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Foreword

There are many ways to write a book on British painting
nowadays. Scholars have approached the subject from angles
economic, social, political, and feminist, among many; and
there has been much to say from each point of view. But there
has been a tendency for writers of different interests to con-
centrate on different parts of the story. Feminists have found
the Victorian period particularly rewarding; socio-economists
have explored the landscape painting of the Romantic period;
political philosophers have found the Augustan Age a rich
seam. If a survey like this one is to incorporate the insights of
so many recent researchers, its perspective will tend to shift
markedly from period to period. It may also, perhaps, lose sight
of the paintings themselves as works of art, rather than as
documents of their time. This account, then, is an aesthetic
history rather than a social or political one, though it aims to
place artists and works in their broad historical context.

We are now able to view the 20th century in deeper
historical perspective. Stanley Spencer, until recently regarded
as a quirky Academician, is now recognized as a major figure
of his time, and artists of many different traditions can be
similarly reassessed as having contributed in their own ways
to the aesthetic and social texture of a complicated period.
Throughout, some of the decisions as to whom to include and
whom to leave out have been subjective; but there is such a thing
as a generally recognized canon of critically important figures,
however loosely defined, and these, especially in an introduc-
tory survey, need to be in their places. If the book fails to do
justice to all the various emphases of recent interpretation, [
hope that it will at least provide a working overview of the
subject, and a stimulus for those readers with more specific
interests, whether aesthetic or social, to make further enquiry.

The narrative has been conceived of as continuous, divided
into chapters which cover more or less defined historical
periods. These inevitably flow into one another, and some
major figures belong to more than one period. I have chosen to
group Crome with a discussion of the Picturesque because he
seems to me to spring from, and crown, that tradition; William
Blake is best understood in the context of history painting;
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jJust as Francis Bacon belongs in an important sense in the
context of post-war [Existentialism.

During almost the whole of the period covered by this
book, the cultural centre of the British Isles was London. It
was in London that artists from abroad usually settled, and in
London that the Royal Academy was established. Many
regional centres produced artists and art institutions — Dublin,
Cork, Edinburgh, Liverpool, Bristol, Norwich, to name only
some — but the English capital exercised a magnetic effect on
everyone, and few artists of importance failed to gravitate
there. ‘L.ondon’ theretore stood for Britain even at a time when,
say, lidinburgh was at its cultural zenith. The British School
was, in practical terms, based in London, and most British
artists — as well as many who came from abroad — thought of
themselves as English. I apply the two labels, as tar as possible,
to indicate real difterences, but make no apology for using them
interchangeably at times.

The term ‘painting” can be defined broadly or loosely. I have
chosen to concentrate on work in oil, but no history of the
visual arts in Britain can ignore watercolour, which played a
central role in the development of the Romantic vision in the
late 18th and early 19th centuries; and there have been some
important artists since who have made significant use of
the medium. Miniature, too, has been a vital expression of the
British sensibility; 1 have sketched its impressive origins in
the 16th and early 17th centuries, but have not attempted a
detailed survey of'its later development.

I referred above to ‘the British sensibility’, but do not want
that to be taken as prescriptive, or delimiting. In practice, there
are as many reasons for denying a unitying national aesthetic
as for identifying one, and much ink has been spilt on the
question whether such a thing exists. There are qualities in
British art that people, both indigenous and foreign, notice as
distinctively ‘of” these islands, and some of them — the love of
portraiture and landscape, for instance — have persisted over
centuries. Others, like a preference for the small-scale or the
linear, are more difficult to substantiate in practice. It is better,
perhaps, to proceed with no assumptions of this kind; but it can
be said with some certainty that British art, taken all together,
1s not quite like that of other countries, and has some special
qualities, not always obvious ones, that shine in any international
context and make the subject extraordinarily rewarding.
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Chapter 1

The Renaissance Princes: The Tudors
1500-1603

For most of the 15th century, England had been riven by the
squabbles of the Wars of the Roses. Only with the able adminis-
tration of the first of the Tudors, Henry VII, did the kingdom
achieve some degree of unity and stability. His son Henry VIII,
eighteen when he attained the crown in 1509, proceeded to make
his court one of the most splendid in Europe. He began as a
model Renaissance prince: scholar, poet, musician and swords-
man. His legendary meeting with the King of France, Frangois I,
at the Field of Cloth of Gold in 1520 identified him as the equal
of one of the most cultured of European kings, the builder of the
chiteaux of Fontainebleau and Chambord, patron of Leonardo
da Vinci and an army of Ttalian artists.

Henry too built extravagant palaces for himself, at
Whitehall, Hampton Court and Nonesuch, filling them with arte-
facts by skilled craftsmen from all over Europe. He employed the
[talian sculptor Pietro Torrigiano to create the effigy on his
father’s tomb in Westminster Abbey, and was lucky enough to
have one of Europe’s greatest artists, the German Hans Holbein
(1497/98-1543), toimmortalize him and his court in paint.

Holbein, born in Augsburg but established in Basel, belonged
to the international circle of humanist scholars and artists who
epitomize the northern Renaissance. He had been introduced to
Henry’s adviser Sir Thomas More by the Dutch scholar Erasmus,
who lived in England between 1509 and 1514. Holbein designed
illustrations to Erasmus’s most famous book, The Praise of Folly,
earning his commendation as ‘a wonderful artist, and executed
two grand allegorical processions, The Triumph of Wealth and
Triumph of Poverty(now lost), for the Hanseatic merchants’ London
headquarters, Steelyard Hall. These were in the florid Manner-
ist style of northern Europe, an ebullient variant of the new
[talian art with its classically inspired figures and architecture.

Shortly after Holbein’s arrival in London in 1526 More
commissioned from him a large portrait of himself surrounded
by his family. The picture no longer exists, but is recorded in
copies, and Holbein’s pen drawing of the composition survives.

[t treats all the individuals in the group on more or less equal
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2. Hans Holbein the younger,
preparatory drawing for Thomas
More and His Family, 1526

Sir Thomas More (1478-1535)
was a supporter of the new
humanism, and was greatly
admired by Erasmus, who
dedicated his book /n Praise of
Folly to him. More's neo-Platonic
political fantasy Utopia (1516)
became the model for many
subsequent visions of the

future of society. A superb
portrait by Holbein of More
alone is in the Frick Collection,
New York.

terms, setting them in what seems to be the caretully observed
interior of More’s house. With its grand scale and brilliant char-
acterization it initiates the genealogy of British portrait painting.

Holbein returned to Basel in 1528, and came back to London
in 1532 to find the country on the brink of radical change.
During the 1530s Henry inaugurated a cultural revolution more
far-reaching than anything since 1066. His assumption of con-
trol over the Church and suppression of the monastic orders that
had sustained it effectively destroyed the medieval civilization
the Tudors had inherited. Rich ecclesiastical and monastic
establishiments were emptied and in due course despoiled, icono-
clastic mobs tearing down Popish images, defacing sculptures
and obliterating wall-paintings. In England, the new Protestant
religion had little use tor visual representation. Henry recon-
structed the arts of his country as a system of propaganda for
himself as ‘Defender of the Faith’, a monarch occupying an impe-
rial throne. Painters would no longer depict the Virgin Mary
and the Christ Child: they would henceforth paint him and his
dynasty. His palaces embodied his power and wealth; his por-
traits showed him as king ‘in this world present the person of
God’. Portraiture, which had existed in the late 15th century and



under Henry VIl as a feeble provincial reflection of current prac-
tice in the Low Countries, was propelled into a central role.

That role was proclaimed in a huge picture that Holbein
created at Whitehall in about 1537, the supreme statement of
Tudor dynastic ambition. Wholly secular yet with a quasi-
theological message about the divine right of kings, it was a
symbolic portrait of Henry with his parents, Henry VII and
Elizabeth of York, and his third wife Jane Seymour, mother of
his son and heir. The figures stood like saints in an altarpiece,
against a richly decorated background of shell-headed niches
and pilasters ornamented with arabesques, linked by a frieze of
mermaids and mermen. Sumptuous carpets covered the floor at
their feet, and the ceiling was painted in trompe-l'oeil suggest-
ing a balustrade supported by writhing nude figures. This great
work was lost in the fire that destroyed all of Whitehall Palace
except the Banqueting Hall in 1698, but there survive copies, and
Holbein’s full-size working drawing for the figures of Henry VII
and Henry VIIT himself, four-square, arms akimbo, tremendous.

But Holbein's court portraits often strike a surprisingly
intimate note. The small head of the Ring that he painted in
about 1536 preserves the majesty of the man, but presents him as
a palpable human being. Like the Whitehall whole-length, it was
probably transferred to the panel from a caretul drawing. Many
such drawings have come down to us, so that we can follow
Holbein’s process of looking and understanding at close quar-
ters. An initial lead-point drawing on paper delicately washed
with pink colour is strengthened with a fine pen or chalk outline.
Coloured chalks are used to add flesh tints, golden hair or the
brown of a fur collar. The searching gaze, the intensely moulded
features are observed with dispassionate care. Holbein traced
the outline to transfer it to the panel on which the finished paint-
ing was to be executed. When he paints, his technique is of such
refinement that we forget the membrane of pigment by which the
illusion of actuality is achieved. Working in oils on wooden panels,
he followed a tradition that had been perfected in the Nether-
lands and Germany in the previous century. The use of canvas as
a support was beginning to come in, and he occasionally painted
in tempera on cloth, though no examples have survived.

The small likeness of Henry has the quality of a miniature,
and indeed Holbein was a master of this form too. He may
have been taught to paint ‘in little’ on vellum by Henry’s
‘pictor-maker’, the Fleming Lucas Hornebolt or Horenbout
(¢. 1490—1544), whose superior position at court Holbein never
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3. Hans Holbein the younger,
Henry VIII, c. 1536

Henry VIl (born 1491, reigned
1509-47) was around forty-five
when Holbein painted this
intimate likeness of him, at the
moment when the dissolution of
the monasteries was about to be
implemented. It exemplifies the
artist’s ability to present the sitter
both as a wholly convincing
individual and as public symbol.
Unusually, Henry is shown three-
quarter-face, as he is depicted

in Holbein's cartoon for the great
mural in Whitehall Palace. The
blue background was to become
almost a trademark of the
miniature.

usurped. His miniatures excel Hornebolt's in every respect,
though they adopt Hornebolt's standard background of brilliant
blue, which set oft the head of the sitter with charm and force.
This blue was usually either azurite or smalt, a pigment made
from powdered blue glass. From Holbein's example there sprang
a noble tradition of miniature painting in England, which flour-
ished especially in the reigns of Elizabeth and James 1, but was to
continue impressively until the early 19th century.

Holbein's miniature likeness of Anne of Cleves (1559) stands
as a kind of emblem of his gifts as a portrait painter. Its purpose
was simply to inform Henry of Anne’s appearance. Holbein
could perform that task with uncanny truth and immediacy.

When tackling great men like More, he brings his penetrating
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4. Hans Holbein the younger,
Anne of Cleves, 1539

After Jane Seymour’s death, Anne
(1515-57), daughter of the
Protestant Duke of Cleves, was
proposed as Henry's fourth wife.
The Ambassador to the Low
Countries wrote, ‘I hear no great
praise neither of her personage
nor beauty’. On the strength of
Holbein's picture, however, she
was summoned to England, and
married the King in 1540; but he
was soon disgusted with his
‘Flanders mare’, and the marriage
was annulled.

eye to bear directly on face and character, and makes us feel we
know them personally. It is as though we had interrupted them
in private, surrounded by objects characteristic of them: the pen
and papers of the writer, the books in which the scholar is
absorbed, the measuring implements of the mathematician.
These are the equivalent of the attributes that would accompany
the portrayal of a saint in any religious picture, and they have a
symbolic as well as a literal function. They denote the sitter’s
role in life, point to his claim to fame, round out his character.
Holbein’s great double portrait of Jean de Dinteville and George
de Selve, Bishop of Lavour, known as The Ambassadors (1533),
incorporates an array of symbolic objects representing the four
humanist arts of astronomy, music, mathematics and geography,
laying out for us, as it were, the cultivated and inquiring minds of
the two men. The strangest item is an elastically stretched,
anamorphic skull at the sitters’ feet that only assumes its proper
shape when we view the picture from the side. Dinteville’s motto
was ‘memento mor? —remember that thou shalt die—and when we
contemplate this skewed perspective of Death, everything else in
the picture goes out of focus.

Holbein created models of state and private portraiture that
remained influential for a century, though his legacy was more to
do with calim and dignified presentation than with his refined
analysis of character. A few artists learned something of this: the
Englishman John Bettes (fl. ¢. 1531—¢. 1570) produced at least one
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5. John Bettes the elder,

An Unknown Man in a Black Cap,
1545

Bettes probably trained under
Holbein (compare ill. 7). He
may also have studied on the
Continent: this picture is signed
in French on the back of the
panel ‘faict par Jehan Bettes
Anglois’ (‘made by John Bettes,
Englishman’). Bettes worked on
decorative schemes at Whitehall,
and also produced miniatures
and wood-engravings.

6. Guillim Scrots, Edward VI,
1547

Scrots created the standard
portrait type of the new young
king, which was repeated by
numerous hands. Edward (born
1537, reigned 1547-53) was
Henry's son by his third wife, Jane
Seymour, and Scrots’s design
suggests the direct continuation
of the royal line by imitating
Holbein's most familiar
likenesses of Henry.

highly accomplished likeness that reflects Holbein's example.
Gullim Stretes or Scrots (f. 1537-53), the Fleming who succeeded
him at court from about 1545, tried to invest Henry's young heir,
Edward, with his father’s dignity, and in doing so borrowed heav-
ily from Holbein as well as fron the painters of the Habsburg court
he had served in Brussels. Scrots is one of several Continental
painters who secured important commissions at this time. A large
portrait, once attributed to him and traditionally show ing Henry
Howard, ILar] of Surrey, is now thought to be possibly by an Italian
hand; it is indeed reminiscent of the work of the north Italian
painter Giovanni Battista Moroni. At all events it illustrates the
most sophisticated work of the time: dated 1546, it is painted, most
unusually, on canvas. The elaborate background is derived from
an engraving of the 1540s by an artist of the School of Fontaine-
bleau, demonstrating the high Mannerist style of that moment.
Henry's dynastic ambitions were quashed when his son died
in the seventh year of his reign, aged fifteen. The crown passed to
Edward’s elder sister Mary, a devout Catholic, who in 1554 mar-
ried Philip IT of Spain, son of Charles V, Holy Roman Emperor.

The English throne was more closely united than ever with the

great Continental houses. But Mary was largely subservient to
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7. Hans Holbein the younger,
The Ambassadors, 1533

The sitters are Jean de Dinteville,
aged twenty-nine, French
ambassador in London, and
George de Selve, aged twenty-five,
Bishop of Lavour. Their poses are
similar to those of Henry VIl and
Henry VIl in Holbein's great
dynastic painting for Whitehall
Palace, but instead of the splendid
Mannerist setting in which the
Tudors are placed, these two
scholars form an intimate group
with their mathematical, scientific
and musical instruments.

the family of her powerful in-laws. With their support she tried

to revoke the Reformation, to reinstate the Church of Rome in
an England where Protestantism was becoming steadily more
entrenched. Her efforts, involving the burning of many
Protestants, brought on her the obloquy of the nation. Charles
and Philip were patrons of one of the greatest painters of any
age, the Venetian Titian, to whom they often sat. Behind all the
portrait painting of the later 16th century there looms the
achievement of this subtle and majestic artist.

