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DIRECTOR’S FOREWORD

The Metropolitan Museum of Art has been acquiring drawings since the first decade
of its existence, but the collection’s history did not really begin until the auspicious
moment in 1880 when the Museum was moving into its spacious new home in
Central Park. Early that year the Metropolitan received almost simultaneously two
large gifts—one of European old-master drawings from Cornelius Vanderbilt and the
other of American watercolors from the Reverend Elias Lyman Magoon. Together,
these more than generous patrons laid the foundations of the Museum’s present
holdings of drawings and watercolors in both the Department of Drawings and
Prints and the Department of American Paintings and Sculpture.

Although until 1960 no department designated to house such works existed at the
Museum, a succession of paintings curators avidly pursued the acquisition of draw-
ings. At the beginning of the twentieth century the most energetic and perspicacious
of them was Bryson Burroughs—himself an artist—whose devotion not only to old
masters but to the dying generation of early modernists drove him to seek both can-
vases and works on paper by such native artists as Winslow Homer, Thomas Eakins,
James Abbott McNeill Whistler, John Singer Sargent, and several American
Impressionists, including Mary Cassatt. During those early years the Museum’s com-
mitment to American art—exemplified by the founding of its American Wing in
1924—also extended to drawings. In 1908 the Metropolitan purchased a pastel by
John Singleton Copley, and the steady building of a collection of historical American
works on paper dates from that time.

Even as the curators of the Department of American Paintings and Sculpture com-
menced catalogues of their principal holdings of paintings in the 1960s, they contin-
ued to enrich with acquisitions the collection of American drawings. For many years
the latter were, for lack of space, deposited in the Department of Drawings, whose
staff catalogued and maintained them. Soon after the Henry R. Luce Center for the
Study of American Art opened in 1988, the 1,500 American drawings and watercol-
ors collected since 1880 could at last be transferred to a permanent home in the
American Wing. The move inspired the staff of the Department of American
Paintings and Sculpture to undertake the catalogue projects that have thus far engen-
dered both this volume and American Drawings and Watercolors in The Metropolitan
Museum of Art: Jobn Singer Sargent, published in 2000. We look forward to the pub-
lication of American Drawings and Watercolors in The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Volume 11: Works by Artists Born between 1835 and 1876 and another volume in
preparation on the drawings and watercolors of Louis Comfort Tiffany and his studios.

The present volume was organized and edited by Kevin J. Avery, Associate

Curator in the Department of American Paintings and Sculpture, and written by a
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team of contributors, including Avery himself; Marjorie Shelley, Sherman Fairchild
Conservator in Charge, Sherman Fairchild Center for Works on Paper and Photograph
Conservation; Carrie Rebora Barratt, Curator and Manager of the Henry R. Luce
Center for the Study of American Art, Stephanie L. Herdrich, Research Associate,
Claire A. Conway, Research Assistant, and Tracie Felker, former Chester Dale Fellow,
Department of American Paintings and Sculpture; Elliot Bostwick Davis, John
Moors Cabot Chair, Department of Art of the Americas, Museum of Fine Arts, Boston;
and independent art historian Karl Kusserow, editor of and primary contributor to
Picturing Power: The New York Chamber of Commerce, Portraiture and Its Uses, a
volume forthcoming from the Columbia University Press.

For grants that vitalized and sustained this project during its early stages, the
Metropolitan is indebted to the National Endowment for the Arts and the David
Schwartz Foundation, Inc. The Museum gratefully acknowledges the support of the
William Cullen Bryant Fellows, whose funding underwrote the later preparation and

production costs of this handsome book.

Philippe de Montebello

Director



PREFACE

The American drawings and watercolors in The Metropolitan Museum of Art com-
prise one of the choicest and most comprehensive collections of works on paper
made in America and by Americans abroad. Work by artists born by 1876 are
housed in the Department of American Paintings and Sculpture in the Museum’s
American Wing, those by artists born after 1876 in the Department of Modern Art.
The former group, representing about 280 known artists (and many more who are
unidentified), includes particularly fine and abundant holdings of work by some of
America’s greatest talents: portrait pastels and studies for history paintings by John
Singleton Copley; watercolors by Winslow Homer, Thomas Eakins, and John La
Farge; pastels by Mary Cassatt and Arthur B. Davies; “notes,” sketches, and studies
of all kinds by James Abbott McNeill Whistler; and an immense cache of drawings in
a wide range of media by John Singer Sargent. There is also depth in the Museum’s
collections of drawings by John Vanderlyn and Thomas Sully; broad representation
of the sketches and compositions by Hudson River School artists, including Thomas
Cole and Asher Brown Durand; and a profusion of watercolor landscapes, many by
William Trost Richards and William Stanley Haseltine. On the other hand, the graphic
oeuvres of such important nineteenth-century landscape painters as Frederic Edwin
Church, Sanford Robinson Gifford, and Thomas Moran are not represented in the
Museum’s holdings. Clearly this area cries out for enrichment in the years ahead!

The unique and special character of the Museum’s collection is the result of histor-
ical happenstance, curatorial preferences, financial exigence, and the generosity of
the Museum’s friends. The story of more than 120 years of collecting in this field of
American art is closely recounted by Kevin J. Avery in his introduction to this cata-
logue. In a succeeding essay, Marjorie Shelley illuminates the varied materials and
techniques of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century American drawings as represented
particularly in this volume.

Just as the Museum’s American drawings collection complements the unrivaled
holdings of paintings and sculpture in the American Wing, this publication comple-
ments the comprehensive scholarly collections catalogues that have already been pre-
pared by the Department of American Paintings and Sculpture. The paintings were
published between 1980 and 1994 in three volumes and the sculpture between 1999
and 2001 in two. Now the drawings are having their turn. A stand-alone volume for
Sargent, by Stephanie L. Herdrich and H. Barbara Weinberg, appeared in 2000. The
present volume catalogues and illustrates 504 works by artists born before 1835. A
companion volume, which is in preparation by several of the same authors, will pre-
sent the graphic work in the collection by artists born between 1835 and 1876. A cat-

alogue devoted to the design drawings of Louis Comfort Tiffany and his studios is in
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preparation in the Department of American Decorative Arts. And one day, certainly,
the American drawings still contained in the Edward W. C. Arnold Collection of New
York Prints, Maps, and Pictures and the vast trove of American architectural draw-
ings by Alexander Jackson Davis, both housed in the Department of Drawings and
Prints, will receive well-deserved volumes of their own. But all that is in the future.
Today we celebrate the publication of the Museum’s early drawings and acknowl-
edge the signal accomplishment of Associate Curator Kevin J. Avery, together with
Sherman Fairchild Conservator in Charge Marjorie Shelley, Research Assistant

Claire A. Conway, and the team of scholars who authored the entries in this volume.

Morrison H. Heckscher

Lawrence A. Eleischman Chairman of the American Wing
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Figure 1. William Trost Richards, Franconia Notch, New Hampshire, 1872 (detail of plate 97). The cleric seen walking along the path is
probably the Reverend Elias Lyman Magoon, who donated eighty-five of Richards’s watercolors to the Museum in 1870.




A HISTORY OF THE METROPOLITAN MUSEUM’S
COLLECTION OF AMERICAN DRAWINGS

KEVIN J. AVERY

ith one exception, the first drawings to enter The Metropolitan Museum

of Art were American.” In February 1880, just as the ten-year-old

museum was preparing to move uptown into its new building in Central

Park (figure 2), a Baptist minister from Philadelphia, the Reverend Elias Lyman

Magoon (figure 3), offered the Metropolitan eighty-five watercolor landscapes—

virtually his entire collection—by a fellow Philadelphian, William Trost Richards.*

Magoon’s munificent gesture may have precipitated another, made just a few months

later: the donation by Cornelius Vanderbilt, grandson of the legendary steamship

and railroad baron, of 670 old-master drawings. His gift established nearly in a sin-

gle stroke what was then perceived as a world-class collection of graphic art in
New York.?

The timing was felicitous, as the Metropolitan’s gallery space was expanding

exponentially. The collections that had filled the Museum’s previous home, a small

rented space in the Douglas Mansion on Fourteenth Street, consisted chiefly of paint-

ings and sculpture, most of which, like the Magoon gift later, had been acquired

Figure 2. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art in Central Park,
1880

Figure 3. The Reverend Elias
Lyman Magoon, ca. 1870



1. Engravings and a small watercolor
landscape by British artist William
Collingwood Smith (Windsor from
Datchett, watercolor on paper,
8%s x 13%, in.; Gift of Herbert R.
Houghton, 1878, 78.2) were the
only graphic art either collected or
exhibited during the Museum’s
first decade.

. Magoon’s gift is summarized in
Avery and Conway 2000 and thor-
oughly described in Claire A.
Conway, “The ‘William Trost
Richards Gallery’ in The
Metropolitan Museum of Art,

ca. 1870-1929: Its Development,
Display, and Disposal” (Master’s
thesis, Hunter College, The City
University of New York, 2000).

. Vanderbilt’s purchase of the former
James Jackson Jarves collection of
drawings—many of them bearing
spurious attributions—and his
donation of the collection to the
Museum are described in Tomkins
1970, p. 69; see also Jacob Bean,
100 European Drawings in The
Metropolitan Museum of Art (New
York: The Metropolitan Museum
of Art, [1964]), p. 9; and Eleventh
Annual Report of The Trustees of
the Association, for the Year end-
ing May 1, 1881, Presented to
The Members of The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, at the Annual
Meeting beld on May 17, 1881,

p. 199.

. Tomkins 1970, pp. 44-48; Howe
1913, pp. 153-56, 180—81; and
Avery and Conway 2000, p. 215§.

. On the Blodgett purchase, see
Tomkins 1970, pp. 36-37; and
Howe 1913, pp. 136-37, 166. For
the Kensett gift, see also Oswaldo
Rodriguez Roque, “The Last
Summer’s Work,” in Worcester—
Los Angeles—New York 1985-86,
Pp- 137—40.

. Howe 1913, pp. 164-66.

. Burroughs 1915.

. For the history of the American
Water Color Society, see Foster
1982, pp. 1—41; for Richards’s
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largely en masse. Most conspicuous of these acquisitions was the horde of Cypriot
sculpture excavated and then sold to the Museum in 1874 by Civil War hero General
Luigi Palma di Cesnola, who subsequently became the Metropolitan’s first director
and welcomed Magoon’s offer of the Richards watercolors.* But there had also been
major acquisitions of paintings in the 1870s: the first was the selection of 174
European works purchased for the Museum by William T. Blodgett in 1872. The sec-
ond was a cache of thirty-eight landscapes by the Hudson River School artist and
Museum founder John Frederick Kensett, donated by the artist’s brother, Thomas
Kensett, in 1874.°> Rounding out these wholesale purchases and gifts was the staple
of the Metropolitan’s early displays, the loan shows of works owned by major New
York collectors and artists—notably, John Taylor Johnston, Morris K. Jesup, R. M.
Olyphant, Frederic Edwin Church, and John La Farge.® Many of the exhibited works
eventually entered the Museum’s collection by bequest—not least among them
Jesup’s, distinguished for its major paintings of the Hudson River School.”

The Magoon gift of Richards watercolors was made attractive by the reputation
the artist had built in New York in the very decade in which the Museum was
founded. The 1870s had also witnessed the full emergence of the American Society of
Painters in Water Colors—established in 1866 and soon renamed the American
Water Color Society—whose annual exhibitions in the galleries of the National
Academy of Design, New York, had served to validate the watercolor medium as a
legitimate fine-art expression. Like many members and participants in those exhibi-
tions, Richards had started at the beginning of that decade to produce watercolors in
quantity in order to take advantage of the new forum, and his remarkable talent had
earned him a prominent place among its many exhibitors, several of whom, includ-
ing the society’s president, Samuel Colman, were also painters of landscape.® Three
of the most respected practitioners of landscape painting, National Academicians
Church, Kensett, and Sanford Robinson Gifford, participated in the Metropolitan’s
founding; Kensett was elected an original trustee, and the Museum mounted memo-
rial exhibitions of the work of Gifford and Church.? It is thus not surprising that the
Museum’s earliest American drawings acquisitions were landscapes.

Magoon, for his part, had contributed significantly to Richards’s prominence in
New York by encouraging him early, both as a patron and as an adviser. The two had
met in 1870 at Atlantic City, where the artist was at work on some of his earliest
watercolors of coastal subjects, and Magoon immediately began purchasing them as
fast as Richards could turn them out. In subsequent seasons Magoon paid Richards
to vacation with him in the White Mountains of New Hampshire, the minister’s
native state, and visited the artist at Richards’s summer house at Newport, Rhode
Island. In all locations he often selected the scenery he wished to see represented on
the walls of his Philadelphia home. By the late 1870s Magoon had amassed so many
of Richards’s watercolors that he opened his domestic gallery on Thursdays to show

them to the public and then offered to send some of them for temporary display at



the Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts. It is distinctly possible that Magoon
would ultimately have donated the watercolors to the academy, but his request to
lecture there on Sundays was declined, and he withdrew his offer. In 1879, not long
after Magoon’s disappointment with the Pennsylvania Academy, his son and only
heir died, leaving him to consider more seriously the ultimate disposition of his art
collection—the large part of which by then consisted of Richards’s watercolors.™
That had not always been the case, however, and Magoon’s experience as a collector
may have predisposed him to consider the Metropolitan Museum as the best reposi-
tory of his artworks.

Before and during the Civil War, Magoon had amassed a collection of more than
four hundred paintings, watercolors, drawings, and engravings—including several
original watercolors by J. M. W. Turner—which he sold in its entirety in 1864 to
Matthew Vassar, who proposed to make it the nucleus of the Vassar College Art
Gallery.™™ As such, the collection became not merely a general source of aesthetic
enrichment but, from the start, a tool for instructing the students of the college in art.
As Magoon certainly knew merely if he read the newspapers, the Metropolitan’s edu-
cational mission in its early years was a “leading feature” of the institution.** Its
operating model was the South Kensington Museum in London (now the Victoria
and Albert) which expressly emphasized and promoted the nation’s arts.”® Also the
South Kensington was originally the repository of the watercolors from the J. M. W.
Turner bequest to the nation. None of this was unknown to Magoon; moreover, he
clearly believed Richards to be the American counterpart of the famous English
watercolorist. After a tour of the new building with Cesnola in early February 1880,
the minister offered his watercolors to the Museum with the invocation,
“Let us begin with a Richards Gallery for America, all that the Turner [Gallery]
is for England.” ™

For many years the Magoon-Richards watercolors were exhibited together or
selectively, first on a stand in one of the paintings galleries and then in an Alcove of
Water Color Paintings, along with both European and American works acquired,
chiefly through gift, in the years immediately following.”s Augmenting the richness of
the Magoon gift, for example, Richards’s large Rocky Coast (plate 98) arrived in the
grand Catharine Lorillard Wolfe bequest of pictures in 1887.%¢

Without doubt, some of the later gifts of American works were prompted by
Magoon’s magnanimity and even his taste. In 1882 the American Pre-Raphaelite
watercolorist John Henry Hill wrote to Henry G. Marquand, chairman of the Art
Committee, offering the Museum six watercolors (plate 64, C136, C139, C142—
C144) by his father, John William Hill. The elder Hill had been president of the
Society for the Advancement of Truth in Art—the American followers of the Pre-
Raphaelite champion John Ruskin—of which Richards had also been a member. All
three artists were frequent contributors to the American Water Color Society exhibi-

tions in the 1870s;"7 however, unlike Richards, the Hills remained faithful to the
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watercolor technique and exacting, minute standards of representation upheld by
Ruskin. Two of the six watercolors that John Henry Hill offered to the Museum
were exquisite examples of the kind of open-air still-life study cherished by Ruskin
(plate 64, C139). Pre-Raphaelitism never gained wide fashion in America and faded
from critical attention almost as soon as it appeared in the 1860s. Perhaps in conse-
quence, almost all the Museum’s trustees were hesitant to accept the Hill watercol-
ors. Luckily, at John Henry Hill’s suggestion, Marquand turned to the landscape
painter and Museum trustee Frederic Edwin Church for an opinion. Later, on the
bottom of Hill’s letter, Marquand noted, “Mr. Church speaks well of Mr. Hill’s work.
I therefore recommend acceptance of the above.”*®

Before long, John Henry Hill was complaining to the trustees that his father’s
watercolors were not being exhibited.” Still, the Museum had not lost interest in
acquiring American drawings. Just a few years later, in 1893, the Metropolitan
accepted four watercolors (plate 72, C216, C217, C221) by William Rickarby Miller
as the gift of his widow. Thus, long before the end of the century the Museum had
accumulated a substantial number of works dating from about 1850 to 1880, repre-
senting the then-brief history of the American watercolor movement.

The acquisition and display of American drawings were to assume a more mod-
ernist, cosmopolitan aspect shortly after the turn of the twentieth century. In 1902
the Metropolitan opened its grand Beaux Arts building by Richard Morris Hunt on
Fifth Avenue. With the receipt in 1901 of a major acquisitions endowment through
the bequest of Jacob S. Rogers and the establishment, in 1906, of a Paintings
Department, curated by Roger Fry and Bryson Burroughs, the Museum was for the
first time positioned to seek out major works in a variety of media.** In 1906 the
Museum purchased, with the Rogers Fund, Whistler’s brilliant watercolor portrait
Lady in Gray (plate 105). It was the first major work by James Abbott McNeill
Whistler to enter the collection, preceding any of the important portraits in oil.>” In
the same year, the Metropolitan also welcomed Nocturne in Green and Gold, its first
painting by the artist, a gift of Harris C. Fahnestock.?* Other Whistler acquisitions—
chiefly gifts and all oil paintings—followed in every year between 1909 and 1913,
and in 1910 the Museum mounted a small retrospective of the artist’s oils and pastels.*?
The great bequest in 1916 of Harris Brisbane Dick, comprising a huge collection of
prints highlighted by Whistler etchings and lithographs, as well as a generous cash
endowment for acquisitions, not only swelled the holdings of the newly founded
Department of Prints but brought to the Museum two more Whistler drawings, both
landscapes, one in watercolor and the other in charcoal and pastel (C495, plate 104).*

The death of Winslow Homer in 1910, his status by then as an American old mas-
ter, the passionate admiration accorded his late work by the prominent New York
patron and early Metropolitan benefactor George A. Hearn, and the perspicacity of
curator Burroughs (an active artist himself) all figured in the Museum’s purchase in

the same year of a dozen of Homer’s late watercolors. Four years earlier Hearn had



given the Museum the first
two of six Homer oils that he
would eventually donate—
most of them marines done at
the artist’s home at Prouts
Neck, Maine—and in 1910
Hearn added Northeaster, the
prize of the Metropolitan’s
late work by the artist.>s In the
same year that Hearn donated
his first Homers the Museum
was able to purchase The Gulf
Stream,*® one of the artist’s few
oil paintings of tropical sub-
jects, presaging Burroughs’s
selection in 1910 of mostly
tropical watercolors from
Homer’s estate (see figure 4).
The curator may have been influenced as much by Homer’s own assessment of his late
watercolors as by their subject matter, however. Some of the twelve he picked in 1910
are thought to be among the twenty-one that the artist chose to represent his work, in
preference to oil paintings, at the 1901 Pan-American Exposition in Buffalo.*” After
the exposition closed, Homer determined to preserve what he had not sold in his
Prouts Neck studio for eventual acquisition by a public institution. Appealed to by
Burroughs, Homer reassured the anxious curator, “The water colors that you refer to
are still hanging on my wall—I think of you and the Museum when I happen to look
at them and I never forget that I have promised to submit them to you before selling
them to any other party.”*® He had only to frame the pictures properly before selling
them to the Metropolitan, he added. The artist died before fulfilling his promise, but it
was carried out by his brother, Charles. The Metropolitan was the first of three promi-
nent American museums—the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, and the Brooklyn
Institute of Arts and Sciences (now the Brooklyn Museum of Art) were the others—to
acquire Homer watercolors immediately after his death.?® The new acquisitions were
exhibited regularly throughout the first half of the twentieth century, beginning with
the Homer memorial exhibition mounted by the Metropolitan in 1911, and for
some time thereafter they hung in a gallery on the second floor set aside for the display
of drawings. They are still the heart of the Museum’s collection of Homer’s draWings,
which now includes several in chalk, charcoal, and crayon.

In acquiring John Singer Sargent’s bravura watercolors the Metropolitan
was slower than the museums in Brooklyn and Boston but in the long run equally

fortunate. In her introduction to the catalogue of Sargent’s drawings in the

Figure 4. Winslow Homer (1836—-1910). Fishing Boats, Key West, 1903. Watercolor and graphite
on white wove paper, 13*%6 x 21% in. (35.4 x 55.2 cm). The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Amelia B. Lazarus Fund, 1910 (10.228.1)
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1985, pp. 471-75.
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27. B[ryson] B[urroughs], “The
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MMA Bulletin 6, no. 1 (January
1911), p. 2; “Recent Accessions—
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MMA Bulletin 6, no. 2 (February
1911), pp. 43—44; and Albert Ten
Eyck Gardner, “Metropolitan
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no. s (January 1959), pp. 137-38.
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Fine Arts (Buffalo, N.Y.: [David
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sions but refers to them only col-
lectively as “Scenes from the
Bahamas and the Bermudas.”

28. Homer to Burroughs, November 4,
1909, quoted in Gardner, “Metro-
politan Homers,” pp. 137-39.

29. Homer’s New York dealer sold
one Adirondack picture to the
Worcester Art Museum in 1908.
See Susan E. Strickler, “American
Watercolors at Worcester,” in
American Traditions in Watercolor:
The Worcester Art Museum
Collection (exh. cat.; Worcester,



Figure 5. Childe Hassam (1859—
1935). The Brush House, 1916.
Watercolor and charcoal on
white wove paper, 15%s x
22%e¢in. (39 x §6.8 cm). The
Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Rogers Fund, 1917 (17.31.1)

Figure 6. John La Farge (1835-
1910). The Strange Thing Little
Kiosai Saw in the River, 1897.
Watercolor and gouache on off-
white wove paper, mounted on
white wove paper, 127%s x
18%sin. (31.9 x 46.1 cm). The
Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Rogers Fund, 1917 (17.180.2)
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Metropolitan, American Drawings and Watercolors in the Metropolitan Museum of
Art: Jobn Singer Sargent, H. Barbara Weinberg relates in detail the history of the
Museum’s relationship with both Sargent and his descendants; however, we cannot
omit summarizing it here.>* The story directly involves two of the Museum’s early
directors, Edward Robinson and Francis Henry Taylor. In 1910 Robinson succeeded
Sir Caspar Purdon Clark as the third director of the Metropolitan, having served as

curator of classical antiquities and then director at the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston,




in the 1890s. He probably became acquainted with Sargent at that time, when the
artist was executing murals for the Boston Public Library. After 1900 Sargent turned
increasingly from portraiture to mural painting and watercolor but only began to
market the latter in numbers in 1909, when the Brooklyn Institute of Arts and
Sciences snapped up eighty-three of eighty-six watercolors Sargent exhibited at
M. Knoedler in New York.>* The Museum of Fine Arts followed suit in 1912, pur-
chasing forty-five watercolors before they were exhibited at Knoedler’s in March.
That transaction must have prompted Robinson late in 1912 to write to Sargent
requesting him to select a small group—*“perhaps eight or ten at most, as our space
for watercolors is limited at present”33—for sale to the Metropolitan. Sargent would
have been happy to oblige, but following the sale to Boston had little on hand that he
deemed worthy to offer. Finally in 1915 he sent ten watercolors at a reduced price
along with Tyrolese Interior, a recent oil that the Museum agreed to buy.?¢ The
watercolors, all signed, surely constitute the cream of the Metropolitan’s holdings of
Sargent’s drawings; however, the collection was augmented exponentially thirty-five
years later through the generosity of the artist’s sister Violet Sargent Ormond and the
agency of her cousin, Francis Henry Taylor, who had become the fifth director of the
Metropolitan in 1940. After Sargent’s death in 1925, both his sisters, Emily and
Violet, had made generous gifts of the drawings and watercolors left in his studio to
several institutions, especially university and teaching collections, and even donated
six charcoal figure drawings in 1930 to the Metropolitan, which was already fairly
rich in the artist’s paintings and watercolors.? In 1949 Violet offered Taylor over
350 works (oil paintings, watercolors, drawings, and sketchbooks)—including two
albums of brilliant alpine drawings by the teenage Sargent—which Taylor eagerly
accepted for the Museum in summer 1950. Thanks largely to the 191§ purchase
and to the 1950 Ormond gift, the Metropolitan preserves one of the largest, most
varied, and most distinguished collections of Sargent’s graphic work in the world.
The Sargent watercolors purchased in 1915 were the first drawings acquired by
the Museum that would fall into the category of Impressionism, and their acquisition
may have helped stimulate important acquisitions of Impressionist drawings during
the next ten years: a pair of fine watercolors by Childe Hassam (see figure §) and
Landscape, a pastel by John Twachtman, the former purchased in 1917, the latter in
1925.3¢ Undoubtedly enhancing their desirability was the prior acquisition of paint-
ings by both artists, both the gifts of George A. Hearn in 1909.37 Among the varied
purchases of 1917 was a haunting work by John La Farge, The Strange Thing Little
Kiosai Saw in the River (figure 6), the first watercolor by the artist to be acquired by
the Museum. When La Farge died, in 1910, the Museum possessed only one other
picture by him, The Muse of Painting, an oil donated a year earlier by J. Pierpont
Morgan and Henry Walters.?® Unlike the watercolors of late nineteenth-century mas-
ters such as Homer and Sargent, La Farge’s were acquired over the years in desul-

tory fashion, probably because of the varied nature of his output in the fine and the
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Figure 7. Thomas Eakins
(1844—-1916). The Gross
Clinic, 1875-76. India ink and
watercolor on cardboard, 23% x
19% in. (60.3 x 48.9 cm). The
Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Rogers Fund, 1923 (23.94)
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As early as 1882 Eakins himself gave his exquisite oil The Chess Players to the
Metropolitan, and like Whistler, Homer, and later Sargent, he was to be honored by
the Museum with a memorial exhibition of his work—mounted by Burroughs in
November 1917, the year following his death.*” In that period, three more paintings
were welcomed through purchase, two of them from the artist’s widow, Susan
Macdowell Eakins. She had deeply appreciated Burroughs’s initiative to mount the
exhibition and encourage various other institutions to acquire the artist’s work.** As
he had so successfully done with Homer, Burroughs initiated an energetic campaign
to acquire a cache of drawings by Eakins. In 1923 he purchased an ambitious ink
drawing, The Gross Clinic (figure 7), based on one of Eakins’s greatest paintings, and
the following year he acquired directly from Susan Eakins the artist’s canonical
watercolor John Biglen in a Single Scull (figure 8).4> He maintained the urgency of his
quest, writing to Mrs. Eakins in 1925 that he was “very anxious for this Museum to
have a representative group of your husband’s watercolors.”#* She was pleased to
oblige, offering the Metropolitan five, along with an expression of her “keen satisfac-
tion to know they go where they will be valued and treasured with many other fine
works.”#5 A few other Eakins drawings and watercolors, such as The Pathetic Song,

would arrive in later years, but as with Homer, the foundation of the Eakins collec-

tion was established early in the history of the Museum.*¢

Figure 8. Thomas Eakins (1844—1916). John Biglen in a Single Scull, ca. 1873. Watercolor on off-
white wove paper, 19 %6 x 2474 in. (49.2 x 63.2 cm). The Metropolitan Museum of Art, Fletcher
Fund, 1924 (24.108)
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Figure 9. Mary Cassatt
(1844—-1926). Mother Feeding
Child. Pastel on wove paper,
mounted on canvas, 25% x
32 in. (64.8 x 81.3 cm). The
Metropolitan Museum of Art,
From the Collection of James
Stillman, Gift of Dr. Ernest G.
Stillman, 1922 (22.16.22)
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The fifteen pastels by Mary
Cassatt now in the collection were
acquired throughout the twentieth
century. In 1922 the first five were
given—anonymously at the time—
by Dr. Ernest G. Stillman.*” Two
of them, Mother Feeding Child
(figure 9) and Mother Playing with
Her Child, remain among the
Metropolitan’s finest. With them
in the same gift came three
Cassatt paintings, which had been
preceded in the collection by a
single oil picture, Mother and
Child (yet another seminal contri-
bution by George A. Hearn to the
Metropolitan’s early holdings).*®
Ernest G. Stillman was the son of James Stillman, a formidable banker, a collector,
and an intimate friend of the artist. He had originally purchased most of the donated
art, which had included, besides the pictures by Cassatt, Renaissance sculpture and
tapestries and three landscapes by Gustave Courbet.#’ Not long after James
Stillman’s death, in 1918, Cassatt lamented news that his daughters were pre-
pared to sell much of his collection—observing incredulously, “Nothing for the
Metropolitan!”5° In the same year, she lent the Museum her great portrait of her
mother’s first cousin, Lady at the Tea Table.’* Fortunately, the rumored sale did not
occur, and in late 1921, Ernest G. Stillman contacted the “Curator of Fine Arts” at
the Metropolitan about the following year’s gift. He offered the Metropolitan free
choice among the Cassatt paintings and pastels in his collection and enlisted the
assistance of Director Edward Robinson in distributing the rest to other public insti-
tutions.’* The Museum sent photographs of the gift to the artist, who was delighted
by it and grateful to Robinson for disposing of the pictures that the Metropolitan
chose not to accession.’? In January 1923 she wrote to Robinson: “I thank you very
much indeed for what you have done with my pictures.” Referring not only to her
own work but to the Renaissance objects from the Stillman collection, she added: “I
have an ardent desire that this generation must be able to get [its] artistic education
in America.”’* She proved her gratitude a few months later by turning her five-year
loan of Lady at the Tea Table into a gift.

The Stillman donation was followed in 1929 by the huge bequest of Mrs. H. O.
Havemeyer, who had long looked to Cassatt for guidance in collecting pictures and
who included two of the artist’s pastels and two of her oils among the more than five

hundred works she left to the Metropolitan.’s As with Sargent, future acquisitions of



important Cassatt drawings evolved
from early relationships between
the Metropolitan and the artist or
the artist’s patrons: in the 1950s
and 1960s, Mrs. Gardner Cassatt
Jr., the widow of Cassatt’s nephew,
gave no fewer than five pastels,
including a wonderful portrait of
Gardner and his sister, Ellen Mary,
as children.’® Most recently, in
1992, descendants of Mrs. H. O.
Havemeyer donated a striking pastel
portrait of her daughter, Adaline.’”

Curator Bryson Burroughs de-
serves primary credit for most of
the early twentieth-century draw-

ings acquisitions described above.

Figure 10. John Singleton Copley (1738-1815).
Mrs. Edward Green (Mary Storer), 1765. Pastel on
laid paper, mounted on canvas, 237 x 17% in.
(60.6 x 44.8 cm). The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Charles B. Curtis Fund, 1908 (08.1b)

Meanwhile, another dimension of
American drawings collecting was
developing under the guidance of
others at the Metropolitan. Even as
Burroughs purchased the Museum’s first Whistler drawing in 1906, Robert W. de
Forest, secretary and later president of the Museum, donated three small pencil por-
traits (plate 1o, C379, C380) executed by early American artist John Trumbull for
his historical paintings of the Revolutionary War. The Trumbull drawings may be
thought of as one of the earliest ripples in a gradually rising tide of historical
American acquisitions linked to the planning and execution of the Museum’s land-
mark Hudson-Fulton exhibition of 1909 and to the campaign to create an American
Wing at the Metropolitan.’® That campaign—protracted in its planning and its exe-
cution—was driven primarily by a new taste for American furniture and decorative
arts chiefly of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Many of the early
American pictures acquired in this period were appreciated as much for their value in
period ensembles as for their intrinsic merit. Naturally they tended to be portraits,
the characteristic pictorial ornaments of American interiors from the colonial
through the Federal periods.’® The Museum’s first John Singleton Copley portraits
were acquired in this context, beginning in 1908 with a pastel, Mrs. Edward Green
(Mary Storer; figure 10). The fact that this inaugural work was not a painting was
actually applauded at the time because “the darkening and yellowing to which oil
paintings are subject does not occur in a pastel; so that this picture, no matter how
many more important Copleys may be acquired, will retain its importance, since it

gives us an opportunity to study the artist’s use of color.”® The purchase of Mrs.
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and Company, 1975), pp. 21§-19
and passim. A description of the
objects given to the Museum from
the Stillman collection is in B[reck]
and B[urroughs], “An Anonymous
Gift,” pp. 51-58.

Quoted in Hale, Mary Cassatt,

p. 267.

American Paintings in MMA 11
1985, pp. 638-42.

[Edward Robinson], “Memorandum
re E. G. Stillman,” unsigned
memo, January 7, 1922, in the
Archives of The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, describing a

visit by “Mr. Burroughs” to Dr.
Ernest Stillman’s home to discuss
Stillman’s offered gift: “As gifts
without restriction or condition of
any kind [Dr. Stillman] offered the
following: The Museum’s choice of
19 pictures in oil and pastel by
Mary Cassatt, the Mus. to take as
many as it wished of this number,
and such as it should not he pro-
posed to give to other museums in
the U.S.” See also the unsigned,
undated memo “Dr. E. G. Stillman’s
Gift of 10 Cassatts to American
Museums,” also in the Museum’s
Archives: “In February and March
1922 Mr. Robinson distributed by
lot 10 paintings and pastels by Mary
Cassatt to American Museums at the
request of Dr. E. G. Stillman. . . .
This Museum was not concerned
in this matter, it was a personal
arrangement between Dr. Stillman &
Mr. Robinson.”

Cassatt to Robinson, April 1, 1922,
Archives of The Metropolitan
Museum of Art.

Cassatt to Robinson, January 19,
1923, Archives of The Metropolitan
Museum of Art.

For the pastels, both entitled
Mother and Child (29.100.49, 50),
see Bolger 1989, pp. 153-54;

for the paintings, see American
Paintings in MMA Il 1985,

pp. 646-51; for the Havemeyer
bequest, see Alice Cooney
Frelinghuysen et al., Splendid
Legacy: The Havemeyer Collection
(exh. cat.; New York: The
Metropolitan Museum of Art,
1993), esp. the foreword by
Philippe de Montebello, pp. vii-ix.
The five pastels given by Mrs.
Gardner Cassatt Jr. are: Gardner
and Ellen Mary Cassatt (57.182),
two pictures entitled Mother and
Child (58.191.1 and §9.200.1),
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Woman on a Bench (58.191.2),
and Ellen Mary Cassatt (60.132.1).
For illustrations of three of them
and a description of the first, see
Bolger 1989, pp. 54-55, I54-55.
Adaline Havemeyer in a White
Hat, Gift of members of the
family of Adaline Havemeyer
Frelinghuysen, 1992 (1992.235).
The Hudson-Fulton celebration
was a citywide observance of the
historic voyages on the Hudson
River, in 1609 and 1807, respec-
tively, of Henry Hudson’s Half
Moon and Robert Fulton’s
steamship Clermont; see Frances
Gruber Safford, “The Hudson-
Fulton Exhibition and H. Eugene
Bolles,” Antigues 157, no. 1
(January 2000), pp. 170-75.

On the gestation and birth of the
American Wing, see Safford, ibid.;
Amelia Peck, “Robert de Forest
and the Founding of the American
Wing,” Antiques 157, no. 1
(January 2000), pp. 176—81; and
Peter M. Kenny, “R. T. H. Halsey:
American Wing Founder and
Champion of Duncan Phyfe,”
Antiques 157, no. 1 (January
2000), pp. 186-91.

See “Desiderata in American
Paintings and Sculpture,” The
Metropolitan Museum of Art
Thirty-Seventh Annual Report of
the Trustees for the Year Ending
December 31, 1906, 1907, p. 59
(abbreviated hereafter as Annual
Report), which lists “painters, born
prior to 1825, who are not repre-
sented in the Museum collections.”
B[ashford] D[ean], “A Pastel by
Copley,” MMA Bulletin 3, no. 2
(February 1908}, p. 38.
“Complete List of Accessions,”
MMA Bulletin 3, no. 7 (July 1908),
p. 146; and W[illiam R.] V[alen-
tiner], “Principal Accessions—An
Early American Pastel Drawing,”
MMA Bulletin 3, no. 12 (December
1908), pp. 228-29.

On the four Vanderlyn crayon
drawings, see “List of Accessions
and Loans,” MMA Bulletin 12,
no. 11 (November 1917), p. 237.
On the arrival at the Museum of
Vanderlyn’s Mrs. Marinus Willett
and Her Son Marinus Jr., see “List
of Accessions,” MMA Bulletin 12,
no. 6 (June 1917), p. 142; and

F. M., “Recent Accessions—
Bequest of George Willett Van
Nest,” MMA Bulletin 12, no. 7

Edward Green and its publication in the Museum Bulletin that year may well have
prompted the gifts just months later of two more early American portrait pastels
(C301, C306).°" Of these, the more notable is Albert Gallatin (plate 8) by the
English-born artist James Sharples, whose family profile-portrait practice flourished
in America at the same time that another émigré artist, Charles Balthazar Julien
Févret de Saint-Mémin, was also prospering in the business. (Four examples of Saint-
Mémin’s work had already entered the Museum’s collection in the 1880s: C288,
C290, C291, C293). In 1910 several significant early American drawings—including
a profile portrait by Saint-Mémin’s partner, Thomas Bludget de Valdenuit (C454),
and a handsome cabinet portrait in watercolor (C320) by John Rubens Smith—
entered the Metropolitan by bequest. The Smith picture anticipated the bequest in
1917 of the Museum’s four rare and exquisite cabinet portraits in black crayon
(plates 20, 21, C456, C459) by John Vanderlyn, of members of the Daniel Strobel Jr.
and Edward Church families. A direct stimulus for the latter bequest, made by a
descendant of the sitters, may have been another, just months earlier, of Vanderlyn’s
sensitive oil portrait of Mrs. Marinus Willett and her son Marinus Jr., which was
described in the Museum Bulletin for July 1917—as well as illustrated on the
cover.®* (Indeed, paintings by Vanderlyn arrived in numbers in these years, with gifts
or bequests in 1916-19 and 1924.)®* Four more Sharples family pastels, including
likenesses of Alexander Hamilton (C304), George Washington (C308), and Noah
Webster (C307) were among twenty early American portraits that arrived with the
great Charles Allen Munn Bequest—of paintings, miniatures, drawings, prints, and
silver—in 1924, just preceding the November opening of the American Wing.%4

In 1922 trustee R. T. Haines Halsey, who had been a driving force behind the
establishment of the American Wing, purchased for the Museum its first early
American “landscape” drawing, a charming watercolor (plate 18) executed by an
unknown artist, of the facade of the furniture maker Duncan Phyfe’s shop and ware-
house on Fulton Street in New York, acquired from Phyfe’s descendants. To label
that watercolor a landscape is generous, and to do so is a measure of the dearth of
collecting in that category in the early twentieth century. Although gifts of major
Hudson River School landscape paintings were welcomed into the Museum’s collec-
tion in the years after 1900, the taste of the period suppressed the market in such
works and in corresponding landscape drawings and discouraged their purchase by
public institutions generally.s The varied collection of American landscape drawings
that eventually accumulated at the Metropolitan in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s was
barely seeded in 1926, when the Museum accepted the gift from James C. McGuire
of a scrapbook of eighty-seven pencil drawings and sketches probably collected by
the donor’s grandfather in the previous century.®® It included—in addition to land-
scapes—portraits, caricatures, and genre sketches by both American and British
artists. Among the Americans represented were Alfred Thomas Agate (plate 61),

Thomas Cole (Cs1), Thomas Doughty (plate 35), Asher Brown Durand (C1os),



Francis William Edmonds (plate 52, Cr1o), Alvan Fisher (C124), Samuel Finley
Breese Morse (C223), Shepard Alonzo Mount (plate 50, C228-Cz231) and his
brother William Sidney Mount (C232, C233), James Smillie (C315, C316), and
Robert Walter Weir (C473). For many years after the McGuire scrapbook gift, however,
accessions in early American drawings remained scattered. Indeed, the Museum’s
collection of premodern American drawings was dealt a blow when in 1929 seventy-
six of the eighty-five Richards watercolors that had inaugurated the collection were
deaccessioned, along with paintings, sculpture, furniture, textiles, silver, and ceram-
ics from throughout the Museum’s departments.®” De Forest himself defended the
move as the unavoidable consequence of shrinking storage space and—yes—changes
in taste.®® Indeed, for a quarter century and more Magoon’s “Richards Gallery” of
watercolors had been banished from exhibition while the work of Homer, Sargent,
Eakins, and twentieth-century watercolor masters such as John Marin were shown
regularly (some might say excessively, by the conservation standards of today).

