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ABSTRACT

A theatrical portrait is an image of an actor or actors in
character., This genre was widespread in eighteenth century London
and was practised by a large number of painters and engravers of all
levels of ability. The sources of the genre lay in a number of
diverse.styles of art, including the court portreits of Lely and

Kneller and the fetes galantes of Watteau and Mercier.

Three types of media for theatrical portraits were particularly
prevalent in London, between c.1745 and 1800 : painting, print and
book illustration. All three offered some form of publicity to the

actor, and allowed patrons and buyers to recollect a memorablq'per-

formance of a play.

Several factors governed the artist's choice of actor, character
and play. Popular or unusual productions of plays were nearly always
accompanied by some form of actor portrai£, although there are eight-
eenth century portraits which do not appear to reflect any particular
performance at all. Details of costume in these works usually reflec-
ted fashions of the contemporary stage, although some artists occasion-
ally invented costumes to suit their own ends. Gesture and expression
of the actors in theatrical portraits also tended to follow stage con-
vention, and some definite parallels between gestures of actors in

theatrical portraits and contemporary descriptions of those actors can

be made.

Theatrical portraiture on the eighteenth century model continued
into the nineteenth century, but its form changed with the changing

styles of acting. However the art continued to be largely commercial



and ephemeral, and in its very ephemerality lies its importance as

a part of the social history of the eighteenth century.
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INTRODUCTION



INTRODUCTION

In the broadest sense, a theatrical portrait can be defined as a
painting or engraving1of an actor or actors either in character or
in every day dress. However, this thesis will deal only with the
former category of theatrical portrait, that is a portrait of an
actor or actors dressed for, or performing, roles, or presented in
a8 way that makes direct reference to their professions This defini=
tion encompasses everything from paintings of actors which are repre-
sentative of specific theatrical performances to portraits which
are more fanciful and imaginative or are related in only a rudimentary
fashion to the realities of stage performance, This form of portraiture
was particularly predominant in London from the 1740s and became so
widespread that by the end of the eighteenth century, hundreds of
engravings and paintings of actors in costume were produced-each
year.2 The theatrical portrait represented the merging of painting and
theatre, and the universal popularity of the London stage at the time
was no less significant to the genre than the dominance of ﬁbrtraiture

in English artistic circles.

One of the most important events in British stage history was the
1737 Licensing Act, which Robert Walpole encouraged in reaction to
Fielding's subversive plays. The act served the purpose of filtering
all sexuesl and political innuendo out of stage plays through the agent
of the government appointed dramatic censor, thereafter severely limit-
ing the nature of ‘plays which appeared in London, Furthermore, the
Licensing Act recognised only two London theatres - Covent Garden and
Drury Lane,3 thus guaranteeing conformity and uniformity in what the
London theatre-going public saw.4 This monopoly of public entertainment
can be paralleled in our own day by the dominance of BBC={ and BBC-2 on
British television., With the cable revolution not yet off the ground,
everyone in Biitain who watches television, from the humblest
workman to the Queen herself, sees more or le.s the same prograrcmes and
actors, In the intimate London society of the eighteenth century, this
uniformity had a pronounced effect or the perceptions and expec*ationc
of any Londoner who attended the theatre,



When members of the London public went to see a play in the
eighteenth century, they did not necessarily expect elaborate stage
sets, compelling dramatic interpretations, subtle ideas or innovations;
they, in fact went to see the actors. A mass of scandal sheets, biog-
raphies and general theatrical criticism began to emerge from book-
sellers, especially after the 1761 publication of Charles Churchill's
sometimes scathing critique of actors, The Rosciad.5 This sudden
upsurge attests to just how widespread interest in the stage had become
and how much this interest focussed upon the personal lives, careers and

talents of individual actors.

Concurrently, the art world saw the rise and development of por-

traiture as the most common form of painting practised by English
artists. As early as 1759, Horace Walpole could write to his friend
Sir David Dalrymple:

A very few years ago there were computed two

thousand portrait-painters in London; I do not

exaggerate the computation, but diminish it;

though I think it must have been exaggerated.
Exaggerated or not, Walpole's estimate was at least reflective of the
truth that the percentage of practising portraitists in London was dis-
proportionately high. The reason why so many artists eagerly turned to
this genre was explained by Hogarth:

Portrait-painting ever has, and ever will succeed

better in this country than in any other. The

demand will be as constant as new faces arise;
and with this we must be contented.?

and more bluntly:

Portrait painting is the chief branch [of the art])
by which a man can promise himself a tolerable
livelihood and the only one by which a money
lover can get a fortune.8



But the practice of portraiture had its limitations. Artists of
imagination were forced to curb their ingenuity in order to flatter
their patrons' egos, and because of this, the Avbd Le Blanc's cynical

dismissal of English portraiture was dangerously close to the truth:

At some distance one might easily mistake a dozen
of their portraits for twelve copies of the same
original. Some have their heads turned to the
left, others to the right; and this is the most
sensible difference to be observed between them.
Excepting the single countenance or likeness they
all have the same neck, the same arms, the same
colouring, and the same attitude. In short, these
pretended portraits are as void of life and action
as of design in the painter.9

Lest Le Blanc's remarks be seen as chauvinistic and prejudicial, Hogarth,

in his Apology for Painters, made & direct enalogy between British por-
’
traiture and still life, revealing his frustration at the lack of imag-

ination in contemporary painting.lo

Theatrical portraits answered the desire to go beyond mere face
painting because they offered a simultaneous chance to paint a likeness
and develop a fictional characterisation. With a theatrical portrait
went & number of associations which a straightforward portrait did not
have. In our century, a film still has the same effect : it is a frozen
moment, but if we know the film from which it was taken, our mind
supplies the before and after and a diverse series of associations

accompany our contemplation.

Because of its ephemeral nature and origins in popular culture,
eighteenth century theatrical portraiture has been virtually ignored
or dismissed by modern art historians, while theatre historians tend
to use these works only as documentary evidence for specific historical

arguments. However, despite the fact that few theatrical portraits



could be called "high art", their significance for eighteenth century
art is none the less important. A form of portraiture practised by
artists from Sir Joshua Reynolds to the most anonymous stipple engra-
vers, cannot be justifiably ignored, and the characteristics which
distinguish it from ordinary portraiture warrant a separate study.

My thesis sets out to illuminate this unique genre, to clarify its
functions and to recreate the theatrical situation in London which

made such images possible.

Part I discusses the forerunners of theatrical portraiture from
the allegorical portraits of Lely and Kneller, to Watteau's influence
through the agent of his pupil, Mercier. This section sets up the
background which made theatrical portraits readily acceptable 'in London
after c.1745 and discusses the earliest examples of the genre, includ-

ing Hogarth's crucial painting of David Garrick in the Character of
1

Richard III.1

Part II of the thesis outlines the Qarious media which artists
used for theatrical portraits, and is, therefore, divided into three
parts : painting, prints and book illustration. The chapter on painting
begins by explaining the importance of portraiture in eighteenth century
London, and subsequently focusses on the theatrical conversation piece
and the artists who practiéed it. The patronage of the theatrical por-
trait, as well as the grbwing social status of the actor, are also
discussed in this ;hapter. The chapter on prints outlines the various
forms of theatrical print sold in London throughout the eighteenth
century, and describes the locations and output of print shops which
specialised in such works. The third medium, book illustration, is
the subject of the next chapter, which begins with a brief discussion

of the early development of illustration in eighteenth century



editions of plays. The principal emphasis of this chapter is the
rivalry between the publisher, John Bell, and various other book-
sellers and publishers in lLondon. In addition, this chapter compares
the different styles of portrait illustration for these rival publica-

tions, and shows how different artists illustrated similar scenes.

Having set up the forms in which theatrical portraiture appeared,

Part III, Stage and Image, seeks to establish the relationship between

what actually happened on the stage and what artists depicted. This

too is divided into three chapters. Chapter 5, Factors Governing

Representation, considers the temporal relationship between performan-

ces of plays and the production of prints and paintings. This chapter
includes an examination of why some subjects were popular while others
were not; as well as why some works were produced which bore no rela-
tion whatsoever to what actually happened on the stage. Once the
artist had chosen the actor and the scene he wanted to represent, he
had three major aims : to render the costume, to capture likeness, and
to reflect the appropriate characterisation of the role which the actor
portrayed. The next chapter therefore attempts to give an idea of the
types of set and costume used on the eighteenth century stage, coming
to terms with how prints and paintings reflected this reality. The

final chapter on Gesture and Expression is the most important one in

the thesis, as it concentrates on the faces and bodies of the actors
depicted. It begins by discussing the various theories of physiognomy
and expression, and how the artistic and dramatic forms of these
theories reflected similar ideals. Built upon this foundation is a
consideration of tragic and comic representation of man in the light

of plays which were performed on the stage in the eighteenth century.



The conclusion draws together all the previous discussion by
focussing on the legacy of the theatrical portrait. It emphasizes
what happened to the genre in the nineteenth century and how nine-
teenth century image; differed from, and how they were similar to,

their predecessors.

In addition to these aims, I have explored throughout the thesis
a number of issues which suggest further implications of theatrical
portraitﬁre. Among these are the social and economic factors which
governed the production of such works, and a consideration of the rela-
tionship between patron, artist and sitter. On a more general level,
theatrical portraiture is placed in the context of popular imagery and
is seen in relation to events on the stage which gave rise to such
representations. Because of radical changes in acting methods over the
last 200 years, eighteenth century theatrical portraits have little or
no meaning to a modgrn eye; the thesis therefore grapples with this
problem by placing the portraits in their context and suggesting how

an eighteenth century theatre-goer might have seen them.

These social issues are complemented by an examination of broader
artistic issues. Throughout the thesis, stress is given to the need
for caution when making parallels between the arts, and the limitations
of any theory which ;utomatically equates painting with acting are
revealed. Finally, the conflation of faithful likeness and imaginary
.character common to theatrical portreits appears to be one possible

prototype for nineteenth cenéury narrative painting, and a case is

made for this relationship.

The organisation of the thesis and the development of the discus-

sion attempts to establish theatrical portraiture as a widespread and



important genre of painting in its own right, as well as to come to
terms with other social and artistic issues with which the subject

is directly concerned.



PART I

SOURCES



Chapter 1

SOURCES AND PROTOTYPES OF THEATRICAL PORTRAITURE

At a glance, it seems that the first theatrical portraits in
Britein materialised out of nowhere, and indeed, the immediate prece-
dents of‘the genre of depicting an actor in character are diffiocult to
define. In truth, any attempt to categorise these precedents and to
relate difectly early theatrical portraits to specific works of art
which preceded them will prove futiié. A more useful method of deter-
mining the precedents of theatrical portraiture is to attempt to define
the artistic climate in England at the beginning of the eighteenth
century and to isolate those elemgnts which helped contribute'to-the

eventual development of the theatrical portrait genre.

To a great extent, social and religious concerns underlay the
limitation of subject matter used by artists in England at the beginning
of the eighteenth century. Not only had the British monarchy, centuries
before, rejected the Catholic doctrines which later helped foster the
European Baroque style, but this very rejection led to a distrust and
abhorrance of the more lavish forms of history painting pracised by
post-Renaissance artists in Italy, Germany and France. Whenever the
necessity for "pure" history painting arose in Britain, foreign artists
were shipped in to fill the need, and many of the best artists practis-

ing in Britain prior to ¢.1720 had been born, trained and established

. . 1
in other countries.

Running concurrently with this rejection of religious history
paintings was a strong tradition of portraiture which became crystal-

lized in the seventeenth century by the growing desire of royalty and



the landed classes to perpetuate their images for their progeny. Had
Charles I not been enamoured of his own image and Charles II not been
desirous of retaining that of Nell Gwynn at her prime, some of the

best masterpieces of van Dyke, Lely and Kneller would never have been
painted. Thus this focus on portraiture - although serving a private

rather than & public function - helped British painting maintain some

standard of quality despite the general lack of trained and inspira-

tional native artists.

By 1700, the lack of a national school of history peinting, the
practical need for portraiture and the reliance on foreign artists

with more sophisticated training created an unusual and problematic

artistic situation in Britain. Conservative patrons of the arts were

resistent to dramatic change in the images painted for them, but for-
eign artists naturally brought with them the most novel ideas and
techniques from the continent. A series of compromises were necessary,
and foreign style and iconography were translated into a native idiom

which could be digested by the aristocracy as well as by the increas-

ingly influentisl middle classes. Theatrical portraiture was only one

éxample of several tendencies in British art which gew out of this
bizarre admixture of native portraiture and foreign infiltration. 1Its
immediate prototypes ranged from the oblique influence of Watteau's

fgles galantes to the more obvious and direct impact of the art of

Hogarth.

Popular and Polite Art of the Seventeenth Century : The Broadsheet and
the Court Portrait

Rather than limiting itself to a strictly naturalistic rendering

of the subject, the Baroque court portrait by its very nature had to
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imply the status, respectabllity and ostensible moral elevation of

the sitter. Artists working in this genre were thus allowed to expand
beyond mere face painting into a type of half-history, complete with
idealisation and moral implication. Largely by chance, this form of
portraiture came to be associated in the court of Charles II with the
actress, Nell Gwynn. Despite the fact that she was the royal mistress,

and therefore royal by association, Gwynn practised a profession then

considered little better than prostitution.2 Thus the portraits which

Charles commissioned from Lely showing Gwynn in various attitudes weres,

on the one hand, in direct breach of the decorum of this form of por-

traiture, but at the same time, they expanded the repertoire of the

portraitist. These portraits by Lely and his studio retained elements
¢ -

of the traditional Baroque court portrait while incorporating other

qualities which were to have implications for the development of the

theatrical portrait.

For example, one portrait of Gwynn (Figure 1), attributed to
Lely, shows that actress seated casually in a loose gown, her arm
around a sheep, casting a sly, sidelong glance at the observer.

This greater informality of pose and gesture freed Lely somewhat from
the rigidity of formula which necessarily characterised portraits of
those with legitimate blood links to the royal line. Their very
looseness and freedom led subsequent generations to see them as
reflective of the sort of liéence that prevailed in Charles II's

court, which encouraged, among other things, the strikingly profli-

gate poetry of the Earl of Rochester. Lely's portraits of Gwynn were

the prototypes for eighteenth century images of Perdita Robinson,
Lady Hamilton and Dorothy Jordan - all of whom were love objects of

royalty or aristocracy.3 In the hundred years or so between Lely's



portraits and those of Hoppner and Romney, the portrait of the actress
in a dramatic role had come to occupy a prominent place within the
genre of court portraiture. Although Charles II would never have con-
ceived of a portrait of Gwynn in any role other than a vague pastoral
or mythological one, William IV eagerly persuaded Hoppner to paint
images of his beloved Jordan playing the roles for which she was famous
on stage at the time (e.g. Figure 44). In the interim between Lely and
Charles II and Hoppner and Williem IV, both social and artistic atti-
tudes had undergone a radical change, and the theatrical portreit had

attained a semblance of respectability.

However, Lely was not the only seventeenth century artist to
depict an actress : his rival, Kneller, also included portraits of
actresses in his paintings, although with a different intention.
Kneller's 1697 equestrian portrait of William III (Figure 2) includes
the allegorical figures of Brittania and Flora, represented respec-
tively by Elizabeth Barry and Anne Bracegirdle - both of whom were
popular actresses of the day.4 By using Barry and Bracegirdle as
models, Kneller endowed his portrait with a certain amount of gestural

freedom and the fluidity of the actresses' gestures contrast with

Willjam III's stately formality.

Kneller carried this tendency to its logical conclusion in his

portrait of Anthony Leigh &s Dominic in Dryden's Spanish Fryar (1689)

(Figure 3). Here he actually shows the actor in character, wearing
the frock and tonsure of the Dominican order, and performing an action
which can be linked to a determinable moment in Dryden's play. How-
ever, the moment chosen by Kneller is a contemplative rather than an

active one, in which Dominic's essential greed and hypocrisy are
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revealed by his decision to aid an illicit love relationship for
-financial gain., His simple gesture of running his fingers through
the coins in his coffer further reinforces the object of his unholy
desire. Kneller has avoided the dynamics and expressive extremism
of the more energetic moments of this tragi-comedy in favour of a
quiet but significant point in the plot. Thus despite the costume
and additiﬁnal props, Leigh's static pose detracts from the theatri-
cality of the work, and makes it more of a straightforward portrait

of the actor than a portrait of Dominic, the Spanish Friar.

Kneller's depiction of an actor in character was not without its
precedents; significantly, the earlier practitioners of this art were,
unlike Kneller and Lely, British born. What is known about the scant
few early theatrical portraitists is confined to the meagre scribbled
lines in Vertue's notebooks, and it is essential to be aware that the
portraits themselves were rare. The first of these artists mentioned
by Vertue is Greenhill, significantly a student of Lely's. The only
Greenhill portrait named by Vertue is a chalk drawing of Henry Harris
as Henry VIII in Shakespeare's history play (1663) (Figure 4).5 As in
Kneller's portrait of Leigh, the details of the commission of the work
are lost to posterity, but since Vertue moralistically blames
Greenhill's early downfall and death on his obsession with the theatre,
this portrait of Harris could have been painted more as a token for a

friend rather than as a seriously commissioned work.

Two years later another exercise in the genre emerged from the
brush of Robert Bing who painted a stilted and unconvincing portrait

of Cave Underhill as the Quaker Obadiah in Howard's play, The Committee

(Figure 5). Unlike Kneller's portrait of Leigh, Bing's Obadiah is
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merely a three-quarter length costume portrait without any direct
visual references to a specific moment in the play. The portrait is
totally lacking in the gestural and expressive variety that was later
to characterise theatrical portraits, and the austere Quaker dress -
seemingly the sole objeét of the portrait - does not reveal any great

skill on Bing's part in the depiction of drapery.6

More significant was the Scots artist,7 Michael Wright. Aside
from his uﬁique costume portraits of a Highland Laird (Figure 6) and
an Irish Tory, Wright painted an interesting and unusual portrait of
John Lacy in three different characters (Figure 7).8 Speaking of
Wright's costume portraits, Vertue asserts that they were:

in grate Repute, at that time when they were

done, that many copies were made after them.
¥r. Wright's manner of Painting was peculiar

to himself.9
Vertue's emphasis on Wright's popularity and novelty is telling. Not
only was he breaking new ground in his fancy dress portraits, but he
was gathering a following in the process. Although Wright had few
imitators at the time, his works were obviously well known, and his

triple portrait of Lacy later found en admirer in David Garrick.lo

W?ight's portrait of Lacy (1675) takes a step closer to the
eighteenth century theatrical portrait. Although the three figures
are static and posed, Wright hﬁs varied both costume and physiognomy
significantly in order to emphasize the actor's ability to change his
personality to suit the dramatic situation. Walpole's identification
of the three characters in the painting as Parson Scruple in The Cheats,

Sandy in the Taming of the Shrew and M. le Vice in the Country Captainl1

is probably not correct, but regardless of the specific identity of the



characters, we can still discern the divine, the low servant and the
fop, thanks to Wright's careful distinction between their physical
aspects. This painting was also commissioned by Charles II,12 but
because of the nature of the subject, Wright was not confined, as Lely

and Kneller had been, to the court portrait formula.

In adﬁition to the formal court portrait and these costume por-
traits, other seventeenth century precedents of theatrical portraiture
took a moré popular form. From the sixteenth century, scenes from
plays had been represented in book illustration, ;nd the artists impor-
ted for this purpose by the publisher Tonson &t the turn of the century
brought this practice into England (see chapter 4). The very act of
representing a scene from a play forced artistq to think about the.
variety of possibilities of gesture and exp?ession which could be
employed in enlivening such scenes. But also of significance was a
continuing native interest in human types which manifested itself on

a popular level in the various editions of the Cryes of London.

The collections of figures representing itinerant sellers, beggars

and performers which made up the Cryes of London were first issued in

London in broadsheet form in the sixteenth century,13 but the most ambi
tious collection appeared in a folio volume of 74 plates in 1688 with
14

engravings by Lauron. In Lauron's Cryes, the plates are artistically

crude and the figures anatomically inaccurate, but although the charac-
ters lack expression, Lauron has varied their physiognomies from young
“to old, fat to thin, wrinkled to smooth. This variation suggests the
possibility that Lauron's figures are actually portraits, and among his
band of Cryers, Lauron has included street performers such as the
Spanish Don, the Squire of Alsatia, a rope dancer and Clark the English

posture master (Figures 8-11). The interest in physiognomy and low-life
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characters which made the Cryes so popular was still prevalent in the
eighteenth century when Paul Sandby (1760) and Wheatley (1790) pro-
duced their own rather more sophisticated versions of the aubject.l5
In addition, if Lauron's-Cryes were part of the stock-in-trade of
eighteenth century print shops, the awkward and casual postures of the
low-life figures such as the mackerell seller or the beggar (Figures
12 and 13), could have provided inspiration for theatrical engravers

grappling with the difficult problem of how to represent a comic

figure. -

From Lely's court portraits to Lauron's Cryes, both British and
immigrant artists of the seventeenth century were grappling with the
problem of how to present the human form in novel ways. To most of
these artists, the theatre and its actors provided inspiration either

directly or indirectly, and much of the more imaginative and varied

art of the century involved the introduction of some form of actor

portrait.

The French Ffte Galante and the English Conversation Piece

The f&te galante as developed by Watteau had its origins in the

stock commedia dell'arte types and their characteristic gestures. Not

only did artists of great originality such as Callot manifest an inter-
est in such subjects, but less skilled engravers whose names are lost
to posterity depicted Harlequins and Mezzetins in crude stage settings.
Watteau's mentor, Gillot, carried this obsession & stage further in a
series of seventeen drawings of actors in costume.16 Despite the fact
that Gillot's drawings were intended as costume models rather than as
dramatic personae, Eidelberg's description of these works could equally

apply to the engravings for Bell's British Theatre and similar English




16

engravings of the later sighteenth century which bear a more direct

relationship to contemporary theatre:

A1l seventeen drawings are of the same style

... have approximately the same measurements,

and share the same format of a single figure

casting a shadow to the right side of what is 17

generally, but not always, a blank background.
Specific.parallels between the Bell and Gillot figures can also be drawn
by comparing, for example, Mrs. Yates as Isabella (Figure 14) and Shuter
as Falstaff (Figure 16) with Gillot's depictions of Folly (Figures 15

and 17), but these analogies must not be overstressed, since Gillot's

works did not penetrate London directly, but rather through the work of

his student, Watteau.18

From Gillot's literal costume portraits, Watteau further expanded
the possibilities of using commedia characters by making them the basis
of mysterious paintings about love and mus@c with various exotic and
dream-like settings which mingle the fantasy of theatre with an idealis-
ation of French court life. Watteau's blending of fantasy and reality
extended to the point of including portraits in his imaginary scenes,19
but he occasionally adopted the more straightforward approach of Gillot,
by depicting a single figure of an actor in character, as is the case

with his portrait of Philippe Poisson as Blaise in Dancourt's Les Trois

Cousines.

Watteau came to England in ¢.1719 to consult Dr. Richard Mead, who,

conveniently was also a great connoisseur and art collector.zo Al though

Watteau left behind two examples of his art,21 his work was not generally

known in England until years later, and then it mainly appeared in the

form of copies, imitations and engravings rather than the products of
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Watteau's own brush. Joshua Reynolds in one statement shatters the
illusions which had been built up by an avid cult of Watteau in

England. He says:

His works being extremely dear on the continent
the brokers and dealers bring us over Copies of
his pictures, or those of his imitators, Lancret
and Pater, which they impose upon us as originals.

Because of these piratings, England lost the direct impact of Watteau's
genius, but the innocuous engravings and genre paintings of his imita-

tors were more influential on the developing English art than Watteau

with his iconographical complexities could have been.

The most influential of Watteau's followers was the Hanoverian,

Philippe Nercier, who came to London some time before 172},23 'and con-

tributed to the transformation of the whole face of British art.
Mercier has been credited by modern art historians with the "discovery"
of the conversation piece, largely because he was the first artist to

combine the informality of Watteau's tBtes galantes with the formal

group portrait.24 0f course, the informal group portrait had existed

prior to Nercier - most significantly in Netherlandish art - but Vertue,

in his characterisation of Mercier's art, implies the particular impor-

tance of that artist's work:

[Mercier] has painted several pieces of some
figures of conversation as big as the life con-
ceited plaisant Fancies & habits. mixt modes
really well done--and much approv'd off.25

Vertue's reference to "Fancies" and "mixt modes" reveal what Mercier's

work meant to his contemporaries - he did paint portraits - but por-

traits which took on the more imaginative iconography of the Watteau-

esque subjects for which he was famed.
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The conversation piece was one of the most significant prototypes

of the theatrical portrait, and Paulson's definition of the genre

stresses its links with the theatre:

They are conversations as long as they show
actors in their roles, people at a masquerade
party, members of a royal family who are also
children or actors for the nonce, or any iden-
tifiable person consciously assuming & costume
or role within a realistic situation.26

Although Paulson's definition is perhaps overstated, the conversation
piece was essentially an artifici;l genre in which the artifice was
hidden under a layer of ostensible naturalness. Hogarth's introduction
of a cupid and a stage curtain in his portrait of the Cholmondeley
family cleverly underlines this artificiality which is belied by the
seemingly natural activity of the Cholmondeley children in particular.
Sitwell has suggested that the greater variety and informality which the
conversation piece introduced into formel portraiture may well have been
augmented by the artists' careful study of the theatre. Although this

argument as such cannot be substantiated, the greater informality of

conversation pieces is, in the broadest sense, theatrical.

However, to return to Mercier, his own particular blend of por-
traiture and fancy was also practised by the English artist Marcellus
Laroon - & soldier, actor and artist who was a contemporary of Hogarth's.28
In order to elucidate the significance of these artists to the develop-
ment of theatrical portraiture, it is instructive to discuss several of

their works which are more or less theatrical in nature. One of the

earliest hints of the introduction of an essentially English theatrical
motif into a French formula occurs in a Watteau-esque commedia scene

painted by Laroon in 1735 (Figure 18). Aside from the usual stock

commedia characters, Laroon has introduced a fat man and a robed figure
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which Raines suggests are more in keeping with English pantomime than
with Italien comedy.29 Identification of many of Laroon's figures

tends to be difficult, but he painted several costume scenes which

may be portraits, but are more likely imaginative tableaux influenced
by the theatre. For example, his so-called "stage figure" of c¢.1740
(Figure 19) was inscribed "Guy Fawkes" on the back of the canvas by a
later hand - perhaps marking it as more romantic and fanciful than

theatrical, since Guy Fawkes was not a character in any popular play.
- Whether or not the "Guy Fawkes™ is a portrait, the figure is posed in
a tense dramatic manner which was obviously meant to imply a specific

action that has, unfortunately, been lost to posterity.

