























IRINERA G

It is well known that England is full of fine
pictures, spread about the country in the family
mansions of the nobility and gentry, and that
these collections are specially rich in portraits of
the great men of the past. No general catalogue
of these has ever been compiled, and the painted
portraits are chiefly known to us by the engravings
that have been made from them, and by the
catalogues which have been compiled.

An organized attempt is now being made to
induce the possessors of historical portraits about
the country to catalogue their treasures, and Mr.
Lionel Cust, Director of the National Portrait
Gallery, has drawn up a form for making an in-
ventory on a uniform system, which has been
published by the Queen’s printers.

Lord Chancellor Clarendon was the first English-
man to colle¢t a gallery of National Portraits, but
few followed that great man in this hobby of his,
so that the portraits of celebrities are to be found
in the great houses of the country as the ancestors
of their owners and not as national characters.

To the 5th Earl Stanhope and the 14th Earl
of Derby we are chiefly indebted for the revival
of interest in National Portraits. Lord Stanhope
was the founder of the National Portrait Gallery,
and Lord Derby suggested the grand Exhibitions
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of Portraits at South Kensington, in 1865, 1866,
and 1867.

The re-opening of the National Portrait Gallery
in its new home has revived interest in the subject,
and the educational effect of such a fine collection
has been more and more realized by those who
have visited it.

Portrait galleries have been established at Edin-
burgh and Dublin, and local collections formed in
various centres. As one of the chief instruments
in this revival, due praise should be given to
Thomas Carlyle.

In spite of all this no handbook to the painted
portraits of the country has been published, and
the present work is the first attempt to cultivate
this vast field, as distin¢t from articles and papers
in transactions, but in the space at my disposal,
I have only been able to scratch the surface, and
to indicate the riches that are to be found by those
who seek for them. I hope, therefore, that my
readers will excuse my shortcomings on the ground
that this book is to some extent a pioneer.

The work practically divides itself into two
parts. The first seven chapters contain a chat
about portraits and portrait-painters, and a notice
of what has been done to colle¢t and bring the
works together, as well as of the difficulties caused
by the misnaming of portraits. The succeeding
five chapters contain notices of some of the chief
portraits of celebrated characters, beginning with
the sovereigns and ending with the people.

The biographic side of history is universally
recognized as the most fascinating, and biography
is incomplete without portraits, for a good portrait
helps to make the man or woman a living reality
to us.

I am greatly indebted to many friends who
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have kindly assisted me, and to the compilers of
the catalogues of portrait colletions and exhibi-
tions which have been published. My special
thanks are due to Lord Viscount Dillon, to Mr.
Lionel Cust, who has kindly given me much valu-
able information on historical portraits, to Mr. J.
Willis Clark, Registrary of the University of Cam-
bridge, who has done so much in the collection
and exhibition of Cambridge portraits, to Mr. J.
W. L. Glaisher, F.R.S., to Mr. Charles Sayle, to
Mr. F. Madan, Assistant-Librarian of the Bod-
leian, and to Mr. Joseph Knight, a member of the
Garrick Club, who allowed me to see the fine
collection of dramatic portraits at that club under
his able guidance. My best thanks are also due
to those authorities who have kindly allowed the
portraits in their galleries to be engraved for this
book.

In conclusion I hope my readers will find these
pages, in spite of imperfections, to be of some
help to them in the study of a large and important
branch of our National History.

H. B. W.
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BRITISH
HISTORICAL PORTRAITS

CHAPTER L.
INTRODUCTION

“It is not the untrue imaginary picture of a man and his
work that I want . . . but the actual natural likeness, true as
the face itself, nay, truer in a sense, which the artist, if there is
one might help to give, and the botcher never can.”—CARLYLE'S
History of Friedrich 11.

Ix the Middle Ages most nations seem to have
been satisfied with a conventional representation
of men and women, in which the habit of the
period is much more carefully observed than any
actual likeness of the particular man or woman,
thus in old sepulchral monuments a likeness is
seldom attempted. Portraits have come down to
us in stained glass windows and on brasses, but
these too appear to be mostly conventional in treat-
ment. Still there are exceptions to this general
statement, and sometimes the artist produced a
specimen of true portraiture for the monument, the
brass, or the window.

In tracing the evolution of art among the
ancient nations, we cannot fail to notice the
gradual growth in the beauty of portraiture, and
this is not the least interesting of the discoveries
which have of late years opened out before the

B
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eyes of the student. The Assyrian monuments
show a remarkable power of portraiture in the
sculptors as do the portrait statues of the ancient
Egyptians. These figures were, however, all con-
ventional, and it is the naturalness of the statues
during Greece’s most artistic period which gives
an added charm to their grandeur.

Among the Egyptians the portraits painted on
the coverings of mummies were evidently in many
instances intended as likenesses of the person in-
closed within.!

Professor Flinders Petrie found in the cemetery
of Hawara in the Fayyam, a series of portraits
painted in wax on wooden panels placed on the
faces of the mummies, and he asserts that the
practice of painting these panel portraits was in
vogue from about the year 140 to 250 o.0. These
were exhibited in London in 1889, and some of
them are now in the British Museum.

We read of the beauties of Greek and Roman
portraiture, but time has destroyed the paintings
that once were common, and we are therefore
unable to judge how far the praises of classic
writers are justified.

Horace says that Alexander the Great ordained
that no one should paint his portrait but Apelles,
and no one should mould his head in brass or
stone but Lysippus. If we aré to judge by the
gems and coins we must deplore the fact that the
work of Apelles has not come down to us.* It
may have been very fine, but the criticism of the

! Mr. Hilton Price has contributed to * Archzologia ” (vol.
liv,, p. 363), “ Notes upon two Egyptian Portrait Mummy
coverings, or Shrouds belonging to the First Century, A.D.”
One of these is figured, and it apparently exhibits a speaking
likeness of a woman.

* « Epistolz,” lib. ii. epist. 1.
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classic writers is not convincing. We do not now
hold that the highest art is that which deceives
the spectator into supposing the painted scene to
be a reality.

The durable charalter of stone and marble has
enabled us to realize how fine was Greek portrait
sculpture. The grandest of these remains of the
great period of Greek art is the life-size statue of
Sophocles, now in the Lateran, which was found
about the year 1859, and presented by Count
Antonelli to the Pope. The remains of Roman
portrait sculpture are very numerous. Hence the
great interest of the Roman Gallery at the British
Museum, where the busts of Cicero and Julius
Caesar, of Nero and Trajan, can be seen by the
pleasure-seeker of. to-day as these men really
appeared to those who knew them in life.

In a singularly interesting paper on ‘‘ Funeral
Masks in Europe ”* the Hon. J. Abercromby has
given us much information respeéting early por-
trait masks. He refers also to the masks of French
kings which were preserved at St. Denis, but
destroyed at the period of the great Revolution.
St. Louis caused effigies to be made of all the
kings who preceded him, and had been buried at
St. Denis, but these were not supposed to be por-
traits. The tomb of Philippe le Hardi (d. 1285)
is said to have contained the earliest authentic
royal portrait statue at St. Denis.

We owe much to the portrait painter who makes
those we love and admire live again before our
eyes. With masterly insight Cowper has beauti-
fully expressed the feelings of all in those exquisite
lines written on receiving a present of his mother’s
picture. At first he asks for more and wishes that
the portrait could speak to him, but ends with the

* “Folk Lore,” vol. vii. p. 351. ~
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contented feelihg of how much this counterfeit
presentment has done for him :

“ And while the wings of fancy still are free
And I can view this mimic show of thee,
Time has but half succeeded in his theft—
Thyself removed, thy power to soothe me left.”

Many painters succeed in catching the likeness
of their sitters with wonderful skill, but they do
nothing more, and are merely the rivals of the
photographer. But the great painter gathers into
his portrait the various moods of the one man,
showing him not as helooks at any particular time,
but with all the possibilities of the face, and with
all the inner man written on the outward form.
Tennyson has beautifully expressed this in the
“Idylls of the King ”:

‘“ As when a painter poring on a face,
Divinely thro’ all hindrance finds the man
Behind it, and so paints him, that his face
The shape and colour of a mind and life
Lives for his children even at its best
And fullest.”

It is generally supposed that portrait painters
have often much to put up with owing to the
frivolous fancies of their sitters. There is a tale
that Nicolas Maes, the Dutch portrait painter
visited Jakob Jordaens to see his paintings. When
he had expressed his admiration Jordaens asked
him what were the objects he painted, and when
he answered that he was a portrait painter, Jor-
daens said, “I pity you most sincerely, brother
artist, for being a martyr to that branch of art,
where, let your merit be ever so great, you are
condemned to suffer the whim, the folly, the im-
pertinence, as well as the ignorance of so large a
number of both sexes.”
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In consequence of this we sometimes find that
a painter with courtly manners who can bear these
trials and make himself agreeable to his sitters
will outstrip in pepular favour a better painter whao
is more abruptin his manners. This was the case
with William Kent, who with little artistic ability,
succeeded Jervasas the favourite painter at Court.

The difficulties attendant onthe portrait painter’s
profession are well illustrated in a good story,
which, however, like other good stories, must not
be too strictly investigated as to its details. A
certain artist was instructed to paint a picture of
St. Francis, but a difficulty arose as to the habit in
which he was to be painted, for the saint was
connected with three orders. One day the artist
received three distinguished visitors, first came the
head of the Franciscans, then followed the heads
of the other two orders, and each of these sent a
habit of his order for the assistance of the painter.
The latter went to bed and slept on his trouble,
but when he arose the next morning, he had solved
his difficulty. When the picture was finished it
was found that the saint was painted in bed with
the three habits hanging on the wall, and below
there was written : “ When the saint arises he will
know which habit to choose.”

Thereis an anecdote of Holbein which has been
variously reported, and may or may not be true.
The painter was privately drawing a lady’s por-
trait for Henry VIII., when a great lord forced
himself into the chamber. With the impetuosity
of a masterful man, Holbein threw him downstairs,
and then ran directly to the king, whom he be-
sought to pardon him. The king bade him wait
till he had learned more of the matter. Immedi-
ately afterwards the lord arrived and stated his
complaint, but suppressed the provocation. Henry
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reproached the lord with his want of truth, adding:
“ You have not to do with Holbein, but with me.
Of seven peasants I can make as many lords, but
not one Holbein.” Richard Lovelace threw this
story into verse. (‘ Lucasta.”)

“When to our huffling Henry there complain’d
A grieved earl that thought his honour stain’d
Away (frown’d he) for your own safeties hast !
In one cheap hour ten coronets I'll cast ;

But Holbein’s noble and prodigious worth
Onely the pangs of an whole age bring forth.”

Gainsborough was occasionally very abrupt and
outspoken, as when he told Mrs. Siddons that
there was no end to her nose. Another story tells
of a pompous lord who was sitting for his portrait,
and after elaborately composing himself begged
the artist not to overlook a dimple on the chin.
“ Confound your dimple,” said Gainsborough, who
refused to put another stroke to the portrait.

Closterman (1656-1713) had disputes with the
fiery Duchess Sarah of Marlborough when he
painted a family group for the great Duke of
Marlborough, and the latter said to the painter,
‘It has given me greater trouble to reconcile my
wife and you than to fight a battle.”

Some wish to be flattered by the painter, while
others, like Cromwell, desire all their blemishes set
forth. This was the case with Walter Savage
Landor, who addressed the following verses to
William Fisher the painter of his portrait, now in
the National Portrait Gallery, but which was
originally painted for John Kenyon.

“ Conceal not Time’s misdeeds, but on my brow
Retrace his mark ;

Let the retiring hair be silvery now
‘That once was dark ;
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Eyes that refleCted images too bright
Let clouds o’ercast,

And from the tablet be abolished quite
The cheerful past.”

It is necessary, however, to bear in mind that it
is quite possible for a painter to copy all the points
of a face, and yet leave out that which makes a
real portrait.

Some have an invincible dislike to having their
portraits painted, and thus many great men have
deprived us of the advantage of seeing them as they
really were. Robert Hooke, the great mechanic
and philosopher, refused to sit to a painter, although
in early life he was himself apprenticed to Lely.
No authentic painted portrait of Hampden exists;
portraits with his name attached are in existence
but they cannot be depended upon. According to
Granger Sir Richard Ellis bought an old painting
at a stall which he affirmed represented Hampden,
and this has been engraved as a genuine portrait.
Sometimes what has been lost sight of comes to
light after a time.

Mr. Walter Tiffin in his “ Gossip about Por-
traits” (1866), asks, “Where now is that ‘incom-
parable painting of Holbein where the Duke of
Norfolk, Charles Brandon and Henry VIII. are
dauncing with the three ladies with most amorous
countenances and sprightly motion exquisitely ex-
pressed, which in 1678 was at the Duke of
Norfolk’s palace at Weybridge?” Mr. Tiffin
appears to have overlooked the reference to this
“ Dancing Pi¢ture” by Horace Walpole, who
describes it as being in the possession of Colonel
Sotheby, having been purchased by that gentle-
man’s father at the sale of the Earl of Arundel's
collections in 1701. The picture was lent to
the Tudor Exhibition by Major-General F. E.
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Sotheby, and is described in the catalogue as con-
taining “six small whole length figures of Henry
VI1II1., Thomas Howard, Duke of Norfolk, Charles
Brandon, Duke of Suffolk, Anne Boleyn, Mary
Tudor, Dowager Queen of France, and Margaret,
Dowager Queen of Scotland, the three pair
dancing in a meadow with Greenwich Palace in
the background.” It must be added, however,
that Sir George Scharf and other experts entirely
denied the correctness of this ascription.

The vicissitudes of family portraits are very
great, and those that are well known at one time
are forgotten at another, as Walpole writes : “ Por-
traits that cost twenty, thirty, sixty guineas, and
that proudly take possession of the drawing-room,
give way in the next generation to those of the
new-married couple, descending into the parlour,
where they are slightly mentioned as my father’s
and mother’s pictures. When they become my
grandfather and grandmother they mount to the
two pair of stairs, and then, unless despatched
to the mansion house in the country, or crowded
into the housekeeper’s room, they perish among
the lumber of garrets or flutter in rags before a
broker’s shop in the Seven Dials.” ?

On another occasion Walpole wrote to Montagu,
“I have given Lady Betty Germaine a very fine
portrait that I discovered at Drayton [her own
seat] in a wood-house.” 2

The decay of old families has been the cause of
throwing portraits upon the market, although it is
not often that they are distributed in so reckless a
manner as that adopted by Charles Surface in the
“ School for Scandal.” Most of the great painters
have been supreme in portraiture, and the picture

! “Anecdotes” (art. Jervas), ed. Wornum, ii. 272.
* Walpole to Montagu, July 25th, 1763.
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galleries of Europe are filled with portraits which
are portraits and something more. Many of the
old Italian pi¢tures of Holy Families contain fine
figure portraits of the patrons and donors of the
pitures, but it is only of late years that portraits
have been colleted as portraits.

Our own National Gallery contains some singu-
larly fine portraits by such great masters as
Raffaelle, Holbein, Giovanni Bellini, Lorenzo Lotto,
Agnolo Bronzino, Alessandro Bonvicino (1l
Moretto), G. B. Moroni, Giacomo de Ponte (Il
Bassano), Vandyck, Velasquez, Rembrandt and
Nicolas Maes. Among the glories of the art
are the Pope Julius Il. of Raffaelle, the Doge
Leonardo Loredano of Giovanni Bellini, the Two
Ambassadors of Holbein, Rembrandt’s portrait of
himself, the Admiral Pulido Pareja of Velasquez,
and the so-called Gevartius of Vandyck, now sup-
posed to be the portrait of Cornelis vander Geest.
All these are pictures which once seen can never
be forgotten.

That remarkable picture by John Van Eyck, of
Jan Arnolfini, a Bruges merchant and his wife,
is not very flattering to the personal appearance of
the subjects, but on looking at it the spectator is
filled with a conviction that it contains faithful like-
nesses. This pitture has passed through some
vicissitudes. At one time it belonged to a barber-
surgeon of Bruges, who presented it to the Queen
Regent of the Netherlands. She valued it so
highly that she pensioned the donor. Subse-
quently it passed into humbler hands, and General
Hay found it in the room at Brussels to which he
was taken in 1815 to recover from his wounds after
the battle of Waterloo. It was purchased for the
Gallery in 1842 from General Hay for £630.

The fame of Giorgione is spread abroad, but our
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National collection of pictures does not contain a
good example of his work. Therefore, some years
ago, when a so-called example was added to the
gallery much interest was felt in the acquisition,
and the disappointment was equally great when it
was seen. The picture is still exhibited, but it is
now attributed to the school of Giorgione. After
this an exquisite female portrait was exhibited
at the British Institution which showed what
the artist could do. The speltator stood spell-
bound before it, and all other pictures were for-
gotten. When he was about to leave the gallery
the eyes of the fair one followed him so that he
found it difficult to get away,

“They've pretty faces yet, these same Venetians,

Black eyes, arch’d brows, and sweet expression still ;
Such as of old were copied from the Grecians,

In ancient arts by moderns mimick’d ill ;
And like so many Venuses of Titian’s

(The best’s at Florence—see it, if ye will,)
They look when leaning over the balcony,
Or stepp’d from out a picture by Giorgione.”

ByRON’s Beppo.

It is of little avail to attempt to fix upon one
particular portrait painter and to hail him as the
greatest of all, for it would be impossible to obtain
universal agreement on the point, and nothing would
be gained if wecould. Possibly the question as to
who was the greatest of portrait painters would
resolve itself into a discussion of the respective
claims of Titian and Velasquez. Of the former it
was said : “ To the Emperor Charles V. he stood
as Apelles to Alexander the Great, the only man
worthy to paint his royal master;” and Reynolds
once affirmed that “ to possess a really fine picture
of that great master, I would willingly ruin myself.”
In April, 1817, Byron wrote, *“ To-day I have been
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over the Manfrini Palace, famous for its pictures.
Amongst them there is a portrait of Ariosto by
Titian,’ surpassing all my anticipation of the power
of painting or human expression : it is the poetry
of portrait and the portrait of poetry. There was
also one of some learned lady centuries old, whose
name I forget, but whose features must always be
remembered. 1 never saw greater beauty, or
sweetness, or wisdom :—it is the kind of face to go
mad for, because it cannot walk out of its frame.”

Of Velasquez Reynolds said: “ What we areall
attempting to do with great labour, Velasquez did
at once.” There is a subtle feeling in the pictures
of this great master which must be experienced by
all, but which it is not easy to explain. We can
prove this any day by a walk through the National
Gallery. A few years ago two magnificent pictures
from the Longford Collection were added to our
national treasures. No one passing through the
rooms but must be arrested by the brilliancy and
beauty of the “ Two Ambassadors” by Holbein.
It is one of the most attractive pictures in the
whole colletion, and a splendid specimen of the
master. In an adjoining room is the portrait of a
somewhat unprepossessing figure, which any visitor
might be excused for overlooking in a cursory view.
When once seen, however, the eyes of the spectator
continually return to it, and it exerts a growing
fascination over him. This is the real triumph of
the painter; possibly we know nothing of the
Spanish admiral, and there are no brilliant colours
on the canvas to attract us, but we feel that we
are in the presence of the work of a portrait painter
who can have few peers, and that picture will ever
after remain a part of our very life.

! This is really a copy from the original portrait at Cobham
Hall.
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Much has been done in the past in the way of
cataloguing engraved portraits, but little or nothing
has been attempted towards the production of a
catalogue of the large number of English painted
portraits spread over the country. Mr. George
P. Harding began, in 1804, to compile a catalogue
“of all historical Portraits in England ” classifying
them according to localities. The contents of 350
picture collections in Great Britain were included,
and the catalogue extended to four quarto volumes.
This MS. was in the possession of Messrs. Evans,
the printsellers, in 1858.

Suggestions have been made for the accomplish-
ment of this much-needed work by the late Lord
Braybrooke and by the late Mr. Albert Way.
Lord Braybrooke contributed in 1851 a note to
“Notes and Queries”* on the portraits of dis-
tinguished Englishmen, in which he pointed out
the want of a general catalogue of the national
treasures.

In 1853 Mr. Way wrote: “It would be de-
sirable to compile a descriptive catalogue of painted
portraits, those especially preserved in the less
accessible private colle¢tions in England.”? A
proposal was subsequently made by the Index
Society to issue an index of English painted
portraits referring to all the printed lists and
catalogues known to exist, but various difficulties
stood in the way which were found to be insuperable
in this case, and the work still remains to be
done.?

! First Series, iii. 233-

* “Notes and Queries,” First Series, vii. 258.

* The author of this book still hopes to be able to prepare
such an index, and he is engaged in indexing the lists and
catalogues that come in his way. This work may be expected to

be useful as showing where the pictures have been exhibited,
and, in some instances, how they have changed hands.



CHAPTER 1II.
SPURIOUS AND MISNAMED PORTRAITS

“On the whole it will be perceived as the result of their
investigations, that it is necessary to exercise much caution
and discrimination if we desire to be supplied with true and
faithful historical portraits. As there are many forgeries of
coins and medals, so there are many fabricated or mistaken
pictures and mis-named engravings. Some of the heads inserted
n the National Galleries of historical portraits which go by the
names of Houbraken and Lodge are well known to be erroneous;
and the same is the case in the more popular book called ‘ The
Pictorial History of England.’”—]. G. NicHoLs, 4rcheologia,
xl. 8o.

OxE of the great difficulties which the historian
has to deal with will be found in the number of
spurious portraits that exist in picture galleries
and elsewhere. These are of two kinds: (1) those
which are frauds, being painted without authority
and intended todeceive ; and (2) portraits re-named
by mistake or from insufficient evidence. In the
first class are the portraits of John Balliol and
Devorgilla his wife at Balliol College, Oxford.
Granger tells us that Balliol was drawn from a
blacksmith who lived at Oxford, and Devorgilla
from Jenny Reeks, an apothecary’s daughter in
the same city. Of the second class is the portrait
from Knole, described as Katharine of Aragon by
Holbein, which was lent by the Countess of
Delawarr to the South Kensington Portrait Ex-
hibition (1866). This is probably the likeness of
Margaret Roper (Sir Thomas More’s daughter).
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All readers will remember Addison’s humorous
description of Sir Roger de Coverley’s portrait set
up by one of his tenants as the sign of an inn,
the “Knight's Head,” but which Sir Roger had
altered at his own expense, by the addition of
moustaches and *“a little aggravation of the
features,” to the “Saracen’s Head.”

The apocryphal series of the kings of Scotland
in the long gallery at Holyrood Palace (one hundred
and ten in number) was painted in 1684, by a
Fleming named James de Witt, and his contract
with the government to supply them on canvas in
oil colours is still in existence. The Marquis of
Lothian lent to the Stuart Exhibition (1889g) six
imaginary portraits of Robert II., Robert III.,
James I., James II., James III, and James V.
supposed to have been painted by George Jameson.
When Charles 1. visited Edinburgh in 1633 he
was welcomed by the magistrates with an exhibi-
tion of portraits by Jameson, to whom the king
sat for a whole-length portrait. According to the
Black Book of Taymouth, as quoted by Mr. Bullock
in his “ Life of Jameson,” 1883, p. 92, Sir Colin
Campbell employed the “ Scottish Van Dyck” to
paint sixteen portraits, and later nine more.

“[tem. The saide Coline Campbell gave untoe
George Jameson, painter in Edinburgh, for King
Robert and King David Bruysses, Kings of Scot-
land, and Charles 1st King of Great Britain, France
and Ireland and his Majesties Quein and for nine
more of the Queins of Scotland their portraits,
quhilk are set up in the halles of Balloch, the sum
of two hundreth thrie scor punds.”

There was at Kensington Palace a set of English
kings all painted by one hand. This was said by
Granger to have come from Lord Cornwallis’s
gallery at Culford in Suffolk, and to have been
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begged of him by Queen Caroline. A portrait of
Sir William Wallace, with a tartan scarf, and a
brooch inscribed  Libertas,” may readily be set
aside as spurious. This picture was lent to the
South Kensington Portrait Exhibition, 1866 (No. 2)
by Mr. Robert Vans Agnew. At Windsor Castle
there is a portrait of an old woman by Rembrandt,
styled the *“Countess of Desmond,” which was
exhibited at South Kensington in 1866 (No. 409).
Rembrandt was a child when the venerable Count-
ess was supposed to have died, and could not have
painted her portrait from life. It is more likely
that the portrait was taken from the painter’s
mother.

Granger mentions a whole-length portrait of a
female figure standing on a tortoise, which was
engraved by Faber in 1741, and inscribed “The
most illustrious Princess Elizabeth, crowned Queen
of England anno 1558, H. Holbein pinxit 1558.”
Of course if the date is corrett the picture could
not have been painted by Holbein (who died 1543),
but what is more to the purpose, it is very unlikely
that it was taken from Elizabeth at all. It appears
to have been intended as an emblematical picture
of “the perfect wife.” It once belonged to James
West, P.R.S., and was exhibited at the Tudor
Exhibition, 1890 (Ne. 281). A similar picture,
attributed to Mark Gheeraedts, is preserved at
Stanmer Park, and was sent to the same exhibition
by the Earl of Chichester. On the frame of the
latter picture are inscribed these lines :

“Uxor amet, sileat, servet nec ubique vagetur
Hoc Testudo docet, claves, labra junétaque Turtur.”

