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Abstract 

This thesis explores the unique cultural and historical conditions leading to 

mezzotint portrait reproduction in Dublin during the 1740s. Arguably, the 

experiences and activity of the Dublin Group at Cork Hill facilitated the construction 

of their cultural and social group identification as Irish mezzotint engravers. The 

contribution to knowledge emerging from this dissertation is the revelation that the 

construction of the Dublin Group, as a posthumous label and as an actual network of 

engravers, was formulated by their affiliations within the Dublin print trade at an 

earlier point. In particular, their consistent use of Dublin newspapers for the 

advertisement of mezzotint illustrates a collective engagement with, as well as a 

response to, the burgeoning luxury goods market. For this reason these engravers 

made significant contributions to Irish print culture. The dissertation is structured in 

three parts: Historical Context (chapters one and two); Literary Criticism and 

Paratextual Investigation (chapters three to six); and Visual Analysis (chapter seven). 

An initial discussion will establish the literary foundations of this project by tracing 

all relevant scholarship concerning the historical narrative of the Dublin Group 

specifically, the printed image broadly, and contemporary concepts or constructions 

of Irish identification. Part one introduces the historical context; firstly in order to 

chart the significance of Dublin within the post-restoration English and Irish print 

trades, and secondly to document the expansion of the book and commercial trades 

during the 1740s. In order to supplement this discussion, there will be an assessment 

of the historical and civic importance of the area surrounding Cork Hill with specific 

relation to the mezzotint engravers who form the study. Part two will then consider 

the Dublin market for mezzotint reproduction throughout the 1740s. For this purpose 

a selection of Irish newspaper advertisement pages will be examined both for their 

literal content and paratextual arrangement. In doing so, part two will draw on the 

commercial expansion of Dublin. In particular, the focus will be on how the efforts 

towards social and cultural improvement, such as through the Dublin Society 

premiums, influenced and encouraged the production of new Irish-made goods sold 

on the domestic market. The newspaper selection will be explored with particular 
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emphasis on competitive assertions made by Dublin merchant advertisers and 

mezzotint engravers. A paratextual assessment of the variety of goods advertised 

alongside mezzotints will also be conducted in this section. A discussion on paper 

history and the context of eighteenth-century Ireland will follow this, and will 

include an investigation into mezzotint watermarks. Chapter six involves close 

textual and visual analysis of a unique mezzotint subscription list. Finally, the visual 

analysis of a small selection of Dublin Group mezzotint prints will be conducted in 

chapter seven. The examples were chosen because they reflect the historical context 

in which the engravers worked, their connections to Ireland, and their engagement 

within the Irish and London print trades.  
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Introduction 

 

Without the formal influence and support of a drawing school or academy, it 

is a wonder how a small network of Irish-trained mezzotint engravers became 

historically recognised for their pioneering contributions to the English mezzotint 

revival during the eighteenth century. In the space of two decades the success of 

these engravers in Dublin and London had significantly helped to raise mezzotint 

from its diminished association with satirical subject matter to high-end commercial 

reproductive portraiture. But the collective cultural identification of the 

posthumously-named Dublin Group – as well as the cultural circumstances under 

which they formed a group identity – has remained unexamined throughout the 

scholarship.1 This thesis will focus on and explore the particular circumstances 

which led to the existence of mezzotint portraiture reproduction in Ireland during the 

1740s. The underlying premise within this dissertation is that the current historical 

narrative and collective interpretation of these engravers falls indefinitely between 

art and the discourse surrounding print history. Also, it is evident that their collective 

histories have often been read through a recurring dichotomy that on one hand 

celebrates the Dublin Group for their esteemed mezzotint printmaking, yet on the 

other reinforces a typical Irish colonial stereotype.2 Therefore, given the historical 

context of Ireland during the early eighteenth century, it has been difficult to 

determine the cultural placement of the Dublin Group within scholarship on a 

broader level.  

Yet throughout the literature, considerable importance has been placed on 

these engravers in terms of their individual and collective contributions to 

eighteenth-century single-sheet printmaking.3 In particular, their portraiture 

                                                 
1
 The “Dublin Group” was first coined by Arthur M. Hind in 1908, and will be discussed in detail 

further on; see A Short History of Engraving and Etching (London: Constable, 1908) 273 [hereafter: 

Hind, Short History of Engraving and Etching]. 
2
 Most historical accounts of the Dublin Group refer to the less successful engravers as being 

drunkards, and this impression probably originated from John T. Gilbert’s influential three volume 

text (first published in 1861); see A History of the City of Dublin, 3 vols (Shannon: Irish University 

Press, 1972) 17-21 [hereafter: Gilbert, History of the City of Dublin]. 
3
 David Alexander examined the Dublin Group as a collective but his focus was on their activity in 

London from c. 1750 onwards; see David Alexander “The Dublin Group: Irish Mezzotint Engravers 

in London, 1750-1775,” Quarterly Bulletin of the Irish Georgian Society, XVI,  July-September 

(1973): 72-93 [hereafter: Alexander, “The Dublin Group”]. 
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reproduction in mezzotint from the 1750s onwards has now been recognised within 

the broader field of eighteenth-century Irish and British art. But this recognition is 

usually only given on practical levels; in Ireland’s Painters, Anne Crookshank and 

the Knight of Glin acknowledge that mezzotint reproductions “can be the most 

useful method of identifying Irish portraits, as the artist’s name is frequently given”, 

and as a result numerous destroyed Irish  portraits are now only identified by the 

existence of these prints.4 Many of these Dublin engravers only appear fleetingly 

within the discourse surrounding print culture and art history, particularly with 

relation to the history of early eighteenth-century Dublin.5 But throughout all 

existing literature on the Dublin Group there has been a recurrent focus on the more 

successful engravers, particularly James McArdell (c. 1728-1765) and Thomas Frye 

(fl. 1734-1763), who have now become figures of national significance for their 

contributions to Irish art.6 As the most historically renowned Irish mezzotint 

engraver, McArdell has already received considerable attention.7 However, this focus 

has in many ways stifled scholarly treatment of the collective Dublin Group.  

Acknowledgement of the collective importance of the Dublin Group within 

eighteenth-century print culture and art history has rarely been supported or fully 

illustrated using the circumstances of the earlier activity of the engravers in Dublin 

preceding the 1750s. John Chaloner Smith, and later Walter Strickland, are the only 

scholars who have directly examined the individual histories of dominant Dublin 

mezzotint engravers such as John Brooks (c. 1710-1756), Andrew Miller (d. 1763), 

and Michael Ford (d. 1765), from their earlier periods of activity. Yet the 

experiences of these engravers, between c. 1740 and 1750 in Dublin was, arguably, 

the crucial point when the collective distinction of the Dublin Group as a school of 

                                                 
4
 Anne Crookshank and the Knight of Glin, Ireland's Painters (New Haven and London: Yale 

University Press, 2002) 32 [hereafter: Crookshank and Glin, Ireland’s Painters]. 
5
 See Robert Munter, A Dictionary of the Print Trade in Ireland, 1550-1775, New York: Fordham 

University Press, 1988 [hereafter: Munter, Dictionary of the Print Trade in Ireland]. 
6
 One exception has been a close study of the Dublin Group painter and engraver, Michael Ford; see  

Knight of Glin and William Laffan, “Michael Ford's  Portrait of Lord Chief Justice Henry Singleton,” 

Irish Architectural and Decorative Studies: the Journal of the Irish Georgian Society, IX, (2006): 

267-284 [hereafter: Glin and Laffan, “Michael Ford's Portrait of Lord Chief Justice Henry 

Singleton”]. 
7
 See Gordon Goodwin, James Mcardell, London: A.H. Bullen, 1903 [hereafter: Goodwin, James 

Mcardell], and Catherine McGowan, James McArdell (1728/29-1765): Mezzotint Engraver, His Life 

and Work, Dublin: M.Litt thesis UCD, 2002 [hereafter: McGowan, James McArdell]. 
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Irish mezzotint engravers was first constructed.8 Accordingly, there has been an 

evident pattern of limitation throughout the existing scholarship which to date has 

shown a heavy reliance on these two secondary sources, both of which are now over 

one hundred years old.9  

As a result, no close evaluation has been conducted of the collective 

identification of this group within the Irish book trade during the eighteenth century. 

In particular, no direct examination has been made of the engravers’ earlier training 

and interrelated print activity in Dublin throughout the 1740s. Yet this decade is 

particularly significant in the history of the Irish reprint book trade, with booksellers 

such as George Faulkner operating in close proximity to the engravers in Essex 

Street. Also, following the establishment of the Dublin Society in 1731, this period 

was crucial for the growth of the Irish domestic print, manufacturing, and 

commercial industries. The inclusion of these engravers within Mary Pollard’s 

Dictionary of Members of the Dublin Book Trade, 1550-1800 suggests that the 

Dublin Group was indeed actively contributing to the burgeoning Dublin book trade 

surrounding Dame Street throughout the period they were becoming established.10 

Therefore, how does the earlier training and activity of the Dublin Group, through 

mezzotint portrait reproduction, and their strategies of self-promotion and marketing 

through the Dublin newspapers, relate to and reflect the growing domestic 

commercial environment and culture of 1740s Dublin? A close investigation into the 

geographical history of the engravers, along with the examination of their frequent 

newspaper advertisements during this period, will be used to illustrate the engravers’ 

competitive self-promotion, and occasional cultural identification with Ireland on a 

domestic scale. This thesis argues that the earlier Irish training and commercial 

activity of these mezzotint engravers during the 1740s was instrumental in shaping 

the social group identification of the Dublin Group as understood today.  

This dissertation is structured in three main parts: Historical Context, Literary 

Criticism and Paratextual Investigation, and Visual Analysis, with seven chapter 

                                                 
8
 National and international art collections all tend to refer to the engravers as both Irish and British 

but also as being part of a Dublin school of mezzotint engraving; see the bibliographical entry “James 

McArdell,” The British Museum, Trustees of the British Museum, n.d., web, 28 December 2013. 
9
 Chaloner Smith’s British Mezzotinto Portraits was first published in 1884, and Strickland’s 

Dictionary of Irish Artists was originally published in 1913.  
10

 Mary Pollard, A Dictionary of Members of the Dublin Book Trade 1550-1800, London: 

Bibliographical Society, 2000 [hereafter: Pollard, Dictionary]. 
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divisions therein. Given the interdisciplinary nature of this thesis, all sections draw 

on both general and particular scholarship relating to eighteenth-century 

printmaking. The historical analysis used throughout this project has been narrowly 

focused on a specialised study of the Dublin Group mezzotint engravers in the 

1740s. Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of social and cultural capital will be employed, and 

the Dublin Group will be examined using his field of cultural production as an 

overall framework.11 In this project, social capital refers to the various resources 

collectively shared by the Dublin engravers during their earlier training at Cork Hill, 

including their direct interrelation with members of the book trade regarding paper, 

tools, newspaper advertisements and the use of booksellers as selling agents for 

mezzotint. Cultural capital on the other hand refers to the socio-economic 

circumstances, upbringings and means of the individual engravers, and how these 

affected their experiences within the art and print world. For example, Brooks’ and 

Miller’s mezzotint training under Dutch master-printmaker, John Faber Junior 

(1684-1756) conferred on them a certain degree of cultural capital before the 

establishment of their workshop at Cork Hill. 

The following literature review is organised thematically under three specific 

headlines, and each theme is addressed with a particular concentration on the early to 

mid-eighteenth century: (i) the current historical narrative of the Dublin Group with 

relation to mezzotint history; (ii) the treatment of the printed image and reproductive 

portraiture within print culture; (iii) constructions of Irish identity and consumer 

behaviour in eighteenth-century Dublin. But before this an overview of the history of 

mezzotint and the Dublin Group, beginning with a technical summary of the intaglio 

and mezzotint process, will introduce the thesis topic.  

                                                 
11

 Pierre Bourdieu, The Field of Cultural Production Essays on Art and Literature, trans. Randal 

Johnson, Cambridge: Polity Press, 1993. 
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Intaglio Processes (a Technical Overview) 

The three main categories in traditional printmaking are relief, intaglio, and 

planographic.12 Relief printmaking involves cutting into a wooden matrix to form a 

design from the remaining ridges (that is, the sections that are not cut away). These 

ridges are then covered in ink and pressed onto paper to create an image. On the 

other hand, intaglio – from the Italian word intagliare, which literally means “to cut 

in, engrave” – is a process that works in the opposite way; a metal plate, usually 

copper, is cut into using a tool called a burin or graver.13 The design is made from the 

engraved depressions which are marked into the surface of a slightly warmed plate. 

When the design is engraved, the entire plate is then covered in a viscose ink, which 

will be held in the furrows. The excess ink is then wiped from the remaining un-

engraved areas to reveal the design.  In order for an impression to be taken from the 

prepared plate, it must be subjected to significant pressure. The plate and dampened 

paper will then be drawn through an intaglio printing press, which is forced through 

two rollers onto a sheet of paper that will contain the printed image. This first 

impression (or proof) is usually examined by the printmaker for any flaws in the 

design that may need to be altered before the finished state. As a result, the 

appearance of a plate mark usually confirms that a print was made using the intaglio 

process.14 The principal types of traditional intaglio processes include the following 

categories: line engraving, etching, drypoint, aquatint, stipple, and mezzotint.15 

Historically, mezzotint and stipple differ from all other intaglio types; both processes 

were technically considered more mechanical in nature due to the laborious 

grounding method used for plate preparation.16 Also, there is a polarised distinction 

in printmaking terminology and definition that is inherently linked to the creation of 

                                                 
12

 See Bamber Gascoigne, How to Identify Prints: a Complete Guide to Manual and Mechanical 

Processes from Woodcut to Inkjet, London: Thames and Hudson, 2004 [hereafter: Gascoigne, How to 

Identify Prints]. 
13

 During the eighteenth century, copper plates were used for intaglio printmaking because it was 

easily malleable for an engraved design; any errors could be reversed by burnishing and hammering 

the plate flat; see Philip Gaskell, A New Introduction to Bibliography, 2
nd

 ed., (Winchester, UK: Oak 

Knoll Press, 1995) 157-159 [hereafter: Gaskell, A New Introduction to Bibliography]. 
14

 However, print collectors warn that sometimes fake plate marks are deceptively given to machine-

made prints in order to make them appear like older hand-crafted intaglio engravings. 
15

 Mezzotint and aquatint are the main tonal intaglio methods brought to England from the Low 

Countries during the early seventeenth century (Gaskell, A New Introduction to Bibliography, 156). 
16

 From the earliest historical documentation available, mezzotint was categorised as a mechanical 

liberal art; see John Evelyn, Sculptura. 
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original design. Mezzotint and stipple, being mostly used for image reproduction, are 

generally associated with commercial print work.17 Given that there was a limitation 

on expressive or artistic freedom in mezzotint and stipple, both processes cannot be 

comparable to the others used in the production of original design (that is, those with 

original artistic merit). By the eighteenth century, etchings and drypoints made by 

master-printmakers and artists, such as Rembrandt or Dürer, were already classified 

as having a distinctive artistic status. Like drawings, engravings in these processes 

have substantially more freedom in execution, which enables the engraver to produce 

a fluidly drawn line.18 Furthermore, there was a physical limitation on the volume of 

impressions which could be made in these methods. Reproductive mezzotint 

printmaking, however, was directly imitative and largely dependent on the original 

design. As a result mezzotint was never awarded a creative or artistic status.19 

However, the fairness of the academic hierarchy of engraving was frequently 

debated that this time, especially with regard to the lack of a clear and reasonable 

definition of ‘fine art’ in relating to printmaking.20  

The difficult and demanding nature of the engraving technique requires great 

skill, patience, and attention to detail. Many engravers would spend up to nine years 

in apprenticeship before perfecting the technique of using a burin, as well as 

developing a sound competency in draughtsmanship.21 In all intaglio processes, 

errors may be corrected but only through tedious and laborious means.  Faults may 

be fixed by gently hammering the exact indentation back out through the plate 

surface, which could then be burnished back to its original state. This activity may 

damage and weaken the plate. The engraver’s competency, on all levels, is required 

for superior results. With linear forms of intaglio such as line-engraving, the cross-

hatching method is often employed for a more tonal effect using the dot-and-lozenge 

                                                 
17

 Within the traditional printmaking hierarchy there were distinctive connotations on the words 

“etcher” (having an affiliation with original design) and “engraver” (which was associated with 

reproductive printmaking); see Wax, Mezzotint, 51. 
18

 However, drypoint engraving does not have the same freedom that etching has in this regard. 
19

 Mezzotint only became an acknowledged printed art form in the twentieth century, when modern-

day printmakers began to fully explore its potential for producing works of original design. 
20

 These sentiments were expressed by writers such as William Gilpin in An Essay upon Prints 

(1768).  
21

 Wax, Mezzotint, 54-55; also, Brooks began his career in intricate metal engraving.  
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style.22 A skilled engraver, manipulating the pressure with which he cuts into the 

plate, can produce varying and deeper grooves in order to create the appearance of 

almost three-dimensional form.  

The Mezzotint Process 

 Mezzotint printing begins with a process known as “grounding”, whereby 

the entire surface of the copper plate is indented using a tool called a rocker. This 

instrument is a chisel-like tool with a wide, curved edge made up of a tiny row of 

metal teeth. The rocker is pressed by hand back and forth, and held at right-angles on 

the plate’s surface to create small indentations. The purpose of grounding is to create 

a roughened texture over the entire surface before the design is transferred to the 

plate. An engraver will usually begin at one corner of the plate, progressively scoring 

the surface in one direction until the whole plate is marked. This process is then 

repeated diagonally in the same manner, and will be conducted from several 

different angles in order to build up a fully textured surface. It normally takes several 

hours to completely finish an entire plate, and most mezzotint engravers suggest an 

estimated period of up to four to six hours for a five by seven inch sized plate.23 The 

grounding process is a laborious, tedious part of mezzotint production, and 

historically this was probably undertaken by apprentices and assistants. But it was 

crucial for the superiority of the final result: the more thoroughly a plate is grounded, 

the better the finished impression will be.    

 The serrated edge of the rocker creates minute indentations on the surface of 

the plate. These raised tiny particles, known as burrs, are lightly attached to the 

surface and can be easily manipulated by a burin. One of the main purposes of 

creating burrs (otherwise known as “raising the grain”) is so that a plate will hold as 

much ink as possible. It is this factor that gives a mezzotint print its unique velvet-

like quality. An uneven, well- grounded plate surface will also allow the engraver 

more tonal freedom in the engraving design process. Unlike line-engraving – which 

                                                 
22

 This was commonly used in the late eighteenth century with the process of dot-and-lozenge, 

whereby a precise reproduction could be achieved by minutely detailed cross-hatchings (Griffiths, 

Prints and Printmaking, 55). 
23

 During a mezzotint demonstration (Robert Russell, master printmaker, the Graphic Studio Dublin, 8 

February 2010) the engraver suggested this length of time as an approximation only; the longer and 

more thoroughly a plate is grounded, the better the result in the inking and burnishing process.   
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predominantly uses the technique of cross-hatching to create tone – mezzotint is a 

process that works from dark-to-light. If the plate is inked and wiped at this stage the 

image produced will be a rich, velvet-like dark impression when printed, and will 

often resemble the appearance of sandpaper. After the plate is sufficiently grounded, 

the image design will then be engraved using a burin. A scraper will also be used at 

this stage to intensify the light contrast in specific sections (as desired) by burnishing 

the plate back to a smoother finish. Usually, the harsher effects created by the 

scraper can also be minimised by smoothing away some of the burr with a 

burnishing tool.24 Once the engraved image design is complete, the plate is then 

covered in an extremely thick black viscous ink.25 After the surplus ink is wiped 

away, a large portion of the ink will be retained within the treated plate’s surface. 

The plate is then pressed (using great pressure) to produce a proof print, which will 

be a rich half-tonal combination of black and grey. The engraver uses this impression 

as a guide for adjusting the tonal differences. This is done by smoothing away parts 

of the burr to create lighter patches, or by leaving more ink on in the next impression 

to create more darkened tonal areas. These decisions are made at this crucial stage 

according to the engraver’s own preferences or the artist’s or patron’s specifications.  

As the rocking process tends to weaken the plate surface (as copper is not the 

most durable metal) only a limited amount of high-quality prints can be produced on 

any one plate. Although the number of impressions which can be taken from a plate 

varies depending on the plate’s size, in contemporary practice it is suggested that the 

first thirty to fifty impressions are the highest in quality before the plate begins to 

wear. Indeed, the plate may be reworked by going through partial alterations using 

this laborious process again.26 The development of steel plates and steel-facing 

during the early nineteenth century would help in some way to resolve this problem. 

However, although more durable in theory, steel was difficult to engrave into, and 

                                                 
24

 Gascoigne describes the mezzotint process as being almost like fabric; similar criss-cross line 

impressions are often left by the rocker to create an “authentically threadbare look”(How to Identify 

Prints,16b). 
25

 For more specific details on the mezzotint plate preparation, ink, and tools see Wax, Mezzotint, 

170-183.  
26

 Many mezzotint prints from the eighteenth century were devalued in quality because they were 

posthumously reworked by London printsellers, such as Robert Sayer. 
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consequently proved too hard as a compound for the laborious processes involved in 

mezzotint production.27  

Mezzotint: Historical Background 

 Mezzotint – coming from the Italian word mezzo tinto, meaning “half-tint” – 

was established in the Low Countries during the mid-seventeen century. The process 

was initially brought to England from Hollard in 1654 by exiled Royalist, Prince 

Rupert (1619-1682), during the English Civil War. Rupert was mistakenly credited 

for the invention of mezzotint but some evidence indicates his development of the 

rocker tool necessary for the smoother finish found in later prints.28 It was in fact a 

German soldier settled in Amsterdam, named Ludwig von Siegen (c. 1609-1676), 

who was the first to use a roulette tool sometime before this point. The mezzotint 

process was first documented in a letter addressed to Price Rupert from Ludwig von 

Siegen that accompanied his portrait of the Landgravine Amelia Elizabeth in 1642; 

in this note von Siegen described his invention of a new process of printing 

involving a roulette tool.29 When Rupert’s work in mezzotint was still quite 

experimental, it is believed that he passed the details of this coveted and secretive 

invention on to only a selected number of printmakers in Amsterdam, such as 

Wallerant Vailant (1623-1677), who worked professionally in mezzotint from the 

mid-1660s. The Dutch school of mezzotinters emerging from this time had a 

significant impact on mezzotint printmaking in England; various reproductions by 

Dutch engravers were sold on the English market.30 In 1669, one of Prince Rupert’s 

other associates, an English printmaker William Sherwin (c. 1645-1709), is recorded 

to have produced the first mezzotint in England.31 His reproductive portrait of King 

Charles II (1669) strategically included an effusive dedication to Rupert on the 

publication line. The British Museum considers this dedication as evidence that 

                                                 
27
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Rupert had taught Sherwin the technique, and that the print was indeed the first dated 

mezzotint to have been published in England.
32

  

Some Dutch mezzotint engravers settled in England from the mid to late 

seventeenth century following the economic decline of the Netherlands.33 One of 

these printmakers was John Faber (1660-1721), whose son of the same namesake 

would later instruct John Brooks and Andrew Miller in London.34 Before this point, 

an English engraver named John Smith (1652-1743) was already an eminent 

mezzotinter. In the 1690s Smith worked for esteemed artists, including Sir Godfrey 

Kneller (1646-1723). But it was not until the success of the Dublin Group during the 

1750s that the mezzotint tradition in England would reach a higher standard of 

production, leading this technique to become internationally recognised as la 

maniere anglaise or “the English manner”. The identification of the process with 

England (that is, as an “English” manner) stems from the seventeenth century, and 

was probably influenced in part by French nationalism and the court of Louis XIV.35 

The Dublin Group History  

The heyday of the eighteenth-century mezzotint revival came in the 1750s 

with the arrival of James McArdell (c. 1728-1765) and the other Dublin-trained 

engravers in London. Arthur M. Hind was the first to refer to these engravers as “the 

Dublin Group” in 1908.36 Since then this label has been posthumously attributed to a 

small network of highly skilled Irish-trained mezzotint engravers who worked under 

John Brooks from his Cork Hill workshop between c. 1740 to 1746. Brooks 

previously worked as a line-engraver in Dublin “at the back of Dick’s Coffee-

House” on Skinner Row.37 At some point around 1740 he was in London and became 

apprenticed, probably along with Andrew Miller (d. 1763), to the Dutch master-

mezzotint engraver, John Faber Junior (1684-1756). Both men returned to Ireland 

and established a workshop “at Sir Isaac Newton’s Head on Cork Hill”, opposite 

                                                 
32
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33
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20 

 

Lucas’ Coffee House”.38 Here a number of engravers, including Richard Houston, 

Edward Fisher, Richard Purcell and Charles Spooner, were trained in mezzotint. At 

the same time, another mezzotint engraver and printseller, Michael Ford (d. 1765) 

was working in Dublin, sometimes in collaboration with Miller in the production and 

sale of mezzotints.39 Brooks, McArdell and Houston relocated to London c. 1746, 

and newspaper notices indicate that Ford moved into the Cork Hill residence from 

this point.40 McArdell was quickly followed to London by other Dublin-trained 

engravers (namely, Fisher, Spooner and Purcell) who recognised that there was a 

growing market for high-quality reproduction in this manner. Miller and Ford 

remained in Dublin at this point, where they monopolised the Irish market.  From the 

1750s onwards the price of mezzotint prints rose; in London, half-lengths sold for 

around two shillings and larger prints for up to half a guinea.41 The revival of 

mezzotint at this time was also enhanced by a growing interest from print collectors, 

such as Horace Walpole, who sought the best (that is earliest) proof state of images 

reproduced in this manner.42 There were a number of other engravers historically 

associated with the Dublin Group but who were not directly related to Brooks’ Cork 

Hill workshop. These include: James Watson, John Dixon, James Wilson, Thomas 

Burke, and the established engraver, Thomas Frye.43 These gifted Irish craftsmen 

were historically credited for introducing professional mezzotint portrait 

reproduction into the Dublin and London print markets from the 1740s. The most 

successful engraver, James McArdell, reproduced a large volume of high-quality 

mezzotint portraits throughout the mid eighteenth century. Indeed, Reynolds had up 

to five hundred mezzotint reproductions made after his work, demonstrating the 

predominance of this technique in this era.44 Although McArdell mainly reproduced 

portraits, his particularly high skill in depicting fabrics was best demonstrated in his 
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 This address appears on Brooks’ mezzotint prints c. 1741, and he published and sold a number of 
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41

 Alexander, “The Dublin Group,” 79. 
42
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versions of the Great Masters, van Dyck and Ruben.45 Many leading artists of the day 

recognised the promotional benefits of working with reproductive mezzotint 

engravers. Sir Joshua Reynolds (1732-1792) apparently proclaimed at one point “by 

this man, I shall be immortalised” in direct reference to McArdell’s exact rendering 

of his oil paintings.46 Most of the earlier mezzotint engravers who were associated 

with Brooks at Cork Hill did not receive support or formal training at the Dublin 

Society Drawing schools. But during the 1750s, the formality of English art world 

developed rapidly, and a number Irish engravers – following McArdell’s lead in 

high-end mezzotint portrait reproduction – evidently built successful careers in 

London. 

Irish Mezzotint Engravers in London 

Some of the more successful Irish mezzotint engravers lived at prestigious 

addresses in London during the middle of the eighteenth century. The chosen 

residences of McArdell, Fisher, Dixon and Watson in particular illustrate their 

upwardly mobile social eminence that was cultivated through social connections 

within the London art and literary world. For instance, after initially working with 

Brooks at the strand, by 1751 McArdell relocated to the Golden Head, beside 

Southampton Street in Covent Garden.
47

 As his career rapidly progressed, he 

relocated to an even more fashionable address on Henrietta Street, which placed him 

directly within the vicinity of famous coffee-houses such as Tom’s.48 These popular 

social haunts were often frequented by the cultured elite in London, including actor 

David Garrick, authors Sheridan and Pope, and many other key players in the 

London art and literary scene. Indeed, throughout his career, McArdell became 

heavily affiliated with the theatrical community in London during the 1750s, 

engraving several portraits of celebrated actors, particularly Garrick and Margaret 

Woffington. These important social connections led to his employment by various 
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prominent London printsellers and artists such as George Knapton, Sir Joshua 

Reynolds and Arthur Pond. But McArdell’s consistently high skill in mezzotint 

meant that he soon began working independently. As a professional engraver he 

became a director of the Society of Artists, and was the leading engraver working in 

the mezzotint technique until his untimely death in 1765.
49 

Two portraits of 

McArdell were made: one is a self-portrait drawing from 1765, reproduced in 

mezzotint by Richard Earlom in 1771, and the other was painted sometime around 

the late 1750s by his close friend and artist, Reynolds. Fintan Cullen refers to the 

latter as a more informal portrait of McArdell, and was “a private homage to an 

important Personage in Reynolds’ artistic environment”.
50

 Earlom’s reproduction 

visibly depicts the engraver with a scraper in hand; the plate included within the 

portrait has been identified as “Time clipping the wings of Cupid” by Van Dyck, 

which McArdell exhibited at the Society of Artists in 1760.
51

 

From about 1766, Dixon lived at a number of socially prestigious addresses 

that complemented his high reputation as an engraver: Spur Street, in Leicester 

Fields, Greek Street, Soho and Broad Street. He later settled at Kempe’s Row, 

Chelsea, where he developed a close friendship with his landlord, Nicholas Kempe, a 

proprietor of Ranelagh Gardens.
52

 Dixon in fact married Kempe’s affluent widow, 

Ann. By then he was able to retire from engraving (1775), and eventually moved to 

Phillimore Place in Kensington. According to Alexander, this point marked the end 

of the great era of Irish mezzotint engravers in London.
53

 As a retired professional 

gentleman, Strickland described Dixon in the following terms:  

 A tall, handsome man, fond of society and good company, he was 

now able to indulge his tastes; he lived fashionably and entertained 

his friends among whom he numbered Burke and Garrick.
54
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Perhaps in the spirit of eighteenth-century civic improvement, Dixon also 

proposed a scheme for the nationalisation of the fisheries in Ireland.
55

 Dixon may 

have been somewhat influenced by the earlier writings of Molyneux, Swift and 

Berkeley, as well as Madden,56 and the Dublin Society’s quest for the cultural and 

social improvement of Ireland.
57

 Dixon’s pupil, Thomas Burke, arrived in London in 

1765 but after 1775 he mostly produced fancy-subject stipples, rather than 

mezzotints, which were more easily and swiftly produced for the growing print 

market for this genre. One of his most important reproductions made in the 1770s 

was “Queen Charlotte Raising the Genius of the Fine Arts” (1772) after Angelica 

Kauffmann.
58

 Burke also reproduced a print of Henry Fuseli’s painting “The 

Nightmare” (1783), which was extremely well received at this time. 

Two other successful Irish engravers, James Watson and Edward Fisher, 

were probably trained and employed by McArdell in London. Watson worked from 

the Golden Head, Craven Buildings off Drury Lane in London (1764), Great 

Portland Street a year later, and he eventually settled at Little Queen Anne Street. 

Like Dixon and McArdell, he too had a notably successful career in mezzotint 

reproduction. Watson was able to retire comfortably in about 1780, relocating the 

Fitzroy Street until his death (1790).
59

 Edward Fisher worked from the Golden Head 

(the Southside of Leicester Square, possibly with McArdell) between 1763 and 1778. 

This was one of the busiest parts of London, where the fashionable gentry often 

resided or went to engage in a variety of social entertainments. Fisher’s decision to 

move here was undoubtedly strategic; Sir Joshua Reynolds resided on the Westside 

of Leicester Square at no. 47, where he entertained many of London’s social and 

literary elite, including Goldsmith, Dr. Johnson, and Burke.
60

 Probably through his 

connection to McArdell, Fisher frequently worked for Reynolds, and was able to 
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cultivate a successful career in mezzotint reproduction. He later moved to 11 

Ludgate Hill in the late 1770s until his death c. 1785. 

Other Irish engravers in London were located within similar busy commercial 

districts. This allowed them to exploit the growing middle-rank urban market for 

mezzotint portraiture. But some Irish engravers were not as socially connected in 

London, and often relied on the larger printsellers for employment. In London, 

Brooks initially worked at the Strand, but most of his plates were later reissued by 

Jeffreys and Herbert at the Golden Head, London Bridge. Without the skill of Miller 

and McArdell, Brooks seemed to have abandoned printmaking for other ventures 

from this point onwards.
61

 For instance, in 1753, he sold “Dr. Herman Boerhaave’s 

genuine lotion” in Exchange Alley, facing the Royal Exchange.
62

 Around this time, 

Brooks entered into partnership with Stephen Janssen at the York House 

Manufactory in Battersea. He claimed to have invented a new form of enamel 

transfer printing, and he working for some time in this field.
63

 But by 1756, Brooks 

declared bankruptcy, and according to Gilbert he supported himself by doing jobbing 

work in design for booksellers.
64

 In contrast, Houston produced and sold a number of 

high quality works after Rembrandt and Hoare in London at the Golden Lion, 

Charing Cross during the 1750s. From here he could access a steady stream of the 

high-end print market.
65

  

Thomas Frye’s experience in mezzotint printmaking differs significantly 

from the other Irish engravers associated with Brooks’ workshop in Dublin.
66

 After 

retiring from managing the Bow porcelain Factory (1744-1759), Frye returned to 

London for health reasons. He worked in oil painting, crayon, miniatures in 

watercolour, chalk, and also original design mezzotints from Hatton Garden (“the 

Golden Head and Red Lamp”) near the corner of Greville Street.
67

 Here he also 

worked with an assistant, William Pether, in the production of two sets of 

                                                 
61

 Alexander, “The Dublin Group,” 75. 
62

 He was listed as “engraver” along with  E. Walter, “a chemist on Russell Street, Covent Garden” 

(Public Advertiser, 17 September 1753, Burney Collection of Newspapers, Gale, National University 

of Ireland, Galway, web, 31 March 2011). 
63

 However, his patent proposals were unsuccessful; this activity will be discussed in detail further on. 
64

 Gilbert, History of the City of Dublin, 2: 19. 
65

 Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 526. 
66

 No link between Frye and Brooks has been identified other than Frye’s publishing connection to 

John Faber Junior; a forthcoming discussion will examine the links between individual engravers (see 

figure 3, “The Dublin Group Connections”). 
67

 Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 386. 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

25 

 

dramatically executed life-sized portraits. The first was a set of twelve heads of 

unidentified characters, which were advertised in 1760 as original designs “drawn 

from Nature”.
68

 Another set of six heads were of refined society ladies (possibly of 

identified beauties. Both sets demonstrate Frye’s brilliant application of chiaroscuro. 

Alexander refers to these heads as “portrait studies rather than portraits”.
69

 Indeed, 

Frye’s career as an engraver contrasted with the Dublin engravers who were mostly 

commissioned for reproduction rather than creating their own original designs.
70

 

Unlike many of the earlier Irish mezzotinters, John Dixon and James Watson 

were both trained at the Dublin Society Drawing Schools. Dixon was awarded a 

premium worth five guineas for a highly praised portrait of Nicholas Viscount Taaffe 

(1763), and in 1801 became a member of the Society of Arts.
71

 In 1766, he was 

offered a fellowship by the Society, and exhibited two mezzotint portraits after 

Gainsborough and Hals. Although his work was sold by larger printsellers such as 

John Boydell, Dixon’s reputation grew steadily in London, granting him the 

autonomy to become a self-published printmaker. In 1769 he exhibited two drawings 

after Rembrandt (1769) and Correggio (1773), which suggests his growing 

eminence. That year he was assigned the task of arranging the models in Maiden 

Lane, and also became a director of the Society of Artists Academy in 1771.
72

 He 

reproduced a variety of work at this time, including Reynolds’ Ygolino (1774) and 

the Duke of Leinster (1775), Stubbs’ A Tigress (1772) and he also made a number of 

fashionable images of the celebrated actor, Garrick.
73

 

Similarly, Watson also exhibited his work at the Society of Artists between 

1762 and 1775, and his daughter, Caroline became famed as a stipple engraver for 

Queen Caroline (1785).
74

 Watson completed six plates for John Boydell’s Houghton 

Gallery (1774-1788). Throughout his career he was connected to contemporary 

continental and English artists, reproduced works after painters such as Reynolds, 

Gainsborough, Cotes, Van Dyck and Rubens. Although many of his fancy subjects 
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were published by leading printsellers, such as Boydell, from 1775 onwards he 

predominantly sold his work independently.
75

 Overall, Watson produced a massive 

quantity of work; he produced over two hundred plates of mostly fancy-subject 

portraits, and about fifty-six of these were after Reynolds.
76

 Frye was also exhibited 

at the Society of Artists in 1760 and 1761, including an esteemed portrait of the 

popular singer, Richard Leveridge.
77

 

In 1766, Fisher became a member of the Society of Artists, and exhibited his 

work a number of times before then from 1761 to 1776, including a selection of 

prints after artists such as Reynolds, West and Cotes. In 1761, Fisher’s reproduction 

of Laurence Sterne after Reynolds was included in the Society of Artists exhibition 

of the original. At this point artists such as Reynolds now recognised the importance 

of the mezzotint reproduction version for their artistic legacy. Indeed, Reynolds once 

famously referred to Fisher’s work as being “injudiciously exact”. By this time 

increased market value was being placed on the mezzotint print. For example, 

Fisher’s reproduction of Lady Keppel after Reynolds (1762) sold for as high as 

fifteen shillings.
78

 

Engravers such as Spooner, Purcell and Houston arrived in London c. 1752, 

and would copy many works after McArdell and Watson. These engravers mostly 

worked for the larger London printsellers, Jeffreys and Herbert, Carrington Bowles, 

and Robert Sayer. Purcell and Houston in particular both seemingly fell into severe 

debt.  As a consequence, they both were obliged to work for Sayer at Fleet Street for 

some time.
79

 But Houston’s mezzotints were highly regarded for their quality, and 

his skills in mezzotint have often been likened to McArdell’s. However, a number of 

historical accounts refer to Houston’s detrimental social habits, which included 

gambling and drinking, and how they had a negative effect on his London career. For 

instance, Anthony Pasquin lamented how Houston, like the others minor engravers, 

became a “slave of printsellers” through financial vulnerability. He also pondered on 

the engraver’s capacity to produce work of such high quality: 
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[...] considering the loose manner in which he passed his life, 

immersed and vulgarised in ale-houses, and night-cellars, it is 

amazing that his faculties should have remained so long unimpaired.
80

  

  

In a similar historical narrative, Purcell moved to London around 1755, and 

he mainly worked for the larger printsellers. He made many copies (often illegally) 

of McArdell’s work in particular,
81

 and after his death (c. 1766) a number of 

unsigned plates attributed to Purcell were posthumously published by Sayer.
82

 

McArdell seemed to happily support his fellow Irish printmakers; Spooner’s 

friendship with the successful engraver is evident when his requested to be buried 

next to him in Hampstead.
83

   

From London, a small number of Irish mezzotint engravers proceeded to 

have exceptionally successful careers in mezzotint during the mid eighteenth 

century. Both timing and opportunity were factors that influenced this; by the 1750s 

there was growing high-end market for highly finished portrait prints in mezzotint. 

Also, the Royal Charter granted to the Dublin Society Drawing Schools (1750) 

meant that there were significantly more supportive opportunities for formal training 

in draughtsmanship and copper-plate engraving. But the formality of the English 

artwork also restricted the reproductive mezzotint engraver. Consequently, this often 

led to a closer professional relationship between the artist, printmaker, and shrewd 

printsellers, which will be discussed in detail further on. But a brief overview of the 

Dublin Group’s output illustrates the extent of their industriousness.    

The Dublin Group Repertoire  

The Dublin Group frequently worked for a number of eminent artists. The 

most frequently listed painters include the following: W. Hoare (c. 1707-1792), Sir J. 

Reynolds (1723-1792), T. Hudson (1701-1779), G. Kneller (1646-1723), W. 

Hogarth (1697-1764), F. Cotes (1726-1770), and Rembrandt van Rijn (1606-1669). 

Collectively, over one thousand and forty catalogued mezzotints, dated between 
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roughly 1740 and 1775, are attributed to the Irish-trained engravers, most of which 

were reproduced in London.84 In terms of subject matter, the engravers often 

reproduced lavishly decorated theatrical portraits, images of popular celebrities, and 

important members of the nobility, clergy, gentry, politicians and military. Many 

artists preferred mezzotint for reproductive work; the engraver could easily capture a 

sitter’s likeness while remaining faithful to the original design, and the smooth finish 

in the final proof was often renowned for its tonal imitation of oil paint. The process 

of cross-hatching used in line engraving could not produce the same degree of tonal 

detail as mezzotint, which was necessary to reproduce the exact likeness of the sitter. 

The Irish engravers were also known to have reproduced unusually large-sized 

mezzotints plates. The highest quality proofs would often sold as domestic 

furnishings to be framed or kept in private library portfolios.85 

Mezzotint prints varied in price range before the 1750s.86 Often the Dublin 

prints were sold at competitive costs in direct response to the value of London 

versions.87 Sale by subscription was the most common method used for engraved 

single-sheets. For instance, in 1742 Brooks’ full-length print of Hugh Boulter 

(twenty-one by sixteen inches) sold at a subscribing cost of five shillings and five 

pence.88 Both Brooks and Miller advertised that the Dublin prices for mezzotint were 

in direct competition with London; Miller’s set of prints depicting scenes from 

“Rural Life” sold for nine shillings, and the advertisement noted that the London 

versions would be sold for thirteen shillings.89 Brooks’ elaborate subscription 

proposal for one hundred mezzotints (1742) was set at half an English crown per 

print. He refers directly (and confidently) to the possible loss “of some hundred 

Pounds a Year, sent out of Ireland for that Commodity” that would be felt in 

London, suggesting an anticipation of a high demand for prints from Ireland.90  Size 

and portrait format may have influenced the print cost. In 1749, Miller’s full-length 
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print of Charles Lucas (twenty by fourteen inches) was sold for a British Half Crown 

or one shilling at subscribing.91 But his advertisement also included a half-length of 

the same sitter for one shilling and one penny. Collaborative sale also may have 

affected the price. Dublin printseller, Thomas Silcock’s notice for Miller’s mezzotint 

of Charles Tottenham (twenty by fourteen inches) was sold at two shillings and six 

pence English at subscribing.92 Ford and Miller’s collaborative sale of a larger print 

of the Duke of Cumberland (also twenty by fourteen inches) sold for five shillings 

and five pence. Subscription prints could range in price too depending on how 

topical the sitter was at the time of production. This is certainly true with regard to 

theatrical subjects and corresponding theatrical performances. William Hogarth, in 

collaboration with Irish bookseller George Faulkner, sold his print of the famous 

actor David Garrick in the character of Richard III to the Dublin market for seven 

shillings and six pence.93 Garrick was actually in Dublin for the winter season of 

December 1745 to May 1746, working in a managerial capacity with Thomas 

Sheridan.94 The extent of Garrick’s celebrated image at this time is symbolised in the 

sale of mezzotint prints in Dublin. Incidentally, Ford also advertised a version of this 

print that was originally sold in Dublin at the competitive price of four shillings 

English.95   
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i. The Historical Narrative of the Dublin Group with relation to Mezzotint History 

The most reputable bibliographical source for a preliminary study of the 

Dublin Group engravers is undoubtedly Walter Strickland’s seminal two-volume 

Dictionary of Irish Artists.96 Originally published in 1913, these volumes are a result 

of Strickland’s work as the Registrar of the National Gallery of Ireland during the 

years 1894-1914. Strickland also produced a catalogue of Irish portraits within the 

gallery collection. His interests as an art historian, as well as a bibliographer, are 

demonstrated in the thorough detail with which he catalogues both the artists’ 

biographical notes and all of the identifiable Dublin Group prints currently in 

existence within public and private art collections. Significantly, Strickland’s 

treatment of the Dublin mezzotint engravers often places emphasis on their Irish 

connections, and the Dublin Group’s impact on English mezzotint engraving in 

general terms. For instance, in his entry on McArdell, Strickland refers to the 

engraver as having “raised the art in England from the low level to which it had 

sunk, and his work inaugurated the great period of English mezzotinting”.97 In 

making this type of assertion Strickland is strengthening the historical eminence of 

the Irish engravers over their London counterparts such as Valentine Green and J. R. 

Smith within the latter part of the eighteenth century.  

As a precursor to Strickland’s publication, John Chaloner Smith’s British 

Mezzotinto Portraits (originally published between 1878 and 1884) also details a 

substantial volume of print and biographical information on the Dublin Group.98 

Chaloner Smith was an Irish railway engineer and avid print collector who had sold a 

large volume of mezzotints to the British Museum in the late nineteenth century. As 

the Chaloner Smith print collection included a substantial number of Irish mezzotint 

prints, three hundred portraits were bequeathed to the National Gallery of Ireland by 

Sir Edward Guinness (later Lord Iveagh).99 According to Sheila O’Connell, the 

publication of Chaloner Smith’s mezzotint catalogue had effectively “retained the 
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traditional British identification of the mezzotint with portraiture”.100 But the impact 

of including these Irish mezzotint engravers in his catalogue had also, arguably, 

influenced Strickland’s treatment of the mezzotint engravers on other levels. The 

Dublin Group’s historical narrative within A Dictionary of Irish Artists reflects an 

Irish Nationalist agenda, particularly given that Nationalist sentiment was prevalent 

in Ireland at the time of Strickland’s publication in 1913. As well as this, Strickland 

had a vested interest in the formation of a National Irish portrait collection, and in 

representing the high calibre of Irish artists in general. Therefore, the inclusion of the 

Dublin Group in this collection may have been useful in this regard. Strickland’s 

entries for the mezzotint engravers updated Chaloner Smith’s catalogue, and the 

dictionary is to date the most reliable reference point with regard to the Dublin 

Group’s mezzotint print examples in existence today.  

Also, the lamentable destruction of the Irish Public Record Office during the 

Irish Civil War (1922) makes Strickland’s thorough biographical notes on each artist 

and engraver an invaluable source of material.101 As a starting point for this project, 

A Dictionary of Irish Artists has indeed been important. But Strickland’s catalogues 

for each engraver also refer to numerous newspaper sources, such as Faulkner’s 

Dublin Journal. These newspaper references demonstrate the limitations of 

Strickland’s research approach to the Dublin Group. For example, Strickland refers 

to McArdell’s visit to Dublin in 1751, which he suggests was to appoint the Dublin 

printsellers, Paul Smith and Thomas Silcock as his Dublin selling agents.102 

McArdell had by the 1750s become established as a reproductive mezzotint engraver 

within Sir Joshua Reynolds’s art circle. As supporting evidence for McArdell’s brief 

Irish appointment, Strickland quotes from a public newspaper announcement of the 

engraver’s departure from Ireland following this visit. However, Strickland’s brief 

reference to this notice (which appeared in Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 7-10 

September 1751) does not identify a relevant feature contained therein that may 

perhaps be obvious in an investigation using the approaches of book history; a close 

examination of the actual page on which the notice appears shows that the 
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announcement was strategically positioned within a front page news column.103 

Therefore, the public notice of McArdell’s Dublin visit might reflect the social status 

of the engraver. But this announcement also suggests the emerging social or cultural 

appreciation of mezzotint reproduction that was being led by Irish-trained engravers 

such as McArdell in London. The language of the notice also deserves closer 

scrutiny; McArdell is referred to as being “well-known in London and this city for 

his many valuable performances in mezzotinto”. What does this reveal about the 

particular Irish market for mezzotint engraving, as well as the cultural identification 

of both mezzotint and the Dublin Group in the Dublin context of 1751? Although 

only one small sentence in an already overcrowded news page, this is one of many 

examples demonstrating what can be achieved by exploring a Dublin Group source 

on a paratextual level.  

There are a number of more recent publications that illustrate the limited 

treatment of the Dublin Group. Most of the literature relates to the general history of 

printmaking and the history of British art, but the frequent inclusion of the Dublin 

Group in these studies reflects their historical significance in the broader field of 

Irish print culture and art history. First published in 1990, Carol Wax’s The 

Mezzotint: History and Technique is the most comprehensive text that examines the 

history and process of mezzotint printmaking.104 As the only exhaustive publication 

dealing exclusively with mezzotint in both aspects, this source has been an 

invaluable and detailed reference point throughout this project.
105

 Writing from a 

mezzotint printmaker’s perspective, Wax is particularly insightful with regard to the 

technical features of mezzotint reproduction in practice, offering useful information 

on plate preparation, as well as on the special considerations for the application of 

various tools and rocking techniques.
106

 A clear understanding of these practical 
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aspects of the mezzotint process was important for the visual analysis that was 

conducted on a selection of mezzotint examples discussed in part three. The 

knowledge gleaned from Wax’s publication was also complemented by two 

printmaking demonstrations that were undertaken to enhance my practical 

knowledge of intaglio and mezzotint printmaking.
107

  

The historical scope of Wax’s study necessitated an extensive range of topics 

that evidently could not be fully explored within one volume. Consequently, the 

origin and development of mezzotint in Holland and England during the early 

seventeenth century took precedence within the historical narrative of the 

technique.
108

 In her useful publication Wax does cover a wide range of material from 

the period preceding the Dublin Group (that is, the era of the court painter Sir 

Godfrey Kneller). But too often priority was allocated to these areas of study without 

leaving sufficient room to closely consider the interrelations of mezzotint engravers, 

printers, and printsellers at smaller localities outside of London. This is not to say 

that she fails to offer a thorough history of mezzotint with relation to the broader 

eighteenth-century context of the Irish engravers. In particular, Wax acknowledges 

the growing commercial dominance of London, noting how many aspiring Dutch 

printmakers arrived “to increase their knowledge of mezzotint and to establish ties 

with English printsellers”.
109

  

The presence of Dutch engravers in London during the 1730s certainly had a 

direct influence on Irish mezzotint engraving. For instance, it was the son of an 

esteemed London-based Dutch mezzotint engraver, John Faber, who was responsible 

for the initial mezzotint training of Brooks and Miller in the late 1730s, before the 

engravers’ establishment in Dublin.
110

 In other sections Wax discusses the 

importance of the relationship between the mezzotint engraver and the artist in 
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England. For this purpose, broad descriptive sections are dedicated to the following 

topics: the artist studio system; the mezzotint as a commercial enterprise; and the 

reproductive and mechanical status of mezzotint printmaking in eighteenth-century 

England within the hierarchy of the engraved Arts. However, the historical focus of 

this book is predominantly on individual Dutch and English engravers at prominent 

print and commercial centres, such as Amsterdam, from an earlier period of activity.  

Despite the high distinction that she awarded to the Irish engravers, Wax only 

refers to (but does not elaborate on) the activities of Brooks and Miller in Dublin 

during the 1740s. Instead, the collective historical account of these engravers moves 

abruptly from Brooks’ establishment at Dublin in 1740 to his relocation to London 

with McArdell in 1747. Furthermore, the section she dedicates to the Dublin Group 

only deals with the activities of McArdell and the other engravers in London from c. 

1750 onwards. Although specifically dedicated to the Dublin Group, the subsection, 

entitled “The Great Age of Mezzotint” only begins at the point after McArdell had 

become established in London. Also, Wax relied heavily on David Alexander’s 1973 

Georgian Society article as a main historical source.
111

 Therefore, this section only 

offers a brief historical narrative, which acknowledges that Brooks was responsible 

for training engravers such as Houston, Spooner, Purcell and McArdell in Dublin.
112

 

Although Alexander’s article is a valuable initial contemporary reference point for 

the collective history of the Dublin Group, the general nature of this source (as well 

as the time that elapsed between his and Wax’s publication) limits the historical 

narrative of the engravers. 

Furthermore, at the time of publication (1973) Alexander had publicly sought 

additional information regarding the history of mezzotint. This request, printed on 

the last page, suggests that his article was primarily intended to encourage further 

research beyond the seminal work of Strickland some sixty years earlier.
113

 The fact 

that Wax recognised the importance of the Dublin mezzotint engravers is significant 

enough to warrant, if not inspire, further research by both art and book historians. 

For instance, in a similar way to Strickland’s previously noted assertion, Wax 
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referred to the Dublin Group as “a cadre of Irish mezzotint engravers who elevated 

the technique to new heights and revived the process in England”.
114

 The 

overarching purpose of Wax’s publication is, admittedly, to offer a broad history as 

well as a thorough technical overview of mezzotint. But the lack of any specific 

collective study on the activities of the Dublin engravers in Ireland before 1750 (that 

is, before McArdell’s reputation was established in London) indicates a 

corresponding gap in the existing scholarship with relation to Irish mezzotint history.  

Similar in ways to Wax’s treatment of the Dublin mezzotint engravers, there 

are many other influential print specialists, such as Therle Hughes, Antony Griffiths, 

and Sheila O’Connell, who have also briefly acknowledged the importance of the 

Dublin Group in the history of printmaking. Consequently, a lack of any closer 

analysis relating to their initial training shows that a simplistic view of these 

engravers has emerged throughout the historiography. For instance, Therle Hughes, 

in Prints for the Collector (1971) acknowledges that the Dublin engravers were 

“interesting men possessing a wide range of talent”, but he does not speculate upon 

the early Dublin Group history in Ireland on any specific level.
115

 However, this 

general guide spans roughly four hundred years of print history. Not surprisingly, it 

lacks the type of detail that would invite further enquiry. Although writing for a print 

collector audience, Hughes’ account of the Irish mezzotint engravers is a typical 

example of the limited historical treatment usually given to the Dublin Group.  

In another example, Antony Griffiths’ Prints and Printmaking (2004) offers a 

meticulous history and description of all printmaking processes. As the former 

Keeper of the Department of Prints and Drawings at the British Museum, Griffiths’ 

publication – writing from a curatorial perspective – suggests that further collective 

historical analysis could be given to the Irish engravers. In his historical overview of 

mezzotint the author gives credit to the engravers for improving the standard of 

mezzotint printmaking during the 1750s.116 Despite this, he only briefly (and quite 

tentatively) refers to how the “so-called ‘Dublin Group’”, of which James McArdell 
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was perhaps the outstanding member, dominated the profession until the 1770s”.
117

 

Again, the inclusion of the Dublin Group is relevant, but the lack of supportive detail 

limits the collective historical evaluation of these engravers.  

In this dissertation it is argued that a narrower focus on mezzotint history 

during the eighteenth century is necessary. Similar historical accounts relating to the 

Dublin Group also confirmed that further interdisciplinary research was essential. 

For instance, Sheila O’Connell’s important contribution to the debate in Landmarks 

in Print Collecting (1996) dealt specifically with the history of mezzotint 

collecting.
118

 Although the author considered the link between British portrait 

painting and what she calls the second wave of mid-eighteenth century mezzotint 

printmaking, O’Connell generalises the earlier experiences of the Irish engravers in 

Dublin. In particular, she only briefly refers to how McArdell and the other Irish-

trained engravers had “settled in London in the 1740s and dominated the market for 

the next twenty or so years”.
119

 In a narrative similar to that found in many other 

accounts, no reference was made to the initial training and activity of these engravers 

in Ireland between 1740 and 1747. 

However, specific studies on two individual engravers from the Dublin 

Group have been conducted. Firstly, Catherine McGowan’s M.Litt thesis on James 

McArdell contains a useful updated catalogue of this engraver’s entire repertoire.120 

This study thoroughly details McArdell’s life and portrait subjects at the height of 

his career in London, and therefore only briefly acknowledges the engraver’s earlier 

experiences in Dublin during the 1740s. Secondly, William Laffan and the Knight of 

Glin published a study of the painter and engraver Michael Ford, closely focused on 

the production of and historical context for Ford’s portrait of Lord Chief Justice 

Henry Singleton.121 Indeed, the purpose of this article was “to set out the recorded 

facts about Ford, who hitherto had only been known as a printmaker,” an exercise 

that automatically restricts the scope of their argument, particularly with relation to 

the Dublin Group’s earlier activity in the area surrounding Cork Hill.122 Nevertheless, 
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this historical account of Ford acknowledges the commercial activities of the 

printmaker, seller, and artist in Dublin throughout the decade in which Brooks, 

Miller and the other engravers were active. Through the historical perspective of 

Ford in this regard this study recognised the need for a full assessment of the print 

activity of other mezzotint engravers in Dublin during the 1740s. There are evident 

limitations in the current approaches used to evaluate the importance of the Dublin 

Group. Scholarship from the discipline of art history has indeed acknowledged the 

significance of these engravers on a general level, but an investigation of the 

historical treatment of the printed image in print culture and bibliographical studies 

can be useful to explore of this significance.  

ii. The Treatment of the Printed Image and Reproductive Portraiture within Print 

Culture  

Until recently, the study of the printed image has been mostly confined to the 

discourse surrounding art history. Inevitably, this discipline strongly emphasizes the 

aesthetic and technical analysis of the printed image as objet d'art. With regard to the 

study of mezzotint portrait reproduction, the scholarship has often been stunted by a 

particularly rigid, and often problematic, classification of eighteenth-century art; in 

essence, reproductive printmaking was not traditionally included within the realm of 

fine art, and the majority of eighteenth-century mezzotints are not original designs.123 

Nearly all mezzotint output from this time would have been instigated by a 

printseller or commissioned by an original artist. Consequently, the plate on which 

the image was made rarely belonged to the engraver. The hierarchical ordering of the 

arts also positioned portraiture a rung below history painting. Therefore, the 

eighteenth-century mezzotint engraver was frequently restricted and dismissed on 

the grounds of lacking artistic merit. Arguably, these constraints have coloured the 

general scholarship relating to both mezzotint production and the Dublin Group.  

Nevertheless, a number of sources have recognised the importance of 

studying the printed image across disciplines. In Prints and Visual Communication 
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(first published in 1953) William M. Ivins argued that when studying a printed 

image it is crucial to consider “the limitations which their techniques have imposed 

on them as conveyors of information and on us as receivers of that information”.124 

But much research to date has yet to fully explore the function of the printed image 

beyond the discipline of art history. There are reasons for this. For instance, 

bibliographical enquiry has traditionally neglected the relevance of the printed image 

in its full capacity as a multifaceted printed artefact, although scholars such as Phillip 

Gaskell dedicated an entire descriptive section to the processes in book decoration, 

printed pictures, and illustration.125 Consequently, both the disciplines of art history 

and bibliography have contributed to the displacement of mezzotint in the history of 

print.  

However, in recent years the visual aspects of the printed book have been 

incorporated within book history. The publication of the composite volume, Printed 

Images in Early Modern Britain (2010), is in particular an acknowledgement that 

more interdisciplinary studies are needed on the printed mezzotint image in early 

modern print culture.126 The essays contained within it are organised in four 

extensive sections, covering a broad range of early-modern topics from religious 

imagery during the Reformation, scientific illustration and cartography, to the 

printed image and early-modern politics and social history. This publication reflects 

a growing interdisciplinary interest in the printed image with regard to early-modern 

British history. The appearance of this text was inspired by two conferences that 

were organised in conjunction with the British Printed Images to 1700 Project 

(BPI1700).127 It is important to note that the contributors themselves reflect a 

comfortable interdisciplinary relationship between the disciplines of Art history, 

English, and History. Also, the contributors demonstrated the possibilities for 

collaborative research within various related print and material specialities, in 

particular, Ben Thomas’ essay which examines the earlier history of mezzotint 

during the seventeenth century and discusses the technique from its earlier 
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development in England.128 Also, David Alexander’s essay on four portrait 

printmakers in late seventeenth-century Britain offers a useful earlier context for the 

function of the single-sheet portrait print and its commercial relationship with the 

print shop.129 Although neither of these essays directly relates to the subject of this 

thesis, both provide a useful historical context for eighteenth-century mezzotint 

portraiture by the Dublin Group, particularly with relation to the consumption of the 

printed image and the growing market for portraiture in Britain before the middle of 

the eighteenth century.  

By the 1750s in both London and Dublin, the growing print industry included 

an array of printers, stationers, binders and booksellers, as well as many other closely 

affiliated trades such as ink and paper suppliers. All of these components are relevant 

in an evaluation of book and print history more generally. Arguably, this approach 

can also be used in an assessment of mezzotint printmaking by the Dublin Group 

during the 1740s; indeed, the activities of these engravers contributed to the 

adjoining industry of single-sheet engraving, otherwise referred to by Michael Harris 

as the picture trades.
130

 The volume of print production, as well as the dissemination 

of printed material during the early eighteenth century can also be indicative of the 

growing urban public’s increased consumption of luxury goods. These commercial 

developments would eventually create, and in many ways perpetuate, a market for 

single-sheet reproductive mezzotint printmaking in Dublin. However, the vastness of 

this general area of study has caused various difficulties within the scholarship 

relating to single-sheet printmaking. The need for coherence has been frequently 

acknowledged within the various disciplinary fields of book history. In many ways, a 

lack of disciplinary clarity hinders the contextual analysis of a topic as specific as 

eighteenth-century reproductive printmaking, let alone a study of the Dublin 

mezzotint printmakers. The previously discussed general historical narrative of the 
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Dublin Group often underestimates the mezzotint engraver’s active role within the 

surrounding print environment. In particular, the relationship between the mezzotint 

engraver and the printmaker or seller, as well as full consideration of the engravers’ 

indirect affiliations with other print-related trades, is often absent from the 

discussion.  

In relation to the broader approaches used in book history, Robert Darnton’s 

concept of the ‘communications circuit’ has been useful as a wide framework under 

which the study of all printed objects might be appropriately considered.
 131

 

However, this model does not comfortably apply to the study of printmaking. In 

what is an admirable attempt to include all facets of the entire network of printing 

activity, Darnton not only excluded manuscripts, but also omitted the study of book 

illustration, despite both areas having crucial importance within early modern 

cultural history. However, this model was later revised by Adams and Barker (1993) 

who shifted the focus of Darnton’s circuit from the surrounding industry of book 

production to the printed object itself. They suggested that “the cycle of the book 

becomes the centre: the indirect forces are seen outside it, looking and pressing 

inwards” – this approach is more applicable to the study of single-sheet printed 

images beyond the scope of art history.
132

  

 Adams and Barker’s prime concern with this reassessment was to 

concentrate on five different stages within a book’s ‘life’ (from publishing to 

survival) as opposed to focusing on assessing the network surrounding a book’s 

production and existence. The benefit of this revised model is that it allows specific 

print examples to be assessed independently without the need to find an appropriate 

external category within which the printed example must be unnecessarily 

condensed. For example, using Adams and Barker’s model, single-sheet mezzotint 

portraiture becomes a focal point as a visual and paratextual representation of its 

cultural context, yet the model also allows for a separate reading of the image as 

distinct from its print production history and marketing.  
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Adams and Barker also introduced the concept of the “bibliographical 

document” that specifically includes all printed material. This concept also 

incorporates printed images as single-sheets that do not strictly fit into the 

parameters of what traditionally defines a book. This is an important and useful 

model for the purpose of this project; it highlights and rectifies the scholarly neglect 

of the single-sheet printed image within the history of the book and textual studies in 

a more general sense. Examining the mezzotint print as a bibliographical document 

is also useful because in this model the printed image is given equal importance on 

the grounds of its reproductive function:  

The size of the audience addressed is not a factor; rather it is the fact 

that the agent’s intention involves the process of duplication, so that 

more than one person can have access to what is on the paper. This 

need and intention was one of the important elements that led to the 

invention of printing.133 

 

On this note, Michael Harris is one of few scholars who has examined the 

direct relationship between printsellers and engravers within the eighteenth century 

London book trade.134 Harris broadly defines the term ‘picture trade’ to include “any 

of the activities in which engraving was applied to print”.135 His definition is 

important for this study as it considers the intricacies of the entire engraving trade 

and the connections between engravers and the other print industries. However, 

within his discussion there is an acknowledgement of the “distortion and dislocation” 

present throughout print scholarship that has created a gulf between the study of the 

printed image and printed text.136 Harris recognises that the print histories of both 

were deeply connected, and that frequent collaboration existed between the craft 

trades during the early to mid-eighteenth century.  

