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William III was brought up in what is often
termed the ‘Golden Age’ of Dutch culture, in

a country whose intellectual and artistic singularity
and creativity were recognised across Europe.
He came, as King, to a country that Voltaire saw as
having made, since , ‘greater progress in all the
arts than in all preceding ages’, and having the
cultural influence to create in Europe the ‘Age of the
English’.The marriage of the two cultures in the
person of King William was surely to hold great
things for the state of English architecture. Yet, in
reality, the English king who spent more on building
than any other in the seventeenth century led court
architecture into a cul-de-sac. The influences from
Holland that he brought to his private residence at
Kensington, and his Francophile tastes at Hampton
Court, were respectively seen as old fashioned and
debased. Despite this, a study of Anglo-Netherlandish
architectural exchange at court in the age of William
and Mary is valuable because it throws light on the
nature of William’s kingship and the mechanisms of
royal architectural patronage. 

At first, it is necessary to consider William’s
architectural experience in the Netherlands, and it is
useful to gather together a brief account of his houses
and how he used them as Stadholder (elected Viceroy)
of the United Provinces. Broadly speaking there were
two periods in which William’s attention turned to
architecture. The first was immediately after his
marriage to Princess Mary in ; in this phase he
enlarged houses adding rooms or suites for his wife.

The second was after the death of Charles II in 

when William and Mary became next in line to the
throne of England after James II. In this period
William’s court, such as it was, was swelled by
English visitors and his palaces were enlarged and
made more magnificent, both to entertain them, and
to reflect his increased status. These bursts of
architectural activity were triggered by the practical
requirements of a prince, rather than being the result
of a love of building and architectural display such as
that which drove his grandparents. In  Jacob van
der Does wrote of William’s grandfather, Frederik
Hendrik, that he was ‘possessed by such a passion
for building that he forgot all his cares through this
pleasure’.William, however, was first a soldier,
second a huntsman and only third a husband and
cultural patron. As the twists of European genealogy
moved William closer to a kingdom, his residences
increased in magnificence to accommodate his rising
status. For William, both as Stadholder of a republic
and King of England, architecture was a servant not
a master. 

What William did build in the Netherlands, after
he became hereditary Stadholder in , was not only
a practical response to his dynastic requirements, but
sat firmly within the prevailing French cultural
hegemony. Just as the court of Charles II of England
followed the fashions of Louis XIV’s court, so also
did the house of Nassau; as early as  an English
visitor to The Hague noted that ‘The ladies and
Gentlemen here all Frenchified in French Fashion’.
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There were a small number of reception rooms and a
dining room as well as a bedroom and closets. Also
at The Hague was the Oude Hof on the Noordeinde,
a former merchant’s house extended by Frederick
Henry to accommodate his son William and his
English bride Mary Stuart (daughter of King
Charles I). This new town house was modelled on
contemporary Parisian hôtels with a cour d’honneur
on the street side.

The Binnenhof, technically, belonged to the
States of Holland. The ancient seat of the Nassau
dynasty was at Breda, where a massive square,
moated castle was begun in the s and s but left
incomplete.William III’s increased status on the
death of Charles II spurred him on to complete it
and create the only building that the contemporary
English might call a palace. It, with Honselaarsdijk,
was the only residence to possess a throne room and,
after , a complete suite of royal apartments in the
English style (Fig. ). Off a great hall there were three
ante rooms before a presence chamber with a throne.
Beyond this were the state bedchamber, a cabinet
and a dressing room. Beyond the backstairs there
were more private lodgings. William furnished the
castle with dynastic portraits and antique tapestries
emphasising his lineage and creating the effect of an
ancient family home.Whether this was in deliberate
imitation of English royal houses he knew from his
trips across the channel is unclear, but, after ,
William did have one residence that in plan and
decoration was similar to the palaces he would
inherit in . 

As well as these two venerable residences,
broadly equivalent in English terms to Whitehall and
Windsor Castle, there were three modest country
houses similar, perhaps, in function, to Tudor
Hampton Court, Greenwich and Richmond.
The oldest one of these William inherited from his
grandfather, Prince Frederick Henry. Huis ter
Nieuburgh was begun, just outside The Hague, at
Ryijswijk, in . It was demolished around ,
but it is well known from topographical sources.

