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SIR HENRY CHEERE AND THE
RESEONSE TO THE ROCOCO IN
ENGLISH SCULPTURE

Malcolm Baker

In Rouquet’s chapter on sculpture in The Present State of the Arts
in England the author discusses at some length the monuments in
Westminster Abbey, commenting on both Rysbrack’s Newton
and Taylor’s Cornewall monuments but giving most praise to
‘the Frenchman’, presumably Roubiliac, ‘who has decorated the
church with some groups which are in every respect very ingeni-
ous’.! No mention is made, however, of Henry Cheere, whose
smaller decorative ornaments were by the early 1750s already
faitly numerous in the Abbey. A similar silence is observed by
Vertue, who mentions Cheere’s name on only three occasions, in
each case linked with those of other artists who are discussed
individually elsewhere.?

Yet, despite this lack of contemporary comment, the ubiquity
of Cheere’s work is a mid-18th-century phenomenon that deserves
further investigation. With the notable exception of the monu-
ments of Warkton and Walton-on-Thames, Roubiliac’s works
outside London remain relatively few, even including the smaller
wall monuments. By contrast the wall tablets (sometimes with
busts or urns) produced by Cheere’s workshop may be seen in
very considerable numbers throughout England. Characterized
by their richly decorative use of coloured marbles, delicately
carved swags of flowers and groups of cherubs’ heads, these
consist of variations on certain standard types, the popularity of
which is registered in the copies made by provincial sculptors
such as Ivory of Norwich or Thompson of Litchfield.? During
the third quarter of the 18th century, when some elements at least

of the rococo style evolved earlier in the St Martin’s Lane circle
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F1G. 1 Design for an unidentified monu-
ment. Attributed 1o Sir Henry Checre, Vie-
toria and Albert Museum,

4- M. 1. Webb, ‘Henry
Cheere, Henry Scheemakers
and the Apprenticeship
Lises®, Buriington Magagive,
XCIX (1957), pp-11§-—20
(hereafter "Cheere ... Schee-
makers"). Further docu

mentary evidence is cited in
M. 1. Webh, *‘Henry Cheere,
Sculpror and Businessman
and John Cheere’, Buriington
Magagine, C (1958}, pp- 232,
274—79 (hereafter “Sculp-
tor’).  Information  given
below without references s
taken from these two fun

damental studies,

1. "Cheere s Schee-

makers”, Fig 1o,

6. ‘Cheere 0 Schee

makers’, p. 119,
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were being widely disseminated in porcelain, textiles and furnitu,
these elegant and highly decorative productions form the m
popular and pervasive type of monument, despite their negl
by contemporary commentators. To what extent may Chee;
work be regarded as rococo and what role did he play in
development of mid 18th century English sculpture?

Before examining Cheere’s sculpture it is worthwhile look
briefly at the different social and business circles in which
moved. One important network of connections was provided
the LLondon mason-sculptor tradition in which he was rtrain
Apparently from a family of haberdashers, Henry Cheere v
apprenticed in 1718 to Robert Hartshorne, an assistant of Will:,
and Edward Stanton. He therefore received his sculptural train
from those London statuaries who were to dominate Eng!
sculpture until the emergence of Francis Bird and the arrival
immigrant Flemings such as Rysbrack and Delvaux.

The business practices current among such mason-sculpt
appear to have been adopted in Cheere’s own extensive and efficic
workshop. His two surviving bank accounts indicate that, I
Stanton, or Green of Camberwell, he employed a large numb
of assistants; similarly, the way in which certain standard elemc
are reproduced in varying combinations in monuments produ
over many vears certainly suggests a business organized on t
ditional lines. Behind such large-scale production lay careful a:
accurate costing of time and materials, the procedures of whicl
are outlined (albeit for more modest, provincial statuaries)
contemporary builders’ manuals. They may also be glimpsed
the annotations alongside a design for a typical small monument
by Cheere (Fig. 1).

In 1726 Cheere’s workshop is recorded in the Westminster rate
books but within a year or so he had been joined by one of the
immigrant Flemish sculptors, Henry Scheemakers, with whom
he worked until the early 17305 when Scheemakers apparent
returned to the Continent. Their collaboration on monument:

such as that to the 15t Duke of Ancaster (Fig. 2), erected in 1728,



Presumabl'y meant that Cheere became well conversant with those
new elements in English sculpture contributed during the 1720s
by Flemish artists.

Another network with which Cheere was closely connected had
its centre at Westminster. From 1726 he had his workshop in St
Margaret’s Lane® and the Dean and Chapter Minute Books of the
17308 and 40s make frequent references to property transactions
with Cheere.” He also appears to have continuing links with the
Tufnell family, several of whom were Master Masons to the
Abbey.? In 1743 Cheere himself was appointed ‘Carver’ to the
Abbey by the Dean and Chapter.” This official position in part
explains his execution of monuments to several clerics associated
with the Abbey, among them Bishop Boulter and Dean Wilcocks,
the monument of the latter bearing a relief with a delicately carved
perspective view of the Abbey. Cheere also undertook various
civic duties in the City of Westminster, being appointed in 1749
Controller of the Free Fish Market; his involvement in public
affairs was to lead to a knighthood in 1760.

