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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores the life and work of the modern British portraitist Ambrose McEvoy, by focusing
on the artistic influences that shaped his work throughout his career. McEvoy was one of the most
popular portrait painters of his generation, with his sitters predominantly comprising the glamorous
social elite of the 1910s and 1920s, politicians, royalty, and the aristocracy. Yet, despite his impressive
oeuvre of famous faces, McEvoy has almost entirely disappeared from art-historical literature. At the
peak of his career, he was best known for his ‘ethereal’ portraits of women in beautiful dresses, a
subject which in the years following his death in 1927 became regarded as superficial. However, early
research for this thesis led to the discovery of the artist’s estate, a large and unique collection of
archival and painted material comprising 5000 items. The papers were uncatalogued and unpublished,
and had remained in the possession of McEvoy’s family since his death. This material, which | have
titled the McEvoy Estate Papers, provides an entirely original view of McEvoy and his work, which
stands in stark contrast to the superficiality that haunts his posthumous reputation. The McEvoy
Estate Papers has provided a vital foundation for this thesis and has led me to explore an overarching
and important theme in the artist’s career, the subject of influence. McEvoy was deeply influenced by
a number of different artists throughout his career, from the Dutch Golden Age to his modern
contemporaries including James McNeill Whistler, John Singer Sargent, and Gwen John. This thesis
will explore McEvoy’s work chronologically across five chapters, from an early period in which he
directly copied the work of old masters, to his later interiors and portraits which gleaned
compositional tropes and techniques from other artists’ works. By using the influence of other artists,
McEvoy was able successfully to cultivate a unique identity as a portraitist working across a transitional
period of modern British art; he reintroduces the concept of the ‘New Woman’ to an upper-class

audience in the 1920s, and as leading artist of the period, fulfils his wish ‘to be a painter of excellence’.
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The McEvoy Estate Papers is a unique collection of 5000 items belonging to Ambrose McEvoy’s estate,
and is printed as an inventory in Appendix Il of this thesis. | have catalogued each item with a unique
archival number relating to the type of object (for example, a letter is catalogued with LET) and a
sequential number. The archival system devised for the McEvoy Estate Papers will be explained in

more detail in the Introduction of this thesis.

All of the photographs of the McEvoy Estate Papers have been taken by Lydia Miller unless stated

otherwise.

It should be noted that Ambrose McEvoy’s daughter Anna married twice, and she is referred to by
different names throughout this thesis and in the inventory of the McEvoy Estate Papers, depending
on the period referenced. Anna McEvoy is also referred to as: Anna Bazell or Mrs Bazell, or Anna Hett

or Mrs Hett.

Albert Rutherston who began life as Albert Rothenstein, but anglicised his surname in 1916, shall be

referred to as Albert Rutherston throughout this thesis for ease of reference.
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Rembrandt van Rijn, The Hundred Guilder, c.1648, etching, 28.1 x 38.8cm, The British
Museum, F,4.154.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Engraving, ¢.1900, oil on canvas, 64.7 x 49.5cm, private collection.
Ambrose McEvoy, Detail of face in The Engraving, ¢.1900, oil on canvas, 64.7 x 49.5cm, private
collection.

Ambrose McEvoy, Detail of tablecloth in The Engraving, c.1900, oil on canvas, 64.7 x 49.5cm,
private collection.

Ambrose McEvoy, Detail of engraving in The Engraving, ¢.1900, oil on canvas, 64.7 x 49.5cm,
private collection.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Lute (Anais), c.1910-11, oil on canvas, 60 x 51cm, Johannesburg Art
Gallery.

Ambrose McEvoy, Serpentine line in The Lute (Anais), ¢.1910-11, oil on canvas, 60 x 51cm,
Johannesburg Art Gallery.

Mark Fisher, The Bathers, c¢.1900, oil on canvas, 61 x 77.5cm, Hugh Lane, Dublin, Reg. 22.
Philip Wilson Steer, Hydrangeas, 1901, oil on canvas, 85.4 x 112cm, Fitzwilliam Museum,
PD.185-1975.

Ambrose McEvoy, Mother and Child, c.1907, oil on canvas, location unknown.

Pieter de Hooch, A Mother Delousing her Child’s Hair, Known as ‘A Mother’s Duty’, c.1660-1,
oil on canvas, 52.5 x 61cm, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, SK-C-149.

Postcard of Pieter de Hooch, A Mother Delousing her Child’s Hair, Known as ‘A Mother’s Duty’,
¢.1660-1, oil on canvas, 52.5 x 61cm, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, McEvoy Estate Papers,
POS/97.

Photograph of one of the bedrooms in McEvoy’s house 107 Grosvenor Road today
(photograph by Lydia Miller, Nov 27, 2019.)

Ambrose McEvoy, Mother and Son, ¢.1910, oil on canvas, 30.5 x 23.2cm, Tate, NO5611.

Jan van Eyck, Portrait of Giovanni(?) Arnolfini and his Wife, 1434, oil on oak, 82.2 x 60cm, The
National Gallery, NG186.

William Orpen, The Mirror, 1900, oil on canvas, 50.8 x 40.6cm, Tate, N02940.
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147.
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Postcard of Jan van Eyck, Portrait of Giovanni(?) Arnolfini and his Wife, McEvoy Estate Papers,
POS/253.

William Orpen, The Studio, c.1910, oil on canvas, 96.5 x 80cm, Leeds Art Gallery,
LEEAG.PA.1952.0031.

William Orpen, Self-Portrait, ¢.1910, oil on canvas, 101.9 x 84.1cm, The Metropolitan Museum
of Art, 14.59.

Johannes Vermeer, The Concert, c.1664, oil on canvas, 72.5 x 64.7cm, stolen from the Isabella
Stewart Gardner Museum in 1990, whereabouts unknown.

Johannes Vermeer, The Art of Painting, 1666-1668, oil on canvas, 120 x 100cm,
Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna.

Pieter de Hooch, An Interior with a Woman drinking with Two Men, and a Maidservant,
probably 1658, oil on canvas, 73.7 x 64.6cm, The National Gallery, NG834.

Edward Collier, Trompe L’oeil with Writing Materials, ca.1702, oil on canvas, 51.5 x 63.7cm,
V&A, P.23-1951.

Ambrose McEvoy, Two Figures with Lute after Dutch painting, date unknown, oil on canvas,
McEvoy Estate Papers, PAI/7.

Gerard ter Borch, A Woman Playing a Lute to Two Men, 1667-8, oil on canvas, 67.6 x 57.8cm,
The National Gallery, NG864.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Music Room, 1904, oil on canvas, 52.1 x 45.7cm, whereabouts
unknown.

Postcard depicting Pieter Janssens’ Interior with Painter, Woman Reading and Maid Sweeping,
Stadel Museum, McEvoy Estate Papers, POS/308.

Pieter Janssens, Interior with Painter, Woman Reading and Maid Sweeping, 1665-1670, oil on
canvas, 82 x 99cm, Stadel Museum, 1129.

Postcard of J. Koedyck, Interior, Brussels, McEvoy Estate Papers, POS/373.

Jacobus Vrel, formerly attributed to Nicolas Koedyck, Dutch interior, date unknown, oil on
wood, 71.5 x 59.5cm, Musées Royaux de Beaux-Art de Belgique, 2826.

Postcard of Johannes Vermeer, Girl with a Pearl Earring, McEvoy Estate Papers, POS/217.
Postcard of Pieter de Hooch, Man Handing a Letter to a Woman in the Entrance Hall of a
House, 1670, McEvoy Estate Papers, POS/117.

Pieter de Hooch, Man Handing a Letter to a Woman in the Entrance Hall of a House, 1670, oil
on canvas, 68 x 59c¢m, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, SK-C-147.

Postcard of Pieter de Hooch, Mother with a Child and a Chambermaid, McEvoy Estate Papers,
POS/224.
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169.

170.
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Pieter de Hooch, Mother with a Child and a Chambermaid, 1665-1668, oil on canvas, 37 X
42cm, Amsterdam Museum, SA 7518.

Ambrose McEvoy, Autumn, 1901, oil on canvas, 48.3 x 43.2cm, whereabouts unknown.
Ambrose McEvoy, The Convalescent, 1901, oil on canvas, 53 x 43cm, private collection.
Ambrose McEvoy, Sketch of Autumn, 1901, watercolour and bodycolour on paper, 29.2 x
25.4cm, private collection.

Johannes Vermeer, Girl Reading a letter by an open window, 1657-1659, oil on canvas, 83 x
64.5cm, Gemaldegalerie, Dresden, 1336.

Postcard of Johannes Vermeer, Girl Reading a letter by an open window, 1657-1659, McEvoy
Estate Papers, POS/101.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Letter, 1904-1906, oil on canvas, 48.5 x 38.5cm, The New Art Gallery
Walsall, GR.159.

Gwen John, Winifred John, ¢.1900, oil on canvas, 25 x 20cm, Tenby Museum & Art Gallery,
TENBM:1983:1385.

Gwen John, A Lady Reading, 1909-11, oil on canvas, 40.3 x 25.4cm, Tate, N0O3174.

Gwen John, Girl Reading at a Window, 1911, oil on canvas, 40.9 x 25.3cm, MoMA, 421.1971.
Ambrose McEvoy, In a Doorway, 1905, oil on canvas, 55.8 x 43.2cm, whereabouts unknown.
Gerard ter Borch, Gallant Conversation, Known as ‘The Paternal Admonition’, ¢.1654, oil on
canvas, 71 x 73cm, Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, SK-A-404.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Rickyard, 1905, oil on canvas, 43.2 x 53.3cm, McEvoy Estate Papers,
PAI/27.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Thunderstorm, 1901, oil on canvas, 38.1 x 58.4cm, private collection.
Ambrose McEvoy, Rosalind and Helen, ¢.1903, oil on canvas, 74.9 x 62.2cm, whereabouts
unknown.

Ambrose McEvoy, Interior, 1910, oil on canvas, 63.5 x 57.2cm, whereabouts unknown.
Ambrose McEvoy, The Ear-Ring, 1911, oil on canvas, 76.2 x 63.5cm, Tate, NO3176.

Ambrose McEvoy, La Reprise, 1912, oil on canvas, 64.2 x 76.4cm, Aberdeen Art Gallery &
Museums, ABDAG004458.

Ambrose McEvoy, Myrtle, 1913, oil on canvas, 102.2 x 94cm, whereabouts unknown.
Comparison of Ambrose McEvoy, Interior, 1910, oil on canvas, 63.5 x 57.2cm, whereabouts
unknown and Ambrose McEvoy, La Reprise, 1912, oil on canvas, 64.2 x 76.4cm, Aberdeen Art
Gallery & Museums, ABDAG004458.

Ambrose McEvoy, Siana, 1911, oil on canvas, 30.5 x 25.4cm, private collection.

Philip Wilson Steer, Sleep, c.1898, oil on canvas, 89.5 x 132.1cm, Tate, N04264.
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188.

Philip Wilson Steer, Seated Nude: The Black Hat, c.1900, oil on canvas, 50.8 x 40.6cm, Tate,
NO5261.

Henry Tonks, The Toilet, 1914, pastel on paper, 33 x 44.2cm, Tate, NO3016.

Ambrose McEvoy, Nude Facing a Mirror, date unknown, oil on canvas, 92 x 69 cm, Philip
Mould & Co.

Comparison of Johannes Vermeer, The Art of Painting, 1666-1668, oil on canvas, 120 x 100cm,
Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna and Ambrose McEvoy, Interior, 1910, oil on canvas, 63.5 x
57.2cm, whereabouts unknown.

Comparison between Ambrose McEvoy, Bessborough Street, Pimlico, 1900, oil on canvas, 45.7
x 35.6cm, Tate, NO6080 and Ambrose McEvoy, Interior, 1910, oil on canvas, 63.5 x 57.2cm,
whereabouts unknown.

William Orpen, Summer Afternoon, c.1913, oil on canvas, 96.5 x 86.4cm, Museum of Fine Arts
Boston, 48.582.

Ambrose McEvoy, In a Mirror, c.1911, graphite and watercolour on paper, 47 x 38.7cm, Tate,
NO3175.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Letter, c.1911, oil on canvas, whereabouts unknown.

Comparison between Ambrose McEvoy, The Lute (Anais), c.1910-11, oil on canvas, 60 x 51cm,
Johannesburg Art Gallery and Vilhelm Hammershgi, Danish Interior, Strandgade 30, 1902, oil
on canvas, 41 x 33cm, Private Collection.

Willem van de Velde Il, English Ships at Sea Beating to Windward in a Gale, c.1690, oil on
canvas, 86.4 x 122cm, National Maritime Museum, Greenwich, BHC0899.

Johannes Vermeer, Woman with a Pearl Necklace, c.1662-1665, oil on canvas, 55 x 45cm,
Gemaldegalerie, Dresden, 912B.

Johannes Vermeer, A Lady at the Virginals with a Gentleman, early 1660s, oil on canvas, 74.1
X 64.4cm, Royal Collection Trust, RCIN 405346.

Gerard Dou, A Young Woman at her Toilet, 1667, oil on panel, 58 x 75.5cm, Museum Boijmans
Van Beuningen, 1186 (OK).

Johannes Vermeer, The Procuress, 1656, oil on canvas, 143 x 130cm, Gemaldegalerie,
Dresden.

Comparison between Johannes Vermeer, The Lacemaker, 1669-1670, oil on canvas, 24.5 x
21cm, Louvre, Paris, M.1.1448 and Ambrose McEvoy, La Reprise, 1912, oil on canvas, 64.2 x
76.4cm, Aberdeen Art Gallery & Museums, ABDAG004458.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Hon. Mrs Cecil Baring, 1916, oil on canvas, 214.5 x 102.3cm, Walker Art
Gallery, WAG 6616.
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197.

198.

199.

200.

201.
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203.

James Abbott McNeill Whistler, The Princess from the Land of Porcelain, 1863-1865, oil on
canvas, 201.5 x 116.1cm, Freer Gallery of Art, Washington, F1903.91a-b.

Details of Ambrose McEvoy, The Hon. Mrs Cecil Baring, 1916, oil on canvas, 214.5 x 102.3cm,
Walker Art Gallery, WAG 6616 and James Abbott McNeill Whistler, The Princess from the Land
of Porcelain, 1863-1865, oil on canvas, 201.5 x 116.1cm, Freer Gallery of Art, Washington,
F1903.91a-b.

James Abbott McNeill Whistler, Grey and Silver: The Thames, c.1896, oil on canvas, 61.3 x
46.1cm, Hunterian Art Gallery, University of Glasgow, GLAHA 46332.

Google map image of McEvoy and Whistler’s houses on the embankment of the Thames.
Ambrose McEvoy, The Thames from the Artist’s House, 1912, oil on canvas, 63.5 x 76.2cm
Hunterian Art Gallery, University of Glasgow, GLAHA_43755. Taken by Lydia Miller in the
Hunterian stores 23™ March 2018.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Thames from the Artist’s House, 1912, oil on canvas, 63.5 x 76.2cm
Hunterian Art Gallery, University of Glasgow, GLAHA 43755.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Gas Works, 1912, pencil, ink and wash on paper, 25 x 35cm, private
collection (previously in the McEvoy Estate Papers, DRA/259).

Photograph of the Thames thought to have been taken by Ambrose McEvoy, date unknown,
photograph, McEvoy Estate Papers, PHO/S.

Ambrose McEvoy, sketchbook page of river scenes, date unknown, pencil on paper, McEvoy
Estate Papers, SKE/4.

Ambrose McEvoy, Silver and Grey: Mrs Charles McEvoy, 1915, oil on canvas, 85.8 x 73.4cm
Manchester Art Gallery, 1925.71.

Comparison of a detail of Ambrose McEvoy, The Thames from the Artist’s House, 1912, oil on
canvas, 63.5 x 76.2cm, Hunterian Art Gallery, University of Glasgow, GLAHA 43755, and a
detail from Silver and Grey: Mrs Charles McEvoy, 1915, oil on canvas, 85.8 x 73.4cm
Manchester Art Gallery, 1925.71.

Ambrose McEvoy, Virginia, daughter of Capt. Harry J.C. Graham, 1915, oil on canvas, 182.8 x
104.1cm, destroyed.

James Abbott McNeill Whistler, Harmony in Grey and Green: Miss Cicely Alexander, 1872-
1874, oil on canvas, 190.2 x 97.8cm, Tate, N04622.

Francisco Goya, The Black Duchess, The Duchess of Alba, 1797, oil on canvas, 194 x 130cm,
New York Hispanic Society.

Edouard Manet, Lola de Valence, 1862, oil on canvas, 144.5 x 112.5cm, Musée d’Orsay, RF
1991.
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218.
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220.

Reproduction of Ambrose McEvoy, Tink, 1920, Colour Magazine, McEvoy Estate Papers,
ART/75. Whereabouts of original painting is unknown.

Ambrose McEvoy, Madame, 1915, oil on canvas, 142.5 x 112.5cm, Musée d’Orsay, RF 1977
236, JdeP 199.

Ambrose McEvoy, Sketch of a Mother and Child Reflected in a Mirror, date unknown, pencil
on paper, McEvoy Estate Papers, DRA/328.

James Abbott McNeill Whistler, Symphony in White, No. 2: The Little White Girl, 1864, oil on
canvas, 76.5 x51.1cm, Tate, NO3418.

Detail of Ambrose McEvoy, The Hon. Mrs Cecil Baring, 1916, oil on canvas, 214.5 x 102.3cm,
Walker Art Gallery, WAG 6616.

Ambrose McEvoy, Duchess of Marlborough, 1916, oil on canvas, 228.6 x 113cm, Blenheim
Palace.

Edward Robert Hughes, Midsummer Eve, 1908, oil on canvas, size unknown, private collection.
John Singer Sargent, Helen Dunham, 1892, oil on canvas, 121.5 x 81.3cm, private collection.
Ambrose McEvoy, Blue and Gold (Mrs Claude Johnson), 1917, oil on canvas, 127 x 101.6cm,
whereabouts unknown.

John Singer Sargent, Mrs Louis Raphael, c.1905, oil on canvas, 149.8 x 99cm, private collection.
Comparison of four portraits by Sargent: Winifred Duchess of Portland, Millicent Duchess of
Sutherland, Helen Vincent Viscountess d’Abernon, Lisa Colt Curtis, and four portraits by
McEvoy: Mrs Cecil Baring, Duchess of Marlborough, Mrs Redmond McGrath, Mrs Francis
Mclaren.

Detail from John Singer Sargent, Winifred, Duchess of Portland, 1902, oil on canvas, size
unknown, private collection.

Detail from Ambrose McEvoy, The Hon. Mrs Cecil Baring, 1916, oil on canvas, 214.5 x 102.3cm,
Walker Art Gallery, WAG 6616.

John Singer Sargent, Eugenia Errazuriz, 1883, oil on canvas, 53.3 x 48.3cm, The Metropolitan
Museum of Art.

John Singer Sargent, Eugenia Errazuriz (known as the Lady in Black), c.1882, oil on canvas, 81.9
x 59.8cm, private collection.

Ambrose McEvoy, Madame Errazuriz, 1919, oil on canvas, 74 x 62cm, deaccessioned by Bolton
Museum and Art Gallery and sold by Bonhams, The Chester Sale, July, 6, 2011, lot 579.

John Singer Sargent, Nancy Witcher Langhorne, Viscountess Astor CH, MP (1879-1964), 1908,

oil on canvas, 175 x 124cm, Cliveden Estate, National Trust, NT 766112.
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237.

John Singer Sargent, Portrait of Pauline Astor (1880-1970), c.1899, oil on canvas, 98 x 50cm,
on loan to the Huntington Library, Art Museum and Botanical Gardens.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Hon. Mrs. Spender Clay, 1916, oil on canvas, 101.6 x 121.9cm,
whereabouts unknown. Reproduction from Johnson, The Works of Ambrose McEvoy 1919.
Paul Swan, Portrait of Isadora Duncan, 1922, oil on canvas, 99.1 x 71.1cm, private collection,
previously with Philip Mould & Co.

Ambrose McEvoy, Alice Astor, 1917, oil on canvas, size unknown, private collection.
Ambrose McEvoy, Meraud Guinness, 1925, oil on canvas, 127 x 101.6cm, private collection.
Photograph taken by Lydia Miller, Sep 2020.

A page from the lllustrated London News comparing McEvoy’s Miss Meraud Guinness and
Charles Sims’ Mrs Komstam. May 9, 1925.

Ambrose McEvoy, Bridget Guinness, 1920, oil on canvas, 127 x 101.6cm, private collection.
Photograph taken by Lydia Miller, Sep 2020.

Ambrose McEvoy, Mary and Daphne at Gloucester Square (Children of Mr. C. K. Butler), 1903,
oil on canvas, 63.5 x 50.8cm, private collection.

John Singer Sargent, The Sitwell Family, 1900, oil on canvas, 170 x 193cm, private collection.
Auguste Rodin, The Kiss, pentelican marble, 182.2 x 121.9 x 153cm, Tate, N06228.

William Orpen, The Family of George Swinton, 1901, oil on canvas, 109.9 x 148.6cm, private
collection.

Family tree of the Sitwell and Swinton families. Drawn by Lydia Miller.

John Singer Sargent, Mrs George Swinton (Elizabeth Ebsworth), 1897, oil on canvas, 231 x
124cm, Art Institute of Chicago, 1922.4450.

John Singer Sargent, The Daughters of Edward Darnley Boit, 1882, oil on canvas, 221.9 x
222.6cm, Museum of Fine Arts Boston, 19.124.

Comparison of John Singer Sargent, The Daughters of Edward Darnley Boit, 1882, oil on
canvas, 221.9 x 222.6cm, Museum of Fine Arts Boston, 19.124 and Ambrose McEvoy, Silver
and Grey: Mrs Charles McEvoy, 1915, oil on canvas, 85.8 x 73.4cm Manchester Art Gallery,
1925.71.

Charles Dana Gibson, Scribner’s for June, 1895, zinc engraving, 56.2 x 35.7cm, Library of
Congress, POS - US .G52, no. 4.

Charles Dana Gibson, Sweetest story ever told, ca. 1910, pencil and ink on paper, 57.7 x
43.5cm, Library of Congress Prints and Photographs Division Washington, CAl - Gibson, no.
55.
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Charles Dana Gibson, The reason dinner was late, 1912, pencil and ink on paper, 46.7 x 74cm,
Library of Congress Prints and Photographs Division Washington, CAl - Gibson, no. 60.

John Singer Sargent, Ellen Terry as Lady Macbeth, 1889, oil on canvas, 221 x 114.3cm, Tate,
N02053.

John Singer Sargent, Clementina Austruther Thompson, 1889, oil on canvas, 106.7 x 74cm,
private collection.

John Singer Sargent, Vernon Lee, 1881, oil on canvas, 53.7 x 43.2cm, Tate, N04787.

John Singer Sargent, Mr and Mrs I.N. Phelps Stokes, 1897, oil on canvas, 214 x 101cm, The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, 38.104.

Detail of John Singer Sargent, Mr and Mrs I.N. Phelps Stokes, 1897, oil on canvas, 214 x 101cm,
The Metropolitan Museum of Art, 38.104.

Cecilia Beaux, Portrait of Mrs Isaac Newton Phelps Stokes (Edith Minturn), 1898, oil on canvas,
size unknown, collection of Mr. & Mrs. Newton P.S. Merrill.

John Singer Sargent, Nonchaloir (Repose), 1911, oil on canvas, 63.8 x 76.2cm, National Gallery
of Art, Washington D.C., 1948.16.1.

John Singer Sargent, Mrs Carl Meyer and her Children, 1896, oil on canvas, 201.4 x 134cm,
Tate, T12988.

John Singer Sargent, Mrs Hugh Hammersley, 1892, oil on canvas, 232.4 x 133.7cm, The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1998.365.

John Singer Sargent, Mrs Cecil Wade, 1886, oil on canvas, 167.6 x 137.8cm, Nelson-Atkins
Museum of Art, Kansas City.

John Singer Sargent, Lady Agnew of Lochnaw, 1892, oil on canvas, 127 x 101cm, National
Galleries Scotland, NG 1656.

John Singer Sargent, Millicent, Duchess of Sutherland, 1904, oil on canvas, 254 x 146cm,
Museo Nacional Thyssen-Bornemisza, Madrid, Inv. no. 732 (1983.12).

John Singer Sargent, Marguerite 'Daisy' Hyde Leiter (c.1879-1968), Later 19th Countess of
Suffolk, 1898, oil on canvas, 234 x 123cm, Kenwood House, English Heritage, 88029718.
Joshua Reynolds, Jane Fleming, later Countess of Harrington, ca.1778-9, oil on canvas, 239.4
x 147.5cm, Huntington Library, Art Museum and Botanical Gardens, 13.3.

Joshua Reynolds, Lady Bampfylde, 1776-7, oil on canvas, 238.1 x 148cm, Tate, N03343.
Joshua Reynolds, Mrs Hale as Euphrosyne, 1762-4, oil on canvas, 236 x 146cm, Harewood
House.

Detail from “Olympia Motor Exhibition — The New Woman in Motoring,” Western Daily Press,

Oct 23, 1926, 5.
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274.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Hon. Lois Sturt (later Viscountess Tredegar) (1900-37), 1920, oil on
canvas, 76.1 x 63.5cm, private collection, previously with Philip Mould & Co.

Ambrose McEvoy, The Hon. Lois Sturt (later Viscountess Tredegar) (1900-37), 1920,
watercolour on paper, 55.9 x 37.5cm, private collection, previously with Philip Mould & Co.
Detail of Ambrose McEvoy, The Hon. Lois Sturt (later Viscountess Tredegar) (1900-37), 1920,
oil on canvas, 76.1 x 63.5cm, private collection, previously with Philip Mould & Co.

Detail of Ambrose McEvoy, The Hon. Lois Sturt (later Viscountess Tredegar) (1900-37), 1920,
oil on canvas, 76.1 x 63.5cm, private collection, previously with Philip Mould & Co.

Detail of Ambrose McEvoy, The Hon. Lois Sturt (later Viscountess Tredegar) (1900-37), 1920,
oil on canvas, 76.1 x 63.5cm, private collection, previously with Philip Mould & Co.
Christopher Richard Wynne Nevinson, A Dawn, 1914, oil on canvas, size unknown, Sotheby’s,
Modern & Post-War British Art sale, Nov 21, 2017, lot 5.

Eric Gill, Ariel between Wisdom and Gaiety, 1932, corsham stone, 122 x 183cm, BBC
Broadcasting House, London, MIP1687.

Detail of Ambrose McEvoy, The Hon. Lois Sturt (later Viscountess Tredegar) (1900-37), 1920,
watercolour on paper, 55.9 x 37.5 cm, private collection, previously with Philip Mould & Co.
Ambrose McEvoy, Zita, 1923, watercolour, pen, pencil and ink on paper, 51 x 34.5cm, sold at
Bonhams, Modern British and Irish Art sale, 4™ June 2013, lot 150.

Ambrose McEvoy, Zita Jungman, undated, watercolour on paper, size unknown, Laing Art
Gallery, Newcastle.

John Singer Sargent, Mrs George Batten, 1897, oil on canvas, 88.9 x 43.2cm, The Metropolitan
Museum of Art.

Ambrose McEvoy, Vicountess Ridley, 1916, oil on canvas, 76.2 x 63.5cm, whereabouts
unknown.

Ambrose McEvoy, Tallulah Bankhead, ¢.1926, oil on canvas, 100.3 x 73.7cm, private collection.
Reproduction of ‘Ambrose McEvoy’s First London Exhibition’, The Graphic, Apr 14, 1923, 527.
Augustus John, Tallulah Bankhead, 1930, oil on canvas, 123.8 x 62.9cm, National Portrait
Gallery, Smithsonian Institution, NPG.69.46.

Nell Brinkley, ‘Too Busy’, Hearst, 1914.

Nell Brinkley, accompanying image to ‘Too Busy,” Hearst, 1914.

Ambrose McEvoy, Teddie Gerard, 1921, oil on canvas, 76.4 x 63.8 cm, Manchester Art Gallery,
1947.96.

Ambrose McEvoy, Lillah McCarthy, 1919, oil on canvas, 101 x 76.2cm, National Portrait
Gallery, NPG 5506.
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289.

Ambrose McEvoy, Lillah McCarthy, 1919, oil on canvas, 76 x 63cm, Crawford Art Gallery, Cork,
CAG.2.

Ambrose McEvoy, Lillah McCarthy, 1919, poster, colour lithograph, 76.2 x 50.8cm, V&A,
E.3438-1953.

Charles Haslewood Shannon, Lillah McCarthy (1875-1960), as 'Donna Anna' (from 'Don
Giovanni' by Mozart), 1907, oil on canvas, 175.5 x 119cm, The Wilson, Cheltenham, 1960.52.
Charles Haslewood Shannon, Lillah McCarthy (1875-1960), as 'The Dumb Wife’, 1917-18, oil
on canvas, 97 x 64.4cm, The Wilson, Cheltenham, 1960.53.

Harold Speed, Lillah McCarthy (1875—1960), as Jocasta in 'Oedipus Rex' by Sophocles, 1913,
oil on canvas, 156.5 x 92cm, V&A, S.89-1986.

Ambrose McEvoy, Lydia Lopokova, ¢.1920, oil on canvas, 61 x 51cm, private collection,
previously with Philip Mould & Co.

Ambrose McEvoy, Rue Winterbotham Carpenter, 1920, oil on canvas, 76.2 x 63.5cm, Art
Institute of Chicago, 1985.438.

Ambrose McEvoy, Reproduction of a portrait of a WW1 Nurse, date unknown, whereabouts
of original painting unknown, McEvoy Estate Papers, REP/96.

Unknown photographer. Photograph of Diana Manners in her nurse’s uniform, 1917, original
source unknown.

Ambrose McEvoy, Portrait of Lady Diana Cooper (née Manners) (1892-1986), 1918, oil on
canvas, 86.4 x 101.5cm, private collection, previously with Philip Mould & Co.

After Cephisodotus the Elder, Mattei Athena, 1°* century AD, marble, 203cm tall, Louvre
Museum, Ma 530, LL 300.

Reproduction mount depicting Diana Manners, REP/18/1918, McEvoy Estate Papers.
Reproduction mount depicting Violet Manners’ drawing of Diana Manners being painted by
Ambrose McEvoy, 1918, REP/526/1918, McEvoy Estate Papers.

Ambrose McEvoy, Mademoiselle de Pourtales, 1921, oil on canvas, 154 x 103cm, Cartwright
Hall Art Gallery, Bradford, 1930-025.
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INTRODUCTION

| wish to be a painter of excellence...

Weak echoes and imitations of bastard “influences” always trying, for this is always my
bane, to surprise people.?
— Ambrose McEvoy

The career of Ambrose McEvoy commenced in 1893 with his education at the Slade School of Fine Art
in London, arguably the most progressive art school in the country at this period. He developed a
successful career as a portraitist and worked until his death in 1927. Little has been written about
McEvoy’s career as an artist, and biographical accounts of his life have been largely incorrect or
exaggerated — often fed by a distorted truth perpetuated by the artist himself. McEvoy is best known
for his portraits of fashionable society women, each depicted in a beautiful dress; they are exquisitely
coloured and comprise painterly brushstrokes that almost merge the sitter with a dreamlike or
ethereal background. It is perhaps the seemingly superficial and overtly-feminised appearance of
these portraits that has led to McEvoy being overlooked in the scholarly canon of British art history.
These portraits, the primary focus of his later career, were a significant and important period of
McEvoy’s oeuvre in which he reintroduces the 1890s concept of the ‘New Woman’ and creates a
unique identity for his work. However, there are several other periods of the artist’s career that are
less well known, but equally significant, that have come to light — not through existing literature on
McEvoy — but through extensive original archival research conducted for this doctoral project. This
thesis has been critically shaped by a large collection of previously unpublished and unexplored
primary material from Ambrose McEvoy’s estate, which will be cited throughout as the ‘McEvoy Estate
Papers’, or abbreviated in footnotes to MEP. The composition of the McEvoy Estate Papers and how
this collection has been used for this thesis will be explored in more detail later in this introduction.
However, it is vital to highlight the recurring theme that dominates the correspondence, drawings,
paintings, notebooks, diaries, reproduction mounts, and postcards of the McEvoy Estate Papers:

‘influence’. McEvoy worked across a number of different genres throughout his career and built a

1 NOT/364, MEP.
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successful practice as one of the leading portraitists of the mid-late 1910s and throughout the 1920s,
by being influenced by other artists and their work. These artists spanned almost 500 years of
European art, from the Italian Renaissance and the Dutch Golden Age, to McEvoy’s close friends and
contemporaries at the Slade School of Fine Art. With so little scholarship on McEvoy, the theme of
influence — and how and why influence dominated McEvoy’s career — has never been previously

explored as an impactful and extensive subject, nor has it been explored in scholarly detail, until now.

Without the McEvoy Estate Papers, it would have been impossible to have focused on the theme of
influence as the subject of this thesis, and thus additional and original scholarship on McEvoy as a
measured outcome of this project would have been minimal. Instead, the comprehensive and detailed
exploration of McEvoy’s career that follows, which has been informed by the McEvoy Estate Papers
to give an entirely original scholarly stance on the artist’s work, not only informs existing literature on
McEvoy, but also the wider narrative of this period of British art history — a period that remains largely
under-researched. The fluctuating influences of old masters and contemporaries over a number of
years on artists of McEvoy's generation, is a subject that has not been explored fully in art historical
literature. This thesis examines key periods of McEvoy’s work chronologically, by focusing on the
impact of different artistic influences, and how these artists successfully informed McEvoy’s work.
Although several influential artists are explored in this thesis, the list is by no means exhaustive. There
are many other artists, both British and European, who arguably influenced McEvoy during his career
and who could be explored in greater detail following the completion of this thesis. However, the
subject of ‘influence’ for this doctoral project has been driven by discoveries made whilst researching
the McEvoy Estate Papers; this thesis therefore initiates the discussion of ‘influence’ in McEvoy’s work

with the hope that other scholars may continue this research.

As the subject of influence is undeniably broad, the artistic influences that have been explored in this
thesis have been limited to those artists who informed McEvoy’s peopled interior paintings (which
arguably paved the way for his pursuit of portraiture) and his female portraits — for which he is best
known. McEvoy’s portraits of men, royal sitters, and his work as a war artist have been excluded from
this thesis as the theme of influence is arguably less impactful for these subjects — although this is
certainly a topic that could be explored in more detail beyond this doctoral project. McEvoy also
painted a number of landscapes and cityscapes throughout his career, often for his own enjoyment
but rarely as commissions for clients, in contrast to his portraiture. By piecing together McEvoy’s
oeuvre, | can conclude that the technique for these paintings was almost certainly influenced by his

friend Walter Sickert from 1909. However, the relationships that McEvoy developed with his sitters
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and patrons, and how McEvoy depicted particular individuals in his portraits, as well as the influences
that underpinned his commissioned works, were all important considerations for this thesis. With this
in mind, McEvoy’s landscapes, which were arguably painted for his own indulgence rather than for his
clients, have been excluded from this thesis. This is a subject that again could be explored in greater

detail and developed further beyond this thesis.

* k¥

In a fragile and discoloured notebook in the McEvoy Estate Papers, Ambrose McEvoy wrote that he
wished to be ‘a painter of excellence’, though the parameters of this statement are not defined by the
artist himself.?2 Every artist wishes to be excellent and yet excellence, like beauty, is open to
interpretation. It is possible that McEvoy measured ‘excellence’ in terms of monetary success,
popularity, influence, or fame. He was, after all, well-known in his lifetime as a society portraitist, and
at the height of his career was charging up to £3000 a portrait, as well as appearing alongside the
fashionable elite in almost every popular newspaper and journal of the period.® However, ‘excellence’
could also be interpreted as demonstrating excellent technical skill in his work, whether this was
creating an excellent likeness for a portrait, or by layering paint or mixing pigments using a particular
method to create an excellent effect. It is possible that McEvoy measured ‘excellence’ in his ability to
rival the skills of old masters or modern painters, by copying or reinterpreting their style or
compositions — those artists who were already deemed excellent by the educated British public. As
this thesis will demonstrate, McEvoy thrived on experimenting with different pigments, and learning
techniques and compositional arrangements from other artists. He did this in order to align his work
with theirs in proficiency, and glean insight into the methods of individuals that he thought were
exceptional. In doing so, he was determined to ‘surprise people’ by creating both excellent and original

portraits for which he became known.*

The influence of other painters had a profound effect on McEvoy, and although he began by initially
creating ‘weak echoes and imitations’ of other artists’ works, as he describes in the opening quotation
of this introduction, he quickly became adept at emulating the work of old masters such as Titian,

Vermeer, and Rembrandt, and was influenced by his contemporaries including Gwen and Augustus

2NOT/364, MEP.
3 LET/385/1920, MEP.
4 NOT/364, MEP.
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John, James McNeill Whistler, and John Singer Sargent. It is as though he was unable to escape the
influence of other artists and was constantly inspired by paintings and drawings on display in public
collections and published in books. This type of experimentation — experimenting by drawing on the
work of others —is perhaps not the stereotypical avant-garde that we associate with this period today,
but stemmed from McEvoy’s progressive education at the Slade, and continued throughout several
clearly defined periods of his work. The sources of McEvoy’s inspiration are vast, and he understood
the importance of influence as a necessary and powerful tool for his own success. By examining
McEvoy’s work in the McEvoy Estate Papers, and in private and public collections, alongside a diverse
group of paintings, drawings and etchings by different artists spanning five-hundred years of European
art, this thesis will cast McEvoy and his work in a new light. It will define him as a major figure in
modern British portraiture, and as an artist who became successful as ‘a painter of excellence’ by

positioning himself amongst some of the best-known artists in the canon of history of art.

* k¥

In 1946 Anna Hett (née McEvoy), McEvoy’s daughter, wrote to Charles Cheston, a former student at
the Slade with Ambrose McEvoy and his wife Mary. Although Anna’s original letter is untraced, Charles
Cheston’s reply, dating to 3™ December 1946, recalls his friendship with the couple following their
education at the turn of the twentieth century. In this letter, Cheston provides a detailed physical

description of McEvoy, putting a face to this largely unknown artist:

In the early Jubilee Place days Ambrose had the appearance of [a] delicate and under-
nourished frame. Friends would speak of his health and some would query whether he
was consumptive.

Recollection of him is a rather slight figure, not too upright, with head inclined a little:
in conversation he could look up suddenly with a kind of startled look at times, shewing
[sic] his large eyeballs and one felt a certain intensity, if that is the word to convey that
his reactions were very alive.

A stranger might have guessed his being either a poet or ascetic priest rather than an
artist. His voice as you know was so unusual that it had quite repute, it rumbled out in
deep bass tones and then would suddenly sideslip as it were into a high treble as though
a bow had slid along the strings of the instrument at the crucial point in the sentence
then recover to the former deeps [sic] with very odd effect.®

5 LET/857/1946, MEP.
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Ambrose McEvoy cannot be described as ostentatious, narcissistic, or as a ‘dominating figure’.® He
does not appear to have had extramarital affairs, like so many of his contemporaries, and he was
described as well-liked by everyone who knew him. The artist William Rothenstein described McEvoy
as ‘a charming person...affectionate, intelligent and extremely sensitive to beauty’.” Even at the peak
of his career ‘McEvoy was the same unassuming quietly charming companion and seemed unspoiled
by success... He was of course greatly liked by all artists.’”® He was a family man who was devoted to

his wife Mary, and addressed her in every affectionate letter as ‘Darling’ and signed off as ‘Husband’.®

The ‘large eyeballs’ described by Charles Cheston are also mentioned by Mary as being particularly
animated whilst painting. ‘As he painted his eyes seemed to become larger & more luminous & they
always did this, in spite of the conversation he kept up with his sitters.”’° His ‘under-nourished frame’
described by Cheston was also remembered by Augustus John in his handwritten foreword for the

Leicester Galleries in 1953:

The well-carved features which might be thought to verge on the cadaverous were it
not for the lively flush of health noticeable under the cheek-bones; the straight fringe
correcting a perhaps too high forehead; the fine eyes, one of which was adorned with
an unnecessary monocle; the almost clerical collar of subtly modulated white; the black
suit swathing the spare figure, and the patent-leather dancing-pumps, all combined to
form an ensemble of an unclassifiable elegance & distinction undreamt of & certainly
unapproached among the rank and file. McEvoy, nearly always in high spirits, seemed
to live in a world of melodrama, a fabulous world, where anything might happen and
which later on he was to exchange for the hardly less unreal atmosphere of the beau-
monde.!

