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CLARENCE HOUSE

More than thirty years ago I was invited to write the foreword for John Brooke’s new
biography of King George III, which set out to redress the prevailing and simplistic
view of him as the ‘Mad King’ or the King who lost America. Ambitiously perhaps,
Mr Brooke staked a claim for George III to be considered as ‘the most cultured
monarch ever to sit on the throne of Great Britain’, and in doing so, opened many
people’s eyes to the extraordinarily diverse achievements of this much-maligned
monarch.

Brought up as most people then were on the stereotyped view of George III, I myself
only gradually came to appreciate the full extent of the King’s achievements. In the
sixty years of his reign he immersed himself in a tremendous range of practical,
scientific and artistic interests including agriculture, astronomy, architecture, horology
and the collecting of books, medals, paintings and drawings. His absorption with
architecture and his skill as an architectural draughtsman I found particularly
stimulating and appealing, while his creation of the King’s Library and his wish to
give encouragement to artists by founding the Royal Academy have been of lasting
benefit to the cultural life of this country.

In 1974, shortly after the publication of Mr Brooke’s biography, an exhibition devoted
to the King’s achievements as collector and patron was mounted in the original
Queen’s Gallery. This was the first exhibition of its kind and contributed significantly
to the study of eighteenth-century decorative arts in the Royal Collection. In the
intervening quarter century a great deal of new research has been carried out. The
present exhibition, drawn entirely from the Royal Collection and shown in the new
Queen’s Gallery, sets out to cover fresh ground and to embrace not only the King’s
interests, but also those of Queen Charlotte, whose important contributions to the
Royal Collection and to the encouragement of female accomplishments have not
always been adequately recognised.

This new exhibition attempts to cover as wide a range of the King’s and Queen’s
interests as possible and, in so doing, to bring before the public some of the most
remarkable and beautiful treasures from the Royal Collection.
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‘No British monarch has ascended the throne with so many
advantages as George the Third.’

(HORACE WALPOLE, Memotrs of the Reign of George III')

HE REIGN OF GEORGE I11 was one of the longest in British history; it was

also one of the most significant, occurring at a time when the modern world

began to take shape. Acceding to the throne in 1760, aged 22, the King reigned
for nearly sixty years, dying in 1820 after an extensive period of debilitating illness.
Dogged at the outset by suspicion and often outright hostility, George III had by the
1780s gradually won the respect of his people and was the first of the Hanoverian
monarchs to achieve popularity.

George III presided over momentous events at home and abroad, extending from
the Seven Years War in the middle of the eighteenth century to the Napoleonic Wars
at the beginning of the nineteenth — a period that witnessed the War of American
Independence on the other side of the Atlantic, the establishment of the British Empire
in India, and the French Revolution across the English Channel. At the same time,
expansion of the economy, growth of radicalism, clamour for religious toleration,
spread of protest and stirrings of social reform coloured the domestic situation.

Amidst all this change, throughout his reign George III displayed an intellectual
integrity and a moral probity that were an example to the nation. These attributes,
when combined with his steadfastness of purpose and the sincerity of his patriotism,
eventually gained widespread recognition as admirable qualities for a time of such
upheaval, when many of the other European monarchies were under siege. Unfortunately,
many of George III's personal characteristics and aims were misunderstood when he was
a young man. Critics and caricaturists saw the King as priggish, hypocritical, tyrannical
and parsimonious. Yet, ultimately and paradoxically, it was his own personality, as well as
his longevity, that were seen to be advantages in the fluctuating circumstances of the
reign. By the end, therefore, it was the King himself who had become the prime symbol
of national identity and thus of national unity, in the same way as Elizabeth I had for the
Tudor dynasty.

The principal manifestation of this transformation in the public response to George II1
was the Golden Jubilee of the reign celebrated on 25 October 1809.4 This involved
numerous lusty renderings of the National Anthem and ‘Rule Britannia’ on formal occa-
sions, as well as a host of parades, receptions, balls, fireworks and illuminations (fig. 1).
The Golden Jubilee of 1809 was the first event of its kind ever staged and it was marked
by a widespread outburst of joy, in outposts of the British Empire, throughout Scotland
and Wales and in well over 650 different locations in England’ 2 Public reaction was
expressed in quasi-religious tones. On 17 October 1809 a newspaper described ‘The
whole nation like one great family . . . in solemn prayer and thanksgiving, for . . . the
Father of his People.d

< No. 7 (detail)



F1G.1 A view of the Illuminations
and Rejoiceings [ before the Mansion
House in the City on the evening

of the Jubilee Day, Octr. 25 1809,
appointed to celebrate . . . George the
3ds entering his 50th year of his

reign. Engraving, published by

G. Thompson (London, Guildhall
Library Pr 879: MAN(1):ext)
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It is a supreme irony — indeed one of almost tragic proportions — that this apotheosis
of George III should have occurred at a time when illness had again incapacitated him
and was very soon to overwhelm him for the last time.t For the rest of his reign the
King was to remain immured within Windsor Castle, attended only by members of his
family and by doctors. The final images of George III, blind, deaf and frail, are painfully
reminiscent of the central character of King Lear — a play with which he was all too
familiar (fig. 2).

By contrast, the State Portrait (no._3) painted by Allan Ramsay at the time of the
coronation in 1761 — one of the most widely replicated royal portraits ever made — depicts
an elegant young man full of optimism and brimful with idealism. Even so sceptical an
observer of the Hanoverians as Horace Walpole was sympathetic, writing in the previous
year, ‘His person is tall, and full of dignity; his countenance florid and good-natured;
his manner is graceful and obliging: he expresses no warmth, nor resentment against

.Lamh/ Stpece
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FIG. 2 Attributed to Joseph Lee,
George III during his last illness,

¢.1820. Enamel (rRcIN 421492)

anybody; at most, coldness.d As heir to the throne — following the death of his father,
Frederick, Prince of Wales, in 1751 — a great deal of effort had been expended
on the King’s education by a series of private tutors who had taught him languages
(French and German), the classics, history and some science with mathematics. He was
also introduced to the doctrines of the Anglican Church, as well as to the social accom-
plishments associated with court life. At the age of 17 George III’s life had been given
a firmer sense of purpose by John Stuart, 3rd Earl of Bute (1718—92), who was already
advising his mother Augusta, Princess of Wales. Bute @g_z) had wide-ranging intel-
lectual interests, as well as good looks and a well-turned leg for dancing, but he was
not universally liked.¢ Guided by this ‘Dearest Friend’, George III adumbrated his
principles of kingship whereby ‘the interest of my country ever shall be my first care, my
own inclinations shall ever submit to it. I am born for the happiness or misery of a great
nation, and consequently must often act contrary to my passions.’s Such statements
indicate to what extent the personality of George III was linked to his ideas. There was
a determination that could all too easily turn into intransigence; there was a sense of
duty that could be misconstrued as inflexibility; and there was a moral strength under-
pinned by strict religious principles that could be misinterpreted as self-righteousness.
Yet, contemporaries were conscious that the King had a sense of responsibility and that
his judgement would be based on his own exacting standards. As the reign advanced
and the King was forced to react to events, it was seen that he had in fact redefined the
role of monarchy.

12 GEORGE III AND QUEEN CHARLOTTE
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F1G. 3 William Wynne Ryland after
Allan Ramsay, John Stuart, 3rd Earl
of Bute, 1763. Engraving, published

by W.W. Ryland (rRcIN 662399)

That role could now be more easily fulfilled owing to the personal identification
of George III with the nation as a whole. The claims of the Stuarts and the threat
of Jacobitism had receded in favour of the Hanoverians and a newly formed sense of
national identity was free to emerge. Success on the battlefield or in the war at sea
encouraged such self-belief, but it can also be seen in the development of cultural
institutions with royal support. The court was no longer the centre of patronage. It was
regarded now more as a facilitator than as an instigator; it offered social cachet and
served as one of several outlets as opposed to being a fountain-head; and at the same
time it became more closely integrated with society?

The relationship between the monarch, his ministers and Parliament during the
second half of the eighteenth century has exercised some of the most distinguished
historians in a debate that has lasted for many years.? Few monarchs have encountered
so many political changes, or so wide a range of political personalities, as George III.

KING, QUEEN AND FAMILY 18
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Some fifteen ministries came and went during his reign. It was a golden age of parlia-
mentary politics with the redefining of political parties and an increase in the powers
of oratory exemplified by Edmund Burke, Charles James Fox and Richard Brinsley
Sheridan.

What emerged was that, irrespective of his personal views, George III could not
determine policy although he might still influence it. This he learnt painfully over such
matters as the prosecution of the War of American Independence, when he was reluc-
tant to accept defeat. Similarly, he had to learn to tolerate politicians whom he disliked.
Although he enjoyed the company of Lord North and came to admire William Pitt the
Younger, the radical Charles James Fox was a different proposition.

The King’s conduct in public was dictated by the moral imperatives of his life in
private. The example of his parents, Frederick, Prince of Wales (d. 1751) and Augusta,
Princess of Wales (d. 1772), was an important formative influence, but so too was the
nature of his upbringing alongside four sisters and four brothers (fig. 4). The interests

14 GEORGE IIl AND QUEEN CHARLOTTE

F1G. 4 George Knapton, The Family
of Frederick, Prince of Wales, 1751.
Oil on canvas (RCIN 405741)


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/405741

F1G. 5 Johann Georg Ziesenis,
Queen Charlotte when Princess of
Mecklenburg-Strelitz, in front of
Neustrelitz, c.1761. Oil on canvas

(RCIN 403562)

pursued within this close-knit family circle were distinctly cosmopolitan. Significantly,
his own marriage to Princess Charlotte of Mecklenburg-Strelitz in September 1761
was followed two weeks later by the coronation — events that symbolised the fusion of
public and private responsibilities in a marital partnership. The marriage resulted in the
birth of fifteen children over a period of twenty years and the family remained central
to the King’s life and outlook. Queen Charlotte’s role was a difficult one and her appear-
ance and manner invited comment from the moment of her arrival in England. Horace
‘Walpole was not alone in hastening to report to his friends on these matters, but it was
soon evident to all — not least the caricaturists — that by the standards of the time the
marriage was a success. ‘

Queen Charlotte (fig. 5) came from a small court and a tight-knit family in northern
Germany where she had led a sheltered life, but she quickly adapted to the demands that
were made on her in London. It was apparent from the start that both the King and
the Queen would be assiduous in carrying out formal duties such as regular attendance
on court days at St James’s Palace with its investitures, Drawing Rooms, levees and
private audiences. Correspondingly, both cared passionately about the upbringing of their

KING, QUEEN AND FAMILY 15
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children. Above all, they had a number of shared interests: philanthropy, music, books
(including novels, poetry, history, philosophy and theology read in several languages),
theatre and aspects of the sciences (the King liked agriculture, horology and astronomy,
the Queen botany) — as well as the fine arts, which resulted among other things in a
significant expansion of the Royal Collection. The variety in the furnishing and deco-
ration of the royal residences during the reign is a reflection of this joint appreciation
and it forms the background to their lives. As a court George III's was as enlightened
as any in Europe, but it did not parade its interests in public; rather it indulged in the
intelligent pursuit of private passions.

The everyday life of George III and Queen Charlotte was governed by regularity,
frugality and religious observance. The King kept to a routine that involved early rising
and few late nights. He preferred simplicity to excess, inclined more towards asceticism
than preciousness, appreciated habit more than change, and was happy to offer his
equerries barley water as opposed to fortifying them with beer or wine. Riding or hunting
was the King’s favourite recreation during the day; music, dancing and cards during
the evening. He did not cosset himself, he kept fit, and he liked the open air whatever
the weather. There was, in fact, very little difference between the way George III and
Queen Charlotte behaved in public and in private (figs. 6 and 7). The King, in particular,
was naturally inquisitive, polite and humorous. He was not afraid to engage people in
conversation and would often arrive unannounced. Public appearances were frequent,
particularly out of London at Windsor Castle, when — often accompanied by their
children — the King and Queen walked on the terraces, or at Kew. Such openness had its

FIG. 6 James Gillray,
Affability’ (Queen Charlotte
and George III), 1795.
Engraving, published by

H. Humphrey (rciN 814399)

e
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F1G. 7 James Gillray, ‘Temperance enjoying a Frugal Meal’ F1G. 8 James Gillray, 4 Voluptuary under the horrors of Digestion’
(George III and Queen Charlotte), 1792. Engraving, published by (The Prince of Wales), 1792. Engraving, published by
H. Humphrey (Rcin 809343, no. 382) H. Humphrey (rciN 809843, no. 383)

attendant dangers and there were two assassination attempts on the King (1786 and
1800) — both by madmen, but with the country so often on the verge of political turmoil
the King frequently put himself in danger when conducting formal business such as the
State Opening of Parliament. Yet the ease with which the royal family mingled in public
is a marked feature of the reign. '

The amount known about the personalities and conduct of George III and Queen
Charlotte sets them apart from previous courts. The evidence is direct and for the most
part provided by women. They record intimacies shared with the King and Queen, the
tensions within the family, the surprises, the disappointments, as well as the inconve-
niences, the longueurs, and sometimes the frustrations or physical hardships of being in
attendance. For instance, Fanny Burney (later Madame d’Arblay), the daughter of the
musicologist Dr Charles Burney, was appointed Second Keeper of the Robes to Queen
Charlotte in 1786. She had not only a sharp eye for detail and an ear for dialogue, but
also a degree of introspection and analysis that sets her memoirs of the court apart from
any other. In her account the habits, idiosyncrasies, foibles, and speech rhythms of those
around her bring the court to life.

KING, QUEEN AND FAMILY 17
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The King and the Queen each had their own separate households run by a Lord
Chamberlain. The members of these households had specific duties, but they were in
effect part of an extended family, particularly those involved in bringing up the children
or serving as equerries and ladies-in-waiting. One, the scholarly Dr Richard Hurd,
Bishop of Worcester (no. 164), whose manner appealed enormously to devout old ladies,
was acknowledged as a friend after tutoring the older princes. His counterpart with
respect to the princesses, Lady Charlotte Finch (no. 78), was equally loved and respected.
Otbhers, like the artistically gifted and twice-widowed Mary Delany (no. 165), benefited
from the King’s kindness; she was housed at his expense at Windsor where she was on
hand as a universal aunt both to the royal family and to Fanny Burney. George III and
Queen Charlotte, often with their children, stayed with friends when travelling — for
instance, George Rose, Member of Parliament for Lymington in Hampshire, and the
2nd Ear]l Harcourt at Nuneham Courtenay by the River Thames near Oxford.

18 GEORGE II1 AND QUEEN CHARLOTTE

F16. 9 Thomas Gainsborough,
The Royal Family, 1782-3.

Top row from left: George III,
Queen Charlotte, Prince of Wales
(later George IV), Prince William
(later William IV), Princess Royal;
middle row: Prince Edward (later
Duke of Kent), Princess Augusta,
Princess Elizabeth, Prince Ernest
(later Duke of Cumberland), Prince
Augustus (later Duke of Sussex);
bottom row: Prince Adolphus
(later Duke of Cambridge),
Princess Mary, Princess Sophia,
Prince Octavius, Prince Alfred.

Oil on canvas (RCIN 401006—2_0)


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/401006
http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/401020

As with all families, one of the chief causes of anxiety for George III and Queen
Charlotte was the difference in outlook between the generations. From the start, the
King’s firm sense of morality set him apart and ran against the tenor of the times. He
hoped that his standards were to be those of society in general and so it was important
that members of his own family were seen to adhere to them.

George III evidently hoped that with proper management, quite apart from his
personal example, his siblings — together with his own children — would comply with
his wishes. This was not to be. Sexual misdemeanours were compounded by an intem-
perate attitude to the handling of money. Although he was fond of his children, as well
as concerned for their futures, they caused him frustration and heartache; in the case
of the Prince of Wales, the poor relationship between father and son had significant
political repercussions. The lifestyle of George III's eldest son (fig. 8) was diametrically
opposed to that of his parents and in some senses almost a reacmagainst it.

There were similar problems with the King’s other sons, but they were less acute.
Frederick, Duke of York (no. 87 ), allegedly the King's favourite son, pursued a rewarding
career in the army; William, Duke of Clarence (no. 38 ) did the same in the navy for the
first part of his life. Edward, Duke of Kent (no. 42), saw active service in the army in
Canada and the West Indies and for a time was Governor of Gibraltar. The other three
sons — Ernest, Duke of Cumberland (no. 45), Augustus, Duke of Sussex (w and
Adolphus, Duke of Cambridge (no. 47) — were educated at Géttingen University. Of
these, the Dukes of Cumberland and Cambridge pursued careers in the army; both were
wounded on active service on the continent with the Hanoverian army. The Duke of
Sussex had more intellectual pursuits.

George III's aim was to keep his sons occupied and thereby out of mischief. On the
whole, it cannot be said that his plan succeeded. The King’s daughters, on the other hand,
were brought up on a different principle — namely that they should be kept at home and
pursue interests that met with Queen Charlotte’s approval. This must have been at least
partly suggested by the unhappy marriages of the King’s sisters. Therefore for his
daughters all activities were carefully prescribed, all outings were elaborately planned,
and they were chaperoned at all times. The pattern of this constricted life — based at
Buckingham House, at Kew, or at Frogmore House close to Windsor Castle — was broken
by occasional visits to friends (such as the Duchess of Portland, the Harcourts and Bishop
Hurd) or to the West Country, usually Weymouth, for summer holidays. It is hardly
surprising that the daughters themselves compared their existence to life in a nunnery.
As the diarist Charles Greville wrote, “There they were secluded from the world, mixing
with few people, their passions boiling over, and ready to fall into the hands of the first
man whom circumstances enabled to get at them. & There were, however, advantages to
such an upbringing and George III's daughters all developed skills in the arts.