The problems which these works have caused for later art histéri-
ans are considerable, as it is often difficult to discern where fantasy
ends and reality begins. Such is the case in Mercier's portrait of
"Peg Woffington" referred to by Ingamells and Raines as simply "Woman
in Love"30 (Garrick Club). The features of the woman who gazes fondly
at a miniature certainly resemble those of other undisputed portraits
of the actress, Woffington, but the implication that this work repre-
sents her infatuation with David Garrick is obviously erroneous.31
This later misjudgement of the subject matter is further confuted by
the fact that the portrait was painted in 1735, several years before
Garrick first appeared on a London stage, and thus before his relation-
ship with Woffington had become green room gossip. Mercier endowed his
"Peg Woffington" with an informal pose and & vaguely dramatic subject,
breaking away from the formula of traditional single figure portraiture.
The ostensible theatrical theme merely reinforces this new naturalism

of pose and action.
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However, Mercier and Laroon moved yet another step closer to the
theatre by msking the obvious transition from the French commedia
dell'arte scene to the scene from an English comedy. Both artists
chose to paint scenes from Shakespeare's Henry IV parts I and II -
significantly only a few years after Hogarth's 1732 portrait of actors
performing the Recruitment scene from II Henry IV (see below). Mercier
painfed both Falstaff at Boar's Head Tavern (I Henry IV, present loca-
tion unknown) and Falstaff with Doll Tearsheet (II Henry IV, present
location unknown); and Laroon's choice of subject was Falstaff,
Bardolph and Mistress Quickly (Figure 20). Although these works are
essentially illustrations of pleys on a slightly grander scale, Kaines
suggests with some conviction that Laroon's Falstaff is a portrait of
the actor, James Quin. Because of the paucity of portraits 05 actors
at the time, it is difficult to determine whether or not Vercier's

figures are meant to be portraits, but he also painted scenes from

Farquhar's Recruiting Officer (present location unknown) and Cibber's

Careless Husband (Figure 21), which - surely not coincidentally - were

two of the most popular comedies of the day.

The sort of subject matter which Mercier and Laroon painted was
also characteristic of the paintings which formed part of the decorative
scheme of Vauxhall Gardens. Painted largely by Francis Hayman, the
Vauxhall works reflected this infiltration of French mannerisms as well
as formed the most daring experiments to date in respect to novel sub-
32

Ject matter. Not only were costume subjects such as "Two Mahometans

gaping in astonishment as the beauties of Vauxhall"™ part of the scheme,

but scenes from plays such as the Nock Doctor, The Devil to Pay, and

again Henry IV parts I and II were included in the supper boxes.
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However, neither Mercier, Laroon nor Hayman entirely lost their
French mannerisms and the influence of the theatre on their art was,
for the most part, more figurative than literal. Only when Hogarth
began to come into his own as an artist did the literal representa-

tion of an English actor playing a role become a reality.

Hogarth : Theory and Practice

Like Laroon and Mercier, Hogarth in his prime began to undermine
the importance of the traditional hierarchy of artis;ic genres by cre-
ating novel subject matter which was impossible to categorise in any
conventional way.33 Hogarth's imagination and originality, partiocularly
with regard to his "comic histories" was largely the result of his open
mind and willingness to absorb ideas and influences from diverse quar-
ters. In this respect, the theatre offered a natural inspiration both
on his ideas about art as well as on his art itself. Hogarth not only
used theatrical models as a means of elucidating his art theory, but he

also painted scenes from plays with recognisable actors in character,

One of Hogarth's most quoted aphorisms occurs in his autobiographi-

cal notes, where he says:

Subjects I considered as writers do. My picture
was my stage and men and women my actors who
were by Mean of certain Actions and expressions
to Exhibit a dumb shew.3l

This statement has been taken almost universally to imply that Hogarth
used theatrical motifs directly even in his non-theatrical works, and
many subsequent art historians have pointed out the stage-like qualities

of his interiors.35 But Hogarth's references to the theatre seem to

indicate that he instead saw the theatre as a useful analogy by which
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art could be understood:

If you call out a man of fine understanding to
a scene represented in colours as on the stage
and he exerts all his knowledge of propriety
character action expression etc. and if added
to this he has been aware of the effects of
nature on the eye and customed himself to com-
pare em with picture he bid a fair chance for
judging of these most material part of a
Picture with more precision than even a good
painter wanting his understanding.36

This use of theatrical analogy and model is further reinforced by

a8 long passage at the end of the Analysis of Beauty where he criticises

the contehporary stage and suggests that improvements could be made if

stage action were to be:

as much as possible a compleat composition of
well varied movements, considered as such
abstractly and apart from what may be merely
relative to the sense of the words.>7

Hogarth realized ahead of his time that stage composition could and
should be as carefully contrived as artiétic composition, and his
insightful suggestion reveals also that he not only saw the potential
influence of the theatre .on painting, but the obverse as well. However,
despite the fact that art and theatre were linked in his mind, in prac-
tice he showed his awareness of the essential differences between the
tvo. The unsuccessful attempts of subsequent playwrights to adapt
Hogarth's prints into interludes and pantomimes shows the impossibility
of translating one art form into another. The very stillness of
Hogarth's progress pieces allowed his audiences to "read" the pictures,

but once transferred into a theatrical form, movement and action obli-

terated the beauty of his frozen moments and the richness of meaning in

these comic histories was lost.38
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In practice, Hogarth's links with the theatre were more direct
and less ideological. From the very beginning the theatre was to
appear in Hogarth's art in the form of benefit tickets, play illustra-
tions and satire. As early as 1724 Hogarth issued a satirical print

entitled A Just View of the British Stage (Figure 22) in which he ridi-

culed Cibber, Booth and Wilkes at Drury Lane for their obsession with
the prbfitable but soulless pantomimes which were beginning to dominate
the stage at the time. The print is clumsy, but the satire is achieved
through the devices of speech ribbons, an ironic inscription, and most
effectively, Ben Jonson's ghost who rises from a trap horrified at what
the British stage had become. The implication that pantomimes were
usurping the importance of more serious or classic British plays on the

[
stage was also the subject of Masquerades and Operas (Figure 23), where

the plays of Congreve, Shakespeare and Jonson become mere waste paper

as the public flock to see Harlegquin Dr, Faustus - one of the most

popular pantomimes of the 1720s. In addition, the theatre appears in

Southwark Fair (Figure 24), where Hogarth reproduces on a show-cloth a
theatrical print circulated at the time by Laguerre (Figure 25) which
satirizes a quarrel between the actors and managers of Drury Lane (see
below). It is significant that theatrical satire of this sort did not
become prevalent until Hogarth showed how the faults of the contemporary

stage could form a common and accessible artistic subject for different

classes of London society.

From satires, benefit tickets and book illustrations, Hogarth took
the logical next step in his art to the depiction of actual scenes from
plays with readily identifiable actors performing the roles for which

they were famed at the time. The sketches for both Falstaff Examining

His Recruits and The Beggar's Opera (Figures 26 and 27) are hasty,




minimal and suggestive. Since such a quick sketch technigue was

uncharacteristic of Hogarth's usual practice,39 it is possible that

Hogarth could have sketched both of these in the theatre during per-

formances of The Beggar's Opera and King Henry IV, Part II and that

the final compositions thus echo the original stage performances.ho
Both works exist in several painted versions, but neither were
engraved at the time. However the most important aspect of Falstaff

Examining His Recruits and The Beggar's Opera is that they are both

group actor portraits and are thus a direct prototype for the theatri-

cal conversation piece.

The scene from King Henry IV, Part II (Figure 28) shows John

Harper as Falstaff, Colley Cibber as Shallow and Josiah MNiller as-

Silence,l+1 whereas The Beggar's Opera gives us Mrs. Egleton as Lucy,

Hale as Lockit, Walker as Macheath, Hippisley as Peachum, and Lavinia

Fenton as Polly.hz The Beggar's Opera is particularly important not

only because it came first, but also because the six very different

versions of the painting show Hogarth grappling with the problem of how

literally he should capture the theatrical scene. Although modern art

historians refer to Hogarth's theatrical "realism" in The Beggar's

43

Opera, the various versions of the work indicate that Hogarth was not

so convinced that realism was the proper choice of mode for this scene.
For example, one of the six versions (Figure 29) offers slight cerica-
tures of all thé principal actors, eschewing careful reproduction of

their features in a way that Hogarth would repeat in his 1762 design

for Garrick in the Farmer's Return. In addition, the version which the

manager, John Rich, commissioned (Figure 30) shows a grand and lavish

stage set in no way reflective of the real cramped conditions at

Lincoln's Inn Fields theatre. Ashton suggests that this grandeur is
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indicative of Rich's aspirations for the new Covent Garden, which
he founded largely from the proceeds of the performances of Gay's

Beggar's Opera at Lincoln's Inn Fields.ha Thus, in effect, Hogarth

was founding a new genre of painting, and in doing so, he had to
experiment with various possibilities of how best to represent it.
"Realistic" depiction of actors performing their roles on a recognis-

able stage was only one possible solution.

This same combination of portraiture and imaginative elements
occurs in one of the earliest single figure theatrical portraits pain-

ted by any artist - Hogarth's David Garrick in the Character of Richard

III (Figure 31). In this one work all the various characteristics of
the later single figure theatrical portrait are combined. The€ impor-
tance of this work as a reflection of pathognomic principles in both
historical painting and tragic acting will be discussed in another chap-
ter, but here it is crucial to point out how this painting functioned

as both a portrait end as an imaginative séene. The earlier ambiguity

of The Beggar's Opera paintings, which varied from being literal depic-

tions to fanciful caricatures of a stage performance, are no longer

prevalent in David Garrick in the Character of Richard III, and the

duality between actor and character is emphasised rather than denied

in this portrait. Hogarth says of the work:

[it] was sold for Two hundred pounds on account
of its likeness which was the reason it was
call'd Mr. Garrick in the character of Richard
the 3d. - and not any body else.4>

It is significant that Hogarth felt he had to stress the importance of
Garrick's place in this portrait. The implication of his defensive
tone is that the portrait at the time was readily mistaken for a pain-

ting about Richard III rather than about Garrick. Even so, Garrick's
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facial likeness would undoubtedly have been one of the first aspects
of the work noticed by Hogarth's contemporaries, as Garrick's face

was unquestionably the best known public face of the day.

By combining an actor's likeness with & moment of dramatic action,
Hogarth established the single figure theatrical portrait that was to
dominate paintings and print shops for the rest of the century. Rarely
would theatrical portraiture again attain the ambitious heights of the

David Garrick in the Character of Richard III, but the portrait served

as a model for other artists practising the genre until the 1790s.

Other Prototypes and Early Theatrical Portraits

Ifr arbitrar& categories were possible, Hogarth's portrait of

David Garrick in the Character of Richard III could be seen as the

first single figure theatrical portrait, after which discussion of
sources and prototypes would be irrelevant. However, running concur-
rently with Hogarth's development of the theatrical genre were prints
and paintings by other artists which also had theatrical themes or
included actor portraits. - It is important to mention these works
before progressing to a discussion of the theatrical portrait

itself.

Moore points out that prior to 1729, satirical prints of theatri-
cal scenes were very scarce, and he makes the assertion that Hogarth
was the first to bring them into pr'ominence.!'J6 Although this statement
is certainly true, theatrical satire with direct portrait reference
occurred as early as 1723 with an etched caricature of Handel's Flavio,

).h7

attributed to Vanderbank (Figure 32 In this print, the famous

opera stars Cuzzoni, Berenstadt, and Senesino are inflated into larger
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than life figures - an early and very significant example of British
caricature. Hogarth notably pays tribute to this satire by reprodu-

cing it on a show-cloth in Masquerades and Operas, with the addition

of a few speech ribbons to underline the suggestion that these three
foreign entertainers were not only objects of public adoration, but

they were also carrying off vast amounts of money accrued from these

adoring British audiences,

By reproducing the Vanderbank print, Hogarth acknowledged the
worth of a type of satire which he had not yet begun to practice - a
satire which involved portraits of actors (or, in this case, opera
singers) playing roles. Hogarth likewise paid tribute to a similar

sort of satire in his Southwark Fair (Figure 24), in which he reprodu-

ces on a show-cloth in the background John Laguerre's print of the

Stage Mutiny (Figure 25). Laguerre's contact with the stage came

through his occupations as a scene painter, singer and actor, so it
was perhaps only natural that with his artistic and theatrical inclina-
tions he should have produced a print of one of the biggest stage con-

troversies of the day. The Stage Mutiny includes characterisations of

all the principal Drury Lane actors - Theophilus Cibber, William Mills,
John Harper, Joe Miller, et al, who had all walked out of that theatre
in 1733 in protest against the tactics of the new manager, Joseph

Highmore. In Laguerre's etching, the actors are dressed in costumes

indicative of their principal roles. Thus we see William Kills wearing

a Roman costume, and Theophilus Cibber attired as Ancient Pistol.
Cibber as Ancient Pistol is also the subject of two other Laguerre
etchings (see Figure 33), this time without any additional satirical
trappings. These prints show Cibber in two different poses, wearing

stage costumes, and they are essentially mild caricatures. Pistol was
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one of Cibber's major roles and Genest tells us:

Theophilus Cibber was so famous for his acting
in the 2d part of Henry Lth, that he acquired
the name of Pistol - at first rather as & mark
of merit - but finally as a term of ridicule.49
Thus although these etchings of Cibber are caricatures, they represent

one of the first attempts to depict in print a single figure portrait

of an actor playing a role for which he was famous at the time.

Notably, most of these early theatrical portrait prints had a
satirical, or, at least a comic, intention, and this is certainly true

of one final example of the early theatrical print - Charles Mosley's

1747 engraving of a scene from Garrick's Miss in her Teens (Figire 34).
’

The print shows Mrs. Pritchard as MNrs. Tag, Garrick as Fribble,

Woodward as Captain Flash, and Mrs., Hippsley as Biddy Belair. The

audience is visible to the left and right of the stage and the message

of Miss in her Teens is carried throuéh the crude device of speech

ribbons. However, both of these devices were virtually to disappear
from theatrical prints until the revival of theatrical satire by
Rowlandson and Isaac Cruikshank in the 1790s. By showing the four
players in the midst of speaking their lines in an identifiable moment
of the action, Mosley has emphasised the actual physical qualities of
the actors as well és the theatrical artifice in which they are
involved. Garrick is particularly well characterised and his actual
diminuitive stature adds to the humourous cowardice of his persona -
the fop, Fribble, who is threatened by the talier and bolder Captain

Flash.

In addition to these comic and satirical prints, several paintings

prior to Hogarth's David Gerrick in the Character of Richard I1I also
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focus on this duality of actor and character. Guiseppi Grisoni's
portrait of Colley Cibber as Lord Foppington (Figure 35), although
difficult to date, was painted before 1728 when Grisoni returned to
Italy.so The portrait is conventional and straightforward enough
to be mistaken as a mere portrait of Cibber, but Cibber's effete
gesture of holding a pinch of snuff between his fingers represents
one of the.key tags of the Restoration stage fop. This one small
action gives the painting an entirely different focus and we can see

it as a portrait of both Cibber the man and Lord Foppington, the fic-

tional character.

One final painter of theatricel portraits deserves mention,
although his works, as many of Hogarth's, could be seen as types
rather than prototypes. The Dutch artist, Pieter van Bleeck came to
England in 1723 and became best known for his two grand theatrical por-

"traits - Griffin and Johnson as Ananias and Tribution in Jonson's "The

Alchemist" (Garrick Club) and Mrs. Cibber as Cordelia in "King Lear"

(Figure 36).51 Van Bleeck painted the former of these in 1738, but the
work was not engraved until ten years later,52 possibly in reaction to

the popularity of Hogarth's David Garrick in the Character of Richard

III. The print from this painting was so popular that Davies refers to

it as late as 1780: ) .

Ben Griffin and Ben Johnson were much admired for
their just representation of the canting puritanni-
cal preacher and his solemn deacon the botcher;
there was an affected softness in the former, which
was finely contrasted by the fanatical fury of the
latter; Griffin's features seemed ready to be
relaxed into a smile, while the stiff muscles and
fierce eye of the other admitted of no suppleness
or compliance. There is still to be seen a fine
print of them in these characters, from a painting
of vanbleeck; theg are very striking resemblances
of both comedians.>?3
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Art historians seem to have some difficulty categorising both

this work and van Bleeck's Mrs. Cibber as Cordelia. Both paintings

are too large and their style too elevated to be considered theatrical

conversation pieces, despite the fact that their format is similar to

51

that of such works by Wilson and Zoffany. Antal offers the most

satisfactory categorisation for Mrs. Cibber as Cordelia by placing it

in the pseudo-historical mode of Hogarth's David Garrick in the
55

Character of Richard III,”” but this classification does not embrace

van Bleeck's scene from the Alchemist. In essence, van Bleeck seems

to have been sensitive to the marriage of theatrical and non-
theatrical elements. For instance, his awareness of the differences

in representation between a tragic and a comic scene is revea%?d by the
contrast between the romentic grandeur of his Lear peainting and the
greater intimecy of the Alchemist scene. Here also he reveals an imeg-
inative use of both tragic and comic gesture, breaking away from the
full frontal formality of the seventeenth century English actor por-

trait. In addition, the painting of ¥rs. Cibber as Cordelia - although

hardly indicative of stage prectice - represents a scene in Nahum Tate's
stage adaptation of King Lear in which Edgar saves Cordelia from being
accosted by two ruffians on the heath. No one in the eighteenth century
actually read Tate's version of Lear, but everyone attending a theatri-
cal performance of the play would have seen it.56 Therefore, Mrs. Cibber
as Cordelia is, on the one hand, a history painting, and on the other,

a representation of a theatrical, rather than a literary or historical,
scene, Subsequent commentary on van Bleeck's facility in capturing
portrait likenesses further adds to the levels of understanding his two
theatrical portraits. Van Bleeck, like Hogarth, combined in one work

realistic likenesses and historical and literary fantasy.
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Conclusion

Without Vauxhall and van Bleeck, Hogarth and Mercier, the
British public possibly would not have been receptive to Zoffany's
explorations into theatrical portraiture and the theatrical conversa-
tion piece in the 1760s. The sources and prototypes of the theatrical
portrait genre established in Britain novel subject matter which com-
bined in various ways, the British penchant for portraiture with more
imaginative or fictional elements. Certainly other factors contributed
to the eventual widespread popularity of the theatrical portrait. The
stage monopoly of the patent theatres formed a common focus of the
London public's attention; David Garrick's new naturalistic acting
style fascinated numerous audiences, and a growing merchant c};ss with
buying power began to patronise art on a small scale. But without the
artistic patterns set by the predecessors of Zoffany and Wilson, the

peculiarly British theatrical portrait may never have come into its

own.



PART I1I

MEDIA
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Chapter 2

PAINTING

With the prototypes of theatrical portraiture firmly established,
the increasing popularity of the stage made commercially-minded art-
ists more aware of the potential of such images. The London portrait
industry was growing, the London stage becoming internationally known;
the combination of these circumstances made the situation ripe for the

development of a type of painting which had been rare before mid-

century.

An artist in eighteenth century London had to be a good business-
man first and foremost, putting any idealism he might have hafboured
about the practice of art in the background. In order to be a success-
ful portraitist, artists had to attract the right clientele, and this
involved not only painting flattering portraits, but living in proper
accommodation and assuming what Rouguet calied "an air of importance".1
The pressure on a portraitist in the eighteenth century in such a
bloated and competitive environment must have been considerable, and in
some ways theatrical portraiture relieved the pressure by providing an
alternative possibility of artistic employment as well as a constantly
changing market. The monopoiy of the aristocratic portrait and the
conversation piece was broken, and artists were finally able to try
their hands at a type of portraiture which involved imagination and
variety and was not confined by limitations of decorum. Ironically
enough, such innovations were made possible by the rising social status
of the actor and that of one actor in particular who imitated the art
buying upper classes both in his life-style and in his patronage of the

arts. That actor was David Garrick.



From Roscius to Royalty : The Patronage of the Theatrical Portrait

Garrick's biographer, Davies, sums up his 1780 account of
Garrick's life and career by comparing that actor with the most famous
of his ancient Roman predecessors, Roscius:

We know with certainty, that persons of the most

elevated rank in the kingdom, as well as the

greatest and bravest of our generals and admirals,

have dined with Mr. Garrick, and thought it no

favour conferred upon him, nor any mark of condes-

cension in them - the Roman actor [Roscius] was in

a state of patronage; the English comedian seems

to have merited and commanded equality.?
The very amazement of Davies' tone suggests that such equality was
still considered unusual at the time, and certainly the acting profes-

R J
sion continued to be seen as suspect, despite Gerrick's ostensible

social respectability.

In the thirty-five years of Gerrick's domination of the English
stage, a new type of actor began to emerge, not necessarily introduced
into the profession by thespian parents, or, in the case of women,
slipping into it from the natural stepping-stone of the whorehouse.
S8ignificantly, more and more actors from respectable middle to upper
class backgrounds and professions turned their backs on their past in
order to pursue a career on the stage. Thus we see "Gentleman" Smith
progressing from Westminster School to Cambridge to Lrury Lane;
Savigny leaving a secure job as a razor meker at age 40 to black his
face and play Selim in Browne's Barbarossa, and Mrs. Barry being dis-
owned by her genteel parents for eloping with a theatrical manager and

starting an acting career.3 Paradoxically, running concurrently with
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this tendency was the continual scandal and denunciation of the morality

of actors, begun by Jeremy Collier in his 1698 treatise, "A Short View



of the Immorality and Profaneness of the English Stage". - Gossip-
mongering was particularly directed against actresses, and the anony-

mous Theatrical Biography of 1772, among other bits of scandal,

refers to the actor Robert Baddeley's pimping of his own wife, Sophia,
and to Mrs, Bulkley's affair with her teen-age step-son. Although
vowels were omitted from names and sexually explicit scandal was tem-

pered by innuendo, the Theatrical Biography was only one of many

voices which served to perpetuate the public opinion of the seediness

of the acting profession.

Garrick's elevation of the actor's status was largely due to the

fact that he became a wealthy man,’+ and that he used his wealth to

perpetuate the image of himself as & connoisseur, philanthropist, and
eloquent host. An actor to the last, Garrick mimicked the habits and
attitudes of the upper classes by possessing both a town and a country
house, taking a rafher belated grand tour, entertaining the nobility,
contributing money to charities, and patronising artists, architects
and sculptors. In their early stages, Garrick's affectations did not

escape the notice of Horace Walpole:

I have contracted a sort of intimacy with
Garrick, who is my neighbour. He affects to
study my taste : I lay it upon you ~ he admires
you. He is building a grateful temple to )
Shekespeare : I offered him this motto : "Quod
spiro et placeo, si placeo tuum est!"™ Don't be
surprised if you should hear of me as a gentleman
coming upon the stage next winter for my diver-
sion. - The truth is I make the most of this
acquaintance to protect my poor neighbour at
Cliveden [i.e. Kitty Clive .5

Walpole's rather snide remarks reflect an essential distrust and indeed
Jealousy of a mere actor who could, by his own efforts, rise to the

financial status of Walpole himself, and subsequent letters reveal that
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his negative opinion never subsided entirely. But where Garrick had

limited success in winning the respect of Walpole, he managed to do
8o with others of elevated rank, both native and foreign. Davies
tells us that despite the initial contempt Italian noblemen felt

towards Garrick when he first came to Italy:

Mr. Garrick's manner was so engaging and attrac-

tive that his company was desired by many for-
eigners of high birth and great merit.6

Garrick's trip to Italy may well have been for the purpose of
studying theatrical techniques of other countries, or for his health,7
but it also served to equate him with young gentlemen who took the
Grand Tour as part of their education and enlightenment. The.fact_that
Garrick had five portraits of himself painted in Italy seems to indi-
cate his pride in meking this trip, especially since the portraits show

him - not in theatrical character - but as a well-dressed and elegantly

posed gentleman of leisufé.s

Garrick's patronage of the arts was extensive and in many respects,
his judgement on contemporary art was superb.9 Among other achieve-
ments he purchased Hogarth's Election series and was an early subscrib-

ing member to the Society of Arts and one of the founders of their first

exhibition. He freely gave vast sums of money for objects which he

wanted to buy; Roubiliac, for instance, was 300 guineas richer for

sculpting the statue of Shakespeare for Garrick's Hampton shrine to

the bard.lo Garrick also made quick Jjudgements regarding the purchase

of art as one of J. T. Smith's anecdotes reveals:

Whilst Mr. Nollekens was at Rome, he was recognized
by Y¥r. Garrick with the familiar exclamation of
"What! let me look at you! are you the little fel-
low to whom we gave the prizes at the Society of
Arts?" "Yes, Sir,"™ being the answer, Mr, Garrick



invited him to breakfast the next morning and
kindly sat to him for his bust for which he paid
him 12 1. 12 s., and I have not only often heard
Mr. Nollekens affirm that the payment was made
in "gold" but thaet this was the first busto he
ever modelled.ll

But Garrick's generosify here was more than just an act of benevolence
towards an out-of-work artist, and his commissioning of the Nollekens
bust as well as other works of art representing himself had a particu-

lar significance for the development of theatrical portraiture.

Bertleson quite accurately categorises Garrick's encouragement of

his own image in art as "practical aesthetics".12 Possibly motivated

by the sales potential of Hogarth's prints, Garrick from the 1750811

- ’
began commissioning portraits of himself both in and out of character,

14

the majority of which were subsequently engraved. The portrait in

character was particularly important to him, and an anecdote of Henry
Angelo reveals that Garrick was not oblivious to the precedents of the
genre. Speasking of his early school days at Eton which he spent with

Garrick's nephews, Angelo recalls a visit by the Garrick's (c.1767):

Before dinner we were taken by him to see the
lions at Windsor Castle; &and I particularly
recollect the interest with which he enquired

of the showman for a picture of a dramatic sub-
ject, which he was desirous to show to Mrs.
Garrick. It was that wherein Lacey, a versatile
comedian of the time of Charles II. is represen-
ted, the size of life, dressed for three separate
characters, which he personated with great skill,
namely Teague in the Committee, Scruple in the
Cheats, and Gallyard in the Variety ...

¥hilst looking at King Charles's beauties, and
some other female portraits by Sir Peter Lely,
he observed that the hands of these fascinating
fair ladies were unnatural and affected, and I
remember his playfulness in allusion to them, on
many occasions; for, years after this, he would
hand a lady & cup or a glass, with his fingers
distended & la Lely. After dinner ... to amuse
us boys over the dessert, he took some memoranda
from his pocket, and read the three parts which
Lacey played, in as many different voices.15
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Making allowances for Angelo's often fuzzy memory, the above passage
reveals a great deal about Garrick as & man, an actor, and & connois-
seur of the arts. The image of the actor obviously held a deep fas-

cination for him, and in his mind, he judged the worth of such objects

and their relation to theatrical reality.

His knowledge of the theatre combined with his eye for art, led
him to commission Zoffany to paint him as the Farmer in his own inter-

lude, the Farmer's Return (Figure 37). This very popular but quickly

dated interlude premiered at Drury Lane on 20 March 1762, and Zoffany's
painting was exhibited at the Society of Arts exhibition in May of that
same year. By moving so quickly, Garrick saw that the painting could
be on display to the public before the play had run its course on the
stage. Thus, the work not only served as a show-piece for Zoffany but

also as a publicity item for Garrick's play.

Other theatrical conversation pieces commissioned by Garrick from
Zoffany had a similar temporal relationship to & current performance
of the play depicted, and many of these were also exhibited at the
Society of Arfistsl6 - making & name for Zoffany and capitalising on
Garrick's already abundant success. But following Garrick's lead,
other actors were beginning to realise the potential publicity value
of a theatrical portrait,l7 and as the genre developed, patronage began

to extend also to the upper classes and the nobility.