Although John knew McEvoy well, and the pair were best friends for several years, John can sometimes
be considered an unreliable source, prone to misremembering and exaggeration. To describe McEvoy
as ‘always in high spirits’ and living in a ‘world of melodrama’ contradicts the primary sources among

the McEvoy Estate Papers, as well as accounts from other contemporaries. Instead, McEvoy appears

& William Rothenstein, Men and Memories: Recollections of William Rothenstein 1872-1900, Vol | (London: Faber
& Faber, 1931), 334.
7 William Rothenstein, Men and Memories: Recollections of William Rothenstein 1872-1900, Vol Il. (London:
Faber & Faber, 1931), 3.
8 LET/857/1946, MEP.
° MEP.
0'NOT/197, MEP.
11 NOT/3/1953, MEP.
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to have been the calm and quiet onlooker, taking on the role of a flaneur in the society that surrounded
him — first the society of his contemporary artists and then his high-society patrons. He also appears
to have suffered from bouts of depression, exacerbated by financial pressure, and on more than one

occasion he writes to Mary that he is feeling unwell and wanting to return home from visits abroad.!2

McEvoy’s unusual appearance, particularly during his years at the Slade, was the result of early
influence — the influence of popular artists of the 1890s. Fellow Slade student Daisy Legge, who also
modelled for McEvoy, remembered a ‘Tea party at the Johns. McEvoy sat opposite me at tea, looking
as like Aubrey Beardsley as he could.”’® Beardsley ‘epitomised the fin de siécle in England’ as an
important figure in aestheticism, and had a significant impact on McEvoy and his contemporaries.*
Although Beardsley died of tuberculosis at the age of twenty-five, he had reached celebrity status with
both his controversial graphic art and as the first editor of the popular Yellow Book, and would have
been a model of aspirational success for McEvoy. The 1890s generation of art students at the Slade
were urged by their drawing master Henry Tonks to study ‘the pictures in the National Gallery more
and the Beardsley drawings in the fashionable Yellow Books less’.?® It is not surprising that McEvoy
modelled his appearance on this fashionable and influential artist who was set to take British art in a
new direction, and even McEvoy's illustrations in both Fableland by William Morant (fig. 1 and 2) and
the 1896 edition of The Quarto (fig. 3), mimic elements of Beardsley’s style.’® McEvoy recalls a letter
that he wrote to his Slade friend Benjamin Evans which presented ‘a lot of black on the envelope “like
Beardsley”’.}” However, Beardsley was not a presiding or lasting influence on McEvoy’s work, nor was
he proud of his early interest in ‘black and white’.'® Yet the physical resemblance between McEvoy
and Beardsley is uncanny when comparing photographs of each artist. Figure 4, a photograph of
Ambrose McEvoy in the McEvoy Estate Papers depicts the young artist in c.1898 at the age of roughly
21, and Figure 5 depicts Aubrey Beardsley in 1892 at the age of 20. Both artists are sickly and gaunt in
appearance, McEvoy, like Beardsley, has close-cropped hair, a similar air of confidence in his pose,

and a similar style of suit. Daisy Legge was not the only student to comment on McEvoy styling himself

12 MEP.
13 LET/848, MEP.
14 Stephen Calloway and Caroline Corbeau-Parsons, Aubrey Beardsley (London: Tate Publishing, 2020).
15 Susan Chitty, Gwen John (New York: Franklin Watts, 1987), 37 & 38.
16 ). Bernard Holborn, “A Ballad,” The Quarto: An Artistic Literary & Musical Quarterly for 1896 (London: J.S.
Virtue & Co., 1896), 64-5. William Morant, Fableland (London: T. Fisher Unwin, 1898), 44-45.
7 NOT/364, MEP.
18 |bid.
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on Beardsley, Augustus John also noted the resemblance between the two artists. However, John
notes that McEvoy’s appearance was also influenced by James McNeill Whistler, an artist who deeply

influenced McEvoy, and a subject that will be explored in more detail in Chapter 4 of this thesis:

[McEvoy’s] general appearance, owing something to Whistler, whom he knew
personally, and to Aubrey Beardsley, whom he didn’t, comprised a straight low fringe of

black hair, a monocle, a high collar of modulated white, a black suit and patent leather

dancing pumps; he was in fact the perfect ‘arrangement in black and white’.*

McEvoy knew Whistler personally. He was a close friend of McEvoy’s father, and Whistler was another
artist idolised by this younger generation. John’s description of McEvoy as a ‘perfect ‘arrangement of
black and white” alludes to Whistler’s ‘arrangement’ portraits, which intended to create harmony
through colour and form, by drawing a parallel with musical arrangements. The monocle and black
and white costume worn by McEvoy in this quotation are also recorded by John in his description of

Whistler during a visit to the Slade life drawing class in 1896:

a jaunty little man in black, who had a white lock in his curly hair and wore a monocle.
Mr Whistler! An electric shock seemed to galvanise the class: there was a respectful
demonstration: the Master bowed genially and retired.?®

The descriptions of McEvoy’s physical appearance by his closest friends and contemporaries not only
build a picture of an individual who, until this thesis, has remained largely unknown, but these
animated and lucid memories also highlight the impact of influence on McEvoy from his initial
education at the Slade. McEvoy is representative of an entire generation of modern artists who
commenced their careers in the 1890s, and subsequently lived in the shadow of some of the most
accomplished Victorian artists of the period. This is almost certainly one of the reasons why McEvoy’s
work has been overlooked, particularly in recent years with an increased interest in Victorian art in
art-historical scholarship. Not only were McEvoy and his contemporaries working in the shadow of
Victorian artists but they had to position their work amongst well-established artists such as Sargent
and Whistler in order to gain contemporary recognition.?! Although McEvoy was assured a place to
exhibit at the NEAC from 1901, the competition to exhibit at other popular venues was fierce,
particularly when it was hoped that these exhibitions would lead to sales and commissions. In 1868 it

was said that 8000-10,000 new paintings were exhibited in London every year, with 30,000 thought

1% Augustus John, Chiaroscuro: Fragments of Autobiography (New York: Pellegrini & Cudahy, 1952), 43.
20 |bid., 48.
21 Although Whistler died in 1903 his work remained popular.
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to have been created and rejected.? By the turn of the twentieth century this number was significantly
more, with a greater number of exhibiting spaces for artists, including the NEAC, Fine Art Society, and
the Contemporary Art Society, which were founded in 1886, 1876 and 1910 respectively, but also an
increasing number of art schools and art students.?®> In 1911 there were 13,000 submissions for the

Royal Academy Summer Exhibition and only 1500 works were accepted.?*

However, the turn of the twentieth century also saw high-tier dealers abandoning modern British art
that had been produced by well-known Victorian artists, for an increased interest in the secondary
market.?> Prices for paintings by Victorian artists were sharply declining, ‘Edwin Landseer’s Lady
Godiva’s Prayer (Coventry, Herbert Art Gallery and Museum) was sold in 1873 by his executors for
£3,360, but in 1916 it only achieved £943.66.”2° The newly-popular secondary market comprised old
masters which by 1900 were reaching unprecedented prices.?” This resulted in McEvoy and several
other contemporary artists copying old masters and imitating the style of these works for a modern
market — these were the artists described by Pezzini as aiming ‘to live up to the comparison with the
old masters.”?® It also led to McEvoy being directly influenced in his own work by old masters such as
Rembrandt, whose work was being brought to the fore of London collections. The influence of old
masters on McEvoy’s work demonstrates the rapidity of changing tastes from the late nineteenth to

the early twentieth centuries. Frank Rutter in Art in my Time, published in 1933, observed that ‘history

22 Unknown, “What Becomes of the Pictures?,” Tinsley’s Magazine (April 1868): 288. Pamela Fletcher and Anne
Helmreich, The Rise of the Modern Art Market in London: 1850-1939 (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
2013), 5.
2 There are several references to increasing student numbers from the 1870s through to the 1930s in Stephen
Chaplin, "The Slade School of Fine Art Archive Reader" (unpublished manuscript at London: UCL Special
Collections, 1998). For more information see Pamela Fletcher and Anne Helmreich, The Rise of the Modern Art
Market in London: 1850-1939.
24 pauline Rose et al., Anne Acheson: A Sculptor in War and Peace (Portadown: Craigavon Museum Services,
2019), 8.
25 Barbara Pezzini, ‘(Inter)National Art: The London Old Masters Market and Modern British Painting (1900-14)’,
in Art Crossing Borders: The Internationalisation of the Art Market in the Age of Nation States, 1750-1914, ed.
Jan Dirk Baetens and Dries Lyna (Leiden: Brill, 2019), 137.
% |bid.
27 bid., 139.
28 |bid., 159.
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cannot tell us of any half-century during which the changes of style in art have been so extraordinary

and revolutionary as they have been during the past fifty years.’?®

The art market, with an emphasis on old masters, continued to flourish into the second decade of the
twentieth century. McEvoy is briefly featured in C. J. Holmes’ Pictures and picture collecting in 1910
as an example of a modern artist in whom to invest.?® However, the destruction and unexpected
continuation of the First World War led to a decline in the contemporary art market. During this
period, many exhibiting societies and art galleries closed, and the majority of artists working in Britain
were negatively affected. The Western Daily Press in 1916 reported that ‘Modern art lies under a
heavy disability in these days of war.”3! The years immediately following the war saw a substantial re-
growth of the market, ‘in part due to the market for war memorials and state patronage of the national
art projects linked to the Great War.’”®> However, by the end of 1920, ‘there were clear signs of
depression in the art economy as artists suffered from withdrawal of state support and falling
demand’, and by the summer of 1921 the effects of increased taxation on luxury goods, which had led
to a decrease in demand for original art, were being felt keenly by artists in both Britain and America.®
In 1921, McEvoy wrote to his wife Mary from New York about his unsuccessful trip and an
international financial crisis, ‘This visit has not been a success like my last one. Everybody thinks they

are ruined and | imagine it is the same in London.”3*

By 1921 McEvoy was still at the height of his career, a peak which would last until his death in 1927.
He was not overly affected by slumps in the art economy, as he was not dependent on the open
market. McEvoy instead had protected his practice by building up his own network of private clients
who continued to commission portraits throughout the late 1910s and 1920s. Among his sitters were
Consuelo Vanderbilt, Duchess of Marlborough, Winston Churchill, Sir John William Alcock and the
Russian ballerina Lydia Lopokova, as well as dozens of famous actresses, celebrities and the

transatlantic elite of the day. By the late 1920s, almost every country house in England would have

2 Frank Rutter, Art in My Time, (London: Rich & Cowan, 1933), 12.
30 Charles J Holmes, Pictures and picture collecting (London: A. Treherne & Co., 1910), 38.
31 "National Portrait Society", Western Daily Press, Feb 17, 1916, 5.
32 Andrew Stephenson, ‘Strategies of Display and Modes of Consumption in London Art Galleries in the Inter-
War Years’, in The Rise of the Modern Art Market in London, 1850-1939, ed. Pamela Fletcher and Anne Helmreich
(Mancheter: Manchester University Press, 2013), 104.
3 bid.
34 LET/198/1921, MEP.
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boasted a McEvoy portrait. His work was also extremely popular in the US: ‘Mr. McEvoy’s vogue is
greater in New York than in London’, and his portraits are still part of several international collections

from the National Gallery of Canada to the National Gallery of Victoria.>®

When McEvoy died unexpectedly of pneumonia on Augustus John’s birthday, 4™ January 1927, there
was an outpouring of grief from friends and patrons alike. Lady Diana Cooper recalled McEvoy’s death
as a knife through her heart and former Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald wrote that ‘a most
delightful personality has been taken away from us.’3® Obituaries were printed in major newspapers
and the well-known art historian and critic R.H. Wilenski defined McEvoy as ‘the modern
Gainsborough.”® However, McEvoy’s posthumous recognition was fleeting, particularly following the
Second World War, and by 1953 his portraits were described as displaying a ‘startling vulgarity...as
tricky as [Thomas] Lawrence at his very worst.”® The style of his portraits had fallen out of favour, and
in a war-torn Britain that was still restricted by rationing until 1954, glamorous portraits from the
1920s were no longer wanted or welcome. Society had changed. The majority of McEvoy’s portraits
in public collections were relegated to art gallery storerooms, and his life and career diminished into
art historical obscurity, until the 1970s when Eric Chilston (Eric Akers-Douglas, 2" Viscount Chilston),

a family friend of the McEvoys, decided to revisit McEvoy’s work and write a biography on the artist.

* %k %

Although McEvoy was highly successful during his lifetime, very little has been written about his work
prior to this thesis. McEvoy is featured in biographies of his contemporaries, including Augustus and
Gwen John, and William Orpen. He is also mentioned in William Rothenstein and Diana Cooper’s
autobiographies Men and Memories: Recollections of William Rothenstein 1900-1922 and The
Rainbow Comes and Goes. The majority of criticism published during McEvoy’s lifetime comprised
newspaper articles reviewing his work in various exhibitions. Many of these articles, written by some
of the leading art critics of the day, were invaluable for this thesis in providing accurate contemporary

insights into particular works and how they were publicly received. They also provided an overview of

35 “London Letter: The New Associates,” The Daily Mail, April 26, 1924, 2.
36 Diana Cooper, The Rainbow Comes and Goes (London: Century Publishing Co., 1984), 92. LET/167/1927, MEP.
37 "Mr Ambrose McEvoy", obituary, The Times, Jan 5, 1927, 12. LET/776/1933, MEP.
38 “Ambrose McEvoy: A Cautionary Tale Re-Told,” The Times, Dec 10, 1953, 11.
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public opinion on McEvoy’s success, recording key achievements in his career and documenting his

progression as a portraitist.

In 1919 McEvoy’s close friend and patron, the managing director of Rolls-Royce, Claude Johnson
privately published his first tomes cataloguing McEvoy’s oeuvre. The Works of Ambrose McEvoy from
1900 to May 1919 is illustrated with 163 photographs across two volumes; the first volume catalogues
and illustrates his oil paintings and the second volume, his watercolours. This early and unofficial
catalogue raisonné of McEvoy’s paintings provides no critical interpretation of the artist’s work, but it
does provide a comprehensive list of works that had been completed in chronological order as well as
information on where each piece had been exhibited and who owned them. This gives a good
overview of McEvoy’s oeuvre up until this date. In 1923 Claude Johnson, under his nickname and
pseudonym ‘Wigs’, published 1500 copies of a second catalogue of The Work of Ambrose McEvoy with
Colour Magazine and The Moreland Press. This offers greater insight into contemporary opinion and
compiles several quotations from different critics and art historians discussing some of McEvoy’s most

important works across a variety of publications.

Between 1923 and 1927 McEvoy’s contemporary and friend Albert Rutherston edited a series of short
monographs titled Contemporary British Artists in which McEvoy was included. The twenty-one pages
of text comprising McEvoy’s monograph was written by Reginald Gleadowe, assistant to the Director
of The National Gallery and then the Slade Professor of Fine Art at Oxford, who described McEvoy as
having a ‘delicate aesthetic sensibility, and a beautifully-trained hand.”* Although this monograph
again provides some insight into the artist, this is not a substantial text analysing the key portraits of
McEvoy’s oeuvre, nor his contribution to British portraiture. More recently, Kenneth McConkey
included several catalogue entries of portraits by McEvoy in Edwardian Portraits: Images of an Age of
Opulence. He also mentions McEvoy La Basquaise and The Convalescent in The New English: a history
of the New English Art Club in relation to both class and literature. Useful literature on this period
more generally is by David Peters Corbett and Lara Perry’s English art 1860-1914: Modern artists and

identity which provides an excellent definition of British modernism.

The most comprehensive work to date on the life and work of Ambrose McEvoy is Eric Chilston’s

biography Divine People, which was researched and written in the 1970s but never published. There

39 R.M.Y Gleadowe, Contemporary British Artists: Ambrose McEvoy, ed. Albert Rutherston (London: Ernest Benn,
Ltd, 1924), 9.
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are several letters between Chilston, his publishers, and his solicitors that reveal that his manuscript
was lost by the publishers Weidenfeld & Nicolson.*® He had not made a copy of the manuscript and
therefore had to rewrite his book with the hope of having it published in the early 1980s.
Unfortunately, Chilston died in 1982 before the manuscript was accepted a second time. This
unpublished biography lay in storage with the McEvoy Estate Papers and McEvoy’s grand-daughter
brought it to my attention at the very beginning of my research. Chilston knew McEvoy personally, as
the son of a close family friend. His biography is emotionally charged and written in a non-academic
style conducive to the period in which it was written. Completed prior to the age of modern
technology, Chilston’s biography was also not fact-checked to the same standards as today and
therefore presents several inaccuracies including McEvoy’s date of birth which | was able to clarify by
ordering a copy of his birth certificate (fig. 6). However, Chilston’s biography does offer a detailed
understanding of McEvoy’s life, personality and career, and was useful in providing a starting point for
my research. Chilston’s biography was edited by Lawrence Hendra, Director of Philip Mould & Co., and
published alongside a major retrospective exhibition at the gallery whilst | was undertaking my PhD.
This is the first biography on McEvoy that has ever been published. | was actively involved in both the
exhibition at Philip Mould & Co. and in contributing an annotated chronology to Divine People: The

Art and Life of Ambrose McEvoy (1877-1927).

Chilston, like McConkey, Rutherston, Gleadowe, and Johnson, as well as every other author who has
written on McEvoy, however briefly, have unfortunately fed into the inconsistencies and falsities
surrounding this artist — of which there are many. Authors have failed to check even basic facts about

McEvoy, including the year of his birth and the number of years he attended the Slade.** Several

40 LET/1190/1976, LET/1191/1976, LET/1192/1976, LET/1193/1976, MEP.
41 McEvoy was said to have been born in 1878, a date which was not corrected by the artist during his lifetime.
| attained a copy of his birth certificate that clarifies McEvoy was born in 1877. This discovery went on to inform
Divine People: The Life and Work of Ambrose McEvoy and has subsequently been changed across several online
sources. One possible explanation for McEvoy changing his birth date was for his eligibility to apply for a
scholarship at the Slade. The Slade offered six scholarships a year of £50 to students under the age of nineteen,
tenable for three years. By enrolling at the Slade in 1893 at the age of 15 (with a birth date of 1878) rather than
16 (with a birth date of 1877) McEvoy would have been eligible to apply for this scholarship for an extra year.
Another explanation is that it sounded more impressive to have started the Slade and his successful career a
year younger. The number of years that McEvoy was enrolled at the Slade was also mis-recorded; Claude
Johnson wrote in 1923 that McEvoy had attended the Slade three years ‘in all’ whereas there is an admittance
ticket to study at the Slade three days a week until April 1898 (fig. 7) which would mean McEvoy studied at the
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inaccuracies have been addressed and amended throughout the course of this thesis using a number
of primary sources, predominantly from the McEvoy Estate Papers, but future research into McEvoy
will undoubtedly uncover further knowledge of his life and work. The Slade School material at UCL
Special Collections was a valuable resource and included several student index cards and signing-in
ledgers, correspondence, and newspaper articles relating to McEvoy’s contemporaries. Primary
material authored by Edna Waugh (later Edna Clarke Hall), McEvoy’s contemporary, in the Tate

Archive and Library was also consulted for this research.

The most accurate and original material that forms the foundation of this doctoral project, and on
which all other research has been built, are the McEvoy Estate Papers. This is a unique collection of
primary material that has remained almost fully intact and in the possession of McEvoy’s descendants
since the death of Mary McEvoy in 1941. Almost all of the McEvoy Estate Papers are unpublished, with
the exception of those included in Divine People, and until this thesis, it was a collection that had never
been researched or catalogued in its entirety.*? Following my research, it is now known that the
McEvoy Estate Papers comprises 5000 objects including hundreds of letters from McEvoy to his wife
and from McEvoy’s sitters, friends, contemporary artists, and family, diaries that span several years
and include dates of key sittings, photographs, exhibition catalogues, paintings, newspaper articles,

drawings, sketchbooks, essays, and several other items that are outlined in Appendix II.

| discovered the McEvoy Estate Papers, which resided in both Canada and the UK, when | traced
McEvoy’s grand-daughter through several genealogical websites and online searches. The estate,
which includes a large number of paintings was made accessible to me by three out of four families of
McEvoy’s descendants. The fourth owner whom | believe is in possession of a number of paintings,
would not give me access to their part of the collection and therefore has been excluded from the

McEvoy Estate Papers inventory.

| applied for a Research Support Grant from the Paul Mellon Centre for Studies in British Art to enable

me to travel to Canada, where the majority of the McEvoy Estate Papers were held, and catalogue the

Slade for almost five years. Martin Postle, “The Foundation of the Slade School of Fine Art,” The Volume of the
Walpole Society 58 (1995-6): 127-230. Michael Reynolds, "The Slade: The Story of an Art School, 1871-1971,"
(unpublished manuscript, 1974), UCL Library Archives and Special Collections, (MS ADD 250), 4. Claude Johnson.
The Work of Ambrose McEvoy, Complied by “Wigs” (London: Colour Magazine, 1923), 31.
42 Eric Akers-Douglas and Lawrence Hendra, Divine People: The Art and Life of Ambrose McEvoy 1877-1927
(London: Paul Holnerton Publishing, 2020).
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material for four weeks. Whilst waiting for the outcome of the grant | negotiated the shipment of the
majority of the archival material to London with both the owner and Philip Mould on the condition
that | would catalogue the collection. | was generously awarded the Research Support Grant by the
Paul Mellon Centre in Spring 2018 and | visited and researched the material in Canada that did not
make the shipment in October 2018, including over 160 paintings and three boxes of archival material.
During this visit | was also able to view several letters relating to McEvoy at the Houghton Library,
Harvard. | also visited London from York on several occasions to catalogue the McEvoy Estate Papers,
and transported a lot of this material back to York in order to complete my work. It took five months
to catalogue the McEvoy Estate Papers and although the items were contained in labelled boxes, the
5000 objects that ranged in subject and condition were often without context, which further
complicated a difficult task. This was an uncatalogued and personal family collection that required
sensitivity and meticulous research in order to understand the scope of the material, and how it could
impact the posthumous reputation of Ambrose McEvoy and the larger period of British art history. In
order to catalogue the McEvoy Estate Papers effectively and efficiently | devised my own archival
system that identified the type of object, the number in the sequence (this number was allocated
according to when it was found and therefore has no relevance other than identification) and the date

of the object, if known. An example of a catalogued item is given below.

Twelfth in series

|
etrer—|LET|/[12]/[1902

Dating to 1902

| photographed the McEvoy Estate Papers as part of this project for ease of reference and to be used
for the continuation of my research at a later date, beyond my PhD. Several of the photographs are
included in this thesis but only where there has been a direct reference to items in the McEvoy Estate
Papers. It has been essential to include the inventory of the estate that | devised as an appendix
(Appendix Il) so that the reader is able to cross-reference the material that has been referred to in the
footnotes of this thesis. With so little accurate literature published on McEvoy, the McEvoy Estate
Papers has also informed a chronology of McEvoy’s life which has also been included as an appendix
(Appendix I). This chronology provides a supporting guide for the reader and has been kept separate

from the main body of the text so that it can be referred to throughout.
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The importance of the McEvoy Estate Papers in forming the foundation of this thesis cannot be
sufficiently expressed. By cataloguing the 5000 objects, | have been able to assemble a more complete
understanding of McEvoy’s life and his extensive and significant career, and provide a substantial
contribution to the knowledge of this period of British art history. The McEvoy Estate Papers provide
this thesis with indisputable evidence of key events in McEvoy’s career, and provide dozens of
drawings and sketchbooks that have never been seen or published before. These drawings are vital
additions to McEvoy’s oeuvre and were pivotal in answering the research questions of this PhD on the

subject of influence.

The research questions that were devised for this thesis were directly informed by the McEvoy Estate
Papers. After | catalogued the estate material using my archival system, | then looked in detail at the
content of the written material including the diaries and notebooks belonging to McEvoy and his wife
Mary, newspaper articles and reviews, and the abundance of correspondence from his friends,
patrons and sitters, in order to identify key themes in McEvoy’s work. This written material gave me
an unprecedented insight into the artist’s life and oeuvre, including his artistic motivations to develop
his work and become a ‘painter of excellence.” These motivations often resulted in almost ritualistic
artistic practices including copying and emulating the work of old masters in London art galleries for
several years, reading books on Rembrandt and the human figure, sketching from bookplates, and
working alongside his friends including Gwen John and her brother Augustus in order to learn and
develop as a modern artist. Once the content of these written items in the McEvoy Estate Papers were
determined, I then reviewed the visual material —the paintings, drawings, postcards, and reproduction
mounts of McEvoy’s work that were produced throughout his career. These were predominantly
peopled interior scenes, sketches of the human figure, and painted female portraits. After carefully
reviewing a large number of items in the McEvoy Estate Papers, and taking into consideration the
limited scholarly material on McEvoy by previous biographers and art historians, a prevailing subject
surfaced that appeared to dominate McEvoy’s consciousness throughout his career. This subject was
influence. Although the individual artists that McEvoy used to directly and indirectly influence his work
changed over the years, the concept of influence and the constant reminder of artists who had
preceded him haunted McEvoy’s work until his death, and caused bouts of severe anxiety to improve
as an artist and ultimately reach success as a leading portraitist. After | devised the question of
influence in McEvoy’s work as the subject of this thesis, | then worked on collating the primary material
from the McEvoy Estate Papers into influential groups of artists and key individuals who were

instrumental in helping develop McEvoy’s work as an artist. | also looked at dominant painters of the
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late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries including James McNeill Whistler and John Singer

Sargent in order to establish whether McEvoy was influenced by these artists” works.

The recent resurfacing of the McEvoy Estate Papers, as well as an increased interest in the work of
modern British artists on the art market in recent years, has provided an opportune moment to
research McEvoy and his paintings as a doctoral project. There have been several books published in
recent years about McEvoy’s contemporaries including Ida Nettleship, Augustus and Gwen John,
William Orpen and William Rothenstein, and it is important that McEvoy is included in the narrative
of modern British art, particularly portraiture, at this period. He needs to be understood as a key player
among his contemporaries. He was one of the most popular artists of his day, and arguably the leading
portraitist of his generation. By cataloguing McEvoy’s estate, | have been able to gain a detailed
impression of McEvoy’s career, and understand the important relationships that he had with his
contemporaries, with his sitters and patrons, and with his family. It has allowed me to identify patterns
in his interests and the prominent influential artists who provided McEvoy with both inspiration and
direction. This research has also enabled me to identify key periods or movements in McEvoy’s oeuvre
that would have otherwise not been established. The result of cataloguing and researching the
McEvoy Estate Papers is an entirely original thesis using a new body of material. This is the first time

that Ambrose McEvoy’s oeuvre has been written about in substantial, scholarly detail.

The McEvoy Estate Papers have also served to effectively bookend this project — the collection was
catalogued during the first year of my PhD and by the time this thesis is submitted, and with the
ongoing co-operation and support of the owners, Adrian Glew the archivist at Tate, Lawrence Hendra
at Philip Mould & Co. and myself, this material should have been successfully donated to Tate for

posterity.

This thesis is arranged in chronological order and is presented across five chapters, each outlining a
different influence or movement in McEvoy’s oeuvre. Chapter 1 focuses on the important early years
of McEvoy’s career — his training — which can be split into two distinct periods, his formal and informal
educations. As a teenager, McEvoy experienced contradictory feelings about his progress at the Slade.
Although it was considered a highly progressive school and its tutors filled a paternal role beyond their
paid week, the Slade also maintained more traditional teaching methods through its use of antique
sculpture, and drawing on historical rather than modern art to influence its students. The predominant
question that will be answered in Chapter 1 is, how did the Slade influence McEvoy? It aims to uncover

the configuration of McEvoy’s education and whether it was more than just a school for the artist. It
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will also look at whether McEvoy’s possible dissatisfaction with his Slade training encouraged him to
embark upon a self-reflective period of independent study, and the outcome of this training as an

expansion or rebellion against formal teaching at the school.

During his self-education, McEvoy studied alongside a group of influential contemporary artists that
he met at the Slade. These close friends and their ability to influence each other will be the subject of
Chapter 2. Perhaps surprisingly, this chapter will not consistently focus on McEvoy as a leading subject,
but it will explore the dynamics of this group of artists and the role that McEvoy does and does not
play within it. With the Slade’s unusual co-educational environment in which women could enter on
equal terms to men, this chapter strives to give a greater understanding of the female artists within
McEvoy’s immediate circle, with a particular focus on the influence of Gwen John on McEvoy’s work.
This chapter’s exploration of both female and male groups within McEvoy’s friendship circle will also
look at the influence of external sources outside their group — the influence of Rembrandt who
transposes history to appear to Augustus John in a dream, and the make-believe literary worlds of The
Jungle Book and the Three Musketeers. The influence of Rembrandt on McEvoy’s work proves vital in
manifesting an ongoing interest in Dutch Golden Age paintings that lasts several years, and which will
be explored in greater depth in Chapter 3. By examining several paintings by McEvoy alongside works
by Johannes Vermeer, Gerrit Dou, Pieter de Hooch, and Gerard ter Borch, Chapter 3 will question the
extent of the influence of Dutch interiors on McEvoy’s work. Between 1900 and 1913 McEvoy’s work
changes considerably, and although he continues to be influenced by seventeenth century Dutch
artists, his paintings have an increasing element of portraiture. From 1910 to 1913 McEvoy paints the
same model, Andis. By looking at several interior portraits by McEvoy between these dates, this
chapter will analyse Andis as an influential force in his work, and ask whether she was the primary

reason for McEvoy pursuing portraiture.

In 1916 McEvoy became one of the most famous portraitists of his generation, but the reasons for his
success at this date have been never explored. Chapter 4 will analyse the critical moments that led to
his success, and the reasons why, by exploring his full-length portrait Mrs Cecil Baring which was
painted the same year. This chapter will begin to examine the significance of the reoccurring theme
of the mirror in McEvoy’s work, and the influence of his family friend James McNeill Whistler from
1912 as a contributing factor to McEvoy’s success. It will look at the key paintings that potentially
signposted McEvoy’s path to becoming popular with the upper classes. Chapter 5 will then continue
with McEvoy’s success throughout the late 1910s and 1920s, but specifically examine the influence of

John Singer Sargent, the leading portraitist of the day. It will ask whether McEvoy aspired to be
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Sargent’s successor and, through a close comparison of McEvoy and Sargent’s work, both stylistically
and taking into consideration the relationships between their different sitters, this chapter will
examine the concept of the New Woman. It will look at whether the New Woman was more than just
an 1890s phenomenon, or whether McEvoy was able to redefine the New Woman for a modern age.
Although there were several other artists including William Orpen, Philip de Laszlo, and John Lavery,
who were considered important potential successors to John Singer Sargent following the closure of
Sargent’s portrait practice in 1907 and then after his death in 1925, McEvoy has been entirely
neglected as a contender for this role. The parallels between Sargent and McEvoy’s wealthy
transatlantic and professional female clients are numerous, as are both artists’ explorations of the role
of the New Woman in their work. This combined with McEvoy’s aspiration to be a leading painter of
his generation, and ultimately a leading portraitist of the early twentieth century, aligns his ambition
to that of the leading portrait painter of the Victorian and Edwardian periods, John Singer Sargent.
Thus Chapter 5 will focus on McEvoy as Sargent’s primary successor for the first time, in a new

argument on the subject.

Across these five chapters, and focusing on artistic influence in McEvoy’s work, this thesis aims to
bring the work of Ambrose McEvoy to the fore, as a leading portraitist and a significant contributor to

the narrative of modern British art.

46



CHAPTER 1

THE SLADE AND INDEPENDENT STUDY, 1893-1903

This chapter begins by returning to the fragile and discoloured notebook in the McEvoy Estate Papers
which describes McEvoy’s Slade education. It is not known exactly when McEvoy wrote this
recollection describing his artistic training, but another entry in the same notebook dated 20" October
1907 may indicate a similar date. It is also possible that he wrote this entry in the late 1890s, directly

following his education, although this cannot be verified.

| wish to be a painter of excellence.

Let me examine the ideas that have governed my actions at different times.
| left school at Easter 1893 with the definite idea of being an artist. Of course | knew
nothing whatever of painting and painters ancient and modern or “art” of any kind
except the absurd newspaper accounts. From summer | worked by myself — a [sic]
anxious period when | read all the books on art | could get...Then | got “advice” from
different artists of both sexes that | knew. The things | did at this time are very amusing
(I seem to have looked at things very much more carefully than | did some years
later)...Then | went to the Slade School in November 1893. The masters were horrified
at what | did and set me to do quick charcoal drawings of antique heads. | was kept at
these antique heads and figures for six months and hardly think | learnt anything.

The whole system was absurdly bad. Knowing nothing | was taught nothing. |
was simply encouraged to do, without thought an dirty scrawls on innumerable sheets
of paper and worst of all | was urged to thoughtlessly “sketch” in sketch books. It is
almost impossible to shake off this thoughtless, methodless way of putting down lines,
without thinking beforehand of where they were going. Then journals and magazines
and newspaper articles that as a young student it was almost inevitable that | should
read constantly and the necessarily ignorant talk of my fellow students made progress
for one of my character almost impossible... | went into the “life” in April 1894 and went
on in the same way. My different friends about his time were much in the same boat
but Evans | think was a great deal better.

| exhibited “things” at sketch club that were weak echoes and imitations of
bastard “influences” always trying, for this is always my bane, to surprise people. | don’t
remember much about what vague ideas | had at this time.

In the summer of 1894 | went to Crudwell “still up the village” | did some little
paintings — quite boyish and what you would expect but not so vulgar as they might
have been. | remember | wrote a letter to Evans then with a lot of black on the envelope
“like Beardsley”.

Then of course | was full of the Japanese too. But never thought about what | did. Then
in the spring of 1895 (18) [sic] | “went in for Durer” Evans was not at the Slade that
term.®

% The ‘(18)’ in this quotation refers to McEvoy’s age in 1895. This is his correct age in spring 1895, having been
born in 1877.
47



| did a thing called the “syrens” for the sketch club then | was full of Millet and Clausen.
It is amazing and horrible that during all this period | should never have been taught
anything.

| went down to Crudwell (down the village this time) at Easter for a week or a
fortnight and tried to paint like Clausen!

These bad influences of course came from the lack of any methodical teaching
(which was inevitable because the masters knew nothing themselves and from the
presence of a number of young students, considered clever of the most atrocious taste.
Then in the summer | did went to Crudwell again this time | was a regular Slade student
of that period & painted outdoors in the sun, | did a picture of “Ruth” and ef one of a
little girl. It was about this time that | spent a great deal of time at “black & white” the
worst thing | ever did. The sketching | did that Easter and generally during the spring
though absurd were careful and excellent compared to to [sic] the dreadful “black &
white” things of the later part of the year.

| went back to the Slade in the autumn again and “worked” more thoughtlessly
that ever.*

McEvoy starts this account by writing that he ‘wish[es] to be a painter of excellence’ — a statement
that not only voices his aspirations as an artist, but suggests that he has not yet reached this point in
his career.*® He then chronologically recalls his years at the Slade which commenced on Saturday 28th
October 1893 when he signed in to the Slade register for the first time at the age of sixteen.*® He was
enrolled to study ‘every day’ which excluded Sundays, and then from October 1895 three days a week
paying half fees of £3 3s until at least April 1898.4 However, instead of recalling halcyon days and
looking back on his education with a sense of nostalgia, McEvoy bitterly criticises his tutors and attacks
their training, emphasising that he was ‘taught nothing’ during his formal years at the Slade. It is not
known what ignited this outburst, or whether at this point in time McEvoy truly did feel that he learnt
nothing from his education at the Slade, but taking into consideration McEvoy’s positive relationship
with his tutors, which will be explored in more detail later in this chapter, as well as his ongoing
friendships with his Slade cohort, this passage can be interpreted as a fleeting diarist’s rant. The Slade
provided McEvoy with his only period of formal artistic training, and this education, whether positively
or negatively received, would have had a profound impact on his work as an artist. This chapter will
look at the training that McEvoy received at the Slade, and how both the school and its tutors

influenced McEvoy during these early years. It will explore whether the Slade provided more than just

4 NOT/364, MEP.
 1bid.
46 Session 1893-94 First Term, Fine Art Class, Male Students October 93’ in Fine Art Class, Male Students, Slade
signing-in/attendance book, UCL Special Collections.
47 P0S/299, MEP. Term 2 commenced on January 11™" 1898 and finished on 1% April 1898, as stated in UCL, The
University College London Calendar for the Session 1897-8 (London: UCL, 1897), 39.
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an education for McEvoy, and strive to understand why his years of studying were important to his
later career. It will also consider whether McEvoy’s temporary negativity towards the Slade, as
outlined in this quotation, ultimately led to his period of self-education from 1898, and what McEvoy

achieved through self-directed learning that he did not attain whilst studying at the Slade.

The Antique Room

In the extract from his notebook, quoted at the beginning of this chapter, McEvoy recollects that he
was kept in what was known as the Antique Room for six months aimlessly copying sculptural heads,
during which time he ‘hardly learnt anything’. He recalls that the sketches he was encouraged to
produce were methodless and thoughtless. What McEvoy fails to recognise is that this method of
training was typical of art schools at this period. A student had to be deemed proficient in drawing
from the antique before they could progress to drawing from life — the same procedure as the Royal
Academy Schools.”® At the Slade, male and female students would work in the Antique Room together
copying a cast from 10am until 4pm, with a short break for lunch.* It could take a student like McEvoy
several months to progress from the Antique Room into Life Class. McEvoy’s friend William

Rothenstein remained in the Antique Room for his entire year at the Slade in 1888.°

From the Slade’s foundation in 1871, students were encouraged to focus on accurately depicting the
human body through a programme of rigorous training, influenced by the French atelier system. There
was no direct training for painting landscapes, or still lifes, but large historical subjects were
encouraged for the Slade summer composition prize which took place annually. Edward Poynter, the
first Slade professor, introduced the ‘foreign’ or French method into the curriculum including a
‘General Course’ which, according to former Slade Archivist Stephen Chaplin, became central to the
Slade’s teaching for decades after.>! The General Course was introduced so that there was not a
7 52

‘separate course of study from the antique which is customary in most of our English schools.

Instead, it allowed students to work from the antique, the nude model, and the draped model ‘at a

48 UCL, The University College London Calendar for the Session 1893-94 (London: Taylor & Francis, 1893), 79.
49 Reynolds, The Slade: The Story of an Art School, 1871-1971, 116.
50 Rothenstein, Men and Memories, Vol I, 24.
51 Chaplin, "The Slade”, 41.
52 UCL, The University College London Calendar for the Session 1871-2, 43. Stephen Chaplin, "The Slade", 41.
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fixed uniform fee for all students’ and entirely under the direction of the Professor.>®* However, this
multifaceted approach to teaching was not often followed by the tutors who insisted on students
mastering the antique before drawing from life. This method was also followed at the RA schools but
the progress of students at the Slade was significantly faster than at the RA. This was almost certainly
the result of greater contact time and direct teaching from the Slade tutors.>* As William Rothenstein

later recalled in his autobiography:

The Slade school, where all the most promising young men and women worked, was
turning out competent draughtsmen by the score, leaving South Kensington, and the
Royal Academy School, far behind..The ‘decadent’ school was dead, and a more
vigorous opposition to the Academy was growing. But the social prestige of the R.A. was
still great... Social prestige, however, seemed far from the thoughts of John, Orpen and
McEvoy. | remember McEvoy describing a dinner which he found so intolerably
pompous, that he got up from the table and danced a jig. This was the Victorian end of
the scale; there was also the fashionable Edwardian-bohemian.>®

As well as implying that the Slade was the most successful art school of the 1890s, in contrast to
McEvoy’s damning recollection, Rothenstein describes a new type of student that was emerging at
this period, the Edwardian-bohemian, who was not only being taught at a progressive art school but
was consciously moving away from the more traditional Victorian artist and the influence of the RA.
McEvoy, John and Orpen are prime examples of this new student, with McEvoy physically leading the
way with a jig to combat the RA’s pompousness. That being said, McEvoy’s disgust at the pompousness
of the RA is, in many ways, in direct contrast to the clientele he would later court — the upper spheres

of the transatlantic elite.

In 1871-2, the first UCL calendar to feature the ‘Department of the Fine Arts, including Drawing,
Painting, and Sculpture’ outlined the importance of drawing from life from the outset of a student’s
education. Drawing from the antique, which also focused on the human form and comprised figural
casts from Greek, Roman and Renaissance sculpture, would only be used occasionally to improve style
— the argument being that Greek sculpture depicted an idealised human form which was impossible

to illustrate successfully without some preliminary understanding of a living human figure.>® The casts

53 UCL, The University College London Calendar for the Session 1871-2, 43.
54 The RA struggled to adapt to more progressive methods at the dawn of modernism and was failing to teach
its students. Early in the 19t century, students received none of the required twenty-four lectures a year. James
Charnley. ‘Excavating the Academy’ in Creative License (Cambridge: The Lutterworth Press, 2015), 41.
55 Rothenstein, Men and Memories, Vol I., 31.
6 UCL, The University College London Calendar for the Session 1871-2 (London, England, 1871), 43.
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that Poynter acquired for the Slade’s Antique Room in the 1870s were the same casts that McEvoy
and his contemporaries worked from in the 1890s. These were predominantly Greco-Roman

sculptures:

Michelangelo is the only modern —a Moses mask, a Madonna mask, sections of the head
of David and ‘Michelangelo’s Slave’ — perhaps the Louvre ‘Dying Slave’ still in the Antique
Room in the 1950s.%”

Augustus John recalled:

The Student was first introduced to the Antique Room, which was furnished with
numerous casts of late Greek, Greco-Roman and Italian Renaissance sculpture: no
Archaic Greek, no Oriental, no ‘Gothic’ examples were to be seen. This studio is used by
both sexes. The student is set to draw with a stick of charcoal, a sheet of ‘Michelet’
paper and a chunk of bread for rubbing out.*®

McEvoy’s contemporaries including William Rothenstein, William Orpen and Mabel Culley recalled
working from a cast of The Dancing Faun.*® Although there are three versions of this sculpture that
McEvoy and his contemporaries could have worked from, it is most likely that the cast at the Slade
was a copy of the Uffizi faun (fig. 8). Evidence for this comes from a chalk drawing of the Uffizi faun
produced by student Elinor Proby Adams in 1906 whilst studying at the Slade (fig. 9). With its ambitious
contrapposto pose, this cast would have proved challenging for students to copy. Not only is the faun
leaning forward, further exaggerating the abdominal muscles and creating a foreshortening of the
neck and head when studied from the front, but the difference in height between the two feet results
in a different pattern of muscularity across the calves. Although this sculpture would have been
arduous to work from, there was no time restriction for producing a sufficient likeness as there would
have been with a living model. Producing an accurate copy of this cast would have prepared McEvoy

well for any pose instigated in the life class or in subsequent portrait commissions.

Although it is difficult to identify which sketches by McEvoy relate to casts in the Antique Room, if any
at all, there are several drawings inspired by Renaissance and classical sculpture amongst the McEvoy

Estate Papers. McEvoy made at least eight drawings from The Christ Child by Desiderio da Settignano

57 Chaplin, "The Slade”, 36-7.
%8 John, Chiaroscuro, 24.
59 Reynolds, The Slade: The Story of an Art School, 116. Viola Barrow, "William Orpen", Dublin Historical Record
35, no. 4 (1982): 149. Rothenstein, Men and Memories, Vol I., 22.
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which have been identified through my research (fig. 10). This sculpture is identifiable in McEvoy’s

).8% Although these drawings

drawings by the lock of hair curled over the child’s forehead (fig. 11-17
were clearly made from a sculpture rather than a living child, McEvoy has imbued his drawings with a
lifelike quality by exaggerating small flaws in the texture of the skin using chiaroscuro. McEvoy’s
drawings not only reinforce the Slade’s deeply-instilled attitude towards the importance of working
from a substantial repertoire of sculptural examples, but they also show McEvoy’s ongoing and early

interest in figural representations, as he bestows lifelike features on his drawings of a sculptural bust.