The exacting standards of George III and Queen Charlotte as parents resulted in
frustrations, misunderstandings and bewilderment, but theirs is a touching story — not
least for the King’s willingness to forgive his errant sons and unfulfilled daughters.
Although George III and Queen Charlotte despaired over the Prince of Wales’s
weaknesses, they also in the end recognised his virtues, and for those of their children
who died young — Princes Octavius and Alfred, and Princess Amelia — their sense of loss
was profound.

KING, QUEEN AND FAMILY 19



FIG. 10 John Singleton
Copley, The Three
Youngest Daughters

of George III (with
Windsor Castle in

the distance), 1785.

Oil on canvas

(RCIN 4014:05)
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The reign of George III was a delicate balancing act between contrasting worlds:
the public and the private, the official and the unofficial, and the formal and the
informal. ‘At one and the same time, Britons were being invited to see their monarch as
unique and as typical, as ritually splendid and remorselessly prosaic, as glorious and
gemiitlich both.’4 The dual nature of the reign is now recognised as a turning point in
the history of monarchy. What emerged was a ‘far more assertively nationalistic royal
image, not a resurgence of royal power in political terms’.2 Historians now argue that
the innovation of George III's reign was not that he personified the country as
Elizabeth I had, but rather that he identified himself with his people and they with him.
This identification, which emboldened Mrs Arbuthnot on gate-crashing the King’s
funeral to refer to him once again as “The Father of his people!’ & created both a new
sense of national identity and a new concept of monarchy. In short, George III was the
first modern monarch.

. George III's Golden Jubilee was celebrated after

forty-nine — rather than fifty — years following

ancient precedent. According to Jewish law, every

seven years there was a general restitution (or

used at the time both as hair powder and as
a powerful medicine.

. Walpole Correspondence, XXI, p. 449 (letter to

Sir Horace Mann, Saturday 1 November 1760).

Jjubilee), proclaimed by the sound of a trumpet. 6. For Bute’s character see Brooke 1972, pp. 46—7.
Every seventh jubilee (forty-ninth year) would 7. Quoted in Brooke 1972, p. 72.
be a particularly special occasion. 8. See Brewer 1997, pp. 20—25.
2. Colley 1992, p. 218. 9. Pares 1953; Butterfield 1957; Watson 1960;
8. Quotation from The Day (Colley 1984, p. 120). Brooke 1972. For a recent summary see G.M.
4. The King’s illness, a type of porphyria, has been Ditchfield, George III: An Essay in Monarchy,

fully discussed in Macalpine and Hunter 1969.

London 2002.

Recent research by Professor Martin Warren 10. Greville 1938, I, p. 272.
(University of London) has suggested that 11. Colley 1992, p. 232.
arsenic poisoning may have precipitated the 12. Colley 1992, p. 207.
King’s attacks of porphyria. Arsenic was widely 18. Arbuthnot Journal, 1, p. 5.
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1. Portraits

Oils, pastels, drawings and prints (nos. 1-21)

1. Jean-Etienne Liotard (1702-1789)
George, Prince of Wales (later George III), 1754

Pastel on vellum. 40.6 x 29.8 cm (16" X 11%")

RCIN 400897

PROVENANCE Commissioned by Augusta, Princess of Wales, 1754
LITERATURE Millar 1963, no. 581; Loche and Roethlisberger 1978,
no. 177

2. Jean-Etienne Liotard (1702-1789)
Augusta, Princess of Wales, 1754

Pastel on paper. 64.8 x 51.4 cm (25%" x 20%")

RCIN 400892

PROVENANCE Commissioned by Augusta, Princess of Wales, 1754
LITERATURE Millar 19638, no. 578; Loche and Roethlisberger 1978,
no. 174

In 1754 Augusta, Princess of Wales, the mother of George III,
commissioned a pair of portraits of herself and her late
husband (Millar 1963, no. 579), and a series of portraits of
herself and her nine children, from Jean-Etienne Liotard.
Both sequences were to be in pastel; the portraits of the
parents (including no. 2) were on paper, those of the children
(including no. 1) were on vellum, and were slightly smaller
in scale. In 1751 — the year of the death of Frederick, Prince
of Wales (eldest son of George II) — George Knapton had
completed a large family group portrait of the Princess’s
family (Millar 1963, no. 573). Liotard’s work for the Princess
was thus part of a sequence of portrait commissions placed
by George III's parents.

Liotard, a portrait painter who specialised in pastels and
miniatures, was a well-established and cosmopolitan figure
by the time of Augusta’s commission. He was born in Geneva
and worked in Paris, Italy, Constantinople and Vienna. In the
1740s he had been commissioned to produce portraits of the
Empress Maria-Theresa in Vienna, and then in 1749, having
been introduced at the French court, portraits of Louis XV
and his five daughters. The pastel portrait was extremely

< No. 4 (detail)

popular in the eighteenth century. Although it lacked the
grandeur of oil painting, pastel was able to capture subtle
tonal qualities, and an artist of Liotard’s skill was able to
exploit the capacity of this powdery medium to express the
bloom of flesh.

These are surprisingly direct portraits — Liotard was
known for his pared-down treatment and monochrome back-
grounds which owed little to contemporary fashionable
portraiture. Augusta’s portrait has a particular liveliness, as
though she had slipped out of a conventional, passive pose
in order to make a remark. The resulting portrait gives a
beguiling insight into her bearing and expression which
more formal portraits rarely capture. The portrait hung as
an overdoor in the King’s Bed Chamber at Buckingham
House, balanced by the (posthumous) companion portrait of
Frederick, Prince of Wales (Millar 1963, no. 579; see Russell
1987, pp. 529—30). After Horace Walpole’s visit in the early
1780s he commented on po. 2: ‘extremely like, but the body
very flat’ (Walpole 1928, p. 79).

The portrait of the 16-year-old Prince of Wales has

a similar subtlety. However, the exposure to light it has
sustained over 250 years of continuously hanging, either

in London or in Windsor, has caused fading of the fugitive
pigment which Liotard used for the Prince’s coat, which
would have been a bright red; compare the colours in Bone’s
copy of Liotard’s damaged enamel, made for the Prince
Regent in 1815 (no. 22). In contrast the pigments used for
the blue of the Garter sash, and for the face, remain strong.
The same fugitive pigment, which was probably the
cochineal-based substance carmine lake, seems also to have
been used for the buttons on the Princess’s dress, and for
her jewelled tiara. According to Horace Walpole, George 111
had planned to hang the portraits of his brothers and sisters
in the Dining Room at Buckingham House, but changed

his mind on learning of the secret marriages of two of his
brothers in the early 1770s (Walpole 1928, p. 79).
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3. Allan Ramsay (1718-1784)
George 111, 1761—2

Oil on canvas. 248.9 X 162.6 cm (8’ 1'%s6" X 5’ 4Y16")

RCIN 405307

PROVENANCE Commissioned by George III

LITERATURE Millar 1969, no. 996; Smart 1992, pp. 161-7;
Simon 1994, pp. 451-5; Smart and Ingamells 1999, pp. 111-21

This is one of the prime versions of Ramsay’s State Portrait
of George III in coronation robes. His coronation took place
on 22 September 1761. The Scottish artist had already
painted the sitter as Prince of Wales in 1758 for John Stuart,
3rd Earl of Bute, Ramsay’s most important patron in London
and George III’s tutor and mentor. The success of that portrait
and of a portrait of Bute (both Mount Stuart, Isle of Bute),
led to this major commission. Ramsay wrote in 1766:

‘I painted, from the life, a whole length picture of him for
Hanover, a profile for the coinage, and another whole length
which after the Coronation, I, by his Majesties orders
dressed in Coronation robes. Soon after her Majesty’s arrival,
she likewise did me the honour to sit to me; and these two
pictures in coronation robes are the originals from which all
the copies ordered by the Lord Chamberlain are painted.” In
December 1761 Ramsay reported to Lord Bute that he was
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also working on a version in coronation robes for Hanover
and one for Lord Bute (Mount Stuart, Isle of Bute). Walpole
recorded seeing the painting (presumably no. 3) in March

1762, ‘painted exactly from the very robes which the king
wore at his coronation’.

Through an error John Shackleton (who died in 1767) was
reappointed to the post of Principal Painter in Ordinary to
George III on the King’s accession. Ramsay, however, was
given the title ‘one of His Majesty’s Principal Painters in
Ordinary’ and assumed the duties of the King’s painter. His
studio in Soho Square was described as being ‘crowded with
portraits of His Majesty in every stage of their operation’.
The demand for versions of these official State Portraits
was immense, from members of the royal family, sovereigns,
heads of state, colonial governors, ambassadors, corporations,
institutions and courtiers. Orders for 150 pairs, 26 of the
King alone, 9 of the Queen alone, are listed. Ramsay resolved
to ‘give the last painting to all of them with my own hand’
but employed several assistants, the best of whom were
David Martin and Philip Reinagle.

Four pairs of Ramsay’s full lengths are documented in
the royal palaces at an early date. No. 3 and the companion
portrait of the Queen (Millar 1969, no. 997) do not appear
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in the set of ¢.1774 hanging plans of Buckingham House (see
no. 115) and may previously have hung at either St James’s
Palace or Carlton House. One of the pairs was painted for
Augusta, Princess of Wales, and framed in 1767-8 by the
King’s cabinet-makers John Bradburn and William France.
For this exhibition no. 3 has been removed from its per-
manent frame (dating from the 1830s) set into the wall of
the State Dining Room at Buckingham Palace; it has been
placed temporarily in a frame supplied by Bradburn and
France for another painting.

The elegant pose emphasises both the dignity and the
reticence of the young King. Ramsay’s debt to contemporary
French art is evident, particularly to Jean-Marc Nattier and
Louis-Michel van Loo. In the latter’s contemporary portrait
of Louis XV (version London, Wallace Collection), the King
is in a similar magnificent setting with columns and drapery
and a comparable range of delicate pastel colours: rose red,
yellow and a purple-blue. In Ramsay’s painting of George III
the face is confidently created using grey underpainting, the
flesh is enlivened by small touches of vermilion and the
thickness and texture of the robes are brilliantly suggested,
including the reflected light on the ermine. This successful
combination of graceful and majestic was followed by other
commissions from the royal family. The strength of Ramsay’s
position in the King’s household is illustrated by George III's
refusal of Lord Eglinton’s request that he sit to Ramsay’s
younger rival Reynolds, with the words: ‘Mr Ramsay is my
painter, my Lord.’

4. Johan Zoftany (1733-1810)
Queen Charlotte with her two eldest sons, ¢.1765

Oil on canvas, 112.2 x 128.3 cm (3’ 8Yis” x 4’ 2Y2")

RCIN 400146

PROVENANCE Presumably commissioned by George III or
Queen Charlotte, but first recorded in the possession of the
Prince of Wales, 1794

LITERATURE Millar 1969, no. 1199; Webster 1976, no. 25,
pp. 88—4

Queen Charlotte is seen here with the future George IV

and Frederick, Duke of York, four years after her arrival in
England and her marriage to George III. In September 1761
Horace Walpole had written of the 17-year-old Queen: ‘She
is not tall nor a beauty; pale and very thin, but looks sensible

and is genteel. Her hair is darkish and fine: her forehead low,
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her nose very well, except the nostrils spreading too wide;
her mouth has the same fault, but her teeth are good. She
talks a good deal, and French tolerably; possesses herself,
is frank, but with great respect to the King’ (Walpole Corres-
pondence, XXI, p. 529). This description accords well with
early miniatures of the Queen (for instance, nos. 28, 29)

and also with her likeness in the present portrait. The

start of work on this painting can be dated to shortly after
September 1764 when the royal governess, Lady Charlotte
Finch (probably seen reflected in the mirror in the further
room; see po. 78), recorded the order and arrival of the fancy
dresses of Telemachus for the 2-year-old Prince of Wales, the
helmet decorated with his feathers, and a Turk’s uniform for
the 1-year-old Prince Frederick.

The setting is a ground-floor room on the garden (west)
front of Buckingham House. The Queen’s Apartments were
in fact on the first floor (see nos. 112-16) rather than the
ground floor, the site of the King’s rooms. Zoffany shows
the Queen surrounded by some of her finest possessions. The
longcase clock with movement by Ferdinand Berthoud and
case by Charles Cressent is still in the Royal Collection
(00.298); the table in the room beyond was also included
in the portrait of the King (no.8). The rich lace toilet-table
cover was supplied in 1762 at a cost of £1,079 14s, 0n a
table supplied by William Vile. The silver-gilt toilet service,
almost certainly made in Augsburg, may have been brought
to England by the Queen. (See also po,_382 and Walton
1975.) The pictures appear to be in the ‘carved gilt frames
in modern & elegant taste’” associated with those recently
acquired by the King from Consul Smith (see no_148). The
Queen’s taste for the exotic can be seen in the chinoiserie
figures (on the table behind her), the costumes of the
princes, and the scene from the adventures of Odysseus
or Aeneas in the painting above the door. The suggestion
of a mythical world is wittily taken up by the play on the
reflections in the mirrors. Telemachus, the son of Odysseus
and Penelope, was renowned for being a dutiful son. The
weapons with which the princes play may allude to their
future duties in the outside world, but here, like the dog
(a boar-hound), the princes concentrate on showing loyalty
to their mother in this private world — which we can see
only partly in reflections, like the faces of the Queen and
Lady Charlotte.

The German artist Johan Zoffany arrived in London in 1760

and soon established a reputation for informal conversation
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pieces in which accurate and lively portraits were set in
surroundings showing the sitters’ taste and circumstances.
John Stuart, 8rd Earl of Bute, commissioned portraits of
his children from Zoftany ¢.1763—4 and probably introduced
the artist to the King and Queen. This was possibly the
first of Zoffany’s twenty-one royal commissions, seventeen
of which are still in the Collection. The King nominated
Zoffany to the new Royal Academy in 1769. He remained
in favour for a further ten years, but after the unfavourable
reception of The Tribuna (no. 161) was supplanted by other,
younger artists.

5. Francis Cotes (1726—1770)
Queen Charlotte and the Princess Royal, 1767

Pastel on vellum. 97.5 X 84.4 cm (38%" x 83'4")
Signed and dated FCotes px.t / 1767

RCIN 452805

PROVENANCE Presumably painted for Queen Charlotte or
George III
LITERATURE Millar 1969, no. 717; Johnson 1976, no. 205

Charlotte, Princess Royal, the eldest daughter of George III
and Queen Charlotte, was born in September 1766, following
the births of Princes George, Frederick and William over the
previous four years. The obvious pride of the young mother
in her infant daughter is clear both from her pose and from
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the fact-that in 1767 two copies were commissioned: one in

pastel for the Queen’s Lady of the Bedchamber, the Countess
(later Duchess) of Northumberland; and the second an
enlargement in oil (Millar 1969, no. 718; Johnson 1976,
nos. 206 and 215).

Francis Cotes made his name as a painter of pastel
portraits, and was technically unsurpassed. In contrast
to Liotard’s pared-down approach (see nos. 1, 2) Cotes
frequently resorted to classical allusion. In this portrait
Cotes was probably influenced by Annibale Carracci’s
‘Il Silenzio’ (no. 156), which had been bought in Italy the
previous yeam King’s Librarian, Richard Dalton. The
pose of the Madonna, who holds a protective arm around
the Christ Child as she holds up a finger in order to silence
the infant St John, is echoed by Queen Charlotte; however,
as her gaze is directed out of the picture rather than towards
the child, it is the spectator who is asked to be silent in order
not to disturb the sleeping child. In his catalogue for the
exhibition held at the Society of Artists in 1767, in which
Cotes’s pastel was included, Horace Walpole noted: “The
Queen, fine; the Child, incomparable. . . . The Sleeping
Child is equal to Guido . . ..
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It is a measure of George III's fondness for this pastel
that soon after its completion it hung in his bedchamber
at Buckingham House; the Carracci painting hung in the
adjoining Closet. In 1804 or 1805 Cotes’s portrait was
removed to Windsor, where in 1813 it hung in the King’s
Closet in the private apartments.

6. Francis Cotes (1726—-1770)
Princess Louisa and Princess Caroline, 1767

Oil on canvas. 265.0 X 185.9 cm (8’ 8%5" x 6’ 1%¢")

Signed and dated F' Cotes. pxt 1767

RCIN 404334

PROVENANCE Commissioned by Augusta, Princess of Wales
LITERATURE Millar 1969, no. 720; Johnson 1976, no. 220 and
pp- 88—7

The affection between George III's two youngest sisters is
reflected in this portrait, which was commissioned by their
mother, Augusta, Princess of Wales. The painting shows the
17-year-old Princess Louisa, who was to die unmarried at the
age of 19, seated beside a music stand. With her left hand she
holds a guitern (an early form of the guitar); her right hand
rests on a musical score. The younger Princess, 16-year-old
Caroline, stands next to her sister with one hand resting on
the back of the chair and the other holding a roll of music;
a chamber organ is shown to her left. The portrait was
commissioned shortly before Caroline’s marriage to her
first cousin, Christian VII, and her departure for Denmark
in October 1766. She sat to Francis Cotes for two pastel
portraits (Palace of Frederiksborg, Denmark, and collection
of the Prince of Hanover) while she was still in England;
these were to serve as the model for this image which was
completed after her departure.

The bridegroom’s father, Frederick V of Denmark (who
in 1743 married George II's daughter, Princess Louisa; she
died in 1751), had originally proposed that Christian should
marry Princess Louisa; however her bad health prevented
the match and the younger sister was instead chosen. The
marriage took place in October (by proxy, in London) and
November (in person, in Denmark) 1766, following
Christian VII's accession to the throne (on his father’s death)
in January of the same year. Christian VII was entertained
in state during his visit to England in September 1768.
However, he was volatile and weak and Caroline eventually

embarked on an affair which was to involve her in national
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politics. The discovery of her relationship led to her downfall

and divorce (in 1772), as well as the execution of her lover,
the King’s physician Johann Struensee. She was permitted to
leave Denmark in 1772, although without her two children,
and George III arranged for her to live at Celle in Lower
Saxony, where she died two-and-a-half years later, at the age
of 24. Christian VII's own mental derangement led to the
establishment of a regency — under his and Caroline’s only
son, the future Frederick VI —in 1784.