There is also evidence throughout bibliographical studies of an inconsistent 

treatment of the picture and engraving industries. This inconsistency can be 

especially noted in terms of the current scholarly assessments of the Dublin print 

trade during the eighteenth century. Within the introduction to Phillips’ extensive 
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bibliographical work, Printing and Bookselling in Dublin, 1670-1800, the author 

excludes illustration and the graphic or picture trades. He justifies this exclusion on 

the grounds that, from the perspective of the bibliographer, the graphic arts are 

considered as separate specialties which must be confined to the work of the art 

historian: in other words, Phillips was adamant that illustration and graphic arts do 

not fit into the field of bibliographical enquiry.
137

 In contrast to this, the dictionaries 

of Robert Munter and Mary Pollard have automatically included single-sheet 

printmakers within their evaluation of the Dublin print trade, an evaluation that 

includes most of the members from the Dublin Group. Unlike Phillips, both scholars 

treated printmaking and mezzotint as an integral and valid aspect of the history of the 

Dublin book trade. Pollard’s Dictionary of Members of the Dublin Book Trade 1550-

1800 was inclusive of all affiliated trades connected to the Dublin book industry; her 

inclusion of copperplate engravers can be read as recognition of the role that 

mezzotint printing, and consequently the Dublin Group, had with the Dublin book 

trade during the eighteenth century. The inconsistencies with regard to the previous 

scholarly treatment of the printed image have been acknowledged by the recent 

publication of Printed Images in Early Modern Britain. It is hoped that further 

research, such as the specialised topic examined in this thesis, will broaden the 

scholarship on the printed image and on the engravers from Ireland during the 

eighteenth century and highlight the potential of an enriched interdisciplinary study. 

With this in mind, the final theme dealt with in this literature review relates to the 

burgeoning commercial circumstances of Dublin during the 1740s, and in particular, 

how the constructions of Irish identity can be directly linked to the emergence of the 

Dublin Group within the eighteenth century.  

iii. Constructions of Irish Identity and Consumer Behaviour in Eighteenth-Century 

Dublin 

It is imperative that any discussion relating to the Dublin Group should 

acknowledge the politically subordinate status of Ireland during the eighteenth 

century. In particular, the historical treatment of the Irish image, even in a general 

sense, is a crucial facet in the posthumous cultural identification of these engravers 
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as a collective. Fintan Cullen’s publication, The Irish Face, broadly explores how 

both Irish portraiture and Irish portrait creation (such as the mezzotint reproduction 

portraits made by the Dublin Group) are inherently connected to Britain.138 In his 

book Cullen questions the extent to which the colonial circumstances of Ireland had 

an effect on either. But the construction of the “Dublin Group” label is evidence in 

itself of the problematic treatment of these engravers throughout the scholarship. In 

the lead-up to Hind’s work two public exhibitions of mezzotint were hosted by the 

Burlington Fine Arts, which sparked a renewed interest in mezzotint: firstly in 1881, 

with the exhibition of nearly two hundred varieties of mezzotint, and later in 1902 

when an exhibition comprising specifically of mezzotint portraits from the middle of 

the eighteenth century was hosted by the Arts Club.
139

 In Landmarks in Print 

Collecting, Sheila O’Connell considers the Cheylesmore and Chaloner Smith print 

donations to the British Library print collection at this time as being paramount in 

the encouragement of a specific interest in mezzotint.
140

  

The collective identity of the Dublin Group was established posthumously by 

two publications shortly following the second large Burlington exhibition, firstly 

within the introductory Guide to an Exhibition of Mezzotint Engravings chiefly from 

the Cheylesmore Collection (1905), and secondly, in A. M. Hind’s seminal 

publication, A Short History of Engraving (1908).141 In the first publication, Sidney 

Colvin (1845-1927), Keeper of the British Museum Prints and Drawings Collection, 

introduced the first historical narrative of the Irish mezzotint engravers as being 

collectively associated under the training of Brooks.142 In many ways, this narrative 

of the engravers, and Brooks and Miller’s establishment in Dublin sometime 

between 1741 and 1747, remained constant in all following histories. 
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Secondly, Hind’s work was the most significant publication with regard to 

factual documentation of the historical categorisation of mezzotint engraving.143 But 

another important feature within his largely chronological account is that Hind 

grouped together and labelled the Irish engravers under a specific category of their 

own. Entitled “The Dublin Group”, this label is listed alongside the main text body 

in the right-hand margin of the page (figure 1).  

 

Fig. 1. Hind’s collective reference to the “Dublin Group” in the right-hand margin. 

The impact of Hind’s labelling in such a way would have had a lasting effect 

on how these engravers would later be defined throughout mezzotint and print 

historiography. This effect is still felt to this day. In essence, this classification had 

awarded these engravers a particular collective prominence within the history of 

eighteenth-century printmaking in general terms, as well as specifically giving them 

definition in terms of their collective social group identification with Dublin and 

Ireland. What is also interesting about this reference to the engravers as a group 

(including the main engravers who he refers to as “artists” rather than craftsmen) is 

that directly above the Dublin Group label is a separate thematic reference to 

“mechanical mezzotint”: this was an automatic, mechanically-operated grounding 
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process that was invented during the early nineteenth century. The distinction may 

also have established the Dublin Group as a collective “Irish school” of engravers. 

Despite the collective acknowledgement in Hind’s labelling, an ambiguous 

historical interpretation of these engravers has been shaped through a historiography 

which was directly influenced by the social and political circumstances of Dublin 

and London during the late eighteenth century and after. In a review of Catalogue 

Raisonne of the Engraved Works of Sir Joshua Reynolds (1874), art critic Frederick 

Wedmore gave credence to the engravers’ Irish origin; in particular he refers directly 

to James McArdell who “like other great mezzotint engravers, [...] was an 

Irishman”.144   

Although concepts of “Irishness” from the eighteenth century context are 

ambiguous in broader terms, the cultural identification of these engravers with 

Dublin is important, despite the inconsistent art historical interpretation of these 

engravers as “Irishmen” or as being part of an Irish school of engraving. Indeed, the 

scholarly treatment of the Dublin Group can be in many ways paralleled with the 

global impression of Ireland in the broader historical sense. For instance, Joep 

Leerssen refers to a contradictory historical imagining of Ireland, which he believes 

could be directly related to the formation of the Irish identity. Although Ireland did 

have an important missionary function in the promotion of Christianity throughout 

Europe, he argues that a long-established negative impression of Irish natives as 

having an “uncouth, wild and barbaric nature” was used as justification for English 

imperialism.
145

 In a similar way the impression of the “drunken Irish engraver”, 

which had appeared in the unsupported anecdotes contained in John T. Gilbert’s A 

History of the City of Dublin, reinforces the stereotypical perception of the Irishman. 

By the nineteenth century this negative impression had already been fixed within the 

theatrical and caricatured image of the stage Irishman as a national character, and 

may therefore have influenced the historical narrative of the Dublin Group.
146

   

                                                 
144

 Frederick Wedmore, “Review of a Catalogue Raisonne of the Engraved Works of Sir Joshua 

Reynolds, from 1755 to 1820,” The Academy (1874): 162-3, British Periodicals, ProQuest, National 

University of Ireland, Galway, web, 21 October 2010. 
145

 Joep Leerssen, “Irish,” Imagology: the Cultural Construction and Literary Representation of 

National Character, a Critical Survey, ed. Manfred Beller and Joep Leerssen, Studia Imagolgica, 13 

(2007) Imagologica, web, 12 March 2012.  
146

 There is a possibility that the historical impression of these engravers (as quintessential Irish 

stereotypes) may have been sustained by nineteenth-century historians; for a particularly comical 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

46 

 

Indeed, the lack of any recent evaluation of mezzotint printmaking in 

eighteenth-century Ireland has reinforced this impression and left it unchallenged. 

Strickland had attributed the success of McArdell in London to the fact that the 

engraver’s skills “were not obscured by those vicious and irregular habits which, 

unfortunately, interfered with the success of his fellow pupils, Spooner, Purcell and 

Houston”.147 The problem with this historical reading is not only the lack of any 

factual evidence in support of this premise; it also relates to a historical assumption 

that has emerged throughout the scholarship and which has inevitably limited a full 

collective reading of the Dublin Group with relation to their activity within the 

burgeoning commercial trade in Dublin.  

During the 1740s there was a growth in Irish domestic craft production, such 

as the linen and printing trades. The expansion of newspaper advertising in Dublin 

fostered the domestic consumer market, as well as new home-grown commercial 

activity. At the time in which the engravers embarked on mezzotint reproduction, 

Dublin was undergoing vast commercial developments in export mercantile and 

other similar domestically-centred craft trades. The economic and social history of 

Dublin during the early to middle of the eighteenth century has been thoroughly 

illustrated by David Dickson and Louis Cullen.148 Drawing on their research, this 

thesis will exemplify the contributions made by these engravers to the commercial 

activity in Dublin in the 1740s by examining their links to surrounding trades in the 

district between Essex Quay and Dublin Castle.  

Helen Burke and Sarah Foster have both examined Anglo-Irish discourse 

with regard to consumer support for Irish manufacture during the eighteenth century. 

These sentiments were palpable after the establishment of the Dublin Society and 

Madden’s premium awards.149 Burke notes how the Anglo-Irish elite at this time 

were encouraged by figures such as Jonathan Swift to wear natively-produced 
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fabrics at Dublin Castle – this act was an expression of domestic pride and symbolic 

support for the home industry in Ireland.150 But trade restrictions such as the Wool 

Act (1699) deeply stunted Ireland’s economic development. Burke’s assertion that 

wearing of Irish-made fabrics – both on the Smock Alley theatre stage and by 

members of the Irish ruling elite in the audience – can be viewed as a political 

statement of Irish nationalism, albeit one which precedes the patriotic activity of the 

Irish volunteers towards the end of the century. In this earlier context of 1740s 

Dublin, Burke considers the promotion of home manufacture, and the wearing of 

Irish-made clothing, to be directly influenced by the promotion of Irish self-

governance by William Molyneux (1656-1698) during the late seventeenth century. 

In particular the publication of Molyneux’s The Case of Ireland’s being Bound by 

Acts of Parliament in England, Stated (1698), and later Jonathan Swift’s (1667-

1745) A Proposal for the Universal Use of Irish Manufacture [...] (1720), were 

particularly influential for the formation of the Dublin Society in 1731.  

In her discussion on the growing luxury goods trade, Foster argues that the 

promotion of Irish-manufactured goods during the eighteenth century was linked to 

the high level of unemployment caused by trade restrictions; assertions of Irish-made 

goods could “help create a tentative sense of community amongst those sympathetic 

to the political cause of Free Trade”.151 In Making the Grand Figure (2004), 

Barnard’s extensive historical survey of the possessions and material culture of the 

Irish Protestant ascendancy is a crucial source which provides context for this study 

of mezzotint production in Dublin during the 1740s.152 Barnard’s exhaustive work 

reveals the vast scope of consumption in eighteenth-century Ireland – especially 

regarding fashionable tastes in architecture, interiors and luxury domestic furnishings 

– and also gives valuable insight into the character of the Anglo-Irish consumer 
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during the period in question. The existence of mezzotint print production by 

Dublin-trained engravers during the 1740s can also in many ways reflect the unique 

growth of luxury Irish craft goods. The history of the Dublin Group must therefore 

be discussed in the context of this, and with reference to the civic encouragement of 

the domestic industry in Ireland for improvement on a broader scale. This premise is 

supported throughout this thesis by the examination of a selection of newspaper 

advertisements published by Brooks, Miller and Ford in some prominent Dublin 

newspapers throughout the 1740s. In the context of similar native luxury goods, 

these advertisements for Irish-made mezzotints include individual assertions of Irish 

identification, but they also demonstrate the rival competitiveness in mezzotint 

portraiture reproduction in the context of the Irish and English commercial market.  

Throughout part two of this project these advertisements will be evaluated 

both for their language and their appearance as elements of paratext, using a similar 

approach that was employed by Neil McKendrick for his study of George 

Packwood’s elaborate advertising campaign during the eighteenth century.
153

 

McKendrick’s work is useful as a general framework for examining the Dublin 

Group advertisements for single-sheet mezzotint printmaking. These notices are 

important bibliographical documents that can often be read as a response to 

consumer behaviour and the market for portraiture reproduction. Furthermore, the 

language used in these advertisements can show the ways in which these engravers 

publicly identified themselves within Dublin during the 1740s. McKendrick also 

argues that by limiting a study of this kind to one decade (and in his case to only one 

practitioner) this approach is useful in giving “a more concentrated flavour of the 

prevailing advertising practices”, and in doing so the author has been able to 

thoroughly identify the many facets of the language used in advertisements, such as 

the inventive puffery that was utilised throughout the eighteenth century.
154

 With 

regard to mezzotint reproduction by the Dublin Group, these public expressions 

through the Irish newspapers are important: these advertisements can be interpreted 

as a response to the domestic industrial expansion of Dublin and to the engravers’ 
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cultural placement within this small commercial proximity of Cork Hill. They are 

also useful reflections of Ireland’s colonial status during the eighteenth century.   
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Historical Context and the Dublin Group 

 

Chapter One: The Dublin and London Print Trades: an Historical Overview 

Up until the end of the seventeenth century the most enduring and distinctive 

feature of the English book trade, according to John Feather, was the long-standing 

and often failed attempt to regulate all printed material.
155

 Unlike the trade in other 

emerging European commercial centres, the early-modern English print trade was 

inherently insular. Accordingly, the development of English copyright law, along 

with an officiated stationers’ guild system, would have had an indirect yet crucial 

influence on the development of single-sheet printmaking in Ireland during the 

1740s. This section will provide a wide historical context for the existence of 

mezzotint portraiture in Ireland by drawing on the historical and political 

circumstances of London and Dublin from the preceding era. Indeed, the commercial 

expansion of the printed goods market – and consequently the market for mezzotint 

– can be traced back to earlier political and social events during and following the 

Restoration. A number of factors had direct bearings on the flourishing print industry 

in Dublin: the historic attempts made to regulate and censor all printed output during 

the Exclusion Crisis; the eventual deposition of James II; the effects of Jacobitism; 

and the collapse of the stationers’ guild and copyright system. This can be noted 

especially in the variety of printed goods and practitioners, including the products of 

copperplate engravers and single-sheet printmakers, which appeared on the 

commercial markets in London and Dublin. By the eighteenth century there was 

indeed a growing middle-class market for single-sheet reproductive portraiture in the 

mezzotint technique. But what were the circumstances that led to the growth of the 

market for mezzotint portraiture? 

More broadly speaking, changes in art patronage, from royal commissions to 

public consumption, can be linked to the historic changes within the monarchical 

power structures in post-Restoration England.  Significant political changes during 

the late seventeenth century can be evidently reflected in eighteenth-century 
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consumer behaviour.
156

 Therefore, many of these broader factors and events simply 

cannot be ignored when discussing the general historical context of the Dublin 

Group. Furthermore, given the relatively small and interconnected nature of the Irish 

print industry (especially in Dublin during the 1740s), it is important to acknowledge 

the contentious history of the Dublin reprint book trade in relation to London; both 

centres were intrinsically linked on cultural as well as commercial levels. Therefore, 

the aim of this historical overview is to establish the appropriate cultural placement 

of the Dublin Group within book history, as well as within the broader historical 

context of early-modern Britain.
157

 

i. Regulation of Print (Restoration History and Print Culture) 

Long before the eighteenth century there were regulatory structures set in 

place to manage the printed output in England. But despite many formal efforts, print 

censorship in England was only ever implemented with varying degrees of success. 

Ecclesiastical printing was the initial source for most print production, but by the 

sixteenth century London-based printers were being patronised and then heavily 

regulated by monarchs and governing administrations.
158

 For this purpose the official 

regulatory body, the Company of Stationers, was used as a means of organising and 

controlling the entire English print industry.
159

 However, the escalating volume of 

printed material from this century onwards would soon lead to an irrepressible and 

dynamic commercial industry. But how did the commercial development of printed 

material emerge with such rapidity in the lead up to the eighteenth century? 

The company responsible for all publications, the English Stock, was situated 

in London within close proximity to both the central English governing body and the 

established universities of Oxford and Cambridge. By the early seventeenth century, 

the English monarchy had given an official order to enforce the registration of all 
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printed titles, and to grant official licences only to company members.
160

 Essentially, 

the formal registration of titles through this company was designed as a long-term, 

albeit overly ambitious, means of managing and restricting the escalating scale of the 

entire English print industry. Hence the company had also censored all allegedly 

undesirable printed materials, particularly those which were deemed to be subversive 

and anti-monarchical.  

Within the context of the Reformation, most censorship had been imposed on 

printed works that expressed politically seditious or pro-Catholic sentiments.
161

  

Political discourse through print and manuscript was soon beyond the power of the 

censor, as the dissemination of anonymous publishing had expanded to an ever wider 

and increasingly literate audience. Sometimes drastic measures were employed as an 

attempt to control the level of unfavourable printed output, such as the public 

burning of Lutheran texts in the 1550s. However, the inevitable expansion of the 

print trade, both during and after this period, became a major concern for the English 

monarchy. 

England had a long-standing history of imposing legal constraints on the 

domestic print trade, especially those designed to prevent foreign printers from 

working in England. Throughout the sixteenth century, rigorous limitations were 

placed on all imported and domestically produced texts. Restrictions on printed 

goods a century later could only be seen as a continuation of this trend.
162

 The 

attempted regulation of all printed material, whether or not it was “officially” 

published, meant that the entire English print trade was under severe legal duress 

from the mid-sixteenth century onwards.  

Despite the strict directive within the earlier period of English print culture 

the concentration of printing activity around London during the seventeenth century 

was becoming financially advantageous for a number of official and non-official 

printers. These practitioners would in turn spark the initial commercialisation of print 

in London that would eventually be spread to developing print centres in Ireland and 

Scotland. Such commercialisation can also be attributed to the politically charged 
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atmosphere created both during and after the English civil wars.
163

 During the early 

modern period, publicly disseminated print became the most important mode of 

expression for political dissent, and is therefore reflected in the volume of political 

material published from this time onwards. However, the market for a much broader 

variety of popular printing (especially in the form of chap-books and periodicals) 

was also expanding. Population and literacy levels had both increased, and thus the 

book trade in England became a self-perpetuating industry for other forms of printed 

material that were not religious or political in nature. In reference to Ireland, Ó 

Ciosáin alludes to the unusually high population surge in the lead up to the 1750s, 

and notes the significance of Ireland’s advantageous position as a major export 

country for England in the grain and textile industries.
164

 More specifically, Dickson 

has identified four stages in the economic development of Ireland during the 

eighteenth century, which explains the importance of the 1740s as a decade of 

significant commercial expansion. Dickson states that the years between 1730 and 

1775 (particularly the mid 1740s, which is the historical focus of this dissertation) 

were “critical years of economic growth” for Ireland; in this period all commercial 

sectors grew substantially.
165

 This economic surge can be especially noted after 

1731, following the establishment of the Dublin Society. Indeed, the close proximity 

of Ireland to London was a crucial factor in the commercial development of the 

export centres at Dublin, Cork and Belfast in the lead up to the eighteenth century. 

International trade networks across Europe, particularly with the dominant 

influence of London, were at this time stimulating global economic communications 

on a broader scale. Within these networks emerged the demand for a more effective 

mode of disseminating information, especially through the international mercantile 

trades and governing administrations. Therefore, a variety of printed material – often 

ephemeral in nature – was being exploited by the growing print industries. By the 

late seventeenth century, London had developed into one of the largest and most 

influential urban centres in this regard. Along with official printing came an array of 

other publicly accessible printed products, such as almanacs and periodicals. As 
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previously stated, these formats emerged as a result of both the political and social 

context as a means of direct public expression. It is worth noting that single-sheet 

broadsides were often printed for the purpose of being read aloud to an illiterate 

public.166 In this sense, the format served as an inclusive communicative tool that 

functioned as a form of entertainment or had a didactic use. Therefore, the broadside 

format – which arguably led to the commercial exploitation and development of 

other single-sheet formats, such as portraiture – also had an important informative 

purpose for the rapid communication of current affairs. 

Despite the growing market for these new formats, most printing at this time 

was conducted in an official capacity, and financial privileges and patents were only 

granted to the exclusive position of the King’s Printer. These court-patented 

practitioners included a limited number of individual printers who were specifically 

chosen for official governmental publishing in London. Printing from Oxford and 

Cambridge universities had also helped to concentrate the majority of commercial 

printing in the London area. However, from the seventeenth century onwards 

provincial English printers were beginning to appear, thus print production expanded 

outwards to reach a much wider audience. Arguably, didactic printing, along with 

the printing output under the King’s patent, had indeed motivated other early English 

printers on a commercial level. As the seventeenth century progressed, the English 

print industry was rapidly becoming a profitable and flourishing area of business for 

many ambitious practitioners who saw the profits to be gained from exploiting this 

growing market.167 

The public dissemination of regulated material led to a growth in, and a 

corresponding demand for, unofficial and publicly accessible printed texts.  For 

example, unregistered printed material which had been issued by anonymous 

pamphleteers could be used to express political opinion critical of the monarchy. As 

this type of printing grew, it was becoming evident that the legal constraints formally 

issued under the King’s patent system could no longer control the volume of printed 

material, or the scale of the print trade itself.  Most of this unofficial material had in 
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fact articulated some of the crucial changes which were occurring more generally 

within the political and monarchical system in England at this time. Therefore, the 

political context in the lead up to the English Licensing Act of 1662 deserves closer 

evaluation.  

The role of the monarch was undergoing important challenges during the 

seventeenth century that would eventually change the shape of both the political and 

commercial character of England.168 As anti-Catholic sentiment strengthened on an 

official level, the print trades increasingly became the main public platform for 

dissenter expression and loyalist reaction.169 Monarchical control of the press was 

being quickly exerted through some advanced legal measures. However, the official 

attempts to suppress printed output would only symbolise the instability of the 

monarchy during the late seventeenth century. Directly following the Restoration, 

the English Printing or Licensing Act (1662) was introduced as a new attempt by the 

government and monarchy to regulate and censor the rapidly expanding print trade in 

England.170 The new government ordered that all printed material, printers, and 

presses had to be registered at the Stationers’ Company and that the publishers of 

any seditious material were charged with libel. As Catholicism was still the 

predominant religion in Ireland and parts of Scotland, this monarchical debate was 

frequently disputed through the medium of print.171 Despite these measures, the 

volume of political printing still continued to escalate.172 

The Jacobite rebellions in Scotland occurred directly before and during the 

period in which mezzotint reproduction flourished in Dublin. It is impossible to 

ignore the potential influence that these two events may have had on the experiences 

of the engravers, particularly in 1745, when the British monarchy feared that similar 
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rebellions could easily happen in Ireland.173 Although both rebellions were defeated, 

the level of support expressed for the exiled monarchs (the Old and Young 

“Pretender”) persisted for a long period thereafter, a fact which is greatly reflected in 

the print production throughout the period. The political context within which the 

Dublin mezzotint engravers emerged was indeed a highly charged and historically 

transforming era. Ireland was ruled by the predominantly Tory-led Privy Council of 

Ireland, from 1711 to 1714 but was later replaced by a Whig majority. The dominant 

Protestant Ascendancy in Ireland during the eighteenth century was represented by a 

limited parliament in Dublin. Ireland was governed by a British Lord Lieutenant, and 

contained an increasing volume of absentee landlords and seasonal Protestant 

residents. Under Poynings’ Law, Irish Catholics, who made up the majority of the 

Irish population, were culturally and socially stifled.
174

 The severity of these 

restrictions on Catholics increased with the gradual incursion of the Penal Laws 

(1704), which forbade all Catholics from voting, land-ownership and entering public 

office.  

Literacy rates in Ireland during the eighteenth century are difficult to 

interpret. For instance, Barnard acknowledges that there was a predominant focus on 

education in the English language. As a result, literacy was mostly concentrated 

within Protestant urban parts of the country, much to the detriment of the native Irish 

language, and the majority of the population who were Irish-speakers.175 As a result, 

there was an uneven distribution of education and literacy, which could be especially 

seen across the provincial areas of Ireland. In the broader historical context it is vital 

to acknowledge that the legal restrictions placed on the Catholic and Irish-speaking 

populace meant that Irish Catholics (that is, the majority of the population of Ireland 

at this time) were both excluded from the market (mostly on socio-economic terms) 

as well as being excluded from participation in the domestic print industry itself. As 

Barnard acknowledges:  
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The gulf widened between those able, if they chose, to cooperate with 

the new English order and to participate fully in trade and law and 

those who, because of the language that they spoke and lack of 

literacy, were athwart these worlds.176 

The impact that the Protestant Ascendency had on the commercial market in 

Dublin during the 1740s was therefore inevitable. It is not surprising that most of the 

sitters depicted in mezzotint portraiture by the Dublin Group during the 1740s are of 

the peerage and nobility of Ireland. Therefore, as with many commercial 

practitioners of the Dublin print trade, the single-sheet mezzotint printmakers were 

marketing their wares towards a limited percentage of the Irish population. 

Nevertheless, in the lead up to the eighteenth century both the control of the 

monarchy, and the power which had previously been exerted by the Stationers’ 

Company, had already been substantially limited. As the market for a wider variety 

of printed goods expanded, the English Stationers’ Company was becoming 

increasingly ineffective. After the Glorious Revolution, the failure of the Printing 

Act of 1662 could be taken as a reflection of this ineffectiveness, and the act lapsed 

in 1695 without renewal.
177

 Therefore, the beginning of the eighteenth century 

marked the period known as “the freedom of the press”, which had a lasting impact 

on the market for both printed and other commercial goods. By the eighteenth 

century there was an uncontrollable acceleration of print and most importantly, the 

growth of print practitioners of various modes that encouraged the commercialisation 

of both the London and the Dublin print trade. This expansion also had some 

significant ramifications for the consumer market itself.  

ii. The Expansion of the Print Market 

What came with the surge of printing activity during the late seventeenth 

century and later was an increase in the actual market for other printed and 

commercial goods. This consumption was deeply reflected in the wider variety of 

luxury and functional (or necessary) goods that were now readily available on the 

market. Weatherill debates the appropriate definition of “necessity” when applied to 

goods consumption within the late seventeenth century context, and therefore a 
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degree of caution must be used when discussing early-modern consumption 

patterns.178 But throughout the eighteenth century this commercial demand had also 

evidently been extended to the British provinces. As a result, the growth of import 

and domestic trading in centres such as Dublin would have lasting consequences on 

the commercial monopoly in London.  

Previously England had also been involved in costly foreign trade disputes, 

firstly with France in the Nine Years’ War (1689-97) and later with Spain during the 

War of Succession (1701-14), a conflict which would substantially increase the 

national debt, but cultivated the expansion of colonial and international trade. The 

economic effects of this expansion can be noted throughout the eighteenth century 

on many levels. For instance, the establishment of the Bank of England in 1694 now 

meant that there was an availability of credit within the domestic market. The South 

Sea Company, formed in 1711, was a joint-stock venture designed to consolidate the 

British national debt with a view to expand trade with Spanish and South American 

colonies. This came into effect after the signing of the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713.  

But by 1720 the company failed to develop international trade as they had hoped, 

and stock prices plummeted drastically leading to a disastrous collapse. The event 

became known as the “South Sea Bubble”, and an act was passed in June of that year 

insisting that all joint-stock companies must be incorporated by a Royal Charter. 

    Despite this, and bolstered by England’s colonial expansion, the eighteenth 

century became a period of immense economic growth, providing the domestic 

market with many imported commodities, including an array of silks, teas, and 

coffee. Access to foreign markets introduced many new varieties of functional 

household and luxury goods to the British consumer. The availability of credit 

during this time would also affect the shape and variety of the English manufacturing 

industries.  

Weatherill argues that by the mid 1720s in England, there was a marked 

increase in new forms of novel domestic goods, such as pictures, clocks and curtains, 

along with a variety of chinaware that was often more decorative than functional. By 

this time, many of these household furniture items were being produced in England 
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and sold directly to the domestic market.179 There were also changes occurring within 

the social stratification of society itself during this period, changes which were also 

indicative of the diverse market for mezzotint portraiture. Despite a lack of archival 

records, it is fair to speculate that there was indeed a growing middle rank market 

outside of the aristocracy with interests in the consumption of affordable luxury 

household furnishings that potentially included mezzotint reproduction. According to 

Weatherill, this type of market in England included high-ranking gentry, lower 

professionals such as merchants, farmers, yeomen. But she also argues that this 

market may have included craftsmen who possessed “distinctly consumerist tastes 

and a need to assert their position in society through ownership of goods”.180 

The domestic print industry in England was still largely dependent on 

suppliers from the continent, especially for resources such as higher quality paper. 

But by the early eighteenth century, the home print trade was a growing incentive for 

the production and sale of domestically-produced goods.181 By then the print industry 

no longer simply catered for the functional demands of official governmental 

printing, religious instruction, and education. During the eighteenth century, there 

was a growing taste for wider and varied printed material. Most of these items were 

affordable materials such as chapbooks, ballads, almanacs, newspapers, but there 

was also a growing market for engraved maps and prints.  Serving the purpose of 

being both informative and entertaining, many of these items were sold alongside 

ephemeral material such as handbills and trade cards, which were sold in print shops 

or by street pedlars.  

The frequent appearance of relatively inexpensive goods, such as broadsheet 

ballads, now meant that print production was no longer confined as previously to an 

exclusive aristocratic market or those who could afford to buy printed goods. By 

now popular print culture was expanding to a much wider audience. For example, 

the printing of ballads as public broadside ballads during the eighteenth century now 

usually contained woodcut images, and would be sold on the street by hawkers as 
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well as in bookshops.182 Raven refers to broadside ballads that were printed by 

booksellers who “intended them to be read or sung”.183 Therefore, such goods and 

the supplementary illustrations (in this case woodcuts) were also used to reach a 

wider audience. 

Also, the public display of print in this mode suggests that printed goods had 

also become an important feature of early-modern communication, especially with 

regard to a largely illiterate populace. The English book trade itself was by then self-

perpetuating through a general increase in literacy levels; indeed the more widely 

distributed printed text became, the more demand for books increased.184 There were 

many ways in which rising literacy levels during the eighteenth century had 

impacted on the commercial market for printmaking. The ownership of books and 

other printed material such as luxury household items was an important cultural 

development in eighteenth-century social life. No longer confined to a limited 

audience, the overall growth and variety of luxury commodities in this period is 

reflected in the amount of goods that were now available on the market.185 

The influence of education and children’s book publishing now had a huge 

impact on the commercial expansion of the printed goods market. The growth of 

readership in England during the eighteenth century was in many ways concurrent 

with the development of chapbooks and children’s publications more generally, most 

of which would be affordable to the general public. It is significant that these 

publications, often containing abridged versions of famous adventure stories, could 

also have been marketed towards adult readers.
186

 Michael Harris argues that there 

was indeed a link between the educational book market and the picture industry. By 

the mid-eighteenth century, graphic illustrations (usually woodcuts) were frequently 

included within such publications or sometimes issued as an entirely separate 

supplement to the book. Therefore, the inclusion of these illustrations would have 
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been designed to give the publication an increased market value.
187

 The lack of 

formality within book binding practices during the eighteenth century may also have 

created a commercial opportunity for the inclusion of affordable popular illustrations 

and supplementary single-sheets with these publications.
188

 Sometimes London 

magazine publishers at this time left specific instructions for binding. For instance, 

publisher, R. Baldwin, junior (at the Rose in Pater-noster Row, London) included 

“Directions to the Bookbinder” after the preface in the London Magazine: or, 

Gentleman’s Monthly Intelligencer (January 1748). Here he specified the exact 

positioning of supplementary appendices and plates, including the titles of fourteen 

views, plans and maps along with their page numbers.189 On a functional level, 

graphic inclusions, in whatever visual format, are contextually significant. 

Educational printing may have required utilising visual cues within the printed image 

for instructive purposes or as a subsidiary to the text itself. Harris notes how this 

practice may have evolved during the eighteenth century due to “the educational 

interests of a string of writing-masters who combined various kinds of teaching with 

engraving and printselling within the London trade”.
190

 This development is 

important as it shows the growing functionality of the printed image during the 

eighteenth century, outside of the book format. The market for both book and 

graphic printed material would evidently be extended to Ireland with some 

significantly lasting consequences, particularly in the form of a hugely competitive 

reprint book trade during the 1740s. 

iii. The Dublin Print Trade 

The print trade in London was not commercially rewarding for all aspiring 

print and booksellers during the early eighteenth century. But this factor did not 

discourage the flurry of printing activity during the 1740s within other burgeoning 

centres such as Dublin. The activity within the provincial areas can however be 

directly related to the nature and structure of the London book trade. In London there 
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was a small cartel of successfully trading booksellers (also known as “the conger”) 

that had developed after the Printing Act lapsed between 1679 and 1685. This group 

of powerful booksellers had worked jointly to protect the copyright ownership of 

titles from the growing threat of book piracy.191 As a result, this group evolved into a 

dominant union of copyright owners and were collectively proficient in maintaining 

a commercially profitable monopoly over the entire wholesale and domestic book 

market in England. At this time commercial trade at home and abroad was 

burgeoning throughout the British Empire. Challenges to the conger’s monopoly had 

thus materialised with the increasing threat of competition from the Scottish and 

Irish print trades.  

The Dublin reprint book trade in particular had a major effect on English 

printing and selling practices. Many Irish booksellers would undercut the retail 

prices set by the English publisher and copyright owners, which often gave the Irish 

booksellers a competitive advantage. This practice culminated during the 1740s with 

booksellers such as George Faulkner dominating the reprint book market. During 

this decade, the flourishing print trade in Dublin, along with the supporting print-

related industries, also fostered some of the ideal circumstances for mezzotint 

production at Cork Hill.192 Also, many leading reprint booksellers in Dublin during 

the 1740s were affiliated with members of the Dublin Group, such as Brooks and 

Miller, and indeed many booksellers and engravers had operated within an extremely 

close proximity to each other in Dublin at this time.193 But before paying closer 

attention to the individual histories of the Dublin Group engravers, and their 

connections within the Dublin book trade, it is necessary to briefly examine the 

general organisation and structure of the Irish book trade before this point in order to 

provide a wider historical context for the Dublin Group. 

In Dublin, the guild of St. Luke the Evangelist was officially chartered in 

1670 as the stationers’ guild of Dublin.194 The accession of William III (William of 

Orange) and Mary II to the English throne in 1689 was followed in Ireland by the 

signing of the Treaty of Limerick (1691).195 As part of the attempt to suppress 
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Catholicism, the guild would only officially accept – and for the most part represent 

– the Protestant members of the Dublin print trade.196 The restricted membership 

significantly marginalised a large proportion of the Dublin print industry including 

many practitioners from various different printing factions, such as woodcut 

illustration and copperplate engraving. Despite the commendable research conducted 

by Pollard and Phillips, it is therefore difficult to make a complete assessment of the 

eighteenth century print trade. According to Pollard, the signing of the Treaty of 

Limerick meant that “peripheral trades such as papermaking and engraving, together 

with most of the work force, were almost unrepresented” and it is worth noting that 

nearly half of the entries listed within Pollard’s Dictionary are in fact not included in 

the guild records.197 Therefore, an examination of the guild records is not the most 

effective method of assessing the scope of the Dublin print trade. 

However, it is evident that many trades did survive and indeed became 

specialised during the 1740s. For example, outside of book printing and selling, there 

were approximately ninety-eight listed copperplate engravers, and print and map 

printers operating from Dublin during the early to mid-eighteenth century.198 Most of 

the copperplate engravers in the 1740s worked primarily in mapmaking and for the 

book trade in the production of frontispieces.199 In order to provide a sense of the 

scale of the Dublin print industry at that time, an approximation can be made using 

Pollard’s appendix listings of individuals who had operated within the following 

areas of print production: thirty-five papermakers, twelve paper merchants, twelve 

specialist printers (mostly music-sheet sellers), nine tool suppliers (including paper 

moulds, presses and ink), and at least ten type-founders. All of these supporting 

industries had existed at roughly the same time in which the Dublin Group were 

active, and this would indicate that the engravers had ready access to tools and 

resources for single-sheet printmaking.  

Although their religious affiliations remain undocumented, most of the 

members of the Dublin Group were not listed within the St. Luke guild records. It is 
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possible that some of these engravers, including McArdell came from Catholic 

backgrounds.200 These mezzotint engravers, along with other non-guild members, 

may have strategically situated themselves within particularly commercialised areas 

of the city such as Dame Street, Essex Street and Cork Hill for practical purposes.201 

Exclusion from the guild on religious grounds was not the only factor that caused the 

marginalisation experienced by many members of the Dublin print trade. According 

to Phillips, an Irish version of the London conger system existed. It consisted of 

three main booksellers: George Risk, George Ewing and William Smith, between 

1726 and 1744. However, this group was not as dominant or as consistently active as 

publishers when compared with the London version.202 Furthermore, an organised or 

sophisticated book trade agency in Ireland would also be seen as a potential 

commercial threat to the book trade in London. The historical exploitation of Dublin 

as the site of a commercial print trade began in the early seventeenth century, when 

the Stationers’ Company in London obtained a patent to expand the commercial 

operation to Ireland.203 London booksellers habitually saturated the Irish market with 

books and other printed goods, thus making it difficult for Dublin publishers to 

expand commercially on any level outside the sphere of official printing activity. 

However, during the first half of the eighteenth century, when the English economy 

saw an expansion of the commercial goods market, the activity of reprinting English 

titles began to emerge in Dublin, much to the indignation of the London booksellers. 

This activity was also bolstered by the legal ambiguity of the Statute of Anne, the 

1710 Copyright Act. But how did the earlier dynamics of the Dublin print trade lead 

to the emergence of book reprinting from Ireland? 

 The Irish print trade was loosely based on the English version, but the high 

percentage of guild exclusion had, arguably, encouraged strong interrelation within 

various printing roles. In terms of structure there were three specialised divisions of 

significance. Firstly, there were the master-printers who produced high quality press 

production, and had usually included the words “printed by” on their title pages. 

These printers specialised in the technical aspects of printing only, and therefore did 
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not usually act as selling agents for the books that they had produced. The master-

printer booksellers, on the other hand, were the second kind of printers existing in 

Ireland during this time. Phillips makes a distinction between these printers by 

identifying the words “printed by and for” which appeared on their imprints. These 

members of the Irish print trade acted as publishers as well as printers. After this 

group there were the so-called “irregulars” who had produced titles, usually smaller 

in quantity, and slightly inferior in terms of their physical production.204 This last 

group of printers (similar in ways to the master-printers) usually included the text 

“printed by” on their publication titles. This factor would indicate that the irregulars 

had a more detached or distanced relationship to the copyright of the titles that they 

had produced.205  

Many members of the Dublin book trade, especially those who were active at 

the same time as the mezzotint engravers, fell into the second category of printers, 

including some of the leading booksellers during the 1740s such as George Faulkner, 

James Hoey and James Esdall. By the 1740s, booksellers such as Faulkner (who was 

dubbed “the prince of Dublin printers” by Swift) provided an unusual and frustrating 

challenge to the London print trade.206 Due to a legal loophole in the Copyright Act 

of 1710, the restrictions imposed by the British government had failed to legally 

prevent book reprint activity from Dublin and Scotland. This loophole was greatly 

utilised by the Irish booksellers who could make a profit through issuing reprinted 

titles that were sold at a competitively lower price and marketed towards the 

provincial English market. London booksellers complained about the presence of 

these so-called “piracies”, which were by this stage saturating their previously 

monopolised market. Yet Irish booksellers (and later Irish book historians) argued 

that, at least on technical grounds, the Copyright Act of 1710 did not officially apply 

to the books that were printed in Ireland; in essence, this act was only concerned 

with those reprinted titles which were sold in Ireland. Therefore, the reprinting 
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activity that was flourishing in Dublin at this time could not technically be 

considered illegal.207 

Despite huge resentment in London, most Dublin booksellers were 

unapologetic about their book reprinting activities. In some instances even Anglo-

Irish authors, such as Jonathan Swift, often expressed sympathy for the Irish 

booksellers regarding London’s dominance over the domestic Irish market.208 

However, the English book publishers did frequently undermine and stifle the 

progression of a legitimate book trade in Dublin, and they did so by selling cheaper 

titles directly to the Dublin market. Therefore, it is understandable that aspiring 

booksellers in Dublin would acquire and then reprint popular texts that they would 

then proceed to sell to the provincial markets in England. To a certain extent, this 

practice provided employment for the Irish bookseller who could not compete with 

or purchase copyrights for London titles on the domestic market. Also, these Irish 

printers were catering for the growing demand for titles in markets outside of 

London.209 

However, some book historians have rightly questioned the actual impact that 

Irish book reprinting had on the London trade. Due to a lack in archival records, the 

volume of reprinted titles from Ireland and the number that had actually appeared 

within the English provincial markets cannot be conclusively ascertained. Also, a 

lack of distribution and sale records for these titles also leaves the topic open to 

speculation. On this note, Raven suggests that the impact of Irish reprints on the 

English print trade was probably not substantial because these publications “were 

never imported in sufficient numbers nor aimed at the right targets to pose an 

effective direct challenge to the London booksellers”.210 

With increased pressure from the London booksellers, and authors such as 

Richardson, the British government was eventually forced to pass an amendment to 
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the Copyright Act in order to protect the interests of the London conger.211 In the 

broader sense, flourishing print activity in Dublin during this time may also have 

helped to expand the printed luxury goods industry.212 The availability of printing 

resources meant that there was an increased opportunity to exploit the print market at 

home. Access to these resources had also encouraged the production of other forms 

of printing, such as single-sheet printmaking. As a consequence, the Irish reprint 

trade would continue to expand in various ways right up until the Act of Union in 

1801. 

iv. The Development of Dublin’s Commercial Industries c. 1730 to 1750 

 The growing industries in Dublin during the eighteenth century had not 

developed to serve the English market. Domestic demand sustained them. The 

appearance of single-sheet portrait prints and other printed images in Ireland during 

the 1740s represents the burgeoning market at home, as well as Dublin’s broader 

connection to global trade networks. From the earlier part of the century, Dublin 

printers were relying heavily on English and foreign suppliers. The importation of 

raw materials, such as a high quality paper, was indeed crucial for single-sheet 

printmaking in mezzotint. But what is significant is the extent to which Irish-made 

goods, such as these mezzotints, were sold to the domestic market. By examining 

newspaper advertisements in this period, it is evident that there was a growing 

domestic market between c. the 1730s and the 1750s. These decades saw the 

emergence of other indigenous and sometimes closely-related crafts, some of which 

will be more closely dealt with further on.213 But a number of social, economic and 

political events and circumstances – unique to Ireland – led to the encouragement of 

luxury craft production (and consumption) in Dublin. Therefore, in order to provide 

a wider context for the Dublin Group, the history of single-sheet mezzotint 

production in Dublin during the 1740s must be viewed with consideration for a 

number of key historical events and social developments. 
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There were a number of legislative developments with regard to the legal 

status of Ireland that would affect the political and economic character of Dublin 

before the 1740s.  In particular, the exportation of woollen cloths and cattle from 

Ireland was stifled by the Navigation Acts (1671, 1685), the Wool Acts (1699) and 

earlier with the Cattle Act (1667). These laws prevented Ireland from direct 

participation in the burgeoning trade routes to the English colonies. Powell notes that 

the economic restrictions “ensured that Ireland could not pose a threat to British 

trade” thus, at least economically, reinforcing Ireland’s colonial or subordinate 

status.
214

 William Molyneux (1656-1698) was outspoken on this issue in The Case of 

Ireland’s being Bound by Acts of Parliament in England, Stated (1698), his core 

argument being that Ireland was in fact a separate Kingdom according to ancient 

common law. Dickson notes that the continual printing of Molyneux’s pamphlet in 

Dublin at this time was important as “a bracing counter-narrative to the dominant 

imperial interpretation of Ireland’s constitutional status” – indeed, Molyneux’s 

sentiments would be felt for a long time afterwards.
215

  Despite growing resentment 

from the mercantile class, the Declaratory Act (1720) soon affirmed British legal and 

administrative power over Ireland and the Empire in general. Throughout the next 

two decades, the Dublin Corporation and the Merchants’ guild appealed to amend 

these restrictions on trade, but faced resistance from parliament.
216

  

The economic autonomy of Ireland with regard to domestic trade was a much 

debated topic through the mode of print during the eighteenth century, particularly in 

the early 1720s with regard to the minting of silver coins for Ireland. Wood’s 

Halfpence crisis (1722-4) emerged when William Wood, an ironmaster and minter 

from Wolverhampton, was granted permission through a patent to manufacture 

farthings and halfpence in Ireland at a time when there was a shortage in silver 

coinage. The negative reaction to this in Ireland was extensive, culminating in 

Jonathan Swift’s famous series of seven anonymously printed pamphlets, The 
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Drapier’s Letters (1724-1735). Swift heavily criticised Wood’s halfpence for being 

inferior, and echoing Molyneux’s earlier work from 1698, he also strongly called for 

the legal reform of Irish rights in general. Previously, Swift lobbied for domestic 

support of Irish manufacture in his  publication, A Proposal for the Universal Use of 

Irish Manufacture in Cloaths and Furniture of Houses etc. utterly Rejecting and 

Renouncing Everything wearable that comes from England (1720). Swift’s appeal to 

the wider mercantile audience in Dublin at this time would have a lasting effect of 

cultivating a patriotic movement within Dublin politics.
217

  

The earlier patriot movement, led in the 1740s by Charles Lucas’ election 

campaign in 1748-9, arguably paved the way for late eighteenth-century movements 

concerning political liberty in Ireland, such as the Catholic Committee (c. 1766) and 

the Volunteers in the 1770s. Before then, Lucas’ vocal criticisms of the Dublin 

Corporation in the late 1740s roused public sentiment for more autonomy in local 

Irish parliament. His campaign was largely sustained through the mode of print.
218

 

Mezzotint portraits of Lucas and M.P. Tottenham (from a famous earlier patriotic 

event in 1731) were sold in Dublin in this time,
 219 

and illustrate an atmosphere of 

political turbulence. However, dissenter support was quickly dispelled by the forced 

exile of Lucas, his printer, James Esdall, and the reprimanding of Lucas’ followers, 

including a Dublin Group mezzotint engraver named Andrew Miller.
220

 But in 

Ireland the growing dissatisfaction with the lack of political liberty at local 

parliament was evident in the 1750s, when MP and undertaker, Henry Boyle (1682-

1764), refused to support the return of the treasury surplus revenue to London. The 

Money Bill of 1753 was successfully defeated, and Boyle was supported by many, 

including the Earl of Kildare. He was quickly dismissed from office by the Duke of 

Dorset, only to be reinstated in 1755. The event was famously and widely celebrated 

in Dublin as an early act of Irish patriotism.
221

 Incidentally, Brooks’ reproduced an 

almost whole-length mezzotint portrait of Boyle, which is now in the National 
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Library of Ireland. The portrait shows Boyle with his hand placed on what appears to 

be a bill containing the words “Majesty a Duty &c” visibly inscribed on the page.222    

After the Glorious Revolution, Ireland was badly affected by post-war food 

shortages from the late seventeenth century and early eighteenth century period, 

particularly during the 1720s and the severe famine of 1740-1.
223

 Despite growing 

poverty crises, no Poor Law existed in Ireland. However, a number of charitable 

institutions did appear in an attempt to alleviate poverty. Many of these short-lived 

and specifically-orientated schemes were set up by the Corporation or Church of 

Ireland parish collections for the poor but with varying degrees of success. The first 

city Workhouse in Dublin was established in c.1703, and is indicative of the growing 

wide-spread poverty at this time; a large portion of rural paupers and beggars 

appeared in Dublin at this time, often as a result of settlement displacement, agrarian 

changes, and rural food shortages.
224

 There was also a wide-spread threat of disease 

at this time, which led to various types of newspaper-led quackery. Advertisements 

frequently appeared for dubious medicinal cures and remedies, such as Tar water, 

which was believed to cure rheumatism among other ailments.
225

 

Many charity Schools and societies were established in Ireland under the 

patronage of individual benefactors, such as Lord Primate of Ireland, Archbishop 

Hugh Boulter (1762-1742). Boulter first came to Dublin in 1724 and was Lord 

Primate of Ireland until his death in 1742. Although his opposition to the Toleration 

Act and his loyal Whig assertions made him quite unpopular in Dublin, he was 

nonetheless an active supporter of charitable schemes in Ireland at times of grave 

social crisis. As well as endorsing the establishment of the charter schools in Ireland 

(designed for the education of poor Protestant children and converts) Boulter also 

made a number of charitable contributions to the poor in Dublin city during his 

tenure, especially during the famine crisis of 1740-1. In particular, he supported the 

establishment of a free-food aid system to the poor of the city when several weeks of 
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freezing weather conditions left local industry in disarray, and essential food 

provisions were in short supply. Initiatives such as this helped to ease the negative 

effects of the resulting poor harvest and higher food prices.
226

 Boulter also provided 

medical assistance to the poor through his connection to apothecaries in Drogheda 

and Armagh.
227

  

In 1742, a mezzotint portrait of Boulter was reproduced by John Brooks after 

Irish artist, Francis Bindon (c. 1690-1765), perhaps as an acknowledgement of these 

efforts. The original portrait, now housed in Trinity College Dublin, was advertised 

along with reference to the mezzotint reproduction just months before Boulter’s 

death. A newspaper notice announced that there would be a public exhibition of this 

portrait at the Dublin workhouse that year.
228

 The wider market for Boulter’s image 

is evident in the creation and sale of a mezzotint reproduction. The portrait itself is a 

visual depiction of the Archbishop in his capacity as a benefactor of poor relief. He 

is represented in full-length surrounded by several impoverished figures, a symbol of 

his response to the pressing food shortage crisis through the charitable food scheme.  

A number of philanthropic efforts were indeed instigated by individual 

benefactors, but overall charitable societies were slow to emerge in the early 

eighteenth century. Poor relief was often absent at times when it was desperately 

required, especially in a crisis during the late 1720s with regard to the largely 

populated Dublin weavers.
229

 Therefore, a range of social charitable clubs and 

societies did materialise throughout the century. But many focused on specific types 

of impoverishment, with the Committee of Merchants in Dublin being one of the 

most successful. Moreover, the Charitable Musical Society, founded in 1710, also 

seemingly raised much needed funds to the distressed poor in the1740s and 1750s.
230

  

Patronage usually took the form of social and musical benefit events that were 
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frequently advertised in newspapers.
231

 These were often aimed towards the middle-

class or professional gentry market, which during the eighteenth century began to 

assume social responsibility in a more philanthropic manner.  

Indeed, the response to the famine crisis of 1740-1 can be linked to the 

development of other voluntary ‘improving’ institutions from around this time. Kelly 

refers to the charitable Infirmary that was set up in 1718, as well as the establishment 

of the Dublin Society (1731), Mercer’s (1734) and Dr Steevens (1733) hospitals.
232

 

But aside from crisis-focused religious charities, other types of clubs and societies 

emerged in Dublin during the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. These 

included specialist trade-affiliated groups, professional societies, and charitable 

organisations outside the official guilds.
233

 Many were designed to protect the 

welfare of journeymen and their families in times of distress, such as the Society of 

Undertakers and Journeymen Broad-Cloth Weavers and the Society of Journeymen 

Tailors (1674).
234

 In the early eighteenth century, the Dublin woollen trade members 

organised annual parades and feasts in the city. Walsh notes that these often included 

elaborate symbolic public displays, some of which were then adopted by the formal 

guilds.
235

 These events illustrate the impact that trade-related societies had on the 

commercial expansion of Dublin.  

The most important earlier association for the intellectual and cultural 

improvement of Ireland was the Dublin Philosophical Society (1683).236 This society 

was founded by William Molyneux (1656-1698), Sir William Petty (1623-1687) and 

Dr. St. George Ashe (1658-1718), and is often seen as a precursor to the Dublin 

Society, later established by Samuel Madden in 1731. Inspired by the Royal Society 

in London this small group of Dublin intellectuals (including clergymen such as 

Narcissus Marsh) met regularly to discuss philosophy, mathematics and “other polite 

forms of literature” in a private room within a Cork Hill coffee-house. A year later, a 

more formal arrangement was established by the Provost of Trinity College Dublin, 

Robert Huntingdon. Here each week up to thirty-three members would convene. 
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Although short-lived, the society provided “a focus for intellectual activity in Dublin 

life” by drawing on continental societies; without imitating British varieties, such as 

the Kit-Cat Club, the society instigated discourse for future intellectual activity in 

Ireland during the age of Enlightenment.
237

 Later, the Trinity College Dublin 

debating society was established in 1747 by the Irish philosopher and M.P. Edmund 

Burke (1729-1797), who attended the university in Dublin before moving to London. 

This small literary group would eventually become the College Historical Society, 

which is still in operation today. Other political group meetings in the early 1700s 

included: the Whig-orientated Hanover Club, who met at the Rose Tavern, Castle 

Street; the Tory meeting points at the Oxmantown coffee-house (Church Street) and 

the Fleece Tavern (Fishamble Street); and also the notorious Tory group named the 

Swan Tripe club, who met at the Swan tavern near Cork Hill.
238

 Many of these clubs 

and societies provide social and cultural context for the existence of mezzotint 

engravers in Dublin during the 1740s. Brooks’ Cork Hill workshop was close to 

important venues such as Lucas’ Coffee-house, which was arguably the means in 

which the mezzotint printmaker could reach his targeted clientele.239 

 

The Dublin Group’s collective print output from the 1740s reveals much 

about the civic and cultural development of Dublin. As a domestically-produced 

luxury item, these portraits reflect the burgeoning economic expansion of the city. 

Many of these mezzotint portrait sitters also symbolise the political and social 

history of mid-eighteenth century Ireland. But what did the clientele for such goods 

comprise of during this time? For general context, a summary of professional trades 

and industrial expansion in Dublin in the mid eighteenth century period will 

illustrate the domestic market for luxury goods, including single-sheet prints. 

In Dublin, a growing number from the landed and professional class worked 

in legal business; by 1763 there were upwards of approximately three-hundred 

barristers and around seven-hundred attorneys working and living in Dublin city.240 
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Most Dublin-based legal and medical professionals were trained in London and 

Edinburgh in the first half of the century.241 A large portion of industrial activity in 

the country revolved around the urban port centres at Dublin, Cork, Limerick and 

Belfast. The increased population of Dublin during the eighteenth century made this 

city the chief trading centre within the whole of Ireland. Colm Lennon has estimated 

that Dublin’s population grew from approximately 75,000 in 1710, to roughly 

150,000 fifty years later; therefore, the dominance of Dublin as the main trading port 

of Ireland in the 1740s is unquestionable.242 Although late seventeenth-century 

English export restrictions were placed on the Irish woollen and cattle trade, the 

expansion of the industry in Ireland during the early to middle part of the eighteenth 

century was largely evident in other areas of domestic production, particularly with 

regard to the flax industry.243 The production of linen and other indigenous textile 

goods became a highly successful commodity. Linen was consistently exported from 

Ireland throughout the century. Dublin was also the main distribution channel and 

inter-regional trade centre for the importation of textiles to Ulster, particularly those 

from other counties across Ireland. For instance, woollen fabrics came from 

Kilkenny and Carrick-on-Suir, and Linen yarn from the midlands was brought 

through Dublin before being imported to the Ulster weavers.244  

The Irish linen industry flourished during the early part of the eighteenth 

century.245 Historically, there had already been a large number of French Huguenots 

in Ireland and England working in the linen trade. According to Price, from the late 

seventeenth century onwards there was a significantly large representation of 

Huguenot settlers at the Coombe (the area surrounding the Liberties) who dominated 

the silk weaving trade in this area.246 However, the zones north and west of the Castle 

contained different varieties of cloth manufacturing activity, particularly in the east, 

near Dame Street. The success of the Dublin linen trade is reflected in the growth of 

                                                 
241

 For a close examination of personal connections between Irish lawyers in London, see Craig 

Bailey, Irish London: Middle-Class Migration in the Global Eighteenth Century, Liverpool: 

Liverpool University Press, 2013.  
242

 Colm Lennon “Dublin, part II, 1610 to 1756,” Irish Historic Towns Atlas, no. 19 (Dublin: Royal 

Iris Academy, 2008) 1. 
243

 Patrick Fagan, The Second City: Portrait of Dublin 1700-1760 (Dublin: Branar, 1986) 3 [hereafter: 

Fagan, The Second City]. 
244

 Dickson, “The Place of Dublin in the Eighteenth-Century Irish Economy,” 182. 
245

 Maurice Craig, Dublin, 1660-1860 (Dublin: A Figgis, 1980) 86. 
246

 Price, Dublin 1750 to 1850: spatial distribution and organisation of economic activity, 36. 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

76 

 

employment within many supporting trades such as packing, handling and 

distribution to rural and Ulster bleachers.247 

The establishment of the Board of Trustees of the Linen Manufacturers 

(1711) was designed to encourage and officially manage the trade as an Irish 

industry of domestic orientation. Later, the Linen Hall (1721) was built near the busy 

Dublin port area on the north side near Capel Street.248 At that time this was one of 

Dublin’s main streets connecting the north of the river Liffey to the Custom House 

Quay via Essex Bridge (figure 2). According to Dickson, the establishment of the 

hall in this area “marked the Board’s early commitment to develop Dublin as centre 

of the industry” – this commitment is reflected in the employment and support 

offered to over three-thousand linen weavers working in the linen yarn hall, cotton 

hall, imported flaxseed warehouse, as well as to the many bleaching and printing 

yards situated nearby.249 It could be argued therefore that the successful domestic 

Linen industry in Dublin at this time helped to establish the city’s industrial potential 

within the European trade arena. The formal establishment of the Linen Board could 

also have been a source of inspiration for the Dublin Society (1731). But the vibrant 

linen trade from Dublin was overshadowed in 1783 by the establishment of the 

Belfast Linen Hall, which from that point onwards dominated the trade.250 

 

Fig. 2. The location of the Linen Hall on John Rocque’s Exact Survey of the city and Suburbs of 

Dublin, 1756 (RIA).
251
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A wide variety of goods were imported into Dublin during and before the 

middle of the eighteenth century. Many merchants of various commodities operated 

along the Dublin quays near to Dublin Castle, trading in both imports and 

manufacturing: for example, both timber and wine merchants could be found along 

Usher’s Quay; rope and sail making, and ship-building was concentrated at 

Rogerson’s and George’s Quay; coal was imported from England to Dublin through 

Aston Quay; and George’s quay was the shipping port for imported salt and corn.252 

Within Dublin city, the tanner trade was flourishing; shoe and harness leather was 

successfully exported and sold on Spanish and overseas markets during the 

eighteenth century.253 Several Dublin markets were important outlets for most of the 

city’s commercial activity during the mid eighteenth century with Smithfield market 

(north-west of the Castle) and Ormond market (off upper Ormond quay) being two 

of the most prominent ones.254 A number of other markets operated across Dublin at 

various locations, namely Castle, Clarendon, and Patrick’s Streets and Bull Alley. 

There were also markets at Blackhall Street and Truck Street, which were situated on 

the South side of the Coombe.255  

Dublin was also an important manufacturing centre for the domestic market. 

By 1742 a successful parliament-funded Ulster canal scheme was in operation 

between Lough Neagh and Carlingford Lough.256 Roughly ten-thousand were 

employed in the woollen, linen and silk trades; many are listed in trade directories as 

weavers, drapers, mercers, and haberdashers.257 Some of the domestically-marketed 

industries (many of them luxury goods) included the manufacture of silk and wool, 

iron-founding, furniture-making, jewellers, glass manufacture, drapers, metal-

finishing, and goldsmiths and silversmiths.258 Irish-made glassmakers (producing 

bottles and drinking glasses both decorative and functional) attempted to compete 

with imports from Holland and England.259 Food varieties – such as wheat, corn, and 
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barley – along with various raw materials were distributed in Dublin by country 

merchants who sold goods both wholesale and retail to the Dublin market.260 From 

the 1720s, grain surpluses were being redistributed on the east-coast of the country, 

and there was a steady domestic demand for goods including coal (imported from 

Britain), unrefined sugar, hops, wine, general foodstuff, and other types of 

manufacture.261 Many food items were brought to Dublin through country suppliers. 

For example, farms and suppliers from south-east Meath, Kildare, north Dublin, and 

the south Munster coast in particular catered for much of the consumption demands 

of the city; in terms of cattle and dairy processing, the ports on the Munster coast 

were used for the exportation of beef, Pork and Butter.262   

 

Improvements to Dublin city in the structural sense had also taken shape 

during the eighteenth century in a new quest for the enhancement of Irish civic life, 

culture, and industry. Many earlier plans were enacted to re-build parts of the old 

medieval walled city, especially following a devastating gunpowder explosion in 

1597. In the late seventeenth century the Lord Lieutenant, the Duke of Ormonde, 

subsequently expanded Capel Street and Essex Bridge, which quickly became the 

main commercial centres.263 In terms of residential metropolitan design, the 

Huguenot influence was still evident in Dublin up until the early to mid-eighteenth 

century with remaining building constructions in the ‘Dutch billy’ manner. But by 

then many new public buildings, squares and townhouses emerged in the 

neoclassical style, led by principal architects such as Cassels, Pearce, and Burgh. 

Significant improvement was especially visible towards the south-east end of the 

city. Earlier in the century, the original Custom House designed by Thomas Burgh 

(1707), was situated at Essex Bridge in the heart of commercial and mercantile trade 

activity. Trinity College Library was constructed in 1712. Along with the Marsh 

Library (1701), it remains today as the best preserved and renowned educational 

institutions in Irish history. One of the most impressive buildings from the 1740s 
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was Kildare House (now Leinster House) built by Cassels between 1745 and 1748. 