It may have been through either Westminster or some City
connection that Cheere was introduced to one of the various
patrons for whom he produced works in Oxford during the 1730s.
These include a monument to Henry Aldrich in Christ Church
(erected in 1732), the statue of Christopher Codrington at All

Souls’ (commissioned in 1732 and erected in 1734),"

the figures
of Law, Physic and Poetry commissioned by the Queen’s College
in 1734 and that of Queen Caroline for the same college. Shortly
after its erection the figure of the Queen was already celebrated
enough for Richard West to report to Walpole, in response to the
latter’s ‘panegyric’ about the city, that ‘the royal statue in the

dome of Queen’s College has been thrice seen publicly to dance

a courant’,!!

A training in the trade of a city mason-sculptor, a partnership
with a Flemish sculptor, a continuing involvement with the Abbey
as well as the City of Westminster and close links with various

Oxford patrons form several of the intersecting social and business
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FiG. 2 Monument to Peregrine, 2nd Duke
of Ancaster (d. 1741). By Sir Henry Cheere,

Edenham, Lincolnshire.

7. For example, on g April
1739 Cheere applied w0
renew the lease of six ten-
ements in the Sanctuaries
and on 17 October 1743
ii'll'rllcd for renewal of the
lease of the Bell and Dragon
alehouse. I am grateful o
the Diean and Chaprer and
the Librarian, Dr Do
MeMichael, for allowing me
to consult and quote from
the Minute Books and the
Treasurer’s Accounts, from
which the details of *Anes

are raken.

8. For the Tufnells see
‘Sculpror’, pp. 273K
According o the Centle-
man's  Mugugine, January
1737, p-61, Capt. Tufnell
was  appointed  Master

Mason at Westminster, fol-
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lowing the resignation of
‘Mr  |presumably  Chris-
topher] Horsmail'. For a
portrait  of the Tufnell
family sce Cenntry Life, 27

Feb. 196.4.

g. Dean and
Minute Books, 26 April

Chapter

17435.

1o. M. Whinney, Sowdpfore
in Hrivain 1pyo—ifz0, pl.72;
for the contract see “Seulp-
tor’, p.2sz. Mr . 5 G
Simmons has  kindly  in-
formed me that the MNew
Titling Book for 1752/ rec-
ords a payment of [so 0
Cheere on 18 October 1733
and that for 1733/4 a pay-
ment of fg7-19-0 tor ‘Coll.
Codringtons [sic] and carr.
and putting up’.

e WS
Walpale's  Cor-

Lewis (ed.),
Herace

respondence, vol. 13, p.go.

12. Vermue I, pp.141-2.
A later continental visit was
made by Cheere after his
retirement  when  accord-
ng to Havward's list (L.
Stainton, ‘Hayward's List:
British Visttors to Rome
195 3-1775 ", Walpale Soctery,
49 (1983}, p. 13) he armived
in Rome in 1770 with his

SNS.

13. D G. C. Allen, *Studics
in the Sociery’s History and
Archives. Arists and the
Society in the 18th century
i1, Jowrnal of the Royal Yociety

af Aris, 152 (1984), p. 272.

14. J. T. Smith, Nedekens
and bis Tioves, 1828, p. 94.

15. A, Cunningham, Lire
of the Britich Painters, Sealp-
tors and Architects, 1850, 111

P- 34

circles in which Cheere moved. Linked with these was that of &,
Martin’s Lane, which played such a major role in the dcvelﬂptm-
of the rococo style in England. Despite Vertue’s relative silenc
Cheere appears to have had a continuing association with membe
of this set. In 1748 he visited France in the company of Hogar:
Hayman, Hudson'? and others and in 1755 proposed Hogarth |
membership of the Society of Arts, being himself one of the fi;
artists to join, and proposing in the same year ‘a plan for |
founding of an Academy’." According to some 19th centu
sources, he is credited with suggesting to Jonathan Tyers the id
of having Handel represented as Apollo' and is also said to ha
employed Roubiliac during his early years in England."” The
fragmentary pieces of evidence suggest that he was at least
contact with the St Martin’s Lane group, if not at the heart of

Cheere’s native birth and his training in an English traditi
distinguish him from the other significant sculptors in mid 18
century England. But, in addition to this, the social milieu
which he moved seems to have been far more mixed than tho
inhabited by Rysbrack, Roubiliac or Peter Scheemakers. Tl
varied social and business background may help to explain son
of the ambiguities seen in his monuments. These tall into seve:
well-defined categories.

The first type involves a single standing figure placed with
an arched or pedimental architectural setting. This format
employed for the monument to the Duke of Ancaster, executc!
by Cheere and Henry Scheemakers in 1728, and that to Rober
Davies at Mold, Flintshire, by Cheere himself in the same year
Precedents for such standing figures may be found in the mon
ments of the Stantons or Green of Camberwell and the heav
architectural setting of the Davies work is very much in this
mason-sculptor tradition.'® Davies’ pose, however, follows that
employed by Guelfi for his influential monument to James Craggs,
erected in Westminster Abbey in the previous year and presumably
well known to Cheere.