This picture formed a part of the Lexington col-
lection and came into the possession of Lord
Chichester as a descendant of the sister of Lord
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Lexington. Granger says that there was a tradi-
tion in the Lexington family that the portrait was
painted at the request of Sir Thomas More, who
added the verses, and that it was taken from one
of his daughters. At the bottom were the words
“hec talis fuit.” Inthe* Emblemata” of Hadrianus
Junius, 1565, is a similar figure entitled “ Uxoriae
virtutes.”

Lord Lyttelton lent to the South Kensington
Portrait Exhibition, 1866 (No. 36) a portrait of a
judge, described as Sir Thomas Lyttelton, K.B.,
author of the famous treatise on *“ Tenures,” who
died in 1481. This picture is known to be a copy
by Arthur Pond from the picture in the Inner
Temple Hall, also described as Judge Lyttelton,
but the late Sir George Scharf pointed out the
absurdity of the attribution, as the costume proves
that it must be the portrait of a man who lived
more than a century later. At first he was inclined
to suppose that it was a portrait of Sir Edward
Lyttelton, Keeper of the Great Seal, who died in
1645, but on comparing it with an undoubted
portrait he found that there was no likeness, and
he then suggested that the picture was intended
for Sir Timothy Lyttelton, brother of the Lord
Keeper, as he saw a likeness to the portrait of that
judge by Michael Wright in the Guildhall courts
of law.!

Mr. Charles Winn lent to the South Kensington
Exhibition, 1866 (No. 9o6) a picture attributed to
Sir John Medina, containing a group of five persons
with musical instruments, and a black servant to
the left, which was absurdly described in the
catalogue as “the ‘Cabal’ Ministry.” It really
only represents a party of musicians.

! “Lyttelton Legal Portraits. Thomas, Edward, and Timothy.”
Atheneum, January 28th, 1893.
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Sir George Scharf contributed to the “ Athen-
zum” (March 11th, 1893) a most curious and in-
teresting article on the misnaming of a series of
portraits of Lord Clifford of Chudleigh, one of the
members of the Cabal Ministry, which would have
been supposed impossible if it had not been so
clearly described by an expert of such great know-
ledge. In 1865 the Trustees of the National Por-
trait Gallery purchased a portrait by Lely which
was supposed to represent Henry Jermyn, Earl of
St. Albans, and it is so described in the edition of
the catalogue published as late as 1888. There
was no reason to doubt the ascription as the por-
trait was engraved in the Grammont Memoirs,
and other places, as that of Jermyn.

In July, 1876, Sir George Scharf was visiting
Ham House, formerly the seat of the Duke of
Lauderdale, another member of the Cabal, when
he noticed in the Long Gallery a counterpart of
the national portrait, but on the frame was the
name “Lord Maynard.” This was sufficiently
confusing, but more remained behind. Scharf
found at Euston Hall, formerly the seat of a third
member of the Cabal, the Earl of Arlington,
another counterpart of the Clifford portrait, but
this time it was styled the “ Duke of Monmouth.”
He then went to the house of the First Lord of
the Treasury, 10, Downing Street, where there
are nine historical portraits all inscribed with
names but the one which was a counterpart of
the Clifford portrait. Scharf then referred to his
notes from a MS. catalogue of portraits made by
George P. Harding in 1804, and here he found
both the Euston and Downing Street portraits
described as likenesses of Lord Clifford. Inquiries
at Ugbrooke, Devonshire, the seat of the present
Lord Clifford of Chudleigh, elicited the fact that

@
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there were there two portraits of the first lord, one
of them being a counterpart of the National
Portrait Gallery picture, and so the matter was
settled, and a most curious instance of the mis-
naming of portraits was established.

It may be here noticed that in his article Sir
George Scharf, by a slip of the pen, describes
Lord Clifford as Lord High Chancellor—he was
Lord High Treasurer. It is rather curious that
in the newly published catalogue of the Gallery
another instance of corrected ascription occurs in
the article immediately next to that relating to
Lord Clifford. This refers to an interesting portrait
by Knellerof the Duchess of Cleveland, represented
as the widow of the Earl of Castlemaine, who died
in 1705. The idea of Charles Il.’s abandoned
mistress in mourning for her injured husband
appears rather ludicrous. This picture was pur-
chased as the portrait of a very different woman,
viz, Rachel, Lady Russell. The true ascription is
due to Viscount Dillon, P.S.A., who possesses at
Ditchley a replica of this piture.

As already stated there is no authentic painted
portrait of Hampden. Thomas Hollis told Granger
that he had made particular inquiry after a genuine
portrait with the object of engraving it, but he could
never find an undoubted original. At the South
Kensington Exhibition, 1866, there were two por-
traits said to be of Hampden, one lent by the Earl
of St. Germains (No. 606) and the other by the
Bishop of Hereford (No. 613)."

A very remarkable instance of misnaming came
to light about forty years ago. A portrait at
Holland House long passed for that of Addison,
and was studied by Sir Richard Westmacott for

! Mr. Lionel Cust informs the author that there is a minia-
ture of Hampden at Windsor Castle.
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the statue of Addison eretted in Poets’ Corner,
Westminster Abbey, in 1809. In 1858, however,
the original, belonging to Mr. Andrew Fountaine,
was exhibited in London, and it was then found
that the portrait hitherto supposed to be that of
Addison was really the likeness of Sir Andrew
Fountaine (an intimate friend of Swift) who suc-
ceeded Sir Isaac Newton as Warden of the Mint.
The portrait is shown in C. R. Leslie’s picture of
the Library at Holland House which was exhibited
at the Winter Exhibition of the Royal Academy,
1896, and in the catalogue it is described as
Addison’s portrait.

In the catalogue of the South Kensington Ex-
hibition, 1867, there are two serious cases of mis-
naming in connection with the Kit Cat Club. No.
137, lent by Mrs. H. W. Hutton, is described as
the portrait of Christopher Catt. It really repre-
sents Lebeck, a publican who had nothing to do
with the Kit Cat Club. This man was originally
an apprentice in Bristol, who ran away from home
and went to America. He subsequently returned,
and is said to have set up with his old master an
inn on the Stapleton road, near Bristol, which he
named the “Lebeck.” After his death the house
was taken by a chaff-cutter, and the old inn, called
then “ The Lebeck and Chaff-cutter,” was standing
in 1813.) No. 143, lent by the Baroness Windsor,
is described as representing the members of the
Kit Cat Club, and is attributed to Kneller. Itreally
represents a group of Dutchmen, and was not
painted by Kneller.

Samuel Richardson sent a portrait of himself to
Lady Bradshaigh, which Mr. Leslie Stevens thinks
was possibly the portrait afterwards in the posses-

! ¢ Athenzum,” Oétober 26th, 1867, p. 542.
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sion of “long” Sir Thomas Robinson of Rokeby,
who had a star and blue riband painted upon it
and christened it Sir Robert Walpole to fit it
for the aristocratic company among which he
placed it.!

For this great evil of misnaming, which is the
cause of endless confusion, the most satisfactory
remedy is the adoption of a practice of writing the
name of the subjett on the back of the picture.
This praltice has been frequently advocated, but
never generally adopted. Evelyn wrote to Pepys
(August 12th, 1689), “ Our painters take no care to
transmit to posterity the names of the persons they
represent.” Locke, writing to Collins, says: * Pray
get Sir Godfrey to write on the back of my Lady
Masham’s picture ‘Lady Masham’ and on the
back of mine ¢ John Locke.” This he did to Mr.
Molyneux ; it is necessary to be done, or else the
pictures of private persons are lost in two or three
generations.”

Lord Braybrooke, in 1851, quotes an “awful
example " in support of the same plea. He writes:
“ The practice of writing the name of the artist and
person represented on the backs of the frames
would probably be better observed, and I may
mention, as a proof of this precaution being neces-
sary, the instance of a baronet in our day having
inherited an old house full of pi¢tures which were
one and all described in laconic and most unsatis-
factory terms as ‘“ Portraits of Ladies and Gentle-
men unknown.”*

The late Leonard Horner, F.R.S., was sensible
of the value of this advice, and he inscribed on the
back of the frame of the portrait of Francis Horner,
M.P., painted by Raeburn in 1812, which is now

! “Southey’s Life and Correspondence,” iii. 347.
* “Notes and Queries,” First Series, iii. 233.
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in the National Portrait Gallery, the following
valuable information :

“There are three copies of this picture, but this
is the original, for which my brother sat, for my
wife and myself.

¢ (Signed) *“ LEoNARD HORNER.” !

If there is confusion in respect to the naming of
painted portraits, there is still more deception
among engraved portraits. We know that the
old printers showed little conscience in their use
of wood blocks. These were prepared by the
printers for their books, and when they were worn
they were sold to inferior tradesmen, and at the
last came into the possession of the producers of
street ballads. These blocks were thus made to
represent quite different persons-at various periods
of their existence. What is even worse, we find
sometimes in the same book the blocks repeated
to illustrate avariety of scenes or persons. In
later times it has been a common practice, when a
portrait of some celebrity is wanted suddenly and
a genuine one is not forthcoming, to use a block or
plate that the publisher may have on hand. Sir
John Burgh was altered to Gustavus Adolphus,
Endymion Porter to Robert, Earl of Essex, Sir
Joshua Reynolds’s portrait was palmed off as a
likeness of that vile creature Renwick, who was
known as the “ Monster.”

In 1760 the *“ Naval Chronicle” made a portrait
of Captain William Henry Cranstoun, who induced

! An instance of the great value of this system of inscription
has come under the notice of the author of this book. A friend
possesses a small portrait of his grandmother by Sir Joshua
Reynolds. This had gone out of the possession of the family
and turned up unexpectedlyat a picture dealer’s shop in Hastings.

It was secured entirely owing to the inscription on the back,
which drew the attention of a friend to it.
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Mary Blandy to murder her father, do duty for
Commodore Howe. A portrait of John Pond,
usually known as “ Horse” Pond, was published in
1787, but not selling, the name of Peter Pindar was
substituted for Pond’s, and the portrait“then sold
largely.! In the same way the portrait of Lamothe,
the French Spy, was sold as that of Hackman, who
shot Miss Ray.

Sometimes the same thing has been done in the
illustrating of standard books ; for instance, there
are several misnamed portraits in the ordinary
editions of the Grammont Memoirs, but perhaps
the most flagrant instance of deception is the por-
trait of Francis Blomefield (1705—1752) which is
prefixed to the otavo edition of his *“ History of
Norfolk.” No genuine portrait of this famous
topographer is extant. He is said, however, to
have so much resembled John Flamsteed (1646 —
1719) that his friend, Tom Martin, preserved and
valued a portrait of the Astronomer Royal for no
other reason. In consequence of this likeness,
Flamsteed’s portrait was used to represent Blome-
field.

When Hogarth drew his portrait of Fielding
after the novelist's death, Garrick sat to him for
the likeness, so great was the actor's power of
changing his face. On another occasion, Garrick
sat to Roubiliac for the statue of Shakespeare, for
which he paid the sculptor 300 guineas. He
bequeathed it to the British Museum, and it now
stands in the entrance hall. Even in the present
day, when photographs are plentiful, portraits are
common which were never taken from the supposed
subjets. It is said that some of the portraits of
Prince Bismarck and of the Emperor William I.
have been taken from a made-up double.

! Smith’s “Nollekens,” i. 354.
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When we think over instances such as those
referred to above, and there are, of course, many
more to be registered, we are apt to become
generally sceptical, but it is quite possible to be
too incredulous, as may be seen from the following
instance. A correspondent of the ‘“ Athenzum,”
wrote to that journal a letter which was printed in
the number for July 7th, 1866. In this he stated
that there was on exhibition at the British Institu-
tion, in that year, a picture said to be the portrait
of Kitty Fisher, by Sir Joshua Reynolds, and,
moreover, described as such in Leslie and Taylor’s
“Life of Reynolds,” while proof was afforded in a
letter to “ The Times,” that the portrait really re-
presented a virtuous lady named Woolls, and 7o¢ the
unvirtuous Kitty Fisher. Stranger still, that the
picture was not painted by Reynolds, but by Cos-
way. Thisalllooked very circumstantial, butin the
following number of the “ Athenzum ” appeared an
answer which completely disposed of this really un-
founded string of assertions. The picture was the
property of the late Lord Crewe, who lent it to the
British Institution, and in Reynolds’s ledger for
April, 1774, was found this entry: “Mr. Crewe for
Kitty Fisher’s picture £52 10s.” This was pretty
strong evidence, but there was further proof, for the
portrait is almost identical with another of Kitty by
Reynolds which was then in the Munro Collection.
Lord Crewe’s portrait was also exhibited at South
Kensington in 1867 (No. 613).



CHAPTER IIL!

BRITISH PORTRAIT-PAINTERS FROM HOLBEIN TO
HIGHMORE

“Genius is chiefly exerted in historical pictures, and the art
of the painter of portraits is often lost in the obscurity of the
subject. But it is in painting as it is in life—what is greatest is
not always best. I should grieve to see Reynolds transfer to
heroes and goddesses, to empty splendour and to any fiction,
that art which is now employed in diffusing friendship, in renew-
ing tenderness, in quickening the affetions of the absent, and
continuing the presence of the dead. Every man is always
present to himself, and has therefore little need of his own
resemblance, nor can desire it but for the sake of those he
loves, and by whom he hopes to be remembered. This use of
the art is a rational and reasonable consequence of affection ;
and though like all other human actions it is often complicated
with pride, yet even such pride is more laudable than that by
which palaces are covered with pictures that, however excellent,
neither imply the owner’s virtue, nor excite it.”—JOHNSON,

THE series of great portrait-painters in England
commences with thedistinguished name of Holbein,
but good portraits were painted here centuries
before he landed on our shores. It has been too

! In this and the following chapter an attempt is made to
give a short account of the chief portrait-painters who have
flourished in England, Scotland, and Ireland from the time of
Holbein to the present day. The names of a large number of
portrait-painters of slight merit have been left out, but itis hoped
that no artist of any note will be found to be omitted. Some
names of little importance have been included because the
works of the artists are available and will be found in the
ordinary colletions. Most great artists have at some time
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much the fashion to suppose that these pictures
were the work of foreigners. The inquiry into the
artistic labours of our ancestors has been too long
neglected, but at last there are signs that inquirers
are arising who will be able to place the English-
man in his proper position as an artist. It is
strange that the idea should have gone abroad
that all early paintings of any merit in this island
were the production of foreigners, when it has
long been acknowledged that the Englishman
stood at the head of the miniaturists and manu-
script producers of the Middle Ages. We have,
in fact, to go to the manuscripts for the most
truthful portraits of our early celebrities. Thus
the best portrait we possess of Chaucer is found in
the Harleian MS. of the “Canterbury Tales”
(4866), and we are under a debt of gratitude to the
scribe who produced it.

The Society of Antiquaries gathered in the
summer of 1896 a most interesting collection of
early paintings and MSS. as.a help towards the
settlement of this question of how far the pitures
produced in England were the production of
Englishmen. On June 11th last Mr. W. R. Lethaby
read a most important paper on ‘“ the Westminster
School of Painting,” in which he gave particulars
respecting the pictures painted and the amounts
paid for them. He was not able to say definitely
that the fine portrait of Richard 1. in Westminster
Abbey was painted by an Englishman, and we
must wait for further light on this point. Ifit can

painted portraits, but that has not made them portrait-
painters, and their names have been omitted. In the compila-
tion of this chapter that noble work—the “Dictionary of
National Biography ”—which contains a large number of ex-
cellent biographies of British portrait-painters, written by well-
known experts, has been largely used to verify the facts.
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be proved that this was a native production, we may
rest satisfied with the Englishman’s artistic position
as a great portrait-painter in the fourteenth century.
~ Our earlier sovereigns appear to have obtained
the services of the best artists that were available,
but none of them showed any marked artistic taste
until Charles ., who was the great art collector of
his time.

JEan DE MaBUSE is supposed by some to have
visited England in the reign of Henry VII,,
and is said to have painted portraits of the king,
of the royal family, and of the nobility. Horace
Walpole committed himself unreservedly to this
view, and wrote *“ Henry VII. was of too penurious
a charadter to patronise artists, and we find that
Mabuse was so little satisfied with the encourage-
ment he received that he quitted England after
a residence of one year only.”' In spite, how-
ever, of these remarks, the fact of Mabuse’s visit
to England has. been disputed. The grounds
for believing in it were never very substantial, and
when it was proved that the portraits of three
children at Hampton Court, supposed to have
been painted by him, were not the children of
Henry VII. but of Christian I1., King of Denmark,
they almost entirely disappeared.*

Haxs HoLBEIN (1497—1543) arrived in England
at the beginning of the year 1527 with letters of
introduction from Erasmus to Sir Thomas More,
in whose house he was domiciled for a time. The
first trace of his being in the service of the king is
in 1536, the date when the portrait of Lady Jane
Seymour, now at Vienna, was painted, but it is
not until 1538 that there is dire¢t evidence of his
official position.

! « Anecdotes,” ed. Wornum, i. 111.
* For fuller notice of this picture see chapter viii.
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In 1861 Mr. W. H. Black communicated to the
Society of Antiquaries his discovery of the will
of Holbein, described as “John Holbein, servant
to the King's Majesty,” which proved that the
painter died in October or November, 1543, in-
stead of 1554, as had previously been believed.!
Mr. Black traced the origin of the incorrect date
to Carel van Mander’s *“Schilder Boeck” (or
“ Lives of Painters,”) published at Vienna in 1618.

This important discovery was at first received
with some amount of incredulity, as it was at once
seen that a considerable number of pictures attri-
buted to Holbein would have to be given up, and
other painters found for them, especially the picture
at Bridewell, representing Edward V1. as deliver-
ing the royal charter of endowment to the Mayor
(1552). Mr. Wornum suggested that Guillim
Stretes, painter to Edward V1., may have painted
the picture, but this is nothing more than a con-
jecture.

It does credit to Dr. Waagen’s critical acumen
that, although he had no suspicion that 1554 was
incorrect as the date of death, he noticed a con-
siderable change in the style of the pictures attri-
buted to Holbein which were painted after 1543.

Even in 1866, when the first of the three Ex-
hibitions of National Portraits was held at South
Kensington, Mr. Black’s discovery had not been
unhesitatingly accepted, and it was hinted that
the will might have referred to some other man
with the same name, as he was not described as a
painter. In consequence, several portraits were
attributed to Holbein in that exhibition which
could not possibly have been painted by him.

The influence of Holbein upon the men of his
time was enormous, and his style was copied by

! ¢ Archzologia,” xxxix. 272.



28 HISTORICAL PORTRAITS

all his contemporaries. The consequence was that
the fame of these painters has been obscured by
the exceeding lustre of Holbein's name. Experts
. at once set to work to draw attention to the
painters of the time as a help to the discovery of
the men who painted the portraits after 1543,
which are generally attributed to Holbein. Mr.
John Gough Nichols communicated to the Society
of Antiquaries a valuable paper entitled “ Notices
of the Contemporaries and Successors of Holbein,”!
in which he proves that John Browne, Andrew
Wright, and Anthony Toto were successively
serjeant-paintersto Henry VI1I. Nicholas Lyzarde
(died 1570) was second painter to Edward VI.
when Toto was serjeant-painter, and he himself
became successively serjeant-painter to Queens
Mary and Elizabeth. There is no evidence,
however, that he painted portraits. Mr. W. R.
Lethaby has found that he received £57 *“for paint-
ing the great vane [at Windsor] with the king’s
and queen’s arms, with a great crown. Also for
painting, priming, stopping, gilding and varnishing
a great lion holding up the said vane, first primed
with soden oil, secondly with red lead and soden
oil, then stopped with oils and red lead, then primed
twice and wrought three times in colours, and so
gilt with fine gold in oil, and so varnished. Also
for painting in the same way the beasts, arms,
freezes and cornices.” These were part of the
regular duties of a serjeant-painter. It is also re-
corded that Lyzarde painted ““a table ” ““ of the his-
tory of Ahasuerus,” which he presented to Queen
Elizabeth as a new year’s gift. Levina Terling (or
Terlinck) of Bungay was a miniaturist of the time,
and Johannes Corvus, Gerbicus(or Gerlach) Fliccius,
and Guillim Stretes were able portrait-painters.
! ¢ Archzologia,” xxxix. 19.
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Mr. (afterwards Sir George) Scharf contributed
“ Additional Notes on some of the Painters con-
temporary with Holbein,”! in which he specially
referred to Corvus, Girolamo de Treviso, or
Trevigi. He was anxious to identify Stretes
with some of the portraits of the time, but was
unsuccessful. We have the portraits, and we
have the names of the possible artists, but with
few exceptions the two have not been brought
together.

Joannes Corvus (flourished 1512-1544) has been
identified with Jan Rave, a native of Bruges, who,
on coming to England, latinized his name. Vertue
discovered this artist by finding his name on the
frame of a portrait of Bishop Fox, the founder, at
Corpus Christi College, Oxford. The old frame

. was destroyed in 1820, and the picture placed in
a gorgeous new one. In the Dent Collection
there is fortunately a portrait of Mary Tudor,
daughter of Henry VII., which still remains ina
similar frame to that described by Vertue, and
with an inscription. There are two portraits by
Corvus in the National Portrait Gallery, one of the
Princess Mary, afterwards Mary I., painted in
1544, the other of Henry Grey, Duke of Suffolk,
father of Lady Jane Grey.

Besides the painted portraits undoubtedly by
Holbein there are among the treasures at Windsor
Castle a series of his drawings of men and women
of the Court of Henry VIII. These were found
by chance in a bureau at Kensington Palace by
Queen Caroline. They were engraved by Barto-
lozzi and published by John Chamberlain, 1792—
1800, in two volumes, atlas folio. In 1812 the
book was reproduced in a smaller form. The
Queen has lately allowed these brilliant drawings

! ¢« Archzologia,” xxxix. 47.
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to be photographed, and a fine volume entitled
“ Holbein in Windsor,” has been published.

The next artist to be mentioned was one of the
foremost portrait-painters of the world. The name
of SIR ANTHONY MORE (1512—1581) has so essen-
tially an English sound that the careless student
might easily be deluded into supposing him to be
a native of England. The correét forms of his
name, however, are Anthonis Mor or Antonio
Moro. Moro was born at Utrecht, and served as
a pupil of Jan Schorel.! When young he was sent
to Spain to paint for the Emperor Charles V., and
he came to England with a commission from
Philip 11. to paint the portrait of Queen Mary,
which is now in the Prado Gallery at Madrid. He
painted portraits of Gresham, Sir Henry Lee, and
others, but he was so short a time in England that
he could not have painted all the portraits of
English patrons attributed to him. It is said that
Moro received one hundred pounds and a chain of
gold for his portrait of the queen.

We now come to the reign of Queen Elizabeth,
when a large number of foreign and English
painters appear to have flourished.

Lucas p’'HEEre (1534—1584) having been
banished from Ghent on account of his heretical
opinions, took refuge in England in 1568, and
his picture of the queen with the three goddesses
at Hampton Court was painted in the following
year.” He returned to Ghent in 1577. There is
some difficulty about the dates of many of the
portraits attributed to him, but apparently he

! There is a portrait of this painter by his pupil, Moro, in the
possession of the Society of Antiquaries.

? Mr. Lionel Cust, F.S.A., contributed a valuable paper to
“ Archzologia ” (liv. 59-80) entitled ““ Notice of the Life and
Works of Lucas D’Heere, Poet and Painter of Ghent.”
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was the painter of some of those attributed to
Holbein, and his name is attached to a full-length
of Henry VIII. in the Master's Lodge at Trinity
College, Cambridge.

Marcus GHEERAERTS, or GARRARD the elder,
was a Protestant who took refuge in England at
the outbreak of the Alvan persecution in 1568.
Marcus Gheeraerts (or Mark Garrard) the younger
was born at Bruges, and came to England in 1580
after Zucharo had quitted the country. He died
in 1633.

CorneLlus KETEL (1548—1616) came to Eng-
land in 1573 and was one of the most remark-
able portrait-painters of his time. He was intro-
duced to Queen Elizabeth by Lord Chancellor
Hatton, and worked in London for eight years.
He was back again in Holland in 1581.

FEDERIGO ZUucHARO, or ZUCCHERO (1543—
1609) was employed by Pope Gregory XIII., but
having quarrelled with the Pope’s servants, he
returned to France, where he entered the service
of Cardinal Lorraine. In 1574 he came to Eng-
land, and painted Queen Elizabeth, and many of
the chief persons of her Court. He never, how-
ever, signed his works, so that the ascription to
him of portraits is always open to doubt. After
residing here a few years he returned to Rome,
when he founded the well-known academy of St.
Luke, to which he bequeathed all his property.

Frans Poursus the elder (1540—1580) was
the son of Peter Pourbus, under whom he studied.
He was considered to be one of the most distin-
guished portrait-painters of his time. He is
supposed to have painted a portrait of Knox, and
one of George Buchanan by him is in the Royal
Society Collection. When Carlyle was investigat-
ing the authenticity of the Knox portrait, he tried
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to see all the examples of Pourbus’s work he could,
and he was much interested in the portrait of
Buchanan.

GEeorGE GOWER, who appears to have flourished
about 1575—1585, was her Majesty’s serjeant-
painter in oil, and it was proposed to grant’
to him or his deputy the sole privilege to “make,
or cause to be made all and all maner of pur-
trai¢ts and pictuers of our person phisiognomy
and proporcon of our body in oyle cullers on
boardes or canvas or to grave the same in copper
or to cutt the same in woode or to printe same,
being cutt in copper or woode or otherwise,” an
exception to this order being made in favour of
Nicholas Hilliard in respect to portraits “in small
compasse in lymnynge only, and not otherwise.”
There is, however, no evidence that a patent was
really executed.