A founder-member of the Royal Academy (see no. 159),
Francis Cotes made extensive use of pastels, which may
explain the delicacy of handling in his oil paintings. His style
was closer to that of Allan Ramsay (see no. 8) than to that
of Joshua Reynolds, and thus his paintings were more to the
taste of the royal family. This is one of his finest oil paintings,
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combining regal portraiture with bravura handling and
psychological insight. It hangs in its original carved tabernacle
frame, one of a pair supplied in 1768 by John Bradburn for
#£125 19s. The music table in the portrait may well be by

the same maker.

7. Johan Zoffany (1733-1810)
George 111, Queen Charlotte and their six eldest children, 1770

Oil on canvas. 104.9 X 127.4 cm (38’ 5%6" X 4' 2%6")

RCIN 400501

PROVENANCE Presumably commissioned by George III or Queen
Charlotte

LITERATURE Millar 1969, no. 1201 and pp. ix—xv; Webster 1976,
no. 61; Ribeiro 1995, p. 208
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In this family group, the costumes are based on those in
paintings by Sir Anthony Van Dyck; such historicising dress
had been fashionable since the 1740s. In the 1760s the King
had brought many of his finest Van Dycks to Buckingham
House and in 1765 he purchased the Five eldest children of
Charles I (no.155). Zoffany’s portrait shows the King in a
blue ‘Van Dyke’ suit trimmed with silver braid and bows, and
the Queen in a white dress recalling those worn by Queen
Henrietta Maria in Van Dyck’s portraits. The poses and
costumes of the two eldest Princes — George, Prince of
Wales, wearing the riband of the Garter like his father; and
Frederick, later Duke of York, wearing the riband of the Bath
— are taken from Van Dyck’s George Villiers, 2nd Duke of
Buckingham, and Lord Francis Villiers (Millar 1963, no. 153).
In Zoffany’s earlier painting of the Princes (Millar 1969,
no. 1200), they play in the Warm Room of the Queen’s
Apartments beneath this same Van Dyck painting. When
no.7 was exhibited at the Royal Academy in 1771, Horace
Walpole’s comment was ‘in Vandyck dresses, ridiculous’.

This painting probably dates from early in 1770. Prince
William, seated on the far left playing with a cockatoo, wears
the riband of the Thistle; he was made a Knight of this
Order on 5 April 1770 and the riband may have been added
after the rest of the painting was completed. Prince Edward,
later Duke of Kent, plays with a spaniel. The Princess
Royal stands beside the Queen holding the hand of Princess
Augusta, who has a teething coral in her other hand. The
scene probably pre-dates the birth of Princess Elizabeth
on 22 May 1770.

Pentimenti indicate that as Zoffany worked on the
composition he replaced the liveliness and spontaneity of
the figures, apparent in the preparatory sketch (Millar 1969,
no. 1202), with the more static and formal figures seen in
the finished work. Not only the costumes but the columns, the
drapery, the way in which the Queen holds her child, and
the inclusion of the crown, orb and sceptre on the table, are
all reminiscent of Van Dyck’s ‘Great Piece’ — Charles I and
Henrietta Maria with their two eldest children (Millar 1963,
no. 150). Zoffany has combined the eighteenth-century
conversation piece with formal royal family portraiture in
a way that can be traced back to The family of Henry VIII
by a follower of Holbein (Millar 1963, no. 43). Here the
Hanoverian dynasty is emphatically linked to its Stuart
ancestry. The success of the portrait is indicated by the

almost immediate production of small figure groups in

biscuit porcelain (nos. 812, 318); these were closely based on

those in the painting which would have been known to the
modeller via Richard Earlom’s engraving, issued in October
1770. The circumstances of the commission of this painting
are unrecorded. It is listed in Princess Amelia’s bedroom at
Kew ¢.1800.

8. Johan Zoffany (1733-1810)
George III, 1771

Oil on canvas. 163.2 x 187.3 cm (5’ 4%4" X 4 6Y16")

RCIN 405072

PROVENANCE Presumably commissioned by George III or Queen
Charlotte (with no.9)

LITERATURE Millar 1969, no. 1195

This portrait, together with that of Queen Charlotte (po.9),
was painted in 1771 and exhibited at the Royal Academy

in that year. Zoffany’s ability to capture a likeness evidently
appealed to the King’s practical nature and preference for
unpretentious art. (Horace Walpole’s comment, on seeing
the painting at the Royal Academy, was ‘Very like, but most
disagreeable and unmeaning figure.”) Compared with that
of Queen Charlotte, the portrait is uncluttered and the
background remains unadorned.

These two portraits are Zoffany’s most formal images of
the royal family but even here the formality of dress — such
as the General Officer’s coat, the riband and star of the
Garter and the Garter around the King’s left leg — is
combined with a surprisingly informal pose. Zoffany
suggests that the King is alert and ready for action by the
way in which his left hand is placed on his thigh in the same
direction as his purposeful gaze. The King’s right arm rests
casually on the arm of the chair — implying that he is at ease
— with the hat and sword laid aside on the table, which is also
seen in no 4. The chair was originally set at an angle to the
picture plane: the first lines of brass studs are visible above
the final version, which would have exaggerated the King’s
already complex stance. Mary Knowles embroidered a life-
size copy of the painting and her embroidered self portrait
(p0.457) shows her at work on a reduced copy of it.
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9. Johan Zoffany (1733-1810)
Queen Charlotte, 1771

Oil on canvas. 162.9 x 187.2 cm (5’ 4" X 4’ 6")

RCIN 405071

PROVENANCE Presumably commissioned by George III or
Queen Charlotte (with no_8)

LITERATURE Millar 1969, no. 1196

In contrast to the simplicity of costume and surroundings
in the King’s portrait (no, 8), Queen Charlotte is here shown
wearing a fashionably laced silk dress under a black shawl,
her pearl bracelets matched by a pearl necklace, earrings
and the pearls that dress her hair. The pearl bracelets had
been given to her by the King. The clasp of the bracelet on
her right wrist is decorated with his miniature portrait by
Jeremiah Meyer (see nos. 23, 442): Rich textiles surround
her, the mauve drapery behind her head complementing
the blue shades of her dress. The portrait was painted as
a pendant to o, 8 and although it was not exhibited at the
Reyal Academy in 1771, both paintings were recorded on
display in the-Queen’s Gallery at Kensington ¢.1785—90.
The flowers beside the Queen remind the viewer of her
interest in botanic studies. Her pleasure in fresh flowers was
recorded by Mrs Philip Lybbe Powys in 1767 after a visit to
the Queen’s Apartments at Buckingham House: ‘tho’ but in
March, every room was full of roses, carnations hyacinths
&c.” (Lybbe Powys 1899, p. 116). The jewellery in the Queen’s
wedding gift had been admired by Elizabeth Percy, Countess
(later Duchess) of Northumberland, including ‘amazing
number of Pearls of a most beautiful Colour & prodigious
Size’ (Northumberland 1926, p. 28). Zoffany’s skill at painting
details and textures precisely is exemplified here by the
still life of flowers and the sumptuousness of the Queen’s
dress with triple lace ruffs at the sleeves and lace on the dress
meticulously depicted. Lace was one of the most expensive
items in the royal wardrobe. The richly decorated (and
carefully delineated) table and chair, probably of French
manufacture, contrast markedly with the more sober and
robust pieces in the King’s portrait. In both cases it is likely
that Zoffany has recorded actual pieces, but none of them
appears to have survived.

34 GEORGE IIl AND QUEEN CHARLOTTE

10. Johan Zoffany (1733-1810)
Queen Charlotte with members of her family, 1771—2

Oil on canvas. 105.2 x 127.0 cm (3’ 576" X 4’ 2")

RCIN 401004

PROVENANCE Presumably painted for Queen Charlotte, possibly
as a gift for her brother, Prince Ernest of Mecklenburg-Strelitz;
first recorded in the Royal Collection, 1862

LITERATURE Millar 1969, no. 1207

This painting was probably commissioned by Queen
Charlotte and must have been completed before Zoffany’s
departure for Florence in 1772 to paint The Tribuna (na.
161). Seated on a rustic bench, perhaps at Richmond or Kew,
the Queen restrains Prince William, who wears the star of
the Thistle. At the Queen’s knees stands the Princess Royal
holding a doll. The portraits of these children, particularly
that of the Princess Royal, are very close to those in the
slightly earlier George III, Queen Charlotte and their six eldest
children (no. 7) and the same drawings may have been used
for both paintings. Lady Charlotte Finch (see no. 78),
Governess in Ordinary to the royal children until 1792,
holds a baby who may be Princess Elizabeth (born 1770),

or — possibly more likely (see below) — Prince Ernest (born
1771). The Queen’s brother, Prince Charles of Mecklenburg-
Strelitz, is on the far left, wearing the riband and star of

St Andrew of Russia. He paid a rare visit to England in 1771
and was with the royal family at Richmond in August of that
year. He was the Queen’s favourite confidant, to whom she
wrote throughout her life. He succeeded his elder brother,
Adolphus Frederick IV, as Duke of Mecklenburg-Strelitz

in 1794. Matching Prince Charles on the right is Queen
Charlotte’s third brother, Prince Ernest, wearing the riband
and star of the White Eagle of Poland. He was in England
for a longer period, leaving in spring 1772. Zoffany’s three-
quarter length of the Prince, painted in that year (Millar
1969, no. 1208), was exhibited at the Royal Academy in
1773 at the same time as no. 10. In July 1771 he had stood
godfather in person to his namesake, the Queen’s eighth

child, Prince Ernest, later Duke of Cumberland and King of
Hanover. Against the background of a country retreat she
loved, the Queen is surrounded by the brothers for whom
she felt such deep affection, her more immediate family,
and Lady Charlotte Finch, who was her intimate friend.

It is possible that the group was painted as a gift to Prince
Ernest, as a memento of his godson and namesake and of
his stay in England in 1771-2.
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11. Thomas Gainsborough (1727-1788)
Queen Charlotte, 1781

Oil on canvas. 238.8 x 158.7 cm (7' 10%16” x 5’ 2%")

RCIN 401407

PROVENANCE Commissioned by George III

LITERATURE Millar 1969, no. 775; Lloyd (C.) 1994, no. 16

When this portrait was exhibited with that of the King
(Millar 1969, no. 13) at the Royal Academy in 1781, Sir
Henry Bate-Dudley praised it as ‘the only happy likeness
we ever saw pourtrayed of her Majesty’. Gainsborough had
already received commissions from the King’s brothers

but the exhibition of these major full lengths proved his
pre-eminence as unofficial court painter, ‘the Apollo of the
Palace’. A portrait of Prince William, painted in the same

year, was followed by the set of fifteen ovals of the royal
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family in 1782 (fig. 9). Queen Charlotte also owned the
famous portrait of Carl Friedrich Abel (San Marino,
Huntington Library and Art Gallery) and twenty-two
Gainsborough drawings which were all sold in 1819.
Reynolds commented on Gainsborough'’s practice of
‘forming all the parts of the picture together’. Here all
the parts have a suggestive delicacy. The Queen’s dress
of gold-spangled silk net over white silk, punctuated by
tasselled bunches of gold lace, dominates the painting. Its
intangible gauze-like effect is echoed by the flowers in the
Queen’s powdered hair and in the foliage and sky in the
landscape beyond. Famous for capturing an exact likeness,
Gainsborough gives the Queen’s unremarkable features
latent gaiety and animation as she moves into the light, her
dog in step with her. Her regal bearing is reinforced by the
height of her elaborately dressed hair, her easy control of
her hooped dress and train and the grandeur of the classical
temple behind her. James Northcote, Reynolds’s pupil, also
praised the portrait: ‘with what a graceful sweep she seems
to move through the picture! "Tis actual motion, and done
with such a light airy facility . . . The drapery was done in
one night by Gainsborough and his nephew, Gainsborough
Dupont; they sat up all night, and painted it by lamplight.’
In the pendant portrait George III, in Windsor Uniform, is
in contrast more static, his figure set against two columns.
Although not State Portraits like those painted by Ramsay
in 1761 (no. 8), the two full lengths by Gainsborough have
been rightly described as ‘portraits of grand informality’;
they were much copied. George III hung the paintings in
the Dining Room at Buckingham House, although they
were briefly transferred to Windsor in 1804/5.

12. John Hoppner (17587-1810)
Princess Sophia, 1785

Oil on canvas. 76.3 X 63.3 cm (30 16" x 24'%s6")
BCIN 200168

PROVENANCE Presumably commissioned by George III and
Queen Charlotte

LITERATURE Millar 1969, no. 839; Wilson 1992, p. 135;
Neff 1995, pp. 156-17, 165, n. 5

This painting and the portrait of Princess Mary (no.13),
together with the slightly larger portrait of Princess Amelia
(Millar 1969, no. 840), were exhibited at the Royal Academy
in 1785. The girls were respectively 8, 9 and 2 years old at
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the time. The young Hoppner, whose German parents both

probably held positions in the household of George III, had
been recommended as ‘a lad of genius’ to the King, probably
in the early 1770s (Farington Diary, 11, p. 286: 2 January
1795). He was placed with John Chamberlaine, later Keeper
of the King’s drawings and medals (see no. 215), and also

trained as a chorister at the Chapel Royal. He entered the
Royal Academy Schools in 1775 and exhibited there from
1780 until 1809, showing mostly portraits and some fancy’
pictures. The three portraits appear to have been the first of
many royal commissions. Hoppner was particularly favoured
by the Prince of Wales, who appointed him Principal Painter
after the death of Reynolds in 1792.

The portraits of the Princesses Mary and Sophia were
made as pendants and complement each other in terms of the
sitters’ dress and pose; they were hanging together in the
King’s Closet in the private apartments at Windsor in 1813,
while the third of the group (of Princess Amelia) was at
Kensington. According to a contemporary record, Hoppner
travelled to Windsor to paint the Princesses. It has been
suggested that the portrait of Sophia emulated the portrait of
Miss Keppel (Oxford, Ashmolean Museum) painted in 1782
by Sir Joshua Reynolds, whom Hoppner greatly admired.

Although highly critical of his rivals’ exhibits at the
Royal Academy in 1785, Hoppner’s own contribution did not
escape unscathed. Horace Walpole described the portraits

as ‘poor” in his copy of the exhibition catalogue, whilst an
anonymous reviewer wrote, “‘We cannot compliment the
artist upon his success in portraying the lovely subjects.
He has attempted a tenderness of colouring, and failed in
giving that prominence to the features, which is requisite.’
Hoppner’s historical reputation has suffered partly
because of the supposed rivalry between him and Sir Thomas
Lawrence. Both artists were made full Academicians on
4 April 1795 and two weeks later George I1I passed over’
Lawrence, his Principal Painter, to place a commission with
Hoppner for a full-length portrait of the Princess of Wales
in her wedding dress. However, after a quarrel with the
King, Hoppner’s commission was revoked. and given to
Gainsborough Dupont.

18. John Hoppner (1758°—1810)
Princess Mary, 1785

Oil on canvas. 76.2 x 63.3 cm (30" x 24'%6")

RCIN 400167

PROVENANCE Presumably commissioned by George III and
Queen Charlotte

LITERATURE Millar 1969, no. 838; Wilson 1992, pp. 41-3, 136—8

This painting belongs to the group of three portraits of
George III's younger daughters painted in 1785 (see no. 12).
It has been suggested that Hoppner’s portrait of Princess
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Mary was painted in homage to Rubens’s famous painting of
Susanna Fourment — Le Chapeau de Paille (London, National
Gallery) — which enjoyed a great reputation during the later
eighteenth century. The artist has deliberately portrayed
the Princess — then aged 9 — as a young woman rather than
a child, a distinction that he was careful to make from the
beginning of his career. This would have been very apparent
to visitors to the Royal Academy in 1785, where Hoppner’s
three portraits were exhibited with John Singleton Copley’s
large group portrait of the same Princesses playing in the
grounds of Windsor Castle (Millar 1969, no. 712). Hoppner’s
anonymous criticisms of Copley’s picture, printed in The
Morning Post, appeared to be motivated by spite in the light
of his own contribution, but his remarks about Copley’s
picture were echoed by other critics at the time. He was
even more critical of Benjamin West’s contribution to the
Academy that year, which included two works from the series
of paintings of the History of Revealed Religion, intended for
the King’s Chapel at Windsor. Hoppner’s review criticised
West for his ‘particular patronage’ despite the fact that he
too had benefited from the King’s benevolence.