This same pose is used some twenty vears later in the monument
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, the 2nd Duke of Ancaster (Fig. 2), sometimes attributed to
yubiliac but described in August 1748 as ‘now finished by Mr
heere of Westminster’,'” and the monument to Bowater Vernon
1735) (Fig. 3), at Hanbury probably executed in the early
1405, Although the Vernon is unsigned both the arrangement of
e urns to flank the figure and the carving of the details such as
e swags and cartouche support an attribution to Cheere.'® The

\me composition is used for the figure of George Cooke (d. 1740)

ig. 4) which has been attributed to Roubiliac on account of the

FIG. 3 Monument to Bowater Vernon

(d. 173%). Atrributed to Sir Henry Cheere,
Hanbury, Worcestershire,

FIG. ¢4 Statue of Sir George Cooke (for-
merly at Harefield House). Arributed to

Sir Henry Cheere. Stoke Park

s, Cf.. for example, the
monuments o Lyrton
Lytton {d. 1710} at Kneb
worth, (M. Pevsner, The
Butidings of England, Hert
fordibire, 1977, pl.67) and
Elmlev Castle, Wor-
cestershire (B. Kemp, Fug-
lish Churck Monuments, 19fg,

pl. g1).

17. London Epeming Post, 2
August 1748, A terracotta
mosdel of *A fgure leaning
on an urn” in Cheere's sale
of 26 March 1770 {lor 28)
may have been for the An-
caster monument. The coat
of arms (including the mod-
elling of the supporters)

repeats almose exacily that

147




SIR HENRY CHEERE AND THE
RESPONSE TQ THE ROCOCO 1N

148

ENGLISH SCULPTURE

on the facing monument to
members of the Bertie fam-
ily {erected by Albemarle
Bertie in 1738); it also
occurs on o oan  alternative
design  from the V&A
album (401000} for the
monument o Lord
Thomas, 4th son of the 15
Duke of Ancaster (d. 1749)
ar Chislehurst {ﬁ st which see
John Physick’s letwer 1o
Cowntry Life, 2 May 1974,
p. 1o68).  John Lord has
kindly informed me that no
reference is made w a
monument in the detailed
accounts kept by the :nd
Duke’s executors up to the
settlement of the estare in
1747 (Lincs. Archives 5
AMNC 8f2/y). Later pay-
ments were made 1o John
Cheere in May 1749 (£21-9-
a}, to either Henry or John
in 1754/5 (£06-15-0; in con-
nection with three chim
neypicees at Grmsthorpe
and in 1764 1o Henrey ( L187-
17-o). The inscription on
the Vemon monument
refers to the death of one of
his dawghters in 1740 5o that
it was presumably executed
after this date; the use of the
pedestal instead of an urn
may even reflect the influe-
nee of Scheemakers” Shake-

SpLArc monument of 1T40.

18. A similarly shaped car-
touche, with swags and set
against a tall pyramid, and
urns with comparable finials
are shown ina design (prob
ably for Westminster Abbey
since it s enclosed inoa
trefoil setting) in the V& A

album (Bg33-27).

19. The angular drapery of

the putti in some ways

reliefs on its base. The putti in these scenes, however, are as v ||
paralleled by those on documented monuments by Cheere (wh
their drapery is similarly arranged) as by those in the relief on
Argyll monument.'” But if the Vernon and Cooke works .
accepted as the work of Cheere, the crumpled texture of i,
stockings and, more strikingly, the slipper falling off Cooke’s f.
show the sculptor responding to the novelty of Roubiliac’s Har
statue, completed in 1738. Some of the differences between th
figures, particularly the variable quality of their execution,
be explained by the use of different assistants in the worksh
Nevertheless, in this group we may see a combination of diffe;
elements that include a continuation of the conventions of
mason-sculptor tradition, compositional devices from the m
recent Westminster monuments and a hint at least of the n
rococo style.

Comparable variety may be discerned in Cheere’s monume
in which a figure of the deceased reclines on a sarcophagus. 'l
convention was of course well-established by the late 17th cenn
but became still more popular with the arrival of the Flem
sculptors and the execution of the influential Buckingham mor
ment. In the early 1730s this form was splendidly exemplified
Rysbrack’s monuments to Newton and Stanhope at Westmins
Abbey. Placed against the choir screen confronting the specta
as he approached from the West door, these must have appeas
still more impressive before the erection of the large monume:
now dominating the nave, the earliest of which was Taylo:'s
Cornewall monument, completed in 1755.” In an|unusually we
coordinated arrangement Rysbrack’s two monuments were bal
anced at the West end by Cheere’s monuments to Admiral Hard,
and John Conduitt. Although Hardy died five years before Con-
duitt, the ‘fines’ for the erection of both monuments were paid in
the same year (1738), confirming that the two were conceived 2
one project, as is indeed suggested by the similarity in their
design.”! This carefully conceived symmetry, which is quit
untypical of planning in the Abbey at this period, follows partly




from the fact that Conduitt married Newton’s niece, succeeded
him as Master of the Mint and commissioned the Rysbrack monu-
ment.” For this reason, however, it is perhaps surprising that the
commission for his own monument should have been given to
(Cheere and this, together with the control exercised over the total
scheme, may reflect Cheere’s position at Westminster which was
shortly to be recognized by his appointment as the Abbey’s
‘carver’.

