INFORMATION TO USERS

This material was produced from a microfilm copy of the original document. While
the most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document
have been used, the quality is heavily dependent upon the quality of the original
submitted.

The following explanation of techniques is provided to help you understand
markings o natterns which may appear on this reproduction.

1. Th2 sigh or ".53%" Tor pages apparently lacking from the document
photographed is ’Missing Page(s)”. If it was possible to obtain the missing
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages.
This may have necessitated cutting thru an image and duplicating adjacent
Fages to insure you complete continuity.

2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a large round black mark, it
is an indication that the photographer suspected that the copy may have
moved during exposure and thus cause a blurred image. You will find a
s00d image of the page in the adjacent frame.

. iWhen a ms:p, drawing or chart, etc., was part of the material being
ohotographed the photographer foilowed a definite method in
“’sgctioning” the material. It is customary to begin photoing at the upper
left hand corner of a large sheet and to continue photoing from left to
right in equal sections with a small overlap. If necessary, sectioning is
continued again — beginning below the first row and continuing on until
complete.

..
[

4. The majority of users indicate that the textual content is of greatest value,
however, a somewhat higher quality reproduction could be made from
“photographs” if essential to the understanding of the dissertation. Silver
prints of “photographs” may be ordered at additional charge by writing
the Order Department, giving the catalog number, titie, author and
specific pages you wish reproduced.

5.PLEASE NOTE: Some pages may have indistinct print. Filmed as
received.

University Microfilms International
300 North Zeeb Road :
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106 USA

St. John's Road, Tyler's Green
High Wycombe, Bucks, England HP10 8HR

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



MASTERS THESIS M-9011

Xerox University Microfilms, ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

t WEEKLEY, Carolyn Jeanette

: JOHN WOLLASTON, PORTRAIT PAINTER: HIS

: CAREER IN VIRGINIA, 1754-1758.

é University of Delaware (Winterthur Program),
3 M.A., 1976

? Fine Arts

i

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



JOEN WOLLASTCN, PORTRAIT PAINTZR:

HIS CARBER IN VIRGINIA, 1754-1758

3Y

Carolyn Jeanette Weekley

A thesis submitted to the Faculty of the University of Delaware
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degrees of Master of

Arts in ZEarly American Culiure.

June , 1976

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



JOHN WOLLASTON, PORTRAIT PAINTZ=R:

HIS CAREER IN VIRGINIA, 1754-1758

BY

Carolyn Jeanette Weekley

Approved: V\V’{ CM'}M (\‘/\/MIV\/

Professér in charge of thesis
on behalf of the Advisory Committee

g
Approved: OM @ - M

Cooﬁ.nator of the Winterthur Program

~—

Approved:

Dear of the College of Grad Studies

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



PREFACE

The original intention of this study was to survey the entire
career of John Wollaston in America, 1749 through 1767, by examining the
artist's work in New York, Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania and South
Carolina. The plan was found to be virtually impossible for a paper of
this length. Over three-hundred American portraits are attributed to
Wollaston and are scattered throughout the United States, Canada and
England., A critical analysis of such a large body of material to deter-
mine authenticiﬁy and chronological placement would require years of re-
search and travel and result in a manuscript well beyond the scope of a

master's thesis.

For this reason the essential design for the project was modified
by confining research to several aspects of Wollaston's sojourn to
America. The result is a body of materials which relate to his career
rather than define it in every area. In a few important instances new
facts and ideas have been discovered which add significantly to informa-
tion a;ready known about the artist's life. The primary concern,
however, has been to explore one period of his American career, that in
Virginia, in order tc illustrate the nature and extent of his painting

and his influence as a major artist in the American colonies.

Many gaps remain in our knowledge of Wollaston's sojourn to

America. Rather than ignore these missing links I have attempted to

-

.
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iv
introduce them within the context of the paper. In recognizing these
problems it is hoped that scholars in the field of American painting will
be made aware of the need to reappraise Woliaston's activity in every area
of the colonies and his contributions to portrait art in this country

prior to the Revolution.

In dealing with paintings, especially coloanial American paintings,
the results or conclusions reached are often independent of documented
material. That is, absolute designaticmns and attributions are difficult
to come by if one is to depend on written documents alone, for all too
few of the latter exist. With Wollaston this situation is further com-
plicated pecanse he rarely signed his paintings. Thorough examination
df a paiﬁting by laﬂoratory techniques such as x-ray photography, black
light, and microscopy becomes increasingly important when documented
evidence is lacking. These tools have been helpful in analyzing
portraits attributed to Wollaston. Unfortunately, such facilities were
not available in every museum or institution housing his portraits, and
analysis then relied upon stylistic characteristics that were visible to

the eye.

It must be noted that careful examination of every portrait re-
ferred to in the study was impossible. Photographs and other types of
:eproductions were consulted in cases where portraits could not be
located, no longer survived, or were in other ways inaccessible to the

author.

Biographical information relating to Wollaston witk some excep-

tion has been gathered and checked from previcusiy published articles.
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Theodore Bolton and Lorin Binsse's article, "Wollaston, an Early

American Portrait Manufacturer," The Antiquarian, June, 1931, pp. 30-33,

50-52, and George C. Groce's work, "John Wollaston (Fl. 1736-1767): 4
Cosmopolitan Painter in the British Colonies," The Art Quarterly,
volume XV, 1952, pp; 133-148, were used as major sources and portions

are reappraised in this study.

The discussion of Wollaston's activity in Virginia relies heavily
on primary sources, tke portraits as they exist, and unpublished'manu-
Script materials. Surviving documents of each sitter's family and de-
scendants were researched when possible for any mention of the artist
and the particulér portraits involved. As it turned out, references to
Wollaston in such materiais were few although the portraits were some—
times mentioned in wills ané inventories. A considerable amount of re-
search was devoted to ownership histories and genealogical relationships
between the various families where groups of portraits by the artist
have survived.b Thus, it has teen possible to suggest a chronological

and geographical history of Wollaston's work in the colony cf Virginia.

The final consideration of the artist's stylistic development is
based oan comparative analysis. The paper irncludes a chapter on the
artist's style and development as based on recently discovered paintings
and research. Previous studies of the artist, as cited before, estab-
lished Wollaston as a practitioner of the Rococo style and disregarded
sny comparative analysis cf his early work in England which relates more
closely to the Baroque style. This writer has included numercus com=-

parisons which illustrate that Wollaston borrowed both from the Barogue
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and Rococo. His paintings are transitional in this respect, displaying
techniques and formulas from the English Baroque and Rococo portralture

he kpew from his training and experience in London art circles.

Both published and unpublished materials have been used to illus~
trate Wollaston's growth as a portrait artist. Since the Virginiz———
period comes during the middle of his éareer, it serves well as a point
of comparison for his earlier works in New York, Philadelphia and
Maryland and his later portraits in South Caroclina and again in
Pennsylvania. Information gathered through x-ray examinations of por-
traits execute_d in the various colonies has been used to help define and
illustrate the painting techniques used by Wollastomn. The possitle
origins of his portrait style and his influence on other American
painters such as Benjamin West, John Greenwcod and John Hesselius are

shown through compa.risons' of portraits.

In summary, the material presented in this study should help
clarify Wollaston's position as a major artist working in the eighteenth-
century colonies, particularly in Virginia. It is a step towards under-
standing his stylistic development and his contribution to early

American portraiture.

Though only one name appears as the author on the title page of
the study it is really the work of the collected cooperation of many.
Dr. Wayne Craven of the University of Delaware, who served as advisor
for the paper, has given invaluable advice and assistance. A4 more
Zeneral indebtedness is acknowledged to staff assembling the "Catalogue

of American Portraits,'" National Portrait Gallery; and Frank L. Zortonm,
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director of the Museum of Early Southern Decorative Arts, who has urged
and made possible the completion of this paper. I would also like to
express sincere thanks to the following individuals who have helped in
locating portraits or have shared previously unpublished materials:
Townley McElhiney Sha.rpe, Doreen Bolger, 3radford Lee Rauschenberg,
Virginius Hall, Robert G. Stewart, K. Z. Butler, Henry Grunder,
Eleanor G. Robey, Frances Follin Jones, Wendy A. Cooper, Gilbert T.
Vincent, W. S. Tarlton, John Laurel Russell, Conover Hunt, William

Odell, Mary Sittig, and Dr. Peter Mooz.

The generosity of Robert McNeill made possible the x-ray studies
of many of the Wollastom portraits mentioned in Chapter Thfee. Special
thanks go to the following institutions which have kindly provided
photographs and additional information on large bodies of portraits: the
Colléée of William and Mary, the Virginia Historical Society, the Henry
Francis duPont Wiﬁterthnr Museum, the Colomial Williamsburg Foundation,
the Museum of Early Southern Decorative Arts, the Frick Art Reference
Library, the Newark Museum, the Brooklyn Museum, the National Portrait
Gallery, the Bodleian Library (Oxford, Englani), the National Portrait

Gallery (London, Zngland), the Gibbes Art Gallery.

Finally, I would like to add an indebtedness to the late
Dr. George C. Groce, former Wollaston scholar, whose unpublished notes

were extremely helpful in preparing this paper.
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LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

The illustrations for this paper are all located in the section
titled Catalogue, which contains four divisions: Virginia Portraits by
John Hollaston;.English and Other American Portraits by John Wollaston;
Portraits by English Artists of Wollastor's Period; Portraits by

American Artists Who Were Influenced by John Wollaston.

The first section, devoted to the Virginia portraits, contains
both illustrations and catalogue entries with genealogical and art
historical comment. When reference is made in tkhe text to illustratioms
in this section it is stated as "fige." When reference is made in the
text to information in the catalogue entry it is stated as "mo." To
avoid confusion the Virginia portraits are arranged alphabetically by
subject's name and each portrait and its accompanying entry has the same
number (e.g., fig. 1, no. 1). In cases where illustrations for Virginia
portraits were not available thé figure numoer was retired. Thus,

figure numbers in this section do not fall in numerical order in all

casese.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



In the three sections following the Virginia portraits the entries
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are referred to only by their figure number as there are no catalogue

entries.
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INTRCDUCTION

John Wollaston was not é great artist in the sense of England's
Sir Godfrey Kneller and other distinguished members of the Royal Ac&demy.
He was a comp;;gnt portrait painter, possessing certain skills and tech-
niques, a sensitivity to color and a genius for pro&ucing charming,
delightful portraits. It was Wollaston's ability to paint fanciful,
decorative portraits that ultimately placed his work above that of native
colonial limners who worked during the years of his sojourn. Wollaston
was an Englishman, a Londoner bred and trained to the art of portraiture,
and to the colonist his paintings must have seemed the epitomy of sophis-
tication and fashion. Everywhere he traveled in the colonies, whether in
cities or in rurzl areas, he drew a clientele of distinguished persons.
A list of his subjects reads like an eighteenth-century social register.

He was, in a real way, the "court painter" to the New World aristocracy.

It is not difficult to understand the widespread popularity
Wollaston enjoyed in América. If anything, it was symptomatic of the
cultural and artistic mood which was established before his arrival.
Trade and commerce with England and other foreign me-kets grew tremen-
dously in the colonies prior to 1750. Witﬁ it came wealth, new class
distinctions and a desire to imitate what was vogue abroad, particularly
in London. The intellectual climate of eighteenth-century England

centered around ideals of dignity, education and an aristocratic life.
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These ideals affected every area of the arts, creating an era of cultural
and artistic expression which was vital in thé development of western
civilization. It was not without its effect on the colonies. Although
the Atlantic Ocean presented formidable gaps in communication and the
exchange of ideas, many colonists, particularly those in the South, tried

to maintain a lifestyle which was thoroughly English in spirit.

Most of the colonists shared a ccmmon heritage with Zngland and it
is understandable that American decorative arts of these early years
followed closeiy the fashions then povular in the mother country. What
happened in painting in America at this time is only part of the larger

story of what was happening in England.

There was little competition for Wollaston when he worked in the
colonies. dJoseph Blackburn, another English portraitist, did not arrive.
until 1753 to work in New Zngland. Wollaston had then completed his work
in New York and was working in Maryland. Jchn Smibert (1688-1751),
active in Newport, Rhode Island, and Boston, Massachusetts, was sixty-one
years old when Wollaston came to America. Smibert's Baroque style had by
this time disint=grated into a rather plain, blunt realism which could 2ot

compare with Wollaston's new, fanciful style.

The Baroague styles of Gustavus Hesselius and Robert Feke, both
working extensivaiy in Philadelphia about the time of Wollaston's
arrival in the cclonies, were decidedly stiff and dull beside the more

decorative portraits which Wollaston produced.

The Swiss artist Jeremiah Theus imigrated to Charleston, South
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Carolina, about 1739, His portrait work was predominately in the Baroque
style. Although he incorporated Rococo coloring irn a number of his like-

nesses after 1750, Theus was never able to imbue his likenesses with

either charm or grace.

Other artists of any reputation working in the colonies circa 1750
had either completed their travels there or pairnted in a manner either

outdated or inferior to Wollaston's.

It seems, taking a retrospective view of his total production in
North America, that the majority of Wollaston's paintings were done for
soutkern families--groups of individuals with social and political
status. It is a point worth considering here, and there is sufficient
historical fact to suggest the reason why the artist concentrated most

of his work in this geographical area.

The social and economic climate of the SQuth changed significantly
during the late seventeenth century. This dramatic change, a result of
the introduction of slavery which provided the labor Zorce, did not
affect the northern colonies to any appreciable degree. In Virginia apd
its neighboring colonies it all but destroyed the yoeman class, that
group of small planters using neither slaves.nor servants for agricul-
tural production. This poorer class of people was ultimately driven
either to the frontier areas of the southern colonies or to other
colonies where slaves were not the predominant work force. The South,
very generally speaking, was reduced to a society of siaves and slave

owners in its easternm settlements.

This situation naturally made for a kind of aristocracy that,
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while not identical with, was close to that of England. Consequently,
the South's wealthy class expanded during the early years of the eigh-
teenth century, maintaining close family ties and carrying with it a
definite distinction between itself and the poor or non-slave-holding
élass. It was a fundamentaily different society from that of New York,
Pennsylvania and those colonies to the north. It considered itself

genteel and it built houses, dressed, and entertained accordingly.

This eighteenth-century South was surely not the London that
Wollaston had known. With the exception of Charleston, South Carolina,
it was not characterized by large, urban centers. It was the mood, the
cultural climate of the South, which Wollaston must have found agreeable

and close to that of England.

Southern planters were as discriminant and careful in their
selection of household furnishingzs as their colonial situation allowed.
Their natural inclination towards material finery was not an insignif-
icant matter. To them, as to the London connoisseur, the arts were to
be stiudied and understood in terms of quality and style; out of this
cultivated knowledge would hopefully emerge appreciation and eajoyment
of material finery. The Marquis de Chastellux, traveling in the South
in 1782, made particular note of Virginia planters and their lifestyle:

The Virginians have the reputation, and rightly so, of living
nobly in their homes and of being hospitable; they receive
strangers both willingly and well. This is because, on the

one hand, having no large towns where they can gather, they
know society only through visits they make toc each other . « . &
Their houses are spacious and well ornamented . . . « The chief
magnificance of the Virginians comsists in furniture, linen and
silver plate; in which they resemble our own forefathers who kad

no private apartments in their cast}es, but only a well-stored
wine cellar and handsome sidebvoard.
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Very little is known of Wollaston, the man, his persomality or
private life. No personal correspondence or records survive for this
artist. In surveying his work one is immediately made aware of the
rather jovial, pleasant attitude of the sitters. The men and wonmen in
these portraits possess a kind of contentment and pleasantness wnich
probably express much of the artist's own feelings and character., It

seems obvious from his portraits that he truly enjoyed people and

painting.

The man also possessed a sense of humor, as suggested by Thomas
Gordon's reccliection of the artist when he wrote to his stepson, Henry
Benhridgar "If you should have a Patient, as Wollaston used to call the
Ladies whose pictures he drew, worth ten or twenty thousand

pounds . . « by all means pay her address and marry her."2
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’ ]'Howard C. Rice, Jr., translator, Travels in North America in the
Years 1780, 1781, and 1782 by the Marquis de Chastellux, (North Carolina:
the University of North Carolina Press, 1963), p. 439.

ZManuscript, "Gordon Saltar Collection,' the Henry Francis duPont
Winterthur Museum. The letter was written on March 2, 1779 from Thomas
Gordon, Magnolia Grove, Pennsylvania, to Henry Beatridge in London,

England.
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CHAPTI'E UNE
BIOGRAPHY OF THE ARTIST

John Wollaston's early life remains a mystery in many respects.
That he was the son of John Woolaston, Sr., also a portrait painter, is

suggested in Horace Waipole’s 1765 edition of Anecdotes of Painting in

England . .« » « Since this account will be referred to several times in

the course of this study it is best to quote it here in full.

J. Woolaston, bora in London about 1672, was a portrait-painter,
and happy in Taking likenesses, but I suppose never excellent,
as his price was but five guineas for a 3/4 cloth. He married
the daughter of one Green, an attorney, by whom he had several
children, of which one son followed his father's profession.

In 1704 the father resided in Warwick Lane, and afterwards
Near Covent-Garden. He died an aged man in the Charter House.
Besides painting, he performed on the violin and flute, and
played at the concert held at the house 'of that extraordinary
person, Thomas Britton, the small coal-man, whose picture he
twice drew, one of which rortraits was purchased by Sir Hans
Sloane, and is now in the British Museum. There is a mezzotint
from it.

Although there is no absolute proof that the "J., Woolaston" men-
tioned by Walpole is our John Wollaston's father there is sufficient
reason to believe it. A dated and labeled New York portrait by
Wollaston substantiates his London origins by the iascription "Jcohamnes
Wollaston Iondoniensis."a In addition, Charles Willson Peale recalled
many years later that Wollaston studied in 1'.-c:m.d<m‘.3 Treatises of the
period, similar to Walpole's, carry no mention of any other artist by

the same name.
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Further research of information given in Walpole's account re-
vealed several ideas about the kind of social and economic environment
young cokn was a part of in London., Walpole notes that Wollaston's
father, wio consistently spelled his name with a double o instead of a
double 1, married the daughter of an attormey, played the violin and
flute in concert at Thomas Britton's and died an aged man in tke Charter
House.h A1l of these facts indicate that the elder Woolaston was a man
of some educatién and more than ordinary social circumstances. Britton's
concerts were well-known in London and heard by the city's gentry and
el:'L‘.'.e.5 The Charter House, where the father died, was in the eighteenth

century a hcme for gentlemen-at-arms.