Francis Meres in his remarkably valuable and
interesting little work entitled “ Comparative Dis-
course of our English Poets” (1598), written at
the end of Elizabeth’s reign, gives a list of some
of England’s great painters. After mentioning
Avpelles, Zeuxis, and Parrhasius he writes: “As
learned and skilful Greece had these excellently
renowned for their limning, so England hath these
—Hilliard, Isaac Oliver, and John de Creetes,
very famous for painting.” Further on he adds:
“ As Greece, moreover, had these painters . . . so
in England we have also these—William and
Francis Segar, brothers, Thomas and John Bettes,
Lockey, Lyne, Peake, Peter Cole, Arnolde, Mar-
cus, Jacques de Bray, Cornelius, Peter Golchis,
Hieronymus, Peter Van de Velde.” Some of
these names are still held in high respeét, but of

! See communication from Sir Frederick Madden, “Notes
and Queries,” First Series, vi. 238.
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others we know but little. A portrait by John
Bettes, dated 1545, was added to the National
Gallery in 1897 from the collection of the late
George Richmond, R.A. The name of the painter,
in the writing of the time, is on a portion of the
panel which, when the picture was cut down at
some unknown period, was preserved, and is
fastened to the back of the picture. The inscrip-
tion runs: “faict par Johan Bettes Anglois.”
The subject of the portrait was identified by the
late Sir George Scharf as that of Edmund Butts,
third son of Sir William Butts, physician to Henry
VIII. In the above list, Marcus stands for
Garrard, and Hieronymus for De Bye. Richard
Lyne, painter and engraver, was in the service of
Archbishop Parker. The name of Richard Stevens,
sculptor, painter, and medallist, might have been
added by Meres to his list.

We now come to the name of the first English
portrait-painter of note, viz. NicHoLas HILLIARD,
the miniaturist (1537—1619). He was very pre-
cocious, and at the age of thirteen painted a minia-
ture of himself, which is signed and dated, “ N. H.
1550.” A miniature of himself in mature life is at
Penshurst. Lord Ronald Gower reproduces in
his “Great Historic Galleries of England” a
series of miniatures by Hilliard of Henry VII,,
Henry VIII., Edward VI., and Lady Jane Sey-
mour from Windsor Castle. He also painted
portraits of Elizabeth, and Mary, Queen of Scots,
and Donne refers to him in his poem, “The
Storm,” 1597 :

‘“a hand or eye

By Hilliard drawn is worth a history
By a worse painter made.”

On May sth, 1617, he received from James I. a
grant giving him for twelve years an exclusive
D
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right “to invent, make, grave and imprint any
picture or pictures of our image or other represen-
tation of our person.”* By this authority Hilliard
could grant licences or seize upon such portraits as
were not duly authorized.

Among the Manchester Art Treasures (1857)
was a portrait of Sir Oliver Wallop by Hilliard
which was lent by the Earl of Portsmouth. It is
noted in the catalogue as *a rare specimen in large
of this celebrated miniature painter.”

Another successful miniaturist was Isaac OLIVER
(1556—1617), a pupil of Hilliard. It is generally
supposed that he was an Englishman of French
origin, but some believe him to have been a
Frenchman, and his name is sometimes written
Olivier or Ollivier.

RowrLanp Lockey (flourished 159g0—1610) was
a pupil of Hilliard, “skilful in limning, and in oil-
works and perspectives,” and is reputed to have
painted a portrait piece of Sir John More, and Sir
Thomas More and his family, described in terms
from which it would appear to be the group attri-
buted to Holbein, but dates seem to make this
assumption rather improbable.?

The surviving painters of Elizabeth’s reign
found favour at the Court of James I. as we have
seen in the case of Hilliard. The same may be said
of Mark Garrard the younger, and John de Critz.

! Rymer’s “ Feedera,” xvii. 15.

* As a rule, the names of miniaturists are not included in
this chapter, as the subject of miniature portrait-painting is a
large one, and requires separate treatment, but some of these
miniaturists also painted in large, and it is impossible to leave
out the names of Hilliard and Oliver, as they are of the greatest
interest in the history of portraiture in England, and prove
triumphantly that native born Englishmen were not so much
behind in the art production of the country as is sometimes
supposed.
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GaRRARD wasappointed Court Painter to JamesI”
and Anne of Denmark, and painted portraits of
Prince Henry and Prince Charles. His portrait
of Camden (1609) is in the Bodleian Library.
The picture of the Conference of English and
Spanish Plenipotentiaries in 1604, bought at the
Hamilton Sale for the National Portrait Gallery
for £2,520, then bore the name of a Spanish
painter Pantoja de la Cruz, but Sir George Scharf
assigned the work to Garrard, and it now bears
his name.

Joux bE Critz (d. 1641), a Flemish painter,
patronised by Walsingham was subsequently
serjeant-painter to James I. and Charles I. He
painted a few portraits and scenes from masques.

MicHeL JanNszeEN MIEREVELDT (1567—1641)
was born at Delft, and was several times invited to
visit this country, but there is no proof of his having
done so. Portraits by him of Elizabeth, Queen of
Bohemia, the Ear] of Southampton, and Sir Ralph
Winwood, are in the National Portrait Gallery.

PauL VansoMER, (about 1576—1621) came to
England about the year 1606. He painted por-
traits of James 1., and Anne of Denmark, the Lord
Chamberlain, Earl of Pembroke, and many other
members of their Court. Good portraits by him of
the Earl and Countess of Arundel, at Arundel
Castle, are dated 1618. He died in London, and
was buried in the church of St. Martin-in-the-Fields.

CorNELIUS JaNsSEN VAN CEULEN or CORNELIS
JanszooN van KEULEN (1590—1663) is said to
have been born in London. He praétised in
London in 1618, and was engaged in the service
of James I. He was a fashionable painter for
about twenty years, but his fame was overshadowed
by that of Vandyck. On the outbreak of the Civil
Wars, he retired to Amsterdam.
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DanieL MYTENs (1590—1656) came over to
England before 1618. His earlier works are with
difficulty distinguished from those of Vansomer.
He received the grant of a house in St. Martin's
Lane, and was appointed King’s Painter to Charles
I. in 1625, but when Vandyck arrived in England,
he felt himself to be overmatched, and he begged
the king to give him leave to return to Holland,
without success. He did, however, go back subse-
quently and died there.

ADRIAEN HANNEMAN (1601 >—1668 ?), who was
born at the Hague, was a pupil and assistant of
Mytens, and he may have accompanied his master
when he came to this country. He remained here
for some years, and returned to the Hague in 1640.
His portraits of Charles Il. and the Duke of
Hamilton, painted in 1650, are at Windsor Castle.
He was the favourite painter of Mary, Princess of
Orange, daughter of Charles [., and his portrait of
her, dated 1660, is at St. James’s Palace. Portraits
of Charles I. and Vandyck by him are at Vienna.
A likeness of William III. when a boy, painted in
1664, is at Hampton Court.

Sir BavrTHASAR GERBIER, the architect and pro-
je€tor, was somewhat of a painter. In 1623 he
followed Prince Charles and Buckingham to Spain,
where he painted a portrait of the Infanta, which
he sent over to James I. Lord Ronald Gower
believes he has found this portrait in a very charm-
ing picture at the Earl of Denbigh'’s seat, Newnham
Paddox, a fine photograph of which he givesin his
“Great Historic Galleries of England.” If he is
correct in this ascription, Gerbier must have been
a good artist. In the Jones collection (South
Kensington Museum) is a miniature portrait of
Charles 1., done by him en grisaille.

RoBerT PEAKE the father of the better known
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Sir Robert Peake, printseller and royalist colonel,
was serjeant-painter to James I. Although this
artist is referred to by Walpole, no work of his
was until lately known to exist. The distinguished
Henry Bradshaw, who was a good antiquary as
well as the most original of modern English biblio-
graphers discovered by research in the Cambridge
University registers, that the portrait of Prince
Charles (afterwards Charles 1), painted to com-
memorate his visit to Cambridge, 3rd and 4th of
March, 1612-13, when he received the degree of
Master of Arts, was really by Robert Peake. Al-
though previously anonymous, it was found that
Peake received £13 6s. 84. from the University
for the portrait.!

Jan Lievens (born 1607, died after 1672), a
fellow student with Rembrandt at Leyden, came
to England in 1631, and was received at Court.
He painted portraits of the king, queen, and royal
children, and after remaining here three years he
returned to Antwerp.

GERARD HoONTHORST (1592—1662) was the
favourite painter of Elizabeth, Queen of Bohemia,
sister of Charles 1., and taught her children to
paint. He came to England and was patronised
by Charles I. He painted the piture of the family
of Villiers, Duke of Buckingham (nowat Hampton
Court), in 1628, just before the duke’s assassination.
He was known in the Italian school as Gherardo
delle Notti. There are several of Honthorst's
portraits in the National Portrait Gallery.

CornNELIUS DE NEVE, a portrait-painter of Charles

! Mr. Bradshaw’s valuable paper “On the Collettion of
Portraits belonging to the University before the Civil War ” will
be found in the Cambridge Antiquarian Society’s communica-
tions (vol. iii., pp. 275-286) and is reprinted in the volume of his
“Collected Papers,” 1889 (p. 286).
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the Second’s reign, is supposed to have been of
Dutch origin, although it 1s not known where he
was born. There is a pi¢ture by him at Knole of
Richard and Edward Sackville, signed and dated
1637. His portrait of Ashmole is dated 1644, and
the portrait of the painter himself at the Ashmolean
Museum is inscribed “Mr. Le Neve, a famous
painter.” At Petworth there are two companion
pictures by him, one of the artist, his wife, and son,
and the other of his eight children.

GEorRGE GELDORP (flourished 1611—1660), was
apprenticed in Antwerp, and came to England
apparently before 1623. He was a friend of Van-
dyck and had a quarrel with Gerbier. He was
employed by William Cecil, 2nd Earl of Salisbury,
to paint portraits of his family, and a portrait by
him of George Carew, Earl of Totnes, is in the
National Portrait Gallery. Geldorp was severely
criticised by his contemporaries, and he is probably
better known as Keeper of the Pictures of
Charles I. than as a portrait-painter.

The love of art exhibited by Charles I. was an
absorbing passion, and his judgment as a con-
noisseur equalled his desire of possession, so that
in about twenty years he succeeded in colleting
one of the finest galleries of pictures ever brought
together, a collection which, unfortunately, owing to
political troubles, was broken up and the pictures
sold at much below their value, as might be ex-
pected from a forced sale. Charles patronised the
artists of whose fame he heard, but it was not until
he employed Vandyck that he was thoroughly suc-
cessful in obtaining the services of one who was
worthy to paint himself and his Court.

Nicuoras LANIERE (1588—1666), a musicianand
amateur of art, one of a family of musicians attached
to the royal household for several generations,



SIR ANTHONY VANDYCK, BY HIMSELF.






FROM HOLBEIN TO HIGHMORE 39

collected pictures and statues for Charles I., and
was keeper of the king’s miniatures. There is a
portrait of him, painted by himself, at Oxford, but
his skill as a portrait-painter alone scarcely entitles
him to a place in this list. His association with
Vandyck, however, deserves special notice. That
great painter painted his portrait, which so much
pleased the king that he induced the artist to
remain in this country. Laniere is alluded to by
Herrick in a poem addressed to Henry Lawes.
Sik ANTHONY VANDYCK (1599—1641) came to
England in 1621 and again in 1631, but it was
not until 1632, when Charles 1. had seen the por-
trait of Laniere that he determined to attach him
permanently to his person. Never was there a
more appropriate appointment, and the fame of
Charles has gained immeasurably by his painter’s
labours. It seems impossible, when looking upon
the noble features of the king as delineated by
Vandyck, to discover the signs of those weaknesses
and dissimulations which are so persistently laid
to his charge by his enemies. The advantage to
the royal cause of such a painter has been immense,
and the continued popularity of the royalists has
been largely due to his pencil. Vandyck was one
of the world’s greatest portrait-painters, and it is a
source of natural pride to Englishmen that so
many of his works are portraits of noble English-
men and Englishwomen. He placed the land of
his adoption under a heavy debt of gratitude when
he painted those who made the history of their
day. No painter has ever been more successful
in giving an air of distin¢tion to all his sitters than
Vandyck was. If his subjetts were all as dis-
tinguished looking in real life as they appear on
his canvases, the men and women of that period
must have far surpassed those of any other period
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in personal appearance. Mr. Ruskin, as quoted in
Mr. E. T. Cook’s admirable Handbook to the
National Gallery, compares Vandyck with Teniers
as representative Flemish artists.  They lived,”
he writes, “the gentle at court, the simple in the
pothouse, and could indeed paint according to
their habitation a nobleman or a boor, but wholly
unwishful to conceive anything natural or super-
natural, beyond the precinéts of the Presence or
the tavern.” These are hard words, and one
would have thought that ““distintion,” Vandyck’s
characteristic quality, is sadly wanting in the
Dutch School generally, and distinétion certainly
does include some of those higher qualities which
Mr. Ruskin finds wanting in Vandyck.

To see Vandyck at his best we must visit
Windsor Castle, but most of the great historical
houses of the country contain fine examples of his
art. A large number were shown at the South
Kensington Portrait Exhibitions and at the Stuart
Exhibition. Special exhibitions of his works have
also been held. The National Portrait Gallery
only contains one of his pictures (Sir Kenelm
Digby), although’there are several by painters of
his school.

Time has dealt tenderly with Vandyck's canvases
and in many cases has mellowed their charms. A
lady, who in her youth sat to Vandyck, and in her
age to Richardson, told the latter painter, that she
considered Vandyck’s pictures had improved by
age, as she always thought that the colours of the
pictures in his studio were too raw.

Vandyck possessed beautifully formed hands,
and he paid special attention to that feature. When
Margaret de Bourbon, daughter of Henry IV. of
France sat to the painter, she asked him why he
gave so much more attention to the painting of her
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hands than of her head,or, indeed, of anyother detail
of the piture. *Itis, madam,” replied Vandyck
with a sly smile, “ that I anticipate a rich compensa-
tion from those beautiful white hands.”

GEORGE JaMESON (1586—1644) is known as the
“Vandyck of Scotland.” According to tradition
he studied under Rubens and was a fellow student
with Vandyck. He returned to his native town,
Aberdeen, in 1620. Scotland therefore produced
a native oil painter of distintion, who took rank
in the kingdom of art, before England. In 1635
he was praétising portrait-painting in Edinburgh,
where he died. His portraits, which are numerous
and good, are mostly to be found in Scotland.
When Charles I. held a parliament in Edinburgh
in 1633, and rode from Holyrood Palace to the
Parliament House, he was shown a colletion of
portraits by Jameson, which had been collected by
the city magistrates, and hung on either side of the
Netherbow. The king afterwards sat to Jameson
for his own portrait.

Hexry StoNE(died 1653), known as*“Old Stone,”
was the eldest son of Nicholas Stone the sculptor.
He resided many years at Rome. He returned
to England in 1642 and practised both as a
sculptor and as a portrait-painter.

Davip Beck (1621—1656), a native of Arnheim,
was a pupil of Vandyck, but he has little claim to
rank among English artists. He taught drawing
to the children of Charles I., and on one occasion
the king said to him, “ Faith, Beck! I believe you
could paint.riding post.” He subsequently entered
into the service of Christina, Queen of Sweden,
and died at the Hague.

WiLLiam DoBsoN (1610—1646) was the first
English oil painter of mark. He copied pictures
of Titian and Vandyck, and attracted the attention



42 HISTORICAL PORTRAITS

of the latter, who introduced him to the notice of
CharlesI. On the death of Vandyck,in1641,he was
appointed sergeant-painter, and accompanied the
king to Oxford. Charles I. called him the English
Tintoretto. At one time he was overwhelmed
with commissions, and endeavoured to check them
by obliging his sitters to pay half the price of the
pi¢ture before he began the portrait, a practice
which he is said to have been the first to introduce.
Dobson’s work has been highly appreciated by his
countrymen, and J. Elsum’s well-known work'
contains epigrams on his portraits. This is what
he says of two of them:

“A PORTRAIT OF K. CHARLEs I. By DossoNn. Epig. 79.

“Tell me what modern picture can compare
With this for sweetness and majestick air.
What lively tints and touches strike the eye,
And a Vandykish manner do descry
Nothing’s more nicely follow’d or more like,
In every stroke you see the great Vandyke.”

“ PORTRAIT OF AN OLD GENTLEMAN BY DoBsoN. Zpig. 147.

““ A portrait not like paint but flesh and blood,
And not to praise Dobson below his merit,
This flesh and blood is quickned with a spirit.”

Epwarp BowEeR was a portrait-painter in the
reign of Charles [., who painted Lord Finch in
1640, and an equestrian portrait of Lord Fairfax
in 1647. He also painted a picture of the king
seated at his trial.

Jonn TavLor, nephew of Taylor the water-poet,
practised at Oxford 1n the middle of the seventeenth
century. His portrait, painted by himself, is in the
Bodleian Library, as well as two portraits of the
water-poet painted by him.

! « Epigrams upon the Paintings of the most eminent masters
antient and modern,” by J. E., Esq. London, 1700.
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The miniaturists Hilliard and Isaac Oliver have
already been noticed. and here those who continued
the beautiful art which these great artists adorned
must have a passing notice.

PeTER OLIVER (1601—1660) son of Isaac Oliver
was considered to be almost the equal of his father.
He did not, however, confine his labours to the
production of portraits, but was employed in copy-
ing in water-colours several of the principal pictures
in the collection of Charles I.

Jonn PeTITOT (1607—1691) has been called the
inventor of painting in enamel. He was born at
Geneva, and came to England under the patronage
of his countryman Sir Theodore Mayerne, phy-
sician to Charles I. He painted the portraits of
Charles I. and the royal family several times, and
copied some of Vandyck’s portraits, but on the
execution of the king he went to Paris. He was
recommended to Louis XIV. by Charles II., and
received from the former king a pension and a
residence in the Louvre, but at the revocation of
the Edict of Nantes, being a zealous Protestant,
he escaped to Geneva. His brother-in-law, Bor-
dier, assisted him by painting the hair and the
backgrounds on his enamels. Bordier was em-
ployed by the Parliament to paint a picture of the
Battle of Naseby, which was presented to Fairfax,
One of Petitot’s many children became a major-
general in the English service.

Jonx Hoskins (died 1664) was a miniaturist of
great repute, who painted portraits of Charles I.,
his queen, and many of his Court, as Digby, Falk-
land, and others. He left a son, John Hoskins
the younger, who painted James II. and Sir
Edmund Berry Godfrey.

SamuieL CooPER (1609—1672), the nephew of
the elder Hoskins, was the most famous of minia-
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turists, and richly deserved the epithet applied to
him of “ Vandyck in little.” Walpole, who was a
great admirer of Cooper’s work, very justly re-
marked, “ If a glass could expand Cooper’s pitures
to the size of Vandyck’s, they would appear to have
been painted for that proportion. If his portrait
of Cromwell could be so enlarged, I do not know
but Vandyck would appear less great by the com-
parison.”!

The death of Cooper is registered in Beale’s
Diary, May s, 1672, thus: “Mr. Samuel Cooper,
the most famous limner of the world, for a face,
died.”

Arts cannot be expected to flourish in a country
devastated by civil wars, but even in unsettled
times portraits are required, and during the
Commonwealth period, several good portrait-
painters flourished. Of these the chief was RoBERT
WaLKER (died 1660), who was called “ Cromwell's
painter,” and was employed by the Parliamentarians
in opposition to Dobson, distinguished as the
Royalist painter. A portrait by him of Cromwell
is now in the Pitti Palace, Florence, where it is
wrongly attributed to Lely. This picture was
bought by the Grand Duke of Tuscany for £s500
from a lady who fixed that high price, because she
did not wish to part with it, and thought that
the demand of such an amount would close the
negotiations. Misson in his “ Travels” tells us that
this portrait and that of Thomas, Earl of Ossory,
were the only portraits of Englishmen in his time
in the gallery of illustrious generals at Florence.

Evelyn asserts that the best portrait of Cromwell,
by Walker, is the double one with his son Richard,
a youth trying on his sash, the idea of which
was borrowed from Vandyck’s portrait of Lord

1 ¢« Anecdotes,” ed. Wornum, ii. 145.
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Goring. It was engraved by Lombart, and absurdly
lettered “Cromwelland Lambert.” Walker painted,
among others, Lambert, Ireton, and Fleetwood.
Evelyn sat to him in July, 1648. One line of
Elsum’s epigram on a portrait of Cromwell, by
Walker, may be quoted here :

“The sword has made him great, the pencil good.”

Rictarp GiBsoN (1616—1690), a dwarf of three
feet ten inches high, was page to Charles I. and
Henrietta Maria. His most admired work is a
copy of a head of the queen from Vandyck, now
at Hampton Court. He was patronised by Crom-
well, and afterwards became a favourite at the court
of Charles II. Anne Shepherd, his wife, was as
short as himself, but they had nine children, five
of whom lived to maturity and were of full height.

Waller wrote a poem “ On the Marriage of the
Dwarfs,” which commences thus :

“Design or chance makes others wive,

But nature did this match contrive ;

Eve might as well have Adam fled,

As she denied her little bed

To him, for whom Heaven seemed to frame
And measure out this little dame.”

Joun Baptist Gaspars worked for General
Lambert, and after the Restoration, he aéted as
assistant to Lely and was nicknamed ¢ Lely's
Baptist.” He also was similarly employed by
Kneller. There is a portrait of Hobbes by him
in the collection of the Royal Society, which was
presented by Aubrey.

Evwarp MascaLL was a painter of some merit,
to whom Cromwell sat. He made some of the
drawings for Dugdale’s *“ Monasticon,” and there
is an etching of Viscount Falconberg, dated 1643.
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There is an engraving by James Gammon of his
own portrait by himself.

Sir PETER LELY (1617—1680) was essentially
the painter of the Restoration period, although he
began his career earlier. He came to England in
1641, in the train of William, Prince of Orange,
who married Mary, daughter of Charles I. In
1647, when the king was a captive at Hampton
Court, he was painted by Lely as holding a note,
just received from the hands of his son, the youthful
Duke of York, who offers him a penknife to cut
the strings. Lely was introduced to Charles by
the Earl of Northumberland, and this picture is
now at Sion House, in the possession of the Duke
of Northumberland, who has the receipt for £30
received in payment for the pifture. Walpole,
referring to this, says, “I should have taken it for
the hand of Fuller or Dobson. It is certainly very
unlike Sir Peter’s latter manner, and is stronger
than his former. The king has none of the
melancholy grace which Vandyck alone, of all his
painters, always gave him. It has a sterner coun-
tenance and expressive of the tempests he had
experienced.”! Lovelace wrote some special verses
on this picture commencing : .

“See ! what a clouded majesty, and eyes

Whose glory through their mist doth brighter rise !
See ! what an humble bravery doth shine,

And griefs triumphant breaking through each line,
How it commands the face! so sweet a scorne
Never did happy misery adorne !

So sacred a contempt, that others show

To this (oth’ height of all the wheele) below,

That mightiest monarchs by this shaded booke
May coppy out their proudest, richest looke.”

! ¢« Anecdotes,” ed. Wornum, ii. 94.

* “To my worthy friend Mr. Peter Lilly, on that excellent
picture of his Majesty and the Duke of Yorke, drawne by him
at Hampton Court.”
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Although the portrait of Cromwell attributed to
Lely at Florence was really by Walker, there is
no doubt that the Protector sat to the former
painter. Captain Winde reported a speech of
Cromwell’s which is frequently quoted: « Mr.
Lely, I desire you would use all your skill to paint
my picture like me, and not flatter me at all ; but
remark all these roughnesses, pimples, warts, and
everything as you see me, otherwise I will never
pay a farthing for it.”!

The works by which Lely is best known are
portraits of the beauties of the Court of Charles I1.,
formerly at Windsor Castle, and now at Hampton
Court Palace. These portraits were painted for
Anne Hyde, Duchess of York. Although they
are much admired they cannot be considered as
altogether satisfactory. They are all so much
alike as to be positively monotonous, and when
looking at them we are naturally reminded of the
remark that Lely “painted many fine pictures,
but few good portraits.” It is said that he kept a
stock of paintings in hand with the faces blank, to
be filled in according to choice. This was really
a gross fraud, for a good portrait consists of some-
thing more than an accurate presentation of the
face. It is not in accordance with popular opinion,
but there is some truth in the assertion that Lely
was more successful in painting men than women.
Some of his portraits of the former are excellent.

Lely occupied for several years an unchallenged
position as the chief painter of his day, although
he was not without rivals. Shortly before his

! Dallaway, in annotating Walpole, notices ‘“a portrait of

Cromwell at Chicksands in Bedfordshire, which was taken after
he was Protector, as a present to Sir J. Danvers, one of CharlesI.’s
judges, whose daughter married Sir J. Osborne.” Walpole’s
“ Anecdotes,” ed. Wornum, ii. 94 (note).
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death, however, he was greatly affeted by the
success of Kneller.

Lely died in Covent Garden, and was buried in
the parish church of St. Paul. The sale of his
effets in 1682 occupied forty days, and realized
426,000,

The country is greatly indebted to Lely for a
vast number of fine portraits illustrating the history
of his time in a remarkable manner. As to his
position as an artist, he was decidedly inferior to
Vandyck, and as decidedly superior to Kneller.