McEvoy was clearly inspired by this sculpture, demonstrated not only by the number of times that he
copied it, but also by the different angles, papers and media he chose for each sketch. This
independent exercise goes some way towards discrediting his later account that he learnt very little
through copying sculpture in the Antique Room. He experimented with the effects of chiaroscuro in
ink, pencil and chalk; an indication that he studied this Desiderio sculpture on multiple occasions. Two
out of the eight sketches are dated 20" November 1899 and February 1900; a third sketch is labelled
27" February and may also date to 1900. Although McEvoy had left the Slade by November 1899, it
is likely that he copied a cast of this sculpture in the Slade collection, rather than the original Desiderio
which is in the National Gallery of Art in Washington. Several of McEvoy’s closest friends were still
enrolled at the Slade in 1899, making access to the school all the more likely for the artist. It is possible
that the undated sketches of Desiderio da Settignano’s Christ Child were completed by McEvoy whilst

he was studying at the Slade.

Evidence that this Desiderio cast belonged to the Slade’s collection can be found in a painting by
Maggie Laubser (fig. 18), a South African artist who enrolled at the Slade in 1914 and was taught by
McEvoy when he returned to the school as a tutor. Although the precise date for her still life is not
known, Laubser produced this work whilst studying in London.®! It is therefore likely that McEvoy, who
was clearly inspired by Desiderio’s sculpture, encouraged his student to paint The Christ Child during

her studies. It seems reasonable to suggest that this sculpture was the bridge between McEvoy’s

50 DRA/653, DRA/14, DRA/19 double-sided, DRA/687, DRA/506, SKE/3, MEP.

51 Muller Ballot, Maggie Laubser - A Window on Always Light (Matieland: African Sun Media, 2016), 88 & 92.
Elizabeth Cheryl Delmon, ‘Catalogue Raisonne of Maggie Laubser’s Work 1900-1924’ (master's thesis, University
of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, 1979), 37. Although there is a cast of a boy at the V&A, thought to have
been taken from Desiderio da Settignano’s sculpture, in appearance, this is not the same cast from which
Laubser and McEvoy worked.
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formal education at the Slade and his period of self-education which is thought to have commenced

in the latter half of 1898.

Influential Tutors

In McEvoy’s account at the beginning of this chapter, he writes that he was poorly influenced at the
Slade, ‘from the lack of any methodical teaching (which was inevitable because the masters knew
nothing themselves...).’ 2 The UCL calendar for the year that McEvoy enrolled at the Slade, 1893-4,
states that Frederick Brown was the leading professor of the school, Henry Tonks was his assistant as
the master of drawing and George Frampton taught sculpture. There were four courses of study which
had a clear focus on the human form: Drawing from the Antique and Life, Painting from the Antique
and Life, Sculpture, and Composition. Henry Tonks had worked as a medical surgeon prior to his career
as an artist and unsurprisingly his teaching concentrated on the production of anatomically correct
figure drawings. His scientific approach conformed well to the Slade’s teaching philosophy and would
have sufficiently prepared students, such as McEvoy, for pursuing a career in portraiture. Tonks was a
skilled drawing master who pushed his students, both male and female, to be the best — sometimes

resulting in tears.®

Tonks oversaw the life class which McEvoy recalled entering in April 1894, and which was open to men
every day between 9.30am and 1pm.®* Drawings in the life class were expected to fill the entire sheet

of paper, ‘regardless of the distance between the draughtsman and model.’®®

McEvoy would have
produced hundreds, possibly thousands, of drawings whilst at the Slade, but the majority of these do
not survive. However, there are several small sketches of nudes amongst the McEvoy Estate Papers
which indicate the sort of quick sketches that he would have produced during these lessons (figs. 19-

24).% These sketches of the male and female form are not large in scale but are quickly and proficiently

52 NOT/364, MEP.
83 John, Chiaroscuro, 42.
64 Chaplin, "The Slade”, 4:12, 42-3. Women were at a disadvantage, working from a draped model in a separate
life room between 10am and 1.30pm every other day.
55 Reynolds, The Slade, 149.
% Examples of sketches of nudes by Ambrose McEvoy. MEP: DRA/1239, DRA/1205, DRA/1230, DRA/1245,
DRA/1317, and PAI/91.
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produced in pencil, charcoal and ink wash. The experimental techniques used for these sketches make
each drawing different. They look as though they could have been produced by six different artists
and are not consistent with McEvoy’s later style of drawing and painting. This demonstrates the
extensive development of McEvoy’s techniques from the Slade through to his mature style of

portraiture.

However, the teaching delivered by Henry Tonks would have greatly contributed to McEvoy’s skill in
producing accurate likenesses of his sitters in his later portraits. ‘Tonks had a passion for teaching
drawing, and the Slade was his mistress’.” Mabel Culley, a student who joined the Slade in October
1898, recalled that Tonks’ teaching was unique; ‘he gave us a great deal of Anatomy, and made
marvellous drawings on the side of one’s board in explanation.”®® Joseph Hone, Tonks’ biographer,
described ‘the first lesson from [Tonks] might be like a cold douche’; however, he systematically

singled out beginners from his group and took:

great pains to explain his methods of construction, all founded on what he called
“directions, directions”, and also egg-like shapes. By “directions” he meant the
directions of the bones. By mastering the direction of the bones one had (he would say)
mastered the direction of a contour. The word “outline” did not exist for him, and he
would not allow it.*°

Tonks’ methods of construction can be seen in McEvoy’s portraits from 1916 onwards — those which
are made up of more overt brushwork. Using his paintbrush, McEvoy follows the direction of the bones
down the arms of his sitters and across the chest with several individual strokes. These ‘directions’
can be contrasted to the work of McEvoy’s contemporary and friend Walter Sickert whose figures,
particularly his Camden Town nudes produced between 1905 and 1913, demonstrate short overly-
emphasised brushstrokes that go against the direction of the bones, patterned like bands of paint
around the sitters’ arms (fig. 25). Just as Tonks would not allow his students to ‘outline’ their figures,
McEvoy amalgamates the skin, clothes and background of his later portraits, separating the individual

features through changing colours of pigment.

57 John, Chiaroscuro, 41-2.
58 Mabel Culley’s account is quoted in Reynolds, The Slade, 116-7.
59 Joseph Hone. The Life of Henry Tonks (London: William Heinemann, 1939), 74-75.
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Tonks encouraged his students to copy old masters in public art galleries in London, including The
National Gallery, which became a regular haunt for McEvoy and his contemporaries.”’ This
encouragement had a direct impact on McEvoy and his friends and led ‘John, McEvoy and Orpen as
students’ to turn to ‘Rembrandt and an encyclopaedic dialogue with the past’.” Chaplin wrote that
Tonks and the other members of the teaching staff ‘had the vision and humility to see their students
using old masters with a panache way beyond their own capabilities.’””> McEvoy’s tutors wanted to
push their students beyond their personal limitations, and ultimately can be seen to put their students’

teaching above their own ambition.

Under ‘General Information’ in the UCL calendar it states that ‘A class for painting from the draped
model is held three days a week’; this was presumably the life class overseen by the artist Philip Wilson
Steer who joined the Slade the same year as McEvoy to teach painting.”® Steer was already a successful
artist by the time he joined the school. His role was as a guest teacher rather than a full-time employee
and he often only came in once a week or once a fortnight. Although Steer produced many landscape
paintings in his career, often in watercolour, his most substantial compositions and those in oil often
focused on a figure or several figures set in an interior or running across a breezy shoreline. His
instruction at the Slade was specifically ‘to teach us painting from the head and from the figure’ which
would have encouraged McEvoy, in conjunction with Tonks’ figure-drawing classes, to pursue
portraiture following his formal education.” With its particular focus on the human form, the Slade
gave McEvoy the tools to become a successful portraitist. Both Tonks and Steer were accomplished
artists and were able to demonstrate their methods to their students successfully, though Steer later
doubted his teaching skills.”® Steer’s feedback during his classes was minimal, but when he did offer

direction, it appears to have been valuable:

His not-so-common-sense was allied to a decidedly uncommon sense of colour.
According to him, the secret of colour is to be found in ‘the play of warm and
cool’...When in the Life Class, taking a student’s brush and palette, he was moved to

70 Chitty, Gwen John, 37 & 38.
71 Chaplin, "The Slade", 114.
2 1bid.
73 UCL, The University College London Calendar 1893-94, 79.
74 Reynolds. The Slade, 117.
75> Not long before Steer’s death in 1942 he said that ‘Tonks was a great teacher; | was no good at it.” D.S. MacColl.
Life Work and Setting of Philip Wilson Steer, 136.
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work on the defaced canvas before him with that flickering and voluptuous touch of his,
it seemed as if a new and more enchanting world was blossoming before our eyes!”®

Steer’s ‘uncommon sense of colour’ had a lasting effect on McEvoy who strove to create harmonious
tones in his later portraits with modern pigments that he considered inferior to those used by previous
generations of artists.”” Steer encouraged his students to use small, round brushes over the
fashionable square ones and urged them to lay colour on ‘like a breath” — terminology also strongly
associated with Whistler at this date.”® McEvoy followed this advice throughout his career. The detail
made by McEvoy’s small, round brushes can be seen on many of his most accomplished portraits
including Mrs Cecil Baring (fig. 188) and Silver and Grey: Mrs Charles McEvoy (fig. 198). McEvoy used
a broad palette for his work; each colour was laid on as a thin coloured glaze and carefully built up,

just as Steer described, like a ‘breath’.

Alphonse Legros taught at the Slade from 1876 until 1892, the year before McEvoy enrolled. His
influence on teaching at the school continued into the twentieth century with Tonks and Steer. Legros
was ‘hugely influential in freeing the Victorian artists from their painstaking and ultimately uncreative
approach to drawing.”” Legros, then continued by Tonks, favoured the use of the point over the stump
in order to train his students to be skilled in constructive drawing.®’ William Rothenstein recalled that,
although he spent an entire year in the Antique Room ‘we did draw, at a time when everywhere else
in England students were rubbing and tickling their paper with stumps, chalk, charcoal and
indiarubber.”®! Just as the French ateliers employed masters to pass on their methods and individual
styles, Legros actively taught his students through demonstrations at the Slade. Students at the RA
schools did not receive such direct teaching. During McEvoy’s enrolment, Tonks and Steer continued
Legros’ methods by producing detailed demonstrations on students” work. Legros’ technique was

described by Charlotte Weeks in her article on women at the Slade:

76 John, Chiaroscuro, 42.

77 LET/857/1946 and NOT/364, MEP.

78 D.S. MacColl. Life, Work and Setting of Philip Wilson Steer (London: Faber & Faber, 1945), 134.

79 Charnley, ‘Excavating the Academy’, 48.

80 The point refers to the end of the material, for example chalk, used, like a pencil, to draw directly on to the
paper, compared to the stump, an instrument used to shade and smudge a drawing in order to create a natural
roundness of a form.

81 Rothenstein, Men and Memories, Vol 1., 22-3.
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simple in the extreme; the canvas is grounded with a tone similar to the wall of the
room, so that no background needs to be painted. With a brush containing a little thin
transparent colour the leading lines and contour are touched in; with the same simple
material the broad masses of shadow are put in, then gradually the flesh tones are
added, the half-tones and lights laid on, the highest lights being reserved for the last
consummate touches.®

This method of building up a composition from a simple ground, adding the shapes and the broader
masses with thin coloured glazes and up to the ‘highest lights’, was a method used by McEvoy
throughout his career. This technique was important for creating the distinct colour combinations that
would result in his portraits being described as ethereal or phosphorescent. He was taught this
technique, to work first on a ‘neutral monochrome’ base, during his education at the Slade and
continued to hone this method during his self-education from 1898, by studying the ‘greatest masters
of Italy, Flanders and Spain.”®® Gwen John’s biographer Mary Taubman and art historian John

Rothenstein also described McEvoy’s technique of layering glazes on a monochrome base.®*

The Slade also offered about twenty lectures in Anatomy in the second and third terms of the
academic year, taught by Professor G.D. Thane, Professor of Anatomy at UCL. This course does not
appear to have been included in the price of the termly fees of £6 6s and would have cost the
interested student an extra £1 11s. 6d.2°> Mabel Culley, who joined the Slade in 1898, recalled that Dr
Thane came across from the hospital with pickled specimens in jars as well as a life model to
demonstrate different muscle movements.8® These lectures took place twice a week and addressed
‘the Bones, Joints, and Muscles.”®” These specialised classes in anatomy, alongside classes focusing on
drawing and painting from life and antique figure casts, are another indication that the Slade
encouraged its students to pursue figure painting over other genres. There is no evidence that McEvoy
enrolled in these extra classes. However, McEvoy pursued an interest in anatomy during his period of

independent study.

82 Charlotte Weeks, "Women at Work: The Slade Girls", The Magazine of Art, 4 (1883): 326.
8 Gleadowe, Contemporary British Artists: Ambrose McEvoy, 28.
84 John Rothenstein, Modern English Painters (London: Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1956). Mary Taubman, Gwen John,
the Artist and Her Work (London: Scolar Press, 1985).
85 UCL. The University College London Calendar 1893-94, 80.
86 Reynolds, The Slade, 117.
87 UCL, The University College London Calendar 1893-94, 80.
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McEvoy’s recollection of his years at the Slade and his strong criticism that he learnt very little during
his training, and that his tutors ‘knew nothing’ can be interpreted as strikingly unfair. The Slade was
arguably the most progressive art school in the country during this period and from its foundation in
1871 accepted female students on equal terms to male students. By the time McEvoy enrolled, the
Slade was accepting three times as many women students as men.8 This gave the Slade an interesting
and modern dynamic, with male and female students interacting and forming important artistic
friendships. Some of McEvoy’s closest friends at the Slade, who will be discussed in more detail in
Chapter 2, were young women including Gwen John, Gwen Salmond, Edna Waugh, Grace Westray and

the Salaman children, described by Augustus John as ‘supreme’ in their abilities.®

Women were able to apply for the same scholarships as men and were actively encouraged to enrol
at the Slade ‘by the provision of facilities including their own refreshment room and a female
attendant’.®® Remembering Poynter’s inaugural speech in October 1871, Weeks in her article wrote
that, ‘Here, for the first time in England, indeed in Europe, a public Fine Art School was thrown open
to male and female students on precisely the same terms, and giving to both sexes fair and equal
opportunities.”® The Slade was considered far more progressive than the rival RA Schools. The RA had
been accepting women to study at the school since 1860 but the number was extremely limited when
compared to the Slade’s modern co-educational environment where men and women could enter

equally.®?

Not only did the school provide a rigorous programme of training to equip students with the skills to
paint and draw the human figure, both from antique casts and from life, but the Slade’s tutors went
beyond their duties as teachers, providing their students with extra support and a network of artists
and clients beyond their school days. Daisy Legge recalled sitting to McEvoy in the 1890s, wearing an
oyster-coloured dress with an orange sash. Tonks would often ask after McEvoy’s portrait and Daisy

eventually invited the tutors over one Sunday afternoon for tea to see the portrait themselves.

88 UCL, The University College London Calendar 1871-2, 45. This statistic is clearly supported by the overwhelming
number of female signatures, compared to male signatures, in the Slade signing-in ledgers from the 1890s in
UCL Special Collections.
8 Augustus John, "Lady Smith." The Times, Feb 1, 1958, 8.
9 philip Attwood, "The Slade Girls", The British Numismatic Journal, 56 (1986): 148. UCL, The University College
London Calendar 1896-7. Stephen Chaplin, "The Slade"”, vol. Il, 5-6.
%1 Weeks, ‘Women at Work: The Slade Girls’, 325.
92 Reynolds, The Slade, 21.
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Although outside of their teaching week, both Tonks and Steer came to review the work and advise

McEvoy on it. Legge recalled that:

After tea | took them up to the studio & and saw nothing of them but their backs as they
crouched before the picture revelling in the beauty of it & pointing [at] parts of the
painting to each other, surprised by the excellent technique.

Legge remembers that Tonks and Steer arranged for this portrait to have two special invitations at the
NEAC, but McEvoy overworked it and the composition was spoiled, much to everyone’s
disappointment - ‘Mr Tonks raged.”®* Although Tonks was angry, Legge wrote that, ‘| have had a good
deal of satisfaction out of it because after that Sunday tea, Mr Tonks saw that Ambrose’s work was
always hung in the NEAC Exhibitions & so he sometimes sold things or got orders.”*® From this instance,
Tonks singled out McEvoy and made sure his talent was recognised by allowing him to exhibit at the
prestigious NEAC. It became a natural rite of passage for students at the Slade to show their work in
this exhibition space, located at the Dudley Gallery on Piccadilly. It prepared them to exhibit their work

as professional artists — another attribute of the Slade’s training.

The Slade tutors also supported students financially, helping them secure commissions and clients
early onin their careers. Frederick Brown bought many of his students’ artworks for his own collection.
This gesture not only gave students confidence that their work had value, but Brown was always
willing to sell these works to friends and acquaintances, putting students in contact with potentially
long-term clients. It is not known if McEvoy was taught by Brown but he did provide McEvoy with
professional and financial support. McEvoy admits in his critical recollections of the Slade that in spring
1896 ‘Brown paid my [school] fees for the second term’ which enabled him to stay at the Slade whilst
his father suffered financial trouble.’® Mary McEvoy, Ambrose’s wife, also recalled that Brown bought
McEvoy’s The Engraving for £25 to generate income for the struggling young artist.%” In the original
letter dated 28™ February 1901, unfortunately now lost, it can be seen that Brown not only praised
McEvoy for his painting but incentivised him to improve the composition by offering him more money
on its amendment and completion. In this letter, Brown takes on the vital role of a client but also a

critical director of McEvoy’s learning:

93 LET/848, MEP.
% lbid.
% lbid.
% NOT/364, MEP.
%7 NOT/197, MEP. Brown also bought Gwen John'’s self-portrait (Ferens Art Gallery)
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Dear Mr. McEvoy,

I am willing to give you £20 for your picture or £25 if you can see your way to having
another sitting for the face and hands. The red cloth is also a little out of the scheme of
colour of the picture or else a bit too light and attractive and | think the sky in the picture
(background) a trifle too light. You might perhaps put the picture aside for a bit and then
look at it with a fresh eye and see what you think of my suggestions. — Apart from these
things | think there is a great deal that is charming in it, the drawing is very good and
sensitive and the refinement of the whole thing is remarkable. Its completeness is of good
augury for future work though in this case the very completeness of the accessories a
little detracts from the face and hands.

Altogether | congratulate you heartily upon it. | hope that you won’t hesitate in the least
to refuse my offer (it is but little for the labour you have spent upon it) if you think you
have any prospect of getting a higher price for it and | shall be extremely pleased if you
can get a better reward for the pains you have bestowed upon it and which you certainly
deserve.

Believe me,
Yours truly

Fred* Brown

P.S. If you accept my offer | can at once let you have a cheque for £20 and in case of
further work upon it the other 5 later on.
F.B.%®

Brown later sold this painting to Staats Forbes for £60 and gave McEvoy the £35 difference.® This
anecdote not only demonstrates Brown’s endorsement of McEvoy’s work but by providing McEvoy
with a client such as Staats Forbes, the wealthy railway engineer and ardent collector of modern art,

Brown is inviting McEvoy into an inner circle of clients at this period.

Brown was not the only tutor at the Slade to introduce McEvoy to important clients. Steer and Tonks
also encouraged McEvoy'’s success by introducing him to Cyril Butler, a commissioner in the Ministry
of Food and a founder of the Contemporary Art Society, and McEvoy’s first important patron. Charles
Cheston recalled McEvoy’s introduction to Butler, and emphasised Tonks and Steer’s dedication to

their students:

98 This letter was recorded by Eric Chilson in his unpublished manuscript Divine People. The letter initially existed
as part of McEvoy’s estate but its whereabouts is unknown.
% NOT/197, MEP.
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As you know about that date Sir Cyril Butler of Bourton House, Wilts, an early patron of
Steer’s, offered them [the McEvoys] a small house at Shrivenham and gave him some
commissions to get along with; a kind action inspired no doubt through his intimacy with
Steer and perhaps Tonks. Both men followed the fortunes of their students possessed
with gifts and grit, and that Steer could be quite troubled by their mistfortunes [sic] |
have good reason for saying.’'®

Cheston not only confirms that Steer and possibly Tonks introduced McEvoy to Butler but he also
describes the tutors’ paternal support for their students —they closely followed their former students’
progress and were deeply affected by any problems they faced in their careers. Butler had a reputation
for his generosity in supporting young artists and, through his societal position, provided a gateway to
other important patrons and financial success. Cheston continues by recalling McEvoy’s ‘remarkable’
‘transformation in circumstance’ in just a few years following his introduction to Butler through Steer,
and that Butler joked that ‘now he always allowed McEvoy to pay his bus fare.”'! Mary McEvoy later
complained that Butler was given the best of Ambrose’s early work but Butler provided Ambrose,
Mary and eventually their son Michael with a farmhouse to stay in at their estate in Bourton,
Shrivenham.® This alleviated the desperate financial pressure that McEvoy had been under and
allowed the artist to work independently on developing his individual style over a period of three
years.'® It could be argued that Steer and Tonks’ initial introduction to Butler laid the foundations for

McEvoy’s success with wealthy clients.

In 1913, Tonks demonstrated his continued support for McEvoy’s success, in a letter to Lady Cynthia
Asquith:

We have been very busy this week just over, in arranging the New English [Art Club
summer exhibition]. It is a very fair exhibition. McEvoy whom you remember |
wanted to do a portrait of you, has a beautiful picture which | am glad to say he has
sold, he is such a delicate artist that he does not instantly appeal and so we are
always glad when he has found someone to buy what he does. However delicate
the air the artist must live and that is the difficulty.1%*

100\ FT/857/1946, MEP.
101 1bid.
102 NOT/197, MEP.
103 prior to meeting Butler, Mary had become very ill and was hospitalised for an operation. This put the McEvoys
under great financial pressure and had very little money on which to survive.
104 Hone. The Life of Henry Tonks, 94.
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In this letter, Tonks reveals that he had previously encouraged Lady Cynthia Asquith to sit for a portrait
by McEvoy, thus putting McEvoy in touch with another wealthy and influential patron.® Initially,
Tonks can be perceived as somewhat callous in his honesty; he states that McEvoy’s work is delicate
and does not always instantly appeal to a broad audience. However, he also reports that McEvoy has
sold Myrtle, his only exhibited work in the NEAC summer exhibition, perhaps a tactic to entice Asquith
to sit. In this letter Tonks is cleverly persuading Asquith that McEvoy is an artist from which to
commission interesting work. Not only has he quickly sold Myrtle, which implies someone else is also
interested in his work, but Asquith can display her own discernment by buying his unusual paintings.
She is encouraged by Tonks to get ahead of the trend and invest in McEvoy before he reaches his

success as a portraitist, which takes place three years later in 1916.

The same year in September 1913, McEvoy was working with Sickert in Dieppe and received a letter
from Tonks asking him to return to the Slade, this time to teach. It is clear from McEvoy’s discussion
with his wife, Mary, that he does not have any animosity towards the Slade or his former tutors at this
period. McEvoy continued close associations with Tonks, Brown and Steer up until his death and
readily invited their opinions on his most recent portraits. There are numerous letters and diary entries
amongst the McEvoy Estate Papers revealing social visits with both Steer and Tonks.%® They became
close friends with the artist, and guided and influenced McEvoy beyond his formal education. Their
relationship demonstrates an extension of the paternal support offered by Tonks, Steer and Brown
during McEvoy’s education at the Slade. McEvoy could not have continued to think negatively of the
Slade or their teaching, as outlined in the quotation at the start of this chapter, as he agreed to return
to the school in 1913 to teach alongside Steer and Tonks. These letters also provide a good indication
of the strength and impact of the support network provided by the Slade over a decade after McEvoy

left the school. McEvoy writes from Café Suisse:

| have had another letter from Tonks asking me to consider — very carefully the teaching
qguestion — evidently very much wanting me. | have told him that | have had two good
days on the Butler picture and that | may be able to arrive in England on the 30%™ of
September. The only thing that bothers me about that is that if | do you may not be able
to come over.1%’

105 | ady Cynthia Asquith and McEvoy became great friends and she did sit for portraits on several occasions,
presumably instigated through this initial introduction by Tonks. Asquith’s son, Simon, to whom McEvoy became
godfather, also sat to the artist. There are several informal and complementary letters to McEvoy from Lady
Cynthia Asquith amongst MEP.
106 Wwilliam Orpen, Augustus and Gwen John amongst others also kept in touch with Tonks and Steer.
107 LET/556, MEP.
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The second letter:

| have heard from Tonks, saying | have taken a great weight off his mind... | feel very well
but rather “just about” by having to go and all his hurry! It has a rather paralysing effect
—but | can see that | should have offended the who[le] Slade set for life if | had continued
to refuse and | think that is too dangerous.%®

This is the only instance amongst the McEvoy Estate Papers where McEvoy directly states that he is
part of a ‘Slade set’ of artists, and implies that this group have the potential of being upset by his
decisions, and could exclude him from their support network. At the time that McEvoy wrote this
letter and took up his teaching post the following month in October 1913, he had not yet reached
success as a portrait painter, and was likely still reliant on his connections at the Slade for commissions

and client recommendations — as was seen through Tonks’ letter to Lady Cynthia Asquith.

In brief, the Slade provided McEvoy with the necessary training, through its progressive methods, to
become a successful artist. The school’s focus on the human body, through its use of casts in the
Antique Room and its life classes, enabled McEvoy to produce competent likenesses that would
eventually lead to his pursing portraiture as a genre. The Slade’s emphasis on the demonstration of
techniques in class left ‘South Kensington, and the Royal Academy School, far behind’ in their
teaching.’® However, the Slade’s tutors provided more for their students than just schooling. Steer,
Tonks and Brown provided McEvoy with a support network of artists and advised him on his work.
They provided a space in which to exhibit at the NEAC, and they orchestrated introductions to
potential clients — several of whom, including Lady Cynthia Asquith and Cyril Butler, commissioned
work from the artist. However, as we return to the initial quotation at the start of this chapter, there
was a period in McEvoy’s career during which he felt hostile towards the Slade and disappointment
towards his tutors. It is possible that this hostility manifested itself in McEvoy wanting to pursue a
period of self-education following the Slade, in order to expand on the teaching offered at the school.
McEvoy’s period of self-education commenced in 1898 and lasted until 1903, and was described by
The Sunday Times critic Frank Rutter as a ‘period of probation’.!® During this ‘probation’ McEvoy
arranged his own daily routine and training. He spent many days in public art galleries, including The

National Gallery, copying old master paintings and scouring contemporary literature for advice on
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figure drawing and old master techniques. This period was crucial in consolidating his education at the
Slade, and gave him the chance to glean inspiration from old masters and work alongside his Slade

contemporaries in a less formal environment.

Self-Education

It is not possible to know whether McEvoy paid for extra anatomy classes taught by Professor G.D.
Thane whilst studying at the Slade. However, during his self-education between 1898 and 1903,
McEvoy revisited anatomy in-depth by looking at contemporary literature specialising in this subject.
In one of McEvoy’s sketchbooks, featuring an entry dated October 1903, McEvoy twice refers to
Richard George Hatton, ‘R.G. Hatton’, an author of several art and design publications including Figure
Drawing and Composition, published in 1895.11 McEvoy makes extensive notes on the proportions
and muscularity of the face. He includes sketches of lips, different angles of the nose and the
muscularity around the eye. He strips back the skin from the face to reveal the muscles, tendons and
the skull (fig. 26). These drawings are interspersed with his own sketches of figures, several of which
appear to have been taken from direct observation. By drawing people undertaking their daily
routines, McEvoy is putting into practice Hatton’s teaching which states that all bodies, not just the

posed model, should be observed.*?

Other drawings in the same notebook illustrate the overall face, the mouth, nose and eyes all divided
into different sections, with carefully written notes about distancing and proportion.!* The potential
for these anatomical works to be incorporated into later sketches is demonstrated in a drawing by
McEvoy of a seated woman wearing an off-the-shoulder dress. The illustration is then reworked to
depict the skeleton below the sitter’s skin (fig. 27).1* This practice would have served as a reminder
for McEvoy to take into consideration the bone structure of a sitter, in order to create a more exact
likeness; this would have also recalled Henry Tonks’ teaching at the Slade. The effect of Tonks’

anatomical training can also be seen in an undated sketch almost certainly torn from one of McEvoy’s
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sketchbooks (fig. 28).1*° This sketch depicts several standing figures, each drawn anatomically with the
muscles and tendons exposed alongside some of the shapes responsible for their creation. McEvoy

executes the same figure several times in order to practise accuracy.

McEvoy also considers the theory behind anatomy by writing about ‘The Proportions of the Human
Form’ as outlined by Vitruvius in the third book of his ‘Treatise on Architecture’, De Architectura. He
highlights the importance of the divisions of the human body into four ‘distinctly marked’ sectors of

equal measure:

First — from the crown of the head to a line drawn across the nipples
Secondly — From the nipples to the pubis.

Thirdly — From the pubis to the bottom of the patella

Lastly — From the bottom of the patella to the sole of the foot.

He then describes the Vitruvian man’s proportions of the body horizontally and the divisions of the
face, before listing several other texts which explore the proportions of the human body.*® This
meticulous, almost obsessive, and certainly scientific analysis of the human body through books
demonstrates McEvoy’s preferred method of learning. In the quotation at the start of this chapter,
McEvoy writes that he despises the methodlessness of ‘putting down lines, without thinking
beforehand where they were going.”'" It is apparent that he was striving for structure and explanation
in his teaching at the Slade and that the school’s progressive methods of learning through
demonstration, and by copying casts and from life, did not provide him with the methodical education
that perhaps he expected from an art school. McEvoy’s need for methodical learning and the scientific
accuracy of his compositions, including the tones used, can also be seen through his documented
accounts of his working methods during his period of self-education.!*® Although the Slade’s teaching
laid the foundations for McEvoy’s success as an artist, his period of self-education, and consulting
literature as part of his learning, was vital in his journey towards finding his own unique style of

painting.

In conjunction with this, McEvoy spent the first few years of his career after the Slade copying old

master paintings in public collections. He saw these works as exemplary in their draughtsmanship and
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use of tone, both of which he wanted to reproduce in his own work. The old masters that McEvoy
copied were predominantly collected between the 1860s and 1900 by The National Gallery, the
National Gallery for British Art (now Tate Britain) from 1897, and the Wallace Collection which opened
to the public in 1900. The National Gallery had been fervently collecting a variety of old master
paintings throughout the nineteenth century. Many of these artists were familiar to British audiences
but the particular works that were acquired would have been largely unknown. McEvoy spent time in
The National Gallery studying old masters with several of his contemporaries, including Augustus and
Gwen John, and Benjamin Evans. Augustus John recalled that he spent most of his spare time at the
Slade in The National Gallery ‘loading my mind with a confusion of ideas which a life-time hardly
provides time to sort out.”!*® There are also several letters in the McEvoy Estate Papers from fellow

Slade student Benjamin Evans asking when the pair should meet at the National:

Dear McEvoy

Thank for your letter (very pleasant). | have long been about to let you know that not
caring for Yarmouth | let it after a few days & am in London D.V. | mean to wait outside
the National G. Thursday & see you at 5

Yours most etc.

B. Evans'®®

Augustus John also sketched a caricature of McEvoy ‘at the National’ Gallery and then on the reverse
‘leaving the National’ with heavy artist bags in hand (fig. 29-30).1% McEvoy’s contemporaries will be

explored in more detail in the next chapter.

There are very few paintings by McEvoy after works in public collections in London in the McEvoy
Estate Papers. However, those he did choose to copy can be divided into three distinctive periods. The
earliest period is the Italian Renaissance from which McEvoy copied Saint Jerome in his Study (c.1510)
by Vincenzo Catena (fig. 31), The Rape of Europa (c.1570) by Paolo Veronese (fig. 32-33) and Noli me
Tangere (c.1514) by Titian (fig. 34-35).222 All of the original paintings are in the National Gallery
collection where McEvoy would have been able to work from them first-hand. The copies of the Titian

and the Veronese are still part of the McEvoy Estate Papers, whereas McEvoy’s copy St Jerome in his
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Study was recounted by Charles Cheston.?® The Rape of Europa is said to have been ‘highly esteemed’
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, but in the twentieth century, on the cusp of which McEvoy
is working, it was regarded as second-best ‘a reduction and reversal of Veronese’s painting of the same

subject in the Doge’s Palace Venice.”'?*

McEvoy chose these paintings having read Hatton’s book in which he describes the importance of
Italian art as it shows, ‘us the grasp of form, of movement, of shading of the solid, uncoloured and
coloured, of the play of light and shade beyond mere expression of form till parts become lost in
gloom, of the power of colour as almost neutralizing shading, of the representation of foreshortened
and difficultly posed figures.’*?> McEvoy takes this interest a step further by producing a detailed
table of Italian artists separated into schools and cities for each column, and then rows separated
into dates and periods (fig. 36).1%° To give this table some context, McEvoy has also included key
historical figures including Charles I, Julius Il and Francis | of France, wars, and artists and architects
such as Bramante, Hans Holbein and Velasquez.’?” This is an unprecedented insight into McEvoy’s
methodical approach to the history of art and the influences that inspired his own work. By mapping
these artists within their different periods, McEvoy was then able to choose paintings available in

The National Gallery with an idea of where in history they could be located.

McEvoy’s copy of Noli me Tangere was used as an example by contemporary art critics to describe
McEvoy’s dedication to learning the techniques of old masters. Frank Rutter wrote that McEvoy had
‘been a keen student of Titian, whose Noli me Tangere he had copied excellently.”*® McEvoy spent
almost two years working on Titian’s painting of Christ and Mary Magdalen which he commenced in

1899.1% This was a challenging painting for McEvoy to copy; Titian introduced a high standard of figure
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painting, landscape and drapery in this composition that would have appealed to the young and
ambitious artist. Titian painted this work at the start of his career at the age of only 22 or 23; the same
age as McEvoy when he copied it. It is likely that McEvoy would have been aware that this was an
early Titian and through his painted version we see McEvoy aligning both his ambition and enthusiasm
with the Venetian master. The copy is surprisingly accurate. Although the varnish on McEvoy’s
painting has significantly deteriorated and the yellowing makes it difficult to see the definition on
some of the shading of Christ’s figure and the background, McEvoy successfully and confidently
captures the identical folds in the drapery around Christ and the slightly awkward and twisted pose of

Christ’s figure by Titian.3°

The hands of both Mary Magdalen and Christ have been painted with care and proficiency — an area
that artists struggle to execute successfully. McEvoy produced several sketches of hands in the year
he commenced Noli me Tangere (fig. 37). Although there is no obvious correlation between the
different positionings of the hands in his sketches and the hands in the Titian copy, being able to
produce hands accurately was clearly a skill that McEvoy strove to learn and deemed important. All of
McEvoy’s hand sketches depicted in Figure 37 are dated between 7" September and 21 November

1899, during McEvoy’s period of self-education.

The only feature that McEvoy fails to include in Noli me Tangere is a man and his dog in the distance,
walking down a hilltop track (fig. 38). These figures walking away from the hilltop village and unaware
of the divine happenings in the foreground of this painting provide the composition with a sense of
normality and continuity — life continues regardless of this divine intervention. It is possible that
McEvoy merely forgot to include these figures in his composition, however, the level of detail that he
successfully captures in this work makes this seem unlikely. Perhaps he painted the figures in but could
not position them correctly and therefore painted them out again, or perhaps he consciously made

the decision not to include them as they did not add anything to Titian’s composition.

The second period that McEvoy worked from is eighteenth-century British art, from which he copied
Margaret Gainsborough (c.1772) by Thomas Gainsborough (fig. 39-40) and Mrs Salter (1741) by
William Hogarth (fig. 41-2), both painted in feigned ovals and both part of the National Gallery of

British Art collection, now Tate.’3! It is through these works that McEvoy explores the subject of family
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portraiture. Margaret Gainsborough was the youngest daughter of the artist and is depicted by her
father in her twenties. McEvoy’s copy is looser in style than Gainsborough’s portrait and McEvoy does
not attempt to depict the detail of the hand. McEvoy gives Gainsborough’s portrait a nineteenth-
century appearance by softening the sitter’s features to create a more modern beauty. Although Mrs
Salter by Hogarth does not depict a member of Hogarth’s family, when McEvoy was copying it at the
turn of the twentieth century, this portrait was thought to depict Hogarth’s sister. It was not until
1933, after McEvoy's death, that the painting was identified as the wife of Reverend Samuel Salter,
Rector of Burton Coggles, Lincolnshire. At the time Hogarth painted this portrait, Mrs Salter was
twenty-one and not yet married. McEvoy not only practises historic familial portraits by copying these
two works but also attempts the complicated folds of different female drapery that he would later use

for his most accomplished portraits.

Mrs Salter was not the only painting by Hogarth that McEvoy copied during his independent
education. He also copied a print of Hogarth’s The Sleeping Congregation (fig. 43-4). McEvoy chose to
copy only the pictorial detail of this print and omits all of the satirical text from Hogarth’s print — an
act which clearly categorises this work as an informal exercise. He excludes the book on matrimony
that the young woman holds in her hands, the sermon read by the clergyman and the fitting quotation
from Galatians on the pulpit that reads, ‘I am afraid of you, lest | have bestowed upon you labour in

vain.’13?

An admittance ticket dated 7™ January 1899 which allowed McEvoy to work as a ‘student & reader’ at
Sir John Soane’s Museum for a six-month period was discovered amongst the McEvoy Estate Papers,
revealing another collection from which he worked in London (fig. 45).13 Although the Soane boasts
thousands of treasures from which a young artist can learn, McEvoy wrote that he ‘copied a figure
from Hogarth in the Soane Museum in 1899’, possibly a figure from A Rake’s Progress or the Election
series.’® In McEvoy’s diary dated Monday 18" September 1899, he speculates about Hogarth’s
technique.’® He thought about how Hogarth worked on a white canvas with a detailed composition

in brown paint and tan tints before painting the main colours into the composition.
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The final period that McEvoy worked from, and perhaps the most interesting, is the Dutch Golden Age.
Although McEvoy’s interest in Dutch interiors will be the subject of Chapter 3, McEvoy drew in the
same sketchbook as The Sleeping Congregation two Rembrandts from the Wallace Collection and a
copy of the Syndics of the Drapers Company (fig. 46).23® A small pencil sketch of Jean Pellicorne with
his son Caspar is illustrated in a corner of a page amongst other sketches (fig. 47), whereas the partner
double-portrait of Susanna van Collen, Wife of Jean Pellicorne with Her Daughter Anna has been
copied twice on a larger scale — once in pencil and once in ink and wash (fig. 48-9).2%” McEvoy’s
noticeable interest in Susanna van Collen, Wife of Jean Pellicorne with Her Daughter Anna, compared
to the male double portrait, predicts McEvoy’s later interest in painting female sitters over male
sitters. McEvoy also copied the Rat-Catcher by Rembrandt (fig. 50-51), a version of which is in the
British Museum. Just as Noli me Tangere was an early work by Titian, the Rat-Catcher was an early
etching by Rembrandt, with several versions dating to 1632. Although this is not one of Rembrandt’s
most appealing compositions, it is ambitious, with simpler techniques in the background and

complicated and detailed etching in the foreground.

By copying old master paintings from three different European periods — the Italian Renaissance, the
British eighteenth century, and the Dutch Golden Age — McEvoy aimed to educate himself in different
methods and techniques from across the continent. He then chose what he considered to be the best
features of each, to include in his own individual style of portraiture. Although it could be presumed
that McEvoy was looking at old masters for ideas in composition, he instead focused on the colours of
these works. The variety of colours in McEvoy’s later portraits created an individuality that made his
work popular. His use of colour was described on several occasions as ‘ethereal’. From Charles
Cheston’s account of McEvoy copying St Jerome by Catena, it can be concluded that McEvoy was

fixated on creating the correct tones of a painting even from these early years:

Ambrose had started copying at the National Gallery with Mary and | rather think had a
few pupils there too; Evelyn and | met them there sometimes a year or two later. He
had a canvas laid out very completely in raw umber (thin and transparent) preparatory
to overpainting; this was St Jerome in his study by Catena.

No doubt that in those years and in fact all years he was greatly intrigued by colour
problems for | recall his saying he had found it impossible to get a certain blue until by
experiment he found that an underpainting of a yellow tone resulted in the peculiar
quality aimed for, after due lapse of time. He gave the impression that he was always
seeking and experimenting to attain those mysteries in colour tones and harmonies
which make his work at times almost etherial [sic]. and to this quality was added the
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same kind of searching drawing — vision as to drawing, the subtle setting down of what
the good eye would actually see under the circumstance of the light effect.!3®

McEvoy’s experimentations with different pigments and his combinations of colours were also
documented by the artist himself in his 1899 diary. He wrote on the 19™" September that he worked
on his composition of Christ and Mary Magdalen for some time in watercolour. It is possible that this
is another version of the Titian he copied in The National Gallery, or a preliminary study. However, the
watercolour effect for this painting is ‘quite dull, | expected it to be very brilliant and glowing.” He
concludes that the poor effect of the colours that he chose was partly due to ‘Cheap water colours’;

he then makes a note ‘Don’t buy Reeves’ cheap water-colours again’.'*

McEvoy’s diary entries, scribbled in pencil in a now disintegrating exercise book, meticulously record
his developing techniques, compositional ideas, and paintings that he had been working on during his
period of independent study. Amongst the old masters that he has been copying are Rembrandt’s
etchings, Mantegna’s Gonzaga family, and he notes that he should start looking at painters like Frans
Hals to gain an understanding of delicate shading.2*® Although he paints and draws from works in a
number of public collections, McEvoy would have also copied works from postcards and book plates.
Perhaps the most insightful entries are those which record his colour experiments, the surprising

successes and the failures as he develops his personal style of painting:14!