Like most cultural aspects of American life between 1930 and 1945, museum
activities declined during those years of economic and political upheaval. At the same
time, the Great Depression and World War II fostered a heightened spirit of national-
ism that was manifested at the Metropolitan, for example, in “Life in America for
Three Hundred Years,” an exhibition mounted to complement the World’s Fair held
in New York in 1939—40. The nearly three hundred native portraits, genre paintings,
and landscapes put on exhibit, dating for the most part in the nineteenth century,
constituted the most representative survey of American paintings that had been made
until that time, although it was also regarded as the most “artless” (that is, low-
brow) exhibition the Museum had ever put on. In the words of Hermann Warner
Williams, one of the curators, it was “the substantial pork and beans of American
art, not its soufflés and meringues.”® “Life in America” was so well received that it
remained on view two months longer than originally planned. Doubtless the national
pride it inspired—and perhaps also the alliance between the United States and the
Soviet Union in World War II—helped create a climate for the acquisition of the
most notable group of early American drawings received between 1926 and 1954:
the fifty-two vivid watercolor renderings of American cities, natural landmarks, and
Philadelphia genre scenes attributed to Russian diplomat Pavel Petrovich Svinin, vis-
iting the United States between 1811 and 1813, and to the Pennsylvania German
genre artist John Lewis Krimmel (plates 28, 29, C185-C187, C189-C193, C332-
C366, C368-C372, C374, 375).7° Svinin assembled the drawings in a portfolio and
took them back with him to Russia in 1813. During or just after the Revolution of
1917, the album made its way back to America, where it was purchased about 1925
by Halsey, and after his death in 1942 the Metropolitan acquired it from his collec-
tion. Other signal purchases in this period were two more Copley pastels (plate 4,
Cé60), bought in 1940, and a watercolor study by Thomas Sully for his portrait of
John Quincy Adams (plate 25), acquired in 1938. A portrait drawing prized for its
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(July 1917), p. 159. See also
American Paintings in MMA |
1994, pp. 256-57, where the
painting of Mrs. Willett and the
drawing of Mrs. Edward Church
(now reidentified as Mrs. Daniel
Strobel Jr.) are compared.

For these works, see American
Paintings in MMA I 1994, pp. 253—
57, 265—68.

On the Munn bequest, see H[arry] B.
W(ehle], “Accessions and Notes—
Membership,” MMA Bulletin 19,
no. 7 (July 1924), p. 179, and
“List of Accessions and Loans,”
ibid., p. 182; and “Two Valuable
Bequests,” MMA Bulletin 19,

no. 1o (October 1924), pp. 230-
31. On the American Wing, see
“Opening of the American

Wing,” ibid., p. 230; and R. T.
Hlaines] H[alsey] and Clharles]
O. Clornelius], “The American
Wing,” MMA Bulletin 19, no. 11
(November 1924), pp. 251-65.
For the fluctuating reputation of
the Hudson River School, see
Kevin J. Avery, “A Historiography
of the Hudson River School,” in
New York 1987-88a, pp. 3-20.
James C. McGuire (1812-1888) of
Washington, D.C., collected art of
all kinds, and he bequeathed much
of it to the Corcoran Gallery of
Art, in his native city. Among the
items in his art collection was a
large volume of drawings by many
of the same American and British
artists whose works appear in the
McGuire Scrapbook, given to the
Museum by his grandson and
namesake in 1926. See Catalogue
of the Collection of . . . James C.
McGuire. To be Sold . . . at the
Salesrooms of Thomas Dowling
(Washington, D.C., [1888?]),

no. 105.

“The Museum Auction Sale,”
MMA Bulletin 24, no. 1 (January
1929), pp. 2—3; and Oil Paintings
by XIX Century Artists, Property
of The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Sold by Order of The Trustees
... February 7, 1929 . .. Exhibition
and Sale at the American Art
Galleries (New York: American Art
Association, 1929); see also Avery
and Conway 2000, pp. 215-16.
Robert W. de Forest, “How
Museums Can Most Wisely
Dispose of Surplus Material,”
MMA Bulletin 24, no. 6 (June
1929), pp. 158-60.
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For descriptions and reviews of

the show, see Hermann Warner
Williams Jr., “Life in America for
Three Hundred Years,” MMA
Bulletin 34, no. 4 (April 1939),
pp- 78—84 (quotation, p. 78);
Josephine L. Allen, “The Exhibition
of Life in America,” MMA Bulle-
tin 34, no. 7 (July 1939), pp. 182~
84; James Truslow Adams, “Life
in America,” MMA Bulletin 34,
no. 9 (September 1939), pp. 210~
11; “An Extension of the Exhi-
bition Life in America,” MMA
Bulletin 34, no. 11 (November
1939), p. 238; and Harry B.
Wehle et al., Life in America: A
Special Loan Exhibition . . . (exh.
cat.; New York: The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, 1939).

The watercolors were highlighted
that year in the Museum Bulletin:
see Margaret Jeffery, “As a Russian
Saw Us in 1812,” MMA Bulletin,
n.s., 1, no. 3 (November 1942),
Pp- 134—40.

“Review of the Year 1947,” MMA
Bulletin Incorporating the Seventy-
Eighth Annual Report of The
Trustees for the Year 1947, n.s., 7,
no. 1 (Summer 19438), p. 20 (the
Annual Report in The Bulletin
hereafter enumerated in brackets).
Roland L. Redmond and Dudley T.
Easby Jr., “Report for January—
June 1954—Gifts and Bequests of
Objects of Art,” MMA Bulletin
[84th Annual Report, 1953], n.s.,
13, no. I (Summer 1954), p. I0.
For the acquisition of Channel
Bass (52.155), see “Additions

to the Collections—American

Art, Paintings and Sculpture,
Purchases,” MMA Bulletin [83rd
Annual Report, 1952], n.s., 12,
no. 1 (Summer 1953), p. 15; and
for the Homer watercolor, draw-
ing, and print show, see “List of
Exhibitions,” MMA Bulletin
[82nd Annual Report, 1951], n.s.,
11, no. I (Summer 1952), p. 40.
On the Museum’s first Maurice
Prendergast watercolors, Piazza di
San Marco (52.156.6) and Court
Yard, West End Library, Boston
(52.156.7), see “Additions to

the Collection—American Art,
Paintings and Sculpture, Gifts
Received,” MMA Bulletin [83rd
Annual Report, 1952], n.s., 12,
no. 1 (Summer 1953), p. 15; and
New York and other cities 1991,

pp. 121, 156—59.

historical interest as well as for its characterization and high finish was John Rubens
Smith’s 1810 watercolor likeness of Allan Melville (plate 19), the father of the novel-
ist Herman Melville, donated by a descendant of the family in 1946. The following
year the Museum was given pendant pastel portraits by Henrietta Johnston (plates 1,
2), its first and only works by this American predecessor of Copley in the pastel
medium.”* Two gifts—drawings in a sketchbook (Cro6) and a nature study (plate
39) by Asher Brown Durand—received in 1933 and 1936, respectively, were the only
landscapes in graphite besides those in the McGuire album to be acquired before the
1960s.

The purchase in 1942 of both the portfolio of Svinin and Krimmel genre drawings
and Charles Burton’s large and elaborate 1824 watercolor of the United States
Capitol in Washington, D.C. (plate 34), anticipated by more than a decade the single
most significant acquisition of early American works on paper, the bequest in 1954
of department-store heir Edward W. C. Arnold’s voluminous collection of more than
2,300 prints, maps, pictures, and documents relating chiefly to the history of New
York City from the seventeenth to the twentieth century. Although the Arnold collec-
tion was especially rich in prints, it also contained scores of watercolors and draw-
ings, many of which had served as sources for engravings, including some
represented in the same bequest. Among the watercolors are several highlighted in
this volume: works by Archibald Robertson (plate 13), John Hill (plate 14), William
James Bennett (plates 26, 27), William Guy Wall (plates 32, 33), Nicolino Calyo
(plate 41), William Henry Bartlett (plate 53), and John William Hill (plate 63). Most
of these artists also figured significantly in the history of printmaking during the early
nineteenth century in New York. Whereas until 1954 the history of American water-
color as represented at the Metropolitan was barely older than the Museum itself,
with the Arnold bequest the early nineteenth-century component was substantially
filled in, completing the narrative from about 1820 to 1930. The narrative went
unappreciated for many years, however. Arnold had earlier loaned the collection to
the Museum of the City of New York, where the Metropolitan let it remain for some
time, “so that [it might] continue to be enjoyed and studied in relation to other col-
lections” of the city museum.”*

In 1949 a Department of American Art, encompassing the American Wing and an
American Paintings and Sculpture Department, was formed at the Metropolitan
under Associate Curator Robert Beverly Hale. Despite this development, collecting
and exhibition priorities for American drawings continued to be either modern and
contemporary masters or early American portraitists. In 1952, the same year that the
Museum purchased, with Hearn Funds, Homer’s watercolor Channel Bass and also
mounted an exhibition of the artist’s works on paper, the fledgling department acquired
its first watercolors by Boston Impressionist Maurice Prendergast, a gift of the estate
of Mrs. Edward Robinson, widow of the Metropolitan’s former director.”? This was

followed in 1954 by the gift of Inside the Bar, the Metropolitan’s first and to this day



its only Homer watercolor
that reflects the artist’s sojourn
in 1881-82 on the English
coast; nevertheless, it is one
of the masterpieces of that
phase of his oeuvre.”

The year 1958 witnessed
the arrival of over fifty works
by the early modernist Arthur
Bowen Davies. Davies’s star
declined in the late twentieth
century, yet he was a popular
artist in his lifetime. Beginning
in 1909 the Museum acquired
examples of his work with
George A. Hearn’s gift of a
significant painting and the
anonymous donation of seven
pastel figure studies.”’ In 1931
Lillie P. Bliss bequeathed six Davies pictures, including two watercolor landscapes;
her gift suggests the devotion accorded him by some patrons in his lifetime.”®
Another of Davies’s admirers was Abel W. Bahr, who in the artist’s later years visited
him in his studio and happened upon a pile of small landscapes in pastel, watercolor,
and ink wash, from which he pulled those he liked. When Davies looked at them,
according to Bahr, “he remarked that he had not seen them for many years. I asked if
I could acquire the group I selected; whereupon, he offered them to me as a gift.”7”
Davies’s gift to Bahr became Bahr’s to the Museum (see figure 11). Most of the pas-
tels are on boldly tinted papers. They reveal not only Davies’s innate sensibility and
dexterity but also his sensitivity as a colorist, a quality that one would not perceive
from his better-known oil paintings or even many of his more ambitious watercolors.

In 1953 the Museum purchased a remarkable sketchbook (C330) used by
Philadelphia portrait painter Thomas Sully, dating from the years immediately after
his return from a career-defining trip to England in 1809~10. The book is full of ink-
and-wash copies and interpretations of prints by Rembrandt and portraits by such
English masters as Sir Joshua Reynolds, as well as Sully’s own figure and portrait
composition studies (see plates 23, 24). They inform the several oil portraits by Sully
previously acquired by the Museum (including five paintings given by a descendant
of the artist in 1914) as well as the watercolor portrait of John Quincy Adams pur-
chased in 1938 (plate 25). This significant acquisition of working drawings aug-
mented a small collection of academic-style figural studies that had begun to take

shape with the gift in 1930 from John Singer Sargent’s sister Emily of several of his

Figure 11. Arthur B. Davies (1862-1928). View through Poplars. Pastel on blue paper, 7% x 171 in.
(19.4 x 27.9 cm). The Metropolitan Museum of Art, Gift of A. W. Bahr, 1958 (58.21.44)

74. For Inside the Bar (54.183), see
“Additions to the Collections—
American Art, Paintings and
Sculpture,” MMA Bulletin [85th
Annual Report, 1954-1955],

n.s., I4, no. 1 (Summer 1955),

pp. ro-11; and Washington, D.C.—
Boston—-New York 1995-96,

pp. 218-19.

75. For the Davies painting, A Measure
of Dreams, see American Paintings
in MMA 1II 1980, pp. 427-28.
Three of the seven pastels (09.90.1—
7) are illustrated in Bolger 1989,
pp. 160-61.

76. The watercolors are Louvre —
Autumn Afternoon (31.67.4) and
Mountains (31.67.5); for the latter,
see New York and other cities
1991, pp. 29, 165. For the four
paintings, see American Paintings
in MMA III 1980, pp. 423-26,
428-31, 432-33.

77. Abel W. Bahr, quoted in Bolger
1989, p. 74; the pastels (58.21.1—
3, 19, 28, 30-67, 69, 70) are illus-
trated, and several discussed, in
Bolger 1989, pp. 7483, 162—84.
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The Sargent drawings (30.28.1-
6), done in connection with

the Boston Public Library and
Museum of Fine Arts murals
between 1890 and 1921, are dis-
cussed and illustrated in Ameri-
can Drawings and Watercolors

in MMA, Sargent 2000, pp. 233,
235-39, 242-43, 110S. 197, 199,
200-202, 207. The Cox drawings
(50.101.1-3) are all studies for

his painting Science Instructing
Industry (1898; Case Western
Reserve University, Cleveland);
they were preceded by the gift in
1912 of a single pencil drawing, a
study for an unknown ceiling deco-
ration (12.16). Two of the three
Vedder drawings (55.50.1, 2) are
studies for the Metropolitan’s
painting The Pleiades (10.64.13)
and are illustrated in American
Paintings in MMA II 1985, p. 508;
the third Vedder drawing (55.50.3)
is a study for his painting The
Questioner of the Sphinx (1863;
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston).
[Jules David Prown), John Singleton
Copley, 1738-1815 (exh. cat.;
Washington, D.C.: National Gallery
of Art, 1965), pp. 135—42, nos. 2,
38, 59, 75, 98. The drawings were:
no. 59, Study for “The Ascension”
(60.44.16; plate 5 in the present
catalogue), and no. 98, Study for
“The Surrender of the Dutch
Admiral De Winter to Admiral
Duncan, October 11, 1797”:
Three Figures Raising the Colors
(60.44.2; C78 in the present
catalogue).

See Tomkins 1970, p. 353; and
“The Staff,” and “Reports of the
Departments—American Paintings
and Sculpture,” MMA Bulletin
[97th Annual Report, 1966-1967],
n.s., 26, no. 2 (October 1967),

DD 44, and 46.

. On the catalogue projects, see

G. W., “Notes,” MMA Bulletin,
n.s., 21, no. 7 (March 1963),

p- 252. For the sculpture catalogue,
see Albert Ten Eyck Gardner,
American Sculpture: A Catalogue
of the Collection of The Metro-
politan Museum of Art (New York:
The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
1965). Only one volume of the
paintings catalogue was published:
Gardner and Feld 1965; the project
was subsumed into a three-volume
catalogue, American Paintings in
MMA I-1II 1980-94.

charcoals; a donation in 1940 from Harold K. Hochschild of four sheets of Conté
and chalk drawings by Whistler (plates 102, 103, C488, C489); three figure studies
in pencil by Kenyon Cox purchased in 1950; and three charcoal studies by Elihu
Vedder given by the American Federation of Arts in 1955.7% In 1960 the Museum
purchased nineteen sheets with twenty-two lively chalk studies and two ink drawings
(plates 5, 6, C62—C64, C66—C73, C75-C80) executed by Copley in England for some
of his well-known portraits and history paintings. Along with three Copley paintings
from the collection, two of the drawings traveled to the landmark Copley retrospec-
tive of 1965, organized jointly by the National Gallery of Art, Washington, D.C., the
Metropolitan, and the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.”®

For a variety of reasons the 1960s marked the beginning of a concerted effort to
balance the collection so that it would better reflect the entire history of American
drawings. Among the events that caused the change in attitude was the creation,
in 1967, of a new Department of Contemporary Art (later the Department of
Twentieth Century Art, now the Department of Modern Art).® Included under its
aegis would be the work of most American artists done after the 1913 Armory Show,
along with that of twentieth-century Europeans. The establishment of the new
department left the curators of American Paintings and Sculpture free to concentrate
on acquiring eighteenth- and nineteenth-century works. Several years before that, in
1962, Associate Curator Albert Ten Eyck Gardner and Curatorial Assistant (later
Associate Curator) Stuart P. Feld had begun work on systematic catalogues of
American paintings and sculpture.®” The establishment in 1960 of a Drawings
Department set in motion the long overdue conservation of about a thousand
American drawings, which were removed from their frames and rematted for the
sake of safer and more efficient storage and readier public access.®* Beyond the walls
of the Museum, the prestige of early American drawings received a needed boost in
1962, when the Museum of Fine Arts in Boston published a two-volume catalogue of
the M. and M. Karolik Collection of American Water Colors and Drawings, part of
the rich Karolik benefaction, which included furniture and paintings, to that institu-
tion.’3 All of these developments responded to and, in turn, contributed to a
strengthened and refreshed sense of the Metropolitan’s American collections as inte-
gral bodies in themselves and as representing a historical narrative, albeit an imper-
fect one that demanded improvement, especially in the premodern periods that were
to some extent neglected in the first half of the century.

Nothing sharpens the sense of history like an anniversary, and the most significant
one in the T1960s was the centenary of the founding in 1866 of the American Society
of Painters in Water Colors (later the American Water Color Society). The
Metropolitan celebrated the event with a landmark exhibition, “Two Hundred
Years of Watercolor Painting in America,” organized and with a catalogue by Feld
(figure 12). In the same year a survey by Gardner of American watercolor was pub-

lished, one of the first on the subject, illustrated with many examples from the



Museum’s collection.® Naturally,

both the book and the exhibition

celebrated the contemporary as 3t

. g 2N

well as the modern and the histor- 2250

Z050

ical; however, given its premise, g é :
£

the exhibition was notable less for < T3

o

its representation (by 78 of 328 §z¢

. 84k

pictures) of then-current members f

< s 3

of the society than for including >,

. . Ok

work (44 pictures) long predating 292

. w5 w

the actual founding of the Water >33

wF «

Color Society—in short, for illus- g8y

. o L 2 i

trating stylistic evolution in the S

F <« 0

medium from the mid-eighteenth
THE METROPOLITAN MUSEUM OF ART

century. In doing so, Feld not
only borrowed from many pri-
vate collections but sampled the

wealth of the Museum’s hold- Figure 12. lllustrated on the front cover of the Museum’s

1966 exhibition catalogue Two Hundred Years of Water-
color Painting in America was Winslow Homer’s Palm
Tree, Nassau (1898; The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Amelia B. Lazarus Fund, 1910 [10.228.6])

ings, including the Edward W. C.
Arnold bequest, recalling from
the Museum of the City of New
York fourteen works long on
loan there. Also propitious for the future of the collection was an exhibition on view
at the same time “1o1 American Primitive Water Colors and Pastels from the
Collection of Edgar William and Bernice Chrysler Garbisch.” Organized by the
National Gallery of Art and the Metropolitan, and toured throughout the country by
the American Federation of Arts, the show highlighted chiefly nineteenth-century
works of folk art on paper, fifteen of which were donated (along with nine folk paint-
ings) to the Museum in the same year.®s Prior to this gift, “folk drawings” at the
Metropolitan had consisted almost exclusively of twenty-eight fraktur-style love
tokens and birth and baptismal certificates donated by Mrs. Robert W. de Forest
in 1933.%

“Two Hundred Years of Watercolor Painting in America” prompted a flood of
watercolor acquisitions that helped flesh out skeletal holdings in certain areas as well
as fill some gaps. Probably the most beneficent as well as beneficial of several gener-
ous gifts was the 1966 bequest of Susan Dwight Bliss of fifty-two pictures, among
which were thirty-eight drawings, chiefly watercolors. They included the first (C165)
of two rare examples of George Inness’s work in the medium now in the Museum
collection (see also plate 87), twelve small watercolors by John La Farge (greatly aug-
menting the holdings of his work up to that time), a Whistler landscape (C490), and,
gratifyingly, four (C254, C257, C259, C271) of the seventy-six Richards watercolors
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n.s., 21, no. 2 (October 1962),
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n.s., 26, no. 2 (October 1967),
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of Edgar William and Bernice
Chrysler Garbisch (exh. cat.;
Washington, D.C.: National
Gallery of Art, [1966]); and, on
the works of folk art on paper
donated in 1966, see Albert Ten
Eyck Gardner and Stuart [P.] Feld,
“Reports of the Departments—
American Paintings and Sculpture,
Gifts Accepted,” MMA Bulletin
[97th Annual Report, 1966-19671,
n.s., 26, no. 2 (October 1967),
Pp- 46—47.

The works on paper given by Mrs.
de Forest were accessioned by

the Department of American
Decorative Arts as numbers
34.100.61-87, 221. Among the
images in this group are two
pictures entitled Love Token
(34.100.65, 87), two entitled

The Crucifixion (34.100.75, 82),
Tree with Birds and Fruit
(34.100.83), Two Confronted
Griffons (34.100.84), and Lions
(34.100.85). Two works from

this group, Birth and Baptismal
Certificate for Samuel Beckle
(34.100.64), now attributed

to Christian Mertel, and The
Crucifixion (34.100.75) by an
unknown artist, are illustrated in
color in New York and other cities
1991, pp. 40, 42. In addition to
Mrs. de Forest’s gift, Birth and
Baptismal Certificate for Anamaria
Weidner, attributed to the “Cross-
legged Angel Artist” (44.109.7),
was purchased in 1944 (illustrated
in ibid., p. 41).

Gardner and Feld, “Reports . . .
Gifts Accepted,” MMA Bulletin,
n.s., 26, no. 2 (October 1967),

p- 46. The twelve La Farge water-
colors in the Bliss bequest were
accessioned as 67.55.166—77.

The watercolor bequeathed by
Susan Vanderpoel Clark, Portrait
of Faase, the Taupo of Fagaloa
Bay, Samoa (67.155.5) by John La
Farge, is illustrated and discussed
in New York and other cities 1991,
pp- 108-9. The four Haseltine
watercolor landscapes (67.173.1,
2, 4, §) given in 1967 are also all
illustrated there, pp. 101-3. On
the Clark bequest and Plowden
gift, see also Gardner and Feld,
“Reports . . . Gifts Accepted,”
MMA Bulletin, n.s., 26, no. 2

in the original Magoon gift that were deaccessioned in 1929.%” In 1967 Susan
Vanderpoel Clark bequeathed the first of several ambitious tropical watercolors by
La Farge to enter the collection, and in the same year Mrs. Roger Plowden, a descen-
dant of William Stanley Haseltine, offered four of that artist’s sturdy, glowing water-
color landscapes and a wash drawing to accompany a Haseltine drawing purchased a
few months earlier—in two strokes establishing the artist as a stronger presence at
the Metropolitan on paper than on canvas.®® Other significant purchases in the late
1960s included the sole watercolor at the Museum by the Philadelphia landscape and
marine painter James Hamilton (plate 73), who was an important example to both
Richards and Thomas Moran (the latter’s brilliant watercolors remain unrepresented
in the collection); Thomas Waterman Wood’s Reading the Scriptures (plate 82),
whose African American subject complements those in pictures by Winslow Homer
and Thomas Eakins in the collection; the haunting watercolor and gouache Snow
Scene by Bruce Crane; an Adirondack landscape in watercolor by James David
Smillie (plate 100), and a Sleeping Venus in watercolor (C331) by Thomas Sully, the
finest drawing by that artist at the Museum.?

In 1965 Emma Avery and Amy Ogden Welcher, granddaughters of the nineteenth-
century dealer and early Museum trustee Samuel Putnam Avery, donated several
diminutive and charming pencil studies of plants by Richards and by Aaron Draper
Shattuck (Cz253, C266, plates 92, 93). These marked the beginning of another tide of
American drawings to arrive at the Metropolitan, all mid-nineteenth-century land-
scapes, chiefly in graphite. The Museum had been richly endowed with Hudson
River School paintings, thanks far less to purchases than to great benefactions—for
example, from Thomas Kensett the group of late works by his brother John
Frederick Kensett in 1874; from the private owners of early monumental frontier
landscapes, such as Frederic Edwin Church’s The Heart of the Andes (in 1909); and
from Maria DeWitt Jesup (widow of Morris K. Jesup, first president of the American
Museum of Natural History) eight Hudson River School treasures (along with sixty-
five other paintings) in 1915.%° Acquisitions of drawings by the same landscape
artists and their confreres, however, had been scarce before 1965, with one impor-
tant exception, the work of Asher Brown Durand. A landscape drawing by Durand
was among others in the previously mentioned McGuire gift of 1926 (C105), and the
Museum acquired two tree studies—one in 1936 (plate 39), the other in 1961
(C1o8)—as well as a sketchbook of landscape and figure subjects, given in
1933 (C106). During the 1960s, however, with the rising interest in eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century watercolors (thanks to the 1966 exhibition and book) and an
intensifying market generally for Hudson River School paintings, the Museum’s
American acquisitions inevitably extended to landscape draftsmanship. Above all,
the presence at the Metropolitan from 1967 to 2001 of the nineteenth-century land-
scape specialist John K. Howat, first as curator of the Department of American

Paintings and Sculpture and then as Lawrence A. Fleischman Chairman of the



combined Departments of American Art, meant that such collecting received consid-
erable impetus in the 1970s and 1980s. Over the years Howat acquired several
important landscape paintings to augment the already strong Museum collection:
Martin Johnson Heade’s Approaching Thunder Storm and Fitz Hugh Lane’s Stage
Fort across Gloucester Harbor, to name just two.’” He also attracted numerous gifts
and bought many more landscape drawings for the Museum, indeed, works by most
of the major artists of the landscape school, as well as exceptional views by several
minor artists: Albert Fitch Bellows (Cx2), Albert Bierstadt (C18), Johann Hermann
Carmiencke (plates 56, 57), John William Casilear (plate 58, C44), Thomas Cole
(plate 46, Cs2), Jasper Francis Cropsey (plates 78, 79, C87-C89, Cg1, C92, Co4),
James M. Hart (plate 89, C127), Herman Herzog (C132), David Johnson (plate 88,
C168, C171), John Frederick Kensett (plate 69, C181-C183), Jervis McEntee (plate
90, C213), Thomas Addison Richards (plates 74, 75, C244, C247-Cz252), William
Trost Richards (plate 94, C255, C256, C261, C273, C277), and Aaron Draper
Shattuck (C310, C313).%* (Not surprisingly, drawings by Church still continue to
elude acquisition, since comparatively few remain in private hands; sketches and
compositions by Sanford Robinson Gifford and Thomas Worthington Whittredge
would also be coveted additions to the collection.) Howat was even able to augment
the Museum’s scant collection of sketchbooks and albums dating from the mid-nine-
teenth century, buying excellent examples by McEntee (C212) and Francis William
Edmonds (Cx11), who drew several fine landscapes in a book devoted chiefly to
figure studies for his genre paintings.”?

Acquisitions in the 1970s and 1980s of watercolors and pastels kept pace with
purchases and gifts of graphite landscape drawings. Although in 1967 Stuart P. Feld
left the Museum for the art marketplace, his contributions to the watercolor holdings
in the Departments of American Art persisted in the form of significant gifts, chiefly
of early works, including examples by John Mackie Falconer (C123), a leader of
the short-lived New York Water Color Society; by Samuel Colman (Cs4), the first
president of the American Society of Painters in Water Colors; and by the Boston
caricaturist David Claypoole Johnston, now represented in the collection by the
exceptional At the Waterfall (plate 42).°* Gifts of modernist works during this period
were no less significant, both fortifying existing strengths and filling gaps. Four more
Prendergast watercolors arrived in the 1970s, two in the bequest of Emma A. Sheafer
of 1973 and two in the bequest of Joan Whitney Payson in 1975, in which was also
included the Museum’s most elaborate watercolor by Eakins, The Pathetic Song.*s
Complementing the two Impressionist works acquired in 1917, an impressive early
Childe Hassam watercolor, Esplanade, Dunkerque, was donated by Mr. and Mrs.
Arthur Altschul in 1971.%° The already large numbers of Cassatt pastels in the collec-
tion continued to increase in this decade, but surely the most prized acquisition of the
artist’s work was the rich gouache self-portrait of 1878, the bequest of Edith H.

Proskauer in 1975.%7 Two years earlier Mr. and Mrs. Sidney Bressler gave the first of
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1983, p. 18 (as Sketchbook with Ten
Drawings). For Edmonds’s Sketch-
book of Figure and Landscape
Subjects (C111), see 118th Annual
Report, November 15, 1988, p. 13.
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Canada (C123) and Johnston’s At
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The two Prendergast watercolors
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For Esplanade, Dunkerque
(1971.246.2), see 102nd Annual
Report, October 16, 1972, p. 36.
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1893 (1992.203.1), and Shore at
Orient, Long Island (1992.203.2),
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November 10, 1992, p. 15.

Hart’s 125 Street Ferry
(1978.509.2) is illustrated in New
York and other cities 1991, p. 172.
Weir’s pastel, Boats (1980.512.1), is
illustrated and discussed in Bolger
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Report, November 14, 1989, p. 13.
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pp. 14-15.
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several watercolors and small paintings by the Impressionist landscapist Reynolds
Beal.?® In 1978 Rita and Daniel Fraad Jr. contributed an expressive New York urban
scene by George Overbury “Pop” Hart and in 1981 a figural watercolor by Davies,
while in the early 1980s Margaret and Raymond Horowitz enriched their previous
gifts of American Impressionist paintings with pastels by Julian Alden Weir and
Robert Frederick Blum as well as a Prendergast watercolor.?® Ira Spanierman gave a
beautiful example of the pastel work of the Cape Ann Impressionist Charles Kaelin
in 1988.7° One landmark acquisition of the 1980s was the exquisite chalk drawing
At the Piano by Theodore Robinson—the sole drawing by the artist in the Museum’s
collection—a purchase made possible by the generous gift of Sheila and Richard J.
Schwartz, who also established a fund that enabled the Museum to acquire several
drawings in later years.™* Another key late nineteenth-century drawing, purchased
from various Museum funds and gifts, was a rare silverpoint by Thomas Wilmer
Dewing, added in 1984 to the single coveted Dewing pastel acquired in 1966.7°*
Credit for the Dewing silverpoint purchase and several of the modernist acquisitions
in the 1980s goes to the perception, taste, and reflexes of former Curator of Paintings
and Sculpture Doreen Bolger, who arrived at the Museum as a departmental fellow
in 1975. Even before Bolger’s arrival the late Natalie Spassky, an associate curator,
was keeping the collections before the public by organizing exhibitions of the Arnold
collection, of works by Sargent, of drawings and prints by Winslow Homer (all in
1972), of works on paper by Whistler (in 1973), and of paintings, pastels, and prints
by Cassatt (in 1974).73

The heightened level of collecting in all areas of American drawing in the 1970s
and 198o0s reflects the enthusiasm and sense of purpose that resulted not only from
the opening of the new American Wing (in May 1980) but also from the establishment
of the combined Departments of American Art that now manages it. Plans to expand
the old American Wing to include painting and sculpture galleries and additional
period rooms had been percolating for many years and became part of the major
Museum expansion initiated by Director Thomas P. E Hoving (1967-77) and carried
forward under Director Philippe de Montebello (1977- ).** Chief among the events
and exhibitions marking the inauguration was “American Drawings, Watercolors and
Prints,” a two-part chronological display of approximately two hundred objects—
the first to be shown in the Wing’s new changing exhibition space, the Erving and Joyce
Wolf Gallery—organized by Kathleen Foster, an assistant curator at the Pennsylvania
Academy of the Fine Arts, Assistant Curator John Caldwell of the Department of
American Paintings and Sculpture, and David Kiehl, assistant curator of the
Department of Prints, and accompanied by a Museum Bulletin devoted to the subject.”s
Just two years later, Homer’s watercolors were highlighted in another issue of the
Bulletin, written by Spassky, devoted to the artist’s work in the collection.**®
Amenities of the new American Wing are an intimate exhibition space suitable for

drawings, a room where they can be examined, and, most welcome of all, an area



where they can be stored (previously, American drawings had been housed in the
Drawings Department). These facilities are part of the Henry R. Luce Center for the
Study of American Art, which opened in 1988 on the mezzanine level of the Wing.
The Center is equipped not only with the special glass storage cases that facilitate
public viewing of reserve paintings, sculpture, and decorative arts but also with a
vault where drawings can be stored.”” Since 1989 the gallery has been the setting for
exhibitions devoted in whole or in part to drawings in the Museum’s collection by
Copley, Sargent, Davies, La Farge, Eakins, Cassatt, Richards, and Sully, as well as
shows on selected themes: American landscape drawings, images of women, the
American Tonalists, American folk drawings, and major acquisitions since the open-
ing of the new American Wing.**®

The relocation and consolidation of the American drawings collection in the
American Wing prompted a comprehensive examination of the entire collection by
Paper Conservator Marjorie Shelley and the curatorial staff in prospect of several
catalogues of American drawings, including one on the work of John Singer Sargent,
prepared by Stephanie L. Herdrich and H. Barbara Weinberg and published in 2000;
another now in progress on the rich trove of design drawings by Louis C. Tiffany and
Company; and two volumes devoted to the remaining works by other artists in the
collection, of which this is the first.

The Sargent volume was accompanied by one of the major American drawings
exhibitions of the 1990s, “John Singer Sargent: Beyond the Portrait Studio,” a selec-
tion of more than 110 highlights from the Museum’s holdings of the artist’s work,
acquired throughout the twentieth century but most dating from the Ormond gift of
1950." Two other significant exhibitions of the last decade must also be cited. In
1993 curators from four departments—American Paintings and Sculpture, Twentieth
Century Art, Drawings and Prints, and Photographs—collaborated in a display of
works on paper in the Museum’s drawings and prints galleries to complement
“American Impressionism and Realism: The Painting of Modern Life, 1885-1915,”
installed in the nearby Tisch Galleries for special exhibitions.”™ And in 1991 the
American Federation of Arts sponsored and coorganized “American Watercolors
from The Metropolitan Museum of Art,” a selection of 150 works from the
Departments of American Paintings and Sculpture and of Twentieth-Century Art
that traveled in two equal parts to museums in Seattle; Denver; Norfolk, Virginia;
and Tulsa, Oklahoma, and then was combined in a major installation in New York
in October. It was the first time in its history that the Museum’s American watercolor
collection was so widely exposed, and it was enthusiastically received throughout its
extended tour.™""

Primary curatorial credit for “American Watercolors from The Metropolitan
Museum of Art” belongs to the late Stephen Rubin, who selected the works for exhi-
bition and who, with Victor Koshkin-Youritzin,”** authored the handsome cata-

logue. Rubin, a collector of American drawings and son of Doris and Harry Rubin,
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Figure 13. Henry Roderick
Newman (1843-1917). East
Entrance, Room of Tiberius,
Temple of Isis, Philae, 1905.
Watercolor on off-white wove
paper, mounted on wove paper
glued to a wood strainer, 26 x
16 %s in. (66 x 43 cm). The
Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Morris K. Jesup Fund, 1990
(1990.48)
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longtime supporters of the American Wing, joined the American Paintings and
Sculpture Department in 1988 as a research assistant and had barely begun his
museum career with the mounting of two exhibitions, “American Watercolors from
The Metropolitan Museum of Art” and “John Singer Sargent’s Alpine Sketchbooks:
A Young Artist’s Perspective,” when he died suddenly in October 1991.""3 He had
already recommended the purchase of important acquisitions and made a splendid
gift—helping to set at least one significant trend over the next decade and in some
ways bringing the collecting of American drawings full circle, in sympathy with
the taste and ideals that had initiated the collection over a century earlier. Perhaps
the most impressive of Rubin’s acquisitions was East Entrance, Room of Tiberius,

Temple of Isis, Philae (figure 13), a 1905 watercolor by the expatriate American Pre-



Raphaelite Henry Roderick Newman, of whose work the Metropolitan owned

nothing.”** As with so many collectors, Rubin’s taste for American Pre-Raphaelite
and Ruskinian drawings had been stimulated by the landmark exhibition of such
work at the Brooklyn Museum of Art in 1985."* Thanks to the gift of John William
Hill’s watercolors by his son John Henry Hill in 1882 as well as scattered donations
and purchases of both artists’ work in the 1960s and 1970s, the collection was not
devoid of Pre-Raphaelite watercolors, but Rubin’s interest stimulated the acquisition
in the 1990s of watercolors by Fidelia Bridges (plate ro1), Ellen Robbins (C284),
and Henry Farrer; of the collection’s finest landscape by the elder Hill (plate 65); and
of two Ruskinian graphite drawings (plates 95, 96) and two sketchbooks (C274,

C275) by William Trost Richards, who was associated with the American Pre-

Figure 14. Winslow Homer
(1836-1910). The Basket of
Clams, 1873. Watercolor on
off-white wove paper, 117 x
9% in. (29.2 x 24.8 cm). The
Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Gift of Arthur G. Altschul, 1995

(1995.378)

116. For the Bridges, see 120th Annual
Report, November 13, 1990, p. 10;
for the Robbins, see “Recent
Acquisitions: A Selection, 1997-
1998,” MMA Bulletin 56, no. 2
(Fall 1998), p. 57; for Farrer’s
Winter Scene in Moonlight
(1999.19), see “Recent Acquisi-
tions: A Selection, 1998-1999,”
MMA Bulletin 57, no. 2 (Fall
1999), p. 53; and for Hill’s land-
scape, see “Recent Acquisitions:
A Selection, 1993-1994,” MMA
Bulletin 52, no. 2 (Fall 1994),

p. 57. For Richards’s two graphite
drawings and two sketchbooks,
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Figure 15. William Trost Richards (1833-1905). Lago Avernus, 1867—70. Watercolor, gouache, and graphite on blue wove paper,
4% x 9% in. (11.4 x 24.1 cm). The Metropolitan Museum of Art, Morris K. Jesup Fund, 2001 (2001.39)
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see 127th Annual Report, Novem-
ber 11, 1997, p. 7; 124th Annual
Report, November 7, 1994, p. 15;
122nd Annual Report, Novem-
ber 10, 1992, p. 15; and “Recent
Acquisitions: A Selection, 1991—
1992,” MMA Bulletin 50, no. 2
(Fall 1992), p. 59.