Lely had many pupils and followers, and Mrs.
Mary Beale and John Greenhill were among the
foremost of them.

MaRry BEALE (1632—1697) copied successfully
the works of Vandyck and Lely, and is supposed
to have studied for a time under Robert Walker.
She painted most of the dignified clergy of her
day, and her charges were £ 5 for a head and £10
for a half-length. Portraits by her of Bishop
Wilkins and Dr. Thomas Paget are in the Royal
Society Collection, and of Charles II., Cowley,
Tillotson, and 6th Duke of Norfolk in the National
Portrait Gallery.

Joun GREENHILL (1649—1676), like so many
other portrait-painters, commenced his studies by
copying the works of Vandyck. Two of his works
—portraits of Charles II. and Lord Shaftesbury—
are in the National Portrait Gallery, and there is a
portrait of himself in the Dulwich Gallery. Mrs.
Behn wrote an elegy on his death. Other pupils
of Lely that may be mentioned are William Claret,
Jeremiah Davison, John Dixon, Sir John Gawdie,
Matthew Meele, Thomas Sadler, Henry Tilson,
and William Wissing.

GERARD SOEST (1637—1681), born in West-
phalia, came to London about 1656, and obtained
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much employment. There is a portrait of Colonel
Blood by him in the National Portrait Gallery, and
one of Dr. Wallis at the Royal Society. Walpole
says he “was not only an able master himself, but
formed Mr. Riley.”

James Ganpy (1619—1689) is said to have been
a pupil of Vandyck, and copied his pi¢tures. He
went over to Ireland withthe Duke of Ormonde, and
his principal portraits were painted in that country.

Tuomas Fratman (1637—1688) was both a
poet and a miniature painter. Granger affirms
that ‘““one of his heads is worth a ream of his
Pindarics,” but he was not altogether a bad poet,
and some of his lighter pieces are elegant.

Josepn MicuaEL WRIGHT was born in Scotland
and studied under Jameson. He came to England
when young, and afterwards spent some years in
Italy. He painted a series of portraits of the
judges for Guildhall in place of Lely, who refused
to wait on the judges at their own chambers. His
well-known portrait of Lacy the actor, in three
characters, is now at Hampton Court, and there is
a fine portrait by him of Hobbes in the National
Portrait Gallery.

ROBERT STREATER (1624—1680) was appointed
serjeant-painter at the Restoration. He painted
portraits as well as history, landscape, architecture,
and still life.

Isaac FuLLErR (1606—1672) resided for some
time at Oxford, and painted altar-pieces, and por-
traits of Samuel Butler, Ogilvy, Sir Kenelm Digby,
etc. His own portrait is in the Bodleian Library.
That his work was not in high repute among his
contemporaries may be guessed from Elsum'’s
epigram :

“ON A DRUNKEN SoOT.

“ His head does on his shoulder lean,
His eyes are sunk and hardly seen ;
E
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Who sees this sot in his own colour,
Is apt to say, *’Twas done by Fuller."”

Joun RILEY (1646—1691) was a pupil of Soest
and Fuller, and after the death of Lely he was
largely employed as portrait-painter. He painted
Charles I1., James II. and his queen, and was
appointed Court Painter to William and Mary.
Portraits by him of Bishop Burnet, James II.,
William, Lord Russell, Waller, Lord Crewe, Bishop
of Durham, are in the National Portrait Gallery.

Frieorich KERSEBOOM (1632—1690) was born
at Solingen, and studied under Lebrun in Paris.
Afteraresidence at Rome he settled in England and
obtained considerable employment as a portrait-
painter.

Joun HavLrs (died 1679) is chiefly known by the
allusions to him in Pepys’s Diary. He painted
the diarist’s portrait when a young man, and this
is now preserved in the National Portrait Gallery.
He was one of the chief rivals of Lely, and had
a fair practice. Some of his best portraits are
those of the Russell family, which are preserved at
Woburn Abbey.

NicHorAS LARGILLIERE (1656—1746) came to
England at the age of eighteen, and painted several
pictures for Charles II. He returned to France,
but came to England again twice. He left this
country finally at the Revolution, and settled in
Paris where he was largely employed as a portrait-
painter. He is said to have painted 1,500 pictures.
There are portraits of Prince Charles Edward and
Cardinal York attributed to him in the National
Portrait Gallery.

Joun ScoucaLL is supposed to have been born
in Leith, and to have painted in the latter half of
the seventeenth century, but no particulars are
known of his life. A portrait by him of Sir
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Archibald Primrose, Lord Clerk Register, in the
possession of the Earl of Rosebery, is dated
1670. Portraits by him of William III., Queen
Mary, and Anne, are at Glasgow. A portrait of
the artist by himself is in the National Gallery of
Scotland.

Henrr Gascar came to England about 1674 in
the train of the Duchess of Portsmouth. He was
the fashion for a short time, but not being an artist
of any real merit he had the sense to return to
Paris before the tide turned against him.

Sir GopFREY KNELLER (1646—1723) came to
England after his father’s death in 16735, and the
Duke of Monmouth introduced him to Charles I1.,
whose portrait he painted in competition with Lely.
He painted Dryden’s portrait which he presented
to the poet, and he was rewarded by an epistle in
verse. Kneller was greatly admired in his own
day, and held an undisputed position, but he is not
so highly esteemed now, chiefly because he painted
too many pictures, some of them very pretentious
and wanting in good taste. His good work, how-
ever, is very good, and it would be hard to
better some of his best portraits. Elsum pub-
lished a laudatory epigram on a picture of St.
Catharine by him:

“Here you may see a very pretty face
Set off with sweet simplicity and grace,
The fam’d Sir Godfrey does not only paint
The beauty, but the Virgin and the Saint.”

Ten sovereigns sat to Kneller, and he was the
first painter to be created a baronet.

MicHAEL DanLr, born at Stockholm in 1656,
came to England in 1678. He subsequently
travelled and studied in France, and then in Italy.
He settled in London in 1688, and was patronised
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by the Princess Anne and Prince George of
Denmark. He was the rival of Kneller, and
succeeded to his practice. He painted many por-
traits of admirals which are preserved at Green-
wich.

WirLiam WissING (1656—1687) was born at
Amsterdam, and came to England in 1680, when
he was employed by Lely. After the death of the
latter he was much patronised and became a for-
midable rival to Kneller. Portraits by him of
Lord Cutts, the Duke of Monmouth, Prince
George of Denmark, Mary of Modena and Mary
II., are in the National Portrait Gallery. Prior
wrote a poem addressed to the Countess of Devon-
shire on Wissing’s last pi¢ture which represented
all her grandchildren.

Joun CrLosTERMAN (1656—1713) came to
England in 1681, and painted draperies for Riley.
When the latter painter died, he finished many of
his portraits. He went to Spain in 1696, but
returned to England. He painted portraits of
Dryden, Grinling Gibbons and his wife, Sir William
Petty and Sir Richard Blackmore. His portraits
of Queen Anne and the Duke of Marlborough are
in the National Portrait Gallery.

Simox DuBors (died 1708) came to England
in 1685 and secured the patronage of Lord Somers.
Elsum wrote an epigram on his portrait of the great
lawyer. His portrait of Archbishop Tenison is at
Lambeth, and of Wilmot, Earl of Rochester, at
Knole. He lived in Covent Garden with his elder
brother Edward the landscape painter.

SimoN VERELST was a distinguished Flemish
flower painter, whose pictures were greatly admired
by Pepys. He was immensely vain and called
himself the God of Flowers. Others flattered this
vanity, and Prior wrote :
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“When fam’d Verelst this little wonder drew,
Flora vouchsaf'd the growing work to view,
Finding the painter’s science at a stand,

The goddess snatch’d the pencil from his hand,
And finishing the piece, she smiling said,

‘ Behold one work of mine that ne’er shall fade.””

The Duke of Buckingham patronised him and
suggested that he should paint his portrait, with
the result that he crowded the canvas with fruit
and flowers, so that the king to whom it was shown
supposed it to be a flower piece. Although his
portraits were bad he became the fashion and in-
jured Lely. Walpole says that he was paid £110
for a half-length.

Sk Joun Barrist MEpINa (1660—1711) a
Fleming, came to England in 1686. He found
a munificent patron in the Earl of Arran, who in-
duced him to settle in Edinburgh, from which
circumstance he obtained the name of the “ Kneller
of the North.”

JacoB Huvsman, often called HouseEmaN (1656—
1696),wasanative of Antwerp who came to England
and was said by an admirer to unite the power and
freedom of Vandyck with the grace and feeling of
Lely. His portrait of Queen Catherine at Gor-
hambury was considered by the artist as his best
work. His painting of the same queen as a
shepherdess is now at Buckingham Palace, and in
honour of having painted so many portraits of her,
he styled himself queen’s painter. His full-length
of the Duchess of Richmond as Pallas is in the
possession of the Duke of Richmond and Gordon.
The portrait of Lady Belasyse at Hampton Court,
traditionally known as Lady Byron, was long as-
cribed to Huysman, but is now assigned to Lely, on
the authority of an old catalogue. A good portrait
by him of Isaac Walton is in the National Gallery.
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Traomas MuURrray (1666—1724) studied under
Riley and afterwards became a successful painter.
Portraits by him of Captain William Dampier, the
circumnavigator and Lord Chief Justice, Sir John
Pratt, father of Lord Camden, are in the National
Portrait Gallery, of Edmund Halley at the Royal
Society, and of Sir Hans Sloane at the College of
Physicians.

Tuomas HiLL (1661—1734) was a pupil of
W. Faithorne and pratised portrait-painting in
London. The fine portrait of Bishop Hooper
in the Portrait Exhibition of 1867 at South
Kensington (No. 229) attributed to Hogarth was
really by Hill.

Nicoro Cassana (1659—1713), born at Genoa,
painted historical subjeéts and portraits. He came
to England and painted Queen Anne and many
of the nobility. His portrait of James I1.’s distin-
guished natural son, James Fitzjames, Duke of
Berwick, was shown at the South Kensington
Exhibition of 1867 (No. 21).

JonaTHAN RICHARDSON (1665—1745) was a
pupil of Riley and the master of Hudson who
married one of his daughters, so that Malone ob-
served that he was the “ pitorial grandfather” of
Sir Joshua Reynolds. There are several portraits
by him in the National Portrait Gallery, one of them
being his own likeness. There were some good
examples of his work at the South Kensington
Exhibition of 1867, viz.: Edward Colston (No.
54) belonging to the Corporation of Bristol, Lady
Mary Wortley Montague (No. 250), and William
Cheselden (No. 237), belonging to the College of
Surgeons. Johnson said he was better known by
his books than his pitures, but this is not the case
now for his portraits are highly appreciated and he
himself will always hold a high position in the
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history of English art, while his books are almost
forgotten. Even in his own day the latter were
satirised, for Prior, when asked by him what title
he should give one of his books, replied: “ The
memoirs of yourself and your son Jonathan with a
word or two about painting.” We ought, however,
to remember that both Hogarth and Reynolds were
stimulated by the reading of the “ Essay on the
whole art of Criticism as it relates to Painting,”
1719.

Joux Wooraston, born in London about 1672,
was happy in his likenesses, but he was not a good
portrait-painter. According to Walpole his charge
was only five guineas for a three-quarter length.
He was a musician, and performed at the concerts
of Thomas Britton the small coalman. His portrait
of Britton is in the National Portrait Gallery.

WiLriam Ganpy (died 1729), son of James
Gandy already alluded to, is said to have settled at
Exeter about the year 1700. For some years he
was a sort of itinerant portrait-painter and many
good pictures by him exist in the west of England.
Reynolds has recorded that he was in his youth
much impressed by the work of Gandy.

Sir JamEs THORNHILL (1676—1734) was chiefly
employed in the decoration of ceilings with designs
in the grand style, but he also painted some very
good portraits. He was placed by his uncle the
celebrated Dr. Sydenham, as a pupil with Thomas
Highmore, and succeeded him as serjeant-painter.

Tromas Gisson (1680—1751) practised portrait-
painting in London during the first part of the
eighteenth century, but retired about 1730 to
Oxford. He subsequently returned to London,
where he died. There is a portrait by him of
Archbishop Wake in the National Portrait Ex-
hibition, and an anonymous one of Archbishop
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Potter from Christ Church Oxford, was shown at
South Kensington Exhibition of 1867 (No. 380).
His portrait of Vertue is at the Society of Anti-
quaries and that of Flamsteed at the Royal
Society.

WiLLiam AIKMAN (1682—1731) studied at Rome,
and on his return to Scotland succeeded to the
practice of Sir John Medina in Edinburgh. He
settled in London in 1723 on the advice of John,
Duke of Argyll. He became acquainted with
Kneller, whose style he imitated, and to whose
practice he largely succeeded. Portraits by him
of Duncan Forbes and the Duke of Argyll are in
the National Portrait Gallery. At the South
Kensington Exhibition of 1867 were shown his
portraits of the Rev. William Carstares (No. 11),
John Gay (No. 173, attributed in the catalogue
to Boll), Allan Ramsay the poet (No. 245), and
James Thomson (No. 333). His own portrait is
in the Scottish National Portrait Gallery (Edin-
burgh), the National Gallery of Scotland, and also
in the Gallery of Painters at Florence.

Epmunxp AsHFIELD was a pupil of Wright and
excelled in crayons. He copied Vandyck.

CHARLES JERVAS or JARVIS (1675—1739) was
born in Ireland and studied under Kneller. He
visited Italy and returned to England about 1709.
He succeeded Kneller, on that artist's death, as
principal painter to George I. He married a
widow with a large fortune, and when Kneller
heard that he had set up a carriage and four
horses hecried : “ Ah mine cot, if his horses don’t
draw better as he does he will never get to his
journey’s end.”

Jervas was well received in literary society and
obtained the somewhat uncritical praises of Pope,
Swift, and Arbuthnot :
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“Whether thy hand strike out some free design,
Where life awakes, and dawns at every line,

Or blend in beauteous tints the colour’d mass,
And from the canvas call the mimic face.” !

Jervas was exceedingly vain of his talents and
person. One day the Countess of Bridgewater
was sitting to him for her portrait, when after
admiring the beauties of her face he said, “ But I
cannot help telling your ladyship that you have
not a handsome ear.” ¢ No,” said the Countess;
“pray, Mr. Jervas, tell me what is a handsome
ear.” The painter answered by showing his own.

Portraits by Jervas of Queen Caroline, Pope,
and Martha Blount, the Duchess of Queensberry,
Swift, and William, Duke of Cumberland, are in
the National Portrait Gallery.

Wirriam Kent (1684 — 1748) when young
studied in Rome, and he was brought to England
by the Archite¢t Earl of Burlington in 1719. He
was a poor painter, but a man of taste, and his
winning manner made him a favourite at Court.
On the death of Jervas he became principal painter
to the King.

Hogarth said that neither England nor Italy
ever produced a more contemptible dauber than
Kent, and Lord Chesterfield apparently was much
of the same opinion, if we may judge from these
lines :

‘“ As to Apelles, Ammon’s son
Would only deign to sit ;

So to thy pencil Kent! alone
Will Brunswick’s form submit.

“ Equal your envied wonders ! save
This difference we see,
One would no other painter have—
No other would have thee.”
! Pope’s ““ Epistle to Mr. Jervas with Dryden’s translations of
Fresnoy’s ¢ Art of Painting.””
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JeErEMiaH Davipson (died 1745) studied the
works of Lely and obtained a large practice as a
portrait-painter both in Scotland and in London.
The fine statue of Duncan Forbes in the Parlia-
ment House, Edinburgh, was modelled by
Roubiliac after a portrait by Davidson.

JEaN BaPTISTE VANLOO (1684—1746) was born
at Aix in Provence. He painted altar-pieces in
his youth and studied in Rome. He came to
England in 1737 and became very popular as a
portrait-painter. He returned to France in 1742
and died in his native town. Portraits by him
of Richard Temple, Viscount Cobham, and
John Lord Hervey are in the National Portrait
Gallery, and one of Sir James Burrow is at
the Royal Society. He also painted portraits
of Horace Walpole, Colley Cibber, and Peg
Woffington.

Joseru Van Haaken (died 1749) was born at
Antwerp where he studied his profession. He
came to England and painted the figure and back-
ground for several painters. He painted draperies
for Vanloo among others, and it is said that the
stage coach brought him canvases to complete
from all parts of England. Two painters offered
him 800 guineas a year to work only for them.
Hogarth satirically sketched the supposed funeral
of Van Haaken attended by the artists he worked
for, who exhibited their grief and despair at his
death.

Joun VANDERBANK (1694—1739) was born
in England, and was largely employed in
portrait-painting in the reigns of Queen Anne
and George I. He headed the seceders from Sir
James Thornhill's academy, and established one
of his own in which he introduced the living
model.






CHAPTER 1IV.

BRITISH PORTRAIT-PAINTERS FROM HOGARTH TO
MILLAIS

WirLiam HocartH (1697—1764) was one of our
greatest portrait-painters, although he was that and
something more. His “Captain Coram” at the
Foundling Hospital, “ Martin Folkes” at the
Royal Society, and ““ Lord Lovat ” at the National
Portrait Gallery are fine examples of his art. He
is also well represented at the National Gallery by
portraits of Lavinia Fenton as Polly Peachum, of
his sister, Mary Hogarth, and of himself and the
family group of the Strodes, as well as in the in-
comparable “ Marriage a 1a Mode.” He was proud of
his success and said : “for the portrait of Garrick I
received more than any English artist ever before
received for a single portrait” (£400).

When Hogarth published his print of “The
Times” he offended an old acquaintance—the
notorious John Wilkes, who made a savage attack
on the painter in the “ North Briton” (No. 17,
Sept. 25th, 1762). In this article Wilkes made
assertions which he must have known to be untrue ;
for instance, how monstrously false was the follow-
ing passage: “ After ‘Marriage a la Mode’ the
public wished for a series of prints of a happy
marriage. Hogarth made the attempt but the
rancour and malevolence of his mind made him
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very soon turn with envy and disgust from objetts
of so pleasing contemplation to dwell and feast on
others of a hateful cast, which he pursued, for he
found them more congenial with the most unabait-
ing zeal and unrelenting gall.” Churchill followed
with “An Epistle to William Hogarth,” but the
attackers had little cause to congratulate them-
selves. Hogarth was hard hit and he felt the
cruel words severely, but he had a bitter revenge.
Comparatively few read Churchill, and scarcely
anyone reads the pages of the “ North Briton,” but
everyone knows Hogarth’s portraits of Wilkes and
Churchill, and the reputations of these two men
will never recover from the blow given by the
publication of their portraits.

Wilkes wrote that Hogarth’s “ Sigismunda ” was
not human, and as the figure was taken from the
painter’s wife this criticism was particularly dis-
tasteful. It will be remembered that Horace
Walpole made some very unflattering remarks
on the figure of Sigismunda. Fortunately now
we have the picture at hand in the National
Gallery and can admire the beauty of the figure
and the merits of the piture as a whole. We can
only feel surprise that Sir Richard Grosvenor was
desirous of repudiating his bargain with Hogarth.
The artist left injunctions with his wife that she
should not sell the picture under 4s500. At the
sale of her effeéts it fetched only £56 guineas. In
1807 it was sold at Christie’s for 400 guineas, and
in 1879 it was received at the National Gallery,
as a bequest from Mr. J. H. Anderdon.

Hogarth succeeded his brother-in-law John
Thornhill as serjeant-painter in 1757.

Josep Fraxcis NOLLEKENS (1702—1748), the
father of Joseph Nollekens the sculptor, was a
portrait-painter, and at Windsor Castle there is a
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good portrait group by him of Frederick Prince
of Wales, and his sisters.

HaMLET WINSTANLEY (1700—1761), son of the
projector of the Eddystone lighthouse, studied
under Kneller, went to Italy and copied some of
the finest pictures in the galleries of that country
for the Earl of Derby. Several portraits by him
will be found at Knowsley. He subsequently
devoted himself chiefly to engraving, and pub-
lished the “ Knowsley Gallery ” consisting of etch-
ings of family portraits and pictures.

GEORGE KnNarTON (1698—1778) was a pupil of
Richardson and became portrait-painter to the
Society of Dilettanti. There is a portrait by him
of Francis, 5th Duke of Leeds, in the National
Portrait Gallery, and a poor group of the family of
Frederick Prince of Wales at Hampton Court.

Fraxcis Cotes, R.A. (1726—1770) was a pupil
of Knapton and soon outstripped his master. Like
his master he was very successful in crayons, and
Hogarth declared that he was a better painter than
Reynolds. Cotes lived at No. 32, Cavendish
Square, the house afterwards occupied by Romney
and then by Sir M. A. Shee.

R. BockyaN was a portrait-painter and mezzo-
tint engraver of whom little is known. He
appears to have come to England from Amsterdam
and to have worked here in the early part of the
eighteenth century. There are several good por-
traits by him of Naval Commanders at Hampton
Court and at Greenwich.

BartHOLOMEW DANDRIDGE, who was the son of
a house painter, obtained a considerable practice
as a portrait-painter from his facility in taking a
likeness. He painted an excellent portrait of
George Edwards, F.R.S,, the zoologist, which was
engraved by J. S. Millar in 1754. His portrait of
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Nathaniel Hook is in the National Portrait
Gallery.

Joun ErLys or ErLis (1701—1757) when about
fifteen years of age, was placed with Sir James
Thornhill for a time. He was a zealous adherent
of the Kneller school and resented Reynolds'’s de-
parture from it. He was employed in the collection
of the Houghton Gallery by Sir Robert Walpole,
who rewarded him with the sinecure office of
Keeper of the Lions in the Tower. He was a
good artist and painted several portraits of cele-
brated actors, as Lavinia Fenton, Thomas Walker
as Macheath, Robert Wilks, and Kitty Clive.

Jon~ GiLes Eccarpt, or EckuarpT (died 1779),
was a native of Germany who came to this country
in 1740 and became a pupil of Vanloo. Horace
Walpole patronised him and addressed a little poem
to him entitled “The Beauties.” Many of his
portraits were at Strawberry Hill. Two of these—
Horace Walpole and Thomas Gray—and his por-
trait of Conyers Middleton are in the National
Portrait Gallery.

Tuomas HubsoN (1701—1779) was the fashion-
able portrait-painter of his time, but he is now
usually spoken of with contempt, asif his only claim
to notice is as the master of Reynolds. Some
injustice is possibly done to his works. There is
a portrait of Samuel Scott by him in the National
Gallery, one of Handel in the Bodleian Library,
and several in the National Portrait Gallery. The
large picture of Charles, 2nd Duke of Marlborough,
and his family at Blenheim Palace is his chief work.
Another effective family picture by him is at the
Earl of Devon’s seat Powderham Castle.

Artiur Ponp, F.R.S., F.S.A. (1705—1758)
painted several portraits that have been engraved,
and he copied many others. His portrait of Peg
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Woffington when bed-ridden is in the National
Portrait Gallery and engraved in this volume.

WirLiam Hoarg, R.A. (1707 ?—1792) studied
at London under Grisoni, an Italian artist, and
afterwards went to Rome. After an absence of
nine years he settled at first in London and then
at Bath, and was known as “ Hoare of Bath.”
There are several of his portraits in the National
Portrait Gallery. At the Portrait Exhibition of
1867 {No. g5) there was a portrait by him of
Thomas Pelham Holles, Duke of Newcastle, which
was described in the catalogue as that of his uncle
John Holles, Duke of Newcastle. Portraits of the
Earl of Chatham, Beau Nash, Samuel Derrick,
and Governor Pownall are in the possession of the
Corporation of Bath.

James LaTHAM, a native of Tipperary, studied
art at Antwerp and praltised in Ireland about
1725—1740, and obtained the honourable desig-
nation of the “ Irish Vandyck.” He practised for
a time in London, but died in Dublin about 1750.
His portraits, which are much esteemed, are fre-
quently met with in Irish mansions, and some of
them are engraved. He produced an excellent
portrait of Peg Woffington.

Francis Havmay, RA (1708—1776) was a
successful portrait-pamter whose pictures have
sometimes been mistaken for Hogarth’s. He was
scene-painter at Drury Lane Theatre and an illus-
trator of books. He was the first librarian ap-
pointed by the Royal Academy. His portrait of
himself, shown while painting a portrait of Sir
Robert Walpole, is in the National Portrait
Gallery.

CuariEs PuiLies (1708—1747), son of Richard
Philips, a portrait-painter also, painted many per-
sons of distintion, among them Frederick, Prince
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of Wales, and the Princess Augusta of Wales.
Some good conversation pieces by him are to be
seen at Windsor, Warwick Castle and Knole. A
portrait by him of Bishop Warburton is in the
National Portrait Gallery.

GiLes Hussey (1710—1788) was a pupil of
Jonathan Richardson and afterwards studied at
Rome. He held some particular theories respeét-
ing the true principles of beauty and resented
public indifference to them. He was famed for
his skill in catching likenesses and drew chalk
drawings of the young Pretender, Charles Edward,
but he came into some property on the death of a
brother, and did not need to continue at the work
of his profession.

