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Introduction “It is in the country that the Englishman gives

. Carter Brown scope to his natural feelings. He breaks loose gladly
Director from the cold formalities and negative civilities of
National Gallery of Art town; throws off his habits of shy reserve, and

becomes joyous and free-hearted. He manages
to collect round him all the conveniences and
elegancies of polite life, and to banish its restraints.
His country seat abounds with every requisite,
either for studious retirement, tasteful gratification,
or rural exercise. Books, paintings, music, horses,
dogs, and sporting implements of all kinds, are at
Castle Howard, Yorkshire, from the south east hand. He puts no constraint, either upon his guests
or himself, but in the true spirit of hospitality
provides the means of enjoyment, and leaves every-
one to partake according to his inclination.”

So an American visitor to England, Washington
Irving, described the world of the British country
house, a way of life that has hardly changed in
the century and a half since his Skerch Book was
published. The very words “country house” are a
wonderful example of English understatement. To
us they may conjure up pictures of holiday retreats,
cottages by the sea or in the mountains, places of
escape. To the British they bring to mind a very
different picture: the mellow red brick of a Tudor
manor house reflected in its moat; the domes and
statues, cupolas and turrets, of one of Sir John
Vanbrugh’s baroque palaces rising out of the mist;
or the portico of a Palladian mansion seen across a
lake at sunset, deer grazing by the water’s edge. A
deeply romantic picture this may be, painted in
the golden light of Constable and Turner, but it
shows what a central place the country house still
holds in the British national consciousness, and
what dreams of Elysium it continues to offer in an
egalitarian twentieth century.

That spirit of hospitality noted by Irving has if
anything increased. More than 850 country houses
over the length and breadth of England, Wales,
Scotland, and Northern Ireland now throw open
their doors to the public for most of the summer
months, and some of them all the year round.
Why is it that these buildings exert such fasci-
nation, and what is it about English country house
life that makes it so civilizing an experience for
owners and visitors alike?

First it is because they have always been real
centers of life of a community. The English country
house was, and is, the background for political life,
for agriculture and sport (those twin passions of
the English squire), for the social round of county
balls and family gatherings, and, above all, for
collecting.

10 Introduction



In the last five hundred years, apart from one
short period of civil war in the seventeenth century,
when the medieval churches suffered far more than
the great houses, Britain has enjoyed peace at home
and has been able to fight its wars abroad rather
than on native soil. This and the rule of primo-
geniture, allied to a deep respect for tradition and
a belief in evolution rather than revolution, has
meant the survival of family art collections to a
degree unequaled anywhere else in Europe. More
than that, the development of patronage—the
direct commissioning of works of art from native
or immigrant artists and craftsmen—into a truly
cosmopolitan form of connoisseurship in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries is at the heart
of our own response to the art of the past. In many
ways the country houses of Britain can be seen as
some of the oldest and longest-running museums
in the world. Standing in John Nash’s picture gallery
at Attingham or in Jeffrey Wyatville’s sculpture
gallery at Chatsworth, we seem already to be in
the world of the public collection: from Sir Robert
Smirke’s British Museum to our own West Build-
ing by John Russell Pope, which bears more than a
passing resemblance to a great Palladian country
house like Kedleston. Yet these rooms in turn
have a long pedigree, back to Vanbrugh’s great
corridors at Castle Howard lined with antique
sculpture in the mid-eighteenth century, back to
the picture and sculpture galleries seen in Daniel
Mytens’ portraits of Lord and Lady Arundel in
the seventeenth century (nos. 49 and 50), and still
further to the long gallery at Hardwick hung with
family portraits against Elizabethan tapestries—a
place for exercising the body as well as improving
the mind.

Not just a legacy in the architectural sense, this
history of the country house is also one of develop-
ing attitudes and changing tastes which form part
of our common cultural heritage. The origins of
Mount Vernon as a self-sufficient estate can be
found way back in the Washington family’s modest
English country houses: Sulgrave Manor in
Northamptonshire and Washington Old Hall
in County Durham. The cultured atmosphere of
Thomas Jefferson’s Monticello, as much as its
Palladianism, finds a spiritual ancestor in Lord
Burlington’s Chiswick (no. 140). For more than
half the period covered by this exhibition, from
the time of the 1st Lord Baltimore (no. 62) to John
Montresor’s map of New York (no. 364) made
only just before the Declaration of Independence,
the country house tradition has belonged to both

our countries, and since then its unique contri-
bution to Western culture is also one with which,
like Henry James, we can feel the strongest affinity.

Knowing that the contents of British country
houses, taken together, would outweigh the hold-
ings of almost any national museum in the world,
it had long been a dream of mine to mount an
exhibition which would show something of these
riches for the first time to an international audience.
And what better time to choose than 1985, the
sooth anniversary of the Tudor Succession—the
moment at which the defensive, inward-looking
castle began for the first time to become the dom-
estic, outward-looking country house, open to the
influences of the continental Renaissance, and when
the nobility, no longer constantly on the move,
began to settle in one main family seat and to
collect works of art with an eye to future gen-
erations? A random selection of ““treasures” drawn
from British private collections would not have
done justice to this great theme, and the intention
from the beginning was to try to separate the many
layers of taste that they represent, and to show in
a broadly chronological way how they were formed,
and how the synthesis of nineteen or twenty gen-
erations of art collecting that is the essence of so
many British houses was achieved.

Everything in the exhibition was to come directly
from a country house, and if possible from a
collection formed at the particular period under
examination; only in a very few rare cases were
objects included which were intimately connected
with a house but are no longer there, and these
only where it was impossible to find an alternative
and only from a British collection. The freedom
allowed by the design of the Gallery’s East Building
enabled us to design rooms specially around the
objects, some more evocative of real country house
interiors than others, but all giving an impression
of the taste of the period in question, the crowded
picture hanging, the sumptuous sideboard arrange-
ments of silver and silver-gilt, the sculpture gal-
leries, libraries, and bedchambers that make a
visit to such a house a constantly varied voyage of
discovery.

The scale of an exhibition should follow its con-
tent and purpose. The National Gallery of Art has
mounted many exhibitions of a highly focused
nature, based on a single artist, or even a small
body of work within the output of an artist. In The
Treasure Houses of Britain we have decided to take
on a subject whose sweep demands a very broad
canvas. For half a millennium, the British country

house owners have made of these great castles and
houses, often with their surrounding parks, works
of art in their own right, filled with priceless ob-
jects, either commissioned or collected. They have
become, as it were, vessels of civilization. As the
houses themselves can be transported only photo-
graphically, it is these objects, and the history of
their assembly, that form the subject of this under-
taking.

The resulting exhibition is a collaboration to a
highly complex degree. The generous sponsorship
by the Ford Motor Company of this exhibition and
its accompanying catalogue marks a particularly
enlightened example of contemporary patronage,
for which all of us involved with the show on both
sides of the Atlantic are extremely grateful. To
Philip Caldwell, former Chairman and Chief Execu-
tive Officer of the Ford Motor Company, and his
successor, Donald Petersen, go our heartfelt thanks
as well as to their Board of Directors, and to Walter
Hayes, Vice Chairman, Ford of Europe, and to
Robert Taub and the many other executives of
that corporation who have helped in this show.
To Mrs. Henry Brandon and the able staff of Rogers
and Cowan in Washington and London we are also
very grateful.

From the public sector, we are equally indebted
to our working partners in the U.S. Congress, in
particular the Chairmen of our two Appropriations
Committees, Senator James McClure and Congress-
man Sidney Yates, and to their staffs; and to a
variety of British and American governmental
entities, particularly our colleagues at the British
Council, who have been involved as partners in
this project since its inception. We wish especially
to thank Julian Andrews, the Director of the British
Council’s Fine Arts Department, who has overseen
amyriad of practical details on the British side and
Mr. Lyon Roussel, since retired, with whom the
original discussions of this show took place. The
indemnity generously offered by Her Majesty’s
Government for the large majority of the objects
loaned to the exhibition was arranged through the
British Council, with the support of the Secretary
of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs,
Sir Geoffrey Howe; while the rest were covered by
a United States government indemnity granted
through the Federal Council on the Arts and
Humanities.

British Airways agreed to be the official carriers
of the exhibition and we are especially grateful to
its Chairman, Lord King, and John Meredith,
General Manager of the Americas, for their help in
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this undertaking. We wish also to acknowledge
the assistance of the British Tourist Authority.
The two Ambassadors, Sir Oliver and Lady Wright
in Washington, and Mr. and Mrs. Charles Price in
London, and their respective staffs, have also
taken a keen and helpful interest.

Gervase Jackson-Stops, Architectural Adviser
to the National Trust in London, was appointed
curator of the exhibition in April 1983. His extra-
ordinary knowledge, energy, persuasive charm,
literary gifts, and passionate dedication to the
cause of the British country house have provided
the mainspring of this undertaking. A special debt
of gratitude is due to the Director-General of the
Trust, Angus Stirling, and the Historic Buildings
Secretary, Martin Drury, for allowing him a
leave of absence for a longer period than was first
envisaged and for all their other help.

From the outset Mr. Jackson-Stops has worked
closely with the National Gallery’s Chief and
Assistant Chief of Installation and Design, Gaillard
F. Ravenel and Mark Leithauser, who helped both
to select the objects and to create appropriate
settings for them, on a scale never before attempted
by the Gallery for a single show. Their powers of
visualization and sense of the project as an exhibition
have been indispensable. Dodge Thompson, Chief
of Exhibition Programs at the Gallery, tracked
every aspect of the undertaking from the beginning.
The exhibition office set up in London was run
with the invaluable and devoted assistance of
Jonathan Marsden and Anne Chandos-Pole, who
worked extraordinary hours and showed a total
commitment to the project. Cameran Greer of the
National Gallery commuted between Washington
and London and also provided a crucial link. Mary
Suzor, Registrar at the National Gallery of Art,
with David Fuller, Philip Blackman, Lady Anne
Seymour, and Susan Martin at the British Council,
were responsible for the complicated logistical
planning and for the organization of the packing
and transport. Research work in family archives
was undertaken by the Hon. Georgina Stonor, and
in libraries, by Nina Drummond. Members of the
Gallery’s own staff, too numerous to list here,
have given extra measures of dedicated hours to
this extraordinarily complex effort.

We wish to make special mention of the valuable
preparatory work carried out by John Harris,
A.W. Mellon Lecturer in the Fine Arts at the
Gallery in 1981, and the highly knowledgeable
Curator of the Drawings Collection of the Royal
Institute of British Architects. The members of
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Mr. Jackson-Stops’ Advisory Committee, many of
whom also contributed essays or catalogue entries,
were also of the greatest assistance in the initial
selection of objects. In this context a particular
debt of gratitude is owed to Francis Russell, who
helped to choose and catalogue the lion’s share of
old master and English eighteenth- and nineteenth-
century pictures; to St. John Gore, who was respon-
sible for pictures from National Trust houses; to
Sir Brinsley Ford for advice on the Grand Tour, to
Sir Oliver Millar for seventeenth-century pictures,
and to Sir Roy Strong for sixteenth-century por-
traits and miniatures.

A Committee of Honor was formed in 1983,
and we were greatly honored by Their Royal
Highnesses The Prince and Princess of Wales,
who graciously agreed to be our patrons. The first
Chairman of the Committee was the late Lord
Howard of Henderskelfe, whose own guardianship
and lifelong love of Castle Howard led him to
become a dedicated advocate of British country
houses and their collections in general, first as a
representative of the National Trust, and later as
President of the Historic Houses Association. A
member of our steering committee until his death
in November 1984, his interest in this exhibition
was profound, and we honor his memory with a
deep sense of gratitude.

The exceptionally generous response to our
requests from owners can be judged by the long
list of lenders on page 8, and to all of them we
offer our thanks, not only for taking part in this
exciting venture, but for their patient acceptance
of the less than exciting paperwork, and the visits
from appraisers, conservators, packers, and pho-
tographers that were an inevitable part of the
process. The contributions made by our house-
owning lenders go far beyond the deprivation to
their houses and to visitors of the treasures they
have lent. Beyond the basic costs of packing and
transportation borne by the borrower, there are
burdens that often represent direct and indirect
costs to the lender. We are therefore doubly grate-
ful to our lenders, particularly those who have
lent very large numbers of objects. They are in
fact donors to the financial viability of this exhi-
bition as well as the sine gua non of its content.

Of those major lenders who agreed to serve on
the Committee of Honor, and to whom we are
specially indebted for their kindness, the Duke of
Devonshire, Lord Gibson, the Chairman of the
National Trust, the Duke of Northumberland, the
Duke of Buccleuch, and the Marquess of Tavistock

deserve special mention, while the Hon. Simon
Howard and the directors of the Castle Howard
Collection have added to the loans which had
already been generously agreed by Lord Howard
of Henderskelfe.

Lord Charteris of Amisfield, Chairman of the
National Heritage Memorial Fund, who succeeded
Lord Howard as Chairman of the Committee of
Honor, has promoted the cause of the exhibition
with the greatest enthusiasm. Commander Michael
Saunders-Watson and Terry Empson of the His-
toric Houses Association, and Lord Montagu of
Beaulieu, have also taken the keenest interest in
the progress of this enterprise over a long period,
and have gone out of their way to be helpful in
countless ways.

The distinguished Conservation Panel formed
for the exhibition consisted of Norman Brommelle,
formerly Head of Conservation at the Victoria and
Albert Museum; Herbert Lank, formerly director
of the Hamilton Kerr Institute at Whittlesford;
and David Winfield, Surveyor of Conservation
to the National Trust. Much additional help came
from Dr. Ian McClure, the present director of the
Hamilton Kerr Institute, and his staff, who under-
took much of the work on the pictures and braved
fog, snow, ice, and numbing cold on their rounds
of inspection. Mary Goodwin, Helen Lloyd, Jane
Matthews, Trevor Proudfoot, Hermione Sandwith,
and Sheila Stainton of the National Trust, and
Helen Ackroyd, Simon Bobak, John Bull, Phoebe
Clements, Alec Cobbe, John Dick, Briony Eastman,
Simon Folkes, Rupert Harris, John Hart, John
Hartley, Lucilla Kingsbury, Judith Larney, Paul
Levi, William McHugh, Claire Meredith, Viola
Pemberton-Piggott, Nicholas Pickwoad, Diana
Reeves, Hugh Routh, James Robinson, Christine
Sitwell, and Peter Smith also carried out inspections,
or undertook conservation work. Mervin Richard,
Exhibitions Conservator, and Ross Merrill, Chief
of Conservation at the National Gallery, made
constant visits to London, assisted by David Bull,
Head of Painting Conservation, to coordinate with
these conservators and to supervise packing arrange-
ments with George Scott of Pitt and Scott and
Roy Pateman of Wingate and Johnston.

Specially commissioned photography for the
exhibition was expertly carried out by James Pipkin
on five visits to Britain, covering the length and
breadth of the country, while photography for the
catalogue was organized by Anne Binney and Celia
de la Hey from the London exhibition office. Par-
ticular thanks are due to Mark Fiennes, Angelo



Hornak, and John Bethell for undertaking long
journeys, often in the worst weather conditions
and at very short notice. In addition, John Ham-
mond of the Victoria and Albert Museum, Emma
(FRetlly and Olive Waller of Country Life, Lisa
Simmons of the National Trust, and Mrs. Newby
of the Paul Mellon Centre provided helpful pro-
duction assistance.

The editing of the catalogue has been accom-
plished by Mary Yakush, Editor, with Frances
Smyth, Editor-in-Chief, at the National Gallery of
Art. We are grateful to John Nicoll, Yale University
Press, for his careful management of the production
of the book, and to Derek Birdsall for his fine

design.
Members of the staff of the two British National

Trusts, who have been unfailingly helpful, include
David Learmont and Christopher Hartley (National
Trust for Scotland); Martin Drury, Dudley Dodd,
Warren Davis, Sarah Grundy, Martin Trelawny,
Jennifer Hunt, Lisa Simmons, Sukie Hemming,
Louclla Whitefield, and Maggie Grieve (National
Trust Head Office, London); National Trust re-
gional staff including Susie Gore (Cornwall),
Hugh Meller (Devon), Merlin Waterson and John
Maddison (East Anglia Region), John Chesshyre
and Andrew Barber (East Midlands Region), Peter
Miall (Kent and East Sussex Region), Julian Gibbs
and Belinda Cousens (Mercia Region), Christopher
Rowell and Edward Diestelkamp (North Wales
Region), Susan Denyer (North West Region),
Roger Whitworth (Northumbria Region), Jeffrey
Haworth (Severn Region), Christopher Beharrell
(Southern Region), Christopher Wall (Thames
and Chilterns Region), and Tony Mitchell (Wessex
Region).

We are also grateful to museum directors, who,
in addition to Sir Roy Strong, already mentioned,
include Christopher Gilbert of Leeds City Art
Galleries, John Jacob of The Iveagh Bequest, Ken-
wood, Brian Loughborough of Nottingham Castle
Museum and Art Gallery, John Morley of Brighton
Museum and Art Gallery (also in his present post
as Keeper of Furniture and Interior Design at the
Victoria and Albert Museum), Colin Thompson,
formerly Director of the National Gallery of Scot-
land, Arnold Wilson of Bristol City Museum and
Art Gallery, and Dr. John Hayes of the National
Portrait Gallery.

We especially thank the administrators of all
participating National Trust houses; the curators,
administrators, and archivists of private houses
who have been of particular help include: Dr. John

Martin Robinson and Roland Puttock (Arundel
Castle), Leslie Harris and Edward Paine (Kedle-
ston), William Hugonin (Alnwick Castle), Brian
Nodes (Blair Castle), Paul Dufhie (Blenheim Palace),
Major James Warrick (Boughton House), Major
Claude Rebbeck (Bowhill), Mr. and Mrs. Jonathan
Culverhouse and Dr. Eric Till (Burghley), Pat
Huby (Carlton Towers), Brandon Stuart Barker
(Castle Ashby), Judy Sladden and Edmond Lamb
(Castle Howard), Peter Day and Michael Pearson
(Chatsworth), Lt-Comm. R.A. Hutcheson and
Miss Lorna MacEchern (Drumlanrig Castle),
Christopher Spicer (Euston Hall), Hazel Gage
(Firle Place), Col. T.D. Lloyd-Jones (Glamis
Castle), David Legg-Willis (Goodwood House),
Robert Webster (Haddon Hall), Barbara Baker
(Harewood House), Robin Harcourt Williams (Hat-
field), Michael Taylor (Hever Castle), Frederick
Jolly (Holkham), Michael Drummond-Brady
(Hopetoun), Percy Baldwin (Houghton), Michael
Urwick Smith (Luton Hoo), Jacques Koopman
(Mereworth), Rory Wardroper (Newby Hall),
Hanne Mason (private collection), Elizabeth Steele
(Raby Castle), Joan Wilson (Stratfield Saye), John
Saville (Syon), Oliver Beck (Tabley), Hubert
Rigg (Towneley), John Keyworth (The Bank of
England), Martin Westwood (Warwick Castle),
Frances Bird (West Wycombe), Anthony Pelly
(Wentworth Woodhouse), Tom Carter (West-
minster Collection), Veronica Quarm (Wilton
House), and Lavinia Wellicome (Woburn Abbey).

Others who have been helpful in a variety of
different ways include: the Hon. Edward Adeane;
the Hon. Charles Allsop; Sir Geoffrey Agnew; Lady
Amory; Clive Aslet; the Hon. Sir John Baring;
Marcus Binney; Gaye Blake-Roberts; Simon Blow;
Jonathan Bourne; Mr. and Mrs. B. Rionda Braga;
Lady Alicia Bridges, John Brooke-Little (Norroy
and Ulster King of Arms); Mary, Duchess of
Buccleuch; Lady Caroline de Cabarrus; Caroline
Carr and other volunteers from the Victoria and
Albert Museum Diploma Course; Michael Cart-
wright Sharp; George Clarke; Frances Collard;
Mrs. Norman Colville; Howard Colvin; John
Cornforth; Louise Corrigan; Jane Cunningham;
Lady Victoria Cuthbert; Caroline Davidson; Lavinia
Davies; Theodore Dell; the Duchess of Devonshire;
the Marchioness of Duflerin and Ava; the Dowager
Lady Egremont; Guy Evans; Mrs. Henri Frankfort;
David Freeman; Kenneth Garlick; Wilbur E.
Garrett; Christopher Gatiss; Christopher Gibbs;
the Hon. Hugh Gibson; Phillippa Glanville;
the Knight of Glin; Lady Mary Gore; the Earl

of Gowrle; Gilbert M. Grosvenor; Mr. Charles
Guggenheim; Dennis Haynes; Dr. Ivan Hall;
Henry Harpur-Crewe; John and Eileen Harris;
Lady Harrod; Francis Hawcroft; Linda Heathcoat-
Amory; Tom and Mirabel Helme; Gavin Hen-
derson; Christian, Lady Hesketh; Laura Hesketh;
Terence Hodgkinson; Lady Iliffe; Tim Jackson-
Stops; Jasper; Derck Johns and Philip Harari;
Donald King; Viscountess Lambton; Dr. Edwin
Land; Laura Lang; Lady Victoria Leatham;
Mr. and Mrs. James Lees-Milne; Rupert Lord;
Professor 'Th.H. Lunsingh Scheurleer; Neil
McGregor; Arline Meyer; James Miller; the Hon.
Patrick Lindsay; J.G. Links; Gregory Martin;
Timothy J. McCann; Professor H.D. Miles; David
Mlinaric; Charles Sebag-Montefiore; the Hon.
Mrs. Morrison; Lord Neidpath; John Nevinson;
Dr. Nicholas Penny; Professor Sir John Plumb;
Graham Reynolds; the Hon. Matthew Ridley;
William P. Rieder; the Hon. Mrs. Roberts; Michael
Robinson; the Earl of Rocksavage; the Countess of
Rosebery; the Hon. Lady Rowley; the Hon. Sir
Steven Runciman; Sir Sacheverell Sitwell, Bart.;
Lady Scott (Valerie Finnis); Tim Schroder; Lady
Shaw-Stewart; John Somerville; Stephen Somerville;
Dr. Marion Spencer; Sir Tatton Sykes, Bart.;
Christopher Sykes; the Hon. Stephen Tennant;
Lady Vestey; Peter Waldron; Richard Walker;
Dr. David Watkin; Gillian Wilson; Professor John
Wilton-Ely; Sir Marcus Worsley, Bart.; Melissa
Wyndham; and the Marchioness of Zetland.

Last but not least, our greatest debt of gratitude
remains to British country house owners past and
present, of whose culture and humanity, scholar-
ship and lack of pomposity, it can be said (in the
words of Sir Christopher Wren’s famous epitaph
in St. Paul’s), si monumentum requiris, circumspice—
“if you seek a monument, look about you.” It is to
our lenders and to everything they and their forbears
have accomplished in collecting, commissioning,
preserving, and exhibiting these precious objects
of the world’s heritage, that this exhibition and its
catalogue are gratefully dedicated.
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Figure 1

Attributed to Robert Peake, Eliza Triumphans,

¢. 1600 (Simon Wingfield-Digby Esq., Sherborne Castle,
Dorset)

Commissioned as a celebration of Queen Elizabeth I by
her Master of the Horse, the Earl of Worcester, who
stands between the front shafts of ber chair. The earl’s
castles of Raglan and Chepstow are thought to appear
in the background, and the picture symbolizes the royal
progresses that inspired the building of so many great
Elizabethan houses.
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The country houses of Britain have an air of in-
evitability about them, as if they had grown im-
perceptibly over the centuries of their own accord:
in stone, in brick, or in timber according to their
locality. From the air, their green parks ringed
with woodlands and dotted with lakes have become
a natural part of the landscape, and looking down
over a great mansion like Knole in Kent, more like
a medieval village than a house, it would come as
little surprise to find that another courtyard had
sprung up overnight, that a few more pepperpots
had crowned the improbable skyline of a Scottish
castle like Glamis, or that a few more gable ends
had jutted out over the moat of a half-timbered
manor house like Little Moreton. At one with their
settings, built from the very rock or clay on which
they stand, or from the forests which once sur-
rounded them, these remarkable buildings may
appear to be the result of organic growth, and
their history may be seen in terms of social and
economic development, as has increasingly been
the case. Yet they remain collective works of art
created by individuals more various in their charac-
ters, their motives, and their circumstances than
it would be possible to imagine.

Who were these people, and why was the build-
ing of a country house, its furnishing, its dec-
oration, its collections— the one passion they had
in common—so central to their lives? Why would
Bess of Hardwick (no. 31), four times a widow,
embark in her seventies on an Elizabethan prodigy
house on a scale to rival the greatest castles of the
Middle Ages? Why would the jocular Earl-Bishop
of Bristol (no. 196) spend his last years designing
and building a great country house at Ickworth in
the form of an oval rotunda bigger than the
Pantheon, though the Mediterranean sun appealed
to him infinitely more than the cold and damp of
Suffolk?

Simple pride of possession, or a desire for im-
mortality, is only part of the answer. An English-
man’s home may be his castle; he may not share
the nomadic temperament of Middle Eastern races,
or an interest in the abstract values of Far Eastern
cultures; his deep roots in the land of his ancestors
may also express a search for permanence, as a
natural reaction against a notoriously undependable
climate. But there are other just as powerful con-
siderations which are less often put forward to
explain the phenomenon of the country house. One
is the intense curiosity that is at the heart of the
English character and that has made country house
visiting something of a national pastime.

In 1984, historic houses in Britain attracted a
record attendance of over forty-five million, of
which foreign visitors accounted for only twenty
per cent. While this figure would have amazed
their seventeenth- and eighteenth-century owners,
it is true that many houses have been open to the
public since the day they were built. When the
1st Duke of Marlborough came down to Blenheim
to view progress on the work in 1711, only six
years after its foundation, it was found necessary
to post men at every doorway “to keep people
back from Crowding in with my Lord Duke,” while
“little pallasadoes to keep people from the glass”
were fitted outside the windows.' Over a hundred
years later that other savior of his nation, the Duke
of Wellington, was obliged to post a notice at the
front door of Stratfield Saye reading: “Those desir-
ous of Seeing the Interior of the House are requested
to ring at the Door of entrance and to express their
desire. It is wished that the practice of stopping in
the paved walk to look in at the windows should
be discontinued.”?

In general houses would be shown to almost
anyone who applied if well-dressed and mounted,
though the housekeepers deputed to take people
round often demanded large tips and were a mine
of misinformation. Lady Beauchamp Proctor, who
visited Blickling Hall in Norfolk in 1772, accom-
panied by “a very dirty housemaid with a duster
in her hand,” found that the owners “had break-
fasted, and My Lord’s horses stood at the door,
though the servant told us he was gone out. We
saw no other traces of her Ladyship than two or
three workbags and a tambour; I believe we drove
her from room to room, but that we could not
help.” By this date the ““Tour of Norfolk,” usually
including Houghton, Holkham, Blickling, Felbrigg,
and Raynham, had become almost as obligatory as
the Grand Tour itself, and when Lady Beauchamp
Proctor arrived at Holkham at ten in the morning,
“the servant told us we could not see it for an hour
at least, as there was a party going round . . . we
were obliged to be shut up with Jupiter Ammon
[one of Lord Leicester’s antique statues], and a
whole tribe of people, till the housekeeper was
ready to attend us.”3

At Kedleston an elegant hotel for visitors, de-
signed by James Paine, was built overlooking the
park at the same time as the house, and at Chats-
worth the sth Duke of Devonshire held “open
days” when dinner was provided for anyone pass-
ing by. In 1844, his son was reported to allow “all
persons whatsoever to see the mansion and grounds

every day in the year, Sundays not excepted, from
10 in the morning till 5 in the afternoon. The
humblest individual is not only shown the whole,
but the Duke has expressly ordered the waterworks
to be played for everyone without exception.” By
1849, when the Midland Railway was opened as
far as Rowsley, three miles away, 80,000 people
were visiting the house during the summer.+

It may have been the royal progresses of Eliza-
beth I (fig. 1) that not only inspired the great
houses of her courtiers—like Sir John Thynne’s
Longleat, Sir Christopher Hatton’s Holdenby, or
Sir William Cecil’s Burghley —but also instituted
the custom of country house visiting. A conscious
reversion to medieval precedent, the queen’s idea
was primarily to save money, and to recoup some
of the debts which Henry VIII incurred by main-
taining the court constantly at the royal palaces of
Hampton Court, Nonsuch, and Whitehall. But it
also stimulated an intense competition among her
subjects: a mania for building that was to last until
the Civil War among the powerful men who accom-
panied the sovereign from house to house.

In the late seventeenth century, the diaries of
John Evelyn, the notebooks of Robert Hooke and
Sir Roger Pratt, and the travel journals of Celia
Fiennes, show that visits to houses were an accepted
practice among the gentry as much as the aristoc-
racy, while the publication of guidebooks such as
Daniel Defoe’s Tour thro® the Whole Island of Great
Britain (1724—1726) brought the fashion to a still
wider audience. A particularly important aspect
of such tours was the rivalry that they inspired
among owners, and the wish to emulate not just
the achievements of the friends with whom they
might have stayed but the houses or possessions of
total strangers. Thus an inveterate sightseer like
the Duchess of Northumberland set out to see
as many rival family seats as possible before and
during her own remodeling of Alnwick Castle in
the gothick style, and Syon in the classical, begun
by James Paine and Daniel Garrett but continued
by Robert Adam. To make sure she should miss
nothing in her observations, she begins one of her’
travel journals in 1760 with a long questionnaire.
Starting with “what is the situation of the House
good or bad sheltered or exposed,” she goes on to
“who was the Architect,” “Is the place chearful
melancholy romantic wild or dreary,” “Is there a
fine Collection of Pictures. . . . Are there chiefly
Landskips Portraits or historical,” “Is the Furni-
ture rich plain neat mean Elegant Expensive,” and
ending, after over 150 similar queries, “How much
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Figure 2

Foseph Wilton, Sir Hugh Smithson,later 1st Duke
of Northumberland (1714-1786), before 1766
(background) among antique busts in the ball at Syon
Park, Middlesex

Figure 3

FJobn Fackson, The sth Earl of Carlisle and His Son
in the Long Gallery at Castle Howard, ¢. 1810.

A grouping of early family portraits with antigue and
modern busts

Figures 4 4 5

Grand Tour interiors: (left) the Harlequin Room at
Ribston Hall, Yorkshire, with copies of Old Masters
frted into plasterwork frames by the architect Jobn Carr
of York, about 1770; (right) the Cabinet at Felbrigg
in Norfolk, with Busiri’s views of the Roman Campagna,
as bung by William Windbam after bis return from
Italy in 1743

meat wine malt liquor coals charcoal corn butter
do they usually consume.”s It may well have been
the sight of objects like the “very pretty inlaid
Card Tables made by Linnel” in the drawing room
at Kedleston in 1765 that persuaded her to patronize
the same cabinetmaker, John Linnell, at Syon—just
as Lady Beauchamp Proctor was taken with “a most
elegant little Birmingham vehicle to hold the rusks,”
evidently a silver dish from Matthew Boulton’s
Soho Manufactory, that was produced with the
cups of chocolate at Holkham, adding “I made
Mr. Fetch-and-carry [the footman] tell me where
it was bought, and am determined to have one.”¢

Rivalry, friendly or unfriendly, was obviously
at the heart of country house building. But the
collecting instinct also sprang from more positive,
intellectual roots. A didactic purpose is already
found in late sixteenth-century series of portraits
of kings and queens, or family ancestors, whose
virtues and traditions were supposed to inspire
their descendants. By the late eighteenth century
this didactic purpose was expressed in connoisseur-
ship rather than patronage, dealing with the history
of art instead of the history of family or nation.
The Earl-Bishop of Bristol was anticipating the

museum philosophy of the late nineteenth century
when he wrote in 1796 that he wished “to have
few pictures but choice ones, and my galleries to
exhibit an historical progress of the art of Painting
both in Germany and Italy, and that divided into
its characteristical schools—Venice, Bologna,
Florence, etc.”7 Just as the Elizabethans looked
back to the medieval world as an ideal age of chiv-
alry and valor, and expressed this in so much of
their art, so the Georgians, educated in the classics,
looked back still further to the antique world as
the font of modern civilization. There were nat-
urally political reasons for these attitudes. A
sixteenth-century nobleman like Lord Lumley
(see page 62) deplored the passing of both the
feudal system and the Catholic faith, and sym-
pathized with a system of government that had
long since passed. An eighteenth-century Whig
like Lord Leicester (see page 25) would have sup-
ported Jonathan Richardson’s claim that “there is
no nation under heaven which we do not excel . . .
since the best times of the ancient Greeks and
Romans.”® The classical statues and busts brought
back from Italy were matched in English collections
by contemporary busts of politicians like Fox and
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Pitt, dressed in Roman togas, to stress the origin
of parliamentary democracy in the age of Plato and
Aristotle (figs. 2 and 3).

The gradual change from patronage to con-
noisseurship as the driving force can be seen in
several stages. Early country houses were on the
whole built to a pattern that had evolved through
the Middle Ages and that had little to do with
their contents, which were largely movable. For
these older houses, later owners often commissioned
paintings, sculpture, or furniture to suit a certain
position in a certain room, from an equestrian por-
trait at the end of a long gallery, to the miniatures
hung in a cabinet or closet. Only very rarely were
rooms formed with certain objects in mind, as in
the case of Bess of Hardwick’s two sets of Flemish

tapestries which dictated the dimensions of the
long gallery and High Great Chamber at Hardwick
in 1589. In the late seventeenth century, Van de
Velde overdoors or Grinling Gibbons overmantels
were ordered to given dimensions, as part of the
decoration of new panelled rooms in houses like
Ham and Belton.

The real change came in the early eighteenth
century, however, when Lord Burlington and his
friends revived the taste for old masters, so briefly
seen in England in the circle of Charles I before the
Civil War. Many of the great Palladian houses built
in the following years were conceived specially to
contain pictures and sculpture that had already
been bought on the Grand Tour. But the setting
still remained more important than the individual
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work of art. If there were not enough antique statues
to occupy the niches of a Wyatt gallery or an Adam
tribune, then modern copies of famous examples
in the Uffizi or the Vatican Museum were bought
to fill the gaps. Symmetry was everything, and
William Holbech went so far as to split his antique
busts so as to provide pairs of matching heads
in roundels for his new hall at Farnborough in
Warwickshire in the 1750s.9 In just the same
way Henry Hoare of Stourhead was unable to find
another old master to match his monumental Carlo
Maratta Marchese Pallavicini and the Artist, and thus
commissioned Mengs to paint a Caesar and Cleopatra
as a pendant in 1759: two canvases which remain
the lynchpins of the balanced hanging in his son’s
picture gallery, completed in 1802.
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Sets of pictures, like the four Vernets, six Gior-
danos, and eight Devises at Uppark, were par-
ticularly popular with English buyers for this
reason. But copies were just as acceptable, and
these could be expanded or reduced in size to form
companions at will. As Richardson put it “a copy
of a very good picture is preferable to an indifferent
original; for there the invention is seen almost
intire, and great deal of the expression, and dis-
position, and many times good hints of the colour-
ing, drawing and other qualities.”1° A very differ-
ent point of view prevails today when copies are
generally despised, and pictures are “read” indi-
vidually, without regard to their balance and
harmony in a scheme of decoration:. Yet this ex-
plains the crowded hanging still to be seen in so
many British country houses, with pictures in two
or even three tiers, the larger-scale above the
smaller, hung against the crimson damask that
Sir Joshua Reynolds habitually used for the galleries
of the Royal Academy. The Harlequin Saloon at
Ribston in Yorkshire is a perfect example of this
taste, with its vast copies of Guido Reni’s Rape of
Helen and Guercino’s Death of Dido by the Polish
artist, Franciszek Smugliewicz, fitted into uniform
plasterwork frames by the architect John Carr of
York (fig. 4).'* But the Cabinet at Felbrigg (fig. ),
still arranged with Busiri’s views of the Roman
Campagna, exactly corresponding with their owner
William Windham’s diagrams of 1751, remains one
of the most evocative of country house interiors at
a time when patronage and connoisseurship walked
hand in hand.

The idea that works of art of previous gen-
erations represented an excellence unattainable in
the present—the passion for “antiques” and
“masterpieces” that still obsesses us today—came
only gradually during the nineteenth century, as
the Industrial Revolution advanced, and the lines
between art and manufacture became blurred. On
the other hand, while the Duke of Bridgewater,
the Marquess of Westminster, or William John
Bankes of Kingston Lacy were acquiring their
finest old masters, and while Lord Hertford was
buying his most magnificent eighteenth-century
French furniture, a patron like the 3rd Earl of
Egremont was not only concentrating entirely on
the work of native artists and sculptors, but com-
missioning from Turner in 1828 a series of four
pictures, two commemorating his financial interest
in the Chichester Canal and the Chain Pier at
Brighton, and two of Petworth Park, representing
his agricultural interests, to be fitted into the
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panelling of the Carved Room at Petworth below
the full-length portraits of his seventeenth-century
ancestors.*2 Series of pictures continued to domi-
nate country house collections right up to Burne-
Jones’ Legend of the Briar Rose installed in the Saloon
at Buscot, though it is significant that far from
being commissioned works, these were purchased
by the 1st Lord Faringdon only after they had
been exhibited at Agnew’s Bond Street gallery in
1890. Artists by this time sold almost all their
work through exhibitions, and to have painted
canvases “‘by the yard” would have been con-
sidered demeaning.

By and large, the great collectors of the eighteenth
century were the sons and grandsons of the great
builders. It was the 2nd Duke of Devonshire who
acquired the old master drawings and the cream of
the pictures now at Chatsworth, the house his
father had virtually rebuilt with the help of Talman
and Archer. It was the 4th and sth Earls of Carlisle
who furnished Vanbrugh’s echoing corridors at
Castle Howard with antique sculpture, mosaics
and marble tables brought back from Italy. It was
the 2nd Earl of Egremont who filled the baroque
house at Petworth with the Claudes and Cuyps,
the Ruysdaels and Hobbemas, that were later to
influence Turner. Not only were these heirs to
great inheritances spared the cost of the vast build-
ing operations that had beset their fathers, but
their culture stemmed from the easy assurance
that wealth and social position had given them
from their schooldays. Like Horace Walpole at
Eton, an “Ariel in slit shoes,” they could afford to
wear their learning lightly, and to fraternise with
artists, architects, and writers who were their
intellectual but not their social equals.’s Walpole’s
friendship with the poet Gray, an unlikely alliance
between the son of a Prime Minister and the son of
a scrivener, would have been unthinkable in pre-
Revolutionary France. In the same way, William
Kent, the apprentice coach-painter from Hull,
could converse with Lord Burlington on equal
terms. “Your building at Chiswick is very pretty
& ye obelisk looks well,” he reports to Burlington
in the 1740s, “Ilay there the other night but tho’ I
love it, was too melancholy for want of im I wish
to see.”’ 14

John Fleming has shown how Robert Adam’s
career was built on the friendships he made with
young noblemen on the Grand Tour during his
time in Italy from 1754 to 1757.'5 After a visit to
Nostell Priory in 1772 he could write “I will not
pretend to describe what I feel in regard to Sir

Rowland Winn & Lady Winns friendship, it sur-
passes all I can say,” and four years later, “we had
aglorious lunch of your excellent venison yesterday
when we remembered with much pleasure the
founders of the feast.” ¢ Recalling a typical day in
the life of Sir Joshua Reynolds, his early biographers,
Leslie and Taylor, describe how “at four the painter
dines with one of the oldest and most intimate of
his friends, Mr. John Parker, one of the Members
for Devon and afterwards Lord Boringdon [fig. 6].
Sir Joshua has known him from a boy; they are of
about the same age. On the President’s visits to
Devonshire, Mr. Parker is always one of his hosts;
Sir Joshua shoots and hunts with him, and advises
him about purchases for his gallery, for Mr. Parker
loves pictures as well as country sports, and is
bent on having a good collection in his house at
Saltram.”?7

One of the most convivial meeting places for
patrons, artists, and architects was the Society of
Dilettanti, founded by Sir Francis Dashwood and
others in 1733. Horace Walpole remarked that the
nominal qualification for membership was having
been in Italy and the real one having been drunk
in Rome.8 But despite the flippant tone of some
of the Society’s deliberations, it sponsored highly
influential publications such as Stuart and Revett’s
Antiguities of Athens, and Sir Joshua’s two great
conversation pieces, painted at the moment of
Sir William Hamilton’s induction (fig. 7), give a
vivid impression of the intimacy that prevailed in
this cultured and creative circle.

The ideal of the dilettante, a word only used in
a disparaging sense at a much later period, was
bound to appeal in a country where the amateur
tradition had such deep roots. Lord Burlington
was by no means the first aristocrat to take up
architecture for instance; the Earl of Chesterfield’s
famous letters to his son make it clear that this
was one of the accomplishments only to be expected
in a “gentleman of parts,” along with a thorough
knowledge of music, literature, philosophy, paint-
ing, and much else. Over a hundred years earlier,
the oth Earl of Northumberland (known as the
“Wizard Earl” for his interest in alchemy) had
spent part of his imprisonment in the Tower of
London after the Gunpowder Plot making detailed
plans for the rebuilding of his houses at Syon and
Petworth, based on a remarkable knowledge of
Italian Renaissance forms.*® Roger North’s advice
in his essay On Building, “be your owne architect
or sitt still,” was followed by many later country
house owners—Tlike John Chute of The Vyne in



Hampshire, whose “Grecian theatric staircase” of
1770 (actually based on the stage sets of the Bibiena
family) provides one of the most arresting coups
d’0eil in English architecture.

The achievements of home-grown artists and
sculptors, wood carvers, and potters, also pro-
vide a continuous thread through country house
collections. Sir Nathaniel Bacon’s paintings at
Gorhambury (see no. 65) set a standard in the
early seventeenth century that it would be hard to
equal, but in the late eighteenth Lady Diana Beau-
clerk’s romantic subject pictures and Mrs. Damer’s
animal sculptures (no. 225) are highly accomplished,
even if Horace Walpole’s comparisons with Raphael
and Michelangelo now seem laughable. The flower
paintings of Beckford’s friend, William Courtenay,
are still at Powderham Castle; the Countess of

Waterford’s bold Pre-Raphaelite visions are at
Blickling and Wallington; and Violet, Duchess of
Rutland’s exquisite pencil portraits, sometimes
almost the equal of Ingres, can be found at Belvoir,
Haddon, and other houses associated with the
“Souls” in the early part of this century. The tra-
dition continues today in the paintings of country
house interiors by Sir Edmund Fairfax-Lucy and
the Hon. Hector MacDonnell. Ladies’ pastimes
might not normally be considered the province of
high art, but the embroidery produced by Bess of
Hardwick and her attendants (no. 34) rivals some
of the finest painting of the period, like the japan-
ning of furniture by many amateurs in imitation of
Chinese lacquer in the late seventeenth century.
At Erddig, in a remote corner of North Wales, a
lady’s maid Elizabeth Ratcliffe not only produced

Figure 6

Sir Joshua Reynolds, John Parker, 1st Lord Boringdon,
¢. 1765/1768 ('The National Trust, Saltram, Devon).
One of the artist’s closest friends, portrayed as the
archetypal English country squire

Figure 7

Sir Joshua Reynolds, The Society of Dilettanti,
1777/1779 (Society of Dilettanti, London). One of
Reynolds’ two groups painted to commemorate the election
of Sir William Hamilton, who is seated in the center,
pointing to his newly published book on antique vases.
The Society was an important meeting place for country
house owners, artists, architects, and scholars
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Figure 8

E.M. Ward, Edward Bulwer-Lytton in His Study,
1854 ('The Hon. David Lytton-Cobbold, Knebworth
House, Hertfordshire). A romantic novelist like bis
political ally Disraeli, Bulwer-Lytton remodeled

bis family bouse at Knebworth as a “Tudorbethan”
extravaganza of towers and battlements, gables and
mullions
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brilliant cut-paper pictures, and copies of paintings
and drawings between 1765 and 1780, but also
made large-scale models of the Temple of the Sun
at Palmyra and a Chinese pagoda like Sir William
Chambers’ at Kew, entirely covered in mother-of-
pearl and mica.?°

Sir Edmund Elton’s “Sunflower Pottery” at
Clevedon (see no. 568) represented a scientific as
well as an artistic achievement in the late nine-
teenth century, a reminder that the barriers be-
tween these disciplines are of comparatively recent
origin. An eighteenth-century virtuoso like William
Constable, of Burton Constable in Yorkshire, could
be a friend of Rousseau and Voltaire, yet passion-
ately interested in botanical specimens and natural
history, carrying out early experiments with elec-
tricity and air pumps in between his researches
into genealogy and heraldry. Perhaps the most sig-
nificant of country house “discoveries” was the
virtual invention of photography by William Henry
Fox Talbot at Lacock in the 1830s. His misty calo-

types of family and friends in stove-pipe hats and
crinolined dresses on the lawns in front of the
Abbey may represent a scientific advance, but they
also opened the way to the artistic achievements
of Lewis Carroll, Julia Margaret Cameron, and
Cecil Beaton, the country house photographer par
excellence.

If the history of the British country house and
its collections is to be seen in terms of people
rather than statistics, faces rather than forms, it is
in English literature that its essence is distilled: in
the world of Pope and Prior at Wimpole and Ciren-
cester, Thomson’s evocation of Hagley Park in The
Seasons, Jane Austen’s Northanger Abbey, Disraeli’s
Brentham, Tennyson’s Locksley Hall and Trollope’s
Gatherum Castle—perhaps most poignantly of all
in Virginia Woolf”s Orlando, whose magic can still
be breathed at Knole, as the dusty pages of the
manuscript still lie open in the hall and “the great
wings of silence beat up and down the empty
house.” Only in fiction would one expect to find
owners like the reclusive Duke of Portland, whose
vast underground rooms still survive at Welbeck;
Bulwer Lytton who received Percy Fitzgerald at
Knebworth in “a sort of repaired chamber, where
we saw an Eastern potentate sitting on luxurious
cushions, with dreamy eyes and reposeful manner
smoking a chibouk™2 (fig. 8); the 3rd Earl of Egre-
mont who made “the very animals at Petworth . . .
happier than in any other spot on earth”22 (fig. 9)
or Sir Roger Newdigate of Arbury (no. 329), who
became Sir Christopher Cheverel in George Eliot’s
novel Mr. Gilfil’s Love Story: “. . . in walking through
these rooms, with their splendid ceilings and their
meagre furniture, which tell how all the spare money
had been absorbed before personal comfort was
thought of, I have felt that there dwelt in this old
English baronet some of that sublime spirit which
distinguishes art from self indulgence.”23

Just as touching as any of these benevolent ghosts
is the penniless Miss Jones of Chastleton in Oxford-
shire, that most beautiful of Jacobean manor houses,
who told Sacheverell Sitwell and a party of visitors
in the 1930s that the family had “lost their money
in the war”’—not the First World War, as it turned
out, but the Civil War three hundred years before.
Poverty and pride have been the mainstay of the
British country house over the last five hundred
years as much as wealth and ambition. That so
many of them remain loved and lived-in family
homes is a measure of the fierce and irrational
loyalty to the past that they inspire, a loyalty that
can only bode well for the future.
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The Power House
Mark Gironard

Figure 1

George Garrard, The Building of Southill, 1803
(Samuel Whitbread, Esq., Southill Park, Bedfordshire).
A fortune made by the family brewery enabled the

W hitbreads to build one of the finest Regency houses in
England, designed by Henry Holland

Figure 2

Holkbam Hall, Norfolk, begun by Thomas Coke, 15
Earl of Leicester in 1734 and completed by his widow in
1764. The epitome of a great Palladian house that was
also an expression of political power

22 The Power House

Who lived in country houses, and why did they
live in them? A country house, and its surrounding
estate, had four main functions, as far as its owners
were concerned. It provided an income, it provided
power, it provided prestige, and it provided a
pleasant way of life. The ways in which these
functions were fulfilled varied from century to
century, but the actual functions existed from the
Middle Ages, and still exist today, although the
element of power has shrunk to a shadow of what
it was at its prime.

At its prime it was formidable. Country houses
were lived in by the people who effectively ran the
country, and who owned the greater part of it. In
1873 (the first occasion for which accurate records
are available) four-fifths of the acreage of Great
Britain (including Scotland and Wales) was owned
by less than seven thousand people, the great
majority of whom were country house owners. At
a local level, they dominated the countryside. From
the sixteenth century the counties, the main ad-
ministrative units of local government, were run
by the JPs (Justices of the Peace) who also presided
over the local courts. JPs were appointed in each
county by the Lord Lieutenant, who was the per-
sonal representative of the sovereign, and who was
invariably a titled country house owner. The JPs
were almost always either country house owners,
or clergymen of the established church, who had
the same point of view, and often came from the
same families.

But country house owners were equally en-
trenched in national government. By the eighteenth
century they provided at least eighty per cent of
the members of the House of Commons and vir-
tually the entire House of Lords. The government
executive was chosen exclusively from the two
houses, as it still is. Membership of the House of
Lords was hereditary, and that of the House of
Commons was based on election by a very limited
franchise of (in the eighteenth century) about
284,000 people. The proportion of members from
country houses decreased in the course of the
nineteenth century, when the franchise was ex-
tended as a result of agitation from the new
industrial towns, but because of their wealth and
prestige they still effectively ran the government;
country house owners formed a majority in every
British cabinet until 1906.

The two other principal factors in the equation
of power were the towns and the king. But the
towns were very much a minority of the population
until the nineteenth century, and all but a handful



were dominated by local country house owners,
who were often also substantial owners of town
property. The king was, of course, immensely im-
portant. Until England was gradually transformed
into a constitutional monarchy in the nineteenth
century, he was the executive head of the govern-
ment. But he had to rule through someone, and
his instruments of rule were the country house
owners. They were always in a position to influence
or exert pressure on him as a result—and even, as
happened in the Glorious Revolution of 1688, to
replace him.

The majority of owners lived in their country
houses because they had inherited them. But the
attractions and perquisites of country house owner-
ship were so powerful and obvious that there was
always a steady infiltration of newcomers. Lawyers,
judges, merchants, manufacturers, soldiers or sailors
rich with prize-money, royal servants and the
children of royal mistresses, owners of sugar plan-
tations in the West Indies, the “nabobs” who made
fortunes working for the East India Company, all,
at various times and in varying proportions, in-
vested in a country house and a country estate,
and set up as country gentlemen.

Among the families whose collections are rep-
resented here, for instance, the Cokes of Holkham
descend from a famous sixteenth-century lawyer;
and the Hoares of Stourhead were bankers. The

Whitbreads of Southhill (fig. 1) owned one of the
biggest London breweries (and are still brewers).
Harewood House was built and furnished in the
1760s by Edwin Lascelles on the basis of a for-
tune made in trading and sugar planting in the
West Indies. At much the same time Sir Lawrence
Dundas, the ancestor of the Marquesses of Zetland,
of Aske, built up an even bigger fortune by supply-
ing food and clothing to the army. The 1st Duke
of Richmond, of Goodwood, was the son of one of
Charles II’s many mistresses. The Cavendishes,
Dukes of Devonshire, and Russells, Dukes of Bed-
ford, descend from government officials who were
granted monastery lands, or bought them up cheap,
at the time of the Dissolution of the Monasteries
in the 1530s.

A country house owner, of course, owned more
than a country house. The essential definition of
a country house is a house in the country with a
substantial amount of land attached to it. Land
was the basis both of prestige and power. A country
house estate had to generate enough income to
support the house and to keep its owner in the
style of a gentleman. At the upper level, some
noblemen owned several hundred thousand acres,
or even (in Scotland, and including much barren
land) over a million acres. A thousand acres was
usually accepted as the lower limit that would
support an estate, although some country houses

got by with a little less. Before Benjamin Disraeli
became leader of the Conservative Party in the
House of Commons in 1846 a dilemma had to be
solved. He was incontestably the most able man
in the party, but he neither owned a country house
nor had the money with which to buy one. It was
inconceivable in the 1840s for the Conservatives
to be led by someone who did not live in a country
house. Accordingly, the family of the Duke of Port-
land floated a loan, on the strength of which Disraeli
bought Hughenden Manor in Buckinghamshire
along with an estate of 750 acres—just large
enough to make Hughenden acceptable as a country
house, and Disraeli acceptable as a party leader.
On the basis of this purchase he went on to
become Prime Minister in 1868.

The income from country- house estates was
always mainly derived from the rents paid by
tenants and tenant farmers. Most country houses
have usually had a “home-farm” that was not let,
and from which fresh food was supplied to the
house, but although there were always important
exceptions, few owners farmed for profit, even if
they sometimes played an active part in encourag-
ing their tenant farmers to improve their farms.
But on the whole, they just collected their rents.
For a long time the ownership of land was the only
secure form of investment; until proper fire in-
surance was developed there was an element of
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Figures 3 4 4

Rival centers of political power in Derbyshire: Kedleston
Hall (left) rebuilt by the Curzons in the mid-eighteenth
century as a Tory counterpart to Chatsworth (right),
the Whig stronghold of the Cavendish family

Figure 5

The Venetian Ambassador’s Bed at Knole in Kent.
Made for Fames 11 in 1687, it was acquired by the 6th
Earl of Dorset as a perquisite, through his position as
Lord Chamberlain of the Household to William 111

Figure 6
Silver by Paul Story in the dining room ar Chatsworth
continues the tradition of the barogue buffet, arranged

purely for display

risk in owning buildings, and the stock market did
not exist. It was not until the eighteenth century
that government bonds or shares in the East India
Company became an important alternative, to be
followed by shares in the new canal companies,
and then, in the nineteenth century, in the rail-
ways.

But none of these brought the prestige and power
that came with the ownership of land. Ownership
of an estate of several thousand acres involved
more than a source of steady income. In the first
place, with the land came tenants. In the Middle
Ages a combination of tenants and the actual house-
hold of a country house could be turned into an
armed fighting force, and as there was no permanent
standing army until the seventeenth century, the
miniature private armies of country house owners
were extremely important. This function largely
faded out in the course of the seventeenth century,
but tenants who had the right to vote could still
contribute to the power of their landlords by voting
for them or their nominees in both parliamentary
and borough elections. Since voting was open, it
was taken for granted that they would vote as
their landlords directed; otherwise they were in
trouble.

Ownership of an estate of any size usually also
carried with it the right to appoint the rector
or vicar in one or more parishes; these church
“livings,” as they were called, were often com-
fortably endowed, and could provide a safe berth
for a younger son. It very often included owner-
ship, or part ownership, of a town that returned

one or more members to Parliament on the basis of
a small electorate, so that with a little judicious
management the landowner or his nominee could
rely on being returned as a member. Any sub-
stantial landowner was automatically created a
Justice of the Peace, and was in the running to be
chosen as one of the two Members of Parliament
for his county, a more prestigious way of entering
Parliament than as the member for a small borough.
The power that came automatically with owner-
ship of land could be used as a basis on which to
construct a more formidable empire. Most country
house owners were very conscious of what they
called their “interest.” “Interest” was the whole
structure of friendship, alliance, or support that a
country house owner could build up in all ranks of
society by entertaining people, finding jobs for
them, giving custom to shopkeepers and innkeepers,
creating local employment, spending money lavishly
in the neighborhood, judiciously increasing his
property, marrying his sons and daughters to the
right people, or just being affable in the right place
at the right time. An ambitious man could cultivate
and increase his interest until a partial stake in
appointing one member of Parliament had become
complete control of several, and half the jobs in
the county, or even the country, were under his
control. As his interest increased he was in the
position to ask the king or the leaders of the govern-
ment for a rise in rank: a gentleman would angle
for a baronetcy, a baronet for a peerage, and a peer
for a step up in the peerage; if his interest was
sufficiently large, he would get what he wanted.
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But he also put himself in the running for more
obviously substantial perquisites. The patronage
that a king or ministers could deploy in favor of
friends, relatives, or someone whose support was
worth having could range from a monopoly in the
sale of vinegar or soap to the right to collect the
customs in a particular town, or from an im-
portant and very well paid job at court or in the
government to a sinecure that was often equally
well paid but involved no work at all, or work that
could be handed over to a deputy for a small fraction
of the salary. Horace Walpole lived comfortably,
maintained a London house and built his Thames-
side Gothic extravaganza, Strawberry Hill, on
the strength of his salary as Chief Usher, Clerk
of Estreats, and Comptroller of the Pipe in the
Exchequer, without ever having to go near an office.
Thomas Coke was created Lord Lovel in 1728 and
made Postmaster General, with a large salary, in
1733, on the basis of the estates he had inherited
from his rich lawyer-grandfather and the fact that
he managed the electoral interests of the Prime
Minister, Sir Robert Walpole, in Norfolk. The
perquisites of being postmaster helped to pay for
his magnificent new house at Holkham (fig. 2). On
the strength of his wealth, house, and political
position he was created Earl of Leicester in 1744.
Holkham became a center of the Whigs in East
Anglia, and was much used for political entertain-
ing: in 1788, for instance, a huge party was given
there to celebrate the centenary of the Glorious
Revolution of 1688, which had ejected James II
from the throne. At this period the Coke interest
was also fostered by regular “open days,” at which
any Norfolk gentleman who sent in his name was
entertained for the day, and often for the night as
well. Similar open days were held at many big
eighteenth-century houses.

The advantages of a property were concisely
referred to in letters of the time, especially in the
eighteenth century. In 1729, for instance, Lord
Stratford wrote to his wife about arranging a mar-
riage for his daughter with a Scottish peer. The
bait was to be a large property in Suffolk, carrying
with it the right of presentation to three livings,
the “moral assurance” of being able to appoint
two members of Parliament in the adjacent borough
of Aldeburgh; moreover, in the neighborhood were
two more “poor boroughs in both of which I could
have a great influence would I but give myself any
trouble.” All this would make the proposed bride-
groom “‘so considered at court that with the kind
promises the Queen had made you, and the interest

he has with having been her page, I doubt not but
on marrying our daughter he might easily be made
an English peer during his father’s life” (British
Library Add. mss 22226, fols. 427—429.)

A country house could play a vital role in the
creation of interest. In their different ways both an
old house, if sufficiently historic and adequately
brought up to date, and an imposing new house
gave their occupants an aura of power and position,
and both could be used for entertaining people of
all social ranks, from the king downward. Holk-
ham and its magnificent interiors played a part
in the aggrandizement of the Cokes, just as the
equally magnificent Kedleston played a part in the
aggrandizement of the Curzons.

The Curzon story was not one of complete suc-
cess, however; the power game had its dangers. In
the eighteenth century the Curzons led the Tories
in Derbyshire, and the Cavendishes led the Whigs.
The two families made one of the political deals by
which eighteenth-century landowners saved them-
selves election expenses; for many decades one of
the two county members was a Cavendish, and
the other a Curzon, and the elections were not

contested. In the first half of the eighteenth century
the Tories were without political power, however,
having supported the Stuart kings; the Cavendishes
dominated the county both socially and politically,
the Dukes of Devonshire were almost automatically
appointed Lord Lieutenants of the county, and the
splendor of Chatsworth (fig. 4) both symbolized
and buttressed their position. In the mid-eighteenth
century Sir Nathaniel Curzon of Kedleston began
to work both for a peerage and for the leadership
of the county. The rebuilding of Kedleston on a
scale as magnificent as that of Chatsworth was
part of his campaign (fig. 3). He was only partially
successful. Sir Nathaniel was created Lord Scars-
dale in 1761, but failed to obtain the appointment
of Lord Lieutenant when it came vacant in 1764.
Moreover the Curzons, although rich, were not
nearly as rich as the Cavendishes, and the new
Kedleston was a bigger house than they could
afford. Their property in London had to be sold to
help pay for the rebuilding of Kedleston, and even
so they were never able to finish it. In the nineteenth
century they sank into relative insignificance, from
which they were rescued by the combination of
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the brilliant achievements of George Nathaniel
Curzon (Viceroy of India 1898—190s, Earl and
Marquess Curzon; see no. §80) and his marriage
to Mary Leiter, the daughter of Levy Leiter, the
Chicago millionaire. But Lord Curzon only had
daughters: his marquessate and earldom did not
survive him, and his American money went to his
daughters, leaving Kedleston once more too grand
for its estate. This is the background to recent
hopes that the house may be acquired for the nation
through the National Heritage Fund; such were
the ups and downs of one family and house in the
power and money stakes.

Country house contents played their parts in
these stakes just as much as everything else. A
royal portrait that was a gift from a reigning mon-
arch, like the portraits of Queen Elizabeth at Hard-
wick and Hatfield, would be prominently displayed
and served as a certificate of royal support and
approval. Some of the most splendid objects in
country houses were perquisites of royal service.
The Lord Chamberlain of the Household and the
Groom of the Stole had the right to the entire con-
tents of the royal apartment of a king or queen on
their death, and could also take outdated or worn
(but often still very handsome) royal furniture for
their own use. On this basis the 6th Earl of Dorset,
who was Lord Chamberlain under William III, was
able to stock up his great house at Knole with
superb seventeenth-century furniture, much of
which is still there, including no less than three
magnificent state beds (fig. 5). The equally grand
bed from Calke Abbey (no. 375) was another court-

ier’s perquisite: it came by way of Lady Caroline
Harpur, of Calke, who was Lady in Waiting to
Princess Anne, the eldest daughter of George II.
The Princess married Prince William of Orange in
1734 and went off to Holland, leaving her bed
behind her.

The great collections of gold and silver plate,
which accumulated in the strong-rooms of rich
families, were for show as well as use (besides act-
ing, in pre-bank days, as a useful financial reserve,
readily convertible into cash). At grand dinners,
apart from the salts, dishes, goblets, ewers and
bowls which were actually put to use, a great side-
board known as the buffet would be piled high
with as much gold or silver plate as could be got
onto it, merely to make a splendid demonstration
of the wealth of the family (fig. 6).

The gorgeous late seventeenth- or early eighteen-
century dressing-table sets (see nos. 108 and 124)
were not, of course, on show at dinners. But in the
seventeenth century bedrooms and dressing rooms
were not private rooms. People received visitors
in their bedrooms, christenings took place in them,
corpses were laid out in them, and people filed
through to pay their respects: for all these reasons,
bedrooms of important people were furnished
for grandeur, rather than intimacy. Bedrooms
became more private in the course of the eighteenth
century, but dressing rooms remained rooms in
which both men and women received visitors on
into the early nineteenth century, and were often
larger than the adjoining bedroom as a result.

An important feature of country houses in the

sixteenth, seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
were what were known as “lodgings™ or later on
as “apartments.” An apartment normally consisted
of two to five rooms, depending on its importance,
and formed a self-contained suite assigned to one
person. A grand apartment could be made up of an
ante chamber, withdrawing chamber, bed chamber,
and one or more closets, in enfilade one after the
other. The closets were the only really private
rooms in the sequence:.they were small rooms for
prayer, study, and writing, or for receiving one or
two important visitors, and were often furnished
with small but sumptuous pieces of furniture and
small but valuable pictures.

Every country house had what was known as
the “best” or sometimes the “state” lodgings or
apartment, kept in readiness for royal, or very
important visitors, and furnished with as much
magnificence as the owners could afford. In 1598,
for instance, the great sea-dog table from Hardwick
(no. 32) was in the withdrawing chamber of the
best lodgings there. When no grand visitor was in
residence, the best withdrawing chamber was often
used for receiving guests; in the course of time it
had become detached from the best bedchamber
and became the drawing room, the formal reception
room used by the family.

There were, of course, constant changes in the
planning, furnishing, and lifestyle of country
houses over the centuries. A fashion that first be-
came important in the seventeenth century was
the formation of collections of pictures and sculp-
ture; these could be distributed all over the main
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rooms and the best apartment, but a great col-
lection also produced specialized picture galleries
and sculpture galleries, just as the long galleries of
the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries had
developed partly as a result of the new fashion for
collecting family portraits, or portraits of import-
ant friends and connections.

Roughly speaking, there was a gradual move
away from ostentation and formality to the elegance
prized in the later eighteenth century (figs. 7 and
8) and on to the comfortable upholstery and rela-
tive informality of houses designed or adapted for
the great house parties of Victorian and Edwardian
days (fig. 9). The house party was an eighteenth-
century development that reached its apogee in
the next century: instead of entertainment by
means of huge (and often drunken) dinners, or the
punctiliously formal reception of one or two im-
portant people, large numbers of guests came for
several days or even weeks, lived a relaxed life
together, and were given the freedom of the house,
its park, stables, coverts, billiard room, and library.

House party life called for a new kind of planning,
which involved large numbers of communal recep-
tion rooms, and led to the corresponding decline
of the apartment. They also necessitated large
numbers of servants: but whereas in the Middle
Ages or the sixteenth century when houscholds
were even larger, servants were on permanent dis-
play as evidence of the power of the family, in
Victorian and Edwardian days they were kept out
of sight as much as possible, by means of a com-
plicated svstem of back stairs and passages.

However, the search for power, status, and in-
fluence continued, in spite of changing fashions. A
famous collection of classical sculpture or Italian
pictures could add to the status of a family just as
much as the sight of fifty mounted servants in
livery escorting a country house owner as he rode
in the neighboring town: and inviting cabinet
ministers or heiresses to agreeable house parties
could increase political influence or bring money
into the family as effectively as the formal reception
of a great man or a rich parent in the stately enfilade
of an apartment.

Of course, important though power and status
were in the country house story, they were not
the whole story, nor were any but a minority of
country house owners only motivated by ambition
and self-interest. Behind country house life lay a
set of principles that were important even if not
always lived up to. An independent, property own-
ing landed class was seen as the right and natural

ruling class, but their power and privileges were
recognized as bringing corresponding duties. Even
ambitious families were often socially rather than
politically ambitious: a title and local prestige was
the summit of their ambitions. And pleasure was at
least as important an element in country house life
as power. There were many comfortable, unam-
bitious country house families who lived pleasantly
on independent incomes, hunted, shot, looked after
their dependants, did their duties as JPs without
becoming involved in politics, bred prize cattle,
invited people to stay because they liked them,
not because they would be useful to them, and
collected pictures or statues for pleasure not status.
The country house world was full of variety, as
the contents of the houses make clear.

Figures 7 45 8

The “Cedar Parlour” and the “Modern Living Room”
from Humphry Repton’s Fragments . . ., published in
1816. The contrast in style shows the revolution in taste
and manners which took place in the Regency period

Figure 9

The drawing room at Sandringham, Norfolk, in 1889.
The crowded arrangement is typical of late Victorian
country bouse interiors
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Portraiture and the Country House
Oliver Millar

Figure 1

Petrus Christus, Edward Grimston, 1446 Con loan
Sfrom the Earl of Verulam to the National Gallery,
London). The portrait was painted while Grimston was
ambassador to the Burgundian court

Figure 2

Hans Memling, The Virgin and Child with Sir
John Donne of Kidwelly and His Wife as Donors,
Sformerly at Chatsworth (National Gallery, London).
Sir Fobn wears the Yorkist order of Suns and Roses

28 Portraiture g the Country House

The portraits in the country houses of Great
Britain provide, collectively and individually, a
source of inexhaustible richness for British history
in the economic, social, religious, literary, and
political fields. To the art historian they are an
essential source for the history of patronage,
connoisseurship, and style; and in their own right
they tell us much about life, appearance, and
manners in the past and about the fortunes of a
family. A little group of portraits and a handful of
silhouettes, “a collection of family profiles thought
unworthy of being anywhere else,” like those in
the old schoolroom of Jane Austen’s Mansfield
Park, can be as eloquent as the riches of a collection
such as that at Welbeck, where there are nearly a
thousand portraits of every imaginable type and
size.

The earliest English portrait collections were
founded in the first half of the sixteenth century;
but two masterpieces of European fifteenth-century
portraiture form a prologue. In 1446 Edward Grim-
ston, ambassador at the Burgundian court, sat for
Petrus Christus; his descendant acquired Gorham-
bury during the Commonwealth and, although the




portrait has been for many years on loan to the
National Gallery in London, it still belongs to the
family (fig. 1). A few years later Sir John Donne of
Kidwelly in Warwickshire commissioned from Hans
Memling in Bruges the votive triptych (fig. 2),
which passed by descent to Lord Burlington and
his son-in-law the 4th Duke of Devonshire, and
would still be in the library at Chatsworth if death
duties had not taken such a fearful toll after the
death of the 10th Duke in 1950. Edward Grimston
holds the collar of SS as emblem of his duty to the
House of Lancaster, and both Sir John Donne and
his lady wear the collar of the Yorkist order of Suns
and Roses: symbols of loyalty in a time of civil war
as eloquent as the colors and sashes painted by
William Dobson in the 1640s.

The origins of the oldest collections of portraits
can be found at a time when, as a result of the
dissolution of the monasteries and a massive re-
distribution of royal property, a vast amount of
land passed into private hands and it was becoming
safe to live in a house rather than a castle. Like-
nesses of the shrewd and ambitious Tudor “new
men” still mark the beginnings of collections of
portraits which, kept up to date until our own
time, illustrate a family’s ability to survive. The
portrait of Sir William Cavendish, for example,
one of Henry VIII’s agents for the dissolution of
the monasteries, son of a minor court official and
father of the 1st Earl of Devonshire, hangs in the
Long Gallery at Hardwick. Sir William Cecil, whose
father had gained substantial plunder at the dis-
solution, is at Burghley. In a more modest context,
the visitor to Lamport is still greeted in the entrance
hall by John Isham, a rich mercer and Merchant
Adventurer, who bought the manor in 1560. The
contrasting notes struck in such “founders” por-
traits by heraldic display and reminders of mortality
are heard repeatedly through the centuries; and
galleries of painted portraits have their counter-
parts in many displays of carved busts and effigies
in parish churches near a great house: at Lydiard
Tregoze, for example, Chenies (see page 6o, fig. 2),
Fawsley, Bottesford, Exton, or Kedleston.

The oldest collections of which records survive
contained, apart from portraits of the family, like-
nesses of famous men and women at home or on
the Continent; and very often portraits of kings
and queens, which may commemorate associations
of crucial importance in a family’s rise to greatness.
Later they illustrated an association with the Crown
through loyal service, friendship, or bastard blood.

The most spectacular of the early collections

was formed by Lord Lumley (no. 20), who had
been impressed by those he had seen in Italy. It
was described in a famous inventory (no. 346) and
fragments of it survive in the collection of the Earl
of Scarbrough. It contained many portraits of the
Lumley family, and of contemporaries both English
and foreign, and an extensive series of royal por-
traits, among which was the famous cartoon,
“Doone in white and blacke by Haunce Holbyn”
(fig. 3), which eventually passed into the Devon-
shire collection but left Chatsworth, with the
Memling, in the 1950s. For many years it hung in
the Long Gallery at Hardwick, the most magnificent
room of its kind to survive (fig. 4): designed as a
place of exercise or reception and to display a set
of Flemish tapestries and a collection of portraits,
of which to judge from the inventory of 1601 there
were originally about forty that had been col-
lected by Bess of Hardwick. An early arrange-
ment of portraits can be seen in the background of
Mytens’ Countess of Arundel (no. 50); and some-
thing of the richness of a Jacobean gallery is sug-
gested by the series of portraits formerly in the
collection of the Earls of Suffolk and now at Ranger’s
House, Blackheath (see no. s4). The room that
Celia Fiennes saw at Euston in 1698, occupied by
a billiard table and “hung with outlandish pictures
of Heroes,” must have been a late example of a
gallery of worthies—sprinkled with a few vil-
lains—of which the best surviving example is the
set found in the Brown Gallery at Knole. On a
more modest scale, this could be compared with
the portraits that pack the contemporary Galerie
des Hlustres in the chiteau of Beauregard on the
Loire.

The most important surviving set of the standard
icons of early kings and queens is at Hatfield, where
the later portraits illustrate the fluctuations in the
political and economic fortunes of a great family
over a long period. There are still two famous
portraits of Elizabeth I (one of which may have
longed to Burghley, see no. 48), fine full-lengths
of James I and Charles I, and a portrait of an am-
bassador who had paid his respects to the 1st Earl
of Salisbury; the 2nd Earl stands proudly in the
hunting field with his father’s new house in the
background (fig. 5). An awkward moment in
the course of the family’s long subsequent obscur-
ity is illustrated in a full-length of the sth Earl,
hurriedly daubed over an otherwise incriminating
portrait of the Duke of Monmouth. At the end of
the eighteenth century the collection came splen-
didly to life again. The marchioness was painted

in a magnificent full-length in a landscape by
Reynolds; the marquess sat for Romney and, some
twenty years later, for Beechey. He displays his
wand of office as Lord Chamberlain; and George III

“gave him a version of his portrait by Beechey with

Hatfield specially painted in the background
to commemorate a royal visit in 1800. After the
conclusion of the Napoleonic Wars the restored
Charles X of France gave to the marchioness—
herself painted at length by Lawrence—a version
of his state portrait by Gérard; and her son com-
missioned from Wilkie a full-length of the Duke of
Wellington. This heroic phase reached a climax
when the Kaiser, the King of Siam and the Duke of
Naples gave their portraits to the 3rd Marquess,
three times Prime Minister, and Richmond painted
his fine full-length of the marquess in a thoughtful
mood and a scholarly context, and his wife and
eldest son in a Rubensian vein by a sundial in the
park (fig. 6).

Although a number of collections must have
been broken up in the Civil War and Interregnum,
loyalty to king or Parliament is still demonstrated
in several houses. Devotion to the king is displayed
in Dobson’s portraits at Castle Ashby and Rousham;
but the picture at Antony of the king at his trial
probably records a regicide’s approval of the event.
Lord Craven’s devotion to the Queen of Bohemia
and her family used to be demonstrated in an extra-
ordinarily rich collection of portraits at Combe
Abbey and Hampstead Marshall. Happily the
National Trust secured in 1968, in the course of
the break-up of this collection, a group of portraits,
by Honthorst and others, representative in micro-
cosm of the vanished Craven splendors, and these
have been appropriately placed at Ashdown House,
the hunting lodge, high on the Berkshire downs,
which the earl is thought to have built for the
Winter Queen as a refuge from plague-ridden
London. The collections of portraits at Goodwood
and Euston have their origins in less troubled
times, when the restored Charles II had begun, in
Dryden’s words, to “scatter his Maker’s image
through the Land.” At Euston there were a series
of royal portraits from Henry VII, “by the Scottish
race,” to William and Mary. A handful survive in
the house with a number of portraits of the Duchess
of Cleveland, including the one “in a Sultaness
dress” seen by Celia Fiennes.