14. Henry Edridge (1769-1821)
George 111, 1803

Pencil and grey wash. 82.0 x 23.0 cm (12%" x 9%i6")

Signed and dated H. Edridge, Jan.Y 1803

RL 13864

PROVENANCE Commissioned by George I1I; acquired

from Colnaghi by George IV, 5 September 1821 (16 gns,;

RA GE0/28338)

LITERATURE Oppé 1950, no. 197; Farington Diary, V, pp. 1790, 1966

15. Henry Edridge (1769-1821)
Queen Charlotte, 1803

Pencil and grey wash. 82.1 x 22.6 cm (12%" x 873")

Signed and dated Edridge 1803

RL 13865

PROVENANCE Commissioned by George III; probably acquired
from Colnaghi by George IV, 5 September 1821 (16 gns.;

RA GE0/28338)

LITERATURE Oppé 1950, no. 198

16. Henry Edridge (1769-1821)
Princess Augusta, 1802

Pencil and grey wash. 82.0 X 22.5 cm (12%" X 873")

RL 13861

PROVENANCE Commissioned by George III; acquired by
Queen Mary, possibly in 1924

LITERATURE Oppé 1950, no. 204

17. Henry Edridge (1769-1821)
Princess Elizabeth, 1804

Pencil and grey wash. 82.1 x 22.5 cm (12%" x 873")
Signed and dated Edridge 1804

RL 14247

PROVENANCE Commissioned by George III; apparently
presented to Lady Cathcart, 1804; bought at Robinson and
Fisher, 14 November 1940, by Queen Mary

LITERATURE Oppé 1950, no. 210

18. Henry Edridge (1769-1821)
Prince Ernest, Duke of Cumberland, 1802

Pencil and grey wash. 82.8 x 22.8 cm (12'16" X 9")
Signed and dated Edridge 1802

RL 13852

PROVENANCE Commissioned by George III
LITERATURE Oppé 1950, no. 214

19. Henry Edridge (1769-1821)
Prince Adolphus, Duke of Cambridge, 1802

Pencil and grey wash. 32.9 x 28.3 cm (12'%6" x 9'%")
Signed and dated Edridge 1802

RL 14246

PROVENANCE Commissioned by George III; acquired
from Colnaghi by George IV, 26 November 1821 (16 gns,;
RA GEO0/28340)

LITERATURE Oppé 1950, no. 216

These six portraits have been selected from a large group
of drawings in the Royal Collection by Henry Edridge, the
prime versions of which were commissioned by George III.
Several versions of the same portraits, with small variations,
were made by Edridge, doubtless as a result of further royal
commissions. There are six versions of portraits by Edridge
of Princess Augusta and five of Princess Elizabeth in the
Royal Collection.

As a young man Edridge was apprenticed to the portrait
engraver William Pether (see no.20). He later attended
the Royal Academy Schools, and from 1786 he exhibited
as a miniaturist at the Royal Academy (see no. 27). It is
for small full-length portrait drawings that he is best known.
These are as evocative of their period as are those by
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Ingres of sitters in early nineteenth-century France or Rome.

In his diary the landscape painter and Royal Academician
Joseph Farington records the two periods of sitting which
George III, Queen Charlotte and their children granted
Edridge, the first in summer 1802 and the second early in
the following year. Farington records that on 20 June 1802
Edridge was at Windsor making drawings of the Princesses,
‘but is obliged to wait their time & has them not to sit more
than an hour in a day’. Of the later sitting, Farington noted
on 25 January 1803: ‘Edridge has been at Windsor 7 weeks
making drawings of the Royal family. — The King sat to him
on the 8 last days before His Majesty left Windsor. He had
wished to sit no more, but consented on the Sunday sat on
the Monday, Tuesday, & Wednesday & went to London on
Thursday. — Edridge said a very strong impression of the
goodness of his Majesty’s disposition was made on his mind
by what he saw of him.” The portraits of both the King and
Queen were evidently made on the latter occasion.

The artist located the drawings of the Queen, and most
of those of her daughters, at Frogmore House in the Home
Park at Windsor (see nos. 136—4¢2), where Queen Charlotte
and the Princesses would spend their days, reading and
drawing; Queen Charlotte described it to her brother as mon
petit Paradis Terrestre. Frogmore House and lake are shown
in the background of the Queen’s portrait, whilst the Gothic
Summer House, with its fretted castellations and terminal
pinnacles, provides the setting for that of Princess Augusta.
This sham ruin was designed by James Wyatt and the third
daughter, Princess Elizabeth, for Queen Charlotte — the
eighteenth century was the heyday of the construction of
follies and hermitages of all kinds in the grounds of country
houses. The faces of the Queen and Princesses are highly
detailed and more strongly rendered than the background,
creating focal points. Certain details are included to distin-
guish the sitters: Princess Augusta has a book within reach,
as though she has just laid it aside, and wears a pendant in
the form of an anchor, perhaps a naval allusion to her brother
Prince William, to whom she was devoted. The portrait of
Princess Elizabeth shows her with a pair of scissors in one
hand and a piece of paper in another: she was evidently
making her cut-out silhouettes (see nos. 79-82). Queen
Charlotte wears a large portrait miniature around her neck
and a smaller one on her wrist. In the undated miniature
copy of the Queen’s head in no. 15, by John Hopkins
(Walker 1992, no. 833), the larger miniature is clearly based
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on Beechey’s portrait of the King, painted in 1799—1800
(see no. 26).

In contrast to these scenes of feminine leisure, George III
and his sons Ernest, Duke of Cumberland, and Adolphus,
Duke of Cambridge, are each depicted standing against the
fortifications of Windsor Castle. The King and the Duke of
Cumberland wear Windsor Uniform, a form of dress which
was introduced by George I1I in 1779, comprising a tail
coat of dark blue cloth with scarlet collar and cuffs; they
also wear insignia of the Order of the Garter.

In the Royal Residences Pyne describes a group of these
‘whole-length portraits in small’ hanging in the Yellow
Bed-Room at Frogmore: ‘Upon the walls of this chamber
are several drawings in that tasteful and light manner of
uniting the brilliancy of coloured flesh with the freedom
of the black-lead pencil, which distinguished the work of
Edridge before he adapted his present rich and more elaborate

manner’ (Pyne 1819, I, Frogmore, p. 20).

20. William Pether (1738-1821) after
Thomas Frye (1710-1762)
George 111, 1762

Mezzotint with touches of drypoint. Platemark 62.0 x 43.0 cm
(246" X 16'%16")

RCIN 604349

PROVENANCE Probably George III

LITERATURE Chaloner Smith, III, p. 9845 O’Connell 20083, no. 5.15

21. Thomas Frye (1710-1762)
Queen Charlotte, 1762

Mezzotint with drypoint. Platemark 61.4 x 43.0 cm

(24%6" x 16'%6")

RCIN 604595

PROVENANCE Probably George III

LITERATURE Chaloner Smith, II, p. 517; O’Connell 2003, no. 5.14

This fine pair of prints provides exceptional examples of
the print-making industry in London in the mid-eighteenth
century. The portrait of the Queen is particularly valuable
for the detail with which her splendid and plentiful jewellery
is depicted; Vile’s jewel cabinet (no. 269) was made to house
these magnificent jewels, also in 1762. Impressions of these
prints, or derivations from them, circulated widely in England
in the early years of the reign.

Thomas Frye was one of the most successful mezzotinters
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of his era, as well as a portraitist in oil, pastel and miniature.
William Pether, who also painted portraits in oils, was
Frye’s pupil for a time before the two went into partnership
together as engravers. Frye’s distinguishing contribution

to the print market was a large series of life-size portrait
heads, engraved after his own works. Pether made his name
with bravura mezzotints after paintings by Rembrandt

and Joseph Wright of Derby which relied upon dramatic
contrasts between areas of shadow and illumination.

Frye, who was born in Ireland, had in 1741 painted the

portrait of Frederick, Prince of Wales (Millar 1963, no. 543).

Over twenty years later his intention to make portraits of
the young George III and Queen Charlotte took him to the
theatre; this was presumably the only place where Frye
could observe them and hope to secure their likenesses.

It is said that the King and Queen, seeing the artist at work,
obligingly turned their faces towards him, in effect granting
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him an impromptu, informal sitting. The captions underneath
the prints which Frye and Pether produced after these
portraits attest to this immediacy, boasting that they were
made ad vivum, from the life.

These two prints are remarkable for the delicacy with
which the faces are represented. As well as the mezzotint
technique, the tonal properties of which made it particularly
suitable for portraiture, Frye and Pether have used drypoint
for details in both portraits, a technique in which the surface
of the plate is scratched directly with an etching needle in
order to produce fine, delicate lines; this is particularly
evident in the jewels around the Queen’s neck. The velvety
bloom of the ink shows that these are fine early impressions -
of the first state of the print, pulled before the printing
surface of the copper plate became worn; it is highly probable
that they were presented to the King and Queen by Frye in
acknowledgement of their generosity in posing.
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Miniatures (nos. 22—55)

22. Henry Bone (1755-1834) after
Jean-Etienne Liotard (1702-1789)
The Prince of Wales (later George II) in 1754, 1815

Enamel. Oval, 5.2 x 4.0 cm (2%i6” X 1%6")

Signed HB at right and inscribed on the back His Majesty — Painted
for the Prince / Regent by HY Bone / R.A. Enamel painter / to His
Majesty and / the Prince Regent / after an Enamel / by Leotard. /
London Dec” / 1815

RCIN 421346

PROVENANCE Commissioned by the future George IV (35 gns,;
Rundell, Bridge and Rundell’s accounts for 14 December 1818;

RA GEO/25944)

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 743

Bone’s copy of Liotard’s enamel is a valuable record of the
damaged original, already described as ‘badly broken’ in 1877
(Walker 1992, no. 729). Another enamel version by Liotard,
with differences only in dress, is in the Dutch Royal
Collection (Schaffers-Bodenhausen and Tiethoff-Spliethoff
1993, no. 198); it is signed and dated 1754. Both of Liotard’s
enamels can be closely linked to the set of pastels commis-
sioned by Augusta, Princess of Wales, from Liotard in 1754,
which includes a similar image of the young George III

(no. 1), but with differences in dress. The colour of the coat
in the pastel portrait has faded from the original red to
cream; it may once have been close to that seen here.

Bone was born in Truro in Cornwall, and began his career
as a painter on hard paste china. In about 1779 he moved to
London, where he established himself as the outstanding
enamellist of his day, at the head of a family of miniaturists
extending through his children to his grandchildren (Walker
1999, pp. 805—8). He was principally a copyist and his large-
scale enamels were based on paintings by leading artists such
as Reynolds, Lawrence, Hoppner and Opie, as well as some
Old Masters and sets of historical portraits. Immensely
prolific, Bone exhibited over 240 items at the Royal Academy
between 1781 and 1832, when his eyes began to fail. Many
of his enamels were elaborately framed, particularly those he

<1 No. 28 (detail)

made for the future George IV by whom he was appointed
Enamel Painter in 1801, before holding the same position
to George III (1809). Bone’s preparatory drawing for the
present enamel is in the National Portrait Gallery (Walker
1999, no. 215).

23. Jeremiah Meyer (1735-1789)
George 111, 1767

Enamel. Oval, 5.2 x 4.4 cm (2%i6" X 1%")

Signed and dated in monogram lower left JM 67

RCIN 421851

PROVENANCE Probably George III; certainly identifiable in -
the Royal Collection, 1877

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 251; Pointon 2001, pp. 58—9

Meyer was the miniaturist most closely associated with
George III and Queen Charlotte. Born in Tiibingen in
Germany, he arrived in London ¢.1749, where he was trained
(1757-8) by C.F. Zincke, the leading enamellist of the first
half of the eighteenth century. Two years after becoming a
British citizen, in 1764 Meyer was appointed both Miniature
and Enamel Painter to the King and Miniature Painter to the
Queen. He was a founder-member of the Royal Academy in
1768 and is included in Zoffany’s group portrait (no. 159).
Meyer’s association with the royal family dates from
earlier than the appointment to his official posts suggests.
Indeed, the present miniature is an enlarged and later variant
of the one, set in an oval of diamonds within a pearl bracelet,
sent by the King in 1761 as an engagement present to
Princess Charlotte of Mecklenburg-Strelitz (see Walker
1992, pp. xv—xvi and fig. 20). Queen Charlotte is subse-
quently shown wearing this bracelet in several of her more
important portraits — by Reynolds (Millar 1969, no. 1012),
Zoftany (no. 9), West (Millar 1969, no. 1139), Lawrence
(London, National Gallery) and Beechey (see no. 33). Queen
Victoria inherited the bracelet and is shown wearing it in
The First of May by F.X. Winterhalter (Millar 1992, no. 827).
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A reduced version of the profile head was included in the
ring given by the King to the Queen on their wedding day
(no. 441).

Tyer’s profile portraits of the King (see also no. 444)

have been associated with the coinage, although none appears
to have been used on coins produced by the London mint.
Meyer’s profile of the King, drawn from memory, was awarded
a gold medal by the Society of Artists in 1761. The profile
of George III used on a pistole of 1767 for the Electorate

of Brunswick-Liineburg was based on Meyer’s portrait (see
Forrer 1902-30, IV, p. 56; Eimer 1998, p. 67, no. 72).

Soon after the King’s recovery from illness in 1789, Meyer
died of a chill caught at Kew while waiting in a newly deco-
rated damp room. Mrs Papendiek recorded that the artist’s
widow sent all his miniatures, both finished and unfinished,
to the sitters without making a charge; the Queen was so
delighted that ‘she liberally rewarded Mrs Meyer for her
honourable conduct’ (Papendiek 1887, II, pp. 52—3). In addi-
tion to these miniatures, a group of Meyer’s enamels was
recorded at Buckingham House by Horace Walpole in 1783.
His description is sufficiently detailed to be worth quoting in
full: ‘Six large frames, in one room, glazed on red Damask,
holding a vast quantity of enamelled pictures, miniatures &
Cameos, amongst which six or eight at least of Charles ISt.
There are also the best of those that belonged to the late
Duke of Cumberland, & the Isaac Olivers bought of D*
Meade by the late Prince; but in general, the Miniatures
are much faded, having been & being, exposed to the light
& Sun. There are also some modern Enamels by Meyer,

& miniatures by Humphreys’ (Walpole 1928, p. 79).

24. Jeremiah Meyer (1735-1789)
George I1I, ¢1775

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 8.6 X 7.3 cm (3%" x 274")

RCIN 420184

PROVENANCE Probably George III; Princess Mary, Duchess of
Gloucester (d. 1857); by whom bequeathed to Queen Victoria
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 252; Lloyd (C.) and Remington
1996, no. 54

In contrast with Meyer’s early portraits of George III (see
no. 23), the present miniature depicts the King almost full
fmmh not only reveals more of his character but also
allows Meyer to deploy his technical skills to greater effect.
The drawing of the facial features is especially fine and the
modelling is also remarkably deft around the nose, mouth
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and chin. Meyer’s skilful use of white — one of his trademarks
—is evident in the highlights, and in the wig it is combined
to remarkable effect with hatching. The miniature shows
George III in his late 80s, a few years after Zoffany’s three-
quarters-length portrait (no. 8). Some related preparatory
sketches are in the Meyer m in the Ashmolean Museum,
Oxford (Brown (D.) 1982, no. 1361, ff. 2-3, nos. 1-3).

As far as technique is concerned, this miniature is com-
parable in quality with Meyer’s slightly earlier one of the
Queen (no. 31). Although sometimes described as having
faded (orﬁasis of the appearance of the coat of the
military uniform), it is perhaps more correctly described
as having been left unfinished.

25. George Engleheart (1753-1829)
George 111, ¢.1783

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 5.8 x 4.9 cm (2%s" X 1'%s6")
Signed lower left with the artist’s initials GE

RCIN 421019

PROVENANCE George, 2nd Duke of Cambridge (d. 1904); his sale
Christie’s, London, 10 June 1904, lot 817; bought by ‘Hodgkins’;
acquired by Queen Mary, 1934 (QMB, III, no. 233)

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 218

Engleheart was the son of a German plaster-modeller who
lived at Kew. He attended the Royal Academy Schools in
1769 and came under the direct influence of Sir Joshua
Reynolds. He exhibited portrait miniatures at the Royal
Academy between 1773 and 1822 and by 1775 he had estab-
lished a flourishing practice in miniature painting with an
extraordinarily prolific output. Following the death in 1789
of his friend Jeremiah Meyer (see no. 23), he was appointed
Miniature Painter to George III. Bmthe world of minia-
ture painting he moved in literary circles and was acquainted
with William Hayley, William Blake and William Cowper.
The artist painted numerous portraits of George III even
before his appointment as official Miniature Painter. His fee-
book, which is still in family possession, includes a separate
list of royal commissions, headed ‘His Majesty’ (Williamson
and Engleheart 1902, pp. 86—45, 85—119). George III was
painted no fewer than twenty-six times by Engleheart, very
often from life; no doubt Engleheart also made copies in
miniature after portraits of the King by Gainsborough and
Beechey. The present example, however, is not derived from
a particular painting, although the pose approximates to that
of the King in Gainsborough’s Royal Family painted in 1782
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(Millar 1969, no. 778). Judging from the appearance of
the King, the date is roughly the same and so the miniature
would be the product of one of the six sittings given to the
artist in October and November 1783. George III wears
a General’s scarlet uniform with the riband and star of
the Order of the Garter. The drawing is extremely precise
and the crumpling of the riband adds a realistic touch.

A similar, earlier, image is also in the Royal Collection
(Walker 1992, no. 217).
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26. William Grimaldi (1751-1830) after
Sir William Beechey (1753-1839)
George 111, 1800

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 14.3 X 12.3 cm (5%" X 4'%6")
Inscribed by the artist on the vellum backing His Majesty George II1I
/ Painted by— / Mr. W : Grimaldi, enamel & / Miniature painter to
their royal / Highnesses the Duke & Duchess of York / Albemarle Street /
London. 1800 / For His Royal Highness / the Prince of Wales.

RCIN 420656

PROVENANCE Commissioned by George IV when Prince of Wales
(50 gns. for the image and 16 gns. for the framing; RA GE0/26807)
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 811


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/420656

The miniature is a pendant to no.33; both are derived from
the full-length portraits painted by Sir William Beechey for
George III, who hung them at Kew; the paintings are now
displayed on the Grand Staircase in Buckingham Palace
(Millar 1969, nos. 658—9). Beechey’s portrait of the King was
most probably undertaken in 1799-1800, immediately before
exhibition in the Royal Academy. The image proved to be
immensely popular with copyists and there are numerous
examples in miniature in the Royal Collection alone (for
example, Walker 1992, nos. 169, 205, 323—4, 744—5, 812,
814). Nearly all of these are limited to head and shoulders or
half-length and give no indication of the military setting of
Beechey’s painting. The Queen was portrayed by Edridge in
1803 wearing an oval copy of the King’s head in a locket
surrounded by pearls (see Walker 1992, no. 833 and no. 15).
The present likeness gained an even wider currency as a
stipple engraving by R.M. Meadows published by Grimaldi
himself in 1804. The King wears the uniform of a General
Officer with the star of the Order of the Garter. The cocked
hat is decorated with a cockade on a gold stem.