Garrick was not the only actor to make use of Zoffany's talents
as a theatrical portraitist. Vhen he left for the continent in 1763
one of his biggest rivals, Samuel Foote, immediately snatched up the
artist and had himself painted performing in his own farcical after-

piece, The Mayor of Garratt (Figure 38).18 Likewise, William Powell,
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an up-and-coming young actor who had been trained by Garrick commis-
sioned Zoffany to paint him in the character of Posthumous in
Shakespeare's Cymbeline (Figure 39) - a role in which, by audience
estimation, he surpassed Garrick. Powell also took advantage of
Garrick's trip abroad : since the London public was lost without the
first rate excellence of Garrick's acting, Powell's pastiche of
Garriék's style was the next best thing. The Zoffany portrait would
have been a confirmation of Powell's success, and its exhibition at
the Society of Arts would have provided additional publicity for the

struggling young actor.

Despite the fact that actors in the 1760s saw the benefit of
having portraits of themselves painted for the publicity of eghibitions
and engravings, actors in the Kemble/Siddons era of the 1780s and 1790s
no longer seemed so convinced of the worth of this pasttime, After
Garrick, Charles Mathews in the nineteenth century was one of the few
actors systematically to collect and commission theatrical portraits,
and his prodigious collection today forms the bulk of the Garrick Club
holdings. In addition, Thomas Harris, the manager of Covent Garden,
commissioned Gainsborough Dupont to peint 24 portraits of actors at
that theatre in 1793, but since these paintings were not engraved nor
exhibited, they appear to be objects to .satisfy Harris' affection for

19

his theatrical company rather than publicity items.

The question éhen arises as to why actors no longer seemed so
taken with commissioning portraits of themselves after Garrick's influ-
ence had waned. A possible answer lies in the fact that as the century
progressed, patronage of the theatrical portrait came to be accepted
by the middle and especially the upper classes, and as these patrons

were satisfied by images of their favourite actor in character, so the
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actor could be satisfied by seeing such a portrait exhibited or by
obtaining permission to have it engraved.zo Thus the buying public
purchased the paintings and the actor continued to benefit from the

publicity.

Mr, Dunscomb of Yorkshire who paid an unprecedented £200 for

Hogarth's portrait of David Garrick in the Character of Richard III

(Figure 31) most likely inspired Garrick with the idea to commission
such portraits himself. But Dunscomb's action was not repeated by the
non-theatrical community until the late 1760s when theatrical portraits
were in greater demand. J. T. Smith tells a story of how Garrick,
having commissioned a portrait of himself in the character of Richard
III from Nathaniel Dance (Figure 40) - discovered to his chagrin that
Dance had subsequently attained a higher offer for the painting from
the nobleman and amateur actor, Sir Watkins Williams Wynn, who was
willing to tender fifty to a hundred guineas over Garrick's initial
off‘er.21 Certainly portraits of actors in character became as accep-
table as landscapes, paintings of horses and dogs, not to mention the
array of ancestral visages which decorated the walls of country
houses.22 Among other noblemen, Lord le Despencer may have commis-

sioned Beach's Mrs. Siddons and Nr. Kemble in “"Nacbeth" (Figure hl)z3

and Lord Charlemont Zoffany's portrait of Mr. Moody in the Character

. 2
of Foigard in Farquhar's Beaux Stratagem (private collection). b
Obviously these men were happy to be reminded of an enjoyable night at
the theatre and purchasing a theatrical portrait would have required

from them no more cost or effort than buying a new suit of clothes or

a saddle for a racehorse.

A final confirmation of the growing respectability of theatrical

portraiture was a series of royal commissions from various theatrical
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painters in the second half of the century. The day after a command

performance of Garrick and Colman the Elder's Clandestine Marriage

(DL 12 October 1769), George III and Queen Charlotte commissioned
Zoffany to paint Thomas King and Sophia and Robert Baddeley playing
Lord Ogleby, Fanny Stirling and Canton in that play (Figure uz).25
The royal couple were presumably struck by the humour of the play and
excellehce of the acting, but they were also most likely amused by a
certain irony in the personal lives of the Baddeleys. Although
Sophia and Robert Baddeley were estranged at the time, they continued
to act together, and Sophia's alleged promiscuity continued to run

rampant in the green room. The scene in the Clandestine Marriage which

the King and Queen chose for depiction was in Act IV where Lord-Ogleby
played by King tries to seduce Fanny played by Sophia, and hi; servant,
Canton, played by Robert, rushes on at stage left. The voyeuristic
public, fully cognisant of Sophia's amours would have been thrilled by
her coy rejection of Ogleby's advances as 7011 as by her husband,
Robert's, impotent witnessing of such a scene. The barriers between
the personal lives of the actors and the dramatic roles they played
were slim in the view of the eighteenth century public, much as today

when characters on Coronation Street appear in the tabloids as if they

were real people. King George and Queen Charlotte, needless to say,

were no less intrigued by such irony.

One other major royal commission with a slightly different motiva-
tion was the series of Hoppner portraits of Dorothy Jordan in character
painted for her lover, the Duke of Clarence, later William IV, Among
these works were Mrs. Jordan as the Comic Muse (Figure 43) and in the

character of Viola in Twelfth Night (Figure 44) and Hippolyte in

Cibber's She Would and She Would Not (private collection). Although




they are comic subjects, the works themselves are more reflective
of formal portraiture and lack the ease and informality of comic
theatrical portraiture. This is most likely due to the fact that
the Duke of Clarence expected some decorum in the depiction of his
mistress, and the usual casual gesture and awkward posture of comic

portraits were therefore not appropriate.

As the market for theatrical portraiture increased, so did the
number of theatrical portraits and the number of artists who painted
at least one essay in the genre. These portraits had an obvious pub-
licity value for the actor, provided entertainment for the patron,
and usually gave the artist a challenge of transcending the limitations
of formal portraiture. All parties were therefore satisfied, ‘and

patronage of theatrical portraits flourished well into the nineteenth

century.

The Theatrical Conversation Piece

Hitherto, all references to theatrical portraiture have been
general ones, but before progressing to a discussion of the portraits
themselves, it is necessary to make a distinction between the single
figure theatrical portrait and the theatrical convegsation piece.
Since in most cases, these cateéories are mutually exclusive, I will
confine myself in this section to the theatrical conversation piece,
first defining the genre and then discussing briefly several examples

of it.

Despite the fact that very few theatrical conversation pieces
were painted in the eighteenth century, contemporary art historians

are fond of speaking of this genre as widespread, ignoring the greater



prominence of the single figure costume portrait.26 Several factors
have led them into this error. First of all, the theatrical conver-
sation piece, involving as it did several characters and a set, had

an unusual format which viewers found and still find interesting and
entertaining. Secondly, because of this novelty value, theatrical
conversation pieces formed & substantial part of the engraved and
exhibited theatrical portraits of the eighteenth century (see Appendix).
Engravings of them were popular collectors' items, and it is signifi-
cant, for example, that de Wilde, whose expertise was the single figure
portrait, reserved his few conversations for exhibition at the R.A.
These works were showpieces, more or less reflective of actual stage
performances, whereas single figure portraits were primarily {iﬁenesses

which often took on characteristics of more conventional portraiture.

Ellis Waterhouse offers the most concise definition of the theatri-
cal conversation piece:
A "theatrical conversation" is by no means merely
a scene from a play; it shows certain well-known
actors in parts for which they were famous, and
its rise to popularity coincides with a change in
the social position of actors, just as the conver-

sation piece proper had appeared with the emergence
of the prosperous middle class.27

‘The originators of the theatrical conversation piece were Hayman,
Wilson, and Zoffany - all of whom were inspired to work in the genre

' by David Garrick. Hayman's 1747 painting of Garrick as Ranger and

¥rs. Pritchard as Clarinda in Hoadley's popular comedy, The Suspicious

Husband (Figure 45), contains all the seeds of the theatrical conver-
sation which Zoffany was later to perfect. Despite & general tendency
to use a standard facial type, Hayman has captured the actors' like-

nesses admirably, and he has carefully defined the details of their
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stage costumes. They stand in an interior which is only suggested,
but its box-like qualities are undoubtedly meant to recall a stage

set. But what makes Hayman's Suspicious Husband more than a mere

portrait is the fact that Garrick and Pritchard are captured in the
middle of an immediately identifiable scene from Hoadley's play in
which Clarinda unmasks to reveal herself to her sheepish cousin,
Ranger ;ho, mistaking her for a courtesan, has just tried to seduce
her. The telling prop of the mask, the gestures and expressions of
the characters and their frieze-like disposition at the front of the
picture plane are all essential elements of the theatrical conversa-

tion piece.

Benjamin Wilson was to develop the genre along slightly different
lines, subordinating the actors to the scene itself; in effect, dis-
tancing the observer to the point that he could imagine being in the
audience at the theatre and watching the play. Aside from his status
as an amateur scientist and member of the Royal Society, Wilson had
been a student of Thomas Hudson end thus portraiture was his primary
interest. His paintings of Garrick as Lear (Figure 46) and Garrick
and Mrs. Pritchard as Romeo and Juliet (Figure 2é5) transcend the

studied informality of Hayman's Suspicious Husband. 1In Wilson's paint-

ings, the rather excessive dramatic gesture is reflective of stage

reality, and the set of Romeo and Juliet may well be a reflection of

the actual disposition of the scenery (see chapters 6 and 7).

It was through Wilson that Garrick first met Zoffany, who had come
to England from Germany in ¢.1760 and subsequently was employed as
Wilson's drapery painter. The stories surrounding Garrick's discovery
of Zoffany are all heresay and most likely apocr:yphal,28 but it is cer-

tain that Wilson heartily resented Zoffany's usurpation of his patron,



to the point of sending out spies to observe Zoffany's behaviour
while a guest at Garrick's Hampton estate.29 Zoffany came to England
as a well trained artist in his late 20s, having studied both in
Germany and Italy, and possessing great natural skill. 1In the light
of his background, Zoffany's frustration at having to endure the occu-
pations pf clock painter to Rimbault and drapery painter to Wilson
must have been severe. Garrick's arrival and offer of patronage was

well timed for both of them.

Zoffany's theatrical conversation pieces are the only masterpieces
of thé genre, They not only capture portrait likenesses and costume
detail exquisitely, but they also reveal a disposition of set and char-
acters which creates visually arresting pictorial compositions. In
addition, Zoffany's understanding of how to represent a tragic as
opposed to a comic scene, was thorough, as a comparison between any two
such contrasting scenes will reveal. Not only did Zoffany understand
the generic differences between tragedy and'comedy, but he was also well
versed in the London stage of the time. His choice of scene reflects
his knowledge of the most popular dramatic moments with the Drury Lane
and Cé;ent Garden audiences. For example, he chose to paint the watch-

man scene from Vanbrugh's Provok'd Wife (Figure 47), despite the compo-

sitional difficulties involved in presenting seven figures all reacting
to Sir John Brute's sudden outlandish aggression. The reason Zoffany
braved such potential problems was that this scene was one of the most
effective comic moments of the play, in which Brute, dressed in his
wife's clothes, attempts to carry on his usual nightly rape and pillege,
but is naturally stopped and questioned about his actions. Zoffany has
particularly well captured the contrast between Sir John Brute's

bullishness and his effeminate dress. Genest, speaking of Colley



Cibber's interpretation of this character, enlightens us as to why

Garrick's representation was the more successful:

In the scene with Lord Rake and his gang, from
deficiency of power and look, Cibber fell greatly
short of Garrick, here the latter was most trium-
phantly riotous and kept the spectators in con-
tinual glee - Cibber's pale face and weak voice
did not present so full a contrast to female
delicacy, when in woman's apparel, as Garrick's
stronger-marked features, manly voice, and more
sturdy action.30

So compelling were Zoffany's images of the theatre that they most

likely altered somewhat the way audiences actually viewed the plays.

One senses, for example, that Davies' description of Garrick and Mrs.

Pritchard playing Macbeth is coloured by his knowledge of Zoffani's

theatrical conversation piece of the scene following Duncan's

murder (Figure 48):

The representation of this terrible part of the
play, by Garrick and Nrs. Pritchard, can no more
be described than I believe it can be equalled.
I will not separate these performers, for the
merits of both were transcendent. His distrac-
tion of mind and agonizing horrors were finely
contrasted by her seeming apathy, tranquility,
and confidence. The beginning of the scene
after the murder was conducted in terrifying
whispers. Their looks and action supplied the
place of words.31

Zoffany's early theatrical conversation pieces were his most

successful ones, and those he painted after his return from India in
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1789 lack the conviction of his early portraits of Vacklin, Garrick and

Foote.

The scene from Reynolds' Speculation (Figure 49), for example,

was painted in ¢.1795, possibly for George III,32 and since Zoffany

fresh back from India, undoubtedly needed the work, he fell back on

his o0ld format in order to satisfy the royal commission.



In the wake of Zoffany's success with the theatrical conversa-
tion piece, several other artists tried their hands at it as well,
most notably Wheatley, Mortimer and Parkinson. However, Wheatley's

duel scene from Twelfth Night (Figure 50), Mortimer's King John

(Figure 51) and Parkinson's She Stoops to Conguer (Figure 52) all lack

the comppsitional unity of Zoffany's better works. These three pain-
tings have a frieze-like format reminiscent of less successful Zoffany
peintings such as the two scenes from Garrick's Lethe (National Theatre
and City Museums and Art Gallery, Birmihgham), and the characters are
all disposed rather unnaturally before what looks like a series of
stage backdrops. In addition, Parkinson's scene from Goldsmith's She

Stoops to Conquer contains four actors made up to look more like “clowns
*

than theatrical characters, revealing Parkinson's inability to strike

the delicate balance between real-life portraits and stage persona.

In the right hands, the theatrical conversation piece could be an
eminently satisfying genre, but after Zoffaﬁy carried it to its zenith,
no artists dealt successfully with its problems until Clint revived the
genre in the early nineteenth century. Problematic from the beginning,
the theatrical conversation piece did not prove to be the best way to
recall an actor's stege performance. The single figure portrait,
although more limited in its potential and scope, was a more accessible
format for a variety of artists and presented an understatement of a
theatrical moment which allowed observers to complement the portrait

with their own knowledge and memories of the contemporary stege.

Half-History

Single figure theatrical portraiture can roughly be divided into

two categories : costume portraits which in some way conjured up an
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actual stage performance and paintings which bore little or no rela-
tion to the stage but which borrowed elements from history painting
or formal portraiture. The former type of portraiture was practised
primarily by artists who specialised in the theatrical portrait, but
because of its association with a more "elevated" genre of painting,
the historical/theatrical portrait became the province of some of the

greatest artists living in London at the time.

The links between history painting and portraiture were not lost
on the art theorists of the eighteenth century. For instance,

Richardson asserted that portraiture was an important part of history
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and Northcote argued most convincingly for the links bet-

prainting,

ween the two genres: ’

Portrait often runs into history, and history
into portrait, without our knowing it. Expression
in common to both, and that is the chief diffi-
culty. The greatest history-painters have always
been able portrait-painters. How should a man
paint a thing in motion, if he cannot paint it
still? But the great point is to catch the pre-
vailing look and character: if you are master
of this, you can make almost what use of it you
please. If a portrait has force, it will do for
history; and if history is well painted, it will
do for portrait.3&

Thomas Lawrence was the first to use the term "half history" in refer-
ence to his portraits of actors in character - a term which Redgrave
later reduced to the tag "costume por‘t::r‘ea.i‘ts".}5 Even more significant
was Reynolds' encouragement of the introduction of poses and attitudes
normally associated with history painting into the formal portrait,
the practice of which had far reaching effects not only on formal por-
traiture but on the theatrical portrait as well. The number of paint-

ings exhibited at the R.A. which show noble ladies and gentlemen in



theatrical or allegorical roles attests to the ease with which
Reynolds' historical trappings could be translated into a theatrical
portrait. The theatrical porfrait offered enough imaginative scope
to satisfy the artist's pretensions to history painting while provid-
ing him with the necessary livelihood gained from painting portraits.
After Reynolds, artists of reputation could also work in what had
hitherté been considered a less than elevated genre, and they could

justify their practice by recourse to these very historical trappings.

William Whitley, speaking of an exhibition at Romney's house in
1787, has the following to say about a theatrical portrait on show

there:

[ ]
A note on the portrait of Mrs. Crouch, the actress,
explains that although she is painted in the cos-
tume she wore as Adelaide in The Count of Narbonne:
"it is not meant as a theatrical representation the
intention being merely to give a portrait of that
charming performer"

The fact that Romney saw fit to attach such a note to this painting
seems to indicate that he did not want to be thought of as a theatrical
portraitist, and, indeed this painting of Mrs. Crouch is no more thea-
trical than Lely's portraits of Nell Gwynn. Many other artists seemed
similarly to waver between painting a straightforward portrait of an
actor and a portrait of that a;tor in character. Some solved the prob-
lem by presenting their stage subject in the role of the Tragic or
Comic Mu;es, and others avoided the dilemma entirely. Beechey, for
instance, exhibited a portrait of Mrs; Siddons at the R.A. in 1794

with the "emblems of tragedy" attached to her like the attributes of

a medieval saint. Likewise, Sir Martin Archer Shee, later president

of the Royal Academy, began his artistic career by painting theatrical



portraits which did not look like theatrical portraits. His por-

trait of Mr. Lewis as the Marquis in "The Midnight Hour" (R.A. 1792)

(Figure 53) is a pastiche of van Dyke and Lawrence, with all the
trappings of formal portraiture, including the ubiquitous column and

curtain in the background. Redgrave's observation that this portrait
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had only a flavour of theatrical affectation was accurate : Lewis'

costume, rosy cheeks and slight smile are the only elements which set

this work off from Shee's portraits of noblemen and ladies.

Reynolds offered a much more skillful blending of the formal or
historical portrait with the theatrical portrait, and, ironically

enough, his portraits of actors represent the few instances where his

theory translated easily into practice.38 Blake's annotation to

Reynolds' third discourse - "Reynolds thought Character itself Extra-
39
"

vagance and Deformity - is not without its truth. Reynolds' insis-

tence that Alexander the Great not be represented in his true diminui-
40

tive stature’ is only one example of the Platonic idealism which

dominated his theory of the human form. This idealism extended to

questions of costume and setting in paintings, as he tells us in

Discourse IV:

The power of representing [the] mental picture
on Canvass is what we call Invention in a Painter,
and as in the conception of this ideal picture,
the mind does not enter into the minute peculiari-
ties of the dress, furniture or scene of action.4l

In his thirteenth discourse, he makes an analogy between this speci-

ficity and the theatre:

If a painter should endeavour to copy the theatri-
cal pomp and parade of dress and attitude, instead
of that simplicity, which is not & greater beauty

in 1ife, than it is in Painting, we should condemn
such Pictures as painted in the meanest style.42

49
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The very specificity of characterisation, costume and set which,
theoretically, should form the very essence of a theatrical portrait,
were abhorrant to Reynolds. Hoﬁ then did he resolve the contradic-
tion between his distaste for specificity and his own portraits of
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actors?

First of all, it is important to point out that most of Reynolds'
portraits of actors were not character portraits, and in these ocases,
he avoided the problem entirely. Secondly, Reynolds was not as averse
to specificity as he pretended to bé for the sake of his discourses.
His purchase of Zoffany's David Garrick as Abel Drugger (Figure 54) in

1770“+

attests to his admiration of a work containing great detail of
characterisation and set. Not only is the interior of Subtle's den
carefully rendered with vials, globes and astrolabe, but Zoffany's
characterisation of Garrick seems to represent a faithful rendering of
that actor's performancé of Drugger as described by Davies:

The moment he came upon the stage he discovered

such awkward simplicity and his looks so heppily

bespoke the ignorant, selfish, and absurd

tobacco-merchant, that it was a contest not

easily-to be decided, whether the bursts of
laughter or applause were loudest.45

Another indication that Reynolds was not dogmatically opposed to speci-
ficity was his intention, never realised, to paint a multiple portrait
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of Garrick in 15 of his best characters. A portrait such as this
would have required a great deal of sensitivity on keynolds' part to
those very quirks and deformities of character which he insisted that
painting should avoid, particularly in respect to Garrick's comic

characters, which formed the bulk of his repertoire. Perhaps this is

one reason why the portrait was never painted.
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The theatrical portraits which Reynolds did paint followed his
rules of decorum in a way that this multiple portrait of Garrick
could never have done. As they are all different, it is instructive
to discuss each one of them in turn to show how Reynolds put his
theory into practice. Although Reynolds toned down the classical and
historical extremism of his formal portraits after 1782 he continued
to use £he Grand ¥eanner in his portraits of Mrs. Billington as St.
Cecilia (Figure 55) and Nrs. Siddons as the Tregic Muse (Figure 56).1+7
By choosing to personify these women on the basis of their respective
roles as singer and tragedienne, Reynolds avoided the specificity
which would have been required had he painted them in character. Irs.
Billington is surrounded by singing putti, and Mrs. Sidcons by personi-
fications of Pity and Terror - the Aristotelian essentials of ‘trtslgedy.“‘8

Their attitudes are elevated and lack the blunt specificity of theatri-

cal gesture.

But Reynolds did not always fall back on allegory and personifica-
tion as his portraits of Garrick as Kitely (Figure 57) and Mrs. Abington
as ¥iss Prue (Figure 58), Roxalana (Figure 59) and the Comic Muse
(Figure 60) reveal. Despite his insistence in the discourses that
period costume be avoided, Keynolds in his portraits of Mrs., Abington
as Miss Prue and Garrick as Kitely in particular, ignores his own dic-
tur and gives the actors carefully rendered costumes. However, in the
Garrick portrait, he is no more forthcoming than that. A comparison
between this portrait and a later straightforward portrait of Garrick
(Figure 61) reveals that Ekeynolds varied his formal portrait format
only slightly but significantly, in order to create a convincing
theatrical portrait. Both portraits are half-lengths with minimel

props and & blank background. Even the faces are similarly presented,
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with the exception of a rougher finish and greater vagueness around
the mouth and eyes of the Kitely portrait. In essence, the only
quality which hints that the Kitely portrait is more than a mere por-
trait of Garrick is the van Dyke collar which itself was not an

L9

uncommon addition to costumes in more formal portraits. Reynolds'
portrait of Gerrick as Kitely is cautious, hesitant and gives no indi-

cation of what point in the action of Every Man in His Humour (if any)

we are meant to be witnessing.

less caution is exercised in the portraits of Mrs. Abington, but

even in these cases, Reynolds continues to be painfully aware of
decorum. Since the portraits of Mrs. Abington represent her in comic
roles, a certain amount of licence regarding pose, expression and ges-
ture is obviously permissible. Thus we see the Comic Nuse wearing an
impish smirk, Roxalana peeping from behind a curtain, and Niss Frue
seated in a state of naive confusion. Davies speaks admiringly of
krs. Abington's performance as Xiss Prue:

From an actress celebrated for characters of high

life, and eminent for graceful deportment and ele-

gant action, you would not expect the awkward and

petulant behaviour of a girl just come from a

farmhouse; Mrs. Abington, unconfined in her tal-

ents, rendered Niss Prue as naturally rude and

diverting, as if she had been mistress of no 5

other style in acting than rustic simplicity.
And indeed the simplicity of pose and wide-eyed expression of Nrs.
Abington in the Reynolds' portreit reflects this "rustic simplicity"

which Mrs, Abington projected to her audiences at Drury Lane.

Thus we see that although his theatrical portraits sometimes coin-
cide with his theories about the aggrandisement of portraiture,

Reynolds was not averse to descending the ladder a rung or two towards
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what he called the "ornamental style™ if the situation called for

it. Other artists painting theatrical portraits in the grand manner
were not so flexible, Hamilton and Lawrence in particular always
kept their actor portraits firmly within the bounds of "half-history",
and both artists primarily pasinted portraits of J. P. Kemble and Sarah
Siddons, whose acting styles were, by all accounts, the equivalent of

the Grana Manner in painting.

In & criticism of Kemble Leigh Hunt reveals why that actor was
such a natural choice of subject for an aspiring history painter:
[Kemble] was too artificial, too formsl, too
critically and deliberately conscious. Nor do
I think he had any genius whatsoever. His power

was all studied acquirement. It was this,

indeed, by the help of his stern Roman aspect,
that made the critics like him.5l

This formality, artificiality and "stern Roman aspect" combined to give
Kemble an attitude and visage fully appropriate for the more elevated

type of portraiture.52

Theatrical painting thus became at the end of
the century simultaneously a reflection of the new declamatory style

of acting and of Reynolds' theory of the Grand Manner in painting.53

William Hamilton's theatrical portraits were the earliest to
combine these elements.sa His paintings of Mrs, Siddons as Isabella
(Pigure 62) and as the Grecian Daughter (Pigure 62A) show that actress
striking the type of attitudes which she allegedly struck on the
stage, but the context in which Hamilton places these attitudes makes
them more an expression of the mood of the painting than an echo of
a specific theatrical gesture. For the scene from Southerne's
Isabella, Hamilton chose one of the more pathetic moments of the

play when the widowed and rejected Isabella and her young son



seek alms at the home of her father-in-law, but they are cruelly
rejected by him. Hamilton has captured the pathos of this scene
through his use of dark blues and blacks both in the sky and in the
costume of the characters. He further expresses the situation
through the distressed countenance of Mrs. Siddons. As a contrast,

his portrait of lrs. Siddons as Euphrasia in Murphy's Grecian Daughter

shows that actress in a more violent moment - still desperate but now
raging against her fate rather than accepting it passively. Her grand
gesture and the setting give this painting the feel of history by

subordinating the portrait likeness to the dramatic moment.

Nrs. Siddons' biographer reveals that this contrast between her

characterisation of Isabella and Euphrasia was also apparent in her

stage performance:

As to the charming representative of Euphrasia,
some surprise was expressed upon her entrance.
She was a perfectly different being from herself
in Isabella. That settled sorrow that weighed
down the wife, the presumed widow of Biron, had
given place to a mental and personal elasticity
obviously capable of efforts "above heroic",
Hope seemed to brighted her crest, and duty to
move her arm. She had parted with her husband
and child upon the sea shore - the filial impulse
had been triumphant - in the cause of her aged
father she now came to perish or conguer.