“Recent Acquisitions: A Selection,
1989-1990,” MMA Bulletin 48,
no. 2 (Fall 1990), p. 59.

The Miller was not included in the
Annual Report. For Richards’s
sketchbooks, see note 116 above.
For Tiffany’s Woodland Interior
(1992.78), Hunt’s landscape, and
the Vedder drawings (1992.136.1—
8), see 122nd Annual Report,
November 10, 1992, p. 15.

See 126th Annual Report, Novem-
ber 12, 1996, p. 6; and “Recent
Acquisitions: A Selection, 1995—
96,” MMA Bulletin 54, no. 2 (Fall
1996), p. §3.

See 127th Annual Report,
November 11, 1997, p. 6; and
“Recent Acquisitions: A Selection,
1996-1997,” MMA Bulletin 55,
no. 2 (Fall 1997), p. 6o. For the
catalogue of the Copley exhibition,
see Boston—New York-Houston—
Milwaukee 1995-96.

For Cropsey’s Hackensack
Meadows (Coo), formerly titled

Raphaelites in the Civil War years.**® Rubin was also influential in the purchase of
the Museum’s second and superior watercolor by George Inness, Olives Trees at Tivoli
(plate 87), acquired in 1989,"7 and his contributions to the Museum continued
figuratively through the memorial fund established after his death for the purchase of
American drawings. Out of this fund and other gifts made in Rubin’s memory were
acquired drawings and watercolors—several coveted by Rubin before his death—by
William Rickarby Miller (C220) and William Trost Richards (C274, C275), the col-
lection’s only watercolor by Louis Comfort Tiffany, a beautiful charcoal landscape
by William Morris Hunt (plate 83), and eight of the nine graphite drawings made by
Elihu Vedder for his series in oil titled The Fable of the Miller, His Son, and the
Donkey, which was donated in the same year by Mr. and Mrs. John V. and Enza
Tomassi Kiskis.™"®

Exhibitions both in and outside the Metropolitan prompted—or at least contex-
tualize—several other important accessions of the 1990s. The one most eagerly
sought was a gift of Arthur G. Altschul, The Basket of Clams (figure 14) by Homer.
Dated 1873, the year of the artist’s first campaign in the watercolor medium, it was
donated in 1995 in anticipation of the Metropolitan venue (in summer 1996) of the
Winslow Homer retrospective organized by the National Gallery of Art.’™ The fol-
lowing year, in the wake of the major exhibition Jobn Singleton Copley in America,
organized by Carrie Rebora, then an associate curator, the Museum purchased
Copley’s formidable Hugh Hall (C59), his earliest known pastel. This acquisition

not only elevated the number of the artist’s pastels in the Museum’s collection to



four but also enhanced the stylistic variety of the group.* The collection’s first
watercolor by the Hudson River School landscape painter Jasper Francis Cropsey
(plate 80) was donated in 1992 by Mrs. John Newington, the artist’s granddaughter
(and donor of Cropsey’s monumental painting The Valley of Wyoming in 1966),
after the first modern exhibition of Cropsey’s watercolors was mounted at the
National Academy of Design by Rebora.’** At least two gifts contributed significantly
to the organization of exhibitions in the Henry R. Luce Center: Irving R. Wiles’s prize-
winning watercolor The Green Cushion, partially given by Ann M. and Thomas W.
Barwick two years before the “Images of Women” exhibition in 1996-97,"* and a
fine pastel by Leon Dabo given by Robert di Domizio in memory of David Hollander,
which prompted the exhibition “American Tonalism in The Metropolitan Museum
of Art,” mounted in 1997.">* It is worth concluding this review of recent acces-
sions with mention of the purchase of four fine academic figure studies, by John
Trumbull (C382), John Vanderlyn (plate 22), Daniel Huntington (plate 67), and
Walter Shirlaw.*4

At this writing, the most recent Museum acquisition of an American drawing is
that of Lago Avernus (figure 15),"* a charming watercolor by William Trost
Richards that has the distinction of predating the artist’s extraordinary campaign in
the medium in the 1870s, manifested so richly in the original Magoon gift. Its acces-
sion crowns a decade in which the Museum not only markedly enlarged its holdings
of American Pre-Raphaelite and Ruskinian works on paper but also increased and
diversified its collection of Richards’s drawings—to such an extent that, with
the inclusion of the Museum’s paintings by Richards, a fairly representative exhibi-
tion of the artist’s work could be presented to initiate the new millennium. Thanks
to Magoon and more than a century’s worth of generous donors and perceptive
curators, the Metropolitan can mount—and has mounted—such shows of many
American artists. Its collection of over 1,500 drawings is neither the largest nor the
most diverse, but as the volumes of this catalogue will attest, it is among the finest
and will most certainly become richer and more comprehensive in the twenty-

first century.
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On the Hudson, see 122nd Annual
Report, November 10, 1992, p. 15.
For the Cropsey exhibition, see New
York 1985. For Cropsey’s Valley of
Wyoming, see American Paintings
in MMAII 1985, pp. 190-92.

For The Green Cushion (1994.76),
see “Recent Acquisitions: A Selec-
tion, 1993-1994,” MMA Bulle-
tin 52, no. 2 (Fall 1994), p. 6o.
For “Images of Women,” see 127th
Annual Report, November 11,
1997, P 33

For Dabo’s New York Harbor from
the Jersey Shore (1997.58), see 127th
Annual Report, November 11,
1997, p. 6. For the exhibition, see
ibid., p. 34; and Kevin J. Avery
and Diane P. Fischer, American
Tonalism: Selections from The
Metropolitan Museum of Art and
The Montclair Art Museum (exh.
cat.; Montclair, N.J.: The
Montclair Art Museum, 1999).
For Trumbull’s Study from Life:
Nude Male, see 129th Annual
Report, November 9, 1999, p. 8;
and “Recent Acquisitions: A
Selection, 1998-1999,” MMA
Bulletin 57, no. 2 (Fall 1999), p. s0.
For Vanderlyn’s Study for “The
Landing of Columbus” (C460; as
Roderigo Sdnchez) and Hunting-
ton’s Seated Male Nude (C158),
see 120th Annual Report, Novem-
ber 13, 1990, p. 10. For Shirlaw’s
“Coral” (Study for a Mural, World’s
Columbian Exposition, Chicago;
1995.374), see 126th Annual
Report, November 12, 1996, p. 7;
and “Recent Acquisitions: A
Selection, 1995-1996,” MMA
Bulletin 54, no. 2 (Fall 1996), p. 55.
See “Recent Acquisitions: A
Selection, 2000—2001,” MMA
Bulletin 59, no. 2 (Fall 2001), p. §2.
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Figure 16. William Rickarby Miller, Catskill Clove (detail of C216). The reaction of many nineteenth-century
Americans to burgeoning urbanization and industrialization was a heightened appreciation for nature. One
expression of this general sentiment was a surge of interest among professional and amateur artists in plein-
air painting. By midcentury, an array of lightweight, portable sketching and painting equipment—such as
folding easels, collapsible stools, and tin containers for supplies—was being marketed by colormen expressly
to accommodate the artist in the countryside, allowing him or her to work as well equipped beneath a
canopy of trees as in the studio.



THE CRAFT OF AMERICAN DRAWING: EARLY
EIGHTEENTH TO LATE NINETEENTH CENTURY

MARJORIE SHELLEY

SOURCES OF MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, AND
TECHNICAL INFORMATION

riting in 1762 to the great Swiss pastelist Jean-Etienne Liotard, John

Singleton Copley expressed his dismay at the bleak state of the fine arts

in the colonies: “You may perhaps be surprised that so remote a corner
of the Globe as New England should have any d[e]mand for the necessary eutensils
for practiceing the fine Arts, but I assure You Sir however feeble our efforts may be,
it is not for want of inclination that they are not better, but the want of oppertunity
to improve ourselves.”” During the colonial years American artists had few great
examples to study and few sources from which to learn about the techniques and
materials of their craft, a situation that presented them with challenges not faced by
European artists. The country was isolated, its conservative and puritanical culture
did not encourage the fine arts, and practice in this métier was restricted to portrai-
ture, a genre almost exclusively limited to painting on canvas or on ivory. Even when
their inherent fragility is taken into account, the relative scarcity of drawings from this
era and the fact that at the time little mention was made of their production would
indicate that even by Copley’s day appreciation of the work on paper as anything
more than a utilitarian or preparatory endeavor had not yet emerged. Nonetheless,
draftsmanship played an important role in American art beginning with the work of
the earliest artist-explorers, and ample evidence exists that by the end of the eigh-
teenth century artists and artisans were conversant with the many diverse materials
of the graphic arts—pastel, ink, chalk, charcoal, graphite, and watercolor—and had
a variety of sources from which to learn about their application.

The period under study—from around 1710 to around 1900—is notable for the
constant interaction between art and technology. The imperative to observe, to
invent, and to disseminate knowledge that began in the eighteenth century and con-
tinued throughout the nineteenth was fueled by advances in the new science of chem-
istry, by a more rapid pace in trade and commerce, and by the constant search for
raw materials. This atmosphere of investigation had a profound impact on the artist’s

practice, giving rise to the discovery of numerous new pigments and the introduction

1. Copley to Liotard, September 30,
1762, Copley and Pelham 1914,

p. 26.
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2. Well into the nineteenth century,
efforts to find fresh sources of useful
materials were encouraged by such
quasi-official learned organizations
as the American Philosophical
Society (founded in 1743) and
the Pennsylvania Society for the
Encouragement of Manufacture and
the Useful Arts (1788) and their
counterparts in London (the Royal
Society for the Encouragement of
Arts, Manufactures, and Commerce,
1754) and Paris (the Académie des
Sciences, 1666), all of which offered
prizes and premiums for inventions,
discoveries, and processes facilitat-
ing industry and the arts. Among
the improved materials available for
the first time to draftsmen in this
era was silk paper, the first paper
specifically designed for drawing
(1757); see Krill 1997. On the
other new papers made about the
year 1765 from plants and sundry
other materials, see D. C. Coleman,
“Premiums for Paper: The Society
and the Early Paper Industry,”
Journal of the Royal Society of
Arts 107, no. 5033 (April 1959),
p. 364. On March 31, 1773, in the
Pennsylvania Gazette, the American
Philosophical Society offered a
reward to anyone for devising a
more efficient method of accumu-
lating rags for the production of

- paper; see Lyman Horace Weeks, A
History of Paper-Manufacturing in
the United States, 1690-1916
(New York: The Lockwood Trade
Journal Company, 1916), p. 65. In
1755 the Royal Society gave pre-
miums to encourage the cultivation
of madder (a red pigment) and the
search for new veins of black chalk
as well as for North American
sources of such substances as isin-
glass, cobalt, hemp, and persim-
mon gum, the latter a substitute
for gum arabic used in the fabrica-
tion of watercolors; see Robert
Dossie, Memoirs of Agriculture
and Other Oeconomical Arts, 3
vols. (London: J. Nourse, 1768-82),
vol. 1, pp. 208, 274-77, 305. A
$30 premium was offered by the
Pennsylvania Society in 1788 to
the manufacturer of the greatest
quantity and variety of painters’
colors made from fossils and earths
of the United States; see Marian
Sadtler Carson, “Early American
Water Color Painting,” Antiques
59, no. 1 (January 1951), p. 54.

30

or invention of many improved materials that would be of great benefit to the drafts-
man.? They included moist and tube watercolors, graphite pencils, steel-nib pens,
fixatives, Conté crayons, a profusion of papers (wove, dyed, and machine-made), a
nonblackening white pigment, rubber erasers, various mechanical devices for copy-
ing and tracing, and a vast range of lightweight apparatus for out-of-doors sketching.
Their commercial availability reflected not only the existence of a growing popula-
tion of professional artists but also the increasing needs and purchasing power of a
widespread amateur market during this era.3

The beginnings of the graphic arts in America were humble. Apart from quills,
brushes, ink, some earth pigments, and paper—the latter of which had been made
in this country since 1690, when William Rittenhouse established his mill near
Germantown, Pennsylvania—few draftsmen’s supplies were produced domestically,
in part because those who made and bought art were few in number and unschooled
in these practices, and in part because production utilizing the country’s natural
resources was discouraged by British taxation policies.4# Consequently, almost all
artists’ materials were imported from abroad and sold here by American merchants.s
Newspaper notices of the eighteenth century, nonetheless, indicate that the needs of
draftsmen were well served. Unlike the paraphernalia for painting in oils, which in
many cases required additional preparation by the artist—grinding pigments, mixing
varnishes, and priming canvas—to make them suitable for use, drawing materials by
1750 were largely ready-made. For example, John Smibert, the Boston portraitist
and color supplier, sold brushes, chalks, crayons, lead pencils, and fan paper.¢ The
firm of Jarvis and Parker on King Street in the same city supplied blue paper, car-
tridge and brown paper, writing parchment, fountain pens, and ink chests in both
pewter and wood.” Michael Dennis dealt in similar papers and supplies, plus writing
and press papers, penknives, ink pots, and pencils. In the 1760s, in addition to an
extensive array of imported pigments, John Gore carried India ink and “Brushes,
Tools, and Pencils of all sorts,” French chalk, “Crayons in Sets,” and watercolors in
shells.? To procure the tools needed to ensure precision in making topographical
drawings, maps, and pictures of edifices such as The Shop and Warehouse of Duncan
Phyfe (plate 18) the colonial draftsman would have turned to Stephen Greenleaf, for
one, who provided semicircles, protractors, parallel rulers, and other mathmatical
instruments for drawing perspective views to scale, as well as drawing pens of all
sorts, pencil cases, and “Portagraions” (portcrayons) for holding small pieces of
chalk while drawing.*® Many drawing materials would before long be manufactured
in this country, though not until 1823 would the first domestically produced water-
color pigments become available. Reliance on British materials, nonetheless, per-
sisted throughout the nineteenth century.

From the 1730s until the first American art academies were founded in the
early nineteenth century, aspiring artists could turn to foreign-trained painters and

engravers—such as Peter Pelham, who tutored his stepson, Copley—for an introduction



to the skills and tools of fine draftsmanship. Color suppliers and booksellers also
played an important role in conveying such information. The enterprising John
Smibert, who had come to the New World to teach drawing, painting, and architec-
ture at a college in Bermuda that was never established, instead installed himself as a
painter and set up an art-supply shop on Queen Street in Boston. He must have been
well versed in draftsmanship, for this branch of the arts was the cornerstone of tradi-
tional European art instruction. Years after his death, many artists—among them
Copley, John Trumbull, and Washington Allston—would still gather at his “painting
room” to discuss their craft and to study and copy the pictures in his collection, most
if not all of which Smibert had brought with him for teaching purposes.** In addition
to his own portraits, original paintings, and copies, Smibert’s inventory records that
he owned “6 figurs in pastills,”** and his estate, which passed to his nephew John
Moffatt (d. 1777), included at least twenty-two portfolios of drawings.*3 These
works continued to be available for study until 1808.

Beginning in the 1770s drawing was increasingly recognized as an important part
of the ideal education and as one of the “polite arts.” Newspaper notices suggest
that drawing masters were in demand, and many students availed themselves of the
greater opportunities for European travel and study in the years after the Revolution
and during the first decades of the new century. Whereas it was usually a private
teacher who took charge of the education of the amateur (whose works are richly
represented in the Metropolitan’s collection), training abroad provided the profes-
sional artist with solid grounding in the techniques of draftsmanship. The many
American students of Benjamin West in London, including Gilbert Stuart and Charles
Willson Peale, were introduced by their expatriate teacher to a range of novel drawing
materials—various inks, ink washes, watercolors, chalks, and prepared papers—
and returned home with this information. Some of their colleagues spent time in
Paris—John Trumbull and John Vanderlyn are among the best known—and they
brought back techniques of draftsmanship that were current there. For example, to
execute his Study from Life: Nude Male (C382) Trumbull utilized a richly colored
blue paper widely employed for academy drawings in France and England but not
available in America. (West’s Scene at Margate [C478] and Copley’s preparatory stud-
ies done in England for The Siege of Gibraltar [plate 6, C69-C73, C75], are executed
on blue paper.) In his portrait of Sarah Russell Church (1799; C459) Vanderlyn’s
dense yet precise application of the black chalklike material, probably the newly
introduced Conté crayon, to a specially prepared paper tablet reflects his familiarity
with the latest French materials and techniques. Similarly, Thomas Sully returned
from his European tour of 1809-10 with a sketchbook (C330) filled with drawings
after the great masters in a variety of inks, ink washes, and watercolor, realizing their
potential in ways not customarily practiced in America.

Another source of information on technical practices was the large number

of trained European artists who came to America around the beginning of the

3. In this essay the term “amateur

artists” encompasses all main-
stream practitioners who were not
academically trained, including the
self-trained, and who may or may
not have earned an income from
their work. Somewhat different
was the folk artist (as described
and discussed in Stebbins 1976,

p- 85), whose work was based on
long-established, popular tradi-
tions and whose art lies outside of
mainstream practice.

. Notices in the New-York Evening

Post for June 12, 1745, March 31,
1746, and January 11, 1748, adver-
tised cash payment for hogs’ bris-
tles, presumably to be sold with
paint supplies; see Gottesman 1938,
pp- 351-52. The Philadelphia
Directory in 1785 listed five brush
makers and ten in 1801; see

Ann Siegel Vanderhoof, “Artists’
Suppliers and Supplies in Eighteenth-
Century America” (Master’s thesis,
University of Delaware, 1977),
pp- 51-55. Earth pigments that
could be made with little complex
chemical preparation were also
produced in the colonies. A deliv-
ery on June 12, 1768, of specimens
of “yellow oker” from Pequea, Cecil
County, Maryland, and Virginia is
recorded in “Minutes 1743-1838,”
Proceedings of the American
Philosophical Society 22, part 3
(1885), p. 16; see Teresa Osterman
Green, “The Birth of the American
Paint Industry” (Master’s thesis,
University of Delaware, 1965),

p- 39. John Gore advertised for
sale in the Boston News-Letter, for
December 21, 1769, “red, black,
and yellow Paints, the produce &
manufacture of North-America”;
see Dow 1927, p. 243. Charcoal,
used in stick form for sketching,
and powdered lampblack were also
produced in the colonies; see
Vanderhoof, “Artists’ Suppliers
and Supplies in Eighteenth-Century
America,” pp. 45-46.

. As is indicated in advertisements,

American merchants who sold art
supplies also earned their livelihood
as apothecaries, house painters,
stationers, and glaziers, and in
other trades. For example, Richard
Fry advertised himself in 1732 as
“Stationer, Bookseller, Paper-maker
and Rag Merchant,” Boston
Gazette, May 1-8, 1732; see Dow
1927, p. 277. According to a
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notice in the New-York Weekly
Post Boy, on August 18, 1746, the
painter Gerardus Duyckinck II
worked as a gilder and glazier as
well as in other professions; see
Gottesman 1938, p. 130.

. These materials are recorded in

his notebook and correspondence.
See Richard H. Saunders, John
Smibert: Colonial America’s First
Portrait Painter (New Haven and
London: Yale University Press,
1995), pp- 258-61.

. Boston Evening Post, May 21,

1753; see Dow 1927, p. 29.

. Boston Gagzette, June s, 1753; see

Dow 1927, p. 29.

. According to notices in the Boston

Gazette for March 9, 1761, and

in the Boston News-Letter for
November 2§, 1762, and from
January 23, 1766 (quotation); see
Dow 1927, pp. 239—41.
Advertisement in the Boston
Gagzette, June 18, 1745; see Dow
1927, p. 271.

Copley and Pelham 1914, pp. 240,
304, 340; Trumbull in Sizer 1953,
P- 44; and Allston in Marvin S.
Sadik, Colonial and Federal Portraits
at Bowdoin College (Brunswick,
Me.: Bowdoin College Museum
of Art, 1966), p. 218; see also
Clifton C. Olds, “The Intellectual
Foundations of the College
Museum,” in The Legacy of James
Bowdoin III (Brunswick, Me.:
Bowdoin College Museum of Art,
1994), pp- 33—53. Charles Willson
Peale also visited and admired the
paintings from Smibert’s collection;
see Charles Coleman Sellers, Charles
Willson Peale, 2 vols. (Philadelphia:
The American Philosophical
Society, 1947), p. 61 n. I.

The Notebook of Jobn Smibert,
with essays by David Evans, John
Kerslake, and Andrew Oliver
(Boston: Massachusetts Historical
Society, 1969), pp. 90, 102.

Listed in John Moffatt’s will and
estate inventory, reprinted in
Henry Wilder Foote, John Smibert,
Fainter. . . (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1950),
pp. 255-56, are “Twenty-two
Past[e] board books with Various
Drawings.” Smibert’s personal
account book, in the Public Records
Office in London, reveals that he
purchased 250 drawings from
“Sigre. Scatchati floure painter” in
Florence on February 1, 1720; see

nineteenth century. These émigrés from England, Ireland, France, Italy, and other
countries had been trained as military, architectural, and scientific draftsmen, and
they used their expertise to portray the topography, local inhabitants, and culture of
the new democracy, employing their distinctive equipment and techniques. Charles
Balthazar Julien Févret de Saint-Mémin, Thomas Bluget de Valdenuit, and James
Sharples used mechanical devices such as the physiognotrace and pantograph, tools
popularized in Paris in the 1780s, to expedite their production of portraits on paper
in charcoal, Conté, or pastel in the neoclassical style. The drawings of Archibald and
Alexander Robertson, William Guy Wall, Benjamin Henry Latrobe, William James
Bennett, and John Hill, all of whom had settled here by 1826, reflect the fashion cur-
rent in England for topographical landscapes in transparent watercolor. They instilled
in the American public a taste for the carefully recorded landscape and paved the
way for a new movement, the Hudson River School.

By the 1820s artists in this country would have been aware that watercolor had
been recognized in England as an independent medium. Its new status was first evi-
denced by the inclusion of such works in the 1795 exhibition of the Royal Academy
of Arts in London and by the first exhibition of the Society of Painters in Water-
Colours in 18035, events that must have served as an inspiration for American artists.
Somewhat later, Nicolino Calyo, an Italian-born, academically trained artist, intro-
duced the opaque watercolor known as gouache to America for highly finished paint-
ings on paper, such as his own View of the Tunnel of the Harlem Railroad (plate 41).
The medium was not unknown here but was customarily used only for accents and
emphasis—mostly in pictures by amateurs, such as The Shop and Warehouse of
Duncan Phyfe (plate 18).

It was also in the early decades of the nineteenth century that art schools began to
be established in this country. At the first such school, the Columbian Academy in
New York, emphasis was placed on training in the graphic arts. The academy was
founded by the Scottish-born miniaturist and portrait painter Archibald Robertson
in 1791, a time when the discipline of drawing was being accorded increasing impor-
tance in American education.*4 Robertson’s Elements of the Graphic Arts (New
York, 1802) was the first art manual published in this country. It was written,
according to the author, to fill a need for such instruction.*s

Visual and literary printed material was perhaps the most important educational
resource for aspiring American artists. Hundreds of engravings and mezzotints after
the work of well-known European painters were imported into the colonies in the
eighteenth century. The books, prints, and maps for sale in the shops of dealers like
John Smibert were used by professional artists as sources of ideas for the back-
grounds of portraits and also as models for compositions, costumes, and expressive
attitudes. Students would copy prints, using pen and ink, black lead (graphite), char-
coal, and chalks—the media of the graphic arts. Copley was one of the first

American artists known to have relied on this European academic system of patterns



and exemplars, copying famous works by European masters (for example, in red and
black chalks, a figure from The Battle of the River Granicus after Charles Le Brun,
1754, Addison Gallery, Andover; and his torso studies based on various Dutch and
Italian sources, ca. 1756, British Museum, London). This pedagogical method, which
encouraged the young or amateur artist to learn to use the less costly but versatile
tools of art on paper, would survive into the nineteenth century; it is exemplified in
The Sensitive Plant (1808; plate 17), in which the youthful Maria Edgar imitated in
watercolor the format and inscription of a printed image.

In these early years, awareness of the classical tradition in the fine arts was also
spread through books on aesthetics. Many of these works could be found in private
or personal libraries or in circulating libraries run by booksellers. Copley, for one,
had a small yet sophisticated collection, as did West, Trumbull, and Charles Willson
Peale.’® But these texts, such as Roger de Piles’s Abregé de la vie des peintres . . .
(Paris, 1699), first translated into English as The Art of Painting, and the Lives of the
Fainters . . . (London, 1706), Francesco Algarotti’s Saggio sopra la pittura (Livorno,
1763), in English, An Essay on Painting (London, 1763), and William Hogarth’s The
Analysis of Beauty (London, 1753), among others, were theoretical and historical
treatises. Because the authors assumed that their artist-readers would take their
instruction in the studios of masters, matters of technique were not described in this
literature, but rather in practical manuals, of which at least thirty are known to have
been in America before 1800.*7 Reflecting the general enlightenment of the era, these
encyclopedic treatises and handbooks directed to artists and learned amateurs con-
tained information on every aspect of the nature and fabrication of materials and the
techniques used in each branch of the visual arts, including all the drawing media.
Among the most widely circulated was Robert Dossie’s comprehensive The Handmaid
to the Arts (London, 1758)."® John Smith’s The Art of Painting in Oyl (London,
1676) offered brief discourses on the graphic arts, including “staining” maps and
prints with watercolor; Robert Boyle’s compendiums gave information on mechanical-
drawing aids and crayons;*9 and Carrington Bowles’s The Art of Painting in Water-
Colours (eighth ed., London, 1786) also provided instruction in the techniques and
materials of this discipline. Texts such as these were available from abroad, and
many would be reprinted in America, including Norman Nash’s The Artist’s Assistant
(Philadelphia, 1794) and the anonymous One Thousand Valuable Secrets, in the
Elegant and Useful Arts, Collected from the Practice of the Best Artists (first American
ed., Philadelphia, 1795). In addition, from the end of the eighteenth century the
English and French popular press, newsletters, and scientific publications—such as
The Repository of Arts, Literature, Commerce, Manufactures, Fashions, and Politics,
published by Rudolf Ackermann; The Monthly Review; and the Gentleman’s Review
—reported on recent inventions, artists’ materials, and new pigments.2°

The paucity of information published in America on the practice of watercolor in

the early nineteenth century reflects the low status of the medium in this country at
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The Notebook of John Smibert,
p. 99.

Other art schools established early
in the nineteenth century were the
New York Academy of Arts (New
York, 1802) and the Pennsyl-
vania Academy of the Fine Arts
(Philadelphia, 1805). Before the
Civil War, artists in America would
also have had the opportunity to
study the paintings and sculpture
in art galleries and art unions that
were being formed east of the
Mississippi; however, it is unlikely
that they would have seen draw-
ings and watercolors on display,
for such works were made either
for subsequent engraving or for
personal use.

Archibald Robertson, Elements of
the Graphic Arts (New York:
David Longworth, 1802), vol. 1,
pp- 3, 16.

Schimmelman 1983, pp. 102-3.
Schimmelman 1984, p. 194.
Various other manuals are not doc-
umented but are known to have
been in circulation from advertise-
ments in American newspapers.
For example, in 1761 Hudson’s Art
of Drawing in Water Colours and
in Miniature was listed for sale in
the Boston News-Letter, as was the
Art of Drawing in Water Colours
in the Boston Gazette; see Carson,
“Early American Water Color
Painting,” p. §5.

[Robert Dossie], The Handmaid to
the Arts, 2d ed. (1785; London:

J. Nourse, 1764). Copies first
appeared in America in 1760. One
was purchased by Charles Willson
Peale in 1763 at the shop of James
Rivington in Philadelphia. See
Richard H. Saunders and Ellen G.
Miles, American Colonial Portraits,
1770-1776 (exh. cat.; Washington,
D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Press
for the National Portrait Gallery,
1987), p. 229.

John Smith’s The Art of Painting in
Oyl (London, 1676), appeared in
later editions until 1788. Robert
Boyle’s The Art of Drawing and
FPainting in Water-Colours (London:
J. Peele, 1731) was published until
1791. Boyle’s Method of Learning to
Draw in Perspective Made Easy and
Fully Explained (London: ]J. Peele,
1731) was in print until 1735.
Sarah Lowengard, “Color Practices,
Color Theories, and the Creation of
Color in Objects: Britain and France
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in the Eighteenth Century”
(Ph.D. diss., SUNY at Stony
Brook, 1999), pp. 126-27.
Between 1820 and the begin-
ning of the Civil War more than
145 drawing manuals were
published in this country, and
from 1800 to 1860 about 160
were published in England; see
Marzio 1976; and Cambridge
and Grasmere 1987—88. Amer-
ican drawing books of this era
offer little information on the
practice of watercolor.
Chapman’s book was published
through the late 1870s. See
Chapman 1864.

For the many influential books
by Varley, Cox, and Prout, see
Cambridge and Grasmere 1987-
88. The New York Water Color
Society was modeled on the
Society of Painters in Water-
Colours founded in London in
1804; see Stebbins 1976, p. 47.
The articles that appeared in
the Bulletin of the American
Art-Union described the techni-
cal aspects of watercolor based
on English practices, such as
preliminary drawing in graphite,
the application of color and
Chinese white, and producing
highlights by blotting and scrap-
ing. Thomas Rowbotham’s The
Art of Landscape Painting in
Water Colours, 3d ed. (London:
Winsor and Newton, 1850) had
appeared in at least twenty-nine
editions by 1855. See also Aaron
Penley’s A System of Water-
Colour Painting, 3d ed. (London:
Winsor and Newton, 1851);
and Henry Warren’s Painting in
Water Colours (London: Reeves
and Sons, 1856).

N. D. Cotton’s 1832 catalogue
listed “drawing materials and
stationery, valentines, writing
cases and desks, paper weights,
pens, ink, wax, drawing papers,
boards, etc.”; see Lawrence B.
Romaine, A Guide to American
Trade Catalogs, 1744-1900
(New York: R. R. Bowker
Company, 1960), p. 39. The
names of other suppliers of draw-
ing materials in America can be
gleaned from city directories
such as Longworth’s for New
York City; the 1830 edition, for
example, lists Bourne’s Deposi-
tory of Arts at 359 Broadway,

the time. Since most professional watercolorists active here before 1830 worked in
the topographical tradition, and since the medium was not supported by a presti-
gious group of amateurs as it was in Britain—where landscape painting in water-
color had established itself as an independent art form—it was not regarded as a fine
art but was instead associated with the commercial endeavors of architects and
draftsmen. Whereas a multitude of watercolor treatises appeared in England between
1800 and 1860, Fielding Lucas’s The Art of Colouring and Painting Landscapes in
Water Colours (Baltimore, 1815) was the only book dedicated to this practice pub-
lished here duing those years. Most of the American drawing manuals in print
between 1820 and 1860 were intended to democratize art. Directed to the amateur
or schoolchild, they offered a series of simple formulaic exercises or progressive les-
sons to be performed with a limited range of easily manipulated materials—usually
black “chalk,” Conté crayon, and graphite pencil—and they contained little or no
information on the use of color.?** Exceptional among them was John Gadsby
Chapman’s American Drawing Book (New York, 1847). Enjoying great popularity
among professionals and laymen alike, it posited that anyone who could learn to
write could learn to draw and to this end provided instruction in a comprehensive
array of media, including watercolor.2?

As the status of watercolor increased, Americans could, of course, turn to the
English manuals written before midcentury by leading landscape painters, such as
John Varley, David Cox, and Samuel Prout. Their books offered explicit step-by-step
instruction on the very complex transparent-wash technique—the one practiced by
the British-born American watercolorists William Guy Wall, William James Bennett,
and John William Hill early in his career, and by Samuel Colman, among others,
through the late 1850s and 1860s. Such information could also be found in a series
of detailed articles entitled “The Art of Landscape Painting in Water Colors” that
appeared in November and December 1851 in the widely distributed Bulletin of the
American Art-Union, reputedly authored by John Mackie Falconer, a lithographer-
watercolorist and one of the founders of the New York Water Color Society in 185o0.
By this time, a new generation of imported manuals written by English mainstream
artist-teachers (among them Aaron Penley, Thomas Rowbotham, and Henry Warren)
became available.?3 Aside from an emphasis on text over illustrations—reversing the
format of the early progressive manuals—what distinguished these books were the
bound-in trade catalogues of the colormen-publishers, among them Winsor and
Newton, George Rowney, and Thomas Reeves, in which recent advances in the man-
ufacture of ready-to-use pigments, papers, and drawing apparatus were advertised.
So complete were these catalogues that they became the main source of supply for
American merchants and artists, despite the growing availability of product cata-
logues issued in this country, such as those published by N. D. Cotton as early as the
1830s.24 New editions of these “shilling” books and their accompanying illustrated

listings, issued every four to five years,*S kept Americans up to date on the great



array of easily procured materials and current techniques. With this country’s esca-
lating appreciation for direct contact with nature and the consequent interest in
depicting landscape, drawing supplies—less expensive and less cumbersome than
oils—were demanded by a broad market, allowing both amateurs and professionals
to purchase them at affordable prices. Included in these catalogues were watercolors
made of the many synthetic pigments that had become available early in the nine-
teenth century: among them, cobalt (introduced in 1802), emerald green (1814), the
mars colors (artificial equivalents of the natural-earth pigments, 1820s), French
ultramarine (1830), zinc white (1834), and a range of chrome and cadmium colors
(1818 and 1840s, respectively). With advances in papermaking technology early in
the nineteenth century, specialty drawing papers of all types, colors, and surface
finishes continually entered the market, and they too were offered on the pages of the
colormen’s catalogues. Also listed were the familiar drawing media, such as graphite
and Chinese ink; regularly included, beginning in the 1870s and 1880s, were
revamped products, such as “chalk” sets (containing Conté crayons and charcoals)
and pastel sets. Similarly warranting notice was the array of portable and collapsible
equipment specially adapted to plein-air painting.

The influence of the materials and techniques of English drawing practices after
midcentury was also felt in America in other ways. John Ruskin’s authoritative
Elements of Drawing (London, 1857) had a profound impact in emphasizing draw-
ing as a useful skill; equally influential was his new aesthetic philosophy based on the
close observation of nature. In particular, Ruskin’s writings inspired a group of
painters known as the American Pre-Raphaelites,?® who mastered his precisionist
technique using not only traditional media and select types of paper but also a thick-
ened paint made with zinc oxide, a perfected white pigment that had transformed the
art of watercolor since its introduction in the 1830s. So receptive were Americans to
Ruskin’s ideas, widely adopted by other writers of instruction manuals—including
George Barnard, author of The Theory and Practice of Landscape Painting in Water-
Colours*’—and so abundant became the printed information on drawing materials
and practices generated by them that in his famous series of essays on landscape
painting addressed to young artists Asher Brown Durand felt he need mention only
in passing the supplies and methods of the craft. He observed, “All that I might say
on the various colors and mediums, tools, or what not, necessary for your purpose,
including dissertations on design, composition, effect, color, and execution, would
only be a repetition of what has been already written and published throughout the
land, and which you can readily procure of the colorman and the bookseller.”28

Despite the myriad schools, teachers, and written sources from which Americans
could learn about the craft of drawing and of painting in watercolor, they remained
dependent upon commercial suppliers for their materials. Thus, along with the vastly
increased range of colors at the artist’s disposal came questions as to their quality,

purity, and permanence.?? In response to these concerns, a new type of literature
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emerged. Rather than focusing on matters of practice, these reference books pro-
vided technical information on pigments and scientific studies of color. George Field,
a manufacturing colorman and scientist, was the first to approach these problems in
a rigorous manner. His widely influential book Chromatography; or A Treatise on
Colours and Pigments, and of Their Powers in Painting, ¢&c. (London, 1835), which
appeared in fifteen editions, provided insightful commentary on the essential issues
regarding artists’ colors then in use—some of which had been supplied to him years
earlier by Benjamin West and Washington Allston.3° His work and that of his fol-
lowers, particularly in the final decades of the century, were to have a profound
impact on American artists’ awareness of their materials, prompting preferences in
suppliers, in types of paints, papers, brushes, and other materials and tools, and in
the choice of techniques.

One of the most significant developments in the history of drawing in America
from the eighteenth century through the nineteenth was the burgeoning status of art
on paper. This was accompanied by many transformations in the materials used and
in the modes of application. Some media dwindled in importance—in particular pen
and ink, which was largely supplanted by graphite. Others, such as pastel and water-
color, were practiced very differently at the beginning of the period under study
than at the end as a result of changing aesthetic concepts. And new materials were
introduced—among them Chinese white, Conté crayon, and wove paper—while old
tools, as humble as the penknife and rubber eraser, found new uses. This catalogue of
the Metropolitan Museum’s outstanding collection of drawings by artists born
before 1835 offers an opportunity to survey the materials and techniques of this
period, to examine the changes they underwent, and to assess their impact on

American draftsmanship.