Grimaldi was the son of the 7th Marquess Grimaldi and
succeeded to the title in 1800. As such he had a claim to the
throne of Monaco. He was appointed Miniature Painter in turn
to the Duke and Duchess of York (1791), and to George IV
when Prince of Wales (1806) and then King (1824); he held
no official position in George III's household but his position
in the Duke of York’s household was mentioned in the
inscriptions on the backings of both nos. 26 and 33. He
was trained by his uncle Thomas Worlidge and worked for
several years in Paris (1777-88), although he exhibited
regularly in London.

27. Henry Edridge (1769-1821)
George I, ¢.1803

Watercolour on ivory. 6.6 X 4.7 cm (2%" x 178")

RCIN 420185

PROVENANCE First certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection,
1910

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 805

Edridge achieved fame as a prolific portrait draughtsman
both on paper (see nos. 14 —19) and in miniature; he made
relatively few paintings. This miniature is a copy of the
King’s head in Edridge’s drawing dated January 1803 (no. 14).
It is a typical example of the artist’s abilities in this medium:

a neat rectangular format, accurate drawing, and vigorous
characterisation. The Royal Collection also includes a
miniature by Edridge of Edward, Duke of Kent, painted
in the 1790s (Walker 1992, no. 806). See also no.78

28. Unknown English artist
Queen Charlotte, ¢.1761

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 5.8 X 4.7 cm (2%s6" x 1%")

RCIN 420786

PROVENANCE Probably George III; Princess Mary, Duchess of
Gloucester (d. 1857); by whom bequeathed to Queen Victoria
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 825

The crown on the chair (of English design) in which the
young Queen sits demonstrates that this portrait post-dates
the coronation in September 1761. However, it may have
been made very shortly after that event for the Queen would
appear to be slightly younger in no.28 than in no.29, dated
1762. For Horace Walpole’s description of Queen Charlotte
in September 1761 see na.4. The gold cord with jewelled
crucifix here worn by the Queen may be the ‘necklace with
diamond cross’ described by Mrs Papendiek amongst the
wedding gifts from George III to Queen Charlotte (Papendiek
1887, I, p. 12). It is therefore most unlikely that this is the
portrait Colonel David Graeme was given at Mirow (near
Mecklenburg) in June 1761 as a gift for George III shortly

PORTRAITS 47


http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/420185
http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/420786

48



after the Princess had been nominated as a suitable bride.

A small group of images of Queen Charlotte before her
arrival in London is known, including no. 392. The portrait
of the young Princess, made by the King’s Librarian, Richard
Dalton, in Mecklenburg in August 1761, does not seem to
have survived (Walpole Correspondence, XXI, pp. 524—35).

The artist responsible for this striking miniature of the
young Queen Charlotte has so far not been identified, although
some suggestions have been made — for example Francis
Sykes, Samuel Finney and a Miss Todhunter. Of these,
Finney was appointed Enamel and Miniature Painter to
Queen Charlotte in 1763 and the little-known Todhunter
exhibited an unidentified miniature of the Queen at the Free
Society in 1763. At present there is not enough evidence to

make a positive attribution.

29. Monogrammist J.R.
Queen Charlotte, 1762

Watercolour on ivory in a surround and loop of half-pearls.

Oval, 5.4 X 4.4 cm (2'6" X 1%")

Signed and dated on left JR / 1762. Engraved on the back with the
sitter’s monogram and dated CR 1762 surmounted by a crown

RCIN 421016

PROVENANCE First certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection, 1851
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 296

The liveliness and immediacy of this image, combined with
its considerable charm, suggest that it is a fairly accurate
ad vivum portrait. It accords well with Horace Walpole’s
description of Queen Charlotte in September 1761, in par-
ticular ‘the nostrils spreading too wide’ (see no. 4). A notable
feature is the elaborate bejewelled head-dress and parure.
A number of prints of similar date also show the Queen in
profile to left, particularly the mezzotints by J.J. Haid and
J. McArdell. The identification of the monogram ‘JR’ has
not been established.

30. Ozias Humphry (1742-1810)
Queen Charlotte, 1766

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 9.1 X 7.4 cm (3%s" X 2'%s6")

Signed in monogram OH on left and signed and dated on the
original backing card Ozias Humphry pinxt. / 1766

RCIN 420965

PROVENANCE Probably bought by George I1I from the exhibition
at the Society of Arts, 1767; first certainly identifiable in the

Royal Collection, 1851

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 231

The transformation of Queen Charlotte from a young
German princess to consort of George I1II is here readily
apparent. The attributes of a book and a rose-bush refer
to the Queen’s personal interests in literature and botany.
Similarly, the playful gesture made with the sitter’s left
hand twisting her string of pearls may allude to her love
of jewellery. The setting of a column and curtain creates
the context of formal portraiture but, even so, the image
painted by Humphry remains a straightforward portrait
without any allegorical intention. As such, on this occasion
it equates more with the work of Francis Cotes than with
that of Sir Joshua Reynolds, as is clear from a comparison
with the former’s depiction of the Queen in the following
year (no.5).

The miniature may have been the one exhibited by the
artist at the Society of Arts in 1767, when it was described
as ‘painted from the life’. Horace Walpole annotated his copy
of the catalogue with the comment ‘not very like’, which
implies that the face may have been somewhat idealised.
There is some evidence to suggest that the miniature was later
intended for use as the frontispiece for R.J. Thornton’s book
A New Illustration of the Sexual System of Linnaeus (1797—1807),
but in the end an illustration by Beechey was preferred.

Although trained in London at the St Martin’s Lane
Academy, Humphry became apprenticed to Samuel Collins in
Bath, where he established a flourishing practice and became
acquainted with Gainsborough. He moved to London in
1764, where he was equally successful, allowing for visits to
Italy (1773—7) and India (1785—7). Examples of miniatures
by Humphry were seen by Horace Walpole when he visited
Buckingham House in 1783 (see no. 23). Humphry was
appointed Portrait Painter in Crayons to George III in 1792
but, owing to failing eyesight, he did not work during the
last decade of his life. The artist’s papers are preserved in
the Library of the Royal Academy.

31. Jeremiah Meyer (1735-1789)
Queen Charlotte, c.1772

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 8.7 X 7.0 cm (8%6" x 2%")

RCIN 420000

PROVENANCE Probably George III (but see below); Princess
Mary, Duchess of Gloucester (d. 1857); by whom bequeathed to
Queen Victoria

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 255; Lloyd (C.) and Remington
1996, no. 55
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This outstanding miniature demonstrates Meyer’s finest
qualities. The linear precision (most evident in the use of
hatching in the hair), firm structure of the face, refined
colouring and smooth modelling could not be improved upon
on this scale. A particular feature of Meyer’s more finished
miniatures is the use of opaque white highlights, with the
texture of small portions of whipped cream, seen here on
the lace at the neckline. The best miniatures by this artist
have been compared with porcelain produced at Meissen
and Nymphenburg (Winter 1948, p. 132).

Meyer depicted Queen Charlotte in miniature on numerous
occasions. An unfinished variant of the present example,
slightly later in date, is in the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford
(Walker 1997, no. 438), where there are also relevant sketches
of the Queen in the Meyer album (Brown (D.) 1982, no. 1361,
ff. 3—5, nos. 3—7). It has been suggested that the miniature in
the Royal Collection was commissioned by Queen Charlotte
in 1772 as a gift for her sister-in-law, Frederica, the wife of
her brother, Prince Charles of Mecklenburg-Strelitz; that
miniature later belonged to Ernest, Duke of Cumberland,
King of Hanover. Alternatively, it might be identified with the
miniature exhibited by Meyer at the Royal Academy in 1775.

The lace cap was much favoured by Queen Charlotte and
she is shown wearing it in paintings by Zoffany (no. 10) and
Gainsborough (Millar 1969, no. 779), as well as in a drawing
by H.D. Hamilton (Oppé 1950, no. 288), and a miniature
by JH. von Hurter (Walker 1992, no. 237). The portrait by
Gainsborough, one of a series of ovals of members of the royal
family, was often replicated in miniature (see, for example,
Walker 1992, nos. 170—71, attributed to Richard Collins).

32. Edward Miles (1752-1828)
Queen Charlotte, 1794

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 7.3 X 5.8 cm (27" X 2%6")
RCIN 420955

PROVENANCE Probably commissioned by Queen Charlotte;
first certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection, 1870
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 270

A sitting with ‘Mr Miles’ — probably in connection with this
miniature — is recorded in Queen Charlotte’s diary on 4 April
17945 subsequent sittings were given, presumably to the
same artist, on 9, 11, 16 and 17 April. Another version of
this miniature was once in the Shelley-Rolls collection

(sold Christie’s, London, 13 February 1962, lot 17).
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The depiction of the Queen has an informal air, which
perhaps suited the artist’s style. The eyes of his sitters tend
to be set wide apart so that they have a look of surprise; the
hair is blowsy and the clothes seem ill-fitting. The result is
a sense of breadth in the technique (particularly in the white
highlights) that applies equally well to the highly coloured
flesh tones which suggest that the sitters are permanently
blushing. The effect of the troubles of the last few years,
including the King’s illness 1788—9 and the French Revolu-
tion, seems clear from a comparison between this portrait
and earlier images of the Queen. Ironically, the fashion for
simple, untailored necklines, worn without fine ornamentation
or jewels, originated in France.

Miles came from East Anglia and was trained at the
Royal Academy Schools in 1772, afterwards exhibiting at
the Academy between 1775 and 1797. Appointed Miniature
Painter to Frederica, Duchess of York, in 1792, he described
himself in the Royal Academy catalogue for 1794 — the year
of his sittings with the Queen — as ‘Miniature Painter to
Her Majesty’. He was widely travelled, subsequently serving
as Court Painter to Tsars Paul II and Alexander I at
St Petersburg (1797-1806) and then living from 1807 in
Philadelphia, where he taught drawing at the Academy and
died. He does not seem to have painted miniatures while in
the United States.
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33. William Grimaldi (1751-1830) after
Sir William Beechey (1753-1839)
Queen Charlotte in 1796, 1801

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 14.5 X 12.1 cm (56" X 4%")

Signed and dated on the stone pedestal lower right Grimaldi / 1801.

Inscribed on the vellum backing Her Majesty the / Queen. / Painted
by— / Will: Grimaldi, Enamel & Miniature / Painter to their Royal
Highnesses / the Duke & Duchess of York. / Albemarle Street 1801
RCIN 420657

PROVENANCE Probably commissioned by George IV; first
certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection, 1870

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 815

Like its pendant (no. 26), this miniature is derived from the
full-length portrait by Sir William Beechey, whose portrait of
the Queen (Millar 1969, no. 659) preceded that of the King; it
was painted in 1796 and was exhibited at the Royal Academy
in the following year. As with the portrait of the King, the
image proved to be popular with copyists although there are
fewer examples of the Queen in miniature in the Royal
Collection. An anonymous copy was given by the Queen to
Princess Augusta in July 1798 (Walker 1992, no. 328); a copy
by Bone was made in the following year, and was purchased
by the Prince of Wales in 1800 (Walker 1992, no. 748).
Grimaldi (see po, 26) has here taken greater liberties with
Beechey’s original composition. Seen in half-length, the
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Queen is similarly dressed and the Maltese lap-dog held
in her arms is retained, but the classical urn on the right
replaces the view of Frogmore House depicted in the back-
ground of the painting. The black mourning veil worn over
the straw hat, decorated with yellow drapes, is probably a
reference to the deaths of her brother Adolphus Frederick IV,
Duke of Mecklenburg-Strelitz (see no. 44:3), and her sister
Princess Christiane, both in 1794. The urn might also have
the same funerary connotation. For the significance of the
pearl bracelet with a miniature set with diamonds, see no. 23.
Beechey was for many years a popular painter with the
royal family. He was appointed Portrait Painter to Queen
Charlotte in 1793 and was subsequently frequently patronised
by George IV when Prince of Wales and by Edward, Duke
of Kent. Although his work was at first much appreciated by
the King, Beechey fell from favour in 1806 when he caused
a widely reported outburst of royal temper which resulted
in the artist fainting onto a sofa in the room of a maid of
honour (Farington Diary, V11, p. 2786).

34. J. Jacob Miltenberg ( f1.1776-1790) after
Thomas Gainsborough (1727-1788)
The Prince of Wales (later George IV) in 1782, 1784

Enamel. Oval, 7.5 X 6.2 cm (2'%6" X 2 %16")

Signed and dated on the reverse J.J. Miltenberg. pinxit / Londini 1784
RCIN 421947

PROVENANCE Dhainaut collection; bought by Queen Mary, 1952
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 285; Lloyd (C.) 1994, no. 44

The enamel is an accurate rendering in oval of the painting
by Thomas Gainsborough now at Waddesdon Manor (The
National Trust, The James A. de Rothschild Collection); the
painting was commissioned by the sitter in 1782 for his boon
companion John Hayes St Leger (1765—1800) — ‘one of ye
best fellows yt. ever lived’. At the same time, the future
George IV commissioned a portrait from Gainsborough of
St Leger himself (Millar 1969, no. 805). The paintings are
outstanding examples of Gainsborough’s late style. Both
portraits were exhibited at the Royal Academy in 1782 and
both were engraved — the portrait of the Prince of Wales by
John Raphael Smith published in April 1783, and the portrait
of St Leger by Gainsborough Dupont in May 1783. However,
the close correspondence of the colours suggests that
Miltenberg had seen the original portrait before making
this copy in 1784.
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The Prince of Wales wears a uniform of his own invention,
since he was not commissioned into the army by his father
until 1793. He wears the star of the Order of the Garter
which is repeated on the shabracque (saddle-cloth). Signific-
antly, a similarly decorated shabracque is a feature of the
companion portrait, where its inclusion was specifically
requested by the Prince of Wales, who had given it to St Leger.

Miltenberg is believed to have been of Swiss origin. Not
many examples of his work are known. He exhibited twice
at the Royal Academy, in 1776 and 1786. His style seems
to have been derived from that of C.F. Zincke and is charac-
terised in the present example by the intensity of colour that
is not found, for instance, in the earlier and more sophisticated

enamels of Jean-Etienne Liotard.

35. Richard Cosway (1742-1821)
The Prince of Wales (later George IV), ¢.1793

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 8.5 X 6.9 cm (3%" x 2'%6")

RCIN 420004

PROVENANCE Presumably commissioned by George 1V;

first certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection, 1851
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 179; Lloyd (C.) and Remington
1996, no. 59

Just as Jeremiah Meyer is the miniaturist most closely
associated with George III and Queen Charlotte, so Cosway
stands in the same respect to their children. Indeed, it was
Cosway’s success in depicting George IV’s (illegal) wife,
Maria Fitzherbert, in miniature that led to his appointment
as Principal Painter to the Prince of Wales in 1785 — a title
that he characteristically recorded in Latin (Primarius Pictor
Serenissimi Walliae Principis). Cosway is the artist who
captured the essence of George IV’s flamboyant years before
he became King. To a certain extent, artist and sitter were
similar in character and Cosway, like his patron, was relent-
lessly caricatured for his egotism as well as his extravagant
and eccentric ways. The portrait of the artist, shown with
exaggerated pose in the right foreground of no. 159 among
his fellow Royal Academicians, is a vivid representation of
the man who would have been perfectly cast as Osric in
Hamlet. At the height of his fame Cosway lived for many
years in Schomberg House in Pall Mall close to Carlton
House, and not far from the court at St James’s. In 1786 he
was also appointed Miniature Painter to the future George

IV, for whom he acted as artistic adviser until he fell from
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favour in 1811. Cosway was a distinguished and prodigious
collector in his own right, with a profound knowledge of
European art.

The Prince of Wales is here shown wearing the uniform
of the 10th Light Dragoons, a regiment of which he was
immensely proud to be Colonel-Commandant, from 1793
until 1820. He found the uniform particularly attractive and
was depicted wearing it in two paintings by Beechey (Millar
1969, nos. 660 and 664). A further picture by George Stubbs
(Millar 1969, no. 1115) commemorates the future George IV’s
association with the regiment, but does not include his
portrait. It is possible that this miniature was undertaken to
mark the Prince’s appointment as Colonel-Commandant.
The riband and star of the Order of the Garter are worn over
the uniform, together with a white cross belt decorated with
Prince of Wales’s feathers.

Several miniatures of this subject are recorded in the
accounts submitted by Cosway to the sitter: five in the list
for May 1795, at a charge of 30 guineas each (Millar 1986,
p- 587), and further examples in a list for 1799—1800, at a
charge of 25 guineas (RA GE0/26460). A slightly smaller
version is in the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (Bayne-
Powell 1985, p. 41; Lloyd (S.) 1995, no. 128), and a copy is
in the Royal Collection (Walker 1992, no. 197). No. 85 is in
Cosway’s mature style. It is firmly drawn with a great deal
of detail in the uniform, coiffure and facial features, with a
fully realised sky background.

36. Jeremiah Meyer (1735-1789)
Prince Frederick (later Duke of York), 1767

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 5.8 X 5.0 cm (2%6" X 1'%6")

RCIN 420788

PROVENANCE Probably George III; first certainly identifiable in
the Royal Collection, 1844

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 259

This is identifiable as the miniature of Prince Frederick
exhibited by Meyer at the Society of Arts in 1767, on the
basis of the attribute of the bishop’s crozier recorded by
Horace Walpole in his annotated copy of the catalogue.

The crozier is a reference to the bishopric of Osnabriick in
Germany to which the sitter was appointed as secular
bishop in 1764 (27 February), at the age of 6 months. The
diocese of Osnabriick, close to Hanover, lay within the Holy
Roman Empire. It was part Catholic and part Protestant and
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the nomination lay alternately with the Catholic chapter and
the House of Hanover. A Protestant bishop had no ecclesias-
tical functions and need not even be in holy orders, acting
instead as a head of state and receiver of revenues. From the
time of his appointment to the bishopric, Prince Frederick,
the King’s second son, received an independent income of
about 4£20,000 per annum, much to the chagrin of the Prince
of Wales. The first payment to Prince Frederick as a lump
sum was made when he came of age in 1784. He relinquished
the bishopric in 1803.