Then after lunch | took up a little painting | had of a Rembrandt etching — the
beautiful woman. | had sketched it lighter in black and white then when it was
dry, put pine(?) yellow ochre and vermillion on, | dragged it over the surface so
that the white showed through. When | glazed this with raw sienna paint it had
a wonderfully rich and charming appearance

It looked something like a Rossetti — only better & | put some more paint on and
tried to get it more definite but rather spoilt the effect but it may be good to
work on. | found that it was charming to put white with light red and yellow
ochre in it over the yellow ochre and vermillion glaze which was underneath
(dry) after this | did some [illegible] | glazed the background with raw sienna and
it looked rather better...}*
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This entry gives us an acute insight into the methodical process of layering thin glazes and the effects
that he has learnt from old masters that he was trying to imitate. Working independently, rather than
in an institutional setting such as the Slade allowed McEvoy to push his experimentations to the limit
until he ‘spoilt the effect.” Whilst working independently he was under no pressure to impress tutors

or peers with his paintings, nor was he under the time constraints enforced by fixed class times.

Although McEvoy continued to experiment with different pigments and layering of different colours
in order to create certain effects throughout his self-education, on Monday 17" September 1899 he
wrote that he had produced a formula for his paintings. This formula was configured from his copies

of old master paintings such as Noli me Tangere:

| have an idea that has been a long time in my head about painting. You might
decide on a certain composition, draw it out very carefully, then find
scientifically and exactly the colour you will have it, then draw it out on a whole
canvas with brown paint, put on everything very brightly. Just the local colours
scientifically adjusted to paint over then mix up the several colours which the
main masses will be in tan tints. Now you know what colour everything will be
and you have got it laid in, then.

Then take a good drawing of any part and the prepared tint and point it right in
and finish it. Go on bit by bit till it is done and there you are. | should like to try
something like it.'*®

This formula was used for McEvoy’s later portraits, although he changed the colour of the ground
depending on the different effects he wanted. In the mid-1910s and 1920s he often started a painting
with a blue or yellow base colour which was then built up using this same technique.}** McEvoy’s
formula is similar to Legros’ teaching at the Slade which is known to have been founded on old master
techniques. By using a similar technique, and a technique that was passed down to Steer and Tonks
at the Slade, it can be concluded that McEvoy, during his period of self-education, was building on the

formal training he received at the Slade.

The skills that McEvoy gained at the Slade significantly contributed to his later artistic practice by
enabling him to produce accomplished portrait commissions for clients. There is little doubt that
McEvoy’s work would have lacked direction and structure following his formal education, and he would

have missed and craved the normality of the school’s structured days. Even though McEvoy is choosing
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what paintings to copy and which books to read during his self-education, and perhaps at times these
were different to the Slade’s recommendations, he continues with a similar structure to the Slade’s
teaching. He has a tight schedule every day, he records his expenses and his development, tries new
colours and continues with Tonks’ encouragement to copy old masters. He also goes to art galleries
and museums across London in order to copy works, just as he would have copied work in the Antique
Room at the Slade. McEvoy’s significant period of education at the Slade had conditioned him into
drawing and painting in a particular way, and his period of self-education expanded this knowledge
through the use of different sources of influence. McEvoy does not appear to have been actively
rebelling against his initial training. His self-education attempts to mimic elements of Slade teaching,
but he is also able to explore the limits of varying tones and different pigments without a time-
constraint as he would have experienced at the Slade. McEvoy’s interest in creating a harmony of tones
persisted throughout his career, and significantly influenced his most accomplished portraits produced

from 1915.

McEvoy's early years of independence are marked by the production of small interior scenes, that will
be explored in more detail in Chapters 2 and 3, and copies of old master paintings from public
collections across London. These works are meticulously crafted to meet Slade and NEAC standards —
small-scale interiors were popular at the NEAC at the turn of the century and sold well to their regular
clients. These small interiors allowed McEvoy to assimilate with both his Slade school peers and the
artists he was exhibiting alongside at the NEAC. The Slade had a significant impact on McEvoy’s initial
training and the early years of his career, providing the foundation blocks on which McEvoy could build
his successful portrait practice. McEvoy was one of several students at the Slade who were considered
particularly talented. As Henry Tonks said ‘The Slade continues to produce geniuses, we turn them out

every year.'1#
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CHAPTER 2

SLADE SCHOOL CONTEMPORARIES, 1893-1898

Those wonderful Slade days! The friends | had and the wonderful moments we spent
together!14®
— Edna Clarke Hall (née Waugh)

As demonstrated in Chapter 1, the Slade provided McEvoy and his contemporaries with practical,
social and financial support that was beyond the remit of more traditional art schools such as the RA.
The Slade encouraged sociability amongst its students and tutors, and was responsible for introducing
McEvoy to a group of artist friends alongside whom he worked for several years, and who would
significantly alter the direction of his work as an artist during this early period. These contemporaries
were Benjamin Evans, Augustus and Gwen John, Ida Nettleship, William Orpen, William Rothenstein,
Albert Rutherston, Dorothy, Louise and Michel Salaman, Gwen Salmond, Ursula Tyrwhitt, Edna Waugh
(later Edna Clarke Hall), her sister Rosa Waugh and Grace Westray. Between 1892 and 1899, these
artists, along with McEvoy, dominated their cohort. Edna Waugh (later Edna Clarke Hall) described
these individuals in her unpublished autobiography as ‘a generation of students who were brilliant or

had arresting personalities’, and Joseph Hone wrote in Henry Tonks’ biography:

Nine out of ten of the new arrivals at the Slade felt that they had come to a school,
where masterpieces must be the rule, not the exception...Edna Waugh was a kind of
infant prodigy...She had eager periods of work and gay short truancies with other
students such as Augustus John and his sister Gwen John, Miss Ida Nettlefold [sic],
Ambrose McEvoy; a new spirit of comradeship, unknown in Legros’ time, now prevailed
at the Slade.'¥’

This chapter will focus on McEvoy’s artist friends in order to understand how they influenced each
other’s work and whether they can be defined as an artistic group. With so many individuals to
consider, and with the changing dynamics within the group over a number of years, this chapter will

focus on the artists who directly influenced McEvoy’s work and the two dominating sub-groups of this
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Slade circle, ‘The Nursery’ and the ‘Three Musketeers’, in order to gain a greater understanding of the
artistic environment in which McEvoy was nurtured. It will look at the visual currency with which these
artists communicated by considering the type of art that they were creating of themselves and of each
other, as well as their shared interest in Renaissance drawings and Dutch seventeenth-century
paintings and etchings. These artists were not only inspired by their predecessors but, as this chapter
will examine, artists such as Rembrandt were almost accepted into their artistic circle as if they were
Slade contemporaries. The art historical groupings that are used today which separate the Dutch
Golden Age from the Renaissance or Aestheticism, and which impose artificial historical barriers on
the scope of research conducted by art historians, does not impact McEvoy and his friends. The artists
that influenced their work span European art. Artists such as Rembrandt or Henri Fantin-Latour were
not chosen by McEvoy or Gwen John because they belong to a particular group of artists, but were
simply defined as influential by these artists for the creativity they inspired. This chapter is the first
time that McEvoy and his contemporaries have been explored as an artistic group alongside the old

masters that influenced them.

Grouping Slade School Artists

Stephen Chaplin described McEvoy and his contemporaries as the first of two phases of talented
students at the Slade. ‘The first is in the 90’s [sic], beginning with the year of Brown’s coming, and
lasting until 1899. The second begins in around 1908, and had fallen away before the onset of the
Great War.”** The second phase, which included Dora Carrington, Paul Nash and Stanley Spencer, has
been explored in greater detail by David Boyd Haycock in A Crisis of Brilliance. The earlier group, the
first ‘crisis of brilliance’, which represented the start of a golden age for the London school, has been
overlooked in art-historical literature and has not been analysed in detail previously.}* By examining
the group of Slade students belonging to the 1890s, this chapter will not only contribute to a greater
understanding of McEvoy and his work as an artist during this early period, but will also inform a wider
understanding of British art at the turn of the century — a transitional period which contributed to the

birth of modern portraiture.
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Unlike the Bloomsbury Group, the Futurists or the Camden Town Group, McEvoy and his
contemporaries were never named as a group during their lifetimes, although McEvoy later described
himself as part of a ‘Slade set’ — the only direct reference identifying these artists as a group.'*®
However, they did display several group attributes that should be taken into consideration when
researching these artists’ works. They had ‘shared interests and common goals’, the generic criteria
outlined by Milton A. Cohen for successfully grouping artists together, and they were painted as a
collective in Gwen John’s Group Portrait (fig. 52).>* Raymond Williams wrote that many artistic and
cultural groups start off as a gathering of friends, as can be seen with McEvoy and his closest
contemporaries. In relation to one of the most famous early twentieth-century groups in British art,
the Bloomsbury Group, Williams takes this a step further and questions whether ‘any shared ideas or
activities were elements of their friendship, contributing directly to their formation and distinction as
a group’, and whether the ways in which their friendship came about, for example, that many of them

met at the University of Cambridge, gave a wider social or cultural commentary.?

Williams’ explanation of the Bloomsbury Group is comparable to McEvoy and his contemporaries —
although McEvoy’s group is severely under-researched in comparison — as they came from similarly
professional backgrounds and met during their progressive training at the Slade. It was this training
that not only allowed the group to form intimate friendships but also encouraged them to pursue
comparable artistic ideas by working in the same environments. Unlike the Bloomsbury Group, the
Slade school artists, both during and following their education, went through periods of considerable
financial hardship. Although they came from professional backgrounds, they did not come from
significant means and received only sporadic support from family. Arguably, this made this group of
young artists all the more determined to be successful and more reliant on each other for artistic, as

well as financial, support.

Augustus and Gwen John had little encouragement from their father and Gwen John lived on the verge

of poverty for several periods of her adult life. Edna Clarke Hall recalled the Johns as being ‘terribly

150 | ET/553, MEP.

151 Milton A. Cohen. '“To Stand on the Rock of the Word ‘We’”: Appeals, Snares, and Impact of Modernist Groups
before World War I', in Modernist Group Dynamics (Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars, 2008), 1.

152 Raymond Williams, Culture and Materialism: Selected Essays, (London: Verso, 2005), 166.
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poor people’ with Gwen John often coming to the Slade without money or lunch.’>®* Gwen Salmond
even took it upon herself to pay Gwen John’s school fees whilst they were studying in Paris in 1898,
as Gwen could not afford it. Augustus John described sharing rooms with his sister Gwen and
‘subsisting, like monkeys, on a diet of fruit and nuts. This was cheap and hygienic. It is true we were
sometimes asked out to dinner, when not being pedants, we waived our rule for the time being.’>* As
it has been mentioned previously, McEvoy also suffered financially and was close to leaving the Slade
after the collapse of his father’s business, until Professor Frederick Brown paid his fees for the spring
term 1896.%>° Letters amongst the McEvoy Estate Papers reveal that these artists borrowed money
and artist’s supplies from each other. Michel Salaman, a close friend and fellow Slade student who did
come from significant wealth, often paid for train tickets and lodgings for his friends so that they could
travel with him in Europe. These acts of borrowing and lending money, artist supplies and lodgings
made this group significantly more resourceful and generous towards each other, and, as a result,
closerin their friendships as artists. This early reliance and the necessity of sharing materials and ideas
is incomparable with other groups at this period. Between the years 1897 and 1903, McEvoy and his
contemporaries built on their initial education by working alongside each other in shared studios and
communicated as a group through their work, by painting each other, working from the same models,

and through Gwen John’s Group Portrait.

Chaplin noted that artistic camaraderie was not unusual at the Slade and continued between friends

long after they left the school: ‘Student groupings not only determined current student life and artistic

directions, but after graduation, so influenced art practice and the notion of artistic behaviour in the
country at large’.*® Although the wider influence of McEvoy and his contemporaries on British art has
not yet been realised, the ‘groupings’ and friendships of these artists continued into the early years of
the 1900s and, in several cases, were maintained throughout their lives. Under the professorship of
Frederick Brown, these were the students who would ‘dominate British art until the 1930s.”*>” Godfrey
Money-Coutts, who had joined the Slade from Eton in 1923, 25 years after McEvoy left the school,

wrote that ‘we students were still living in the afterglow of Augustus John, William Orpen, Ambrose

153 Hall, "The Heritage of Ages", 23.
154 John, Chiaroscuro, 49.
155 NOT/364, MEP.
156 Chaplin, "The Slade", 124.
157 Reynolds, "The Slade", 87.
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McEvoy and, more recently, Stanley Spencer. These and a few others had set a pace which seemed

almost beyond us. It was, | think, the virtuosity of these painters that we found so admirable.’®

McEvoy and his contemporaries may have met at the Slade but their friendships extended beyond the
classroom and the confines of their formal education. They socialised and worked together regularly.
They influenced each other’s artwork whilst living and exhibiting together, they shared studios and
models, and organised drawing holidays to Vattetot-sur-mer, Amsterdam, Le Puy and the Welsh
countryside. After McEvoy left the school in 1898, he remained central to the group and, according to
John Rothenstein, directly influenced Gwen John who attended the Slade from 1895.%° The influence

of Gwen John on McEvoy, however, has never been discussed and will be explored for the first time

in this chapter.

The intense sociability and closeness of this group, even in the years following their education at the
Slade, is demonstrated in McEvoy’s account of Augustus John and Ida’s wedding in January 1901.
McEvoy illustrated an environment whereby his artistic practice was undertaken around social events,
as though socialising with his fellow artists was part of his artistic ritual in order to produce good work.
Unfortunately, the whereabouts of this diary is not known but it was used as a primary resource from
the McEvoy Estate Papers by the author Eric Chilston, for his manuscript Divine People, in the late

1970s and 1980s:

Thursday Jan. 17th and Friday Jan. 18th 1901

Got up fairly early —worked all day on tablecloth [in The Engraving] till about 2 —had bath
and went to the Slade School, met Albert [Rutherston] and Orpen, went to tea with them
at the ABC, then to Orpen’s and then to Albert’s, then to Alphonse’s [the Mont Blanc
restaurant], then to the Tottenham Distillery, then to the Euston and afterwards to
Baroni’s.

Then went to sleep with Albert. In the morning Albert heard the news of John’s marriage
from his sister-in-law and | told him; then went to breakfast at the Hope and afterwards
sat for Albert till twelve, then went to Newman'’s [suppliers of artists’ materials] and then
to the National Gallery and back to Chelsea.

Gwen came about 2.30 drew her till 4.30, then went home ... and dressed for [William]
Rothenstein’s party to which | found an invitation on returning to my room. Got there at
7.40. Had dinner. Gwen and Gus and Ida and Mr. and Mrs. Nettleship were guests after
dinner. Mrs. Beerbohm and D.S. McColl and Albert came, then Steer. After dinner smoked

158 Money-Coutts is quoted in Reynolds, "The Slade", 262.

159 Rothenstein, Modern English Painters, 162-3.
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and went upstairs. Tonks and Michel and Louise Salaman and Gwen Salmond and Mrs.
Beerbohm'’s daughter came.

Played a charade. | stayed till one and Albert returned with me and slept the night. Heard
from Mary and wrote to her.1°

This diary entry is without description or a sense of how McEvoy felt about this series of events —
which included his best friend getting married. However, a sense of McEvoy’s busy life and his constant
moving around can be gleaned from this text. The processes of making art, visiting the Slade, and
socialising with his friends can be understood as interchangeable for McEvoy in this quotation — all of
these events or tasks are vital in his artistic ritual. His experiences are punctuated with mealtimes and
errands, but the immersive and intense relationship that McEvoy has with his friends in this quotation
gives an initial understanding of how influential these artists were for McEvoy’s work. This
interchangeability between artistic progress and socialising is not only seen in McEvoy’s diary entries,
but can also be seen in the group’s paintings and drawings of each other — the prime example of which

is Gwen John’s Group Portrait.

Group Portrait by Gwen John

Group Portrait (fig. 52) by Gwen John is the only known painting to depict several of McEvoy’s
contemporaries, and provides an unparalleled insight into the intimacy of these artists’ friendships
and their working dynamics. Rosa Waugh, Gwen John’s Slade School contemporary, is depicted to the
left of the composition dressed in red, with bohemian red and white striped stockings to match —a
contrast to the dark and sober clothing illustrated in more formal group portraits painted during the
nineteenth century.'®® She strides forwards with a reel of thread in her right hand. The recipient of the
thread is Winifred John, Gwen'’s sister, who can be seen seated and sewing in this painting. Winifred’s
left hand reaches towards a drawer under a dressing-table mirror, possibly in search of the reel that
Rosa is holding. Next to Winifred is Michel Salaman, another Slade student and close friend, who has
an intense look of concentration on his face as he copies ‘a single marguerite’, in a vase just out of
view.®2 The backdrop for Michel’s flower drawing has been provided by the curtain that has been

pulled away from the window and pinned underneath the mirror unit. This humorous motif by John

160 £ Akers-Douglas and L Hendra, Divine People, 47.
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162 |pid.
79



signifies the young artists’ precarious financial situation, as well as their creativity and resourcefulness

as bohemians in this shared studio.3

The small room is significantly populated with Winifred and Michel cramped together at a table and
Augustus John looming behind them. Augustus leans awkwardly on the mantelpiece next to the door
and is still hatted from being outdoors. On entering the studio, he would have passed a young couple
leaving who can still be viewed through the window to the far right of the painting. ‘According to
Michel Salaman’s sister Dorothy [one of the owners of this work], Gwen John described the couple in
the garden as ‘myself and an admirer’ and the top-hatted figure was thought to be a caricature of
Ambrose McEvoy.’*%* The phrase caricature conjures an image of McEvoy that is perhaps humorous
and exaggerated, and could reference his smart ‘arrangement in black and white’, the Beardsley and
Whistler-inspired attire that McEvoy wore early in his career that was described by Augustus John and
Edna Clarke Hall on pages 34 and 35 of this thesis. As will be demonstrated later in this chapter, Gwen
John and McEvoy were close friends and significantly influenced each other’s work. It is therefore not
surprising that John would have included her friend in her work. However, the uncertainty surrounding
the identity of this top-hatted figure in Gwen John’s Group Portrait contributes to an understanding
of McEvoy as an elusive figure who often appears as a quiet onlooker and gentle influencer within his

artistic circle.

Gwen John’s inclusion of the figures leaving the studio and Augustus John entering, demonstrates the
fluidity of the occupants of this space. These young artists come and go without invitation. There is a
sense of informality and bohemian living and working amongst this group which is further represented
by the cluttered work station and the discarded shoe lying forgotten under the window. The shoe is
reminiscent of seventeenth century Dutch interiors such as Interior View or The Slippers by Samuel
van Hoogstraten (fig. 53) in which a pair of discarded slippers lay in a hallway between two rooms.%
The relaxed, vibrant and creative atmosphere produced by Gwen John can be contrasted with the
more formal group portraits created in the nineteenth century, for example A Studio at Les Batignolles

(fig. 54) by Henri Fantin-Latour, a painting that is thought to have directly inspired Group Portrait.

163 John, Chiaroscuro, 49.
164 Taubman. Gwen John, 106.
165 Hoogstraten depicts A Father Admonishing his Daughter by Casper Netscher which is a variant of Gallant
Conversation, Known as ‘The Paternal Admonition by Gerard ter Borch, a painting that McEvoy draws reference
to in 1905 for his painting In a Doorway, see page 135-6 of this thesis.
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Although Fantin-Latour painted A Studio at Les Batignolles almost thirty years before John, the
similarities between A Studio and Group Portrait are striking. Both artists painted these conversation
pieces with the aim of immortalising their contemporary groups at significant points in their careers.
Just as Fantin-Latour painted a group of emerging Impressionists, it is thought that Gwen John used
the same compositional format to document her own emerging group, following a vital period of
education and independence in Paris. Her return to London at the beginning of 1899 marked a
significant period of transition for the artist, resulting in the exhibition of her first work at the NEAC in
1900 and producing her most accomplished self-portraits in ¢.1900 and 1902 (NPG and Tate). Although
itis not known if Gwen John saw Fantin-Latour’s conversation piece first-hand, prior to painting Group
Portrait, it is likely that she visited the Musée de Luxembourg whilst studying with Whistler in 1898. A
Studio at Les Batignolles had been added to the museum’s collection just a few years prior in 1892.
Gwen John would have almost certainly been drawn to this painting as she would have been aware of
the close friendship between Fantin-Latour, Whistler (her tutor in Paris), and Alphonse Legros

(Professor of the Slade and succeeded by Frederick Brown), who were known as the Société des Trois.

Rosa Waugh in Group Portrait takes the position of Frederic Bazille in Fantin-Latour’s A Studio; she is
painted with one foot forward and depicted in profile. Both Waugh and Bazille have an infectious
confidence characterised by their drawn back shoulders and a distinct serpentine curvature of the
spine. Augustus John, standing hatted next to the only picture on the wall, has been placed in the
same position as Pierre-Auguste Renoir at the back of Fantin-Latour’s group. Winifred’s gesture,
reaching forwards to the drawer of the mirror unit, places her in the position of Edouard Manet in
Fantin-Latour’s composition, gesturing with his paintbrush towards the easel. Finally, Michel, who is
painted in profile next to Winifred, can be compared to Zacharie Astruc, seated in quiet

contemplation.

It is important to have an understanding of when this painting was produced by Gwen John as it
provides a particular snapshot of this group working together in a shared studio environment, either
whilst studying at the Slade or afterwards as independent artists. If it was produced following
McEvoy’s education at the Slade, it demonstrates that McEvoy was still visiting and continuing to work
alongside these same peers for a prolonged period. Although the date of Group Portrait was inscribed
on the reverse ‘1896-7?’ by the previous owner and close friend of Gwen John, Edna Clarke Hall, and
UCL Art Museum has catalogued this painting as ¢.1897, it is possible that this work was produced by

John following her education with Whistler in Paris, and at around the same time as the Slade School
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picnic which was photographed in April 1899 (fig. 55). Gwen John attended the Slade picnic and was
photographed with her friends, including Edna Waugh who continued her education until at least

1899.

It is not known when Edna inscribed this work but the inclusion of the question mark implies an
estimated date written several years after the painting’s completion, and might have been
misremembered. Group Portrait is a particularly mature work for Gwen John at the estimated date,
and implies a greater confidence than that achieved at the Slade by 1897.1% John undertook a period
of education in Paris, studying under Whistler for several months from September 1898 until early
1899.1% It is far more likely that the independence and confidence that John gained whilst living with
her friends Ida Nettleship and Gwen Salmond, as unaccompanied women in the art capital of Europe,

would have been responsible for this unusual conversation piece.

Existing literature has suggested that this painting was produced whilst John was living with her
siblings Winifred and Augustus, and their friend and Slade contemporary Grace Westray in a first-floor
apartment at 21 Fitzroy Street from autumn 1897.1%8 However, the figures outside of the window to
the far right of this composition are at street level, making this a ground floor apartment.®® This not
only rules out the apartment at 21 Fitzroy Street as a possible location for this painting but it also
throws into question the initial dating of this work. Just underneath the figures through the window
is the number “182’. It is not known why this number has been inscribed by the artist or whether it
has any relevance but it is possible that this number refers to a colour, either for this painting or for a
sketch or painting that was intended to be produced on this paper.'’° ‘As a result of Whistler’s teaching
[John’s education in Paris] an exquisite sense of tone values became one of the characteristics of Gwen
John’s work. She numbered her tones and made notes like the following on the backs of drawings:

‘Road 32, roof 13-23, grass 23, black coats 33", and it is possible that ‘182’ corresponded to one of the

166 Taubman also describes this painting as an unusual painting in Gwen John’s surviving oeuvre. Taubman, Gwen
John, 106.

167 Cecily Langdale, “John, Gwendolen Mary [Gwen] (1876—1939), Painter” ODNB, 2004, accessed June 26, 2021,
https://doi.org/10.1093/ref:odnb/37610.

168 Michael Holroyd, Augustus John: The New Biography (London: Vintage, 1997), 47-8.
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170 A curator at UCL Art Museum was asked about the relevance of this number and the response was that the
museum did not know.
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colours in her set of watercolours.!’* This would again date this painting to after Gwen John’s
education in Paris and her return to London in 1899. If this painting does date to 1899, it demonstrates
an ongoing artistic relationship between Gwen John, McEvoy and their contemporaries beyond their
training at the Slade, and a new phase of McEvoy’s early career that was influenced by his

contemporaries.

Gwen John’s inclusion of an equal number of female and male sitters in her conversation piece, as
well as the colours in which she dresses these individuals, should be interpreted as a conscious choice
by the artist. Women are conspicuously absent from Fantin-Latour’s interior which includes only male
artists and writers, all of whom are depicted in formal, dark-coloured clothes and are set against dark-
coloured walls. The only female figure in this composition is a white statuette of Minerva, that stands
on a table covered with red fabric. The male figures in Gwen John’s group portrait are comparatively
dressed in black and the table, again covered in red, has been recreated as a workstation. However,
instead of a white statuette of a female figure atop the fabric, John has placed her central female
figure, her sister Winifred, at the table and dressed in white. John has chosen to use the same colours
for the clothes of her female sitters as the domestic and aesthetic features of Fantin-Latour’s group

portrait — the tablecloth and the statuette.

With this choice of colours, is John commenting on the restrictive and traditional role of women within
a domestic or an artistic space during the nineteenth century, or even that women are little more than
artists’ muses during Fantin-Latour’s earlier period? All three of John’s female figures; Winifred
dressed in white, Rosa in red, and Gwen John through the window dressed in a combination of red
and white, have been physically positioned in front of their male counterparts signifying the
importance of the women artists in her artistic group. By bringing these accomplished women to the
forefront of this bohemian scene, Gwen John successfully created an avant-garde and modernist
conversation piece that was passed between her contemporaries. This painting was initially given to
Edna Clarke Hall by Gwen John and then in 1950 was given to another Slade contemporary, Dorothy
Samuel (née Salaman). The role of women during this period was changing and the figure of the 1890s
‘New Woman’ would have been familiar and welcomed by John and her contemporaries towards the
end of the century, a subject that will be explored in greater depth in Chapter 5 in relation to McEvoy’s

female portraits.

171 chitty, Gwen John, 48.
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Both the statuette of Minerva and the Japanese stoneware in Fantin-Latour’s group portrait serve as
reminders of the aesthetic influences on this group of creative individuals. Both objects can be
deemed superficial and artistic rather than functional. In comparison, Gwen John has furnished her
table with tools: the mirror provides a reflection and a weight to hold down the curtain backdrop, a
needle and thread, drawing materials, and a flower taken from nature. None of these objects are pre-
existing or complete artworks, in contrast to the statuette and stoneware. John’s modern group of
artists are not using the same sort of objects that inspired Victorian artists but instead are choosing
everyday objects to draw upon an arguably more creative inspiration. Overseeing this group of artists
in Group Portrait is a drawing framed on the wall. Although it is difficult to recognise any detail, it is
drawn in the same red chalk as the Raphael sketch on the reverse of this painting, a drawing that will
be explored in more detail in the next section of this chapter, and is probably a sketch after a similar
Renaissance drawing. Gwen John’s inclusion of this work demonstrates the group’s distinctive interest
and education in Renaissance and old-master drawings and paintings, an important historical
grounding encouraged by the Slade and further developed by Ambrose McEvoy during his period of

self-education.

Group Portrait was not intended as a saleable painting but was produced instead as a truthful and
creative representation of Gwen John’s closest group of friends, in which McEvoy is included. The
carefree nature of this composition is not comparable to the paintings fraught with anxiety that Gwen
John struggled to complete later in her career. It instead shows a more confident and collaborative
period of her artistic career, during which time she had the support of a close network of friends. By
drawing inspiration from Fantin-Latour’s A Studio at the Batignolles, a painting that can be interpreted
as a nineteenth-century avant-garde group portrait, John has aligned herself with her Slade School
contemporaries as a collective, and as an emerging group of avant-garde turn-of-the-century artists

capable of developing and reinterpreting modernism.

McEvoy and Gwen John

Group Portrait illustrates several members of this group and the working dynamics between them but
also informs scholarship on the relationship between Gwen John and McEvoy as peers. It has been
implied by several sources that McEvoy and Gwen John had a romantic relationship prior to his

engagement to Mary Spencer-Edwards, and the figures through the window in Group Portrait were
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described by Gwen John as ‘myself and an admirer’ —the admirer being McEvoy.'’? Regardless of their
romantic relationship, for which there is little, if any, tangible evidence, the connection between John
and McEvoy as friends and artistic equals is a subject that has not been examined previously, but will

be explored in detail in this section.

The art historian John Rothenstein (son of William Rothenstein), wrote that Gwen John was greatly
influenced by McEvoy and his interest in old master paintings and drawings — a knowledge that he
‘laboriously acquired’ and ‘generously imparted’ during his period of self-education.’”®> McEvoy is
known to have worked in major public collections, such as The British Museum and The National
Gallery, copying artworks that he deemed stylistically important in order to glean techniques. This
makes the Renaissance drawings on the reverse of Group Portrait (fig. 56) particularly noteworthy as,
if this painting does date after 1897, it is possible that John copied these drawings either with McEvoy
or on his recommendation. The source of the drawing in black chalk is difficult to determine but it
appears to be two sets of legs covered in drapery. The drawing to the right depicting a man with his
hands bound above his head, and drawn in red chalk, is clearer in origin. UCL Art Museum, the owners
of this work, have attributed this figure to ‘after Michelangelo’ and was thought to have been copied
whilst John was studying at the Slade. However, | can demonstrate through my research that this
drawing is after Raphael and is titled Study for a nude soldier in a Resurrection (fig. 57). The original

drawing is in the British Museum where John would have almost certainly copied it.

The meticulous detail incorporated into Gwen John’s copy of Study for a nude soldier in a Resurrection
suggests that she worked from the original drawing, rather than a reproduction. John’s drawing even
includes Raphael’s miniscule signature, ‘RAFFAELLE’, in the bottom right of the original drawing, and
only partly visible as ‘RAFFAEL..." in the bottom right of John’s drawing (fig. 58). John’s ‘RAFFAEL..." has

been overlooked by art historians and UCL Art Museum as it has sustained some damage. Although |

172 The following are a list of sources that state that Gwen John and McEvoy were in a romantic relationship. S
Roe, Gwen John: A Life (Random House, 2010), 31. Holroyd and John, The Good Bohemian: The Letters of Ida
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Lloyd-Morgan, Gwen John: Letters and Notebooks (London: Tate Publishing, 2004), 4. Each of these texts
reference Michael Holroyd as their original source. Holroyd, Augustus John: The New Biography, 87-8. In
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a passage in Augustus John’s autobiography Chiaroscuro.
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was able to identify that this drawing is after Raphael, it has not been possible to determine
conclusively if John copied Raphael’s sketch during her earlier years at the Slade, as Edna Clarke Hall’s

inscription implies, or after she returned from Paris.

Rothenstein wrote that McEvoy directly influenced Gwen John’s painting technique, and yet the

influence of Gwen John on McEvoy’s work has never been considered:

For Ambrose McEvoy imparted to her the results of his researches into the methods of
the old masters. Without his help, she could hardly have painted the Self-Portrait in a
red sealing-wax coloured blouse...This portrait — to my thinking, one of the finest
portraits of the time, excelling in insight into character and in purity of form and delicacy
of tone any portrait of McEvoy’s — owes the technical perfection of its glazes to his
knowledge, as generously imparted as it was laboriously acquired.'’*

The painting to which this quotation is referring is Gwen John’s Self-Portrait (fig. 59). It was exhibited
in spring 1902 at a Slade exhibition for former students, and is thought to have been painted by John
between January and April whilst she was staying in Liverpool with her brother Augustus, rather than
in London.'”® Although this is an accomplished and experimental portrait for Gwen John at this period,
it was also highly regarded by her peers and was bought immediately by Professor Frederick Brown.

Brown later included this work in his own self-portrait in 1926 (fig. 60).

It is very possible that Gwen John gleaned the technique of layering thin, coloured glazes over a
monochrome base for this painting from studying alongside McEvoy in The National Gallery. However,
Rothenstein’s suggestion that John could not have produced this self-portrait without McEvoy’s
direction is both patronising and insulting. As will become clear in this chapter, McEvoy and John

influenced each other’s work as artistic equals.

John produced a copy of Gabriel Metsu’s The Duet in The National Gallery during this early period of
her career, presumably a similar practice to McEvoy copying Titian’s Noli me Tangere, or Veronese’s
The Rape of Europa, both previously discussed.'’® Although there is no conclusive evidence for the
direct training Gwen John received from McEvoy, as suggested by Rothenstein, McEvoy did offer

advice and informally instructed other students whilst working in The National Gallery, and therefore
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it is possible that he also advised John.”” Benjamin Evans, a close friend of McEvoy’s at the Slade, and
Augustus John both worked alongside McEvoy and presumably these artists advised each other on
techniques and pigments. Benjamin Evans writes on more than one occasion to meet McEvoy at the
gallery.!”® Their contemporary Charles Cheston and his wife Evelyn also met McEvoy and worked
alongside him at the National, and Cheston recalled McEvoy having ‘a few pupils’ under his instruction
at the gallery whilst he experimented with colour.'’® Daisy Legge was one of these informal ‘pupils’

and in a letter to McEvoy’s daughter, she remembers:

Copying at the N.G. Ambrose was there doing an exquisite copy of “Noli mi Tangere” by
Titian & sometimes strolled round to look at my copy of Rembrandt’s woman with
folded hands & gave me very useful hints —the background a warm deep colour with a
sort of blush on it | could not get. “Put some yellow ochre on it” said Ambrose. | thought
he’s gone mad, but he took a brush & a very little Y.O. on it rubbed it thinly over the
background — and there was the bloom!*&°

The painting that Legge was copying at The National Gallery was almost certainly Portrait of a Young
Woman once attributed to Rembrandt but now attributed to the Dutch school (fig. 61). In this
guotation McEvoy can be seen as a skilled artist, and generous enough to share his particular interest

in tone with his Slade contemporaries.

Augustus John recalled visiting Le Puy with both Gwen and McEvoy in his autobiography, stating that
the trip had been ‘marred by an unfortunate circumstance. Gwen, like me, had been crossed in love
but, unlike me, was inconsolable, and spent her time in tears.”8* With only the three artists on holiday
together, it was almost certainly misinterpreted by Holroyd that McEvoy was responsible for Gwen’s
heartbreak.'®? However, with Gwen John’s sexual orientation being brought into discussion in more
recent literature on the artist, it is more likely that this heartbreak was caused by a woman. This would

account for Augustus John’s ambiguity as to the identity of the source of Gwen’s upset. An empty

177 1bid., 109. It is not clear which painting by Metsu this refers to in The National Gallery as none of his work
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envelope in the McEvoy Estate Papers suggests that the trio visited Le Puy in autumn 1900.'®% Had
McEvoy been responsible for Gwen John’s tears during this holiday she surely would not have posed
for a portrait the following year in 1901, which McEvoy painted at his first studio at 24 Danvers Street,

). McEvoy wrote of Gwen

‘a very small room where he [McEvoy] lived — slept and worked’ (fig. 62
modelling for him for this portrait in 1901 in one of his diaries, now unfortunately lost, ‘Gwen came
about 2.30 drew her until 4.30, then went home.”*® It should also be noted that McEvoy, Gwen and
Augustus also lived together in 1901 at 39 Southampton Street, above the Economic Cigar Company,

and all three artists are registered to this address in the NEAC’s exhibitor’s list.1®

Gwen John was not averse to living alone; she was fiercely independent and would not have moved
into 39 Southampton Street with McEvoy and her brother had McEvoy broken her heart. It is also
thought that McEvoy stayed with Gwen John for a brief period in c.1903 in France, whilst he was
travelling through Europe (refer to Appendix I). In a letter to McEvoy from Augustus John, John states
that his ‘students don’t make any progress’ which presumably refers to his students at the Chelsea Art
School, a school that he set up with William Orpen in 1903. He then writes as a postscript, ‘why do
you regard yourself as a paying guest? Gwen was astonished to receive that money and was very sorry
you should have thought advisable to send it. When you are full of money it is foolish to flaunt it in

other people’s faces.”*®’

McEvoy may have been responsible for imparting his knowledge of old masters to John, but her
influence on McEvoy’s work is also clearly documented amongst the McEvoy Estate Papers. In 1900,
as part of the winter exhibition at the NEAC, Gwen John exhibited only one painting, Mrs Atkinson (fig.
63).1%8 This portrait depicts an old lady dressed in black with her hands folded on her lap and holding
a handkerchief. She has been consciously placed by John just off-centre in this composition, a position
described by Roe as creating a ‘sublime awkwardness’ with a lack of ‘perspectival clarity.”*® John may

well have been influenced by the portrait of Whistler’s mother, Arrangement in Grey and Black No. 1

183 | ET/1061/1900, MEP.
184 NOT/197, MEP.
185 Akers-Douglas and Hendra, Divine People, 47.
186 NEAC Exhibitors List Bound Volume 1888-1917, UCL Special Collections, 1917.
187 L ET/95, MEP.
188 Charles Baile de Laperriere and Joy Cole, The New English Art Club Exhibitors 1886-2001 Vol. Il E-K (Calne:
Hilmarton Manor Press, 2002), 320.
189 Sye Roe, Gwen John: A Life (London: Random House, 2010), 21.
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(fig. 64), which she would have seen in the Musée du Luxembourg whilst studying in Paris — the same
location as A Studio at Les Batignolles by Henri Fantin-Latour — the painting that influenced Group
Portrait. If Gwen John did see Arrangement in Paris, then Mrs Atkinson would date to after John’s

training with Whistler in Paris in 1898-9.

It is not known exactly who Mrs Atkinson was, although Roe decisively states that she was ‘the
cleaning lady’.*® Taubman was told by Michel Salaman, who owned this portrait, that this was a
painting of Gwen John’s landlady. It should be noted that this, like Group Portrait, was another work
that was passed between Gwen John’s social circle in ownership, rather than being sold through the
NEAC or another exhibiting body. It was first owned by fellow Slade student Louise Salaman and was

then passed on to her brother Michel.

From late 1899 and throughout 1900 she [Gwen John] lived intermittently at 122 Gower
Street. The name Atkinson seems not to be associated with that address or with any of
Gwen John's other known addresses before 1900, though Kelly’s Post Office Directory
for 1899 lists a Mrs Emily Adelaide Atkinson who kept a boarding house in Gower Street
at no. 56. In 1900 a private hotel is listed close by, at 183 Euston Road. Its proprietor has
the name Jacob Atkinson. It is just possible that the picture was painted there for Gwen
John did live in the Euston Road at some point after leaving the Slade.?!

With many interpretations and few definitive answers on where and when Gwen John painted Mrs
Atkinson, it should be noted that the room in which this woman is situated is almost certainly in the
same apartment as that depicted in Group Portrait, and was quite possibly painted in the adjacent
room.’ Both the room surrounding Mrs Atkinson and that used for Group Portrait have similar
distinctive wallpaper (fig. 65), heavily patterned with brown and red colourings. Each have a fireplace
set into a wide but shallow chimney breast, although the surrounds are different, and there is a similar
atmosphere and a lack of space in each of these interiors. Mrs Atkinson could not have been painted
in the same room as Group Portrait as the orientation of the room would have positioned her in front
of the door next to where Augustus John is standing in Group Portrait. However, this portrait could
have been painted in the room behind, through the closed door of Group Portrait. This would position

Mrs Atkinson away from the door but next to the fireplace.

1%0 Roe, Gwen John, 21.

%1 Taubman, Gwen John, 106 & 107.

192 183 Euston Road in this quotation is remarkably similar to the ‘182’ inscribed in ink on Gwen John’s Group
Portrait. Could this 182 refer to an address on Euston Road?
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The research that | undertook for this thesis uncovered a sketchbook amongst the McEvoy Estate
Papers that contains several drawings of Mrs Atkinson.'®® It is not known whether McEvoy was
drawing Atkinson from observation in the same room and at the same time as Gwen John or whether
he was copying from John’s finished painting. The orientation of Mrs Atkinson in the most finished
sketch (fig. 66), as well as its containment within a square border suggests that McEvoy was working
from Gwen John’s finished work rather than from life. However, there are other details from this
painting that have been drawn on separate pages by McEvoy which suggest an on-going interest in
this work beyond seeing it and sketching it only once. He has drawn Atkinson’s face twice amongst
other sketches of women and a street scene (fig. 67 & 68).2°* It is possible that these surrounding
sketches were made from other paintings exhibited alongside Mrs Atkinson at the 1900 NEAC
exhibition, or were observations or ideas for compositions by the artist. All of the details taken from
John’s Mrs Atkinson are drawn in pencil, which suggests that McEvoy was only interested in the form
of John’s portraiture, rather than colour; although there might have been oil sketches after this work

which do not survive.

It is interesting to note that both McEvoy and Gwen John exhibited portraits of older women at the
winter NEAC exhibition in 1900. This was the first NEAC exhibition in which McEvoy exhibited, and
Gwen John had only exhibited in one previous exhibition in summer 1900, with a self-portrait. It is
likely that McEvoy and John discussed their similar entries for the winter 1900 exhibition. They may
have even worked alongside each other in preparation for this exhibition. This emphasises the
camaraderie between these young artists as they entered a progressive and competitive exhibition
space together at the start of their careers. Unfortunately, it is impossible to know the extent of the
similarities between McEvoy’s exhibited work, Old Woman, and John’s Mrs Atkinson other than the
title, as Old Woman has not been identified and its whereabouts is unknown. However, it is possible

that McEvoy’s Old Woman was also a portrait of Mrs Atkinson.

193 Jnitially | did not know if this sketchbook, SKE/3, belonged to Mary or Ambrose McEvoy as there was no
indication of ownership and the text within it was, unusually, written in French. Having analysed the drawings,
the handwriting and the French text (which has been translated by Marte Stinis), it is now thought to have
belonged to Ambrose McEvoy rather than his wife Mary. The tone of the text with its focus on colour, technique
and an avid interest in Dutch old masters is suggestive of many of McEvoy’s other notebooks and sketchbooks
in the estate collection. This sketchbook contains drawings after Rembrandt, Hogarth and Direr, all artists from
whom Ambrose McEvoy is known to have copied, as made evident in this thesis. SKE/3, MEP.

