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ABSTRACT

In the last three decades of the nineteenth century, a small group of capitalists, many of
whom were from middle-class German-Jewish backgrounds, made vast fortunes from
exploiting deposits of gold and diamonds in South Africa, using local labour. These
mining magnates accumulated their wealth first in Kimberley in the 1870s and, later, in
Johannesburg in the late 1880s. Thereafter, most of them moved to Britain, where they
lived for the rest of their lives. By the mid-1890s, as their aspirations became
increasingly pronouhced, the term ‘Randlords’ was coined in the London press to
describe them. In this study, I have used this collective term in reference to the men
who took part in the rough-and-tumble scramble for gold and diamonds before adopting

an upper class lifestyle in Britain.

-Critical discussion of almost all the Randlord collections is hampered by the scarcity of
primary material relating to the formation of their collections and, in some cases, even
to what was in them. A point of departure for this thesis therefore was to reconstruct an
inventory for each of the collections. These inventories (which are included as
appendices) list each painting in the collection, possible changes in its attribution
(where this is known), its title, its provenance (from whom and when the painting was
purchased, and at what price), the present-day whereabouts of the painting (where this is
known), and, wherever possible, an appropriate reference to the painting in a catalogue |

raisonné or sale catalogue or, in the absence of the latter, in the art historical literature.

The thesis is primarily concerned with the manner in which the identities of the
Randlords were shaped and redefined through the acquisition of works of art and other
material goods. It demonstrates that their eventual efforts to construct new upper-class
identities were strenuous and pronounced. An integral cémponent of this strategy to
assert their social position was to participate in the accumulation and display of highly

symbolic goods and properties to convey their new-found status in Britain. Throughout

this thesis, the Randlords’ acquisition of art is treated as one facet of their conspicuous

consumption. In keeping with this argument, the purchase and furnishing of country



houses, lavish expenditure on entertaining, the ownership of town houses, and the

acquisition of titles are considered in relation to their art collections.

The introduction includes a survey of the literature on the Randlords, a brief overview
of the history of their involvement in the South African mining industry, an overview of
their collections, and the context in which they assembled these collections. This is
followed by five chapters focusing on the collections of Sir Julius and Lady Wernher,
Alfred Beit and his brother Sir Otto, Sir Max and Lady Michaelis, Sir Lionel and Lady
Phillips and Sir Joseph (and Lady Robinson). A range of issues are. foregrounded in
each of these chapters. For example, the widespréad preference for seventeenth-century
Dutch and Flemish paintings is considered in the Beit chapter, and for eighteenth- |
century British portraits in the Beit and Robinson chapters. The limited interest in
Italian and Renaissance paintings is explored in the Wernher and Robinson chapters,
and the strong interest in eighteenth-century French furniture is discussed in the
Wernher chapter. Issues relating to philanthropy are discussed in the Michaelis and
Phillips chapters, and the Randlords’ connections to South Africa are explored through
an examination of Michaelis' gift of Dutch and Flemish pictures to the Union of South
Africa in 1912, and through Lady Phillips' involvement in founding an art gallery in
Johannesburg in 1909.

The thesis argues that works of art served a range of functions for the Randlords - acting

as a store of wealth, providing public confirmation of the extent of thi} wealth, and in

this way, assisting them in realising their social aspirations.
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CONVENTIONS

The spelling of artists’ names has been standardised according to the spellings used in
the Metropolitan Museum of Art catalogues. In the event of an artist’s work not
appearing in these catalogues, those of the National Gallery, London, have been

consulted.

The present location of paintings is not cited in the captions in the text but is listed in

the inventories for each of the collections in the appendices.

The book titles cited in the footnotes are, if possible, shortened. The full title is to be

found in the bibliography.

In the inventories the location of auction sales is London unless otherwise stated.
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INTRODUCTION

In the last three decades of the nineteenth century, a small group of capitalists
accumulated vast fortunes through the mining of South Africa’s substantial gold and
diamonds, ' using local Jabour.> Once they had accumulated their fortunes in the space
of about two decades in Kimberley and, later, in Johannesburg, they almost all moved to
Britain, where they lived for the rest of their lives.” This thesis examines.the art
collections they assembled once resident in Britain, and how they used these collections
in an attempt to be assimilate into the British upper classes. In this introduction, I
provide a survey on the literature on the Randlords, as well as a brief overview of the
history of their involvement in the South African mining industry.4 This is followed by

a concise survey of the literature on the history of collecting and how past studies of this |
kind have tended to ignore the possible significance of socio-economic questions
relevant to a consideration of the formation of large private collections. Thereafter those
Randlord collectors, who are the focus of this thesis, are considered briefly in relation to .

other collectors active at the end of the nineteenth century.

In the London press of the 1890s, South Africa’s mining magnates were at first referred

to as the ‘South African millionaires’ but, by the middle of the decade, when their

! The Randlords were not the first to mine South Africa’s gold. See D. E. Miller, and N. J. van der
Merwe, ‘Early metal working in sub-Saharan Africa: a review of recent research’, Journal of African
History, 35, 1994, pp.1-36.
2 1t has recently been observed that if ‘an ore body similar to South Africa’s had been discovered in
Australia, Canada, or in the United States, it would almost certainly have been left in the ground because
of the inability to mobilise the right type of work force’ (J. Crush, A. Jeeves and D. Yudelman, South
Africa’s labor empire, Cape Town, 1991, p.1). The selling price of gold on the open market was fixed at
77s 10"/, d an ounce, and hence, to ensure profitability, the mine-owners were always very vigilant about
costs. The losers were the unskilled black workers who did not have the experience and organisation to
~oppose the mine-owners’ attempts to maximise the supply of workers at the lowest possible wages. On
the infrequent occasion when the Randlords did acknowledge the importance of black labour, that
acknowledgement was so crudely expressed that a century later a researcher is almost hesitant to quote it.
In W.P. Taylor’s words: “The cheery, industrious Bantu must be included among the chief treasures of
Africa. He has played a great part in winning mineral wealth from the bowels of the earth for the white
man. The dumps of the Rand and the great pit at Kimberley - the biggest hole in the earth’s crust ever
made by man — are enduring memorials of his labour.” W.P. Taylor, African treasures, London, 1932,
p.227.
3 The exceptions include Cecil John Rhodes and Sammy Marks as well as people like Sir Lionel and
Lady Phillips and Sir Max and Lady Michaelis who later returned to live in South Africa.
* The overview focuses on those issues and individuals that relate most specifically to the arguments
developed and does not provide a comprehensive account of the history of mining in South Africa.
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aspirations became increasingly pronounced, the term ‘Randlords’ was coined. In this
study, I have used this collective term to refer to the approximately two dozen men who
took part in the rough-and-tumble scramble for gold and diamonds before adopting a
would-be aristocratic lifestyle in Britain. I have excluded the London- and Paris-based
financiers who made large investments in South African mines (such as the Kann
brothers and Jules Porges) and the individuals for whom South African holdings were
part of a portfolio of world-wide speculative investments because they did not spend-
extended periods in South Africa. The definition of the Randlords used in this thesis
covers the first generation of South African mining magnates, most of whom were dead
by 1914, and not the individuals (such as Sir Ernest Oppenheimer) who later

accumulated fortunes by reorganising their mining empires.

For the past century, the biographies of these Randlords and their families have been
characterised by anecdotes and narratives of their belle époque lifestyles, large houses
and philanthropy. It is only recently that the Randlords have started receiving the
attention of revisionist historians such as Van Onselen and Bozzoli in relation to the
Witwatersrand, and Turrell and Worger with the history of Kimberley.5 Fifteen years

ago van Onselen observed that:

The social history of the Witwatersrand and that of its principal city,
Johannesburg, has remained relatively intact ... [from imaginative attack]. In
the midst of an industrial revolution, timid historians — lamenting the
absence of an indigenous aristocracy — have tip-toed through the tree-lined
avenues of the northern suburbs, peering into the homes and lifestyles of the
‘Randlords’, attempting to put a romantic gloss on the ceaseless pursuit of
wealth at a time when elsewhere in the city, the dusty streets were bursting
at the seams with a seething mass of struggling humamity.6

5 Texts that have revised our understanding of the history of Kimberley and the Witwatersrand include:
B. Bozzoli, The political nature of a ruling class: capital and ideology in South Africa 1890-1933,
London, 1981; D. Cammack, The Rand at war 1899-1902: the Witwatersrand and the Anglo-Boer War,
London, 1990; J. Crush, A. Jeeves and D. Yudelman, South Africa’s labor empire: a history of black
migrancy to the gold mines, Cape Town, 1991; C. Newbury, The diamond ring: business, politics, and
precious stones in South Africa, 1967-1947, Oxford, 1989; R.V. Turrell, Capital and labour on the
Kimberley- diamond fields 1871-1890, Cambridge, 1987; C. van Onselen, Studies in the social and
economic history of the Witwatersrand 1886-1914: vol 1, New Babylon; vol 2, New Nineveh,
Johannesburg 1982; W. Worger, South Africa’s city of diamonds: mine workers and monopoly capitalism
in Kimberley 1867-1895 , New Haven and London, 1987.

6 C. van Onselen, Studies in the social and economic history of the Witwatersrand 1886-1914,vol 1, New
Babylon, Johannesburg, 1982, p.xv.



To date, none of the Randlords whose collections are discussed ih this thesis — Sir Julius
Wernher, Alfred and Sir Otto Beit, Sir Lionel Phillips, Sir Max Michaelis and Sir J.B.
Robinson — has been the subject of a critical study.7 The only Randlord who does
repeatedly attract the attention of biographers, Cecil John Rhodes, did not collect
art.® Two general studies about the Randlords have been published — Paul Emden’s
Randlords (London, 1935) and Geoffrey Wheatcroft’s The Randlords: the men who
made South Africa (London, 1985) — but both studies offer uncritical narratives of the
‘heroic’ men who ‘built’ South Africa.’ The neglect of the Randlords, especially by
recent scholars, is best understood in the light of attempts by revisionist historians to
fore-ground the experiences of the lower classes: newly rich businessmen and financiers
of the upper—middle-classes have seldom been the subject of studies by these
researchers.'° One group of businessmen who have been studied systematically are the
German businessmen active in late nineteenth-century.' The research on.them
provides an example of the potential value of similar studies focusing on the Randlords
in that it addresses key socio-economic issues and, hence, the impact these businessmen

had on the other classes.

We know very little about many of the Randlords’ backgrounds. They lived the last part
of their lives in Britain, but many were born in Germany (and maintained links with that

country) and many also remained attached to South Africa, where they had lived for a

7 Alfred Beit has been the subject of an anecdotal hagiography, Wernher is discussed in a history of the
Wernher family, and the one existing biography of Lady Phillips is a romanticised narrative of her life.
See the respective chapters for further details.

® See T.R.H. Davenport, ‘The Rhodes industry, 1987-1988’, S. A. Historical Journal, 21, 1989, pp.95-
100; and 1. Phimister, ‘Historians and the Big Hole: Kimberley’s historiography reviewed’, S. A.
Historical Journal, 20, 1988, pp.105-113. '

® Paul Emden’s volume on the Randlords (published in 1935) and Geoffery Wheatcroft’s book on the
same subject (1986) are both very readable surveys. Wheatcroft’s research brought together for the first
time the bulk of current secondary material but there remains a paucity of primary research on the
Randlords.

1 Dianne Sachko Macleod, in her recent book on middle-class Victorian collectors, also remarks on this
historical prejudice against the wealthy businessmen she researched. Macleod refrained from involving
herself in a debate about the morality of their business practices, instead focusing on their collecting
practices: ‘My reasons for focusing on the so-called culprits of capitalism are neither to celebrate nor to
denigrate them’. D. S. Macleod, Art and the Victorian middle class: money and the making of cultural
identity, Cambridge, 1996, p.7.

1 See D.L. Augustine, ‘Arriving in the upper class: the wealthy business elite of Wilhelmine Germany’,
in D. Blackbourn and R. J. Evans (eds.), The German bourgeoisie, London and New York, 1991, pp.46-
86; and D.L. Augustine, Patricians and parvenus: wealth and high society in Wilhelmine Germany,
Providence, 1994. '
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number of years. But fundamental biographical details often remain obscure,
particularly concerning their families and formative years. It is however clear that there
is a huge gulf between their middle class (and occasionally working class), often
Jewish, upbringing in one environment — be it Germany, or London’s East End, or
South Africa’s frontier society — and the upper middle-class values and lifestyles they
eventually adopted in Britain. > While the Randlords may not all have been
embarrassed by the contrast between their past and their later life, those who wrote their
memoirs seldom drew -attention to their backgrounds. Consequently, the bland surviving
biographical sketches in which their lives are outlined belie the significance of their
decision to move to makeshift mining towns in a distant country at the southern tip of
Africa, far from the metropolitan centres of Europe. A passage from John Buchan’s
novel, Prester John (which was dedicated to Lionel Phillips) — in which a young
Scotsman, David Crawford, contemplates his future — provides us with an insight into
the limited opportunities that existed for a member of the working class or even the
middle class in mid nineteenth-century Europe. It also illustrates why as many as five
million Europeans emigrated to the temperate regions of Africa between 1835 and 1935
to exploit the opportunities that existed in the colonies, even with a limited

education.”” As Crawford’s uncle explained to him:

There’s no house in the country that would take you in except as a common
clerk, and you would never earn much more than a hundred pounds a year.
If you want to better your future you must go abroad, where white men are
at a premium.... I met yesterday ... Thomas Mackenzie ... [who] is the head
of one of the biggest trading and shipping firms in the world.... Among
other things he has half the stores in South Africa, where they sell
everything from Bibles to fish-hooks.... You’ll only be an assistant at first,
but when you have learnt your job, you’ll have a store of your own.... You
may find gold or diamonds up there....

Out of the tens of thousands of such youths who were attracted to South Africa from the

5

late 1860s, when the news of the discovery of diamonds reached Europe,1 only a

12 The issues of Jewish descent (and German birth) will be discussed more fully in chapter 3 in the
context of Alfred Beit’s interest (he was a German Jew) in eighteenth-century British portraits.

3 This is the figure cited in C. Erickson (ed.), Emigration from Europe 1815-1914: selected documents,
London, 1976, pp.12-13.

14 John Buchan, Prester John, London, n.d. [c.1916], pp.30-3.

'3 Alluvial mining for diamonds was at first undertaken on the banks of the Vaal river before the
discovery of the New Rush fields (which later became known as Kimberley). The diamond deposits lay
just north of the Cape Colony’s domain. The two Boer republics, the Orange Free State and the

4



handful ultimately achieved the status of a Randlord. And only a few of those who did
succeed — for example, J.B. Robinson and Lionel Phillips - started as penniless fortune-
seckers from working-class backgrounds. Most of those who established themselves as
Randlords in later life, especially those in the Wernher-Beit coterie, set out to represent
wealthy and reputable European diamond merchants on the fields and often came from
European mercantile middle-class backgrounds. Their links to their principals, or
occasionally, their families, provided them with some access to capital, which meant
that they were able to trade profitably, or to purchase claims in the vacillating economy

of the diamond fields.

The South African diamond fields provided an abundance of opportunities, either by
using surface mining techniques, or through trade in diamonds. As Julius Wernher was
able to write to his parents from the diamond fields in the mid-1870s: ‘Not one young
man out of a hundred thousand has earned what I have earned at the age of twenty-

*1° The most successful group of investors on the diamond fields, and the primary

three.
subjects of this thesis, were the individuals in partnership with Jules Porgés, who
together, ultimately established one of the world’s largest mineral-based companies:
Wernher, Beit & Co.'” With the Kann brothers, to whom he was related, Porges
provided an integral link between the European financiers and the South Africa gold
and diamond mines.'® Porges offered Julius Wernher a partnership and he, in turn,
introduced Alfred Beit to them. Beit later co-opted Max Michaelis, W.P. Taylor,
Charles Rube, Hermann Eckstein and Lionel Phillips, amongst others. Beit also served

as the link between Jules Porges & Co. and Rhodes, thus giving Rhodes the formidable

Transvaal, as well as the inhabitants of Griqualand West, also laid claim to the territory. Ultimately the
area was annexed by Britain and incorporated into the Cape Colony.

16 JW to his parents, c.1873, quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, p.28.

17 This firm which began as Jules Porges & Co., was renamed Wernher, Beit & Co. on the London side
after Porges’s retirement at the end of 1889, while the Johannesburg side was known as H. Eckstein &
Co. Wernher, Beit & Co. was an unlisted private company although it offered shares to the public in a
number of companies in which it had a controlling interest (for instance, Rand Mines Ltd was floated in
February 1893, ‘African Ventures Syndicate’ in October 1903, and the Central Mining and Investment
Corporation in 1906). In 1910 Wernher, Beit & Co., which had dominated the South African gold mines
for two decades, was dissolved and the partners transferred their holdings in gold mines to the
administrative control of Central Mining, and their diamond business to L. Breitmeyer & Co., a private
firm. :

18 Jules Porges (1838-1921), the son of a jeweller with the surname Yehudi, was born in Prague and later
moved to Paris where he successfully established himself as a diamond merchant. Porgeés himself spent
some years in Kimberley in the 1870s.



financial backing necessary to achieve the consolidation of the diamond industry. By
the time Wernher left Kimberley in late 1880," after a decade on the diamond fields,
Jules Porgés & Co.’s investments were extensive, both in terms of their trading in

diamonds and the ownership of claims and mines. 2

Two years before the amalgamation of Athe diamond mines in March 1888, the first
rumours of the Witwatersrand gold discoveries reached Kimberley. Prospecting for gold
in the eastern Transvaal dated back to the late 1860s. However, finds were insignificant
until the exploitation of the Barberton and De Kaap gold-fields in the mid-1880s. These
discoveries did not fulfil initial expectations and left many investors hesitant to exploit
the finds on the Witwatersrand in 1886. Most experts were initially reluctant to venture
an opinion as to the extent of the sedimentary deposits of gold in the latter region and,
as Phillips recalled: ‘In September 1889 no one had any strong faith in the permanence
of the auriferous beds. The prophet who had ventured to predict that in less than thirty
years hundreds of millions of sterling would be won, would have been laughed at as a
harmless lunatic.”*! Whereas at the outset in Kimberley a single digger working and
amalgamating claims had a chance of accumulating some wealth, this was not possible
on the Rand because the outcrop deposits of gold were rapidly depleted. An additional
difficulty was that the gold deposits were lodged in pyritic ore. Consequently, there
remained few opportunities for a small-scale miner: the recovery of the gold required
capital-intensive metallurgical processes. 2 Itis partly for these reasons that Wernher,
Beit & Co., with their close links to European finance, were such successful investors

on the Rand.

¥ Wemher only visited South Africa three times after settling in London: at the end of 1882, in 1903, and
in 1909. .

2 porges and Wernher founded the Compagnie Frangaise de diamant du Cap de Bonne Espérance
(known on the fields as the ‘French’ Company) in 1880, which was the first Kimberley-based joint-stock
company to be floated in Europe. Porges retired from active involvement in the company on 1 January
1890 at the age of fifty-one (and lived on well into his eighties) and it was reconstituted as ‘Wernher, Beit
& Co.’. Porges left the company with £750 000 in cash and £1m in shares. A further £500 000 was
deposited with Wernher, Beit & Co. to be repaid over the next two years. Wernher, Beit & Co. were left
with £1m in cash, diamonds and investments, and about £2m in shares and other interests.

2 L. Phillips, Some reminiscences, London, 1924, p.103.

2 The first crash in Rand shares occurred in 1890 after the discovery in mid-1889 that gold-bearing reef
from below a depth of about 40 metres resisted amalgamation during the later stages of the recovery
process. In the market collapse of 1889-90, share values tumbled from a high of £24 813 200 in February
1889 to £9 421 000 in March 1890. M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that glittered, Cape Town, 1977,
p-8. .



The Randlords risked vast sums in establishing the gold mines in the midst of this
uncertainty, and received substantial returns on their investments, but the measures they
resorted to in order to protect and extend these investments instilled in the public’s mind
a perception of them as manipulative and ruthless exploiters of South Africa’s
resources. In the view of the Cape liberal politician, J.X. Merriman, the Randldrds
viewed South Africa as their private domain and assumed that their wealth and
investments entitled them to determine the fate of Johannesburg and its people. At the
time of the Chinese labour controversy in the years between 1903 and 1906 he

24

remarked that South Africa was in effect ‘governed by Park Lane’,” and that the

Randlords treated the Transvaal as a ‘close corporation or pocket-borough of Wernher,
Beit and Co.’® Francis Reginald Statham, an arch opponent of the Randlords, observed
in 1897 that the typical South African millionaire was not content to amuse himself with

the decoration of a house in Park Lane or with his yacht but

aims at seizing every possible advantage which his position can confer upon

~him, and is not only willing but eager to make his influences felt in every
corner of the social and political structure. He believes ... that money is the
one end for which every man lives, and that there is no kind of moral
principal which is not to be overridden at an ascertainable price. And while
thus cynical as to the moral stability of his equals, the typical South African
millionaire is completely careless as to the interests and feelings of his
inferiors.*®

General Smuts shared this opinion. On the eve of the Randlords’ much-criticised
importation of Chinese labour to work on the gold mines, he wrote to L.T. Hobhouse —
the brother of Emily Hobhouse, an unwavering Boer supporter and anti-Imperialist —~
that he was convinced of their utter and naked selfishness, ‘and what is more, we are

convinced of their stupidity and want of foresight in all matters of politics. Their general

2 To overcome the shortage of black labour to work in the gold mines after the South African War,
indentured Chinese labour was brought to South Africa. This controversial plan was advocated by almost
all the mineowners as well as Sir Alfred Milner, the governor of the Transvaal and Orange River
Colonies. The Chinese labourers were repatriated after the new Liberal Government came to power in
Britian in 1906. For an overview of the circumstances surrounding the use of Chinese labour on the
mines, see M. Yap, and D. Leong Mann, Colour, confusion and concessions: the history of the Chinese in
South Africa, Hong Kong, 1996.

* J.X. Merriman to J.C. Smuts, 16.9.1905, W.K. Hancock and J. van der Poel (eds.), Selections from the
Smuts papers, Cambridge, 1966, vol 2, letter n0.273.

2 J.X. Merriman to J.C. Smuts, 13.3.1906, W.K. Hancock and J. van der Poel (eds.), Selections from the
Smuts papers, Cambridge, 1966, vol 2 , letter no.288.

* Francis Reginald Statham, South Africa as it is, London, 1897, p.196,
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interference in the politics of South Africa from the days of the Jameson Raid up to the
present contributes one unbroken record of stupendous blundering and

) . 27
miscalculation....’

In the space of almost three decades, between the discovery of gold on the
Witwatersrand and the outbreak of the First World War, the Transvaal Republic
founded on a modest agricultural economy, was as van Onselen points out, ‘transformed
into a colony boasting the world’s largest and most technologically sophisticated gold-
mining industry — a traumatic transition which was overseen by four different
governments, punctuated by an attempted coup, and at one stage completely halted by a
bloody conflict lasting two and a half years’.28 In a similar spirit, George Clarence-
Smith noted in his 1988 review of the recent historiography of Kimberley, that the

repercussions of the development of the diamond and gold fields included:

the consolidation of South African hegemony within the subcontinent, the
economic domination of mining capitalists and overseas financiers, the
industrialisation and urbanisation of parts of the interior, the division of the
working class on strictly racial lines, the co-option of white workers by the
bosses, the consolidation and extension of a subcontinental system of
migratory labour, the compounding of black workers and, at the most
general level, the hardening of racial discrimination....”

The Randlords played pivotal roles in these traumatic events in South Africa’s history,

in particular the Jameson Raid® and the South African War.”! The issue of the

7 J.C. Smuts to L.T. Hobhouse, 13.6.1903, W K. Hancock and J. van der Poel (eds.), Selections from the
Smuts papers, Cambridge, 1966, vol 2, letter no.106.

2 C. van Onselen, Studies in the social and economic history of the Witwatersrand 1886-1914: vol 1,
New Babylon, Johannesburg, 1982, p.xv.

¥ @G. Clarence-Smith, ‘Kimberley and the Company “worth the balance of Africa™, Southern African
Review of Books , winter 1987-8, pp.1-2,14. The class conflict that still besets South Africa was solidified
on the gold and diamond mines owned by the Randlords. An obvious source of tension was that between
~ the unskilled and impoverished black miners, and the rich white Randlords. Although this simmered for
decades, it only erupted much later in the twentieth century. The class conflicts that dominated the Rand
prior to this ‘were between the Randlords, with their allegiance to Britain, and the governing Dutch-
speaking Boers, as well as the tensions between the skilled and semi-skilled white workers and the mine-
owners. See B. Bozzoli, The political nature of a ruling class: capital and ideology in South Africa 1890-
1933, London, 1981.

* The campaign against the Boer government in Pretoria culminated in the notorious Raid on 29
December 1895 although as early as August 1894 Lionel Phillips predicted that ‘the only alternative is
force, and that will come in time’. LP to AB, 12.8.1894, In M. Fraser, and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that
glittered, Cape Town, 1977, no.51. See the recent Brenthurst Press publication: The Jameson Raid: a -
centennial perspective , Johannesburg, 1996.



Randlords’ relationship to South Africa is further explored in some depth in the Phillips
and Michaelis chapters of this thesis where their philanthropic gestures, particularly in

terms of art, is discussed.

It is worth exploring briefly the rapidity with which the Randlords accumulated their
enormous fortunes because it was this wealth that provided them with the means to
acquire works of art on a lavish scale. They formed part of a larger class of financiers
and investors centred in London, Paris and Berlin who promoted schemes to build
railways, public works, mines and industries in Turkey, the Balkans, Egypt, the
Americas and Africa. These projects invariably promised investors spectacular returns,
and some certainly delivered phenomenal profits (as was the case with some of the
diamond and gold mines in South Africa), but more often than not it was the promoters
of these projects who benefited at the expense of the smaller investors. In relation to
South African mining companies, a broad distinction can be drawn between those who
were primarily orientated towards long-term development, and those who exploited
spéculative swings in the share markets. Lionel Phillips raised this issue with Alfred
Beit in September 1892: ‘Which do you think [is] the most profitable way of dealing
with good properties? To make shares and sell them, or to work the mines? ... I think in
such a continuous formation and regular yielding deposit such as this, and with an
article which does not fluctuate in value, large fortunes are to be made rather by
working [mines] than by selling shares.””® His assessment was correct, for the very
large fortunes were made by the deVelopmcnt-orientated companies like Wernher, Beit
& Co.,” whose mines at the outbreak of the South African War accounted for almost

half of the Rand’s gold production.34 This is not to say that the partners in Wernher,

' See 1. Phimister, ‘Unscrambling the scramble for Southern Africa: the Jameson Raid and the South
African War revisited’, S.A. Historical Journal , 28, 1993, pp.203-220.

32 LPto AB, London, 10.9.1892. in M. Fraser, and A. Jeeves (eds.). All that glzttered , Cape Town, 1977,
no.32.

** One of Beit’s lifelong friends and partners, W.P. Taylor, described Wemher, Beit & Co’s revolutionary
~ approach to the management of their mines: ‘Beit was the master mind in making a success of the gold-
mining industry on the Rand. From the first he resolved that the mines under his firm’s control were not
to be run for share-making and marketing purposes. For in no instance did the firm issue a prospectus.
The working capital was always found by the firm and the companies financed until they became
dividend paying. The shareholders were informed monthly of everything that happened in the mines —
nothing was hidden. It was a complete revolution in mining history, and his lead compelled all other
mining companies to follow suit.” G.S. Fort, Alfred Beit, London, 1932, pp.92-3.

34 M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that glittered, Cape Town, 1977, p.9.

9



Beit & Co. did not use the swings in the share markets to unload shares in less
profitable companies and to extend their investments in other mines,* but they did not
list fraudulent companies and abscond with the investors’ funds. Issues of integrity and
deception are thus seldom clear-cut in most Randlord enterprises: as Louis Cohen
remarked: ‘there’s not such a great difference between Park Lane and the breakwater
[prison in Cape Town]. If you only knew, the same methods lead to either place; and
only a bit of bad luck when you take the wrong turning, so it’s a toss up whether you’re

(13 " 936
a “lag” or a magnate.’

Those Randlords who did not own the most profitable deep-level mines, and who
wished rapidly to accumulate a fortune, usually resorted to floating dubious companies
that served as vehicles for fleecing indiscriminate investors.”” One example of this —
and there were hundreds — is provided by the African Estate Company, which was taken
to task in the Saturday Review of 29 August 1896 on the occasion of the company’s first
general meeting. It had spent £34 000 on directors’ fees while neglecting to spend
another £2 on supplying printed copies of the financial statements for the
shareholders.®® Kubicek singles out three mining houses in particular for selling
worthless shares: the J.B. Robinson group,39 Johannesburg Consolidated Investments
(JCI) founded by Barney Barnato and managed after his death in 1897 by S.B. Joel, and
George Farrar and his associates through the Anglo-French Exploration
Compariy.40 Louis Cohen provides a vivid description of how the trading in the shares
of such companies were stage managed: |

This operation was greatly facilitated by carefully devised ‘rich’ strikes on
their magic ground, rumours of amalgamation with a well-known mine, or

% ‘We did not miss a chance or a sale in rubbish or doubtful ventures’ (JW to Rouliot, 15.11.1895,
Wernher Beit papers, BR); and ‘there is no pleasure in helping to push values artificially and I am afraid
we have not been quite guiltless in that respect on this side; it is tempting but not worthy of a great firm’.
JW to LP, 5.12. 1895, Wernher Beit papers, BR); quoted by R.V. Kubicek, ‘The Randlords in 1895: a
reassessment’, Journal of British Studies, 11, 1972, p.97.

% L. Cohen, Reminiscences of Kimberley, London, 1911, p.242.

" One contemporary observer claimed that the Randlord fortunes were accumulated so easily because the
‘hoarders of old Europe plastered the Rand with their surplus millions, and purses had only to be held
open at the proper angle to be filled’. W.C. Scully, The ridge of the white waters, London, 1912, p.149.

% Saturday Review, 29.8.1896, p.215.

» See R.V. Kubicek, ‘The Randlords in 1895: a reassessment’, Journal of British Studies, 11, 1972,
p-100. . :

“ See R.V. Kubicek, ‘Finance capital and South African gold-mining 1886-1914°, Journal of Imperial
and Commonwealth History, 3, 1973-75, p.390. .
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‘nearly completed’ arrangements with famous English banking houses. Like
spiders in their web, the promoters allured their prey as they dodged
amongst the crowd with sly hints.*!

Even for those Randlords whose success is ascribed to taking a longer-term
development-orientated view, the manner in which the companies were structured
would not be acceptable in financial markets today. The Randlords usually allotted a
large portion of the shares issued to the ‘vendors’ (consisting of themselves and friends
who had initially acquired the mining property and proposed to develop it). The
‘vendors’ were entitled to special privileges which included receiving a substantial
portion of the profits before the distribution of dividends to the other
shareholders.*> Those shares offered to the general public were sold at prices well
above par value and the investors who later purchased shares on the stock exchange
usually paid prices that had been manipulated by the mine-owners. As a result, the
Randlords and their partners created highly leveraged capital structures which provided
enormous incomes for the favoured inside few.* At the peak of the share market boom
in the mid-1890s, the Economist estimated the market value of the Rand mining
companies, including the land companies, at £215 373 000, even though nominal capital

(par value of issued shares) only slightly exceeded £50m. *

Once the Randlords had relocated from Johannesburg to L.ondon, they formed a distinct

group within the economic elite in late Victorian and Edwardian® Britain because of

1 Louis Cohen’s recollections are a storehouse of witty and exceedingly perceptive observations about
the Randlords. What he may lack in facts he amply makes up for in capturing the spirit of the times. L.
Cohen, Reminiscences of Johannesburg and London, Johannesburg, 1976, p.181.

2 Even a respected holding company, Rand Mines Ltd, established by Wernher, Beit & Co. in February
1893 to raise the capital necessary to exploit the deep-level deposits, had a typically favourable
arrangement for the ‘Founders’. A provision was inserted in the trust deed which allocated Wernher, Beit
& Co., as the Founders, 25% of the “surplus’ profits once 100% of the original capital had been returned
in dividends. The Founders were also entitled to claim 25% of the assets of the company (in addition to
those which would accrue to them as shareholders) should the company go into liquidation. Six years
later these rights were redeemed in return for shares.

43 See R.V. Kubicek, ‘Finance capital and South African gold-mining 1886-1914°, Journal of Imperial
and Commonwealth History, 3, 1973-75, p.388.

4 Economist, 14.9.1895.

4> The Randlords have generally been described as Edwardians; however, by the time Edward VII came
to the throne, the Randlords were past their first blush of extravagance and dampened by the South
African War. If instead, the term Edwardian is representative of the years in which Edward VII as Prince
of Wales was prominent in society, then the Randlords certainly are full-blooded Edwardians.
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their common South African past and their similar aspirations. They had all acquired
their fortunes at the same time and their incomes also fluctuated simultaneously because
of their common dependence on the profitability of the South African mines. They
arrived in London within the space of a few years of one another, and once in London,
they almost all conspicuously took part in the rituals of the lifestyles of the upper
classes. However, although the Randlords appeared to outsiders to be a cohesive and
homogeneous group, their social and business interactions with each other were not
without tension, largely because of the highly competitive behaviour in both spheres. As
J.X. Merriman remarked to Smuts: ‘There is as much brotherly love among that guild as
there 1s among a pack of wolves on the hunting trail’.’ In the social context,
Goldthwaite’s observation — made in reference to the economic elite in Italian cities at
the end of the sixteenth century — that the close ‘proximity of nobles in the city, where
they are continually on view by one another, breeds a keener sense of
competition,’48 could partly explain the fiercely competitive behaviour that existed
between the Randlords who mostly lived in Mayfair and Belgravia. There are any
number of revealing iemarks to be found in the Randlords’ correspondence, such as the
one Florence Phillips made to her husband when they were forced to return to South
Africa:

I suppose once ... our goods are scattered to the four winds, your senior
partner [Julius Wernher] will be hapgy — he and his wife. They have always
grudged our very existence, | think. *

Once the Randlords had settled in Britain, they sought to mask their modest
backgrounds and colonial interlude by aping the lifestyles of the British upper classes.
The terms ‘upper-middle class’ and ‘upper class’ are used frequently in this thesis.

Because class terminology is open to interpretation, these terms need to be clarified at

% The Randlord fraternity was unlike the many American millionaires who also started arriving in
London in those years, with wealth derived from a multitude of sources across a continent: not only mines
but also railroads, banking, real estate, industry and manufacturing.

47 J.X. Merriman to J.C. Smuts, 22.5.1907, in W K. Hancock and J. van der Poel (eds.), Selections from
the Smuts papers, Cambridge, 1966, vol 2, letter no.346.

“# Giovanni Botero quoted by R.A. Goldthwaite, Wealth and the demand for art in Italy 1300-1600,
Baltimore and London, 1993, p.196.

* DP to LP, 24.4,1909, LP private papers, BR. Another such example from Florence Phillips’ letters: ‘I
dined with the Neumanns at the Savoy last Saturday. It was not very amusing. He was very kind but she
looked .more bored than ever. I ... made no pretences to her as she is a common little snob’. DP to LP,
18.1.1892, LP private papers, BR.
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the outset. The terms ‘upper classes’ and ‘aristocracy’ are used interchangeably
throughout the thesis in reference to people who came from families with peerages or
baronetcies, or were landed gentry. In contrast to this, the Randlords are characterised
as upper-middle class people with upper classes aspirations. This assumption is made
because the Randlords certainly were no longer middle class when they settled in
Britain, and, using Cannadine’s criteria, they also did not belong to the upper classes.
Cannadine’s criteria for characterising someone as belonging to the British upper
classes is divided into three categories: status, wealth and positions of power. In terms
of status designations, the Randlords only acquired titles and the endAof their lives, and
none of them secured a peerage; in relation to wealth, their incomes were not primarily
derived from the ownership of land; and, finally, the positions of power the Randlordé
enjoyed were in the spheres of business, not go{lernment. Within a generation some of
the Randlords’ children enjoyed social pre-eminence, leisured lifestyles, owned
inherited estates, and sported armorial crests. Unlike the first generation Randlords,

their descendants therefore could be categorised as belonging to the upper classes.”

As will be demonstrated throughout this thesis, the Randlords’ efforts to construct upper -
class identities were strenuous and pronounced. An integral component of this strategy
to assert their social position was to participate in the accumulation and display of
highly symbolic goods and properties which would convey their new-found status. H.G.
Wells in his novel Tono-Bungay, first published in 1909, provided an interesting insight
into the conspicuous consumption of his contemporaries. In this novel, in which he
demonstrates his concern for the welfare of the community, Wells draws a censorious
portrait of an uncle of the narrator, George Porderevo, who by way of manipulating

financial markets, had rapidly accumulated enormous riches. Thereafter, with

an immense astonished zest they begin shopping, begin a systematic new
life crowded and brilliant with things shopped, with jewels, maids, butlers,
coachmen, electric broughams, hired town and country houses. They plunge
into it as one plunges into a career; as a class they talk, think and dream
possessions. Their literature, their press ... guide them in domestic
architecture, in the art of owning a garden, in the achievement of the
sumptuous in motor-cars, in a elaborate sporting equipment, in the purchase
and control of estates, in travel and stupendous hotels.... Acquisition

% See D. Cannadine, The decline and fall of the British aristocracy, New Haven and London, 1990, pp.8-
15; and J.V. Beckett, The aristocracy in England, 1600-1914, Oxford, 1986, pp. 17-42.
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becomes the substance of their lives.... In a brief year or so they are
connoisseurs. They join in the plunder of the eighteenth century, they buy
rare old books, fine old pictures, good old furniture.... o

Similarly, contemporaries often remarked on the apparent excess of the Randlords’
expenditure, and consequently the public perception of a Randlord was that he was ‘a
big blatant, self-assertive man who continually smokes expensive cigars, drinks .

» 52

champagne, and rushes from place to place in a powerful motor-car’.

The collecting of art forms part of a broader cultural phenomenon of consumption.
Therefore, in this thesis, the Randlords’ collections are considered within this larger
context. More specifically, their purchase and furnishing of country houses (according
to Aslet, ‘the group most conspicuous as builders of large country houses [in the

Edwardian years] were the Randlords....")*

will be discussed in the Wernher and
Phillips chapters,54 their expenditure on entertaining in the Robinson chapter, on town
houses in the Beit and Robinson chapters, while an associated aspect of this strategy to

assert their self-importance, the securing of titles, is discussed in the Michaelis chapter.

Contextualising collecting through a consideration of socio-economic issues is a

relatively recent approach in studies exploring the history of collecting. Goldthwaite, in

' H.G. Wells, Tono-Bungay, London, 1909, p.249.

2 W.C. Scully, The ridge of the white waters, London, 1912, p.149,

53 C. Aslet, The last country houses, New Haven and London, 1982, p.32.

% Herewith a list of some the country houses owned by those Randlords whose collections are not
discussed at length in this thesis: Sir Sigismund Neumann resided at Invercauld near Balmoral; Abe
Bailey lived at Easton Park in Suffolk; Frederick Philipson-Stow bought Blackdown at Lodsworth,
Sussex in 1890 and retired to it in 1898; George Farrar acquired Chicheley Hall Buckinghamshire; and
Sir Friedrich Eckstein purchased Ottershaw Park, Chertsey, Surrey in 1910. Rhodes in January 1902, just
before his death, purchased Dalham Hall Estate, near Newmarket in Suffolk, for which he paid about
£100 000 (South Africa, 4.1.1902, 18.1.1902; see also W.T. Stead (ed.), The last Will and testament of
Cecil John Rhodes, London, 1902, pp.45-49). Solly Joel owned a number of country estates which were
acquired primarily to serve the needs of his interests in horse racing. He purchased Maiden Erlegh near
Reading in 1903, and later acquired Sefton Lodge near Newmarket from Sir Leonard Brassey. In 1922 he
purchased Moulton Paddocks and thereafter sold Sefton Lodge. He also acquired Bearwood near Maiden
Erlegh to graze and train his horses. Jack Barnarto Joel resided at Childwick Bury in Hertfordshire, the
home of the late Sir Blundell Maples. (It was reported in South Africa, 9.12.1906, that Solly Joel for some
reason had purchased Childwick Bury. In South Africa, 28.6.1919, it correctly was referred to being in the
possession of Jack Barnato Joel.) Barnet Lewis resided at Foxbush, Hildenborough, Kent, and Isaac
Lewis owned Bedgebury Park and 4436 acres near Tonbridge in Kent. Lewis bought the property from
the Beresford Hope family in 1899 for about £100 000 after the death of Lord Beresford and $old it after
the First World War (South Africa, 4.3.1899).
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his research on material culture in the Italian Renaissance, explains this narrow focus in
the past as follows:

In a certain sense, the thrust of the evolution of the very definition of art
from the Italian Renaissance onward has been to obscure its relation with
ordinary things.... To show how wealth and material culture affect the
demand for art is not to denigrate one of the greatest achievements of our
own civilisation but, on the contrary, to enhance the fascination of art by
putting it in its most essential context, one that in fact only further excites
our wonderment at the power of art to go beyond the very terms of its
existence as a physical object.5

Traditionally, art historians have not engaged with issues of consumption, perhaps
because of the misguided assumption that the consumption of works of art differs
dramatically from the consumption of all other material goods. The first stage of

analysing the collections is thus to follow Bourdieu’s dictum of abolishing

the sacred frontier which makes legitimate culture a separate universe, in
order to discover the intelligible relations which unite apparently
incommensurable “choices”, such as preferences in music and food,
painting and sport, literature and hairstyle. %6

Although there has been a proliferation of studies on aspects of the history of collecting
in recent years, and a vast bibliography has consequently emerged on the subject, much
of the writing in this field has been dominated by anecdotal accounts that seldom
imaginatively interpret the material relating to collectors and collections. As Haskell has
remarked:

there have been many ... explorations [into the history of collecting] — some
of the utmost distinction and value — but it can be said, without risk of
condescension, that they ... have been confined to the archaeological (as that
term used to be understood: that is, to the discovery and classification of
new material, followed by inquiries into the light that it can throw on what
is already known). All this has been accompanied by a stream of
biographical, usually anecdotal, surveys, often characterised by rather
superficial attempts at psychological ana1y31s

55 R.A. Goldthwaite, Wealth and the demand for art in Italy 1300-1600, Baltimore and London, 1993,

p.2.
¢ P. Bourdieu, Distinction, London, 1984, p.6.
-57 F. Haskell, ‘Parliament of the magpies: history, psychoanalysis and obsession in the art of collecting’,

TLS, 23.9.1994, pp.18-9.
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Haskell states that a more systematic approach to research in this field of collecting ‘can
illuminate, and be illuminated by, much wider aspects of historical inquiry’.58 One .
recent study that does fulfil this bﬁef is Macleod’s Art and the Victorian middle class:
money and the making of cultural identity (1996), which considers Victorian

businessmen’s collections of contemporary art.

The present thesis is not a conventional history of the Randlords’ collections structured
around a chronological narrative digressing to provide a formal analysis of the works of
art they owned. Rather it is an historically-grounded analysis which seeks to consider
the Randlords’ collecting practices in relation to their overall consumption of material
goods, as well as how their backgrounds and aspirations influenced their expenditure.
Each of the five chapters focuses on a Randlord collection. This is in contrast to
Macleod, who structured her book around six over-arching issues rather than individual
collections, possibly because she was dealing with a far larger group of collectors. An
underlying objective in this thesis is to follow Pearce’s observation that collections are
social constructs and that each needs to be considered individually in order to
understand the motives and interests of a collector:

Collections are essentially a narrative of experience; as objects are a kind of
material language, so the narratives into which they can be selected and
organised are a kind of fiction.... Like fiction, collections narrate world-
views of knowledge and moral understanding in relation to the individual
hero or heroine, family and society, the past and the exotic. Like fiction, too,
their ways of creating the narrative flow are open to analysis, and prove to
be not a reflection of the nature of things, but a social construct in which
apparent sense is created from a range of possibilities and discontinuities. In
the view they offer of the human condition ... each [collection] has to be
treated on its own terms to yield up what any particular narrator feels to be
its significance.59

Before discussing the Randlords as collectors, the state of the art market in the 1890s
must briefly be considered. In those years, when most of the Randlords arrived in
Britain and set about acquiring houses and works of art, the British aristocracy was

adjusting to a dramatic fall in income and land values. In Britain, where the wealth of

8 F. Haskell, ‘Parliament of the magpies: history, psychoanalysis and obsession in the art of collecting’,
TLS, 23.9.1994, pp.18-9.
¥ S.M. Pearce, On collecting: an investigation into collecting in the European tradition, London and
New York, 1995, p412.
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the aristocracy had been linked to land holdings and rents for centuries, the fall in

agricultural prices and the importation of wheat under the banner of Free Trade in the

1880s undermined the whole territorial basis of patrician existence. As Cannadine

points out, the easy confidences and certainties of the mid-Victorian period
consequently vanished forever. % The British aristocratic ideal of handing over estates
and assets to succeeding generation intact, and possibly enhanced, became difficult, and
sales had to be contemplated. An added burden was the introduction of death duties by
the Liberal.government.in 1894, which were initially pitched at between one and eight
percent for estates greater than £1m. To meet these financial demands, the sale of
artworks, rather than agricultural lands, was considered, because_their value could be
more readily realised. The Settled Land Acts of 1882 and 1884 gave impetus to such
sales by empowering the Court of Chancery to authorise the sale of assets_and
heirlooms by trustees, regardless of how strictly a will may have insisted on their
preservation by the family.61 These acts opened the way for a series of well-publicised
sales of well-known art collections and provided the art market with a co‘nstant supply
of noteworthy artworks in the late nineteenth century. As the Year’s Art remarked in
reference to the 1893 season: ‘the chief properties submitted [for sale] were those
belonging to owners who had felt the severe financial crises which had marked the

period 1891-2..."%

Those Randlords who were seriously interested in collecting works of art were thus
presented with an extraordinary array from which to select possible purchases. Apart
from George Salting63 and the future Lord 'Ivc:agh,64 there were few British collectors
actively pursuing old masters, and the full onslaught of Americans collectors on the

European art markets only manifested itself at the very end of the nineteenth

%)D. Cannadine, Decline and fall of the British aristocracy, New Haven and London, 1990, p.27. See
also the recent book by Peter Mandler, The fall and rise of the Stately Home . New Haven and London,
1997, which also deals at length with these issues.

' The capital received from such sales of land and other assets was required by law to be invested and
maintained, and only the interest could be drawn.

2 Year's Art, 1894, pp.2234.

% See Stephen Coppel, ‘George Salting (1835-1909)’, In A. Griffiths (ed.), Landmarks in print
collecting: connoisseurs and donors at the British Museum since 1753, London, 1996, pp.189-209. Clive
Wainwright of the V& A Museum is currently preparing a study on George Salting as a collector.

% Lord Iveagh left his collection to the nation and it is on display in Kenwood on Hampstead Heath.

17



century.65 Wilhelm von Bode, of the Berlin museums, who bought extensively in
Britain, noted after visiting America in 1895 that very few Americans were collecting
old masters systematically in those years.66 The American J.P. Morgan, who was
described by the dealer René Gimpel as ‘the moving spirit who fostered an army of art
lovers’,” first expressed a serious interest in books and manuscripts in the early 1890s.
However, it was only at the turn of fhe century that he set about assembling an
encyclopaedic collection in his personal capacity and on behalf of the Metropolitan

70

Museum.68 Aside from the Havemf:yf:rs69 and Isabella Stewart Gardner,” who

acquired a number of masterpieces in the 1890s, leading American collectors such as
Benjamin Altman,” Henry Clay Frick, Henry Edwards Huntington,73 John G.
Johnson, and the many others who bought from the dealer Sir Joseph Duveen, only
emerged as major buyers early in the twentieth century. By 1902, by which time the
Randlords’ purchasing had begun to subside, Bode noted that a new type of American
collector had appeared in the market. These collectors were exceedingly wealthy and

willing to spend large amounts on artworks. !

Although the Randlords were arguably the most active group of old master collectors in

London in the 1890s, this has seldom been mentioned. Indeed, as a recent exhibition

% See D.A. Brown, Berenson and the connoisseurship of Italian painting, exh. cat., National Gallery of
Art, Washington, 1979; D.A. Brown, Raphael and America, exh. cat., National Gallery of Art,
Washington, 1983; Douglas Rigby and Elizabeth Rigby, Lock, stock and barrel: the story of collecting,
New York, 1944; Aline B. Saarinen, The proud possessors., New York, 1958.

% Wilhelm Bode, ‘Alte kunstwerke in den sammlungen der Vereinigten Staate’, Zeitschrift fiir bildende
Kunst, 6, 1895, new series, pp.13-19.

§ R. Gimpel, Diary of an art dealer, London, 1966, p.162.

% See Louis Auchincloss, J. P. Morgan: the financier as collector, New York, 1990; and Francis Henry
Taylor, Pierpont Morgan as a collector and patron 1837-1913, New York, revised edn., 1970.

% The Havemeyers started collecting in the late 1880s. Aside from a substantial collection of Rembrandt
portraits and Spanish paintings, their collection was centred on nineteenth-century French painters,
particularly the Impressionists. See Frances Weitzenhoffer, The Havemeyers. Impressionism comes 10
America, New York, 1986.

" See Hilliard T. Goldfarb, The Isabella Stewart Gardner museum: a companion guide and history,
Boston, New Haven and London, 1995.

" See F. Haskell, ‘The Benjamin Altman bequest’, In F. Haskell, Past and present in art and taste:
selected essays, New Haven and London, 1987, pp.186-206.

™2 See Charles Ryskamp, et al, Art in the Frick Collection: paintings, sculpture, decorative arts, New
York, 1996. '

3 See James Thorpe, Henry Edwards Huntington: a biography, Berkeley and Los Angeles, California,
1994, . '

" Wilhelm Bode, ‘Die Amerikanische konkurrenz im kunsthandel und ihre gefahr fiir Europa’, Kunst
und Kiinstler, 1, 1902-3, pp.5-12; reprinted in Kunst und Kiinstler: Aus 32° Jahrgangen einer deustchen
Kunstzeitschrift, Mainz, 1972, pp.17-25. .
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catalogue notes, the Randlord collectors ‘constitute one of the more important unwritten
chapters in the history of art collecting’.75 One of the possible reasons why their
collecting has been overlooked is that, unlike the American and German collectors, their
acquisitions remained in Britain, and consequently their purchases were not the subject
of shrill press reports about the ‘possessions won in the Dreadnought competition of art’
between Britain and Germany (and later the U.S.A.).76 A character in Henry James’
novel, The Outcry (1911), remarked that these foreign buyers appeared in Britain as ‘a
conquering horde [and] ... invaded the old civilisation ... armed ... with huge chequev
books instead of with spears and battle-axes’.”’ The National Art Coliections Fund was
founded in Britain in 1903 to counteract this flow of artworks abroad.78 The
comparatively low profile of the Randlord collectors may also be related to the fact that

the dealers through whom they acquired artworks did not disclose their purchases in the

way Duveen publicised those of his American clients. 7

S Colnaghi, Art, commerce, scholarship: a window onto the art world— Colnaghi 1760 to 1984, exh.
cat., London, 1984, p.40. .