In other areas of civic development, Cassels was particularly concerned about the 

city’s water supply problems. He outlined solutions for the city’s piping issues in a 

pamphlet printed in 1735. At this time the water supply in many parts of the city was 

in urgent need of modernisation.264  

In the early to middle of the century, there were already a variety of 

significant architectural developments in Dublin. Many of these are still recognisable 

today as lasting symbols of the Georgian era. Architect Edward Lovett Pearce was 

commissioned (under Cassel’s advice) to build the new Parliament House on College 

Green (1728), as well as the Royal Hospital, Kilmainham in 1731. In other projects, 

Pearce was involved in the construction of the Navan Turnpike, and he also managed 

the earlier stage of the Ulster canal, which was completed by Cassels in 1742. The 

economic incentives behind the development of Irish canals during this time related 

to Ireland’s dependence on English coal. It was hoped that by developing this type of 

transport infrastructure, the importation of Whitehaven coal would be reduced by the 

promotion of Irish alternative sources from Kilkenny and Tyrone, but this project 

(and later the Leinster canal construction) was not successful; imported coal rose 

significantly during the 1740s to the 1760s.265 Other important civic structures 

appeared towards the end of the century: the new Custom House, designed by James 

Gandon, was completed c. 1791 and situated further east of the river; the Royal 

Exchange, now City Hall (c. 1769-1779) was designed by Thomas Cooley; and later 

the Four Courts building at the Inns Quay was built by James Gandon between 1786 

and 1796 using Thomas Cooley’s earlier designs.266  

The most significant infrastructural development in Dublin during the 

eighteenth century was undoubtedly the Wide Streets Commissioners. This extensive 

project commenced in 1757 to alleviate city congestion, and continued to develop a 

number of Dublin streets until 1849. The commission involved the building of 

Parliament, Westmoreland, D’Olier and Sackville Streets (the latter now O’Connell 

Street), as well as the widening of Dame Street and the construction of Carlisle 

Bridge (now O’Connell bridge). One of the initial aims of the commissioners was to 
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open up the Essex Bridge and Dame Street area surrounding Dame Street and the 

Castle, which was achieved by George Semple in 1755.267 The project also involved 

the compulsory purchase of land for the widening and development of existing 

streets causing many older parts of the city to be demolished. The construction of 

Parliament Street (1758-1762) in particular was one of the most extensive 

developments. Many original houses in Cork Hill, including Michael Ford’s 

premises, were consequently demolished in order to complete the Royal Exchange 

(city Hall) c. 1768-69.268  

The improvement of Dublin in the structural sense during the eighteenth 

century corresponded to cultural enhancements in other municipal areas. In 

particular, the Dublin Society was established in 1731 with the aim of lobbying 

parliament for the reform of agricultural across the country, and the improvement of 

indigenous manufacture and trade in Ireland generally.269 Competitive premiums 

were granted across Ireland for an array of innovations and inventiveness in broad 

areas such as agriculture, husbandry, tree-planting, manufacture and natural history. 

But only later did the society appeal to craft-workers and other specialised trades.
270

 

In this regard, the premiums awarded for domestic papermaking during the 1740s 

were particularly remarkable.271 The extent of the society’s broad encouragement of 

Irish-manufactured goods during the eighteenth century is perhaps reflected in the 

existence of mezzotint portraiture in Dublin during the 1740s. In the context of the 

extensively-advertised premiums, the Dublin Group engravers evidently sought to 

exploit the domestic market for Irish manufacture through marketing locally-made 

reproductive mezzotint portraits. For example, Brooks applied to the Dublin Society 

for a premium as early as 1741, and he did so with the bold claim that he was 

“introducing and improving” mezzotint in Ireland.272 However, the failure of his 
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premium application reflects the difficulties encountered by the reproductive 

copperplate engraver at this time. The status of engraving in particular was subject to 

much debate during the period in which the Dublin mezzotint engravers flourished. 

The historical legality and copyright practices of the printed image in Ireland and 

England was a significant factor that influenced the experiences of the Dublin Group 

on a broader historical level.  

Rather perplexingly, Brooks and McArdell left Dublin and relocated to 

London just at the point when the Dublin Drawing School was being formally 

established (c. 1746). The continentally-trained artist, Robert West already ran a 

private drawing academy at George’s Lane in Dublin at an earlier point. But by the 

late 1740s, his academy was soon promoted under the auspices of the Dublin 

Society.273 Led by West, the school was eventually formalised by the Dublin Society 

after receiving a Royal charter (c. 1757), and operated from Shaw’s Court on Dame 

Street. Free fees were granted to students of particularly high artistic merit, and the 

school was “furnished with several fine Modells in Plaster, imported from Paris”.274 

The main preoccupation of the art school’s instruction was in figure drawing, 

ornament and landscape, and architecture. The school trained over seven-hundred 

Irish students in the fine, plastic, and applied arts. Pupils instructed under West 

included esteemed artists, George Barret (who became an eminent landscape painter) 

and the renowned painter, Hugh Douglas Hamilton. In 1745-6, the Lord Lieutenant 

of Ireland, the Earl of Chesterfield, was instrumental in providing government 

support for the establishment of a drawing school in Dublin. Chesterfield’s 

encouragement for the civic and cultural improvement of Dublin during his short 

stay in Ireland was evident. In 1746, and Thomas Prior’s proposal for the formal 

establishment of the drawing school in Ireland at that time was positively received.275 

Awards for drawing were subsequently granted to a number of pupils. By 1748, 

exhibitions of drawings submitted for competition were hung in the Parliament 

House. No connection between West and the Dublin Group engravers can be 

established. But Strickland notes that a mezzotint version of West’s portrait of 
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Lawrence Richardson was made in 1748 by one of Brooks’ apprentices, Richard 

Purcell.276 At this time mezzotint, as a reproductive technique, did not fall within the 

formal drawing school’s remit for original draughtsmanship. But by the second part 

of the century, various specialist crafts would later be supported. Many design-based 

crafts – including weavers, goldsmiths and cabinet-makers – were included within 

the drawings school’s sphere of activity. As Turpin notes: 

 The practical orientation of the Dublin Society freed it from any such 

intellectual restrictions and enabled the schools to have a wide 

curriculum range whereby landscape and ornament were given 

particular attention.277  

 

As the century progressed, the Society also began to recognise the 

importance of copper-plate engraving. This development was probably influenced in 

part by the strength of the local craft factions in Dublin, such as intricate engraving 

metal-workers and various carvers. The large volume of skilled specialists working 

in Dublin’s print-related trades during the eighteenth century also possibly affected 

the character of the society. Consequently, a new premium was proposed in 1756 for 

the best engraved copperplates. Although mostly confined to line-engraving, the 

school received applications from many different genres and skills, including 

mezzotint. This indicates that there was a growing acceptance of the reproductive 

technique. In 1763 a premium was awarded to the leading Irish mezzotint, John 

Dixon, for both a reproductive portrait print and an original landscape design.278 But 

during the 1740s, the hierarchies of art classification had yet to be fully defined, 

especially before the establishment of the Royal Academy (1768). In particular, the 

formal distinction between “fine art” and “craftwork” at that time was still unclear. 

With relation to engraving, closer attention will now be given to the historical 

circumstances of these distinctions. 
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v. The Engraving Copyright Act (1735) and Mezzotint 

There were certain pivotal legal developments in printmaking that had 

occurred shortly before the Dublin Group began to work in reproductive portraiture 

in Dublin. These developments would have crucial implications for the cultural and 

academic standing of mezzotint, let alone for the engravers themselves. The 

introduction of the Engraving Copyright Act in 1735, more commonly known as 

“Hogarth’s Act”, was issued as protection for artists who produced prints from their 

own original design. This law had also offered legal protection to the owner of the 

plate on which the engraved design was made.279 Initially, this Act awarded a 

fourteen-year copyright to the creator and owner of an originally engraved plate. 

This meant that under English law the creator of the image owned the commercial 

rights to each printed impression that was taken from this registered plate unless 

formal permission was otherwise granted.  Hogarth’s incentive with regard to this 

Act were centred on the fact that he had made reproductions after his own work, as 

well as having commissioned others to do engraving work for him, and he wanted to 

avoid the appearance of inferior versions of his work saturating the print market. 

Therefore, like the London booksellers and illegal imprints, many original engravers 

experienced the frustration of having unauthorised copies made after their work. In 

most instances, these illegal copies would be sold on the market at a much lower 

price, as well as a much lower quality of reproduction than in the original, authorised 

design. Hogarth had even delayed the publication of The Rake’s Progress series until 

this Act was passed.280 In 1776 the copyright period was extended to twenty-eight 

years, but there was also by now greater legal protection available for reproductive 

engravers of higher quality. During the 1740s, the status of the copyist engraver had 

remained low, particularly in the cases of those who would have unofficially copied 

images for mezzotint reproduction. However, the Act did not apply to the 

reproduction of paintings, architectural, or topographical images, which could be 

published at this time without any legal constraint.281 Overall, this Act formally 
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differentiated between those who created original designs (or those who owned the 

plates on which these designs were made) and those who merely copied images from 

others. This had the automatic effect of classifying mezzotint reproductive 

printmaking as a copying process of a lower, more commercially orientated rank. 

There is, however, a socio-economic element to consider with regards to the 

effects of the Engraving Act on the hierarchy of printmaking in general terms. In the 

eighteenth-century context those who were formally instructed in drawing, and thus 

potentially encouraged to produce works of original design, were most likely to be of 

a higher social standing than those who were simply instructed in basic 

draughtsmanship. The latter were usually employed as jobbing engravers who 

produced copies for commercial exploitation. Therefore, by viewing the Dublin 

Group within the context of the Engraving Act it is possible to infer the socio-

economic influences bearing on the mode of printmaking chosen by these engravers. 

For instance, most of the earlier members of the group were active in Dublin before 

the establishment of the formal Dublin Drawing schools. These early engravers, such 

as Brooks, did not receive any formal art education in Ireland before embarking on 

mezzotint reproduction.282 It is not surprising, therefore, that the work of these 

engravers in Dublin included a predominance of reproduced images in other genres 

such as topography and landscape. 

However, the work reproduced by the Dublin Group would not have been 

categorised as satire, which was a form of popular cheap printmaking aimed at a 

general audience.283 But the mezzotint printmaker’s reliance on commercial portrait 

reproduction (usually after an oil painting by an artist of a high status client) meant 

that they were automatically placed in the ‘copyist’ category of printmaking. In 

essence, the Engraving Act of 1735 would for a long time confirm the lower rank of 

mezzotint engraving. There was also a heavy reliance on the mechanical nature of 

printing and plate preparation for mezzotint printmaking. The laborious process of 

grounding a mezzotint plate probably required an assistant to the engraver, but this 
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aspect of the process historically aligned mezzotint printmaking with mechanical 

craftwork, and thus may have strengthened the ties between mezzotint reproduction 

and the print trade.  

In London, the publisher of a portrait reproduction (that is, whoever owned 

the copyright to the plate) was usually either the original artist or a leading printseller 

with a substantial degree of market control, such as Robert Sayer and Carrington 

Bowles. By the 1740s, the relationship between the print publisher and the artist was 

evolving at a rapid rate. Wax suggests that successful printsellers were sometimes 

even able to purchase paintings, although this practice would most likely have been 

limited to few, such as John Boydell.284 Some Irish mezzotint engravers reproduced 

illegal copies of the images which they obtained through other prints.285 Artists and 

printmakers of the seventeenth century could more easily find royal patronage for 

portraiture and other forms of commissioned work.286 But by the early eighteenth 

century, the presence of formally trained printmakers and artists within the print 

market (such as Hogarth) reflected a period of transition that would change the shape 

and dynamics of the entire market for prints. As the market for affordable luxury 

goods expanded, the traditional court-based or aristocratic patronage system was no 

longer an attractive option for most artists and printsellers. By the eighteenth century 

artists and engravers had to find new commercial ventures and the means through 

which to market their wares. Lippincott suggests that it was a combination of the 

sheer growth of the print and luxury goods market itself, as well as the market’s 

“growing preoccupation with the criteria of taste and beauty”, which had caused this 

period of transition in the art world.287 But there were other factors more closely 

related to the print trades that also contributed to these changes. For instance, the 

eighteenth century saw the emergence of circulating libraries, which reflected and 

encouraged a rapid growth in literacy levels in England. Indeed, the type of library 

that required a subscription was also “a profitable sideline” for many members of the 

book trade, including Irish publishers such as the Noble brothers; although many of 
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these libraries had a utilitarian function, their appearance indicated a growth in the 

niche market for leisure reading.288 English Book clubs and reading societies grew in 

quantity in England throughout the century but in Ireland there were only about 

thirty.289  

Booksellers began marketing towards a particular audience whose reading 

experience and book consumption was linked to the eighteenth-century concept of 

privacy. This type of reader was also preoccupied with obtaining and sustaining a 

higher social status, and therefore they are distinct from an audience that consumed 

books for religious or didactic purposes. This relatively higher echelon market for 

domestic private libraries also involved the collection of prints. The prints within 

these libraries could be purchased at city book auctions or directly from book shops, 

but sometimes copperplate prints were commissioned for frontispieces or stand-

alone images for framing. These single-sheet prints commonly include personal 

portrait commissions of family members, images of royalty, as well as historical 

subjects. Furthermore, most of these prints would be collected in order to reflect the 

owners’ social and political affiliations, as well as their social standing.290 These 

prints would sometimes be displayed in gilded frames along with oil paintings, but 

as the collection grew, they would most commonly be kept in folders or portfolios 

and shown to only a selected group of special guests. Developments in social 

practices such as this would have greatly encouraged the market for print production 

and collecting during the second half of the eighteenth century.  

In relation to the functionality of private libraries in this era, Adams and 

Barker refer to books as being “bought just as furniture, to garnish a room”, and 

printed images would mostly have also served this purpose.291 Indeed the practice of 

building a private library of books and prints suggested an elevated social status; 

these libraries hinted that the owner was a refined gentleman who had an eye for the 

current fashions in eighteenth-century social life:  
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Such books ranged widely, from new social commentaries and 

devotional works, and reprinted classics of Cervantes or Richardson, 

to encyclopaedias of useful knowledge and bound collections of 

prints and designs.292 

 By the early nineteenth century the middle-class family library would be 

considered an important symbol of social status and cultural refinement. According 

to Raven, the domestic library in England was “the social heart of the house” which 

contained books and prints for the display and amusement of guests.293 Therefore, 

book and print collecting for libraries during the eighteenth century reflects a growth 

in the variety of readership as well as social aspiration. These efforts were also often 

epitomised by the ownership of art, and by the middle of the eighteenth century art 

collecting reached a wider domestic sphere. Being able to afford to have a family 

portrait commissioned by an esteemed artist of the day was seen as a symbol of 

heightened social status. By the 1750s the expanding gentry market for art 

encouraged portrait reproduction in the mezzotint as this technique was a more 

affordable and increasingly popular option. According to Barnard, “paintings and 

prints were promoted to give fashionable rooms a lighter and more varied feel, 

whether in the viceregal drawing room at Dublin Castle or in private houses”.294 

One of the reasons for mezzotint’s popularity can be attributed to the ways in 

which this technique imitated the effects of oil paint. Facial likeness was a common 

preoccupation in portraiture (especially family portraiture and conversation pieces). 

The tonal varieties in the mezzotint technique made it the most suitable printmaking 

process for capturing the oil-painted resemblance of a sitter. During the eighteenth 

century artists such as Thomas Gainsborough (1727-1788) and Sir Joshua Reynolds 

(1732-1792) began to exploit this market by commissioning reproductions of their 

work in this manner. Faithfulness to the painting, as well as to the sitter, could be 

easily achieved by a skilled mezzotint engraver, such as McArdell or Fisher. It was 

within this industry that the Dublin Group engravers operated from Ireland during 

the 1740s and later on in London. However, the eighteenth-century domestic English 

art world suffered greatly due to competition from foreign artists from Italy, France 

and the Netherlands who had infiltrated the market with many reproduction prints 
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after the Great Master artists. Before the establishment of the Royal Academy in 

1768, the English art world did not reach the high status of artistic expression that 

could be found within European art academies. Instead, the standard of English art 

was considered to be somewhat derivative when compared to the original output of 

foreign artists in the historical genre, many of whom were trained at well-established 

art academies in France and Italy.295 

England’s native art during the eighteenth century had a preoccupation with 

portraiture which in the traditional academic sense was one of the lower genres 

within the hierarchy of art. John Brewer refers to how the stagnation of the English 

art world during the eighteenth century may have been somewhat linked to the 

domination of Protestantism during the early modern period.296 Protestantism was 

inherently opposed to the circulation of religious imagery and icons, particularly in 

the Baroque manner, such as those found throughout the predominantly Catholic 

artistic centres in Europe. The iconoclasm of the seventeenth century in England thus 

may have had a lasting negative impact not just on artistic appreciation, but also on 

the availability of native and foreign artworks on a wider scale. Therefore, the arrival 

of imported images in England during the eighteenth century exposed English artists 

to art beyond the portraiture genre, and forms which were considered to be more 

culturally or intellectually advanced. These images could be quickly disseminated in 

the reproductive print format. By the time the Dublin Group was active there would 

have been much easier access to a variety of images from different genres. Many 

Great Master works were reproduced by John Dixon (c. 1740-1811) and James 

McArdell. For instance, Dixon reproduced Rembrandt’s Frame-maker, which was 

exhibited at the Society of Artists in 1770. By the 1750s, the trend of collecting 

printed works in the portraiture genre had already become popular in England, and 

one that would define the cultural character of English art. As the taste for portraiture 

grew, many of the larger London printsellers, such as John Boydell, even exported 

English-made prints to the European art markets.297 By the end of the eighteenth 

century, the increased consumption of printed images indicated the expansion of the 

art market.  
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vi. Eighteenth-century Mezzotint Market and the London Art world  

The influence of the late European Baroque movement on eighteenth-century 

printmaking tastes was evident. Foreign artists, rather than native English painters, 

became fashionable consumer choices on the print market. French artists of the 

Rococo style, such as Jean-Antoine Watteau (1684-1721), demonstrated a renewed 

interest in portraiture subjects during the eighteenth century.
298

 By mid-century, the 

neoclassical movement also grew in popularity, illustrating the renewed interest in 

classical art, historical themes, and elevated subjects.
299

 Angelica Kauffman (1741-

1807), a Royal Academy painter from Austria, produced works in portraiture and 

history painting, and was particularly influential in England in this manner. Many 

mezzotint (and later stipple) reproductions were made after her work. A younger 

Dublin Group engraver, Thomas Burke (1749-1815), a reputable engraver in his own 

right, reproduced a number of mezzotints and stipples after Kauffman for the English 

printseller William Wynne Ryland (c. 1733-1783). 

 Like Reynolds, Kauffman’s earlier Grand Tour education in Italy (c. 1760s) 

sparked a new interest in portraiture reproduction following her relocation to 

London. But she was also famed for producing an illustrious image of Garrick 

(1764), such was her general appeal on the fashionable London market.
300

 

Inspired by the Italian Masters, Reynolds strove to encourage an English 

school history painting with the foundation of the Royal Academy (1768), and 

through his lecture series, Discourses on Art (1769-1790). The Royal Academy 

devised a strict art hierarchy. Consequently reproductive engraving was excluded on 

the grounds that it lacked original design. Nevertheless, this emerging school of 

English portrait painters, led by Reynolds, took full advantage of the self-marketing 

and commercial benefits to be gained through mezzotint reproduction. The 

commercial use of reproductive portraiture exemplified the cultural importance 

placed on mezzotint as a technique. Many artists worked closely with engravers of 
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the highest merit and skill, including McArdell, Fisher and Burke. By the late 

eighteenth century, English mezzotint engravers, Valentine Green (1739-1813) and 

John Raphael Smith (c. 1751-1812), later rose to eminence, reflecting these changing 

demands of the English art world.  By the end of the eighteenth century mezzotint 

reproduction also began to be explored as a means of producing the chiaroscuro 

effect in other genres. A classic example of such can be noted in the dramatic candle-

lit interior scenes produced by Joseph Wright of Derby (1734-1797). However, the 

fashion for mezzotint decreased after this time. The development of lithography (and 

later photography) became a more convenient and superior medium for the exact 

reproduction of tone and facial likeness. These new technological advancements 

provided a much easier, faster, and essentially more effective means of mechanical-

based production, and would eventually replace mezzotint reproduction. 

Chapter Two: The Irish Print Trade (Dublin Group Interconnections c. 1740) 

By the late eighteenth century the Dublin and London print trades were 

becoming significantly diversified.301 However, the earlier histories of the Dublin 

mezzotint engravers illustrate a pertinent interconnection between book publishing 

and copperplate engraving during the 1740s. Many members of the Dublin Group 

worked with Irish booksellers and printers, sometimes as jobbing copperplate 

engravers (that is, for the production of frontispieces), but often in the direct sale of 

their prints to the Dublin market through the shops belonging to booksellers such as 

George Faulkner.302 An important, yet largely ignored, aspect of the Dublin Group’s 

history is that most of these earlier commercial interactions occurred in the area 

surrounding Cork Hill. In particular, this is the vicinity between Dublin Castle and 

Essex Quay, an area once described by Gilbert as one of the most vibrant centres of 

print trade activity during the early eighteenth century.303 The engravers’ strategic 

geographical settlement within this area is understandable given that there were 

practical considerations and specific requirements involved in mezzotint copperplate 
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engraving.304 Therefore, the connections and backgrounds of the Dublin Group 

engravers (namely Brooks, Ford, Miller, McArdell, Fisher, Purcell, Spooner, and 

Houston) will be examined in this section to illustrate their individual contributions 

to the Dublin book trade.305  

Many of these engravers dabbled in various forms of print and sometimes 

artistic production. Some of the engravers were even trained in other highly skilled 

artistic endeavours. For example, Ford frequently identified himself as a painter, and 

according to existing guild records Brooks had initially trained as a goldsmith, 

etcher, and line-engraver before embarking on mezzotint and enamel printing. 

Arguably, these other skills, collaborations, and interconnections must have 

enhanced their success in London a decade later. But aside from cultivating 

additional technical skill, other aspects of the Irish print and commercial 

environment greatly impacted on the careers of these engravers in Dublin. In 

particular, their use of newspapers promoted the novel concept of the reproductive 

portrait in mezzotint directly to the Dublin consumer. These advertisements also 

formulated, and perhaps sustained, the mezzotint engravers’ close identification and 

affiliation with Dublin and the book trade. Often a mutually beneficial interaction 

occurred between the Irish bookseller and mezzotint publisher in Dublin through the 

sale of mezzotint, and sometimes these connections were upheld after the engraver 

had relocated to London.306 The historical narrative of the Dublin Group has already 

been thoroughly investigated by Strickland and Alexander. But a re-evaluation of 

their histories offers insight into the mechanisms of the Dublin print trade, as well as 

the enterprise of mezzotint portraiture between the Dublin and London markets.  
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i. The Earlier Training of the Dublin Group 

By the eighteenth century, admission to the Irish stationers’ guild of Saint 

Luke expanded to include a wider variety of print trade practitioners.307 But most 

individuals who were actively working in print-related fields were not officially 

represented by this guild. Significantly, out of the 2190 individuals listed in Pollard’s 

Dictionary of Members of the Dublin Book Trade those who were not registered 

amounted to 1390, encompassing almost half of the named members of Dublin print 

trade.308 It is impossible to ignore the fact that such a large portion of the Irish print 

trade was active in the various print industries outside the formally established guild. 

Pollard’s estimation included a substantial number of copperplate printmakers and 

engravers, including the Dublin Group mezzotint printmakers Ford, Miller, and 

Brooks. The exclusion of these engravers from the stationers’ guild meant that they 

were denied an official status within the industry. Also, because of this exclusion 

they did not have access to readily available financial support as well as access to a 

variety of printing resources.309  

Clearly, an exclusion from the guild escalated the need to form some 

strategic alliance within Cork Hill and the surrounding Dublin Castle area. This 

factor is exemplified by the consistent reliance on particular newspapers, such as 

Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, the Dublin Mercury, and Esdall’s Newsletter, to 

advertise and encourage the production of mezzotint portraits.310 Arguably, an 

association with leading members of the Dublin book trade in this regard was also a 

direct means of stimulating a market for mezzotint portraiture. The earlier activity of 

Brooks, Ford, and Miller in particular demonstrates the experiences of the Dublin 

copperplate engraver. These experiences also reveal that a degree of flexibility and 

variety of skill was required in the field of printmaking. As Harris notes:    
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Engravers were employed on various kinds of high-class jobbing 

work which could involve print but which led across the frontiers of 

the print trade into a more generalized commercial setting.311  

This flexibility often emerged as a result of familial and cultural 

circumstances. However, in most examples the socio-economic backgrounds of the 

Dublin Group engravers are unknown as there are scant archival records in 

existence. Strickland suggested that Brooks may have come from a Dutch 

background, even though all historical accounts concede that the engraver was most 

likely a native of Dublin.312 However, his unconfirmed Dutch origin might somewhat 

explain Brooks’ earlier connection to the engraving trade guilds as well as his later 

training in mezzotint in London under the Dutch master-engraver, John Faber Junior 

(c. 1695-1756). During the early eighteenth century, many Dutch and Huguenot 

engravers worked in the London print trade.313 It is possible that Brooks’ family may 

have originally appeared in Dublin as a consequence of the arrival of Dutch families 

in England from this time. Some members of the Dublin Group, including Brooks, 

were directly associated with other trades and guilds beyond the copperplate printing 

industry. Familial connections appear to be the most common factor in an engraver’s 

engagement in various industries, and sometimes these connections also suggest 

their socio-economic and skilled background.  

The Dublin Group’s history begins with the establishment of a mezzotint 

workshop at Cork Hill c. 1740. Along with Miller, Brooks employed and trained all 

of the initial Dublin Group members. However, an assessment of Brooks’ career 

before this point shows that the printmaker already possessed a higher level of 

engraving and craft skill before embarking on mezzotint reproduction. In 1736, 

Brooks was listed as a Freeman within the Goldsmiths’ Corporation, where he 

received initial training as a line engraver.314 As was commonly the case, Brooks had 

gained entry into this corporation through his father (also named John but listed as 

“Brookes”) and both of their names are in the Freemen records. This factor is 

important as it demonstrates that Brooks had already possessed a superior mercantile 
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or higher skilled trade status that was directly linked to his family background. 

Brooks’ inclusion within this guild also probably provided him with a supply of tools 

and resources, such as copperplates and scrapers.  

The Goldsmiths’ Corporation (otherwise called the guild of All Saints) was 

one of the oldest and most prestigious guilds in Dublin.315 The guild’s connection to 

the Irish artistic scene is also evident. In 1717, the Irish artist Michael Mitchell (also 

a Brother of the guild) was commissioned to produce a portrait of King George for 

the Goldsmiths’ common Hall in St. Werburgh’s parish.316 Incidentally, the hall itself 

was very near to Cork Hill and Skinner Row. Brooks had even listed an earlier 

working address as being “at the back of Dick’s Coffee-House” from the latter. After 

this point Brooks then moved to Sir Isaac Newton’s Head on Cork Hill, where he set 

up a workshop specialising in mezzotint reproduction. Brooks’ association with this 

area of Dublin city can therefore be attributed to his connection to the Goldsmith’s 

guild at this earlier point in his career.317  

 

There were other Dublin Group engravers who had similar family ties within 

various trades around the Cork Hill area such as Edward Fisher (1722 - c.1782/85). 

Fisher’s father was a master of the Dublin felt-maker company during the 1730s, and 

was operating east of Essex Bridge at Wood Quay, a close walking distance to 

Brooks’ address at Cork Hill.318 McArdell also came from the close-by parish of 

Saint Michan, and Richard Houston (c. 1721-1775) was the son of a baker in Dublin 

city whose family was given an annual widow’s maintenance of four pounds from 

the corporation.319 One member of the Dublin Group with a direct familial 

connection to this area of Dublin is John Dixon (c. 1740-1811). Dixon came from a 

family hosiery business that was based at Cork Hill. His brother, Thomas Dixon, 

appears in Wilson’s Dublin Directory (1766) indicating that he had long familial 

connections to the area; Thomas was listed as a hosier based in Cork Hill and a 
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church warden for St. Werburgh’s parish.
 320 

A number of hosier trades were indeed 

specifically linked to this area at that time, especially on Essex Street.321 Although he 

had not trained under Brooks and Miller, Dixon’s earlier connection to Cork Hill 

may have influenced both his choice of career in mezzotint, as well as his historical 

association with the Dublin Group.322 Nevertheless, an examination of their 

backgrounds collectively reveals that only a small number of these engravers appear 

to have had a direct connect to Brooks’ workshop. This is particularly seen in the 

case of the engravers Dixon, Frye, Burke, and James Wilson (figure 3). 

 

Fig. 3. The early training and publishing connections between the Dublin engravers. 

Like many of these engravers, the earlier historical background of Charles 

Spooner (d. 1767) remains unknown due to a lack of archival sources. Spooner was 
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originally believed to have been from Co. Wexford, and had trained as both a 

mezzotint engraver and an etcher.323 His connection to Cork Hill and Brooks’ 

workshop can only be established through the examination of newspaper 

advertisements, one of which contains a direct reference to his association with Ford 

at Cork Hill.324 However, Spooner was also affiliated with the Dublin printseller, 

Thomas Silcock who was based on Nicholas Street.325  In 1753 Silcock had sold 

Spooner’s portraits of Thomas Prior and Samuel Madden, which were made after 

marble busts by Van Nost for the Dublin Society.326 This printseller also sold a 

number of mezzotint prints for various members of the Dublin Group. Therefore, 

Silcock is a strong connecting link between Spooner and the other Dublin engravers. 

There is a socio-economic difference between Ford and other Dublin Group 

engravers; his family was deeply connected to the clergy. Ford was the son of the 

Archdeacon of Derry, and his initial artistic training in Europe strongly distinguishes 

his experience as a mezzotint printmaker from the other engravers who came from 

mercantile backgrounds.327 Ford had also moved into Brooks’ Cork Hill premises in 

1746 after Brooks and McArdell moved to London. He renamed Brooks’ print shop 

– from Sir Isaac Newton’s Head to Vandyke’s Head – and he remained there as a 

printseller.328  

These known familial connections to other trades and guilds – all of which 

are within the close vicinity to Cork Hill – are important in establishing the Dublin 

Group engravers’ early connections to the area, and may have led to their 

employment and training under Brooks. Before this point, Brooks’ initial training as 

a line-engraver shows that the engraver had a strong link with the Dublin book trade, 

particularly when he worked as a jobbing book illustrator, as will be discussed in 

detail further on. Similar connections between other mezzotint engravers and the 
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book trade surrounding Dublin Castle (particularly on Essex Street and Dame Street) 

certainly illustrates the necessary degree of flexibility that was required by 

copperplate engravers within this burgeoning print environment at Dublin. But 

before examining these connections it is necessary to consider the broader historical 

context of book illustration during the eighteenth century. 

ii. Book Illustration during the Eighteenth Century   

As the eighteenth century progressed, the various facets of the print industries 

became interchangeable. In particular, there was an evolving relationship between 

the book illustrator, book publisher, and sometimes the author. A common practice 

in literary publishing involved the production of illustrations taken after painted 

literary subjects. These works would sometimes be specifically commissioned for 

inclusion within published titles, and quickly became part of the publisher’s 

marketing ploy. A famous example of this practice in 1788 was the catalogue 

accompanying John Boydell’s Shakespeare gallery project.329 By the mid-eighteenth 

century closer connections were emerging between the various printing crafts, 

specifically with regard to copperplate printing and book production in general.330 As 

Raven states:  

The use of copperplate engravings in the eighteenth century, as well 

as new in-house binding work, to boast the attractiveness and 

popularity of periodicals and part issues also brought crafts closer 

together.331 

Indeed, close working relations within many facets of the book trade, such as 

binding and decorative work, had a lasting impact on the cultural and commercial 

shape of the publishing industry. Although not directly related to single-sheet 

mezzotint portraiture, it is still necessary to consider the functionality of book 

illustration within the eighteenth century context, especially since these 

developments had a broader influence on the popularity of the printed image in the 
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lead up to the mezzotint revival. There were some cultural developments within 

early-modern history which eventually would have a direct impact on the 

development of mid-eighteenth century single-sheet portraiture. By the late 

seventeenth century the re-opening of the English theatres resulted in a revival of 

many Elizabethan plays, and cultivated a greater demand for printed dramatic works. 

There were three prominent literary book publishers in England at this time named 

Moseley (c.1603-1661), Herringman (c. 1628-1704) and Kirkman (c.1632-c.1680).332 

These new publishers primarily specialised in obtaining the copyrights of literature, 

such as the titles of Milton and Dryden. Moreover, the Shakespearean revival during 

the eighteenth century brought with it a huge surge in the publication of and demand 

for new editions of Shakespearean and other Restoration drama. By mid-century, the 

popularity of the theatre, along with various celebrated actors and actresses, was 

being exploited by engravers and publishers who recognised that there was a new 

market for images of popular actors like David Garrick (1717-1779). The popularity 

of the theatre during the eighteenth century (and in particular the popularity of the 

players) had in many ways perpetuated the consumption of the printed image. By the 

1750s there was a growing demand for affordable, rapidly-produced portraits. 

Mezzotint was ideal for this type of image reproduction.  

Early dramatic playbooks were often only printed to supplement the 

performances. However, the volume of published work throughout the eighteenth-

century reflected an expanding audience who read for leisure, and not simply for 

religious or educational instruction. As the book market increased, so too did the 

level of competition among various London publishers. This rivalry was also 

inspired by various improvements in typography, roller-printing presses, and a wider 

access to superior paper sources from Holland and France.333 As a result, English 

booksellers and printers were utilising improved, innovative methods with which to 

adorn and advance the physical design of the book format.  

At this time the novel and the epistolary format also emerged, and was 

epitomised in Samuel Richardson’s publication of Clarissa (1741). This format was 

originally devised by Richardson, but his volumes were swiftly followed by a large 

number of imitative, lesser-known, yet commercially-motivated authors who 
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recognised the growing market for similar works. By its very nature the fashion for 

the novel format had in many ways created a self-perpetuating market. As Feather 

states, the emergence of this market would become central in book publishing 

practices from then onwards: 

From the trade’s point of view, the significance of the novel lay not in 

its literary merit but in its essential triviality. It was seen as an 

ephemeral production to be read once and then forgotten. This meant 

that, once the demand had been created, a continuous supply of new 

novels was needed to fill it.334 

 Many of these developments were also manifested in the invention of ornate 

book cover design, which often included an author’s portrait frontispiece inserted 

into the title page. These features of book production reflect a new preoccupation 

with the materiality of the book format. Aesthetic enhancements in this field were 

also a response to the growing competitive luxury goods market. The inclusion of 

engraved embellishments through decorative or illustrative work would be used to 

increase a publication’s market value. Improvements in book design also enhanced 

the employment opportunities for engravers. 

 Perhaps as a result of these developments in book publishing, superior 

improvements in title-page designs also began to appear in Dublin during the late 

1730s. A number of aesthetic features in Irish book printing now included 

elaborately engraved motifs and fleurons.335 Although in earlier cases the frontispiece 

plates were owned by the publisher or the author, the frequent employment of an 

engraver for jobbing book illustration and decorative engraving strengthened the 

links between the copperplate engraver, publisher, and letterpress printer. These 

links are noted in Dublin at the time in which Brooks and Miller began working from 

Cork Hill, particularly in areas such as type-founding and setting, binding, punch-

cutting, ink and paper suppliers, among various other book-related hand crafts. Most 

of these specialised areas were conducted within separate workshops due to the 

different mechanical requirements necessary for each area of production.336 This 

factor might explain why a mezzotint workshop was set up by Brooks in Cork Hill 
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during the early 1740s. Nevertheless, his close situation to other related trades was 

imperative for single-sheet copperplate printmaking. For example, a letterpress 

specialist was probably required for the publication lines and titles on mezzotint 

portrait sheets. A mezzotint engraver also needed the correct type of viscous printing 

ink necessary to produce the rich tonal quality. The engravers at Cork Hill would 

have had easy access to such resources within the busy printing district surrounding 

Dublin Castle. 

 

As the mechanisation of printing greatly improved, a dynamic newspaper, 

pamphlet and single-sheet printing industry thrived during the eighteen century. The 

speed of production in particular was an inherent requirement for the newspaper and 

periodical formats.337 Periodicals of general interest were predominantly marketed 

towards the expanding middle ranks of society. One of the most popular monthly 

magazines was The Gentleman’s Magazine (1731), originally established in London 

by Edward Cave. Similar publications emerged in Ireland during the early to mid 

eighteenth century but they often closely followed London trends. These included 

the London and Dublin Magazine or Gentleman’s Monthly (1734), published by S. 

Powell, and also the Weekly Amusement or Universal Magazine (1735), printed on 

Skinner Row by James Hoey. His one-time business partner, George Faulkner, also 

published the London Magazine and Monthly Chronologer (1741). From the 1750s, 

the Gentleman’s and London Magazine was published in Dublin by Sarah and John 

Exshaw “at the Bible, the corner of Crampton Court in Dame Street” for a monthly 

subscription of sixpence. The country-wide distribution of what became known as 

“Exshaw’s magazine” is evident on the title page for the year 1755, which lists a 

number of selling outlets. These distribution channels were mostly to counties 

situated on the north-east and south-east coast, including the following places: 

Coleraine, Belfast, Drogheda, Newry, Armagh, Kilkenny, Limerick, Waterford and 

Cork. The listed vendors are indicative of Exshaw’s growing readership but they also 

illustrate the improved commercial infrastructure to those regions. Distribution 

networks expanded at this time due to improvements in roads and transportation 

generally. These developments meant that the publisher was now able to reach a 
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larger audience in the provincial market. The successful development of trunk roads 

during the 1730s and 1740s – which were financially supported by the local gentry – 

was instrumental in improving transport costs as well as opening up the distribution 

channels to the rural market. This was particularly evident between Dublin, the 

midlands and Ulster, and the turnpike between Cork city and Co. Kerry.338 Another 

widely distributed magazine from this time was Andrew Welsh’s the Magazines of 

Magazines, which was printed in Limerick from 1751. This publication originally 

began as an Irish version of William Owen’s London miscellany of the same title. 

Welsh distributed his successful magazine from Limerick to Cork and Dublin.
339

 

Also contained in Exshaw’s Gentleman’s and London Magazine is a detailed 

auction catalogue dated Wednesday 12 November 1755 “at the House of the Widow 

McMullen, in Shaw’s-Court, Dame Street”, the violinist Geminiani’s great rooms. 

The catalogue contained a list of paintings, drawings and statues that were collected 

by John’s brother, the Dublin portrait painter and engraver, Charles Exshaw, while 

travelling through France, Italy and Holland.340 These works mostly included 

landscapes, views, sketches or engravings of ruins, and many copies of the paintings 

(some of them portraits) after the Great Masters such as Rubens and Vandyke. This 

catalogue symbolises the growing market for copies of foreign artworks in Dublin 

and London at that time.  

In comparison with newspaper advertisements, magazines from the same era 

as the Dublin Group (c. the 1740s) generally seemed to have greater textual content 

and printed adornment, including specific views, maps, and plans.341 As they were 

not published as regularly as newspapers – usually printed weekly or monthly – most 

current affairs commentary in magazines was written in digest form. The bulk of the 

content (similar to today’s magazines) usually included social and political gossip. 

General information of public interest was often frivolous and miscellaneous in 

nature. Frequently they included extracts from letters, speeches, sermons, pamphlets, 

various other journal items, and poetry. Magazines also often printed lists of recent 
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births, marriages, deaths, and various new civic appointments. Later in the century, 

new songs and the accompanying musical notation sometimes appeared too.342 But 

overall, most magazine advertisements were for publications, which were presented 

in long lists of book catalogues in the final pages.  Advertisements for other luxury 

good items only rarely appeared in magazines at this time. This would indicate that 

newspapers were the main source for this kind of marketing. But the growth of 

household consumption in the 1740s can be noted in some of the miscellaneous 

publications that were available. For instance, the Family Magazine offered practical 

instruction in cookery and house-keeping but also contained a guide for “how to buy 

in the best of all Sorts of Provisions”.343 This type of book reflects consumer 

selectivity with regard to the growing variety of goods on offer in Dublin in 1741, 

also the year when mezzotint prints began to be published by Brooks. 

 Magazine advertisements for books or printed items were often abbreviated, 

with only a brief reference to the bookseller or printer’s surnames. In contrast, 

newspapers generally tended to specify more exact details of selling locations. This 

might suggest (albeit speculatively) that the magazine reader at this time was 

probably more familiar with specific booksellers or printers, perhaps through 

repeated ordering by subscription. The newspaper advertisers, on the other hand, 

often targeted a much broad market for a variety of goods.344 Also contained in 

magazines were detailed reviews and extracts taken from recently published texts. 

For instance, the London-based Publick Register or the Weekly Magazine contained 

an extensive ‘records of literature’ section.345 Similarly, The Gentleman’s 

Magazine,346 and the Gentleman’s and London Magazine both printed “register of 

books” and “books published”, including detailed remarks on many new 

publications.347 As far as can be ascertained, copperplate single-sheet prints were 
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mostly advertised in magazines as supplementary graphics in octavo (or book-size 

format) alongside special publications; in the eighteenth century, texts were often 

individually bound or sometimes rebound to suit aesthetic tastes. The purchaser 

would often request the inclusion of copperplate sheets along with a variety of other 

miscellaneously printed extracts to be included therein.348 Sometime specialist 

publications included engraved plates for embellishment. For instance, in the 

Gentleman’s Magazine, or Monthly Intelligencer (March 1735) a publication of the 

life and writings of Homer was “beautifully printed in one large 8vo [octavo]”, and 

sold on Royal paper for ten shillings and sixpence or on small paper for six shillings. 

The publication also included “a new Head of Homer and sixteen Copper-Plates 

done by the greatest Masters”.349    

Within the Dublin-based publication, the Gentleman’s and London 

Magazine, there was also a section dedicated to “Maps and Prints”, which may 

suggest that the magazine readership also consumed single-sheet prints in a variety 

of genres, from humorous to subjects of topical interest. For instance, in December 

1755, the Gentleman’s and London Magazine advertised prints of a “View of Lisbon 

just as the earthquake began, and another view of the ruins as it ended”, which was 

sold by Bickham for one shilling.350 On the same subject, Boydell advertised a plan 

of Lisbon, and a separate print for sixpence as “an attempt to assign the cause of the 

late dreadful earthquake at Lisbon”.351 Indeed, this event was a subject of discussion 

in that particular magazine issue. In this sense prints were not just sold as decorative 

furniture pieces; they were also informative visual reference points for current news 

events. Under the section ‘Monthly Chronologer for Ireland’ was a notice for “a map 

of North America, improved from D’anville, by Mr. Bolton”, engraved by Grignion, 

and sold for five shillings.352 Other prints in this category included “The American 

Moore deer; or Away to the River Ohio”, and also “two Utopian Scenes called half-

peace, Half War”, both of which sold for sixpence.353  
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 In the second half of the eighteenth century, the inclusion of illustrations 

within magazines became a common feature. Many line-engravings were inserted as 

topic-specific frontispieces, usually positioned at the beginning of the magazine 

issue. For example, the portraits of Major General, James Wolfe and the French 

artist, Carlo Vanloo, were included in the Gentleman’s and London Magazine 

(January, 1760 and January, 1773 respectively). Both were positioned as 

frontispieces directly before their subsequent historical accounts. The frequent 

inclusion of visual adornments such as these certainly enhanced the aesthetic value 

of magazines. Although the mezzotint engravers rarely produced frontispieces for 

magazines, earlier in his career Brooks worked as a line engraver. An image of the 

dissenting Belfast minister, Rev. John Abernethy (1680-1740), was engraved by 

Brooks after James Latham for the Universal Magazine.354 Abernethy was a “non-

subscriber” and founding member of the Belfast Society who was avid supporter of 

religious freedom.355 Brooks’ portrait subject provides intriguing historical context 

for the type of market he was catering for at this time.356   

Moreover, title pages or covers often included fine decorative work or 

illustration, such as the Gentleman’s Magazine or Monthly Intelligencer in January 

1735, which included a detailed woodcut picture of the publisher, Edward Cave’s 

address at St. John’s Gate London (figure 4). This type of aesthetic decoration was 

probably used to differentiate magazines from newspapers at that time.   
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Fig. 4. Front page engraving of St. John’s Gate on the Gentleman’s Magazine or Monthly 

Intelligencer, January, 1735. 

Overall, the use of illustrations for embellishment was an important factor in 

the relationship between the author, publisher and the engraver. This development 

had vital implications for the future of the graphic arts. For instance, Richardson’s 

role in the interconnection between the print industries is exemplified by his 

employment of the French line engraver, Gravelot (1699-1773), who was 

commissioned to produce a number of high quality illustrations to supplement the 

novels. Although this was not the first instance of book illustration, Richardson’s 

commercial autonomy as a self-publisher meant that his use of graphic inclusions set 

a new premise for the market value and importance of the printed image. By the end 

of the eighteenth century, book illustration was strongly aligned with the literary 

genre on a higher, cultural level. Eighteenth-century readers cultivated a growing 

appreciation for the quality of graphic and pictorial representations within the book 

format. The aesthetic adornment of the book design in this period was in itself 

symbolic of important changes in the nature of the Dublin print trade. However, 

Phillips refers to these transformations as being “either an accession or an intrusion 

of beauty” depending on personal opinion: 

If one is a purist, this type of book decoration should be dismissed as 

extraneous prettiness, if one allows a wider scope in his concept of 

book production, it might be considered a legitimate expedient and 

indicate a close relationship between the art of the book and other arts 

of any given period.357  

  Despite Phillips’ broad and compartmentalised classification, book 

illustration and book engraving certainly added commercial value to the book as a 

product. These new aesthetic features of book publishing also probably created 

market divisions between various book genres and their consumers. Therefore, by 

mid-century book illustration became a major part of the publisher’s marketing 

strategy. With regard to the fiction genre, the inclusion of central character 

representations in pictorial form soon became an important element in the reading 

experience. The interrelation between the text and the image – two historically 

separate facets of the print industry – was later more efficiently established, 
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especially following the introduction of new technological developments such as 

steam-run printing and lithography. But the increased use of the printed image within 

book illustration from an earlier stage had, arguably, broadened the demand for 

literary images of a higher aesthetic quality, such as the virtuoso copperplate line 

engraving.358 This social divisions in book production also significantly affected 

single-sheet image production. In particular, these practices increased the market for 

separate sheet prints of literary and theatrical subjects, which by the mid-eighteenth 

century were kept in private folios and sometimes also framed for display in the 

same manner as paintings. Given the opportunities for commercial expansion many 

prominent booksellers in Dublin during the 1740s sold single-sheet prints alongside 

their traditional printed wares. Turning now to an examination of the earlier 

connections between the mezzotint engravers and the Dublin print trade, it is evident 

that booksellers and printers were aware of this growing market. 

iii. The Dublin Group’s Involvement with the Irish Book Trade 

Before establishing his mezzotint workshop at Cork Hill, Brooks worked for 

some time as a line engraver and etcher. In 1742 he produced and sold The Races at 

the Curragh, as well as a series of landscape prints such as A View of Leixlip, and A 

North Prospect of Blessington. However, Brooks’ earliest and direct interconnection 

within the Dublin book trade is also evident in his production of three book 

illustrations. The first example is a frontispiece to the sixth edition of Odes and 

Satyrs of Horace, published in Dublin by the Irish bookseller Samuel Fuller in 

1730.359 In 1742 the engraver also produced the frontispiece for John Winstanley’s 

Poems.360 A third portrait appeared in 1745 within an edition of The Works of 

Horace, edited by J. Hawksley and printed at the Dublin University Press.361 The 

date on the last example suggests that Brooks continued working as a jobbing book 

illustrator for some time after establishing his mezzotint workshop at Cork Hill.  

                                                 
358

 However, throughout the nineteenth century woodcuts were still commonly used in broadsheets, 

ballads, and within chapbooks (usually produced at a lower quality and sold at a cheaper rate). 
359

 Samuel Fuller was an important Dublin Quaker bookseller and schoolmaster who worked on 

Meath-Street, and there is a reference to this frontispiece within Strickland’s catalogue of Brooks’ 

work; see Dictionary of Irish Artists, 107.  
360

 Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 113. 
361

 Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 107.  
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From an early period in his career it seems that Brooks was working for booksellers 

of a particularly high status.  Arguably, this factor may have influenced his career as 

a mezzotint printmaker; as well as making his name familiar with the buying public, 

this work may also have helped Brooks to establish further advantageous 

connections within the Dublin book trade. In particular, the production of these 

frontispieces suggests that Brooks had cultivated earlier commercial affiliations with 

educational and literary publishers in Dublin, and those who were specifically 

targeting the higher end of the Dublin book-buying market.  

Moreover, publications such as these are reflective of a growing trend in 

specialist book publishing during the eighteenth century in general. This trend was 

based on a renewed interest in the classics and in antiquity. Many booksellers and 

publishers of these genres were strategically marketing titles towards an educated 

audience with a penchant for cultural and intellectual improvement. Therefore, the 

creation of these portrait subjects by Brooks may also be a reflection of the 

engraver’s social standing in Dublin, considering that these were his first attempts at 

commercial work. Indeed, the existence of these frontispieces certainly distinguishes 

Brooks from other jobbing engravers who at this time would have been employed for 

the production of unsophisticated woodcuts often included within popular chapbooks 

and ballads.362 It is important that his name would be consistently associated with 

such a higher intellectual subject matter on three separate occasions. This is not to 

say that Brooks did not engage in this line of work for financial reasons. 

Nevertheless, these earlier works may have in some sense influenced Brooks’ 

progression into single-sheet mezzotint reproduction.363  

By the eighteenth century technical advances in printing allowed a fruitful 

commercial relationship to emerge between a bookseller and an engraver.364 

However, within the relatively small commercial centre of Dublin during the 1730s 

and 1740s book illustration may not have been a sustainable enterprise for most Irish 

                                                 
362

 Many engravers who worked for the booksellers did so in a variety of jobbing capacities, many of 

which were crude illustrations or engraved decorative work, and this line of work did not evolve on an 

aesthetic level until the latter part of the century.  
363

 The evidence of this market will be discussed in detail within part two by closely examining the 

Dublin Group advertisements, all of which appear within newspapers that were evidently sold to an 

educated readership. 
364

 Hogarth had worked as a book illustrator for Robert Dodsley, and Gravelot produced illustrations 

for Richardson’s Pamela so the commercial interest in book illustration during the eighteenth century 

was indeed growing within the popular book market. 
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engravers. Contributing factors included heightened expenses in both the production 

and retailing of such items, as well as the problematic saturation of the Irish market 

by London booksellers as discussed previously. Brooks’ decision to engage in 

alternative forms of production, such as single-sheet line and eventually mezzotint 

engraving, is indicative of the insecurity associated with this line of work. Indeed, 

the financially crippling and largely unstable jobbing work of book illustration meant 

that most engravers sought out other avenues of employment. According to Raven, 

these book illustrators often worked freelance “in a desperately poor and 

unpredictable market” at the earlier part of the eighteenth century when production 

costs were particularly high.365 

Despite this factor, the evidence suggests that Brooks may have been in a 

more financially stable position than other engravers in Dublin working in this field. 

In 1742, Brooks published a notice in the Dublin Mercury regarding a missing 

apprentice named James Devoto (specified as the “Son of John Devoto of the City of 

London, Painter”) who had absconded from Brooks’ workshop (see figure 5).
366

 In 

this lengthy notice, Brooks warned the public that Devoto had broken a five-year 

contract (“by an Instrument in Writing, under his Hand and Seal”). The engraver was 

also threatening to take legal action against any person who should “entertain or 

employ” Devoto, or refuses to cooperate with his search.367 But the most significant 

feature of this notice is that the text therein also reveals the financial circumstances 

of the engraver at this earlier stage; tellingly, the engraver offered a reward of two 

guineas for any information relating to the location of Devoto, indicating that he was 

indeed able to afford a healthy reward. At this time two guineas would have been a 

decent amount of money in exchange for such information.368 This notice is 

important in the earlier history of the Dublin Group because it establishes that 

Brooks was a master-printmaker operating independently from Cork Hill in 1742, 

and was not solely dependent on the Dublin booksellers for jobbing employment. 

                                                 
365

 Raven, Business of Books, 137.  
366

 Dublin Mercury, 20-24 April 1742. 
367

 In the notice Brooks requests cooperation from the public “as the Law directs in such Cases”. 
368

 In the eighteenth century (from c. 1717) a two guinea coin was worth forty-two shillings; see 

Robert A. Selig, “Conversions between Eighteenth Century Currencies,” Current Value of Old 

Money, Projects Exeter, 30 January 2013, web, 1 November 2013 [hereafter: Selig, “Conversions 

between Eighteenth Century Currencies”].  
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Indeed, his decision to work in single-sheet mezzotint reproduction was therefore 

probably influenced by his entrepreneurial ambition. 

 

Fig. 5. Brooks’ notice for a missing apprentice, James Devoto (Dublin Mercury, April 1742). 

Brooks therefore worked almost exclusively in independent mezzotint 

printmaking for most of the 1740s. Nevertheless, there is evidence that the 

printmaker had still retained some crucial affiliations with members of the Dublin 

book trade. These connections are particularly exemplified by his use of certain 

bookshops as selling outlets for prints and as collection points for mezzotint 

subscriptions. For example, within the Dublin Mercury (May 1742) Brooks 

advertised a mezzotint portrait of the Lord Primate of Ireland, Hugh Boulter. 

Subscriptions for this reproduction were taken in by booksellers Faulkner on Essex 

Street, and Ewing, Smith, and Leathley on Dame Street (see figure 6).369  

                                                 
369

 The details of these advertisements will be examined in section two (Dublin Mercury, 4-8 May 

1742). 
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Fig. 6. Booksellers associated with Brooks’ print subscriptions 

(Dublin Mercury, 4-8 May 1742). 

Collaborative selling and subscription practices between Brooks and Dublin 

booksellers is also exemplified in the histories of other mezzotint printmakers, 

particularly in the case of Brooks’ closest associate, Miller. But Miller’s experiences 

with the Dublin print trade suggest that he had a more successful and independent 

career. Although there is limited knowledge of his background, it is known that 

Miller was apprenticed to John Faber Junior (probably along with Brooks) in 

London before his move to Ireland. In 1736 Faber issued a missing apprentice notice 

for Miller, which appeared in both city and country newspapers (figure 7).370  

 

Fig. 7. Faber's missing apprentice notice for Miller (London Evening Post, 3 July 1736). 

Miller was probably working alongside Brooks in London then, and both 

men may have relocated to Ireland to establish the mezzotint workshop at Cork Hill 

                                                 
370

 These notices appeared in the London Evening Post and also later in the Country Journal, 

indicating that Miller had probably absconded from London by then; see London Evening Post, 3 July 

1736 and Country Journal, 17 July 1736 in Burney Collection of Newspapers, Gale, National 

University of Ireland, Galway, n.d. web, 9 July 2012. 
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at the time of Miller’s absence.371 But before Miller arrived in Ireland there is 

evidence that he was already publishing his own plates independently. For instance, 

Miller’s earlier prints in London listed the address “at the sign of the Coffin on the 

Upper end of Wytch Street, near the New Church in the Strand”.372 In Dublin, Miller 

worked with Brooks in Cork Hill up until 1743 before moving to an address at “the 

Golden Head, the Upper end of Fleet Street, near Lazar’s Hill”. Miller finally settled 

at Hog Hill where he would remain for the rest of his life.373  

Although he mostly worked as a self-published printmaker, Miller was 

occasionally employed by some of the Dublin printsellers, such as Thomas Silcock, 

Paul Smith, and John Orpin. His connection to the Dublin book trade is best 

illustrated by the production of two critically acclaimed portraits of Jonathan Swift, 

both of which were reproduced after the Irish painter Francis Bindon. One of these 

prints was published and sold in 1743 by the Irish printsellers Orpin and Smith.374 

The other portrait reproduction was issued just shortly after Swift’s death in October 

1745, and was published by Swift’s close friend and Irish publisher, George 

Faulkner. In tribute to the Dean, Faulkner advertised Miller’s mezzotint reproduction 

along with an entirely different portrait of Swift by the Irish artist Charles Jervas.375 

In this notice Faulkner also included details of a publication titled Verses on the 

Death of Dr. Swift, D.S. P. D. occasioned by reading a Maxim in Rochefoulcailt,376 

which he sold for 6s and a halfpenny: 

Also, just published (price 13d) “A very fine engraving Print of the 

Rev. Dr. Swift D.S.P. D. taken from the original Picture painted by 

Mr. Gervas and the other a metzotint taken from the fine original 

portrait in the Deanry House on Kevin Street, which Picture was 

painted by Mr. Bindon at the Expense of the Chapter and is 

                                                 
371

 All accounts suggest that Brooks and Miller had begun working in Ireland from c. 1740, but the 

discovery of this earlier notice from Faber indicates that Miller may have moved from London at 

some point between 1736 and 1741.  
372

 It has not been established how long Miller had worked at this address (Strickland, Dictionary of 

Irish Artists, 109). 
373

 The addresses appear on a number of Miller’s publication lines from 1743 onwards; see the 

catalogue of Miller’s work listed in Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 111-114. 
374

 Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 114.  
375

 Both portraits can currently be viewed in the National Gallery of Ireland Collection.  
376

 The advertisement quoted above includes a misspelling of the name François de La Rochefoucauld 

(1613-1680). 
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universally allowed by all the Friends and Acquaintances of the Dean 

to be the most exact Likeness that ever was taken”.377 

Faulkner positively emphasised that Bindon’s portrait possessed an 

ascertained “likeness” of Swift. This feature was a common preoccupation within the 

market for eighteenth-century portraiture, and the mezzotint process was often used 

for this purpose. But there is a paratextual feature of this notice illustrating that there 

was indeed a commercial distinction between Brooks and Miller (figure 8). On the 

same page in which this paragraph appears (in fact, positioned directly below it) 

there is a separate advertisement for Brooks’ mezzotint portrait of the Earl of 

Chesterfield. The positioning of this advertisement below Miller’s mezzotint of 

Swift indicates that Faulkner used a visual strategy in the placement of similar-

subject items on the newspaper column. 

 

Fig. 8. A notice for two portraits of Swift (Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 16-19 November 1745). 

There is a broader significance to be found beyond the possible correlation 

between these two advertisements in terms of their advertisement categorisation; the 

evident visual and textual disconnection of the two engravers here (by these two 

entirely separate advertisements) suggests that at this point both mezzotint engravers 

were commercially competing with each other within the wider marketplace for 

single-sheet mezzotint portraiture. It is also important that this rivalry was being 

played out through Faulkner’s newspaper, a source that was frequently utilised by 

the three prominent Dublin mezzotint engravers, Brooks, Miller and Ford. With 

consideration for the relatively small size of the Dublin print trade, it is possible that 

                                                 
377
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Faulkner may have also grouped these items together for the viewing ease of the 

newspaper reader.  

 Other pupils from Brooks and Miller’s workshop produced etchings and 

line-engravings as book illustrations. These examples suggest that commercial 

affiliations did exist between mezzotint engravers and certain members of the Dublin 

book trade. For example, Charles Spooner produced an etching of Lough Lene, Co. 

Kerry, a print that was included within a Dublin publication by Richard Barton 

called Lectures on Natural Philosophy (1751).378 Spooner’s earlier work in Dublin 

also shows that the engraver retained a number of significant connections with the 

Irish book trade after his move to London in 1752. In an advertisement for his 

portrait of Anthony Malone (1754) Spooner announced that subscriptions could be 

collected at the following commercial outlets: by fellow mezzotint engraver Michael 

Ford at Cork Hill; by the printseller Thomas Silcock at his print-shop on Nicholas’ 

Street; by Matthew Williams, a printer and bookseller on Dame Street; and also by 

Henry Saunders (a printer and bookseller, Christ Church Lane).379 Spooner also 

includes the name and address of Thomas Wilkinson who ran a toy shop on Castle 

Street.  

A connection to Wilkinson’s shop is of particular interest because this 

suggests the expansion of the mezzotint market’s demographic. This type of broader 

commercial distribution demonstrates how mezzotint portraiture functioned on the 

market for domestic luxury goods in Ireland at that particular time.  It was perhaps a 

strategic move on the part of the engraver that a single-sheet mezzotint portrait 

would be sold in a toy shop; there is a possibility that single-sheet mezzotints may 

have been consumed by households headed by women. Weatherill has already 

examined whether or not there may have been notable difference between the 

consumption patterns of men and women during the eighteenth century in England. 

By using an evaluation of household inventories, Weatherill reflects on how pictures 

often appeared frequently in those domestic lists that were compiled by women.380  

Her findings indicate that there was indeed a shift from the consumption of 

functional domestic goods to luxury items such as decorative furniture. Therefore, 

                                                 
378

 Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 399.  
379

 Universal Advertiser, 26 March 1754-5.  
380

 Lorna Weatherill “The Meaning of Consumer Behaviour,” 211.  
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the consumption of mezzotint portraits may well have been placed in the same 

commercial category as children’s toys, revealing an increase in consumer liberties 

granted to women during the eighteenth century in general.381 But in the Irish 

context, the fashion for consuming imported luxury goods during the eighteenth 

century (including fine clothing and items produced abroad) was frowned upon by 

many. For instance, Berkeley complained in 1735 about the vanity of Irish women 

who favoured purchasing foreign luxury goods instead of encouraging domestic 

trade by supporting Irish manufacture.382 Indeed, landed and professional Irish 

women in the 1730s also engaged in auction bidding alongside their husbands.383   

Spooner’s use of the toy shop in this context might indicate a pattern of 

female consumption within the Irish market for mezzotint.384 Nevertheless, many 

other apprentices from Brooks’ Cork Hill workshop utilised the Dublin book trade 

for the sale of mezzotint portraits, which will be discussed further on. Most 

mezzotint engravers in Dublin were also strategically connected to other closely 

situated and related businesses outside of book publishing.385 For instance, Richard 

Purcell’s association with a frame-maker is indicative of how mezzotint prints were 

sold for public display, and reflects the dynamic functionality of a mezzotint on the 

Dublin market.  

In some cases book illustration was also a socially significant and exclusive 

line of work. Richard Houston (c. 1721-1775) reproduced a copy of Prince Rupert’s 

Head of the Executioner in mezzotint, which was included in the 1755 edition of 

John Evelyn’s Sculptura.386 Houston’s example is important with relation to the 

eighteenth-century historiography of mezzotint in general and specifically of the 

Dublin Group’s historical narrative (figure 9). As a printing process, mezzotint was 

rarely used for book illustration due to the limited amount of impressions that could 

be taken off a plate. Approximately less than fifty impressions can be taken from a 

                                                 
381

 Lorna Weatherill “The Meaning of Consumer Behaviour,” 211.  
382

 Foster, “‘An Honourable Station in respect of Commerce, as well as Constitutional Liberty’: 

Retailing, Consumption and Economic Nationalism in Dublin, 1720-85,” 30-44. 
383

 Barnard, Making the Grand Figure, 109. 
384

 Nevertheless, this is only a speculation, and further research in this area is required. 
385

 For a full list of these printsellers and booksellers, see appendix 1. 
386

 This edition was printed by J. Payne, at Pope's Head, Pater-Noster Row (London); see John 

Evelyn, Sculptura; or, the History and Art of Chalcography, and Engraving in Copper [...] Second 

Edition, London [1755] Eighteenth Century Collections Online, Gale, National University of Ireland 

Galway, web, 24 March 2013 [hereafter: Evelyn, Sculptura].  
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mezzotint plate before retouching is required. Houston’s reproduction in the octavo 

or book format is noteworthy on other levels; Evelyn’s seminal work outlined the 

history and invention of mezzotint. As an exemplary image this print symbolises the 

eminence of Houston within the London book and print trade at that time. The 

publication of this text in the mid-eighteenth century reflects that there was a 

growing interest in this technical process of copperplate engraving, and the inclusion 

of a Dublin Group member, Houston, certainly demonstrates his heightened 

reputation as an engraver in this technique. 