A full-length of Frederick, Prince of Wales, in
a superb frame, hangs at Raby, probably as wit-
ness to the sitter’s love for a member of the family;
and versions of Allan Ramsay’s state portraits of
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Figure 3

Hans Holbein, Cartoon of Henry V111, with bis father
Henry V11, 15361537, formerly at Hardwick
(National Portrait Gallery, London)

Figure 4

William Hunt, The Long Gallery at Hardwick,
1828, watercolor (The Trustees of the Chatsworth
Settlement). The unrivaled series of family portraits still
bhang against sixteenth-century Flemish tapestries
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George IIT and Queen Charlotte hang in fine carved
frames in many houses as evidence that an ancestor
had served the king in the diplomatic service. Such
portraits were issued to ambassadors along with
the canopies of states and the sets of silver and
gold plate that remain in many country houses.
When George IV made his famous visit to Edinburgh
in 1822, he stayed at Dalkeith Palace and sub-
sequently commissioned for the Duke of Buccleuch
from Wilkie a derivation of the portrait of himself
in the “complete Highland costume” in which he
had appeared at the Levée held at Holyroodhouse,
where the Young Pretender had danced more than
“seventy years since.” British collections still bear
evidence of attachment to the Pretenders’ cause,
or of optimism in the hearts of their advisers in
Paris or Rome: the huge group by Mignard, for
instance, of the family of James II in exile, which
was at St. Germains at the king’s death and is now
at Swynnerton; or the interesting set of Jacobite
portraits at Stanford Hall, which includes one of the
finest later portraits of Prince Charles Edward,
painted in Rome by Pecheux in 1770.

The arrival of Van Dyck at the court of Charles I
in 1632 is the most important moment in the history
of the English portrait. The portraits he painted in

England are closer in spirit to the work of Gains-
borough than to portraits in the Jacobean tradition.
Among the artist’s most generous or demanding
patrons were the Earls of Pembroke, Northumber-
land, and Strafford, who laid the foundations of
great collections of family portraits. The 4th Earl
of Pembroke’s huge family group still dominates
the Double Cube Room at Wilton (fig. 7); the
1oth Earl of Northumberland’s portraits of his
family and friends are now divided between
Petworth, Syon, and Alnwick. The 1st Earl of
Strafford’s gallery contained full-lengths of the king
and queen as symbols of the authority that he
wielded and which is so superbly expressed in
Van Dyck’s full-length of the earl himself. In the
early nineteenth century an imaginative artist
like Haydon could be excited, thanks to the en-
lightened patronage of Lord Egremont, by living
among fine old portraits. Staying at Petworth in
1826, he dined “with the finest Vandykes in the
world,” and, lying in bed at night “saw the old
Portraits trembling in a sort of twilight, I almost
fancied I heard them breathe.”

The most splendid portrait gallery ever put to-
gether by a statesman in England was formed by
the Earl of Clarendon after the Restoration, to some




extent as a commentary on his own great history
of his times. The collection, and the ideas behind
it, illustrate the seventeenth-century interest in
the art of portraiture in general, in literature as
well as painting. As in a written “character” the
“fame and merit of persons” would be preserved
in a portrait; and those at Clarendon House of
sitters of an older generation would have provided
yet another example of the importance attached to
the historical portrait as example and illustration.
In both aspects of Clarendon’s collection is to be
found the concept, in embryo, of a National Por-
trait Gallery.

A feature of Clarendon’s collection were the
fine uniform frames, like those in the gallery
at Ham, which also date from the early 1670s
(fig. 10). At a slightly later date the Earl of
Sunderland, whose name is particularly associated
with these auricular style frames (see no. 100),
hung in his gallery at Althorp a series of portraits
by Lely of some of the most famous and beautiful
ladies of the time. A number of important pictures
have been removed from this room, but it is still
the “enchanted scene” loved by Walpole, “which
a thousand circumstances of History and Art
endear to a pensive spectator,” with a range of
seventeenth-century portraits leading the eye up
to Van Dyck’s double portrait of the Earls of
Bristol and Bedford (fig. 8).

Portraits and patronage can illustrate political
history. Michael Dahl was a favorite with the Tories
and there are large groups of portraits by him at
Badminton and Muncaster. Kneller’s famous set of
portraits of the Kit-Cat Club, all of the same size
and uniformly framed, illustrate the “social centre
of the aristocratic Whigs,” and are now divided
between the National Portrait Gallery in London
and its northern outpost, Beningbrough Hall near
York. When Sir Robert Walpole, who appears
as a young man in the Kit-Cat Club, set about
filling Houghton with pictures, he acquired or
commissioned a number of family portraits and
set over the fireplace in his library a fine version of
Kneller’s state portrait of George I; but he also
enriched his splendid new house with a famous
series of Van Dycks (many of them now in The
Hermitage, Leningrad), which had been assembled
by the father of the Marquess of Wharton, the
most energetic party politician among the Lords
of the Whig Junto, who are painted in an immense
group portrait at Ombersley.

From the time of Lord Lumley, the more serious
accumulators of portraits—including the Bedfords,

Lord Wharton, and the younger Earl of Strafford—
had applied distinctive inscriptions or little carzel-
linos on their portraits. These help the student to
establish a distinguished pedigree for portraits now
widely dispersed and enable an owner with a strong
family sense, such as the late Duke of Norfolk, to
acquire a portrait of a famous ancestor that is auth-
enticated, as a likeness, by unimpeachable evidence.
In the aftermath of the Napoleonic Wars the
most important galleries of contemporary portraits
were assembled by the Duke of Wellington and
Lord Londonderry, but both of them were de-
signed for their houses in London. Sir Robert Peel’s
“Gallery of Statesmen” at Drayton Manor has been
dispersed; but at Haddo Lord Aberdeen is still
surrounded by Metternich, Canning, Castlereagh,
Bathurst, Pitt, and Peel—all specially copied
after Lawrence—the Marquess of Abercorn and
M. Guizot, and the series is continued in a series of
marble busts by Chantrey. In the “Gallery of
Friendship” which Disraeli composed at Hughenden
are the portraits of those whom he had known and
loved in the course of his life. The queen gave

Figures 5 & 6

The continuing tradition of family portraiture:
(left) George Geldorp, William Cecil, 2nd Earl of
Salisbury, 1626, showing Hatfield House in the
background; (right) George Richmond, The

3rd Marchioness of Salisbury and her Son,

c. 1873—1877. Both pictures are still ar Hatfield, in
the collection of the present Marquess
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Disraeli a copy of her portrait recently painted by
Von Angeli. In asking his friends for their like-
nesses, Disraeli was at the end of a great tradition.
In 1609 Lord Salisbury had asked a friend for his
portrait: “to be placed in the gallery I lately made
for the pictures of sundry of my honourable friends,
whose presentation thereby to behold will greatly
delight me to walk often in that place where I may
see so comfortable a sight.”

Of collections enriched through marriage and
inheritance, with successive deposits of portraits,
a good example is at Audley End, where the por-
traits were, until recently, hung exactly as they
had first been placed on their arrival from Brome
Hall, Billingbear and other houses. The Cornwallis
ancestors from Brome, which came as a result of a
marriage in 1819, were skied in the hall or hung
above the cases of stuffed birds in the picture
gallery. One can still find groups of portraits of
families, whose own seats have long since dis-
appeared, in collections linked to them by marriage.
The original collections built up by the Brydges,
Stanley, or Capel families, for example, were dis-
persed long ago; but there are still important hold-
ings of portraits of these families, as a result of
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marriage in the seventeenth century, at Woburn,
Blair Castle and Badminton. The most remarkable
surviving example of an accumulation of portraits
from many sources is the Portland collection at
Welbeck, where to a comparatively small nucleus
of Bentinck portraits has been added, through
inheritance, a wealth of portraits of the Cavendish,
Talbot, Pierrepont, Holles, Vere, Harley, and
Wriothesley families.

By the end of the eighteenth century many of
the old long galleries and their contents were in a
neglected state. Lord Torrington, writing in 1793,
mourned the passing of the long gallery “which
we now never make part of a new building—altho’
the finest sitting room in summer, and the finest
walking room in winter.” He had been shocked by
the state into which the long gallery at Powis had
fallen and noted the same neglect at Rycote and
Hardwick, where the pictures “are much neglected,
and many in great decay; tho’ yet restorable”; and
at Coombe Abbey he noted that in a narrow, low,
gallery all the pictures had been “‘shamefully
clean’d.” In the eyes of many owners, older por-
traits were no doubt falling out of fashion, but
from the early years of the eighteenth century

they were of increasing interest to such men as
Loveday, Pennant and Musgrave, all of them keen
travelers with a special interest in antiquities and
genealogy—but above all to George Vertue and
Horace Walpole, whose tireless, accurate, and un-
flaggingly enthusiastic note-taking laid the foun-
dations for the study of the British portrait. Their
concern that the identities of many portraits in
the Wriothesley section of the Portland collection
had been lost in the passing of time is characteristic.
Vertue noted that the list made with the help of
an old lady of the family had been rendered value-
less because, when the portraits had been taken
down, no note had been made of the relevant num-
bers so it had become “hard and past the power of
knowledge to ascertain their names.” Walpole told
a friend, “they are only sure that they have so many
pounds of ancestors in the lump.” To both men a
particular place of interest and delight was the
gallery at Woburn: “in reality only the Corridore
shut up: but it contains a most valuable collection
of portraits of great persons from the reign of
Henry 8th to the Revolution, particularly of the
families of Russel and Bridges.” Happily Woburn
still contains one of the largest collections of



English portraits painted before the arrival of
Van Dyck.

A revival of interest in Van Dyck, and a re-
interpretation of his style in rococo terms, took
place in the early years of the eighteenth century.
At Sudbury Hall, for example, it is instructive to
come down from the long gallery into the saloon
(fig. 9), a superb interior in which Wright’s por-
trait of the builder of the house is set in over the
door and in which, in the mid-eighteenth century,
family portraits were set into the paneling. A
number of these, particularly those by Vanderbank
and Hudson, are dressed in costumes familiar from
the work of Van Dyck and Rubens, a popular con-
vention seen in many portraits throughout the
eighteenth century, but especially at this period
in the work of Hudson: for instance, in the portraits
now at Powderham Castle which he painted for
the Courtenay family or in his full-length of the
Duchess of Ancaster, perhaps in a dress worn at a
ball at Ranelagh, which fits so well with the new
decoration of the state drawing room at Grims-
thorpe. The great Duchess of Marlborough was
insistent that, in composing full-lengths of her
beloved granddaughter, the Duchess of Bedford,

and her husband, the artist should depend on “the
help of Vandyke’s postures and clothes,” especially
as illustrated in a portrait belonging to her other
grandchildren at Althorp. The enthusiasm for Van
Dyck in the rococo period is less subtle than the
reinterpretation of his work later in the century
by such painters as Cotes, Reynolds, and, above
all, Gainsborough, whose worship of Van Dyck is
expressed more profoundly than by simply putting
a sitter into a Van Dyck costume. In the neoclassical
period admiration of the artist may have been even
further aroused by the pictures coming onto the
market as a result of the continental war. It is
significant that a full-length of the young Lord
Courtenay was painted by Cosway, always closely
in touch with the London art market, in a Van
Dyck costume of black and gold, for the place of
honor over the mantelpiece in his new Music Room
at Powderham. Architects like Flitcroft and Kent
had already set portraits into the walls of the rooms
they were designing in houses such as Ditchley or
Rousham, where portraits in fitted plasterwork
frames are part of the decoration; and Kent himself
may have altered the original disposition of the pic-
tures in the Double Cube Room at Wilton (fig. 7).
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Figure 7

The Double Cube Room at Wilton House, near Salisbury,
looking toward Van Dyck’s buge group portrait,
showing the 4th Earl of Pembroke and his family

Figure 8

The long gallery at Althorp, Northamptonshire, as it
was in 1960. The portraits by Lely, Kneller, Van Dyck,
and others, many of them in “Sunderland frames,”
culminate in Van Dyck’s double portrait of the Earls of
Bristol and Bedford at the far end

Figures 9 & 10

Portraits upstairs and downstairs: (left) seventeenth-
and eighteenth-century Vernons in the Saloon at Sudbury
in Derbyshire, set into carved wooden “tabernacles” of
the 1680s; (right) the servants’ hall at Erddig in
North Wales, with portraits of housekeepers and
gamekeepers, gardeners and carpenters, dating back to
the 17205
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Figures 11,12 & 13

Group portraits often depicted sporting scenes: from left
to right, attributed to Edward Pierce, The 4th Earl of
Pembroke and His Son Hunting, c. 1640, from the
dado of the Single Cube Room at Wilton; David Allan,
The 4th Duke of Atholl and His Family, 1780
('The Duke of Atholl, Blair Castle, Perthshire); and
Francis Wheatley, The Return from the Shoot,
1788, showing the 2nd Duke of Newcastle returning
from a day’s sport at Clumber (Graves Art Gallery,

Sheffield)

The steady accumulation of new family por-
traits, and the purchase by many patrons of con-
tinental pictures, must have caused owners to
relegate their older pictures to a disused gallery,
to upper rooms, even to the attics, or to pack
them tight on a staircase. When John Loveday saw
Belvoir in 1735, he admired the uninterrupted
succession of family portraits: “what family can
show so fine a series of Portraits belonging to it?”
When Lord Torrington saw the house sixty years
later there were, in addition to “a most superb
Collection” of old portraits, splendid examples by
Reynolds and Gainsborough and recently acquired
continental masterpieces to be hung up in the
great dining room and long gallery. One of the
most beautiful interiors to survive from the later
eighteenth century is Robert Adam’s gallery at
Harewood with, down the main wall, the range of
portraits by Gainsborough, Romney, Lawrence,
and Reynolds among others. The frames of the
splendid full-lengths by Reynolds of Lady Worsley
and the Countess of Harrington still have their
delicate neoclassical enrichments carved by Thomas
Chippendale.

In the fine new interiors of the Regency and
early Victorian periods, lavishly upholstered and
enriched with carving and gilding, there was no
room for portraits which had been painted for a
quieter setting. In Jane Austen’s Persuasion the
Musgroves at Uppercross are found, “like their
houses,” in a state of alteration, perhaps of im-
provement: “Oh! could the originals of the portraits
against the wainscot, could the gentleman in brown
velvet and the ladies in blue satin have seen what
was going on. . . . The portraits themselves seemed
to be staring in astonishment.” The impression
gained from Waagen and from contemporary water-
colors is that only the most valuable or illustrious
early portraits, notably those by Holbein and Van
Dyck, with perhaps some dashing examples by
Lely, were considered fit to hang with later por-
traits by Reynolds, Gainsborough, Hoppner,
Romney and Lawrence, perhaps also with Venetian
sixteenth-century portraits or seventeenth-century
old masters. Special rooms were arranged in order
to house particularly rich collections of portraits
by a single painter, like those rooms at Knole and
Althorp that were arranged with groups of por-
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traits by Reynolds, though not until some years
after the painter’s death. Many houses must by
now have looked like Thackeray’s Barcacres Castle,
“with all its costly pictures . . . the magnificent
Vandykes; the noble Reynolds pictures; the Law-
rence portraits, tawdry and beautiful”’; but there
were still unnumerable old-fashioned houses like
Queen’s Crawley, its great hall hung with old por-
traits, “some with beards and ruffs, some with
huge wigs and toes turned out; some dressed in
long straight stays and gowns, that look as stiff as
towers, and some with long ringlets, and, oh my
dear! scarcely any stays at all.”

So far the portraits considered here have been
life-size and frequently of a formal nature, set in
patterns and with overtones of authority which,
although almost unrecognizably transformed by
Van Dyck in the 1630s, can in essence be traced
back to the sixteenth century. Small-scale portraits
(apart from miniatures) were, however, produced
for patrons in the seventeenth century, and the
same period saw the beginning of the conversation
piece and the sporting portrait. The 4th Earl of
Pembroke and his son are depicted & /a chasse on
one of the panels of the dado in the Single Cube
Room (fig. 11); and in 1670 Tilborch painted The
Tichborne Dole (no. 71) for Sir Henry Tichborne.

From the time of William III and Queen Anne a
vast number of portraits in an out-of-doors setting
were produced. The sporting portrait was developed
principally by Wootton and Tillemans who recorded
their patrons in front of their houses and gardens,
in the hunting field, shooting, or at ease in the
open air. The enormous canvas at Ragley, painted
by Wootton for Lord Conway in 1714, is the an-
cestor of many such pictures. Of Wootton’s works
the largest holding is, perhaps understandably, at
Badminton, where there are some thirty pictures
by him; and he is seen on a large scale at Althorp
and Longleat. He was not particularly competent
or understanding as a portrait painter—indeed,
an important head was often entrusted to a
specialist—and an immeasurable gulf separates
him in this respect from Stubbs, who painted farm
bailiffs, hunt servants, huntsmen, grooms, jockeys,
stable lads, trainers, agricultural laborers, and
even soldiers, as well as his patrons, with a com-
bination of reserve and sympathy that has never
been equaled. The earliest portrait of an English
farm laborer may be a life-size full-length, perhaps
by Francis Barlow, at Clandon. There are portraits
of eighteenth-century servants at Chirk and Dud-
maston; but the most celebrated are those at Erddig:

of workers on the estate and in the garden and of
members of the domestic staff (fig. 10). Com-
missioned by various members of the family, ac-
companied by “Crude Ditties” written about their
subjects by their masters, the portraits as a whole
are a unique illustration of the relations between
an eccentric family and the men and women who
worked for it. A set of portraits of the servants at
Deene Park, painted for Mr. Edmund Brudenell
by Richard Foster, is perhaps the most recent
variation on this theme.

The sporting portrait was inevitably an im-
mensely popular genre with owners of country
houses. It was a permanent reminder of “good
acquaintance and generous society,” the essence
of the sport they loved. Single portraits on horse-
back, shooting parties, groups of huntsmen at break-
fast before the meet, whole hunts or riding parties,
like that by R.B. Davis at Plas Newydd, continue
to be painted up to the present day. Among the
finest sporting portraits were those of members of
the Derby Hunt, painted by Joseph Wright for
Francis Mundy of Markeaton Hall. After this
period the most competent painter of sporting

pictures was Sir Francis Grant, who specialized in
life-size equestrian portraits, many of them painted
to be given to Masters of Foxhounds by members
of their hunts or as a present from a sitter’s con-
stituents or tenants. In Scotland an eighteenth-
century outdoor scene, such as David Allan’s
entrancing little picture, at Blair, of the 4th Duke
of Atholl showing his family a blackcock (fig. 12),
is the precursor of Landseer’s Death of a Hart in
Glen Tilt (no. 535) in which the same duke presides
over the disemboweling of the animal: perhaps the
finest of all Highland sporting pieces. A combination
of the honesty Raeburn displays in his portraits of
Highland chiefs with Landseer’s sense of romance
could have produced the portrait, described by
Scott, of Fergus Maclvor and Waverley at Tully-
Veolan “in their Highland dress, the scene a wild,
rocky, and mountainous pass, down which the clan
were descending in the background.”

The conversation piece, which has its roots in
Dutch and Flemish genre painting and small-scale
group portraiture in the previous century, enabled
patrons from a fairly wide range in society to com-
mission informal likenesses of themselves, their
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families, and servants, engaged in everyday dom-
estic life, indoors or out, and usually in the clothes
they actually wore. Specialists in this genre were
providing, in other words, portraits more relaxed
and less overbearing than the big full-length like-
nesses in which the sitter was often painted in
fanciful dress or ceremonial robes and against a
conventional artifical background. The setting of
Philip Mercier’s life-size double portrait of the
1st Marquess of Rockingham with his daughter is
thoroughly conventional, and the curtain behind
is held back so that he can point to the rebuilt
Wentworth Woodhouse, but the same artist had
also painted a small picture of Sir John Brown-
low and his family, in the manner of Watteau,
playing with a swing in the grounds of Belton
(no. 166). The settings devised by some painters
are not always accurate. Dandridge, Arthur
Devis, or Edward Haytley, for instance, present
their sitters in contemporary costume, even if
it is sometimes the favorite Van Dyckian fancy

dress, and with contemporary furniture in use;
but their backgrounds, whether interior or land-
scape, are often imaginary or generalized. Never-
theless, such pictures as the Braidshaighs in front
of Haigh Hall, with its formal walks and its
stretch of water with a boating party, or Sir Roger
Newdigate in his newly gothicized library at
Arbury (no. 329), are entrancing illustrations of
civilized country house life in the mid-eighteenth
century.

A conversation piece can often record a particular
event or aspect of a patron’s life. John Mortimer,
for instance, painted William Drake of Shardeloes
and his family discussing the plans for his new
house with the Adam brothers. Wheatley portrayed
Lord Aldborough with his family reviewing his
regiment of volunteers in the grounds of Belan
Park, and the 2nd Duke of Newcastle, who preferred
a country life to political activity, ambling back to
Clumber, his spaniels at his heels, after a day’s
shooting (fig. 13). The master of the genre was
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undoubtedly Zoffany. It can be said of him, as it
was of Stubbs: “Every object in the picture was a
Portrait.” His lively touch and enchanting color,
and his unfailing accuracy, applied to the land-
scapes, interiors and still life that he records, as
well as to the figures, give a peculiar charm and
vitality to his pictures. The masterpieces of por-
traiture on this scale were, however, painted by
artists who did not specialize in it. Gainsborough’s
portrait of Mr. and Mrs. Andrews in the stubble
fields on their Suffolk estate; Stubbs’ group of the
Melbourne and Milbanke families; Joseph Wright’s
portrait of Mr. and Mrs. Coltman preparing for the
hunt; and Copley’s brilliant Sizwell Children of 1786
(fig. 14) are in their different ways so beautifully
painted, so sympathetic, amusing and evocative—
as well as being such subtle pieces of social com-
mentary—that they are among the masterpieces
of British portraiture.

There is little evidence of how such pictures
were hung by those who had commissioned them.




Some, of course, were intended for a patron’s London
house. In Reinagle’s picture of Mrs. Congreve with
her daughters in a London drawing room (c. 1780,
National Gallery of Ireland, Dublin) the family
portraits are carefully depicted in a symmetrical
“hang.” Below two early portraits on the main wall
are two little portraits of a sporting nature, by a
painter such as Sawrey Gilpin. In the center of the
wall is a picture, presumably of Mr. Congreve and
his son, very much in the manner of Wheatley.

From the end of the seventeenth century patrons
who wanted, or perhaps could only afford, a smaller
form of portrait rather than a life-size image, could
g0 to specialists in other media. In the previous cen-
tury portrait painters had often worked in pastel,
amedium first used in the seventeenth century by
such painters as Faithorne and Ashfield. Pastels by
Hoare, and above all by Francis Cotes, often in
their original carved frames, are among the best of
their time, lively in character, the ladies frequently
in a form of fancy dress. The very good series of
pastels by Hoare at Wilton, for instance, includes
one of Miss Wrettle dressed up as “Rembrandt’s
Mother” (on the basis of a famous picture in the
house) and the Countess of Pembroke, drawn
with a Cupid. Cotes’ pastels are sound studies of
character and painted with a fresh touch, ravishing
color, and mastery of a difficult medium.

The most intimate form of portrait was, of
course, the miniature. Since the sixteenth century
miniatures had been painted as particularly precious
symbols of affection, to be worn over the heart or
kept in a private place. They were frequently set,
in the earlier periods, in enameled or jeweled cases,
with devices conveying particular messages worked
on the outside of the case (no. 47); later such
miniaturists as Cosway and Engleheart enriched
the back of a miniature with exquisitely wrought
arrangements of jewels, enamel, and patterns made
from the hair of the sitter. Single miniatures, or little
groups of them, can still be seen in old-fashioned
vitrines, standing on wobbly tables by the fire-
place, lying beside faded campaign medals, curling
photographs, and bits of Victorian jewelry. In
the crowded display of family relics at Blair Castle,
for example, Samuel Cooper’s brilliant miniature
of the Marchioness of Atholl could easily be
missed. From the time of Charles I, moreover,
miniatures were collected as works of art and kept
in specially planned cabinet rooms, hanging on the
wall or laid in drawers. A remarkable survival is
the Green—originally the Fine—Closet at Ham
which contained a large number of little portraits,

many in ebony frames and a number of them hang-
ing there to this day. The great collections of
miniatures at Belvoir and Burghley, family and
historical portrait galleries in microcosm, were
founded in the seventeenth century. At Welbeck
many of the miniatures were framed for Lord
Oxford, in frames of pear-wood stained black, by
Bernard Lens. The fine collection of the Duke of
Buccleuch was principally formed at the time when
the last good miniatures were being painted before
the art was effectively destroyed by the camera.

Many of the collections considered so far were
formed by families who had thrived on royal favor
and had perhaps, in the sixteenth century, been
generously rewarded with grants of Church or
Crown land. The origins of some very important
collections, however, can be traced to success in
very different fields, including business or industry.
At Southill, the beautiful house created by the
second Samuel Whitbread, Reynolds’ portrait of
his father, the founder of the great brewery in
Chiswell Street, was placed over the fireplace in
the library. Above the bookcases were the portraits
of “the principal clerks in the late Mr. Whitbread’s
brewery.” Those by Romney include Mr. Delafield,
the head clerk, and those by Gainsborough and
Dupont include Samuel Green, “for many years
my principal brewer.” At almost the same period
that. George Garrard was painting views of the
Brewery in London and Mr. Whitbread’s Wharf,
and a scene of the building of Southill (see page 22,
fig. 1), Joseph Wright was painting Mr. Arkwright’s
cotton mills by night and by day: For" the great
industrialist, who had been born into a poor family
in Preston, Wright painted a splendid full-length,
“alone in his glory, in a style which would remind
his descendants of his years of struggle, not of the
squire he finally consented to become,” with his
hand resting beside a model of his famous spinning
frame. In contrast, Arkwright’s son, daughter-in-
law, and children, in Wright’s beautiful groups,
and the younger Whitbread painted by Gains-
borough in 1788, seem to belong without effort to
the leisured gentry.

Other collections illustrate distinguished service
on land and sea: at Melford Hall and Ickworth,
with fine naval portraits by Romney and Gains-
borough (no. 483); or at Plas Newydd and Stratfield
Saye with their many portraits associated with
Lord Uxbridge and the Duke of Wellington. The
presence of a great writer can still be felt in a
house: Tennyson, in Watts’ portrait, at Eastnor
Castle (no. 557); Pope at Stanton Harcourt; Prior

Figure 14

Fobn Singleton Copley, The Sitwell Children, 1786
(Reresby Sitwell Esq., Renishaw Hall, Derbyshire).
One of the American artist’s most brilliant conversation
pieces, painted during bis time in England

Figure 15

G.F. Watts, Lady Margaret Beaumont and Her
Daughter, 1862 (The Viscount Allendale, Bywell
Hall, Northumberland)

Figure 16

Sir Edwin Landseer, The 7th Duke of Beaufort,
1839—1842 (The Duke of Beaufort, Badminton,
Gloucestershire). Painted in the romantic spirit of the
Eglinton Tournament
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Figure 17

Fobn Singer Sargent, Lady Elizabeth Bowes-Lyon
(Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth the Queen Mother),
charcoal on paper, 1923 (The Earl of Strathmore,
Glamis Castle)

Figure 18

Glyn Philpot, The Countess of Dalkeith (Mary,
Duchess of Buccleuch and Queensberry), 1921
(The Duke of Buccleuch and Queensberry, kT, Bowhill
House, Selkirk)
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at Welbeck; Scott at Abbotsford; Bulwer-Lytton
at Knebworth (see page 20, fig. 8). The 6th Earl of
Dorset assembled many of the portraits of men of
letters in the Poets’ Parlour at Knole. An interesting
series of portraits survives at Narford, placed by
Sir Andrew Fountaine himself over the bookcases
in his library: an example of a popular practice
exemplified in the past, on a grander scale, in such
houses as Cassiobury and Wrest Park; but the
sitters in Sir Andrew’s series include historical
figures and painters as well as writers and scientists.
Roman Catholic families would obviously be in-
clined to patronize artists of the same persuasion:
Michael Wright or Benedetto Gennari for instance.
Cardinal Newman, who had received his cardinal’s
hat after a recommendation made by the 15th Duke
of Norfolk in private audience with the pope, and
who had exercised so profound an influence on the
duke and his predecessor, is commemorated by
Millais” portrait at Arundel, painted in 1881. It
hangs close to the full-length of Cardinal Philip
Howard, painted in Rome, and to Lord Lumley’s
portrait of St. Philip Howard, on whose example
the saintly 14th Duke had modeled his life.

In many country houses there is a special interest

in portraits painted abroad: not just members of
the family on the Grand Tour (see pages 40—49),
but those who went into exile or merely preferred
living abroad for a while. The portraits painted
in Ttaly of Sir Philip Sidney have long since dis-
appeared, but a young man at Plas Newydd, stand-
ing full-length with the Piazzetta behind in a portrait
signed by Leandro Bassano, may be English; and
diplomats or officers serving in the Low Countries,
and royalist exiles living there during the Inter-
regnum, sat for such painters as Honthorst,
Moreelse, Miereveld, Hanneman, and Lievens.
Perhaps the most beautiful portraits of English
men or women compelled to live abroad are those
of the ladies of the Throckmorton family, all mem-
bers of the Order of Blue Nuns at the Augustinian
Convent in Paris and all painted by Largilliére in
1729. In the same year Sir Robert Throckmorton
sat for the painter for the superb portrait—a master-
piece of the early rococo style—at Coughton Court
(no. 148). There is always something arresting in
portraits of the English seen through French eyes:
in, for example, Greuze’s refined and gentle por-
traits of Campbell Scott and of Lord Carlisle,
painted in Paris in 1768, and now at The Hirsel
and Bowhill respectively.

In the Victorian period many of the leading
portrait painters did not work principally, as so
many of their predecessors had done, for owners of
country houses; and some of the more interesting
aspects of Victorian portraiture are not fully rep-
resented in the country house collections. The
“Victorian vision of Italy” is evoked in portraits
by Lord Leighton, including his full-length Countess
Brownlow at Belton, and by G.F. Watts, who stayed
for nearly four years in Florence with Lord and
Lady Holland, while the former was minister of the
Court of Tuscany. He subsequently painted for
them, in Florence and in London, a number of
portraits of literary, political and social figures—
Panizzi, Thiers, Guizot, Princess Lieven, and the
Countess of Castiglione—and produced, mainly
during these Florentine years, a famous group of
pencil drawings of the Hollands’ friends and ac-
quaintances. He also painted a remarkable Giorgion-
esque self-portrait, dressed up in a suit of armor that
aguest had worn at a fancy dress ball, and with the
Casa Ferroni in the background. He later produced
some of the most timeless portraits to be found in
country house collections, like those of Sir John and
Lady Ramsden at Muncaster, exceptionally fine in
execution and sensitive in mood while his full-length
at Bywell of Lady Margaret Beawmont and Her



Daughter is one of the most enchanting of British
portraits (fig. 15).

The medieval note—heard most clearly in the
preparations for the Eglinton Tournament—is
struck by Landseer in his sketch of the 7th Duke
of Beaufort in armor (fig. 16) and, on a more
elaborate scale, by Maclise in his watercolor of the
family of Sir Francis Sykes, in medieval costume,
descending a winding staircase as if to take part
in a tournament. A more eccentric—indeed
escapist—historical mood is felt in the remarkable
pictures painted by Rebecca Orpen of “the four
friends of Baddesley,” singly and in their library,
one of them, Marmion Ferrers, dressed up to
demonstrate his reputed likeness to Charles L
The fashionable Victorian painters were faced,
in Millais’ words, with “the horrible antagonism
of modern dress,” and just at a time when the
portraits of Gainsborough and Romney were so
much admired. Millais himself said that in the
possession of such pictures “the happy owner lives
daily in the best society. They give an air of dis-
tinction to the house. They decorate and harmonise
with plate and furniture of the same period.” Some
painters, constrained to work in a modern idiom,
were even more deeply influenced than Millais
by the great European portrait painters of the past,
by the “severer” manner of the great Venetians,
Velasquez or Rembrandt. The eighteenth-century
painters inevitably influenced their nineteenth-cen-
tury successors. At The Hirsel, for example, there
are two contemporary portraits by George Rich-
mond; but there is also a copy by him of a famous
Gainsborough of the Duchess of Montagu (no. 472)
and an unfinished portrait, attributed to Gains-
borough, which Richmond made attempts to finish.

Although one can sometimes be brought up short
in a country house by a portrait by Collier, Orpen
or Orchardson, as one can later be by Oswald
Birley, it is the portraits by Sargent that most
effectively capture, with their brilliant and
original variations on historic themes, the mood
of the fin-de-siecle, of the end of the great age of
the country house. Sargent’s portraits of Lord
Dalhousie (no. 569), for example, or his great full-
length of the Duchess of Portland, are assured,
amused, and brilliantly painted images in the tra-
dition of Van Dyck, Gainsborough, and particularly
Lawrence. His huge group of the family of the
Duke of Marlborough (no. §70) s, in scale, setting,
costumes, and in its expression of authority, a
conscious reworking of Reynolds’ vast group of the
family, painted several generations earlier, which

hangs opposite in the Red Drawing Room at
Blenheim. But as a formal statement, in archi-
tectural and dynastic terms, its origins go back
further: to Hudson’s large canvas of the 3rd Duke
and his family, to the Closterman of the 1st Duchess
with her children and thence, like all such com-
positions in this country, to Van Dyck’s Pembroke
Family at Wilton. With all its historical and artistic
associations, however, there is in this great com-
position, and in The Acheson Sisters at Chatsworth, a
combination of wit and sheer style that makes a
unique contribution to the history of the country
house portrait. Sargent’s portrait drawings—of
Vita Sackville-West, Evan Charteris, Lady Diana
Manners, or the then Lady Elizabeth Bowes-Lyon
(fig. 17), for instance—are the last consistently
good drawings of their kind to be done in England.
In a different way Glyn Philpot’s portrait of the
young Countess of Dalkeith (fig. 18) painted in 1921,
or of Lady Melchett (1927), slumped at the base of an
oriental screen, are among the most subtly brilliant
society portraits painted, within the older conven-
tions, between the two wars; and the pictures in
his later style—his Lady Benthall of 1935, for
instance—brilliantly conjure up the world of the
country house, of an afternoon, perhaps, at Anthony
Powell’s Stourwater Castle, on the eve of the
Second World War.

The standard in some of the oldest collections
has been well maintained, especially at Hatfield
where there is a characteristic charm and stylish-
ness in so many of the recent portraits, and at
Althorp, where portraits by Augustus John, William
Nicholson, and William Orpen now hang near those
by Frank Holl and G.F. Watts. The most interest-
ing contemporary portrait painters have not painted
many country house portraits, although one of the
most recent portraits at Althorp is the Rodrigo
Moynihan of the present earl, painted to celebrate
his coming of age; and the Graham Sutherland of
Lord Iliffe (no. 578) is a notable addition to the
collection he has formed at Basildon. By now many
collections cover a very long time span. No less
than nineteen generations separate a recent portrait
of Lord Verulam from the Christus of his forbear.
The most strikingly original family portraits com-
missioned for a country house in modern times are
those painted by Lucien Freud for the present
Duke of Devonshire (fig. 19); if the Memling and
the Holbein had not been taken from the collection
after the late duke’s death, the collection at Chats-
worth would surely now be unsurpassed, in age
and quality, by any private collection in the world.

Figure 19
Lucien Freud, Lady Elizabeth Cavendish, 1950
(The Trustees of the Chatsworth Settlement)
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Though it is uncertain when the expression “The
Grand Tour” was first used, it was certainly current
in the seventeenth century, when men such as
Inigo Jones and John Evelyn visited Rome on their
travels and looked at the antiquities with a new
awareness. Richard Lassels, whose travel book was
published in 1670, writes that no one can under-
stand Livy and Caesar so well as the man who has
made “the Grand Tour of France and Giro of Ttaly.”
Lassels” book covered three long voyages into
Flanders, six into France, five into Italy, and one
into Germany and Holland. Properly speaking, the
Grand Tour would have included all these countries.
But, of course, not everyone could afford the time or
the money to visit them all, and for many it con-
sisted simply of a visit to France and Italy.

The Grand Tour did not really get under way
until the beginning of the eighteenth century when
it became a necessary part of a gentleman’s edu-
cation. In the 1770s Dr. Johnson planned to go to
Italy but he never got there. He always regretted
this and said to Boswell, “Sir, a man who has not
been in Italy is always conscious of an inferiority,
from his not having seen what it is expected a man
should see. The grand object of travelling is to see
the shores of the Mediterranean.”

In his fascinating book British Art and the Mediter-
ranean (1948) Professor Wittkower points out that
Lord Shaftesbury was the teacher of the new gen-
eration at the beginning of the eighteenth century
and set the standards for subsequent Grand Tour-
ists. In his famous book entitled Characteristicks of
Men . . ., published in 1711, Shaftesbury preached
the unity of morality and taste and declared that
“the Science of Pirtuoso’, and that of Pirtue itself,
become, in a manner, one and the same.” Thus the
acquisition of taste became an important ingredient
of general education and true taste could only be
acquired in Italy. Wittkower goes on to explain
how Shaftesbury’s ideas were developed by the
painter Jonathan Richardson, who defined the rules
of connoisseurship to be learned in Italy, and pub-
lished in 1722 a popular guide to those monuments
that every gentleman was expected to study. Under
Richardson’s influence travelers became more
responsive toward the masterpieces they en-
countered. Such then was the impetus that brought
young Englishmen on the Grand Tour to Italy in
ever-increasing numbers, numbers which, although
they fluctuated according to the political situation
and were greatly reduced when wars broke out on
the Continent, reached their zenith in the second
half of the eighteenth century.

Once it had been decided that a young man
should complete his education by being sent on
the Grand Tour, the choice of a governor or bear
leader became all important. The race of governors
was subjected to a great deal of ridicule and abuse
in the eighteenth century. This was chiefly aimed
at the men who made it their profession. Of these
the most famous bear leader was Dr. James Hay
(fig. 2) who, between 1704 and 1729, conducted no
fewer than eight, and possibly more, young English-
men to Italy. But there were many distinguished
men who took on the role as their only means of
seeing foreign countries. Joseph Spence, Professor
of Poetry at Oxford, paid three visits to Italy as
governor to young Englishmen. Edward Holds-
worth, the Virgilian scholar, accompanied five
young men on the Grand Tour between 1719 and
1740. And it would be possible to cite countless
other examples.

The actual journey to Italy was a memorable
event in the lives of a great many Englishmen. It
was probably the greatest adventure in the careers
of most English artists. When compared with the
changes that have taken place in this century,
the speed of travel had changed relatively little
from the days of Julius Caesar until the reign of
George IV, or indeed until the advent of the rail-
ways. It has been said, with what truth it might be
difficult to determine, that Trajan and Sir Robert
Peel, both traveling at their utmost speed, covered
a distance equivalent to that between Rome and
London in almost exactly the same time.

In the eighteenth century the time taken from
England to Italy might vary from three weeks to
several months according to the route chosen and
the places visited. There were three traditional
ways of making the journey: by sea, by land and
sea, and by land. All three ways presented dangers
and discomforts. The artist Jonathan Skelton, who
went by sea from England to Leghorn in 1757,
complained that he was tossed for forty days by
what he describes as the most “furious Levanters”
(or east winds), added to which they twice nearly
fell into the hands of the French, and when finally
they reached their destination they had to undergo
sixteen days in a lazaretro, which he complained
was as bad as a prison.

Some people traveled through France to Mar-
seilles, and from thence in a rartane or felucca to
Genoa. These were sailing boats, and when there
was no wind were usually rowed by ten sailors.
The architect Robert Adam made the journey from
Nice to Genoa in a felucca in January 1755, hoping

Figure 1

Foban Zoffany, The Tribuna of the Uffizi,
17721778 (Royal Collection; reproduced by gracious
permission of Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth IT). This
celebrated picture, painted for George 111, shows many
of the English noblemen who visited Florence on the
Grand Tour in these years. Lord Cowper inspects the
Raphael Madonna and Child which he bought Cand
which is now in the National Gallery, Washington),
and Sir Horace Mann, wearing the Order of the Bath,
can be seen standing on the right, at the foot of the
Venus de Medici

Figure 2

Pier Leone Ghezzi, Dr. James Hay as a Bear-Leader,
pen and ink (British Museum). Hay conducted no fewer
than eight, and possibly more, young Englishmen round

Italy between 1704 and 1729

The Englishman in Italy 41



Figure 3

David Allan, The Arrival of a Young Traveller

in Rome, pen and ink, 1775 (Royal Collection;
reproduced by gracious permission of Her Majesty
Queen Elizabeth IT). The scene is the Piazza di Spagna
with the Caffé degli Inglesi, a famous meeting place for
English artists, and an inn named the Ville de Londres
on the right

Figure 4

Fobn ‘W arwick® Smith, SS. Trinita dei Monti,
watercolor, c. 1779 (British Museum.). The English
quarter in Rome was centered on the Piazza di Spagna,
below the church

that it would be provided with a fire in the cabin
as he dreaded the cold air of the sea at this time of
the year.

The traveler who decided to make the entire
journey by land traveled south by Paris to Lyons,
and thence over the Mont Cenis Pass into Italy
and to Turin. Crossing the Mont Cenis was one of
the most exciting and dreaded experiences on the
Grand Tour. Travelers equipped themselves for it
as modern explorers would for the North Pole.
The poet Gray says that he and Walpole went “as
well armed as possible against the cold with mufs,
hoods and masks of beaver, fur boots and bear-
skins.” The richer travelers were carried over the
pass by relays of men in what was known as the
“Alps machine,” which had a back and arms and a
board on which to put your feet.

The painter Northcote, who made a bargain
with a verturino to take him from Lyons to Genoa
for nine guineas, had to make the ascent of Mont
Cenis on a mule, which was, of course, cheaper
than being carried by men. On the mountain North-
cote followed the example of his vetturino and pulled
a night cap over his eyes. This behavior would
certainly have seemed inexplicable to Ruskin, but
Northcote was a portrait painter, and was perhaps
only displaying in a somewhat exaggerated manner
an attitude of indifference toward Alpine scenery.
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Many travelers felt or affected a horror of the
Alps. At the beginning of the century Addison
wrote that the Alps filled the mind with an agree-
able kind of horror. In 1765 John Wilkes wrote to a
friend that the ““Appenines are not near so high or
so horrible as the Alps.” On the other hand Gray’s
appreciation of mountain landscape was, as Wynd-
ham Ketton-Cremer (1964) has pointed out, “al-
most Wordsworthian™ and “at that time [1739]
unique.”

Once the Grand Tourists had arrived in Italy
there were various ways of proceeding. William
Beckford traveled in such style, with three carriages
for his retinue, with outriders and relays of spare
horses, that he was mistaken for the Emperor of
Austria traveling incognito and was honored with
an imperial bill. Many travelers used the posting
system, which meant going in either their own or
hired chaises and taking on fresh relays of horses
at every posting stage. An alternative but slower
and more economical way of traveling was by
vetturino, whereby you made a bargain, as North-
cote had done, to take you from one place to another
for a set sum. The vetturino paid all the bills and
avoided disputes with landlords and postillions.

The inns were all hideously uncomfortable, and
insects which multiplied under the conditions of
dirt and squalor were a perpetual source of torment
to English travelers. In 1796 Miss Betsey Wynne,
aged seventeen, was alarmed to read on the walls
of the inn where she and her sister were staying a
notice in English describing it as “Bugg Hall” with
the warning that you were likely to be robbed.
The beds were so “monstrously dirty” that they
had not the courage to sleep in them and they
spent the night lying on chairs without undressing.
After all the adventures and discomforts of getting
to Italy, it is small wonder that the exhausted
traveler reached the comparative comfort of the
cities with a great sense of relief.

It was an important feature of the Grand Tour
to be present at certain famous events: the Carnival
before Lent at Rome, Naples, or Venice; religious
ceremonies at Rome during Holy Week; and
Ascension Day at Venice. It follows that as Rome
was the climax of the whole tour, and as most
people chose to visit the south during the winter
months, it was usual to start the tour of Italy in
the autumn and to travel from Florence by slow
stages down to Rome and Naples, and then to
take in Venice on the way back. These are the four
cities that I propose to visit in these pages.

At Florence the central figure of English life



was the British Resident, Sir Horace Mann, now
chiefly remembered for his correspondence with
Horace Walpole. In Zoffany’s famous picture of
the Tribuna in the Uffizi, which was painted for
George III between 1772 and 1778, he is shown
standing on the right at the foot of the Medici
Venus wearing the Order of the Bath of which he
was so proud (fig. 1). Mann came to Florence in
1738 as assistant to Charles Fane, the British
Resident, whom he succeeded in 1740, and he
remained there for forty-eight years until his death
in 1786. He lived at the Palazzo Manetti, where he
kept open house. Standing near Mann with his
hand on Titian’s Venus of Urbino is that remarkable
character Thomas Patch. Having studied painting
under Joseph Vernet in Rome, he was expelled
from the Papal City for homosexual practices and
fled to Florence where he painted views of the city
and caricature groups of the English on the Grand
Tour. Not the least remarkable thing about Patch
was that he was one of the first Englishmen to
appreciate the earlier Italian painters. In 1770 he
published a volume containing twenty-four en-
gravings after the Masaccio frescoes in the Brancacci
chapel in the church of the Carmini. Also present
in this picture, on the extreme left, next to the
statue of Cupid and Psyche, is the most famous of all
Anglo-Florentines—Lord Cowper, the subject of
a famous portrait by Zoffany (no. 178). In the paint-
ing of the Tribuna he is looking at the Raphael
Niccolini-Cowper Madonna which is being shown
to him by Zoffany himself. He subsequently ac-
quired this picture, which his descendants sold to
the National Gallery in Washington. Lord Cowper
lived in Florence for a great many years and was
known to all English travelers. All the other English
depicted in this canvas were making the Grand
Tour.

The Medici Venus, seen on the right in Zoffany’s
picture, is represented here by a bronze copy by
Soldani (no. 216). The statue, which is shown sur-
rounded by a group of gaping admirers, is now
thought to be a first-century BC copy of the bronze
original derived from the Cnidian Venus of Praxi-
teles. It was one of the most revered of all statues
in the eighteenth century. People went into ec-
stasies over it. Joseph Spence paid her about a
hundred visits and a century later the poet Samuel
Rogers was to be seen every morning about midday
seated opposite her. The writer Kotzebue, who
dared to assert that the ladies’ maids in Berlin
were more attractive, was branded as a “great
fool.”

Thomas Patch’s caricature groups were extremely
popular. One of his largest groups shows a gather-
ing of young Englishmen round the Medici Venus
and other famous statues from the Tribuna, which
are placed in an imaginary setting. A picture from
Dunham Massey, the Punch Party at Hadfield’s
(no. 197), shows another group at a favorite inn
after the day’s sightseeing. Horace Walpole, who
formed his friendship with Mann when he was in
Florence with the poet Gray in 1740, thought the
city “infinitely the most agreeable of the places he
had seen since London,” and fifty years later he
still looked back fondly to his visit, recalling “the
delicious nights on the Ponte di Trinita of Florence,
in a linen nightgown and a straw hat, with im-
provisatori, and music, and the coffee houses open
with ices.” On their visit to Florence young English
travelers would have been tempted to buy a scagliola
table top (no. 172), a pietra dura casket (no. 202),
or to commission a marble vase, a chimneypiece, a
copy of an antique statue from Francis Harwood,
or an adaptation of an admired Renaissance group
from Vincenzo Foggini (no. 214).

Some travelers hurried through Rome on their
way to spend the winter in Naples, where Sir Wil-
liam Hamilton played very much the same part as
Sir Horace Mann played in Florence. Hamilton
was appointed envoy extraordinary to the Court

of Naples in 1764, a post he held until the end of
the eighteenth century. Sir William’s first wife,
Catherine Barlow, died in 1782. Four years later
he invited his nephew’s mistress Emma Hart to
join him in Naples, and having married her was
destined to become one of the most famous cuckolds
in history, which was hard on one of the most
civilized of men. He formed two great collections
of Greek vases and sponsored two of the most
beautiful books produced in the eighteenth
century—d Hancarville’s _Antiquités  Etrusques,
Grecques et Romaines, 1766—1767 (no. 362), and his
own Campi Phlegraei, 1776. Sir William’s official
residence was the Palazzo Sessa, but he also had
two small villas in the country outside Naples,
one to the north at Posillipo, and the other south
of the city at Portici, close to the royal palace.
Every Grand Tourist of any consequence would
have been entertained at the Palazzo Sessa, al-
though the parties held there under the two Lady
Hamiltons were of a very different character. Ann
Miller, writing at the time, describes the first
Lady Hamilton’s musical assemblies, which she
gave once a week, as “rendered perfect by her
elegant taste and fine performance; it is called an
Accademia di Musica; and I suppose no country
can produce a more complete band of excellent
performers.” Those who were entertained by
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Figure 5

Franciszek Smuglewicz, James Byres and His
Family, ¢. 1766—1779 (Sir Brinsley Ford collection,
London). Byres, shown with the dome of St. Peter’s
bebind him, was at this time the principal antiquarian in
Rome

Figure 6

Gavin Hamilton, Dr. John Moore, the 8th Duke of
Hamilton and Ensign John Moore, 1775—1777
(The Duke of Hamilton and Brandon, Lennoxlove, East
Lothian). Dr. Moore acted as the duke’s cicerone, and
the two were accompanied by Moore’s son, the future
hero of Corunna

Figure 7
Archibald Skirving, An English Family Sightseeing
in Rome, 1792 (Denys Oppé collection)
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Emma were expected to admire her tableaux vivants,
that series of classical poses which later achieved
much celebrity and were known as her “Attitudes.”
Goethe gives a wonderful account of her perform-
ance, which enchanted him, in his Izalienische Reise.

The beauty of the Bay of Naples and its islands
has been captured for us by artists like Thomas
Jones. Naples must have been a paradise for
travelers in the eighteenth century. There were
countless delightful expeditions to be made, many
of them by boat, to Posillipo, to Virgil’s tomb, to
Baiae, to Capri, and sometimes further afield to
Paestum. Of course the crowning expedition of all
was the ascent of Vesuvius. Sir William Hamilton
was called upon to make twenty-two ascents as
guide to visiting royalty and grandees; the volcano
appears in the background of David Allan’s por-
trait of Sir William and his first wife. The eccentric
Earl Bishop of Bristol chose to have it in the
background of his portrait by Madame Vigée Le

Brun (no. 196). It was an appropriate choice, for as
well as being interested in volcanoes, he caused
eruptions wherever he went.

Besides Vesuvius, there were the wonderful
performances at the San Carlo Opera House, visits
to Pompeii and Herculaneum to see the latest dis-
coveries, events such as the ceremony of the Lique-
faction of the Blood of Saint Gennaro (at which if
the blood failed to liquefy the Protestant spectator
was in danger of being lynched), and the unending
spectacle of the contrasts of Neapolitan life with
lazzaroni walking stark naked about the shore while
the ladies, with their daughters and serving maids,
contemplated “the singular spectacle,” Dr. Moore
writes, “with as little apparent emotion as the
ladies in Hyde park behold a review of the Horse-
guards.” To these attractions, which drew the
young men on the Grand Tour to Naples, one
should add drinking, gaming, and whoring.

The arrival of a young traveler in Rome during
the Carnival of 1775 is shown in an entertaining
drawing by David Allan (fig. 3). On the right is an
inn, the Ville de Londres, where the latest arrivals
stayed until they could find lodgings. The Spanish
Steps leading up to SS Trinita dei Monti are just
visible beyond the inn on the right. The sign-
board on the building on the left is inscribed Caffe
degli Inglesi. This was the meeting place of all the
English artists. Among the many amusing charac-
ters in this drawing is an English virtuoso. With
his back turned to a picture of the Madonna and
Child, he hands a coin to an old ruffian who pulls
aside a curtain and allows him to leer through his
quizzing glass at a picture that would certainly
not have found a place on the walls of the Vatican
gallery.

The Piazza di Spagna was the center of the Eng-
lish quarter. The English lodged either in palaces
or houses in the streets leading off it or in the
streets leading from the Piazza di Trinita at the
top of the Spanish Steps. In this piazza was the Eng-
lish coffee house. The most memorable description
of it is in the Memoirs of Thomas Fones. He was
ushered into it on the day of his arrival in November
1776. After naming the nineteen artists he met
there, some of whom were old acquaintances from
London, he describes the interior as a “filthy
vaulted room, the walls of which were painted
with Sphinxes, Obelisks and Pyramids, from ca-
pricious designs of Piranesi, and fitter to adorn the
inside of an Egyptian-Sepulchre than a room of
social conversation”. The English coftechouse was a
center of news and hotbed for gossip. A number of



English artists used the coffee house as their head-
quarters in Rome, and among them was Richard
Wilson who lived almost next door. It was still
flourishing in 1776 when Jacob Moore, who enjoyed
great fame as a landscape painter, had his study
and painting room above it.

The three most famous houses where the English
lodged were all on the Pincian Hill and close to
the church of SS. Trinita dei Monti, which is the
subject of a drawing by Warwick Smith in the
British Museum (fig. 4). These houses were popular
for a number of reasons. They were near to the
Piazza di Spagna, yet away from its noise. The air
was considered the best in Rome, the views were
splendid, and the artists were attracted to the dis-
trict by its associations with the past.

It was the good fortune of the English artists
that they were able to take rooms in the Palazzo
Zuccari, which is one of the buildings on the right
of the church. The palace was built by Federico
Zuccari in about 1590, and was intended, among
other purposes, to provide accommodation for
homeless artists. Some of the attractions that an
apartment here held for an English artist are de-
scribed by Jonathan Skelton in his first letter from
Rome, dated 11 January 1758:

I have taken a very handsome Lodging on the Trinita
del Monte on one of ye Finest Situations about Rome.
It commands almost the whole City of Rome besides
agood deal of ye Country. The Famous Villa Madama
(where Mr. Wilson took his View of Rome from
which Ialways thought his best Picture) comes into
my View. I shall have the finest opportunity of paint-
ing Evening Skies from my Painting-Room that I
could almost wish,—surely I shall be inspired as
I am going to live in the Palace of a late Queen, and
in the same Apartments that Vernet had (when he
was here) and within 80 or 100 yards of ye House
where those Celebrated Painters Nicolo and Gasper
Poussin lived! I am to pay £6 a year for my Lodgings,
and I can have them furnished for £4 a year more as
well as I shall desire.

Once the young Englishman had settled into his
lodgings the first thing to be done was to find a
good cicerone or antiquarian to show him the sights
of Rome. This profession of guide lecturer was not
a very lucrative one, and in consequence it was
often combined with art dealing. Until about the
middle of the eighteenth century the Italians had
the field to themselves. It was only as the influx
of English visitors increased that English artists,
turned antiquarians, took their place. The most
famous of the cicerones in the first half of the

eighteenth century was Francesco de Ficoroni, the
author of Le Vestigia e Rarita di Roma.

The first English artist of note to embark on
the profession of antiquarian was James Russel,
who had arrived in Rome in January 1740 to study
painting and had entered the studio of Francesco
Imperiale. Today, if he is remembered at all, it is
not as an artist but as the author of Lerzers from a
Toung Painter Abroad to bis Friends in England, pub-
lished in 1748. His only known painting was done
in Rome in 1744. It represents William Drake of
Shardeloes and the two distinguished scholars
Dr. Townson and Edward Holdsworth, who ac-
companied him as tutors on the Grand Tour. The
artist has depicted himself leaning against the
table on the left. Unfortunately the name of the
palazzo is not recorded.

On Russel’s death in 1763, the two rivals for
the position of principal antiquarian to the English
travelers were Colin Morison and James Byres.
There are a number of striking parallels between
their careers. Both came to Rome as students of
painting in the 1750s, both were associated with
Anton Raphael Mengs, both switched from one
branch of art to another and were not really success-
ful in either, both became antiquarians and dealers,
and both spent most of their lives in Rome.

Morison was a distinguished classical scholar
and acted as antiquarian to Boswell, whose en-
thusiasm for the ruins on the Palatine was such
that he suddenly broke into Latin. Morison replied
in the same language, and thenceforth they decided
to speak Latin continually while viewing antiqui-
ties. The effort seems to have proved too much for
their tempers and their relations became somewhat
strained.

James Byres soon captured the position of prin-
cipal antiquarian, and he was to become one of the
dominant figures in Rome in the second half of
the century. He was painted by Maron, and also,
with his family, by the Polish artist Smuglewicz
(fig. 5). In October 1764 Byres had the privilege of
conducting Edward Gibbon and his friend William
Guise on the tour of Rome. Under Byres’ direction
the sightseeing proved so arduous that Gibbon
had no strength left for the journal that he had
kept on the journey from Geneva to Rome.

The Duke of Hamilton was among the many rich
young men on the Grand Tour to whom Byres acted
as cicerone. On his visit to Rome in 1775 he was
painted by Gavin Hamilton on a hill overlooking
the Forum, with his tutor, the witty Dr. John
Moore, and with the latter’s son, Ensign John

The Englishman in Italy

45



Figures 8 & 9

The classical landscapes of Claude were of immense
influence on English gardens laid out in the “picturesque
taste.” This view across the lake to Flitcroft’s Pantbeon
at Stourbead in Wiltshire (left) was based on paintings
like Clande’s Coastal View of Delos with Aeneas,
1672 (National Gallery, London, right)

Moore, the future hero of Corunna (fig. 6). In his
account of their time in Rome, Dr. Moore writes,
“our mornings are usually spent in visiting the
antiquities, and the paintings in the palaces. On
these occasions we are accompanied by Mr. Byres,
a gentleman of probity, knowledge and real taste.”
Later in his book he says that “what is called a
regular Course with an antiquarian generally takes
about 6 weeks; employing three hours a day, you
may in that time visit all the churches, palaces,
villas, and ruins worth seeing in or near Rome.”
He follows this with the warning that the labor
will be of little use unless the most interesting
things are revisited and reflected on at leisure, and
he mentions, as an example of folly, the case of the
young Englishman who ordered a post-chaise and
four horses to be ready in the morning and saw
everything in two days. Many instances could alas
be quoted of the philistinism of the English. As a
special mark of favor Cardinal Allesandro Albani,
who acted as protector of the English, was able to
persuade the great German scholar Winckelmann
to take a young English nobleman on a tour of
Rome. Winckelmann complained that Lord Balti-
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more refused to spend more than ten minutes
in the Villa Borghese. Nothing gave him any
pleasure except Saint Peter’s and the 4pollo Belvedere.
Even worse was his experience with the Duke of
Gordon who, Winckelmann says, showed scarcely
any signs of life as he sat in his carriage while he,
Winckelmann, explained to him with the choicest
expressions and the noblest images the beauties of
the ancient works of art. Henceforth he resolved
never to undertake this duty unless the person
was worthy of it and sympathetic to him.

James Byres continued to act as antiquarian
until the 1790s, but some people, especially those
with families, were unwilling to subject them-
selves to the rigors of his course, and, as shown
in the drawing of 1792 by Alexander Skirving
(fig. 7), preferred to do their sightseeing on their
own. During the thirty-five years that Byres spent
in Rome, he sold many works of art to the young
milords whom he had conducted on the tour of the
city. One of his earliest purchases was Poussin’s
Assumption (now in the National Gallery, Wash-
ington), which he purchased for Lord Exeter in
1764.

Some twenty years later, in 1785, Byres crowned
his art dealing activities with one of the major
coups of the eighteenth century. This was the pur-
chase for £2,000 from the Bonapaduli family of
Poussin’s Seven Sacraments, which he sold to the
Duke of Rutland. One of this series is now in
Washington, one was destroyed by fire, and the
other five remain at Belvoir Castle. In the con-
spiracy that led to Byres’ acquisition of these
pictures, he proved himself as great a master of
duplicity as his rival, Thomas Jenkins. Permission
to export these pictures had been refused in the
past, and since then the regulations had been
tightened rather than relaxed. Byres arranged
with the owners, the Bonapaduli brothers, for the
Poussins to be copied “with the greatest secrecy.”
As soon as each copy was completed it was hung
in place of the original. By November 1785 the
originals were all in Byres’ possession, and by
August 1786 they had reached England. It was
important that the deception should not be dis-
covered by the papal authorities as it might have
imperilled Byres’ legitimate business of exporting
works of art. The Bonapaduli palace was visited
by foreigners solely on account of these pictures,
and Byres had been in the habit of showing them
to Englishmen attending his courses so it was part
of the bargain that Byres should continue to bring
visitors to the palace and to show the copies as if



they were the originals.

Byres’ most important purchase “in the virta
way’> was made in about 1780, when he bought
what is now known as the Portland Vase. This
famous Roman cameo glass vase, which prob-
ably dates from the reign of Augustus, had long
been one of the treasures of the Barberini family. It
was sold to Byres by Donna Cornelia Barberini-
Colonna partly to pay for her heavy losses at the
card table. Byres showed the vase to Sir William
Hamilton, who later told Josiah Wedgwood that
he had paid the £1,000 that Byres had asked for it
without any hesitation (see no. 427). Sir William
brought the vase to England in 1783, and sold it to
the Duchess of Portland, whose son later deposited
it in the British Museum where it was smashed
into more than 200 pieces by a drunken Irishman
in 1845. It has since been miraculously restored.

The artist most loved by all the Englishmen
on the Grand Tour was not Poussin but Claude
Lorrain. His works were eagerly collected by them
from the early part of the eighteenth century on-
ward. His paintings evoked for them the scenery
of the places they had visited, the Roman Cam-
pagna, the Alban lakes, and the seaports on the
Neapolitan coast.

One of the most celebrated of all Claude’s pic-
tures, The Landing of Aeneas in Latium (no. 311),
belonged to the Princes Altieri, father and son,
who were both blind, and who, fearful that it and
its companion picture might be confiscated by the
French when they invaded Rome in 1798, sold the
pictures to two English artists, Robert Fagan and
Charles Grignon. The latter, meeting Nelson at
Palermo, so impressed the admiral with the im-
portance of the pictures that he arranged for a
convoy to escort the small vessel on which they
were being taken to England. On arrival there the
paintings were sold to William Beckford.

The influence of Claude’s paintings on English
taste was immense. His classical landscapes were
emulated by Wilson and Turner, and imitated by a
host of minor artists. Admiration for his work led
to the invention of the “Claude Glass,” which
was used by landscape painters to obtain from a
natural scene the effect of a picturesque, idealized
“Claudian” view. Even the English landscape, as at
Stourhead in Wiltshire, was transformed to resemble
that of a Claude painting (fig. 9) with temples, the
focal points of vistas, on different sides of the lake
(fig. 8). The artist upon whom Claude’s mantle
fell in the Rome of the middle of the eighteenth
century was appropriately christened Claude Joseph

Vernet. Unlike that third-rate Scottish artist Jacob
More, described by Sir Joshua Reynolds as “the
best painter of air since Claude,” Vernet was an
extremely gifted artist. The two pictures here, a
Shipwreck and a Coast Scene (nos. 200 and 201), come
from Uppark, in Sussex, and were ordered from
Vernet either by Sir Matthew Fetherstonhaugh or
his brother-in-law, Benjamin Lethieullier, when
they were in Rome in 1751. Both sat for Batoni,
and Sir Matthew purchased from him that entranc-
ing picture of a girl in white with a dove and a
sheaf of lilies representing Innocence.

Byres’ principal rival in Rome as a purveyor of
works of art was Thomas Jenkins who dealt chiefly
in antique sculpture, but he had a flourishing busi-
ness in selling faked intaglios and cameos made for
him in part of the Colosseum, and the sculptor
Nollekens recalls that as a young man he saw the
men at work and was given a handful of false gems
to say nothing of the matter.

The taste for classical marbles goes back to the
first quarter of the seventeenth century when
Charles I and the Earl of Arundel were forming
their collections. Mytens’ portrait in this exhi-
bition shows the latter in his sculpture gallery

(no. 49), the first recorded in England. The collect-
ing of ancient marbles reached its zenith in the
eighteenth century, which Adolf Michaelis de-
scribes as the “golden age of classic dilettantism.”
It was then that the great collections of ancient
marbles were formed and galleries, such as that
designed by Robert Adam for Newby Hall (fig. 10),
were built to contain them. The classical style of so
many English eighteenth-century country houses
was conceived as a particularly appropriate setting
for the display of Roman sculpture. The trade for
supplying the statues was largely in the hands of
three men: Thomas Jenkins, the history painter,
Gavin Hamilton, whose portrait group of the Duke
of Hamilton has already been mentioned (fig. 6),
and who undertook a number of very successful
excavations; and the most famous of all restorers,
Bartolomeo Cavaceppi. Most collectors were not
much interested in the mutilated fragments as they
came out of the ground, and indeed Lord Tavistock
had declared that he would “not give a guinea for
the finest torso ever discovered.” In consequence,
collectors got what they wanted—a complete
statue—and, although certified as such by Jenkins,
it might consist of a head of Venus stuck onto the
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Figure 10

The sculpture gallery ar Newby Hall, Torkshire, designed
by Robert Adam in 1767. The Barberini Venus, bought
by William Weddell from the dealer Thomas Fenkins,
can be seen through the arch, in one of the niches of the
rotunda

Figure 11

The workshop of Bartolomeo Cavaceppi, the foremost re-
storer of antigue sculpture in Rome, from the frontispiece
to his Raccolta d’antiche statue, published in 1769

Figure 12

Rosalba Carriera, Charles Sackville, Earl of
Middlesex (later 2nd Duke of Dorset), pastel, 1737
('The Lord Sackville, Knole, Kent). The portrait was
commissioned in Venice in 1737, and shows the earl
dressed for the carnival, wearing a mask on bis hat
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body of another goddess with the missing parts, a
nose, a toe, or a hand, supplied by some restorer
(fig. 11). Among the many pieces of antique, and
not so antique, sculpture thought to have been
through Cavaceppi’s hands, two of the most en-
gaging are included in this exhibition: Lord Clive’s
cat (no. 224) and the so-called “Dog of Alcibiades”
(no. 243). The latter was considered by Horace
Walpole among the five chief statues of animals
from antiquity. One of the principal collectors of
ancient marbles in England was Charles Towneley,
who is shown in his sculpture gallery in a painting
by Zoffany (no. 213). Prominent on the table is a
bust of Clytie, which he called his wife, and lovingly
took with him when he vacated his house during
the Gordon riots.

The number of Englishmen who had their por-
traits painted in Italy in the seventeenth century
is few, but Carlo Maratta’s portrait of Sir Thomas
Isham is a good example (no. 138). However, in the
course of the eighteenth century it became more
and more common for an Englishman on the Grand
Tour to have his portrait painted in Rome to com-
memorate his visit to Italy. These evoke the spirit
of the Grand Tour far better than words. It was

usual for the artist to include some well-known
monument or statue in the background, and an
early example of this fashion is Antonio David’s
portrait of George Lewis Coke, which is signed
and dated 1735. In the second half of the eight-
eenth century the two great rivals in Rome were
Raphael Mengs and Pompeo Batoni. Although
they prided themselves on being primarily history
painters, they both painted portraits of English-
men on the Grand Tour. The total number of
Englishmen painted by Mengs does not amount to
more than about two dozen, whereas Batoni must
have painted more than two hundred.

It is of particular interest to compare their por-
traits of the same young man, especially when
they were painted in the same year and when
different facets of his character are revealed. Mengs’
half-length portrait of Lord Brudenell in this exhi-
bition (no. 174) is one of two of him painted by
the artist in 1758. There is a rather solid Teutonic
heaviness about the other, a full-length at Boughton
in which the German artist has brought out
the studious side of his sitter, depicting him book
in hand, with a bust of Cicero on the table.
Batoni’s portrait of Lord Brudenell, which was




painted the same year, is in striking contrast
(no. 173). It is distinguished by Italian elegance
and refinement, and shows the young man with a
fiddle under his arm and holding the score of a
violin concerto by Corelli. It can hardly be doubted
that Lord Brudenell instructed both artists how
he was to be portrayed. While in Naples Lord
Brudenell bought a number of pictures of the city
by Antonio Joli, including that of the Palazzo Reale
(no. 175), and also views of the environs of Naples.

One of the most remarkable of all Batoni’s por-
traits, and certainly the one with the greatest
panache, is that of General Gordon in the uniform
of the Queen’s Own Royal Regiment of Highlanders
(no. 176). He stands like some Nordic conqueror
beside a statue of Minerva and against the back-
ground of the Colosseum. Another unusual portrait
by Batoni in this exhibition is his enchanting paint-
ing of the three-year-old Louisa Grenville (no. 199),
who later became Countess Stanhope. In its original
frame, it is one of Baton’s rare portraits of children,
and, as the late Anthony Clark so perceptively
observed, it is “as if a plain statement by Hogarth
had been perfected by Fragonard.” Another rival
to Batoni was the Viennese painter Anton von
Maron, who studied in Rome under Mengs. He
painted a number of English people of which the
portrait of Peter Du Cane, dated 1763, in the
Birmingham Art Gallery, is his finest. Among
the English artists studying in Rome there were
many who painted portraits of their compatriots.
The most successful was Nathaniel Dance, whose
groups of Englishmen (no. 198) were much in
demand.

The last of the four cities that every Grand
Tourist visited was Venice. Unlike Rome where
so many chose to be painted against a Roman back-
ground, I know of only one eighteenth-century
portrait of an Englishman with a Venetian back-
ground. This is the portrait of Samuel Egerton
painted by Bartolomeo Nazzari in 1733 (no. 177).
Across the Grand Canal can be seen the Dogana
and beyond that, across the Giudecca Canal, is
Palladio’s church of the Redentore. Samuel Egerton
was apprenticed in 1729 to the famous Joseph Smith,
and it was no doubt on his advice that the portrait
was commissioned.

Joseph Smith, contemptuously described by
Horace Walpole as ““The Merchant of Venice,”
was established in the city by 1709 but he did not
attain the post of consul until 1744. He held the
post until 1760, and died in Venice in 1770 at the
age, it is said, of ninety-six. Although socially, and

in matters of honesty, he was not the equal of
Sir Horace Mann or of Sir William Hamilton, he
came to occupy in Venice much the same position
that they held in Florence and Naples. Today he is
chiefly remembered as the patron of Canaletto,
and the wonderful collection of this artist’s work,
which he sold to George III, is still in the Royal
Collection. The two paintings by Canaletto in this
exhibition which come from Tatton Park (nos.
167 and 168), were bought by Smith for his friend
Samuel Hill, the uncle and guardian of Samuel
Egerton. Joseph Smith also patronized other Italian
artists including Rosalba, and he was doubtless
responsible for obtaining her commissions to do
pastel portraits of the English on the Grand Tour.
One of her finest portraits is that of Lord Middlesex
(fig. 12), who was later to become the second Duke
of Dorset. He is wearing masquerade dress and it
will be noticed that he is wearing his mask in his
hat. The portrait was made in Venice in 1737, and
it may well have been there that he formed his
passion for opera which he tried to promote on his
return to England.

Smith lived in what is now known as the Palazzo
Mangilli-Valmarana, which he got Visentini to re-
build for him in 1750. It is not far from the Rialto
and opposite the Pescheria. Separated from it by
the Rio SS. Apostoli is the Ca da Mosta, which in
the eighteenth century was the famous inn, the
Leone Bianco, where many of the English stayed.
Consul Smith kept open house and on his walls
were to be seen paintings not only by Canaletto
and Rosalba but by Sebastiano and Marco Ricci
and Zuccarelli, so that it could be said that he
acted as agent for these artists.

Most travelers planned their tour of Italy so as
to be in Venice to witness the great Ascension
Day ceremony when the Doge embarked at the
Molo, and was rowed in the Bucintoro to the mouth
of the Lido, where he cast a ring, blessed by the
Patriarch, into the sea as a symbol of the union be-
tween Venice and the Adriatic. Venice was the link
between Europe and the Orient and the spectacle
on the waterfront of Turks, Albanians, Levantines,
and Greeks in their national costumes must have
been endlessly diverting. Besides the Ascension
Day ceremony there were countless other spectacles
such as the boat race on the Grand Canal, and the
feast day of Saint Roch, when the Doge heard mass
at the church and then visited the Scuola San Rocco
(no. 170). It would be interesting to know how
many Englishmen before Ruskin appreciated the
wonderful visionary paintings of Tintoretto that

adorn its interior. For those who were musical,
Venice must have been a paradise, for in addition
to the opera there were concerts in the palaces and
also at the four hospitals, the Ospedaletto, the
Mendicanti, the Pieta, and the Incurabili, which
were really more conservatories than convents,
where orphans and love children were taught such
sweet music that, as Rousseau says, “it has not its
like in Italy, nor in the rest of the world.”

It is difficult to imagine what English country
houses would be like without the treasures that
were brought back from Italy on the Grand Tour—
without the views of Venice and the capricci by
Panini, which recall the Roman monuments
(nos. 182 and 183), without the classical statues
and busts that adorn so many halls, and without
the countless Ttalian pictures that are so well rep-
resented here. It can only be said that they would
lose much of the unique character and charm that
makes visiting them so enjoyable and rewarding
an experience.
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The British as Collectors
Francis Haskell

Figure 1

The First George Room (formerly the state dressing
room) at Burghley House, Northamptonshire. The
collection of Italian seventeenth-century pictures
assembled by the 5th Earl of Exeter (¢c. 1648—1700)
was one of the first to be acquired specifically for a house
in the country, rather than in London

In his brave and eloquent protest against General
Bonaparte’s plans to remove the principal master-
pieces of art from Italy, the French theorist
Quatremere de Quincy wrote in 1796 that “Eng-
land is the image of what Europe would become if
the dismemberment which I fear were actually to
occur. That nation has no centralized, dominant
collection despite all the acquisitions made by its
private citizens who have naturally retained them
for their private enjoyment. What is the result?
These riches are scattered through every country
house; you have to travel in every county over
hundreds of miles to see these fragmented col-
lections: so that I can think of nothing less useful
for Europe, or even for the arts of England itself,
than what England already possesses. . . . Let us
hope that one day these collections will be happily
reunited and restored to the world of learning.”*

At much the same time August von Kotzebue,
the German dramatist (whose Das Kind der Liebe it
was hoped to perform as Lovers’ Fows in Mansfield
Park, that most famous of fictional country houses),
wrote that an ancient sculpture taken to the English
countryside from Italy might just as well never
have been excavated.?

But Quatremere had been to England only briefly,
and Kotzebue not at all. They could not know
that already access to the main collections was
tolerably liberal and indeed that catalogues had
often been compiled for the benefit of the many
visitors who came to see them. Moreover, the great
country houses with their magnificent parks,
luxurious furnishings, collections of paintings,
drawings, and sculpture; porcelain, coins, and
medals, and their growing number of legends—
about royal visitors or eccentric ancestors—had
succeeded in recreating that context of beauty and
historical associations which Quatremere rightly
understood as the most evocative feature of Rome
itself. Scattered through the remote countryside,
they fulfilled (for an admittedly limited public)
some of the functions we now ask of museums,
libraries, and even concert halls. And they still do.
Despite a hundred years of almost uninterrupted
decline, decay, and destruction, the country houses
of Great Britain—most of which are obviously far
more accessible now than they were at the end of
the eighteenth century—help to compensate for
the fact that (with the rarest of exceptions) our
provincial museums cannot compare in quality
with their equivalents in the United States, Ger-
many, Italy, and elsewhere, which have been built
up in such very different circumstances.



But this was not always the case. The British
country house collection is by no means cotermin-
ous with British art collecting. The vast numbers
of masterpieces that came to this country during
the reign of Charles I mostly remained in London—
at Whitehall, Arundel House, York House— and
when art collecting resumed on a serious scale in
the second half of the seventeenth century it was
once again to London that most of the famous
sculpture and paintings were sent.