® Year's Art, 1910, p.5. Ironically Wilhelm von Bode, who himself was purchasing extensively in
Britain for the German museums, also became increasingly concerned about the one-way flow of works
from Britain and Europe to America. One would surmise that the British collectors were as concerned
about paintings disappearing to Germany as they were about the American purchases. Yet Bode viewed
the redistribution of artworks within Europe (preferably towards Germany) as acceptable, but he saw any
intercontinental movement of artworks as undermining the European heritage. Bode over a period of
about fifteen years wrote a number of articles on the subject of the impact of American collectors on
Europe. His changing perceptions about American collectors are worth examining. See the bibliography
for a listing of his writings on the subject.

™" H. James, The outcry, London, 1911, p.156.

"8 See Mary Lago, ‘Christiana Herringham and the National Art Collections Fund’, Burlington Magazine,
CXXXV, March 1993, pp.202-211; and Mary Lago, Christiana Herringham and. the Edwardian art
scene, London, 1996

™ Sir Joseph Duveen was a dealer with whom the Randlords had very few transactions, possibly because
they had assembled most of their collections by the time he rose to prominence. (An interesting
‘potential” connection between the Duveens and a Randlord family was announced in November 1898.
Dora Lewis, daughter of Isaac Lewis, became engaged to Joseph J. Duveen. Nothing came of this
engagement for the following May she married Julius Weil. See South Africa, 12.11.1898, p.325;
27.5.1899, pp.506-7.) On the subject of Duveen’s life, see Samuel N. Behrman, Duveen, New York,
1952; B. Berenson, and W.R. Valentiner, Duveen pictures in public collections of America. A catalogue
raisonné with three hundred illustrations of paintings by the great masters, which have passed through
the house of Duveen, New York, 1941; James Henry Duveen, Confessions of an art dealer, London,
1935; James Henry Duveen, The rise of the House of Duveen , London, 1957; Edward Fowles, Memories
of Duveen Brothers, London, 1976; Alison Luchs, ‘Duveen, the Dreyfus collection, and the treatment of
Italian Quattrocento sculpture: examples from the National Gallery of Art’, Studies in the History of Art,
24, 1990, pp.31-38; Colin Simpson, The partnership: the secret association of Bernard Berenson and
Joseph Duveen , London, 1987.
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Critical discussion of almost all the Randlord collections is hampered by the scarcity of
primary material relating to the formation of these collections and, in some instances,
even to their content.** The Randlords and their descendants seldom preserved
correspondence, insurance valuations and account books, all of which could have been
used to reconstruct the character of each collection. The material that has survived has
in almost all cases been preserved by people other than the Randlords themselves: their
advisors, their dealers and friends. The reason for the loss of family papers is usually
ascribed to the Randlords’ wish to conceal the more unsavoury aspects of their lives, but
it may also be related to the fact that they were first-generation collectors, who lacked
the benefit of living in an established country house where their papers would have been
stored and preserved almost automatically. This is compounded by the fact that, unlike
so many British aristocratic collections, none of the Randlord collections have remained

intact and in situ.

This scarcity of prifnary documentation is compounded by the fact that there is only one
Randlord painting collection for which catalogues were published in the lifetime of the
collector (the Beit collection). This is somewhat surprising, given the extent of the
Randlords’ aspirations, because catalogues immortalise a collection and its collector by
linking together a body of paintings and associating them with one collector in
perpetuity. In the absence of such catalogues, a point of departure for this thesis was to
reconstruct an inventory for each of the collections. These are included as appendices.
Because most of the collections have been dispersed at auction, a substantial portion of
the information in the inventories has been drawn from sale catalogue entries as well as
contemporary correspondence, articles and dealers’ stock-books. These inventories list
each painting in the collection, possible changes in its attribution (where this is known),
its title, its provenance (from whom and when the painting was purchased, and at what
price), the present-day whereabouts of the painting (where this is known), and,
wherever possible, an appropriate reference to the painting in a catalogue raisonné or

sale catalogue or, in the absence of the latter, in the art historical literature. The

¥ This thesis deals with ‘high’ collecting, that is collecting works of art which usually have been
consecrated over the centuries as ‘important” and have a sizable financial value attached to them. This
approach is in contrast to ‘private’ collecting — of ephemera, stamps etc — which is more introverted and
inconspicuous.
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inventories list each picture, its artist, where known changes in its attribution, its title,
immediate provenance (from whom and when the picture was purchased, and at what
price), the present-day whereabouts of the picture (when known) and, where possible, a
reference to the picture in a catalogue raisonné or other art historical literature. These
inventories are — to use Haskell’s term — the ‘archaeological’ research of this thesis. It
needs to beA borne in mind that in order for them to function as stimulating primary
material, they should be consulted in conjunction with the text, which provides cﬁtical

discussions of the collectors and the context in which the paintings were acquired.

Although it is usually possible partly to reconstruct the content of the Randlords’
collections and, to some degree, the context in which they were collected, it is more
difficult to gain a clear understanding of their personal responses to works of art. There
are very few remarks by individual Randlords articulating their views on art or
collecting. The fragmented and circumstantial nature of the surviving primary and'
secondary material means that a certain degree of conjecture accompanies my reading

of their attitudes towards art and the art world.

Even more difficult to grasp is the role of the Randlords’ wives in the formation and
display of the collections. There are exceptions (Lady Phillips, for instance), but for the
most part they remain shadowy figures and surviving evidence of their involvement in
the collections is scarce. In addition to this, private papers that might shed light on the
dynamics of their relationships with their husbands have seldom survived. It would in
almost all instances appear that the wives of Randlords adopted responsibility fqr
interior decoration, while their husbands concerned themselves with collecting works of
art to display in these spaces. Nevertheless, where relevant, I have speculated on their

roles in these partnerships, in particular in the Wernher and Phillips chapters.

In studies such as this one, the decision as to which collectors to include and whom to
exclude is not easily reached. The Beit, Wernher and Robinson collections are fairly
well-known, but almost every Randlord assembled an art collection of some kind. As I

have already pointed out, the one conspicuous exception was Cecil John Rhodes, who
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expressed almost no interest in art.”' His secretary recalled that he ‘never had the
instincts of the mere antiquarian or collector, but only purchased what he liked and what

82 The architect, Sir Herbert Baker, described

he thought suited the style of his house.
Rhodes as not a collector or connoisseur, but a man who ‘took pleasure’ in ‘seeing that
each piece had its own purpose and place in the house.” Rhodes considered paintings the
toys of rich men and is reputed to have said that he could build many miles of railway
or telegraph wires in the interior of Africa with the large sums paid by other Randlords

for artworks. 8

Comparatively few of the Randlords’ collections, at most ten, are of sufficient
complexity or size to warrant an extended analysis. There are instances when the
Randlords themselves are interesting from a biographical perspective but formed only
small collections, and occasionally the converse applies. With a view to balancing these
twin interests, the collectors who will be the focus of this thesis are Sir Julius and Lady
Wernher, Alfred Beit and his brother Sir Otto, Sir Max and Lady Michaelis, Sir Lionel
and Lady Phillips and Sir Joseph (and Lady Robinson). In the case of the Wernher, Beit
and Robinson chapters, there are extensive collections and considerable biographical
information. With the Michaelis and Phillips chapters, it is not the collectors themselves
or their collections that are necessarily the focus of the discussion, but rather the
projects with which they became associated. Michaelis’ gift of Dutch and Flemish
pictures to the Union of South Africa in 1913 raises the issue of the Randlords’
benefactions to South Africa; and the Phillips’ ownership of a succession of grand
houses, and the fact that they seemed to have lived beyond their means, illustrates, as
has already been suggested, thg: extent of the competitive social behaviour amongst the
Randlords. In addition to this, Lady Phillips’ involvement in founding an art gallery in
Johannesburg in 1909 provides some insight into the Randlords’ attitudes towards art

and South" Africa.

8 The most prominently displayed old master painting at Groote Schuur was a Sir Joshua Reynolds’
portrait of a young woman which hung over the main fireplace in the dining room. Rhodes acquired this
painting because it was an image that he knew from his childhood. He is reputed to have said: ‘Now I
have my lady and I am happy’. Philip Jourdan, Cecil Rhodes: his private life by his private secretary,
London, 1911, p.198. Rotberg tried without success to identify and locate this painting. See R. Rotberg,
The founder: Cecil Rhodes and the pursuit of power, New York and Oxford, 1988, p.727, footnote 18.

8 Philip Jourdan, Cecil Rhodes: his private life by his private secretary, London, 1911, p.192.

8 Philip Jourdan, Cecil Rhodes: his private life by his private secretary, London, 1911, p.192.
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The other Randlord collections, which are briefly mentioned in this thesis but not
discussed at length, could be divided into three groups: firstly, those collections formed
by lesser-known Randlords; secondly, those assembled by individuals who were closely
associated with the Randlords and South Africa and, thirdly, those belonging to
financiers of the gold and diamond mines who mostly lived in Paris.® The first
category consists of men who unquestionably can be classified as Randlords but who
were not as wealthy as Wernher, Beit and Robinson, and whose collections were not as
substantial. Their collections were often not dissimilar to those belonging to Michaelis
and the Phillipses. This group would include Solly Joel, Barnet Lewis and Charles Rudd
(whose collections of predominately nineteenth-century British art are briefly discussed
below, in the introduction, when the issue of the content of Randlord collections is
raised). Sir Abe Bailey, who acquired a very large number of paintings in the 1920s was
undoubtedly also a Randlord, but because he was younger and collected a decade or two
after most other Randlords, his collection, which is now on permanent loan to the South
African National Gallery, is only briefly considered in the context of Michaelis’ gift of
art to South Africa. Sir Friedrich Eckstein and Louis Breitmeyer85 business partners of
Wernher and Beit, who collected paintings, furniture, china and objets, also formed part
of the Wernher and Beit coterie and their collections are similar in spirit.-Each of the
Neumann brothers, Sir Sigismund (1856-1916) and Ludwig, also formed small but

noteworthy collections of Dutch and Flemish paintings and French furniture.®® There is

4 The inclusion of the most visible South African mining magnate in later years. Sir Ernest
Oppenheimer, would not be appropriate as he is a ‘second generation” Randlord. Sir Ernest’s founding of
the Anglo American Corporation was based on the acquisition and reorganisation of the original
Randlords’ companies and mines. The Oppenheimers own a fine collection of paintings and possess the
finest private collection of Africana, which is housed in their Brenthurst Library in Johannesburg.

85 Louis Breitmeyer was born in Stuttgart in 1853 and spent some years in London and Kimberley before
joining Porges & Co. in 1886. He was appointed the Kimberley representative of Wernher, Beit & Co.
five years later and was made a partner of the company in 1895. When the company dissolved in 1910 he
acquired the diamond interests and founded the firm L. Breitmeyer & Co. in London. He remained
prominent in the diamond trade until his death in March 1930 (see his obituaries in South Africa,
21.3.1930, p.468; 30.5.1930, p.328). Breitmeyer’s collection was sold in June-July 1930 by Christie’s.
Out of the 92 lots the Hoppner Portrait of Miss Charlotte Augusta Papendiek, when a child bought by
Duveen for £14 700, was the highlight of the sale. The other pictures, very mixed in quality, realised
approximately £36 000. See Apollo, 12, July 1930, pp.85-87; Catalogue of pictures by old masters, the
property of L. Breitmeyer, Esq., deceased, late of 11 Connaught Place W., and Ruston Hall, Kettering,
Christie’s, London, 27 June 1930.

% With regard to Ludwig Neumann’s collection see Catalogue of the collection of fine French furniture
... formed by L. Neumann, Esq. and removed from 11 Grosvenor Square , Christie’s, London, 2-3 July
1919; and Catalogue of the ... collection of pictures by Dutch masters, the property of L. Neumann,
removed from 11 Grosvenor Square ..., Christie’s, London, 4 July 1919. Sir Sigismund Neumann (later
Newman)’s collection is listed in *An inventory and valuation of certain fumiture, pictures and ornaments
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little surviving evidence to suggest that the Albu brothers, George and Leopold,
collected art in any way, but it is probable that they did because their aspirations were

akin to those of their fellow-Randlords.87

The group of collectors who had close ties with South Africa, and substantial
investments in the diamond and gold miries, but whose interests extended beyond these
mines, would include Sir Donald Currie and Sir Edmund and Lady Davis (whose
collection_s of mostly nineteenth- ahd early twentieth-century British pictures are
referred to below). The three Mosenthal brothers controlled an enormous mercantile
.operation in Southern Africa and were also prominent investors in the diamond and gold
mines. ** George, who was based in London, assembled a small collection,” but little is
known about either Harry’s or William’s interest in art. Alfred de Pass, who was also
from a Cape mercantile family, had limited investments in the mines. He retired early in
life in order to devote his time to collecting, and assembled an extraordinarily large and
diverse collection. His generosity to galleries and museums in South Africa and Europe
has ensured that ‘in recent years his importance as a collector has been
acknowledged.90 Sir Carl Meyer, who was born in Hamburg, had close links with the
Randlords by virtue of his role as the Rothschilds’ representative in the South African
mining industry and his position as vice-chairman of De Beers.” The extent of his
collection is uncertain, but he did own some valuable pictures and his wife and family

repeatedly sat for the leading portraitists of the era.

at ‘Burloes’, Royston, the property of the late Sir Sigismund Neumann, Bart.. January 1924° [before the
fire of 19.2.1931], Newman family papers, Burloes, Royston, Hertfordshire. The catalogue of the
‘Neumann gift’ to the Johannesburg Art Gallery is not relevant because these paintings were not from his
private collection but were bought with funds he donated.

¥ See J.D.F. Jones, Through fortress and rock: the story of Gencor, 1895-1995, Johannesburg, 1995.

8 D. Fleischer and A. Caccia, Merchant pioneers: the house of Mosenthal, Johannesburg, 1983.

¥ The value of the works owned by George Mosenthal listed in a nine-page inventory, compiled by
Agnew’s in 1925, is £8 053. The collection comprised an assortment of school pictures: the most valuable
work was the Sargent of Mrs Mosenthal, valued at £1 000 and the portrait, also of her. by Philip de
Laszlo, valued at £500. See ‘Valuation of pictures, watercolours, drawings and engravings, the property
of Mr George Mosenthal, 190 Queens Gate, London, undertaken by Thomas Agnew and Sons, 9 June
1925, Agnew’s Valuation Copy Book’. '

® See Anna Tietze, The Alfred de Pass presentation to the South African National Gallery, exh. cat.,
Cape Town, 1995; and Marianne Joannides, Exhibition catalogue of master drawings from the De Pass
collection, Royal Cornwall Museum, Truro, exh. cat., Phillips, London, 1994.

' See Carl Meyer’s (27-1922, baronet 1910) letters 1886-1922, 5 vols, in the possession of Sir Anthony
Meyer, Bart., M.P., referred to in Youssef Cassis, City bankers, 1890-1914, Cambridge, 1994, pp.38.
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A separate thesis could be written on the pre-eminent Parisian collectors, Rodolphe and
Maurice Kann, who, together with Jules Porges, were of inestimable importance to the
development of the diamond and gold mines. Their unrivalled collections of old
masters, which centred on works by Frans Hals, and Rembrandt’s late paintings, were
bought by the dealer Duveen after their deaths and sold to the richest American old
master collectors. Rodolphe Kann’s collection, in particplar, will be discussed ir}ﬂthe
context of Alfred Beit’s purchases of seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish
paintings. % Their Parisian associate, Jules Porges, also collected old masters, but not of
comparable quality. His collection is discussed briefly in the contéxt of his role in

encouraging Sir Julius Wernher to collect works of art.

Before discussing the content of the Randlord collections and their ‘tastes’ as collectors,
the terminology used to describe a set of preferences must be explored. Words such as
‘taste’ (especially when preceded by adjectives such as ‘good’ and
‘bad’)93, ‘discerning’, ‘discriminating’ and ‘connoisseurship’ cairy multiple meanings
as well as often being loaded with class connotations, because, as Bourdieu observes,

the socially-recognised hierarchy of the arts — and the genres, schools or periods within

%2 In the late 1880s Rhodes admired a Rembrandt in the possession of Rodolphe Kann. Rhodes suggested
that he should have the picture in the event of Kann dying first, and in the case of Rhodes dying first, he
would leave Kann a legacy of £6 000. Rhodes was true to his word and in his will there is a bequest that
simply states that this amount be given to ‘Kahn of Paris’. (Article 4 of Rhodes’s Will: ‘I give the sum of
£6 000 to Kahn of Paris and I direct that this legacy be paid free of all duty whatsoever.’) Kann died four
years later in 1905 but his will, which was written in 1891, still included the bequest ‘to my friend Mr
Cecil Rhodes, now residing at Cape Town, the portrait by Rembrandt of his son Titus, and signed
“Rembrandt 1655”." (South Africa, 8.7.1905, p.119.) Benjamin Altman later purchased this painting from
the dealers Duveen, and bequeathed it to the Metropolitan Museum in New York. A.C. Carter in his
memoirs, (Let me tell you, London, 1943, p.32) describes a similar sequence of events but states that the
painting Rhodes admired was the small Gainsborough portrait Lady Sophia Charlotte Sheffield in
Rodolphe Kann'’s collection. (Its companion, The dancer Baccelli, belonged to Alfred Beit.)

% Charles Wegener succinctly explains the problems associated with the usage of the word ‘taste” It is
‘inoffensive when used in such phrases as ‘the history of taste’ or ‘eighteenth-century taste’ (perhaps
even ‘modern’ or ‘contemporary taste’), [but) it becomes a palpable stumbling block when used
adjectivally (‘tasteful’) and almost repulsive when it becomes ‘good taste’. In these uses it has
associations not only of some specialised standard available only to the instructed and refined and
inaccessible to ordinary mortals, but is suddenly redolent of the pretended privileges and superior, more
attenuated delights of special social groups: the middle class, driven by the necessity to meet standards of
‘good taste’ in order to justify pretensions to join the higher reaches of humanity; the leisured and
hypercultivated who have the time (and the money) to devote themselves to the pursuit of ‘objects of taste
and refinement’ guaranteed for them by ‘connoisseurs’ of these rare (and rarified) objects; the aesthetes,
whose delicate sensibilities, aroused only by encounters with ‘ethereal things’, must not be disturbed by
passion or impeded by the intervention of moral imperatives.” Charles Wegener, The discipline of taste
and feeling , Chicago, 1992, pp.27-28.
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each of them — correspond to a social hierarchy of consumers which ‘predisposes tastes
to function as markers of “class”’.** Wherever possible, I have attempted to avoid
using these terms, except when considering the meanings ascribed to these terms at the

end of the nineteenth century when the Randlords assembled their collections.

As will become clear in this thesis, the varied content and character of the Randlord
collections (and those of their associates) ensure that very few generaiisations can be
made about the collectors’ engagement with works of art. It also needs to be stated at
the outset that one cannot assume, on the basis of the collectors discussed here, that all
the Randlords were as serious and systematic in their collecting as were Wernher, Beit
and Robinson. Many of the lesser-known Randlords (some of whom have been
mentioned above), apparently gave little thought to their acquisitions. Public perception
of most Randlord collectors consequently led to them being characterised as Philistines
who seldom made informed choices in their hurried attempts to assemble art collections.
In the view of one writer in the journal South Africa:

Their walls are hung with the ‘old masters’, and their libraries stuffed with
costly volumes. The ‘old masters’ may be made in America, and the costly
volumes may be worthless to the student; but this does not matter, for the
type of millionaire of whom I speak keeps them for show and not for use. %

Another indication of this superficial interest in art collecting is to be found in a little-
khown work by the prolific Victorian author, Grant Allen, entitled An African
millionaire. Although the Randlords had no equivalent of Henry James to immortalise
their aesthetic inclinations, Allen provides us with caricatures of their attitudes towards
art. His central character, Sir Charles, is a South African who recently settled in
England after accumulating a fortune from the mine known as ‘Cloetedorp Golcondas’.
The walls of Sir Charles’ castle Seldon, in Rossshire, are covered with the works of
Leader and Orchardson. ‘The result was first arrived at by a single accident. Sir Charles
wanted a leader — for his coach, you understandand — told an artistic friend so. The

artistic friend brought him a Leader next week with a capital L; and Sir Charles was so

% P, Bourdieu, Distinction, London, 1984, pp.1-2.
% ‘South African millionaires’, South Africa, 24.12.1898, p.653.
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taken aback that he felt ashamed to confess the error. So he was turned unawares into a

patron of painting.’ %

Louis Cohen, provides us with countless very funny anecdotes about the Randlords’
forays into art collecting. His favourite target is Barney Barnato who, according to
Frederich Eckstein in a letter to Lord Rothschild, was largely responsible for the general
perception that the Randlords were Philistines.”” For example, Cohen recalls an
occasion when Barnato was in an art dealer’s ‘sanctum’. ‘An assistant entered and
whispered audibly to his employer that “the Constable” had come. As the picture seller
hurriedly left the room Barney inquisitively said to me, compressing his lips, “What’s
the ‘copper’ here for I wonder?”.”®® The South African diarist, D. C. Boonzaier, was
often scathing about the Randlords’ pretensions, in particular with regard to their
libraries, which he regarded as indicative of the ‘true character of the owner’. After

visiting Carl Jeppe’s house, Trovato, in Cape Town, he remarked that:

The builder and the architect can relieve you of all troubles when you want
a beautiful and expensive house..., the furniture dealer and upholsterer can
put tables, chairs, carpets and curtains into your rooms; but alas the library
you must select yourself if it is to be of any use to you. It is quite evident
that Carl Jeppe selected his own books: if any one helped him it must have
been his butler or cook.

This lack of familiarity with cultural conventions is understandable given that the
Randlords spent their formative years on the diamond fields amassing wealth, rather
than enjoying an unhurried humanist education. None of the Randlords had had the
experience of grand tours of Europe or had grown up amidst family collections. Once
they had accumulated fortunes, the greater part of their lives were centred around

managing their financial affairs. The time they were able to devote to collecting

% Grant Allen, An African millionaire: episodes in the life of the illustrious Colonel Clay, London, 1897,
pp.61-62.

7 Quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds , London, 1991, p.115.

%8 L. Cohen, Reminiscences of Kimberley, London, 1911, p.59.

% D.C. Boonzaier’s diary, 20.12.1912, manuscript, SAL. D.C. Boonzaier also records in his diaries a
visit to ‘the millionaire’ Sir Abe Bailey’s house in Muizenberg, and remarked that all the books were
bound in a ‘sickly pink’, and ‘appeared to be of the same size and there was a certain stiffness and
regularity about their appearance on the shelves which suggested that they had not been read and did not
invite perusal. The backs of these books, indeed, suggested at first glance, that they were “dummies”.
How different from the appearance of the bookshelves of a man who has personally collected his library
and treasures each and every book in it.” D.C. Boonzaier’s diary, 22.1.1911, manuscript, SAL.
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therefore was understandably restricted. D.C. Boonzaier remarked in reference to the
Randlords that this limitation was ‘one of the penalties imposed on the millionaire who
is seldom able to tear himself away from the multifarious duties he is called to perform
in connection with financial schemes of all dcscriptions.’loo The Randlords’ field of
expertise was finance, not art — they were like the American businessman, ‘Mr X’ (‘a
man of substance. Inventor of the Perfect Bath Tub and the First President of the
Company’), who explained to the critic C. Lewis Hind: ‘Years of absorption in the task
of manufacturing the Perfect Bath have not allowed me to devote as much time as I

*191 The Randlords’ limited ‘cultural

could have wished to the art and life of Velasquez.
capital’,lo2 to use Bourdieu’s term, will be considered in the Wernher chapter in

relation to the influence of his background on his collecting practices.

Most Randlords discussed at length in this thesis acknowledged their limitations and
realised that the art market was a minefield for the uninitiated. To assist them in their
_ collecting, they regularly sought advice on attributions and values. Wermbher, Alfred and
Sir Otto Beit, and Michaelis discussed aspects of their acquisitions with Wilhelm von_
.B.éﬂ&’, of the Berlin museurns, and Lady Phillips and Michaelis relied on Sir Hugh Lane,
an old master.dealer and founder of a gallery of modern art in Dublin, to guide them in
securing_paintings for South African public collections. The Burlington Magazine in
1904 remarked on these Randlords’ sensible reliance on advisors, in contrast to the

American collectors who rushed headlong into the art market, as follows:

The men ... who had made their money in Africa exercised commendable
prudence. They were prepared to pay large sums for really fine things, but
they needed assurances of their genuineness, and took measure to secure
expert advice, which only two or three Americans had done. 103

Some generalisations can be made about the content of Randlord collections, especially
those considered within the framework of this thesis. The backbone of the collections
was, in almost all instances, works by old masters. What is surprising is that the

Wernher-Beit circle of collectors would appear to have acquired old masters right from

100 C. Boonzaier’s diary, 22.1.1911, manuscript, SAL.

101 C, Lewis Hind, Art and I, London, 1921, pp.261,284.

192 Bourdieu defines ‘cultural capital’ as the cultural awareness of an individual which is related to two
formative influences: education and social origin. See P. Bourdieu, Distinction, London, 1984,

103 “The consequences of the American invasion’, Burlington Magazine, 5, July 1904, pp.353-355.

28



the outset of their interest in art. This stands in contrast to the later American collectors
who usually first filled the picture galleries in their modern palatial chateaux or palazzi
with paintings by British academicians, artists of the ‘Barbizon school’'™ or French
academicians.'® The Randlords’ general interest in old masters_also_sets them apart
from the generation of manufacturers and industrialists from Manchester, Liverpool and
Birmingham who avidly collected works by contemporary British artists.'® As will
become evident in the course of this hesis, the Randlords seem to have taken their cue
 from the Rothschilds and the first generation of British-based bankers and merchants —
such as the Hopes107 and the P'mgersteins108 — who collected old masters early on in the
nineteenth century. The leading Randlords, in their efforts to construct ah
‘establishment’ identity wfnch could function as a statement of their cgltéral attainment,
might well have shared the opinion of a writer in the Magazine of Art in 1898 who
claimed that the taste for old masters ‘certainly only comes by experience, and may be
styled the “disease” of the collector’s ripe manhood; whilst modern pictures may be the

. ” .y s 109
‘measles” of the new collector and the nouveau riche’.

Most Randlord collectors favoured the works that were by respected and celebrated
artists, rather than works by lesser-known artists. Unlike collectors with limited
financial resources, who in Bourdieu’s view, are able to ‘outflank, overtake and

displace’ wealthy collectors by ‘liking the same thing differently, liking different things,

1% The artists — Corot, Troyen, Théodore Rousseau. Daubigny, Didz. Dupré and Millet — were
popularised among American collectors by the dealer Samuel Avery. See Samuel P. Avery, The diaries
1871-1882 of Samuel P. Avery, art dealer, ed. by M. Fidell Beaufort, H.L. Kleinfield and J.K. Welcher,
New York, 1979.

165 Roger Fry remarked on his arrival in 1905 at the Metropolitan Museum that there was only one aspect
of art that was adequately represented in its collection: ‘the sentimental and anecdotal side of nineteenth-
century painting’. Roger Fry, Metropolitan Museun: Bulletin, 1905; quoted in C. Tomkins, Merchants
and masterpieces, New York, 1989, p.106. See also MLF. Beaufort and J.K. Welcher, ‘Some views of
buying art in New York in the 1870s and 1880s’, Oxford Art Journal, 5, 1982, pp.48-55; and D. A.
Brown, Raphael and America, exh. cat., National Gallery of Art, Washington, 1983, footnote 75 on p.99.
16 See D. S. Macleod, Art and the Victorian middle class, Cambridge, 1996; and Pat Starkley (ed.),
Riches into art: Liverpool collectors 1700- 1880, Liverpool, 1993.

1% For a history of the Hope collection and a reconstructed inventory see J.W. Niemeijer. ‘De
kunstverzameling van John Hope (1737-1784)°, Nederlands Kunsthistorisch Jaarboek, 32, 1981,
pp-127-232.

1% The 38 pictures which has belonged to John Julius Angerstein were purchased for £60 000 by vote of
the British Parliament on 2 April 1824 as a nucleus national collection. Consequently, they now form part
of the National Gallery collection.

% “The art sales of 1898°, Magazine of Art, 1894, p.351.
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less obviously marked out for admiration’,"'® the Randlords had no need to reassess
artists’ oeuvres or re-evaluate the hierarchies of taste, because they could afford to
purchase works that were widely regarded as ‘important’. In addition, their position in
the upper-middle classes was also perhaps too insecure for them to risk collecting art
which was obviously different from the old masters prominently displayed in the public
galleries and British aristocratic collections. Consequently, it is not often that one
encounters preparatory sketches, drawings or prints or even seminal works by little-

known artists as the focal points of their collections.

Sir J. B. Robinson, Barnet Lewis, Charles Rudd, Solly Joel and Sir Donald Currie did
collect works by nineteenth-century artists, but unlike the Americans, they purchased

almost only works by British artists. Barnet Lewis was perhaps the most idiosyncratic

bod
“

1 acquired the

of these collectors.'"' This bachelor with ‘an artistic temperament” "’
works of a few artists. passionately. He ultimately owned 29 paintings by George
Morland and nearly as many by William Henry Hunt, as well as 116 watercolours by
Myles Birket Foster, an artist almost forgotten in the present day, but of whom the Arz
Annual claimed in 1890 ‘there is hardly an artist living who has been received with so
many smiles and so few frowns’.'? Lewis also acquired 13 works by the once very
fashionable cattle painter, Thomas Sidney Cooper, 11 watercolours by J.M.W. Turner,
and works by John Linnell, Sir John Everett Millais and John Constable among others.
Solly Joel competed with Barnet Lewis in forming the largest collection of George
Morlands. Although Lewis in the end assembled a larger collection, Duveen is said to
have pronounced Joel’s to be ‘superior in quality’.114 Charles Dunell Rudd (1844-
1916), Rhodes’s inseparable partner on the diamond and gold fields,'”® assembled a

varied collection of Victorian paintings. When his paintings were sold by Christie’s in

10 p_Bourdieu, Distinction, London, 1984, p.282.

" Catalogue of the important collection of ancient and modern pictures and watercolour drawings, the
property of the late Mr. Barnet Lewis ..., Christie’s, London, 28 February-3 March, 1930.

Y2 Anglo African Wha's Who, London, 1907; see also South Africa, 4.10.1929, p.5, 29.11.1929, p.340,
3.1.1930, p.9; Apollo, 11, February 1930, p.147.

13 “Birket Foster’, Art Annual (supplement to Art Journal), 1890, p.18; see pp.1-32.

114°S. Joel and L. Meyer, Ace of diamonds, London, 1958, pp.197-198.

15 Rudd is best recalled for the agreement that he wrangled out of Lobengula in 1888. The ‘Rudd
Concession” precipitated Rhodes’ development of present day Zimbabwe. Rudd was also the joint
managing director of Consolidated Gold Fields of South Africa for the years 1887-1902. For an overview
of his life see Alan Rudd, Charles Dunnell Rudd 1844-1916, Ipswich, 1981.
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May 1919, they comprised 64 lots and included 11 Myles Birket Foster watercolours
and a range of works on paper by nineteenth-century British artists.''® Sir Donald
~ Currie (1825-1909), who although best known as a shipping magnate and owner of the

Castle line of steamers (later known as the Union Castle line) also had substantial

17

investments in the diamond fields,1 assembled in the years between 1885 and 1908

one of the finest private collections of Turner’s work, purchased principally from
Agnew’s. Agnew’s daybooks record the sale of 28 watercolours and oils by that artist to

Currie, who also acquired paintings by Sir John Everett Millais, David Cox and J.F.

. 118
Lewis.

The Randlord collectors discussed in this thesis seldom acquired works by.

contemporary artists exhibited at the Royal Academy summer exhibitions, not to

119

mention works by Impressionist or later ‘modern’ artists. ~ The one exception to this

120

trend was Sir Edmund Davis and his wife = who assembled an enormous collection of

contemporary British art between 1890 and 1930.'%! Apart from their extensive

' See South Africa. 10.5.1919, p.265; and Catalogue of the choice collection of modern pictures and
watercolour drawings of the late C. D. Rudd, Esq. of Ardnamurchan, Argylishire..... Christie’s, London, 2
May 1919. The sale realised £15 252 6s. and one Birket Foster watercolour, On the Thames at
Greenwich, sunset, sold for £1 680, a record price for a work by Foster.

"7 Sir Donald Currie was closely connected with South African affairs. The ‘Randlord press’ noted his
movements in detail. See Andrew Porter, Victorian shipping, business and imperial policy: Donald
Currie, the Castle Line and southern Africa, London, 1986. Sir Donald Currie was a generous
philanthropist, but his gifts of artworks to South Africa appears to be limited to a painting by Colin -
Hunter, The silver of the sea, given to the Cape Town Art Gallery in 1898. South Africa, 29.12.1898,
p.231.

18 South Africa, 18.8.1894, p.315; 25.8.1894, pp.336-338, where an interview with Sir Donald Currie in
the Strand Magazine is reported.

% In the case of Sir Julius Wernher, for instance, the only works by a contemporary artist which he
acquired and displayed in his Red Room are two small oils by Lord Leighton. Their presence is explained
by the fact that both are sketches after old masters: Veronese's The Last Supper and Rubens’ Peace and
war.

120 Sir Edmund Davis (1862-1939) is yet another of those figures in the history of mining in Southern
Africa about whom very little is known. Although he made his initial fortune by exploiting mineral
resources in Southern Africa, his status as a ‘Randlord’ is debatable because he was not involved in the
Kimberley diamond fields and his investments in the Rand goldfields were passive. He was born in
Australia, grew up in Paris, came out to Africa in 1879 and after making successful investments in gold
and copper, he chose to reside in London from 1890 until his death almost fifty years later. In these later
years he made numerous successful investments in mining across the world. 1 am grateful to Ian
Phimister for allowing me access to his research notes relating to his planned biography of Davis (see L
Phimister, ‘The Chrome Trust: the creation of an international cartel, 1908-38° Business History, 38,
1996, pp.77-89).

2 Catalogue of important ancient and modern pictures and drawings and a few bronzes, the property of
Sir Edmund Davis, J.P., deceased, late of Chilham Castle, Kent, and 13, Landsdowne Rd., W.11...,
Christie’s, London, 7 July 1939; Catalogue of ancient and modern pictures and drawings: the property of
Sir Edmund Davis, J.P., deceased, removed from Chilham Castle, near Canterbury..., Christie’s, London,
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purchases of works by living artists, often on the advice of Charles Ricketts and Charles
Shannon,'** the Davises also commissioned a number of artists to decorate rooms in
their London home. The only paintings by contemporary artists that were to be found in
most Randlord collections were portraits of themselves by the fashionable portrait
painters of Edwardian society.123 They perceived such portraits as an essential
component of the upper class identity they were trying to construct. A scathing
contemporary anecdote about a Randlord family’s attitude to portraits supports this
view:

At the home of a certain South African family now located in London and
living in luxurious style, an old friend from South Africa happened to call
the other day. In the course of conversation he referred to an oil portrait of
the boss on the dining-room wall.... The visitor remarked to the lady of the
house that the portrait was a very good one; why did she not have hers done
by the same artist? “Oh!” said the grand dame ... “Jim is going to get mine
done by one of the ‘old masters’”.!

Like most individuals who commissioned portraits, the Randlords had their own ideas
about how they wanted to be portrayed. And like most society portraits through the
centuries, those of the Randlords were sophisticated social constructs which tended to
celebrate the sitter’s social status. A clear case in point illustrating the desire to affirm
their new-found status through portraiture is Sir William Orpen’s portrait of Otto Beit
(Fig. 2.36). It depicts Beit seated in the library of his Belgrave Square house suirounded
by shelves of books, opulent furnishings and the Murillo Prodigal'Son series of six oils.
' Beit himself is only a small part of the foreground in this ‘portrait’, and most of the
canvas is given over to illustrating his status and achievements through the

accumulation of symbols of his own sophistication.

15 May 1942. Michael Stevenson and Anna Tietze are presently preparing a paper on Sir Edmund and
Lady Davis as collectors.

122 J.G.P. Delaney, Charles Ricketts: a biography, Oxford, 1990, p.184. See also C. Hussey, ‘The Keep,
Chilham Castle, Kent [in the grounds of the Davis’ home in the country]: a residence of Mr Charles
Shannon, RA and Mr Charles Ricketts, ARA’, Country Life, 55, 21 June 1924, pp.1000-1006.

123 Sir George Arthur recalls that one critic remarked at the time of the South Africa War that while ‘the
pick of the Englishmen were being shot in South Africa, the pick of the South African millionaires’ wives
were being hung at the Academy’. Sir George Arthur, Not worth reading, London, 1938, p.141.

124 <South African millionaires’, South Africa, 24.12.1898, p.653. .
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Sargent, the most highly esteemed portraitist of the period, painted oils of three
Randlord wives,125 sketched in charcoal Sir Max Michaelis and his wife,126 and
painted a large group portrait for Sir Abe Bailey of the First World War
generals. 127 Giovanni Boldini, who in the 1890s was the Parisian equivalent of
Sa.rgent,128 painted Rodolphe Kann, Alfred Beit, and Lionel and Florence Phillips. Sir
Hubert von Herkomer painted numerous Randlords including Cecil John Rhodes and Dr
Jameson (both pictures were exhibited at RA in 1895), Mrs Leopold Albu (at the RA in
1906) and Sir Julius Wernher (at the RA in 1910). %

When they did engage with the art of their time by offering patronage, surviving

recollections describe the Randlords in many instances as uninformed and culturally

unsophisticated _individuals who had little respect for the artistic integrity of the

130

artist. A case in point is Rhodes, who perceived art chiefly as a means of furthering

12 The subjects of these three oils by Sargent are: Mrs Carl Meyer and children, which was the ‘portrait
of the season’ when exhibited at the Royal Academy in 1897, George Mosenthal’s wife, Marguerite, and
Mrs Julius Wernher, painted in 1902 and exhibited at the Royal Academy in 1903. Henry James
described Sargent’s portrait of Mrs Carl Meyer and children in his review for Harper’'s Weekly of the
Royal Academy show: ‘The subject ... wears a pale pink satin dress with wonderful gauzy accessories and
... presents to incredulous view a pair of imperceptible feet.... She has round her neck a string of pearls,
ineffably painted, that hangs down to her shoes; and one of her hands, raised to rest as she turns against
the old, faded, figured tapestry of her seat, holds the hand of one of her two children.... Of these elements
Mr Sargent has made a picture of a knock-down insolence of talent and truth of characterization, a
wonderful rendering of life, of manners, of aspects, of types, of textures, of everything. It is the old story;
he expresses himself as no one else scarcely begins to do in the language of the art he practices.... Besides
him, at any rate, his competitors appear to stammer; and his accent is not to be caught, his process, thank
heaven, not analysed.” H. James, The painter’s eye, ed. by J.L. Sweeney, London, 1956, pp.256-257.

1% Sargent shunned major portrait commissions after 1907 and offered the alternative of charcoal
. sketches. Robbie Ross arranged for Max Michaelis and his wife to sit for such sketches. MM to RR,
2.12.1912, Ross papers, JAG archives.

17 Sir Abe Bailey commissioned Sargent, Guthrie and Sir Arthur Cope to paint group portraits of
personages of the First World War for presentation to the National Portrait Gallery.

8 See Gary A. Reynolds, Giovanni Boldini and society portraiture 1880-1920, exh. cat., Grey Art
Gallery, New York University, 1984,

1% See J. Saxon Mills, Life and letters of Sir Herbert von Herkomer C.V.0., R A.: a study in struggle and
success, London, 1923; and A passion for work — Sir Herbert von Herkomer 1849-1914, exh. cat.,
Watford Museum, 1982,

130 Two anecdotes about Rhodes’s relations with artists serve to suggest that he treated them as if they
were mine managers. Rhodes called at the studio of the sculptor Alfred Gilbert to discuss a commission
and was infuriated when he found only small wax models. Rhodes said that he was not out to furnish a
toy shop. ‘I want something big! Big!...” (Edwin A. Ward, Recollections of a savage, [London, 1923],
p.255). Rhodes expressed his dissatisfaction with an unfinished portrait by the painter Luke Fildes and
sent his secretary with a cheque to pay for the portrait with the intention of destroying it. Fildes refused to
accept the cheque or hand over the portrait, to Rhodes’s fury (L. V. Fildes, Luke Fildes, RA., London,
1968, p.146); both incidents are quoted by P. Gillet, The Victorian painter’s world , New Brunswick, New
Jersey, 1990, pp.65,121-122.
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his political aspirations or glorifying his conquests and immortalising him and his
associates in paint or bronze for future generations to venerate. The three major
commissions he gave the sculptor, John Tweed, provide some idea of his attitude
towards art and artists. He commissioned two works relating to Jan van Riebeeck — a
bronze plaque depicting his landing at the Cape in 1652, for his house at the Cape,
Groote Schuur, as well as a large statue of Van Riebeeck to be placed in Cape Town —
both of which can be related to Rhodes’s intention of winning favour with the Cape
politician, ‘Onze Jan’ Hofmeyr, and the Afrikaner Bond in the Cape Parliament.””’ His
other substantial commission was four large plaques which would serve as a memorial
to the thirty-five members of Alan Wilson’s patrol who died in pursuit of the King of
the Matabele, Lobengﬁla, in 1893 in Rhodes’s conquest of what became known as
Rhodesia. 132 (Rhodes would not allow Tweed to sign either the Van Riebeeck statue or

the Alan Wilson Memorial plaques.)133

It must also be pointed out, however, that it is unlikely that the Randlords, who were
shrewd and successful financiers, would have spent such large sums on works of art
without giving some thought to their investment potential. The possibility that they
viewed such purchases as a means of diversifying their investments should not be
discounted. It is often incorrectly thought that the concept of ‘art as an investment’ dates
back to the post-Second World War years when inflationary trends led to a pattern of

purchasing hard assets such as artworks.'>* However, the art press and journals at the

turn of the twentieth century regularly included articles on the subject. Even the
Connoisseur carried an article entitled ‘Collecting as an investment’,135 and as early‘ as

1891 an article in the Art Journal cautioned about investing in art:

13t Lendall Tweed, John Tweed, sculptor: a memoir, London, 1936, p.85.

132 See R.R. Langham-Carter, “The Shangani Memorials’, Africana Notes and News, 25, March 1982,
pp.1-8. :

13 1 endall Tweed, John Tweed, sculptor: a memoir, London, 1936, pp.74-75. Rhodes would not allow
Tweed to undertake other work, and when Tweed undertook to sculpt a statue of Rhodes for a committee
of Rhodes’s supporters in Bulawayo, Rhodes halted his monthly payments for the Wilson Memorial (until
Tweed took legal action). Rhodes, at first, even demanded that Tweed should destroy the bust that he had
sat for in the past and later insinuated that he would ensure that it would not be erected in ‘his’ country.
See Lendall Tweed, John Tweed, sculptor: a memoir, London, 1936, chapter 4,

134 See Geraldine Keen, The sale of works of art: a study based on The Times-Sotheby’s index, London,
1971.

135 W. Roberts, ‘Collecting as an investment’, Connoisseur, 7, September 1903, p.44.
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Some collectors, and they are not a few, are so exigent that they look to reap
far higher returns from this class of investment than they would readily rest
satisfied with in a matter of stocks and shares. ... An investment in Art, if it
is to be made from the point of view of a good one, must be approached
~with as much care as one in a South- Afrlcan gold-mine, or an American
cattle-ranch. '

As has been briefly demonstrated in this introduction, works of art served a range of
functions for the Randlords. These include the possibility of acting as a store of wealth,
providing a public confirmation of the extent of that wealth and, accordingly, assisting
them in realising their social aspirations. This wide range of possibilities is related to the
fact that expenditure on art (and possibly also philanthropy) do not offer quantifiable
financial returns on an on-going basis. For this reason, the motives for purchasing
. artworks can be manipulated to meet other needs which include, ironically, the masking
the materialism that characterises the Randlords’ overall patterns of consumption. This
is because of the ‘symbolic capital’ which is associated with the ownership of

137

artworks. ~' As Bourdieu explains:

Symbolic capital, a transformed and thereby disguised form of physical
‘economic’ capital, produces its proper effect inasmuch, and only inasmuch,

as it conceals the fact that it originates in ‘material’ forms of capital which
are also, in the last analysis, the source of its effects.’

13 ‘The Fine Arts as an investment’, Art Journal, 1891, pp.159-60.
137 D. S. Macleod, Art and the Victorian middle class, Cambridge, 1996, p.212.
133 P, Bourdieu, Outline of a theory of practice, Cambridge, 1977, p.183.
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CHAPTER ONE
SIR JULIUS AND LADY WERNHER

Today, most collectors tend to specialise in a clearly demarcated field. One therefore
seldom encounters a collection as diverse and large as that formed by Sir Julius and
Lady Wernher. At the time of Sir Julius’s death in 1912, over 820 objects of ‘artistic
intefest’, worth in total about £400 000, were housed in their London mansion, Bath
House, and their country house, Luton Hoo.! At first glance there is no coherence of
theme linking the many facets of the collection. However, as will become clear in the
course of this chapter, an underlying structure does emerge when it is acknowledged
that the works of art were displayed in distinctly separate public and private spaces: the
reception rooms in both houses and Wernher’s Red Room in the private apartments in

Bath House.

Very few papers which relate to the formation of the Wernher collection have
survived.” There are a few references in dealers’ stockbooks and a number of letters
written by Wernher to Wilﬁelm von Bode, whom he consulted periodically. A
particularly useful document which has survived, is a lengthy letter written by Lord

Cannichael,3 a close friend of Wernher, in which Carmichael analyses Wernher’s

! At Bath House alone 700 works of ‘artistic interest’ are listed with a cumulative value of £334 960 of
which 64 are paintings worth a third of the total, £111 385. At Luton Hoo 120 pieces are listed worth
£66 600, and the 37 paintings are worth approximately half the total, £32 580. Charles Davis. Inventory
and valuation of works of art of artistic interest at Bath House Piccadilly, the property of Sir Julius
Wernher, Bart, deceased; and Inventory and valuation of works of art of artistic interest at Luton Hoo,
Bedford, the property of Sir Julius Wernher, Bart, deceased, April 1913, typescripts. Wernher papers.
Luton Hoo.

* Asis the case with most Randlords, there is a scarcity of private papers relating to Sir Julius and Lady
Wernher. In a short memoir of Wernher written years later by Charles Rube, he recalled that the
‘correspondence between Rhodes and Wernher was enormous and was carefully preserved by him, but
when Wernher felt he was dying he directed his wife to immediately destroy it lest it fall into the hands of
biographers and thus sacred confidences be violated — Wernher dealt in the same way with the
correspondence with Beit and other friends’ (quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds,
London, 1991, p.255). The business papers of the London branch of Wembher, Beit & Co. were destroyed
in the bombing of London in the Second World War, as were the papers concerning the purchase and
alterations of Bath House. I am greatly indebted to Raleigh Trevelyan’s very readable history of the
Wernher family and their descendants: Grand dukes and diamonds: the Wernhers of Luton Hoo , London,
1991. '

* Lord Carmichael was a close friend of Wernher’s and ‘an art connoisseur” who also served as a trustee
of the National Gallery (1923-1926), National Portrait Gallery (1904-1908). and the Wallace Collection
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approach to collecting. Two other'valuable sources of information are a group of
remarkably detailed photographs of the interiors of Bath House taken by Beéford
Lemere in 191 1,4 and inventories of the rooms at Bath House and Luton Hoo compiled
by the dealer Charles Davis in 1913.% The valuations that Davis placed on each work
are important because the prices Wernher actually paid for the items in the collection
were seldom recorded, and the valuations provide some insight into late nineteenth- and

early twentieth-century notions of attribution and worth.®

Although eighteenth-century British and French paintings and seventeenth-century
Dutch and Flemish works that are to be found both in the collections of Wernher and
the other Randlords and their contemporaries, Wernher himself differed in important
ways from his fellow Randlord collectors (Fig. 1.1). He was an extraordinarily
successful capitalist and financier, and acquired all the symbols of wealth and power
that had come to be expected of an individual in his position, but he was not obsessed
with the status associated with these symbols. As the socialist and Fabian, Beatrice
Webb, observed, he was *unconcerned with social ambition or desire to push himself by
his wealth’." Wernher himself remarked in 1880 after his first flush of success, ‘As a
merchant I am striving after possessions and affluence, yet I have no insatiable thirst for
them’.® The effect of this on his collection was to make it different from those of his

fellow Randlords both as to the content and the context in which it was displayed.

(1918-1926). D.N.B., 1922-1930, pp.158-159. A portion of his collection was sold in 1902: Collection of
Sir Thomas Gibson-Carmichael, Bart., Castle Craig, Scotland, Christie’s, 12-13 March 1902.

4 National Monuments Record, England. ,

5 Charles Davis, Inventory and valuation of works of art of artistic interest at Bath House Piccadilly, the
property of Sir Julius Wernher, Bart, deceased; Inventory and valuation of works of art of artistic interest
at Luton Hoo, Bedford, the property of Sir Julius Wernher, Bart, deceased, April 1913, typescripts,
Wernher papers, Luton Hoo.

5 These inventories do have limitations. Firstly, they reflect the state of the collection in 1911 and 1913

respectively, yet the collection had been formed over the past few decades and shifted between rooms and
houses: hence, we have an insight only at a particular moment in its history. Secondly, the inventories are

limited to works of ‘artistic interest’, which does result in our perhaps getting a skewed view of the

collection because the information about the minor works is very fragmented. Both these issues affect
certain aspects of the collection more than others; Wernher’s collection of Renaissance paintings was not
moved between Bath House and Luton Hoo in those years and would appear to have included very few
items that were not of ‘artistic interest’. This is in contrast to works of the British, French, Dutch and
Flemish schools which were shifted beiween the mansions after Luton Hoo was completed in about 1906.