There is a related drawing in the Meyer album in the
Ashmolean Museum, Oxford (Brown (D.) 1982, no. 1361, {. 6,
no. 8). An enamel by Meyer dated 1768 with a similar pose is
also in the Royal Collection (Walker 1992, no. 260). A further
related miniature by Meyer, showing the sitter slightly older,
is in the Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore. The miniature was
subsequently engraved as the frontispiece to Hymns for the
Amusement of Children (1771) by Christopher Smart — a
slightly incongruous juxtaposition given the subsequent
career of the sitter (see no. 37).

37. Richard Cosway (1742-1821)
Prince Frederick, Duke of York, 1792

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 8.1 x 6.6 cm (3%6" x 2%")

At the back a braid of dark brown hair within a surround of

blue glass.

Signed and dated on the original backing card R4: Cosway / R.A. /
Primarius Pictor / Serenissimi Walliae / Principis / Pinxit /1792
(and G.P. in another hand)

RCIN 420649

PROVENANCE First certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection,
1910

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 181

The miniature is in its original locket frame, the back opening
to reveal the inscription (see above) and a braid of dark brown
hair within a surround of blue glass.

The sitter wears the uniform of Colonel of the Coldstream
Guards with the star of the Order of the Garter, the visual
effect of which is enhanced by the sky background. The head
is based on a drawing made by Cosway around seven years
earlier (engraved by L. Sailliar in 1787), showing the Prince
full length in armour and holding a crozier. Prince Frederick
was appointed Colonel of the Coldstream Guards on 27
October 1784, and in the same year he reached his majority
and was created Duke of York. The drawing was therefore
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made at a turning point in his life; it is not surprising that
the artist should have reused it.

In the year before the date of this miniature, the Duke had
married Frederica, the eldest daughter of Frederick William II
of Prussia. He successfully commanded the Allied troops
against Napoleon in the 1790s and in 1798 was appointed
Commander-in-Chief in Great Britain. After disgrace following
the public outcry over the sale of commissions by his mistress,
Mary Anne Clarke, he was eventually reinstated to his military
responsibilities, which he continued to fulfil until the time of
his death in 1827.

38. Jeremiah Meyer (1735-1789)
Prince William (later William 1V), ¢.1780

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 5.6 x 4.6 cm (2%6" x 1'%6")

RCIN 420970

PROVENANCE Presumably George III; first certainly identifiable
in the Royal Collection, 1870

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 263; Lloyd (C.) and Remington
1996, no. 56

Prince William, the third son of George III, is shown here
at the age of around 14. The composition is appropriately
replete with maritime allusions. The sitter wears a mid-
shipman’s uniform decorated with the riband of the Order
of the Thistle and in the background is a mast with some
rigging. The young Prince had joined the Royal Navy as a
midshipman on 15 June 1779, aged 13. He sailed on board
the Prince George, a battleship of 98 guns carrying the flag
of Rear-Admiral Sir Robert Digby, and participated in the
Battle of St Vincent (8 January 1780). He was then on active
service on the North American station, where his potential
abilities and undoubted shortcomings were noted by Nelson
amongst others. There was a break in his career in 1783-5
when he was sent to Hanover, but he then resumed naval
duties as a Lieutenant and post-Captain until concluding his
career in the navy in 1790. By this time he had achieved the
rank of Rear-Admiral and in 1789 he was created Duke of
Clarence. He retained a close association with the sea for
the rest of his life.

The present miniature is a brilliant characterisation and
the hair is a bravura passage of drawing. Two other versions
are recorded: one in the Royal Collection (Walker 1992,
no. 264) and another in the Brunswick-Liineburg collection
(Williamson 1914, no. 13, p. 21). Meyer submitted a bill to

the future George I'V on 30 August 1782 for ‘a Copy of
H.R.H. Prince William’s Picture in a Circle large size for
a Snuff Box’; this may be the version on the lid of a snuff
box decorated with gold anchor and sextant, exhibited in
London in 1986 (see Walker 1992, no. 263).

39. Ozias Humphry (1742-1810)
Charlotte, Princess Royal, 1769

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 11.5 X 9.5 cm (4%" x 3%")

Signed in monogram OH on the plinth and signed and dated on the
original backing card Ozias Humphry piz®. / Jan. 1769 — / Princess
Royal / of England / bo: Sep: 29™ 1766.

RCIN 420791

PROVENANCE Presumably commissioned by Queen Charlotte;
first certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection, 1851
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 232; Lloyd (C.) and Remington
1996, no. 53

One of the main influences on Humphry’s art following
his arrival in London was Sir Joshua Reynolds, who had
encouraged him in the first place to take up miniature painting
instead of working in oil. Humphry, however, had an
ambivalent attitude to the miniature, which he felt was a
rather demeaning art form, and he was often discouraged by
the failure of his fellow practitioners to do more to elevate
its status. His own contribution was for the main part to
follow Reynolds’s example by giving his sitters an air of
dignity by means of pose or characterisation.

The present miniature is a fine example of this ambition
in the context of children, a subject in which Reynolds himself
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was particularly well practised. The Princess’s somewhat
stiff pose captures the awkwardness of a child and this is
underscored by the sense of vulnerability in the facial
expression, but the setting of a marble step and a classical
urn denotes the adult world. The flowers — a rosebud held
in the hand and passion flowers and roses strewn on the
ledge — are symbols for the blossoming of life often used in
depictions of children. On completion, the miniature was
exhibited at the Society of Arts in 1769. For a likeness of
the Princess Royal in the following year, see no. 7.

The artist stated that at first he had been dissatisfied
with the portrait, but that from an early stage he had been
encouraged to finish it by Queen Charlotte (Royal Academy
of Arts, Ozias Humphry papers, HU/1/139). At the same
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time, the Queen allowed him to begin a second miniature of
the Princess Royal (‘only the Head finished upon a very large
thick square piece of Ivory’), the present location of which is
unknown. An undated (and unassigned) invoice for either
no. 39 or the second miniature is in the artist’s account book
in the British Library (Add. ms 22948). The charge was
#£42 — a considerable sum of money. The rich, dark tones of
Humphry’s miniatures are distinctive and may be described
as Titianesque.



40. George Engleheart (1753-1829) after
Richard Cosway (1742-1821)

Charlotte, Princess Royal (later Queen of Wiirttemberg),
in 1795, 1802

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 8.8 X 7.1 cm (376" X 2'%s6")

Signed in monogram E lower right and inscribed on the backing
card G. Engleheart / Pinxit / 1802

RCIN 420650

PROVENANCE Commissioned by Prince Augustus, Duke of Sussex;
his sale, Christie’s, London, 24 June 1843, lot 85; bought by George
Anson for Queen Victoria (£21)

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 221; Lloyd (C.) and Remington
1996, no. 64

Although the image is copied from a work by Richard
Cosway, painted for the Prince of Wales in 1795 and now in
Plymouth City Museum and Art Gallery (see Millar 1986,

p. 5687 and Lloyd (S.) 1995, no. 129), the style is quintessen-
tially Engleheart’s. The placement of the figure in the oval
and the sky background were pioneered by Cosway, but the
firm drawing, the emphasis on the eyes and, above all, the use
of greys and blacks for the shadows, are highly characteristic
of Engleheart. There is in general a more workmanlike

feeling about his miniatures in comparison with Cosway’s
confections.

Another version by Engleheart is in the Wallace Collection,
London (Reynolds 1980, no. 152), and yet another remains
in the possession of the Engleheart family (Williamson and
Engleheart 1902, p. 22). The inscription on the backing of
no. 40 accords with an entry for a miniature in the artist’s
account book: “The Duchess of Wertemberg, for the Duke
of Sussex, October 11, 1802, later annotated ‘Never paid for’
(Williamson and Engleheart 1902, p. 44).

Two years after the date of Cosway’s portrait, the Princess
Royal married Frederick, Duke of Wiirttemberg (King from
1806). The marriage was the subject of a merciless caricature
by James Gillray entitled The Bridal Night.

41. Jeremiah Meyer (1735-1789)
Prince Edward (later Duke of Kent), ¢.1772

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 6.2 x 5.3 cm (2%6" x 2%16")

RCIN 420789

PROVENANCE Probably George III; presumably George IV; Mrs
Maria Fitzherbert (d. 1837); by descent to her niece, Mrs Dawson
Damer; by whom presented to Queen Victoria, 1838
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 265

There was some confusion in the past about the identification
of the sitter in this miniature. The fact that it once belonged
to Mrs Fitzherbert would indeed suggest a connection with
George I'V. However, Queen Victoria was in no doubt that it
was a likeness of her father, Edward, Duke of Kent, and an
engraved inscription on the reverse of the original locket
reads: ‘Miniature of My Father when a child, which belonged
to the late Mrs Fitzherbert; given me by Mrs Dawson Damer,
1838. VR'. Its acquisition is also mentioned twice in Queen
Victoria’s journal (18 March and 5 November 1838). The
association of Queen Victoria with Meyer’s depiction of the
children of George III and Queen Charlotte is of interest
because of her important commission to Sir William Charles
Ross for a set of miniatures of her own children.

Prince Edward, the fourth son of George III, appears to
be a year or two older in this miniature than in Zoffany’s
group portrait of 1770 (no. 7). He was born in November
1767 so the miniature may have been painted in 1771 or
1772. Conceivably it was one of those seen by Horace Walpole
when he visited Buckingham House in 1783 (see no. 23).
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42. Unknown English artist after
Richard Cosway (1742-1821)
Prince Edward (later Duke of Kent), 1790

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 8.5 x 6.8 cm (3%" x 2'%6")
RCIN 420930

PROVENANCE Sir Frederick Lamb; by whom given to
Queen Victoria, 1838

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 200

Prince Edward had a long but rather inglorious career in the
army. Trained as a cadet in the Hanoverian Guard at Liineburg,
he was gazetted Brevet-Colonel in 1786. The uniform shown
in this miniature is Hanoverian, for which the generous white
turnback became regulation in 1787. After leaving Germany,
Prince Edward was sent in fairly quick succession to Geneva,
London, Gibraltar, Canada, the West Indies (where he distin-
guished himself on active service), and once more in 1802 to
Gibraltar for a short stint as Governor. These movements
have a bearing on the date of this miniature which, if painted
in London, can only have been executed in January 1790. The
quality falls below Cosway’s normal fluency and it is in all
probability a copy, perhaps by the artist’s wife Maria. Other
versions are known (for example, in the Dutch Royal Collection:
Schaffers-Bodenhausen and Tiethoff-Spliethoff 1993, no. 196;
and in the collection of the Duke of Wiirttemberg at Schloss
Altshausen), but none so far has been claimed as the prime
version.

Prince Edward was created Duke of Kent in April 1799.
In 1818 he married the Dowager Princess of Leiningen (née
Princess Victoria of Saxe-Coburg-Saalfeld); their only child,
the future Queen Victoria, was born in the following year,
but the-Duke died in January 1820, when the Princess was
only 8 months old.

48. Unknown English artist after
Sir William Beechey (1753-1839)
Princess Augusta, 1802

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 9.0 X 7.8 cm (3%s" X 27")

RCIN 420969

PROVENANCE First certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection,
1870
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 335

Princess Augusta, the second daughter of George III, is here
shown at the age of around 30. A slightly earlier painting of
Princess Augusta by Beechey (Millar 1969, no. 666) shows
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the Princess with an anchor pendant on her necklace (as in
Edridge’s drawing, no. 16) and an open sketchbook on her
lap. Although she was a proficient artist (see no. 72), in no.
43 the Princess is seen acting out another role — as a spinner,
suggestive of a wider iconographic tradition. Princess Augusta,
who never married, was portrayed by Edridge in 1802 in the
grounds of Frogmore House (see no. 16), which she inherited
on her mother’s death in 1818 and where she lived until her
own death in 1840. Her collection of miniatures included
works by Engleheart, Bone and others (Walker 1992, nos. 220,
745, 747).

The prototype for this miniature was a portrait painted
by Sir William Beechey in 1802 and exhibited at the Royal
Academy in that year. A version — presumably the original —
was recorded in the Green Pavilion at Frogmore House and
is visible in Wild’s view published in 1817 (see no. 187).
Following the deaths of both the Queen and Princess
Augusta, Beechey’s portrait passed into the possession of
Mary, Duchess of Gloucester, by whom it was bequeathed to
George, (2nd) Duke of Cambridge (sold Christie’s, London,
11 June 1904, lot 745 see Williamson 1914, pl. XXIII).

The present miniature, with other copies after portraits
by Beechey, may be by Lady Beechey, who painted under
her maiden name, Anne Jessop. Several other miniature copies
of Beechey's portrait are recorded: one is in the Brunswick-
Liineburg collection (Williamson 1914, no. 15) and another
was sold from the Shelley-Rolls collection (Christie’s,
London, 18 February 1962, lot 17). Numerous engravings
were also made.

44. Unknown English artist after
Richard Cosway (1742-1821)
Princess Elizabeth, ¢.1790

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 8.0 x 6.1 cm (83" x 2%")

BCIN 120095

PROVENANCE First certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection, 1870
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 201

Princess Elizabeth, the third daughter of the King and
Queen, is here shown in her early 20s. She was the most
artistically gifted of the Princesses, working in a wide variety
of different media, including miniature painting on ivory

(see nos. 76, 78). In April 1818, seven months before Queen
Charlotte’s death, she married Frederick VI, Landgrave of
Hesse-Homburg, and for much of the remainder of her life
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she lived in Germany. Miniatures now in the Royal Collection,
including nos. 54 and 78, may have returned to England
following her death in 1840 (see Walker 1992, p. xxi).

This miniature is a copy after a lost work by Cosway,
which is probably to be identified with that listed in an invoice
submitted by the artist to the Prince of Wales in May 1795,
at a charge of 30 guineas (Millar 1986, p. 587). It has been
suggested that the style of the copyist here accords in its
mannerisms with that of Anne Mee (see no. 50), who was
influenced by Cosway. Other miniatures by Cosway of
Princess Elizabeth, datable ¢.1800, include an oval set into
a gold box from the Cumberland collection (Walker 1992,
no. 183) and one given by the Princess to her friend Lady
Dashwood (Christie’s, London, 23 June 1981, lot 222).

45. Unknown English artist after
Benjamin West (1738—1820)
Prince Ernest (later Duke of Cumberland), c.1776

Watercolour, silk and hair on card. Oval, 5.7 x 5.1 cm (24" X 2")
Mounted in a gold locket, with a lock of fair hair placed in the back,
secured with a small gold true-love knot.

RCIN 421971

PROVENANCE Princess Elizabeth, Landgravine of Hesse-Homburg
(d. 1840); by whom bequeathed to her sister-in-law Frederica,
Queen of Hanover (d. 1841); by descent

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 339
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This is not a conventional miniature. It is in effect a collage
with the hair made of woven silk to which strands of real
hair have also been applied. The silk has been stuck down
onto card. The rest of the miniature has been painted in the
normal manner.

The likeness is taken from the group portrait of six of
the royal children, painted by Benjamin West in 1776 (Millar
1969, no. 1145). The painting was commissioned by George
IIT and Queen Charlotte and was exhibited at the Royal
Academy in 1777; it was hung first at St James’s and then
at Windsor.

Prince Ernest, created Duke of Cumberland and Teviotdale
in 1799, was George III’s fifth son; in 1815 he married his
first cousin Frederica (daughter of Grand Duke Charles of
Mecklenburg-Strelitz) and in 1837 he succeeded his brother
William IV as King Ernest Augustus of Hanover.

46. Edward Miles (1752—1828)
Prince Augustus (later Duke of Sussex), ¢.1792

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 7.5 x 6.1 cm (2'%6” x 2%")

RCIN 420651

PROVENANCE First certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection,
1870

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 274; Lloyd (C.) and Remington
1996, no. 65

The style of dress and hair, combined with the appearance

of the sitter, suggests that this is a portrait of the King’s
sixth son at the age of 19, on the eve of his departure for the
continent, or at the time of his brief return to London a year
later. Owing to his asthmatic condition, Prince Augustus was
forced to spend several years (1792—1800) in Switzerland
and Italy. While abroad, in 1793 he married Lady Augusta
Murray, a Catholic, in contravention of the Royal Marriages
Act of 1772 and much to George III's displeasure. The
marriage was declared null and void, as was his second
marriage, ¢.1831, to Lady Cecilia Buggin. In 1801 Prince
Augustus was created Duke of Sussex. In politics he was a
liberal and championed reform, but his main interests were
charitable and cultural. To those ends he became Grand
Master of the United English Lodge of Freemasons in 1813,
President of the Society of Arts in 1816, and President of the
Royal Society in 1835. Prince Augustus declared in his will
that he wished to be buried in the public cemetery at Kensal
Green rather than in St George’s Chapel, Windsor. A keen
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bibliophile who specialised in collecting editions of the Bible,

he also collected miniatures: no. 40 certainly, and no. 53
possibly, belonged to him. At the first of the sales of his
collection (Christie’s, London, 24 June 1843) over £200
was spent by Queen Victoria on miniatures to be added to
the Royal Collection (Walker 1992, p. xxi).

Prince Augustus wears the star of the Order of the
Garter, to which he had been appointed in 1786. In another
autograph version of this miniature the sitter wears the
Windsor Uniform (Walker 1992, no. 273); a third version,
in Hanoverian uniform, is recorded in the Brunswick-

Liineburg collection (Williamson 1914, no. 19, p. 30).

