinctly, a diagonal line at the corner of
the mouth and a more vertical one extending down
the front end of the lower eyelid, narrow, tightly-

compressed lips, a rounded, slightly receding chin, a

definite line marking the inner edge of the rim of
the ear and a heart-shaped ear opening.?

Greenleaf’s wotks are characterized by attractively
subtle colors, well-proportioned features, and physiog-
nomic accuracy. Although the artist has become more
widely known through recent articles, he almost cer-
tainly would be even better recognized if his paintings,
many undoubtedly destroyed, had been executed on a
support less fragile than glass.

Greenleaf died in Weymouth on 10 January 1821.

DC



Notes
1. Kern and Kern 1981, 43.
2. Kern and Kern 1985, 44.
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1959.11.12 (1547)
Ladly in a White Mob Cap

c. 1805
Oil on canvas, 36.5 x 26.7 (143/s x 10'/.)
Gift of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch

Technical Notes: The support fabric is thin, woven of
threads with widely varied diameters. All four edges of the
painting have been cut, but it cannot be determined how
much of the original is missing. The thick ground is cov-
ered by thin, overlapping layers of opaque paint. It ap-
pears that the lining process somewhat flattened what was
once moderate impasto in the white details of the cap.
There are numerous small- to medium-size paint losses in
the areas of the cap, dress, and background. The inpaint-
ing in these areas has discolored slightly.

Provenance: Recorded as from Philadelphia. Purchased in
1956 by Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.

Exhibitions: Arkansas Artmobile, 1975-1976.

THIS PORTRAIT isone of but three that Greenleaf is
known to have painted on canvas.! Unlike the images
of Jacob Goold, 1803 (ptivate collection; Kern and Kern
1981 [see Bibliography], color repro. p. 39) and Dr.
Cotton Tufts, 1804 (Countway Library of Medicine,
Harvard Medical School, Boston; photocopy in NGA-CF
courtesy of the Fogg Art Museum), which are half-
length, three-quarter views, Lady in @ White Mob Cap
adopts the profile view the artist would later use in
neatly all his reverse paintings on glass.2

The subject’s white cap, with its slightly peach cast,
contrasts dramatically with the dark background. De-
spite its two-dimensional aspect, there is a strong sense
of corporeality about the figure. Greenleaf’s simple and
strong portraits of middle-class New Englanders com-
pare favorably in quality with the best known profiles of
the time—those by Charles Saint-Memin (1770-1852).
Saint-Memin's delicate pencil and chalk profiles, many
of prominent government figures, are typically placed
against blue or pink backgrounds and are restrained

and neoclassical in feeling. While Greenleaf employed
the same basic format, there is no evidence that he
knew or emulated the work of his more celebrated and
prolific contemporary.

DC

Notes

1. In 1983 this work was attributed to Greenleaf. It came
into the National Gallery collection as by an anonymous
artist.

2. For a discussion of profile portraits see entry for Profile
Portrait of a Lady (1953.5.83) by an unknown artist.

References
1985 Kern and Kern (see Bibliography): 45, no. 1.

1953.5.41 (1252)
Portrait of ]. L.

c. 1810/1818
Reverse painting on glass, 33.2x 25.5 (13'/s X 10)
Gift of Edgar William and Betnice Chrysler Garbisch

Inscriptions

On brooch: JL

Technical Notes: The picture support is a thin piece of
glass. The paint is applied in a single layer with free brush-
marking and low texture. There are a few small flake losses
on the face and figure and moderately large losses in the
background. Most of the losses have been inpainted; the
inpainting is denser than the original and has slightly dis-
colored. Small light spots visible from the front indicate
cleavage between the painting and the glass: a few o<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>