Walpole also wrote that the family moved from Warwick Lane to near
Covent Garden. The Covent Garden area before 1730 was a féshiona’ole
district and noted as a cultural center.7 It appears that young John was

expoéed to the trends and fashions of London artists at an ‘early aga.

At least two art historians have suggested 1710 as the date of
Wollaston's 'oirth.8 Since no document has beer. found to refute this
suggestion and because it allows for his artistic development as a

portraitist by 1733 it seems reasonable.

Wollaston's early training in painting remains controversial.
Walpole indicated that the elder Woolasicn was '"happy in taking like-
nesses . . . but never excellent."’ It is likely that the son received
his first lessons from his father. Having accomplish;ad all the tech~
niques that his father could teach him, young John probably moved on as

a student in one of the many studios of painting then in London.
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Charles Willson Peale noted that Wollaston . . . had some instructions
from a noted drapery painter in London. nl0 The guestion remains: who was

this drapery artist?

The late George C. Groce wrote that Joserh van Aken (1709-1749)
was ". . . the best qualified drapery painter of Wollaston's time."u
Van Aken came to London from Antwerp and was particularly skillful in
rendering silks, satins, velvets, laces and various types of ca.rvin,g.]"2

However, Edward Edwards, in his Anecdotes of Painters . . . 4 wrote in

1754 that Peter Toms, a member of the Royal Academy and the pupil of
Thomas Hudson, was unsurpassed in his rendering of draperies.l3 Toms
was often employed by Sir Joshua Reynolds and Benjamin West as a drapery

artist.ll’

It is impossible to know from available sources whether Wollaston
actually studied with either of these artists. The fact is there were
several other contemporary London painters recognized for their skill in

. rendering fabrics during these :,reau's.]'5 In the final analysis one must
consider Wollaston's portrait style and its possible sources in relation

to drapery painting specialists.

Peter Toms' reputation as a drapery painter and his possible
connection with Wollaston is emhanced by the fact that the early por-
traits of Toms' famous teacher, Thomas Hudson,16 are similar in style and
composition to Wollaston's work. Hudson's portrait of Sir John and Lady
Pole, 1755, compares with Wollaston's portrait of Warner Lewis II and his
sister, Rebecca (figs. 81 and 31).17 Both portraits show two full-length

figures in a landscape, the females wearing hats and placed on the left.
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The male figures, or the right in both paintings, carry walking sticks
and their hats are laid on the ground beside them. The elongated
fingers of Lady Pole and the drawing of her mouth and eyes are stylis-

tically similar to Wollaston's painting of Rebecca.

Another London artist of the period whose work shows a stylistic
parallel to Wollastoa's is Bartholomew Da.ndz.'id.ge.18 The Wollaston por-
trait of Mrs. Lucy Parry is very close to Dandridge's portrait of am un-
known woman in the Mellon Collection (figs. 70 and 80).17 The poses are
identical. Dandridge repeatedly used the almond eye characteristic and
elongated necks in his portrzits of women. These features are particu-~

larly noticeable in his pairnting, "The Price Family,"™ in the

Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York (fig. 79).20

The Wollaston family's move to Covent Garden, mentioned earlier,
is an important event in considering Wollaston's career and training in
England. Thomas Wright, a lLondon portrait artist of some note, lived in
the Covent Garden area.a Wright's contribution to London painting was
his role as the first instructor to Richard Wilson who later became re~
nowned for his landscape pieces.22 Wilson, like his master, worked in
portraiture for a number of years and also made his residence in Covent
Garden.a3 It seems reascnatle that Wollaston either had some contact

with Wilson and Wright or at least was aware of their portrait styles.

Wilson's early portraits are particularly close to the kind of
likenesses Wollaston painted all of his life. An example for comparison
is Wilson's portrait of His Eoyal Majesty, Prince Edward (fig. 85).‘21+

The elongation of the Prince's fingers, the thickening between the
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forefinger and thumb, and the shape of the eyes and forehead are akin to
. Wollaston's rendering in the portrait of Peyton Randolph, of Virginia
(fig. 45). Wollaston painted hands in this same unnatural mancer through-
out his career and whenever it is found in a colonial American portrait
it is considered "characteristically Wollaston." Other portrait artists

working in the colonies did not paint hands in this curious manner.

The comparison between Wilson and Wollaston can be carried even
further. Wilson's three-quarter length portrait, "The Maid of Hornour,"
compares with Wollastonr's likeness of Mrs. Warner Lewis (figs. 8+ and
30).25 The Maid's right arm and hand, with two fingers extended in a
casual gesture of holding the dress skirt, are identical to Mrs. Lewis's
pose. The almond shape of the eyes, the elongation of the neck, the
high foreshead and the modeling of facial features in Wilson's portrait

parallel Wollaston's treatment in the same areas.

Iz summary, Woilaston's portraits indicate a close association
with the works of Thomas Hudson, Bartholomew Dandridge, and particularly
Richard Wilson. There are too many similarities found in comparing
their works to ignore the possibility of Wollaston having studied with

or been acquainted with one or more of these London painters.

There are 80 few of Wollaston's English portraits known that it
is impossible to assess in detail the early years of his career. Before
this study a portrait of a little girl and dog in a landscape, signed
and dated, 1736, was generally accepted as Wollaston's earliest por-
traitoaé However, the location of this painting has not been ciscovered

by tkis writer and its association with Wollaston cannot be verified.
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Fortunately, two earlier, signed and dated works by Wollaston have come
to light. One of these paintings, of James Monk of Boston and Nova
Scotia, dated 1733, aese;ves- to be called one of the artist's finest
early works (fig. 68).2? The companion portrait, of a lady of the same
family, was apparently executed the same year. According to the present
owner, the signature and date were removed from the lady's portrait when

28

it was cleaned some years agoe.

James Monk and other members of his family arrived in Boston
sometime in the early 1740's and probably obrought the two family paint-
ings with them at that 'l:i.me.29 Both paintings show the typical charac-
terist:';cs associated with the artist's style. They lack, however, the

strength and vigor which he E;ve'to his later paintings in the colonies.

Evidently Wollaston continued to work in the London area through
the late 1740's. Surviving portraits from the period are extant al-
though two of these attributions are questionable. The New York
Spectator in 1809 published two engravings of the English Devines, John
Henley and Eénry Grove, noting that they were copied after the original
1740 portraits by "J. Woolaston. n30 The engravings bear no stylistic
resemblance to Wollaston's early portraits. it is possible the engrav-
ings were taken after portraits by Wollaston's father who spelled his
name with a double 0, or they may have been copies by the younger
Wollaston of earlier portraits by another ariist. Umfcriunately the

original paintings have never been found.

The "George Whitefield in the Attitude cf Preaching" is attri-

buted to Wollaston on the basis of a mezzotint taken from the painting;
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the engraving is inscribed: "John Wollaston, Jr. Pinxt, 1742"
(fig. 71).31 One suspects'that the elder Woolaston was alive at this
time by the use of "Jr." after John Wollaston's name. It bears most of -
the characteristics asscciated with the son's work--almond eyes, elon-
gated necks, and chuoby hands. The format and composition of this work
are unique to the entire body of Wollaston's painting and its poor qual-
ity in these areas indicates that he would never become a master of
monumental compositions where several figures and their spatial rela-
tionships had to be considered. It very definitely lacks the strength

of line and most other characteristics associated with the artist's
other English paintiags.

There are, however, signed and/or dated English portraits by
Wollaston which serve as excellent examples of his London career.
These include portraitz of Sir Thomas Hales (c. 1664-1784), dated 1744
(fig. 66),°2 and Thomas Appleford, dated 1746.>° Both portraits are
characteristic of Wollaston's style in the rendering of dark velvet
fabrics with easy, smooth highlights, and in the elongated fingers and
almond-shaped eyes. The Hales portrait, in the gquality of execution,
surpasses many of the artist's American likenesses. Other English por-
traits by Wollaston include those of Mrs. David Garrick (1724-1833),34
an unknown Naval Officer, date unknown,35 Edward Byng, Esquire, and
several Oxford University notables now in the Bodleian Library's

collection (fig. 73).36

These few early paintings provide some insight into Wollaston's

career before coming to the colonies. As artifacts they confirm that
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he was working as a portrait artist in England-and that he had a reputa-
ble clientele there. Oné must cons:’f‘der that these paintings may repre-
sent only a fraction of his total London work. Wollaston has never been

consicdered an artist of importance by historiams of English paintings.

The last documenfed reference of Wollaston in London is 1748 when
he was listed among fifty artists painting in the city of London.>! He
left for New York sometime before June 23, 1749, when he was recorded as

a trial witness in the New York City court.38 '

The inevitable question of why Wollaston left England to work in
America must be considered although it cannot be solved completelye.
Wollaston, as an artist of the second or third rank in Ibndon, probably
met with substantial competition.3 9 This may have partially accounted
for his decision to look elsewhere for portrait commissions. New York,
commersially prominent and fashion conscious, had need of a portrait
artist in 1749.1"0 At least one member of the Duyckinck famiiy of
artists, Gerérdus II, was active in New York when Wollaston arrived.41
Certainly he was no match for the fashionable style which Wollaston
practiceds It is likely that Wollaston was aware of the situation in
New York, and he chose to work there rather than in Frgland because the
opportunities for success were greater. The fact remains that he became

. extremely popular in the colonies and his success was realized immedi~

ately with his first portraits in New York.

Wollaston is believed to have painted more than seventy-five

42

likenesses during his stay in New York. Of these, forty-seven are

known. His clientele were the socially and financially prominent. He
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knew well that portraits of distinguished colomists, such as those of
Mr, and Mrs. Brandt Schuyler, served better than any published adver-
tisement in attracting future commissions and in establishing a reputa-
'I::?.m:l.l"3
The Schuyler portraits are the earliest known signed New York

works by Wollaston. Later, in 1751, he signed and dated a likeness of
William Smith, Jr., and in 1752, that of Mrs. Philip Livingston.“’ How-
ever, the majority of his paintings in New York were not signed,- a
practice which Woiiaston unfortunately continued throughout his career

in the t:alc)m‘.es.""5 Perhaps there was no need to sign his works, for in

most areas of his activity, he had no comretition.

Wollaston was asked on April 1, 1752, to copy a portrait of the
Reverend William Vesey, a former rector of Trinity Church in New York
(‘}it:y.l’6 No evidenze has been found to place Wollaston in New York after
this date or to prove that he accepted tie Vesey commission. There is a
tradition among historians that Wollastcn returned to London for his
daughter's wedding in 1752.#7 Recent research has revealed that this

was nct the sequence of events in the artist's life.

The late George C. Groce noted his reasons for suspecting
Wollaston's return to England after working in New York, particularly
that Wollaston began to incorporate several changes-in his sitters®
costumes after 1752: queue ribbons were introduced and double ruffles
replaced protruding stocks for gentlemen; women were recorded without
lace caps and neck ormaments and the wasp-type waist replaced the

s‘!:omacher.'.h'8 But Groce's observations are valid only to a point. The
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changes i& costumes probably reflect either regional dress preferences
or simply a change in clothing fashion which occurred during Wollastoa's
stay iz the colonies. Furthermore, in Wollaston's Pemnsylvania,
Maryland and Virginia work, all executed either during or after 1752,
there are examples of gentlemen wearing protruding stocks and minus the
' queue ribbons. There are at least two surviving examples of'women wear-
ing caps from this later group of portraits. It is observed, however,
that after 1752 Wollaston painted almost entirely three-quarter and full-
length portraité. This also may have been customer preference or more
likely the size of cae's purse or the size of one's rooms where the
pictures were to hang. Only a few of these larger canvases are attrib-

49

uted to Wollaston's New York period.

When Wollaston left New York it was not for England but for the
colony of Pennsylvania. He was evidently working there before October 20,
1752 when James Hamiliton, then Govermor, entered in his cash book ''pd.
Mr. Woolaston for 2 half length Pictures 36 --." This entry décuments
50

the first of Wollaston's two brief visits to the Pennsylvania capital.

Less than five months later on March 15, 1753, a Maryland admirer
was moved to write thz following verses about '"Mr. Wollaston."

EXTEMPCRE: On seeing Mr. WOLLASTON'S Pictures

Ir Annapolis

By Dr. Tc TO

Behold the won'drous Power of Art!
That mocks devouring Time and Death,
Can Nature's ev'ry Charm impart;

And make the lifeless Canvas Breathe.
The Lilly blended with the Rose,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



17
Blooms gaily on each fertile Cheek.
Their Eyes the sparkliug Gems disclose,
And balmy Lips, too, seem to speak.
Nature and We, must bless the Hand, .
That can such heav'nly Charms portray
And save the Beauties of this Land
From envious Obscurity.
Whilst on each Piece we gaze,
In various Wonder, we are lost;

And know not justly which to praise,
Or Nature, Or the Painter, most.

2 suggests that

The poem, published in the Maryland Gazette,
Wollaston had been in town at least long enough to establish a reputation
and to execute a few portraits.52 Wollaston is believed fc have com-
pleted nearly sixty Maryland portraits, in Annapolis and tke surrounding
areas.53 Of this group less than half are known today and the last dated

work is a likeness of Rebecca Calvert, for 1754.54

~ Wollaston continued south from Maryland into Virginia. In 1755 he
copied a portrait of Colonel William Randolph, II (fig. 53). During the
next two yéars more than sixty Virginians had their likenesses recorded
by the artist. As a transient painter, he moved around from one house-

hold to another working with facility aand speed.

On October 21, 1757, Nellie Custis paid Wollaston fifty-six
=
pistoles for three portraits he had done for the family.s’ He left
Virginia sometime after this'and was either in or near Philadelphia for

a second visit by September 1758 when the American Magazine published

Frzncis Hopkinson's poem praising the artist.56 The last dated reference
to Wollaston there is May 19, 1759, when Henry Clifton charged Doctor

Richard Hill for "a frame for 'Patsy's picture costing one pound ten
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shillings and' for her picture tc Woolaston costing eight pounds ten

shillings."”’

It is evident that Wollaston did not remain long in Philé.delphia
during either of his visits there for less than twenty portraits from
that area have survived. It is surprising that Wollaston, the most
prolific artist in America prior to the Revolution, never worked exten-
sively in Philadelphia, the most important trade center in the colonies
during the period.58 He was far more active in New York, Virginia and
Maryland. | Robert Feke's work in the Pennsylvania capital in 1749-1750
may bave discouraged additional portrait commissions among the prominent
families there.5 3 Wollaston was surely well liked as Hopkinson went so
far as to urge Benjamin West to follow Wollaston's example, but it was
John Hesselius, more than any other artist working in the middle

colonies, who adopted Wollaston's style.

Where Wollaston went after working in Philadelphia in 1759 and
before his arrival in South Carolina in 1765 is partially unknown al-
though the theory that he was appointed a "writer" for the British East
India Company has been widely supported in studies before this. While |
it makes a very tidy story there are discrepancies which make it un-

likely that the "writer" and artist were the same person.

There is documentation that iz London oz November 11, 1757, a
John Wollaston was appointed as "writeri! for the East India Company.61
A letter of that date to the president and Council at Fort William in

Bengal reads: '"We have chosen and appointed the following writers to
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serve the Company on the Bengal establishnient e « « JOhR

Wollaston, . . ."02

The same John Wollaston was in the British East Indies by
September, 1759 when he was instrumental in bringing gunpowder to
Chinsura, just north of Cazlc:u‘t;‘!:a..e3 By August, 1760, he had advanced to
fhe position of Magistrate in the Calcutta court, a position which would
have required some knowledge of law and legal matters.él" He was still
there as late as February 19, 1766, when he served as an attorney for

65 This John Wollaston was oriy nine=-

John Zaphaniah Holwell of London.
teen years old when he went tc¢ India, placing his birth date in 1740 and .
seven years prior to the signed portrait of James Monk by John Wollaston

the iste

Recent research has revealed that Johr Wollaston the artist was
not in the British East Indies but in the British West Indies at St.
Christophers Island during a portion of this time. An entry in the

Diary of John Baier, Solicitor-General of the Leeward Islands in the

mid-eighteenth century, notes for July 31, 1775 in Southampton, England
that "Mr. Woollaston the painter, . . . came up to me before dimner and
claimed our acquaintance at Mr. Cottle's, St. Kitt's, in 1764 or

1765.1°

7 Just how long Wollaston stayed in the Leeward Islands and
whether or ﬁot vortraits survive from that period remains unknown at

present.

There can be iittle doubt that Wollaston journeyed directly from
the Caribbean to Charleston, South Carolina, where he was working by

£8
September 27, 1755. Commerce and trade between South Cerolina and
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the West Indies was extensive during the eighteesnth century and shipping

between these two areas was common.

The exact date of Wollaston's arrival in Charleston is unknown
although it is certain that he continued to work tkere through 1766 and
most of 1767. On January 14, 1767 Eliza Lucas Pinckney of Charleston
noted in a letter that ". . . Wollaston has summon'd me today to put
the finishin' stroke on my shadow, which streightens me for the
time . + ."69 Only seventeen of Wollaston's Charleston paintings

remain as testimony to the artist's last activity in the Colonies.

His Charleston portraits are very different froza anything he did
in Virginia and the northern colonies. By 1767 he was painting with
tremendous self-assurance. His Charleston palette inciuded the most
d;licate Rococo pastels as can be seen in the portraits of Mr. and Mrs.
John Beale (figse. 61 and 62). He gave greater attention to decorative
details of his sitters' costumes. John Beale's satiz coat glimmers and
the lace cuffs and buttons are painted with jewel-like precision. The
soft modeling of Mrs. Beale's face, particularly around the nose and
chin, surpasses anything seen in Wollaston's work before coming to
Charleston. His previous method of rather hard-edge delineation all but
disappears in his Charleston portraits. What accounted for such an
amazing change in his painting techrnique is unknown. The outstanding
quality of the Charleston portraits and the introduction of various new
poses for sitters suggests tha*t Wollaston never abzndoned his brush and

palette during those years for which we have no documented portraits,

1759 through 1764. If anything, his Charleston paintings indicate
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artistic growth and refinement which could only have come about through
continuous work and perhaps a fresh encounter with fashionable art works

or circles, prcbably outside of the colcnies.