Perhaps fortunately, Mary died in 1558, and her younger
sister Elizabeth ascended the throne, to become the last and
areatest of the dynasty. After the disasters of Mary's reign she

recognized the urgent need to create an iconography of herself
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8. Unknown artist, possibly
Italian, Portrait of a Man thought
to be Henry Howard, Earl of
Surrey, 1546

that demonstrated her uncompromising control of the kingdom.

This aim became a formative influence on the development of
painting in England over the rest of the century. It brought
together all the strands that had been present in the work of the
previous reigns: the flamboyant Mannerism that had served as
background to state portraits, the stern, unflinching majesty of
official likenesses, the singleness of purpose and clarity of design
that had distinguished Holbein’s achievement.

An artist who had risen to prominence in Edward’s and
Mary’s reigns, having come to England from Antwerp in the
late 1540s, was Hans Eworth (fl. 1540-74), who reinvigorated
Holbein’s legacy in an output of characterful portraits not only
of the nobility but also of the landed gentry. His picture of the
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9. Hans Eworth, Elizabeth |

and the Three Goddesses, 1569
Elizabeth (born 1533; reigned
1558-1603) was Henry VIII's
daughter by Anne Boleyn. While
this propaganda picture may not
have been instigated by the Queen
or by her secretary of state William
Cecil, soon to be created Lord
Burghley, it represents the use of
a painting for political purposes
that was to be standard practice

in her reign.

opposite

10. Marcus Gheeraerts

the younger, Elizabeth |

(the ‘Ditchley Portrait’), c. 1592
Like other Netherlanders in
England Gheeraerts was able to
abandon his native style when he
painted the Queen, and adopted
the formal, almost medieval
rigidity that Elizabeth favoured
for her likenesses. Nevertheless
he brings energy and conviction
to a grand conception.

soldier Sir John Luttrell (1550) is an imaginative Mannerist
allegory of the Treaty of Boulogne, in which the naked Luttrell,
submerged to his waist in the sea, is sustained by a personifi-
cation of Peace, with Venus and other figures occupying a cloudy
compartment above his head. Another allegory almost certainly
by Eworth (it is signed with the monogram ‘HE’) celebrates
the new Queen in a composition which gives the classical story
of the Judgment of Paris a modern political twist. Elizabeth,
holding her orb of state as though it were the golden apple of
the Hesperides, seems to be weighing the merits of Venus, Juno
and Minerva. Rather than awarding it to one of them, she con-
founds all three by outshining them in their respective qualities:
the beauty of Venus, the wisdom of Minerva and the strength of
Juno. Here is the beginning of that ‘cult of personality’ so impor-
tant in Elizabeth’s battle for the control of her nobles and the
country as a whole. The portraits painted of her from this time
on all have the aim of reasserting the message. We can still feel
the force of her ministers’ propaganda campaign, and the effec-
tiveness of her painters, in our own very clear idea of what she

looked like.
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Although they vary in size and complexity of design, the
portraits of Elizabeth as Queen tend to present her uniformly.
They are notably static, and the sitter’s immobility seems to be
enforced by the weight and richness of her apparel. Above all,
the face is stylized; there is none of the individualized scrutiny of
Holbein. Even the refined Nicholas Hilliard (1546/47-1618),
whose miniature portraits preserve with exquisite immediacy
the characters of the Elizabethan age, presents his Queen In
an oil painting of ¢. 1575 as a distant, generalized figure — a
figurehead almost literally: she is carved from seasoned timber,
painted of course, butimmovable and fit to brave every gale.

Fifteen or twenty years later, a very difterent artist painting
an entirely different kind of picture could still present Elizabeth
in the same stylized way: the head turned slightly to our left,
framed in jewelled wig and lace ruff, the shoulders stiff, the
body straight. Butin his ‘Ditchley Portrait’ Marcus Gheeraerts
the younger (¢. 1561-1636) gives us Elizabeth from head to toe,
not against Hilliard’s plain background but planting her feet
firmly on England itself, a map spread out on a globe that hangs
beneath a sky both sunny with her splendour and menacingly
stormy with her authority. She wears an ornate white dress:
still, aged about sixty, the diplomatically Virgin Queen. Sir
Henry Lee of Ditchley probably commissioned the portrait from
Gheeraerts to celebrate the Queen’s arrival as his guest for an
entertainment in 1592. The unchanging image of the monarch
could be endowed with many attributes. Gheeraerts used the
whole panoply of the earth and heavens to celebrate Elizabeth.
Other artists gave her varying symbolic accessories: a rainbow,
an ermine, even a sieve, betokening both chastity and the
refining faculty of critical judgment.

Born in the Netherlands, Gheeraerts had spent nearly all his
lifein England. Two years after the Ditchley Portrait he painted
Sir Henry Lee’s cousin Thomas as an Irish soldier, bare-legged,
standing in a rolling landscape no doubt intended to suggest
Ireland. Thomas Lee was something of a rough diamond, part
hero, part outlaw; he was executed at Tyburnin 1601. Gheeraerts
beautifully balances these farouche qualities with Lee’s preten-
sions to military status in the long-running struggle to colonize
[reland, creating an image of almost romantic eccentricity. The
picture has an experimental quality, a sense of responding
slightly tentatively to special circumstances, giving it a nervous
vitality that is recognizably a characteristic that would develop
distinctively in English portraiture over the next century or so.

18
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11. Marcus Gheeraerts

the younger, Captain Thomas
Lee, 1594

In contrast to his iconic portraits
of Elizabeth (ill. 10), Gheeraerts
can be seen here introducing a
new naturalism into portraiture,
incorporating a fluidly painted
landscape and presenting his
sitter with engaging informality
and directness.

As the 16th century progressed, native painters were being

steadily trained in practices new to the English. But the list of
good native-born artists in the reign of Elizabeth is not a
long one. Apart from Hilliard, who was primarily a miniatur-
1st, one of the more conspicuous 1s George Gower (d. 1596),
whom Elizabeth made her Serjeant Painter in 1581. Gower was
that typically English character, the gentleman amateur, but
it 1s also typical that he took his art seriously enough to
become wholly professional. He never achieved the greatest
heights, but produced competent, somewhat stiff but charac-
terful heads that proclaim the honesty of his approach. His
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12. George Gower, Self-portrait,
1579

Self-portrait (1579) is a fair example of what he could do, and
emblematically proclaims his devotion to his art by showing a
pair of scales in which the dividers of the draughtsman outweigh
the gentleman’s coat of arms. I'urthermore, he depicts himselt
holding the palette and brushes of his trade.

As Serjeant Painter Gower was an innovator: he was the first
portraitist to hold the post, which was more usually adecorator’s
appointment. He was paid to undertake a fair amount of orna-
mental work for royal festivities, painting the panels of coaches
or ceremonial rooms in a style derived from the Mannerists of
Fontainebleau and Brussels. The great houses of the period —
country seats like Lord Burghley’s at Stamford, or London
palaces like the Larl of Northumberland’s at Charing Cross,
displayed the aristocratic version of that style. Cornelis Retel
(1548—1616) could bring to such commissions the full panoply of
Mannerism, which he had learnt at first hand in Fontainebleau:
elaborate allegories with contorted nude figures and a good deal

of eroticism that native artists would have been unlikely to

Thvach yeomthisth seres me did Sty

yet thaukt be & ";""‘s'w

Nevw ahill vewy
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13. Nicholas Hilliard, A Young
Man among Roses, probably
Robert Devereux, Earl of Essex,
¢. 1587 (actual size)

promulgate. Ketel returned to the Netherlands in 15815 1t has
been suggested that his style was too free for nglish tastes.
Clearly, many of the English-born painters who tried their hand
at this complicated wdiom were hardly up to the technical stan-
dard it demanded. Gower may well have supplied such works,
and there is no reason to suppose that he fell short of his royal
])zltr()ncss’s vxpc(‘tati()ns.

Nevertheless, it was as a portrait painter that he was most
valued, and in 15811t was proposed that he should be granted a

monopoly on all royal portraits, both painted and engraved. The




clause about engraving was important, for prints were begin-
ning their long history as vital adjuncts to painting, the means
by which images could be reproduced in quantity and made
available to the public as paintings never could be. Hilliard’s
monopoly was probably never ratified; another was drafted for
him to paint portraits ‘in little’, though his miniatures were
rarely reproduced as prints. In many respects they represent the
supreme achievement of the Elizabethan visual arts.

The son of an Exeter goldsmith, Hilliard had been trained
in the shop of the Queen’s jeweller, Robert Brandon, and his skill
as a miniaturist grew naturally from this soil. During Mary’s
reign he lived in Switzerland where he may have had opportuni-
ties to admire Holbein. ‘Holbein’s manner [ have ever nmitated,
and hold it for the best’, he said. Hilliard's work is of ravishing
delicacy and precision, enhanced by rich colour. While his por-
trayals of Elizabeth preserve her whitened, flat, ‘official visage, his
likenesses of others present fully convincing characters. Their
features and costumes are rendered with a refinement more self-
conscious than Holbein's, glittering against plain backgrounds,
often the brilliant blue set off by an elegant inscription in gold.
Hilliard's whole-length miniature of 4 Young Man among Roses
(¢. 1587) has become an epitome of the age. It has been supposed
to represent one of the most romantic figures of the time, Robert
Devereux, 2nd Earl of Essex. He leans against a tree, the embod-
iment of pensive, pleasurable melancholy. The intermingling of
exquisitely painted sprays of wild roses with a strikingly pat-
terned black and white costumeis unforgettable.

At the end of the century Hilliard wrote (but never pub-
lished) a Treatise Concerning the Arte of Limning, propounding a
subjective, instinctual view of his art, emphasizing the genius of
the draughtsman and the ‘polite’ nature of miniature painting.
Gower had successfully combined other sorts of painting with
being a gentleman, but the civilized art of the miniaturist was a
‘a thing apart from all other Painting or drawing, and tendeth
not to comon mens usse . . . Hilliard's approach marks an
advance in the recognition of the artist as someone more than a
mere artisan.

His treatise was written at the prompting of Richard
Haydocke, who had recently translated a famous Italian essay
on the art of painting by Giovanni Paolo Lomazzo. Its appear-
ance in 1598 marked the arrival of Italian Renaissance ideas as
part of the theory, as opposed to distantly derived practice, of

painting in England.
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14 Isaac Oliver, Portrait of
a Lady in Masque Costume,
c. 1610

This is evidently the likeness
of a lady of James I's court,
dressed in a costume which
may have been designed by
Inigo Jones for a masque,
perhaps representing the
character of Flora, goddess
of flowers. Oliver was
appointed ‘painter for the art
of limning' to the Queen,
Anne of Denmark (ill. 18),
in 1605.

Hilliard’s successors join his refinement and directness to a
more opulent sense of decoration. His pupil Isaac Oliver (¢. 1565—
1617) was the son of a Huguenot innmigrant, and possessed
an innate fecling for Continental Mannerism. Some of his
miniatures are quite large, with elaborate compositions of
whole-length figures and carefully wrought backgrounds. In
some instances he borrowed a compositional idea from Hilliard,
as when he showed Lord Herbert of Cherbury (e. 1613) reclining
full-length in a wooded landscape. But in due course, Hilliard
would himself be influenced by his younger colleague, who could
design in a full-bloodedly Continental style. Oliver’s Portrait
of a Lady in Masque Costume (¢. 1610) is pervaded by sinuous
rhythms that mark a departure from the formalities of
Elizabeth’s reign. In the hands of his son Peter the style was

taken on into the period of the high Baroque, of which, on its

jewel-like scale, it was a quintessential expression.
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15. Isaac Oliver, Edward
Herbert, 1st Baron Herbert

of Cherbury, c. 1613

(actual size)

Edward Herbert (1583-1648),
soldier, courtier and diplomat,
was also, like his more famous
younger brother George, a
metaphysical poet. Impetuous
and darkly handsome (the
antiquary John Aubrey called
him ‘a black man’), he was
addicted to ‘chivalrous’ quarrels
that often resulted in duels.
Oliver depicts him here resting
after one of these encounters, in
heraldically brilliant colours that
recall the imagery of medieval
tournaments, while his pose,
derived from that of the Earl of
Northumberland in a Hilliard
miniature of ¢. 1590, is that of
the meditative philosopher-poet.







Chapter 2

The Renaissance Princes: The Stuarts
1603-1688

Elizabeth died in 1608, and her Scottish successor, James I,
inaugurated a new dynasty. His court was a less sober place
than Elizabeth’s, and became the meeting-point for many arts.
By this time the lessons of the Italian Renaissance were begin-
ning to be absorbed in England. The great men of Elizabeth’s
day — men like Burghley and Northumberland — were scholars
and travellers, and had encouraged their artist protégés to travel
likewise. The Earl of Arundel was another of their number, and
brought home from Italy a collection of ancient marbles that
was to be the model for many a connoisseur over the next two
centuries. His travelling entourage included scholars and artists,
and, on his journey to Italy in 1613~14, the architect Inigo Jones,
who was to transform architecture in England. He introduced a
strict classical style based on the ancient Roman theoretician
Vitruvius and his 16th-century interpreters Serlio and Palladio.

Jones was employed at James's court as a designer of spectac-
ular entertainments or masques. From 1605 on, in collaboration
with the playwright Ben Jonson he devised wonderful settings
and costumes, creating fantasy worlds for the pleasure-loving

King and Queen and their court. There is an element of fantasy,

too, in the portraiture of the new reign. The sitters are often pre-
sented as if they were taking part in some splendid masque or
ballet, and stand against backgrounds that might have been
designed by Jones. Often these are representations of the exotic
houses and gardens they had created for themselves, or would
have liked to create, in real lite.

The paintings of William Larkin (¢. 1580~1619) are full of

brilliant colour and gorgeous details, each a little pageant n
itself. It is a measure of how undeveloped the role of the painter
still was in England that Larkin's works cannot be certainly
ascribed to him. The group of sumptuous portraits we call his
have long been separated from any record of their creator. Butif
their authorship is shadowy, they themselves certainly are not.
They represent the climax of the style that had been developing
through the last fifty years or more, incorporating all the ele-
ments of a standard Elizabethan portrait but with heightened
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brilliance and clarity. Costume becomes a vital index of status:
its every fold, slash and pearl acquires prominence and meaning,.
Pattern and colour — the intricacy of a Turkey carpet, the swag
of a red curtain, the embroidery of a doublet or an underskirt —
presentarichly varied surface texture out of which the intelligent,
expressionless faces peer with disconcerting realism.