Nonetheless, the most remarkable collection
formed after the restoration of the monarchy con-
sisted chiefly of Italian seventeenth-century pic-
tures assembled by the sth Earl of Exeter, which
were from the first intended to be hung at Burghley,
the mansion in Northamptonshire which had orig-
inally been built by his ancestor William Cecil,
Queen Elizabeth’s great minister (fig. 1). Like
other houses this was also decorated with lavish
frescoes by the fashionable (but mediocre) Antonio
Verrio. The “prodigious numbers of pictures by
Carlo Maratti, Giuseppe Chiari, Carlo Dolce, Luca
Jordano, & Philippo Laura,” which he apparently
bought during the course of three separate visits
to Italy were said to “infinitely exceed all that can
be seen in England, and are of more Value than the
House itself, and all the Park belonging to it.”
What little we know of Lord Exeter’s cheerful
character confirms the tradition that “his scan-
dalous Life, and his unpaid Debts . . . [caused ] him
to be but very meanly spoken of in the town of
Stamford.” More revealing is the fact that, like so
many later important collectors, he was a man
whose political affiliations led him to break with
the court and with London society.3

Blenheim (unlike Marlborough House in London)
was also designed to have a grand picture gallery
from the first, and in 1707 we find the great Duke
of Marlborough writing impatiently to his wife to
ask her to store his pictures (which included mag-
nificent Rubenses and Van Dycks) until it should
be ready to receive them.4 The grandiose taste
reflected at Burghley and Blenheim is in fact similar
enough to what could be seen at much the same
time in some of the castles of Austria and South
Germany.

There were certainly other fine country col-
lections in the early eighteenth century—Lord
Derby’s pictures at Knowsley in Lancashire were
especially engraved for a volume published in
1728—but they were unusual. In general the
country house was still decorated essentially with
tapestries, frescoes by imported French and Italian

painters, and—above all—Dby family portraits.
These could, of course, be of outstanding quality.
The great Van Dycks of the Pembroke family, for
instance, were originally installed at Durham
House, the London mansion which had been leased
by the family, but they were taken to Wilton (two
or three years after the execution of Charles I with
whom the Pembrokes had once been so closely
and now, no doubt, embarrassingly—associated),
where they were placed in a room specially designed
for them.s But, despite the presence in England of
a number of greatly admired Holbeins and Van
Dycks, few families could boast so splendid a heri-
tage; and the average collection of country house
portraits was already, as it has often remained,
of greater interest to the antiquarian than to the
aesthete.

A family which owned a London establishment
tended to keep its finest possessions there. As late
as 1766 it could be said of Chatsworth that it “has
very little in it that can attract the eye of the
Connoisseur. . . . The Pictures are few in number
and indifferent,” whereas at the family’s London
residence, Devonshire House in Piccadilly, “the
collection of pictures with which this house is
adorned, is surpassed by very few others either at
home or abroad.”¢ Similarly most of the best pic-
tures acquired by Sir Robert Walpole, Prime
Minister between 1722 and 1743, were—during
his term of office—kept in London, but when he
resigned he took them to his splendid house of
Houghton in Norfolk (which had been completed
only a few years earlier) and the greenhouse was
turned into a gallery to accommodate them (see
no. 363): this was certainly the most famous
country house collection of pictures in Great Britain
unti] it was sold to Catherine the Great of Russia
in 1779.7

In fact the 1730s witnessed the first stages in
the gradual dispersal of art collections from London
to the country—and hence the beginning of that
surprising phenomenon which has so fascinated
visitors ever since and which has led to the present
exhibition. In 1732, for instance, Sir Andrew
Fountaine (no. 238)—one of the most distinguished
connoisseurs and arbiters of taste during the early
eighteenth century—decided to give up his London
house in St. James’ Place and move his collections
to his country seat of Narford in Norfolk. As well
as pictures he owned a large number of coins and
medals, and he also assembled many splendid pieces
of Italian majolica which, in the words of a scornful
contemporary who visited Narford, were “set out

upon shelves like a shop.”® A year later the even
more famous Lord Burlington suffered a political
setback and moved his paintings and drawings
from his mansion in central London to his Palladian
“villa suburbana” at Chiswick (no. 140): with-
drawal from politics or life at court, which could
be justified poetically as Horatian “retirement,”
certainly played an important role in the creation
of the country house collection.

The removal from London in the 1730s and early
1740s of the Burlington, Fountaine, and Walpole
collections may have set a fashion, though the actual
motives for such dispersals varied greatly. General
(later Field Marshal) Wade, for instance, one of
the heroes of the wars against Louis XIV, was, like
Marlborough, a keen collector of paintings—but
no Blenheim was assigned to him and it was said
that when he found he could not fit his Rubens
cartoon of Meleager and Atalanta into the house in
London which had been designed for him by Lord
Burlington he was forced to sell it to Sir Robert
Walpole who sent it to Houghton.? And already
much earlier, when two members of the Wentworth
family were engaged in intense rivalry to secure
supremacy in their native county of Yorkshire,
one of them (Lord Raby) had written, “I have
great credit by my pictures, and find that I have
not thrown my money away. They are all designed
for Yorkshire, and I hope to have a better collection
there than Mr. Watson.”1°

However varied the reasons, there can be little
doubt that by the end of the 1760s a vast exodus
of collections had taken place from London to
the country. It was probably in that decade that
Mr. Paul Methuen moved his splendid paintings
from Grosvenor Square to a specially constructed
gallery at Corsham Court in Wiltshire (fig. 2), a
house which he is said to have bought for that
very purpose;*! and already more than ten years
earlier Thomas Coke (Lord Leicester) took his very
fine collection of statues, paintings, books, and
drawings from Thanet House in Great Russell
Street to Holkham Hall in Norfolk, where they
too were accommodated in purpose-built galleries
and cabinets which were superbly enriched by a
great campaign of acquisitions in Italy and else-
where.’> The wonderful collection of antique en-
graved gems and cameos acquired by the 3rd Duke
of Marlborough in this period, and indicated
in Reynolds’ portrait group of him and his family,
was also kept at Blenheim (rather than London),
and great libraries, like great collections of pictures,
were increasingly to be found in the country.
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Figure 2

Two views of the picture gallery at Corsham Court in
Wiltshire, built in the 17605 by Paul Methuen, to
house the large paintings bequeatbed to bim by bis uncle
and namesake, the diplomat and collector Sir Paul
Methuen

Guides and catalogues to country house collections
were published in growing numbers, and as early
as 1760 a visitor to one seat in Wiltshire found it
“surprising” that so few pictures were to be seen
nit.13

There were drawbacks to the fashion. In 1787
Sir Joshua Reynolds wrote to the Duke of Rutland
of his disappointment that Poussin’s Seven Sacra-
ments, which he had helped to buy for him, were to
be sent to Belvoir, the Duke’s country house. “I
hear people continually regret that they are not to
remain in London; they speak on a general principle
that the great works of art which this nation pos-
sesses are not (as in other nations) collected to-
gether in the capital, but dispersed about the
country, and consequently not seen by foreigners,
so as to impress them with an adequate idea of the
riches in virtu which the nation contains. . . .74

When Reynolds wrote this letter, many very
remarkable works of art were, indeed, to be found
in British country houses; but because of the
legendary wealth and extravagance of their pur-
chasers it is worth noting how comparatively limited
in scope these actually were. Not a single one of
what we would now consider the most celebrated
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Roman antiquities had been acquired, although
the Jenkins Venus at Newby and the “Alcibiades’
Dog” at Duncombe (no. 243) were extremely highly
prized in their day, and if we consider those Italian
artists who were most highly esteemed during the
eighteenth century—Raphael, Titian, Correggio,
Annibale Carracci, Domenichino, and Guido
Reni—we find that they too were poorly rep-
resented. It is true that there was hardly a sig-
nificant collection which did not claim to own one or
more pictures by some or all of these masters, and
that such claims are almost as important to the
student of taste as a knowledge of what actually
was to be seen in England. Nonetheless, looking
back from our vantage point, it is easy to discern
that—if we omit those belonging to the royal
family, which constitute rather a special case—few
important and authentic pictures by the masters
of the Italian Renaissance and Bolognese school
hung on British walls (when compared with what
could be seen in Paris, Dresden, Vienna, or Madrid)
between the dispersal in the 1640s and 1650s of
the collections which had been built up by the
courtiers of Charles I and the influx of masterpieces
following the disturbances caused by the French
Revolution. Titian’s endramin Family (now in the
National Gallery, London) was probably the finest
picture in England: it had been acquired by the
1oth Earl of Northumberland from Van Dyck. The
only significant Raphael was the early Ansidei
Madonna (now in the National Gallery, London),
which was bought in Italy in 1764 for Lord Robert
Spencer and given to his brother, the Duke of
Marlborough, who kept it at Blenheim. General
Guise had a number of pictures by Annibale
Carracci which, after his death in 1765, left London
for Christ Church in Oxford. And Sir Robert
Walpole owned a very celebrated Guido Reni (The
Virgin and the Doctors of the Church), whose export
the pope had wished to prevent.’s This was kept
at Houghton until the sale of 1779 and is now in
The Hermitage.

It would, of course, be very simple to add a
number of pictures to this list, but it remains true
that major works by those considered to be the
major artists were only very rarely available to
even the most spendthrift “milordi.” In compen-
sation, other painters were exceptionally well rep-
resented. Portraits by Van Dyck constitute a special
case, but the Rubenses to be seen in England also
included some masterpieces, as did the Rembrandts.
The fourteen Poussins calculated to have been in
Britain between 1714 and 1766'¢ (that is before



the purchase of the Rutland Sacraments) included
paintings of the caliber of The Crossing of the Red
Sea (now in the National Gallery of Victoria,
Melbourne) and The Adoration of the Golden Calf
(now in the National Gallery, London), which both
belonged to Sir Jacob Bouverie (as did Guido Reni’s
Rape of Eurgpa—now in the Mahon collection,
London) and were probably kept in London but
taken to Longford Castle in Wiltshire when, in
1761, they were inherited by Bouverie’s son, the
Earl of Radnor.

And although there had been some pictures
attributed to Aelbert Cuyp in British collections
well before 1764 when Lord Bute’s magnificent
River Landscape with Horseman and Peasants was first
recorded (in the form of an engraving), it was this
picture which, according to Benjamin West, inspired
the fashion for him?*7 and it was not long before
most of his finest works had been accumulated by
British collectors (see no. 316). Works by other
Dutch landscape painters were acquired with
equal enthusiasm.

Salvator Rosa was particularly admired and
collected (see nos. 312 and 314). Thirty-five en-
gravings after pictures by him then in England
were published in the 1770s, and it is perhaps
surprising to discover that the most celebrated
works by him in England—works so celebrated
in fact that they alone sufficed to draw attention
to the country houses in which they were to be
seen—were not landscapes but figure paintings:
The Allegory of Fortune (now in the ]. Paul Getty
Museum, Malibu), which hung in the Duke of
Beaufort’s mansion, Badminton in Somerset; and
Belisarius (now in a private collection) which was
said to have been given to Lord Townshend by
Frederick the Great and which was displayed in a
room at Raynham Hall in Norfolk specially dec-
orated for the purpose.

But, of course, the most famous of all masters
whose works were bought by the English in the
eighteenth century was Claude, who made a decisive
and lasting impact on many aspects of British taste,
art, and gardening, and the most splendid group of
his works was that assembled by Thomas Coke
(Lord Leicester) at Holkham, where at least seven
authentic paintings were to be seen in “The Land-
scape Room™ (fig. 3). The collections at Holkham
represent perhaps the most exemplary of all those
to be found in the country houses of Great Britain.
In and around this great Palladian house, designed
partly by the patron himself with the help of Lord
Burlington as well as by William Kent and the

elder Brettingham, a visitor could enjoy all the
pleasures of a liberal education: the antique was
recalled again and again not only in the temples
and other buildings in the grounds and in the great
hall, based on an ancient Roman basilica, but also
in the marble figures and busts (see nos. 232 and
236), some of exceptional importance and some re-
moved from Rome by highly questionable means,
and in a large group of plaster casts after the most
famous ancient sculptures. The Italian Renaissance
was recalled in the form of a copy of Michelangelo’s

celebrated but destroyed cartoon of The Battle of

Cascina. As well as the incomparable Claudes and
other landscapes, there were major pictures by
Rubens and Van Dyck, while modern Italian paint-
ing included not only the inevitable Canalettos,

but history pictures by Giuseppe Chiari, Solimena,
and others (fig. 4). In the library was a superb
group of old master drawings including the famous
Leicester (now Hammer) codex of Leonardo da
Vinci, as well as collections of manuscripts and
early printed books of the very highest repute.
The revolutions and wars which devastated
Europe (but not Great Britain) at the end of the
eighteenth century made a huge difference to the
quality and quantity of works of art to be found in
British houses, but not to their character. Although
it would be ludicrously exaggerated to claim that
the attributions in country house catalogues to
Raphael, Titian, Correggio, and other great painters
which had hitherto been as fanciful as they were
abundant could henceforth be relied on, it is none-

The British as Collectors 53



theless true that supreme masterpieces by these
and others of equal standing could now be seen
in England for the first time since the death of
Charles I—in London, chiefly, where the Duke
of Bridgewater installed his fabulous haul from
the Orleans collection, but also at Attingham in
Shropshire (fig. 5) where Lord Berwick kept (for
a time) Titian’s Rape of Europa (now in the Isabella
Stewart Gardner Museum, Boston); or at Rokeby
Hall in Yorkshire, a house rich in Greek antiqui-
ties, where J.B.S. Morritt hung Velasquez’ Venus
with a Mirror “over my chimney-piece in the
library. It is an admirable light for the painting
and shows it in perfection, whilst by raising the
said backside to a considerable height the ladies
may avert their downcast eyes without difficulty,
and connoisseurs steal a glance with drawing in
the said posteriors as part of the company;”!® or
at William Beckford’s fantastic neo-medieval
Fonthill Abbey in Wiltshire where visitors lucky
enough to be admitted could admire, among
countless treasures of all kinds, Raphael’s Saint
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Catherine and Giovanni Bellini’s Portrait of Doge
Leonardo Loredan. All three pictures are now in the
National Gallery in London.

Pictures of comparable quality continued to be
imported long after peace had returned to Europe.
In one of the last bulk purchases of its kind, the
4th Duke of Northumberland in 1856 acquired the
collection of Vincenzo Camuccini, the artist and
dealer who lived in Rome (see nos. 494 and 495).
This included The Feast of the Gods by Giovanni
Bellini and Titian (now in the National Gallery,
Washington) and other splendid Venetian pictures.
The duke provided a congenial setting for them
by bringing over to England the architect Luigi
Canina and a team of Italian craftsmen to erect
rooms in the style of the Italian Renaissance in his
castle at Alnwick in Northumberland (fig. 6).

But this spectacular gesture looked to the past,
and by then many collectors had self-consciously
rejected such homages to traditional taste and had
seen their roles more in terms of the patronage
of contemporary British art. By the middle of

the century this came to be thought of as typical
of the newly rich middle class which had been
brought into being by the Industrial Revolution,
but many precedents for it were to be found among
the nobility and gentry. Thus Sir John Fleming-
Leicester (later Lord de Tabley) turned to buying
exclusively English pictures (such as the Turner
and John Martin, nos. 520 and §21) in the very
first years of the nineteenth century and divided
them between his London house and Tabley Hall
in Cheshire (fig. 8): the publication of a well-
illustrated catalogue—an increasingly popular
practice—ensured that the collection became
widely known. And, above all, the 3rd Earl of
Egremont (who was one of the purchasers at Lord
de Tabley’s sale) added a large number of works
by living English artists, notably Turner, to the
fine collection of old masters and antiquities
which he had inherited at Petworth in Sussex.
Lord Egremont also patronized sculptors, and his
gallery rivaled the one designed for the Duke of
Bedford at Woburn which also included antique
marbles as well as others by contemporary English
sculptors and, above all, Canova’s famous Three
Graces (no. 480). But by far the most important
sculpture gallery of the nineteenth century was
that created by the 10th Duke of Devonshire at
Chatsworth (fig. 7), in which some of Canova’s
most impressive works were juxtaposed to others
by English and German sculptors working in Rome
(no. 477).

Those collectors who continued to prefer old
masters often moved into the hitherto unexplored
field of early Italian painting. During the 1840s
and 1850s Mr. Davenport Bromley of Grosvenor
Street in London was filling his country house
of Wootton Hall in Derbyshire with important
pictures by (or attributed to) Giotto, Simone
Martini, Orcagna, Botticelli, and other masters of
the early Italian Renaissance as well as a group
of Spanish paintings acquired from Paris’9—
comparable with those acquired by Sir William
Stirling Maxwell for Pollok House and Keir in
Scotland. These pictures were distributed through-
out the various rooms of the house (fig. 9), as was
often the case—to the surprise and delight of many
visitors who expected to find masterpieces segre-
gated in special galleries (at Sir George Beaumont’s
Coleorton in Leicestershire, Constable was “al-
most choaked in this breakfast room. Here hang
4 Claudes, a Cousins [sic] and a Swanevelt”).2°
But ever since the middle of the eighteenth century
galleries had been inserted into a number of houses,



Figure 3

The Landscape Room at Holkbam in Norfolk, hung with
masterpieces by Claude, Gaspar Poussin, and Salvator
Rosa. The pictures were matched by views over an
Arcadian landscape of woods and lakes outside the windows

Figure 4

A hand firescreen from the drawing room at Holkbam,
painted in watercolor with a plan of the picture-
hanging, to belp visitors identify the paintings and their
artists. These “bats” are dated 1853
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Figure 5

The picture gallery at Attingham in Shropshire, designed

by Fobn Nash for the 2nd Lord Berwick in 1807

Figure 6 ‘

The drawing room at Alnwick Castle in Northumberland,
decorated by a team of Italian craftsmen under the
architect Luigi Canina, for the 4th Duke of
Northumberland, and bung with old masters from the
Camuccini collection, which the duke acquired in 1856
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particularly for the display of sculpture: most
successfully at Newby Hall in Yorkshire (page 48,
fig. 10) where, at much the same time that the
Museo Clementino was being planned in Rome,
Robert Adam devised a beautiful set of similar
(small-scale) galleries for the antique figures ac-
quired from Rome by William Weddell. Indeed,
rooms such as these, where the pedestals themselves
were frequently designed by the architect, often
directly influenced the choice of Greek and Roman
sculptures to be smuggled out of Italy or fabricated
there, because the overall balance and proportions
of the galleries as a whole were thought of as being
at least as important as the quality of the pieces
they were designed to hold.

Majolica, small bronzes, Venetian glasses,
weapons, miniatures, and so on, had to some extent
always been accumulated in British country houses,
but it was in the nineteenth century that such
objects began to form an increasingly significant
proportion of what was collected, occasionally
rivaling or surpassing in importance paintings,
sculpture, drawings, and medals. William Beckford,
whose old masters were of supreme quality, was
also a passionate collector of reliquaries, agate

vases, and other curiosities (see no. §13) as had
been Horace Walpole at Strawberry Hill, and—
like a number of other rich Englishmen—he was
able to take advantage of the great sales of the
contents of the royal palaces held in France after
the outbreak of the Revolution: thus out-of-date
but exquisitely made furniture also became part
of the British country house collection. It was
probably the well-published sale in 1855 of Ralph
Bernal’s 4,300 “works of art of every kind and
style except subject pictures of the great schools”
which first drew wide attention to the appeal of
objets d’art,>* and among the many bidders at that
sale were various members of the Rothschild family
with whose great country houses around Aylesbury
(fig. 11) a taste for eighteenth-century French
furniture and objects of virtu came to be particularly
associated (see nos. 489 and s08).

But far more characteristic than the inter-
national taste represented in these houses was the
tendency of nineteenth-century collectors to look
back nostalgically to their own ancestors, whether
real or fabricated. The country house had long
served as a repository for family portraits, and
even its changing architectural styles had usually




paid homage (0 some vanished but evocative past.
Antiquarians (from whom we derive so much of
our information) had delighted to emphasize what-
ever historical associations could be discovered
in the most improbable collections, but now it
was the collections which were built up for the
sake of the associations which they could recall.
Sir Walter Scott’s Abbotsford is the most famous
example of a house designed on these principles,
but all over Great Britain the accumulation of
armor and tapestries and battered furniture testi-
fied to a cult of national traditions. It is tempting,
in the light of hindsight, to read into the for-
mation of such collections a tacit acknowledgment
that the most creative phase of country house
culture was drawing to a close: but if such was
the case, it was certainly not recognized at the
time.

In 1857 a huge exhibition of the Arz Treasures of
the United Kingdom was held in Manchester (fig. 10),
and it revealed to the world—and indeed to the
inhabitants of the United Kingdom itself—just
how fantastically rich British collections then
were. The French critic Théophile Thoré began
his account of the exhibition22 as follows:

Let us imagine that the Louvre had suddenly and
by magic been created yesterday, and that because
of some accident it was to be dispersed tomorrow.
.. . The collection of pictures in Manchester is
about on a level with the Louvre. The Spanish
school, the Northern primitives, the German,
Flemish, and Dutch pictures are even more numerous
and finer. The English school can be seen only
there. Only as regards the great Renaissance Italians
does the Louvre surpass Manchester.

If the Duke of Sutherland had agreed to lend his
Titians even this small reservation could not have
been made.

“All this, collected yesterday, will be dispersed
to-morrow,” continued Thoré. The words sound
poignantly in British ears, for they soon acquired a
meaning quite different from what he had intended.
Dispersals had, of course, long punctuated the ac-
cumulations, and there had been some extraordinary
sales well before the general decline set in. In 1848,
when the contents of Stowe were being dispersed,
The Times wrote portentously:

During the past week the British public has been
admitted to a spectacle of painful interest and gravely
historical import. One of the most splendid abodes

Figure 7

The sculpture gallery ar Chatsworth in Derbyshire,
built by Sir Feffry Wyatville for the 6th Duke of
Devonshire, and filled with works by Canova,
Thorwaldsen, and other neoclassical sculptors

Figure 8

The picture gallery at Tabley House, Cheshire, designed
by Thomas Harrison in 1792 for Sir Jobn Fleming-
Leicester, later Lord de Tabley
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Figure 9

The library at Wootton Hall, Staffordshire, from an
anonymous watercolor of about 1850 (Sir Walter
Bromley-Davenport, Bart., Capesthorne). The

Rev. W alter Davenport Bromley, seen with bis second
wife and son, was one of the pioneer collectors of Italian
primitives

Figure 10

The Art Treasures of the United Kingdom exhibition
held at Manchester in'1857, from a contemporary steel
engraving. A French critic, Theophile Thore, wrote
“The collection of pictures is about on a level with the
Louvre”

Figure 11
The Morning Room at W addesdon Manor,
Buckingbamshire. The collection of Dutch old masters,
eighteenth-century British portraits, Louis Quinze
furniture and Savonnerie carpets perfectly exemplifies
“le gout Rothschild”
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of our almost regal aristocracy has thrown open its
portals to an endless succession of visitors, who from
morning to night have flowed in an uninterrupted
stream from room to room, and floor to floor—not
to enjoy the hospitality of the Lord or to congratulate
him on his countless treasures of art, but to see an
ancient family ruined, their palace marked for de-
struction, and its contents scattered to the four winds
of Heaven. We are only saying what is notorious
and what therefore it is neither a novelty nor a
cruelty to repeat, that the most noble and puissant
prince, His Grace the Duke of Buckingham and
Chandos, is at this moment an absolutely ruined
and destitute man.23

But the contents of Stowe were not of the
greatest importance and the sale was exceptional.
The dispersals of the contents of Hamilton Palace
in 1882 and of Blenheim in 1884 were not only of
vastly greater significance, but were also symp-
tomatic of what was to come, as was immediately
recognized. “The great country houses and town
mansions were looked on as permanent places
of deposit for the ever-accumulating treasures
of successive generations,” wrote John Charles

Robinson (himself a notable collector and creator
of collections) in 1885.24 But now pictures were

leaving the country houses: “a legion of clever
French, German, Dutch, and Italian dealers have
found England the most fruitful hunting-ground
for such treasures. . . . We are, in fact, now yielding
up to other countries the works of Art of which
they were formerly despoiled, almost as rapidly as
we acquired them. . . .”” These words were written
a hundred years ago; and before the intervention
of American dealers.

That British country houses still contain
treasures will be apparent to the reader and, still
more, to those who visit the houses themselves.
That they once contained a very high, not to say
quite disproportionate, fraction of the movable art
and artifacts of Europe has been indicated in this
brief essay. The transfer of paintings and sculptures
from Italian altarpieces or Spanish palaces or Greek
soil to the country houses of Great Britain is one of
the more remarkable episodes in the history of
European taste—and economic relationships. But
it is perhaps only now that we are coming to terms
with the idea that old masters, antique sculpture
and all the other objects amassed by British country
house owners can often be seen and appreciated in
these lived-in surroundings on two levels—both
as individual works of art and as parts of an historic
collection—Dbetter than in the regimented order
of a museum gallery. Quatremere de Quincy, given
a motor car, and free passes from the National
Trust and the Historic Houses Association, might
not be so horrified today as by the anaesthetized
display of some of our public collections.
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The Backward Look
Fobn Cornforth

Figure 1

The Great Hall of Lumley Castle, County Durbam, as
remodeled by Sir Jobn Vanbrugh in the early years of
the eighteenth century, showing the Lumley Horseman
(no. 1) bigh on the wall above the dais

Figure 2

The parish church of Chenies, Buckingbamshire, containing
the tombs and funerary archievements of the Russell
family, Earls and Dukes of Bedford since the sixteenth
century

High up on the wall at the high table end of the
Great Hall at Lumley Castle in County Durham
(fig. 1), there stood until recently the equestrian
figure of Edward III, better known as the Lumley
Horseman (no. 1), like some monument to a con-
dottieri in an Italian Renaissance church. To some
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century antiquarians,
this statue of the king to whom the Lumleys owed
many of their ancient estates and another statue of
Lyulph the Saxon, the traditional founder of the
family and ancestor of the Earls of Scarbrough,
were just strange old fakes, but the choice of the
Lumley Horseman as one of the earliest objects in
this exhibition has a double, even a triple point.

It represents the principal interest of one of the
first great collectors in England, John, Lord Lumley
(1533—1609), who devoted much energy to the
commemoration and preservation of evidence of
his family’s history. But it also introduces the
broader subject of the thread of historical think-
ing, or the backward look, which has been such a
potent force in English life during the past 400 or
500 years. That thread has been encouraged by
landowning families and in turn it has influenced
them: indeed the development of historical think-
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ing and the changes in approach to it over the
centuries are crucial to understanding the overall
balance of patronage and collecting as they are
apparent in country houses.

It is, for instance, no accident that Lord Lumley
was close to the first organized circle of antiquarians
in England, who held regular meetings in the years
after 1585 and formed what counts as the first
learned society in England. That society was a
natural response to the new Renaissance approach
to history, and it was encouraged not only by a new
awareness of national pride and self-consciousness
but also by the political upheavals of the late
fifteenth century, followed by the religious changes
of the 15308 and 1540s. The Dissolution of the
Monasteries led old families to emphasize their
antiquity in the face of competition from more
newly established families, who had benefited from
the dispersal of church lands and who were equally
keen to discover roots.

Much evidence of this resultant new interest in
genealogy and pedigrees is found in the decoration
of Elizabethan and Jacobean houses: in achieve-
ments of arms in carved and painted wood and
plaster, over chimneys, on ceilings, and in stained
glass. In Sir William Fairfax’s Great Chamber at
Gilling Castle in Yorkshire, for instance, the dis-
play of heraldic glass is accompanied by a broad
frieze painted with trees bearing shields, each tree
representing one of the wapentakes into which
Yorkshire was divided and each of the 443 shields
representing a family living there whose arms
were recognized by the heralds in 1584. But
the fascination with heraldry is expressed above
all in monuments in churches, which represent
the most significant field of patronage of sculpture
throughout the period covered here, and that can
only be experienced through exploring the village
churches that so often lie in the shadow of great
country houses (fig. 2). There was also a smaller
circle of people that included the Elizabethan
Archbishop of Canterbury, Matthew Parker, and
William Cecil, the queen’s faithful Secretary, who
were most anxious to preserve what they could
of the historical evidence scattered when the mon-
astic libraries were broken up. Thus the interest
in pedigrees and coats of arms was not just romantic
or academic but was concerned with the realities
of position and power and the determination of
the landed class to prove their rights to their
properties.

The Lumley Horseman and the history he rep-
resents also illustrate the extraordinary tenacity

Figure 3

A page from the Lumley Inventory of 1500 (no. 346),
showing part of the immense family tree which traced the
ancestry of Jobn, Lord Lumley, back through
Charlemagne to Adam

oF

¢ Fitz Alayvne e

Arvimdell

Pia s ;
o= Lo l\ux'{\ of Chiche

c,*"’

The Backward Look 61



Figure 4
Lulworth Castle in Dorset, built in 1608, an example of
the early revival of castle architecrure in England

Figure 5

Nicholas Hilliard, George, 3rd Earl of Cumberland,
miniature onplaying card, c.1590 (National Maritime
Museum, Greemwich). An illustration of the Elizabethan
courtier’s nostalgia for the chivalry of the Middle Ages

Figure 6

Unknown artist, Lady Ann Clifford and Her Family,
1646 (Abbot Hall Art Gallery, Kendal). This buge
triptych, from Appleby Castle in Westmorland, recently
acquired for Abbor Hall with the belp of the National
Heritage Memorial Fund, was commissioned by the 3rd
Earl of Cumberland’s daugbter, and shows ber with
other members of ber family, books and portraits, in a
consciously old-fashioned setting
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of English landed families and their ability to stay
in the saddle and still be in the race despite many
near fatal falls. Lyulph was murdered before 1080;
Sir Ralph de Lumley was attainted for rebelling
against Richard II and died in battle; his brother,
the 2nd Lord Lumley, was killed fighting for
Henry V; the 6th Lord Lumley took part in the
Pilgrimage of Grace, and his son was imprisoned in
the Tower, convicted, and executed. John, Lord
Lumley, who was the latter’s son, had the title
restored in 1547, but he too spent time in the
Tower, and his cousin and heir fought for Charles L.
In the eighteenth century the family fell on hard
times, and there were sales of the family collections
after the deaths of both the 4th and sth Earls of
Scarbrough in 1785 and 1807. So the Horseman
with his battle-axe in hand can also be seen as rep-
resenting the rough and tumble of English history
that lies behind the building of great houses, the
creation of spreading parks, the acquisition of
marbles and pictures, and the ordering of fur-
niture.

Feelings for land and family generally run much
deeper than those for works of art. In Lord Lumley’s

case the passionate concern for what the great Eliza-
bethan antiquarian and herald William Camden
describes as his “veneration for his ancestors” must
have been tied up with the disturbed history of his
time and the tragic history of his own family. Not
only was his father executed, but his first wife was
the sister-in-law of the 4th Duke of Norfolk, who
was attainted and executed in 1§72, and the aunt of
Philip Howard, Earl of Arundel, who was attainted
in 1589 and died in prison six years later (he was
canonized in 1970); and Lord Lumley’s own three
children all died young. So it is hardly surprising
that he thought so much about the commemoration
of his family and the perpetuation of their repu-
tation (fig. 3).

At Lumley the statue of Lyulph was part of a
celebration of the family’s association with their
castle, with shields of arms in the gatehouse,
eighteen more shields flanking the entrance to
the Great Hall, and, within the Great Hall, the
equestrian figure and fourteen portraits of the heads
of all the intervening generations. In the valley, a
few miles from the castle, in the church of Chester-
le-Street, Lord Lumley carried out an even more



curious act of commemoration: by 1594 he had set
up a series of fourteen funerary effigies, which
Camden said “he had either picked out of the
demolished monasteries or made new”. That was
not the only occasion he was concerned with
monuments: in 1592 he repaired the Fitzalan
Chapel at Arundel and set up a remarkable monu-
ment to the 10th, 11th, and 12th Earls of Arundel,
and he also built a funerary chapel for himself at
Cheam in Surrey.

Part of his collection of books and manuscripts
was bought by James I. But a number of his por-
traits, including some probably inherited from
his father-in-law, the last of the medieval line of
FitzAlan Earls of Arundel, were left to his great
nephew, Thomas Howard, Earl of Arundel (1585—
1646), represented here by Mytens’ portrait
(no. 49). Lord Arundel is remembered in Horace
Walpole’s phrase as the “father of virtu in England,”
but is less widely recognized as the protector of
the honor of the Howards. As John Martin Robinson
has written: “Much of Arundel’s own achieve-
ment— the repair and recording of ancient tombs,
the erection of monuments to his relations, the
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commissioning of paintings of his ancestors and
events in family history, his patronage of historical
scholarship was a tribute to and commemoration
of the history of the Howards.” That emerges in
his idea of commissioning Van Dyck to paint a
family group commemorating his appointment in
1640 as Captain General, with representations of
Holbein’s portrait of the 3rd Duke of Norfolk and
the poet Earl of Surrey hanging on the wall behind
him, and also his commissioning the remarkable
posthumous portrait of the Earl of Surrey in an
architectural setting, and Henry Lilly’s Genealogie
of the Princillie Familie of the Howards.

The concerns of Lord Lumley and Lord Arundel
related not only to the world of antiquarians and
heralds, but to the neo-medieval enthusiasm at
the court of Queen Elizabeth that emerged in a
particularly vivid form at the ceremonies associated
with the annual Accession Day tilt. This revival
of chivalry also found expression in portraits
and miniatures, such as that of Lord Herbert of
Cherbury (no. 42), as well as in the Jacobean
masques performed at Court, and in the revival
of castle architecture, as at Bolsover, Lulworth

(fig. 4), and Ruperra.

Heraldry to most people today is a dead language
and genealogy (as opposed to one’s own family
tree) rather a bore. But to Lord Lumley and Lord
Arundel they were both vital subjects, and the
links between antiquarianism, family history,
heraldic painting, portraiture, and funerary monu-
ments were close. King Richard IIT had created the
1st Duke of Norfolk Earl Marshal, ex officio head of
the College of Arms, and responsible for most
of the royal ceremonial outside the walls of the
palaces; and it was the 4th Duke of Norfolk who
was the real founder of the College of Arms as it
is known today. Although the dukedom was in
suspense, Lord Arundel was made Earl Marshal in
1621: in 1633 he appointed the miniature painter
Edward Norgate, Windsor Herald, just as William
Segar, who painted Lord Lumley’s portrait (no. 20)
before 1590, was made Clarenceux King of Arms
in 1597; later in 1638 Arundel made William Dug-
dale, the outstanding antiquarian scholar of the
seventeenth century, a herald.

If the links among such subjects were close in
that period, so were the links between people, and
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it is possible to trace some surprising ones both in
districts and succeeding generations that together
suggest how tight and how extensive was the web
of such interests. One of Lord Lumley’s contem-
poraries was George, 3rd Earl of Cumberland, who
emerges as a figure from the neo-medieval world
in Hilliard’s miniature (fig. 5), and one of whose
suits of armor is in the Metropolitan Museum,
New York. His daughter and heir appears first as
Countess of Dorset in the history of Knole—she
married the 3rd Earl, the subject of one of Larkin’s
finest portraits (no. s4)—and then as Countess of
Pembroke in the history of Wilton, where she gazes
out unhappily from Van Dyck’s great family group.
But she is much more vividly remembered in the
north of England as Lady Anne Clifford who retired
to her estates in the North in 1650 and restored
her castles, maintained her honors, and held court
in a quasi-medieval way, progressing from castle
to castle until she died at a ripe age in 1676. In the
Great Chamber at Appleby Castle in Westmorland
used to hang the huge triptych she commissioned
in 1646 (fig. 6): the central panel shows her parents
as they were in 1589 with her two brothers who
died young, while on the wings she is depicted as a

Figure 7
The north front of Hampton Court, Herefordshire, from
the second volume of Colen Campbell’s Vitruvius
Britannicus, 1717. The bouse was remodeled by
William Talman for Lord Coningsby about 1700

girl of fifteen and as Countess of Pembroke and
Countess of Dorset, with likenesses of her two
husbands and representations of her favorite books,
appropriately including Wotton’s Book of Archi-
tecture.

In seventeenth-century Northamptonshire there
was a strong antiquarian interest among land-
owners. Sir Christopher Hatton (1605—1670), the
patron of Nicholas Stone at Kirby, was “a person
highly affected to Antiquities” and in 1636—1639
he had facsimiles of medieval rolls of arms made at
Kirby under Dugdale’s direction. A mile or so across
the fields at Deene lived Sir Thomas Brudenell,
later 1st Earl of Cardigan, who had similar enthusi-
asms even before the age of twenty-one, when he
compiled his first book; when he was imprisoned
in the Tower of London from 1646 to 1650 he
worked on transcripts of state papers. Within
riding distance of both houses lies Dray ton, which
at that time belonged to the 2nd Earl of Peter-
borough (1623-1697) who returned to England at
the outbreak of Civil War, went over to the king
in 1643, and had to go into exile in 1645 and again
in 1647. During the 1650s he probably began work
with his chaplain on his Succinct Genealogies, a curious
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work of which he printed only twenty-five copies
in 1688. After the Restoration, as part of his model-
ing of Drayton, he commissioned for the Great
Hall portraits of monarchs who had advanced
the Mordaunt family, and for the King’s Dining
Room upstairs, portraits of the first four Lords
Mordaunt painted to go with his own portrait in
armor by Dobson. In the Norfolk Room he set up
overdoors of knights on horseback that A.R. Dufty
has shown are copied from the Livre des Tournois,
a book of ceremonial compiled for René I, Count
of Provence (1409—1480), which exists in six
fifteenth-century manuscripts. The same depiction
of medieval knights in armor carrying banners
can be found in the Palmer pedigree from Dorney
Court (no. 347) presented to Lady Anne Palmer in
1676.

Toward the end of the seventeenth century the
backward look in English houses started to change
character, and the sense of threat that was so strong
in the earlier period died away, to be replaced by a
more amused, less anxious antiquarianism. One
curious figure from this world was Thomas, Lord
Coningsby, whose passion for family history and
the antiquity of his house, Hampton Court near




Hereford, was tied up with a desire to see parallels
between historical and modern situations. As a
young man in 1680 he had voted for the exclusion
of the Duke of York from the throne and later he
became a supporter of William III. Apparently in
the first decade of the new century he gave the
north front of his house “a castle air” (fig. 7)—he
was one of the first people to treat his country
house in that way—and from Kneller he com-
missioned a huge portrait of Henry IV as Duke of
Hereford standing before the walls of Coventry
(fig. 8), which must have been intended to re-
mind visitors that William III was not the first
monarch chosen by Parliament.

About the time that Lord Coningsby was re-
modeling his house, a circle in London was discuss-
ing the founding, or refounding, of a Society of
Antiquaries. The present society was founded in
1717, with Peter le Neve, one of the heralds, as
president, and three people whose work had an
influence that extended far beyond the society into
the world of historical studies and country houses
as leading members: William Stukeley as secretary,
Humphrey Wanley who helped Lord Oxford amass
the famous Harleian Library, and George Vertue.

Vertue was trained as an engraver and made the
first collections for a history of art in England,
producing a number of portraits of English kings,
including King Alfred, that provided the standard
eighteenth-century idea of what those people looked
like.

King Alfred had a particular appeal to a Whig
society, and Rysbrack was asked on several oc-
casions to produce a bust of him. The first seems
to have been for the aptly named Temple of British
Worthies at Stowe about 1734, where his image
was placed in the company of that of Edward, the
Black Prince, Queen Elizabeth, and William III
(fig. 9). The inscription attached to Alfred’s bust
explains exactly why he was held in such high
regard: ““The mildest, justest, most beneficent of
Kings; who drove out the Dares, secured the sees,
protected Learning, established Juries, crushed
Corruption, guarded Liberty and was the founder
of the English Constitution.” At Kedleston the
English and Roman worlds are made to meet in
the lower hall, where the bust of Caesar balances
one of Alfred. The most elaborate monument to
him is the tower at Stourhead built by Henry
Hoare in 1721—1725.

Figure 8

Sir Godfrey Kneller, Henry IV as Duke of Hereford
before the Walls of Coventry, c. 1700 (formerly at
Hampton Court, Hertfordshire). In commissioning the
picture, a Whig like Lord Coningsby would have been
demonstrating that William 111 was not the first king
to be chosen by Parliament

Figure 9

The Temple of the British W orthies at Stowe in
Buckinghamshire, designed by William Kent, c. 1734.
The busts include those of King Alfred, and Edward,
the Black Prince
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Often the concern for the past was turned to
decorative effect, as at Boughton in the time of
John, 2nd Duke of Montagu, father of the Lord
Brudenell who was painted by both Batoni and
Mengs (nos. 173 and 174). The duke married the
daughter of the Great Duke of Marlborough. His
mother-in-law, the formidable Sarah, and some of
his contemporaries were inclined to dismiss him,
but William Stukeley, who got to know him fairly
late in his life, wrote after the duke’s death: “we
had exactly the same taste for old family concerns,
genealogy, pictures, furniture, coats of arms, the
old way of building, gardening, and the like. . . R
He gave the duke a mid-sixteenth-century portrait
of the Wingfield family and designed for his park
at Boughton a fantastic Gothick bridge that was
not carried out. But there is evidence of the duke’s
looking backward at Boughton in the paintings he
commissioned of imaginary ancestors and in the
library where over the chimneypiece is a great
display of the duke’s arms (fig. 10). These look at
first like the twin trees of Montagu and Churchill,
but in fact represent his own descent through
both his father and mother from Edward I, and
relate his own Garter to the history of the Order.
He was also the virtual refounder of the Order of
the Bath, and he owned Writhe’s Garter Book,
which had belonged to his former neighbor, Lord
Peterborough.

Stukeley’s particular interest in the history of

the Druids comes to mind in a house at the opposite
end of Northamptonshire, Canons Ashby. There,
about 1710, a relative of the poet Dryden arranged
the Great Hall with arms and armor in the old
way appreciated by Stukeley and the Duke, and in
the overmantel of the Jacobean Great Chamber
painted armorial panels with the recently uncovered
motto “Antient as the Druids”.

The concern with medieval history used to
emerge in a vivid way at Lyme Park in Cheshire,
which Peter Legh employed Leoni to remodel in a
grand Italianate style but incorporating in the Great
Hall a remarkable statement of the Leghs’ ancestry.
According to William Dugdale the first Peter Legh
carried the Black Prince’s standard at Crécy. Prob-
ably in the early 1730s, this legend became the
theme of the Great Hall, where a white marble
chimneypiece was carved with a great sword and
helmets, and portraits of Edward IIl and the Black
Prince faced each other at either end of the room.
The Black Prince, in fact, aroused a good deal
of interest at that time, and one of the places
where an image of him was placed was the Temple
of British Worthies at Stowe, where he was de-
scribed as “The Terror of Europe, the Delight of
England, who preserved, unaltered, in the Height
of Glory and Fortune, his natural Gentleness and
Modesty.”

Today antiquarian squires are very rare birds.
Almost the last were Wyndham Ketton-Cremer
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(1906—1969) of Felbrigg in Norfolk, the historian
and biographer of Horace Walpole and Thomas
Gray; and his friend Sir Gyles Isham (1903 —1981)
of Lamport in Northamptonshire, who as a young
man was supposed to have been the most hand-
some of all Hamlets and later acted with Greta
Garbo, but is now more widely remembered for
his encouragement of local scholarship in the 1950s
and 1960s. So it is difficult to determine the actual
extent of antiquarian and historical interests among
Georgian landowners and what influence they had
on their houses. Taking the area between Oxford
and Birmingham, in the second and third quarters
of the eighteenth century, for instance, there was
General Dormer at Rousham, Lord Guilford at
Wroxton, Sanderson Miller at Radway, James West
at Alscot, Sir George Lyttelton at Hagley, Lord
Coventry at Croome, and Sir Roger Newdigate at
Arbury.

At Rousham the style of Kent’s additions were
influenced by that of the original house. At Wroxton
Lord Guilford consulted Sanderson Miller over his
alterations, including his rearrangement of the
remarkable seventeenth-century glass in the
chapel. Sanderson Miller, a man of moderate means,
not only gothicized his own house at Radway and
built a tower and ruins on Edgehill to commemorate
Charles’s battle but advised a great many of his
friends and neighbors, designing among other things
the ruins at Hagley. James West retired to Alscot,




which he remodeled in the Gothick style and filled
with such a huge collection of pictures (see no.
208), books, manuscripts, prints, and coins that it
took fifty-five days to disperse in sales after his
death in 1773. But of the Gothicists in the region
the most thorough and imaginative was Sir Roger
Newdigate (no. 329), who succeeded to the baron-
etcy in 1734 at the age of fifteen and worked on
the house from 1750 to 1806. However as with so
many of his contemporaries the English past was
only one of his interests, for he was also concerned
with developments in politics, agriculture, and
industry.

The balance of Sir Roger’s interests makes him
an interesting comparison with William Constable
(1721-1791) of Burton Constable in Yorkshire. A
Catholic and so barred from public life, he devoted
himself to his varied private pursuits, philosophy,
natural sciences, classical arts, and family history,
and as Ivan Hall has shown, the house survives
now as a unique synthesis of an eighteenth-century
mind. In 1747 he inherited Burton Constable
and devoted many years to its remodeling and
extension—all carried out in such a way as to
preserve its original Elizabethan character (fig. 11),
so that it would not be mistaken for the house of
a new family. To that end he set up in the center-
piece of the entrance front the arms and coronet of
his grandfather, the last Viscount Dunbar, who
died in 1717 (fig. 12); and in the Great Hall, which

was given a new ceiling in the Jacobean style, he
placed over the chimneypiece a scagliola achieve-
ment of arms with the thirty-five quarterings of
the Constables. He also formed a new long gallery,
where he kept his library devoted to the arts and
sciences, his portraits of his ancestors (some of
which he enlarged), and of Rousseau, a friend with
whom he regularly corresponded, as well as his
scientific instruments; his collections of fossils,
gems, and medals, and his herbarium. In what he
saw as a “library and Philisophical Room,” family
history and scientific enquiry came together.

The practice of making up sets of imaginary
family portraits was fairly widespread, and they
are to be encountered both at Arundel Castle and
Audley End, where they appear in the Saloon, which
was redecorated in two stages by Sir John Griffin
(see no. 290). First, in the mid-1760s, he had the
room repaneled and a new frieze put up to go with
the original ceiling, and about twenty years later
he commissioned Biagio Rebecca to paint a set of
portraits to be inset in the paneling “to commem-
orate those through whom with gratitude he holds
these possessions.”

Although portraits have survived fairly well in
country houses, nearly all country house libraries
have been pillaged, and the way that they rep-
resented historical thinking is often best gleaned
from old catalogues and also in the design and
decoration of the rooms themselves. The library at

Figure 10

An overmantel in the library ar Boughton House,
Northamptonshire, carved with the family tree of the
2nd Duke of Montagu, c. 1720

Figure 11

Unknown artist, View of Burton Constable,
Yorkshire, c. 1680 (Jobn Chichester-Constable Esg.,
Burton Constable). It records the original Elizabethan
appearance of the bouse before it was altered in the
eighteenth century

Figure 12

The entrance front of Burton Constable, showing
William Constable’s remodeling in the mid-eighteenth
century, remarkably conservative for its date and with
the arms of bis grandfather, the last Viscount Dunbar,
as the centerpiece

Figure 13
The Great Hall at Charlecote in Warwickshire, restored
by George and Mary Elizabeth-Lucy in the 18405
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Figure 14

Peckforron Castle in Cheshire, designed by Anthony Salvin
for the 15t Lord Tollemache in 1844, with the ruins of

~ the medieval Beeston Castle on the hill beyond

Figure 15

The Great Hall at Lytes Cary in Somerset, a fifteenth-
century manor house, restored by Sir Walter Fenner in
1907, and an example of the “backward look™ continuing
into the twentieth century

Figure 16

The view from the terrace of the old castle at Scotney in
Kent. The same romantic approach that inspired Edward
Hussey to build bis new house looking over this view in
the 18305, inspired bis grandson Chriszopber to become
the outstanding bistorian and champion of British country
houses in this century
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Wimpole, although altered later and containing the
books acquired by a later owner, is naturally
associated with the great collection started by
Robert Harley and continued by his son, Edward,
who acquired Wimpole through his marriage and
then added on the room. Both he and his father
were advised by Humphrey Wanley, and when
the whole collection was sold after his death,
the manuscripts were bought as the nucleus of the
British Museum library. That is by no means the
only private library that became important to later
generations of scholars; many of the eighteenth-
century county histories were based on the notes
and collections formed by scholarly landowners in
the previous century. Perhaps that kind of spirit
can be best imagined in the Gothick libraries
of Horace Walpole at Strawberry Hill and Sir
Roger Newdigate at Arbury and represented here
by Devis’ portrait of Sir Roger at his desk (no.
329).

In the second half of the eighteenth century and
the nineteenth century the inspiration of the past
seems to have become less strongly personal and
part of a more general enthusiasm for the pictur-
esque, Romanticism, and the Gothic Revival, and

the ambition of English and American artists to
establish themselves as history painters. And be-
cause the later eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
are generally more familiar, less attention is de-
voted to them here. However, within the general
mood there are many fascinating individual stories:
Beckford’s short-lived but influential house at
Fonthill; the careful arrangement of Cotehele;
Sir Samuel Rush Meyrick’s collection of armor at
Goodrich; George and Mary Elizabeth Lucy’s
restoration of Charlecote (fig. 13), and so on.
A great many houses were remodeled in the Old
English style or transformed into abbeys or castles,
and while some families like the Grosvenors made
extravagant if rather superficial play with their
ancestors, others had an intense historical feeling,
like the 7th Duke of Beaufort, painted by Landseer
in the amor he wore at the Eglinton Tournament.
So did some designers, in particular Willement,
Pugin, whose Gothick library table from Eastnor
Castle is included here (no. §42), and Salvin, who
could re-create a castle at Alnwick for the Duke of
Northumberland, or design a new one at Peckforton
in Cheshire, looking across the valley to the ruins
of a medieval one at Beeston (fig. 14); and, of
course, Burges, who found a near-ideal patron in
the 3rd Marquess of Bute for whom he transformed
Cardiff Castle and designed Castell Coch (no. 565).

The new fascination exercised by Scotland,
largely due to the Prince Regent’s visit to Edin-
burgh and the reopening of the Palace of Holyrood-
house, was stage-managed by Sir Walter Scott.
But this renewed concern with national identity
was another aspect of Romanticism, as is clear
from Raeburn’s portrait of Scott, seen brooding
on a Highland peak (no. s19), and Landseer’s
Death of a Hart in Glen Tilt (no. 535). By this time
the “backward look” had become the spirit of a
whole age, and was no longer the preserve of a
cultured minority.

Rather than dwell on that age here, it may be
better to look briefly at the circle of the “Souls,”
who spanned the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, to see the extent to which the feeling for
the past continued to shape attitudes in Britain
long after the birth of modernism. The Souls were
a brilliant circle of friends in the orbit of A.J. Balfour
and Lord Curzon. They came together in the late
1880s and shared many artistic and literary interests
as well as a particular love of romantic country
houses. So it is right that portraits of two of the
group’s leading women members are included here:
Burne-Jones’ portrait of Alberta, Lady Windsor,



later Countess of Plymouth (no. 556), whose hus-
band owned St. Fagan’s Castle, an old, gabled,
manor house just outside Cardiff (no. §73), and
Poynter’s portrait of Mary, Lady Elcho, later
Countess of Wemyss (no. $59), whose husband’s
family owned Stanway in Gloucestershire, a spread-
ing, mariy-gabled Cotswold building of golden stone
that is in many ways the epitome of the English
manor house. When the Elchos went to live there
in 1883 they chose wallpapers and materials by
William Morris who even printed a paper himself.
It was that kind of spirit that led Lord Curzon to
lease Montacute in Somerset and also to preserve
as ruins Tattershall and Bodiam Castles, both
of which he bequeathed to the National Trust.

The Souls probably encouraged the general en-
thusiasm for old houses at the beginning of the
century, in particular for castles, several of which
were restored and brought back into use as houses,
among them Allington, Saltwood, and Herst-
monceaux. Americans were also infected with the
idea: Lord Astor acquired Hever in Kent (no. 558),
later Randolph Hearst bought St. Donat’s in Wales,
and Gordon Selfridge dreamed of the most fantastic
castle of all, designed for him by Philip Tilden.
To some extent Salvin’s mantle was inherited
by Lutyens as can be seen in his restoration-
cum-remodeling of Lindisfarne Castle on the
Northumberland coast and his design of Castle
Drogo, but the great castle figure of the twentieth
century was really Sir Robert Lorimer, working
mainly in Scotland. .

As well as the craze for castles there was another
for manor houses. By 1930 many houses of medieval
or Tudor origin that had gone downhill, ending
up as farm houses, had acquired new owners, who
not only had a love of building but of gardening
and collecting (fig. 15). That thread too, is rep-
resented here, albeit indirectly, in Robert Peake’s
portrait of Henry, Prince of Wales (no. 56), from
the remarkable collection of historical portraits at
Parham in Sussex (greatly extended by Clive Pearson
as part of his restoration of that house in the 1920s,
1930s, and 1950s). It may also be seen in Rex
Whistler’s painting of Haddon Hall, executed for
the Duke of Rutland in 1933 (no. §75), a larger
version of which hung in the Long Gallery there as
a reminder of the sensitive restoration of that
ancient house by the duke, whose mother had been
a leading member of the Souls.

Rex Whistler’s art epitomizes the romantic
thread in that generation even if he more usually
concentrates on its rediscovery of the eighteenth

century, of Georgian country houses and land-
scapes, conversation pictures and the decorative
arts. Tragically he was killed in the Second World
War, but his enthusiasm did not die. Proof that
it continues is seen in the glass engraving of his
brother, Laurence, including those from Hever
and Castle Howard (nos. §87 and $88). Out of that
inter-war generation’s feeling for the past grew
the concept of country house preservation in Britain
and the development of the National Trust’s
Country Houses Scheme from 1934. Today with
85 houses and $22,722 acres it is difficult to realize
how personal was the inspiration of the Scheme,
and how strong has been the individual commit-
ment of members of committees and staff to that
ideal. Alongside that one must not forget the intense
feeling of owners for their places, in particular in
the hard years after the Second World War. Few
of them are as knowledgeable about heraldry or
genealogy or the other antiquarian subjects that
fascinated some of their forebears, but it is interest-
ing that the Society of Antiquaries still has a
number of members who own great houses.

If T had to single out one figure from recent
times to represent the potency of the historical

thread in the English approach, I would choose
Christopher Hussey (1899—1970), whose whole
philosophical, visual, and practical approach to
life grew out of his grandfather’s creation at Scotney
Castle in Kent in the 1830s (fig. 16). Through
writing about country houses over a period of fifty
years, Christopher Hussey not only made a re-
markable contribution to architectural history
but to the general understanding and appreciation
of the broad sweep of British architecture, garden-
ing, and taste, always trying to work for a synthesis
of past and present and of traditional and modern
design. In his books and articles, as in his conver-
sation, there was always a sense of a twentieth-
century approach developing out of eighteenth-
century ideas and their nineteenth-century ex-
pression, and of the past being a source of inspiration
for the present and the future.
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The Last Hundred Years

British country houses are by no means things of
the past. Recent books on The Last Country Houses
(Clive Aslet, 1982) and The Latest Country Houses
(John Martin Robinson, 1984) show not only that
they continued to be built in the Edwardian period
and between the wars, but that financiers and
industrialists as well as long-established families
are still creating large houses for themselves in a
variety of different styles—from the neo-Georgian
of Sir Thomas Pilkington’s Kings Waldenbury to
the concrete and glass of the Duke of Westminster’s
new Eaton Hall. Nor are these all on a smaller
scale than their eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
predecessors. Sir Edwin Lutyens’ Castle Drogo,
left incomplete at the beginning of the Second
World War is wrought as massively as a Vanbrugh
house, while John Kinross’ Manderston in Berwick-
shire, begun in 1901, is considerably larger than
the Adam mansions that inspired it, with its
spreading domestic offices and home farm.

At the same time a number of circumstances
have combined to threaten the older country houses
and their historic collections in the last hundred
years. In the Indian summer of British high society
before the First World War, so powerfully evoked
in the Edwardian conversation pieces of Lavery
and in the portraits of Sargent, Laszlo, and McEvoy,
it seemed on the surface as if nothing could disturb
the peaceful harmony of an established order. But
already the great agricultural depression, which
lasted from 1873 to 1896, the result of Free Trade
and the opening up of the American Middle West,
had begun to erode the estates on which the
country houses depended. The introduction of
death duties (a tax on capital payable by the heir)
under the Liberal government in 1894 was also an
ominous sign, even if it began at between one and
eight per cent only, and was supposedly a temporary
measure. The depression had a profound effect on
the landowners’ ability to maintain their collections
intact even more than their estates. The philistinism
encouraged by Edward VII’s so-called “Marl-
borough House Set,” in marked contrast with the
cultured circle known as the “Souls,” meant that
many owners considered it in bad taste to talk
about, even to know about, their possessions, and
in these circumstances they were more likely to
part with works of art than to sell land. A particular
impetus to such dispersals was created by legislation
culminating in the Settled Land Acts of 1882 and
1884, which allowed the Court of Chancery to
authorize the sale of heirlooms by trustees, how-
ever strictly a will might have insisted on their
preservation by the family.



These acts opened the way to a series of great
sales: the famous Sunderland Library and many
old masters from Blenheim in 1881—1883; the con-
tents of Hamilton Palace in 1882-1883, largely
consisting of treasures inherited from William
Beckford’s Fonthill; the majority of Sir Andrew
Fountaine’s collections from Narford in 1902; and
many others (fig. 1). This, too, was the heyday of
art dealers like Joseph Duveen, who was almost
single-handedly responsible for the sale of whole
series of late eighteenth-century British portraits
to America. Even by today’s standards, these full-
length Gainsboroughs and Reynolds, Romneys and
Raeburns, which grace the damask-hung walls of
the Frick and Huntington Collections and a score
of other museums, fetched enormous prices: in
many instances enough to allow the owner to
struggle on without further sales for a number
of years. Nor did these pictures always leave the
country. A notable collection was formed by Baron
Ferdinand de Rothschild at Waddesdon to com-
plement his magnificent French furniture, very
much in line with American taste at this period;
just as, between the wars, the Hon. Clive Pearson
extended an impressive array of sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century portraits as part of his res-
toration of Parham Park in Sussex.

The First World War was, however, an infinitely
harder blow than anything that had gone before.
Not only was a whole generation of heirs almost
entirely lost on the battlefields of Flanders and the

beaches of Gallipoli, often leaving houses and estates
to daughters or distant cousins, but many families
suffered double or treble death duties as successive
sons were killed. Far from exempting the war-
dead (as happened in the Second World War) Lloyd
George’s administration only increased the burdens,
his “People’s Budget” of 1909 raising the rate by
thirty per cent on estates over £5,000. In the few
years between 1918 and 1921 between six and eight
million acres changed hands in England according
to the historian F.M.L. Thompson’s English Landed
Society (1963). A transfer on this scale and in such a
short space of time had probably not been equaled
since the Norman Conquest. At the same time the
labor force vital for the running of a great house
was drying up: not only did the factory bench and
the office desk offer far greater material rewards,
but household service came to be considered de-
meaning as Ramsay Macdonald’s socialist party
increased in strength, finally assuming power in
1924. Henry Green’s novel Loving (1945), based
partly on Petworth, gives a haunting picture of life
“below stairs” with the cavernous servants’ quarters
now occupied only by a butler, a housekeeper, and
the two maids, who are caught waltzing together
to a wind-up gramophone in the deserted rococo
splendor of the White and Gold Room.

The rate of demolition of country houses accel-
erated sharply after the First World War. Of some
1,116 country houses in Britain destroyed between
1875 and 1975 (perhaps a quarter of the total

;
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Figure 1

A poster for the 28-day auction of the contents of Stowe
in Buckinghamshire in 1922, only one of many sales and
dispersals that rook place between the First and Second
World Wars; the house is now a public school

Figures 2 /& 3

Halnaby Hall in Yorkshire, the family home of Byron’s
ill-fated wife, Anne Isabella Milbanke, before and
during demolition in 1952
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number), 63 were lost before 1918, an estimated
458 between 1918 and 1945, and 595 after 1945
(figs. 2 and 3). The many period rooms from British
houses now in America—the Hamilton Palace and
Woodcote Park rooms in the Boston Museum of
Fine Arts; the dining room from Kirtlington at the
Metropolitan Museum, New York; the drawing
room from Sutton Scarsdale at Philadelphia—are
poignant reminders of a disintegration that seemed
as if it might be as far-reaching and as final as the
rape of the French chateaux during the Revolution.
During the Second World War virtually every major
country house was requisitioned by the govern-
ment (fig. 4). A fortunate few like Boughton were
used to store great works of art from national col-
lections but most were put to very rough use by
the armed forces. No maintenance was carried out;
army boots pockmarked the floors; in the worst
cases paneling and staircase balustrades were sawn
up as firewood during the winter. Minimal com-
pensation was made available when the owners
returned—enough perhaps to paint the windows

(if paint was available) or repair the roof over a
wing. Not surprisingly many families felt it im-
possible to continue. Houses were sold for insti-
tutional use—to schools and hospitals—or put
into the hands of the wreckers. The second great
wave of destruction was soon under way, reaching
a peak of seventy-five—or one every five days in
1955. The scene is well evoked in D.H. Lawrence’s
Lady Chatterley’s Lover, “Now they are pulling down
the stately homes, the Georgian halls are going.
Fritchley, a perfect old Georgian mansion was even
now, as Connie passed in the car, being demolished.
It was in perfect repair; till the war the Wetherleys
always lived in style there. But now it was too big,
too expensive, and the country was becoming too
uncongenial.” Evelyn Waugh’s Brideshead Revisited
was a still more poignant lament for the passing of
an age, finding an echo in John Piper’s pictures of
bomb-shattered buildings under lowering skies.
But as Waugh put it in the second edition of Brides-
head, published in 1960: “It was impossible to fore-
see in the spring of 1944 the present cult of the
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English country house. It seemed then that the
ancestral seats which were our chief national artistic
achievement were doomed to decay and spoliation
like the monasteries in the sixteenth century. So I
piled it on rather, with passionate sincerity. Brides-
head today would be open to trippers, its treasures
rearranged by expert hands and the fabric better
maintained than it was by Lord Marchmain.”
Such optimism, prompted by the economic
recovery of the 1950s and 1960s and the increase
in tourism, may not have been wholly justified,
for many more houses were still to be demolished,
and many more battles still to be fought for a tax
system that would not penalize the owners of
historic collections. But the seeds of a revival had
been sown even before the war. Under the influence
of William Morris and John Ruskin, medieval
and early Tudor architecture had alone been ap-
preciated before 1914. But a new interest in the
eighteenth century was stimulated by Geoffrey
Scott’s Architecture of Humanism, which appeared
in 1914, and by Sacheverell Sitwell’s writings, par-
ticularly British Architects and Craftsmen of 1045.
This in turn led to the nostalgic view of the country
house found in Rex Whistler’s work (no. §75); the
founding of the Georgian Group in 1936, the first
preservation society to fight for eighteenth-century
buildings; and the pioneering researches of archi-
tectural historians like John Summerson and
Christopher Hussey. Queen Mary’s passion for
country houses, a symptom of this revival, resulted
in a series of royal progresses between the wars
that it is tempting to compare with those of Queen
Elizabeth I. It also led to the commissioning of the
famous Queen’s Doll’s House, now at Windsor
Castle, designed for her by Sir Edwin Lutyens, and
with pictures, furniture, and other objers made by
all the leading artists and craftsmen of the day. On
a less exalted level, Osbert Lancaster’s Pillar to Post
and Home Sweet Home, P.G. Wodehouse’s portrayal
of Lord Emsworth’s Blandings Castle and Noel
Coward’s popular song “The Stately Homes of
England,” expressed a warm affection on the part of
a wide public for a way of life that seemed doomed.
By far the most important development, how-
ever, was the birth of the National Trust’s Country
Houses Scheme. Founded as early as 1895 by fol-
lowers of Ruskin and Morris particularly concerned
with the fate of the Lake District, the Trust had
until this time been more concerned with the
preservation of landscape, and had acquired only
a few small medieval or Tudor buildings like the
fourteenth-century Clergy House at Alfriston



purchased for £10 in 1896. It was Philip Kerr,
r1th Marquess of Lothian, a politician of radical
views, who first urged the Trust to play a wider
role in an important speech made at the annual
meeting in 1934, outlining the perils that then
confronted country houses and their collections.
After long negotiations, a second National Trust Act
was passed in 1937 allowing the Trust to hold land
and investments to provide for the upkeep of its
properties, partly on the model of the Massachusetts
Reservations. Thus for the first time an owner
could transfer a house to the Trust with its contents
and a suitable endowment, often in the form of
land, while he and his heirs could continue to live
in it subject to certain conditions, which included
opening to the public. The first great house and
collection to come to the Trust in this way was
Blickling Hall in Norfolk (fig. 5); bequeathed by
Lord Lothian himself, who died while serving as
ambassador to Washington in 1941. By the end of
the war, the Trust had received Wallington and
Cliveden, Polesden Lacey, West Wycombe and
Lacock Abbey, while a number of others, including
Knole, were to follow. Another very important
development came in 1953 when the present Duke
of Devonshire, faced with gigantic death duties on
the premature death of his father three years
earlier, offered Hardwick Hall with all its contents
and supporting farmland to the government in
lieu of death duties, to be transferred to the Trust.
This “in lieu” principle was further extended at
Petworth in 1963, when the late Lord Egremont
gave most of the pictures, including the outstanding
Van Dycks and Turners, in lieu of death duties for
transfer to the National Trust, which already
owned the house.

The National Trust today owns 132 major
houses, and the National Trust for Scotland a
further 20, regularly open to the public, of which
110 contain historic collections. The achievement
is one of the great success stories of modern times,
for most if not all of these houses would otherwise
have been sold, abandoned or even destroyed and
their collections dispersed. The concern of both
organizations has been to keep families living in
their old homes and not to allow them to become
simply museums, but this has not always been
possible to achieve. Some have preferred to move
to smaller houses; others have left no direct heirs
willing to carry on the connection. But a more
serious limit to the Trusts’ activities in recent
years has been the ever-increasing size of the en-
dowments they need to raise, in order to maintain

houses ““in perpetuity,” the vital phrase embodied
in their charters, an obligation that justifies their
privileges and tax exemptions granted by Parlia-
ment. Many properties in the early days were
taken on without sufficient endowment, and these
are only self-supporting now through good manage-
ment, with additional help from the government’s
Historic Buildings Council, or by drawing on the
central funds raised by commercial enterprise and
by the annual subscriptions of almost one and a
quarter million members (1,194,000 belonging to
the English National Trust and a further 130,000
to the Scottish), helped by the Royal Oak Foun-
dation, the English National Trust’s fund-raising
organization in America.

Inflation, and the immensely increased cost of
skilled labor in the last ten or fifteen years, has
meant a widening gap between what the Trusts
need to ask an owner as endowment and what he
can reasonably be expected to raise. Anxious about
their growing size and vast responsibilities, the
Trusts also have to regard themselves more and
more as an ultimate safety net, a last resort if other
solutions fail. In this context, the setting up of the
new National Heritage Memorial Fund has helped
to give them a new, more positive role—able to
save houses in a desperate plight rather than simply
accept what is offered them by a rich owner.

Government aid for country houses has its origins
long ago in the crisis years immediately following
the Second World War. In 1948 a committee was
set up under Sir Ernest Gowers, whose report,
published in 1950, stressed the urgency of the situ-
ation:

. our concern is to see how we can best save
something of a great national heritage, an embodi-
ment of our history and traditions, a monument to
the creative genius of our ancestors and the graceful
serenity of their civilisation.

Too many of Gowers’ recommendations went
unheeded but there was one positive outcome:
the establishment in 1953 of the three Historic
Buildings Councils for England, Scotland and
Wales. Substantial grants became available for
repairs. Castle Howard was offered £87,707 in
1958, Wardour Castle £60,000 in 1959, and very
large sums (up to fifty per cent of the total required
in the case of private owners, and sometimes more
to charities like the National Trust) have been
distributed by the Councils over the last thirty
years, the principle being to stimulate a healthy
partnership between private and public money
and enterprise.

Figure 4

Edward Halliday, Chatsworth in Wartime, 1939
("The Trustees of the Chatsworth Settlement). The state
rooms are shown in use as dormitories for a girl’s school,
which occupied the house during the war years. Unlike
the Devonshires, many families were disinclined to move
back into their country houses in the 19505

Figure 5

Blickling Hall in Norfolk, the first great house to be
acquired by the National Trust, was bequeathed by the
11th Marquess of Lothian, who died in 1940 while
ambassador in W ashington. Lord Lothian had himself
been one of the instigators of the Trust’s Country Houses
Scheme
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Figure 6

Leeds Castle in Kent. The foundation set up by the late
Lady Baillie for the upkeep of Leeds has been the model
for other private charitable trusts

Figure 7

Canons Ashby in Northamptonshire, the home of the
Dryden family since the sixteenth century. The first
major grant given by the National Heritage Memorial
Fund after its creation in 1980 enabled the National
Trust to restore and endow this romantic manor house,
which was in a perilous state of decay

Figure 8

Thirlestane Castle, Berwickshire. The first house owned
by a private charitable trust to receive a substantial
grant for endowment from the National Heritage
Memorial Fund
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Out of the Second World War came another
important source of succor for the country house.
This was the National Land Fund set up in the
budget of 1946 as a war memorial “to the memory
of our dead and the use of the living for ever,”
with a capital sum of £50 million from the sale of
surplus war stores. The Chancellor of the Exchequer,
Dr. Hugh Dalton, explained ten years later that
the Fund had been set up partly out of anguish at
the prospect of the great estates breaking up: “It
appeared to me desirable and appropriate . . . to
set aside money so that, by various means, the
beauty of England, the famous historical houses,
the wonderful stretches of still unspoiled open
country, might be preserved in the future, and
increasingly become part of the heritage of us all.”

During the 1950s and 1960s the Fund was used
to reimburse the Treasury for tax foregone and
thus allow a succession of great country houses to be
accepted in payment of death duties and given to the
National Trust— these included Penrhyn (1951),
Ickworth (1956), Saltram (1957), Shugborough
(1966), and Sudbury (1969). But by 1970 a stale-
mate had been reached. The National Trust felt it
had over-stretched itself by accepting houses with-
out sufficient endowments and the Treasury was
steadfast in its refusal to use the Land Fund for this
purpose. The crisis was first manifest over Heven-
ingham Hall in Suffolk, a house hit by the new
capital gains tax levied every fifteen years on a
discretionary trust. In the absence of a suitable

purchaser who would keep the collection intact,
the government finally acquired the house, but the
civil servants involved were extremely aggrieved
at having to take on this burden, no attempt was
made to raise a proper endowment, and it had
finally to be sold to a private buyer in 1981.

The economic recession of the 1970s brought a
deepening of the crisis, with the new Labour govern-
ment threatening to introduce a swingeing Capital
Transfer Tax and Wealth Tax in 1974. The debate
in the House of Lords on 26 June 1974 on the
future of historic houses not only highlighted the
dangers for the great houses but also the concern
of owners to share their houses with the public
and maintain them as heirlooms in trust for the
nation at large. Lord Clark pointed out that “a
wealth tax on the contents of English country
houses, large and small, would in a very short time
lead to their extinction,” while Lord Montagu of
Beaulieu was convinced “that these houses, built
in the past, perhaps for the pleasure of a few, should
now be available for the pleasure and education of
the many. We belong to our possessions rather
than our possessions belong to us. To us they are
not wealth, but heirlooms over which we have a
sacred trust.” No less important was the emphasis
on the need to keep house, contents, garden and
estate intact, at a time when only heirlooms could
be exempted from death duties. The point was
well put by Viscount Davidson: “it is the whole
entity of the house and grounds which support




it—whether these are gardens, parkland or farm-
land, or a combination of all three—which matters,
it is the entity of the whole estate which has grown
up and been developed over the years, over the
generations, which needs to be preserved.”

The autumn of 1974 provided a double focus
for concern with the publication of John Cornforth’s
Country Houses in Britain: Can They be Saved? and the
major exhibition on The Destruction of the Country
House held at the Victoria and Albert Museum.
This was a hard-hitting show documenting in
detail for the first time the 1,200 houses already
lost. But it also struck an emotional chord. “We
take them for granted,” Roy Strong wrote in
his foreword to the exhibition, “like our parish
churches, the country houses seem always to have
been there, since time immemorial part of the fabric
of our heritage. We glimpse the park gates as we
hurtle down a road, or we sense, behind some
grey, mouldering stone wall, the magic of a land-
scape planting. . . . Alerted, we strain our eyes for
a brief, fleeting glimpse of some noble pile floating
in the distance. . . . The ravished eye stirs the
heart to emotion, for in a sense the historic houses
of this country belong to everybody, or at least
everybody who cares about this country and its
traditions.” For some, the great hall of destruction
with its rollcall of lost houses recited in funereal
tones by John Harris, like the names of the fallen
on a war memorial, was too much—*“I could not
bear to remain more than one minute,” wrote
a property developer who himself lived in and
restored one of the most beautiful seventeenth-
century houses in England.

The exhibition also provided an opportunity to
show how the great houses of England stood in the
national psyche. “To my further great benefit,”

John Ruskin wrote, “I thus saw nearly all the noble-

men’s houses in England in reverent, healthy de-
light of uncovetous admiration—perceiving, as
soon as I could perceive any political truth at all,
that it was much happier to live in a small house,
and have Warwick Castle to be astonished at, than
to live in Warwick Castle and have nothing to be
astonished at.” H.G. Wells expressed parallel senti-
ments, “it is one of my firmest convictions that
modern civilisation was begotten and nursed in
the household of the prosperous, relatively inde-
pedent people, the minor nobility, the gentry,
and the large bourgeoisie which became visibly
important in the landscape of the sixteenth cen-
tury, introducing a new architectural element in
the towns, and spreading as country houses and

chateaux and villas over the continually more
orderly countryside. Within these households,
behind their screen of deer park and park walls
and sheltered service, men could talk, think and
write at their leisure.”

Public feeling, stirred by the exhibition, was
shown by the one and a half million signatures on
a petition organized by the Historic Houses Associ-
ation, claiming to be the largest ever presented to
Parliament. Special provisions were subsequently
written into the Capital Transfer Tax bill granting
exemption to owners in return for a minimum of
60 days public access, and since then virtually all
the great houses have opened their doors to visitors.
The 1975 Act also encouraged the setting up of
private charitable trusts, the most famous of these
being Lady Baillie’s at Leeds Castle (fig. 6), follow-
ing the model of that at Ditchley, founded for the
furtherance of Anglo-American relations. Since
then, others including Burghley, Chatsworth,
Grimsthorpe and smaller houses like Lamport
have followed suit, though many owners feel
that private charitable trusts need to be given far
greater concessions and more flexibility before
they become attractive propositions.