7 Norman and Jeanne MacKenzie (eds.), The diary of Beatrice Webb, London, 1984, vol 3, p.41.

8 JW to his parents, late 1880, quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, p.41.
In a similar vein, he wrote to his parents, still in Germany, prior to leaving Kimberley for London in 1880
that ‘I have always tried in spite of all my wealth to keep my needs as modest and as small as possible;

even if I am always aware of the vicissitudes of life, need or necessity could never be the touchstone of
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The content of his ‘private’ collection was unusual in relation to the other Randlords for
two reasons; firstly, a substantial portion consisted of objets d’art as opposed to
paintings, and secondly, most of his acquisitions in this aspect of the collection were
medieval and Renaissance works of art. Alfred Beit and the Kann brothers all collected
objets, but these works of art were merely an aspect, rather than the focus, of their
collections. The author of the catalogue of Rodolphe Kann’s collection makes a
comment on Kann’s bias which could also apply to Beit: ‘Kann was above éll a
collector of pictures; in the matter of “objet d’art”, he bought only things destined to
form the decoration of his rooms, of the purest Louis XV style, and restricted himself to
works of the finest quality. Objects of earlier periods were only to be found in his study,

arranged on his writing table, or round the room.”’

The scales of value in the late twentieth century are so dramatically different from those
.concurrent at the end of the nineteenth century that it is difficult for us to grasp the fact

that there was no price differential a hundred years ago between the finest paintings and

objets d’art. True to his time, Wernher was conscious of this parity in the value of objer
and paintings, and would appear to have spent more on collecting objets than paintings.
He owned 329 objers and 179 jewels which were valued in 1913 at £113 415 and
£51 305 respeétively; a sum considerably greater than the valuation placed on the

paintings displayed in the same room in Bath House. *°

Wernher’s remarkable array of objets is a subject worthy of a study in itself,"! but since
an in-depth discussion of this part of his collection is beyond the scope of this thesis, it

. . . . . . L . o 12
will be discussed only briefly in relation to his acquisition of Renaissance paintings.

my honour. If tomorrow I lost everything, that indeed would not make me happier, but it would not
disturb the peace of my soul’. Quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London. 1991, p.42.

® Catalogue of the R. Kann collection: pictures, Paris, 1907, vol 1, p.xxiv.

® The 26 paintings in the Red Room were valued in 1913 at £45 875. Charles Davis, Inventory and
valuation of works of art of artistic interest at Bath House Piccadilly, the property of Sir Julius Wernher,
Bart, deceased, April 1913, typescript, Wemher papers, Luton Hoo.

~ ' Wernher’s collection of objets ranks with the finest of such collections assembled by his
contemporaries, who included J. Pierpont Morgan (part of his collection entered the Metropolitan
Museum), George Salting (in the V & A), the various branches of the Rothschild Family (including the
Waddesdon bequest in the British Museum) and the Hertfords (the Wallace Collection). The South
Kensington Museum and the British Museum as well as the Berlin museums were also serious buyers of
objets.

12 As will become evident in this chapter, paintings were only an aspect of the Wernher collection.
However, because this thesis is primarily concerned with the Randlords’ collections of pictures, these
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(Similarly, Lady Wernher’s collection of English ceramics and Lady Phillips’ collection
of lace also fall outside the parameters of this thesis.)’> Wernher’s collection of objets,
as well as his paintings (which are discussed below), is spread between works from
southern and northern Europe. These included Renaissance bronzes, majolica,
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century German, Spanish and Portuguese plate, sixteenth-
century German clocks, seventeenth-century French and German watches, a few
illuminated manuscn'pts,14 a substantial group of sixteenth-century French Limoges
enamels, as well as two rare northern Romanesque enamels,15 and a carefully selected
group of Byzantine, Carolinian and Romanesque, Gothic, Renaissance and seventeenth-
cehtury ivories. '® From Wernher’s choices it is clear that he was fascinated by works of
art displaying ingenuity of design as well as virtuosity of craftsmanship and mastery in
execution. He had a preference for objets executed in precious metals and materials,
particularly gold, silver and jewels (as well as bronze and ivory) probably because of his
business interests in gold and diamonds. Materials such as wood or stone are rately

encountered in his collection.

other facets of Sir Julius and Lady Wemher’s collection will only be explored in so far as they add to our
understanding of their taste for paintings. '

3 Lady Wernher was a serious collector in her own right. Over the years. and especially after her
husband’s death in 1912, she acquired examples of English porcelain and ultimately assembled one of the
finest collections of its kind. The exact location where this collection was displayed in Bath House during
her husband’s lifetime is not clear. See the sumptuous catalogue by Arthur Hayden and W. Leslie
Perkins, Old English porcelain: the Lady Ludlow collection, which was privately published in 1932 in an
edition of 100 copies. The collection now belongs to the National Art Collections Fund and is on loan to
the Luton Hoo Foundation. For a history of the collection after Lady Ludlow’s death see R. Trevelyan,
Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, p.399.

4 Wernher’s acquisitions from the Spitzer collection included a magnificent Book of Hours of the School
of Bruges, ¢.1500-1525, comprising twelve finely painted large miniatures and twenty-four small
miniatures. See Catalogue of Western illuminated manuscripts ... comprising ... a sumptuous Book of
Hours of the school of Bruges, the property of the late Sir Derrick Julius Wernher, Bt. ..., Sotheby’s,
London, 10 November 1952, lot 78. In this catalogue entry, reference is made to it being listed in the
Spitzer Catalogue, V, p.141, no.27.

15 These two works, a North German copper-gilt casket and a gable end of a house shrine are now in the
collection of the British Museum. I am grateful to Neil Stratford of the British Museum for drawing my
attention to these two enamels. See his catalogue of the collection: N. Stratford, Catalogue of medieval
enamels in the British Museum , London, 1993, nos.17 and 25.

16 After the death of Sir Julius’s son, Sir Harold, in June 1973, and Sir Harold’s widow in 1977, eight
ivories and two northern Romanesque enamels were made over to the British nation in 1978 in lieu of
death duties. The group was estimated to be worth about £700 000 on the open market. British Museum
registration numbers, 1978,5-2,1 - 1978,5-2,10. I am grateful to James Robinson for this information. See
R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, p.437.
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Despite the range of Wernher’s interests there are a number of avenues of collecting he
did not explore. For example, he expressed no apparent interest in prints.or
drawings,17 which might have suited his taste for artworks that are best appreciated in
the comparatively intimate setting of a private space. This was typical of most
Randlords, who tended to subscribe to the notion that oils were superior to prints,

drawings and watercolours, and that bronze, rather than clay or plaster, was suitable for

sgulpture. Wernher did not assemble a cabinet of coins or medals, which is equally
surprising, because he certainly favoured intricately detailed miniature works of art. Nor
did he acquire any armour, a very fashionable field of collecting in the nineteenth
century, possibly because of the space required for its display. Moreover, although he
collected Renaissance works of art inspired by the antique, he did not acquire classical
antiquities in any form. And, along with his fellow Randlords, he expressed little
interest in any objects from the Far East: the only oriental works of art one encounters
in'the collections are pieces of Chinese porcelain mounted in eighteenth-century French

18
ormolu.

Wernher’s interest in medieval and Renaissance works of art and the manner in which
he chose to display them, suggests that he considered himself a modern-day heir to a
humanist prince of the Renaissance, or a German banker of the sixteenth- or
seventeenth-century. His collection of objets and paintings, which were grouped
together in the Red Room in Bath House, resembled a Kunstkammer or Schatzkdmmer

such as those favoured by these collectors™ (Figs. 1.2, 1.3, 1.4). In this space, the large
g _ P g

7 There were a large number of prints hanging on the walls of Bath House, but these were primarily after
British eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century artists, and possibly used as fashionable decoration rather
than being the outcome of systematic collecting. See Bath House, Piccadilly, W.1. Catalogue of the
decorative furniture, porcelain, pictures and engravings, the property of the late Lady Ludlow ... and ...
Sir Harold Wernher..., Christie’s (at Bath House), 25-26 November 1946, lots 246-269; and Bath House,
Piccadilly, W.1. Catalogue of the remaining contents of the mansion..., G.F. Hawkings & Son (at Bath
House), 11 December 1946, lots 291-308.

18 For instance see Catalogue of the collection of pottery and porcelain in the possession of Mr Otto Beit
London, 1916, pp.130, 160-163.

1% See Oliver Impey and Arthur MacGregor (eds.), The origins of museums: the cabinet of curiosities in
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Europe, Oxford, 1985; Krzystof Pomian, Collectors and curiosities:
Paris and Venice, 1500-1800, Cambridge, 1990; Paula Findlen, Possessing nature: museums, collecting,
and scientific culture in early modern Italy, Berkeley, Los Angeles and London, 1994; T. DaCosta
Kaufman, ‘From mastery of the world to mastery of nature: the Kunstkammer , politics and science’, in T.
DaCosta Kaufman, The mastery of nature: aspects of art, science and humanism in the Renaissance,
Princeton, 1993; and Thomas DaCosta Kaufman, Court, cloister and city: the art and culture of central
Europe, 1450-1800, London, 1993, chapter 7.
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display cases were filled with works of art and the mantelpiece and tables wére crowded
with sculptures and objets, all of which were meticulously arranged according to the
size, material and period of each work of art. In marked contrast to the rest of the house,
the room was decorated in the Renaissance style with red damask stretched on the walls,
richly carved dark furniture, velvet-covered furniture draped with textiles, and eastern
rugs on the floors. However, despite the fact that Wernher’s Red Room resembled a
Renaissance Kunstkammer in terms of form and appearance, there is a difference in the
meaning conveyed by these respective spaces. A Kunstkammer functioned as a display
of wealth and as evidence of the breadth of learning of its owner. As such, it was
usually considered part of the public space within a mansion or palace, Wernher’s Red
Room was set apart from the reception rooms in Bath House and hence served as a

space for retreat and reflection.

‘Wernher’s treatment of this room may have been influenced by Wilhelm von Bode, _
who advocated that works of art should be exhibited in ‘period’ rooms and not in

~austere neutral galleries. In Bode’s view, paintings had to be displayed in unison with

sculpture, furniture, objers and architectural features (Fig. 1.5).%° His description in an
English periodical in 1891 of the interiors that he planned for the new building for

Berlin’s Renaissance Museum could well have applied to Wernher’s Red Room:

it is our intention ... to bring together a few of the best works, paintings as
well as statues ... and to exhibit them in rooms which shall be, in form,

_lighting and decoration, in the style of the particular time and school
represented by the works themselves.... [Flor the Botticellis, Fra Filippos,
Donatellos, Desiderios, &c, we shall take a Florentine saloon of the
fourteenth century as a pattern and put life into it with a few pieces of the
best furniture, tapestry and carpet of the time. *! ”

Beatrice Webb recalled that Wernher was a ‘real drudger at his business’,” and the Red
Room may well have served as a sanctuary and refuge from the unceasing demands of

Wernher, Beit & Co. It was in this clearly demarcated space away from the ‘everyday -

2 See Volker Krahn, ‘Wilhelm von Bode und die Italienische Skulptur: Forschen — Sammeln —
Prisentieren’, Jahrbuch der Berliner Museen, N.F., 34, 1992, pp.105-119.

2 W. Bode, ‘The Berlin Renaissance Museum’, Fortnight Review, October 1891, pp.506-515.

2 Norman and Jeanne MacKenzie (eds.), The diary of Beatrice Webb, vol 3, 1905-24, London, 1984,
p4l. .
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environment’ that Wernher was able to consummate what Baudrillard terms the
‘passionate enterprise of possession’:

Our everyday environment itself remains an ambiguous territory, for, in
ordinary life, function is constantly superseded by the subjective factor, as
acts of possession mingle with acts of usage, in a process that falls short of
total integration. On the other hand, the collection offers us a paradigm of
perfection, for this is where the passionate enterprise of possession can
achieve its ambitions, within a space where the everyday prose of the
object-world modulates into poetry, to institute an unconscious and
triumphant discourse.”

Wernher acquired pieces for his collection over a period of three decades, although the
majority of his purchases were made in the space of about fifteen years. His initial
purchases were modest, made in the first decade after he assumed the position as
manager of the London branch of Porgés & Co. in 1881 at the age of thirty-one. His
years as a major collector date from the early 1890s through to about 1906, with the
acquisition of the leasehold of Bath House in April 1896 and the purchase of Luton Hoo
in 1903 providing the space (and impetus) for his extensive purchases. Wernher scaled
down his buying for the last six years of his life, which is understandable given the
burdens of business and the démands of his family in those years. His partner and close
friend, Alfred Beit, died in 1906 and, as Wernher wrote to Lady Wernher: ‘There is
nobody to take his place.... My pleasure in business is certainly gone without Beit but
the load remains.”** Wernher also had to deal with an ongoing scandal that arose out of
Henri Lemoine’s claim that he was able to mass-produce gem-sized diamonds which

. ) . . . 25
would undermine De Beer’s dominance in the diamond market,” as well as the

2 Jean Baudrillard, ‘The system of collecting’, in J. Elsner and R. Cardinal (eds.), The cultures of
collecting, London, 1994, p.8.

2 Quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, p.194.

¥ Wernher was at the centre of the Lemoine scandal which provided Proust and Flaubert with endless
material for satire. (See Marcel Proust, L’ Affaire Lenwine: pastiches, ed. by Jean Mily, Geneva, 1995). In
1905 an engineer, Henri Lemoine, approached Beit with the claim that he had a secret formula for the
mass-production of gem-sized diamonds. Beit visited Lemoine’s ‘forge” in Paris and was alarmed to be
handed a stone of flawless quality and signed a document certifying that the diamond was authentic.
Before Beit’s death in July 1906 (and some friends suggested that this experience hastened Beit’s death)
it had been agreed that Lemoine should be paid for setting up a plant in a remote spot in the High
Pyrenees to ‘manufacture’ diamonds. As Trevelyan points out, this was the only occasion in Wernher’s
life when he was duped, partly because of Beit’s misjudgement. Lemoine’s ‘process’ proved to be
fraudulent and a long and drawn-out trial began in Paris in January 1908. He was finally convicted of
fraud in March 1910. R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, pp.195,213.
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protracted trauma that surrounded his eldest son Derrick’s repeated indebtedness to

bookmakers and moneylenders.26

A formative influence in Wernher’s first years as a collector was his lifelong friend and
business partner, Jules Porges (1838-1921).7 1t was Porges who, in 1871, recognised
Wernher’s potential and offered him the opportunity at the age of twenty-one to
purchase diamonds on his behalf in Kimberley.28 While Wernher was still on the
- diamond fields, Porges sent him as a Christmas gift a Louis XV ‘mechanical’ travelling-
cabinet made by J.B. Oeben.”’ However, Porges’s influence would appear to be related
more to initial encouragement and introductions to dealers than to issues of
taste™ because, unlike Wernher, Porges primarily collected seventeenth-century Dutch

and Flemish paintings, and eighteenth-century French furniture and pictures.31

The person who may have had more of an influence on Wernher’s collecting practices
was Wilhelm von Bode, whom Wernher first approached for advice in the late 1880s
(Fig. 1.6). When Wernher (and Beit and Michaelis) first consulted Bode, he was head of
the Gemiildegalerie in Berlin, a position to which he had been appointed in 1890 after

serving as the director of the sculpture gallery for seven years.32 In 1905 he was

% Wernher ultimately placed notices in the London press that he was not responsible for debts incurred
by his son. Wembher died two weeks after Derrick’s final appearance in the bankruptcy court on 21 May
1912 (he had liabilities of £81 865 and assets of £225). R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds,
London, 1991, pp.246-247.

7 Wernher bequeathed a painting by Boilly to ‘his old friend and former partner’ Jules Porges.

%2 On Charles Mege’s departure in 1873, Jules Porges offered Wernher a year’s contract as his
representative on the Cape diamond fields with a 25% share in the profits. He was also permitted to
undertake business for his own account which he did with capital initially provided by his family. In 1875
Wernher accepted a three-year contract, conditional upon his being allowed to take leave in Europe in
1877. Porges visited Kimberley in December 1876 and brought out a clerk, Charles Rube. a fellow-
German from Darmstadt, to relieve Wernher in his absence. Wernher returned to Kimberley towards the
end of 1877 but the skirmishes in Griqualand and the Anglo-Zulu War in Natal of 1878-9 once again
depressed business to the point where in 1880 Wernher intended leaving Africa permanently.

¥ R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, p.29.

% In 1889 Wembher visited Paris, on his return from visiting his mother in Frankfurt, where he purchased
works of art while staying with Jules Porges. R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991,
p.74.

3 Porges’s collection was housed at his mansion at 18 Avenue Montaigne in Paris. [ have relied on R.
Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, for information about Jules Porges which is
generally difficult to find. His collection would appear to have been mixed in quality because Beit wrote
to Bode in 1897 saying that Porgés had recently visited London and bought, as usual, ‘rubbish’. AB to
WB, 21.3.1897, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

32 See the growing literature on Bode which includes: Edward P. Alexander, *Wilhelm Bode and Berlin’s
museum island: the museum of world art’, In Museum masters: their museums and their influence,
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promoted to Director-General of Museums, a post he held until 1920, after which he
devoted himself once again to the Gemildegalerie, until his death in 1929. Bode was a
well-known art historian whose broad-based connoisseurship covered fifteenth- and
sixt;enth-century Italian painting and sculpture, seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish
Baroqgg painting, as well as Renaissance furniture, middle-eastern carpets and even,
picture frames. In his publications, which include more than fifty book titles and five
hundred articles,” his pioneering scholarship was so major that many of these works
have since become canons in art history. Bode substantially augmented the treasures of
the Berlin museums by combining ‘Prussian method with American enterprise’.34 As
the Burlington Magazine observed in 1905: ‘It is to the knowledge, the capacity and the
energy of Dr Bode and his able assistants ... that Berlin owes what is now one of the
finest picture collections in the world.”* He was one of the first museum directors to
mobilise private wealth to benefit public galleries, and he cultivated relationships with
dealers and collectors across Europe and the U.S.A. in the hope of receiving donations
of paintings and funding. To this end he founded the Kaiser-Friedrich-Museums-Verein
(in 1897), which enabled him to use private funding to acquire works of art without the

. 36
interference of the museum bureaucracy.

Nashville, Tennessee, 1983, pp.205-238; Thomas, W. Gaehtgens, ‘Wilhelm von Bode und seine
Sammler’, in Die Berliner Museumsinsel im Deutschen Kaiserreich, zur Kulturpolitik der Berliner
Museen in der Wilhelminischen Epoche, Munich, 1992, pp.11-28; Cella Margaretha Girardet, ‘James
Simon’, Jahrbuch PreufSischer Kulturbesitz, 19 1982, pp.77-98; Cella Margaretha Girardet, Jiidische
Mdzene fiir die PreuBischen Museen zu Berlin, unpublished PhD thesis, Freie Universitit, Berlin, 1993;
Barbara Paul, ““Das Kollektionieren ist die edelste aller Leidenschaften™: Wilhelm von Bode und das
Verhiiltnis zwischen Museum, Kunsthandel und Privatsammlertum’, Kritische Berichte, 21, 1993, pp.41-
64; Volker Krahn, ‘Wilhelm von Bode und die Italienische Skulptur: Forschen — Sammeln — Présentiren’,
Jahrbuch der Berliner Museen, NF., 34 (1992), pp.105-119. See also the host of catalogues and
publications that accompanied the exhibitions in Berlin in 1995-6 which commemorated Bode’s birth a
hundred-and-fifty years ago. These include: Manfred Ohlsen, Wilhelm von Bode — Zwischen Kaisermacht
und Kunsttempel: Biographie, Berlin 1995; Volker Krahn, Von allen Seiten Schon: Bronzen der
Renaissance und des Barock, Wilhlem von Bode zum 150. Geburtstag, exh. cat., Staatliche Museen zu
Berlin, Heidelberg, 1995; Wilhelm von Bode: Museumsdirektor und Mdzen, Wilhelm von Bode zum 150.
Geburtstag , Der Kasier-Friedrich-Museums-Verein, exh. cat., Berlin, 1995; Volkmar Enderlein, Wilhelm
von Bode und die Berliner Teppichsammlung, exh. cat., Museum fiir Islamische Kunst, Berlin, 1995.

33 See Ignaz Beth, Verzeichnis der Schriften von Wilhelm von Bode , Berlin and Leipzig, 1915.

3 The Berlin art critic and writer Karl Scheffler, cited in The Gemdldegalerie, Berlin, London, 1986,
p.21.

'3 ‘Editorial: German art and the German character’, Burlington Magazine, 8, November 1905, pp.77-79.
% For reasons that remain unclear, neither Wernher, nor Beit or Michaelis are listed as members of the
Kaiser-Friedrich-Museums-Verein, although almost all of the collectors whom Bode advised supported
this association. The only exception is a Peter Paul Rubens’ oil which Alfred Beit is said to have
presented through the Kaiser-Friedrich-Museums-Verein (although it is unclear if he personally presented
the painting or if he provided the funds for its purchase). In the 1905-1906 Bericht of the Kaiser-
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Bode seems to have viewed Wernher’s donations to the Berlin museum as inadequate. It
is probably for this reason that their relationship was not without tension.”” Wernher
was ﬁltimately the wealthiest Randlord: at the end of 1895, the Mining World assessed
"his share holdings to be worth about £6m>® and, on his death, his estate was -
“provisionally estimated at £11.5m, the largest estate recorded in Britain by 1912. In his
lifetime Wernher was an exceedingly generous philanthropist, eépeéially to education
V and medicine and, on his death, he left a twelfth of his estate to the King’s fund for
hospitals.39 In terms of the Berlin museums, the first gift Wernher offered, in June 1889
on Rodolphe Kann’is recommendation, was two paintings by a Netherlandish master
circa 1500 (described at the time as by Rogier van der Weyden) from the San Donato
collection, Two years later Wembher offered Bode a gift of 5 000 francs to be spent as he
thought best.* There are fhree other paintings in the Berlin museum listed as having
been given by Wernher: a painting by Willem Kalf, Stilleben mit Glaspokal und
Friiéhten;“ a work by a follower of ﬁugo van der Goes, Tod Mariae® from the
Sciarra collection, donated in 1894; and the rﬁ;:gnificent Hans Multscher ‘Wurzach
Altarpiece’ wings depicting the Birth of Christ.” This latter work was purchased with.a
sum of between 10 000 and 12 000 marks, which Wernher offered Bode in June
19(l)0.44 At the time of this offer Wernher informed Bode that he would not make any
other donation in the year ahead. * Bode did not respond favourably to Wernher’s firm

stand against his repeated requests and the following year insinuated that Wernher was

Friedrich-Museum-Verein there is the following remark about the Rubens Landscape: ‘Die vom KFMV
als eigentum erworben und des kgl. museen als Leihgut uwberiesen’ in 1898-9.

37 The fact that Bode never prepared a catalogue of Wernher’s collection, which he usually did for the
collectors whom he advised, indicates to some degree the lack of intimacy between Bode and Wernher.

*® Quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, p.87. ‘

¥ F XK. Prochaska, Philanthropy and the hospitals of London: the King’ s Fund 1897-1900, Oxford, 1992,
p-31.

0 JW to WB, 12.5.1891, Bode papers, ZASMPK. In this letter Wembher regrets not as yet having had the
pleasure of meeting Bode, but looks forward to doing so when Bode visits London.

4 Cat. n0.948F.

4 Cat. n0.538B.

# Cat. no. 1621 A-G. There is also evidence in the archives of the Berlin collections that in 1899
Wernher presented an ‘ivory relief from the collection of Becker in Frankfurt a Main. This ivory
(German, carved in 980-90 AD in the reign of Otto III in the Mosel area) is worth more than 3000 marks’.
Zentralarchiv, Berlin, Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum geschekgeben-liste, KFM25H, ref. 13/99.

“ Bode, who always used every opportunity to its fullest, spent 12 378 marks on the Multscher
Altarpiece. JW to WB, 20.6.1900, Bode papers, ZASMPK. :
4 JW to WB, 9.6.1900, Bode papers, ZASMPK.
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ungrateful for his advice and assistance because he gave relatively little to the museum:
an assertion Wernher tersely denied. %

Bode’s irritation with Wernher possibly also stemmed from the fact that, unlike most of
the collectors whom Bode advised, Wernher was not a ‘disciple’ who unquestioningly
accepted his opinions. Wernher challenged him regularly on the aesthetic significance
of artworks as well as the prices Bode quoted on behalf of dealers. This independence
of mind stands in contrast to thet of most of the other Randlords, who not only relied on
their advisers for expert opinions, but often also delegated their collecting to them. D.C.
Boonzaier’s description of the contents of Sir Abe Bailey’s house at Muizenberg, Cape

Town, encapsulates the route Wernher chose not to follow, much to Bode’s annoyance:

This house is considered [to be] the finest in the peninsula next to Groote
Schuur, and as in the case of Rhodes, the owner has left the collecting of the
art treasures ... to other hands, being presumably either too ignorant, or too
busy to select the things which would make his house beautiful and
attractive.... [All] the furniture, objects of art etc. seen here had been
specially selected and bought for Ba11e7y by Messrs. Baker and Masey, [the]
architects ... who also built the house.

Wernher was prepared to consult Bode if he was doubtful about an acquisition, lbut he
did not always consider Bode’s opinions as conclusive. As Lord Carnqichael recalled:
Wernher ‘was always willing to listen to anyone in whose knowledge he believed, but I
don’t think he often took advice unless he was quite convinced himself’. “ For instance,
he did not hesitate to tell Bode that a Diirer portrait he had recommended in June 1900
was in poor condition and overpriced considering the loss of paint on the face. * Itisall
the more surprising, therefore, that on another occasion (for reasons that have not been
recorded), Wernher asked the 'cliealers Arthur Tooth & Co. to send to Berlin an
inexpensive picture (£300) attributed to the ‘Master of The Death of Mary’, because he
wanted Bode’s opinion on it.° Ultimately Bode was only involved in the acquisition ef

a fraction of Wernher’s collection. By examining the one surviving notebook in which

4 TW to WB, 25.8.1901, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

“ D.C. Boonzaier’s diary, 22.1.1911, manuscript, SAL.

8 Carmichael to Lady Ludlow, 4.2.1925, Wemher papers, Luton Hoo.

% Wemher was apprehensive about the success of restoration, and thought the painting was very
expensive in view of its condition. JW to WB, 20.6.1900, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

0 TW to WB 21.1.1903; A. Tooth & Co. to WB, 22.1.1903, Bode papers, ZASMPK.
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Wernher recorded his purchases of objets over five years in the 1890s, this involvement
can be placed in perspective: 230 works (excluding paintings) are listed at a cost in
excess of £60 000, a vast sum in the art market of the 1890s, and Bode was consulted

about only a handful of these.”!

Wernher’s self-confidence as a collector and his independence from an individual as
domineering as Bode, is surely related to his background, which would appear to have
been fairly unusual among the Randlords. Bourdieu’s hypothesis, that cultural
awareness is closely related to the two formative influences of education (measured by
qualifications or length of schooling) and social origin (as measured by the individuai’s
father’s profession), certainly would apply to Wernher. 2 He had the benefit of an
upbringing in a cultured and respected middle-class Protestant family (his father was an \
eminent railway engineer),53 and he was exposed from a young age to a collection of
paintings owned by his uncle. > Although Wernher did not have the benefit of a tertiary
education, and had instead served an apprenticeship with a banking house in Frankfurt-
on-Main, he was by all accounts very well-read,” and quite astute. The fact that he was
able to sustain close friendships with some of the prominent intellectuals of his time, in
particular Sidney and Beatrice Webb, attests to his serious interest in politics and

culture,

Wernher’s self-assurance manifests itself in the manner in which he chose to collect. He
Aformed a collection that did not consist of predictable choices of conspicuous artworks
valued highly by the art market, which is the path most plutocrats followed at that time.
As Carmichael observed after Wernher’s death: ‘Perhaps it would be impossible now

for any one to find enough objects from which to chose a collection as large as Sir

' Wernher papers, Luton Hoo.

%2 See P. Bourdieu, Distinction, London, 1984,

% R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, p.3.

* Wernher wrote to Lionel Phillips at the time when Sir Hugh Lane was selecting paintings for the
Johannesburg Art Gallery: ‘I remember when I was a boy I was attracted by a few stirring subject pictures
in my uncle’s gallery and always wanted to see them again and gradually took a taste for other pictures
which I could not help seeing.” JW to LP, 29.7.1910, H. Eckstein papers, BR.

% For example, in Wernher’s first years on the diamond fields he wrote home requesting a supply of
books, not novels but biographies, travel books and histories of art. These included a work on
Michelangelo, Mommsen’s History of Rome and Macaulay’s Essays. R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and
diamonds, London, 1991, p.21.
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» 56
The reasons

Julius formed and which would be as markedly that formed by one man’.
for the collection’s distinctiveness are twofold. Firstly, Wernher appraised the
individual merits of each work of art that he considered acquiring, a skill which was
sharpened by his years of experience as a diamond buyer. They provided him with an
acute ability to recognise and respond to the nuances of an objet or painting; when
assessing the potential of uncut diamonds as he himself remarked, ‘evéry stone has to be
judged individually’.57 Secondly, in addition to this fastidious appraisal of each
artwork, he gave careful thought to how it would relate to the works of art he already
owned. One does not sense any urgency about his collecting, as compAared with Sir J.B.
Robinson’s for instance, and he did not buy any collections en bloc, which characterised
J.P. Morgan’s and even Beit’s acquisitions to some degree. This judicious selection of |

works of art is confirmed by Lord Carmichael’s recollections:

I imagine ... [Wernher] was in a better position to buy things which he
wanted than most collectors are and he did collect from a very wide field,
[and] his collection therefore was not a small one, but he was
remarkable[sic] careful as to what he did buy, certainly after I knew him and
from what he told me I fancy this was the case practically all the time he
collected, he made a rule of buying nothing which did not seem to him to
raise the standard of his collection as a whole....>*

Arguably more so than in any other Randlord collection, there is therefore ample
evidence in Wernher’s collection of what Pierre Bourdieu calls ‘cultural capital’: the
ability to decode richly symbolic artworks or to appreciate those whose value derives in

a large part from formal qualities. %

Wernher was the only Randlord who. systematically collected Renaissance
paintings.60 The walls of Wernher’s Red Room were crowded with Renaissance
paintings hung on brass chains in two tiers, with a row of small pictures beneath the

larger paintingé, which were selectively lit with individual picture lights. These 26

56 Carmichael to Lady Ludlow, 4.2.1925, Wernher papers, Luton Hoo.

7 In a letter JW wrote to his father from the diamond fields in 1872, quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand
dukes and diamonds , London, 1991, p.20. .

%8 Carmichael to Lady Ludlow, 4.2.1925, Wemnher papers, Luton Hoo.

% Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction, London, 1984, p.2.

 Sir J.B. Robinson did acquire a number of works by Italian artists but these were not the focus of his
collection (see chapter 6). The group of Italian school paintings which Alfred Beit owned were minor
works which he purchased together with his country house (see chapter 3).
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paintings were mostly images of the Holy Family and portraits, about half of which
were painted by Italian artists (with the Venetian and Florentine schools

predominating), the rest by German, Netherlandish, French and Spanish artists.

In the 1890s, prior to the entry of the Americans into the market, collectors’ demands,
including the those of the Randlords, remained centred around the best known
eighteenth-century British and seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish painters, and
they tended to overlook the work of most artists from other schools and
pe:riods.61 Although the National Gallery had begun to acquire Italian Renaissance
paintings in the mid-1800s and, by the turn of the century, had assembled a very fine
collection, collectors in general were slower in expressing an interest in such
works.®” The American collectors, many of whom were advised by the art historian
Bernard Berenson (who was in the employ of the dealer Duveen), did not share the
Randlords’ lack of interest in Italian paintings, which subsequently became an integral

aspect of most American old master collections. As Berenson recalled in 1919:

The same collector who thirty years ago would have bought nothing that
was not Barbizon, who then had no familiarity with other names in Italian
art than Raphael and Leonardo and Michelangelo, will now send out runners
to secure him Cavallinis, Margaritones, Vigorosos and Guidos,
Berlinghieris and Deodati — or at least pictures of their glorious epoch,
whether in each case correctly attributed or not.%’

Amongst Wernher’s Renaissance paintings there are very few canonical works by what
were then regarded as the leading old masters, and it would seem that Wernher was
aware of this fact. It was not a case of misguided purchases, or dealers misleading him:
for the most part, according to contemporary valuations placed on the works, they were
adcknowledged to be by lesser-known painters and not pictures optimistically attributed
to leading artists. Ironically, on the few occasions when he did pay a substantial price
for a Renaissance painting by a prominent artist (for instance, the Titian, Portrait of

Giacomo di Agostino Doria), the attributions have in the present day been called into

® See F. Russell, ‘Early Italian pictures and some English collectors’, Burlington Magazine, 136,
February 1994, pp.85- 90.

2 See Denys Sutton, ‘The English and early Italian art’, Apollo, 131, April 1965, pp.254-256; and David
Robertson, Sir Charles Eastlake and the Victorian art world, Princeton, 1978,

% B. Berenson, ‘A Newly Discovered Cimabue’, (written in 1919) in Studies in medieval painting,
Oxford and Yale, 1930.
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question, yet those few works which are now considered to be of major significance
(especially the Albrecht Altdorfer, Christ taking leave of His mother, and Bartholomé
Bermejo, St Michael triumphant over the devil) are by artists that were hardly known to

the art market and were acquired by Wernher for modest sums.

Approximately half of Wernher’s Renaissance paintings were altarpieces, devotional
panels and tondos. The symmetrical display on the long wall of the Red Room was
centred around a tondo attributed to Botticelli, Virgin and Child with saints, which he
purchased from the London dealers, Bromley Davenport, in 1897.%* Beside it hung a
painting of the Virgin and Child with St Joseph and two angels painted by an artist of
the Florentine school, possibly Lorenzo di Credi, purchased from Colnaghi’s in 1899.
Its mirror image in this symmetrical display was a Holy Family by a Northern Italian
artist circa 1500, possibly Gian Francesco di Maineri. Further along this wall hung a
large tondo by Filippino Lippi, Rest on the flight to Egypt, which Wembher bought from
Agnew’s in 1898 for £3 300.°° An altarpiece depicting the Annunciation by an artist of
the Venetian school circa 1500 (also’ unattributed according to the 1913 inventories,
although it bore the relatively large valuation of £3 000) hung above the fireplace and
formed a focal point of the display on that wall (Fig. 1.7). In a corner, beneath a
Bronzino portrait, hung a work by Francesco Francia, Virgin and Child between Saints
Nicholas and Cecilia, which Wernher purchased in June 1901 from Agnew’s for £1 700
(Fig. 1.8).%

The Netherlandish images of the Holy Family displayed in the Red Room included two
works attributed to Mabuse of the Virgin and Child (one of which is now considered to
be after Joos van Cleve and the other now attributed to the ‘Master of the Legend of St
Ursula’), a painting attributed to Quentin Massys of the Virgin and Child seated in an

interior, and a work by a German artist circa 1550 of the Madonna and Child

% JW to WB, 16.10.1987, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

% Wernher was most likely influenced in his decision to acquire this work by its immediate provenance:
it had only recently been acquired by Rodolphe Kann from Agnew’s for £2 500, and he traded it back two
months later for £3 000, upon which Wernher purchased it, presumably on Kann’s recommendation.

% Agnew’s had purchased this painting from Boussod Valadon for 18 700 francs (£747) in November
1900 and paid ‘Dr L’ (possibly Lippmann) a commission of £385, roughly half the purchase price. One
wonders whether ‘Dr L’ was paid for introducing the painting to Agnew’s, or for recommending its
purchase to Wernher, or for his certificate ‘authenticating’ the painting. Agnew’s stock-books, Agnew’s,
London.
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surrounded by putti playing music in the gardens of a mansion. Also amongst this group
was a painting of the Virgin and Child attributed to Hans Memling, an artist whose
works Wernher had on a number of occasions declined to purchase because of the
‘ludicrous’ prices asked for them. % He eventually relented in 1905 and acquired this
work through Bode for 32 000 marks (equivalent to £1 600). Characteristically,
Wernher did not hesitate to express his reservations about its quality to Bode when it

. 68
arrived.

In later years Wernher became increasingly selective in his acquisition of images of the
Holy Family. When Bode drew his attention to such works, he invariably declined to
acquire them because, as he said, he already owned a large number, and asked Bode
instead to bear him in mind for Renaissance portraits.69 Through Bode and other
sources he ultimately did assemble a small collection of portraits, but none of them are
in the present day considered to be particularly distinguished. These included two small
portraits of men by the French artist Corneille de Lyon (now considered ‘style of’) and a
few German and Italian portraits. Two German works flanked the fireplace: a work by
Hans Holbein the Younger (now considered German school), Portrait of a young man
in striped grey tunic, purchased from Sedelmeyer in about 1897, and a Lucas Cranach
the Elder (now attributed to Chris.toph Amberger), Portrait of a bearded man wearing a
black hat.

The two Italian portraits in Wernher’s display in the Red Room were a Bronzino (now
considered to be painted by an artist in the circle of Bronzino) a three-quarter length
Portrait of a young man in black, and Titian’s Portrait of Giacomo di Agostino

" The latter, the focal point of the arrangement on the long wall, was purchased

Doria.
from Agnew’s in July 1898 at a price of £8 000. This was possibly Wernher’s most
expensive acquisition. In the inventory prepared in 1913 it was still considered to be the
most valuable painting in the collection, worth £10 000. The price Agnew’s

commanded for the painting was an enormous sum: most works by Titian sold for a few

5 JW to WB, 20.6.1900, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

® Wernher described the Memling to Bode as a pleasing but not very significant picture. JW to WB,
25.7.1905, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

% JW to WB, 3.3.1900; 11.3.1900; 9.6.1900, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

" Giovanni de Pellegrini, ‘Mr Wernher’s Titian’, Burlington Magazine , 2, July 1903, pp.267-268.
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thousand pounds in those years, aside from the spectacular Rape of Europa sold to
Isabella Stewart Gardner for an unprecedented £20 000 at the end of 1895."" The
unexceptional quality of the Doria portrait suggests that it not an autograph work."? .In
retrospect it would seem to be a rare instance where Wernher might have been misled

by the provenance and high price commanded for the work.

Wernher seldom selected paintings with narrative or thematic subjects; there are very
few works illustrating a biblical passage or an event in the life of a saint in his
collection. Yet amongst these few are to be found the two paintings which are now
considered to be the most significant paintings he owned:” the Albrecht Altdorfer,
Christ taking leave of His mother (Fig. 1.9), and the work by the Spanish artist

Bartolomé Bermejo, St Michael triumphant over the devil (Fig. 1.10).

Bermejo’s painting of St Michael, with his gold-embroidered cope and gleaming jewel-
encrusted armour silhouetted against a gold ground, reveals an aspect of Wernher’s
attitude towards attributions which deserves to be explored further. Even today few
collectors are prepared to purchase unattributed works and, in this instance, Wernher
knowingly acquired a painting which was by an unidentified artist. Even the issue of in
what country or region it was painted was uncertain. Five years after he bought the
work, he lent it for an exhibition at the Burlington Fine Arts Club in 1904, on which
occasion the critics were unable to decipher the signature (painted on a piece of paper
placed in the foreground) and incorrectly suggested that it originated from Southern
France. It was only the following year that the art historian Herbert Cook in an article in
the Burlington Magazine rediscovered the Hispano-Flemish master Bartolomé Bermejo

and identified his signature on Wernher’s painting.74

This St Michael triumphant. over the devil had originally hung in the parish church of

S.Miguel, Tous in Valencia in Spain, and was commissioned in about 1470 by Antonio

" G. Reitlinger, The economics of taste, London, 1961, vol 1, pp.464-467.

2 H.E. Wethey, The paintings of Titian: complete edition, London, 1971, vol 2, no.25.

 The less important works in this genre were a pair of small works by the Antwerp Master, The
entombment and The descent from the cross, which also flanked the fireplace.

* H. Cook, ‘Identification of an early Spanish master’, Burlington Magazine, 8, November 1905, p.129.
See also J. Pijoan, ‘A signed triptych by Bartolomé Bermejo at Acqui’, Burlington Magazine, 22, October
1912, pp.17-25. .
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Juan of Tous, who is depicted as the kneeling patron in the painting.75 It passed through
the hands of a number of dealers in the nineteenth century prior to Wernher’s purchase.
Bode’s colleague, and the director of the print room at the Berlin museum, F.W.
Lippmann, drew Wernher’s attention to it after finding it in London in October 1899
with the dealers Dowdeswell.”® Wernher bought it from them for what was présumably
not a gréat sum of money because, in addition to not carrying a firm attribution, it also
appears to have been in need of restoration.”’ Wernher displayed the Bermejo in the
Red Room where its visual qualities complemented his interest in Renaissance

jewellery. 78

Wernher’s acquisition of Albrecht Altdorfer’s Christ taking leave of His mother in 1904
was also a very atypical purchase for a collector at the turn of the century.79 Even
Robert Langton Douglas, an art historian of Italian painting from whom he bought the
work, had only recently learnt of Altdorfer’s work.* Douglas wrote-to Bode when he
first acquired the painting that he was ‘ashamed of my ignorance of Altdorfer [when I
recently visited Berlin, whereafter] I set to work to study him, spending much time with

his pictures, and buying the photographs of them, and all books relating to the

75 Eric Young, Bartolomé Bermejo, London, 1975, pp.33-38, 137-138.

7 It is often stated that Wernher acquired the Bermejo on a visit to Berlin in 1890 (R. Trevelyan, Grand
dukes and diamonds , London, 1991, p.65) but this would appear to be incorrect. In Wernher’s letter to
Bode (19.10.1899, Bode papers, ZASMPK) he mentions that he had acquired a painting of St Michael in
London and there is no other painting of this subject in his collection. This London provenance correlates
with a contemporary report that stated that the work was acquired from the London dealer Charles
Dowdeswell. H. Cook, ‘Identification of an early Spanish master’, Burlington Magazine , 8, November
1905, p.129,

7 Wembher then asked Bode for advice about its restoration which Dr Lippmann recommended, but about
which Wernher had reservations because he did not want the painting to look ‘too new’. JW to WB,
19.10.1899, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

" Wernher collected about two hundred pieces, mostly German and Spanish, including finger rings,
enamelled cap-badges, jewelled appliqués and dress omaments, cameos and intaglios. See H. Clifford
Smith, ‘Renaissance jewellery in the Wernher Collection at Luton Hoo’, Connoisseur. 125, May 1950,
pp.76-81,132.

" Surprisingly, the Altdorfer was not displayed in the Red Room but instead hung on the staircase in
Bath House, along with the Goya portrait, a pair of ‘large views of towns by rivers’ by Jacob van Strij and
a ‘large decorative painting of two girls representing sculpture and painting in a carved and gilt Louis
XVI frame’. Charles Davis, Inventory and valuation of works of art of artistic interest at Bath House
Piccadilly, the property of Sir Julius Wernher, Bart, deceased, April 1913, typescript, Wernher papers,
Luton Hoo, no.510.

8 Robert Langton Douglas had been a Church of England chaplain at Sienna prior to focusing on art
history and operating as a private art dealer. See the four issues of Apollo, 109-110, April-July 1979,
which contain a series of articles by Denys Sutton about Robert Langton Douglas.
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,81 . : . :
Wernher’s interest in the Renaissance would have provided a broad reason to

artist.
acquire this painting but it would not be unreasonable to suggest that Wernher’s own
Germanic roots contributed to his decision to buy the Altdorfer as well as the other
northern Renaissance works which he had acquired. Although he had chosen to reside

82 and had adopted British citizenship in

in London after leaving the diamond fields,
1897, Wernher did not sever his attachment to Germany, as did many other plutocrats
who sought to establish an anglicised identity.83 He wrote in his first letter to Bode in
1889 that although he lived in England, part of his heart remained in
Germany. 8 Langton Douglas’s letter to Wernher, in which he stressed the painting’s
importance in terms of German art, surely struck a chord: ‘It is now generally
recognised that, after Diirer and Holbein, Altdorfer is the greatest master of the German
school. This picture is his masterpiece, and is, therefore one of the most important

works in the whole range of German painting.’85

Bode recommended Altdorfer’s Christ taking leave of His mother to Wernher after
Douglas first offered it to the Berlin gallery in his capacity as the British buying agent
for the Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum. Ultimately they rejected it because they considered
his price excessive for a little-known artist. Douglas described the painting and justified

its price to Bode and Max J. Friedlidnder (at that time a curator of paintings at the

8 RLD to WB, 2.12.1904, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

8 Wernher was the first of the Randlords to move back to Europe and he chose to live in England where
he was later joined by almost all the Randlords, regardless of their country of birth. His reasons for
residing in London were related to the fact that business in Germany was ‘a chain of intolerable
nuisances’ as compared with England which had a more felicitous environment for trade and finance. His
parents questioned his decision but, as he explained to them, his achievements in business argued against
his settling in Germany. ‘If I had remained a little wheel in a huge machine in London it would have been
easy to go back to Germany. But early in life I became independent and a moving force unquestioningly I -
might say the centre of important interests unquestioningly and I cannot now shake that off. Thus I belong
in everything that means business on the grand scale, in everything that demands the power of man and
the sharpness of intellect in a foreign land.” JW to his parents, 22.1.1880, quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand
dukes and diamonds, London, 1991,pp.38-40.

8 Wernher was born in Darmstadt, Hesse, Germany.

& In this first letter from Wernher to Bode, Wernher presented two paintings to the Berlin museums. In
the letter he expressed concern that these two works were perhaps not of sufficiently high quality to be
accepted by the Berlin galleries, in which case he asked Bode to suggest to which museum he should
donate them. JW to WB, 22.6.1889, Bode papers, ZASMPK; see also W. Bode, Mein leben, Berlin, 1930,
p.88. .

8 RLD to JW, 17.12.1904, Wernher papers, Luton Hoo.
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museum, and an esteemed expert in early Netherlandish and German painting),86 in a

letter written in December 1904:

I have now succeeded in finding what to my mind is the finest Altdorfer in
existence not excepting the ‘Battle of the Arabela’. I have found and bought
the picture of Christ saying farewell to His mother on the road to Calvary
formerly in the Fuller-Russell collection and before that in a church in
Ratisbon.*” Itisina splendid state of preservation and its glorious richness
of colour has not been harmed by over cleaning, restoration or ill-treatment.
It is, as you know, a large picture and fine in composition and sentiment.

I had to pay a very high price for the picture. I am telling you of my
possession before anyone else. As you have shown me so much kindness
and I want to give you the chance of acquiring it. I know that if it goes to
Germany there may be some outcry, but I am willing to run the risk of this.
It cannot be denied that Altdorfer is one of the greatest of German artists
and that his native country has a kind of prescriptive right to his greatest
works. Besides the picture was taken from Germany by the English.

For public, then, as well as for private reasons I give you the first offer of
this masterpiece which would form a good centre to your group of
Altdorfers. Surely some rich ... German will give it to your gallery.

This picture is probably the only work of any importance that is in private
hands. It is scarcely possible that a fine Altdorfer will ever again be offered
for sale. I know of two collectors who want such a picture, and of course
there are important public galleries which have not an Altdorfer. My price
for the picture is £4 000. But I will offer it to you for £3 000. I am sorry to
say that I cannot take less. And I only make this offer because you have
been so good a friend to me.*®

Although Bode rated Altdorfer’s work very highly, he had not yet reached a decision a
week after this letter, and Douglas wrote that he planned in a week’s time to raise the
price of the picture to £3 500 or £4 000 because private collectors would be interested in

it.* Bode did not take note of this threat because he thought it was overpriced to begin

8 See F. Winkler, ‘Max J. Friedlander 5.6.1867-11.10.58°, Jahrbuch der Berliner Museen, 1, 1959,
pp.161-167.

¥ This does not correlate with the present known provenance of the painting. It was first recorded in
1809 in the collection of Coelestin Steiglehner, Prince Abbot of St Emmeram, in Regensburg. Its
whereabouts prior to this remains unknown. I am grateful to Dr Susan Foister of the National Gallery for
her assistance. See also Alistair Smith, Albrecht Altdorfer: Christ taking leave of His mother, exh. cat.,
National Gallery, London, 1984.

8 RLD to WB, 2.12.1904, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

¥ RLD to WB, 9.12.1904, Bode papers, ZASMPK,
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with, and declined to purchase it. 0 All Douglas’s self-assurance about the ease with
which he would be able to dispose of the picture now evaporated. He asked Bode to
assist him in selling the Altdorfer’’ ata price of £4 000 and assured Bode that he would
not fail to show his gratitude to him for his assistance.”” Bode immediately wrote to

Wernher recommending the paim:ing.93

The final price Wernher paid for the painting was not disclosed, but it was presumably
in the region of the sums mentioned. This is a modest amount given the scarcity of his
work and the prices that works by highly-regarded Renaissance artists realised. In
addition to this, as Douglas himself wrote to Wernher: The ‘Christ Leaving His Mother’
is ... the only known painting by the master in north-western Europe, that is to say in
Great Britain or France, except the ‘St Hubert’ in the Glasgow Gallery.94 Douglas.
added that there was no work by Altdorfer at the National Gallery or at the Louvre, or in

any of the great American galleries.95

The decor in Wernher’s Red Room contrasts strongly with the interior decoration of the
reception rooms, at both Bath House (Figs. 1.11, 1.12, 1.13, 1.14) and Luton Hoo. The
Wernhers chose the French eighteenth-century style of decoration for these rooms,
which was a common choice also among the other Randlords for their reception rooms.
As Osbert Lancester later remarked: ‘With the arrival of the South African millionaires

- the style Rothschild, which ‘had always proclaimed itself eighteenth-century in

% Douglas asked Bode to bear three facts in mind: ‘First that my Altdorfer is ten times as big as some of
yours at Berlin, and is one of the two most important examples of the master in the world; secondly, that
no fine Altdorfer is likely to come into the market again, and certainly no picture of this size and
importance; thirdly, that the prices of such pieces are going up here in England by leaps and bounds, and
are likely to increase enormously in the next two years. Financial booms are expected in South Africa, in
... Australia and in America. Next season will be a good season in London.... I want to sell this picture as
I am anxious to buy several things I have seen in my recent travels. But I cannot sell it for less than
£3 000. In fact, after next Monday the price will be £4 000 and I shall get it. Do not fear that I shall not
offer you things at low prices.... But first of all I must sell the Altdorfer at a profit.” RLLD to WB,
10.12.1904, Bode papers, ZASMPK. :

. °! RLD to WB, 12.12.1904, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

92 RLD t0 WB, 12.12.1904, Bode papers, ZASMPK. _

%3 1t is unlikely that Wernher and Douglas were acquainted before this date, because in mid-November
1904 Douglas mentioned to Bode that he would be ‘deeply grateful” for an introduction (RLD to WB,
17.11.1904), and a few days later remarked to Bode: ‘I wish that Mr Wernher or Mr Beit would appoint
me to find things for them’, RLD to WB, 20.11.1904, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

% RLD to JW, 17.12.1904, Wernher papers, Luton Hoo.