The contrast between the extreme stylization of drapery
and the fine modelling of the faces prompts the question whether
more than one artist was involved. That would not be unlikely. It
was common practice for portrait painters to distribute different
aspects of a picture to specialized assistants: face and hands by
the principal, landscape, drapery, or still life by others. But there
is also the question of what these portraits were intended to do.
The stylization, as we have seen in the case of Elizabeth, is used

deliberately to create a distancing eftect, to transform the sitter

intoan ‘icon’. But the increased sophistication in the rendering of
likeness marks a shift of mood that was shortly to make itselt
apparentin portraiture of a very different kind. The paintings of

‘Larkin”are both a climax and a transition to a new age.

We can compare them with contemporary works by the
Dutch painter Daniel Mytens (¢. 1590—-1647), first recorded in
England working for Arundel in 1618. About that year he
painted two whole-lengths, of Arundel and his wife Alatheia,
both seated, with noticeably softer and gentler furnishings than
Larkin’s. The oriental carpet has a flowing pattern; there is no
discrepancy between stiff fabrics and soft flesh: everything
works harmoniously together. Behind Arundel is a long gallery
containing his classical sculptures; his wife sits before a similar
perspective lined with paintings — mostly rigid whole-length
portraits, in plain black frames, of the type still to be seen in the
long galleries of English country houses. This is a rare contem-
porary record of the way portraits were used at the time.

Despite a certain repetitiousness in his presentation, with
predictable poses and turns of the head, Mytens was an acute
observer of his sitters and their habits. He could be adventurous,
devising bold patterns of strong colour, as in his striking James
Hamulton, later 15t Duke of Hamilton (1623) which has a Spanish
air about it, or his scintillating portrait ot The Earl of Baltimore
withits wondertully painted, gently iridescent costume.

He was not the only Dutch painter working in London in
the early decades of the 17th century, but he was the most
various and ambitious. Another, Paul Van Somer (¢. 1576-1622),
sometimes worked on a larger scale, and his grand likeness
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16. William Larkin (attr.),
Richard Sackuville, 3rd Earl

of Dorset, 1613

Richard Sackville (the inscription
is incorrect) was born in 1589,
and succeeded to the title in
1609. Like Lord Herbert of
Cherbury (ill. 15), he was a
courtier with a high opinion of his
own appearance, a penchant for
the ladies and a passion for
clothes, as this portrait testifies.
The costume shown here, with

a cloak ‘of uncutt velvet blacke
laced . . . and lined with shagg
of black silver and gold’ over

a ‘doublett of Cloth of silver
embroidered all over in slips of
sattin black and gold’, is recorded
in a surviving inventory.

17. Daniel Mytens, Alatheia
Talbot, Countess of Arundel,
c.1618

Mytens painted a pair of portraits
showing Arundel and his wife
each presiding over a portion of
their art collection. Arundel invites
us to admire his Roman sculpture,
while his wife presides over an
equally important group of
portraits in plain ebonized frames,
trimmed with narrow gilt slips —

a Northern rather than an ltalian
style. Arundel collected Italian and
Flemish paintings, and owned
work by Holbein. Mytens's
treatment of the couple as equal
and separate reflects their
marriage, which was not entirely
happy. From the late 1630s
Alatheia — as much a virtuoso as
her husband — spent much time
travelling in Europe on her own
account. She eventually settled

in the Low Countries, and died

in Amsterdam in 1654.

of Anne of Denmark (1617) suggests his former employment as a
history painter in Amsterdam. [ts combination of landscape and
figures, with a black servant holding a horse, anticipates the
compositions of ‘grand manner’ portraits in the 18th century.
But Van Somer’s known output in London is meagre. More pro-
lific-was Cornelius Johnson or Janssens (1593-1661), German-
Flemish by parentage but born in England. He spent the latter
part of his career in Holland, but his early portraits, on a modest
scale, often simple head-and-shoulders, are distinguished for
their gentleness and muted pearly colour.

Mytens and his Netherlandish colleagues were a formidable
body of professionals before whom the native English artists
of the time could put up little show. Of these, the most distin-
guished representative was Robert Peake (c.1551-1619), whom
James I made his Serjeant Painter in 1609, jointly with John
de Critz (¢. 1551/52-1642), who had held the post since 16083.
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18. Paul Van Somer, Anne

of Denmark, 1617

Anne (1574-1619) had married
James VI of Scotland in 1589,
and after her husband's accession
to the English throne as James |
became a leading figure in the
cultural life of the court,
commissioning plays, poetry and
masques, in which she also took
part. She is seen here standing in
the grounds of her palace at
Qatlands, near Weybridge in
Surrey. For her Inigo Jones
designed the ltalianate gateway
in the wall to the right. The motto
on the scroll above her, ‘La Mia
Grandezza dal Eccelso’ (‘My
greatness is from above’) signals
her learning in matters Italian.
She collected works of art and
was a keen sportswoman, as
this portrait of her with five
Italian greyhounds shows.

De Critz, born in Antwerp, was brought to London in infancy;
he specialized in ephemeral decorative work, and little that can
be confidently attributed to him has survived. We know more
about Peake’s output. It displays all the panache of the best work
of the foreigners, with a freshness of vision entirely English. His
portrait heads are both delicate and forceful, staring out from
inventive backgrounds sometimes stylized like Larkin’s, but
often much more imaginative. His portrait of Henry, Prince of
Wales, with a young friend, Sir John Harington, killing a deer
(1603) is one of the most swagger of the period, with its lively
poses and sense of narrative. Similar devices are used in another
portrait of Henry (¢. 1605-10), and one of his sister the Princess
Elizabeth. He draws his sword with a heroic gesture, to enact the
Prince of Wales’s motto ‘Ich Dien’ (I serve). She stands tran-
quilly in a green garden full of delights, while in the deer park
beyond a hunt s taking place.
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19. Robert Peake, Henry,

Prince of Wales, with Sir John
Harington, 1603

Peake was appointed ‘Paynter

in large’ to Prince Henry
(1594-1612) after he had made
this double portrait of him with
the young Sir John Harington

on commission for Harington’s
family. The lively composition is
typical of Peake's inventiveness.
He repeated the image of the
young huntsman drawing his
sword in a portrait of Henry alone
which was sent to Duke Charles
Emanuel of Savoy, when James |
was considering marrying Henry
to the Duke's daughter, the Infanta
Maria. Henry died of typhoid
before the match could be
concluded.

Some of the same inventiveness is to be found in the work of
an artist who was not a professional but a dedicated amateur. Sir
Nathaniel Bacon (1585-1627) seems to have taught himself by a
steady process of application, beginning by imitating the still life
paintings he had seen in the Low Countries, which he often
visited. His series of ‘ten great peeces in wainscot [i.e. set into
panelling7 of fish and fowle” have not all been traced, but it seems
that they began rather hesitantly, and gained in confidence until
he had evolved a remarkable personal style. At first sight the
subjects look entirely Flemish or Dutch; on closer inspection we
see that the technique quite lacks the bravura effects of thick
paint (impasto) we find in Continental work. The surface is flat,
the pigments applied thinly and evenly. It is a very English,
pragmatic way of going about things. Everything is described in
meticulous detail, one thing atter another. Bacon loves to pile his
observations up in heaps: fruit and vegetables, game and fish,
stones in a wall. In his Self-portrait of about 1620, it is books that
he assembles one on top of another, a still life that tells us much
about him. He leans back in his chair, displaying an elegant leg in

31

21

20



20. Sir Nathaniel Bacon,
Self-portrait, c.1620

Bacon was one of the virtuosi of
his time; his abilities as a painter
were matched by wide-ranging
interests in contemporary culture
and science. He came from a
distinguished family: his
grandfather had been Lord Keeper
under Queen Elizabeth, and Sir
Francis Bacon, the philosopher
and statesman, was a kinsman.
He was appointed Knight of the
Bath in 1626. Here, he displays
his erudition and taste: a pile of
books is surmounted by a large
atlas open at a map of Europe,
and on the wall behind them is a
painting of Minerva, goddess of
wisdom. He is holding a drawing,
and on the wall, along with the
sword which signals his social
standing, hangs a palette: like
Gower (ill. 12) and Hilliard,
Bacon lays stress on the
gentlemanly merits of the
painter’s art.

a stocking of bright yellow, a particular shade that he developed
(known at the time, like some other yellows, as ‘pinke’).

Bacon had clearly seen the work of Mytens when he painted
this self-portrait. The relaxed yet formal pose, the thoughtful
use of accessories to amplify our knowledge of the sitter, the very
presentation of the three-quarter face, all echo Mytens’s charac-
teristic methods. In this and the tiny handful of works that we
know of his Bacon shows himself worthy to be classed with the
Dutch professional. He takes the efforts of Gower a stage further
in the story of English artists’ determined self-tuition in the
ways of the European masters.

This increased proficiency was no flash in the pan. The
wider learning of the new aristocrats, who used the Italian word
virtuosi to describe themselves, meant that an altogether more

knowledgeable dialogue was beginning to take place between
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21. Sir Nathaniel Bacon,

A Cookmaid with Vegetables

and fruit, c. 1620-25

Bacon was a pioneering gardener
and probably grew many of the
fruit and vegetables he records so
carefully in this picture. We know.
for instance, that he cultivated
the melons that harmonize so
suggestively with the decolletée
cookmaid, and the landscape
background shows a cabbage
garden that is presumably his
own. This recently rediscovered
picture adds substantially to the
small number of works that can
be identified as his.

London and the Continental centres on the subject of art. For

instance, while the Countess of Arundel was passing through
Antwerp on her travels she commissioned the great Peter
Paul Rubens (1577—1640) of that city to paint her. Then Prince
Charles asked Rubens to paint a picture for him, and in the 1620s
the artist worked on decorations for the London house of the
Duke of Buckingham, another knowledgeable collector. Rubens
was interested in the new palace that Inigo Jones was planning
for the King at Whitehall, and when he came to London in 1629
on a diplomatic mission he took up negotiations already begun
abroad for a commission to decorate the ceiling of the
Banqueting House. Charles had ascended the throne in 1625 and
was building up one of the most important collections of paint-
ings ever assembled. Rubens added to it a most unusual view of
the Thames with St George and the Dragon (1629-30), in which
the saint 1s a portrait of the young King and the princess he
rescues is his Queen, Henrietta Maria of France. Groups of alle-
gorical figures in the foreground, among the foliage and in the
clouds invoke the tradition of grand subject painting as it had
evolved in Venice and Flanders over the past hundred years.
With the accession of Charles I the English court attained its
apogee of Renaissance splendour. Rubens called the King ‘the
greatest amateur of paintings among the princes of the world'.

Charles’s collection of works by [talian and Flemish masters
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22. Sir Anthony Van Dyck, Charles | and Henrietta Maria, 1632

Just as Holbein formed the image of Henry VIII and his court, so Van Dyck
crystallized that of Charles | (born 1600, reigned 1625-49), Henrietta Maria
(1609-69) and their circle. This is one of the first pictures of the King and Queen
that the artist painted after his return to London in 1632, and it establishes their
humanity as decisively as, in their tender exchange of olive spray and laurel wreath,
it does their stable relationship as the father and mother of a peaceful nation.
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was the achievement of a man much more interested in the arts
than in government. He was to pay the price for that preference
with his head in 1649. Then his collection was broken up, and its
masterpieces now grace the great galleries of Europe and
beyond: St Petersburg, Vienna, Munich, Berlin, Paris, Madrid,
Washington —all possess jewels from Charles’s treasure-house.

The court continued to be the setting for elaborate enter-
tainments, with Inigo Jones and Ben Jonson, and later Sir
William Davenant, in charge. The ‘Cavalier poets” flourished:
Traherne, Suckling and Herrick composed lyrics to their mis-
tresses’ clothes and eyebrows. To this splendid court came, from
Antwerp in 1632, Anthony Van Dyck (1599-1641). He had
already visited London briefly in 1620—21, probably at the behest
of either Arundel or Buckingham. Now he returned to set up his
practice, unable to do so in Antwerp because his old master
Rubens was firmly established there. He had developed preco-
ciously into a virtuoso painter in a manner that was a distinct
variant of Rubens’s, and recently travelled in Italy, combining
with his Flemish style the richness of Venetian colour and
a profound admiration for Titian. Executed with sweeping
brushstrokes and overlaid touches of warm, semi-transparent
pigment (glazes), his portraits were destined to have an impact
on British art that would last until the 20th century.

Almost immediately he established his mastery by painting a
‘Great Peece’ of Charles, Henrietta Maria, and their two eldest
children (1632), on a large scale. The picture achieves a sophis-
ticated equilibrium that knocked the existing court painters,
even Mytens, into the shadows. The Baroque grandeur of the
presentation is balanced by a fluent design underpinning a
gentle, one may say loving, understanding of these people as
human beings, a family that had established for the first time in
England a ‘domestication of majesty’, as it has been called.

Like Holbein, Van Dyck knew how to adapt his manner to the
requirements of the English. Charles’s court was very different
from Henry VIIT's. The stiff formality of those days had disap-
peared, and a much freer, almost bucolic elegance held sway. Van
Dyck made this informality the keynote of many of his English
portraits. Compared with the sturdy burghers of Antwerp, his
English lords and ladies seem on the whole a trifle eftete. Pale,
slender-wristed and melancholy, they do not give an impression
of worldly know-how. Van Dyck has somehow caught the mood
of a court that, whatever its creative endowments, was doomed

to a violent end. But the intuition of the artist is submerged in a
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23. Sir Anthony Van Dyck,

The Countess of Southampton

as Fortune, c. 1638

Rachel de Ruvigny (1603-40)
met her second husband, Thomas
Wriothesley, Earl of Southampton,
in France and married him in
1634. Her reputation as ‘la belle
et vertueuse Huguenotte’ may
have suggested to Van Dyck this
representation of her as an all-
victorious goddess. The conceit of
presenting a lady as an immortal
borne aloft on clouds was to
inspire Reynolds to some of his
most splendid inventions.

tactful flattery that has preserved these unrealistic men and
women as the embodiment of aristocratic ease and elegance.

They are posed with relaxed grace in settings that sometimes

suggest nature in quite wild moods. A whole-length portrait of

the poet Sir John Suckling, for instance, shows the sitter in an

invented costume that makes him look something of a brigand,

amid overhanging, weed-grown rocks. Suckling holds a folio of

Shakespeare, as though interrupted while reading from it. He
might be taking part in one of the court masques: a fictional
character who remains his real self. T'his idea of the superimposi-
tion of two identities in one portrait was to become important
later on. Van Dyck produced a particularly striking example in
his dramatic portrait of The Countess of Southampton as Fortune
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24. Sir Anthony Van Dyck,

Sir Endymion Porter and

Van Dyck, c. 1632

A scholar and connoisseur, Porter
(1587-1649) was among the first
to give Van Dyck employment in
England, and the two men were
close associates. This double
portrait exemplifies the ‘friendship
portrait’ that Van Dyck introduced
and which later artists, notably
Reynolds, were to adopt as a
favourite format.
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25. Sir Anthony Van Dyck,

The Family of Philip Herbert,

4th Earl of Pembroke, c. 1634
The Wiltshire seat of Philip
Herbert (1584-1650), Wilton,
became ‘an Academie, as well as
a Palace’, which Charles | loved
‘above all places’, as Aubrey says.
He adds that the Earl ‘exceedingly
loved Painting and Building'.
Pembroke was a lavish patron of
Van Dyck; the famous Double
Cube Room at Wilton contains
many portraits by the artist, and
is dominated by this enormous
canvas, which includes the Earl
and his first wife, who had died in
1630 (which probably explains
her rather statue-like treatment),
and eight of their ten children.