Despite these healthy signs, the battle over
Mentmore proved that the government was still
badly equipped to deal with houses and collections
in danger. This splendid Rothschild house in
Buckinghamshire designed by Paxton and with
an outstanding collection of French furniture and
pictures was offered to the nation by Lord Rosebery
for the very reasonable sum of £2 million, but long
delays, and the Treasury’s reluctance to use the
Land Fund, led to the sale of the contents in 1977.
The public outery over Mentmore resulted in firm
recommendations that the Land Fund be freed from
Treasury control, and this was achieved two years
later when the National Heritage Memorial Fund
was set up under the chairmanship of Lord Charteris
of Amisfield. Quoting Sir Francis Drake, Lord
Charteris wrote in the Fund’s first annual report
“the ‘great matter’ of the heritage will never be
finally saved. We look forward instead to a voyage
of mercy with many ports of call.” The birth of
this wholly independent body—the first capital
fund of its kind, whose trustees are free to make
their own investments, to roll over interest from
year to year, and to spend capital—was a land-
mark in international preservation. Naturally, the
support of country houses is only one part of the
Heritage Fund’s activities, and these have ranged
in the last five years from preserving rare breeds of

bats to the salvage of Henry VIII’s great warship
the Mary Rose. But historic buildings with their
contents and countryside around them have re-
ceived a very large proportion of its grants.

The first to benefit was Canons Ashby (fig. 7),
a Northamptonshire manor house hardly touched
since the early eighteenth century, but in an ad-
vanced state of decay. The Fund’s grant of a million
pounds for its endowment and another half million
for its repair enabled the National Trust to take
the house over from the Dryden family in 1981,
while still larger sums were later received by the
Trust for Belton in Lincolnshire (where the house
and contents were about to be sold up), and by
the Scottish National Trust for Fyvie Castle in
Aberdeenshire with its collections (see no. 176).
The Fund has also been able to help provide en-
dowments for private charitable trusts like that at
Thirlestane Castle, Berwickshire (fig. 8), and to
save outstanding works of art in historic collections,
such as the Bellotto at Powis Castle (no. 193), or
the fifteenth-century Flemish triptych in the chapel
at Oxburgh.

Recently, the Fund has received a supplementary
£s million from the government to help with the
repair and endowment of Calke Abbey in Derby-
shire (fig. 9). This wonderfully untouched and
atmospheric house was primarily important not
for its art collections but as a document of social
history, complete with its kitchens and laundries,
stables, and riding school, joiner’s and blacksmith’s
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Figure 9

The drawing room at Calke Abbey, Derbyshire, bardly
touched since the 1860s. After a bard-fought campaign,
this atmospheric house bas recently been rescued by the
National Trust, with the support of the National Heritage
Memorial Fund
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shops, church and park—a quintessence of all that
is magical about English country house life. The
future of Calke seemed hopeless when its new
owner, Mr. Henry Harpur-Crewe faced a tax
liability of eighty per cent (over £8 million), but
its rescue and transfer to the National Trust has
been one of the most important successes of recent
years. The state bed, apparently kept in packing
cases since the eighteenth century and shown here
for the first time (no. 37s), together with the
manuscript of Haydn’s march written for Sir Henry
Harpur (no. 357), are among the most spectacular
of the treasures that are gradually being revealed,
piled in attics, or hidden in long-forgotten drawers
—fully justifying the hard-fought campaign to
keep Calke intact, which still continues in the
form of a public appeal.

There will undoubtedly be further challenges
for the Heritage Fund to face shortly. A sum of
£25 million has already been earmarked for the
acquisition of Chippendale’s famous furniture at
Nostell Priory enabling Lord St. Oswald to meet
crippling capital taxes, for the contents of Weston
Park to be vested in a private charitable trust, and
for Kedleston in Derbyshire. But the future of

Kedleston, one of the very finest houses in England,
is a long-standing problem, made worse by a
complicated family trust, and it is still difficult to
see how the present Lord Scarsdale’s wish to
present it to the nation can be achieved with the
resources available. A heavy question mark likewise
hangs over the future of Brodsworth in Yorkshire,
with arguably the finest Victorian interior in
England in the Italian classical style. On the other
side of the coin, the National Trust continues to
receive generously endowed properties such as
Wimpole, Basildon, and most recently Kingston
Lacy, with one of the finest private picture col-
lections in England, and Ightham Mote. As well as
grants from the Heritage Fund, the Trust has also
received valuable help from the National Art-
Collections Fund and Government grants-in-aid
administered by the Victoria and Albert Museum,
to acquire works of art that might otherwise be
sold, or even to buy back items that left a collection
many years before. .

A still more important precedent has been the
acceptance of certain outstanding items in private
houses in lieu of tax. Thus the famous Mytens
portraits of the Earl and Countess of Arundel
(nos. 49 and 50) are now owned by the National
Portrait Gallery but kept where they have been
for many years in the drawing room at Arundel
Castle; and the Van Dyck Betrayal of Christ (no. 264)
will remain the centerpiece of the picture gallery
at Corsham, though belonging to the Bristol City
Art Gallery. It is of the greatest importance that
this principle should be extended, and in particular
that it should be accepted by the National Gallery
in London.

In general, the situation in 1985 is still worry-
ing, not least for country houses that have already
lost their collections. Alternative uses, such as
schools and hospitals, have rarely been successful
in the long term—with the exception of Stowe,
where valiant attempts are being made by the
school to restore the landscape and temples to
their former glory. On the other hand, residential
use in smaller units has become more popular, and
particularly successful conversions have been
carried out by Kit Martin at Dingley, Hasells,
Cullen and Gunton, and by Christopher Buxton
at Charlton Park and Compton Verney. Building
Preservation Trusts have been set up to save sev-
eral houses in extremis, most notably Barlaston in
Staffordshire, a masterly Palladian villa designed
by Sir Robert Taylor (figs. 10 and 11). Derelict,
vandalized and undermined by the extraction of



coal, this most beautiful of Palladian villas ap-
peared beyond reprieve when a final campaign was
launched by the action group SAVE, a recent but
valuable addition to the established amenity
societies like the Georgian Group and the Vic-
torian Society. In 1981 the Wedgwood company
sold Barlaston to SAVE for £1, and with grants
from various sources the house is now restored
and will be open to the public during 1986. The
rescue of Barlaston proves that literally no build-
ing can be called unsaveable—or ““at the end of its
useful life” as developers like to put it.

There are grounds for optimism in many other
restoration programs, and in the new interest in
conservation, which explains the success of the
National Trust’s recently published Manual of
Housekeeping. At Hatfield, not only have the gardens
been restored and replanted on the most ambitious
scale, but Lady Salisbury’s textile conservation
workshop, following the example of that at Knole,
has involved local volunteers in an immensely
worthwhile cause.

British country houses are now used for an enor-
mous range of activities, yet without destroying
their lived-in atmosphere and without becoming
inerely institutions. Fine art courses are held at
Burghley; Parnham in Dorset is the center of John
Makepeace’s successful furniture-making workshop
and school for craftsmen; Brocket Park, Castle
Ashby and Chicheley are conference centers;
Ciiveden has been leased by the National Trust as

a luxury hotel; Warwick Castle has been acquired
by Madame Tussaud’s and is run as a major
tourist attraction in great style; Syon has a famous
garden center and Glyndebourne a famous opera
house. Concerts and recitals, particularly performed
on authentic instruments, are regularly held in
many country houses, and the pioneers in this
field were Lady Verney at Claydon and Lady
Aberdeen at Haddo. Special collections of interest
abound: Lacock Abbey has an exhibition on Fox-
Talbot and the invention of photography; Picton
Castle has a Graham Sutherland Gallery, with an
important collection bequeathed by the artist;
Claverton is the home of the American Museum in
Britain; Castle Howard has a costume museum;
Woburn and Longleat safari parks; Beaulieu a
motor museum and Knebworth an Anglo-Indian
exhibition.

Without any doubt, British country houses now
give more pleasure to more people than at any
time in their previous history. As centers of com-
munity life once again, inspiring an intense pride
in the vast majority of the population, they give
cause for a confident approach to the future, despite
the formidable economic problems that still remain
to be solved. As they continue to attract visitors
from overseas in increasing numbers, it is also to
be hoped that the civilizing role they have played
in our national life over the last five hundred
years, may be extended in the next five hundred
to a still wider international audience.

Figures 10 & 11

Barlaston Hall in Staffordshire, designed by Sir Robert
Taylor, 1756—1758, the main front, before and after its
recent restoration by Save Britain’s Heritage. Save
acquired the building for £1 in 1981, and have kept it
[from what seemed like certain demolition
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NOTE TO THE READER

Dimensions are given in centimeters, with inches
in parentheses, height before width before depth.
The provenance for an object is given only where
this is not obvious from the text, or where it has
not always been in the same family collection.
Abbreviations and short references are fully
explained in the Bibliography and Exhibitions
listing.—Unless a reference is provided in the
text, sources for all quotations will be found in
the literature immediately following the entry.
New Style dates have been employed throughout,
even before 1752 when the Gregorian calendar
was first adopted in England and the American
colonies.

Books: Books have been measured closed.
Metalwork: Gold- and silversmiths’ birth and death
dates are included when known. Often, however,
only the date when a smith entered a mark in

the Registers at Goldsmiths’ Hall in the City of
London, or on arrival in Britain, is known. This
was the point when most goldsmiths were “made
free” of the Goldsmiths’ Company. Where
partnerships occur, dates given are those of the
duration of the partnership.

Sevres: French descriptive titles, for example, vase
a potpourri, are given in parentheses following the
English translation. However, a title may be only
one among a number of variations found in the
factory records. The latter are also the source for
the “active” dates of craftsmen, and the reader
should note that these craftsmen may have been
active elsewhere, either before or after the dates
when they worked at Sevres.
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A NOTE ON THE USE OF HEREDITARY TITLES

The basic titles in the British peerage—excluding
those of the Royal Family—are, in order of rank,
those of “Duke,” “Marquess” (or “Marquis”),
“Earl,” “Viscount,” and “Baron” (or “Lord”),
which were awarded by the king in return for
services rendered either to himself personally or
to the public cause, and which descended from
father to eldest son. In a few cases, notably in
Scotland, titles can—Tlike the Crown—pass
through the female line. “Life-peerages™ were
only invented in 1958, and these cannot be
inherited.

English peers above the rank of baron have in
addition to their principal title subsidiary ones,
usually those that had been conferred on their
ancestors. For instance, the Duke of Devonshire
is also Marquess of Hartington and Earl of
Burlington. According to a longstanding usage
one of these titles is usually taken as a “courtesy’
title by the peer’s eldest son in turn. In the case
of the Cavendish family the duke’s eldest son has
the title of Marquess of Hartington (though this
is purely a name and does not entitle him to a
seat in the House of Lords); and according to the
same usage, his eldest son has the title of Earl of
Burlington.

The younger sons and daughters of dukes and
marquesses are referred to as “Lord” or “Lady,”
followed by the given name and family name.
When a daughter marries, however, she continues
to use the title “Lady” but adds her husband’s
surname (unless he is a peer, in which case she
takes his title). For instance, when Lady Elizabeth
Hervey, daughter of the Earl of Bristol, married
Mr. John Foster, she became Lady Elizabeth
Foster, but when later she married the sth Duke
of Devonshire she became simply “Duchess of
Devonshire.” The title ““The Honourable,”
followed by given name and family name, is used
by the children of viscounts and barons and by
the sons of earls (although the daughters of earls
have the title of “Lady”).

In ordinary parlance all peers—except
dukes—and their wives and the bearers of
courtesy titles are referred to as “Lord” or
“Lady,” not by their title of Marquess, Earl,
Viscount, or Baron. In formal language, however,
each rank has a specific qualification: a duke is
“His Grace,” a marquess ‘‘the Most Honourable,”
and other peers, by courtesy, “the Right
Honourable.”

bl

Below the peerage comes “Baronet,” a title
created by James I, which carries the prefix “Sir”
and is hereditary; and “Knight,” which carries
the same prefix but is not hereditary. The wives
of baronets and knights bear the title “Lady”
followed immediately by the family name, but
without the given name: thus Sir Christopher
and Lady Sykes.

The titles of most peers were derived from
their estates or the county in which their biggest
estates were to be found, but in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries it was the practice that if a
title became “vacant”—either because the holder
had no heir, or because he was attainted and his
titles were confiscated—the title would normally
be allotted to any new candidate for a peerage.
Thus it happened that when Baron Cavendish
was made an earl he was given the earldom of
Devonshire, which had fallen “vacant,” although
in fact he had no connection with the county of
Devon. In certain cases, relatively rare before the
twentieth century, newly created peers kept their
family names in their titles, as, for instance, Earl
Spencer and Earl Granville.

[This note is based on one written for the
catalogue that accompanied Treasures of Chatsworth:
The Devonshire Inberitance, an exhibition organized,
and circulated in 19781979 by the International
Exhibitions Foundation. ]
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1: The Tudor Renaissance

The end of the Wars of the Roses and the accession of the first Tudor
monarch Henry VII in 1485 brought a period of relative peace and
prosperity to England and Wales, despite the religious disturbances
and economic difficulties that were to prevail until the 1580s. Arms and
armor were hung up on the walls of the great hall, rarely to be taken
down again, as castles with forbidding battlements began to be replaced
by outward-looking houses, characterized by huge mullion-and-transom
windows and decorated with Renaissance ornament. Italian sculptors
like Pietro Torrigiano, who made Henry VII's tomb in Westminster
Abbey, and Giovanni da Maiano, who had a hand in the decoration of
Hampton Court, first introduced this new classical language to England.
But it was the arrival at the court of Henry VIII, of one of the giants of
European art, Hans Holbein the younger, which laid the foundations of
British portraiture. Few could approach Holbein’s astonishing charac-
terization, though a handful of portraits such as the Unknown Lady of the
Fitzwilliam Family (no. 4), possibly by the French-born John Bettes,
suggest the hand of a direct pupil.

The dissolution of the monasteries was to be of immense importance
for the future of the country house, for the passing of their estates into
private hands established many of the great family dynasties that have
lasted until the present day: the Russells of Woburn Abbey, which was
built on the site of an Augustinian priory; the Cecils of Burghley and
Hatfield, the Cavendishes of Hardwick and Chatsworth, and many
others. But the short-term effect of the Reformation was to cut England
off from the mainstream of European art. After 1535, religious subjects,
the mainstay of artists for almost one thousand years, were proscribed,
and despite the arrival of immigrant or visiting painters like Hans
Eworth from Antwerp, Lucas de Heere from Ghent, and Marcus

Gheeraerts the elder from Bruges—as well as a fleeting visit from a
painter of international renown, Antonis Mor, commissioned to paint
Queen Mary I (no. 19) for his master Philip of Spain—their place was
taken by portraits painted in an increasingly anti-naturalistic style,
which Roy Strong has dubbed the “English icons . . . isolated, strange,
exotic . . . more akin to the aesthetic of Byzantine art.”

At the same time the portrait miniature far surpassed in quality and
contemporary esteem all other forms of painting, and Nicholas Hilliard
and his pupil and rival, Isaac Oliver, who specialized in this field, reflect
more nearly than any of their contemporaries the world of Shakespeare’s
early plays. At the same time, the number of portraits in armor, the
melancholy Lord Herbert of Cherbury (no. 42), and the Lumley Horse-
man (no. 1), recall the nostalgia of many Elizabethans for the medieval
past, expressed at the Ascension Day tilts held in honor of the queen.

Elizabeth I's progresses, undertaken primarily to reduce the debts left
by her father, encouraged her courtiers to vie with each other in the build-
ing of the splendid “prodigy houses” that date from the years after the
defeat of the Spanish Armada in 1588. Large enough to entertain her
considerable entourage, these towering buildings, with their main rooms
on the top floor, were hung with tapestries and equipped with table
carpets and cushions often elaborately embroidered by ladies of the
household as well as professionals. Gold and silver dishes and ewers and
elaborate jewelry and mounts for Chinese porcelain (some of the first
pieces to arrive in the west) show the London metalworkers’ adaptation
of Renaissance ornament from Flemish and German woodcuts, while
even furniture, hitherto severely practical, could take on the fantastic,
mannerist forms of Jean du Cerceau and Cornelis Floris.
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THE LUMLEY HORSEMAN C.1580
English

oak, painted in oils, with iron stirrups,
bridle, and axe

248.9 X254 X71.1 (98 X 100 X 28)

The Trustees of the Earl
of Scarbrough’s Settlement

The earliest known equestrian statue in
the history of English sculpture, the
Lumley Horseman derives from Italian
Renaissance prototypes, but at the same
time exemplifies that obsession with an
idealized medieval past that was so
characteristic of Englishmen in the
Elizabethan period. The statue was
commissioned by John, Lord Lumley
(15342—1609) (no. 20), one of the great
collectors of the age, yet even in his
own day considered something of a
learned eccentric. Sir Roy Strong has
recounted how, “out of favour at court
after his disastrous entanglements

in the Ridolfi Plot, his adherence to

the old religion excluded him from
office . . . Lord Lumley turned to his
books, his pictures and his ancestors”
(Strong 1969, 45).

The horseman, placed in a niche on
the far wall of the great hall at Lumley
Castle, above the dais, was intended to
be the culmination of a “pantheon
dedicated to the vanished glories of his
house.” This progression can be traced
in the famous illustrated inventory of
his collection, drawn up in 1590
(no. 346). It began with statues of
Sir Robert and Sir Marmaduke Lumley
“who were the beginners, and laid the
foundation of this castle.” These were
placed at the outer gate and followed
by the arms of all Lumley’s ancestors,
carved in white marble in the inner
porch. In the courtyard beyond was a
marble fountain bearing Lumley’s own
arms and those of his second wife.
Following this was the great hall itself
where the Horseman, representing
Edward III “in whose time most of this
castle was built,” was flanked by small
busts of the latter’s six sons, accompanied

by rather larger ones (still surviving) of

the Tudor sovereigns in whose reigns
Lord Lumley had lived.

In 1566 Lord Lumley had been sent
on a mission to Florence to recover a
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debt from the Medici owed to Henry
VIII, when he succeeded in obtaining
both principal and interest. It is not
known whether he visited other parts
of Ttaly at this time, but the Horseman
clearly owes a debt to the celebrated
monuments of the Venetian condottieri,
Gattamelata in Padua and Colleoni in
Venice—by Donatello and Verrocchio
respectively—themselves influenced
by the horses of San Marco. Even
closer parallels are to be found in the
slightly later funerary monuments to
Nicola Orsini and Leonardo da Prato in
the Church of SS. Giovanni e Paolo,
immediately behind the Colleoni statue.
These are set against the wall and
framed in wide Renaissance niches with
pilasters and roundels not unlike those
depicted in the Lumley Inventory
(London, RA 19771979, 68,

figs. 96—99; and information from

Dr. Charles Avery). The identity of the
sculptor, who may also have carved the
alabaster pelican fountain illustrated

in the inventory (and still in Lord
Scarbrough’s collection), is unknown,
though he may well have been one of a
growing number of immigrant Flemish
carvers like Maximilian Colt or
Cornelius Cuer, who later worked at
Hatfield and Knole.

The great hall at Lumley Castle was
remodeled by Vanbrugh in 1722, when
the niche that originally framed the
horseman was destroyed, and the statue
was placed on a large tapered bracket
(see no. 346), surrounded by the Segar
full-length portraits of Lord Lumley
(no. 20) and his ancestors.

Recent conservation has revealed
much of the original sixteenth-century
decoration, previously concealed under
later layers of paint and varnish. The
trompe [oeil treatment of the armor is
particularly effective.

For a fuller account of Lord Lumley
see John Conforth’s essay in this volume.

G.J-S.

Literature: Strong 1969, 45— 56, fig. 33
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THE FAMILY OF HENRY VIII: AN
ALLEGORY OF THE TUDOR SUCCESSION
C.1570-1575

Lucas de Heere 1534—1584

oil on panel

129.5 X 180.3 (§1 X 71)

inscribed, at bottom, The Quene ro

W alsingbam this Tablet sente | Mark of ber
Peoples and her owne contente; on the frame,
A face of mvch nobelitye loe in a little
roome, | Fowr states with theyr conditions
heare shadowed in a showe | A fatber more
than valyant. A rare and vertvups soon. | A
zealvs davghter in ber kynd what els the
world doth know | And last of all a vyrgin
gqveen to Englands joy we see, [ Successyvely to
hold the right and vertves of the three

Sudeley Castle
The Walter Morrison Collection

The attribution to Lucas de Heere,
painter, avant-garde poet, and
emblematist, is now generally accepted.
De Heere fled from The Netherlands to
England to escape religious persecution
and is first recorded in the country in
1566. He remained in England for a
decade and belonged to an influential
colony of Netherlandish exiles that
included merchants, humanists, writers,

_poets, painters, and engravers, all of

whom were not only dedicated to reform
in the arts but to a policy of religious
toleration. In addition they had strong
links with those in England who
supported the Protestant cause inter-
nationally: the Earl of Leicester, Sir
Thomas Gresham, and Sir Francis
Walsingham. De Heere’s major patron
was Edward Clinton, Earl of Lincoln,
for whom he painted a gallery of
costume figures that was shown to the
queen. De Heere returned to the Low
Countries shortly after the Pacification
of Ghent in November 1576 and was in
the service of William of Orange and
Marnix de St. Aldegonde, leaders of the
revolt of The Netherlands against
Spain.

This painting is quite unlike anything
else produced in England at the time
but compares closely with De Heere’s
signed Solomon and the Queen of Sheba,
1559 (Yates 1959, pl. 18 a), his illus-
trations to Jan van der Noot’s Het
Theatre (1559), and his designs for the

pageants for the entry of Francis, Duke
of Anjou into Ghent in 1582 (Yates
1959, pl. 17b—c). The latter are
particularly close to this painting in
concept, in their mingling of allegorical
and actual historical personages in a
political denouement. Indeed the verses
on the frame place it in just such a
festival context, referring to it as

“a showe.” Its rudimentary theme is a
glorification of the Protestant succession
within the house of Tudor and associ-
ation of that with peace and plenty for
the country. Henry VIII enthroned, a
“valyant” ruler, bestows the sword of
justice on his “rare and vertvous
soon,” Edward VI, while his “zealvs
davghter,” the Catholic Mary I, and
her Spanish husband, Philip II, bring in
their wake the god of war, Mars. In the
foreground at the right Elizabeth I
leads Peace in by the hand. Peace holds
a branch of olive and treads under the
weapons of war while behind her walks
Plenty bearing a cornucopia and, at the
same time, the queen’s train.

The painting assumes knowledge of
an earlier group of Henry V111 and His
Family, c.1545 (Royal Collection), and,
apart from the image of Elizabeth I,
draws on available prototypes. Henry
VIII is based on the familiar Holbein
image, Edward VI apparently derives
from the type by William Scrots, and
Philip and Mary from Anthonis Mor.

Evidence for dating the picture is
provided by the cut of the queen’s
dress, a type that emerged in the early
1570s. In dated instances of the
queen’s portraits it is close to the 1572
miniature by Hilliard and to the
drawing of 1575 by Federigo Zuccaro
(British Museum), placing it in the
first half of that decade rather than the
second.

The inscription on the picture surface
records that it was a gift from the
queen to Sir Francis Walsingham
(1530¢—1590) to mark her “content.”
In the early 1570s, when Walsingham
was ambassador to Paris, he was
involved in the negotiations that led to
the Treaty of Blois, which was signed
on 21 April 1572. A year later he
returned to England and was, in
December, appointed Secretary of
State. It would be reasonable to suggest
that this picture, whose theme is peace,



specifically alludes to that treaty. In
1576 De Heere actually acted as an
agent for William of Orange to
Walsingham in a way that would
suggest that the artist had had access
to that circle at an earlier date.

The iconography stressing the
virtues of the Elizabethan pax was a
relatively new part of regal propaganda
in the 1570s, though by the 1590s it
had become a common form of eulogy.
During that decade the picture was
copied and updated twice, once as an

oil painting (Yale Center for British
Art, New Haven) and once in engraved

form by William Rogers. R.S.

Provenance: The Walsingham family;
bought from Scadbury, the Walsingham
seat, in Kent, by James West; James
West sale, 2 April 1773, lot 65;

Sir Joshua Reynolds; Horace Walpole;
Strawberry Hill sale, 17 May 1842,

lot 86;J.C. Dent; and by descent to the
Dent-Brocklehurst family

Literature: Vertue 1930—1955, 4:
87—88; O’Donoghue, 1894, no. 18;
Cust 1913, 39—40; Auerbach 1953, 201;
Strong 1963, 79, no. 82; Strong 1969,
140, no. 95; Van Dorsten 1970, 58—59;
Waterschoot 1974, 68—78

Exhibitions: London, New Gallery 1890
(158); London 1902 (55); London, RA
1950 (202); London, RA 1953 (69);
The Hague 1958 (56); Manchester 1965
(99); London and Leicester 1965 (20);
Amsterdam 1984 (C70)
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EDWARD VI C.1547—1549
English school

oil on panel

69.7 X 50.8 (273 X 20)

inscribed, EDVARDI SEXTI,
ANGLIE, FRNCIE ET/HIBERNICE
REGIS VERA EFFIGIES EO PRIMV/
TEMPORE QV 0 REGLA CORONA/
EST INSIGNITUS, AETATIS SVE, 10,
ANO, 1549

Loseley Park
J.R. More Molyneux, Esq.
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Although the reign of the young
Edward VI (1537—1553, reigned
1547—1553) was brief it was not devoid
of royal portraits. Those of the king
derive from two prototypes, one a full-
length associated with a payment to
the Flemish artist Guillim Scrots in
1551/1552. The other is a fine three-
quarter length portrait in the Royal
Collection (Millar 1963, 1:65) by an
unidentified artist, showing Edward as
Prince of Wales. That portrait, with
suitable alterations such as the sub-
stitution of the collar of the Order of
the Garter for the jewel with the Prince
of.Wales’ feathers, was adapted for an
image of Edward as king; a version at
Petworth House bears a cartellino with
the date 1547.

The head of the Loseley portrait
follows that of the Royal Collection
portrait very closely, but the costume
and pose are quite distinct, and do not
occur in other variants. The pose in
particular suggests a deliberately less
formal image. Edward is not wearing
the Garter, although he does wear a
heavy jeweled collar very similar to
that worn by his father Henry VIII in
Holbein’s cartoon for the lost wall
painting at Whitehall Palace. The sword
that the young king holds does not
recur in other portraits of Edward; the
pommel is elaborately decorated and
has been associated with a lost design
by Holbein once in the collection of the
Earl of Arundel, where it was engraved
by Hollar. It has been pointed out by
A.V.B. Norman, however, that the
designs are dissimilar, and that a closer
parallel with the sword in the Loseley
portrait may be found in a masterly
drawing by the Spaniard Antonio de
Valdes.

In the nineteenth century the Loseley
portrait carried an attribution to
Holbein, but the discovery of the date
of Holbein’s death, 1543, made this an
impossibility. The parallels with
Holbein’s work—the inclusion of the
sitter’s shadow reflected onto the green
background and the precise disposition
of the pattern over the surfaces of the
costume—are only superficial, and do
not suggest the work of a close
follower.

The attribution of portraits of
Edward VI s still problematic: the

name of Scrots, who worked at the
English court from 1546 to 1553, can
only be associated with any certainty
with the full-length portrait type of
Edward as king. The suggestion that he
also painted the portrait in the Royal
Collection has not found wide
acceptance and the Loseley portrait is
clearly by a different hand than the
latter.

The date 1549 included in the
inscription on the frame should be
regarded with caution, as it is incon-
sistent with the rest of the inscription
proclaiming the portrait to be the image
of Edward at the time of his coronation,
in his tenth year. In fact, Edward was
crowned in 1547, the date recorded on
the Petworth portrait referred to above.
The date on the frame was first
recorded in 1859 by ].G. Nichols who
later published the whole inscription in
its present form (Nichols 1863).

Portraits of the English monarchs,
sometimes in a series, were among the
items most frequently found in the
picture collections of Tudor houses.
Loseley House was built in the 1560s
for Sir William More (1520-1600), son
of Sir Christopher More, who had been
King’s Remembrancer to Henry VIII
and had acquired the estate. Sir William
was several times a Member of Parlia-
ment as well as County Sheriff. A 1556
inventory of his possessions, taken
before the building of the present house,
shows that he had up-to-date tastes.
He owned a collection of newly fashion-
able maps, but only one portrait, that
of Henry VIII. The portrait of Edward
VI must have entered Sir William’s
collection later, but the precise date is
difficult to establish as the first inven-
tory of the contents of Loseley House
to list pictures individually is that of
1777, in which a reference to the
portrait of Edward VI occurs. The
inventories indicate that no additions
were made to the collection in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,
and it is likely that the portrait was
acquired either by Sir William More or
by his son Sir George (1553-1632) who
held a number of important offices
under James I. One possible source for
the picture should be considered: Sir
William More acted as the executor for
the estate of Sir Thomas Cawarden,



who had been Edward VI’s Master of
the Revels and also Keeper of the
nearby Palace of Nonsuch, built by
Henry VIIL. An inventory in the
Guildford Muniment Room that
appears to list Cawarden’s goods
includes several pictures, but no
portrait of Edward VI. Nonsuch Palace
was demolished in 1682—1688, and a
number of painted panels at Loseley
House have been assumed to have come
to the house from Nonsuch. However,
there is no documentary evidence for
the transfer of these or any other items
from Nonsuch to Loseley. S.F.

Provenance: First recorded in an
inventory of the contents of Loseley
House in 1777; and by descent
Literature: Millar 1963, 65; Strong 1969,
92, pl. 167; Norman and Barne 1980,
323, 369; Nichols 1859, 8; Nichols 1863,
20; Evans 1855

Exhibitions: London, RA Winter 1877
(184); London, New Gallery 1890 (175)

4

UNKNOWN LADY OF THE FITZWILLIAM
FAMILY C.I540—1545

artist unknown, possibly John Bettes I
oil on panel

43 X33 (17 X13)

Milton
The Executors of the 10th Earl
Fitzwilliam

This is one of the most distinguished
paintings by an unknown follower of
Holbein and epitomizes both the
surprises and problems surrounding art
in the mid-Tudor period subsequent to
the master’s death in 1543. Although
clearly not by Holbein himself it derives
directly, in formula and treatment,
from his later court portraits such as
the Unknown Lady (formerly called
Catherine Howard, Toledo Museum of
Art, Ohio) and Margaret Wyatt, Lady
Lee (Metropolitan Museum, New
York). In both these the picture is
about halflife-size and the sitter is
depicted half-length, turned three-
quarters to the left, with her hands
clasped at the waist. The Milton
Unknown Lady is derived directly from
these and is executed in the same
highly linear way in which form is
suggested by the confining lines of the
composition. In addition it has the
same raised blue background. Judging
by her dress, this portrait belongs to
the 1540s, more likely the first half.
The sorting out and attribution of
pictures of this period remains a
treacherous task, in the main because of
their condition, for they are either in a
poor state or have suffered at the hands
of restorers. So far only one identifiable
artist has emerged with definite
Holbeinesque tricks and mannerisms
and he is John Bettes I (fl.c. 153 1—before
1570). A fragment of a formerly signed
portrait of a man is in the Tate Gallery
(Strong 1969, 1: 66). The last certain
reference to him comes in 1556 and no
works later than about 1550 can be
attributed to him. In the present state
of our knowledge it is difficult to do
other than advance Bettes as a possible
contender for this outstanding picture.
Three other identifiable artists who
also worked during the 1540s can be
ruled out: the iconic Master John who

painted Mary Tudor in 1544 is far too
primitive, and both Hans Eworth and
William Scrots, although influenced by
Holbein, were new immigrants from
the Low Countries with quite different
mannerisms and formulae.

No identity has ever been suggested
for this sitter. If the picture has always
been in the family, and there seems no
reason to doubt this, there are several
candidates among the wives and
daughters of the Fitzwilliams who were
prominent at the court of Henry VIIL
A possibility is Agnes, daughter of Sir
William Sidney and wife of the third Sir
William Fitzwilliam of Milton (died
1599). Agnes’ eldest and only surviving
brother, Sir Henry Sidney, was born in

1529. Her birth and marriage date are
not known. If she was born c.1525—1530
the portrait would depict her at about
the age of fifteen to twenty, in about

1545. R.S.

Provenance: The picture has belonged to
the Fitzwilliam family since it was
painted

Literature: Waterhouse 1969, 10
Exhibitions: London, RA 1950 (30);
London and Leicester 1965 (40)
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PAIR OF FIREDOGS OR ANDIRONS
€. 15331536

English

polished steel and brass,

with iron bases and sleepers

126.3 X66 X 29 (493 X 26 X 113)

Knole
The National Trust
(Sackville Collection)

86  The Tudor Renaissance

Massive andirons, otherwise known as
fire or brand dogs, were an essential
part of the furnishings of a great hall
fircplace from the mid-fifteenth century,
when the idea of the central open hearth
had been generally abandoned. They
supported and contained the huge logs
brought in by the estate woodsmen,
and thus had to be heavily weighted.
But they could also be highly decorative:
Cardinal Wolsey’s inventory of
1523-1525 lists some displaying “my
Lordes armes and Cardinall hattes on
the toppes,” and others with dragons,
lions, roses, and the arms of England.

The andirons from the great hall at
Knole, among the finest early examples
in existence, originally came from Hever
Castle in Kent (Phillips 1929, 2:
appendix V). The Hever estate had been
bought in 1462 by Sir Godfrey Bullen
(or Boleyn), mercer and Lord Mayor of
London, and the family’s rapid rise
culminated in the marriage of his
granddaughter Anne to King Henry VIII
in 1533. The andirons are surmounted
by discs, perhaps a reference to the
Tudor rose, surmounted by a royal
crown. These respectively bear the
arms of Henry VIII and the initial HR
(for Henricus Rex), and the falcon badge
of Anne Boleyn with the initials HA,
symbolizing their ill-fated love match.
The slender bars forming the standards
are supported by semi-circular arches
enclosing pointed trefoils that are purely
Gothic in inspiration, though there are
primitive touches of Renaissance
ornament in the arabesque tracery of
the large drop handles (used to pull the
andirons out when the ashes were being
removed); similar touches are found in
the curious naked figures, perhaps
representing Adam and Eve, standing
on corbels above them.

The andirons were probably made
for Sir Thomas Boleyn (d. 1538) in the
brief period between his sister’s marriage
and her disgrace and execution in 1536.
"Their later acquisition by the 1st Lord
Sackville was singularly appropriate,
as Knole had belonged to Henry VIII,
and the buildings surrounding the
outer Green Court had been built
largely between 1543 and 1548 to

house his attendants. G.J-S.

Literature: DEF 1924—1927, 2:
§5—56, fig. 4

6

MARQUETRY CHEST C.158¢
English, probably Southwark

oak inlaid with sycamore and

other woods

78.8 X 180.9 X77.4 (31 X713 X 30%)

Arunde] Castle
The Duke of Norfolk, xG

At a time when textiles, including wall
hangings, table carpets, and embroideries,
were by far the most important elements
in the country house interior, large
chests for storing these and other
valuables were an essential item of
furniture. Such chests were originally
constructed of plain, paneled oak, but
toward the end of the sixteenth century
highly elaborate marquetry chests began
to be made. Many were executed by
German and Flemish immigrant
craftsmen who, to evade the restrictions
on foreigners imposed by the City of
London guilds, set up their workshops
in Southwark, near the southern end of
London Bridge (Forman 1971, 94—120).
This example has close similarities
with a famous chest in Southwark
Cathedral inlaid with the arms of Hugh
Offley, a prosperous leather merchant
who was Sheriff of London and an
alderman in 1588 (DEF 1954, 2:10,
fig. 19). A third member of this
group is the “great inlayde Chest”
mentioned in the 1601 Hardwick
inventory (and still in the house),
which bears the initials G T, almost
certainly for George Talbot, Earl of
Shrewsbury (d. 1590), Bess of
Hardwick’s last husband. All three have
architectural elements apparently taken
from Vredeman de Vries’ ariae
Architecturae Formae published in
Antwerp about 1560 (Jervis 1974, 29,
figs. 142—157; fig. 148 has pedimented
tabernacles with shell-headed niches
very like those on the Arundel chest).
The floral marquetry panels in arched
reserves are also closely related, though
there are any number of sources for
these in the herbals and horticultural
treatises published in Germany and the
Low Countries at this period. In
addition, the Southwark chest has
small panels depicting a crowded
arrangement of towers and spires, of a
type long associated with Henry VIIP's



famous palace at Nonsuch (see

no. 342), though in fact this is a con-
ventional form of decoration particularly
found in the work of craftsmen from
Cologne.

Hardwick is the only house in England
where sixteenth-century furniture of
this quality can be found in its original
setting. The fine collection of English
and Continental furniture of this date
now at Arundel was largely acquired
by the 15th Duke of Norfolk in the
1880s as part of his full-scale
reconstruction of the castle, through a
dealer named Charles Davis of 147 New

Bond Street (Jervis 1978, 203; and
information from Dr. John Martin
Robinson). His bills are unfortunately
too vague to identify this piece precisely
(““to ten pieces fine oak furniture £2500”
“an oak chest” or “a carved Italian
table” are typical entries), but in their
attempt to re-create a “‘mansion of

the ancient time” both he and the
duke showed a rare discernment and
knowledge. G.J-S.

Literature: Jervis 1978, 205, and pl. B
(as South German)

7

MILLEFLEURS TAPESTRY WITH THE
ARMS OF JEAN DE DAILLON 1481—1482
Wauillaume Desreumaulx d.1482/1483
wool and silk

360 X 280 (140 X 109%)

Montacute House
The National Trust

The millefleurs tapestry with a knight
in armor was woven for Jean de Daillon,
Seigneur de Lude, Governor of the
Dauphiné in 1474. Jean-Bernard de
Vaivre has shown that the coat of arms
on the tapestry was used only by Jean I
de Daillon, and only for the period
between about 1450 and his death in
1481 or 1482. The heraldic wolf depicted
on the banner held by the knight may
have formed part of the crest of Jean de
Daillon, seen only in a worn seal
impression. No satisfactory solution has
yet been proposed for the letters FE on
the banner. The armor of the knight,
the caparison of his horse, and the type
of banner can all be found in tapestries
from the time of Jean de Daillon.

In 1973—1974 a connection was made
between this tapestry and documents
concerning a gift of tapestries to be
donated by the town of Tournai to a
M. du Lude, Governor of the Dauphiné,
in 1481—1482. The widow of Jean de
Daillon asked for the tapestries to be
delivered to herself and her children in
December 1482. According to these
documents, there were at least 457
square ells of tapestry in all, a sizeable
set, made by the workshop of Wuillaume
Desreumaulx, zappissier of Tournai. The
discovery increases the rarity of this
tapestry, as it is one of the few surviving
fifteenth-century tapestries that can be
precisely identified. It also shows the
type of millefleurs ground being woven
in at least one Tournai workshop of
that date.

This tapestry has hung at Montacute
House only comparatively recently. It
represents a type of tapestry popular in
its day. Similar pieces found their way
into the hands of that avid English
collector, Henry VIII, who had among
his tapestries at Hampton Court,

“1 odde pece of Tapistrie having on it a
man pictured in harneys [ie ‘harness,’
meaning armor ] on horsebake”;
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in another house owned two pieces
“having a man armed on horsebake”
with a “border of bells on the Top,” a
description of border that fits several
early sixteenth-century tapestries
attributed to Tournai. Besides actual
personages depicted in this way, the
Nine Worthies appear on horseback
displaying their fictitious coats of arms
on contemporary tapestries. W.H.

Provenance: Bequeathed in 1960 to the
National Trust by Sir Malcolm Stewart,
who acquired it in 1935 from Sir Edgar
Speyer

Literature: De Vaivre 1973; De Vaivre
1974

Exbibitions: Paris and New York

1973-1974 (44)

8

ARMCHAIR c.1650

English

turned elm

139.7 X73.6 X48.2 (55 X29 X 19)

Browsholme Hall
The Parker Family of Browsholme and
Alkincotes

This and a similar but slightly more
elaborate armchair were illustrated in
the hall at Browsholme Hall, Yorkshire
(now Lancashire), in a Description
published in 1815. The prototypes can
be traced back to the Romanesque
period when the well-known example
of about 1200 in Hereford Cathedral
(see Eames 1977, 194—195, 210—211)
was made. Square turned chairs should
be distinguished from the triangular
type, which were avidly collected by
such eighteenth-century antiquarians as
Richard Bateman and Horace Walpole
(see Richmond-on-Thames 1980, 40).
Randle Holme in An academie or Store of
Armory ¢y Blazon (1688, vol. 3, xiv,
MSS dated 1647) shows a square
“turned chaire” with uprights connecting
the front seat rail to the front stretcher,
a feature also present on the Browsholme
chair.

However the latter is more complex,
having not only arms, but also “wings”
or side head rests. Although this feature
would appear to make the chair very



uncomfortable, it is probable that it
originated in seventeenth-century
sleeping or easy chairs. Peter Thornton
(1978, 196—197) has suggested that
these may have developed from primitive
invalid chairs. While turned chairs like
the Browsholme one may have been
rendered more comfortable by tie-on
cushions, they are probably best
considered not as functional items but
as vehicles for provincial display and as
examples of the artisan’s mannerisms.
This chair and its companion were
almost certainly brought to Browsholme
by Thomas Lister Parker (1779—1858),
who inherited the house in 1794. His
father had traveled with William Gilpin,
the theorist of the picturesque, and
while at Christ’s College, Cambridge,
Parker himself had known antiquarians
and collectors such as Rev. Richard Buck

and Thomas Kerrick. This circle at

Browsholme included Thomas Dunham
Whitaker, Charles Towneley, and

Walter Fawkes. An early patron of
English painters—including Turner,
Romney, Opie, Northcote, Callcott,
Mulready, and Buckler—Parker employed
Jeftry Wyatt to design a new Elizabethan-
style drawing room at Browsholme in
1805. By 1824 he had overspent and
had to sell the house to a cousin. His
role as a pioneer in the study of English
antiquities was recognized in Henry
Shaw’s dedication to him of Specimens of
Ancient Furniture (London, 1836),

the first book on the subject, which
included a plate of a pair of bellows at
Browsholme. $.8.].

Literature: Browsholme Hall 1815,
pls. 5, 7; Jervis 1980, 4—5, 21—23

9

JOINED ARMCHAIR C.1550
English

oak

148 X 88 X 75 (58% X343 X 293)

Cotehele
The National Trust
(Mount Edgcumbe Collection)

The great hall of a fifteenth- or sixteenth-
century English manor house would look
incomplete without the early panel-back
chairs of massive construction that stand
against rough whitewashed walls, with
trophies of arms and armor above them.
These chairs appear to have been used
solely by the owner, his wife, or principal
guests, and then only on ceremonial
occasions when they dined at the high
table, on a dais at one end of the hall,

or when local court hearings or rent-
gatherings were held. At other times
the family would, at least by the
sixteenth century, have stayed in the
Great Chamber on the floor above,
leaving the household servants and
estate workers to fill the long tables
and benches in the main body of the
hall.

This example is from the great hall
at Cotehele in Cornwall, remodeled by
Sir Piers Edgcumbe (1489—1539) and
one of the finest surviving rooms of its
kind in England. The chair probably
dates from before 1553 when his son
Richard built a new house at Mount
Edgcumbe on Plymouth Sound, which
replaced Cotehele as the main family
seat. The elaborately carved back with
a pierced floral cresting, primitive
caryatids at each side, and a gadrooned
rectangular panel shows the influence
of Flemish pattern books, but the central
medallion with a portrait head in
profile is a distant echo of the Italian
Renaissance. Ever since Giovanni da
Maiano made his famous terracotta
medallions of Roman emperors for
Henry VIII's Hampton Court in 1521,
this motif had been a favorite of carvers,
plasterers, and decorative painters alike.
Similar roundels can be found in the
room from Waltham Abbey, Essex (now
in the Victoria and Albert Museum),
dating from about 1530, and in the
parlor at Haddon Hall, Derbyshire,
where the portrait heads, dated 1546,
are thought to represent Sir George
Vernon and his wife Margaret Tallboys.

The bearded man represented on the
Cotehele chair, with a dashing plumed
hat typical of the Tudor period, may
simply be imaginary. While the arms in
the form of serpents appear to be
original, the spiral-turned front legs
and stretcher and the carved seat
probably date from the early nineteenth
century, when Cotehele, rediscovered
by a new generation of romantics and
antiquarians, was meticulously restored
and reopened as a summer residence by
the 3rd Ear] of Mount Edgcumbe.

G.J-S.

Provenance: Always at Cotehele;
transferred in 1974 to the National
Trust, which acquired the house in lieu
of death duties in 1947
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HALF ARMOR  C.15T0—1520
German

steel and leather

93 X 36 X 29 (36§ X 14 X113)

Penshurst Place
The Viscount De L’Isle, vc, KG

90  The Tudor Renaissance

The close-helmet has two gorget-plates
at the back of the neck, and a bevor and
pointed visor pivoting at the same place
on each side. The peg on the right side
of the visor is for lifting it. The helmet
was probably made in Innsbruck. The
associated gorget consists of eight
plates, from two different armors; the
front lower plate later. The globose
breastplate has movable gussets; to the
waistplate is attached a later skirt of
three lames from which hang a pair of
later tassets (thigh defenses) of four
movable lames. Near the neck of the
breastplate to the left, the mark of the
city of Nuremberg is struck. The
backplate matches the breast, with
separate side-wings, and a later
waistplate and cullet. The decoration of
both helmet and cuirass consists of plain
turned edges and groups of slightly
diverging shallow embossed flutes
alternating with plain areas.

Although this type of crested or
fluted German armor was apparently
used in England (a similar helmet
survives as part of a funeral achievement
in a Gloucestershire parish church)
there is no evidence at the present time
that these particular pieces are from the
original armory at Penshurst, which
seems to have been slightly augmented
in the early nineteenth century.

A.V.B.N.

Exbibitions: Possibly London, Drury Lane
1888 (651), then with a pair of
gauntlets

II

TWO-HANDED FIGHTING SWORD
C.1530—1540

French

steel and wood

150 X31.8 X17.1 (593 X 124 X63)
stamped in the fuller, IE.S”IS.CELLE.
QVLPOINT,NE.FAVLT.P; and,

on the other side, 4.SON. M AISTRE.
CVANT.ON.LASSAVLT.N.

Penicuik House
Sir John Clerk of Penicuik, Bart.

This two-handed sword has a steel,
mushroom-shaped, octagonal pommel.
Its tang-button is surrounded by
acanthus tips chiseled in relief. The
guards consist of a straight, octagonal-
sectioned cross-guard, supporting at
the center on each side of the hilt an
oval side-ring, partly closed by a pair of
curved bars forming a 7, the apex of
which points toward the center of

the cross-guard and terminates in a
knob shaped like the pommel. The
cross-guard terminates at each end in a
pair of baluster-shaped knobs placed
end-to-end and flanking a cylindrical
moulding. The center of the side-ring is
decorated to match the end of the
cross-guard.

The octagonal-sectioned wooden grip
is bound similarly to no. 13, but the
detail of the wire binding is obscured
by the red and black paint. The straight,
two-edged blade has a short (1.5 centi-
meters) ricasso with a narrow fuller at
each side. A central fuller runs 41 centi-
meters from the hilt, and thereafter
the blade is of flattened hexagonal
section. A.V.B.N.

Provenance: See no. 13

12

HORSEMAN’S SWORD C.162§
British hilt, probably German blade
steel, wood, silver, and gold

108 X 24.5 X 12 (424 X 9§ X4%)

Penicuik House
Sir John Clerk of Penicuik, Bart.

This horseman’s back-sword has a
fig-shaped pommel of hollow-sided
octagonal shape, with the narrower end
toward the blade. The spatulate ended
cross-guard is slightly recurved at right
angles to the plane of the blade and
supports both a knuckle-guard pegged
into the pommel and, at its center
outside, an oval, open side-ring, and
inside a smaller side-ring of the type in
which the ends are turned toward the
ends of the cross-guard. The whole hilt
of russet steel is counterfeit-damascened
with fine foliate scrolls in gold. The
octagonal-sectioned wooden grip is
bound with wire: a coarse, chain pattern
in silver is flanked on each side by a
twist of two spirally bound, steel wires,
alternating with six silver twists, each
in the contrary direction to its neighbor.
The second group is flanked on each
side by a fine chain pattern in silver.
The straight, single-edged blade has a
false edge. A broad central fuller is
punched on each face with an unidentified
mark resembling a circle between the
two halves of a saltire. The short ricasso
has a narrow fuller near its front edge.
If this is not the personal sword of
John Clerk of Penicuik, the ancestor of
the present owner, it could possibly be
the “sourd with A gret gard damaskined”
of the 1647 inventory of his stock in
hand. He had started life as a very
successful general merchant in Paris and
on his return to Scotland purchased the
lands of Penicuik. His eldest son John
was the first baronet. A.V.B.N.

Provenance: See no. 13
Literature: Hayward 1974, 1: 142161,
figs. 1a, 1b
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TWO-HANDED FIGHTING SWORD
C.1530-1540

German blade (possibly Solingen)
steel and wood

IST X34 X 12.9 (593 X133 X5)

Penicuik House
Sir John Clerk of Penicuik, Bart.

This two-handed sword has a steel
pommel in an elongated fig shape. The
narrower end of the pommel is toward
the blade and its blunt end is chiseled
in relief with a flower of the compositae
family surrounded by a wide belt of
spirally writhen flutes. The straight
octagonal-sectioned cross-guard
supports at the center on each side of
the hilt an oval, open side-ring. The
cross-guard terminates in a large
spherical, spirally writhen knob at each
end, and is punctuated at intervals by
spirally writhen, swollen sections and
others formed like two baluster-shaped
moldings placed end to end. The side-
rings are decorated to match. The
octagonal-sectioned wooden grip is
bound with steel wire, now thickly
overpainted with black over a red base.
A spirally bound wire is followed by
a tight twist and two looser twists
forming a herringbone; thereafter the
pattern repeats. The grip has Turk’s
head ferrules. The straight, two-edged
blade, with the ricasso tapering toward
the tip, has two projecting lugs and a
central fuller. On one side an elongated
beast, with traces of copper inlay, is
incised, perhaps representing the wolf of
Solingen (for this type of decoration see
Norman and Barne 1980, 368, fig. 21).
It seems possible that the three two-
handed swords belonging to the Clerks
of Penicuik were the bearing swords
used in their baronial courts. On the
other hand the 1647 inventory of the
stock-in-hand of the merchant John
Clerk (1611-1674), the ancestor of
the present owner, includes: “1 tua
handit sourd with A reid skabert and
A crosse on the blade; 1 tua handit
sourd brod Blade and reid Skabert;
I tua handit sourd with A gray
skabert.” A.V.B.N.

Provenance: John Clerk of Penicuik; and
by descent

The Tudor Renaissance
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THE EARL OF LEICESTER’S BEARING
swORD third quarter of the 16th
Century

steel and wood

18.5 X 128.5 X 52.5 (7% X 503 X 203)

Penshurst Place
The Viscount De L’Isle, vc, XG

92 The Tudor Renaissance

The steel pommel of this two-handed
bearing sword is chiseled in relief,
representing on each face the royal
crest of England within a garter, now
without inscription, but probably
originally of the Most Noble Order of
the Garter, flanked on each side by

a bear of Warwick charged on the

left shoulder with a crescent as a
“difference,” and holding in its forepaws
a ragged staff, all chiseled in the round.
The straight cross-guard supports a
large oval, open side-ring at its center
on each side of the hilt. The rings are
wrought in relief with small projections

ek

to resemble the branches of the ragged
staff. The ends of the cross-guard are
chiseled in the round with bears and
ragged staves as on the pommel, while
the centers of the side-rings are
chiseled in relief with the crest of
England within a garter, as on the
pommel. The straight, two-edged blade
has parrying lugs on each side near the
hilt. On both faces of each lug is an
unidentified maker’s mark, a saltire
with a transverse bar at its center.

A broad fuller runs from hilt to point
flanked near the hilt by a narrow flute
on each side. A very faint inscription
may be seen on one side, both in the
fuller and the edges. It is now completely
illegible save for the following letters in
the fuller: LYL+-NND+VMAF+. ...
The point has been broken and crudely
resharpened. The blade has also
apparently been broken at the hilt and
inexpertly hammer-welded.

This sword was intended to be
carried in procession before its owner,
Robert Dudley, 1st Earl of Leicester
(1532?-1588), Queen Elizabeth’s
favorite (see no. 40). It is probably
recorded in the inventory of Leicester’s
principal castle, Kenilworth, in 1583:
“A two hande sworde, with a gilt hilte
and pommelle withe ragged staves,
beares and lyons, the scabberde blacke
velvett and a case for it” (HMC 1925,
1: 292). The presence of the royal badge
suggests that the sword was connected
with a royal office, of which Leicester
held many, the highest being Protector
of the Realm, granted during the
queen’s illness in 1562.

Provenance: Robert Dudley, Earl of
Leicester; his nephew Robert Sydney,
Baron Sydney of Penshurst (1603),
Viscount Lisle (1605), and 1st Earl of
Leicester of the second creation (1618);
and by descent at Penshurst

Literature: Planché 1857, 22—23; Dillon
1888, s12—513, pl. xxi; Laking 1922,
272273, fig. 1337

Exhibitions: Manchester 1857 (22—23);
London, Drury Lane 1888 (656);
London, New Gallery 1890 (630);
London, Grosvenor 1933 (62)

A.V.B.N.

IS

SHIELD c.1580
probably Milanese
steel and leather
61 (24) diam.

Eastnor Castle
The Hon. Mrs. Hervey-Bathurst

This round shield, intended for service
on foot, has a-rolled edge roped
with a file, a flat rim, and a slightly
convex center coming to a low central
point, into which is screwed a sharp
spike with striated point arising from a
separate foliate washer. Around the
edge is a series of rivets to secure the
fabric lining, now missing. The surface
is pierced by four pairs of holes for the
rivets (only two of which survive) for
securing the arm-pad and brases. Only
a fragment of one leather brase survives.
The surface of the shield is etched in
low relief around the rim and in five
rays diverging from the center with
bands of trophies of arms bordered by
roping; betwecn them are etched
shieldlike cartduiches, containing scenes
from the life of Hercules, hung from
ribbons. This shield probably once
formed part of a garniture intended
possibly for the tournament, to which
purpose it would have been adapted by
means of spare parts called “pieces of
exchange.” What may be the matching
armor for a lancer is also at Eastnor.
The castle was designed by Robert
Smirke in 1811 in a richly medieval
style. It is therefore surprising that the
armory so necessary for its romantic
aura was not purchased until the time
of the 3rd Earl Somers (1819—1883),
an important collector particularly of
Italian Renaissance art. A.V.B.N.

Literature: Gamber 1958, fig. 94
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TWO-HANDED FIGHTING SWORD
C.1530—1540

probably German

steel, wood, and leather

145.5 X 40.5 (53 X 153) long

Eastnor Castle
The Hon. Mrs. Hervey-Bathurst

The steel pommel is ovoid and spirally
writhen with fat ribs alternately finely
roped and cross-hatched. The guards
consist of a straight cross-guard
supporting at its center, on each side of
the hilt a large, oval, open side-ring.
The knobs on the ends of the cross-guard
are chiseled to match the pommel. The
wooden grip covered in polishing leather
is probably nineteenth century. The
straight, two-edged blade has a narrow
central fuller or groove, incised on one
side and still containing traces of brass
inlay with a series of marks. Reading
from hilt to tip on one side, these are:

a cross crosslet upon a mound; an open-
mouthed beast, perhaps a wolfor a
dog, or a comic profile head in relief
wearing a “Robin Hood” hat with a
feather; a circle of six small square
punches with one in the center; a small
illegible device; and on the flat beyond
the fuller a small crozier. On the other
side, reading from hilt to tip, are: a
cross crosslet upon a mound; an open-
mouthed beast (as above); a comic
profile head wearing an open crown; a
cross moline; a small letter p; beyond
the fuller, a small crozier.

"The identification of the so-called wolf
mark described above has been discussed
by W.M. Schmid (1902—1905,
312—317), who concludes that such
short-coupled beasts may indicate that
the sword was made in Passau rather
than in Solingen. A.V.B.N.
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TWO-HANDED FIGHTING SWORD  ¢. 1600
German or Swiss

steel, wood, leather, and wool

182.6 X 46.3 % 20.3 (72 X 18% X 8)

Eastnor Castle
The Hon. Mrs. Hervey-Bathurst

This two-handed sword has a conical
steel pommel, tapering toward the grip,
with a low, domed top crudely engraved
with scale-work. The cross-guard, of
adiamond cross-section is slightly
arched toward the blade, ending in
triple scrolls and supporting on each
side an oval, open side-ring. The wooden
grip is formed like two balusters
flanking a central ball, covered with
gilded leather and bound with gold
braid at each end, with four woolen
fringes at intervals. The straight, two-
edged blade has a long ricasso bearing a
projecting curved lug on each side.
This is followed by a flattened diamond
section, which expands gradually to
just below the tip. The cutting edges
are wavy. On each face is a small,
illegible, punched mark. The ricasso is
covered in gilded leather to make the
blade easier to hold when shortening
the sword for close-quarters work.
This type of sword was often used in
Switzerland and in the German Lands
to arm special troops, as, for example,
the men guarding the colors of an
infantry regiment. It is frequently found
in town and cantonal arsenals. Three
swords of this type from the Zurich
Zeughaus are now in the Schweizerisches
Landesmuseum (Schneider and Stiiber
1980, I: nos. 156—158). A.V.B.N.

18

REDENDO HORN

Scottish

horn and silver

61 (24) long, 6 (24) diam. at rim
incised on the horn, IC, above the date,
1656

Penicuik
Sir John Clerk of Penicuik, Bart.

This straight, evenly tapered, goat or
antelope horn is slightly corrugated
transversely. It is mounted at each end
with a narrow silver band, that at the
bell being edged with acanthus tips and
engraved with a strip of overlapping
e leaves. A later mouthpiece resembling
\gév that of a trumpet has been added.
The redendo horn is the means by
which the Barony of Penicuik is
held of the Crown. This mode of
tenure is first recorded in a crown
charter of 1508 (Great Seal Register
C.2/14, no. 449; letter of Dr. A. Murray,
1 March 1985), redendo being the first
word of the legal writ relating to it.
When the sovereign holds his or her
principal hunting on the Burghmuir of
Penicuik, until recently the last surviving
part of the ancient royal Forest of
Drumsheugh, the baron must, on request,
blow three blasts of his horn. From this
derives the crest of the present baron’s
family, “a demi-huntsman winding a
horn proper,” and his motto, “Free for
a blast.” Earlier forms of land tenure in
cornu, literally covering the area of land
over which the sound of the horn could
be heard, are known from Anglo-Saxon
times: the famous Pusey Horn from
Pusey House in Berkshire (now in the
British Museum) purports to represent
a tradition established before the
Norman Conquest. A.V.B.N./G.]-S.
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MARYI (1554)

Anthonis Mor 1517/1520-1576/1577
oil on panel

114.4 % 83.9 (45 X33)

signed, Anthonius Mor pinxit 1554

Compton Wynyates
The Marquess of Northampton

96  The Tudor Renaissance

Karel van Mander relates that Anthonis
Mor was sent to England by the Emperor
Charles V to paint Mary for her
prospective bridegroom, his son, the
future Philip I of Spain. Mor, he states,
was rewarded with a golden chain,

an annual pension of £100, and a
knighthood. No evidence has ever
emerged from English sources to confirm
this visit. It is much more likely that
Mor came over in the train of Philip
himself in July 1554 and that the three
versions of this picture were painted
after and not before the marriage.
Although not an infallible guide, Mary
wears a wedding ring and the jewel at
her throat may be the one sent to her

by Philip in June 1554: “a great diamond
with a large pearl pendant, one of the
most beautiful pieces ever seen in
the world.” The frank presentation of
the careworn, thirty-eight-year-old
queen would hardly rank as a tactful
presentation of a future bride for a
husband ten years her junior. It would
seem reasonable that what Philip saw
before the match was a picture by
Eworth (Strong 1969, 87, 23) whose
interpretation of Mary’s features was
far more charitable. Three versions exist
of this portrait, all signed and all of
autograph quality, but no direct com-
parison between them has yet been
made. One is in the Escorial, also the
source of this portrait of Mary I, and
a third came from the Jeningham family
of Costessy Hall, Norfolk (now in the
Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum,
Boston). Sir Henry Jeningham was Vice-
Chamberlain of the Household to Mary
and one of her most trusted advisers.
What seems to be a pendant portrait of
Philip is at Althorp (Earl Spencer).
Anthonis Mor was extensively
patronized by Philip and the visit to
England must have left some impression,
for both Lord Windsor and Sir Henry
Lee were to sit for him when passing
through the Low Countries in the 1560s.
The presentation of Mary draws on
stylistic traditions somewhat different
from that established in England by
Holbein, marrying portraiture of the
Scorel tradition to that of Northern Italy,
above all Titian. The seated formula
and the extensive chiaroscuro were quite
new in Tudor royal portraiture. This
picture therefore remains an isolated
phenomenon and one totally alien to
the iconic tradition deliberately
cultivated in the images of Mary’s

successor, Elizabeth 1. R.S.

Provenance: The Escorial; presented by
the king of Spain to the 2nd Lord
Ashburton, c.1855; bequeathed to Castle
Ashby by Louise, Lady Ashburton
Literature: Strong 1969, 118, no.65;
references mainly to the Escorial version
occur in the literature on Mor: Hymans
1910, 71; Marlier 1934, 20—22;
Friedlinder 1924—1937, 13: 121—122;
Strong 1969, 1: 212

Exhibitions: London, RA 1950 (200);
London, Tate 1969 (35)
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JOHN, LORD LUMLEY 1588

Sir William Segar

oil on canvas

212.7 X 134.6 (833 X53)
inscribed at the bottom,
IOHANNES BARO DE LVMLEY
FILIVS GEORGII| A°

1588 AETATIS.54

Sandbeck Park
The Trustees of the Earl of
Scarbrough’s Settlement

John Lumley, Lord Lumley
(c.1583—1609), came from an old
Catholic family. His grandfather, John,
sth or 6th Lord Lumley (1443-1544),
played a leading role in the Pilgrimage
of Grace, and although he was at first
compelled to do so, his sympathies were
in fact genuine. His father, George, was
similarly pledged; he was attainted of
treason and executed (1537) for his part
in Aske’s insurrection. In 1547 John
was restored to blood and created
Baron Lumley by Parliament. He
continued in favor under Edward VI,
Mary I, and Elizabeth I until he became
involved in the Ridolfi Plot (1571), in
which Mary Queen of Catholicism was
to be restored. His part in the plot
prevented his continued advancement,
though it did not bring total disfavor:
the queen visited him in 1591 at his
house in Surrey. No full-length study of
Lumley has yet been undertaken but
recent research shows him to be a figure
of seminal importance in the cultural
history of the Elizabethan age. The
significance of his art collections is
discussed below (no. 346) but his
collecting cannot be detached from his
other areas of activity. In 1566 Lumley
traveled to Florence and all the evidence
indicates that the visit must have had a
great impact upon his attitude toward
collecting. At Nonesuch Palace, which
came to him from his father-in-law,
Henry Fitzalan, 12th Earl of Arundel,
he laid out between 1579—1591 the
first garden in England that showed
any response to the Renaissance garden
revolution. It included a grotto and
automata and had an iconographical
program. He also owned the largest
library in England, next to that of the
celebrated Dr. John Dee, and he gave to



the university libraries at Oxford and
Cambridge. In 1582—1583 he founded
the Lumleian Lectures on anatomy at
the College of Physicians, and he was a
founding member of the Elizabethan
Society of Antiquaries. These aspects of
Lumley’s character all interconnect and
are seminal for anticipating the range of
intellectual and aesthetic interests of
the upper classes in the seventeenth
century. William Camden describes him
as “a person of entire virtue, integrity
and innocence, and now in his adage a
complete pattern of nobility.”

Genealogy was another of Lumley’s
passions (see no. 346). This portrait,
dated 1588, is the concluding one of a
series that he commissioned to decorate
the great hall of his northern residence,
Lumley Castle. The decor of the castle
was so carefully planned that it extended
as far as the castle gate. There were
“statuaryes of xvi®" Auncestors of yo'
Lo: lyneally descending from the
conquest unto yo'self. The Statuary of
Kinge Richard the seconde, delyvering
the wryte of Parliament to Ralphe the
first Barron of Lumley, called by him
the eight yeare of his Reigne,” hung
together with this full-length portrait
of the present holder of the title and
one of his second wife Elizabeth,
daughter of John, 2nd Baron Darcy of
Chiche.

The series included full-length
portraits of sixteen ancestors, all
imaginary, and depicted successive
lords standing in niches, holding shields
bearing arms. Their quality is poor.
However, Lord Lumley is shown stand-
ing in a niche, wearing an etched and
gilt field armor of North Italian (Milanese
or Brescian) manufacture that is depicted
in all details with unusual faithfulness
(information from Mr. A.V.B. Norman).
The arms in the uppermost part of the
canvas are those of Lord Lumley himself
(top left) and of his two wives, Jane
(d. 1576), daughter and coheir of Henry
Fitzalan, Earl of Arundel, and (far right)
Elizabeth (d. 1617), daughter of John,
2nd Lord Darcy of Chiche, both
quartered with his own arms
(information from Mr. J.P. Brooke-Little).

Although this portrait is more
distinguished than those of the
ancestors its quality is not particularly
outstanding. This is probably due to
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the fact that it was conceived as a
decoration to be seen at a distance,
hung high. That the painter has
attempted the steep perspective, rare
in late sixteenth-century England, is
interesting. It may be that this
commission for a series of full-lengths
to be hung en masse inspired such
celebrated sets as those painted for Sir
Henry Lee at Ditchley in the early
1590s by Marcus Gheeraerts and, later,
those by William Larkin for the Earl of
Suffolk and Berkshire (now at Rangers
House, Blackheath; see no. 54).

R.S.

Provenance: Not listed in the 1590
Lumley inventory; Lumley Castle,
which passed to the sitter’s cousin
Richard Lumley, later Viscount Lumley
of Waterford (1589—1661/1662),
grandfather of the 1st Earl of Scarbrough;
recorded in the sale of 11 August 1785,
lot 34 (Walpole Society 1918, 6: 32);

and again in the sale of 16 December
1807, lot 14; on both occasions
apparently bought in

Literature: Strong 1969, 45
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GUY OF WARWICK’S TWO-HANDED
SWORD 14th century

English

steel

105.7 (653) long

The Warwick Castle Collection

This cross-hilted, two-handed sword is
unusually large. Its pommel is flattened
in the plane of the blade and has parallel,
octagonal faces. The longer axis of the
pommel is placed transversely to the
main axis of the sword. The tang-button
is no longer extant. The long tang is of
approximately rectangular cross section,
the wooden scales of its grip, and the
binding of cord, leather, or wire are
missing. The sword has a relatively
short, straight, cross-guard of hexagonal
section and a straight, two-edged blade
of flattened diamond section, now with
a rounded point. There is no sign of
any bladesmith’s mark on either blade
or tang. The whole is heavily corroded
but is apparently of rough construction.
The weight of this sword (15 Ibs.
I oz.) suggests that it was never intended
to be a practical weapon. It may have
been made as a sort of secular relic to
commemorate the traditional founder
of the Castle, the Saxon Guy of Warwick.
Early inventories of castles sometimes
include the weapons and armor of past
heroes. For example, the inventory of
Amboise in 1499 lists a sword called
that of Lancelot of the Lake (Gay 1928,
I: 646—647). A comparable sword
survives at Arundel Castle in Sussex.
Tradition has it that it belonged to the
Saxon founder of that castle, Bevis of
Hampton (North 1978, 186-187,
fig. 1). A sword with this tradition was
at Warwick in 1369, according to the
antiquarian William Dugdale. Thomas,
1st Earl of Warwick, who made his
will in that year, left his eldest son, also
named Thomas, “the Sword and Coat
of mail sometime belonging to the
famous Guy of Warwick.” Dugdale also
mentions that in 1509, when the castle
was in royal hands, the king appointed
one William Hoggeson to be Keeper of
Guy of Warwick’s Sword at a salary of
tuppence a day (Dugdale 1730, 1: 396,

428). A.V.B.N.

Literature: Grose 1786, pl. 48; Mann
1933, 158, fig. 2

22

PARTS OF A GARNITURE OF ARMOR
FOR FIELD AND TOURNEY COURSE

€. 15201525

German

attributed to Kolman Helmschmid of
Augsburg 1470/1471-1532, with
etching possibly by Hans Burgkmair
the elder 14731531

steel and leather

185.4 X77.5 X 53 (73 X303 X21)
The Warwick Castle Collection

The cap-a-pie armor consists of a close-
helmet with twin roped combs, gorget-
plates, and a visor pivoted at the sides
with a rounded projection below the
sights; a gorget of six plates hinged on
the left, with a stout roped rim at the
top; a globose breastplate with movable
gussets, a folding lance-rest, a waistplate,
and a skirt of four overlapping lames
from which hang tassets (thigh defenses),
each of four lames; a backplate with a
strap and buckle on the waistplate to
hold it closed to the breastplate, and
with a skirt of three lames; a pair of
cuisses (upper leg defenses) each with
two movable laminations at the top
and articulated to the lower edge a
poleyn (knee plate) with large oval
wing outside the joint, and two narrow
James below this to connect the poleyn
to the greave (shin defense); a pair of
broadtoed sabatons (foot defenses)
each of ten lames (several in each foot
replaced); a pair of pauldrons (shoulder
defenses) of three main lames, and four
arm lames each, and an baute piece
(standing guard) on each to give
additional protection to the neck; a pair
of three-piece vambraces (arm defenses)
each with a turning joint of Italian type
in the upper cannons, a large bracelet
couter (elbow defense) hung on two
leathers, and a lower cannon opening
on hinges to allow the entry of the
forearm, and closing by means of a
snap-over pin and a sneck-hook; and

a pair of mitten gauntlets (thumbs
replaced) with prominently roped
knuckleplates. The decoration consists
of roped edges followed by sunk bands
containing etched decoration in low
relief against the black ground, including
foliate scrolls, with grotesques, birds,
and human heads. A narrower, bright,



sunk band flanks the main bands on
their inner side. The main surfaces are
embossed with groups of shallow,
slightly diverging flutes.

Although the gorget may belong to a
second similar armor, it could have been
intended for the missing tournament
helmet of this armor, evidence for which
is provided by the screw on the front of
the left shoulder for the tournament
reinforce. There may also have been a
reinforcement at one time on the left
elbow. The tourney course was a friendly
duel on horseback with relatively blunt
lances and swords in open lists.

This armor was purchased in
Germany, presumably to add to the
romantic aura of the castle’s great hall,
by the 2nd Earl of Warwick, before
1785, when it was illustrated in Francis
Grose’s Treatise on Ancient Armour and
Weapons. It was badly damaged in the
fire at Warwick Castle in 1871 and was
subsequently heavily restored—the
greaves and all but the lower five lames
of the right sabaton were replaced, and
a large, clumsy rivet was used. The
attribution to Kolman Helmschmid
is based on the similarity in form,
construction, and decoration of this
armor to two in the Waffensammlung
at Vienna, respectively that of Bernard
Meuting, about 1525, and that probably
made for the future Emperor Ferdinand 1
about 1526 (Thomas and Gamber 1976,
A235 and A349). Helmschmid was
born in 1470/1471, the son of Lorenz
Helmschmid of Augsburg, court armorer
to the Emperor Maximilian 1. He became
a master in the Augsburg guild in 1492
and his earliest surviving work for the
Emperor Charles V is an armor now in
the Royal Armory at Madrid of about
1526; he died in 1532 (Gamber 1958,
73—120). The Augsburg artist Hans
Burgkmair and his son are known to
have decorated armors for the Emperor
Maximilian I and Charles V (von
Reitzenstein 1964, 70). AV.B.N.

Literature: Grose 1786, pls. 43, 44;
Mann 1937, 1:157, fig. 1
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COMPOSITE GARNITURE OF ARMOR
FOR FIELD AND TOURNEY COURSE
Italian

partly by Pompeo della Cesa
fl.1585—1591, etched by an unknown
late 16th-century hand

steel and leather

167.6 X76.2 X§3.3

(66 X 30 X 21) overall

signed, PoamPE, for Pompeo della Cesa

The Warwick Castle Collection
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This garniture consists of a close-helmet
for the field with gorget plates (the
lowest at the rear missing); a four-piece
gorget hinged on the left; a horseman’s
breastplate of peascod form with folding
lance-rest on the right side (perhaps
associated); a skirt plate; a pair of
horseman’s tassets (thigh defenses), each
of six movable lames; a pair of gauntlets
lacking the lames for thumbs and fingers;
a reinforcing plate for the left shoulder
for the tourney course; a half shaffron
(horse helmet) with a later spike on the
brow; and parts of a saddle.




The decoration of the ensemble
consists of bands of etched decoration.
Some of the decoration is bright and
some is blackened. It includes
grotesques along the edges, and winged
children, human terminal figures,
lions, and grotesque beasts, all in pairs
supporting coronets in the main bands.
At the top of the central band of
decoration on the breastplate is the
signature of the maker, POMPE, and
the emblem of the original owner. This
consists of a radiant sun beneath a
coronet of five fleurons supported by a
pair of winged children, all above a scroll
bearing the motto “NVLLA QVIES
ALIBL.” The two side plates of the front
of the saddle, on which the decoration
includes the bear and ragged staff badge
of Warwick, are later replacements. The
backplate is from a second armor of the
same period and possibly from the same
workshop, but decorated with bands
including elaborate knots and oval -
cartouches containing grotesques,
alternating with bands of trophies of
arms suspended on a cord. The arms
and shoulder defenses (pauldrons),
which are for service on foot, are from
yet another armor.

Although this armor was probably
purchased by one of the Greville family
to decorate the castle in the eighteenth
or early nineteenth century, it is of a
type occasionally depicted in English
portraits of the later sixteenth century,
such as that of John Shirley, dated 1588,
now in the Metropolitan Museum,
New York.

Pompeo della Cesa was the foremost
armorer working in Milan in the last
quarter of the sixteenth century. Among
his patrons were Philip II of Spain,
Andrea Farnese, Duke of Parma,
Vincenzo I Gonzaga, Duke of Mantua,
and possibly an Earl of Pembroke since
parts of an armor signed by him are
still at Wilton. A.V.B.N.