194 Mrs Atkinson’s head in Figure 67 is at a slightly different angle to that of Gwen John’s finished painting which
could suggest being drawn from life.
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In the top left-hand corner of a fourth page (fig. 69), McEvoy has drawn a pencil sketch of the sheep’s
skull that is on the mantelpiece behind Mrs Atkinson in Gwen John’s portrait, and has positioned this
drawing next to a vague outline of the Virgin and Child.*®* It is difficult to identify which version of the
Virgin and Child this sketch has been taken from and whether it is the same drawing that is on the wall
behind Mrs Atkinson — assumed to be by Raphael in Roe’s analysis of this work.'*® Looking through
McEvoy’s sketchbook and analysing two other Virgin and Child drawings in a state of greater
development (fig. 70-71), | have been able to identify all three of these works as after Virgin and Child
Seated by the Wall by Albrecht Direr (fig. 72). It is likely that McEvoy copied the print by Johannes
Wierix after Direr in the British Museum. Although the Virgin and Child on the wall behind Mrs
Atkinson appears to be a reproduction of a drawing rather than a print, and is likely to be by Durer,
and the inclusion of this work signifies an exchange of ideas and influences between McEvoy and John

when creating portraiture.

The influence of Gwen John on McEvoy’s portraiture can be clearly seen through his act of copying
Mrs Atkinson. However, the lasting effect of this portrait on McEvoy’s work can be seen much later in
McEvoy’s career, namely in the portrait of his mother painted in 1915 (fig. 73). Although it has been
rightly suggested that McEvoy was also influenced by Whistler’s Arrangement in Grey and Black No. 1
(fig. 64), like Gwen John, the resemblance between The Artist’s Mother by McEvoy and Mrs Atkinson
by John is uncanny. Both women are seated in front of a fireplace with art on the wall behind. John
includes reproductions torn out of books or possibly sketches made herself after original drawings
which have been pinned to the walls. Whereas McEvoy includes a large original oil painting, a
statement that declares he has come further than the financially-strained living arrangements that he
shared with Gwen John in his early career. Both women are seated just off centre, they are both
dressed in black and their hands are brought together onto their laps. Even the position of their bodies
is identical, and although each woman has her head turned slightly in opposing directions, both
subjects look beyond the artist and into the distance. Augustus John also painted a similar portrait
titled An Old Lady (fig. 74) at a similar time to Gwen John’s Mrs Atkinson. It has been suggested that
Augustus John was influenced by his sister’s work. However, this is dependent on the date of Mrs

Atkinson. Either way, all three of these paintings, Mrs Atkinson, The Artist’s Mother, and An Old Lady,

195 SKE/3, MEP.
1% Roe, Gwen John: A Life, 21.
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demonstrate a vital exchange of ideas between Augustus and Gwen John and McEvoy in their

portraiture.

Both Gwen John and McEvoy learnt from each other’s work and techniques in order to deliver
different or more accomplished paintings than perhaps they would have otherwise achieved. McEvoy
made several pencil sketches after Mrs Atkinson and both Gwen John and McEvoy copied old master
paintings from the National Gallery where, it is said, McEvoy imparted his techniques on John.
However, it is likely that the influence of these two artists went much further than this —a theory that
is not possible to prove without the early sketches and paintings by Gwen John dating to the late 1890s
and letters between the pair. On the death of Augustus and Gwen John’s father, Edwin William John,
Augustus cleared out the family house and systematically destroyed early works by himself, by his
mother, and by Gwen.'® This act of destruction means that very few early works by Gwen John

survive.

‘Supreme’ Women: The Nursery, Two Gwens and Ida

As this chapter has demonstrated, McEvoy and Gwen John artistically influenced each other early in
their careers, but where does Gwen John fit in with her female contemporaries, and how did these
women artists collectively influence McEvoy — if at all? Mary McEvoy, Ambrose’s wife, is one woman
who would have undoubtedly influenced her husband’s work and would have been able to offer
comments on his compositions and technique, as she also trained at the Slade. However, it has not
been possible to uncover direct evidence for Mary’s influence among correspondence or notes in the
McEvoy Estate Papers. Although Mary married Ambrose in 1902, she mixed in a different social circle
to her husband at the Slade. Her close Slade friend with whom she shared lodgings was Amy Akers-
Douglas (née Jennings-Bramly) who was not introduced to Ambrose McEvoy until after their education
at the Slade.’®® Mary herself was not introduced to McEvoy at the school but at The National Gallery
by Augustus John. Mary’s separate social circle at the Slade and her later introduction to McEvoy
accounts for her having little or no direct influence on McEvoy’s work during this crucial early period.

Mary did, however, become close friends with Ursula Tyrwhitt who also studied at the Slade and was

197 Taubman, Gwen John, 22.
198 Philip Mould & Co., Divine People The Art of Ambrose McEvoy 1877-1927 Exhibition Catalogue (London: Philip
Mould & Co., 2020), 8.
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close friends with Ambrose. Several letters and postcards from Tyrwhitt to Mary and Ambrose exist in
the McEvoy Estate Papers. In one of these postcards dating to 7" November 1907 and sent from
Brussels, Tyrwhitt writes, ‘I have been seeing many pictures by Flemish & Dutch painters in the gallery
here, this is one of them.”*®® On the front of this postcard is Le Repos pendant la fuite en Egypte by
Joos van Cleve (fig. 75-6). This is not only a similar composition to Virgin and Child Seated by the Wall
by Albrecht Diirer which has already been briefly explored, but at the same date that Tyrwhitt sent
this postcard in 1907, Ambrose McEvoy was between two periods of his work in which he was
influenced by Dutch paintings. McEvoy’s Dutch interiors will be examined in Chapter 3 of this thesis,
but this postcard signifies an ongoing relationship and exchange of ideas within McEvoy’s direct circle

of friends that continues beyond their training at the Slade.

An important sub-group within McEvoy’s close circle of friends at the Slade was a group of female
students known as ‘The Nursery’ led by Ida Nettleship. Ida had been at the Slade since 1892 and had
made friends with a group of girls younger than herself, taking on a matriarchal role within the group.
Michael Holroyd, Augustus John’s biographer, argued that ‘The Nursery’ exclusively comprised Ida
Nettleship, Edna Waugh and Gwen Salmond. However, taking into consideration other sources, it is
likely that Louise Salaman was also included in this close group of girls as one of the leaders.?® She
was given the name ‘The Carroty Salamander’ in Logie Whiteway’s The Slade Animal Land and is said
to feast on geniuses such as ‘The Nettlebug’ (Ida Nettleship) and ‘The Waw’ (Edna Waugh) (fig. 77-
79).2%1 The Slade Animal Land is an exceptional resource in understanding some of the relationships
within McEvoy’s cohort. It is a hand-written and illustrated notebook by Whiteway in which she
depicts caricatures of her friends and tutors at the Slade. Several of her drawings have been annotated
with personal jokes or comments about their characters. Some of the depictions could be interpreted
as quite cruel, although there is no doubt that the author meant for them to be humorous. Edna and

Ida, both of whom are depicted in Whiteway’s work, were particularly close and they ‘often sat for

199 p0S/326, MEP.
200 Michael Holroyd, Augustus John Volume 1: The Years of Innocence (London: Book Club Associates, 1975), 75.
201 | ogie Whiteway, “The Slade Animal Land, as Seen by the Lo. With Help in Ideas from the Jeff and Other
Friendly Animals,” 1898, unpublished manuscript, National Library of Scotland, MS.20347. The author of this
work has been incorrectly identified as Logic Whiteway in every known source. However, | conducted
genealogical research into Whiteway and have been able to reveal that Logie Whiteway was born in London in
1877, the same year as McEvoy.
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each other’ as models — Edna sat as Nabob for Ida’s Slade work, and Ida sat as the Angel Gabriel for

Edna.?’? ‘Ida — her darling presence — her voice — my first real friendship. How dearly | loved her!"?%

Ida assigned pet names to several of her other female Slade friends, who were part of the artistic and
wealthy Salaman family, each carefully picked from her favourite book The Jungle Book, which had
been recently published in 1894. Ida was ‘Mowgli’ the man cub, Dorothy Salaman was ‘Baloo’ the
brown bear, Bessie Salaman (Cohen from 1896) was ‘Bagheera’ the panther and Brenda Salaman was
‘Rikki-tikki’ the mongoose.?** There was then Ursula Tywhitt and Gwen John who were also close
friends but who were older than the younger girls of the group. A snapshot of these young women as
a collective at the Slade can be seen in Wyn George’s account, in an unpublished diary dating to her

first year at the Slade, 1896:

| think I. Nettleship is simply sweet — so picturesque. Miss Salmond makes me laugh. A
girl named Gwen John asked me if my name was “Tubby”. Then sketched me munching
an apple...Miss Salaman pulled my hair about and | heard her say to Miss Nettleship,
isn’t it pretty? N. — Yes just like a baby.?%

It should be recognised that both the female and male students at the Slade, within this group of
friends, entered the school as teenagers; Edna Waugh was only thirteen when she enrolled at the
Slade. This gave them a long-term and close familial bond that would not have been experienced if
they had met later in their careers. The relationship between Augustus John and McEvoy which will
be explored later in the chapter is reminiscent of a sibling rivalry and is a clear indication of this strong
bond. These artists did not consciously influence each other, but their familial relationships led to
artistic commonality. There is a charming naiveté and uninhibited imagination demonstrated by this
group. Holroyd described Ida and her friends as wanting to remain children indefinitely, thus escaping
the grown-up world and the restrictions that marriage would incur.?®® These students utilised
literature in order to create the fantasy worlds and the escapism that they craved; the girls took
inspiration from Rudyard Kipling’s The Jungle Book, and the boys took inspiration from Alexandre

Dumas’ The Three Musketeers. Although a lot of the early work from the women artists does not
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survive, The Slade Animal Land by Whiteway is a clear example of the uninhibited imagination of these

talented students.

As seen in Gwen John's Group Portrait, women were central to this group of artists whilst studying at
the Slade and in the years immediately following McEvoy’s education. McEvoy and his male
contemporaries would have experienced a different dynamic to other art schools of the period, where
female students and their work had a profound effect on the school’s teaching and its pupils. In the
1890s, the Slade was accepting more female than male students and its co-educational environment
meant that men and women could enter on equal terms.?”” Talented students at the Slade were
encouraged regardless of gender, although women were restricted in the life class. Women would
study from both male and female nudes but the male nudes were never entirely unclothed and wore
a pouch, as can be seen in Ida Nettleship’s A Study of a Nude Male Figure (1895) (fig. 80) and as late
as 1916 in Thora E. Peppercorn’s painting titled Male Figure Standing (fig. 81). On the entry of a female
model in to a life class, the female students would be required to leave the room until preparations
were complete.?®® However, McEvoy’s closest female friends overcame these limitations on at least
one occasion, by hiring a life model and taking him on holiday with them. Edna Clarke Hall recalled
that whilst on holiday with Ida Nettleship and Gwen Salmond in Wales, Ida’s mother came to inspect
their lodgings: ‘She then went away but she didn’t know that we had a [male] model down from
London. Ida wanted to study the colour of flesh in the sunlight instead of knowing about it in the
school where the light was very dull. But we had to get rid of him in the end.”?® Although this act of
rebellion could be interpreted as a little extreme and unnecessary, it arguably demonstrates the
dedication that these female artists had to their professional development by making sure that they
were not disadvantaged in relation to their male peers. By learning in this way outside of Slade classes,
it is likely that these women found techniques of their own and experimented beyond the school’s
curriculum, and they would have shared these techniques and ideas with their male contemporaries.
There was certainly an exchange of ideas between McEvoy and his female friends. Edna Clarke Hall
remembers sitting ‘knee to knee’ with McEvoy as she drew him and he drew her.??® These two artists

working together in such close proximity describes an intensity and intimacy that would have allowed

207 Reynolds, The Slade, 21.
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a distinctive creativity to be born that was not encouraged by the Slade’s teaching — men and women

were often segregated and were discouraged from interacting.

The women at the Slade were not only respected as peers but were considered superior by their male
counterparts, ‘in talent as well as in looks.”?!! The male students recognised the talent of these women.
Edna Waugh was considered a child prodigy by Tonks who asked if she was ‘going to be a second
Burne Jones?’ ‘No’ she replied ‘A first Edna Waugh.”?*2 Unfortunately, several of these young women
would marry, despite Frederick Brown’s insistence that the Slade was ‘not a matrimonial agency’, and
several of them, including Edna Waugh and Ida Nettleship, would never reach their full potential as
artists.?3 This is in stark contrast to the arguably less talented men with Augustus John, McEvoy, and

Orpen who had substantial careers and reached commercial success:

In talent as well as in looks the girls were supreme. But these advantages for the most
part came to nought under the burdens of domesticity which loomed ahead for most of
them and which, even if acceptable, could be for some almost too heavy to bear....2*

This early period of their careers should be closely explored as it was marked by artistic excellence,
collaboration, and a mutual sharing of ideas; not just between the women artists but between women
and men in this close group of friends.?*> Between 1889 and 1899 at least ten out of eighteen students
awarded with the annual Slade School scholarships were women, including Ida Nettleship and Gwen
Salmond in 1895, Madge Oliver in 1896, Elinor M. Monsell in 1897 and Edna Waugh in 1898 — evidence
that Augustus John was correct in stating that the girls of their group were naturally more talented.
However, in art historical literature, the impact of these female artists has often been overlooked,
particularly in relation to their closest male contemporaries. Although, as it has already been
described by Augustus John, the female students at the Slade were ‘supreme’, the name ‘The Nursery’,

which described several of these female students, trivialised their output as artists by domesticating
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215 Christopher Neve, “Drawings and Memories: Edna Clarke Hall at 100,” Country Life, 166, 4282, (1979): 330-
331.

216 YCL Calendars, UCL Special Collections.

96



their roles in society as carers for others — seeing them as mothers, with the primary function of raising

children.?’

Although the figure of the ‘New Woman’ was well established by the late 1890s, and is a topic that
will be discussed in Chapter 5, young women at the Slade during this period were still being subjected
to the societal norms of the previous generation and, once married, would often be unable to continue
with careers as professional artists. This meant that the artistic landscape changed enormously for
this generation of artists between their education at the Slade and the years following, as it went from
an environment dominated by talented young women, accepted and trained on equal terms, to an
environment dominated by male artists like McEvoy. Gwen John and Ursula Tyrwhitt appear to be the
exceptions within this group. John never married and continued to pursue a career, and Tyrwhitt
married a distant cousin at the age of forty in 1913, to pacify her father. She continued her career
after her marriage with the support of her husband. The McEvoys and Ursula Tyrwhitt remained close
friends following their education at the Slade, and in 1912 Ursula gave the McEvoy’s a painting of
flowers in a vase, possibly as a tenth wedding anniversary present (fig. 82). In a letter to Mary McEvoy,
Ursula humorously conveys the fears of her father and the societal changes for the role of women

during the 1910s:

My dear Mary,

I’'m writing to tell you that I’'m going to be married — It seems to have been arranged
rather suddenly — my father has a fixed idea that unmarried women are certain to
become suffragettes if not post impressionists so I’'m going to marry a friend of his, a
distant cousin next month. If you are in town I'd like to see you & would it be possible
to Ambrose to make a drawing of my head (a criticism[?]) | hope you are all well.

Yours with love Ursula.?®

Ursula’s father’s fear is that she will join one of two groups open to women who would encourage her
to not marry, the suffragettes and the post-impressionists. Instead of seeing these groups as
progressive and liberating, her father sees them as preventing her from conducting her duty as a
daughter and a woman —to marry and become a good wife, although forty is a late age to marry during

this period.

217 There are several sources for the name ‘The Nursery’ but the most reliable and one of the earliest comes
from Neve, ‘Drawings and Memories’, 330.
218 LET/957, MEP.
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Following their education at the Slade, this group of young women began to transmute as they
embarked upon a new period of their lives. Augustus John described a new sub-group, no longer the
innocent children of ‘The Nursery’, but the ‘two Gwens’ (Gwen John and Gwen Salmond) and Ida
Nettleship who moved to Paris for a few months to study at the Académie Carmen, under Whistler,
and Colarossi. Whistler was already a profound influence on this group of students and will be
discussed in Chapter 4. Gwen John did not intend to enrol at any school whilst in Paris as her father
had refused to financially support her trip, but Salmond paid John’s fees for her.?¥® It was in the trio’s
apartment, 12 Rue Froidevaux in Montparnasse, the centre of Bohemian Paris and which they
nicknamed ‘12 Cold Veal Street’, that Gwen John painted her new group, Interior with figures (fig.
83).22% |n this painting Gwen Salmond can be seen dressed in white reading a book with Ida standing
next to her. Although this is not one of Gwen John’s most accomplished works, the atmosphere
created in this painting is one of youthful excitement and freedom. The beautifully ornate Parisian
room is vast and sparsely furnished, and is reminiscent of some of McEvoy’s early interiors from a
similar date. The small smile that can be seen to dart across Ida’s face reveals the young women'’s self-

sufficiency and modest delight with their situation.

As Taubman described, it was at Académie Carmen that ‘figure painting predominated once more,
though Whistler emphasised that it was not the art of portraiture he was teaching but ‘the scientific
application of paint and brushes.”??! This ‘scientific’ application of paint and the experimental
techniques of different pigments and drying times was something that also interested McEvoy.
Although McEvoy had embarked on his own period of self-education following the Slade, it is likely
that these three women, who had studied in Paris in 1898 and early 1899, brought back several
techniques and methods from Whistler’s school and inspiration from the capital, that could be used
by the wider group. The transmission of these techniques would have significantly contributed to
McEvoy’s interest in colour and tone, as well as his long-term interest in Whistler’s work. Gwen John
certainly shared the techniques that she had learnt in Paris with her contemporaries, including the
laying out of colours on to a clean and tidy palette and how to use colours most appropriately. On her

return to Britain, she tutored her friend Edna Waugh in these new painting methods:

From their painting sessions together she [Edna] remembered above all Gwen John's
insistence on a clean and orderly palette, her exacting attention to the rightness of tones
— particularly in transitional passages —and her repeated instruction ‘If it isn’t right, take

219 Holroyd and John. The Good Bohemian, 71.
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221 Taubman, Gwen John, 16.
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it out!” ... Orderliness and method and an emphasis on ‘good habit’ were what Whistler
preached to his students. The palette was to be set out according to an invariable rule
which he dictated, and the colours were then to be mixed and graded to form ‘a
systematic transition from light to dark: quite as definite a sequence as an octave on the
piano.’???

The extra education that the two Gwens and Ida received in Paris was an opportunity that McEvoy did
not have. However, he learnt from Gwen John following her French education, and it is likely that
McEvoy would have also learnt from Ida Nettleship and Gwen Salmond through a transmission of
ideas and direct teaching following the women’s return. Gwen Salmond is known to have collaborated
with her male contemporaries in artistic ventures. She was at the forefront of the foundation of the
Chelsea Art School with Augustus John and William Orpen in 1903 as the ‘lady superintendent’ in
charge of supervising the female students.??® Although it is difficult to pinpoint exact works by McEvoy
that were directly influenced by the female students in his close circle of friends, largely because there
is a limited body of surviving work from these women, they would have unquestionably had a

significant influence on their male friends.

The Five Musketeers

The second sub-group amongst McEvoy’s closest contemporaries, and the group that was responsible
for his early interest in Dutch Golden Age paintings, was nicknamed the ‘Three Musketeers’. There has
been much debate over who coined the nickname and which artists were represented by the term.
William Rothenstein in his memoirs Men and Memories wrote that he described his brother Albert,
William Orpen and Augustus John as the ‘Three Musketeers’, as ‘they were always together.’?** The
three young men became close friends following the arrival of Orpen and Albert Rutherston at the
Slade in 1897. A painting by Orpen titled The OId Circus (fig. 84), depicts the artist, Rutherston and
John in front of the statue of Eros in Piccadilly Circus in London and is thought to have been painted
in ¢.1898-9.2%° The three figures, dressed in similar clothes and hats have been positioned in this

painting to resemble the three heads of Charles | in Anthony van Dyck’s portrait in the Royal Collection

222 |bid., 23. Taubman interviewed Edna Clarke Hall (née Waugh) on 7 June 1974.
223 Holroyd, Augustus John: The New Biography, 139.
224 Rothenstein, Men and Memories, Vol I., 334.
225 \William Orpen, The OId Circus: The Three Musketeers, c.1898-99, Christies, London ‘Irish Pictures’, 20t May
1999, lot 30.
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(fig. 85) — signifying that Orpen, John and Rutherston were such close friends that they can be
considered, like the three heads of Charles I, the same person. This painting has even been called the

‘Three Musketeers’, although it was not titled this contemporaneously by the artist.

However, in contrast to Rothenstein’s ‘Three Musketeers’ is Susan Chitty’s understanding of the
group, who named the original ‘Three Musketeers’ as McEvoy, Benjamin Evans and Augustus John, an
earlier ‘trio’ at the Slade who were inseparable.??® This ‘trio’, named as such by John himself, were
educated together from 1894 until Evans left the Slade in 1897.2% John had also known Evans
previously from a school that he attended in Clifton.?® The close friendship between these young men
has been recorded in several secondary sources and by John half a century after the events.??° The
importance of their friendship, as demonstrated by primary sources, however, has never been
analysed, nor has the outcome of their relationship on their work as artists — specifically that of
McEvoy. Yet, the uncertainty surrounding the individual members of the ‘Three Musketeers’ and
whether McEvoy was a central figure in this named trio reinforces his apparent elusiveness. Just as it
is difficult to ascertain whether McEvoy was the top-hatted man in Gwen John’s Group Portrait, his
central role in this male group of Slade contemporaries is debated by scholars. This could have
suggested that McEvoy was not a central member of this wider group of students, and yet the McEvoy
Estate Papers which include correspondence between the artist and his contemporaries, and
sketchbooks containing work after Gwen John, provides evidence to the contrary. McEvoy was a
central member of the ‘Three Musketeers’ but this was a group that added members when Orpen and
Rutherston joined the Slade. It would be more appropriate to name this group the Five Musketeers,
an expanding group of friends, who over a number of years significantly impacted each other —

McEvoy, John, Evans, Orpen and Rutherston.

In many ways it is unnecessary to conclusively identify the ‘Three Musketeers’ as either Orpen, John
and Rutherston or McEvoy, John and Evans. The nomenclature of these two trios is less important
than the dynamics between these young men, how they worked together, and the influence they had

on each other’s early work. However, to be able to name a group of artists during this period reaffirms

226 Chitty, Gwen John, 40-41.

227 Slade student index cards, UCL Special Collections.

228 John, Chiaroscuro, 43.

229 Bruce Arnold, Orpen: Mirror to an Age (London: Jonathan Cape, 1981). Samuel Shaw, “‘Equivocal Positions’:
The Influence of William Rothenstein, c.1890-1910”, (PhD diss., University of York, 2010). Holroyd and John, The
Good Bohemian. John, Chiaroscuro.
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the strength of their artistic friendship and defines them as like-minded individuals with a common

purpose or goal.?*¢

McEvoy was only included in one of these groups and thus this group will be focused on in order to
establish the impact it had on McEvoy’s early career. McEvoy, Evans, and John had a close relationship,
and several letters from John to McEvoy amongst the McEvoy Estate Papers refer to the trio’s intimacy
both socially and artistically. It is important to explore some of these letters to gain an understanding
of their friendship and how their common interests influenced the direction of McEvoy’s oeuvre. One
of the group’s common interests was the work of Rembrandt which can be seen to permeate both

their friendship and their work in a number of different ways.

During the summer holidays at the Slade, John would often go home to Tenby in Wales. From here he
wrote to McEvoy and made clear the impact of the Slade’s teaching and the cultural environment he

had been exposed to during the term:

But for me living as | am in a town of barbarians who even lack the nerving ferocity of
Philistines how can it be expected that | can retain for 3 months the ardour & energy
accumulated last time at the Slade & in the company of our Evans and yourself?... Has
Evans not come back from visiting the Dutch? Haven’t heard from him am in despair!?3!

This extract clearly relays John’s frustration at being unable to relate to the locals of his hometown.
He describes them as barbarians and implies that the cultural energy soaked up during term-time at
the Slade with McEvoy and Evans will only last a finite time - certainly not the three months in Tenby.
His direct reference to Evans and McEvoy, and the comparison he makes to his home population,
suggests that the two young artists are a preferable substitute family that can provide John with what
he needs — artistic inspiration and like-mindedness. This critical view of Tenby did not hold true for
every school holiday though, as during the summer of 1897 Augustus John invited McEvoy and
Benjamin Evans to join him in Wales for a drawing holiday. This holiday made a lasting impression on
John, which he recalled as a youthful adventure in his autobiography Chiaroscuro. The trio hired a
donkey, a cart, and a tent in Tenby and took only cooking utensils, blankets and sketching materials
with them. Some painting was done at Newgale and then enjoying Solva, they spent 2-3 weeks there

before walking to St David’s.?3?

230 Cohen. “To Stand on the Rock of the Word ‘We’”", 1.
21| ET/82, MEP.
232 John, Chiaroscuro, 28.
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Two letters, thought to have been written in 1900 whilst John and McEvoy were looking for a studio
to share, convey John's incessant energy and his need to be in direct contact with McEvoy. John has
historically been seen as a womaniser with stereotypical characteristics of someone inherently male.
He was later dismissed as a war artist for the Canadian forces in World War | after taking part in a
brawl at a pub. By his own admission in his autobiography Chiaroscuro, he also threatened to fight the
lover of ‘Elinor’, a close member of their Slade circle, if he did not leave her alone.?*? However, the
letters that he wrote to McEvoy display a different persona — a dependency on his friend and a

constant longing for McEvoy to engage with him:

Dear Ambrose,

Write instantly & tell me you have got a studio — giving the locality terms etc. to satisfy
the business cravings of my honoured sire upon which | will post up to town without
loss of time & once — once again | shall fall into your embrace — to be washed well down
with copious draughts of anything you like.2**

This is just one letter amongst several from John that convey an almost homoerotic or romantic
attachment to McEvoy in the form of embraces and a desperate longing to see him. A second letter
from John presumably written once the same studio had been found and secured, states that he is

coming to London and again he awaits his physical embrace:

Dear McEvoy,

| am coming up by night train on Friday next arriving at the metropolis at 1.30 | think.
On Saturday we will look at the studio

Would 9 be too early to ask you to meet me? Recollect — with what impatience | shall
await the departure of night and the coming of that glorious sun fit herald of thy

appearance worthy spectator of our embraces.

Write and appoint a meeting place — | hesitate to enquire after Evans — but affection
bursts the strongest bonds of discretion.

Yours John.?®

233 John, Chiaroscuro, 249.
234 LET/85, MEP.
235 | ET/83, MEP.
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At the bottom of this letter is an ink sketch of John waiting impatiently for Friday 3™ August to arrive
so that he can see McEvoy again in London (fig. 86). Evans is again mentioned as the third member of
this trio, three years after he had left the Slade. It is likely that the studio found by John and McEvoy
in 1900 fell through as McEvoy moved into 24 Danvers Street in Chelsea as a lodger in Autumn 1900

and was there for the 1901 census.?*®

In January 1901, Evans and McEvoy’s roles as members of the ‘Three Musketeers’ were formalised
when they were invited to be best man at Augustus John’s impromptu wedding to Ida Nettleship. They
were the only guests at the ceremony with Gwen John. Augustus John later wrote to thank McEvoy
for his help and attendance:

My dear McEvoy

Let me express in my turn the great privilege which has been mine in having you & Evans

to assist at my wedding.

| am quite of my wife’s opinion, no such exquisite marriage has ever taken place!

| would never have believed the ceremony could have been made so pleasant for me —

In fact | wouldn’t mind having it over again under the same conditions

You may certainly count on me to repay as well as | can the obligation you have laid me
under — whenever called upon on my own and on the part of wife | thank you again —

au revoir

John?’

John returned the favour with Benjamin Evans and were both best man at McEvoy’s wedding to Mary

Spencer Edwards in January the following year.?®

Although McEvoy and John's close friendship was certainly complicated and the pair seem to have
shared a rivalry that often ended in McEvoy’s frustration, McEvoy retained his early support and
friendship with John for one of the most difficult periods of John’s life — the death of his wife Ida in
Paris in 1907 at the age of thirty. John had urged his closest friends not to travel to Paris to attend

Ida’s cremation, a decision which William Rothenstein always regretted:

236 An account of these early years can be found in NOT/197, MEP. Also refer to Appendix I.
237 LET/84, MEP.
238 John and Evans are signed as witnesses on the McEvoys’ marriage certificate, CER/1/1902, MEP.
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| never forgave myself for this hesitation; in my heart | knew | should have gone at once,
as McEvoy did, to whom John also telegraphed. | loved no woman more than Ida and |
knew John to be in the deepest trouble.?*

McEvoy ignored John’s advice and travelled to Paris immediately to console his friend. John in a
handwritten note intended for the 1953 retrospective McEvoy exhibition at the Leicester Galleries

recalled Ida’s death:

having travelled to Paris, to condole with me on a sad bereavement, he [McEvoy] found
me with a companion endeavouring to celebrate the event over a bottle of wine, he at
once recognising the factitious nature of our gaiety, & with his customary gusto, he
joined in the formalities and even insisted on contributing substantially to them himself.
Artist and loyal friend, this was the sort of man he was.?*

McEvoy expected to spend the day with John and travel back to London that night, however, to
comfort the already intoxicated Augustus John, he ‘had the delicacy to keep drunk all the time and
was perfectly charming.’?*! He was unable to travel back to London for a week. Following Ida’s
cremation, McEvoy wrote a short postcard to his wife Mary postmarked 16" March 1907, ‘Mrs John

was cremated today at Pére La Chaise and | went there. | am glad | came.’?*?

Eight years after McEvoy’s death, in a letter to Mary McEvoy, Ambrose’s wife, the significance of John

and McEvoy’s close friendship is expressed with a vulnerability rarely demonstrated by John:

24" July /35
My Dear Mary,

| want to thank you for your letter which | greatly appreciate.
| know Ambrose would have been with me. He was of all my old friends the only one |
constantly regret losing.

Yrs with love,

G u5243

233 Rothenstein, Men and Memories, Vol II. 90.
240 NOT/3/1953, MEP.
241 Holroyd, Augustus John Volume 1: The Years of Innocence, 252.
242 p0S/530/1907, MEP.
243 | ET/104/1946 and LET/102/1935, MEP.
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On 5™ July 1935, just over two weeks before this letter was written, Henry John, Augustus’ son, was
found drowned. His body was pulled from the sea at Perranporth, Cornwall, almost two weeks after
he had gone missing.2** In response to a letter from Mary, presumably offering her condolences, John
replied that he knew Ambrose would have been there with him during this personal tragedy, just as
he had supported John in Paris, almost thirty years before. It is clear from this letter that the long-
term friendship and support provided by McEvoy as part of the ‘Three Musketeers’, had a lasting effect

on John.

Finally, the letter that successfully encapsulates the ‘Three Musketeers’, Evans, John, and McEvoy
during their early period is one of John’s shortest letters; a letter dominated by ink drawings. Although
this correspondence is not dated, it is likely that John is again writing to McEvoy who is with Evans in

London during the school holiday whilst John is in Wales alone. On the recto John writes,

Dear McEvoy
| would fain hear from you & Evans. As for me | do nought but wander on the cliffs &
caves know my footsteps.?*

Underneath and dominating the first page is an ink drawing of John standing on the cliff edge, a
location he revisits in more than one letter (fig. 87-88). He holds a telescope and looks out to sea,
searching for his friends McEvoy and Evans. On the horizon is a ship to offer a degree of perspective
and to emphasise the distance of the nearest civilisation to John. Then, over-page on the verso, an ink
drawing fills the whole page. Two figures, Evans on the left and McEvoy on the right are seated in the
pub at the bar. Each holds a drink as if they are about to make a toast to their absent friend John. To
the right of McEvoy is the ghostly figure of John watching over his friends and, easily missed between
the drinkers’ feet, is written ‘In thought | am with you always, John.”?*® The significant bond of
friendship, as recorded and understood by Augustus John, is demonstrated by the implication that

even when John is absent the trio is still complete.

McEvoy, John and Evans were joined at the Slade in 1897 by Orpen and Rutherston, and together this

group of five male artists intermittently shared studio space and models until Evans changed careers

244 “Mr. Henry John Missing at Newquay,” The Times, June 25, 1935; “Inquest on Mr. Henry John,” The Times,
July 8, 1935.
245 L ET/86, MEP.
246 LET/86, MEP.
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to become a sanitary engineer.?*’” Two of these studios would have been particularly important in
giving these five friends, as well as their female peers, a base from which to work: John Constable’s
former studio at 76 Charlotte Street in Fitzrovia which McEvoy and John are said to have rented for a
period in 1898, and 21 Fitzroy Street, the studio incorrectly assumed to be the location of Gwen John’s
Group Portrait.>* Fitzrovia was still a popular location for artists’ studios during this period — Fitzroy
Street, with its high concentration of artists, famously led to the formation of the Fitzroy Street Group
in 1907. 21 Fitzroy Street and 76 Charlotte Street are on the same stretch of road between Tottenham
Court Road and Euston Road, a street that was described by Stephen Chaplin in the Slade Archive
Reader as ‘affordable to many students up to the 1930s — to eat at Bertorelli’s; to have a room there,

even a studio.”?*

Augustus, Gwen and Winifred John, and Grace Westry lived at 21 Fitzroy Street intermittently for over
a year and William Orpen took the basement rooms of the building from winter 1899/1900. Charles
Conder, a friend of the group, unsuccessfully sought a flat in the same building and McEvoy, amongst
others, would have been a frequent visitor to John’s studio.?® John wrote to McEvoy from South

Wales informing him that several ‘works’ are ready to be collected:

1 Morfa Terrace,
Manorbier,
Tenby

Dear McEvoy,

Instead of travelling down to Tenby | found myself wandering through Arcadia — thanks
to your book of sweet poetry. How | got here | don’t know but it was a rude awakening.
| have come to stay at Manorbier for a few days.

The works are ready for you at 21 Fitzroy St. when you have time to fetch them to
Young’s to be mounted (and signed) You will notice that the composition will be the
better for a coat of varnish (I mean the colour of it).

Imagine me plunged in the whirl of fashionable life — Imagine but don’t believe it.

On the contrary sir hasten to realise that | am far from it

| stand on the cliffs gazing across the bleak sea towards where you and other loved ones
dwell. Sometimes in an agony | throw myself in, endeavouring vainly to reach you
through an element that appears less relentless and hard, than the miles of land which
separate us.

247 John, Chiaroscuro, p.26.
248 Chitty, Gwen John, 49-50.
249 Chaplin, "The Slade”, 8.
250 Roe, Gwen John: A Life, 18. Ann Galbally, Charles Conder: The Last Bohemian (Melbourne: Miegunyah Press,
2005), 216. Arnold, Orpen: Mirror to an Age, 80. Reynolds, The Slade, 141.
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Adieu®?

Although it is not possible to know which ‘works’ awaited McEvoy at 21 Fitzroy Street, whether they
were produced by John or McEvoy or someone else, there is such a level of familiarity between John
and McEvoy in this letter that we can imagine McEvoy letting himself into the studio at number 21,
uninvited, with his own spare key. It is possible that these ‘works’” were paintings by John which
McEvoy was collecting to exhibit beside his own. Young's is presumably Percy Young’s, the dealer in

artists’ supplies located opposite UCL and the Slade and down the road from Fitzroy Street.?>?

Edna Clarke Hall also remembered visiting Fitzroy Street in her autobiography. ‘One night the Johns,
Ambrose McEvoy, Grace Westry and myself stood in front of a house in Fitzroy Street where we were
to spend the night when we discovered that none of us had the key...”.?>® Augustus John, with
characteristic recklessness, climbed over the railings and up the front of the house and through an
open window on one of the upper floors. ‘It was in that same house that there were occasional
drawing evenings with volunteer models taken from among ourselves.”?* It is likely that drawings such
as Young woman with a violin (Grace Westray) by Gwen John (fig. 89) and Grace Westry [sic] by

Augustus John (fig. 90) were painted in their studio at 21 Fitzroy Street.

There were dozens of occasions when these artists sat to each other. Not only did this provide practice
with a live model for the artists, but the sitters, as artists themselves, would have been encouraged
and would have been able to offer feedback on the sketches produced by their friends. Thus, a group
was formed in which progression and improvement were paramount to their striving success. Several
of the portraits undertaken by different members of this group illustrate similar traits, including the
purposeful detachment of the sitter’s gaze from the viewer. Ida Nettleship in the triple portrait of Ida
Nettleship, Ursula Tyrwhitt and Gwen John (fig. 91) has been posed with her eyes cast down and her
head slightly tipped to one side, a similar positioning to that which can be seen in William

Rothenstein’s portrait of Ida painted in oil (fig. 92). This same positioning has been bestowed on Ursula

251 LET/80, MEP.
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Tyrwhitt in a separate portrait sketch by Augustus John (fig. 93), as well as a drawing of Grace Westry
(fig. 94).

John's disjointed positioning of Ida, Ursula and Gwen at different angles and perspectives, with little
interaction between them is comparable to the positioning of both Henri Fantin-Latour’s nineteenth-
century painting By the Table (fig. 95) or even Frans Hals’ Regents of the St Elizabeth Hospital of Harlem
(fig. 96). This demonstrates that John was also looking at earlier group portraits like his sister Gwen
with her Group Portrait. However, instead of an all-male cast of sitters, Augustus John has inverted
this for his all-female triple portrait. A similar detachment can be seen in Augustus John’s portrait of
Gwen, ¢.1899, as she is placed in a room facing away from the sitter. This room is almost certainly a
studio as a human skull, both a prop and an anatomical learning device, can be seen on the
mantlepiece behind her (fig. 97). The aim of this portrait-sketch appears to be the accurate detailing

of Gwen John’s hair and clothes rather than her facial features which are set in profile.

Very few paintings by Benjamin Evans are known but a portrait of Augustus John by Evans is in the RA
and is thought to date between 1898 and 1900 (fig. 98). This again depicts the same distant gaze so
often used in the early portraits by these artists. Although Evans has captured an air of confidence in
John'’s positioning, it does not portray John’s character to the same extent as William Orpen’s portrait
of the same artist dating to c.1899 (fig. 99) and exhibited in 1900. John holds a similar hat and wears
a similar overcoat to that in which he is depicted in Gwen John’s Group Portrait. Orpen has successfully
captured the narrative of a fleeting visit from John and yet his seated positioning exudes confidence

as he sits comfortably in a chair perfectly proportioned for his size.

Augustus John and McEvoy drew and painted each other on a number of occasions. Two drawings by
John of McEvoy are in public collections, the Art Institute of Chicago and the National Portrait Gallery
(fig. 100-101), and a portrait by McEvoy of John remained in his studio until his death in 1927 (fig.
102). The NPG sketch of McEvoy is almost caricaturesque with one hand on his hip and one hand on
his face. This sketch must have been produced relatively quickly, as the position would have been
uncomfortable for McEvoy, and yet John demonstrates his dexterity in just a few rapid lines. John’s
portrait of McEvoy, part of the Art Institute of Chicago collection, depicts McEvoy much closer to the
artist than John’s sketches of female sitters. McEvoy’s profile dominates the paper with the back of
his head not fully contained, giving this work an increased sense of intimacy. This is comparable to

McEvoy’s portrait of John which is also painted in close proximity to the sitter. Both artists are young
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in these portraits, and all three portraits are likely to have been completed whilst both John and

McEvoy were at the Slade.

The intimacy communicated by McEvoy and his contemporaries can be seen in their portraits of each
other. A particularly poignant example of this is William Orpen’s sketch of Albert Rutherston and ‘his
model’ in 1899 in red charcoal (fig. 103), a private view of a personal moment between an artist and
his sitter.2>®> This double-portrait depicts Rutherston, possibly in John and McEvoy’s studio at 76
Charlotte Street, dwarfed by a muscular female nude seated in front of a fireplace to keep warm. The
room is cramped and a small Victorian oil lamp sits on the table as a second source of light. Rutherston
is smoking a pipe and the couple look surprisingly relaxed in each other’s company. This is an informal,
almost documentary sketch by Orpen. Both Rutherston and Orpen have been able to work from this

model and Rutherston, unknowingly, has become a model himself for his friend.

76 Charlotte Street was an important location where these artists could work independently from the
Slade’s curriculum, and develop new ideas and trade in new methods of working. It was here that
Evans, Orpen and Rutherston became frequent visitors, as well as their friends Edna Waugh and Gwen
John. In January 1899, Albert Rutherston wrote to his father that, ‘John — Orpen — McEvoy and myself
are going to get up a class and have a model in John’s studio once a week at night — it will come to
about 7d each.””® These artists, working together regularly and in close proximity, would have
significantly influenced each other artistically, as can be seen from the different portraits they
produced of one another. However, they also would have produced similar work by using the same
models. One of their models was said to have been found on Tottenham Court Road, a young woman
with bright red hair who is written about by Michael Holroyd.?*” There are several undated sketches
by John, Orpen, McEvoy and Rutherston of models that match the description of this woman but none
of them can be identified with certainty. There is a watercolour sketch and an oil by McEvoy that are
compelling, as they illustrate a seated nude on a green divan, highlighted with the palest flesh and
auburn hair (fig. 104-105).%%8 This commonality in subject, particularly amongst the male artists of this

group, Augustus John, Benjamin Evans, William Orpen, Albert Rutherston and McEvoy not only

255 William Orpen R.A. (1878-1931) Albert Rutherston with his model signed with initials and dated 'WO. 99'
(lower right), Modern & Post-War British Art sale, Chiswick Auctions, lot 130.
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258 Arthur Ambrose McEvoy, Seated female figure, watercolour, Artnet, accessed 10th May 2019,
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extends to paintings and drawings of models, and portraits of each other, but also extends to their

interest in old masters such as Rembrandt.