(¢. 1638). She is a divinity straight out of a court masque,
enthroned among clouds, holding a sceptre and leaning on an
enormous globe which has the appearance of a bubble. Her foot
rests on a human skull. Casting a glance of alluring disdain at the
spectator she rules all mankind, a Dea ex machina of superhuman
grandeur and aplomb.

The portrayal of an individual as a ‘character’ from myth-
ology or literature chimed well with the acting proclivities of the
King and Queen. Like the complicated sets of Jones’s masques,
the portrait of the Countess is an echo of the elaborate composi-
tions of the Baroque religious painting Van Dyck practised in
Catholic Antwerp. He was rarely required to execute religious
or mythological subjects in England. The Rinaldo and Armida
(1629) that he painted for the King on commission from his
friend Endymion Porter, a Groom of the Bedchamber, is a mag-
nificent exception, as sumptuous a tribute to Venetian art as he
ever painted. In his images of Porter himself, Van Dyck devel-
oped Holbein’s notion of the portrait of the cultivated friend into
an Iintimate genre that was to have long-lasting appeal. At the
opposite end of the scale, he could apply the grandest Baroque
ideas to portraiture when a number of figures were to be painted
together. His most influential essay in this vein is the huge group
of the Earl of Pembroke and his family (¢. 1634) in the Double
Cube Room at Wilton (a house designed by Inigo Jones). The
cast of characters is deployed across an imposing stage of
colossal columns, steps and drapery, and the solemn moment is
blessed by hovering cherubs. The design is both monumental
and natural, easy and grand at once. Many large-scale family
groups painted for English country houses in the ensuing two
centuries would find inspiration in this splendid model.

There was so much variety in Van Dyck’s work that his
influence remoulded almost every aspect of painting in England.
No portrait painter could ignore what he had done. His effect on
the work of William Dobson (¢. 1611-46) is obvious at once. A
second glance, though, reveals a very difterent artistic tempera-
ment, and one decidedly English. Patrician elegance is replaced
by matter-of-fact earthiness. Dobson was trained in the studio
of Frans Cleyn (1582-1658) of Rostock, who had worked
extensively in Denmark, and lived mostly in England from
1623. Cleyn s particularly associated with the decorative borders
for the famous tapestries woven after Raphael’s designs at the
Mortlake tapestry works, set up in 1619. He also designed book

illustrations and schemes for house interiors. Dobson assisted
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26. William Dobson, Portrait of
the Artist’'s second Wife, Judith,
c. 1640

him in some of these projects, but took up portraiture, stepping
into the breach as court ‘face-painter’ after the death of Van
Dyck, when Charles was conducting the Civil War from his base
at Oxford. It is he who defines for us the image of the loyal
Cavalier, hearty, cultured, proud of the crimson sash announcing
his allegiance.

Dobson’s sitters are usually men, and he presents them
surrounded by evidence of their broad interests. He is at his
most flamboyant depicting John, 15t Baron Byron (c. 1643), three-
quarter-length in an authoritative pose, pointing forward into a
landscape where a battle is taking place. Behind him a black
servant holds his white horse. The rich golds and reds of the
costumes are echoed by the banners and twisted Baroque columns
against which they stand. There is a Venetian opulence that
comes from Van Dyck, as do its patrician poise and theatricality.
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27. Samuel Cooper, A Lady,
possibly Barbara Villiers,
Duchess of Cleveland, c. 1670
Cooper’s miniatures have been
rated by some even higher than
those of Hilliard. Renowned all
over Europe, he was so successful
that his career survived the fall of
Charles and the Commonwealth,
so that, at the Restoration, he
was able to take his place as

a celebrated master.

But Dobson paints quite differently from Van Dyck. The
smooth, fluent brushstrokes have given way to an altogether
coarser, though none the less effective, technique. However
noble the figure, Dobson’s powerfully applied paint brings to life
a personality more impetuously energetic than refined. It is the
vivid, pragmatic use of paint that signals the experimental cast
of the English mind. Passages of Dobson’s work anticipate that
of Hogarth a century later. And there is a certain Hogarthian
awareness of the human vulnerability of these apparently
confident men. We catch Dobson at a more intimate moment in
the lovely study that he made of his second wife, Judith. With its
direct gaze out at the spectator —or rather, at the artist himself —
this likeness evokes the warmth of the relationship between
husband and wife, tenderly expressed by means of Dobson’s
lively handling.

It is usual to see Dobson’s achievement as something of

a dead end. He naturalized Van Dyck’s style, as it were, and
after him came the Commonwealth, when painting suffered an
eclipse. But there were other worthy followers of Van Dyck.
Henry Stone (1616-58) — ‘Old Stone’, as he was called to
distinguish him from his younger brothers — produced some

able portraits, including a dignified full-face half-length of

Charles I, unexpectedly in circular format. And Oliver Cromwell
was not indifferent to the arts. Several painters flourished

during his Protectorate, although the expansive patronage of

royalty was incompatible with his style. His ‘court painter’ was
Robert Walker (d. 1658), a dour, dry imitator of Van Dyck who
was well aware of his own limitations. ‘If I could get better |
would not do Vandikes’, he said, and a contemporary remarked,
‘He would not bend his mind to make any postures of his own.’

But there were others who continued the tradition established
by Dobson. Samuel Cooper (1608—72) trained as a miniaturist
with his uncle, John Hoskins (c. 1590-1664/65), whose hveli-
hood derived largely from copying Van Dyck portraits in little.
Cooper developed into one of the most accomplished miniature
painters of his or any age. His exquisite draughtsmanship and
refined technique possess a forthright verve that makes him
the small-scale equivalent of Dobson. Cooper was one of the first
British artists to work in pastel, a medium that became
common for small-scale portraits in the late 17th century, and
continued in use throughout the 18th.

[t was during the Commonwealth that another native artist
of the younger generation established himself in London.
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28. Francis Barlow, Southern-
mouthed Hounds, c. 1665
Barlow was probably trained
under a London portrait-painter,
William Sheppard (fl. 1650-60),
but early on turned to the
depiction of animals. He was,

in the words of one commentator,
‘the most English of seventeenth-
century painters in his
understanding of country life.’
His skill in integrating sporting
events and animals with
landscape foreshadows the
achievements of the British
School in the next century,

and he was the first to publish
the representation of a
horse-race, which would be

a fruitful subject for painters

for over two hundred years.

Francis Barlow (?1626—1704) seems to have trained as a portrait

painter, but devoted his career to very difterent subjects. He was
the first native painter of animals of any distinction since the
medieval illuminators, and provides more evidence that painting
in England was developing in new directions. His work suggests
that he had close acquaintance with contemporary Dutch and
Flemish animal painters like Jan Weenix, Frans Snyders and
Melchior d’'Hondecoeter. At Ham House near London the Duke
of Lauderdale employed him to paint decorations alongside a
group of Netherlandish artists and later, after the Restoration,
he worked on large friezes of foxhounds for a house in Surrey.
Their flowing rhythms of linked animal forms foreshadow the
compositional subtleties of George Stubbs a century later.
Barlow was also a prolific illustrator of books and is probably
best known for his lively designs for Aesop’s Fables (1666). Once
Barlow had established it, many artists took up animal painting
and by the early years of the 18th century the horse or dog
portrait was almost as common as the human likeness.

Barlow often presents his animals against spirited landscape
backgrounds, and alongside sporting painting, landscape began
to emerge as an independent form. The Netherlanders had

developed a school of landscape painters early on. By the end of

the 16th century artists from the Low Countries were influential
in Italy, and when Charles I was making his great collection a few
years later their work figured init. Asin other areas, the painters
who came to England were not necessarily of the highest calibre.
Adriaen Van Stalbemt (1580-1662) and Alexander Kierinex (1600—
1652) did not produce inspired work. But the taste for represen-
tations of landscape was growing. The jewel-like theological
library of Sir John Kederminster, installed at Langley Marish in
Berkshire in 1631, contains among its painted decorations thirty
small landscapes, including marines and storm subjects as well
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29. Jan Siberechts, Wollaton
Hall and Park, Nottinghamshire,
1697

Siberechts was a leading
exponent of the Dutch tradition of
‘bird's-eye view' house-portraiture
that remained popular in England
through most of the 17th and
early 18th centuries. This view

of Wollaton, outside Nottingham,
the ‘prodigy house’ that Robert
Smythson built for Sir Francis
Willoughby in the 1580s,
demonstrates the careful
enumeration of every aspect of
house and grounds, the total
economy of the estate, which
such pictures were intended to
provide. Itis an artificial mode
that contrasts with Siberechts'’s
more realistic work as one of the
first landscapists to show English
scenery and English climatic
conditions together as fit subject
matter for a picture.

as views of buildings and pastoral scenes, evidently derived from
Netherlandish originals, some perhaps from prints. The impres-
sion is of an individual artist, perhaps a court painter, working to
standard formulas from a well-stocked professional repertoire.
In 1636 the Larl of Arundel brought to England the
Bohemian draughtsman Wenceslaus Hollar (1607-77), whose
prolific output included a quantity of topographical views, many
of which heissued as etchings, introducing that flexible medium

into the country for the first time. The market for views grew,

and there began to be a stream of pictures slm\\'ing panoramas of’

towns and cities, country houses and their estates often seen in
bird’s-eye view. Jan Siberechts (1627-1703) exemplifies the
genreat its best. Coming from the Antwerp of Rubens, he was an

accomplished painter of natural effects who could combine them
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30. Robert Aggas,

Landscape — Sunset, 1679
This precocious exercise in ideal
landscape, by an otherwise
virtually unknown artist,
illustrates the influence of the
Italianate Dutch painters who
were already being collected in
England by gentlemen who had
visited Italy. Ralph Aggas, who
was probably the painter’s
grandfather, was a land surveyor
and mapmaker famous for his
bird's-eye views of Oxford,
Cambridge and London. The
development from scientific
record to imaginative landscape
composition within one family
of draughtsmen exemplifies

the increasing sophistication

of attitudes to nature in the
course of the 17th century.

with views of places, or with excellent figures that remind us of

the country folk who people the foregrounds of Rubens’s own
landscapes.

Among the natives, Nathaniel Bacon was again a pioneer. A
tiny fantasy of about 1620, on copper, is attributed to him: with
its weird rocks and trees it borrows style and subject matter
from the Low Countries. It was characteristic that ‘pure’ land-
scape, unconnected with topography, should be explored by
a gentleman amateur. Robert Aggas (¢. 1619-79), by contrast,
was probably the grandson of a cartographer. The relationship
embodies the historical development of landscape drawing and
painting from such drily descriptive occupations. Aggas, who
lived at Stoke-by-Nayland in Suffolk, is known only from one
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work, which could hardly be farther removed from map-making.
His Landscape — Sunsel (1679) is an ambitious essay in purely
Imaginative nature-painting, conceived on a grand scale, and full
of close observation, though clearly not intended to present a
specific view. Henry Anderton (e. 1630-65) is likewise known for
only one landscape painting, Mountain Landscape with dancing
Shepherd (1650s), a work of high quality, with tender golden light
derived from the work of Italianate Dutchmen like Nicolaes
Berchem. Anderton also practised as a portrait painter.

These artists painted landscape for its own sake, with a
sophisticated awareness of Continental precedents. Not only
the Dutch but the French landscapists working in Italy,
Claude Lorrain and Gaspard Poussin, were vital influences, with
their development of the ‘ideal’ landscape. The imaginative leap
from landscape painting as record to landscape as abstract
meditation on nature —and indeed on art itself — is a crucial one.
[t is a stage in the psychological growth of the British School,
by which artists in Britain apprehended new purposes for
painting, new relationships between viewer and object. Before
the early 18th century the abandonment of the topographical
principle is rare. ‘Abstract” landscape was to become so impor-
tant later that its hesitant beginnings in the 17th century are
worth saluting.

The Commonwealth period (1649-60) saw the rise to
prominence of a new portrait painter, the Dutchman Peter
Lely (1618-80), who had arrived in the early 1640s. To begin
with he produced pictures that reflected his Dutch Baroque
background — classical landscapes peopled by naked nymphs,
executed in resonant browns and flesh tones, which he painted
alongside rather sombre portraits of military personnel. His
portrayal of The Children of Charles I(1646/47)1s entirely Dutch.

He readily absorbed the Flemish-cum-Venetian influence of

Van Dyck, and it was as Van Dyck’s natural successor that he
became Principal Painter to Charles Il at the Restoration in
1660. In that capacity he presided over, and largely set the style
for, the last great ebullition of princely magnificence of the
English Renaissance.

The seeds sown by Inigo Jones in the earlier part of the
century bore fruit now in the wealth of fine classical buildings
that went up all over the country. Jones’s successors, above all
Christopher Wren, established an authoritative classicism that
set the course of architecture in England. After the Great Fire in
1666 Wren was charged with the reconstruction of London and
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31. Sir Peter Lely, Henry Hyde, his new cathedral of St Paul’s rose out of the ashes as a mighty
Viscount Cornbury, and his Wife,

Theodosia Capel, 1661-62 . . .
Henry Hyde (1638-1709) was artists were brought in from abroad to cover acres of wall and

statement of the classical aesthetic. New palaces were built, and

the son of the Earl of Clarendon ceiling with allegory in the high Baroque style. An TItahan,
and brother of the poet Earl of

Rochester. This picture must have ) . ) X .
been commissioned as a wedding  from France in about 1671, working for the Duke of Montagu, and

Antonio Verrio (?1(&:3&)—17(’)7), was one of the first. He arrived

portrait; tragically, Theodosiadied  remained much in demand, though he was later rivalled in techni-
of smallpox early in 1662. Their )
interrelated gestures depend on
such models as Van Dyck's Charles /| whom he collaborated, for instance at the Duke of Devonshire’s
and Henrietta Maria (ill. 22).

cal ability by the Frenchiman Louis Laguerre (1663—1721), with

grand house at Chatsworth in Derbyshire.
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Into these splendid palaces Lely introduced portraits that
are an interesting blend of the swagger of Van Dyck with Dutch
solidity. Iis court beauties are decidedly graspable, his gentle-
men vigorous personalities. The faces are plumper, less poetic
than Van Dyck’s, and the ladies subscribe to a somewhat uniform
style of beauty. But many of Van Dyck's stage props remain in
place. There are columns and draperies, or the suggestion of a
rocky outdoor setting creating a romantic wildness against
which the lustrous artificiality of the sitters stands in suggestive
contrast. Above all, Lely’s sense of colour is ravishing. His
autumnal golds and browns slide one above another in exquis-
ite cascades of satin and velvet, from which a white hand or a
swelling bosom emerges with a seductive glow. Van Dyck’s
way of presenting his sitters as historical characters becomes
a standard device. Lely painted the Duchess of Cleveland, for

instance, in roles as various as Minerva, Venus, the Magdalen

and the Virgin Mary herself.