Jeremiah Theus was still living and painting portraits in
Charleston at the time of Wollaston's visit. It is not known whether the
two artists met during these two years but it is ceftain that they were
aware of each other's work. Wollaston accepted commissions in several
households where paintings by Theus weré hanginé. And, there is at
least one example of portrait copying by either Wollaston after Theus

70

or Théus after Wollastonm.

Wollaston's visit to Charleston was brief. In the January 19

through February 2, 1767 issues of the South Carclina Gazette he thanked

n In these

his patrons and stated his intentions to return to England.

announcements Wollaston also noted that he had ". . . a very good wait-

ing boy to sell and a pleasant saddls horse."?2 The artist had obvious-~

1y attained some degree of wealth and comfort, and by previous refer-

ences we know that he circulated happily among Charleston's fashionable

society. He sailed for England on the Snow Portland on May 31 of the
73

same year.

Charles Willson Peale, as previously mentioned, tells us of
Wollastoz's arrival in London and his death sometime thereafter at Bath,

(s Although the date of his death is unknown it is certain from

England,
the Baker diary, as quoted earlier, that he was still alive in 1775.
His departure from the colonies in 1767 was probably precipitated by

growing unrest and disgension betweer the colonies and England. It
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would not have been unusual for Wollaston to have been aware of this and
‘ therefore ne elected to leai's the colonies while there was relative

veace and safety in travel.

Pegle's mention of Wollaston is significant for many reasoms. It
very clearly documents that Peale, an American artist of some repute,
knew of Wollaston's activity in the colonies. Perhaps Peale even knew

Wollastcn in the mid-17601s when he was first commencing his career as a

painter.

By the time of Wollaston's return to lLondon he was, indeed,
", . . an eminent face-painter, whose name [was] sufficiently kmown in
the world. n?> Just as Charleston's public noted the departure of that

%

"celebrated Limuer" Peale found his arrival in London noteworthy.
was regrettable, though inevitable, that an artist of such fecundity, the
major harbinger of the English Rococo portrait style in America, was soon
to be forgotten in the wake of those artists who followed him--Benjamin

West, John Singleton Copley, and Charles Willson Peale.
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1Horace ‘Walpole, Anecdotes of Painting in England, Second Edition,
(England: Printed for J. Dodsley, 1782). The entire quote was first re-
produced in The Antiquarian, XVIII, June, 1931, p. 30, by Theodore Bolton
and Harry L. Binsse.

2Theodore Bolton and Barry L. Binsse, "Wollaston, An Early
American Portrait Manufacturer," The Antiguarian XVIIT (June: 1931):

30-32.

3In a letter from Charles Willson Peale to Rembrandt Peale,
October 28, 1812, published in John Sartain's The Reminiscences of a
Very 014 Man, 1808-1897, (New York: D. Appleton and Company, 1399),
P. 147. The entire passage reads: "I must go back to about the year
1775, some time near that period Wollaston visited Annapolis and painted
a number of portraits of the first families in that city. He had some
instructions from a noted drapery painter in Londen, and soon after took
his passage to New York; from thence he visited all tae principal towns
painting, to Charleston, S. Carolina."

hGeorge C. Groce, "John Wollaston (Fl. 1736-1767): A Cosmopolitan
Painter in the British Colonies," The Art SQuarterly XV (Summer: 1952):
147, footnote 4. Groce is the standard work on John Wollaston.
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6M. Dorothy George, Londcn Life in the Eighteenth Century,
(New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1964), p. 6%.

"Tvid.

8Groce, "John Wollaston," p. 133. Groce was the first art
historian to suggest the 1710 date in a published article on the artist.
He refers to Dr. Henry Wilder Foote's support of this date but this
author has been unable to find any published work by Foote suggesting
the date.

JWalpole, Anecdotes of Painting, pp. 268-270.

loSee footnote 3, above.
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laGeorge Vertue, Anecdotes of Painting in and, ed. The Rev.
James Dallaway, vol. IV, (London: Shakespeare Press, 1028), pp. 117-118.
Vertue notes that VanAken was gifted in his "“genteel' manner of
"pencilling Silks, Sattins, Velvets, Gold laceings, Carvings, &c."

Ykdward Edwards, Anecdotes of Painters, (London: Luke Hanfard &
Son, 1808), p. 53. Edwards states that Toms was the son of a London
engraver. He was employed by Francis Cctes as well as Sir Joshua
Reynolds and Benjamin West during his career. According to Sir Ellis
_ Waterhouse in Painting in Britain, 1530-1790, (Baltimore: Penguin Books
Ltd., 1953), p. 192, Cotes ranked with Reynolds and Gainsborough as a
portraitist.

I#Edwards, Anecdotes, p. 53.
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174aterhouse, Painting in Britain, p. 113.
lBIbid., Pe 137, | Waterhouse writes that Dandridge ". . . was
baptized 17 December 1691 and was probably working as late as 1754."

19%irginia Museunm of Fine Arts, Painting in England 1700-1850,
(England: Westerham Press Limited, 1963), pp. 109, 217.

yaternouse, Pasnting in Britain, p. 110, pl. 6.

2Ly, G. Constable, Richard Wilson, R.A., (London: Routledge &
Paul, 1953), p. 17.

22ryia.

23Ibid. Constable relies on information gathered from Poor Rate
Records of St. Paul's, Covent Garden, in the Westminster Public
‘Iibraries and the 1804 diary of Wilson's Pupil, Joseph Farington.
Farington remembers Wilson living on Tavistock Street, Covent Garden.
From March 1747 to March 1751 the Poor Rate Records show him occupying
a house facing the market in Covent Garden.

Zhlbid., ple 7c. This is an illustration of a mezzotint by
J. Faber Jun. after the original which no longer exists. Wilson painted
the portrait circa 1751. :

25Ibid., pp. 17-18.

26Groce, “John Wollaston,' p. 134.
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27The author was fortunate to learn cf these two vortraits in
corresponding with their owner, John L. Russell of Montreal, Canada who
brought them to my attention. Mr. Russell was kind enough to furnish a
great deal of information which is included in Appendix A of this paper.
James Monk was born in England in 1706 and married Elizabeth Harris. In
1749 they moved from Boston to Halifax, Nova Scotia.

2Bsee Appendix A.

29See Appendix A.

3oBolton and Binsse, "Wollaston," p. 20.

3Lof interest is the fact that the mezzotint was executed by
J. Faber, whose mezzotint after Wilsocn's portrait of Prince Edward’
resembles Wollaston's painting style. The Whitefield print and the

- original painting are owned by the National Portrait Gallery, London,

England.

32Groce, "John Wollaston," p. 136
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35North Carolina Museum of Art, Carolina Charter Tercentenary,
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cellection which the late George C. Groce thought by Wollaston. An
unknown quantity of these paintings are signed "J. W." and usually with
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evident similarity to other English works by Wollaston and particularly
with the early portrait of James Monk (fig. 68). According to Groce,
the Bodleian portraits are copies by Wollaston of earlier portraits.
This may account for the lack of stylistic similarity.

37The Art of Painting referred to and partially quoted in
William T. Whitney's Artists and Their Friends in Encland, (London and
Boston: Publisher unknown, 1928), vol. 1, p. 10%.

3sGroce, "John Wollaston,” p. 147, footnote 17. Groce writes
"A Dr. Calhoun was stabbed by Oliver De Lancey. The De Lanceys were
such a powerful faction politically that it was virtually impossible

to find witnesses against Oliver De Lancey. I have never found proof
that De Lancey was tried or that Wollaston appeared against him."

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



26

3 9John Smibert was working in New England in 1749. Joseph
Blackburn did not -arrive in New Eagland until 1752. Robert Feke, in
1749, was still in Philadelphia. Gustavus Hesselius and William
Williams were also in Philadelphia cirea 1745-1755.

mwme Craven, "Painting in New York City," American Paintiaz
to 1776: A Reappraisal, (Charlottesnlle, Virginia: The Un:.vers:Lty Press

of Virginia, 1971), p. 256.

M'Vzrgil Barker, American Painting, (New York: Crown Publishers,
Inco’ 1950), De ,’30

2Groce, "John Wollastom," p. 138.

BThere are photographs of these paintings in the Frick Art
Reference Library in New York; however, present location(s) are unknown.
M’Mrs. Livingston's portrait has not been located. The William
Smith, Jr. portrait, at the time of Bolton and Binsse's article in 1931,
was owned by General J. R. Delafield. Groce illustrates it in his
article “"Thomas Appleford by John ¥ollaston," New York Historical
Society Quarterly XXV (Cctober: 1950).

45 There are eight known signed and/or dated American portraits by
Wollaston. A list of these, as well as signed English portraits by the
artist is provided in Appendix H of this paper.

%Bolton and Binsse, '"Wollaston,” p. 30. In the minutes of the
Vestry Board of Trinity Church, April 1, 1752, the following note of
Wollaston was made: ‘Ordered that Mr. Marston, iMr. Duncan, and Mr.
Nicholls do treat and agree with Mr. Wollaston to copy the late Rev.
Commissary Vesey's picture, a half length, in order to be placed in the
Vestry Room." Undoubtedly the Mr. Marston mentioned here was Nathaniel
Marston whose portrait by Wollaston is listed in Appendix E, and the
Mr. Nicholls may have been the husband of Margaret Nicholls whose por-
trait by Wollaston is also listed in Appendix E. Trinity Church
retains a portrait in its collection of Vesey, but it bears absolutely
no resemblance to Wollaston's work, even as a copy of an earlier por-
trait.

47Groce, "John Wollaston,'" p. 139.

usIbid.

ugFour particularly good examples of the New York three-quarter
length portrait by Wollaston are those of Mr., and Mrs. William Walton,
owned by the New-York Historical Society, and the portraits of Mr. and
Mrs. Nathaniel Marston a: the Museum of the City of New York.
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20 James Hamilton Papers, Box 1, #11, Cashbook, 1739-1757,
Historical Society of Pemnsylvania, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

oL The poem was published in Annapolis on May 15, 1753.

saIt is significant that the author of the poem entitled it
"On Seeing Mr. Wollaston's Pictures in Annapolis," clearly indicating
that the artist had bteen there long enough to have paintings to exhibit.

2 3See Appendix F.

> h’fhe portrait of Rebecca Calvert is owned by the 3altimore
Museum of Art, Baltimore, Maryland.

2 Manuscript in the Martha Washington Collection, Virginia
Historical Society, Richmond, Virginia. See Appendix J,

56 The poem was written by Hopkinson in Philadelphia on September

18, 1758. It was not published until October 1758 in the American

ine and Monthly Chronicle of the British Colonies, I, p. e08. It
was reproduced first in the 1931 Bolton and Binsse article on Wollaston
and is quoted here in part: "Oftimes with wonder and delight I stand/
To view th' amazing conduct of your hand./ At first unlabor'd sketches
lightly trace/ The glimm'ring outlines of a human face:/ Thez by degrees
the liguid life o'erflows/ Each rising feature--the rich canvas glows/
With neightened charms--the urehead rises fair/ and glossy ringlets
twine the nut-brown hair;/ . . . The well turned neck and iuxuriant
breast./ Tre silk that richly glows with graceful air--/ All tell the
hand of Wollaston was there."

5 7Arthur W. Leibundguth, "The Furniture-Making Crafts in
Philadelphia ¢. 1730-1760," unpublished Master's thesis, (Urirawsity of
Delaware: 1964), pp. 23=24. Originally from the Daybook of Samuel >.
Moore, Library Company of Philadelphia Collections. The portrait of

Patsy Eill has not been discovered.
> 8Carolyn Je Weekley, '"John Wollaston,'" Philadelphia Paiating

and Printing to 1776, (Philadelphia: Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts,
1971), pe. 37.

pia.
50

William Sawitsky, "The American Work of Benjamin West,"

i ine of History and Biogravhy XLII (October: 1938):
G, dopkinson's verses addressed to West read ". . . may'st thou ever
read the pleasing paths your Wollaston has lead [sic]./ Let his just
precepts all your works refine,/ Copy each grace, and learm iike him to

" shine."
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613. N. Sinha, Fort William India House Correspondence, and other
Contemporary Papers Relating thereto, (Delhi: published for the National
Archives of India by the Manager of Publications, Government of India,
1900- ), vol. II, p. 54. '

627114,

835p1d., p. 145. A letter dated Harch 23, 1759 to the President
and Council at Fort William in Bengal contains the following information
concerning John Wollaston: "We direct that Richard Baswell, one of the
writers on your establishment, instead of the station he now stands in
upon the list, be ranked with next below John Wollaston."

6hGroce, "John Wollaston,™ pp. 142, 148 in footaote 2.

650. S. Srinivasachari, Fort William India House Correspondence,
and other Contemporary Papers Relating thereto, (Delhi: published for
the National Archives of India by the Manager of Publications, Govern-
ment of India, 1900- ), wvol. IV, p. 162. Item 102 reads: "The copy
of a dated letter from Mr. John Zaphaniah Holwell dated in London
the 13th April 1763 addressed to Mr. John Wollaston at Bengal has been
communicated to us,. signifying he has appointed him his attorney there
for receiving on his account the rendering part of a teep or obliga=-
tion . . . " Holwell acted as temporary Sovernor of Bengal during
part of Wollaston's stay there, 28 January 1760 through 27 July 1760.
66Mildred Archer, Librarian of Iadia Office and Records, related
these matters in correspondence to the author on September 30, 1975.

Ms. Archer's research in the India Office Library Records revealed a
certificate from the register of Christ Caurch, London, dated October 22,
1756. This document stated that John Wollaston, who went to India on
behalf of the Company, was born December &, 1739.

. 67The author is grateful to Sir Lllis Waterhouse, Oxford, England,
for sharing this important information. The original manuscript was
owned in 1931 by Miss Dorothy Carleton of Newbuildings Place, England,
and major portions of it were published irn The Diary of John Baker,
Philip C. Yorke, ed., (London: Hutchinson & Co., Ltd., 1931).
68Anna Wells Rutledge, Artists in the Life of Charleston,
(Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society, 1949), p. 118. Letter of
Charles Willson Peale to Rembrandt Peale, Cctober 28, 1812, as published
in John Sartin's Reminiscences, p. 147. Thae reference in this last
source cannot be ignored and some comment of it must be made here.

Peale writes: "Wollaston visited Annapolis (c. 1755) and painted a
number of portraits of the first families 3in that city. He had some
instructions from a noted drapery painter in London, and soon after
took his passage to New York, from thence ne visited all the principal
towns painting, to Charleston, S. Carolinz and from thence he returned
to England. I was in London when he returned from the East Indies very
rich. He carried to the Zast Indies two daughters, one or both of them
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married and thus acquired great fortunes. They died, and the father,
soon after he arrived in London, went to Bath where I believe he died.™
Charles Willsor Peale was in London from 1767 to 1769, thus it must
have been during these years when Wollaston returned to London. The
interesting point here is that Peale notes that the artist came from
the "East Indies". Cculd he have meant the '"West Indies" or so-called.
Leeward Islands for which we have documentation of Wollaston visiting
just before 1765 and his stay in Charleston, South Carolina?

693arriott Ravenel, Eliza (Lucas) Pinckney, (New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1896), p. 65.

7°The poriraits referred to are two of Benjamin Smith of
Charleston, South Carclina. Smith is depicted in the same costume
and pose in both portraits which came down through Smith descendants
until their deposit at the Gibbes Art Gallery, Charleston, South
Carolina.

Asouth Carclina Gazette, 19 January-2 February 1767.

721p14,
PIbid., 11 ¥ay-1 June, 1767.
74

See footnote &5, above.
75See footnote 55, above.
76

See footnote 59, above.
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CHAPTER TWO

JOHN WOLLASTON IN VIRGINIA

Virginia society, from its seventeenth-contury deginnings, de-
'perded on agricultural development as a means of economic growth and
financial survival. By the mid-eighteénth century the colony could boast
numerous large vlantations not unlike the small country estates of
England. The families who built these mansions maintaized their fortunes
so long as their tobacco and other major crops succeeded. There were no
large industries or thriving ports and because of this the growth of
towns was slows The colony had no urban metropolis comparable to

Philadelphia, Boston, New York or Charleston.

Even Williamsburg, the capital and hub of Virginia politics in
1755, vwas small and came alive only during public days. Travelers there
at other times of the year were honest enough to describe *‘he town as

"dull, forsaken and melancholy. nl

Virginia's wealth and cultural heritage lay inr the countryside
with estate owners like the Randolphs, Carters, and Pages. Lord Adam
Gordon, visiting Virginia in 1764, wrote in his journal that Virginians
"e « o live at their Seats and are seldom at Williamsburg but when the
pudlic Business requires their Attendance . . . . tcpping Peaple have
Houses there of their own, but in the Country they live oa their Estates

handsomely and plentifully . . . ."2

30
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The Virginia plantation owner's lifestyle was quite different from
his wealthy northern counterpart's whose daily life centered around com-
petitive markets and a growing intermational trade. Virginia society was
close knit by social and political customs as well as intermarriage among
prominent families. The social climate of Virginia during the mid-
eighteenth century had long been established and Virginians were aware of
their distinctiveness from the very beginning. The Reverend Hugh Jones

wrote in his The Present State of Virginia, published in London in 172k,

that in Virginia ". . . dwell several very good Families . . . « They
live in the same neat Manner, dress aftsr the same Modes, and behave

themselves exactly as the Gentry in Ilordorn « . . "

In reality one must consider that this kind of pride which
Virginians wore was often a facade. Wealth did not necessarily mean
money in the purse. It was not uncommon for a planter's tobacco crop to
fail, causing either bankruptcy or an extension of credit with his "factor"
in London.3 The latter arrangement was definitely desirable and a quick
glance through any number of eighteenth-century planters' account or letter
books will soon reveal that credit was a way of life. In this manner a
planter was able to order from London the various household goods he de-
sired to furnish his comfortable country house.u "English-Made" wﬁs a
sure stamp of approval or acceptance as well as fashion. A local crafts-
man skillful enough to produce an item approaching the quality of imported
wares was likely to be successful.5 Thiz was the character of Virginia
patronage when the English artist, John Wollastom, arrived in 1755 to copy

a portrait of William Randolph, II, prozenitor of one of the colony's
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wealthiest and most distinguished families (no. 53).6

Virginia, like New York City and rural Maryland, had never had a
major artist to record her notakle citizens. Charles Bridges painted

7

portraits for William Byrd in 1735;° but he was then an old man and wss

never ambitious in his art. He departed a few years later, never to

<
return.8 John Hesselius appeared in the colony briefly in 1750 and pos-~
sibly in 1755, but ke was then a young, inexperienced artist and offered

E The vainter John Keaf, whose work remains

no competition to Wollaston.
unknown, was in Williamsburg during the early 1750's when he was sus-
pected of counterfeiting. dJohn Durand, portrait painter, did not appear

10

in Virginia until the mid-1760's. Other artists of reputation before

Wollaston had probavly avoided Virginia because of its rural nature.