Although Cheere’s Hardy monument follows approximately
the format adopted for the Newton and Stanhope, Rysbrack’s
broad late baroque drapery is abandoned in favour of smaller
broken folds and slightly rippling surfaces that, like the Cooke
figure, show some awareness of Roubiliac’s style. The overall
composition remains firmly static so that this can hardly be classed
as a rococo work. Nevertheless, to a gadrooned sarcophagus, of
a type employed elsewhere by Rysbrack, Cheere has added feet
with rocaille ornament which, though firmly symmetrical, prob-
ably represent the earliest application of rococo decoration to a
monument in the Abbey. Likewise, the cartouche on the pyramid
background could well have been. adapted from comparable
designs in Brunetti’s Sixty Different Sorts of Ornaments (1736)%. A
preliminary sketch for the corresponding, and also symmetrical,
cartouche on the Conduitt monument is included in one of the
albums of Cheere drawings in the Victoria and Albert Museum.
This collection, which may have originated in Cheere’s workshop,
also includes drawings after earlier Abbey monuments and, per-
haps significantly, the Conduitt cartouche is accompanied here by
copies of other Westminster cartouches.* The impression given by
both design book and monuments is that the sculptor’s awareness
of new ornamental elements, such as Brunetti, was tempered by
both his training and his respect for earlier Westminster traditions.

A fundamentally conservative composition into which a few
more innovative elements are introduced may also be seen in the
monuments to Henry, Earl of Uxbridge at Hillingdon (Fig. 5)
and Bishop Willis ar Winchester. Although the Uxbridge work is
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resembles thar of the puro
of the Hardy monument in
Westminster Abbey. Pay

ments from a Cie wepe Cooke
tir Cheere are recorded in
the sculptor’s bank account
on 22 Dec. 1744 (L150) and
26 Movember 1749 (f186)
and may be connected with
this work.

ta. M. Baker, ‘Rococo
styles in eighreenth century
English sculprare’, Rovoco,
1984, ppr 2845, cat. no, §21.
The monument is shown in
its original position in the
Rowal Commission on His-
worical Monuments, Landon
I Weseninster Abbey, 1924,

pl. 125,

21. M. Baker, ap. oif, p. 284.
Meither MONUment 1%
included in The Amrigniries
af 5f Peters, 1743, bur (as
Alastair Laing points out to
me) the haphazard way in
which this was apparently
compiled means cthat the
absence of a monument here
should not be taken as evi-
dence that it was not in pos

IO In 1742,

21, For the Newton com-
mission see M. 1. Webb,
Michael Rysbrack Sewdptor,
London, 1954, pPp. 858y
and Fivewilliam Museum,
The ff#rﬂﬁm.u‘ Fame of [raac
Newren  (exhibition cata-
logue), Cambridge, 1973,
cat. nos. 32-34. Rowguer
(op. cit,, p.57) stares cha
Conduitt *was at the whole
expense of the monument’
and Francis Haskell (*The
Apotheosis of Newton in
Art', Texar Ouarterly, 1967,
p- 220) has shown that he
was responsible for invent-

ing the iconography and
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overall design of the monu-
ment. It iz therefore not sur
prising to find that a version
of the sarcophagus relief
(perhaps the miodel
painted?) is placed above the

chimney piece in Conduitt’s

house, below a2 bust of

Newton, as it 15 shown in
Hogarth's A Seeme from the
Indian  Empersr, painted
between 173z and 1734
{llustrated in M. Webster,
Hogarth, 1979, pp.84-1).
The medallion on Con
duitt’s own monument
alludes 1o his position at the
Mint but, like the sup
profting putti, it appears to
be of lead rather than

bronee. Could Henry's

brother John have been
responsible foar casting
theser

23, Mo direct source can be

cited bur Cheere’s cartouche
involves a  number  of
clements, used in a variety
of Brunetti's cartouches.

z4. The collection was pur

chased from Parsons in
1882, mounted 1n  four
volumes, all but one of
which bhas since been
divided into  individual
drawings. The high pro

portion of Cheere designs
(many apparently tracings
of original sketches) sug

gests a pozsible ongin in the
Cheere workshe i, though it
also includes drawings by

Rysbrack and some late

17th century sculptors,

15. For ecxample, com-
parable ormament to that in
the spandrels occurs In one
of the V&A drawings
(Bg353.52) while the Huted
pattern on the urns is used

(inverted) on the urns

ERENN T ST P PO

F1G. § Monument to Henry Hillingdon, Earl of Uxbridge. Arttributed to Sir Her

Cheere. Hillingdon, Middlesex.

unsigned, the carving of the swags and the ornament on the vasc:
compare well with details on documented monuments by Cheere.
Erected by his widow it presumably dates from between the Earl's

death in 1743 and his widow’s death in 1749, recorded in



;dditional inscription on the base. The signed monument to Willis
(d. 1734) was erected by his son, whose date of death is unknown,
1,.~_..,.r_* by comparison with the Uxbridge tomb, this work perhaps
dates from the mid-1740s.** In both the architectural setting is
firmly symmetrical and shows the heavy late baroque manner
characteristic of the earlier mason-sculptors modified by a certain
Palladian refinement in the detailing. But the drapery employed
'n both monuments is distinct from either the rich, complicated
patterns of William Stanton or the broad, diagonal folds used by
ih-sbmck. The individual forms are here smaller in scale, giving
the impression of rippling movement, though not the remarkable
llusionistic effect achieved by Roubiliac’s drapery textures. A
rather similar configuration of small folds was already to be seen
in Peter Scheemakers’ effigy of Dr Hugo Chamberlain erected in
1751, but the softly crumpled draperies so characteristic of this
group of Cheere monuments have their closest parallels not in
sculpture but in paintings from the St Martin’s Lane circle, par-
ticularly those of Hayman.