32. Sir Peter Lely,

Elizabeth Hamifton, Comtesse

de Gramont, c. 1663

Elizabeth Hamilton (1641-1708)
was apparently never Charles II's
mistress, but her beauty and
intelligence qualified her for a

place among the ‘Hampton Court
Beauties’. The martyr's palm that
she holds in her left hand endues her
with an aura of saintliness that is
belied by her languorous expression
and reluctantly concealed bosom.
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33. John Greenhill, Self-portrait,
1665

Greenhill was a gifted
draughtsman as well as painter,
and his pose in this self-portrait,
pointing at a drawing, may allude
to that talent. Several of his chalk
drawings survive. His career was
relatively short, owing to his ‘loose
and unguarded manner of living’,
which led to a drunken accident
that proved fatal. An early
influence on him was Gerard
Soest (c. 1602-81), a Dutchman
who came to England in the
1640s; but it was Lely who
supplied the dominant
characteristics of his style.

But these tricks are no longer the means by which a simple

portrait is raised to the plain of a grander, more conceptual
art. They are the armoury of Venus, adding to the titillation
of partly disclosed flesh a hint of saintliness that everything
else in the picture deliberately belies. Lely’s series of ‘'Hampton
Court Beauties” is a harem-full of gorgeous creatures whose
coy glances and assumed piety only emphasize that they are
all too available. It is an embodiment in warmly applied paint
of the very apparent lasciviousness of Charles II and his
entourage.

Lely's success was founded on a sure talent as draughts-
man that reveals itself in his beautiful chalk drawings, which
betray a careful study of Van Dyck’s methods. Similar work
was produced by some of his pupils, notably John Greenhill
(?1640~76), perhaps his most adept native follower. A convinc-

ing application of fluent impasto gives Greenhill’s best work
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34. Mary Beale, Study of a
Young Girl, c. 1681

its own distinctive life. The celebrated woman novelist and

playwright Aphra Behn wrote of him:

So bold, so soft, his touches were,

Soround each part, so sweel, so fair,

That as his pencilmov’d, men thought it press’d
The lrvely imitated breast,

Which yields like clouds where little angels rest.

Although Greenhill mainly produced heads or half-lengths, he
occasionally explored more ambitious compositional types with
allegorical accessories.

Aphra Behn was one of many women who were now begin-
ning the centuries-long progress to professional independence.
Mary Beale (1633-99) is unusual in having been a fully
professional woman painter, with a flourishing London practice.
Her formal portraits are somewhat stolid, but she could deploy

Lely’s expressive free brushwork when she was at her ease with

family, friends and children.
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35. John Michael Wright, The
Family of Sir Robert Vyner, 1673
Stylistically, the picture biends
features from contemporary Dutch
and French painting. Sir Robert
Vyner (1631-88), from a family of
Warwickshire gentry, was a banker
and goldsmith. In 1665 he married
Mary Whitchurch, and in 1666 he
was made a Baronet. In 1674, the
year after this portrait was painted,
he became Lord Mayor of London.
But in the same year his wife died,
and his financial standing was
ruined when the Dutch wars,
combined with court extravagance,
threatened Charles Il with
bankruptcy. Their son Charles
lived only to the age of twenty-two,
leaving his father to die of a

broken heart.

Lely was a Protestant, and Charles II's Queen, Catherine of
Braganza, was Catholic. Charles himself secretly converted to
Catholicism, though he knew it would be unwise to let this
become public. It was the suspicion of Catholicism that had
sealed Charles I's unpopularity, and James II was later to bring
the Stuart dynasty to an ignominious end by insisting on the
restitution of Romish practices. In the last decades of the
dynasty several Catholic painters flourished. The portrayals of
Charles’s mistresses by Lely’s Papist rival the Antwerp-trained
Jacob Huysmans (¢. 1633-96) are lush, dense images of theatrical
overstatement, extravagant in setting and ornamental detail.

Less extreme but also capable of rich effects of colour
and atmosphere is the work of a Catholic Scot, John Michael
Wright (1617-94). After his training in Edinburgh as a portrait
painter with George Jamesone (1590-1644), Wright travelled
in Europe, studying in Rome, and probably in France and the
Low Countries. He could sometimes achieve wonderfully showy
effects reminiscent of contemporary French painting, in his
portraits of gentlemen in densely curled wigs and silver-

embroidered coats, but there is a characterful seriousness about
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36. Jacob de Wet, John,

Ist Marquis of Atholl, c. 1680
John Murray, 2nd Earl and

1st Marquis of Atholl (1631-
1703), could never be relied

on to remain on the same side

in any dispute. The historian
Thomas Babington Macaulay
called him ‘the falsest, most fickle,
the most pusillanimous of
mankind.’ This fantastic portrait
shows him as one of the victorious
generals of the battle of Bothwell
Brig, at which the Covenanters
were defeated. He wears the
ceremonial armour of an ancient
Roman, with all the paraphernalia
of the grandest Continental
Baroque portraiture. Although in
SOMe ways a curiosity, it
foreshadows the splendidly
rhetorical Highland portraits of
Raeburn a century later (ill. 105).

his women in their finely pleated, shot mauve and pearl silks that
is at the opposite pole from Lely. He is particularly poetic in his
handling of the wistful sunset landscapes that frequently feature
in the backgrounds of his portraits.

Wright might have dominated painting in late 17th-century
Scotland; instead he went abroad, and later worked in England.
His place was filled by an immigrant Dutchman, Jacob de Wet
(1640-97). De Wet created Baroque decorative schemes for
Scottish houses, including Glamis Castle, and portraits like the
outrageous whole-length of John, 15t Marquis of Atholl (¢. 1680)
at Blair Atholl. With his contorted pose and absurd Roman

armour the Marquis exemplifies an extreme of theatricality that

portrait painters were to react against in the coming decades.



Chapter 3

The Age of Improvement: 1688-1750

When William of Orange came from Holland in 1688 with his
Stuart Queen, Mary, to take the throne so precipitately vacated by
James 11, there was perhaps no great change in national sentiment.
"The public wish was carried out when James was sent packing. But
the quality of court lite, and the flavour of life in high places gener-
ally, underwent a radical transformation. The Catholicleanings of
the Stuarts were definitively replaced by William’s committed
Protestantism. The opulence of the Renaissance courts gave way
to a sober preoccupation with parliamentary government, the
concerns of a burgeoning mercantile class, and a new sense of the
responsibilities of high position. Science attained new prestige,
marked by the burgeoning of the Royal Society, which had been
formally instituted in 1660. Painting too was a branch of learned
enquiry. New markets for art were beginning to emerge, and new
requirements were made of artists.

Portraiture, for instance, changed notably. It lost much of its
theatricality and became serious, almost staid. Lely’s successor
as court painter, Godfrey Kneller (1646-1723), was a native of
Liibeck in the mercantile heart of northern Germany, per-
fectly cut out to express the new attitudes. He had trained in
Holland under Ferdinand Bol, and must have leaint, too, from
Rembrandt. He then travelled to Rome, and was well versed in
modern painting by the time he came to England in the early
1670s under the patronage of a Hamburg merchant, John
Bankes. He was appointed Principal Painter to the new King in
1688, along with an Englishman, John Riley (1646-91).

Although Kneller’s approach derives from Lely’s, his style s
stripped of lubriciousness. His ladies do not pout at us, exposing
plump flesh: they gaze witha cool, graveregard, like monuments
to ancient virtues. The standard poses become stiffer, more
predictable. The rhetoric of power shifts key from the self-
consciously erotic to the self-consciously respectable. The
technique is noticeably dryer, too. Gone are the liquid glazes and
sensuous impasto: Kneller’s preferred manner, which at his best
is very expressive, involves a dry scumble of highlight over a flat,
sombre colour, devoid of sensuality. In his more intimate por-
traits, usually half-lengths of male friends, his freedom of touch
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the Kit-Kat Club, Congreve
(1670-1729) had

plays as an ungentlemanly

(his best-known, The Way of the

1700

World was his last, in 1700).

approaches the virtuoso; but it would smack of paradox to speak
of virtuosity in reference to such direct, unaftected painting. He
is most himself with the members of the Kit-Kat Club, that infor-
mal group of public men, politicians and literati who imparted

their dynamism to the high-minded ‘Augustan” age of Queen

Anne and George [. In these modest half-lengths, executed




38.Sir Godfrey Kneller,
Margaret Cecil, Countess
of Ranelagh, 1691

between 1701 and 1721, the trappings of formal portraiture are

dispensed with. Physiognomy alone becomes the subject.

On the grander scale of court portraiture, Kneller’s set
of whole-length ‘Hampton Court Beauties’ contrasts sharply
with Lely’s series (which were all three-quarter-lengths). The
Countess of Ranelagh (1691) confronts us with great poise, mak-
ing a generous gesture with her right hand, and holding up her
dress, though she does both without the least coquetry. Rather

she engages us in intelligent conversation, undistracted by
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39. John Closterman,

Anthony Ashley Cooper, 3rd Earl
of Shaftesbury, c.1701
Shaftesbury (1671-1713) was
educated under the tutelage of
the great philosopher John Locke.
As a serious Whig he endorsed
progressive measures for the
improvement of conditions

for the disadvantaged. His
Characteristicks (1711) — which
gave currency to the phrase ‘moral
feeling’ - link Locke and Descartes
with later developments in British,
German and French philosophy.
Closterman’s portrait shows him
informally attired, his loose
dressing gown and open shirt
immediately evoking the
philosopher’s life of thoughtful
retirement. He leans on a plinth
with velumes of Xenophon and
Plato to hand.

emblems or symbols. The curtain and tapestry behind her

provide the soberest of backdrops to this civilized invitation.

[t was of course in portraits of men that the new seriousness
was most forcibly embodied. The Baroque pyrotechnics of de
Wet and Huysmans now seem frivolous. But if the military

might of Imperial Rome was invoked to give the Marquis of

Atholl a veneer of heroic splendour, so now the more earnest
virtues of the Roman Republic could suggest a weightier value.

Men of substance must also be men of integrity in matters affect-
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ing the public realm. The locus classicus ot the idea is provided by
another north German, John Closterman (1660-1711), from
Osnabruck, who had come to England, after a period of study
in Paris, in 1681. His likenesses of bewigged dignitaries, often
in fictitious armour, apparently continue the Baroque conven-
tions unchanged. But there is an undercurrent of increased
seriousness, and when we come to Antony Ashley, 3rd LEarl
of Shaftesbury (c. 1701) we find ourselves in an atmosphere of
earnest philosophy that is palpably new.

Shaftesbury gained a reputation as a thinker, his Character-
isticks of Men, Manners, Opinions, and Times, published in 1711,
being one of the definitive documents of the new aristocracy. It
defined the “Well-Bred Man’ in terms that included an informed
appreciation of the fine arts, which in their turn have a refining
effect on the intellect and the emotions, and become part of the
mechanism of civilized discourse. Here are the origins of the
18th century’s high valuation of ancient Roman culture, and of
Italian art, especially historical or literary subject paintings
dealing with noble moral ideas. The work of the Rome-based
French painter Nicolas Poussin, withits seriousness and learned
classicism derived from the sculpture and architecture of
Antiquity, was a vital point of reference.

Shaftesbury must have collaborated closely with Closter-
man in the conception of his portrait. Although it harks back in
some ways to literary images like Van Dyck’s of Suckling, this
is a new notion of the portrait as icon of power. Influence is no
longer simply a matter of birth or social standing: it must be
earned by worthy behaviour, by ‘politeness’in allits senses: good
manners and good taste united to express the very fabric of
civilization. A fresh link has been forged in the chain that binds
the various layers of society together: the link of high ideals
based on anotion of common humanity.

To encounter the movement for moral improvement at its
most attractive we must read the magazines that were beginning
to be popular, The Spectator and The Tatler, written by Joseph
Addison and Richard Steele, whose journalism conveyed lessons
in politeness in the most digestible and entertaining forms. With
these moral and social imperatives in place, portraiture settled
into a steady, comfortable role reiterating well-understood
assumptions with a broad homogeneity of style. Kneller pro-
vided a reliable formula; Riley too had some lasting influence.
His sober approach anticipated the new ideas already in Charles
II's reign, and his full-length portraits of servants suggest an
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40. Jonathan Richardson,
Edward and Constantia Rolt,

c. 1695

These are the two children of Sir
Thomas Rolt of Sacombe Park,
Hertfordshire; Edward was born
about 1680 and died in 1722.
They are shown in contrasting
Baroque poses in a composition
unusually elaborate for
Richardson, who transmitted
the reliable style of his master
John Riley to the next generation,
which included his pupil
Thomas Hudson.

endearing humanity. Kneller had a substantial rival in the Danish

painter Michael Dahl (¢. 1659~1743), who worked in a very simi-
lar idiom, though with a greater overt delight in the Baroque
accessories of full-bottomed wigs and flowing draperies. A little
later, the sparkling, broadly handled whole-lengths of John
Vanderbank (1694-1739) brought a certain Rococo ebullience
to the type. The practice not only of portraiture but of painting
in general as a serious art— and one that ought to be admitted to
the ranks of gentlemanly pursuits — was given a verbal formu-
lation in the writings of another artist in this mould, Jonathan
Richardson (1665-1745). His Essay on the Theory of Painting
was first published in 1715 and remained in print for most of
the century.

The most spectacular works of art in the period were cele-
brations of national and public success as much as individual.
The triumphs of the Duke of Marlborough in the European wars
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41. Sir James Thornhill, detail
of the ceiling of the Painted Hall
of the Royal Naval Hospital,
Greenwich, 1707-27

were recognized by the gift of a vast palace near Oxford,
Blenheim, commissioned in 1706 and planned as one of the most
splendid buildings in Europe. It was ‘a house but nota dwelling’,

in the phrase of the satirical poet Alexander Pope, and was duly

decorated with sumptuous paintings by Laguerre, dense with

allegory derived from the illusionistic ceilings of Roman

churches of the Counter-Reformation.




[n the grand schemes of the politically ambitious aristocracy,
art could again perform its function as propaganda. High-
minded themes were cast as masque-like presentations
in which gods and goddesses represented abstractions
among putti-infested clouds. Occasionally the results were more
than simply overpowering: they could be beautifully invented
and elegantly realized. Laguerre and Verrio served as adequate
models for their only serious native English rival, James
Thornhill (1675-1734). It was Thornhill who was entrusted
with the decoration of another huge public enterprise, the great
Painted Hall of the new Royal Naval Hospital at Greenwich.