MATERIALS AND PRACTICES

Paper

There exists an encomium of about 1787 attributed to Benjamin Franklin in which
ten different types of American-made papers are named, yet none of them produced
here or abroad at this time was specifically designed as a support for drawings or
watercolors.3™ For their needs, artists had to choose among wrapping, writing, and
printing papers, and with the quality of those made in the colonies tending to be
fairly crude, they relied for the most part on imported stock.3? Each of the three
types was available in a variety of textures. Printing paper was generally too soft and
absorbent for most types of drawing. Wrappers made a serviceable support for chalk
and pastel but were ill suited for watercolor or ink. Fabricated of mixed-colored low-
grade linen and hemp rags, they were whitish brown or gray, of somewhat rough tex-
ture, and usually flecked with waste fibers from rope, woolen rags, or straw. A crude,

dark brown type is seen in Allston’s Stoning of Saint Stephen (C4), and a more



Figure 17. Attributed to John Lewis Krimmel, “Worldly Folk”
Questioning Chimney Sweeps and Their Master before Christ
Church, Philadelphia (detail of C193). Laid paper, a term referring
to a sheet’s internal structure, is characterized by parallel ridges
produced by the imprint of the wire mold on which the wet pulp is
deposited and formed into sheets. The first type of paper produced
in the Western world, laid paper was in widespread use among
American watercolorists until about 1820. As is evident in this
detail, the colored washes tend to collect between the slightly pro-
jecting ridges of this type of support, often producing a distracting

Figure 18. Charles Balthazar Julien Févret de Saint-Mémin,
Osage Warrior (detail of plate 16). This sheet exemplifies the
uniform texture characteristic of early wove paper. Made on a
woven screen or mold, this paper was introduced in England in
the late 1750s, but only in the final decades of the eighteenth
century was it adopted by artists for drawing. Because it lacked
the raised parallel ridges of laid paper, strokes of the pen, pencil,
chalk, or brush could be rendered without interruptions in the
line, allowing for greater precision. In the nineteenth century,
wove paper would be produced with varied surfaces, which were

shadowed effect.

refined mixed-fiber paper was used for the pages of Thomas Sully’s sketchbook of
figure studies (C330). The unsatisfactory match between the sketchbook’s unsized,
absorbent sheets and Sully’s pen and brush is revealed where the ink has seeped
through and stained the verso of each page.

Until late in the eighteenth century the available papers best suited for drawing with
ink or watercolor were the ivory-colored sheets made from carefully sorted rags and
intended for writing. Among the early examples in this catalogue are the supports used
for Mather Brown’s Group on the Stockport Road (C25), in ink and graphite; John
Trumbull’s Hugh Mercer Jr. (plate 10), in graphite; and Copley’s Ascension study
(plate s), in ink washes and pen with chalk and graphite on a sturdy, heavy paper. The
Shop and Warehouse of Duncan Phyfe (plate 18) and Archibald Robertson’s Collect
Pond, New York City (plate 13), both in watercolor, were also executed on robust stock.
Each of these gelatin-sized papers has a relatively firm texture that served to withstand
abrasion from the pen and to prevent ink or watercolor from wicking into the fibers.
Invariably watermarked, they were made by hand on the laid mold, the imprint of the

wire screen conferring parallel ridges or furrows in the sheet (see figure 17, C193).33

exploited by watercolorists for their tactile effects.

33. Smaller sheets often do not bear a
watermark or a countermark
because they have been cut down.
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In the first decade of the nineteenth
century much of the wove paper
available was handmade, as the
first commercially practical,
English-built paper machine was
not in operation until 1812; see
Hunter 1947, p. 400.

Imported wove molds were first
purchased in America in 1788 by
Joshua Gilpin of Delaware, and the
paper is known to have been made
here around 1795; see Gravell and
Miller, A Catalogue of American
Watermarks, 1690-1835, p. xvi.
The first known example of wove
paper is credited to James What-
man I, who made it for John
Baskerville’s quarto Virgil of
1757. On the history of wove
paper, see Balston 1998.

The presence of this dated water-
mark is evidence of the active
commerce in paper at this time
between England and America.
This and related portraits were
done between 1804 and 1807, the
years during which three delega-
tions of Osage tribesmen visited
Washington in association with the
Louisiana Purchase of 1803. See
Miles 1988, p. 5. The anonymous
watercolor Picnic (C400), of about
1800, is on wove paper but is not
watermarked.

Gravell and Miller, A Catalogue
of American Watermarks, 1690~
1835, pp. xvi-xvii. Svinin’s New
York City and Harbor from
Weehawken (C3 50), on wove paper,
bears the watermark “Amies
Philadelphia,” attesting to the
domestic production of such
paper at this early date.
Robertson, Elements of the
Graphic Arts, Table 111, and p. 7.

By the late eighteenth century a new type of paper had come into use. Known as
wove paper (from the fabriclike weave of the mold) it had a smooth, “shadowless”
surface, which allowed for the uniform distribution of drawing media. Developed in
England in the 1750s for printing, it soon attracted architects and other draftsmen
because it made possible the precision they required. Around 1790, when interest in
the painterly watercolor burgeoned in that country, artists adopted it as well. The
introduction and subsequent manufacture of wove paper by machine in 1803 in
England and fourteen years later in America by Thomas Gilpin in Brandywine,
Pennsylvania, would constitute one of the most significant milestones in the history
of drawing supports.34

In limited production in America, wove paper was being imported to this country
by about 1800.35 Charles Balthazar Julien Févret de Saint Mémin’s Osage Warrior
(figure 18, plate 16) is among the earliest American watercolors on this type of sup-
port, which in this case is a handmade paper of fine letter quality bearing the water-
mark of the British mill J. Ruse and the date 1804.36 Artists in the early decades of
the nineteenth century tended to use both types of paper. Even in instances where
consistency would be expected, their choices seem to have depended upon availabil-
ity. For example, a group of watercolors by Pavel Petrovich Svinin and John Lewis
Krimmel depicting American life and scenery about 1811 to 1813 (plates 28, 29,
C185-C187, C189-C193, C332-C366, C368-C375) are on both laid and wove
papers, as are the pages of Thomas Sully’s sketchbook of 181020, although each
leaf of the book is of the same furnish and the same color. By about 1820, however, a
preference for wove paper had become established and within ten years most paper
of this type was being made by machine.37

The rapid developments in papermaking technology at this time brought constant
improvements in the quality and range of paper, but by the second quarter of the
nineteenth century a diminishing supply of linen rags prompted searches for cheaper
and more abundant raw materials. Short-fibered cotton and later straw and wood
pulp came into greater use. Processing with chlorine bleaches and, beginning in
1807, with alum-rosin sizing allowed many lower-grade materials to be used; ulti-
mately they would have a devastating impact on the durability and permanence of
many of these sheets. Although professional artists were often attentive to using well-
crafted papers, heeding warnings about the instability of those made by machine and
of poor-quality additives, amateurs often turned to what was closest to hand.
Convenience probably motivated Johann Heinrich Otto’s choice of fine handmade
laid letter paper for his Fraktur Motifs (plate 3), and perhaps cost considerations
determined the use of an inferior machine-made wove paper containing a high pro-
portion of wood pulp for Lion (C395) by an unknown artist. The uniform topogra-
phy of the latter support made it particularly suitable for this ink drawing rendered
with only a few continuous and complex sweeps of the hand. Calligraphy, as
explained by Archibald Robertson in Elements of the Graphic Arts,38 served as a



means of training the hand for writing and as the basis of drawing. This popular
American pedagogical practice, which originated in the sixteenth century, fell out of
favor when printed records began to replace hand-painted documents in the mid-
nineteenth century.

Mechanization, nonetheless, was to benefit the artist by expanding the properties
and production of specialized wove papers. These varied in size from small sheets to
the virtually “endless lengths” exemplified by the large-scale watercolors of Wall
(C463), or the anonymous Hudson River Railroad Station with a View of Manhattan
College (C394), or the more than four-foot-wide Property of Jacob H. and Resiah
Vicker, Bern Town, Berks County, Pennsylvania (C20), by Ferdinand A. Brader. By the
1820s, according to one contemporary account, it was possible to select a paper of the
appropriate weight, color, and surface finish “on the nature of the subject to be
painted, and the intended manner of treating it.”39 Despite this extended range of
choices, a certain consistency of color and texture is evident among supports used for
American drawings during the period under discussion, namely, a preference for a
white to off-white color and a fine, smooth, nonabsorbent surface, produced by hot-
pressing and gelatin sizing. The type was at times referred to as wove vellum. The fine
even texture of this paper allowed the medium to be deposited uniformly across the
surface without breaking the stroke of the brush, the pencil, or the pen. The resultant
clarity thus produced underscores the precisionist aesthetic often encountered in this
era, particularly in watercolors made for subsequent engraving, such as William James
Bennett’s Weehawken from Turtle Grove (plate 27), in the work of artist-naturalists
like Christian Schussele and James McAlpin Sommerville (plate 86), as well as in
drawings by many nonacademically trained artists, such as the carefully observed
Frances and Charles Cowdrey by Henry Walton (C467) or the plastically modeled
Stylized Bird (plate 44) by an anonymous artist.

For compositions that required a support with extra resiliency, such as Yellow
Basket of Flowers (C414), with its heavy layer of stenciled paint, or Still Life with
Fruit (C141) attributed to John William Hill, with its richly applied gouache, a paper
called Bristol board was often employed. Introduced in about 1800 (and its more
costly variant, London board, in about 1830), this thick, cream-colored, glazed
pasteboard often bearing an identifying blind stamp, as in Battery Park, New York
(C38), probably by Christian Gottlieb Cantzlier, was composed of two or more lam-
inated sheets of fine wove drawing paper. Its smooth surface, which imposed no tex-
ture on the painted image, was especially well suited to the refined work demanded
in flower painting and portrait miniatures, purposes for which they were commonly
advertised.4° Similar types of paper served as supports for the short strokes and stip-
ples of detailed renderings such as Allan Melville (plate 19) by John Rubens Smith
and John C. Calboun (plate 36) by Savinien Edmé Dubourjal. The precisionist tech-
nique of these two artists imitated that used of necessity by portraitists working on

ivory, a nonporous surface lacking a “tooth” and thus not receptive to washes of
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Figure 19. John William Hill, Plums (detail of plate 64). The precise detail of
this composition, a defining feature of American Pre-Raphaelite watercolor
painting, was achieved by various technical means, including minuscule
hatched brushwork and a smooth-surfaced wove paper that produced no
interruptions in the stroke. The application of transparent watercolor to the
bright white paper gave the hues their jewel-like luminosity, while the mix-
tures of white gouache with several of the colors served to produce the
opaque highlights and the varied textures of the leaves, fruit, and twigs.
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Barnard 1861, p. 116.

Illustrated in American Drawings
and Watercolors in MMA, Sargent
2000, pp. 258-59, NO. 224.
Before the nineteenth century,
papers generally assumed their
color from the fiber mix, and blue
colorants were added to obscure
any mottled effect. In America
these drab blue papers were mostly
used for newspapers and broad-
sides. See Weeks, A History of
Paper-Manufacturing in the United
States, 16901916, p. 69. Silk
paper, the first paper made specifi-
cally for drawing, was intention-
ally colored for aesthetic purposes;
see Krill 1997.

I am grateful to Akiko Yamazaki-
Kleps for undertaking X-ray
fluorescence examination of two
works: Saint-Mémin’s portrait of
Dyer Sharp Wynkoop (plate 15),
the prepared ground of which is
composed of an admixture of
calcium-carbonate white and an
iron-oxide pigment, and Mrs.
George Clinton (Cornelia Tappan;
C453), now attributed to Saint-
Mémin’s partner, Thomas Bluget
de Valdenuit, the prepared ground
of which is composed of a mixture
of lead white and vermilion. These

color. Quite different are the broad brushstrokes
of Ruth and Samuel Shute in their large water-
color portrait Miss Emeline Parker of Lowell,
Massachusetts (C314). This brushwork not only
reveals how rapidly the artists worked but also
shows how this type of lightly sized sheet absorbed
the washes and as a consequence dulled the col-
ors. It is noteworthy that the slightly coarse
and absorbent blue sugar papers and the beige
and brown cartridge papers flecked with colored
fibers—popular around 1800 among English
watercolorists such as John Sell Cotman—were
generally not used in America for this medium
until late in the century. Their rough texture lim-
ited their usefulness for precise renderings and for
drawings intended to be reproduced by engrav-
ing or aquatint. Rather, they encouraged more
expressive strokes, making them better suited as
supports for works of art in their own right.

In addition to machine-made papers, handmade white wove supports were being
developed in England expressly for watercolor in the early decades of the nineteenth
century. Produced by many mills, and a ubiquitous offering in colormen’s catalogues
throughout the 1800s, the kinds most familiar to American artists were Whatman
papers, which were purchased either as loose sheets or in various sketching-pad for-
mats. Made of linen pulp, these wove papers were superior in robustness to the
increasingly prevalent short-fibered cotton papers, but it was their hard-sized surfaces
that truly distinguished them. While this relative slickness made them unsatisfactory
for drawing in graphite, it rendered them sufficiently strong to endure the rigors of
wetting, drying, scraping, blotting, and other practices of transparent watercolor
painting—techniques that previously could not be readily employed without damag-
ing the surface of a support. Another attractive feature, one that greatly expanded the
artist’s technical options, was the variety of textures in which these sheets were avail-
able. The uniform, smooth surface of hot-pressed wove paper was largely utilized for
detailed and highly finished works, such as Charles Burton’s View of the Capitol (plate
34), with its lustrous gum-arabic finish, or the meticulous Wildflowers of 1875 by
Ellen Robbins (C284). The lightly pebbled “Not” sheets popular among many artists
were promoted as giving “an additional variety to . . . aerial tones.”4* Their some-
what irregular surface enforced a subtle play of light and shadow, as is evidenced in
the carefully hatched, transparent strokes of Enoch Wood Perry’s A Month’s Darning
of 1876 (plate 91). A third type called “rough” had a very pronounced topography. It

became popular toward the end of the century, when a sketchier, less formal aesthetic



came to be preferred, as exemplified in the water-
colors of Winslow Homer and John Singer Sargent.
In Tommies Bathing (Metropolitan Museum),4*
for example, Sargent turned the support to its
coarser, reverse side in order to exploit the twill-
like surface of the wire screen, allowing its
rugged imprint to remain visible both in the
reserved areas of white paper and through the
painted layers.

With the exception of blue papers, long famil-
iar in England and France, where West, Copley,
and Trumbull executed their drawings, colored
supports were not commonplace in the eigh-

teenth century. Records of colonial merchants

Figure 20. Paul Weber, Wooded Landscape with Lake and Mountains (detail
of plate 81). Scratchboard, also called scraperboard, consists of heavy wove

paper or Bristol board coated with gesso or a mixture of chalk and lead and

indicate that blue sheets were imported to

America, but they seem to have found little use

a final coat of color. The artist drew on this surface, most often with graphite,
and for highlights scraped into it, exposing the underlying white ground.

Because of their even finish, these boards were well suited to highly detailed

among artists before 1800.43 Saint-Mémin’s
pink papers, which date between the years 1793
and 1814, are thus distinctive in their rich col-
oration and in this context place him at an
important juncture in the history of American drawing. To achieve such brilliant
hues he turned to the dwindling European practice of preparing laid paper with a
thick brush coat of gouache. This opaque paint was tinted with either vermilion or
an iron-oxide earth, such as burnt sienna (the choice of pigment accounting for the
varied tones of the sheets), mixed with white lead or calcium carbonate.44 The dry,
rough-textured surface provided a tooth to hold in place the powdery Conté crayon
or charcoal of the drawing. A similar surface of boldly stroked, buff-colored gesso
was prepared by Thomas Sully for the ground layer of Mrs. Huges, a grisaille oil
study on blue wove paper (C329). Although prepared papers and boards were com-
monly used for oil sketching in England and could be purchased ready-made in the
shops by about 1810,45 such supports never became widely popular for drawing in
the graphic media. Among the examples in this catalogue, each rendered in graphite,
are the buff-colored, commercially prepared sheet of about 1842 (bearing the
embossed mark of the colorman at the upper left) used by Edward Seager for At Five
Ponds, North Waterford, Maine (plate 55); the coated Bristol board of Paul Weber’s
Wooded Landscape with Lake and Mountains of 1854 (figure 20, plate 81), a pink,
white, and yellow support targeted to the amateur, with “skies and suggestive effects
ready laid in”;4¢ and the gray-coated paper used by the largely self-taught artist
David Johnson Kennedy for his Entrance to Harbor—Moonlight of 1888 (plate 71).
Unlike conventional papers, these supports, known as scratchboards or scraperboards,

were prepared with a white priming coated with a pigmented layer. By incising or
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compositions, but their brittle surface offered little chance for revision and
thus demanded a sure hand. The lead white used in this forest scene has oxi-
dized, causing the slight discoloration at the perimeter of the highlights.

differences in composition indicate
that the color variations evident in
these drawings were intentional and
not the result of fading. Examination
of the two sheets revealed consis-
tency in Saint-Mémin’s and his
partner’s practice: on each sheet
the chain lines from the wire mold
were aligned vertically and the
gouache preparation was carefully
applied to the smoother, felt side
of the paper. Each of the papers
was watermarked, the first bearing
“P.d.V.& C” and a fleur-de-lis (?)
and crown, the second a crown
over a fleur-de-lis. Saint-Mémin’s
portrait believed to be of Alexander
Rider (C288) bears the watermark
“Rose & Turners, 1805.”

Sarah Cove, “Constable’s Qil
Sketches on Paper and Millboard,”
The Institute of Paper Conservation,
Conference Papers, Manchester
1992, edited by Sheila Fairbrass,
pp. 123-28, esp. p. 124 {[London):
The Institute of Paper Conser-
vation, 1992),

Chapman (1864), p. 180, refers to
this as a French sketching board.
George Barnard, author of The
Theory and Practice of Landscape
Fainting in Water-Colours, regarded
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Figure 21. Unidentified Artist, Lion (detail of C395). The pinpricks and light
pencil lines visible in this detail of a lion’s right front paw are representative of
the various mechanical means artists long used to ensure accuracy in their
drawings. Such devices reflect the utilitarian function of many watercolors and
pen drawings executed before the middle of the nineteenth century. Although cer-
tainly decorative, this calligraphic drawing may also have served as an exercise in
penmanship. It is executed in iron-gall ink, which until the late nineteenth cen-
tury was the most common writing material in America; the machine-made
wove paper on which it is rendered probably dates between 1830 and 1850.
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these glazed boards as “in bad
taste, producing effects unlike any
in nature . . . [the] false colours
attract[ing] only the uneducated”
(Barnard 1861, pp. 69-70).
“French” millboards with gesso
coating used for oil painting were
available in “graduated tints,” as
listed in the 1857 Goupil and
Company catalogue. See Katlan
1999, pp. 21-32, esp. p. 27. These
coated boards are similar to the
embossed, barium-oxide-coated
Gillot papers introduced in the
1850s for line-block printing. They
could either be drawn on with a
waxy crayon or scraped to reveal a
light underlying layer. See Bamber
Gascoigne, How to Identify Prints
(London: Thames and Hudson,
1986), n.p., chap. 33 c., h., on Gillot
board and line-block printing.
Chapman (1864), pp. 180-81 (a
description of papers for drawing),
p. 194 (advocating tinted papers
when using pen, crayon, black lead
[graphite], white chalk, and
Chinese and Constant white).

scraping through the upper layers, highlights could be produced from the underlying
white ground, which in the above examples is composed of mixtures of calcium and
lead whites. This type of support is noteworthy, as it exemplifies the frequent bor-
rowings that took place among the various arts in the eighteenth and nineteenth cen-
turies. Our three examples correspond in type and date to the lead-and-chalk-primed
“French” millboards used for oil painting, as well as to the china-clay-coated papers
introduced from the 1830s for color printing.47

Although white paper in a myriad of textures and tones remained ubiquitous as a
drawing and watercolor support throughout the nineteenth century, by the 1820s col-
ored wove paper became increasingly prevalent as a result of developments some
decades earlier in the commercial preparation of textile dyes and pigments. This tech-
nology had set the stage for vat- or “engine”-dyeing of machine-made paper, a process
that would replace the less efficient one of pulping colored rags. These papers, available
as loose sheets or bound in sketchbooks, found immediate acceptance among amateurs
and by the 1830s were also figuring in the drawings of professional artists, who recog-
nized the suitability of a toned substrate for the inherently linear stroke of Conté
crayon and graphite pencil—media that had only recently come into vogue. Not only
did their characteristically light sizing and slightly rough texture provide a suitable
surface for holding this powdery media, but when these colored sheets were height-
ened with white chalk or gouache (Constant white or, after 1834, Chinese white), even
the simplest of compositions was given a sense
of finish.

Recently introduced materials such as these
were promoted in many drawing books dur-
ing the first half of the century, among them a
widely circulated manual by James Duffield
Harding, Elementary Art; or, The Use of the
Lead Pencil Advocated and Explained (London,
1834) and John Gadsby Chapman’s American
Drawing Book.4® In the Metropolitan’s rich
collection of drawings from the 1840s through
the 1870s rendered on colored papers in the
popular neutral hues of gray, green, and blue
are James Smillie’s Lime Rock on the Rondout,
New York (graphite on green paper; C316),
Thomas Cole’s The Fountain, No. 1 (graphite
and white gouache on green paper; plate 46),
Jasper Francis Cropsey’s Jedburgh Abbey
(graphite and white gouache on blue paper;
Cor1), John Frederick Kensett’s North of the
White Mountains (graphite on blue paper;



C182), Asher Brown Durand’s Sketch from Nature (graphite on gray green paper;
plate 39), Jervis McEntee’s Study of Birch Trunks (graphite and gouache on blue
paper; C213), and David Johnson’s Landscape (graphite and white chalk on gray paper;
C168).

Colored papers were generally not used with transparent watercolor—William
Rickarby Miller’s green papers are an exception—because the hue of the support
dulled the luminosity of the washes. They were, nonetheless, very popular substrates
for the opaque media, notably gouache and pastel. Whereas in the drawings dis-
cussed above the colored paper serves as the middle tone between the highlights and
the range of dark values created by the pencil, with the opaque media the toned sup-
port often had several different roles. In such works as Fidelia Bridges’s study Bird’s
Nest in Cattails (plate 1o1), executed in watercolor and gouache, and Whistler’s Notze
in Pink and Brown (plate 104), in charcoal and pastel, the colored support provides a
unifying hue. Exposed areas of such papers were also often utilized as compositional
elements: for example, in George Inness’s Olive Trees at Tivoli (plate 87) discrete
reserved areas of the light blue support represent the sky, as does the light tan paper
seen through the trees in William Rickarby Miller’s Indian Falls, Indian Brook, Cold
Springs, New York (C220). Colored sheets also helped the artist to establish tonal
and color relationships. They served as the midpoint in developing the lights and the
shadows, often only to be completely obscured upon completion of the work—as
Richard’s exhibition pieces, including Moonlight on Mount Lafayette, New
Hampshire (C267), a study in grays on light green paper, continually demonstrate.
Sadly, fugitive dyes, exposure to long periods of bright illumination, and additives,
including alum-rosin sizing, have caused many of these papers to age poorly. Such
sheets have turned brown or faded, often leaving no trace of their original hue and

altering the effect intended by the artist.

Mechanical Aids

Close examination of the calligraphic swirls and spirals of Lion (figure 21, C395)
reveals that the mastery of the unknown artist who executed this drawing was
achieved not entirely with the pen, but with aid of pinpricks and lightly applied
graphite guidelines. The use of drawing aids far more complex than these is encoun-
tered frequently in American drawings. Particularly in the period before 1850 such
devices are associated with the work of amateurs who often could not rely on talent
alone for satisfactory results; however, they are also closely tied to the tradition of
topographical, military, scientific, and architectural drafting, all of which were
taught with mathematical tools, and from which the fine art of watercolor painting
emerged. Indeed, it was with the assistance of instruments that trained draftsmen
such as Charles Burton, Christian Schussele, and James McAlpin Sommerville
(plates 34, 86), artists like Titian Peale, who participated in government-sponsored

geological expeditions, and amateurs who glorified the idea of human progress
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As described by Thomas Sully in
his journal entry of June 8, 1838, in
Barratt 2000, p. 171. Professional
artists continued to use mechanical
aids throughout the nineteenth
century and into the twentieth. The
pinhole and the precisely drawn
semicircle for an arch concealed
beneath the diaphanous, sun-
drenched washes of John Singer
Sargent’s Escutcheon of Charles V
of Spain (Metropolitan Museum,
15.142.11; illustrated in American
Drawings and Watercolors in
MMA, Sargent 2000, pp. 333~34,
no. 314) are evidence of reliance
on a compass to structure this
watercolor of 1912.

Copley to Henry Pelham, March 14,
1775, Copley and Pelham 1914,
pp. 298, 299.

These entrenched practices would be
satirized by Jefferson D. Chalfant
(1856-1931) in his drawing The
Connoisseur (Metropolitan
Museum, 1978.138), a work of
about 1895 rendered on tracing
paper, squared for enlargement,
incised with ruled perspectival lines
to indicate recession into depth,
and rubbed with charcoal on the
verso for transfer.

Copley refers to dressed laymen

in a letter from Rome to Henry
Pelham of March 14, 1775; see
Copley and Pelham 1914, p. 298.
Sully, who generally made water-
color studies in preparation for

his oil paintings, often used man-
nequins. In journal entries from
June and July 1838, he refers to
borrowing a large one and pur-
chasing a dress for it, and he also
bought a “half size” and a “small
one”; see Barratt 2000, pp. 171-72,
175, 177, 194.

Sally Woodcock, “Posing,
Reposing, Decomposing: Life-size
Lay Figures, Living Models and
Artist’s Colourmen in Nineteenth
Century London,” in Looking
Through Paintings: The Study of
Painting Techniques and Materials
in Support of Art Historical
Research, edited by Erma Hermens
et al. (Baarn, The Netherlands:
Uitgeverij de Prom, 1998), pp. 445-
64. These devices were listed in cat-
alogues such as Rudolf Ackermann’s
Most Essential Requisites for Artists
and Amateurs from Ackermann
and Co., by Special Appointment
to Her Majesty the Queen, HRH
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Figure 22. Models of the human
body like the one shown in this
illustration from an artist’s cata-
logue had been used since the
Renaissance to ensure accuracy in
representing the human figure.
Called mannequins or lay figures,
they were made of wood, papier-
maché, or stuffed fabric and had
articulated joints so that they could
be positioned realistically. For
artists who could not always work
from a live model, mannequins
were essential studio equipment
and were often draped in the his-
torical or contemporary attire
appropriate to a portrait or picto-
rial composition.
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through science and industry (as did the unknown maker of the Hudson River
Railroad Station, with a View of Manbattan College; C394) achieved remarkable
degrees of precision.

For draftsmen seeking aesthetic refinement, various devices were commonplace.
They included oiled tracing paper and by the 1840s thin letterpress copy paper for
perfecting an intermediary stage of a design (such as was used by Emanuel Gottlieb
Leutze for his Sketch for a Lifesaving Medal; C202); the dark convex mirrors known
as Claude glasses for capturing a broad expanse of nature in a manageable oval for-
mat (likely used to compose the mixed media Vechte House at Gowanus, Brooklyn,
New York; C411); mirrors for providing reflected light;4® and T squares, straight-
edges, and rulers for constructing architectural elements in such cityscapes as The
Shop and Warehouse of Duncan Phyfe (plate 18), John Hill’s View from My Work
Room Window in Hammond Street, New York City (plate 14), and John Lewis
Krimmel’s “Worldly Folk” Questioning Chimney Sweeps and Their Master before
Christ Church, Philadelphia (C193). Copley’s letters are replete with references to the
mechanical devices he used for getting it right. Among them were mirrors for provid-
ing a sense of “Action” (referring to position and movement), tracing equipment for
reproducing details of his preparatory work,5° and T squares and rulers for squaring.
Using such tools, he marked some of his Siege of Gibraltar studies with regularly
spaced lines at one side and along the lower edge of the sheet, and his Ascension
study with a grid in order to transfer those compositions to canvas (plates 6, 5). Such
traditional techniques were fundamental in an era when artists relied on exact tran-
scriptions and copying, and they were described even in the most basic manuals,
including Robertson’s Elements of the Graphic Arts.5* Laymen, or articulated man-
nequins, were used particularly by artists who worked in a studio without a model
(figure 22); both Copley and Sully used them when drawing, and they continued to
be employed during much of the period under study.5* The poorly resolved anatomi-
cal structure of many of Sully’s sketchbook drawings suggests the use of this device.
Throughout the nineteenth century this range of apparatus could be purchased from
the extensive stock that colormen offered in their catalogues.53

Before the advent of photography, the reliance on optical projection devices such
as the camera obscura and similar instruments was commonplace. At least one of
Thomas Cole’s panoramic views, for example, was based on an engraving made with
the camera lucida.’4 And as late as 1857 John Ruskin in his influential treatise
Elements of Drawing would advocate the use of drawing aids for aesthetic purposes.
With mirrors to create reflections and cotton wool as a model for clouds, artists prac-
ticed natural effects in the studio to better capture them directly, out-of-doors.55 Also
aimed at precision was the practice of making notations about color, shadow, atmos-
pheric conditions, and the like on preparatory drawings. These mnemonic aids assisted
the artist in his subsequent work. Examples in this catalogue appear on Copley’s
Study for “The Death of Major Peirson” (C66 verso), John Rubens Smith’s Coboes



Falls on Mohawk River, New York (C319), Martin Johnson Heade’s Sketch for Prince Albert, and the Duchess of

“Approaching Thunder Storm” (C131), and William Trost Richards’s Palms (plate 95).

Kent, Etc. (Repository of Arts,
96 Strand, London). A copy of the

Among the earlier American artists who relied on mechanical devices was the for- catalogue is at present contained in

. . L. . . . . Queen Victoria’s watercolor box,
mer French military officer Saint-Mémin. Presumably trained in the rigors of precise Royal Academy of Arts, London. I
draftsmanship, he rode the wave of demand for low-cost silhouette portraiture that am grateful to Angela Sommerville,
) ) Royal Academy of Arts, for allow-

began in the eighteenth century and lasted until the art was supplanted by photogra- ing me to examine this material.

phy in the 1840s. The majority of Saint-Mémin’s more than eight hundred American 5%

Cole’s source was Captain Basil
Hall’s Forty Etchings, from Sketches

profile portraits were executed using a physiognotrace attached to a pantograph Made with the Camera Lucida, in

(figure 23). Proud of his technique, he inscribed the verso of one of his drawings

North America, in 1827 and 1828
(London: Simpkin and Marshall,

(C291) “John Adams—President des Etats Unis d’apres nature au physiognotrace.”5¢ [1829)); see Alan Wallach, “Making
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Figure 23. Charles Willson Peale, Sketch of the Physiognotrace,
1803, ink and wash on paper; Manuscript Division, Jefferson
Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. Devices that
enabled the profile of a sitter to be traced in a matter of minutes
enjoyed great popularity from the 1780s until the advent of photo-
graphy, particularly in America, where portraiture held primacy
over all other types of artistic subject matter. This physiognotrace
was patented by John Isaac Hawkins of Somersetshire, England,
and presented to Charles Willson Peale around 1802 for his
museum in Philadelphia. These machines were connected to a
pantograph, allowing the image to be enlarged or reduced in size.
In addition to the silhouette line rendered in graphite, Conté
crayon, or charcoal, many such portraits on close inspection
reveal incised registration lines, score marks, or pinholes.

Figure 24. James Sharples, Two Profiles, Possibly of
John Adams (C302 verso). These two superimposed
charcoal profiles made with the aid of a physiogno-
trace or similar tracing tool appear to be the artist’s
trial run for the pastel portrait on the recto. Such
devices were popular among amateurs and professional
portraitists because they produced accurate renderings
and brought quick results. This type of sheet is charac-
teristic of the dark-colored paper pastelists preferred to
use. Although the support would ultimately be covered
with a layer of opaque powder, its hue provided a mid-
point from which to work up the highlights and build
the shadows of the composition.
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a Picture of the View from Mount
Holyoke,” Bulletin of the Detroit
Institute of Arts 66, no. 1 (1990),
pp- 39-40.

Ruskin 1857, pp. 59—60, 125-27.
The physiognotrace used by Saint-
Mémin was invented in 1786 by
Gilles-Louis Chrétien and Edmé
Quenedey and modified by Saint-
Mémin’s associate, Thomas Bluget
de Valdenuit. See Ellen Miles,
“Saint-Mémin, Valdenuit, Lemet:
Federal Profiles,” in American
Portrait Prints: Proceedings of the
Tenth Annual American Print
Conference, edited by Wendy Wick
Reeves (Charlottesville: University
Press of Virginia, 1984), pp. 1-28,
esp. p. 5. Many other tracing devices
were known in America. See Penley
Knipe, “Shades and Shadow-
Pictures: American Portrait Sil-
houettes,” The Book and Paper
Group Annual, American Institute
for Conservation of Historic and
Artistic Works 18 (1999), p. 43.
The time it took Saint-Mémin to
execute a portrait is calculated in a
1788 note by Edmé Quenedey in
the Journal de Paris; see Miles,
“Saint-Mémin, Valdenuit, Lemet:
Federal Profiles,” p. 8.

The charcoal and Conté crayon in
Saint-Mémin’s portraits were pre-
viously identified as black chalk.
Contemporary advertisements
reveal the popularity of profile por-
traits and the importance that was
placed on mechanical exactness.
An advertisement in the Courier
(Charleston), for February 10,
1835, assured the public that the
Brooklyn pastelist Peter Copmann
used “catoptric and mechanical
means, which prevent the smallest
deviation from a perfect outline of
the individual” in his portraits;
quoted in Rutledge 1980, p. 154.
James Sharples was said to have
used a pantograph—as is attested
by our pastel (figure 24)—in an
account published in Lippincott’s
Magazine in December 1871; see
Knox 1930, p. 9.

Though many American drawings
are described as having been exe-
cuted in sepia (ink taken from the
sac of the cuttlefish), since the
nineteenth century the term has
been indiscriminately applied to
almost any water-based brown
writing material. According to
Watrous 1957, p. 80, sepia is more

This machinelike easel that held a sheet of paper enabled the artist to trace with the
assistance of strategically placed pinholes and score marks a full-size profile, such as
Jean-Victor Moreau (C290) and Dyer Sharp Wynkoop (plate 15). The tracing, in
Conté crayon or graphite, could be executed in six minutes and subsequently reduced
in scale if the image was to be engraved.57 By filling in the outline with Conté or
charcoal (applied by stumping, hatching, or simply holding the tool on its broad
side) and adding highlights in white chalk or occasionally pastel, Saint-Mémin read-
ily turned out impressive, large-scale works.5® Characteristically adhered to a wood
strainer (an immobile supporting structure or frame) and displayed in heavy gilt
molding with églomisé mats, they were considered as fine as painted portraits.
Tracing devices such as the physiognotrace were often employed by limners, as is
seen in the sharply delineated Portrait of a Man (C4o1), Portrait of a Woman (C402),
and Daniel Crommelin (C390). The enterprising James Sharples must also have used
one, as the outlines on the verso of John Adams (figure 24, C302) make evident.
Since after verisimilitude speed was of the essence in this métier, dry media that
allowed for a broad stroke, such as pastel, charcoal, or graphite, were commonly

used for these renderings.59

Ink
Undoubtedly because it was used for writing and readily available, pen and ink tradi-
tionally enjoyed widespread use for drawing. In eighteenth-century America, ink was
employed both by mainstream artists emulating European models and by folk artists,
who often relied on ink in place of watercolor pigment. With the surge in the popu-
larity of graphite during the 1820s, as our collection testifies, the use of ink as a
drawing medium declined but never fell completely out of favor. Whereas until about
1850 the inks most commonly used for drawing were iron gall, bister, and black
India ink in stick form, by the second half of the nineteenth century the artist also
had at his disposal colored inks, lithographic and liquid India ink, and inks made
with aniline dyes, the first colors to be distilled from coal tar.6°

Drawing and writing inks, which are water-based dyes or suspensions of finely
divided pigment, are often visually confused with watercolor, especially when applied
in washes. Differentiating types of brown ink from one another by eye alone is also
difficult, owing to the varying sources of the raw materials, the manner in which they
were prepared, and the vagaries of their history—for each can assume a range of
hues, from pale gray and yellow brown to russet or black. Compounding the prob-
lem of precise identification is that different inks were occasionally combined or
mixed with pigments such as burnt umber to modify their tone.é* That ink can be
applied either by pen or by brush underscores the versatility of this medium, which
includes broad, sweeping washes, as seen in Benjamin West’s Study for “Alexander 111,
King of Scotland, Saved from a Stag by Colin Fitzgerald” (plate 7), carefully delin-

eated pen work, as in the anonymous View from the House of Henry Briscoe



Thomas, Baltimore (plate 68), and spon-
taneous jottings merely capturing the
essence of character or movement, as
exemplified by Whistler’s Captain Cuttle
and Man Smoking (C496). Whatever the
mode of application, this medium
demanded considerable expertise in con-
trol of line, development of volume, and
use of the paper reserve to produce high-
lights, as corrections could only be made
by scraping with a dull round blade,
variously called an eraser, scraper, or grat-
toir, or with a penknife, which was also
used for shaping the quill pen. Thus,
despite an apparent ease of use, close
inspection often reveals traces of a pre-
liminary design in black chalk, charcoal,
or graphite in many highly finished
drawings—for example, in West’s pres-
entation drawing and Copley’s Study for
“The Ascension” (plate 5)—as well as

in modest preparatory studies, such as

Figure 25. John Hill, View from My Work Room Window in Hammond Street, New
York City (detail of plate 14). Although the unconventional vantage point suggests
spontaneity, nothing was left to chance in the construction of this drawing of about
1826—30. Hill’s precise technique exemplifies the accuracy characteristic of American
topographical watercolors executed at that time. Using a graphite pencil and a
straightedge, the artist first established the placement and perspective of the individ-
ual architectural elements. Next, he applied thin, transparent gray washes to build
up gradations of tone, employing a limited amount of water in order to control the
flow of the paint, restricting it to clearly defined areas. To represent sunlight, he left
areas of the smooth-surfaced wove paper unpainted, and for emphasis carefully out-

lined certain details with pen and ink.
Emanuel Gottlieb Leutze’s Last Drop

(plate 70) and Frederick Styles Agate’s Indians Lamenting the Approach of the
White Man (plate 47).

In the eighteenth century, ink was also employed in conjunction with watercolor
to establish the basic structure of the “stained” or “tinted” drawing, a type of com-
position with precedents in hand-colored wood-block prints and map coloring, in
which forms are delineated in ink and embellished with local color. In the
Metropolitan’s collection this is exemplified by a simple topographical rendering of
the 1770s, Brooklyn, Long Island (View of the Village Green; C388). Although this
technique ceased to be practiced by professional artists within the first decades of the
new century, the use of strongly penned outlines surrounding brilliant fields of flat
color persisted in folk art through the 1850s; two undated examples are General
Lafayette on Horseback (C393) and Johann Heinrich Otto’s Fraktur Motifs (plate 3).
John Hill’s highly accomplished View from My Work Room Window in Hammond
Street, New York City (figure 25, plate 14) was executed after the style of the tinted
drawings had waned in popularity; however, his use of gray washes, blue watercolor,
and precise black ink outlines is akin to this earlier tradition. The drawing’s degree of
finish—exactingly described in grisaille ink washes, yet only partially colored and

with voids of paper remaining to be completed—also evokes the sense that it was an
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likely to have been used with the
brush than with the pen.