Avrran Ramsay (1713—1784), the son of the
author of the “ Gentle Shepherd,” was born in
Edinburgh, and after studying in London for a
time, he visited Rome where he remained for three
years. He was patronised by Lord Bute, and on
the accession of George IIl. he was appointed
painter to the king. Naturally under these
circumstances Wilkes fell foul of him in the “ North
Briton,” and held him up to public contempt.
Churchill, in his “ Prophecy of Famine” alludes
equivocally to the painter :

“Thence came the Ramsays, names of worthy note
Of whom one paints, as well as t’other wrote.”

Dr. Johnson said of Ramsay, “ You will not find
a man in whose conversation there is more instruc-
tion, more information, or more elegance than in
Ramsay’s.” There is a portrait by him of David
Hume in the National Gallery of Scotland, and
portraits of George III., Queen Charlotte, Earl
of Bute, and Alexander Monro primus in the
Scottish National Portrait Gallery. Therearealso
F
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several portraits of his in the National Portrait
Gallery, as George III., Queen Charlotte, Lord
Chesterfield, Lord Mansfield, and Dr. Mead.
There are three portraits of the painter in the
Scottish Portrait Gallery, one by Lilie, another by
Alexander Nasmyth and the third by himself.

Jonx RosBiNsoNn (1715—1745) was born at
Bath and studied under Vanderbank. He took
Jervas’s house in Cleveland Court, and obtained an
extensive practice during the few years of his
active life.

Joux SuackLETON (died 1767) succeeded Kent
as principal painter to George II. in 1749. There
are portraits by him at the Foundling Hospital
and Fishmongers’ Hall.

TrHoMAs LLAWRANSON was an Irish artist who
prattised in London about the middle of the
eighteenth century and died after 1778. There is
a portrait by him of John O’Keefe, the dramatist
and actor, in the National Portrait Gallery.

NartHaniEL Hone, R.A. (1718—1784) was
born in Dublin but came to England early in life
and alted for a time as an itinerant painter. He
subsequently married a lady of fortune and settled
in St. James’s Place. Portraits of himself and of
Wesley and Horace Walpole are in the National
Portrait Gallery. He fell into disgrace in conse-
quence of his picture entitled “The Conjuror,”
which was a satire upon Reynolds.

Mason CuamBerLIN, R.A. (died 1787) was a
pupil of Francis Hayman, and became a goo
portrait-painter.  His portrait of Dr. William
Hunter is in the Diploma Gallery of the Royal
Academy, and the Royal Society possess an
excellent likeness by him of Dr. Chandler.

Benjamin Wirson, F.R.S. (1721—1788) was
born at Leeds and came to London early in life,
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but from 1748 to 1750 he painted portraits in
Ireland. In thelatter year he returned to London
and settled in Great Queen Street, where he
became a fashionable portrait-painter. He suc-
ceeded Hogarth as serjeant-painter.

Ricnarp Bromrron (died 1782) was a pupil of
Benjamin Wilson and afterwards studied in Rome
under Mengs. He painted a good portrait of the
great Earl of Chatham, which was presented by
the subject to Philip, 2nd Earl of Stanhope, and it
is now at Chevening. A portrait by him of
Admiral Saunders is at Greenwich. He got into
difficulties and was released from the King’s Bench
by the Empress of Russia who made him her
portrait-painter extraordinary. He died at St.
Petersburg.

Sir Josnua REvNoLDs (1723—1792) is Eng-
land’s greatest portrait-painter. Of late years
there has been rather a tendency among the
general public to set Gainsborough before him,
but this can never be the opinion of the connois-
seur. It has been said that Gainsborough’s work
is more feminine than Reynolds’s which is essen-
tially masculine. Reynolds was more powerful
and more varied than Gainsborough, in faét, the
latter's exclamation on the former’s work, “ Damn
him, how various he is,” exaétly sums up his great
powers to charm. There is often an element of
weakness in the beautiful and elegant conceptions
of some of our artists, but this was never the case
with Reynolds, for in his work elegance was always
combined with strength. How elegant and charm-
ing is that picture in the National Gallery of two
young connoisseurs—the Rev. George Huddesford
and John C. W. Bampfylde—but there is no weak-
ness there. Again, there is nothing forced in the
great picture of Mrs. Siddons as the “Tragic Muse,”
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with the figures of Crime and Remorse behind the
chair, which is a triumphant example of strength
and beauty. In the present age allegory is out of
fashion, but the allegorical in Reynolds’s pictures
is always pleasing.

Some of the old school did not understand
Reynolds at first. Jack Ellys the portrait-painter
said to him: “ This will never do, you don't paint
in the least like Sir Godfrey: Shakespeare in
poetry and Kneller in painting.” To all who love
Reynolds—and who that knows his paintings and
the engravings from them, and is familiar with the
falts of his life can help loving him ?—must be
delighted at the judicious and yet unmeasured
praise which Mr. Ruskin gives him.

“Considered as a painter of individuality in the
human form and mind, I think him, even as it is,
the prince of portrait- painters. Titian paints
nobler pictures, and Vandyck had nobler subjects,
but neither of them entered so subtly as Sir Joshua
did in the minor varieties of heart and temper;
and when you consider that, with a frightful con-
ventionality of social habitude all around him, he
yet conceived the simplest types of all feminine
and childish loveliness ; that in a northern climate,
and with gray and white and black as the principal
colours around him, he yet became a colourist who
can be crushed by none, even of the Venetians;
and that with Dutch and Dresden China for the
prevailing types of art in the saloons of the day,
he threw himself at once at the feet of the great
masters of Italy, and arose from their feet to share
their thrones. I know not that in the whole history
of art you can produce another instance of so
strong, so unaided, so unerring an instin¢t for all
that was true, pure and noble.”—RuskIN's 7wo
Paths.
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Some of Reynolds’s canvases are now sad
wrecks, and the colours of a few of his pictures had
faded in his lifetime. Walpole remarked on this
in his cynical manner; and Peter Pindar wrote of
the portrait of Sophia Heywood (Mrs. Musters),
which was exhibited in 1785

“Works, I'm afraid, like beauty of rare quality,
Born soon to fade, too subject to mortality.”

Like all successful painters, Reynolds gradually
raised his prices, but how glad would buyers of
the present day be to get his pictures at the price
he charged for them. His price for a head was
originally 5 guineas. In 1753 this was raised to
25 guineas; ten years later the price was 33
guineas ; whilst in his last years it was 50 guineas.
When his price was 235 guineas he told Johnson
that he was making 46,000 a year. Horace
Walpole, referring to one of Reynolds’s master-
pieces, the portraits of the three grand-nieces of
Walpole (Lady Elizabeth Laura Waldegrave,
Viscountess Chewton and afterwards Countess
Waldegrave; Lady Charlotte Maria Waldegrave,
Countess of Euston; and Lady Horatia Conway)
complained to Pinkerton: * Sir Joshua gets
avaricious in his old age; my picture of the young
ladies Waldegrave is doubtless very fine and
graceful, but it cost me 800 guineas.”! Walpole,
writing to Mason, May 28th, 1780, says: * Sir
Joshua began a charming picture of my three fair
nieces, the Waldegraves, and very like. They are
embroidering and winding silk; I rather wished

! “Walpoliana,” p. 159. Mr. Cosmo Monkhouse, in his
article in the * Dictionary of National Biography,” doubts
Walpole’s statement, and thinks he must have made a mistake
in the figures. He believes that the largest sum Reynolds

received for a portrait group was 700 guineas for the great
Marlborough group.
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to have them drawn like the graces adorning a
bust of the Duchess as the magna mater, but my
ideas were not adopted.” We can see by a visit
to the National Gallery how far better Reynolds’s
judgmentastotreatment was than Walpole’s. There
1s the famous fancy picture of the three daughters
of Sir William Montgomery as the Graces, de-
corating a statue of Hymen. This is a beautiful
piture, but it cannot compare with the exquisite
naturalness of the Waldegraves. The latter pitture
was bought at the Strawberry Hill sale by Lord
Waldegrave for £577 1os. All know how different
are the prices realized for men’s and women’s
portraits, but a very striking example may be cited
from the Strawberry Hill sale. Walpole possessed
two fine companion portraits by Reynolds—one of
James, 2nd Earl of Waldegrave, and the other
of his wife Maria, daughter of Sir Edward Walpole
and afterwards Duchess of Gloucester. The Earl
of Waldegrave bought the pair at the sale; he got
the husband for £73 10s., but he had to give
4735 for the wife. In 1894 Reynolds’s portrait
of Lady Betty Delmé was sold at Christie’s for
11,550 guineas, the largest price ever realised for
one of his pictures.

TuoMas GAINSBOROUGH (1727—1788) was the
rival of Reynolds, but he never raised his prices
to the level of that master’s, and he was never
seriously supposed to be Reynolds’s equal.

Mr. Ruskin calls Gainsborough “ the greatest
colourist since Rubens.” It is difficult to explain
the pervading charm of Gainsborough’'s female
portraits; they appeal to all, and there is un-
doubtedly that in them which is unlike any
other painter. Sometimes they are too sketchy,

! “Letters,” vol. vii., p. 370.
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but for beauty and a quiet sense of purity and
domesticity the pi¢ture at Dulwich containing the
portraits of Mrs. Sheridan and Mrs. Tickell is
above all praise. His portraits of men are very
powerful. There are two fine ones at Hampton
Court—Colonel St. Leger, in his red coat, is the
most popular, but Johann Christian Fischer, the
oboe player, is the better picture.

In 1760 Gainsborough removed to Bath, and
raised his price for portraits to 8 and ultimately
to 40 guineas, or 100 guineas for a full-length.
He exhibited at the Royal Academy, and sent his
pitures to London by the Bath carrier, named
Wiltshire, who was a lover of pictures and refused
to take money for conveying them, so the painter
used to pay him in Gainsboroughs instead of cash.
This painter is well represented at the National
Gallery, where are his magnificent portraits of
Edward Orpin, the parish clerk of Bradford-on-
Avon (one of the pictures given to Wiltshire), the
glorious Mrs. Siddons, and the fine Rev. H. Bate
Dudley. One is not surprised at Gainsborough’s
last words to Reynolds: *“We are all going to
heaven, and Vandyck is of the party,” for his
works give evidence of his admiration of that great
painter. The * Blue Boy” could scarcely have
been painted had Vandyck not lived.

GEORGE ROMNEY (17 34—1802),a Lancashireman,
settled in London in 1762, and obtained premiums
from the Society of Arts. He visited Rome in
company with Ozias Humphrey in 1773, and on his
return to London, in 1775, he established himself
in Cavendish Square. He charged 15 guineas
for a head life-size, and proportionately for whole
and half-lengths, and soon obtained a large practice.
In 1785 he had raised his prices to 8o guineas for
full-length, 60 guineas for half whole-length, 40
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guineas for half-length, 30 guineas for a kit-cat, and
20 guineas for a head.

Romney painted with a simple palette, and was
careful in the selection of his pigments, so that his
portraits now often outvalue those of his rivals—
Reynolds and Gainsborough. Some of them look
as if they were painted yesterday. It has been
said that his three chief characteristics are: (1)
severe taste, (2) manly drawing, and (3) feeling for
charalter. The appreciation of his beautiful work
has largely grown of late years, and his pictures
realize immense prices. In 1896 a picture con-
taining portraits of Lady Elizabeth Spencer and
her sister, Viscountess Clifden, sold for £11,025,
and in the same year a picture containing portraits
of Maria and Catherine Thurlow, the two daughters
of Lord Thurlow, fetched £2,677.

Romney was not only a portrait-painter ; and
Lord Ronald Gower writes: “He was a true
artist, and his fame would stand high had he never
painted a portrait.”

PETER VANDYKE (born 1729) was a native of
Antwerp, and was invited over from Holland by
Sir Joshua Reynolds to assist him particularly in
his draperies. He afterwards settled in Bristol,
and pradtised as a portrait-painter. He painted a
portrait of Robert Hall, and his portraits of Cole-
ridge and Southey are in the National Portrait
Gallery.

GaviN Hamivton (1730—1797), the connoisseur
and classical painter, resided chiefly in Rome, where
he died. He painted some portraits, the best
known being those of the two Gunning beauties—
the Duchess of Hamilton and the Countess of
Coventry.

Joun AsTLEY (1730?—1787) was a pupil of
Hudson, and a fellow student at Rome with
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Reynolds, Wilson, and others. He married a rich
widow and was fortunate in life, but he was a con-
ceited, reckless man, with little talent.

Roeert EpGE PINE (1730—1788) was the son
of John Pine the engraver. He devoted himself
to the painting of historical subjects and portraits.
He painted several of the well-known actors of his
day; for instance, Mrs. Pritchard as Hermione,
Mrs. Yates as Medea, Samuel Reddish as Post-
humus, and Thomas Love and Mrs. Chambers
as Captain Macheath and Polly (engraved in 1752).
His portrait of Garrick is in the National Portrait
Gallery. Pine went to Bath in 1772, and to
Philadelphia in 1783, where he died.

Jounann Zorrany, R.A. (1733—1810) was born
at Frankfort-on-Main, and at an early age went to
study in Rome. He arrived in England in 1758,
and attained great success as a portrait-painter,
his theatrical groups being highly esteemed. He
was well represented at the South Kensington
Exhibition of 1867 ; there were there excellent
portraits of George III. (No. 464) and Queen
Charlotte (No. 458), John Wilkes and his daughter
(No. 654), a curious and interesting picture of the
family of William Sharpe, a musical party on the
Thames, with Fulham Church in the distance (No.
502), and the Royal Academy in 1778. Zoffany
proceeded to India in 1783, and remained there
seven years.

J. S. C. Scuaak was a portrait-painter, who ex-
hibited from 1765 to 1769. He lived in College
Street, Westminster. Portraits by him of Charles
Churchill and General Wolfe are in the National
Portrait Gallery.

Josern WricHT, A.R.A., known as Wright of
Derby (1734—1797), was a scholar of Hudson.
He established himself as a portrait-painter and
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obtained considerable success. His portraits of
Arkwright and Erasmus Darwin, and of himself
are in the National Portrait Gallery.

Hvuen Doucras Hamirton, R.H.A. (1734—
1806) was a native of Dublin, where he commenced
practice as a portrait-painter. He afterwards took
up his residence in London, but in 1778 he went
to Rome, where he painted many of the English
and Irish visitors to that city. Soon after 1791
he returned and settled in Dublin, where he died.
He worked principally in crayons.

Sir NatHaNIEL Dance Horranp, R.A. (1735—
1811) studied under Francis Hayman, and for
some years in Italy. He acquired a large fortune
by marriage with a widow, and relinquished his
profession. He entered Parliament and was
created a baronet, but continued to paint as an
amateur. Many of his portraits are exceedingly
good, and are sometimes mistaken for the work of
Reynolds. There are several in the National
Portrait Gallery.

Joun SingLETON CorLey, R.A. (1737—1815)
painted a multitude of portraits in America before
he came to England. He settled in Lincoln’s Inn
Fields in 1777, and removed in a year or two
afterwards to 25, George Street, Hanover Square,
where he remained to the end of his life, and where
his distinguished son, Lord Lyndhurst, lived and
died. Copley when well off was glad to leave
portrait-painting for subject pictures, but in all his
historical pieces he spared no pains in adding to
their interest by the introduction of actual por-
traiture ; for this purpose he visited country houses
in order to copy such of the family pictures as he
required for his purpose. His best known pictures
are the two in the National Gallery, of the so-
called ““ Death of Chatham”—more properly, “After
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his Last Speech”’—and the “ Death of Major
Peirson.” In the latter picture he introduced
portraits of Mrs. Copley, his son (afterwards Lord
Lyndhurst), and their nurse. The ‘‘Chatham”
was presented to the nation by Lord Liverpool in
1828, and the “Peirson” was bought at Lord
Lyndhurst's sale in 1864 for £1,600. Copley’s
industry never flagged, and he is said to have
painted at least 290 oil paintings, 40 crayon por-
traits, and 19 miniatures. His portraits of Lord
Heathfield and the Earl of Mansfield are in the
National Portrait Gallery.

Davip MAarTIN (1737—1797) was a pupil of
Allan Ramsay, whom he accompanied to Rome.
He afterwards settled in London, but returned to
Scotland about 17735, settling in Edinburgh, where
he remained till his death (with the exception of a
period when he lived in Dean Street, Soho). He
was appointed limner to the Prince of Wales for
Scotland. Raeburn is said to have received some
instruction from him. His portrait by himself is
in the National Gallery of Scotland.

Bexjamin - WEestT, P.R.A. (1738—1820) was
born at Springfield near Philadelphia a year after
Copley’s birth, but he preceded the latter in his
settlement in England.

West was a good portrait-painter, and the
portraits by him of the royal family at Hampton
Court are excellent. There is a good portrait of
Dr. Price at the Royal Society, and one of Samuel
More at the Society of Arts. There is nothing by
him in the National Portrait Gallery. Equally
appreciated in his own day by his compeers and
by the public, his art is now scoffed at and his works
are put out of sight. His “Death on the Pale
Horse” was one of the sights of London and
became the talk of the town. The British Institu-
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tion gave 3,000 guineas for his picture of the
“ Saviour healing the sick in the Temple,” for the
purpose of engraving it; and twenty years after
his death his “ Annunciation,” for which £8o0 was
paid, was sold by public auction for £10. West
is seen to advantage in Queen Anne’s drawing-
room at Hampton Court, which is entirely devoted
to his pi¢tures. The ““ Death of Bayard” and the
“ Death of Wolfe” are pleasing, but certainly
rather “tea-boardy ” in appearance.! West's chief
claim for honourable mention in the history of
English art is that he was the first to introduce
modern costume into pictures of modern history.

Ty KeTTLE (1740—1786) was a creditable
painter, whose pictures have sometimes been mis-
taken for Reynolds’s. He went to India in 1770
and made a fortune there. He returned to England
in 1777, but not meeting with success he started
again for the East, and died at Aleppo. His portrait
of Warren Hastings is in the National Portrait
Gallery. His two best portraits are of Admiral
Kempenfelt, who went down in the * Royal
George,” and Sir William Blackstone, the former
at Greenwich and the latter at Oxford. He also
painted portraits of Mrs. Yates, Mr. Powell, and
other actors and actresses.

Tuomas BeacH (1738—1806) became a pupil of
Reynolds in 1760, and exhibited portraits at the

! The allusion contained in this expression can scarcely be
appreciated by the present generation, as no tea-boards (or tea-
trays) covered with pictures are now seen except in colleétions.
Some of these pictures were well painted, although too smooth
and pretty. There is a good story of one of the artists whose
pay was constantly being cut down by the tradesman. At last
the latter complained that the picture was nothing but smoke,
and the artist replied, “ As you cut down my price I reduced
the details of the battle, and now I can only give smoke for the
pay you allow.”
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Royal Academy from 1785 to 1790, and again in
1797. He painted portraits of Mrs. Siddons and
John Kemble in the dagger scene in *“ Macbeth ”
of which Mrs. Siddons herself said, “ My brother’s
head is the finest I have ever seen, and the likest
of the two.” His portrait of Richard Tattersall
the horse dealer, was lent to the South Kensington
Exhibition of 1867 and that of William Woodfall,
the earliest parliamentary reporter, is in the Na-
tional Portrait Gallery.

Ricaarp Cosway, R.A. (1740—1821) studied
under Hudson and soon became exceedingly suc-
cessful among fashionable people, who made his
studio a morning lounge. He lived in Stratford
Place, at the house facing Oxford Street with the
sculptured lions above the doorway. He was very
ridiculous and affected in his manners, and one day
the following lines, supposed to have been written
by Dr. Wolcot (Peter Pindar), were posted on his
door :

““When a man to a fair for a show brings a lion,
"Tis usual a monkey the signpost to tie on;

But here the old custom reversed is seen,
For the lion’s without, and the monkey’s within.”

This epigram is said to have sent Cosway from
this house to No. 20 in the same street.

Cosway’s miniatures are now in great request,
and thereis one of himself in the National Portrait
Gallery. There are two good portraits in oils by
him at the Society of Arts, viz., William Shipley
and Dr. Templeman.

James Barry (1741—1806) went to Italy in
1766 with an allowance from Edmund Burke and
his brother. He painted a portrait of Burke in
1774, but his enthusiasm for historic art, combined
with a contempt for all who followed what he
deemed the lower branches of the profession,
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especially those who made large profits like
Reynolds out of portrait-painting, kept him poor.
When asked to paint a portrait he was in the
habit of saying, “ Go to the fellow in Leicester
Square.” It is pleasant to know that at last
these two men were reconciled, and when Reynolds
died in 1782 Barry went to the Academy and
pronounced a glowing eulogium on him as a man
and as an artist.

The portraits which Barry introduced into his
pictures on the walls of the Society of Arts’ great
room in the Adelphi are of great interest and
value, and we can see from the pose of the elegant
dancer in the foreground of the *“ Village Festival ”
that if he had chosen he might have rivalled
Romney and Hoppner in the delineation of beauti-
ful female figures.

PiErRRE FALCONET (1741—1791), son of Etienne
Falconet, sculptor of the great statue of Peter the
Great at St. Petersburg, was born in Paris, but
came to London about 1766, where he praétised
for some years as a portrait-painter. He drew the
portraits of twelve of the best-known artists, which
were engraved, and the portrait of the Rev. James
Granger the author of the “ Biographical History
of England.” Falconet returned to France before
his death.

Maria AnNa ANGELIcA KaurFMany, RIA. (1741
—1807) was born at Chur, Switzerland, and
arrived in London in 1766. Her works were
chiefly portraits and classical subjects, and the
brothers Adam employed her to paint ceilings.

One of her best portraits is of the Princess of
Brunswick and her infant at Hampton Court.
Her portrait of Novosielski the archite¢t of Her
Majesty’s Theatre in the Haymarket, is in the
National Gallery of Scotland.
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Ozias Huwmenry, R.A. (1742—1810) lived for
a time at Bath, where he lodged with the Linleys.
He went to India in 1783, and returned to England
in 1788. At Knole is a portrait of the Duke of
Dorset which is inscribed on the back : “ The first
portrait in crayons painted by Ozias Humphry,
R.A.” It was begun in May and finished early in
June, 1791. At Knole also is a fine portrait of
Humphry by Romney.

Joun RusseLr, R.A. (1744 —1806), worked
chieflyin crayons, in which he excelled. He wasap-
pointed portrait-painter in ordinary to George 111.,
and Prince of Wales. His portraits of Dr. Dodd,
Sheridan and Wilberforce are- in the National
Portrait Gallery.

Davip ALLaN (1744—1796) was born at Alloa,
and went to study in Italy in 1764. He remained
there till 1777, when he came to London and prac-
tised portrait-painting. In 1780 he settled in
Edinburgh, and became popular for his paintings
of domestic subjects, which gained him the name
of the Scottish Hogarth. His portrait by himself
is in the National Gallery of Scotland. His por-
trait of Sir William Hamilton, K.B,, is in the
National Portrait Gallery.

James NortacoTE, R.A. (1746—1831) was a
devoted pupil of Reynolds, and painted many
portraits of eminent men as well as large and unin-
teresting pictures on historical subjects. Hoppner
once said : “I can fancy a man to be fond of his
art who paints like Reynolds, but how any man
can be fond of his art who paints like that fellow
Northcote heaven only knows.” He was success-
ful in painting the heads of children and angels.

WirLiam LANE (1746—1819) painted in crayons
a portrait of Mrs. Siddons in 1785.

WirLiam Hamicron, R.A. (1751—1801) first
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exhibited at the Royal Academy in 1774. He
was an historical painter, but occasionally painted
portraits, especially of theatrical stars, one of these
being of Mrs. Siddons.

Sk WirLLiam BeecHey, R.A. (1753—1839)
exhibited some portraits in 1775, and from that
time he practised in London with fair success. He
painted a portrait of Queen Charlotte, which pro-
cured him the appointment of portrait-painter to
her majesty. After painting his successful eques-
trian group of George I11. with the Prince of Wales
and the Duke of York, now at Hampton Court, he
was knighted. He was a good painter, but his
fame paled before that of Lawrence. There is a
portrait by him of Mrs. Siddons in the National
Portrait Gallery, and portraits of John Kemble,
Charles S. Pybus and Sir Francis Bourgeois at
Dulwich. Sir William Beechey’s son, George D.
Beechey, was brought up as a portrait-painter, and
during the life of his father he had many sitters.

SR HENrRY RaEeBURN, R.A. (1756—1823) was
one of our greatest portrait-painters, but as he
resided in Edinburgh he scarcely took the position
in general esteem during his lifetime that he de-
served. His fame was locally very great, but it was
lesswidely spread in the great world. By the advice
of Reynolds he proceeded to Rome in early life,
and the great painter offered to help him with
funds, but Raeburn did not need assistance. After
studying two years in Italy, he settled in Edin-
burghin 1787. It issaid that later in life Lawrence
dissuaded him from fixing his residence in London.
He lived at a time when Edinburgh was full of
great men, and he painted them all. In 1822 he
was knighted, and in 1823 was appointed his
majesty’s limner for Scotland. How great was
his power of portraiture may be seen from the fact
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that when Wilkie studied the work of Velasquez
in the gallery at Madrid he was reminded of
Raeburn. Mr. W. E. Henley writes: “ Of the
mere capacity of portraiture—the gift of perceiving
and representing individual character and form—
he had more perhaps than any portrait-painter that
has lived.”* Doubtless this was his great char-
alteristic, and it may be said that he read the
secret of men’s lives and wrote it on his canvas.
Scotsmen claim for Raeburn the second place after
Reynolds, and there is much to be said for this
view. After his death an exhibition of fifty-seven
of his works was held, and another in 1876, when
325 pitures were gathered together. The National
Gallery contains a fine portrait of Colonel Mac-
Murdo by him, and a beautiful portrait of a lady
which reminds one of Hoppner. He is represented
at the National Portrait Gallery by portraits of
Francis Horner, the Rev. John Home, Sir John
Sinclair, Prof. Playfair, Hugh W. Williams, and
Henry Mackenzie.