The project occupied him for twenty years from 1707.
The space follows, on a huge scale, the pattern of Oxtford
and Cambridge college halls: a long room between high win-
dows, with anteroom, and a transept at the far end. Thornhill
covered walls and ceiling with sprawling allegories gloritying
William and Mary and their successors, and the triumphs ot the
Royal Navy, supported by giant trompe-Ioeil pilasters and
architectural ornament. Their sheer scale makes these decora-
tions an extraordinary achievement for a native British painter.
Thornhill went on to decorate the dome of Wren’s new St Paul’s,
another vast project, and houses in London and round the coun-
try. But this overweening style of decoration did not really suit
the English temperament. Few followed Thornhill's example,
though an exception was William Kent (1685—1748), architect
and designer of furniture and gardens, who created mural paint-
ings at Hampton Court and Kensington Palace, where he
worked from 1723.

Thornhill's designs were not merely decorative: they carried
with them the sense of civic responsibility celebrated in the por-
traiture of the period. There is therefore more of a link than we
might at first suppose between Thornhill’s work and that of his
son-in-law William Hogarth (1697—1764). Hogarth is associated
first of all with his ‘modern moral subjects’, satives dissecting the
vices of the age in small-scale scenes derived from Dutch genre
painting of the previous century. But these too are concerned with
the responsibility of the citizen, seeking to teach not through
high-minded allegory but through easily accessible comedy.

For by this time there existed an increasingly rich and ambi-
tious middle class, establishing itself in genteel surroundings,
and emulating the aristocracy in buying art. This is the period
when paintings for the first time in England become

‘collectibles’ — desirable chattels in a wealthy man’s household.
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The situation had existed for most of the previous century in
Holland; now it was the turn of the English, and the Dutch were
to have an important effect on what they bought.

While the Dutch ‘little masters’ had woven into their scenes
of modern life a texture of ulterior meaning using individual
symbolic details, Hogarth sought to tell extensive stories. He
begins a tradition that was to become characteristic in England:
the tradition of the literary picture. His scenes of everyday life
are chapters of novels, tracing the lives, rise and fall of types —the
Rake, the Harlot, the Industrious and Idle Apprentices. Each
type is made thoroughly individual as in anovel, surrounded by a
cast of believable, if Dickensian, characters and the crowded
paraphernalia of a contemporary drawing-room or bawdy-
house, London street or prison. The series Marriage A-la-Mode
(¢. 1743) traces the tragi-comedy of a marriage of convenience in
which bride and groom go their separate ways to destruction.
A later set, containing only four scenes rather than the six of the
carlier series (or indeed the twelve that tell the contrasting
stories of Industry and Idleness), deals not with private but with
public life. The suite An Election (1754)is a product of Hogarth’s
later years, and its complex subjects are presented with devastat-
ing wit and compositional authority: a panorama of contempo-
rary life is presented with an all-encompassing fascination for
vernacular detail and the foibles of humanity that recalls
Brueghel.

Hogarth realized that such works could never reach their
market in their original form as oil paintings. He had been
trained as an engraver, initially on silver, and had quickly
entered the arena of popular satirical engravings, which were
much in demand. This too was a fashion that had come over from
Holland. It was a natural step for him to translate his paintings
into prints. He engraved his ‘moral subjects’ and sold them by
the thousands to a public newly eager for prints of all kinds. The
great age of the reproductive print in England was beginning,
and Hogarth was entrepreneur enough to capitalize on the tech-
nology and the fashion. In 1735 he lobbied for Parliament to pass
a Bill outlawing the piracy of prints and establishing a principle
of legal copyright (literary copyright had existed since 1709)
that was to survive until the demise of the reproductive print a

hundred and fifty years later.
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42. Joseph Highmore, Scene
from Samuel Richardson’s
‘Pamela’: Pamela tells a

Nursery Tale, 1744
Richardson's epistolary novels
mark a high point of the new
bourgeois civilization flourishing
in mid-18th-century London.
His first, Pamela, was a story of
‘moral feeling’, about an innocent
young woman beset by the wiles
of predatory men. It was an
international success. In this
episode from his series of twelve
scenes from Pamela, Highmore
depicts the heroine as a model of
domestic virtue.

Hogarth’s moralities were imitated repeatedly in the 18th
century, though rarely with so acute a satirical edge. The idea of
the narrative series was taken over literally by Joseph Highmore
(1692-1780), who painted a set of scenes illustrating Samuel
Richardson’s novel Pamela, or Virtue Rewarded (1740). In these
the intention is less to convey a moral lesson than to retell
in visual terms a popular sentimental romance, though
Richardson’s novels exemplity the spread of a general moral
consciousness in the period. Highmore was well qualified: he
specialized in gentle, famtly Rococo portraits which at their best
are among the most distinguished successors to Kneller.

When Hogarth first made his mark as a painter, in the 1720s,
1t was with a new style of portrait: the small-scale family group
or ‘conversation’. Again, the inspiration was largely Dutch, and a
number of artists from Holland practised the form in England:
Pieter Angillis (1685-1734) and Joseph van Aken (1699-1749)

are representative. But there was another important strain in its

parentage: a I‘rench tradition that owed its vitality to Jean-
Antoine Watteau (1684—1721 )-
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43. William Hogarth,

Marriage A-la-Mode, Scene IV:
The Toilette, ¢. 1743

The foppish, pox-ridden heir to
the profligate and snobbish Lord
Squanderfield has married the
daughter of a rich London
Alderman. Here, as Countess,
she holds a fashionable levee,
surrounded by hairdresser,
musicians (including a castrato,
left foreground), black servants,
and her lover the lawyer
Silvertongue (far right). The floor
is littered with invitations and on
the walls hang pictures that
comment ironically on the
situation.
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44 William Hogarth,

A Performance of ‘The Indian
Emperor or the Conquest of
Mexico by the Spaniards’,
1732-35

Hogarth's love of theatre is
combined here with his practice
as a painter of conversation
pieces. To achieve the
combination of subjects he
deploys perspective ingeniously
so that both elements of the
group, actors and audience,
are allowed space in which to
develop their separate and
mutual interrelationships.

Watteau visited England only briefly, in 1720, but the

influence of his elegant fétes galantes — courtly and flirtatious
picnics — was immense. They were imitated by such immigrant
artists as the German-trained Frenchman Philippe Mercier
(°1689-1760) and the Fleming Joseph Irancis Nollekens
(1702—48). Watteau's brand of frivolity is shot through with an
almost elegiac sense of the evanescence of pleasure; but in the
hands of his imitators it became simply charming, with much
play of the sheen of rich fabrics and the coy glances of pretty
women. Mercier, who became Principal Painter to Frederick,
Prince of Wales, supplied him and the court with conversations
and ‘fancy pieces’ — decorative figure subjects — showing young
women in domestic settings or allegories of the senses. The
fancy picture, consciously avoiding the moral weight of histori-
cal subjects, was to be a popular type throughout the century.
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45. Philippe Mercier, Hearing,

1743-46

This is one of a set of pictures
representing the five senses.
The subject, a version of
Watteau's musical gatherings,
is presented as a charming
comedy of manners, with
emphasis on the charm.

The conversation piece began rather staidly in England,
with Dutch influence more in evidence than IFrench. In the work
of Gawen Hamilton (¢.1697-1737) gentlemen and ladies are
grouped in interiors that suggest sober wealth, occupied rather
desultorily with whatever objects and activities suitably indicate
their claims to fame or simply individuality. These conversations
remain formal, dominated by that sense of public virtue we have
so often noticed.

Hogarth was quite capable of producing works like these.
But with his vivid sense of fun and of the innate drollness of
humanity he often subverted decorum by introducing a more
personal note. He came to the conversation-piece by way of
theatrical subjects: in the late 1720s he painted several versions
of a scene from John Gay’s famous musical comedy The Beggar’s
Opera. In these he explored the dramatic rapport of characters

on stage, refining both his psychological insight and his

technique as he proceeded. The formula ot a group of small-scale




46. William Hogarth, Calais Gate: O the Roast Beef of Old England!, 1749
Hogarth’s skill in telling a story is not only a matter of humorous characterization
and droll contrasts: it is bound up with his ability to paint with a fluent descriptive
ease that creates figures and forms in convincing and vital three-dimensionality.
His use of light and shade as an aid to narrative is also well illustrated here.

The Highlander hunched miserably in the right corner is a member of the

Young Pretender’s defeated army, who has followed him into exile.




figures, connected by some narrative situation and seen through
a curtained proscenium arch, was taken up in his purely social
group portraits. EEven the draped curtain remains in some of
them. In the most ambitious of all, A Performance of “The Indran
Lmperor or the Conquest of Mexico by the Spanrards’ (1732-35), the
social event is a session of amateur theatricals. The children of
grandees perform for the benetit of a royal prince and princesses
and several eminent adults, at the house of the Master of the
Mint, John Conduitt. Hogarth dwells with delight on the chil-
dren’s engaged faces, on their glittering finery, and on the stage
scenery with its awesome prison set. The interrelationship of
actors and audience is cunningly contrived in the picture space,
cach participant given prominence without detracting from the
coherence of the composition as a whole.

Hogarth rarely emphasizes the grandeur of his sitters. He
1s more interested in them as ordinary people. His debt to the
French tradition is apparent only in odd touches — the lustre of a
dress, the delicacy of some of his colour — but he was not one to
paint children as though they were adults, or dogs, for that inat-
ter, as though they were posing for the artist (except in a self-
portrait in which his own pug comically replicates his expres-
sion). He doesn’t mock his sitters — that would not be in any
portrait-painter’s interests — but he makes the most of their
humanity. The comic touches are a compliment to their broad-
mindedness and liberal opinions: they draw attention to
precisely the mental attitudes that these ‘polite’ people cultivated.

Hogarth’s aim was to portray the English as more human
and at the same time more civilized than any other nation. His
view of Calais Gate, which he titled O the Roast Beef of Old
England! (1749), is a parable of his feelings on the matter. The
scrawny French soldiers, fed on thin gruel, stare longingly at the
sirloin being carried to the English inn, and a fat friar prods it
appreciatively. Hogarth himself sits at the left sketching the gate,
which he admired as it had been built by the English, and is about
to be ‘carried to the governor as a spy’ for doing so: a soldier’s
hand descends on his shoulder as he draws.

He could be offensively chauvinistic, fulminating against the
imposition of foreign models on English art. His energetic style
of applying paint is itself almost a patriotic statement, ostenta-
tiously free of the constraints learnt in foreign academies.
‘Going to study abroad’, he wrote, ‘is an errant farce and more
likely to confound a true genious than to improve him.” With

these views it's not surprising that Hogarth campaigned for the
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47. William Hogarth, Captain
Thomas Coram, 1740

In this picture Hogarth stakes

out new ground for himself as a
painter in the grand manner,
perhaps consciously borrowing
the composition of a French
portrait that he could have known
from an engraving. This was a
gesture not only of self-promotion,
but of propaganda for a new kind
of painting for a new English
class: Coram is presented as an
English archetype, a successful
merchant entitled to see himself
depicted with the swagger usually
reserved for the aristocracy.

recognition of a national school of painting. When a friend,
Captain Thomas Coram, established a home for foundling
children in London he availed himself of an invitation to paint for
it, and encouraged Coram to commission other artists too. With
work by him and several contemporaries the Foundling
Hospital's collection became a sort of embryonic National
Gallery, long before such an institution was ever formally set up.
For Coram, too, Handel composed music: painting was to be
encouraged in a context of general cultural improvement.
Hogarth’s portrait of Coram himself, executed for the inau-
guration of the Hospital in 1740, is highly innovative. A large
whole-length, it shows the bluft merchant-philanthropist
seated, with the ships that made him wealthy afloat on a distant
sea beyond a column and heavy curtain. The trappings are those
of the full-blown Baroque state portrait; but this is not a king,
nor even a nobleman, but the honest, downright commercial
man with a strongly developed social sense, towards whom the
whole period since the Glorious Revolution of 1688 had been
tending. Hogarth was the painter to do him —and the period —
exact justice. The improvised touch of his luscious paint reflects
the self-made man. The still life of globe and books in the
foreground is a tour de force of crisp, bravura illusionism.
Nevertheless, just as Coram is quintessentially English, so
Hogarth’s technique belongs to a native tradition. We are
reminded of the earthy quality of Dobson’s handling, and there
1s a Dobsonian delight in the red-faced, hearty English character
of the sitter. After two centuries of fascinating but, it must be
admitted, spasmodic development English painting and English
subject matter have at last converged, in the hands of a master.
Coram’s art collection was intended to show what English
pamters could achieve. If he despised Continental pretensions,
Hogarth nevertheless tried his hand at grand subjects. For Coram
he painted Moses brought before Pharoal’s Daughter, a Biblical illus-

tration of the Foundling Hospital's mission, and for the church of

St Mary Redclifte at Bristol he produced an enormous triptych,
centred on the Ascension of Christ(1755-56). Such ambitious exer-
cises were not his natural metier, but they are given life by his
innate energy of invention and freshness of handling.

Hogarth brought artists of very different interests to Coram'’s
attention. A series of roundels depicting landscapes and town-
scapes includes work by three of the key figures in the development
oflandscape at a critical moment in its history. Richard Wilson and

Thomas Gainsborough are the first undisputedly great masters of
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48. George Lambert, A View

of Box Hill, Surrey, 1733

This view of a famous beauty spot
south of London does not render
it as an equivalent of the idyllic
ltalian landscape of Claude: the
unemphatic features are allowed
to be beautiful in their own
English way. Lambert’s delicate,
soft light unifies the scene in a
way that was ‘Claud de Lorain’s
peculiar excellence and is now
Mr Lambert’s’, in the words of
Hogarth.

the school, while George Lambert (1700-1765) illustrates the
growing diversity and flexibility of the painter of nature. Lambert
absorbed the two traditions of topographical and ideal views into
one practice and established the versatility of his profession. He
could compose a ‘Classical Landscape’ as an exercise in the abstract
idealism of Gaspard Poussin, with balancing groups of trees and
light-filled distance, or animaginary woodland scene in the style of
Meindert Hobbema. In a different vein, his view of Boxr Hill (1733)
is free from all the formalities of picture construction, an appar-
ently objective record of the scene before him. Lambert sometimes
collaborated with Hogarth, who would paint the figures into his
subjects.

Coram also patronized the talented but short-lived sea-
painter Charles Brooking (1723-59), acquiring a huge canvas
by him in the generally accepted style of such works, that 1s,
imitating the Dutch marine artist Willem van de Velde the

ouneger (1633—1707) who had come to England with his father
young g
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49. Charles Brooking, A Man of
War firing a Salute, ¢.1750-59

(1611-93) in 1672. Between them the Van de Veldes established
a pattern of depicting ships and the sea that would be increas-
ingly important in a society whose wealth and influence were
largely founded on sea power.