Rembrandt

The most significant collective interest of McEvoy, John and Evans was Rembrandt, and it was their
idolisation of the seventeenth-century Dutch artist that arguably bound their friendship, fed their
rivalry, and encouraged their need to achieve measurable artistic success. As will be explored in this
final section, Rembrandt not only provided inspiration for the three young men but became almost a
father figure for the group, guiding and teaching them through his 340-year-old art how to become
better artists. It was McEvoy, Evans and John’s obsessive interest in Rembrandt that led to McEvoy’s
increasing interest in Dutch paintings, specifically Dutch interiors, which was a subject that dominated
his work for twelve years between 1901 and 1913, and that will be explored as the subject of Chapter

3 of this thesis.

Evans was described by John as ‘well versed in Rembrandt’ and it was his influence that led McEvoy
and John to copy sketches, paintings, and engravings by the Dutch artist. | have been able to identify
an undated sketch by Augustus John titled Mother & Child frightened by a dog (fig. 106) as being after
a Rembrandt drawing in the Collection Frits Lugt, Institut Néerlandais, Paris (fig. 107), although it is
likely that he copied this work from a publication or a reproduction of Rembrandt’s work. John also
brings Rembrandt into their direct friendship circle in a letter to McEvoy from Vattetot-sur-Mer, during
which time John is trying to persuade McEvoy to join him and their friends. He describes the
countryside as like ‘the more mountainous of Rembrandt’s etchings’; he then goes on to tell McEvoy
about a dream he had, ‘I spent last night in the company of you [McEvoy] and Rembrandt — Rembrandt

cuffed my head for making some observation on art.’?>

Rembrandt’s reputation across Europe during the 1890s increased exponentially, leading to Catherine
Scallen deeming it ‘the Rembrandt decade’ in her 2004 publication.?®® From 1897 the first fully

illustrated catalogue raisonné of Rembrandt’s paintings was published in eight folio volumes in

259 LET/90 and LET/91, MEP. Samuel Shaw dates a group holiday to Vattetot with John and William Rothenstein,
amongst others, to summer 1899. ‘Equivocal Positions’: The Influence of William Rothenstein, c.1890-1910, 9.
260 Catherine B Scallen. Rembrandt, Reputation, and the Practice of Connoisseurship (Amsterdam: Amsterdam
University Press, 2004), 129.
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English, French and German; a venture only made possible with improving photographic
technology.?®! McEvoy and his contemporaries would have been aware of this publication and of the
increasing interest in Rembrandt on the art market. William Rothenstein owned several Rembrandts
and other old master drawings which he had picked up from London print shops for mere shillings.?52
Edna Clarke Hall recalled that, ‘Professor Brown had a lot of reproductions of drawings of the old
masters. He wanted us to exercise ourselves, doing copies of them. | took a little Rembrandt and John
chose a Titian. All our copies were pinned on the wall and the professor went around commenting on
them.’?%3 The increasing interest in Rembrandt, and other old masters on the secondary art market,

led to these works challenging the already weak contemporary market.

McEvoy, John, and Evans became increasingly interested in Rembrandt’s work in a number of ways:
by copying Rembrandt’s work from books, seeing Rembrandt’s work first-hand in the Netherlands,
and experimenting with Rembrandt’s techniques and methods including etching. John wrote to
McEvoy following the recovery of John’s near-fatal diving accident about a book on Rembrandt and

Evans’ etching press:

South Cliff St., Tenby, Friday
Dear McEvoy

| am very grateful for your letter & the extract — It is now that letters become godsends
to me — | have heard twice from our friend Mr Evans. Now that he has an etching press
we may expect anything.

| have just received a life of Rembrandt

published by Grevel with 159 illustrations — you can imagine my delight.

Today for the first time | went out.

| am surprised to hear you are now an habitué of the Crystal Palace — it will no doubt
benefit of your patronage; though alas it hasn’t benefited you.

Hast seen the Whistlers at the Earls Court exh?

Next week | hope to come up to town — If that event does not come off | shall die. | know
— | feel it — you [illegible] a [illegible] which | will not fail to return you.

My sister tells me the National is more wonderful than ever.

| hear you are doing work for the dealers in your rising prosperity do not wholly forget
your friend who however humble will always deem it an honour and a privilege to sign
himself

261 |bid., 169-70.
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Yours as ever
Aug. John

My sorrow at hearing of your illness is only equalled by my joy at knowing you are now
recovered. Adieu — but do not fail to return a letter as delightful as the last.?**

Although this letter is not dated, the watercolour sketch on the reverse depicts a seated Augustus
John, peering out of a curtained window, with a white bandage wrapped around his head, most likely
from the injury he incurred in 1897 (fig. 108).2%° This date also coincides with a letter written to Ursula
Tyrwhitt in which John offers to lend her the same Rembrandt book mentioned here.?® The Whistlers
referred to in this letter, exhibited at the ‘Earls Court exh’, also coincides with the date 1897. The
exhibition was almost certainly the ‘Victorian Era Exhibition, 1897, Earl’s Court, London’, in which
Whistler exhibited eleven etchings produced between 1859 and 1861. Whistler developed his etching
practice from a similarly obsessive interest in Rembrandt’s work, comparable to that of McEvoy, Evans
and John. It is likely that John wrote of both his book on Rembrandt and Whistler’s etchings in the
same letter as he was familiar with Whistler’s interest in Rembrandt’s work, and perhaps Whistler’s

etchings included some of those after Rembrandt.

Etchings are a common theme in this letter, as it is also mentioned that Evans had acquired an etching
press, a technique with which John and McEvoy both experimented. In Chiaroscuro, Augustus John
wrote that he used Benjamin Evans’ etching press and that ‘my first plate was a portrait of him’; this
is almost certainly the etching of Benjamin Evans by Augustus John sold at Halls auctioneers in March
2019 (fig. 109).2¢7 Although McEvoy is not known for his etchings, it was a technique that he undertook
at different periods of his career. He would have practised etching with Evans and John in the 1890s
but he also produced several etchings with Walter Sickert in 1909, including several versions of

Pimlico, which McEvoy drew and Sickert printed.?®® Madeline Knox, a former student of Sickert’s,
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recalled that she had visited Sickert’s etching studio in Augustus Street in 1909 with Ambrose McEvoy

in order to learn more about etching.?®

In John's letter he also writes of the book he received on the life of Rembrandt ‘published by Grevel
with 159 illustrations.”?”® | have determined from my research that this book is Rembrandt by H.
Knackfuss which was passed between this group of young artists providing a visual resource from
which to study.?’* As previously mentioned, John offered to lend this book to Ursula Tyrwhitt and it is

likely that John’s close friends Albert Rutherston and McEvoy also used his copy of this book.

McEvoy copied several of Rembrandt’s etchings that are featured in Rembrandt by Knackfuss. They
are all small studies in the McEvoy Estate Papers with many of them drawn in ink on scraps of paper.
On 10" October 1899, McEvoy drew a trio of sketches of a hand, a man that resembles Henry Tonks,
and a self-portrait after Rembrandt that also features on page 3 of Knackfuss’ book (fig. 110).22 On

the opposite page to this etching, Knackfuss wrote:

Thatis, in truth, what Dutch painting amounts to: the honest, truthful picture of country,
people and things, the rendering of the simple facts of the home and of everyday life,
reflected in the eye of the artist.?’3

McEvoy emulates a version of Rembrandt’s ‘truth’ and ‘everyday life’, in several of his early works
including Bessborough Street, Pimlico (1900), The Engraving (1901), The Thunderstorm (1901) and
Autumn (1901) (fig. 111). Each strive to depict Victorian middle-class normality and everyday life,

amongst humble interiors similar to those depicted by the Dutch old masters.

McEvoy also copied a portrait of Rembrandt’s mother (1628), Portrait of a man unknown (1641), The

Card Player (1641) and Man with a Wide-Brimmed Hat (1630), all of which are featured in Knackfuss’

269 \W Baron, W Sickert, and Paul Mellon Centre for Studies in British Art, Sickert: Paintings and Drawings, Paul
Mellon Centre for Studies in British Art (Yale University Press, 2006), 80.
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271 H, Knackfuss, Rembrandt (London: H. Grevel & Co., 1899). Knackfuss’ text was published as early as 1897 with
Bielefeld; Velhagan & Klasing in German, it does not appear as though Grevel published this book in English until
1899.
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Rembrandt (fig. 112-115).2# It should be noted, however, that each of these drawings is on a separate
piece of paper and there is no proof that McEvoy copied all of these images from Knackfuss’ book.
That being said, each of these sketches are small; a similar size to the reproductions in Knackfuss and
there are two drawings that provide evidence that McEvoy was copying from this specific book on
Rembrandt. Research carried out for this thesis demonstrates that McEvoy made pencil copies of Jan
Cornelisz Silvius, Preacher at Amsterdam and The Poet Jan Harmensz Krul on the same piece of paper
(fig. 116), just as Knackfuss reproduced these two portraits on the same double page in Rembrandt.?”
McEvoy was clearly looking at these two portraits side-by-side in Knackfuss’ book which led him to
copy both together. With evidence that McEvoy was using Rembrandt by Knackfuss and that Augustus
John owned and lent this same copy to Ursula Tywhitt, it can be understood that this book was used
as a studying aid by McEvoy and his contemporaries and that as a collective, they were influenced by

Rembrandt’s work.

As well as copying Rembrandt’s work from Knackfuss in pencil, McEvoy recalled that, ‘About this time
| saw the various Rembrandt Exhibitions and tried several paintings in black and white and green and
white carried more or less far....?’® Along with John and Evans, McEvoy travelled to Amsterdam to see
a large collection of Rembrandt’s work first-hand. John, half a century later, recalled their memorable
trip to Amsterdam to visit a ‘Centenary Exhibition of Rembrandt’. However, it is more likely to have
been the 1898 exhibition of Rembrandt’s work at the newly built Stedelijk Museum.?”” This exhibition
displayed 124 paintings and 350 drawings by Rembrandt and was hosted in conjunction with the
celebration of the coronation of Wilhelmina, Queen of the Netherlands.?’® The exhibition was a huge
success and was visited by 43,000 people in just two months.?’”® The Stedelijk exhibition represented
a new nineteenth-century interest in the Dutch Golden-Age artist and for McEvoy, John, and Evans it

clarified Rembrandt as an inspirational artist, from whom to learn.

This exhibition was documented by McEvoy in one of his sketchbooks — the same sketchbook that
contains drawings after Gwen John’s Mrs Atkinson — and a sketchbook that was used over a period of

at least a year. It contains copies of works from both Amsterdam and the UK, including sketches after
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Rembrandt’s Jean Pellicorne with his son Caspar and Susanna van Collen, Wife of Jean Pellicorne with
Her Daughter Anna which are part of the Wallace collection, and Hogarth’s Sleeping Congregation,
explored in Chapter 1 (fig. 47-49 & 44). The painting that McEvoy closely focuses on during his visit to
Amsterdam is Rembrandt’s The Syndics of the Drapers’ Guild (fig. 46). McEvoy produced a drawing of
this portrait in his sketchbook which he then annotated. His choice of materials for this sketch — pencil,
pen and wash —and its unfinished state suggests that McEvoy worked directly from this painting whilst
it was on display. He has focused on the sitters’ faces rather than their clothes or the room in which
they sit. Volckert Jansz, the figure second from the left, has the most detailed facial features of the
sitters, suggesting that McEvoy wanted to capture both his expression and the individual character of
this man — a realism demonstrated by Rembrandt that McEvoy describes as ‘talking without moving
the lips.””®° However, rather than attempting to copy this work over and over again, or sketching
several different details from the portrait, McEvoy chose to annotate his sketch in French across three
pages of his sketchbook.?®!

The Syndics [of the Drapers’ Guild] is considered the summary of his achievements, or,
that is to say, the brilliant result of his [illegible]. They are portraits in a [illegible] not
framed, not the best but comparable to the best he had done in the last years. Of course,
they don’t recall [illegible].

They no longer have the freshness of tone and the sharpness of defined colours. They
were conceived of in the shadow style, fiery and powerful of the young [illegible] or the
Louvre, - and much better than the [illegible], which dates from the same year and had
already betrayed itself [illegible]. The garments and the painters are dead, but through
the black we can feel the deep reds; the linens are white, but strongly placed [illegible];
the faces, exhibited alive, they are animated by the old eyes that are luminous and
direct, which don’t exactly look at the spectator and whose gaze, however, follows you,
interrogates you, listens to you. They are individual and look just like the citizens, the
merchants, but noble, rendered at their home in front of a table on a red carpet, their
register open underneath the hands, surprised in their full council. They are busy
without being agitated, they are talking without moving the lips. Yet they do not pose,
without [illegible]. [illegible] without fading, a hot atmosphere detached from the shade
which envelops all [illegible].

The protrusion of the linens, the faces, the hands are also finely observed as if nature
herself had given the quality and the measure of it... [dots in original letter] It almost
looks like the painting is the most [illegible] and the most moderate, so much is there
accuracy in its balances which we did not feel through all this material [illegible] of lots
of cold blood [illegible], [illegible] and flame. It is superb. Take some of [illegible] known
portraits in the same spirit, and they are numerous, and you [illegible] a [end of page]
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281 stedelijk Museum, “Rembrandt. Schilderijen Bijeengebracht Ter Gelegenheid van de Inhuldiging van Hare
Majesteit Koningin Wilhelmina, 8 September-31 October 1898, Stedelijk Museum, Amsterdam,” 1898. Syndics
is no. 116.

115



[continues] of what can be an ingenious combination of [illegible] four or five portraits
of the first rank. The whole is superb, the work is decisive. We cannot say what
revelation Rembrandt had nor how strong, nor even [illegible] but he managed so that
the characters returned the problem many times and he finally found the solution. What
| would keep [illegible], here it is: it is simultaneously very real and very imaginatively
copied and carefully [illegible], conducted beautifully [illegible]. All efforts by
Rembrandt are carried thus; in short, not one of his researches have been in vain as he
proposes them. He treats living nature more or less as he treats the fictions, blending
[end of page]

[continues] the ideal with the real. Despite some paradoxes, he [Rembrandt] succeeds.
This way, he [illegible] all the chains in his illustrious career. The two men who were
perfect for a long time, the forces of his spirit sleep in his hand at this time of perfect
success. He closes his life in agreement with himself, and with a masterpiece. Was he
meant to know the source of his spirit? At least The Syndics signifies that we must
believe this day has come.?®

Standing in front of this life-size group portrait and seeing it for the first time was clearly a significant
experience for McEvoy. He writes about the vivid and lifelike depiction of Rembrandt’s sitters, the
luminosity of their eyes that follow you across the room. His annotations suggest that he is more
confident writing about this portrait at this early stage in his career than perhaps copying details from
it. He is able to relay his thoughts about the way it is constructed and the ideas behind Rembrandt’s
execution with the understanding that he can learn from Rembrandt’s group portrait by one day
producing his own work with similar impact. McEvoy describes Rembrandt as having a revelation, and
finding a solution to this work which makes it a successful collective portrait —a comment that implies
that McEvoy, through Rembrandt’s painting, is in fact trying to find his own solution and individual
method of working. Although McEvoy goes on to a period of producing Dutch-inspired interiors where
portraiture becomes secondary, his interest in portraiture can be seen during this early period of his

career through the meticulously detailed faces of Rembrandt’s syndics in McEvoy’s quick sketch.

Rembrandt’s work continued to influence McEvoy and his contemporaries. Only two months after the
Stedelijk exhibition of Rembrandt’s work closed, another exhibition of the artist’s work opened in
London between January and March 1899 at the RA. This was the largest Rembrandt exhibition that
had been held in the capital with 102 paintings and 106 drawings and would have almost certainly
been seen by Evans, McEvoy and Augustus John.?® Their close friend Albert Rutherston visited this

exhibition and, afterwards, wrote to his parents, ‘I went to the Rembrandt show which almost takes
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one’s breath away it is so marvellous. Of course | shall go again.’?®* McEvoy’s interest in Rembrandt
developed throughout 1899 as he not only copied Rembrandt’s etchings but started to experiment
with colouring them. This demonstrated an ambition to use Rembrandt’s work as a stepping stone to
produce accomplished paintings inspired by the Dutch artist, but enhanced by a modern
understanding of tonality and reinterpretation. Three consecutive diary entries dating to September

1899 record McEvoy’s ongoing experimentations with Rembrandt’s work:

Monday Sept 18%/99

Went down to the river early and drew the houses and the mud and the other side for
my picture.

All the other side was dark and nearly of one “tone” Ought you to paint it like that or to
put in a variety of “tone” and colour? | don’t remember anyone but the “moderns” even
attempting to paint the appearance of the river this morning. Note how the Dutch paint
places in the distance and note how they do the foreground. | painted myself after
breakfast (I copied a Rembrandt etching also before breakfast.)?®

Monday commences with McEvoy drawing the Thames from observation. He queries how he should
paint this riverscape, and the tones he should use. Within these few lines, he writes about both the
‘moderns’ (of whom he does not seem to consider himself) and the ‘Dutch’ seventeenth-century
artists —two juxtaposing artistic periods that McEvoy seems able to negotiate for his river scene. These
three diary entries demonstrate that Dutch art provides McEvoy with a variety of subjects from which
to copy, from landscapes to religious scenes to portraiture. His diary entry for Tuesday documents a

certain ambitiousness by copying a Rembrandt etching that he then colours:

Tuesday Sept 19t / 99

Then after lunch | took up a little painting | had of a Rembrandt etching — the beautiful
woman. | had sketched it lightly in, in black and white and then when it was dry, put
pure yellow ochre and vermillion on. | dragged it over the surface so that the white
showed through. When | glazed this with raw sienna pure it had a wonderfully rich and
charming appearance. It looked something like a Rossetti — only better. | put some more
paint on and tried to get it more definite but rather spoilt the effect but it may be good
to work on. | found that it was charming to put white with light red and yellow ochre
and vermillion glaze which was underneath (dry)... 2

284 Albert Rutherston, letter to Moritz and Bertha Rothenstein, 13 January 1899, Tate Archive TAM 50/4.
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286 NOT/199, MEP.
117



Each of the colours that McEvoy is using would have made the painting progressively warmer — yellow
ochre, vermillion and then a raw sienna glaze would change this work from a tonal black and white
sketch to a rich and bright composition described by McEvoy as ‘like a Rossetti — only better’. This
description brings to mind the bright red hair of Rossetti’s models including his wife, Lizzie Siddal. The
most important aspect of this diary entry though is McEvoy’s admission to spoiling his painting by
overworking it. He is pushing the redevelopment of Rembrandt’s composition to the extreme and in
doing so is trying to establish a balance of what works aesthetically. His enthusiasm and drive for
experimenting in this way is almost certainly fuelled by an underlying rivalry between McEvoy, John
and Evans. This rivalry and McEvoy’s frustration at John is expressed in the same notebook on
Wednesday 11™ October 1899 when he writes, ‘John returned from France last Saturday. He takes

himself more seriously and pompously than ever.’?®’

By reaching a limit which results in spoiling his reworked Rembrandt, McEvoy has ultimately learnt
what does and does not work as a painterly effect. Finally, on Wednesday 20" September 1899,
McEvoy describes copying a ‘large Rembrandt etching of Christ preaching, did the woman lying down
at the bottom.’ It is likely that this etching is The Hundred Guilder print (fig. 117) which is again
featured in Knackfuss’ book on Rembrandt, as well as the British Museum. McEvoy’s dedication both
to copying and reinterpreting Rembrandt’s compositions, in order to eventually forge a direction for
his own work, would not have been possible without the encouragement of Augustus John and

Benjamin Evans — his two ‘Musketeers’.

* %k %

The Slade artists that most directly influenced McEvoy’s work were Gwen and Augustus John, and
Benjamin Evans. This chapter has demonstrated that influence was reciprocal, with both McEvoy and
Gwen John influencing each other in their work. McEvoy and Gwen John had a close friendship that
resulted in sharing ideas for compositions, including Mrs Atkinson, and a joint interest in copying old
masters. They deemed old masters to be superior to modern artists, and used their work to glean
transferable techniques that could be used then for their own compositions. McEvoy’s friendship with
Gwen John, which has been explored in detail for the first time in this thesis, is vital in being able to

understand some of the sources of McEvoy’s early inspiration and artistic practice.
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The techniques that Gwen John, Gwen Salmond and Ida Nettleship brought back with them from Paris
would have made a lasting impression on their contemporaries — particularly Edna Waugh who was
taught by Gwen John following her return to the UK. During this period, this group of students
contributed to a continuing co-educational environment in which men and women were working
alongside each other without the restrictions of formal education. This would have been a diverse
artistic landscape which then diverged and ultimately halved once several of the female students
married. All of these artists at this early period were able to travel in search of artistic inspiration,
whether it be to Wales, Paris, or Amsterdam and each would have brought back with them a unique

set of new ideas and methods to share with the group.

One of the most significant influences on McEvoy’s work was Rembrandt, an interest that he had
developed alongside two of his closest friends, Augustus John and Benjamin Evans. McEvoy and his
contemporaries saw a domestic and simplistic modernity in Rembrandt’s work which could be initially
copied, and then reinterpreted.?®® The collective interest in the work of Dutch masters led to a
continuing interest for McEvoy which significantly influenced his work over the next twelve years,
from 1901 to 1913. During these twelve years, he continued to study Dutch paintings, evidenced by a
number of postcards in the McEvoy Estate Papers, and produced several Dutch-inspired interiors that
can be compositionally linked to well-known seventeenth-century Dutch paintings by artists such as
Johannes Vermeer, Gerrit Dou, Pieter de Hooch, and Gerard Ter Borch, in London and across European
collections. Chapter 3 will not only look at McEvoy’s small interiors and his growing confidence in
producing meticulously detailed and original paintings, but it will also look at how these works led to

a later period of interiors that demonstrate an increasing element of portraiture in his work.

288 |t should be noted that McEvoy and his contemporaries were not the first period of artists to look back at the
work of Rembrandt. Whistler saw Rembrandt’s work as hugely important in inspiring his own work, particularly
his etchings which have been mentioned in brief earlier in this chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

PAINTING ANAIS:
HOW DUTCH INTERIORS INSPIRED PORTRAITURE, 1900-1913

In a handwritten notebook, Mary McEvoy recalls her husband’s early artistic practice prior to their

marriage in January 1902:

McEvoy’s first studio was in Danvers Street — it was a very small room where he lived,
slept & worked. The Engraving was painted there and the Thunderstorm [following text
crossed out] for both of them | stood — sometimes | stood 3 hours — but then | could
have a book — for with the early pictures he painted in silence for the most part - & he
did not hurry his pictures.?®

Mary modelled regularly for several small interior scenes, reminiscent of seventeenth-century Dutch
paintings, that McEvoy painted between 1900 and ¢.1907. The earliest of these was The Engraving
(fig. 118).

Although in this quotation Mary does not write that she was bored or frustrated whilst sitting to
McEvoy, surely standing for three hours for a painter who did not talk would be frustrating for anyone.
McEvoy’s silence is in direct contrast to accounts of his later portrait practice, where his sitters would
comment on his humour and comfortable conversation.?® It is possible that McEvoy painted in silence
as he was nervous or shy in the company of a young woman whom he clearly liked, and whom he
would later be devoted for twenty-five years of marriage. However, it is also possible that his silence
instead came from the intense concentration and pressure required to produce accomplished work
to exhibit amongst his peers, or ‘Slade set’, at the NEAC.2°! Mary was one member of this ‘Slade set’,
having also trained at the school, and with McEvoy was described as one of two ‘new names... coming
to the front’ of the NEAC in the 1901 exhibition.?*? This was the same exhibition in which The Engraving

was shown, and this quotation demonstrates Mary’s talent as a competitor and contemporary to

289 NOT/197, MEP.
2%0 D Cooper, The Rainbow Comes and Goes, 92.
291 | ET/553, MEP.
292 “Gainsboroughs ‘Duchess,” And Other Pictures,” The Times, February 8, 1901, 7.
120



McEvoy. Itis very likely that as she was sitting to McEvoy in 1901, she was also able to offer him advice

and insight into his composition.

In the quotation above, Mary writes that McEvoy ‘did not hurry his pictures’, implying that he was
slow and methodical, and determined to get each composition right by reworking his paintings until
he deemed them satisfactory. This was an opinion also shared by William Rothenstein and Edna Clarke
Hall who both commented on McEvoy’s slow progress during his early years.?® Hall spoke to McEvoy’s
daughter in 1971 at the age of ninety-two. She remembered her twenty-first birthday party as being

particularly special, shared with her sister Rosa, at their family home in St Albans:

But chiefly | remember Ambrose McEvoy. We were standing alone in sunlight in a very
large field that slanted away on all sides of us. He stood still and looking round as if he
were seeing visions he said “I would like to paint the feeling this day has given me.” And
| thought to myself “l wonder if you will ever [get] down to painting anything.” He did of
course.?*

Mary’s face in The Engraving certainly provides evidence for this theory as the impasto is much thicker
when compared to other areas of the composition, suggesting that it has been reworked several times.
There is also evidence for significant reworking to the face, hands, and the tablecloth in a letter from
Frederick Brown who offered to purchase the painting, a letter that was briefly explored on page 60.

(fig. 119-120).2%

McEvoy must have had another sitting for the hands and face as Brown went on to purchase this work
from the artist. Mary recalled in her notebook that McEvoy ‘sold the Engraving to Professor B. for £25
who sold it again to Staats Forbes for £60 giving Ambrose the 35.2 Professor Brown’s interest in this
work as McEvoy’s former tutor, as well as his constructive criticism, emphasises the pressure that
McEvoy was under to produce high-quality work even after leaving his formal education. He would
have been encouraged by Brown to produce paintings that would assimilate with other works
exhibited at the NEAC — works that were considered progressive, fashionable or avant-garde. During
the earliest years of his career, following his education at the Slade, McEvoy and his contemporaries

led the way with a renewed interest in seventeenth-century Dutch paintings.
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The Engraving is representative of McEvoy’s earliest period of interior paintings which started with
this work in 1901 and continued until c.1907. This group of paintings is also the smallest in size
measuring between 20 x 15 inches and 25 x 20 inches (50.8 x 38.1cm and 63.5 x 50.8cm). These works
were all painted in the same medium, oil on canvas, and were often characterised by an individual
woman, often Mary, set in a furnished interior. In The Engraving, Mary is standing in McEvoy’s small
room at Danvers Street dressed in Victorian clothes. Behind her is a table covered with a vermillion
tablecloth that is reminiscent in colour and embroidery of the sash of Christine Spartali in Whistler’s
The Princess from the Land of Porcelain — a painting that will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter
4, Mary is posed purposefully, with her hands clasped together and thumbs crossed; her head is
slightly tilted to look at an engraving on the mantlepiece. It is not possible to confirm the identity of
this portrait engraving, although the pose is a portrait-type used by Godfrey Kneller, which suggests
that McEvoy was looking at a range of historical subjects to produce his paintings. It is also possible

that it could be a Dutch seventeenth-century portrait of a woman (fig. 121).

Although The Engraving is an accomplished picture, demonstrating McEvoy’s skill as an artist, the
heavily-varnished Victorian woodwork contributes to the composition’s yellowing hue, which in turn
makes it look old-fashioned. The clothes that Mary is wearing are drab in colour and are not
particularly fashionable for 1900, when this work was completed. Her pose might be purposeful but it
is also slightly awkward — her posture is rigid and unforgiving, and her hands are stiff —almost certainly
the result of arduous sittings with McEvoy and his slow painting process. In contrast, The Lute (Anais)
(fig. 122), has a much more modern quality to it, as would be expected from a painting completed ten

years later by McEvoy, and exhibited at the NEAC in 1911.

Anais Folin, the young woman modelling in The Lute (Anais), was initially brought into the McEvoy
household as a French governess. She is dressed in fashionable clothes and looks more relaxed than
Mary in The Engraving; her body is in a contrapposto pose with her weight directed through her right
leg, which forces her left hip outwards. This creates a subtle serpentine line through her body, which
Hogarth described as the Line of Beauty (fig. 123). McEvoy cleverly plays with chiaroscuro in this work
and successfully manipulates the light entering the room —this can be compared to the more theatrical
and arguably less accomplished lighting of his earlier interiors. The Lute is distinctly different to The
Engraving and is one of a number of paintings at this period, 1910-1913, that marks a significant

development in the artist’'s work. However, it is difficult to pinpoint the specific cause of this
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development or transition from McEvoy’s early to late interiors, and what attributes make The Lute,

along with other paintings of Anais, modern additions to McEvoy’s oeuvre.

This chapter will explore whether McEvoy’s earliest interiors, produced between 1901 and c.1907,
were directly influenced by the artist’s ongoing interest in seventeenth-century Dutch paintings and
their use of light, by looking at comparable works by artists such as Johannes Vermeer, Gerrit Dou,
Pieter de Hooch, and Gerard ter Borch. It will also consider the impact of Dutch-inspired interiors as a
popular subject for emerging artists at the turn of the twentieth century, and how a booming
secondary market for old masters helped McEvoy and other artists to align their work to a revived
interest in the Dutch Golden Age, in order to gain a level of commercial success. There is no doubt
that McEvoy’s interiors progressed in style and compositional merit in the ten years between The
Engraving and The Lute, (Anais), but it is as though McEvoy was able to consolidate years of Dutch-
inspired interiors whilst producing truly original work from 1910. Something had changed for the artist
by this date. Although Anais had modelled for a number of different paintings, drawings and
watercolours between 1910 and 1913, this chapter will examine the paintings of Anais, including
Interior, The Lute (Anais), The Ear-Ring and La Reprise (figs. 166, 122, 167, 168). Unlike his close friend
and contemporary Gwen John, McEvoy rarely repeated compositions or created series of works. These
four paintings of Anais, all set in McEvoy’s studio, are an exception for the artist and demonstrate a
prolonged interest in Anais as a subject. These works are not comparable to his early interiors, and
show a determination to rework and develop Anais’ portrait across a number of different paintings.
This second section will explore the role of Anais in McEvoy’s work and examine whether she was
responsible for McEvoy’s transition from his early interiors to his late interiors, and what this meant

for his later work and his pursuit of portraiture.

The Influence of Dutch Masters

Throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries The National Gallery and several other

public art galleries across Europe acquired seventeenth-century Dutch masters for their collections.?’

These acquisitions not only increased the interest of Dutch paintings for the public, but were vital in

27Erancis Haskell, Rediscoveries in Art: Some Aspects of Taste, Fashion, and Collecting in England and France,
Wrightsman Lectures (London: Phaidon Press, 1980), 84-5. Augusto Gentili et al., Paintings in the National
Gallery (London: Little, Brown and Company, 2000), 7-9.
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providing inspiration for young artists, as well as art historians. Publications on Gerard Dou,
Rembrandt and Vermeer sought to educate scholars with dozens of detailed black and white plates of
paintings in collections across Europe.?®® Many of these paintings had never been seen by British
audiences and were therefore perceived as new and exciting works. Interest in Dutch masters had
increased significantly with the rediscovery of Vermeer by Gustav Waagen and Théophile Thoré-
Biirger culminating in the publication of the artist’s catalogue raisonné in the Gazette des Beaux-Arts
in 1866.2%° By 1929 the critic R.H. Wilenski referred to Vermeer as a herald of ‘the Modern Movement
of our day’, an accurate observation of Vermeer’s influence on early twentieth-century modern

artists.3®

For artists such as McEvoy working in Britain at the turn of the century, Dutch interiors represented a
significant progression from Victorian painting in their shift away from classic Impressionism. At the
NEAC, darker and more serious scenes replaced the dappled light and pastel colours of paintings like
The Bathers by Mark Fisher (fig. 124) and Hydrangeas by Philip Wilson Steer (fig. 125). McConkey
noted that by 1900 there was a ‘distinct preference [for] Dutch and Spanish, as opposed to Italian art...
Small, Spartan, perfectly painted interiors became the new distinguishing feature of club
exhibitions.”?®! The interest in Dutch masters was also fuelled by the explosion of the secondary
market which saw prices of old masters in 1900 reach ‘unprecedented heights.”3> Unfortunately, with
a waning contemporary art market, artists of McEvoy’s generation, ‘not only created alternative
circuits of commerce in artists’ clubs and associations, but they also latched onto the trade of old
masters to market their own works.”? McEvoy ‘latched onto the trade’ by producing small interiors

that resembled Dutch masters which he then exhibited at the NEAC. These interiors would have
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fulfilled McEvoy’s intention to create original paintings at this early stage in his career, but they could

also be bought as cheaper and unique alternatives to expensive old masters on the secondary market.

The Dutch-inspired interiors by McEvoy and his contemporaries were a reinvention of the old. They
were not impressionistic as this style, although still popular, was no longer at the forefront of

modernity by the 1900s, as acknowledged by Charles Lewis Hind in The Academy in 1902:

The New English Art Club is not quite what it was. With one or two exceptions
experimentalism is out of fashion. The public no longer giggles at the New English Art
Club pictures. The pendulum has swung back. Time has made the very class of story
pictures that the club once fulmined against — new.... The furniture of a room — flowers,
books, vases, the patterns of walls and papers — are no longer beautiful smudges that
come together miraculously as you retire from the canvas. They are all painted
punctiliously as in pre-Victorian days. They have become novelty — le dernier cri.3*

Hind uses the word ‘experimentalism’ here to describe Impressionism, as he goes on to state that the
paintings of interiors at the NEAC are no longer ‘smudges,’ or pointillism on a canvas that only come
into focus once the viewer steps away from the painting — an effect produced by this genre. Hind
writes that these Impressionistic works have now gone out of fashion and have been replaced by
paintings like McEvoy’s The Engraving or Autumn that were exhibited at the NEAC in 1901 — paintings
of interiors that demonstrate a new interpretation of an old style of realism, ‘as in pre-Victorian days.’
McEvoy and his contemporaries at the NEAC were looking back to pre-Victorianism for inspiration in
order to produce a style of painting that would become the latest fashion, or the le dernier cri. It can
be argued that the novelty created by McEvoy’s realistic interiors was experimental in a different way.
Just as Whistler or Manet had been inspired by the work of Velasquez, these twentieth-century artists
were scouring the seventeenth century for influential Dutch paintings that had been newly discovered

and newly exhibited, in order to create their own novel and thus experimental reinterpretations.

An article in the Burlington Magazine dating to 1907, five years after the review by Hind, and titled
‘The Case for Modern Painting’, again describes the realistic interiors exhibited at the NEAC by artists
such as McEvoy as ‘novelty’.3% It compares the NEAC to the Royal Academy and describes the RA as

an ‘oligarchy of old men’; ‘The ruling powers at Burlington House are thus for the most part painters
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whose day has long been over.”*% The NEAC is, in contrast, described as a democracy of new blood
which is ‘dominated by men who are engaged in making their reputations’ — this is certainly a
statement that could be used to describe McEvoy who, in 1907, was embarking on his first solo
exhibition at the Carfax Gallery with the intention of establishing his reputation as a fashionable
contemporary artist.3%” This article describes old-master-inspired interiors as ‘the latest thing’ and that
they were hung side by side with impressionistic works. The anonymous author regarded the NEAC as
maintaining its position at the forefront of fashionable tastes and a forerunner of artistic movements

in British art. It continues:

Nor is the club narrow in its tastes, if | may judge by the present exhibition, where works
by impressionists pure and simple hang cheek and jowl with the very latest thing in the
manner of the old masters. This return to the methods of a bygone age is perhaps the
most significant feature in modern English exhibitions. Time after time, the New English
Art Club has been the forerunner of movements which have afterwards become the
general fashion. Indeed, its comparative lack of success as compared with more
conventional institutions is probably due to the fact that it is always several years in
advance of its time. It anticipates movement after movement; but before time has been
allowed for each movement to be accepted and made successful, it has passed on to
some fresh innovation.3%®

This quotation praises the NEAC with a slightly barbed comment stating that it is so ahead of its time
with its experimental exhibits that it is never able to capitalise on its trendsetting by drawing in a vast
audience. However, the author does state that although the NEAC is not as popular with the public as
the RA, it does attract collectors ‘and it has the reputation in its small way of being one of the best
galleries for selling in all London.”>® Both the encouragement to produce avant-garde work at the
NEAC, and the potential of selling this work to collectors, would have appealed to McEvoy as a young
artist. The balance between creating experimental work and being commercially successful is also
reflective of McEvoy’s later portraiture, where he produces recognisable and popular work but with

an ethereal quality that can be regarded as highly experimental.

McEvoy was not only influenced by Dutch old masters, but was considered:

An example of the class of painting at the New English Art Club to which our contributor
refers. It will be seen at once that in this Mother and Child the artist’s aim has been to
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combine something of a modern feeling for light and air with the scientific technique of
the great genre painters of Holland.3°

This text is accompanied by an image of McEvoy’s Mother and Child (fig. 126), a work that is now
untraced.?!! This painting is a tender and intimate interior scene of a mother and infant reading at a
window together, and is reminiscent of A Mother’s Duty by Pieter de Hooch (fig. 127), a sober interior
of a mother delousing her child’s hair. It is likely that McEvoy saw this painting when visiting
Amsterdam in 1898 with Augustus John and Benjamin Evans and may have bought a postcard of the
work as a souvenir. A postcard of this painting (fig. 128), that | have catalogued as POS/97, is in the

McEvoy Estate Papers but does not contain a message, date or recipient on the reverse.

The research that | undertook for this thesis discovered hundreds of postcards amongst the McEvoy
Estate Papers, a number of which depict reproductions of Dutch masterpieces. It is likely that these
postcards would have served as reminders of inspiring artwork that McEvoy had seen across Europe.
The increasing popularity of the postcard, following its invention in 1861, allowed art galleries to
reproduce images of works in their collections as an effective advertising tool, to reach people across
the world.3!2 Although several of the postcards in McEvoy’s estate do not contain messages and were

clearly bought as souvenirs, some of them are from friends, and are addressed and dated.?"

Although the dominant light source in de Hooch’s A Mother’s Duty (fig. 127) comes from the open
doors and windows beyond, the source of light on the figures comes from the high up window to the
top right of the composition. Gentle sunlight falls across the child’s back and onto the forehead of the
female sitter demonstrating chiaroscuro across her face and neck. Although de Hooch’s interior has
been painted more realistically, strong comparisons can be made with McEvoy’s Mother and Child.
Both mothers can be seen leaning forward, their heads tipped, as if in a position of prayer. Both

mothers are undertaking tasks for their children, delousing and reading respectively. Both children are
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simultaneously standing and leaning forward on their parent with their right foot tilted at an angle to
show this. This demonstrates that whilst these children are gaining their independence, they are still
reliant on their mothers. Their young ages are also demonstrated by the dresses they are wearing,
although both children are almost certainly boys. It was not unusual for boys in the nineteenth century
to be clothed in dresses for their first few years until they were breeched. Although it is not possible
to know definitively if de Hooch’s child is a boy, the subdued colouring of his clothes might indicate a
male child. McEvoy’s child, on the other hand, is almost certainly his son Michael standing next to his
wife Mary. Michael was born in August 1904, making him almost three years old at the time the
Burlington Magazine article was published. Although these paintings are stylistically different, McEvoy
is reinterpreting de Hooch’s interior by laying claim to certain compositional tropes in order to produce

a relevant and avant-garde painting for a twentieth-century audience.

Mother and Child almost certainly depicts Mary and Michael McEvoy next to a first-floor window at
their home at 107 Grosvenor Road in Pimlico (fig. 129). Although it is difficult to determine from the
poor quality black and white image of Mother and Child, it looks as though a sailing boat is on the
Thames in the distance, and is similar to McEvoy’s composition of The Thames from the Artist’s
House, dating to 1912 (fig. 193-4). The room in which Mary and Michael are sitting is furnished with
a chest of drawers, a small table, and a small, framed painting on the wall, leading me to believe that
this is the same room with the same sitters as in Mother and Son (fig. 130) which was painted two or
three years later in ¢.1910. Michael in Mother and Son is tall enough to look out of the window with
his mother, and although this painted sketch depicts the ethereality for which McEvoy became
known, the gold and white outline of the same picture frame on the wall can be seen behind, as well

as the chest of drawers to the left and a similar table against the back wall.

McEvoy was not the only artist at this period to be compared to the ‘great genre painters of
Holland.”3' David Muirhead’s A Girl Reading was called ‘a simple and powerful study, which, whether
as regards conception or technique, is firmly based on the art of Vermeer of Delft.”3?® In the same
article, William Orpen is said to be ‘striving to break through self-imposed barriers’ with his painting,

also titled, Mother and Child which is ‘suggesting, at one and the same time, old Dutch and modern
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French models.”®!® The influence of Dutch masters on McEvoy’s generation of Slade contemporaries
has never been fully explored, but looking at the work of William Orpen, McEvoy’s close friend and

contemporary, as just one example, the influence of these seventeenth-century artists is striking.

As early as 1900, Orpen drew on the motif of the mirror in Jan Eyck’s Early-Netherlandish double
portrait, Portrait of Giovanni(?) Arnolfini and his Wife (fig. 131), for his portrait of Emily Scoble in The
Mirror (fig. 132).3Y This would have been a painting well-known to Orpen and McEvoy, as well as
their friends, as they worked from paintings in The National Gallery collection — as discussed in
Chapters 1 and 2. Further evidence for a collective interest in the Arnolfini portrait is a postcard of
this painting which | also discovered in the McEvoy Estate Papers (fig. 133).3'® The Mirror by Orpen
was described by McConkey as, ‘recalling the surface perfection of the work of seventeenth-century
Dutch painters Gerard Terborch or Gabriel Metsu.”3'® Metsu was an artist also copied by Gwen
John3® These early examples of Dutch-inspired paintings by Orpen, Muirhead and John clearly
demonstrate that McEvoy was not alone in his early exploration of Dutch masters as inspiration for
his own work. With paintings such as The Engraving, completed prior to its exhibition in spring 1901,

McEvoy was at the forefront of this wave of ‘fresh innovation’ at the NEAC.3%!