William, as much as his grandfather, occupied a
world in which the predominant cultural influences
emanated from the court of France.The cultural
background to William’s promotion from Stadholder
to King therefore remaining static, this essay will
attempt to show how, against a common architectural
milieu, William’s buildings in England and Holland
can be understood. 

The Binnenhof was the seat of government, in
English terms, the equivalent to Whitehall and
Westminster, and was recognised as being as such by
English travellers.Here were the Stadholder’s
quarters: a long range containing two suites of
apartments, one above the other, for the Stadholder
and his consort (Fig. ). They had been extended
and redecorated in – by Prince Frederick
Henry, and William III extended them further, by
four bays, on his marriage to Princess Mary in .
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Fig. . Block plan of the Stadholder’s quarters at the
Binnenhof, The Hague, in the early eighteenth century.

Drawing, Melissa Beasley.
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Fig. . First floor plan of the Palace of Breda showing the layout of William III’s 
public reception rooms after . Drawing, Melissa Beasley.

Fig. . Reconstruction of the plan of the principal floor of the palace of
Honselaarsdijk near Naaldwijk based on a sketch by Nicodemus
Tessin Jnr and a survey by Pieter Post. Drawing, Melissa Beasley.



the way that the Banqueting House at Whitehall was
a celebration of the Stuarts. But the plan was French.
Around the central hall were two sets of apartments
each comprising an ante-room, used as a presence
chamber containing a canopy, a bedchamber,
containing a bed of state behind a balustrade, and
beyond a large private closet, a smaller closet and a
dressing room. Above, on the second floor, was an
identical arrangement. In  this house was made
over to William III. In his tenure the east side
apartment became Mary’s, the west side his own.
For William the rooms were redecorated and given
fashionable new sash windows.

William also owned three small hunting lodges.
He was a passionate and obsessive huntsman but as
the best hunting was seventy miles from his main
residences near The Hague, he was eventually to
build three lodges from which he based his energetic
hunting trips. Two of these we know little about.
The first, in the midst of the best hunting country,
was his house at Dieren. This was a lodge inherited
by William from his father who had purchased it in
. In the first part of his reign as Stadholder he
spent much of his time here, and spent considerable
sums on the gardens.The other was Soestdijk,
acquired by William in . The rebuilding of
Soestdijk was William’s first major building project
in –, designed by his architect Maurits Post and
incorporating the original house. 

By far the most important of these lodges was
Het Loo. Not far from Dieren, the old house of Loo
was purchased in . William’s new and larger
house was built from scratch and was thus his
chance to build what he wanted. True to form he
turned to France and seems to have approached
Louis XIV’s Académie Royale de l’Architecture for
preliminary designs, probably in late . We do
not know what he received, but we do know that he
handed the task of supervising the work, and
doubtless designing the details, to the sculptor
turned architect Jacob Roman who in  was to be
appointed architect to William III. The work was

It was designed after the French Pavilion system but
not in a courtyard – rather as a single range. Two
remote pavilions were linked by galleries to a central
block that contained the principal rooms. French
influence was also the mainspring behind another
country residence, Honselaarsdijk (Fig. ).This
was seven miles from The Hague towards Delft and
was William’s father’s principal house, built in the
s and s. A number of architects were involved
in its design, including the French architect Simon
de la Vallée and Pieter Post, who was appointed
official architect to the Stadholder in . It was
completely demolished in . 

At Honselaarsdijk the main block was connected
to two pavilions by galleries that made up three sides
of a courtyard. A colonnade and gallery closed the
fourth side. On the first floor were symmetrical
apartments sharing a salle or hall and comprising
and ante-chamber, an audience chamber, a gallery
and closet. The bedchambers were sited next to the
audience chamber on the south front. The plan was
heavily influenced by the Palais de Luxembourg in
Paris, and English contemporaries who visited it
recognised this.We know that Marie de Medici was
so proud of the Luxembourg Palace that plans of it
were sent across Europe. Honselaarsdijk was one of
its closest progeny, even to the extent that it contained
massive portraits of Marie and Henri IV of France.
This became William and Mary’s principal country
palace: the only residence, other than Breda, to have
an audience chamber containing a throne. After 

it was densely hung with paintings of William and
Mary’s Stuart forbears. 