William Gilpin, Observations on
the Western Parts of England . ..
(London: T. Cadell Jun. and W.
Davies, 1798), p. 328, advised,
for example, mixing bister and
burnt umber. Mixtures of inks
and pigments are described in
artists’ books from at least the
seventeenth century.

According to Michael Finlay,
Western Writing Implements in
the Age of the Quill Pen (Wetheral,
Carlisle, Cumbria, England: Plains
Books, 1990), p. 41, the earliest
type of fountain pen—one that
contains its own ink supply—had
the barrel of a quill as a reservoir,
which in turn was inserted into
another quill cut for writing. This
type was first described by Daniel
Schwenter in his Delicie physico-
mathematice (1636; Nuremberg:
Jeremiae Diimlers, 1651). A later
type had a metal barrel and quill
nib, as described in a translation
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Figure 26. Throughout the eigh-
teenth century, the most common
tool for writing and drawing was
the quill pen, made from the barrel
of a bird’s feather. Its use persisted
long after the steel pen was intro-
duced in the 1820s. The type of
fowl from which the feather came—
crow, duck, swan, or goose—
determined the size of a quill; elas-
ticity, hardness, and durability
were the measures of its quality.
The preparation of quills for pens
and for the ferrules of brushes was
one of the earliest domestic indus-
tries in America. Cut and uncut
quills were usually purchased from
stationers or booksellers, and by
the middle of the nineteenth cen-
tury they were commonly sold in
bundles or packaged in decorative
boxes. The point of a quill pen
was expected to last a day; thus,

a penknife was an essential acces-
sory to its use.
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illustration for a stage in a progressive series of drawing lessons. Although no such
context is known for Hill’s drawing, works of this type were engraved and aquatinted
for use in teaching the novice to construct a composition in watercolor following a
sequential method, such as is illustrated in Francis Nicholson’s manual The Practice
of Drawing and Painting Landscape from Nature, in Water Colours (Nicholson 1823).

Pen and ink assumed a different role when used in conjunction with the painterly
watercolor. In Thomas Sully’s Sleeping Venus (C331), which stands at the aesthetic
juncture between the broadly handled modern technique and the draftsmanly style of
the eighteenth century, ink is used to define the form of the figure; however, both the
ink and the washes are freely applied. Sully must have learned this manner of seem-
ingly rapid execution while in England, where it had been valued for preparatory
drawings and quick studies. Though it was not then practiced here, by the end of the
nineteenth century this very expressive type of handling would be exploited for finished
compositions, such as those by Henry Fenn and John Singer Sargent. Reliance on the
pen for accuracy would also soon be outdated as greater emphasis was placed on
modulating color as a means of producing volumetric forms, and as watercolor
became a medium for independent rather than for topographical drawing. Rather
than serving to define motifs, ink applied by pen or brush became a means of enhanc-
ing the palette, as is seen in William Rickarby Miller’s Indian Falls, Indian Brook,
Cold Springs, New York (C220), in which a cluster of brown ink lines added at a
final stage give shape and shadow to the tree trunk at the lower right. It could also be
integrated into the composition, as in John Frederick Kensett’s Windsor Forest (C183)
and Herman Herzog’s Moss-Covered Log (C132), where pen and ink and washes in
ink and watercolor contribute equally to the development of form and color.

Booksellers and stationers usually sold the supplies that the draftsman required
for working in this medium, including inks, quills, and fountain pens.®* Until the
steel nib was mass-produced in the 1830s,%3 the quill pen (figure 26) was the most com-
mon writing and drawing tool, and like the painter’s brush ferrule it was made from the
feathers of different fowl—crow, duck, goose, and swan—the type determining the
fineness of the point. Reed pens were also occasionally used for drawing; however, the
bold stroke encouraged by the broad tip of this instrument and its lack of flexibility
were not well suited to the restrained stylistic vocabulary of most earlier American
artists. The noticeably muscular stroke of Washington Allston’s Stoning of Saint
Stephen (C4) suggests that this tool, or a broadly cut quill, may have been used for
this sheet.

One of the rare references made by an artist to the use of particular ink is found in
a letter from Copley to Henry Pelham, in which he describes his pen-and-brush study
for The Ascension as having been washed “in the shades with bister.”¢4 This ink,
which was customarily used with the brush and not for writing—for which reason it
has also been regarded as a watercolor—was made of wood soot taken from the

walls of chimneys, boiled with water, and decanted. It may have been chosen by



Copley because of the high regard in which its warm golden
brown color was held in the eighteenth century for building up
transparent layers to model form. Although the working prop-
erties of bister were continually described as faulty, owing to
its tarry sediment and its need to be enriched with other pig-
ments, such as carmine and Spanish liquorice, it nonetheless
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Examination of the various brown inks in Thomas Sully’s
sketchbook of 1810-20 using infrared reflectography revealed
that the artist utilized bister as well as other inks that he would

Figure 27. The sticks of India ink in use in America in

the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries were made in

have encountered during his European tour in 1809-10 and
that he applied each using a variety of techniques.¢ In Sully’s
copy after Rembrandt’s “Hundred Guilder Print” and in his
drawing Woman at a Window (based on Rembrandt’s 1647

China from a molded paste of lampblack and animal
glue. Although artists used all types of inks for their
drawings, frequently applying them with the pen, India
ink, a carbon ink that readily disperses in water and is
permanently black, was intended to be used with the

brush. Invariably included among the studio supplies of

etching of Jan Six; plate 24) washes in a bisterlike ink in tones
ranging from reddish gold to warm gray are applied entirely by
brush to develop the forms in rich gradations. For many of his
studies from life other inks were employed. One of them was
India ink, a black ink made in China, its name reflecting a tendency that persisted
through the nineteenth century to designate exotic products from the Far East as
coming from the Indian subcontinent. Molded into sticks or cakes, India ink—made
of lampblack (the soot of burnt oil or resin) bound with animal glue—was decorated
with Chinese characters (figure 27) and for use was moistened, rubbed against a
stone or rough porcelain slab, and applied with a brush.67 This common product,
listed by Arthur Pond in 1757 in his inventory for John Moffatt’s shop,é® was the
type of black ink generally recommended for tinted drawings. It enjoyed popularity
among watercolor painters for years and was customarily described in artists’ hand-
books and included among the various brushes and pens in most paint boxes until
about 1850. Used on its own, its washes ranged from a semiopaque black to dilu-
tions of neutral gray, variations evident in the crisply rendered pen-and-wash
drawings of dogs in Sully’s sketchbook (C330; 53.182.65 verso, 66 verso) and
David Johnson’s broadly brushed Trees (C171). Later in the nineteenth century its
potential to diffuse and bleed—effects associated with Asian calligraphy—would be
exploited by purposely applying it to dampened paper.é® Liquid India ink made of
lampblack or powdered charcoal, but bound with vegetable gums, does not appear
in colormen’s catalogues until about the middle of the nineteenth century, when it is
listed along with ink sticks. When compounded with shellac, this ink has a lus-
trous quality that is further enhanced when it is applied to a nonabsorbent paper
such as Bristol board. Artists generally used India ink with the pen, as Whistler did,
for example, in his sketchbook studies and as did the anonymous author of View

from the House of Henry Briscoe Thomas, Baltimore (plate 68). Whereas the pen

63.

64.

65.

the watercolorist until the 185os, the stick form remained
popular until the introduction of bottled India ink.

by Edmund Stone of a treatise by
[Nicolas] Bion, The Construction
and Principal Uses of Mathemati-
cal Instruments (London: ]. Senex
and W. Taylor, 1723). Both of
these types of fountain pens would
have been available in eighteenth-
century America.
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between about 1750 and 1800; see
[Lynda Fairbairn et al.), Paint and
Fainting: An Exhibition and
Working Studio Sponsored by
Winsor and Newton . . . (exh. cat.;
London: The Tate Gallery, 1982),
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Copley to Pelham, March 14, 1775,
Copley and Pelham 1914, p. 298.
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Bromelle, “The Russell and Abney
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restricts the tonal variation that can be achieved with the brush, it does not impose
any limitations on creative vision. This is proved by the remarkable sense of shim-
mering atmospheric light that William Trost Richards produced with a fine crow-
quill nib in drawings of the sea in a sketchbook of the mid-1880s (C274). Radically
different from this is the very dense yet precise ink stippling of David Pell Secor’s late
nineteenth-century Refuge from the Storm (Shadow from the Heat; C299). Secor’s
method of building mass and volume is akin to the pen exercises recommended

several decades earlier by Ruskin, which entailed using a network of tiny lines, dots,

and knife work as a means of avoiding unnaturally hard-edged contours.7®

In most ink drawings volumetric form was developed not with washes but with

strokes of the pen. Using techniques with precedents in engraving and traditional

Figure 28. John Vanderlyn, Elizabeth Maria Church (C456). The tonal
variations that can be produced with the black powdery medium seen
here, probably Conté crayon, are achieved by the pressure of the hand
and the resultant distribution and thickness of the powder. Using this
limited means, Vanderlyn has produced a range of convincing effects: deep
shadows by repeated strokes applied with relatively heavy pressure,
highlights by exposing the paper, and veil-like middle tones effected by a
subtle “lifting” of the powder by tamping it with pellets of dry or damp
bread crumbs. The overall precision of this small-scale composition was
also made possible by the fine texture of the wove paper, which pro-
vided a smooth underlying surface for the application of the medium.
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drawing practices, draftsmen could produce shadows
and highlights by compressing or widely spacing par-
allel or cross-hatched pen lines, as was done in
Mather Brown’s In Like Manner Shall He Descend
(plate 11), executed on paper prepared with yellow
washes, and in Samuel Finley Breese Morse’s Head of
a Man (C223). Alternatively, volume and movement
could be conveyed by means of a simple linear con-
tour applied with the pen, a technique used by Sully
throughout his sketchbook. For these quick studies
(see plate 23) he employed iron-gall ink, a common
material that for centuries held a preeminent role in
drawing though it was far more widely used for writing
and topographical purposes. Two examples of the
latter use are P. V. Steenbergh’s Chart and Plan of
the Harbour of New York (C326) and Alexander
Robertson’s New York from Hobuck (C285). Iron-
gall ink was readily available to the colonial artist
and draftsman. Advertisements in the first half of the
eighteenth century for nut galls and copperas—two
of the many sources of the tannates and iron salts that
are the basic constituents of this ink—indicate that it
would have been prepared by the purchaser.7*
Although ink pots and pens were frequently cited in
such notices, by the middle of the century only cop-
peras, which had a range of uses other than as an ink
component, seems to have been listed, suggesting that
the purchaser may have bought this ink ready-made.
By then, Americans were likely to have followed the

English example, leaving the fabrication of this



essential material to ink makers, who had long been offering their product as a lig-
uid or as a convenient powder or cake that could be reconstituted with water.72

To the modern eye, one of the perplexing issues posed by drawings executed in
iron-gall ink is how different many must have once looked. Recipes for this material
invariably describe it as a black ink. Some drawings, such as Washington Allston’s
Stoning of Saint Stephen (C4) or Jasper Francis Cropsey’s Landscape with Tree and a
Village in the Distance (C92), have retained their original rich brownish black hue,
but many others have undergone color changes owing to light exposure and the
chemistry of the particular ink mixture and depending upon whether the ink was
used when freshly made or old. Today many of these inks are pale brown or gray.
Such colors are seen, for example, in drawings by Benjamin West and his circle, such
as The Angel at the Tomb of Christ (C476) and The Finding of the Body of
Clytemnestra (C392); or by Mather Brown, such as Group on the Stockport Road
(C25); or by Morse, such as Head of a Man (C223). Also associated with this ink is
an inherent acidity that at times is betrayed by the dark lines striking through the
paper to the reverse of the sheet, as has happened in the Morse drawing. Far more
dramatic instances of this ink’s corrosive action are often encountered in the deep
black color of frakturs and folk drawings, such as the brilliantly hued Abrabam
Pixler Family (plate 30), in which iron-gall ink served both for the inscriptions and
for the design and has severely embrittled the paper. More typically, however, iron-
gall ink does not perforate the support but when made with a surplus of tannins
becomes highly vulnerable to fading. These failings contributed to the diminishing
popularity of this ink as a medium for drawing in America, though it would not be
completely supplanted until the introduction of aniline-based inks and other synthet-

ics toward the end of the nineteenth century.

The Direct-Drawing Media: Chalk, Conté Crayon,

Charcoal, Graphite, and Pastel

Just as the array of new papers specifically designed for drawing had a profound
impact on artistic expression, so did the many new and improved drawing media,
including those applied directly to paper without brush or pen. Until about 1800
black chalk, a carbonaceous shale mined from the earth and of relatively good tenac-
ity because of its clay content, was the most common direct-drawing tool in America.
Copley’s Study for “The Tribute Money” and John Trumbull’s Study from Life: Nude
Male (Cé63 verso, C382) are both executed in this medium and heightened with
white chalk. Toward the end of the eighteenth century its use diminished, owing to
declining supplies,’3 and then in the nineteenth century virtually disappeared, owing
to the introduction of various fabricated media. Among the latter were Conté
crayon, compressed charcoal (also known as fabricated chalk), graphite pencil, litho-
graphic crayon, and wax crayon. Being man-made, each of these media offers a con-

sistency in its tone and texture that is not always found in natural substances, and
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see John Winter, “Ink,” in The
Dictionary of Art, edited by Jane
Turner, 34 vols. (London: Grove,
1996), vol. 15, p. 850.
Saunders, Jobn Smibert: Colonial
America’s First Portrait Painter,
Pp. 260-61.
Such effects were used, for exam-
ple, by Frank Benson (1862-1951)
in Ducks in Calm Water (Metro-
politan Museum, 67.55.158).
Ruskin 1857, pp. 127-39.
Notice by Zabdiel Boylston, in the
Boston News-Letter, March 17—
24, 1712, and another by John
Merrett [sic] in the New England
Journal, May 9, 1738; see Dow
1927, pp. 252—53, 238.
Patent applications by ink makers
who sold both the dry and the lig-
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British Museum, London,
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Memoirs of Agriculture and Otbher
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Figure 29. Computer-generated
infrared reflectogram assembly of
John Singleton Copley’s pastel
portrait Mrs. Edward Green
{Mary Storer; Cé1). Because its
coarse particles crumble under
light pressure and produce a broad
stroke, charcoal was mainly used
in the eighteenth century for large-
scale preliminary drawing, in
which detail was not essential.
Copley has taken advantage of
these properties of the medium in
his initial plan for this pastel por-
trait, as is revealed by infrared
reflectography. The bold, sum-
mary lines of the charcoal under-
drawing are in sharp contrast with
the precise rendering of the
finished work.
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though each is distinctive in its physical characteristics (particle size, color, and com-

position), in essence, each is composed of pulverized powder (such as graphite, clays,
lampblack, and charcoal) compressed or bound with gum, waxes, or oils and formed
into solid sticks. Such powdery media have often been referred to as chalks and the
shape of these tools as crayons. For use, each of these media demands that the artist
employ comparable techniques: varying the pressure of the hand to modify the inten-
sity of tone and texture and leaving areas of paper untouched, or “in reserve” to
serve as highlights and suggest volume. For example, in his portrait of Elizabeth

Maria Church (figure 28, C456) John Vanderlyn achieved the delicate gradations of



Figure 30. Henrietta Johnston, Mrs. Pierre Bacot (Marianne Fleur Du Gue; detail of plate 2).
Because the Charleston, South Carolina, artist Henrietta Johnston applied her colors sparingly in
creating her portrait of Mrs. Pierre Bacot, the red-chalk underdrawing is visible beneath the strokes
of powdery pastel in this detail of the sitter’s costume. Pastelists in the eighteenth century were
advised to use red chalk for the preliminary drawing, as it would blend with the pastel flesh tones
and give a pleasing hue to the finished work. Both the restricted palette of this composition and the
fact that it is rendered on ordinary white writing paper rather than on the blue sheets customarily
used for pastel portraits suggest that drawing supplies were not readily available in the American
colonies at this very early date.

light and shadow on the skin and the effect of gossamer clothing using several meth-
ods. With a deft hand he produced the halftones by allowing the subtle grain of the
paper to catch the powder as if it had been stippled; with firm strokes he built the
darker shadows; and by gently lifting the powder from the paper by tamping with
dry or damp kneaded bread crumbs—the customary erasing tool employed for this
medium—he revealed the luminosity of the underlying off-white support. The rich-
ness of the black powder and its relatively cohesive texture indicate that Vanderlyn
used a fabricated medium, probably Conté crayon. This medium, made of fired
graphite and clay, was patented in France in 1795 by Nicolas-Jacques Conté, an engi-
neer who had been commissioned by the French government to devise a substitute
for the fine-quality English Borrowdale graphite that had been embargoed during the
Anglo-French wars.74

During his years in Paris, Vanderlyn would have encountered not only this new
medium but also millboard tablets, which were introduced in the late eighteenth cen-
tury as well. These thick and coarse drawing supports—cheap alternatives to planed
wood panels—were composed of pulped waste papers and fibrous refuse and were
wrapped with smooth-textured wove drawing paper on one face and around the edges.

Such tablets were widely used for highly finished portraits intended for framing, such
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Commercially prepared millboard
tablets were used by many French
artists, including Jean-Auguste-
Dominique Ingres. The structure
of a tablet on which Vanderlyn
executed a male portrait in 1800
consisted of a layer of laid paper
between the board and the fine
wove primary support. The draw-
ing was offered at Sotheby’s, New
York, June 22, 1995, sale 6731,
no. 141.

Chapman 1864, p. 180.
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Figure 31. Dealers in colors and other artists’ supplies
responded to the widespread popularity of pastel and
charcoal by offering ready-made sets of these media
for purchase beginning in the late 1870s. Chalk
boxes, designated by the term that had become generic
for friable media, usually contained charcoal; a vari-
ety of fabricated drawing materials such as Conté
crayons in black, red, and white; compressed charcoal
in different shades and degrees of hardness; crayon
holders (portcrayons); powdered charcoal; and stumps
made of leather, paper, and rubber for shading and
blending. Pastel boxes might be equipped with as
many as several hundred colors, a bottle of fixative
with an atomizer, stumps, a chamois cloth, pastel
paper, and thumbtacks.

point of the crayon when linear pre-
cision was desired, or with broad
strokes to produce nuanced passages.
Over the course of the century, Conté
crayon was modified with additives
such as lampblack and waxes to
enrich its tone and add substance to
its texture. This density and black-
ness are evident in William Morris
Hunt’s Thorpe Sisters (C152), where
the crayon is thickly applied to a
blue support. In Whistler’s rapid
sketch of Frederick R. Leyland (plate 102), highlighted with touches of white chalk,
the crayon roughly skims the irregular surface of the brown wrapping paper, catch-
ing on the projecting fibers and particles and producing a play of flickering light and
dark—a seemingly spontaneous technique reflecting the more vigorous artistic
expression that emerged in the 187o0s.

Available in both natural and fabricated forms, charcoal, which offered a greater
tonal range than Conté, was widely used in America in the latter half of the nineteenth
century. Natural charcoal, the most ancient of the direct-line drawing media, tradition-
ally was made by carbonizing thin sticks of wood or twigs in the absence of oxygen,
a process that preserved their natural shape, which was used unmodified as the
artist’s tool. By the mid-nineteenth century, fabricated charcoal, which was made by
pulverizing and compressing the natural substance, was available in different hard-
nesses and tones of black. The medium is readily crushed with only slight pressure of
the hand, and its light, splintery particles, which are easily brushed away to make

corrections, produce a broad, broken line. These characteristics made it well-suited to



large-scale, rapidly executed drawings with little fine detail, such as John Vanderlyn’s
studies in preparation for a wall painting in the Capitol on the subject of The
Landing of Columbus (see plate 22). One of the earliest examples of charcoal drawing
in this collection is the bold, summary underdrawing of John Singleton Copley’s highly
finished pastel Mrs Edward Green (Mary Storer; Cé1), which is made visible through
the pastel layer by infrared reflectography (figure 29).77 Copley’s use of charcoal for
this purpose is unusual. Most pastel portraits of his era were first sketched in carmine
crayons or red chalk—as is apparent to the naked eye in Henrietta Johnston’s Mrs.
Pierre Bacot (Marianne Fleur Du Gue; figure 30)—a hue considered to be “a good
foundation to produce a pleasing effect” in the finished drawing (see plate 2).78
Historically, charcoal had long been employed for preparatory drawings; however,
beginning in the 1860s it also became one for solidly worked, finished sheets. The
wave of enthusiasm for it—which was embraced by Americans of all artistic persua-
sions in the second half of the nineteenth century—is exemplified by the carefully
worked Portrait of a Woman of Eastman Johnson (plate 84) and the more broadly
executed River Landscape (plate 83) by William Morris Hunt. The use of charcoal
for presentation compositions like these can be traced both to the 1863 curriculum
reforms of the Ecole des Beaux-Arts in Paris that instituted a broader and more
expressive manner of drawing than was previously possible with the graphite pencil,
and to the Salon exhibitions of the fusainistes, such as Odilon Redon and Adolphe
Appian in the late 1870s. Although Americans never applied charcoal with the com-
plexity of layering and wetting or the extended tonal range that characterize the
work of their European contemporaries, these particular sheets in the Metropolitan’s
collection emulate many of the popular academic techniques employed for modeling
and working up details. They include lifting the charcoal powder for highlights and
gradations, as is seen in the face and folds of the dress of Johnson’s sitter or in the
sharp-edged white reserves of Hunt’s sky. For these effects, bread crumbs, erasers,
scrapers, and chamois cloths were used. In each drawing the varying levels of black-
ness are achieved with heavy repeated strokes, or by allowing hollows in the sheet’s
texture—and thus its color—to remain visible. Vine charcoal, which has a rich grayish
cast, was popular at this time; however, artists could also equip themselves with a range
of new products suited to this popular manner of drawing. Packaged sets referred to
as “chalk boxes,” with Conté crayon, compressed charcoal, and an array of stumps,
were advertised by Winsor and Newton (figure 31). Stumping, which might be done
with a tight spiral of paper or leather, a rag, or the fingers, produced seamless grada-
tions, a technique for which the lightweight, disparate particles of charcoal were bet-
ter suited than was the more compact body of Conté. A powdered version, velours a
sauce, allowed the artist to work charcoal almost as if it were paint; however, as taste
swayed toward more sketchlike compositions, this technique tended to be viewed as
belabored, and compositions that conveyed greater spontaneity, such as Hunt’s River

Landscape, gained in favor.
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Figure 32. The growth of the pencil industry in the early
decades of the nineteenth century had a profound impact
on the drawing practices of American artists, who rapidly
adopted this tool. As today, pencils in the nineteenth cen-
tury were made of finely pulverized, fired graphite and
clay. The relative blackness and hardness of a pencil was
designated on its cedarwood casing. The blacker and softer
ones tended to be preferred by artists (for whom pencils
were specially made beginning in the 1830s), whereas the
harder and lighter ones were the draftsmen’s choice. Until
the 1870s, most pencil leads were square in section, not
round as they are today. Although patents were issued in
the 1850s for pencils tipped with India rubber for eras-
ing, few nineteenth-century pencils were so equipped.

Charcoal, like other direct
media, was often rendered on
colored paper. In Johnson’s por-
trait, the brown support, though
darker now than it was at the
outset of his work, must always
have contributed a warm atmos-
pheric tonality to the composi-
tion. In this case, the alteration
in color is in part attributable to
the oxidation of the fixative that
was applied to the surface of the
work. Although charcoal pow-
der could be held in place by a
soft, textured paper, protective
coatings were often applied by
artists—or by subsequent owners
of their work—to stabilize the
medium, but they also occasion-
ally served an aesthetic role, when
applied to render an overall
yellow-brown warmth to a com-
position. By the 1870s ready-
made fixatives were commonly
available; or they could be pre-
pared by the artist with sub-
stances ranging from isinglass to
strongly colored balsam resins,
such as colophony, according to
the many recipes given in con-

temporary instruction manuals,

at least one of which was translated from the French—Karl Robert’s Charcoal

Drawing (Cincinnati, 1880)—for an enthusiastic American public.7?

The direct medium that dominated American drawing practices after 1800 was

graphite, generally referred to in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries as “black

lead.” Within the first few decades of the century it began to replace ink and chalk as the

drawing tool of choice among professional artists and amateurs for sketching, prelimi-

nary studies, and finished compositions. Though used by some eighteenth-century

English and French artists, such as Sir Joshua Reynolds, Jean-Honoré Fragonard,

and Jean-Baptiste Greuze, graphite was not widely popular in Europe at this time for

independent drawing, a circumstance undoubtedly related to the inaccessibility of the



high-quality Borrowdale material from England. It is thus notable that “black lead
pencil,” listed in Smibert’s inventory of the 1730s and by other merchants thereafter,
would become fairly commonplace in the colonies by the second half of the century.
Among the earliest examples of graphite draftsmanship in America are the juvenile
drawings of Benjamin West (1750s; Historical Society of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia)
and, in the Museum’s collection, John Trumbull’s Hugh Mercer Jr. (plate 10). An
allotrope of carbon, graphite was at this time employed without modification. Portions
suitable for drawing were cut from lumps extracted from the earth and sold at sta-
tioners and color shops, generally glued into quills or fastened in a portcrayon.3°
The Conté crayon, invented at the end of the eighteenth century and rapidly com-
mercialized, was the compositional basis for the cedar-encased graphite pencil, which
by 1812 was being manufactured in America.?* Depending upon the proportion of
the powdered mineral to china clay, the presence and quantities of lampblack and
waxes, and the temperature at which the mixture was fired, graphite pencils varied in
hardness and blackness. The letters H, F, and B were used to designate these proper-
ties on the wood sheath, as well as in catalogues and drawing books throughout the
nineteenth century (figure 32). Within two decades of the development of the pencil
industry, a pedagogical philosophy emerged in America and flourished until about

1860, according to which drawing was regarded as a practical skill and a corollary to

education.?? Rather than ink, with its drips, spills, and inconveniences, art teachers

i & . k- o

Figure 33. Aaron Draper Shattuck, Study of a Fern (detail of plate 92). Although it is one of the
simplest of all artists’ tools to use, the graphite pencil is capable of producing a wide range of
effects, and Aaron Draper Shattuck has exploited many of them in this very small rendering of a
fern. By varying the pressure of his hand and the position of the pencil, he developed the composi-
tion with a relatively dark and soft lead. He precisely depicted the fronds with the tip of the pencil
and delineated broad areas of the foliage by holding the pencil at an angle and placing his strokes
close together. The highlights were achieved by exposing the underlying white paper and the metal-
lic luster by applying the graphite in heavily impressed layers.

8o. By the eighteenth century, five or

81.

six pencil makers were in business
in England; see Eric H. Voice,
“The History of the Manufacture
of Pencils,” The Newcomen Society
... Transactions 27 (1949-50 and
1950-51), Pp. 13141, €sp. p. 135.
Sources from that era describe sliv-
ers of graphite glued in quill holders.
Author John Smith admonished his
artist-readers to make these them-
selves, rather than purchase them
ready-made, so as to avoid discov-
ering that good lead extended only
halfway up the stock, his suspi-
cions reflecting attitudes commonly
expressed in art manuals about the
deceit of colormen; see The Art of
Painting in Oyl, gth ed. (1676;
London, 1788), pp. 10-11. Some
early pencils were made of com-
pressed pulverized graphite of
inferior quality combined with a
binder. Antimony, waxes, shellac,
rosin, or lampblack were some-
times introduced to vary the prod-
uct; see Watrous 1957, p. I42.

In 1812, using the Conté method,
William Monroe was the first to
produce graphite pencils in com-
mercial quantities in America;

see Voice, “The History of the
Manufacture of Pencils,” p. 139.
By 1820 “Black-lead pencils and
crayons” were being manufactured
in New York City; see J[ohn]
Leander Bishop, A History of
American Manufactures from
1608-1860, 3d ed., rev. and enl.,

3 vols. (1861; Philadelphia: E. Young
and Co., 1868), vol. 2, p. 262.

82. The popularity of this medium is

reflected in the fact that many
exemplars and progressive-lesson
books intended specifically for the
graphite pencil were published
before 1850 and reprinted in numer-
ous editions; see, for example,
F[essenden] NJott] Otis, Easy
Lessons in Landscape, with Instruct-
ions for the Lead Pencil and Crayon,
4th ed. (1851; New York: D. Apple-
ton and Co., 1853). Manuals for
the more advanced student were
also published, among them, James
D. Harding’s Elementary Art; or,
The Use of the Lead Pencil Advo-
cated and Explained (London:

C. Tilt, 1834).

57



58

Figure 34. William Rickarby Miller, Catskill Clove in Palingsville (detail of C217). Miller has com-
bined graphite, transparent watercolor, and colored paper—materials in widespread use at the
middle of the nineteenth century—in a distinctive manner. Unlike his predecessors, who generally
obscured all traces of the preliminary drawing, Miller capitalized on his underdrawing of the foliage,
making it an essential element of the composition and allowing it to remain visible through the broad
washes of transparent color. It thus recalls the role of pen and ink in the tinted drawing—a precursor
of the painterly watercolor—and also presages the bold draftsmanship evident in watercolors made
later in the century, when signs of the artist’s working process came to be valued. Unlike most water-
colorists, who relied on white paper to provide luminosity, Miller, who was inspired by English models,
often employed a pale green paper, which confers a subdued overall hue and creates touches of
color in the small areas where it is left unpainted.

and authors promoted the use of this easily maintained tool, which, again, needed no
more than sharpening with the same versatile penknife once required for shaping the
quill and for making corrections in ink drawings.

As is indicated by the preponderance of graphite drawings in the Museum’s collec-
tion, professional American artists welcomed the black-lead pencil as a fundamental
drawing tool. Its ease of handling and the fact that it required no replenishing made
this medium ideal for artists who worked from nature, many of whom used sketch-
books for their plein-air drawings. Supplied by American stationers and colormen
such as Janentzky and Weber of Philadelphia and Goupil and Company of New
York, or purchased abroad, these sketchbooks were typically covered in cloth, mar-

bled paper, or quarter-leather bindings and equipped with a pencil loop, such as



those of Francis William Edmonds (Cx11), Daniel Huntington (C159), and William
Trost Richards (C274, C275). Like the pages of Thomas Hewes Hinckley’s sketch-
book, which is filled with detailed landscapes and animal subjects (C145), these
white and colored papers were designed for use with the pencil: they are lightly sized,
uniformly textured, and made not only to grab the graphite particles but to with-
stand tearing from the pencil point. Although Chapman asserted in his influential
manual that “our decided preference [is] for the Pen, over all other instruments,”#3 in
fact, graphite was used more than any other medium for drawing. This new tool was
adaptable to a very wide array of techniques and levels of finish as well as to the mul-
titudes of papers available for purchase—its stroke, like that of the other direct-
drawing media, being modified by the smoothness or roughness of the support as
well as by the hardness of the lead.

Most nineteenth-century drawings in graphite display value gradations ranging
from a black metallic sheen to light and middle-tone matte grays. Examples of the
former include the mirrorlike luster evident in Aaron Draper Shattuck’s Study of a
Fern (figure 33, plate 92), the decorative simulated silver border of The Orphans
(plate 43), and the metalpoint quality of David Johnson Kennedy’s strokes on the
dark prepared paper of Entrance to Harbor—Moonlight (plate 71). These comparable
effects result from the pressure of application or repetitive strokes compressing the
highly reflective microscopic particles of this material. Freer, more rapid use of the
pencil, producing a monochromatic gray tone, is seen in the expressive handling of
John Neagle’s Thomas Sully (plate 40). Very different from the style of these draw-
ings is the photographic realism of Chauncey Bradley Ives’s sculpturally modeled
Winged Cupid (C167), which was achieved with lightly applied strokes subtly
blended and graduated in intensity over the lightest of transparent gray washes, an
effect facilitated by the sleek, hard-surfaced hot-pressed paper that permitted Ives’s
pencil to glide over its surface without interruption. The technical range of graphite
is also seen in the diversity of the stroke. William Trost Richards, for example, used
the point of the pencil for controlled precision in his studies of foliage (Palms, plate 95;
Leaves, C266); John Frederick Kensett applied the broad side of the lead to his paper
for bold masses of shadow (Birch Tree, Niagara, plate 69); and Shepard Alonzo
Mount produced the volume and folds of his model’s garment with an open network
of hatched and crosshatched lines (Back of a Woman, plate 50).

In the nineteenth century, graphite also became the customary medium for the under-
drawing in watercolor compositions. Traces of it are found in the most precise compo-
sitions by William Henry Bartlett, such as View of the Bay and Harbor of New York,
from Gowanus Heights, Brooklyn (plate 53), and by Richards, such as Sunset on
Mount Chocorua, New Hampshire (C279), and it forms an integral part of the calli-
graphic network of foliage in William Rickarby Miller’s Catskill Clove in Palingsville
(figure 34, C217). In later years, as preferences swayed toward more spontaneous

effects, bold evidence of graphite would reveal the working processes of, for example,

83. He further championed the pen,

maintaining that the “uncompro-

mising character of its lines is th,

J

surest safeguard against the numer-

ous vices and errors common to

learners . . . which the pencil and

Indian-rubber are apt to induce.
Chapman 1864, p. 179.
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Spanish Fountain (Metropolitan
Museum, 15.142.6) is illustrated
in American Drawings and
Watercolors in MMA, Sargent
2000, PP- 33435, NO. 3I5.

S. S. Pickles, “Production and
Utilization of Rubber,” in Charles
Singer et al., eds., A History of
Technology, 5 vols. (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1954~
58), vol. 5, p. 756; and Balston
1998, p. 264.

Extant nineteenth-century exam-
ples in the Victoria and Albert
Museum, London, and the
Museum of London are blocks of
rubber with tan and black stria-
tions. They are described as French
Nigrivorines, batonnets, and rubbers
for erasing Conté, ink, pencil, and
chalk in the Illustrated Catalogue
of Charles ]. Edmands, Importer and
Dealer in Art Materials, Decorative
Art Goods and Art Pottery (Boston,
[1884]), pp. 80-81; copy in the
Department of Drawings and
Prints, Metropolitan Museum
(63.675.13).

Nicholson 1823, p. 87, cites the
use of rubber erasers in watercolor
work to achieve texture and char-
acter by reducing the surface layer.

Winslow Homer in Fishing Boats, Key West (figure 4) and John Singer Sargent in
Spanish Fountain.34

Because of its particle structure, which is composed of overlapping, easily dis-
lodged platelets, soft graphite lends itself to being stumped, to evoke the pitch dark-
ness of Thomas Addison Richards’s In the Valley of Wyoming, Pennsylvania (Interior
of a Coal Mine, Susquebhanna; plate 75), where it was intentionally rubbed to pro-
duce a broad, gradated, “seamless” efféct, a technique expanding the inherent limita-
tions of the narrow pencil point by eliminating traces of the stroke. The
morphological structure of graphite also allows it to be readily effaced. Whereas ink
drawings, as noted, required that mistakes be corrected by scraping with a knife, for
graphite, bread crumbs or flat, square blocks of caoutchouc—more commonly
known as India rubber—enabled the artist to rub away unwanted strokes or
smudges with minimal disruption to the paper. First introduced to draftsmen and sta-
tioners in 1770 by Joseph Priestley, India rubber was gradually adopted as a tool for
pencil work at the same time that paper made specifically for drawing was gaining
acceptance among artists.85 Dissatisfaction with its abrasive properties is indicated
by the opinions and declarations of writers such as James Duffield Harding and
John Ruskin on the relative merits of this new device and the traditional blade as
methods of correction. By midcentury, India rubber seems to have become indispen-
sable. It was stored among the brushes, paints, and other paraphernalia in the
artist’s watercolor box and soon became a standard item in colormen’s catalogues.3¢
By the early nineteenth century, each of these mundane correction tools had
become an essential instrument for the graphic artist, who used them not only for
eradicating but also to remove the upper layer of the medium or to abrade the sup-
port itself to create highlights and gradations of tone.?7 Such reductive techniques
became part of the artist’s repertoire, both in the direct-line media and in watercolor,
and were employed by practitioners as diverse as Saint-Mémin, Vanderlyn, and
Eastman Johnson. Notable are the delicate incising of Felix Octavius Carr Darley’s
Jobn Eliot Preaching to the Indians (plate 77) and the highlights in the distinctive
pencil drawings of Paul Weber (plate 81) and Edward Seager (plate 55), which are
produced by sgraffito—scraping through a prepared support to reveal the underlying
white paper or clay.

After a century of immense popularity, pastel fell to the fringes of professional
activity early in the nineteenth century, with relatively few practitioners and few
instruction manuals devoted to it. Until the 1880s it would be overshadowed by
watercolor, which had become the new celebrated medium after oil. Unlike other col-
ored media that are mixed during the working process, pastels must be available in a
broad palette of colors in advance of use. Pastels were also complicated to fabricate.
Because each of the many pigments employed had unique properties (cohesiveness,
dryness, or transparency), adjustments had to be made in the proportions of both the

binder and the filler (a white inert pigment or powder serving to increase body and



opacity) relative to the colored component. For this reason, among others, pastel
sticks, known at the time as “crayons,” did not lend themselves to being made by the
artist. The earliest advertisements for pastel in America, in the 1730s, indicate that
artists procured their crayons in sets of colors directly from Europe.8® Henrietta
Johnston, the first professional woman artist in America (she arrived in 1708), whose
style, as represented in the Bacot portraits (plates 1, 2), must have had its source in
the work of the late seventeenth-century English and Irish practitioners with whom
she presumably trained, had a London acquaintance replenish her supplies.®9 Her
use of pastel under the most arduous circumstances in the stockade settlement of
Charles Town, years before the phenomenal craze for this medium swept Paris in
1720-21, testifies to the importance of drawing in the colonies and of materials that
had basic ease of use and portability. Several decades later, when pastels could be
purchased in colonial shops such as that of John Moffatt in Boston, Copley
requested “one sett of Crayons of the very best kind such as You can recommend
[for] liveliness of colour and Justness of tints” in his letter to Jean-Etienne Liotard,
the Swiss pastelist, whose work the young American claimed he had never seen.9°
From the end of the eighteenth century through the early decades of the nineteenth,
the relative facility, low cost, lack of odor, and lack of mess of pastel practice would
attract various skilled limners—including Micah Williams, whose Captain Abrabam
Vorbees and Mrs. Abraham Vorbees (embellished with black silk ribbons sewn to the
paper) are in the Museum’s collection (C502, C503)—but few mainstream artists
employed this medium. Among those who did, James Sharples, who conducted a
brisk family business in portraiture first in England beginning in 1783 and later in
America, is said to have applied his powdered colors with a brush.9* Most pastelists,
however, relied on purchased sticks of color that were applied directly to paper,
rubbed with a chamois or paper stump or “sweetened” with the fingers and high-
lighted with the point of the crayon.