This interest in Dutch masters amongst McEvoy and his contemporaries continued for at least a
decade, as demonstrated by Orpen’s The Studio (fig. 134) and Self-Portrait (fig. 135) which both
address Golden-Age paintings even more overtly. Both of these works include the striking black and
white chequered floors of Vermeer’s The Concert (fig. 136) and The Art of Painting (fig. 137), or Pieter
de Hooch’s An Interior, with a Woman drinking with Two Men, and a Maidservant (fig. 138), and show
a similar use of light being cast through the glass of the leaded-light windows. By fixing a variety of
correspondence to the wall around the mirror of Self-Portrait, Orpen combines the Dutch interior with
a trompe l'oeil in the style of Edwaert Colyer (later anglicising his name to Edward Collier) (fig. 139); a
Dutch artist who worked in London for a number of years. Self-portrait can be seen as more than an

interior — it is a homage to Dutch seventeenth-century painting. De Hooch and Vermeer were similarly
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influential on the work of McEvoy, as has already been shown in the comparison of de Hooch’s A
Mother’s Duty and McEvoy’s Mother and Child, and will be discussed in greater detail with regards to
Vermeer later in the chapter. Just as Vermeer can be seen painting his model in The Art of Painting,
Orpen can be seen painting a draped nude in The Studio. Although his model’s statuesque qualities
are reminiscent of classical sculpture, Orpen’s painting bears a striking resemblance to Vermeer’s
seventeenth-century composition. The complex role of the artist and the model in both The Art of
Painting and The Studio, as well as the relationship between McEvoy and Orpen’s interiors will be

explored in more detail later in this chapter with regard to McEvoy’s Interior and his model Anais.

Early Interiors, 1901-1907

McEvoy would have encountered a variety of seventeenth-century Dutch paintings at public galleries
and private collections in London and across Europe. As Chapter 2 revealed, McEvoy developed an
interest in the work of Rembrandt whilst at the Slade with Augustus John and Benjamin Evans. Whilst
in Amsterdam, McEvoy would have encountered an array of Dutch interiors by unfamiliar artists that

would have almost certainly served as inspiration for his interiors from 1900.

My research into the McEvoy Estate Papers revealed a painted sketch almost certainly after a
seventeenth-century Dutch genre painting — although the identity of the original painting is not known
(fig. 140).322 Two figures, one in black and one in white, are sketched in paint on a piece of loose canvas.
The canvas has clearly been taken off of a small stretcher as the pin marks and corner folds are still
visible. Both figures appear to be female and the seated figure is playing a lute. This quintessentially
Dutch instrument was included in McEvoy's later interior The Lute (Anais) (fig. 122). Although this
painted sketch of two figures is unfinished and the facial features of both figures are not visible, the
composition is engaging with the figure in black clearly listening intently and looking down towards
the second figure. This painting is similar in composition to A Woman playing a Lute to Two Men (fig.
141) by Gerard ter Borch in The National Gallery, and may have been copied from another painting by
the Dutch artist. It is likely that this painted sketch by McEvoy provided inspiration for The Music Room
(fig. 142) which was exhibited at the NEAC in 1904. The Music Room is different from McEvoy’s other
early interiors as it feels overpopulated with furniture and figures. There is nowhere for the viewer’s

eye to explore beyond this enclosure —no open doors or windows that might allow a temporary release
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from the scene. The inclusion of musical instruments in this painting could be seen as being particularly
Dutch in subject matter with a woman to the right holding a violin. She is not playing the instrument
but is instead holding it in the same position as lute or theorbo, prominent instruments that featured

in Dutch masters.

McEvoy would have also seen a number of Dutch interiors whilst visiting Nuremberg and Frankfurt in
Germany in 1903. It is not known where else he travelled on this trip, or with whom, but on 7
September McEvoy sent a postcard to his wife Mary in which he writes that ‘we’ will arrive back in
London on the 25" September. On the front of this postcard is a reproduction of an interior by Pieter
Janssens, part of the Stadel Museum collection in Frankfurt, which is now titled Interior with Painter,
Woman Reading and Maid (fig. 143-144). Sending a postcard of a Janssens interior not only
demonstrates McEvoy’s interest in Dutch interiors but also signifies the commerciality of these lesser-
known paintings at this period. A postcard dating to 1907 in the McEvoy Estate Papers thought to be
from Ursula Tyrwhitt, signed UT, depicts Jacobus Vrel’s Dutch Interior (fig. 145-146). This postcard
demonstrates that Dutch interiors continued to be popular with these artists in the late 1900s and
1910s. Tyrwhitt writes, ‘How many charming painters one never hears of, there are some here & I'm
going tomorrow to find others at Antwerp.”?® This postcard also demonstrates the ongoing
camaraderie between this group of friends at this date. Tyrwhitt sends one postcard to Ambrose
McEvoy, and on the same day, posts a different postcard to Mary McEvoy at the same address

(referred to on page 93), highlighting the importance of these individual friendships to Tyrwhitt.

Amongst the collection of postcards in the McEvoy Estate Papers are reproductions of paintings by
Pieter de Hooch, Vermeer, Pieter Janssens Elinga and Jacobus Vrel.3?* All of these depict Dutch
interiors, with the exception of Vermeer’s Girl with a Pearl Earring (fig. 147). The figures in A Mother’s
Duty (fig. 127), Man Handing a Letter to a Woman in the Entrance Hall of a House (fig. 148-149) and
Mother with a Child and a Chambermaid by Pieter de Hooch (fig. 150-151), Dutch interior by Jacobus
Vrel (fig. 146), and Interior by Pieter Janssens (fig. 143) are dwarfed by the monumental window
heights and the architectural features of these interiors. Each painting demonstrates a manipulation
of a limited amount of light through the windows and a vast expanse of floor — traits that McEvoy

imitates in several of his earliest paintings including Autumn (fig. 152) and The Convalescent (fig. 153).
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The effect of light, whether it was artificial light as in his later portraits, or natural light as in his earlier
interiors, was an important feature in McEvoy’s work. The 1907 Burlington Magazine article that
described both the fashionability of Dutch-style interiors and McEvoy’s Mother and Child also
commented that ‘The method employed’ by McEvoy for several of his works at the Carfax Gallery
exhibition ‘offers a singular combination of advantages, since it enables the painter to get much of the
vibrant quality of light obtained by the Impressionists without losing the power of delicate and

sensitive manipulation of the brush on which all great painting in the past has depended.”3?®

By copying Rembrandt’s paintings and etchings, as well as the work of other seventeenth-century
Dutch painters, McEvoy learnt to successfully imitate the sober atmosphere of sparsely-furnished
Dutch rooms, manipulating the light in his compositions in a way that looked effortless to the viewer.

In 1909, Studio Magazine made this same observation:

In the “interior” genre which the [New English Art] club has now taken up so much, we
find that with the majority of the exhibitors it is still the effects of nature herself that
are pursued indoors, where the sun is throwing its beams upon flowers in a room. Their
problem is that of the artificial conditions in which these pure elements of nature thus
come again together. It is an aspect of “interior” work, however, quite different from
that adopted by Mrand Mrs. McEvoy, who would, so to speak, call the sun into the room
when they wanted it, for the dramatic setting of a psychological moment, but would not
dream of hastening to a room with palette set, though even by some strange
contrivance of the hours Helios himself had been entrapped therein. They conceive of
interior subjects as being in their very nature quite different from those of the open air.
The out-of-door world is significant of every aspect of nature; the indoor world is sacred
to human nature only — and, perhaps, some privileged cats and parrots.3%®

In this quotation Studio Magazine highlights and criticises the reliance of other exhibitors to bring
nature into their interior paintings as if they are clinging onto the dappled light and natural scenes of
classic Impressionism — a genre which, as has been previously mentioned, had fallen out of fashion
nearly a decade earlier. The author posits that in attempting to combine Impressionism and Dutch-
inspired interiors, there is often a visible disjuncture between the two genres of painting in the work
of NEAC exhibitors. Although Studio Magazine does not directly express it, a balance between the two
genres cannot realistically be achieved and an artist must be well-versed in seventeenth-century
Dutch art, as the McEvoys were, in order to pursue this genre successfully, without compromising the

subject. The McEvoys are described as ‘quite different’ in this quotation, both able to manipulate light
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in their paintings in order to create a ‘dramatic setting of a psychological moment’ in their work. This
guotation describes the control the McEvoys have over their interior settings and pigments. Just as
McEvoy was a prime example of a contemporary artist working with the reinvention of Dutch interiors
in the 1907 Burlington Magazine article, he continues to be referred to as a leading force in this genre

for NEAC artists in 1909 — this time also armed with the expertise of Mary.

Unusually, Mary and Ambrose are described as a husband-and-wife team in this quotation and yet it
is thought the pair did not work together on paintings. With the commissions of religious scenes at St
Columba’s Church, Long Tower in Derry, it is clear that they did, if only on a couple of projects
preceding McEvoy’s success as a portraitist, and the birth of their two children.3?” Mary’s changing
role alongside McEvoy is something that deserves further consideration, particularly when exploring
the role of Anais later in this chapter. Mary, like Ambrose, commenced her career following a
progressive education at the Slade. Prior to, and during the early years of their marriage in 1902, Mary
became Ambrose’s model, yet she was a talented artist in her own right. The two paintings that Mary
McEvoy exhibited in the 1909 NEAC exhibition, and which are both referred to by The Studio, are
Penelope and Autumn Flowers — both of which are currently untraced.3?® Frederick Brown, Professor
at the Slade, wrote to Mary before her marriage to Ambrose, praising her work — a picture that he had
purchased at the NEAC. He described it as a ‘triumph’ and a painting to be truly admired.??® Mary’s
role changed between contemporary artist, model, and wife, and yet she remained equal and often
dominant to McEvoy in these roles. She was six years older than McEvoy, and married him at the age
of thirty-one — an older age for the period, and the letters from McEvoy to Mary in the McEvoy Estate
Papers demonstrate McEvoy’s continuous devotion to his wife. She ran the household, arranged his
schedule and travels, managed the bills and payments from clients, continued to pursue her own
painting (although this became side-lined following McEvoy’s success), was McEvoy’s studio assistant,
and looked after their children. She also found herself constantly reassuring and supporting McEvoy
through his bouts of depression and acute anxiety.®*° Mary was a collaborator in McEvoy’s success

both as his early model and as his supportive spouse, and it is likely that this mentality for collaboration
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was easily transferred to McEvoy’s model from 1910, Anais; a subject that will dominate the next

section of this chapter.

In two of McEvoy’s early interiors, Autumn (fig. 152) and The Convalescent (fig. 153), the artist
successfully recreates the vastness of the Dutch interior by positioning Mary in the maximum amount
of space. However, the artist would have almost certainly been restricted with the interiors he could
create — particularly early in his career — as he was sharing studios and renting temporary rooms
across London. Autumn depicts a simple interior scene of a woman seated on a chaise longue holding
a letter in her hand and looking pensively out of the large window to her right. The shadow created
by her body in front of the window throws the end of the chaise longue into darkness. A similar effect
is created by the thick curtains to one side of the window. This manipulation of natural light
illuminates the sitter by framing her with shadow. Autumn was painted at McEvoy’s Southampton
Street studio in 1901, which was described by Mary McEvoy as ‘overlooking the Euston Road. A
Squalid neighbourhood & house where rats were sometimes met on the stairs — but of lovely

proportion & where he painted Autumn.’33!

McEvoy changed the composition from his preparatory sketch of Autumn (fig. 154) to his finished
painting. He excludes the painting on the wall behind his sitter in his final composition, and he changes
the sitter so she is actively rather than passively posed. The perspective has changed and is comparable
to Vermeer’s Girl Reading a Letter by an Open Window (fig. 155-156). He mutes the detail of the
outside street and adds a chair under the window. By excluding the art on the wall behind the sitter,
McEvoy creates a simpler interior comparable to Girl Reading, which also depicts a bare wall behind.
Girl Reading is one of the paintings reproduced on a postcard found in the McEvoy Estate Papers. By
muting the details of the outside street and including another piece of furniture, the chair, McEvoy
highlights the architectural and decorative features of the interior of the room rather than what is

beyond it.

Two other paintings by McEvoy, The Convalescent (fig. 153) and The Letter (fig. 157), also depict
women directly under or in front of the window, which creates dramatic lighting in both scenes. The
light in The Convalescent pours downwards from the window and onto Mary, who can be seen in this
painting under a blanket reading a book. The curtains are drawn to the centre but pushed back with

the window’s shutters, forcing the light away from the extremities of the room and onto the sitter.
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Mary wrote that The Convalescent was painted at 13 Jubilee Street just after the couple were married,
‘here Ambrose worked against incredible difficulties — | was suddenly ill — a succession of illnesses
culminating in a [sic] operation. | was worse than no help to him - & we got absolutely penniless. When
| came home rather pale & fragile he painted “The Convalescent”...’.33?

The Letter, exhibited at the NEAC in London in 1906, and presumably painted earlier that year, then
travelled to Bath in January 1907. This painting again shows chiaroscuro across the face of the sitter
and throughout the room. It was reviewed by the Bath Chronicle as ‘an instructive object lesson in light
and shade.”®®® The sitter stands directly in the natural light of the window as she pulls back the net
curtain. This painting, although it is still considered an early work by McEvoy, lacks the controlled
brushstrokes of his other interior scenes. Although in subject The Letter can be compared to Vermeer’s
Girl Reading a Letter by an Open Window, in style and technique it is comparable to Gwen John’s early
work, for example Winifred John (fig. 158). Gwen John also explores the subject of women reading in
front of the window in two paintings produced four years later, A Lady Reading (fig. 159) and Girl
Reading at the Window (fig. 160). Girl Reading at the Window, with its inclusion of the net curtain
drawn into the interior and chiaroscuro separating the sitter’s face into two distinct halves, is

analogous to McEvoy’s The Letter.

The influence of Dutch interior painting on McEvoy’s early work is referred to several times in
contemporary literature and even after his death. ‘Still more delightful are the little interiors with
figures, “The Engraving” of 1900, and the exquisite “Evening” of 1904-5, with its soft, all-pervading
lighting worthy of a Dutch seventeenth-century genre painter.’®* ‘The brilliant young Slade School
student, a master of drawing to the entire satisfaction of Professor Tonks, spends his time copying in
the National Gallery and painting very slowly and conscientiously those interiors in the Dutch
manner.”3* However, one of McEvoy’s most interesting interiors and one that was never reviewed or
compared to seventeenth-century Dutch painting was /n a Doorway (fig. 161), painted in 1905 but not
exhibited until 1907 at McEvoy’s solo exhibition at the Carfax Gallery. This is a painting of a young
woman wearing a floor-length Edwardian dress, standing in a simple interior reading a book, with her

back turned to the viewer, obscuring her face. To her left is a glass-fronted cabinet reminiscent of the
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leaded-light windows of several of the Dutch interiors previously mentioned. In a Doorway appears to
take direct influence from Gerard ter Borch’s Gallant Conversation, known as ‘The Paternal
Admonition’ (fig. 162), purchased by the Rijksmuseum in 1809. It is likely that McEvoy would have

seen this work during his trip to Amsterdam in 1899.

Ter Borch has kept the facial features and the expression of his central figure a mystery, and instead
the viewer can only admire the delicate textures of her satin dress from behind. McEvoy mimics the
sitter’s pose in In a Doorway but turns her body to a slight angle to reveal that she is reading. McEvoy
keeps his female figure central to the composition by erasing all of the other figures from the scene.
Dutch dress is replaced by current material and, although not satin, the dress is delicately gathered
from the waist and falls gracefully across the floor. In a Doorway is a clear demonstration of McEvoy’s

skill to reinterpret one of Gerard ter Borch’s most famous paintings.

By 1907 and his first solo exhibition at the Carfax Gallery (founded by his close friend William
Rothenstein in 1899), McEvoy had produced a number of small interior paintings with varying degrees
of success. These interiors ‘low in tone, tranquil in mood...McEvoy did not emerge as a quite distinct
personality. Frederick Brown, his master, in Hard Times, and other members of the New English Art
Club had painted pictures which contained, in a somewhat robuster form, most of the elements of
McEvoy’s.”33® By 1907, McEvoy’s interiors were no longer at the forefront of fashionability and, to an
extent, were becoming stale. At this time, Mary was busy producing her own work which she continued
to exhibit at the NEAC until 1910, whilst also raising their son Michael who had been born in 1904.
These competing responsibilities would have made modelling for McEvoy’s paintings almost
impossible. McEvoy’s small interiors were not particularly lucrative, especially when taking into
consideration the meticulous detail required for each painting and the time spent producing each work
— regardless of their small size. The detailed method of these interiors led to McEvoy being described
as the ‘slowest of painters’ by John Rothenstein, whilst his close friend and Slade contemporary Edna
Waugh, on remembering McEvoy in his early years, wrote ‘And | thought to myself “I wonder if you
will ever get down to painting anything.”’3¥” McEvoy is known to have struggled financially since his
education at the Slade until the early 1910s, and was often described by contemporaries including
Charles Cheston and his wife Mary McEvoy as being almost penniless. There are also several diaries in

the McEvoy Estate Papers in which he jotted down his daily expenditure, in an attempt to keep costs
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to a minimum.3*® This suggests that he was not making adequate income from the sale of these

interiors, even though he was selling them to collectors and exhibiting them at the NEAC.3%

Although it has not been possible to locate a copy of the catalogue from McEvoy’s 1907 Carfax Gallery

exhibition, it was reviewed in The Bath Chronicle in its opening month. The journalist reported:

Mr. Ambrose McEvoy’s pictures at the Carfax Gallery, London, vary as much in style as
in merit. He seems undecided as to whether he shall studiously record detail or work in
a freely suggestive fashion. There are paintings in which he essays one plan, others in
which he follows an opposite manner, and some that are indicative of an attempt at
combination of the two methods.3%°

Considering some of the paintings that McEvoy exhibited at the Carfax that year, this statement
seems apt. The subjects and styles of McEvoy’s paintings varied hugely from The Rickyard (fig. 163)
and Le Puy which are landscapes, to Autumn, The Convalescent and The Thunderstorm (fig. 164), to
In a Doorway and Rosalind and Helen (fig. 165).34 The Bath Chronicle failed to record that these
compositions were painted over a period of six years, with McEvoy’s style unsurprisingly subject to
change during this early period. However, with such a lack of consistency in McEvoy’s style and
‘merit’, it would have been difficult for patrons to commission McEvoy to produce paintings for fear
of receiving inadequate or stylistically incongruous work. McEvoy was an artist in flux, with little
direction in either the genre of painting he wished to produce, or the clients he wanted to entice. In
order to be a successful artist, capable of gaining regular commissions, McEvoy needed to be more
consistent and develop a recognisable and individual style of painting that would attract potential

patrons and build his reputation as an artist.

Although it was another eight years from 1907 until McEvoy focused solely on portraiture, there was
a transitional period between 1910 and 1913 when his work became more consistent, but continued
to draw on the subject of Dutch-inspired paintings. Over a period of three years McEvoy produced a
series of works that not only depicted the same model, Anais, in the same room, but included several
identical decorative features and furnishings. These paintings were larger in scale and arguably more

ambitious than McEvoy’s earlier interiors. They also demonstrated an increased element of
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portraiture where Anais took precedence over the setting. As Chilston correctly observed, up until
this series McEvoy had been painting compositions where the sitter and the interiors were of ‘equal
value and interest.”**? Consequently, the paintings of Anais demonstrate a significant development
in McEvoy’s work that allowed him to focus on the dynamic poses of his model, and explore different
elements of portraiture whilst continuing to paint within the confines of a familiar interior setting —
his studio.3® It can be argued that the four main paintings in this series — Interior, The Lute (Anais),
The Ear-ring and La Reprise (fig. 166, 122, 167, 168) — provided McEvoy with the means to transition

from interior paintings to portraiture.

Later Interiors, 1910-1913

Genealogical research and research into the McEvoy Estate Papers has demonstrated that Anais Folin
was the only long-term model that McEvoy had during his career, other than his wife Mary who, as it
has already been mentioned, was preoccupied with her own work and raising their son from 1904.
McEvoy is thought to have met Mademaoiselle Folin in 1910. She was a young woman from the Basque
region of south-west France who had been brought into the McEvoy household as a French governess
for Ambrose and Mary’s son Michael.3** McEvoy was said to have been captivated by Anais and the
artistic potential that she posed for his work — painting Anais was certainly a turning point for McEvoy’s
interior paintings and she provided him with an outlet for his creativity, away from the pressure and
prying eyes of Slade School contemporaries. McEvoy quickly monopolised her time as his model,
painting ‘her & only her for [at least] two years’ and possibly until her marriage to the artist —and a
friend of the McEvoys — Gerald Brockhurst in 1914.3% Mary McEvoy wrote that Anais was ‘the best

model he ever had | think — having never sat for any one, her poses were perfectly natural & in
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obedience to his directions & it appeared to her, as a mission in life’; an accurate observation when

looking at the ease with which Anais is posed and painted by McEvoy in The Lute (Anais) (fig. 122).34

Although Mary provides a unique insight into this period of Ambrose’s career by writing her
reminiscences in a notebook after Ambrose’s death, it is thought that McEvoy actually painted Anais
for a period longer than two years. The Lute (Anais) (fig. 122) was exhibited in spring 1911 at the NEAC
and would have commenced months prior, most likely at the end of 1910. Anais sat for her last oil
painting, Myrtle (fig. 169), which was exhibited at the NEAC in summer 1913, and would have almost
certainly been completed a few weeks before its exhibition. It is likely that Anais also sat for Interior
(fig. 166) painted in 1910, a nude seated behind an easel in the artist’s studio, and exhibited at the
NEAC that summer. This was the first painting in this series of later interiors. The face of the nude in
profile is certainly similar to that of Anais in La Reprise (fig. 170), although the identity of the nude

cannot be confirmed.

McEvoy was clearly captivated by Anais, but to fully comprehend this series of interior paintings and
Anais’ role in them, it is important to recognise the relationship between the artist and his model.
Unlike several of his contemporaries, including William Orpen and Augustus John, both of whom had
numerous affairs with their models, McEvoy appears to have had a purely professional relationship
with Anais.3*” This theory can be supported by the close friendship between Mary McEvoy and Anais.
There were several letters and postcards that were exchanged by the two women as friends — several

of which are amongst the McEvoy Estate Papers.3#

The platonic nature of the relationship between McEvoy and Anais affected the way in which McEvoy
painted her. She is depicted in The Ear-Ring (fig. 167) The Lute (Anais) (fig. 122), and La Reprise (fig.
168) as feminine but not overtly sexualised. She is illustrated as an equal and a collaborator in
McEvoy’s interiors, rather than as an unidentifiable model — she is identified by her name in The Lute
(Anais), and in another work that is yet to be discussed, Siana which is an anagram of Anais (fig. 171).
She becomes a familiar sitter in this series of paintings connected by repeated motifs. These interiors

present innocent and thoughtful scenes with Anais immersed in domestic tasks comparable to the
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women in Dutch old master paintings, sewing and fastening jewellery, with very little of her figure on
display. The Lute (Anais) is more suggestive with Anais painted full-length striding into the room
holding a lute; her body and face playfully cast into chiaroscuro. Although Interior (fig. 166), the fourth
painting of this group, is thought to illustrate Anais, the nude is depicted at a distance and she is seated
in @ modest pose. Her legs are crossed at her ankles and her arm can be seen across her torso in a
position comparable to an ancient sculpture of Venus. This is very different from the sexualised nudes
painted by artists such as Philip Wilson Steer or Henry Tonks ten years previously, when McEvoy

commenced his career (fig. 172-174).

The 1911 census records that Anais did not live with the McEvoys whilst she was employed by them,
but was a lodger in a female household in Fulham, with her occupation documented as ‘student’. It is
thought that she might have been an art student studying in London at this time, and teaching French
to Michael McEvoy for some extra income, although this cannot be confirmed.3* If this was the case
then she would have had the opportunity to study McEvoy’s artistic methods first hand, a useful
insight for an ambitious young artist. Mary McEvoy confirmed Anais’ interest in art in her notebook.
‘She [Anais] told me long after that her greatest happiness, up to that time, was his [McEvoy’s] saying

he had “got on” — she was inspired by him with a love of pictures & felt it as a vocation.’3>°

Each of the paintings in McEvoy’s series of interiors depicts Anais as part of an individual narrative,
and yet they are all set in the same location, McEvoy’s house at 107 Grosvenor Road, London. McEvoy
uses several of the same decorative motifs in these paintings, including a painted seascape and a
specific carpet and chair, and exhibits the paintings in different biannual exhibitions at the NEAC over
a period of three years (except for La Reprise which was bought by the Contemporary Art Society (CAS)
after its completion and before it could be exhibited). By repeating these decorative motifs across
different exhibitions McEvoy’s work would have become familiar to the regular visitors of the club,

giving his work a sense of consistency that was lacking in his 1907 solo exhibition at the Carfax Gallery.

The first painting in this series, titled Interior (fig. 166), was owned by the founder of the CAS, Cyril
Kendall Butler in the 1920s. Unfortunately, the current whereabouts of this work is not known and it

does not appear to have been sold on the art market in recent years. Interior was an unusual choice
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of both subject and composition for McEvoy. There are very few examples in McEvoy’s oeuvre of
nudes painted in oil, and this work is thought to be a unique example of a nude set in a large interior.
Although the artist drew and painted several nudes whilst working from life at the Slade, the majority
of his other nudes are sketches in watercolour. The only other comparable oil painting by McEvoy is a

sketch, Nude Facing a Mirror (fig. 175), in the collection of Philip Mould & Co.

It can be argued that Interior was the painting that initiated McEvoy’s transition from small Dutch-
inspired interiors to a new phase of more ambitious compositions. Rather than being loosely inspired
by Dutch Golden Age paintings, McEvoy’s Interior directly draws on Vermeer’s The Art of Painting (fig.
176), reinterpreting the seventeenth-century work in a modern, pared-down studio setting. At first
glance McEvoy’s painting does not compositionally make sense as the easel and the chair, where the
artist would sit, are facing the opposite direction to the model. However, on closer inspection it
becomes clear that both the artist and the sitter are taking a break from their work. The artist has left
the room, and the model has pulled up a chair to the fireplace where it can be imagined that a fire is
ablaze. Although most of the hearth and the grate are blocked by the easel, the mantlepiece and part
of a fender juts out to one side of the sitter, announcing its presence. It is possible that the viewer of
this painting is the artist walking back into the room and surveying the scene that he left momentarily.
In creating this composition, it is possible that McEvoy was also inspired by William Orpen’s sketch of
their friend Albert Rutherston seated next to his nude model and warming themselves by the fire (fig.
103). This sketch was produced ten years prior to McEvoy’s Interior but it is likely that McEvoy would
not only have seen this sketch, but possibly even witnessed it being produced in the friends’ shared

studio in the late 1890s.

By comparing McEvoy’s Interior to Vermeer’s The Art of Painting, it can be seen that McEvoy’s model
is facing the opposite direction to Vermeer’s female sitter. Just as Whistler inverts Manet’s Lola de
Valence (fig. 203) in Harmony in Grey and Green: Miss Cicely Alexander (fig. 201), inverting Vermeer’s
model would have been a conscious decision for McEvoy to make his composition a homage to the
original. In both the McEvoy and the Vermeer, the sitters turn to look over their left shoulder with one
arm bent across the torso. The arm of McEvoy’s model crosses the torso in order to create a pose of
modesty similar to the Venus de Medici, whereas Vermeer’s model clutches a book in order to create
the same bend at the elbow. Facing the opposite direction to the Vermeer, McEvoy paints an easel
holding a large canvas and an empty chair facing the same direction as the empty chair in Vermeer’s
composition. By purposefully concealing his canvas, McEvoy could be interpreted as presenting

modesty in his abilities, however, this concealment also leaves the quality of the canvas open to

141



suggestion and plays on the viewer’s imagination. The viewer is left asking, how did McEvoy interpret

his model and what does the composition look like behind the easel?

The stool on which Vermeer sits has been playfully elongated and accentuated into table form in
McEvoy’s painting in order to hold a Dutch-style, possibly terracotta, jug. The map on the wall behind
Vermeer’s sitter is replaced by several small artworks propped up on the fireplace and surrounding
furniture in McEvoy’s interior, including a sparse and modern-looking landscape painting. As a homage
to his earlier interiors, McEvoy includes Bessborough Street (fig. 177) to the left of the landscape which
he painted in 1900. McEvoy recreates the diagonal positioning of the floor tiles in Vermeer’s
composition with the patterned carpet; this is a feature of all four of McEvoy’s interiors in this series
and an example of a reoccurring motif. The ceiling can be seen in both Vermeer and McEvoy’s
paintings but whereas the ceiling in Vermeer’s interior displays an ornate brass chandelier, the ceiling
in McEvoy’s painting is modern, minimal and purely functional, delivering the natural source of light
for his work through a skylight. It is known that Interior was painted in McEvoy’s studio at 107
Grosvenor Road as both McEvoy’s grandson, and McEvoy’s sitter Diana Manners, remembered the

studio’s skylight as it has been depicted in this work.3?

Vermeer’s interior could be described as lavish, with a heavy curtain drawn back to the left of the
painting to reveal an intimate moment between the artist and the sitter. The intimacy in McEvoy’s
composition is implied by the model being unclothed and alone in the room. The viewer has a
voyeuristic perspective in both compositions, and intrudes on private scenes in which the sitters are
unaware. Directly behind the curtain in Vermeer’s painting is a table laden with expensive silk clothes,
presumably different costumes for Vermeer’s model to try on in order to create the perfect
composition. A sculptural head has been laid to rest on the table along with several different papers.
All of these props have been incorporated by Vermeer in order to demonstrate to the viewer the
different compositions that he is able to create in different works. The table in McEvoy’s painting is in
the same location as the Vermeer but it has been stripped bare to display only what he needs; which
from the black and white reproduction appears to be two long-handled paintbrushes. With this
gesture, a bare table containing only two tools, McEvoy is making a statement that he is confident in
his abilities, and that with a largely unfurnished and sparse interior, and two paintbrushes, McEvoy

can create a masterpiece comparable to Vermeer.
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As has been previously mentioned, McEvoy was not the only artist at this date looking at Vermeer’s
The Art of Painting for inspiration; Orpen was also using this work to create The Studio (fig. 134). Orpen
includes the same chequered floor as Vermeer and can be seen seated at an easel. His model, like
Anais, has been inverted but she is similarly standing with her arm raised almost identically to
Vermeer’s sitter. Behind her is a painting in a comparable position to Vermeer’s map wall hanging,
and light streams into a bright white studio through the leaded-light windows and Venetian blinds.
Although Vermeer’s model has the perspective of being at a distance from the viewer, Vermeer has
captured the detail of her face including the reflection of light on her bottom lip and her coy smile. In
contrast, Orpen has chosen to paint his model much closer in perspective but has decided to abstract
her facial features, only drawing attention to the chiaroscuro on her face created by the window
instead of her specific characteristics as an individual. This woman has been stripped of individuality,
unlike McEvoy’s paintings of Anais, and is almost statuesque in quality, whereas Orpen himself has
been painted in considerable detail considering that only part of his face can be seen — there is

highlighting on the end of his nose and a translucency to the skin of his ear.

Like Vermeer in The Art of Painting, Orpen is in the foreground of his composition. Both of these male
artists include themselves as the dominant figure of their work — Orpen paints himself in greater detail
than his model and Vermeer is inviting the viewer to watch him paint. This is not the only composition
by Orpen to feature himself rather than his model as the primary subject. Summer Afternoon, (fig.
178) is set in the same studio and in front of the same window as The Studio. A seated nude holds her
hands up as if powerless and vulnerable to the artist, and Orpen can be seen just off-centre standing
with his legs hip-width apart and gesturing phallically with an unidentifiable object — possibly a palette
— towards his sitter. Again, Orpen chooses not to elaborate on the model’s features but emphasises
his own in detail. The models are reliant on Orpen and Vermeer, and there is very little, if any,
collaboration between the painters and the models of these works. The models serve a purpose for
the artists and without Vermeer and Orpen the visual representation of these women would cease to
exist — Vermeer and Orpen are all powerful, they are the creators of their own scenes. In contrast,
McEvoy does not collude with Orpen and Vermeer in their approach, but instead collaborates with his
sitter Anais in the Interior. She is positioned centrally to the composition and although she is painted
at the greatest distance of all three works, she is surprisingly detailed. McEvoy has eliminated himself
entirely from the composition and although his easel and canvas are at the centre, the viewer cannot

see the progress he has made. Anais, however, can view McEvoy’s work from her position next to the
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fire, making both model and artist privy to McEvoy’s artistic progress. McEvoy has made his model the

focus for the viewer, and thus invited Anais as his collaborator.

The second interior painting by McEvoy in this series was The Lute (Anais) (fig. 122) which was
exhibited at the NEAC the season after Interior. It was the only painting to be exhibited by McEvoy in
the 1911 spring exhibition and depicts Anais walking in to the same room, McEvoy’s studio at 107
Grosvenor Road. Although The Lute has been painted in a different aspect from Interior, the two
paintings are constructed on similar-sized canvases, giving these works a sense of partnership.
However, in contrast to Interior, McEvoy has brought Anais’ portrait to the forefront of his
composition in The Lute, clearly positioning her, rather than the surrounding room as the primary
focus of the composition. McEvoy’s studio is recognisable by the green walls and the red and cream
patterned carpet on the floor. If there was any doubt that this was the same interior, McEvoy has also
included the same chair that was behind the easel in Interior but has now been placed in the corner
of the room in this composition. Although Anais is posed in a different area of McEvoy’s studio, the
artist has not attempted to make her surroundings look different; he has, instead, done the opposite,
drawing on the similarities of his previous composition by including three of the same decorative
features and the same model. This would have been the first painting in this series to look familiar to
a NEAC audience having visited the summer 1910 exhibition and having already seen Interior. By
painting The Lute, and exhibiting it the following year at the NEAC, McEvoy was beginning to make his

work more consistent and recognisable to potential patrons, with the inclusion of reoccurring motifs.

The Lute was positively reviewed in the International Studio under the title Anais whilst it was being

exhibited at the NEAC in 1911:

Anais, which marks a development upon preceding works, not in character only, but in
interest of style. Mr. McEvoy's strong literary bent seemed inclined to exclude from his
interiors the sensitiveness of still-life interpretation that we have here.3>?

Although it is difficult to identify the elements of still-life outlined in this quotation, this painting does
mark a development in McEvoy’s interiors. It excludes the literary elements that are present in
McEvoy’s earliest works, including the books and letters grasped by his female sitters in Autumn (fig.
152), In a Doorway (fig. 161) and the Convalescent (fig. 153), produced between 1901 and 1907. He

instead replaces these with a lute; an instrument that would have had strong associations with Dutch

352 “The New English Art Club’s Exhibition,” The International Studio 44, no. 173 (1911): 119.
144



Golden-Age paintings for McEvoy and his contemporaries at this period. Not only does this painting
draw on the inspiration of Dutch masters through the inclusion of the lute, but it also creates a
‘through-view’ from McEvoy’s studio where Anais stands, to an interior hall up a set of stairs and
through to another well-lit doorway. The elongated perspective of a ‘through-view’ was a common
feature of Dutch interior paintings and was used across Europe by artists of the early 1900s including
Vilhelm Hammershgi. It can be seen in A Mother’s Duty (fig. 127) and Man Handing a Letter to a
Woman in the Entrance Hall of a House by Pieter de Hooch (fig. 149), two of the paintings reproduced
on postcards amongst the McEvoy Estate Papers.®3 A ‘through-view’ creates a deeper and more
complicated perspective to an interior and ultimately creates an ambitious composition that

demonstrates the skill of the artist.

Just as McEvoy used chiaroscuro in some of his earliest interiors, such as Autumn and The
Convalescent, by manipulating the light through the window, he takes this method a step further in
The Lute. The natural light sources in this painting are both behind and in front of Anais, a difficult
effect to create, as it casts two thirds of her figure, including her face, into shadow. It looks as though
she is walking towards a window, in the direction of the viewer. As she walks forward the light will
move up from her torso and hands, which clutch the musical instrument, up to her face. McEvoy has
chosen not to light her face but teasingly begins the process of moving the light upwards by gently
highlighting the end of her nose, mouth and chin, just enough that her features come into view. By
lighting Anais’ hands, which are holding the neck of the lute in two different positions, McEvoy is
demonstrating his skill as a painter as hands are known for being notoriously difficult to paint. In The
Lute, McEvoy creates a similar fragmentation of light through the net curtains behind Anais, just as
the trees and window frames create a fragmentation through the door in de Hooch’s A Mother’s Duty.
McEvoy also includes similar reflected light on the open Victorian door as on the door in de Hooch’s

composition.

The clothes that Anais is wearing in this composition become an important feature of this series of
interiors. The pink embroidered top with a balloon-sleeve white blouse underneath is another
repeated and familiar feature of McEvoy’s work. This outfit is reused by McEvoy across at least six
different paintings during this period, including Siana (fig. 171), the watercolour In a Mirror (fig. 179),
The Letter (fig. 180), The Ear-ring (fig. 167), The Lute (fig. 122) and Myrtle (fig. 169). It is as though

McEvoy is building on the number of familiar motifs with each painting, from the green walls, carpet
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and chair, to Anais’ outfit, but making them different enough each time to retain an aspect of novelty
and interest for the viewer. The repetition of these motifs in different compositions suggests that
McEvoy is experimenting with these paintings, and yet through these motifs he conveys a sense of
increased continuity within his work. It is likely that by repeating particular features of these interiors,
the audience at the NEAC would recognise his Dutch-inspired interiors as qualitatively different from
those of his contemporaries. That being said, The Lute bears a striking similarity to Hammershgi’s
Danish Interior, Strandgarde 30 (fig. 181).3% It is not known if McEvoy had ever seen this 1902 painting
by the Danish artist but the positioning of the lone chair to the left of the composition and the through-
view to the rear of the property, as well as the lone female sitter, who will undoubtedly enter the

room to the foreground to continue sweeping, are all similarly addressed in McEvoy’s 1911 painting.

The third painting in this series is The Ear-Ring (fig. 167), which was exhibited alongside Siana, The
Letter and In a Mirror at the NEAC in the winter exhibition of 1911. Through extensive research into
The Letter (fig. 180), | have been able to confirm that this is not the same painting as The Letter in The
New Art Gallery, Walsall (fig. 157) which was exhibited in 1906 at the NEAC, but it is almost certainly
a newly discovered painting with the same title.3>® This newly discovered composition depicts Anais
holding a letter and standing in the same corner of McEvoy’s studio as depicted in both Interior and
The Ear-Ring, with the same wooden panelling, fireplace and seascape painting, as featured in The
Ear-Ring and La Reprise. Although the detail of the seascape cannot be seen, it has an identical gold
and wooden frame as the painting in the other two interiors. Anais is almost certainly wearing the
same pink embroidered top as in the other five aforementioned paintings, and the same blue skirt and
the shawl around her shoulders as in In a Mirror (fig. 179). This painting can be compared to several
seventeenth-century Dutch interiors depicting women reading, including Vermeer’s Girl Reading a
Letter at an Open Window (fig. 155). The positioning and expression of Anais’ face in The Letter, as
well as the use of chiaroscuro, is almost identical to the reflection of Vermeer’s sitter in Girl Reading

a Letter.

By mid-September 1911, McEvoy wrote that he was progressing well with The Earring (fig. 167) in

three letters to his wife Mary, dated between the 18" and the 21 September, ‘I got on very well with
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the earring picture again. It is a [sic] partly in blue — the Kimono but | believe a glaze will finish it.”3% It

is possible that McEvoy was describing Anais’ fashionable dress in this letter as a ‘kimono’ — a looser
fitting embroidered top and skirt which belonged to a more modern style than traditional Edwardian
dress. However, it is also possible that the pigment colour that he was using for her blue skirt is named
‘kimono’. Deep blue colours made from lapis lazuli were closely associated with Vermeer, who was
known for his copious use of expensive pigments. McEvoy, in painting these Dutch-inspired interiors,
had become increasingly interested in the effects of different pigments and the use of blue in his own
compositions.®’ It is very possible that he was trialling new pigments with modern names and also

mixing his own pigments during this process.

The Ear-Ring depicts Anais seated at a mirror being held by an easel, and fastening an earring into her
left ear. The viewer is instantly drawn to her face in the reflection, as McEvoy has carefully illuminated
and framed this part of his composition as its own separate portrait. On the wall is, again, the same
seascape. This painting has not been identified but it is likely that it is Dutch, as it is reminiscent of the
work of Willem van de Velde 1l (1633-1707); for example, English Ships at Sea Beating to Windward in
a Gale (fig. 182). An article dating to 1923 in The Sunday Times describes The Earring as a key example

of McEvoy'’s earlier style of painting and his reinterpretation of the work of Vermeer:

[McEvoy] made his first appearance as an exhibitor at the New English Art Club about
the beginning of this century, when his art appeared to be modelled on that of the Dutch
School, and his interiors won general praise for their exquisite illumination and tender
precision. “The Earring” of 1911, now at the Tate Gallery and reproduced in this volume,
as an admirable example of Mr. McEvoy’s early style, in which the influence of Vermeer
dominates.*®

Vermeer, as emulated by McEvoy, often painted women performing every-day, yet intimate, tasks
such as fastening jewellery; for example, in his painting Woman with a Pearl Necklace (fig. 183) in the
collection of the Staatliche Museum in Berlin. Vermeer also plays with the theme of reflection as can
be seen by A Lady at the Virginals with a Gentleman in the Royal Collection (fig. 184), in which a young
woman’s face is reflected in the mirror on the wall above her; and Girl Reading a Letter at an Open

Window in which a young woman is reflected in the leaded-light window.