ALEXANDER NasmyTH (1758-—1840), the cele-
brated landscape painter, was born at Edinburgh,
but he came to London to study under Allan
Ramsay. On his return to Edinburgh he at first
practised as a portrait-painter; one of his portraits
was the most trustworthy likeness of the poet
Burns.

Jonn Hoppner, R.A. (1758—1810) was origin-
ally a chorister at the Chapel Royal, but George
IT1. made him a small allowance to enable him to
commence his studies as a painter. In 1780 he
began to exhibit at the Royal Academy, and in
1784 he was living in Charles Street, St. James’s
Square, where his studio was besieged by the

! “Sir Henry Raeburn” (1890), pp. 11-12.
G
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fashionable crowd. He was a daring plagiarist of
Reynolds, and the boldest rival of Lawrence. The
factions of Reynolds and Romney were revived in
those of Lawrence and Hoppner. Lawrence wrote
in 1810: “ You will be sorry to hear it, my most
powerful competitor, he whom only (to my friends)
I have acknowledged as my rival, is I fear sinking
to the grave—I mean, of course, Hoppner.”

Hoppner was portrait-painter to the Prince of
Wales, and painted many of the royal family.
His best works are in St. James’s Palace. He
painted Nelson, Rodney, Duke of Wellington, and
Pitt, also Mrs. Gwyn (Goldsmith’s Jessamy Bride),
and Mrs. Draper (Sterne’s Eliza). His female
portraits are in high estimation at the present day.

Hucn Rosinsox (about 1760—1790), an artist
of great promise, was the eldest son of Henry
Robinson, Esq., of Malton, Yorkshire. He early
practised art, and in 1780 sent the * Portrait of a
Gentleman” to the Royal Academy; two years
later he contributed the “ Head of a Beggar” and
a “Portrait of a Gentleman.” The Rev. John
Cleaver, Rector of Malton, whose portrait he
painted, was a true friend to Robinson and helped
to send him to Italy. He returned home in 1790,
but he and the pi¢tures he had with him were lost
in the ship that foundered at sea. A fine picture,
entitled “ The Piping Boy,” was painted before he
was twenty-four years of age. His masterpiece is
a beautiful portrait of Thomas Teesdale, a boy in
green tugging at a kite string, which is in the
possession of Mr. J. M. Teesdale at Downe Hall,
and was photographed for Lord Ronald Gower’s
“ Great Historic Galleries of England.”

LemueL Francis ABBoTT (1760—1803) at the
age of fourteen became a pupil of Francis Hayman.
In 1780 he set up as a portrait-painter in Caroline
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Street, and exhibited occasionally at the Royal
Academy from 1788 to 1800. There is a portrait
of his in the National Gallery (Henry Byne) and
several in the National Portrait Gallery. Among
these are Nelson, Vancouver, Sir William Herschel,
and Nollekens.

Joun Orre (1761—1807) had, curiously enough,
a mathematical bent as a boy, so that he was called
by an uncle “ the young Sir Isaac.” Art, however,
claimed him for her own, and he was a travel-
ling portrait-painter till he attracted the attention
of Dr. Wolcot (Peter Pindar). He soon obtained
several patrons, and was known as the “ Cornish
Wonder.”

Reynolds told Northcote, who asked what Opie
was like, “ Why, like Caravaggio and Velasquez
in one.” Amongst the celebrities who sat to him
were Burke, Fox, Southey, Jack Bannister, Girtin,
etc. On his portrait of William Jackson the
organist of Exeter Cathedral, Wolcot wrote :

“ Speak, Muse, who formed that matchless head ?
The Cornish boy in tin mines bred,

Whose native genius, like her diamond, shone

In secret, till chance gave him to the Sun.

"Tis Jackson’s portrait—put the laurel on it,
Whilst to that tuneful swain I form a sonnet.”

Wirriam CHAMBERLAIN (died 1807) was a stu-
dent of the Royal Academy and afterwards a pupil
of Opie. He practised as a portrait-painter, and
was for a short time at Hull.

SamueL DrummonD, A.R.A. (1763—1844) was
employed for some years on the portraits in the
‘“ European Magazine.,” His pi¢ture “Admiral
Duncan receiving the swordof Admiral De Winter”
is at Greenwich. His portraits of Sir Marc Isam-
bard Brunel and Mrs. Fry are in the National
Portrait Gallery.
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GEorcE Francis JosepH, A.R.A. (1764—1846)
practised chiefly as a portrait-painter, and in 1834
he retired to Cambridge, where he died. Portraits
by him of Spencer Perceval, painted from a mask
taken after death, and of Sir Stamford Raffles, are
in the National Portrait Gallery.

HEeNRY SINGLETON (1766—1839) had some fame
in his day on account of his historical pictures.
In the South Kensington Exhibition of 1867 his
portraits of James Boswell, wife and three children
(No. 549), Thomas Sandby, R.A. (No. 516), and
the General Assembly of the Royal Academy with
President West in the Chair (No. 520), were
shown. His portrait of Earl Howe is in the
National Portrait Gallery.

GAINSBOROUGH DUPONT (1767—1797), maternal
nephew of Thomas Gainsborough (whom he
assisted), exhibited at the Royal Academy. His
chief work was a group of the Masters of the
Trinity House, for which he received #£500. It
is now in the Court Room of the Corporation.

GrorGE Watson, P.R.S.A. (1767—1837) was
born at Overmains in Berwickshire, and after
receiving some elementary instruction from Alex-
ander Nasmyth came to London and painted in
Reynolds’s studio. Heafterwards settled in Edin-
burgh and maintained an honourable rivalry with
Raeburn.

MaTtuer Brown (died 1831) was born in America,
but came to England when young and studied
under West. He obtained considerable patronage
as a portrait-painter, and George I11. and Queen
Caroline were among his sitters. He continued to
paint after his powers had deserted him, and pic-
tures accumulated around him. C. R. Leslie, R.A.,
visited him in his decay, and remarked on the
number that he had on his hands. His portrait of
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John Howard, Judge Buller, and Admiral Popham
are in the National Portrait Gallery.

WirLLiam Owexn, R.A. (1769—1825) was a
pupil of Charles Cotton, R.A., and attracted the
notice of Reynolds. He was appointed portrait-
painter to the Prince of Wales in 1810, and after-
wards principal portrait-painter to the Prince
Regent. He refused knighthood, although his
average income was said to be /3,000 a year. A
portrait by him of Wedderburn, Earl of Rosslyn,
1s in the National Portrait Gallery.

Sir Tnoaas Lawrence, P.R.A. (1769—1830)
fascinated all who came in contaét with him, and
his career was one long triumph. When he was
twelve years old he had astudio at 2, Alfred Place,
Bath, which was the favourite resort of the beauty
and fashion of that city. We can guess how great
was the fascination of himself and of his art when
we learn that after painting Cowper’s portrait the
poet pressed him to stay with him at Olney.
Campbell said, “this is the merit of Lawrence’s
painting : he makes one seem to have got into a
drawing-room in the mansions of the blest, and to
be looking at oneself in the mirrors.”

After his death fashion turned against him for a
time, and he has been described as an ‘“ exceedingly
clever but thoroughly vicious artist.” This is much
too severe a criticism, for although there can be no
doubt that the decay for a time of English por-
traiture commenced with Lawrence, his faces of
men and women are truly excellent. He was often
however contented to paint the face with skill and
leave the rest of the picture to be finished by his
assistants ; but some of his work was in every way
satisfactory, and fashion has now turned in his
favour. This is strikingly illustrated by the sale
at Christie’s on Saturday, March 6th, 1897, of
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his portrait of Miss Farren (afterwards Countess
of Derby), in a white silk dress lined with fur, for
2,415 guineas. This same pitture sold at Sir
Francis Grant’s sale in 1863, for 79 guineas.
There are some fine portraits by him in the
National Gallery, more particularly that of the
founder of the gallery— John Julius Angerstein.
In 1806 he raised his prices from 30 to 50 guineas
for a three-quarter length. In 1808 he again raised
them, the smallest size from 80 to 106 guineas, and
full-lengths from 200 to 400 guineas. In 1817 he
was sent by the Prince Regent to Aix-la-Chapelle
(where the European Powers were assembled) to
paint portraits for the Waterloo Gallery at Wind-
sor. He was allowed £1,000 a year for con-
tingent expenses and was paid his usual terms for
the portraits.

Lawrence, not contented to be merely a portrait-
painter, attempted a subject piece, and exhibited
in 1797 “Satan calling his legions,” which was
highly praised. In the guide to the exhibition
of this date we read: “Mr. Lawrence has been
hitherto chiefly known as a portrait-painter ; he
has, however, in this picture soared into the higher
branch of the art with the greatest success. The
figure of Satan is truly sublime, and that of the
attendant fiend Beelzebub is all that the mind of
the poet framed. . . . Upon the whole this per-
formance must place Mr. Lawrence among the
first artists of the English school.” The painter
was well satisfied, and he wrote to Miss Lee : “ The
Satan answered my secret motives in attempting
it; my success in portraits will no longer be
thought accident or fortune; and if I have trod
a second path with honour it is because my limbs
are strong. My claims are acknowledged by the
circle of taste, and are undisputed by competitors
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and rivals.” His friend Fuseli, however, said:
“it was a damned thing certainly, but not the
devil.” He added further that the idea was bor-
rowed from him. In consequence there was fora
time a coolness between the two friends, but Law-
rence proved by a sketch which he had taken of
Fuseli as he stood in a wild position on a rock at
Bristol that his idea of Satan was taken from
Fuseli himself and not from his paintings.

Those who see this picture as it appears now on
the staircase at the Royal Academy leading to the
Diploma Gallery, will be inclined to agree with
Fuseli’s criticism.

Sk MarTIN ARCHER SHEE, P.R.A. (1769—
1850) was born in Dublin and came to London in
1788, where he was introduced to Reynolds by
Burke. He published verses in 1805, 1809, and
1814, and succeeded Lawrence as President of
the Royal Academy in 1830; this union of the
highest honour in his profession with a very low
poetic position, gave rise to an uncomplimentary
epigram :

“See Painting crowns her sister Poesy !
The world is all astonished! So is Skee/”

His portraits of Sir Thomas Picton, Lord
Denman, Thomas Morton the dramatist, and of
himself, are in the National Portrait Gallery, and
of “Gentleman” Lewis as the marquis in the
“ Midnight Hour ” in the National Gallery. There
is also a fine portrait by him of the queen in the
collection of the Royal Academy, and one of
William IV. at Windsor Castle.

Henry Howarp, R.A. (1769—1847) was a
pupil of Philip Reinagle, R.A.,and in 1790 gained
both the gold and silver medals at the Royal
Academy. Between 1798 and 1824 he exhibited
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a considerable number of portraits at the Academy.
There are portraits by him of James Watt, Hayley,
Flaxman, and Mrs. Trimmer in the National
Portrait Gallery.

Georce CLiNT, A.R.A. (1770—1854) portrait-
painter and engraver, was highly successful in the
portraiture of attors. At the South Kensington
Museum are his portraits of Charles Young as
Hamlet, and Miss Glover as Ophelia; and scenes
from ¢ Paul Pry,” the “ Honeymoon,” and the
* Clandestine Marriage.”

Tromas Puicries, R.A. (1770—1845) came to
London in 1786 and became a student at the
Royal Academy. At first he attempted historical
subjects, but afterwards took to portrait-painting,
in which he gained great success. He painted
portraits of William Blake, Byron, Chantrey,
Faraday, Lord Thurlow, and Sir Francis Burdett,
all of which are in the National Portrait Gallery.
His portrait of Sir David Wilkie is in the National
Gallery.

JaMEs SaxoN was born at Manchester and prac-
tised for a time in London, exhibiting portraits at
the Royal Academy in 1795-96. In 1803 he
settled in Edinburgh, and afterwards for several
years in St. Petersburg. He died in London
about 1817. His best known work is his portrait
of Sir Walter Scott holding a large dog, with a
landscape background (1803) ; it was engraved by
James Heath. His portrait of Sir Richard Phillips
is in the National Portrait Gallery, and one of
John Clark of Eldin in the Scottish National Por-
trait Gallery.

James LoNspaLE (1777—1839) was a pupil of
Romney. He devoted himself with great success
to portraiture, and took the house in Berners Street
where Opie had formerly lived. He was one of



FROM HOGARTH TO MILLAIS 89

the founders of the Society of British Artists.
Several of his portraits are in the National Portrait
Gallery.

Jouxn Jackson, R.A.(1778—1831) drew portraits
of his boyish associates. His father was a tailor.
to whom he was apprenticed, and through the kind-
ness of Sir George Beaumont, he was enabled to
leave a business he disliked and to study at the
Royal Academy. He first exhibited there in 1804,
between which year and 1830 he exhibited no less
than 145 pi¢tures. He was a Wesleyan, and for
years executed the monthly portrait in the “ Evan-
gelical Magazine.” Although a first-rate artist he
did not charge more than fifty guineas for a portrait,
and is supposed not to have made more than
£1,500 a year by the practice of his profession.
His finest female portrait is that of Lady Dover,
and his best man’s portrait that of Flaxman,
painted for Lord Dover. At the Academy dinner
in 1827 Lawrence charaéterized the latter as “a
pi¢ture which Vandyck might have felt proud to
own himself the author.”

WasHingToN AristoN, A.R.A. (1779—1843)
was born in South Carolina and came to England
in 1801. He went to Paris in 1804 and afterwards
spent four years in Italy. He was elefted an
Associate of the Royal Academy in 1818, and
finally returned to his native country. His portrait
of Coleridge is in the National Portrait Gallery.

SamueL LavNe (1780—1859) was one of the
ablest of Sir Thomas Lawrence’s assistants.

GeorcE Dawg, R.A. (1781—1829) began life
as a mezzotint engraver. In 1816 he painted a
charming portrait of Miss O'Neil as Juliet, which
was engraved in colours and became very popular.
In 1819 he went to Russia on the invitation of the
Emperor Alexander, and painted 400 portraits of
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Russian officers. A gallery in the Winter Palace
at St. Petersburg was erefted for the exhibition
of these portraits.

THroMAs STEwARDSON (1781—18359) was a pupil
of Romney, and first exhibited at the Academy in
1804. He was appointed portrait-painter to Queen
Caroline. His portrait of George Grote the histo-
rian is in the National Portrait Gallery.

Sk WirLiam Arean, P.R.S.A., R.A. (1782—
1850) was born in Edinburgh, but after being
apprenticed to a coachbuilder in that city, came to
London to study in the schools of the Royal
Academy. He subsequently settled in St. Peters-
burg, where he painted many portraits. He re-
turned to Edinburgh in 1814, and became Presi-
dent of the Royal Scottish Academyin 1838. On
Wilkie’s death he was made limner to the queen
in Scotland, and knighted in 1842. His portrait
by himself is in the National Gallery of Scotland.
His portrait of Scott in his study at Abbotsford,
painted in 1832, is in the National Portrait Gallery.

Hexry WiLriam PickersciLr, R.A. (1782—
1875) succeeded Philiips as the fashionable portrait-
painter of his day. Portraits by him of Words-
worth, Godwin, Jeremy Bentham, “ Monk” Lewis,
Hannah More, George Stephenson, and Talfourd,
are in the National Portrait Gallery, and of Mr.
Vernon in the National Gallery.

WiLLiam Dersy (1786—1847) was born at
Birmingham, and came to London in 1808. He
made drawings for Lodge’s Portraits when William
Hilton, R.A. relinquished the work. He painted
in water-colours a series of portraits of the Stanley
family, copied from the great colletions, and these
are preserved at Knowsley. Derby was an equal
proficient in oils, water-colours, and in miniature
painting.
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James Rawmsay (1784—1854) commenced to
practice portrait-painting in London, and had many
eminent sitters. He exhibited for the first time at
the Royal Academy in 1803. He retired to
Newcastle-on-Tyne in 1847, and died in that city.
His portrait of Thomas Bewick is in the National
Portrait Gallery.

Georce Henry Harrow (1787—1819) was a
pupil of Lawrence, and a highly successful portrait-
painter. One of his feats was the painting of the
portrait of a Mr. Hare after his death, although he
had only once met him in the street. He is chiefly
remiembered by his portraits of the Kemble family
in the picture of the ¢ Trial of Queen Katharine”
in the play of “ Henry VIIL”

Sk Joux Watson Gorpon, R.A.,, P.R.SA.
(1788—1864) was a native of Edinburgh, and
settled there as a portrait-painter. He painted
Scott and Lockhart in 1821, John Wilson in 1822.
Many distinguished Englishmen visited Edinburgh
in order to be painted by him, one of them being
David Cox. He began to exhibit at the Royal
Academy in 1827, and painted Dr. Chalmers's
portrait in 1844. He was appointed queen’s
limner in Scotland, and was knighted. In the
National Portrait Gallery there are portraits by him
of the Marquis of Dalhousie, De Quincey, John
Wilson, and Sir David Brewster, and several are
in the National Gallery of Scotland.

Joun PARTRIDGE (1790—1872) was born at
Glasgow, and came to London about 1814 when
he studied under Thomas Phillips, R.A. After a
few years’ residence in Italy he settled in London
as a portrait-painter and was highly successful.
He was appointed portrait-painter extraordinary
to the queen in 1845. Several of his portraits
are in the National Portrait Gallery.
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Hexry PerroNET Brices, R.A. (1793—1844)
exhibited regularly at the Royal Academy from
1814 portraits and historical subjeéts. His pic-
ture of “ George I1I. and Lord Howe on board the
Victory " is at Greenwich. His portrait of Admiral
Sir Edward Codrington is in the National Portrait
Gallery, and that of Charles Kemble at Dulwich
is an excellent likeness. John Kemble and Mrs.
Siddons also sat to him.

Stk GEORGE HAVTER (1792—1871) was ap-
pointed portrait and historical painter in ordinary
to her majesty, 1837, and knighted in 1842. On
the death of Wilkie in 1841 he became principal
painter in ordinary to the queen. His pictures of
the ““ Trial of Queen Caroline” and the * Meeting
of the first Reformed Parliament” are in the
National Portrait Gallery.

MRs. MaRGARET SaraH CARPENTER (1793—
1872), wife of W. H. Carpenter, Keeper of the
Prints in the British Museum, painted a large
number of portraits, that of Dr. Whewell being
her last work. Her portraits of Patrick Fraser
Tytler the historian, John Gibson, R.A., and
Richard Parkes Bonington the painter, are in the
National Portrait Gallery.

SR WiLLiaM Ross (1794-—1860) painted some
portraits in large, although his fame rests upon his
miniatures. There is a portrait by him of Lord
Erskine in oils in the National Portrait Gallery.

Jou~n GraHaM GILBERT (1794—1866) was born
at Glasgow, and came to London, when he entered
the Royal Academy Schools, where he gained
prizes. He contributed many portraits to the ex-
hibitions 1820-1823, and went to Italy, where he
spent two years in study. Hesettled in Edinburgh
in 1827 and obtained a good practice in portrait-
painting. His portraits of Sir John Watson Gor-
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don, and John Gibson, R.A., are in the National
Gallery of Scotland, and of Scott in the National
Portrait Gallery.

Cuarres Ropert LEsLiE, R.A. (1794—1859)
began his artistic career by painting portraits,
and through life continued occasionally to paint
them.

GiLBerT STUuarRT NEWTON, R.A. (1794—1835)
was a nephew of Gilbert Stuart, and born at
Halifax, Nova Scotia. He studied at Florence
and came to England in 1818, entering the Royal
Academy Schools. He painted portraits of Moore,
Scott, and Lady Theresa Lister.

JamEes SyME (1795—1861) was a pupil of Rae-
burn, at whose death he completed that painter’s un-
finished works. His portrait of Rev. John Barclay,
M.D., is in the National Gallery of Scotland.

CoLviN SmiTH (1795—1875) was born at Brechin,
but came early to London to study in the Schools
of the Royal Academy ; afterwards he studied in
Rome. In 1827 he returned to his native country,
and settled in Edinburgh as a portrait-painter.
He painted most of the remarkable men of his
day, among them Sir Walter Scott, Henry Mac-
kenzie, and Lord Jeffrey. His portraits of the
second Viscount Melville, Sir Ralph Abercromby,
and Sir James Mackintosh are in the National
Gallery of Scotland.

WirLiam Bewick (1795—1866) became a pupil
of Haydon. Lawrence sent him to Rome to paint
copies for him, and on his return he prattised as a
portrait-painter in London. His portrait of J. R.
McCulloch, the political economist, is in the Scot-
tish National Portrait Gallery, and one of Patrick
Nasmyth is in the National Portrait Gallery.

Tromas HENrY ILLIDGE (1769—1855) was well
employed as a portrait-painter in Lancashire till he
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came to London in 1842. He took Briggs’s house
in Bruton Street.

Sk WiLriam Boxarr, R.A. (1800—1879) was
born at Oxford and entered the Schools of the
Royal Academy. He went to Rome in 1827, and
stayed there about two years. He was Director
of the National Gallery from 1865 to 1874, when
he resigned owing to ill-health, and was knighted
in 1867. He exhibited 86 portraits at the Royal
Academy. The National Portrait Gallery contains
his portrait of Copley Fielding, and that of Richard
Gibson is in the Diploma Gallery of the Royal
Academy.

Joun Woobp (1801—1870) painted portraits in
the manner of Lawrence. There is a portrait by
him of John Britton in the National Portrait
Gallery, and one of Stothard at Dulwich.

Sk Epwin Lanxpseer R.A. (1802 —1873)
painted his first portrait in 1823, and continued
occasionally to paint them through life. There is
in the National Portrait Gallery a good likeness of
John Allen (Lord Holland’s Allen). It may sur-
prise some to see Landseer’s name in this list, but
the well-known story of the celebrity who, on being
asked to have his portrait painted by Landseer,
answered : *“Is thy servant a dog that he should
do this thing?” is sufficient justification for its
being here.

Jonn Prescort Knicat, R.A. (1803—1881)
was a pupil of Clint and was for many years a suc-
cessful portrait-painter.

SR Francis Grant, P.R.A. (1803—1878) ex-
celled in sporting subjeéts, and his favourite
pictures—* Breakfast at Melton,” *“ Melton Hunt,”
and “Ascot Hunt,” contain a large number of
portraits. In the National Portrait Gallery are
portraits by him of Lord Campbell, Sir Edwin
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Landseer, Viscount Hardinge, Lord Macaulay,
and his brother Sir J. Hope Grant.

Tuomas Duxncan, A.R.A. (1807—1845) studied
in the Trustees’ Academy, Edinburgh, under Sir
William Allan. His portraits, especially of female
beauties, were much appreciated. His own portrait
by himself is in the National Gallery of Scotland.

StepHEN CaTTERSON SmitH, P.R.H.A. (1807—
1872) was an Englishman by birth, and a student
of the Royal Academy, but he settled as a portrait-
painter in Derry, and afterwards in Dublin, where
he died. His portrait of the queen is in the
Dublin Mansion House, of Daniel O’Connell in
the City Hall, and of various Lord-Lieutenants in
the Castle. A portrait by him of the Earl of
Rosse, P.R.S,, is at the Royal Society.

GEeorGE Ricmyoxp, R.A. (1809—1896) was a
portrait-painter of great charm, who brilliantly re-
produced the features of most of the great men of
his time. He is said to have drawn and painted
between 2,000 and 3,000 portraits, hundreds of
which have been engraved. His portraits of Lords
Cardwell, Cranworth, and Hatherley, as well as
some heads in chalk, are in the National Portrait
Gallery. Many of his portraits are in crayons and
water-colours.

Danier Macuise, R.A. (1811—1870) was a
portrait-painter, as well as an historical and subject
painter and his two grand pictures—* The Meet-
ing of Wellington and Blucher after Waterloo”
and “ The Death of Nelson”—contain portraits.
He also produced under the assumed name of
Alfred Croquis, for “ Fraser's Magazine” a re-
markable series of portraits of the literary and
scientific men of his day.

SAMUEL LAURENCE (1812—1884) an intimate
friend of James Spedding, was brought into close
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relations with the literary men of his time, many
of whom were among his sitters.

CHaRLEs Lucy (1814—1873) was commissioned
by Sir Joshua Walmsley to paint portraits of John
Bright, Cobden, W. E. Gladstone, Hume, Disraeli,
Nelson, Cromwell, and Garibaldi. These were
bequeathed to the nation, and are now in the
South Kensington Museum.

Sir Freperic Burtox (b. 1816) succeeded Sir
William Boxall as Director of the National Gallery
in 1874 ; he was knighted in 1884, and resigned
office in 18¢94. He painted a large number of
portraits, and a drawing by him of “ George Eliot,”
1s in the National Portrait Gallery.

Jou~ PriLLir, R.A. (1817—1867), although his
great fame rests on the beauty of his Spanish
pi¢tures and interiors of cathedrals, also painted
some good portraits.

WiLLiam Hexry KN1GHT (1823—1863) excelled
in the painting of children’s portraits.

Epwix Long, R.A. (1829—1891). Besides his
subject pictures he painted some good portraits.