Wollaston consequently chose a convenient time to visit and work
in Virginia. Obviously he knew of possible commissions there among the
many pmﬁnwt families. In Virginia he never advertized his profession
as other artists befcre and after him did. Having worked successfuliy
for many of the leading families in Maryland it is probable that his
reputation had reéched the Virginia colony before him. Several of the
genealogical connections between Wollaston's Virginia and Maryland

patrons reveale how this was possible.

Wollaston exccuted a portrait of George Plater of St. HMary's
County, Maryland, sometime prior to his trip to Virginia.ll Plater’s
daughter, Rebecca, zmarried Johmn Tayloe, II, builder of '"Mount Airy" in

Warsaw, Virginia, on July 11, 1748. Portraits by Wollaston of John and
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Rebecca Tayloe have hung at "Mount Airy" since it was built in 1758
{figs. 55 and 56).12 Either these paintings were executed in Maryland
at the time of Plater's portrait or Tayloe subsequently saw or heard of

Wollaston's work and engaged his services in Virginia.

' Another example to illustrate this point is the connection between
the Carters of Virginia and the Tasker family of Maryland. Benjamin
Tasker of Prince George Couniy, Maryland, commissioned Wollaston to do at
least one portrait for the family.13 Tasker's daughter, Frances Ann
(Mrs. Robert Carter, III) was one of several members of the Carter family

to engage the artist's services when he was in Virgirnia {ao. 18).14

There is no documented evidence to show where the vortraits of the
Slater, Tayloe, Carfer or Tasker families were painted, either in
Virginia or Maryland. The most reasonable assumption is that they were
executed in the owners' respective residences. What is important is the
various intermarriages between these families, all occurring about the
time that Wollaston came to the Virginia colony from Maryland. It is very
iikely that knowledge of Wollaston's skill as a portrait artist was

learned in Virginia through such associations.

The first date for Wollaston's appearance in Maryiand is March 15,
1?53.15 The last dated record is for August, 1754 when he completed the
vortrait of little Rebecca Calvert.16 Betwéen these dates the artist had
recorded the images of numerous Marylanders, including members of the
Soardley, Carroll, Digges, Dorsey, Dulaney, Galloway, Jchns, and Key

families.l7
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Rebecca Calvert's portrait, as the last record of Wollaston's
work in Maryland, is an important ciue to his arrival in Virginia.
Rebecca was the daugpter of Benedict Calvert of "Mount Airy,"
M’aryland.l8

bordering on the Potomac River which separates Maryland from Virginia.

The Calvert mansion was located in St. Mary's County,

19
Wollaston had probably worked his way south from Annapolis, executing
the Plater, Tasker, and Dulaney family portraits before working for the
Galverts.19 The Calverts, like the Platers who intermarried with the
Tayloes of Virginia, had close associations with Virginia families
across the Potomac. Their younger caughter, Eleanor, later married

John Parke Custis of Virginia.2o

During the eighteenth century, travel and trade back and forth
across the Potomac was comﬁon. Families in one colony often had land
holdings in the other. With Wollaston's work for the Calverts, Platers,
and other wealthy land holders living near the Potomac shore of Maryland
he had figuratively alreddy crossed the Maryland border into Virginia
society, the patronage of which he would enjoy for the following four

years.

During these years Wollaston was an itinerant artist, moving from
one household to another, often recording the faces of every member of
the family., This was standard practice among many artists working in the
South. In 1740 Jeremiah Theus of South Carolina advertised ". . . all
gentlemen and Ladies may have their pictures &?awn, likewise Landscapes
of all sizes, Crests and Coats of Arms for Coaches and Chaises. Likewise'

for the convenience of those who live in the country he is willing to
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wait on them at their respective planta.tions."al This method definitely
apzlies to Wollaston's work in southern Maryland and later in Virginia
where he executeé a surprisingly large number of portraits in a short
period of time. 3y charting locations of the family homes where he
worked in these two colonies a definite travel pattera can be seen

' (Appendix I).%?

Surviving portraits of the Tayloe, Washington, Carter and
Beverley families of Virginia indicate that the artist must have worked
for some time in Westmoreland and Richmond Counties, directly across the
Potomac River from St. Mary's County, Maryland. It is possible that
Wollaston came to this area of Virginia soon after he completed the
Calvert family cortraits in 175%. Another possibility is that Wollaston
worked first in the Fredericksburg area, northwest of Westmoreland
County, coming later to the last region. He had finished the portraits
of Colomel snd ¥rs. William Breﬁt of "Richland" in Stafford County beforse
1756, the year of Hrs. Brent's death (figs. 10 and 11).% Colomel
Fielding ané Betty Washington Lewis of "Kenmore'! and David and Susannzb
Everard Meade evidently posed for Wollaston during his sojourn to

Fredericksburg (figs. 28, 29, 35, and 36).24

From these two northera areas of the rolony the artist probably
continued south. In Northumberland and Lancaster Counties he completed
portraits of Lettice Lee and of Charles Carter and his wife of
“Corotoman" (figs. 26, 16, and l?).25 In Gloacester, Middlesex, and
King and Queen Counties, the Braxtons, Robinsons, Pages, Lee, Warner

Lewises and Wormelieys commissioned a total of fifteen portraits and
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possibly more.26 Between Richmond and Williamsburg, Wollaston worked in
at least four Randolph family households.27 He also completed portraits
for Anthony Walke, II, Martha Dandridge Custis, William Byrd, III, John

Lightfoot, Bobert Bolling, Charles Carter II, and Thomas Barker.2o

The last date for Wollaston's activity in Virginia is associated
with this area. The artist "rec'd Oct 21 1757 of Mrs. Custis the sum of
£ifty six pistoles for three pictures, being in full of all demands"

(Appendix J) 2

There are no documented references to support the idea that
Wollaston based himself in Williamsburg during some period of his sojourn
to Virginia although it is strongly suspected. A number of his commis-
sions came from families living in.that area and most of the gentlemen
were in some way politically involved with célonial affairs necessitating

~ visits to the Williamsburg capital. Of particular interest are the por-
traits which Wollaston dic for Thomas Barker of Edenton, North Carolina.
Portraits of Barker, his second wife, daughter ard stepson survive
(figs. 4, 5, and 23).30 Those of the parents and the stepson now hang in
the "Cupola House" in Edenton, which was later owned by the Barkers'

daughter and her husband Samuel Dickinson.

Barker®s daughter, Betsey, was attending school in Williamsburg
during the years Wollaston was painting in that area.o- It is believed
that the Barkers visited Williamsburg and had the portraits commissioned
during these years. Since no other documented North Carolina portraits

by Wollaston have been discovered there is no reason to believe he would
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journey as far as Edenton to complete one family's commissions.

Geographical é:oupingé provide some evidence for the artist's
career in Virginia but there remains the question of whether he arrived
in the colony prior to 1755 when he‘copied the portrait of Colbnel
William Randolph, IT (fig. 53).>> It is doubtful that this Randolph
commission was carried out anywhere other than in southernmost Virginia,
near Williamsburg, for onebof the Randolph descendants living on the
James River.33 Also, a portrait of Mrs. Anthony Walke, II of the
Williamsburg area indicates that Wollaston was working in southern
Virginia before 1756, the year of her death (fig. 57).34 No earlier
portraits of Mrs. Walke are known and ore must assume that the Wollaston

likeness was.taken from 1ife.

The number of portraits which Wollaston executed in northern
Virginia would not have kept him there longer thén six or seven months.
His largest group of portraits was done in the southern part of the
colony. Beginning with the Middlesex and Gloucester County portraits and
ending with the Henrico County, Randolph family paintings the artist com~
pleted more than forty-nine known commissions. For northern Virginia

only eleven portraits by Wollaston have survived.35

There is, unfortunately, no stylistic development evident in
Wollaston's Virginia portraits to aid in establishing a chronoclogy for
his work in various areas of the colony. The gquality of his Virginia
paintingé varies from very meticulous, sharply delineated and crisply

executed figures to those which appear flat and hurriedly done. The
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causes of these variations are not entirely clear at present but it
should be observed that a number of the so-called '"lesser quality"
Virginia works were inexpertly restored and definitely stzipped of the
strong surface highlights which Wollaston was so fond of using through-

out his painting o::a.reer.36

Manuscript collections of the numerous families he worked for
have revealed little information about the artist or when he completed
ccnmm’.ssJ'.,f‘.?,".s.3 7 Genealogical data and geographical grouping appear to be

the best tools by which Wollaston's Virginia dates can be established.

In summary it is known that the artist was definitely working in
southera Virginia by 1755. He probably executed the portraits of
northern Virginians before this, possibly in 1754 through part of 1755.
During 1755 he worked his way south into the Williamsburg area of the
colony. He painted in southern Virginia from 1755 to October 21, 1757
and possibly afterwards. EHe left Virginia before June, 1758, and by
May 19, 1759, he was in Philadelphia again where he had completed the

portrait of Patsy Hi11.38
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CHAPTER THO
NOT=S
Irvor Nosl Hume, Here Lies Virginia, (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,

1963), p. 91. The derivation of the quote is The American Universal
Geography, published in 1793. . '

2Rutherfoord Goodwin, A Brief and True Report Concerning
Williamsburg in Virginia, (Richmond: August Dietz and Som, 1940),
PPe 3H=35.

3The term "factor" is found frequently in correspondence of the
period and generally refers to the agent in England who negotiated the
colonist's accounts, receiving tobacco or cther commodities as payment
and credit to their England accounts for materials purchased and
shipped from there.

uThe most commonly mentioned articles imported by southern
colonists included textiles, brass, ceramics, and occasionally silver
and furniture. A sampling of references recorded in the Museum of Barly
Southern Decorative Arts Newspaper Research Files was examined in the
course of this study.

5This adherence to English styles is rather common knowledge
among decorative arts historians in America. Newspaper advertisements
by craftsmen of the period best document this attitude and often incor-
porate phrases such as '"equal to any made or imported from London."
Craftsmen were also careful to point out their origins and provenance of
training, particularly if they were from London. See James Craig, The
Arts and Crafts of North Carolina, (Lynchburg, Virginia: The Museum of
BEarly Southern Decorative Arts, 1966) for various examples of this
occurrence in the South.

6Curator's files, Virginia Historical Society, Richmond, Virginia.
Randolph's portrait by Wollaston is the only known signed and dated
Virginia example by the artist.

7Barker, American Painting, pp. 102-1C9.

8Ibid.

9Richard K. Doud, "John Hesselius, Maryland Limmer," Winterthur
Portfolio V, (Charlottesville, Virginia: The University Press of
Virginia, 1969), p. 129.
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loThe Virginia Gazette, 15 May 1752.

llPla.ter's portrait is owned by the Tayloe family of "Mount Airy,"
Virginia. Charles Willson Peale copied Wollaston's likeness of Plater in
1824 as a gift to the Corporation of Annapolis. The Peale copy, which
resembles Wollaston's work, now hangs in the State House in Annapolis,

Maryland.

laInformation courtesy of the Catalogue of Early Southern Decora-
tive Arts, Museum of Zarly Southern Decorative Arts. Winston-Salem,
North Carolina.

13 The portrait of Benjamin Tasker is owned by Mr. C. M. Oddie of
San Francisco, Californiz.

ll"lvlrs. Carter's portrait is owned by the Colonial Williamsburg

Foundation, Williamsburg, Virginia.

Laryland Gazette, 15 March 1753.

lsGroce, "John Wellaston,™ p. 140.
17See Appendix F.

180 Hundred and Fifty Years of Painting in Maryland, (Maryland:
The Baltimore Museum cf Art, 1945), p. 13.

lgSee Appendix I,

ZOCatalogue of American Portraits, Natiomal Portrait Gallery,
Washington, D.C., 1973.

2:"Sou,i:‘zy. Carolina Cazette, 2C August 1740.

22The author usad for this paper "A Map of the Inhabited part of
Virginia containing the whole Provance of Maryland with Part of
Pennsylvania, New Jersey and North Carclina," by Joshua Fry and Peter
Jefferson, printed in Lozndon in 1775.

23Georgetown University Art Collection Catalogue, (Jashington, D.C:
Georgetown University, 1503), pp. 97-98.

Zhsee Appendix I.

2 Thid.

asIbid.
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27These households included those of Richard Randolph, Peyton
Randolnh, Peter Randoiph and Beverley Randolph.

ZSSee the catalogue of Wollaston's Virginia portraits at the end
of the text for a complete list and documentation of the families men-
tioned here.

29Manuscript in the Martha Washington Collecticn, Virginia
Historical Society, Richmond, Virginia. See Appendix J.

% See footnoi:e 13, above.

Bpy;a,

32uratorial files, the Virginia Historical Society, Richmond,
Virginia.

335ee Appendix I.

Hrosa,

353.’.3-.@3

36E. G, Swem, LL.d., "Virginia Historical Portraiture," Virginia
Magazine of History and Biography XXXIX (Virginia: 1931). Sweam's
article is really a review of Alexander Wilbourne Weddell's Memorial
Volume of Virginia Historical Portraiture 15821829, (Richmond: The
William Byrd Press, Inc., 1930) which was published as a catalogue in
conjunction with an exhibit of Virginia paintings at the "Virginia
House," Richmond, April 26 through May 27, 1929. Many of Wollaston's
Virginia portraits hung in and were specifically restored for that
exhibit. Swem, in his review, notes the following: "Many of the por-
traits needed repair . . . $7,000.00 was spent towards restoration. Mr.
Charles Xavier Harris, known among all art collectors for his expert
knowledge of early American portraits, was induced to move his studio to
Virginia House, Here for a year and a half his time was devoted emtirely
to the preparation of the portraits for the exhibition."

Charles Xavier Harris, according to information this author has
collacted from nearly every institution housing Wollaster's paintings in
Virginia, travelled around the state in a make-shift trailer restoring
paintings. His mark, unfortunately, has been left on an overwhelming
number of Virginia Wollastcns. He was, in the most kind of observationms,
a dilettante when it came to painting restoration. Overcleaning with
what zust have been very abrasive solvents and inept repainting charac-
terize his process. It is regretable, particularly to this author and
this study, that Harris was entrusted with the restoratior of so many of
Wollaston's Virginia portraits.
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3‘?No adequate explanation can te offered for the absence of docu-
mented material in this category. All known and existing papers of
families that Wollaston completed commissions for were examined for this

paper.
38 Leibundguth, "Furniture-iMaking Crafts," pp. 23-24.
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CHAPTER THREE

WOLLASTON'S PORTRAIT STYLE

Portrait painters in eighteenth-century England shared a common
incentive: to record likenesses in the most fashionable manner. After
Lely died in 1680,1 and John Riley in 1691,'2 Sir Godfrey Kneller became
the dominant artistic figure in England.’ Between 1694 and 1717,
Kneller set the portrait style with his Kit Cat series and Hampton Court
Béanties.l*. _And, as Governor of England's first Academy of Painting fronm
1711 to 1716, he estatlished a studio tradition for portraiture which
continued long after his death.5 One had only to recall the amusing
storonf John Ellis viewing Sir Joshua Reynolds' portrait of "Marchi®
(c. 1750), to realize the enduring influence of Kneller's portrait
style.6 Ellis remavrked, "Ah! Reynolds, this will never answer ! Why
you don't paint in the least degree in the manner of Kneller. n?
Reynolds' bold reply was: '"Shakespeare in poetry, and Kneller in paint-

ing, damme 2"8

Portrait artists of every rank came under the influence of the
fashionable "Knellerescue!" including those stylistically associated with
John Wdllaston: Bartholomew Dandridge, Thomas Hudson, Richard Wilson a#d
Thomas Wright. They trained and worked in studios where portraiture was
the most popular painting format. This was the artistic environment

from which Wollaston emerged.

43
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In this same respect the early nineteenth-century American artist
Robert Sully in correspondence with William Dunlap made a pertinent ob-
servation about Wollaston's work. Sully remarked that "The only artists
that are remembered by the oldest inhabitants [of Virginia] are Durand,
4anly, and Woolaston--the first tolerable, the secord execrable, and the
third very good. His portraits possess unquestionable merit « « o »

The pictures of Woolaston are very much in the Kneller style; more

feeble than the style of Reynolds, but with a very pretty taste."9

With the exception of Wayne Craven, in his paper given at the
1971 Winterthur Confgrence, art historians have continually described
Wollaston's portrait style as curious or unique.lo Viewed against the
entire spectrum of eighteenth-century American portraiture his almond
eyes, elegant fingers in unnatural poses, elongated figures, and
"thoroughly delightful fabrics'' are somewhat uniqne.ll However, these
so-called typically Wollaston feafures were merely part of the portrait
vocabulary used by a number of London artists in the eighteenth century.
This was illustrated earlier in Chapter Omne by comparing Wollaston's
portraits with works by his English contemporaries, Richard Wilson,

2 The many similarities

Thomas Budson, and Bartholomew Dandridge.1
noted in that analysis confirm that Wollaston's portrait formulas are
rot unique but representative of the Baroque portrait style then

fashionable in London.

A comparative survey of Wollaston's American work from his
arrival in 1742 tc his final departure for England in 1747 reveals

that he never completely abandoned Baroque portrait formulas although
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his painting technique and palette in America continually developed

towards the Rococo style as practiced in wuglande

Wollaston's known English portraits fall in the Baroque tradition
of direct, incisive portraiture. His vortrait of James Monk (fig. 68) is
characterized by broad areas of light and dark hues; delineation of the
figure is accomplished by a series of nearly straight, intersecting.
lines. The intricacies of folds in the costume seem stiff and angular -
when compared with the same arees in Wollaston's New York portrait of

Staats Long Morris (fig. 69) where forms are defined by swinging curves.

In comparing these two port.raits one notices a difference in the
handling of paint. In the Monk portrait the modeling achieves greater
depth and spatial complexity. Areas of contrasting color values, lights
to darks, do not meet each other as' abruptly as they do in the Morris
portrait. In the Morris portrait color areas have greater value and
there is minimal concern with shading between areas of contrasting value.
The Monk portrait is more in the tradition of Baroque painting while the

Morris portrait exhibits a number o 3ococo characteristics.