Another of Coram’s painters, the youthful Thomas
Gainsborough (1727-88), also combined Dutch and French
ideas in his work. In him culminates the Watteau-inspired tradi-
tion that had subsisted through the first third of the century. He
had been taught by an émigré IFrenchman, Hubert Gravelot
(1699-1773), who came to England in 1732 and practised
mostly as an illustrator, in a delicate Rococo style of sinuous
curves and courtly elegance. This, it should be said, was not
an entirely foreign idiom. Hogarth formulated his own idea of
the ‘line of beauty’, the serpentine double curve that is the
toundation of Rococo design, in The Analysis of Beauty (1753), a
work of aesthetic theory that stands with the best 18th-century

writing on the subject.




50. Thomas Gainsborough,

Mr and Mrs Andrews, c. 1748-50
Gainsborough’s early portraits

are the true English counterparts
of Watteau's fétes galantes:

the sitters are idle, not in some
dream landscape, but in real-life
parkland, with a well-defined
economic relationship to their
surroundings. There are practical
hints of the Rococo ‘line of beauty’
in the wrought-iron seat, the
curving hoop of Mrs Andrews’
skirt, and even in the neatly
turned calves of her nonchalant
husband.

Schooled by Gravelot, Gainsborough evolved a Rococo dis-
tinctively his own. His country gentlefolk are posed comfortably
in attitudes distantly evocative of the languor of Watteau's
courtiers, in landscapes that transmute the Holland of Jan
Wynants or Philips Wouwermans into Gainsborough’s native
Suffolk. The parallelism of portrait and landscape in these
sturdy yet delicate works is prophetic of his later pursuit of
both forms. As with Lambert, landscape 1s nurtured in a dual
relationship that enriches and develops it. In a pure landscape
like Cornard Hood (1753) Gainsborough at a stroke translates
the Dutch tradition into something unmistakably East Anglian.
These are domesticated scenes: characterful oaks glint agamst
storm-darkened skies alight with plump clouds, countryfolk
drive carts or cattle along winding lanes. Into such settings
the small whole-length portraits fit naturally. Mr and Mrs
Andrews, whom Gainsborough painted about the time of their
marriage in 1748, are clearly proud of a fertile and well tended
estate. But their casual poses and frank expressions do not ask

us to stand in awe of them, or to admire them for any special
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51. Francis Hayman, The Play
of the See-Saw, c.1741-42
The pleasure gardens for
Londoners at Vauxhall were
developed in the early 18th
century by Jonathan Tyers,

who added numerous buildings,
statues and a cascade. The
supper-boxes were decorated by
Hayman and his assistants with
panels illustrating sports and
pastimes which have a moral
subtext, going some way,
perhaps, to counteracting the
licentious reputation of the
gardens. The theme was the
transience of human pleasure.
Many depict children's games,
and were intended to instruct the
young. Here, the see-saw
becomes an emblem of the
precariousness of happiness.

accomplishments. Even the partridge that Mr Andrews might
be supposed to have shot never got painted in on his wife’s blue
tatteta lap.

Gainsborough sometimes  collaborated on  conversation
pieces with IFrancis Hayman (1708-76), whose genial groups in
the open air or conversing in an alchouse influenced his own.
Hayman's work was ‘casily distinguishable by the large noses
and shambling legs of his figures,” as Horace Walpole said, and
he was more admired for his historical subjects. He executed a
Finding of the Infant Moses in the Bulrushes (1716) for the
Foundling Hospital, and painted other histories. Genial,
cheerful and decorative, Hayman’s style was just right for a
series of pictures commissioned in the ecarly 1740s for the
supper-boxes at Vauxhall Gardens. His theme was English
games and pastimes — subjects in which he could display his gift
for lively Rococo composition. Like Hogarth, he was a pioneer-
ing theatrical painter, an exemplar of the new genres now

emerging from the ferment of commercial prosperity that was

making England the most dynamic country on carth.
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Chapter 4

The Age of Industry: 1750-1800

In 1712 Thomas Newcomen in Dartmouth developed the first
steam pump, and in 1733 John Kay of Bury in Lancashire
patented the fly-shuttle. The technological and social upheaval
of the Industrial Revolution was under way. Radical change
affected the arts too. If Hogarth invented a way of painting to
suit his own patriotic aims, almost every painter of significance
in the generation after him was a technical innovator one way
or another.

It was an age when theory was revered. Newton had shown
that the universe could be ordered and measured; Descartes in
France and Locke in England demonstrated that mental pro-
cesses could also be described and categorized. The 18th century
saw a succession of philosophers and aesthetic theorists pro-
pounding their views as to the effect of experience on our thoughts
and emotions. Our experience of reality was naturally extended
to include our experience of art. Shaftesbury had attempted such
an analysis in his Characteristicks. Hogarth, too, as we know, was
moved to order his ideas on artinto a work of theory.

The scientific spirit permeated all fields of endeavour, and
artists came to see their occupation as a kind of science: a process
of analysis, categorization and reduction. At one end of the scale,
they sought to rationalize their professional existence, forming
societies in the capital to facilitate training. These culiminated in
1768 in the founding of the Royal Academy, which provided
training and exhibition facilities for a professional body of
artists in London, under royal patronage. Its first President,
Joshua Reynolds (1723-92), who was to be the definitive aes-
thetic theorist of his time, painted an allegorical figure of Theory
(¢. 1779) for the ceiling of the Academicians’ new library.

Reynolds’s own art was a blend of theory and opportunism;
he made it work by binding the ingredients together with a
wonderful wit. In his field of portraiture an admixture of wit was
urgently needed. Up to the time of Reynolds’s master, Thomas
Hudson (1701-79), face-painting remained largely dependent
on well-tried formulas. Hudson’s studio turned out glossy,
prepossessing likenesses, standard half-, three-quarter- and

whole-lengths showing off fine satin dresses and embroidered
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52. Allan Ramsay, Robert Wood,
1755

Wood was a scholar of ancient
literature and civilization, and was
famous as one of the discoverers
of the ancient city of Palmyra in
Syria. His Essay on the Original
Genius of Homer was published
in 1769, and Ramsay seems to
have read and been impressed
by it. He paints Wood here

very much in the manner of
contemporary French artists,
with an animated presentation

of character and attention to

the refinements of a handsome
costume.

waistcoats adorning flushed, successtul men and pale, compliant
wormen.

Already, Hudson’s Scottish rival Alan Ramsay (1713-84)
was showing a way forward. Ramsay studied in Italy in the
1730s, and came to London in 1738 armed with a subtler, more
poetic style than anyone could boast in the capital at the time. He

was widely regarded as a beacon of the Scottish Enlightenment;

James Boswell remarked on his “very lively mind’. Appropriately,

he created a classic likeness of the IFrench Enlightenment
philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1766). His early work is like
Hudson’s, but his handling of flesh is another matter. His female
portraits glow with an inner radiance, his male heads have a
warmth that exudes humanity. All are perceived as individuals,

colleagues, as it were, in the Enlightenment debate. As he

matured, Ramsay’s textures softened and his colour became




more idiosyncratic, his vibrant, sweet pinks and blues reminiscent

of French pastel painters of the period. His style of the 1750s and

'60s seems especially apt to the depiction of beautiful women
arrayed in silk and lace. It was Ramsay, not Reynolds, who
painted, in 1762, the most enduring official images ot George 111

and his Queen, Charlotte.




54. Sir Joshua Reynolds,
Self-portrait, shading the eyes,
c. 1747-48

This is Reynolds's first mature
self-portrait, the forerunner of
many. It is the only one in which
he shows himself in his own role
as a practising painter, holding
brush and mahl-stick, and in the
act of looking intently — the artist’s
fundamental occupation. It is
therefore a kind of manifesto of
the dedicated artist. The motif of
the face half in shadow was one
to which Reynolds would return
in many works during his career.

opposite

53. Allan Ramsay, Emily,
Countess of Kildare, 1765

As Ramsay’s career progressed
his style became softer and more
atmospheric; he abandoned the
crisp finish of his early work in
favour of a more delicate manner
characterized by gentle lighting
and pastel colours. Emily Lennox
(1731-1814) was one of the
three daughters of the 2nd Duke
of Richmond (Canaletto’s patron:
seeill. 77), who married James
Fitzgerald, Earl of Kildare, later
Duke of Leinster, by whom she
had nineteen children. She was
painted by numerous artists,
from Arthur Devis to Sir Joshua
Reynolds.

Reynolds too visited Italy, not to enter an artist’s studio like

Ramsay, but to study the works of the masters. When he
returned to London in 1753 he was a changed artist. Hudson,
finding nothing of his own style left in his pupil's work,
exclaimed ‘By God, Reynolds, you don’t paint so well as when
you left England!” He was now Ramsay’s chief rival, and estab-
lished himself as a natural leader of artists. His many self-
portraits show us a man passionately concerned with his
identity as an artist, modelling himself on Rembrandt, aware of
his humanity, yet vividly conscious of his technical powers. His
election as the Academy’s first President was inevitable. The
annual lectures or Discourses that he delivered to the students
(and many others) became a kind of Bible for artists that would
remain in use for nearly a century.

As a thinker, Reynolds descends directly from Shaftesbury
(see pp. 55—56). He inherited Shaftesbury’s sense of the social
responsibility of art. He believed in the primacy of serious
subject matter, and the duty of the artist, if he could, to pursue
‘history’ — subjects taken from the Bible, classical mythology or
literature. Other ‘branches’ of the business were necessarily
inferior: portrait, landscape, genre (scenes of everyday life),
animal painting and still life were progressively less capable
of seriousness. This hierarchy was dependent on a concept,
derived from literary criticism, that certain works of art embod-

led supreme spiritual grandeur, and could raise the mind to



contemplate things far above the mundane. The 18th century
defined this, the Sublime, in endless ways. ldmund Burke in a
famous Philosophical Enquiry of 1757 contrasted it with the
Beautiful, but attributed our awareness of both to psychological
states: we find beautiful what we desire, sublime what is life-
threatening. "Whatever is In any sort terrible, or 1s conversant
about terrible objects, or operates in a manner analogous to
terror, is a source of the sublime; that is, it is productive of the
strongest emotion which the mind is capable of feeling.” Burke’s
theory opened up the discussion of Beauty and Sublimity to the
consideration of natural as well as human phenomena. In the
course of the 18th century, despite Reynolds, landscape painting
gradually asserted itself as a primary expressive form.

Central to Reynolds’s thinking was the idea that great art
must generalize. “The most beautiful forms [in nature] have
something about them like weakness, minuteness, or impertec-
tion’, he said; ‘by along habit of observing what any set ot objects
of the same kind have in common . . . the painter . . . learns to
design naturally by drawing his figures unlike any one object.
This idea of the perfect state of nature, which the artist calls
Ideal Beauty, is the great leading principle, by which works of
genius are conducted.” Reynolds faced a dilemma: for what was
his chosen protession of portraiture if not the representation of
the particular? The key to an understanding of his achievement
is an appreciation of his stratagems for resolving this puzzle.

He believed that the Old Masters were an infallible source of
inspiration. This was the antidote to Hogarth's chauvinism: the
artist must not be insular, but feel himself part of the broad
international current of art. Reynolds would take a figure from
Correggio or Raphael and present it with a clever twist as the
portrait of a contemporary. This process invested portraiture
with a dignity it couldn’t otherwise aspire to. A naval comman-
der like Commodore Keppel (1753—54) was all the more imposing
if he reminded the viewer, subliminally, of the Apollo Belvedere
or a Roman senator. Reynolds tried his hand at history, but was
not cut out for it, as he well knew. But by importing historical
ideas into portraiture his sitters were flattered, and his work
gained in intellectual weight.

There was further reason for the stratagem. While his male
sitters could very well be presented in their own personas as
statesmen, lawyers or generals, with the paraphernalia of their
rank or office, women enjoyed no self-evident standing. Their role

was largely passive, to bear children and to be social ornaments.

78



55. Sir Joshua Reynolds,
Georgiana, Duchess of
Devonshire, with her Daughter,
Lady Georgiana Cavendish, 1784
Georgiana, Duchess of
Devonshire (1757-1806), was
renowned as ‘The Beautiful
Duchess’, though it was her
ebullient personality rather than
her looks which earned general
admiration. This unexpected
portrait presents that personality
as it manifested itself in private:
Reynolds typically allows his
subjects to adopt their own
natural poses, and by inspired
choice of moment and deft
composition transforms a fleeting
instant into a formal, even a
monumental, statement.

Mythology and history provided a wondertul dressing-up box

with which they could be disguised as goddesses, nymphs or
vestal virgins. So Mrs Musters becomes Hebe, the actress Sarah
Siddons the Tragic Muse. This was a development of Lely’s sys-
tem of presenting court beauties as saints, but in Reynolds’s
hands the idea takes on genuine seriousness. At the same time,

he could deploy an enchanting sense of humour. In his picture

of Georgiana, Duchess of Devonshire, with her Daughter, Lady

Georgrana Cavendish (1784) the interplay of mother and infant is
captured with relaxed indulgence; splendid as it is, the portrait
presents the sitters as though Reynolds were a doting godtather,
delighted by their mutual happiness. A childless bachelor, he was
inspired by children to some of his most attractive work.

True to his time, and to his exploratory cast of mind, he was
given to technical experiment. His enthusiastic use of bitumen
and other untested substances has resulted in the wreck of many
fine works. But when he abjured ‘patent’ recipes or the assistance
of his band of drapery-painters and other helpers, he could pro-

duce portraits of a wonderful immediacy and verve. Then, even






56. Sir Joshua Reynolds,
Colonel George Coussmaker,
1782

Coussmaker is shown in his
uniform as colonel in the
Grenadier Guards, his red coat
trimmed with gold braid. From the
evidence of an unusually large
number of sittings, even for the
horse, it is likely that Reynolds
painted this portrait entirely
himself, unaided by the usual
team of assistants. Every portion
of the design is executed with
painterly verve and fluency, while
the composition as a whole is
integrated into a single bold

and easy rhythm.

57. Francis Cotes, Lady Stanhope
and Lady Effingham as Diana
and her Companion, ¢.1765

This picture may be a celebration
of the marriage of Catherine
Proctor, the right-hand young lady,
with Thomas Howard, 3rd Earl of
Effingham. The vaguely classical
costumes are very much those
that Reynolds recommended,

but there is a suggestion that

the young ladies are taking part

in amateur theatricals. He
reinforces the light tone with

a palette of soft colours and a
composition built on gently
flowing rhythms. Cotes had

begun his career as a capable
portrait draughtsman in pastels.

grand set-pieces like his Colonel George Coussmaker (1782) have a

sparkle and imaginative power that mark them out as among the
first genuinely Romantic statements of character.