Ers. Siddons and J. P. Kexmble were known for their tendency to strike
attitudes, but lest these portraits be taken as too literally repre-
sentative of stage practice, one must observe Hamilton's Fortrait of

N¥r. Kemble in the Character of King Richard III (Figure 63), the atti-

tude and action of which are a reinterpretation of Hogarth's 1745 por-

trait of Garrick in that samze role (Figure 31).56
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Thomas Lawrence's portraits of Kemble were the first to be
called half-history paintings, but Lawrence's idea to paint Kemble
in his most noble character roles of Coriolanus, Hamlet, Cato and
Rolla (Figures 64-67), was not original. He most likely go the idea
frow Sir Francis Bourgeois' two portraits of Kemble as Coriolanus
exhibited at the R.A. in 1793 and 1797 (e.g. Figure 68). Bourgeois

27

was an avid fan of the theatre, so much so that his decision to cede

the Desenfans picture collection to Dulwich College was in part due to
the fact that the founder of the college Edward Alleyn, was an actor.58

His portrait of Kemble in the Character of Coriolanus (1797) depicts

the turning point of the action of the play when Coriolanus, shunned

by the Roman citizens for his arrogance, in turn rejects the komans and
joins the forces of their enemies, the Volscians. Kemble's expression
of disgusted misanthropy is particularised, but when Lawrence painted
his portrait of Kemble, he divested the work of all particularity of
gesture, expression and set, leaving behind a simple but noble image of
the Roman emperor braving his fate. Lawrence's classification of por-
traits such as this as "half-history" reveals his intentions in painting
such large, obsessive portraits of Kemble, Necessarily tied to presen-
ting a likeness of Kemble, Lawrence nevertheless tried to transcend such
& limitation by endowing straightforward portraits with dramatic signi-
ficance. A further confirmation of Lawrence's intentions can be wit-
nessed in the fact that his portrait of Rolla was painted over a scene
from the Tempest. The Tempest subject, exhibited at the R.A. in 1793,
showed Prospero raising the storm, and here we can see Lawrence grap-
pPling with the problem of how to turn a single figure painting into a
historical composition.59 By diverting his attention from imaginative

history to the image of an actor, Lawrence discovered a solution to his

problemn.
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Romney also avoided overt theatrical suggestion in his portraits
of actors. For instance, his portraits of Mrs. Jordan as Peggy in

The Country Girl (Figure 69),60 and Mrs. Yates in the Character of

the Tragic Muse (present location unknown), are more straightforward

portraits than theatrical paintings; Mrs. Jordan's exuberant attitude
and Mrs. Yates' Roman dress and sandals are the only real clues to the
true nature of these portraits. In his portrait of Henderson as
Macbeth (Figure 70), Romney takes a step closer to historical painting
by showing Henderson on the heath with the three witches. This paint-
ing is not a theatrical conversation piece - its three-quarter length
format as well as the unidentifiable faces of the witches are not
characteristic of that genre. Romney's study for Henderson as Mscbeth
may well have been made in the theatre,61 but the more stilted and con-
stricted final painting was most li<ely an integration of the theatri-

cal source into the format of a history painting.

Romney's obsession with Lady Hamilton ied him to a further fusion
of the theatrical and the historical. Although Emma Hart Hamilton was
never an actress per se, she was nevertheless famous for her theatrical
attitudes, with which she entertained the nobility while in Italy.62
Her face appears over and over again in Romney's art, and it was perhaps

only logical that he painted her visage into his scenes from the

Tempest and Troilus and Cressida (Figure 71) for the Shakespeare

Gallery.65 His portrait of Lady Hamilton as Cassandra in Troilus and
Cressida was exhibited at the Shakespeare Gallery under the title,
"Cassandra Raving", signifying that Lady Hamilton's likeness was inci-
dentel to Cassandra's prophetic lunacy. Other artists also used actors
as models for various characters in other Shakespeare Gallery paintings,

making & logical 1link between the theatrical portirait and the brand of
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historical painting perpetuated by Boydell.

When the Shakespeare Gallery opened in 1789 with its first 34

pictures on display, & critic in the Public Advertiser wrote:

There was some reason to fear that our painters
would have sought for and gathered their ideas
from the theatre, and given us portraits of the
well-dressed Ladies and Gentlemen [of the stage]
... there was some reason to fear a representa-
tion of all that extravagance of attitude and
start which is tolerated, nay in a degree deman-
ded, at the playhouse.sh

What this critic feared was not a series of actor portraits per se,

but the brand of theatrical portrait which bore a more direct relation-
ship to the theatre and which I will discuss in the next section: Cer-
tainly this critic must have observed the portrait-like quality of
many of the faces in Boydell's "historical" paintings,65 and indeed,
artists as various as Northcote, Fuseli and Downman used the faces of
popular actors in their fictional scenes.se‘ A very few of these por-
traits appeared in compositions which contained only one figure and

which recalled directly the single figure theatrical portrait :

Romney's Cassandra Raving was one such work, and Westall's Lady Macbeth

(Figure 72) another.

Westall's Lady Macbeth bears a striking resemblance to kKrs.

Siddons, and indeed an entry in Ferington's diary reveals just how

closely hestall had observed Siddons' interpretation of the character:

%estall observed that Mrs. Siddons expressed the
following passage improperly, "I have given suck,
and know how tender 'tis to love the babe that
milks me. I would, while it was smiling in my
face, Have plukt, my nipple from its boneless

gums,
"Mrs., Siddons', 'I have given suck &c,' in a
tender, soft manner till she came to 'Have plukt
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my nipple' whereas in Westall's opinion the
whole should have been expressed with indigna-
tion and spirit. N. Dance justified Mrs,
Siddons by saying that Her object being to
work upon the feelings of Macbeth artfully,
tenderness in that instance was proper.

But Westall obviously found Mrs. Siddons' rage more appropriate than
her tenderness, and his painting of Lady Macbeth shows & woman who
indeed appears "unsexed" shaking her fist at heaven and vowing to

improve her husband's fortune by her own ingenuity.

To the English easel painter, historical painting came to signify
illustration of literature poetry and theatre rather than of mythology
and religion. The passions of man thus came to be represented net
through the archetypal struggles of heroes and gods, but through the
more down to earth conflicts of Hamlet, Macbeth and Lear., The
Shakespeare Gallery was only the climax of a tendency to conflate the

theatrical with the historical which was characteristic of many of the

best artists of the day.

However, not &ll theatricel portraitists aspired to these heights :
such images were primarily reserved for respectable or famous painters
who had to keep their dabblings in theatrical portraiture as elevated
as possible. What could be considered the more popular or commercial

brand of theatrical portraiture is the subject of my next section,

The Commercial Theatrical Portrait

The anonymous author of the 1762 Theatrical Biography, praising

John Moody for his excellence in the roles of Najor O'Flaherty in

Cumberland's West Indian and the Irishman in Reed's Register Office,

adds:
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The critical public will then decide what degree
of estimation he must be in, a&s to induce one of
our first portrait painters to give a picture of
him in two public exhibitions.6

The significance of the actor's image being displayed in a prominent

public place was also not lost on the tragedian, Samuel heddish:

The character he first made his appearance in here
[Drury Lane] was Posthumous in Cymbeline, a part

- which, from first appearance, he flattered himself
he was original in; and for the sake of handing
down to posterity such uncommon merit, he was at
the expence of sixty-five guineas in having a
whole length of himself painted in that character
for the then exhibition at Spring Gardens, where
he regularly attended above four hours every day,
for the space of six weeks, like & second .
Narcissus falling in love with his own reflexion. ?

Reading between the lines and cutting through the theatrical biogra-
pher's cynicism, one can assume that Reddish's fascination with the
exhibited portrait was not so much auto-eroticism as a desire to see

how many people attending the Society of Artists exhibition actually

took note of the painting. In effect, Reddish hoped that the Spring

Gardens audiences were as large and enthusiastic as the Drury Lane

ones. As I have mentioned before, the portrait of the actor had a

strong commercial role in the eighteenth century as publicity for that

actor's performance. Because these portraits were meant to remind

audiences of actual performances, they necessarily took on some of the
trappings of the stage, particularly in regard to costume and gesture,
This lip-service to theatrical specificity and more blatant commercial
utility of many of these actor portraits, tend to set them apart from
the "half-history" portraits of Reynolds, Lawrence and Hamilton. The
commercial theatrical portrait was usually painted to be engraved,

exhibited and copied, and thus widely disseminated amongst all classes

of the London public. This form of single figure portraiture also
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tended to be the province of a handful of artists who made it their

speciality, particularly Zoffany, Gainsborough Dupont and Samuel de

Wilde.

Although famous for his theatrical conversation pieces, Zoffany

also painted single figure theatrical portraits which were sometimes

more satisfiying than his conversation groups. Very little knowledge

of his artistic practice survives, but in several of his conversation

groups such as the scenes from the Provok'd Wife (Figure L47) and the

Alchemist (Figure 54), Zoffany started from studies of the principal

actor and built the rest of his composition around this.

One of the earliest wholly single figure works was his portrait

of William Powell as Posthumous in Cymbeline (Figure 39). Zoffany has

chosen the moment in which Posthumous believes his lover Imogen to be

dead due to a rash jealousy which led him to order her execution. He

enters the scene carfying her bloody handkerchief and begins a soli-

loquy mourning her passing. By displaying a specific moment in the

action of Cymbeline, Zoffany has given this work the sort of dramatic

life which characterises his theatrical conversations, but his emphasis

on the image of Powell in character simultaneously satisfies the con-

ventions of a straightforward portrait. Zoffany's focus on the pathos

of this scene is also appropriate given what information we have on

Powell's portrayal of Posthumous:

¥r, POWELL, who passed through this part with a
considerable share of public estimation, was in
his merit confined to tenderness alone; he much
wanted the essential rapidity of expression, and
the natural variety of sudden transitions, inci-

dent to jealousy, rage, and despair./0
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Indeed, Powell's strength was often said to be the pathetic scene,

although when he took this to extremes, he was accused of "a& propen-

sity to whine end blu.bber".71

Thus Zoffany's pbrtrait of Powell offers a dramatic moment which
is also reflective of Powell's special talents as an actor. His por-
trait of Macklin as Shylock (Figure 73) is even more successful in this
respect. Macklin's portrayal of the bitter Jew was one of the most
significant reforms in the acting traditions of the eighteenth century,

as Genest explains:

Macklin resolved to revive this play in opposi-
tion to the Jew of Venice altered from Shakes-
peare by Lord Lansdown; in which he had made -
Shylock somewhat of a Comic character - Macklin
saw from the first that Shylock afforded a wide
scope for the display of his abilities and the
exhibition of capital acting; but he had a great
deal to encounter and surmount - the Jew of
Venice had for many years been received with
approbation; the actors declared he would spoil
the performance; Quin said he would be hissed
off the stage for his presumption; and Fleetwood
strenuously urged him to abandon his resolution;
but Macklin, infinitely to the credit of his
sound and acute discrimination, continued firm to
his purpose, and the Merchant of Venice was
announced for representation.72

Macklin's dogged courage paid off, and so popular was his portrayal of
Shylock, that he was still acting the part at age 92 when dotage even-
tually drove him off the stage. Zoffany's painting of Shylock attempts
to capture kacklin's portrayal of the essential pathos of the character,
and indeed his exquisitely anguished facial expression and despairing,
ranting gesture provide & fair hint of what an eighteenth century

audience must have seen.

Other single figure portraits by Zoffany have more of the formal

portrait than the theatrical scene about them, but his Mrs, Abington
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as the Widow Bellmour (Figure 74) and Robert Baddeley as Moses
(Figure 75) are unquestionably theatrical in their characterisations
if not in their sets (see chapter 6). When Zoffany returned from
India, he painted several more theatrical portraits, including that

of Mr. Knight as the clown in the farce of "The Ghost" (Figure 76),

the format of which seems to have been influenced by de Wilde who had

by then taken up in theatrical portraiture where Zoffany had left off.

Between Zoffany's burst of theatrical portraits in the 1760s and
de Wilde's and Dupont's in the 1790s, & host of other artists attempted
to paint single figure theatrical portraits in this commercial vein.
Just as the Royal Academy exhibitions offered a showplace for the half-
history theatrical portrait, so the Society of Artists exhibition;
proved significant in the displaying of more commerciazl portraits (see
Appendix). A perusal of the works exhibited at the Society of Artists
prior to the foundation of the Royal Academy reveals how much variety
of subject matter was encouraged there, and the theatrical portrait
thus found a congenial home. It would be a task bigger than my present
one to discuss all such theatrical portraits, whether exhibited or not,
but in order to understend how the genre developed in various hands, a
mention of several single figure theatrical portraits painted between

1760 and 1790 will be instructive.

De Loutherburg's Jjob as a scene designer for Drury lLane gave him
a repertoire of panoramic landscapes and stock scenes, one of which

appears in his portrait of Garrick in the Character of Don John with a

view of Naples by moonlight (Figure 77). In this painting the all

encompassing focus on the individual actor which is characteristic of
single figure portraiture is lost and the moonlit street scene becomes,

in effect, the principal subject. Garrick's diminuitive figure on the
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left is shown holding the mysterious baby which was thrust into his
hands while he pursued his nightly amours, but this is all inciden-
tal. De Loutherburg's portrait of Garrick was an interesting and
unusual way to transfqrm a mere portrait into a dramatic scene rife
with atmosphere, but unfortunately, this formula was never adopted by

other artists.

Hayman's approach to the genre was slightly more accessible and

popular. His portrait of Garrick in the Character of Richard IIY

(Figure 78), and the similer portreit by his pupil, Dance (Figure 40),
have some of the qualities of half-history, but the moment of the
action and the gestures and expressions of the characters are too
specific to be classed as elevated or monumental. The torn stocki;g
of Garrick's leg in the Heyman portrait is a particularly well placed

detail, but one of which Reynolds would undoubtedly have disapproved.75

Both Loutherburg and Hayman concentrated their attentions on the
representation of a full dramatic moment with a focus on & single
figure, but other artists found the dramatic moment not as important
as the actor's likeness. Such is the case in Vandergucht's portrait
of one of the century's finest comedians, Henry Woodward in the charac-
ter of Petruchio (Figure 79). In this portrait, the specific moment of
the action is impossible to identify, and Vandergucht concentrates
instead on Woodward's persona. The three-quarter length format of
this portrait is characteristic of formal portraiture, but Woodward's
theatrical costume and swaggering manner transcend formula, and formal
portrait thus becomes comic characterisation. Indeed, Woodward's
imposing stance, contrasting as it does with a smile that plays about
his 1lips seems to justify contemporary descriptions of the actor, such

as the one below:



His person was so regularly formed, and his look
80 serious and composed, that an indifferent
observer would have supposed that his talents
were adapted to characters of the serious cast;
to the real fine gentleman, to the man of grace-
ful deportment and elegant demeanor, rather than
to the affector of gaiety, the brisk fop, and

. pert coxcomb., But the moment he spoke, a cer-
tain ludicrous air laid hold of his features,
and every muscle of his face ranged itself on
the side of levity. The very tones of his
‘voice inspired comic ideas; and though he
often wished to act tragedy, he never could 7w
speak & line with propriety that was serious.

Vandergucht captures this seeming grace and ludicrous air in a format

which is usually reserved for formal portraiture.

In many ways, the three-quarter length format of Vandergucht's
portrait is the least logical means of representing an actor in cﬁhr-
acter, as it does not allow much room for props, gesture or other
indications of the dramatic moment. Dunkarton's portrait of Henderson
as Hamlet (Figure 80) to an extent avoids this problem by the inclusion
of a single prop which focusses the moment of the action. The minia-
ture which Henderson holds in his hand indicates that this is the scene
in which Hamlet reminds his mother, Gertrude, of her late husband's
image. No other clues are necessary and the confining format thus does

not restrict the expression of a specific dramatic moment.

Gainsborough Dupont used the even more confining half-length for
his series of theatrical portraits for Thomas Harris, but he too made
the most of his limitations through the use of indicative gesture and
well-placed props. Gainsborough Dupont, nephew of the greater
Gainsborough, spent the majority of his career painting portraits in
imitation of his uncle's style.75 Despite the fact that he won the
admiration of King George, Dupont's career was characterised by a

series of disappointments and bouts of bad luck. His futile attempts
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to be elected associate to the Royal Academy are recounted by
Farington in his diary, and one cannot help but pity Dupont's fruit-
76

less ambition. In the midst of these years of struggle, the
Covent Garden manager, Thomas Harris commissioned Dupont to paint 24
portraits of actors and actresses in character.77 Although certainly
more theatrical than historical, they seem to have had no commercial
function'as they were neither engraved nor exhibited at the time.
Farington offers a possible reason for the commission:

Mr. Harris of Covent Garden Theatre considering

Dupont as wanting employ commissioned him to

paint portraits of the Actors of that theatre

and only to proceed with the commission when he
had no others.78

What amounted to an act of charity on Harris' part gave Dupont a chance
to expand his skills as a portraitist, although his development, unfor-
tunately, was checked by an early death. His portraits for Harris
offer a great variety of costume and characterisation within the con-
fines of a half-length format. In many instances, the addition of a
prop clues the observer in to the specific moment of dramatic action.
Thus Holman as Edgar (Figure 81) with his blanket and pole, Quick as
Spado (Figure 82) pointing a gun and Farren as Carlos (Figure 83) draw-
ing & sword all contain additionel props which help isolate the drama-
tic moment. But although Dupont's portraits are unquestionably drama-
tic, the exact moment of the action is often difficult to discern.

For instance, Alexander Pope as Hamlet (Figure 84) raises his left

hand across his chest and looks out of the picture towards something
which seems to cause him a mixture of distress and sadness, but whether
he is seeing his father's ghost or Ophelia's corpse, contemplating

suicide or speaking a soliloquy about revenge or procrastination, is

impossible to say.
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The third major theatrical portraitist, Samuel de Wilde, began
his career as one of the first students of the Royal Academy schools
in 1769, and the education which he obtained there never entirely
left him as & glance gt his later drawing of a boy in & smock (Figure
85) reveals. But despite de Wilde's early promise, he was never even
considered for the post of A.R.A.,79 possibly because he quickly became
a theatrical portraiture specialist and neglected any expansion into
other genres of painting. At his height, the series of paintings which
he produced for John Bell (see chapter 4) gave de Wilde a great deal of
fame and money, but by the time he moved into a Covent Garden studio in
1804, de Wilde was, by necessity, producing theatrical portraits with

great rapidity and for hopelessly meagre sums.80

Bell's characterisation of de Wilde's portraits as being of
"incomparable similitude" referred to that artist's ability to capture
a likeness, but could just as easily have pertained to the rather
monotonous format which de Wilde adopted for his portraits. De Wilde's
actor portraits are almost always whole length single figure works,
showing an actor standing in a stock scene making some small action or
gesture., Usually he avoided the extreme attitudes of tragedy and
focussed his attention on the greater intimacy of comedy. In this
case, characterisation took precedence over action in the majority of
his works, and their "incomparable similitude" does not negate their
dramatic significance (for a more detailed discussion of de Wilde's

means of comic characterisation, see chapter 7).

De Wilde's portraits for John Bell's second edition of the British
Theatre created the format which was later to become his trademark.
These works are small (roughly 14" x 11") and must heve been painted

very rapidly, as they had to be completed in time to be engraved for
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various numbers of the British Theatre. De Wilde was seemingly so

dependent on Bell's patronsge that when the publisher sunk into dire
financial straits, de Wilde sunk with him and was reduced to offering
his services to anyone who wanted his portrait painted and had a

guinea to pay for it.sl

To help pull himself out of this financial insecurity, de Wilde
began to paint theatrical portraits by commission, and the low prices
which he charged finelly made the genre accessible to even the less
worthy actors at Drury Lane and Covent Garden. This greater accessi-
bility explains why many of de Wilde's portraits represent second-rate
actors performing in plays which had a stage life of only a few years.
Although Zoffany himself had occasionally strayed from the heighés of

Macbeth, School for Scandal or Venice Preserv'd, de Wilde's works

rarely even attempted such heights. The comic actor in the short
humourous afterpiece or farce was his province once he had broken off
from Bell's patronage. A typical example will suffice. De Wilde's

portrait of M¥r. Suett as Dicky Gossip in "My Grandmother" (Figure 86)

was exhibited at the R.A, in 1797. The painting shows the actor stand-
ing in an interior wearing his tradesman's gear and posing before an

imaginary audience. My Grandmother had a limited stage life, but Suett

at the time was one of the more popular and eccentric low comedians at
Drury Lane. De Wilde was thus responding to an immediate popular sen-
sation, and the fact that the sensation was fleeting did not negate the

desire for propaganda and publicity.

Most of de Wilde's exhibited portraits contained two or more
figures, but despite the development in these works of & dramatic
scene, the portraits read like two single figure paintings fused

together rather than as theatrical conversation pieces. In fact, his



68

portrait of Quick and Fawcett in The Way To Get Married (R.A. 1796)

was later reduced to a single figure portrait of Quick as Toby
Mlspice (Figure 87) in that play.82 De VWilde shows Quick referring
to a pair of spectacles which he holds in his hand while he speaks
the lines, "I use 'em only to make me look knowing". Zoffany's pen-
chant for detail is echoed in de Wilde's careful attention to the
painting.of additional elements such as the furniture, but unlike
Zoffany, de Wilde does not develop this detail convincingly. De
Wilde's details are mere stage props used sometimes to isolate the
drematic moment, but more often as mere space-fillers to avoid a

theatrically unconvincing blank background in his portraits.

Le Wilde's paintings represent the epitome of the eighteentﬁ cen-
tury theatrical portrait, but their immediacy and popular nature are
aspects of theatrical portraiture which had never been explored to such
an extent before. In effect, de Wilde crystallised the idea that a
theatrical portrait could be a beneficial commodity and a useful invest-
ment for an actor. The full impact of this commercial value had hither-
to only been fully realised and utilised through the medium of the

popular print.
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Chapter 3

THE THEATRICAL PRINT INDUSTRY

Three types of theatrical prints were sold in London in the
eighteenth century : caricatures of one or more figures, scenes from
plays, and single or double figure actor portraits. Caricatures were
popular throughout the century, but scenes from plays were few and
primarily restricted to prints after famous theatrical conversation
pieces. By far the most popular form of theatrical print represented
a famous or not so famous actor in costume and these portraits were
either reproductive of famous paintings1 or an invention of the engra-
ver, Their format was most commonly half-length in an oval or full
length in a rectangle - the former the more popular format for the so-
called "furniture prints" (see below) and the latter used primsrily
for prints of actors in costume, allowing a full view of the dress and
attitude of the figure. Before the 1770s mezzotint and, less frequently,
line engraving, provided the most common graphic media for theatrical
portraits, and by 1775, stipple had come into use in London. In addi-
tion, etching was occasionally employed for theatrical caricature from

mid-century.

The media chosen often depended upor whether or not & print was
based on a painting. Non-reproductive prints were often produced in
direct response to a popular performance or & theatrical sensation (see
chapter 5), and therefore, speed was necessary, in order to have them
on the market before the sensation became only a feint memory in the
audience's mind. Because of this necessity for speed, non-reproductive
prints were most often stippled or etched, and the more laborious gpro-

cesses of mezzotint and line engraving were avoided.
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Although some reproductive prints were executed in stipple as
well, they were more commonly produced in mezzotint and line, both
of which required more time and skill on the part of the engraver and
more patience from the print seller. The reasons for this are appar-
ent. Reproductive prints were inspired by & painting rather than by
a perforyance. It was, therefore, more important for them to be care-
fully rendered in order to recall en artist's style as much as pos-

sible, rather than to remind the buyer of an actor's performance.

However, as I have pointed out previously, actors encouraged
prints to be made from paintings because of this very publicity value,
and before going into & discussion of the prints themselves, it is

necessary to set the scene in London for both the mercantilism of the

print industry in general and of the theatrical portrait print in

particular.

The Print Industry as Commercial Enterprise

John Pye, a nineteenth century engraver, advocated the cause of
his eighteenth century predecessors in his rather fierce, but matter-

of-fact Petronage of British Art (1845). His estimation of the eight-

eenth century print industry is revealing:

Yany of the powerful minds by which the country
was enriched between 1733 and 1768 might have
lived uselessly, and died neglected ... had not
engraving, the printing-press, and the spirit of
commercial enterprise, combined to render designs
articles of trade. The vast number of plates
engraved by British artists, and the immense quan-
tity of prints exported during that period appear
to be conclusive evidence that native talent in
engraving had then so risen in general estimation,
as to have turned the eyes of the Continent of
Europe full upon British art.2
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Pye's choice of dates for the zenith of the British print industry
sprung from his observation that native print making had blossomed
due to Hogarth's genius and then was stifled by the condescending
refusal of the Royal Academy to admit engravers to their hallowed
inner circle.3 Hogarth's originality lay in his dogged determination
to foster a British "school" of engraving amidst the domination of
foreign engravers in London at the time. On a more practical level,
he successfully prompted Parliament to pass the engraver's copyright
act in 1735, which prevented the piracy of an artist's designs for 14
years after their publication.h "Hogarth's act", as it has been called,
did not force the plagiaristic Grub Street hacks out of business, but
merely allowed serious print-makers to continue their trade without

fear of unfair artistic rivalry.

Hogarth's act, his knowledge of public taste, and his unashamed
originality were major factors in the expansion of the print industry
in London from a meagre two shops at the beginning of the eighteenth

5

century to 72 by 1837.” The foreign domination of the print market

and the hand-to-mouth existence of the London print meker at the begin-
ning of the century were eventually obliterated by a dog-eat-dog capit-
alism which encompassed monumental money-meking schemes by the print
sellers Boydell, Macklin and Bowyer in the 17903.6 In a recent social
history of the eighteenth century, Roy Porter sums up most succinctly
the underlying tensions which also influenced the growing importance

of the print market:

The Georgian century formed a distinctive moment
in the making of modern England. It was a society
which was capitalist, materialist, market-oriented;
worldly, praegmatic; responsive to economic pres-
sures. Yet, its political institutions and its
distribution of social power, unlike those of more
modern times, were unashamedly hierarchical,
hereditary, and privileged./



72

Appropriately enough, this strongly hieratic society made pos-
sible greater materialism, as the rational businessman began discov-
ering new and more efficient ways of exploiting the needs of the
upper classes. The popular print was one product where the desire of
some and the needs of others met in a mutually satisfying way, for it
benefitted not only the artist but the buying public as well, Thus

supply and demand increased together.

This increased commercialism was also responsible for the grow-
ing popularity of theatrical prints. In addition to his more general
contributions, Hogarth also haed a great deal to do with the rise of the
theatrical portrait print in England.8 It was only after Hogarth's
prints and paintings signalled the marketsbility of contemporary -
theatre that other print-makers began to venture more readily into
stage subject matter. The one or two theatrical portrait prints per
annum in London before mid-century became dozens by 1790, as print
sellers multiplied and became increasingly spécialised. In order to
understand how this commercialism functioned, it is important to dis-

cuss first what the buyers wanted from a theatrical print and secondly

how both artists and actors benefitted from their sale.

To understand the function of a popular print, it is again best
to look first at Pye, who, with retrospective omniscience, tells the

story best:

This demonstration of the power of painting and
engraving to originate articles of commerce, by
diffusing pleasurable instruction among the
public, was the commencement of that important
chain of events, which, by extending the British
print-trade throughout the civilised world, eman-
cipated those arts from the extremes of neglect
and uselessness in which they had hitherto been
held among us. And thus the British public
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became honourably distinguished as affording the
first source of real patronage enjoyed by the
British artist.9

Pye's emphasis on "pleasurable instruction" was intended to rational-
ise the true function of the popular print which was more pleasure
than instruction. The popularity of certain types of prints points
more to a fascination with political scandal, notable public figures
and untouchable aristocrats than to artistic connoisseurship or the
desire to be instructed. Also after mid-century, new types of subject
matter satisfied the public curiosity about exotic places, contemporary
military upheavals and, of course, the weekly happenings on the London
stage. Certain periods of increased activity in theatrical portrait
production indicate that print sellers were responding to events -
directly connected with the stage, such as Garrick's retirement (1776)
and Mrs. Siddons' return to London (1782). Public taste and public

curiosity were always a concern for theatrical portraitists; artistic

quality was only of secondary importance.