 

Fig. 9. Richard Houston, entitled The Little Executioner after Prince Rupert (after José de 

Ribera), published in the second edition of Evelyn’s Sculptura from 1755 (British Museum). 

Despite the advantageous association of Houston’s name with Evelyn’s book 

(that is, by enhancing his reputation) the engraver later suffered financial difficulties 

that left him at the mercy of the London printseller, Robert Sayer. Despite the lack of 

any factual evidence it has been presumed that these difficulties were apparently 

brought about by the engraver’s own indolence. However, like his fellow apprentice, 

McArdell, the historical contradiction is that Houston had produced many works in 

mezzotint that were of the highest quality. According to Strickland, Houston as an 

engraver had “never sank to mere hack work, his plates always bearing the impress 

of his great technical and artistic powers”.387 Houston’s involvement in the 

illustration of Evelyn’s text in 1755 might reflect the mezzotint revival, which by 

then was at its height in London. Indeed, McArdell and his fellow Dublin-trained 

engravers were actively working in London at this point. But from an earlier period 
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in Dublin, it is evident that the mechanical requirements of this technique were also 

intrinsically connected to other industries.     

iv. Mechanical Requirements (Mezzotint and Other Trades) 

In most capacities during the eighteenth century the practical act of printing 

was indeed a collaborative experience. The establishment of Brooks’ mezzotint 

workshop at Cork Hill denotes how the laborious and tedious process of plate 

preparation necessitated the employment of apprentices.
388

 The preparatory work 

involved in grounding a plate for mezzotint printing (like other print and craft 

processes) often distinguished between the role of the image engraver and the role of 

the mechanical assistant.389 Similarly, book production also often required specialists 

in the areas such as type, binding, and design. In Dublin’s Trade in Books, Mary 

Pollard describes the structure of the Irish book industry as being “a collection of 

individuals, loosely knit by their calling and bound to each other only in occasional 

and variable associations.”
390

 This lack of unity had in many ways shaped the Dublin 

print trade at the time in which the Dublin mezzotint engravers were active. There 

were some obvious similarities in the mechanical requirements for single-sheet 

printmaking, many of which overlapped with the book trade. According to Harris:  

Most forms of engraved material were issued with some element of 

letterpress, printed on paper from the suppliers used by the book 

printers and booksellers, marketed through overlapping forms of 

advertisement, including newspapers and handbills, and distributed 

through many of the same outlets.
391

 

Aside from requiring ready access to paper, ink, and a roller press, the 

technical features involved in single-sheet print production also included text for the 

title and publication line details.392 This feature of the single-sheet mezzotint portrait 

may only have been a practical means of identifying the plate subject, publisher and 

seller. On a basic level, these features are designed to indicate an image’s most likely 

                                                 
388

 Wax, Mezzotint, 55. 
389

 Brooks’ employment of apprentices such as Devoto (as previously mentioned) indicates that the 

engraver had assistance in print production, probably in the laborious task of plate grounding. 
390

 Pollard, Dublin’s Trade in Books, 181.  
391

 Harris, “Scratching the Surface,” 104. 
392

 However, hand-engraved text was more frequently used for an engraved standalone plate rather 

than relief letter-press. 
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provenance.  However, the importance of this surplus print area is of significance for 

all interdisciplinary research conducted on the single-sheet mezzotint portrait. For 

instance, the prominent title line was often deployed with the use of different sized 

fonts of both the roman and italic variety. The visual designs of these titles were 

made with direct relation to the subject matter of the portrait. That is, those sitters of 

greater importance frequently received a superior level of adornment on their title 

lines in terms of format and treatment.393  

Most of the tools and equipment required for printing would have been 

imported into England and Ireland. Superior paper usually came from sources in 

Holland, Italy, or France, and up until the eighteenth century there was a heavy 

reliance on continental suppliers for printing.394 However, there were some 

significant efforts in indigenous Irish paper production at the time in which the 

mezzotint engravers were active in Dublin. In particular, these developments 

included Slator’s successful paper mill, and also an Irish typefoundry that was 

established in Dublin by Malone and Perry.
395

 Both of these examples indicate the 

extent to which the domestic print trade in Dublin was moving towards a more self-

sufficient mode of production. For a Dublin mezzotint engraver these resources were 

readily available from Cork Hill.396 Although no existing records indicate the 

particular resources used, Brooks’ affiliations with certain printers and booksellers 

surrounding Cork Hill, Dame Street, and Essex Street, implies that these engravers 

had ready access to all necessary printing requirements.
397

  

Having access to the original portrait image was also an important aspect of 

the reproductive transferring process. Ideally, an engraver would have the original 

image available for close study in their studio. In some instances the engraver would 

advertise this fact in public newspaper notices. These declarations indicated the high 

status of the engraver (by being closely connected to the artist), but they also acted as 

a guarantee the superior quality of their mezzotint reproduction. For example, in an 

                                                 
393

 Whether these decisions were made by the engraver, the printer (or both) is often unknown. 
394

 Case study one will examine the paper production and usage in Ireland.  
395

 Vincent Kinane, A Brief History of Printing and Publishing in Ireland (Dublin: National Print 

Museum, 2002) 19.  
396

 There were at least thirty-five papermakers and twelve paper merchants active alongside the 

Dublin Group (Pollard, Dictionary, 645-647). 
397

 Within Irish Historic Towns Atlas (no. 19) there is a list of the printing houses surrounding the 

Cork Hill area that may explain Brooks’ choice of residency, and which will be more closely 

examined in subsection 3.  
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advertisement for the production of twenty-one plates after the artist Bernard Lens 

(1744), Brooks had pointedly mentioned that he had access to the original paintings, 

which could be publicly viewed at his workshop.
398

 In-studio access to paintings was 

ideal for the reproductive engraver. The reproductive process itself was mostly 

conducted using a “squaring up” system. This process involved drafting the image in 

a series of grids in order to retain the correct proportions.
399

 The method used to 

make the best reproduction of an image also involved the use of mirrors to 

counteract the reverse imaging.  

v. Marketing Strategies and London-Dublin Relations 

In terms of the marketing and selling practices of printed goods there were a 

number of similarities in the ways that the book trade and single-sheet printmaker 

had operated. Many book titles and mezzotints prints were frequently advertised 

alongside each other within newspaper advertisement columns. It is highly probable 

that both book and print sellers were marketing towards the same – or at least a very 

similar – commercial audience. Indeed, throughout the eighteenth-century bookshops 

were the most prominent outlets for public access to information on newly published 

and forthcoming titles. These books were usually listed in book sale catalogues, 

which were predominantly used to cater for the provincial markets.
400

 The bookseller 

shop was a vital and pivotal resource used to shape and manage the current 

fashionable trends in book publishing. These outlets were also dynamic venues in 

that the proprietor usually sold an extensive variety of printed and ephemeral 

goods.
401

 Indeed, bookshops were considered “important sites of conviviality, news, 

gossip, and entertainment” as well as a direct means of access to a wider audience. 

This is perhaps why mezzotint prints made by the Dublin Group were sold by 

prominent booksellers such as George Faulkner and James Esdall, who would have 

recognised the advantages of selling such novel items.  

                                                 
398

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 23-26 February 1744. 
399

 This process was used to transfer drawings to a panel or to a canvas; see Brenda, D. Rix, Pictures 

for the Parlour: the English Reproductive Print from 1775 to 1900 (Toronto: Art Gallery of Ontario, 

1983) 81.  
400

 Pollard, Dublin’s Trade in Books, 188. 
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 During the eighteenth century a variety of practical and luxury goods were commonly sold in the 

Irish bookshop, including stationery and lottery tickets (Pollard, Dublin’s Trade in Books, 193).  
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In relation to the sale of mezzotint portraits, booksellers may have taken a 

percentage of the print sale, but prints were usually sold by subscription in a similar 

way to books. During the late seventeenth century, subscriptions had originally been 

used to fund the production of expensively produced publications, usually of the 

antiquarian variety. These books often included a large number of engravings, such 

as in the publication of cartography and heraldry titles. This process was financially 

successful for some earlier book publishers, particularly in collaborative publishing 

that involved the author. For example, in 1697 London bookseller Jacob Tonson 

published Dryden’s Virgil, and later in 1715 he published Pope’s translations of Iliad 

in this way.
402

 The practice of book subscription developed throughout the 

eighteenth century as a larger number of publishers of books, maps, and music sheets 

began to recognise the financial cost-cutting benefits of sale by subscription. 

Subscriber names were frequently published within the covers of a book, and could 

sometimes be used as expressions of social status depending on the subscription.
403

    

However, the subscription method of sale for the single-sheet print market 

differed in some ways from the book trade. In the sale of mezzotints during the 

1740s subscription lists were frequently advertised within certain Dublin 

newspapers. The terms often promised the delivery of first (that is, the highest 

quality) impressions to those who subscribed, which would be sold for a reasonable 

or discounted price.
404

 In 1742 Brooks proposed two mezzotint subscriptions in this 

way, one of which was for the ambitious reproduction of one hundred mezzotint 

portraits. This particular single-sheet subscription example is interesting because 

Brooks had printed and updated the list of all subscribers.405 It would seem that the 

objective of selling prints by subscription was to cover the costs of production, but 

the purpose of the subscription for mezzotint had also been related to the demand for 

the best printed impressions taken from the plate. Arguably, the practice of mezzotint 

subscription also created an early-modern version of the “limited” edition; the finest 

mezzotint impressions were the first to be printed, and this gave an incentive for the 

buyer to subscribe.  
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Mezzotint portrait subjects were usually fashionable or famous subjects, but 

subscriptions were also made by family members. Sometimes artists employed 

mezzotint engravers in their studio for this purpose.
406

 Printsellers and booksellers 

also utilised their shop fronts in order to publicly display a variety of their prints. 

Therefore, it is possible that the book publisher and printmaker (or seller) may have 

also collaborated in the sale of such goods in this manner. Incidentally, George 

Faulkner’s bookshop on Essex Street was only a short walking distance from 

Brooks’ address at Cork Hill.  In Brooks’ public notice for two prints, ‘The Battle of 

the Boyne’ and ‘The Siege of Derry’, the engraver includes a note that “subscriptions 

are taken in for the above plates by the printer hereof”.407 Their close proximity 

might somewhat explain why Faulkner became one of the engraver’s selling agents. 

The bookseller also sold a number of William Hogarth’s prints, indicating that he 

had a strong commercial interest in single-sheet print-selling. For example, a 

theatrical portrait of Garrick in the character of Richard III was publicly advertised 

in Faulkner’s newspaper, and the notice specifies that this print was authorised by 

Hogarth himself.
408

 This example demonstrates two aspects of Faulkner’s 

relationship with the London print trade. Firstly, there was a commercial recognition 

by Faulkner of targeting the Dublin market with this type of item (in particular, the 

popular theatrical portraiture genre). Secondly, the engraver, Hogarth, was 

deliberately utilising Faulkner’s bookshop (“where also may be had all his works”) 

probably in a bid to target a wider market outside of London. The Dublin engravers 

were consequently associated with a leading London printmaker such as Hogarth 

through their commercial connection Faulkner. This connection may also have 

heightened the marketability of mezzotint, and consequently raised the status of 

engravers such as McArdell and Houston when they later moved to London. 

In a letter addressed to Hogarth, dated 15 November 1740, there is a direct 

reference to the business practices that Faulkner used in the sale of single-sheet 

prints.409 Not only does the bookseller acknowledge that there would be a ready 

market for Hogarth’s prints in Dublin (“Your Reputation here is sufficiently known 

to recommend anything of yours; and I shall be glad to serve you”), but most 
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crucially, Faulkner also outlines a consignment agreement for fifty sets of three 

different prints. Furthermore, he mentions that the “Duty on Prints” in Ireland was 

set at ten cent. Also, the bookseller makes a provision that Hogarth will agree to take 

back those prints that were not sold, thus Faulkner was selling single-sheet prints on 

a sale-or-return basis. With regard to the commercial history of Dublin during the 

1740s, this letter is intriguing because Faulkner stated that he will “desire no other 

Profit than what you allow in London to those who sell them again”. In essence, the 

Dublin bookseller was strategically lowering his price in Dublin for these prints, 

much in the same way that he often undercut the London prices in his book 

reprinting. Therefore, given the close context of Brooks’ association with Faulkner 

(having advertised that his prints would be sold by Faulkner in 1742) it is possible 

that similar business terms would have been agreed between the Irish engraver and 

this bookseller.   

Another example much closer to the collective Dublin Group history 

illustrates that there was a connection between Dublin and London through single-

sheet mezzotint print-selling. In 1751 McArdell employed two Dublin printsellers, 

Paul Smith and Thomas Silcock, to act as the official Irish agents for the sale of the 

engraver’s work in Dublin.
410

 At this time, McArdell was already working 

successfully in London, so the appointment of these Dublin-based selling agents is 

suggestive of a direct commercial connection between the two cities with regard to 

the marketing of single-sheet mezzotint prints. According to Pollard, collaboration 

through various print selling outlets was frequently noted within the eighteenth-

century the Irish consumer market: 

[...] commercial collaboration between the two cities did not only 

depend on Dublin’s purchase of London books; more active co-

operation can be shown in such matters as subscription publication 

agencies and joint selling ventures.
411

 

Although Pollard is referring here to book publishing, this form of 

collaborative effort may also be applied to single-sheet selling. Nevertheless, it was 

often the publisher, not always the engraver or printer, who could afford to purchase 

the copper plate from which the image was made. In these cases, the printseller had 
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then assumed copyright ownership of all impressions that could be taken off the 

plate. Sometimes this practice had detrimental consequences for the original quality 

of the mezzotint design; crude posthumous re-working or re-touching a plate would 

inevitably reduce the print value.
412

 Many of McArdell’s plates were sold shortly 

after his death in 1765. These plates were bought by the London printseller, Robert 

Sayer, who then frequently issued inferior versions of McArdell’s unfinished plates. 

These low quality, false proofs were retouched and printed in an attempt by Sayer to 

exploit the market for McArdell’s work posthumously.
413

 

vi. The Earl of Chesterfield Portrait (a Mezzotint Collaboration) 

  In 1745 Miller was commissioned to create a reduced portrait of the Earl of 

Chesterfield (figure 10).414 The painting was originally painted by William Hoare 

(1707-1792), but was reproduced within a broadside of a speech that Chesterfield 

delivered to both Houses of Parliament in Dublin on the 8 October 1745.415 This 

sheet was made in collaboration with Dublin engraver and publisher, Samuel 

Wheatley and the English bookseller and engraver, Halhed Garland.
416

 It is likely 

that this print was indeed a special governmental commission published for 

propaganda purposes, or in an attempt to settle the political climate in Ireland at the 

time of the rising in Scotland. This collaboration illustrates that Miller had 

commercial incentives to engage in propagandist print activity.  

 

Throughout the 1740s, this portrait underwent a number of transformations 

that will be discussed here. For historical context, in 1745 (during the second 

Scottish Jacobite rebellion) Chesterfield was sent to Ireland where he briefly, and 
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successfully, served as the Lord Lieutenant.417 Chesterfield’s brief time in Ireland 

was probably orchestrated by the British ministry to calm the atmosphere of revolt, a 

task which he managed with great accomplishment.
418

 Chesterfield left a positive 

mark on Dublin during his brief stay by demonstrating sound leadership, promotion 

of civic and artistic improvement, and diplomacy skills in Dublin Castle.
419

 In reply 

to Thomas Prior c. 1746, regarding a request of funding in support of the 

establishment of an Irish formal art academy, Chesterfield was enthusiastic:  

 

 The genius of Irishmen is capable of excellence in every art and 

science, if encouraged. Get masters from the Continent to instruct 

you. You will have painters and sculptors of your own.420 

 

His popularity in Dublin is perhaps symbolised in the production of the 

decoratively illustrated broadside, including a reduced bust version in mezzotint by 

Miller, presented in an oval frame at the top (see figures 10 and 11). At this time in 

which Chesterfield was sent to Ireland, the Jacobite rising in Scotland was 

underway.
421

 The atmosphere of revolt probably directly influenced this type of 

production, and the use of the broadside format, incorporating both speech and 

image, was an effective means of political propaganda. But this production also 

symbolises the esteem attached to Chesterfield’s presence in Ireland on a domestic 

level. Certainly, the employment of three skilled craftsmen, including a mezzotint 

engraver, for the creation of this sheet suggests the positive impact the Lord 

Lieutenant had on the city, especially with regard to his support for various cultural 

and civic endeavours including the Phoenix Park and the Dublin Society drawing 

schools.      

                                                 
417
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Fig. 10. His Excellency Philip Earl of Chesterfield published by Samuel Wheatley, Halhed 

Garland, and Andrew Miller (mezzotint bust after William Hoare).  c. 1745. British Museum. 

Web. 15 November 2013.  
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Fig. 11. This is the detail of Miller’s reduced bust portrait of the Earl of Chesterfield within a 

printed speech from 1745; the oval frame contains a direct reference to Miller. His Excellency 

Philip Earl of Chesterfield published by Samuel Wheatley, Halhed Garland, and Andrew Miller 

(mezzotint bust after William Hoare).  c. 1745. British Museum. Web. 15 November 2013 (see 

figure 9 for full sheet). 

All three individuals were probably officially commissioned by parliament to 

produce this sheet, which they sold at various locations.
422

 The print is large in size 

(twenty by fourteen inches), and within the design there is a dedication from Garland 

to “The Honourable William Bristow, Esqr. One of the Commissioners of His 

Majesty’s Revenue in Ireland”. The broadside was sold “by Andrew Miller on Hog 

Hill, H. Garland in Essex Street and Samll. Wheatley in Salutation Alley opposite 

Crane Lane”. The fact that a mezzotint engraver was involved in both the production 

and sale of this sheet is significant, as not only does this example illustrate Miller’s 

affiliations within single-sheet production beyond the typical mezzotint format, it 

also demonstrates the engraver’s recognition of an opportune commercial avenue in 

which to exploit his skills.  

The speech, which was included in its entirety, suggests that this publication 

was directly propagandist in function. Within the text Chesterfield is appealing to the 

Irish to join with English troops against the Jacobites. Chaloner Smith even 

suggested that the broadside may have been published in celebration of the relative 

peace in Ireland during the rebellions.
423

 The speech specifically notes that all 
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monetary costs in army recruitment will be covered by the English. This point hints 

towards an urgency in Chesterfield’s appeal to the Irish subjects for loyalty in the 

face of the Jacobean crisis. The language used in the speech is also complimentary to 

the progress of industry in Ireland. Chesterfield's appeal for Irish support is followed 

by flattering and direct reference to the burgeoning linen industry in Dublin: 

It is with the greatest satisfaction that I hear of the present flourishing 

state of your linen manufacture, and I most earnestly recommend to 

you the care and improvement of so valuable a branch of your trade; 

let not it’s [sic] prosperity produce negligence.  

When Chesterfield delivered this speech the domestic industries in Ireland 

were already being encouraged through The Dublin Society premiums system, and 

linen manufacturing was by then a successful export industry in Ireland.
424

 Miller’s 

incentive to become involved in this production was more commercial than political; 

the engraver’s name was included underneath the reduced portrait (figure 11).  

Throughout the 1740s, William Hoare’s portrait of Chesterfield was also 

replicated in a number of different mezzotint versions by other Dublin Group 

members such as Brooks, McArdell, Ford, Houston and Purcell, and the portrait was 

frequently sold within the Dublin and London markets. For example, Brooks 

reproduced a full-length version that the engraver had frequently advertised in 1745. 

Brooks’ version was probably published at an earlier time, and may have been the 

source image used by Miller.
425

 In an advertisement Brooks was also careful to 

announce that his reproduction was made “by permission of his Excellency” (figure 

12). Although the indication here would be that the engraver may have had a direct 

connection to Chesterfield, the reproduction of this image by various engravers 

strongly suggests that this was not the case.426 Regardless, this Chesterfield portrait 

was a useful tool of propaganda for the British parliament throughout the politically 

tumultuous 1740s, and the image was evidently exploited by a number of mezzotint 

engravers in Dublin. 427 
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Fig. 12. Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 12-16 November 1745.   

vii. Other Skills and Enterprises 

Aside from printmaking, some of the engravers also worked in various other 

commercial industries. Employment in these un-related areas gives a greater sense of 

the skills acquired by those working in the craft trades during the early eighteenth 

century. For instance, before moving to London Dixon worked for some time in 

linen-printing and basso-relievo printing with his brother at Leixlip. Here he 

produced a number of decorative images of birds and flowers in the Rococo 

manner.
428

 Dixon also worked in cartographical line-engraving; in 1760 he engraved 

a four-sheet map of Dublin for the map-maker and print-seller, John Rocque (c.1709-

1762).
429

 This kind of flexibility is especially reflected in the careers of mezzotint 

printsellers, Ford, Frye, and Brooks. To give an example, Ford frequently identified 

himself as a painter, and had advertised private drawing tuition. As well as this he 

offered an array of closely-related services from picture-restoring, framing, and even 

decorative house-painting.
430

 By the 1740s the growing gentry or middle rank in 

Ireland would have employed specialists for a number of domestic decorative works, 

so Ford’s flexibility as an artist in this regard would have made him suitable for such 

employment. 

Probably the most distinguished and older Dublin mezzotint engraver, 

Thomas Frye, produced a number of oil paintings and watercolour miniatures in 

addition to his work as an engraver. But in 1744, Frye successfully established the 

Bow Porcelain Manufactory in London where he produced many original designs. 

Frye found success in this trade for several years, and had only returned to mezzotint 
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printmaking due to ill health from the manufactory work.
431

 These examples 

demonstrate the variety of skills which many of the mezzotint engravers had 

possessed. However, Brooks’ commercial ventures in other fields would not be as 

successful. Shortly after his move to London, Brooks decided to leave the field of 

mezzotint reproduction printmaking altogether. McArdell, whose strengths as a 

mezzotint engraver were greater than Brooks, began to work independently. Without 

the commercial affiliation (Brooks had previously sold and published McArdell’s 

work while in Dublin), it is possible that Brooks could no longer sustain work in this 

enterprise. Consequently, in 1747 Brooks set up an enamel transfer printing 

company at Battersea in London, and he was believed to have invented a new form 

of the process. For some time Brooks received financial support from Stephen 

Jansen and Peter Gandon for this purpose. Brooks’ company did produce a small 

number of impressive works, such as snuffboxes, which are now extremely rare.
432

 

However, unlike Frye, in 1756 Brooks’ company failed miserably, causing both him 

and his benefactors to suffer irreversible financial losses.
433

 It was Brooks’ legendary 

deceitful reputation that was the presumed cause of his failure in an otherwise 

potentially profitable ornament and household furniture market. After this point 

Brooks dabbled in the sale of low-market commercial quackery, which may reflect 

the engravers’ desperate financial circumstances towards the end of his life. Many 

members of the print trade in Dublin and London sold a variety of goods alongside 

their printed wares, and Brooks’ venture into selling medicinal goods may not have 

been entirely uncommon.
434

 Nevertheless, within one medicinal advertisement 

Brooks still identified himself to the public as an engraver, despite there being no 

other evidence that he was still working in the field at this stage.  

Overall, most members of the print industries at Dublin and London during 

the eighteenth century needed a certain degree of flexibility in this often precarious 

type of employment. With regard to single-sheet printmaking, Harris notes that 
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“engraving was a transferable skill and mobility was probably a conventional 

element in the pattern of employment”.
435

 The connections outlined here are 

important because they demonstrate earlier examples of the engravers’ 

interconnectivity and flexibility within the Irish print trade. This also illustrates a 

foundational construction of the Dublin Group’s collective cultural identity. By 

identifying some of their earlier individual histories this re-evaluation shows that the 

Dublin Group was deeply connected to the local book trade prior to their move to 

London. 

viii. Mapping the Dublin Group: The Geographical and Historical Significance 

of Cork Hill  

The relatively small size of Dublin city meant that there was a local, well-

defined market available for the mezzotint printmakers to exploit. Dublin port was 

within a strategic and advantageous proximity to London and the European import 

trade routes.  Cork Hill is of particular significance with regard to the earlier history 

of these engravers as the location gave Brooks and Miller vital access to the print 

and luxury goods market, as well as providing the means to export their work to 

London. The engravers were also able to cultivate and strengthen their 

interconnections within the Dublin book trade by operating almost beside several 

booksellers such as George Faulkner. Geographical associations between mezzotint 

production and other commercial or civic activities reveal much about the Dublin 

goods and print market. 

A small section of Cork Hill still exists today between Dame Street and Lord 

Edward Street. The contemporary place-name itself, as it remains, is now situated 

between the City Hall – formerly the Royal Exchange – and Dublin Castle.436 

Historically, the area of Cork Hill was beside important civic buildings such as the 

now-demolished original Custom House Quay.437 Also, an important administrative 

building during the early eighteenth century was the merchants’ hall (or The 

Tholsel); this hall was located between Christchurch Place and Skinner Row, which 
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was sometimes used as a public landmark for the mezzotint printseller, Thomas 

Silcock.438 The origins of Cork Hill derive from the settlement of the ambitious land 

and property owner Richard Boyle, the first Earl of Cork, who had built Cork house 

on this site in the early seventeenth century.439 Previously, this was the site of the now 

demolished twelfth-century church, Sainte Marie Del Dame, hence the name Dame 

Street. As a result its historical relevance as a site, as well as its proximity to the river 

Liffey, made this area a vital location for all forms of commercial enterprises.440  

Therefore, the surrounding vicinity and building grounds beside Castle Street and 

Cork Hill became a vibrant commercial hub of mercantile activity. Indeed, all 

manner of local commerce and manufacture was given an opportunity to flourish in 

this area.441  

 From a very early period a substantial number of publishers and newspaper 

printers were also directly located at Cork House. For instance, between 1702 and 

1713 the printer Francis Dickson ran The Dublin Intelligence from Cork Hill.442 In 

1725 a periodical called The Dictator was also printed from Cork House by Thomas 

Harbin and Pressick Ryder.443 By the 1740s, R. Reilly printed The Dublin Newsletter 

at this location.444 These individuals are listed to demonstrate the historical 

consistency and concentration of print activity at this particular venue, suggesting a 

possible motive for Brooks to choose this location. The print activity at Cork House 

before 1740 strongly indicates that Brooks would have had access to all of the 

necessary printing resources and tools. Moreover, the famous Lucas’ Coffee House 

was also situated directly within the Cork House building. During the early to mid-

eighteenth century this venue became “the daily resort of the beaux and most 

fashionable gentlemen of the city”, and gave Brooks direct access to a suitable 
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clientele for portraiture reproduction.445 In addition to this landmark, the building 

also contained the Hall of the Corporation of Stationers, Cutlers, and Paper-Stainers 

(referred to as “the Stationers’ Hall”), which might explain the large amount of 

printers who were addressed both in Cork Hill and within the surrounding areas of 

Dames Street and Essex Street.446 According to Gilbert, all manner of cultural and 

refined leisurely activity had taken place at the Hall of the Stationers. These included 

public art exhibitions, auctions, fencing, dancing lessons, and sometimes even 

banquets were held at this location.447 Therefore, commercial and social connections 

between various industries and activities gave this area a historical significance in 

the cultural and commercial make up of Dublin City during the eighteenth century. 

Cork House was demolished in 1768, but this building was a central arena of various 

commercial and civic activities.  

ix. Crafts surrounding Cork Hill (c. 1740s) 

By the 1740s, Cork Hill lay within a burgeoning centre of trade and 

commercial activity surrounding Dublin castle. This area encompassed the busy 

Essex bridge district from Castle Street across to Capel Street on the north side of the 

river. In the south side, the economic activity included a variety of textile 

manufacturing (particularly in silk weaving at the Liberties), but there was also a 

high number of food and drink processors west and north of the Castle.448 This area 

was also an important centre for luxury goods and services. Quite a number of 

specialised retailers were located around Dublin Castle, particularly on Castle Street, 

Cork Hill and Fishamble Street. Many sold exotic or luxury food imports. For 

instance, Leonard Hodson, a grocer on Castle Street, advertised “spices of West 

India, sweet meats, chocolate, Florence jar oil”, etc, suggesting the diversity of 

specialist foodstuff available in this area.
449

 Sometime later, a chocolate-maker 

named Bryan Reilly was situated on lower Blind Quay, next to Cork Hill. In 

newspaper advertisements, Reilly specified that his address was “near the theatre”, 
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indicating that his targeted customers may have been theatre-goers.
450

 He also 

promised that “as he is a young beginner, [he] will serve persons of Quality 

Merchants and others, at the most reasonable Terms, either wholesale or retail” as an 

appeal to both individual customers and wholesale merchants.  

A specific occupational zone between Cork Hill and Dame Street was mostly 

comprised of booksellers and printers, probably due the close proximity to Dublin 

Castle and Trinity College.451 The association with printers, as well as a flow of 

middle-rank customers in this area, might be an obvious explanation as to why 

Brooks and Miller chose to establish a print workshop at Cork Hill.  Indeed, many 

advertisements reflect the extent of this activity surrounding Brooks’ workshop, and 

there will be a close examination of newspapers for this purpose in part two. 

Moreover, Ford advertised services as an interior domestic house painter, indicating 

that the mezzotint printseller possessed a dynamic range of skills.452 In support of this 

assessment a selection of Wide Streets Commission maps has also been consulted. 

These maps offer both a visual and geographical perspective on the commercial 

activity surrounding Cork Hill and in one case a direct connection to the Dublin 

Group has been identified.453 But before this discussion, a number of Irish-made 

luxury crafts surrounded Cork Hill warrants some broader contextual consideration. 

In particular, the production of domestic interior craftwork and Irish-made luxury 

goods at this time included: goldsmiths, cabinet and furniture makers, Irish delft, 

stuccowork, and textiles.  

 

The Company of Goldsmiths in Ireland is one of the oldest Irish guilds, and 

was granted a Royal Charter in 1637. The hallmark for Irish gold and silver was a 

crowned harp, used as assurance of a high quality standard at the Assay office.
454

 

Each goldsmith also had their own identifying maker’s mark for this purpose, and 

their details (stamped onto metal plates) were registered at the Goldsmith’s Hall, 

                                                 
450

 Esdall’s Newsletter, 13 June 1750.  
451

 Price, Dublin 1750 to 1850: spatial distribution and organisation of economic activity, 43. 
452

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 4-8 January 1742-3; Ford’s range of services will be discussed in 

detail further on. 
453

 Permission has been granted to reproduce sample illustrations from an officially digitised copy of 

the Wide Streets Commission maps relating to Cork Hill; Dublin City Archives, Wide Streets 

Commission Map Collection.  
454

 Michael McAleer, “The Company of Goldsmiths in Ireland,” Irish Arts Review, 4:4 (1987): 30 

[hereafter: McAleer, “The Company of Goldsmiths in Ireland”]. 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

133 

 

which was situated near Cork Hill in St. Werburgh’s parish.
455

 By the 1730s, a duty 

mark in the form of Hibernia figure was also used in Ireland to indicate duty 

payments.
456

 Goldsmiths during the eighteenth century often struggled to sustain a 

livelihood in this trade due to a number of factors: there was increased competition 

from England varieties such as Sheffield plate; the high costs of training apprentices; 

and a large volume of rival imports that often saturated the Irish market.
457

 It is a 

small wonder therefore that some prominent individuals working in this field did 

manage to survive for some time. In many ways their success was linked to being 

within a close proximity to others working in the fashionable and luxury domestic 

market area surrounding Dublin Castle. For instance, the successful goldsmith 

Robert Calderwood worked from Castle Street (c. 1741) and later from Cork Hill, an 

area where a number of other goldsmiths were located: William Wilson,
458

 Isaac 

D’Olier, and Thomas Walker all had addresses at Cork Hill; Edward Roper was 

situated on Dame Street; John Moore worked from Christchurch Lane; and Charles 

Leslie, lace-maker and goldsmith worked on Castle Street.
459

 Moreover, the 

esteemed goldsmith, William Townsend, also worked nearby on Fishamble Street.
460

  

The area surrounding Dublin Castle was the prime luxury retail centre where 

urban professionals worked, shopped, and entertained, and it is no surprise that many 

gold and silver smiths were located around Cork Hill. Rent for a premise in the 

Dublin Castle area would have been between twenty and thirty pounds a year but it 

was a crucial location that allowed the goldsmiths to reach the luxury market.
461

  

After obtaining freedom of the Irish Goldsmiths Corporation (1727), Calderwood ran 

his successful business in gold and silver lace manufacturing at this location 

throughout the middle of the eighteenth century, probably drawing others to the area. 

He became a warden and Master for the Dublin Goldsmiths Corporation, and sold 
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his luxury goods to many important public figures, such as William Cavendish, 

viceroy and Marquess of Hartington. As a professional gentleman, Calderwood was 

socially connected to many luxury craft trade in Dublin; he hired up to fourteen 

apprentices, and produced a large volume of output in the 1750s, which Fitzgerald 

notes would signal his professional esteem and reputation.
462

  In the eighteenth 

century, there were also many Huguenot goldsmiths working in Dublin listed as free 

and quarter brothers of the Goldsmiths’ Company. Many were employed as 

journeymen in gold silver ware, such as Peter Gervais, who worked from ‘The Jolly 

Shepherd’ on Dame Street.
463

 Irish silver ware of high quality was bought by the 

landed nobility from esteemed silversmiths, such as Thomas Walker in the 1730s. 

George Wickes made two silver candelabra in the Rococo style for 20
th

 Earl of 

Kildare in 1744 for one-hundred and fifty-five pounds, and an even more expensive 

item by Wickes was one bought by Viscount Duncannon, William Ponsonby in 1740 

for four-hundred and eight pounds, eight shillings and sixpence.
464

 

During the eighteenth century, Irish furniture evolved from functional use to 

luxury domestic interior goods of intricate beauty and style. Irish craft workshops in 

Dublin specialised in walnut and mahogany.
465

 An earlier woodcraft piece from 

Ireland is an oak altar table in the Royal hospital Kilmainham chapel designed by the 

Huguenot carver, James Tarbury (c. 1986).The consumption of home furnishings by 

the middle of the century was a social concern of the fashionable urban gentry. 

Barnard notes how dining rooms, such as Conyngham’s Park Street house (c. 1766), 

were often “arranged to impress” with their array of luxury furniture.
466

 A number of 

Irish cabinets have been identified from this period that are of huge significance.
467
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One of the most important cabinet-makers during the eighteenth century was 

William Moore II, who in 1786 trained at the Landscape and Ornament faction of the 

Dublin Society Drawing Schools. He later worked for the esteemed London cabinet-

makers, John Mayhew and William Ince, until 1777, before returned to Ireland, 

where he set up a fashionable cabinet-making business in Dublin on Abbey Street. 

Moore was paid six pounds, eighteen shillings and sixpence by Robert Dillion for 

making inlaid furniture for Clonbrock.
468

 In particular, he designed an impressive 

marquetry commode for the Duke of Portland, then Lord Lieutenant of Ireland, in 

1782.  Other important Dublin-based cabinet-makers included Francis and John 

Kirchoffer, who worked from Little Denmark Street in the 1780s.
469

 In 1760, Francis 

was awarded a prize from the Dublin Society, and was elected as warden and then 

master of the Joiners’ Guild.
470

 Like a number of other furniture-makers during the 

eighteenth century, Theopholous Jones was also an auctioneer. Jones worked from 

Mountrath Street beside Pill Lane in the late 1760s, and later at Mary’s Street and the 

Parish of St. Michan. In the late eighteenth century on Abbey Street appeared the 

esteemed cabinet-maker, John Mack, who later went into partnership with William 

Gibton and Zachariah Williams in the early nineteenth century and became the 

official upholster to the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland. 

Imported chinaware was frequently advertised at this time in Dublin, usually 

in the form of small functional furniture goods and luxury household items. Many 

sellers would strive to keep up with current London and Continental fashions. For 

instance, in 1747 George Newton on Essex Bridge imported a large parcel of 

chinaware “of the newest Patrons” including “all sorts of flowered and plain wine 

glasses, beer glasses, jugs and decanters, water glasses and saucers […] Japan tea 

boards and tea chests, a large sortment [sic] of earthen ware and chimney tyles”.
471

 

Many ceramic items – often designed with aesthetic fashionable patterns – were 

bought as decorative objects rather than for functional use.
472

 But locally-produced 

luxury and functional household ceramics also appeared on the market, such as 
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common-use earthenware, which was a popular domestic commodity during the 

eighteenth century. Irish delft (tin-glazed earthenware) was manufactured in Belfast 

and Dublin during the eighteenth century, but it was often an expensive and risky 

enterprise.  The most noteworthy being the white pothouse manufactory, established 

in the early 1730s on the North Strand (“at the World’s End, near the ship 

buildings”) under the consecutive management of John Chambers, John Crisp and 

Company, and later David Davis until about 1752; after this point the business was 

taken over by Henry Delamain, and remained in the family name until roughly 

1771.
473

 Delamain also set up a delft and pottery business in Palmerstown with some 

degree of success.
474

 Although an earlier application from Chambers to the Dublin 

Society was unsuccessful in 1739, a decade later (between 1747 and 1754) Crisp, 

Davis and later Delamain received Dublin Society awards for the best earthenware 

dish and plate sets, fruitbaskets, and a new form of ceramic printing using coals.
475

 

The society seemed committed to promoting the establishment of locally-produced 

fine earthenware. In 1765 and 1766, they awarded over one-hundred pounds to 

Ambrose Hanly at a delft factory in Stoneybatter, but his false claims to have 

produced the largest quantity of earthenware was soon discovered by Delamain’s 

workman, James Roche.
476

  In 1758, a set of Henry Delamain’s Irish-made 

earthenware sold for six pounds eight shillings and four pence.
477

 By the mid 1750s, 

he employed up to three-hundred in his factory, accepting apprentices of either sex, 

and seemingly had a flourishing overseas demand for his goods.
478

 By the middle of 

the eighteenth century, a number of ceramic and pottery manufacturers recognised 

the growing market for fine ceramic goods. Captain Bernard wife (of Castle Bernard, 

Bandon Co. Cork) bought eleven delft plates at an auction in 1768 for two shillings 

and eleven pence, along with an assortment of other small household items.
479

 In the 

1750s a china merchant named James White operated from Fishamble Street, 
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Dublin, selling an array of imported delft goods.
480

 Many local craftsmen began to 

undercut the prices of imported rivals from England and the Continent. For instance, 

John Chambers advertised in 1737 that he would be selling blue and white 

earthenware “25 per cent cheaper than can be imported from abroad”.
481

 Another 

china merchant, James Donavan Senior (also a gentleman property investor, later 

known as “The Emperor of China”), ran a successful enterprise from George’s Quay 

during the eighteenth century; by the 1770s he went under the business name, James 

Donovan and Son (“China and Glass merchants”) who continued in this line of work 

until the early nineteenth century.
482

 

In Dublin, stucco work in the neoclassical style was highly fashionable in 

many urban and country residences. Richard Edgeworth hired the stuccodore, 

Masterson, for the extensive remodelling of his house at Edgeworthtown, Co. 

Longford, and William Flower of Castle Durrow, Co. Laois, hired John Jellycumb in 

1746 for new and costly stuccowork on the house ceilings.
483

 By the late eighteenth 

century, Michael Stapleton became the most well esteemed Irish stuccodore of 

“Adam-style” domestic interior plasterwork.
484

 As a Catholic, he was not permitted 

to be accepted into the guilds but during the 1760s he worked with Robert West in 

the School of Dublin Plasterwork. He completed lavish interiors such as Powerscourt 

House on South William Street, the chapel in Trinity College Dublin, and Belvedere 

House (1786). Stapleton was commissioned by Lord Mountjoy, Luke Gardiner for a 

number of residences in the north side of the city.  But ceiling plasterwork in mid 

eighteenth-century Dublin was also sometimes imitated in a technique using papier-

maché. By the 1740s, the London picture frame maker, Joseph Dufour, was known 

to have worked in this method in Dublin, and from the 1750s there were four others 

in Ireland, including the wallpaper manufacturers Thomas Fuller, John Gordon, and 

John Rivett, and Dublin-based French statuary artist, Augustin Berville.
485

 The 

technique was fashionable for small-scale ceiling decoration in the middle of the 
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eighteenth century because it was a less expensive alternative to plaster as well as 

having the added advantage of being easily removed and fixed if necessary. During 

the 1750s, Thomas Fuller worked from the Paper Mill in Temple Bar, and advertised 

in 1754 (probably to the upwardly mobile gentry market) that this process could 

even be applied without his presence; he stated that “any gentleman may be supplied 

in the country with proper instructions to put them up”.
486

 Others working in 

plasterwork were becoming more accessible to the growing middle ranks; Hugh 

Kelly was employed for high quality Italian-style plasterwork in both urban and 

country houses, and was paid five shillings per day.
487

 But the most skilled 

stuccodores to have worked in Ireland during the eighteenth century were Paolo and 

Filippo Lafranchini, the Swiss-Italian stucco plasters working in Ireland who were 

commissioned for the interior at Carton House (1739), and later for Castletown 

House (c. 1759) in Co. Kildare (c.1759). The Lafranchini brothers worked in Ireland 

on the interior plasterwork at Riverstown House and Castle Saffron (both in Co. 

Cork); they were also employed by Richard Cassels in Dublin for a number of 

interiors, including Clanwilliam House on St. Stephen’s Green, the St. Stephen’s 

Green Club, and probably also Russborough House, Co. Wicklow.
488

 

 

The Dublin Linen Board, which was first established in 1711, greatly 

influenced local trade in the Cork Hill area during the early eighteenth century.489 

Despite the heavy export restrictions placed on Irish woollen trade, the Irish linen 

and flax trades created a substantial level of employment that included Catholics.490 

Although the industries of Dublin at this time were mostly Protestant, the 

employment of Catholics in this particular trade provides an interesting perspective 

on the demographic constitution of Cork Hill. Indeed, the distribution of linen from 

Ulster in Dublin was an important trade for merchants and linen drapers throughout 

most of the eighteenth century. The Dublin Linen Hall was first established in 1728 

on Yarnhall Street (near Capel Street). Dublin was the main inter-trade route for 
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linen. Price notes a number of street names, such as Derry Street and Coleraine 

Street, surrounding the linen hall that reflects the connection with Ulster. Cork Hill 

was also directly connected to Capel Street through the Essex Bridge, now called 

Grattan Bridge.  

 Many advertisers within this area specifically referred to Irish-made goods.491 

For example, in 1746 John Meares advertised the sale of silks and damasks that were 

“of Irish Manufacture” from his address at Castle Gate, Cork Hill: his reference 

probably signifies the Dublin Society’s encouragement of the Irish industry at that 

time.492 There was also an advertisement issued by a hosier named Joseph Malone, 

who worked from an address “at the sign of the Blue Leg, second door below Lucas’ 

Coffee-house”.493 Malone advertised an array of silks, threads, cotton, worsted and 

half-silk hose, as well as stocking frameworks for waistcoats and breeches. Most 

significantly, Malone claimed to be the “first in this Kingdom who manufactured silk 

Hose”, which suggests the kind of self-promotional strategies that was being 

employed in Dublin newspaper advertisements. There was also hosiers on Dame 

Street named T. Turpin who operated at the same time as Mrs. Kirkpatrick, hosier on 

Aungier Street.494 The latter example includes the statement that she would sell her 

wares “at reasonable rates”, which indicates a degree of competiveness within this 

type of trade. In a similar capacity, Joshua Leathley advertised the sale of woollen 

draperies, velvets, and silks (“of the best kinds manufactured in this Kingdom”).495 

Again, a focus on the quality of produce suggests the growing rivalry between 

vendors in the sale of the same type of product. In this particular example, it is also 

interesting that Leathley specifies a landmark that he calls the “Hibernian Industry” 

at Cork Hill. The presence of this type of industry, and its close association with 

Cork Hill, is significant, with relation to the type of trade emerging at this time. 

However, throughout most of the century the textile industry was particularly 

concentrated in the Liberties and Chapelizod areas of Dublin.496 Growing conflict 

escalated in the 1740s between the Protestant gang from the textile industry, known 
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as the ‘Liberty Boys’, and the Catholic group called ‘the Ormond Boys’, who came 

from the slaughter yards at Smithfield. The clashes were most pronounced in 1748, 

and culminated in a number of street riots and territorial fighting between Protestant 

weavers in the Liberties, and Catholic butchers at the Ormond market.
497

 But these 

disputes most likely emerged from the high unemployment levels during the 1720s 

rather than from sectarian conflict.
498

  

A number of foreign competitors had set up in Dublin in this decade. For 

instance, Christopher Bath advertised that he had “just arrived from London, and had 

opened a shop (“at the seven stars on Cork-Hill”) where he sold a variety of the 

“richest and most fashionable Gold and Silver Silks”.499 However, it is significant 

that Bath also mentioned that he sold silks and poplins “of the Irish manufacture”. 

This inclusion could be read as an obvious attempt to widen his market within this 

concentrated vicinity of Cork Hill, and by promoting his stock of both imported and 

home manufacture he is therefore illuminating any potential bias in consumer 

behaviour.500 The influence of the Dublin Society, with an increased emphasis on 

supporting goods of Irish manufacture, is evident throughout most of the advertised 

goods in Dublin during the 1740s; by then the availability of the premiums 

encouraged a spirit of growth of the domestic industries, and plenty advertisers 

surrounding Cork Hill sought to exploit this. 

The connection between the textile industry and mezzotint production is also 

evident in the family backgrounds of some of the engravers, namely Dixon and 

Fisher, as previously discussed. But aside from these specialist textile trades, there 

were a number of important printing houses at Cork Hill both long before and during 

the 1740s.
501

 For example, in the seventeenth century the King’s printing house was 

situated in the nearby Copper Alley, and Cork House was also the address of the 
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general post office printing house.
502

 Furthermore, many booksellers and printers, 

between Dame Street and Essex Street, operated within the general proximity 

surrounding Cork Hill. There were approximately twenty-five booksellers and 

printsellers in Dublin city who, at some point and in some capacity, were affiliated 

with the publishing and selling history of the Dublin Group.503 These connections 

encompass a number of specialist printsellers, such as Thomas Silcock who worked 

on Nicolas Street, and also leading Irish booksellers like George Faulkner, on Essex 

Street. Both of these men sold mezzotints on behalf of the engravers Brooks and 

Miller throughout the 1740s. Some of the newspapers printed in this area included 

Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, The Daily Courant, The Dublin Mercury and Esdall’s 

Newsletter.504 

 

Fig. 13. A sample of map 1(John Rocque’s Exact Survey of the city and Suburbs of Dublin, 1756) 

showing the booksellers and printers who operated around Cork Hill, and the tags represent 

those who had published and sold the Dublin Group mezzotints.
505

  

One of George Faulkner’s apprentices, James Esdall, had for about ten years 
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worked on Blind Quay, specifically at the corner of Copper Alley on Cork Hill.506 In 

1749 Esdall became famously connected to Miller during the Charles Lucas 

controversy.507 At this point Miller was working from Hog Hill, and therefore he was 

no longer actively present in Cork Hill. Although he no longer worked for Brooks, 

Miller was still dependent on those printers and newspaper proprietors who were 

closely affiliated with the Cork Hill area.  

 The mezzotint workshop established by Brooks in the early 1740s was 

within close range of many important Dublin landmarks and industries. The variety 

of these surrounding trades and practitioners, which existed directly beside Brooks’ 

(and later Ford’s) working address, has been identified through the examination of 

the maps contained in the Wide Streets Commission archive. In 1757 an Act of 

Parliament established “The Commissioners for making Wide and Convenient Ways, 

Streets and Passages in the City of Dublin”. This act allowed the compulsory 

purchase of buildings all across Dublin for the construction of new areas, such as the 

present-day Parliament, D’Olier, and Westmoreland Streets.508 Most of the maps 

relevant to Cork Hill include the new plan for the construction of Parliament Street, 

and proved invaluable for this geographical study on the Dublin Group. During the 

research conducted for this dissertation it was discovered that one of these plans 

contained the exact location of Brooks’ Cork Hill workshop, and this has been 

illustrated on a reproduction of Cork House (figure 14). This particular plan includes 

a direct reference to Ford’s address. In 1746 Ford advertised that he had moved into 

Brooks’ former address at Cork Hill.509 Ford remained at this location until his death 

in 1765.510 Therefore, it can be ascertained that this map (dated 1757) shows the 

exact location of Brooks’ mezzotint workshop from an earlier period (figures 14 and 

15). Interestingly, this map also specifies the neighbouring industries and trades that 

were within an extremely close range of Brooks’ workshop. Some of these 

practitioners included the printer Alice Reilly, the silversmith Isaac Dolier, and the 

goldsmith William Wilson; the latter possibly provides a specific connection between 
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Brooks’ earlier training as a goldsmith and his chosen address at Cork Hill.
511

  

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 14.  Two sections of one Wide Streets Commission map (c. 1757) that directly refers to 

Ford’s Cork Hill address (no. 6); this is also the previous residence of Brooks, and the map show 

the variety in the surrounding commercial industries include grocers, taverns, silversmiths, and 

wigmakers. 
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Fig. 15. This is a sample taken from Irish Historic Towns Atlas, map 17, “A Survey of the Present 

Streets immediately leading to his Majesty’s Royal Palace or Castle of Dublin, 9 Nov. 1751” 

(copyright National Gallery of Ireland), containing a specific reference to Ford’s and previously 

Brooks’ address at Cork Hill (see no. 27 highlighted); the map also contains details of the 

surrounding industries. 

Both before and during the mezzotint activity at Cork Hill, there was a small but 

active concentration of intricate and non-ferrous metal workers in silver and gold 

(west of the Castle on Fishamble and Castle Street), as well as watchmakers, 

milliners, drapers, jewellers, and wigmakers who operated from the north of the 

Castle, particularly at Blind Quay and Essex Bridge and Cork Hill.512 These areas 

were within close range of Brooks’ mezzotint workshop. Brooks’ close geographical 

connection to the booksellers and prints on Dame Street, as well as his previous 

training in the Goldsmith’s guild, suggests that he would have had easy access to all 

of the resources necessary for both engraving and print production.
513

  This map is 

also useful in demonstrating how close Brooks’ workshop was to booksellers such as 
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George Faulkner who worked on Essex Street.  

Within the selection of newspaper advertisements, a number of specific 

addresses appear with reference to individual members of the surrounding industries 

at Cork Hill, indicating that the area surrounding Cork Hill was a highly integrated 

centre of commercial activity. These individual examples also suggest that customers 

were familiar with many of the practitioners operating in this area throughout the 

1740s. In one example, there is the notice regarding a textile trader named Joshua 

Leathley, who “hath removed from the wooll-pack in Skinner Row, to the Hibernian 

Industry on Cork Hill” but he also specifies that this location is opposite Dame Street 

“where Richard Hogarth lately dwelt”.514 The reference to other trades and 

individuals, in this case a neighbouring shopkeeper, may indeed have been designed 

for practical purposes; that is, in order to direct the reader to the new address of the 

proprietor, an individual landmark was useful. This type of advertising practice 

enhances the impression that Cork Hill was a highly localised and interconnected 

commercial community in Dublin.  

There is also the possibility that certain traders may have advertised goods 

and services collaboratively. Sometimes the prominent mention of a second name in 

the advertisement header suggests this practice. For example, in an advertisement by 

a local grocer named Patt. Connor, his shop is identified as being near Essex-Gate 

specifically “next door to Mr. Downe’s, Hatter”, and the name and occupation of Mr 

Downe takes a prominent position in the advertisement.515 The crossover between 

these industries and commercial household goods was common during the 

eighteenth century. Another notice from a cutler, William Somerville, illustrates the 

variety of activity at Cork Hill. Somerville advertised the sale of razors, knives, 

forks, and surgeon’s instruments and “other things too tedious to mention”, which 

possibly included a variety of engraving tools.516 According to Michael Harris these 

smaller industries usually cultivated an extremely flexible working environment 

“which led across the frontiers of the print trade into a more generalized commercial 

setting”.517 Therefore, the industries surrounding Brooks’ Cork Hill workshop would 

inevitably have an influence on both the practical elements of single-sheet 
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printmaking, as well as the means in which to reach a mezzotint buying market. At 

Cork Hill this market could also be efficiently accessed in other ways; there was, for 

instance, the taverns, coffee-houses, and theatrical audience, all of which were 

within close range of Brooks and the other mezzotint engravers at Cork Hill.  

x. Coffee Houses and the Smock Alley Theatre 

During the eighteenth century coffee houses were popular social outlets for 

the entertainment and leisurely pursuits of the urban gentry.518 For the most part, 

these venues were important social channels for public debate, the exchange of ideas, 

and dialogue relating to politics and current affairs. However, the act of frequenting 

these fashionable venues could also be seen as strategic markers of heightened social 

status. These coffee houses were often targeted by newspaper printers and engravers 

(along with other specialist luxury goods merchants) in order to reach a high ranking 

clientele. Indeed, many coffee house patrons also purchased a variety of 

complementary luxury goods that could be found at these outlets, including tobacco 

and snuff.519 In some cases there appears to be a deliberate effort made to target the 

specifically fashionable urban market that frequented these venues. In the case of 

mezzotint reproduction, a direct association with outlets, such as Lucas’ coffee house 

in Cork Hill, may have been fostered by the engravers in an attempt to raise their 

social status and reputation. For example, Brooks often referred directly to Lucas’ 

Coffee house as a nearby landmark for this Cork Hill address, which frequently 

appeared on the publication details of his prints. Also, some of the newspaper 

advertisements for Brooks’ mezzotints included a direct reference to Lucas’ coffee 

house (figure 16). It is possible therefore that the engraver was using his 

geographical association with Lucas’ coffee house as a means in which to target a 

particularly respectable clientele.  
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Fig. 16. Brooks made a direct reference to a coffee house within a portrait advertisement 

(Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 12-16 November 1745).  
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These coffee houses usually had strong associations with booksellers and 

newspaper printers. For instance, the printer Richard Pue ran Dick’s Coffee house, 

and Thomas Bacon, printer of The Dublin Mercury, ran a coffee house on Essex 

Street, which he inherited after marrying a Dublin widow c. 1740.520 However, most 

of these venues were dynamic centres for a variety of social and sometimes illicit 

activity. For example, it is believed that numerous duels took place behind Lucas’ 

Coffee-House. Sometimes the “Cockpit Royal” was also held in this area, which a 

newspaper advertisement claimed was “frequented by noblemen of the highest rank, 

as well as by the lowest characters”.521  

Aside from Lucas’ popular outlet, there were a number of other coffee-

houses, ale houses, and taverns that became important historical landmarks in the 

Cork Hill area. Other social venues were established in the late seventeenth and early 

eighteenth century, such as coffee houses called Solyman’s (1691), St. Lawrence’s 

(1698), the Union (1708), and Dick’s coffee house, which was situated in a room 

within Carberry House on Skinner Row.522  Also, there were a number of popular 

taverns such as The Globe (1729), The Hoop (1733), The Cock and Punch-Bowl 

(1735), and the most famous of all being the Eagle Tavern (c. 1730s).523 This venue 

was famed for its association with the Hell-fire Club.524 The Eagle Tavern was also 

the venue of choice for a number of clubs in Dublin, such as The Hanover Club, The 

Sportsmen’s, The Aughrim, and also even the Masonic Lodge, all of whom met there 

on a regular basis.525  

Sometimes these meetings would be crucial in the formation of some of the 

historic civic developments, which have a lasting outcome on the commercial and 

cultural expansion of Dublin. For instance, in the late seventeenth century the Dublin 

Philosophical Society (1683) held their early meetings at a private room of a Cork 
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Hill Coffee-house.526 These meetings included founding figures of the society such as 

William Molyneux, Sir William Petty (1623-1687), along with the Provosts of 

Trinity College, Dr. St. George Ashe (1658-1718) and later Rev. Dr. Huntington. Out 

of these meetings came the establishment of the Royal Dublin Society. Historical 

meetings such as this give credibility to the idea of Cork Hill as a fashionable centre 

for intellectual, cultural, and commercial action in Dublin. Also, closely linked to the 

coffee house clientele was the Smock Alley Theatre (figure 17), which was another 

important feature of eighteenth-century social life.     

 

Fig. 17. The Smock Alley Theatre in relation to Cork Hill (RIA). 

The presence of the Smock Alley theatre – which was originally situated next 

to Blind Quay – might have had an influence on the market for reproductive 

mezzotint portraits at Cork Hill.  The theatre was located near Brooks’ workshop, a 

factor which may have encouraged the reproduction of theatrical portraits. Indeed, 

many prints of actors by the Dublin Group were directly linked to performances that 

had taken place on the Dublin stage.527 From the 1740s onwards there were many 

significant changes occurring within the theatre that also influenced the market for 

theatrical portrait prints. In particular, Thomas Sheridan (c. 1719-1788) was one of 

the first theatre managers to introduce a new form of playhouse etiquette whereby 

audience members were no longer permitted to interrupt the performers on stage. 

                                                 
526
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Under his management, punters were refused direct access to the backstage area 

during the performances. Also, rich audience members were no longer permitted to 

purchase the interactive stage seat. In essence, Sheridan’s style of management was 

concerned with promoting social respectability and refinement in the public 

theatrical experience. Therefore, his ban of performance interruptions was an 

indication of the changing cultural norms in theatrical practice.528 At that time 

Sheridan and other leaders of the London stage had wished to create a clear 

distinction between the audience and the stage performance. The purpose of this 

distinction was to inspire reverence for the tragedy genre that was by then growing in 

popularity.529 But along with this new theatre clientele emerged an interest in 

purchasing visual representations of theatrical characters. Images linked to specific 

performances were especially in demand; this clientele would become the prime 

market for the mezzotint reproductive engravers. However, Sheridan’s new theatre 

rules in Dublin resulted in huge resentment and dissatisfaction from many audience 

members, many of whom were still adjusting to these changes. The most famous 

incident was the Kelly Riots (1747) in which a disgruntled student of Trinity College 

Dublin proceeded to destroy the theatre in protest of this ban on audience 

participation. Despite these riots Sheridan’s approach to theatre management in 

Dublin would transform the theatre-going experience in Ireland from this point 

onwards.530  

Emerging along with these new playhouse rules was an increased 

appreciation for the player, which was noted on the London and subsequently on the 

Dublin Stage. The popularity of Garrick and other performers was symbolised by the 

appearance of theatrical portraits which focused intently on facial likeness and 

expression. Therefore, the Dublin mezzotint engravers had produced a number of 

images after some of these leading celebrities. As an example of this in relation to 

the Dublin theatre, Miller had reproduced a mezzotint portrait of a popular actor in 
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the role of Teague from Robert Howard play, The Committee.531 Although this print 

was made at an earlier stage in his career (c. 1739) the portrait was reproduced in 

mezzotint after the artist Charles Stoppelear who had, in fact, resided in Ireland for 

some time during the mid to late 1730s. This play was also frequently performed in 

both London and Dublin during the eighteenth century. Therefore, Stoppelear’s 

connection to Ireland and the Irish theatrical scene may have had a possible 

influence on Miller’s decision to move to Dublin with Brooks shortly after this 

point.532 According to Maurice Craig, during the early eighteenth century the Dublin 

theatre was “actively encouraged by the Government, presumably to divert attention 

from politics” and the unrest following the accession of William of Orange (William 

III) and Mary II to the throne. Therefore, in historical terms, there was a long civic 

and recreational function that was placed on the Royal theatre in Dublin.533 It is 

speculated that Miller, perhaps through Stoppelear, may have found an identifiable 

market for theatrical and portrait prints in Dublin that he could exploit.  

xi. Brooks and Miller’s Workshop at Cork Hill    

It is still far from clear as to exactly why Brooks and Miller decided to set up 

a workshop in Dublin during the 1740s. Both engravers had received their initial 

mezzotint training under John Faber junior in London from c. 1741-1742. To remain 

in London following this training would seemingly have been more advantageous, 

especially with them both having a reputable association with a Dutch master-

engraver. This training under Faber would have provided both men with useful 

connections in the London print-selling and art scene. It may have also given them 

direct access to the growing print and art market. To remain in London at this point 

would also probably have been more practical in terms accessing the sufficient 

resources for mezzotint, such as copper plates, ink, and imported paper of higher 

quality. Brooks’ early connection and affiliation within Cork Hill may have been the 

reason for his return. There may also have been economic factors in Brooks’ 

decision to establish a mezzotint workshop at Cork Hill, for instance, if his inclusion 
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within the Goldsmiths’ guild provided him with sufficient support as an engraver. It 

is also significant that Miller was publicly documented as a runaway apprentice from 

Faber’s workshop in 1736. This event might explain Miller’s decision to move with 

Brooks to Dublin.534 It is also possible that there was a wider availability of 

apprentices in Dublin – perhaps engravers who Brooks had previously worked with 

– who were more satisfactory than those in London. Moreover, the print industry in 

Dublin did not have many specialist mezzotint engravers during the late 1730s and 

early 1740s, leaving a monopoly for Brooks and Miller to exploit. Overall, the 

Dublin Group engravers’ proximity to Cork Hill gave them vital access to printing, 

selling, and advertising resources. But this choice of location also linked these 

engravers geographically to the commercial and cultural hub of a small yet vibrant 

printing and commercial community. Brooks’ decision to establish a workshop at 

Cork Hill in the early 1740s – and, subsequently, Ford’s decision to remain at the 

same address after 1746 – was arguably influenced by the commercially strategic 

and advantageous positioning of Cork Hill. Indeed, various references to the selling 

addresses near this area (listed on the prints and within newspapers) illustrate that 

collaborations existed between mezzotint engravers and Dublin print trade.  
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Literary Criticism and Paratextual Investigation (c. 1740) 

Chapter Three: The Dublin Group Newspaper Advertisements  

Introduction 

Throughout the history of advertising, the visual and paratextual arrangement 

of items on the news page has been an inherent aspect of global marketing practices. 

However, during the eighteenth century there was an ingenuity that appeared within 

the display and content of public notices and newspaper advertisements. In essence, 

this investigation asks how the cultural and commercial advancement of Dublin – 

influenced in part by the Dublin Society – affected both the manner and content of 

advertisements for luxury and functional goods and services. Moreover, the 

mezzotint advertisements illustrate how the Dublin Group engravers were active 

contributors to the commercial and cultural expansion of Dublin.  In many ways, the 

historical narrative of the Dublin Group can and has been constructed with reference 

to these public notices.535 However these advertisements have not previously been 

examined in a collective sense. Nor has there to date been any close reading of them 

with relation to the following crucial aspects: the 1740s context in Dublin; the 

engravers’ commercial and cultural engagement with the book trade at Cork Hill; 

semantics of language-usage, textual and paratextual significance; and finally how 

all of the above related directly and indirectly to the engravers’ chosen marketing 

practices. Therefore, a qualitative assessment of even a small number of Dublin 

advertisement pages demonstrates the escalation of both choice and competition in 

the market. Furthermore, this study also reflects the mechanisms of the commercial 

print trade in Ireland on a domestic scale. 