The type of pastel that was available in Sharples’s day had not changed very much
over the proceeding three hundred years, save for modifications in the binders and
fillers to make the crayons harder or softer, depending upon the preferences of a par-
ticular era for a linear or a painterly composition. Even after the short-lived revival
of the medium in the 1850s among the French Romantic artists, such as Jean-
Francois Millet, and subsequent flourishing from the late 1870s among the
Impressionists, the fabrication of pastel was to remain largely the same. The various
changes that did take place in the components of the medium by the end of the cen-
tury reflected recent advances in science and technology. Among them were a greatly
enlarged range of synthetic pigments and dyes and the use of gum tragacanth, a
binder that replaced the array of substances previously used, such as fig juice, oat-
meal whey, and skim milk. While these modifications did not change the appearance
of the medium, the availability of crayons in three grades of hardness enabled the

artist to expand the range of effects with these sticks of color.92
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Dow 1927, pp. 239—41.

John Chamberlayne, of the Society
for the Propagation of the Gospel,
to the Reverend Mr. Gideon
Johnston (Henrietta Johnston’s
husband), February 20, 1711: “I
have Clubb’d [joined] wth. Mr.
Shute in sending a small present
of Crayons to Mrs. Johnston in
acknowledgemt. of the Rice &c.
which was lost wth. poor Capt.
Cole.” The American Papers of the
Society for the Propagation of the
Gospel, Correspondence, 1711-
undated, South Carolina, etc.,
Reel 17, Volume 17, n.p., quoted
in Winston-Salem—Charleston
1991-92, p. II.

Crayons are listed in Arthur
Pond’s correspondence with John
Moffatt for December 28, 1752;
see Saunders, Jobn Smibert:
Colonial America’s First Portrait
Fainter, p. 260; Copley to Liotard,
September 30, 1762, Copley and
Pelham 1914, p. 26.

On Sharples and his family, see
Knox 1930, p. 9.

For information on the fabrication
of pastel in the nineteenth century,
see [Saintin-Frangois] Jozan,

Du Fastel: Traité de sa composition,
de sa fabrication, de son emploi
dans la peinture, et des moyens
propres a la fixer, 2d ed. (1847;
Paris: Danlos, Editeur, 1852). One
manual written for the amateur
was Henry Murray’s The Art of
Drawing and Painting in Coloured
Crayons (London, 1850). Both
books describe the materials and
techniques of pastel. Casein and
gum arabic were occasionally
used as binders in the late nine-
teenth century.
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On the use of colored papers for
eighteenth-century pastel; see, for
example, John Russell, Elements
of Painting with Crayons (London:
J. Wilkie, 1772), p. 22; and [Robert
Sayer], The Compleat Drawing-
Master. .. (London: R. Sayer,
1766), p. 4.

See, for example, Russell, Elements
of Painting with Crayons (1772;
Dublin, 1773), p. 26; [Robert
Sayer), The Compleat Drawing-
Book . .., sthed. (London: Robert
Sayer, 1786); and Constant de
Massoul, A Treatise on the Art

of Painting, p. 113.

Figure 3 5. Unidentified Artist, The Drawing Class, ca. 1815-20, watercolor; The Art Institute of
Chicago, Emily Crane Chadbourne Collection. Watercolor painting was a popular pastime among .
the leisured classes in the eighteenth century, and it was adopted by the middle class in the nine-
teenth. In the atelier depicted here, drawings in progress are positioned on the table stands, and the
back of a stretching frame holding paper for a watercolor is shown leaning against the wall.
Prominent are the fine wood paint boxes and various mechanical devices employed to help the stu-
dent perfect her composition, including T squares for making grids or for drawing borders and a
mirror to provide additional light. The placement of the tables at a right angle to the windows,
which are hung with dark curtains and shutters to direct the daylight, was based on academic con-
cepts of the ideal illumination in which to render a form volumetrically.

Eighteenth-century European pastel drawings—such as those done in 1704-5 by
Henrietta Johnston in Ireland—were invariably executed on the prescribed slightly
roughened colored sheets.93 Thus it was perhaps the limited choice of papers in the
colonies that determined Johnston’s and Copley’s use of off-white supports for their
pastel portraits in the Museum’s collection. By the end of the century this situation
had been rectified in America, as is indicated by the colored paper Sharples used for
his pastels such as Albert Gallatin (plate 8). Like other artists of this era, however,
Sharples did not use the dark gray or rose hue of these supports (visible on the verso
of his portraits) as a chromatic component in his compositions but rather to facilitate
his working process. These colored sheets served as the middle tone from which one
developed the shadows and the highlights using the numerous array of tints con-
tained in the crayon box. His pastel portraits, like most in the eighteenth century, are
conceived of as easel paintings in their execution and presentation. As described in
contemporary manuals,94 the carefully gradated tones—the sitter’s skin, hair, and
clothing—are modeled “so no real line is perceptible,” as if the pastel had indeed
been applied with a brush. Also in emulation of the effect of oil, the supports were

completely covered with color, and they were mounted either on a wood panel, as in



the case of Sharples, or they were adhered to a wood strainer—the format used by  95- J- Scott Taylor, A Descriptive
Handbook of Modern Water-Colour

Copley—and enframed in heavy gilt molding. Pigments, No. 43 (London: Winsor

Well into the 1870s mainstream practitioners such as Eastman Johnson continued to and Newton, n.d. [1890-1910]),

. . o . . bound-in Winsor and Newton cat-
produce pastels in the traditional easel-painting format, with plastically developed forms alogue, p. 39. “Charpas’ Drawing
built of layered and stumped color, as seen in his Feeding the Turkey (plate 85); however, Paper,” is described there as a “new

self-fixing paper for charcoal, chalk,
by the 188o0s this type of highly finished painterly pastel had begun to fall from favor. crayon, and pastel drawings,” and

available in white and in tints.
96. Krill 1997.
strokes, large reserves of textured brown paper, informal, sketchlike composition,  97. Acc. no. 54.90.276.

Note in Pink and Brown (plate 104) by the expatriate Whistler—with its broken

and abstract treatment of color and pattern—reflects a new style of pastel then emerging
among the European avant-garde. These works were often rendered on toned papers
with a slightly rough surface designed for friable media. At times referred to as
crayon papers, they were loosely mounted or simply adhered to millboard. A con-
stant item in catalogues of the 1880s and 1890s, such supports now served a vital role
in the composition, providing color and a means of establishing texture in these loosely
constructed drawings that revealed the artist’s working process. Whistler’s aesthetic
would soon be emulated among a younger generation of American artists who
worked in pastel, among them John Twachtman, Robert Blum, Julian Alden Weir, and
Carroll Beckwith.

The preoccupation of pastel artists with keeping the powdery surface of this
medium intact without sacrificing its diffuse, light-reflecting quality is an undercur-
rent in its history. Fixatives (similar to those used for charcoal) were not always
employed for fear of altering a drawing’s velvety appearance by enveloping the pow-
der in a resin or gum; moreover, the tendency of these preparations to yellow and
disfigure the tonality of the composition rightfully discouraged many artists from
using them. Among the alternatives to the various preparations that came on the
market in the nineteenth century were glue-coated “Charpas” papers, to which pas-
tel or charcoal would adhere when exposed to steam from a kettle.S Even when a
pastel was to be protected beneath a sheet of glass, various mechanical bonding
methods were often resorted to as well to hold the dustlike color in place. Such tech-
niques included using rough-textured paper or paper containing wool or silk fibers.9¢
Another method, used by James Sharples, entailed roughening the paper surface to
give it a nap. In the nineteenth century the industrialization of papermaking brought
alternatives to these traditional practices; among them were supports derived from
the abrasive papers made for cabinetry work. Simple, coarse sandpapers were often
used for pastel by amateurs; an example is the anonymous North Battery or “Red
Fort” in the Metropolitan’s collection.97 Many professional artists, including Daniel
Chester French and John Twachtman, occasionally turned to artists’ papers commer-
ciélly coated with glue and powdered pumice dyed in pink, blue, and yellow, which
had been marketed for use with pastel since the 1850s. These were claimed to hold

the particles in place without the need for a fixative. Although the quality of these
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Figure 36. Watercolor box,
mahogany; nineteenth century;
Collection of the Conservation
Center, Institute of Fine Arts, New
York University. Heavy, polished
mahogany watercolor boxes such
as this example (as well as ones in
ebony, rosewood, and walnut)
were used from the late eighteenth
century and throughout the nine-
teenth by watercolorists who
worked indoors, enjoying their
greatest popularity before the
surge of interest in plein-air paint-
ing. Made and outfitted by many
dealers, including the American
colorman George Osborne of
Philadelphia, they were equipped
with multiple compartments for
holding brushes and brush rests,
saucers, palettes, Conté crayons,
portcrayons, erasing knives and
rubber erasers, sponges, cloths,
and bottles of oxgall and gum ara-
bic. The inner lid of the box was
often fashioned with a pocket to
hold drawing papers.
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supports was eventually questioned, they provided a means to preserve the medium’s
opacity, matte texture, and high-keyed optical properties. These were the distinguish-
ing aesthetic features of pastel. Greatly valued in the last decades of the nineteenth
century, they had a profound impact on the oil-painting palette and were fundamen-
tal in the revival of the opaque drawing media, notably gouache and tempera, that

occurred at that time.

Watercolor
Of the many arts of drawing on paper, it was watercolor—a dispersion of finely

ground pigment, gum arabic, and oxgall in water—that changed the most pro-

foundly in its packaging, techniques, and apparatus during the years covered in this




essay. One of the earliest references to this medium in America is an advertisement
posted in 1736 by John Merritt of Boston for “Painter’s Colours and Gums of every
Kind, for House-painting, Face-painting and Water Colours.”?® His notice reflects
the customary practice whereby the artist modified purchased pigments by additional
grinding and the admixture of a binding agent according to the intended use. For
painting on paper, these ingredients were worked up with moisture into irregular
cakes and dried. For use, they were grated on a rough porcelain slab and mixed with
water in shells as needed.

In 1781 William Reeves of London presented his ready-made colors compounded
with sugar in embossed rectangular blocks and arrayed in a divided wood tray to the
Royal Society for the Encouragement of the Arts, Manufactures, and Commerce.
Although they were hard in consistency and still required grating, their slightly
hygroscopic (nondessicating) formulation eased the process of painting. Significantly,
this improved product became available at about the time when artists were begin-
ning to use the wove papers that had been first introduced some twenty-five years ear-
lier by James Whatman.

With the preparation and packaging of these paints now left entirely to colormen—
which greatly facilitated the artist’s tasks—the demand for watercolor increased in
America, as it did in England. In this country, starting in the last decades of the
eighteenth century, its appeal to the untrained artist in particular is implied by the
proliferation of advertisements for private drawing masters and the availability of
instructional manuals. Further evidence that the commercialization of this art form
had reached these shores is indicated by an 1806 notice placed by Samuel Tuck of
Boston inviting purchase of four hundred wood boxes equipped with cake colors
imported from England.?® It was not, however, until 1823 that George Osborne of
Philadelphia would offer the first American-made watercolors. His “superfine col-
ors” as stated on the trade card affixed to the inner lid of his paint boxes were “com-
parable to any made in England.”*°° From this time, American artists could thus
purchase their colors in sets or as individual cakes and could choose either those
made domestically or, more commonly, imported ones sold by tradesmen here. Paints
were also procured by artists traveling abroad who brought them home. Thomas
Sully, for one, toward the end of his London sojourn in 1838 noted in his diary that
he “Left my sketching Box at Winsor’s to be filled with moist water colors.”*°* In
short, the widespread accessibility of these supplies, the complications entailed in
preparing pigments, and the lack of recipes for doing so make it unlikely that even
folk artists, as is so often claimed, made their own watercolors.™°*

As drawings of artists at work (figure 35) and surviving materials indicate, until
the 1840s the watercolorists’ paraphernalia was geared to the studio. Commercially
made wood paint boxes, which were heavy and intended to lie flat on a tabletop,

ranged from fruitwood chests embellished with neoclassical imagery on the lid, for
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Boston News-Letter, September 16—
23, 1736; see Dow 1927, p. 238.
Samuel Tuck of Liberty Square was
the proprietor of the principal
color shop in Boston. For the
notice, see William T. Whitly,
Gilbert Stuart (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1932),
pp. 131-32.

Osborne’s superfine watercolors
were shown at the first exhibition of
the Franklin Institute in Philadelphia
in 1824, where they “were judged
to be of superior quality, rivaling
the best productions of Europe”;
quoted in Carson, “Early American
Water Color Painting,” p. 54.
Journal entry for June 7, 1838;
Barratt 2000, p. 171.

This is substantiated by Janice H.
Carlson and John Krill in “Pig-
ment Analysis of Early American
Watercolors and Fraktur,” in The
American Institute for Conservation
of Historic and Artistic Works,
Preprints of Papers Presented at
the Sixth Annual Meeting, Fort
Worth, Texas, 1-4 June 1978,

pp. 41-52. They present evidence
based on X-ray fluorescence analy-
sis that folk artists did not fabricate
their own colors. This long-stand-
ing belief was fostered by Henry C.
Mercer in his study “The Survival
of the Mediaeval Art of llluminative
Writing Among Pennsylvania
Germans,” Contributions to
American History, no. 2 (The Bucks
County Historical Society), reprinted
from Proceedings of the American
Philosophical Society 36, no. 156
(December 1897), pp. 424—33.
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Figure 37. William Guy Wall, New York from Weehawk (detail of plate 33). Removing color by
blotting it with a small piece of a natural sponge in order to vary density and texture was one of
the many subtractive techniques employed by nineteenth-century watercolorists. Rewetting color or
reworking it dry by scraping or blotting or by masking and stenciling were other means of modify-
ing the medium. By careful manipulation of the paint in this watercolor landscape, Wall has con-
vincingly suggested the mass and soft texture of the shrubbery along the roadside.

female amateurs, to sturdy mahogany boxes with sliding drawers and multiple stor-
age compartments, for the more serious artist (figure 36). Customarily, paint boxes
were sold with the color cakes glued in place and labeled. Most boxes were equipped
to hold up to twenty-four cakes, although by 1800, with the development of artificial
pigments, the number of available hues (mostly the same as those used in oil paint-
ing) was almost triple that figure. The 1801 catalogue issued by Rudolf Ackermann,
for example, offered watercolor cakes in sixty-eight different colors. 3

Despite this abundance, chromatic theory at the time was largely based on the
three principal, or primary, colors—red, blue, and yellow—from the mixture of
which all other colors could be obtained.**# The concept, which was put forward in
opposition to Newton’s prismatic color theory, had attracted wide notice among
British painters and found support among influential scientists, including George
Field,™©5 and it formed the basis of the characteristically brief instruction on color in
early manuals. These books emphasized design (that is, perspective, chiaroscuro, and
composition) over the less teachable matter of color. Archibald Robertson in
Elements of the Graphic Arts, for example, proposed that students use no more than
the primaries. The restricted color scheme of both Robertson’s Collect Pond, New
York City (plate 13) and John William Hill’s Circular Mill, King Street, New York
(C135) suggests that such advice was at times followed by professional painters;
however, the narrow tonal range of these sheets may also have been exaggerated by
fading. Decades later, the premise of color instruction in such manuals remained the
same, but practical application entailed far greater complexity. Francis Nicholson,

for one, in The Practice of Drawing and Painting Landscape from Nature, in Water



Colours, advocated that the palette be composed not of three simple colors, but of a
variety of red, yellow, and blue pigments in order to produce a broad array of related
hues. The practice of such chromatic concepts is suggested by the harmonious tonal-
ity of William James Bennett’s View of South Street from Maiden Lane, New York
City (plate 26), which the artist achieved by modulating the browns and muted reds;
and by the varied blues and greens of William Guy Wall’s Bay of New York and
Governors Island Taken from Brooklyn Heights (C461).

The necessity of mixing pigments, the intricacies of color balance, and the contro-
versies associated with these matters are brought to the fore most notably by the
color green. Despite the high regard accorded to landscape painting in the nineteenth
century, this color was held in disdain by many, an attitude exacerbated by the avail-
ability of few green pigments, each of which was either highly transparent, acidic,
fugitive, toxic, or otherwise unsatisfactory. The color was thus usually composed of
mixtures of blue and yellow, as is seen in the nuanced palette of foliage and ground
cover in Bennett’s Weebawken from Turtle Grove (plate 27) and in the varied masses
of the trees in William Rickarby Miller’s Catskill Clove in Palingsville (figure 34,
C217). When green was made with gamboge, it was vulnerable to fading, accounting
for the decidedly blue cast of the foliage in many of these sheets, such as, for exam-
ple, Hudson River Railroad Station, with a View of Manhattan College (C394). Even
after midcentury, when the range of stable green pigments had greatly increased and
could satisfy all tastes, objections to the color as vulgar and common persisted, as did
a preference for mixed greens.’®® Beyond issues of aesthetics, attitudes like these
were closely tied to prevailing concerns about pigment quality and permanence, and
to the disreputable practices of colormen.™7

Just after 1850 a more extensive array of pigments would be proposed for the
watercolor box. In Elements of Drawing John Ruskin listed twenty-four colors,
claiming it was an “affectation” to paint with fewer, and, in part to avoid degrading
them by mixing, George Barnard advised the student to use twenty-five—a number
suggested, for example, by the multihued Plums (plate 64) painted by John William
Hill.*°8 Advice on the organization of these colors in groupings of related hues was
generally based on principles of convenience: to avoid dirtying neighboring colors, to
save time when seeking to capture a fleeting atmospheric effect, or to easily locate the
desired color.*®9 Examination of surviving boxes indicates that, in fact, color labels
and hence colors were often arrayed without system. This nontheoretical approach,
far different from that applied to the contemporary oil painter’s palette, was
undoubtedly based on the needs of actual practice. These watery paints required
individual saucers for each color; moreover, painting in watercolor through much of
the nineteenth century entailed layering washes over white paper to modulate tone,
rather than juxtaposing mixtures of solid color and white paint.

Strict organization of the watercolorists’ other materials may also not have been a

concern. The vast array of tools these boxes accommodated testifies to the complexity
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“List of Ackermann’s Superfine
Water Colours” in Treatise on
Superfine Water Colours (London,
1801) (University of London
Library; cited in Paint and Painting,
p. 40). For a history of artists’
colors, see Harley 1982.

This idea had been proposed dur-
ing the eighteenth century by sev-
eral theoreticians, including Louis
Bertrand Castel (L’Optique des
couleurs [Paris: Briasson, 1740])
and Moses Harris (The Natural
System of Colours [London, after
1769)).

Kemp 1990, pp. 291-92, 300.
According to Bicknell in Cambridge
and Grasmere 1987-88, p. 90,
the use of primaries as advocated
by writers of books on water-
color is based on the theories of
Moses Harris.

John Ruskin observed in Elements
of Drawing (Ruskin 1857), p. 236:
“The worst general character
that colour can possibly have is a
prevalent tendency to a dirty yel-
lowish green, like that of a decay-
ing heap of vegetables.” George
Barnard went further still: “it is
very doubtful whether a picture,
having a preponderance of green,
is ever truly popular” (Barnard
1861, p. 20). For a discussion of
some of the issues associated with
the color green, see Cambridge,
Mass. 1977, pp. 42—43.

See Nicholson 1823, pp. 61-62.
Distrust of the colormen was com-
monplace, expressed by Robert
Dossie, Constant de Massoul,
and others. For a related discus-
sion, see the works cited in

note 29 above.

Ruskin 1857, p. 208; and Barnard
1861, p. §3.

Chapman 1864, p. 241; Ruskin
1857, pp. 208-10; and Barnard
1861, p. 47.
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CHAPTER 11
MATERTALS

SECTION L—ON THE POSITION OF PIGMENTS IN THE BOX, OR ON

THE MOIST-COLOUR BOX.

order in which Pigments are
placed in the Box or on the Palette
is of great importance, and there-
fore worthy of our first attention ;

for a judicious an ct arrangement of colours in respect to the various

hues and tints affo isiderable assistance in the practice of the art. The

pigments shc positions in relation to each other,

in order that tl ation in dipping the brush into the colour

required. A 1 fect of sunlight and low m and

pass av

with it the ¢

f recording its most s ng features, while search

is being made, on a disorderly palette, for the colours requisite to give
a faithful representation of its fleeting beauties. It is precisely in such

E

Figure 38. This page from George Barnard’s Theory and
Practice of Landscape Painting in Water-Colours (1861)
shows a japanned tin watercolor box. Introduced in 1849,
such lightweight boxes were intended for outdoor use, but
they would scon prove to be convenient for studio work as
well. “Sketching boxes” were available to be filled by the
artist or sold fully equipped with tube paints and moist water-
colors in porcelain pans wrapped with paper and gauze.
Sometimes fashioned with a thumbhole so that the box
could be used as a palette, the folding lid was enameled in
white on the inside, providing the artist with a surface for
mixing his pigments that was similar in color to the paper
customarily employed in this medium.

AND LOCAL ARTISTS’ COLOURMEN, &c. 21

WINSOR & NEWTON'S
REGISTERED

JAPANNED TIN BOXES OF

MOIST WATER COLOURS.

THE OVAL-POCKET-BOX.
REGISTERED No. 257,752.
(4s illustrated on opposite page.)

Very convenient for the pocket, both in shape and size. Contains
twelve Colours, and has a division for brushes.

Fitted with twelve Colours, Price 15s.

THE LOCKET BOX.

REGISTERED No. 257,7583.

WINSORENEWTON

REGISTERED

THE LOCKET BOX.
(Size of the boz.)
A neat, light, bijou Box, that can be carried on a watch-guard or
chaing#and containing six Colours.

Fitted with siz Colours, Price 6s. 6d.

Figure 39. Miniature watercolor boxes varied in size from
this locket box, which could be carried on a watch chain,
to containers the size of an eyeglass case. They enabled
artists to carry their paints with them at all times, ready
to capture the majesty of nature as it unfolded or to
observe its details. The moist watercolors, as noted in
the text printed above the illustration, needed only slight
wetting with the tip of the brush to be worked up into
a wash.

that was possible in this practice. Jostling for space in the trays and drawers were dif-

ferent-sized brushes set in quills and known as mops, skies, swans, and crows;

sponges; portcrayons; rough ceramic plates on which to grate the cakes of color;

saucers and divided porcelain palettes for mixing colors; glass jars for holding water

and oxgall (the latter for improving the flow of the washes); gum arabic for enhanc-

ing the luster and intensity of the colors;**° scrapers; penknives and quill pens; brush

rests; red and black chalks; sticks of India ink; graphite pencils; shells in which to

mix gold powder, as in the execution of the anonymous Portrait of Mrs. Crofts

(C404); and, for rubbing up color and making corrections, India rubber, rags, cotton

wool, and bread crumbs. In addition, the artist would also require loose papers or
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1
28 WINSOR & NEWTON, LONDON :

SOLID SKETCH BLOCKS,

WITH AND WITHOUT CASES.

WINSOR & NEWTON'S

FINEST

BROWN OR RED SABLE BRUSHES

IN QUILLS

FOR

WATER COLOUR PAINTING.

The Blocks consist of a number of sheets of paper, compressed so as to
form a solid mass, each sheet of which is to be separated by inserting a
knife underneath the uppermost one, and passing it round the edge. The
cases contain a pocket for carrying the skerches and place for pencil.

MADE OF WHATMAN'S ROYAL 70Lss. AND IMPERIAL 90Les. PAPERS.

with
Blocks. Cases.
32 Surfaces. Size. %m; Each;
i . - 5inch. by 34 8 18
i oy Ll R L ) T
Imperial 16mo - - 7 5 1 9 2.0
Royal 8vo - - - 9 R 2 6 39
Imperial 8vo - - - 10 Sagutd 3 © 4 6
Imperial 6mo - - 14 ” 7 4 6 9 %
Royal g0 - - - 11} B i g <
lorel gmo <. % of 86 m6
WATER COLOUR SABLES IN QUILLS Half Royal ! o x8! i 10 3 13 6
(Sizes of the Brushes.) Half Imperial - - 20 e 11 9 16 3
Figure 40. Until the middle of the nineteenth century, brush Figure 41. During the nineteenth century many paper products
ferrules were made from the quills of waterfowl. For use were manufactured especially for drawing. Among them was
in watercolor painting, these tubes were fitted with soft the solid sketching block for watercolor, a format that offered
sable or squirrel hair but were available only in round or resiliency so that paper could be used outdoors without a
oval shapes. The introduction of metal ferrules in the mid- wood drawing board and without time-consuming prepara-
nineteenth century gave the watercolorist a more durable tion. Available in various textures and sizes, the sheets of paper
tool and a brush with a flat profile, which became increas- were compressed in a stack that was glued at the perimeter
ingly popular during the 1870s. Its distinctive broad stroke and backed by millboard. After completing a drawing, the
associated with Impressionism came to be regarded as a artist would insert a knife beneath the edges of the top sheet
sign of modernism. in order to remove it from the block.

sketchbooks, deal or mahogany drawing boards and frames for stretching dampened
paper, portfolios to provide a flat working surface or for storage, and various instru-
ments to assist in measuring and copying.t**

William Reeves’s ready-to-use hard cakes of color transformed this art form when
they were introduced in 1781. Their arrival coincided with aesthetic theories that
signaled the decline of the tinted drawing as well as the emergence of the painterly
watercolor and its not too distant recognition as an independent art form. With the
exception of the monochromatic wash drawing, which is evoked by John Hill’s View
from My Work Room Window in Hammond Street, New York City (plate 14), at its

simplest the tinted drawing consisted of ink outlines delineating the basic forms of
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Gum arabic, obtained from trees
in the genus Acacia, was used not
only in the preparation of water-
color but also as a transparent
coating over dark colors to
enhance their depth of tone. In the
latter capacity it was most often
used before 1850 by amateur
artists and illustrators such as
Joseph H. Davis to create textural
interest in their otherwise unmodu-
lated colors (plate 59), or by oth-
ers to add finish and thereby confer
the importance of an exhibition
watercolor upon a work such as
Charles Burton’s View of the
Capitol (plate 34). Much later in
the century the flower painter Ellen
Robbins coated various colors in
Wildflowers (C284) with gum ara-
bic to increase their tonal saturation.
The description of artists’ boxes
and their contents is based on many
examples studied by this writer. The
materials, tools, and equipment
listed here are recorded in artists’
books on watercolor and in cata-
logues of the nineteenth century.
Joseph Holden Pott, An Essay

on Landscape Fainting (London:

J. Johnson, 1782), pp. 76—77. This
change in conception, according to
Jane Bayard (Works of Splendor
and Imagination: The Exhibition
Watercolor, 1770-1870 [exh. cat.;
New Haven: Yale Center for
British Art, 1981], p. 2), is in part
believed to have arisen from the
competition between watercol-
orists and oil painters.

On Latrobe, see Brownell 1985,

p. 18. The multifaceted Picturesque
philosophy had been inspired by
the rise of landscape as a legiti-
mate subject for painting and by
the classical tradition of the great
seventeenth-century landscape
artist Claude Lorrain.

the composition with accents of local color in a limited palette of broad, flat tones.
Like the Metropolitan’s two topographical views of Brooklyn, Long Island, of about
1778 (C387, C388), most American drawings of this era were executed for informa-
tional rather than aesthetic purposes, and, significantly, the presumed author of these
sheets, a British military officer, would have been expressly trained as a draftsman-
surveyor. Even without a pen-and-ink framework, however, the watercolor medium is
well suited to portray clearly defined solid forms when it is applied with a relatively
dry brush to dry paper, a technique that restricts the flow and variation of color. This
type of brushwork is evident in many American drawings by self-taught artists, such
as The Shop and Warebouse of Duncan Phyfe (plate 18), Joseph H. Davis’s Mr. and
Mrs. Daniel Otis and Child (plate 59), and John Lewis Krimmel’s Merrymaking at a
Wayside Inn (plate 28). Each of these drawings is developed with bold opaque colors
of uniform intensity. Their emphasis on firm contour and the lack of modeling,
chiaroscuro, and aerial perspective typify a form of expression that would continue
to thrive among amateurs into the mid-nineteenth century. These characteristics also
account for the disconcertingly wide range in the dating of many of these works.

In the hands of professional artists of the early nineteenth century, however, water-
color increasingly came to resemble oil painting in its complexity of color applica-
tion, airiness of tone, and subtle effects of light and shade. Artists now “painted” in
watercolor, which was no longer merely an accessory to drawing. As one writer
noted, the effect of this new, broadly unified manner of painting “is not produced
from outlines filled up, but is washed into light [and] shade . . . by a more artful
process.”*** Benjamin Henry Latrobe’s View from the Packet Wharf at Frenchtown
Looking Down Elk Creek of 1806 (plate 12) stands at the cusp of this transition in
America. Done in pen and iron-gall ink overlaid with broad washes of color, this
sheet has a simplicity reminiscent of a tinted drawing; yet the colors are applied with
greater fluidity and tonal modulation, doubtless a reflection of this artist’s English
training and current theories of the Picturesque, including his own.**3 Although such
concepts that emphasized imagination and observation rather than imitation played
a fundamental role in the transformation of the watercolor medium, the rendering of
these new aerial effects was, nonetheless, facilitated by two technical developments,
namely, the increased solubility of cake colors and the growing availability of hard-
sized wove paper. The uniform topography of these sheets permitted the uninter-
rupted distribution of color, thus allowing for a high surface finish and ultimately
enabling the watercolorist to emulate oil painting. The robust composition of these
papers, as noted above, was perfectly adapted to withstand the cycles of wetting
and scraping that were by now commonplace in the practice of this medium.

The new method of watercolor painting, as exemplified by picturesque renderings
in the Metropolitan’s collection, such as William James Bennett’s Weehawken from
Turtle Grove (plate 27), was based on the layering of pure transparent washes on

white paper. Light would pass through the tints of color to the support and be



reflected back to the viewer, creating the jewel-like luminous tonality that is so
closely associated with this medium. As previously discussed, instructions on this
process were given in the numerous manuals published in the nineteenth century and
readily available in America. After rendering a light pencil sketch on strong paper,
the artist dampened and stretched the sheet and then adhered it to a wood drawing
board. While the paper was wet, the composition was built up with dilute washes of
color, and the board was tipped and rotated both to facilitate the flow of paint over
the entire surface and to eliminate visible brushstrokes. To further reduce traces of
the hand, washes were softened with sponges and fan-shaped brushes. Selected areas
of the sheet would remain wet or were allowed to dry, and then fresh layers of paint
were added. Color could also be lifted for highlights and gradations by blotting with
a dry brush or rag or scraping with a knife or brush handle. Masking agents (such as
lead white combined with beeswax) would reveal a lighter underlying tone when
removed.™*4 Although thick white paint was also used for heightening, such as the
clouds and cascading cataract in David Claypoole Johnston’s At the Waterfall
(plate 42), the more virtuoso methods that relied on exposing the white of the paper
served to expand upon the role of the brush. William Guy Wall, like other artists of
his generation, characteristically employed this array of techniques. In his New York
from Weehawk (plate 33) the broad expanses of sky and landscape are modulated
with layered washes, the masses of vegetation at the right are sponged to add textural
variety (figure 37), the grassy patch in the foreground is rendered by painstakingly
blotting up the color, and the sailboats are simply left in reserve—perhaps first
masked—to expose the white paper below. Applying and removing color in this
manner characterizes transparent watercolor painting through much of the nine-
teenth century; the variations were largely determined by the fluidity of the stroke
and the dampness of the support. From the 1820s through the 1870s such effects are
evident both in the intricately crafted watercolors that were intended to be engraved—
such as Wall’s or William James Bennett’s views—and in more loosely rendered,
independent studies such as Karl Bodmer’s Deer in a Landscape (plate 54).

The transition to a more expressive vision and a disdain for detail is hinted at
after about 1850—as, for example, in the broadly painted Beach Scene by James
Hamilton (plate 73)—but it is perhaps most consistently evidenced in Whistler’s
watercolors of the 1880s. His typically small-scale studies, such as Variations in
Violet and Gray—Market Place, Dieppe (plate 106), in gouache and watercolor, and
Gold and Brown: Dordrecht (C490), painted in transparent colors, were executed on
academy board (rigid paper, or card, faced with wove paper), which provided him
with a resilient support that was suited for out-of-doors work. Unlike the laboriously
developed picturesque views, his work captures a sense of immediacy with great
economy of means. The Dordrecht scene, for example, is constructed without
artifice. The smooth-surfaced paper was employed without being wetted, thereby

allowing the broadly applied brushwork to convey fluidity but still retain definition.

114. In 1799 Francis Nicholson demon-
strated the use of a masking agent
made of whitened beeswax in oil

of turpentine and flake white
before the Royal Society for the
Encouragement of the Arts,
Manufactures, and Commerce;
others were subsequently pub-

lished. See Nicholson 1820, p. 63.

For a description of the many
aspects of watercolor painting,
see Cambridge, Mass. 1977.
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Figure 42. William Trost Richards, A Rocky Coast (detail of plate 98). By the 1870s artists were
beginning to seek out papers of unusual texture and color for their work. For this watercolor,
Richards chose a dark, rugged “carpet” paper as a support. Its many projecting particles and fibers
increase the reflection of surface light and enhance the matte quality of the thick-bodied gouache
made with Chinese white and watercolor. Commercially introduced in 1834, Chinese white (zinc
oxide), which does not darken with age, stimulated the use of opaque pigment among watercol-
orists, most notably the followers of John Ruskin in America in the 1860s.

The colors are only sparingly layered, with little attempt at modulation, thus reveal-
ing an overall luminosity from the underlying white substrate, and there are no sub-
tractive techniques. The effect is an ideal balance between description and
diaphanous impression. By the final decades of the century watercolorists would
increasingly strive for these sketchlike effects, which had been fostered by an avant-
garde philosophy that prized the working process and the distinctive style, or indi-
viduality, of the artist. Drawing upon the range of practices that had evolved since
the development of the medium as a fine art, this trend toward greater expressiveness
would be fully realized in the work of Homer and Sargent. While continuing to
exploit the vibrancy and richness of these luminous colors using traditional methods
of layering washes and subtractive techniques, these artists defied the precision of
their predecessors with emphatic underdrawing and rapid, dry brushwork that
exposed minuscule hollows, or “holidays,” of textured white paper.

Most watercolors done after 1832 are likely to have been executed with the

new moist colors introduced that year by the colormen Winsor and Newton. Made



permanently hygroscopic by the addition of glycerol, a product that had been
recently formulated, they further eased the painting process by making the colors
more soluble and requiring only a mere touch of the wet brush to work up a wash.
They were thus particularly suitable for on-site sketching—for capturing nuances of
atmosphere and light linked to landscape and its Romantic or Transcendental inter-
pretation. From the 1820s American artists were increasingly drawn to nature as a
source of inspiration, as were ordinary men and women who were also venturing into
the countryside in search of scenic views to admire. Colormen were quick to capital-
ize on the commercial possibilities in this surge in landscape art and tourism, and
from the 1840s their catalogues offered a vast array of products suitable for out-of-
doors painting. Now moist colors contained in small porcelain pans and wrapped in
paper were packaged in lightweight japanned boxes with a flexible lid that could serve
as a palette (figure 38). Introduced in 1849, they came in sizes to fit the open hand, or
as small as a locket or eyeglass case (figure 39). In addition to tin containers for
brushes and water, the amateur or professional artist could equip himself with canvas
knapsacks, folding umbrellas, collapsible easels, and stools. Although most of these
items were specifically designed for watercolor work, many of the new products were
adaptations of those designed for oil painting and in effect bridged the technical gap
between the two media. Among them were moist watercolors in collapsible tubes, a
type of packaging introduced in 1841. The greater viscosity of these paints (owing to
greater amounts of glycerol) extended the artist’s range in allowing colors to be
applied at full chromatic strength and with tactile effects, or simply in speeding exe-
cution, as they required very little water for use. William Trost Richards probably
used them for some of the rich tones and lightly impasted accents in works such as
Lake Squam from Red Hill (C265). Sargent, whose paints survive, surely applied
color directly from the tube in Sirmione in imitation of oil.**5 Other tools introduced
after midcentury were sable brushes with crimped metal ferrules (figure 40).
Modeled on the oil painter’s brush, they were sturdier and less subject to water dam-
age than quill brushes wrapped with thread.””® Though lacking the traditional
tapered brush’s rounded structure designed to hold a large reservoir of wash, the flat-
profile “sable” was well suited both for thickened paint and to render the newly popu-
lar broad stroke. The latter, called the tache by the Impressionists, is seen in the wide
yet fluid bands of clouds in Whistler’s Scene on the Mersey (C495). Unlike the indis-
cernible brushwork of earlier nineteenth-century watercolors, the stroke produced by
this tool served to reveal the artist’s hand.

Many kinds of paper products became popular at this time, and though advertised
for watercolor and drawing, they were also used by oil painters. Some of them, dis-
cussed earlier, were millboards and academy boards—semirigid supports of varying
thickness and furnish on which paper of better quality was mounted.**7 Wove papers
in smooth and rough textures were marketed as loose sheets and in portable sketching

blocks. Introduced in the 1840s, the latter consisted of multiple sheets of compressed
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The collapsible tube, devised by
John Rand, an American painter
in London, was commercially
introduced for oil paint in 1841.
On tube packaging, see Paint
and Painting, pp. 67-69; and
Cambridge, Mass. 1977, pp. 55—
56. On Sargent’s moist color in
tubes, see “Appendix A: Case
Display of Artists’ Materials,”
Cambridge, Mass. 1977, p. 66.
For Sirmione (Metropolitan
Museum, 15.142.5), see New York
and other cities 1991, p. 144.
Information on the date of the
introduction of japanned tin
boxes was also provided by Dr.
Alan Foster, chief chemist, Winsor
and Newton, Wealdstone, U.K.
On brushes, see Katlan 1999,
pp. 24-25; and David Bomford,
Jo Kirby, John Leighton, and
Ashok Roy, Art in the Making:
Impressionism (exh. cat.; London:
The National Gallery, 1990),

pp. 92-93.

First introduced in the late eigh-
teenth century, millboard was
being imported to America from
England by 1835. According to
Katlan 1999, pp. 27-28, among
the catalogues listing them were
Winsor and Newton’s (in 1852
and 1863), N. D. Cotton and
Company’s (catalogues of about
1844-52), and Goupil and
Company’s (catalogue of 1854).
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Quoted from Chapman 1864,

p. 182.