It is not known what forces or influences precipitated Wollaston's
break with what had been an essentially Baroque approach to portraiture.
Other notable London artists of his generation such as William Hogarth
were early practitioners of the Hococo in England. Undoubtedly
Wollaston was aware of these new trends before his arrival in America
and one suspects that his partial rejection of Baroque elements began

well in advance of his departure from Zagland.
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When Wollaston arrived in New York in 1749 his reputation there
was unchallenged.l3 Here was an artist direct frcm London who couild
record likenesses in the latest faspion. His serjices were engaged by

the most prominent New York families.

Wollaston used a variety of poses for his New York clientele,
and his canvases ranged from bust length, three-quarter length, to full-
length. The same poses and canvas sizes were to appear throughout his
career in the South. However, Wollaston never again used the bust
length format as frequently as he did in New York or immediately there-

after in Philadelphia.

The richly aighlighted fabrics, meticulously rendered give
evidence of the care and pride Wollaston took in his New York commis-
sions as illustrated by the portrait of Mrs. John Livingston (fig. 67).lh
The contrasting gradations from light to dark areas in the fabric are
remarkably exper: azd convincing. In his portrait of New Yorker Philip
Philipse, the outline of the figure and the softly curved folds of the
vest confirm Woliaston's understanding of Rococo line and fluid move-
ment.15 The modeling of the subject's face demonstrates the artist's

competence in using oil pigments.

The same sacoth modeling and brilliant. execution of fabrics
appears throughcut Wollaston's career in America and is best seen in hisz
New York, Maryland and Charleston paintings. The exceptionally fine
quality of the Charleston portraits may be explained by the artist's

late arrival iz South Carolina, circa 1765, after a six year period when
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he may have returned briefly to England and experienced a fresh encounter

with portrait siyles and fashions.

Groce, as noted in Chapter One, attributed the excellent quality
of the Maryland Portraits to Wollaston's return to London in 1752. As
discussed previously, there is evidence to negate this theory. Further-
more, the Maryland portraits are very similar in quality and style to the

- paintings Wollaston had done earlier in New York. Eis portraits of Daniel
Carroll, II (fig. 63) and Charles Carroll of Maryland are nearly identical
to the New York portrait of Philip Philipse in pose, highlighting and
modeling of fabrics, and in the painting of the face. There is no signif-
icant style change in Wollaston'é Maryland work, whick must have followed

immediately his painting in New York and briefly in Philadelphia.

A sizable number of three-quarter and full length Maryland por-
traits by the artist have survived. Examples are the portraits of Daniel
Carroll, II, Mrs. Daniel Carroll, II, Charles Carroll, Mrs. Charles
Carroll, and Mrs. Daniel Dulaney. Wollaston seems alwzys to have been at
his finest in the three-quarter length female portrait as illustrated by
the pictures of the Carroll wcmen and the likeness of Mrs. Dulaney. The
expanse of rich satin in their dresses, the delicate lace cuffs and

sleeves gave the artist ample opportunity to show his skill as a master

of drapery painting.

By the time Virginians first sat for Wollaston, probably in 1754,
the artist had completed over 90 portraits in New York, Fhiladelphia and

Maryland. He was to paint over half this number of portraits in Virginia
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alone, using the same formats time and time again.

The large number of surviving Virginia Wollastons document the
variety of poses and background mctifs the artist used throughout his
career. As explained earlier in Chapter One, Wollaston borrowed heavily
from English prototypes in this category and nearly all the attitudes he
used can be associated with portrait formulas popularized by Kneller or

ﬁell known London artists who came under his influence.

Male subjects in Wollaston's three-quarter length portraits from
the Virginia period are frequently shown with ome arm placed over the
edge of a table or a pedest;l and the other hand placed at the waist.

In these portraits the first two fingers of the hand at the waist are
always extended in a V gesture, a motif which is frequently observed in
Kneller's work and those associated with him, suggesting that Wollaston
continued to fellow the pattern if not the Knelleresque Baroque sty-le.l8
The likenesses of Warner Lewis and Aalph Wormeley, IV, are excellent
examples of this posture (figs. 25 and 58). A variation of this pose is
seen in the painting of Beverley Izndolph where one hand is at the waist
and the other inside the vest (fig. 41). This gesture appears in
several of the artist's Virginia rortraits including those of Richard
Randolph, Sr., and his son, Richard (figs. 51 and 50). Many of the
male subjects in Wollaston's three-quarter length canvases are shown

holding letters, books, and tri-cornered hats.

For the bust-length gentleman's portrait Wollaston frequently

included only one hand extended in fromnt of the sitter, the same gesture
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noted in Chapter One and seen in the English portraits of Richard Wilson.
In Wollaston's version the extended arm is often rested on the edge cof a
table or a pedestal as illustrated in the portrait of Richard Randolph,
Sr. (fig. 51). Only in a few AVirgbinia portraits of this size did the
artist elimirate the hands of the subject as he did in his painting of
Charles Carter (fig. 15). The inclusion of a sitter's hand or both
hands would have increased the price of the portrait as it increased tre
amount of work required of the artist. _It is interesting that Wollasten
used this inexpensive format, as noted before, quite often in New York
aﬁd Philadelzhia, but a grander type of three-quarter or full length

prevailed in Virginia.

Wollaston's surviving Virginia portraits of women are usuaily of
the three-quarter length variety. Most of these female subjects are in
a standing attitude. The difficulties of painting creased fabric in a
full length seated figure may account for the extensive number of
standing figures in this category. Several ladies are depicted in
frontal position, holding fans as illustratéd in the portraits of Lucy
Harrison Randcipn and Clara Walker Allen (figs. 47 and 2). This atti-
tude is clearly traced to earlier English paintings by both Kneller and
William Wissing (figs. 82and 86).19 Ladies were also posed with one
hand at the bosom and the other placed upon a marble top table. This
same table, which must have been one of Wollaston's favorite motifs, is
seen in the portraits of Jane Bolling Randoiph Walke and Mrs. Warner
Lewis (figs. 57 and 30). The pose was used earlier by Sir John Baptist

Medina (fiz. 83).%°
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In Wollaston's likeness of Susannah Meade her hands are placed in
her lap with the right arm.draped over the edge of a table (fig. 36).
Variations of this popular attitude were used earlier in the colonies by

a Again, this formula is associ-

Gerardus Duyckinck and John Smibert.
ated with Kneller as is seen in his portrait (fiz. 82). Occasionally
Wollaston used additional Knelleresque elements to show his lady sitters

leafing through books or holding flowers (figs. 43 and 44).

Wollaston varied these formats only om rare occasions. His por-
trait of Commodore Keppel required a more formal pose, one illustrating
the man's career as an officer (fig. 24). Keppel is shown holding a
telescope in one hand while the other hand rests on the sword hilt at
his side. In the background the artist included a ship to recall for
the viewer the Commodore's naval activities. The artist seems to have
borrowed the entire format for this painting from Michael Dahl's por-
trait of Admiral Sir Cloudesley Shovell, again dccumenting Wollaston's

reliance on English prototypes (fig. 78).%2

Children's portraits by Wollaston also show his adherence to
standardized sitter poses. In Virginia examples most subjects appear
beside or behind tables. Elizabeth Randolph stands by a table holding a
doll (fig. 48). An English portrait by an unknown artist of an uniden-
tified young girl of the same period, compares favorably with
Wollaston's in execution of the doll and figure (figz. 87).2% The
companion portrait of Elizabeth's sister shows the girl carrying a
basket and represents another format which Wollastor used for children.

In Mary Lightfoot's likeness (fig. 32) Wollaston incorporated the same
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doll and pose as he did for Elizabeth Randolph, except the Lightfoot
child faces left instead of right. In the painting of Ralph Wormeley
as a young boy Wollaston shnows the subject holding a basket of peaches
(fig. 60). In the portraits of the Byrd children the artist illustrated
one of the boys playing with a bird's nest and the other child holding
a bow and arrowes Perhaps the most unique of Wollaston's child like-

nesses are three double portraits of the Lewis, Custis and Page children

(figs. 31, 22, and 38).

In the Lewis peinting (fig. 31) the sitters are placed against a
landscape. Rebecca stands to the left wearing a hat and holds fruit in
her lap while her brother is seated to the right holding a walking
stick. Young Warmer's hat and £oy ball are seen in the right foreground.
This portrait represents.the most ambitious format used by Wollaston in
Virginia. An unidentified family group of mother, father and child now
in the Newark Museum in'New Jersey is decidedly Wollaston's most monu-
mental portrait (fig. 72).2h Unfortunately no definite provenance can
be established for this important work. It was found with other New

York portraits by Wollaston in EZngland during the early 1950's.

Although Wollaston's Virginia paintings illustrate the variety of
poses and settings he used throughout his career in the colonies, they
present problems in evaluating the artist's stylistic development. As
mentioned before, many of the Virginia works, like the Lewis double
portrait, have suffered greatly at the hands of ipexpert restorers.

Most of the original ground znd secondary painting survives in the

Lewis portrait but the strong highlights, so typical of the artist's
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technique, have been completely removed. The remaining effect is muddy,
flat,.and has been interpreted by art historians as disintegration o?
style and painting facility. This was generally not the case with
Wollaston's work in Virginia., His portrait of Mary Lightfoot (fig. 32)
shows the same excellence in paint applicatior and drawing as any done

by the artist earlier in the northern colonies.

Careful examination of the surviving Virginia Wollastons reveals
little or ro evidence of stylistic digression or disintegration. The
portraits of Jane Bolling Randolph Walke, Commodore Keppel, and Mrs.
wérner.Lewis are in excellent condition and the overall quality of each

would vie with any of his earlier paintings (figs. 57, 25 and 3C).

Wollaston's Virginia portraits have especial interest as docu-
ments of eighteenth-century customs and fashion. His repeated use of
landscape settings and everyday objects in numerous Virginia examples
adds significantly to their splendid decorative effect. This is not
often observed in his portraits from other areas. The inclusion of
items such as guns, toys, furmiture, and baskets of flowers or fruit
probably reflects customer perference more than that of the artist,
although the skillful rendering of such motifs in pleasing compositioans
certainly was not uncommon among American a;tists during the period.
Perhaps Virzinians, who were known for gracious living during the
eighteenth century, were more receptive to these highly fashionable
formats. Whatever the cause for his frequent use of these materials in
his Virginia portraits, it is clearly evident that Wollaston knew well

how to integrate them spatially and compositionally with the figures in
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his portraits and in doing so created works which were pleasant and

successful.

One must conclude that Wollaston's painting techniques remained
virtually the same throughout his first tern years in the colonies, 1749
through 1759. His Virginia works, as a group, are distinquished omnly by
a greater use of special éettings and miscellanecus everyday objects.
Any one of his portraits from the colonies of New York, Pemnsylvania,
Maryland, or Virginia adequately documents his painting techniques and

general style during these years.

X-vay analysis of five pouriraits of Philadelphia subjects has
helped to determine Wollaston's painting methods. Selected for this
study are his portraits of Thomas Gordon (fig. 75), William Peters, the
Reverend Richard Peters, Mrs. Samuel Gouveneur (fig. 75), and Peggy

Oswald Chew (fig. 76).2°

The male subjects in this group, all bust length portraits, are
nearly identical in treatment and the size and position of each figure
in space is clearly similar. All are characterized by strong modelling
of facial features over a light colored grournd. The subjects' heads are
boldly deiincated as are the shoulders and edges of their coats. The
painted ground, as seen in Thomas Gordon's face, is composed of sweeping
brush strokes, heavily impasted, which follow the comtours of each
feature of the face. Wollaston's reliance on line, rather than model-

ling, for defining form is very evident in these paintings.

In the likenesses of Peggy Oswald Chew and Mrs. Samuel Gouverneur
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a similar approach is observed in the treatment of the head. The
development of the figure's neck, hands and dress folds is given less
attention. The same impasted ground is seen throughout these areas but
brushstrokes have no particular pattern. Miss Oswald's neck and
shoulders appear patchy and extremely flat with little attempt to model
for form and three-dimensionality. The outlines of both figures are
characteristically strong. As in the work of most artists of the
period, the face of the figure was of utmost importance; Wollaston was
no exception to the rule and his tendency to develop the face more
fully than other parts of the body or dress at an early stage in the

painting is typical.

It can be further proven that Wolleston never varied his methods
of paint application in his later works in Charleston, South Carolina,
although his drawing, coloration, and formats improved immensely. An
x-ray of his Charleston likeness of John Beale shows the same strong

modelling and wide brush stroikes observed earlier (fig. 77).

The absence of documentation for Wollaston's painting activity
just prior to his arrival iz Charleston makes an explanation of his
gtylistic develcpment durinz those years nearly impossible and at best
conjectural. It is amazing, if not uncommon, that an artist of this
early period would create his very best work when he was probably in
his late fifties and certairly not in the prime of his career. The
lovely pastel coloration, sikiliful drawing, and superb modelling of the
subjects in his Charleston paintings prove that Wollaston was serious

in his art and made consicderable effort to improve his methods. The
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Beale family portraits mentioned earlier (figs. 61 and 62) illustrate

Woliaston at his Rococo best.

In considering his Charleston work there is one possible reason
for his improvement, a consideration which most art historians tend to
overlook in the development of am artist's career. Charleston, even
from its early settlements in the seventeenth century, was destined to
become a thriving city and a cultural center for the southern colories.
It grew rapidly and the society which emerged demanded and maintained a
market for style and fashion. The city supprorted a numbér of crafismen
'in a wide range of capacities. A glance at the surviving decorative
arts from that area will assure the historian that Charlestonians had
and demanded the‘very best. Why then, should their demand have bdeen any
less for vortrait art? It seems reasonable that Wollaston's Charleston
clientele demanded his very best efforts. Perhaps much of the excel-
lence and costume glitter ome sees in these late vortraits by Wellaston
were due o the dictates and customs of Charleston society and not so
much to any artistic influence which the artist encountered outside of

the colonies.

Whether Wollaston continued to paint after leaving Charieston is
not known because later English paintings by the artist have not been
found. It is only known through what does survive in America that the
portrait style he brought to the colonies in 1759 had by 1767 evolved
into a delicate and admirable Rococo. In Charleston, Wollaston, like

his father, was "happy in taking likenesses."26
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CHAPTER FOUR

WOLLASTON'S INFLUENCE ON ARTISTS WORKING IN AMERICA

Any paper treating the artist John Wollaston must include a dis-
cussion of his influence on other artists working in the American
colonies during and after his visit(s). Because he was so prelific,
working in nearly all major coastal centers south of New York City, and
because he worked in a style which was fashionable it was natural for

young artists to adopt his techniques and methods of portraiture.

Those who recognized Wollaston's talents and ultimately chose to
imitate them included John Greenwood, John Hesselius, Henry Bentridge,

and Senjamin West.

John Greenwood, a young provincial Boston painter during the late
1740's and early 1750's was the first of these men to adopt character-
istics associated with Wollaston's painting.l The late Waléren Phoenix
Beiknap, Jr., was perhaps the first art historian to observe this fact.
In a letter in his files addressed to Bartlett H. Hayes, Jr., ae made
these comments:

As for the Moffat portraits I believe Mr. Burroughs hzs
overlooked a most interesting influence upon the painter. I
suggest that the painter of these portraits had seen some of
the earlier New York work of Wollaston. It is most evident
in the illustrated portraits of John Moffat and Elizabeth
Moffat but it may be detected in the portrait of Mrs. Moffst,
thecugh that good lady was not receptive to treatment in th=
Wollaston formula and the young New Zngland painter could not
endow her with the 'Wollaston look' . . . - We can suppose

5&
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that Wollaston's early New York work, . . . must have seemed

the very acme of sophistication and elegance to a young
provincéal painter of Boston accustomed to the rivalry of

Badger.

A look at the Moffat portra;i.ts which Belknap discusses will
assure the reader of the comparisons he found. The likenesses of Mr.
and Mrs. Moffat, and a third portrait of Zlizabeth Moffat (fig. 89) all
show sitters stiffly posed, tense to the same degree as Wollaston's
subjects in figs. 2 and 11.” The Moffat poses are identical to those
used so often by Wollaston. Greenwood made a slight attempt to paint
fabrics in the Wollaston manner although he never achieved the same
crisplj modelled effect as the English artist. There is a hint of
Greenwood's adoption of Wollaston's alinond—eye characteristic in the

portrait of Elizabeth Moffat.

The Greenwood portraits are thought to have been executed just
prior to the artist's departure in 1752 for Surinam."' This seem logical
and appropriate when considering the possibility of Wollaston's influ-
ence, since the latter did not appear in the northerm colonies until
1749, It is not known that Greenwood actually saw any of Wollaston's
New York work at tkis time but it is recalled that there were at least
two Wollaston portraits, those of Mr. and Mrs. James Monk and an unknown

lady of that family, in Boston during the 1740's.

John Hesselius, son of the Swedish artist Gustavus, fell under
Wollaston's spell more completely than any other American-borm painter.
The younger Hesselius' earliest work appeared in 1750 when apparently

. he was working for the Gordon family in Virginia.6 Like Wollaston and
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others he traveled extersively in Pennsylvania, Maryland, Virginia and

possibly New Jersey executing portraits for wealthy, prominent families.7

Richard K. Doud, noted authority on John Hesselius, divides the
artist's work into two distinct style periods. From 1750 through 1757
he sought and mimicked the style of Robert Feke, possibly having met Feke
when he was working in Fhiladelphia. From 1758 until his death in 1778
Hesselius worked more in the manner of Wollaston. Doud notes that ''there
can be little doubt, . . . that by 1758, Hesselius had fixed upon
Wollaston as his star, and the influence of Robert Feke (excepting
possibly in color) had largely disappeared from his painting*."8 Doud
adds that '"“the simple background, the more florid flesh tones, the
slightly tilted eyes, and the somewhat distorted angularity of features

are characteristic of this influence."9

One has only to view the porfraits of Samuel Lloyd Chew and those
of the Calvert Children to realize what an important role Wollaston
played in Hesselius' career (figs. 91, and 90).lo Hesselius did not
merely imitate, for what he learned from Wollaston he tried to improve.
In rendering fabrics he approached reality more nearly than Wollaston
although Hesselius' finished products seem tight, minutely polished and
raiher sharply delineated. It is evident from Hesselius' late works
that he was never comfortable with Wollaston's style and eventually
modified it to conform to a more personal approach to portraiture. By
the mid-1760's Hesselius no longer slaved over fabric renderings,
attempting to make his portraits decoratively exciting. Instead he

seems to have become more intimately aware of his subjects, painting
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them as humans, personalities, people who possess warmth and character.
His nortrait of Mrs. Thomas Gough, painted in 1777, is an exceptional
example of his late work (fig. 92). At the expense of Wollaston's
fashionable style of opulent velvets and silks and pretty faces it seems
that Hesselius had found, by 1777, another more meaningful approach to

Aznerican portraiture.ll

Wollaston's influence on Hesselius accounts for much of the
artist-attribution problem in many institutions.and private collections
housing either painter's work. Bec#use their paintings are so close in
style and composition art historians have frequently confused their work.
A careful examination of the drawing methods of both artists, particu-
larly their khandling of anatomical forms, reveals mary distizguishing

characteristics.