% RLD to JW, 17.12.1904, Wernher papers, Luton Hoo.
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inspiration, enjoyed a new lease of life...’ % However, the Randlords; along with
Victorian and Edwardian interpreters of the Ffench style, tended not to be concerned
with recreating authentic interiors in the manner of Louis XIV, Louis XV or Louis XVI,
but instead were preoccupied with creating spaces which would serve as a stage for
their displays of wealth and social status. Consequently, the reception rooms of their
houses were usually filled to capacity with intricately-made pieces of furniture with
ormolu mounts and inlays of rare materials, the floors were covered with carpets, every
ledge and table was crowded with objets, vitrines housed collections of ceramics, and
oil paintings in ornate gilded frames hung on the silk-covered walls.”” The overall
effect was overwhelming and left no doubt in the mind of a visitor that the owner was a
person of means. Such was the response of the critic C. Lewis Hind after a visit to a
‘wealthy cosmopolitan connoisseur’ in his French-style drawing-room at the turn of the
century:

The world had been ransacked for the spoils that stood in crowded
magnificence in the rooms where I sat. A French king had written at that
bureau; a Princess had used that console-table; that marble group had been
ravished from an Italian palace; no power of will or money could duplicate
that cabinet of china.... [For the] escritoire, inlaid with so many shining
woods, a ... workman had given seven years of his life. The eye wandered
over these things, resting nowhere, dazzled by the pomp and glory of the art
world. I touched the shining woods of a cabinet. The surface was ever-
perfect workmanship. I removed the heavy gold key from the lock. It was
made of gold.98

In any Randlord French-style interior, the primary audience, beyond the family, for their
eighteenth-century French furniture and decorative objets were the other Randlords and
European and American financiers in their circle. Auslander’s observation, that
furniture can be viewed ‘not only as a source of sensual pleasure, but as a means of
social differentiation and as media to communicate those differences’®® could partly
explain why almost all the Randlords competed against one another in collecting French

fumiture. It arguably served as a very visible means of asserting their new-found status

% QOsbert Lancaster, Home sweet homes, London, 1939, p.48.

9 See for instance the Randlord Ludwig Neumann’s collection of French furniture and objets d’ art which
was sold by Christie’s in 1919 for a total of £70 272 6s. Catalogue of the collection of fine French
furniture ... formed by L. Neumann, Esq. and removed fromi 11 Grosvenor Square, Christie’s, London, 2-3
July 1919. : :

% C. Lewis Hind, Adventures among pictures, London, 1904, pp.50- 51.

% Leora Auslander, Taste and power: furnishing modern France, Berkeley and California, 1996, p.14.
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because, as a group, they were all aware of the significance and cost of such pieces of
furniture.'® Their demand for French furniture provided a further impetus to an already
booming market, to the point where a writer in Burlington Magazine in 1904 thought
the prices commanded were nonsensical: The ‘taste for French furniture and decoration
of the periods of Louis XIV, XV and XVI has ... reached a pitch which in the opinion

of many is unwarranted by its artistic merits.’ o1

The Randlords and their contemporaries were not the first to reinterpret the French style
in Britain. Their adoption of this style is consistent with Veblen’s suggestion that
emergent social elites tended to imitate those wealthier than themselves, ‘until ... all
canons of reputability and decency, and all standards of consumption, are traced back ...
to the usages and habits ... of the highest social and pecuniary class — the wealthy leisure

12 In the case of the Randlords, those above them in the British social hierarchy

class.
were the Rothschilds (who were also the Wernhers’ neighbours in London), 13 who
were originally of German-Jewish descent but who had been living in Britain for three
generations by the late nineteenth century. 14 Their taste, in Gere’s view, was ‘the
epitome of monied achievement’'® From the 1860s, the Rothschilds themselves had
emulated the British aristocracy’s interest in the French style (in particular Hertford,

Pembroke, Hamilton and Dudley), who had in turn modelled their interiors on George

1% This concurs with Bourdieu’s argument that consumption with reference to art forms is a ‘process of
communication, that is, an act of deciphering, decoding, which presupposes practical or explicit mastery
of a cipher or code’: ‘The conscious or unconscious implementation of explicit or implicit schemes of
perception and appreciation which constitutes pictorial or musical culture is the hidden condition for
recognising the styles characteristic of a period, school or an author, and, more generally, for the
familiarity with the internal logic of works that aesthetic enjoyment presupposes. A beholder who lacks
the specific code feels lost in a chaos of sounds and rhythms, colours and lines, without rhyme or reason.’
P. Bourdieu, Distinction, London, 1984, p.2.
190 “The consequences of the American invasion’, Burlington Magazine, 5, July 1904, pp.353-355.
1% Thorstein Veblen, The theory of the leisure class (first published in 1899), New York, 1931, p.104.
1% The 1896 Boyles Court and Country Guide lists Miss Alice de Rothschild resident at no. 142
Piccadilly, Baron Ferdinand de Rothschild at 143, Baron Albert de Rothschild at 145 and Lord Rothschild
at 148. The other Randlord who had a house in the ‘Rothschild Row’, Sigismund Neumann, lived at 146
Piccadilly. Giovanni Botero’s observation that living close together in a city ‘changes the terms of that
competition so that the urban nobility spends more lavishly than the rural nobility...” would certainly
appear to be relevant in this instance. Quoted by R.A. Goldthwaite, Wealth and the demand for art in
Italy 1300-1600, Baltimore and London, 1993, p.196.
1% See Pauline Prevost-Marcilhacy, ‘Rothschild architecture in England, France, Germany, Austria and
Italy’, in Georg Heuberger (ed.), vol 2: The Rothschilds: essays on the history of a European family,
Frankfurt am Main, 1994, pp.245-264; Pauline Prevost-Marcilhacy, Les Rothschilds: bitisseurs et
mércenes, Paris, 1995; and Vivian B. Mann and Richard I. Cohen (eds.), From Court Jews to the
Rothschilds: Art, patronage and power, 1600-1800, Munich, 1996.
95 C. Gere, Nineteenth-century decoration: the art of the interior, London, 1989, p.270.
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IV’s decoration Qf Carlton House (when he was still Prince of Wales) in the early part

of the nineteenth century. 106

Arguably the most impressive interiors in the French style constructed in Edwardian

107

England are to be found in the Wernhers’ country house, Luton Hoo.  Its entire

interior was reconstructed in the Louis XVI style108

by the builders George Trollope &
Son under the direction of the French architect Charles Frédéric Mewes and his English
associate Arthur Davis. (Figs. 1.15, 1.16) This group had also designed the interiors for
the Paris Ritz (Wernher, Beit & Co. were part of the syndicate that financed its
construction),'” as well as a gigantic chiteau for Jules Porges and his wife Anna at

10 and they later supervised the Randlord, Sir

111

Rochefort-en-Yvelines outside Paris,
Friedrich Eckstein’s, lavish remodelling of Ottershaw Park in Surrey.” For Luton

Hoo, the interiors and most of the elaborate decorative work was executed by the

19 See G. de Bellaigue, ‘George 1V and French furniture’, Connoisseur, 195, June 1977, pp.116-125.

197 1t is worth noting that Sir Julius Wernher’s ‘private’ collection, part of which is to be seen at Luton
Hoo in the present day, was only moved there at the beginning of the Second World War. Bath House and
Luton Hoo passed to Sir Julius Wernher’s second son, Major-General Sir Harold Wernher, who also
inherited the baronetcy on the death of his elder brother in 1948. Harold Wernher married Zia Torby, the
daughter of Grand Duke-Michael (a grandson of Tsar Nicholas I and a cousin of the last Tsar Nicholas II)
and Countess Sophie de Torby in 1917. In 1948 Sir Harold and Lady Zia decided to open Luton Hoo to
the public. This was effected in 1950 and the collection was installed in the northern section of Luton
Hoo, while the family continued to reside in the south section. Sir Harold and Lady Zia were collectors in
their own right. They assembled a large collection of silver and English furniture, most of which has been
sold by their descendants in recent years. See Furniture, silver, paintings and works of art from the
collection of the late Sir Harold Wernher, Bt., G.C.V.0O., Luton Hoo, Sotheby’s, London, 24-25 May
1995; and Important old master pictures, Christie’s, London, 4 July 1997 [includes paintings from the
Wemmbher collection].

1% QOsbert Lancaster puts into context the absurdity of taking inspiration from seventeenth- and
eighteenth-century France in England in the early twentieth century: ‘For although few people are
actually called upon to live in palaces a very large number are unwilling to admit the fact and so a style
devised for the further glory of a seventeenth-century French monarch has been eagerly adopted from
time to time not only by other royalties great and small but also by English noblemen, Jewish business
men, South African diamond kings, American millionaires and film stars of all nations.” Osbert
Lancaster, Home sweet homes, London, 1939, p.22.

109 R, Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, p.146,

110 R, Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, pp.145-146.

"1 Ottershaw Park, an eighteenth-century house, was clad in stone, raised a storey, ‘enriched with the
choicest marbles from Carrara, the finest woods procurable in the Empire’, and extended to include a
sculpture gallery, winter garden and swimming pool at a cost of nearly half a million pounds. South
Africa, 13.6.1930, p.402. Sir Friedrich Eckstein used the architects Niven and Wigglesworth for the
alterations. Eckstein’s son, Bernard, was a more determined collector than his father. The extensive
collection was spread over a range of sales at Sotheby’s in 1949 after the first sale in December 1948
(Catalogue of an important collection of choice paintings by English and Continental masters, the
property of the late Sir Bernard Eckstein, Bt., ..., Sotheby’s, London, 8 December 1948). From the
provenances cited in the catalogues, it would appear that most of the paintings were purchased in the
1920s and 1930s.
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Parisian decorator George Hoentschel of Maison Leys, who had also decorated the
reception rooms at Bath House. The remodelled Luton Hoo is uhdeniably impressive,
and in Pevsner’s opinion, it has the finest Edwardian French interiors to be found in an
English country house. ‘The combination of Edwardian riches with an exacting French
training brought about interiors which are of the very highest quality in their own

» 112
terms....

Because the wives of wealthy businessmen invariably bore the responsibility of
entertaining in Edwardian Britain, they often played an important rolc.in decorating the
public spaces in the town and country houses owned by their families. The high value
Edwardian Britain placed on social competition and social success and, therefore, on a.
woman'’s ability to attract and entertain important guests can hardly be overestimated.
Lady Wernher (Fig. 1.17), in particular, needed to fulfil this role because her husband
was ultimately the most highly regarded Randlord in Edwardian society. He was on
intimate terms with Edward VII's closest friends, Sir Ernest Cassell, Lord Esher and Sir
Horace Farquhar, and he was a generous supporter of the King’s charities. "% He stayed
at Sandringham in June 1897, as did Alfred Beit, and Edward VII lunched at Luton
Hoo.'" Wernher was also the first Randlord to receive a baronetcy, in the birthday

honours list of 1905, which he apparently did not solicit. '*®

It would not be unreasonable to suggest, however, that Lady Wernher’s approach to
fulfilling her social commitments — by arranging appropriate spaces for entertaining —

extended beyond her obligatory rcsponsibilitics.116 The most substantial evidence for

"2 N. Pevsner, The buildings of England: Bedfordshire and the county of Huntingdon and
Petersborough, Harmondsworth, 1968, pp.119-121.

3 Clive Aslet’s observation that the use of the French style in the country implied that the owner aspired
to be associated with the social elite surrounding Edward VII is the case with the Wernhers and their
reconstruction of Luton Hoo. See C. Aslet, The last country houses, New Haven and London, 1982,
p.266.

" King Edward VII was invited for lunch on Sunday 18 February 1907 but arrived two hours late after a
burst tyre.

"5 JW to his brother-in-law F. Mankiewicz, quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds,
London, 1991, p.177.

116 Beatrice Webb in her diaries repeatedly criticised Lady Wernher for her materialism. After attending a
dinner-party at Bath House in July 1906 she noted that Lady Wembher’s ‘possessions and the petty power
that these gave her were always with her, making her restless, rushing about from place to place, hard-
headed, thinking only of material things’. Norman and Jeanne MacKenzie (eds.), The diary of Beatrice
Webb , London, 1984, vol 3, p.42.
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her excessive concern to impress contemporaries s is the pressure she placed on her
husband to acquire Luton Hoo in 1903 for £250 000'"” and to remodel it at a cost of
nearly £150 000''® (Figs. 1.18, 1.19). At the time of Wernher’s marriage to Alice
Sedgwick Mankiewicz'" in June 1888, he wrote to her that it was his intention ‘to
secure for ... [her] a comfortable home and the fulfilment of her every conceivable
wish.”'*® Wernher was visiting South Africa in 1903 when it became apparent that the
cost of rebuilding Luton Hoo would far exceed the estimates. 2L A letter Lady Wernher

wrote to her husband at the time confirms this:

You bought the place under protest (I persuaded you), you alter[ed] it under
greater protest (again I persuaded you) therefore you are naturally less
inclined to spend large sums on it than if you had been keen on it yourself or
than a man who longed for his own country place, & having got it, did not
mind what he spent so that it was perfect. / know I shall love Luton Hoo, &
feel it more my home than Bath House.... 12

Wernher remained true to his word and allowed his wife the freedom to remodel Luton
Hoo and entertain there on a lavish scale. 'More than any other Randlord mansion, it
exemplifies the conspicuous consumption that characterised the lifestyles of many of
the Randlords. Although the Wernhers did not live there, it was maihtained all year
round by a large complement of staff in anticipation of its periodic use as an impressive

123

venue for entertaining (Fig. 1.20). © Beatrice Webb, who with her husband Sidney

7 ‘Wernher first acquired a short lease of Luton Hoo in the summer of 1900 at a cost of £3 000 a year.
Previous to this, the Wernher’s had rented Kimpton Hoo, Lord Hampden’s Hertfordshire seat, and later
Swallowfield in Berkshire. South Africa, 12.5.1900, p.302; 1.2.1902, p.279.

1% This included architects’ fees of £8 786, construction work of £94 207, and interior decoration of
£43 915. R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, pp.165-166.

19 1 ady Wernher, who was briefly married to Lord Ludlow after Wernher’s death, lived on in great style
until 1945, In later years she was known for her liking of the colours mauve, lilac and purple: her servants
were dressed in these shades and her five Rolls Royces were painted accordingly.

120 JW to his future wife, mid- 1888, quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991,
p.63.

121 1n July 1905 Wernher declined Bode’s request for a donation because of what he termed ‘nonsensical
expense’ of rebuilding Luton Hoo. JW to WB, 25.7.1905, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

122 Lady Wernher to JW, 2.12.1903, quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991,
p.163.

2 The remodelling of Luton Hoo ‘caused a great deal of gossip in the London papers unquestioningly —
some of it of the ill-natured sort’ (South Africa, 17.9.1904, p.861). Wernher who was ill-at-ease with this
expenditure could not have been comforted by a remark in the Clarion soon after the South African War:
‘South African gold mines are not paying so well as formerly, but the patriotic Anglo-Saxon-cum-Semitic
millionaires manage to make ends meet. At Luton Hoo a quarter of a million is to be spent on the work. It
is not true, however, that Mr Wernher is going to turn the mansion into a retreat for maimed and out of
work soldiers who fought for him and his brother plutocrats in South Africa’. Quoted by R. Trevelyan,
Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, p.146.
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wrote their Minority Report for the Royal Commission on the Poor Law while
~ (ironically) resident in a cottage on the Luton Hoo estate, provides a glimpse into what
she called this ‘futile expenditure of wealth’:

The family spend some Sundays at Luton Hoo and a few months in the
autumn, but all the rest of the 365 days the big machine goes grinding on,
with its 54 gardeners, 10 electricians, 20 or 30 house servants and endless
labourers.... The great mansion stood closed and silent ... no one coming or
going except the retinue of servants, the only noises the perpetual whirring
and calling of the thousands of pheasants, ducks and other game that were
fattening ready for the autumn slaughter. At the gates of the park, a bare
half-mile distant, lay the crowded town of Luton — drunken, sensual,
disorderly — crowded in mean streets, with a terrific infant mortality. The
contrast was oppressively unpleasant, and haunted our thoughts as we sat
under the glorious trees and roamed through wood and garden, used their
carriages, enjoyed the fruit, flowers and vegetables, and lived for a brief
interval in close contact with an expenditure of thirty thousand a year on a
country house alone. 124

Paintings formed an integral part of the decoration of the public spaces in Luton Hoo
and Bath House. But in contrast to the carefully selected works for the Red Room, the
underlying reason for their acquisition would appear to have been the decorative
function they served in these interiors, alongside the tapestries and mirrors. This is a
characteristic trait of most of the collectors in the circle of the Randlords and their
associates: as the writer of a contemporary article on Rodolphe Kann’s collection noted,
his ‘good’ eighteenth-century French and British pictures were acquired not for his
gallery but ‘for the decoration of his house which is built and furnished in the
eighteenth-century style’. ' Works by artists from these two schools, as well as works
by seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish artists, formed a large part of the collections
assembled by the Randlords, the Kann brothers, and the English Rothschilds.””® In
Wernher’s case, as he explained to Bode, he could not have ‘religious’ pictures all over
the house and therefore he acquired British paintings for the reception rooms and Dutch

pictures for the billiard room. 127

12 Wernher offered Beatrice and Sidney Webb the use of a cottage in the grounds of Luton Hoo in May
1908. Norman and Jeanne MacKenzie (eds.), The diary of Beatrice Webb, London, 1984, vol 3, pp.95-6.
13 M.J. FriedEinder, ‘Mr Rudolf Kann’s picture gallery in Paris’, Art Journal, 1901, pp.155-157.

26 See Michael Hall, ‘The English Rothschilds as collectors’, in Georg Heuberger (ed.), vol 2: The
Rothschilds: essays on the history of a European family , Frankfurt am Main, 1994, pp.265- 286.

127 JW to WB, 19.10.1899, Bode papers, ZASMPK. .
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Wernher’s selection of Dutch and Flemish paintings does not include highly acclaimed
works like those found in the Beit and Kann collections. His choices appear to have
been somewhat haphazard and includes such a range of schools, styles and subjects that
it is difficult to reconcile this with the fact that, in other fields, he was a serious and
systematic collector. Wernher’s selection do not coincide with either the traditional
‘Victorian’ taste for Dutch and Flemish pictures or the ‘modern’ preferenées for works

128 Bode did offer him the opportunity to

by the more painterly artists of these schools.
acquire some outstanding Dutch and Flemish paintings which he chose not to buy,

perhaps because he thought the enormous prices commanded for such works were in

- - excess of what he was prepared to spend on paintings meant for the public areas of Bath

129

House and Luton Hoo. " Lord Carmichael suggested that Wernher was aware that the

‘merely decorative objects’ he was ‘obliged’ to buy owing to the size of his houses
‘were not as desirable as he would have wished them to be’."*® This is borne out by
statistical analysis of contemporary values placed on the paintings in the reception
rooms. The average value of such pictures in Bath House is considerably lower than that
of the works of art housed in the Red Room. The works on display in Luton Hoo were

. . . 1
on average worth even less than those in the public rooms in Bath House. 1

A summary of the seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish works on display in the
billiard rooms, and eighteenth-century British pictures hung in the reception rooms, in
both houses illustrates the points just raised. As will be discussed, the only noteworthy

exception is to be found amongst the Wernhers’ eighteenth-century French paintings. At

128 For a discussion of the terms ‘traditional’ and ‘modern” collectors in the context of Alfred Beit and
Rodolphe Kann’s taste for Dutch and Flemish pictures in the 1890s, see chapter 3.

2 We know of two occasions on which Wernher turned down the opportunity to acquire substantial
Dutch and Flemish works. Bode offered to include him in the allocation of paintings from the stupendous
Lord Clinton-Pelham-Hope collection. They were offered for sale in 1898 in a complicated transaction
co-ordinated by Bode, and, in contrast to Beit, Wernher made no acquisitions (AB to WB, 1.10.1898). In
March 1900 Bode urged Wernher to examine a Rembrandt at Colnaghi’s, but he declined to purchase it
owing to his ‘strained financial circumstances’ at the time of the South African War (JW to WB,
28.3.1900; 16.4.1900; 30.4.1900, Bode papers, ZASMPK).

13 Carmichael to Lady Ludlow, 4.2.1925, Wemher papers, Luton Hoo.

3! The average value of the paintings at Luton Hoo listed in the 1913 inventory was £880 as against
£1 740 for the paintings at Bath House. At Luton Hoo eleven Dutch and Flemish paintings, displayed in
the billiard room, were worth £20 050 and three British portraits in the drawing room were valued at
£5 200. The remaining 23 paintings bore a total valuation of £7 330 (an average value of approximately
£320 a picture) and were mostly large works, often with vague attributions or by lesser-known artists.
Charles Davis, Inventory and valuation of works of art of artistic interest at Luton Hoo, Bedford, the
property of Sir Julius Wernher, Bart, deceased, April 1913, typescript, Wernher papers, Luton Hoo.
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Luton Hoo the Dutch and Flemish works included a painting by Gabriél Metsu, Lady
and gentleman at a harpsichord (Fig. 1.21); a work now attributed to Gerard Dou, The
good housewife; a Willem van de Velde the Younger, A States yacht at anchor firing a
salute, with many other vessels; an Aelbert Cuyp, Landscape with cows; a Jan van
Goyen, River landscape; a Salomon van Ruysdael, River landscape with barges and
figures; alarge oil by F. Molenaer, Village feast besides a river; an Adriaen van Ostade,
Peasants quarrelling over cards; a work attributed to Cornelius Dusart, The pipe-
smoker (now attributed to Adriaen van Ostade); and a work by A. de Pettenkogen,
Hungarian village fair. The selection of Dutch and Flemish paintings in the billiard
room at Bath House included two views of the interiors of cathedrals by Pieter Neeffs, a
Philips Wouwermans, Hunting party setting out (acquired from.Sedelmeyer in 1897);
an oil attributed to De Heem, Plate of oysters (which Wernher bought at Christie’s in
March 1897 for £315); and a small landscape by J. Wynants, which was displayed
alongside a large landscape by Zuccarelli, two river landscapes by Canaletto and a
coastal landscape attributed to Claude Lorrain. Three more Dutch and Flemish
seventeenth-century paintings were displayed in the smaller Pink Drawing Room at
Bath House: a Pieter de Hooch, Dutch interior; a half-length portrait of a woman by Sir
Anthony van Dyck; and a rare Isaak van Ostade, Scene outside an inn; 132 together with

a large number of undistinguished paintings of other schools. 133

The Wernhers subscribed to the late nineteenth-century fashion for eighteenth-century
British portraits of women and children. These were hung together in the style of a
portrait gallery in the larger Yellow Drawing Room at Bath House."™ In the 1911
Bedford Lemere photograph of this room it appears surprisingly uncluttered, although it

was decorated in the French style, with walls stretched with a yellow fabric between

132 This probably was Wernher’s most expensive Dutch or Flemish picture, purchased from Agnew’s in
March 1899 for £5 250.

133 Although Wembher generally expressed little interest in the works of nineteenth-century British artists,
three such paintings were displayed in the Pink Drawing Room: an 0il by James Payne, A view of Eton
college; AW. Callott, Italian landscape; and W P. Frith, Portrait of Nora Creina; as well as Sargent’s
portrait of Lady Wernher, three small oils by Francesco Guardi and an oil in the style of Nicolas Lancret
of a Féte galante.

13 The eleven eighteenth-century British portraits displayed in the Yellow Drawing Room bore a
valuation of £38 350. Charles Davis, Inventory and valuation of works of art of artistic interest at Bath
House Piccadilly, the property of Sir Julius Wernher, Bart, deceased, April 1913, typescript, Wemnher
papers, Luton Hoo. .
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white and gilded panelling and wainscoting (Fig. 1.22). Wernher, even more than Beit,
resisted the acquisition of portraits by Gainsborough, although other well-known
eighteenth-century British artists were included in this display. The collection of
paintings in this room included one imposing full-length portrait, Sir Joshua Reynolds’
Portrait of the Countess of Bellamont,'” which was flanked by a pair of ornate
standing candelabra, and which served to balance a large arched overmantel mirror
reflecting the enormous crystal chandeliers on another wall. The other paintings were
arranged symmetrically: the large Reynolds portrait was flanked by a Richard Cosway
half-length Portrait of Mrs Richard Grace and another smaller oil by Reynolds, Portrait
of Mrs Quarrington as St. Agnes. To the right of the large overmantel mirror were
grouped three works with a John Hoppner, Portrait of The Hon. Henrietta Hanbury-
Tracey as a child, in the centre, flanked by another Hoppner, a half-length Porrrait,
reputedly, of Lady Elizabeth Foster, later Duchess of Devonshire, and a George
Romney half-length Portrait of Mrs Farrer. The space to the left of the mirror is
unfortunately not shown in the Bedford Lemere photograph of the room but, according
to the inventory, a fﬁll-length oil by Romney (now attributed to Hoppner), Portrait of
Hon. Maria Pelham-Carlton as a child, was flanked by a half-length unidentified
portrait of a woman attributed to Hoppner, and a Romney, Portrait of Miss Turner. On
either side of the window (not included in the photograph) hung a Reynolds, Portrait of

Lady Caroline Price, and a Sir Henry Raeburn, Portrait of Mrs Balfour.

The British eighteenth-century portraits at Luton Hoo were often of unidentified sitters
and most bore vague attributions. In the staircase hall hung an oval half-length portrait
of a man by Reynolds (now considered ‘circle of’); over the mantel in the study hung a
Peter Lely (now attributed to Willem Wissing), Queen Anne as Princess; a three-quarter
length Portrait of Nell Gwynne, presently attributed to school of Lely, was displayed in
the corridor; and in the library hung a Francis Lemuel Abbott, a half-length Portrait of
the Admiral Sir Edmund Affleck, Bart., and a half-length Portrait of the Rev. .

Christopher Wyvill attributed to Hoppner. The three larger works in the drawing room,

135 This Reynolds, Portrait of the Countess of Bellamont , is said to have come from Robert Langton
Douglas at a cost of £8 000 in 1905 and to have hung at Luton Hoo since that date. The latter statement is
certainly incorrect, and if it was acquired from Langton Douglas it is surprising that there is no mention
of this picture in Douglas’s correspondence with Bode.
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perhaps because it was a reception room, were similar to those on display in Bath House
and were all of women and children: a full length Portrait of a girl standing in a
landscape with a dog painted by an artist in the circle of Hoppner; a three-quarter length
Portrait of a lady dressed in pale blue by an artist in the circle of Kneller; and a full-
length oil by Sir William Beechey, Portrait of a lady standing in a landscape holding a
bird.

Whereas most other Randlords acquired a group of eighteenth-century French paintings
for their reception rooms, Wernher only acquired two such works, but they were
arguably the most noteworthy French paintings acquired by a Randlord collector. His
two choices are unlike the repetitive and formulaic renditions of fétes galantes, or the
sentimental portraits by Jean-Baptiste Greuze, that his associates

136 :
Wernher’s two works were Jean Antoine Watteau’s La gamme d’amour

collected.
(Fig. 1.23), which Agnew’s bought on Wernher’s behalf at Christie’s in 1895 for
3350gs, and an oil by Claude Lorrain, A cove at sunset with boats and an artist

sketching, which came from the same collection as the Watteau."’

Wernher bequeathed Watteau’s La gamme d'amour to the National Gallery in London
(which at the time had no works by that artist in its collection). This was the first of
three of his pictures to enter the National Gallery collection. The Altdorfer Christ taking
leave of His Mother was sold through private treaty to the gallery in 1981 to provide an
endowment for the Luton Hoo Foundation."® Its price was rumoured to be in the
region of £3m, %% 2 sum higher than the then world record auction price for a painting.

The Bermejo, St Michael triumphant over the devil was sold by Wernher’s descendants,

136 The sale of the residual effects of Bath House in 1946 included a large number of over-doors by
French eighteenth-century artists. See Bath House, Piccadilly, W.1. Catalogue of the decorative furniture,
porcelain, pictures and engravings, the property of the late Lady Ludlow ... and ... Sir Harold Wernher...,
Christie’s (at Bath House), 25-26 November 1946, lots 271-276.

137 1t is not known where the Watteau was displayed because it was bequeathed to the National Gallery
and hence excluded from the inventories prepared after Wernher’s death. It is not evident in the surviving
photographs of the interiors of Bath House and Luton Hoo.

18 The Luton Hoo Foundation was established 1981 with a gift from Wermher’s descendants of
approximately half the collection and a long-lease on the house. The balance of the collection is on loan
from the family and the Lady Ludlow collection of porcelain is on loan from the National Art Collections
Fund. In the years between 1981 and 1991 the foundation undertook a major restoration and reinstallation
of the collection at Luton Hoo. '

13 The National Heritage Fund contributed £825 000; the National Art Collections Fund, £75 000; and
the Pilgrim Trust, £900 000. .
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also by private treaty, to the gallery in 1995 for a sum in the region of £10m. % These .
three paintings, which are now regarded as canonical works, overshadow Wernher’s
less memorable purchases in the fields in which his fellow Randlords avidly collected,

and affirm his status as an individualistic and insightful collector.

140 See Art Newspaper, 52, October 1995, pp.2-3.
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CHAPTER TWO
ALFRED AND SIR OTTO BEIT!

Alfred Beit (Fig. 2.1) lived in Germany until he was twenty; two ‘years later he went to
South Africa, where he lived for fourteen years. At the age of thirty-six he moved to
Britain, which served as his base until his death seventeen years later when he was fifty-
three.? Beit remained attached to all three of these countries, and although he identified
strongly with Cecil John Rhodes’s (Fig. 2.2) imperialist vision of Anglo-Saxon
supremacy, he remained loyal to Germany and often visited Hamburg, where he built a
large house for his mother as well as regularly assisting the Hamburger Kunsthalle with

acquisitions.” His substantial investments in southern Africa ensured that he remained

' The discussion in this chapter concentrates on Alfred Beit’s art collection, and not on what is known as
the Beit collection in the present day. As it stands now. the Beit collection is the cumulative product of
three collectors: Alfred Beit, Sir Otto Beit and Sir Alfred Beit. Alfred Beit, like Rhodes and Jameson,
never married. After his death in 1906 his collection passed to his brother Sir Otto. Otto Beit was a
collector in his own right and his acquisitions distinctly altered the character of the collection. which is
discussed at the end of this chapter. On his death in 1930, his son. Sir Alfred. inherited the bulk of the
collection and he, in turn, has reshaped aspects of it. In 1952 Sir Alfred and Lady Beit purchased the
house Russborough in county Wicklow. Ireland. where the collection was installed in 1954. In 1987 they
presented to the National Gallery of Ireland in Dublin seventeen of the most important works in the
collection, on the condition that the pictures would be returned to Russborough during the summer when
the house is open to the public. The balance of the collection was transferred to the Alfred Beit
Foundation to which Russborough also belongs. See A. Le Harivel, R. Mulcahy and H. Potterton, The
Beit collection, National Gallery of Ireland, 1988.

* Alfred Beit is frequently mentioned in the histories of the gold and diamond fields and in the
biographies of other Randlords. but no critical or biographica! research has been published on Beit
himself. The sole biography. or rather hagiography, was written by a friend and offers limited insight into
Beit’s life and times. The reasons for this neglect may lie in the fact that there is no body of *Beit papers™:
the bulk of his correspondence was destroyed after his death by Sir Julius Wernher in his capacity as
executor. This dearth of private papers is exacerbated by the fact that Beit was ‘an illusive (sic) figure,
seldom seen in the limelight, always well in the background. always shielding himself behind a great
reticence and reserve’ (General Smuts. in the foreword to G.S. Fort, Alfred Beit, p.14). Fort, in his
biography on Beit, refers to Beit’s correspondence with his mother which I have not been.able to locate.
See G. Seymour Fort. Alfred Beit: a study of the man and his work. London, 1932, pp.88-91. For Beit’s
biographical details I have relied heavily on the recent private publication, Eric Zinnow, The Beit
chronicle. the histoy of a family from its origins to the present day, trans. by Neil Munro. Wiirzburg,
1995.

3 In the years between 1890 and his death in 1906. Beit had made numerous gifts to the Hamburg
Kunsthalle at the instigation of Alfred Lichtwark. Lichtwark was a man of remarkable energy who almost
single-handedly transformed the Hamburger Kunsthalle from its siatus as a provincial gallery to one of
the leading museums in Germany after his appointment as director in 1886 (Neue Deutshe Biographie,
Vierzehnter band, Berlin 1985, pp.467-469). Beit and Lichtwark were friendly. and when Lichtwark
visited London in April 1901. Beit showed him his own collection and Baron Alfred Rothschild’s
collection (A. Lichtwark. Briefe an die Kommission fiir die verwaltung der Kunsthalle, vol 11 (1901),
Hamburg. 1902, pp.101-102).
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closely connected with the economic and political sequence of events on the sub-

continent, to which he returned a number of times after he had settled in England.* As

In accordance with Lichtwark's aims, almost all of Beit's gifts to the Hamburger Kunsthalle were works
(both by contemporary and old masters) which had some historical connection to Hamburg. The only
exception to this was the first work he donated, a painting attributed to Frans Hals, Man with a Herring
Barrel, in 1891. The attribution was later doubted and the museum de-accessioned the painting in 1931 (it
is now in the Stidtische Kunstsammlungen in Augsburg). In 1894 Beit gave three works by Matthias
Scheits (1630-1700) and a work by his son Andreas Scheits (1655-1735); both of whom were born in
Hamburg. (See Katalog der Alter Meister der Hamburger Kunsthalle . Hamburg. 1966: Andreas Scheits:
no. 265: Stilleben; Matthias Scheits: no. 247: Der Kesselflicker und Seine Familie, no. 252:
Gartenwirtschaft, no. 253: Alter Schiitzt vor Torheit Nicht).

In the summer of 1905 Beit visited Alfred Lichtwark at the Hamburg Kunsthalle. In the course of their
discussion, Beit learnt of Hamburg's loss of the Duke of Brunswick and Liineburg's collection (see O.
Millar, ‘The Brunswick art treasures at the Victoria and Albert Museum: the picturesO, Buriington
Magazine, 94, September 1952, pp.267-268), and discovered that Sir Godfrey (Gottfried) Kneller was
born in the vicinity of Hamburg. Later in the year, a London dealer, Durlach, informed Lichtwark that
Beit had asked him to send as a gift to the museum a portrait of a lady by Kneller. Lichtwark remarked to
a friend that he found it very touching that a man with so much on his mind should respond in this way
(A. Lichtwark, Briefe an Leopold Graf von Kalckreuth, Hamburg. 1957, pp.160-164: A. Lichtwark,
Briefe an die Kommission fiir die verwaltung der Kunsthalle . vol 13 (1905), Hamburg. 1908, pp.289-291.
I'am grateful to Dr Jenns E. Howolt of the Hamburg Kunsthalle for bringing these letters to my attention).
The museum de-accessioned the painting in 1924, »

There are also fourteen paintings by late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century artists in the Hamburg
Kunsthalle donated by Alfred Beit. Two were given in 1890, another two in 1901, five in 1905, three in
1906 and, posthumously, one each in 1908 and 1911 (see Katalog der Meister des 19Jh in die Hamburger
Kunsthalle, Hamburg, 1969: n0.1833, no.1824, no.1637, no.1823, no.1803, no.1660, n0.1664, no.1591,
no.1593, n0.1697, no.1828, no.1727, no.2246, no.1699).

Just before his death, Beit anonymously donated 40 000 marks to the Hamburcer Kunsthalle for the
purchase of portraits of notable Hamburg citizens and topographical views of the town and its
surroundings. This gift was reported in the British press as a donation by a ‘German gentleman living in
London’ to support ‘one of the pet hobbies of the director ... Lichtwark. to further, by means of art. the
interest taken by people in their immediate surroundings. and secondarily. to thus call forth a new local
school of art if possible’. Pictures by four local painters, Kalckreuth. Triibner, Liebermann and Slevogt
were immediately commissioned, to be paid for out of this gift. Beit forgot about this promised gift and
only arranged payment when he was literally on his deathbed (AB to A. Lichtwark. 19.5.1906,
Hamburger Kunsthalle archives). After Beit's death. Lichtwark was irritated by the fact that this donation
was incorrectly reported in the press to have been 200 000 marks (Alfred Lichtwark, Briefe an Leopold
Graf von Kalckreuth, Hamburg, 1957, pp.173-176 ). See also Helmut Rudolf Leppien, Kunst ins Leben:
Alfred Lichtwarks Wirken fiir die Kunsthalle und Hamburg von 1886 bis 1914, Hamburger Kunsthalle,
1986; Hans Priffcke, Der Kunstbergriff Alfred Lichtwark, (Studien zur Kunstgeschichte, vol 37),
Hildesheim and New York, 1986.

After Alfred Beit’s death, Alfred Lichtwark. the director of the Kunsthalle in Beit's hometown. Hamburg,
entertained the idea that his collection would be left to his gallery. Lichtwark visited Beit at Wiesbaden in
his last days. at a time when Beit was heavily drugged with morphine to relieve his pain, but Lichtwark
was not able to see him. However, Bode had been able to see Beit and discuss this matter, and, according
to Lichtwark, this meeting set Beit's health back (A. Lichtwark, Briefe an die Kommission fiir die
verwaltung der Kunsthalle, vol 14 (1906), Hamburg, 1908, pp.170-171). Soon after Beit’s death,
Lichtwark mistakenly thought that the collection had been bequeathed to the Berlin museums, as a result
of the Kaiser's intervention the previous year. He was upset that the collection was not coming to
Hamburg because he had tried to convince Beit that his collection was well-suited to the smaller
Hamburger Kunsthalle (A. Lichtwark, Briefe an Leopold Graf von Kalckreuth, Hamburg, 1957, pp.173-
176).

* Beit maintained his links with his South Afncan investments through extensive correspondence with his
partners in South Africa and occasional visits to that country. He returned to South Africa in June 1889 to
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will be demonstrated, Beit’s close ties with these three different countries, which are
obviously interwoven with his origins and aspirations, play a discernible part in his

approach to collecting.

The bequests in Beit’s will stand as evidence of his split loyalties.’ The largest bequest
(£1.2m) was intended to help realise Rhodes’s dream of extending the British Empire
north of South Africa.® His other major bequests were directed towards-higher
education, once again revealing the influence of Rhodes, who had bequeathed a large
part of his estate to fund students from the British colonies and America to study at
Oxford University. Beit’s interest in furthering tertiary education in South Africa,
Britain and Germany could possibly also be related to the fact that he himself had never
attended a university.’ His educational bequests amounted to app}dximately £640 000,
which included £200 000 to be used for educational purposes in Southern Rhodesia,
£200 000 for a university in Johannesburg, £160 000 to University College, London,
£50 000 for education in South Africa, besides smaller amounts for institutions in
Hamburg. This was in addition to the donations Beit made in his lifetime: he had
endowed a Chair of Colonial History at Oxford; presented his estate ‘Frankenwald’ in
Johannesburg, valued at £80 000, to the Transvaal government to be used for
educational purposes; and he donated £100 000 towards the founding of a university in

Hamburg.® Alfred and his brother Sir Otto Beit gave the King’s Fund, which benefited

inspect the progress on the gold fields and again in 1891 to view the development of the British South
Africa Company (in the company of Lord Randolph Churchill). In 1895 he visited South Africa twice —
once to give evidence in a trial in Cape Town, and later in the year to make final arrangements for the
Jameson Raid. Beit’s last visit was in the English winter of 1902-3 after he had rejoined the board of the
Chartered Company. and on its behalf he set out to tour Southern Africa to inspect its activities and the
gold and diamond mines.

5 To place Beit’s gifts and bequests in the context of the phllanthropy of successful Edwardian bankers
and businessmen, see P. Alter, ‘German-speaking Jews as patrons of the arts and sciences in Edwardian
England’, in W.E. Mosse (ed.), Second chance: two centuries of German-speaking Jews in the United
Kingdom , Tiibingen, 1991, pp.208-219.

¢ ‘I believe that by the promotion, construction and furtherance generally of railways telegraphs
(including wireless telegraphy) and telephones and kindred or other methods of transmission of persons
goods and messages civilization will be best advanced and expedited in Africa for the benefit of the
inhabitants thereof whether native or immigrant. And I know from experience how difficult it is at times
to find the funds for the construction of such methods in new and undeveloped countries. ... [The
proceeds of the Trust are to be used] in establishing what is known as the Cape to Cairo railway and the
Cape to Cairo telegraph system including telephones.” See A. Beit and J.G. Lockhart, The Will and the
way, London, 1957, pp.94-97, for an extract from the Will.

7 Beit served an apprenticeship with the diamond merchants M. Robinow & Sons in Amsterdam

® See G.S. Fort, Alfred Beit, London, 1932, appendix V1.
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hospitals in London, £125 000 over the years and, in 1929, Sir Otto donated £50 000

specifically for the purchase of radium.’

The tensions that arose from his divided allegiances were compounded by the gulf
between his origins and aspirations. Beit was born in 1852 in Hamburg into an
established Jewish mercantile family'® which had converted to the Christian faith the
year before his birth.!! In later life, his ancestry was nevertheless perceived as Gérman-
Jewish, which, in addition to his profile as an enormously successful financier and
prominent plutocrat, hindered his attempts to associate himself with the British
aristocracy and gentry. (This will be explored further in relation to his purchases of
eighteenth-century British portraits.) An epitaph for Beit, written in July 1906 by
Edmund Garrett (the editor of the Cape Times in the late 1890s), captures the spirit of
the paradox between Beit’s unwavering loyalty to Britain and its Empire, and public
perceptions of him as a German-Jewish financier who relied on the British government

to support his investments:

He gave by stealth, nor rose a new-made Knight.
He worked for England, to be dubbed ‘Herr Beit.’
The friends he loved, he served through good and ill;
The man struck down, he served the memory still;-
Nor, toiling, asked more recompense of fame
Than to be coupled with another’s name.

Thus, in despite of that hard Scripture which
Shuts up the poor man’s heaven against the rich,
Devotion learned from Dives to be true,

And Britons to be patriots from a Jew:

A monument which envy cannot shake,

Which millions never made, nor can unmake. 2

° F.K. Prochaska, Philanthropy and the hospitals of London: the King's Fund 1897-1900, Oxford, 1992,
pp.30,116-117.

10 Alfred Beit’s father, from a family of merchants, set up on his own as an importer of French silks from
Lyons. Alfred Beit’s aunt (his mother’s sister) married into the Lippert family who owned Lippert & Co.
(who imported wool and later diamonds from the Cape), to whom Alfred Beit was apprenticed in 1870.
For details of Beit’s family, see Sir A. Beit and J.G. Lockhart, The Will and the way, London, 1957, pp.1-
7; and Eric Zinnow, The Beit chronicle: the history of a family from its origins to the present day. trans.
by Neil Munro, privately published, Wiirzburg, 1995.

' Beit’s parents were baptised into the Christian faith in St Peters Church, Hamburg, in 1852, the year
after their marriage. M. Kaplan, Jewish roots in the South African economy, Cape Town, 1986, p.52.

2 First published in the Westminster Gazette, 20 July 1906; reprinted in E. T. Cook, Edmund Garrett: a
memoir, London, 1909, p.273.
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In Beit’s first years in London he lived in a modest apartment in Prince’s Chambers in
Pall Mall before purchasing the leasehold of 26 Park Lane from the Duke of
Westminster in 1893."> The following year he bought the adjoining southern plot to
avoid having fellow-Randlord Barney Barnato as a neighbour.'* Goldthwaite’s
observation, made in relation to the Italian Renaissance, that ‘a palace — provided its
builder with a focus for establishing a public identity’ B could also be applied to Beit.
His decision to live at this address, amongst the town houses of the British aristocracy
and the richest plutocrats, would suggest that he actively sought to establish himself
amongst the upper classes, because, ‘in both fact and fiction, no London address was so
sought after during the mid- Victorian period as Park Lane’.!® Over the years, a number
-of other Randlords also chose to settle in Park Lane. Barney Barnato (while renting
Spencer House in St James Place)!’ built a Renaissance-style palace!® which was still

uncompleted at the time of his death;' Friedrich Eckstein bought Whitaker Wright’s

13 Beit paid £6 000 for the leasehold of the north stand of 26 Park Lane and £7 000 for the south stand.
There is an often-quoted anecdote that the Duke of Westminster, who had been ditficult about selling the
lease of the site, at the last moment insisted upon the sum of £10 000 being spent on the house. Beit is.
supposed to have replied that he intended to spend that amount on the stables alone! (G.S. Fort, Alfred
Beir, London, 1932, p.156). This story does not bear close scrutiny: the remark is out of keeping with
Beit’s character, and the contemporary press credibly attributed it to Bamey Barnato (Sourh Africa,
12.10.18935, p.91, which notes that the Sun had recently reported the story; and L. Cohen, Reminiscences
of Johannesburg and London, Johannesburg, 1976, p.269, who also ascribes the story to Barnato). Beit
and Barnato were by 1893 the two foremost contenders for the lease of the site, but despite repeated
applications, Barnato was unacceptable to the Duke because he ‘does not stand in a high position in South
Africa, and he is a land speculator’. See Minutes of the Grosvenor estate board, 1049/5/25, p.435, City of
Westminister archives.

1 In November 1894 Beit acquired the leasehold for the adjoining plot. The construction was undertaken
by George Trollope and Sons from 1894 onwards. Minutes of the Grosvenor estate board , 1049/5/26,
p.97. City of Westminister archives.

3 R.A. Goldthwaite, Wealth and the demand for art in Italy 1300-1600, Baltimore and London, 1993,
p-213.

16 Survey of London, vol 40: The Grosvenor estate in Mayfair. Part II: the buildings, London, 1980,
p-265.

17 See Joseph Freidman, Spencer House: chronicle of a great London mansion, London, 1993, chapter
30, ‘The Great Bamato’.

¥ Barnato purchased the the site from John Malcolm in mid-1895. (South Africa 8.6.1895, p.514) ‘Some
idea of the place can be given by saying that the freehold cost £70 000. the building £41 000 more. and
the interior decorations nearly £30 000: 1t is a five-storey structure, built of Portland stone .... The work
preparing the site begun in October, 1895 .... The house includes a ball room — a magnificent one with
2 000 square feet of dancing floor - two drawing rooms, a conservatory, winter garden, dining, reception,
morning, and billiard rooms, and a splendid hall’. See ‘Barney’s Mansion in Park Lane’, South Africa,
10.6.1897.

¥ The house was sold to Edward Sassoon who was ‘determined ... to make a clean sweep of the statuary
with which the late Mr Barnato’s unique taste had adorned his house in Park Lane. The five figures are to
be altogether removed, and dumped down in Preston Park, Brighton, by way of a gift to the
Corporation.... The result of this prudent eviction of these comic songs in stone and of some other
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mansion at 18 Park Lane at the turn of the century;?° Sir J.B. Robinson acquired the
leasehold of Dudley House in 1895; and Barnet Lewis and Leopold Albu lived at

Hamilton Place, near the corner of Park Lane and Piccadilly.?!

Even in the context of the other ostentatious mansions in Park Lane, the mansion that
Beit chose to build on this double plot was an extraordinarily substantial house (in fact,
more so if one takes into account that he was a bachelor) (Fig. 2.3). Although,fi_s we
shall see, people were seldom impressed by this mansion, in the opinion of someone
writing in the journal Architecture in 1898, the year he took occupation,?? Beit’s home

was ‘the most important town house to be erected in London during the last decade’:

Park Lane itself is an inconsequential medley of inconsequential buildings,
picturesque indeed on a dim March morning .... Mighty men of millions are
its people, and like the greater herd of humanity, many of them know very
little of the art of Architecture, and honour it still less, so that when a rich
and worthy citizen [like Alfred Beit], uninfluenced by the dictates of bank
balance, came forth and boldly purchased a vast and valuable site, and
instructed a couple of talented practitioners to erect him thereon a lordly
dwelling house, much was to be expected, and the resuit falls but very little
short of that expectation.?’

This is one of the rare occasions on which the stylistic qualities of Beit’s mansion were
praised and not scorned. It would appear that Beit wanted a substantial town house with
references to the past, but according to most contemporary accounts, its design lacked a
sense of stylistic unity because of its excessive reference to historical styles. In fairness
to Beit, it is difficult to establish the extent of his influence over the design because he
was forced to use the Grosvenor estate architects, Eustace Balfour and Thackeray

Turner. They ultimately provided Beit with a house (and an adjoining single-story

changes will dissociate the house from the description formerly applied to it: “That was a cross between a
music-hall and a new restaurant™.” South Africa, 13.11.1897, p.309.

* South Africa, 13.7.1901, p.99; 16.11.1901, p.373.

# The interiors in the French style were decorated by A.N. Prentice. See N. Cooper, The opulent eye: late
Victorian and Edwardian taste in interior design, LLondon, 1976, plate 178,

2 Bode wrote that Beit only took occupation in 1900 (W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit,
Berlin 1904, p.2), although 1898 is the more probable date. A writer in South Africa on 14.12.1895
(p.596) noted that the external edifice was complete, but the house would not be ready for occupation for
another year. In 1898 it was reported that ‘Mr Beit’s residence is now being decorated, and the Italian
workmen are engaged upon the ceiling work, which is of a very elaborate design (South Africa. 8.1.1898,
p.85). In April 1896 Beit complained to Bode about how slowly work was proceeding with the house (AB
to WB, 6.4.1896, Bode papers, ZASMPK).