The work in which Cheere’s awareness of Hayman is most
apparent is the ‘fine and curious monument’ to the gth Earl of
Kildare in Dublin (Fig. 6), which was viewed by his son in the
sculptor’s workshop in September 1746.*” The combination of
sarcophagus, pyramid and Hanking figure is quite conventional
but the movement of the son (on the right) gives the composition
a strikingly pictorial quality that in its animation recalls book
illustrations by Hayman and Gravelot. Both the decorative use
of the long coat and waist-coat — achieved partly through the
distinctive undulating drapery edges — and the dance-like pose
may also be seen in the standing figure of John Wood in one of
Hayman’s portraits of Jonathan Tyers and his family (Fig. 7).%

To this group of monuments with reclining figures may also
perhaps be added that to Roger Owen at Condover (Fig. 8),
erected by his widow in 1746. Although already in the early 19th
century said to be by Roubiliac, the looping drapery of this

monument, with its undulating edges, resembles the patterns used

SIR HENRY CHEERE AND THE
RESPONSE TO THE ROCOCO IN

ENGLISH SCULPTURE

Aanking the signed monu-
ment to Sir John Comyns
at Writtle, Essex, erected in
1755,

6. Two  drawings are
included in  the V&A
album: a rough skech for
the figure (8913.132) and a
design for the architectural
setting  inscnbed  with
various notes of colours of
marble to be used and ‘for
ve Bishop of Winchester
Charged beof Cariage [sic]
Excepred®.

27. For Scheemakers'
model see M. Whinney,
English Sewlpture r220-1830,
1971, pp- §8F.

8. Cf., for example, the
patterns  employed by
Cheere for the FEarl of
Uxbridge's deapery  with
those used by Hayman in his
Grane family (Rovoce, cat.

. Dhg)

2. Geweral  Advertiver,
September 1746, adding
that the monument is ‘to be
shipped off this Week for
Ircland’. Two other notable
Cheere  monuments com-
pleted in the same year are
those to Sir John Chardin in
Westminster Abbey { Lomdon
Evening Post, 15 February
1746) and to Viscount Mayo
(Gemeral Advertiser 16 Sep-
ternber 1746).

jo. Cf.  also  Hayman's
drawing of Henry Wood-
rdge as “The Fine Gen-
tleman’ {Rocacs, cat. no.

o1y
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on the Uxbridge and Willis monuments and the contract for |
monument was indeed made with Cheere.*’ Although the ove;
composition of all these works is fundamentally conservative, |
figure style may be interpreted as a response, albeit tentative,
the rococo styles being evolved in 5t Martin’s Lane to wh
occasionally Cheere apparently made his own modest con
bution. This ambivalent attitude to the rococo may be seen ag
in the remarkable series of monuments erected in Westmin:
Abbey during the late 1740s and early 1750s. These, together w
his smaller wall monuments, have led Cheere to be described

‘after Roubiliac (but a long way after Roubiliac) ... the cl

F1G. 6 Monument to gth Earl of Kildare,

by Sir Henry Cheere, Christchurch
Cathedral, Dublin.

51. M. Pevsner, The Bawrld.
ings of Enpland, Nhropsobire,
1948, pl. 38a and described
as by Rouwbiliac in Meale's
Views of Crenmtleman's Neats,
The Victoria County His
tory [(Mhrapehire, VI, 1968,
p- 54 cites the Cheere con
tract (3.P.L., Deeds 15408)
but is incorrect in stating

that Roubiliac was working

for Cheere at this date.

FiL6. 7 Jonathan Tyers and family. By Francis Hayman. Yale Center for British Art, New

152 Haven Conn.




exponent of the Rococo in England’.* The earliest of the group
appears to be the monument to Bishop Boulter. According to the
inscription the Bishop was translated to the Archbishopric of
Armagh in 1723 and ‘from thence to heaven Sept the 27th 1742".
The ‘fine’ was paid to the Abbey in 1745 and in April 1748 it was
described in the Gentleman's Magazgine as ‘now erecting’.™ In 1746
permission was given for the erection of a monument to Edward
.\erf,'ns which is described in the 1754 edition of the Historical
Description as ‘now erecting’.” Fines for monuments to Sir
Edmund and Lady Prideaux and Capt Philip de Sausmarez (Fig.
g) were paid in 1745 and 1748 respectively; neither appear in the
1754 Historical Description but both are included in the 1761
edition. However, Cheere’s letters to John de Sausmarez between
igth January and 13th March 1750 imply that the execution of
the monument was already well advanced, if not complete, so that
perhaps both works date from the early 1750s, their absence in
the 1754 guide notwithstanding.™