A very general observation is that Wollaston's anatoaical forms
(heads, hands, torsos) are rounder and fleshier than those of Hesselius.
The latter habitually modelled thé heads of his subjects so that they
appear slightly tilted with the chin protruding and the forehead
receding (fig. 91). This technique is not observed in Wollaston's
portraits where the sitter's head is usually erect and parallel to the
viewer. Hesselius seems to have favored rather elongated forecheads
-which is not typical of Wollaston's figures. Wollaston had a set way of
drawing mouths--glightly turned ué at the corners, botn lips being
pleasantly full and proportionate to each other. Heaselius never
mastered this technique and his sitters' lips are rather tight by com-

parison with the lower one protruding. Any number of comparisons of
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this type could be cited here and the conclusions drawn would be, with=-
out exception, that Wollaston was more the master of plastic forms than

was Hesselius.

The artist Henry Benbridge (1744-1812) was only fourteen years
old when Wollaston made his second recorded trip to Philadelphia.
Robert G. Stewart, noted Benbridge scholar, has offered an interesting
account of h;w this &oung artist iearned of Wollaston and possibly re-
ceived instruction from him. Stewart wriies: "The year 1758 is signif-
icant for Benbridge according to Charles HJenry Hart and family tradition
because it was at this time that Bembridge received his instruction from
John Wollaston « « « ."12 Wollaston painted a portrait of Thomas Gordon,
stepfather of Benbridge during 1758. According to Gordon Saltar, current
owner of the Gordon portrait and a descerdant of the subject, Wollaston
was commissioned to paint the likeness so that Benbridge couldbobserve.13
The stepfather's mention of Wollaston in correspondence with Benbridge,
some twelve years later, proves Gordon's remembrance and enduring opinion

of Wollaston's approach to portrait ccmmissions, humorous or otherwise.lh

Several good examples of Bembridgeis adaptation of Wollaston's
style have been pointed out by Stewart. ©One of these is Benbridge's
earliestvknown paintings-~-that of his half sister, Rebecca. Little
Rebecca is stiffly posed and the almond shape of the eyes as well as the
shape and position of the left hand definitely reveal the young
Philadelphian's knowledge and use of Wollaston's portrait vocabulary.

A far more convincing example of Wollastor's influence is seen in

Benbridge's portrait of Mary (Polly) Gordon Thompson (fig. 88). The
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shape of Polly's eyes, her mouth, the necklace and bow behind, the over-
all modelling of~ic dress and the bow at the sleeve are reminiscent of

‘Wollaston's work.Y?

Historians of American painting have suggested that Wollaston in-
fluenced other painters in the colonies. The late George C. Groce and
William Sawitzky felt strongly that Benjamin West (1738-1820) and Matthew
Pratt (1734-1805) fell under Wollaston's influence early in their.
careers.l6 Until there is a critical study and survey of Pratt's work a

case for that artist's influence by Wollaston cannot be assessed.

Francis Hopkinson, in his 1758 poem quoted earlier in this paper,
urged Benjamin West to follow Wollaston's example.17 The young artist
probably took this advice to heart for at least two of his surviving
American paintings reveal some knowledge and dependence on Wollaston's
methods. West's portrait of Mary Keen adequately illustrates this point
in the drawing of the hands, the elongated neck, the multi-fold dress
and in the overall composition and pose.18 There is little question
that West had seer one or more of the numerous female portraits by

Wollaston then hanging in Philadelphia.

Weat's portrait of Thomas Mifflin (at one time attributed to
John Wollaston) also shows some reliance on Wollaston's portrait style
in the treatment of Hifflin's head and his right hand (fig. 93).17 The
extraordinary compesition of the portrait and the distinctive coloration
are totally West's innovations and perhaps document his departure from

Wollaston's influence.
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It is important to note here that Wollaston's influence came
iate in West's American career, about 1758. It apéears that West, in
adopting Wollaston's mannerisms, was merely searching f{or something of
the artistic fashions of Eﬁrope and England which he, perhaps, knew well
from prints. It was a very momentary experiment with West who in 1760
was on his way to Italy where he would study the great masters of his

20
chosen profession.

The story of Wollaston's influence in the continuing development
of American painting must end ratker abruptly here for arny association
cetween him and other artists of the times would be highly conjectural.
This does not lessen- the importaﬁce of his influence or its rightful
inclusion in studies which heretofore have éreated the careers and
widespread influence of colonial artists such as Jchn Smibert, Robert
Feke ;nd Joseph Blackburn. All of these men left their mark on American
artistic developmént. Wollaston's was just as formidable and indelible.
Tkat his influence was not enduring as is clearly seen in the careers of
Benbridge and West, is symptomatic of the times. Wollaston was neither
a master nor a teacher of his trade. He was very muck an example, a
secondary source of artistic fashion which was desirable and had its

roots in the heart of London.

Wollaston's unquestionable success in the colonies must have been
as appealing and inspiring to native-born artists as the style he
practiced. It is understandable why young men like Bentridge and West
would try to follow his path--not only in imitating his style but in

going abroad for further study. This, as they probably krew, was the
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milieu from which Wollaston and nis success had emerged.

WLllaston was, for these asriring artists, a tempting realiza-
tion of what could be accomplished in a painting career, particularly if
one had the good fortune to secure training abroad. Benjamin West, the
first of these men to make that step, did not take long to confirm that
realiza.tion.21 Thereafter, the history of American painting tock a new
turn and was fashioned not by immigrants like Wollaston, but by those
who were born on American soil. It is when we read and study the on-
rushing current of arti§tic events that happened duripg these later
years of the eighteenth.century that we should momentarily step back
and try to recall the catalytic effect and significant role played by

artists like Wollaston in thé formaticn of an American painting school.
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lBAn illustration of the Keen portrait was not available for
this study. It was hanging at "Mount Airy," Pemnsylvania in 1926. See
Antigues Magazine 82 (November: 1962): 521.

19Ann C. Van Devanter, "Benjamin West," Philadelvhia Painting

and Pnnt:.ng to 1776, (Ph:.ladelph:.a. Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts,
1971), p.

DIpid.

2lRichardson, Painting in America, ppe. 71-77.
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CATALOGUE

This portion of the paper is extensive and contains all the illus-
trations of portraits referred to in the text. Certain notes are

mentioned here as a guide in using the Catalogue.

The Catalogue is divided into four sections: Section I, Virginia
Portraits by John Wollaston; Section II, English and Other American Por-
traits by John Wollaston; Section III, Portraits by English Artists of
Wollaston's Period; Section IV, Portraits by American Artists Who Were

Influenced by John Wollaston.

Section I, dealing with the Virginia portraits, is the largest and
contains -formal catalogue entries with genealogical information and art
historical comment on the portraits. Each entfy is preceded by a heading
which gives the sitter's name, size of the painting and the current or
last known owner of the painting. The entry text is followed by a list-~
ing of bibliographical references and sources consulted for information
on the portrait and/or the subject of the portrait. References for
entries should be interpreted in the following manner: If a given refer-
ence provides genealogical material on the subject and the painting, it
is cited with no further explanatiorn. If the given source is for gene-
alogical material only, it is listed "Biographical information from (or
courtesy of) . . . o' If the portrait is illustrated in a given source

it is cited as "Illustrated in . . . o' Where a portrait is owned by a

68
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public institution and the files of that institution were used for gene-
alogical or logistical information on the portrait the source is listed
as "Curatorial files « . . ." An asterisk by the catalogue entry number
in Section I portraits indicates that illustrations were not available

for the paper.

Sections II, III, IV of the Catalogue do not contain formal or
lengthy entries for given portraits. Information for these portraits is

contained in the captions.

Taree abbreviation$ appear frequently throughout the Catalogue:
CESDA; DAB; CAP. CESDA refers to the Catalogue of Early Southern Decora-
tive Arts, Winston-Salem, North Carolina. DAB refers to the Dictionary
of American Biography, published by Charles Scribmer's Sons, New York.
CAP refers to the Catalogue of American Portraits compiled by the
National Portrait Gallery, Washington, D.C. These are cited as references
according to the guidelines mentioned above. CESDA also made available
certain photographs for the Catalogue and is so mentioned in the captions

for photographs.

It should be understood that thz author is not an expert on
Virginia genealogy. The factual content of catalogue entries seemed
correct and pertinent to the author at the time this paper was being
prepared. In some cases sitter attributions were confusing and the
anthor has made note of these considerations in the entries. Other
sitter identification problems may emerge in the future study of Virginia

eighteenth~century portraiture which relate to portraits executed there
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by Wollaston, particularl: with the large group of Randolph family

portraitse.
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SECTION I

Virginia Portraits by John Wollaston
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Figure 1. William Allen. Photograph courtesy
of the Brooklyn Museur.
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No. 1. WILLIAM ALLEN (1733-1793)
Oil on canvas. 35 3/4 x 38 inches.
Qwner: The Brocklyn Museum, Brooklyn, New York.

William Allen was bornm and lived at "Claremont," the family's
ancestral home on the James River in Virginia. He married twice, first
to Clara Walker (no. 2) and second to Mary Lightfoot (no. 32) on
November 9, 1765. He died in 1793.

During his lifetime he was active in the affairs of the Virginia
colony as a member of the Convention of 1788 and also as a member of the
legislature. ‘

The painting came to the Brooklyn Museum from Mrs. Louis A.

Van Gaertner (nee Allen), a descendant of the subject, in August 1919.
Mrs. Van Gaertner's family inherited "Claremont'" earlier in the
nineteenth century and evidently the painting was hanging there at that
time.

Bibliography/Source Material: Curatorial files, the Brooklyn
Museum, Brooklyn, New York.
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Figure 2. Mrs, William Allen., Photograph

courtesy of the Brooklyn Museum.
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No. 2. MRS. WILLIAM ALLIN (Clara Walker, 1737- ?)
0il on camvas. 35 7/8 x 28 1/4 inches.
Owner: The Brooklyn Museum, Brcoklyn, New York.

Clara Walker Allen was the daughter of John Walker and Catherine
Yates of Virginia. Her date of marriage to William Allen (no. 1) is un-
known as is her death date. However, she was dead by 1765 when Allen
married his second wife, Mary Lightfoot (no. 32).

This is one of three portraits thought to be of Clara Walker
Allen. Another, probably a copy of the Wollaston version, is owned by
the Detroit Institute of Arts and is attributed to John Hesselius. It
bears a striking resemtlance to the portrait of this entry. The third
portrait, now in the Shelburne Museum in Vermont, is attributed to John
P(lollastc)m but bears no relatioaship to this three-quarter length example

figo 3 . ’

There is little doubt that the portrait of this entry is the
companion portrait to that of William Allen of the preceding entry. It
came to the Brooklyn Museum from the same source and has an identical
ownership history.

Bibliography/Source Material: Illustrated in Waldron Phoenix
Belknap, Jr., American Colonial Painting (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The
Belknap Press of Harvard University, 1959), plate XXII, 184 and 18e.
Curatorial files, the Brooklyn Museum, Brooklyn, New York.
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Figure 3. Mrs., William Allen? Photograph
courtesy of the Brooklyn Museum.
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No. 3. MRS. WILLIAM ALLEN (Clara Walker, 1737- 2)?
0il on canvas. Original dimensions altered.
Owner: The Shelburne Museum, Vermont.

The subject of this portrait is thought tc be the same as that of
the preceding entry. Little is known of its ownership history other
than the fact that it was given to the museum in 1956 by the late Mr.
Edmund Ashley Prentis.

In all Wollaston portraits examined to date none show half or
portions of hands as can be seen in this example. This would have been
an extremely unacademic method for any artist of Wollaston's period, and
it suggests that the painting was cut down in more recent years.

It is of interest that the lady shown here does not resemble the
subject in the preceding entry. Until additicnal documentation can be
found the identity of the subject must be held in question although the
painting is certainly in the style of John Wollaston.

Bibliography/Source Material: Curatorial files, The Brooklyn
Museum, Brooklyn, New York.
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Figure 4. Thomas Barker. Phctograph courtesy
of CESDA.
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No. 4. THOMAS BARKER (1713-178%)

0il on canvas. 35 1/4 x 27 3/8 inches.
Owner: The Cupola House Association, Edenton, North Carolina.

Thomas Barker was a prominent lawyer and statesman in North
Carolina. He came to Edenton as a young man to study law with William
Little, his mother's brother. By the time he was twenty-three he was
the clerk in two North Carolina Committees of Assembly. In 1746, he was
one of four commissioners appointed to revise the statutes of the colony.
He was selected Treasurer of the northern counties of North Carolina in
1748 and was reappointed in 1754. From 1742 to 1761 e represented
Edenton in the Assembly. He left for England in 1761 where he remained
for seventeen years as Colonial Agent to Britain for the North Carolina
Assembly. He returned to Edenton in 1778.

Barker married twice. The name of his first wife is unknown, but
they had one child, Betsey. After his first wife's death, he married
Penelope Padgett in 1756; she was the daughter of Samuel Padgett and
Elizabeth Blount. By the second marriage there were three children, all
of whom had died by 1760.

Barker's likeness is one of a group of three family portraits
attributed to John Wollaston. He is shown in a waist-length pose fre-
quently used by the artist. He wears a blue coat with gold braid and
buttons and a white waistcoat. The writer has been urable to determine
the title of the book Barker holds, but the use of bocks in other
Virginia portraits by Wollaston is common (nos. 43 ard 54).

When Penelope Barker died in 179% she left all her property to
her niece who had been raised by the Barkers. The niece, daughter of
John Hodgson and Penelope's older sister, married Saruel Dickinson who
owned the Cupola House in Edenton. At Dickinson's death in 1804, the
house and its contents were willed to his daughter, Mrs. Penelope Barker
Dickinson Bond who left her property to her daughter in 1858. Mrs.
Bond's daughter left the same to her niece, Miss Tillie Bond. The
portraits of Thomas and Penelope Barker, and Thomas Hodgson were present
in the house during Miss Bond's ownership and have remained there since.

These three portraits were probably executed in Virginia. Thomas
Barker's first wife, whose name is unknown, was from Williamsburg,
Virginia. The child by that marriage, Betsey, after her mother's death
went to live with relatives in Williamsburg. A portrait of Betsey
exists which bears a close stylistic resemblance to that of her step-
mother and is no doubt by Wollaston. It is very likely that all of the
portraits were painted by Wollaston while the Barkers were visiting
Betsey in Williamsburg. No other portraits of North Carolina subjects
can be attributed to Wollaston at this time. Unforturately, this writer
has not been able to locate the Wollaston portrait of Betsey Barker.

Bibliography/Source Material: Biographical information courtesy
of Ronald Miller, Natchez, Mississippi.
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courtesy of CESDA.
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No. 5. MRS. THOMAS BARKER (Penelope Padgett, 1728-179%)
0il on camvas. 35 1/4 x 27 1/4 inches
Owner: The Cupola House Association, Zdenton, North Carolina.

Penelope was born June 17, 1728, the second daughter of Samuel
Padgett and Elizabeth Blount of North Carolina. She married John
Hodgson, a prominent lawyer who in 1739, 1741, and 1743 served as
Speaker of the North Carolina Assembly. He died in 1747 leaving two
sons: Samual, 1745~1752; and Thomas Craven, 1746-1772. In 1752,
Penelope married James Craven but was again widowed when Craven died ina
1755. In 1755, she sold her property to Thomas Barker and married him.
She had three children by this marriage but all died in infancy.

' There is little doubt that this portrait is by John Wollaston.
It compares in every detail with his Virginia portraits in pose, treat-
ment of the hands, face and dress fabric. The sitter wears a pink dress
with white lace sleeves and trim at the neck line.

The portrait's ownership history is identical to that of the

preceding entry.

Bibliography/Source Material: Biographical information courtesy
of Ronald Miller, Natchez, Mississipri.
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No. 6.* JUDITH CAREY BELL (1726-1798)
O0il on canvas. 34 x 28 1/2 inches.
Owner: In 1931 Bolton and Binsse gave Gist Blair as the owner's name,
location unknown. At the time George C. Groce compiled his list, about
1956, he noted that Montgomery Blair of Washington, D.C. was the owner. .
The present location and the wvalidity of the attribution remain question-
able,

Bibliography/Source Material: Theodore Bolton and Harry L. Binsse,
"Wollaston, an Early American Portrait Marufacturer," The Antiquarian,
XVIII (June, 1931), pp. 30, 32. Unpublished notes of the late George C.
Groce, Library, the National Portrait Gallery, Washington, D.C.
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No. 7.* ROBERT BOLLING {1738-before 1775)
0il on canvas. Dimensions unknowne.
Owner: Unknowne.

Unfortunately the locatiorn of this portrait has not been dis~
covere)ed although it is referred to in several publications (cited
below

Bolling was the son of John and Elizabeth Lewis Bolling. On
July 24, 1751, he left the colonies for London to begin six years of
education. He returned to Virginia in April, 1756, about the time that
Wollaston was working in that colony. Bolling later studied law under
Benjamin Waller of Williamsburg and in 1763 he married Mary Burton,
daughter of William Burton of Northampton, Virginia.

Bibliography/Source Material: The Virginia Magaz:.ne of History

and Biography, XXXV (1927), p. 279. Robert Bolling, A Memoir of a
Portion of the Bolling Family in
Virginia: Chesapeake Book Company, 1964
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courtesy of the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation.
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No. 8. GEORGE BRAXTON, III (1734-1761)

0il on canvase 35 x 28 inches.
Owner: The Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, Williamsburg Virginia.

George Braxton, III, was the son of George Braxton, Jr., of King
and Jueen County, Virginia. ILike his father, George became a wealthy
Planter and served as a member of the House of Burgesses and later as
President of the Colonial Council. He married Mary Blair (no. 9),
sister of John Blair, a signer of the Constitution.