3 ‘Mr Alfred Beit’s house in Park Lane’, Architecture, 111, 1898, pp.109-116.
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winter garden and billiard-roomlon the southern plot) which even Beit’s hagiographer
viewed as a cross between a ‘glorified bungalow and a dwarf Gothic country
mansion.’* In the opinion of E.B. Chancellor, whose book on the ‘private palaces’ of
London was published in 1908, Beit’s mansion had been designed ‘in the manner of an
old English country house ... built of stone on which the lichen seems already to have
almost taken its hold, and which only requires Park Lane to be turned into a moat to
make [it] still more realistic.’25 More recently, Beit’s mansion has been described as ‘a
curiously muddled and archaic Cotswold manor house with touches of French
pretensions and classical bombast.”?® It needs to be borne in mind that Beit’s mansion

was not the only Randlord house to be ridiculed. As Chancellor remarked:

the more modern erections for which South African finance has been
responsible, such as the late Mr Barnato’s house, now the residence of Sir
Edward Sassoon, and the late Mr Alfred Beit’s representation of an old
English country mansion, are a sight to see, as well as an objective for
vituperation on the part of stump-orators in the adjacent Park. ¥/

This conglomeration of styles extended into the interiors of 26 Park Lane.?® Although
no photographs appear to have survived, contemporary descriptions indicate that these
domestic spaces were opulently decorated in the fashion typical of late Victorian
plutocrats, who often had each room furnished in a different historical style. When the
artist Charles Ricketts visited Beit’s house in 1905, he described the interiors as ‘a
heavy upholstered translation of costly styles in bad taste.”® The rooms on the ground
floor were arranged in the French eighteenth-century style: the gilded, the opulent and
the ornate predominated, while the dining room and the library showed the ‘English
development of this period.”*® The author of the article in Architecture, who had
admired the fagade of Beit’s mansion, also had some reservations about the interiors. In
his view, the initial ‘vigorous British treatment’ in the extensive oak panelling had been

corrupted by the ‘French influence’: “The dining room is French to the backbone. The

# G.S. Fort, Alfred Beit, London, 1932, p.155.

¥ E.B. Chancellor, The private palaces of London, London, 1908, p.292.

% D. Pearce, London mansions: the palatial houses of the nobility, London, 1986, p.130.

" E.B. Chancellor, The private palaces of London, London, 1908, p.250.

% See ‘Mr Alfred Beit’s house in Park Lane’, Architecture, 111, 1898, pp.110-111 for plans of the ground
and first floors. '

¥ Charles Ricketts papers, 21.1.1905, typescript v.1, 1903-1906, British Library, Add. MS 61714,

0 W.Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.5.
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walls are panelled in oak, carved and enriched in places. This unhappily has been

painted white.’ !

This same conformist and traditionalist approach carried through into Beit’s collection
of paintings.’* Like most other Randlords, he preferred old master paintings. His first
purchases were made soon after his arrival in London, but he started acquiring more
impoﬁant and expensive old masters once his mansion neared completion.®® In Beit’s
decade of active collecting, he was not, as Bode noted, ‘falsely parsimonious,’ 34 perhaps
because he realised that a masterpiece is seldom available at a bargain price, but also
because he could afford to buy the most expensive works available. The hundreds of
thousands of pounds ** that he spent on works of art was only a fraction of his overall
wealth: at the end of 1895, the journal, Mining World, estimated his shareholdings to be
worth £10m,% and his estate was officially valued at £8m (at a time when share prices
were depressed), which would have made him one of the richest men in the world at
that time.” On a number of occasions he paid in the region of £10 000 for a painting
which, in the 1890s, was a price that was only commanded by a handful of paintings at
the top end of the market. For example, Beit paid Agnew’s £11 000 for Meindert
Hobbema’s The path on the dyke (Fig. 2.4) in 1895, an enormous price even given the

fact that Victorian collectors were fanatically fond of Meindert Hobbema’s work and

' “Mr Alfred Beit’s house in Park Lane’. Architecture, 111, 1898, pp.109-116.
*2 This chapter about Alfred Beit’s collection concentrates on his old master paintings. Although Beit
acquired very fine collections of Renaissance bronzes, Italian majolica and Hispano-Moresqueware, they
are largely omitted from this discussion, not because they are unimportant, but rather because works of
this kind are beyond the scope of this thesis. Alfred Beit also acquired paintings and works of art for the
house that he built for his mother in Hamburg at 113 Mittelweg in the early 1890s. but we have a only a
" scant knowledge of this collection, and hence it will not be explored here. A pair of portraits from this
part of the collection formerly attributed to Paulus Moreelse were presented by Sir Otto Beit in 1920 to
the Johannesburg Art Gallery after his mother’s death in memory of Alfred Beit.
* Although Beit’s biographer remarks that the period between his move to London and his visit to
Southern Africa in July 1893 was an oasis in his life in which he had the time and resources to further his
interest in art, the bulk of his purchases dated from the mid-1890s through to the first years of the new
- century. Thereafter his purchases were made reluctantly. For instance, Beit told Bode on 12 July 1904
that he did not really wish to make further purchases and on 25 November 1905 Beit declined to purchase
a Velasquez for ‘financial reasons’. Bode papers, ZASMPK. '
* W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.2.
% This would be the equivalent of tens of millions of pounds in the present day. With Agnew's alone his
purchases totalled close on £90 000, besides which he spent large sums with other dealers and concluded
a few substantial private treaty purchases.
% Quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds, London, 1991, p.87.
7 W.D. Rubenstein, Men of property: the very wealthy in Britain since the Industrial Revolution,
London, 1981, p.44. The resworn estate was worth £8 049 616 (South Africa, 12.11.1910). Emden
estimated a figure of ‘not much under ten million pounds’ (P. Emden, Randlords,London, 1935, p.303).
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that this is an unusually large work_.38 Agnew’s had purchased it three years earlier at
the sale of the Earl of Dudley’s collection, and had paid a price of 9 600gs (£10 080),
which was a record price realised for a painting sold by auction in London in the
1890s.* This is not to say that Alfred Beit was extravagant and wasteful in his
expenditure on art; his middle-class German background with its concern for
thrift*® ensured that he discussed values and prices with Bode, and on occasion declined
works on offer for reasons of price. But his willingness, generally, to pay the large
prices commanded for masterpieces has also ensured that, a century after he madeb these

purchases, the authenticity of only a handful of his acquisitions has been called into

question, *!

It was not only his enormous wealth that enabled Beit to form a nofeworthy collection,
although this obviously did play a crucial part in his choice of works. He also relied on
the advice and guidance of two individuals who were knowledgeable about art: his close
friend and business associate, Rodolphe Kann, and the prominent art historian and
museum director, Wilhelm von Bode.* Beit’s biographer remarked that he never
‘completed the purchase of any important picture without asking the advice of his friend

Rudolph(sic) Kann.'®

* This Meindert Hobbema was the first work Beit ever purchased from Agnew’s and also the most

expensive work he was ever to buy from them. The fact that their profit was so slight on the sale of this

painting can possibly be explained by a realisation on Agnew’s part that they had overpaid for the

painting, and saw its sale to Beit as an opportunity to attract Beit as a client and profit from his

subsequent purchases. . '
¥ G. Reitlinger, Economics of taste , London, 1961, vol 1, p.338.

40 See G.S. Fort, Alfred Beit,London, 1932, p.50.

! The paintings in the Beit collection which no longer carry certain attributions are mostly works that he

bought in the last few years before his death when he had acquired a reputation in the art trade for being

miserly. For example, Murray Marks wrote to Bode on 10 August 1904: ‘Mr Beit has just been here, and

I sold him a beautiful Caffagiolo dish, and an early Italian pot, at a very reasonable price, but he msnsts on

having a “bargain”.” Bode papers, ZASMPK.

2 As the artist and connoisseur Charles Ricketts noted when he visited the collection in 1905: ‘most
things in the house are genuine and under proper names. That is due to Bode....” Charles Ricketts papers,

21.1.1903, typescript v.1, 1903-1906, British Library, Add. MS 61714. Bode's prominence in the art

world is discussed in chapter 2 of this thesis. - .

* G.S. Fort, Alfred Beit, London, 1932, p.125.
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Rodolphe Kann was born in Frankfurt** and moved to Paris at an early age, where he

5 established themselves as successful financiers. The South

and his brother, Maurice, *
African gold and diamond mines formed a substantial part of their investments, ahd
they even visited South Africa for short periods. But they lived in Paris, not England
where the Randlords were based.*® Rodolphe Kann’s significance as a collector tends
to be overlooked although, after his death, his ‘modern’ old masters®’ (bought en bloc
by the dealer Duveen) formed the foundation for a generation of American old master
collections.*® Kann, who started collecting in about 1880, ultimately owned over a
hundred Dutch and Flemish paintings besides a number of Italian and British
works.* Apart from paintings, he also collected bronzes, tapestries, old master
drawings and bibelots (small ivories and jewelled boxes). Bode compiled two lavish

catalogues™® of this collection, which was described in 1901 as being the finest private

collection on the continent aside from that of Prince Liechtenstein in Vienna.>!

* W. Bode, ‘Rudolf Kann und seine Sammlungen’, Kunsichronik. new series, 16, 1905, pp.291-294.
Haskell suggests that Rodolphe Kann was born in Hamburg. F. Haskell, *“The Benjamin Altman bequest’,
in F. Haskell, Past and present in art and taste . New Haven and London, 1987. p.190.

% Maurice Kann ( - 6.5.1906). See Auguste Marguillier, ‘Collection de feu M. Maurice Kann’, Les Arts,
88, April 1909, pp.1-32; Catalogue des tableaux anciens ... oeuvres importantes des écoles Flamandes &
Hollandaises du XVII siécle, portraits de I'école Anglaise du XVIII siécle provenant de la collection
Maurice Kahn, Galerie Georges Petit, Paris, 9 June 1911. See his obituary in The Times, 12.5.1906.

4 Rodolphe at first lived in Rue Murillo in Paris, before the size of his collection necessitated the
building of a palatial home in the Avenue d’Iena). Rodolphe’s home adjoined that of his brother Maurice
on the first floor with the idea that at a later date their galleries could be made into one. They are said to
have been no longer on speaking terms in their old age because of their fierce competition for the same
masterpieces. The Times, 10.2.1905; C. Simpson, The partnership, London, 1987, pp.107-112,

7 The term ‘modern’ old masters is discussed later in the Beit chapter.

“ N.HJ. Hall (ed.), Colnaghi in America, New York, 1992, p.15. See also J. Mesnil, ‘Die verspreide
verzameling van Rudolf Kann’, Ons Kunst, 7, 1908, pp.121-124; W. Bode. ‘Erwerbungen aus der
Sammlung Rudolf Kann fiir die Gemildegalerie des Kaiser-Friedrich-Museums’, Amiliche Berichte aus
den Konigl. Kunstsammiungen, XXIX, February 1908, pp.113-125; W. Bode. ‘Der Verkauf der
Sammlung Rudolf Kann in Paris nach Amerika’, Die Kunst, 23, 1908, pp.16-22.

“ See M. J. Friedlinder, ‘Mr Rudolf Kann’s picture gallery in Paris’, Art Journal, 1901, pp.155-157;
‘Die Galerie Rudolf Kann zu Paris’, Zeitschrift fiir Bildende Kunst . 12, new series, 1901, pp.139-144; E.
Michel, ‘La galerie de M. Rodolphe Kann’, Gazette des Beaux-Arts, third series, 25, 1901, pp.385-400,
493-506; A. Bredius, ‘De verzameling Rudolph Kann te Parijs’, Woord en Beeld, 7. 1902, pp.26-35;
‘Collection de M. Rodolphe Kann’, Les Arts, 13, January 1903, pp.1-9; 14, February 1903, pp.19-31; 15,
March 1903, pp.2-7; W. Bode, ‘Rudolf Kann und seine Sammlungen’. Kunsichronik, new series, 16,
1905, pp.291-294; C.J. Holmes. ‘From the Kann collection, I -~ Pictures of the Dutch and Flemish
schools’, Burlington Magazine, 12, 1907-8, pp.197-205; and M. Nicolle, ‘La collection Rodolphe Kann",
La Revue de L'Art, 23, 1908, pp.197-204. )
% W. Bode, Die Gemdilde-Galerie des Herrn Rudolf Kann in Paris, Vienna, 1900; La galerie de tableaux
de M. Rodolphe Kann, trans. by Auguste Marguillier, Vienna, 1900; The collection of Mr Rudolf Kann in
Paris, Vienna, 1900; see also Catalogue of the R. Kann collection: pictures, 2 vols, Paris, 1907.

' M.J. Friedlinder, ‘Mr Rudolf Kann’s picture gallery in Paris’, Art Journal, 1901, pp.155-157.
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Unfortunately, Kann’s role in advising. Beit is not entirely clear because no
correspondence between them on the subject of collecting is known to have
survived®® (even though a large quantity of their business correspondence still
exists).”® But some idea of their interaction can be gleaned by comparing their
respective collections and interpreting the occasional reference to Kann in Agnew’s

stock books. Kann and Beit were certainly intimate friends. Kann stayed with Beit when

54

visiting London, where he purchased a large portion of his collection,” and he acquired

a number of paintings on Beit’s behalf in Paris. There were also a few paintings in
Beit’s collection which were previously owned by Kann.>® One such painting is Aelbert
Cuyp’s Summer morning: on the banks of the Maes which Kann traded back to
Agnew’s after which it entered the Beit collection. Although Beit disliked the
picture,”® he only disposed of it shortly after Kann’s death. Another example of the
intimacy of their dealings is to be found in the anecdote attached to Beit’s acquisition of
a small Thomas Gainsborough with virtuoso brushwork. Kann and Beit saw this oil
sketch, The dancer Baccelli®’ (Fig. 2.5), and a companion portrait of Lady Sophia
Charlotte Sheffield on exhibition at Agnew’s>® and tossed a coin to decide which of the
two works each would acquire.’ Moreover, after Kann’s death in 1905, Beit was
closely involved in negotiations to secure Kann’s collection for the Hamburg

Kunsthalle. 60

52 In the correspondence between Beit and Bode, Kann's name is repeatedly mentioned and occasionally
Beit even asks Bode’s advice on behalf of Kann. For example in March 1891 Beit asked Bode if he
thought it worth Rodolphe Kann'’s while to travel especially to London to see a Van der Neer at Agnew’s.
AB to WB, 25.3.1891, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

53 In the Wembher-Beit papers, BR.

% A number of Kann’s letters to Bode are written on the letterhead of Beit’s London house at 26 Park
Lane. Kann letters, Bode papers, ZASMPK. :

3 According to Agnew’s stockbooks, two Rembrandts and a Cuyp that Beit acquired were from Kann’s
collection.

3¢ Beit told Bode that he was pleased to be rid of the Cuyp after returning it to Agnew’s. AB to WB,
8.12.1905, Bode papers. ZASMPK.

37 Beit's oil by Gainsborough of The dancer Baccelli is the sketch for the life-size portrau now in the
Tate Gallery. Beit evidently acquired it before 1899 because it was lent by him to a loan exhibition,
‘Exhibition of pictures by masters of the Flemish and British schools....”, at the New Gallery, Regent
Street, London, in 1899-1900, no.182. Beit’s other Gainsborough, Portrait of the Countess Waldgrave,
was also included in the exhibition as no.196.

58 There is no reference to these paintings in Agnew’s stock books.

% A.C. Carter. Let me tell you, London, 1943, p.32.

% Rodolphe Kann died in March 1905. Beit assisted both Bode and Lichtwark in their atiempts to secure
it for Berlin and Hamburg, respectively. Kann had for some time been preoccupied with the fate of his
collection, and asked Beit in October 1904 what he thought would be the best alternative. Beit’s response
is not known, but when he wanted to raise the matter with Kann again in December 1904, he found him
too ill to discuss the matter (AB to WB, 15.3.1905, Bode papers). Bode recalled that Kann had expressed
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Kann introduced Beit to Bode in the late 1880s with whom he remained close friends
until his own death in 1906.°" Bode considered himself ‘partly responsible for the
contents and character’ of the Beit collection and stated that he had been able to

‘stimulate’ Beit’s interest in works of art and had assisted him with ‘practical

the intention of sharing out his collection: the ‘primitives’ to the Louvre, the Dutch and Flemish paintings
to the Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum, and the French paintings, perhaps, to his home town, Frankfurt. Bode
relates in his autobiography that he was disappointed to discover that the Berlin museums were not the
beneficiaries of any part of Kann’s collection (and nor were any other museums named as beneficiaries)
because ‘for almost twenty years I helped Kann with advice in the location of art objects, as much as with
Alfred Beit. I helped him to get his most beautiful Rembrandts, van Dycks, and several of his primitive
Dutch and ltalian paintings, and edited not one but two catalogues of his collections. It never entered
Kann's mind to show his gratitude to me personally nor to the Museums, though I managed to extract
from him with great effort a few insignificant pictures. I therefore could expect that he would remember
our collections in his will, especially as he had given expression to this effect to a colleague of mine, Dr
Lippmann.’ According to Bode, Kann refused to make a second will, and when his doctor told him that
he had only a few days to live, he asked for a notary to record some personal legacies and the destination
of his art collection. The notary recorded the personal legacies at once, but because of Kann's weak
condition, postponed the latter issue until later. However, he did not reappear until after Kann’s death,
and did not divulge the intentions of the deceased; he himself died a few days later. Kann's brother,
Maurice, also never disclosed Rodolphe Kann’s final wishes (W. Bode. Mein Leben. Berlin, 1930,
pp.187-188; WB’s account is similar to that described by AB in a letter to him on 15.3.1905. Bode
papers). - '
Because Rodolphe Kann died intestate, his son, Edouard. was the natural heir. But the estate could not be
settled to the satisfaction of the French courts until an accommodation had been reached between
Rodolphe’s executors and the increasingly infirm Maurice Kann. While the dispute was being settled,
Maurice died and Edouard was also named his uncle’s heir. When Beit himself was on his deathbed he
wrote to Bode saying that now, after the death of Maurice Kann, he thought that the entire collection
would come up for auction and the best pieces would end up in America (AB to WB, 19.5.1906, Bode
papers). Ultimately the collection was sold en bloc to a consortium of art dealers led by Nathan
Wildenstein who entered into a partnership with the Duveen brothers and Gimpel for £1m ($4.2m,
including legal fees and commissions). J. Pierpont Morgan provided finance in exchange for first choice
from the collection (Daily Telegraph. 7.8.1907; reprinted in the Year’s Art, 1907, pp.367-372). The
Duveen brothers bought out the other partners, and the collection provided the Duveens with stock for
decades. This syndicate also purchased paintings from Maurice Kann's collection for $2.5m. and the
remainder of the collection was sold by auction (See E. Samuels, Bernard Berenson , Harvard, Mass., and
London, 1987, pp.51,91; R. Gimpel, Diary of an art dealer, London, 1966, pp.301-302; C. Simpson, The
partnership,London, 1987, pp.107-113).

An interesting side issue to the Rodolphe Kann collection is that Alfred Lichtwark had hoped that it could
be secured for the Hamburger Kunsthalle, and Beit acted on their behalf in the negotiations. Lichtwark
wrote to Beit in March 1906 that if it would take five or six million (?marks) to secure the callection,
Lichtwark believed that he could persuade the city of Hamburg to undertake its purchase. However, at a
price of twelve or fourteen million, it would not be possible unless Beit purchased the collection and
donated it to Hamburg (Alfred Lichtwark to AB, 14.3.1906, Hamburg Kunsthalle archives, AO76). The
determination of the art dealers to purchase the collection, coupled with Beit’s precarious health and his
death later in 1906, meant that Lichtwark’s dream never materialised (A. Lichtwark, Briefe an die
Kommission fiir die verwaltung der Kunsthalle, vol 15 (1907), Hamburg, 1908, p.155).

¢ Bode’s recollection that he met Beit through Wernher is incorrect. (W. Bode, Mein Leben, Berlin,
1930, p.88). In a letter Wernher wrote to Bode in May 1891, Wembher regretted that they had not yet met.
He also reminded Bode that Beit’s rooms were at his disposal when he was in London, and that he,
Wernher, looked forward to meeting him on his next visit JW to WB, 12.5.1891). The earliest surviving
letter between Beit and Bode is dated 25 March 1891, and by the tone of the letter it would appear that
Beit and Bode were already well acquainted (AB to WB, 25.3.1891). Bode papers, ZASMPK.
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advice’.®* Bode’s influence is easier to assess than that of Kann because of the survival
of a number of Beit’s letters to Bode dating from 1891 to the year of Beit’s death in
1906.% From this correspondence it is clear that Bode's involvement in the Beit
collection extended far beyond offering Beit art historical advice. A case in point was
Bode’s ambiguous role in securing paintings for Beit from Lord Pelham-Clinton-Hope's
collection of eighty-three Dutch and Flemish paintings (then on loan to the Sbuth
Kensington Museum) when his conduct bore closer resemblance to that of a dealer-
intermediary than an art historian-advisor. Bode structured a corﬁplex financial
transaction in 1898 to purchase the entire collection before dividing the paihtings
between the Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum and the collectors he advised.® Acts of this kind
~ were characteristic of Bode who, if given the opportunity, would coordinate every
aspect of the formation of a collection. An independently-minded collector such as

Kann consequently found Bode to be meddlesome and over-bearing, and limited his

dealings with him accordingly.

In Beit’s first years of collecting he relied heavily on Bode for advice. Bode frequently
bought unseen objects on his behalf, and arranged for the goods and the account to be
sent to him.®* According to Bode, Beit ‘always made his selections with calmness and
deliberation and in doing so has ever listened to good advice’.®® For this reason Beit is
probably best described as an informed amateur: he knew enough about art history and
the art world to realise that he required advice on attributions and the intricacies of the
art market. After the mid-1890s, however, Beit’s dependence on Bode lessened as his
self-confidence grew and as he gradually leamnt to trust his intuitive responses in certain

fields. From then on, he increasingly acquired works of art independently of Bode and

¢ W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.3. .

¢ Bode’s papers are housed in ZASMPK, Berlin.

% Robert von Mendelssohn advanced £121 550 to a consortium managed by Otto Gutekunst of
Colnaghi’s to purchase the paintings. Colnaghi’s and the dealer Asher Wertheimer disposed of the
paintings which the Berlin Museum and Bode’s friends did not acquire. For a history of the Hope
collection and a reconstructed inventory see J.W. Niemeijer, ‘De kunstverzameling van John Hope (1737-
1784)’, Nederlands Kunsthistorisch Jaarboek, 32, 1981, pp.127-232. Beit’s acquisitions from the Hope
collection comprised the outstanding pair by Gabriel Metsu: A man writing a letter and A woman reading
a letter, a pair by Willem van de Velde the Younger: Heavy sea and Stormy sea, and Philips
WouWermans: A village festival.

 For instance Beit wrote to Bode in 1891 acknowledging that Bode had selected objects at dealers to the
value of £7 800. AB to WB, 6.4.1891, Bode papers, ZASMPK. :

% W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.2.
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informed him of these purchases later. His requests to Bode in these years tended to be
more specific: for example, did Bode support an attribution, or was a price reasonable?
Even so, the dynamics of their relationship is not entirely clear because there are
instances when one would have expected Beit to consult Bode, such as on the purchase
from Lord Dudley of the six Murillos depicting the parable of the Prodigal Son in the
mid-1890s (Figs. 2.19, 2.20), and a large group of Beit’s genre and landscape paintings
acquired en bloc in about 1895% from the collection of the late John Walter, who was
proprietor of The Times,®® but these are not mentioned in the surviving correspondence.
How these substantial acquisitions were negotiated and who assisted Beit in the

negotiations has yet to be established.

It is also worth noting that Beit developed very clear preferences for particular schools
and periods of painting which did not correlate with Bode’s interests. Bode’s fields of
expertise were fifteenth- and sixteenth-century Italian painting, seventeenth-century
Dutch and Flemish painting, and, in addition, European sculpture, ceramics, bronzes,
furniture, and near-Eastern carpets. In paintings, Beit’s and Bode’s preferences only
overlap in the area of Dutch and Flemish seventeenth-century oils, while Beit’s
appreciation of British eighteenth-century paintings was only accepted hesitantly by
Bode. Beit spent a substantial sum of money on a dozen eighteenth-century British
portraits (his expenditure with Agnew’s, who supplied him with most of these paintings,
amounted to about £40 000), but in Bode’s 1904 catalogue of the collection the reader is
left with the impression that Bode was less than forthcoming in providing a readable
text to accompany the illustrations. Beit’s antipathy towards Italian Renaissance

paintings no doubt frustrated Bode as well. Bode simplisticaHy ascribed Beit’s lack of

§ All the paintings bought by Beit are included in the 1884 valuation of the Walter collection at
Bearwood but they are not listed in the next inventory prepared in about 1895. Walter papers. D/EWL
F12/1, F12/8/2. Berkshire County Record Office. Reading. 1 am grateful to Kaue Willis of the Record
Office for her assistance in locating these inventories.

% These purchases included (values accorded to them in the 1884 inventory in parenthesis): two works
by Adriaen van Ostade: Peasant at a window (£50) and The adoration of the shepherds (£400); two by
Isaack van Ostade: Traveller at a cottage door (£350), and The ford (£350); Jacob van Ruisdael,
Bentheim Castle (£2 500); Jan Steen, Marriage feast at Cana (£600); Jan van der Heyden, At the town
gate (£50); and Nicolaes Maes, The milk maid (£400). Bode in the catalogue of the Beit collection
suggests the David Teniers the Younger, Peasant feast before the gates of Antwerp, is also from the
Walter collection but this would appear to be incorrect. See the footnote adjacent to the discussion of this
painting in the text. See the 1884 inventory, Walter papers, D/EWL F12/1, F12/8/2, Berkshire Record
Office, Reading.
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interest in works of this kind to their scarcity, but this could only in part explain his
avoidance of art of the Renaissance.” The dealers serving the American collectors a
decade later managed to secure a large number of Italian paintings, and Bode in the
1890s purchased numerous such works both for the Berlin museums and for other
collectors whom he advised. Thus, aé will become increasingly clear, Beit collected
works of art with some degree of indepéndence from Bode’s advice, especially after the

1890s.

Although a discussion of bronzes and ceramics is beyond the scope of this thesis, Bode
was probably more successful in influencing Beit’s collection of Renaissance bronzes,
Italian majolica and Hispano-Moresqueware. The’ fact that he started to acquire such
pieces soon after his arrival in London from South Africa must surely be ascribed to
Bode’s influence because these were all fields in which Bode was particularly
knowledgeable.”® Bode had effectively inaugurated the modern study of Renaissance
bronzes.”! According to Bode, Beit “developed an enthusiasm for this form of
Art’,’? and ultimately Beit’s array of Italian bronzes, aside from George Salting’s

collection (which was later bequeathed to the Victoria and Albert Museum), was-: ‘the

% ‘It must moreover be borne in mind that the number of purchasable pictures by Raphael. Titian,
Corregio, and other Italian Masters of the period when art in Italy was at its highest development, was
very small indeed, as compared with the number of obtainable works by Rembrandt, Rubens, Ruysdael
and the Dutch painters.” W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Betlin, 1904, p.7.

0 Although bronzes are a field in which it is notoriously difficult to ascertain attributions and
authenticity, Beit, as an experienced diamond buyer. presumably had an eye sensitised to the nuances and
subtle differences of the various castings. In 1891 Beit acquired en bloc a collection of bronzes and
majolica from the collection of Isaac Falcke. The purchase of this collection was arranged through Bode
who divided it between the Berlin museum and Beit. Bode’s version in the 1904 catalogue is incorrect:
“This was due to the fact that in 1889 [should be 1891] there was a sale [by private treaty] in London of
Mr Jacob [should be Isaac} Falcke’s collection comprising of (sic) numerous works of art of many
periods. The most valuable of these were probably the Bronze Statuettes, and Mr Beit shared in their
purchase with the Kaiser Friedrich Museum. The greater number went to that city [Berlin] ... while some
of the remainder were taken over by Mr Beit...” (W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin,
1904, p.31; W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto
Beit, London, 1913, p.51). In letters from Isaac Falcke to Bode on 29.1.1891 and 19.2.1891 a price of
£20 000 is mentioned for the purchase of the collection. How the collection was divided between the
museum and Beit is uncertain, and also if the price of £20 000 included Beit’s portion. Although Beit
remained in the market for bronzes until his last years. Beit became ever more selective and in 1900
declined to purchase the Pfungst collection because he only wanted a single piece from it. The probability
is that if this collection had become available in his early years of collecting he would have purchased it
en-bloc (Murray Marks to WB, 3.11.1900, 17.11.1900). Bode papers, ZASMPK.

' The first two volumes of W. Bode’s The Italian bronze statuettes of the Renaissance was published in
English in 1908 (in German in 1907), and the third volume in 1912; see the revised edn ed by James
David Draper, New York, 1980. .

2 W.Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, London, 1904, p.31.
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most important private collection in England’.”® Bode was also a noted authority in the
field of Italian majolica: he had personally been collecting majolica from the 1880s, he
had assembled one of the finest private collections and he later published a seminal text
on the origins of majolica in Tuscany.’* Beit’s own collection of majolica was to
become one of the ‘finest of its kind in private ownership in England,”™ while his
collection of Hispano-Moresqueware is also noteworthy: William Valentiner, whom
Bode sent to catalogue Beit’s collection, thought that there were only two other
collections of comparable size, that of Don Osma in Madrid, and that of Archer

Huntington in New York.”®

Bode produced flattering catalogues for most of the collectors he assisted, including
Beit.”” A folio-sized volume, printed on Japanese hand-made paper in an edition of 50
English and 50 German copies, lavishly recorded for posterity Beit’s achievements as a
collector. As Gaskell has noted, Bode offered this service to those collectors who had
relied on him to assemble a coilection under his guidance.”® In return for advice and
such catalogues, Bode expected collectors and dealers to donate artworks and/or funds
to the Berlin museum, and always hoped that colleciors would bequeath their entire
collections to the museum. In this way, Bode overcame the limitations of a state-
allocated budget and added an extraordinary array of artworks to the collection in his
years as a curator and director of the museurmn. The collectors he advised varied in their

generosity: Kann, for instance, resisted donating works or funds and much to Bode’s

 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, London, 1904, p.31. In Bode’s 1904 catalogue there
were 68 bronzes in total, comprising 1 antique bronze, 16 Florentine bronzes. 21 works by the Paduan
school, 14 from the Venetian school, 7 other Italian bronzes of the 16th and 17th centuries, 1 by a 17th
century Netherlandish artist, 1 French 16th century bronze and 7 works by 18th and 19th century French
artists. In Bode’s 1913 catalogue 121 bronzes are listed: 1 antique bronze, 25 Florentine bronzes. 26 from
the Paduan school, 27 from the Venetian-school, 15 other Italian bronzes, 9 ‘after the antique’. 5 Flemish
bronzes, 9 of the 18th and 19th century, 3 other French bronzes, and | German 16th century bronze.

™ W. Bode, Die Anfinge der Majolikakunst in Toskana, Berlin, 1911; and see also Richard Graul, ‘Eine
Majolika-Publikation von Withelm Bode’, Zeitschrift fiir Bildende Kunst, Leipzig, 1913, pp. 69-71.

" W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit,
London, 1913, p.51.

6 M. Sterne, The passionate eye: the life of William R. Valentiner , Detroit, 1980, p.78.

7 Bode first offered to compile a catalogue in 1901, but Beit wrote to him that he was unable to accept:
he did not wish to saddle Bode with this enormous amount of work which might endanger his heaith (AB
to WB, 16.9.[1901]). Bode responded promptly with a repeated offer, and within a fortnight of Beit’s
declining Bode’s proposition, he accepted it with gratitude (AB to WB, 30.9.1901). Bode papers,
ZASMPK.

™ 1. Gaskell, The Thyssen-Bornemisza Collection: seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish painting,
London, 1990, p.30.
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distress bequeathed nothing to the museum.” In contrast, the Berlin collector, James
Simon, presented his collection to the museum and continued to donate further works of
art thereafter. Beit falls between these two extremes. He acknowledged Bode’s
assistance by regularly responding to his requests for donations to purchase works of art
for the Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum and funds to support Bode’s other projects (including
the Burlington Magazine, then in its infancy),® but did not bequeath his collection to
the museum. The total value of his gifts is difficult to determine, but it would appear to

have been sizeable.

One of Beit’s first gifts to the museum was a number of works of art purchased at
Bode’s insistence at the famous Spitzer sale in 1893 specifically for presentation and
valued at 8 000 marks.?! Other gifts include a work ascribed to a follower of Jan van
Eyck, Portrait of a young man with a rose, which was presented in 1900 and estimated
at the time to be worth 5 000 marks:** a Rubens, Landscape with the shipwreck of
Aeneas-, presented in 1899 (through the Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum-Verein);** and on the

occasion of the opening of the extensions to the Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum (the building

7 Bode wrote in his autobiography that it never entered Kann’s mind to show his gratitude either to Bode
personally or to the museum for all his assistance. He did manage to extract from Kann, with great effort,
a few insignificant pictures. W. Bode, Mein leben, Berlin, 1930, pp.187-188.

8 Bode also encouraged Beit to acquire a shareholding in the Burlington Magazine (C. Holmes, Self and
parters, London, [1936], p.215), along with American millionaire collectors prompted by Bernard
Berenson and Roger Fry. (Fry also tried to coerce Charles Ricketts into asking the ‘part-Randlord’
Edmund Davis for support but without success. See J.G.P. Delaney. Charles Ricketts. a biography,
Oxford, 1990, p.154.) The first issue of the magazine appeared in March 1903; it was founded with the
intention of occupying “the same position as the leading art periodicals on the Continent ... and [to] fill
the place thus left vacant in English periodical literature.” However, the magazine’s finances were soon in
a precarious state, and in the autumn of the same year the urgent need for capital became apparent to all
concerned. Although the exact details of how Beit was drawn into the rescue are not known, he was
allotted 743 Preference Shares and 7 Ordinary Shares in the Burlington Magazine Ltd. in July 1904
(Burlington Magazine to AB, 16.7.1904, Wemher Beit private papers, BR). After Beit’s death, the
magazine devoted an editorial to him and wrote kindly of his support of the magazine and.his widespread
generosity (Burlington Magazine, 9, August 1906, p.295). See also ‘Fifty years of the Burlington
Magazine’, Burlington Magazine, 95, March 1953, pp.63-65; and Denys Sutton (ed), Letters of Roger
Fry, London, 1972, vol 1, n0.126,127. I am grateful to Caroline Elam of the Burlington Magazine for
answering my queries about Beit’s involvement in funding the magazine.

8 This was the equivalent of £400. Alfred Beit’s gifts to the museum from the Spitzer sale are listed in
Ref. 2435/93. Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum Geschekgeben-Liste, KFM25, ZASMPK.

8 This was the equivalent of £250. Even at the time of the gift the attribution was questioned. Ref.
3485/00 4.10.1900, Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum Geschekgeben-Liste, KFM25, ZASMPK. Presently cat. no.
523D in the Berlin Gallery.

8 The 1905-1906 Berich: of the Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum-Verein says of this Rubens Landscape: ‘Die
vom KFMYV als Eigentum erworben und des kgl. Museen als Leihgut iiberwiesen’ in 1898-9. Presently
cat. no, 776E in the Berlin gallery. ' )
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now houses the Bode Museum), a full-length Gainsborough, Portrait of Squire John
Wilkinson,®* which he had bought especially from Agnew’s for £5 000.% In his
autobiography Bode recalled that he had always hoped for a major bequest to the
museum because Beit had never married. % With this in mind, Bode even went so far as
to decline an offer in 1904 from Beit to purchase a collection of Hispano-Moresqueware
for the museum because he did not wish to spoil the chance of Beit bequeathing his
entire collection.®” Ultimately Beit bequeathed two valuable works of art to the Kaiser-
Friedrich-Museum: a Reynolds (lost in the Second World War) and a Florentine brénze,'

Hercules resting, by Antonio Pollaiuolo. %

A further aspect of Bode’s relationship with Beit that needs to be explored is Bode’s
intimate involvement in the art trade, which tainted the impartiality of his
advice.¥ This issue arises repeatedly, not only in relation to Beit, but also with Sir Max
Michaelis, at which point it will be discussed further.”® It was customary for dealers to
offer Bode artworks for the museum in acknowledgement of his recommendation of
their goods to collectors. A case in point occurred after Bode advised Beit to acquire the
collection of Hispano-Moresqueware in 1904 from the London dealer Murray

Marks®! for £8 000.%> After the sale was concluded, the dealer asked Bode: ‘Is there

% Now in the Bode Museum, Berlin.

8 Agnew’s sold the painting at cost, presumably because it was destined for the museum. The museum
valued the gift at 100 000 marks, the equivalent of £5 000. Ref. 3450/04, Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum
Geschekgeben-Liste, KFM25, ZASMPK.

¥ There was a rumour in circulation about 1900 that Alfred Beit was to marry an American, Mrs
Ladenburg, whose husband had been lost at sea (DP to LP. 4.3.1898, Private papers of LP, BR). There is
also a reference to the intended marriage in R.D. Blumenfeld, RDB’s Diary 1887-1914, London, 1930,
p.135 (9 November 1900).

¥ W. Bode, Mein leben . Berlin, 1930, p.186.

¥ W. Bode. Mein leben. Berlin, 1930. p.186. In a letter from the London dealer Charles Davis to the
executors of Alfred Beit's estate, the Reynolds Portrait of Mrs Harriet Boone and her daughter was
valued at £12 500 and the bronze Hercules resting was valued at £2 500. 22.9.1906. Bode -papers,
ZASMPK. In a recent catalogue which lists the donations received in Bode’s years at the museum, the
following sculpture is listed which could be the same one: ‘Maffeo Olivieri (1484-1543/44). Adam mit
dem Grabscheit, bronze, h: 24cm, inv. Nr.3041). See Wilhelm von Bode: Museumsdirektor und Mdzen,
Wilhelm von Bode zum 150. Geburtstag, Der Kasier-Friedrich-Museums- Verein, Berlin, 1995,

¥ Such acknowledgements are often to be found in the introductions to Bode’s books, for example: ‘For
help in my work I have particularly to thank the greatest Italian dealers in antiques through whose hands,
for the past ten years, the ... best Italian furniture has passed, and especially Messrs. Stefano Bardini, Elia
Volpi, and Luigi Grassi of Florence’. W. Bode, Italian Renaissance furniture, New York, 1921 (Ist pub.
1902), p.6.

% See chapter 5.

" There is a letter dated 10.1.1891 from Murray Marks to Bode informing him that Beit had bought a
‘Venetian dish’ for £100. Bode continued to receive similar letters for the next fifteen years (Bode papers,
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~anything in our stock that you would like to have for your museum?’® In this instance,
Bode would not appear to have acted unprofessionally, but there are instances where his
close contact with dealers compromised his neutrality as an advisor. This was
repeatedly the case with the works he offered to Beit belonging to Robert Langton
Douglas, who operated as the London agent of the Berlin museum from
1904.°* Douglas’s letters to Bode indicate how very dependent he was on Bode for
clients and advice to the point where it sometimes appears that Bode is an agent for
Douglas rather than the reverse.” Bode was party to all his schemes and dealings.
Douglas regularly asked Bode not only for art historical advice, but also what prices he
should charge and how he should go about concluding a sale. Although only a small
proportion of paintings in the Beit collection was ultimately bought from Douglas, all of
these works now have uncertain attributions which is in stark contrast to the rest of the
collection. Moreover, Bode was aware that Douglas’s stock, which he emphatically
recomrﬁended to Beit, was problematic — in one letter he suggested to Douglas that he
should acquire fine paintings selectively instead of always owning a multitude - with
optimistic attributions. °® In addition to supporting the attributions of an .assortment of

minor paintings, Bode also offered Douglas advice on the prices he should ask

ZASMPK). Murray Marks of the dealers Durlacher Bros. was a specialist in the field of bronzes, but he
was also intimate with many of the prominent Victorian artists in the Pre-Raphaelite and Morris circles.
Beit purchased objects from Marks soon after his arrival in London and continued doing so to his last
days. See G.C. Williamson, Murray Marks and his friends: a tribute of regard.,London. ¢.1925.

2 The collection was presumably acquired to be displayed at Tewin Water. 1t is not possible to establish
which of those works were acquired by Alfred and which by his brother Sir Otto, but in the 1916
catalogue of the collection thirty-nine pieces are listed, most of which are works of the fifteenth century.
Catalogue of the collection of pottery and porcelain in the possession of Mr Otto Beit, London, 1916,
pp.141. :

> Murray Marks to WB, 17.6.1904, Bode papers, ZASMPK. Bode mentions a price of £7 500 for the
collection in his autobiography. W. Bode, Mein leben , Berlin, 1930, p.159. '

% Robert Langton Douglas had been a Church of England chaplain at Sienna prior to focusing on art
history and operating as a private art dealer. See Denys Sutton, ‘Robert Langton Douglas’, Apollo, in four
parts: 109, April, May, June 1979, pp.248-475; 110, July 1979, pp.2-56. '
% It must be borne in mind that because his letters to Bode have survived, there is more unfavourable
material relating to Douglas than to any of the other dealers from whom Beit purchased paintings. Similar
issues may have arisen with Beit’s other purchases through Bode, but the primary material is incomplete.
% For instance: ‘Please do not think that I do not see the justice of your reproof of me. I have bought too
many interesting little pictures: I ought to have spent my money only on fine things by great masters. I am
now ready to sell some of these smaller pictures at very moderate prices. I believe that the value of works
by Palamedes and 1.S. will go up, as really fine things became more and more difficult to find. Do you not
think that Mr [Otto] Beit, or some other friend might not be induced to buy the really good pictures of this
class for a country house at small prices?’” (my emphasis) RLD to WB, 19.3.1908, Bode papers,
ZASMPK.
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Beit.”” Such incidents cloud Bode’s substantial and worthy contribution to the
formation of Beit’s collection, and although he did not benefit personally from his
engagement with the art market in the way that Bernard Berenson did, it does encourage

one to question Bode’s integrity as an adviser.

One example out of the half-a-dozen instances of such transparent schemes found in the
Bode-Langton Douglas correspondence will serve to illustrate this problem. Douglas
wrote to Bode on 21 December 1905 with the news that he had an opportunity to buy
‘one of Hobbema’s most important works.... It is a great chance.”®® A few days later
Douglas not only asked Bode to obtain the highest offer he thought possible, but also
indicated that he might require Beit to finance the purchase of this picture:

I shall be deeply grateful to you if you will tell me in confidence what is the
best price Mr Beit would give for a work of art of this kind. I promise that I
will not ... make any large, and certainly not any exorbitant, profit. I shall be
content with a sum amounting to a moderate commission. But if I am able
to get the picture it is necessary to make a really good offer, as the owner is
not bound to sell and will not let the picture go cheaply. Please mention as
liberal a sum as you or Mr Beit can give for a picture of this kind and I will
give you the first refusal of the picture if I can get it.*’

Douglas’s approach begs an important question: was he hoping to buy the painting into
stock and sell it to Beit, or did he imagine that he was acting in an agency capacity for
Beit? If the latter, it could be expected that Beit should support his offer, but it seems to
have been more a case of the former: the dealer expected Beit to finance the purchase of
a painting that Douglas hoped to own and that Beit might then buy. ‘I am reserving this
Hobbema entirely for you and Mr Beit... I hope, that Mr Beit will, if I require it advance
me something to enable me to purchase this week. By doing so he will not pledge
himself or you to take the picture and he will be repaid as soon as the picture is sold.... I
will see that it is insured. I will write if I am in sudden need of money for this

purchase.” %

%7 For instance: “What do you think would be a good price to ask for them. Can I get more justly?” RLD
to WB, 26.3.1905, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

%8 RLD to WB, 21.12.1905, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

% RLD to WB, 29,12.1905, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

1% RLD to WB, undated, Dec.1905/Jan.1906, Bode papers, ZASMPK.
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Douglas further attempted to coerce Bode by using as a carrot the prospect of
‘important’ works he promised to purchase and offer to the museum provided he
profited from the sale of the Hobbema: ‘If I can sell the Hobbema well, 1 shall be able to
| offer you some of the most important pictures I have yet found. I hope that Mr Beit will
treat me quite frankly about the Hobbema and will name the highest price he is prepared
to give.”'%' Unfortunately Bode’s letters to Beit do not survive. For this reason, we have
no idea of how Bode presented Douglas’s schemes to Beit, nor do we know whether he
was more candid with one than the other. Ultimately, this particular transaction did not
materialise, possibly because Douglas (and Bode?) were vnot able to muster Beit’s
support before Lord Ashburton ‘changed his mind’ and ‘decided to retain the

Hobbema’. 1%

Judging from his acquisitions, Beit appears to have expressed little interest in issues of
‘connoisseurship’, be it attribution debates surrounding works by well-known artists, or
the discovery of lesser-known artists. This is perhaps because he viewed collecting as a
pleasurable escape from the pressures of his vast business interests.- The task of
managing three enormous enterprises — De Beers’ with its dominance of the Kimberley
diamond mines and the sale of diamonds; the largest gold mines on the Witwatersrand;
and the British South Africa Company’s expansion into what became known' as

Rhodesia — was stressful and demanding. This contributed to regular breakdowns in his

4

health'® which necessitated regular cures at European spas,'® cruises in the

Mediterranean'® and long rest periods away from work. As Bode wrote after Beit’s

death:

190 RLD to WB, 1.1.1906, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

12 RLD to WB, 20.1.1906, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

1% As early as 1893 Lionel Phillips remarked to Wernher about Beit’s overwork and its effect on his
health: ‘If only Beit would content himself with watching progress and not worry about new business, he
could do a lot of good here without wearing himself to death. 1 really don’t want new business. We shall
have still to go in for a few things from time to time to complete our big scheme, but I think an enormous
profit on the Rand Mines is a dead certainty....” LP to JW, 4.2.1893, M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All
that glittered , Cape Town, 1977, no.42.

1% For instance in July and August of 1897 Beit was with Lionel Phillips at Bad Homburg. In September
it was reported in London that ‘Mr Beit, say the Homburg holiday-makers, has been giving a series of
luncheons and dinners and receptions, “such as even Homburg has never dreamt of™”’. South Africa,
11.9.1897, p.539. :

1% The autumn after the Jameson Raid Inquiry in 1897 Beit hired Sir Donald Currie’s yacht Iolaire for a
three-month cruise with a party that included Rhodes, Jameson and J.B. Taylor around the Mediterranean
and up the Nile. At the beginning of December 1898 Beit left London for a three-month yachting trip on
the Jolaire. He visited all the noteworthy ports and sites in the company of Jameson. J.B. Taylor and
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He was not long permitted to enjoy his treasures and the collections which
he had formed, nor was he able to complete them as he would have wished.
The storm and stress of life in South Africa, the struggle for the supremacy
of the British Flag, and for the incorporation with the Empire of a new and
vast colonial dominion, among the founders of which Mr Alfred Beit must
certainly be reckoned, had undermined his health.!%

This might help to explain why he wished to avoided challenging imagery and the
uncertainties that often surround works which do not have incontestable
attributions. '’ The absence of paintings with mythological or historical images with
complex iconography and symbolism could possibly also be explained by the fact that,
although Beit was born into an middle-class family, he had had neither a formal training
in art history nor the kind of education that would have provided a framework for the
appreciation and understanding of such paintings. As his biographer remarked: ‘because
of his busy life he was not, in any literary sense, a widely read man’.'® On the few
~occasions when he did purchase religious images, they were paintings in which the
-artist had painted the subject as a genre scene rather than as a devotional image of, for
example, the Madonna and Child. For instance, Adriaen van Ostade’s The adoration of
the shepherds (Fig. 2.6) is primarily a scene of peasant life, and in Jan Steen’s Marriage
feast at Cana (Fig. 2.7), the secularised setting and the contemporary Dutch dress,
accentuated with numerous humorous caricatures, cloak the religious nature of the
subject. Beit’s series of six Murillos illustrating the parable of the Prodigal Son, a
subject which was frequently painted by Dutch and Flemish artists, is also characterised
by a strong narrative which, together with the artist’s genre-like treatment of the subject,

ensures that the images are not obviously religious. The same could be said for the two

Henry Robinow. It was reported that at Constantinople they requested to see the Imperial Treasury.
However, the Sultan evidently thought that they had seen enough gold and diamonds and withheld
permission. Instead they were allowed to visit the Imperial stables. South Africa, 11.3.1899, p.483.

1% W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit,
London, 1913, p.vii.

17 This issue of the uncertainty of the attributions of so many Renaissance works was brought to the fore
through a public controversy provoked by Berenson’s questions concerning the attribution of Venetian
works in British private collections which were exhibited in 1895 at the New Gallery in London. The
paintings were mostly from aristocratic collections and exhibited with the attributions provided by their
owners which Berenson publicly questioned, to the consternation of all concerned. This affair rocketed
Berenson to prominence and he remained the most celebrated art historian in the field for almost another
fifty years. See D.A. Brown, Berenson and the connoisseurship of Italian painting, exh. cat., National
Gallery of Art, Washington, 1979, p.14. :

1% G.S. Fort, Alfred Beit, London, 1932, p.159.

102



early works attributed to Rembrandt, St. Francis (Fig. 2.10) and The tribute money,

which Beit also acquired, as will be discussed below.

Beit’s preference for paintings with uncomplicated imagery might also account for the
scarcity of works by Italian artists in his collection. The only Italian works that Beit
displayed in 26 Park Lane were three unimposing topographical.views by
Guardi,'® and a painting attributed to Paolo Veronese, Portrait of Alessandro Alberti
~and his page (Fig. 2.8), which hung in the hall at 26 Park Lane. This picture was
appropriate for this space because it was decorated in the ‘Renaissance’ style with a
‘splendidly coloured marble fountain’ from the Palazzo Borghese, and a marble
chimney-piece by a ‘Florentine master after the manner of Benedetto de Revazzano’.
But as Charles Ricketts noticed when visiting the collection, this oil of ‘unusual
distinction’ which he attributed to Moroni, was ‘évidently in disgrace’ because it was
not hung in the reception rooms."° In his last years as a collector Beit did acquire a few
minor Italian fifteenth- and sixteenth-century paintings, but these were bought
specifically for his country house, Tewin Water (in Hertfordshire), which was furnished

in the Renaissance style, and which he leased from 1902 (Fig. 2.9).1!!