For the Charles J. Edmands cata-
logue see n. 86 above.

‘When exposed to atmospheric hydro-
gen sulfide, basic lead carbonate,
which is white, is converted to black
lead sulfite. This can be chemically
changed to a white lead sulfate
(as has been done to the clouds in
David Claypoole Johnston’s At the
Waterfall, plate 42). The trim on
the girl’s dress in Henry Walton’s
Frances and Charles Cowdrey
(C467) and the bonnet in Portrait
of Mrs. Crofts (C404) bear evi-
dence of blackened white lead.
Zinc oxide was first proposed to
the Académie Royale de Peinture et
de Sculpture in 1780 as a pigment
for use in oil painting but was not
put into production, as it was con-
sidered an unsatisfactory substitute
for lead white; see Lowengard,
“Color Practices, Color Theories,
and the Creation of Color in
Objects,” pp. 95-96.

In his journal entry for May 11,
1838, Sully criticized James
Duffield Harding for combining
the two media; see Barratt 2000,
p. 162.

paper glued around the edges and supported by a layer of millboard. They came in
sizes made to fit the pocket up to fourteen by twenty inches (figure 41). Adhesive
remaining on the edges of many sheets by Homer and Sargent testifies to their use by
these artists. Despite objections raised to a surfeit of “contrivances” and “gimcrackeries
in many ways far more injurious” to the interest of art,’*8 the number of these offerings
continued to expand. A catalogue issued in the early 1880s by the Boston colorman
Charles J. Edmands exemplified this trend: sixteen pages were allotted to moist water-
colors in pans, bottles, and tubes and a variety of tin and wood boxes to hold them.*?

The white pigments available to watercolorists in the early decades of the nine-
teenth century had many shortcomings. Either they had too little covering power, like
calcium carbonate, and a pasty texture, like Constant white (barium sulphate), or if
made of lead, they turned black, like flake or Cremnitz whites (carbonates of
lead).*>° Examples of the disagreeable appearance of oxidized lead white are seen in
the watercolor sketch of a woman in Sully’s sketchbook of figure studies (C330;
53.182.75 recto) and in the blackened highlights of Carl Friedrich Heinrich Werner’s
Italian Lake Scene with Villa from the Cropsey Album (C475). Seizing upon the
opportunity to rectify this problem at the moment when the fashion for opaque
watercolor painting was reemerging (a trend reflected in the highly finished gouaches
of Nicolino Calyo, such as View of New York from Williamsburg [C33] and James
Kidder’s Interior of a Lottery [C184]), Winsor and Newton introduced a new non-
blackening white in 1834. Commercially marketed as Chinese white and initially
sold in bottles, this water-based zinc oxide rapidly became a mainstay of the water-
colorists’ palette.*>* Throughout the century it was typically used by American artists
for discrete areas of opaque heightening in transparent watercolor. Although disdained
by Sully, who saw examples in London in 1838,%22 the practice was widespread, for
the solidity, contrast, and sense of completeness of these accents were believed to
evoke qualities of oil painting. It is seen, for example, in William Rickarby Miller’s
Catskill Clove (figure 16, C216), James David Smillie’s On the Ausable (plate 100),
and Jasper Francis Cropsey’s Hackensack Meadows (plate 80), works in which it
confers the effect of sunlight illuminating the rushing falls or placid meadows. With
the passage of time this bright, chemically stable white often stands out dispropor-
tionately against the gradually darkening paper or faded pigments that surround it,
as may be seen in Thomas Waterman Wood’s Reading the Scriptures (plate 82). In addi-
tion to its use for highlights, zinc white was also mixed with watercolors. With their
higher pigment content, opaque colors had more body and covering power than trans-
parent tints. These properties were ideally suited both to the closely observed detail of
George Harvey’s precisionist Rainstorm—Cider Mill at Redding, Connecticut (plate 45)
and to George Inness’s muted expanses of landscape in Olive Trees at Tivoli (plate 87).
By using washes that varied in application from opaque and dense in the foreground
to a veil-like film of dilute gouache in the distance, Inness achieved the effect of a

vast, receding vista.



The gouache technique that unquestionably had the greatest impact on American ~ 123. John Ruskin 1857, pp. 227,

. . 204, 205.
draftsmanship was one advanced by John Ruskin, based on the close placement of 124 On the Society for the Advancement
small dabs and hatches of color. Of the three methods of laying in color, which of Truth in Art, founded in 1863
. .. . . . by John William Hill, John Henry
included mixing color while wet and washing one color over another, Ruskin held Hill, Henry Roderick Newman,

and others, see Brooklyn-Boston

that the most important for enforcing the inherent purity of the individual tones was 3
1905,

“using atoms of colour in juxtaposition.” Superficially similar to the stippled brush-
work employed by miniaturists, this technique entailed the use of opaque colors
modulated with varying amounts of Chinese white. The effect, to Ruskin, was
“infinitely liker nature than transparent colour,” and would allow the artist to dispense
with the “pestilent habit” of blotting and sponging, a traditional reductive means of
producing texture and gradation. Ruskin believed that when it was applied to
smooth white paper or Bristol board, this water-based paint produced the same bril-
liance as that achieved by the Pre-Raphaelite painters when they applied oil glazes
over lead-white grounds.*?3

Ruskin’s ideas had a profound impact on the American Pre-Raphaelites;*24 how-
ever, these artists did not always follow his dictates. John William Hill, for example,
in both Peach Blossoms (Cx39) and Plums (plate 64), used no subtractive devices,
such as sponging or scraping, and stippled on the whitest paper with the purest hues—
but worked with transparent color, using only touches of gouache. William Trost
Richards constructed his highly finished sheets, such as Sunset on Mount Chocorua,
New Hampshire (C279), and Moonlight on Mount Lafayette, New Hampshire
(C267), with precise layers and dabs of opaque paint, according to Ruskin’s pre-
ferred method, but painted on colored paper. Despite similarities in brushwork and
differences in supports, these sheets by Hill and Richards are distinguished from one
another chiefly by their particular optical qualities. Whereas in transparent painting
light penetrates the tinted layers of color and is reflected back from the underlying
white paper, in gouache light is diffusely reflected from the thick and irregular
opaque paint surface, an optical phenomenon that creates the characteristic matte
appearance of this medium. This effect and the perceived brightness that results from
the mixing of colored and reflected white light contributed to the enormous appeal
this form of painting had in the late nineteenth century. Beginning in the 1870s and
for many decades to follow, artists of every persuasion would seek to capture this
quality of gouache in other media, including pastel, oil, and tempera.

An overview of Richards’s watercolors reveals that, inspired by Turner, he experi-
mented with a range of colored papers. Although in certain works, such as Lago
Avernus (figure 15, C263), he utilized large areas of the underlying support as part of
the composition—in this case for a brilliant blue sky—his exhibition pictures typi-
cally expose few or no traces of the paper. In these compositions he was employing
the colored sheet as a traditional pastelist might, utilizing its hue as the middle point
in a scale on which his light and dark opaque tones were developed. Yet it may have

been the tactile properties of these sheets as much as their chromatic role that
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Ferber 1980, p. 282.
Haseltine’s Castel Fusano — near
Rome (Metropolitan Museum,
67.173.4) is illustrated in New
York and other cities 1991, p. 101.
In the first edition of his The Practice
of Drawing and Painting Landscape
from Nature, in Water Colours,
Francis Nicholson expressed dis-
trust of the new colors (Nicholson
1820, p. 48). In the second edition
(Nicholson 1823), he noted that
“the objection usually urged against
the use of water colours is their
supposed want of permanency”
(p. 108) and (p. 109) that the alter-
ation in color is due to the action of
light. John Lewis Roget (A History
of the “Old Water-Colour” Society
.., 2 vols. [London: Longmans,
Green, and Co., 1891], vol. 1,
P. 442) quotes an anonymous critic
who warned in 1824 that land-
scape painters would have to be
content to display their work in
portfolios unless they confined
themselves to “pigments less liable
to change”; quoted in Cambridge,
Mass. 1977, p. 61.

attracted him. Machine-made colored papers of this era, much like the coarse car-
tridge papers favored by English watercolorists early in the century, were short-
fibered, lightly sized, and of slightly rough texture. That Richards found these
properties appealing is shown particularly in his choice of a heavy, dark brownish
gray “carpet paper” for A Rocky Coast (plate 98).7*5 This commercial paper was
fabricated in large rolls, allowing the artist to compose on a very grand scale suitable
for exhibition; moreover, thick and fibrous, it absorbed and released moisture more
rapidly and with less cockling than thin, nonporous, smooth paper. Its irregular sur-
face helped Richards achieve a dry, rugged texture in both the broadly washed pas-
sages and the areas of short hatches and dabs (figure 42). A sensation of intense light
is produced not only by the artist’s choice of a high-keyed palette of yellow, white,
and pink to represent sunlight falling on the rocky terrain but also by the diffuse
reflections generated by the irregular surface of the paper and paint. As in transpar-
ent watercolor, over the next few decades rapid brushwork would gradually replace
the exacting techniques practiced in gouache before 1875. A sense of this new bold-
ness and sketchlike treatment of materials is suggested both in Fidelia Bridges’s
Bird Nest in Cattails (plate 1ot1) and in her near-contemporary William Stanley
Haseltine’s Castel Fusano—near Rome by the broad expanses of colored paper and
the more summary application of opaque paint.’>¢ Drawings such as these, whether
rendered in gouache or watercolor signaled the beginning of a less formal aesthetic,
an appreciation of the working process, and an acknowledgment of the sheet of
paper not so much as a support—but rather as an integral part of the color and

composition of a work of art.

PERMANENCE AND INTERPRETING PHYSICAL EVIDENCE

The emergence of the science of chemistry and developments in industry from the
mid-eighteenth century to the last decades of the nineteenth century provoked enor-
mous changes in the craft of drawing in America. Many new papers, pigments, and
apparatus were fabricated, often expressly for the use of artists who worked in the
graphic media. Their availability was directly responsible for the flowering of water-
color and gouache and for the use of graphite and charcoal for finished composi-
tions. Accompanying this wealth of materials came new techniques and new means
of manipulating traditional media and tools. All these factors contributed to elevat-
ing the status of drawings—from preparatory and functional objects to works of art
in their own right. They also sparked an appreciation for the creative process compa-
rable to that for the carefully crafted end product. Indeed, just as the utilitarian
drawing depended on mechanical aids for its realization, the sketchlike composition
was imbued with potency by the new media and the new papers available for its exe-

cution. Investigating these processes and materials gives insight into the practice of



art, the business of supplying artists, and the purpose of their works, as well as into
the artists’ intentions and sources, and provides clues to dating and authenticity.

But that is only part of the reason for exploring the material aspects of works on
paper. One must also be able to evaluate their state of preservation, a theme that
came to the fore, particularly in regard to watercolor, during the years covered by this
essay. As artists, critics, and collectors became increasingly interested in drawing during
the nineteenth century, publications, education, exhibitions, and professional soci-
eties devoted to the subject proliferated. This new enthusiasm was accompanied by a
concern about the permanence of traditional and modern pigments and the action of
light on works of art, and, hence, their appearance. Questions regarding the pro-
longed exposure of objects once intended for the portfolio to high levels of illumina-
tion, suspicions as to the adulteration of artists’ materials by colormen, and
accusations that artists were ignorant about what they used—all formerly confined
to manuals and encyclopedias read by a select few—became vociferous in England as
early as the 1820s.727 Many of these issues were addressed by George Field in 183 5.
His scientific findings revealed the quality, relative permanence, and lightfastness of
traditional and modern artist’s pigments. 28

In America awareness of the problem of color fading was heightened in the 1860s by
the escalating popularity of watercolor as more and more Americans were drawn to it
either as practitioners or as collectors. The groundbreaking loan exhibition of British
watercolors and oils on view in New York, Philadelphia, and Boston from 1857 to
1858, the first exhibition of the American Society of Painters in Water-Colors in
1866, the regular showings at the National Academy, and many other exhibitions
indicate the increasingly wide recognition accorded this medium during this era.
Caught between enthusiasm for displaying these works and recognition of their
evanescent qualities, the American Society of Painters in Water-Colors expressed
concerns about stability and permanence in an 1868 brochure, Water-Color Painting:
Some Facts and Authorities in Relation to Its Durability.**® They asserted, without
substantiation, that the pure tones and delicate gradations of watercolors had been
made more permanent by the assistance of men of science. Resolution of what had
become a heated debate over permanency would appear in 1888 in the Russell and

2

Abney report on the “Action of Light on Water Colours,” commissioned by the
British government. The authors methodically studied the relative durability of
organic and mineral pigments and of pigment mixtures in works on paper that
had been on continuous display in the South Kensington Museum for decades and
definitively concluded that light damages watercolors.*3° The findings would prompt
colormen to set new standards of permanence and to disclose information about
the constituents of the pigments they manufactured. In an era when “science and
technology . . . had first claim on America’s energy,”*3* it was inevitable that

Americans would also seek to address these issues with equal seriousness. Indeed,
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129.
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131.

George Field, Chromatography; or,
A Treatise on Colours and
Pigments and Their Powers in
Painting, &c. (London: Charles
Tilt, 1835). Field was the most
influential colormaker of the cen-
tury. His study of the nature of pig-
ments stimulated scientific research
in this field by many others later in
the nineteenth century. Beginning
in 1856, Sir Arthur H. Church
conducted experiments on the per-
manence of watercolor; see his
Chemistry of Paints and Painting,
2d ed. (1890; London, 1892). For
information on the adulteration
of artists’ pigments, see the works
cited in note 29 above.

Allbert] F[itch] Bellows et al.,
Water-Color Painting: Some Facts
and Authorities in Relation to Its
Durability (New York: American
Society of Painters in Water-Colors,
1868). Justifying the practice of
watercolor, the brochure claimed
that watercolor was even more
permanent than oil; indeed, unlike
the tinted and washed drawings of
earlier times, watercolor was now a
form of painting, “secured from
external injury by glass, and pro-
tected at the back by boards, which,
being pasted together, are rendered
air-tight” (p. 11). They were thus
not liable to the blackening of lead
pigments (p. 10). The brochure fur-
ther stated that the “dry American
climate [was] particularly favor-
able to durability of tints and
colors” (p. 15). The authors rec-
ommended the watercolors of
Winsor and Newton specifically
for their permanence, and praised
the medium as having decided
advantages over oil (p. 17).

The Russell and Abney report
and the problem of fading addressed
therein are discussed by the chemist
J. Scott Taylor in A Descriptive
Handbook of Modern Water-Colour
Pigments. The report is described
and quoted at length in N. S.
Bromelle, “The Russell and Abney
Report on the Action of Light on
Water Colours,” pp. 140-52 (see
n. 65 above).

See Marzio 1976, p. 68.
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H. C. Standage, The Artists’
Manual of Pigments: Showing
Their Composition, Conditions of
Permanency, Non-Permanency, and
Adulteration; effects in combina-
tion with each other and with vebi-
cles; and the most reliable tests of
purity . . . (Philadelphia: Janentzky
and Weber, [1886]), pp. v-vii;
quoted in Katlan 1999, p. 22. In
1892 Winsor and Newton, whose
interest in color quality dates to
their founding in 1832, published a
classification of their pigments
based on their permanence bound
into Aaron Penley’s A System of
Water Colour Painting, 39th ed.
(London: Winsor and Newton,
[1878]), p. 3.

Ibid.

two years earlier, the Philadelphia colormen Janentzky and Weber published a man-
ual of their pigments, describing the composition, permanence, and chemical interac-
tion of the colors they manufactured and defending their quality on the basis of
“reliable tests.”*3% They justified their need to do so, citing the “deterioration in
hue of Modern English pictures,” but placed the blame for the poor condition of the
latter on the “ignorance of the modern artist as regards the actual nature of the materi-
als he employs.”*33

These late nineteenth-century events speak to the deep-seated concerns artists had
held ever since the fabrication and preparation of their colors had been taken from
their hands and put into those of the trade, with which they no longer had direct con-
tact. Although the actions of British and American colormen of the nineteenth cen-
tury represent serious efforts to set standards for pigment permanence, not until the
middle years of the twentieth century were issues regarding the quality of paper, its
variable strength, and its tonal relationships to the design layer addressed in compa-
rable depth. Since that time great strides have been made in these preservation-
related matters. Assessing the original appearance of a work on paper, however,
draws upon other factors. It can only begin to be realized with knowledge of the
materials and practices of the artist and of the chemical and physical alterations in
the paper and pigments that have been brought on by the passage of time and the

adversities of the environment.
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READER’S GUIDE TO THE CATALOGUE

This is the first of two volumes devoted to
the general collection of eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century American drawings and
watercolors in The Metropolitan Museum
of Art. Included in this catalogue are over
500 works on paper by artists born before
1835. In the first section, 106 important
works are discussed in individual entries,
and each is illustrated in color. They are
arranged in chronological order according
to the birth date of the artist and then
alphabetically when more than one artist
was born in the same year. Works by
unidentified artists are placed within the
sequence according to their period, style,
and subject matter.

This section is followed by a checklist
of all the works in the catalogue, including
those featured in the colorplate section.
In the checklist, works by known artists
are arranged in alphabetical order accord-
ing to the surname of the artist and then
alphabetically by title. Most of the anony-
mous works are alphabetized by title
under the heading “Unidentified Artists”;
however, those that arrived at the Museum
as part of the Cropsey Album, the Hosack
Album, or the McGuire Scrapbook are
listed alphabetically by title under one of
those three subheadings at the end of the
“Unidentified Artists” section. All works
that are not featured in the colorplate sec-
tion are illustrated in the checklist in black
and white. Also included in the checklist
is a biography of every known artist whose
work appears in the catalogue. At the end
of each of these biographies there is a
brief list of bibliographical sources.

Both the colorplate entries and the
checklist entries include the following
information about each work: the plate
number, when applicable; the artist’s
name or “Unidentified Artist”; the title of
the work and in certain cases its previous
title; the date, if known; the medium and
support; the dimensions; any signatures,
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inscriptions, and watermarks; the credit
line; and the accession number. The
catalogue number is given beneath the
accession number in the colorplate
entries, preceded by the capital letter

C; in the checklist entries the number
appears next to the title, without any
preceding letter.

Because they contain too many images
to include in a general catalogue such as
this, sketchbooks have been accorded
somewhat different treatment. Each book
has been assigned a single catalogue num-
ber. In the checklist, the various media used
in the sketchbook and the composition
of the sheets are identified. The composi-
tion of the covers is also indicated, as are
any inscriptions or manufacturer’s marks
thereon. The dimensions of both sheets
and covers are given. One or two repre-
sentative pages from each sketchbook are
illustrated either in the colorplate section,
where both the pages and the sketchbook
are discussed, or in the checklist, below
the standard data.

The size and nature of the American
drawings collection and considerations of
space made it impracticable to devote sep-
arate sections in the featured entries to
related works and exhibitions; however,
the current location of all related works
of art mentioned in the entries is given
when known. When the current location
is not known or the work is not readily
available to the public, a publication with
a reproduction of it is usually cited in the
notes that follow the entries.

Author’s initials

The artists’ biographies and catalogue
entries are signed with the initials of the
scholars who wrote them: Kevin J. Avery:
KJA; Carrie Rebora Barratt: CRB; Claire
A. Conway: CAC; Elliot Bostwick Davis:
EBD; Tracie Felker: TF; Stephanie L.
Herdrich: SLH; Karl Kusserow: KK.

Catalogue numbers

Each independent sheet and each sketch-
book has received its own number. When
images appear on both sides of a sheet, they
have been identified as recto (front) and
verso (back).

Cross references

The following method has been followed in
the biographies and the colorplate entries
to indicate a cross reference. When the
name of an American painter or draftsman
who is not the subject of that particular
text but whose biography and drawings
can be found in the catalogue is first used,
it is given in capital and small capital let-
ters. For an American painter or draftsman
whose work is not represented in the
catalogue, birth and death dates, when
known, follow the first mention of the
name. This is true only for American
painters and draftsmen, not sculptors or
engravers, or European artists.

Dates

Many drawings in the collection bear no
date either in the artist’s hand or in that
of the first or any subsequent owner. To
such works, an approximate date has
occasionally been assigned, but broad
dating has generally been avoided.

Ex collection

Information about the previous owners of
drawings is often scarce and difficult to ver-
ify. In this catalogue, every attempt has been
made to trace the ownership history of
the works, but frequently only the owner
from whom the Metropolitan acquired
the drawing can be cited. When possible,
and unless the Museum is legally or morally
obliged not to disclose such information,
the names of all the previous owners, from
the first to the last, are given with the
dates of their ownership. The family rela-
tionship of one owner to another is given



when known. Auction information is
enclosed in parentheses. A semicolon
appears between the listings of the various
transactions, except in cases where a paint-
ing passed directly from its known owner to
an auction sale. The word “with” precedes
the name of a dealer. Ex collections are
provided only for the 106 featured works.

Illustration references

In references to works included in this
catalogue, those illustrated as colorplates
are designated by the word “plate” fol-
lowed by their plate number. Those illus-
trated in black and white in the checklist
are designated by the capital letter C fol-
lowed by their catalogue number.

Inscriptions and watermarks

The artist’s signature and any inscriptions
as well as their location on the support
are given in the colorplate and checklist
entries. Any watermarks and supplier’s
marks and labels are also described.
Marks known to have been made by the
Museum, including accession numbers
and stamps, are not recorded.

Measurements

Every individual support and every sketch-
book was remeasured in preparation for
this catalogue. Dimensions are given in

inches followed by centimeters in paren-
theses. Height precedes width. For sketch-
books, uniform dimensions for all of the
sheets, as well as cover dimensions, are
provided. No dimensions are given for
verso images.

Medium and support

In preparation for this catalogue, Marjorie
Shelley, conservator of drawings and
prints, examined every drawing and water-
color included. These works are executed
on paper or paper boards in a wide variety
of media, most frequently, chalk, charcoal,
Conté crayon, gouache, graphite, ink, pas-
tel, and watercolor. In the catalogue list-
ings, the predominant medium is recorded
first. The color and composition of the
paper and the composition of the mount,
if any, to which the paper is affixed are
given wherever they could be determined.
Ink drawings for which definitive chemi-
cal identification could not be established
are described as in “brown ink” or

“black ink.”

References

In the endnotes to the colorplate entries
and in the artists’ biographies, frequently
repeated art-historical references are given
in short form. Short forms consist of the
author’s last name and the source’s year

of publication, followed by the relevant
pages. For exhibition catalogues, the city
or cities and the inclusive dates of the
exhibition are given. In the biographies,
the citations are selective: contemporary
sources on the artists are included, as are
newspaper and periodical articles; more
recent books, articles, and manuscripts
appear when they offer new information,
interpretations, or in general add to the
knowledge of the artists and their works.
When a painting in the Museum’s collec-
tion is mentioned in connection with a
drawing in this catalogue, reference is made
only to the Department of American
Paintings and Sculpture’s collection cata-
logues (American Paintings in MMA I-I1I,
1980-1994), where ample information
about the work may be found.

Titles of works

When known, the title the artist gave a
work or the title under which it was first
exhibited or published has been used. The
descriptive titles that the Metropolitan
assigned to certain works when they were
accessioned derived in many instances
from inscriptions made by the artists on
the sheets. These titles have been retained,
with minor grammatical corrections,
when they accurately describe or identify
the image.
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HENRIETTA JOHNSTON

(ca. 1674~1729)

1. Pierre Bacot

ca. 1708-10
Fastel and red chalk on off-white
laid paper

11’6 x 9 in. (29.5 x22.9 cm)

2. Mors. Pierre Bacot
(Marianne Fleur Du Gue)
Previous title: Marie Peronneau Bacot
(Mrs. Pierre Bacot)

ca. 1708-10

Fastel and red and black chalk on toned
laid paper

11 x 8%6in. (27.9 x 21.7 cm)
Watermark: [illegible]

EX COLL.: By descent from the sitters to
Mrs. Richard Caldwell (probably Eunice
Bacot), Mount Pleasant, South Carolina;
Mprs. J. Insley Blair, Tuxedo Park, New
York, until 1947

Gift of Mrs. J. Insley Blair, 1947
(47.103.24, 23)

Ciyy7,C176

In 1708 Henrietta Johnston accompa-
nied her second husband, the Reverend
Gideon Johnston, to Charles Town (now
Charleston), South Carolina, where he
had been appointed Bishop’s Commissary.
As in Dublin, where she had lived with
her first husband, she drew and sold pas-
tel portraits to help support her family.
The Reverend Mr. Johnston wrote grate-
fully in 1709, “Were it not for the
Assistance my wife gives me by drawing
of Pictures (which can last but a little time
in a place so ill peopled) I shou’d not
have been able to live.””

Refuting her husband’s gloomy pre-
diction, Johnston continued to receive
commissions from her new neighbors.
Charleston had a sizable population of
French Huguenots, many of whom appar-
ently admired the charming portraits pro-
duced by an artist who shared their
heritage. She worked in a consistently
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simple manner. Her style changed little
over time, although there are subtle dif-
ferences between the work she executed
in Dublin and during her early years in
Charleston. For the most part these differ-
ences have to do with her palette of col-
ors, which would have been determined
by the availability of crayons in Ireland
and in America. There is a more marked
change in her portraits that date after
1716, the year the Reverend Mr. Johnston
died in a boating accident.

Stylistic analysis and historical research
argue for a date between about 1708 and

1710 for the Museum’s likenesses of

Mr. and Mrs. Pierre Bacot.” They are
transitional works, among the first that
Johnston executed in South Carolina but
very similar to her Irish portraits. The
artist rendered the Bacots’ facial features
with precision and blended her colors,

particularly in the hair, as she had done
in Dublin. By comparison, her later
Charleston portraits are crisply defined
and somewhat linear, especially in the
rendering of facial features.

Pierre Bacot, also called Peter Bacot,
was born in Tours, France, in 1684 and



was brought by his family to South
Carolina as an infant. After his father’s
death in 1702, Bacot moved to Goose
Creek, where he bought and sold land for
a living. He married Marianne Fleur Du
Gue sometime after 1705. Marianne bore
no children in this marriage and died
before 1716. That year, Bacot wedded
Marie Peronneau, who for many years
was identified as the subject of Johnston’s
portrait; it has also been assumed that the
portrait was drawn on the occasion of
her marriage to Bacot, whereas his was
executed much earlier. Yet Mrs. Bacot’s

portrait does not resemble Johnston’s
dated pastels from about 1716. Stylistic
considerations argue for an earlier date.
Moreover, Pierre Bacot’s will indicates
that the sitter must be his first wife,
Marianne, since he bequeathed it to her
daughter from her previous marriage to
Jacques Du Gue.? CRB

1. Quoted in Winston-Salem-Charleston 1991-
92, p. 10.

2. In 1966 Margaret Simons Middleton (Middleton
1966, p. 52) referred to the Bacot portraits in
the Metropolitan Museum as “replicas,” but
her statement implies the existence of originals,

of which none have been found. There are five
known Johnston pastels of members of the
Bacot family: the two in the Metropolitan; one
of Elizabeth Bacot (private collection), Pierre’s
sister; one of Marianne Du Gue (private collec-
tion), daughter of Marianne Fleur Du Gue and
her first husband, Jacques Du Gue; and one of a
gentleman who has been identified as Pierre Bacot
(private collection) but who bears no resemblance
to the man portrayed in the Metropolitan’s
portrait. See Alexander in Winston-Salem—
Charleston 1991-92, nos. 16—20.

. See Winston-Salem—Charleston 1991-92, p. 48,

no. 19.
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JOHANN HEINRICH OTTO

(ca. 1733—ca. 1800)

3.

84

Fraktur Motifs

ca. 1770-1800

Watercolor, pen and iron-gall ink, and
graphite on off-white laid paper
13%6 x 16%46in. (33.5 x 42.1 cm)

Ex coLL.: Edgar William and Bernice
Chrysler Garbisch, until 1966

Gift of Edgar William and Bernice
Chrysler Garbisch, 1966 (66.242.1)
C238

ohann Heinrich Otto emigrated from

Germany to Pennsylvania in 1753 and
settled with his family near Ephrata, in
Lancaster County. By 1770 he had begun
to make various forms of fraktur, a style
of decorative calligraphy named after a
sixteenth-century German typeface.* The
term “fraktur” currently embraces an
entire spectrum of illumination produced
by early German immigrants in Penn-
sylvania. A highly ornamental art that
characteristically combines lettering and
abstract motifs, such as birds, hearts,
flowers, and figures, it was used to create
not only birth, baptismal, and marriage
certificates but also devotional pictures,
Christian house blessings, school awards,
and fanciful labyrinths of prose.

By the 1780s Otto’s bold fraktur had
become known throughout Lancaster
County. Perhaps in response to the in-
creasing demand for his work, he soon
began to make printed forms for birth
and baptismal records, which he ran off
on a press at Ephrata.” These sheets, with
their charming woodcut border designs
of flowers, wreaths, and parrots, proved
extremely popular, and the motifs were
widely copied by other artists.

Otto executed the present work entirely
by hand. It contains no lettering and was
perhaps made as a gift or as a decorative
exercise. Above the single tulip flowering
on the baseline, the design becomes virtu-
ally symmetrical and is anchored at each
corner by a decorative crown. Otto’s
mastery of his craft is evident in the pleas-
ing checks and balances of color and form
he achieved in the composition of repeti-
tive motifs. For example, the two pea-
cocks that cross necks above the tulip to
create mirror images of one another are
distinguished by variations in the color of
their plumage. Similarly, the parrots
perched at either side of the sheet are

nearly identical in form but rendered in
the patterning on their wings as birds of
different sex or species.

Carefully placed touches of blue
enhance the harmony among the reds,
greens, and yellows that predominate in
Pennsylvania German fraktur designs and
enliven the dynamic delineation of pat-
terns and shapes. Across the surface of
the sheet, blue highlights the peacocks’
legs, the small berries along the vines, the
parrots’ beaks, and the four crowns. The
calligraphic refinement of Otto’s style is
evident in the long curling talons of the
parrots and the saw-toothed outlines of
two stylized flowers resembling carnations.
The artist’s individuality—and perhaps
also his sense of humor—are suggested
by the exuberant flourishes along the
upper edge and continuing down the
right edge in a long arabesque.

Otto’s fraktur designs became famous
for their birds, especially the parrots, which
dominate the compositions. In Otto’s day
the Carolina parakeet (now extinct) was
a common sight in Pennsylvania and New
Jersey.? Fruit growers in those regions
considered the handsome green and yel-
low birds a pest and eventually extermi-
nated them, for the large flocks could
destroy a year’s apple crop in a short
time by tearing apart the fruits with
their sharp beaks to devour the seeds.

EBD

1. See Stephen Rubin’s entry on the present work
in New York and other cities 1991, p. 38, no. 1.
See also Borneman 1937, p. 34; and Weiser and
Henley 1986, p. 509.

2. Weiser and Henley 1986, p. 509. Shelley (1961,
p. 124) observes that Otto’s connection with
the Ephrata Cloister, where the press was
located, is unclear.

3. Shelley 1961, p. 89. Shelley (p. 84) also notes
that John James Audubon made several draw-
ings of the Carolina parakeet between 1810
and 1830.
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(1738-1815)

4.
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Ebenezer Storer

ca. 1767-69

Fastel on laid paper, mounted on canvas
24 x 18 in. (61 x 45.7 cm)

Inscribed on paper pasted to the verso:
Ebenezer Storer / Of Sudbury Street /
Boston Born 1699 died 1761

EX cOLL.: The sitter’s wife, Mary
Edwards Storer, until d. 1771; her son-in-
law, Isaac Smith, Boston; his son, William
Smith; bis son, Thomas Smith; bis wife,
until d. 1885; ber son, William Smith
Carter, New York, until d. 1920; bis wife,
until d. 1934; Theodore Parkman Carter,
her son, until 1940

Gift of Thomas ]. Watson, 1940
(40.161.1b)

Cs8

bout 1756, at the start of his career

as a portrait painter in Boston
and shortly after he began painting in oil,
Copley began experimenting with pastel.
By the early 1760s he had decided to con-
centrate on becoming proficient in this
medium. He may have been inspired by
the pastel portraits of other artists work-
ing in and near Boston, such as Joseph
Blackburn (ca. 1730-after 1778), Ben-
jamin Blyth (ca. 1746—ca. ?1787), and
Thomas Johnston (ca. 1708-1767), but
as in everything else he pursued, Copley
aimed for a level of accomplishment and
expression higher than what he saw
around him. In September 1762, he wrote
to the Swiss pastelist Jean-Etienne Liotard
and asked him to send “a sett of Crayons
of the very best kind such as You can rec-
ommend [for] liveliness of colour and
Justness of tints. In a word let em be a
sett of the very best that can be got.””
Copley had never, as he put it to Liotard,
“had the advantage of beholding any one
of those rare pieces from Your hand,” but
he had heard from others that his work
was worthy of emulation. During the late
1760s Copley’s work in pastel surpassed
that by his American contemporaries. In
general, his pastel portraits are among his
most striking productions. He recognized
this himself and urged BENJAMIN WEST,
who had viewed with disfavor his en-
thusiasm for pastel and entreated him to
paint in oil, to explain “why you dis-
[ap]prove the use of [Crayons], for I think
my best portraits done in that way.”?

Copley’s portrait of Ebenezer Storer

exemplifies the technical and artistic skill
he achieved in this medium. Taking full
advantage of the brilliance afforded by
pastel, Copley rendered Storer’s damask
banyan in rich tones of green that convey
not only the fabric’s floral pattern but
also its weight and sheen. Copley cap-
tured the soft pile of the velvet turban, the
smoothness of Storer’s forehead, and the
stubble of his shaved sideburns and

cheeks. In terms of texture alone, this pas-
tel portrait surpasses many of the artist’s
similarly composed portraits in oil.

As an informal portrayal of a wealthy
Boston merchant, the likeness may be
compared with such dated portraits as
Nicholas Boylston of 1767 (Harvard Uni-
versity Art Museums) and Copley’s self-
portrait of 1769 (Winterthur Museum,
Winterthur, Delaware). Storer’s portrait,
however, was dated 1761 when it entered
the Museum’s collection. The early date
was supported by the appearance of
Storer’s face, which is not as fully modeled
or sensitive as most of Copley’s portraits
from the late 1760s, and by the fact that
Storer died in 1761. The composition, rich
colors, and style of the portrait, however,
strongly support a date between about
1767 and 1769, which is the range of
dates given without argument to the pastel
portraits of Storer’s wife, Mary Edwards
Storer (Cé60), his son, Ebenezer Storer II,
and his son’s wife, Elizabeth Green Storer
(the last two private collection). Storer’s
portrait, it now seems certain, is a posthu-
mous likeness; Copley presumably used a
1740s portrait of his subject for the face
and based the rest of the composition on
sittings with Storer’s son.’

Ebenezer Storer was born in 1699 at
Saco Fort, near what is now Portland,
Maine, and moved to Boston as a young
man. He had a sizable estate and a great
mansion on Sudbury Street. Storer was a
member of the city’s Ancient and Honor-
able Artillery Company and served at var-
ious times as justice of the peace, deacon
of the church, and Overseer of the Poor.

CRB

1. Copley to Liotard, September 30, 1762, Copley
and Pelham 1914, p. 26.

2. Copley to West, November 12, 1766, Copley
and Pelham 1914, p. 51.

3. Prown 1966, vol. 1, p. 66; and Hermann
Warner Williams Jr., “Two Early Pastels by
Copley,” The Metropolitan Museum of Art
Bulletin 36, no. 6 (June 1941), pp. 136-40.
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Study for “The Ascension™

1774

Ink (“bister”) washes, pen and ink, black
chalk, and graphite on off-white laid paper
15% x 20%s in. (38.7 x §1.6 cm)

Squared for transfer and numbered along
lower edge at the vertical coordinates
Watermark: [fleur-de-lis]

EX COLL.: The artist, until d. 1815; his
son Lord Lyndburst, until 1864 (sale,
Christie’s, London, February 26~27,
1864); Edward Basil Jupp, London;
Amory family, Boston; Linzee Amory,
Boston; with the Old Print Shop, New
York, 1960

Harris Brisbane Dick Fund, 1960
(60.44.16)

Cés

fter planning a trip to Europe for

more than a decade, Copley finally
left Boston in June 1774. After a brief
stop in London he made his way to
Rome. There, for over four months, he
studied the works of the old masters and
composed a painting of his own. It was
inspired by Raphael’s Transfiguration of
Christ (Vatican Museums), which he
deemed of “exalted Merrit” even before
he saw it at San Pietro in Montorio en
route to Rome.” With Christ’s Ascension
as the subject, it was the first historical
work he had executed since his juvenile
years. By March 1775 Copley had made
good progress and was able to report to
his half brother Henry Pelham “in what
manner an Historical composition is
made.”* He had given some thought to
his interpretation of the event: “I consid-
ered how the Appostles would be affected
at that Instant.” Once he had determined
“the disposition of some of [the] principle
Figures,” he began the present study, a
sketch of the lower part of the picture.?
Copley concerned himself with the arrange-
ment of areas of light and shadow, devised
the action of each figure, and drew from
a layman, or artist’s mannequin, that he
draped with a wet tablecloth. He used
many sketches and tracings to compose
his study, only one of which is extant
(Victoria and Albert Museum, London),
and then hired a model so that he could
paint the apostles’ heads. The finished
drawing he deemed “abundantly eligant
for the painting a small Picture from,” but
since he wished to paint his Ascension on
a kit-cat-size canvas (thirty-six by twenty

inches), he covered the drawing with
squares for transfer to the larger canvas.
The drawing occupied him for the bet-
ter part of November 1774, and on
December 4 of that year he reported to
his wife that it “has the approbation of
all who have seen it. I am encouraged to
paint it; Mr. [Gavin] Hamilton also
assures me it will please, and advises
the same.”*

Copley’s painting The Ascension
(1775; Museum of Fine Arts, Boston)
shows little alteration from the study,
including his rendition of the background
landscape. In the painting, the apostles’
faces and hairstyles, which are all nearly
identical to those in the drawing, are
nevertheless somewhat individualized.
Copley added sandals and embellish-
ments in the drapery that do not appear
in the drawing. CRB

1 Copley to Pelham, September 7, 1774, Copley
and Pelham 1914, p. 249.

2. Copley to Pelham, March 14, 1775, Copley and
Pelham 1914, p. 295.

3. Copley and Pelham 1914, pp. 295, 297. A
memo dated 1991 by Marjorie Shelley of the
Museum’s Sherman Fairchild Center for Works
on Paper and Photograph Conservation, now in
the archives of the Department of American
Paintings and Sculpture, Metropolitan Museum,
indicates that there is no physical evidence that
this sheet was at any time larger.