Literature: Thomas and Gamber 1958,
796—807

24
TARGET CROSSBOW AND WINDLASS
€. 1700

Low Countries

steel, brass, wood, bone, and hemp
138.4 X81.2 (543 X32)

Eastnor Castle
The Hon. Mrs. Hervey-Bathurst

This crossbow has a stout lath or bow
of steel (with a later bow string) fixed
to its wooden tiller by means of a

pair of steel bow irons, one on each
side. The irons also secure the steel
stirrup on the front end of the tiller,
making it possible to steady the bow
during the spanning operation. Mortised
into the top of the tiller at the front is a
longitudinal brass slide for the bolts.
Behind that is a bone nut to hold back
the string when the bow is spanned.

The nut revolves freely except when
connected to the trigger-mechanism,
which is accomplished by means of a
short rod inserted into a hole in the
top of the stock behind the nut and in
front of the later brass peep-sight. In the
area of the nut the tiller is strengthened
on each side by means of a steel plate
shaped like a curved dolphin. The
underside of the stock projects beneath
the nut to improve the grip and behind
this projection is a steel trigger guard.
The spanning mechanism consists of
a winding box pierced with gothic
fenestration, which fits over the rear
end of the tiller. On each side of the
winding box is a handle operating the
roller for the cords. This is connected
by the cords to the pulley wheels on
each side of the double claw that fits
over the bowstring. By rotating the
cranked handles the cords are tightened

and the string is drawn back until it
engages the nut. The use of pulleys
allows a much stronger bow than

one that could be spanned by the
simple strength of the human arm. The
advantage of the crossbow over the
longbow is that the former can be held
spanned for long periods and ready to
shoot, while the latter cannot.

This particular weapon was originally
designed for competition shooting at
targets, a favorite sport in the Low
Countries where it is still practiced (see
Payne and Gallwey 1903, 9o—125). It
was purchased recently to demonstrate
the use of some crossbowmen’s shields
already at Eastnor and to complement
the large collection of arms and armor
collected by the 3rd Earl Somers
(1819-1883), which fills the great hall
and vestibule at Eastnor Castle.

A.V.B.N.
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WILLIAM BROOKE, IOTH LORD
COBHAM, AND HIS FAMILY 1567
Master of the Countess of Warwick
oil on panel

96.6 X 124.5 (38 X 49)
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inscribed AET4 I, AETA 6,
AETATIS SVAE 5 GEMELLI, AETA
4, on the cartouche, center,
Nobilis.hinc.pater.est.illinc.est optima.
mater | Circumfusa sedet.digna[parente
cobors| .| Talis. erat.quondam.patriarchae.

mensa.lacobi. | Mensa. Fuit.Iobo.sic.cumulata.
pio. | Fac. Deus.ut multos.haec.gignat.mensa.

Iosephos. | Geminet.ut | Tobi.stirps.renovata.
fuit. | Fercula.praeclaro.donasti.laeta.
Cobbamo. | Haec.habeant Jongos.gaundea.
tanta.dies. | An.° DN. 1567

Longleat
The Marquess of Bath

William Brooke, 10th Lord Cobham
(1527-1569), was Lord Warden of
the Cinque Ports, Constable of Dover
Castle, and Lord Lieutenant of Kent,
1558—1596. He entertained Queen
Elizabeth I twice, in 1559 and 1573 at
his house, Cobham Hall, which he
greatly enlarged. The portrait depicts
him with his second wife, Frances
(d. 1592), daughter of Sir John Newton
of Gloucestershire and Lady of the
Bedchamber to the queen. The second
lady is her sister, Johanna.

Cobham married Frances on
25 February 1559/1560 and the six
children seated around the table must
all be from this marriage. They are,

from left to right: Maximilian, age two,
with a dog jumping onto his lap;
Henry, age one, on his aunt’s lap;
William, age six, with a bird on his
hand; Elizabeth and Frances, age five;
and Margaret, age four, with a pet
marmoset. As an index to mortality, it
was to be the third son, Henry, who
was to succeed his father as the 11th
Lord Cobham (d. 1619). His sister
Elizabeth (d. 1597) was to marry Sir
Robert Cecil in 1580.

The Cobham family had close con-
nections with the Thynnes of Longleat:
Francis Thynne (¥1545—1608), Lan-
caster Herald and the first editor of
Chaucer, had presented Lord Cobham



with his Perfect Ambassador. (Francis 26 Frankfurt goldsmith, Peter Boy the Related Works: A large, fully marked
Thynne also wrote A Treatise of the Lords elder, and two seventeenth-century standing cup with the date letter for

‘ N STANDING SALT C.16I0 . . ‘ . .
Cobbam and the Catalogue of the Lord German equestrian statues, in the 1611-1612 (Victoria and Albert

; . London . . . .

W ardens of the Cingue Ports.) The dedi- silver-cilt and elass collection. It is therefore possible that Museum); another marked standing cup
cation is signed as though from Longleat, 5 (Igo) hioh J this salt may have been acquired by the from the same year given by J. Pierpont
the house of his cousin, Sir John Thynne, 34 & early nineteenth century. The glass Morgan to Christ’s College, Cambridge;
on 8 January 1578/1579. It is therefore Woburn Abbey cylinder inside the fretted C-scrolls of a small unmarked scent, or spice caster
likely that the picture was always at The Marquess of Tavistock and the the stem probably replaces a rock- (Victoria and Albert Museum); a cup
Longleat, which began to be built in the Trustees of the Bedford Estates crystal one. AS.C. with a rock crystal bowl (Tovey Church,

year that it was painted. Francis may
also have composed the Latin eulogy
casting Cobham as a kind of Tudor
Jacob.

This picture is one of a group of
about ten apparently by the same hand,
attributed to an anonymous artist
known as the Master of the Countess of
Warwick. It is conceivable that this
painter may prove to be one of the
royal Serjeant Painters, Nicholas Lizarde,
who died in 1571, a suggestion that the
absence of any pictures after 1569 would
support. The main stylistic source,
Eworth, has been transposed into a
naive, almost primitive format
anticipating the insular iconic art of the
high Elizabethan period. By the 1560s
the abandonment of the principles of
Renaissance painting as exemplified by
the scientific perspective practiced by
Holbein is very evident. Here the
chimneypiece, cartouche, column, and
table are all observed individually, with
divergent lines of perspective typical of
the Elizabethan vision.

The earliest secular family group in
England was Holbein’s painting of the
family of Sir Thomas More (1526—1527)
but the artist of the Cobham family
portrait clearly had no knowledge of
this sophisticated composition. The
prototypes for this composition are
Netherlandish (for example, Jan
Gossaert, The Children of King Christian
I of Denmark, 71526/1527; Hampton
Court) in which the sitters are crowded
behind a table. In the instance of the
Cobham group the formalized icon of
separately observed images arranged like
a family tree has been enlivened by the
children’s pets and the table laid with
pewter for dessert. R.S.

Literature: Cust 1913, 35; Edwards 1934,
155—156; Strong 1969, 110

Exbhibitions: London, NPG 1965 (43);
London, V & A 1980 (P. )

The most important stylistic feature of
this salt is the scrollwork decoration on
the foot, bowl, lid, and finial, technically
very skilled. The surface of the metal
was first roughly matted, and then the
wires, with small vine leaves, pointed
half leaves, and beaded pods, were
soldered to it, using a filigree technique.
Although unmarked, there is no doubt
that because of this feature and the use
of identical fluted spool-shaped elements
and vase finials of the same silhouette,
the salt is by the London maker with
the mark T7Z in monogram, who was
responsible for a small group of related
pieces.

The identity of the maker is not
known because the books in which
goldsmiths’ names and marks are
registered at Goldsmiths’ Hall,
London, survive only from 1697
onward. He may be one of the many
German and Netherlandish goldsmiths
in London at the time, partly because
of the high quality of the work, partly
because of the use of the plump little
vine leaves in the scrollwork, which are
characteristically German, and partly
because few English surnames begin
with Z. The tall standing salt was a
very English form of plate, however, in
use since the Middle Ages (for instance,
the salt of c¢. 1490 at New College,
Oxford), and marked the place of the
host at any meal.

The earliest surviving inventory of
the plate belonging to the Dukes of
Bedford dates from 1819; this piece
cannot be identified in it or in any later
inventories, so it is uncertain when it
entered the collection. It is the only
piece of such antiquity, apart from an
Elizabethan communion cup and paten
acquired by the 9th Duke in 1872.
However, by 1819, in tune with the
Regency liking for lavish foreign
antique plate, there were already three
exquisite gold pieces of ¢. 1700 by the

Shropshire) and a salt whose bowl, finial,
upper section of stem, and foot are
almost identical to this one (formerly
Sir John Noble’s collection)

Literature: Grimwade 1965, 64—65
Exhibitions: London, RA 1950 (102)
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EWER AND BASIN 1579/1582
silver-gilt and agate

ewer: 40 (15%) high

basin: 47.3 (18%) diam.

hallmark for London on both;

date letter B for 1579—1580

on shoulder of ewer; date letter D for
15811582 inside basin near central
boss; unidentified maker’s mark on both,

three slipped trefoils within a shaped
shield

Belvoir Castle
The Duke of Rutland
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This ewer is composed of four bands of
agate, and like the basin, it is gilded on
both sides. The mounts are covered in
a profusiori of mannerist detail —
strapwork, swags, masks, clusters of
fruit, pecking birds, and a suspended
lobster and turtle—executed with
great clarity and crispness, and a clever
repetition and consistency of motifs.
Fish and crustacean elements dominate:
the cartouches on the shoulder are
embossed with sea centaurs fighting sea
monsters while the cast satyr handle
has a double fishtail with a naturalistic
snail on his back, and a smaller snail
riding on its back.

N 11 4427

st
T

The matching circular basin is
decorated with twelve oval agate
plaques with convex surfaces let into
the border and well, and a circular
plaque in the center. It is embossed and
chased with the same repertory of
motifs as the ewer, the marine elements
being a turtle, lobster, sea monster, and
cuttlefish suspended by ribbons. On
both pieces the embossing is against a
finely spaced dotted ground. Originally,
the ewer was even more splendid—
for it was set with gems, indicated by
the four holes on each of the caryatid
herm figures, the shoulder, and the foot.
Both sides of the ewer and the basin are
gilt.

The grotesques, the satyr handle,
and the marine motifs are all features
that occur in Flemish goldsmiths’ work
from the middle of the sixteenth century.
They parallel and perhaps originate in
the peculiar variations played on the
strapwork/grotesque theme by the
designer Cornelis Floris (1514—1575).
Marine elements such as those that
appear in this ewer and basin were
first exploited by the workshop of
the Florentine goldsmith Francesco
Salviati (1510—1563) and in the
published designs of Jacques du
Cerceau (fl. 1549—1584).

The maker of this ewer and basin
has not been identified, as the stamped
plates with the masters’ marks and their
names no longer exist at Goldsmith’s
Hall in London. The superior quality of
design and execution, however, make it
very probable that he was not an
Englishman. During the third quarter
of the century more and more goldsmiths
came to England from the Continent to
avoid religious persecution. Indeed,
during Queen Elizabeth’s reign
(1558—1603) 150 Dutch, German, and
Flemish goldsmiths were recorded as
working in London. Because of the
ewer and basin’s appearance it is very
possible that their maker was indeed a
Fleming.

Even if it were not for the fine quality
of the embossing and chasing, and of
the cast elements, the use of hardstones
puts these pieces into the top echelons
of sixteenth-century plate. Semiprecious
stone vessels were much admired around
1580, and the princely treasuries of
Europe (for example, that of the Electors
of Saxony, known as the Green Vaults,
Dresden) are full of them. In England,
however, such vessels were comparatively
rare in the sixteenth century.

This maker seems to have specialized
in mounting expensive materials. Other
works that bear his mark include the
Gibbon salt, a very handsome and
sophisticated architectural piece of
1576—1577 (his earliest dated work)
with a rock crystal body; four pieces
of Chinese porcelain, and one Siegburg
stoneware jug. The mark also appears
on a perfectly plain, very English,
covered cup of 1590—1591 with a
baluster stem, his latest dated piece.



Although this ewer and basin would
have functioned mainly as display plate,
they would have been used for washing
the hands with scented water after the
meal. This was a necessary ritual as
forks were still rare in the sixteenth
century and were used mostly for
sweetmeats.

It is uncertain when this set entered
the Rutland collection, which includes
no other sixteenth-century plate. The
archives at Belvoir have not yet been
fully explored, but I am indebted to
Mrs. Stavely there for a reference dated
1841 in which the author refers to them
as a “christening cup and basin.” Until
C.J. Jackson spotted the English
hallmarks on the ewer and basin in about
1911, they were thought to be the work
of the famed Florentine goldsmith and
sculptor Cellini (1500—1571), to whom
most elaborate, fine quality mannerist
goldsmiths’ work was attributed in the
nineteenth century. They have always
been held in high esteem by the owners,
and the present duke remembers his
father telling him that they were the
most important works of art at Belvoir.

A.S.C.

Related Works: The Gibbon Salt,
15761577, Goldsmiths’ Company
London; a mounted Wanli pot,
1585—1586, Victoria and Albert
Museum, London; a standing cup,
1585—1586, Kremlin, Moscow;

a mounted Wanli bottle, c. 1580,
Metropolitan Museum, New York;

a mounted Wanli bowl, c. 1580, Franks
Collection, British Museum, London;
a covered cup, 1590—1591; Victoria
and Albert Museum

Literature: Eller 1841, 3305

Jackson 1911, 1:93—94;

Hayward 1976, 404—405

Exhibitions: London 1862 (5746, $742)
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EWER AND COVER

Chinese, Ming dynasty

with english mounts dated 1589
hard-paste porcelain and silver-gilt

35.5 (14) high

Hardwick Hall
The National Trust

The pear-shaped vessel is painted in
underglaze blue with lotus, peony, and
lingzhi, double lozenges, lappets, floral
medallions, cloud scrolls, and dots in
between; the spreading foot is decorated
with clouds above spreading waves,
and the curved spout with flames. The
silver-gilt mounts, unusually fully
marked, comprise a neckmount, spout
cover with chain, foliate handlemount
and rim, and an inner domed section
within the cover, together with a box
hinge with cast thumbpiece. The inner
liner, fully marked for 1589, suggests
that the cover was once all of silver-
gilt, and that it was replaced, perhaps
in 1850, when the Tudor-style
thumbpiece was added.

The earliest pieces of surviving
Chinese porcelain to reach Western
Europe date from the fourteenth
century, but it was not until the
sixteenth century that they started to
arrive in any quantity, first through
the Portuguese and then through the
Dutch East India Company. Because of
their rarity they were then sumptuously
mounted in silver or silver-gilt. Bess of
Hardwick (see no. 31), born in about
1520/1525, bought Hardwick from her
brother in 1583 and built a new house
next to the Old Hall there between
about 1585 and 1590. This ewer, with
its mounts dated 1589, is therefore of
exactly the same date as the house.
However, the only porcelain and silver
object listed in the Hardwick Hall
inventory of 1601 was a “purs-land Cup
with a Cover trymmed with silver and
guilt waying fourtene ounces,” and
although the contents of Chatsworth and
Hardwick were constantly exchanged
by the family from the earliest times, it is
also possible, given its mid-nineteenth-
century restoration, that this piece was
purchased by the 6th Duke of Devon-
shire (1790—1858). The Chinese
porcelain is of above average quality for

mounted pieces of the sixteenth century
and probably dates from between 1560
and 1570; similar ewers of lesser quality
can be found in Tehran at the Ardedil
Shrine.

Provenance: At Hardwick from at least
the time of the 6th Duke of Devonshire;
and by descent; in 1959, after the death
of the 10th Duke of Devonshire, the
house and its contents were accepted
by the Treasury in part payment of
death duties and transfered to the
National Trust

Literature: Boynton 1971, 35; Glanville
1984, 256

A.duB.

Related WWorks: The maker of the mounts,
who cannot be identified, is recorded as
having made the very fine silver-gilt
mounts of 1599 on the Trenchard bowl
of Jia Jing porcelain acquired by the
Victoria and Albert Museum in 1983.
Like the ewer, however, its earliest
history is obscure. The IH marks also
appear on a fine silver-mounted wooden
bowl dated 1596 in the same museum,
acquired in 1879
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GOLD CROSS AND ROSARY

OF MARY QUEEN OF SCOTS 16th century
enameled gold

80(30)

Arundel Castle
The Duke of Norfolk, kG

Because of its quality and pedigree, the
Arundel rosary is almost certainly the
one worn by Mary Queen of Scots at
her girdle when she went to the
executioner’s scaffold at Fotheringay
Castle, Northamptonshire, in 1587. She
bequeathed it to Anne Dacre, who was
the wife of St. Philip Howard, 13 th Earl
of Arundel, and both daughter-in-law
and stepdaughter to the 4th Duke of
Norfolk (1536—1572), as her mother,
the widow of Lord Dacre, was the duke’s
third wife. Among other services,
Anne Dacre helped Mary maintain her
wardrobe during her long imprisonment,
and in any case there were strong links
between the queen and the Catholic
Howard family; she and the 4th Duke
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had planned to marry in 1570. The
rosary remained in the possession of
Anne Dacre’s descendants, the Dukes
of Norfolk, until Thomas Howard,
11th Duke (d. 1815), gave it to his
cousin, Henry Howard of Corby, an
antiquarian and historian who wrote the
Memorials of the Howard Family (London
1834). Henry Howard had his wife
Catherine painted wearing the rosary
like a necklace, the crucifix hanging as a
pendant. It was returned by his family
to the 15th Duke of Norfolk, and has
remained since then at Arundel, which,
as the seat of the leading Roman
Catholic layman in Britain, is an
appropriate home for such a famous
relic.

The rosary is a form of devotion
traditionally ascribed to Saint Dominic
(1170~1221): each of the five decades
represents one of fifteen events in the
life of Christ or his mother—sorrowful,
joyful, and glorious—and the person
praying meditates thereon while saying
the Hail Mary ten times, concluding
with a Gloria, and then saying an Our
Father on the larger bead to commence
the next decade. In the Middle Ages
this aid to devotion was used so widely
that the manufacture of rosaries was a
thriving industry that attracted artistic
skills of a high order. Methods of saying
the rosary varied, as did the number
and order of beads. This division into
five decades subdivided by large
Paternosters, however, which conforms
to modern practice, is probably an
early example of its type and is among
the most splendid rosaries extant. D.S.

Related Works: Wooden rosary and
crucifix given by Mary Queen of Scots
to Sir William Herbert and now at
Powis Castle (National Trust),
Welshpool; also a golden rosary
formerly owned by Mary Queen of
Scots (Scott 1851, pl. XVIII; George
Mennell collection, Newcastle) -
Provenance: Bequeathed by Mary Queen
of Scots to Anne Dacre, Countess of
Arundel, in 1587; by descent to the
11th Duke of Norfolk (d. 1815); given
to his cousin Henry Howard of Corby
(descended from Anne Dacre’s sister
Elizabeth and her husband, Lord William
Howard, half-brother of St. Philip
Howard); returned to the 15th Duke of
Norfolk (1847—1917) and since at
Arundel Castle

Literature: Scarisbrick 1982

Exhibitions: Peterborough 1887; London
1889 (626)
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MARY FITZALAN, DUCHESS

OF NORFOLK C.I55$

Hans Eworth fl. 1540-1573

oil on panel

88.9 X71.2 (35 X28)

inscribed, at right, 4°/ AETA.SV/.16.;
signed at bottom right, 1565/HE

Private Collection

Hans Eworth was the most distinguished
artist working in England between the
death of Hans Holbein and the emergence
of Gower and Hilliard at the opening of
the 1570s. He came from Antwerp and
the main influences on his work were
Jan van Scorel and subsequently Holbein.
Almost sixty pictures either bearing his
monogram HE or generally accepted as
his work have emerged. He was certainly
court painter to Mary I and produced a
series of distinguished portraits of her
but was dropped by Elizabeth in 1558.
During the last decade of his life,
patronage came almost exclusively from
Catholics.

The picture has been reduced very
slightly to the right and the bottom of
the panel. The area on the right, bearing
both inscriptions, is the only one that
shows signs of repainting; the rest of the
panel surface is in a remarkably ur-
retouched state for a Tudor portrait. The
inscription in the bottom right-hand
corner bearing the artist’s monogram
and the date, both basically sound, is
placed where Eworth normally adds these
in other pictures, although the date 1565
1s impossible. The dress is 1555 and the
alteration of a 5 to a 6 in a clumsy
restoration in the past is not an unusual
transmutation. In 1704 the Hamilton
inventory lists “A picture of the Duchess
of Norfolk in Queen Elizabeth’s time
down to the knees” (no. 174). The
combination of a Duchess of Norfolk,
Hans Eworth, and the date 1555 indicate
that this picture should be that listed
in the inventory of John, Lord Lumley,
in 1590 (see no. 346): Mary Duchess of
Northfolke, daugbter to the last Earl of
Arundelle (Firzallen)) doone by Haunce
Eworth. That Duchess of Norfolk was
Lumley’s sister-in-law, Mary Fitzalan
(1540—-1557). In 1555 she married
Thomas Howard, 4th Duke of Norfolk
(1536~1572), and it is reasonable to



suggest that this is a marriage portrait.
The second inscription on the picture
gives the correct age for her in 1555 of
sixteen. At the moment the lettering,
due to overpainting, is cruder than
that in other Eworth portraits. The
duchess died in childbirth two years
after marriage.

A dendrochronological examination
by Dr. John Fletcher suggested that
this portrait was in fact painted in 1565.
All other evidence indicates that this
hypothesis cannot be right. Perhaps the
most telling fact is the rendering of the
dress and jewelry, which is observed
direct and certainly not at a remove.

The fact that this portrait turns up
in the Hamilton collection in 1704,
having wandered from the Lumley

collection, is not surprising. There
were leaks before the sales of the late
eighteenth century, most notably
Holbein’s cartoon of Henry VIII, which
had passed to the Devonshire collection
by 1727. R.S.

Provenance: Possibly identical with

the portrait recorded in the Lumley
inventory of 1590 (W alpole Sociery 6
[1918], 26); possibly Hamilton inven-
tory, 1704 (no. 74); recorded by Douglas
Pennant as a portrait of “Mary Queen of
Scots” (Tour in Scotland, 1772 [London,
1776], 2:243); at Lennoxlove until 1984
Literature: Cust 1904, 42—43; Cust 1913,
34—35; Strong 1966, 225—226; Strong
1969, 88 (26); information communicated
by Dr. John Fletcher

Exhibitions: London, NPG 1965 (5)
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ELIZABETH HARDWICK,
COUNTESS OF SHREWSBURY
attributed to Rowland Lockey
fl.c.1592—1616

oil on canvas

102.2 X 78 (40% X 30%)

Hardwick Hall
The National Trust (Devonshire
Collection)

This portrait of Elizabeth, Countess of
Shrewsbury (1518—1608), popularly
known as Bess of Hardwick, shows her
after the death of her fourth and last
husband, the 6th Earl of Shrewsbury,
in 1590. She was a resolute and
ambitious woman, a collector and a

builder on an almost unprecedented
scale, and possessed wealth affording
her every indulgence. Her supreme
monument is the house that she built
at Hardwick, perhaps the least altered
and most atmospheric of all Elizabethan
“prodigy houses.”

Bess was four times married, and it
was her second son by her second
husband, Sir William Cavendish, who
succeeded to Hardwick and, after the
death of his elder brother, to the
Chatsworth estate, which had been
bought by his father. In 1618 this son
was made Earl of Devonshire, and he
chose Chatsworth as the principal family
seat, relegating Hardwick to the status
of a secondary house. The portrait of
Bess hangs in the Long Gallery, and
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perhaps always did, if it is identifiable
with one or other of the portraits
recorded in the Gallery (“My Ladie”
and “My Ladies Picture™) in an
inventory of the contents of Hardwick
taken in 1601 (Boynton and Thornton
1971, 29). Today the visitor to this
room must experience an extraordinary
sense of prodigality, as did Arthur
Young, on seeing the numbers of
portraits displayed against the
background of the famous series of
Flemish tapestries that Bess-had
acquired from Sir Christopher Hatton.
Indeed, the appearance of the room can
have altered little during the course of
the intervening years. The collection of
pictures is characteristic of the great
houses of the period in being an
iconographic one: portraits of the family
and of an ever more widely spreading
family tree of relations, of notable
personalities and royalty.

‘The painter of this portrait was
probably Rowland Lockey (see Auerbach
1961, 254—262), an apprentice of
Nicholas Hilliard. He is recorded as
having worked as a miniaturist for Bess
in 1592, and from 1608—1613 he was
patronized by William, Lord Cavendish
(later Earl of Devonshire) for whom he
appears to have painted many copies of
earlier pictures. Sir Roy Strong was the
first to suggest the possible attribution
to Lockey of a small group of portraits
at Hardwick. The portraits in that group
are distinguished by being painted on
canvas instead of panel, and are of a
rather flaccid technique. This portrait
fulfills these conditions; but whether it
is a copy done for Lord Cavendish after
his mother’s death in 1608, or one of
the portraits mentioned in the 1601
inventory, must remain conjectural.

St.J.G.

Related Works: Replicas are in the
National Portrait Gallery, London, and
in the Portland Collection at Welbeck
Provenance: Always at Hardwick; in 1959,
after the death of the roth Duke of
Devonshire, the house and its contents
were accepted by the Treasury in part
payment of death duties and transferred
to the National Trust

Exhibitions: London, New Gallery 1890
(279); Manchester 1897 (159); Sheffield

1970
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THE SEA-DOG TABLE ¢.1580

after Jacques Androuet du Cerceau I
fl.1549—1584

walnut with fruitwood and tulipwood
marquetry top inset with fragments of
marble

85 X 147 X85 (333 X 58 X33%)

Hardwick Hall
The National Trust
(Devonshire Collection)

One of the best-documented as well as
one of the most celebrated pieces of
surviving Elizabethan furniture in
England, the walnut “sea-dog table” is

described in the Hardwick Hall inventory

of 1601 as “a drawing table Carved and
guilt standing uppon sea doges inlayde
with marble stones and wood.” It stood
in the withdrawing chamber on the
second (or state) floor of the house,

where it remains today, and had

“a carpet for it of nedleworke of the
storie of David and Saule with a golde
frenge and trymmed with blewe taffetie
sarcenet.” The word “drawing” refers
to the sliding leaves that can be drawn
out from under the top, and which may
have been used by the Countess of
Shrewsbury (better known as Bess of
Hardwick; see no. 31) when showing
favored guests the jewels, precious
stones, and other objers de vertu kept in
the drawers of a large cabinet that also
survives in the room. Traces of gilding
were found on the table during
restoration at the Victoria and Albert
Museum in the 1960s. The 6th Duke of
Devonshire described it in the 1840s as
“a wonderful old table, with sliding
tops, in which the travelled curious of
former days inserted, as we do now, the
bits of marble they may have picked up
in their Italian journeys, mounted on

chimeras, that is to say, dogs with
bosoms and dolphins’ tails, with
garlands round their necks and ostrich
feathers instead of ears.”

The choice of these “sea-dogs” for
the supports may be a reference to the
“talbots,” or dogs, which were the
supporters of the arms of George Talbot,
6th Earl of Shrewbsury. Talbot was
Bess of Hardwick’s fourth husband; she
married him in 1568 and he died in
1590. However, with the addition of
wings and fishes’ tails, the “sea-dogs”
have been transformed into chimeras,
those legendary beasts associated with
the dream world who are able to fly,
swim, and walk. The fact that these
speedy creatures are placed on the backs
of tortoises must illustrate one of those
punning Latin tags so dear to the
Renaissance mind: festina lente (make
haste slowly).

The chimeras are closely based on an



engraving by the Huguenot Jacques
Androuet du Cerceau I, and the feet in
the form of tortoises have been associated
with another of his designs. But it cannot
be said with certainty whether the table
is of French or English origin. The
contents of Hardwick were remarkably
cosmopolitan for this early date,
including Star Ushak and so-called
Polonaise carpets possibly brought back
from Constantinople by Bess of
Hardwick’s son, Henry Cavendish, in
1589; Chinese blue-and-white porcelain
with English gold mounts (see no. 28);
and a remarkable marquetry chest,
thought to be German though inlaid
with the Earl of Shrewsbury’s monogram.
The unrivaled collection of needlework
in the house still contains examples of
French embroidery (see under no. 34),
and among the other contents of the
Withdrawing Chamber in 1601 were
“too French stooles inlayde and set
with marble stones.” Again, it is hard
to determine whether the latter actually
came from France, were merely of a
French type, or were even made by
French craftsmen working in England.
A drawing by the poet George
Gascoigne (1525-1577), illustrating
the presentation of his Hemezes the
beremyte to Queen Elizabeth at Woodstock
in 1575 (Strong 1963, 101) shows the
queen sitting on a throne supported by
chimeras remarkably similar in form to
those of the “sea-dog table,” and the
suggestion has even been made that the
two pieces of furniture could have been
made en suite, and that the latter was a
royal gift to the Countess of Shrewsbury

(Jervis 1974, 26). G.J-S.

Provenance: At Hardwick by 1601; after
Bess of Hardwick’s death in 1608,
inherited (with the house) by her second
son William Cavendish, 1st Earl of
Devonshire; and by descent to the Earls
and Dukes of Devonshire until 1956,
when Hardwick and its contents were
accepted by H.M. Treasury in lieu of
death duties, and transferred to the
National Trust

Literature: Devonshire 1845, 191-193;
Boynton and Thornton 1971, 10, 27;
Jervis 1974, 24—26, figs. 76, 100—101;
Girouard 1976, 91
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AUTUMN FROM ““THE SEASONS” C.I611
English, Sheldon tapestry workshop
before 1570 to after 1611

wool and silk

327.6 X 406.4 (129 X 160)

Hatfield House
The Marquess of Salisbury

The four tapestries of the Seasons at
Hatfield House are based on engravings
by Marten de Vos in which Venus and
Cupid, representing Spring; Ceres,
Summer; Bacchus, Autumn; and Aeolus,
Winter, preside over the labors of the
months, with signs of the zodiac in the
sky. These signs were reversed in the
transition from engraving to tapestry,
and therefore read here from Sagittarius
to Libra, representing November to
September. The tapestry has also
transformed the plump boy-Bacchus of
the engraving into a brawny young man
and given him an entourage of wild
animals probably borrowed from a print
depicting Orpheus. Many details from
the engraving of Autumn such as the
wine press with a thatched roof and the
jagged mountains unlike anything found
in England are faithfully reproduced,
though the English workers have added
little trees outlining the mountains,
destroying their scale and the illusion
of distance. The whole perspective of
the original design has been distorted.
A stream that tops a rise as if made of
solid matter has been introduced. The
tapestry omits the traditional labor for
September, ploughing and sowing, and
instead depicts an apple harvest. At the
right, men dislodge acorns from a tree;
but their pigs have been moved to the
far left background, leaving the
November labor, feeding swine, looking
like a quarter-staff contest in front of an
oak tree.
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In the border two cords entwine to
form a series of medallions each
illustrating a device, the moralizing
emblems so popular among the educated
in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. A.F. Kendrick identifies
many of these devices, which have been
taken from the Emblemata of Alciatus,
first published in 1522, and from
Geoffrey Whitney’s Choice of Emblems,
1586, which drew on the earlier work.
Of the twenty-nine emblems from
Whitney’s book used in the four
hangings, only five are used in this
tapestry. Two in the bottom border
are, second from the left, “Post amara
dulcia” (After bitters, sweets), with a
man picking a rose; and second from
the right “Cum tempore mutamur”
(We are changed with time), showing a
baby in a cradle and a man on crutches.

The coat of arms shows the Seasons
tapestries to have been made for
Sir John Tracy of Doddington,
Gloucestershire, who married Anne,
daughter of Sir Thomas Shirley, in
1590. The date 1611, unobtrusively
woven into the tapestry of Winter,
seems to bear no relationship to
important family events. The knighthood
was conferred in 1592, and Sir John was
raised to the peerage as Viscount Tracy
of Rathcoole, County Dublin, in
1642—1643. Therefore the date
probably refers to the commencement
or end of weaving on the Sheldon looms.

William Sheldon, a country
gentleman interested in promoting
woolen manufactures, had established
tapestry workshops at Barcheston in
Warwickshire and Bordesley in
Worcestershire a few years before his
death in 1570. The workshops were
under the supervision of Richard
Hyckes (d. 1621) and his son Francis.
Both men studied classics at Oxford,
and either could have selected devices

for the borders of the Seasons tapestries.
Although Richard and Francis Hyckes
were also royal arrasworkers and may
have supplied the Crown with tapestry
as well as seeing to repairs of the Royal
Collection, most of the Sheldon tapestries
were made for local gentry like Sir John
Tracy. Doddington is some fifteen miles
from Barcheston and twenty-three miles
from Bordesley, while the pieces of
tapestry closest to the Seasons in style
and ornament are at Sudeley Castle,
Gloucestershire, about five miles from
Doddington.

The Sheldon tapestry workshops were
the first in the history of English
tapestry making to be both documented
and represented in surviving tapestries.
The Seasons tapestries are not only
unique works of art, but were the last
great set made on the Sheldon looms
before James I established a more
sophisticated manufactory at Mortlake
in 1619.

It was only in the nineteenth century
that the Seasons tapestries came to
Hatfield, after the extinction of the
Tracy peerage in 1797. They were
probably acquired by the 2nd Marquess
of Salisbury, who noted in 1866 that
they had been found in an old house in
Wiltshire. He used them to decorate
the bedroom in which Queen Victoria
slept in 1846. W.H.

Literature: Kendrick 1913; Barnard and
Wace 1928
Exhibitions: London, Lansdowne House

1929 (54, 55)
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EMBROIDERED CUSHION COVER
late 16th century English

linen canvas with colored silks
56 X 117 (22 X 46%)

Hardwick Hall
The National Trust
(Devonshire Collection)

This cushion cover of linen canvas is
embroidered with colored silks in tent
and cross stitches with details in
knotted stitch. In the center beneath a
coronet are the arms of Talbot impaling
Hardwick, supported by the Talbot dog
and the Hardwick stag, commemorating
the marriage in 1568 of George Talbot,
6th Earl of Shrewsbury, and Elizabeth
Hardwick, better known as Bess of
Hardwick (see no. 31). On either side
of the shield of arms, a branching tree
rises from a stylized flowery mound to
fill the entire ground. The trees bear a
typically Elizabethan variety of fruit
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and flowers—columbine, honeysuckle,
rose, marigold, pink, and cornflower,
with peas and acorns. Birds perch among
the branches, and in the border a scrolling
stem encloses fruit and flowers.

Brightly colored textile furnishings
dominated the interiors of the great
houses of the sixteenth century. The
tapestries, knotted carpets, and woven
fabrics were produced in professional
workshops but many of the embroideries
were made domestically. This was
certainly the case at Hardwick and Bess’
other houses where she claimed, during
one acrimonious exchange with her
husband, that they were thé work of her
grooms and women with the assistance
of only a single professional embroiderer.
The latter would have been responsible
(almost certainly with other professional
assistance) for the great pictorial
hangings worked with an appliqué of
rich materials, for other appliqué pieces
employing fabrics difficult to handle
like the “long quition [cushion] of

Crimson velvett, a frett of cloth of silver
with slips of nedlework in it,” which
was in the long gallery in 1601 and is
still in the house (Boynton and Thornton
1971, 28); and for large and elaborate
pieces like the embroidered bed hangings
and covers. The embroiderer would also
have had the job of mounting on velvet
or other fabric grounds the innumerable
canvas-work flowers (called slips)
worked by members of the household.
Hundreds of these little motifs still
decorate hangings, chairs, and cushion
covers in Hardwick Hall while many
more, worn and reused many times, are
In storage.

Standards of amateur embroidery
were high in the sixteenth century and
Bess and her household also tackled
larger canvas-work pieces, notably
cushion covers like the one shown here.
Although, unlike several others surviving
at Hardwick, this one cannot be
identified with certainty in the 1601
inventory of the house, it may well be

one of the “too nedleworke quitions
[cushions] for the windowes, whereof
one with my Lord and my Ladies Armes
wrought in it and lyned with Crimson
sattin,” which were in the best bed
chamber in 1601 (Boynton and Thornton
1971, 26). The other cushion, “of
Europa wrought with silke golde and
silver,” is more easily identifiable and
it is decorated with Bess’ initials oddly
placed within the pictorial design,
suggesting that they are the signature
of the embroideress. S.L.

Provenance: Although the cushion cover
has been at Hardwick since 1601, it
was probably made during the 1570s or
1580s for one of Bess’ other houses.
Two of the related canvas-work table
carpets at Hardwick are dated 1574 and
1579, a period during which Bess was
still living at Chatsworth in relative
peace with her husband. Accepted by
H.M. Treasury in part payment of death
duties on the death of the 1oth Duke of
Devonshire in 1959.

Literature: Nevinson 1973, 1756—1761
Exhibitions: Birmingham 1936 (985)
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THE PALMER NEEDLEWORK C.1625
English

satin with applied canvas embroidered
with silk, silver, silver-gilt thread and
cord, and metal purl

77.5 X 70.5 (308 X 27%)

Dorney Court
Peregrine Palmer, Esq.

This embroidered panel with the arms of
Palmer impaling Shirley commemorates
the marriage in 1624 of Sir Thomas
Palmer of Wingham, Kent, and Elizabeth
Shirley (or Shurley) of Isfield, Sussex.
Arranged round the shield are eight
male figures, each holding a shield
emblazoned with the Palmer arms, and
between the figures are four versions of
the Palmer crest: a demi-panther rampant
issuing flames from its mouth and ears,
holding in its paws a holly branch with
leaves and berries. The remaining ground
is decorated with two stylized trees,
flowering slips, and insects.

The main motifs are embroidered on
fine linen canvas and were cut out and
applied to the cream satin ground. The
shield of arms, with its crests and
mantling, is elaborately worked with
silver and silver-gilt thread and cord
and with colored silks in laid and
couched work, partly over padding.
The other motifs are embroidered in
tent stitch, long and short stitches, and
satin and detached buttonhole stitches,
with looped pile and laid and couched
work. The ground is seme¢ with silver
purl. Although the skillfully worked
shield of arms suggests a professional
hand, the other motifs and the makeup
of the panel would have been within
the reach of a skilled amateur and it is
likely that the panel was produced
within the Palmer household, possibly
with some professional help.

In its subject matter the panel
expresses one of the dominant interests
of the period: a delight in ancestry,
particularly as expressed in heraldry
and in elaborate genealogical tables.
(For a further example from the Palmer
family, an illuminated pedigree of 1672,
see no. 347.) Shields of arms appear on
many domestic embroideries of the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
(see no. 34) but the Palmer embroidery
is unique in also depicting members of
the family. Although the eight figures
are all dressed in clothes of about 1590
to 1615, they probably represent five or
more generations. Sir Thomas Palmer
(1598-1656), whose marriage shield

forms the central feature, may be among
those depicted. His father, another Sir
Thomas who had died in 1608, and his
grandfather (also Sir Thomas), who
had been made a baronet in 1621 and
who died in 1625, are also probably
included. This Sir Thomas was the
youngest son of Sir Henry Palmer of
Wingham, who had fought in the wars
against France and was twice wounded
in the arm, commemorated by the sling
worn by the figure in the upper left-
hand corner. Sir Henry was one of a set
of triplets born on successive Sundays
in June 1489 and it is possible that two
other figures relate to this remarkable
birth. However, the only other figure
that can be identified with any certainty

is that in the bottom right-hand corner.

Here the Palmer greyhound on the
shield has been replaced by a lion, a
difference granted to Sir Henry’s uncle,
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Sir Thomas Palmer, who was knighted
by Henry VIII at the Field of the Cloth
of Gold in 1520.

The panel has not remained in the
Palmer family throughout its history
but passed to that of the Earls of
Winchilsea, probably as a result of the
marriage in 1738 between a daughter of
the then Sir Thomas and the 8th Earl.
It remained in the Winchilsea family
until about 1900 when it was purchased
by Lord Northcliffe, but following its
publication in Country Life he was
approached by the grandmother of the
present owner and, as a result,
generously returned it to the Palmer
family in 1910. S.L.

Literature: Barron 1802, 807;
Hussey 1924, 176183
Exbibitions: London, Park Lane 1928 (429)
The Tudor Renaissance 113



HENRY WRIOTHESLEY, 3RD EARL OF
SOUTHAMPTON 1603

attributed to John de Critz 1555—1641
oil on canvas

104.4 X 87 (41 X34%)

inscribed, IN VINCV' LIS/ INVICTV'S.|
FEBRVA: 1600: 601: 602: 603: APRI.

Boughton House
The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, KT
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Henry Wriothesley, 3rd Earl of
Southampton (1573-1624), is best
known as a patron of poets and
dramatists and as a supporter of
colonial endeavor. Thomas Nash
describes him as a “dear lover and
cherisher . . . as well of the lovers of
poets as of the poets themselves.” He
was also apparently interested in
painting as Henry Peacham lists him
among those who collected pictures in
his Graphice (1612). The others, apart
from Henry, Prince of Wales, were the
Earls of Arundel, Worcester, Pembroke,
Suffolk, Northampton, and Salisbury as
“the principall patrons of this art.”

Nothing is known of Southampton’s
collection but he certainly sat for his
portrait many times. In 1594 he sat for
Nicholas Hilliard (Fitzwilliam Museum,
Cambridge) and in 1618 (?) he was one
of the earliest patrons of the Dutch
artist Daniel Mytens (Earl Spencer,
Althorp). Southampton was a leading
figure in all court festivals, appearing
regularly at the Accession Days Tilts
from 1591 onward, and, in the new
reign, became a member of the avant
garde circle of Henry, Prince of Wales,
being a challenger in the Barriers (1610)
and a masquer in Oberon (1611). Both
spectacles were designed by Inigo
Jones.

The portrait commemorates
Southampton’s imprisonment in the
Tower of London from 8 February
1600/1601 to April 1603, when he was
pardoned and released by James L. The
inset of the Tower at the upper right
and the motto, “Unconquered though
in chains,” commemorates this. A
second version of the portrait without
the view exists at Welbeck Abbey and
it has recently been claimed that this is
the prime version (Nottingham 1981)
although no direct comparison between
the two versions has yet been achieved.
The two versions have good provenances
via the sitters’ granddaughters, both
called Elizabeth. One of them married
the owner of Boughton, Ralph, 1st
Duke of Montagu, and the other
married the 1st Earl of Gainsborough
whose granddaughter, another
Elizabeth, married Henry Bentinck, 1st
Duke of Portland, owner of Welbeck.

The picture is therefore a typical
instance of the problems that can arise
with early portraits in terms of versions
and copies. The attribution to John de
Critz, Serjeant Painter to James L, is
purely tentative. Unlike his contem-
poraries Peake and Gheeraerts there
are few works that can be remotely
connected to him with any degree of
certainty. One of them is the well-
known portrait type of Robert Cecil,
Earl of Salisbury, of which many
versions exist, the earliest bearing the
date 1599 (one dated 1602 is in the
National Portrait Gallery, London).
These are close in composition to the
Southampton portrait with the same
placing of a three-quarter-length figure
and the same formalized hand emerging
from a cloak draped around the body
like a toga. The portrait can be very
closely dated between the time of the
Earl’s release from the Tower in April
1603 and his creation as Knight of the
Garter on 25 June. It was obligatory to
wear the Order at all times (except
rarely in a fancy dress context) and
its absence corroborates that the
commission must have been executed
during May and June 1603.

Southampton was famous for
wearing his hair very long. In an
unseemly brawl at court in 1598 a
certain Ambrose Willoughby “pulled
off some of the earl’s locks,” an action
that met with the queen’s approval. He
had it cut short about 1605. R.S.

Provenance: Descended from the sitter to
Elizabeth Wriothesley, one of the three
daughters and coheiresses of Thomas
Wriothesley, 4th Earl of Southampton
(1608—1667), whose second husband
was Ralph Montagu, Earl and later 1st
Duke of Montagu; in 1767 Henry, 3rd
Duke of Buccleuch and sth Duke of
Queensberry, married Elizabeth,
daughter and eventual heiress of
George, Duke of Montagu

Literature: Goulding 1920, 28; Strong
1964, 298; Strong 1969, 261, no. 242;
Strong 1969, 1: 208—300;

Exhibitions: Stratford-upon-Avon 1964
(19); London, Tate 1969 (173);
Nottingham 1981 (8)
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SIR CHARLES SOMERSET
manner of George Gower d. 1596
oil on panel

96 X 68.5 (37% X27)

Badminton House
The Duke of Beaufort

The sitter is likely to be Sir Charles
Somerset (d. 1587), sometime Standard
Bearer to the Band of Gentlemen
Pensioners. Sir Charles was the third
son of Henry, 2nd Earl of Worcester
(d. 1549), and hence the arms on the
tree to the left are differenced by

a mullet, the mark of a third son.

The picture is undated, but the ruff

is identical in form to those in a number
of portraits by George Gower from the
early 1570s (see Strong 1969, 169, dated
1573; 171, and also dated 1573).

This picture was considerably over-
painted in the background at one time
and its appearance before cleaning is
recorded in Strong 1969 (63, fig. 51). As
a portrait it is typical of the large number
of surviving early Elizabethan paintings
that remain unattributable, often on
grounds of condition. It is conceivable
that it is an early work by George Gower
(d. 1596), who was established in London
as a fashionable portraitist at the opening
of the 1570s and became Serjeant Painter
to the queen. The placing of the figure
and the turn of the head and the eyes
toward the spectator are all ingredients
of his work. The landscape background,
which must record a specific event in
the sitter’s military career, is unusual
and suggests knowledge of Hans Eworth’s
Thomas Wyndbam (dated 15505 private
collection, UK; ill. Strong 1969, 85),
which also has a tree in the background
and a view of military maneuvers.

But in contrast to Eworth’s Flemish
naturalism the portrait of Sir Charles
has all the iconic ingredients typical of
Elizabethan portraiture: the tree has
become a symbolic tree of chivalry
bearing the sitter’s arms, and the land-
scape is schematic and symbolic, with
no logical relationship in terms of actual
space to the sitter. The elaborate armor
and baton of command emphasize rank
and status.

The remarkably splendid armor is
French and relates to a series of half-
suits made for Francois II, Charles IX,
and Henri IIL In 1572 the sitter’s brother
William, 3rd Earl of Worcester, headed
an embassy to the French court in
February 1573 to act as proxy for Queen
Elizabeth at the christening of the
daughter of Charles IX. It is conceivable
that his brother went with him and
that the armor was acquired then asa
royal gift. R.S.

Provenance: By direct descent to the
present owners
Literarure: Mann 1933, 414—417

The Tudor Renaissance
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GEORGE NEVILLE, 3RD LORD
ABERGAVENNY C.1535

Hans Holbein the younger 1497—1543
vellum mounted on playing card

4.9 (1) diam.

Bowhill
The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, kT

Although this miniature is certainly by
Holbein, it cannot be definitely
established whether it was painted
during the sitter’s lifetime or shortly
after. Holbein learned the technique of
miniature painting or limning from
Lucas Hornebolte (see no. 39) during
his second visit to England. In doing so,
however, he departed from Hornebolte’s
practice, which was to work from life,
as Nicholas Hilliard was to do later.
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Holbein worked up his miniatures in
the same way as his oil paintings, away
from the sitter—1in his studio, where
he made use of drawings made from life
possibly with the aid of some optical
device. In the case of Lord Abergavenny
(1485—1535) the preliminary drawing
survives (Earl of Pembroke, Wilton
House) and must have been made some
time before the sitter’s death, which is
thought to have been in June 1536, when
he made his will. Holbein’s relatively
unsophisticated approach to the
composition as compared to his later
miniatures would suggest that, if not
made while Abergavenny was still
alive, it must have been executed very
shortly after his death.

Lord Abergavenny (d.1535) was
aged at least sixteen in 1485 when his
mother died and could have been almost
seventy or even over seventy when
Holbein drew him. He served in the
wars against France, was Constable of
Dover Castle and Lord Warden of
Cinque Ports, created Knight of the
Garter by Henry VIII, and granted the
vast estates of William, Lord Aber-
gavenny (d. 1392) in 1512.

This miniature is in good condition,
apart from minor paint losses and
discoloration and scuffing in the back-
ground. The inscription is a later
addition by Nicholas Hilliard and is

typical of his calligraphy. R.S.

Provenance: Presumably by descent from
the sitter to Mary Neville, Henry,
Lord Abergavenny’s only daughter and
heiress who in 1574 married Thomas
Fane; their son, Francis, became the
1st Earl of Westmorland; and by
descent; Apethorpe sale, Christie’s,

2 June 1892, lot 19; the 6th Duke of
Buccleuch, and since at Bowhill
Literature: Chamberlain 1913, 2:222;
Winter 1943, 266; Ganz 1950, 258,

no. 132; Strong 1983, 46, no. 2
Exhibitions: London, BFAC 1909

(Case C 22); London, RA 1950 (184);
London, V & A 1983 (25)
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CATHERINE OF ARAGON C.1525—1526
Lucas Hornebolte ¢. 1490/1494—1544
vellum mounted on card

5.4 X4.8(2% X19)

Bowhill
'The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, kT

This is the largest and most important
miniature of Catherine of Aragon
(1485—1536), Henry VIIs first queen,
and was certainly painted from life.
T'wo of the three others known, which
are all circular, are repetitions with
variations in the dress (Buccleuch
collection and the E. Grosvenor Paine
collection). The third (National Portrait
Gallery, London) may be a repetition,
though the dress is totally different,
and it carries an inscription presupposing
it to be a pendant to a miniature of the
king. Some works in the series of
Henry VIII bear his age and are dated
1525—1526. One of these is also
rectangular (Fitzwilliam Museum,
Cambridge), but its composition is too
different to make it a likely companion
to the present portrait. This miniature
is one of over twenty that can now be
attributed to Lucas Hornebolte, who
entered the king’s service in 1525. All
those of identifiable sitters portray
members of the royal family, indicating
that at the outset the portrait miniature
was seen as a precious royal prerogative.

The Tudor art of limning or minia-
ture painting developed out of late
medieval manuscript illumination of
the Ghent—Bruges School, of which the
Hornebolte family was one of the two
foremost exponents. The techniques of
the two disciplines are identical. The
features are modeled by means of
hatching in red and gray lines over a
basic strong pink flesh color known as
the “carnation.” The kinship with the
art of manuscript illumination is
particularly noticeable in the gold
highlights and the jewels indicated in
powdered gold applied over an ochre
ground. Hornebolte’s miniatures all
place the sitter against a plain back-
ground of pale blue and all are
encompassed by a gold line. In this way
he established the conventions of the
Tudor portrait miniature as they were
to be inherited by Nicholas Hilliard.

This miniature is unique in his work
as it includes the sitter’s hands. The
portrait formula is derived from that
evolved by Jan Gossaert, known as
Mabuse, who worked for Margaret of
Austria, Regent of the Netherlands,
among other patrons. Lucas’ father,
Gerard Hornebolte, who came with
him to England, had been her court
painter. R.S.

Provenance: Conceivably the miniature
in the collection of Queen Caroline at
Kensington Palace (Vertue 1743, 22,
no. 147, 81); “Katherine of Aragon,
Queen of Spain, in a square”; first
recorded in the Buccleuch collection in
1866 with no previous history
Literature: Archaeologia 1866, 73—74;
Strong 1969, 1:40; Murdoch, Murrell,
Noon, and Strong 1982, 32—33; Strong
1983, 36, 189, no. §

Exhibitions: London, SKM 1862 (20267);
London, RA 1879 (F 21); London,
BFAC 1909 (Case C 15); London,

V & A 1983 (6)
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ROBERT DUDLEY, EARL OF LEICESTER
C.1570-1575

Nicholas Hilliard c.1547-1619

vellum mounted on playing card

4 (1) diam.

The Manor House
Stanton Harcourt
The Hon. Mrs. Gascoigne

This is the first time that this important
miniature has been exhibited since
1865. Robert Dudley, Earl of Leicester
(15327—1588) and Elizabeth I’s favorite,
was a major patron of the arts, though
more is known about his interest in
literature than in the visual arts. From
the mid-1560s he was building on a
massive scale at Kenilworth Castle,
Wanstead, and Leicester House. At
Kenilworth he laid out a major, early
garden complex and in 1575 he
entertained the queen on a huge scale,
staging a series of entertainments on
the lines of the magnificences of the Valois
court. He also appears to have been
interested in paintings, having a large
collection of pictures, chiefly portraits,
and to have been instrumental in
bringing Federigo Zuccaro over to
England in 1575. Next to the queen he
sat for his portrait more often than any
other Elizabethan.

From the beginning of Hilliard’s
career in 1571, Leicester was a major
supporter of the artist. In that year
Hilliard prepared for him a “booke of
portraitures” and probably also made
two rings bearing his crest of a ragged
staff. The link was close, for many of
Nicholas’ children were named after
members of Leicester’s family. All three
surviving miniatures of Leicester
certainly by Hilliard were painted
before the artist went to France in
1576. One 1s dated 1576 (National
Portrait Gallery, London) and a second
is a pendant to one of the queen in a
dress of about 1575. The Stanton
Harcourt miniature is the earliest
of the three and by far the most
important, probably painted about
1573 or 1574. It is unique in Hilliard’s
oeuvre in that it has a background of a
silver damask curtain. This has now
oxidized so that some of the original
effect of its shimmering quality as it

caught the light has been lost. A Hilliard
miniature of a man, in the Fitzwilliam
Museum, Cambridge, dated 1574, has a
green background. At about this time,
then, the artist was still experimenting
with backgrounds; only after he
returned from France in 1578/1579 did
blue become his fixed background until
the 1590s. The portrait depicts the earl
at about the age of forty wearing a
bonnet with a gold hatband and pink
and green feathers. His black doublet is
heightened with gold, and there is a
gold chain from which would have hung
the Lesser George of the Order of the
Garter. There is no doubt that this
miniature, with its freshness and sense
of observation and spontaneity, must
have been painted ad vivum, as was
Hilliard’s normal practice. It is also in
remarkably good and unfaded

condition. R.S.

Provenance: A note in the hand of
George Simon, 2nd Earl Harcourt
(1736—1809), on the frame records that
this and three other Elizabethan
miniatures now at Stanton Harcourt
originally came from Penshurst Place
and were given to him “by the Hon.
Mrs. Anson, to whom they were
bequeathed by her aunt, the Hon. Lady
Yonge.” Penshurst was the seat of
Robert Dudley’s nephew, Robert
Sidney, 1st Earl of Leicester of the
second creation (see no. 14)

Literature: Strong 1984, 74

Exhibitions: London, SKM 1865 (1714)
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UNKNOWN MAN C.1610
Isaac Oliver d. 1617
vellum mounted on card
52X 4.4 (24 X 13)

Ham House
"The Trustees of the Victoria and
Albert Museum

This is a surprisingly little-known
miniature by Oliver, considering that it
has been in public ownership since 1948.
It shows the artist at his most brilliant,
depicting a young man burning in the
flames of passion, “Alget qui non ardet™
(he becomes cold who does not burn).
The miniature was a standard vehicle
in the etiquette of neo-Platonic courtly
love for purveying an image for
contemplation by the loved one. The
consuming fires recur in Renaissance
emblem literature. Vaenius’ Amorum
Emblemata (1608), for example, includes
more than one emblem on the theme,
including a salamander in the flames:

Unhu’rt amidds the fyer the
Salamander lives

The lover in the fyer of love delight
doth take

Where lover thereby to live this
nouriture

What others doth destroy lyf to the
lovers gives.

About a decade before Oliver had used
the same formula, doubtless at the
sitter’s request, for another young man
(Victoria and Albert Museum, London,
P.s—1917).

The sitter in the miniature has his
hair cut short in the latest fashion and
wears a cloak around his shoulders
arranged in the antique manner. This is
avery early instance of the adoption of
classical costume in portraiture. This
painting is contemporaneous with a
series from the same period that includes
a portrait of Prince Henry by Oliver of
¢.1610-1611 (National Portrait Gallery,
London), two portraits by Gheeraerts
(Strong 1969, 300, nos.306—307), and
two by Larkin (Strong 1969, 315,
nos.325—-326).

The miniature was probably among
the “fifty-seven pictures” hung on the
walls of the little Green Closet at Ham
House in 1677 (Thornton and Tomlin
1980, 129), and could be that described
as “My Lord of Essex of Isaac Oliver”
in an inventory of two years later
(no.114). Parallels for the hanging of
miniatures and small cabinet pictures
in a room of this size can be found in
other seventeenth-century, and earlier,
country houses. R.S.

Provenance: Probably at Ham House by
1677 in the time of the Duke and
Duchess of Lauderdale (though first
certainly recorded in an inventory of
1911); by descent through Lionel
Tollemache, 3rd Earl of Dysart, the
duchess’ son by her first marriage;
given with Ham and its contents to the
National Trust and the Victoria and
Albert Museum after the death of the
oth Earl in 1935

Literature: Finsten 1981, 2: 71—73,

no. 46; Murdoch, Murrell, Noon, and
Strong 1981, 72

Exbibitions: London, V & A 1983 (171)
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EDWARD HERBERT, I1ST BARON
HERBERT OF CHERBURY I1610—1614
Isaac Oliver d. 1617

vellum mounted on card

23 X 18 (9 X 7%)

Powis Castle
The Powis Trustees
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Edward Herbert, 1st Baron Herbert

of Cherbury (1583—1648), was a
philosopher, historian, and diplomat,
an accomplished fencer, musician, and
horseman, and the author of a celebrated
autobiography. From the latter we can
date the miniature fairly closely, for the
sitter was in England between 1610 and
1614, a period that matches his costume
in this portrait exactly. It is odd that
Herbert never refers to this very
expensive miniature in his autobiography,
which is rich in references to other por-
traits of himself that he commissioned.
These begin with one still at Powis,
attributable to Robert Peake, depicting
him in his robes as a Knight of the Bath
(Strong 1969, 245, no. 220). About
1610 he commissioned an equestrian
portrait of himself, possibly inspired by
the one of Prince Henry (see no. 56),

and in 1609—1610 he records sitting for
William Larkin for the portrait now at
Charlecote (Strong 1969, 315, no. 325),
copies of which, he writes, were procured
by the Earl of Dorset, another patron
of both Oliver and Larkin, and for

“a greater person,” apparently the
queen, Anne of Denmark. His portrait
was also borrowed from Larkin by a
Lady Ayres who got Oliver to painta
miniature copy of it; Herbert describes
surprising her in bed contemplating it
by candlelight.

This large cabinet miniature should
be seen as the counterpoint to the Three
Brothers Browne (no. 43). The style is
that of Oliver painting in the manner of
Hilliard, with brilliant color and broad
brushstrokes. This reactionary style
would have been chosen in response to
the tastes of the sitter, whose known

patronage was of artists within the
native tradition (Robert Peake and
Larkin). The source of the composition
may be more sophisticated, however, as
it bears a strong resemblance to Giulio
Campagnola’s engraving of the river
god type of Cronus. The pose can also
be linked to a whole sequence of
Elizabethan and Jacobean gentlemen
posed in attitudes of melancholy, of
which Hilliard’s miniature of Henry
Percy, 9th Earl of Northumberland
(Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam), is the
most direct prototype (c. 1590—1595).
Melancholy man seeks the shade of the
greenwood tree and lingers by a
trickling brook, which is precisely how
we see Lord Herbert. Here he is
celebrated both as philosopher and
knight, as exponent of both the active
and the contemplative life. His shield
bears a mark that seems to depict a
heart rising from flames, or possibly
wings, with smoke and golden sparks
ascending heavenward and the motto,
“Magica Sympathia.” A device close

to this appeared a few years later in
George Wither’s Emblemes (1635),
showing a winged heart hovering above
an open book upon which divine rays
descend. The heart symbolizes “the
Reasonable-soule” aspiring “to clime/
To Mysteries, and Knowledge, more
sublime,” and some such platonic
ascent is intended by the device on
Lord Herbert’s shield. R.S.

Provenance: By descent; on the death of
the 4th Lord Herbert in 1691 the
miniature passed to his sister and co-
heir, Florentia, wife of Richard Herbert
of Oakly Park, Montgomery; their
grandson became the 1st Earl of Powis
Literature: Pope-Hennessy 1949,

pl. XXX; Auerbach 1961, 251, 331,

no. 259; Strong 1964, 264—269;
Cummings 1968, 659—666; Strong 1969,
35; Finsten 1981, 2: 91-93, no. 57;
Murdoch, Murrell, Noon, and Strong
1981, 72; Strong 1983, 184—85
Exhibitions: London, SKM 1862 (2572);
London, V & A 1947; London, RA
1956—1957 (600); The Hague 1958
(58); London, Tate 1969 (142);
London, V & A 1983 (273)
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THE THREE BROTHERS BROWNE
AND THEIR SERVANT 1598

Isaac Oliver d. 1617

vellum mounted on card

24 X 26 (9 X 10)

inscribed at top left, Ano Dom.1598;
below left, to right, the ages of the
sitters, AEtatis.21., AEtatis.24.,
AEtatis.18., Aetatis.21 (the age of the
sitter on the right); at top center,
the motto, FIG”RAE CONFORMIS
AFFECTV'S; on a pilaster signed in
monogram, 10

The Burghley House Collection

This miniature depicts the three
grandsons of Anthony Browne,

1st Viscount Montague (c.1528-1592),
whose heir, Anthony, died five months
before his father on 29 June 1592. By
his wife, Mary, daughter of Sir William
Dormer, he had the three sons depicted
here. Anthony Maria (1574-1629)
succeeded as second Viscount; John (left)
married Anne Gifford and was the father
of Stanislaus from whom the 9th and
last Viscount Montague was descended,
and William (1576-1637) (at right)
became a Jesuit lay brother at the
College of Saint Omer in 1613.

The Montagues were loyal Catholics
who never lost the favor of the queen.
The first viscount was one of the
commissioners for the trial of Mary
Queen of Scots and took an active
part in repelling the Spanish Armada.
For six days in 1591 he received the
queen at Cowdray in Sussex with
entertainments stressing the loyalty of
both his family and the county to the
crown. His grandson continued the
tradition but was detained in the Fleet
Prison for his vigorous speech against
the new fines on Roman Catholics in
1604. He was imprisoned again, for a
short time, in 1605, in the Tower of
London, for suspected complicity in the
Gunpowder Plot. The 2nd Viscount
never occupied the public positions that
his grandfather held. Cowdray was one
of the leading centers of Catholicism in
late Elizabethan and Jacobean England.

The miniature is Oliver’s masterpiece.
In 1596 the miniaturist was in Venice
and, on his return to England, came
into fashion, attracting a major patron
in the 2nd Earl of Essex, who abandoned
Hilliard. Although Oliver had been
taught how to paint miniatures by
Hilliard his composition and allusions
were always international rather than
insular. The group of brothers with arms
intertwined owes something to the long
tradition of depicting the Three Graces
who were symbols of concord and unity
(just as the motto tells us the brothers
are) but may reflect more directly Du
Val’s engraving of the three Coligny
brothers (1579). The correct perspective
of the floorboards in the room is an
advance on Hilliard. Oliver may have
been aware of Hans Eworth’s groups of
Henry, Lord Darnley, and his brother

from the 1560s (both in the Royal
Collection), which place the figures
within a room in a very similar way.
Although the figure on the right has
been referred to as a servant there is no
evidence for this; he is hatless, but
dressed as a gentleman, and is con-
ceivably a member of the Montague
household. His arrival obviously has a
symbolic significance now forgotten,
relating to the fate of the Browne
brothers in the year 1598.

This is one of Oliver’s most subtle
compositions, an essay in the handling
of gray through brown into black with
touches of silver (which have since
blackened). The detail throughout is
meticulous compared, for example, with
the later miniature of Lord Herbert
(no. 42, which is painted in an archaic
manner recalling Hilliard). The soft
*fumato rendering of the faces of the
young men with their dreamy looks
reflects Oliver’s recent visit to North
Italy and his interest in Leonardo da
Vincl. For the Browne family Oliver
has produced a work that makes few

concessions to the iconic court art of
late Elizabethan England and heralds
the artistic changes to come in the new
century. R.S.

Provenance: By descent in the Browne
family of Cowdray, Sussex; first recorded
at Cowdray, c.1730 (Vertue
1930—1955; 2: 82); by the marriage of
Isabella, daughter of William Stephen
Poyntz of Cowdray House, in 1825, to
Brownlow, 2nd Marquess of Exeter,
recorded at Burghley several times
(Charlton 1847, 81; Wornum ed. 1849,
1: 179; Roundell 1884, 46—47); and by
descent

Literature: Foskett 1972, 1: 428, and
Foskett 1979, 60; Finsten 1981, 2:
59—62, no.3s; Strong 1984, 168169,
205, N0.217

Exhibitions: London, V & A 1983 (272)
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UNKNOWN LADY C.1590—1593
Nicholas Hilliard c. 1547—1619
vellum mounted on playing card
5.7 % 4.6 (2% X 13)

Bowhill

The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, KT

120 The Tudor Renaissance

An exceptionally fine miniature by
Hilliard, in excellent condition apart
from a little restoration at the edges
and the silver highlights, which have
oxidized black; this portrait can be
dated by the dress to just after 1590,
but preceding 1593. In that year
Hilliard, faced by the competition of
his pupil, Isaac Oliver, copied Oliver’s
way of delineating hair by carefully
drawn fine lines, abandoning his own
previous technique of vigorous brush-
strokes over a ground color. The
present miniature must have been one
of the last Hilliard painted making use
of his earlier manner.

Judging from the dress and the
splendor of her jewelry, the sitter is of
high rank although unidentifiable, as
indeed most of his sitters are from this
period. The details of naturalistic still-
life are characteristic: a spray of honey-
suckle tucked into her hair, a thistle
secured to the bodice of the dress, and
a rosebud pinned to her ruff. It is
conceivable that these had some
symbolic significance for the receiver of
the portrait. R.S.

Provenance: Presumably part of the
collection formed by Walter Francis,
sth Duke of Buccleuch and Queens-
berry (1806—1884); and by descent
Literature: Kennedy 1917, pl. V;
Auerbach 1961, 140, 309, no. 12§
Exhibitions: London, SKM 1862 (2037);
London, BFAC 1909 (Case C); London,
V & A 1947 (68); London, V & A 1983

(94)
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UNKNOWN LADY C.1600
Nicholas Hilliard ¢. 15471619
vellum mounted on card

7.7 X6.0(3 X2%)

Bowhill
The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, KT

This is the only miniature certainly by
Hilliard of which a second version
attributable to his pupil, Rowland
Lockey, exists (with only minor
variations; Nationalmuseum,
Stockholm). The size of the miniature
suggests that the sitter is clearly of the
highest rank, as her jewelry and dress
are only surpassed in elaboration by
those of the queen herself. Indeed the
gesture of the hand across the bodice is
repeated in a miniature of Elizabeth I of
the same date (Victoria and Albert
Museum, Ham House).

As in the case of no. 44 the hair is
painted in the tight manner of Oliver
and the background includes another
late innovation, the folded crimson
curtain. The earliest known instance of
this occurs in the miniature of the Earl
of Southampton dated 1594 (Fitzwilliam
Museum, Cambridge). The dress is off-
white, embroidered with leaves and
flowers in multicolored silk and
metallic thread over which there is a
layer of protective gauze. The inner
silk ruffle that lines the lace ruffis a
fashion typical of the turn of the
century and recurs in the portrait of
the Countess of Southampton (no. 52)
painted about the same time.

In spite of the attention to detail,
however, the miniature is a rather
awkward composition that reflects
Hilliard’s retreat into the mechanical
and schematic as he grew older.  Rr.s.

Provenance: See no. 44

Literature: Kennedy 1917, pl. 22;
Auerbach 1961, 140, 308 (123); Strong
1983, 140

Exhibitions: London, V & A 1947(72);
London, V & A 1983 (126)
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HAT BADGE WITH HEAD OF PIETAS
C.1500/1550

Italian

enameled gold with onyx cameo
4.4 X 4.1 (13 X13)

Chatsworth
The Trustees of the
Chatsworth Settlement

This enameled gold oval hat badge is
overlaid with foliage interspersed with
four vases framed in a knotty branch
entwined with oak leaves and acorns; it
is set with an onyx cameo head of
Pietas wearing a bandeau tied at

the back with ribbons, and with a
draped neckline. The cameo, which is
contemporary with the setting,
represents the personification of
faithful duty to the gods, fatherland,
and family, to whom the Romans
dedicated a shrine in 191 BC. This head
of Pietas derives from those on coins
(see Kent 1978, pl. 15, no. 5252
denarius of Metullus Pius, c. 82 BC).
Copied in the Renaissance period, it
was worn as a badge of classical culture.
The four lateral loops round the
circumference of the setting would
have been stitched to the upturned
brim of the soft black hats worn by
men at that time. In a well-known
passage, Cellini (Bull 1956, 63), refers
to the fashion: “Little medals of gold
which were worn in the hat or cap and
on these medals portraits were engraved
in low or high relief and in the round.”
Cameos carved in high relief were well
suited for setting in these ornaments.
This rare survival comes from a group
of wonderful Renaissance jewelry at
Chatsworth, which includes the armorial

signet ring of the 1st Earl of Cork. Dp.s.

Related Works: Hackenbroch 1979, 23:
a similar brooch set with an onyx
cameo of a crowned youth is in the
Royal Collection, Windsor Castle
Literature: Scarisbrick 1983, 1542
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THE GRESLEY JEWEL c¢.1580
English, with Italian inset cameo
enameled gold with table-cut rubies,
emeralds, pearls, and onyx cameo
with miniatures by

Nicholas Hilliard c.1547—1619
6.9(2%)

Southside House
The Pennington Mellor Charity Trust

Busts and heads of Moors were among
the most common subjects for cameo
cutters in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, combining the appeal of the
exotic with an advantageous use of the
layers of an onyx. The Moorish theme
is reflected in the small cupids firing
arrows that emerge from cornucopiae
at the sides, showing traces of black
enamel and obviously once blackamoors.
The cupids and the male and female
portraits enclosed within the pendant
suggest that it was made on the occasion
of a betrothal or marriage. The portrait
miniatures, which are by Nicholas
Hilliard, represent Catherine
Walsingham (1559—1585), cousin of
Sir Francis Walsingham, Secretary

of State to Queen Elizabeth I, and

her husband, Sir Thomas Gresley

(1522—-1610) of Drakelowe in
Derbyshire. Her identity is established
by comparison with the painting of her
wearing this jewel, hung from multiple
gold chains over her heart and dated
1585 (Birmingham Museum and Art
Gallery). According to family tradition
this pendant was a present from Queen
Elizabeth on the occasion of their
marriage. Despite the fact that Hilliard
was the official limner to the court, the
miniatures may not be original to the
locket as they appear to have been
slightly cut down to fit it. With its
broad white enameled band set with
table-cut gems the jewel is reminiscent
of pendants in the British Museum and
the Cabinet des Medailles, which both
frame cameo portraits of Queen Elizabeth.
A.S.C.
Provenance: Reputedly by descent in the
Gresley family until the late nineteenth
century; Lord Wharton Collection;
Private Collection
Literature: Auerbach 1961; Strong 1975
no. 10; Tait 1963, 150—1I51;
Hackenbroch 1980, 296, 792—792b
Exhibitions: London, V & A 1980—1981

(46)

-
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ELIZABETH I: THE RAINBOW
PORTRAIT C.1600

attributed to Marcus Gheeraerts the
younger d. 1636

oil on canvas

128.2 X 101.6 (504 X 40)

inscribed, NON SINE SOLE IRIS

Hatfield House
The Marquess of Salisbury

This portrait of Elizabeth I has become
the focus of a growing and highly specu-
lative body of literature, much of it
written by iconographers who have
proposed varied interpretations: the
Queen as the Bride of Christ, as Isis,
and as a Jacobean image reflecting the
neo-Elizabethan revival centering on
Henry, Prince of Wales. In the interest
of clarity it seems sensible to treat the
picture in terms of its provenance and
date, its authorship and the circum-
stances of its painting, and its
iconography.

The earliest identifiable reference to
this picture at Hatfield is in 1719
(Vertue 1719, 1:58). Hatfield House
was built between 1607 and 1612 by Sir
Robert Cecil (1563?—1612), chief min-
ister to both Elizabeth I and James I;
several portraits of the queen belonged
to the Cecil family in the early seven-
teenth century, and it seems likely that
this must have been one of them. It was
probably initially at Salisbury House
in London and was moved to Hatfield
in the 1690s.

In the Tudor period royal portraiture
was controlled by the use of approved
images. That control broke down from
time to time as in the 1590s when
portraits of Elizabeth depicting her as
old and therefore vulnerable (the
succession was a major debate) were
destroyed by order of the Privy
Council. In or about 1593 or 1594
Nicholas Hilliard was called upon to
devise the so-called Mask of Youth,
which was a synthesis of his earlier
images of her and a total denial of the
physical reality. There are over twenty
extant miniatures by him in which this
convention appears and it was also used
by painters working in oils, including
the artist of the Rainbow Portrait. This
dates the picture to the last ten years
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of the reign. The dating of the dress,
with its embroidered bodice, the
additional chin ruff, and the inner ruffle
to the ruff, points to a date of about
1600 or a little after.

No satisfactory attribution has yet
been made, although all authorities
agree that the picture belongs to the
new wave of portraiture of the 1590s
associated with the work of Marcus
Gheeraerts the younger (1561/1562—
1636) whose major patrons were the
Earl of Essex and Sir Henry Lee, the
owner of the famous Ditchley Portrait
(National Portrait Gallery, London).
Gheeraerts remains the most likely
candidate. Others are John de Critz
(c.1552—1642), who was certainly
patronized by Cecil but whose small
identifiable oeuvre contains no works
of comparable quality, and the minia-
turist Isaac Oliver (¢.1560—1617), who
also painted in oils and was patronized
by Cecil.