Beit favoured seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish paintings. His choices in this
field are perhaps best understood if seen in relation to what was then termed the

‘modern’ taste in old masters, which both Kann and Bode advocated. Their preferences

% Although Canaletto’s work had been popular with British collectors since the eighteenth century,
Guardi’s work had been neglected. Whistler, in the 1880s, was one of the first artists to reconsider
Guardi’s oeuvre, and as collectors’ interest developed, the prices for his work adjusted to the point in the
1890s when his paintings for the first time realised prices comparable to those paid for Canaletto. See F.
Haskell. ‘Francesco Guardi and the nineteenth century’, Problemi Guardeschi, Venice, 1967, pp.58-61;
G. Reitlinger, Economics of taste, London, 1961, vol 1, p.335. -

10 Charles Ricketts papers, 21.1.1905, typescript v.1, 1903-1906, BL. Add. MS 61714,

1T No title deeds or inventories relating to Tewin Water (for this period) are held at the Hertfordshire
County Record Office. However, it would appear from the Earls Cowper estate accounts and letter books
that Sir Otto Beit purchased 394 acres of property from Lord Desborough (whose wife ‘Ettie” had
inherited the estates from the last Earl Cowper in the early part of the century) on 24 June 1919, of which
120 acres comprised Tewin Water mansion and adjacent lands and a further 100 acres had been
previously leased by Beit. The account between vendor and purchaser seems to have been finally settled
on 23 July 1919 (letter to Messrs Nicholl, Manisty & Co. of that date). The precise sum involved for the
purchase is unclear but was probably £55 000. This is the amount stated in a letter from the estate agents
to John Oakley, surveyor, of 24 October 1918; and a letter from the same to the same, dated 30 October
1918, records how Beit declined to increase his offer to £60 000. I am grateful to Kathryn Thompson of
the Hertfordshire County Record office for this information.
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were very different from those of Beit, whose taste corresponded closely to that of
eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century British collectors of old masters, who had
preferred naturalistic and finely painted images, particularly those with a narrative
subject. Beit’s preference for such highly.finished works could be related to Macleod
assertion, with reference to contemporary art, that the identity of the Victorian middle
class constructed for itself through ‘finish’, as an aesthetic element, ‘signalled tangible
evidence of painstaking labour, pride in the work ethic, ahd corroboration of money
well spent.”!'? Among later nineteenth-century collectors, however, the advent of the
Barbizon and Impressionist schools of painting (together with the research undertaken
by art historians such as Bode, and the demand created by collectors such as Kann), the
taste for Dutch and Flemish works shifted away from ‘painters of finished execution
like Gerard Dou or Frans van Mieris; witty raconteurs like Jan Steen and Philips
Wouwermaris, or masters of landscape art such as Jan Both, Ludolf Bakhuizen and
many others’ to those artists whose work reflected ‘the modern spirit in painting — with
its leaning towards breadth of pictorial handling and telling effects of light and

atmosphere’.!!?

This ‘modern’ taste in old masters also emphasised those artists whose work was
painterly and whose bold brushwork visibly displayed evidence of the artist’s creative
process. As Bode wrote in relation to Rembrandt’s late work: ‘The extraordinary
breadth of treatment, in which the attempt is made to render the clearest possible form
with a single stroke of the broad: bristle brush, gives to this work of Rembrandt’s an
unique clarity and uniformity of presentation’.''* Kann’s approach to collecting was
governed by this taste for expressive brushwork: describing his seventeenth-century
Dutch and Flemish paintings, Max Friedldnder remarked that he had an empathy ‘for
the great and free art and a dislike of trivial smoothness and too much going into
detail...’.'" In contrast to these two collectors, Beit tended to prefer ‘studied’ images
rather than ‘spontaneous’ works. In addition to this, the ‘modern’ collectors of old

masters favoured those artists whose work had suffered critical neglect, either in their

2 Dianne Sachko Macleod, Art and the Victorian middle class, Cambridge, 1996, p.16.

13 W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit,
London, 1913, p4.

" W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, pp.8-9.

115 M.J. Friedldnder, ‘Mr Rudolf Kann’s picture gallery in Paris’, Art Journal, 1901, pp.155-157.
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lifetime or after their death, in what amounted to an extension of the nineteenth-century
Romantic notion of an artist as a solitary, unrecognised. Consequently these ‘modern’
collectors and art historians construed biographical and/or stylistic evidence to conform
to this idea: the literature at the time is replete with tales of stfuggling old master
painters whose work had been unappreciated by collectors in the past. As will become
evident, the few purchases that Beit made of painterly works by seventeenth-century
Dutch and Flemish artists and eighteenth-century British painters, were therefore

invariably prompted by Kann.

Beit’s hesitant attitude to the ‘modern’ taste in old masters also manifests itself in the
manner in which he displayed his collection. He did not include a separate picture
gallery in his plans for 26 Park Lane, choosing to hang his paintings in the reception
rooms and upstairs living rooms in the house.!!® In Bode’s opinion, a guiding principle
in Beit’s collecting was ‘to embellish his rooms from an artistic point of view, and he
has therefore always taken into consideration the pleasing effect and decorative value of
those works to which his attention has been directed’.!"” Consequently, Beit’s choices
of paintings were ‘confined to examples by painters whose works were more
particularly adapted to the decoration of the reception and other rooms, that is to say
[the] Dutch schools of the XVII century, and of the English and French schools of the
XVIII century’.® This approach is distinct from that of a ‘modern’ old master
collector such as Kann, who displayed a large portion of his collection in a picture
gallery and who would have viewed what Bodevcalled the ‘decorative’ qualities of

pictures as almost irrelevant.

Beit’s collection was centred around landscapes and genre scenes. This is in contrast to
both Bode and Kann’s preferences. In Kann’s collection the genre painters'!® appeared

‘modestly in second place’.'?® Unlike Kann, Beit acquired no still-life p-aintings and

116 The issue of the Randlords’ display of paintings in domestic spaces as compared with separate picture
galleries is discussed further in the Robinson collection in chapter 6.

"7 W, Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.2.

118 'W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit, 1913,
p.l. :

9 Within the narrower parameters of genre painting, Kann owned works by the following artists:
Adriaen van Ostade (3), Isaack van Ostade (1), Paulus Potter (1), Jan Steen (2), Gerard ter Borch (2),
Philips Wouwermans (2). See Catalogue of the R. Kann collection: pictures, 2 vols, Paris, 1907.

20 M.J. Friedldnder, ‘Mr Rudolf Kann's picture gallery in Paris’, Art Journal, 1901, pp.155-157.
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also no portraits, unless they were by a suitably important artist such as Rembrandt.
(Kann acquired thirteen still lifes'® ‘and at least twelve portraits.)'?* What are also
conspicuously absent in Beit’s collection are works by seventeenth-century Dutch
Mannerists as well as Flemish painters aside from David Teniers the Younger. Kann
owned six paintings by Anthony van Dyck and five by Peter Paul Rubens (in both cases
a mixture of portrait, mythological and religious subjects), and Bode in these years
purchased numerous paintings by Van Dyck and fifteen works by Rubens for the Berlin
museum. ' Beit only acquired one work by Rubens, an unimposing half-length
Portrait of Philip 1V of Spain which he purchased after he had acquired the bulk of his

collection.'®

Beit’s preferences, as well as the obvious omissions in his collection, will now be
explored further in reiation to the seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish paintings
which he actually acquired. These acquisitions will be discussed in roughly the same
order that Bode used in his catalogue of the collection: that is, firstly those artists whose
work exemplified the ‘modern’ taste in old masters, Rembrandt, Frans Hals and
Johannes Vermeer, followed by the artists of landscapes and genre scenes whose work
tend to be identified with the more ‘traditional’ late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-
century taste in the field. In Bode’s catalogue this structure is not entirely successful,
mainly because he focused his accompanying text around the work of Rembrandt,
whose paintings were not the centre point of the Beit collection, thus implying that
Beit’s group of genre scenes were not comparable to the work of the ‘great master’. In
the text of the catalogue Bode often passes judgement on a painting by comparing it

unfavourably to an aspect of Rembrandt’s oeuvre: for instance, he remarked with

12! Kann acquired still lifes by the following artists: Jan Fyt (8), Frans Snyders (1), Adriaen van. Utrecht
(1), Abraham van Beyeren (1), Jan Davidsz. de Heem (1), Willem Claesz. Heda (1). See Catalogue of the
R. Kann collection: pictures, 2 vols, Paris, 1907.

122 Aside from paintings by Rembrandt and Frans Hals and the painters of genre scenes, Kann owned the
following portraits: Anthony van Dyck (3). Peter Paul Rubens (3), Nicolaes Pickenoy (2), Thomas de
Keyser (1), Michiel van Miereveld (1), Johannes Verspronck (2). See Catalogue of the R. Kann
-~ collection: pictures, 2 vols, Paris, 1907.

'2 H. Bock, “The history of the collection’, in The Gemdldegalerie, Berlin, London, 1986, p.22.

12 The Rubens is mentioned as a recent purchase in W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit,
Berlin, 1904, p.22. Beit also considered the purchase of another unidentified Rubens that was on offer in
1904 for £4 500, but was unable to make up his mind, even though he was a seasoned collector. After
approaching Bode for advice, he in the end did not acquire it. AB to WB, 9.12.1904; 15.3.1905, Bode
papers, ZASMPK. ' '
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reference to Nicolaes Maes’ choice of subject that it was similar to that painted by
Rembrandt but ‘without ... that sacred glow which Rembrandt, in his imaginative genius

knew how to spread over his canvas.’!®

For Bode, Rembrandt was unequivocally the most important Dutch artist, on a par with
Michelangeld and Raphael, ‘the mighty ones of the earth who must be measured by
their own standard.’'?® In his book, Great masters of Dutch and Flemish paintings
(1909), Bode opens with the statement: |

At the centre of Dutch art — in point both of time and importance, as well as
from the extent of his production — stands Rembrandt van Rijn.... No other
painter ... has a more extended range of treatment; above all, he is unrivalled
in the breadth and profundity of his ideas, no less than in their pictorial
rendering.” '’ ’ )

Rodolphe Kann shared Bode’s fervour for the work of Rembrandt, and acquired eleven
works by the master for his collection. As Max Friedldnder observed: ‘The greatest
genius, the poet among Dutch artists, rightly claims by far the largest space [in Kann’s
collection], giving dignity to the house, earnestness and majesty to the
gallei'y.’128 Moreover, ‘modern’ collectors such as Kann and Bode were very particular
about which of Rembrandt’s paintings they acquired. They preferred the painter’s late
work. In Kann’s collection not one of the Rembrandts was painted before 1650,'*° and
Friedldnder wrote in the 1907 catalogue of the Kann collection that Rembrandt was not,
‘as in former collections ... represented by a few fashionable portraits, of the kind he
painted in his first period; he appears as the sovereign overlord, with works in which he
is fully himself, examples in which he may be studied at the apogee of his pictorial
powers and of his genius’.'*® Three reasons for this preference can be suggested.
Firstly, on stylistic grounds, Rembrandt’s late works, with their expressive brushwork,
appealed to Kann and Bode because they disapproved of the ‘tendency in painting’ prior

to 1850 with its ‘predilection for severe drawing, careful execution, and themes

13 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.10.

128 W. Bode, Great masters of Dutch and Flemish painting , London, 1909, p.32.

21 W. Bode, Great masters of Dutch and Flemish painting , London, 1909, p.1.

'3 M.J. Friedlinder, ‘Mr Rudolf Kann’s picture gallery in Paris’, Art Journal, 1901, pp.155-157.
12 M.J. Friedldnder, ‘Mr Rudolf Kann'’s picture gallery in Paris’, Art Journal, 1901, pp.155-157.
130 Catalogue of the R. Kann collection: pictures, 2 vols, Paris, 1907, p.i.
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abounding in illustrative detail’.’®! Secondly, Bode and Kann’s preference for the late
works may have stemmed from the fact that such paintings had in the past suffered
critical neglect. The fact that they now actively sought out such works no doubt
contributed to their perception of themselves as ‘discerning connoisseurs’ whose taste
was more ‘advanced’ than other collectors. Thirdly, it is possible that they may have
believed (along with many of their contempofaries) that the biographical details of the
artist’s last decade — in which he battled both emotionally and financially — confirmed

his genius because he was not at one with the world around him.

Alfred Beit ultimately owned four paintings attributed to Rembrandt. Two of these were
dark and sombre three-quarter length portraits of men painted in the artist’s late period,
and the other two were earlier works: a painting entitled The tribute money, which was
dated 1629, and one of St Francis (Fig. 2.10), dated 1637. In Bode’s view, most of
Rembrandt’s earlier works were ‘curiosities” which were of ‘value in so far as they help
to illustrate a phase in the development of Rembrandt’s art’.!* He placed Beit’s St
Francis, acquired from Sedelmeyer in Paris in about 1896, in this category because it
lacked ‘the delicacy of conception, the executive care, and the marked brilliance of

tone...” that is to be found in the later works. >

Beit bought the other very early work, The tribute money, in February 1906 from Robert
Langton Douglas, surprisingly on Bode’s recommendation. Douglas wrote to Bode with

news of his purchase of the work in January 1906:

‘T have just bought from a remote country house a very charming early
Rembrandt signed and dated. It is quite unknown, and has been in the
country whence it came from time immemorial. It bears the signature to be
found on other works of his Leyden period, the monogram of the letters
R.H.L. and the date 1629. It measures 16.5 x 13 inches. The subject is The
Tribute Money. ... Except for Mr Beit, I have told no one of this picture. ... I
do not want dealers to know that I possess it. I will send you photographs as

1 W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit,
London, 1913, p.6.

Y2 'W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.8.

3 W. Bode. The art collection of Mr Alfied Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.8.
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soon as possible. The picture could go very well with Mr Beit’s Adrian van
Ostade. ... P.S. Many thanks for writing again to Mr Beit. '**

It seems likely that the primary reason for Bode’s insistence that Beit b{;y the painting
lay in his close and problematic relationship with Douglas. Why else would he
recommend a work painted in a period of Rembrandt’s career he generally disliked?
Bode himself had written only a year before, in the 1904 catalogue of the collection,
Rembrandt’s oil sketches (of which The tribute money is one) ‘are somewhat ill-
balanced, and are merely designed to give the roughest illustration of a certain light-
effect, tone or expression.”'* It is worth noting in .this regard that Douglas unabashedly
offered Bode a discount on a purchase for the Kasier-Friedrich-Museum if Bode
persuaded Beit to pay a ‘full’ price for the painting: ‘I wish indeed that I may get £5 000
for the Rembrandt. If I do get that sum, or even £4 000, I will certainly make a
reduction in the price of the Pesellino [for the museum] — a very substantial
reduction.”’*® Beit did buy the painting, but if the price he paid was close to what
Douglas was asking, it requires explanation because, in the 1904 catalogue of the Beit
collection, Bode stated that such early works ‘are often of so slight and unfinished a
character that the £2 000 or more, which is now asked for them and generally paivd, is

altogether above their value’. 137

Beit acquired both of his late Rembrandt portraits from Agnew’s. He bought the first,
optimistically described by both Smith and Agnew’s as a Portrait of the artist
(Fig. 2.11), for £6 000 in February 1896. The second work, entitled Portrait of a man
(Fig. 2.12), cost £10 000 three years later. It was one of the ar-tist’s last dated works (and
the only one of Beit’s four Rembrandt paintings whose attribution has been retained by
the Rembrandt Research Project).!*® Significantly, Rodolphe Kann was directly
involved in the acquisition of both of these works. According to Agnew’s stock books,

on both occasions the works were first sold to Kann who traded them back after a short

13 RLD to WB, 30.1.1906, Bode papers, ZASMPK.
135 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.8.
136 RLD to WB, (2)20.1.1906, Bode papers, ZASMPK.
31 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.8.
138 Rembrandt’s Portrait of an elderly man in the collection of Lord Cowdray is also dated 1667; and
aside from self portraits, this painting and the one belonging to Beit are the two latest dated works by the
artist.
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interval, at which time they were immediately sold to Beit. These two works are so
unlike any other paintings in Beit’s collection that it seems plausible that an explanation
for this sequence of events is related to Beit’s lack of confidence about acquiring such
‘modern’ old masters, and that Kann, as a close friend, shepherded Beit into acquiring
them. A remark that Beit made to Bode just after the purchase of the first portrait appear
to bear this out: he said that he bought the painting ‘because Kann thought that it was
particularly beautiful’.'*

Beit considered the purchase of two other major Rembrandt portraits but in both
instances lacked the confidence to reach a decision and relied on Bode for advice. On
the first occasion, two months after his purchase of the Portrait of the artist, Colnaghi’s
offered Beit, through Bode, a painting entitled A standard bearer. Beit’s response was
laden with conditions. He stated that he would only purchase it if Bode thought it to be
more attractive than the Portrait of the artist, and only if the earlier purchase could be
sold.!* Beit also considered the purchase of one of the five Rembrandts in the Lord
Pelham-Clinton-Hope collection whicﬁ came onto the market in 1898. According to
Beit, the dealer Wertheimer was asking ‘horrendous’ prices for paintings, and an
unidentified Rembrandt was available for £10 000. Beit offered £9 000 and asked Bode
if he should increase his offer to £9 500.'*! In any event, he did not acquire this work,
even though marginal increase in his offer would surely have secured the painting.!*

3 and Bode held in high esteem was Frans Hals.

Another artist whose work both Kann™
As Bode wrote in 1909: ‘Today his name stands, together with Rembrandt, at the head
of Dutch painting’.'* The reasons for their interest lay once again both in the stylistic

traits of Hals’s work and in the critical neglect that his oeuvre had suffered before the

139 AB to WB, 6.4.1896, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

140 AB to WB, 6.4.1896, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

1“1 AB to WB, 1.10.1898, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

142 Tt was later reported that the dealer Charles Wertheimer had acquired the Warwick Castle Rembrandt,
A standard bearer, by private treaty for a sum of around 10 000gs (Art Journal, 1896, p.284; Magazine of
Art, 1896, p.424). It was included in Sedelmeyer’s 1896 catalogue as no.30.

'** Rodolphe Kann owned four works by Frans Hals. The Hals, Portrait of a woman, previously in
Maurice Kann'’s collection is now arguably the most important Dutch seventeenth-century painting in a
public collection in South Africa. It formed part of Max Michaelis’s gift to the Union of South Africa in
1913.

¥ 'W. Bode, Grear masters of Dutch and Flemish painting , London, 1909, p.33.
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critic, Thoré-Biirger, initiated a rediscovery of Hals’s work after his artistic legacy had
been overlooked for almost two centuries following his death.'*> Bode had contributed
to this re-evaluation by submitting a doctoral dissertation in 1871 on the subject of Hals
and his school,' and in 1914, he published, together with Binder, a caralogue
raisonné of Frans Hals’s work. The three paintings attributed to Hals that Beit did buy
were among his first acquisitions. Although the purchase of works by Hals in the years
around 1890 was no longer adventurous because by then ‘modern’ old master collectors
had been collecting his work for two decades, it was not an obvious choice for a
collector who had just arrived in London after fifteen years in South Africa. In all
likelihood Beit was strongly influenced by Kann and Bode in these purchases because
in later years, when he was a more confident collector, he never again acquired any
works by Hals. He gave one of these three works, a Man with a herring barrel, to the
Hamburg Kunsthalle in 1891, suggesting that it may have been bought with the specific
intention of making this presentation. One of the two other works, the Portrait of a
young girl, was reattributed by Bode in 1904 to Judith Leyster. The reason Bode gave
for this change in attribution is worth noting: he felt that as an ‘actual work of the great
master himself, the conception and treatment are somewhat too simple.’ '

(Furthermore, in his view, the works of Judith Leyster, placed near Hals’s own works,
‘appear somewhat tame, have a sort of ladylike prettiness and attractiveness in
colouring and treatment; and for that very reason they please the public taste’.)!*® The
otherpainting, a small circular Laughing boy holding a flute (Fig. 2.13), displayed all the
characteristic virtuosity that attracted ‘modern’ old master collectors and contemporary
artists to Hals’s work. In Bode’s words: ‘By a few simple, broad thick strokes of the
brush the feathers are clearly and strongly depicted in the unique Velasquez

manner.’ 14

145 See F.S. Jowell, ‘Thoré-Biirger and the revival of Frans Hals’, Ast Bulletin, 56, 1974, pp.101-117; F.S.
Jowell, ‘The rediscovery of Frans Hals’, in Seymour Slive (ed.). Frans Hals, London and Munich, 1989,
pp.61-86; F.S. Jowell, ‘Thoré-Biirger ~ a critical role in the art market’, Burlington Magazine. 138,
February 1996, pp.115-129.

146 Wilhelm von Bode’s dissertation, Frans Hals und seine Schule, was reprinted in Zahn's Jahrbuch fu;
Kunstwissenschaft, 6, Leipzig, 1871, pp.1-66.

T 'W.Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.22.

18 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.22.

9 'W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.22.
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Johannes Vermeer, who had also been rediscovered by Thoré-Biirger after two centuries
of critical neglect, was the third Dutch artist who complied with Kann and Bode’s
notion of a ‘modern’ old master. In Bode’s view, Vermeer was ‘a precursor of our
modern bright and clear style of painting’.150 But whether Beit was attracted to
Vermeer for these reasons is debatable. In the context of his preference for detailed and
carefully finished genre scenes, it is probable that he was attracted to the artist’s genial
depiction of domestic life, and not the qualities emphasised by Bode (and presumably
by Kann). Kann was instrumental in securing Beit’s two paintings attributed to
Vermeer. !> The first, A lady at a spinet (Fig. 2.14), was purchased on Beit’s behalf in
April 1892, which would qualify Beit as one of the first collectors of Vermeer’s
work in Britain.'® In his 1904 catalogue of the collection, Bode questioned its
attribution and although it has not subsequently been accepted into Vermeer’s oeuvre, it
must have appeared to be an authentic work because René Gimpel, the art dealer and
diarist who studied Vermeer’s work closely, noted in his diary that ‘he would not be
surprised if [this work in]... the Beit Collection wasn’t signed on the music book.”'>* In
contrast to the first picture, Beit’s other Vermeer, A lady writing a letter (Fig. 2.15), is
one of the largest works by the artist and one of the few to contain life-size figures.
Kann purchased it on Beit’s behalf in Paris .in 1904 at a cost of £8 000, a price which
Beit described as ‘very high’, but which seems very reasonable considering the
enormous prices the dealer Duveen commanded for Vermeer’s work a few years

later.1>’

Beit also owned a pair of oils by Gabriel Metsu which bear some resemblance to

Vermeer’s treatment of interior spaces. They were painted in the mid-1660s and display

%0 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.11.
151 Beit wrote to Bode in April 1892 that he was expecting the Delft Vermeer from Paris which he had
not yet seen. AB to WB, 25.4.1892, Bode papers. ZASMPK.

152 W, Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.9.

153 Prior to the National Gallery’s purchase of Johannes Vermeer’s Young woman standing at a virginal
(NG1383) also in 1892, the only other Vermeer in England was a work hanging high up, not attributed to
Vermeer at this stage, in the corner of a bedroom at Windsor Castle. C. Holmes, Self and pariners,
London, [1936], p.134.

134 R. Gimpel, Diary of an art dealer, London, 1966, p.224.

15 AB to WB, 12.7.1904, Bode papers, ZASMPK. Paintings by Johannes Vermeer were realising prices
in the hundreds of pounds in the 1870s, a few thousand pounds in the 1880s and 1890s, and only early in
the new century with the entrance of the Americans in the market did the prices rise astronomically. The
Beit Vermeer realised £2 580 at the Secrétan sale in Paris in 1889. See G. Reitlinger, Economics of taste,
London, 1961, vol 1, pp.483-484,
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the artist’s astonishing attention to detail and light. These two paintings, A man writing
a letter (Fig. 2.16) and A woman reading a letter (Fig. 2.17), were acquired through
Bode from the Lord Pelham-Clinton-Hope collection in 1898 and receive the same
attention as the two late Rembrandts in Bode’s catalogue.® In keeping with the
‘modern’ old master collectors’ tendency to romanticise the hardship in their favoured
artists’ lives, Bode pointed out in the catalogue entry for these two pictures that Metsu’s
‘art suddenly ... declined, and, as he died in October 1668, at the age of 37, it can be
said of him, as Goethe says of every man of genius who dies young: — “Providence

wisely took care that he completely fulfilled his task in his brief life-time™”. 157

Besides the two works attributed to Vermeer and the pair by Metsu, Beit owned a
number of other works in the same genre. These included an interior scene ‘in the style
of De Hooch’ which Bode attributed to the recently rediscovered painter Simon

159 a large oil by Nicolaes

Kick'*® (later thought to be in the style of Nicolaes Maes);
Maes, The milk maid (Fig. 2.18);'® a small Gerard ter Borch, The mandolin
player;'®" and a Pieter de Hooch, A lady standing besides a cello player. Bode thought
that this latter oil was undistinguished and stated that it was only in the collection
because it had been opportunely acquired along with other more valuable
paintings.'®> Writing on De Hooch, Bode again provided the standard romanticised
biography favoured by ‘modern’ old master collectors: ‘the wonderful works of his
earlier period were painted by De Hooch whilst he was a footman to an adventurer of

noble descent, for by painting alone he could not make a living.’ 163

155 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, pp.11-13.

157 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.12. L.

158 W, Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.10.

19 W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit,
London, 1913, p.9.

160 |1 is often stated that Beit acquired the Nicolaes Maes, The milk maid , soon after his arrival in London
when still occupying a suite of rooms in Ryder Street (A. Beit. and J.G. Lockhart. The Will and the way,
London, 1957, p.17). Bode contradicts this and notes that it was from the John Walter collection (W.
Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.9), which is substantiated by an 1884
inventory of Walter’s collection (Walter papers, D/EWL F12/1, F12/8/2, Berkshire Record Office,
Reading).

161 W, Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.11.

162 W, Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.9.

163 W, Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.11.
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These genre scenes of middle-class life were still within the realms of the seventeenth-
century Dutch and Flemish art that Bode considered significant, but in his catalogue of

the collection he was unable to hide his disappointment that Beit had chosen to collect

» 164

such paintings. Beit was attracted to these ‘scenes of everyday life - of serene

middle-class interiors and jovial lower-class life indoors and outdoors — perhaps
because, as Robert Witt explained in his book How to look at pictures (1902) (which
was ‘intended for those who have no special knowledge of pictures and paintings, but
are interested in them’),’®> they depict ‘ordinary men in ordinary situations, not heroes
in moments of crisis. Their subjects were those that spoke most directly to the spectator.
They demanded no knowledge of history or archaeology, no religious belief, no book-
learning. They appealed to the common man and woman with intimate confidence, and
they did not appeal in vain’.'®® The complex allegorical and emblematic meanings in
Dutch and Flemish genre scenes which are in the present day being debated by art
historians would appear to have been overlooked by late Victorian collectors such as
Beit and even by art historians'®’ such as Bode and his colleague, Max Friedldnder,
who was an authority on Netherlandish art. Friedlinder, who was ‘universally
recognised as being probably the greatest living expert, notably of course, on early

s 168

Netherlandish and German masters’,” ™ wrote in his book On art and connoisseurship:

A genre picture reminds me of domestic happiness, of homely cosiness, of
gay parties — of conditions and experiences of my own reality. L.andscape
pictures call up memories of travel and excursions, of parts in which I have
loved to stay or else have experienced something tragic. ... Art creates a
second world, in which I am not an actor but a spectator, and that world
resembles paradise. ¥

A further aspect of these genre works that may have appealed to Beit, but which is
difficult to articulate, is the latent sentiment that is often found in them. This preference

for emotive images was not unusual among collectors; as Witt observed with reference -

1% See Peter Sutton (ed.), Masters of seventeenth-century Dutch genre painting . exh. cat., Philadelphia,
Berlin, and London, 1984, p.xiv.

165 R.C. Witt, How to look at pictures, London, 1902, introduction.

166 R.C. Witt, How to look at pictures, London, 1902, p.89.

157 See Peter Sutton (ed.), Masters of seventeenth-century Dutch genre painting, exh cat., Philadelphia,
Berlin, and London, 1984.

'8 M. J. Friedlander, On art and connoissewrship, Oxford, 1942, p.9.

' M. J. Friedlander, On art and connoisseurship, Oxford, 1942, pp.27-28. Although this book was
published almost four decades after Alfred Beit’s death, the ideas it expresses are germinated in
Friedldnder’s years under Bode in the Berlin museum earfier in the century.
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to contemporary Victorian art: ‘Judging from the annual exhibitions of paintings ... it
would appear that genre is the most popular art of the day. In England at least it holds
almost undisputed sway, especially in the form of anecdotal or literary genre in its
feeblest and most sentimental aspect’. 17 These sentimental qualities are not only to be
found in Beit’s seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish genre scenes but also in his
eighteenth-century British and French portraits — all of which are of women and
children!”! — and in his seven Murillos: the wistful Madonna and Child with St John as |
well as the series of six oils depicting the parable of the Prodigal Son (Figs. 2.19, 2.20),
which he bought from the Earl of Dudley in 1896. As Frank Harris, an acquaintance of
Beit, recalled:

Mr Beit gave an enormous sum for all the Dudley Murillos, simply because
Murillo’s type of sentimental Southern beauty appealed to him immensely.
He thought a certain long-limbed angel with uplifted eyes a sort of perfect
ideal or model of the beautiful, and was astounded to find that one rather
disliked it. At bottom Mr Beit was a sentimentalist. '™

These Murillos are another facet of Beit’s taste for genre and confirm his status aé a
‘traditional’ collector of old masters. Murillo’s paintings had been exceedingly popular
with late eighteenth-century and early Victorian collectors and Beit, in his purchases of
" Spanish old masters, avoided works by artists such as Goya, El Greco br
Velasquez173 that a ‘modern collector” would have rated highly. Beit displayed them in
the library at 26 Park Lane where, together with his other Murillo, they formed, in

Bode's view, ‘a strikingly beautiful adornment for a room’.!*

Beit’s Dutch and Flemish genre and landscape paintings will be examined in two parts:
firstly those artists whose work is within the traditional definition of genre scenes — Jan

Steen, David Teniers the Younger and Adriaen van Ostade — and secondly, those who

170 R.C. Witt, How to look at ptctures London, 1902, p.91.

! Interestingly the Randlord, Solly Joel (1865-1931), also owned only British elghteenth century
portraits of attractive women and children (and twenty-four works by George Morland)

72 John Bull, 28.7.1906. '

173 Jn May 1904 he contemplated the purchase of a Velasquez portrait of the Countess Ruffo Bonneval de
la Faro in the possession of (?)Coats. A price of £10 000 was mentioned and Beit sent Bode a photograph
for confirmation of the attribution. However, he did not purchase it. AB to WB, 20.5.1904, Bode papers,

ZASMPK.

174 W . Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, pp.6-7.
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incorporated genre details into their landscapes — Isaack van Ostade, Philips

Wouwermans, Paulus Potter, Aert van der Neer and Aelbert Cuyp.175

Given his low opinion of genre scenes, Bodé described Steen as an artist whose drawing
was frequently ‘careless and even slovenly, [his] expression verges on the caricature,
the colouring is hard and garish, and in sentiment, in spite of the semblance of morality
with which he seeks to invest his pictures ... he sometimes degenerates into laxity and
even coarseness.”'’® As is evident in this passage, Bode, for different reasons — related
to style, content and character — questioned Steen’s qualities as an artist. Bode
nevertheless suggested that Beit’s large Steen, Marriage feast at Cana (see Fig. 2.7),
from the Walter collection, with nearly fifty figures included in the scene, was among
the artist’s most important works. ‘The particular genius of the master is perhaps
manifest more fully and with greater effect in this [painting] than in any other of his
pictures.”!”” Beit owned two other works by Steen: a small work, The patient, painted
somewhat in the style of Frans van Mieris, and The interior of an inn (also known as
The broken eggs) (Fig. 2.21), a medium-sized raucous tavern scene. Surprisingly this
latter picture was in fact recommended to Beit by Bode, even though Bode had such
strong reservations about Jan Steen’s work. The reason he suggested its acquisition
possibly once again related to Bode’s touting of Robert Langton Douglas’s stock. A
letter from Douglas to Bode, written in August 1905, once again suggests that Bode was
functioning as an agent for the seller rather than as an adviser to Beit. ‘I am hoping that
Mr Beit will buy the Jan Steen.... I shall be deeply grateful to you if you will do what
you can for the Jan Steen. It is really a very fine thing and in a beautiful stare.... It is a
particularly clean, pure picture, it is very interesting as it contains portraits of Jan Steen,

his wife and Van Goyen.... Please try to get me a good price...."’”® Beit did acquire the

175 Almost all of these artists were firm favourites with late eighteenth-century and early Victorian
collectors. Beit’s numerons purchases of their works thus places him, as has been discussed, firmly within
the realm of collectors with ‘traditional’ taste, and apart from ‘modem’ old master collectors such as
Kann and Bode. David Teniers’ work, and to a lesser degree the work of Adriaen van Ostade, were
amongst the most expensive of all paintings in late eighteenth-century England (G. Reitlinger, Economics
of taste, London, 1961, vol 1, pp.458-459). Their works were also the Academicians’ favourite paintings
in the Dulwich Picture Gallery in the 1840s. See G. Waterfield, Ric/h summer of art, exh. cat., Dulwich
Picture Gallery, 1988, p.11.

" W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit,
London, 1913, pp.134. '

1 'W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.14.

178 RLD to WB, 17.8.1905, Bode papers, ZASMPK.
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work for £1 000 but Douglas’s identification of the figures has not been fully

accepted by later art historians. 1%

Beit owned two works by David Teniers the Younger, both of which he purchased from
Agnew’s: a relatively large oil, A rural féte (Fig. 2.22), for which he paid £2 750 in
'1896181, and a ‘cabinet picture on copper’, A peasant teaching a shepherdess to play
the pipes, which cost £450 in 1901.!% The three works by Adriaen van Ostade in Beit’s
possession were, in Bode’s words, all ‘fine and distinguished specimens of the master’s
work.” 2 The largest work, Peasants dancing in a tavern (Fig. 2.23), was acquired
from Sedelmeyer in Paris in 1896 and was ‘certainly one of the chef d’oeuvres of the
artist’. ¥ Two other works, both from the John Walter collection, were a small oil, A
peasant at a window, and one of Van Ostade’s rare biblical works, The adoration of the
shepherds (see Fig 2.6). Beit also acquired two works by Adriaen van Ostade’s brother,
Isaack, from the John Walter collection: Traveller at a cottage door (Fig. 2.24), and The
ford (Fig. 2.25), a serene image of a group of peasants, horses, a donkey and a cart
crossing a brook, which is one of the most significant works that the artist produced in

his short working life.

Beit acquired one work by Philips Wouwermans, A village festival (Fig. 2.26), from the

collection of Lord Pelham-Clinton-Hope collection. He may have paid the enormous

K 185

price of £8 000 but the painting is unquestionably a canonical work.™ Wouwermans

7 RLD to WB, 29.8.1905, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

% Jan Steen’s Interior of an inn was bequeathed to the National Gallery, London, by Sir Otto Beit (NG
5637). The features of the central figure bear some resemblance to the artist. See N. MacLaren and C.
Brown, National Gallery catalogues: the Dutch school 1600-1900, London, 1991, pp.430-431.

131 Bode in his two catalogues of the Beit collection states that this painting’s provenance is the John
Walter collection. This would appear to be incorrect. There is no corresponding painting in the 1885
inventory of the Walter collection (Berkshire Record Office, D/EWL F12/8/2). and Beit bought a painting
with a description fitting this painting from Agnew's in 1896. The painting supposedly from the John
Walter collection Bode called Before the inn, with dimensions of 56.5 x 77cm, and the painting Beit.
bought from Agnew’s, Rural féte, has dimensions of 55 x 75cm, which would suggest that they are one
and the same painting.

182 Beit purchased at the same time a Missal Book of Hours (£2 550) from the Felix collection which
Agnew’s had acquired from Rodolphe Kann the same day for £2 447. :

18 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.14.

18 W, Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.15.

185 Beit wrote to Bode asking his advice as to which paintings he should purchase from the Hope
collection and at what prices. He told Bode that Wertheimer was asking £8 000 for a Philips
Wouwermans [A village festival] and would not accept léss than £7 500. Beit said that Bode had valued
this painting at £3 000 and although the difference in value was so large, he particularly liked this
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was not an artist that Bode or ‘modern’ collectors particularly favoured because his
pictures ‘are too often heavy in tone, inharmonious in colour and too much
finished.’!3¢ Yet Bode made a strong case for this painting in the cataloghe of the
collection and attempted to assuré ‘modern’ collectors of its significance. In Bode’s
view, A village festival

is vivid and realistic to an extraordinary degree, so much so that the
observer lives again the emotions depicted. From the point of view of the
moderns, however, this is sufficient reason for the picture to be regarded
with great suspicion. But he who has regard for power of imagination,
accurate drawing, perfect mastery of arrangement and scenic effect,
qualities which still are justified in art and should ever remain so — will
share with us the greatest pleasure in this picture.'®’

There are a number of works amongst Beit’s landscapes which can be viewed as an
extension of his taste for genre scenes. One of these is a rare winter landscape by Jan
van de Cappelle, Winter scene in a village (Fig. 2.27), another is a small Jan van der
Heyden, At the town gate (from the John Walter collection), as well as three
characteristic oils by Aert van der Neer: a large Landscape at evening, Moon[ighr.
landscape, and Winter landscape. Bode had reservations about Aert van der Neer’s
work and disparagingly described him as ‘a specialist by [way] of his regular repetition
of certain moods in his landscape’.'® However, he thought that the three paintings in
Beit’s collection were finer than most of the artist’s works, particularly the Winter

landscape of people skating on a canal adjacent to a village.

Beit collected a small group of seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish landscapes and
seascapes in which the tensions between ‘modern’ taste and ‘traditional’ taste are
evident. For the most part his preferences lean towards the ‘modern’ taste in this field.
As a result, the landscape and seascape paintings Beit and Rodolphe Kann cﬁose to
collect are strikingly similar.’®* Beit expressed little interest in the idealised cl‘assical

landscapes by the Dutch Italianate painters which the ‘traditional’ collectors in the late

painting. Wertheimer also had a small Wouwermans of "a chase with a falcon’ [?The hawking party] for
which he was asking £2 200. AB to WB, 1.10.1898, Bode papers, ZASMPK..

185 'W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.20.

187 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.20.

¥ 'W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.18.

189 See Catalogue of the R. Kann collection: pictures, 2 vols, Paris, 1907.
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eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries had regarded so highly. Nineteenth-century
artists, in particular John Constable in England, had led this shift in taste away from
idealised Italianate landscapes bathed in golden light and with picturesque groupings of
figures by, amongst others, Aelbert Cuyp, Nicolaes Berchem, Karel Dujardin, Paulus
Potter and Jan Both."®® Some indication of how the critical stance towards the Italianate
painters had altered by the late nineteenth century is apparent from the fact that there is
no mention of Nicolaes Berchem, Jan Asselijn or Adam Pijnacker in Bode’s Studien zur
Geschichte der Holldndischen Malerei, published in 1883. Beit owned two works that
fall into this category: an Aelbert Cuyp, Summer rﬁorning: on the banks of the Maes,
which he later exchanged for a Paulus Potter, Landscape with four oxen. However, both
works were by painters who were Italianate in terms of their treatment of light rather
than in their choice of subject matter, which were often romanticised views of the

Italian peninsula.

The first landscapes that Beit acquired are by artists whose work cannot be clearly
identified with either ‘traditional’ or ‘modern’ taste. These purchases for his small

rooms in Princes Chambers, when he ‘was only laying the foundation of his

> 91 included two paintings by Regnier Nooms (called Zeeman), Stormy sea

193

collection’,
and Calm sea,’* a work by Ludolf Bakhuizen, Stormy sea with boats,'*> and a Joris
van der Haagen of a View of ‘Huis ten Bosch’ in a wooded landscape. 1t is ‘such works,

together with a collection of portrait miniatures'®® and other smaller paintings, that
possibly formed part of Beit’s ‘private’ collection. He displayed them on the first floor
of his mansion, a space in which he lived rather than entertained. This area could have
been described as a modest equivalent of Wernher’s Red Room. On this floor, Beit had
reproduced the plan and disposition of the Chambers in Pall Mall, where he had lived

before, and there rehung his first acquisitions. Once Beit had the space to display larger

1% C. Brown, Scholars of nature , exh. cat., Ferens Art Gallery, Hull, 1981, p.8.

¥ W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit,
London, 1913, p.26.

192 This Reiner Nooms (called Zeeman) may be the work referred to in a letter dated 30 May 1892 from
Colnaghi’s to Bode: “The price of the Zeeman is £24.... We thank you for troubling yourself so much on
our behalf.” Bode papers, ZASMPK.

193 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.21.

1% These works included Frans van Mieris the Elder, Portrait of an elderly woman with long hair; Caspar
Netscher, Portrait of a young woman; F. Bisét, Portrait of a young man in a blue robe , Frans Pourbus the
Younger, Portrait of a fair young lady. W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.23.
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paintings, he acquired imposing oils of landscape and seascape which were hung on the
silk brocade-covered walls of the billiard-room at 26 Park Lane.!”® A writer for the

magazine, Architecture, described it as the “finest apartment in the house’, 1%

The ‘modern’ old master collectors avoided works by the Dutch Italianate artists and
instead favoured works by more naturalistic painters such as Jan van Goyen, Jacob van
Ruisdael and Meindert Hobbema. Works by these artists had not been neglected by
collectors in the past in the same way as Hals and Vermeer, and an artist like Hobbema

197 Where the influence of the

had also been admired by early Victorian collectors.
attitude of ‘modern’ old master collectors becomes apparent is in their romanticisation
of biographical details. In the case of Hobbema, Bode suggested in the catalogue of the
Beit collection that his work was not appreciated in his own time and therefore he ‘was
obliged, in order to support himself, to apply for a post in the Customs.’!*® Beit
acquired one painting by this artist, The path on the dyke (see Fig. 2.4), painted in 1663
(with the staffage by Adriaen van de Velde), which had been held in very high esteem
by Victorian collectors. Waagen’s description of this work when it was still in the

Dudley collection in the 1850s illustrates this point:

A masterpiecé of Hobbema, both for extent and excellence; a picture which
is equal to a whole gallery. For striking truth of Nature, delicacy of a€rial
perspective, effect of bright afternoon sun, and masterly lightness of
execution, there are probably very few pictures in the world that can bear
comparison to this. '

In Bode’s view, Jacob van Ruisdael, who was a leading exponent of the new trend in
Dutch landscape painting that originated in Haarlem before the mid-century, brought
landscape painting ‘to a pitch of development which has not been exceeded to this
day.”®® He went on to say that ‘In spite of our modern impressionist, he still occupies a

leading position, if only for his delicacy and mastery in the atmospheric effects of his

195 W, Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, 1904, Berlin, p.16.

196 ‘Mr Alfred Beit’s house in Park Lane’, Architecture, 3, 1898, pp.111-112,

Y7 C. Brown, Scholars of nature, exh. cat., Ferens Art Gallery, Hull, 1981, p.9; G. Waterfield, Rich
summer of art, exh. cat., Dulwich Picture Gallery, 1988, p.11.

198 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.11.

19 Quoted in the catalogue of the sale of paintings from the Earl of Dudley Collection, Christie’s,
London, 25 June 1892, lot 7.

2 W, Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.17.
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landscapes.’*”! Beit owned two works by Jacob van Ruisdael: Rough sea (Fig. 2.28),
which he bought from Colnaghi’s and Bentheim Castle (Fig. 2.29), from the John
Walter collection, which is one of a number of versions of a subject that the artist
returned to repeatedly. Beit bought another work attributed to Jacob van Ruisdael,
possibly the Hilly landscape with a waterfall, from Robert Langton Douglas, on Bode’s
recommendation. After its purchase Sir Walter Armstrong, an art historian®®? and
director of the National Gallery of Ireland, questioned the attribution. The painting was

sent to Berlin for comment,2%

and he presumably supported the attribution because the
work remained in the collection.?** Beit also owned a large oil by Jacob van Ruisdael’s
uncle, Salomon van Ruysdael, A river landscape (Fig. 2.30), painted in 1650. He
acquired four paintings by Jan van Goyen, two of which were held in high regard by
Bode.?”® In the catalogue of the collection, Bode described Jan van Goyen as a ‘genius
among pioneers in Dutch landscape painting’, but does not elaborate on why he held the

artist in such high regard.?®

Although Alfred Beit started collecting seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish
paintings soon after his arrival in London, his first purchases of eighteenth-century
British portraits were made only in 1895, when his house in Park Lane was nearing
completion. Beit’s collection of British portraiture was centred on three formal and

grand portraits of women and children by Sir Joshua Reynolds.zo7 He paid enormous

2 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.17.

22 Sir Walter Armstrong’s books written at the turn of the century include Thomas Gainsborough,
London, 1894; and The Peel collection and the Dutch school of painting, London, 1904.

23 AB to WB, 15.3.1905, Bode papers, ZASMPK. When Bode queried this attribution, Douglas
responded that it came from Lord Arundel’s collection and that it ‘was formerly called a Hobbema but Dr
Waagen decided it was by Ruysdael. Now however much Waagen has blundered in the case of certain
early Flemish pictures, it cannot be denied that he was a good expert on Ruysdael’. The letter continues:
“You will find his account of this picture in the supplement (vol IV) of his great works.” RLD to WB,
20.3.1905, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

2% 1t is not known what attribution the Jacob van Ruisdael, Hilly landscape with a waterfall (Bode, 1913,
n0.53) now carries. It was sold by Mrs Arthur Bull at Christie’s, London, 25.10.1946, lot 33, for 252gs.

25 W, Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.21. One of the Jan van Goyens may be
a work referred to in a letter dated 30 May 1892 from Colnaghi’s to Bode: ‘The price of ... the seapiece
by Van Goyen is £170. We thank you for troubling yourself so much on our behalf.” Bode papers,
ZASMPK.

206 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.21.

27 Tn the field of British art, Beit owned in addition to the portraits, Richard Parkes Bonington’s Figures
on the seashore bought from Sedelmeyer, John Constable’s Forest landscape and an early (?)Turner,
Banquet in the Guildhall. Beit also made three minor purchases from Agnew’s in the South African War
years which are not included in Bode’s catalogues of the collection (either he considered these paintings
not worthy of inclusion, or perhaps Beit purchased them as presents) George Morland’s Choosing a horse

121



prices for his three Reynolds’ portraits, which he acquired at four-year intervals,
perhaps influenced by the fact that such works had formed a prominent part of the
British aristocracy’s display of wealth and taste. His first purchase was a ‘Royal full-
length’ Portrait of Lady Talbot (Fig. 2.31) in April 1896 from Agnew’s at a cost of
£10 650. This commanding painting was hung above a fireplace in a reception room at
26 Park Lane.?®® In June 1900 he acquired Reynolds’ Portrait of Lady Cockburn as
Caritas and her three eldest sons (Fig. 2.32) for the reputed price of £22 000.2® The
price was perhaps justified by the painting’s provenance: the National Gallery. It had
been bequeathed amongst others to the gallery in 1892 by Lady Hamilton and after her
death it was proved that she had no right to dispose of it. The painting was surrendered
by the trustees of the National Gallery to the co-heiresses of Sir James Cockburn and
they sold the painting through Wertheimer’s and Agnew’s*° to Beit.!' Beit purchased
his third Reynolds oil, a Portrait of Mrs Harriet Boone and her daughter, in June 1904
for a price of about £12 700. He paid for it by paying £5 000 and returning the only
large Gainsborough, Portrait of Countess Waldegrave, Duchess of Gloucester, which he
ever acquired.?> He had originally purchased this three-quarter length portrait from

Agnew’s in March 1898 for £7 750.2"* Perhaps Gainsborough’s disavowal of

Reynolds’s theatrical rhetoric and opulence, coupled with his constant undermining of

costing £850, James Stark’s Woodland scene for £220, and a George Frederick Watts, Joan of Arc, for
which Agnew’s, on commission from Beit, paid 160gs at Christie’s.

28 W. Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, p.25.

2 South Africa, 30.6.1900, p.682.

219 There is no record of the painting in Agnew’s stockbooks.

A1 G.S. Fort, Alfred Beit, London, 1932, p.221; South Africa, 30.6.1900, p.682.

22 Tt would appear that Beit acquired another Gainsborough which cannot now be identified. Sir Hugh
Lane wrote to Bode on 6 July 1905 thanking him for writing to Beit about the painting. Lane’s zealous
attempt to bring modern art to Dublin rested on this sale: * T am very much obliged to you for your kind
letter and for having written to Mr Beit about the ‘Gainsborough’. I think that Mr Tweed (the sculptor),
[and] Mr Claude Phillips have already spoken to him about it and that he has said that he wanted a large
Gainsborough! ... I had intended bequeathing it to the Dublin Gallery, but I am obliged to sell it now to
pay for the ‘Forbes’ pictures which have been purchased as a nucleus of a Modern Art Gallery (HL to
WB, 6.7.1905, Bode papers, ZASMPK). Beit in a letter to Bode himself mentioned that he planned to see
Lane about a Gainsborough and that he would take up Bode’s suggestion and consult Sir Walter
Armstrong for his opinion (AB to WB, 4.7.1905, Bode papers, ZASMPK). There is a further undated
letter from Lane to Bode which would indicate that Beit did purchase this unidentified painting. Lane
wrote: ‘I am already greatly indebted to you for saving the Dublin Modern Gallery scheme from failure,
by your introduction to Mr Beit’ (HL to WB, undated). Bode papers, ZASMPK.

13 After Beit exchanged this Gainsborough with Agnew’s, they sold it to the Parisian dealers Sedelmeyer
at a loss of almost £2 000 which suggests Beit was right in thinking it was a problematic painting.
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the notion of grandeur in portraiture, contributed to Beit’s indifference to

Gainsborough’s portraits and his decision to dispose of this one.!*

Most Randlord collectors tended only to purchase society portraits by the most
prominent eighteenth-century British artists ~ Reynolds, Gainsborough, Hoppner,
Romney, Raeburn, Beechey and Lawrence — overlooking works by artists such as
Joseph Wright of Derby, Zoffany, Arthur Devis, Hogarth or Francis Hayman. The
reason for this preference could perhaps relate to the fact that these latter artists did not
convey the same sense of affluence and aristocratic importance that is immediately
evident in the works by the more prominent artists. Beit’s other purchases follow this
pattern and he acquired a small full-length portrait of the famous tragic actress Mrs
Siddons, by Sir William Beechey, a Portrait of a young lady by Allan Ramsay, and a
John Opie, Portrait of Master Henry Leverion, which he bought from Agnew’s in July
1904 for £725. Two of his four paintings by Romney which he acquired were a pair,
Portrait of Master Thomas Thornhill and Portrait of Miss Thornhill with a dog, the
latter work purchased from Agnew’s for £1 500. His other two works by this artist were
‘a lovely three-quarter length’ Portrait of Mrs Henry Ainslie and child purchased in
May 1898 from Agnew’s for £3 350, and Lady Hamilton as Serena, which he bought
from the same dealers in June 1904 for £2 100 and later traded back.*'® His two
Hoppner oils were also of women, Portrait of the Countess of Poulett and Portrait of
Lady Coote, as was his only work by Lawrence, Portrait of Mrs Hillyer, which he

bought in October 1905 from Agnew’s for about £2 300.