47. Richard Cosway (1742-1821)
Prince Adolphus (later Duke of Cambridge), ¢.1793

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 8.6 x 7.1 cm (3%" X 2'%6")

RCIN 420785

PROVENANCE Probably commissioned by the future George IV
(80 gns.); first certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection, 1870
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 184

The sitter wears the uniform of Colonel of the 1st Regiment
of Hanoverian Guards with the star of the Order of the

Garter. He is therefore clearly identifiable as George III’s
seventh son, Prince Adolphus, appointed to the Order of
the Garter in 1786 and raised to the rank of Colonel in the
Hanoverian Guards in 1793. He had joined the Hanoverian
Guards in 1790, aged 16, and was wounded three years later
at Valenciennes in Flanders when fighting under the command
of his brother, the Duke of York, with the Austrians and the
Dutch against French revolutionary forces. He was created
Duke of Cambridge in 1801 and in 1818 married Princess
Augusta of Hesse-Cassel. Their second daughter, Princess
Mary Adelaide, was the mother of the future Queen Mary,
through whom a number of items from Prince Adolphus’s
collection re-entered the Royal Collection. (See also p. 389.)

This miniature is close in style to no. 85. A similar
representation in miniature of the same sitter by Richard
Livesay, who taught drawing to the royal family, is known
from a coloured stipple engraving by Charles Knight
published on 1 January 1794. No. 47 is almost certainly the
miniature listed in the invoice submitted by Cosway to the
Prince of Wales in May 1795, with a charge of 80 guineas
(Millar 1986, p. 587).
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48. Richard Cosway (1742-1821)
Princess Mary (later Duchess of Gloucester), ¢.1795

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 7.9 X 6.4 cm (3% x 2%2")

RCIN 420647

PROVENANCE Probably commissioned by the future George IV
(80 gns.); first certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection, 1844
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 185; Lloyd (S.) 1995, no. 116;
Lloyd (C.) and Remington 1996, no. 61

Princess Mary, the fourth daughter of George III, is shown
here at the age of 19. Ten years earlier she had been painted
by Hoppner (see no. 13) and after a further ten years or so
there is Andrew Robertson’s description of the beautiful,
fidgeting, laughing Princess (see no. 55). In 1816, at the age
of 40, she married her first cousin, Prince William, Duke of
Gloucester.

As with no. 49, only the head has been brought to a high
degree of finish. The body and the sky have been lightly
sketched in with the surface of the ivory much in evidence.
The soft texture of the hair, which is such a feature of
Cosway’s miniatures, is a remarkable passage framing the
face and forming a contrast with the brightness of the
sparkling eyes. This miniature is an example of Cosway’s
style at its most fluid and ebullient, produced when the artist
was working at the height of his considerable powers before
his eyesight began to fail. The handling is looser than in
no. 49 and this perhaps denotes a slight difference in date.
The invoice submitted by the artist to the Prince of Wales
in May 1795 includes a miniature of this subject, charged
at 30 guineas (Millar 1986, p. 587). A finished version by
Cosway, formerly in the collection of Adolphus, Duke of
Cambridge, was sold in London in 1961 (Sotheby’s, London,
27 November 1961, lot 16) and a copy of it, painted for the
sitter, is in the Royal Collection (Walker 1992, no. 880:
attributed to Anne Mee). A group of family miniatures was
bequeathed by Princess Mary to her niece, Queen Victoria

(see nos. 24, 28, 31).
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49. Richard Cosway (1742—-1821)

Princess Sophia, 1792

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 7.9 x 6.4 cm (34" x 2'4")

Signed and dated on the original backing card R4 Cosway. / R.A. /
Primarius Pictor / Serenissimi Walliae / Principis / Pinxit / 1792
(and G.P. in another hand)

RCIN 420001

PROVENANCE Probably commissioned by the future George IV
(80 gns.); first certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection, 1851
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 186; Lloyd (S.) 1995, no. 117;
Lloyd (C.) and Remington 1996, no. 60

Princess Sophia, seen seven years earlier in Hoppner’s
charming oil (no. 12), was the King's fifth daughter. She is
shown here at the age of 15, in a similarly fashionable dress
to those worn by her sisters and mother at the same period
(see nos. 32, 44, 48). The Princess was of a delicate and
nervous disposition and never married.

Comparable with no. 48 in its lack of finish, the present
miniature is a fine example of Cosway’s rapid and free
technique. The facial features have been worked up in some
detail and the curls of the hair are depicted with a mass of
individual strokes. On the other hand, parts of the costume
and the sky in the background have been only sketchily
laid in with the ivory left bare in several places (notably
the dress). The predominance of white and blue, with the
restricted use of colour for the features, results in a luminosity
that is one of the principal characteristics of Cosway’s style.
The miniature is no doubt the one listed in Cosway’s invoice
submitted to the Prince of Wales in May 1795, charged at
30 guineas (Millar 1986, p. 587).

A number of versions of the artist’s portraits of royal
sitters were usually produced, often as gifts from the sitter
to other members of the royal family. In this instance,
versions are known to have belonged to Prince Adolphus,
Duke of Cambridge (most recently sold Sotheby’s, London,
8 June 1989, lot 148), and to Princess Mary, Duchess of
Gloucester (inherited by Queen Mary, but not in the Royal
Collection).

50. Henry Bone (1755-1834) after
Anne Mee (¢.1770-1851)
Princess Sophia in c.1800, 1806

Enamel. Oval, 6.7 x 5.6 cm (2%" X 2%5")

Signed lower right H Bone (initials in monogram) and inscribed on
the back Her Royal Highness / the Princess Sophia. / Painted by Henry
Bone A.R.A. Enamel painter / to / His R.H. the Prince / of Wales /
Jan) 1806

RCIN 421921

PROVENANCE Probably commissioned by the sitter; first certainly
identifiable in the Royal Collection, 1877
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 771

This enamel is a copy made by Henry Bone (see no. 22) in
1806 from Mrs Mee’s original of around six years earlier
(Walker 1992, no. 853). Mee chose a rectangular format

and shows Princess Sophia seated in half-length. Bone
reduces the composition to head and shoulders in an oval.
Another version is in the Dutch Royal Collection (Schaffers-
Bodenhausen and Tiethoft-Spliethoff 1993, no. 199). Bone’s
preparatory drawing for this enamel is in the National
Portrait Gallery (Walker 1999, no. 484).

Mrs Mee (née Foldstone) was described by Mrs Papendiek
drawing the Queen and the Princesses at Windsor in 1790
(Papendiek 1887, 11, p. 144), and paid frequent subsequent
visits. For her portrait of Princess Amelia, see no. 54. She is
best known for the series of ‘Beauties’ painted for the Prince
Regent (Walker 1992, nos. 857-74).
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51. Unknown English artist after
Thomas Gainsborough (1727-1788)
Prince Octavius in 1782, ¢.1783

Oil on ivory. Oval, 4.6 X 8.6 cm (1'%6" X 1%16")

RCIN 420648

PROVENANCE First certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection,
1910

LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 340

The image is derived from the oval by Gainsborough forming
part of the series of fifteen portraits known as The Royal
Family (see fig. 9; Millar 1969, no. 791). These were painted at
Windsor Castle in September and October 1782, probably for
Queen Charlotte, and were exhibited at the Royal Academy
in the summer of 1783. Although depicted by Gainsborough
from life, by the time The Royal Family was shown at the
Royal Academy Prince Octavius (the eighth son) had died,
aged only 4, on 3 May 1783. When visiting the exhibition
the sight of his portrait is said to have reduced the royal party
to tears (Whitley 1928, I, p. 396). The King in particular was
deeply distressed by the boy’s sudden death — ‘my mind is far
from at ease; it has pleased the Allmighty to put an end very
unexpectedly of the most amiable as well as attached child a
parent could have,’ he wrote on 14 June 1783 (Aspinall 196270,
V, p. 698), adding “There will be no Heaven for me if Octavius
is not there’ (Brooke 1972, p. 266). This miniature was probably
painted soon after Prince Octavius’s death. A version with
the hair executed in collage (compare no. 45) is recorded in
the Brunswick-Liineburg collection (Williamson 1914, no. 22).
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52. Unknown English artist after
Thomas Gainsborough (1727-1788)
Prince Alfred, ¢.1782

Enamel. Oval, 4.4 x 8.6 cm (1%" X 1%6")

RCIN 421024

PROVENANCE George, 2nd Duke of Cambridge; his sale, Christie’s,
London, 13 June 1904, lot 465¢; bought by Queen Mary
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 345

Prince Alfred, the ninth and youngest son of George III and
Queen Charlotte, was born in September 1780 and died in
August 1782, just before his second birthday. An oval of
Prince Alfred was included in the series of fifteen portraits
comprising The Royal Family, painted by Gainsborough in
September and October of 1782 (Millar 1969, no. 792), but
the Prince had in fact died just before the artist arrived at
Windsor Castle. Gainsborough therefore painted the portrait
‘from remembrance’, which accounts for its summary, almost
ghost-like appearance. A number of painted copies, prints
and miniatures were derived from the prototype, which was
seen when The Royal Family was exhibited at the Royal
Academy in 1783. A miniature by J.H. von Hurter in the
Royal Collection, signed and dated 1782, has a lock of hair
in the back and an engraved inscription Vive nel mio Cuor
(Walker 1992, no. 240); another miniature was set into the
lid of a circular tortoiseshell box given to the future King
George V and Queen Mary in 1907 (Walker 1992, no. 344).
It is possible that no. 52 and the other anonymous copy are
the work of Mrs Mee.
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53. Richard Cosway (1742-1821)
Princess Amelia, ¢.1790

Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 9.1 X 7.5 cm (3%6" X 2'%6")
Inscribed, perhaps by the artist, on part of the card on which the
ivory was originally laid H.R.H. Princess Amelia R” Cosway

RCIN 420003

PROVENANCE Probably commissioned by the future George IV
(80 gns.); possibly Duke of Sussex; (?)thence by descent to his son-
in-law Thomas Wilde, 1st Lord Truro; his sale, Christie’s, London,
11 May 1893, lot 39; bought by Queen Victoria (250 gns.)
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 187; Lloyd (S.) 1995, no. 180

Princess Amelia, the sixth daughter and youngest child of
the King and Queen, was born in August 1783 and died in
November 1810. She was a particular favourite with all the
royal family: in December 1788, in the midst of his illness,
the King had asked to see the Queen and his ‘Emily’ (Hedley
1975, p. 162). This miniature shows the Princess a year or so
later. The pose is not dissimilar to that used by Sir Thomas
Lawrence in his portrait of Princess Amelia painted at
Windsor in September 1789 (Millar 1969, no. 881), on the
same occasion as the artist’s famous representation of Queen
Charlotte (London, National Gallery). The sitter is aged 7

in the miniature, which may be identified with the portrait
listed in Cosway’s invoice submitted to the Prince of Wales
in May 1795, charged at 80 guineas (Millar 1986, p. 587).

In 1802 Cosway painted another miniature of Princess Amelia,
which is in the Victoria and Albert Museum (Reynolds 1988,
p. 181, fig. 81).

Cosway’s miniatures reveal great technical skill and
remarkable manual dexterity. The transparent watercolour
washes used in conjunction with the white of the ivory create
a sense of movement that helps to bring the sitter readily
to life. In this miniature only the head has been finished,
although the sitter’s right hand has been briefly sketched in
and a locket is indicated around the neck. The figure was
clearly intended to be seen against a sky background, which
was another of Cosway’s innovations in the art of the
miniature (see especially nos. 48, 49).

54. Charlotte Jones (1768—1847) after
Anne Mee (c.1770-1851)
Princess Amelia in c.1800, 1812

Watercolour on ivory. Rectangle with sloping corners,

8.2 X 6.5 cm (3%4" X 2%s6")

Inscribed on the original backing The Princess Amelia / From an
original / Painted by / Miss Jones, / 1812

RCIN 420220

PROVENANCE Probably commissioned by Princess Elizabeth;
first certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection, 1851
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 836

Charlotte Jones was a pupil of Richard Cosway, who had
painted Princess Amelia as a child (no. 53). Her appointment
as Miniature Painter to Princess Charlotte of Wales in 1808
culminated in a series of twelve portraits recording the
Princess’s appearance at different stages of her life (Walker
1992, nos. 837—48 and fig. 18).

The present miniature of Princess Amelia is a variant of
one by Anne Mee painted ¢.1800, of which an autograph
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copy is in the Royal Collection (Walker 1992, no. 855) and
of which many other copies were made (for example, Walker

1992, nos. 885—91). The costume is probably inspired by
depictions of Mary Queen of Scots. The miniature is likely to
be one of two painted by Miss Jones for Princess Elizabeth,
mentioned in a letter from her niece Princess Charlotte, in
1812. Princess Elizabeth was said to be ‘pleased with both
pictures’ (Jones 1885, p. 10).

55. Andrew Robertson (1777-1845)
Princess Amelia in 1807, 1811

‘Watercolour on ivory. Oval, 8.7 x 7.0 cm (376" X 2%")

Signed in monogram and dated on the right 4R 1811 and inscribed
on the backing painted, 1811, by A. Robertson 33 Gerrard street.

RCIN 420652

PROVENANCE Commissioned by a member of the royal family;
first certainly identifiable in the Royal Collection, 1870
LITERATURE Walker 1992, no. 902; Lloyd (C.) and Remington
1996, no. 71

The diary and correspondence of Andrew Robertson provide

useful insights into the painting of miniatures of members
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of the royal family, during a series of sittings at Windsor
Castle in 1807 (Robertson 1897, pp. 136—51). Having been
appointed Miniature Painter to the Duke of Sussex two years
previously, Robertson was commissioned to paint portraits of
the Duke’s sisters. During February and March he received
numerous sittings from the Princesses Augusta (‘so cheerful,
so much conversation, such naiveté’), Elizabeth (‘has fine
countenance — sensible woman, knows a great deal of the

art’), Mary (‘beautiful creature — most difficult to paint,

fidgets about, nor sits steady one moment — affable and
laughs’), and Amelia (‘lovely creature, fine features, melting
eye, charming figure, elegant, dignified, finest hair imagin-
able’). Princess Amelia made a particularly strong impression
on the artist, who recorded that she ‘sits in hat, cap, etc.,
however, because the Duke of Sussex likes the dress — none
of her fine hair seen. She is quite indifferent about her looks.
She cannot be unconscious of her beauty, but no one ever
thought less of it, or more careless of embellishment, further
than her own comfort and respect for society requires.” He
goes on to describe her as an ‘angelic creature, modest,

diffident, lovely” and records that she ‘has a little hesitation
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in her speech when she is animated’. On the same occasion
Robertson also painted the Duke of Sussex and he went on to
paint the future George IV at Carlton House. He had hoped
to paint George III and Queen Charlotte while at Windsor,
but this does not seem to have happened.

The series of the Princesses was intended for exhibition
and Robertson assessed them very highly — ‘T have.. ..
outdone my best pictures’. Only two of the series — of
Princesses Elizabeth and Sophia — are still in the Royal
Collection (Walker 1992, nos. 899 and 900). By the
autumn of 1807 Robertson reflected on his experience
as follows:

Pictures of that large size take such time to paint, that
I should starve, were employment altogether in these.
They are what have gained me reputation, but small
miniatures are what we must live by. I now perceive my
error, | have done more for reputation than emolument.

The success of the series, however, meant that there would
be a demand for copies from members of the royal family, and
Robertson noted that ‘the Princesses pay better than the Dukes’.
Princess Amelia was George III's favourite daughter and
when she lay dying of tuberculosis in 1810 Robertson was
summoned by the King to Windsor Castle ‘about 10 days
before she died’ to paint a replica of his portrait of 1807
(Robertson 1897, pp. 168—9). The rectangular copy made for
the King remains in the Royal Collection (Walker 1992, no.
901) and no. 55 was painted a year later. A number of other

versions are recorded, in the Brunswick-Liineburg collection
(Williamson 1914, no. 26), the Dutch Royal Collection
(Schaffers-Bodenhausen and Tiethoff-Spliethoff 1993, no. 200)
and elsewhere. Two enamel copies made by Bone for the
Prince Regent are in the Royal Collection (Walker 1992,
nos. 775, 776). Engravings of the image were also circulated.
In a letter to Lady Harcourt dated 9 November 1810 —a
week after Princess Amelia’s death — Princess Elizabeth
wrote: “‘We have been, & are severely tried; yet I trust that
God, who never has forsaken my beloved Father, will still
stand by Him; yet the occasion of this sad illness is so different
from every other, that I trust all who really love him will but
give us time. Aggrivating subjects have been the causes of
his former illnesses; this one is owing to the overflowing of
his heart for his youngest & dearest Child; a child who had
never caused him a pang, & who he literally doated upon’
(Harcourt Papers, V1, p. 255).

Robertson was born in Aberdeen, where he studied under
Alexander Nasmyth and Sir Henry Raeburn. Arriving in
London in 1801, he entered the Royal Academy Schools and
gradually built up a remarkably distinguished clientéle. Two
of his brothers practised the art of miniature painting in New
York and Sir William Charles Ross was his studio assistant
in 1814. Robertson’s miniatures are notable for their large
format, vivid characterisation, rich colouring and strong
highlights. His papers, edited by his daughter Emily in 1895,
are an invaluable source. In many respects his work equates
with portraits in oil by Raeburn.
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2. Royal Art (nos. 56—84)

56. George III (1738-1820)
A ruined Corinthian temple in a landscape, ¢.1758

Pencil, pen and ink, black and white chalk on blue paper.
89.7 X 56.0 cm (15%" X 22%6")

RL K 206

PROVENANCE George III

LITERATURE Oppé 1950, no. 1; Sloan 2000, no. 68

This is one of a series of forty-five loose drawings, in black
and white chalk on blue-grey paper, originally housed
between the stiff blue card leaves of a volume labelled
‘Landscapes drawn by H.M.". The drawings are mostly
landscape compositions, containing architectural elements
in the foreground. The fact that the architecture is drawn
with the help of a ruler would appear to link these drawings
with the future King'’s lessons in perspectival drawing.
Joshua Kirby was the Prince’s teacher of perspective drawing
from 1756 (see no. 209) but his lessons are likely to have
ceased by 1765 when he is described — in the past tense — as
having ‘taught H.M. to draw’ (Pennington 1809, III, p. 113).