Joun PETTIE (1839—1893), although his great
fame arose from his historical and romantic pic-
tures, occasionally painted portraits.

Frank Horr, R.A. (1845—1888). After the
death of this excellent portrait-painter, the Royal
Academy colle¢ted a special exhibition of his
pictures.

Lorp LEeicHTON, P.R.A. (1830—1895) cannot
be called a portrait-painter, although he painted
a few portraits. Some were to be found in the
noble exhibition at the Royal Academy which
showed his life’s work to such advantage, and the
portrait of Sir Richard Burton was specially
remarkable both as a portrait and as a piéture.
This is now in the National Portrait Gallery.
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Here ends the catalogue of portrait-painters,
and this seems to be the proper place to sum up
the effects of the changes in the artistic history of
portrait-painting in England. The early history
has still to be written, and therefore the consecutive
calendar of artists commences with Holbein, who
formed a school which affeted all his contem-
poraries, and existed for many years after his death.
After him a long series of foreigners found this
country a profitable field for their labours, but
although they obtained the larger portion of the
practice, Englishmen were ready to fight for a

lace. In miniature painting Englishmen always
held the first position,and Hilliard was the earliest
prominent English painter. Vandyck was the
greatest painter Europe had lent to England since
the days of Holbein, and, like Holbein, he founded
a school which influenced succeeding painters.
Then arose some excellent native painters as, for
instance, Dobson and Walker. From the time of
Vandyck there was a gradual fall in artistic talent.
Lely was not the equal of Vandyck, and Kneller
(except in a few instances) was not the equal of
Lely. It is difficult to understand how artistic
revivals come about, for they often arise entirely
from the advent of some genius without warning
or expectation, and he sometimes is followed by
other geniuses, but the appearance after a period
of darkness of such painters as Hogarth, Reynolds,
Gainsborough, and Romney must ever remain un-
explained, for no natural laws apply here.

We hear much of the deadness of the eighteenth
century, and of the revival originated by the French
Revolution, and there can be no doubt that the
revival in poetry was largely caused by hopes
originated at that time; but art revived in the
middle of the eighteenth century, and the French

it
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Revolution killed whatever little art was left in
France. One advantage of the chronological
method adopted in these chapters is that the
smaller men, who are likely to be overlooked on
account of the fame of the great ones, get a hearing,
and we see that even in dark times there have been
those who have kept the torch of art alight.

We must allow, however, that the English have
been very much behind in the production of a
school of painting. Little or nothing in the way
of subject painting was produced in England before
the time of Thornhill and Hogarth. After all we
may say, there can be no doubt that the encourage-
ment given to portrait-painting has a motive far
removed from artistic feeling. A large number of
men and women for centuries have desired to have
their portraits painted, and have been willing to
pay for the privilege, with the result that the suc-
cession of painters has never failed. The level of
artistic merit has greatly varied, but painters have
always been found to do the work required of them.

Happily, we are living in a time of artistic wealth.
Never has there been a time when so many first-
rate painters have been working on portraits as
now. This may be seen from the following re-
markable list: Frank Bramley, A.R.A. George
Clausen, A.R.A., Hon. John Collier, Arthur S.
Cope, Lowes Dickinson, Frank Dicksee, R.A.,
Luke Fildes, R.A., William Powell Frith, R.A.,
Frederick Goodall, R.A., Arthur Hacker,
A.R.A., Herman G. Herkomer, Hubert Herkomer,
R.A,, J. C. Hook, R.A., Holman Hunt, ].
Seymour Lucas, A.R.A.,, Robert W. Macbeth,
A.R.A., Phil Morris, William Quiller Orchardson,
R.A., Walter William Ouless, R.A., Sir E. ].
Poynter, P.R.A., Sir George Reid, P.R.S.A. (who
has painted all the celebrated Scotsmen of the last
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three decades), Sir William Blake Richmond,
K.C.B., R.A,, Briton Riviere, R.A., James Sant,
R.A., John S. Sargent, R.A., J. J. Shannon,
A.R.A., Solomon J. Solomon, A.R.A., L. Alma
Tadema, R.A., George Frederick Watts, R.A,,
Henry Weigall, Henry Tanworth Wells, R.A.,
James Abbott McNeill Whistler. Few of these
men are exclusively portrait-painters, but none of
them disdain to lay aside for a time the study of
the ideal, and produce for us portraits that are
pictures.

Sad that the chief of all cannot be included in
this list. His name must therefore stand alone at
the end of this chapter. The art of Millais is so
intertwined with the life of most living men and
women that it is a painful effort to realize that he
is dead. It is not needful to expatiate on our
loss, for all feel that; but it does seem worthy of
mention that he worked to the last, and that the
exhibition which closed on August 3rd, 1896, was
brightened by the presence of several products of
his brush. We have here only to do with the
portrait-painter, and as we think of his numerous
works, his * Hearts are Trumps,” his portrait of a
brother Academician, J. C. Hook, and his many
pictures of beautiful children, we call to mind
Gainsborough’s remark on Reynolds “ how various
he is,” and we feel how appropriately this remark
can be applied to

Joux Everert MiLvrais.



CHAPTER V.
AMATEUR PORTRAIT-PAINTERS

““Born to the spacious empire of the nine,

One would have thought she should have been content
To manage well that mighty government ;

But what can young ambitious souls confine ?

To the next realm she stretch’d her sway,

For Painture near adjoining lay,

A plenteous province, and alluring prey.”

DRYDEN, o the pious Memory of the Accomplished
Young Lady, Mrs. Aune Killigrew, excellent in the
tivo sister Arts of Poetry and Painting. An Ode.

THE number of good amateur portrait-painters is
not great, but a small list can be made out of those
who have followed painting for their amusement.
It is true that they have not done much to advance
the position of the arts in this country. Walpole
attempted in his * Anecdotes ” to associate many
of the courtiers of a past age with the arts, and he
has included in his book, on very slender grounds,
the names of several as amateur painters,

The unfortunate Edward Courtenay, the last
Earl of Devonshire, was a prisoner in the Tower
from the early age of twelve until he was twenty-
seven years old. He was the son of Henry,
Marquis of Exeter and Earl of Devonshire, and
was imprisoned with his father and mother in 1538.
He was released from the Tower in 1553 by Queen
Mary, who is said at this time to have wished to
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marry him. He was bearer of the Sword of State
at the Coronation on Oc¢tober 1st, but shortly after
he was implicated in Wyatt's rebellion, and im-
prisoned in Fotheringay Castle, from which place
he was sent to the Tower. On the mediation of
Philip I1. he was released in 1555, but exiled. He
died at Padua on September 18th, 1556, after a
short and unhappy life. Walpole says that “it
was a happiness peculiar to him to be able to
amuse himself with drawing, in an age in which
there were so many prisoners and so few resources.”
Dallaway notes on this passage : *“ This accom-
plished and ill-fated nobleman has surely very
slight pretensions to a niche among the professors
in the temple of Art. All that the Funeral Oration
(seldom the best authority) would insinuate is
rather that the Earl possessed a love of painting
than the power of producing a picture. It is more
than probable, that among the avo:zations of his
sad and unjust confinement, he amused himself
with sketching with his pencil, but no tradition
authenticates any portrait by his hand.”

Walpole includes in his book the name of a
divine, Dr. John Twisden (who died at the age of
eighty-five, in 1588), as an amateur artist, on the
strength of Vertue having seen a small portrait of
him, done by himself, in oil on copper about forty
years before his death.

A distinguished man with a better claim to ad-
mission in this chapter was Richard Burbage, the
great actor. At Dulwich College are two portraits
among those bequeathed by William Cartwright
which are attributed to Burbage—one a portrait
of himself, and the other a woman’s head. On
less authority the celebrated Chandos portrait of
Shakespeare, now in the National Portrait Gallery,
is also attributed to him, as well as to John Taylor
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the actor, whose property it was. Taylor left the
portrait to Betterton, at whose death it was bought
by Mr. Keck of the Temple for forty guineas. At
the Stowe sale (it came into the possession of
the Grenvilles through Anne Eliza, Duchess of
Buckingham, daughter of the Duke of Chandos,
who possessed it for a time) it was bought by the
Earl of Ellesmere for 355 guineas, and he pre-
sented it to the National Portrait Gallery in March,
1856. Whilst in Betterton’s possession it was
copied by Kneller as a present to Dryden, who,
acknowledged the gift in the following lines, written
between 1683 and 1692 :

‘“Shakespeare, thy gft, I place before my sight ;

With awe, I ask his blessing ere I write ;

With reverence look on his majestic face,

Proud to be less, but of his godlike man,

His soul inspires me, while thy praise I write.”

Epist. xiv.  To Kneller.

Kneller's copy is now at Wentworth Woodhouse,
Yorkshire, in the colle¢tion of Earl FitzZWilliam.
There are several references to Burbage’s skill
as a painter. In Overbury’s charater of “ An
Excellent Aétor,” which is known to refer to him,
we read: *“ Hee is much affected to painting, and
'tis a question whether that make him an excellent
player, or his playing an exquisite painter.” In
“A Funeral Elegy on the Death of the Famous
Adtor, Richard Burbage,” quoted by J. Payne
Collier from a MS. formerly in the possession of
Mr. Heber, we read :
‘““Some skilful limner help me! If not so,
Some sad tragedian to express my woe !

Alas, he’s gone, that could the best, both limn
And aét my grief . . . !

! Collier's “ Memoirs of Actors in Shakespeare’s Plays,”
1846, p. 52.
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Walpole includes Sir Toy MaTTHEW in his book
under a misapprehension, for his “ pictures ” were
merely included in letters. In a letter from the
Duchess to the Duke of Buckingham she tells him
that she has not yet seen “the picture” which
Toby Matthew had drawn of the Infanta and sent
over.

Stk WiLniam Burrase (of whom little or no-
thing is known) appears to have painted a portrait
of Ben Jonson, which he sent to the poet with
some poor verse commencing :

“To paint thy worth, if rightly I did know it,
And were but painter half like thee, a poet ;
Ben, I would shew it.”

To this Ben Jonson returned an answer in
which he remarks on his own size, and likens him-
self to the Tun at Heidelberg. He ends his verses
from ““ The Poet to the Painter” thus:

“But you are he can paint, I can but write :
A poet hath no more but black and white,

Ne knows he flattering colours, or false light,
Yet when of friendship I would draw the face,
A letter’d mind, and a large heart would place
To all posterity ; I will write Burlase.”

The most interesting among the amateur artists
was S1r NaTHANIEL Bacon, who did very creditable
work. Unfortunately, Walpole made a mistake
as to his date, and supposed him to be the half-
brother of Francis Bacon, instead of his nephew.
Had he been what Walpole supposes, he would
have been one of the earliest native portrait-
painters after Holbein. Sir Nathaniel Bacon was
the seventh son of Sir Nicholas Bacon, the first
baronet made by James I., who was eldest son of
Sir Nicholas, Lord Keeper. He entered Corpus
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Christi College, Cambridge, in 1621, and took his
M.A. degree in 1628. He studied painting in Italy,
and showed considerable skill in practice. His own
portrait (a drawing on paper), now at Gorhambury,
has several times been exhibited, and his mother’s
portrait, alsoby him, is considered equally good. He
painted in oil a picture of a cookmaid with dead
fowl, which has been highly praised. He lived at
Culford in Suffolk, on an estate given him by his
father. On the monument to him in the parish
church he is described as “well skilled in the
history of plants, and in delineating them with his
pencil.” He was created a Knight of the Bath at
the coronation of Charles I., and was living in
1648. His daughter and heiress, Anne, married
secondly Sir Harbottle Grimston, and from this
marriage is descended the Earl of Verulam, owner
of Gorhambury. Edward Norgate describes the
colours used by Bacon with some enthusiasm, and
writes, “ pinke which is colour soe usefull and hard
to get good, as gave occasion to my late deare
friend Sir N. Bacon, K.B. (a gentleman whose rare
parts and generous disposition, whose excellent
learning and great skill in this and good art, de-
serves a never dyinge memory), to make or finde a
pinke, so very good, as my cousinell P. Oliver
(without disparagement to any the most excellent
in this art), making proofe of some that I gave
him, did highly commend it, and used none other
to his dyinge day.”

Henry Peacham in his ““ Compleat Gentleman”
(of drawing, limning, and painting, p. 126) writes:
“ but none in my opinion, who deserveth more
respect and admiration for his skill and practice
herein than Master Nathaniel Bacon of Broome in
Suffolke (younger sonne to the most honourable
and bountifull minded Sir Nicholas Bacon, Knight
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and eldest Barronet) not inferiour in my judge-
ment to our skillfullest masters.” ‘

HEexry PEactiam himself is said to have painted
in oil, and to have taken a likeness of James I. as
he sat at dinner.

SaMUEL BUTLER, the poet, has also been placed
among the painters by Walpole, and Johnson
remarks that ‘“his amusements were music and
painting, and the reward of his pencil was the
friendship of the inimitable Cooper.”

Sir Ravrn CoLk, BArT. (1625°—1704), M.P. for
Durham, was an amateur artist, who studied under
Vandyck, and painted in 1677 a portrait of Thomas
Wyndham, F.R.S., which is at Petworth, and was
engraved in mezzotint by R. Tompson. His own
portrait was painted by Lely. He retained several
[talian painters in his service at the expense of
500 guineas a year, and spent his whole fortune in
consequence of his enthusiasm for painting.

Sir Joun GAwbIg, Bart. (1639 — 1708), the
second son of Sir William Gawdie of West Harl-
ing, Norfolk, was deaf and dumb, and entered him-
self as a pupil of Lely, as he intended to become a
professional portrait-painter. On the death, how-
ever, of his elder brother, he succeeded to the family
estate, when he continued the practice of his art
as an amusement. Evelyn refers to him in his
Diary under date September 7th, 1677, as follows :
“There din'd this day at my Lord’'s [the Earl
of Arlington’s] one Sir John Gaudy, a very hand-
some person, but quite dumb, yet very intelligent
by signs, and a very fine painter: he was so civil
and well bred as it was not possible to discerne
any imperfection in him. His lady and children
were also there, and he was at church in the
morning with us.”

The ELEcTrREss Sorura and her sister the
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Princess Louise were taught painting by Gerard
Honthorst (1592—1660), the favourite painter of
their mother, the Queen of Bohemia. A portrait
by Sophia of her son (afterwards George I.) as
Cupid was sent to the Manchester Art Treasures
Exhibition (244). There are several portraits by
the Princess Louise at Combe Abbey, the seat of
the Earl of Craven.

Mary More painted for her amusement por-
traits of herself and husband. She presented to
the Bodleian a portrait which is said to be intended
for Sir Thomas More, but is probably a copy from
one of Cromwell, Earl of Essex. Robert White-
hall wrote verses to her in 1674, on her presenta-
tion of this supposed picture of Sir Thomas More.

ANNE KILLIGREW (1660—1685), daughter of Dr.
Henry Killigrew, master of the Savoy, and Maid-
of-Honour to Mary of Modena, Duchess of York,
was a bright and pure spirit in a corrupt court.
The crabbed Anthony Wood was warmed into
enthusiasm by the consideration of her accomplish-
ments. He calls her “a grace for beauty and a
muse for wit,” and adds, “ there is nothing spoken
of her, which she was not equal to, if not superior.”
Dryden, in the ode referred to at the head of this
chapter, becomes enthusiastic on her portraits of
the king and queen:

‘“T'he scene then chang’d, with bold, erected look
Our martial king the sight with reverence strook ;
For not content to express his outward part,

Her hand call'd out the image of his heart ;

His warlike mind, his soul devoid of fear,

His high designing thoughts were figur'd there,
As when by magic ghosts are made appear.

Our pheenix queen was portray’d, too, so bright,
Beauty alone could beauty take so right :

Her dress, her shape, her matchless grace,

Were all observ’d as well as heavenly face.
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With such a peerless majesty she stands,

As in that day she took the crown from sacred hands ;
Before a train of heroines was seen,

In beauty foremost, as in rank, the queen.”

These are said to be James Il. and his queen,
but if so Mistress Killigrew must have painted
them when they were Duke and Duchess of York.

Jervas, the painter, instru¢ted PorE to draw and
paint. The poet presented Mr. Murray (after-
wards Lord Mansfield) with a head of Betterton,
which is now at Caen Wood. It was ¢opied from
Kneller's portrait, now in the National Portrait
Gallery. Pork also copied from Vandyck a head
of the Earl of Strafford, thought to have some
merit. He painted a fan for Martha Blount, which
Reynolds is said to have bought and lost. Writing
to Gay in 1713 he says: “ I have thrown away
three Swifts, each of which was once my vanity,
two Lady Bridgewaters, a Duchess of Montague,
half-a-dozen Earls, and a Knight of the Garter.”
This shows, at least, that he was industrious. Peter
Tillemans was engaged in painting a landscape for
Lord Radnor into which Pope, by stealth, inserted
some strokes which the prudent painter did not
appear to observe. The poet was no little proud
of this circumstance.

Lapy Dorotuy Savirk, daughter of William,
Marquis of Halifax, and granddaughter of the
great “ Trimmer,” married the architet Earl of
Burlington in 1721, and she appears to have
thoroughly sympathized with her husband’s love
for the fine arts. She drew in crayons, and was
said to be very successful in catching likenesses.

A portrait of the Princess Amelia (second
daughter of George I1.), in hunting costume, by
L.ady Burlington, was shown at the Guelph Ex-
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hibition. The picture is signed “ D. Burlington,”
and the painter wrote under the portrait :

‘“ Let others seek the Royal Maid to prize,
See what Emilia is in Saville’s eyes.”

Another of Lady Burlington’s works has a
pathetic interest. It was a portrait of her daughter,
Lady Dorothy Boyle, who married George, Earl of
FEuston, a man of the most odious character. She
died in 1742, from the effeéts of her husband’s bru-
tality, and her mother distributed to the friends of
the family copies of the portrait of her, now in pos-
session of the Duke of Devonshire, with the follow-
ing inscription, said to have been written by Pope:

“ Lapy Dorotay BovLE,
“Born May the 14th, 1724.

“She was the comfort and joy of her parents, the
delight of all who knew her angelick temper, and
the admiration of all who saw her beauty. She
was married Oc¢tober the 10th, 1741, and delivered
(by death) from misery,

“ May the 2nd, 1742.
This print was taken from a picture drawn by
memory seven weeks after her death by her most
affeCtionate mother,
“DorotHy BURLINGTON.”

Another accomplishment of Lady Burlington
appears to have been the cutting of figures in paper,
respecting which Pope was mildly satirical :

¢ Pallas grew vapourish once, and odd,
She would not do the least right thing,
Either for goddess or for god,
Nor work, nor play, nor paint, nor sing.
* * - * *
Pallas, you give yourself strange airs,
But sure you'll find it hard to spoil
The sense and taste of one that bears
The name of Saville and of Boyle.”
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Mprs. Hoabiy, the first wife of Bishop Hoadly,
was, as Sarah Curtis, a pupil of Mary Beale and
a painter of portraits by profession. When she
married she continued to paint for amusement.
Among her sitters were Whiston, Burnet, and her
husband. The portrait of the bishop, supposed to
have been touched upon by Hogarth, is in the
National Portrait Gallery. Another portrait is in
the archbishop’s dining-room at Lambeth Palace.

James FErGusox the astronomer (1710—1776)
followed the profession of portrait- painting for
twenty-six years, and does not rightly come under
the designation of an amateur, but as he subse-
quently took to other and very different pursuits,
perhaps the classification may be allowed to stand.

Fraxcis Binpox (died 1765), a native of Ireland,
is styled in the catalogue of the National Portrait
Gallery (where there is a poor portrait by him of
Archbishop Boulter) an amateur, but he appears
to have been paid for some at least of his portraits.
He painted the portrait of the Duke of Dorset,
lord-lieutenant in 1734, and, in the following year,
a full-length of Swift, with “ Halfpenny” Wood
writhing in agony at his feet. Another full-length
of Swift was painted by him in 1738 for the
Chapter of St. Patrick’s, and he received £36 16s.
for the picture.

Tue Rev. James WiLts (died 1777) was for
many years curate, and afterwards Vicar of Canons,
Middlesex. He contributed pictures to the Society
of Artists exhibitions, and for a short time he was
Chaplain of the Society, with a salary of £30 a
year. His large painting, entitled “Suffer little
children to come unto Me,” he presented to the
Foundling Hospital. Some of his portraits have
been engraved.

Tuoe Rev. Wituiam Masox, the biographer of
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Gray, and the friend of Horace Walpole, possessed
a considerable taste for art, and painted portraits
of some of his friends.

Miss Frances REvNoLDs, the youngest surviving
sister of Sir Joshua, and his housekeeper, painted
miniatures, and found much pleasure in copying
her brother’s pictures. In 1758 Dr. Johnson wrote,
“Miss is much employed in miniatures,” and
twenty-five years later (1783) he said : “1 sat for
my picture, a three-quarter painted in oil, to Miss
Reynolds, perhaps for the tenth time, and I sat for
near three hours with the patience of mortal born
to bear. At last she declared it finished, and
seems to think it fine.” The patient himself told
her it was “ Johnson’s grimly ghost.” Goldsmith
offended the artist by telling her that she loved
pictures better than she understood them. North-
cote affirmed that “ nothing made Sir Joshua so
mad as Miss Reynolds’s portraits, which were an
exact imitation of all his defe¢ts. Indeed, she was
obliged to keep them out of his way. He said
(jestingly) they made everyone else laugh and him
cry!”

MRrs. Mary DeLaNy (1700—1788), whose auto-
biography is most interesting reading, was a very
accomplished woman, and she copied very cleverly
many portraits in oil. Besides these she painted
some originals, which are said to be good; one
of these was of the famous Duchess of Queens-
berry—Gay’s duchess.

Lapy Diana BeaUcLERK (1734—1808) is well-
known as an amateur artist, for the reception of
whose drawings Horace Walpole built a closet at
Strawberry Hill. She made a drawing of her two
daughters as “ L’Allegro” and ‘Il Penseroso,”
which was engraved by Bartolozzi.

Tue Hon. ANNE SevMour DawsoN DamEr
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(1748—1828), widow of the worthless Hon. John
Damer, daughter of Marshal Conway and cousin
of Horace Walpole, who was well known as an
amateur sculptor, was a proficient with the brush
as well as with the chisel. At Panshanger there is
a picture painted by her representing witches round
a cauldron, which contains portraits of Lady Mel-
bourne, wife of the first Viscount, the beautiful
Duchess of Devonshire, and herself.

Marcarer, Countess oF Lucan, was a clever
copyist of the early miniaturists—Hoskins, Oliver,
and Cooper,—and also painted some good originals.
Walpole praised her highly, which caused Dr.
Wolcot to address him thus:

“Do not to Lady Lucan pay such court,
Her wisdom will not surely thank thee for't ;
Ah'! don’t endeavour thus to dupe her

By swearing that she equals Cooper.”

Lapvy BevL, sister of William Hamilton, R.A.,
and wife of Sir Thomas Bell, Sheriff of London,
was a clever amateur. She was instructed by her
brother, and had some assistance from Sir Joshua
Reynolds. She made some good copies of oil
paintings, one of them being ““ A Holy Family,” by
Rubens, and exhibited two busts at the Royal
Academy in 1819. Her portrait of her husband
has been engraved.

WirLian Hazorrr, the essayist (1778—1830),
commenced life as an artist, and in 1802 exhibited
at the Royal Academy a portrait of his father.
He abandoned art for literature, and the portrait
of Lamb as a Venetian senator, now at the National
Portrait Gallery, was his last attempt. Crabb
Robinson refers to this picture in his Diary, vol. i.,
p. 368 : “ Hazlitt had in vain striven to become a
painter. He had obtained the patronage of Clark-
son, who said he had heard Hazlitt was more able
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to paint like Titian than any living painter ; some-
one had said that this portrait of LLamb had a
Titianesque airabout it. And certainly this is the
only painting by Hazlitt I have ever seen with
pleasure.” * Titianesque ” is about the last expres-
sion anyone would be likely now to use in con-
netion with this pi¢ture. It once belonged to
Coleridge, and afterwards to Mr. J. Gillman.
Hazlitt also painted portraits of Hartley Coleridge
and Wordsworth, the latter being destroyed as
unsatisfactory.

The last amateur portrait-painter to be men-
tioned is Joun Tromas Woobnousg, M.D., a senior
Fellow of Caius College, Cambridge, who died at
his college on March 20oth, 1845, at the age of
sixty-five years. He painted the portraits of his
many friends and distinguished contemporaries,
and 1s said to have excelled in his art.



CHAPTER VL

PORTRAIT EXHIBITIONS

“\We never read of the actions of any distinguished individual
without feeling a desire to see a resemblance of his person. We
often imagine that we can trace the character of the man in the
expression of his countenance; and we retain a more correct
recollection of his actions by keeping in our minds a lively
impression of his general appearance.”— Preface to the Historical
Catalogue of Portraits, 1820 (British Institution).

It was not until the second half of the eighteenth
century that picture exhibitions became popular,
and the first public exhibition was opened under
the auspices of the Society of Arts in the year 1760.
There were here shown 130 works in all, and
among these were four portraits by Reynolds, three
by B. Wilson, three by Highmore, and four portraits
in crayons by Cotes. Hayman sent his portrait of
Garrick as Richard III., Cosway his of Shipley,
and Pine his of Mrs. Pritchard as Hermione.
There was no charge for admission, but the cata-
logue* was sold for 6.