The advertisements published by the mezzotint engravers during the 1740s 

signify the broader historical context of newspaper advertising practices in general. 

These notices often symbolise the common promotional tactics used by small 

business owners in response to the growing competitiveness of the marketplace. For 

example, in The Birth of a Consumer Society Neil McKendrick included a detailed 

evaluation of George Packwood’s advertising skills, affirming that small businesses 

often marketed their wares with considerable originality and shrewdness; his 
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argument is that such advertisements “provide the most obvious public evidence of 

how businessmen tried to manipulate consumer demand, [and] provide the clearest 

public evidence of a businessman’s persistence, inventiveness and commercial 

skill”.536 Therefore, the specific analysis of individual advertisers, and the ways in 

which they promoted their goods and services, is crucial for a more thorough 

investigation into eighteenth-century consumer and marketing history. 

By the middle of the eighteenth century, advertisements became the dominant 

revenue source for many newspapers. The tax on advertisements during early 

eighteen century period (from about 1712) was set at one shilling, and this would not 

be increased until 1757.537 According to Bob Clarke, the establishment of The Daily 

Advertiser, along with many other similarly titled publications, signified the growing 

economic importance of advertisement subscriptions within the English book 

trade.
538

 This growth was particularly evident from the 1730s onwards when England 

was experiencing the advantageous economic effects of imperial expansion. 

Furthermore, very often the newspaper publisher would consistently, and often 

incisively, exploit the physical space within the last two pages of each issue. Usually 

this was done in order to include as many advertisement submissions as possible 

within the newspaper. For instance, George Faulkner’s Dublin Journal is particularly 

notable during the 1740s for his inclusion of vertical text within the borders of the 

pages, thus illustrating both the surplus of eager advertisers (representing the growth 

of industry and market) and also the commercial acumen of the newspaper 

publisher.539 
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Fig. 18. Example of Faulkner’s use of the margin for advertisements (Faulkner’s Dublin 

Journal, 16-19 November 1745). 

Also, the language used within many advertisements contained exaggerated 

claims and sometimes creative devices, representing the inventive use of the 

newspaper page itself as a means of commercial exploitation. During the eighteenth 

century “puffing” was common, and involved exaggerated assertions of quality, 

reputability, and value.540 It was also common practice for an advertiser to include 

references to other items that were also being sold by the vendor, and presumably 

this was done to enhance the public appearance of the advertiser as one having a 

wider variety of stock on offer. Aside from being economical with the advertisement 

space, this practice also indicates the extent of specific audience targeting.541 The 

language of persuasion was frequently used by the mezzotint engravers within their 

advertisements.542 Throughout the majority of these mezzotint advertisements the use 

of specifically chosen language was mainly employed in order to convey a particular 

commercial incentive and marketing practice. But the language also often reflects the 

nature of the print and commercial culture within which these goods appeared. On 

many occasions the language of advertisements reveals the social and cultural 

context of the individual advertiser. In particular, the notices often reflect the 

engraver’s self-identification within the colonial context of 1740s Dublin, as well as 

their artistic and commercial placement within the burgeoning single-sheet portrait 

trade.  

But how were all of these features manifested within the context of the print 

culture of Dublin during the 1740s? Also, did the Dublin Group advertisements for 

mezzotint portraiture conform to a standard as reflected within other publications 

and goods on the market? Yet if these notices only reflect the use of typical 

advertising conventions, this assessment is still useful because it reveals the demands 

and expectations of the commercial goods market for single-sheet mezzotint prints in 

Dublin. In particular, this assessment can reveal the cultural relationship that Dublin 

consumers had with imported as well as domestic goods and providers. Moreover, 
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the mezzotint advertisements can be used to reflect the mechanisms of the Dublin 

print trade within this particular context. As previously discussed, the interrelation 

between the book and single-sheet print production and marketing at this time was 

impossible to ignore.  

i. The Scope of Newspaper Pages Examined 

This study concentrates on three prominent Dublin newspapers from the 

1740s that were frequently utilised by the Dublin mezzotint engravers for mezzotint 

advertising: Dublin Mercury, Esdall’s Newsletter, and Faulkner’s Dublin Journal.543 

Most of the examples used in this discussion are taken from the content of the pages 

in which the mezzotint advertisements appeared. Some notices for these prints 

occasionally appear in other newspapers from around this time, and reference to 

these examples will be made when necessary.  However, the frequent use of these 

three sources by the Dublin Group indicates their importance within the broader 

history of the engravers. Given the qualitative approach used within this assessment, 

the parameters of this study are the years between roughly 1740 and 1750, which 

incorporates the period in which most of the prominent Dublin Group advertisements 

appeared. The chosen newspaper selection amounts to over fifty newspaper issues in 

total, and there was a focus on the third and fourth pages of each issue, where most 

of the advertisements were positioned. The surrounding paratextual elements within 

these newspaper pages and columns were also given particular attention. 

The Dublin Mercury newspaper was published by the printer and bookseller 

Thomas Bacon who also ran a Coffee-House on Essex Street. Bacon’s career as a 

printer was short-lived after experiencing an extremely damaging and on-going 

dispute with George Faulkner in 1742 over the publication of Richardson’s novel, 

Pamela.544 When Brooks had advertised his most important subscription proposal for 

one hundred mezzotints (which appeared repeatedly in 1742) Bacon’s newspaper 

was being published twice a week on Tuesdays and Saturdays.545 In direct 

                                                 
543

 The decision to use these newspapers was partially based on the frequent references made to them 

within two main secondary sources; see Strickland Dictionary of Irish Artists, and Pollard, 

Dictionary. 
544

 Munter, Dictionary of the Print Trade in Ireland, 18. 
545

 Robert Munter, A Hand-List of Irish Newspapers, 1685-1750 (London: Bowes and Bowes, 1960) 

25 [hereafter: Munter, Hand List of Irish Newspapers].  



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

157 

 

competition, Faulkner’s Dublin Journal had also initially been published only on 

Tuesdays and Saturdays, but later an extra issue was also printed on Thursdays, 

perhaps designed to include the latest news, and directly rival the other Saturday 

papers. Between March 1727 and May 1730 Faulkner was in partnership with James 

Hoey.546 However, during the 1740s the printers parted ways, and the title Faulkner’s 

Dublin Journal was used from then onwards.547 This was designed to distinguish 

Faulkner’s newspaper from another version of Dublin Journal, which was published 

by Hoey after 1730.548 Advertisements by Brooks, Miller and Ford appeared 

frequently in Faulkner’s Dublin Journal throughout the 1740s, particularly from 

between 1742 until 1748. Finally, James Esdall, who from October 1744 published 

Esdall’s Newsletter on Mondays and Fridays, printed the third newspaper examined 

in this selection.549 Miller had submitted advertisements for mezzotints in this 

newspaper between 1749 and 1751.      

In terms of their physical formats, all three newspapers contained four pages, 

and each page had three columns. Advertisements usually appeared on the third and 

fourth page of each issue, and had steadily increased in number by the end of the 

eighteenth century.550 At the time in which the Dublin Group engravers were active, 

most of the Dublin newspapers had increased in size to the large folio format of four 

pages, probably in order to accommodate the growing volume of advertisements. In 

Faulkner’s paper the size of the type was even reduced for this purpose.551 Despite 

the often overflowing and disorderly appearance of the advertisements in Faulkner’s 

Dublin Journal and Esdall’s Newsletter, there was, in fact, at least some evidence of 

order; from this analysis, it appears that certain types of goods and services were 

often grouped together, particularly in the case of publications, properties to let, and 

theatrical performances. This grouping was probably done for both the convenience 

of printing and for the visual comfort of the reader. 
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There were also a number of examples in which mezzotint advertisements 

were physically placed directly beside notices for other single-sheet prints.552 For 

instance, in July 1746 Brooks submitted an advertisement for a print of William III 

that was positioned directly above a notice for Hogarth’s print of David Garrick, also 

published in that same year.553 Similarly, Ford later submitted an advertisement in 

Faulkner’s Dublin Journal in September of 1746, which also appeared above the 

same Hogarth advertisement.554 As Faulkner was Hogarth’s official selling agent in 

Ireland, the bookseller may have deliberately grouped these similar items together on 

the advertisement pages for convenience. Nevertheless, the positioning of these 

specialist items within the newspaper column does seem to be strategic, that is, in 

order to create a visual association between an engraver of artistic status, such as 

Hogarth, and the Dublin Group members. 

During the 1740s, Faulkner’s Dublin Journal rarely included divisions 

between the different item sections, so it is easy on first sight to assume that the 

advertisements were inherently disorganised and incoherent. However, George 

Faulkner’s success as a businessman is also reflected in the physical appearance of 

his newspaper; the printer often included as many advertisement submissions as 

could be physically contained within one page. Although this practice meant that 

Faulkner often sacrificed the visual, aesthetic quality of the newspaper columns, the 

number of advertisements included in each issue does symbolise the newspaper’s 

success and longevity. Advertisement submissions from then were sold at no less 

than two shillings each, and by the 1740s these subscriptions became highly 

profitable for a shrewd newspaper printer: it has been estimated that George 

Faulkner would have made approximately £900 per year from advertisement 

submissions alone.555 

In contrast, Dublin Mercury, printed by Thomas Bacon on Essex Street, was 

in layout more widely spread and easier to read than was Faulkner’s Dublin 

Journal.556 Bacon’s newspaper also contrasts with Faulkner’s Dublin Journal in 
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terms of the Dublin Mercury’s commercial success and durability. Indeed, under 

Bacon’s management, the Dublin Mercury newspaper was short-lived, and by 1743 

his bookselling business had also failed.557 Despite this factor, the inclusion of 

Dublin Mercury in this study is vital, as the paper was utilised at the start of Brooks’ 

mezzotint printmaking career. In 1742 Brooks used this newspaper for the long-term 

advertisement of an ambitious proposal for the subscription of one hundred 

mezzotint portraits. It is significant that this proposal appears in the Dublin Mercury 

publication and nowhere else. Visually, the Dublin Mercury advertisements often 

contained rulers between each segment, large factotums, initial letters, title lines, and 

the occasional wood-block illustration. Most advertisements in this newspaper 

included carefully chosen capitalised and italicised letters for visual emphasis. 

Arguably, this practice made the newspaper page more aesthetically pleasing, and it 

is possible that this was the reason why Brooks chose to advertise within Bacon’s 

newspaper. 

ii. Visual Reading (Layout and Emphasis) 

During the early eighteenth century newspaper adornment was limited to the 

inclusion of occasional woodcuts that had only appeared in certain advertisements. 

Despite there being some visual and textual experimentation throughout the century, 

such as the use of differing text sizes and factotums, the general visual appearance of 

newspaper advertisement pages remained consistent throughout early-modern 

newspaper history. As a consequence, the majority of the notices within the selection 

examined here are analysed for their textual content and paratextual arrangement. 

However, despite the visual limitations, there were indeed certain features of mid-

eighteenth century advertising and marketing practices that illustrate the growing 

need to develop new, innovative and creative forms of communication. Interestingly, 

many of these traits are often reflected within twenty-first century advertisements, 

particularly with regard to the importance of visual layout and strategic textual 
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emphasis. In relation to the common textual marketing strategies employed by 

eighteenth-century advertisers, McKendrick refers to the “hierarchy of puffs” that 

included a variety of different advertisement styles, many of which are frequently 

identifiable today. For example, there is “the Puff Boastful”, which is the claim of 

being “better than” all other varieties of a particular product or service; this 

particular style of advertising is often found in the forthcoming examples.558 

By the early 1740s, the visual emphasis on named merchants, and the list of 

goods that they sold, illustrates that there was also a growing commercial rivalry 

within the household goods market in Dublin. This practice is especially noted 

within the Dublin Mercury. For example, one grocer on Essex Street named Daniel 

Girard had his name appear in large, prominent capital letters above an 

advertisement outlining that he sold “the freshest & best of the kind that he could 

procure” which he also promised to sell “at reasonable rates”.559 Similarly, Thomas 

Hopson, also situated on Essex Street, advertised a variety of imported and luxury 

goods at reasonable prices, followed by a full list of these items within double-

columns underneath his advertisement paragraph.560 Such advertisement claims, and 

their repetitive appearance in list form over a considerable length of time, was 

clearly designed to create positive associations between the named grocers and their 

produce. Also, in all cases these goods and services were promoted using claims of 

superior quality and commercial value on the market. 

Occasionally, a particular visual emphasis would be placed on those 

advertisements of an exotic or novel nature. For instance, the advertisement header 

for Christopher Bath Mercier (“At the Seven Stars near the Castle-Gate, Cork Hill”) 

is also prominently displayed to presumably appeal to the reader’s eye (figure 19). 

This advertisement announces the arrival of a London merchant in Dublin who had 

“imported a great Variety of the richest and most fashionable Gold and Silver Silks”. 

In this example, the first two letters are presented in large italics, and the whole 

advertisement is positioned near the top right column of the page, that is, within the 

reader’s direct line of view.561 
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Fig. 19. The visual appearance of Christopher Bath’s advertisement (Esdall’s Newsletter, 23 

November 1749). 

This notice is symbolic of how imported goods were rapidly infiltrating the 

Dublin market. But the visual prominence of such advertisements, especially those 

near Cork Hill, also demonstrates that the localised Dublin goods industry was 

expanding on a competitive level. The advertisements for mezzotint portraits were 

frequently displayed in a similar fashion, and very often an emphasis was placed on 

mezzotint reproduction as a novel item.  

Also, specific phrases, usually presented in italics, announcing the printing 

and publishing of works was a commonly used visual device within the 

advertisements. However, these phrases may also have had a practical and 

organisational function as public declarations of intent to publish. For example, the 

frequent appearance of printed goods beginning with phrases such as “This Day is 

Published” could be related to the actual right to reprint a particular title.562 In this 

regard there is evidence to suggest that at least some system of organisation had 

existed within the reprint trade of Dublin, despite the vague legality of book 

publishing and sale within Ireland during the 1740s. There is some evidence that 

these phrases may have acted as a type of informal regulatory practice for book 

reprinting in Dublin, even if the effectiveness of this practice is debateable. On this 

note, Thomas Bacon had at one point even publicly outlined a rule made “by 

common consent and custom” that all booksellers who were the first to publicly 

advertise their proposal to publish would in fact possess the right to reprint that 
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title.563 Proposals of intentions to publish titles may also have been “posted-up” at the 

Tholsel or at the Stationers’ Hall. Phrases such as “In the Press”, “Published this 

day” or “Speedily published” were also commonly used, presumably with the same 

purpose in mind.564 It is likely that a similar system may have been applied to single-

sheet printing, given the frequent appearance of this phrase within the mezzotint 

advertisements. Moreover, the combined use of capitals and italics that frequently 

appeared within many advertisements indicates the attempts that were made to draw 

the attention of the reader. 

 

Fig. 20. This is an example of the effective use of italics and capital letters in advertising (Dublin 

Mercury, 4-8 May 1742). 

 

Fig. 21. This is the visual appearance of one of Miller's advertisements using a similar 

combination of capital and italic print (Esdall’s Newsletter, 14 June 1751). 

With relation to the visual layout and textual emphasis within advertisements 

in general, the mezzotint notices appear to be following a common trend. 

Furthermore, given their close connection to Cork Hill, it is also understandable that 

the mezzotint printsellers frequently imitated certain advertising and selling practices 

used by the Dublin book trade. Brooks and Miller often used a subscription method 

of sale, and in some cases there was a collaborative effort between the printmaker 

and local booksellers. The visual impact of the subscription advertisements will be 
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discussed in detail further on but it is necessary to progress from the visual form of 

eighteenth-century advertisements to some key aspects of the specific advertisement 

content. In particular, the newspapers under examination here exemplify the frequent 

advocacy of Irish goods and services during the 1740s. The references to Irish 

manufacture in the Dublin advertisements reflect one of the most significant 

developments with regard to the commercial history of Dublin: the impact of the 

Madden’s premium awards and the Dublin Society.  
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iii. Goods of Irish Manufacture 

 

Fig. 22. An extract from Samuel Madden’s Reflections and Resolutions Proper for the Gentlemen 

of Ireland (1738).
565

 

A common practice within Dublin newspaper advertising was to emphasise 

the availability and superiority of Irish goods. Within these notices many merchants 

highlighted the fact that their products were “of Irish manufacture” or of “native” 

origin. Alison Fitzgerald remarks that Irish goldsmiths used patriotic language in 

advertising “more often to reflect economic concerns rather than make claims for the 

novelty of their wares”, especially since many also sold imported goods.566 This may 

indeed have been the case in many instances. But similar references can also be 

found within the Dublin Group advertisements for mezzotint, and in the 1740s these 

prints were in fact still a novel luxury good item on the Dublin market. The custom 

of specifying Irish goods in this way, especially during the 1740s, can be directly 

linked to the Dublin Society premium awards. Samuel Madden, who was given the 

moniker “Premium Madden”, was responsible for not only introducing but also 

initiating the premium prize for industrial innovation and growth in Ireland. 

Consequently, he became one of the most influential figures in the history of the 

Dublin Society and his name appears frequently throughout the newspaper 

advertisements during the 1740s. Brooks had even created a mezzotint portrait of 

Madden, which indicates both a note of respect for the author as well as possibly 

Madden’s support of the reproductive mezzotint engraver. Madden was the nephew 

of William Molyneux and a close friend of Jonathan Swift, a fact which might go 

                                                 
565

 Reflections and Resolutions Proper for the Gentlemen of Ireland as to their Conduct for the 

Service of their Country as Landlords etc. Dublin (1738): Eighteenth Century Collections Online. 

Gale. National University of Ireland, Galway. Web. 7 January 2013 [hereafter: Reflections and 

Resolutions Proper for the Gentlemen of Ireland]. 
566

 Fitzgerald, “The Business of being a Goldsmith in Eighteenth-Century Dublin,” 134. 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

165 

 

some way towards explaining his passionate interest in the commercial and cultural 

affairs of Ireland. The funds were initially proposed by Samuel Madden to the 

Dublin Society in 1738 to encourage the growth of the domestic Irish industries, 

including the arts and manufactures.567 

 Madden personally funded the premiums in a bid to sustain membership to 

the society, and encourage interest in the cultural and civic improvement of 

Ireland.
568

 During the 1740s, these premiums boosted the morale of Irish agriculture 

and trade, and their effect is evident in the commercial marketing of domestically-

produced Irish goods, including, mezzotint prints, to Irish consumers. But these 

references to manufacturing provenance also provide important illustration for the 

cultural self-identification of the mezzotint engravers, specifically in relation to 

Brooks, Miller, and Ford.  

During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries a small number of individual 

and collective lobbyists – mostly absentee landowners from settler origins – had 

actively promoted the civic, social, and cultural improvement of Ireland. Individual 

efforts included the survey of Ireland that was conducted by Sir William Petty, and 

these efforts inspired campaigns for improvement in areas such as Irish health 

reform, poor relief, and education, though the latter was limited to the Protestant, 

English-speaking populace.569 Also during this period there was a growing interest in 

the agricultural and manufacturing advancement of Ireland. However, it is important 

to remember that these campaigns were mostly driven by imperial economic 

expansion. In particular, the Irish linen, woollen, tillage, and husbandry trades had 

significant economic potential for England’s economy, which also strengthened the 

commercial ties between Dublin and London in the European trade arena. For 

instance, Irish linen yarn was given a duty-free entry into England, unlike the foreign 

competitors, and consequently Irish linen became the most successful, and in many 
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ways commercially monopolised, Irish export into England throughout the 

eighteenth century.570 But the motivations for the improvement of Ireland, as well as 

the mechanisms that were put in place to encourage cultural and civic advancement, 

had a wider historical context.  

In broader terms, the colonisation of Ireland was often historically justified 

by an underlying, yet largely unfulfilled, promise of improvement to the country; 

from the colonialist’s viewpoint, social and industrial support mechanisms were 

theoretically intended to be put in place for the cultural and civic development of 

Ireland, all of which they believed would be conducted under the guidance of a 

superior conqueror. However, by the late seventeenth century it was evident that the 

introduction of Protestant landowning settlers into Ireland was not contributing to the 

growth and improvement of the domestic Irish industries on a wider or long-term 

scale. Nevertheless, by the eighteenth century this issue was beginning to receive 

some degree of acknowledgement. Barnard maintains that out of these settlers “the 

thoughtful conceded that the conquerors’ claims to superiority needed to be 

demonstrated as well as asserted. The demonstration took the form of a practical 

patriotism, in which collective and individual drives to improve bulked large”.571 

With this in mind, The Case of Ireland’s being Bound by Acts of Parliament 

in England, Stated 1698) by William Molyneux represents the growing Anglo-Irish 

resentment of Ireland’s commercial and legal subordination to England. Molyneux’s 

publication was a vain defence against the Wool Act (later passed in 1699) that 

would stunt the growth of Ireland’s potentially prosperous export trade in textile 

goods to the American colonies. According to Helen Burke, not only did the passing 

of this act have a negative effect on the Irish woollen trade but it also created some 

lasting ramifications for the economic status of Ireland in general:  

The undoing of the Irish woollen trade was the symbolic unravelling 

of the Anglo-Irish Case for “liberty,” an economic and legal measure 

designed to ensure that Ireland was to remain in the ragged and 

impoverished state of a colony.572 
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However, The Case of Ireland’s Being Bound...Stated can today be read as a 

notable precursor to the more fruitful efforts made by the Dublin Society during the 

1740s, and in particular, the writings of Samuel Madden in the encouragement of 

Ireland’s domestic industrial growth. The Dublin Society and Samuel Madden 

certainly helped to foster the spirit of industrial growth in Ireland during this time on 

a practical level. In particular, Madden’s acknowledgement of the dire state of 

domestic commerce in Ireland was asserted through the publication of Reflections 

and Resolutions Proper for the Gentlemen of Ireland (1738), which was followed by 

A letter to the Dublin-Society, on Improving their Fund; and the Manufactures, 

Tillage, &c. in Ireland (1739). Both of these publications specifically identify the 

various economic problems with regard to local and regional manufacture and 

industry in Ireland. The solutions offered by Madden came in the form of long-term 

investment in the country as a whole. Madden’s publications somewhat echo the 

earlier suggestions made by Jonathan Swift, who in 1720 publicly advocated the use 

of Irish manufacture with the challenging publication of A Proposal for the 

Universal Use of Irish Manufacture in Cloaths and Furniture of Houses etc. utterly 

Rejecting and Renouncing Everything wearable that comes from England. 

Nevertheless, it was not until the 1730s that actual changes materialised in Irish 

commerce. 

The flourishing state of London’s international trade in the early to mid- 

eighteenth century boosted the overseas trade in Dublin, especially since Ireland was 

Britain’s closest trading partner and colony.573 By then Ireland already had a growing 

landed ascendancy and an absentee landlord population, many of whom took up 

seasonal residence in Dublin.574 Although there was a concentrated level of 

commercial activity within the urban centres of Dublin, Cork, and Belfast, the 

significantly deprived social conditions experienced by the Irish population beyond 

these urban areas meant that most of the country’s populace was living in extreme, 

impoverished circumstances. Furthermore, indigenous Irish industries and 
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manufacturing endured grave negligence; virtually all of the domestic industrial and 

agricultural resources of Ireland suffered from the debilitating effects of colonial 

pillaging implemented by a distanced administrative body in London. During the 

eighteenth century, Ireland was governed by a Privy Council and an absentee Lord 

Lieutenant. In essence, along with the severe lack of encouragement for domestic 

manufacturing inside the country, Ireland was stifled both socially and economically 

by the exportation of goods and supplies, such as tillage and linen, which were sent 

out of Ireland, but which were not commercially promoted within the country. 

However, by the early to mid-1740s the Lord Lieutenant Duncannon (1741-5) was 

considered to be “more able and ambitious” in terms of the domestic trade concerns 

of Ireland, and consequently may have had a positive effect on the industrial growth 

of Dublin.575 

However, it was not until the establishment of the Dublin Society during the 

early 1730s that official and practical considerations for the cultural and economic 

welfare of Ireland came into play. The society – emerging out of the Dublin 

Philosophical Society – was founded on the principle that the solution for these 

economic and cultural problems was to encourage the domestic Irish industries in 

general.576 Therefore, the 1740s was a unique era in the commercialisation of Dublin, 

and this decade marks the establishment of the Dublin Society premium award 

systems proposed by Madden in 1739. With an emphasis placed on the 

encouragement of home-based arts and industry, Madden’s premium system was 

influential as an active effort in the improvement of domestic Irish industry and 

manufacture. The publications that proposed these awards also deeply reflect the 

commercial and cultural stagnation of Ireland.  

In 1738, Madden published Reflections and Resolutions Proper for the 

Gentlemen of Ireland. The following year he printed an open letter addressed to the 

Dublin Society, outlining a proposal for the creation of premiums to encourage home 
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industry and domestic manufacture in Ireland.577 Madden had indeed secured the 

funds – some of them through his own finances and an earlier Trinity College 

donation – so that the Dublin Society could begin to issue premiums.578 These awards 

were publicly advertised and designed to give financial encouragement to a variety 

of domestic industries on a wide scale, from agriculture to small and often novel 

manufactures. Most important is that this premium system was also the foundational 

platform for the arts in Ireland, leading directly to the establishment of the Dublin 

Drawing Schools in 1746.579 The sentiments expressed within Reflections and 

Resolutions Proper for the Gentlemen of Ireland were also to some extent influenced 

by the earlier work of George Berkeley (1685-1753), Thomas Prior (1680-1751), and 

Arthur Dobbs (1689-1765), and similar topics previously articulated by William 

Molyneux and Jonathan Swift with regard to the promotion of indigenous 

manufacture in Ireland. For instance, between 1735 and 1737, Berkeley published a 

controversial series of pamphlets, The Querist, in which he championed the 

promotion of the domestic fine and applied arts in Ireland. Before this, Prior 

published A List of the Absentees of Ireland and the Yearly Value of their Estates 

and Incomes Spent Abroad. With Observations on the Present Trade and Conditions 

of that Kingdom (1729).580 This pamphlet probably antagonised many within his 

Anglo-Irish circle with the suggestion that a taxation system would be placed on 

absentee landlords.581 Madden’s publications, and the subsequent adoption by the 

Society of his premium system, evidently created a positive effect on Irish trade on a 

practical and financial level, and this factor distinguished Madden’s campaign from 

those of previous lobbyists. 
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Fig. 23. The title page of Madden's Letter to the Dublin Society (1739) containing the symbolic 

gesture of being printed on Irish paper. 

Throughout Reflections and Resolutions Proper for the Gentlemen of Ireland, 

Madden acknowledged the severe negligence of the home-industry in Ireland, but 

most crucially, he also provided practical advice and suggestions for improvement. 

Furthermore, the author reflected on the absentee ascendency families. Despite their 

close investment in Ireland and their occupation of seasonal residencies, he noted 

that they were not contributing to the local Irish economy, which was in desperate 

need of their support for industrial and commercial rejuvenation. Madden 

ascertained that negligence on their part, along with a detached British governing 

body, had contributed greatly to economic austerity in Ireland, as well as to the 

unseen poverty affecting the entire country. On this note, he was vocal about the way 

in which the stagnation of the country is largely shrouded from the perspective of 

those living abroad:  

To speak plainly, to hear a Nation bawling out Misery and Beggary, 

and to see such Numbers of her wise and good Children fluttering 

about the World in Splendour and Magnificence, seems at first Sight 

an irreconcileable [sic] Contradiction. People that have common 

Sense, Humanity and Honesty themselves, will be apt to suppose 

them in others, and can hardly believe that so many Noblemen and 

Gentlemen of Ireland can riot and blaze abroad, while some 

thousands of their fellow Citizens are starving for want of their Help 
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at home, and their native Country is reduc’d to Beggary and a deadly 

Consumption.582 

This direct critique of absentee plantation families may have been expressed 

with the intention of rousing anger from local merchants and traders in Ireland, but 

this was not the first time Madden had challenged the ascendency class in Ireland. At 

an earlier point in his career, Madden had been the subject of a scandalous work; in 

1733 he had anonymously published Memoirs of the Twentieth Century, Being 

Original Letters of State, Under George the Sixth, in which some saw Jacobite 

sympathies in the satire.583 Therefore, his appeal to “fellow citizens” might suggest 

that Madden had wider-ranging sympathies that may have been incorporated within 

his encouragement of indigenous Irish trade. Indeed, this factor can be particularly 

noted by the awarding of premiums for industries outside of Dublin, suggesting that 

Madden and the Dublin Society were encouraging manufacture beyond the Pale. For 

example, in relation to achievements in fishing, prizes had at one point been awarded 

to fishermen from as far as Donegal and West Cork.584 Therefore, the inclusivity of 

the premium system in Ireland during the 1740s did have an extended effect on the 

domestic trade of Ireland in total, and not simply within the proximity of Dublin. 

Also, Madden’s support for commercial development on a local scale gave 

subsequent encouragement to an Irish-based market. Therefore, it is within this 

context that the appearance of single-sheet mezzotint portraiture from the 1740s in 

Dublin must be considered. On this note, Madden is concerned about the potential 

consequences of a continued lack of supported for local commerce:  

I fancy, Gentlemen, you will think, that till they are convinc’d of our 

Distress, and resolve to remedy it by encouraging our Trade, it will be 

our best Way to contrive and practise all the Means and Methods we 

can to help ourselves, and as far as possible, put off the evil Day that 

threatens us.585 

The reference to an “evil Day” in this section can be understood to mean the 

day in which Ireland becomes economically bankrupted leading to the eventual, 

perhaps inevitable, union with Britain. This assertion by Madden offers an 
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interesting expression of the colonial frustration felt by Irish domestic merchants. 

The language used within Madden’s text, especially within the introductory remarks, 

reflects the Anglo-Irish desire for cultural, or at the very least economic, 

independence from the English parliament as previously expressed by Molyneux. 

Significantly, it is only within the final note that Madden is careful to acknowledge 

how an encouragement of trade in Ireland could potentially be of benefit to Great 

Britain in the broader sense. This factor would suggest that Madden’s central 

concern was to express the immediate problems relating to the internal development 

of Ireland, and therefore his overall focus was on the country’s practical needs and 

their possible solutions. 

Although this publication must be read with an understanding of Ireland’s 

colonial context, it is intriguing nonetheless that Madden refers to Great Britain only 

when he is directly appealing to the readership of the publication. When addressing 

the sympathetic members of the Irish gentry, Madden makes a direct and emotive 

appeal (“you, Gentlemen, and all who wish well to our Poor country”), and asks for 

financial donations to be made to the Society in support of Irish industry and 

manufacture. Throughout the text, Madden also deliberates on how the economic 

circumstances of Ireland have affected the social morale of the people. In this 

instance the author states how the long-term aim of these premiums is to rid Ireland 

of “Languor, Poverty and Want of publick Spirit, which seems to seize, not only the 

Extremities, but the noble and vital Parts of our People”.586 Further on in the text 

Madden also acknowledges, using deeply acrimonious undertones, the scarcity of 

agricultural produce in Ireland. He argues that the shortage of produce in this regard 

is inherently linked to Ireland having a two-tier economy with “the Wildness of our 

Extravagance, on the one Side, and the most stupid want of Care and Industry on the 

other”. Aside from the large amount of indigenous goods being exported from 

Ireland, Madden is also critical of foreign imports appearing on the Irish market. On 

this note he makes a specific reference to foreign entertainment and how it has been 

detrimental to the native trades: 

It is both the Loss of the Merchant and the poor Natives, that there is 

such a Dearth of publick Spirit this Way; for, if there was half the 
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Zeal shewn, to encourage our poor Trades-folks, that there is to 

support our momentary Diversions, our Ridottos, Musick-meetings, 

and Plays, we should be a flourishing People; and ‘till there is such a 

Spirit, we must gradually dwindle and decline.587 

In this sense, Madden is trying to encourage the Irish population not only to 

engage in local business and enterprise, but also to support local or domestic traders 

by using their facilities and services only. Many of the advertisements under 

discussion here heavily represent this sentiment. When the Dublin Society began 

issuing premiums during the 1740s, a large number of Irish merchants were given an 

incentive to set up a home industry. By the mid-1740s, commercial growth in Dublin 

created the need for fairer business practices and regulation. For instance, the influx 

of foreign goods onto the Irish market beyond Dublin was publicly acknowledged in 

1745 in the form of a printed notice from the chief commissioners of the Majesty’s 

Revenue in Ireland, signed by the secretary, Richard Ponsonby. This notice stated 

“that great Quantities of Foreign Goods are sent from Dublin to the several Parts of 

this kingdom (by land Carriage) without permits, to the great Encouragement of 

unfair Trades”.588 Also, in Faulkner’s Dublin Journal there was a notice “to Pedlars, 

Hawkers, Petty Chapmen” that they must now inform the collector (Richard 

Ponsonby) of their location, perhaps in an attempt to regulate the growing industry.589 

These two notices illustrate that by the middle of the 1740s there was a definite 

increase in foreign and domestic traders. Arguably, Brooks’ return to Dublin in the 

early 1740s was probably inspired by the growth of these domestic industries, and 

his earlier premium application already suggests that the engraver had hoped to 

benefit from these new developments in local commerce. Mezzotint portraiture 

would certainly have been considered a luxury and novel product on the Irish 

market. 

Other luxury goods that were being advertised in this decade include a 

mixture of both imported and local products. In some instances there appears to have 

been direct competition between foreign and domestic varieties of the same product. 

These notices in particular are interesting as it is possible that the varieties were 

included for competitive purposes. For instance, on the Irish market was a variety of 
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Irish cheese, presented in “Iron-bound casks of all sizes”, and which was sold by Ben 

Luffingham on Bride Street.590 J. Rourke, on Blind Quay, advertises the sale of a 

variety of threads, silks, fabric such as “French and English black laces”, but as well 

as these he also sold “English and Irish Capuchine Silks”.591 Rourke also boasts that 

he is “thoroughly furnish’d with the best French, Dutch, Scotch and Irish threads, 

particularly, that sort, so universally liked, which Mr. Forbes formerly sold in Castle-

street”. What is interesting here is the suggestion of a direct, and slightly informal, 

appeal to the Irish local market. That is, there appears to be an assumption that the 

reader of this notice is aware of Mr. Forbes and the products that he was selling. 

References such as these are indicative of the relatively small size of the Dublin and 

the luxury goods market therein. Therefore, the mezzotint print, which at this same 

time was being monopolised by Brooks, could also have been easily marketed 

through the advertisements in a similar fashion. 

A supplier who refers directly to the production of Irish silk is John Meares, 

specifically located at Cork Hill. Although mostly dealing in imported goods, 

Meares mentions in his advertisement that he is also selling silks and goods of Irish 

manufacture. It is possible that this reference was a strategic means of targeting the 

domestic-focused market inspired by Madden’s premiums.592 Similarly, the 

tobacconist, James Vilmot, advertises that he “sells, of his own manufacturing, the 

best French and Irish Rappee” but that he also supplies imported tobacco from 

France, Brazil Role, Spanish, Havanna, genuine Glasgow and Edinburgh snuff.593 

Aside from tobacco, Vilmot also sells waters, cordials, and hams. An important 

feature of this advertisement, however, is that he also makes reference to his 

apparently unique and exclusive status within the marketplace: 

N.B. As he has been at an extraordinary Expence and Labour, and as 

he was the first who attempted the Tobacco Business, in its highest 

Branches, in this Kingdom, he hopes that the Gentry and others will 

Favour him with a suitable Encouragement.594 
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Fig. 24. Tobacconist, James Vilmot (Dublin Mercury, 4-8 May 1742). 

Indeed, Vilmot’s claim to be “the first who attempted the Tobacco Business, 

in its highest Branches, in this Kingdom” is an arrogant sentiment, one which is 

echoed by Brooks (figure 25) within his large proposal for one-hundred mezzotints, 

which also appeared in 1742. 

 

Fig. 25. Brooks’ proposal heading (Dublin Mercury, 11-15 May 1742). 

In terms of alcoholic beverages, Glasney McMahon, working from “Old 

Sots-hole, Essex Street,” was also selling Irish rough cider by retail or wholesale. In 

this example there is even a suggestion that domestic merchandise of this kind was 

deemed to be of higher quality than foreign or English varieties. This is an important 

assertion, considering that the quality was to be decided publicly by expert judges. 

The advertiser states:  

it is now demonstrable to what perfection this manufacture of our 

own Country may be brought by the Excellency of this parcel (which 
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has received a public Approbation of the best Judges in this 

Kingdom).595 

Many other varieties of alcohol on the domestic market were frequently 

advertised. Some of these notices even refer to these goods as exclusive Irish 

products. An example of this can be noted in an extensive advertisement for The 

Whiskey Warehouse.596 Within this large notice, the relationship between the distiller 

(George Willis) and the various local suppliers is publicly established. But there is 

also a sense that the advertiser is encouraging the support of a locally made product. 

Willis cleverly promotes these goods to the public with direct reference to the quality 

of the product.597 For this purpose the advertiser notes that the names of the suppliers 

will be publicly listed to guarantee the quality of the product.  

 

GEORGE WILLIS who lived many years with the famous Mrs.Rone, 

deceased Distiller in Dame Street, remarkable for making the best 

Irish Usquebagh, and all rich compound Cordials [...]N.B. 

WHISKEY, in its greatest Perfection, to be had there, and good 

Encouragement will be given to those who retail it, or any other of the 

above liquors; and the Names of those who sell the best Usquebagh in 
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 Dublin Mercury, 4-5 May 1742.  
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the country, shall be inserted Daily in his Advertisements, so as he 

intends for some Time to take that method of letting his friends know 

where they may be supplied with the best of everything in its kind.598 

Fig. 26. Notice for the Whiskey Warehouse (Dublin Mercury, 4-5 May 1742). 

Sometimes the advertisements also refer directly to the Dublin Society 

premium awards. Where awards have been granted, these references serve as useful 

selling points for the advertiser. For example, an advertisement for J. Kidd’s Velvet 

manufacturing shop on Fishamble Street includes a reference to an award of a ten 

pound premium. Kidd also notes how he “humbly hopes for the Encouragement of 

the Nobility and Gentry and all Lovers of this Country, as his Goods are equal, if not 

Superior to any imported”.599 Therefore, in this particular example the act of being 

awarded this premium – as well as the public announcement of such award through 

the newspaper advertisement – could potentially authenticate as well as distinguish 

the domestic manufacturer within the competitive market in Dublin.  

Therefore, it is understandable that the mezzotint engravers would frequently 

follow a similar pattern in their advertising practices. In many examples, the 

engravers used language that was probably designed to appeal to the Irish 

consumer’s emotional sense of duty to support specifically Irish-made goods, and 

thus encourage the trades and industry of Ireland. For example, in an earlier 

mezzotint advertisement, Brooks makes a proposal for the production of eight 

country seats.600 In this notice the engraver includes a direct appeal for the 

encouragement of home-produced manufacture:  

As most of the Seats in England have been engraved, and the 

Undertakers greatly encouraged, it is hoped that as our Country 

affords in these prospects, the worthy Gentlemen of this Kingdom 

will encourage and promote a Work of this Kind, which will be done 

as well, and in as just a manner as any done in England.601 

It is also interesting that Brooks had previously referred to the attempts which 

were made by English manufacturers (in this case, printsellers) to undermine the 

Irish print industry, usually done by saturating the Irish market with products from 
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England. In reference to his elaborate five-point subscription proposal, Brooks 

clearly states his position with regard to encouragement of domestic Irish industry 

over the English:  

THIS the said BROOKS thinks will be an effectual and easy Way of 

carrying on the aforesaid ART with Success, against any attempt 

whatsoever that may be made by the Printsellers of London, who 

would, no doubt, on feeling a Loss of some hundred Pounds a Year, 

sent out of Ireland for that Comodity[sic], use their utmost 

Endeavours to discourage any Scheme for promoting the said ART in 

this Kingdom. 

 

Fig. 27. Brooks’ statement in reference to the London printsellers (Dublin Mercury, 15-18 May 

1742). 

In many other advertisements Brooks refers directly to English printsellers as 

being his main competitors. For example, with reference to the sale of a print portrait 

of Newport, Brooks publicly states that his print will be reproduced “as well 

executed as any now done in England”, thus emphasising his distinction as an Irish 

engraver when compared with English printmakers.602 Also, there was growing 

support for the home-made linen industry. The Dublin Society frequently notified 

the public through the newspaper pages to submit applications for premiums relating 

to spinning woollen goods.603 Flax and linen manufacturing was one of the few 

industries in Ireland that was actually encouraged by the British parliament. The 

importation of textile goods from Ireland was a successful venture during the first 

half of the eighteenth century.604 
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Fig. 28. A notice for the Linen Board (Faulkner's Dublin Journal, 9-12 November 1745). 

The frequent appearance of advertisements relating to this industry reflects 

just how competitive the Irish marketplace was at that point with regard to both the 

sale and manufacture of fabric in Dublin. For instance, Samuel Grant advertised that 

he provides customers with fabrics of “all the colours […] as well as any brought 

from England, or the Indies”.605 Also, Hugh Hamill sold Dundalk Cambricks and 

handkerchiefs from the Linen Hall.606 Both suppliers operated within the same 

vicinity, which reflects the relatively small and localised nature of this market.  

Tobacco and snuff were also commonly found on the market, and Irish-made 

varieties were frequently advertised. However, given the specialist market for such 

luxury items, this kind of product was mostly sold along with other items of foreign 

origin. For example, James Flyn, the wig-maker, advertised that he also sold French 

Rappee snuff.607 Also, Tobacco was often sold within Coffee-houses, such as David 

Beranger’s Coffee-house, on Stephen’s Green. Beranger had advertised that he 

“makes and sells French Rappee, Grilliard, and other snuffs of the best kind”, which 

indicates that certain Irish-made items were linked to specific locations and 

complementary industries.608 

From a postcolonial perspective, any historic reference to “Irishness” during 

the eighteenth century is always problematic. However, these notices still offer 

insight into the nature of Irish commercial trade as it progressed during the 1740s. 
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Their importance as reflections of the culture and civic improvement of eighteenth-

century Dublin therefore must not be dismissed. More significantly, these public 

declarations can also reflect the negative social consequences of imported foreign 

goods into Ireland, along with the responses of local Irish traders to the infiltration of 

such goods on the Dublin market. 

 These public assertions with regard to home manufacture are also indicative 

of some of the crucial civic changes that had occurred within the commercial market 

in Dublin. These expressions of domestic industrial advancement relate directly to 

the effects created by the Dublin Society, and Madden’s competitive premiums 

system. Most crucially, the Dublin Society awards were established in the early 

1740s at the point when Brooks had returned to Ireland to establish his mezzotint 

workshop in Cork Hill. Therefore, it is possible that the premiums, being an 

attractive financial incentive, may have been an influencing factor in Brooks’ 

decision to return to Dublin at this stage. The Dublin mezzotint engravers appear to 

have been swept along within the domestic industrial expansion of trade in Dublin 

that was encouraged by the Dublin Society. Subsequently, it was inevitable that 

internal rivalry and competitiveness would surface between traders and engravers, 

and which can be noted throughout many newspaper advertisements. 

iv. Examples of Competitiveness 

There are various examples of advertised goods and services throughout the 

newspaper selection from Dublin and beyond which illustrate market competiveness 

during the 1740s. The three leading mezzotint engravers from the Dublin Group 

(Brooks, Miller and Ford) often publicly displayed their rivalry and competitiveness 

during the earlier period of activity in Ireland. By closely examining this rivalry – 

which was expressed through the newspaper advertisements – it is possible to 

determine just how these engravers were able to instil a sense of their individual 

assertions and artistic superiority in mezzotint printmaking and selling. Also, the 

chosen language within each advertisement reveals the ways in which Brooks, Miller 

and Ford sought to establish their individual identities from a colonial perspective, as 

well as to enhance their public personas and reputations within Dublin’s increasingly 

competitive commercial arena.  
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In support of this interpretation of mezzotint advertisements, there is also a 

clear correlation between these individual mezzotint print-selling rivalries and 

similar competitive activity in other trades. This healthy competitiveness can be 

detected in the surrounding advertisements for exotic, luxury, and sometimes even 

common household goods that were available at the same time. Inevitably, the 

commercial and cultural environment of 1740s Dublin both influenced and 

stimulated the cultural experience and the professional identities of the mezzotint 

engravers. Although many of the examples here are declarations of product 

superiority for marketing purposes, the mezzotint advertisements can also be read as 

expressions of individual self-assertion with relation to the domestic trade in Ireland.  

 As previously established, from an earlier period these engravers were active 

participants within the interrelated luxury crafts that were well represented on Cork 

Hill. Also, many members from the Dublin Group previously worked as jobbing 

engravers for members of the book trade. Arguably, their connections within the 

book and periodical trade were established from this earlier point. The act of 

founding a specialised mezzotint workshop in Cork Hill, and the subsequent 

frequency of the newspaper notices in locally printed newspapers, such as 

Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, illustrates Brooks’ determination to cultivate a strong 

association between his name and mezzotint portrait reproduction. His use of the 

Dublin press in this regard can be viewed as an attempt to monopolise the mezzotint 

market in Ireland, despite earlier setbacks in securing financial support from the 

Dublin Society; the records of the Dublin Society contain a rejected premium 

application by Brooks in 1741 in which he sought monetary assistance “for 

introducing and improving the art of Graving and metzotinto” in Ireland.
609

 This 

confident assertion within Brooks’ Dublin Society premium application suggests that 

even from an early stage this engraver was exposed to the growing culture of 

competitiveness within Irish manufacturing in general. Although this application was 

rejected, the attempt itself symbolises a form of commercial and cultural 

determination on the part of Brooks to present himself as a unique Dublin-based 

specialist in the print industry. By the early 1740s, the general morale of local Dublin 

crafts would have been heightened by the Dublin Society premiums, and evidence 
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for this can be noted in Cork Hill. This confidence is deeply reflected within most of 

Brooks’ advertisements throughout this decade up until his move to London with 

McArdell c. 1746. There were two other mezzotint engravers operating in Dublin 

City both before and after Brooks and McArdell’s departure to London: Andrew 

Miller and Michael Ford. Surviving newspaper notices from this time reflect that a 

healthy rivalry had ensued between these two engravers. Evidently, the commercial 

market for mezzotint in Dublin City could not comfortably sustain both printmakers 

within the field of reproductive portraiture.  

It is worth remembering that Brooks, Miller, and Ford were jobbing 

mezzotint engravers and printsellers. Although all three men were technically 

proficient in the art of engraving, these printmakers primarily worked for 

commercial gain in the reproduction of original designs created by others. As they 

could not technically be classified as artists it was unlikely that an engraver could 

become a benefactor of the Dublin Society premiums, at least not under the category 

of “fine art” which the society indeed supported both during and after this point.
610

 

However, on 21 May 1767, under the category of “Fine Arts and Mechanics”, an 

award was offered for “the best engraved print or Metzotinto from an original 

design” thus indicating the potential evolution of the technique as an original 

process; this award also enhances the association of mezzotint with Dublin before 

the formalisation of the Royal Academy in London. The combination of these factors 

therefore gave the engravers more of a commercial incentive to advertise mezzotint 

through the Dublin newspapers. Consequently, the Dublin Group were more 

commercially and competitively reliant on the book and newspaper trade in Dublin 

during the 1740s.  

  Ireland was excluded from the English Copyright Act (1710) but the reprint 

book trade in Dublin flourished throughout the century, much to the resentment of 

London booksellers. Despite the growing rivalry between the two cities the London 

and Dublin print and luxury trades remained commercially dependent on one another 

throughout the eighteenth century.
611

  Moreover, it was not until the Importation Act 

of 1739 that all foreign reprints were made illegal in England.
612

 As a result, the 
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home book market in Dublin by the mid-eighteenth century experienced an 

expansion, and consequently so too did competition for a wider variety of goods on 

the Dublin market more generally. Therefore, the commercial competitiveness of the 

mezzotint engravers must be assessed in conjunction with the expansion of the 

Dublin book and goods trades during the 1740s, especially considering the evident 

interrelation between the engravers and the leading members of the book industry. 

The contemporary lack of clear legislation in Ireland with regard to the print 

trade (and the reprinted books from Ireland which appeared on the provincial English 

market) means that there are problems today in assessing the actual number of 

imprints that were published in Ireland at that time.
613

 Also, without an imitative and 

consistent conger system there was greater fluidity in terms of the varied roles 

relating to printing and bookselling.
614

 However, in an assessment of the Irish 

mezzotint advertisements, it would appear that there was a similar problem with 

regard to the regulation of legal reproductive prints. Even within this narrow 

selection of examples there are a number of references to unauthorised copies of 

portrait prints which, like book reprints, threatened to saturate the Irish market. 

Illegal copying and selling frequently occurred, much to the dismay of engravers and 

artists who possessed the legal right to print from the original plate designs.
615

 These 

illegal prints had potentially damaging effects on the financial and artistic reputation 

of the official mezzotint engraver and printseller.  

There is also some evidence within the advertisements that the domestic book 

market in Dublin demanded that the Irish reprints were similar to the English 

editions in their production. There are a number of references to the high quality of 

production, and that the Irish printing was similar or identical to the English version 

in format. For instance, in 1742 there was an advertisement for the publication of 

Cases in Equity during the time of the late Lord Chancellor Talbot that was sold for 

twelve shillings, bound and printed on fine paper, and which the publisher claimed 

would run “page for page with the London edition”.
616

 However, it is uncertain if 
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this specification only applied to particular genres, such as governmental publication 

which demanded that the content would contain the most current and exact 

information, as opposed to the aesthetic requirements of other types of book printing.  

The Dublin Group engravers certainly expressed the frequent claim 

throughout Irish notices that Irish-made goods and services were superior to those 

from England and Europe. There were various other kinds of advertisements 

claiming to provide superior goods and services to the Irish market. For example, 

Joshua Leathley (working at the Hibernian Industry on Cork Hill) claimed that his 

goods were “of the best kinds manufactured in this Kingdom”, having offered a 

variety of woollen products, draperies, velvets, and silks. In a similar way Matthew 

Scott on Sycamore Alley made and sold gold paper for medals “better & cheaper 

than any imported from France”. In this latter example, Scott’s goods were 

advertised at one shilling and seven pence per sheet, which he distinguished from the 

French variety that was “not sold under half a crown English”.
617

 Competitive 

pricing and goods comparisons such as in this example are indicative of the efforts 

used to dissuade customers from purchasing other similar varieties, especially those 

which were foreign and therefore usually more expensive. But this practice also 

suggests a growing rivalry within the Irish market itself. Frequently, reference would 

be made to items that were being sold exclusively at specific locations by particular 

vendors or shopkeepers and no one else. For example, in the very first line of an 

advertisement for Nash’s famous “Fine Liquid German Blacking” there is an 

immediate reference to the exclusivity of the product which was being sold “only at 

Mr. COGHLAN’s, Grocer, on College green”.
618

 Having the sale and production of 

this good limited to one exclusive venue may have been designed to thwart potential 

imitators saturating the market with similar products.  

Despite these efforts however, imitations were already appearing on the Irish 

market, and indeed some were being mistaken for the authentic product. Also, this 

direct public appeal to a wealthy, gentry market indicates how the expanding goods 

market in Dublin was also tied in with the desire for increased social status, a feature 

that was often inherently connected to the product itself. In another persuasive bid to 

attract the loyalty of the customer, Coghlan stated that he sells this blacking for one 
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shilling and one penny, and he specifically mentioned that this price was cheaper 

than a certain rival product that he named “the most dirty Black Ball”. A similar 

public warning of a product’s authenticity is seen within an advertisement for Luke 

Mullally’s original Jet buttons, which were sold “at the Blue Window in Capel 

Street, near Mary’s Street […] and nowhere else in the City”.
619

 This advertisement 

is of particular interest because it contains a direct reference to glass imitations of his 

product. Consequently, Mullally complains that he has been the victim of identity 

theft as the imitator had used his name in an attempt to misrepresent the glass 

imitations as being the authentic product. However, many advertisers, such as 

Mullally, were able to use the appearance of imitations to their advantage; within this 

advertisement there is a direct reference to the inferior quality of the imitation 

buttons as Mullally confidently states that the inadequacy is revealed when the 

product is quickly damaged. Throughout the decade this form of quality assurance 

was frequently conducted throughout the newspaper advertisements, thus reflecting 

the developing function of the public announcement itself. 

These claims of authenticity were by now an intrinsic aspect of the sale and 

promotion of exclusive luxury goods. Therefore, the advertiser in the example below 

(similar to Mr. Coughlan) proclaims that he will now sell his goods exclusively in 

order to disassociate himself from the inferior competing product on the market:  

Whereas several Persons who make and sell common Glass Buttons 

in Imitation of mine, and take on them my Surname, both in making 

and selling, which has caused several Gentlemen who bought them to 

come to me, and make Complaint of the continual Breaking: 

Therefore to avoid Disputes with Gentlemen, I will not serve any 

Shops in the City of Dublin.
620

   

Public assertions of this kind in newspaper-advertising are often expressed 

with direct references to named individuals, which demonstrate that the advertiser 

had a specific awareness of competitors working in the same production field. The 

public claim to authenticity, not to mention assertions of superior quality produce, 

was also a significant feature of the Dublin Group advertisements. 
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 At the time in which Brooks and Miller set up their mezzotint workshop to 

Dublin (c. 1741) the painter and printseller Ford was already working in the city. It is 

not clear in what capacity Ford was associated with Brooks, or if he had indeed been 

trained in mezzotint at Cork Hill. Nevertheless, Ford had worked alongside both 

Brooks and Miller, sometimes even publishing and selling Miller’s work in what 

appears to be collaborative commercial ventures.
621

 The services that are listed in an 

earlier advertisement suggest that Ford was an independent and flexible 

businessman. He advertised himself as both a painter and a printseller “having been 

many years in London” under the apprenticeship of the Irish artist, Michael Mitchell, 

indicating that Ford had strong connections to the London art scene. It is significant 

therefore that Ford also offered many other services in his notice, including drawing 

instruction “in oyl, watercolour, or crayon”, picture restoration, framing, and house-

painting.
622

 

 

Fig. 29. Ford’s detailed advertisement (Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 4-8 January 1742-3). 

This notice reveals that Ford had access to the resources and supplies 

necessary for artistic and jobbing work during this earlier period, and the 

advertisement of these other services demonstrates Ford’s industrious nature. 

However, it is possible that his socio-economic background may have been an 

influencing factor in his career as a portrait printmaker. By mentioning his father 

(Rev. Dr. Ford, arch-deacon of Derry) Ford is publicly alluding to his connections 

within the gentry and clergy, some of whom were the prime market for portrait 

commission in mezzotint. This affiliation may indeed have been helpful in providing 

him access to an established portrait market. However, the reference to his brother 
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(James Ford, a woollen draper at the Salmon in Castle Street) suggests that his 

family was already well-connected within Dublin’s growing retail trade, and in many 

ways Ford was probably able to access both markets.
623

    

Throughout the advertisements, it is evident that Ford may have collaborated 

with Brooks and Miller in the sale of mezzotint reproductions. A strong association 

between the mezzotint printsellers is clear from a later time, when Ford eventually 

moved into Brooks’ Cork Hill address. The notice of this relocation appears in 

Faulkner’s Dublin Journal in 1746, thus approximating when Brooks had moved to 

London with McArdell: 

 

MICHAEL FORD, Painter and Print-seller, having removed from 

Ann-Street to Vandyke’s Head on Cork Hill, the House where John 

Brooks Engraver and Printseller (who has left this Kingdom) lately 

lived, intends carrying on the same Work in all its Branches [...].
624

 

Interestingly, Ford referred directly to Brooks within this public notice, and 

he included therein a reference to the fact that Brooks was no longer living in 

Ireland. But these engravers were in competition within the single-sheet print market 

in Dublin. Sometimes their rival activity can be compared with the experiences of 

Dublin reprint booksellers from this time. For instance, Ford publicly complains 

about the appearance of competitive prints within an advertisement in 1746 in which 

he outlined the details of his reproduction of Garrick as Richard III after William 

Hogarth. Ford specifically acknowledges the unfair attempts that were made 

(perhaps from his main Dublin mezzotint rival, Miller) to detract from his 

printmaking business by undercutting his prices:   

Whereas this print was intended to be sold at 4s English but finding it 

got doing with an Intent to under sell me, and by this unfair Way to 

discourage the Art of Engraving being carried on by me: I do now 

propose to sell it cheaper than the Metzotinto is offered to be sold 

at.
625

 

In this advertisement Ford explicitly claimed that the mezzotint version of 

Hogarth’s work was the first (and official) of its kind to be made and sold in Ireland, 
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thus indicating that he had, or at least desired, the exclusivity of this reproduction on 

the market. As previously stated George Faulkner was an official selling agent for 

Hogarth’s prints in Ireland during the early 1740s.
626

 Notices appeared alongside 

Ford’s advertisements referring directly to Faulkner being Hogarth’s selling agent in 

Dublin.
627

 

 

Mr. HOGARTH hereby gives Notice. THAT the Print of Mr. 

GARRICK, in the Character of Richard the Third, is now finished, 

and ready to be delivered to the Subscribers. The said Print will [?] to 

be sold at 7s. and 6 d. each, at the Golden Head in Leicester Fields, or 

at the Printer’s hereof, where also may be had his Work. 

Fig. 30. A notice from Hogarth on the same page as one of Ford’s advertisements (Faulkner’s 

Dublin Journal, 23-27 September 1746). 

The language of this advertisement suggests that the notice came directly 

from Hogarth himself, which provides an interesting perspective on the relationship 

between this engraver and the Irish market for single-sheet prints. Arguably, by 

making Faulkner the official Irish agent for the sale of his work in Ireland, there is a 

suggestion that Hogarth recognised that there was a potential single-sheet market 

beyond London.  Later in 1749, a set of Harlot’s Progress was sold in Ireland by 

auction for one pound and ten shillings.628 However, Faulkner’s notice does not 

specify whether or not a mezzotint reproduction was made of this image, or if Ford 

was involved in the production of the Irish edition. A letter from Faulkner to Hogarth 

in 1740 indicates that a number of other prints were requested to be sent from 

London to Dublin.
629

 But there is no evidence to suggest that a similar system 

applied some years later in 1746, especially as Miller, Ford, and Brooks had by then 

already been reproducing a number of Hogarth’s works. Nevertheless, the presence 
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of Hogarth’s work on the Irish print market in this year does reflect the consumption 

of reproductive portraiture in Dublin. Moreover, a similar advertisement from 

Hogarth – from only months earlier – indicates the emerging popularity of the 

theatrical print on the Irish market. 

 

Mr. HOGARTH hereby gives Notice, THAT the Print of Mr. 

GARRICK, in Character of RICHARD the Third, is now finished, 

and ready to be deliver’d to the Subscribers. The said Print will 

continue to be Sold at 7s 6d each, at the Golden Head in Leicester 

Fields, or at the Printer’s hereof, where also may had all his Works.   

Fig. 31. This is an earlier example of Hogarth’s notice, which had appeared underneath an 

advertisement from Brooks; the transcription places emphasis on the inclusion of the word 

“all”, indicating that Faulkner was a main agent for Hogarth’s work at this time (Faulkner’s 

Dublin Journal 26-29 July 1746). 

Incidentally, another mezzotint engraver, Charles Spooner, made a copy of 

Hogarth’s self-portrait in Dublin in 1749. Spooner later reproduced a line engraving 

of Garrick as Richard III (also after Hogarth), which was sold in Dublin by Ford.
630

 

Furthermore, this print was dedicated to the Dublin Society, suggesting that the 

printmaker had aspirations for a premium award, despite no evidence that one was 

ever granted. Rivalry between Ford and Miller was becoming acrimonious from this 

point onwards. This competiveness is illustrated through advertisements from these 

engravers that highlight both reasonable pricing and quality assurance. For example, 

in Esdall’s Newsletter (November 1749) Miller advertises a version of the same 

portrait but states at the bottom of his notice that “the London Print of Mr. Garrick 

sells for 9s 9d” but that his version sells for only 2s 8d.
631
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Fig. 32. Miller's price comparison with a London edition (Esdall’s Newsletter, 23 November 

1749). 

Also, declaring that the two prints may be compared at Miller’s workshop in 

Hog Hill is important as it shows how mezzotint print marketing practices involved 

direct visual comparison. A reference to such custom might also suggest that Miller 

had confidence in his ability to produce such works to a very high standard. But 

most importantly, the notice reveals that Miller had had access to the competitive 

print trade in London. At the very least his connections, possibly through Brooks and 

McArdell, gave him direct access to prints that were popular on the London market 

at that time. The mezzotint version from London may have been the actual source for 

Miller’s version, which was probably taken from McArdell’s version that appeared 

around the same time. By announcing the fact that he had a London edition in his 

possession – if the advertisement is to be taken at face-value – Miller is also telling 

the public that his work in Dublin is on a par with the London versions. It is this 

confident assertion within Miller’s advertisement that indicates his competitive 

streak, and which was responsible for some interesting engagements with Ford 

through the public notices. Ford made similar public claims to superiority in the 

newspapers. 

The self-identification of both engravers, as well as the extent of their rivalry, 

is reflected in the language used within their advertisements. For example, in 

Faulkner’s Dublin Journal (both printed in 18-22 November 1746) Ford published 

two advertisements, both of which appeared in the same issue.
632

  

                                                 
632
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Fig. 33. In this notice Ford identifies himself as a “native” and that he also has a “good 

workman, a Native” working for him in his workshop (Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 18-22 

November 1746). 

 

Fig. 34. The second of Ford’s detailed advertisements (Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 18-22 

November 1746). 

Both of these notices offer insight into Ford’s self-awareness as an engraver, 

but the language he used therein also reflects the printmaker’s response to the 

commercial expansion of the Irish goods trade in Dublin in the 1740s. For instance, 

in both examples Ford identifies himself as a native Irishman who was purposefully 

seeking to employ native workmen within his studio. The inclusion of a reference to 

seeking “native” workmen is historically important as this could be viewed as Ford’s 

indirect reflection on the efforts made by the Dublin Society for the encouragement 

of Irish industry. That is, Ford appears eager to specify that he wishes to employ a 
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“native” as opposed to a foreigner. Furthermore, emphasis has been placed on the 

local proximity at Cork Hill, which suggests that Ford was specifically addressing a 

local clientele. On this note he even states that his shop is situated “over against 

Lucas’ Coffee-house”, a prominent social landmark within this area.  

 In the first example (figure 33) Ford mentions that he is in possession of “a 

great Variety of new Prints of all Kinds” which he recently imported from London. 

Despite his later complaints that he was being under-sold by English rivals, this 

reference to London suggests that Ford was still largely dependent on London stock. 