A potential buyer of a theatrical print would want the image
either as a simple curiosity, or as an object to be pasted into a
scrapbooklo or placed on a screen. Henry Angelo observed one such
screen, which belonged to Lord Byron, and his description of it gives
an idea of how prints were used:

On one side were pugilists, from the time of
Broughton, 1750, to the year 1814, with a biogra-
phical description of their characters and various
battles; and on the other side, of the actors,
commencing with the old school, Betterton &c. to
the same period.ll

One of the earliest methods which print sellers used to attract

the buying public was newspaper advertisement,12 and theatrical prints

were no exception. However, the detailed advertisement below for
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prints of Woodward and Clive in Garrick's Lethe was no longer pos-
sible after 1770 when such prints beceme more numerous and common-
place:

This day at Noon will be publish'd and sold by

the proprietor and the print shops, two portraits

of these celebrated Comedians, Mr. Woodward and

Mrs. Clive, in the character of the Fine Gentle-

man and Lady in Lethe (as they are to perform them

tonight at Drury Lane) curiously engraved (in

miniature) from original drawings of the same

" size, By J. Brooks, Engraver of Silver and Copper

plate. N.B. the above prints may be had together

or separate.13
The print itself served the additional function of self-advertisement.
London print shops conteined large show glassesu+ where the prints were
exhibited not Jjust for the scrutiny of the monied classes, but for the
perusal of anyone who happened to be passing by. At the bottom of
each print appeared the print seller's name and address, and occasion-
ally the cost of the print, which varied depending on size, type and
date from & shilling to a guinea.15 Not every theatrical print sold

contained this information, but it provided the most useful form of

advertising for a print seller eager to dispose of his goods.

Aside from being lucrative to the engraver as well as desirable
to the buyer, theatrical prints also benefitted the actor depicted,
and reproductive prints offered a further bonus for the artist from
which they were copied. Reynolds in particular encouraged the practice
of having his portraits copied in mezzotint (see below), and the prob-
lems which arose in relation to his portrait of Mrs. Siddons as the
Tragic Muse (Figure 56) signal just how important such a commission
could be to the engraver concerned. Through & misunderstanding, the
print-maker, Valentine Green assumed that he had the right to copy this

portrait, but, at Mrs. Siddons' request, Reynolds gave the commission
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to Francis Hayward instead. The subsequent exchange of letters
between Reynolds and Green was bitter and accusatory.16 The intense
frustration of Green's tone suggests just how important a commission
involving both a famous painter and a famous actress actually was.
However, it was this very mercantilism of the reproductive print to
which the idealistic Rouquet objected:
. Painters of some reputation, as well as those
Lﬁy who have none, equally strive to signalige them-
selves this way; they engrave one or more of
their portraits in mezzotinto, under different
sorts of pretences, while their real motive is
to make themselves known. The painter's name
is at the bottom of the plate, he reads it with
secret satisfaction as he runs thro' the collec-
tions in printseller's shops; this is a public

testimony of his existence which in other res-
pects is perhaps very obscure.l7

Rouquet was referring to artists, but his comments could equally apply
to the actors which some of these artists represented. In the eight-
eenth century, the right of engraving rested more often with the owner
of the painting than with the artist himself, and the object of con-
trolling the engraving rights was undoubtedly one of the primary rea-
sons why an actor such as Garrick commissioned so many portraits of

himself,

houquet's principal objections to the British print industry were
that it was indiscriminate and promoted interest in artistically feeble
paintings. To an extent, this criticism is justified and holds equally
for theatrical portrait prints. Hogarth had reiterated in his Apology
for Painters the assertion that London artists could take their edify-
ing Grand Tour vicariously by merely studying prints after old master
paintings which were sold on their very doorsteps.18 But despite

Hogarth's wholehearted faith in the London print market, the greatest
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engravers London could boast of (excepting Hogarth himself) were
rarely up to continental standard.l9 This lack of high quality
prints was largely a result of the necessary pragmatism of a London
print-maker. Prints had to be produced and sold as rapidly as pos-
sible; they were marketable commodities but only rarely artistic
masterpieces. Theatrical portrait prints in particular were usually
executed with the intent of satisfying the public demend for a like-
ness of favourite or popular actors. They were, therefore, frequently
simply or even crudely executed, but this very simplicity answered the
public need most aptly.zo A reconstruction of the development of the
theatrical print in the eighteenth century, as well as an observation

of the output of various print shops reveals how these practical.con-

siderations directly affected the popular images of actors circulated

through London at the time.

Locations of Print Shops

While frequenting his favourite theatre, whether it be Covent
Garden or Drury Lane, an eighteenth century London citizen would not
have far to walk in order to obtain an image of a popular actor, since
the majority of print shops which specialised in theatrical portraits
were in reasonable proximity to the patent theatres which supplied
their subject matter. The importance of having a centreal location for
such a business cannot be overestimated - central London rents were

high, but the profits accrued from the theatre-going public undoubtedly

compensated.21

¥ost shops were within a mile of the theatres in three principal

locations -~ the Strand, Holborn and Fleet Street. Fleet Street seemed

an especially popular location, with more than six shops selling
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Harding and Sayer. If a print shop was outside the bounds of this
mile radius, other measures were found to ensure that theatrical
prints could be so0ld closer to the theatres. For example, an early
mezzotint by Faber of the actor, Robert Wilks, contains the inscrip-
tion, "Sold by J. Bowles in St. Paul's Church-yard, & J. Bowles at
Mercer's.Hall, Cheapside. Sold by J. Faber at the Green Door in

Craven Buildings Drury Lane". The "Green Door" appears to have been

& temporary location for Faber, but one which was close enough to Drury
Lane theatre to be convenient for the patrons of that establishment.22
Having several locaﬁions for the sale of prints was undoubtedly impor-
tant as well, and collaborative ventures were perhaps motivated by the
desire to solicit prints in more than one shop. This collaboration is
true of some prints of Smith and Sayer, Sherwin and Hinton, and Bellamy
and Roberts among others - all of whom had shops in different sections

of the city and consequently could distribute prints to a wider

audience.

Finally, these few print sellers who were located out of the centre
obviously did not have the immediate and necessary incentive of being
right next to the theatres. This is true of the Dublin born mezzotinter,
John Dixon, who was located at Kemps Row, opposite Ranelagh, Chelsea.
However, Dixon's out-of-the-way location did not hinder him in his task
of producing mezzotints after paintings of Zoffany - a specially com-
missioned job which required time, skill and patience but was not pan-

dering to the immediate needs of the masses of Londoners who went to

the theatres each day.



Early Theatrical Mezzotints

After the invention of the process of mezzotint engraving in 1642,
and its perfection by Prince Rupert in the 1650s, the art was quickly
adopted by the Englishman, William Sherwin in 1669 and popularised in
London by & group of Dutch immigrant engravers.23 Mezzotint was a
particularly useful media to English artists, since portraiture was
the mainstay of their output and the soft tonal qualities of & mezzo-
tint were perfectly suited to capture the texture of flesh and the

subtleties and vagueness of human physiognomy.zh

Some of the earliest English mezzotints were based on portraits
by Lely and Kneller representing actresses whose dubious reputations
outweighed their theatrical popularity. ZERichard Tompson, a mezzo-
tinter and print seller, scraped a portrait of Mary Davies after Lely
around 1664, and in 1675, John Simon, a French born artist, engraved
a similar portrait of NMrs. Oldfield after Jonathan Richardson.25 How-
ever, neither of these actresses is represented in character, and it
was not until the 1730s that mezzotints of actors in character began to

appear sporadically in London.

The reasons why these mezzotints suddenly erupted are difficult
to determine. Certainly, the first ones did not begin to &ppear until
the engraver's copyright act had been passed in 1735. Since these
early mezzotinis were almost always non-reproductive, it is possible
that the act freed artists to produce actor portraits of their own
invention without fear of Grub Street pirates. Agairn, Hogarth's grow-
ing reputation, and his obvious interest ir the theatre, rendered the
stage a certair amount of respectability, and after Garrick's trium-

phant debut at Goodman's Fields Theatre in 17.1, the stage became an
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even more logical focus for the print market.

The few mezzotints which appeared before 1750 often represent
actors and actresses whom Hogarth had also depicted at one time or
another. For example, Miller and Toms in 1739 published a mezzotint

of Harper as Jobson in Coffey's popular play, The Devil to Pay (Figure

88), a decade after Hogarth had painted that actor as Falstaff in a

scene from King Henry IV, Part II (Figure 28).26 Harper had been a
popular comic actor at both Lincoln's Inn Fields and later Drury Lane,
and the Miller and Toms print - despite its limited half-length format
- attempts to capture some of Harper's suitably comic physiognomy, par-

ticularly his engaging double chin.

A similar recollection of an actor patronised by Hogarth occurs
in another 1739 portrait of Joe Miller as Teague (Figure 89), designed
by Charles Stoppelaer and engraved by A, ¥iller., Like Harper, Miller
had appeared in Hogarth's scene from Falstaff, but the portrait by
A, ¥iller is confined to a half-length format which attempts to capture
that actor's characterisation of Teague within these limited confines.
This time the moment of the action can almost be determined. The char-
acter of Teague was the focus of caustic slurs on the stupidity and

uncouthness of the Irish in the play, The Committee, and his constant

request for money was one of the comic leitmotifs of the play. The
mezzotint shows Teague wearing his characteristic blanket and extended

his hand in an equally characteristic demand for money.

In addition to the mezzotints mentioned above, Hogarth was also
recalled in two prints by Faber representing Lavinia Fenton as Polly

and Thomas %alker as llacheath, reminiscent of Hogarth's several paint-

ings of scenes from The Beggar's Opera (Figures 29 and 30) showing these
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ectors playing these roles, Faber was a prolific engraver and a
student of Vanderbanck's academy, and he engraved the above works
from the originsl designs of Ellys = a student of Thornhill's, The
education of these early print-makers endows their endeavours with a
certain amount of respectability, and their designs are more care-

fully executed and artistically able than those of their later counterpartis,

This striving for respectability was very important, and many
early mezzotinters attempted to Jjustify their choice of such contem~
porafy and popular subject matter by endowing theatrical prints with

elements usually associated with history painting. This is true of a

print of Mrs, Clive as Phillida in Cibber's Damon and Phillida (Figure
90), which is as far removed from stage reality as a theatrical portrait
can bes In a half-length oval setting, Mrs. Clive - one breast bare -
leans out to accept a kiss from Damon who elaborately purses his lips

in expectation, The elevated feel of the work is enhanced by the

inscription which accompanies it:

See native Beauty clad without disguise

No art t'allure a paltry Lover's Eyes,

No still, sett Airs, which but betray the mind
But unaffected innocense we find

Happy the nymph with charms by nature blest
But happier Swain who of the Nymph possest
Can taste the Jjoys which she alone can bring
£nd live in pleasures which alternate spring,
The designer of the print, G, Schalken, was most likely Godfred -
Schalken, the Dutch painter who visited England between 1693
and 1697, If this is the case, the design would only latterly
have been said to be representative of Kitty Clive, who was not
yet born when Schalken died in 1706, It seems as if a hi<tory

peinting by Schalken was adapted into a mezzotint portrait

which ostensibly shows Kitty Clive en dech bille,
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Another artist whose work took on some elements of history paint-
ing was Peter van Bleeck, one of the last of the Dutch immigrant
mezzotinters in London, and himself a painter of theatrical portreits.
His mezzotints after his own designs of Mrs. Cibber as Cordelia in
Lear (Figure 36) and Jonson as Ananias, and Griffin as Tribulation in
the Alchemist for the first time use the mezzotint as a vehicle for
represenfation of a full theatrical scene rather than a single figure
portrait, and these designs undoubtedly influenced the later, more

sophisticated theatrical conversation pieces of Zoffany.

These early mezzotints of actors in character appeared infre-
quently, but their importance is confirmed by the fact that they were
still on display in print shops many years after.their execution: In
1780, Garrick's biographer, Davies, mentions that he has seen both the
Schalken portrait of Miss Clive and the Faber mezzotint of Walker,27
and as late as 1804, one drametic biographer claimed that the latter
mezzotint was even then available in some of the old print shops.28
Mezzotints were the primary means of representation of actors in char-
acter prior to 1770, and their infrequency suggests that neither
artists nor actors were yet aware of the possibility of using prints
for promotional propaganda. Also, since a mezzotint only yielded about
30 impressions before the plate had to be reworked, the medium neces-
sarily limited the number of reproductions which could actually be

sold.29

Awareness of the public market for theatrical prints increased
after 1750 when print sellers began to specialise more frequently in
theatrical portraits and the stipple process allowed a greater number

of prints to be produced in & quicker and more efficient manner.
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McArdell, Wilson, Zoffany and Sayer

James McArdell (1729-1765) was one of the first men to revolu-
tionise both the print industry in general and the theatrical print
industry in particular by exploiting public taste and shrewdly identi-
fying marketable products well ahead of his contemporaries.jo Horace
Walpole in a letter to Grosvenor Bedford in 1759 builds up a picture

of McArdell's clever and sometimes underhanded business methods:

I shall be much obliged to you if you can call

as soon as you can at M'Ardell's in Henrietta
Street, and take my picture from him. I am
extremely angry, for I heard he has told people
of the print. If the plate is finished, be so
good as to take it away, and all the impressions
he has taken off, for I will not let him keep one.
If it is not finished, I shall be most unwilling "
to leave the work with him. If he pretends he
stays for the inscription, I will have nothing
but these words, Horace Walpole, youngest Son of
Sir Robert Walpole, Earl of Oxford. I must beg
you not to leave it with him an hour, unless he
locks it up, and denies to every body there is
any such thing.51

Despite Walpole's undertone of paranoid hysteria, his compleint was Jjus-
tified. Walpole himself had full rights to the mezzotint which McArdell
was engraving, but McArdell, seeing his chance to capitalise on Walpole's
popularity, obviously hoped to press a few extra prints of his own with-
out his patron's knowledge. MNcArdell realised that there was a public
curiosity about Walpole, and thus he intended to use a private portrait
to satisfy the gossip-mongering public. McArdell's application of these

principles to the theatrical print helped popularise this genre in

London.

The first of an excellent line of Irish mezzotint engravers,

McArdell came to Loncéon from Dublin before 1750, bringing with him the
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expertise gained from his master, John Brooks. During his years in
London McArdell sold or engraved over a dozen mezzotints of actors -
this production encompassing 5% of his prolific output. Some of his
theatrical prints were in the tradition of the earlier mezzotints dis-
cussed above in that they were inventions of the engraver rather than
copies of paintings. This is true of McArdell's own mezzotint of
Garrick in the character of an auctioneer speaking the prologue to
Foote's Taste (Figure 91). In this print, Garrick reaches out his
right hand, and speaks the lines, "Before this court, I Peter Puff
appear/A Briton born, and bred an Auctioneer". Despite the theatrical
sub ject matter, this print was more significant for its likeness of
Garrick than for any theatrical content or characterisation. Charac-
terisation is achieved instead in another McArdell mezzotint of Quin as
Falstaff (Figure 92), after a painting also by that artist (Figure 93),
nov in the Folger Shakespeare Library. McArdell, a friend of Quin's,
has represented that actor in all his fat and pompous mock-heroic glory,

with the tavern bill on the floor to signal this portrait as represen-

tative of a specific episode in King Henry IV, Part I.

However, MchArdell's output also included a number of mezzotints
after famous theatrical paintings - thus bringing into the London mind
the publicity value of & reproductive theatrical print. Aside from
straightforward portraits of Garrick and Mrs. Woffington based on pain-
tings by Pond, Liotard and others, NcArdell also sold & mezzotint of

Garrick and Mrs. Cibber in the scene from Venice Preserved (Figure 94)

based on Zoffany's painting, and one of Garrick as Lear in the storm

after Wilson.

Although Wilson and Zoffany usually painted theatrical conversa-

tion pieces rather than single figure portraits, engravings after their
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single figure theatrical print, leading eventually to a rise in pro-
duction and a concurrent decline in the quality of such prints.
Wilson had painted theatrical conversation pieces of Garrick as early
as 1753, but it was not until 1761 that a mezzotint after his Lear in
the Storm (Figure 46) was first published. The sudden appearance of
this mezzotint 8 years out-of-date was possibly related to Zoffany's
arrival in London, despite the fact that Zoffany did not paint his

first theatrical conversation piece (scene from the Farmer's Return)

until YMarch 1762. The exact relationship between Wilson and Zoffany
and the chronology of their estrangement and rivalry are difficult to
determine, but it is certain that after Garrick switched his pat;onage
from Wilson to Zoffany, the former artist stopped producing theatrical
paintings while prints of his previous theatrical portraits began to

appear.

From the beginning, Zoffany's theatrical conversations were repro-
duced in mezzotint and, less frequently, line. His scenes from Macbeth

(Figure 95), The Mayor of Garratt, The Clandestine Marriapge (Figure 42),

et al, were engraved by the best mezzotinters in London at the time,
from 1762 until as late as 1791.33 The market for mezzotints was neces-
sarily small due to the limited number of impressions obtainable from a
copper plate, but the public saw these works in the print shop windows
and the demand for them was undoubtedly in excess of the supply. A com-
promise between artistic quality and public demand had to be reached in
order to allow such images to be more readily accessible to a larger

populous, and to an extent, this compromise was attained by the print

seller, Robert Sayer.
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Sayer, about whom we know little, seems to have appeared at the
heart of the London print industry in 1769 - & classic example of

being in the right place at the right time. Not only did he receive
commissions for prints of Zoffany's and Wilson's theatrical conversa-
tions, but he entered into a partnership with one of the best theatri-
cal mezzotinters of the century, J. R. Smith, and inherited the late
McArdell;s copper plates as well.}5 Sayer reissued several of McArdell's
theatrical portraits with only slight reworkings and changes in the pub-
lication data. For instance, the portrait of Mrs., Chambers as Polly in
The Beggar's Opera was published by McArdell, then later cut down several

36 In fact, McArdell's mezzotint of

inches and re-published by Sayer.
Garrick as the Auctioneer mentioned above was not published until 20

February 1769 - after that artist's death - allowing Sayer to capitalise

on the continuing success of David Gaerrick.

In many ways, Sayer appears to have been more of an entrepreneur

37

than an artist,”. and he put his business acumen into the production of

a tiny picture book of theatricel portraits, called Dramatic Characters

or Different Portraits of the English Stage (1770). The book is pref-

aced by a syncophantic dedication to Garrick followed by a series of
small line engravings, mostly by the French artist, de Fesch.38 These
engravings are minimal, and in meny instances, lifted directly from a
Zoffany painting. TFor example, Zoffany's painting of Shuter, Beard and
Dunstall in Bickerstaffe's Love in a Village (Figure 96) is broken down
by de Fesch into three separate portraits (Figures 97-99), showing these
actors in the attitudes rendered by Zoffany, but the figures are wooden
and sapped of all the life that Zoffany gave them. Other borrowings
from Zoffany include Powell as Posthumous (Figure 100), Garrick as Lord

Chalkstone, and Garrick as Sir John Brute (Figure 101), all superficially
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like Zoffany's portraits but unconvincing in themselves. Strangely
enough, although separate plates of Foote and Weston as the Devil and
Dr. Last (Figures 102 and 103) are included, they are not copies of

Zoffany's painting of these actors in the scene from The Devil Upon Two

Sticks (Figure 104) but rather original designs. Why de Fesch copied
some Zoffany works and not others is a mystery; equally ambiguous is
how Sayer evaded the copyright act, since these engravings were only

published within a few years of Zoffeny's paintings.

To add to the puzzle, Sayer also produced very small prints of
scenes from plays in oval formats of under two inches in diameter,

These prints were called "watch-papers", since they could be fitted into
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the inside of a pocket watch. Again several of these scenes were
taken from peintings by Zoffany. It seems very likely that Sayer gained
permission to have these designs copied in order to provide a larger pub-
lic with reproductions of famous theatrical portraits. More impressions
could be made from these small line engravings than from the larger and
more refined mezzotints, and as they could be sold in a small and easily
affordable set, a larger public would also be able to purchase them.
Although these prints may seem minimal and insignificant to our eyes,

the German professor of physics, Lichtenberg, saw them as accurate
representations of contemporary performances.ho Thus, even one step

removed, Zoffany's ability to capture a theatrical moment was not lost

on eighteenth century audiences.

Later Mezzotints : Reynolds and the Rise of the Reproductive Print

If Hogarth proved the potential for artistic originality in the

designing of prints, Feynolds revealed that prints which slavishly
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mimicked paintings had a potential of their own. It is a commonplace
of Reynolds scholarship that the eminent P.R.A. often painted por-
traits with the eventual reproductive mezzotint in mind - keeping the
effects of chiaroscuro broad and other tonal qualities simple to faci-
litate a speedy engraving.hl Reynolds' exploitation of the print
industry began in 1754 when he commissioned McArdell to engrave his
portraits of the Earl and Countess of Kildare and Lady Charlotte
Fitegwilliam. Thereafter followed & partnership between the two men
which resulted in 34 more mezzotints, and after l'cArdell's death in
1765, there were other mezzotinters available to keep Reynolds' art on

view in the print shops for the rest of the century.

It was a matter of course that Reynolds' few theatrical portraits
were engraved as well - some of them several times - but Reynolds'
theatrical portraits themselves were not as significant to the later
theatrical mezzotinti as that artist's indirect encouragement of repro-

L3

ductive prints. Many artists followed Reynolds' example and had their
portraits engraved, and as theatrical portraits were in the repertoire

of many artists, these works were reproduced as prints as well,

In addition, Reynolds' menia for the painting of old masters so
dominated his presidency of the Academy that it created a revival of
interest in the work of earlier English portraitists such as Lely,
Kneller and Richardson. Because these artists painted portraits of
actors and actresses of the seventeenth century, a series of mezzotints
by various engravers of Nell Gwynn, Ann Oldfield, etc. appeared from
1770 onwards. Although some of these mezzotints were theatrical, they
lacked the contemporaneity of many other theatrical engravings, demon-

strating instead the successful reproduction in print of a past master's



style. Their publicity value was thus lowered, and occasionally, the
printer had to compensate for a lack of theatricel contemporaneity by
endowing the print with additional elements of public interest. This
is true of Watts' large mezzotint of a seventeenth century portrait,
allegedly representative of Nathaniel Lee (Figure 105). The mezzotint
hints that the portrait depicts Lee as the hero of his own play,
Oedipus,'and the subject's parted lips and dishevelled appearance would
have made such a theatrical attribution feasible to an eighteenth cen-
tury viewer. But the image on its own would have meant nothing - it was
not based on a famous painting, and Lee himself was not within the
living memory of theatre audiences at the time. However, Vatts has

allowed for the obscurity of the subject by including the following

inscription:

Author of Eleven Tragedies which were received
with applause, two of them were written after
he had been confin'd in Bedlam four years, he
Attempted Acting, but did not succeed, he was
found dead in the street, Anno 1690 after a
Night of Riot and Extravagance.
This biographical data turns the print into an object of historical

interest, even although the actor himself was outside living memory.

Aside from reproductive prints, theatrical engravers continued to
invent new subjects, and as the century progressed, their invented
mezzotints became more varied. Still prevailing in the last quarter of
the century was the half-length theatrical portrait with a pseudo-~
historical format, similar to the Mrs, Clive as Phillida mentioned ear-
lier. The 1780 mezzotint of Niss Hartley as Elfrida in Mason's Elfrida
(Figure 106) by Nixon shows that actress in profile, her hands crossed
historionically over her chest and her mouth open, posed before a back-

ground of classical architecture. Despite the continued prevalence of
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such archaic types, some artists used this half-length in an oval
format to slightly different ends. Delegal's 1776 mezzotint of Jemmy
Warner "the celebrated clown of Sadler's Wells" (Figure 107) is essen-
tially a caricature. Warner is represented as having squint eyes and
a crooked mouth, and his expression seems almost a parody of theatrical

expression.

Furtbermore, mezzotinters were no longer confined primarily to
this half-length formula. Another slightly satirical portrait of 1770
by Fisher shows the juvenile actress, Miss Rose, in the character of
Tom Thumb (Figure 108), threatening her enemies with & mock-heroic
flourish of sword. This print, published a year after }iss Rose's first
appearance in that role, was undoubtedly a sensation to London au&iences

who had yet to be exposed to the excesses of child actor, Master Betty.

There are many other examples, most of which reveal that artists
began increasingly to use the mezzotint formula more freely. However,
in the case of the theatrical portrait print, mezzotints were gradually
superceded by the quicker and easier process of stipple engraving, which

emerged in London ¢.1775 and changed the whole face of the theatrical

print industry.

Bell, Boydell and the Advent of Stipple Engraving

An eighteenth century Londoner - eager for an object to adorn his
wall - would not necessarily rely on an expensive painting to fulfill
his needs, but would more likely pop down to the local print shop and
choose an engraving to serve &s the desired interior decorations. These
so-called "furniture prints" were stipple engravings, either coloured

or monochrome, of sentimental or pastoral subject matter and of a shape
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and size suitable for framing.M+ The stipple or dot manner was
developed in England in the 1770s by William Wynne Ryland, who had
first encountered this techniqué in France. A stipple engraving was
produced by using tools with rounded and spiked heads such as the
roulette and the xmsrl:toirl’5 to cut a series of dots or logenges into a
prepared ground. This technique had several advantages over previous
intaglio processes. First of all, since stipple engraving often
involved drawing the image onto an etching ground,46 the laborious pro-
cess of cutting into the plate itself - characteristic of line engrav-
ing - could be avoided. Secondly, the numerous dots created by the
stipple method were concentrated into areas of differing densities to
create tonal effects and to evoke the texture of flesh.h7 The latter

qualities were common also to mezzotints, but stipple engraving was a

more rapid process which yielded more impressions than mezzotint.

The speed at which a theatrical portrait could be executed in

stipple is stressed by one author who tells the following anecdote of

the engraver J. K. Sherwin:

In Sherwin's studio, I have frequently seen krs.
Robinson, when in her full bloom, and he actually
engraved her portrait at once upon the copper,
without any previous drawing. Here I also saw

Mrs., Siddons sit, in an attitude of the highest
dignity, in the character of the Grecian Daughter;
which portrait he also engraved in & similar way.as

Stipple engraving wes ideal for portraits, and more specifically, for

portraits which required a hasty execution and which answered a large

public demand.

Although Ryland was responsible for most of the experimentation
with the stipple technique in England, the Italian Bartolozzi, capit-

alised on Ryland's experiments by engraving or sponsoring hundreds of
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stipples during his sojourn in Lcmdon.)+9 Bartolozzi's London studio
eventually employed a number of engravers who mass-produced stipples

in order to answer this new public desire for cheap interior decora-
tion, and among Bartolozzi's output were subjects which combined
theatrical portraiture with the more fanciful format of furniture
prints. For example, in 1796, Bartolozzi himself produced a stipple
engraving after a Shireff design showing Dimond as homeo and Miss Wallis
as Juliet (Figure 109). Despite the seeming theatrical nature of this
print, Dimond was not associated with the role of Romeo in London, and
the format of the work equates it more with the imaginative pastoral
scenes currently popular in London than with any event connected with
the contemporary stage. The print, a three-quarter length, shows_Miss
Wallis as a distressed Juliet, wearing a fashionable empire dress,
emerging from the Capulet tomb and looking away from Romeo who grabs

her hand, puts his arm around her waist and gezes &t her averted face
anxiously. The whole image represents the sort of historionic scene
that & Londoner, reared on the historical pfetensions of the Shakespeare
Gallery, would have desired. In effect, these furniture prints and
other stipple engravings of actors in character were supplying the same

public demend as Sayer's minimal and inexpensive collection of dramatic

portraits.