Beit also acquired a few French eighteenth-century paintings, which he displayed in the
reception rooms at Park Lane alongside his portraits by British eighteenth-century
artists.*'® Two works by J.M. Nattier, Portrait of the Duchesse de Chartres as Hebe

and Portrait of Madame Victoirie, daughter of Louis XV (Fig. 2.33), hung in the dining

24 For a discussion about the changing taste for the work of Gainsborough and Reynolds. see
Gainsborough and Reynolds: contrasts in roval patronage. exh. cat., Queen’s Gallery, London, 1994,

215 Beit traded back this work the following year, and Agnew’s eventually disposed of it at a loss a year
and a half later for £950, which would suggest that Beit was right in thinking that it was a problematic
painting.

%16 In September 1904 Beit also purchased three works by Angelica Kauffmann from Agnew’s for £850:
Judgement of Paris, and a ‘pair of upright paintings’, which Sir Otto Beit later returned to Agnew’s on
12.7.1911.

123



room at 26 Park Lane. Predictably, Bode, whose taste hardly extended to the eighteenth
century, was also unmoved by the Nattiers, and his sole remark about them was that he
thought they added a ‘festive touch to the general tone of the room’. The Nattier,
Portrait of Madame Victoirie, was another painting which had belonged to Rodolphe
Kann before Beit bought it from Agnew’s for £2 500.2'7 Beit’s work by Jean Baptiste
Greuze, Portrait of a little girl (Fig. 2.34), once again attracted scorn from Bode, who

was critical of the artist’s ‘decadent’ use of ‘false sentiment’.?!8

If it is correct to assume that in the field of Dutch and Flemish painting Beit was not
particularly partial to portraiture, why then did he collect British (and French)
eighteenth-century portraits so avidly? As I have already indicated, the reasons for his
(and other plutocrats’) purchase of such paintings may be sought in the symbolic value
they seem to have ascribed to these paintings. They were prominently displayed in the
reception rooms of their houses where they offered any visitor td a Randlord mansion
unabashed allusions to wealth, class, ancestry and allegiance. The Edwardian hostess,
Lady Dorothy Nevill, recalled that the plutocratic collectors of the late nineteenth
century surrounded themselves ‘with the beautiful eighteenth-century portraits of the
class they have conquered’.?'® These society portraits, which came from the collections
of the increasingly impoverished British aristocracy, were readily associated with a
‘British’ heritage and thus could be deployed in the plutocrats’ strategies to construct a
visible British identity to counteract their marginal status in their adopted country.*® In
the case of Beit, he did not conform to British perceptions of status on four scores: he
was German-born, he had Jewish ancestry,??! his enormous fortune was new, and he

was closely associated with the ruthless exploits of plutocrats such as Rhodes.

27 It is worth noting how tastes change — Alfred Beit’s nephew gave this painting to a YWCA charity
sale in Cape Town in 1949 - no doubt because he did not consider it a particularly valuable part of the
collection.

28 W, Bode, The art collection of Mr Alfred Beit, Berlin, 1904, pp.24-5.

29 Lady Dorothy Nevill, Reminiscences., London, 1906, p.105.

20 See Gertrude Prescott Nuding, ‘Britishness and portraiture’, in Roy Porter (ed.), Myths of the English,
Cambridge and Oxford, 1992.

21 Although Beit’s parents had converted to Christianity, the public at large perceived him as Jewish: for
example, Olive Schreiner in her book, Trooper Peter Halket of Mashonaland (London, 1897, p.51), refers
to Alfred Beit as a Jew.
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Beit was one of the many Germans who established themselves in Britain in the last

2 and who succeeded in establishing themselves in

decades of the nineteenth century,22
business and social spheres in London. This ascendancy of German-born immigrants in
London society prompted a foreign resident to remark in the mid-1880s:

Great Britain is now suffering from an invasion of Germans.... [In] society

. there are opulent Teutons who, having made large fortunes in the United
States or in the colonies of England, have settled in London, and exercise
their supremacy over a gradually extending area. Every grade of English
life, from the royal family to the domestic servant, is leavened by the
German element. ?2*

The German-born Randlords and other plutocrats had to be contend with press that was
increasingly hostile against Germany and Germans in the years from the 1890s through
to the outbreak of the First World War.?** Apart from the rivalry in the race for arms
and a superior navy, the trade wars provided a constant and additional reminder of the
Anglo-German tension in those years.?” Beit was very conscious of the growing
antagonism between the land of his birth and his adopted homeland and, in 1905, along
with Sir Edgar Speyer and Sir Ernest Cassel, founded the Anglo-German Union Club to
foster relations between the two nations. Beit also met with Kaiser Wilhelm II at the
Neues Palais at Potsdam in December 1905 to discuss Anglo-German tensions. The
surviving accounts of this interview reveal that Beit identified with and justified the

British perspective.®*®

32 A writer in the mid-1880s estimated that there were 250 000 Germans resident in England, of which at
-least two-fifths lived in London. Thomas Hay Sweet Escott, Society in London, by a foreign resident,
London, 1885, p.95. For a concise overview of German immigrants in Britain in the nineteenth century,
see Panikos Panayi, The eneny in our own midst, Leamington Spa, 1990, chapter 1. -

2 Thomas Hay Sweet Escott, Society in London, by a foreign resident, London, 1885, pp.94-5.

2% See P. M. Kennedy, The rise of Anglo-German antagonism 1860-1914, London, 1980, pp.220-221.

¥ For instance see the polemic by Emnest Edwin Williams, ‘Made in Germany’. London, 1896.

% The ostensible reason for the interview on 29 December 1905 was for Beit to be invested with the
Order of the Red Eagle for his generosity towards the Kaiser Friedrich Museum. As he was now a British
citizen he was able to decline the offer without offence. Beit opened the interview with the presentation to
the Kaiser of a catalogue of his art collection. For accounts of this meeting see The journals and letters of
Reginald, Viscount Esher, London, 1934, vol 2, pp.134-139; Memoirs of Prince von Biilow, London,
1931, vol 2 (1903-1909), pp.183-189; and The history of The Times, vol 3, The twentieth-century test,
1884-1912, London, 1947, pp.460-462. Alfred Beit was also a member of the ‘Anglo-German Union
Club’ founded in 1905 with the express purpose of facilitating Anglo-German relations. See also P. M.
Kennedy, The rise of Anglo-German antagonism 1860-1914, London, 1980, p.304.
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As a group, the German-born Randlords, with their enormous investments in South
Afﬁca, played a formative role in the fate of the sub-continent and could undoubtedly
have furthered Germany’s cause in the colonisation of Southermn Africa, yet all aligned
themselves with Britain. Beit not only identified with British colonialism, but along
with Rhodes, he actively opposed Germany’s attempts to extend its influence over
Southern Africa. As Lionel Phillips observed: ‘Beit, although German by birth, was a
keen imperialist’,?*’ and Lady Phillips (on the eve of the First World War) noted, ‘in
the development of the Empire abroad and in the governance of England itself,.

Germans have done a great service to the British race’.22

In view of this, it is all the more ironic that Beit had played a pivotal role in an event
which had contributed to the gradual breakdown in Anglo-German relations: the
Jameson Raid. Beit, who remained a German citizen until 1898,%%° funded this ‘British
offensive’ which, besides provoking an anti-German outburst in the British presS after it
became public knowledge that the German Emperor had sent a telegram of support to
President Kruger, resulted in Beit’s integrity and commitment to Britain and the Empire
being openly questioned in the years ahead. For example, Henry Labouchere, a Radical
M.P. who edited the periodical Truth, described Beit in his ‘minority report’ to the
Select Committee as ‘a German subject, living under the protection of our laws, and

profiting by our hospitality to pursue his remunerative calling.’**°

Beit**! and those of his fellow Randlords who were of Jewish descent, were part of a
generation in which Jews were accepted, only grudgingly, into the upper reaches of
British society. As a foreign resident in London writing in 1885 obsewed:. ‘[The]
“plutocracy is to a large extent Hebraic in its composition. There is no phenomenon more
noticeable in the society of London than the ascendancy of the Jews.... [In] that kind of

society which is known as “smart” you will soon discover that the Israelites are the

%7 L. Phillips, Some reminiscences,London, 1924, p.141.

2% 1.ady Phillips, A friendly Germany: why not? , London, 1913, p.48.

29 Second report from the select committee on B.S.A. London (House of Commons), 1897, p.486.

20 Second report from the select committee on B.S.A. London (House of Commons), 1897, vol 9, esp.
p.lix; cited in G.R. Searle, Corruption in British politics 1895-1930, Oxford, 1987, p.67.

31 There is a debate as to whether Beit was from a family of Sephardim or Ashkenazim Jews. Zinnow, in
his recent history on the Beit family suggests that Beit’s ancestors were Ashkenazim Jews and not
Sephardim as is often said. See Eric Zinnow, The Beit chronicle: the history of a family from its origins to
the present day, Wiirzburg, 1995.
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lords paramount.’®** That Randlords were generally perceived to be mostly Jewish is
not correct: only about half of the leading mining magnates of the 1880s and 1890s

were of Jewish descent. >3

Yet, this perception certainly hindered their aspirations to-advance socially in upper-
class London society, which was sometimes blatantly anti-Semite. Daisy, Countess of
Warwick, recalled that she and her friends ‘resented the introduction of the Jews into
the social set of the Prince of Wales; not because we disliked them individually, for
some of them were charming as well as brilliant, but because they had brains and
understood finance. As a class, we did not like brains. As for money, our only
understanding of it lay in the spending, not in the making of it.”** Referring more
specifically to the Randlords, the press baron, Lord Northcliffe, ordered the editor of the
Daily Mail to see that his ‘Society’ correspondent kept the Jews out of the social
column because ‘with the Ecksteins, Sassoons and Mosenthals, we shall soon have to

set the column in Yiddish.’?*

The Randlords who were of Jewish descent and/or had German ancestry were’
preoccupied with what has been termed (in the context of the German Jewish economic-
elite who remained in Germany) ‘the twin problems of identity and integration’.?*¢ The
resistance on the part of the British establishment to the incorporation of the German
and/or Jewish Randlords into the ruling class actually encouraged them to forsake their
past.?¥ Lady Phillips remarked on this when she suggested that the German-born -
Randlords ‘have looked upon the British as a kindred race by sinking their own
nationality in ours and becoming loyal subjects of our power.’**® It is not surprising,
therefore, that none of the Randlords were prominent in the Anglo-Jewish organisations

and institutions that were then actively in these years assisting Jewish immigrants from

22 Thomas Hay Sweet Escott, Society in London, by a foreign resident, London, 1885, pp.86-87.

2% M. Kaplan, Jewish roots in the South African economy, Cape Town, 1986, p.77.

2 Frances Greville (Countess of Warwick), Afterthoughts, London, 1931, p.40.

5 Northcliffe to Marlowe (copy), 6.10.1912 (British Library, Northcliffe papers, Dep.4890/46), quoted
by G.R. Searle, Corruption in British politics 1895-1930, Oxford, 1987, p.26.

B8 W.E. Mosse, The German-Jewish economic elite, 1820-1935 , Oxford, 1990, p.331.

%7 On the subject of the stereotype of a German Jew in Victorian Britain see Pauline Paucker, ‘The
Image of the German Jew in English Fiction’, in W.E. Mosse (ed.), Second chance: two centuries of
German-speaking Jews in the United Kingdom, Tiibingen, 1991, pp.314-333,

2% Lady Phillips, A friendly Germany: why not?, London, 1913, p.48.
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Eastern Europe.?® It is in fact quite possible that the arrival of these Eastern European
immigrant Jews, and the anti-Semitism which their presence kindled, contributed to the
Randlords’ reluctance to identify publicly with the Jewish community in Britain. As a
result, the descendants of the Randlords Were moulded by the rituals of vthe political,

religious and educational institutions of England.**

A hereditary title, which formed a crucial component of this integration wifh the British
upper-classes, was secured by most Randlords within the space of a generation, lc.a_l“ving
their families with baronetcies.?*! In some respects, this assimilation was possibly too
successful because almost no Randlord was succeeded by his son in managing the
company he had founded. As Lady Dorothy Nevill observed: ‘the sons of the [South
African] millionaires in several instance do not conceal their dislike for business, and

lead an existence of leisured and extravagant ease, which would not compare

s 242

unfavourably with that of a “blood” of the eighteenth century’.“* This transition from a

German and/or Jewish background to a British upper middle-class identity is
perceptively captured by W. Somerset Maugham in the short story, The alien corn. In
one passage, Ferdy Rabenstein, a bachelor of German-Jewish descent, who was born in
South Africa and moved to England at the age of twenty, is QUestioncd about his family,
to which he replies: |

‘Adolph is my nephew.’
‘Sir Adolphus?’
‘It suggests one of the bucks of the regency, doesn’t it? But I will not
conceal from you that he was named Adolf.’
‘Everyone I knows calls him Freddy.’
‘I know, and I understand that Miriam, his wife, only answers to the name
of Muriel.’

‘How does he happen to be your nephew?’

‘Because Hannah Rabenstein, my sister, married Alfons Bleikogel, who
ended life as Sir Alfred Bland, first Baronet, and Adolf, their only son, in
due course became Sir Adolphus Bland, second Baronet. 1243

29 See E.C. Black, Social politics of Anglo-Jewry, 1880-1920, Oxford, 1988.

%0 The Randlords were seldom members of the Anglican church, and none except Rhodes were products
of public schools or Oxbridge. and very few were actually Members of Parliament (although the
Randlords were generally close to politics).

' The issue of Randlords and titles is be discussed in the Michaelis chapter.

#? Lady Dorothy Nevill, Reminiscences, London, 1906, pp.101-102.

%3 W. Somerset Maugham, ‘The alien corn’, in The complete short stories, London, 1951, vol 2, p.535.
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As has been mentioned, Beit was closely involved with the Jameson Raid, which
entrenched in the public mind a view that he was a scheming and greedy
plutocrat.>** Henry Labouchere suggested in a speech in the House of Commons, as
well as in a letter to the Parisian paper Le Gaulois in early May 1896, that Beit and
other Randlords had profited from the timeous sale of shares on the eve of the Jameson
Raid. Although the Select Committee exonerated Beit from these insinuations, they
resulted in a great deal of adverse press. The outbreak of the South African War in 1899
intensified the public image of the Randlords as foreign Jewish capitalists who were
manipulating the British government to protect their investments in South Africa. John
Swift MacNeill, an Irish Nationalist, spoke in Parliament of ‘a Stock Exchange

, 245
and

Government promoting a Stock Exchange war for Stock Exchange purposes’,
F.W. Hirst, who described the war as a Stock Exchange ramp, asked in the Economist:
‘How is democracy to know or even suspect that its ministers are a row of puppets, and
that a board of international financiers sitting in Paris or Berlin or London pulls the
wires, especially if that same board controls a great part of the press?’ Hirst was also
caustic about ‘certain ofgan—voices which always sing private interests to the
accompaniment of patriotic airs such as “God save the Queen and enrich Baron

246

Gliickchild”, “Rule Britannia and ennoble Herr Oppenbeit. The articles written by

247 are perhaps the clearest

J.A. Hobson, published in the Manchester Guardian
expression of this belief that the South African War was being fought under the cloak of
‘British patriotism’.248 Another prominent critic of the Randlords was the Liberal MP,
Arthur Markham, who delivered a speech in the House of Commons in March 1901 in
which he denounced Wernher and Beit as being ‘nothing more than a gang of common
thieves and swindlers’. He repeated these assertions at a meeting in Mansfield on 7 May
1901 and challenged Beit to respond to them. A writ for slander followed, and after
protracted proceedings, judgement was delivered against Markham in December 1901.

The lines of Hilaire Belloc’s Verses to a Lord probably expresses the prevailing

4 See South Africa, 30.8.1902, p.589; 26.7.1902, pp.262-263.

%5 Parliamentary Debate , 4th series, LXXXII, 8 May 1900.

%6 F.W. Hirst, G. Murray, and J.L. Hammond, Liberalisni and the empire, London 1900, pp.59,30.

%7 Later published as: J.A. Hobson, The war in South Africa: its causes and effects, London 1900.

#8 See Colin Holmes, ‘J.A. Hobson and the Jews’, In Immigrants and minorities in British society,
London, 1978, pp.125-157.
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sentiment about South African financiers at the time of the South African War best of
all:

You thought because we held, my lord,
An ancient cause and strong,

That therefore we maligned the sword:
My lord, you did us wrong.

We also know the sacred height
Up on Tugela side,

Where those three hundred fought with Beit
And fair young Wernher died.

The daybreak on the failing force,
The final sabres drawn:
“Tall Goltman, silent on his horse,

Superb against the dawn.

The little mound where Eckstein stood
And gallant Albu fell,

And Oppenheim, half blind with blood

Went fording through the rising flood -
My Lord, we know them well.

The little empty homes forlorn,

The ruined synagogues that mourn,
In Frankfort[sic] and Berlin;

We now them when the peace was torn -

We of a nobler lineage born ~

And now by all the gods of scorn

We mean to rub them in.**

This unrelenting quesfioning in the liberal press of the integrity and allegiance of
Randlords such as Beit, in addition to his (and often their) German-Jewish background,
undoubtedly contributed his (and their) sense of insecurity in Britain. In these
circumstances, Beit’s purchases of British paintings could be read as a very visible
affirmation of his loyalty to Britain. His own efforts to overcome the prejudice against
German-Jewish immigrants in part succeeded: he was the only Randlord to attend the

Duchess of Devonshire’s celebrated Ball in 1897%%° (Fig. 2.35), and the Prince of Wales

%9 AN. Wilson, Hilaire Belloc , London, 1984, p.96.
%% Beit went dressed as Frederick Henry of Nassau. See S. Murphy, The Duchess of Devonshire's ball,
London, 1984, p.55.
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invited him to stay at Sandringham.?>! An additional and emphatic statement of his ties
to Britain was his decision in 1904 to present to the Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum in Berlin
an unmistakably British painting: Gainsborough’s Portrait of Squire John Wilkinson.
Furthermore, on his death he bequeathed to the same German museum Reynolds’
Portrait of Mrs Harriet Boone and her daughter ®* as well as leaving a Reynolds,
Portrait of Lady Cockburn as Caritas and her children, to the National Gallery in
London.?** In addition to this Reynolds, there are other pictures in the National Gallery

from the Beit collection which his brother, Sir Otto, bequeathed.?>*

On the death of Alfred Beit, his brother, Sir Otto (Fig. 2.36), inherited almost all of his
art collection as well as 26 Park Lane, which he later sold because it was an

.- ) s . . . . ) . .
idiosyncratic bachelor’s mansion unsuitable for him and his family. % Sir Otto Beit,

#1 Beit and Wernher stayed at Sandringham in June 1897 and later both were guests of the Prince and
Princess of Wales at Marlborough House. Wernher wrote to his wife from Sandringham on 9 June 1897:
‘1 do not know many of the people but one talks to everybody sans géne and 1 suppose 1 will find out their
names bye and bye. The evening finished by Beit playing in a bowling match — Lord W. Beresford having
backed the other man for a pound. The whole thing was really a joke as both men previously had played
very badly. It was amusing how the fact of a match aroused the Prince [of Wales] and he chalked for Beit
whilst the Prince of D{enmark] chalked for the other man. I am glad Bfeit] won!" Quoted by R.
Trevelyan, Grand dukes and diamonds. London, 1991, p.110.

32 This statement must be qualified by the point that Bode for some time had desired to supplement the
collection with works by Reynolds. In a letter to Bode the dealer Asher Wertheimer wrote on 19 January
1900, ‘It was mentioned to me some time since that you were desirous of acquiring for your museum a
representative work by Sir Joshua Reynolds.” He offered Bode a painting belonging to his brother which
depicted the Marquis of Granby ‘with his house and black servant’ for £12 000. Bode papers, ZASMPK. 1
am grateful to Prof Dr Henning Bock of the Gemildegalerie in Berlin for assisting me in identifying
Beit’s gifts to the Berlin museums and also for information about their present whereabouts.

253 Beit also gave £2 500 to the National Gallery in 1904 towards the cost of Titian’s Portrait of Ariosto
(now titled Portrait of a man with a blue sleeve (NG1944) (South Africa, 20.8.1904, p.605). Sir George
Donaldson sold the painting to the National Gallery for £30 000 and private donors contributed half this
amount. See ‘Titian’s Portrait of Ariosto’, Burlington Magazine, S. September, 1904, p.516. See also R.
Fry, ‘Titian’s Ariosto’, Burlingion Magazine, 6. November 1904, pp.136-138.

2% Sir Otto Beit bequeathed the Gerard ter Borch, Portrait of a young girl at a table. to the National
Gallery in London. Lady Beit had a life interest in Jan Steen’s The broken eggs. Gainsborough's Portrait
of Margaret Gainsborough. John Opie’s The peasant’s family. Raeburn's Portrait of Mrs.John Cay. and
Reynolds™ Portrait of Lady Talbot . and these paintings were handed over to the National Gallery in the
early 1940s. He bequeathed to the Victoria and Albert Museum works of art from his collection to the
value of £5 000, and the museum chose two drug-pots of Hispano-Moresque ware. one majolica dish and *
three bronzes. The three bronzes are (1) ‘Atropos’, statuette in bronze by Pier Jacopo Alari-Bonacolsi,
called Antico (c.1460-1528); Mantua about 1500. V&A Inv. no. A.16-1931; (2) ‘A boy and girl with a
goose’, group in bronze; Florentine, possibly 18th century, V&A inv. no. A.17-1931; (3) ‘Girl bathing’,
bronze; acquired as Italo-Filemish, second half of the 16th century, but possibly a modern French cast.
V&A inv. n0.A.18-1931. I am grateful to Ms Peta Evelyn of the V&A Sculpture Collection for this
information. (Bode nos.215, 218, 281) '

%5 Sir Outo Beit chose not to move into 26 Park Lane because it had too few bedrooms (OB to WB,
29.7.1906, Bode papers, ZASMPK) and remained in Belgrave Square (OB to WB, 3.1.1907, Bode
papers, ZASMPK). To make the house more saleable, he applied and received permission to extend 26
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younger than Alfred by thirteen years,256 was not a creative financier and entrepreneur;
Lionel Phillips remarked to Wernher in 1908 that he lacked ‘the imagination to rise to
the great responsibilities he inherited with his wealth’.257 This verdict could equally
well apply to Sir Otto Beit’s approach to collecting. He did not significantly alter the
character of the collection in terms of both paintings258 and objets d’art such as

T . . 260
bronzes,”> majolica and Hispano-moresque ceramics.

Of all the Randlords, Sir Otto Beit possibly had the most time to devote to collecting
because he retired from active business in. 1906 to devote himself to the management of
his brother’s bequests and other charitable and public enterprises.261 His years as a

collector date from soon after his brother’s death in 1906, although he had acquired a

Park Lane. A protest from residents in Park Lane halted his plan to extend the house and he eventually
sold it in January 1912 for £30 000 to Captain Frederick Edward Guest, M.P., and his American wife
Amy née Phipps. South Africa, 13.1.1913; Survey of London, vol 40: the Grosvenor estate in Mayfair,
part I1: the buildings, London, 1980, p.268.

¢ Sir Otto Beit moved to South Africa in 1890 where he remained until 1896 when he settled in
England. Until 1898 when he joined the stockbroking firm of Ludwig Hirsch & Co, who handled a
substantial portion of the trade in South African shares, he worked within the Wernher, Beit & Co. group.
Beit married the American mining engineer Hamilton Smith’s niece, Lillian Carter (1874-1946), in 1897.

7 LPto JW, 16.11.1908, quoted in M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that glittered , Cape Town, 1977,
no.95.

=8 Sir Otto Beit did collect Japanese prints which is the one field in which his brother had not collected.
Most of the prints were from the collection of S. Bing in Paris. In 1924 Beit commissioned a catalogue of
these prints and other engravings: Japanese colour-prints and other engravings in the collection of Sir
Otto Beit, Bart, K.C.M.G. in London and at Tewin Water, Welwyn, London, 1924. The Japanese prints
were sold by Sir Otto Beit’s descendants at Sotheby's, 24 October 1946, lots 110-136.

2% Bode mentions that Sir Otto Beit, like his brother, was an enthusiastic collector of bronzes. The 1913
catalogue lists about a third more bronzes than the 1904 catalogue. It is not possible to determine which
of these works were purchased by Alfred Beit between the publication of the 1904 catalogue and his
death in 1906, and which were purchased by Sir Otto Beit between 1906 and the publication of the 1913
catalogue. After George Salting’s collection of bronzes was bequeathed to the Victoria and Albert
museum, Bode regarded the Beit collection as the most important in private ownership in England. W.
Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit, London,
1913, p.51. -

¥ 1n the catalogue of ceramics in the Beit collection, mention is made of the fact that the ‘unique
qualities of Hispano-Moresque’ also appealed to Sir Otto Beit and that he had added to his brother’s
collection with ‘judgement and success’. Sir Otto Beit also made additions to his brother’s collection of
European ceramics and added ‘a considerable number of fine pieces’ to his brother’s collection of
majolica. As was the case with Alfred Beit, Sir Otto Beit was "guided in his choice by decorative value
and beauty of colour or drawing rather than by archaeological or historical considerations [which] has
resulted in a gathering of fine works of craftsmanship which appeal no less to lovers of beautiful things
than to specialists and connoisseurs.” See Catalogue of the collection of pottery and porcelain in the
possession of Mr Otto Beit, London, 1916.

%1 Sir Otto Beit remained a director of the BSA Co. and Rhodesian Railways but not of De Beers or
Central Mining Company, although he was at one stage the largest shareholder in the latter company. A.
Beit and J.G. Lockhart, The will and the way, London, 1957, p.54.
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few inexpensive pictures from Agnew’s before this date.** He thereafter regularly
bought paintings from Agnew’s263 and Knoedler’s as well as from Sir Hugh
Lane”® and Robert Langton Dougla5265' until the outbreak of the First World War. In
the years after the war until his death at the age of 65 in 1930, his acquisitions were
sporadic. When he renewed contact with Bode in 1923, he mentioned that he had
bought very little since the war: a work by Antonio Moro from Robert Langton

. : e 266
Douglas, and the occasional piece of majolica.

Sir Otto Beit also established a close relationship with Bode. A few months after
Alfred’s death, Bode helped him install the collection in his London house at 49
Belgrave Square, which was also decorated in the French eighteenth-century style by
Mewes and Davis.”®’ More so than he had done with Alfred, Bode advised Sir Otto on
many issues other than art historical concerns such as the colour of walls, architectural
details, furnishings, and the positioning of pictures. Bode also prepared another

268

sumptuous catalogue of the collection for Beit in 1913°" and arranged for the

%2 Sir Otto Beit’s first recorded purchases were from Agnew’s: in December 1898 he acquired Lord-
Frederick Leighton’s Phoebe for £650, and in February 1900 he bought Patrick Nasmyth’s Harbour
scene: on the Thames for £200. In November 1905 Alfred Beit purchased. on his brother’s behalf, a large
John Opie. The peasant’s family, from Agnew’s for £900; and in 1905 Sir Otto Beit asked Bode to bear
him in mind for a ‘beautiful eighteenth-century French portrait.” OB to WB, 29.10.1905. Bode papers.
ZASMPK. :

2 Qver the years spent in total £67 000 with Agnew’s, of which about £52 000 was for paintings by
British artists. Agnew’s stockbooks, Agnew’s, London. '

26¢ Lane and Sir Otto Beit were evidently very friendly, judging by a letter Beit wrote to Lane in 1911
requesting an appointment: ‘Welcome back! I was not certain about your return, else I would have caused
a triumphal arch to be erected outside your house.” OB to HL. 15.1.1911, NL Dublin, Ms 27775.

265 Robert Langton Douglas, as before, comes across in the surviving correspondence as an opportunistic
and expedient dealer. Hardly a month after Alfred Beit’s death he urged Bode to introduce him to Sir Otto
Beit: ‘I shall be glad to have an introduction to Mr Otto Beit when he returns to London. T am hoping that
he will decide to make up the gaps caused in his brother’s collection by bequests and gifts” (RLD to WB.
9.8.1906). In October 1906 Douglas became more demanding: ‘I am very anxious to obtain Mr Otto Beit
for a client and 1 shall be deeply gratetul to you if you would recommend me to him. It will be to my
credit that I sold his brother the last fine picture he bought, the Rembrandt, at a very cheap. price (RLD to
WB, 9.10.1906). And the following week Douglas wrote to Bode: ‘I see that Mr Otto Beit is selling the
house in Park Lane. Perhaps if he will not buy any pictures he will exchange some of them. I am quite
willing to give him some fine things in exchange for the little Rembrandt! I hope that he will not fall into
the hands of the dealers before you arrive’ (RLD to WB, 17.10.1906, Bode papers, ZASMPK).

2% OB to WB, 16.3.1923, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

27 W. Bode, Mein Leben, Berlin, 1930, p.189; OB to WB, 29.7.1906, Bode papers, ZASMPK. Sir Otto
Beit informed Bode in 1907 that he intended to build an extra room with a skylight to serve as a gallery
for the large collection and asked his advice about the plans. OB to WB, 14.1.1907, Bode papers,
ZASMPK. ’ ' '

% The 1913 catalogue was privately printed on handmade Japanese paper in an edition of 125 copies. W.
Bode, Catalogue of the collection of piciures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit, London,
1913. :
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compilation of a catalogue of the ceramics in the collection.”® In acknowledgement of
Bode’s assistance, Beit gave generously to the Berlin museum. In 1907 he offered 5 000
marks for purchases of oriental works of art,”’® and in 1913 he presented 100 000
marks to Bode’s Jubilee Celebration Fund, a sum which was almost two-fifths of the

total donations. (The next most generous donor was the dealer Duveen who gave 50 000

marks.)271

Bode’s advice on the purchase of paintings related principally to works of the
seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish schools. Like Alfred, Sir Otto did not consult
Bode on British eighteenth-century portraits; he mentioned to Bode only in passing that
he had acquired the Gainsborough, The cottage girl, from Agnew’s (Fig. 2.38).”* In
the field of Italian pictures, however, Sir Otto relied entirely on Bode.?” It was a field
in which he seemingly had little interest or knowledge. These paintings were always
" purchased specifically for Tewin Water, presumably because it was already decorated in

74 Like Alfred, he acquired mostly inexpensive works by

the Italian Renaissance style.
Renaissance artists. He was fully aware of their uncertain attributions and often
problematic state of preservation: as he wrote to Bode, ‘I bought the so-called Lotto

which has been heavily restored for a reasonable sum’.?”> And in 1912, when his walls

% The comprehensive folio catalogue of the pottery and porcelain in Sir Otto Beit’s collection was
privately printed by the Chiswick Press in 1916. 1t was divided into three sections, each with a long
introductory essay followed by a listing of the works in the collection. The section on Hispano-Moresque
pottery was based on an article by Dr W.R. Valentiner published in 1906, reworked by A. van de Put.
Bernard Rackham catalogued and edited the sections on ‘Italian Majolica’ and *‘German and other
Porcelain’. Catalogue of the collection of pottery and porcelain in the possession of Mr Oito Beit,
London, 1916.

79 OB to WB, 24.9.1907, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

' Kaiser-Friedrich-Museum geschekgeben-Liste, KFM25, ref. 2828/13, ZASMPK; OB to WB,
17.10.1912, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

72 OB to WB, 20.12.1908, Bode papers, ZASMPK. .

73 In Bode’s 1913 catalogue, in which the Italian paintings at Tewin Water were included, forty-six
Italian paintings, mostly of the quattrocento and cinquecento, and predominantly by Florentine and
Venetian artists, are listed. There are no discernible preferences in subject matter: the numerous images of
the Holy Family and Virgin and Child are interspersed with portraits and allegorical and mythological
scenes.

74 Like Alfred Beit, Sir Otto displayed the works by Italian artists in Tewin Water, with the exception of
the eighteenth-century views of Venice by Guardi and Bellotto which were hung in reception rooms at 49
Belgrave Square. The only other Italian painting in the London house was the work attributed to
Veronese which he had inherited and which was displayed in the hall. W. Bode, Catalogue of the
collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit, London, 1913, p.35; OB t0 WB,
20.5.1907, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

75 OB to WB, 20.9.1909, Bode papers, ZASMPK.
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were full, he informed Bode that he was no longer in the market for Italian
picturc:s.276 As Bode himself explained:

It was not his purpose to acquire works by definitive masters of the first
rank, nor did he aim at any system of completeness; but he secured
whatever presented itself in the shape of good paintings of the Italian
Renaissance which would harmonize itself well with their surroundings.
Hence several of these pictures, including some of the best examples, still
await definite classification, and are consequently of special interest to the
art historian.>"’

Aside from these Italian paintings, Sir Otto Beit, even more than his brother, .was a
‘masterpiece collector’. He chose highly finished oil paintings and valuable works by
those artists canonised by the art market of his own day. Although he did not go to the
same extremes as Mr Bender in Henry James’ novel The outcry, who ‘wouldn’t take a
cheap picture, even though a “handsome one” — as a presc:nt’,278 it would appear that
price was an important compvonent of his assessment of the ‘significance’ of a painting.
He could afford to use price as a criterion of quality because he was enormously
wealthy (at the time of his death in 1930, the value of his estate was provisionally sworn
at £3 784 342).279 Because Sir Otto Beit collected a decade later than his brother or
Wernher and Robinson had done, he had to compete with the vigorous buying of the
American collectors and consequently on a number of occasions paid higher prices than
any other Randlord had paid for paintings. The Frans Hals (now attributed to Judith
Leyster) The lute player (Fig. 2.37) cost Beit $245 000 in 1910 (approximately
£50 000)**° and he paid £23 000 for Gainsborough’s The cottage girl (Fig. 2.38) in
1908.

76 OB to WB, 17.10.1912, Bode papers, ZASMPK.

77 W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit,
London, 1913, p.42. :

2% H. James, The outcry, London, 1911, p.258.

2 The Times, 29.1.1931. :

20 Knoedler’s were asking £60 000 for the Frans Hals which Beit thought excessive, even though Lane
tried to convince him otherwise. Beit asked Bode’s advice about the value of the ‘dark Rembrandt’
[Portrait of the artist/ Portrait of a young man] with a view 10 using it in part payment for the Hals (OB
to WB, 20.12.1908, Bode papers, ZASMPK). Knoedler’s stock books record the purchase of a share in
the painting from Colnaghi’s in May 1910 and the sale of the painting to Sir Otto Beit on 31 October
1910 for $245 000 (approximately £50 000). Knoedier’s no. 12077, Knoedler’s archives, New York. I am
grateful to Melissa de Medeiros for her assistance in establishing the details of Sir Otto Beit’s purchases.
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Sir Otto Beit often used works he already owned as part payment for his new
acquisitions, possibly because he inherited a large collection, and did not start collecting
from scratch like all the other Randlords. These exchanges were prompted by space
restrictions in his house, which meant that each purchase had to be accompanied by a
disposal. This practice of exchanging paintings, usually with Agnew’s, irritated the
dealers because it usually involved a complicated transaction in which they would only
realise their profit after selling the returned pictures. A few examples amongst the many
such transactions will illustrate this pattern: when Beit decided to acquire a Francesco
Guardi, Santa Maria della Salute, from Agnew’s in December 1908 at a cost of £2 000,
he informed Lockett Agnew: ‘I take this as part exchange for the Paul Potter I want you
to take back’.”® Agnew’s accepted the picture back, but Lockett Agnew explained to
Bode that there would be a delay with the £150 donation promised to the Berlin
museum in acknowledgement of Bode’s recommendation of the Guardi to Beit: ‘So you
and I will have to wait the realisation of the Paul Potter and [as] I know you do not
believe in this picture I shall have to rely on my own resources’.”** Even a major
purchase like Hals’s The lute player was paid for in part by ah exchange: in this
instance the Rembrandt Portrait of the artist/ Portrait of a young man;™® and
Gainsborough’s The cottage girl was in part paid for by the return of another
Gainsborough, Landscape with figures (worth £525), a John Opie, Portrait of Master
Henry Leverton (£725), and a Paulus Potter, Landscape with four oxen (£4 000).

Sir Otto Beit’s additions to the collection were in most instances works by artists
favoured by the ‘modern’ old master collectors which his brother had not actively
acquired. In the field of seventeenth-century Dutch and Flemish paintings, his major
acquisition was the Frans Hals The lute player which exemplified the ‘modern’ taste in
old masters with its close resemblance to Hals’s The laughing cavalier in the Wallace
collection. In terms of landscapes he purchased a Jacob van Ruisdael, The co-rnﬁeld

(Fig. 2.39), from Knoedler’s in June 1910°* and an Aelbert Cuyp, Cavaliers halting

31 Lockett Agnew to WB, 21.2.1907, Bode papers. ZASMPK.
32 Lockett Agnew to WB, 21.2.1907, Bode papers, ZASMPK.
%3 On 5.11.1910 J.H. Robinson of M. Knoedler & Co., 15 Old Bond Street, London, wrote to Bode: ‘We
are glad to know that you advised Mr Otto Beit to buy the Hals and we are much obliged to you although
we felt the congratulations are due to Mr Beit for having obtained a wonderful picture and got rid of a less
desirable picture at a very good price.” Bode papers, ZASMPK.
%4 OB to WB, 20.12.1908, Bode papers. ZASMPK.
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285

outside a castle, from Agnew’s in June 1914 for approximately £5 500.” In contrast to

Alfred Beit, Sir Otto sought works by Anthony van Dyck and Rubens, and acquired in
the last years of his life two Rubens oils from Agnew’s, a Head of a Dominican monk in
1927 (for which he paid £5 500) and a Portrait of a man for £4 250 in July 1930. He
also purchased an imposing pair of portraits ascribed to Marten van Heemskerck, and a
pair by Anthony van Dyck. Other portraits he acquired included an Anthonis More van |
Dashorst, Portrait of Giovanm: Battista di Casteldo (now in the Thyssen-Bornemisa

collection), and Quiringh Brekelenkam’s Portrait of a lady.286 '

In the field of Spanish art, Alfred Beit had concentrated his collecting around works by
Murillo and had expressed little interest in those artists such as Goya4 and Velasquez,
who were highly rated by ‘modern’ old master collectors.”®” Sir Otto Be.it purchased
Velasquez's The kitchen maid™® (Fig. 2.40) some time before 1913, possibly from Sir
Hugh Lane.”® In later years, after it was cleaned, it became evident that in the top left
comer a window with Christ seated at a table had been overpainted, and that its title was
therefore changed to Kitchen maid at Emmaus. Beit’s Goya, Portrait of Dosia Antonia

Zdrate (Fig. 2.41), which he bought from Knoedler’s in 1910 for £10 000, was in his

5 Colin Agnew to WB, (2)20.5.1914; and 1.6.1914, thanking Bode for recommending Beit’s purchase
of the Cuyp; Bode papers, ZASMPK.

6 'W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit, 1913,
London, nos 157 and 158. The copy in the Michaelis library, Cape Town, is annotated with these
additions.

%7 The work of ‘Velasquez was almost unknown prior to the 1840s, and thereafter the price of his
paintings rose to a few thousand pounds. After the purchase in 1906 by the National Gallery of the
Rokeby Venus for £45 000, Velasquez was firmly placed in the upper echelons of the old master
hierarchy. G. Reitlinger, Economics of taste, London, 1961, vol 1, pp.477-479.

8 Roger Fry wrote of Velasquez’s painting (which he called The cook) at the time of the exhibition of
Spanish painting at the Royal Academy in 1920: ‘I know no work of Velasquez that moves me more
intensely, and alas, I have no method of analysis which will enable me to say why just these objects,
placed just so, stir the imagination so deeply. Just those intervals of space, just that disposition of three or
four dull white patches on the prevailing dark warmth of the general tone, just those intervals between
lights and darks, just that peculiarly sober and yet intensely plastic modelling, in fact, just this particular
sequence of relations have the effect on one of a profoundly significant harmony. It is as absolute and
definite a creation as the most splendid flight of invention’ (Roger Fry. ‘Review of Spanish painting
exhibited at the Royal Academy’, New Statesman and Nation, 6.11.1920).

% Beit may well have purchased the Velasquez from Sir Hugh Lane, because the painting was in his
possession in 1909 and Sir Otto and Sir Hugh met about this time through Florence Phillips. It was
included in the exhibition of Spanish old masters at the Grafton Gallery in 1913, and in December in an
_article in the Burlington Magazine it was said to be in the possession of Sir Otto Beit. A. De Beruete Y
Moret, ‘A hitherto unknown Velasquez’, Burlington Magazine, 24, December 1913, p.127.
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opinion, the ‘most magnificent in Engla.nd’.zg0 In the catalogue of the collection, Bode

remarked that Whistler would have entitled it ‘symphony in yellow and black’.””’

Sir Otto Beit displayed the Goya portrait together with his numerous acquisitions of
British eighteenth-century portraits in the dining room of the house in Belgra?e
Square.292 This is the aspect of the collection that was most noticeably changed by his
purchases and exchanges. Because two of the most valuable portraits that Alfred Beit
had acquired were bequeathed to public galleries, Sir Otto needed to acquire other
imposing works as replacements. Three of the larger portraits were Raeburn’s double
Portrait of Sir John and Lady Clerk of Penicuik (Fig. 2.42), purchased privately from a
descendent of the sitters in 1911 through Robert Langton Douglas;293 Reynolds’s

* and the large

Portrait of Lady Decies and her son John from the Hope collection;’
Gainsborough, The cottage girl, bought from Agnew’s in December 1908. Other works
included the Gainsborough, Portrait of the Hon. Mrs Watson, bought from Knoedler’s
at the same time as the Goya in June 1910;° another Gainsborough, Portrait of
Margaret Gainsborough; a Hoppner, Portrait of Charlotte, Mrs Sympson; a Reynolds
subject picture, /no and the infant Bacchus (which Beit later returned); and a three-
quarter length Raeburn, Portrait of Mrs John Cay, which was displayed at Tewin
Water.®® He also ‘repurchased’ the Romney, Portrait of Master Thomas Thornhill,
which his brother had bequeathed to his secretary Franz Volklein, for 5 800gs at

Christie’s in April 1913.

»° OB to WB, 20.12.1908, Bode papers. ZASMPK. :

' W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit,
London, 1913, p.30.

2 W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit,
London, 1913, pp.vii,2. '

3 OB to WB, 15.1.1911, Bode papers, ZASMPK,

»4 There are conflicting provenances for this painting — Knoedler’s record the receipt on 28 February
1911 of a commission from Colnaghi’s who sold the painting to Beit. The explanation may be that the
three dealers were in some way all part-owners of the painting.

#5 He acquired the Gainsborough, Portrait of the Hon. Mrs Watson as a surprise for his wife and
displayed it in the dining room which he had decorated in the ‘new French style.” OB to WB, 29.9.1910,
Bode papers, ZASMPK.

#6 W. Bode, Catalogue of the collection of pictures and bronzes in the possession of Mr. Otto Beit,
London, 1913, p.37.
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CHAPTER THREE
SIR LIONEL AND LADY PHILLIPS!

Sir Lionel and Lady Phillips assembled an art collection which pales in terms of size
and significance beside that of Sir Julius Wernher and Alfred and Sir Otto Beit. In
retrospect, the Phillipses were aware of this fact: as Lady Phillips remarked at the time
of the sale of their collection in 1913, ‘most of the pictures are second-rate’.? Evidently,
therefore, their collection bore resemblance to that of a ‘regular old-fashioned squire’s
place’, as described by Hilaire Belloc in The missing masterpiece: a novel (1929): it
boasted ‘half a dozen good pictures, a score of nondescripts, and any number of
watercolours and drawings, engravings and little curiosities of all shapes and sizes, with
no more than a domestic interest.’® In this respect, the Phillipses’ acquisitions are
representative of a whole group of collections formed by less wealthy Randlords who,
in business, were closely associated with Wernher and Beit. Like these other Randlords,
their choice of artworks, as well as their ownership of a succession of grand houses
confirms their aspirations to live a lifestyle akin to that of the richest Randlords, even
though they did not have the financial means to match these ambitions. Lionel Phillips
was an employee and, later, partner of Wernher, Beit & Co. (and its successors). For
thirty-five years it provided him with an ample income, but not with the enormous

capital that his senior partners accumulated. *

! The Phillipses are almost the only Randlords whose papers have in part survived. Lionel Phillips’s
business papers, some of which have been published (M. Fraser, and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that glittered:
selected correspondence of Lionel Phillips 1890-1924, Cape Town, 1977), would provide all the material
needed for an in-depth biography. The bulk of Lady Phillips’ correspondence was destroyed soon after
his death. Those papers which have survived are at BR. There are typescripts of these letters, presumably
made by Thelma Gutsche, at the AM. Lady Phillips has already been the subject of a lengthy biography
which is of limited use because of its uncritical approach and the absence of references to the sources
(Thelma Gutsche, No ordinary woman: the life and times of Floreince Phillips, Cape Town, 1966). The
correspondence relating to their houses and art collection is less plentiful but enough survives to provide
us with some understanding of their attitudes and aspirations.

2 DPto LP, 5.1.1912, LP private papers, BR.

3 Hilaire Belloc, The missing masterpiece: a novel, London, 1929, p.11.

* Lionel Phillips benefited from the fact that the partners in Eckstein & Co. were permitted to undertake
private investments, which he very successfully did with his part-ownership of the claims for the Bonanza
mine. The ‘Lionel Phillips block’ consisted of claims on the farm Turffontein which Phillips had bought
with some friends (as he himself did not have the necessary £10 000) in October 1889 after the firm, H.
Eckstein, had declined to buy the half share in it they did not own. The Bonanza Gold Mining Company
Ltd. was floated on 2 May 1894 for £200 000 (of which £75 000 was working capital) to acquire the
whole undertaking. It ultimately paid dividends of £1 325m and as Phillips wrote, for ‘his’ syndicate
which held a half share a return of ‘£662 500 for £10 000 is not bad business’. For a breakdown of his
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What distinguishes the Phillipses from the other Randlords and their wives is the fact
that Lady Phillips was the only one whose interest in art extended into the public
sphere. She made a concerted effort to provide the residents of Johannesburg, a city
whose welfare was dependent on the investments held by the London-based Randlords,
with an opportunity to see original works of art. The centrality of her role in foundihg
an art gallery in Johannesburg will be discussed at length in the second half of this

chapter.

Lionel Phillips (Fig. 3.1) was born in London in 1855 to a family of lower middle-class
Jewish merchants. They were among the small but growing group of anglicised Jews
who played a part in Britain’s phenomenal economic growth in the nineteenth
century.® His education in the east of London had been ‘slight’ and his ‘chief scholastic
equipment’, as he called it, was the result of part-time studies, comprising ‘a fair
knowledge of the French language, of no use in South Africa, and a respectable
groundwork in chemistry’.® Phillips sailed for the Cape in 1875, at the age of twenty,
and arrived at the diamond fields with no financial resources. He accepted a position
with J.B. Robinson and worked as a handyman, sorted and classified diamonds, kept the
accounts, and later supervised operations on Robinson’s diamond claims.” After seven
years on the diamond fields, but before returning'to England for a short break, Phillips
resigned his post with Robinson and accepted a position as manager of the Griqualand
West Diamond Mining Company. In the next few years, his fortunes fluctuated in
tandem with the economic vacillations of the diamond fields, before his fortuitous
contact with Alfred Beit and, later, Julius Wernher and Cecil John Rhodes.> When a
drought in 1885 undermined his sub-contracting haulage operation for the French &
d’Esterre Company, owned by Porgés and his associates, Phillips approached Beit, and

Beit, recognising his abilities, offered him a position as manager of the ‘French’ Mine.

financial worth see the letter LP to JW, 19.6.1911, M. Fraser, and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that glittered, Cape
Town, 1977, no.112.

5 It is estimated that there was a population of 18 000-20 000 Jews residing in London and 15 000 in the
provinces in the mid-nineteenth century. See Harold Pollins, Economic history of the Jews in England,

London and Toronto, 1982, table 3, p.243.

¢ L. Phillips, Some reminiscences, London, 1924, p.xvi.

" LP to F. Eckstein, 19.5.1893, M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that glittered, Cape Town, 1977,
no.45; L. Phillips, Some reminiscences , London, 1924, pp.23-26.

8 Rhodes later offered Phillips the position overseeing his mining concessions north of the Limpopo
River. Phillips instead chose to move to Johannesburg and represent Wernher and Beit.
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When this mine was absorbed in the amalgamation battles, as discussed in the
introduction, he inspected the prospects of the Transvaal gold fields on behalf of
Wernher and Beit, and settled in Johannesburg as their representative. His meteoric rise
in the gold mining industry and his subsequent (though modest) fortune can be ascribed
to his realisation that prosperity on the Witwatersrand gold fields would be dependent

on acquiring claims for future deep-level mines.’

It was on the diamond fields that Lionel Phillips met his wife, Dorothea Sarah Florence
Alexandra Ortlepp. (Fig. 3.2) South African by birth, she had spent the first years of her
life in the Karoo, where her father worked as an itinerant land surveyor, living an
impecunious existence in frontier society. Seeing an opportunity to seek his fortune
almost on his doorstep, he joined the scores of settlers who moved to the diamond fields
soon after the diggings had started in the early 1870s. Florence’s parents managed to
provide her with a solid middle-class education by sending her, first, to a private school
of fifteen pupils in Cape Town and, thereafter, to a school in Bloemfontein.!° Florence
Phillips, as she was generally known in later years, returned to the diamond fields in the

early 1880s, where she met Lionel Phillips in 1883.

In Johannesburg, Lionel Phillips’ success in business circles — he was offered a
partnership in Eckstein & Co. (the Johannesburg subsidiary of Wernher, Beit & Co.),
and was elected the President of the Chamber of Mines for the years 1892 to 1895 —
coupled with Florence Phillips’ energy and skills in entertaining, ensured that they
fapidly assumed the status of leading citizens of the town. In accordance with their new

status, they demanded a substantial residence from Wernher, Beit & Co.!' Hohenheim

® As early as January 1890, he informed Wernher, Beit & Co. in London that the ‘more I see of the Rand
the more I become convinced that deep levels are of the utmost importance to the parent companies.” LP
to Wernher, Beit & Co., 3.1.1890, M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that glittered, Cape Town, 1977, .
no.l.

1° See Edna Bradlow, ‘Women and education in nineteenth-century South Africa: the attitudes and
experiences of middle-class English-speaking females at the Cape’, S.A. Historical Journal, 28, 1993,
pp.119-150.