Provenance and dating seem to
connect this picture with Sir Robert
Cecil. On the downfall of Essex in 1600,
it was Cecil who took on the role of
orchestrating eulogies and fetes for the
queen in the same way that his rival
had earlier during the 1590s. Both in
December 1600 and 1602 he staged
major entertainments and he also
controlled the annual Accession Day
Tilts. For all these events he employed
an ambitious young lawyer, John Davies
(1569—1626). One entertainment could
have provided the occasion and use for
the picture, that of 1602, a contention
between a wife, a widow, and a maid,
which took place before “Astraea’s
shrine,” an altar decked with tapers.
The Rainbow Portrait could have been
intended to hang above that altar.
Dame Frances Yates’ association of the
Rainbow Portrait with the imagery of
John Davies’ Hymnes to Astraea (1599)
may therefore be correct. Astraea, the
Just Virgin of Virgil’s IF"7h Eclogue
whose return to earth heralds the
eternal springtime of the golden age,
was an image frequently invoked to
celebrate her and certainly provides the
main theme of the portrait. The details,
however, also need to be read separ-
ately. They are as follows: (a) The
rainbow is the traditional symbol of
peace after storms. (b) The motto, “No

rainbow without the sun,” associates
Elizabeth with the sun, which causes
the rainbow and brings peace to men.
(c) The golden cloak is adorned with
eyes and ears but not with mouths
(eliminating the usual misreading of it
as Fame), and is likely to refer to the
queen’s use of her servants, above all
Cecil. Davies uses them in this sense:
“many things she sees and hears
through them but the Judgment and
Election [i.e. choice] are her own.” (d)
The serpent on the sleeve, with its
jeweled heart hanging from its mouth
and an armillary or celestial sphere
above its head, is the traditional
symbol of wisdom. The general meaning
of this particular detail seems to be that
the queen is wise in both ruling the
passions of the heart and in reaching
decisions through the intellect (Cesare
Ripa gives a sphere as the attribute of
Intelligenza). The sphere, however, is
an emblem used in honor of the queen
as early as the 1560s and appears in
other pictures including the Ditchley
Portrait. (¢) On her ruff there is a
jeweled gauntlet, a chivalrous symbol
(she bestowed her glove on a knight at
the Accession Day Tilts) referring to
her role as sovereign of her knights.
(f) The bodice is embroidered with
spring flowers—pansies, honeysuckle,
gillyflowers, and cowslips. If these
are symbolic they must allude to the
springtime Astraea brings with her
Golden Age. (g) The queen wears a
crescent-shaped jewel in her hair
alluding to the role developed first for
her by Sir Walter Raleigh in the 1580s
and part of the public imagery of the
1590s, that of Cynthia, the Moon
Goddess and Empress of the seas.
Frances Yates also noted that the
headdress and the arrangement of the
mantle derive from the figure of a Sponsa
Thessalonica in both Bassard’s Habitus
variarum orbis gentium (1581) and Cesare
Vecellio’s Habiti antichi e moderni di
Diverse Parti del Mondo (1593), a source
book heavily used by Inigo Jones for his

masque designs. R.S.

Provenance: Presumably identical with
one of the pictures mentioned in the
early inventories of Hatfield and of
Salisbury House in London by the
1690s, when the contents of the latter
were moved to Hatfield (Auerbach
1971, 58); first certainly recorded by
Vertue 19501955, 1:58

Literature: O’Donoghue 1894, 19, no. 61;
Holland 1891, 36—37; Yates 1952, repr.
Astraea 1975, 215—219; Yates 1959,
365—360; Strong 1963, 85—86, no. 100;
Strong 1969, 299, no. 304; Auerbach and
Kingsley Adams 1971, 59—6T1, no. s1;
Graziani 1972, 247—259; Yates 1975,
34; Strong 1977, 50—52; Arnold 1980,
63—65; De Beauregarde 1983, 89—139;
De Beauregarde 1984, 49—62
Exbhibitions: Manchester 1857 (672);
London, SKM 1866 (267); London,
New Gallery 1890 (1410B); London,
Grosvenor 1933 (206); London, NPG
1958 (no cat.); Ottawa 1967 (29)






2: The Jacobean Long Gallery

Writing to ask Robert Cecil, the builder of Hatfield, for his portrait in
1609, Viscount Bindon explained that it was “to be placed in the gallery
I lately made for the pictures of sundry of my honourable friends,
whose presentation thereby to behold will greatly delight me to walk
often in that place where I may see so comfortable a sight.” The idea of
the portrait gallery has its roots in renaissance Italy and it is significant
that one of the earliest in England, at Lumley Castle, was probably
inspired by John, Lord Lumley’s embassy to Florence in 1566, when
he would have seen Cosimo de’ Medici’s gallery of past and present
worthies—copied from that of Paolo Giovio, Bishop of Nocera. Series
of portraits of rulers, or of family ancestors, were soon the standard
~ furnishing of the long galleries common to every house of the period,
and indeed it is rare to find pictures listed in any other rooms. Usually
these galleries were placed on the top floor with views over the formal
gardens below, enabling their owners to take exercise in bad weather
and in winter, under the gaze of heroes of the past, whose deeds would
be an inspiration for the future.

The full-length standing portrait, probably introduced to England
by Edward VI’s court painter Guillim Scrots, was well suited to the
increasing height of the long gallery. Series of family “costume-pieces”
of this sort painted between about 1595 and 1625 still survive at Woburn
and Penshurst; and most notably, the group from Charlton in Wiltshire,
now at Ranger’s House, Blackheath (see no. 54). The enameled brilliance
of these images by John de Critz and Marcus Gheeraerts the younger,
Robert Peake, and William Larkin puts them more into the category of
the decorative than the plastic arts, unlike the remarkable self-portrait

by Sir Nathaniel Bacon (no. 65), which shows him to have been among
the only native painters of distinction before William Dobson. However,
it was the arrival of two more foreign artists, Mytens in 1618 and Van
Dyck in 1632, that was to transform the tradition of the gallery portrait,
breathing new life into the old full-length format.

The Dutch artist, Daniel Mytens, was introduced to James I’s court
by Thomas, Earl of Arundel, Lord Lumley’s great-nephew. The first
important patron also to be a collector, called by Horace Walpole “the
father of virtu in England,” Arundel had returned from Italy with many
of the antique marbles seen in the background of his own portrait by
Mytens (no. 49), and it was he and his protégé Inigo Jones who
encouraged the artistic patronage both of the ill-fated Henry Prince
of Wales and his brother Charles I. Where Mytens’ portraits have
a gravity perhaps influenced by Velasquez, Van Dyck’s English work
has a sense of abounding life and energy, marking a return to the style
of his Genoese period, influenced by Titian and Rubens—who had
himself spent a short time in England in 1629-1630, devising the
ceiling decoration for Inigo Jones’ Banqueting House at Whitehall. Van
Dyck’s portraits of those in the immediate circle of the Stuart court are
among his finest achievements, and his influence on English art,
extending to the world of Gainsborough and Reynolds, is out of all
proportion to the short period of eight years that he spent in London
before his death in 1641. The court style, shown in the gilded busts of
Hubert le Sueur, the Italianate sgabello chairs of Franz Cleyn, and the
cavalier portraits of William Dobson, was not long to survive him,
overwhelmed by the turmoil of the Civil War.
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THOMAS HOWARD, 2ND EARL OF
ARUNDEL AND SURREY C.1618
Daniel Mytens ¢. 1590—1647

oil on canvas

214.6 X133.4 (843 X 523)

Arundel Castle
on loan from the
National Portrait Gallery, London

126 The Facobean Long Gallery

Thomas Howard (1590—1642) was the
grandson of the 4th Duke of Norfolk,
who had forfeited his lands and titles
and been beheaded in 1572, and the son
of St. Philip Howard, who had died in
the Tower of London in 1595. He holds
the baton of the Earl Marshal, the
office hereditary in his family. Intel-
ligent, austere, intensely proud of his
ancestors and interested in their
history, he was driven by “a single-
minded attempt to restore the glory
and honour of his family.” He himself
had been restored in blood in 1604 (he
was in favor with the Prince of Wales),
but not until the Restoration was his
grandson restored as sth Duke of
Norfolk. Deeply devoted to the arts
and learning, the earl was a lover of
antiquity, a discerning patron of artists
and scholars, and the first great collector
in the history of connoisseurship in the
British Isles. Many of his possessions
are known to have been of remarkable
quality; whereas, in discussing earlier
collections, even those formed by Henry
VIII or Lord Lumley (Arundel’s great-
uncle), it is difficult to assess the quality
as opposed to the quantity of the works
of art they assembled. Arundel was “one
that Loved and favored all artes and
artists in a great measure, and was the
bringer of them into Englande,” and in
the words of Rubens, “Uno delli quatro
evangelisti e soportator del nostro
arte.” The foreign artists he patronized
included Rubens, who in 1620 painted
a large group of Lady Arundel and her
suite in Antwerp; Van Dyck, whom he
was anxious to bring over to England in
the same year; Cornelis Dieussart,
Francesco Fanelli, and Wenceslaus
Hollar, whom Arundel enlisted in his
service in Cologne in 1636.

As a young man he had traveled in
the Low Countries, and he deeply loved
Italy; “the humour and manners of
which nation he seemed most to like
and approve, and affected to imitate.”
On his second and longer visit to Italy,
from which he returned in 1614, he
embarked on the excavation and study
of classical remains, partly in the
company of Inigo Jones. The marbles
he acquired at that time, and those he
secured in the Levant—the great
assemblage collectively known as the
Arundel Marbles of which a small part

survives in the Ashmolean Museum in
Oxford—were set up in the gardens at
Arundel House in the Strand and in the
gallery there, on the first floor to which
Arundel points in this picture with his
Earl Marshal’s baton. In the distance is
aglimpse of the Thames and the Surrey
shore. Arundel House was conceived
by its owner almost as a museum, with
a library and a fine collection of prints
and gems. His collection of pictures
revealed a special liking for sixteenth-
century Northern painting, a taste that
was not shared by Charles I or the
Duke of Buckingham, his principal
rivals in the collecting field. His
Holbeins, probably since unequalled as
adisplay in one collection of the works
of that painter, were especially dear to
him because the artist had worked for
his forebears. Arundel is also the first
well-documented collector in England
of old master drawings (for a good
modern account of the earl, see
Robinson 1982).

Daniel Mytens was trained in Delft
and was in London by 1618, by which
time he had secured the patronage of
the Arundels and, probably, of the
Earl of Southampton. He was a more
accomplished painter than anyone else
working at the Jacobean court and he
deservedly enjoyed success until the
arrival of Van Dyck, although he con-
tinued to paint for the king until 1634.
After his return to The Hague he
continued to keep in touch with the
Earl of Arundel, who in 1637 employed
him to help in the acquisition of pictures
and drawings. This picture and its
companion may have been painted for
Sir Dudley Carleton, a diplomat who
knew a great deal about the arts and
was helpful to collectors in London at
this time. He was told by Mytens in a
letter of 18 August 1618 about “those
greate picteures,” that Arundel was
unwilling to part with, “by reason
they doe leyke his hon" so well that he
will keep them.” Arundel appears to
have commissioned portraits from
Mytens for Carleton “in one table”:
perhaps the double portrait, now in the
collection of the Duke of Norfolk, in
which the heads are closely related to
those in these two pictures. “I wish,”
wrote Carleton, “he had been so happie
in hitting my Lady as he hath perfectly



done your Ldp, but I observe it
generally in woemens pictures, they
have as much disadvantage in y“art as
they have advantage in nature.”
Mytens admirably illustrates
Clarendon’s account of the earl: “the
appearance of a great man, which he
preserv’d in gate, and motion. He wore
and affected a Habit very differente
from that of the time, such as men only
behetd in the Pictures of the most con-
siderable men; all which drew the eyes
of most, and the reverence of many
towards him as the Image and Repre-
sentative of the Primitive Nobility, and
Native Gravity of the Nobles when they
had been most Venerable.” Although
in both portraits the painter has not
quite satisfactorily bridged the
transition between the sitters in the
foreground and the two important back-
grounds, Mytens shows himself to be,
in the solidity of his forms, far in
advance of such older painters as
Gheeraerts. He is also more modern in
his restrained designs and freely handled
paint than the artists who produced
the decorative portraits now associated
with Larkin. O.N.M.

Provenance: Probably always in the
possession of the sitter’s descendants;
among a group of portraits at Arundel
Castle that were handed over to the
nation in lieu of death duties at the
death of the 16th Duke of Norfolk in
1975 and were allowed to remain at
Arundel as the property of the National
Portrait Gallery, London

Literature: Hervey 1921, 143, 43;
Waterhouse 1953, 36; Whinney and
Millar 1957, 63; Ter Kuile 1969, 2—3,
43—44, nos. I and 2; Robinson 1982,
97—116

Exhibitions: London RA 1938 (8 and 28);
London, RA 1960 (3 and 25); London,
Tate 1972—1973 (1 and 2)

SO

ALATHEIA TALBOT, COUNTESS OF
ARUNDEL

Daniel Mytens ¢.1590—1647

oil on canvas

214.6 X133.3 (843 X 52%)

Arundel Castle
on loan from the
National Portrait Gallery, London

Alatheia Talbot (d. 1654); the third
daughter and eventually sole heiress of
the 7th Earl of Shrewsbury, married
Arundel in 1606. Her inheritance
transformed his financial position and
was of immeasurable value in enabling
him to build up his magnificent collec-
tions. “She brought to the Howards
vast estates across South Yorkshire,
Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire, estates
rich in minerals, lead, coal and iron,
and with a great house at Worksop
which was to become the principal
ducal seat in the eighteenth century,
while the industrial town of Sheffield
has formed the backbone of the family
fortune ever since” (Robinson 1982).

In the background of this portrait is
agallery on the ground floor of Arundel
House hung with symmetrically
arranged portraits in uniform, dark
frames. At the end a door opens into
the garden. A number of portraits had
come into Arundel’s possession from
his Lumley and Fitzalan forebears and
they may be among the pictures dimly
discernible here. The backgrounds in
the two portraits illustrate two prime
interests of the earl and his wife: works
of art and family history.

Full-length portraits of both sitters,
sometimes cited in connection with
these two pictures, are at Welbeck
Abbey. That of the earl is a standing
full-length portrait based on a slightly
later type (perhaps on the head at
Boughton), and with a view of Arundel

House behind. O.N.M.

Provenance etc.: See no. 49
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JOHN, LORD BELLASYS 1636
Gilbert Jackson fl. 16211640
oil on canvas

188 X 129.5 (74 X 51)
signed and dated, . . . Fack/pinxir 1636

Lennoxlove
The Duke of Hamilton and Brandon

A characteristic example of the work of
a provincial painter in the age of Van
Dyck includes a contemporary female
portrait in the background that is very
much in the style of Jackson. He worked
in different parts of the country and
had patrons in scholarly circles and
among the county gentry. Like his
contemporaries Parker and Bower,
Jackson has none of Van Dyck’s mastery
of design or refinement of technique.
Unlike Van Dyck, however, he presents
an unvarnished image of his patron,
Lord Bellasys (1614—1689): he records
his very fashionable dress with scrupu-
lous accuracy and gives a comparatively
rare illustration of the sort of interior in
which Lord Bellasys may have lived.
The Salomonic column, also used in an
almost exactly contemporary full-length
portrait by Edward Bower at Dunster
Castle, is probably derived from those
in the famous Raphael tapestry cartoons
acquired by Charles I, and is particularly
appropriate for a sitter who was an
active royalist during the Civil War.
O.N.M.

Exhibitions: London, Tate 1972—1973
(143)
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ELIZABETH VERNON, COUNTESS OF
SOUTHAMPTON C. 1600

English school

oil on panel

164 X 110.5 (643 X 43%)

Boughton House
The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, KT

Elizabeth Vernon (1572?—c.1655) was
the daughter of John Vernon of Hodnet
in Shropshire and Elizabeth, sister of
Walter Devereux, 1st Earl of Essex.
She was a Maid of Honor to Queen
Elizabeth I. Southampton (no. 36)
courted her “with to much familiarity”
in the autumn of 1595 so that she “almost
wept out her fairest eyes” when he left
for France in February 1598. Sometime
shortly before 30 August of that year
he secretly married her. On that date
Chamberlain, the latter writer, reports:
“Mrs Vernon is from the Court, and
lies in Essex house; some say she hath
taken a venew under the girdle and
swells upon it, yet she complaines not
of fowle play, but sayes the Erle of
Southampton will justifie it; and it is
bruted, underhand, that he was lateleie
here fowre dayes in great secret of
purpos to marry her, and effected it
accordingly.” The queen was furious
and early in November he was
commanded back from France and
committed to Fleet prison. Shortly
after 8 November their daughter
Penelope was born. Southampton died
in 1624 and his wife outlived him by
more than thirty years, giving shelter
to Charles I in 1647 after his escape
from Hampton Court, being ““a lady of
that honour and spirit that she was
superior to all kind of temptation.”
The portrait is unique in that it
records a great Elizabethan lady at her
toilet. Two items point to a date around
the turn of the century: the ermine-
lined crimson robe laid across the stool,
which would be appropriate to her rank
as a countess and therefore subsequent
to her marriage in 1598; and the ruff
pinned to the curtain at top right,
which includes an inner ruffle of silk, a
fashion of the last few years of Elizabeth’s
reign. The countess stands pulling an
ivory comb, inscribed Menez moi douce-

ment, through her long hair. She wears
an embroidered jacket with a zigzag
hemline adorned with spangles and pink
ribbon fastenings at the front, only the
top one of which is tied. The white lace
cuffs and collar are turned back over
her smock, beneath which she wears a
pink corset plunging in a deep 7 at the
front. Below the waist is a skirt (or
petticoat) in gold and silver of flower
sprays with a protective gauze over it.
This seems to be a very early instance
of a new style of attire without a far-
thingale, in which an embroidered
jacket was worn with a separate skirt.
It was a fashion that became all the rage
about a decade later (see Strong 1969,
330-331, 10S. 354—356).

On the table stands her jewel box.
Its contents are arranged on the table
in the manner of a visual inventory.
There is a large cushion stuck full of
pins that would have been used to attach
jewels to her hair and dress. Nearby is a
triple row of pearls, two necklaces or
carcanets with ribbon fastenings, and
three pendants. Another item of jewelry
hangs from the ruff pinned to the
curtain. Janet Arnold relates it to one of
a type listed in the 1600 New Year’s
Gift List: “One carcanett hanginge at a
Ruffe conteyning ix peeces of golde set
with garnetts.” The three large
cushions embroidered with metallic
thread, with three tassels and the
crimson cloth fringed with gold,
remind us of the important place of
textiles in Elizabethan interior
decoration.

No satisfactory attribution has ever
been proposed for this picture, which is
painted in the native tradition of
Nicholas Hilliard and is either ignorant
of or ignores the laws of scientific
perspective and chiaroscuro. There is
no attempt to create pictorial space and
we are presented with a formalized
pattern of clothes and jewels. R.S.

Provenance: See no. 36

Literature: Goulding 1920, 28;
Wingfield-Digby 1963, 88; Strong 1969,
1:300—301

Exhibitions: London, V & A 1981 (P18)
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FRANCES HOWARD, COUNTESS OF
HEREFORD 1611

Marcus Gheeraerts the younger d. 1636
oil on canvas

205.7 X 129.5 (814 % 51)

dated, 1611

Cowdray Park

The Viscount Cowdray

130 The Facobean Long Gallery

Frances Howard (d. 1639) was the
daughter of Thomas, Viscount Howard
of Bindon. She was first married to
Henry Pranell, a wealthy wine
merchant; in 1601 she married the
1st Earl of Hertford, who died in 1621.
Later in the same year she married
Ludovick Stuart, Duke of Lennox and
(later) of Richmond.

This is the most elaborate of

Gheeraerts’ surviving works and the
one in which he comes closest in choice
of costume and design to the most
formal Jacobean court portraits that
used to be loosely grouped under the
name of the “Curtain Master.” The
figure rests her hand on a very grand
X-frame chair of state and stands on a
carpet, between curtains pulled back
under a fringe.

There are seven portraits of this type
in the so-called “Berkshire Marriage
Set” (see no. s4). Here, however, the
sitter’s character is more sensitively
projected, the handling is more
delicate, the color more subtle, and the
mood more appealing than in those
rather hard, enameled images. Nor
does the other painter take such
conscious pleasure as Gheeraerts in
details like the flowers, the patterning
on the dress, or the fringes on the chair
and curtains.

Provenance: The portrait was at Cobham
Hall, in the possession of the Dukes of
Richmond and Lennox (see no. 66);
the sitter left many of her possessions
to her nephew, the duke; by descent to
the Earls of Darnley; sold Christie’s,

1 May 1925, lot 22, as by Gheeraerts;
the 2nd Viscount Cowdray and by
descent

Literature: Millar 1963; Strong 1969,
203

Exbibitions: London, Tate 1969—1970
(162)
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RICHARD SACKVILLE, 3RD EARL OF
DORSET C.I613

attributed to William Larkin d. 1619
oil on canvas

206.4 X 122.3 (813 X 48%)

dated and inscribed, 1613, AE™ sua 24/
Aut nunquam tentes: aut perfice; a later
inscription identifies the sitter wrongly
as his younger brother the 4th Earl

tis

Ranger’s House, Blackheath
The Greater London Council

The 3rd Earl of Dorset (1589—1624),
shown here in a very elaborate court cos-
tume, was licentious and a spendthrift.
He was singled out for his spectacular
costume at the marriage of Princess

O.N.M.

Elizabeth on 14 February 1613 and it is
possible that the portrait shows him
dressed for this ceremony. He was the
first husband of the great northern
heiress Lady Anne Clifford, and the
owner of Knole.

The portraits of the earl and of
his younger brother are the most
magnificent and the most technically
accomplished of the portraits in the
famous series of nine portraits (the other
seven are all of female sitters) formerly
at Charlton Park in Wiltshire, the seat
of the Earls of Suffolk and Berkshire.
However, it is not known when the
portraits were collected, for whom they
were originally painted, or whether they
commemorate a particular event. They
hang in uniform frames of about 1700,
at which point the uniform later inscrip-
tions were probably added. Although it
is tempting to associate this spectacular
series with a prominent Jacobean court-
ier such as the 1st Earl of Suffolk, there
is no evidence for this, and the portraits
are not recorded at Charlton before 1801.

Sir Roy Strong has argued per-
suasively that these and other portraits
of this type were painted by William
Larkin who is known to have worked
for the 3rd Earl of Dorset. Larkin,
however, remains a very shadowy
figure, and it must be pointed out that
there seems to be more than one hand
at work, certainly in the Suffolk and
Berkshire series as well as in portraits
of this type elsewhere. The style in
which the portraits are painted was a
fairly short-lived one, almost a form of
high Jacobean mannerism, which was
soon eclipsed by that of the more up-
to-date painters such as Van Somer and
My tens who came to London later in
the decade (for a full discussion of the
problem of authorship, see particularly
Strong and Simon). O.N.M.

Provenance: At Charlton Park,
Wiltshire, in an inventory of 1801; and
by descent; given by Mrs. Greville
Howard to the Greater London Council
in 1974, as part of a collection to
furnish Ranger’s House, Blackheath
Literature: Waterhouse 1953, 28; Strong
1969, 323; Simon [1975], no. 3
Exbibitions: London, RA 1938 (17);
London, Tate 1969—1970 (129)



é
‘
:

ANNE LEIGHTON, LADY ST. JOHN
C.1615

William Larkin d. 1619

oil on canvas

204.5 X 123.2 (804 X 48%)

Mapledurham House
J.J. Eyston, Esq.

This picture was first attributed to
Larkin in 1969. Larkin’s only certainly
documented works are the two portraits
of Edward Herbert, Lord Herbert of
Cherbury and Sir Thomas Lucy,
¢.1609—1610 (both at Charlecote Park,
National Trust). Larkin was probably
born in the 1580s and was probably
only in his middle or late thirties when

he died. By then he was being patronized
by the Earls of Rutland and by Anne
Clifford, Countess of Dorset. His work-
ing career would therefore only have
stretched from c. 1605 to 1619, hence
the attribution to him of a large group
of pictures that use identical carpet
borders and shiny silk curtains. Larkin
must have been trained by an artist
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within the Elizabethan tradition,
conceivably even by Hilliard himself,
who also died in 1619.

Although further research needs to
be done, it is likely that the sitter is
Anne Leighton (d. 1628), wife of Sir
John St. John (d. 1648) of Lydiard
Tregoze, Wiltshire. She is also depicted
with her husband in the triptych cele-
brating the St. John family in Lydiard
Tregoze church. The triptych, which
was heavily overpainted, is undergoing
restoration at present (information
from Miss Pauline Plummer) but the
resemblance to the Mapledurham
portrait is apparent. Sir John set the
triptych up in 1615, the date of the
separate portrait. The exact connection
between Anne Leighton and the
Tichbornes has yet to be established.
This portrait of Lady St. John is one of
Larkin’s late works and is unique in
setting the figure against a landscape
that is simultaneously both naturalistic
and symbolic. In the Elizabethan period
woodland settings appeared from the
mid-1580s onward in response to the
fashionable mode of melancholy that
demanded that a person seek the shade
of the greenwood tree (see Oliver’s
Lord Herbert, no. 42). Lady St. John
is just such a melancholic: she wears the
black that was de riguenr and crosses
her hands in a gesture half-way toward
the cross-armed pose best known from
the famous portrait of the poet John
Donne (Marquess of Lothian). Lady St.
John’s melancholy is of a religious kind
as is made clear by the memento mori
skull on the bank to the left. It is con-
ceivable that the oak, a traditional
symbol of immovability and strength
or resolve, is also there in a symbolic
capacity. R.S.

Provenance: The portrait came to Maple-
durham in 17535 as part of the settlement
that divided the pictures of the Tich-
borne family between the two daughters
of Sir Henry Joseph Tichborne, Bart.
(d. 1743). One of “Lady St. John”
appears among the nine that passed to
his daughter, Mary Agnes, wife of
Michael Blount of Mapledurham.
These included the famous picture
entitled The Tichborne Dole by Gillis van
Tilborch (no. 71)

Literature: Strong 1969, 324, no. 343
Exhibitions: London, Tate 1969 (131)
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HENRY, PRINCE OF WALES C.I1610
Robert Peake c. 15511619

oil on canvas

228.8 X 218.4 (90 X 86)

Parham Park
Mrs. P.A. Tritton

This entry has been written while the picture
was undergoing cleaning and restoration at
the Hamilton-Kerr Institute, and the author
intends to publish a fuller account with the
restorer.

Henry, Prince of Wales (1594—1612),
James I’s eldest son, was created Prince
in June 1610 and died of typhoid fever
in November 1612. For a brief period of
three years he presided over a brilliant
court, which was a focus for the intro-
duction into England of late mannerist
culture of a type typified by Tuscany
under the Grand Dukes, Prague under
RudolfII and France under Henri IV.
This still-born renaissance was allied to
a fiercely pan-Protestant ethic which, in
political terms, reached its apogee in
the marriage of his sister, Elizabeth,

to the leader of Protestantism within
the Holy Roman Empire, Frederick V,
Elector Palatine. Besides major authors
such as Ben Jonson, George Chapman,
Michael Drayton, and Josuah Sylvester,
who were all part of the circle, the
visual arts were represented in his
household by a remarkable galaxy of
talent: Inigo Jones, the prince’s surveyor
and designer of his court entertainments;
Isaac Oliver, initially his miniaturist but
later his court painter; the Frenchman,
Salomon de Caus, who designed and
supervised the building of mannerist
grottoes and fountains in his gardens;
and a Florentine painter, sculptor, and
architect, Constantino de’Servi.

Robert Peake was the prince’s picture-
maker from 1604 and it is surprising
that Henry, with his avant-garde tastes
in the arts, should have taken so long
to replace him. Constantino de’Servi
was already painting a portrait of the
prince in 1611 and in the same year
negotiations were entered into to
secure the Dutch artist, Miereveldt.
These ended in failure and led to the
appointment of Oliver as the prince’s
painter shortly before he died. To all
intents and purposes, therefore, the

portraiture of the prince is by Peake
and his studio assistants who were
responsible for the large number of
routine paintings that exist today,
monuments to the enormous popularity
of the heir to the throne.

Peake was a painter trained within
the Hilliardesque iconic tradition of late
Elizabethan art with its emphasis on
the two dimensional, its use of a light
palette, and its delight in spiraling,
patterned surfaces. In spite of this,
he was called upon to give expression
to the prince’s grandest aspirations,
deliberately projecting his image as
knight and cortigiano. These pictures
include the two versions of him  la
chasse (Royal Collection and Metropolitan
Museum, New York) and the one of
him as a warrior brandishing a sword
which has recently come to light in
Turin. There is no doubt, however,
that this picture must rank as the most
ambitious of all, and arguably as Peake’s
masterpiece.

Until now the picture has been
covered in a late seventeenth-century
repaint, which totally replaced the
original background with a low-lying
landscape and sky with a large tree to
the right, all of which was painted in a
free Titianesque manner totally belying
the archaic mannerisms beneath. Prior
to cleaning, the picture’s Italianate
features suggested both Oliver and
de’Servi (who is recorded as having
painted the prince’s horse) as the artists.
Cleaning has now established without a
doubt that this picture is by Peake.
The artist must, however, have been
acting under direction—in response to
an iconographic program compiled by
someone in the prince’s circle. The
Turin picture, for example, is borrowed
from Goltzius’ engraving of Manlius
Torquatus while the initial inspiration
for the present canvas must be either
Clouet’s equestrian portrait of Henri II
in the Metropolitan Museum, New York,
or another version of it. The pose of
both horse and rider is virtually identical
but even more telling is that in both
instances they are placed before a wall
with a narrow foreground of foliage.

The iconography reflects the martial
aspirations of the prince as well as his
cultivation of the equestrian arts (he
built a Riding School at St. James’s in
1607—-1609). In the picture we see a

vivid expression of his ability to fuse
imperial grandeur z antigue with
knightly prowess in the Elizabethan
Spenserian sense. In the Barriers of 1610,
composed by Ben Jonson, Henry was
given a shield let down from heaven by
King Arthur and a mighty revival of
British chivalry was prognosticated
under his aegis. We find this Arthurian
theme reiterated in the symbolism of
the impresa embroidered on the skirts he
wears over his armor and on the horse
caparison. This is a reworking of the
familiar legend of the sword Excalibur,
which could only be grasped from the
hand arising out of the lake by the
chosen knight. In this instance the sword
has become the anchor of Hope and the
prince’s glorious future is predicted in
the rising sun in the distance.

The cleaning has revealed not only a
wall behind but the nude figure of
winged Time bearing the prince’s lance
and helmet. Time’s white forelocks are
blown forward and tied to the favor
extending backward from the prince’s
right arm. In this we have a rare late
Renaissance instance of Time in the
classical sense of Opportunity, more
usually fused with Fortune and hence
usually depicted as female. The prince
is seizing Opportunity by the forelock.
There may also be an allusion to the
old Tudor theme of Peritas Temporis
Filia, in which case it could also mean
that Time reveals the Truth to come in
this valiant prince. :

It is conceivable that the feathers in
the helmet and on the horse’s head and
even the dyed tail, matching those of
the favor, are meant to be red, white,
and blue and hence emblematic of the
new Empire of Great Britain created at
the union of the kingdoms by his father,
James L R.S.

Provenance: Possibly identical

with “a picture at large of Prince

Henry on horsebacke in armes™ in the
collection of Henry Howard, 1st Earl of
Northampton (1540—1614), which passed
to Sir Robert Cotton (1571-1631);
Godfrey Williams, St. Donat’s Castle;
sold Christie’s, 4 October 1946, lot 131
Literature: Shirley 1869, 37; Cust 1914,
347—348; Strong 1969, 338 (364);
Strong 1986 (forthcoming)

Exhibitions: London, Tate 1969 (180);

1973 (58)
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PAINTED HALL CHAIR C.163§
attributed to Franz Cleyn 1582—1648
walnut, painted white and gray

104 X 38.7 X 55.8 (41 X 154 X 22)

Lacock Abbey
Anthony Burnett-Brown, Esq.

This chair and its three companions (nos. §8—60)

are rare, early seventeenth-century examples of an
Italianate form known as the sgabello, quite unlike any
of the conventional forms of seat furniture that had
been made in England before the reign of James I. The
sgabello consists of cartouche-shaped boards fixed with
mortise and tenon joints to a seat that is normally
dished, with a circular depression cut into its top face.
Its earliest documented appearance in England is in
the background of Mytens’ portrait of the Countess of

134 The Facobean Long Gallery

Arundel (no. 50), where a pair of such chairs flank
the door at the end of the long gallery leading to the
garden. The room shown is the picture gallery at
Arundel House in the Strand, designed by Inigo Jones
soon after his return from Italy with Lord Arundel in
1614, and indeed the two of them may have intro-
duced this form to England. Though usually termed
hall chairs from the early eighteenth century onward,
they seem to have been originally intended for long
galleries, lining the walls like sentinels, and this would
explain why they usually belong to very large sets.

This example, one of six, came from Holland House,
Kensington, which was built by John Thorpe for the
Cope family in 1605, but later acquired by Henry
Rich, 1st Earl of Holland. The great chamber there
was redecorated by Lord Holland soon after 1624, and
Horace Walpole, following Vertue, records that this
was carrjed out by the Danish-born artist Franz or
Francis Cleyn (Ilchester 1937, 15). Cleyn had spent
some time in Italy and was recommended to Charles I
by Sir Henry Wotton, the English ambassador in
Venice, and became artistic director of the Mortlake
tapestry works in 1625. His most complete surviving
rooms are the White Drawing Room and Green Closet
at Ham House, where a similar set of sgabe/lo chairs
once existed. These are shown in the garden in a
painting of the 1670s by Henry Danckerts, but were
probably intended for the 1st Earl of Dysart’s long
gallery and were only moved outdoors by his daughter,
the Duchess of Lauderdale, during her full-scale
refurnishing of the house after the Restoration
(Thornton and Tomlin 1980, 29, fig. 6).

Holland House was gutted by a fire-bomb in the
Second World War, but Walpole describes the Gilt
Room (the former great chamber) as having a ceiling
in “ornamented grotesque and small figures I think by
old Decleyn,” as well as “two chairs, carved and gilt,
with large shells for backs . . . undoubtedly from his
designs; and . . . evidences of his taste.” This is almost
certainly a reference to a pair of armchairs of sgabello
form (one of them now in the Victoria and Albert
Museum), which were probably made to go with the
set of single shell-backed chairs now at Lacock. The
latter appear to have been repainted several times and
now bear the rampant lion of the Talbot arms in the

central cartouche. G.J-S.

Provenance: At Holland House in the seventeenth
century; apparently given by the 2nd Earl of Ilchester
(d. 1846) to his daughter Lady Elizabeth
Fox-Strangways, wife of William Davenport Talbot of
Lacock; and by descent
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PAINTED HALL CHAIR C.163$§
attributed to Franz Cleyn 15821648
walnut, grained

124 X39.3 X57 (49 X 15% X 22%)

Melbury House
Lady Teresa Agnew

This sgabello chair comes from a set of sixteen made for
Holland House, Kensington, and brought to Melbury
after the former was gutted by fire during the Second
World War. The chairs may well have been made for
the long gallery, while the companion set at Lacock
was intended for the Gilt Room (formerly the great
chamber). The present graining probably dates from
the nineteenth century, and the central oval is
decorated with the two lions passant of the Fox-
Strangways coat of arms. For a full discussion of the
history of these chairs, see no. 68. G.J-S.

Provenance: Probably at Holland House in the time of
Henry Rich, 1st Earl of Holland (d. 1648); by descent
through the Earls of Ilchester to the present owner,
daughter of the 8th and last Earl
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PAINTED HALL CHAIR C.1635$
attributed to Franz Cleyn 1582—1648
walnut, painted black and gold

106 X 47 X 39 (413 X 18} X 15%)

Petworth House
The Lord Egremont

One of a set of nine chairs of Ttalianate sgabello form,
this has a base with grotesque heads and central
garland so similar to that of no. 57 that an
attribution to Franz Cleyn is also warranted. Neither
these nor a companion set at Petworth, with
cartouche-shaped backs decorated with the Percy
crescent (see no. 60), can be identified in the
inventory of 1632. They are listed, however, as
“eighteene carved and gilt wood [chairs] with halfe
moons” in the “lobby” in 1680 (Petworth House
MSss). Both sets were evidently acquired by Algernon
Percy, 10th Earl of Northumberland, one of Van
Dyck’s greatest patrons, whose close association with
court circles would have brought him into contact
with both Inigo Jones and Cleyn. The 1oth Earl

visited Italy in 1622, and added to the Italian books on

architecture and other subjects, collected by his
father, the “Wizard Earl.” Any Italianate decoration
he may have commissioned from Cleyn was swept

away by his granddaughter Elizabeth and her husband

during their remodeling of Petworth in the 1680s and

16908. G.J-S.

Literature: Jackson-Stops 1977, 358, figs. 2, 3
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PAINTED HALL CHAIR
attributed to Franz Cleyn 1582—1648
walnut, painted black and gold

104 X 38 X 48 (41 X 14% X 18)

Petworth House
The National Trust (Egremont Collection)

This sgabello chair comes from a companion set to that
described in no. §9. The central cartouche bears the
crescent badge of the Percy family surmounted by an
earl’s coronet, probably that of Algernon, 1oth Earl of
Northumberland. The painted decoration of both
chairs probably dates from the nineteenth century,
though they were described in 1680 as being gilt, and
the gesso ground may therefore be original. G.J-S.

The Facobean Long Gallery 13§
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BARBARA, LADY SIDNEY, WITH

SIX CHILDREN 1596

Marcus Gheeraerts the younger d. 1636
oil on canvas

203.2 X 260.3 (80 X 102%)

inscribed later, 1596, with the names of
the individual sitters

Penshurst Place
The Viscount De L’Isle, vc, kG

136 The Facobean Long Gallery

On 23 September 1584, Barbara

(d. 1621), daughter of John Gamage of
Coity, married Robert Sidney of
Penshurst, younger brother of Sir Philip.
He was created Earl of Leicester in 1618,
and was succeeded in 1626 by his son
Robert, who was born on 1 December
1595 and is shown here seated on a
table at his mother’s right (he became
the father of the sitter in no. 96). The
elder son, William, died in 1613. The

other children are Mary, Catherine,
Elizabeth, and Philippa.

The group was painted for Lord
Leicester, and Vertue (1930-1955, 5:75)
recorded the existence of a letter to
Lady Leicester from her husband in
which he desired her to go to Gheeraerts
and pay him for her picture and the
children’s, “so long done, and unpaid.”
This is therefore one of the few works
that can be linked to the artist by a
contemporary document, and it is among
the earliest works in his oeuvre, which
has been reconstructed principally by
Roy Strong and Oliver Millar. Despite
extensive damage, it still displays,

within the compass of an extremely
formal pattern, much of Gheeraerts’
sensitive presentation of character and
delicate treatment of detail—especially
in the lace and the jewels. No less
characteristic of the artist is the
pervading silvery tone.

A portrait of the elder son, Sir William
Sidney, also at Penshurst and painted
about 1611, can be attributed with
some confidence to Gheeraerts. 0.N.M

Provenance: Always at Penshurst

Literature: Waterhouse 1953, 27; Strong
1969, 277

Exbibitions: London, Tate 1969—1970 (156)
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GEORGE CALVERT, IST LORD
BALTIMORE 1627

Daniel Mytens c. 1590—1647

oil on canvas

223.5 X 146 (88 X 573)

signed and dated by the artist,

D. Mytens fe' a.° 1627; inscribed later
with the sitter’s name and office

Bourne Park

Lady Juliet de Chair and the Trustees
of Olive, Countess Fitzwilliam’s
Chattels Settlement

George Calvert (1578/1579—1632) was
a Yorkshire gentleman, pioneer, and
close friend and political associate of
the future Earl of Strafford, for whom
this picture was painted. He was
Secretary of State from 1619 to 1625,
and was created Lord Baltimore in
1625. He became a Roman Catholic
and received from Charles I in 1632 the
grant of the colony of Maryland, which
was to be established by Catholics. He
had lived earlier in Newfoundland, and
had originally asked the king for a
grant of land north of the James River;
eventually he was granted the unsettled
land between the Potomac and the
boundary of New England. After his
death, authority over the new colony
passed to his son, Cecilius, in whose
time it was christened Maryland (see
Nye and Morpurgo 1955). There is a
copy of this picture and a series of
portraits of his descendants in the
Baltimore Museum.

This is one of the painter’s master-
pieces, in which his essentially Dutch
richness of texture, fine handling of
detail, sympathetic characterization,
and solidity in modeling are combined
with a noble simplicity and elegance.
The standard accessories of the Jacobean
court portrait—the parted curtains
and the richly draped table—are
treated with a lucid sense of design and
the whole suffused in an unusually
tangible atmosphere.

This and Mytens’ portrait of the
3rd Marquess of Hamilton, painted two
years later, are the finest full-lengths
painted of Englishmen before Van
Dyck’s arrival in 1632. In Northern
Europe in the late 1620s it would be
hard to find portraits of greater
distinction or authority. The closest
parallels to this portrait with its fine,
swinging movement and austerely
silhouetted black figure, are possibly
Velazquez’ earliest portrait of Philip IV
and his slightly later portrait of the
Infante Don Carlos (both in the Prado).
Mytens’ finest works could certainly
hang beside the court portraits of
Philippe de Champaigne (1602—1674)
and not suffer in comparison. This
portrait is included in the list attached
to the will of Strafford’s son, the
2nd Earl, of pictures that were to
remain at Wentworth Woodhouse as
heirlooms “with the House and the
Estate . . . My Lord Baltimore at length
agreat friend of my flathers.”  o.N.M.

Provenance: See no. 216

Literature: Waterhouse 1953, 37;
Whinney and Millar 1957, 63; Ter
Kuile 1969, 14—16, and 47, no. 5
Exhibitions: London, RA 1938 (52)

The Facobean Long Gallery
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SIR THOMAS HANMER C.1637
Sir Anthony van Dyck 15091641
oil on canvas

110.5 X 88.3 (433 X343)

Weston Park

The Earl of Bradford

138 The Jacobean Long Gallery

Sir Thomas Hanmer (1612—1678) was
a page, and later Cup-bearer at the court
of Charles I. A distinguished horti-
culturist and a collector of medals, he
also made a copy of Norgate’s treatise
on miniature painting and was the
brother-in-law of Thomas Baker, subject
of a famous bust by Bernini. He
probably sat for Van Dyck around
1637. In the autumn of 1638 he and his
brother were granted a pass to travel
for three years. Van Dyck’s portrait of
him passed into the possession of Lord
Newport (the direct ancestor of the
present owner), in whose collection it
was seen by the diarist John Evelyn

on 14 January 1685: “some excellent
pictures, especially that of Sir Tho:
Hanmers of V: Dyke, one of the best he
ever painted.”

In its restrained color and noble
character this portrait illustrates Van
Dyck’s profound admiration for the
work of the great Venetians, particularly
Titian. The marvelous sense of poise
and latent movement makes it perhaps
the male equivalent of no. 64, although
the touch is a shade more forceful it
remains intensely nervous. Van Dyck
never painted a more brilliant passage
than that comprising the bent wrist,
gloves, and shirt against the black of
the costume. There is a slight penti-
mento in the lower left edge of the
doublet. This portrait of Sir Thomas
Hanmer is frequently compared to
Cornelius Johnson’s likeness of the same
sitter, painted in 1631, in order to
demonstrate the transforming power of
Van Dyck’s genius. O.N.M.

Provenance: By descent at Weston Park
Literature: Brown 1982, 211—212
Exhibitions: London, RA 1960 (5);
London, Agnew 1968 (54); London,
Tate 1972—1973 (103); London, NPG

1982-1983 (37)
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ANNE CARR, COUNTESS OF BEDFORD c.1638
Sir Anthony van Dyck 1599—1641

oil on canvas

136.2 X109.9 (53 X43%)

Petworth House
The Lord Egremont

Anne Carr (1615-1684) was the daughter of one of
James I’s favorites, Robert Carr, Earl of Somerset, and
the infamous Countess of Essex. She was born while
her mother was imprisoned in the Tower of London.
On 11 July 1637 she married William, Lord Russell,
later sth Earl, and eventually 15t Duke, of Bedford.

This is one of the set of “four Countesses” whose
portraits were painted as a series by Van Dyck. They
were commissioned by the 10th Earl of Northumber-
land, for whom Van Dyck also painted a number of
other portraits of his family and friends. The “four
Countesses” particularly influenced Lely, who painted
his famous series of “Beauties” for Charles I after the
Restoration and also made additions to Northumber-
land’s series after Van Dyck’s death. Some of the
portraits bought by the earl are conventional products
of Van Dyck’s “Shop of Beauty,” but this picture is
particularly carefully painted, with a sense of move-
ment in the figures, draperies, and foliage with the
amusing asymmetry in the face that produces a
remarkable impression of movement briefly arrested.
It is immeasurably more sophisticated than anything
seen earlier in England and not to be seen again until
the age of Watteau. Van Dyck’s hurried preliminary
drawing for the portrait is in the British Museum.

When the young Lord Russell had returned from
his travels no less than three of the young women
painted for Northumberland were mentioned as “ripe
for marriage; it is thought he will settle upon one of
them” The countess sat on a number of occasions
for Van Dyck and her husband was painted in the
magnificent double full-length (at Althorp) with Lord
Digby.

The pictures were hanging at Northumberland
House in London in 1671 and after the death of the
11th Earl in 1670 passed by descent, with many other
Percy portraits, and Petworth House, to his daughter,
the Duchess of Somerset. They have hung in the
White and Gold Room at Petworth since the time of
her grandson the 2nd Earl of Egremont, and, indeed,
the outstanding rococo decoration of this room must
have been conceived by the elder Matthew Brettingham
as a suitable setting for them. In the time of the 3rd
Earl of Egremont these portraits were deeply admired
by artists who were patronized by the earl. They
appear in Turner’s drawings of interiors at Petworth;
B.R. Haydon called this picture “the finest Vandyke
in the world”; and the portrait of Anne Carr showed
C.R. Leslie “the height to which high-bred grace and

loveliness could be carried in portraiture” (Taylor
1860, T:XXXV1, 2:146).

The beautifully carved frames of the Van Dycks at
Petworth were made for the 6th Duke of Somerset by
Parry Walton in 1689—1690. O.N.M.

Exhibitions: London, RA 1953-1954 (442); London,
NPG 19821083 (41)

The Facobean Long Gallery
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PORTRAIT OF THE ARTIST C.1618—1620
Sir Nathaniel Bacon 1585—1627

oil on canvas

205.7 X 153.6 (81% X 60%)

Gorhambury
The Earl of Verulam

140 The Jacobean Long Gallery

Sir Nathaniel Bacon of Culford (1585—1627) was a
grandson of Sir Nicholas, the Lord Keeper, builder of
the Tudor house at Gorhambury. His father,
Nicholas, was half-brother to Francis and Anthony
Bacon. Sir Nathaniel was the most accomplished
English amateur painter of the century and he made
important experiments with varnishes and pigments.
In his Compleat Gentleman of 1622 Henry Peacham wrote
that among England’s noble amateurs none surpassed
“Master Nathaniel Bacon of Broom in Suffolk . . . not
inferior in my judgment to our skilfullest Masters.”
Sir Nathaniel’s surviving work consists chiefly of
portraits of himself and members of his family, but the
1659 inventory of pictures at Culford Hall includes a
number of family portraits in the “Inward Parlour”
and, on the Great Stairs and in the Gallery, “Ten
Great peeces in Wainscoate of fish and fow] &c done
by St Nath: Bacon.” Apart from this picture the most
important work attributed to Sir Nathaniel is The
Cook- Maid, also at Gorhambury, a work virtually
indistinguishable in detail from that of contemporary
Dutch still-life painting. It should be noted that a
work formerly generally accepted as Bacon’s has
recently been found to be signed by Jan Bloemaert.
Bacon was on his way to the Low Countries in 1613.
His portraits are close in design to those of other
English painters who worked in the same manner; the
quality of his brushwork is fundamentally Dutch. The
crisp quality of his drawing, his liking for clear-cut
shadows, and his individual tonality suggest that, as
well as knowing the painters of The Hague, he may
have looked at a painter such as Wtewael in Utrecht.
This is the artist’s only known full-length portrait.
It is remarkably accomplished and was presumably
painted before he was created Knight of the Bath at
the coronation of Charles I in 1625. The sitter’s
interests and pursuits—those of the Compleat Gentleman
himself—are carefully displayed in the still life on the
table: a pile of books, writing materials, a drawing in
his hand, and an atlas open at a map of Northern
Europe; hanging on the wall, a small picture of
Minerva, and the artist’s palette and sword.
Sir Nathaniel was clearly a man of cultivated tastes, “a
great lover of all good arts and learning and knew good
literature.” The Countess of Bedford asked for his
help with her garden and pictures: “Whos judgement
is so extraordinary good as I know noone can tell
better what is worth the haveing” (King 1983,
158—159). O.N.M.

Provenance: The artist’s daughter, Anne, married to Sir
Harbottle Grimston, and by descent at Gorhambury
Literature: Waterhouse 1953, 41; Whinney and Millar
1957, 82—83; King 1983, 158—159

Exhibitions: London, RA 1956—1957 (41); London,
Tate 1972-1973 (27)
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LORD JOHN STUART WITH HIS BROTHER,
LORD BERNARD STUART ¢.1639

Sir Anthony van Dyck 1599—1641

oil on canvas

237.5 X 146.1 (933 X 57%)

Broadlands

Lady Pamela Hicks

The subjects of this portrait were the younger sons of the 3rd Duke
of Lennox, brothers of the 4th Duke who became 1st Duke of
Richmond. Of four brothers, all of them painted by Van Dyck,
three were killed while fighting for the king in the Civil War. Lord
John (1621-1644), who died of wounds received at the battle of
Cheriton, was “of a more choleric and rough nature than other
branches of that illustrious and princely family, [and] was not
delighted with the softness of the Court . . . [but] so generally
beloved that he could not but be very generally lamented”
(Macray 1888, 3:338). His younger brother Bernard (1622-1645),
later Earl of Lichfield, who fell at Rowton Heath in command

of the King’s Troop, was “a very faultless young man . . . of a
spirit and courage invincible; whose loss . . . the King bore . . .
with extraordinary grief” (Macray 1888, 4:115—116). This
picture must have been painted before the young men set off early
in 1639 for a three-year tour of the continent, and was presumably
painted for their elder brother, the duke.

No picture illustrates more clearly the revolution Van Dyck
brought about in the development of British portraiture. Infinitely
more subtle and complex in its composition than even the finest of
Mytens’ portraits, it reveals Van Dyck’s knowledge of Renaissance
design, that is, in the stance of the figure of the young man on the
right, which seems to be a reminiscence of Correggio. The sheer
beauty of its color (the silvery tone above all), the fluent handling,
spontaneous touch, and the sense of movement at every point—
note especially the left hand bent back on the hip and the fall of the
glove—fascinated Gainsborough, who'painted both the owner
of the picture, the 4th Earl of Darnley, in 1785 and the copy of this
picture, which is now in the Saint Louis Art Museum. Van Dyck’s
sense of rhythm, his marvelous combination of tension and ease,
and his air of relaxed authority and grandeur are perhaps at their
most impressive in such designs as these where the two figures are
so subtly linked—for example, in the double portrait at Althorp,
passages in the Wilton family group, or in the modello for the
Garter Procession at Belvoir Castle. There is a drawing in the British
Museum for part of the figure on the right. O.N.M.

Provenance: At Cobham Hall at the time of the death in 1672 of the
last duke of that creation; by descent to the 1st Countess of
Darnley; subsequently in the possession (at Cobham) of the Earls of
Darnley; thereafter with Sir George Donaldson, Sir Ernest Cassell,
and the Countess Mountbatten of Burma

Literature: Gluck 1931, no. 459; Brown 1982, 192, 225—229
Exbibitions: London, RA 1953—1954 (139); London, NPG

1982-1983 (44)
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CHARLESI C.1635§

Hubert Le Sueur c. 1585—1658

gilt bronze, on touchstone pedestal
87.6 (343) high

Stourhead
The National Trust (Hoare Collection)

The authorship and royal commission-
ing of the bust are proven by an entry
in Abraham van der Doort’s inventory
(c. 1638) of the possessions of Charles I
(1600—1649): “Done by the frenchman
Lusheere. . .Y.owne Picture cast in
brasse wth a helmett upon his head
whereon a dragon (after the Auncient
Roman fasshion), And a scarfe about
the shouldrs soe bigg as the life beeing
onely a buske, set upon a—Peddistall
made of black Tutchstone” (... 2f T If
9, cited in Millar 1960, 70, no. 1). The
gilding, strikingly revealed when the
bust was cleaned at the Victoria and
Albert Museum in 1978, is of consider-
able age, but may not be contemporary
with the casting. Either Van der Doort
mistook the color for polished brass, or
it was added later, perhaps after the
Restoration.

The bust, which was set in a window
embrasure in the Chair Room of White-
hall Palace, does not appear specifically
in the records of sales under the
Commonwealth and was not mentioned
until the early eighteenth century
when George Vertue described Stour-
head. A pen and wash sketch of it was
made by Rysbrack, presumably in 1733
when he was employed on sculpture for
the house and gardens. The image of
Charles I as a helmeted warrior is unique
in Le Sueur’s oeuvre and probably
combines a standard Renaissance
reference to Mars with one to Saint
George, patron saint of England, for the
crest is in the shape of a snarling
dragon. The image is derived from a
marble bust of Charles’ father-in-law,
Henri IV of France, in the palace of
Fontainebleau.

Le Sueur was the first of Charles’
court sculptors to have been recruited
abroad. Initially one of the sculptors
employed in the Louvre by the French
crown, Le Sueur seems to have been
brought to England with Henrietta
Maria, perhaps as part of a cultural
dowry. He specialized in casting bronze,
a craft that had hardly existed as an art

142 The Facobean Long Gallery

form in Tudor England since the depar-
ture of Pietro Torrigiano over a century
carlier. It had been greatly popularized
throughout Europe in the last quarter of
the sixteenth century by Giambologna,
many of whose statuettes the king
owned. James I and Charles I con-
sistently failed to recruit Pietro Tacca,
Giambologna’s successor as court-
sculptor to the Medici, and had to
make do with the less distinguished
Frenchman. In 1635, a far more talented
sculptor from Italy, Francesco Fanelli,
arrived in London and outstripped Le
Sueur in his proficiency with bronze-
casting. By 1636 the king had acquired
aportrait bust of himself by Bernini
and Le Sueur’s shortcomings must have
become painfully apparent. C.A.
Provenance: From the collection of King
Charles I at Whitehall Palace (¢.1636);
Henry Hoare II of Stourhead (1705—
1785), and by descent to Sir Henry
Hoare, 6th Bart.; given with the major
contents of Stourhead to the National
Trust in 1946

Literature: Avery 1979; Avery 1982,
184185, no. 33

Exhibitions: London, Tate 1972 (232);
Brussels 1973 (78)
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CATHERINE BRUCE, COUNTESS OF
DYSART C.1035§

Hubert Le Sueur c.1585—1658
gilt bronze

80 (314) high

Ham House
The Trustees of the Victoria and
Albert Museum

A daughter of Colonel Norman Bruce
of Clackmannan, Catherine Bruce

(d. 1649) became Lady-in-Waiting to
Queen Henrietta Maria, and married
the 1st Earl of Dysart before 1636. The
bronze bust is undocumented but may
be attributed firmly to Charles I’s court
sculptor, Hubert Le Sueur, by com-
parison with his other recorded works.
Its morphology and style recall those of
the female mourners on the tombs of
the Duke of Richmond and Lennox and
of the Duke of Buckingham (c.1634) in
Westminster Abbey (Avery 1982, pls.
40b—c, 46d), and those of the Diana
and mermaids on the fountain from
Somerset House, now in Bushy Park,
Middlesex (which appears now to be
the work of Le Sueur and not of Fanelli;




see Avery 1982, pls. s2b, §3a). The
mouth, nose, and eyes also relate to Le
Sueur’s bust of Lady Ann Cottington
in Westminster Abbey (Avery 1982,
pls. 60d, 61¢). The inclusion of the left
arm shows Le Sueur attempting to
follow Italian baroque precedents in
enlarging the scope of a bust to rival
painted likenesses.

The bust, which was possibly made
to celebrate the sitter’s marriage and
subsequent elevation to the peerage, is
an interesting example of a portrait
made for display inside a house and not
on a tomb. “One Brasse head over ye
Chimney” is recorded in the White
Closet in the Ham inventory of 1677,
further identified as “one brasse head of
her Grace’s mother” in 1683 (Thornton
and Tomlin 1980, 79). The room was
one of those added by the architect
William Samwell for the Duke and
Duchess of Lauderdale in 1672—1675,
and it is likely that the corner chimney-
piece was specially designed at that
time with a platform for the bust to
stand on. The duchess (who was also
Countess of Dysart in her own right)
used this as her own dressing room,
and it is not surprising that she should
wish to keep an object of such
sentimental value here. The bust was
bronzed at some later date, probably in
the nineteenth century, and its gilding
(perhaps also dating from the 1670s)
has only recently been revealed.  c.a.

Provenance: Ham House, after death of
the Duchess of Lauderdale in 1696, by
descent to the Earls of Dysart until
1949, when given by Sir Lyonel
Tollemache, sth Bart., and Mr. Cecil
Tollemache to The National Trust and
the Victoria and Albert Museum, with
the house and its other principal
contents in 1949

Literature: Avery 1982

Exhibitions: London, RA 1956—1957
(138); Brussels 1973 (79)

JOHN; IST LORD BYRON C.1643
William Dobson 1611—1646
oil on canvas

142 X120 (553 X 47)

Tabley House
Victoria University of Manchester
(Tabley Collection)

John, 15t Lord Byron (d. 1652), had as a
young man fought in the Low Countries.
He was a devoted and courageous
royalist cavalry commander in the
Civil War. For a short time he was
Governor of Oxford, where Dobson had
set up a studio in which he painted
portraits of the king, his two eldest
sons, and a number of his supporters.
Byron was involved in many of the
principal actions of the war and com-
manded the royalist forces in his native
Lancashire. He later joined the court of
the exiled Queen Henrietta Maria in
Paris and became governor to the young
Duke of York. His wife—many years
younger than he—is reputed to have
been one of Charles II’s mistresses
while in exile.

The formidable scar on Byron’s face
was probably the result of a wound
received from a pole-axe or halberd in a
night attack at Burford in January
1643. This portrait was probably
painted soon after that event. It is one
of Dobson’s most arresting and
dashingly painted pictures. The figure
has been cut off at a rather awkward
point and thrust into the forefront of
the composition and the background is
rather uncomfortably crowded: an
idiosyncratic example of English
baroque portraiture; in short.

Although the use of charger and page
is a motif that Van Dyck had used, and
though the pose of the sitter may have
been influenced by one of his portraits
of the Earl of Strafford, the mood here
is essentially unlike that of Van Dyck.
The twisted (or Salomonic) columns
“entered the European artistic vocabu-
lary” (in Dr. Malcolm Rogers’ phrase)
by way of The Healing of the Paralyzed
Man, one of the Raphael cartoons (now
on loan to the Victoria and Albert
Museum) that were acquired by Charles
I before his accession—and in England
Van Dyck had used them even earlier.

The combination here of Salomonic col-
umns and heraldic curtain is, as Dr.
Rogers points out, almost certainly
taken from Rubens’ portrait, in
Munich, of the Countess of Arundel
with members of her staff. It is possible
that Dobson has used the columns as
symbols of the legitimacy of the royal
cause (see no. §1). The columns and
the curtain may in fact have been
painted over a background of uninter-
rupted skyj; the horse’s mane is painted
over the moldings of the nearest
column; and there is an obvious change
in the position of the baton. O.N.M.

Provenance: The sitter’s brother-in-law,
Sir Peter Leicester; by descent to
Lt.-Col. J.L.B. Leicester-Warren, by
whom bequeathed to the University of
Manchester

Literature: Whinney and Millar 1957,
87

Exhibitions: London, NPG 1983—1984
()
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3: Anglo-Dutch Taste and Restoration Opulence

The Civil War and Cromwell’s Protectorate put an end to the building
of great courtier houses like Hatfield, Audley End, and Wilton, with
their spreading wings and courtyards, and the few houses built during
the Commonwealth were relatively small in scale. However, the resto-
ration of Charles I in 1660 brought a resurgence of interest in the arts
and in architecture, especially stimulated by the reconstruction of
London after the Great Fire of 1666. Compact “double-pile” houses of
the type made popular by Roger Pratt, Hugh May, and the Dutch-born
William Winde were the order of the day. Their paneled rooms,
painted or grained, with marble chimneypieces and lime-washed plaster-
work ceilings, sometimes decorated with garlands of fruit and flowers,
give a sense of solid comfort and well-being very different from the
great chambers and long galleries of Elizabethan and Jacobean “prodigy
houses.”

Despite constant naval wars with Holland and an uneasy peace with
France culminating in the secret treaty of Dover, the cultural influence
of the former nation was paramount. Flemish and Dutch artists par-
ticularly dominated the scene: the seascapes of the Van de Veldes were
appreciated by those whose growing wealth was based on maritime
power and overseas trade; the zrompe [’oeils of Leemans and Hoogstraeten,
and the carvings of Grinling Gibbons, fed a new appetite for baroque
illusionism, allied to the scientific experiments of the newly founded
Royal Society; while the country house view pictures of Danckerts,
Griffier, and Siberechts show a sense of pride in the neat compartmented
gardens and landscapes of Restoration England.

In the field of portraiture, Lely and Soest, Huysmans and Wissing,
brought a flamboyant, sometimes even blasphemous, note to their
depiction of the worldly courtiers and voluptuous beauties of Charles II’s
court. Sir Godfrey Kneller, who succeeded Lely as the most fashionable
painter of his time, amassed such a fortune that he was able to build his
own country house, Kneller Hall in Hertfordshire. The achievements
of these foreigners were matched by only two native portrait painters,
the Scotsman John Michael Wright and the miniaturist Samuel Cooper,
though Francis Barlow produced charming pictures of birds and animals
in the manner of Hondecoeter.

Dutch influence can also be seen in the marquetry furniture and tall
caned chairs (or “back-stools”) of the Restoration period, sometimes
japanned in imitation of oriental lacquer, which was now being imported
by the English and Dutch East India Companies. Blue-and-white Chinese
porcelain was also copied by the Delft potters, whose wonderfully
elaborate tulip vases and orange tree pots were a response to a new
passion for botanical specimens, and whose wares were in turn imitated
by English factories at Lambeth and Bristol.

French furniture is known to have been imported by the royal house-
hold, and by ambassadors to Louis XIV, like Ralph Montagu. But it is
significant that the earliest recorded pieces of English Boulle were the
work of another craftsman of Dutch or Flemish ancestry, Gerrit Jensen,
whose work in this medium and in “seaweed” marquetry can be seen in
many late seventeenth-century country houses. '
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A VIEW DOWN A CORRIDOR 1662
Samuel van Hoogstraeten 1657—1678
oil on canvas

264 X 136.5 (104 X $33)

inscribed, S.7. Hoogstrat. . . .[1662
(also dated 1662 on the map)

Dyrham Park
The National Trust (Blathwayt
Collection)

“But above all things, I do the most
admire his piece of perspective
especially, he opening the closet door
and there I saw that there is nothing
but only a plain picture hung upon the
wall.”” So this picture was described by
Samuel Pepys when he visited the house
of Thomas Povey in Lincoln’s Inn
Fields, London, 26 January 1663. It was
painted as an illusionistic extension of
the space in which the spectator stood
and must have been the more astonishing
to the visitor to Lincoln’s Inn who
would find himself confronted, on
opening the door of the closet in “the
low parler,” with an unmistakably
Dutch scene. This painting is
characteristic of the illusionistic
compositions by which Hoogstraeten
(who also painted portraits) gained his
reputation in London, where he worked
from 1662 to 1667. Other Dutch artists
were preoccupied at this period with
differing forms of illusionism, perhaps
due to the influence of Carel Fabritius,
with whom Hoogstraeten was a fellow
pupil in Rembrandt’s studio.
Hoogstraeten’s interest in optics is
demonstrated by his celebrated
peepshow in the National Gallery,
London. .

Thomas Povey (f. 1633 -1685) was
the uncle of William Blathwayt of
Dyrham. He was Treasurer to the
Duke of York in 1660 and he held
various posts connected with revenues
from the colonies. Pepys refers to the
elegance of his taste, his aptitude for
good living, and his financial maladroit-
ness. He praises his house, “so beset
with delicate pictures,” his stables
with their Dutch tiles, the excellence of
his food, and his cellar stocked with
bottles (unusual, for wine then was

normally kept in cask). No doubt
Blathwayt’s taste was influenced by
that of his uncle and in a deed of sale of
1693 between the two men William
Blathwayt agreed to buy for “£s00 of
good English money” a quantity of
books and 112 pictures. Neither the
few pictures preserved at Dyrham today
that can be traced to Povey, nor the
acquisition of Blathwayt himself, are
indicative of very great fastidiousness.
Dyrham is nevertheless an interesting
collection. At a moment when the arts
in England had slumped, according to
Horace Walpole, and few collections
were being formed, Blathwayt was
buying Dutch pictures by contemporary
artists, albeit minor ones-—artists such
as Hondecoeter, Hendrik van Minder-
hourt, Adriaen Gael, and Abraham
Storck— to furnish the house that in
1698 he had commissioned Talman to
build. The opportunity for so doing
was presented to him when as a young
man in 1668 he became secretary to Sir
William Temple at The Hague. His
connection with the Low Countries
continued with his employment as
Secretary of War and later Secretary of
State to William I whom he accom-
panied on his campaigns in Flanders
(1692—1701). With the succession of
Queen Anne his portrait opportunities
came to an end. St.J.G.

Provenance: Either painted in London or
Holland, the picture was first recorded
in 1663 in the house of Thomas Povey
in London when it was seen by Samuel
Pepys. It passed to Povey’s nephew,
William Blathwayt of Dyrham, where
it has remained ever since, though it
was offered at auction in 1765 (William
Blathwayt sale, Thomas Joye,

18 November 1765, lot 25) and was
presumably bought in. Dyrham, with
the majority of its contents, was
acquired by the Ministry of Works in
1956 and transferred to the National
Trust

Literature: Waterhouse 1953, 77—78;
Whinney and Millar 1957, 28
Exhibitions: London, RA 1939 (160);
London, RA 1960 (153)
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THE TICHBORNE DOLE 1670
Gillis van Tilborch c. 1625—c¢. 1678
oil on canvas

117 X 207 (46 X 813)

signed and dated,

Av» TILBORCH . .. 1670

Tichborne Park
Mrs. John Loudon

The scene takes place against the back-
ground of the Tudor house at Tichborne,
which was demolished at the end of the
eighteenth century; the present Tich-
borne House was built soon after 1803.
The Tichborne family are known to
have owned land in this part of Hamp-
shire since the early twelfth century;
and the present owners are the daughter
of the 14th and last Baronet.

Sir Henry Tichborne, 3rd Baronet
(d. 1689), who was a loyal supporter of
the Stuarts and had been appointed at
the Restoration Lieutenant of the New
Forest and of the Ordnance, is about to
distribute the dole. He is accompanied
by members of his family. Lady
Tichborne stands behind him and he
holds his daughter, Frances, by the
hand. The eldest son, Henry, points to
the basket of loaves in the foreground.
Mary Tichborne, who became a Bene-
dictine nun at Pontoise, carries loaves
in her apron. Behind her are the family
chaplain, the Rev. Father Robert Hill,
and the family nurse, Constantia
Atkins. The two women behind her are
Lady Tichborne’s maid, Mrs. Chitty,
and the housekeeper, Mrs. Robinson.
The household and domestic staff is
grouped on the left of the composition,
the tenants and villagers on the right.

The ceremony of the dole, which is
still enacted annually at Tichborne,
originated long ago. Tradition has it
that in the thirteenth century Lady
Mabella Tichborne, on her deathbed,
asked her husband to grant her the
means of setting up a charitable
bequest in a dole of bread, which
would be distributed to any of the poor
who went to Tichborne House on Lady
Day to claim it. He agreed to give for
this purpose the corn from all the land
his wife could crawl round while a
brand was burning. In her weakened
state Lady Mabella managed to crawl
around a field of twenty-three acres
still known as ““The Crawls.”

Little is known of the contacts in
England made by the Fleming Van
Tilborch, but he was one of a number
of lesser painters from the Low
Countries who worked in England in

the second half of the seventeenth
century. In The Tichborne Dole he
produced a detailed record of the
appearance of a great Tudor house, of
the family who lived in it, and of those
who worked in it or lived in its
shadow. It is of unique importance as a
document of social history and as an
illustration of the costumes worn at
different levels in the social hierarchy
of the English countryside in this
period. Scenes of the distribution of
bread are not uncommon in the works
of such Flemish genre painters as
Gonzales Coques, whose handling and
subject matter influenced Tilborch.
O.N.M.

Literature: Whinney and Millar 1957,

279; Legrand 1963, 164; Harris 1979, 9,
40, 43, 525 Roberts and Crockford [n.d.]
Exhibitions: London, RA 1960-1961 (287)
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AN ENGLISH SHIP RUNNING ONTO
ROCKS IN A GALE C.1690

Willem van de Velde the younger
16331707

oil on canvas

62.2 X77.5 (24% X 30%)

Warwick Castle
The Earl of Warwick

This dramatic picture is one of a
number of shipwrecks painted by the
younger Van de Velde in the latter part
of his long sojourn in England, and
probably dates from about 1690. Van
de Velde continued to paint and draw
compositions of this kind until the end
of his life and a number of the painter’s
pupils and followers in England would
copy such works.

The picture is almost certainly the
one acquired by Sir Joshua Reynolds at
the sale of Mr. de Pester in 1756. It was
engraved by Watson when in his
possession before 1769, the year of his
knighthood, as is established by the
caption “From an Original Picture by
Vandervelde, in the Possession of
Mr. Reynolds.” Reynolds may have
had a particular reason for acquiring a
work of this kind, as a shipwreck scene
of his own, formerly in the possession
of descendants of his early friend
Dr. Mudge (and most recently sold at
Christie’s, New York, 7 December
1977, lot 102) is said to have been
painted by Reynolds at Mudge’s
behest.

The picture cannot be identified in
any of Sir Joshua’s posthumous sales
and is therefore likely to have been sold
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during his lifetime. Reynolds certainly
knew George Greville, 2nd Earl of
Warwick (1746—1816), at whose sale
on 22 March 1793 “A Sea Storm” by
the artist was bought in. Michael
Robinson considers that this was the
Squall, now at Belfast.

In addition to these two pictures the
2nd Earl also bought a large group of
drawings by Van de Velde, which were
sold in 1896. The picture is not in the
1809 inventory of Warwick Castle, but
may then have been kept in London.
Field considered it “superlatively
excellent” and, no doubt recording a
family tradition, stated that this was “a

favourite picture” of Reynolds.  F.R.

Related Works: Thomas Watson,
mezzotint, before 1769

Provenance: Probably de Pester, his sale,
London, 1756, 15t day, lot 18, “A Storm
Van der Veld,” bought for s1 gns by
Reynolds (Houlditch Mss, Victoria and
Albert Museum, S.1, I, 72); certainly
owned by Sir Joshua Reynolds by 1769;
acquired by the 2nd Earl of Warwick,
in the State Dressing Room at Warwick
in 1815, and by descent to the 7th Earl of
Warwick, his sale, Christie’s, 24 May
1968, lot 78, where bought in at 200 gns;
at Warwick until 1978 and on loan

from the present earl to Warwick Castle
since 1980

Literature: This entry draws

extensively on Michael Robinson’s

draft entry for his catalogue of the

oeuvre of the Van de Veldes, which is
gratefully acknowledged; Field 1815, 197;
Dugdale 1817, 406; Spicer 1844, 35;
Cooke 1846; David Cordingly in London,
NMM 1982

Exbibitions: London, NMM 1982 (126)
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CALM: A STATES YACHT NEAR THE
SHORE IN LOW WATER C.1672
Willem van de Velde the younger
16331707

oil on canvas

63.5 X81.2 (25 X32)

Gosford
The Earl of Wemyss and March, kT

On the right is a States yacht at
anchor with her spritsail set, flying the
Dutch flag, and in front of this a barge
with a trumpeter and officers; on the
left is the end of a pier, off which are a
weyschuit, a small, open vessel originally
used on farms, but later on estuaries
with her sail lowered; a kaag (a clinker-
built vessel with a straight rigging)
with her spritsail half lowered; and a
smalschip (a sprit-rigged transport
vessel): the sails of other vessels can be
seen beyond the pier, and in the distance
are other vessels. Datable about 1672,
the picture is of exceptional quality and
by the younger Van de Velde through-
out, although the figures are worthy of
his brother Adriaen who died in January
1672.



Although this picture only came to
Gosford in the early nineteenth century,
it is known to have been in England
before 1727. The younger Van de Velde
arrived in London with his father in the
winter of 1672—1673. By March 1673
the artist’s four seascapes were being
fitted into the paneling of the Duke of
Lauderdale’s bedchamber at Ham
House, where they were considered
appropriately masculine in character—
as opposed to Barlow’s bird pictures in
the duchess’ room (Thornton and
Tomlin 1980, 61—62). Father and son
continued to be based in London until
their deaths in 1693 and 1707 respec-
tively, and although few of their other
commissions still remain in situ, they
established a tradition of English
marine painting that was to be an
important aspect of country house

taste, particularly in those collections
formed by families with naval back-
grounds like the Herveys of Ickworth
and the Hyde-Parkers of Melford.
This picture was acquired in the
eighteenth century by the Moorheads
of Herbertshire who owned a number
of Van de Veldes. The 8th Earl of
Wemyss, who bought it in 1835,
belonged to a family with an unusual
record of collecting and whose
acquisitions represent many facets of
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century

taste. F.R.

Provenance: Possibly Thomas Coke of
Melbourne Hall, Derbyshire; his sale,
London, 19 February 1727, lot 25, or
20 February, lot 100 (the inscription
on the old stretcher recovered in 1948
reads “A Calm by ye Best Vandevelde

1727—cost £23”); acquired by the
Moorhead family whose collection is
stated in the catalogue to have been “in
the possession of the Family upwards of
a century”; by descent to W. Moorhead
of Herbertshire Castle, Stirlingshire;
his sale Tait, Edinburgh, 23 January
1835, lot 23, as a “Sea Piece, Numerous
fishing Boats, Sloops and Figures in a
Calm”; bought for 145 gns by Francis
Charteris, 8th Earl of Wemyss (1772—
1853); and by descent

Literature: This writer gratefully
acknowledges the use of Michael
Robinson’s draft entry for his catalogue
of the pictures of the Van de Veldes;
Smith 1829—1842, 6:394, no. 259;
Waagen 1857, 438; Gosford 1948,

no. 238

Exhibitions: London, RA 1889 (75)

74

THE YACHT “MARY’’ AND OTHER
VESSELS UNDER SAIL OFF AMSTERDAM
1661 )

Willem van de Velde the younger
1633—1707 and Adriaen Van de Velde
1636—1672

oil on canvas

06.5 X 156.2 (38 X61%)

signed on ensign of yacht on the
extreme right, 4 ¥ V 1661 and

W.V. Velde.

The Manor House, Stanton Harcourt
The Hon. Mrs. Gascoigne

In the central foreground a state barge
of the admiralty at Amsterdam is under
oars. The yacht “Mary,” presented by
the City of Amsterdam to King Charles
Il in 1660, identifiable by the union
flags, ensign, and jacks and her figure-
head of a unicorn, is in the center
middle-distance. Sailing with the
“Mary” are, from the right, two
boeiers (rounded, deep-sided, sprit-
rigged vessels), a transom-sterned
bezan yacht (with fore and aft main-
sail), and behind her two bezan-rigged
yachts and a boeier; the large yacht
seen beyond these at center left flies
the ensign of the East India Company.
On the extreme right is a point of land
on the northeast bank of the harbor
basin known as the “Y,” and in the
distance is seen the waterfront of
Amsterdam and three of the churches
of the city. Lying offshore are other
Dutch and English vessels.