A connection to the London trade was necessary in order to gain access to new 

artistic works. However, as the advertisement continues Ford was also clearly 

marketing his “native” Irish printmaking specifically to the Dublin audience, but it is 

interesting that he should make direct reference to his foreign competitors:  

[...] Having lately been in London, has brought over great Variety of 

new Prints of all Kinds which he will sell neatly framed and glazed at 

the lowest Prices, and will always be furnished with whatever is new 

in London as soon as can be got over, he will copy here whatever is 

worth doing, having got a good Workman, a Native, and bred in this 

Kingdom, that can engrave any Kind of Work, or do Metzotinto or 

any other Work that kind much better than any Foreigner in the 

Kingdom, as may be seen by their Works if compared.
633

 

This is not the only time that Ford makes a comparison between his work and 

foreign varieties or competitors, and his appeal to the Irish clientele on the basis that 

his work is contributing to the encouragement of home industry was evidently an 

important aspect of the marketing process used by the printmaker. In this notice Ford 

reiterates his appeal for the encouragement of domestic goods and industries by 

making reference to the fact that he is a native Irish printseller:  

 [...] being a Native and a new Business, humbly hopes to meet with 

Encouragement and begs the Interest of Friends, who may depend on 

having their Work done with the utmost Care and Expedition on 

reasonable Terms.
634

 

 This form of public appeal for supporting “native” printsellers (and this is a 

feature present in many other goods) is often aligned with bold promises or 

                                                 
633

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 18-22 November 1746. 
634

 Ibid. 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

193 

 

assurances of quality and superiority.  In the second example (figure 35) Ford is 

directly appealing to gentlemen for subscriptions to a wide variety of prints, and he 

specifically appeals to those buyers who “are desirous to encourage a Native, and 

fond of having first impressions of the Prints”.
635

    

 

Fig. 35. Ford's reference to being a “native” (Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 18-22 November 1746). 

In their historical study of Ford, the Knight of Glin and William Laffan refer 

to Ford’s business in print-selling being an important outlet for the sale of non-

commissioned art. In this sense Ford’s advertisements seem to be “presenting 

shopping for luxury goods as a patriotic activity”. According to Glin and Laffan, as a 

mezzotint printseller Ford “seems to be reflecting, or – for good commercial reasons 

no doubt – capitalising upon this highly topical desire to promote the home-

grown”.
636

 However, it is likely that Ford used the presence of the Dublin Society in 

this regard for his own commercial expansion and self-promotion, rather than as an 

expression of any personally felt Irish patriotism. Ford, along with the other 

engravers, was essentially a jobbing printseller, and many of his advertisements 

reflected a rather contrary opinion with regard to imported and Irish-made prints on 

the Dublin market. For example, in an advertisement from June 1746, Ford promises 

that his shop “will always be furnished with the newest things” which would later 

include imports of Italian prints. He also ensures that his shop “will always be 

furnished with whatever is new in London as soon as can be got over”, though he 

follows this by stating that he will “copy whatever is worth doing”.
637

 However, 

despite his contradictory public assertions, Ford frequently refers directly to a 

broader financial incentive as to why someone would want to order prints from him 

alone: 

the Undertaker hopes that Gentlemen will consider what a large sum 

of Money may be saved in this Nation by having Works of this Kind 

done at home, a Design which the Nobility and Gentry of this Nation 
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have most strenuously promoted, and for which they deserve the most 

grateful Acknowledgements and public Thanks.
638

   

The inclusion of this statement indicates the self-identification of Ford as an 

active printseller within the Dublin print trade, and his acknowledgement of the 

dominance of the London print market. Ford was a printseller more so than an 

engraver so he probably sold imported prints out of commercial necessity and 

demand. However, he would later reproduce some his own mezzotint portraits, 

leading to an important incident within the history of the Dublin Group.
639

  

By the late 1740s, Ford’s rivalry with Miller led to a public dispute in the 

newspapers that demonstrated how both engravers were appealing to the print 

market with independent claims of authenticity and superior quality in mezzotint 

reproduction. Although the two engravers did work together up to 1746, the relations 

between them had clearly become strained after Brooks and McArdell had moved to 

London. Miller, being technically more competent as an engraver than Brooks, 

began to work independently on Lazar Hill shortly after his arrival in Ireland.
640

 

However, Miller became Ford’s main rival in Dublin throughout the 1740s, despite 

some evidence that the two engravers had previously collaborated on certain prints. 

An earlier joint print-selling venture involved the production of a mezzotint of the 

Duke of Cumberland, indicating that the two printmakers recognised the benefit of 

publishing collaboratively.
641

  

 

 

Fig. 36. Ford and Miler in a joint business venture (Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 8-12 April 1746). 

Indeed, there would have been conflicting interests with the production and 

sale of two different versions of the same image on the Dublin print market and it 

was apparent that there would be some detrimental commercial effects on one of the 
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printmakers as a consequence.
642

 However, it was not until 1748 that Ford would 

specifically name Miller (in an announcement within the Dublin Courant) along with 

the claim that the Dublin Society had viewed two reproductions of the same portrait 

of Lord Boyne, and had apparently deemed Ford’s version to be the superior of the 

two.
643

 In fact a Dublin Society examination of drawing did occur in March that 

year, the premiums for which were to be awarded in November.
644

 However, neither 

Ford nor Miller had taken this examination, so the credibility of Ford’s claim 

remains disputed.  Despite this, his claim to authenticity is important in that it 

reflects the perceived market demands at this time. Ford seems to have exploited the 

event of the supposed examination to create a highly competitive marketing ploy; it 

would seem that Ford was intending to damage the artistic credibility or proficiency 

of Miller’s work, and thus encourage the print-buying clientele to buy his version of 

the portrait instead. Ford’s notice was quickly followed by a public response from 

Miller, but the language used by Ford is worth considering in closer detail: 

At a general meeting of the Dublin Society last Thursday at the 

Parliament House, for promoting Arts in this Kingdom, two whole 

Length Metzotinto Prints of the late Lord Boyne, were produced to 

them for their Judgement and Approbation, which of them was most 

deserving and likest the original Painting which was placed by them, 

one done by Mr. Ford on Cork Hill, through subscription, the other by 

one Miller, when on a full Examination by many good Judges, it was 

unanimously given in Favour of Mr. Ford’s Print.
645

  

This notice is a puff; Ford, as a shrewd businessman, was utilising a common 

marketing tactic for the sale of his own print version of Lord Boyne. By referring to 

the official endorsement of the Dublin Society, Ford is authenticating his version of 

the portrait. Also, the printseller frequently referred to the topic of unofficial prints 

on the relatively small Dublin print market. The problem of unauthorised single-

sheet prints (that were then sold in Dublin at a cheaper rate) was similar in many 

ways to the mechanics of the reprint industry. Artists such as Reynolds recognised 

that a profit could be made from commissioning (and collaborating with) 

professional engravers to create reproductive mezzotints after their painted portraits. 
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However, the illegal copy of that portrait, which was usually of inferior quality, 

would potentially decrease its market value:  

A portrait by Reynolds may have belonged to the sitter, but anyone 

could buy a small mezzotint copy from a printseller like Carrington 

Bowles for as little as sixpence ‘plain’ and one shilling coloured.
646

     

Ford may have been exasperated by the appearance of copies and competitive 

versions of his portraits on the market. Although the notice is speculatively a 

marketing tactic, it is possible that the presence of Miller’s mezzotint of Lord Boyne 

on the Dublin market could have led to Ford’s formal request for judgement on the 

two portrait versions. However, there is no record that the Dublin Society had 

received a public notice of such request, and according to a public response on the 

subject from Miller, no formal assessment had indeed been conducted at all. In terms 

of his response, Miller quickly disputed the claims made by Ford, and declared that 

he had consulted with the Dublin Society on the matter:  

I think it is proper not to deceive the Publick by printing what follows 

(which I had from Tho. Prior Esq; Secretary to the Dublin Society, 

viz) That the Dublin Society came to no Determination on that Head, 

those Prints being laid before them without their Order or Desire, and 

that it never was the Design of that Society to engage or interfere in 

any Party Quarrel between any Persons whatsoever – I think it is 

needless to say any more concerning the Merits of the Prints since Mr. 

Ford had found it necessary to have Recourse to falseness to establish 

the credit of his. March 18, 1747-8. ANDREW MILLER.
647

 

Miller was particularly eager to assert his truthfulness (or trustworthiness 

perhaps) with direct reference to Thomas Prior, then secretary of the Dublin Society. 

In this sense, Miller was countering Ford’s apparent opportunism and dishonesty 

within the previous notice. Miller stated that the Dublin Society only considered this 

to be a personal quarrel between the two engravers, and one in which the society was 

reluctant to participate. Miller’s version of the disagreement contrasts with Ford’s on 

a fundamental level: Miller publicly dismissed the claim that there had been a careful 

artistic examination of both prints. But the claim by Ford of there being a thorough 

examination of the two mezzotints is significant in itself. If the examination was for 
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the likeness alone (which was often necessary in the marketing of the mezzotint 

portraits) then there would have been no actual need to include the Dublin Society in 

an assessment of the prints on any other level.
648

 However, it is unlikely that the 

Dublin Society would consider this type of evaluation on a mechanical art such as 

mezzotint, which was not even included within the artistic remit that was outlined by 

the Society. 

Both engravers may have benefited from this publicity. An association with 

the Dublin Society may have even positively affected their commercial growth, as 

well as encouraging the sale of this particular portrait. These public notices reveal 

how the engravers viewed themselves within the context of the print and art 

community, although the work of the two mezzotint engravers would have been 

classified as commercial printmaking. Yet this notice from Ford (followed quickly 

by a public response from Miller) suggests that both men were making a public 

attempt to assert their superiority and authenticity as reputable printmakers. 

Moreover, the notices might be read as assertions of their public personas within the 

competitive Dublin marketplace during the 1740s. If both engravers were working 

on a purely commercial level, why would an evaluation by the Dublin Society have 

mattered to them at all?  There is a suggestion within these notices that there was a 

degree of rivalry (as well as personal pride) in mezzotint reproduction in Dublin. 

The rivalry between the two engravers clearly demonstrates a healthy 

competitiveness in the Irish print market, but the socio-economic differences 

between Ford and Miller as individuals is also apparent within these notices.649 Ford, 

as the son of the Archdeacon of Derry, was well suited to appeal for patronage from 

members of the Protestant clergy and Ascendency class.
650

 Ford’s declaration 

(whether true or false) was probably made in an attempt to formulate a positive 

association between his name and the Dublin Society. Ford’s career as a printseller, 

engraver, and painter was always commercial in nature, and oftentimes the multiple 
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use of the mezzotint print was addressed candidly by Ford through his 

advertisements. In 1746 the printseller mentioned that he “intends being furnished 

with variety of Landscapes and other Paintings, so that Gentlemen or Ladies may 

have their Houses or Chambers fitted up in a few Hours at any Time”.
651

 Statements 

such as this indicate that Ford was catering for the seasonal landed gentry market in 

Dublin; many returned to their large town-houses for winter (usually between 

November and March). In Dublin these months on the social calendar were 

preoccupied with social engagements and entertainments including many excursions 

to the theatre, concerts and balls.652 Ford’s success in Dublin can be attributed to his 

ability to attract the patronage of several socially prominent personages, such as 

Singleton, and according to the Knight of Glin and Laffan, the commercial print 

trade in mid-eighteenth century Dublin would have been “a ready market for 

enterprising artists and dealers to exploit”.
653

  

Ford was also one of McArdell’s Dublin selling agents, which probably 

enhanced his reputation as an Irish printseller. Their business connection exemplifies 

both the demands of the market as well as the difficulties in avoiding illegal copies 

flooding this market. For instance, Ford advertised the subscription of McArdell’s 

portraits of the Earl and Countess of Kildare after Reynolds in 1754 for an English 

half crown, with one shilling and six pence to be paid at subscription. In the same 

advertisement, he mentioned that he was now also selling “the newest and best 

Italian, French, and English Prints, neatly framed and glazed, at the very lowest 

prices”.
654

 However, Ford later notified the public that illegal copies of the two 

Kildare portraits were saturating the Dublin market, and therefore he “humbly 

requested that Gentlemen will discourage such unfair Practices, as no Person will 

ever do, or get done, any good Print in this Kingdom, when they cannot reap any 

Benefit by it”.
655

 Ford was so distraught by the appearance of these copies that he 

even issued a second edition from the original plate. Also, in order to distinguish his 

versions from these copies, he stated that the title and names of the sitters would be 
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included. However, in order to discourage the sale of the illegal version, Ford was 

forced to sell his second printing at a lower price, which matched that of the copies. 

Interestingly, Miller also complained of similar copies made after his prints, which 

he claimed were saturating his market. In 1751, he issued an advertisement for the 

first two mezzotint prints in a series of prints depicting scenes of rural life. Miller 

spent most of the advertisement complaining to and warning the public that there 

were illegal, inferior copies already on the market:  

Whereas there is, at this Time, Several Persons, who make it their 

business, to hawk about the streets, base Copies of London Prints, and 

impose them on the Unwary as Originals; as also Frames made up 

with Dutch Brass, which imposition is greatly detrimental to the said 

Trader, as well as the Purchaser; said Miller takes this Method of 

acquainting the Publick, that he intends to copy whatever London 

Prints he thinks will please, and engages to make them equally as 

good as the English ones, and a great deal cheaper.
656

      

Also, Miller shows further signs of competitiveness within this same 

advertisement, which includes a proposal for twelve prints of ladies representing the 

months of the year. In this advertisement he included a note on price comparisons 

with London editions. He declared that his prints are to be sold for nine shillings, but 

that “the London set sells for thirteen shillings” making the price difference quite 

substantial. Miller also mentioned at the end of his notice that he “frames and glazes 

Prints after the Neatest and best manner, and at the most reasonable Rates”. In terms 

of quality assurance, the engraver anticipated that there would be a demand for 

reproductions of the highest standard and thus assured his reader that he would print 

“all Manner of Copper-Plates with Care and Expedition”. 
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Fig. 37. Miller’s advertisement exemplifying competitive prices with London (Esdall’s 

Newsletter, 3 June 1751). 

The presence of competitive duplicated versions of mezzotint portraits in 

Dublin evidently led to a public discourse throughout the advertisement pages. The 

ambiguity of image copyright in Ireland, especially in relation to the Engraving Act 

(1735), was similar in ways to the murky legality of Dublin book reprints during the 

eighteenth century. A mezzotint portrait was technically considered printed matter, 

and therefore the restrictions that were placed on the Irish reprint trade may also 

have been applied to Irish-made single-sheet printmaking. It would seem that public 

expressions regarding the London prints (in terms of both cost and quality 

comparisons) became an intrinsic part of the marketing practice for mezzotint in 

Dublin.  On another level, an examination of these practices establishes a sense of 

how the engravers identified themselves within the market for mezzotint as well as 

within the Dublin goods trade in general. But these advertisements were also used 

for the expression of political affiliation. On this note, the next section will examine 

a mezzotint engraver’s involvement in the Charles Lucas affair.  
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v. Miller and Esdall (The Charles Lucas Controversy) 

Most newspaper printers in Dublin during the 1740s were also active book 

publishers. Therefore, many advertisements for printed goods frequently represented 

the commercial and political agenda of the newspaper proprietor. Moreover, 

advertisements of reproduced political portraits are often unavoidably linked to the 

historical context in which they were made, and therefore can reveal the demands 

and political interests of the consumer market for single-sheet prints. An example of 

how these notices were utilised for both commercial and political purposes is best 

illustrated in an advertisement for a mezzotint portrait of the politician and physician 

Charles Lucas (1713-1771), which was reproduced by Miller in 1749.
657

 

The notice itself was for a mezzotint of the controversial public figure, 

Charles Lucas. In the late 1740s, Lucas became famed for his vocal criticism of the 

Dublin Corporation. By the time Miller submitted his advertisement, Lucas was 

already rousing political sentiment across Dublin City in civic matters relating to 

trade relations and the management of the Dublin Corporation. Lucas was an 

apothecary and politician with an active interest in local politics; as a member of the 

Barber-Surgeon guild of Dublin from 1735 he sought legislation for the closer 

inspection and regulation of certain questionable practices within the largely 

unregulated apothecary industry.
658

 In 1741, Lucas published a pamphlet entitled 

Pharmacomastix, or, The Office, Use and Abuse of Apothecaries Explained. This 

publication led to him being elected by the guild as a representative within the 

Dublin Corporation’s common council.
659

 In 1742 Lucas set up a committee to 

investigate the city charters and official papers, as well as the papers of the Blue 

Coat Hospital.
660

 The findings of these investigations revealed – or so he maintained 

– deep corruption amongst the city aldermen. In particular, Lucas expressed 

dissatisfaction with the corporation’s elective voting system, and the imbalances 
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which he had observed between the rights of the City Commons versus the Board of 

Aldermen. As James Kelly writes:  

The implication that the city commons were legally entitled to 

participate in the selection of aldermen and municipal officials and to 

a greater say in municipal government struck right at the heart of 

aldermanic privilege, and at the procedures provided for by the New 

Rules.
661

 

  It was probably due to his explicit and very public condemnation of the 

aldermen’s corrupt voting system that Lucas himself was, ironically, unsuccessful in 

his campaign for re-election to the council. However, in 1749 Lucas was already 

canvassing to become a member of the Irish parliament, after a seat become vacant. 

Therefore, through his enthusiastic use of the local press, Lucas began lobbying for 

his election. At this time Lucas began a campaign to restore the ancient liberties of 

Protestant Freemen and Citizens of Dublin. The motivation of this campaign was to 

increase fairness in the election process, as well as improve the general management 

of the Dublin City Corporation:  

[Lucas] not only changed the way in which elections in open 

populous constituencies were fought, he also expanded the public 

sphere by giving unprecedented publicity to his argument in support 

of the restoration of the constitutional and political rights.
662

 

The public dissemination of Lucas’ political agenda across Dublin was 

certainly increased by his strong affiliations with members of the Dublin print trade. 

At the time of Miller’s portrait, Esdall had already published several letters and tracts 

that were written by Lucas with regard to the civic affairs of the corporation.663 As 

well as collaborating with Esdall in the publication of The Censor, Lucas also 

proposed at least twenty addresses to the citizens of Dublin with the aim of reaching 

a wider audience in support of his civic campaigns.  However, as his popularity 

grew, the Dublin parliament became more agitated by the possible destabilising 

effects of these writings. As a result, before the election could take place in October 
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1749 Lucas was considered as being in breach of the law, was threatened with arrest 

and fled.
664

 

After a relatively non-politicised career up to this year, Miller then became 

embroiled in a public controversy relating to Lucas. In particular, he was charged for 

seditious (or supportive) wording within an advertisement that he had placed in 

Esdall’s Newsletter (in November 1749) when seeking orders for a portrait of Lucas. 

By this time Miller had already set up independently at an address on Hog Hill, but 

he was within close range of the commercial activity surrounding Dublin Castle.
665

 

This advertisement was published in Esdall’s Newsletter in early December after 

Lucas’ political campaign for re-election to the House of Commons has been 

aborted.
666

 But the notice was censored because the language therein was deemed to 

be politically subversive, and the subsequent arrest of the engraver and the 

newspaper owner’s wife, Anne Esdall, was documented in the House of Commons 

records.667 While providing a noteworthy example of political censorship in late 

1740s Ireland, this incident also illustrates how the commercial promotion of 

seemingly innocuous domestic or luxury items, in this case a mezzotint portrait, 

could be interlinked with – and arguably, influenced by – the political intensity and 

propaganda surrounding the portrait subject. 

The circumstances surrounding the publication and content of this 

advertisement are important in the context of Miller’s arrest. For instance, the 

newspaper editor, James Esdall, was in fact a prominent supporter of Lucas who had 

published most of Lucas’ political works in Dublin during the 1740s. Esdall was also 

responsible for printing The Censor to promote the politician’s electoral 

campaign.
668

 Nevertheless, the political expressions contained in the advertisement 

most likely do reflect the opinions of the printseller. The circumstances of Miller’s 

arrest therefore provide context to the possible cultural and political identification of 
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the engraver. But the portrait itself is an example of how a jobbing engraver could 

have exploited the Irish market for politically-charged portrait subjects through the 

medium of mezzotint. Throughout the early modern period portraiture has been 

historically linked to political propaganda, and the appearance of such a print might 

come as no surprise with consideration for Lucas’ vocal criticisms of the alderman of 

Dublin Corporation in the late 1740s. It is also possible that this portrait 

advertisement was rephrased by Esdall himself. In his editorial capacity, Esdall may 

have decided to disseminate a masked and potentially subversive political opinion in 

support of Lucas through the publication of this mezzotint advertisement that 

appeared at a crucial time in the politician’s career. Shortly before Miller’s 

advertisement, another notice was printed within the Censor, or the Citizen’s Journal 

by local printseller, Thomas Silcock, containing a reference to a new “spirit of 

liberty and patriotism” in Dublin (figure 38).
669

  

 

Fig. 38. Censor, or the Citizen’s Journal, 26 August - 2 September 1749. 

Clearly the lines between commercial exploitation and political expression 

through print became blurred. There were two advertisements for mezzotint portraits 

of Lucas that certainly illustrate this complexity: both were produced by Miller 

between 1747 and 1749.670 In 1749 Miller was summoned by the House of Commons 

(along with Anne Esdall, the printer’s wife) for publishing an advertisement which 

contained a “scandalous and seditious paragraph” in support of Lucas.
671

 This notice 

was printed in Esdall’s Newsletter on 1st December 1749 in promotion of a 

                                                 
669

 Censor, or The Citizen’s Journal, 26 Aug-2 Sept 1749.  
670

 Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 113. 
671

 James Esdall’s wife was running the Newsletter at that time in 1749 as Esdall was in exile over the 

publication of other pro-Lucas works (Munter, A Dictionary of the Print Trade in Ireland, 186). 
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mezzotint portrait of Lucas reproduced and sold by Miller.
672

 The House of 

Commons Journal records (figure 39) that both parties were found guilty for 

publishing what the court considered to be “scandalous, factious, and seditious 

libels” which were written in support of Lucas.
673

 It was also reported that the 

original manuscript was produced for the hearing. After a confession from Miller, 

the engraver was then consequently convicted, and sent to Newgate prison for one 

year. The advertisement, according to Robert Munter, was particularly contentious 

because it included a reference to Lucas as “an exile for his Country, who, for 

seeking liberty, lost it”.
674

  

 

Fig. 39. The Journals of the House of Commons of the Kingdom of Ireland (vol. VIII) 1749-

1752: 123. 

The language of the parliamentary record suggests that there was some 

collaborative effort between the engraver and the newspaper printer with regard to 

the paragraph. The probability of this collaboration is high because at this time 

Esdall was printing Lucas’ propaganda newspapers, The Censor, or The Citizen’s 

Journal and The Censor Extraordinary, both of which included the editorial input of 

Lucas himself.
675

 By the late 1740s, Esdall began to use an alias within The Censor 

for fear of arrest, which inevitably led to his exile.
676

 Indeed, there were a number of 

other legal cases against Esdall for the publication of similar paragraphs within the 

Censor. By then Lucas had already written some highly critical works, such as the 
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 JHCI (figure 39). 
673

 JHCI. 
674

 Munter, A Dictionary of the Print Trade in Ireland, 186.  
675

 Daniel Beaumont, "Esdall, James," DIB. 
676

 The Censor newspaper was edited by “Frank Somebody esq.” but at the bottom of the last page 

there contains a note that the newspaper was printed by James Esdall on Cork Hill (3 June 1749-28 

July 1750 National Library of Ireland, microfilm, 10 May 2012).  
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Free Citizens and Freeholders of the city of Dublin and Great Charter of the 

liberties of the City of Dublin. The extensive publication of Lucas’ political tracts in 

the lead up to the 1749 House of Commons election consequently brought Esdall to 

the attention of the authorities.
677

 Jacqueline Hill notes, however, that Miller’s arrest 

in connection to this event would have had “a deterrent effect on printers, who, it 

was alleged, became wary of printing anything emanating from the Free Citizens”, 

despite the probability that the engraver may have only been detained for two weeks 

without charge.678  

There was a similar advertisement for a different Lucas portrait that was also 

advertised by Miller from around this time. An earlier advertisement for a full-length 

portrait of Lucas was also published in Esdall’s Newsletter in November 1749, and 

was probably a different version of the seditious notice.
679

 An examination of this 

other advertisement can be used to bridge the commercial incentives in mezzotint 

reproduction with the context surrounding the controversial sitter. An interesting 

feature of this earlier advertisement is that it appears to be politically impartial to the 

Lucas controversy (figure 40).
680

 

 

Fig. 40. An earlier advertisement for a Charles Lucas portrait (Esdall’s Newsletter, 23 

November 1749). 

                                                 
677

 Beaumont, “Esdall, James,” DIB. 
678

 Jacqueline Hill, From Patriots to Unionists, Dublin Civic Politics and Irish Protestant Patriotism, 

1660-1840 (Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press and Clarendon Press, 1997) 113-114. 
679

 After conducting a close search through all available issues of Esdall’s Newsletter for this year, I 

concluded that the seditious advertisement in question was missing (possibly censored and destroyed), 

and no issue currently exists for 1 December 1749 (or surrounding this date) that contains the 

“seditious” wording quoted in the House of Commons records; however, the advertisement dated c. 

23 November 1749 may indeed be for the same Lucas portrait. 
680

 Given the closeness of the date this is possibly an advertisement for the same print, although Miller 
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This advertisement begins with the following sentence: “Proposals for 

engravings in Mezzotinto, and Printing through subscription, a Whole Length 

Mezzotinto Print of Mr. Charles Lucas” and no reference was made to the political 

context of the sitter.
681

 Furthermore, there is an indication that Miller anticipated a 

demand for the reproduction, which he sold by subscription for a British half-crown 

in total, with a British shilling to be paid on subscribing. The speculation that this 

was indeed a similar version of his libellous advertisement lies in the fact that this 

print was promised to be ready for delivery by mid-December, and Miller’s 

contentious advertisement appeared on 1 December 1749. Other mezzotint 

engravers, such as Ford, issued several varieties of advertisements and notices, 

especially in the lead up to the public announcement of a finished portrait. Such 

notices usually included the details of delivery methods for portrait subscribers.
682

 

However, it is known that Miller reproduced two portraits of Lucas: one of which is 

a full-length image, and a second is three-quarter length which he reproduced after 

William Jones.
683

 Within this advertisement Miller refers to his initial mezzotint 

training under John Faber in London, along with the interesting proclamation that he 

was “the only person in the kingdom that was bred to this business”.684 This 

reference to Faber is important because it establishes a sense of Miller’s self-

identification as a mezzotint engraver, as well as showing the engraver’s attempts to 

assure that his work will be executed to a high standard. By alluding to his initial 

training under the Dutch Master, Miller is making a confident assertion with regard 

to the quality of his reproductions. Therefore, far from being heated and politically 

charged, this public notice in contrast is intrinsically commercial in nature. Very 

often mezzotint portraits are indicative of how topical subjects and events influence 

the commercial print market. Portrait reproductions often functioned as a tool of 

political propaganda. However, the largely standard and commercial language of 

                                                 
681

 Frequently, mezzotint advertisements for political portraits would directly refer to the status of the 

sitter, such as in Brooks’ advertisement for a portrait of Chesterfield, which appeared in response to 

his address to the Irish House of Commons (Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 5-9 November 1745). 
682

 See Ford’s second notice for the delivery of mezzotint subscription: “Ford takes this opportunity of 

returning thanks to his generous subscribers to the print of Oliver Cromwell and General Lambert, 

and to inform them, that this print is ready [...]” (Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 2-5 November 1745). 
683

 Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 113.  
684

 Esdall’s Newsletter, 23 November 1749. 
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Miller’s advertisement here is consistent with the tone of Miller’s other public 

notices.  

The advertisement also contains reference to some of Miller’s other 

mezzotints. For example, Miller refers to a print of another fashionable subject, this 

being a portrait reproduction of the “celebrated Mr. Handel” (1685-1759). The 

popular composer was performing a series of his famous Oratorios in London at this 

time.
685

 This portrait would have an obvious appeal within the high-brow 

entertainment market for single-sheet reproductions. Again, this factor alludes to 

Miller’s less politicised and more commercially-driven incentives. Incidentally, 

Handel’s Messiah was published in 1742 in Dublin at the time of a performance at 

the Great Musick Hall in Fishamble Street.
686

 Miller also includes a reference to a 

second “half-length print of Mr. Lucas”, which was casually grouped in with the 

promotion of some other prints at the price of one shilling and one pence.  

Within the list of other items Miller refers to a print of Bellsarius (“the brave 

Roman general”) and “Mr. Garrick in the Character of Richard III”, both of which 

were to be sold for two shillings and eight pence and a half. Also significant is that 

Miller refers directly to the price difference between his prints and London editions, 

by stating as a final note that “the London print of Mr. Garrick sells for nine shillings 

and nine pence”. He also notes that “the two prints may be compared at the above 

Miller’s”. This demonstrates that Miller was using some of the similar tactics 

employed by Ford with regard to this particular portrait of Garrick.
687

 Arguably, 

Miller’s connection to the Lucas controversy was purely commercial in nature, and 

was in many ways similar to the booksellers and printers who sought to exploit the 

market for politically explosive topics. Although it is possible that Miller was indeed 

a Lucas supporter, it seems more likely that it was the political agenda of the editor 

that was being voiced within Miller’s advertisement. Nevertheless, with direct 

reference to the portrait in question, there are some textual features included therein 

which are also important for this discussion. 
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 Mooney and White, “The Gentry’s Winter Season,” 7; also see Donald Burrows, “Handel, George 
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 Kennedy, “Politicks, Coffee and News: The Dublin Book Trade in the Eighteenth Century,” 83; 
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A three-quarter length portrait of Lucas was reproduced and sold by Miller 

after the Irish artist William Jones (fl.1726-1747) shortly before the full-length 

portrait appeared in 1749.
688

 The publication line notes that this print was made in 

1747. However, it was common practice for engravers to maintain a supply of their 

most popular plates that could be re-worked if necessary. Therefore, Miller may have 

used this design for the print that was advertised in Esdall’s Newsletter in 1749. This 

image was printed and sold by Miller at his independent workshop so the engraver’s 

control over its reproduction – not to mention the speed at which he would be able to 

duplicate the image – would have greatly aided the dissemination of the portrait. It is 

still possible that the political inscriptions that appear on this image could have been 

added to the publication line at a later date, even perhaps posthumously, and 

thereafter the text may have been included or removed in future printings. Indeed, 

single-sheet print production involved the employment of different specialists in 

areas such as the creation of title inscriptions, and it has not been ascertained if 

Miller was responsible for the addition of text to his plates.
689

 Nevertheless, it is 

significant that this print does contain a substantial amount of text that has been 

placed within the image, and these titles would have been more difficult (if almost 

impossible) to remove from later printings. The textual inscriptions list the titles of 

Lucas’ most popular and controversial works, such as A Remonstrance against 

Infringements of the Liberties of the Citizens of Dublin, published in 1743 (figure 

41). By the end of 1749 it may have been perilous to publish textual material in 

support of Lucas. But even in 1747 Lucas’ vocal criticism of the Dublin aldermen 

had already antagonised many in the Dublin Corporation. If Miller did wish to 

express a political tone, or indirectly reach a specific audience for such prints, it is 

possible that he may have used the portrait image itself as a means by which to voice 

his support for Lucas’ campaign. In this sense, the publication of this print can be 

viewed as the engraver’s attempt to market his wares towards a supportive audience 

under the guise of the print being an innocuous commercial product. It is also 

intriguing that the title of A Remonstrance was inscribed onto the image upside down 

                                                 
688

 The original creator of the portrait dated 1749 remains unidentified but it is possible that the two 

portraits reproduced by Miller may have been different versions of the same source image.   
689

 See Historical Context (2). 
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– could this have been a deliberate, and consequently defiant, decision made by the 

engraver in the context of the Lucas controversy?  
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Fig. 41. A section of Miller’s print containing the title A Remonstrance... (1743) inscribed upside 

down (A. Miller after William Jones Charles Lucas. Mezzotint. 1747. British Museum. Web. 6 

November 2012). 

 Furthermore, the title of the print contains the phrases “A Free Citizen” and 

“Sometime one of the Commons of Dublin” which were inscribed in larger italicised 

font on the publication line. Presumably, this was done for greater visual emphasis, 

and it functions as a subtle demonstration of Miller’s political persuasion and 

support for Lucas’ campaign: 

 

Fig. 42. The title and publication line (A. Miller after William Jones Charles Lucas. Mezzotint. 

1747. British Museum. Web. 6 November 2012). 

 Within the image itself, which has been presented against the dramatic tonal 

blackness of Lucas’ clothing, a pamphlet is most prominently seen in the foreground, 

which the figure of Lucas holds. The title “[...] state of the Case of the Commons and 

Citizens of Dublin” appears visibly under his thumb. Above this, Lucas’ figure is 

facing and maintaining direct eye contact with the viewer, and he has one hand 

placed on his chest. As a visual presentation, the portrait is a favourable 

representation of Lucas in an earnest disposition.   
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Fig. 43. Lucas' hand holding a pamphlet (A. Miller after William Jones Charles Lucas. 

Mezzotint. 1747. British Museum. Web. 6 November 2012). 

 

Fig. 44. Lucas' physical stance within the portrait (A. Miller after William Jones Charles Lucas. 

Mezzotint. 1747. British Museum. Web. 6 November 2012).  
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There is also a plaque on the bottom left-hand corner of the print which 

includes the motto “Truth and Liberty”, and there is a pillar at the back that includes 

a crest containing the letters S.P.Q.D.
690

 Both of these inclusions were most likely 

designed to highlight Lucas’ reformist principles. But their inclusion on the image 

also helps to formulate a connection between Lucas’ civic campaign and the original 

concept of classical democracy. Overall, the reproduction of this portrait 

demonstrates the extent to which a popular, politically-charged subject could easily 

be transformed. Arguably, the censorship of Lucas’ works in print may have been 

temporarily overcome by these inscriptions which were placed directly over a 

printed image designed for commercial use. On many levels, the commercial 

boundary between the political functions of these portraits may be blurred.  Although 

the underlying political agenda of the newspaper editors may have influenced the 

subversive tone of the advertisement, the reproduction of this portrait in mezzotint in 

late 1749, along with a daring advertisement in Esdall’s Newsletter, certainly 

illustrates the political context of Dublin and the engravers’ exploitation of the 

political portrait market.  

Chapter Four: Description of Goods on the Dublin Market 

 By now this investigation has established that the visual appearance and 

literal content of mezzotint advertisements can be used to reveal the competitive 

nature of the specialist goods market in Dublin during the 1740s. This paratextual 

investigation into the advertisements surrounding the mezzotint notices asks how the 

cultural and commercial character of the Dublin goods trade created the right 

environment for mezzotint portraiture reproduction. The political climate in Dublin 

(especially on a localised or municipal level) also had a direct influence on the 

consumption of reproductive portraiture. However, with relation to the Irish market 

for mezzotint portraiture during the 1740s, and the commercial history of Dublin, the 

attention will now shift to the needs of the clientele and newspaper readership. In 

particular, the following section will address how the variety of goods advertised 

                                                 
690

 Senatus Populusque Romanus (or “The Senate and the Roman People”) is a direct reference to 
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alongside the mezzotint notices illustrates the needs and values of the periodical-

reading consumer.  

i. The Scope of Goods Examined 

The goods and services that are advertised alongside the mezzotint portraits 

are wide-ranging, from functional to luxury. Many notices illustrate the diversity of 

commercial enterprises in existence during the middle of the eighteenth century. On 

numerous levels, the scope and content of these particular advertisements cogently 

demonstrates the extent to which material possession became one of the most 

distinguishing social and cultural developments of eighteenth-century civic life. This 

investigation will involve a close reading of the language and arrangement of 

individual notices for goods which have been broadly grouped into categories.691 

However, the groupings, although tentatively organised, can be useful in establishing 

a sense of the commercial context for mezzotint production, particular to Dublin city, 

during the 1740s. Commercial development throughout this period is evident not 

only from the sheer volume of advertisements per column, but also by observing the 

range of goods which were readily available to the eighteenth-century Dublin 

consumer. A microcosmic examination of advertising practices will reflect the 

homogeneous responses of traders to the market demands in Dublin during the 

1740s. In addition, this study illustrates the inter-relations between particular trades 

within the relatively enclosed proximity of Dublin city. 

Aside from the assertions of political control, British colonial expansion 

globally brought with it an important network of commercial trade routes, thereby 

fostering trade connections with some of the major continental trade centres. This 

influx of imported exotic goods into the British market created a wider accessibility 

to raw materials from the colonies.692 Accordingly, the domestic market in Britain 

then incorporated such goods within its systems of processing, wholesaling and 
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 As this is a qualitative study, these categories are not intended to be a conclusive reflection on the 

broader material culture of 1740s Dublin, although previous specialist quantitative investigations have 

been outlined and drawn upon; see Toby Barnard, A Guide to the Sources for the History of Material 

Culture in Ireland, 1500-2000, Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2005. 
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 For an overview of the history of overseas trade in Ireland see Cullen, Anglo-Irish Trade, 1-28, and 

more specifically, with relation to rum and the potato, see Cullen “Colonial and Exotic Products: their 

Place and Role in Irish Economy and Society” in Economy, Trade and Irish Merchants at Home and 

Abroad, 1600-1988, 103-117.   
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distribution, a development which is exemplified by the variety of silks, teas, and 

other traditionally exotic goods which by then appeared frequently on the domestic 

market. The expansion of commerce and enterprise throughout the century had even 

awarded Britain a reputation on the continent as being “a nation of shopkeepers” 

with trade now reaching the provincial markets closer to home.693 Given its 

proximity to London, it is understandable then that the Irish market, centred at 

Dublin, would be exploited in a similar way.694 The selection of advertisements 

examined here also suggests the degree to which the influence of London fostered 

(and perhaps inspired) Irish manufacturing industries.695 The impact of the Dublin 

Society, which was established in 1731 (“for improving Husbandry, Manufactures 

and other Useful Arts”) through the premium awards offered the growing number of 

craft producers a greater incentive for the production of home-manufactured goods, 

and thus encouraged competitiveness and domestic innovation on an unprecedented 

scale.696  

It is difficult to conduct a full assessment of the urban economy in Dublin 

and of the extent to which craft industry was successful in reaching Irish consumers. 

A qualitative analysis of advertised goods alongside the mezzotint notices can 

provide a wide perspective on the goods and services demanded by the potential 

mezzotint consumer. Moreover, the language used by these advertisers in order to 

attract readers often used tactics of comparison between imported and Irish-made 

goods.  

These goods would most likely have been marketed towards those of 

professional or middle rank. Therefore, a mezzotint printmaker’s decision to utilise 

newspapers such as Faulkner’s Dublin Journal indicates an understanding of its 

readership. As a consequence, mezzotint engravers and printsellers are placed within 

the arena of a growing and ambitious merchant class, and one that was undergoing a 

                                                 
693

 This phrase was originally coined by Scottish philosopher Adam Smith (1723-1790) and it appears 

in Wealth of Nations (1776), but the expression is legendarily linked to Napoleon’s description of 

Britain’s commercial expansion.  
694
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particularly rapid social and cultural progression in the 1740s.697 Most journals and 

periodicals were printed by booksellers. Therefore, a large number of advertisements 

related to forthcoming publications. Printed goods ranged widely, but in general 

terms these publications mostly included the following formats: sermons and 

published letters; subscription novels and chapbooks (which were sometimes sold in 

serial format and with a supplementary graphic inclusion); topical pamphlets 

including political, domestic and foreign current affairs; medical cures; and a variety 

of other ephemeral publications that were printed in varying degrees of quality.698 

Nevertheless, the selection here reveals a notable diversity of goods and services 

beyond the publications category. Although mezzotint reproduction is technically 

connected to the print trade, the goods which were advertised along with these 

portraits represent the broader material culture of Dublin during the 1740s.  

For the purpose of this study it is therefore appropriate to categorise the items 

under the following general headings: groceries and common household goods; 

beverages and coffee-houses; entertainment (theatrical or musical performances); 

textiles and luxury or novelty items; educational supplies; and publications, which 

will all be addressed accordingly.699 The advertisements for mezzotints and other 

single-sheet prints might naturally be classified under printed goods or publications. 

But the mezzotint portrait’s association with domestic consumption encourages their 

placement under “luxury or exotic goods”, especially with consideration of the 

functionality of mezzotint portraiture; these prints were usually either pasted within a 

privately owned folio or collection of prints, or framed and displayed within an 

interior domestic setting.700 Most of the advertisements under examination involved 
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 For example, George Lillo’s bourgeois tragedy, The London Merchant (1731) depicts the growing 

resentment from this new merchant class with regards the exclusive social status of the elite and 

gentry.  
698

 Some extensive research has already been conducted on the scope of publications in Dublin during 

the eighteenth century; for an overview see Pollard, Dublin’s Trade in Books, and Barnard, "Print 

Culture 1700-1800". 
699
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the sale of luxury or novel household or interior items, and the mezzotint portrait had 

a close association with domestic furniture.701  

Portrait reproductions in single-sheet format did, however, have a distinct 

association with frontispiece engraving and book illustration. As previously noted 

many Dublin Group engravers worked in this field at earlier stages of their careers. 

Nevertheless, the Dublin mezzotint engravers, working as specialists in the field of 

portrait reproduction, evidently benefited from a closer association with household 

furnishings, and this association cleverly influenced their marketing practices. The 

mezzotint portrait was advertised as being a publicly obtainable, socially refined 

object, and one which was specifically marketed as a domestically-produced luxury 

product. Arguably, this particular commercial association would have been helpful in 

establishing the engravers’ collective and individual self-branding as professionals. 

Many of the Dublin mezzotint engravers went on to cater for the commercial 

demands of the high-end print market in London only a decade later. But from an 

earlier point there were specific newspapers that these engravers utilised in order to 

reach their Irish market.  

The most frequently utilised newspaper by the Dublin Group for mezzotint 

advertising was undoubtedly Faulkner’s Dublin Journal. The advertisement pages 

examined here appeared in circulation between 1742 and 1748, and they are largely 

representative of the group’s commercial activity in Dublin before Brooks and 

McArdell relocated to London c. 1746. Although a large portion of the surrounding 

advertisement paratext has been taken from this particular newspaper, the 

examination of a number of pages from the Dublin Mercury and Esdall’s Newsletter 

gives broader context to the scope of goods that appeared on the Dublin market.702  

The Dublin Mercury pages are particularly useful not only in the closer 

analysis of Brooks’ extensive subscription plan, but also as a paratextual 

investigation centred specifically at Cork Hill. For this reason, these pages represent 

the start of Brooks’ earlier career in mezzotint reproduction, and give a specific 

insight into the earlier context of the commercial goods market surrounding the Cork 

Hill vicinity. The mezzotint advertisements submitted by Brooks in 1742 are 
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 Print ownership in Ireland, for the purpose of framing and portfolio inclusion, was common in 

interior domestic furnishing by the mid-eighteenth century; see Barnard, Making the Grand Figure, 

167-8. 
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particularly significant in that they are among the earliest references to mezzotint 

production directed towards the Irish market. These notices also provide context to 

the methods used by the Dublin Group to reach their market for single-sheet 

reproductions. Finally, the examination of Esdall’s Newsletter included issues dated 

between 1749 and 1751. These advertisements are representative of the commercial 

market towards the end of the 1740s, at the time in which most members of the 

Dublin Group were established in London. This exercise reveals the nature and 

mechanisms of the domestic Irish goods market as it operated and functioned outside 

the influence of London. Dublin’s burgeoning industries are colourfully reflected in 

the variety of luxury and novelty goods both imported and made at home. The 

following tables represent the variety of goods present within the section of 

newspaper issues.  

 

Fig. 45. A cargo of groceries, including some exotic items to be sold at auction (Faulkner's 

Dublin Journal, 1-4 June 1745). 

ii. Groceries and other Common Household Goods 

As a starting point, advertisements from common household and food 

suppliers offer insight into the social history of Dublin’s luxury commercial produce. 

Groceries, general household supplies, and other miscellaneous items or services 

appear frequently alongside the mezzotint portrait advertisements. Many of these 

items are notably specialised in nature, and the particularity with which they have 

been advertised (in terms of the content, abundance, and language) is indicative of 

the growing demand for exotic and imported goods on the domestic market. 

However, there were still frequent advertisements for standard preservatives, such as 

salt, oils and vinegar, and their appearance on the market is perhaps unremarkable. 

During the early eighteenth century there was an overseas Irish trade in Portuguese 

salted beef and butter, and a reduction on import duties made the export of Irish 
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butter to France possible during this time.703 But the quest for improvement and 

quality within Dublin commerce in general is still evident within the category of 

functional domestic goods.  

In one example there is a notice for superfine and fine Durham flour of 

mustard, which was to be sold bottled in order to “retain its flavour for years”.704 

Alongside these common household supplies and other domestic necessities there 

were also recurrent notices for items such as chocolate and coffee, which came to 

Dublin as a direct result of colonial expansion. It is the frequency of these inherently 

less functional items on the Irish market that is symbolic of changes within the 

consumer habits of the ruling class in Ireland. The strength of the English economy 

by the 1740s certainly influenced the consumption of these goods, and the industry 

that emerged in support of the new market demands for luxury items is evident 

throughout the Irish newspaper advertisement pages.  Indeed, sometimes more 

unusual cargo seized such as ‘elephant’s teeth’ also made an appearance within 

grocer shop notices, thus illustrating an emergent demand for novelty goods.705 

Angelica Shrub (seller of the “Original Cordial” drink) indicated that she had a 

monopoly on this specific product, which she sold at the sign of Mercury on Skinner 

Row, near Cork Hill “and nowhere else”.
706

 However, imported goods were still 

commonly advertised in Dublin, such as George Newton on Essex Bridge who sold 

an array of glasses, Japan tea boards, china and eathenware.
 707

 Newton would also 

“sell to City or Country at the most reasonable Rates by wholesale or Retail”, thus 

establishing a wider market outside of Dublin City. Moreover, in July 1746 a notice 

regarding the sale of tea by public cant at the Custom House included a note that the 

good would also be sold by the merchant Joseph Lambe in Waterford.
708

 

Advertisements within Faulkner’s Dublin Journal often contain reference to vendors 

outside of Dublin City, are clear indicators of the extent of the wider distribution 

networks used by the newspaper within Ireland. Other advertised item aimed towards 

the provincial Irish market included Spanish quadruples, doubloons, pistols, and 
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704
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half-pistols sold at Darby Square both retail and wholesale.
709

 The advertiser thus 

stated that “country customers and others who sell again, may be assured of the most 

advantageous Terms”.  

Table 1. Groceries and Household Goods 

Newspaper date Grocers and 

Household goods 

Dublin Group 

notices/merchant 

Dublin Daily Post, 20 April 

1739 [hereafter: DDP] 

fresh and New Clover, English 

rough cider, Irish bald cloth, 

china-ware, earthen-ware, 

glasses, Chinese and heath tiles, 

fishing and fowling nets, 

Woollen goods for household 

furniture 

No ad.; various retailers: J. B 

(same notice as W. Newton) 

sold by G. Newton, Francis 

Stawdey, W. Newton, Nicholas 

St, W. Williams, netmaker, 

opposite Common piers office, 

White Tavern St. 

Dublin Mercury, 26-30 Jan 

1742 [hereafter: DM] 

Hyson Tea, Congo Tea, 

Vermicelli, prunellas, dry, 

apricots,  sage,  hartshorn,  

Hungary water, anchovies 

No ad. Daniel Girard, grocer at 

the sign of 3 Golden Sugar 

Leaves, opposite Bagnio, Essex 

St. sells the “freshest and best of 

the kind” 

DM, 4-8 May 1742 

 

Nash’s fine liquid German 

Blacking for shoes, double, 

single, green and white variety 

Drogheda waters, double and 

single aniseed waters, 

wormwood waters lemon and 

orange, brandy, citron water, 

cinnamon waters (hot and cold), 

good Irish brandy,  sugar 

brandy, proof-spirits for 

apothecaries, variety of strong 

and single waters 

Brooks (Bindon and large 

subscription); Mr. Coghlan, 

grocer on College Green; At 

The Whiskey Warehouse, G. 

Willis, Ormond market sells 

“the best Irish Usquebagh” 

Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 5-9 

July 1743 [hereafter: FDJ] 

Also:  

FDJ, 25-28 July 1747 

Roane-ware dishes and plates, 

flowered and plain wine 

glasses, beer glasses,  jugs and 

decanters, water glasses, 

saucers,  diamond cut salts and 

crewels, stands with crewels,  

silver caps,  wooden caps,  

Japan tea boards,  tea chests, 

earthen ware,  chimney tiles 

wines, rum, orange shrub, teas 

of all kinds, sugar (raw and 

refined), spices of West India, 

sweet-meats, chocolate, 

florence jar oil, vine 

J. Brooks (King George) 

And later M. Ford (Anson);  

G. Newton, Queen’s Head, 

Essex Bridge,  imported a large 

parcel of chinaware; “will sell to 

City or Country at the most 

reasonable Rates by wholesale 

or Retail”; Leonard Hodson, 

grocer, Castle St. 

FDJ, 1-4 June 1745 sugar and other groceries (not 

listed)   

J. Brooks (plate disposal notice); 

Bartholomew Medlicott, 

Ormond Market 
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FDJ, 4-8 June 1745 

 

original cordial, Angelica Shrub 

eating oil, cracow nuts, 

chocolate, black pepper, coffee, 

vinegar, capers, white ginger, 

household and kitchen furniture 

J. Brooks (plate disposal notice); 

sold at the sign of Mercury, 

Skinner Row (“and  nowhere 

else”)  by wholesale; Auction: 

remainder of stock in trade of J. 

French, Grocer, Essex St. 

FDJ, 5-9 Nov 1745 brawn 

 

J. Brooks (Chesterfield);  

Widow Todd sells brawn, 

Ormond Market or Little Green, 

opposite to the grass house, 

Mary’s Lane 

FDJ, 26-29 July 1746 turnip, caraway, coriander seeds 

linseed oil,Chinaware, tea  

beef,  new and old butter,  

tallow bacon, salt,  pork, wheat, 

barley, malt, oats, wheatmeal, 

oatmeal,  new cheese,  white 

peas,  grey peas, tanned leather, 

wood, iron, hops,  flax, bees 

wax, green and Bohea tea 

J. Brooks (large London ad); D. 

Reilly, merchant, Fisher’s Lane; 

J. Dobson, College Green sells 

linseed oil “fit for Painter’s use, 

by wholesale or retail” 2s 

6d/gallon ; John Akerman, 

wholesale dealer, London (for 

the better conceniency [sic] of 

serving their customers in the 

exportation and country trade”) 

G. Simpson, grocer, sugar-

broker in Coles-Inns, Church St. 

sold by public cant at the 

Custom House, Dublin and at 

Mr. Joseph Lambe’s shop, 

merchant, Co. Waterford. 

FDJ, 9-12 Aug 1746  Various groceries (not listed) Mary and William Toole, 

grocers,  Francis St. 

FDJ, 18-22 Nov 1746 flint glasses, drinking glasses 

 

M. Ford (Anson); John Powell, 

Crow St. 

FDJ, 25-28 July 1747 

 

linseed oil, oil of Almens and 

flower of Brimstone, flint 

glasses  

M. Ford (Anson); Alice Dobsen, 

College Green, opposite 

Fawne’s Court; J. Powell, 

English Warehouse, Crow St. 

“will sell all sorts of drinking 

glasses at 9d and vials, etc.” 

Esdall’s Newsletter, 23 Nov 

1749 and 13 June 1750 

[hereafter: EN] 

razors, knives and forks, etc A. Miller (C. Lucas) and A. 

Miller and T. Silcock (C. 

Tottenham) W. Somervill, 

cutler, apprenticed to Mr. John 

Fox on Cork Hill) 

EN, 13 June 1750 Chocolate A. Miller and T. Silcock (C. 

Tottenham); Bryan Reiley, 

chocolate-maker, Lower Blind 

Quay “near the theatre” 
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EN,14 June 1751 

 

 Alcohol, hyson teas, brandy,  

rum, orange shrub, Bourdeux 

vinegar, Antigua rum,  new 

shrub, whiskey shrub, conlack 

brandy,  Holland  Geneva,  

Raspberry brandy, cherry 

brandy,  Bourdeux vinegar, 

plain and cherry whiskey choice 

lucca eating oil bohea and green 

tea, Turkey coffee, sugars (of 

all kinds) currants, raisins, 

mace,  cloves, cinnamon,  

nutmeg,  pepper,  allspice, 

indigo powder, white and red 

port, claret, Durham flour of 

mustard, wines (best dry 

mountain, Lisbon, Sack, 

Frontiniack, Tent, Cavet, 

French white wine),  brandy,  

Geneva, Shrub,  raspberry 

brandy,  syrup de Capillate 

caramalite water,  green, botea, 

hyson teas, Turkey and 

Martinico coffee,  chocolate, 

Florentine oil,  anchovies, 

capers, souchong,  olives,  

citron,  all baked sugars,  

Jamaica sugar, blue shrub 

(stone and powder),  mace,  

barley,  raisins, currants, French 

grapes,  all kinds of spices, 

Durham flour of mustard,  Dr. 

Anderson’s genuine Scotch 

pills, genuine liquid Norway tar 

water,  Cheshire cheese (three-

year old), Gloucestershire 

cheese. 

A. Miller (Rural Life); Daniel 

Flynn, grocer, Fishamble st. also 

sells alcohol; J. Wilkinson, 

merchant, Golden Lane; J. 

Bredin, grocer,  opposite, 

Hoey’s Alley; Patt Connor, 

grocer, near Essex-Gate and 

next door to Mr. Downer’s, 

Hatter; “just imported and sold” 

by T. Garrett, Montrath St. 

superfine and fine Durham flour 

of mustard bottled “will retain 

its flavour for years” 1s 6d (half 

pound) 1s (plain); T. Hopson, 

grocer, Essex St. opposite the 

Custom House gate, 

EN, 18-20 Sept 1751 

 

Glasses, wines (claret, red and 

white), household furniture 

plate linens, library of valuable 

goods, curious prints, Italian-

framed picture, genteel English 

chariot. 

A. Miller (Dorset); The Glass-

house, Fleet St. “imported a 

large Quantity of all sorts of 

Glasses”; Auction: the widow of 

merchant, J. Bourne, Ransford 

St. selling off various goods; 

“enquire next door to 

Beranger’s Coffee-House” 
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 iii. Beverages and Coffee-Houses 

Public auctions were typically associated with the coffee-houses during the 

eighteenth century, as these popular venues (most of which surrounded the Custom 

House) were frequently used for this purpose. The emergence of art auctions gives a 

particular context for Brooks’ mezzotint workshop at Cork Hill during the 1740s as 

it indicates that there was a growing interest (or at the very least a growing 

familiarity) with the collection and ownership of pictures in Dublin. All the 

examples in the table below demonstrate the options available for social engagement 

in Dublin during the 1740s, with a particular emphasis on the available variety of 

alcoholic beverages, which appear to have been marketed towards both the 

individual consumer and the merchant reader.  

Table 2. Beverages and Coffee-houses 

Newspaper Beverages and coffee-

houses 

Dublin Group 

notices/retailers/merchants 

EN, 23 Nov 1749 Whiskey A. Miller (C. Lucas); by wholesale or 

retail,  James Williams 

EN, 13 June 1750 Commodious House A. Miller, T. Silcock Tottenham) 

Fishamble St. 

EN, 14 June 1751 

 

The Bull’s Head, vintner,  

Hearse service 

A. Miller (Rural Life); venue opened by 

Philip Stapleton, Fishamble St; Compton 

Row, under Dick’s Coffee house, Skinner 

Row 

DM, July 1742 Pale ale of a Derby flavour Brooks subscription list; Ben Luffingham 

Bride St. 

DDP, 20 April 1739 collection of original master 

paintings belonging to Mr. 

Markham from London 

No ad., auction (Lucas’s Coffee House) 

FDJ, 12-16 Aug 1746 Irish Rough Cider J. Brooks (large London); sold by retail or 

wholesale by Glasney McMahon, Old 

Sots-Hole, on Essex Bridge. 

FDJ, 25-28 July 1747 

 

Choice parcel of Benecarloe 

wine (in Pipes and ogsheads) 

Parcel of Old Hock both (in 

drums and bottles) 

M. Ford (Anson); at W. Winthrop, Esqrs, 

Cork; Mr. I. Simon’s, merchant, Crow St. 

reasonable prices. 

FDJ, 9-12 Nov 1745 

 

Beranger’s Coffee-house, 

French Rappee,  grilliard 

and other snuffs, beavet 

stockings, caps,  gloves, 

milled caps (“made from 

Spanish wool of all 

colours”); old wines 

J. Brooks (Chesterfield); David Beranger, 

at the Coffee-house, Stephen’s Green; 

John Morris, Chapelizod 

FDJ, 18-22 Nov 1746 Wines, etc 

 

M. Ford (drawing instructor); Richard 

Dalton, moved to the New-Inn, Kinegad. 

FDJ, 8-10 Oct 1743 large parcel of choice claret,  

white wines,  orange shrubs 

A. Miller (12 Heads); -“Sold by public 

cant at Mr. Swift’s Vaults, Dirty Lane. 
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iv. Entertainment (Theatrical and Musical Performances) 

One of the most important features of mid-eighteenth century social life is 

dealt with in the following section: the cultural influence and popularity of theatrical 

and musical entertainments. Coffee-houses, taverns, and other social outlets were 

commonly advertised alongside the mezzotint prints. Notices for forthcoming 

theatrical and musical events were frequently printed in the newspapers, often listed 

in association with clubs and societies in the support of specific charities and 

benefits.710 An examination of these theatrical notices gives an insight into the 

colourful and vibrant social scene revolving around Dublin’s theatre community. 

Many theatrical performances in Dublin relied on the patronage and support of the 

Lord Lieutenant, whose presence at these social events attracted the attendance of 

the nobility and gentry.711 Most of this activity occurred within the immediate 

proximity of Cork Hill. The central venue for theatrical entertainment at this time 

was the Smock Alley Theatre. Established in 1662, this was one of the original 

Theatre Royal playhouses of the Restoration period, located on Smock Alley near 

Blind Quay, Cork Hill and Essex Street. Throughout the 1740s production flourished 

under the management of Thomas Sheridan. Most of the advertised plays include a 

typical selection of popular tragedies and afterpieces (such as comedies, farces, 

operas, and other such forms of entertainment). Within this qualitative sample these 

advertisements undoubtedly illustrate most of the common trends that were found in 

Restoration drama during the eighteenth century. Furthermore, these examples 

represent both ends of the theatre-going spectrum. While there were a number of 

notices for plays of the genre of neoclassical tragedy (most of which included a 

production of Shakespeare), the dominant type of play that was represented in this 

selection was from contemporary theatre in the comedy of manners. The frequency 

with which these notices appear only highlights the popularity of sentimental and 

comedic drama relating to and often critiquing eighteenth-century urban middle-rank 

society. However, performances of both tragedy and comedy on the stage were 
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extremely popular in this period, and most playhouses provided combination of the 

two in one night’s entertainment.  

The frequent appearance of these advertisements within this selection of 

newspapers symbolises the important role that theatre played in the social lives of 

the middle and upwardly mobile class. Moreover, Dublin’s longest running theatre in 

Smock Alley played a particularly vital role in establishing the early careers of many 

famous dramatists and performers. The heyday of the Smock Alley Theatre was 

certainly an exciting era in Irish theatrical history; this period in Dublin saw the 

launch of many debut productions from London-based Irish authors, including 

Oliver Goldsmith (1730-1774), Thomas Sheridan (c.1719-1788), and George 

Farquhar (1677-1707). Furthermore, performers such as Garrick, Margaret 

Woffington (1720-1760), and Charles Macklin (c.1699-1797) also recognised the 

commercial importance of the Irish theatrical market. Throughout their careers 

(especially as the popularity of the performer began to dictate the mode and genre of 

theatre) these performers frequently brought their productions to Ireland with the 

intention of exploiting the demand for both new and old plays. These advertisements 

sometimes acutely illustrate the popular tastes in dramatic performance during the 

mid-eighteenth century, which usually followed the popular trends and fashions of 

London.712 From as early as 1739, the performance notices that appear for Smock 

Alley included plays such as The Beggar’s Opera, The Anatomist; or the Sham 

Doctor, a play called Mustapha, which came highly recommended to the Irish stage 

“after seventeen nights in Theatre Royal Drury Lane, London”.713  

Although not as successful as Smock Alley, the Theatre Royal on Aungier 

Street was also frequently advertised. For a short period during the 1740s this theatre 

was an alternative venue for theatrical performance and entertainment in Dublin.714 

Before its closure in 1750, the Aungier Street theatre was granted a Theatre Royal 

status, but this playhouse was situated at the other side of the city, and probably 

catered for a different kind of audience; the advertisements include many examples 

from the comedy of manners genre, thus reflecting the growing popularity of 

comedy.  
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Table 3. Entertainment and Theatre 

Newspaper Entertainment and theatre Dublin Group 

notices 

EN, 23 November 1749 Tale of Two Tubbs  A. Miller (Lucas) 

EN, 18-20 Sept 1751 The Stratagem with Mr. Cibber (Theatre Royal, 

Smock Alley) 

A. Miller (Duke of 

Dorset) 

DM, 4-8 May 1742 The Man of Mode (Theatre Royal, Aungier St.) 

music by Mr. Charles, the Hungarian, Master of 

the French horn (Musick Hall, Fishamble St.) 

tickets 5s 5d sold at Mr. Neal’s and Mr. 

Manwaring’s music shops, Bacon’s coffee-house, 

Mr. Hoey in Skinner Row 

J. Brooks (Bindon 

and large 

subscription list) 

 

DM, 20-24 April 1742 

 

Jane Shore, Tragedy (Smock Alley); grand ball 

(Music Hall, Crow St.) 

‘’ 

DDP, 20 April 1739 

 

The Beggar’s Opera, The Anatomist; or, the 

Sham Doctor (Smock Alley); ridotto (undertaken 

by Mr. Johnson, Music Hall, Crow St.); Mustapha 

(Smock Alley) 

No ad. 

 

FDJ, 1-4 June 1745 Julius Caesar, King Richard III (Smock Alley)  J. Brooks (plate 

disposal notice) 

FDJ, 5-9 Nov 1745 The Orphan, or the Unhappy Marriage (Royal 

Theatre, Aungier St.)   

J. Brooks 

(Chesterfield) 

FDJ, 12-16 Nov 1745 

 

Othello (Theatre Royal, Aungier St.); The 

Constant Couple, or a Trip to the Jubile (Theatre 

Royal, Aungier St.)   

‘’ 

 

FDJ, 26-30 Nov 1745 The Virgin Unmask’d (Theatre Royal, Aungier 

St.) 

J. Brooks 

(Chesterfield) and 

M. Ford 

FDJ, 18-22 Nov 1746 Macbeth (for benefit of Mr. Sheridan, Smock 

Alley)  

M. Ford (Anson) 

FDJ, 13-17 Nov 1744 Ambigu (Music Hall, Crow St.) J. Brooks (move to 

Isaac Newton's 

Head) 

FDJ, 19-23 Nov 1745 Julius Caesar, The Spanish Fryer, or the Double 

Discovery, The Busy Body, The Virgin 

Unmasked (Theatre Royal, Aungier St.) 

J. Brooks 

(Chesterfield) 
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v. Textile Trades and Luxury Goods (Silks, Clothing, etc.) 