Throughout the 1780s and 1790s, 132 Fleet Street was the province
of Edward Harding - a stipple engraver and print seller who later
became Queen Charlotte's librarian. In partnership with Edward was his
brother, Sylvester who designed & number of theatrical portraits for

public consumption at the end of the century.50

Sylvester's connections
with the theatre extended to his early years as & strolling player, and

his interest in portraiture expanded beyond theatrical engraving to an
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ambitious collection of engraved portraits and historical trivia -

the Biographical Mirror of 1795. The Harding print shop had additional

links with the theatre through the connections of another of its
engravers, W. N. Gardiner, who had begun his working life on the stage

as well but had been eased into the world of art by Bartolozzi.

However, the Harding shop produced theatrical furniture prints of
a slightly different nature than the pseudo-historical efforts of
Bartolozzi. Taking their cue from the current popularity of mezzotints
both of o0ld actor portraits and new theatrical sensations, the Hardings
churned out stipple engravings of similar subjects which yielded greater
profits but took less time to produce. The Hardings were sensitive to
any design which potentially would be an attractive addition to a draw-
ing room wall, and out-of-date portraits were equally as useful to the
Hardings as up-to-date ones. For instance, in 1794, the Hardings pub-

lished & stipple of the actor Pinkethman in the role of the crusty Don

Lewis in Cibber's Fop's Fortune based on a drawing executed bx George
Vertue over 80 years before, and their stipple engraving of Harris as
Cardinal Wolsey (Figure L) recalled a portrait painted of that actor at
the end of the seventeenth century. The tonal qualities &nd recreation
of the earlier artists' styles seemed not so important to the Hardings
as the production of a visually acceptable, marketable image which

would be a complement, rather than an eyesore, to any interior.

As the Hardings were intent on pleasing their customers, they
offered both the o0ld and the new : in addition to the revitalisation of
early actor portraits, they also rapidly produced stipples depicting
actors in characters which they were currently portraying on the London

stages. For instance, their stipple of William Parsons as Alscrip in
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Burgoyne's Heiress (Figure 110) - designed by Sylvester Harding and
executed by J. Parker - commemorates a performance of that play which
premiered at Drury Lane on Saturday 14 January 1786 and ran for over
30 more nights that season. The print itself, dated 1 May 1786,
emerged at the very end of the Drury Lane season and would have served

to remind the public of both a popular actor and a successful run of a

new play (see chapter 5).

The commercial possibilities of stipple engraving of theatrical
portraits were more fully realised by John Bell - one of the shrewdest
print sellers of the century. Bell's monumental editions of British
plays are discussed in the next chapter, but here it is important to
mention them in connection with the fuller scheme of which they ;ere a
part. Heartened by the success of his first edition of British plays,
Bell embarked on a second edition in the 1790s. Not only did his new
edition contain more plays, but the illustrations within were part of
an ambitious project fully in keeping with Boydell's Shakespeare Gallery

and similar enterprises of the decade. Like Boydell, Bell commissioned

a series of paintings for his British Theatre, which were exhibited at

the British Librery on the Strand - within a stone's throw of the patent
51

theatres. These paintings depicted actors in character and provided

the basis for both the small line engravings in the editions and for a
series of larger stipple engravings which were sold independently.
This project with its paintings, book illustrations and independent
stipple engravings was undoubtedly inspired by the similar tripartite
focus of Boydell's Shakespeare Gellery, and Bell was intending to

profit from a similar market.

Samuel de Wilde provided most of the paintings for Bell, and the

stipples were from the hands of Condé and the ubiquitous Bartoloz:zi.
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However, not every painting for the British Theatre was engraved in

stipple and since most of the stipples produced for Bell were of
actors in comic roles, it seems likely that Bell mede a conscious
choice to employ the stipple technique for a type of facial character-
isation to which it was well suited. These engravings served as a
further purpose of advertising Bell's other projects. Condé‘s stipple

of Bannister as Ben in Congreve's Love for Love (Figure 111) contains

an advertisement which became a part of each independent engraving:

Engraved by Cond€ from the original Picture
which was painted from life by de %kilde, from
the play entitled Love for Love by Congreve,
in the celebrated edition of Bell's British
Theatre, which is now publishing periodically.

Harding and Bell were by no means the only printers who employed
the stipple technique for such practical ends. The technique became
the tool of almost every shop in London, including that of John Boydell.
Prior to 1780, Boydell's shop had specialised in carefully rendered
mezzotint and line engravings, and the shop's only ventures into thea-
trical portraiture were several engravings of David Garricx after con-
temporary paintings. However, in the early 1780s, Boydell appears to
have discovered stipple engraving, and it is no accident that this date
coincides with the triumphant ascension of Siddons and Kemble onto the

London theatrical throne.

Although Mrs. Siddons' career had blossomed through & successful
tour of provincial theatres, her provincial popularity hardly presaged
the reaction of London audiences when she arrived in that city at the
beginning of the 1782-3 season.52 Immediately after her errival, she
played one role after another from Jane Shore to Euphrasia to Lady

Macbeth, and her continued success was unprecedented. Later audiences
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became slightly disillusioned with her excessively affected histrion-
ics, but during her early days in London, she could do no wrong. The
sudden Siddons mania - which extended to her equally popular brother,
J. P. Kemble - created a demand for instant images of that actress,

for which stipple engraving was unquestionably appropriate. Numerous
stipples of Mrs. Siddons in her most famous roles appeared between 1783

and 1785, and Boydell wes not the only businessman to realise the com-

mercial potential of these images.

From the time of its introduction in London in ¢.1775 to 1783, the
stipple technique appears to have been used only occasionally for thea-
trical portraiture - perhaps because these years represented a theatri-
cal lacuna between the retirement of Garrick and the advent of the
¥embles. However, after 1783, stipple engraving became a commonplace

in the production of theatrical portraits, and appropriately, this new

style of engraving coincided with a new era in theatrical history.

Etching and Line Engraving

Mezzotint and stipple engravings were the products of professional
print shops or highly trained individuals, but the technical simglicity
of etching made it accessible to a wider public. Prior to 1750, there
are almost no etchings of theatrical subjects,53 but after this date,
George Townshend's simple caricatures created a cult of the amateur
which spread very quickly into theatrical portraits as well.
Townshend's "card portraits" were the sensation of mid-century London;
they were small provocative caricatures with only a limited amount of
the iconographical trappings normally associated with caricature.su
Townshend's cards not only endowed the art of etching with a certain

amount of respectability, but they inspired a number of untrained
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In a theatrical context, the cult of amateur etching was perpe-

tuated by Mathew and Kary Darly.55

The Darlys are most famous for
their collections of amateur etchings of London types and notables,
such as "Macaronis, Characters, and Caricatures“.56 Many of these
caricatures were by anonymous dilettants, and most were of social types
rather than theatrical figures. However, the Darlys occasionally pro-
duced a simple image of an actor in character which was fully in keep-
ing with the amateur quality of their collections of caricatures. This

is the case in Mary Darly's etching of the actor, Dodd, as Ali in

Collier's Selima and Azor (Figure 112). This print was published on 24

December 1776 in the middle of a season of performances of that play in
which Dodd appeared. The print itself is simple and schematic, consis-
ting of only a few lines, and a comparison of the features of Dodd as
Ali with those of other Dodd portraits shows that Darly has not even

attempted to capture a likeness.

However, despite its bad portrait likeness, it seems unlikely that
Darly's etching of Dodd was meant to be a caricature, but most etchings
of theatrical subjects have something mildly satirical about them. Such
is the case in Dighton's coloured etching of Stephen Kemble as Hamlet -
"A LARGE manager in a GREAT CHARACTER" (Figure 113). This print, dated
1794, shows that actor ludicrously bursting out of his black suit while
striking a tragic attitude and delivering a soliloquy. Certainly the
print seems more than a little unkind, but allegedly, Dighton's approxi-
mation of Stephen Kemble's girth was no exaggeration.57 However, Kemble
had played Hamlet in Scotland, whereas Dighton published and sold this

print in London -~ possibly satisfying a morbid sense of humour and a
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curiosity about a theatrical event which the Londoners themselves

failed to witness.

Etching weas particularly appropriate in capturing a character
or caricature - in part because it allowed & freer line than other
media, but also because this line was often employed in a schematic
or indirect manner.5 Such is the case in the anonymous etching of
Baddeley as Canton of 1 September 1794 (Figure 114). This etching is
based on an engraving of 1772 for F. Torond (Burney Collection, British
Museum) which shows Baddeley squatting and reading a paper, wearing a
5illy smirk and a ridiculously elaborate hairstyle fully in keeping
with the Frenchified character of Canton. The later etching has avoided
the hard lines and outré qualities of the engraving, leaving only a

schematic suggestion of Canton's character and losing the portrait

likeness entirely.

From the few examples of theatrical portrait etching, it appears
as though likeness was never as important as elements of characterisa-

tion. Thus the ambiguous ettack on Samuel Foote, Mr F-te, Orator

(Figure 115) shows him in profile with an unnatural jutting chin, wide
pop-eyes and an exaggerated grin. Not only are the physical features

in this portrait unrelated to Foote's features, but the print is a
reversed duplicate of a Ghezzi caricature of 1738. Therefore, the
inscription on the bottom of the print is the only clue which ties this
image to the actor Foote, and given the satirical nature of contemporary

caricature, this would have been an effective enough attack.

There are only a few other theatrical etchings of the century -
one or two of actual scenes from plays but most focussing on a single

actor. However, etching never really caught on in this field possibly
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because it did not satisfactorily answer the demand for a convincing
portrait likeness, instead swallowing up that likeness in exaggera-

tions of feature and free interpretation of character.

Whereas etching allowed a certain amount of freedom, line engrav-
ing was a demanding and time-consuming process which, in & theatrical
context, was usually reserved for book illustrations. However, the
process was used for several large reproductive prints of the 1760s and
1770s basea on theatrical conversation pieces. Sometimes these line
engravings reproduced theatrical portraits more successfully than mezzo-
tints. For example, a comparison between & large line engraving by

Ravenet of Wilson's Garrick and Mrs. Bellamy in Romeo and Juliet (Figure

116) to a mezzotint of the same subject by Laurie (Figure 117) shows how
the use of linear rather than tonal effects creates more satisfying

results - even in the countenances of the actors themselves.

Line engraving was also a common technique for theatrical subject
pieces with a satirical intent - such as the attack on Foote, Buck Meta-

morphosed, or Foote as an Englishman returned from Paris (Figure 118)

or the similar attack on }Macklin, Love-a-la-mode, or & new whimsical

cantata by Young d'urfey. Both of these prints contain several charac-

ters in a scene accompanied by long inscriptions full of allusions to
the actors' stage careers. A similar use of inscription occurs in an
odd line engraving of 1763 showing Yeates (sic) in the character of

Launce in The Two Gentlemen of Verona (Figure 119). Here the inscrip-

tion is from Launce's soliloquy about his dog, and the dog himself is
present, looking up adoringly at his master. This print is unusual

because The Two Gentlemen of Verona was not performed in the eighteenth

century, and therefore the print's very existence smacks of something
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more literary than theatrical. Here the line is employed in an
original manner, the artist having used the burin to create a series

of short, sharp strokes - avoiding hatching or any other depth-

creating devices.

However, unless executed with the necessary skill and effort, line
engravings could not satisfy the demand for a convincing likeness of
the actor depicted, and given the necessity of quick production which

governed the output of most theatrical portraitists, such a laborious

process was impracticel. Mezzotint thus seemed more suitable for

reproductive prints and stipple for prints which needed to be produced

in large numbers and at great speed. Theatricel portraitists - undaun-

ted by the introduction of new processes of engraving - adapted these

processes and moved with the times. The gradual increase of theatrical

prints from Zoffany's arrival in England to the end of the century
attests to a growing market and, implicitly, a growing desire among

the buying public to possess images of favourite actors playing famous

roles.
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Chapter &4

BOOK ILLUSTRATION

In its current fascimile series, the Cornmarket Press includes
8 collection of theatrical portrait line engravings which John Bell
published in conjunction with his first edition of Shakespeare (1774).
The anonymous editor of this facsimile sums up the usefulness of the

plates to a modern scholar in the following terse manner:

They are full-length contemporary portraits of
actors and actresses in Shakespearian roles.
They were the first set of this kind ever to
be published end are important as evidence of
the stage costume worn during the period.1

No one would deny the truth of this statement, but only e fraction of
the importance of the Bell character plates is revealed here. A4 less
obvious but more substantial clue to the significance of these plates
can be found in Bell's own advertisement which precedes this same

edition of Shakespeare. He sells his work with these words:

When it is considered that the Artists of this
Kingdom seldom or never have been employed in
Miniature Engraving, beyond the scanty Encour-
agement of a Sixpenny Magazine, it need not be
wondered that the French, at present, boast so
much of their superior Excellence in this deli-
cate Art; nor, when it is known that a Pencil
Character in particular, who ranks himself with
the first of his Profession, and some others,
who but fancy themselves to be Connoisseurs in
the Art, have been wantonly sportive on English
engraving and cruelly endeavoured to impede and
damp the progress of this work, rather than pro-
mote its success - no longer need it remain a
Matter of Surprise, that the Genius of England
in this particular Branch, has so long been
enveloped in & cloud ...
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Bell's remark takes the aggressive yet defensive tone of Hogarth's

advocacy of English engraving, while it foreshadows Boydell's more

positive stance in his later introduction to the Shakespeare Gallery

catalogue.

The most revealing aspect of Bell's advertisement for his first
edition of Shékespeare‘s plays is the subordination of mention of the
text to discussion of the frontispieces. Like any good advertiser,
Bell realised that packaging was the most efficacious way of selling
a product, and despite the literary pretensions of his clients, they

most likely bought his works for what they considered good quality
engravings.3

The frontispieces for his first edition of Shakespeare were scenes
from the plays, and the dramatic character plates were sold separately,

but his use of portrait frontispieces for the British Theatre a year

Jater indicates that these line engravings of actors in costume must
have been popular. They also must have continued so, as they appeared

in his editions of plays until as lete as 1797 when he finally gave up

the enterprise.

In order to understand the importance of Bell's character portraits
for his editions of plays, a context is necessary which establishes the
standard practice of play illustration prior to Bell, and, following
that, an examination of the various Bell editions and rival editions.
This study will indicate the startling impact Bell had on the single
figure portrait industry through his use of portrait frontispieces in

his prolific publications of British dramatic works.
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From the Scenic Illustration to the Actor Portrait : The Early
History of Play Illustration in Eighteenth Century London

Jacob Tonson was the first publisher to adapt successfully the
French practice of including engraved frontispieces to editions of
plays, his success largely dependent upon the assemblage of expert
foreign engravers which he lured to England with offers of employment.5
The fi?st illustrated collection of plays pﬁblished by Tonson were
those of Shakespeare, edited by Nicholas Rowe and released to the world
in 1709. The choice of Shakespeare may seem rather natural to a modern
mind, but, in fact, no complete English edition of Shakespeare had been
published since the first folio.6 Thus the novelty of Tonson's edition
lay first in the very fact of its publication and secondly in his inclu-
sion of engraved frontispieces - & practice then unfamiliar in England.
More than one art historian has pointed out the logistical problem
Tonson must have had of how to illustrate a set of plays which had
rarely been illustrated before, and thus had no iconographical prece-

dent.7

The anonymous designers of the Tonson frontispieces solved this
problem by recourse to the theatre where an established visual tradi-
tion existed. Another explanation for the use of theatrical motifs in
the Tonson Shakespeare was tendered in 1916 by M. Salaman who suggested:

The day of the book-illustration in England had

not arrived, and the readers of Shakespeare can-

not, up to the publication of Rowe's edition,

have been exceedingly numerous. The popular

conceptions of the scenes of the plays were,

therefore, inseperable from the stage-represen-

tations and the personalities of the players.

Salaman's explanation is compelling, but not entirely accurate in

relation to the illustrations themselves. The Tonson frontispieces

include such theatrical motifs as obvious backcloths (Henry V) (Figure

120) and stage curtains (Twelfth Night) (Figure 121), but these motifs
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are general, and related to all plays, rather than to specific ones.
The one confirmable contemporary theatrical motif in the Rowe/Tonson
edition is the fallen chair in the ghost scene of Hamlet (Figure 122)
- a stage trick practised by Betterton9 - which, by itself, hardly
substantiates Salaman's theory that all the illustrations represent
"popular conceptions". Furthermore, Salaman's suggestion that "the
personaiities of the players" can be discerned in the Tonson frontis-
pieces is not confirmed by the parade of anonymous cardboard cut-outs
of Falstaff, Hamlet, Rosalind, et al, in the illustrations themselves.
Portraiture, and other forms of theatrical specificity, therefore,
play very little part. It is significant that even these theatrical
allusions began to disappear in Tonson's second edition of Shakespeare
(1714) when du Guernier took over the programme of illustration and rid

the series of many of its more obvious stage props.

This depletion of theatrical formula in the 1714 edition is symp-
tomatic and precursive of the gradﬁal infiltration of the rococo into
English illustration, largely through the agents of expatriate French
illustrators.lo The very artifice of the rococo necessarily led book
illustration on a course away from the naive theatrical realism of
Tonson's first edition of Shakespeare. The movement gained momentum
in Englend when the Prince of Wales began to patronise its artists,l1
and, in 1732, at the height of Prince Frederick's enthusiasm, Hubert
Frangois Gravelot came to England, and within a few years was called
upon to illustrate Theobald's new edition of Shakespeare., Whether or
not England had any influence on Gravelot is a moot point,12 but it is
certain that Gravelot had a profound effect on English illustration at
that time. His illustrations for Theobald's (1740) and Hanmer's (1744)

editions of Shakespeare did much to crystallise the fanciful, non-
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theatrical portrayal of Shakespearian scenes in England for many

years. However, Gravelot's rococo delicacy was particularly inappro-
priate for representation of the more robust Shakespearian characters,
as a glimpse at his portrayal of Falstaff or Henry VIII (Figure 123)
;ill reveal.13 Not only are these figures alienated from Shakespeare's

text, but they reveal that Gravelot was oblivious to the standard

characterisation of such figures perpetuated by actors on the English

stage.

Gravelot's mennerisms were, to an extent, adopted by Heyman when
the two worked together on Hanmer's Shakespeare in 1744.1h Hayman's

choice of scene for this edition was substantially limited by his con-

tract with Hanmer, which stated:

The said Francis Hayman is to design and delineate

a drawing to be prefix'd to each play of Shakespear

taking the subject of such scenes as ST Thomas

Hanmer shall direct ...15
A reading of Hanmer's instructions to Hayman indicate that the artists
deviated in only minor detail from Hanmer's description for each scene,
possibly out of a timid fear of not receiving the three guineas per
drawing promised him should be diverge from the accepted formula. How-
ever, another possibility presents itself. Within the limitations of
Hanmer's instructions, Hayman could express fully his rococo ;tyle
largely because Hanmer's instructions were concerned almost exclusively
with costume and characterisation. The focus of Hanmer's emphasis sug-
gests that he not only knew the texts of the plays, but that he derived
some of his more decisive ideas from contemporary stage practice. This

is particularly true of costume. For example, Hanmer's choice of the

casket scene for the Merchant of Venice (Figure 124) seems in part an
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excuse to portray Portia's Moorish suitor in his national dress:

Towards the other side of the room Morocchus a

Moorish Prince richly habited in the garb of

his Countrey with & turban and scymitar.l6
In other passages he refers to Italo-Spanish costumes, servants'
livery, the dress of shepherds and shepherdesses, and, in his descrip-
tioﬁ of the scene from King John, he insists that "the habit of the
times must be consider'd in this and the following designs".17 All of
these types of costumes were standard stage dress, and theatrical man-
agers of the period were beginning to attempt to promote historical
accuracy in costume, albeit in a haphazard and non-archaeological way

(see chapter 6).

It would be going too far to suggest that Hanmer's descriptions
of character recall specific actors, and such a supposition would be
unprovable in any case. However, his very obsession with the essential
character and physiognomy of Shakespeafe's creations was alien to the
work of rococo artists who tended to integrate figure and landscape.
Thus, Hanmer's instructions combined with Hayman's rococo style to
create an anomaly between the theatrically expressive physiognomy of
the characters and the stylistic virtuosity of the scenes. For example,

amidst the feathery Athenian landscape of Hayman's Midsummer Night's

Dream illustration (Figure 125), Quince, Snug, Flute, Snout, and
Starvling run away from the metemorphosed Bottom "with different
actions expressing their astonishment and fear".l8 Hayman depicts

each of these characters with gestures fully in keeping with John

Bell's later dramatic portreits.

One cannot deny that an essentially English obsession with char-

acter prevented Hayman from whole-heartedly adapting the Gravelot
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idiom, but Esther Gordon Dotson's attempt to see Hayman's figures
for various Shakespeare illustrations as microcosmic examples of a
more general shift of obsession from plot to character in gll eight-

eenth century thought is simplistic.19

What is more likely is that
Hayman's expression of character reflected a concern that had long
been present in England with the predominance of portraiture and which
begén to re-emerge when Hayman combined rococo fantasy with a more
literal interest in human character. The logical first step in this

re-emergence was & recourse to the theatre as the most accessible

visual source for play illustration.

Unlike Tonson's illustrators, Hayman never used obvious theatri-
cal motifs such as rippling stage curtains or visible prosc;nium doors,
but in at least two instances, it has been proven that Hayman borrowed
ideas from David Garrick.zo In his illustrations for Jennens edition
of Shakespeare (incomplete, published 1770), Hayman follows instruc-
tions given to him in a letter from Garrick even more closely than he
had followed Hanmer's - undoubtedly realising that, with regard to
illustration, Garrick's unscholarly knowledge of the great Shakespeare
plays was more useful to him than Haenmer's erudition. In his letters,
Garrick offers suggestions for scenes in King Lear (Figure 126) and
Othello - both of which were in his own acting repertoire. Not surpri-
singly, his ideas focus primarily upon character, and one can assume
that his own experience formed the basis for his confident suggestions:

If you intend altering the scene in Lear ... what
think you of the following one. Suppose Lear mad,
upon the ground, with Edgar by him; his attitude
should be leaning upon one hand & pointing wildly
towards the Heavens with the other. Kent &
Footman attend him, & Gloster comes to him with

a torch; the real Madness of Lear, the frantick
affectation of Edger, & the different looks of
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concern in the three other carracters (sic), will
have & fine effect. Suppose you express Kent's
particular care & distress by putting him upon
one knee begging & entreating him to rise & go
with Gloster.2l

In his suggestions for Othello, Garrick offers to demonstrate the
gestures mentioned,22 and this fact throws an additional light on
Heyman's Lear illustration, and on Garrick's directorial habits as

well.

However, these theatrical influences are still sporadic and it
was not until Bell issued his Shakespeare character plates that the
scene was dispensed with in favour of an unquestionably theatrical
character portrait. As I have mentioned before, these plat%s were
issued separately; the frontispieces to the editions actually sold
were traditional scenes from the plays designed by E. Edwards. Several
of Edwards' scenes were obviously influenced by Hayman's illustrations
for Hanmer, but Edwards' efforts are more literal. For example, both

Hayman and Edwards illustrated act IV, scene ix from A Comedy of Errors

(Figures 127 and 128) in which Antipholus and Dromio are cornered in

the street. Hayman dwarfs his characters in a street which flows off

in a recessive diagonal, but Edwards offers no recession, no strange
angles, no virtuosity, only a mere hint of houses in the background, in
effect, a stock theatrical scene. Edwards' works are, for the most part,
minimal and hardly merit Bell's extravagant advertisements, but in his
careful depiction of theatricel costume, Edwards carried some incipient

tendencies in Hayman's 1744 illustrations a step further.

Before discussing the Bell editions, it is necessary to mention
briefly the nature of the texts of plays in the eighteenth century.

Tonson's editor, Rowe, was one of the first in a long line of scholars
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Shakespeare in particular was subjected to a series of atrocities
unlike anything perpetuated on a less notable author. His plays were
re-written, re-organised, made into operas; new characters and scenes
were added, and others were taken away. A large amount of this mani-
pulation was for the purpose of creating a satisfactory acting text,
but often these adulterated acting versions were advertised erroneously
in playbills as "by Shakespeare". These alterations necessitated a
series of scholarly editions of Shakespeare, and an increase in the
reading public as the century progressed created a greater demand for

them.24

Shakespeare was not the only esuthor to have his plays-appearing
in multi-volume editions through the century : Johnson, Beaumont and
Fletcher, and the popular French neo-classicists, Miliere and Racine
appeared in print between 1709 and 1780, although these editions were
only rarely illustrated. The ancient classics were also subjected to
translation and published. Bonnel Thornton's translation of Plautus
(1764-5) immediately.preceded Colman the Elder's translation of Terence
(1765-6); eand the works of both Sophocles (1759) and Euripides (1781-2)
appeared in English versions. However, despite the fact that plays by
Voltaire, Moliere, Buripides, et al appeared in heavily revised and
adapted versions on the English stage through most of the century, the
texts mentioned above were meant to be perused and absorbed "in the
closet" and thus bore only an academic relationship to the theatre.
Popular and contemporary plays were usually published only in cheap
un-illustrated individual editions, possibly for the purpose of being
sold at the theatre where the play was currently being performed.zs

Aside from the novelty of adorning his editions with portraits, John
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Bell was also the first man to publish multi-volume editions of the
current acting versions of plays, thus moving away from the highly
literary and scholarly text to a more popular and accessible one.
Bell's concession to the more fastidious litterati was to include
"Lines omitted in representation" in inverted commas, although he
almost never indicates which bits and pieces were added at the whim

of the Covent Garden or Drury Lane managers.

Bell's edition of Shakespeare's plays could be characterised by

& purist as all the most execrable alterations of Shakespeare rolled
into one, and, indeed, it has been dubbed the worst edition of
Shekespeare that ever a.ppezanred.z6 However, perhaps even a lover of
Shakespeare's original texts might be prepared to recognis; the drama-
tic logic behind many of the altered and added lines. What was done to
Shakespeare in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in the name of
entertainment is no worse than what many modern directors do to his
plays in the twentieth century in the name of artistic expression.
Most of Bell's potential clients were men and women of leisure who were
undoubtedly delighted at the prospect of reminding themselves of their
favourite play by perusing the same text that the actors themselves
used. In an eighteenth century polemic for the cause of authors, James
Ralph characterises the reasoning behind the actions of book sellers:

The sagacious Bookseller feels the Pulse of the

Times, and according to the stroke prescribes;

not to cure, but flatter the Disease: As long

as the Patient continues to Swallow, he continues

to administer; and on the first symptom of a

Nausea, he changes the dose.27
Bell's shrewdness in choosing such non-academic works for the enjoyment

of the theatre-going public also had & great deal to do with his own

lack of literary accomplishments. As Leigh Hunt says of him:
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He had no acquirements, perhaps not even grammar;
but his taste in putting forth a publication, and
getting the best artists to adorn it, was new in

those times and may be &dmired in any.28

Bell's First and Second Editions of Shakespeare's Plays

In 1825, George Clint painted a portrait of John Bell, then aged
80,'with three books on the table in the background. One of the books
which had the honour of being included in the portrait was a volume of
his second edition of Shakespeare. Bell's pride in his engraved
editions of plays was such that, despite a veriety of other accomplish-

ments, he trade-card emphasised these as paramount:

J. Bell near Exeter Exchange in the Strand, London.
Bookseller and Publisher of the Poets of Great
Britain from Chaucer to Churchill, Shakespeare's
plays, the most elegant Edition, and the British
Theatre &c. where Gentlemen for their Libraries,
Merchants and Captains of Ships for Exportation,
Booksellers and Shopkeepers to sell again, may

be supplied on the most reasonsble terms, with
Books in Quires or in the various Flain and Orna-
mental Bindings.29

Among his other accomplishments, Bell esteblished a new form of type-
set which made the long g obsolete, and he founded the popular news-

30

paper as we know it today. These innovations made him an essentially
modern man in his time, reliant on his own intuition and not bound by

the restraints of tradition.