All but two of the drawings are of imaginary, generically
classical landscapes; the two exceptions depict Windsor
Castle and Syon House. Others in the series feature classical
buildings derived from engraved sources — in the present
drawing the temple of Baal Shamin (of ¢.130 ap) at Palmyra,
as recorded in plate XXXI of Robert Wood’s Ruins of Palmyra
(1758); in other drawings classical remains included in
publications such as Le Roy’s Monuments de la Gréce (1758).
The recognisably English riverscape in no. 56 — and in
others of the series — was presumably the idea of the young
George III.

The competent handling of black and white chalk
throughout this series may also have resulted from lessons
with Kirby. The landscapes exhibited by Kirby at the Society
of Artists in 1767 and 1769 were said by Horace Walpole to
have been painted by George III. Kirby’s official role at this
time was Clerk of the Works at Richmond and Kew.

< No. 76 (detail)

57. George III (1738-1820)

Perspective drawing of a classical building with

pavilion wings, 1760

Pencil, pen and ink and grey wash. 34.8 x 47.0 cm

(186" x 18%")

Inscribed and dated G.P#. 1760, with feathers below. Inscribed in
pen on the backing paper This Drawing was Designed & Executed
Jfor my Book on Perspective by His Majesty King George 111

RL K 93

PROVENANCE Joshua Kirby; returned to royal ownership at an
unspecified date (by 1950 kept with George III's other drawings
in the Royal Library)

LITERATURE Oppé 1950, no. 4; Roberts (J.) 1987, pp. 58-9;
Chambers 1996, p. 41

Like no. 56, this drawing was the result of Kirby’s training in
the art of perspectival drawing. This skill was an important
accompaniment to the young King’s architectural tuition
with William Chambers (see no. 85): while Chambers taught
the elements of architecture — and in particular the classical
orders — Kirby taught how to portray three-dimensional
forms on a flat, two-dimensional surface. The precise content
of Kirby’s lessons is not known, but they are likely to have
included much of the information in his various published
texts (see no. 209).

An inscription on the backing paper, evidently in Kirby’s
hand, indicates that the drawing was made by the King for
inclusion in Kirby’s book on perspective. Plate LXIV of
Kirby’s Perspective of Architecture, published in 1761, was
indeed a very precise reproduction of this design. In the
accompanying text Kirby explained that ‘the Design was
made, and compleated for me, so as to come within the
compass of the plate: and I hope I may take the liberty of
saying, that This, and the last finished Print in the book
[plate LXXIII, also evidently drawn by the King — but
probably to Chambers’s design’], are esteemed by me as
the most valuable parts of it’ (part 2, p. 55).

At an unknown date this drawing was added to others
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by the King that had been placed by Queen Charlotte in a
red morocco portfolio. The portfolio was kept in the Queen’s
Library at Frogmore (see po,_140).

Kirby’s plate was copied in an engraving, allegedly
designed by John Turner, published on 8 December 1761
(Cloake 1996, p. 71), with the following title: 4 View of Their
Majesties Intended Palace at Richmond. Although the fagade has
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general similarities with early schemes for Richmond Palace
— and indeed with Richmond Lodge (no.120) and with the
end facades of Kent’s model for a new Richmond Palace — it
seems inherently unlikely that this drawing is a design
rather than an exercise in perspective drawing, the subject
of Kirby’s publication. The King’s architectural designs are
discussed in the next section as nos. 92—4.




58. George III (1738-1820) and John Duval
(f.1748-1800) & Sons
Snuff boz, ¢.1770

Gold, ivory. 2.0 x diameter 5.2 cm (%" X 2 Yi¢")

Inscribed inside the lid Tke Ivory part / of this Box was turned by /
H.M. KING GEORGE THE THIRD / and by him given to my
Grandfather / JUNE 1774. / NB My Grandfather purchased the Lathe
tn Paris / and brought home with him a person / to instruct H.M. how
to use it / Henry Duval

RCIN 65779

PROVENANCE Gold box supplied by John Duval & Sons, 1769
(£50; RA GE0/16822), ivory turned by George III; by whom
presented to John Duval, 1774; Lady Mount Stephen; by whom
presented to Queen Mary, Christmas 1917 (Add. Cat., p. 27A, no. 21)
LITERATURE Roberts (J.) 1987, p. 213 (n. 19), pl. 145 Royal
Treasures 2002, pp. 3289, no. 293

George III was an enthusiastic amateur ivory-turner. In
1769 a French lathe (‘machine a guilloché’) and this gold box
(without its ivory ornamentation) were supplied to the
King by his Swiss-born jeweller John Duval. Virtuoso ivory
turning was considered a suitable pastime for European kings
and princes; both Louis XV and XVI also owned lathes and
were skilled turners. In the 1730s and 1740s Lord Bute and
Thomas Worsley, later key members of the young George
IIT’s household, discussed their activities as ivory-turners
(Chambers 1996, p. 42).

No. 58 is one of a number of objects which incorporate
ivory turned by George III. It was presented by the King to
John Duval in 1774. Duval had also brought an instructor
back with him from Paris in order to teach the King how to
use his new lathe. A note, written on a scrap of paper inside
the box, records that the instructor stayed for two months,
after which the King paid him £100. In 1772 the King gave
his sister Augusta, Duchess of Brunswick, a similar gold and
ivory box (Brunswick, Herzog Anton Ulrich Museum, inv.
304). A watch with an ivory back turned by the King was
recorded at Windsor in 1837 (Rundells 1837, . 12).

59. Queen Charlotte (1744—-1818)
Needlework pocket-book, 1781

Satin, coloured silks and enamelled gold.

Open 27.7 X 25.0 X 1.5 cm (10'%6" x 9'%6" X %6")

RCIN 45126

PROVENANCE Given by Queen Charlotte to Mrs Delany, 1781;
George, 2nd Duke of Cambridge; Mrs FitzGeorge; Miss Rawley;
H. Stretton (by whom sold 1927); Queen Mary, by 1931 (QMB, II,
no. 432)

LITERATURE Hayden 1992, pp. 155-7

Queen Charlotte’s skill as a needlewoman is well attested.
The encouragement she gave to this female accomplishment
is underlined by her financial support of Mrs Pawsey’s school
for ‘embroidering females’ and her patronage of the unusually
gifted needlewoman Mary Knowles (see nos. 282, 457).

No. 59, which was almost certainly worked by the Queen,
was given to her friend Mrs Delany, who was also an
accomplished artist and needlewoman (see nos. 165, 194), at
Bulstrode, the home of the Queen’s and Mrs Delany’s close
friend the Duchess of Portland. It came under cover

of a letter, written at the Queen’s Lodge, Windsor, on
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15 December 1781 (RA GEo/Add. 2/68), in which the Queen
asks Mrs Delany to wear ‘this little Pocket-Book in order

to remember at times, when no dearer Person’s are present,
a very sincere well wisher, Friend, and affectionate Queen,
Charlotte’. The ‘Pocket-Book’ was described by Mrs Delany’s
waiting-woman in some detail: ‘Inside was a beautiful pocket
case, the outside satin work’d with gold and ornaments with
gold spangles, the inside lined with pink satin and contained
a knife, sizsars, pencle, rule, compass, bodkin’ (Hayden 1992,
p- 155). The contents of the pocket-book still include the
implements described (a composite set of gold, mother-of-
pearl and steel), of which the bodkin is marked with the
unidentifiable maker’s initials GC.

In the previous month, at Bulstrode on 13 November,
Mrs Delany had given Queen Charlotte a small notebook
containing fragments of silhouettes, of ornament and figures
rather than flowers (Ra GEo/Add. 2/65). In the following
year, Opie’s portrait of Mrs Delany (no.165) was painted
for the King and Queen.

60. Queen Charlotte (1744—-1818)
Hygeia, c.1806

Pen, ink and brown wash over pencil with wash borders.
85.4 x 40.5 cm (18%6" X 15'%s6")

BLK 200

PROVENANCE Among the ‘7 Drawings by Her Majesty Queen
Charlotte’ taken from the Library at Buckingham House by order of
George IV, 1828 (see Oppé 1950, p. 19); Queen Charlotte’s portfolio
LITERATURE Pyne 1819, I, Frogmore, p. 11; Oppé 1950, no. 6

Pyne records that Queen Charlotte drew throughout her life,
although little of her work survives. She evidently passed
on this enthusiasm to her daughters, for whom copying

the works of Old Masters and contemporary artists, and
designing schemes for interior decoration, was an absorbing
pursuit for many years. In 1785 Mrs Delany recorded
spending evenings at the Queen’s Lodge in Windsor when
the Queen and her daughters would ‘sit around a large table,
on which are books, work, pencils and paper . . . the youngest
part of the family are drawing and working’ (Hayden 1992,
pp. 164—5).

This drawing was preserved within a paper wrapper
inscribed in pen “7 drawings by Her Majesty’, with ‘Queen
Charlotte’ added in pencil. These seven works are among the
few surviving drawings attributed to the Queen. They are all
studies of the type which might have been set by a drawing
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master in order to instruct the pupil in composition; the
figures are expressed by schematic ovoid and tubular forms,
and lines show the process of constructing the illusion of
perspective. This kind of instruction was fairly common in
the latter part of the eighteenth century, when drawing
books containing etched landscapes and figures in outline
for the purpose of copying were sold to amateur artists. The
drawings were formerly contained in a portfolio similar to,
but larger than, that used to hold the King’s drawings (see
no. 57). They were evidently a late addition to the folder,
which is lettered ‘Drawings by the Princes & Princesses’ and
also contained nos. 74, 75 and 84. At Bad Homburg there

is a series of drawings (with the addition of watercolour) by
Princess Elizabeth, made at Windsor in 1806 in a style very
similar to that in the Queen’s series (Elizabeth 1990, no. 36).
It is likely that Queen Charlotte’s drawings resulted from
lessons with the same — as yet unidentified — teacher. A folder
of works by the Queen is noted in the posthumous inventory
of Princess Elizabeth’s collection at Darmstadt (Abt. D 11
Nr. 142/9 (ii)).

The subject represented here is an offering at the shrine of
Hygeia, the goddess of health and the daughter of the physi-
cian Aesculapius, who was represented as a young woman
holding a serpent in one hand and a cup in the other, out of
which the serpent sometimes drinks. Other subjects in this
group of Queen Charlotte’s drawings include the Adoration

of the Shepherds, Pygmalion and the Invention of Painting.



http://www.royalcollection.org.uk/collection/980299

61. Charlotte, Princess Royal (1766-1828)
after Benjamin West (1738-1820)
The Five Senses: Smell, 1784

Etching. Platemark 16.4 x 22.6 cm (676" x 87%s")
Inscribed in the plate CM 1784

RCIN 816785

62. Charlotte, Princess Royal (1766-1828)
after Benjamin West (1738-1820)
The Five Senses: Taste, 1784

Etching. Platemark 16.4 x 22.8 cm (676" x 9")
Inscribed in the plate CM 1784

RCIN 816786

PROVENANCE With po, 61, presented by Mr William Drummond,
January 1988
LITERATURE Roberts (J.) 1987, p. 73

George III's commission in 1769 of the Departure of Regulus
(no.158) marked the beginning of a long period of royal
patronage for Benjamin West. During his tenure as
Historical Painter to the King, West had studios both

in Buckingham House and in Windsor Castle, and from
¢.1780 to 1809 he rented a house in Park Street, Windsor.
He painted many portraits of the royal family, and for a
time also served as a drawing master to the princesses.

The Princess Royal made a group of five lively etchings,
dated 1784, which allegorise the senses; two of these, Smell
and Taste, are included in the present exhibition. These
etchings were all copies of designs by West, whose drawing
of Taste, signed and dated 1784, has recently surfaced, while
his drawings for Sound and Smell were on the art market in
1968 and 1975 respectively (Agnew’s 130th Annual Exhibition
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of Watercolours and Drawings, March 2003, London, no. 8).
Among the works by the Princess Royal in the Collection is
a large watercolour drawing of an angel (RL_K 1152) pasted
into an album of prints and drawings included here as no. 64;
this also reveals the influence of West and may date from
around two years later than these etchings.

The Princesses were apparently taught to etch by Biagio
Rebecca (1735-1808) and Peltro William Tomkins (1760—
1840). The resulting prints were presumably distributed as
gifts to family and friends, in the same way as Queen Victoria
and Prince Albert distributed their drawings and etchings in
the 1830s and 1840s (Roberts (J.) 1987, pp. 21-5, 95—7).

63. Charlotte, Princess Royal (1766-1828) after
Giulio Clovio (1498-1578)
Head of Minerva, 1785

Etching, printed in red-brown ink. 28.3 x 20.4 cm (11%" X 8%16")
RCIN 816795
LITERATURE Oppé 1950, p. 20 (under no._7)

Like the etchings after West (nos. 61, 62), this print dates
from the mid-1780s, when the Princess was receiving tuition
from Biagio Rebecca or PW. Tomkins. Etching was particu-
larly suitable for amateurs because of its similarity to
drawing. Very little pressure was required, and the etcher
was able to sketch freely through the waxy ground upon the
plate with the etching needle, as though with a pencil. It is
not known where (nor by whom) the plates were ‘bitten” and
printed. By the end of the reign there was a small printing
press at Frogmore, some elements of which —in an earlier
location — could possibly have been used to print the

Princesses’ etchings.
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This is a copy of a drawing in George III's collection

by the sixteenth-century Italian artist Giulio Clovio (see
Popham and Wilde 1984, no. 243). It represents the head of
Minerva, the goddess of wisdom, war and all the liberal arts,
who presided over sense, taste and reason. Rather than seeking
to emulate the smooth grey chalk of Clovio’s drawing, the
Princess Royal has translated the complex forms of the
original into the idiom of a linear print. Some of Clovio’s
details of the Gorgon’s head on Minerva’s cuirass, and a
battle between a horseman and foot soldiers on her plumed
helmet, have been simplified or elided. Just as the Princess
Royal later sought to disguise her drawings as etchings

(see nos. 67—-9), so in this print she has etched her plate in a
hatched pattern in order to emulate the regular lines which
characterise engraving, the most laborious and skilled of

the print-making methods, and one which was thought to
require a great deal more intellectual strength and energy than
other forms. Another impression of this subject, printed in
black ink, is included in the Princess Royal’s volume (see no. 64).
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64. Charlotte, Princess Royal (1766-1828)
after John Miller (1715-1790)
A canna, 1783

Pen and ink over pencil. 46.9 x 33.4 cm (187" X 13%5")
Inscribed above Classzs 1% Ordo 1% / Monandria Monogynia / Canna;
below Windsor Decem[ber] / 1783

RL K 1149 (f. 14 of volume RcIN 981149)

PROVENANCE Identified with the ‘Princess Royal’s Drawings and
Etchings’ taken from the Library at Buckingham House by order
of George IV, 1828 (see Oppé 1950, p. 19)

LITERATURE Oppé 1950, no. 7

Like Queen Charlotte, the Princesses had a serious interest in
botany. The Princess Royal’s drawing of the flowers and leaves
of a canna, pasted into a 87-page album of drawings and prints
inscribed with dates between 1780 and 1786, is an accurate
copy of a plate from one of the most important botanical
books of the eighteenth century, John Miller’s illustrated
guide to the classification structure of the great botanist
Carl Linnaeus, subtitled An Illustration of the Sexual System of
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Linnaeus, published in 1777. It is a measure of the Princess
Royal’s intellectual curiosity that on the following page of
Miller’s volume is a more attractive, hand-coloured version of
the same etching, without the lettering and the key, yet none
the less the Princess Royal copied the diagrammatic version.
In this interest in botany the Princess Royal may also have
been encouraged by Mrs Delany, who had become a great
friend of Queen Charlotte after their first meeting in 1776
(see nos. 59, 165, 194). Mrs Delany was deeply concerned
with botanical accuracy, always cutting the correct number
of stamens and styles; likewise the Princess Royal’s drawing
faithfully records the details included in Miller’s own plate.
Queen Charlotte’s copy of Miller’s three-volume work was
sold for 5 guineas at her posthumous library sale in 1819
(lot 1440). The catalogue of books belonging to Princess
Elizabeth (Sotheby’s, London, 7-11 April 18638) included not

only Miller’s Sexual System of Linnaeus but also James Sowerby’s

Easy Introduction to Drawing Flowers and his Botanical Drawing
Book, both issued in 1788. However, all the flower subjects
included in the Princess Royal’s album pre-dated these
didactic publications. Nine botanical subjects, all worked at
Windsor and dated 17883, are included in this album. On the
evidence of portraits of the Princess showing her painting
flowers, her activity as a botanical artist continued to the end
of her life (painting of 1826 by Stirnbrand, and miniature of
1827 attributed to J.G.P. Fischer; RCIN 402477, 420223).

65. Charlotte, Princess Royal (1766—1828)
A posy of flowers, 1784

Watercolour and bodycolour over pencil. 7.0 X 28.3 cm
(14%6" X 11Y%8")

Signed and dated Charlotte Augusta Matilda May 1784
RL K 303

PROVENANCE Princess Royal’s volume (see no. 64)
LITERATURE Oppé 1950, p. 20 (under rﬂ

66. Charlotte, Princess Royal (1766—1828)
A vase of flowers, 1793

Pen and ink and wash. 72.0 x 63.9 cm (28%" x 25%16")
Signed and dated, on paper pasted onto the backboard,
Charlotte Augusta Matilda June 37 1793

RL K 414

PROVENANCE Painted for Queen Charlotte; retained in the
Collection after her death

LITERATURE Oppé 1950, p. 20 (under M

Both these flower pieces by the Princess Royal are in the
style of works by Mary Moser (1744—1819), the leading
professional flower-painter of her day. Moser was one of the
only two female fo