As the Boulter monument makes clear, all four monuments have
their origins in a rather earlier form consisting of a sarcophagus,
supporting a bust, sometimes set against a squat pyramidal back-
ground.™ This type had been developed during the first half of
the 18th century to fit within the trefoil headed bays of the 13th
century wall arcade at Westminster and a number of examples by
Scheemakers and others may be seen adjacent to the Boulter
monument. Cheere followed this traditional Westminster con-
vention but modified it by exaggerating the curves of the sar-
cophagus and adding various rococo decorative motifs and a rich
cluster of attributes, so creating a far more decorative effect,
enhanced by the use of coloured marbles. In his adaptations of
this standard type, Cheere may have been influenced by the designs
of Robert Taylor who produced various drawings that were
probably for the Boulter commission and anticipate, or at least
parallel, some of Cheere’s innovations.”’

Although their decorative quality is clear, their specifically

rococo features are more elusive, despite claims that Cheere ‘excels
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F1G. 8 Monument to Roger Owen. By Sir

Henry Cheere. Condover, Salop.

32. M. Whinney, Semprure
i Britain r5jo—1830, 1964,
p- 123,

33. These payments  arc
recorded in annual lists in

the Treasurer's Accounts.

14. J. MNewbery, Historical
Description  of Westminster
Abbey, its monnments and curi-
asifies ... designed ar a guide to

.I'."rnr.l'.'g!‘r.l'. 1754

31. For the correspondence

see *Sculpror’, pp. 230f.

36, M. Baker, op ait, p. 285,
Characteristic of the rather
earlier type is Scheemakers’
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the ‘fine’ was paid in 1741.

57. Revoco, cat. nos. 52z,
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in Rococo ornament’.® The Sausmarez monument, which is th
most inventive and flamboyant work from this group, has a low.
sarcophagus section, richly carved with decorative detail made v
of swags of seaweed and ormer shells, together with a frilly-edge
shell cartouche overlapped by reeds. This latter combinati
recalls some of Meissonier’s engravings but there are no orn
mental elements here that may be described as unambiguous
rococo. The composition remains firmly symmetrical and, desp;
the boldly carved scrolls, the lower part of the monument h
none of the fluid three-dimensional movement of the commod
like sarcophagus used by Taylor for his Guest monument.

The asymmetry lacking below may, however, be found in tl
upper section where two putti respectively unveil and mourn
medallion portrait of the deceased. Unlike some of Cheere’s pu
which continue the tradition of Stanton and other mason-scul;
tors, the Sausmarez putti form an integral part of a lively pictori
composition, the animation of which is heightened by the crun

pled drapery and details such as the ruffled pages of the bool

Although compositions involving draped medallions and put

F1G. g Monument to Capt. Philip de Saus-

marez, By Sir Henry Cheere. Westminster  Nad O course been used earlier by sculptors such as Rysbrac
Abbey. (on the Gay monument), the more pictorial nature and great
elaboration of Cheere’s work have their analogy not in sculptu
but in Houbraken’s prints for Birch’s Heads of Illustrious Person
which was very much a St Martin’s Lane enterprise.” Althoug
none of Cheere’s putti are direct copies of any in Houbraken, th

s8. N. Pevsner, The Build-  pose of the mourning child on the Sausmarez monumen
fngs of Fmpland, Londow [, . e
et b resembles that of the figure below the portrait of George Buchana:

(Fig. 10). The two compositions are also similar in their relatios

19. Although only together : . : .
ship between figure and ornamental setting. Likewise, a putt

under this tile in 17456,

these plates were issued in — such as that in the Houbraken print of Francis Russell, Earl « f

sets of four in 1747 and then = -
Bedford, may have been the model for the seated putto on Cheere

in two volumes in 1752 and

were available separately a3 Prideaux tomb, a type repeated on the monuments to Charles
carly as 1737, (Recocs, D7).

Apthorp (d. 1758) in the King’s Chapel, Boston and Sir Crisp

se. Forthe Apthorpmonu- Gaseoyne (d. 1761) at Barking.* As in those monuments with

ment see Gunnis, ap. off,

plIV. reclining figures, such as those to Kildare and Uxbridge, Cheere
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F1G. 1o. |. Houbraken after E. Pourbus and H. Gravelot, plate 34 from Thomas Birch,
Heads of Ilfustrians Persons.
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41. Revors, U4, N3—12.

seems to be drawing here on predominantly pictorial devic
current in the St Martin’s Lane circle, while rejecting any over;
rococo ornamental motifs.