356 LET/544/1911, MEP.
357 ESS/4, MEP.
358 Frank Rutter, “Ambrose McEvoy,” The Sunday Times, Jun 24, 1923, 9.
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The most striking comparison, and almost certainly McEvoy’s primary influence for The Earring is the
Dutch Golden Age interior by Gerard, or Gerrit, Dou, A Young Woman at her Toilet (fig. 185), painted
in 1667. This painting depicts a young woman, accompanied by her maid, arranging her hair in a
mirror. On her left ear she wears a large drop-pearl earring, and it could be mistaken that the reflected
gesture is of her fastening the other earring into her opposite ear. The woman’s loosely clasped fingers
cupping a lock of hair is almost identical to the pose used by McEvoy in The Earring. Both women’s
delicate wrists and forearms are exposed, their loose-fitting upper garments hanging away from the
body, both red and pink respectively. Even the colours in the carpet below Anais’ feet in McEvoy’s
portrait are mirroring the patterning and colours in the cloth covering Dou’s table. Dou’s painting was
displayed in Munich Art Gallery at the time McEvoy painted The Earring and he almost certainly did
not see this painting first-hand. However, it was reproduced in at least two publications Masters in
Art: Gerard Dou published in 1903 and The Masterpieces of Gerard Dou, published a year before The
Earring in 1910.3%°

A similar effect of the carpet covering Dou’s table in A Young Woman and in Vermeer’s Girl Reading a
Letter at an Open Window can be seen in McEvoy’s La Reprise (fig. 168). It is possible that in this last
painting McEvoy was continuing to borrow inspiration from these same Dutch works. “’La Reprise,”
by A. McEvoy, in purple browns, yellows, and low-toned reds, represents a plain-looking girl, but the
scheme of colour is convincing.”*® Just as Dou includes the silver water jug and dish, McEvoy includes
a blue and white Delftware-inspired water jug. This would have been recognisable as a Dutch object
to the British public and is also reminiscent of Vermeer’s ‘kans’ in Lady at the Virginals (fig. 184) and
The Procuress (fig. 186). McEvoy has painted Anais working on a piece of cloth, either darning, sewing
or embroidering. By including this cloth, McEvoy again harks back to the Dou interior and the linen
cloth discarded next to the silver water jug and basin. It can also be seen in direct comparison in
subject to The Lacemaker (fig. 187), celebrated by the Impressionists and the Post-Impressionists as a
masterpiece. McEvoy, like Vermeer, attempts to intrude on the domestic privacy of the scene. The
deep purple grapes and sumptuous oranges on the dish in front of Anais emulate the toppling fruit

from the bowl in Girl Reading by Vermeer (fig. 155).

359 Dou, The Masterpieces of Gerard Dou. Masters in Art, A Series of Illustrated Monographs Issued Monthly:
Gerard Dou (Boston: Bates and Guild company, 1903).
360 "Art Exhibition: Criticism of Pictures at Laing Gallery", Newcastle Daily Chronicle, Oct 19, 1912, 6.
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This chapter commenced with an analysis of one of McEvoy’s earliest interior paintings, The Engraving,
exhibited by McEvoy at the NEAC in spring 1901 and representative of McEvoy’s early Dutch-inspired
interiors which continued between 1900 and 1907. These interiors were influenced by the work of
Vermeer, de Hooch, and ter Borch, and strove to replicate the manipulation of natural light, the sober
colours, and the sparsely-furnished interiors achieved by seventeenth-century Dutch artists. McEvoy
used every resource available to him to learn about Dutch seventeenth-century artists and how best
to incorporate aspects of their compositions and tone into his own work. Hundreds of postcards in the
McEvoy Estate Papers have provided evidence of McEvoy having had contact with these artists” works
and he would have seen several Dutch paintings whilst travelling Europe in 1898 and 1903, and in
London. During this early period, McEvoy’s paintings were meticulously produced. His process was
slow and silent and, although works such as Autumn and The Convalescent were original and
accomplished, they lacked the creativity and modernity expressed in McEvoy’s later interiors — his

series featuring Anais.

McEvoy’s earliest interiors represent an important first stage in the artist’s career, and help generate
an initial understanding of his early motivations for success. They signify his growing interest in
producing a genre of painting that was becoming le dernier cri at the NEAC from 1900 and it has been
demonstrated that McEvoy was at the forefront of this innovative reinterpretation of Dutch interior
paintings, along with several of his contemporaries including William Orpen. It has been established
that McEvoy’s interiors, although they may look back to the seventeenth century for inspiration, are
experimental in their conscious superseding of classic Impressionism —a genre that had, until the early
1900s, dominated the exhibitions at the NEAC. Two articles reviewing NEAC exhibitions in The
Burlington Magazine in 1907 and Studio Magazine in 1909 recorded McEvoy as a leading example of
a contemporary artist working within this genre of interiors. Yet McEvoy'’s first solo exhibition at the

Carfax Gallery in 1907 received mixed reviews and was deemed inconsistent in style and merit.

Anais provided a turning point for McEvoy’s work from 1910. She worked with the artist in a way that
other models could not, and provided him with a release from his Slade set, giving him an outlet for
his creativity. Anais was responsible for McEvoy’s transition from his early period of Dutch-inspired
interiors, to his later period — a period that would pave the way for portraiture. As it has been seen
from Mary’s account of Anais, she was a natural model — beautiful, modern, and able to hold a pose
for long periods of time. It is as though McEvoy’s paintings of Anais between 1910 and 1913
consolidated years of artistic exploration of seventeenth-century Dutch interiors and yet he

personalises at least two of her portraits by using her name — The Lute (Anais) and Siana, an anagram
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of Anais. This is significant as McEvoy presents Anais as a person in her own right, not just as a model.
McEvoy paints Anais in the same location at 107 Grosvenor Road, and often dresses her in the same
modern clothes. Although this repetition could be interpreted as McEvoy perfecting his compositions
by replaying Anais time and again, it can also be interpreted as McEvoy wanting to provide some
consistency to his work by using a setting and a model that works well for a contemporary audience.
The interiors also become progressively less significant through repetition of the same space and

furnishings, and Anais, as a subject of portraiture, begins to supersede.

Anais’ time with the McEvoys was fleeting as she married the artist and McEvoy’s friend Gerald
Brockhurst in 1914. The couple relocated to Ireland and eventually returned to London in 1919 — by
this date McEvoy had achieved success as a portraitist. Anais went on to inspire her husband’s work
and was his primary model until the early 1930s when he met sixteen-year-old Kathleen Woodward
whom he re-named Dorette. Brockhurst was a domineering individual who controlled those closest to
him. Anais went on to describe herself, not as a collaborator as she had been with McEvoy, and
certainly not respected, ‘| was simple material. But Brock remoulded and moulded it again into what
he wanted for his drawing..Mentally | was completely dependent upon Brock.”*®* Brockhurst
demanded of Anais that he should be granted sexual freedom in their marriage and when she
disagreed, he sent her to Dieppe ‘so he would be free from any emotional restraint.’6? After affairs
with both Anais’ sister and Dorette, who would later go on to describe Brockhurst as psychologically
controlling, Anais filed for divorce from Brockhurst and won $35,000 a year and custody of their

fourteen-year-old daughter.

During the period in which McEvoy painted Anais, she can be interpreted as a collaborator in his work.
She provided the artist with a new lease of inspiration, and was responsible for creating a defined
period of separate interiors that are markedly different to his earliest works. Anais not only provides
McEvoy with new inspiration from 1910, but the interior paintings in which she is depicted provide
McEvoy with a gateway or a transition into his new interest in portraiture — a theory that can be proven
by looking at the portraits he produced subsequently. Portraits of Virginia Graham and the artist’s
mother (figs. 200 & 73), both of which will be looked at in more detail in Chapter 4, were painted soon

after McEvoy’s series in 1914 and 1915 respectively. Both use the same studio setting as a backdrop,

361 “Famous British Artist Demanded Free Love,” San Antonio Sunday Light, May 26, 1940, 3.
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without the influence of Dutch old masters, and behind both figures is the same seascape on the wall,

the fireplace from Interior, and the red and cream patterned carpet.
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CHAPTER 4

WHISTLER AND CRITICAL POINTS IN MCEVOY’S CAREER, 1911-1916

Mr. McEvoy becomes more and more transcendental in his “Honble. Mrs. Cecil Baring,”
whom one expects every moment to dissolve into a rainbow.3%3

In 1916 McEvoy reached success as a society portraitist. This success resulted from one painting, Mrs
Cecil Baring (fig. 188), a dazzling full-length portrait of an American sitter, a daughter of the tobacco
magnate Pierre Lorillard IV. By the time McEvoy painted Maude Baring, he had invested four years in
creating a portrait-type that suggested an intimacy between the artist and the sitter, and which had
been significantly influenced by James McNeill Whistler. Whistler had left a noticeable void in British
art after his death in 1903, and it is possible that McEvoy was aiming to fill his role. Mrs Cecil Baring is
markedly different to other works produced by McEvoy up until this point and, according to Claude
Johnson, marked the ‘beginning of the second epoch in McEvoy’s artistic career.”*® It is not a portrait
dominated by an interior, it exudes confidence in its unusually large-scale and demonstrates a
consistency of accomplished impressionistic technique. This portrait can be understood as the pivotal
work in McEvoy’s career, when he became successful with high society and the transatlantic elite, the
clientele that he hoped would be responsible for his posterity as an artist. Most importantly, this
portrait enabled McEvoy to establish a portrait-type, a recognisable formula inspired by Whistler and

the unremitting motif of the mirror, that he would use for portraits until his death eleven years later.

At first glance, it looks as though McEvoy has placed Maude Baring in a ballet pose, her left arm is
slightly curved and her right arm is gesturing outwards. However, on closer inspection, this portrait
looks to be a reinvention of Whistler’s The Princess from the Land of Porcelain (fig. 189) painted
between 1863 and 1865. Whistler has placed his sitter, Christine Spartali, in a crowded interior
dominated by colour and oriental decoration, including a painted room-divide, three fans, a blue and
white carpet, and a vase. There is very little space around Spartali, with her kimono breaching the
edge of the canvas. Whistler focuses on variations of blue and red, and although these colours are
used several times across the canvas, the array of different patterns in this composition gives it a

decorative rather than an ethereal style, as achieved by McEvoy. He strips down Whistler’s

363 ‘Art: The International’, Truth, 24 May 1916, 869.
364 Johnson, The Work of Ambrose McEvoy, 1923, 22.
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composition and demonstrates that portraiture no longer needs opulent, decorated interiors but
instead should demonstrate simplicity. McEvoy has inverted his sitter and if these two paintings were
placed side-by-side, Baring would be looking directly at Whistler’s Spartali, challenging her, perhaps
as an updated version of aesthetic portraiture. Through Mrs Cecil Baring, McEvoy is not only

influenced by Whistler’s work, but is offering a reinvention of this earlier portrait.

Mrs Cecil Baring can be described as displaying a modern bohemianism. Baring was wealthy and yet,
except for her Poiret dress, the artist does not paint her with any trappings of wealth. Instead, McEvoy
has stripped her of the luxuries traditionally included in a portrait. She wears very little jewellery, only
earrings, and there are no props or furniture that would suggest her status beyond this painting. This
is very different to Whistler or Sargent’s carefully chosen furniture and opulent interiors — Sargent’s
portraits will be a dominant topic of Chapter 5 of this thesis. McEvoy’s minimalist approach to
portraiture may well have appealed to Mrs Baring, as it has enabled the artist to focus entirely on her
as a subject. Without a narrative that is often told through the inclusion of material possessions,
Baring’s portrait explores her as an individual and as a woman. McEvoy’s focus is not on unnecessary
decoration that could have distracted the viewer, but instead the important focus of portraiture, his
sitter. This portrait was painted in 1916, during the First World War and, in its minimalism, can be

interpreted as demonstrating the changing attitudes towards excessive wealth and opulence.

McEvoy reinforces this minimalism through her pose. Just as Whistler chose to arrange his sitterin a
contrapposto pose, with Spartali’s left hand caressing the delicate material of her kimono and her
right hand holding a fan, McEvoy has endeavoured to pose Baring identically, without props. McEvoy
has cleverly imitated the exact position of Spartali’s left hand, although Baring is facing the opposite
direction, and she also runs her fingers through the fabric of her dress (fig. 190). Her right hand,
although seen from a different angle to Whistler’s portrait, is also positioned in the same pose as
Spartali. By mirroring the gesture of Spartali’s right hand without the floral-patterned fan, McEvoy is
not only drawing attention to his lack of props and furniture but also the importance of excluding

these trappings of wealth, in order to create an authentic and unhindered likeness.

Mrs Baring is wearing a dress by Paul Poiret, the French fashion designer. Poiret was extremely

modern in his design and is best remembered for liberating women from the corset. His clothes were
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not tailored but were constructed from rectangular pieces of cloth, carefully draped over the body.3%°
He favoured the chemise and was inspired by both the antique and oriental dress such as the kimono.
Although Poiret’s reputation waned following the First World War, Maude Baring in 1916 is
empowered by Poiret’s liberating and fashionable garment in this full-length portrait. Her evening
dress could be interpreted as a modern reinterpretation of Whistler’s kimono, it is feminine but

unrestrictive, her arms are laid bare and her décolletage is left exposed.

McEvoy has successfully captured the iridescent material of Mrs Baring’s dress in a way that Whistler
has failed to achieve with The Princess. Whistler has attempted to paint the floral details of his sitter’s
kimono, and yet the section above the red obi is uncompelling with a confusion of half-painted
flowers, across broadly painted folds of fabric. Several layers of thin coloured glazes have been used
and yet the paint above the obi is so thin that the vertical stripes of the canvas weave have surfaced,
shattering the illusion of realistic material. Whistler’s fabric also lacks the lustre expected of kimono
silk. McEvoy, in comparison, uses a more impressionistic technique than Whistler, as well as thicker
layers of oil paint. His multitude of colours, often with several tones in one stroke, offer a more realistic
sheen to the fabric’s surface. On close inspection, the brushstrokes, particularly on the lower half of
the sitter’s dress, are almost abstract in form. His paintwork is not the carefully formed flowers of

Whistler’s kimono but rapid and fluid strokes of colour.

Whistler believed that creating a harmony of tone was the most important quality for a painting, and
yet in his portrait of Maude Baring, McEvoy has used Whistler’s philosophy more effectively than
Whistler himself. The aesthetic artist emphasises contrasting colours in his composition and, although
these colours have been used consistently across the canvas, they cannot be described as creating a
harmony of tone. Each colour stands alone in illustrating defined areas of pattern — a red flower, or
green leaves. McEvoy, on the other hand, has used a greater variety of coloured oils across the entire
canvas; the same pinks and blues have been used in Baring’s dress as in the background, the floor and

even in parts of her face and hair, thus giving his portrait an effective harmony.

McEvoy has taken his composition a step further than Whistler’s inspiration by giving his portrait an

ethereal quality, not only in the colours used, but also in the method of its creation, as if Baring is

365 Met Museum, “Exhibition Overview. Poiret: King of Fashion,” 2007, accessed Feb 12, 2020,
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being viewed through water or reflected in a mirror. It is this ethereality, inspired by the motif of the
mirror, a recurring theme in McEvoy’s work, that sets his portraits apart from other artists of the
period. Ethereality is an individual aesthetic choice that McEvoy continues to make for his portraits
throughout his career. The topic of ethereality will be discussed in greater detail later in the chapter.
Both his intense interest in Whistler’s work, and the ethereal style that resulted in McEvoy’s portraits,
were responsible for McEvoy’s success in 1916. It can be argued that whilst being inspired by Whistler,
McEvoy succeeds in exploring a new perspective of aestheticism, and fills an artistic void that resulted

from Whistler’s death in 1903.

Introducing Mirrors, 1911

Mr. A McEvoy, an artist who used to paint accomplished but not very interesting
pictures, has suddenly found himself. He has never painted anything that even gave
promise of his oil and water-colour portraits in this exhibition (42 and 159). In both he
shows a new and very individual sense of form, and this makes his colour, quiet as it is,
suddenly significant. He is like a skilful writer whose style is transformed by the fact that
he has discovered something new and urgent to say.3®

Clutton-Brock defines this exhibition, at the New English Art Club in 1911, as the transformative
moment in Ambrose McEvoy’s career. The critical point when he stops producing ‘not very interesting
pictures’ and finds his individual style. The two paintings that lead Clutton-Brock to this conclusion are
Siana (fig. 171) and In a Mirror (fig. 179) numbers 42 and 159 in the exhibition.3®” These two paintings
are certainly different to previous works by McEvoy both in painterly technique and compositional
format. Both works are experimental but neither show the consistency of style or technique that he

later masters in 1915 and 1916 with Madame (fig. 205) and the portrait of Mrs Cecil Baring.

These two pictures, Siana and In a Mirror, are certainly important additions to McEvoy’s oeuvre, as
was Anais’ role in establishing McEvoy’s success, but Siana and In a Mirror do not represent the pivotal
or critical moment in McEvoy’s career when he establishes himself as a successful society portraitist.
Instead, Siana and In a Mirror demonstrate a notable step in the development of McEvoy’s mature

style and introduce the motif of the mirror into the artist’s work. From 1911 until his success in 1916,

366 Arthur Clutton-Brock, “The New English Art Club,” The Times, Nov 22, 1911, 11.
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the mirror motif becomes a medium through which McEvoy is able to work through key pieces in

Whistler’s oeuvre, in order to develop his own unique style of portraiture.

In a Mirror is an interior set in the same studio as The Earring (fig. 167), La Reprise (fig. 168) and Anais,
The Lute (fig. 122). In all four of these interiors, McEvoy does not disguise the fact that they were
painted in the same location at 107 Grosvenor Road. Instead, McEvoy produces these works as simple
yet accomplished interiors with very few props; the same chair, easel, wall colour and carpet are
repeated by McEvoy in several compositions until at least 1915, as previously discussed. In a Mirror
depicts the same easel as in The Earring and in both of these compositions, as well as Siana and Anais,
The Lute, McEvoy has depicted Anais in an identical costume. By producing several paintings in the
same location, with limited yet recognisable furniture, a sense of coherence is created across these
works. However, the reason for McEvoy using the same few pieces of furniture in his interiors was
almost certainly due to financial constraints, rather than just artistic effect as explored in Chapter 3.
The Sketch, a British periodical that focused on high society, mocked McEvoy’s interiors and their lack

of furniture:

| remember him in the days when he was devoting himself to painting scantily furnished
interiors inhabited by one somewhat disconsolate model. A joke against McEvoy at the
period was the inadequacy of his means. “Hullo, McEvoy, got a table at last! Where is
it?” a friend asked one day. In the latest picture the acquisition was there for all to see,
but in the actual room there was only the same chair, the same easel, the same round
mirror, the same vase — not on a table, but on the usual shelf. “No, I've not got it yet,”
said he; “that’s only So and So, who very kindly for on his hands and knees, with the rug
over him. You see, | wanted to paint that vase of flowers in a new light.” Such are the
legends that stick all the closer because of McEvoy’s present successes in the world of
Duchesses.3¢®

This article has been written to undermine McEvoy by suggesting he was poor and desperate in his
early years (which he was) and reminding the affluent readers of the Sketch that McEvoy is not one of
them. However, what the Sketch cannot comprehend is that from these early interiors, which display
an overt bohemianism, McEvoy inadvertently advertised a raw, stripped-down version of high society,
a new modernism for those tired with the opulence of Sargent and Whistler. From 1916, having seen
his sparsely-furnished but delicately painted interiors, McEvoy's sitters were intrigued by the potential
of his work and began to invest in his new simplicity of portraiture. McEvoy plays to this bohemian

minimalism in his portrait of Maude Baring, where she is depicted with nothing but her Poiret dress.

368 “Crowns Coronets Courtiers,” The Sketch, October 18, 1916, 56.
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In a Mirror (fig. 179) depicts Anais sat at a table and reflected in a mirror, held by an easel. The
wainscoting of McEvoy’s studio can be seen just beyond the frame. Unlike The Earring, which also
features a mirror, In a Mirror is a watercolour rather than an oil painting. The fluidity and unforgiving
nature of this medium makes it difficult to layer paint and manipulate effects as it dries. There are two
accounts which describe McEvoy’s unusual techniques in creating a finished watercolour. The model

Irene Dineley described how McEvoy:

would lift the picture off the easel without a word of explanation, run with it to the
bathroom, and throw it in the bath which was full of water...At first | thought this was
due to temperament, but | understood later that it was just his way of working.3¢°

Daphne Pollen (née Baring), again a former sitter to McEvoy, wrote to Eric Chilston in the 1970s, also

describing the artist’s experimentations with watercolour:

He used “double elephant” Whatman paper for his watercolours. He started these
with a faint, lightly shade pencil drawing; then daubed this boldly with washes of
“Artist’s Black”; then blotted this off or put the whole thing under the tap, dried it with
blotting-paper or in front of the fire, introduced some colour and eventually ink lines,
using a quill...I once saw him dancing about on a drawing which had been under the
tap and which he had put between sheets of blotting-paper on the floor. This was
another occasion for merriment.3”

From these quotations it is possible to understand how In a Mirror was built up into a final
composition. The watercolour was laid on and washed off a number of times before completion.
McEvoy scratched into the paint and added definitive lines in graphite to try and contain his subject.
He has focused on darker, more muted tones, with only a slight hint of colour in the table and Anais’
clothes. It has a haunting, otherworldly quality to it and certainly embodies the ‘ethereal’ quality for
which the artist became known. Anais’ form is fluid and translucent, and on first glance it is difficult
to define where the background ends and her outline begins. It is as though the sitter has been
imagined by the artist, created from the reflection itself. The angle that McEvoy has painted this work
is the same angle that an artist would use to create a self-portrait in a mirror. This gives the link
between the sitter and the artist an even greater intimacy, with the indication that this painting is a
collaboration between McEvoy and his sitter. The conscious lack of colour which is described in
Clutton-Brock’s review as ‘quiet’, makes this composition appear unfinished. However, it also

successfully captures the effect of a reflection which, ‘creates the sensation of an ethereal world

369 Akers-Douglas and Hendra, Divine People, 88.
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looming beyond the mirror, inviting the eye to cross through it. Like a prism the mirror can disrupt the
field of vision because it hides as much as it shows.”*”* The reflection in In a Mirror channels the
viewer’s focus by only depicting the sitter, a chair and a table. The motif of the mirror allows McEvoy

to be selective with his inclusion of furniture or other distractions within the room, as well as colour.

In his exhibition catalogue On Reflection, Jonathan Miller asks, how can someone distinguish between
a reflective and an unreflective surface?*’? This is a question that McEvoy would have grappled with
when producing In a Mirror. Using watercolour allowed McEvoy to wash down the areas of wet paint
where he required the effect of a metallic or reflective sheen, thus producing a more convincing mirror
surface. In some areas, for example the sitter’s left hand and parts of the shawl, McEvoy has stripped
back the watercolour by rubbing it right back to the paper. These palest areas give the effect of light
distorting Anais’ reflection on the surface of the mirror. By stripping back the paint to create the
appearance of a reflective surface, rather than building it up as one would with oil paint, McEvoy has
maintained the effect of a reflective surface from every angle of viewing. Qil paint, built up in layers,

can become abstracted at close viewing, with the effect of the reflection then lost.

Although Anais’ reflection in The Earring (fig. 167) is more clearly defined than In a Mirror, McEvoy
has suggested the surface of the mirror in The Earring with patches and streaks of lighter-coloured
paint across the mirror’s surface. This is comparable to the ‘white dashes or bars of light’ used in
paintings to depict reflections on water, a trope described by the critic John Ruskin as ‘vain and
absurd.”®”® The tonal inconsistencies introduced by McEvoy to suggest a reflective surface in The
Earing are less effective than the surface in the watercolour composition In a Mirror. Anais is sat close
enough to the mirror in The Earring that there is no doubt that this is her reflection. The inclusion of
the highlighted patches of paint, suggesting a reflective surface, can therefore be deemed
unnecessary. The reflective surface depicted in In a Mirror, on the other hand, is intrinsic to the overall
effect of this composition, which deems reflection the most important feature of this work. In both
paintings, McEvoy is experimenting with a challenging motif, the mirror and the effects of reflection.
McEvoy was not the only artist to experiment with mirrors during the late nineteenth and early

twentieth centuries. His contemporary and friend William Orpen used the motif of the convex mirror

371 Melchior-Bonnet, Jewett, and Delumeau, The Mirror: A History (London: Routledge, 2001), 101-2.
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in his painting The Mirror (fig. 132), which was inspired by the fifteenth-century Arnolfini portrait in

the National Gallery (fig. 131) and which was mentioned in Chapter 3.

The second painting reviewed by Clutton-Brock in his 1911 NEAC exhibition review is Siana (fig. 171).
This painting has a ‘jewel-like quality’, set in a purpose-built frame, hand-painted in blue and gold by
the artist.3’* The frame is intrinsic to this work and gives the object a sense of craftmanship. Although
McEvoy has not directly included a mirror in Siana, it can be argued that the artist is continuing to
experiment with reflection and the motif of the mirror in this painting. Firstly, McEvoy plays with the
theme of reflection through his title Siana, which is a mirror of the name of his sitter Anais. Secondly,
considering the composition’s unusual format, the close perspective of the head and shoulders
combined with the impressionistic style of painting, it is possible that McEvoy was trying to recreate
a face reflected in the surface of a mirror. Anais’ features have been painted slightly out of focus with
almost a sponged technique. This distortion has softened her likeness and creates the impression that
she is not being viewed directly but through a secondary medium, such as water, a mirror or thick

glass.

McEvoy has chosen to exclude the streaks of highlighted paint in Siana which would have suggested
a reflective surface, a feature that he chose to include in The Earring. Anais is wearing the same pink
embroidered top, coral necklace and gold hooped earrings as she wore in The Earring. Although The
Earring is set in an interior and Anais is surrounded by furniture, the dominant feature of this painting
is her portrait, reflected in the mirror. McEvoy allows the viewer to focus on her face through his
manipulation of light, casting the chair, Anais’ body and her closest surroundings into shadow. Her
reflected image, strongly lit and framed by the mirror, could be lifted out of this interior as a stand-
alone portrait. It could be interpreted that Siana, dressed in the same clothes and jewellery, is the
result of McEvoy removing Anais’ portrait from The Earring, thus concluding that Siana depicts Anais’

reflection.

Returning to the quotation from Clutton-Brock’s 1911 review, he wrote that McEvoy’s Siana and In a
Mirror show ‘a new and very individual sense of form’. This form, comprising the impressionistic
technique of Siana and the haunting and ethereal quality of Anais’ reflection in In a Mirror, were made

possible through McEvoy’s experimentation with the motif of the mirror. Both paintings demonstrate

374 The present owner described this painting as having a ‘jewel-like quality’. It has not been possible to see this
painting in person.
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an important step in the development of McEvoy’s mature style of painting, a style which was inspired
by the effects of reflection and then later the work of James McNeill Whistler. McEvoy employs the
motif of the mirror again in 1913 and 1915 to produce Myrtle (fig. 169) and Madame (fig. 205), both
of which were inspired by Whistler’s Symphony in White, No. 2, The Little White Girl (fig. 207).

Reflecting Whistler, 1912-1915

Following McEvoy’s success at the NEAC in 1911 with Siana and In a Mirror, he continued to
experiment with the theme of refection and the motif of the mirror in his work. Even as late as 1926,
McEvoy was using mirrors to produce ethereal likenesses. Tallulah Bankhead wrote that McEvoy had
a peculiar style, ‘He painted me in profile while looking at my reflection in a mirror.’”3”> From 1912 until
1915, he was interested in Whistler’s use of reflection in both his river scenes and his portraits. It was
this interest and the reinterpretation of Whistler’s work that led McEvoy to establish himself as a

successful portraitist with his painting Mrs Cecil Baring.

Unlike many of his contemporaries, McEvoy had a familial connection to Whistler. McEvoy’s father,
Captain Charles Ambrose McEvoy, became friends with a Dr William Whistler whilst fighting with the
Confederates in the American Civil War. When Captain McEvoy emigrated to England and eventually
settled in London, Dr Whistler introduced him to his brother, the artist James McNeill Whistler. The
two men became good friends and a colloquial letter from Whistler to Captain McEvoy, in the McEvoy
Estate Papers, is evidence of their familiarity.3’® It has been suggested that Whistler mentored Captain
McEvoy’s son Ambrose but there is no evidence for this, other than documented hearsay.?”” However,
McEvoy was so enamoured with Whistler in his early years that he even modelled his appearance on
the aesthetic artist.3”® With such a close personal connection to Whistler, it seemed likely that McEvoy
would have been artistically inspired by his work. However, up until 1912 McEvoy does not appear to
have been influenced by Whistler in any direct way. Instead, as it has already been outlined in the first
three chapters of this thesis, McEvoy pursued copying old masters and produced his own small

interiors inspired by Dutch Golden Age artists from 1898.

375 Bankhead, Tallulah: My Autobiography, 179. Also refer to page 208 of this thesis.
376 LET/11, MEP.

377 Akers-Douglas and Hendra, Divine People, 30.

378 John, Chiaroscuro, 26. See page 32.
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In 1912 McEvoy was no longer a young artist emerging from the Slade. He had turned thirty-five in
August that year and traditionally would have been established in his artistic practice by that stage in
his career. However, in 1912, as well as incorporating Anais into several of his paintings, McEvoy’s
work continued to change as he introduced Whistler’s style and techniques into his own increasingly
accomplished portraits. The question that needs to be asked is what changed in 1912 to inspire
McEvoy to reinterpret Whistler’s work, as a path to his own success? Was there one defining moment
in 1912 that caused McEvoy to change path from his own compositions Siana and In a Mirror to

directly reinterpret Whistler’s work?

Although McEvoy was selling some of his paintings, he was not achieving the level of success that he
had envisaged when he wished ‘to be a painter of excellence’, and in August 1911 Mary McEvoy gave
birth to their second child Mary Annabel, known as Anna.?”® The financial pressure of another child to
support would have certainly contributed to McEvoy’s drive for success as an artist. However, the
trigger of 1912 was a loan exhibition of Whistler’s work at the Tate Gallery, the National Gallery of
British Art, which ran from July until October that year.3° This was the first time that McEvoy would
have seen dozens of Whistlers hanging together in one exhibition since the artist’s death in 1905. This
exhibition was much anticipated by the British public and proved to be an inspiration to McEvoy. The

Leicester Daily Post wrote:

Whistler has not been seen in bulk in London since the memorial exhibition organised
at the New Gallery — now, alas! no longer devoted to art —just after his death. Everyone
went to that show, and it is to be expected that the new collection at the Chelsea gallery
will draw admirers of Whistler in crowds from America this year.38!

The Tate was an easy twenty-minute walk from McEvoy’s house on the embankment and he is thought
to have visited the exhibition during its opening month with Mary, as ‘Tate’ is marked in Mary’s 1912
diary on 17™ July that year.3®? The day after McEvoy visited the Whistler exhibition, The Times
reviewed it and described Whistler as, ‘the last of the Old Masters, and the slightest and most exquisite

of them all. Perhaps there will never be another painter like him again until a new art has arisen and

379 NOT/364, MEP.
380 National Gallery of British Art, “Catalogue of Loan Collection of Works by James McNeill Whistler,” 1912.
381 “A Whistler Exhibition,” Leicester Daily Post, July 11, 1912, 5.
382 DIA/6/1912, MEP.
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grown old.”*® It is not known if McEvoy read this review, however, he appears to interpret the last
two lines as a means to challenge Whistler and his former success. The painting that inspired McEvoy
in this exhibition was Whistler’s Grey and Silver: The Thames (fig. 191). This painting incorporates the
theme of reflection, a theme that McEvoy was already exploring at this date, and the result was a

number of paintings directly inspired by the aesthetic artist.3%

Grey and Silver: The Thames was painted by Whistler between 1871 and 1873 and is classified as one
of his nocturnes. It depicts a view of the Thames and south bank from what is now the Savoy Hotel. It
was painted with thin oil glazes to give the appearance and texture of a watercolour and depicts a
small sailing boat — the focus of this painting — as well as distant buildings and chimneys reflected in
the river. Whistler would have seen and been inspired by the river every day as he lived on the
embankment at 96 Cheyne Walk, half an hour’s walk from McEvoy’s house on the same side of the

Thames (fig. 192).

In response to seeing Grey and Silver at the Tate in July 1912, McEvoy painted his own hazy riverscape,
The Thames from the Artist’s House (fig. 193-194). Through the smog, McEvoy also painted the
industrialised south bank reflected in the river, with a similarly solitary sailing boat, sat on the calm
water. The central focus of this painting is not the boat in the foreground, as chosen by Whistler, but
two industrial buildings on the bank behind. McEvoy has captured the detail of these buildings, the gas
works, as they loom out of the sunlight. Their reflections have been carefully documented by the artist
who has illustrated them as a mirrored sheen on the surface of the water. McEvoy’s confidence in
capturing the reflection of these buildings has, fortunately, not led to his use of streaks of highlighted
paint, as demonstrated in the mirror of The Earring, or the ‘white dashes or bars of light” described by
Ruskin to clumsily record reflection on water.3> The resemblance of The Thames from the Artist’s
House and Grey and Silver: the Thames is uncanny, with both depicting a calm, misty, murky view of
the river. McEvoy’s landscape is a little brighter but in both the sun is trying to force its way through
the mist and onto the water. The colours and tones that both artists have used are comparable,
although Whistler’s scene is unusual with its unfamiliar perspective and its portrait, rather than
landscape, format. There is a preliminary sketch for The Thames from the Artist’s House by McEvoy

which is titled The Gas Works (fig. 195). This sketch also highlights the buildings which are depicted in

383 The Times, “Whistler At The Tate Gallery,” The Times, February 25, 1912, 10.
384 National Gallery of British Art, “Catalogue of Loan Collection of Works by James McNeill Whistler.”
385 Ruskin quoted in Miller, On Reflection, 16. John Ruskin, The Elements of Drawing, (London: G. Allen, 1904).
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ink, rather than the sailing boat which is lightly sketched in pencil. In the McEvoy Estate Papers there
is also an early photograph of almost this exact scene, excluding the boat, thought to have been taken
by the artist (fig. 196).3% Finally, there is a similar view of the river with a boat in a sketchbook in the
MEP (fig. 197).387 All of these compositions signify that McEvoy had viewed this scene as an artistic

possibility on more than one occasion before painting his own ‘nocturne’ in 1912.

Three years later, McEvoy was again influenced by Grey and Silver: The Thames by Whistler, following
another exhibition, this time at the Colnaghi Galleries in New Bond Street, London. On the 1% June
1915 during the First World War, a review appeared in The Times advertising a ‘Whistler Exhibition’.
The proceeds of the exhibition were to raise funds for the Professional Classes War Relief Council and
Whistler was described as representing the ‘freedom of the artist’.>® However, The Times did not
celebrate Whistler’s work in this review, as it did in 1912. Instead, it described the portrait of the
artist’s wife, Harmony in Red: Lamplight, as ‘a mere waste of red’ with ‘figures posed for the sake of
the pose, colours tinted for the sake of their prettiness.” 3° However, the review was concluded with

some positivity:

“The Thames: Grey and Silver”, and remember that no one could imitate that. There is
not the master...but the poet who did succeed now and again, among many failures, and
when he succeeds we forget the failures.3%

Reminded of Grey and Silver, McEvoy took the colours from Whistler’s title and formed his own
Whistlerian portrait Silver and Grey: Mrs Charles McEvoy (fig. 198), a portrait of his sister-in-law
Marjorie Gwendoline McEvoy (née Notley). This is arguably one of McEvoy’s most accomplished
portraits. The sitter’s delicate features are carefully combined with a balance of tone and simplicity of
form. Although the brushwork extends to incorporate McEvoy’s uniquely fluid style, his portrait owes
much to Whistler’s earlier portraits in the subtlety of colour. By giving this portrait a Whistlerian title,
McEvoy is not only challenging Whistler’s legacy, but is also conferring upon his sitter an intangible
status. McEvoy incorporates the ongoing theme of reflection in this portrait by drawing parallels with

The Thames from the Artist’s House, the initial painting inspired by Whistler’s Grey and Silver: The

38 pHO/8, MEP.
387 SKE/4, MEP.
38 The Times, “A Whistler Exhibition,” The Times, December 11, 1915.
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Thames. Turned ninety degrees clockwise, the background of Silver and Grey is comparable in form
and tone to the water and its reflections in the foreground of The Thames from the Artist’s House,

with the colours of Mrs Charles McEvoy’s cardigan gently reflected in the paint behind her (fig. 199).

Using a Whistlerian title for his portrait of Mrs Charles McEvoy not only closely associates McEvoy
with Whistler but it also instils a new confidence in his mature, impressionistic style of portraiture.
The sitter’s face has been delicately worked up with small brushstrokes comprising thin, coloured
glazes. This technique is accomplished and demonstrates the skills of old masters that McEvoy
previously studied. The colours in her cheeks have been made up with at least six different tones and
McEvoy has used touches of blue to enhance her cheek and around her eye. Her clothes, however,
have been painted with a very different method and on close inspection look almost abstract in style.
There are areas of paint that are raised from the surface of the canvas, particularly on her clothes and
across the background. These are made from quick, broad brushstrokes and a thick, almost dry oil
paint. The tones, although often complementary, are various, with multiple colours even in the same
stroke. McEvoy has outlined the sitter’s sleeves with rapid serpentine strokes of darker-coloured

paint, an intrepid decision implemented by an artist confident in his individual style.

Like Silver and Grey, McEvoy painted several portraits of family members in 1915, allowing him to
adapt his practice to include Whistler’s influence, without the pressure of a paying client. During this
period, he painted his sister-in-law, his mother and his wife, Mary. In his portrait The Artist’s Mother
(fig. 73), McEvoy uses a more impressionistic technique than he used for Silver and Grey. This
demonstrates that McEvoy is still in the process of developing his mature style of portraiture by
experimenting with difference techniques. His mother’s face does not comprise the delicate, glossy
brushstrokes used for the portrait of his sister-in-law. Instead, her face is made up of almost mottled
paintwork laid on with a broader brush. Her clothes are again loosely painted and it is clear that
McEvoy has used a large square brush for some of his last details, for example, the white and grey
highlights on her dark clothes. Instead of the serpentine lines detailing the sleeves, McEvoy has
worked against the natural direction of the paint with thick perpendicular brushstrokes to create folds
in her garments. Although his mother’s clothes are Edwardian in style, McEvoy’s method has made

this portrait modern.

The Artist’s Mother, a portrait of Mary Jane McEvoy (née Huggins), can be compared to Whistler’s
Arrangement in Grey and Black, No. 1 (fig. 64). On the most basic level both paintings depict the artists’

mothers, yet they were also produced as a visual family history. Creating such a legacy, the paintings

164



align the artists’ statuses with those of their patrons who could afford to commission family portraits.
Just as Whistler alludes to his ongoing experimentation with prints by including View of the Thames in
the background of his portrait, McEvoy includes a reminder of his earlier interiors, such as The Earring

and La Reprise, by including the same seascape on the wall behind.

Set in this same interior at 107 Grosvenor Road, in front of the same fireplace and seascape, is
McEvoy’s portrait of Virginia Graham. Virginia was not a family member but it can be presumed that
this was a portrait commissioned by Captain Graham, a family friend or close acquaintance. Virginia,
Daughter of Captain Harry Graham (fig. 200), also painted in 1915, alludes to Whistler’s Harmony in
Grey and Green: Miss Cicely Alexander (1872-4) (fig. 201) in stance, with one leg forward, posed in a
formal party dress and looking out at the viewer. In using this same pose McEvoy inserts his portrait
into a chronology of famous European painters. Francisco Goya painted The Black Duchess, Portrait of
the Duchess of Alba (fig. 202) in this same stance in 1797, and inspired Edouard Manet in 1862 for his
portrait of Lola de Valence (fig. 203). Whistler chose to reverse Goya and Manet’s image by painting
Cicely facing in the opposite direction. McEvoy then reverses this again for his portrait of Virginia

Graham.

McEvoy’s portrait challenges Whistler’'s Harmony in Grey and Green, not only by reversing the sitter’s
pose but also by producing a more ambitious composition. McEvoy eradicates the strict horizontal
and vertical contours of Whistler’s room by painting his interior at a more-complicated angle. The
chaise longue, almost certainly the same piece of furniture used by McEvoy in The Convalescent (fig.
153), replaces Whistler’s black wainscoting in Harmony in Grey and Green. Instead of the carefully
chosen, subdued grey carpet in Whistler’s scene, Virginia stands on the boldly patterned rug of
McEvoy’s studio. This carpet, predominantly red in colour, appears in several of his paintings including
The Earring and The Lute (Anais). McEvoy purposefully eliminates the restrictions of Harmony in Grey
and Green and introduces a modern bohemianism into his portrait. Virginia is formally dressed yet she
stands in a comfortable and inviting room, her blond ringlets move freely in paint. Unfortunately, only
black and white images of this painting survive. It is not possible to see the vibrancy of the portrait or
understand how McEvoy created this painting, as it was destroyed in a fire at the owner’s home.3?
However, some of the colours were recorded in a review of the Royal Scottish Academy exhibition in

May 1916. This review also draws on McEvoy’s comparison to Whistler:

391 Akers-Douglas and Hendra, Divine People, 82.
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Mr. Ambrose McEvoy, whose art is coming into high repute, and whose name certainly
suggests a Northern origin, has one of the most original and powerful pictures in the
exhibition, “Virginia Graham” (213), a child who, from her pose, might be a relation of
the Miss Alexander whom Whistler made famous. She has flaxen hair, wears a white
dress, is seen against an emerald sofa, and is painted with an easy mastery that is quite
delightful, while the pictorial value of the colour scheme is great.3*

The combination of the emerald green sofa and the red patterned carpet contrasts Whistler’s dreary
tones and sparsely-furnished interior. McEvoy has been influenced by the pose of Cicely Alexander
but has made his portrait of Virginia Graham a ‘McEvoy portrait’ in both artistic style and
composition.3?3 All three of these 1915 portraits, Virginia, Daughter of Captain Harry Graham, Silver
and Grey and The Artist’s Mother, are recognisable as McEvoy portraits and demonstrate a new style
of portraiture for the artist, with detailed faces, and drapery and interiors made up of looser
brushstrokes. Each portrait is realistically painted and yet, unlike the highly-finished, almost
photographic likenesses of John Singer Sargent, McEvoy has introduced an increasingly impressionistic

style in to his work, evoking a sense of movement in his sitters.

Although 1915 was the year that McEvoy predominantly worked through the influence of Whistler in
order to develop his individual style of portraiture, McEvoy also revisited the motif of the mirror in his
painting Madame (fig. 205), a portrait of the artist’s wife, Mary. This painting represents a critical point
in the artist’s career as its success made McEvoy famous overnight. McEvoy commenced this work in
the latter half of 1914 but it was completed in the early weeks of 1915, before it was exhibited at The
National Portrait Society in March.3* The society must have predic