The draperies he devised as appropriate clothing for his
exalted sitters are generalized too: neither classical nor modern,
they seem designed specifically to serve the purposes of paint-
ing, and to give maximum scope for swags, folds and long
sweeping lines, enhanced by great loops of pearls. ‘Ancient
dresses,” he thought, had the advantage of ‘simplicity . .. without
those whimsical and capricious forms by which all other dresses

are embarrassed.” The fashion for dressing sitters in ‘Vandyck’
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58. Angelica Kauffmann,
Self-portrait in the Character of
Painting embraced by Poetry,
1782

This allegorical presentation of
the artist as a personification of
the art of painting is typical of the
decorative roundels and ovals that
Kauffmann produced to enliven
the interiors of Robert Adam,
where the colours are derived
from Adam’s experience of
ancient Roman painting, as
recently excavated in Italy. Itis
interesting to compare the subject
with Reynolds's more immediate
likeness of himself as a painter
(ill. 54).

costume was the mieans by which ‘very ordinary pictures
acquired something of the air and effect of the works of
Vandyck’. Other portrait painters adopted this pictorial tailor-
ing: Francis Cotes (1726=70) is one. An accomplished follower of
Reynolds, he stamped his own personality on his work by a
happy combination of the informal with the formal. He adopted a
distinctive palette of pastel colours derived from the influential
17th-century Bolognese master Guido Reni.

The decorative quality of such colour schemes was of par-
ticular value to those painters who were employed to adorn
the newly built of houses of the nabobs, returned from India
laden with wealth. Into restrained, Pompeian interiors designed
by Robert Adam, Antonio Zucchi (1728-95) and Angelica
Kauffmann (1740-1807) brought sweetly coloured lunettes and
roundels in which allegorical figures grouped themselves in
tasteful attitudes, recreating the elegance of ancient Rome.
Kauffmann, a Swiss, spent several years in England, and became
one of two women founder-members of the Royal Academy
before marrying Zucchi and moving to Italy. In addition to her
decorative work, ‘Mrs Angelica’ produced portraits and a body
of highly serious history painting, for which she was considered

to have ‘a peculiar turn’.
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59. George Romney, Children
of the Gower Family, 1776-77
Just as Kauffmann horrowed
colour schemes from ancient
Roman painting, so many artists
used classical relief sculptures

as sources for their compositions.

This motif of figures linked in a
dance was to be found in friezes
on Roman sarcophagi and
elsewhere, and had been used
by Nicolas Poussin in some
celebrated works, including the

Bacchanal before a Herm of Pan.

Reynolds had a protound influence on all the succeeding gen-

eration of portraitists, most noticeably on William Beechey
(1753-1839) and John Hoppner (1758-1810), both of whom
were appointed painters to members of the royal family. George
Romney (1734—1802) evolved a more distinctive style. Born in
Lancashire, he studied in [taly in the mid-1770s, and developed a
Reynoldsian sense of seriousness. He lacked Reynolds’s witty
inventiveness when it came to adapting the poses of the old
masters to new uses, but painted with suave panache, handling
pigment broadly and subordinating detail to a bold general
effect. John Wesley admired Romney’s facility: ‘He struck oft an
exact likeness at once, and did more in an hour than Sir Joshua
did in ten.” At its best Romney’s work is both monumental and
human, with a classical clarity of statement that outdoes
Reynolds. He sometimes incorporated historical ideas into his
portraits, painting a family of children as though they were

Arcadian nymphs, for instance; or a model he was besotted with,
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60. George Stubbs, A Cheetah
and Stag with Two Indians, 1765
The world-wide explorations of
British merchants, soldiers and
scientists in the 18th century
brought many novel species of
animals to the United Kingdom,
and Stubbs was uniquely fitted to
record the exotic creatures. This
cheetah, the first to reach
England, was given to George ll|
with two Indian handlers. Stubbs
shows them restraining it with
hood and collar. The men are
painted with the compassionate
objectivity that Stubbs brought to
all his subjects.

Nelson’s mistress Ikmma Hamilton, as Cassandra, a Bacchante
or ‘Hope'. He also had ambitions to paint large-scale historical
subjects, most of which never got beyond the stage of rapid,
often very exciting, pen drawings.

Reynolds’s practical sense is well illustrated in his real-
ization of the benefits to be gained from the engravers. The
reproductive print was now a vital part of the art economy, and
Reynolds made sure that his pictures were regularly and
well engraved. The method was usually the tonal medium of
mezzotint, brought to new perfection by a skilled group of
Irishmen working in London. Thanks to their sensitive transla-
tions of oil painting into rich black and white, the work of
Reynolds and his contemporaries was widely familiar.

An obvious example of the scientific spirit at work in this
period is George Stubbs (1724—1806). His reputation was made
as a painter of racehorses and other domestic animals; he also
painted lions, tigers, monkeys, a cheetah, even a zebra. He dis-
sected horses and made meticulous drawings of their anatomy,
issuing the results in a magisterial publication, The Anatomy of
the Horse (1766). He was closely involved with the early
Industrial Revolution in the Midlands, experimenting with

techniques for painting in enamel colours, first on copper, then in
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61. George Stubbs, Reapers,
1795

Stubbs'’s work for Wedgwood
included making paintings in
enamels on ceramic plaques,
which involved much research
into the properties of pigments
subjected to great heat. The
results are remarkable, and in a
subject such as this the character
and palette of the oil painting from
which it derives are perfectly
preserved. This subject is one

of a pair, the other design
showing haymaking.

collaboration with the experimental potter Josiah Wedgwood,
who fired his paintings on ceramice plaques.

Stubbs built on a well-established tradition. The British had
been commissioning pictures of horses, hunts and other equine
events since the late 17th century. The field had been pioneered
by a Dutchman, Jan Wyck (1652-1700), and his English pupil
John Wootton (1682-1764), who between them had greatly
refined the desived blend of animal painting and landscape.
Stubbs took the form to new levels of subtlety, composing his
groups of figures and animals with the grace and delicacy of a
sporting Raphael. He makes us aware of the flow of line, the
rhythmof curves along a horse’s back, the linking movementof a
groom’s arm or swaying body. A few brood mares in a field are
related to each other like a row of Raphael's angels or Muses.
These harmonious structures are underscored by Stubbs’s
refined sense of colour, the realistic sheen of his animals’ coats,
the soft and silvery perspectives of his landscape backgrounds.
Hambletonian, Rubbing Down (1800) 1s a work of typical compo-
sitional subtlety: it is a monumental image dominated by the
quivering energy of the horse, triumphant but exhausted from
a taxing race, whose body, framed by a man and a stable-lad,

almost fills the large canvas.
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62. Johann Zoffany, Colonel Mordaunt’s Cock Match against
the Nawab of Oudh at Lucknow, 1784-86

Cock-fighting was a traditional Indian sport; here it is watched
with equal passion by Indians and Britons.The Nawab of Oudh
and Colonel Mordaunt discuss the match as they stand just
behind the birds; Warren Hastings, who commissioned the
picture, sits on the sofa to the right, with Zoffany himself behind,
leaning over the back of a chair.



As it his classical credentials were not evidentin every touch
of his brush, Stubbs lingered long over a theme derived from a
Roman sculpture of a horse attacking a lion. He frequently
painted the subject, in different aspects: the horse first startled
by the lion, the lion grappling with its prey. In portraying the

tension of the violent scene in a grand craggy landscape, he

anticipated the use some Romantic artists were to make of

animals as proxies for human emotion.

Stubbs was also a consummate portraitist. Though he rarely
paints a figure as the sole object of attention, he always conveys
vividly the individuality of each person, whether a harvesting
peasantoralady riding a hunter. Particularly penetrating are his
studies of grooms as they pursue their loving relationships with
the animals in their care. It is a fully realized world, a central
aspect of 18th-century life.

That centrality is reatfirmed by the popularity of sporting
painting. Few of the artists who supplied views of hunts, shoots
and races can aspire to Stubbs’s pre-eminence, but several are
masterly at a more modest level. Their work brings vividly alive
the frosty mornings, the harum-scarum scampers over hill and
field. Representative is Benjamin Marshall (1768-1835), who
wondertully suggests the muddy discomfort of an early startata
winter shoot or race-meeting, his slightly awkward characters
confronting each other with the gritty camaraderie of dedicated
sportsmen.

Stubbs’s ladies and gentlemen may be taking the air in a
phaeton, or conversing under a tree — though a horse or some
other animal is never far away. The small-scale group portrait
had become enormously popular by the 1750s and many artists
pursued lucrative careers producing little else. As one might
expect, 1t was much in favour among the more modest land-
owners for whom life-size whole lengths might seem too
ambitious. The Lancashire painter Arthur Devis (¢. 1711-87),
for example, catered to a broad spectrum of country gentry, and
was successtul enough to practise in London too. His neat and
flattering formulas included a predesigned house and estate, or a
handsome but wholly imaginary interior that did much credit to
the taste of the commissioning gentleman.

After Hogarth's death the leader in this genre was a German,
Johann Zoftany (1733-1810), who arrived in London in 1760,
and began painting theatrical scenes under the patronage of the
great actor-manager David Garrick. He had a flair for concise

characterization, and could preserve on canvas the essence of a
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63. George Stubbs, Hambletonian, Rubbing Down, 1800






64. Johann Zoffany, John,

14th Lord Willoughby de Broke,
and his Family, 1766

John Verney (1738-1816) was
Lord of the Bedchamber to George
11l and will have been impressed
by the royal portraits that Zoffany
had painted in 1764. Like those,
this group is set in an interior;

it is an informal family breakfast,
yet organized to give dignity

to a marvellously observed
assemblage of people and objects.

memorable theatrical moment, the ‘stars’ of the day caughtin the
very act of speaking their immortal lines. Equally, he could bring
together the likenesses of a family group and relate themin lively,
natural-seeming intercourse. He spent the years 1783-89 in
India, painting individuals and group portraits. One of these
was a commission from Warren Hastings: a scene showing Colonel
Mordaunt’s Cock Match against the Nawab of Oudh at Lucknow

(1784—86). The canvas is crammed with dozens of vividly realized

figures, British and Indian, and brings to life a broad swathe of

Indian society in the glory days of the East India Company.
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65. Samuel De Wilde,

John Bannister as Tristram

Fickle and John Purser as Sneer
in ‘The Weathercock’ by

John Till Allingham, 1808

The scene is presented as it would
have been seen on the stage, with
scenery and props. Tristram
Fickle, trying out his talents as a
barrister, argues his case in front
of his servant, Sneer, who acts as
judge with a handkerchief as wig.
Allingham's farce was first
performed in 1805.

Zoftany took up both theatrical and conversation picces from
the point at which Hogarth had lett them, and in his turn had
many imitators. Among the theatrical painters, Samuel De
Wilde (1748-1832) stands out with his abihity to bring alive
stage personalities, their clothes, gestures and fleeting expres-
sions. The Irishman I'rancis Wheatley (1747-1821) approached
Zoftany in the gentle warmth and charm of his family groups.
Wheatley's drawings and watercolours of rustic figures and
London street vendors are the British equivalents of the senti-
mental subjects of Jean-Baptiste Greuze in Irance. A rarer
painter of unpretentious genre subjects is Henry Walton
(1746—1813), who was taught by Zottany around 1770 and
during the ensuing decade painted a brief series of exquisite,
softly coloured scenes of daily lite, like the Ballad-Seller that
he showed at the Academy in 1778.

If Stubbs found inspiration in science, so too did Joseph
Wright of Derby (1734-97). Their work has much in common.
In each case, enamel-like surfaces and crisp drawing are the nat-
ural outcome, it would seem, of a desire for objective accuracy.
But while Stubbs allows poetry to emerge incidentally from
his elegant observations, Wright more consciously seeks eftects.
He is the painter of the Industrial Revolution par excellence,
producing some of the most original images of 18th-century
Europe. His views in forges, whether those of blacksmiths or

of iron-workers, revive the Baroque excitement of strongly
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66. Joseph Wright of Derby,
An Iron Forge, 1772

The iron-worker stands at the
centre of this composition, a
confident hero of the Industrial
Revolution, while the white-hot
metal irradiates the scene like a
new Redeemer at a modern
nativity.

contrasted light and shade, with an entirely new sense of'its per-

tinence to a real, modern world. The grandest of these ‘scien-

tific’ subjects, An Experiment on a Bird in the Air Pump (1768}, has

some claim to be the mostimportant picture of the age.

It is a large canvas in which several figures in a darkened
room are grouped round the distressing experiment. The
philosopher-scientist looks out at us like a wizard in an ancient
legend; yet for all its mystery this is the affirmation of a new
understanding of the natural world. Interested spectators watch
eagerly, and a young girl shields her eyes from the sight of the
white cockatoo dying as the oxygen is withheld. This is the
world of the Lunar Society, to which Wright belonged: a group
of scientifically minded Midlands professionals and gentlemen.

Yetitis also a picture in a great European tradition. The dramatic




67. Joseph Wright of Derby,
An Experiment on a Bird in the
Air Pump, 1768

lighting recalls Caravageio and Rembrandt, and the skull in the
O (&) tote]

illuminated jar in the centreis a ‘vanitas’ symbol of death.
This is a wonderfully dense compilation of ideas. Wright

could be surprising in other ways. His clear-eyed, unflattering

portraits of the prosperous new industrialists and scientists of

lus Midlands circle have a penchant for close-up, jaunty poses

and unexpected accessories. The lively double portrait of Peter

Perez Burdelt and his first wife, Hannah (1765), is typically eccen-
tric. Burdett sits nonchalantly on an awkwardly constructed
rustic fence; he holds a telescope (he was, among other things, a
mapmaker), and looks out at us with amused enquiry. His rather
older wife, with her flounced finery and slightly anxious glance
at him, is not glamorized.

The solidity of Wright's depictions of his patrons from the
new moneyed class created by industrial enterprise contrasts
palpably with the freer, more allusive styles of Reynolds and his
great rival Gainsborough who made their fortunes painting the
aristocracy. By the time Gainsborough moved from East Anglia
to Bathin 1759 his style had matured to deal with larger projects

than the little groups and Dutch-inspired landscapes of his
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68. Joseph Wright of Derby,
Peter Perez Burdett and his first
wife, Hannah, 1765

opposite

69. Thomas Gainsborough,
William Wollaston, c.1759
Gainsborough here makes use
of the precedent set by Van Dyck
in his portraits of his more
intimate friends, in which the
half-length format makes for a
sense of intimacy, enhanced by
the informal pose, and the
conversational attitude.
Gainsborough was fond of music,
and was drawn to people with
whom he could play.

Suffolk years. His portrait of JF illiam Wollaston (c. 1759), the M.P.
for Ipswich, is painted with a fluent elegance that can be com-

pared to Van Dyck without disadvantage. Wollaston is shown
holding his flute, with some music on his lap. He and the artist
must have made music together, for this is no official likeness: it
is the affectionate record of a congenial friend.

Like Reynolds, from whom as a creative personality he could
hardly be more different, Gainsborough was a born experi-
menter. He evolved a virtuoso way with the brush, effortlessly
evoking soft flesh, satins, and background landscape. After he

moved to a smart address in London in 1774, his method of

painting became ever freer. He would tie his brush to a cane and
so paint at long range, as it were. Reynolds admired ‘his manner
of forming all the parts of his picture together; the whole going
on at the same time, in the same manner as nature creates her
works”. Gainsborough’s great patrons relished the easy elegance
that he conferred on them. The ‘liquefaction’ of his draperies
carried echoes of Van Dyck. In his Blue Boy (¢. 1770) he dressed
his young sitter in fashionable ‘Vandyck’<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>