There was a division among the artists after the
exhibition of 1760. One party continued to ex-
hibit for a year or two at the Society of Arts, and
the others went to Spring Gardens. Out of this

1 “A Catalogue of the Pictures, Sculptures, Models, Drawings,
Prints, &c., of the present Artists, exhibited at the Great Room
of the Society for the Encouragement of Arts, Manufactures and
Commerce, on the 21st of April, 1760.”

1
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feud grew the Royal Academy, which was insti-
tuted in 1768.

The first attempt in England to get together a
collettion of National Portraits for exhibition was
in 1820, when 183 fine portraits were exhibited at
the British Institution.'

The interesting portrait of Sir Nathaniel Bacon,
already referred to (see p. 103), was lent to this
exhibition ; Mr. William Baker lent the valuable
series of Kit Cat Club portraits by Kneller, but
the authorities of the British Institution, oddly
enough, seem to have thought it necessary to
make an excuse for their appearance: * These
portraits . . . are not offered to the public as the
highest specimens of the art of painting, but we
could not omit the best representation we could
find of these men of genius and good breeding.”

In 1846 a second attempt was made by the
British Institution, when 215 portraits were ex-
hibited, but these were not exclusively English.?

As early as 1813 the Governors of the Institution
formed an exhibition of 143 pictures by Sir Joshua
Reynolds, and in the following year they opened
an exhibition of pitures by Hogarth, Richard
Wilson, Gainsborough, and Zoffany. In 1823
sixty-four pi¢tures by Reynolds were exhibited ;
and in 1830 ninety-one pictures by Sir Thomas
Lawrence. In 1833 a selection of the works of
Sir Joshua Reynolds, Benjamin West, and Sir
Thomas Lawrence—*the three last presidents of
the Royal Academy”—was exhibited. There
were here fifty pictures by Reynolds, fifty-one by

! “An Historical Catalogue of Portraits representing dis-
tinguished Persons in the History and Literature of the United
Kingdom. London: W. Bulmer and W. Nicol, 1820.”

* “Catalogue of Portraits of Illustrious and Eminent Persons
in History, Literature, and Art. 1846.”
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West, and forty-three by Lawrence. In 1842 a
colleétion of the works of Sir David Wilkie was
exhibited at the British Institution, and in 1843
another selection of sixty pictures by Reynolds.

The Great Exhibition of 1851 was essentially
industrial, and no pictures were exhibited there.

In 1854 there was some talk of an exhibition of
Scottish historical portraits, but the scheme then
came to naught, except that it has been the cause
of our possessing a racy exposition of Carlyle’s
views on the subject. In his letter to David Laing
he wrote :

“First of all, then, I have to tell you, as a fa¢t
of personal experience, that in all my poor historical
investigations it has been, and always is, one of
the most primary wants to procure a bodily likeness
of the person inquired after ; a good por#razt if such
exists; failing that, even an indifferent if sincerc
one. In short, any representation made by a faithful
human creature, of that face and figure which /e saw
with his eyes, and which 1 can never see with mine,
is now valuable to me, and much better than none
at all. This, which is my own deep experience, I
believe to be in a deeper or less deep degree, the
universal one; and that every student and reader
of history, who strives earnestly to conceive for
himself what manner of fa¢t and man this or the
other vague historical name can have been, will, as
the first and direétest indication of all, search
eagerly for a portrait, for all the reasonable portraits
there are, and never rest till he have made out, if
possible, what a man’s natural face was like. Often
I have found a portrait superior in real instruction
to half-a-dozen written biographies, as biographies
are written,—or rather let me say, I have found
that the portrait was as a small lighted candle by
which the biographies could for the first time be
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read, and some human interpretation be made of
them.”

Carlyle went on to say that in the great picture
galleries he has found “ Flayings of Bartholomew,
Flayings of Marsyas, Rapes of the Sabines,” but
few, if any, portraits of the great ones of the earth;
he then pointed out how an exhibition of historical
portraits should be selected, and laid special stress
on the value of the catalogue which should give
not only the essence of the subjet’s history, con-
densed to the very utmost, but also the history of
the picture as far as known.

Carlyle was wrong in one statement he made:
“ Scotland, unlike some other countries, Zas a
history of a very readable nature, and has never
published even an engraved series of national
portraits "—for John Pinkerton published in 1795
an “Iconographia Scotica,” and, in 1799, a ““ Scottish
Gallery of Portraits.”

At the Art Treasures Exhibition, held in Man-
chester in 1857, a strenuous effort was made to
form a satisfactory collection of British Portraits,
and the work was placed in the competent hands
of the late Mr. Peter Cunningham. He claimed
that “anything like so large and important series”
had “never before been brought together.” “Atno
no time” had “so many Vandycks been under one
roof.” “Edge Hill and Naseby did not see so
many Cavaliers and Roundheads of note in real
buff and armour as are here assembled upon canvas.
Windsor and Hampton Court cannot vie with the
Lely and Kneller beauties of the Restoration that
smile (in the central hall of the Manchester Ex-
hibition) upon the heroes of the Civil War.”
Cunningham explained the plan upon which he
worked thus: “In colleting and arranging a
portrait gallery of persons distinguished in British
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history, or British biography, I have sought as-
siduously to obtain specimens of every class of
worthies (in Fuller’s large acceptation of the term):
to call the illustrious or infamous dead before the
spectator in their habits as they lived, to group
them in chronological order, and bring friends
together on canvas upon one wall, who have long
ceased to sit together in the flesh in the same room.”

In this portrait gallery there were 386 pictures
in all, and all the great portrait-painters were
represented. Besides these there was a collection
of minjatures and enamels lent by the Duke of
Portland, the Duke of Buccleuch, and others.

An Exhibition of Pittures, Drawings, Sketches,
etc., of John James Chalon, R.A., and Alfred
Edward Chalon, R.A., was arranged by the Society
of Arts in 18535.

About this period there were several exhibitions
of miniatures. The Society of Arts formed a col-
lection of the works of Sir William Ross in 1860.
Two fine exhibitions of historical miniatures were
held in the South Kensington Museum in 1862
and 1865. The International Exhibition of 1862
had no special collection of portraits, but there
were many among the pictures in the British divi-
sion by Hogarth, Reynolds, Gainsborough, Copley,
Raeburn, Lawrence, Shee, Boxall, etc. There
were also portraits among the water-colours.

In 1865 the Earl of Derby made the excellent
suggestion that a series of loan exhibitions of
National Portraits should be held. In his letter,
dated 6th May, he wrote: “I have long thought
that a National Portrait Exhibition, chronologically
arranged, might not only possess great historical,
interest by bringing together portraits of all the
most eminent contemporaries of their respective
eras, but might also serve to illustrate the progress



118 HISTORICAL PORTRAITS

and condition, at various periods, of British Art. My
idea, therefore, would be to admit either portraits
of eminent men, though by inferior or unknown
artists, or portraits by eminent artists, though of
obscure or unknown individuals. I have, of course,
no means of knowing, or estimating, the number
of such portraits which may exist in the country;
but I am persuaded that, exclusive of the large
collections in many great houses, there are very
many scattered about by ones and twos and threes
in private families, the owners of which, though
they could not be persuaded to part with them,
would willingly spare them for a few months for a
public obje¢t.” This proposal met with the
approval of the Lords of the Committee of
Council on Education, with the result that three
exhibitions were held in successive years with
great success. In 1866 were exhibited portraits
from 1152 to the end of the reign of James II.; in
1867 from the reign of William and Mary to
1800; and in 1868 from 1800 to 1867, and a
supplement of earlier portraits was included in this
the last exhibition. 1,030 portraits were exhibited
in 1866, 866 in 1867, and 946 in 1868, or no less
than 2,842 portraits or portrait groups in the
three years.

These exhibitions were of the greatest interest
and value, and revealed to visitors the great artistic
riches of the country. Never before had been seen
such a colletion of fine portraits, and the reputa-
tion of many portrait-painters, almost forgotten,
were revived. The catalogues of these exhibitions
are most valuable as an indication of the posses-
sors of these portraits. They must, however, be
used with care because the compilers were not
authorized to dispute the ascription of the lenders.
The critics were not so considerate, and several of
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the portraits were proved to be wrongly named,
and attributed to painters who had nothing to do
with painting them. This was especially the case
in respect to Holbein, to whom were attributed
portraits painted after his death.

It is not necessary here to refer specially to the
various false ascriptions, but two instances may be
given. In the 1866 exhibition, a picture repre-
senting a party of musicians was styled “The
Cabal Ministry” (No. 9o6), and in the 1867
exhibition a party of Dutchmen was described
as ‘“Members of the Kit Cat Club” (No.
145).

A generation has passed since these exhibitions
were held, and it would be a great public benefit
if a new series could be arranged within the next
few years.

In 1868 an interesting Exhibition of Local
Portraits was held at Glasgow, the catalogue of
which, compiled by Mr. Charles Heath Wilson,
has been described as “a valuable summary of
Glasgow family history.”

In 1869 a very interesting Exhibition was
held at Leeds. A fine colletion of miniatures
was shown, and there were some portraits among
the pictures of British painters; buta new departure
was made by the collection of 281 painted portraits
of Yorkshire worthies. The catalogue was pre-
fixed by an extract from a sermon preached by
Dr. George Hickes in 1682, where he says, “ God
hath pleased to make it [the county] the birthplace
and nursery of many great men.” Among the
distinguished Englishmen who were natives of
Yorkshire are Sir Henry Savile, John Wycliffe,
John Gower, General Lambert, Dr. George
Hickes, Roger Gale, Andrew Marvell, Dr. Rad-
cliffe, Captain Cook, Dr. Priestley, Dr. Fothergill,
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Dr. Paley, Flaxman, Jesse Ramsden, James
Montgomery, John Jackson, R.A., William Wilber-
force, the two Scoresbys, etc. The portraits of
Archbishops of York were also included in the
series.

In 1870 the Royal Academy commenced the
annual series of exhibitions of old masters, held in
the winter, in which exhibitions a considerable
number of important historical portraits have been
shown. A general index to the catalogues of the
exhibition from 1870 to 1879 shows that during
that period the following numbers of paintings by
the great portrait-painters were exhibited : Rey-
nolds, 175; Vandyck, 126; Gainsborough, 103;
Romney, 46 ;' Raeburn, 29 (twelve of these were
exhibited in 1877); Hogarth, 27; Lawrence, 14;
Opie, 14; Zoffany, 12; and Hoppner, 9.

Of special exhibitions the works of Charles
Robert Leslie, R.A., and Clarkson Stanfield, R.A.,
were shown in 1870, and in 1874 the whole exhi-
bition was devoted to the works of Sir Edwin
Landseer, R.A., and among the 532 articles there
were several portraits. In 1875 there was a
selection of the works of Sir A. W, Callcott and
D. Maclise, and in 1880 a colletion of the works
of Holbein and his school were exhibited.

In 1896-97 a choice selection of Lord Leighton’s
works were exhibited, among which were a few
portraits, and this year the winter exhibition is
to be entirely devoted to the works of Sir John
Everett Millais, late President of the Royal
Academy.

' Romney refused to send any of his works to the Royal
Academy, and Mr. Walter Armstrong in his life of the painter
in the “ Dictionary of National Biography,” says, “ no picture of
Romney’s was seen on the academy walls till 1871, sixty-nine
years after his death.”
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An exhibition of the works of Sir Henry Raeburn,
R.A. was, in October and November 1876, held
in the Edinburgh National Gallery, and attracted
much attention. R. L. Stevenson was one of
those who sang its praises. “Lords and Ladies,”
he wrote, “soldiers and doctors, hanging judges
and heretical divines, a whole generation of good
society was resuscitated; and the Scotchman of
to-day walked about among the Scotchmen of two
generations ago. The moment was well chosen,
neither too late nor too early. The people who
sat for these pitures are not yet ancestors, they
are still relations.” He adds, “I hear a story of a
lady who returned the other day to Edinburgh
after an absence of sixty years: ‘I could see none
of my old friends,” she said, ‘until I went into the
Raeburn Gallery, and found them all there.””!

The great men of the end of the last and the first
quarter of the present century, who were the
glories of the “Modern Athens,” lived again in
the canvases of one of Scotland’s greatest painters.
On the walls of the Royal Scottish Academy were
seen the faithful portraiture of Hugh Blair, Prin-
cipal Robertson, John Playfair, Sir Walter Scott,
Francis Jeffrey, Henry Cockburn, Francis Horner,
Sir David Brewster, Archibald Constable, and
many others of more or less fame.

Some of Raeburn’s miniatures were included in
this exhibition.

In 1882 an interesting Worcestershire Exhibi-
tion was held at the county town or rather city of
Worcester. Here was one of the most perfect
local collections that had been got together since
that at the famous Leeds Exhibition in 1869. A
fine series of portraits of Worcestershire worthies

! “Virginibus Puerisque,” 1887, p. 206.
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was hung on the walls, and a leading feature of the
exhibition was an extensive and valuable colleétion
of portraits of the Bishops of Worcester arranged
in chronological order.

The Grosvenor Gallery, in New Bond Street,
was opened in 1877, and soon afterwards winter
exhibitions were arranged, in addition to the
ordinary summer exhibitions. In the winter of
1881-2 a colle¢tion of 204 pittures by G. F.
Watts, R.A., was exhibited, and many of this
great painter’s portraits were included in the show.
In the following year there was an exhibition of
130 pictures by L. Alma Tadema, R.A, and
among these were several portraits.

In 1883-4 the winter exhibition was devoted
to the works of Sir Joshua Reynolds, which
numbered 209 paintings, and consisted of the
most famous and valued examples of the master.
Among the pictures were nine portraits of the
painter by himself. It is known that he painted
at least eighteen portraits of himself, and it is pro-
bable that he painted more. This was the largest
collection of Reynolds's works gathered into one
gallery, and it was of great interest from many
points of view. Many of the pictures were in a
fine state of preservation, but others had faded,
and one piture at least was a perfect wreck.

In the following year a fine collection of 216
pictures by Gainsborough were exhibited, which
consisted of landscapes as well as portraits. The
Duke of Westminster's beautiful ** Blue Boy ” was
here, as well as a large number of the painter’s
finest works.

In 1886 Sir Coutts Lindsay and the Directors
of the Grosvenor Gallery formed an exhibition of
Sir John Millais’ works, containing all his finest
portraits painted up to that date. Here was
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the beautiful “ Hearts are Trumps” (the three
Misses Armstrong), which emulates the charm of
Reynolds’s grand Waldegrave picture (Horace
Walpole’s three grand nieces).

In 1887 this grand series of exhibitions of our
great portrait-painters was completed by a selec-
tion of the works of Vandyck.

In 1888 a Century of British Art, 1737 to 1837,
was seen at the Grosvenor Gallery, and a second
series of the same in 1889. Many portraits were
included in these exhibitions.

In 1889 the splendid series of historical exhibi-
tions was commenced at the New Gallery with
that of the Royal House of Stuart, which was suc-
ceeded in 1890 by the Royal House of Tudor,
and in 1891 by the Royal House of Guelph—
George I. to William IV. In 1892 the series was
completed by a Victorian exhibition devoted to
the history of fifty years of the Queen’s reign.
Although these exhibitions did not consist entirely
of portraits, they formed an important division of
the whole, numbering 214 portraits in the Stuart,
490 in the Tudor, 355 in the Guelph, and 340 in
the Victorian (without counting drawings). These
numbers are exclusive of miniatures, which were
also numerous. In the present year an exhibition
of the pictures of George Frederick Watts, R.A.,
has filled the New Gallery, and a representative
collection of his fine portraits was shown.

In 1890 the highly successful Military Exhibition
was held at Chelsea Hospital, but there were here
only a few portraits. In the following year, in the
gardens of the same place, was held the Royal
Naval Exhibition, where was shown a very valu-
able collettion of portraits of naval officers, in-
cluding ‘the set of admirals from Greenwich.

In 1894 two charming exhibitions of portraits of
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“ Fair Women” (foreign as well as English) were
held at the Grafton Galleries. Holbein, Mytens,
Lucas de Heere, Moro, Vandyck, Van Somer,
Lely, Kneller, Hogarth, Allan Ramsay, Cosway,
Reynolds, Gainsborough, Romney, Hoppner,
Lawrence, Shee, Harlow, Watts, Millais, Herko-
mer, W. B. Richmond, and many more were repre-
sented. With respet to the title, the directors
appear to have felt some doubts as to its entire
appropriateness, for they wrote: ‘“ As there are
included certain pictures of women possibly more
celebrated for their historical interest, their influ-
ence or their wit, than for their beauty, some excep-
tion has been taken to the title of the exhibition.
The directors, however, do not know of any fixed
standard by which such pictures can be judged, and
further, they believe that in the eyes of some one
person, at least, almost every woman has been
considered fair.”

In 1895 an exhibition of “Fair Children” was
held at the Grafton Galleries, and here such
celebrated portrait-painters as Vandyck, Kneller,
Hudson, John Wootton, Singleton, Reynolds,
Gainsborough, Hoppner, Lawrence, Northcote,
Raeburn, Zoffany, Opie, Millais, Watts, Sant, W.
B. Richmond, and others were represented. In
the preface of the catalogue we find another excuse :
“As to the title, the diretors have after much
discussion and many suggestions decided on using
the same epithet as last year, and calling the ex-
hibition ‘Fair Children.” If they were right in
thinking that every woman has at least oze ad-
mirer, they feel they are doubly justified in the
present case, as it is obvious that no child has
been without #zwo. They had almost written /e,
but they cannot help feeling doubt as whether the
inevitable laudation on the part of the nurse is in






CHAPTER VIIL
PORTRAIT COLLECTIONS

It has always struck me that historical portrait galleries far
transcend in worth all other kinds of national collections of
pictures whatever ; that in fact they ought to exist (for many
reasons of all degrees of weight) in every country as among the
most popular and cherished national possessions : and it is not
a joyful reflection, but an extremely mournful one, that in no
country is there at present such a thing to be found. What
Louis-Philippe may have colleéted, in the way of French his-
torical portraits, at Versailles I did not see: if worth much
(which I hear it is not) it might have proved the best memorial
left by him, one day. Chancellor Clarendon made a brave
attempt in that kind for England ; but his house and gallery fell
all asunder, in a sad way ; and as yet there has been no second
attempt that I can hear of. As matters stand, historical por-
traits abound in England ; but where they are, where any in-
dividual of them is, no man knows or can discover except by
groping and hunting (underground as it were, and like the
mole !) in an almost desperate manner: even among the intelli-
gent and learned among your acquaintance, you inquire to no
purpose.”—CARLYLE, /rojecl of a National Exhibition of Scottish
Portraits, Letrer to David Laing, 1854. (“Critical and Mis-
cellaneous Essays,” 1872, vol. vil,, p. 129-137.)

GEORGE _VILLIERS, Ist Duke of Buckingham,
formed a collection of pictures, among which were
many portraits. These, however, were sold gradu-
ally by the second duke, as he required money, and
many of them came into the possession of Sir
Peter Lely, who was the owner of a large number
of valuable portraits by Vandyck and others.

The first real attempt, however, to form a
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national colleCtion of portraits was that made by
the great Earl of Clarendon, whose taste through
life was for the society of eminent men. He used
to say *“that he never was so proud or thought
himself so good a man as when he was the worst
man in the company ;” and further, that he “never
knew a man arrive at any degree of reputation in
the world who made choice or delighted in the
company or conversation of those who in their
qualities were inferior, or in their parts not much
superior to himself.” The same taste guided
Clarendon in the selection of his portrait gallery,
and he was careful to obtain good portraits of
great men, even if they were not also fine pittures.
Evelyn helped him with suggestions, and in 1667
he sent a list of celebrities arranged under the
three heads of “ Learned, Politicians, Souldiers.”
Rather later, when Clarendon had fled the country,
Evelyn wrote in his Diary, “I dined with my
Lord Cornbury at Clarendon House, now bravely
furnish’d, especially with the pictures of most of
our ancient and modern witts, poets, philosophers,
famous and learned Englishmen : which colleétion
of the Chancellor’s I much commended and gave
his Lordship a Catalogue of more to be added.”

The second Lord Dartmouth and first earl of
that title (1672—1750) accused Clarendon of sharp
practice in obtaining his portraits, but little weight
is due to this lord’s opinion, for, as Hallam says of
him, he was *one whom splenetic humour makes
no good witness against any one.”

On the demolition of Clarendon House the
pictures were removed to the family residence in
Oxfordshire—Cornbury House. Lord Cornbury
succeeded to the title and property of his father,
but his extravagance involved him in difficulties.
Executions were put in his house, and several of
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the portraits were sacrificed to the creditors. The
others were saved by an arrangement between
Henry, Earl of Clarendon, and his brother Laur-
ence, Earl of Rochester, by which Cornbury be-
came the property of the latter during the lifetime
of the elder brother.

Henry, 4th Earl of Clarendon, was even more
of a spendthrift than the second earl, and again the
portraits were in danger of dispersion. To prevent
this calamity the property was transferred by the
earl to his son, Lord Hyde, who wished to retain
the portraits as heirlooms. Subsequently, the
Duchess of Queensberry, daughter of the earl,
disputed the will and deed poll, and was so far
successful that the portraits were divided between
the duchess and the representatives of another
daughter, who had married the Earl of Essex.
The Duchess’s half went to Lord Douglas, and
are now at Bothwell Castle, while the other half
are in the possession of the Earl of Clarendon at
“ The Grove,” Watford.

About the middle of the last century a younger
son of William Villiers, 2nd Earl of Jersey, married
a daughter of the Earl of Essex, whose countess
was heiress of the Hydes, and in 1776 he was
created Earl of Clarendon.

Such are the vicissitudes of the noble gallery of
national portraits, which is described by Lady
Theresa Lewis in a charming book, entitled
“ Friends and Contemporaries of Lord Chancellor
Clarendon,” 1852 (3 vols.).

It was not until the second half of the present
century had commenced that the Nation awoke to
the necessity of colleCting the portraits of its great
men. In March, 1856, the late Earl Stanhope
made a motion in the House of Lords for the
foundation of a National Portrait Gallery. Pre-
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viously, that is, on February 27th, after giving
notice of motion, he wrote to the late. Prince
Consort, requesting his support in these words :
“It seems to me that if a space were at once
obtained a yearly grant of £500 in the estimates
would suffice for purchases, and that the seletion
might be most properly confided to the present
Fine Art Commissioners or any new commission
over which your Royal Highness might be pre-
vailed on to preside.” The prince at once cordially
concurred in Lord Stanhope’s scheme.

It would appear, from an extract from a letter
written by Sir Charles Eastlake to Lord Stanhope
in January, 1856, which is printed in the catalogue
of the National Portrait Gallery (1888), that the
original suggestion came from the then President
of the Royal Academy. Sir Charles Eastlake
wrote : “ I cannot help wishing that a gallery could
be formed exclusively for authentic likenesses of
celebrated individuals, not necessarily with refer-
ence to the merits of the works of art. [ believe
that an extensive gallery of portraits, with cata-
logues containing good and short biographical
notices, would be useful in many ways, and especi-
ally as a not unimportant element of education.”

In the debate in the House of Lords on March
4th, 1856, Lord Ellenborough expressed a hope
that “the management [would] studiously and
carefully endeavour to secure the exclusion of all
unworthy persons.” This appears to be a very
mistaken view, and one which, happily, has not
been adopted. What a strange history of England
that would be in which all account of “ unworthy
persons” was omitted.

The first purchase made by the trustees was a
portrait of Sir Walter Raleigh, in March, 1857,
the earliest donation having been the celebrated

K
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Chandos Shakespeare, presented by the Earl of
Ellesmere. Temporary apartments for the recep-
tion of the piftures were provided at 29, Great
George Street, Westminster, and the day of open-
ing for the public was the r5th of January, 1859.

In 1869, when the portraits amounted to 288,
the collection was removed to the long building at
South Kensington, which, during the great exhibi-
tion of 1862, had formed the southern boundary of
the Horticultural Gardens. In this provisional
building the gallery remained till the autumn of
1885. In 1882 the accessions from Serjeant’s Inn
and the British Museum were united with the
rest of the pictures in chronological order.

A small fire in the Inventions Exhibition caused
considerable alarm for the safety of the portraits,
and their temporary removal to the Bethnal Green
Museum was decided upon. There they remained
till 1895, when they were removed to the new
gallery in St. Martin’s Place, presented by Mr.
W. H. Alexander, which was opened April, 1896.

Several portraits were obtained during the ten
years the colletion remained at Bethnal Green,
and these were temporarily housed in the lower
rooms at the National Gallery in Trafalgar Square,
or in the temporary offices at 20, Great George
Street.

The new gallery is not very satisfatory, as the
light in some of the rooms is quite insufficient, and
the amount of space is inadequate for the proper
housing of the collection, so that we have the
authority of the director for saying that it is diffi-
cult to find room for some of the most recent addi-
tions. In spite, however, of the defe(ts of the new
building, the Nation may well be proud of the col-
lection, which forms one of the most instruétive and
interesting exhibitions in the country.
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It is a remarkable circumstance that in the forty
years of its existence so large a colletion of im-
portant pictures should have been brought together
by purchase and donation.

The gallery was fortunate in having for its guiding
spirit from the first foundation so thoroughly com-
petent an expert as Sir George Scharf, whose
previous life had been a preparation for making
him an ideal head of such an institution. It must
ever be a source of regret that his life was not
spared to see the collection in which he took so
great a pride housed in its new gallery. It is
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