As previously discussed there were a large number of merchants in hosiery, 

silks, linen, and woollen goods in Dublin during the 1740s, and their presence was 

reflected in the advertisement pages under examination. Many merchants in the 

textile industries sold an array of domestic and imported stock. These goods ranged 

from an array of clothing items in silk, woollen and other fabrics, to wigs, fans and 

hats. Throughout the eighteenth century raw materials, such as silk, were imported to 

Ireland from England.715 By the 1740s, the domestic textile industry in Dublin 

flourished in many capacities, particularly in the Combe and around Dublin Castle; 

different types of textiles were being produced in certain areas of the city, such as the 

concentration of hosiery traders on Essex St.716 By the time in which the mezzotint 

engravers were active, many manufacturers and traders in luxury goods were also 

catering for the domestic market.717   

Table 4. Clothes and Luxury Items or Suppliers (Misc.) 

Newspaper Clothes and luxury items or suppliers (misc.) Dublin Group 

notices/named merchant 

EN, 14 Aug 1749 

 

Peruke-maker, ribbon and lace-weaver, 

engraved linens and cottons for women’s gowns 

Tobacconist. 

A. Miller (walker); W. 

Fielding 

EN, 23 Nov 1749 

 

Breeches-maker and leather dyer   

velvet clothes, Paris nets, silk satins, gold and 

silver silks 

A. Miller (Lucas) 

A. Miller (Lucas) 

A. Miller (Lucas) 

EN, 13 June 1750 

 

silks “for summer wear” (mercer, Dame St.)  

silks, thread, cotton stockings (hosier, Blind 

Quay “next door to Smith’s Coffee-house”); 

velvet, silks, handkerchiefs, cotton  and silk 

goods  

A. Miller (Tottenham); 

John Gale, Usher Quay 

EN, 18-20 Sept 

1751 

 

Spanish quadruples, doubloons, pistols, half 

pistols (Darby Square) hat-maker (“Parvisol 

Hats” next door to Tholsel, Skinner Row) 

peruke-maker  

A. Miller (Duke of 

Dorset); James Flyn, Silver 

Court Castle St. 

EN, 14 June 1751 

 

ribbon and lace-weaver (Capel St.),threads, 

silks, fabrics, laces, etc; raw and thrown silks  

A. Miller (rural life); J. 

Rourke, the Parrot on 

Blind Quay, near Cork 

Hill; silks “imported and 

sold by Percival and John 

Hunt at their ware-room, 

opposite the Church,Bride 

St. 
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DM, 4-8 May 1742 Tobacconist: French & Irish rappee, waters, 

cordials, hams  

J. Brooks (Bindon and 

large subscription list); J. 

Vilmot, Golden Sugar 

Loaf opposite the great 

gate of Round Church 

DM, June 1742 grass seeds, English and Dutch garden seeds  J. Brooks (Bindon and 

large subscription list); 

seeds, etc imported by G. 

Bruce, Old Corn Market, 

near Newgate 

DDP, 20 April 

1739 

 

silk dyer and scowerer; English and Irish rich 

silks, velvets and damasks 

No ad; T. Ward, Bride St. 

D. Walker, Francis St. 

FDJ, 26-29 July 

1746 

 

Italian chip hats, linen drapery, hatmaker,   

Stay-maker, for children’s coats “likewise stays 

for persons that are Crook’d” , print of Garrick 

as Richard III by Mr Hogarth 

J. Brooks (London ad.); 

imported by J. Connor, 

merchant, Mary’s Lane; A. 

McDonnell, Ross Lane 

“next door to Mr. Thomas 

Mead’s of Bride St.”; I. 

Parvisol, Essex St. granted 

premium from Dublin 

Society, “sells all sorts of 

hats for Clergymen, 

Gentlemen and Ladies.”; 

C. Gwin from London, 

now at Dame St.; sold by 

G. Faulkner 

FDJ, 9-12 Aug 

1746 

 

children’s coats and stays, silks and worsted 

goods, prints: “Views” engraved by Barnard 

Baron after Rigaud (“on Grand Eagle Paper”), 

silks, furniture, ladies-ware, Flanders laces, 

floor carpets, linens, cottons, fans, silk 

handkerchiefs, and “fresh goods” 

J. Brooks (London ad), 

Grace Sims, Castle St 

J. Brooks (London ad); J. 

Oxlay, Francis St. 

printed and sold by T. 

Bowles, St Paul’s 

Churchyard, J. Bowles, 

Cornhill, C. Hitch, Pater-

Noster Row, W.M. Toms, 

Union Court, Holburn, 

London; T. Beaumont at 

Fleece in High St. London 

FDJ, 6-9 Sept 1746 

 

velvet manufacturing; prints of Simon Frazer 

and Lord Lovat by W. Hogarth; silks and 

Damasks “of Irish manufacture”  

J. Brooks (London ad); J. 

Kidd, Fishamble St.; sold 

by G. Faulkner; J. Meares, 

Castle-Gate, Cork Hill 

FDJ, 26-30 Aug 

1746 

 

silks and worsted goods, Dundalk cambricks, 

handkerchiefs  

J. Brooks (London ad); J. 

Oxlay, Francis St.; W. 

Montgomery factory, 

Linen Hall 

FDJ, 1-4 June 1745 

 

Dublin Society premium notice: spinning and 

woollen goods, fish (most caught, etc)  

hosier (Mrs. Kirkpatrick, Aungier St.)  

stay-maker from London, ladies robes and 

children’s coats “after the best & newest 

fashions”; auction: cargo including Martinico 

coffee, sugar, elephant’s teeth  

J. Brooks (plate disposal 

notice); J. Fitzpatrick, 

Chequer Lane, Grafton 

St.;“city of Bordeaux, 

price to the Boyne 

Privateer” warehouse, 

Lower end, Strand St. 

FDJ, 4-8 June 1745 auction: best modern books “in very good 

Order, mostly gilt or lettered”  

J. Brooks (plate disposal); 

Nicholas St. “house where 

T. Callaghan lately dwelt”, 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

229 

 

catalogues at Hoey’s, 

bookseller Skinner Row 

FDJ, 8-11 June 

1745 

 

woollen draperies,  velvets, silks, etc, gold paper 

for medals “better & cheaper than any imported 

from France” 

J. Brooks (plate disposal); 

Joshua Leathley, Hibernian 

Industry, Cork Hill; M. 

Scott, Sycamore Alley 

FDJ, 9-12 Nov 

1745 

two curious prints of the Giants Causeway from 

London  

M. Ford (Cromwell and 

Lambert); sold by Mr. 

Drury, Ann St. or Mr. 

Smith, Crane Lane 

FDJ, 26-30 Nov 

1745 

silk dyer and Scowerer  J. Brooks (Chesterfield) 

and M. Ford; Margaret 

Kelly 

FDJ, 18-22 Nov 

1746 

 

Original jet buttons, jeweller from London“sell 

to dealers at lowest prices possible” silver 

knives and forks, silver tipped frames, gold, 

silver and pinchbeck watches, variety of curious 

watch-chains, trinkets, seaks, dukes’ pictures set 

in Pinchbeck enamelled dial-plates, past 

earrings and necklaces, etc “Also selling all 

sorts of goldsmiths and Jewellers’ work  

M. Ford (Anson); Luke 

Mullally, “at the Blue 

Window in Caple-Street, 

near Mary’s St.”; R. 

Forster, Warburg St. 

FDJ, 13-16 June 

1747. 

camblots, plads, poplins, damasks, 

callamancoes, border srauds, shaggs, serges, 

thick serts, flowered silk for gentleman’s 

waistcoats  

M. Ford (Anson); G. Bell, 

Francis St, near Plunket St. 

FDJ, 25-28 July 

1747 

Dundalk cambricks, handkerchiefs M. Ford (Anson); Huge 

Hamill, factor, in the Linen 

Hall 

FDJ, 2-5 Nov 1745 linen draper  J. Brooks (Chesterfield); 

W. Barbe, Rose & Crown, 

Warburgh St. 

FDJ,18-22 Nov 

1746 

imported from Germany: canary birds, cocks, 

hens, Irish songbirds, etc., small treatise printed 

on 20 kinds of song birds  

No ad. Bart. Medlicott, 

grocer, Sugar-House 

warehouse, Ormond 

Market, and Mr. Percy’s 

Bird-Cage-maker, Capel 

St. 

FDJ, 1-4 May 1742 shoemaker  J. Brooks (Bindon); 

Samuel King, Castle St. 

FDJ, 8-10 Oct 

1743 

broad cloths, druggets, beaver druggets, 

flowered hair shags, woollen drapery, “imported 

purple cloths, rugs for ladies, etc  

A. Miller (12 Heads); 

William McLaughlin, 

Francis St. 

FDJ,13-17 Nov 

1744 

silk, thread, cotton stockings, etc  J. Brooks (move to Isaac 

Newton's Head); T. 

Turpin, hosier, Dame St. 

FDJ, 19-23 Nov 

1745 

silk, thread, cotton, worsted and half-silk hose, 

stocking-frame work for waistcoats and 

breeches  

J. Brooks (Chesterfield); 

Joseph Malone, sign of the 

Blue Leg, 2
nd

 door below 

Lucas’ Coffee-house 

FDJ, 24-28 Sept 

1745 

 ladies and gentlemen-ware, Flanders, Mechlin, 

Brussels, point laces, ruffles, etc  

M. Ford (Cromwell and 

Lambert); William Forbes, 

Golden Key, Castle St. 

FDJ,15-19 July 

1745 

cambricks, mensware, Manchester silk and 

cotton gowns, printed and penciled cottons of 

the newest patters, etc  

M. Ford (move to Cork 

Hill); W. Rathhill, linen 

draper, Dame St, opp 

George’s Lane 

FDJ, 12-15 April linen, cotton, silk, gowns, bed quilts  M. Ford (Cumberland); 
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1746 Samuel Grant, Ballsbridge 

FDJ, 8-12 April 

1746 

Staymaker, children’s coats   M. Ford (Cumberland); 

Charles Nuttall from 

London, William St. 

vi. Single-Sheet Publishing 

[...] the most important changes in British engraving occurred not at 

the top or bottom of the trade but in the middle: in an enormous 

increase in inexpensive copperplate book illustration and in the 

marketing of inexpensive but ably executed individual prints, often 

published in series.718   

Although Brewer is referring here to Britain, on many levels the same point 

could be applied to Ireland during the 1740s. Early eighteenth-century booksellers, 

such as the London-based Bowles and Overton, specifically catered for both ends of 

the print market. By this time both popular and virtuoso prints were now readily 

available on the market in general.719 The usual means of distribution for these prints 

was through a subscription system of purchase, similar in many ways to the practices 

within book subscription.720 The mezzotint printmakers who had advertised in the 

Dublin newspapers had utilised this subscription system, and in doing so represented 

an important aspect of these commercial practices in Ireland. Arguably, this market 

(especially in historical and contemporary portrait reproduction) had been 

monopolised by the mezzotint printmakers surrounding Cork Hill.721 However, in an 

examination of the broader context of Dublin-based mezzotint reproduction it is 

evident that single-sheet prints of a wider variety and functionality indeed became a 

more affordable luxury good throughout the 1740s. 

Although the existence of mezzotint portrait prints on the Dublin market was 

directly indicative of the commercialisation of portraiture, there were other 

advertisements that also reflected the growing interest in the consumption of single-

sheet printmaking. Aside from advertisements for these mezzotints, there were also a 

number of different kinds of single-sheet prints that were available on the Irish 

                                                 
718

 Brewer, Pleasures of the Imagination, 455.  
719

 Virtuoso printmaking was an exclusive type of highlyfinished print production that was usually 

done in etching and line-engraving; these prints were usually limited editions and executed to the 

highest standard (Griffiths, Prints and Printmaking, 54-56). 
720

 A separate comparative analysis of both will be conduction in case study two. 
721

 Although some specialist printsellers (such as Thomas Silcock) existed in Dublin throughout the 

1740s, Brooks, Miller and Ford were the most prominent (and publically known) engravers in the 

mezzotint technique in this period. 
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market, some of which came from the leading names in the single-sheet print 

industry at London. For example,  in 1746, William Hogarth even published a notice 

directed towards Dublin subscribers that George Faulkner would be selling his print 

of David Garrick in the character of Richard III for seven shillings and six pence.722 

It is possible that Hogarth was marketing this print in conjunction with Sheridan’s 

previous productions of Richard III at the Smock Alley theatre in which both 

Sheridan and Garrick had performed.723 This factor might explain the engraver’s 

interest in selling his print in Ireland, considering that there would have already been 

a theatrical audience in Dublin with a recent and familiar association with the play.724  

Faulkner had advertised the sale of Hogarth’s other works including portraits 

of Simon Frazer, and Lord Lovat.725 Faulkner’s relationship with one of the most 

important engravers in eighteenth-century Britain is vital in determining the 

relationship which booksellers had with single-sheet printmakers. Although a 

successful bookseller such as Faulkner might well sell a variety of printed goods at 

his shop on Essex street, the sale of these other portraits (not necessarily those in the 

mezzotint technique) demonstrates how both the bookseller as well as the engraver 

had attempted to exploit the domestic Irish print market. Furthermore, in the case of 

the Garrick portrait, Hogarth was by then recognising the commercial effectiveness 

of selling prints after his oil paintings. Throughout Faulkner’s correspondence 

Garrick himself acknowledged that there were some equally opportune reasons to 

have engraved versions made after his portrait.726 Within the theatrical world during 

the eighteenth century, Garrick’s image from the stage became immortalised, and his 

popular appeal as a celebrated actor was heightened by the dissemination of his 

recognisable image in print.  

Miller and Ford’s mezzotint versions of this portrait add another dimension to 

Hogarth’s relationship with the Irish print market. Seemingly, Hogarth had also 

viewed a variation of his print which was made in ink and pen by one of the 

members of the Dublin Group; according to a reference which was documented by 

                                                 
722

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 26-29 July 1746.  
723

 Thomson, “Sheridan, Thomas (c.1719–1788),” ODNB.  
724

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 4-8 June 1745-6.  
725

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 6-9 September 1746.  
726

 Ronald Paulson, Hogarth, Vol 2, High Art and Low Art 1732-1750 (Cambridge: The Lutterworth 

Press, 1992) 256. 
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Gilbert, Hogarth had requested to see it in person, after which he had mistaken the 

version as being a “very fine” printed impression.727 However, that a successful 

bookseller such as Faulkner had also sold Brooks’ mezzotint portraits (alongside 

Hogarth’s prints) symbolises a shift in the cultural perception of mezzotint. Before 

Brooks and the other Cork Hill-trained engravers had begun to work in mezzotint 

reproduction, this technique had only been utilised for popular single-sheet 

production, rather than reproductive portraiture. There was limited mezzotint 

printmaking activity in Dublin before the Dublin Group; an obscure Londoner 

named Thomas Beard (fl. 1728-1729) was referred to by Smith as one of the first 

mezzotint engravers to have worked in Ireland during the early 1700s but he was not 

in any way connected to Brooks or to the Cork Hill workshop.728 Therefore, it is 

possible that the Dublin Group engravers’ affiliation with some of the leading 

members of the Dublin book trade may have been a strategic channel used to reach 

their desired clientele. They were also able to use the association with Hogarth to 

enhance their reputations as professional engravers in the mezzotint manner.      

Beyond the portraiture genre other, albeit infrequent, single-sheet 

printmaking activity was evident throughout the examined advertisements. These 

other notices serve the purpose of giving a broader context to the single-sheet 

printmaking activity of the Dublin Group during the 1740s. Moreover, they also 

suggest that there was a growing interest from other kinds of London printsellers in 

the Irish print market. For example, in 1746 an advertisement appeared within 

Faulkner’s Dublin Journal for “Fifteen Perspective Views and a large Plan of the 

Gardens at Stowe in Buckinghamshire” that were engraved by Barnard Baron after 

the French painter Rigaud.
729

 Interestingly, this notice was printed inside an Irish 

newspaper even though only London printsellers were listed as the commercial 

agents for these prints. The views were specified as being sold in London and not 

                                                 
727

 The account of this story was relayed by Gilbert from an unidentified source that named John 

Brooks as the engraver, but there is no record in Strickland’s catalogue that such a print was attributed 

to Brooks, yet Miller and Ford did advertise their versions of this print extensively (Gilbert, History of 

the City of Dublin, 2: 17). 
728

 Smith, British Mezzotinto Portraits, 1: 17. 
729

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 9-12 Aug 1746. 
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Ireland.730 The appearance of this advertisement in The Dublin Journal illustrates the 

extent of Faulkner’s distribution channels beyond the Dublin readership. 

In a similar way Brooks had also issued a detailed advertisement in Dublin 

that appeared shortly after his move to London with McArdell.731 In this notice 

Brooks states that a local Irish printseller, Paul Smith, would be collecting and 

liaising with the print subscribers on his behalf now that Brooks was based in 

London; the advertisement included details of a receipt system for this purpose 

(figure 46). This notice is important as it provides insight into the mechanisms of 

single-sheet print subscription practices in general terms. But as well as this, it shows 

that Brooks had retained some connections to the Dublin print trade after his 

relocation to London. Therefore, on commercial terms mezzotint reproduction was 

largely collaborative in both centres, and evidently the engravers had marketed their 

reproductions to an Irish audience after McArdell and the other engravers became 

established in London. The advertisements exemplify how these engravers sustained 

commercial interrelations and collaborations with the Dublin print trade. Arguably, 

these connections contributed to the collective identification of these engravers with 

Ireland. 

 

N.B. If any Gentleman whatsoever has paid said Brooks a Subscription for 

any one Print of Prints, which by their not sending for them in Time to said 

Brooks, they have not got, they are desir’d to send their Name, and the 

Number of their Receipt, to Mr. Paul Smith in Crane Lane, and Word what 

                                                 
730

 The addresses included are as follows: T. Bowles, St Paul’s Churchyard, J. Bowles, Cornhill, C. 

Hitch, Pater-Noster Row, W.M. Toms, Union Court, Holburn, London.  
731

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 26-29 July 1746. 
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Print or Prints they will have of said Brook’s Doing, and they shall have 

them. 

Fig. 46. Brooks’ advertisement from London indicating that the engraver had remaining 

business connections in Ireland with men such as George Faulkner and Paul Smith (Faulkner’s 

Dublin Journal, 26-29 July 1746). 

  Aside from the mezzotint engravers there were only a few printsellers and 

booksellers who advertised the sale of single-sheet prints. For instance, in 1749 

Thomas Silcock on Nicolas’ Street had advertised Miller’s mezzotint portrait of 

Charles Tottenham.732 In 1750 Silcock also advertised portraits of the Gunning 

sisters, but this printseller was one of only a few who sold single-sheets throughout 

this period.733 This half-length portrait of Miss Gunning was also reproduced by 

Miller, and there is evidence that Silcock and Miller had collaborated in the sale of 

this print. In an advertisement issued by Miller himself, there is specific reference to 

Silcock as a secondary selling agent. In this notice Miller had also claimed that he 

had a direct connection with the sitter as a way of distinguishing his work from the 

illegal prints claiming to be genuine. In this advertisement Miller pointedly asserts 

that his print is the trusted, official version: 

This day is published by Andrew Miller, Engraver on Hog Hill, and 

Thomas Silcock in Nicholas Street, opposite the Tholsel (price a 

British Shilling), a Half Length Mezzotinto Print of Miss Gunning, 

from the original Picture painted by Mr. Pope Stevens, and is the only 

painting she sat for. As there is at this time several spurious prints 

doing under the same name of Miss Gunning, this is to assure the 

public that she declar’d at my Shop that she sat for no other picture 

but the above. Andrew Miller.734    

     This notice exemplifies Miller’s confidence in being a leading and 

reputable mezzotint engraver working from Dublin. Miller’s eagerness to assert his 

close connection to both the artist and the sitter is also important in illustrating how 

mezzotint reproduction of quality demanded a close working relationship between 

the artist and the engraver. The relationship between Miller and Silcock is also 

significant in the context of the sale and functionality of prints during this time. In 

June 1751 Silcock had identified himself as a “Glazer and Printseller”, presumably 

                                                 
732

 Censor, or Citizen’s Journal, 26 August-2 September 1749. 
733

 Esdall’s Newsletter, 13 June 1750. 
734

 This advertisement (Esdall’s Newsletter, 30 May 1750) was quoted in Strickland, Dictionary of 

Irish Artists, 113. 
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to a specific market, stating that he is available “for the Conveniency [sic] and 

Expedition of Gentlemen or Undertakers, who are Building”.735 Silcock’s 

advertisement also demonstrates the dynamic and vibrant nature of a print shop in 

Dublin during the mid-eighteenth century. The language used within his 

advertisement exemplifies the flexible commercial nature of this type of industry; 

not only was Silcock selling prints, he had also advertised the sale of “the best black-

lead pencils, with all manner of pictures, crape and black Paper fans”, suggesting 

that his shop contained a large amount of artist’s supplies as well as images. Silcock 

also stocked certain other unrelated items at his shop, namely some imported fine or 

superfine flower mustard of “the Durham factory”. 

 

Fig. 47. Esdall’s Newsletter, 14 June 1751. 

Silcock was one of a few specialist printsellers whose presence was visible 

throughout the advertisement pages at the same time in which the mezzotint notices 

appeared. But there were also a number of booksellers who sold mezzotint portrait 

prints alongside their book catalogues. In 1749, James Esdall advertised “Paper 

Framed Pieces for ornamenting Prints and metzotints” which were to be sold “in the 

highest taste” for one shilling and seven pence and a half at his Cork Hill address.736 

Referring to himself as a “printer and bookseller” Esdall was connected to Miller 

during the Charles Lucas controversy but this separate notice indicates that the 

bookseller also had commercial interconnections within the single-sheet printmaking 

trade. A similar public notice appears in Faulkner’s Dublin Journal in 1745, in 

which Esdall proclaims that he has opened up a book and stationers shop at Blind 
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 Esdall’s Newsletter, 14 June 1751.  
736

 Esdall’s Newsletter, 14 Aug 1749. 
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Quay. From this address, the bookseller advertises that “all manner of printing work 

is performed in the neatest and most curious manner”.737 Although by this point 

Esdall had begun to work independently, his association with Faulkner through an 

apprenticeship was important in the establishment of Esdall’s professional 

reputation. 

 

Fig. 48. James Esdall's notice for selling “all manner of printing work” (Faulkner’s Dublin 

Journal, 12-16 November 1745). 

Other prints which were advertised included a folio of fifty ancient paintings 

“sew’d in Boards” and sold in one volume by George Turnbull.738 This folio is 

suggestive of a growing interest in collecting Classical artworks and other such 

pictures which were probably influenced by the frequent Grand Tour expeditions on 

the Continent. Many foreign artefacts and artworks would be brought back to 

England or copied, and these items had an important impact on public knowledge of 

foreign and sometimes ancient artistic cultures. Sometimes advertisements of prints 

would also illustrate the growing interest in Ireland as a tourist destination. For 

example, in 1745 a notice for “two Curious Prints of the Giants Causeway” from a 

London dealer were sold by Mr. Drury on Ann Street, and by Mr. Smith on Crane 

Lane.739 There are other notices that represent the didactic function of certain genres 

of book illustration. Indeed, by the eighteenth century, paintings were often viewed 

as being useful sources for moral instruction and gentility.740 For example, in 1742 an 

advertisement for the publication of Aesop’s Fables contained “instructive morals 

and reflections, designed to promote religion, morality and universal benevolence”, 

and this publication included two-hundred and forty copperplate engravings for each 

                                                 
737

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 12-16 November 1745 
738

 Although advertised as “ancient” it is most likely that these images were in fact copies of classical 

paintings (Dublin Mercury, July 1742).  
739

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 9-12 November 1745.  
740

 Barnard, Making the Grand Figure, 151-152. 
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fable.741 These specialist book illustrations were sold as collections, which is 

important with regard to the consumer’s growing appetite for the inclusion of high 

quality printed artworks with books.    

However, at the time in which the mezzotint portraits were being advertised 

the single-sheet printmaking trade in Dublin was limited. It is probably a reflection 

of the social stratification within the printmaking genres that there are so few 

examples of advertisements for popular and satirical prints alongside the mezzotints. 

Most popular printed images on the market would have been sold by street vendors 

or pasted onto the walls of taverns. Many images produced at that time were 

woodcuts that were included within ballad sheets. The culture of advertising such 

prints may not have been a priority during the 1740s as subscription costs for 

inclusion within newspapers would have discouraged the practice.742 However, some 

of the mezzotint engravers had previously sold single-sheet “views” in the landscape 

genre before embarking on mezzotint reproduction, which might suggest that they 

were targeting the gentry.743 Therefore, the advertisement of mezzotint portraits 

throughout the 1740s, by both individual Dublin engravers and by their affiliated 

book and printsellers, gives the distinct impression that the mezzotint engravers were 

operating consistently within an exclusive book and print market.  

vii. Educational Supplies 

Other advertisements during the 1740s can be classified under educational 

supplies and services. Many of the notices in this category interlink the printmaker 

with that of the artist by illustrating that there was a necessary affiliation between the 

two on commercial terms.  

Table 5. Educational Supplies and Services 

Newspaper Educational Supplies and services Dublin Group notices 

EN, 14 Aug 1749 Teacher of arithmetic and geometry (Blind 

Quay) 

A. Miller (Walker) 

                                                 
741

 Dublin Mercury, 23-26 January 1742.  
742

 By the early eighteenth century advertisement submissions were sold at a cost of up to 2 shillings 

and 6 pence each, probably per issue (Munter, History of the Irish Newspaper, 57).   
743

 There are a number of earlier etchings and line-engravings in the landscape genre, mostly of 

“views” within the catalogues of Brooks, Miller, Dixon and other mezzotint engravers; see Historical 

Context. 
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EN, 23 Nov 1749 

 

French and Dutch writing and printing paper; 

teacher of arithmetic and geometry  

A. Miller (Lucas); Patrick 

Swiny, merchant, Ann St, 

near the linen Hall; 

Cornelius Brady, Chequer 

Lane 

EN, 13 June 1750 children’s school books and copperplate copy 

books. 

A. Miller, T. Silcock 

(Tottenham); J. Hoey, 

Skinner Row 

DM, 4-8 May 1742 drawing in Miniature classes J. Brooks (Bindon and 

large subscription); John 

Gaspard Batier, at corner 

Fowne’s st in Dame St. 

DM, July 1742 copybooks in folio and alphabetically written, 

etc  

J. Brooks (large 

subscription list); I. 

Jackson, Meath St. 

FDJ, 29 July-2 

Aug 1746 

Greek and Latin teacher  J. Brooks (London ad); 

John Hawkley, editor of 

Latin Classico at UCD,at 

his lodgings in Chequer-

lane, near William St.   

FDJ, 2-5 Aug 1746 Dublin Society Premium notice: terms listed, 

rags required for paper-making, etc  

J. Brooks (London ad) 

FDJ, 9-12 Aug 

1746 

coach-maker  J. Brooks (London ad); T. 

Banks, Aungier St. 

FDJ, 26-30 Aug 

1746 

charter school notice: Incorporated Society for 

Promoting English Protestant working Schools 

in Ireland 

J. Brooks (London ad) 

FDJ, 1-4 June 

1745, FDJ,  12-15 

April 1746 

 

paper of various kinds for writing, printing, 

lapping (“just imported from France and 

Holland”); bridle-master  

J. Brooks (plate disposal), 

M. Ford (Cumberland); 

James McCullan, Sugar 

House, Mulinahack, at the 

foot of the New-Row; 

William Doyle 

FDJ, 4-8 June 1745 

 

charitable Infirmary (Inns Key), linen rags 

wanted for dressing for wounds, etc, writing and 

book-keeping instructor (“has best pens for 

writing Round-hand, Italian, etc”)  

J. Brooks (plate disposal 

notice); Miles Hussey, 

Bride St. 

FDJ, 9-12 Nov 

1745 

ironmonger  M. Ford (Cromwell and 

Lambert); (Henry Nixon, 

Eustace St in Dame St. 

FDJ, 26-30 Nov 

1745 

deer stock being sold near Kilkenny; hairdresser 

from Paris  

J. Brooks (Chesterfield) 

and M. Ford; George Hely; 

Pierre Farrette, lodges at 

Mr. Pattison’s, Hosier, the 

corner of Abby-street in 

Capel St.  

FDJ, 18-22 Nov 

1746 

spelling Books  “for the instruction and 

improvement of youth”  

M. Ford (Anson); W. 

Pardon 

FDJ, 13-16 June 

1747 

Coach-maker: gentleman’s Coach for sale  M. Ford (Anson); J. 

Gilligan, upper end of 

Smithfield 
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viii. Publications 

The majority of the advertisements examined were for books or other kinds 

of publication. These included many notices for books and letters on various 

subjects, from classical literature to accounts of foreign military news, travel 

adventures, ancient geographies, poetry, and fiction. However, there were also some 

publications relating to art history, suggesting that there was a growing interest in art 

instruction or collecting. For example, when Brooks advertised his proposal for one 

hundred mezzotints, the paper also included an advertisement for An Essay upon 

Poetry and Painting with Relation to the Sacred and Prophane History by Charles 

Lamotte (1730).744 The appearance of such works is important in this study as they 

can be seen as a reflection of the general interest in as well as promotion of the arts 

in Ireland. These notices may also reflect the growing general awareness of and 

concerns for cultural education and improvement that was being championed by the 

Dublin Society. Also, an important event in the history of the Irish book trade is 

illustrated in the Dublin Mercury notice for Pamela; or, Virtue Rewarded, Vol. 3 and 

4 (by S. Richardson, published by T. Bacon).745 This advertisement was published by 

Bacon in a vain attempt to counteract Faulkner’s Irish reprint of Richardson’s work. 

Table 6. Publications and Booksellers 

Newspaper Publications and booksellers Dublin Group 

notices/notes 

EN, 14 Aug 1749 

 

Sir Charles Grandison (by S. Richardson) 

The Widow Golding, High St. 

Collection of Poems (published by J. Esdall) 

Paper Framed Pieces for ornamenting Prints and 

metzotints sold by J. Esdall, Cork Hill. 

A Character of King Charles II & political, 

moral and misc. Thoughts and reflections by 

George Saville. 

History of Charlotte Summer (new edition).  

The Case and Tryal of John Peter Zerger. 

Buadicia, a Tragedy, as it is Acted at the 

Theatre Royal in Drury Lane, by Mr. Glover 

(various printers: Shaw, Esdall, James, Price, 

Saunders, Watson). 

A. Miller (Walker) 

 

                                                 
744

 Dublin Mercury, July 1742.                   
745

 Dublin Mercury, 26-30 Jan 1742. 
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EN, 23 Nov 1749 

 

 Roman History 13&14 Vols (published by G. 

Risk, A. Ewing, W. Smith, Dame St.) 

Virtue in Distress sold by J. Esdall imported 

from London) 

Collection of Plays “old & sacred” (sold by 

various booksellers: Esdall, Faulkner, Ewing, 

etc) 

Narrative and Accompt (C. Lucas) 

A. Miller (C. Lucas) 

 

EN, 13 June 1750 

 

 

The New Whole Duty of Man 

Silcock’s Print & fan Shop (Tottenham print 

ready; Gunning; Eaton; Fine French Gold paper, 

“just imported”) 

A Sure Guide to Hell (play) 

A New & Early System of Geography 

 A New Geography of Ireland (sold by J. Hoey) 

The Modern Storyteller, or, General Entertainer 

A. Miller, T. Silcock (C. 

Tottenham) 

 

EN, 18-20 Sept 

1751 

 

The Adventures of Peregrine Pickle by Roderick 

Random (Tobias Smollett, 1751), The Life and 

Adventures of Joe Thompson, A Narrative 

founded on Fact Written by himself (sold by R. 

Main) 

Thomas Silcock, Glazer & Printseller 

Constantia or, a True Picture of Human Life 

(printed for M. Williamson, sold by Esdall) 

Odes of Pindar, Translated from Greek (by 

Gilbert West, printed by Wilson, Exhaw, Esdall, 

Price,Williamson) 

The Gentleman’s Hour-Glass, or an 

Introduction to Chronology; being a plain and 

Compendias Analysis of Time (printed by J. 

Hoey), carpenter’s plan,  copybooks for writing, 

drawing books of all kinds 

A. Miller (Duke of 

Dorset) 

 

DM, 4-8 May 1742 Bacon’s Coffee-house, Essex St. auction of c. 

2000 volumes of curious and valuable Books 

(subjects including divinity, history, math, 

classics) 

J. Brooks (Bindon and 

subscription list) 

DM, 20-24 April 

1742 

 Memoirs and Adventures of the Marquis de 

Bretagne & Duke of Harcourt, French vol. 4 

J. Brooks (Bindon and 

subscription list) 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

241 

 

DM, 26-30 Jan 

1742 

 

Pamela; or, Virtue Rewarded, Vol. 3 and 4 (by 

S. Richardson, published by T. Bacon) 

Four books of Andrea Palladio’s Architecture 

(published by T. Bacon) 

Complete Body of Ancient Geography, both 

Sacred & Profane, including 52 Maps (printed 

in the Hague and sold by T. Bacon) 

Proposal for subscription: The History of the 

Council of Trent (by Pietro Soave Polano, trans. 

From Italian by Sir Nathaniel Brent) 

The Present Practice of the High Court of 

Chancery (Published by T. Bacon in two neat 

pocket volumes)  

Proposal for subscription: Treatise of Practical 

Surveying (by R. Gibson, teacher of math, 

published by T. Bacon) 

The Practical Conveyancer in 2 parts, 3
rd

 Ed. 

Corrected (by J. Lilly, published by T. Bacon) 

A[e]sop’s Fables with Instructive Morals and 

Reflections designed to promote Religion, 

morality, and Universal Benevolence, 

(containing 240 fables, copper plate engraving 

to each) 

No ad.  

 

DM, July 1742 

 

Essay upon Poetry and Painting with Relation 

to the Sacred and Profane History (Charles 

Lamotte, 1730) 

A Curious Collection of Fifty Ancient Paintings 

(folio in 1 vol.) 

Cases in Equity during the time of the late Lord 

Chancellor Talbot  

The Present Practice of the High Court of 

Chancery (printed in two neat pocket folios) 

Brooks (large 

subscription) 

 

DM, 26-29 June 

1742 

Odes and Epodes of Horace (1
st
 folio by 

subscription, published by T. Moore)  

‘’ 

DM, 15-18 May 

1742 

Catalogue of books in the collection of Rev. Mr. 

Tomas Bollen  

‘’ 

DM, 8-11 May, 

1742 

 

Letter from Hon. T. Hervey to Sir T. Hanmer, 

Bart. (published by T. Bacon) 

“The Anointment” (Poem, 2
nd

 ed. corrected) 

‘’ 

 

DDP, 20 April 

1739 

 

Proposal for subscription: History of England 

(subscriptions collected at E. Rider’s, George’s 

Lane and at the coffee houses) 

A Reply to the Principle Arguments for the 

Reduction of the Gold Coin (published by E. 

Rider) 

A Dissertation upon the Liberty of Preaching 

granted to women by the People called Quakers 

No ad. 

FDJ, 26-29 July 

1746 

Literary Journal, 2
nd

 part vol. 3 (by Rev. Mr. 

Dioz, College Green)  

J. Brooks (large London 

ad) 

FDJ, 2-5 Aug 1746 

 

The Lady’s Drawing Room (F. Kinnier, 

Fishamble St. A, Long, Essex Bridge, 

booksellers)  

Automathes, 3
rd

 ed. (Peter,  Mary, John Pitton)  

J. Brooks (large London 

ad) 

 

FDJ, 12-16 Aug 

1746 

An[sic] Universal  History, illustrated with 

maps, etc  

J. Brooks (large London 

ad) 
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FDJ, 6-9 Sept 1746 

 

J. Swift Volumes: “Several Persons having sent 

odd Volumes of the Works of the Rev. Dr. 

SWIFT, to the Printer hereof to have them 

matched with others” (G. Faulkner) 

Jacob’s Law Tables (published by G. Faulkner) 

Rudiments of Ancient History Sacred & Profane 

(by Ed. Button, esq.) 

Military Memoirs & Maxims of Mashall 

Turenne 

Remarks on the Virtues of Tar-Water 

An Epistle to the FAIR-SEX on the Subject of 

DRINKING 

TRUTH in a MASK by Rev. Mr. Philip Skelton 

(published by G. Faulkner) 

A Brief and Truthful Representation of the 

Postures of your Affairs (printed by G. 

Faulkner) 

J. Brooks (large London 

ad) 

 

FDJ, 1-4 June 1745 The Tryal of Mary Heath  J. Brooks (plate disposal 

notice) 

 Pocket vol. of Virgil (published by the 

University Printing House)  

Proposal for subscription: History of Ireland 

from the Earlier Times [...] (by H. Brookes, esq. 

The Universal History, Vol. 6 

Medical Dictionary, 3 vols (by R. James, M.D.)  

 

 

FDJ, 5-9 Nov 1745 

 

Literary Journal, part 2, vol 2 (sold at Mr. 

Diuz’s, College Green)  

Directions to Servants (by J. Swift, printed by 

Faulkner) 

J. Brooks (Chesterfield) 

 

FDJ, 12-16 Nov 

1745 

 

Universal History, vol. 7  

An Exact Plan of the Attack of the High Allies 

against the French near the Village of 

Fontenay, commanded by His Royal Highness 

the Duke of Cumberland (plain or coloured) 

Description of the East in 2 vols (by Richard 

Pococke, sold by Sarah Hyde)  

8 Volumes of the Works of Jonathan Swift 

(published and sold by Faulkner)  

‘’ 

 

FDJ,16-19 Nov 

1745 

 

Verses on  Death of Dr. Swift, D.S. P. D. 

occasioned by reading a Maxim in 

Rochefoulcailt (published by G. Faulkner)  

A View of the Grievances of Ireland by a TRUE 

PATRIOT” 2
nd 

 ed. (published by G. Faulkner)  

Proposal for subscription: a new edition of 

Milton’s Paradise Lost (published by J. Hawkey 

and G. Faulkner ) 

‘’ 

 

FDJ, 26-30 Nov 

1745 

 

Honest Advice to the People of Ireland 

occasioned by the Present attempt in Favour of 

the Pretender (published by G. Faulkner)  

A Sermon preached at the Cathedral Church in 

Salisbury...on the occasion of the Rebellion in 

Scotland (by Revd. Thomas Lord Bishop of 

Salisbury, published at the Request of the Major 

& Corporation)  

Remarks & Queries on the Management & 

Conduct of the Linen Manufacture of this 

Kingdom 

J. Brooks (Chesterfield) 

and M. Ford (Anson) 
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FDJ, 18-22 Nov 

1746 

 

 

Ready for Press: Poetical Translation of 

Lucretius of the Origin & Nature of Things, 

incl. “Principles of Natural Philosopy & 

Natural Religion” 

Proper Heads of Self-examination for a king, 

drawn up for the use of the late Dauphin of 

France (published by G. Faulkner)   

Ascanius; or, the Young Adventurer, a True 

History, translated from a Manuscript privately 

handed about at the Court of Versailles 

(published by G. Faulkner)  

Observations on the Conversion & Apostles of 

St. Paul (published by Faulkner)  

Sullust, 5
th

 vol. of the Latin Classics in Pocket 

Volumes (by John Hawkey) FDJ18-22 Nov 

1746 

A Myntor and Theodora: or, the Hermit A Poem 

in three Cantos (published by G. Faulkner)  

The Memorable Things of Socrates (by 

Xenephon, in five books, translated into 

English) also The Life of Socrates (from the 

French of Monsieur Charportier, a member of 

the French Academy) 

The Celebrated Story of the Prodical Son, 

Curiously expressed in Coppers (published by J. 

Hoey) 

An Examen of the new Comedy, called The 

Suspicious Husband; to which is added, A Word 

of Advice to Mr. G—RR—CK; and a Piece of 

Secret History  

An Apology For the Life of Mr. Colley Cibber, 

Comedian with an historical View of the Stage 

during his own Time, written by himself   

Leixlip: A Poem (published by G. Faulkner)  

M. Ford (Anson) 

 

FDJ, 25-28 July 

1747 

Memoirs of a Man of Honour, translated from 

French (published by W. Brien and R. James)  

‘’ 

FDJ, 9-12 Nov 

1745 

Remarks on the History of England by Lord 

Bollingeroke (published by G. Faulkner) 

M. Ford (Cromwell and 

Lambert) 

FDJ, 1-4 May 1742 New Dunciad with Illustrations of Scribler’s 

and Notes Variaram (by Mr. Pope)  

No ad. 

FDJ, 8-10 Oct 

1743 

Proposal for subscription: New & Correct 

edition of Dugard’s Select Dialogues of Lucian 

(by E. Murphy)  

A. Miller (12 Heads) 

FDJ, 15-19 July 

1745 

Thoughts on Religion and other curious 

Subjects (by M. Pascal, trans. from French by 

Basil Kennet) printed by Faulkner, 4s 4d   

No ad. 

FDJ, 14-17 June 

1746 

The History of Lewis XL King of France (by Mr. 

Duclos of the Royal Academy of Inscriptions & 

Belles letters, published by G. Faulkner)  

M. Ford (move to Cork 

Hill) 

FDJ, 12-15 April 

1746 

A Map of the King’s Roads (published by G. 

Faulkner) 

M. Ford (Cumberland) 
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FDJ, 8-12 April 

1746 

 

Description of the East in two volumes, 

illustrated with near 80 Copper-Plates  

Map of Egypt (printed and sold by Sarah Hyde) 

A Tour through Ireland in Several Entertaining 

Letters (by the Historical Society, printed by P. 

Wilson) 

Bookseller and Auction: William Ross (College 

Green) collection of books from the library of 

bishop of Cashel at Dick’s Coffee-House, 

Skinner Row (Richard Pue) 

‘’ 

 

 

Concluding Remarks 

The purpose of this investigation was to evaluate a segment of the material 

culture of 1740s Dublin in direct relation to the Dublin Group’s mezzotint 

advertisements. This task involved a broad categorisation of advertised newspaper 

goods using a qualitative approach. This examination also offered an opportunity to 

examine the language describing such goods as they relate to and are marketed 

towards the localised Dublin consumer. The purpose of categorising these items is to 

contextualise the sale and marketing of mezzotint reproduction in Dublin throughout 

this decade. The interesting feature of the Irish goods market is that there was a 

particular (and often confident) emphasis on native goods, which frequently included 

a claim that the Irish products and services were of higher quality and value than 

their English counterparts. The mezzotint printmakers and sellers from Dublin had 

evidently borrowed many of the strategies devised by surrounding Irish-based 

industries and trades in this regard. Through the monopolisation of mezzotint 

reproductive printmaking in Dublin, these engravers were able to cultivate their 

cultural dissimilarity from the London trade in the decade which followed. However, 

their inherent connections within the Dublin print and book trade, as well as their use 

of the newspaper advertisement columns, certainly fostered their collective public 

image as being the most distinctive purveyors of high-quality mezzotint portraiture 

in the context of the 1740s. In this sense, the Irish newspaper played an important 

role as the prime means within which these engravers attempted to reach the market 

for single-sheet prints.  
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Chapter Five: Paper in Ireland during the Eighteenth Century (Dublin Group 

Investigation) 

 By the 1740s the English paper industry was already experiencing an 

expansion symptomatic of the global demand for printed goods. The growth in paper 

manufacturing was also encouraged by the invention of moveable type, a 

development that accelerated the speed of print production throughout the hand-press 

period in general.746 During the eighteenth century English paper was still largely in 

competition with the French and Dutch suppliers in terms of overall quality and 

consumer preference. The printed goods market at the time of the mezzotint revival 

was heavily dependent on European imports. Moreover, paper production in Ireland 

before the 1740s was generally considered to be inferior to the English variety, and 

this lower standard was definitely evident when compared with continental 

sources.747 However, until 1759 imported paper could be bought at a much cheaper 

rate in Ireland than in England, given that the lower import excise duty remained 

consistently at “12 d. by value” since the middle of the seventeenth century.748  

There were some interesting attempts made in Dublin during the period 

leading up to and beyond the 1740s that saw a vast improvement within the home 

papermaking industry. Encouragement through the Dublin Society premium system 

certainly initiated a number of successful paper manufacturing companies, such as 

Slator’s mill at Rathfarnham South County Dublin, which consequently had a lasting 

impact on the quality of print production in Ireland during the mid-eighteenth 

century period. Moreover, the development of Irish papermaking at this time was 

also reflected within the mezzotint advertisements. In particular, the culture of 

domestic trade and industrial patriotism is evident; within an earlier advertisement 

Brooks made specific reference to having printed a mezzotint on Irish paper. 

Arguably, this statement by Brooks (whether intentionally patriotic or not) was an 

important aspect of the mezzotint marketing practice. Therefore, in terms of the 

commercial and functional aspects of reproductive printmaking, the Dublin 

                                                 
746

 For an overview of the production history of printing see Gaskell, “The English Book Trade to 

1800,” 170-188. 
747

 In a letter from 1590 the Deputy Muster Master for Ireland stated that Irish paper was “very dear, 

scant and bad” (Phillips, Printing and Bookselling in Dublin, 151). 
748

 Pollard estimated that in 1735 the tax paid for a ream of imported paper into Britain was five times 

greater than the Irish duty for the same amount; in her example 2s. 6d for a ream worth 5s would be 

only 6d in Ireland (Pollard, Dublin’s Trade in Books, 113). 
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papermaking industry during the 1740s had a palpable impact on the Dublin Group, 

and also had an effect on the engravers’ self-identification in London.  

There were various factors to consider with regard to the paper used for 

mezzotint printmaking during this time, and which gives context to the advancement 

of the technique in the middle of the eighteenth century. In particular, Wax notes that 

the quality of mezzotint printing was essentially determined by the superiority of the 

rags used to make the paper.749 Having access to white linen in particular was 

essential for the effectiveness of the entire paper industry. White linen in paper 

manufacturing allowed for a smoother and brighter type of end product, which was 

ultimately best suited for the absorption of ink, and thus clarity of printing in 

general. Although Irish paper was not considered to be superior during this century, 

Pollard and Phillips both acknowledge that by the 1740s the paper mills in Ireland 

(and home paper production generally) had definitely expanded in quality and 

variety. 

The impact of the Irish linen industry aided this growth by providing access 

to linen rags which were imported into Britain. By the late seventeenth century the 

demand for good quality rags in Britain was such that there was even a ban placed on 

exporting these items in a bid to encourage the English white-paper industry.750 But 

the availability of linen rags in Dublin certainly encouraged the production of white 

paper as a domestic industry too. This factor is of particular interest for the 

production of mezzotint; the tonal nature of this technique required white paper as 

opposed to inferior blue or brown varieties.751 However, it is as of yet unclear 

whether or not this aspect of Irish paper history may have had any distinctive 

influence on the production of mezzotint in Dublin. Indeed, copperplate printing in 

general required white printing paper of high quality. Yet it was not until 1756 that 

the Royal Academy in London offered premiums for paper specifically produced for 

copperplate printmaking.
752

 This award suggests the growing interest in mezzotint 

for fine quality print reproduction.  

                                                 
749

 Wax, Mezzotint, 222. 
750

 Wax, Mezzotint, 222-4. 
751

 Essentially, the poorer the quality of the rags used, the more inferior the paper quality will be; most 

original impurities in the rags will be accentuated within the dried paper sheets.   
752

 Wax, Mezzotint, 223. 
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i. The History of the Paper Trade in Dublin   

Dublin’s paper trade was expanding rapidly from the very beginning of the 

eighteenth century. The first notice in reference to Irish papermaking appeared in 

1690, in the form of a patent which was granted to Nicholas Dupin and the Company 

of White Papermakers.
753

 The Frenchman Dupin was believed to have originally 

worked from a paper mill at Rathfarnham in c. 1692, possibly alongside Patrick 

Gordon, and that would eventually be run by the famous Slator family.
754

 Dupin held 

the monopoly for papermaking in Ireland for fourteen years from 1690. In 1717, 

William Lake then took over the Rathfarnham mill. However, due to a lack of funds 

– and a failed petition to the House of Commons for financial support – Lake then 

passed the business over to John Foules.755 Following this, there is evidence that the 

mill was leased in 1701 to Thomas Jones by Lord and Lady Wharton. Within the 

Dublin area another paper manufacturing plant at Milltown was initially run by the 

Dublin printer, Samuel Lee. Throughout the early eighteenth century, other mills 

appeared in county Dublin and in a number of urban centres across Ireland. In 1719 

Daniel Ashworth set up a mill in Templeogue.756 Other successful paper mills existed 

at Newbridge (managed by Robert Randal from 1729 until the 1750s), and at 

Tallaght, which was run by McDaniel (or McDonnell), possibly connected to the 

McDonnell family who claimed to have experience working in Dutch and French 

paper mills. During the 1750s and 1760s an increased number of paper mills 

appeared in Co. Dublin.
757

 By the end of the eighteenth century, Phillips notes that 

some paper mills were being managed by Catholic families; a papermaker named 

Sullivan became a free brother of the guild of St. Luke’s in 1793, which, although 

                                                 
753

 Phillips, Printing and Bookselling in Dublin, 151. 
754

 Pollard conducted watermark analysis which confirmed that Dupin did in fact make paper in 

Ireland during this period; see Mary Pollard, “White Paper-making in Ireland during the 1690s,” 

Royal Irish Academy,77 (1977): 223-234, JSTOR, web, 7 Jan 2013 and also Phillips, Printing and 

Bookselling in Dublin, 153-5.  
755

 Phillips, Printing and Bookselling in Dublin, 154-157. 
756

 Ibid. 
757

 The mill of Kilternan (Joshua Kinnier); a second paper mill near Rathfarnham (Benjmin Nun and 

Thomas Watson); White Church (Moses Verney and William Mondett); Two mills at Tallaght (Pierce 

Archbold); Donnybrook (John McMahon and Charles Smith); Newbridge (James Daniel); and 

another Slator mill at Templeogue which was run by Thomas Slator’s nephew, Edward Burroughs 

(Phillips, Printing and Bookselling in Dublin, 161-2). 
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highly unusual for this period, illustrates the expansion of the paper industry at this 

time.758 

   

 

Fig. 49. Map of the paper mills in Dublin taken from Pollard, Mary, A Dictionary of Members of 

the Dublin Book Trade 1550-1800 (London: Bibliographical Society, 2000) 648. 

It was not until 1726 that the Slator Family started to run the paper mill at 

Rathfarnham. In 1742, he was named along with William Connolly as a long-term 

leaseholder. It is possible that Joseph Slator’s father may have been one of the 

original members of the Company of White Papermakers. Slator’s son, Thomas, later 

became the most important independent Irish papermaker in this period, obtaining 

the lease for the Ashworth mill at Templeogue. By the 1730s, concerns were raised 

about the lack of commercial support for the local paper industry in Ireland. In 1737 

Thomas Slator successfully secured a five-hundred pound grant from the Irish House 

of Commons for the establishment of a mill “in the best Dutch Manner”.759 

Throughout his life he received a number of premiums from the Dublin Society for 

producing paper of high quality. The Slator family would continue to run these 

successful mills until the end of the century, with a Thomas Slator Jr. (Joseph’s son) 

setting up a new paper mill at Chapelizod in 1753. In Wilson’s Dublin Directory 

(1752), Thomas Slator is listed as a papermaker, working from Indian Alley (present 

                                                 
758

 Phillips, Printing and Bookselling in Dublin, 163. 
759

 Phillips, Printing and Booksellings in Dublin, 159. 
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day Engine Alley), near Meath Street and the Coombe.760 Indeed, the success of the 

Slator family mills during the eighteenth century is reflective of a number of factors 

which made possible the expansion of the Irish paper trade. In particular, the duty on 

paper in Ireland was a fundamental reason for this industry to flourish. 

ii. Eighteenth-Century Papermaking and the Irish Context 

It has been estimated that there were at least thirty-five papermakers 

operating in Dublin during the period in which the Dublin Group were active.761 

Foreign paper, mainly from superior quality Dutch and French sources, still 

influenced the quality of printed goods sold in Ireland, but some unique factors 

affected the production of mezzotint portraiture in Dublin. In Ireland, the estimated 

price of imported printing paper during the 1740s was at the consistently low rate of 

two shillings and four pence per ream, and it remained at this rate for the following 

forty years.
762

 Compared with the prices of paper later on in the century, there is a 

substantial difference; Pollard estimated that after 1783 the rate was raised to six 

shillings and eight pence per ream. The substantially cheaper manufacturing costs in 

Dublin may have created a greater opportunity and incentive for mezzotint or single-

sheet production to occur. Nonetheless, imported paper of a much higher quality was 

also easily available in Dublin, and was most likely the kind of paper used for the 

majority of Irish mezzotint reproduction.
763

 For the most part the paper industry in 

Ireland was, according to Munter, an “infant Irish industry” that had developed in 

response to the growth of print production in England. However, by the mid-

eighteenth century the domestic paper industry in Ireland was being actively 

encouraged by the Dublin Society with the intention of fostering competitiveness 

between Irish and England commodities:  

In the first half of the eighteenth century, a good deal of effort was 

expended to develop an Irish paper industry. Its immediate purpose 

was certainly to gain a monopoly of the local market. Ultimately, the 

                                                 
760

 Wilson’s Dublin Directory (1752): 23; also, Indian Alley can be identified on Rocque’s map of 

Dublin (1756), adjacent to Samuel Fuller’s address on Meath Street (see Apendix 1 and map). 
761

 See the appendix in Pollard, Dictionary. 
762

 Pollard, Dublin’s Trade in Books, 114.  
763

 For the purpose of this study I conducted a technical qualitative investigation using a selection of 

mezzotint prints within the NLI collection; this will be dealt with in detail further on.  
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hope was to furnish the English market also with Irish paper of good 

quality but made at less expense, due to cheap Irish costs.
764

  

 But the general promotion and support of Irish goods by this point was 

commonly expressed in the newspaper advertisements as a patriotic act. Many 

mezzotint engravers made frequent reference to the financial benefits to be gained 

within Ireland by encouraging and supporting specifically “Irish” mezzotints, 

sentiments that were often followed by bold assertions of the superiority of 

production. But Phillips refers scathingly to the failure of the Irish paper industry to 

become truly competitive throughout the century. He suggests that despite consistent 

support from the Dublin Society, the papermakers themselves were to blame for 

lacking the drive to succeed independently: 

While the intention behind such grants was the best, it made of the 

industry a government fostered one, and created of its makers a group 

of spoiled children, who were always appealing to Mother Hibernia 

for help in some form or other.
765

 

Regardless of Phillips’ criticisms, Brooks’ reference to Irish paper in the 

production of mezzotint is important in the history of domestically-produced single-

sheet printmaking in Ireland during the 1740s. Indeed, the indirect influence of the 

emerging Dublin paper trade is often present in the surrounding advertisements that 

appeared at the same time, and will be discussed further on. However, within many 

advertisements the influence of foreign paper imports is evident. For instance, in 

1745 an advertisement appeared for paper “of various kinds for writing, Printing, 

Lapping, etc”, imported from France and Holland and sold at the Sugar House 

Dublin by James McCullan.
766

 Another paperseller named Patrick Swiny, a merchant 

operating near the Linen Hall on Ann Street, also imported French and Dutch writing 

and printing paper.
767

 Similarly, at his print and fan shop on Nicholas Street, Thomas 

Silcock advertised that as well as selling a large number of Italian, French and 

English prints, he also sold “Fine French Gold paper just imported” for medals, thus 

indicating the extent of the market for imported goods such as paper.
768

 Furthermore, 
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 Munter, History of the Irish Newspaper, 45. 
765

 Phillips, Printing and Bookselling in Dublin, 169. 
766

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 1-4 June 1745.  
767

 Esdall’s Newsletter, 23 November 1749.  
768

 Esdall’s Newsletter, 13 June 1750. 
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in advertisements for mezzotint both Brooks and Miller frequently referred to their 

apprenticeship under Dutch master-mezzotint engraver, John Faber Junior. Despite 

the growth of the domestic goods and paper industry, it would seem that reference to 

foreign sources was still, at least to some extent, important in the marketing of both 

papermaking and other artistic endeavours.
769

     

iii. The Dublin Society Premiums for Papermaking 

Petitions were nonetheless presented to the Irish parliament in 1719 by 

William Lake of Rathfarnham (of the White Papermaking Company), and again in 

1721 by Daniel Ashworth and Thomas Turner. These papermakers were seeking 

encouragement for the production of superior paper in Ireland, which would be sold 

at a cheaper rate and in line with the quality of foreign paper.
770

 These campaigns 

were not successful in securing any financial aid until Joseph Slator’s second petition 

in 1737. According to Phillips, Slator’s success was due to the timely advantage of 

having existed when support for Irish papermaking was at a high. However, Slator 

also demonstrated the strength of individual business acumen through his consistent 

production of quality paper. These petitions are still important earlier attempts to 

raise the issue of domestic production in this field. Inspiration probably came from 

the writings of public figures, such as George Berkeley and Arthur Dobbs, who were 

sympathetic to the development of the domestic paper industry. For example, Dobbs 

had published his Essay on the Trade and Improvement of Ireland in 1728. By this 

stage Slator’s own proven professionalism and experience as a master papermaker 

paved the way for the establishment of other Irish mills. In 1738, Samuel Madden 

publically called on the Dublin Society to award more funding towards the Irish 

papermaking industry for the economic benefit of Ireland:  

Paper is another Manufacture that we might easily nurse up here, not 

only to the saving us several thousand pounds every year, which we 

send to Holland for it, but if our merchants wou’d heartily engage in 

it, we might make enough of it for the market in England.
771

  

 

                                                 
769

 See Historical Context (2). 
770

 Phillips, Printing and Bookselling in Dublin, 167-8. 
771

 Madden, Reflections and Resolutions Proper for the Gentlemen of Ireland. 
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Fig. 50. The title page of Madden's Letter to the Dublin Society (1739) containing a symbolic 

gesture of being printed on Irish paper. 

Madden pointedly noted that his pamphlet was also printed on Irish paper.
772

 

From 1747 onwards premiums were granted for papermaking, and the Society 

requested that the adjudication was to be made by Dublin booksellers. In 1749, 

awards for the production of white paper and “for building the most complete mills” 

were granted to Slator at Rathfarnham (£15), Michael McDonnell in Tallaght (£25) 

along with Joseph Sexton in Limerick (£40) and Daniel Blow in Belfast (£20).773 In 

the early 1750s there was also a premium of two guineas granted to Richard 

Matthewson of the Ballsbridge mill for the original production of “sugar loaf” blue 

paper.  However, the extent to which the book trade utilised the Irish papermakers is 

debatable. Munter states that despite these supportive premiums, Dutch paper was 

still the most popular choice for book and copperplate printing in Ireland.
774

 But 

these awards did generate some degree of self-sufficiency in Irish papermaking. 

They also encouraged the development of supplementary and interrelated industries, 

such as single-sheet production. The awards may also have influenced the Dublin 

mezzotint engravers. As Phillips writes:  

the society attempted to stimulate the artisans who supplied the 

equipment of the industry as well as the industry itself. In addition to 

encouraging those who supplied the technical equipment, the society 

encouraged those who supplied the raw materials.
775

  

Moreover, during the eighteenth century there was a great demand for linen 

rags for papermaking.
776

 In 1746 a notice from the Dublin Society appeared referring 
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773
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774
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775
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776
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to the collection of rags for papermaking in Ireland.
777

 This notice serves to illustrate 

the vibrant supplementary industry surrounding the production of paper outside the 

mills; indeed, it was claimed that money could be made through the collection of 

linen rags (figure 51).  

 

Fig. 51. Notice for the collection of rags for papermaking (Faulkner's Dublin Journal, 2-5 

August 1746). 

The notice encourages each household to contain a “rag-bag” claiming that 

the collection of rags “will be some benefit to every house, a help to the poor, and 

encourage the making of paper to the advantage of the kingdom”.
778

 Whether or not 

this scheme did in fact offer financial help to the poor is unsubstantiated, but the 

language used in this notice suggests that there was a growing collective concern for 

the social potential of a home industry. With regard to the quantity of rags collected 

at this time, Berry notes that about 5000 lbs were gathered each week, bought by the 

larger paper mills such as Slator’s of Templeogue and McDonnell’s of Tallaght.779 In 

the context of these premiums, it is no wonder that Brooks made reference to an Irish 

paper source in his mezzotint advertisements. 
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 For example, see A List of Premiums promised by the Dublin Society for the year 1746 printed in 

Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 2-5 August 1746.  
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Fig. 52. This is a section of a Linen board notice, illustrated here to indicate scale on the three-

column news page; this notice offered similar premiums for linen manufacturing (Faulkner’s 

Dublin Journal, 18-22 Nov 1746). 

iv. Dublin Group References to Paper 

 In May 1742, Brooks advertised the subscription for a mezzotint portrait of 

Hugh Boulter after the Irish artist, Francis Bindon,
780

 specifying that his 

reproduction would be printed on “superfine Royal Irish Paper”.
781

 It is possible that 

Brooks was referring to Irish paper made in the Slator mill, which by then was 

already supplying some Dublin printers and booksellers with printing paper.
782

 

Moreover, Brooks also applied for a Dublin Society premium in 1741 for the 

introduction of mezzotint into Ireland but was rejected by Dr Madden.
783

 On account 

of this factor, Brooks may have had a stronger commercial incentive for the 

inclusion of this reference to his paper source. In some ways the advertisement can 

be read as an attempt by Brooks to heighten his chances of being awarded future 

premiums by placing a deliberate emphasis on his specific association with Irish-

based manufacture.  Also, the reference to Irish paper reflects the availability of a 

                                                 
780

 One month earlier a notice appeared within the Dublin Mercury (20-24 April 1742) detailing the 

successful exhibition of Bindon’s portrait at the Work House, along with the announcement that a 
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suitable local source; effective mezzotint print production requires paper that can 

hold as much detail as possible.
784

 Brooks’ use of Irish paper could be seen as an 

acknowledgement of the growing high standard of white paper production in Dublin 

at this time. Furthermore, he noted that only a limited number of impressions would 

be taken of this print. This suggests the exclusivity of the portrait sitter, as well as 

the quality of his mezzotint reproduction. The “limited edition” aspect of this 

production was also integrated with the print subscription terms:  

No other Person can have the Print but those who subscribe, in order 

that they may have such Prints as are of the first Impression; and 

when a sufficient Number is taken off to serve the Subscribers, the 

Plate will be gilt.
785

 

Technically, this may have been done for practical reasons; the quality of the 

mezzotint impression diminishes after a certain amount of pressings. However, this 

suggests a sense of exclusivity in the sale of the mezzotint. Indeed, mezzotint 

reproduction print was at that time a relatively new commodity on the Irish market, 

and one that was only known because of English and European examples.786  

Although most advertisements for mezzotint mainly focus on the quality and 

neatness of the finished product, in other examples the quality of the paper was 

important. For instance, within a Dublin advertisement that Brooks issued from 

London (1746) the engraver specified that the impressions of his two mezzotints 

would be “printed on the best Paper”.
787

 Some years after this point, one of Brooks’ 

apprentices, London-based Charles Spooner, also advertised that his mezzotint of 

Anthony Malone would be “printed on a superfine paper”.
788

 Although this portrait 

was produced in London, it is important to note that in this advertisement Irish 

subscribers were being targeted by the engraver. This reference to superfine paper 

indicates that the quality of mezzotint printing was being defined through the 
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strategic specification of the paper on which these portraits were printed. This is 

important as it demonstrates the engraver’s determination to emphasise the superior 

quality of every aspect of his production. Arguably, the confidence expressed here 

was a marketing device employed to create a contrast between the Irish engravers’ 

work and a lower standard of mezzotint production in England from before that time. 