King Charles II was restored to the
throne in May 1660 and on the 28th
of that month the city council of
Amsterdam ordered that negotiations
should be begun with the Admiralty to
purchase the yacht for presentation to
him. Converted to a standing gaff rig,
she was ready to sail on 12 August and
arrived in the Thames on the 15th.
Samuel Pepys records the king’s
departure from Whitehall on that day
“to see a Dutch pleasure boat” (Latham
1970, 1:222). A number of drawings
and pictures of the “Mary” by Van de
Velde survive but none corresponds
exactly with this composition. The
elder Van de Velde was to sail on board
the “Mary,” accompanying William of
Orange and Princess Mary to Holland
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in 1677, an occasion he commemorated
in a series of fifty-six drawings.

The signatures on the ensign of the
yacht on the extreme right, which
suggest that the artists may well have
sailed in it, establish that the picture is
a work of collaboration. Despite his
brilliance as a landscape and figure
painter, Adriaen van de Velde lacked
his brother’s mastery at depicting
ships. That this picture is largely by
him is suggested by minor errors in the
drawing of a number of the vessels.
Thus the yacht sailing away from the
land on the right is dipping her head
into the water and the same fault
appears in a transom-sterned yacht in
the left background; of the boeiers with
white flags on the right, one is too
large, while that which partly blocks
the view of the “Mary” is too small;
the Admiralty barge also appears to be
running down the boat on its starboard
bow. These and other minor errors no
doubt resulted from Adriaen’s reliance
on drawings by his father, Willem van
de Velde 1. His brother Willem the
younger painted most of the ships in
the background and also probably the
sky.

That the picture was owned by
Simon, 1st Earl Harcourt (1714—1777),
is established by a reference in an
account of 1761 for “Work done . . . for
Newnham House since Octr 277th 1758,
from John Adair” (Harcourt Mss,
Bodleian Library). Adair was not only
responsible for the carving, joinery, and
gilding in the house, but also for much
of the furniture and for framing many of
the pictures including this one, which
was unfortunately reframed in the
nineteenth century.

In 1806 the picture was attributed to
the elder Van de Velde and thought to
represent the embarkation of King
Charles I at Scheveningen, a subject of
particular interest to the st Earl who
had attended the future wife of King
George 11, Princess Charlotte of
Mecklenburg-Strelitz, on her voyage to
England in 1761. Waagen accepted the
identification and considered the picture
“more remarkable for its subject than
its beauty, as the numerous sails repeat
the same lines too often.” F.R.
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Provenance: In the possession of the

1st Earl Harcourt by 1758—1761; by
descent at Nuneham Courtenay until
taken to Stanton Harcourt in 1948 by
the 2nd Viscount Harcourt, father of
the present owner

Literature: This entry draws extensively
on Michael Robinson’s draft for his
catalogue of the pictures of the

Van de Veldes, which is gratefully
acknowledged; [Harcourt] 1797;
[Harcourt] 1806, 23; Britton
1801—1818, 12: part 2, 276; Neale 1820,
vol.3: under no. 62; Waagen 1857, 3505
Harcourt 1880—1905, 3:235

Exhibitions: London, NMM 1982 (24)
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CABINET ON STAND C. 1670
English

walnut and other woods, with
needlework panels

133 X78.5 X 45.5 (524 X 31 X18)

Groombridge Place
Mrs. R. Newton

The cabinet on stand was a form of
furniture hardly known in England
before the Restoration. The diarist
John Evelyn acquired two made of
ebony in Paris during the Common-
wealth, but it was primarily in the Low
Countries, where many Royalists spent
enforced periods of exile, that the
English acquired a taste for elaborate
marquetry and veneered cabinets like
those seen in the paintings of Vermeer
and De Hooch. Whereas the interiors of
Flemish examples were often decorated
with paintings of biblical and allegorical
scenes by artists like the Van
Franckens, their English counterparts
occasionally attempted the same effect
in embroidery, a field in which
professionals and amateurs alike had
excelled since the famous gpus
anglicanum of the Middle Ages.

The Groombridge Place cabinet
show this technique at its most
ambitious, with the embroidered panels
on the ends of the drawers and on the
backs of the cupboard doors and lid in
wonderfully fresh and unfaded condition.
The central panel represents the
finding of Moses, flanked by the Four
Elements, with the rape of Europa, and
Narcissus at the fountain below. A
shepherd and shepherdess appear on
the drawers above, and a small panel
between them is embroidered with the
coat of arms of the Haynes family. The
inside of the lid has a large rectangular
panel formerly identified as Judith and
Holofernes, but perhaps more likely to
represent Salome appearing before
Herod with the head of Saint John the
Baptist. On the insides of the doors
half-length figures of a man wearing a
silver helmet and a woman wearing a
gilt crown probably represent Charles
1I and his Queen Catherine of Braganza.

The embroidery is almost entirely in
silk-wrapped metal purl, couched down
on a satin ground, with details in



colored silks and linen thread mainly in
detached buttonhole, stem, and satin
stitches. Seed pearls, coral, and loops
of silk-wrapped parchment (for the
wreaths) are also used as ornamenta-
tion. A bead-embroidered jewel casket
in the Victoria and Albert Museum,
dated 1673, displays very similar fea-
tures on the front (this and other
information for this entry kindly
supplied by Miss Santina Levey). Its
doors have marquetry ovals repeating
the shape of the cartouches inside, in
walnut, ebony, and sycamore, while the
cornice, veneered with walnut “oysters,”
is fitted for jewels and lined with its
original pink silk. The original “barley-
twist” columns of the stand have been
renewed. '

The cabinet was evidently made for
a son or grandson of John Haynes
(d.1654), of Copford Hall, Essex, who
had been first governor of Connecticut.
But its present home in the drawing
room at Groombridge Place in Kent,
one of the most perfect surviving
Restoration “gentry houses,” could
hardly be more appropriate. Philip
Packer, who built the house, was a
friend of John Evelyn and the latter
records on a visit of 1674 that the old
house, “built within a moate in a
woody valley . . . [is] now demolish’d,
and a new one built in its place.”
Restored with the greatest sensitivity
by Mr. H. Stanford Mountain, who
bought it in 1919, Groombridge now
contains a collection of Charles I
furniture of a quality comparable with
its setting, and perfectly in harmony
with the series of seventeenth-century
Packer family portraits that survive in

their original frames. G.J-S.

Provenance: William Havnes, Gloucester
House, Highgate; sold Christie’s, 1 July
1909, lot 151; with Cecil Partridge
1920; bought by Mr. H. Stanford
Mountain, grandfather of the present
owner

Lizerature: DEF 1954, 164, 166, fig. s;
Hill and Cornforth 1966, 45—46,

figs. 42, 43
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OLIVER CROMWELL
Samuel Cooper 1609—1672
watercolor on vellum

7.62 X5.4 (3 X2%)

Bowhill
The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, KT

This famous image of the great
Parliamentarian, statesman, and cavalry
commander was left unfinished by
Cooper as were five large studies of
heads in the Royal Collection executed
at a slightly later period. In all these
works it could be claimed that there is
nothing set down on the vellum but
what was applied while Cooper faced
his sitters. Here the collar and shoulders
are merely indicated and a square of
color has been painted around the head
so as to set it off and, presumably,
provide a guide for color in the variants
to be painted from it later. The
unfinished nature of the miniature
enhances the spontaneity of the
likeness. It is indeed one of the most
celebrated British portraits and by far
the most vivid and sympathetic
portrayal of one of the greatest
Englishmen of all time: “. . . his head so
shaped, as you might see it a store-
house and shop both of a vast treasury
of natural parts. . . . A larger soul, I
thinke, hath seldome dwelt in a house
of clay than his was” (John Maidston
in Smith 1918, 142—143). The quality
of this miniature prompted Horace
Walpole’s famous claim that “if a glass
could expand Cooper’s pictures to the
size of Vandyck’s, they would appear
to have been painted for that propor-
tion. If his portrait of Cromwell could
be so enlarged, I don’t know but
Vandyck would appear less great by
the comparison” (Wornum ed. 1888,
2:145).

The portrait cannot be closely dated.
Early in November 1650 Cooper had
“some worke for my Lo: General
Cromwell and his family to finish”
(Long 1929, 85). The problem is slightly
confused by Lely’s use of Cooper’s
image when he devised his quasi-official
portrait of Cromwell at some point
after he had been appointed Lord
Protector on 16 December 1653 (Lely’s

signed original is now in the City Art
Gallery, Birmingham). Derivations from
the image could, in due course, depend
on either Cooper’s prototype or Lely’s
variant; the finished repetitions on a
miniature scale, in which the sitter is
always in armor, confusingly bear
varying dates between 1647 (at
Burghley) and 1657. It may tentatively
be questioned whether any are by
Cooper himself. Versions of the image
of the Protector, in miniature form,
were commissioned for presentation to
foreign diplomats and distinguished
servants of the state. This miniature,
“neither finished nor shaped, being
only the head” was probably in the
possession of Cooper’s widow in 1683,
and fifty years later it belonged to
Cromwell’s great-grandson, Sir Thomas
Frankland. In about 1862, it was
acquired from his descendants by the
sth Duke of Buccleuch.

Literature: Holme and Kennedy 1917,
15—16; Piper 1958, 27—41; Murdoch
1981, ITO—I1I

. Exhibitions: London, RA 1938 (784);
London, RA 1956—1957 (94); London,
Tate 1972 (221); London, NPG 1974
(36 and see also 39, 43)
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O.N.M.
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PORTRAIT OF A LADY 1667

Samuel Cooper 1609—1672

watercolor on vellum

8.5 X6.9 (33 x23)

signed by the artist, SC (in monogram)

Bowhill
The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, KT

This was probably among the miniatures
added to the Buccleuch collection in
the time of the sth Duke. The identifi-
cation of the sitter with Barbara
Villiers, Duchess of Cleveland, was
suggested by Kennedy but cannot be
supported by comparison with known
portraits of that beautiful, dark-haired

lady. Hundreds of unidentified minia-
tures, however, have been endowed
with the names of the famous of their
time, and this practice continues today
to confuse the study of the subject.
Paradoxically it also debases the true
measure of Cooper’s greatness, which
lies in his ability to bring us so
unforgettably into the presence of
ordinary men and women as well as
their illustrious contemporaries. For
miniatures by Cooper that do
represent the duchess, see Foskett
1974, pls. 31, 35, 66. This work is an
outstanding example of Cooper’s
mature style. O.N.M.
Literature: Kennedy 1917, 18, 34
Exbibitions: London, NPG 1974 (114)
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ELIZABETH CECIL, COUNTESS OF
DEVONSHIRE 1642

Samuel Cooper 1609—1672
watercolor on vellum

15.5 X 11.7 (6% < 4%)

signed and dated, Sa: Cooper [pinx. . .
A 1642

The Burghley House Collection

A handful of miniatures by Cooper have
correctly been dated slightly earlier on
stylistic grounds, but there is no known
work by him that is signed and dated
before 1642. As in the famous miniature
of Margaret Lemon, Van Dyck’s mistress
(Fondation Custodia, Institut Néer-
landais, Paris), probably painted some
five years earlier, the influence of Van
Dyck is strongly felt in the free
handling, rich atmosphere, compara-
tively large scale (for a limning), and
the composition.

The sitter (c.1620—1689), second
daughter of the 2nd Earl of Salisbury,
married the 3rd Earl of Devonshire on
4 March 1639. She was painted by Van
Dyck and was one of the five “Count-
esses” whose portraits were painted,
as a set, for her brother-in-law the
1oth Earl of Northumberland. Of these
the finest is the portrait of the Countess
of Bedford (no. 64); in the portrait of
Lady Devonshire the composition is
not unlike that devised for her here by
Cooper.

The miniature was in the collection
of pictures, drawings, and miniatures
left to her daughter by the Countess of
Devonshire herself. In the Conveyance,
dated 18 April 1690 (Burghley Mmss), it
appears as, “A picture of the late Count-
esse of Devonshire by Cooper in
White.”

Literature: Foskett 1974, 71, 89
Exbibitions: London, Tate 1972 (216);
London, NPG 1974 (12)

O.N.M.
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WILLIAM, LORD CAVENDISH 1644
John Hoskins ¢. 1590—1665
watercolor on vellum

8.9 X7.7(33 X3)

signed and dated, I1H /1644

The Burghley House Collection

John Hoskins and his son John
(c.1617—.1693), who also worked as a
miniaturist, had established a studio in
Bedford Street, Covent Garden, in or
about 1634. They were prolific and
distinguished artists, but the relation-
ship and distinction between the work
of father and son have not yet been
satisfactorily defined. Although they
(probably the father) produced a
number of copies on a miniature scale
after Van Dyck, the influence of Van
Dyck was not as effectively absorbed
by them as it was by Samuel Cooper
(see no. 78), who had probably been
their neighbor in Covent Garden since
at least 1640. By contrast with
Cooper’s miniatures of the same date,
even so fine an example of Hoskins’
work as this seems slightly thin and

less atmospheric. The glimpse of
landscape in the background, with the
castle perched on a hill, had been a
feature of Hoskins” work from the time
when he had devised such passages for
the backgrounds of his copies after Van
Dyck, painted in the 1630s. Hoskins
had received an annuity of £200 from
the king in 1640, but that was
dramatically in arrears by the time of
the Restoration of Charles II.

Lord Cavendish (1641-1707) was the
first son of the 3rd Earl of Devonshire,
whom he succeeded in 1684. He had
been a pupil of Thomas Hobbes and
was one of Charles II’s pages at his
coronation. He was one of the seven
signatories of the famous invitation to
the Prince of Orange, for whom he took
up arms and by whom (1694) he was
created Duke of Devonshire. In the
history of English taste he occupies a
notable position: with Talman as his
architect he rebuilt the Elizabethan
house at Chatsworth, where the state
apartments are among the most magni-
ficent in England. A distinguished team
of craftsmen, Verrio, Laguerre, Tijou,
Cibber, Jensen, and Samuel Watson
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among them, was employed there, and
a magnificent garden, with extensive
waterworks that included the famous
Cascade, was created as the essential
setting for the new house.

The miniature was among those
bequeathed, with a large collection of
pictures, by the sitter’s mother, the
Countess of Devonshire, to her
daughter, the Countess of Exeter.

In the conveyance, dated 18 April 1690
(Burghley Mss), it appears as, “A
picture of the p™sent Earle of Devon-
shire when a Child by Hoskins.” With
the Samuel Cooper portrait of his
mother (no. 78), it comes from one of
the oldest (and best documented)
surviving collections of miniatures in
England. O.N.M.

Exhibitions: London, Tate 1972 (199)
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HORSEMEN CROSSING A FORD, WITH
WOLLATON HALL IN THE DISTANCE
1695

Jan Siberechts 1627—c. 1703

oil on canvas

108.5 X 143.5 (423 X 56%)

signed, . Siberechts 1695

Birdsall House
The Lord Middleton

Siberechts, who arrived in England
from Flanders in 1673, apparently at
the invitation of George Villiers,

2nd Duke of Buckingham, was the
outstanding topographical painter to
work in England in the late seventeenth
century. His patrons included Sir
Thomas Thynne—the view of
Longleat of 1675 remains in the
house—Henry Jermyn, 1st Lord
Dover; Philip Stanhope, 1st Earl of
Chesterfield; and Sir Thomas
Willoughby, 2nd Bart. of Wollaton, the
great Elizabethan house built for Sir
Francis Willoughby in 1580—1588 by
Robert Smythson. Most of his patrons
wished for bird’s eye views of their
houses, gardens, and parks of a kind
that other immigrant painters also
supplied and which has a clear Flemish
precedent in Jan Bruegel I’s view of the
Chiteau de Mariemont, 1612 (Dijon).
The prime version of Siberechts’ formal
bird’s eye view of the house is at Birdsall
and is dated 1695. An upright variant
of 1697 is at Yale (Harris 1979, no. 70).
This more informal view of the house,
although painted over two decades after
Siberechts’ departure from Flanders,
looks back to his original specialty,
pictures of herdsmen at fords. The fine
quality of the picture and the pendant
Distant View of Wollaton suggest that
strictly topographical records of
gardens and parks did not permit the
realization of Siberechts’ full artistic
potential.

Willoughby was clearly the artist’s
most sympathetic English patron. In
addition to the Wollaton pictures he
commissioned a large view of his
secondary seat, Middleton Park, and a
pair of smaller landscapes of more
overtly Flemish character, dated 1692
and 1694. He also patronized another
immigrant painter, Egbert van
Heemskerk the younger, who executed
six drolleries now at Birdsall. F.R.

Provenance: Painted in 1695 for Sir
Thomas Willoughbys, later 1st Baron
Middleton; and by descent; transferred
from Wollaton to Birdsall on the sale of
the former in 192§

Literature: Fokker 1931, 56, 86, pl. 442
Exhibitions: London 1937 (29)
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VIEW OF THE THAMES WITH
SYON HOUSE

Jan Griffier I 1652—1718

oil on canvas

63.5 X76 (25 X 30)

Syon House
The Duke of Northumberland, kG

This “bird’s eye view” shows Syon
House on the right with shipping on
the river Thames in the foreground.

A Brigittine convent, dissolved by
Henry VIII and later given to the Percy
family, Syon was largely rebuilt by the
oth Earl of Northumberland (known as
the “Wizard Earl” for his interest in
alchemy) early in the seventeenth
century. Though refaced in stone in the
nineteenth, the exterior still looks
much as Griffier depicted it, revealing
nothing of the splendid Robert Adam
state rooms within. Beyond Isleworth
church in the center of the picture, the
avenues of Hampton Court are just
discernible, and the substantial house
with a hipped roof on the left is
Richmond Lodge, used by Charles II
and his successors for hunting in
Richmond Park. Various seventeenth-
century buildings appear behind the
lodge. The terrace, canal, and gazebo in
the foreground probably belonged to
the Dutch House, later to become Kew
Palace, and are thus the ancestors of the
famous Botanic Gardens. The height of
Richmond Hill is much exaggerated, in
the manner of Griffier’s Rhineland
views, which were in turn inspired by
his master, Herman Saftleven.

The dating of this picture is prob-
lematical, for while it is comparable in
style with a capriccio view of Hampton
Court and Windsor Castle painted after
1700 (now in the Tate Gallery), Griffier
is said to have come to England in
1667, and is known to have painted a
bird’s eye view of Sudbury Hall in
Derbyshire in 1681—1682 (Harris 1979,
nos. 130, 133). There is no reason to
doubt that he is the “Mr. Griffiere”
referred to in the account books of
the owner George Vernon, and the
attribution gives Griffier an important
place, along with Jan Siberechts and
Leonard Knyff, in the development of
the country-house view picture in the

late Stuart period. His sons Robert
and John Griffier I continued this
tradition well into the eighteenth
century.

The view of Syon could also date
from the early 1680s, particularly as it
appears to be in the same hand as
another picture in the Duke of
Northumberland’s collection, previously
attributed to Knyff (Harris 1979,
no. 84) and showing the old Percy house
at Petworth before its rebuilding in
1689—1694. Both paintings could have
been executed soon after the marriage
of Lady Elizabeth Percy to the 6th
Duke of Somerset in 1682, a period
when Griffier is said to have been living
on the Thames in a yacht “passing his
whole time on the river between
Windsor and Gravesend” (Bryan 1893,

603—604). Indeed, the young couple
are more likely to have commissioned a
record of Syon at this date than after
1690 when they practically abandoned
the house in favor of Petworth. On the
other hand, the dress of the figures in
the foreground and the sash windows of
the gazebo seem to suggest a later date.
At a time when it was far quicker
and more comfortable to travel by river
than by road, country houses on or
near the banks of the Thames parti-
cularly suited those who needed to be
within easy reach of Court and
Parliament. These houses tended to be
among the most influential in terms of
architecture and decoration, even if
they were not as large as the seats of
the great territorial magnates further
away from London. The Duke and

Duchess of Lauderdale’s Ham House,
only a short distance up river from
Syon, still preserves some of the finest
Carolean interiors in England, and this
was followed in the eighteenth century
by houses as important as Lord
Burlington’s Chiswick and Horace
Walpole’s Strawberry Hill. Griffier’s
view of Syon heralds the idea of the
Thames as a second Brenta, fore-
shadowing Zuccarelli’s later, more
openly Venetian, capriccio of Harleyford

(no. 324). G.J-S.

Literature: Harris 1979, 129, no. 131
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MARGARET, LADY KER C. 166§
Gerard Soest d. 1681

oil on canvas

125.7 X 101.6 (49% X 40)

inscribed later with the identity of the
sitter

Floors Castle
The Duke of Roxburghe

The sitter has been identified as
Margaret Hay (d. 1681), daughter of
the 10th Earl of Erroll, who married
first, in 1638, Henry, Lord Ker, son and
heir of the 1st Earl of Roxburghe who
died in 1643; and secondly in 1644,
John Kennedy, 6th Earl of Cassilis. But,
as the picture can be dated on stylistic
grounds to around 1665, it may perhaps
represent another, younger lady.

M: garet Wile
toHenry 1 Key

Soest had probably come over from
Holland before the end of the Civil War
and his earliest works are somewhat
reminiscent of those of William Dobson.
His fine, atmospheric sense of color, his
grave, honest, eccentric characterization,
and his almost deliberate inelegance,
set him apart from fashionable rivals
such as Lely, whose success he could
never rival. A variant of this composition
is the signed portrait, formerly at
Yester, of Lady Margaret Hay who
later married the 3rd Earl of Roxburghe
and clasps her theorbo-lute more
purposefully. Both portraits, charming
though they are in character, are
perhaps a gloss on the statement that
by the end of his career Soest had
“grown out of humor with the public
but particularly with the ladies, which
his ruffhumour coud never please.”

O.N.M.
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JAMES SCOTT, DUKE OF MONMOUTH,
AS SAINT JOHN THE BAPTIST C. 1664
Jacob Huysmans c. 1633—1696

oil on canvas

125.7 X 87.6 (49% X 343)

inscribed later with the identity of the
sitter

Drumlanrig Castle
The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, KT

James Scott (1649—1685), the much-
loved, illegitimate son of Charles II by
Lucy Walters, was rich, spoilt, hand-
some, vicious, and idle. At about the
time this portrait was painted Pepys
described him as a “skittish, leaping
gallant.” In 1663 he married the great
heiress Anne, Countess of Buccleuch,



and was created a duke and Knight of
the Garter. He had a distinguished
military career, but went into exile after
the discovery of the Rye House Plot. In
1685 he returned to England to lead the
ill-fated rebellion against his uncle,
James II, and was captured, attainted,
and executed for high treason. His
grandson was restored in 1743 to the
duke’s English honors and to the
Dukedom of Buccleuch. This portrait
was probably painted around 1664.
Huysmans was a Flemish painter,
trained in Antwerp and influenced by
the work of Van Dyck in his later
Flemish period. He was in London by
the summer of 1662 and, as a Roman
Catholic, was much patronized by
certain elements in court circles,
especially by the queen, and had a
studio in Westminster. Portraits of
prominent—and eminently unsuitable
—court figures in religious guise are
not uncommon at that period and
Huysmans painted the queen herself as
Saint Catherine. This is a good example
of his rather free, loose handling in the
draperies and smooth treatment of
flesh. Huysmans’ compositions are
often ambitious and original, in a full-
blown baroque style, but he was not so
accomplished an artist as Lely, although
in 1664 he was described by Pepys as
“the great picture drawer” who was
“said to exceed Lely.” The picture may
have been in the possession of the young
duke and his duchess and would have
passed by descent. O.N.M.

Exhibitions: London, RA 1960—1961
(155)
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DRESSING TABLE ¢. 1670

English

gilded and ebonized wood fitted with
silver mounts

74.9 X 81.3 X62.8 (204 X 32 X24%)

Ham House
The Trustees of the Victoria and
Albert Museum

This small dressing table is decorated
with silver plaques embossed and
chased with flowers and foliage, and
overlaid with cast coronetted cyphers,
with the monogram ED for Elizabeth
Murray, Countess of Dysart (1626—
1698). The table frame is supported by
female caryatids—Ilightly clad nymphs
at their toilet, with one hand holding
up a festoon of gilt drapery—which
may have originally been silvered but
are now bronzed. Gilt laurel branches
garland the acanthus scrolls on the
apron, wreath the loins of the nymphs,
and hang down their scroll supports,
which terminate in lion feet.

The table may have been acquired as
part of the embellishment of Ham House,
Surrey, carried out by the Countess of
Dysart shortly after the death of her
first husband, Sir Lyonel Tollemache,
in 1669. In the following year she
succeeded in acquiring new letters
patent confirming her in the title of
Countess of Dysart, which she had
inherited from her father William
Murray, 1st Earl, who had died in 1654
(some Scottish titles descend through
the female line if there is no direct male
heir). A further honor came her way in
1671, when Queen Catherine of
Braganza, wife of Charles II, visited her
at Ham. This table formed part of the
furnishings of the Green Closet, a small
ornate dressing room on the principal
floor, which Franz Cleyn (d. 1658), had
decorated in the classical style for her
father. It appears in inventories of
1677, 1679, and 1683—in the last one
as “One ebony table Garnished with
silver,” and it was provided with a
green sarsnet cover. It may originally
have supported a silver and ebony
dressing mirror (see Thornton and
Tomlin 1980, fig. 66). The closet was
originally furnished with two Japanese
lacquer cabinets on low stands and a

pair of long stools, all with caryatid
legs. The table is designed in the
baroque style of Charles Le Brun
(1619—1690), Louis XIV’s Premier
Peintre, which was transmitted to
England by the engravings of the
ornemaniste Jean Le Pautre (1618—1682).
Among Le Pautre’s engravings of tables
in the “Antique” or “Roman” style is a
table with a sphinx support, half female
and half lion, both being elements that
appear on this table.

The fashion for silver and silver-
mounted furniture came from France,
which the countess had visited on a
number of occasions, and she could not
have failed to have seen a great deal of
it at Louis XIV’s palace of Versailles;
indeed, she herself owned French silver.
A contemporary said that she had
“a restless ambition, lived at a vast
expense, and was ravenously covetous,”
and this table certainly epitomizes her
taste for luxury. J.H.

Provenance: See no. 100
Literature: Thornton and Tomlin 1980,
fig. 42; Tomlin 1982
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JAMES CECIL, VISCOUNT CRANBORNE,
WITH HIS SISTER, LADY CATHERINE
CECIL ¢.1669

John Michael Wright 1617—-1694

oil on canvas

160 X 130.8 (63 X 51%)

Hatfield House
The Marquess of Salisbury

James Cecil (1666—1694) and Lady
Catherine Cecil (c.1663—1688) were
the two children of the 3rd Earl of
Salisbury, whom Lord Cranborne
succeeded as 4th Earl in 1683, the same
year his sister married Sir George
Downing, Bart. Probably painted in
1669 (Lord Cranborne had been born
on 25 September 1666), the two children
are in elaborate contemporary dress,
and the boy still wears a girl’s frock.
Typical of Wright are the clear, cool
colors; the very sensitive character-
ization; the beautiful, slightly old-
fashioned touch in the details, especially
of the costumes and the furniture; and
an engaging lack of the assurance and
rather overbearing swagger of Lely.
Sara Stevenson and Duncan
Thompson (Edinburgh, NPG 1982) have
suggested that the still life contains
allusions which, in a light-hearted way,
could be made to apply to the children.
The pomegranate and flowers are
associated with Proserpine, the beautiful
young nymph of spring; and the pome-
granate is also associated with virginity.
Cupid, god of love, appears in the cameo
in the boy’s hat; and Cupid’s parents,
Venus and Mars, are perhaps referred
to by the shells and the pistol.  0.N.M.

Provenance: Presumably painted for the
children’s parents and to be identified
with “r Picture of Lord Cranborne and
Lady Katherine in one frame,” listed in
the Hatfield inventory of 1679/1680,
when it was hanging in the Parlour;
and by descent

Literature: Auerbach and Adams 19771,
175—176, no. 147

Exhibitions: Edinburgh, SNPG 1982 (22)
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BUREAU C.1672

attributed to Pierre Gole c. 1620—1684
marquetry of brass and pewter, with
borders of ebony inlaid with mother-of-
pearl, and gilt bronze mounts

87.6 X 89 X 55.8 (34% X35 X22)

Boughton House
The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, KT

The fleurs-de-lis that appear prominently
on the stretchers, and inlaid on the top
of the gradin or writing box, have
always suggested that this was a French
royal piece, and this has recently been
confirmed by the discovery of an exactly
matching description in the Inventaire
General of 1718 (Lunsingh Scheurleer
1980, 390):

“Un bureau de marqueterie de cuivre
sur fond d’étain, brisé par dessus en
deux endroits, aiant six tiroirs par
devant, un grand et cinq petits, ornés
autour d’une petite moulure a feuillages
de bronze dor¢, le bord du quarré de
dessus et bordure des angles sont de
nacre de perle sur fond d’ébéne, porté
sur huit thermes d’enfants en consolles
de bois doré et argenté; long de 2 pieds
9 pouces sur 21 pouces de large et
29 de haut.

Un gradin de méme marqueterie,
ouvrage et ornemens  trois tiroirs fer-
mans 3 clef; haut de 4 pouces sur 7 de
profondeur.”

The top, described as splitting into
two parts, has been altered at some
later date though the horizontal division
1s still clear. Close inspection confirms
that the base was originally silvered as
well as gilded, harmonizing with the
brass and pewter of the marquetry,
while the frames of ebony inlaid with
mother-of-pearl imitate some forms of
Chinese lacquer. The bureau is similarly
described in the earliest inventory of
Versailles, suggesting that it was
acquired before about 1675. Professor
Lunsingh Scheurleer has shown that
only Pierre Gole was producing
furniture of this type for Louis XIV,
and has tentatively identified it with a
bill for “un bureau en marquetery
garny de plusieurs tiroirs” supplied by
the cabinetmaker in 1672 at the high
cost of 1,800 livres.

Pierre Gole, born in Bergen near
Alkmaar, went to Paris at an early age
and a document of 1656 already refers
to him as “M [aitre] menuisier en ébéne
et ordinaire de Roi.” With the sculptor
Domenico Cucci he is the leading
craftsman portrayed in the famous
tapestry of Louis XIV visiting the
Gobelins in 1667 (Chiteau de
Versailles), and he was to retain this
position until his death in 1684, despite
the increasing rivalry of the young
André-Charles Boulle who can be said
to have succeeded him as Louis XIV’s
leading cabinetmaker. More than
twenty-five bureaux of different sorts
(later called burean Mazarin, though
they date from after the cardinal’s
death) were made by Gole for the court
and, in Lunsingh Scheurleer’s words,
“there is every reason to believe that
the type was created in his workshop.”
However, that at Boughton is the only
one yet to be identified, and this gives
it a place of paramount importance in
the history of seventeenth-century
furniture.

According to family tradition, the
desk was a gift from Louis XIV to
Ralph, 1st Duke of Montagu, four times
ambassador to France between 1666
and 1678, and a voluntary exile in Paris
from 1682 to 1685 after his implication
in the Duke of Monmouth’s rebellion.
The duke was one of the greatest
patrons and supporters of Huguenot
craftsmen expelled on the revocation of
the Edict of Nantes, including Gole’s
son Cornelius (who also made furniture
for Queen Mary II) in 1708, and his
first cousin Daniel Marot, William III’s
chef du dessin (Jackson-Stops 1980,
245—255). Gerrit Jensen, the “sieur
Janson, ébéniste a Londres” to whom
Pierre Gole owed 400 livres on his
death in 1684, not only supplied
Montagu with a magnificent pair of
metal-inlaid chests of drawers and
pier glasses, which now stand in the
same room as the Gole desk at Boughton,
but also sent a servant “to pollish and
whiten a Beuro inlaid with metal” in
the duke’s accounts for 1699—1700
(Boughton House Mss). There is also
an important precedent for such a gift
in a table and candlestands at Knole,
carved by Matthieu Lespagnandelle
and with tops by Pierre Gole, almost

certainly presented by Louis XIV to
Charles Sackville, later 6th Earl of
Dorset, ambassador in Paris in 1669 and
1670 (Jackson-Stops 1977, 1496).
Although the desk cannot be certainly
identified in inventories of the Duke of
Montagu’s houses taken after his death,
and although the bureau described in
the Inventaire General was sold by order
of the king in 1741 (when it was
bought by a certain Sieur Million for
the paltry sum of 11 livres), it is
possible that Gole made a replica of the
latter for Louis XIV to give the duke on
one of his embassies. An inventory of
Gole’s own goods, drawn up after his
death includes, “un petit bureau de
marqueterie de cuivre et d’étain, long
de deux pieds huit pouces, monté sur
des termes a consoles dorés avec des
moulures aussi dorées . . .,” showing
that he must have made other very
similar versions (Lunsingh Scheurleer
1980, 390, n. 66). Against this must be
set the fact that the sth Duke of
Buccleuch, whose Montagu grand-
mother had inherited Boughton, was

acquiring fine French furniture through
the dealer and cabinetmaker E.H.
Baldock in the 1830s and 1840s: not
only examples by Riesener, Carlin, and
others, but also earlier pieces very
probably including the magnificent
cabinet by André-Charles Boulle now
at Drumlanrig Castle (Bellaigue 1975
and 197sa). Unless further documentary
evidence emerges, the circumstances of
the desk’s arrival at Boughton cannot
be exactly determined. G.J-S.

Provenance: First certainly recorded at

Boughton in the time of the sth Duke
of Buccleuch and Queensberry (1806—
1884); and by descent

Literature: Lunsingh Scheurleer 1980,

390392, figs. 15—21
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TWO SINGLE-LIGHT SCONCES

back plates 1668; branches c.1690
English

silver

36.8 (14%) high

chased with crowned cypher C I R for
King Charles I

Boughton House
The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, KT

These are from a set of ten similar
single-light sconces designed and chased
in the manner of the court goldsmith
Christian van Vianen, who retired about
1661, or his son-in-law John Coquus,
with later single-light branches of formal
pattern, about 1690, bearing the
maker’s mark of Arthur Manwaring.
The scrollwork and batswing design of
the back-plates is very close to the
framework of a portrait of the Dutch
silversmiths Paulus van Vianen, Hans
Van Eken, and Adriaen de Vries by the
Dutch goldsmith J. Lutma, c. 1670,
now in the Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam,
closely following the auricular style
fashionable in the early 1660s. The
sconces are unusual in that the reflector
plate in the center is chased rather than
engraved with the cypher or other armor-

ials. It is probable that, as outmoded
items from one of the royal palaces,
they were aquired about 1690 as per-
quisites by Ralph, 1st Duke of Montagu,
who was Master of the Wardrobe to
William III. The branches may have
been damaged or worn by this date,
necessitating replacement of the single-
light sconces in a later, more formal,
manner.

The maker of the back-plates, using
the mark IN over a bird in a heart-
shaped punch, has not yet been identi-
fied, but he was the goldsmith reponsible
for many fine pieces in the royal and
other collections of the Charles II
period. He appears to have been
associated with another Royal Gold-
smith, Robert Smythier, whose mark
appears (without full assay marks) on
six of the sconces from the same set,
as well as on a pair formerly in the
collection of the Earl of Lonsdale.
Others, apparently originally in the
royal household, were purchased in the
carly 1800s by the firm of Rundell,

Bridge and Rundell. J.B.

Provenance: See no. 86
Literature: Jones 1929, nos. 221—222;
Oman 1970, 5455, pl. 63A
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PORTRAIT OF THE ARTIST c.1688
Sir Godfrey Kneller 16467—1723
oil on canvas

73 X 61 (283 X 24)

The Burghley House Collection

Kneller was a member of the Honour-
able Order of Little Bedlam, which was
founded by the sth Earl of Exeter and
held its meetings at Burghley. The
members of the Order had their
portraits painted (not all of them by
Kneller) and each member had in his
portrait the animal from which he had
received a nickname, in this case
Unicorn (see no. 9o for Porcupine); one
or two portraits of members of the
club have appeared in other collections
and the Earl of Gainsborough—
Greyhound—is also at Burghley.
Kneller arrived in London, probably
in 1676, from Germany. He achieved
success rapidly, and Lord Exeter was
among his patrons by the end of the
decade. This self-portrait, painted with
characteristic spirit and suggesting, as

always, the artist’s self-confidence, was
painted around 1688. It appears in a
note dated 12 August 1690 of pictures
added to the collection at Burghley
since an inventory had been drawn up
two years earlier (“1 picture of M"
Kneller no fframe”). Lord Exeter
patronized a number of contemporary
portrait painters and Kneller’s early
work can be instructively compared at
Burghley with the work of; for example,
Lely, Wissing, Vandervaart, and Dahl.
Both this self-portrait and the portrait
of Verrio (no. 9o) are in their original,
very fine, carved frames. O.N.M.

Literature: Stewart 1983, 33—34, 89,
no. 16
Exhibitions: London, RA 1960—1961
(368)



PLOVER SHOOTING c.1686
Francis Barlow d. 1704

oil on canvas

107.9 X 130.8 (423 X 51%)

Bereleigh
William Tyrwhitt-Drake, Esq.

Barlow was the first well-documented
English painter to specialize in animals,
birds, fish, and sporting subjects.

At Ham he was employed by the
Lauderdales to paint two canvases of
birds (one is signed and dated 1673 [?])
to be inserted above the doors in the
Volary Bedroom, which had a birdcage
outside its window; and the set of
three very big pictures of “fowle and
huntinge” now at Clandon were painted
for the hall of Denzil Holles” house at
Pyrford, where there was a famous
duck decoy or reserve.

This painting is from a series formerly
at Shardeloes in Buckinghamshire. One
of these canvases is signed and dated
16[8?]6 and six of them, in good
contemporary frames, may have been
painted originally as elements in the

decoration of a room. Plover Shooting,
not one of the six, is on a small scale,
and is painted with a lighter and more
delicate touch than is characteristic of
Barlow. The figures, indeed, may not
be by him and are very close in style to
Egbert van Heemskerck.

This series may have been painted
for Sir William Drake (d. 1690) or his
son, Montague Drake (d. 1698), to hang
in the original house at Shardeloes; and
perhaps the numbers of ducks and
drakes may even have been intended as
a pun on the family name. On the other
hand they could equally have been
painted for Sir Philip Tyrwhitt,
3rd Bart. (d. 1688), or his son Sir John
(d. 1741) who lived at Stainfield in
Lincolnshire.

O.N.M.

90

ANTONIO VERRIO c.1688

Sir Godfrey Kneller 16467—1723
oil on canvas

73.6 X 59 (29 X23%)

The Burghley House Collection

The artist is depicted here as Porcupine,
a member of the Honourable Order of
Little Bedlam (see no. 88). Probably
painted c. 1688, it is remarkably
vigorous and direct in handling and
warm-hearted in character. This work
is evidence that by this date Kneller
had become the most accomplished
painter in England, a position that was
not to be seriously challenged for the
remainder of his long career.

Verrio (1639—1707), the most
successful decorative painter of the
time, had been born in Lecce, in south-
eastern Italy, and had worked in France
before coming to London in the early
1670s. Before the Revolution his princi-
pal work was on the decoration of
Windsor Castle, in collaboration with
Hugh May and Grinling Gibbons. With

them he evolved an English baroque
decorative style that remained fashion-
able until the arrival of the painters
from Venice early in the eighteenth
century. Verrio succeeded Lely as
Principal Painter to Charles II. His
finest surviving work is at Burghley
where he worked for, and was supported
by, Lord Exeter between 1687 and 1698.
He was able, as a Roman Catholic, to
take refuge under the wing of his
patron, at a convenient distance from
the capital. At Burghley his place in the
development of baroque decorative
painting can be clearly determined. His
color schemes are light and gay and the
decorative elements thoroughly well
handled, but his figures are almost
invariably feebly drawn. He was a less
accomplished artist than Louis Laguerre
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whose work, especially at Chatsworth,
is more distinguished than Verrio’s
masterpiece, the “Heaven Room” at
Burghley.

His time at Burghley is unusually
well documented in the archives at the
house, which provide much material on
the methods of a decorative painter.
Among the things he left behind in
1694, while he was away at Lowther,
were: “his owne his wifes & 2 sons
pictures done by S” Godfrey Kneller.”
He also left behind him, in addition to
six painted rooms and the ceiling of a
huge staircase, a reputation for expen-
sive living and for fairly scandalous
behavior in the house and the neigh-

boring town of Stamford. But life must
have been difficult, especially during
winters in the eastern midlands, for a
hot-blooded and arrogant painter from
the south of Italy. He expected to
consume good wine, parmesan cheese,
Bologna sausages, anchovies, olives,
and caviar (Burghley House Mss).

Verrio returned to the service of the
Crown in the last years of the
seventeenth century and worked for
William IIT and Queen Anne at Hampton
Court, where his most notable
achievements were the Great Staircase
and the Queen’s Drawing Room.

O.N.M.
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Literature: Whinney and Millar 1957,
296—302; Croft-Murray 1962, 50—60,
236—242; Stewart 1983, 33—34, 138,
no. 823

Exbibitions: London, RA 1960 (49)

o1

THE PRESENTATION OF A PINEAPPLE
TO CHARLES II c.1677

English school

oil on canvas

102.9 X 118.1 (404 X 46%)

Glyn
The Executors of the late Lord Harlech

This is a little-known version of a picture
in the collection of the Marquess of
Cholmondeley at Houghton Hall. That
painting has been described since the
time of Horace Walpole as Charles II
receiving the first pineapple grown in
England on the grounds of Dorney
Court from the hands of John Rose,
Chief Gardener to the King.

Much of this iconography must be
dismissed, as pineapples are unlikely to
have been grown in England in the
seventeenth century. The house in this
painting bears no resemblance to
Dorney Court, which is a rambling
house on the banks of the Thames near
Eton. It is perhaps more likely to have
been Dorney House near Oatlands in
Surrey. It is Dutch or even perhaps
French in design, and the traditional
attribution to Hendrick Danckerts,
even for the background, cannot be
sustained with any conviction.

The figures and dogs, however, are
most attractively painted. John Rose—
if it is he—died in 1677, and on the
grounds of costume the figure of the
king cannot be much earlier than that
date. It is a particularly vivid likeness
of the king at that late period in his life
and a rare depiction of him in ordinary
day dress. The composition is an early
example in England of a portrait group—
virtually a conversation piece—on a
small scale. Nothing appears to be
known of the provenance of the picture
though it has a fine, apparently late
seventeenth-century frame. O.N.M.

Related Works: A copy of this picture
was painted in 1787 by Thomas
Hewart for Ham House, and a poor
copy is in the royal collection
Literature: Steegman 1962, 1:75; Praz
1971, 137, 172, 280; Harris 1979, 43, 51
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A VIEW OF EUSTON HALL
English school

oil on canvas

76.2 X 124.5 (30 X 49)

Euston Hall
The Duke of Grafton, KG

Euston was the property of Henry
Bennet, Earl of Arlington, who had
acquired the manor, which had belonged
to the Rokewood family, in 1666. He
built the house around 1666/1670 and
rebuilt the church (leaving the medieval
tower). Work on the church, which is
seen completed in this painting, began
on 21 April 1676. Very little remains of
Arlington’s house, but the great gates
on the north approach to the mansion
survive.

Arlington, a rich and prominent
courtier and Lord Chamberlain from
1674 to 1685, had acquired Goring
House in London (on the site of the
future Buckingham House). It burned
in 1674 and was immediately rebuilt.
The diarist John Evelyn records
(23 September 1674) the “rare pictures”
and fine works of art that had been
destroyed in the fire and (9—18 October
1671) his visit to Euston, where he
found “that young wanton,” Louise de
Kéroualle, who appears to have become
the king’s mistress on this occasion.
Colbert, the French ambassador, was
also present and the entertainment was
outstandingly lavish. Evelyn considered
the house “a very noble pile consisting

of 4 greate pavilions after the french . ..
very magnificent and commodious, as
well within as without . . . the Garden
handsome.” Evelyn gave Arlington
advice on the planning of the park. The
new wall paintings in the house by
Verrio (see no. 9o) were among, the
Italian’s first work in England.

Celia Fiennes visited the house in
1698 (1947, 150—151). She recorded a
“good staircase full of good pictures”; a
long gallery hung with a succession of
full-length portraits of the royal family
from Henry VII and of foreign princes;
a “square” with a billiard table and
some “outlandish” pictures; and con-
temporary family and royal portraits.
She also gave a valuable description of
the surroundings of the house at this
early date, including the “severall rows
of trees runs of a great length thro’ the
parke.”

The picture cannot be attributed to
either Thomas Wyck (d. 1667), or his
son Jan, although the hunting group in
the foreground is reminiscent of the
latter’s work. This is a good example of
an increasingly popular view of the
country house, accurately depicted
topographically in the middle distance

and with a more freely treated fore-
ground in which some part of the life of
the owner, frequently a hunting party,
is painted. (For a very full treatment of
this genre, see Harris 1979.) O.N.M.

Provenance: Euston passed on Arlington’s
death in 1685 to his daughter and
heiress, Isabella, who married the Duke
of Grafton, the king’s son by the
Duchess of Cleveland; the picture
passed to the 8th Duke of Grafton; and
was given by his daughter, Lady
Cecilia Howard, to the present duke
Literature: Harris 1979, 60
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CHAIR €.1673

English

japanned beech

128 X 53 X 47 (50 x 20§ * 18%)
Ham House

The Trustees of the Victoria and
Albert Museum

The chair, whose crest rail bears the
coronetted ED monogram of Elizabeth
Murray, Countess of Dysart and
Duchess of Lauderdale (1626—1698),
formed part of the furniture acquired
for Ham House, Surrey, shortly after
her marriage in 1672 to John Maitland,
Duke of Lauderdale. It is one of a set of
three chairs whose frames are japanned
in imitation of Japanese lacquer with a
glossy black ground decorated with
gilded buildings, birds, insects, foliage,
and flowers. Their ornament is executed
with a total disregard for perspective
and proportion, and in addition they
have pairs of birds molded in low relief
on their splats. A similar set of four
chairs, whose splats depict oriental
children at play, are japanned with
colors and gold on a black ground, and
an eighth chair of this pattern (presented
to Ham House in 1949) bears an

unidentified monogram on its crest rail.

The cane seat and tall, raking back
of the chair are related to English
walnut chairs of the 1660s, but its
flattened scroll frame, fitted with
oriental fretted cartouche panels and
japanned on both front and back, is
unique to this group of chairs.

In the 1670s there were over forty
items of lacquered or japanned
furniture listed at Ham, including
various Japanese lacquer cabinets,
boxes, and screens. The distinction
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between oriental lacquer and japanning,
its European imitation, is that the
former was made with the gum of the
lac tree (rbus vernicifera), which,
however, did not grow in Europe, and
as the range of lacquer furniture
imported by the East India Company
was limited, the English cabinetmakers
compromised by painting a wide range
of furniture with various shellacs,
resins, and varnishes to imitate the
glossy effect of lacquer. A Treatise on
FJapanning, V arnishing and Guilding was
published in 1688 by John Stalker, a
decorative artist working in Saint
James’ Market. This not only gave
recipes for imitating lacquer but
provided patterns for the type of
chinoiserie buildings, baskets of
flowers, and birds chasing insects that
can be seen on this chair. Artists were
also advised to copy their ornament
from lacquer furniture, and it is of
interest to note that the pair of quails
on the chair splat can also be found on a
Japanese coromandel lacquer screen at
Ham (Thornton and Tomlin 1980,

fig. 59).

Exotic lacquer and japanned furniture
were considered suitable for fashionable
bedroom apartments in the late
seventeenth century. This chair may
be one of a set of six, en suite with a
table, recorded in the Duchess’ Private
Closet in 1677 and described again two
vears later as having “cane bottomes”
and being en suite with a ““table painted
black and gold.” They also appear in
the 1682 inventory as ““six Japan’d
backstools with cane bottomes,” and
with “cusheons,” which matched the
wall hangings of the room. As well as a
tea table, the closet contained a “Japan
box for sweetmeats and tea,” so the
“chinoiserie” chairs would have been
particularly appropriate for use when
the Duchess entertained friends to tea

served in Chinese porcelain. J-H.

Provenance: Ham House; after death of
Duchess of Lauderdale in 1696, by
descent to the Earls of Dysart until
1949, when purchased by the
Government and entrusted to the
Victoria and Albert Museum
Literature: Huth 1971, fig. 80; Thornton
and Tomlin 1980, fig. 87; Thomlin 1982
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CANED ARMCHAIR C.1685

English

beechwood with gilded and japanned
decoration

142 X 71 X62.2 (56 % 28 x 24%)

the back posts bear impressed stamps
EM” and RH at seat-rail level

Temple Newsam
Leeds City Art Galleries

The carved frame of this chair is partly
gilded and partly japanned in the
Chinese taste with floral, bird, and
landscape subjects in gold on a black
ground. It originally belonged to a
larger suite, of which six armchairs,
four side chairs, and a stool were sold in
1968 (Christie’s, 23 May, lot 112), and
which is thought to have been formerly
at Hornby Castle in Yorkshire in the
collection of the Duke of Leeds. If so, it
may have formed part of the original
furnishings of the 1st Duke’s great
house, Kiveton Park near Shefheld,
designed by William Talman in 1698—
1699, and demolished in 1811.

This would be a fairly late date for a
type of chair which, with its carved
back and seat, looks back in style to the
early years of the Restoration period.
The dolphins on the elaborate front
stretcher and in the cresting recall the
celebrated set of dolphin chairs in the
White Drawing Room at Ham House,
dating from the 1670s. The nautical
theme may well celebrate English
victories, like the Duke of York’s at
Sole Bay, in the Anglo-Dutch wars. On
the other hand the deeply raked back
and splayed arms can be paralleled by
an armchair with the Cann family arms
dated 1699 (DEF 1954, 1:57), and by
chairs at Knole acquired by the 6th
Earl of Dorset in the same decade.

The rarest feature is the japanned
decoration imitating Chinese lacquer.
In the Lord Chamberlain’s accounts for
Charles II’s reign there are several
references to chairs “of the China
varnish,” particularly made by the
cabinetmaker and upholsterer Richard
Price, while the carver Thomas
Roberts also supplied chairs “varnisht
purple” (Mss in the Public Record
Office, London). Green and white
grounds were also used, and a



particularly magnificent upholstered
armchair of the latter type dating from
about 1685 was formerly at Glemham
Hall in Suffolk. The armchair exhibited
here was only recently acquired for
Temple Newsam, and was a particularly
appropriate purchase since the house
already contains the famous upholstered
daybed and chairs from Kiveton (and
later Hornby Castle) made by the
Huguenot upholsterer Philip Guibert
for the 1st Duke of Leeds. A set of
seven reproduction armchairs, exactly
corresponding, were made in about
1914 by Whytock and Reid of Edinburgh
for Marchmont House (Christie’s,

s June 1984, lot 140), and a number of

other copies are known. G.J-S.

Provenance: Possibly Duke of Leeds
collection, Hornby Castle; Ronald Lee
(Fine Art) Ltd. in the 1930s; Mallett &
Sons (furniture catalogue 1939); trade
source; bought for Temple Newsam in
1984 with the aid of grants from the
government, the NACF, and a
contribution from Mallet & Son
Literature: Temple Newsam draft
catalogue (kindly communicated by
Mr. Christopher Gilbert)

Exbibitions: London, BHF 1983, 84 (ill).
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PAIR OF SILVER SINGLE-LIGHT
SCONCES c¢.1678

English

silver

45 (173) high

The Burghley House Collection

This pair of sconces belongs to a set of
four, revealing the finest and most
elaborate craftsmanship of the period.
They were probably made on the occa-
sion of the marriage of Anne, daughter
of the 3rd Earl of Devonshire and widow
of Charles Lord Rich, to the future sth
Earl of Exeter in 1670, a celebrated union
of which the poet Matthew Prior extolled
the “Ca’ndish beauty joined to Cecil’s
wit.” The monogram EA is that of the
countess, below the coronet, to which
the sth Earl succeeded in 1678. Although
they are unmarked, they were presum-
ably made as a special commission for
Burghley and one can only make tenta-
tive guesses about the identity of the

goldsmith. Closest in style are another
set at Knole, also featuring baskets of
flowers, cherubim, and scrollwork around
a central monogram and coronet, but
again this set of six are unmarked. The
treatment of the figurework, foliage,
and chasing in high relief on a matt
ground and the foliage-chased branches
have parallels with a set of six in the *
Royal Collection. The latter bear the
mark of a crowned S, now attributed to
Robert Smythier who became a freeman
of the Goldsmiths Company in 1660.
Through his associations with Sir
Robert Vyner, principal goldsmith to
Charles II, and the Jewel House (which
issues plate for the royal residences,
ambassadors, and the Speaker of the
House of Commons) he would have been
connected with the leading families of
the day. ].B.

Exhibitions: Burghley 1984 (35)
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HENRY SIDNEY, EARL OF ROMNEY
Sir Peter Lely 1618—1680

oil on canvas

165.1 X 124.4 (65 X 49)

signed with the monogram, PL

Penshurst Place
The Viscount De L’Isle, vc. KG

A younger son of the 2nd Earl of
Leicester and grandson of Barbara
Gamage, Lady Sidney (see no. 61),
Henry Sidney (1641~1704) was later
described as “the hansomest youth of
his time” at the Restoration court. He
was in the household of the Duke and
Duchess of York and one of the seven
who, in 1688, invited the Prince of
Orange to come to England.

Lely’s use of the Arcadian theme was
obviously influenced by Van Dyck; but
more exact parallels are found in
portraits and portrait groups by such
painters as Gonzales Coques or Jan
Mytens. A single Arcadian figure on
this scale is unusual, however, at this
time. Lely painted a number of portraits
in this mood for the Sidney family and
their relations such as the Percys and
perhaps the Spencers. The picture is
one of Lely’s most lustrous and
beautiful works, painted at a time
when he gave particular attention to
his landscapes. O.N.M.

Provenance: Presumed to have been
painted for the sitter’s parents; and by
descent

Literature: Beckett 1951, no. 448;
Waterhouse 1953, 60; Whinney and
Millar 1957, 171

Exhibitions: London, NPG 1978—1979

(19)
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MARY GRIMSTON C.1684

Willem Wissing 1656—1687

oil on canvas

163.8 X 113 (643 X 443)

inscribed later with the identity of the
sitter

Gorhambury
The Earl of Verulam

Mary Grimston (1675—1684) holds in
her lap a pomegranate, perhaps used
here, as it was by John Michael Wright
in no. 85, as a symbol of virginity. She
plucks a bunch of grapes from a dish of
fruit proflered by a black page. In the
background is a large palace.

The daughter of Sir Samuel Grimston
of Gorhambury, Mary was betrothed to
the 2nd Earl of Essex, but died before
the marriage could take place. Painted
just before her death, this portrait isa
good example of a court style that
flourished in the reign of James I and
early in the reign of William III and of
which Wissing was the chief exponent.
It is partly influenced by the later
developments in Lely’s manner but is
more crowded, elaborate, and metallic.
Kneller and Riley worked in the same
style, but Kneller always in a more
sober vein. Wissing also painted an
important group, formerly at Cassiobury,
of the young 2nd Earl of Essex with his
sister and widowed mother. O.N.M.

Provenance: Formetly at Castle Howard;
the 3rd Earl of Carlisle married in 1688
the sister of the 2nd Earl of Essex (see
above); sold at Christie’s, 18 February
1944, lot 108, when it was acquired for
Gorhambury by the 4th Earl of
Verulam

Exbhibitions: London, RA 1956—1957

(149)
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TABLE AND CANDLESTANDS C.I1685§
attributed to Gerrit Jensen d. 171§
ebony inlaid with brass and pewter
table: 77.5 X 107.3 X 73.7

(303 X 29 X 42%)

stands: 116.8 (46) high

Drayton House
Lionel Stopford Sackville, Esq.
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A table and a pair of candlestands,
usually supplied ex suite with a looking
glass, were placed on the piers between
the windows in almost all late
seventeenth-century bedchambers and
dressing rooms. Here they would enable
the occupant to make his or her zoilerze,
the face lit by day from the flanking
windows, and by night from the
candles, which, strengthened by their
reflection in the mirror, would also
help to light the room.

This set of table and stands from the
state bedchamber at Drayton can be
confidently attributed to Gerrit Jensen,
who from about 1680 was the chief
cabinetmaker employed by the court
and who is the only English craftsman
of the period known to have produced
metal inlay furniture in the style of
André Charles Boulle and his predecessor

Pierre Gole. Gole indeed owed Jensen
money at the time of his death in 1684
(see no. 86), and many of Jensen’s
pieces show that he was in direct
contact with his counterparts in Paris
and The Hague, in particular through
the medium of Gole’s cousin, Daniel
Marot, who fled France at the
revocation of the Edict of Nantes in
1685 and became William III’s chief
designer. The tapered Ionic capitals of
the Drayton table supports and their
flattened acanthus scroll feet can be
paralleled in Marot’s engravings as can
the form of the torcheres.

Gerrit Jensen made furniture at
Drayton for both the 2nd Earl of
Peterborough (1623—1697) and his
daughter and heiress, Lady Mary
Mordaunt, who was wife of the 7th
Duke of Norfolk (until their divorce in
1700) and then of Sir John Germain,
reputedly a half-brother of William IIL
“Mr. Johnson Cabinet Maker’s bill”
for various items supplied to the earl
between 1679 and 1688 includes £1
“for altaring the stands inlayd with
mettle” in March 1688, while a bill
from another Huguenot craftsman,
Philip Arbunot, made out to the
Duchess of Norfolk (as she continued
to be called after her second marriage),
includes £2. 10. 0 for “new silvering
Filigree table and new guilding ye
Pillers and mending the brass and
pewter of the table” in May 1703
(Drayton House Mss 2450, 2476). Both
these may be references to the table
and stands in the bedchamber at
Drayton, which would therefore pre-
date the duchess’ major remodeling of
the house in 1702—1704, carried out
to designs by William Talman, the
Comptroller of the King’s Works.

G.J-S.

Provenance: Through Sir John Germain’s
second wife, Lady Elizabeth Berkeley,
to her cousin, Lord George Sackville;
and by descent

Literature: Jackson-Stops 1978, 29 (ill.)
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A MOTHER-OF-PEARL GARNITURE

C. 1675

probably Flemish or German

shaped leaves of mother-of-pearl, fixed
together with iron rivets

charger: 52.5 (20§) diam.; tankards:
32.4 (123) high; candlesticks: 23.5 (9%)
high

Chicheley Hall

The Trustees of Mrs. John Nutting and
the Hon. Nicholas Beatty

The exotic oriental materials imported
in the Restoration period through the
English and Dutch East India Companies
were generally adapted to European
artifacts rather than appreciated as
works of art in their own rignt. Coro-
mandel and lacquer panels were thus
made into mirrors and tables of purely
English form, and Chinese export por-
celain was decorated with family coats
of arms or strange interpretations of
Western engravings (see nos 380, 381).
Mother-of-pearl was particularly prized
for its delicate pinks and greens, picked
up by candlelight. Several pieces can for
instance be seen in the famous picture
of The Paston Treasure, in the Norwich
City Art Gallery, painted about 1665
for Sir Robert Paston of Oxnead Hall,
and showing the riches of a collector’s
cabinet at this time. John Clerk of Peni-
cuik, who was a merchant in Paris in
the 1640s, is also recorded as buying
plates and dishes in the same material,
which are still in the possession of his
family (information kindly given by
Dr. lain G. Brown).

Catherine of Braganza’s marriage to
Charles IT in 1661 opened up trade with
Goa, the principal source of mother-of-
pearl, and it is possible that the pieces
of this garniture (from a larger set in-
cluding five other plates, two salts, a
box, and a ewer), were made in London
by German or Flemish immigrant crafts-
men. The shape of the tankards, in par-
ticular, can be paralleled in the work of
contemporary English silversmiths. On
the other hand, virtually identical char-
gers can be found in the Green Vault at
Dresden, in the Bayerisches National-
museum, Munich, and in the Schloss-
museum at Berlin (Pazaurek 1937, 36,
pl. 32[2]). These, and a similar garniturce
from Godmersham Park (Christie’s sale,
6—9 June, 1983, 102—109), are thought
to be German in origin, and possibly
from Nuremberg, where specialists in
perlmutter abounded. G.J-S.

Provenance: Purchased by the 2nd Earl
Beatty (1905—1972); and by descent
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JOHN MAITLAND, DUKE OF
LAUDERDALE, WITH ELIZABETH,
DUCHESS OF LAUDERDALE C.1675§
Sir Peter Lely 1618—1680

oil on canvas

138.4 X 165.1 (543 X 65)

Ham House
The Trustees of the Victoria and
Albert Museum
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The Duchess of Lauderdale (c. 1626—
1698), born Elizabeth Murray, had
succeeded her father in 1655 as Earl of
Dysart and had inherited Ham House
from him. Earlier she had married Sir
Lionel Tollemache who died in January
1669. In 1672 she married Lauderdale
(1616-1682), who in the same year was
raised to the dukedom and created
Knight of the Garter. He wears the
ribbon and star of the order in this
painting.

In the Interregnum the Countess of
Dysart had been one of Lely’s most
active patrons, and the portraits he
painted for her at that date are among
those that she later set up in the Long
Gallery at Ham, where they remain to
this day in their original carved frames.
She was one of the most politically
minded and rapacious ladies of her day,
well matched with Lauderdale who as
Secretary of State for Scotland from
1660 to 1680 was immensely powerful.
He was also singularly violent and
unattractive (“‘very big; His hair red,
hanging oddly about him: His tongue
was too big for his mouth which made
him bedew all that he talked to . . . his
whole manner was rough and boisterous,
and very unfit for a Court”); but he
was learned and clearly a man of
considerable taste. He and the duchess
made Ham one of the most beautiful
houses of its period. Happily, it is one
in which much of the splendid original
decoration and much of the collections
they assembled and commissioned can
still be seen. On 27 August 1674, John
Evelyn described it as “indeede
inferiour to few of the best Villas in
Italy itselfe, The House furnished like a
greate Princes.”

This double portrait was listed in
the inventory of 1679 as hanging in the
Great Dining Room at Ham: “Both ye
Graces in on [e] picture wt Gilt frame.”
At that time it was valued at £8o. It
hangs in the same place today. Probably
painted around 1675, it is apparently
the last of a number of portraits of the
Lauderdales commissioned from Lely.
The rather dry pigment and cool, blond
tone are characteristic of Lely’s style in
the last decade of his career. O.N.M.

Literature: Beckett 1951, no. 283;
Thornton and Tomlin 1980, 121—122
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THE ALCHEMIST

Thomas Wyck 1616—1677
oil on canvas

126.7 X 102.7 (49§ X 40%)

Ham House
The Trustees of the Victoria and
Albert Museum

Wyck was born in Beverwijk near
Haarlem, where he principally worked.
He came to England with his son, Jan,
after the Restoration, and they are
known to have been in London by the
summer of 1674. They were among the
most important Dutch painters working
in England in the later Stuart period in
the lesser genres, that is, those other
than the portrait. Their works were
often incorporated into the paneling of
interiors; and father and son worked for
the Lauderdales at Ham.

The Alchemist is presumably the
painting that appears as no. 46 in the
“Estimate” of pictures at Ham, “A
Chymist of Old Wyck™ (mss list at
Ham House, undated, ¢.1679). It was
one of the two pictures by Wyck that
were put up in the Duke’s Closet and
was probably the picture that the
duke’s joiner fitted into the room later
in 1674. The other, an Italianate
landscape with ruins, had been
installed slightly earlier when the
joiner removed a panel over a door in
the room in order to insert the picture.

Thomas Wyck specialized in such
subjects as alchemists in their
laboratories, considered particularly
suitable for libraries and studies like
the Duke’s Closet, Italianate harbors,
street scenes, and landscapes, all
painted in a decorative manner slightly
reminiscent of Pieter Jacobsz Laar
(Bamboccio). Good examples of his
alchemists, presumably painted for
English patrons, are at Knole and
Hatfield. Wyck was back in Haarlem at
the time of his death. O.N.M.

Literature: Whinney and Millar 1957,
282; Thornton and Tomlin 1980, 66
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VASE WITH THE ARMS OF WILLIAM
AND MARY

Delft, Greek A factory of

Adriaen Kocks c. 1690—1700

tin-glazed earthenware

67.3 X 48.2 (263 X 19)

painted on the reverse with William
and Mary’s joint monogram, R/ MR,
and at the foot with the monogram, 4K

Erddig
The National Trust (Yorke Collection)

This large urn has a hole in the bottom,
which suggests that it was intended for
a growing plant such as a myrtle, orange,
or bay tree. The arms and initials indi-
cate that it was made for a royal palace
and this is supported by the family
tradition about its provenance. The
painting style is very close to that of a
group of pyramids and vases at Hampton
Court, all of which can also be attri-
buted to the Greek A factory. While
this vase is unique, other very different
urns of similar size are known at Chats-
worth, Dyrham, and the Schloss Favor-
ite at Rastatt. The closest parallel is
with a number of garden urns at the
palace of Het Loo in Holland (Lane
1949, pl. 14) and with engravings of
designs for such urns by the Huguenot
Daniel Marot (Archer 1983 and 1984).
It is known that Marot supplied William
III with numerous designs for gardens
and buildings, as well as interiors and
furnishings; so it 1s virtually certain
that he also designed an architectural
group of Delft pyramids and vases that
includes both those at Hampton Court
and the Erddig urn.

By a family tradition at Erddig, the
vase was a gift from Queen Anne to
Dorothy Wanley who was in her service,
and from whom it was inherited by
Dorothy Hutton, the wife of Simon
Yorke of Erddig (1696—1767) (Cust
1914). This appears to be borne out by
records in the Royal Archives at Windsor
(information from Miss Jane Langton)
showing that Mrs. Dorothy Wanley
acted as wet-nurse to Queen Anne’s
daughter, the Lady Anne Sophia, who
was born in May 1686 and died the
following February, and as Rocker to
Queen Anne’s son, Prince William, Duke
of Gloucester. In 1702 she received a
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pension of £70 per annum from the
queen, and it is quite likely that the
vase with William and Mary’s mono-
gram, which would now have been out-
dated, was presented to her as a per-
quisite at the same moment.

Dorothy Wanley was the wife of
Dr. John Hutton, Physician in Ordinary
to William III from 1688 until the
king’s death in 1702, and the mother of
Matthew Hutton, Sergeant at Arms to
Queen Anne. Matthew’s daughter,
Dorothy Yorke (named after her
grandmother) inherited the family house

at Newnham in Hertfordshire from her
brother James in 1770, though the vase
was brought to Erddig from her town
house in Park Lane when she died in
1787 (Mallet 1978). It is listed in the
Tapestry Room in an inventory of 1805,
and has remained there ever since.

M.A.

Provenance: See above; given with the’
house and contents to the National
Trust in 1973 by Mr. Philip Yorke
Literature: Archer 1975; Mallet 1978
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FLOWER VASE

Delft, Greek A factory of
Adriaen Kocks c. 1690
tin-glazed earthenware
104 (41) high

marked with the monogram 4k

Chatsworth
The Trustees of the Chatsworth
Settlement

This flower vase is the most complete
and impressive survivor of what must
have been a fine collection of Delft
vases, urns, and pyramids bought by
the 4th Earl and 1st Duke of Devon-
shire (1641-1707; no. 79). Those still
at Chatsworth form the largest group
now in private hands. Some indication
as to when they entered the house is
given by an urn painted with the earl’s
coronet and garter, showing that it was
made after 1689 but before the creation
of the dukedom of Devonshire in 1694.
Recent excavations in the garden room-
cum-grotto built for Mary II at Het
Loo (Gelderland) have brought to light
fragments of a vase generally similar in
form to that at Chatsworth (Erkelens
1980). Other associated fragments are
painted with the arms of William III
and it may therefore be inferred that all
are contemporary with the grotto. The
4th Earl of Devonshire was clearly
following court fashion in commissioning
vases and pyramids from Adriaen

Kocks. M.A.

Related Works: No other extant flower
vase is identical to that at Chatsworth
in both form and painted decoration.
The identical form is found in a com-
plete state—base, body, and two tiers
of nozzles—at Uppark in Sussex; in a
pair of vases now in the Prinsenhof,
Delft; and in a single example in

the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge
(Glaisher Collection). An incomplete
vase with the base missing is at Dyrham
and another in the same condition
passed through Sotheby’s on 9 Nov-
ember 1934, lot §5 (collection Miss

M. McLeod). A body section with a
differing single tier of nozzles appeared
at Christie’s on 4 April 1977, lot 7.
Two bases only are known, one in the
Lady Lever Art Gallery, Liverpool, and
the other in a Dutch private collection
Literature: Archer 1976

104

FLOWER PYRAMID

Delft, Greek A factory of
Adriaen Kocks c. 1690—1700
tin-glazed earthenware

130 (51) high

marked with the monogram 4K

Dyrham Park
The National Trust (Blathwayt
Collection)

Each of the separate tiers of this flower
pyramid, one of an identical pair, was
intended to contain water for the cut
flowers that were placed in the nozzles,
which are in the form of monsters’
mouths. Two sets of tiers that make up
the pair of pyramids carry two different
marks of identification that not only
show which belong together but also
indicate, when they are placed on the
same side, how the painted decoration
was meant to be displayed.

This pair of pyramids forms part of a
fine collection of late seventeenth-
century Dutch Delft at Dyrham Park.
It was purchased by William Blathwayt
(?1649—1717) who built the house. He
had a distinguished career and became
Secretary of State to William III, travel-
ing with him to Holland every year
between 1692 and 1701. In buying blue
and white Delft, Blathwayt, like many
others in the court circle, was following
the example of Queen Mary (Lane 1949,
1950, and 1953; Wilson 1972). The 1702
inventory of the royal palace of Honsel-
aarsdijk, for example, lists a large
quantity of china including numerous
Delft pyramids (Drossaers and Scheur-
leer 1974).

In two inventories made in 1703 and
1710, the pyramids at Dyrham are re-
ferred to as “in ye Chimney” of the
“Vestibule” and in the “Best bed
Chamber above stairs.” Flower vases
were often placed in fireplaces during
the summer months (Archer 1975).
They are known from the evidence of
embroidered chairbacks at Doddington
Hall, Lincolnshire, and Croft Castle,
Herefordshire, to have been used to
display cut flowers of all kinds and not
exclusively for tulips as has sometimes
been suggested (Archer 1976). M.A.



Related Works: Only three other pairs of
pyramids of similar shape are known,
and they are decorated quite differently.
One is at Lytes Cary, a house in Somerset
belonging to the National Trust.
Another pair were in the McLeod
collection and appeared at Sotheby’s on
9 November 1934 as lots 55 and 56. A
third pair is in the private collection of
Marchese Leonardo Ginori-Lischi in
Florence. This pair has finials in the
form of small urns and the Dyrham pair
may once have had something similar
Literature: Archer 1975
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FLOWER PAGODA

probably Delft, Greek A factory of
Adriaen Kocks c.1690—1700
tin-glazed earthenware

146 (57%) high
The Castle Howard Collection

This flower pyramid consists of a pagoda
of five stories, each of which has a roof
with six upward and outward pointing
nozzles for holding cut flowers. Each
nozzle is in the form of a monster with
open mouth, scaly breast, wings, and
claw feet. The lowest story of the
pagoda is an open pavilion with twisting
marbled columns, a checkerboard floor,
and painted trophies on the narrow,
internal walls. Steps from the pavilion
descend on the backs of winged sphinxes,
which are supported by a horizontal
surface painted with an elaborate
Chinese figure. They also rest on the
heads of grotesque, gaping Moors who
form the upper part of an open base
made up of open brackets terminating
in lion’s paw feet. The brackets are
decorated with squirrels, foliage, and
Chinese figures.

This pyramid appears to be unique
and is the most elaborate and fanciful in
existence. Nothing is known of its
history but it has probably been at
Castle Howard since it was made. The
subject matter of the modeled, as well
as the painted, decoration is more than
usually diverse. Each story of the pagoda
has a small hole in the floor below each
arch, which suggests that further dec-
orations, perhaps figures, may once have
stood there. The monsters’ mouths also
have small wire rings which, if original,
may have carried pendant ornaments
such as bells. M.A.

Literature: Archer 1976
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4: The Triumph of the Baroque

The reigns of William and Mary and Queen Anne, a period of almost
continual war with France, paradoxically saw the height of French
influence on the decorative arts in Britain. Louis XIV’s Revocation of
the Edict of Nantes in 1685 forced large numbers of leading Huguenot
craftsmen to emigrate, and the silk and tapestry weavers, goldsmiths,
upholsterers, and cabinetmakers who sought refuge in England and
Holland ushered in a golden age of the decorative arts under the com-
bined rule of the House of Orange.

The great baroque palaces of the late seventeenth and early eight-
eenth centuries, Petworth, Boughton, Chatsworth, Castle Howard and
Blenheim, were built on a scale far exceeding the “gentry houses” of the
Restoration period. Their interiors also set a new standard of luxury,
shown by the magnificent buffet displays of plate laid out on sideboards
in the saloon, the silver furniture often found in state bedchambers, and
the monogrammed toilet sets and silver hearth furniture in dressing
rooms and closets. These “rooms of state” were the setting for an
elaborate ceremonial life, including the levée and coucher, formal visits
paid by hosts and guests to each other’s apartments, and dining in
public, closely following the ritual established at Versailles and the
courts of the German electors.

The allegories favored by the decorative painters of the period,
Verrio, Laguerre, and Thornhill, were also used as subject matter by

the tapestry weavers at Mortlake, which had entered a new period of
prosperity, although the Soho workshops of the early eighteenth century
preferred arabesques in the style of Jean Bérain or flower pieces like
those painted by Jean-Baptiste Monnoyer for the 1st Duke of Montagu.
The duke, who was a particular patron of French craftsmen, also em-
ployed Bérain’s pupil (and William III’s chief designer), Daniel Marot,
the key figure in the spread of the Louis XIV style to Northern Europe.

Along with the brilliant colors of painted ceilings and staircases,
tapestries and embroideries, gold and silver, went a taste for the exotic
Orient. Collections of Chinese blue-and-white or famille verte were
often arranged on stepped ledges above the corner chimneypieces first
introduced by Wren and Talman at Hampton Court. These gave extra
warmth to small dressing rooms and closets, and enabled them to share
the same chimney flue as the adjoining bedchamber. Here, the expensive
and fashionable pastime of taking tea was indulged and the presence of
coromandel cabinets, Goanese tambour tables, or japanned furniture
painted and varnished in England in imitation of oriental lacquer would
have seemed particularly appropriate. Most cabinets, used for the
storage of precious tea cups and bowls, were also crowned with
garnitures of porcelain, and large-scale Japanese Imari pots were especially
popular for this purpose.
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CARVING OF DEAD GAME AND FISH
176

C. 16801695
limewood, on an oak backboard

157.5 X179 (62 X 70%)

Kirtlington Park
Christopher Buxton, Esq.