The adoption of such figurative elements from Houbraken
one feature that distinguishes the Sausmarez group of monume;
from the traditional Abbey type of which they are a variant. ']
other striking difference (far more apparent in the Abbey it
than in photographs) lies in the use of variously coloured marbh
and of small-scale naturalistic ornament. It is perhaps the effect
the contrasting marbles that the writer of the 1754 Histor
Description had in mind when he described the Boulter monume
as ‘of the finest Marble and of a new invented Polish’. Althou
most of the Boulter tomb is of white marble, its setting agains:
ground of marble emphasises the decorative effect of details s
as the smoking censer. This is developed further in the Atk
monument which employs several different types of marble. ']
aesthetic underlying such contrasts found more elabora
expression in the rococo altarpieces of South Germany, in whic
white stucco saints are placed against richly veined marble
columns. Likewise, the precise and delicate naturalism alreac
evident in the swags on the Sausmarez monument, and mo
extensively used on the later wall monuments, is analogous to tl
swags on George Wickes’s ewer and basin or the patterns «
Anna Maria Garthwaite’s silks that are so characteristic of tl
English rococo decorative style.” It is indeed in the use of thes
coloured grounds to set off small-scale and consciously prett
decoration of leaves and flowers, rather than in any bold eftec
of rocaille work or asymmetry, that Cheere’s work may be seen
rOCOCO.

The setting of small-scale naturalistic ornament against
brightly coloured contrasting ground is best exemplified not b
Cheere’s monuments but by his chimney pieces. Usually regarded
as a peripheral aspect of his sculpture and never systematically
studied, they apparently formed a significant part of his business

and include more progressive, fashionable decorative elements



than many of the relatively traditional monuments. The large-
scale production of such chimney pieces would probably have been
seen as an activity of some importance for a workshop operating
in the older mason-sculptor tradition. Furthermore, working in
the same context as (and perhaps sometimes in close collaboration
with) architects, carvers, upholsterers and stuccatore, Cheere would
have been more closely involved with those evolving the rococo
decorative style in England than he would have been in the Abbey.
[t is therefore not surprising that the chimney pieces at Picton
(Castle or Langley Park with their rocaille work, asymmetrical
scrolls and reliefs reminiscent of prints after Oudry or Boucher,
are more rococo than any of his monuments.* The chronology
of the chimney pieces and their relationship to the monuments is
not vet established. Nevertheless, Cheere’s translation of an earlier
Abbey type into a far more obviously ornamental form of
monument may be interpreted as the introduction of an aesthetic
and a decorative mode into a church context that had hitherto
been employed primarily in domestic interiors.

The small sarcophagus monument that apparently begins with
the Boulter may have been developed to suit the context of the
Abbey but it was frequently used by Cheere’s workshop elsewhere.
In one case a patron had a specific Abbey monument in mind.
Although his wishes were never carried out, Ralph, 2nd Earl
Verney, in his will of 1752 left £ 200 ‘for erecting 2 monument to
my late dear wife in Middle Claydon Church after the model of
the monument set up in Westminster Abbey for Archbishop
Boulter’.** The Boulter design was indeed used for the monument
to William Cust (d. 1747) at Grantham but with naval trophies
substituted for the ecclesiastical attributes. These trophies repeat
exactly those already placed on the monument to Admiral Medley
n York Minster which was described as ‘now erecting by Mr
Henry Cheere’ in September 1749.* Here, however, the rocaille
feet follow yet another Abbey pattern, that of the Hardy monu-

ment,

Similar use of a design originally created for the Abbey is seen
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42. Rocacs, 552, The Picton
Castle chimneypicces are
mentioned in cOr
respondence between 1749
and 1752 (for which see M.
Girouard, ‘Picton Casile’,
Conntry Life 14 _|:|nmr§.'
196a). A chimneypiece in
Goldsmichs" Hall, which (as
Susan Hare has kindly infor-
med me) was supplied by
Cheere in 1734 15 of a con-
ventional caryarid form and
still in white, rather than

multi-coloured, marbles.

43. Gunnis, sp. il p-98.

44. Gemeral  Advertizer, %
September 1749. In the pre-
vious week's edition the
monument was said to be
‘mear fnished”. For an illus-
tration see | B, Morrell,
York Monuments, pl. xxxviii,
wrongly  attributed 10

William Tyler.
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4%5. Venue, I, p. 101,

46 These cherub's heads
appear on the apron of a
monument shown in a Rys-
brack drawing probably
dating from the late 17305,
for which see K. Fustace,
Michae! Rysbrack, 1982, car.
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in the various adaptations of the Atkyns monument in which »
sarcophagus with four rococo feet is surmounted by an inscribed
panel with decorative frame, below an elaborate cartouche.
Another Atkyns monument with the same inscription was erected
at Kerteringham, Norfolk, near the family seat; this includes 2
similar, but not identical, panel, a different form of cartouche and
a more modest sarcophagus with less coloured marble and claw
instead of rococo, feet. The sarcophagus pattern alone was alread:
being employed as the ‘tributary stone’ erected to Mary, Lad,
Wrey, in 1754 at Tawstock, Devon, and five years later it wa
used, with the addition of a bust, for another judge, Sir Joh:
Comyns, at Writtle, Essex.