The younger Braxton owned "Newington" and two other important
Virginia plantations during his lifetime. He was also a Colonel in the
Virginia Militia, but his promising career in colonial affairs was never
realized due to his death at the age of twenty-seven in 1761.

This portrait ranks among the finest of Wollaston's work in the
Virginia colony. Although it was restored in 1956 by Sheldon Keck, it
retains all of the surface highlights which are characteristic of the
very best of Wollaston's work. The sitter wears a blue coat with gold
oraid and white waistcoat similar to Thomas Barker's attire (no. 4).

Mrs, Parker Campbell Wyeth of St. Joseph's, Missouri, was the
former owner of this portrait. Braxton was Mrs. Campvell's great-great-
great grandfather.

Bibliography/Source Material: Unpublished notes of the late
George C. Groce, Library, the National Portrait Gallery, Washington, D.C.
Curatorial files, the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, Williamsburg,

Virginia.
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Figure 9. Mrs. George Braxton, III.

Photograph courtesy of the Colonial Williamsburg
Foundation.
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No. 9. MRS. GEORGE BRAXTON, III (Mary Blair, 1734-1799)
0il on canvas. 35 x 28 inches. .
Owner: The CoZonial Williamsburg Foundation, Williamsburg, Virginia.

Mary Blair was the daughter of John Blair, Sr., (1687-1771) of
Williamsburg, Virginia. Her first marriage was to George Braxton, III,
(no. 8). After his death in 1761 she married Robert Burrell of Virginia.
In 1792, after Burrell's death, she married R. Prescott of Philadelphia.

Mrs. Braxton wears a white dress with pink bow and is posed
identically to Penelope Barker (no. 5). The similarities between the
portraits of these women and those of their husbands (figs. 4 and 8)
suggest that one of the couples saw the portraits of the other and
requested Wollaston to produce similar ones.

The ownership history for this entry is the same as that for the

preceding entry.

Bibliography/Source Material: Unpublished notes of the late
George C. Groce, Library, the National Portrait Gallery, Washington, D.C.
Curatorial files, the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, Williamsburg,
Virginia.
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Figure 10. Colonel William Brent.

Photograph courtesy of Georgetown University.
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No. 10. COLONEL WILLIAM BRENT (1733-1782)
0il on canvas. 29 1/2 x 25 inches.
Owner: Georgetown University, Washington, C.C.

No biographical information on Brent has been found except that he
lived at "Richland" in Stafford County, Virginia, during the period that
Wollaston was working in Virginia.

The portrait descended from Miss Emily Brent and/or Miss Ellen
Daingerfield who bequeathed it to the College. It was restored by Art
Restorers Association, New York, in 1950.

Bibliography/Source Material: Unpublished notes of the late
George C. Groce, Library, the National Portrait Gallery, Washington, D.C.
Georgetown University Art Collection Catalogue (Washington, D.C.:
Georgetown University, 1963), pp. 97-98, no. 82.
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courtesy of Georgetown University.
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No. 11. MRS. WILLIAM BRENT (Eleanor Carroll, ?-1756)
Oil on canvas. 29 1/2 x 25 inches. )
Owner: Georgetown University, Washington, D.C.

The subject was the wife of Colonel William 3rent (no. 10) and
the sister of Archbishop John Carroll, founder of Georgetown College
{now Georgetown University).

The ownership history for the portrait is identical to that

given for no. 10.

Bibliography/Source Material: Unpublished notes of the late
George C. Groce, Library, the National Portrait Gallery, Washington, D.C.

Ceorgetown University Art Collection Catalogue (Washington, D.C.:
Georgetown University, 1963), pp. 97-93, mo. Sl.
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Figure 12. John Carter Byrd. Fhotograph

courtesy of the Frick Art Reference Library.
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Noe 12. JOHN CARTZR BYRD (1751-2)
Oil on canvas. Dimensions unknown.
- Owner: William Syrd, location unknown.

- The little boy shown in this. portrait was tke second child of
William Byrd, III, and his first wife Tlizabeth Hill Carter (no. 14).
He was the brother of Thomas Taylor Byrd (nmo. 13). The family lived
at "Westover". _

_ This portrait and the likeness of Thomas Taylor Byrd were
bequeathed by their step-mother, Mary Willing Byrd, to Thomas Taylor
Byrd in ker Will of 1813. The two portraits have remained in the Byrd
family over the years.

The Byrd children's portraits are exceptional in both quality
and format for Wollaston's Virginia period. John Carter is shown
pointing, appropriately so, to a bird's nest containing a small bird.
One wonders if this pictorial play on words was intentional and if so
whether it was a device chosen by the children's parents or the artist.
It seems very vossible that the use of the motif was intentional since
it is not seen in any other knmown portraits by Wollaston.

Bibliography/Source Material: The Virginia Magazine of History
and Biograchy, VI, No. 4 (April, 1899), pp. 347-355.
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courtesy of the Frick Art Reference Library.
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No. 13. THOMAS TAYLOR BYRD (1752-2)
0Oil on canvas. Dimensions unknown.
* OQwner: William Byrd, location unknown.

The subject of this portrait was the third child of William
Byrd, III, and his first wife Elizabeth Hill Carter (no. 14). He was
the brother of John Carter Byrd (mo. 12).

Thomas Taylor served as a Captair in the British Army during
part of his career. He married Mary, ‘the daughter of William Armistead
of "Hesse'" in Gloucester County, Virginia.

The portrait was bequeathed to the subject by his step-mother in
1813 and has remained in the Byrd family since that time. The boy wears
a costume virtually identical to his brotker's (fig. 12). It seems
likely from the pose of the sitters, one facing right and ome facing
left, that the paintings were meant as companion pieces.

Bibliography/Source Material: The Virginia ine of Histo
and Biography, VI (April, 1899), pp. #7=-355. 1bid., IX (June, 1902§,
Pe Ol.
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Figure 14. Mrs. William Byrd, III.

Photograph cour-tesy of the Frick Art Reference
Library.
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No. 14%. MRS. WILLIAM BYRD, IIT (Elizabeth Hill Carter, 1731~
1760)
0il on canvase. 36 x 28 inches.
Owner: Charles Hill Carter, "Shirley," Charles City County, V:.rg:.n...a.

The sitter was the daughter of John and Elizabeth Hill Carter of
"Shirley." She was the first wife of William Byrd, III, of "Westover."
This portrait holds particular interest in any survey of
Wollaston's work for it is one of two known pictures of women wearing
larze hats of this type. The inclusion of the hat adds interest to the
overzll composition and effect. The painting is also exceptional in
coloration of soft shades of blue for the dress and pink for the hat.
Lace and cuffs are typically white. The portrait is one of Wollaston's
finest Virginia works in both composition and execution. _

Mrs. Byrd was possibly living at '"Shirley' when Wollaston
recorded her likeness. It descended in the Carter family at "Shirley"
to th2 present owner and received minimal restoration in 1973.

Bibliography/Source Material: Illustrated in Anticues Magazine,
CIII, No. 2 (February, 1973), p. 342. CAP, the National Portrait
Gallery, Washington, D.C.
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Figure 15. Charles Carter. Fhotograph

courtesy of CESDA.
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No. 15. CHARLES CARTER (1732-1806)
0il on canvas. 29 1/2 x 24 3/8 inches.
Owner: Charles Hill Carter, "Shirley," Charles City County, Virginia.

Charles Carter of "Corotoman,! Lancaster County and "Shirley,"
Charles City County, Virginia, was borm in 1732, His parents were John
?nd Eligabeth Carter. He was the brother of Mrs. William Byrd, III,

no. 1%).

Carter served as a Burgess from Lancaster County from 1758
through 1775. He was a member of the Convention and First State Council
in 1776. He married first Mary Carter, daughter of Colonel Charles and
Mary Walker Carter of "Cleve," King George County, Virginia. After her
death he married Anne Butler Moore (no. 16), daughter of Bermard and
Anne Catherine Spottswood Moore of Virginia.

Carter's likeness is waist-length. The figure is placed against
a light brown background and is framed by dark brown spandrels at all
corners. He wears a red-orange coat, white stock and his brown hair is
tied with a black ribbon at the neck. No hands are showing and his
eyes are brown. The portrait is conservative and drab by comparison
with Wollaston's known Virginia oeuvre. It seems ironic, though it
must have been the case, that a man of Carter's wealth and prominence
would prefer this rather indifferent and totally undecorative portrait
formula.

The portrait descended through the Carter family to the present
owner at "Shirley."

Bibliography/Source ilaterial: Unpublished notes of the late
George C. Groce, ILibrary, the National Portrait Gallery, Washington, D.C.
Illustrated in Antigues Mzzzzine, CIII (February, 1973), p. 3.
Biographical information from Stella Pickett Hardy, Colonial Families of
the Southern States of America (Baltimore: Southern Book Co., 1553),

p. 11l.
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Figure 16. Mrs. Charles Carter. Photograpa
courtesy of CESDA.
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No. 16. MRS. CHARLES CARTEIR (Anne Butler Moore?, c. 1740-1809)

0il on canvas. 29 3/8 x 24 3/8 inches.
Owner: Charles Hill Carter, "Shirley," Charles City County, Virginia.

Anne Butler Moore was the daughter of Bernard and Anne Catherine
Spottswood Moore. She married Charles Carter (no. 14) sometime after
1767 and before 1771.

Stylistically this pcrtrait can be attributed to John Wollaston.
However, there is some question as to the correct identity of the
subject. The portrait is the same size as that of Charles Carter and
is probably its companion portrait. Anmne Butler Moore did not marry
Carter until after 1767, the year his first wife bore her last child.
Wollaston's Virginia dates are 1754=1757 or 1758. This portrait shows
a woman of about thirty-five or forty years of age. Anne Butler Moore
would have been no older than fifteen or seventeen when Wollaston was
in Virginia. The likeness coculd be of Carter's first wife, Mary Walker
Carter, the daughter of Colonel Charles and Mary Walker Carter of
"Cleve,"

Mrs. Carter wears a light trown and white dress with white lace
collar and cuffs. Her eyes and hair are brown and the background is
light brown. The figure is framed by dark brown spandrels as in no. 14.

Bibliography/Source Material: Unpublished notes of the late
George C. Groce, Library, the National Portrait Gallery, Washington, D.C.
Illustrated in Antigues Magazine, CIII (February, 1973), p. 3ib.
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Figure 17. Landon Carter. Photograph

courtesy of CZSDA.
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No. 17. LANDON CARTER (1710~1778)

Oil on canvas. 46 3/4 x 37 3/4 inches.
Owner: Mr. and Mrs. Robert Carter Wellford, "Sabine Hall," Warsaw,

Virginia,

Landon was the son of Robert "King™" Carter and his third wife,
Elizabeth Landon Willis. His father was perhaps the wealthiest planter
in Virginia at the time of Landon's birth. Landon, like his four
brothers who were born before him, was well educated and received a
generous inheritance.

After his studies at the College of Williiam and Mary he resided
with his father at the family mansion, '""Corotoman.'" At this time he
managed his father's lands in Northumberland County and continued in
this capacity until his father's death in 1752. At the age of twenty-

- two Landon married Elizabeth, daughter of John Wormeley and sister of
Ralph Wormeley, IV (no. 58). Of the eight fully overable plantations
his father left to him, Landon chose to live at 'Landsdowne' in
Richmond County. Like his father and brothers he became involved in
colonial politics.

Bibliography/Source Material: Jack P. Green (editor), The Diary
of Colonel Landon Carter of Sabine Hall, 1752-1778 (Charlottesville,
Virginia: University of Virginia Press, 1965}, Vols. I, II.
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Figure 18. Mrs. Robert Carter, III.

Photograph courtesy of the Colonial Williamsburg
Foundation.
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No. 18. MRS. ROBERT CARTER, III (Frances Ann Tasker,
c. 1734=1789)
0il on canvas. 50 x 39 1/2 inches.
Owner: The Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, Williamsburg, Virginia.

The subject of this entry was the youngest daughter of the
Honorable Benjamin Tasker of Annapolis and "Belair," Prince George
County, Maryland, and his wife Ann Bladen. She married Rober:

Carter, III, in 1754 and they made their home at his estate, ‘Nomini
Hall,'" Westmoreland County, Virginia. Carter was a distinguished
member of the King's Council and known by his contemporaries as
"Councillor Carter.'" He was the son of Robert Carter, II, builder of
"Nomini Hall."

With the exception of the position of the raised hand, the pose
uged for this sitter is identical to nos. 21 and 30. A portrait of
Frances Ann's father, Benjamin Tasker, is also attributable to Wollaston
and is listed with the Maryland subjects in Appendix F.

Bibliography/Source Material: Unpublished notes of the late
George Co. Groce, Library, the National Portrait Gallery, Washington, D.C.
Blographical information from Louis Morton, Robert Carter of Nomini Hall
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1945). Curatorial {iles, the
Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, Williamsburg, Virginia.
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Figure 19. Mrs. John Chiswell. Photcgraph

courtesy of the Virginia Historical Society.
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No. 19. MRS. JOHN CHISWELL (Zlizabeth Randolph, 1722-1776)
Oil on canvase 35 x 29 inches.
Owner: The Virginia Historical Society, Richmond, Virginia.

The subject of this portrait was the daughter of William, II and
Elizabeth Randolph. She married Colonel John Chiswell of Hanover County
and Williamsburg about 1740.

The pose and costume here are similar to no. 26, and with minor
variations was used frequently by Wollaston in Virginia.

The portrait was given to the Virginia Historical Society in 1927
with a group of eight cther Randolph family portraits which are thought
to have hung at "Wilton" in the eighteenth century. '"Wilton" was owned
by the Randolphs until 1860 when Kate Randolph married Edward Carrington
Mayo of Richmond. The nine portraits were bequeathed to her, and she
bequeathed them to her son E. C. Mayo, Jr., who married Katharine Harris
of Richmond. After E. C. Mayo, Jr.'s death his wife married Commander
Grey Skipwith and the couple gave the nine portraits to the Virginia
Historical Society in 1927. They have been on loan to '"Wilton" since
1954 when the house was moved to Richmond and restored as the head-
quarters of the Colonial Dames of Virginia.

Bibliography/Source Materizl: Curatorial files, the Virginia
Historical Society, Richmond, Virgircia.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



108

Figure 20. Daniel Parke Custis. FPhotograph

courtesy of the Washington-Custis-Lee Collection,
Washington and Lee University.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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No. 20. DANIEL PARKE CUSTIS (1711-1757)
0il on canvas. 50 x 42 inches.
Owner: The Washington-Custis-Lee Collection, Washington and Lee Univer-

sity, Lexington, Virginia.

Daniel Parke was the son of Colomel John Custis, IV, and Francis
Parke, daughter of Colonel Daniel Parke who served as aide-de-camp for
the Duke of Marlborough. This portrait, alcng with others of the Custis
family (nos. 21, 22) originally hung in the sitter's home in New Kent
County, Virginia. A receipt to Mrs. Custis from Wollaston for these
paintings survives in the manuscript collection of the Virginia
Historical Society and is dated October 21, 1757
Mrs. Custis' maiden name was Martha Dandridge. After Daniel's

death in 1757 she married George Washingiton some two years later. Two
of the portraiis,  (nos. 21, 22) are kmown to have accompanied Mrs.
Washington to "Mount Vermon." Where the portrait of Daniel was at this
time is unknown, although it may have been kept in storage at 'Mount

" Vernona" or it may have stayed at the Custis iome in New Kent County.
When Mrs. Washington died in 1802 the family collection of portraits
passed to her grandson, George Washington Parke Custis. The latter
moved the collection to "Arlington House" in Arlington, Virginia and
sometime during his lifetime he reunited the portrait of Daniel with
those of his children and wife. When G. W. P. Custis died in 1857 the
collection was left to his daughter, Mary, the wifz of Robert E. Lee.
The paintings remained at Arlington until the Civil War closed. After
the war, Gemeral Lee became the President cf Washington Callege (now
Washington and Lee University) and the portraits were hung in the
President's house at the College. After the death of Mrs. Robert E.
Lee in 1873, the portraits passed to her eldest sor, George Washington
Custis Lee. At this son's death in 1913 the poriraits went to his
sister, Mary Custis Lee. They were bequeathed by her in 1918 to the
University.

Bibliography/Source Material: Curatorial files, the Washington-
Custis-Lee Collection, Washington and Lee University, Lexington,
Yirginia.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



110

Figure 21. Mrs. Daniel Parke Custis.

Photograph courtesy of the Washington~Custis-Lee
Collection, Washington and Lee University.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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No. 21. MRS. DANIEL PARKE CUSTIS (Martha Dandridge, 1731-1802)
0il on canvas. 50 x 41 inches.
Owner: The Washington-Custis-Lee Collection, Washington and Lee Univer-
sity, Lexington, Virginia.

The subject was the daughter of Colonel John Dandridge and
Francés Jones of Virginia. Sae married first Daniel Parke Custis
(no. 20) in 1749. They had four children and of these two survived
infancy: John Parke Custis and Martha Dandridge Custis (no. 22).

After the death of Daniel Parke Custis in 1757 the subject
married George Washington on January 6, 1759. There were no children
from this marriage.

The portrait represents the finest of Wollaston's Virginia work
in terms of drawing and composition. Only a few of his large canvases
in Virginia approach the complexity of this example in the use of land-
scape vistas, particularly in -physically relating the subject to the
background as seen here in Mrs. Custis's hand gesture towards the
flowers.

The ownership history for this portrait is identical to that
given for no. 21.

Bibliography/Source Material: Curatorial files, the Washington-
Custis-Lee Collection, Washinston and Lee University, Lexington,

Virginia.
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Figure 22. John Parke Custis and Martha

Dandridge Custis. Photograph courtesy of the
Washington-Custis-Lee Collection, Washington and Lee
University.
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No. 22. JOHN PARKE CUSTIS AND MARTEA DANDRIDGE CUSTIS
0il on canvas. 49 x 36 inches. '
Owner: The Washington-Custis-Lee Collection, Washington and Lee Univer-
sity, Lexington, Virginia.

These were the children of Daniel and Martha Custis. The little
girl died at the age of 16 with consumpticn. The son survived and
served as Washington's aide during the Revolution, dying in 1781. He
married Eleanor Calvert of Maryland and after his death and his mother's
second marriage to George Washington his children were adopted by the
Washingtons at "Mount Vernon." .

The ownership history for this double likeness is the same as
no. 21. This painting, as well as nos. 20 and 21, was restored by
Mr. and Mrs. Russell Quandt in 1969.