Grinling Gibbons




This outstanding example of virtuoso
wood-carving, with mallard, partridge
and woodcock, pike, trout, lobster, and
crab executed almost completely in the
round, bears comparison with some of
the finest of Gibbons’ documented work,
notably the famous panel commissioned
by James II after his betrothal to Mary
of Modena in 1673 (now in the Estense
Gallery, Modena) and the magnificent
trophies in the Carved Room at Pet-
worth dating from 1692 (Green 1964,
figs. 53 and 147—-152). The carving
1s also laminated, that is to say built
up with layer on layer of relatively
thin sheets of wood, in a manner
characteristic of Gibbons’ technique.
Grinling Gibbons was born in
Holland and came to England about
1667. But his career as one of the
greatest craftsmen of the age can be
said to have begun on 18 January 1671,
when the diarist John Evelyn discovered
him carving a copy of Tintoretto’s
Crucifixion in “a poore solitary thatched
house in a field” near Deptford. Within
a few weeks, Evelyn had introduced
him to the king, and there followed the
commissions at Windsor Castle and the
other royal palaces, Wren’s City of
London churches, including Saint Paul’s,
colleges at Oxford and Cambridge, and
many of the larger country houses.
The Kirtlington panel is set into the
overmantel of the entrance hall, where
it has apparently been since the house
was built by Sir James Dashwood in
1742 (see no. 352). It must however
have come from the older family house
known as Northbrook, which stood
about a mile away near the remains of
the old walled garden, and which was
demolished at about the same time.
This house is thought to be represented
in an engraving in Blome’s The
Gentleman’s Recreation, published in
1686, showing Sir Robert Dashwood,
Ist Bart., with his huntsman Ralph
Rawlins in the foreground, and entitled
“The Death of y¢ Hare w™ Fleet Hound”
(Townsend 1922, 11). Sir Robert
succeeded his father in 1682, and in the
same year married an heiress, Penelope,
daughter of Sir Thomas Chamberlayne.
The couple may well have carried out
alterations to Northbrook soon after
this date, and certainly a squire of
Sir Robert’s ilk, famous for his sporting

interests, would be a likely patron for
such an unrivaled celebration of rod
and gun.

The panel must have been stained a
dark color by the mid-nineteenth
century, when it was described by the
carver W.G. Rogers as being “worth a
long pilgrimage to see . . . nearly in its
virgin state, and quite capable of being
recovered and brought back from its
present dark state to the rich golden
tone of the carvings in the Cedar Chapel
at Chatsworth” (Rogers 1863, 184).
Recent cleaning and repair work has
effected just this transformation.
Rogers also records “on the grand
staircase . . . a second Gibbons panel,
the subject of which is a basket of
flowers and fruit, with side pendants
... about s feet by 4 feet”, but this no
longer survives in the house. G.J-S.

Provenance: Probably commissioned by
Sir Robert Dashwood (1662—1734); and
by descent at Kirtlington; bought with
the house by successive owners
Literature: Country Life 1912, $42—549
(ill.); Green 1964, 117, fig. 163
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BRACKET OR TABLE CLOCK
C.1685—1690

Jonathan Puller fl. 1683—1706

ebony case with embossed and chased
silver mounts

signed below the dial and on the back
plate, Jonathan Puller Londini Fecit

32 X 24 X15.5 (124 X093 X6)

Montacute House
The National Trust

By 1675 the bracket clock had become
established in England in a form that
was hardly to change for a century.
Early inventories generally list them in
masculine surroundings such as the
Duke of Lauderdale’s bedchamber at
Ham House, which contained “one
pendulum clock garnished with silver
in an Ebony case” in 1683 (Thornton
and Tomlin 1980), and Lord Warrington’s
at Dunham Massey, which had an ebony
bracket clock by George Graham
(Hardy and Jackson-Stops 1978, 18).
The pendulum clock had only been

used as a means of regulating clock
movements for a very short while
before these inventories were made,
and pride was taken in the decoration
of their rectangular cases (with low
domed tops to contain the striking bell)
made of ebony, walnut, lacquer, or
even tortoiseshell. Ebony cases were
generally decorated with pierced brass
mounts, but the grandest, as in this
case, were garnished with silver.

The clock has a verge escapement and
the wide-swinging “bob” pendulum
generally found before the second half
of the eighteenth century, when the
anchor escapement and long pendulum
were adopted.

Jonathan Puller was apprenticed to
Nicholas Coxeter of the Clockmakers’
Company in 1676, and practiced as a
master clockmaker from 1683 until
1706 (Britten and Baillie 1936, 490).

G.J-S.

Provenance: Bequeathed to the National
Trust by Sir Malcolm Stewart, Bart.,
in 1960

Exhibitions: Brussels 1973 (136, ill. 188)
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THE EARL OF WARRINGTON’S PLATE
17171749

Isaac Liger (fl. 1704—1730), Edward
Feline (fl. 1720-1749), Daniel Piers (fl.
C.1746), James Shruder, and others
silver

Dunham Massey
The National Trust
(Stamford Collection)

pair of candlesticks, Isaac Liger

17305 16.7 (63) high; pair of bowls
Edward Feline: 17.8 (7) diam.; ink stand
with bell and pounce-pot, Isaac Liger
1716 tray: 29.8 (112); toilet box

Isaac Liger, 1717 12.7(5) diam.; toilet
box, James Shruder 1742 12.7 ()
diam.; shaving jug and basin, Daniel
Piers 1747 jug: 17.8 (7) high, basin: 33
(13) wide; spherical soap box, Daniel
Piers, and stand, Edward Feline both
1747 soap box: 11.4 (4%); stand: 15.9
(63) diam.; chamber pot, Daniel Piers
1747 18 (7) diam.

The Cheshire estates belonging to
George Booth, 2nd Earl of Warrington
(1694—1758), had been acquired by
his ancestors in the mid-fifteenth
century, but it was not until the early
seventeenth century that the house
was extended and improved, a process

that was continued under his ownership.

He filled the house with treasures,
probably aided by the substantial
dowry of his countess, Mary Oldbury,
whom he married in 1704. After she
had borne him one daughter they
apparently lived at opposite ends of
the house, and in 1739 he published a
treatise on the desirability of divorce
for “incompatibility of temper”

(Cockayne 1959, 12: 356). Lord
Warrington’s particular pride in his
collection of silver is expressed in the
meticulous account books, drawn up in
his own hand, recording his purchases
from 1701 onward. 1728 was his peak
year, with 5,282 ounces recorded, but
from 1732 until just before his death in
1758 he purchased some silver every
year, almost all of it by Huguenot
makers. His manuscript “Particular of
my plate in October 1752,” which also
survives at Dunham Massey, reveals
that he owned a total of 26,5094 ounces
at that date. Only a portion of this is
now at Dunham; most of it was bought
back as an act of family piety by his

178  The Triumph of the Baroque



descendant, the last Earl of Stamford,
during the series of sales held by his
Foley-Grey cousins (Christie’s, 20 April
1921; 28 February 1931). However, the
collection includes many of the items
listed in Lord Warrington’s own bed-
chamber in 1752 including the “trimming
basin” for shaving, ewer and cover,
wash ball box, hand basin, hand powder
box and lid, chamber pot, hand candle-
stick, a pair of candlesticks, a large and
a small standish, sand box, and a “basin
to wash my mouth”—many of them
included in this selection.

Lord Warrington’s plate is in the
main quite simply decorated, but he
also commissioned some more elaborately

wrdught items such as toilet bowls,
snuffers trays, and candlesticks, the
latter from the first-generation
Huguenot goldsmith Isaac Liger, first
recorded as being made free of the
Broderers’ Company in 1704, when he
also entered a mark at Goldsmiths’
Hall. Liger was a highly competent
craftsman, and the candlesticks here
show a mastery of the fashionable
octagonal style. It is possible that they
were in fact made by his son John,
albeit under the father’s supervision. In
design they are identical to a pair ina
1728 toilet service (formerly at Dunham
Massey and now divided), though not
gilded. Heal records the death of Isaac

Liger of Hemmings Row in 1730, and
on 9 December of that year John Liger
entered a mark, virtually identical to
Isaac’s, from The Pearl in Hemmings
Row, Saint Martin’s Lane. Like many
craftsmen of Huguenot origin he worked
outside the city limits.

The pair of bowls are from an original
set of six made for the earl in 1749,
which are engraved with running scroll-
work on the rims, and with Lord
Warrington’s arms on opposite sides.
Their exact purpose is uncertain. Hay-
ward (1978, 36) has surmised that they
may have conformed to the earl’s
recorded “basin to wash my mouth,”
but a comparison with decorative glass

and porcelain bowls makes their use in
the drawing room for flowers or pot-
pourris (provided from the Orangery at
Dunham) more probable. The making
of a set of six would also seem to bear
out their use in reception rooms rather
than bedrooms, especially as other toilet
silver in Lord Warrington’s collection
is comparatively plain.

The plain inkstand has two cylindrical
pots for ink and sand. Its bell is a
replacement of the original, which may
have been that of 1716 by the same
maker (lot 3 in the 1921 sale). The
standish is engraved twice with the
distinctive foliate cypher, GJ# below a
coronet, and this must have been for
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his personal use.

One of the toilet boxes is an early
piece of 1717 by Isaac Liger, and is
engraved with the earl’s arms, while
the other is by James Shruder, 1742,
also engraved with the initials G/ and
the earl’s coronet, and obviously made
to match.

Other items of men’s toilet ware
represent the alliance between function
and opulence that an eighteenth-century
gentleman would have enjoyed at his
ablutions. These include the shaving
basin with its notch to fit the neck.
This was almost always accompanied
by a covered oval-shaped shaving jug
often with a wickered handle for
insulation (the recorded charge for this
was usually sixpence). The spherical
soap box with its plain cover, was used
with a soap ball, generally accompanied
by another similar pierced box for a
sponge. The term “wash hand basin”
appears in later records for bowls of
similar dimensions, capacities, and
weights.

The chamber pot is one of fourteen
dating between 1714 and 1757. Twelve
were allocated to the bedchambers, and

two were in the parlor, or dining room.
The use of silver chamber pots in the
dining room was not uncommon in days
of excessive drinking of both beer and
wine. Dunham Massey was also
exceptionally well equipped with close
stools. Those in the two best bed-
chambers, listed in 1758, were made of
walnut with elaborate marquetry, and
provided with silver pans.

Provenance: Many of these items were
re-acquired for Dunham Massey at the
Foley-Grey sales (see above). The pair
of small bowls is possibly from the set
of four sold at Christie’s, 22 March
1948, and one of the original set of six is
now in the Birmingham City Museum
Literature: Hayward 1978, 32—39;
Grimwade 1976, nos. 1462, 1467

J-B./G.J-S.
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THE OLD PRETENDER’S WATCH 1705
Richard Vick c.1678—1750

silver

inscribed: 7 ick/London on dial

5.5 (2%) diam.

Glamis Castle
The Earl of Strathmore and Kinghorne

This one-handed pocket watch with an
inner and outer silver case is typical of
a form that became popular in the
Restoration period, when the newly
founded Royal Society’s promotion of
scientific endeavor led to advances in
timekeeping, particularly in clockmaking.
The maker Richard Vick was apprenticed
to Daniel Quare, perhaps the most
celebrated of all makers after Thomas
Tompion, from 1699 to 1702. He later
became Master of the Clockmakers
Company (1729) and keeper of clocks
in the royal palaces, as well as watch-
maker to George I (Britten and Baillie
1956, 490; Loomes 1981).

Tradition has it that the watch was
left at Glamis by the Old Pretender,
James II’s eldest son, when he stayed

at the castle with an entourage of
eighty-eight (for all of whom beds were
provided) at the time of the 1715
Rebellion. The Old Chevalier, as he
was known by his followers, was touched
for the King’s Evil in the chapel—a
sure sign to Jacobites that he was the
rightful king, for only a true sovereign
was said to be able to cure scrofula by
virtue of the holy oil with which he was
anointed. He presented his host, the 6th
Earl of Strathmore, with a sword that is
still at Glamis, but is said to have left the
watch under the pillow of the Kinghorne
Bed, with its early seventeenth-century
embroidered hangings. It was discovered
there after his departure by a maid who
stole it, but whose great-great-great-
granddaughter returned the watch to
Glamis many years later. Living in exile
at the palace of Saint-Germain, it might
have been supposed that the Pretender
would have had a French watch, but as
the reputation of English makers was
unequaled in Europe at this date it is
perfectly possible that he was given this
example made in London by an admirer
of “the King over the Water.”  G.J-s.
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I10

GARTER BADGES I7th century
English

enameled gold, onyx, paste, and crystals
9:5(33) X 5.7 (23);

9.5 (33) X5 (2)

inscribed, HONI SOIT QUI MAL

T PENSE

Badminton
I'he Duke of Beaufort

The front of one of these badges of the
Order of the Garter is set with an onyx
cameo of Saint George, patron of the
Order, on horseback, framed in alternate
red and white pastes mounted in gold
and silver collets with saw tooth edges.
The back of the cameo is encircled by a
blue enameled Garter bearing the
inscription of the Order. The cameo
and white pastes are later substitutes
for the original engraving and rose-cut
diamonds. The cameo in the second
badge of the Order is missing, but the
original frame of rose-cut crystals is
intact, as 1s the suspension loop similarly
set with crystals in two silver settings,
and the enameled Saint George on the
back. This is enclosed within a blue
garter inscribed with the same motto
and bordered by seven semicircles
cnameled in red and white with scroll-
work. Together they illustrate the
style of Garter badge or Lesser George
of this period, which hung from a blue
ribbon worn across the chest, unlike
the George attached to the Grand Collar
of the Order. These two badges may
descend from Henry Somerset, 3rd
Marquess of Worcester (1629—1699). A
staunch Tory and Member of Parliament
for Monmouth, as Lord Herbert he was
one of the twelve commoners deputed
in May 1660 to invite the return of
Charles 11, a service recognized by his
appointment to the Dukedom of Beaufort
in 1682. The state bedchamber at Powis
Castle, with its balustraded alcove in
the style of Versailles, is thought to
have been prepared for his reception as
Lord President of Wales. D.S.

Exbhibitions: London, Park Lane 1929
(802, 803)

ITI

GARTER I7th century

diamonds in silver, on later blue velvet
35.4 (14) long

inscribed, HONI SOIT QUI MAL

T PENSE

Bowhill
The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, KT

The motto, which can be translated as
“Shame be to him who thinks evil of
it,” is part of the insignia of the Order
of the Garter, which was founded by

Edward Il in the mid-fourteenth century.

Its membership was limited to twenty-
six knights including the sovereign, as
the senior British order of chivalry and
counterpart to the Round Table of King
Arthur. The blue Garter, which is always
worn buckled around the left leg,
signifies the lasting bond of friendship
and honor between the members, “co-
partners in peace and war, assistant to
one another in all serious and dangerous
exploits and through the whole course
of their lives to show fidelity and friend-
liness one towards the other” (see

Ashmole 1715, 124—126). Jeweled
garters like this one were worn in the
fifteenth century by Charles the Bold,
Duke of Burgundy, who was granted
the insignia in 1468, and had the black
letter inscription set with hog-back
diamonds. As all garter insignia had to
be returned to the monarch on the death
of a knight few have survived; however,
another seventeenth-century one is in
the Treasury of the Residenz, Munich
(Twining 1960, 40). They evoke the
splendor of the Garter ceremonies
revived by Charles II, who conferred
the Order on General Monk and Admiral
Edward Montagu, who were responsible
for his Restoration, on his arrival in
England in 1660. The Duke of Buccleuch
also owns the Badge of the Order of the
Garter that belonged to General Monk,
set with a cameo and framed in rose
diamonds. D.S.

Exbibitions: Edinburgh 1967, 121
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TWO-HANDED CUP AND COVER C. 172§
English

silver-gilt

29 X 26.5 (114 X 10%)

Belton House
The National Trust
(Brownlow Collection)
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The two-handled cup and cover was
undoubtedly the most important piece
of display plate in the country house
throughout the eighteenth century.
This cup from Belton is almost certainly
by a Huguenot smith, perhaps by
David Willaume, Paul de Lamerie, or
John Le Sage. The quality of the
applied strapwork is particularly
noteworthy: relatively simple palm
leaves alternate with more elaborate,
shaped straps on a finely matted ground.
The features are repeated around the
domed cover. The spreading foot, the
leaf-capped scroll handles, and the
baluster finial of the cover are relatively
plain, and set off the finely engraved

armorials complete with crest, supporters,
and motto. The cup is engraved with
the arms of John, Viscount Tyrconnel
(1690—1754), created 1718, and those
of the 1st Baron Brownlow, created in
1776.

The outstanding collection of silver
still at Belton includes a group of
William and Mary silver-gilt pilgrim
bottles bearing the arms of Sir John
Brownlow, builder of the house in the
1680s, and items, made principally by
the royal goldsmith William Pickett,
from the plate issued by the Jewel
House to Lord Tyrconnel’s nephew,
Sir John Cust (1718—1770), who was
Speaker of the House of Commons from

1761 until his death. Later, the 1st Earl
Brownlow (1779—1853) was a client

of the firm of Rundell, Bridge and
Rundell, acquiring contemporary silver
as well as a group of late seventeenth-
century silver sconces from the Royal
Collection. ].B.

Provenance: Probably identical with the
cup and cover listed under silver-gilt in
an inventory of plate at Belton taken
on the death of Lord Tyrconnel in 1754
(Belton House Mss); by descent to the
7th Lord Brownlow; acquired by the
National Trust in 1984 with Belton
House and its principal contents



113

EWER AND BASIN

David Willaume I 1658—~1741
silver-gilt

ewer: 35 (133) high;

basin: 65 (253) diam.

The Duke of Abercorn

The rosewater ewer with its basin was
a necessity in the refined, civilized
household. In the more opulent houses,
where brass or pewter were eschewed,
the silver or silver-gilt ewer and basin
remained a major property of the plate
room until the mid-eighteenth century.
The Huguenot goldsmiths, in particular
David Willaume, produced especially
elegant large basins with helmet-shaped
ewers between about 1699 and 1720.

In this example, Willaume achieved
a combination of dignity and a certain
esoteric exuberance in the buxom
caryatid figures that form the flying
scroll handle. These contrast between
the bold shell motifs below the shaped
lip, the gadrooned rib below, and the
neat, applied strapwork at the base of
the body. Ewers of this size and shape
were normally accompanied by great
dishes weighing 200 ounces or more.
This is one of Willaume’s earliest essays
in the pattern that his son, David
Willaume II, continued to use forty
years later. The arms of the widowed
Anne, Countess of Abercorn whose
husband James died in 1744, were later
engraved in the center of the dish in a
lozenge, with those of Hamilton impaling
Plumer within a drapery mantling. The

countess died in 1776. J.B.

Exbibitions: Belfast 1956 (23, basin only)
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SIDEBOARD DISH 1683

Francis Leake
silver-gilt

$8.4 (23) diam.

The Burghley House Collection

The Triumph of the Barogue
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This silver-gilt sideboard dish is one
of a pair of particular documentary
importance. The broad rims are chased
in high relief with running scrolling
foliage, and the center of the well was
applied slightly later with a boss chased
with the Stuart rose. Below that is a
royal crown between the cypher IR for
King James II, all within a wreath.

The Earls of Exeter are the Hereditary
Grand Almoners of England, and the
family possess several fine pieces of
silver, all but one of them basins or
dishes, provided as perquisites for their
service at coronations. In 1933 a reference
to these 1683 dishes was discovered in
the Lord Chamberlain’s accounts:
“May ve 13, 1685. Deliver’d to ye Earl
of Exeter as Chief Almoner at his Majs.
Coronation two gilt chas’d basons for
his fees. pair 312.0.0” (Burghley House
Mss; letter from E. Alfred Jones).

James, Duke of York, succeeded his
brother Charles II in February 1685,
and was crowned on 23 April. The
dishes or basins were probably already
in stock in the Jewel House, and only
the central bosses had to be chased and
applied for the coronation.

The maker Francis Leake had been
apprenticed to Henry Starket, and was
made free of the Goldsmiths’ Company
in 1655. He was brother to another
goldsmith, Ralph, who was apprenticed
to Thomas Vyner and became free in
1656 on the same day as Vyner’s son
Robert. Thomas Vyner was appointed
Royal Goldsmith in 1660, and there
seems little doubt that both brothers
became “Vyner’s men.” Some of the
work bearing Francis’ mark has been
identified from the Vyner ledgers, and
much is richly chased, though Charles
Oman voices doubts that Vyner in fact
executed the more elaborate examples
himself. Further, it is known that
Wolfgang Howser was responsible for
the chased Communion plate bearing
Leake’s mark in Auckland Palace Chapel,
Durham. Other pieces bearing Leake’s
mark include the standing cups of 1663
in the Kremlin, the set of four standing
salts in the Tower of London, a cup
and cover of 1663 in the Untermyer
Collection, New York, and several
other cups, tankards, and other pieces.

The other Almoner’s dishes in the
Burghley House collection include that

of 1659, a footed salver with the maker’s
mark ET. The mark may well have
been struck very shortly before the
king’s return on 29 May 1660—after
Charles I’s restoration, which became
the day on which the date letter was
changed each year, instead of Saint
Dunstan’s Day, 19 May. A second dish
pertains to the coronation of Queen
Anne, a large silver-gilt dish by the
Huguenot goldsmith Pierre Harache of
1702, superbly engraved with the royal
arms. The last, dated 1820, was made
by Rundell, Bridge and Rundell, the
Royal Goldsmiths. It was a large, footed
basin bearing the mark of Philip
Rundell, 1820, and was given as the fee
at the coronation of George IV on

19 July 1821.

See also no. 115 ].B.

Literature: Oman 1970, 28—29
Exhibitions: Burghley 1984 (10)

I15

EWER 1727
Benjamin Pyne d. 1732
silver-gilt

38.7 (153) high
The Burghley House Collection

This silver-gilt ewer reflects the
Huguenot manner, though it was made
by one of England’s most prolific
native-born goldsmiths. It is almost
certainly the Earl of Essex’ Almoner’s
plate, presented as his fee (or made
from the sum paid for his services) as
Grand Almoner at the Coronation of
George II, with whose arms it 1s
engraved, on 11 October 1727. No record
of the usual dish made for the Almoner

is known for this occasion (see no. 114).

Benjamin Pyne, the son of a
Devonshire gentleman, was apprenticed
to the well-known medalist and
goldsmith George Bowers in 1667. He
must have registered his mark, p
crowned, about 1680, one of the few
pre-1697 marks to have been identified
with some certainty. Pyne’s work is
comparable with that produced by the
best of his London contemporaries and
his many commissions included fine
church plate, the great ewers and

dishes at the London Mansion House,
the Oar Mace of Boston, Lincolnshire,
and the standing cup of the Pewterers’
Company of London, as well as
innumerable pieces of domestic and
other ceremonial silver.

Earlier in the year that Pyne made
this ewer, he had resigned from the
Livery of the Goldsmiths” Company
and applied for the post of Beadle,
which was usually awarded, if vacant,
to very poor goldsmiths. The former
Beadle, John Boddington, had just died,
so Pyne was at once appointed. By then
he was nearing seventy-five years of
age, and it is said that he was also

bankrupted that year. On his death in
April 1732 he was recorded as still
being in debt and his daughters Mary
and Ann petitioned the company for
assistance as they had been left destitute
and though “educated . . . not bro". up
to any business.” Certainly the ewer
must have been one of the elderly
Pyne’s last commissions or else it was
part of the stock he sent to the office
subsequently (after 20 May 1727) for
assay and marking. J.B.

Exhibitions: Burghley 1984 (33)
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PILGRIM BOTTLE 1688

Adam Loofs (Loots) fl. 1682—1699
silver-gilt

48.2 (19) high

Chatsworth

The Trustees of the

Chatsworth Settlement

186 The Triumph of the Baroque

This silver-gilt pilgrim bottle dates from
the year of the “Glorious Revolution”
that brought William of Orange to the
throne of England. This and its pair
were apparently a gift from the king

to the 4th Earl, created 1st Duke of
Devonshire in 1694. They are extremely
rare examples of this shape made by a
Dutch silversmith, though other English
and French examples survive. Adam
Loofs was the son of Pieter Loots of
Brussels and Elizabeth van den Brouck.
He was made free of the Hague Gold-
smiths’ company in 1682, and was
warden from 1687 to 1699. He was
appointed Keeper of the Plate by the
Stadholder William, who appears to
have been partial to Loofs’ French style
of design, as he was to those of Daniel
Marot and other craftsmen who had
fled to Holland from persecution in
France. The duke exhibited the same
preference in his choice of other silver
and silver-gilt for Chatsworth, which
he rebuilt between 1685 and 1707.

These two bottles have complete
marks for The Hague and the French-
style mark AL conjoined over a
hunting-horn crowned, and the two
“points de remede,” which were used
in Paris on the finest quality silver,
though their weights are marked in the
Dutch style. The treatment of the
masks in high relief on either side of the
oval body is also very Dutch. However,
French Huguenot influence can definitely
be seen in the foliate cut-card ornament
at the base and the bold gadrooned
foot. The exact date of the presentation
of the pair of bottles to the duke is
unknown, but the engraving of the arms
complete with the Garter and ducal
coronet suggests the year of his elevation,
1694.

The magnificence of the so-called
pilgrim bottles, a name derived from
the medieval leather bottles carried by
travelers, suits the richness of the State
Dining Room at Chatsworth, the first
of Talmon’s new state apartments,
which was completely redecorated and

rehung by 1694. ].B.

Exhibitions: London, St. James’s Court
1902, pl. 89; Arts Council 1964 (1712);
Manchester 1979 (7); IEF 1980 (152)
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ICE PAIL 1698/1699

David Willaume I 1658—1741
silver-gilt

25 X 25 X22.9 (10 X 10 X9)

Chatsworth
The Trustees of the
Chatsworth Settlement

David Willaume senior, one of the first
Huguenot goldsmiths to arrive in
England, was an outstanding member
of the French Protestant community
who enjoyed the patronage of the
wealthiest clients in England. It is
noteworthy that among his early
clients was the 1st Duke of Devonshire,
who along with Willaume could truly
claim a “first” with the pair of silver-
gilt ice pails, or wine bottle coolers,
made for Chatsworth in 1698/1699.
That was a full fifteen years before any
other comparable single-bottle cooler is
recorded: for instance a group of
1713/1714 by the Huguenot Lewis
Mettayer, of which a pair was bequeathed
in 1925 to Eton College, and others
formerly in the collections of Lord
Methuen and Viscount Cowdray.

These are not simple bottle holders.
The whole conception is majestic, with
alternating patterns of applied
strapwork incorporating husks and
guilloches around the base, above a
spreading gadrooned foot, the plain
section of the bodies engraved with the
duke’s arms and supporters below a
running band of Vitruvian scrolls in
high relief, between applied lion mask
and ring handles.

Apart from a pair of ice pails made
for Sir Robert Walpole in 1716 by
William Lukin (Untermyer Collection,
New York) nearly forty years passed
before the ice pail became part of the
dining furniture again, when goldsmiths
such as Edward Wakelin and Thomas
Heming were responsible for its revival.

J-B.

Literature: Grimwade 1976, 703—704
Exhibitions: Manchester 1979 (8);
IEF 1980 (154)
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GINGER JAR C.1670—1680
English
silver, parcel gilt

43 (17) high

Private Collection

PAAARESIESAS

This is one of a pair of vases in the
Dutch style fashionable from the time
of the Restoration of Charles II in 1660
until about 1690. Such vases were used
as display plate on the sideboard or on
the stepped mantel shelves above a
fireplace. Few such richly repoussé-
chased vases bear full sets of hallmarks,
since they were made on commission
and therefore “not set to sale,” which
required assay and marking. Many were
made by “Dutchmen” or other foreigners
working in London, such as Jacob
Bodendick, or by skilled goldsmiths

0

who quickly mastered the art of baroque
chasing to suit their fashionable patrons,
craftsmen such as Thomas Jenkins,
George Bowers (noted as a medallist),
Robert Cooper, and Anthony Nelme.
Cupids and acanthus foliage were the
chief decorative themes of such vases,
which were often either gilded or part
(parcel) gilt for greater effect. Often
swags of fruit and foliage were applied
overlaying the otherwise simple collars
below the domed covers, as in this
example. It is unlikely that such jars
were used for anything other than

decoration, since many of them are made
of relatively thin gauge silver, although
tall vases of a type suitable for flowers,
or flask-shaped vases, are sometimes
associated with these “ginger” jars,
together forming a “garniture” for
display. In essence these are silver
versions of a garniture of Chinese
porcelain jars. J-B.

Literature: Oman 1970, §9—60
Exbibitions: London, Park Lane 1929 (220)
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WINE COOLER AND FOUNTAIN 1728
Thomas Farren d. c.1743

silver

cooler: 60.9 (24) diam.;

fountain: 71.1 (28) high

The Burghley House Collection

188 The Triumph of the Baroque

Lady Sophia Cecil, daughter of the

1st Marquess of Exeter and wife of
Henry-Manvers Pierrepoint, made
etchings of many of the rooms at
Burghley in the years before her death
in 1823. That of the dining room clearly,
though perhaps somewhat amateurishly,
depicts the sideboard with its grand
array of buflet plate, the family’s most
impressive and treasured possessions in
silver and silver-gilt. In the center,
among the almoner’s dishes and other
silver is this rare wine cooler and
matching fountain, both engraved with
the arms of Cecil with Chambers in
pretence, for Brownlow, 8th Earl of
Exeter and his wife, Hannah Sophia
Chambers, who married in 1724. In front
on the floor, is the larger companion
piece, a wine cooler of about 1710 by
Philip Rollos (no. 120). The fountain,
with its decorative dolphin tap and
spigot, is apparently an urn for wine,
which was cooled in its flasks and
bottles in the matching cistern, a term
strictly applicable only to the large
vessels, often of brass, copper, or pewter,
used for rinsing dishes during a banquet
(Penzer 1957, 1; figs. 1, 2, and 3).
Earlier fountains also appear to have
been used for water, though by the late
seventeenth century they had become

fashionable vessels for wine. Despite
their widespread use, matching
fountains and wine coolers have always
been rare. It is interesting that those
surviving in pairs are generally of
smaller size than the great wine coolers,
which often weighed 1,000 ounces or
even as much as 8,000.

It seems likely that Farren must have
inspected the earl’s great Rollos wine
cooler carefully, for though made
perhaps twenty years later in a well-
developed Huguenot style, this set has
a certain kinship with the earlier piece.
For example the demi-lion handles on
the fountain, though of a different breed
from those of Rollos, echo those of the
cooler. Farren also repeats the theme of
great swags festooned between masks
and shells in a manner that, though
typical of the later 1720s, nonetheless
recalls the Queen Anne cooler. In
selecting Farren as his goldsmith for
these two pieces, the earl was fortunate
to find a craftsman capable of producing
works that were in harmony with the
older treasures of his country house.

J.B.

Literature: Penzer 1957, 2:41, fig. 4
Exhibitions: London, Park Lane 1929

(406, 407); Burghley 1984 (54)
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WINE COOLER OR CISTERN C.I710
Philip Rollos I fl. 16g0—1721

silver, Britannia standard

152.4 (60) diam.

The Burghley House Collection

"This great wine cooler is engraved inside
with the arms of Cecil with Chambers
in pretence, for Brownlow, 8th Earl of
Exeter, who in 1724 married Sophia,
daughter and co-heir of Thomas
Chambers. Capable of holding many
bottles or flasks of wine and a great
quantity of ice, it is one of only about
three dozen surviving English silver
cisterns dating between 1667 and 1794
and notable for their immense size and
weight. The weight of the present
example has been variously calculated
between 3400 oz. and 3690 07.
(Charlton 1847, Jones 1928).

In design this is one of the most
impressive of all such cisterns, grand in
scale yet conveying a sense of elegance
and echoing the graceful foliate and
festooned ornament of the dining room
for which it was made. It is supported
on four massive volute scroll feet from
the base of which rise beautifully
modeled griffin heads. The size and
height of the heads is balanced by two
splendid lions rampant, which act as
handles and are also the supporters of
the Cecil arms. For the relationship
with the smaller wine cooler see

no. 119. ].B.

Related Works: Of the four other large
wine coolers made by Philip Rollos,
that made for the Duke of Kingston in
1699 (‘The Hermitage, Leningrad), that
of 1701 made for the 2nd Earl of
Warrington (National Trust, Dunham
Massey), and that of 1712 bearing the
Royal Arms of Queen Anne after 1707
and apparently issued to the Earl of
Home (British Museum), all feature
handles in the form of animal supporters
from coats of arms.

Literature: Penzer 1957, 37, 39—46
Exhibitions: Burghley 1984 (55)
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TEAPOT, CUPS, AND SAUCER  C.1717
Chinese, Kangxi

porcelain

teapot: 15.2 X 15.2 X 15.2 (6 X6 X6);
cups: 10 (4) high; saucers: 7.6 (3) diam.

Wilton House
The Earl of Pembroke and Montgomery

These pieces are from perhaps the largest
famille verte armorial service to survive
in any English country house. The
service bears the arms of Decker impaling
Watkins and did not come into the
family of Lord Pembroke until almost a
century after it was made.

The service is rich in palette and
includes a variety of pieces ranging from
large dishes to a tea and coffee service in
which the cups are all the same shape —
but those for coffee have handles and
those for tea do not. There was also a
companion service in underglaze blue of
the same date and bearing the same
arms (Griggs 1887). This and a set
of similarly decorated mother-of-pearl
armorial counters—perhaps the earliest
such set recorded—appear never to
have been at Wilton, however, and their
present whereabouts are unknown.

The arms of Decker show a baronet’s
badge (a shield with a red hand) in
the upper quarter. Sir Matthew Decker
(1679—1749) was born in Amsterdam,
but because of persecution moved to
London in 1702. He prospered and
became a director of the East India
Company and later a Member of
Parliament, and in 1716 was created
a baronet. At his house on Richmond
Green in Surrey he exercised his “truly
Dutch passion for gardening,” producing
a pineapple to set before George I.

So proud was Decker of this product
that he had it painted by Caspar
Netscher (DNB 1908, 5:716). He
married Henrietta, daughter of the
Reverend Richard Watkins, rector of a
country parish in Warwickshire, and
their family life is described in the
Gentleman’s Magazine (1749, 141) as
“an undisturbed series of domestick
comforts.” The Deckers had four
daughters who were painted by Johannes
de Meyer in 1718 (Fitzwilliam Museum,
Cambridge). In 1744 Katherine, the
eldest, married the 6th Viscount

Fitzwilliam whose son founded the
Fitzwilliam Museum. D.S.H.

Provenance: Commissioned by Sir Matthew
Decker, Bart.; his daughter Katherine,
wife of the 6th Viscount Fitzwilliam
(whose sister Mary married the 9th Earl
of Pembroke); their son the 7th Viscount
Fitzwilliam, on whose death in 1816

the principal parts of his estate passed
to the 11th Earl of Pembroke and his
heirs

Literature: Howard 1974, 167, 187
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TEA TABLE ON MAHOGANY STAND
1741

David Willaume II 1693—1761
silver

64.7 X 61 (254 X 24) diam.

Dunham Massey
The National Trust

The term “tea tables” describing large
salvers or sideboard dishes is only slowly
coming to be recognized in the study of
the often very large circular, oblong
and, by the 1770s, oval waiters—above
18 inches in diameter or length—
associated with tea drinking. The first
order for tea was placed by the East
India Company in 1668, but coffee and
chocolate remained the fashionable
drinks until the early eighteenth century.
The survival at Dunham Massey of two
rare mahogany tripod stands with their
tops shaped to take the feet of the
salvers remind the historian of the
original use of such silver “tables.”
They were often too heavy to carry
about the house but were placed in the
drawing-room to hold the kettle and
stand, teapot, cream ewer, sugar bowl,
the bowl for discarded tea leaves, and
the cups and saucers. These items were
associated from about 1700 onward
with the kind of fashionable tea
ceremony depicted in William Hogarth’s
painting of the Wollaston family
(London, V & A 1984, B7). This salver
of 1741 and its smaller companion, noted
in 1752 as “a coffee table,” are listed in
the 1758 inventory of Dunham Massey
in the Tea Room, together with “2
Mahogany Stands to set the Silver Tea
and Coffee Tables on.”



The style of the silver table is true
to its date: Willaume’s “pie-crust”
raised rim, heavy shell feet, and flat-
chased border of scrolls, foliage, and
trelliswork show the development of
the rococo from the earlier, more formal
decoration of the Huguenot period.
The table is engraved with the arms,
supporters, and motto of George Booth,
2nd Earl of Warrington, impaling those
of his wife Mary, daughter of John
Oldbury Esq. (see no. 108).

J-B.

Provenance: With its scratch weight of
20210, this tea table would appear to
conform to the “large salver” weighing
201 oz. 4 dwt. by David Willaume,
1741, in the sale of plate from the
collection of Catherine Lady Grey and
Sir John Foley Grey, Bart., at Christie’s,
20 April 1921, lot 46. It was purchased
on behalf of the 10th Earl of Stamford
by whom it was bequeathed to the
National Trust with the house in 1976
Literature: Hayward 1978, 36, pl. 8
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TEA KETTLE ON TRIPOD STAND 172§
Augustine Courtauld 1686—1751

silver

101.6 (40) high

Alnwick Castle
The Duke of Northumberland, xG

This is one of only seven such silver
tripod table stands recorded, and one
of only two known with an exactly
contemporary kettle and lamp. The
other was made in the previous year by
Courtauld’s master, Simon Pantin 1.
Such tea kettles with table stands are
an indication of the importance of the
tea ceremony in the English country
house during the first three decades of
the eighteenth century. The kettle is
engraved with the arms of Seymour
impaling Thynne for Algernon, Earl of
Hertford, who succeeded his father as
7th Duke of Somerset in 1748. He
married Lady Frances Thynne in 1713.
The scrolling supports and baluster
form were used in all the known
examples, but there were notable
variations in the treatment of the

support for the lamp and the kettle
itself. In all but two, the stand itself
had a section to hold the spirit lamp, as
here, or a brazier type heater, as in
the Duke of Buccleuch’s stand of 1717
by David Willaume. Simon Pantin’s
example of 1724, formerly in the
collection of the Earls of Strathmore
and now in the Untermyer Collection,
New York, as well as that from the
Gregory family collection, both feature
salver tops supporting the kettle and
lampstand, a form more generally used
for tripod tables of wood fitted with
silver salvers (see no. 122). Other tea
kettles were often supplied with circular
or triangular stands, now known as
kettle stands, but which are rarely seen
today with the original kettles. The
present stand is very like one of about
the same size but unmarked and perhaps
slightly earlier, sold from the collection
of the Marquess of Exeter in 1888 and
subsequently in the collections of
Col. H.H. Mulliner and of Lord Bicester.

The kettle supplied by Augustine
Courtauld for Alnwick shows his
mastery of a style that during the
twenties gradually became more
decorative, until the great flowering of
the rococo in the 1730s. While most of
his output was devoted to domestic
wares such as coffee pots, tea-table
silver, cups and covers, waiters,
baskets, and so on, Courtauld’s name
and reputation spread abroad. He is
well represented in the silver collections
in The Hermitage in Leningrad and in
the Kremlin in Moscow, as well as in
London’s Mansion House, for which he
made a fine ceremonial salt in 1730.

Courtauld was of Huguenot descent—
it is said that as a baby he was
smuggled out of France hidden in a
vegetable basket—and his work bears
comparison with that of the finest of
his contemporaries. His skills at casting,
chasing, and piercing were passed on to
his son Samuel who was apprenticed to
him in 1734, and whose successors,
though no longer practicing goldsmiths,
remain keenly interested in the family’s
work and are members of the London
Goldsmiths’ Company to this day.

J.B.

Exhibitions: Lansdowne House 1929
(no. 164)
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THE COUNTESS OF KILDARE’S

TOILET SERVICE 1698/1722

David Willaume I 1658—1741

silver-gilt

mirror 68.5 X 50.8 (27 X 20); oblong
caskets 12 X 26 X 14.3 (43 X 103 X 83);
ewer 21.6 (83) high; basin 37.4 (143)
wide; circular waiters 16.8 (6§) diam;
cylindrical toilet boxes 12.7 () diam.;
small cylindrical toilet boxes 7.6 (3)
diam.; porringers 8.25 X 14.6 (3% X 53);
thistle-shaped pomade pots 6.9 (23) high;
octagonal toilet bottles 15.2 (6) high;
candlesticks 13.9 (54) high; candle
snuffers 13.9 (54) wide; oblong casket
on stud feet 15.8 (61) wide; hair brushes
13.9 (53) wide; octagonal “plummets”

12.7 () high

Luton Hoo
The Wernher Collection
Nicholas Phillips, Esq.

192 The Triumph of the Baroque

A large toilet service was considered a
fashionable wedding present from a
groom to his bride from the second half
of the seventeenth century until the
late eighteenth century. This example
is engraved with the arms of Robert
Fitzgerald, 19th Earl of Kildare (1675
—1744) impaling those of his wife
Lady Mary O’Brien, daughter of the
3rd Earl of Inchiquin, whom he married
in 1709. One of the larger services to
have survived in its entirety, it comprises
twenty-eight pieces, including a large
table mirror, oblong caskets often known
as comb boxes, boxes for powder and
pastes of various kinds, perfume flasks,
small bowls and covers “to wash chaps,”
an ewer, basin, salver, and pincushion.
The pair of small candlesticks are
provided with snuffers (probably by a
specialist maker), and there are also
four silver-backed brushes and a pair
of interesting bottle-shaped flasks
each with a hook finial. The exact
nomenclature and use of the flasks has
not been determined; “dressing weights”
and “plummets” known to have been
supplied by silversmiths have been
suggested, or it is possible that they
held powder and the hooks were used
to fasten staylaces or buttons. Most
toilet services like this one were made
up of pieces of varying dates, already in
stock at the silversmith’s so that the
order could be quickly completed. Here
Willaume shows his mastery of simple
formality; the pronounced gadrooned
mounts contrast with the earl and
countess’ finely engraved armorials,
complete with monkey supporters, the
earl’s coronet, and the family’s Irish
motto, “Crom a Boo.” ].B.

Provenance: The 19th Earl of Kildare by
descent to the 7th Duke of Leinster;
sold at Christie’s, 12 May 1926, to the
late Sir Harold Wernher, grandfather of
the present owner

Literature: Clayton 1971, 201, 317, 319
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EARRINGS C.1700

English

silver and diamonds

1.4(%)

Sizergh Castle

The National Trust
(Hornyold-Strickland Collection)

These silver and rose diamond earrings
contain center stones encircled by
garlands of rose buds. According to
family tradition based on contemporary
inventories in the archives at Sizergh,
the earrings were a gift from Charles II
to Katherine Gregory (1679~1726),
daughter of Sir William Gregory (1624—
1606), Speaker of the House of Commons
and Baron of the Exchequer, on her
marriage to Philip Hoskins in 1685, and
were inherited by her only daughter,
Jane, wife of William Mathews of Burton
Court and Llangarren. Their great-
granddaughter, Alice de la Chere (1856—
1943), married Alfred Hornyold
(1850—1922), whose son Henry
Hornyold Strickland gave the earrings
to the National Trust with the contents
of Sizergh Castle. This floral and foliate
style is usually associated with jewelry
dating from 1710 to 1725; earrings of
the last quarter of the seventeenth
century were depicted in portraits and
engraved designs as pendant girandoles
or drop-shaped baroque pearls. However,
asilver pendant with a miniature of
Charles II (Christie’s, 20 February 1973,
lot 180) has a similar pierced foliate
border set with rose diamonds and this
was also dated 1680 by Basil Long
(1920, 9: fig. 18). D.S.
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A BOWL OF FLOWERS C.16092
Jean-Baptiste Monnoyer 1634—1699
oil on canvas

95.25 X 126.3 (374 X 493)

Boughton House
The Duke of Buccleuch and
Queensberry, kT

“. .. the Lord Montagu haveing a
design to adorn his house in Bloomsbury
sent for M" la Fosse and Baptist
flower-painter they came over just
before the driving out of K. fames 2.
& ye Revolution disturbing the
Catholicks they returned to France &
in a year or two afterwards came over
again to prosecute the work which

. they jointly completed.” Thus the
antiquarian George Vertue described
the circumstances in which the history-
painter Charles de Lafosse and the
flower-painter Jean Baptiste Monnoyer
first arrived in London (Vertue
19311932, 2I). Monnoyer, generally
known in the country of his adoption
as “Old Baptiste” to differentiate him
from his son Antoine (who was in
England between 1717 and 1747), ended
his life as a Protestant, for he was buried
at Saint James, Piccadilly, in 1699
(Croft-Murray 1962, 1:258). But
Vertue’s testimony suggests that his
convictions were not as strong as those
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of the Huguenot painters Jacques
Rousseau and Jacques Parmentier,
whom the 1st Duke of Montagu,
several times ambassador to Louis XIV,
also brought over from France. All four
painters collaborated on a series of
panels designed by Daniel Marot for
Montagu House in Bloomsbury, rebuilt
after a fire in 1686, but not completed
until the early 1690s (Jackson-Stops
1980, 244—257). Monnoyer was also
responsible for two dozen or more
overdoor and overmantel paintings,
which, like the panels, were brought to
Boughton in Northamptonshire after
the 2nd Duke’s death in 1747, when
Montagu House was acquired for the
newly founded British Museum. Here
they constitute the largest single
collection of his oeuvre, displayed in
ideal surroundings, since Boughton had
been remodeled at the same time as
the family’s London house, clearly
under Daniel Marot’s influence: a
French chateau ideally suited to the
most noted Francophile of his generation.
Jean-Baptiste Monnoyer, born at Lille,
is said to have been educated at Antwerp
where he may well have been trained in
the studio of a Flemish flower painter.
He was in Paris by 1665 when he was
elected an Academician, and later
worked under Le Brun both for the
Gobelins and Savonnerie manufactories,
and at Versailles, Marly, Meudon and

the Trianon (Paviére 1966, 11—12).
Monnoyer’s pictures have a solid
architectural character and loose
handling which is very different from
the exquisite precision of contemporary
Dutch flower pieces, but is ideally
suited to the baroque interiors for
which they were intended. In this
overdoor, a wide gilt-bronze vase with
curious paw feet supports is placed on
a stepped ledge, reminiscent of the
corner chimneypieces for the display of
porcelain popular at this date. The effect
is pure rrompe loeil, giving greater
vertical emphasis to the doorcase below,
and creating the illusion that a footman
might only recently have climbed a
ladder to create this profuse arrangement
of lilies, peonies, carnations, and
auriculas. The contemporary frames of
this picture and its pendant (no. 127)
were probably supplied by the Huguenot
carvers and gilders, John and Thomas
Pelletier, whose names constantly occur
in the Montagu House accounts
(Boughton House Mss). Their bold
architectural form may well have
matched the doorcase surrounds in the
room at Montagu House where these
paintings were first placed. G.J-S.

Provenance: Commissioned by Ralph,

1st Duke of Montagu, through his great-
granddaughter Elizabeth, wife of the

3rd Duke of Buccleuch; and by descent
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AN URN GARLANDED WITH FLOWERS
€. 1692

Jean-Baptiste Monnoyer 1634—1699
oil on canvas

92.25 X 126.3 (374 X 493)

Boughton House
The Duke of Buccleuch
and Queensberry, KT

Like its pendant (no. 126) this overdoor
was painted by Monnoyer for Montagu
House, Bloomsbury, with the ledge
continuing the architecture of the
doorcase below in rrompe oeil. The gilt-
bronze urn is garlanded with lilac,
parrot tulips, roses, orange-blossoms,
and marigolds among other flowers.
With its frieze of dancing naiads

a antique, it is reminiscent of a vase
found in the still life with objers d’art,
fruit, and flowers, which the artist
submitted on his election to the
Académie in Paris in October 1665
(now at the Musée Fabre, Montpellier;
Paviere 1966, no. 34). The damask
curtains also recur in Monnoyer’s
overdoors at Versailles (see Paviere
1966, no. 405) and may be intended to
continue the effect of a porriere like
those seen in engravings by Daniel
Marot (Jessen 1892, 96). G.J-S.

Provenance: See no. 126
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THE PALACE OF VULCAN, from

THE STORY OF VULCAN AND VENUS
€. 16701680

Mortlake workshop

wool and silk tapestry

350.5 X485 (138 X 191)

Mortlake mark at lower right

Formerly at Glemham Hall
The Trustees of the Victoria
and Albert Museum
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In The Story of Vulcan and Venus, Apollo
sees Mars and Venus making love and
informs Vulcan, Venus’ husband, who
spreads a net to catch the lovers in the
act and expose them to the ridicule of
all the gods of Olympus. The designs
were first drawn for a series of tapestries
woven in Brussels in the second quarter
of the sixteenth century. Five pieces of
one of the Brussels sets are now in the
Biltmore House in Asheville, North
Carolina. Henry VIII owned a set of

7 peces of fine newe Tapestrie of the
Historie of Vulcanus Mars and Venus,”
and it was probably this set that

was copied at the tapestry workshop
established by James I at Mortlake in
1619. It was not until about 1625 that
the Mortlake manufactory had a resident
designer; so the first two series woven
both were copied from Flemish sixteenth-
century tapestries in the Royal Col-
lection and given more elaborate borders
inspired by contemporary French tap-
estries. In 1670 Sir Sackville Crow wrote
that the Vulcan and Venus series was
by “Rivieres, an excellent master,” but
the identity of this artist remains
unknown.

A document describing costs of
making the first set of Vulcan and
Venus tapestries in the 1620s names
the Flemish craftsmen who specialized
in weaving the most difficult parts of
the tapestry, the faces and “nakeds.”
Their work can be seen in the remains
of the set made for Charles I while he
was still Prince of Wales, now divided
between Saint James’ Palace and the
Victoria and Albert Museum. By the
time this Palace of V'ulcan piece was
woven, some fifty years after the set
made for Charles I, standards had fallen
at Mortlake. Rendering of faces and
hair, though vigorous, was crude by
comparison with the early pieces, and
so far as was possible the “nakeds” had
been redrawn, clothed, to make weaving
easier and cheaper. On this tapestry
too, some of the smaller figures found
in the piece of the same subject at Saint
James’ Palace have been omitted along
with some of the foliage; while the
columns of Vulcan’s palace, decorated
only with fluting, were half fluted and
half covered with relief sculpture in the
original. By simplifying designs of both
scene and borders, and by weaving only
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in wool and silk, without gold and silver
thread, tapestries were produced at
more competitive prices. Mortlake
needed to make this particular series at
a reasonable cost, because by 1670
William Benood, a former Mortlake
weaver, had established a workshop in
Lambeth that could offer to the Countess
of Rutland Vulcan and Venus tapestries
similarly modified, at only 25 shillings
the ell (27 X 27 inches).

The Palace of Vulcan tapestry comes
from a set of five formerly at Glemham
Hall in Suffolk, a later home of the
North family who made their fortunes
largely in the second half of the
seventeenth century. Sir Francis
North, younger son of the sth Baron
North, was knighted in 1671 as Solicitor
General, became Attorney General in
1673, Lord ChiefJustice in 1682, and
was raised to the peerage as Baron
Guilford in 1683. His brother, Sir Dudley
North, was a Turkey merchant who
purchased a house in London said to
have been owned by a former Lord
Mayor, and whose son, Dudley, achieved
the status of a country gentleman by
the purchase of Glemham Hall. The
younger Sir Dudley North, who married
the daughter of Elihu Yale, virtually
rebuilt Glemham in the 1720s. The
Venus and Vulcan tapestries of the 1670s
are unlikely to have been purchased by
the impoverished Glemham family.
Though possibly commissioned for some
other house by the Norths, these tap-
estries may have been acquired by the
first Sir Dudley with the furnishings of
his London house. The set hung at
Glemham, in the state bedchamber and
on the stairs, in 1910. W.H.

Related Works: Pieces from similar sets
survive at Drayton House and Haddon
Hall

Literature: Thomson 1930, 282—283,
288-292, 302; Siple 1939
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SILVER LOOKING GLASS, TABLE,

AND STANDS 1676—1681

London

oak frames entirely covered with sheets
of embossed and chased silver

looking glass: 193 X 104 (76 X 41);
table: 78.7 X 101.6 X73.6 (31 X 40 X 29);
stands: 112 (44) high

Knole
The National Trust (Sackville Collection)

Following the precedent set by Louis XIV
at Versailles and Saint-Cloud, silver
furniture was made in England after
1660 until about 1710. But whereas in
France almost every known piece was
melted down by the king’s orders in
1689 and 1709, to pay for the wars

in Flanders, important pieces still
survive in English collections. These
include chandeliers at Chatsworth and
Drumlanrig Castle and wall sconces
and hearth furniture in other country
houses (see nos. 87, 95 and 135).

Whole suites of furniture—the familiar
combination of table, mirror, and stands
habitually found in baroque interiors—
could also be executed in silver for state
bedchambers, where display was more
important than practical use, though
these are now of the greatest rarity.
Apart from that in the King’s Room at
Knole, only one other complete example
survives in England: that at Windsor
Castle, presented by the Corporation of
London to Charles II soon after his
accession. Another table and mirror at
Windsor, given by the Corporation to
William III, lack their candlestands,
while the mirror from a third set
belonging to George [ is also in the
Royal Collection.

It is somewhat surprising to find
that the candlestands of the Knole set
bear the date letter for 1676 while the
table is stamped with the letter for
1680—1681 and an unknown maker’s
mark: TL with a millet above and
escallop below. A possible explanation
is that the smith incorporated sheets of
reused silver without bothering to erase
the old date letter. The mirror bears no
marks at all, and this is presumably
because as a specially commissioned
piece, perhaps even made from silver
supplied by the purchaser, it did not
need to be taken to the assay office—
unlike pieces held as stock or for sale.
The scrolling acanthus ornament that
covers every surface, interspersed with
amorini, fruit, and flowers, is very
similar in style to the large baluster
vases and covers (wrongly called ginger
jars) that were popular in the baroque
buffer arrangements of the late Stuart
period. In the center of the table top is
a large, oval plaque showing Marsyas
playing his pipes in competition with
Apollo, based on a plate in Antonio



Tempesta’s edition of the Metamorphoses
of Ovid, published in Amsterdam in
1606.

All four pieces bear a monogram
under an earl’s coronet that has in the
past been read as FDHP, for Frances,
Countess of Dorset, and Henry Powle,
Master of the Rolls, whom she married in
1679. However, close inspection reveals
FCD as a more likely configuration,
standing for the countess alone, with
the C representing her maiden name of
Cranfield. It was the practice until the
present century for a lady to retain her
title after a marriage with a second
husband of inferior rank, and it is fitting
that this magnificent set of furniture
should have belonged to one of the
greatest heiresses of her day. The
daughter of James I’s minister Lionel
Cranfield, and the subject of one of Van
Dyck’s most beautiful full-lengths (still
at Knole), she brought Copt Hall in
Essex, with all its contents, and also
her father’s earldom of Middlesex, to
the Sackville family. Whether the silver
furniture was made for Copt Hall or
her London house is not certain, but it
was certainly in the King’s Room at
Knole by 1706, when an inventory
was made on the death of her son,
the 6th Earl. Ever since then the
looking glass has hung against
one of the seventeenth-century tapestries
representing the story of Nebuchadnezzar,
woven by Thomas Poyntz, whose main
protagonists gesture toward it in a
suitable mixture of amazement and
disbelief. The original mirror plate
has at some point in its history been
replaced, but glistening in the candlelight
from silver sconces and chamber sticks,
and reflecting the gold and silver
brocade of the great state bed on the
opposite wall, the silver furniture at
Knole still evokes the unrivalled
splendor of English country house life
in the baroque period. G.J-S.

Provenance: Commissioned by Lady
Frances Cranfield, wife of the sth Earl
of Dorset (1622—1677), and by
descent at Knole; acquired with the
principal contents of the Show Rooms
by the National Trust after the death
of the 4th Lord Sackville in 1962
Literature: Phillips 1929, 2: appendix;
Penzer 1961, 1:88, and figs. 2—4
Exhibitions: London, RA 1960 (429);
Brussels 1973 (133-135)
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CABINET ON STAND C.I690

English

softwood, japanned, with polished brass
hinges and lockplate, on a silvered
limewood stand

167.6 X 123.2 X 60 (66 X 48% X 23%)

Athelhampton
Sir Robert Cooke

108  The Triumph of the Barogue

As an answer to the many Chinese
lacquer and coromandel cabinets
imported to Europe in the late
seventeenth century through the English
and Dutch East India Companies,
cabinetmakers in both countries began
to produce imitation lacquer in the form
of painted and varnished decoration,
generally known as “japanning.” John
Stalker and George Parker’s Treatise on

Fapanning and V arnishing, published in
1688, was largely intended for amateurs
like Lady Grisell Baillie who paid £3
for “materials to japan” in 1694, or

the Countess of Bristol who in 1741
bequeathed “my cabinet, chest, large
skreen and small skreen being white
japan of my own work” to her son,
Lord Hervey (DEF 1954, 2:270). Many
professional cabinetmakers also

employed the technique. Two, however,
Edward Hurd and James Narcock,
claimed in 1692 to have attained “such
a degree of curiosity and durableness as
to equal any brought from India,” in an
attempt to copyright their invention
for fourteen years.

The Athelhampton cabinet is of
particularly high quality, decorated with
oriental buildings and figures, diving
cranes, and other birds and flowers
in a manner very close to Stalker and
Parker’s engravings, and much more
balanced and symmetrical than true
Chinese or Japanese work. The engraved
brass lock plates, hinges, and corner
mounts are also very elaborate, copying
those on Chinese lacquer cabinets but
almost certainly made in England by a
locksmith like John Wilkes of Birmingham
who must have had a large stock-in-
trade for cabinetmakers to choose from.
But the rarest feature of the cabinet is
its richly carved stand, which still
preserves the original silvering, whereas
others of this date have almost invariably
been gilded or overpainted at a later
date. In form the stand is close to
contemporary Dutch examples and
very similar to that of a cabinet at The
Vyne, which has practically identical
legs and winged cherub heads. The
central figure holding a basket of fruit
probably represents Ceres, but if so,
the flying angels on either side present
a curious mixture of Christian and pagan
symbolism. Cabinets of this sort were
for use in bedchambers and dressing
rooms where their many small drawers
were useful for keeping valuable small
objects and jewelry. They were also
invariably surmounted by a garniture
of large porcelain, or occasionally even
silver vases: hence their undecorated
and somewhat abrupt, flat tops.  G.J-s.

Provenance: Bought by the present
owner’s father as part of his restoration
and refurnishing of Athelhampton in
the 1920s

Exhibitions: London, Sotheby’s
1983-1984 (14)
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TWO OVIFORM JARS, BEAKER, AND
TWO HEXAGONAL JARS C.1670—1690
Japanese, Kakiemon

hard-paste porcelain

beaker: 47 (184); hexagonal jars:

28 (11) high; oviform jars: 53 (20%) high

Woburn Abbey
The Marquess of Tavistock and the
Trustees of the Bedford Estates

Like so many of the late seventeenth-
century porcelains from the Arita
province of Japan; variously known as
Arita, Imari, and Kakiemon, this type
was unknown to native Japanese scholars
before the Second World War. It has
been suggested that this design is Dutch-
inspired chinoiserie rather than a native
Japanese idea. Large garnitures often
consisting of three vases and covers and
two beakers were popular in the older
country houses of Europe, and are still
to be found in the baroque palaces of
Germany, Austria, and Hungary, as

well as in English country houses like
Woburn and Blenheim, where there is a
beaker very similar to this one (also
47 cm high). This and the two oviform
jars are from such a garniture of five
pieces. A particularly fine and large
collection of Kakiemon—formed by
Augustus the Strong, King of Poland
and Elector of Saxony between 1694
and 1705—is now in the Johanneum at
Dresden. Similar vases were in the
Liechtenstein Palace, Vienna, though
the beaker shape is considerably rarer
than the covered jar. Although most of
the Kakiemon designs were copied by
many of the European factories in the
eighteenth century, including Meissen,
Chantilly, and Chelsea, they were
replaced by the cruder but showier
Imari vases by 1700. From about 1690
garnitures similar to this one were
exported from China in blue and white
and famille verte and, from 1720, in
Samille rose.

The hexagonal covered vases or jars
shown here are of the type known as

“Hampton Court Jars,” as they are of a
similar shape to two pairs still at
Hampton Court, almost certainly
collected by Queen Mary II, wife of
William III. The earliest inventory,
taken two years after her death in 1694,
mentioned “coloured jars of six square.”
It is likely that the queen brought her
vases over from Holland when she came
to England in 1689. The earliest European
record of such pieces is an account of a
sale of porcelain in Holland in 1680:
“The red [red painted ware was the
standard term used for polychromed
Japanese wares in the seventeenth
century | assortment was much desired.
36 show pots for cabinets, cost price 2
florins, nine s. sold at Enkhuisen for
140 florins.” These “show pots” could
easily be similar to the Woburn vases,
which may not have reached the col-
lection of the Dukes of Bedford before
the early 1700s. Though many Kakiemon
designs were copied in European porcelain
between 1720 and 1760 and many other
designs derived from a mixture of

Kakiemon and Imari as well as Chinese
famille verte and famille rose, few exact
copies of vases were made. The most
popular design was that seen in this
hexagonal vase, exact copies of which
were made at both Meissen and Chelsea.
A number of vases similar to the
oviform pair shown here are discussed
by R. Soame Jenyns (1937), and one is
represented in the painted ceiling of the
porcelain cabinet in the Orianenberg in
Brandenburg painted by Nikolai
Augustin Terwesten (Reidemeister
1934, 272, pl. 8). Gladys Scott Thomson
(1940, 335) records that a Mr. Henry
Tombes, a “merchant in India goods,”
was employed by the 2nd and 3rd
Dukes of Bedford to provide silks,
musk, tea, arrack, cloves, nutmeg, oil,
mangoes, and other goods of Far Eastern
origin. A bill of his dated 6 April 1709
mentions “‘I pair of Japanese jars 4£”
but there is no way of connecting this
document firmly with these particular
jars. “adus.
Literature: Jenyns 1937, pl. s7B
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SCENES FROM THE STORY OF
DON QUIXOTE C.1670—1680
workshop of Francis Poyntz
fl. 1660—1684

wool and silk tapestry

269.2 X 464.8 (106 X 183)

Cawdor Castle
The Trustees of the Earl of Cawdor

This is the largest of a set of five
grotesque tapestries illustrating the
story of Don Quixote. It shows his
encounter with the strolling players
who are dressed to perform The
Parliament of Death, his confrontation
with the royal lion, and his ignominious
return in a cage to his village.
Grotesque figures, half human or
animal, half plant form, were common
in seventeenth-century decoration, and
found in plasterwork, carving, fresco,
and engraving; but the size of the
grotesques here, and the strange
transformation of well-known characters
rather than anonymous beings, makes
these designs unusual. Partly for this
reason, partly from the lack of any
known references to such a series in the
seventeenth century, tapestry historians
have been uncertain as to whether this
series may not have been woven in
the nineteenth century. Recently re-
discovered documents, however, note
various sets of Don Quixote tapestries
in the Royal Collection between the
1660s and 1690s, and suggest that the
series was part of the stock in trade
of Francis Poyntz. A Royal Warrant
of January 1682/1683 ordered the
purchase from Francis Poyntz of “Three
peeces of Hangings of the Story of
Donquixott . . . for ye State roome to
His Ma"® New Bed Chamber at
Whitehall.” An attribution to Poyntz is
strengthened by the border design,
which is almost identical to a border on
another series associated with him.
Francis Poyntz held the post of yeo-
man arrasworker at the Great Wardrobe
from the Restoration to his death in
1684. In addition to his duties of super-
vising the repair of existing royal
tapestries, the post provided him with
opportunities to supply the Crown with
new sets of hangings from his own
workshop. In 1678 Poyntz moved the

offices of the arrasworkers of the Great
Wardrobe from the Savoy to Hatton
Garden, where he made tapestries signed
F.P. HATTON GARDEN, such as the
set at Hardwick Hall with playing
children after paintings by Polidoro da
Caravaggio. Poyntz alsohad a tapestry
workshop in nearby Clerkenwell in the
1660s.

In a letter to the Countess of Rutland
in June 1670, Sir Sackville Crow, who
until recently had been in charge of
the manufactory at Mortlake, wrote
disparagingly of Poyntz, “take it of my
credditt he hath not one good piece of
painting or designe by him, besides a
deare prateing fellow that knows not
what good worke is.”” Expensive the
tapestries of Francis Poyntz may
have been, but a comparison of the
Don Quixote grotesque tapestry with
that of P ulcan’s Palace (no. 128) shows
that not only did Poyntz have new and
exciting designs to rival the established
successes of Mortlake, but the quality .
of the weaving in his workshop was
equal if not superior at that time.
Orders from the Crown reflected the
truth of this, and unless Poyntz’ tap-
estries of before 1670 were markedly
inferior to those he produced later, Sir
Sackville’s comment must be attributed
to prejudice.

W.H.

Provenance: although unsubstantiated
by documentary evidence, family
tradition maintains that the tapestries
were given in about 1837 to the 1st
Earl Cawdor (1790—1860) by his friend
and contemporary Henry George, 4th
Earl Bathurst of Cirencester Park. It is
possible that the series were considered
old fashioned by comparison to another,
eighteenth-century French set of the
same subject which survives at Ciren-
cester (information kindly supplied by
the Countess of Cawder)

Related Works: The same series exists at
Packington Hall, Warwickshire
Literature: Thomson 1920, 302—303,

355-359
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AN ARMCHAIR AND TWO

SINGLE CHAIRS C.I72§

English

walnut veneered and gilt-gesso frames,
with painted coats of arms and
embroidered covers

armchair: 114.3 X68.5 X63.5

(45 X 27 X 25); single chairs:

114.3 X60.9 X60.9 (45 X 24 X 24)

Stoneleigh Abbey
The Lord Leigh

This armchair, and two of a set of six
“backstools,” show how baroque forms
of furniture continued to be made

for baroque houses long after Lord
Burlington’s Palladian Revolution had
got under way. The backs of the chairs
are carved with the coronet and arms,
and the armchair also bears the
monogram of Edward, 3rd Lord Leigh,
and his wife, Mary Holbech of Fillongley,
whom he married in 1707 and whose
great fortune enabled him to add a huge
new wing to the old family house at
Stoneleigh. Designed by the architect
Francis Smith of Warwick and built in
1720—1724, this was in a style that
owed nothing to Colen Campbell or
William Kent but looked back to the
giant orders and vertical emphases

of Vanbrugh and Hawksmoor. The
furniture of the main rooms likewise
consisted of old-fashioned walnut and
gilt-gesso rather than the mahogany
that was soon to become de rigueur.

An inventory taken on Lord Leigh’s
death in 1738 lists “seven fine needle
workt chairs in Walnut and Gilt frames
and Green cases” (meaning case covers to
protect the embroidery) in the drawing
room, valued at £60 (Shakespeare
Birthplace Trust, Stratford-on-Avon,
DR 18/4/9). Unfortunately there are
few surviving receipts and vouchers
among the family papers for the period
between 1710 and 1727, and it is not
possible to be certain of their maker’s
identity. A pair of very similar parcel-
gilt chairs from another Francis Smith
house, Sutton Scarsdale in Derbyshire,
have recently been acquired by Leeds
City Art Gallery for Temple Newsam
House, and these are attributed to
Thomas How of Westminster, who is
described as “gentleman upholsterer”
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on the contemporary lead plate engraved
with the names of all the principal
craftsmen involved there. However,
another possible candidate would be
John Pardoe of Temple Bar who supplied
gilt-gesso furniture to Lady Leigh in
the 1730s including a mirror that may
have been the “large glass sconce in a
gilt frame,” also listed in the drawing
room in 1738 (Christie’s sale, 15 October
1981, 106).

Apart from the rare combination of
walnut veneer and finely stamped gilt
gesso, the chairs are chiefly remarkable
for their embroidered covers in gros- and
petit-point. The baroque taste for allegory
arid mythology is evident in the use of
scenes from Ovid’s Metamorphoses: on
the armchair, Vulcan at his anvil is
approached by Venus; on one of the
single chairs, Leda being crowned by
Cupid welcomes the swan; while on the
other, Paris clasps Helen as the boatman
pulls away to the waiting ship and Troy
is consumed by flames. The covers
conform to the French rule that the
human figure should appear on the back
only, and not on the seat (Swain 1975,
77). The swan alone appears below the
Leda scene; an empty forge below
Vulcan and a deserted ship, with a
dinghy tethered beside it, below the
rape of Helen. The embroidery is
probably the work of professionals,
though it would also have been within
the range of a talented amateur
needlewoman like Julia, Lady Calverley,
whose similar panels at Wallington in
Northumberland, illustrating scenes
from Ogilby’s edition of Virgil, are
dated 1727. One curious feature is that
the covers of the single chairs are made
with semicircular notches on the backs
and seats as if made for arms. This
suggests that they were bought as a set
and supplied to the upholsterer, rather
than woven specially for existing frames.

G.J-S.

Related Works: A set with chairs similarly
embroidered covers from Holme Lacy
in Herefordshire (Knight, Frank, and
Rutley sale, 2 March, 1910, 599)
Provenance: Commissioned by the

3rd Lord Leigh, and by descent
Literature: Thorpe 1946, 76—77,

figs. 8~10
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GARNITURE OF BLUE-AND-WHITE
PORCELAIN
Chinese

The Burghley House Collection

In the late Elizabethan period Chinese
porcelain was collegted exclusively by
those in court circles and a few merchant
venturers. During the first half of the
seventeenth century the volume of
porcelain imported to England increased,
and certainly much of it survives in the
great country houses. Whether it was
bought in England at this time or
whether it was acquired in Holland

or France during the enforced exile

of Royalist families during the
Commonwealth Interregnum or
immediately afterward is impossible to
say in the absence of records. It is

quite apparent, however, that by the
Restoration the acquisition of china had
become a craze among the fashionable.
In two of William Wycherly’s plays,
“The Country Wife”” and “The Plain
Dealer” (published 1675 and 1676,
respectively), there are allusions to this
pastime, of which certain aspects had
gained a dubious reputation. In Charles
Sedley’s comedy “Bellamira” (published
1683) one of the characters, Merryman,
speaks of “China-houses; where under
pretence of Rafling for a piece of Plate
or so, you get acquainted with all the
young fellows in Town.”

Defoe, writing at a later date and
perhaps a little inaccurately of “china-
mania” as having been introduced by
Queen Mary, observed, “the Queen
brought in the custom or humour, as I
may call it, of furnishing houses with
chinaware which increased to a strange
degree afterwards, piling their china
upon the tops of cabinets, scrutores and
every chimneypiece to the tops of the
ceilings and even setting up shelves for
their china ware where they wanted
such places till it became a grievance in
the expense of it and even injurious to
their families and estates” (Rogers
1971).

Defoe’s remarks about chimneypieces
and the “setting up shelves” almost
certainly implied stepped arrangements
like this one, which is based on corner
chimneypieces such as those at Burghley
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House and Hampton Court and in the
engravings of Daniel Marot. The architect
responsible for alterations to Burghley
House in the early 1690s was William
Talman, Comptroller of Building and
Works for William III, who was in the
same period working with Marot at
Hampton Court, Both interiors were
reconstructed at about the same time,
the former being completed by 1693,
and it is interesting to reflect that the
celebrated 1688 inventory of the ceramics
at Burghley was drawn up as work was
about to start or had just started. Almost
all the pieces in this garniture can be
identified either in the 1688 inventory
drawn up by Culpepper Tanner, personal
secretary to the sth Earl of Exeter, or
in the recently discovered “Devonshire
Schedule,” a list of additional items
bequeathed by Elizabeth, Countess of
Devonshire (see no. 78) to her daughter
Anne, the sth Earl’s wife. These two
are also among the earliest English
documents to refer to Japanese and
blanc de chine porcelain.

The pieces in this selection of blue-
and-white from Burghley are listed
individually below. G.L.

Exhibitions: Burghley 1984 (126, 127, 138,
140, 141, 146, 151, 155, 156, 157, 158)




BEAKER
Transitional c. 1640

44.5 (17%) high

The form of this beaker is derived from an archaic
bronze gu. The Devonshire Schedule lists under
“Large plain China . . . A pair of large blue and white
Beakers about eighteen inches high with birds and
trees in blue” (for a beaker of similar type bearing the
cyclical date 1640 see Kilburn 1981, pl. 65).

WINE EWER

Late Ming

16.5 X 14 (63 X 5%) high
six-character mark of Xuande

This ewer is modeled as a mandarin duck and drake,
with the female’s neck entwined about her mate. The
silver-gilt mounts are unmarked.

PAIR OF OVIFORM VASES AND COVERS
Transitional c. 1640

20 (8) high

These vases show a very early use of the “cracked ice”
ground, which signifies the passing of winter and the
approach of spring. In the reign of Kangxi
(1662—1722) this motif, further embellished with
prunus or haw thorn, became the most commonly used
pattern for export porcelain, particularly on the
ubiquitous ginger jars so beloved by Whistler and his
contemporaries. These vases may be those listed in
the Devonshire Schedule under “Large plain China . . .
A pair of similar Jarrs blue and white about six &
three-quarters in high with like covers.”
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PAIR OF RECTANGULAR CANISTERS AND COVERS
Transitional c. 1640—1650

21.5 (84) high

These are possibly the vessels listed in the Devonshire
Schedule under “Large plain China . . . A pair of blue
and white flatt square Bottles with hollow flatt cover
over them.” The form may be based on European
glass flasks used on board ship at this time. Although
slab-sided flasks were made at Jingdezhen in the
fourteenth century they had rounded shoulders
applied with handles; this rectangular shape is not
recorded prior to the Transitional period.

206 The Triumph of the Baroque

WINE VESSEL OR TEAPOT
Transitional c. 1640—1650
20.9 X 17.7 X12.7 (8% X7 X3)

This vessel is listed in the Devonshire Schedule as “A
Large ffour square Tea pott and a little square Top,
Garnitht on the Neck handle and spout End with a
Chaine to it.” The silver-gilt mounts date from
around 1650.

PAIR OF KENDI
Late Wanli 15731620
20 (8) high

It has been suggested (Sullivan 1957, 40) that this
type of kraakporselein vessel was used for feeding infants.
They are possibly the “Large plain china . . . Two pair
of blue and white Dugg Bottles™ listed in the
Devonshire Schedule.




BOTTLE
Late Wanli 1573—1620
30.5 (12) high

The form may be derived from a type of Islamic metal
bottle, sometimes described in early records as a
“Persian flask,” decorated on the neck with beads,
tassels, and ruyi heads, the latter based on a form of
the sacred lingzhib fungus (polyporus lucidus), a symbol

of longevity. A bottle of this form appears in an
anonymous Flemish painting of ¢. 1620 showing the
interior of an art gallery (National Gallery, London).
This is the most common type of large kraakporselein
vessel. Several examples were among a group
recovered from the South China Sea by Michael
Hatcher in 1983 and subsequently sold at auction (for
example, Christie’s, Amsterdam, 14 February 1985,
lots 220—221).

BOTTLE
Late Wanli 1573—1620
28 (11) high

Of the form known as a “Persian flask” (see above),
which is distinguished from the much earlier pear-
shaped bottle with a flared neck or yubuchunping,
which has a proportionately lower and more generous

belly.
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