Huis ten Bosch (literally House in the Wood)
had been started by Amalia van Solms in  as a
country seat for her retirement and dowagership.
It was designed by Pieter Post and by Jacob van
Campen, a follower of Scamozzi, an admirer of Inigo
Jones and the chief exponent of Dutch Classicism.
The house was a square villa with a central domed
hall after the villas of Palladio and Scamozzi. The
central hall was a celebration of the Orange family in
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palaces of England. William’s uncles, Charles II and
James II,were born into the most formal and stuffy
court in Europe, obsessed with rules and regulations.
They both had an acute and well-defined sense of
their regality and much of their daily round was
spent acting out the rituals and roles of monarchy.
Life in Holland was very different. William was not a
king and had never been treated as such. In England
the court mainly comprised rich and powerful
aristocrats who not only held numerous court
offices, but were also provided with extensive
lodgings. In Holland the nobility played a much
lesser role and were politically far less influential.
There was no pressing need for them to dance
attendance on the Stadholder and so the court was
smaller and less formal. 

The design of seventeenth-century English royal
palaces had sprung out of  years of experimentation
in etiquette that had started in around .

tendered in April  and the date on the front of
the central block is . The house was essentially a
Palladian villa like the Villa Thiene at Cicogna or the
Villa Badoer at Fratta Polesine. The main block was
square, and quadrant colonnades linked it to flanking
service blocks (Fig. ). The subtleties of its internal
layout were again French. It was built around a
central hall and stair leading up to a first floor hall
either side of which were two identical sets of
apartments, neat, symmetrical and compact. Identical
in plan to any number of contemporary small French
country houses, it was, in many ways, very old
fashioned. It could have been designed at any time
after ; the arcade in the hall, for instance, was
based on that at Huis ter Nieuburgh.

This brief survey of William III’s houses in the
Netherlands demonstrates that William was brought
up in houses built by his grandfather on a French
plan nothing like the vast, socially segregated,
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Fig. . Block plan of Het Loo in c. before William III’s new wings of – (fig.). 
Quadrant colonnades linked the main corps-de-logis to two long service wings 

enclosing a forecourt. Drawing, Melissa Beasley.



dirty, overpopulated, public and urban: everything,
indeed, calculated to turn him away from it. It was
also damp and low-lying and surrounded by
hundreds of belching chimneys. This was not the
place for a chronic asthmatic like William. In response
to this repulsion, within weeks of their arrival in
England, William and Mary devised a new strategy
for royal accommodation. It was radical. 

Henry VIII had been responsible for uniting
within one structure, in Whitehall Palace, the private
apartments of the monarch and his public functions.
This building, the privy gallery, was the architectural
expression of personal government by a sovereign:
the body politic unified in one person and one suite
of rooms. This co-location of personal and state space
in a single block of accommodation had been the
hallmark of English royal buildings from his time to
the time of James II.William and Mary’s strategy
broke this tradition. They resolved on a tripartite
arrangement. They had to accept that they would
need a fully equipped English-style royal palace for

The rooms in an English palace were highly stratified
and restricted, divided into zones with rights of access.
Everyone had a set role and knew how it related to
the rules of the court.To William this was foreign
territory in every sense. Although he had visited the
English court on three occasions (/,  and
) and was fully conversant with its cumbersome
formality, he had never attempted to imitate it in the
Netherlands. Indeed, during his visit in , he was
provided with a larger entourage by Charles II to
enable him to be able to fulfil ceremonial functions at
court.His palaces were far more private and
domestic. He quite simply did not need, or want, so
much space: he had no fawning nobility; no hungry
heir; no demanding mistresses; no pensioned off
royal family; not even a royal council. The traveller
Edward Southwell noted that at Het Loo William
‘has hindered any increase of building, that soe
the company may have noe accommodation or
inclination to stay’.This was quite unlike Whitehall.
William had no interest in a palace that was large,
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Fig. . The north side of Kensington Palace shown in an engraving by Sutton Nicholls executed c.–. 
The pavilions added to the original house flank the earlier central block. 



queen’s side were converted into offices. When the
palace burnt down in William showed little sign
of emotion.Nor does this paper focus on Hampton
Court, in plan a re-creation of the Tudor buildings
and in style, at William’s request, an essay in French
Baroque. It became, within a decade, a byword for all
that was bad about English architecture. Rather,
this paper seeks to reinterpret Kensington in the light
of its function as the private residence of William
and Mary. 