It was possibly Bell's connections with the Morning Post and Daily

Advertiser that initially inspired the project for the first complete

acting edition of Shakespeare, for the Morning Post was one of the few

London broadsheets which had permission from the patent theatres to

print their playbills. In an inversion of modern advertising practice,
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the newspapers had to pay the theatres for this privilege, but since
few London journals had this right, the inclusion of playbills in a
31

newspaper guaranteed sales. Thus, there was & direct relationship
between Bell and the managers of Drury Lane and Covent Garden, and,
in addition, the green room gossip which formed a major part of the

¥orning Post kept Bell right on top of the ever-changing theatrical

situation in the 1770s.

Prior to Bell's first edition of Shakespeare, few acting editions
of plays were published, and those that did appear were often in the
provinces, One example from among the scant few is an edition of
O'Hara's Midas published in 1771 by J. Davidson of Edinburgh. The
title page reads, "Midas ... as perform'd at the Theatres ﬁ;yal Covent
Garden and Haymarket". This reference to London theatres indicates
that the edition was more likely to have been sold in London than in
Edinburgh, and the additional information given "sold by A. Maclardie"

could substantiate this theory (see below).

5
However, such editions were rare and only appeared one at a time,

When in 1773, Bell first began to produce his edition of Shakespeare's
plays, be published one volume every Sat:urday,}2 allowing the public to
acquire them one by one or to subscribe to the whole set. By treating
individual plays as numbers of a periodical, Bell created a precedent
for popular publication which reached its zenith in the days of the
Victorian serialised novel. The less affluent members of society thus
had an equal opportunity to purchase individual editions of their

favourite plays if they could not afford a full set.

But despite Bell's attempt to cater to a more popular audience,

he cannot be categorised as a social reformer or a man of the people,
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although modern references to Bell seem to rate him as such. Bell
realised who his most useful benefactors were, and he found ways of
making his editions attractive to "up-market" clients as well. In an
advertisement for his second edition of Shakespeare's plays, he says:
The Flan and Execution of this Publication has
met with the approbation and admiration of every

class of readers in every part of the world where
the Work has been seen ... (italics mine)

and then he adds significantly

Subscriber's names will be printed; and the
Books are delivered in the order of application.
Such, therefore, as are curious and desirous of
obtaining fine impressions of the Splendid
Exbellishments, are requested to be early in
giving their orders.33

The implication here is that those who had the money to subscribe to
the edition would have received good quality engravings, whereas those
who were only buying the odd edition would have had to settle for what-
pIA

ever feeble impression the worn copper plate could manage.

This elitism is stressed in Bell's advertisement for his second

edition of the British Theatre, which is quoted below since the differ-

ent prices and bindings hold equally for his second edition of

Shekespeare's plays:

The FIRST SORT will be printed on Vellum Faper,
small size, price One Shilling and Sixpence,
with Vignette and Characteristic Prints.

The SECOND, an ordinary sort, is printed on
coarse Paper, price Sixpence each wjth inferior
Impressions of the character Print only.

But, at the request of many Amateurs of fine
works, another Sort is printed on ROYAL PAPER,
with extensive Margins, and will contain PROOF
INPRESSIONS of BOTH THE PRINTS and sold at Five
Shillings each Play.35
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Bell's word choice and his use of italics and block capitals is
indicative and psychologically efficacious. It must have been a great
‘boasting point among Londohers to have a complete edition on ROYAL
PAPER with PROOF IMPRESSIONS, whereas undoubtedly few would have liked
to admit that they could only afford an "ordinary sort". The subscrip-
tion list which accompanies the first edition of Shakespeare's plays
inolﬁdes baronets, knights and Oxford dons, many of whom had purchased
the royal paper version, but the list also includes anonymous "Sirs",
"Mr's" and "Ladies" who had only managed to buy the cheaper version.
The discontinuance of the subscription list in subsequent Bell editions
could have related to the disapprobation of his wealthier clients who

did not want to be seen as tight-fisted by the rest of Londdn.

It is essential to establish such economic factors before moving
on to a discussion of the prints themselves, since the response of the
London public to Bell's works undoubtedly dictated his subsequent
actions. In addition, as the illustrafions were Bell's major bargain-
ing point, it is instructive to see how the frontispieces changed from
one edition to the next and, where possible, to establish to what
extent the buying public effected these visual changes. A comparison
between the character plates for the two editions of Shakespeare's

plays is particularly relevant in this light.

The dramatic character plates for Bell's first edition of
Shaekespeare's plays were designed principally by three artists -
Dighton, Parkinson and Roberts, the latter dominating the design pro-
gramme, Despite the presence of three different designers and four
engravers, the portraits have a uniform format; an actor or actress
in costume exhibiting a dramatic gesture against a blank background.

There is little variation in style between the portraits, although
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several of Parkinson's efforts (e.g. Shuter as Falstaff, Baddeley as
Trinculo, Macklin as Shylock) (Figures 16, 129 and 130) have an inde-
pendent expressive life of their own. Parkinson's characterisations
emerge as slightly superior to those of Roberts largely because he
concentrated on portrait likeness and the essentials of character,
avoiding Roberts' more obvious use of facial schema and excessive

gesture.

Parkinson had painted a theatrical conversation piece in 1773,
and thus had some familiarity with the genre, but Roberts seems to have
had no connection with theatrical portraits prior to the Bell edition,
his sole distinction being the acquisition of a Society of Artists
prize in 1766.36 Roberts later became portrait painter to the Duke of
Clarence, which may seem rather amazing to us, but was hardly so in an
age where efficiency, speed and technical merit was highly prized by
the nobility, who wanted adequate yet flattering likenesses of them-
selves but were little concerned with the subtleties of artistic
expression. Roberts was certainly adequate, and highly prolific, and
Bell was pleased enough with his unexceptional illustrations to turn

the entire programme for the first British Theatre over to him.

The third of the designers for the first edition of Shakespeare's
plays, Dighton, received a commission for only four illustrations. As
I mentioned in the previous chapter, Dighton was primarily a caricatur-
ist, but none of this tendency appears in the Bell illustrations. 1In
fact, it seems that Bell hired Dighton as & mere odd jobs boy, assigning
him four of the most obscure of Shakespeare's plays, none of which was

performed at the time. Dighton's designs for Henry VI, Part II, Love's

Labour's Lost, Richard II, and Troilus and Cressida (Figures 131-134)

are in keeping with those of Roberts, but Dighton had the



115

uninspirational task of depicting actors in roles they had never per-
formed and of having to invent costumes and gestures to go along with

the roles (for possible explanations, see chapter 5).

Despite the competence of their engraved portraits, neither
Roberts, Parkinson nor Dighton could be considered great artists, nor
is there any documentary evidence which indicates that they were par-
ticularly well known to the London public at the time. However, when
the §0pularity of his first edition of Shakespeare incited Bell to
publish a second one (1785-6), the relative anonymity of the illustra-

tors concerned was no longer the case:

It is to be remarked, that this Edition has been
honoured with the most marked and flattering
approbation from all classes of readers, and in
every country where it has been seen, the EMBEL-
LISHNENTS are numerous and beautiful, consisting
of not less than eighty scenes and characteristic
prints, designed, originally and on purpose for
this work, by Loutherbourg, Burney, Ramberg,
Hamilton and Sherwin in England; and by Morceau
of Paris - they are engraved too by Bartolozzi,
Sherwin, Delattre, Heath, Cook, Collyer, Hall and
Thornthwaite; and are esteemed by the Connoisseur
as the most perfect and beautiful sett of prints,
that ever was executed of the same extent, in any
country. The Impressions are still in high pres-
ervation but they are growing worse every day -
early applications therefore will be attended with
advantage.3/

Bell's pretensions of catering to & popular audience are exposed here;
although he was not yet able to boast the impressive list of Royal

Academicians which collaborated on his second British Theatre, his

acquisition of de Loutherburg and Hamilton in particular is a step up
from Roberts and Parkinson. The inclusion of Royal Academy artists
thus gave a crown of distinction to Bell's second edition of Shakes-
peare's pleys which his first edition lacked. Indeed, the very format

of the new actor portraits moved away from the hard-edged accuracy of
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the earlier edition and towards a softer, more fanciful approach

which gave the new engravings more in common with fancy furniture

prints than with accurate theatrical portraits. This can be seen in
particular by lopking at the non-portrait frontispieces which also
accompanied each play. These frontispieces represented scenes from

the plays, and they are often modelled on the frontispieces which E,
Edwards engraved for Bell's first edition of Shakespeare. For example,

de Loutherburg's design for the frontispiece to King Henry V (Figure

135) is in many respects merely a reversal of Edwards' illustration to
the same play (Figure 136), but de Loutherburg minimises the details
and exaggerates the curves of the composition to create an entirely
different effect. De Loutherburg's design is softer and more fanciful

than that of Edwards.

The main perpetuator of this softer approach in the portrait
engravings was Johan Heinrich Ramberg who designed the majority of
them, Ramberg had come to England in 1781 from Hanover, and he quickly
became a scholar of both Reynolds and Bartolozzi, the latter of whom
was in charge of the design programme for Bell's second edition of
Shakespeare's plays. Ramberg de-emphasised theatrical verisimilitude,
concentrating instead on a satisfying design - injecting a new but
rather passé'dose of rococo back into Shakespeare illustration. A
comparison of an early and late Bell Shakespeare illustration on the
same subject exposes Ramberg's new methods best. Both koberts and

Ramberg depicted Mrs. Abington as Beatrice in Much Ado About Nothing

(Figures 137 and 138), and both showed her at the denouement of the

pPlay in which Beatrice unmasks and reveals herself to Benedick:

Benedick. Which is Beatrice?

Beatrice. I answer to that name, what is your will?
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Robert depicts Mrs. Abington in a full frontael pose, a mask in her
right hand and & fan in her left, her face expressionless and her
voluminous skirt dominating the illustration. Kemberg also shows her
removing the mask, but he has created a more dynamic composition by
altering her pose and replacing her bulging skirt with soft classical
draperies, which billow in an imaginary wind. Ramberg shows much
greéter imagination than Roberts, in part because he was not tied down
by the sort of theatrical convention which dominated the earlier set
of Shakespeare illustrations. This can be seen in particular by com-
paring Roberts' portrait of Barry as Timon (Figure 135) with Ramberg's
of Kemble in that role (Figure 140). Barry and Kemble were principal

tragedians of their respective decades, and although Timon .of Athens

was rarely performed, its classical setting and archetypal themes made
it an epitomal tragedy. Most illustrations of Timon focus on the scene
where the prodigal Timon, having lost his worldly wealth, and retreated
into seclusion and misanthropy, discovers a cache of gold. The irony
of the play is centred upon this scene, as the wealth which was once

so necessary to Timon no longer holds any meaning for him. Roberts
shows Barry frowning, his right arm raised dramatically towards heaven,
his left hand resting on a shovel, exclaiming, "Thou sun that comfort-
est, burn!" His gesture and expression are large, the feeling is gen-
eral and the whole is reflective of the grandiloquent nature of stage
tragedy at the time. Ramberg, on the other hand, presents us with a
much more informal pose which is out of touch with the expansive thea-
trical gesture of Barry. Ramberg's portrait of Kemble shows that
actor's body in an anatomically taxing curve, his foot on the barrel

of money, his hand on his raised knee. Although the theatrical allus-
ions are missing and Kemble's facial features are not captured convin-

cingly, Ramberg's Timon design proves that he was not oblivious to the
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character development necessary for & satisfying depiction of a scene
from Shakespeare. This cognisance of characterisation - albeit non-
theatrical characterisation - distinguishes Ramberg's neo-rococo
scenes from Gravelot's more dehumanised ones. Ramberg's figures are
not blurs on the landscape and his characterisation can be, at times,
exquisitg. In works such as his portrait of Quick as Launce in The

Two Gentlemen of Verona (Figure 141), his playful caricature makes up

for the more stagnant displays of stylistic mannerism such as his Mrs.

Siddons as Isabella in Measure for Measure (Figure 142).

Ramberg's illustrations for Bell were more or less agents for a
display of his personal style, disguised vaguely as portraits. They
lack the essential links with the theatre that the earlier Bell
Shakespeare illustrations had, but they are more lively illustrations
because of this removal of constraint. The reaction against the liter-
alness of the first Bell portrait engravings in the second edition of
Shekespeare's plays was perhaps in part a response to public desire for
greater variety in the portrayal of Shakespeare's vast array of charac-
ters. Although there is little conclusive evidence for this theory, it
is a certainty that the portreit illustrations in Bell's first and

second editions of the British Theatre followed a course which remained

faithful to theatrical verisimiltude in the wake of a change of artistic

style and theatrical convention.

Bell's First "British Theatre" and the Rival Publications

Shortly after he began publishing parts of his British Theatre in

1776, Bell issued the following angry announcement:
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It is at present necessary, that the encouragers
of the British Theatre should be particular in
ordering BELL's Edition of each Number, and in
observing that they are served with the right
sort, as several interested Booksellers, actuated
by selfish motives, have already employed every
engine within their power to injure the reputa-
tion, and suppress the circulation of this Edi-
tion; not only by giving false accounts both in
public and private, but also whenever the oppor-

. tunity offers, by imposing false copies on the
purchaser, and generally refusing to sell Bell
Edition on any account; nay they have even gone
80 far as to copy the original Advertisement for
this work, and nearly the Title Page, in order
that they may obtrude their own futile produc-
tions with less suspicion, when the above may be
wanted ... The First part of their conduct will
be put to confusion by a sight of this genuine
work, the purchase money for which will be
returned if it is not approved and admired. As
to the latter part, it yet remains to be deter-
mined whether the public at large will yield to
these base attempts, and patiently accept whet
the booksellers are pleased to impose, or whether
there will be spirit enough abroad to encourage
the present work, wherein neither expensive ele-
gance, or attentive correctness will be wanting
to render it a valuable 1ibrary.38

At first glance, these remarks may seem to be the product of Bell's
paranoia, or, if they are taken at face value, the excessive conduct of
rival booksellers seems unbelievably harsh and greedy. To some extent,
both of these observations are true : Bell's journalistic phraseology

is often extravagant and expressive of his personal prejudices, but, on
the other hand, his rivals did go so far as to use the name "Bell" in
order to sell their publications.39 However, the actual story of Bell's
problems with rival publishers is more complex than this, and involved

not only his British Theatre but his early edition of Shakespeare's

plays and the British Poets as well, One of the major weapons used by

Bell and his rivals against each other were editions of plays with
illustrated portrait frontispieces, and because of this indirect

involvement of theatrical portraits, the story of Bell and his rivals
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needs to be reconstructed before a thorough discussion of the frontis-

pieces is possible,

Without knowing the background, a modern observer may well wonder
why other London book sellers used such harsh and seemingly underhanded
offensives against Bell, even given the fact that he was responsible
for feleasing a potentially lucrative new product onto the publishing
market. The first step in answering this question lies in the nature
of the copyright law. The first copyright act had appeared in 1709 -
the year of the Tonson Shekespeare - and established a formal standerd
for dispensation of rights including the stipulation that the author
of a new book, or his assignee should have the sole rights to that book
for fourteen years and & further fourteen years should be still be
alive at the end of the first fourteen. The law appeared straightfor-
ward, but in the 1770s problems arose when copyrights expired and the
assignees who held them attempted to maintain their hold even after the
expiration. A series of court cases resulted, in which book sellers
who held these expired copyrights tried to insist on the continuance
of these rights in the wake of their rivals' insistence that the copy-

rights be released.ho

At first the original assignees appeared to win the day, but
trouble arose when book sellers in Edinburgh published works which had
previously been the sole province of certain London book sellers.l'1
One of the key figures in this controversy was an Edinburgh book seller

called Alexander Donaldson, who was brought before the Court of Session

in 1767 for publishing Stackhouse's History of the Bible, the copyright

of which had only just expired.z*2 Not only did Donaldson win this case,

but he also emerged victorious from & similar suit brought against him

43

before the House of Lords in London in 1774. The latter victory set
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a precedent which served to make expired copyrights available to

anyone and everyone who wished to make use of them.

However, the London publishing industry did not accept this
decision lightly, as one letter "from & celebrated author" to the

Public Advertiser reveals. Speaking of the Lords decision in favour

of Donaldson, the "celebrated author" writes:

And what is the public utility derived from this
decision? We shall be supplied with good and
cheap Editions of Books. Just the Reverse. No
Man will venture to print a splendid or good
Edition of any Book, because he can never be
certain that the same book is not printing at
the same time by other persons ... Nay ... if
the Trade lies open for any length of Time, many
useful and necessary Books will never be reprin-
ted at all; such as our Latin, French and other
Dictionaries, and a Variety of School-Books, of
which it is necessary to print eight or 10,000
at once to enable them to sell at the low Price
they do now. And such large Editions are gener-
ally so long in selling off, that they are barely
worth re-printing by their present Proprietors,
secured as they have till now been in the exclu-
sive Right of so doing.hk

Because of this resistance to the new legislation, many London
book sellers agreed at the time to protect each others' continuing rights
to books for which they had been assignees. However, in the wake of the
legal justification of the Donaldson affair, John Bell arranged to have
his editions printed in the provinces and then brought down to London
to sell. Thus on the title page of his first edition of Shakespeare,
are the words, "Printed for John Bell, near Exeter Exchange in the

Strand, and C. Etherington at York", and Bell's first British Theatre

has a similar origin in the Apollo Press of Edinburgh. The unwritten
agreement among London book sellers that they would not attempt to

undersell each other by resorting to such methods did not stop Bell.
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0ddly enough, Bell's ownership of the Morning Post in conjunction with

a syndicate of eleven, proved no deterrent to his breeching the oath
respected by the majority of his fellow entrepreneurs. Obviously to
Bell, all was fair in business, and suspect tactics were acceptable

as long as they were legal.

Historians have reported that over forty book sellers - banded
togetﬁer under the common appelation "The Trade" - met in a coffee

house in Pater-noster Rowhs to decide how to engineer the downfall of

the man who had cheated them so fltangraa.ntly.'+6 Wounded honour undoubt-
edly provided a strong motivating factor, but under the surface, "The
Trade" more than likely hoped to capitalise on Bell's successes by
putting into effect similar operations of their own. With th? power
of numbers behind them, they intended to break Bell's enterprise and
then pick up the left-over pieces to benefit their own projects. How-
ever, the continuing strength of Bell's publications, as evidenced by
his larger more copiously illustrated later editions of Shakespeare's
works and British plays, proved too mucﬂ for the blatantly derivative
(and often blatantly inferior) efforts of his rivals. "The Trade"
launched their principal attack against Bell's Poets by collaborating
on & similer edition of their own and pooling the copyrights which
Bell had not obtained. Howevef, nothing has been written about the
attempt which & smaller sub-group of publishers made to undermine the

success of the British Theatre, nor has it been pointed out how Bell's

rivals used portrait frontispieces to aid their endeavour to bresk his

monopoly.

The individual plays in Bell's British Theatre appeared one at a

time between 1776 and 1781, and the publication dates on the frontis-

pieces of each play give & fair indication of the order in which they
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appeared and the epproximate time of publication. The first number

of the eventual 105 plays in the British Theatre was Otway's Venice

Preserved, with a double portrait frontispiece of Barry and Mrs. Barry
as Jaffeir and Belvidera, published April 1776. This was followed in

subsequent weeks by Zara, The Siege of Damascus, The Distres'd Mother,

and Jane Shore, which were ultimately all bound together as the first
volume of tragedies. The later bound version of the entire British
Theatre ran to 21 volumes, and each volume contained four-five plays
which were either tragedies or comedies.h"7 Since Bell alternated a
set of tragedies with a set of comedies, the next two plays published

after The Distres'd Mother were Vanbrugh's Provok'd Wife and Congreve's

01d Bachelor - the former a perennial favourite among the theatre-going

public, but the latter one of Congreve's lesser performed and more

sexually explicit plays. The 014 Bachelor frontispiece was published on

4 June 1776, and on 5 June, an edition of the Busy Body was printed

which, like the 01d Bachelor, had a theatrical portrait frontispiece and

claimed the distinction of being an actihg text - but was not by Bell.

The Busy Body was the first in the series called the New English
Theatre, the title page of which offered a direct and unebashed chal-
lenge to Bell's burgeoning enterprise:

New English Theatre ... containing the most valu-

able plays which have been acted on the London

stage ... marked with the variations of the

' Manager's book.

The very title of this rival publication - with its emphasis on novelty
- represents an attempt to out-do Bell at his own game, and the impres-
sive list of 23 different publishers gives an idea of the staggering
odds against which Bell was forced to contend. Despite the occasional

superiority of the New English Theatre frontispieces, and a comparable
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standard of printed text, it appears as though Bell had the upper

hand from the beginning. Indeed, the New English Theatre ran to only

eight volumes, the last one published in the autumn of 1777 with half

of the British Theatre yet to come.

Because of Bell's larger repertoire, he eventually published
nearly all the plays that his rival did (with the exceptions of

Murphy's Grecian Daughter and Glover's Medea), but the converse, of

course, did not hold true. A comparative examination of publication
dates of the prints yields interesting results about the inter-
relationship between the illustrations of the two editions. Bell and
the rival coterie struck out on separate courses at the beginning,

then - each teking note of which plays the opposition were publishing -
saw to it that their editions were not without such plays either. For
example, Bell published Hill's eastern tragedy, Zara, on 10 April 1776,

and the New English Theatre produced their version a year later. Con-

versely, the New English Theatre's A Bold Stroke for a Wife (8 June

1776) was published three months later by 13e11.z"8 However, some plays
were printed within days of each other, such as Brown's Barbarossa,
which Bell published on 1 March 1777, only & single day after his rivals
had printed the same play. Although such mutual publication of a rather
obscure play reinforces the intensity of the rivalry, caution must be
exercised here in speculation upon how many ideas one could have got
from the other. All the illustrated frontispieces to these editions
were line engravings which took several months, and up to a year, to
perfect. Thus one set of engravers would have to see their rivals'
frontispieces several months before their own engravings were to be
published in order to have time to find ways of outdoing them. In

addition, the "open secret" was undoubtedly & commonplace in the
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claustrophobic London printing business, and the possibility that

Bell and his rivals knew each other's plans long before publication
cannot be dismissed. Once an illustrator was aware of what his rival
was doing, he could act accordingly in his own illustrations : either
by exercising superior technical skill, taking a more imaginative
approach to illustration of the same scene, producing a more satisfac-
tory portrait, or illustrating an actor or actress whose popularity
was more immediate than that of actors chosen by engravers of the rival

publication.

The choice of texts made by both Bell and his rivals was limited
due to the copyright law, which, as I have mentioned, gave rights of
publication to the author or his assigned book seller for a fixed num-
ber of years. Copyrights to new plays were hard to come by, either
because the playwright himself held on to them or because he sold them
to theatre managers anxious to secure the monopoly on a potentially

L9

popular play. Before the height of his public success, Bell was pos-

’

sibly unable to afford such copyrights as were available, and despite

their combined power, the New English Theatre publishers were unable or
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unwilling to do so either, Thus many of the plays in both Bell's

British Theatre and the New English Theatre are Restoration comedies or

Jacobean tragedies, the authors of which were long dead. Therefore,
Bell's and his rivals' implicit boasts about the contemporaneity of
their pleys and their relevance to performances on the modern stage

were often empty. Although tragedies such as Rowe's Fair Penitent and

Hill's Zara were still acted in the 1770s, some plays included by Bell
in particular hed never been acted, having been refused licences by the

Lord Chamberlain. Brook's Gustevus Vasa and Gay's Polly were two such

plays, the former benned in the 1730s because of its radical political
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innuendos and the latter prohibited a few years earlier allegedly on
the basis of the Lord Chamberlain's jealousy of Gay's success with

The Beggar's Opera.51 Some rarely performed plays were included in

both the British and New English Theatres, such as the Earl of Essex

and Barbarossa - a further indication of the publication rivalry, since
the demand for "acting" texts of rarely performed plays should hardly
have warranted two such editions within a year of each other. As I
will show later, the publishers, to an extent, attempted to make up for
this lack of contemporaneity by seeing to it that the portrait frontis-
pieces represented currently popular actors and actresses, whether or
not they had ever played the role in which they were depicted (see also

chapter 5).

To counteract his tendency to use easily accessible plays by then
deceased authors, Bell issued in 1781 an edition of ballad operas and

musical plays and in 1782 a four volume supplement to the British Theatre

which contained short farces and afterpieces, many of which were only a
decade o0ld and most of which were still performed. The volumes of far-
ces did not include portrait frontispieces, possibly because the grea-
ter number of short pieces in each edition would have required too many.
Significantly, Bell's advertisement for this supplement had to rely on
methods of encouragement unrelated to illustration:

It has long been a just complaint that copies of

FARCES and DRAVATIC ENTERTAINMENTS are difficult
to be procured, even at the exorbitant charge of

one shilling each, the usual shop-price; and
that many of them are not to be procured at any
price ...
Bell continues by petting himself on the back for producing just such

a collection, glossing over his own prices, which - although hardly

exorbitant - were in keeping with that of other London publishers.
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Only one similar edition of farces appeared in the eighteenth century,

A Collection of the Most Esteemed Farces and Entertainments Performed

on the British Stage (1786-8). This two volume collection was printed

by C. Elliot of Edinburgh, and as there is no evidence of his having
s0ld the edition in London, it is possible that Elliot's intentions
were not that of rivelry to Bell. Also, Bell did not repeat his pub-

lication of farces when he produced the second British Theatre, and one

can spequlate on the more obvious reasons why he did not. First of all,
farces were largely dependent upon slapstick, gesture, the quirks of
individual actors, extemporaneous additions, and other forms of sur-
prise, much as modern pantomimes are. Reading the script of a farce
must have been as frustrating for an eighteenth century theatre-goer as
reading a pantomime script would be for us. Without the visuai aspect,
the texts of the farces in Bell's supplementary editions seem dry,

52 Had Bell included portrait

humourless, and boringly unreadable.
frontispieces to the farces, some flavour of the actual performance

might have come across, and the supplemenfs could have been more success-
ful. Bell undoubtedly realised this fact, and he included one popular
eighteenth century farce, Foote's The Minor, in his later edition of

British plays, complete with a carefully developed character study of

Henry Angelo in the role of the hypocritical Methodist, Mrs. Cole

(Figure 143).