4. Copley to Susanna Copley, December 4, 1774,
quoted in Martha Babcock Amory, The
Domestic and Artistic Life of Jobn Singleton
Copley (Boston: Houghton, Mifflin and
Company, 1882), p. 41. The Scottish neoclassi-
cal painter Gavin Hamilton, who settled in
Rome about 1755, exerted a considerable
influence on the foreign artists visiting there.
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Study for “The Siege of
Gibraltar”: Three Figures

1785-86

Black and red chalk on blue laid paper
I4%8 x23in.(36.5 x 5§8.4 cm)
Squared and inscribed with notations
for transfer

Ex coLL.: The artist, until d. 1815; his
son Lord Lyndhurst, until 1864 (sale,
Christie’s, London, February 27-28,
1864); Edward Basil Jupp, London;
Amory family, Boston; Linzee Amory,
Boston; with the Old Print Shop, New
York, 1960

Harris Brisbane Dick Fund, 1960
(60.44.19)

Cr4

fter settling in London in the fall of
1775, Copley improved upon his

drawing technique while studying aca-
demic methods with the assistance of Sir
Joshua Reynolds, president of the Royal
Academy of Arts in London. He subse-
quently made drawings for most of his
English paintings, including portraits.
Over the course of a successful career as a
history painter, Copley executed hundreds
of studies for his often enormous oil paint-
ings. In these studies he worked out the
poses, actions, and groupings of figures in
his multifigure compositions. Many of the
sheets display notations for transferring
the drawings to canvas according to an
elaborate grid system.

For The Siege of Gibraltar (1783-91;
Guildhall Art Gallery, London), a stirring
depiction of the British defense of the

Rock in 1779-82 against Spanish and
French forces, Copley made nearly one
hundred chalk, graphite, ink, and water-
color drawings.” Many of them depict
figures that do not appear in the painting
and reveal that he changed the composi-
tion many times. Copley worked on the
painting for eight years and continually
made sketches and studies, as he time and
again altered and compromised his ideas
according to the wishes of the members of
the Corporation of the City of London,
who had commissioned the painting. To
some extent, the extant drawings docu-
ment the artist’s working method and his
thought processes in the course of devis-
ing such a monumental work.

This three-figure chalk drawing is
probably a preliminary study for soldiers
in the gunboat, although it was not used



in the final composition. Copley had
been a student of anatomy from the
beginning—when he was eighteen years
old he composed for himself a sketchbook
of anatomical drawings copied from med-
ical treatises. In London he apparently
used studio models—clothed or partially
clothed—to achieve the proper anatomi-
cal and muscular proportions.

This drawing is squared for transfer to
canvas and includes notations regarding
that process. CRB

1. See Prown 1966, vol. 2, pp. 447-57.

BENJAMIN WEST

(1738-1820)

7. Study for “Alexander 111, King
of Scotland, Saved from a
Stag by Colin Fitzgerald”

1784

Pen and brown ink, brown ink washes,
black chalk, and graphite on off-white
(now oxidized) laid paper

13%8 x 20'/8in. (34.6 x §1.I cm)

Signed and dated at lower left: B. West 1784

EX COLL.: Mrs. P. M. Smith, until 1978
(sale, Sotheby’s, London, July 20, 1978);
Erving and Joyce Wolf, 1978—present
Promised Gift of Erving and Joyce Wolf
Cq79

Ithough signed and dated drawings

by West exist from as early as 1757,
most of the artist’s graphic works date
from his European period.” West left
Pennsylvania for Italy and England in
1760, never to return, and over the course
of his career made hundreds of drawings,
many of them studies for his paintings.
His first efforts were crude at best, but he
soon improved his draftsmanship. Almost
immediately upon his arrival in Italy,
West began drawing from ancient reliefs
and statues and studying drawings and
paintings by the Renaissance and modern
masters. He later sketched from nature

and incorporated many natural elements
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drawn from life into his finished composi-
tions. Even as his handling became deft,
West’s drawings retained a vigorous spon-
taneity that set him apart from many of
his American and British contemporaries.
The innovations that West introduced
into his art and the influences he accepted
into his work are more clearly articulated
in his graphic oeuvre than in his paint-
ings. These include the expression of
heroism, terror, and fear and ways in
which to employ classical prototypes.

The drawings also bespeak West’s genius
as a teacher, who not only respected the
academic tradition of making drawings
before painting but also had a great flair
for the expressive media of ink, water-
color, and graphite.

West painted Alexander I1I of Scot-
land Saved from a Stag by Colin Fitz-
gerald (The Death of the Stag, 1786;
National Gallery of Scotland, Edinburgh)
on commission for Francis Humberston

JAMES SHARPLES

(ca. 1751-1811)

8. Albert Gallatin

ca. 1796
Fastel on light gray wove paper
9% x 738 in. (23.8 x 18.7 cm)

EX COLL.: The sitter; his relative Francis
Chrystie; Gallatin’s daughter, Frances
Gallatin Stevens, until d. 1877; her daugh-
ter, Josephine Lucille Stevens, until 1908
Gift of Miss Josephine L. Stevens, 1908
(08.144)

C3or

92

MacKenzie, who had succeeded to the
chieftainship of Clan MacKenzie in
1783.* For him, West composed an
apocryphal episode from the history of
the clan: The clan’s founder, Colin
Fitzgerald, is depicted in the act of killing
the stag that attacked Alexander III of
Scotland in the forests near Kincardine.
West’s various studies for his history
painting of Alexander III, of which the
present drawing is one, are rather
baroque in conception and execution.
The composition and manner of render-
ing were surely inspired by battle and
hunt pictures by Peter Paul Rubens, espe-
cially Wolf and Fox Hunt (Metropolitan
Museum), which West had seen at
Corsham Court in 1763. In composing
the picture, West executed an oil sketch
(Lord Egremont and Leconfield collec-
tion, Petworth House, West Sussex), three
drawings of the composition, and three
additional drawings, of the horses (pri-

he demand for profile portraits bur-

geoned during America’s Federal
period. Since the art form ultimately
derived from classical medallions honor-
ing famous men of the republics of Greece
and Rome, it appealed to statesmen of
the new American republic; moreover,
émigré artists such as CHARLES BALTHAZAR
JULIEN FEVRET DE SAINT-MEMIN, THOMAS
BLUGET DE VALDENUIT, and Pierre Du
Simitiére, who had mastered the art of
taking profile portraits in Europe, were
able and willing to turn them out swiftly,
expertly, and inexpensively. To some
extent, it was the artists themselves who,
with their shrewd marketing tactics, cre-
ated the turn-of-the-century demand for
profile portraits. The English painter
James Sharples established an entrepre-
neurial career in America by asking local
and national politicians to sit for him and

vate collection, England) and of the stag
(Swarthmore College).> Of the compo-
sitional drawings, this version is the
largest and one of two executed in ink
and washes. The other compositional
drawing and the particular studies
are executed in black and white chalk
and graphite. This drawing is the most
minutely detailed of the group and shows
the same composition as that in the oil
study. West made some relatively minor
changes in the large canvas. The painting
was engraved by Francesco Bartolozzi at
West’s request; a drawing in the Pierpont
Morgan Library, New York, is believed to
have been made by Bartolozzi in the exe-
cution of this commission.

CRB

1. New York 1975.
2. Von Erffa and Staley 1986, p. 190.
3. Recorded in von Erffa and Staley 1986, p. 191.

then enticing them into commissioning
one or more copies of the completed por-
trait. As the artist’s biographer William
Dunlap explained, when Sharples had
finished a portrait, which took “about
two hours, the likeness generally induced
an order for a copy, and brought as sitters
all who saw it.”" In each case, perhaps
with some exceptions, Sharples kept the
original portrait for his personal collec-
tion, a library of images that he could
return to over and over again as commis-
sions came in.

Unlike Saint-Mémin and Du Simitiére,
Sharples worked almost exclusively in
pastel, although he had used oils for
his work in London during the early
1780s. Sharples emigrated to America
in about 1794 with his third wife, Ellen
Wallace (1769-1849), and four children.
Determined to make his living as a profile






portraitist, Sharples constructed an
efficient one-horse carriage to carry his
family and his art supplies, including a
physiognotrace, through New England
and the South.

By 1796 the family had settled in
Philadelphia, and business was so success-
ful that the artist taught his wife and two
of his sons, James Jr. (ca. 1788-1839) and
Felix Thomas (ca. 1786—after 1824), his
pastel technique so that they might make
the required copies of his original por-
traits. None of the pastels is signed, and it
is exceedingly difficult to distinguish the
hands of the four profile artists; many
works are thought to have been made by
two of them working together, most com-
monly James and Ellen. The profiles all
measure about nine by seven inches and
are executed on grainy light gray paper. In
almost every case, the artist rubbed the
paper to obscure the grain and other sur-
face irregularities and filled in the back-
ground with a thick application of pastel,
usually Prussian blue. Sharples is said to
have crumbled his pastel crayons and
applied the powder to his paper with a
camel’s-hair brush; presumably his wife
and children worked in the same manner.
During their first sojourn in America—
the family went home to England in 1801
and returned a few years later—the
Sharpleses developed something of a
profile industry with hundreds of small
portraits to their credit, including at least
130 of George Washington. After James’s
death Ellen Sharples auctioned part of her
husband’s collection of their work for a
considerable sum and gave many to the
Royal West of England Academy, Bristol.

94

Sharples’s pastel profile of the diplo-
mat Albert Gallatin (1761-1849) is per-
haps the earliest likeness of a man who
would be portrayed many times during
the course of his long and prestigious
career.> A member of an aristocratic Swiss
family, Gallatin graduated in 1779 from
the University of Geneva, where he fell
under the spell of Rousseau’s doctrines. In
1780 Gallatin went to America in pursuit
of personal freedom; there he became a
land speculator in western Pennsylvania
before entering politics in the late 1780s.
In October 1790 he was elected to the
state legislature and by 1794 had secured
a seat in the United States House of
Representatives, where he remained for
three terms.

When he sat for Sharples in about
1796, Gallatin was at the beginning of
his highly distinguished career. He would
later serve as secretary of the treasury,
ambassador to France, and president
of the National (later Gallatin) Bank,
and would found the American Ethno-
logical Society. The portrait exemplifies
Sharples’s early work in America, images
that not only pleased Sharples’s sitters
but generated further commissions. The
image is expertly rendered—its detail and
finish are remarkable in a composition
completed in a relatively short period of
time. Sharples captured the characteristic
features of Gallatin’s appearance—his
long straight nose, fuzzy cap of hair over
a balding scalp, and dapper manner of
dress—in a lifelike image, complete
with the shadow of a beard and coarse-
textured hair. It seems very accurately to
reflect an acquaintance’s description:

“His countenance is remarkably hand-
some, with black eyes and hair, a fresh,
clear complexion, a quiet, serious yet
cheerful expression and a look of so
much intelligence that I am persuaded
[that the physiognomist Johann] Lavater
.. . would have pronounced him a clever
man, without having previously heard
his name and known his history.”*

The work must have pleased Gallatin,
for he commissioned this image presum-
ably after having sat for Sharples at
the artist’s request; Sharples kept the
original profile until his death; it is now
in the Bristol Museum and Art Gallery.
Ellen Sharples noted in her diary that
she copied the original pastel profile in
miniature at Bath in December 1804;
the miniature is unlocated.’

CRB

-

. Dunlap 1834, vol. 2, pp. 70-71.

2. This collection is on permanent loan to the
Bristol Museum and Art Gallery, Bristol,
England.

. In his Gallatin Iconography ([Boston]:
Privately printed, 1934), pp. 13-31, Albert
Eugene Gallatin lists thirty-four portraits of

[*)

his ancestor.

4. Sylvester Douglas, Lord Glenbervie, met
Gallatin at Talleyrand’s home in Paris on
January 13, 1818. His observations are
quoted in Gallatin, Gallatin Iconography,
Pp- 33—34. Johann Kaspar Lavater (1741-
1801) was a proponent of the idea that a
person’s character can be discerned in his or
her facial features.

. Diary entry transcribed in Knox 1930,

“

p. 118.



JAMES SHARPLES

(ca. 1751-1811)

9. Médéric-Louis-Elie Moreau
de Saint-Méry

1798

Pastel and black chalk (or black pastel) on
toned (now oxidized) wove paper

9716 x 74 in. (24 x 18.4 cm)

Ex coLL.: Colonel Frank M. Etting,
Philadelphia; (sale, Henkel’s, Philadelphia,
April 13-14, 1916, no. 46); Charles Allen
Munn, West Orange, New Jersey, 1916—24
Bequest of Charles Allen Munn, 1924
(24.109.89)

C3o03

ccording to the biographer of

American artists William Dunlap
(r766-1839), James Sharples charged
$15 for a profile likeness and $20 “for
the full-face (never so good).”* The so-
called full-face images, such as this one
of Médéric-Louis-Elie Moreau de Saint-
Méry, actually portray a three-quarters
visage. They are relatively rare in
Sharples’s oeuvre and, almost without
exception, are singular images, whereas
his profiles were drawn to be replicated.
The three-quarters images were drawn
freehand, without the aid of the physiog-
notrace, a device for limning profiles that
produced a reliably accurate likeness in
far less time. Dunlap’s preference for
Sharples’s profiles may reflect his personal
taste but may also reveal contemporary
predilections in portraiture, at least inso-
far as profiles were concerned. In the
work of the early nineteenth-century
profile artist, precision was applauded,;
the closer a portrait profile came to the
meticulous, crisp-edged rendering that
reminded one immediately of its honor-
able prototype, the classical medal or coin,
the higher it was esteemed. Such portraits
made Sharples’s livelihood; in contrast, the
three-quarters views not only fetched a
higher price but offered a measure of
artistic freedom to the entrepreneurial
artist, liberated from his usual routine.

Moreau de Saint-Méry (1750-1819),
a member of a distinguished Creole fam-
ily, was born in Fort Royal, Martinique,
received a law degree in Paris, served in
the military, returned to the French
West Indies as superior counsel of Saint
Domingue (now Haiti), and published a
volume on French colonial law.* A liberal
supporter of the revolutionary move-
ment in France, he served as deputy for
Martinique and as an elector in Paris
before being forced to flee to the United

States in November 1793, just following
Robespierre’s accession to power. Upon
his arrival, Moreau traveled with his wife
and two children through America’s
coastal cities and kept a detailed diary of
critical observations about customs,
tastes, and habits—everything from slav-
ery to ice cream. He settled in Philadelphia
in October 1794 and remained there until
August 1798, when he returned to France.’
On the corner of Walnut and Front Streets
he opened a bookshop, which sold dry-

95



goods on the side—principally undergar-
ments and contraceptives. Moreau appar-
ently also used the shop as his writing
studio; his four-year exile in Philadelphia
was his most prolific period as an author.
While there, he published under his private
imprimatur two major works: Description
topographique et politique de la partie
espagnole de Iisle Saint Dominique (1796)
and Description topographique, physique,
civile, politique et historique de la partie
frangaise de Iisle Saint Dominique (1797).
He also printed two shorter but nonethe-
less influential works: De la danse (1797),
concerning dance customs in the French
West Indies, and Idée générale; ou, Abrégé
des sciences et des arts (1797). In addi-
tion to his own writings, Moreau pub-
lished works by his fellow political exiles,
who used his shop as a rendezvous, and
put out a French newspaper, Courrier de
la France et des Colonies.

Moreau recorded in his journal that he
sat for Sharples at the artist’s request on
February 27, 1798.* The portrait that
resulted from the sitting is an unusually
intense image, as the artist so well known

JOHN TRUMBULL

(1756-1843)

10. Hugh Mercer Jr. (Study for
“The Death of General
Mercer at the Battle of
Princeton, January 3, 1777”)
Previous title: General Hugh Mercer

1791
Graphite on off-white laid paper

4% x 38 in. (12.6 x 7.8 cm)

Inscribed on verso: from his son.
Fredericksburg 1791 / Genl Mercer / Genl
Mercer / from his Son in Fredericksburg /
April 26th 1791 / Skin Ruddy | Auburn
hair and blue Eyes / Age 42 or 3 /
Fredericksburg / 1791.
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for his accurate, polished likenesses of
Americans used a freer hand to capture
the appearance and character of the
French impresario. The strokes of pastel
that define Moreau’s facial features,

hair, and clothing are looser and more
painterly than in Sharples’s typical works.
The sitter’s rosy cheeks and generous
paunch speak of a contented man; his
skills as the host of soirees and initiator of
cultural events seem in accord with this
image. Normally Sharples obliterated his
backgrounds with a smooth coating of
Prussian blue pastel. Here he rapidly
sketched over the grayish paper with
rough, diagonal strokes of blue and

black that enhance the spontaneity of

the composition.

The difference between this portrait
and Sharples’s usual productions makes it
tempting to speculate that it may be the
work of his wife or one of his sons. Yet the
latter usually worked on replicas rather
than original portraits, and Moreau tells us
that he sat for Sharples himself. This por-
trait is a unique work by Sharples, a testa-
ment to the facility and versatility of the

EX coLL.: The artist, until d. 1843;

bhis nephew-in-law, Benjamin Silliman,
New Haven, until d. 1864; his son,
Benjamin Silliman Jr., New Haven, until
d. 1885; his son, Benjamin Silliman 11,
New York (sale, Henkel’s, Philadelpbhia,
December 17, 1896, no. 40); Robert W.
de Forest, New York, 1896-1906

Gift of Robert W. de Forest, 1906
(06.1346.2)
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artist, who knew when, and for whom,
he could diverge from his customary style
of execution. CRB

1. Dunlap 1834, vol. 2, p. 71.

2. M. L. E. Moreau de Saint-Méry, Loix et
constitutions des colonies francoises de
I’Amérique sous le vent, 6 vols. (Paris: Privately
printed, [1784-90]). For Moreau’s biography,
see Lillian Moore, “Moreau de Saint-Méry
and ‘Danse,”” Dance Index §, no. 10 (October
1946), pp. 243-46; and Stewart L. Mims,
“Introduction,” in Moreau de St. Méry’s
American Journey (1793-1798), edited and
translated by Kenneth Roberts and Anna M.
Roberts (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and
Company, 1947), pp. ix—xxi.

3. The journals were published posthumously. The
most recent edition is Voyage aux Etats-Unis de
I'Amérique, 1793-1798, by Moreau de Saint-
Meéry, edited by Stewart L. Mims (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1913). For an English
translation, see Moreau de St. Méry’s American
Journey (1793-1798).

4. “M. Sharpless, peintre anglais, qui était venu
exercer son talent 4 Philadelphie me demanda la
permission de faire mon portrait. J’accédai aus-
sitdt 4 ce désir”; quoted in Voyage aux Etats-
Unis de ’Amérique, 1793-1798, by Moreau de
Saint-Méry, p. 254.

rumbull is considered the most learned

artist and skilled draftsman of his
generation in America. He developed his
drawing talent under BENJAMIN WEST and
also benefited from classes at the Royal
Academy of Arts in London, where he
learned the importance of making careful
studies before painting. Each of his history
paintings is supported by numerous
sketches; between 1789 and 1791 Trumbull
traveled the eastern seaboard of the United
States drawing portrait studies of military
heroes to ensure the accuracy of the like-
nesses he would render in his Revolutionary
War paintings, which he worked on for
most of his career.

Brigadier General Hugh Mercer

(ca. 1725-1777) was mortally wounded
during the battle at Princeton, New
Jersey, on January 3, 1777. Nine years



later Trumbull began executing studies
for a painting to commemorate Mercer’s
death and the American victory at
Princeton, and he continued working on
The Death of General Mercer at the
Battle of Princeton, January 3, 1777 (Yale
University Art Gallery) until 1831. The
thirteen extant studies for the painting
(Princeton University Library and Yale
University Art Gallery) suggest that from
the start Trumbull conceived of Mercer as
the central figure in his composition. In
an attempt to portray the general’s like-
ness as accurately as possible, he decided
to use Mercer’s son Hugh Jr. as his
model.” He twice sketched the young man
in Fredericksburg, Virginia, in April
1791.* The preliminary study (Fordham
University Library) is a cursory, unmod-
eled rendition of Mercer’s head and

collar. In the present, more finished
sketch, Trumbull used fine hatching to
model Mercer’s face and hair. The pose—
with the left arm stretched out across
the chest and the face in three-quarters
view—is the same as the one Trumbull
used when he finally painted General
Mercer’s portrait into the battle scene
in 1827.% The inscriptions on the back
of this drawing are not in Trumbull’s
hand, and the notation “Age 42 or 3”
does not correctly record the age of father
or son; Hugh Mercer Jr. was nineteen in
1791 and Hugh Mercer Sr. would have
been fifty-two or fifty-three in 1777.

CRB

1. Sizer 1967, fig. 182, mistakenly identifies the
sitter as General Mercer’s eldest son, John. Jaffe
1975, p. 320, establishes that the sitter was
Hugh Mercer Jr.

2. On April 27, 1791, Trumbull wrote to his niece
Harriet Wadsworth (Yale University Library,
Trumbull Papers) that he went the day before
“to Fredericsburg where I have seen the son of
Genl Mercer and got a drawing of him”; see
also the date inscribed on this drawing.

3. In a letter to Hugh Mercer Jr., December 4,
1827 (New-York Historical Society, Trumbull
Papers), Trumbull records that he used the
sketch in rendering the portrait in the painting:
“My success in your portrait . . . has convinced
me that . . . with the aid of the Optician I can
still execute such small work, as well as for-
merly, and I shall therefore devote myself with-
out interruption to finishing the entire Series of
small paintings . . . begun Forty years ago.”
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MATHER BROWN

(1761-1831)

11. In Like Manner Shall He
Descend

Pen and iron-gall ink, ink washes, and
graphite on off-white wove paper prepared
with yellow washes

9% x 6 in. (23.8x 16.5 cm)

Signed at lower right: Mather Brown
Inscribed along bottom edge: In like

manner shall be descend

EX COLL.: Part of an album of the artist’s
letters and drawings probably in the col-
lection of Joseph Mayer, Liverpool, until
1887 (sale, Branche and Leete, Liverpool,
December 15-16, 1887, no. 94); Ifan Kyrle
Fletcher, London, 195 3; purchased with
the album for the library of The Metro-
politan Museum of Art in 1953, and in
1967 removed with four other drawings
and transferred to the Department of
American Paintings and Sculpture

Rogers Fund, 1953 (53.226.1)

C26

In Like Manner Shall He Descend is one
of five ink drawings that were formerly
part of an album containing letters and
drawings by or associated with Mather
Brown and also a biographical sketch of
the painter written by a contemporary;
the Museum purchased the album in
1953." Brown, who was born in Boston
and studied there while in his teens with
Gilbert Stuart (1755-1828), spent most
of his life in England. Two, and possibly
three, of the drawings in the album are
of genre subjects in Liverpool, where
Brown spent several years, from 1810

to about 1813, after his career declined.
It was in that provincial city that the
album was first recorded, in the late nine-
teenth century.

In subject this drawing is closely related
to a slightly smaller one by Brown in the
Chrysler Museum, Norfolk, Virginia, enti-
tled He Ascended into Heaven, which is
also undated.* Though it is tempting to
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date both works no earlier than 1810, the
year when Brown went to Liverpool,
either one could have been done as early
as the 1780s. The conceptions of both
Christ figures appear indebted to those in
several paintings of The Ascension exe-
cuted about 1781-82 and 1800 by
BENJAMIN WEST, Brown’s teacher in
London and his perennial stylistic exem-
plar.? Brown, who is said to have been
devout, turned frequently to religious sub-
ject matter in the last two decades of his
life. His series of religious pictures culmi-
nated in a large, ambitious Resurrection
(location unknown) exhibited at the
British Institution in 1830, the year
before he died.* The theme of mortal
transcendence reflected in these subjects
must have had more than ordinary per-
sonal meaning for the humbled painter
during his difficult itinerant years out of
London and after his return there in
1824. As a promising student of West

in London in the 1780s, Brown had
posed for the figure of an angel in the
older painter’s renowned first version

of The Ascension.’

Brown’s draftsmanship in pen and ink
reflects West’s, who derived his from
Italian models, in particular, that of
Guercino.® The quality of line in both
American artists’ ink drawings is broader
and more schematic than Guercino’s,
however. This is especially true of figure
drawings and is quite evident here. The
mannerism corresponds in Brown’s paint-
ings to the emphatic, often unpleasant,
admixture of black to his oil tints to ren-
der shadows. Indeed, such was Brown’s
conviction about the primacy of line that
he once wrote: “Colour, light and shade
have no meaning till they are circum-
scribed by line; Drawing is the first ele-
ment of Art, and a line will describe
everything.”” Nevertheless, Brown, like
West, managed an appealing economy
and lyricism of line for the flourish of gar-
ments and clouds, augmenting the tri-
umphal subject. Surely, no live model
posed for this drawing, whose figure

seems to bespeak both the inspiring and
the daunting effect of West on his pupil.

The title of the drawing comes from the
inscription at the bottom, almost certainly
written by the artist; in its penmanship
and placement on the sheet it corresponds
to the inscription on Brown’s drawing of
The Ascension in the Chrysler Museum.
It appears to paraphrase the passage in
the Acts of the Apostles (1.11) following
the description of Christ’s Ascension:
“Ye men of Galilee, why stand ye gazing
up into heaven? this same Jesus, which is
taken up from you into heaven, shall so
come in like manner as ye have seen him
go into heaven.” The exact literary source
of the inscription, if there is one, has not
been identified; however, assuming that
the inscription is linked to the passage in
Acts and that it was made by Brown, one
may interpret his image as representing
either Christ’s Ascension or his Second
Coming at Judgment Day.

KJA

1. The album is labeled “Autograph Letters from
Mather Brown (Artist) 1757-1831, to John
Chippindale [sic] and Others, with an Autograph
Biographical Sketch Dated 22nd November,
1846 of Mather Brown by William Henry Back,
Together with Five Original Signed Drawings
by Mather Brown and Portraits, and Copies of
his Paintings.” It is in the Thomas J. Watson
Library, Metropolitan Museum (Rogers
Fund, 1953).

2. Gift of John Davis Hatch (59.18.62).

3. About 1781-82 West painted an early version,
177 feet high, for the Royal Chapel at Windsor
Castle, but it was never delivered and is now at
Bob Jones University, Greenville, South Carolina.
Smaller versions were executed also about 1781~
82, in 1798, and about 1801. All known versions
are discussed and illustrated in von Erffa and
Staley 1986, pp. 374-78, nos. 380-84.

4. Evans 1982, pp. 170, 253, no. 294.

5. Von Erffa and Staley 1986, p. 376. For West’s
versions of The Ascension, see n. 3 above.

6. E. Maurice Bloch, Faces and Figures in American
Drawings (exh. cat.; San Marino, Calif.: The
Huntington Library and Art Gallery, 1989), p. 1.

7. This sentence is inscribed on a sheet headed
“O—Observations—”; it is included in the
album of letters and drawings by Brown in
the Thomas J. Watson Library, Metropolitan
Museum (see n. 1 above).






BENJAMIN HENRY LATROBE

(1764-1820)

12. View from the Packet Wharf

I00

at Frenchtown Looking
Down Elk Creek

1806

Watercolor, pen and iron-gall ink, and
graphite on off-white wove paper

8. x 12 in. (21.6 x 30.§5 cm)

Signed and dated at lower right: BHenry
Latrobe Augt. 2d. 1806.

Inscribed at bottom, below border: View
from the Packet Wharf at Frenchtown
looking down Elk Creek, showing the
Mouth of Pates’ Creek.

EX cOLL.: Jobn Latrobe, a descendant
of the artist; with Kennedy Galleries,
New York, 1993

Morris K. Jesup Fund, 1993 (1993.281)
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B orn in Fulneck, near Leeds, in what is
now West Yorkshire, Latrobe began
his professional artistic training in 1786
under John Smeaton, England’s most
prominent engineer." While he was mas-
tering the technical and theoretical aspects
of civil engineering, Latrobe probably also
learned to make architectural drawings.
He immigrated to the United States in
1796 following the death of his mother,
from whom he received a bequest of
land in Pennsylvania.

While working on his first American
commissions—which consisted not only
of river and canal surveys but also designs
for public buildings and private houses in
Virginia and Pennsylvania—Latrobe trav-
eled frequently through the sparsely set-
tled countryside. On these trips he filled
many journals with notes and sketches. In
scope, understanding, and general interest
they surpass better-known journals by the
marquis de Chastellux, Mrs. Basil Hall,
and Frances Trollope.* Perhaps the closest
parallels to Latrobe’s travel sketches are
the genre scenes and landscape views by
his acquaintance PAVEL PETROVICH SVININ,
secretary to the Russian consul general in
Philadelphia, although Svinin’s drawings,
which are based on travels from Virginia
to Maine, cannot rival in their scope
Latrobe’s images.

Latrobe drew this watercolor on a
journey in 1806 from Philadelphia to
Washington along the Delaware River and
the Chesapeake Bay. In his journal he says
he set out from Philadelphia on August 3,
arrived in Newcastle later in the day, and
entered Frenchtown on August 4 (thus, the
date inscribed on the drawing is probably
inaccurate). He passed the time en route
reading the satiric allegory Hans Ked-
kindiewelts Reisen in alle vier Welttheil
und den Mond (1795) by Andreas Georg
Friedrich von Rebmann, which Latrobe
considered to be “as whimsical and irregu-
lar a thing as Voltaire’s Candide.”?

Latrobe’s drawing illustrates several
elements of his theory of the Picturesque,
which he derived from Uvedale Price and
formulated in his own Essay on Landscape
(1798). As Latrobe pointed out, there is
great pleasure to be derived from standing
on the summit of a hill while an expanse of
woods and fields unfolds below, but as he
shows in his prospect of Frenchtown, if
you “turn yourself so as to include in your
view a wide expanse of Water, contrasting
by its cool blue surface, the waving, and
many colored carpet of the Earth, your
pleasure is immediately doubled, or rather
a new and much greater pleasure arises.
An historical effect is produced. The trade
and the cultivation of the country crowd
into the mind, the imagination runs up
the invisible creeks, and visits the half
seen habitations.”*

Having chosen a slightly elevated per-
spective, Latrobe focused on the activity
of local fisherfolk hanging their nets out
to dry. In contrast to the delicate cross-
hatching that delineates the screen of nets
are the bolder strokes used to render the
structural details of the small log shed.
On a trip in 1801 a similarly constructed
log cabin (probably Quiggler’s house on
the western shore of the Susquehanna
River) captured Latrobe’s architectural
interest, and he drew it on a sheet of
his field book with equal attention to
the perspective.’

A great admirer of Claude Lorrain,
Latrobe frequently emulated the
seventeenth-century French landscape
painter’s characteristic manner of con-
trasting a darkened foreground with a
light body of water glistening in the mid-
dle distance. In Latrobe’s drawing the
dark brown strip of shore is set against
a bright area of light-colored wash
and untouched paper that evokes the
gleaming water of a small inlet of the
Chesapeake Bay.

Like many of his British-trained



contemporaries practicing in the United
States—such as JoHN RUBENS SMITH and
ARCHIBALD ROBERTSON—Latrobe vowed
the importance of studying foliage from
nature, yet also professed that the over-
whelming intricacy of the leafy canopy is
most effectively dealt with by generaliza-
tion.® In this drawing Latrobe uses over-
lapping, curved strokes to depict the
leaves on the serpentine branches at the
left, a convention that was described by
Robertson in his drawing book Elements

of the Graphic Arts, published in New
York City in 1802.7 EBD

1
2
3
4
5

. Carter 1985, p. §.

. Carter 1985, p. 9.

. Latrobe 1980, pp. 42—43.

. Quoted in Brownell 1985, p. 18.

. Carter, Van Horne, and Brownell 1983,

pp. 208-9, no. 77.

. Brownell 1985, pp. 21, 38. Brownell rightly

places Latrobe’s graphic art in the broader con-
text of work by British-born and American
artists practicing at the time, including: Charles
Willson Peale (1741-1827), JOHN TRUMBULL,

JoHN Lewis KRIMMEL, William Dunlap
(1766-1839), Titian Ramsay Peale (1799-
1885), William Russell Birch (1755-1834) and
his son Thomas (1779-1851), Joshua Shaw
(1777-1860), WILLIAM GUY WALL, George
Isham Parkyns, and John Joseph Holland.

. On the drawing manual Robertson prepared for

the Columbian Academy of Painting in New
York City, see Davis 1992, pp. 186~90.
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Attributed to

ARCHIBALD ROBERTSON

(1765-1835)

Formerly attributed to Alexander Robertson

13. Collect Pond, New York City

1798

Watercolor and black chalk on off-white
laid paper

17% x 23%:6 in. (45.1 x §8.7 cm)
Inscribed at lower center: New York.;
inscribed at lower right: Newyork

March 1798.—

EXx coLL.: Edward W. C. Arnold, New
York, until 1954

The Edward W. C. Arnold Collection of
New York Prints, Maps, and Pictures,
Bequest of Edward W. C. Arnold, 1954
(54.90.168)
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rchibald Robertson was a Scottish-

born draftsman, miniaturist, and
portraitist who came to the United States
from Aberdeen to teach drawing in 1791
at the invitation of several prominent
New Yorkers. Shortly after his arrival,
Robertson sent for his younger brother,
ALEXANDER ROBERTSON, who was also a
professional artist. Together they founded
one of this country’s first art schools, the
Columbian Academy of Painting in New
York City. Among its many successful
pupils were the portrait painter Francis
Alexander (1800-1880) and the por-
traitist and history painter JOHN VANDER-
LYN. In 1802 Archibald published the first
comprehensive art-instruction book in
America, Elements of the Graphic Arts.
This manual provided a short history of
art in addition to practical rules for figure
and landscape drawing. That same year,
the brothers dissolved their partnership;
Alexander opened his own drawing acad-
emy, and Archibald continued to direct
the Columbian, which he renamed the
Academy of Painting. The Robertsons
were involved in the activities of the New
York art community for over thirty years,

I02

particularly in the administration of the
American Academy of the Fine Arts.
Collect Pond, New York City exem-
plifies the formulaic method of drawing
taught at the Robertsons’ Columbian
Academy. Students mastered a limited
vocabulary of strokes that could be com-
bined to form various motifs. Tree foliage,
for instance, was highly stylized and gen-
erally indicated by round, looping outlines,
while volume and shadow were rendered
by strong zigzag hatching. In Collect Pond
the willow tree on the right, the precipi-
tous hill on the left, and the foreground
rocks and plants were not studied from
nature, but constructed from the artist’s
repertoire of calligraphic strokes. This
approach resulted in a dichotomy between
the foreground, constructed of unspecific
natural forms scattered across a generic
landscape, and the topographically accu-
rate rendering of the growing city in the
center distance. Spatial depth was achieved
by deepening the tints and tones in the
foreground, so that the background forms,
indicated with a very faint outline, would
seem more distant. Collect Pond also dis-
plays graphic techniques developed for
the production of aquatint engravings:
after the primary components of the land-
scape were sketched in, gray washes were
added to define contours and areas of light
and shade. The drawing was finished by
brushing thin layers of watercolor over
the entire image. Although much of the
professional instruction offered at the
Columbian Academy was modeled upon
British and European academic training
(typical exercises included drawing from
imported plaster casts and copying engrav-
ings of old-master paintings), the curricu-
lum also accommodated the amateur artists
who were the school’s primary patrons.”
According to one academy advertisement,
students were instructed in the arts of
“drawing and painting in water colours,

chalks, &c., on paper, tiffany, silks, &c.;
history devices, heads, figures, landscapes,
flowers, patterns for all kinds of work,
architecture and perspective, &c.”*
Collect Pond has been variously attrib-
uted to Archibald or Alexander, whose
landscape drawings are often indistin-
guishable.? The particularly elegant
handling of line in Collect Pond and its
delicate color washes, however, suggest
that Archibald was the artist.* The
Robertson brothers worked closely to-
gether for over four decades (Alexander
had been Archibald’s pupil), employed
the same drawing techniques, were skilled
engravers, and occasionally collaborated
on commercial projects such as topo-
graphical engravings.’ Both artists
were influenced by the writings of the
eighteenth-century aesthetician William
Gilpin, who popularized the concept of
the Picturesque through his illustrated
travel guides to the English countryside.
The insertion of the well-dressed couple
and friend in the center foreground of
Collect Pond exemplifies Gilpin’s sugges-
tion that landscapes are more picturesque
when they include the human figure.
Robertson’s drawing of Collect Pond,
also called Fresh Water Pond, is the only
known late eighteenth-century view of
this natural pool, formerly located in
lower Manhattan near present-day Foley
Square.® “Collect” is a corruption of the
old Dutch word “Kolch,” which meant
any small body of water.” In the eigh-
teenth century, the pond was renowned
for its great clarity and purity. A nearby
tributary spring provided the freshest
water in the city. It was surrounded by a
lovely garden where beverages were sold.
Well stocked with fish, the Collect was also
a popular site for boating in the summer
and skating in the winter. By 1798,
however, when this view was drawn, the
water was stagnant and polluted with



sewage from nearby tanneries. In 1803
workmen began to fill in the pond, and
the project was completed in 1811. The
adjacent marshlands were drained during
1818 as a work-relief project. Robertson’s
view, taken from the northern edge of the
pond and looking southward to Brooklyn
in the distance, includes several identifiable
buildings on the horizon. From right to
left are Saint Paul’s Chapel, the Bridewell
(a prison built in 1775), Trinity Church, the
Brick Presbyterian Church, the Middle
Dutch Church, the North Dutch Church,
and Saint George’s Chapel. Although many
of Robertson’s landscape drawings were
engraved and sold during his lifetime, this
view was not published until 1920, when

NEw Yor .

the Society of Iconophiles in New York
City issued a copper engraving by Walter
M. Aikman.? TF

1. The Robertsons apparently urged their students
to copy their instructors’ engravings as well.
Dedk 1988, vol. 1, p. 131, notes that several
watercolor copies of the Robertsons’ aquatint
of about 1793 titled New York were probably
by their pupils at the Columbian Academy.

2. Advertisement by Archibald and Alexander
Robertson for the Columbian Academy of
Painting, New-York Daily Advertiser, May 1,
1797, quoted in Gottesman 1954, p. 17.

3. Stokes and Haskell 1932, pp. 76-77
(1798-B-129A), suggests that Collect Pond is
by Alexander Robertson. Dedk 1988, vol. 1,
PP. 148-49, attributes the drawing to either
Archibald or Alexander Robertson.

4. Archibald Robertson’s drawings can be found
at the New-York Historical Society (see espe-
cially Federal Hall, N.Y.C. of 1798 and Block-
house at West Point, N.Y. of about 1802); New
York Public Library, New York City; and New
Jersey Historical Society, Newark.

5. See especially the colored panoramic engraving
New York, published in 1793, by Alexander
and <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>