Kensington House (as it was generally called in
William’s time) was the aggrandisement of a villa
purchased from Lord Nottingham.  In  it was
still a Jacobean house with a central hall and rooms
to either side. It was clearly in need of enlargement,
even for William’s modest requirements, and the
scheme devised for this is of great interest. The idea
was to extend Nottingham House by the addition
of four corner pavilions and a long gallery connected
to an entrance on the west. A print by Sutton
Nichols shows this when first completed (Figs. , ).

the great occasions of State; this was not to be
Whitehall, but Hampton Court, which was to be
rebuilt with all speed for the theatre of the English
court.Whitehall was not to be their residence;
hereafter it would be the business palace. William and
Mary resolved to live within easy commuting distance
of the Whitehall ‘office’ at Kensington. A road was
quickly built from Kensington to Whitehall, which
was to be lit at night by street lamps. They moved in
to Kensington within ten months of ascending the
throne; William never moved into Whitehall. These
arrangements were at complete variance with anything
that had been built by the monarchy since the middle
ages: three separate palaces functionally separating
court ceremonial, governance and personal space. 

Whitehall, thus, is not the subject of this article;
William never lived there and built nothing of
significance. After the death of Queen Mary in  the
queen’s apartments, which Mary had occasionally
used while William was abroad, were handed over to
Princess Anne while other apartments on the
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Fig. . Reconstruction of Kensington Palace as it might have been c.. 

© Historic Royal Palaces. Drawing: Edward Impey. 
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Fig. . Plan of the ground floor of Ragley Hall Warwickshire built for Edward, 
first Earl of Conway in –. Drawing, Melissa Beasley.

Fig. . Sir Roger Pratt, Clarendon House, Piccadilly –. Either side of the 
centre block were pavilions, two at the front and two at the back.  



his principal seat. Although Robert Hooke was later
to advise on the house it was Hurlbutt who designed
the central hall and four residential pavilions each
with an ante room in the main block (Fig. ). But it
was certainly Hooke himself who designed Montagu
House, London, for Ralph first Duke of Montagu in
–.This was a town house with four corner
pavilions described by John Evelyn as ‘a fine palace,
built after the French pavilion way’.Not far from
Montagu’s house was Lord Chancellor Clarendon’s
house on Piccadilly. This too comprised a central
block with four corner pavilions with hipped roofs
containing pedimented dormer windows (Fig. ).

But the immediate precursors to Kensington
were probably royal schemes. In  John Webb
had designed an extension to the Queen’s House in
Greenwich using pavilions (Fig. ). The Tudor
palace there had been rendered unusable during the
Commonwealth, and Charles II’s initial intention
was to rebuild it and bring it back into use as one of
the monarchy’s principal residences. Through lack
of money this desire never came about, but not
before a number of schemes had been designed, and
partially executed by Webb. Amongst these was a
plan to expand the Queen’s House to make four
apartments, one for the king, one for the queen, and
one each for the Duke and Duchess of York. In 

Webb proposed that the house be extended by
four self-contained pavilions with an anteroom,
withdrawing room, bedchamber and closet. Each
pavilion was linked to a presence chamber in the main
building and had its own staircase for access to ground
floor service rooms and upper closets and garrets.

This was a much more vigorous expression of the
pavilion principle, with the new residential pavilions
joining the main block corner-to corner rather than
as at Belvoir, Ragley or Montagu House where they
were partially absorbed into the main block. 

Foundations were dug at Greenwich, but the
pavilions were never completed. Webb slipped into
retirement without ever introducing the concept of a
pavilion apartment into a royal house. Yet the idea

The south-east pavilion was the King’s.  It was to be
of three stories, with attics, linked by a privy stair that
ran the full height of the building. On the ground
floor were his privy lodgings, above, on the principal
floor, his bedchamber and two closets and above
these on the second floor more closets. The north-
east pavilion was to contain the council chamber and
the north-west pavilion was for the queen, arranged
similarly to the King’s pavilion. The south-west
pavilion contained a stair leading up to the principal
floor. In the old house was a shared presence chamber
leading to the King’s and Queen’s pavilions. 