In all these cases an earlier design is emploved, with only slig!
modifications, as if it were a standard type. This no doubt reflec
the workshop organisation of Cheere’s business and contras:
markedly with Roubiliac’s practice in which a pattern is onl
rarely repeated. Cheere’s manner of working may, however, |
paralleled by that of Peter Scheemakers whose smaller monument
supplied in larger numbers outside London, appear to confor
to a range of stock designs, or variations on them. Scheemaker:
business was well-established by the 1730s but the success of th
Shakespeare monument in 1743 ‘tossd this Sculptor above on the
summit of [Fortune’s] ... wheel’ and ‘brought him considerable
employments of profit and honour’.* These apparently consiste
largely of commissions for monuments both in the Abbey and it
the provinces. Viewed against this background, Cheere’s trans
formation of an older Westminster pattern into a type of small
monument, that was distinctively decorative in character, may be
understood not simply as a stylistic innovation but as a response
to Scheemakers’ growing domination of the market for dignificd
monuments combining both Flemish and neo-Palladian traditions.
By evolving a monument type sharply differentiated from those
of Scheemakers and Rysbrack, Cheere was meeting (and encour
aging) a taste for something recognisably different from the staric,

somewhat solemn forms of his rivals.




By far the most popular of Cheere’s monument types, as well
.5 that most common outside London, was indeed the wall tablet
with central inscription. These usually contain no figurative
clements other than the frequently repeated device of three
cherub’s heads or the occasional bust or putto. This last feature
slmost Cheere’s hallmark™ — occurs in the shaped apron at the
hottom of the annotated drawing mentioned earlier, which rep-
cesents a characteristic monument of this class. Although the
Jaming lamps here derive from the earlier mason-sculpror
rradition, the starting point for at least some of these tablets was
‘he well-established type popularised by Gibbs and Rysbrack. One
f Cheere’s earliest wall monuments is that to Bishop Bradford
d. 1731) which was apparently already erected at Westminster by
1739."" In this design Cheere adopts the pattern illustrated in plate
113 of Gibbs® Book of Architecture, but modifies it slightly by the
substitution of two cross palm fronds for the customary pair of
supporting brackets. Another adaptation of a Gibbs design, with
1 bust placed in the broken pediment, is found in the tablet at Ely
to Bishop Butts (Fig. 11), which the Peany Evening Post reports to
be ‘making by Mr Cheere’ in August 1748.* Perhaps in deference
to the ecclesiastical rank of the deceased, its form s still rather
restrained, the only fanciful additions being the distinctive incurv-
ing volute supports and the uncharacteristically asymmetrical
cartouche, a wholly rococo detail almost unrelated to the com-
position below. The same form of bracket, which may have a
Netherlandish source, occurs on a Cheere design for one half of
a vertical wall monument, showing the close connection between
these various tablet patterns and the way in which Cheere’s work-
shop would use certain standard elements in seemingly endless
combinations.”” By the 1750s this fundamentally Palladian form
had been developed by Cheere into the richly decorative com-
position represented by the monument to Sir John Harpur at
Calke. The central tablet flanked by volutes here conforms to the
Gibbs pattern but to this has been added not only the incurving

supports and group of cherubs heads,” but also busts (on Cheere’s
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F1G. 11 Monument to Bishop Robert
Butts (d. 1747). By Sir Henry Cheere, Ely

Cathedral.

47. It 15 mentioned in con-
nection with permission o
erect the adjacent monu
ment 1o Richard Kanc in the
[Dean and Chaprer Minutes
for 1739.

48. _1. Gibbs, A Book of
Architecinre, 1728, ploizy.
For Rysbrack’s adaprations
of these designs see K.
Eustace, ap. ¢it., cat. nos, 11,
§3-%4-

49. CF. Michael van der
Voort's monument oo Jan-
Antoon  Tucher in  the
Jakobskerk, Antwerp, illus.
m M., LE  Tralbaut [De
Amtwerpee *Messter constbeld
thaswer’,  Michie! ram  der
Veart de Ownde, Anmwerp,
1950, pl. b,

so. A Cheere desipgn (V& A
B933.39) uscs  incurving
brackers to enclose a pair of
cherub's heads.
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characteristic flattened volute socle) and a delicately ornamente
urn and sarcophagus with floral swags. These features, togethe:
with the brightly coloured, contrasting marbles, are combined
transform a traditional monument pattern into a richly decorativ.
if not strictly rococo, composition that was one of Cheere’s mo:
distinctive contributions to English sculpture.

The large number of Cheere’s surviving monuments and ¢!
still somewhat approximate chronology of their developme:
make it difficult to define clearly his role or to assess properly b
importance. Trained in a well-established native tradition, th
was to some extent threatened by the innovations of immigra;
sculptors, Cheere showed himself responsive to at least son
aspects of the new style being evolved in 5t Martin’s Lane,
development in which he himself may have played a mod
but distinctive part. His Westminster connections gave him 1l
opportunity to translate certain conventional forms into a mq
decorative, if not wholly rococo, idiom. But above all his bac
ground, organizational ability and sound business sense apparent
allowed him to run a large workshop that produced for patros
throughout England chimney-pieces and small wall monumen
in which the more extreme qualities of the rococo decorative sty
were tempered to suit more modest pockets. Cheere’s activity
this area of mass-production may be one reason why Vertue d
not apparently consider him an artist in the way that he regardcd
Rysbrack, or Roubiliac. Perhaps the dependence of 20th-centu:
art historians on Vertue's opinions has meant that the contributi
made by Henry Cheere to mid-18th century English sculprure ha:

received rather less than its due.