Bibliography/Source Material: Curatorial files, the Washington-

Custis-Lee Collection, Washington and Lee University, Lexington,
Virginia.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Figure 23. Thomas Craven Hodgson. Fhotograph
courtesy of CESDA.
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No. 23. THOMAS CRAVEN HODGSON (1746-1772)
0il on canvas. 29 x 24 1/4 inches.
Owner: The Cupola House Association, Edenton, North Carolina.

Hodgson is pictured as a boy of about eleven years of age in this
portrait. He was the second son of John and Penelope Hodgson. He
evidentally was named for a family friend, Thomas Craven, who later be-
came his step-father. Hodgson was admitted to the Bar in Nbvember, 1768.
He made his will in 1772 and died in March of that year.

The colors in this portrait are particularly pleasing. A light
blue was used for the waistcoat, soft gray for the coat, and-silver for
the buttons and the trim on the hat. The coatrasting darker shades for
the hat, tie at neck and ribbon at the neck add balance to the muted
shades for the costume. The hair, eyes and spandrels are dark brown and
the background is painted in complementary tones cf gray.

The family ownership history for this entry is the same as that
given for the portraits of Thomas and Penelope Barker (nos. 4, 5). The
boy is shown in half-length as are the Barkers. Iis apparent age agrees
with the period of Wollaston's activity in Virginia.

Bibliography/Source Material: CESDA, the Museum of Early Southern

Decorative Arts, Winston~-Salem, North Carolina. Biographical information
courtesy of Ronmald Miller, Natchez, Mississippi.
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No. 24.* EDMUND JEZNNINGS (1659-1727) 2
0il on canvas. 24 x 30 inches.
Owner: William Sabin, 17 Duke Street, Ficcadilly, London (1930).

Edmund Jennings was born at Ripon, in Torkshire, England, the
son of Sir Edmund Jennings and Ma~garet Barham, After immigrating
to Virginia he became Attorney General of ihe Colony from 1684-1691).
He died in Virginia in December of 1727. His home, "Ripon," stood on
the south bank of the York River in York County.

This painting is either a copy by Wollaston of an earlier
likeness of Jennings or the subject has been incorrectly identified
for Jennings was dead some thirty years before Wollaston worked in
Virginia.

The portrait was offered for sale at Sotheby's in London on
May 15, 1929, by a Mrs. Jenings (sic) of "Gladswood," England, who
claimed to be a descendant of the subject. Its current location is
unknown.

Bibliography/Source Material: Iliustrated in Alexander W. Weddell,

A Memorial Volume of Virginia Historical Portraiture, 125:182 (Richmond:
The William Byrd Press, 1930), p. 147.
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Figure 25. Commandore Augustus Keppel.

Photograph courtesy of the Bayou Bend Collection.
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No. 25. COMMANDORE AUGUSTUS KEPPEL (dates unknown)
0il on canvas. 50 x 40 inches.
Owner: The Bayou Bend Collection, Houston, Texas.

The subject of this painting was identified some years 2go by
Sabin Galleries of London as Commandore Augustus Keppel of the British
Navy. The officer shown here bears a resemblance in the style of hair
and age to the 1753 portrait of Keppel by his friend, Sir Joshua Reynolds
(National Maritime Museum, Greenwich).

Xeppel sailed for America late in December of 1754 and arrived at
Eampton Roads, Virginia on February 20, 1755. His ship, the Centurian,
is prchably the one illustrated in this painting. Keppel's stay in
Virginia lasted until the middle of April, 1755 and would have given him
ampie opportunity to visit the Williamsburg area where Wollaston was
working. The portrait does not compare with Wollaston's work before 1749
in England and other than the 1754=1755 period of Keppel's stzy in
Virginia the artist would have had no other opportunity to record his
likeness.

This very fine example must be considered unique to Wollzston's
production in Virginia. No other known Virginia portraits by him show
this pcse or an officer in naval uniforme. The inclusion of the ship in
the background and the general format of the painting were probably taken
Zrom ichael Dahl's portrait of Admiral Sir Cloudesley Shovell. dJohn
Smibert used this same format earlier for his portrait of Sir William
Pepperrell.

Keppel is dressed in a deep blue coat with silver braid and a
white waistcoat. The background is in varying shades of gray.

The painting was given to the Bayou Bend Collection by iir. and
Mrs. Earris Masterson who purchased it from Sabin Galleries.

Bibliography/Source Material: Biographical informatioa courtesy

of Barry A. Greenlaw, Curator, the Bayou Bend Collection, Houston,
Texas.
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Figure 26. Lettice Lee. Photograrh courtesy
of the Virginia Historical Society.
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No. 26. LETTICE LEE
0il on canvas. 50 x 40 inches.
Owner: The Virginia Historical Society, Richmond, Virginia.

There seems to be comnsiderable confusion as to the identity of
the subject of this portrait. She was at one time called Lettice
Lee (1731-1811), the daughter of Richard Lee of Northumberland County
and Judith Steptoe of Lancaster County, Virginia. This Miss Lee married
Colonel James Ball of "Bendley," Lancaster County, circa 1754.

The records of the Virginia Historical Society identify the
sitter as Lettice Lee, daughter of Philip Lee of Maryland. This Lettice
Lee married two and possibly three times: first, to James Wardropp, of
"Ampthill," Chesterfield County, Virginia; second, to Dr. Adam Thompson;
and possibly a third marriage to Colonel Joseph Sims.

The portrait was presented to the Society in 1940 by relatives of
Lettice Lee; daughter of Philip Lee. There remains some question, how-
ever, as to her life dates and the possibility of the portrait having
been painted about the time of her marriage to James Wardropp of
"Ampthill" in Virginia.

Until further genealogical research is found to clarify the
matter there is a strong possibility that the portrait was executed by
Wollaston in Virginia, regardless of which Lettice Lee she may be.

Bibliography/Source Material: Biographical information courtesy

of Virginius C. Hall, Jr., former Assistant Director, the Virginia
Historical Society, Richmond, Virginia.
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Photograph courtesy of the Frick Art Reference Library.
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No. 27. COLONEL FIELDING LEWIS (1725-1781)
0il on canvas. 50 x 40 iaches.
Owner: The Kenmore Association, Incorporated, Fredencksburg, V:.rg:.m.a.

Fielding Lewis was the son of Colonel John and Frances Fielding
Lewis of "Warner Hall," Gloucester County, Virginia. He was the
brother of Warner Lewis (no. 29) whose likeness by Wollaston is remark-
ably similar in pose and figure size. Fielding married Catherine
Washington, daughter of Major John Washington, in 1746. After her death
he married Betty Washington, sister of General George Washington. An
entry in the Lewis family Bible by Colonel Fielding reads: I was married
to Miss Betty Washington, sister of General George Washington, 7th day
of May, 1750." Fielding established the family estate, "Kenmore," in
Spottsylvania County, Virginia, prior to his marriage to Betty (no. 28).

Colonel Lewis wears a gray coat and waistcoat with white cuffs
and stock. There is a copy of this portrait by Ellen Dickinson, dated
1876, and owned privately in Suitland, Maryland.

Bibliography/Source Material: Biographical information courtesy

of P. Russell Bastedo, Director, the Kenmore Association, Incorporated,
Fredericksburg, Virginia.
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Figure 28. Mrs. Fielding Lewis. Photograph

courtesy of the Frick Art Reference Library.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



124

No. 28. MRS. FIELDING LEWIS (Betty Washington, 1733-1797)
0il on canvase. 50 x 40 inches.
Owner: The Mount Vernon Ladies' Association, "Mount Vermecn," Virginia.

Betty Washington was the daughter cf Augustine Washington and
Mary Ball of "Wakefield." She married Coclonel Fielding Lewis (no. 27)
of "Kenmore" on May 7, 1750. She was the only surviving sister of
General George Washington.

The portrait has been on permanent loan to the Kenmore Associa-
tion, Incorporated, since 1929 and hangs near Wollaston's likeness of
her husband. It was purchased by the owner in 1914 from the Lewis family
of "Marmion." At the time of its acquisition the portrait was described
as "in bad condition and not so attractive." Restoration was performed
in 1916 by Professor Farina of Philadelphia. Its current condition is
stabile, although there is considerable restoration in the dress which
is very noticeable and tne canvas support is weak.

Mrs. Lewis is depicted in a three-quarter length pose, seated,
and holds a small bouquet of flowers in her right hand. Her dress is
blue and cream in color and is trimmed with white lace cuffs and a
ribbon.

Bibliography/Source Material: Biographical information from
Edith Tunis Sale, Manors of Virginia in Colornial Times (Philadelphia:
J. B. Lippincott Co., 1909), p. 56; P. Russeil Bastedo, Director, the
Kenmore Associatiocn, Incorporated, Fredericksburg, Virginia.
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Figure 29« Colonel Warner Lewis. Photograph
courtesy of the College of Wwilliam and Mary.
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No. 29. COLONEL WARNER LEWIS (1720-2)

0il on canvas. 49 x 39 inches.
Owner: Mrs. Nellie Taylor Greaves.

Warner Lewis was born at "Warner Hall" in Gloucester County,
Virginia. He was the son of Colonel John Lewis, a member of the
Colonial Council, and Frances Fielding. His brother, Colonel Fielding
Lewis (no. 27) of "Kenmore" married first, Catharine, an aunt of General
Washington, and second, Betty (no. 28), the sister of George Washington.

In 1746 Warner married Eleanor Bowles Gooch, widow of William
Gooch. Warner was listed among the prominent officers who led the
revolutionary forces of Gloucester County during the war.

Portraits of Eleanor and two Lewis children by Wollaston ar2 also
in the collections of the College of William and Mary (nos. 30, 3l).
They originally hung at "Warner Hall" but were taken to '"Belle Farm"
arother Lewis family estate, when "Warner Hall" was sold in 1825. They
remained at "Belle Farm" in the possession of William F. Taylor until
his death in 192%. Taylor's only surviving child, Mrs. Hellie Taylor
Greaves, inherited the portraits and placed them on deposit at the
College of William and Mary. 'Beile Farm" was located on the Severn
River, as were the other family estates of "Severn Hall' and "Lewiston."

The three-quarter length pose illustrated by this portrait was
used frequently by Wollaston in Virginia. A portrait of Ralph
Wormeley (no. 58) shows the same pose in reverse.

.Colonel Warner Lewis wears a brown velvet coat, white waistcoat,
white stock and a full brown wig. His right arm rests on a table with
the hand draped over the table edge and his left hand is placed just
avove the pocket of the waistcoat.

Bibliography/Source Material: Curatorial files, the College of
William and Mary, Williamsburg, V:Lrg:.m.a Nlustrated in Alexander W,
Neadell, A Memorial Volume of Virginia Historical Portraiture, 158
1830 (Richmond: The William Byrd Press, 1930), p. 136.
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Figure 30, Mrs. Warner Lewis. Photograph

courtesy of the College of William and Mary.
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No. 30. MRS. WARNER LEWIS (Eleanor Bowles Gooch, dates unknown)
0il on canvas. 49 x 39 inches.
Owner: Mrs. Nellie Taylor Greaves.

Eleanor was the daughter of James Bowles, Esquire, of Virginia
and married first William Gooch, the son of Govermor Sir William Gooch
of Virginia. In 1746, after the deatk of her first husband, she married
Warner Lewis of '"Warner Hall," Gloucester County, Virginia.

Mrs. Lewis is shown in a three-guarter length pose, standing to
the right of a window with landscape beyond. The incorporation of back-
ground devices similar to this occur in one other Virginia portrait
attributable to Wollaston (fig. 17). Mrs. Lewis's hand rests on a marble
top table similar to the table shown in the pcrtrait of Mrs. Anthony
Walke (fig. 57), and she holds a dark blue scarf in her hand. She wears
a mauve colored dress with white lace at the neck and cuffs. The dress
is very similar to others seen in Wollazstoz's portraits of Virginia
ladies (figs. 18, 25).

The ownership history for this portrait is the same as given for
noe 29

Bibliography/Source Material: Curatorial files, the College of
William and Mary, Williamsburg, Virginia. Iilustrated in Alexander W.
Weddell, A Memorial Volume of Virzinia Historical Portraiture, 1585~
1830 (Richmond: The William Byrd Press, 1930}, p. 185.
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Figure 31. Warner Lewis, II, and Rebecca

Lewis. Photograrh courtesy of the College of
William and Mary.
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No. 31. WARNER LEWIS, IT, (1749-~1791) AND REBECCA LEWIS (1750-2)
0il on canvas. 49 x 39 inches.
mer: Mrs. Nellie Taylor Greaves.

The subjects of this double portrait were the children of
Warner (no. 29) and Zleanor Bowles Gooch Lewis (no. 30) of "Warmer Hall,"
Gloucester County, Virginia. Warner, II, was the eldest son of the
family and ultimately inherited the house from his father. He married
first Mary Chiswell, the daughter of Colonel John and Elizabeth Chiswell
(no. 19) of Williamsburg, and second Mary Fleming. He attended the
College of William and Mary from 1761 to 1763 and served later in
various political capacities for the Virginia colony.

Rebecca married Dr. Robert Inres of Virginia. The ages of the
children agree with the years of Wollaston's activity in Virginia.
Rebecca would have been about five or six years of age and Warmer, II,
about ten years old. While the double portrait is not unknown in
American painting of this period, Wollaston used it only on rare
occasions and usually for chilidren's portraits.

The ownership history for this portrait is the same as that given
for nos. 29, 30.

Bibliography/Source Material: Curatorial files, the College of
William and Mary, Williamsburg, Virginia. Illustrated in Virgil Barker,
American Painting: History and Intervretation (New York: MacMillan
Company, 1950), p. 115.
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Figure 32. Mary Lightfoot. Photograph

courtesy of CESDA.
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No. 32. MARY LIGHTFOOT (1750-1789)
0il on canvas. 29 3/4 x 25 inches.
Cwner: The Daughters of the American Revolution Museum, Washlngton, D.C.

The subject was the daughter of William Lightfoot cf
"Teddington," Charles City County, Virginia. At the early age of
fifieen she became the second wife of William Allen (no. 1) of
"Claremont" on the James River. They were married on November 9, 1765.

This portrait exemplifies Wollaston's understanding of delicate
Rococo coloration in the use of soft shades of pink for the dress and
ochre for the doll's dress. The modelling of the face here is among the
Zinest of his attempts in careful painting of facial-features. The
highlights are well placed and the artist seems to have taken particular
care with the shading of the left side of the little girl's face.

The portrait was sold out of the Lightfoot family in 1919 to
Herbert Lee Pratt who later gave it to the DAR Museum. It bears the
inscribed date of 1760, undoubtedly added to the canvas some years later
after Wollaston's departure since he left the colonmy in 1758 or 1759.

Bibliography/Source Material: Curatorial files, the Daughters of
the American Revolution Museum, Washington, D.C. Illustrated in
Antiques Magazine, CIII (March, 1973), p. 519.
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No. 33.* WILLIAM LIGHTFOOT (1724-1764)
Cil on canvas. 59 x 49 inches.
Owner: Mrs. M. T. Winchester, New York City (1950).

The subject was the son of Philip Lightfoot of Charles City
County and York County, Virginia. He served as High Sheriff of York
County in 1746 and married Mildred Howell, circa 1745. Ee was probably
the fatker of no. 32.

This author has not been able to locate the paintirng. The late
George C. Groce felt particularly certain of its attribution to
Wollaston and mentioned it several times in his unpublishked notes.
Since it is very probable that Wollaston painted other members of the
William Lightfoot family when he did the portrait of little Mary (no.
32), there is sufficient reason to believe this currently unlocated
likeness is by him.

Bibliography/Source Material: Unpublished notes of the late
George C. Groce, Library, the National Portrait Gallery, Washington,
D.C. Biographical information from T. A. Glenn, Some Colonial Families
(Pniladelphia: Henry T. Coates and Company, 1898), pp. 338-339.
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No. 34.* UNKNOWN MAN OF THE LIGHTFOOT FAMILY
0il on canvas. Dimensions unknown.
Owner: Mrs. ? Patterson, New York City (1950).

Both Bolton and Binsse and the late Dr. Groce saw this portrait
and attributed it to Wollaston without question, but this author has not
been able to locate the painting or an illustration of it.

Biblicgraphy/Source Material: Theodore Bolton and Harry L.
Binsse, "Wollaston, An Barly American Portrait Manufacturer," The
Antiquarian XVIII (June, 1931), p. 50. Unpublished notes of the late
Dr. George C. Groce, Library, the National Portrait Gallery, Washingten,
D.C.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



135

Figure 35. Colonel David Meade. Photograph

courtesy of the Virginia Historical Society.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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No. 35. COLONEL DAVID MEADE (1710-1757)
0il on canvas. 35 3/4 x 28 inches.
Owner: The Virginia Historical Society, Richmond, Virginia.

Colonel Meade held properties in both Nasemond and Suffolk
Counties, Virginia. He was active in the Virginia militia from 1745-
1757, and supplemented his plantation income during these years by
mercantile and shipping businesses.

In 1729/30 he married Susannah Everard (no. 36), daughter of
Sir Richard Everard of North Carolina.

Colonel Meade wears a dark brown coat and a grey wige. He
holds an unidentified paper or parchment in his hands.

The painting was given to the Virginia Historical Soclety in
1966 by Mrs. Charles A. Penick of South Boston, Virginia. William
James Hubbard, portrait artist, made a copy of this portrait about
1835 for Bishop Meade of Virginia. The Hubbard version was owned by
Henry Meade Cadot, Greenville, Delaware at the time of Bolton and
Binsse's article in 1931.

Bibliography/Source Material: Curatorial files, the Virginia
Historical Society, Richmond, Virginia.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



137

Figure 36. Mrs. David Meade. Photograph

courtesy of the Virginia Historical Society.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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No. 36. MRS. DAVID MEADE (Susannah Everard, c¢. 1710-1770)
0il on canvas. 35 3/4 x 28 inches.
Owner: The Virginia Historical Society, Richmond, Virginia.

Susannah Everard, daughter of Sir Richard Everard, married David
Meade (ro. 35) in 1729/30. -Her father had served as a colonial Governor
or North Carolina. -
The portrait has the same ownership history as no. 35.

Bibliography/Source Material: Curatorial files, the Virginia
Historical Scciety, Richmond, Virginia.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Figure 37. John Page. Photograph courtesy
of the College of William and Mary.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



























































































