' Phillips wrote to Wernher in London, pointing out that the house was just in front of the Railway
Station — some 50 yards from the line: “What with the Cape, Pretoria, and local coal traffic, the row and
whistling is incessant. Apart from this the cabs make a fearful dust and to cap the matter, they have just
laid a tramway in front of our houses. A lovely tin W.C. has also been erected of which there is full view
from [Friedrich] Eckstein’s and my front doors.” LP to JW, 11.2.1893, M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All
that glittered , Cape Town, 1977, no.43. .
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(Fig. 3.3), as their new house became known, was much larger than the homes of the
company’s London partners in those years, and was a far cry from the Phillipses’ first
home on the Rand: a four-roomed tin structure behind a reed fence. As such,
Hohenheim is the first concrete indication of the extent of the Phillipses’ social and
material aspirations. It took the form of an English country house both in scale and
setting, located as it was on a rocky ridge some distance from the town: as Baron
Ferdinand de Rothschild observed on his visit to the Rand in 1894, Hohenheim was ‘on

the borders of the Rand in a wild and solitary position.” 2

The Phillipses proceeded to reinforce the statement of grandeur, conveyed by the
exterior of the house, by furnishing it with a quantity of antiques and works of arts
which they acquired in Europe (Fig. 3.4). Florence Phillips travelled abroad for the first
time for an extended stay in late 1887 at the age of 24. While there, she was introduced
to, and influenced by, the opulent houses and lifestyles of her husband’s partners. The
overall effect of the Phillipses’ subsequent purchases was impressive: a visiting
correspondent of The Gentlewoman remarked in the London press on ‘the surprise,
almost shock, occasioned by the refined luxury of Hohenheim in the high Veldt. It is
tastefully furnished with choice and pretty things — curios and specimens of Sheraton
and Adam besides many treasures in tapestry, china and painting from France, Holland

and Italy.’"?

This house can also be read as a significant statement of the Phillipses’ commitment to
residing in South Africa at a time when most of their associates had chosen to relocate
to Britain.!* As Phillips himself recalled many years later, the ‘faith displayed by us in
building a house of some size was regarded as ill-founded’.’ Even so, their stay in
Hohenheim proved to be short-lived because of Lionel Phillips’ prominent role in the
Jameson Raid, for which he was imprisoned in Pretoria and sentenced to death on 28

April 1896. This was later commuted to a £25 000 fine and banishment from the

2 Baron Ferdinand de Rothschild, Three weeks in South Africa: a diary, London, 1895, p.100.

13 Quoted by T. Gutsche, No ordinary woman , Cape Town, 1966, p.97.

4 The white middle-class citizens of Johannesburg ridiculed the Phillipses for building this mansion in
the bushveld and referred to it as ‘Phillips’ Folly’.

15 L. Phillips, Some reminiscences, London, 1924, p.101.
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Transvaal for fifteen years, suspended upon the condition that he refrain from political

activity.

Because of his position as President of the Chamber of Mines, Phillips assumed a
leading role as spokesman on the gold mines in South Africa, a role he retained for
* another thirty years. He subscribed fo the attitudes of the British settlers who tended to
be dismissive of the Boers and blacks and viewed their own influence as a ‘civilising’
one. The vast investments he represented ensured that he relentlessly defended the cause
of the capitalists and, with characteristic plutocratic arrogance, assumed that the
governments of the Transvaal, South Africa and Britain should all unfailingly support
the mining industry (Fig. 4.2). As Francis Reginald Statham, the author and arch

opponent of the Randlords commented, Lionel Phillips and his associates represented

the accession of a strenuous and persistent desire to make use, by every
possible means, of disproportionate wealth for purely selfish ends, utterly
regardless of the moral principles that may be violated and the lives that
may be sacrificed in the pursuance of this desire. There is no kind of
machinery which the incarnation of Mammon is ashamed to employ in
furthering its aims.... '

Following.Lionel Phillips’ release from prison, he and Florence Phillips relocated to
Britain, where they had to adjust to a position in business and society beneath the senior
metropolitan partners. As Lionel Phillips himself notéd in 1924: ‘In a small community
every active man connected with large undertakings has a recognised status. He can get
things done. He can at times be a factor in leading opinion and is able to see the results
of his efforts. In London, the ... centre of the world, he feels himself just a
cipher...’.!” These obstacles notwithstanding, they embraced the lifestyle of the British
upper classes and engaged in all the rituals of belle-époque society: Florence Phillips

was presented at court in 1898 by the Duchess of Abercorn;®

she was dressed by
Worth; they had their portraits painted by the fashionable Parisian-based portrait pz‘linter
Giovanni Boldini; and they hosted receptions at which Melba sang. Their sons were
sent to Eton and Oxford, and they launched their daughter, Edie, into London society in

1909 with all the requisite dinners and balls. Lionel Phillips also aspired to entering

!¢ Francis Reginald Statham, South Africa as it is, London, 1897, p.197.
" L. Phillips, Some reminiscences, London, 1924, p.182.
¥ Florence Phillips was presented at court on 13 May 1898. DP to LP, 8.3.1898, LP private papers BR.
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Parliament as a Conservative candidate,'® and was appointed Justice of the Peace by
Lord Northbrook and later Deputy Lieutenant and High Sheriff in the county of

Hampshire. ?°

The Phillipses’ London house, 33 Grosvenor Square, in the heart of Mayfair,21 was
secured early in 1897, and in Februafy 1898 they bought Tylney Hall (Fig. 3.5), a
substantial country house in Hampshire, for £77 000.% In addition to the house, the
purchase included an estate of approximately 2 500 acres. Like other Randlord country
estates, and almost all of those acquired by British and foreign businessmen, this land
was far too small to generate an income which could support a country house like
Tylney Hall. In contrast to the large estates of the British aristocracy, the Randlords did
not view these estates as an investment. Instead, they relied on investmenté in the stock -
exchange and industry to maintain their houses in the country.”? They wanted the status
afforded by a country house and its aristocratic associations, but not dependency on the

land for income. 24

The scale of the renovations the Phillipses undertook at Tylney Hall indicate that they
wished to own a country house which, once completed, would offer an environment to
entertain those in a position to offer them social, economic or political
‘advancement.?> The previous owner of Tylney Hall, C.E. Harris, had already built a

mansion on the site of the original house, but the Phillipses considered it inadequate

' Florence Phillips already raised the issue of her husband entering Parliament in March 1898: °I wish
you were in Parliament and would take up the cause of South Africa’. DP to LP, 31.3.1898, LP private
papers, BR.

2 L. Phillips, Some reminiscences, London, 1924, p.183.

2 The Phillipses’ London house was acquired early in 1897 from the traveller and Egyptologist Mr T.
Douglas Murray. Prior to moving in mid-1898, they had the house redecorated by C.E. Birch or Caryl
Craven of the Decorative Arts Guild. It is Caryl Craven’s name which is repeatedly mentioned in
Florence Phillips’ correspondence while C.E. Birch’s name is listed in the minutes of the Grosvenor
estate board, 1049/5/27, City of Westminister archives, London.

2 Tyiney Hall, sale brochure prepared by Lane, Fox & Partners. 1984.

2 See W.D. Rubinstein, ‘New men of wealth and the purchase of land in nineteenth-century Britain’,
reprinted in W.D. Rubinstein, Elites and the wealthy in modern British history, Brighton and New York,
1988, pp.145-171. '

% C. Aslet, The last country houses, New Haven and London, 1982, p4.

B To ensure that they enjoyed some success in the ever-competitive country house social circuit, the
Phillipses offered on their Tylney estate all the traditional rural sports such as shooting, trout fishing and
hunting as well as tennis, croquet and golf. See Tylney Hall, Hampshire, illustrated sale brochure,
prepared by Messers Trollope (Estate agents, surveyors and auctioneers), London, ¢.1909-1910.
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and, over the next five years, substantially enlarged it. 26 A remark made by Florence
Phillips when she received news of the purchase of Tylney Hall illustrates the extent of
the renovations she envisaged: ‘I think ... a large library is so nice. The kitchen gardens
and glass houses at Tylney have (sic) much to be desired. ... I also want a very nice
laundry and dairy. Both are essential to comfort. Do you propose to have a
conservatory? I also think a small Swedish gymnasium would be useful....’*” After the
alterations, the ground floor of the large three-storeyed residence was devoted to a
series of reception rooms (Figs. 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9), as well as a ballroom (Fig. 3.10),
library (Fig. 3.11), and billiard room. There were twenty-three bedrooms -and six

2 and all the requisite

bathrooms, a further twenty-five bedrooms for servants,
‘domestic’ rooms and storerooms of an Edwardian country house. It was surrounded by
a ‘well-wooded undulating Park of over 400 acres’ and, closer to the house, an Italian
garden, Dutch garden, herbaceous borders and kitchen and fruit gardens were laid out.

'Extensive ‘model’ stabling, laundry and lodges were built and greenhouses erected.

The Phillipses are amongst a group of owners of country houses in late Victorian and
Edwardian Britain who entertained romantic and historical notions of a house in the
country. Such individuals wished to own a castle, or a house built in a Tudor style, or a
mixture of historical styles.?® Unlike most other Randlords, who viewed their country
houses as extensions of their urban-orientated lifestyles, they wholeheartedly embraced
a rural lifestyle. Other Randlords who shared their approach included Edmund Davis,
who bought Chilham Castle in Kent in 1918;* Charles Rudd,® who in the mid-1890s

bought the large estate of Ardnamurchan in Argyllshire, where he built a Scottish

% The architect, R. Selden Wornum, is said to have drawn up plans for alterations estimated to cost
£10 000, which is a fraction of the sum eventually spent on the interiors and the estate. Tviney Hall, sale
brochure prepared by Lane, Fox & Partners, 1984.

77 DP to LP, 28.2.1898, LP private papers, BR.

% The Phillipses employed 70 gardeners and scores of game-keepers and farm labourers and servants, in
itself an obvious symbol of their apparent affluence, to maintain the house and the estate. In comparison
to the staff attached to an aristocracy or gentry household in those years, the Phillipses employed an
excessive number of servants. See Jessica Gerard, Country house life: family and servants, 1815-1914,
Oxford, 1994, chapter 6.

B C. Aslet, The last country houses , New Haven and London, 1982, pp.4-6.

% The sum of £70 000 required for the purchase of Chilham Castle was raised by the sale of three
paintings — a Van Dyck, a Reynolds, and a Gainsborough. J.G.P. Delaney, Charles Ricketts: a biography,
Oxford, 1990, p.308.

3 See South Africa, 18.11.1916 pp.261-2 for an obituary; and Alan Rudd, Charles Dunnell Rudd,
Ipswich, 1981, pp.66-75. .
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baronial mansion ‘Glenborrodale Castle’ after his first attempt was destroyed by
fire;3? and Donald Currie, who regarded Garth Castle on the Perthshire estate in
Scotland his home.** Tylney Hall was rebuilt and decorated in a conglomeration of
styles vaguely to resemble Blickling Hall in Norfolk with pedimented Jacobean gables
occupying three sides of a square. These renovations were in keeping with the spirit of
the contemporary ‘Queen Anne movement’, which Girouard describes as an
‘architectural cocktail’: it included ‘a little Queen Anne in it, a little Dutch, a little
Flemish, a squeeze of Robert Adam, a generous dash of Wren, and a touch of Frangois
I'.>* The reception rooms at Tylney Hall were decorated in this range of historical
styles. The large hall was furnished in the Renaissance style, English eighteenth-century
furniture and pictures were used in the dining room,* the ‘salon’ was in the ‘French
style’, and the influence of ‘Jacobethan’ taste and the arts and crafts are also evident in

the other reception rooms.

Throughout their lives, the Phillips’ strongly identified with rural space and traditions.
They always owned at least one country estate: Tylney (where Florence Phillips
established a ‘model home farm’ and ‘model diary’*®) was the first, and the only one in
Britain, but on their return to South Africa in 1906, they acquired Woodbush, a large
estate in the north-eastern Transvaal, and spent vast sums on its development. In 1917

they purchased Vergelegen in the Cape at a cost of £15 000, where they rebuilt the Cape

32 1n 1899 C.D. Rudd was reported to be spending £30 000 on a new mansion (South Africa,21.1.1899).
This “spacious mansion’ was described as the finest residence erected in Scotland since Mount Stuart’
(South Africa, 31.3.1900; 27.5.1905). In 1902 Rudd disposed of his estate Fernwood in Newlands, which
neighboured on Rhodes’ Groote Schuur near Cape Town, to reside permanently in Scotland (South
Africa, 12.4.1902). Kenneth Clark’s father later bought Rudd’s estate in Scotland. His son has grim
recollections of it in his autobiography: it ‘consisted of the whole peninsula of Ardnamurchan from Loch
Sheil to the point. It was said to be 75 000 acres, of which I should say that less than 20 acres were grass
or arable land. All the rest was hill and bog.... Rudd ... had built on it two monstrous houses. one for
stalking and one for fishing. We lived in the one for fishing.... It was extremely ugly, without a single
well proportioned room.... No sun ever entered the house....” K. Clark, Another part of the wood , London,
1974, p.88.

3 Donald Currie bought Garth Castle and the estate in November 1880 for £51 500 from Thomas Duff of
Dundee (South Africa, 27.8.1898). Currie also had a base in London at 4 Hyde Park Place. Photographs of
the interiors in 1894 depict the walls covered in paintings (South Africa, 25.8.1894, pp.336-338).

¥ Mark Girouard, ‘Sweetness and light’ : the ‘Queen Anne’ movement 1860-1900, Oxford, 1977, p.1.

35 For an overview on the revival of English eighteenth-century furniture see, John Cornforth, ‘America
and the Georgian revival’, The British Antique Dealers’ Association Fair: Handbook, May 1993,
unpaginated (3 pp.).

% The adjective ‘model’, as used by Florence Phillips in this context, refers to her establishing a ‘perfect’
and exemplary example of a farming operation, not necessarily run for profit. .
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Dutch house and invested large sums in re-establishing a farming operation.”” As
Tylney was their first estate in Britain, they were conscious of tradition and sought to
adopt the values and lifestyles of the landed gentry. These feelings are reflected in a
letter, written soon after the purchase of Tylney Hall, in which Florence Phillips asked
her husband: ‘who takes the general management of the estate, the park, the tenants (if
any) and all the outdoor part?” and remarked, ‘It will be quite a lot to get
into’.*® Having acquired the village of Rotherwick with the purchase of the Tylney
estate, they embraced the feudal ‘obligations’ traditionally expected from the owners of
the manor house. This, at the end of the nineteenth century, when the ‘traditional’ social"
hierarchies and associated systems of patronage, which had served as a means of
reinforcing a sense of difference and superiority between tenants and landowners, had
already broken down. Phillips’ claim in his memoirs that he had taken an interest in
‘country matters’ and in the ‘investigation of traditional customs of the country
side’®® suggests a wish on his part to ‘reinvent traditions’.*® This would imply a
continuity with the past — which they (in the view of the British upper classes) lacked —
and consequently could be used to legitimise and accentuate their own social status.
Ultimately, despite their strenuous efforts, they never succeeded in establishing a
historical continuity for their descendants. They were later forced to dispose of Tylney,
and despite his wish that Vergelegen ‘shall not pass out of my family’,*' their children

decided to sell Vergelegen and its contents after the death of their parents.*

*" Lionel Phillips as early as 1908 expressed a desire to own an old Cape Dutch house. He wrote to
Wernher in that year that if he decided to live and die in South Africa ‘I should probably buy some nice
old place at the Cape to pass the declining years in” (LP to JW, 21.9.1908, M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.),
All that glittered, Cape Town, 1977, n0.93). This wish was realised on 31 March 1917 when the six
properties comprising Vergelegen totalling 7 000 acres were transferred from the estate of Samuel Kerr to
Florence, Lady Phillips (transfer 2122 of 31.3.1917).

%% DP to LP, 28.2.1898, LP private papers, BR.

% L. Phillips, Some reminiscences, London, 1924, p.183,

40 For this section I have drawn on the ideas presented.in E. Hobsbawn and T. Ranger, The invention of
tradition, Cambridge, 1983; and T. Ranger, ‘The invention of tradition revisited: the case of colonial
Africa,” in T. Ranger and Q. Vaughan (eds.), Legitimacy and the state in twentieth-century Africa,
Oxford, 1993, pp.62-111.

41 Last Will and Testament of LP, 19.12.1935, p.7, BR.

2 The farm Vergelegen was sold by Lady Phillips’ estate on 19 April 1941 to Charles Sydney Barlow for
£40 577.7.6 (transfer 6272 of 1.7.1941). Deeds Office, Cape Town. I am grateful to Dee Nash for locating
the references on Vergelegen.
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Lionel Phillips was widely read in the fields of politics and economics,” ‘and was very
interested in music and archaeology, * but art, however, was not a field of particular
interest to him. This probably explains why there is no mention of their art collection in
his reminiscences, though it may also be relevant to note here that he was colour blind:
as he himself explained, ‘brown, green, and red painted on paper vary, to my eyes, only
in shade’.* The Phillipses’ surviving correspondence suggests, in fact, that neither of
them had any pretensions to connoisseurship.*® They chose pictures which, in Florence
Phillips’ words, were a ‘joy to live with’.*’ Presumably for this reason, they owned no
works with complex or challenging iconography, generally preferring landscapes and
portraits. Indeed, since the bulk of their acquisitions were made in the space of a year
and a half, it would appear that they simply acquired what was currently available on
the art market.*® The fact that this period of frenzied purchasing took place in 1897 and
the first half of 1898 %, immediately after their arrival in England, also suggests that

they regarded artworks above all as decorative adjuncts.>® Florence Phillips’ response

43 Lionel Phillips” books, articles and speeches attest to his grasp of politics and economics, thus a
comment made by the cartoonist D.C. Boonzaier after visiting Lionel Phillips” library that, ‘while wealth
enables you to collect all the masterpieces of literature it cannot furnish you with the inclination to read
them,’” is perhaps unfair. D.C. Boonzaier’s diary, manuscript, 10.1.1914, SAL.

* Lionel Phillips gave £4 000 to assist in the excavation of the Roman Campagna (South Africa,
. 18.4.1903) and £2 400 for the purchase of houses on the site of the Basilica AEmila to facilitate its
excavation (South Africa, 18.3.1899, 22.4.1899). Phillips also corresponded with A.H. Sayce in Cairo
with a view to acquiring Egyptian antiquities for the South African Museum (LP papers. BR).

4 L. Phillips, Some reminiscences. London, 1924, p.268.

% This is underlined by the contemporary view of the collection. In a annotated catalogue (in Agnew’s
archive) of a loan exhibition, held at the New Gallery in Regent Street in the winter of 1899, there are
numerous disparaging remarks written beside the pictures lent by the Phillipses.

‘7 DP to LP, 26.2.1898, LP private papers, BR.

“ Tt was reported in South Africa, 19.5.1900 (p.358), that ‘Mr Phillips allowed [many of his old masters]
to be exhibited at the New Gallery last Winter {1899-1900].” The catalogue of this exhibition indicates
that most of their pictures were acquired by late 1899. See the catalogue, ‘Exhibition of Pictures. by
Masters of the Flemish and British Schools....’, The New Gallery, Regent Street, London 1899-1900. (For
a brief history of the New Gallery see Year's Art, 1911, pp.117-121.)

* This is on the basis of the surviving records of Agnew’s and Colnaghi’s. Certainly all the more
expensive paintings in the collection were acquired before 1899 when they were included in‘a loan
exhibition at the New Gallery. Florence Phillips wrote to her husband in (?) March 1898, ‘1 quite agree
with you that we must not buy any more pictures now. We have really some lovely ones. DP to LP, (7)
March 1898, LP private papers, BR.

° The fact that the Phillipses were preoccupied w1th an overall decorative effect, and not with collecting
individual works of art, is clearly evident in the sale results when the art collection was sold by Christie’s
fifteen years later. The collection was sold by auction after they were unsuccessful in selling Tylney Hall
furnished, which tends to confirm the suggestion made above that they viewed their collection in the
context of the interior decoration of the house. As Lady Phillips herself noted: ‘I have purposely not sold
any pictures piecemeal — it would deteriorate the value of the whole which consists of being a collection’
(DP to LP, 5.1.1912, LP private papers, BR). Christie’s suggested a sale date in the week prior to the
Coronation of George V for the more important pieces. However, the collection was kept intact in the
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to news that her husband had purchased three paintings points to this overriding
concern:

I wonder if the Nattiers and the Gainsborough will go in the little anteroom
between the two drawing rooms. The Gainsborough will look well either in
the morning room or may be even more beautiful in the drawing room as I
am not sure whether Gainsborough and Constable will look well actually
side by side with no others to relieve the different kinds of pajnting.5 !

The houses and interiors of the British upper classes had in most instances evolved over
many years with each generation leaving their mark. By setting out instantaneously to
replicate this mixture of historical styles and different schools of paintings, the Phillips
collection probably resembled the one assembled by the Randlord-like Sir Adolphus
Bland and his family, mockingly described by Somerset Maugham in his short story,
The alien corn.® This family resided at ‘Tilby’ in Sussex, an Elizabethan mansion
standing in a spacious park. It had been restored by the ‘most fashionable architect in

England and furnished by Lady Bland, with taste and knowledge...”:

hope that it could be sold en bloc. It was eventually put up for auction two years later, at a number of
sales spread over two weeks starting on 22 April 1913, The seventy-two paintings offered for sale only
realised £40 750, and four paintings accounted for more than three-quarters of this amount. The
remainder of their collection was mostly catalogued as ‘school of” works or ‘follower of” well-known
artists, and the bulk of the paintings, except for some of the English portraits, sold for sums less than
£100. Gainsborough’s The harvest waggon was bought by Agnew’s for £20 160, a record for a
Gainsborough landscape (it came onto the market again in 1928, was bought by Duveen for £74 400, and
is now in the Art Gallery of Ontario, Toronto). The Nattier Le Point du Jour: Marquise de Tournelle sold
in 1913 for £4 055, the Nattier Le Silence: Marquise de la Flavacourt realised £4 830, and the portrait of
Portrait of Lord Brooke sold for £3 360 (Catalogue of the collection of pictures by old masters, pastels
and drawings, formed by Sir Lionel Phillips, Bart., removed from Tylney Hall, Christie’s, London, 25
April 1913 (annotated copy in Christie’s archive, London)). The fact that a set of four Burgundian
tapestries had a reserve of £19 000 at this sale is also indicative of the comparatively minor emphasis the
Phillipses placed on paintings. The dealer Duveen was the highest bidder at 13 700gs, and hence they
were bought-in at 14 000gs. The present whereabouts of these tapestries is uncertain. They possibly were
brought out to South Africa and might be those seen in photographs of the interiors of Arcadia and
Vergelegen. They certainly were not included in the 1941 sale of the contents of Vergelegen. However,
those seen in South Africa may also have been a different set because although Christie’s correspondence
is imprecise, the Tylney tapestries may have been sold privately after the auction (LP private letter-book
11, HE papers, BR). Receipts from lawyers for proceeds of the 1913 Christie’s sale total £8 7647.12s (19
May 1913: £20 000; 29 May 1913 £40 000; 3 June 1913 £10 000; 9 June 1913 £17 647.12s), and the total
sale realised £96 000 excluding the tapestries and one painting. These figures are greater than those listed
in Christie’s annotated sale catalogue which would suggest a number of items bought-in (including the
tapestries) were sold privately after the sales (LP private letter-book 11, HE papers, BR).

! DP to LP, 26.2.1898, LP private papers, BR.

52 1t has been said that Somerset Maugham based this short story on the life of Theodore Beit, Sir Otto
Beit’s eldest son, who took his life in 1917 in the First World War. See Eric Zinnow, The Beit chronicle:
the history of a family from its origins to the present day, privately published, Wiirzburg, 1995, p.60.
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The dining-room was adorned with old English sporting pictures and the
Chippendale chairs were of incredible value. In the drawing-room were
portraits by Reynolds and Gainsborough and landscapes by Old Crome and
Richard Wilson. Even in my bedroom ... were water-colours by Birket
Foster. It was very beautiful ... but though it would have distressed Muriel
Bland beyond anything to know it, it entirely missed oddly enough the
effect she had sought. It did not give you for a moment the impression of an
English house. You had the feeling that every object had been bought with a
careful eye to the general scheme. You missed the dull Academy portraits
that hung in the dining-room besides a Carlo Dolci that an ancestor brought
back from the grand tour, and the water-colours painted by a great aunt that
cluttered up the drawing-room so engagingly. There was no ugly Victorian
sofa that had always been there ... and no needlework chairs that an
unmarried daughter had so painstakingly worked at about the time of the
Great Exhibition. There was beauty, but no sentiment. >

-

The Phillips collection was not comparable in size or quality to that of Wernher or Beit.
Aside from the fact that Lionel Phillips’ two senior partners had had almost a decade’s .
head-start in collecting, they also had ample wealth to afford masterpieces. But, even if
one allows for the Phillipses’ more limited means, it would seem that they preferred to
lavish vast sums on houses and interiors rather than on the acquisition of substantial
works of art. In later years, Lionel Phillips estimated that he had spent about £800 000
on Tylney Hall** which is possibly more than the sum either Wernher and Beit spent on

their country houses. '

Their preferences in painting fell within narrow parameters.” The emphasis was on
English and French eighteenth-century works which were fashionably believed to
complement French-style interiors. In this respect, the influence of the Wernher-Beit-
Kann coterie is clear, but in the case of the latter collectors, these schools comprised
only part of their collections. The Phillipses acquired almost no Dutch seventeenth-
century pictures, and like most Randlords, only an occasional Italian painting. They

ultimately owned approximately sixteen British eighteenth-century portraits; five

% W. Somerset Maugham, “The alien corn’, included in The complete short stories, London, 1951, vol 2,
p.537.

* LPtoJW, 19.6.1911, M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that glittered, Cape Town, 1977, no.112.

% Florence Phillips’ critical appreciation of paintings also seems to have been narrow, judging from her
annotations in her copy of The world’s greatest pictures, London, 1909. Descriptions are generally in the
category of ‘charming’ and ‘awfully nice’, with an occasional ‘horrid’. I am grateful to Jillian Carman for
drawing my attention to this book which was donated to the JAG in July 1997 by Robert Mitchell, son of
John Mitchell, Lionel Phillips’ secretary, to whom Florence Phillips gave the book.
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English landscapes (including three Morlands); six French portraits; sundry other
European paintings, usually with uncertain attributions; twenty-two French and English

eighteenth-century drawings and pastels; and a large collection of prints.

The Phillipses purchased their more expensive paintings through dealers, including
Agnew’s and Colnaghi’s in London, and Sedelmeyer’s in Paris. These were the same
dealers from whom Wernher and Beit had acquired a large number of paintings in their
collections. The first recorded acquisitions were made shortly after Lionel Phillips’
return from South Africa. In January 1897 they purchased from Agnew’s a pair of
Canaletto Views in Venice for £950 whose work they had most likely seen, along with
paintings by Guardi and Bellotto, in the collections of other Randlords. In October and
November of the same year they acquired from Agnew’s two Constables, Brighton
beach — heavy surf for £950, and View in Westmorland for £650.¢ Agnew’s also
purchased on their behalf at Christie’s on 25 June 1898 a Romney, Portrait of Lady
Hamilton, on a 5% commission. The Phillipses acquired another Romney, Portrait of
Mrs Arabella Phipps, for £1 850 from Agnew’s, which together with a Lawrence,
Portrait of Mrs Siddons, and a Reynolds A girl and a dog (Fig. 3.12) (both bought from
unidentified sources) were the most significant British eighteenth-century portraits in
their collection. None of these paintings were canonical works, and the remainder of
their British portraits, although bearing attributions to Hoppner, Kneller, Reynolds and

Richard Cosway, were school or studio works with unrecorded provenances.

Their most expensive acquisition was Gainsborough’s The harvest waggon (Fig. 3.13),

which they purchased in 1898 through Colnaghi’s for £4 500.°” It had an enticing

5 The exact identity and present location of these two Constables is uncertain. Leslie Parris, who does
not recognise either of these two images, on the basis of the following descriptions, suggests that the
works did not carry secure attributions (letter to reseacher, 11.8.1994). They were exhibited at the New
Gallery in 1899-1900 and described as follows: Landscape [View in Westmorland], ‘Hilly landscape; in
the foreground a piece of water and herdmen taking cattle to drink; two cottages on the right; a road on
the left. Canvas 24.5 x 29.5 in.”; and Coast scene [Brighton beach - heavy surf], ‘In the foreground three
men, launching a boat; three fishing smacks on right. Canvas, 20 x 24 in.” See the catalogue, ‘Exhibition
of pictures by masters of the Flemish and British schools....”, The New Gallery, Regent Street, London
1899-1900 nos. 177 and 185 respectively.

57 It was offered for sale by the Rev. Benjamin Gibbon at Christie’s on 27 March 1894, but was unsold.
Colnaghi’s offered it to Phillips on 19 February 1898 for £4 500 (the price at which it had been bought-
in), and reassured him that they would be willing to repurchase the painting within a year at £4 800
providing it remained in his house. (Perhaps Colnaghi’s desired the painting for stock but were
experiencing cash-flow problems and unable to purchase it outright?) Colnaghi’s also asked that if the
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provenance, having once belonged to George, Prince of Wales (later George IV), who
bought the painting in 1786 and presented it to Maria Fitzherbert in 1810.°® In the same
year, Rodolphe Kann suggested the purchase from Sedelmeyer’s of two works by J.M.
Nattier, Le Point du Jour: Marquise de la Tournelle, and Le Silence: Marquise de
Flavacourt, an artist whose work both Beit and Kann also collected. Later in the year,
after agreeing in February not to acquire further paintings, the Phillipses purchased

their third Nattier, Portrait of Lord Brooke, for £1 375, also from Agnew’s.

It is sometimes possible to establish which of their artworks hung in their London home
and which were at Tylney Hall. It would appear from photographs of the interiors of
Tylney Hall® and other documentation that the Phillipses, once again like Wernher and
Beit, had their more highly regarded paintings in London, and the balance at Tylney
Hall. No photographs of 33 Grosvenor Square appear to have survived. A contemporary
report described the house as ‘full of the most beautiful bric-a-brac, splendid tapestries,
and pictures by old masters.... The drawing-room and the music-room, which are most
beautifully decorated, have panels by Coypel,®® the artist who decorated the Palais
Royal and was painter-in-chief to Louis XV.’®® The Gainsborough landscape and the
more costly British portraits were displayed on the walls in the London house. At
Tylney Hall, British eighteenth-century portraits were gathered in the dining room; and
the Phillipses’ collection of portrait miniatures was grouped together in the morning

room. A work attributed to the ‘school of Cologne’, Wing of a triptych, hung in the

negotiations to purchase it were successful, they be allowed to exhibit it in a forthcoming exhibition
which they proposed to hold in May. Year's Art, 1914, p.7. Colnaghi’s to LP, 19.2.1898; 1.3.1898,
Colnaghi Letter-book 2, pp.381,389.

8 J.Hayes, The landscape paintings of Thomas Gainsborough, New Haven and London, 1982, vol 2,
p.530. See also the recent exhibition catalogue Paul Spencer-Longhurst and Janet M. Brooke, Thomas
Gainsborough: the harvest wagon, exh. cat., Birmingham Art Gallery and Art Gallery of Ontario,
Toronto, 1995.

% DP to LP, 28.2.1898, LP private papers, BR.

® Lionel Phillips also expressed an interest in a portrait of by Elizabeth Louise Vigée Le Brun at
Colnaghi’s. They wrote to him in June 1898 after Dr F. Lippmann, Bode’s colleague in Berlin, had
offered to purchase it. Colnaghi’s to LP, 20.6.1898, Colnaghi letter-book 2, p.478.

¢ These photographs of the house, interior and gardens, bound in two volumes, were prepared for the
Architectural Review in 1904, There is one set in the JAG archives and another set in the library at
Vergelegen, Somerset West.

A possible provenance for these Coypels may be the set of eight panels offered by Sedelmeyer in their
1897 catalogue (plate nos. 65-67), These paintings were presumably sold together with the house for
there is no further trace of them in catalogues and inventories of the Phillips collection.

8 South Africa, 19.5.1900, p.358.
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hallway; an unidentified full-length Hoppner, Portrait of a lady, was placed above the
staircase; and a Portrait of Vittorio Michele attributed to G.B. Moroni hung in the
library. In the ballroom a Hyacinthe Rigaud, Portrait of a French nobleman, was
displayed along with the lifesize portraits of Lionel* and Florence Phillips,® painted
in 1903 by Giovanni Boldini.

Another aspect of the collection was a large group of prints which was hung in Florence
Phillips’ boudoir in their London house® and in her bedroom at Tylney Hall
(Fig. 3.14). It would appear from a contemporary press report that it was Florence
Phillips who assembled this collection: she was said to be particularly fond of ‘old and
valuable engravings’.®” She was following a popular but expensive fashion, given that
mezzotints after eighteenth-century British and French portrait painters realised prices
as high as 1 000gs each at the turn of the twentieth century.® The Year’s Art in 1902
likened the ‘mezzotint fever’ to the tulip craze that seized the Netherlands in the

seventeenth century.®® In 1901, this magazine had predicted that there was little danger

of any collapse [in this market], as only the richest collectors can play at the
game, and the number of prizes is comparatively few. The highest prices are
given only for the perfect examples of the first states, and the fever is
another development of the admiration for the works of the Early British

school.”

The size of the collection and economic worth of the prints is evident from the auction

sale catalogue of the Phillips collection: the prints alone realised £16 428.6.0."" (a

% The portrait was presented to the Johannesburg Art Gallery but Lane cut it down. In the minute books
Lady Phillips recalled that Lane criticised the portrait of Sir Lionel, and with her consent, he turned one
end of the portrait in. In fact the canvas was actually cut but fortunately the pieces were kept and it was
restored in 1915 to its original size by the curator A.E. Gyngell, although not entirely to Lady Phillips’
satisfaction. See JAG Minute Book, 21.9.1915, 5.11.1915, 20.4.1916, SA, Pretoria.

 Lionel Phillips presented the full-length Boldini portrait of his wife to the Hugh Lane Municipal
Gallery of Modern Art in Dublin. A smaller version is in the collection of the South African National
Gallery.

% ‘And also with my boudoir and in fact I think the prints ought to be hung with young Vaughan’s help.’
DP to LP, 26.2.1898, LP private papers, BR.

A writer in Boudoir mentioned in South Africa, 29.10.1904, p.297.

% See Sheila O’Connell, ‘William second Baron Cheylesmore (1843-1902) and the taste for mezzotints’,
In A. Griffiths (ed.), Landmarks in print collecting: connoisseurs and donors at the British Museum since
1753, London, 1996, pp.134-157.

% Year's Art, 1902, pp.270-271.

™ Year's Art, 1901, p.170.

" Catalogue of the important collection of engravings of the early English and 18th century French
schools formed by Sir Lionel Phillips, Bart., removed from Tylney Hall, Winchfield, Hants. ...., Christie’s, -
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substantial sum if one considers that their large collection of furniture and decorative
arts only realised £38 837.20.)® The parameters of their collection of prints paralleled
their collection of paintings: they included 26 lots of portraits, 39 eighteenth-century
French prints, 35 after British artists, 17 after Morland, 4 after Cosway, 5 after J.
Downman, and 18 after Reynolds. However, unlike the case with paintings, it is
difficult to reconstruct provenances for these works of art and to gain an idea of the

prices they paid for their prints.

The Phillipses’ residency at Tylney Hall was not long-lived. Phillips’ position as a
Junior partner of Wernher Beit & Co. did not provide the income required to sustain this
upper middle-class lifestyle. Furthermore, because of his status in the company, he had
no choice but to return to Johannesburg when Sir Julius Wernher asked him to do so.
Although Phillips had intended pursuing a political career in Britain,”> Wernher made it
clear that if he were to remain in England and to continue with his plans to run for
Parliament, he would have to retire from the firm, a step he could not contemplate
financially.” This move, coupled with his strained finances, necessitated the sale of the
houses. The Phillipses’ London house at 33 Grosvenor Square was sold in 1906, but the
sale of Tylney Hall proved to be difficult because it was already a prohibitively

expensive monument from another era. They had at first hoped to realise £300 000

London, 21 April 1913. In the sale after the death of the Phillips’, a further seven prints were included in
the Vergelegen sale: Catalogue of valuable ... collection formed by the late Sir Lionel and Lady
Phillips...., Cape Town, 9 June 1941, lots 315-321.

"2 Catalogue of the important collection of old French, Italian and English furniture, tapestry and
porcelain formed by Sir Lionel Phillips, Bart., removed from Tylney Hall..., Christie’s, London, 23 April
— 8 May 1913 (annotated copy in Christie’s archive, London).

™ At the time it was reported that Phillips would stand as the Conservative candidate for North
Paddington and on his return from South Africa he ‘should avail himself of every opportunity of meeting
the electors and making himself acquainted with the needs and requirements of the constituency.” South
Africa, 17.10.1904, p.857.

™ In a crisp exchange of correspondence Wernher reminded Phillips that when he asked Phillips to join
Wernher, Beit & Co. in London after the Jameson Raid, his principal motive was to show that they fully
shared the part taken by Phillips in the Raid and that he was not a scapegoat. ‘I don’t know whether you
ever appreciated this. The question of work was then not half as important as it is today because we were
still vigorous and also stronger in numbers.” To which Phillips curtly replied, ‘My recollections of the
circumstances under which I joined the firm in London after the Raid entirely disagrees with yours but
that is past history and of no great consequence at the moment.” Quoted by R. Trevelyan, Grand dukes
and diamonds, London, 1991, p.169.
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furnished, and later £200 000 unfurnished.” It took a almost a decade to find a

6 and then at a fraction of these initial asking prices.”’

buyer,’
A further reason for the Phillipses’ décision-to sell their houses as well as their artworks
may be related to a perception that a lifestyle in the colonies did not require ownership
of works of art of this kind. This was an attitude almost all the Randlords and their
contemporaries adopted, because none of them who lived in South Africa owned a
valuable art collection in South Africa. The catalogue of the contents of their last house
sold after their respective deaths in 1941, provides some idea of the artworks they lived
with in South Africa.”® These included two paintings attributed to Sir Joshua Reynolds,
Portrait of a child (which realised 305gs) and Portrait of a young gentleman (250gs), a
paihting attributed to Andrea del Sarto, Saint in a red cloak (310gs) — which hung in the
hall at Villa Arcadia together with their tapestries — a Jan Fyt of Fruit (150gs), a pair of
unattributed Views in Venice (100gs) ™ and a small number of Florence Phillips’
eighteenth-century British prints, as well as a large collection of pictorial Africana

which she considered appropriate for a house at the Cape.*

3 LPtoJW, 19.6.1911, M Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that glittered, Cape Town, 1977, no.112.

6 ¢ After a period of negotiation for sale by private treaty, the property finally came into the market
publicly in 1910. Two sales by auction have been held and although the reserve was considerably less
than half the original cost, the property was not sold. Subsequently, efforts have been made to sell it at
half the price reserve at auction unsuccessfully.” LP to Receiver of Revenue, 25.5.1915, HE papers, BR.

" On 1.2.1916 Phillips asked Major Hennessey for £75 000 for the house and the park, with the intention
.of being prepared to accept £10 000 or £15 000 less. On 4.2.1916 Phillips was offered £35 000. The price
at which it was sold is not recorded in Phillips’ papers but mention is made in March 1916 that Tylney
had been sold by Trollope’s to Major Hennessey (HE papers, BR). See also the sale particulars of the
Tylney Estate in the Hampshire Record Office: 1909 (20M76/21), 1916 (23M72/E34). Major Hennessey,
later Lord Windlesham, sold it shortly thereafter to Major Herbert Cayzer of the Union Castle Line, later
Lord Rotherwick.

8 Catalogue of valuable antique English, Empire and Dutch period furniture... being the collection
formed by the late Sir Lionel and Lady Phillips.... The Colonial Orphan Chamber and Trust Company,
Cape Town, 9 June 1941. The vendue roll for this sale with prices and names of buyers is among the
estate papers of Lady Phillips. Estate 70239, Master’s Office, Cape Town. (Lionel Phillips’ estate papers
are to be found at Estate 50758.) I am grateful to Dee Nash for drawing this to my attention. For a list of
the paintings at Arcadia see ‘Pictures: Removed and packed — from Arcadia, Johannesburg’, 31.1.1922;
and ‘Schedule of fire insurance’ for Arcadia, September 1914-September 1915; LP private papers, BR.

° This pair resurfaced at an auction sale in Cape Town in 1985 as ‘school of Canaletto’ paintings,
realising R5 500, only to be sold some months later in London as works by Canaletto for £680 000,
(verifying Agnew’s attribution in 1897 when the Phillipses purchased the pair for £950). See Living
Magazine, September 1985, pp.81-89.

8 The only Randlord who systematically collected pictorial Africana was Sir Abe Bailey. It is not
perhaps coincidental that he and Lady Phillips were born in South Africa, and hence were reconstructing
their own history. See Catalogue of valuable Africana consisting of books, pamphlets, pictures and prints,
busts and bronzes ... being the collection of the late Sir Abe Bailey...., Syfrets Trust Company, Cape
Town, 1951.

177



But it was only two years later, in 1908, that they committed themselves to remaining in
the country. This decision was not reached easily by Lionel Phillips, who agonised over
his divided loyalties and recalled his abrupt departure at the time of the Jameson Raid.
In this year he wrote to the Cape politician J.X. Merriman, ‘The amenities of life cry out
loudly from the other side, the voice of duty whispers that there are many years of good
work in me which might be more serviceably spent out here.”®! But once Lionel and
Florence Phillips had come to terms with the prospect of living in South Africa, they
immediately starting requesting a large new house to be built at the company’s expense.
In their eyes, this demand was justified because of Lionel Phillips’ position in
Johannesburg business and social circles,* in addition to which he had succeeded in
restoring the London partners’ South African investments to profitability.®® Phillips

wrote to Sir Julius Wermnbher:

If T stay permanently, I must build a better house. It would cost ten or
twelve thousand [pounds].... I cannot ask my wife to go on living in the
chalet. It is very small and has lots of rats and mice scuttling between the
floors and ceilings. I don’t want a mansion, but this cottage, in spite of the
lovely garden, is not really the place for me to dwell in.?

Wernher reluctantly agreed to build “Villa Arcadia’ (Figs. 3.15, 3.16, 3.17), which was
a sprawling Mediterranean-style house tempered with colonial arts and crafts, situated
on the rocky slopes of the Parktown ridge, which cost £28 000.% It was designed by

Herbert Baker who had also been commissioned to build houses in South Africa for

8 1P to J.X. Merriman, 11,11.1908, LP papers, BR.

& Immediately on their return to South Africa, the Phillipses conspicuously adopted a very prominent

position in Johannesburg society, and according to a cousin of Florence Phillips, all the ‘wealth, wit,

brilliance and brains of the Transvaal’ gathered at the most lavish entertainments ‘in the whole of gay
Johannesburg” (Dora Ortlepp Poultney, Dawn to dusk, London, 1936, p.175). Lionel Phillips was once

again appointed President of the Chamber of Mines, and after the death of Wernher in 1912, and the

retirement of most of the German-born management with the outbreak of World War I, Phillips was
appointed in 1915 as chairman of Central Mining & Investment Corporation — the restructured company

controlling the assets of Rand Mines and the now defunct Wernher, Beit & Co. He was also elected a
member of the newly formed Union Legislative Assembly between 1910 and 1914. In the New Year’s

honours list of 1912 Phillips received the ultimate accolade: a baronetcy for his ‘public service’.

& Lionel Phillips wrote to Eckstein five years after his return to South Africa, ‘Well, it is not necessary
for me to blow my own trumpet. Without conceit, I can assert confidently that my return to S. Africa has

meant millions to the gold mining industry.” LP to FE, 26.6.1911, M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that

glittered, Cape Town, 1977, no.114.

8 LPtoJW, 21.9.1908, M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that glittered, Cape Town, 1977, n0.93.

8 See, ‘Villa Arcadia’, The Builder, 24.9.1915, pp.223-225. Wernher agreed to sell it to the Phillipses in

1909 for £10 000 and provided them with an annual housing allowance of £2 500 because they would no
longer be residing in a company house.
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other Randlords, including Groote Schuur near Cape Town, in a blend of Cape Dutch
architecture and colonial art and crafts, for Rhodes,*® and Rust-en-Vrede, in
Muizenberg, for Sir Abe Bailey. The Phillipses resided in Arcadia for a decade.?’” On
Phillips’ retirement from the company, they decided to move to the Cape and live in the
Cape Dutch house, Vergelegen (Fig. 3.18), near Somerset West, outside Cape
Town.®® In this instance, they had no choice but to meet the costs of the extensive
renovations themselves. They were unable to afford another mansion on the scale of
Tylney Hall, but this last house nevertheless ended up denuding Lionel Phillips of the
greater portion of his remaining wealth.® Lionel Phillips recalled that when he
acquired the estate at the Cape the land was out of cultivation and the buildings were in
a derelict state. He ‘purchased the property and presented it to my wife without realising
the cost of restoration.”®® The Phillipses’ dependence on substantial houses, both in

South Africa and Britain, as visible symbols of their social importance, must have

- ultimately cost Lionel Phillips well in excess of a million pounds. -

It took a few years for the Phillipses, who were almost the only Randlords in the
Wernher-Beit circle who actually resided on the Rand,®! to re-adapt to living in
Johannesburg which was far removed from the rituals of belle époque society.
However, once they had committed themselves to their new life, they made an effort to.
‘raise the tone of the working man’ in Johannesburg (which is the way Lionel Phillips
described the purpose of a recreation hall built by Eckstein & Co. for white mine .

workers).? Although it was never explicitly stated, their endeavours were invariably

aimed at the white working class. Looking back from the late twentieth century, it is

clear that the Phillipses subscribed to the widely held prejudices regardirig

8 See G. Viney, Colonial Houses of South Africa, Cape Town, 1987, pp.168-183.

8 Villa Arcadia was eventually disposed of in 1922 to the South African Jewish Orphanage for £30 000
after repeated attempts to sell it to the Johannesburg municipality.

8 Lionel Phillips resigned all his directorships in 1924 at the age of 70.

8 See G. Viney, Colonial houses of South Africa, Cape Town, 1987, pp.20-31.

%0 Last Will and Testament of LP, 19.12.1935, p.7, BR.

% A contemporary writer remarked on this fact that the Randlords were ‘scarce as a dodo’ in
Johannesburg. W.C. Scully, The ridge of white waters, London, 1912, p.149.

*2 LP to Lord Selbourne, 24.1.1906, M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All that glittered , Cape Town, 1977,
no.72. .
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blacks,” and, consequently, their philanthropy projects invariably set out to benefit

whites.

The Johannesburg Art Gallery, initiated in 1909, is the single most ambitious project
initiated by the Phillipses. The gallery’s collection — acquired with the funds provided |
by the Randlords — needs to be considered in two parts. There was an ‘arts and crafts’
collection conceived by Florence Phillips herself, and a ‘fine art’ collection assembled
by Sir Hugh Lane (Fig. 3.19).”* Lane’s role in the gallery, which will be explored after
a consideration of Florence Phillips’ contribution to the shaping of the collection,
illustrates the complexity of some of the issues relevant to an understanding of the
gallery’s history, such as the then prevailing ideas regarding ‘modern art’, ‘national art’
and an art ‘appropriate’ for the working classes in Johannesburg. Florence Phillips’ role
in the formation of the gallery will be explored in the context of contemporary attitudes
towards women and philanthropy, and more specifically in relation to her assumptions

regarding the use of art as a tool for philanthropy.

In the case of the Johannesburg Art Gallery, it was primarily Lionel Phillips (Fig. 3.20)
who convinced his fellow Randlords to provide funds for its establishment. This was
despite the fact that most of them took little interest in establishing cultural and
recreational facilities in this distant colonial town. The reluctance of the London
pzirtners of the company managed locally by Lionel Phillips, Central Mining (Successors
to Wernher, Beit & Co.), to direct funds to charitable projects, seems to have been

motivated by the fact that they were unlikely to provide any tangible financial

% Florence Phillips in her book A friendly Germany: why not? included a chapter entitled “The Peril of
the Coloured Races’. In the opening paragraph she proclaimed ‘Nowadays I try to see things from the
black man’s point of view as well as from the white man’s, and to recognise that the black man has a right
to a place on earth...’, yet in the next paragraph she stated that she was ‘firmly convinced’ that the ‘white
race is superior to any coloured race, and that it must be the governing race of the world.” Lady Phillips,
A friendly Germany: why not? , London, 1913, p.13.

% Lane’s involvement with the Johannesburg Art Gallery lasted from 1909 until 1911 when he resigned
as honorary curator to devote his time to the Dublin Gallery. Lane wrote to T. Bodkin at the time: ‘I find I
cannot buy for two Galleries, as I want all the bargains for Dublin.” Quoted in T. Bodkin, Hugh Lane and
his pictures, Dublin, 1956, p.28. The first two London-based directors of the gallery were both to die at
an unexpectedly early age. Sir Hugh Lane lost his life in the sinking of the Lusitania five miles off the
coast of Ireland on the afternoon of 7 May 1915, aged 39. His successor, Robert Ross, died in his sleep on
5 October 1918 at the age of 49 on the eve of taking up the position as director of the National Gallery of
Victoria, Melbourne, Australia. .
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returns.” Phillips, who was exposed on a daily basis to the growing animosity between
the white working class and the mine-owners, especially after strike action in mid-1907,
nevertheless continually requested that the company support such undertakings. The
only way in which he was able to secure the London partners’ support was to} present

»96 as a

these projects as opportunities to provide the company with much-needed ‘kudos
high-profile form of philanthropy which would serve as public statements of the mine

owners’ apparent concern for the local working-class populace.

In response to Lionel Phillips’ requests, his London partners initially offered £15 000 of
the £50 000 that the Phillipses planned to raise for a nucleus art collection.”’ A year and
a half later, when the collection was first exhibited in Johannesburg, the gifts totalled
£33 000.”® Sir Julius Wernher gave £5 000; Sir Otto Beit, on his return from South
Africa in June 1909, contributed £10 000; and Max Michaelis later contributed £5 000.

% and also

Lionel and Florence Phillips themselves made a number of individual gifts,
managed to solicit funds or pictures from most of the Randlords, including Charles
Rube, E. Birkenruth, Friedrich Eckstein (£1 000),100 Solly Joel, Julius Berlein, R.
Schumacher, Ludwig Neumann, Sigismund Neumann (£4 500),!! Abe Bailey

(£1 000)!1%2, Sammy Marks (£500)!® and Sidney Goldman. It was only in July 1910,

% See for instance how Phillips’ presentation of 40 acres of the Sachsenwald estate met with the
disapproval of the London partners. LP to Wernher, Beit & Co., 23.12.1910, M. Fraser and A. Jeeves
(eds.), All that glittered, Cape Town, 1977, no.105.

% See LP to F. Eckstein, 12.3.1906, M. Fraser and A. Jeeves (eds.), All