Given William’s fondness for the French pavilion
plan in the Netherlands this should not be much of a
surprise, yet in England its adoption was remarkable.
Before the Civil War it cannot be said that any house,
let alone a royal palace, was significantly influenced
by the pavilion, nor indeed by French fashions in
planning more generally. We do know, however, that
the Office of Works was interested in French
planning, or at least surveyors attached to it were.
In the Jacobean architect, John Thorpe’s Book of
Drawings there are two plans, in his own hand, of the
Palais de Luxembourg dated .His interest
never led to a Jacobean building being modelled on
it and, indeed, the first major building proposal
influenced by the Luxembourg was John Webb’s
 scheme for remodelling Belvoir Castle. Belvoir
had been slighted in the civil war and the Earl of
Rutland asked Webb to draw up a proposal for
rebuilding it. Webb’s ambitious, and unbuilt, scheme
allowed for four neat symmetrical pavilions containing
two or three room apartments connected to the main
state apartments in the centre. In elevation the
inspiration was from Palladio but in plan it owed a
considerable debt to the Palais de Luxembourg.

After the Restoration at least two other courtier
houses were built with similar pavilions. The first
was Ragley Hall in Warwickshire for Edward, first
Earl of Conway, Secretary of State to Charles II,
–. In  Conway turned to the successful
Warwickshire architect, William Hurlbutt, to rebuild
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adopted at Newmarket, was a consequence of is
domestic function. In a royal palace that had to
function ceremonially in the English sense, such a
plan would be impossible. Linearity was the key
principle, something that could never be satisfactorily
achieved in a pavilion. 

Against this background the re-appearance of the
free-standing pavilions at Kensington in  was a
backwards glance to a fashion that had briefly
flowered in the twenty years after the Restoration.
In inspiration it was at variance with what was being
built contemporaneously at Hampton Court,
inspired by the Louvre and Versailles: the finest
modern buildings in France and the architectural
expression of the most magnificent monarchy in

did not die and was resurrected by (or for) Charles II
at Newmarket in –. Newmarket was a summer
retreat used by Charles to watch the races; it never
accommodated the full court. Its building history is
very surprising. In  Charles invited the important
and underrated architect William Samwell to design
him a house to replace the one destroyed during the
Commonwealth. Samwell designed a residence
influenced by the French pavilion style. There were
two fully formed pavilions, one for Charles and the
second either for his queen or for the Duke of York.
The king’s pavilion was sited  ft away from the
high street, approached by a long thin range with a
corridor on the ground floor and a truncated set of
reception rooms above.That such a plan could be
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Fig. .Reconstruction of the first floor plan of the Queen’s House in Greenwich 
as proposed and started by John Webb in early . 



months of his accession to the throne Wren had
started work on a major rebuilding at Whitehall.
This included the construction of the new Roman
Catholic chapel, a building on which he must have
worked very closely with James and Mary of
Modena. Thus in Wren was deeply implicated
with the old regime; his sympathies lay firmly with
the expelled James and his hold on power must have
been, at best, uncertain. William and Mary’s arrival
caused a radical redistribution of government and
court offices; over half of all court officials lost their
posts, almost all being replaced by either William’s
Dutch compatriots or men who could loosely be
described as Whig. Wren was neither. 

In all this change and, it must be said, chaos,
there was one strand of continuity: Mary. The new
Queen had been brought up at the court of Charles II
and knew how it worked both socially and politically.
Her re-establishment of ‘normal’ Stuart court life was
vital in establishing the legitimacy and efficacy of
William’s reign. So too was the normal and
efficient functioning of the Office of Works, including
the immediate construction of two palaces and the
completion of the Queen’s privy lodgings at
Whitehall. It is interesting to note that only two of
the personnel of the Office of Works were replaced
in the Williamite purge. Most importantly, their
head, Sir Christopher Wren, survived. Wren’s
survival was due to more than a heavy workload;
it was probably due to Mary’s favour of a die-hard
Stuart courtier and her admiration for the, now
famous, architect of St Paul’s. For Mary, the
completion of the cathedral was a vital part of the
spiritual reformation that she believed England badly
needed. To a similar degree Wren was central to the
cathedral’s future, and everyone knew it.

Design work for both Hampton Court and
Kensington therefore took place against the
background of uncertainty at the Office of Works
and Wren’s concerted attempt to secure a fruitful and
effective modus operandi with his new patrons. Into
this mix we know that William and Mary introduced

Europe. Hampton Court was intended to provide
the formal setting for English court life as expressed
by William’s Stuart forebears. Designed by Sir
Christopher Wren and the Office of Works, the
lineage of its plan can be traced back through
Charles II’s Whitehall and Winchester to Henry
VIII’s palaces of the s. Indeed, when the new
apartments were being planned in , instructions
were issued to arrange the new rooms on the King’s
side in the same way as those in the Tudor palace.
Hampton Court was a royal residence built for state
ceremonial in the fashionable style of European
superpower monarchy. Kensington was very
different. Its ancestry lay in early seventeenth century
France reinterpreted in Holland, and its purpose was
a private residence, modest in scale and function. 