Vhile Bell was publishing his later editions of the first British

Theatre, the publishers of the New English Theatre lay dormant until

1782 when Thomas Lowndes, one of the members of the group, struck out
on his own and continued to publish individual editions of plays with
portrait frontispieces. These editions follow the general format of

the New English Theatre with one major exception - the theatrical
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portraits in them were right up-to-date, representing new stars on

the British stage playing roles which they had only recently performed.
The most notable of these rising stars was Mrs. Siddons, and her sud-
den popularity in London in 1782 explains in part why Lowndes saw fit
to begin his play publications then. His editions of plays such as
Garrick's version of Southerne's Isabella, complete with a portrait of
Mrs. Siddons in the title role with which she was rapidly becoming
associated, must have attracted a large market. These editions would
have appealed firstly to Siddons' fans, anxious for memorabilia of her
performance, and secondly to readers who, under the spell of Siddons'
novel interpretation of character, would have been happy to peruse a
play such as Isabella, which had been only a marginally popular tragedy
prior to 1782. Lowndes also seemed to secure the copyright o} one or

two recent plays, and his 1786 edition of Arthur and Emmeline was the

only one of thet play at the time.

Bell could not have been oblivious to these publications in the
1780s, despite the fact that he was busy with his second edition of
Shakespeare's plays, but if is difficult to procure evidence which
attests to his reaction. One possible clue to Bell's response to
Lowndes is a portrait frontispiece of 1787 showing Mrs. Belfill as

Charlotte in Bickerstaffe's The Hypocrite (Burney Collection, British

Museum), seemingly unrelated to an actual edition of the play. Bell's
illustration follows the format of his actor portraits of ten years
before, in no way foreshadowing the alterations which de Wilde would
later make to the format or following the new designs currently in use
for the second edition of Shakespeare. The strange appearance of this
one-off print in 1787 is surely a response to Lowndes' publication of

The Hypocrite of only a year before, which contained a frontispiece
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showing Mrs. Abington as Charlotte - a role with which she (unlike
Mrs. Belfill) was associated. It is possible that with this print,

Bell was anticipating his second edition of the British Theatre and

had not yet conceived of the idea of altering the style of his por-
trait frontispieces. He seemed at this time still relient on the old
formula of reacting directly against his rivals, and Lowndes' publica-

tion of The Hypocrite spurred him on to make the first effort to

reawsken the dormant competition. Ultimately, this project would

blossom into the second British Theatre, and Bell's old rivals one by

one dissipated their energies into various other Jjournals or publica-
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tions, some of which had some connection with contemporary theatre.

However, Thomas Lowndes and the New English Theatre group were not

Bell's only rivals in the 1770s. One other major rival industry was
launched against him from & slightly different angle, and several inde-
pendent publishers jumped on the Bell bandwagon as well. As most of
these editions were badly printed and tbeir portrait frontispieces weak,
they would not have provided a very strong competition to Bell, but it
is necessary to mention them in order to show the extent of the reac-

tion to Bell's enterprise.

Aside from the New English Theatre, two publishers by the names of

Harrison and %enman issued a series of plays with engraved portrait
frontispieces in 1777 and 1778. We know next to nothing about either,
but it is certain that Harrison published his works under the auspices

of his periodical, the Theatrical Magazine, and he printed individual

plays in double columns in order to make the most economical use of
his space. Both Harrison and Wenman, following the Bell formula,

boasted that their editions presented plays "4s [they are] acted at the
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Theatres Royal Drury Lane and Covent Garden", and they gave each
other mutual support as is evinced by further publication data:
Printed for J. Harrison, N° 18, Paternoster

Row and sold likewise by J. Wenman, Fleet-
Street; and all other Booksellers.

and

Printed for J. Wenman, N° 144 Fleet Street;

and sold by all other Booksellers in Town
and Country.

The "other booksellers" mentioned above prove that, like the New

English Theatre, Harrison's and Wenman's individual editions of plays

had the backing of the London market, a further indication of the ten-
dency of book sellers to put the pressure on Bell. In fact, it seems
that book sellers were willing to sell any editions of plays other than

Bell's, Jjustifying Bell's outraged reaction quoted at the beginning of

this section.

Harrison and Wenman would hardly merit mention had not their
attack on Bell involved publicstion of some modern plays - a practice
for which, &s I have shown, Bell was not noted. Harrison, for instance,

published Calypso and Telemachus in 1781, only two years after the

premiere of that play at Covent Gearden, and the publication of Tom
Thumb on 1 November 1780 was directly related to O'Hara's revised ver-
sion of Fielding's satire at Covent Garden on Tuesday 8 October 1780,
In the latter case, the frontispiece showed Edwin, Junior in the role
of Tom - a part which he had played at the premiere of the O'Hara
revival. Although the haste with which it was executed is obvious in
the frontispiece itself, the portrait of Edwin, Junior was as up-to-
date as the text of the play (see chapter 5). Harrison in particular

can be commended for a certain honesty in his approach to the
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frontispieces. Rather than following the Bell practice of showing
contemporary actors in roles which were rarely, if ever, performed,
Harrison's frontispieces ofﬁen do not try to hide the fact that the
plays themselves had not been performed in several decades. His edi-
tions of Addison's Rosamund and Fielding's Debauches include frontis-
pieces of Mrs., 0ldfield and Mrs. Clive - the former had been dead for
many years, the latter had passed her prime as an actress, and both
are shown in plays which had not been performed since the first quarter
of the century. Had Bell included the same editions in his British
Theatre, he would undoubtedly have chosen currently popular actresses,
such as Mrs. Yates and Mrs. Abington in the place of 0ldfield and
Clive, despite the fact that neither was associated with the Addison
and Fielding plays. Bell was too aware of what his public w;nted to
make such concessions to historical accuracy, and a discussion of his
frontispieces in relation to those of his rivals reveals how each

publisher attempted to satisfy this public desire.

The Quality of Print and Choice of Scene : A Stylistic Comparison
Between Portrait Frontispieces for Bell and His kivals

Bell was pleased enough with James Roberts' work on.the first
edition of Shakespeare's plays to give Roberts the commission for all

the portrait frontispieces of his first British Theatre. This commis-

sion had the effect of creating a stylistic uniformity in the British
Theatre portrait design which was not present to this extent in the
edition of Shakespeare's plays. Roberts' illustrations are character-
ised by a reliance on schematic feature and a careful attention to
costume detail. The former of these qualities can be seen by comparing
his portraits of Dodd (as Tinsel a&nd as Lord Foppington) (Figures lik

and 145) or his portraits of Mrs. Hartley (as Cleopatra and Almeyda)
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(Figure 146 and 147). Although in both instances the costumes and
gestures of the characters are altered from one illustration to
another, their expressionless faces show little variation. Roberts'
excessive use of the profile also reinforces the argument for his
schematic approach to facial likeness, as profiles are easier to
approximate from one portrait to the next than full frontal views.
Roberts had a basic conception of the Dodd forehead or the Hartley
nose, which he would replicate in several portraits. Given the number
of designs required of him, it is not surprising that this method of

schematising facial feature was utilised.

Roberts' carefully detailed costumes seem to reveal a much more
meticulous man than his unrefined faces, but this scrupulosiﬁy is pos-
sibly the result of his use of costumed lay figures. Although the final
portrait frontispieces were monochromatic, Loberts' initial drawings for
them were coloured, and despite a harsh and limited tonal range, the
arbitrary use of colour in the costumes was more likely the result of
the garish garb of lay figures than Robérts' personal choice. Occa-~
sionally, these coloured drawings reveal something sbout the character
depicted which is not present in the subsequent engravings. For
instance, Moody in the character of Teague had red hair - long associ-
eted on the stage with irascibility, simpletons or Irishmen (or, in this
case, Irish simpletons). This choice of colour hints at the stage prac-
tice of giving Teague & red wig, rather than implying the actual colour
of Moody's hair. The portrait engraving after this drawing (Figure 148)
loses something in translation, but is more satisfactory in regard to
facial expression, as Roberts' blaring colours are hardly appropriate

for portrait likenesses and characterisation.
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For the first few plays published as part of the British Theatre,

Roberts included several double frontispieces which were ostensibly
"scenes" from the plays, but with their lack of background and spatial
coherence, often read as two single figure portraits fused together.
This is true of the illustration for Isabella showing Mrs. Yates in
the title role and Master Pullen as her son (Figure 149), and the por-
trait of Garrick as Tancred and Yiss Younge as Sigismunda (Figure 150).
The scene chosen from the latter play occurs near the beginning of the
action, when Tancred, although forbidden to see Sigismunda for various
political reasons, creeps into her boudoir and whispers, "Be not
alarmed my love!". The choice of scene is hardly inspiring, and the
relative positions of Tancred and Sigismunda in the engraving are not

visually convincing. Certainly, the New English Theatre engraver of

the previous month (Figure 151) offers a more dramatic moment later in
the play when Tancred discovers that Sigismunda has been forced to marry
Osmond. Also with its background and spatial regularity, it is more
convincing as & theatrical scene than the Bell illustration. However,
Bell's double figure illustrations must have been in high demand, since
he reprinted most of them in single figure form in 1778 (e.g. Figure
152) - perhaps because by that time the original plates had been worn

down by all the impressions taken from ‘them.sl+

The New English Theatre engravings follow a slightly different plan

from the Bell ones, in part because Bell's rival publishers employed a
diverse set of engravers, many of whom were not portraiture specialists.

Interestingly enough, most of the New English Theatre designs were car-

ried out by E. Edwards who only two years before, had completed the
illustrations of scenes from Shekespeare's plays for Bell's first

edition. The New English Theatre publishers also lured Parkinson and
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Dighton away from Bell, although by what means and with what resist-
ance, it is impossible to guess. The other principal designers were
Dodd, about whom we know little, and Isaac Taylor who was secretary

of the Incorporated Society at the time but whose background and train-
ing is otherwise obscure. What is important to note about the collec-

tion of New English Theatre artists is that they were all British born

and British trained, and despite some French mannerisms in their work,

their illustretions were as literal and stage-like as artistic licence

would allow. The New English Theatre illustrations are unlikely to do
any more than hint at specific stock scenes and stage sets, but the use
of setting detail distinguishes them from Koberts' portrait frontis-
pieces with their total lack of background and only occasional use of

prop. One could argue that the New English Theatre engravings are

hardly single figure portraits at all, some of them containing as many
as five or six figures. However, the number of figures is misleading.
All these engravings include inscriptions which only name one or two
actors; the additional figures are merely there to set the scene, and
are not representative of any specific performer. Thus in the portrait
of Garrick as Sir John Brute (Figure 153), Taylor concentrated his
wholehearted attention on the character of the choleric wife-abuser,
and did not bother to differentiate between the facial characteristics
of Belinda and Lady Brute, who stand gaping in the background like two

stuffed dolls. Occasionally, a New English Theatre portrait offered a

format similar to portraits for Bell. An example of this is the print
of Lewis as Hippolytus (Figure 154), which shows him gesturing before
a rather plain background. The inclusion of the stage curtain on the
left pays lip-service to the theatrical setting, but otherwise the por-

trait offers us no more detail than those by Roberts.
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When he began producing editions of plays on his own, Thomas
Lowndes continued to employ the standard format of the New English
Theatre for his illustrations - a theatrical setting with one or two
actors represented in a specific scene of the play. However, Lowndes
used the services of an additional artist, Thomas Stothard, whose
softer lines and timid approach give the illustrations a less literal
air. Closer in approach to the Bell frontispieces were the illustra-
tions for Harrison and Wenman, the artists of which executed them
anonymcl>usly.55 Both Harrison and Wenman editions include frontis-
pieces of actors in costume, which, like Roberts' efforts, are shown
against a blank background. The anonymous engravers of these works
were trying to follow the Roberts formula of retaining a facial schema
of a particular actor while altering his costume and gesture from play
to play, but unlike Roberts' work, these illustrations are technically
feeble and unconvincing as portraits. A quick look at how the Harrison
engraver tried to vary the Mrs. Pope schema from portraits of her as
Ethelinda, Mrs. Clerimont, Artemesia and Louisa, reveals how ineffec-

tive such a formula was in the wrong hands.

The question arises here as to how much the artists of these
editions of the 1770s and 1780s borrowed from each other, and whether
or not they used each other's ide&s or reacted against each other's
productions. Inextricably linked with this problem is the question of
why certain scenes or characters were chosen in the first place, as
careful thought was undoubtedly necessary in order that the elements

chosen would satisfy a potential buyer.

Certainly direct plagiarism was not practised, since it violated
the law instituted by the first engraver's copyright act of 1734. The

only obvious plagiarisms in the book illustrations were from paintings
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and these were only rarely exact visual quotations. For example,

Dodd's portrait of Dunstall as Dominick in the Spanish Fryar for the

New English Theetre (Figure 155) recalls Kneller's portrait of Leigh

in that same role (see Figure 3) - a portrait which was at that time
available to the public in mezzotint form. The costume and gesture
are both replicated with an alteration only in the portrait likeness.
Another portrait of Dunstall as Dominick of a year later (Wenman) also
recalls the Kneller costume, but the Wenman artist has altered the
sedentary gesture of the friar by representing him with his arms flung

out - a minor concession to originality. The New English Theatre

illustrators also adopted one or two ideas from contemporary paintings.
The 1777 portrait of Garrick as Don John in Fletcher's The Chances
(Figure 156) quotes more or less verbetim from de Loutherbufé's por-
trait of Garrick in that role of the previous year (Figure 77). Nor
was Roberts averse to an occasional "quotation" from a painting : in
several particulars his portrait of Garrick and Mrs. Abington as Ranger

and Clarinda in Hoadley's Suspicious Husbend (Figure 157) recalls

Hayman's 1747 portrait of Garrick and Mrs. Pritchard in those same
roles (Figure 45). The figure of Garrick particularly seems to be &
reversal of the Hayman figure, right down to details of costume, which
undoubtedly would have changed on stage in the 30 years between the

Hayman portrait and the Roberts frontispiece.

Thus direct borrowing was limited to an occasional motif or idea

lifted from a painting,56

and because of the heated rivalry, any obvi-
ous plagierism from an opposing publication would have ended up being
resolved in the law courts - a luxury none of the publishers or engra-

vers could afford. In order to see how different artists reacted to

similar commissions, it is necessary to make comparisons between
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frontispieces for rival illustrations : first of different depictions
of the same actor in the same role; and secondly, of different actors

in the same role.

Because many of the plays published in the 1770s were rarely per-
formed, it was often difficult for the publishers to know what to do
about choice of scene, character, actor, et al, for their frontispieces.
However, some popular plays were not only associated at the time with
specific actors, but specific scenes in those plays were exceptionally
popular with the theatre-going public. This is true of the prayer

scene in Rowe's Lady Jane Grey, which both Bell and the New English

Theatre publishers included in their editions of that play (Figures
158 and 159). Bell's frontispiece was published on 26 December 1776,
whereas his rivals' effort emerged from the press in April of the fol-
lowing year. Both show Mrs, Hartley in the title role. Roberts'
rather clumsy illustration for Bell shows Mrs. Hartley kneeling before
an altar hands crossed over her chest, her eyes looking towards heaven.
Although he depicts the same moment of the action, Sherwin's illustra-

tion for the New English Theatre is much more aesthetically satisfying

and dramatically convincing. Mrs. Hértley's expression is overtly rap-
turous, her kneeling more skillfully articulated and the theatrical
curtain to the left as well as the hint of a church interior in the
background create an ambiance around the figure of Mrs. Hartley which

offers a further dimension to the lines quoted below:

Woman. her knee

Has known that posture only, and her Eye,
Or fixed upon the sacred page before her
Or lifted with her rising hopes to Heaven.

(Act V, Scene 2)
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Interestingly enough, these lines were omitted in theatrical repre-
sentation, and replaced by the following stage direction:

The scene draws, and discovers the Lady Jane

kneeling, as at her devotion, a light and a

book plac'd on a table beside her.
It is significant that what wes, in the text, a reported event, became
in performance a witnessed tableau. The choice of such a tableau for
an illustration was logical and easily managed, confined as it was by
the lack of variation possible in the depiction of a kneeling posture.
Sherwin could have benefitted from seeing Roberts' engraving and
improved upon the Bell artist's more obvious inefficiencies, but even
without the Bell illustration for a guide, such & scene woulq have been

a natural choice for a portrait.

A similar situation exists in Bell's and Harrison's frontispieces
for Addison's Cato - both of which show Thomas Sheridag in the title
role. Sheridan was associated with the character of Cato and similar
classical roles, largely because his Roman features made him a logical
choice for such characters. Both Harrison and Bell included the scene
in Cato (Figure 160 and 161) in which Lawrence was later to paint J. P.
Kemble. The scene occurs in the last act of the play, where, fraught
with internal rebellion and incipient invasion, the old order of Rome
is on the eve of its collapse. The Stoic senator, Cato, determined to
take the honourable way out, reads his copy of Flato, and, like Hamlet,
contemplates suicide. Both Roberts and the Harrison engraver show
Sheridan with his copy of Plato seated in a chair beside a table on
which is a dagger. The only essential difference between the two works
is in the costume - Bell's Cato wears a classicising toga, whereas

Harrison's Cato looks oddly out of place with a wig and contemporary
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dress. The Harrison engraver - with his technical deficiency and
concommitent lack of imagination probably copied from Roberts' illus-
tration, altering the costume of the character to prevent the illus-

tration from breaching the copyright law.

A further substantiation of this half-baked plagiarism can be
seen by comparing the Bell illustration of Philaster of 1778 with the
Harrigon illustration of 1780 (Figures 162 and 163). Both show Kiss
Hopkins in the role of Arethusa, and, despite the use of different
inscriptions from the pley, the Harrison artist employs a similar pose
to that of Roberts - showing Miss Hopkins with her arms flung out
beside her and her head looking in the opposite direction. Philaster
was rarely performed, and Miss Hopkins, who was not associated with the
role, was rarely illustrated in any context. The fact that Harrison
chose to depict her in such a part can only be the result of Bell's

prior use of this same actress and character.

This sort of direct borrowing distinguishes the engravers for

Harrison from those of the New English Theatre, who were both skilled

and respectable, and may have adopted some of Bell's ideas without

reproducing them too literally. Roberts and the New English Theatre

artists certainly replicated a number of the same actors in the same
roles, and this can hardly be attributable to coincidence. However,
this repetition of character and scene was more the result of these
artists' attempts to excell each other than a reflection of the sort

of uninspired plegiarism to which the Harrison artist was prone.

A second set of comparisons which can be made between the frontis-
pieces of rival editions involves illustrations which show different

actors playing the same role. The choice of different actors sometimes
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reflects the more essential conflict between Bell and his opposition.

For instance, the New English Theatre was the first to emerge with an

edition of Lillo's moralistic play, George Barnwell, but Bell was not

fer behind. The latter edition conteined & frontispiece showing the
Covent Garden tragedian Wroughton in the title role (Figure 16L), but
the former chose to depict Brereton (Figure 165) - an up-and-coming
actor.at Drury Lane, whose commanding presence challenged Wroughton at

57

the rival theatre. The fact that Bell and the New English Theatre

publishers chose for their depictions actors at rival theatres seems

to indicate that their own personal rivalry was carried beyond the mere
publication of plays, and as they illustrate different moments of the
same central action, this mutual challenge extends even further. The
principal character of the play, Barnwell, is led astray frod a dili-
gent and hard-working apprenticeship by the soulless prostitute,
Millwood whose demand for money leads him to steal, and, eventually,

to kill. Like Lady Jane Grey's prayer and Cato's contemplation of

suicide, the most commonly illustrated scenes in George Barnwell

usually involved his emotional turmoil after the murder. For the New

English Theatre, Dighton chose the moment when Barnwell had just

stebbed his wealthy uncle and the feelings of remorse are beginning

to set in. With his uncle's mansion looming in the background and his
uncle's prone body only half visible in the illustration, Barnwell
rears back in disgust at his own deed, the mask and dagger which aided
his crime lying at his feet. His words, as indicated by the inscrip-
tion below, are "Let heaven from its high throne in justice or in Mercy
now look down on that dear Murdered saint, and me the murderer".
Roberts chose a different moment of guilt, when the initial horror has
past and the subsequent panic and fear of capture has set in. In his

illustration of Wroughton, he shows an obviously agitated character



who speaks the lines, "Where can I hide me whither shall I fly to
avoid the swift unerring hand of Justice?". The lack of visual
detail in Roberts' illustration necessitates a knowledge of the play
that Dighton's illustration does not. It should be noted that, like
Dighton, Wenman published a frontispiece of Brereton as Barnwell
(Figure 166), which shows him in the moments just before the murder.
This -illustration is certainly an unfortunate choice, since, before
killing his uncle, Barnwell wears a mask, and the Wenman engraver
faithfully adheres to this detail, obscuring the actor's face, and

rendering the concept of a portrait likeness absurd.

As is evidenced in the case of George Barnwell, it appears that

when the Bell and New English Theatre publishers decided to depict a

different actor in a common role, they chose different points of
emphasis for such a depiction. Often these differences of emphasis
focus upon the varying talents of the actor depicted, and often they
occur within only a few lines of each other in the text of the play.

Such is the case for the Bell and New English Theatre frontispieces

for Younge's Revenge (Figures 167 and 163) - a rarely performed tragedy.

The New English Theatre illustration, which came first, shows Reddish

in the character of Alonzo, exclaiming the lines, "Ye Amaranths! ye
Roses like the morn", and looking at his wife, Leonora who lies asleep
on a chair in the bower., This scene occurs in act five, and Roberts
also chooses this act of the play, but depicts instead Brereton as
Alonzo extending & dagger and muttering angrily, "Curse on all her
charms I'11l stab her thro' them all". The Revenge echoes & popular
theme of eighteenth century drama - unjustified jealousy, the green-
eyed monster which had its dramatic roots in Othello. 1In act five,

Alonzo wavers between his love for Leonara and his murderous suspicion



of her, and like most eighteenth century tragic figures, he fluctu-
ates rapidly between one extreme passion and another. Roberts and

the New English Theatre illustrator chose different extremes of

AMlonzo's passion, again carrying their rivalry into the very engrav-

ings themselves.

Thus it seems that although the new English Theatre artists and
James.Roberts were willing to look to each other for basic conceptions
of certain plays, they more often than not tried to out-do each other
by focussing upon different actors or different scenes in the same
plays. Certainly some distinction in the portreits must have been
necessary since the rival publishers were producing nearly identical
texts. However, one may well ask, why did the Bell enterprise continue,
unscathed by all this opposition, so much so that he could afford to

produce a second and more lavish edition of the British Theatre in the

1790s? No one answer is forthcoming, but various possibilities may be
suggested. First of all, Bell was a great self-advertiser who referred
to his own projects often in his periodicals. Not only were his
advertisements frequent, but, as I have tried to show, his very word
choice and emphasis had a psychological impsct on his potential clients.
Bell's exuberant advertisements convinced the London public that his
editions were the ones to have and his affronted defensiveness at the
exploits of his rivals undoubtedly created more sympathy for him than
he perhaps deserved. Secondly, because his editions were the first to
reach the market, they were also the first to be subscribed to and the

first to be sold to individual buyers. The New English Theatre's

arrival on the scene was a bit too belated to check Bell's already
growing public patronage. However, Bell's boasts about quality for

money hold equally true for the New English Theatre which often had
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superior illustrations. It appears that the London public was gul-
lible enough to be convinced by & man whose personality was possibly
a greater attraction than his products. The publication of Bell's

British Theatre, like any good business, involved quality, economy,

and a manipulative ability which Bell's multitudinous rivals, in their

corporate anonymity, were unable to achieve.

Bell's Second "British Theatre" and the Problems with Cawthorne

Despite a rush of new plays in the patent theatres in the last

part of the eighteenth century, Bell's second British Theatre still

contained a number of outmoded plays which had lost their stage credi-

bility years before. The second British Theatre contained 49 "new"

pPlays which had not been a part of the first edition, since the copy-
rights of certain authors such as Cumberland and Goldsmith had been
released in the ten years or so that separated the first edition from
the second. Bell only omitted 17 plays from his second edition, most
of which had been mere space fillers in the first. At least one imag-
ines that unperformed and dramatically frigid plays such as Rowe's
Ulysses and Dryden's Sophonisba were only included in the first British
Theatre because they were British and not because they possessed any
theatrical or even literary merit. Thus, with a few exceptions, &nd

a few more additions, the new British Theatre was textually a replica

of the old one. This stagnance did not hold true for the illustrations,

as Bell in his Oracle reveals:

On the Twenty-ninth of January, 1791, BELL's new
and splendid Edition of the British Theatre will
challenge the Admiration of the World.

The Originel Design has been considerably enlarged
and improved; most of the ROYAL ACADEMICIANS have
been engaged to paint subjects from the Most



interesting passages in each Flay, and the prin-
cipal Performers on the London Stages will be
painted in their most favourite Dramatic Charac-
ters from Life, on purpose for this work, by DE
WILDE in a stile of incomparable similitude.
These Subjects will be engraved by BARTOLOZZI,
HEATH, HALL, DELATRE, FITTLER, THORNTHWAITE,

&c. &C. ...

This work will cost the Proprietors nearly
Twenty Thousand pounds. It is conducted by Mr.
BELL for a Society of private Gentlemen, who
will enable him to execute it with the utmost
spirit and Punctuality, most of the London
wholesale Booksellers have laudably and liber-
ally banished all interested prejudices, and
propose to give this work a free circulation,
as a means of convincing the world, that the
productions of the BRITISH PRESS are not at
present to be excelled by the Artists of any
Country upon earth.58

Several observations can be made at once by reading between the
lines of Bell's advertisement. First of all, the rivalry which threat-
ened to put him out of business in the 1770s had been dissipated in the
1790s to the point that book sellers had "Banished all interested
prejudices" by opening their shops to Be}l's publications. This acqui-
escence is no doubt due in part to the fact that the feeble efforts of
his rivals could hardly stand up to the new patronage of "private
gentlemen" who invested a staggering amount of capital in Bell's cur-
rent enterprise. This patronage of the wealthy was undoubtedly res-
ponsible for the addition of several more R.A.s to Bell's collection of
designers, and although many of these men had only recently acquired
such a title, this insurgence of "name" artists such as Hamilton,

Fuseli, Smirke, Stothard and Westall elevated the status of the second

British Theatre.59

Certainly, the second British Theatre was conducted on a massive

scale, involving not only illustrations but paintings as well, which

were exhibited at the British Library for all to see. Yet another new
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enterprise on the scale of the Shakespeare Gallery had been 1aunched,60
with & similar chauvinism for things British and a Boydellian idealism
which saw the British press as a bastion of gquality with a growing
international reputation. The sad story of the fate of the Shekes-
peare Gallery has been told many times, but the similar fate which

beset Bell's second British Theatre had nothing to do with the French

Revolution and the breakdown of international markets. Despite Bell's
boasts of world-wide fame, most of his buyers were British men and
women whose appreciation of theatrical illustrations and acting texts
depended upon their knowledge of the London theatre.61 In fact, the

decline and fall of the second British Theatre was the direct result

of Bell's own impetuosity combined with the one major faulty business

judgement of his career.

In 1792, Bell was imprisoned for libellous remarks tendered against
the King's footguards in his broadsheet, the Oracle. Although he man-
aged to secure a release from prison, the debts he incurred for his
misguided journalism forced him to sell off parts of the British Library
and to suspend the publication of the British Theatre between 1793 and

1795.62 In his attempt to stabilise his financial position and put the

British Theatre into circulation again, Bell went into partnership with

George Cawthorne, a former green-grocer and blacksmith who appears to
have had a bit of capital and an eye for meking it grow by fair means
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or foul, The story of the conflict between Cawthorne and Bell, which
resulted in the former claimi