Unlike Hampton Court, for which there are a
large number of drawings dating from –, no
drawings survive for the initial phase of design work
for the royal apartments at Kensington, i.e. before the
construction of the King’s Gallery in January .

The Hampton Court drawings are in the hand of
Nicholas Hawksmoor who was, by , Wren’s
principal draughtsman, also undertaking most of the
drawing for St Paul’s. Hawksmoor was separately paid
for his work at Hampton Court and St Paul’s, but at
Kensington, probably because he was Clerk of Works,
no separate payments exist for draughtsmanship.
This lack of evidence frustrates our ability to
understand the genesis of the design and those
involved in its conception. This is unfortunate, as the
design of Kensington was clearly influenced by
William’s desire to build a private residence similar
to those he enjoyed in the Netherlands. 

At this point it is important to consider the
position of the Office of Works in . Its Surveyor,
Sir Christopher Wren, had been its head for  years.
He had faithfully served both Charles II and James II
as a courtier and a Tory, that is to say a supporter of
the Church of England and an opponent of the
exclusion of Catholic James from the throne. His
relationship with James II was close; within three
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how William and Mary liked to live, having worked
for them at Honselaarsdijk, Dieren and Het Loo, 
and understood their liking for modest brick-built
houses designed on the pavilion principle. The
strong similarity of Kensington to their houses in
Holland cannot be ignored, and it is entirely possible
that its final appearance owed something to three-
way conversations between Mary, Roman and Wren.
If Kensington’s layout was influenced by Roman to
reflect the King’s and Queen’s domestic preferences,
its interiors too reflected their Dutch tastes.The
Queen’s rooms were decorated with  pieces of
porcelain listed in three inventories, which include
details of where in the room the items were placed.

An analysis of the displays reveals that they were very
similar to those created for Mary by Daniel Marot in
her houses in the Netherlands. Whilst it is true that
Henrietta Maria, for instance, had used porcelain as

their own architectural advisors. By December 

Jacob Roman, William’s official architect, was
already in London and soon afterwards so too was
his principal interior decorator Daniel Marot.

Roman was a carver and architect born in  and
appointed, in , architect to King William III.
Roman’s promotion, at the precise moment that
William was embarking on the most ambitious
building projects of his life, cannot have been 
co-incidence. Nor can the fact that his annual
salary was a thousand florins a year, four hundred
more than his predecessor. Roman, it can be argued,
had been promoted to oversee the development of
the architectural image of the Stadholder’s into a
kingly one. 

There is no direct evidence that Roman’s views
were sought on either the design of Kensington or
Hampton Court, but he was entirely familiar with
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Fig. . Plan of the palace of Het Loo after . 
Drawing, Melissa Beasley.



Loo. But Kensington, as the private residence of
William and Mary, was, it can be suggested, singled
out for special attention from William and Mary’s
Dutch design advisors. This argument can probably
be taken further by considering the stylistic
relationship between Kensington and Het Loo. 

Between  and William decided to
extended and improve Het Loo to reflect his
increased status as monarch. In considering its
design Kensington was fresh in his mind and, in fact,
provided the model. The original quadrant
colonnades were removed and, exactly as at
Kensington, Roman added two pavilions to the
central block at its corners. He then added two
further pavilions to link these to the service wings at
the front. In plan he had reproduced Kensington,
but in appearance, from the entrance front, he had
recreated, in miniature, Versailles (Fig. ). The effect

an architectural decorative element before the civil
war, the scale and ambition of Mary’s displays were
something quite new in Britain. Therefore it seems
likely that William’s Dutch advisors played a role in
the interiors at Kensington as well as its shell.

Perhaps this should be no surprise. Design work
for William’s houses in Holland and England was
undertaken concurrently. Designs and models were
prepared wherever William was and were sent back
and forth. At Huis de Voorst, built between  and
 by William III for Arnold Joost van Keppel
(created Lord Albemarle in ), a wooden model
seems to have been made in England in about 

under Jacob Roman’s supervision for the approval of
William and Lord Albemarle.We know that in
December , while William was at Hampton
Court, Charles Hopson, his master joiner, arrived
bearing a model he had made of the staircases at Het
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Fig. . Ground plan of Arnold Joost van Keppel’s house, De Voorst, 
near Zutphen c.. Drawing, Melissa Beasley.



was unique, very different from anything else in
Holland (Fig. ). Edward Southwell, who visited the
site of the house in , thought that ‘The main
body will be like my Lrd. Ranelagh’s at Chelsey, to
which will be added two wings; with Corridor’s or
galleries to joyne them like Berkley House’.Whilst
neither Hugh May’s Berkeley House of  or the
third Viscount Ranelagh’s Chelsea mansion of 

provided the direct model for de Voorst, there is no
doubt that Jacob Roman’s inspiration for the house
came from England. Exactly contemporary with
de Voorst was Burley-on-the-Hill, Rutland. This
house was built for, and probably designed by, Daniel
Finch the second earl of Nottingham. Nottingham
had sold what was to become Kensington Palace
to William III in  and had taken careful
measurements of Berkeley House and Montagu
House before starting work at Burley-on-the-Hill.
Here quadrant colonnades linked the main block
with remote pavilions just as at de Voorst.

of gradually receding compartments focussing on the
entrance front gave the palace grandeur and size that
in reality it did not have. At the same time the
interiors of the new rooms were given a much higher
status. In the first phase the house had been very
much a hunting lodge. Its interiors were all of
painted timber. The ceilings were boarded and
painted with simple clouds. The rooms were now
given plaster ceilings with deep mouldings of fruit and
flowers. Daniel Marot created a suite of remarkable
painted and decorated interiors for the new apartments
and for the principal rooms in the old building. 

What is certain is that Roman had been
influenced by what he had seen in England. As well
as extending Het Loo he was engaged to design Huis
de Voorst. This was in everything but name a royal
residence, paid for by William, and designed by his
own architect. Apartments on the first floor were
for William, and on the ground floor for Keppel;
a private stair connected their bedrooms. The plan
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Fig. . Nicholas Hawksmoor, preliminary design for the ground floor of the king’s 
gallery range at Kensington Palace c.–: All Souls College, Oxford, ASIII.. 
Nottingham House is black, the existing palace with its corner pavilions () 

is shaded grey and the proposed additions are red. 



new gallery. Elevations for the scheme, now lost,
seemingly survived until the th century; one
drawing was for a much more florid, French-style
façade than the austere façade eventually built.

If so, this design was rejected in favour of one that is
more austere and more Dutch. The gallery has
motifs similar to those at Het Loo such as the tall flat
brick pilasters and the attic topped with urns raised
above the cornice. Other features of Kensington such
as the bracketed cornice can be found at Roman’s
other buildings, in particular at Zeist, finished in 

for the Count of Nassau-Odijk (Fig. ).The gallery
comes from a very different stable from what was
concurrently being designed by the Office of Works.
Was Roman again asked to provide advice, or were
the English asked to take note of his work at Het Loo?

William and Mary’s determination to recreate in
England a private domestic residence modelled on
their houses in the Netherlands, and influenced by
their architect and decorator, was not only personal
preference; it reflected William’s way of life in
Holland, where he spent limited time at The Hague
and preferred a more private and modest existence at
his country houses. In English court and architectural

In Mary died of smallpox. William was
grief-stricken, but soon recovered his spirits and
embarked upon a new life in which dining in public
and attendance at council meetings would be regular.
The architectural consequence of this was twofold.
First, work stopped on Hampton Court. In reality it
had only ever been possible because Mary had been
supervising it. William was away for the entire
building season each year and without the Queen to
keep an eye on work it was impossible to continue
with such a massive project. The second consequence
was that without Hampton Court, and with his
revitalised court life, William needed a residence
larger than his pavilion at Kensington. Even before
the Queen’s funeral on March plans had been
prepared for the extension of Kensington. The
proposal was to construct a new block containing a
gallery across the face of two of the pavilions, giving
the palace a new façade. 

A small group of drawings in the hand of
Nicholas Hawksmoor survive for the new gallery.
One (Fig. ) colour codes the building phases,
making a distinction between the original structure
of Nottingham House, the – phases, and the
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Fig. . Jacob Roman, the garden façade of Zeist, . 
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