 The encouragement of manufacturing high quality paper by the Dublin 

Society may have inspired the emphasis that Brooks and Spooner were giving to the 

paper source used for mezzotint production after their move to London.  Although 

Brooks’ advertisement in 1746 was targeted towards a Dublin audience, the 

engraver’s reference to paper quality may also have been a feature of the Dublin 

engravers’ collective self-marketing within London, given the expansion of the Irish 

paper trade at that time. The inclusion of the print size within advertisements also 

shows that the print was most likely framed. This type of reference may indicate how 

a mezzotint portrait functioned within the market. But these references are also 

suggestive of the dynamic nature of the print-shop during the 1740s. For example, in 

one advertisement Miller stated that as well as making and selling the prints (“after 

the neatest and best manner, and at the most reasonable rates”) he also offers the 

service of framing and glazing.
789

 The same services were advertised by Brooks 

some years earlier in 1744, when he publicly announced his relocation to Cork 

Hill.
790

 Similarly, Ford provided a variety of different services, which included 

printing, framing and glazing.
791

 Indeed, Brooks, Miller and Ford understood the 

commercial value of offering such services to the potential clients who bought 

reproductions in mezzotint.   

v. Paper Size  

The size of mezzotints which were produced in Dublin varied, but it is 

recognised that the Dublin Group did produce particularly large-sized prints after 

their establishment in London.
792

 Ford also referred to the availability of the large 

format in mezzotint in Dublin. In one example, he mentions the size of a print being 
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seventeen by twenty-three inches (almost “large” size dimensions) for a double 

mezzotint portrait of William III and General Schomberg.
793

 In another example, a 

dual portrait was to be printed “in one Plate, the same Size Print exactly (for the 

Convenience of Furniture) with that of Oliver Cromwell and General Lambert”.
794

 In 

one of Miller’s earlier mezzotint proposals (1743) the size is included in relation to 

the subscription for the twelve heads of named “Royal and other illustrious persons”. 

Miller’s use of the word “heads” indicates that these prints would be engraved as 

life-sized portrait busts.
795

 The engraver specified that each plate would be fourteen 

by ten inches, the size of the classic posture format commonly used for portraiture. 

This type of print often included an engraved oval frame that would make it suitable 

for framing. In 1749, Miller advertised a whole length mezzotint of Charles Lucas at 

twenty by fourteen inches in size, exactly double the length of the earlier format he 

used.
796

 This larger size probably reflects the functionality of the print portrait itself, 

which may have been designed for public display, sometimes in taverns, as a tool of 

political propaganda.
797

 However, the larger-sized format (if presumed to have been 

for framing purposes) was also suitable for private print collections. The fashion of 

obtaining furniture pictures within a domestic household setting had by the middle of 

the eighteenth century included the consumption of prints as home furnishings. 

These larger sized prints indicate the growing appreciation for printed portraits as 

artworks or objets d’art.   

Brooks’ Hugh Boulter print was twenty-one by sixteen inches.
798

 The size of 

this particular print is closest to what Hunter identifies as “Middle-Hand” or twenty-

two by sixteen inches.799 In 1743, Brooks also advertised a mezzotint of King George 

II on horseback, specifying that each plate would be twenty-three by sixteen 

inches.
800

 Occasionally, Brooks also printed in a large size of twenty-eight by 

seventeen inches, which indicates the mezzotint engraver was moving toward a 

much larger portrait print format. The decision to use this larger size may be related 
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to the growing market for larger artworks in the conversational and exterior portrait 

painting manner, which was being championed by Royal Academy painters at this 

time.
801

  

Aside from portraits, other single-sheet print advertisements in Dublin during 

the 1740s refer to the paper size and type. For instance, in 1746 “Fifteen Perspective 

Views and a large Plan of the Gardens at Stowe in Buckinghamshire” were engraved 

by Barnard Baron after the French painter Rigaud and printed on “Grand Eagle 

Paper”.
802

 This was the standard size used for drawing paper.
803

 Although this 

collection was advertised in Dublin, the views were to be printed and sold in London 

by a number of different printsellers, including T. Bowles (St Paul’s Churchyard), J. 

Bowles (Cornhill), C. Hitch (Pater-Noster Row), and W.M. Toms (Union Court, 

Holburn).
804  

These views were advertised as being “formally sold at Four Guineas in 

sheets, may now be had at two guineas in sheets”, which suggests that there was a 

reduction in the price for the Dublin market. There was also some novelty attached 

to the sale of these prints:  

Mr Bridgman being desirous to exhibit to the public these fine 

gardens procured (at a very great expense) that celebrated artist in 

perspectives, Mons. Rigaud, to come over from Paris, to draw the 

several views on the spot, and employ Mons. Bernard Baron to 

engrave the same, which for the grandeur and delicacy of the 

performance exceeds any thing hitherto attempted of the kind.
805

  

There was no known Dublin vendor for these views at this time. But the 

earlier landscape views by Brooks and Miller would indicate that by the 1740s a 

market for this type of print was growing in Dublin. The advertisement notes that 

these prints “cost Mr. Bridgman upwards of £2400”, and that the production of the 

views were closely linked to their engraved versions, which indicates that the 

engraved reproductions were almost as important as the originals. This example 

shows a definite appeal to the single-sheet print buying market in Dublin.  
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There were a number of other advertisements throughout the 1740s which 

contextualise the significance of imported paper within the Irish printed goods 

market. Of particular interest is the trend of naming the Dutch paper sources as this 

was indeed an important selling point. From the 1730s until roughly 1752 this 

practice in advertising was common, particularly within notices for book 

publications.
806

 References to imported paper were also advertised at this time in 

publications such as The Lady’s Drawing Room, which was printed and sold by 

booksellers F. Kinnier on Fishamble Street and A. Long on Essex Bridge. This 

notice came with the specification that The Lady’s Drawing Room would be “printed 

on a fine Dutch paper”.
807

 There was also the publication of  TRUTH in a MASK by 

Rev. Mr. Philip Skelton (published by George Faulkner in 1746) which was “most 

beautifully printed on a new Elzivir Type and fine Dutch Paper in a neat Pocket 

Volume”, and sold for a British half-crown.
808

 Therefore, references to Dutch or 

continental paper was indeed part of the marketing strategy for such items, and an 

indication that the bookseller was willing to invest in the superiority of printing for 

specialist publications. In terms of book publications, this concern is frequently 

noted throughout the Dublin newspapers during the 1740s. 

vi. Book Publishing and Paper 

The importance of paper specification is reflected within many 

advertisements that were directed towards all echelons of the book market. For 

example, in 1745 there was a proposal for subscriptions to a new edition of Milton’s 

Paradise Lost which was printed for six shillings on “very fine paper”.
809

 During the 

1740s, some advertisements directly specify that there is a close association between 

the Irish reprint and the English edition of a text. For example, in 1742 Cases in 

Equity during the time of the late Lord Chancellor Talbot was sold for twelve 

shillings (bound and printed on fine paper), but it was also noted that it would run 

“page for page with the London edition”.
810

 There were also a variety of popular 

adventure and travel books on the market in Ireland. Publications such as The 

                                                 
806

 Phillips, Printing and Bookselling in Dublin, 176. 
807

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 2-5 Aug 1746. 
808

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 6-9 Sept 1746. 
809

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 16-19 Nov 1745. 
810

 Dublin Mercury, July 1742. 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

260 

 

Modern Storyteller, or, General Entertainer also often included references to the 

paper source and variety.
811

 These popular books were frequently advertised with 

varying options for their formatting and paper quality, which gives an interesting 

perspective on the diversity within the targeted readership. Although white paper 

was commonly used for book and copperplate printing, there were also some cheaper 

books printed on blue or brown paper. These paper sheets were usually made from 

inferior rags and would have mostly been used for functional printing purposes.
812

 

However, at the lower end of the market (particularly in travel accounts) some 

chapbook publications were printed on blue paper, most likely in order to keep the 

costs of manufacturing and sale cost to a low level. For example, The Merry 

Traveller (published by E. Rider, on George’s Lane) was “sewn in blue paper” and 

sold cheaply for one shilling and one penny.
813

 More expensive titles that refer to 

paper included a notice for Colonel Jacque, which was “printed on a good Paper and 

neat letter, price two British Shillings”.
814

  In this advertisement there is also a 

reference to the quality and neatness of the printing, which seems to have been used 

in this instance as justification for the higher price. This point indicates that the 

bookseller was appealing to those who could afford the higher cost for neatness, and 

thus purchase a higher quality of printing.  

The differences between pricing – particularly in relation to books that were 

“sewn” and “neatly bound” –  deserves some consideration, especially in terms of 

the type of clientele that was being targeted. For example, in an advertisement for 

The Adventures of Peregrine Pickle by Tobias Smollett there are options to purchase 

this publication at six shillings and six pence (sewn) or three half-crowns (neatly 

bound).
815

 It is likely that the sewn version was aimed towards a lower-class 

readership. However, the neatly bound option was probably directed towards those 

who sought to purchase such books as editions for private collections, usually within 

domestic personal libraries, or for those who wanted a uniform binding of their own 

design. There was also evidence of the smaller, octavo format which was commonly 

used by the Dublin booksellers at this time, which cut down on the costs of paper. As 
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previously discussed, the Irish reprint book trade flourished in this period when 

Dublin printers began to undercut the London prices. Part of the reason for this was 

linked to the relatively low Irish import and excise duties which were set at twelve 

pence until 1759.
816

 However, there were indeed other features of the reprint trade 

which might explain the rivalry between the Dublin book trade and London. Pollard 

notes that:  

The real cost-cutting came not so much from the lower price of paper 

in Dublin as from the Dublin printers’ more economical use of it. For 

reprints they made do with inferior paper, printed few copies, and 

above all used a smaller format than that of the original edition: 

savings on paper were considerable.
817

   

In other advertisements, the references to paper can be noted in general 

terms. In 1746 the publication of Sallast (the fifth of the Latin Classics in Pocket 

Volumes by John Hawkey on Grafton Street) was to be sold at the address “where 

young Gentlemen are boarding & instructed in the Greek & Latin Tongues”.
818

 

Hawkey also mentions that there were some remainder sets of the classics available 

on Royal paper, sold at Six British Shillings a volume. The significance of book-

formatting practices in terms of single-sheet printmaking can be noted in the extent 

to which the printers of Dublin during this time placed careful consideration on 

binding and printing. This specific marketing tactic is evident when booksellers were 

advertising to the general public through the newspapers. When it comes to 

mezzotint portraiture, it is no wonder that the Dublin Group engravers adapted 

similar marketing strategies when advertising their single-sheets, alongside such 

newspaper notices from members of the Dublin book trade. Brooks’ use of Irish 

paper for mezzotint reproduction creates interesting speculations on the motives of 

the printmaker as well as the demands of the Irish print market.  
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Watermark Investigation 

This qualitative and preliminary investigation aims to offer insight into the 

possible paper sources used by the Dublin Group in Ireland during the 1740s. There 

are certain aspects of Brooks’ public announcement in 1742 (in which he claimed to 

be printing a portrait on “super-fine Irish paper”) that encourages further discussion 

on the motivations of such proclamations, given the expansion of the Irish paper 

industry at that time. In particular, there appears to be a greater concern for the 

outward perception – or at least the public announcement – of Brooks’ use of an 

Irish paper source, rather than what was actually used for printing. This factor raises 

many questions regarding the demands of the market during the 1740s, as well as the 

ways in which this printmaker had chosen certain marketing tactics in the 

advertisement of his print. However, as this is only a preliminary investigation, it is 

difficult to fully ascertain whether or not there was indeed any truth to Brooks’ 

public assertion. It is hoped that this research will extend a discussion surrounding 

mezzotint portraiture reproduction practices in Dublin during the 1740s, and thus 

facilitate and inspire further research in this area. 

 

Fig. 53. Brooks’ advertisement for the subscription of his Hugh Boulter portrait (Dublin 

Mercury, 4-8 May 1742).  
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In 1742, Brooks issued an advertisement for a mezzotint portrait of Hugh 

Boulter, in which he outlined a sale through subscription.
819

 Within the first 

paragraph there is a direct notification that the print is to be printed on “superfine 

Royal Irish Paper”, and this point is followed with a note bene relating to how the 

first batch of impressions taken off the plate will be given exclusively to the 

subscribers.820 Brooks is also careful to mention that the plate will be “gilt” after an 

adequate number of impressions have been printed from this plate. All of the above 

suggests that this print was not intended to be sold extensively throughout the Dublin 

market, but rather sold to an exclusive and particular subscribing clientele. In other 

words Brooks was exercising a degree of quality control in honour of his potential 

subscribers for the prints. Furthermore, the engraver mentions that the “subscriber’s 

names will be printed, and given with the print gratis”. This act demonstrates that 

Brooks had expected that the subscribers would take pleasure in having their names 

publicly printed and distributed, and therefore fully associated with both the sitter 

and the mezzotint portrait.        

The portrait itself was of the Lord Primate, Hugh Boulter, and it was 

reproduced after an original painting made by Irish artist, Francis Bindon. Although 

Brooks is the sole name associated with the print throughout his advertisements, 

there is reason to suspect that the engraving may have in fact been the work of either 

McArdell or Miller; the impression contains the word “excudit” after Brooks’ name 

on the publication line, thus suggesting that he may have been either the printer or 

the engraver, but not unequivocally one or the other.
821

 The advertisement also refers 

to the forthcoming portraits of several “worthy Gentlemen of this Kingdom” 

including the Baron Wainwright, Dr. Samuel Madden, Sir Samuel Cook, Cornelius 

Callaghan, and Lord Bishop of Elphin (Edward Synge III).   
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In order to conduct a brief investigation into the actual source of paper which 

was used by the engravers, a small sample of mezzotint prints, which dated between 

c. 1742 and 1750, were closely examined.822 This research resulted in the discovery 

of a number of watermarks. However, the focus in this analysis will be on the 

Boulter portrait as a primary example because of Brooks’ deliberate reference to the 

paper source. Also, the availability of the actual print to which he was referring made 

this example useful for the investigation; the NLI has two portraits of Hugh Boulter 

which are attributed to the Dublin Group engravers; there is one three quarter-length 

and one full-length portrait after Bindon that has been confirmed by the department 

as the image referred to in Brooks’ advertisement.823 The version illustrated here is 

dated 1742 on the publication line, and lists Brooks as the seller from his address on 

Isaac Newton’s Head, Cork Hill.
824

  

 

Fig. 54. This is the detail within the publication line of the full-length Hugh Boulter print (NLI). 

An examination of this print under a light-box revealed that the paper has a 

marking of a fleur-de-lis (or a Strasburg bend and lily) underneath which there is a 

crest with three diagonal lines (figure 55). Within Phillips’ chapter on paper there is 

a very similar watermark which he has dated 1730, 1735, and 1746 – interestingly, 

Phillips refers to this watermark as being of Dutch origin.
825

 There were two other 

watermarks out of the nine examined that contained very similar Fleur-de-lis 

watermarks: McArdell’s portrait of John Armstrong (c. 1748), and another clearly 

visible example, Miller’s portrait of Charles Lucas (1747). Some of the other 
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watermarks contained some indistinguishable letters. However, also examined was 

another print by Brooks of John Abernethy from 1741 that contained a watermark 

similar to those associated with the famous French papermaker, Jean Villedary (that 

is, it contains what looks like the letter I). 

 

Fig. 55. This is a section of the Boulter print, showing evidence of a fleur-de-lis watermark 

(NLI). 

Returning to the main example (figure 55), this investigation poses some 

interesting questions within regard to Brooks’ production of the Boulter mezzotint 

portrait. Brooks’ note, that only a limited number of prints would be taken off his 

plate (along with his promise that the portrait would be printed using an Irish paper) 

suggests a contradiction. Indeed, under close physical examination, there is a strong 

chance that Dutch paper was used instead of an Irish paper variety, but this does not 

rule out the possibility that Irish paper may have been used for printing at an earlier 

or later stage.
826

 However, what does this revelation suggest about the reference to 

paper contained in Brooks’ advertisement? Although it is possible that a later 

printing could have occurred (such as the British Museum examples illustrate), there 

are two possibilities regarding the paper source identified and advertised. The first is 

that for some reason Irish paper was never used at all, despite the apparent intentions 
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of Brooks as claimed in the notice. This possibility would suggest that there was a 

lack of adequate or high quality Irish paper for Brooks at the time of publishing.
827

 

However, the second and perhaps most interesting possibility is that Brooks 

deliberately and publicly making a false claim as to his use of Irish paper.
828

 What 

this second possibility presents, therefore, is some potentially revealing insights into 

the advertising practices of Dublin traders (and in this case the mezzotint engravers) 

during the mid-eighteenth century context. In essence, should the language of these 

advertisements really be read as truthful, or does the common practice of 

deceitfulness and puffery – which was prevalent in newspaper advertising at that 

time – apply when reading public notices describing the actual print production? In 

other words, would the public announcement of having used an Irish paper source be 

of greater importance to Brooks in 1742 than delivering the actual product that was 

being advertised? Either way, the context of Dublin industry and the encouragement 

of the Irish paper industry by the Dublin Society must be taken into consideration 

when interpreting this advertisement. But what could this mean for the print 

investigation in the general sense, and why would Brooks be dishonest about his use 

of an Irish paper source, especially within the relatively small vicinity of Dublin? 

One possible suggestion is that Brooks was referring to “superfine Royal Irish 

paper” as a means of attracting the reader. Therefore, this advertisement should be 

seen within the broader cultural context of the Dublin Society, and writers such as 

Samuel Madden’s advocacy for goods and services of Irish manufacture, including 

paper. By making such claims in a public arena, Brooks was probably attempting to 

tap into the domestic market that was interested in supporting local manufacture. In 

this sense, Irish-made mezzotint was being juxtaposed with Irish-made paper. 

Brooks’ also made reference to a forthcoming portrait of Samuel Madden, which 

appeared within the same advertisement. This indicates that the engraver may have 

had at least an indirect connection with the Dublin Society. Could these two features 

of the advertisement suggest the printmaker’s contrived attempt to orchestrate a 

connection the culture of improvement and industrial promotion during the 1740s?  
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In terms of the investigation, it is also possible that Brooks had simply 

considered the Dutch paper to be of better quality. But the reference to Irish paper 

suggests that the paper source this was an important feature of the marketing process. 

Further and more extensive investigation into the field of eighteenth-century Irish 

paper is necessary in order to respond fully to some of these speculations. Most 

paper sources of medium quality contained watermarks, but many lower quality 

sheets did not contain any marks at all.829 Therefore, the inclusion of these marks on 

the mezzotint examples shows that these engravers had deliberately chosen paper 

sources that were appropriate for high quality printing. The appearance of possibly 

Dutch and French watermarks within these Dublin Group mezzotint prints has 

implications with regard to the Irish paper trade during the mid-eighteenth century 

period. By the time that the Dublin mezzotint engravers were established, Irish 

papermaking had vastly improved in quality and production. Superior mezzotint 

reproduction technically required the use of paper of higher quality which was 

necessary for the print to be able to absorb as much ink as possible. Therefore, it is 

significant that there were already a number of Dublin Society premiums being 

awarded to encourage the quality of Irish paper. In terms of the advertising practices 

at least, an exploratory link between the premiums and the success of mezzotint 

production in Dublin during the 1740s may be established. Evidently, the engravers 

and book printers alike had access to imported Dutch and French paper. It is 

nevertheless important that from an early stage in his career Brooks chose to refer to 

the use of Irish paper within the public announcement of his reproductions. The 

incentives behind Brooks’ intriguing paper reference may well broadly reflect the 

general campaign for the improvement of home industry at the time of advertising. 

But there was also perhaps a broader agenda underlying Brooks’ decision to 

encourage the consumption of Irish manufacture; this reference (along with many 

others) to Irish manufacture consequently reflects an unconcealed competition with 

“foreign” and perhaps English varieties. The evidence suggests, particularly through 

Samuel Madden’s campaigning, that by the 1740s the Dublin Society had recognised 

this development within the Dublin luxury market.
830

 Therefore, the print and 

specialist luxury goods trade of Dublin would have been motivated in great part by 
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the lure of the financial benefit which could be gained from native-based 

manufacture. In other words, the premiums which were awarded for Irish 

manufacture in general – and most particularly in the manufacturing of paper – 

would also have helped to foster a growing competitiveness within the Dublin goods 

market internally, as well as having the potential for placing Dublin more directly 

within the European economic arena. Overall the unique context of paper 

manufacturing in Ireland, and the incentives which drove its rapid development from 

the mid eighteenth century, deserves further consideration beyond this preliminary 

study. Substantial research on eighteenth-century Irish paper sources for mezzotint is 

still needed, and comparative research on all available impressions of the Boulter 

print is necessary in order to complete this study. According to Sheila O’Connell 

(Prints & Drawing curator, British Museum) two impressions of this print within the 

British Museum collection also have what appears to be Strasburg bend and lily 

watermarks. Although largely impractical for this investigation, it would be ideal to 

closely examine all known versions of this print within various international 

collections, and to compare all watermarks using a light-box and ultra violet 

photography.  
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Chapter six: Brooks’ Mezzotint Proposal and Subscribers’ List 

In 1742 Brooks advertised an ambitious proposal for one hundred portraits in 

mezzotint of “the most eminent Lords, Gentlemen and Ladies of this Kingdom”, 

which he sold in Dublin by subscription.
831

 The most remarkable aspect of this 

scheme was not however the execution of the actual portraits.
832

 There is a notable 

contrast to be found between the assurances made by Brooks within this proposal 

and the actual completion and success of the plan itself: Strickland claimed that only 

approximately half of the proposed one-hundred plates had been subscribed for, and 

that even less than this were executed.
833

 At the time in which Dictionary of Irish 

Artists was published (1913), the author assumed that Brooks’ scheme had not been 

fully completed. However, more named subscribers have been discovered through 

this extensive newspaper investigation. With this contrast in mind, how does the 

publishing history of this advertisement, as well as the content therein, illustrate the 

earlier cultural circumstances of Brooks’ experience as a mezzotint printmaker in 

Dublin? Furthermore, how did Brooks seek to exploit a potential market for single-

sheet mezzotint portraiture through the use of a subscription sale method that was 

principally borrowed from book publishing? This notice, including a frequently 

updated subscription list, was published in the Dublin Mercury for several months 

commencing on approximately 4-8 May up until 21-25 September. From 28 

September 1742 Thomas Bacon published it in the Dublin Gazette, which replaced 

the Dublin Mercury from that point onwards.834 For this discussion all available 

newspaper issues in which the advertisement appears were examined, and particular 

attention was paid to any changes made to the subscription listing in the Dublin 

Mercury. Eighteenth names appear on the shortest available list in the Dublin 

Mercury (starting from 4-8 May 1742), and the longest list in the Dublin Mercury 

contains forty-five names (appeared an estimated sixteen times from 27 July-3 

August until 21-25 Sept 1742). After this point the advertisement appears about 

                                                 
831

 The proposal was a long-term scheme for the completion of one-hundred plates in mezzotint which 

would be produced in batches of ten plates per year, and at a subscription of half an English Crown 

per plate. 
832

 An examination of the existing Dublin Group prints revealed that only a small number of these 

portraits have survived or can be directly linked to the subscribers (and it is possible that many were 

not completed at all). 
833

 Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 102-104. 
834

 Brooks’ advertisement continued to be printed within the Dublin Gazette until 23-27 November 

1742; this paper was authorised by the government; see Munter, A Hand-list of Irish Newspapers, 25. 
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sixteen times in the Dublin Gazette, with eighty-five names counted on the final 

printing (overall, four names were briefly listed but later removed making the total of 

possible subscribers eighty-eight).
835

 In all examples the names of the subscribers 

appear consistently in two columns underneath the proposal (figure 56). Although 

the list was not alphabetised or numbered, Brooks’ subscription inventory was 

updated or altered on at least ten separate occasions, mostly with the addition of new 

names that were placed at the bottom of the right column.
836

 However, some 

additions were made to the list which do not follow this pattern consistently, and as a 

result are of particular interest for this study. The existence of such anomalies 

provokes many crucial bibliographical questions relating to the mechanisms used in 

the single-sheet subscription process, as well as to the speculative relationships 

between the engraver, the subscribers, and the newspaper publisher. Moreover, 

Brooks’ subscription list gives direct insight into the consumption of single-sheet 

portraiture in Ireland. A close examination of the identifiable subscriber names can 

indeed be useful in exploring the make-up of the mezzotint portrait market in Dublin 

during the early 1740s.  

 

 

Fig. 56. This is the appearance of forty subscriptions for the proposal (Dublin Mercury, 13-17 

July 1742). 

 

                                                 
835

 Dublin Gazette, 26-30 Oct 1742. 
836

 Most printed subscription formats would include an alphabetised and numbered system; see F.J. G. 

Robinson and P. J. Wallis, A Preliminary Guide to Book Subscription Lists Part 1, Pre 1801, 

(Newcastle upon Tyne: University of Newcastle upon Tyne, 1972) 7 [hereafter: Robinson and Wallis, 

Preliminary Guide to Book Subscription Lists]. 
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i. The Function of the Mezzotint Subscription List 

The decision to print the subscriber names as an updated list in successive 

newspaper issues was probably an additional element in Brooks’ marketing strategy. 

Moreover, the decision to use a subscription method for mezzotint encouraged 

greater efficiency in production by catering for a specific market. This method of 

sale also avoided the complete financial control of the larger printsellers; proposals 

of this kind granted autonomy to an individual engraver and printmaker (usually the 

plate owner) who could then print images on demand. In this sense, the subscription 

practices of the mezzotint printmakers were conducted much in the same way that 

book subscription plans gave financial independence to the professional author, 

exemplified by authors like Richardson and Pope.
837

 Yet the frequency with which 

the list was updated implies that there may also have been alternative incentives 

beyond the functional purpose of having the entire subscriber names publicly printed 

within the advertisement. In a study of the composer James Nares’ subscription list 

from 1747, Margaret Seares considers the possibility that there were indeed other 

likely motives on the part of the subscribers. These motives relate to the construction 

of public associations with particular names on the list. In this case, Seares suggests 

that the list was used by new musicians as a means of cultivating professional 

relationships and associations with established composers.
838

 A similar speculation 

can be made with regard to the function of (and thus public attraction to) Brooks’ 

mezzotint subscription list.
839

 One possibility is that some of the subscribers used 

this mezzotint proposal as a means of social status enhancement, and thus the printed 

list could symbolise the mid-eighteenth century consumer’s pursuit of upward 

mobility. Certainly, the consistent public presence of Brooks’ list, especially in a 

widely disseminated periodical format, allowed the lesser-known subscribers to 

easily construct a visual or outward association with some prominent personages and 

the social elite of the day. Names such as “Kildare” – although only alluded to 

                                                 
837

 Changes in literary patronage during the eighteenth century indeed strengthened the commercial 

relationship between booksellers, publishers, and authors, but patronage through subscription also 

gave the authors greater access to the public arena (Brewer, “Authors, Publishers and Literary 

Culture,” 324-326). 
838

 Margaret Seares, “The Composer and the Subscriber: a Case Study from the 18
th

 Century,” Early 

Music 39.1 (2011): 65-78, Oxford Journals Online, web, 29 October 2013. 
839

 The details of the subscribers will be closely explored further on. 
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without detailed specification – possessed the necessary cultural capital to perhaps 

enhance the social reputation of those names which appeared alongside them.
840

 It is 

also possible that vanity may have played a role in the presence of some of the 

subscriber names; the public appearance of being able to afford a luxury portrait 

subscription would have given social credence to subscribers from the emerging 

gentry and professional mercantile class. Indeed there are a number of names on the 

list, such as bookseller George Faulkner, drawn from this class. But aside from 

speculative incentives for the subscriber, what were the motives behind Brooks’ 

decision to publish this advertisement and subscriber list for several months in 1742? 

Furthermore, what possible reason would this engraver have had to use the Dublin 

Mercury? 

The publication of Brooks’ proposal is in itself reflective of common 

marketing strategies employed by members of the print trade at this time. The 

recurrence of the advertisement and subscription list over several months also 

indicates Brooks’ socio-economic status during the early 1740s, particularly at the 

point in which he returned to Dublin and set up his mezzotint workshop at Cork 

Hill.
841

 A half-crown (the cost of Brooks’ mezzotint subscription) was worth two 

shillings and sixpence.842 By the 1740s, there were a variety of advertising practices 

used within the journal and periodical press in London and Dublin. Most of these 

practices were devised by ambitious purveyors from the print, luxury, and household 

goods trades. Certainly, the placement of the proposal in the Dublin Mercury 

suggests that the engraver had carefully targeted a readership for mezzotint 

portraiture. Thomas Bacon’s newspaper, the Dublin Mercury, was a twice-weekly 

newspaper (printed on Tuesdays and Saturdays) that was published at the printer’s 

centrally-located shop and coffee-house on Essex Street. This business was 

frequented by an elite and educated clientele.
843

 Brooks was therefore deliberately 

                                                 
840

 It is most likely that the “Kildare” subscriber had a familial connection to the 20
th

 Earl of Kildare, 

James Fitzgerald, who in 1741 became a member of the Irish House of Commons for Athy.  
841

 The advertisement duty was only implemented after the Stamp Act in 1774 so before this point 

Irish newspapers could profit from an increase in advertisement submissions, which during the early 

eighteenth century was sold at a cost of roughly two shillings each (Munter, History of the Irish 

Newspaper, 57); although the Stamp Act of 1712 stabilised the rate at two shillings and sixpence, 

there were some concessions made during the 1740s for the printing of continuous notices (Raven, 

Business of Books, 265-6).     
842

 Selig, “Conversions between Eighteenth Century Currencies.”  
843

 Munter, Dictionary of the Print Trade in Ireland, 18. 
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appealing to the gentry and literate middle classes as this social group would have 

been both the first to read the advertisement as well as being the most likely 

candidates who could meet the expenses of the subscription. Although the 

incompletion of the scheme may have negatively affected the printmaker’s profit 

margins, the consistent presence of the proposal advertisement in the Dublin 

Mercury over several months, along with the additions made to the subscriber list, 

demonstrates that there was still a significant and rising interest in Brooks’ ambitious 

plan.
844

 

 

 

Fig. 57. This is the full advertisement for Brooks’ one hundred mezzotint proposal (Dublin 

Mercury, May-Sept 1742). 

This advertisement was published at the earliest stage of Brooks’ career, and 

was one of the engraver’s first public declarations as a mezzotint printmaker and 

seller. In 1742, Brooks had only recently begun to work in Dublin after completing 

his mezzotint apprenticeship in London under the master-engraver John Faber 

                                                 
844

 If each advertisement submission was sold at an estimated rate of two shillings, and the mezzotint 

subscription was a British half-crown (that is two shillings and sixpence) then Brooks would only 

have made a profit of roughly sixpence per print from which production costs would have to be taken.  
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Junior.
845

 It is possible that Brooks had already established a number of important 

social connections through Faber’s network in London.  Brooks had in fact sold a 

number of Faber’s prints in Ireland in 1741, which would suggest that the engraver’s 

connections within London were not entirely severed after his return to Ireland. Also, 

when Brooks relocated back to London in 1745-6 he received patronage from the 

Prince of Wales, along with many other members of the nobility and gentry.
846

 

During his initial mezzotint training in London, Brooks may have observed that the 

pursuit of a heightened social status was already becoming an intrinsic feature of the 

commercial portrait market. The resulting commercialisation of art, particularly in 

the first quarter of the century, now meant that the printmakers of London were 

accessing a widening non-aristocratic market. Also, the practice of book subscription 

would have had a definite influence on Brooks’ proposal. Most subscription schemes 

were used for the sale of larger and expensive folios, and were designed to keep the 

financial costs of production to a minimum.
847

 Both book and printseller were most 

likely targeting their proposals towards a similar clientele. In the early 1740s 

mezzotint was still a relatively novel printmaking technique that was mostly 

unknown to the Dublin market. Therefore, the advertisement of a large and 

ambitious proposal was a useful and direct means through which to reach and exploit 

a growing Irish-based portrait clientele. Nevertheless, as a supplement to the 

advertisement, the frequently updated list of subscribers could serve the dual purpose 

of at once marketing to a potential clientele and managing the subscriptions on 

practical terms. On many levels the subscriber list appears to have been a tactical 

inclusion within the advertising process, which in turn also became a self-

perpetuating marketing tool for the engraver.  

ii. The Problematic “Subscribers Names” List 

There is a great deal of ambiguity with regard to the nature and content of 

Brooks’ subscription list. The names appear in random order, and none of them 

contain any formal titles or references to the status of the individual. As a 

                                                 
845

 Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 101.  
846

 See Gilbert, History of the City of Dublin, 2: 18, and Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 26-29 July 1745-

6.  
847

 Robinson and Wallis, Preliminary Guide to Book Subscription Lists, 5.   
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consequence, a certain amount of caution is required in order to avoid any false 

assumptions as to the identification of these subscribers, or indeed to their affiliation 

with the portrait sitters.
848

 There is, nonetheless, evidence within the proposal which 

illustrates the active role of the subscriber, or at least suggests clues as to the social 

status of Brooks’ market.  For instance, the first term of the proposal states that the 

portrait subjects will be “of the most eminent Lords, Gentlemen and Ladies of this 

Kingdom, or elsewhere, such as shall be chosen by the Subscribers”. But given the 

broad parameters outlined by this statement it is important to note that the names 

which appeared on the subscriber list are not necessarily the names of the portrait 

subjects. The proposal terms continued with the assertion that “each and every 

Subscriber shall have in their turn the Nomination of a Person whose Print shall be 

taken,” and that a democratic order of production was to be decided on by lottery. 

Moreover, at the bottom of each advertisement is a prominent section entitled 

“SUBSCRIBERS NAMES” underneath which is contained a list of names that 

expanded as new subscribers were successively added. Directly before the list there 

is a paragraph which can be read as a public testimony or avowal of satisfaction with 

the proposal terms, as well as with Brooks’ competency as an engraver.
849

 This 

paragraph also specifies that the names contained below represent those who have 

already subscribed to Brooks’ scheme; indeed, the paragraph begins with the line 

“we whose names are under-written” and ends with the phrase “we subscribe our 

names thereunto”. Therefore, the identification of the names in this study was based 

on the inference that the subscribers on Brooks’ list were alive in 1742, and thus an 

analysis has been conducted where it was possible to eliminate all other namesakes 

and connections by known life dates.
850

   

However, an uncertainty regarding the function of the list derives from the 

inclusion of names that could only be attributed to those who were deceased in the 

1740s. These names complicate as well as contradict a literal reading of the 

aforementioned testimonial paragraph. There are some possibilities that might easily 

explain this factor; those readily identifiable names, such as “Hugh Armagh” (Hugh 

                                                 
848

 This investigation considered all possibilities with regard to the identification of subscriber names 

on the list and will be explored in detail further on.  
849

 The language used in the advertisement will be discussed further on. 
850

 For this purpose an elimination of peerage names was conducted using the extensive and regularly 

updated database, The Peerage, along with Oxford DNB and DIB, and other reputable sources.   
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Boulter), “Kildare” (Earl of Kildare) and “C. Lucas” (Charles Lucas) were popular 

subjects at the time in which the proposal was printed, and therefore may indeed 

have been nominated by anonymous subscribers. There is also a possibility that 

many of the names were nominated by family members, and therefore needed no 

clarification. The subscriber names could also represent commissioned self-portraits. 

In these cases the name of the portrait sitter (that is, also the subscriber) would also 

appear on the subscription list.
851

 

Although most subscription lists follow a clearer pattern, it would initially 

appear that those names listed at the top of the left column were attributed to 

members of the living peerages connected to Ireland at the time of printing. As the 

list descended on the right column, the subscriber names become more representative 

of the gentry and educated mercantile class, that is, such as those connected to the 

Dublin Society and the bookseller George Faulkner. The assessment of the 1742 list 

is therefore problematic because no conclusive records exist in order to confirm the 

methods used in Brooks’ subscription process. The lack of clarity with regard to the 

actual identity of the subscribers (or sitters, as it could also be assumed) creates a 

number of challenges in the analysis. The organisation of Brooks’ “subscriber 

names” appears to have been conducted without the use of a strict pattern as seen in 

later subscription plans. For example, in a subscription notice issued in 1746, Brooks 

makes a clear distinction between the gentry and the nobility by the conspicuous 

inclusion of titles.  

 

 

                                                 
851

 Within the archival and newspaper records examined in this project (including a wider search 

using the Burney Collection) there is no evidence of any similar expanding subscription lists for 

mezzotint advertising (in terms of both their appearance and format); however, after Brooks’ notice a 

number of static mezzotint subscription lists were advertised.   
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Fig. 58. This is a later subscription plan issued by Brooks in which specific portrait sitters and 

their titles are clearly identified (Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 26-30 August 1746). 

  In contrast to the larger mezzotint proposal, here Brooks included the names 

and titles of twenty-seven royal personages and members of the gentry (see figure 

58).
852

 The printmaker also directly refers to his social connections with the 

subscribers stating that “His Royal Highness the Prince of Wales, and the following 

Noblemen, Ladies and Gentlemen, were pleased to subscribe to John Brooks of the 

Strand in London, Engraver, for the two Mezzotinto Prints”. Another mezzotint 

subscription example appeared one year after Brooks’ 1742 proposal. In Faulkner’s 

Dublin Journal Miller also advertised a set of twelve portraits in mezzotint, in which 

he printed the full names and titles of the sitters (see figure 59).
853

  

 

Fig. 59. This is Miller’s proposal for twelve heads in mezzotint along with the corresponding list 

of sitters and their titles (Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 8-11 October 1743). 

There is a clear distinction here between Brooks’ expanding subscription list 

of 1742 and the later, static lists that contain specific references to the subscriber’s 

status. Furthermore, this practice was evidently borrowed from book and print 

subscription methods.
854

  However, book subscriptions were usually appended to the 

front matter of the publication. As Brooks’ subscribers’ list is the only one of its kind 

in existence, it is possible that the engraver was testing out the market for mezzotint 

in Dublin. He may also have been using the publication of the list as part of his 

advertising strategy; the educated readers of the Dublin Mercury would have easily 

identified many of the socially notable names, so therefore a consistent publication 

                                                 
852

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 26-30 August 1746. 
853

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 8-11 October 1743. 
854

 Mary Sponberg Pedley’s study of the extensive 1757 Atlas Universel subscription list suggests that 

this practice had indeed served a functional purpose across Europe, and this list included over 650 

names; see “The Subscription List of the 1757 Atlas Universel; A Study in Cartographic 

Dissemination,”  Imago Mundi  31 (1979): 66-77, JSTOR, web, 30 October 2013.    
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of this list as it expanded might have encouraged further subscribers seeking social 

mobility by way of name association. 

In as far as can be ascertained, an examination of the major and existing print 

catalogues determines that only a small number of portraits relating to these 

subscribers are in extant today.
855

 Consequently, it is difficult to speculate how many 

portraits were actually completed within Brooks’ scheme. For the purpose of this 

study the Dublin Mercury newspaper in the year 1742 was carefully examined for all 

appearances of the proposal until the last appearance of the advertisement was met 

with. Therefore, the forty-five named subscribers which appeared within the Dublin 

Mercury will be the foundation for this preliminary investigation. Out of the existing 

newspaper archives that were examined for this study, Brooks’ proposal list does not 

appear before 4-8 May or after 21-25 September 1742 in the Dublin Mercury 1742. 

However, Bacon began to publish the government-authorised Dublin Gazette, 

directly after this point, and therein the subscription list was included and expanded 

until 23-27 November 1742. The list was published as it had previously appeared in 

the Dublin Mercury, and no changes were made until 23-26 and 26-30 October. The 

additions made to the subscriber list in the Dublin Gazette made a total of eighty-five 

subscribers to Brooks’ scheme.856 Out of this number four of the names were 

replaced (see appendix) suggesting that there could potentially have been up to 

eighty-nine subscribers overall. This would indicate that, far from being a half 

success, Brooks’ 100 mezzotint scheme in 1742 did in fact generate a substantial 

amount of interest on the Dublin market. 

Although small in number compared with some book subscriptions, Brooks’ 

list of subscribers is still important as a means to conduct a qualitative evaluation of 

the market for mezzotint in Ireland during the early 1740s. In particular, by 

identifying the occupational and social histories of these individual subscribers it is 

possible to establish Brooks’ clientele in the context of Dublin at the time. 

Furthermore, by tracing the visible expansion of the list over several months it is 

possible to speculate on the relationship between the mezzotint printmaker and 

subscriber, as well as the relationship between Brooks and the newspaper printer. 

                                                 
855

 Many of the portraits that do exist are not attributed to Brooks or to the era in question. 
856

 Strickland referred to their being only fifty-two names in total, and Pollard listed c. Seventy-five 

additional names.    
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Therefore, as far as records will allow, we will now consider who the individual 

subscribers to Brooks’ elaborate plan were, and what relationship they had with both 

the engraver or with other names that appeared on the list. 

iii. The Mezzotint Subscribers  

In some cases there are alternative or multiple possibilities with regard to 

individual subscriber designation. For that reason a degree of caution is necessary 

when attempting to assign linkages and attributions.
857

 The testimonial paragraph 

printed before the subscription list discourages the assumption that posthumously-

named individuals were included therein. On closer examination, the language used 

in this paragraph refers to living subscribers in the context of the advertisement’s 

printing, but other factors make the analysis somewhat problematic. For instance, in 

the second clause Brooks stated that each subscriber was allowed “the Nomination of 

a Person whose Print shall be taken”. It is possible therefore that the nominations in 

some cases may indeed have been confusingly mixed with the subscriber’s name, 

especially where family members might have nominated a sitter, or where a 

subscriber may have nominated themselves. Furthermore, a degree of speculation is 

needed with regard to the subscribers who are listed by surnames only, and who are 

included with the exclusion of a first initial (that is, Kildare as opposed to Thomas 

Eaton, when the individual’s name is fully specified).
858

 In the case of the name 

Southwell, the subscriber’s name may possibly refer to either Thomas George 

Southwell (1721-1780), Edward Southwell (1671-1730), the politician and chief 

secretary for Ireland, or to Robert Southwell (1635-1702), a diplomat and 

landowner.
859

 The entry for “William Stephens” is equally ambiguous as there are 

                                                 
857

 The identification of names and affiliated portraits involved examining catalogue entries within 

various international print collections, including the British Museum [hereafter: BM], National 

Library of Ireland [NLI], National Gallery of Ireland [NGI] and National Portrait Gallery [NPG], 

and the use of various other resources including: Directory of Dublin for the year1738, Wilson’s 

Dublin Directory (1751, 1753), The Peerage,  Oxford Dictionary of National Biography [ODNB], 

Dictionary of Irish Biography [DIB]. 
858

 The top left column contains of all of the prominent peers on the list by surname (namely, Kildare, 

Massereene, Mountjoy, Southwell, and Kingsland), suggesting that Brooks understood that the reader 

would have been aware of their identities. 
859

 The Southwell entry could also be attributed to the revenue commissioner, Baron Southwell of 

Castle Mattress, Limerick but another possibility could be Elizabeth Southwell (1674-1709) or Lady 

Catherine Perceval (nee Southwell); there was indeed a mezzotint portrait made of Lady Perceval by 

Faber in c. 1743 (see BM).  
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three possibilities as to the actual identity of this namesake. In this case the listed 

name could either be referring to the Church of England clergyman (c. 1649-1718) 

or to the politician and colonial officer (1672-1753).
860

 Many names on the list could 

not be identified, and the lack of consistency in the presentation of these names (as 

well as the limited number of portraits of them in existence) makes the confirmation 

of the subscriber identities in many cases largely speculative.
861

 The following tables 

illustrate the groupings of the subscribers within six broader categories: nobility; 

politicians and military; professional and gentry; clergy; and other subscribers. 

  

                                                 
860

 ODNB. 
861

 A search for portraits attributed to these names did reveal some possibilities, such as the Hugh 

Armagh being a Hugh Boulter portrait by Bindon, and a portrait of Lady Perceval (nee Southwell) 

which was reproduced in mezzotint by Faber c. 1743.  
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Nobility 

Out of the list many identifiable names are from the nobility. Not 

surprisingly, some of these attributions can also be categorised under politicians and 

military.862 Names of important personages, such as Kildare and Mountjoy, would 

have been familiar to the Dublin Mercury newspaper readers in 1742. Therefore, 

these names do not require substantiation as to their provenance.863 Many names 

demonstrate that Brooks’ proposal appealed to a high ranking market in Dublin. For 

instance, Kildare most likely refers to James Fitzgerald (1722-76), previously Lord 

Offaly, who became the 20
th

 Earl and 1
st
 marquess of Kildare in 1744. He later 

became the 1
st
 Duke of Leinster from 1766. In 1741, he was MP for Athy. Fitzgerald 

was an important and influential figure in the architectural history of Dublin. 

According to Barnard, “the Kildares most nakedly advanced public ambitions 

through architecture”: their influence on Dublin is still noted today.864 Kildare 

mansion was designed by Richard Cassels in 1745 (now Leinster House) and is one 

of the most prestigious new building structures in eighteenth-century Dublin that 

influenced the relocation of the aristocracy to the south side of the Liffey. The most 

likely attribution Mountjoy is William Stewart (1709-1769), 1
st
 Earl of Blessington. 

He was an MP, property owner, and treasury official who owned a bank on Castle 

Street.  Mountjoy also held the office of Grand Master of the Freemasons in Ireland 

between 1738 and 1740. Other attributions include the following significant 

members of the peerage in Ireland: Thomas George Southwell (1721-1780), 1
st
 

Viscount Southwell of Castle Mattress, Co. Limerick; Henry Benedict Barnewall 

(1708-1774), 4
th

 Viscount Barnewall of Kingsland; and Clotworthy Skeffington (c. 

1713-1757), 6
th

 Viscount and 1
st
 Earl of Massereene, Co. Antrim.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
862

 See tables (7-11) listed below here and also appendix iii for a full list of the subscriber names. 
863

 The forthcoming tables will use the following abbreviations when more than one possible 

attribution or familial connection has been identified: LA (likely attribution); OP (other possibilities); 

PA (possible attribution); and PR (possible relation). 
864

 Barnard, A New Anatomy of Ireland, 38. 
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Table 7. Nobility 

Subscriber Identification Occupation/background Location 

Kildare James Fitzgerald (1722-76) MP for Athy (1741); 20
th

 Earl 

of Kildare (1744); later 1
st
 

Duke of Leinster (1766), 

politician, landowner. 

Kildare, 

Carlow 

Massereene Likely attribution [LA]: 

Clotworthy Skeffington (c. 

1713-1757) Other possibilities 

[OP]:  John Skeffington (1632-

95), 2
nd

 Viscount of 

Massereene- nobleman, 

politician, soldier. 

6
th

 Viscount and 1
st
 Earl of 

Massereene, Landowner. 

 

Antrim 

Mountjoy LA: William Stewart (1709-

1769)  

1
st
 Earl of Blessington (1745); 

MP, land and property owner, 

and treasury official and bank 

owner (Castle Street, Dublin), 

married Anne Stewart, grand-

daughter of William Stewart, 

1
st
 Viscount of Mountjoy, Co. 

Tyrone (d. 1692); he 

succeeded to title 3
rd

 Viscount 

Mountjoy, Co. Tyrone 

(1727/28);  held the office of 

Grand Master of the 

Freemasons in Ireland 

between 1738 and 1740. 

Tyrone, 

Dublin  

--- 

Blessington, 

Co. Wicklow 

Southwell LA: Thomas George Southwell 

(1721-1780), OP: Edward 

Southwell (1671-1730), 

politician, chief secretary for 

Ireland, MP; Robert Southwell 

(1635-1702), diplomat, 

landowner, public official; or 

Elizabeth Southwell (1674-

1709), Lady Catherine Perceval 

(nee Southwell). 

1
st
 Viscount Southwell of 

Castle Mattress, son of 

Thomas Southwell, 2
nd

 Baron 

Southwell of Castle Mattress 

and Mary Coke; he held rank 

of officer in 1738 in the 

service of the 2
nd

 Foot Guards, 

and later became a Member of 

Parliament for Enniscorthy 

between 1747 and 1760. 

Limerick, 

Enniscorthy 

Kingsland LA: Henry Benedict Barnewall 

(1708-1774),  OP: Nicolas 

Barnewall (1592-1663), 1
st
 

Viscount Barnewall of 

Kingsland-politician; or Nicolas 

Barnewall (1668-1725), 3
rd

 

Viscount Barnewall of 

Kingsland, army officer, soldier, 

politician, buried in Dublin 

[N.B. not to be confused with 

the Barnwall’s of Crickstown, 

Co. Meath]. 

4
th

 Viscount Barnewall of 

Kingsland, son of Nicholas 

Barnewall, 3
rd

 Viscount 

Barnewall of Kingsland and 

Mary Hamilton. He succeeded 

to the title of 4
th

 Viscount 

Barnewall of Kingsland 

(Donabate, Co. Dublin) in 

1725, held the office of Grand 

Master of the Freemasons in 

Ireland (1733-1735) but as he 

was a Roman Catholic he was 

disqualified from taking his 

seat. Married Honora Daly of 

Quansbury, Co.Galway where 

he remained. 

Donabate 

(Dublin) 

Arthur Gore LA: Sir Arthur Gore (d. 1697)  

Possible relations [PR]: John 

Gore (1718–84), Baron Annaly 

of Tenelick, Co. Longford, 

1
st
 Baronet Gore of Newtown 

Gore, Co. Mayo (1662), 

became High Sherriff for 

Mayo and Galway (1656), MP 

Mayo 

Dublin 
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politician and judge;  Sir Ralph 

Gore (c. 1675–1733), 4
th

 

baronet, speaker of the Irish 

house of commons;  William 

George Arthur Ormsby Gore 

(1885–1964) fourth Baron 

Harlech- politician and banker; 

George Gore, 2
nd

 Justice Court 

of Common Please, 

Oxmontown Green or Thomas 

Gore, victualler, Hammond 

Lane 

for Co. Mayo (1661-6) 

 

 

Antrim LA: Alexander MacDonnell, 5
th

 

Earl of Antrim (1713-1775),  

OP: Anne Plunkett, Countess of 

Antrim (d. 1755), 2
nd

 wife of 

Alexander MacDonnell. 

Privy Counsellor and governor 

for Antrim. 

Dawson 

Street, Dublin 

 

Balleycastle, 

Co. Antrim 

Darnley LA: Edward Bligh, (1715-

1747), son of John Bligh and 

Lord-in-waiting for HRH 

Frederick, Prince of Wales; 

given title of 2
nd

 Earl of Darnley 

in 1728 and later became 2
nd

 

Viscount Darnley of Athboy, 

Co. Meath (after 1728). 

OP: John Bligh (1687-1728); 1
st
 

Earl of Darnley, MP for Trim 

(1709-13)  and Athboy(1713-

28); PR: John Bligh (1719-

1781), son of John Bligh and 3
rd

 

Earl of Darnley, Co. Meath, 

became MP for Athboy (1739-

47) but was only given the title 

3
rd

 Earl of Darnley in 1747;  

Lady Catherine Darnley (c. 

1681-1743); daughter of James 

II, also known as Countess of 

Anglesey (until 1705) due to 

first marriage to James 

Anglesey, and later known as 

the Duchess of the county 

Buckingham and Normanby 

after  her second marriage to 

John Skeffield, 1
st
 Duke of 

county Buckingham and 

Normanby. 

 

 

Rathmore, 

Trim, and 

Athboy, Co. 

Meath. 

Tho. 

Southwell 

Sir Thomas Southwell (c.1665–

1720) [as previously listed]; 

PR: Rt. Hon Edward Southwell, 

Principle Secretary of State, 

Court of the Exchequer 

Chamber.    

Baron Southwell of Castle 

Mattress, Co. Limerick, 

revenue commissioner. 

Co. Limerick 

Do. Dublin 

R. Hawkins 

Magill 

Robert Hawkins Magill (d. 

1747)  

Gill Hall, Gilford, Co. Down, 

father of Theodosia Meade 

(1743–1817), Countess of 

Clanwilliam. 

Co. Down 
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Politicians and Military 

Personages associated with the military and politics was not unusual within 

the portrait market of the early part of the eighteenth century. Although mostly based 

in London, there were a number of Irish artists – such as Charles Jervas (c. 1675-

1739), James Latham (1696-1747) and Hugh Howard (1675-1738) – who had 

successful careers in portraiture by obtaining commissioned works from this type of 

clientele. But their appearance in Brooks’ subscription list reflects the growing 

market for portrait reproduction in this category. As previously stated, there is 

however some crossover with regard to the classification of names within in the 

political, military and peerage categories. For instance, Arthur Dobbs (1689–1765) 

was a politician, the Surveyor General of Ireland, a colonial governor. He was one of 

the founding members of the Dublin Society. But he also inherited Castle Dobbs, 

Co. Antrim, and became sheriff and deputy governor of Carrickfergus (1727-1730). 

Charles Lucas could also be placed in the Professional category as he worked as a 

physician in Dublin c. 1742. Other politicians on the list include: William Tighe 

(1710-1766), an MP for Clonmines, Wexford (1734-1760); and Pryce Hartstonge or 

“Price” Hartstonge (1692-1743/4) a politician and member of the House of 

Commons for Charleville (1727-43). Price was the son of Sir Standish Hartstonge, 

2nd Baronet (c.1673-1751).   Richard Colley Wesley (c.1690–1758) was a politician 

and landowner but also the 1
st
 Baron Mornington. Born in Edenderry, Co. Offaly, 

Wesley was the son of Henry Colley of Castle Carbery, Co. Kildare. Moreover, 

Chales [sic] O’Neill was an MP and landowner (most likely also related to “Clot 

O’Neill”). Charles’ son, John O’Neill, became the 1
st
 Viscount O’Neill, of Co. 

Antrim. Oliver Anketell (1680-1760) was most likely the grandson of Captain Oliver 

Anketell (1609-1666). He was awarded an honorary Doctor of Laws from Trinity 

College Dublin, and was one of the founders of the Dublin Society. Earlier he 

became High Sheriff (1703) and MP for Co. Monaghan (1754-1760), where he lived 

at family estate, Anketell Grove. 
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Table 8. Politicians and Military 

Subscriber Identification Occupation/background Location 

William 

Tighe 

LA: William Tighe (1710-1766) MP for Clonmines, Wexford 

(1734-1760), Rossanagh 

House, Wicklow (c. 1741). 

Wexford, 

Wicklow 

Pryce 

Hartstonge 

LA: “Price” Hartstonge (1692-

1743/4) 

Politician, MP (House of 

Commons) for Charleville 

(1727-43), son of Sir Standish 

Hartstonge, 2
nd

 Baronet 

(c.1673-1751).    

Charleville, 

Cork 

Joseph 

Rochfort 

Possible relation [PR]: Robert 

Rochfort (1652-1727), MP for 

Co. Westmeath and chief baron 

for the Exchequer (Ireland). 

  

Arthur 

Dobbs 

Arthur Dobbs (1689–1765)  Surveyor General of Ireland, 

Ordinance, Politician, colonial 

governor, founding member of 

the Dublin Society; inherited 

Castle Dobbs, Co. Antrim, 

became sheriff and deputy 

governor of Carrickfergus 

(1727-1730). 

Dublin, 

Carrickfergus, 

Antrim 

C. Lucas Charles Lucas (1713–1771) Politician, physician, and 

writer, born in Co. Clare, 

given freedom of the guild of 

Barber–Surgeons (1735), and 

elected to represent the guild 

in the common council of the 

Dublin Corporation (1741); 

offered himself for parliament 

during the 1749 by-elections 

but was exiled as an enemy of 

the country that year for 

sedition. 

Clare, Dublin 

Oliver 

Anketell 

PA: Oliver Anketell (1680-

1760) 

Grandson of Captain Oliver 

Anketell (1609-1666), studied 

at TCD, awarded an honorary 

Doctor of Laws and was one 

of the founders of the Royal 

Dublin Society, became High 

Sheriff (1703) and MP for Co. 

Monaghan (1754-1760), lived 

at family estate, Anketell 

Grove, Co. Monaghan 

Dublin, 

Monaghan 

Tho. 

Armstrong 

Thomas Armstrong. 

 

PR: Colonel Sir Thomas 

Armstrong (d. 1662), 

Quartermaster-General of the 

Horse at Ireland (1639 -1640) 

Knighted and granted estate at 

Corbellis, Co. Dublin (1643), 

MP for Co. Dublin (1647); OP:  

his son, Sir Thomas Armstrong 

(c.1633- 1684),  army officer 

and conspirator, executed for 

treason (1684) falsely accused 

 Ann Street, 

Dublin 
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of role in the Rye House Plot 

(exiled to Netherlands), MP for 

Leicester (1660),  Captain in 1
st
 

Troop of the Royal Horse 

Guards and later became 

Lieutenant-Colonel in 3rd Troop 

of King Charles II. 

Chales[sic] 

O’Neill 

Charles O' Neill (d. 1769) MP and landowner, father of 

John O’Neill, 1
st
 Viscount 

O’Neill, Co. Antrim 

Antrim 

Clot O’Neill PR: Charles O’ Neill   

Rich. 

Wesley 

Richard Colley Wesley 

(c.1690–1758) 

Politician, landowner, 1
st
 

Baron Mornington, born in 

Edenderry, King’s County 

Offaly, son of Henry Colley, 

of Castle Carbery, Co. 

Kildare. 

 

Rich. 

Houghton 

PR: Daniel Houghton (1740–

1791), Irish-born army officer 

and African explorer. 

  

Professional and Gentry 

The subscription list contains a number of prominent professional gentlemen 

who were associated with the Dublin Society. These inclusions signify a possible 

linkage between the production of mezzotint in Dublin by Brooks and the society’s 

active support and encouragement of Irish industry and trade as previously 

discussed. Many of the listed individuals would have had a practical impact on the 

civic development of Dublin city by 1742. Some of those named were the most 

prominent, founding members: Arthur Dobbs (1689–1765), Rev. Dr Gabriel John 

Maturin (c.1700–1746), and Thomas Prior (1681-1751). Also, the name, Thomas 

Madden, probably refers to Thomas Molyneux (1661–1733), an uncle of Samuel 

Molyneux Madden (or “Premium Madden”). A respected professional in Dublin, 

Thomas was a physician, an antiquarian, as well as a natural historian. As a 

physician, he was paid twenty-three pounds annually by Archbishop King.865 A 

benefactor and member of the Dublin Philosophical Society (1693), he reared 

Samuel Madden after the death of his brother, William (1698). Although Brooks’ 

earlier premium application was rejected, his association with such important figures 

may perhaps reflect a form of public endorsement for Brooks as an Irish printseller 

and engraver. Also, from a public viewpoint, the consistent presence of their names 

                                                 
865

 Toby Barnard, A New Anatomy of Ireland: The Irish Protestants, 1649-1770 (New Haven, 

London: Yale University Press, 2003) 133 [hereafter: Barnard, A New Anatomy of Ireland]. 
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created a visual association between Brooks’ mezzotint work and the Dublin Society, 

which also probably enhanced his reputation.  

Other categories of professionals included physicians, such as Thomas 

Dawson (c.1725-1782) and Dr William Stephens (c. 1684-1760). Stephens was a 

physician at Mercer’s hospital and president of the College of Physicians. He also 

became governor of Dr Steeven’s hospital in 1743 on Stafford Street, Dublin. Like 

the previously mentioned individuals, Stephens was also a founding member of the 

Dublin Society; he was elected to the chair in 1731, and appointed secretary for 

home affairs. Two names connected to the apothecary trade also appeared on the list; 

Thomas Quin, who worked on Werburgh Street, and the famed Charles Lucas. 

Although later exiled for his subversive political writings, Lucas was also a 

physician. In 1735 he was granted freedom of the guild of Barber–Surgeons. Around 

the same time in which Brooks’ proposal was published, Lucas was elected to 

represent the guild in the common council of the Dublin Corporation (1741), which 

might explain his inclusion on the list.866 

Another category of professionals on the list suggests the possible 

collaboration between Brooks and the newspaper printer, Thomas Bacon. In 

particular, a number of revenue commissioners were identified, as well as those 

working in civic office positions within the custom house and Dublin port. These 

additions are arguably socially linked to the newspaper printer, Thomas Bacon.  

Before becoming a printer and coffee-house proprietor on Essex Street, Bacon 

worked at the custom house and depot. In 1737, he published A Complete System of 

the Revenue of Ireland by subscription.867 This length publication was assigned to 

Bacon by the Revenue Commissioners of Ireland.868 It is therefore not surprising that 

there are a number of individuals on Brooks’ list who were at that time employed as 

Revenue Commissioners. Set up by the English Treasury during the seventeenth 

century, the Revenue Commissioners of Ireland comprised of English (and later 

some Irish) Protestants, who were employed in Dublin to manage the fiscal affairs of 

Ireland. Employment in this profession was lucrative, with some commissioners 

                                                 
866

 Lucas later used portrait prints as visual propaganda in his election campaign in the late 1740s. 
867

 Pollard, Dictionary, 17. 
868

 Lemay, ‘Thomas Bacon Signior Lardini,’ 314. 
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being paid up to one-thousand pounds annually.
869

   Brooks’ list included “Balthaz 

Cramel”, identified as Balthazar Cramer, and David Burleigh, who were both clerks 

in the Secretary’s Office, Revenue Commissioners at Dublin Port.870 Also listed is 

this category is Love Hiatt, Principal Surveyor, Dublin City Excise, Revenue 

Commissioners, Dublin. But another source identifies this name as Mr. Love Hiatt 

who occupied Johnstown House, Cabinteely in 1778. He was the father of Elizabeth 

Hiatt (c. 1709) who married Jonas Burges (c. 1730) in Dublin.871 Another Revenue 

Commissioner on the list was Francis Guybon who was Deputy Clerk at the Quit 

Rent Office. Moreover, “Hen. Cust” was the son of Jones Cust and grandson of 

Henry Cust, both Revenue Commissioners. In Dublin, Henry the younger worked as 

a clerk (collector of the excise) at Dublin Port from 1738, having taken over the post 

from his father. But he was reprimanded for negligence while working as a tax 

collector in Co. Armagh.872 

Other names that were speculatively indentified may be connected to the 

Court of Exchequer. For instance, Jonathan Belcher (1682-1757), merchant and 

colonial governor at Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and New Jersey. A possible 

relation however may have been James Belcher, First Pursuivant at the Court of 

Exchequer Chamber. William Connolly was a Curistor at the Court of Chancery 

(Temple Bar and Dunsink); Michael Clarke was identified as Examinator of the 

Excise, Custom House, Dublin; and Roger Shiell was a Deputy Clerk of First Fruits, 

also at the Dublin Court of Exchequer. The name John Bowes (1691–1767), most 

likely refers to Lord Chancellor of Ireland and MP for Taghmon, Co. Wexford 

(1731–42). He became attorney general (1739–41) and chief baron of the exchequer 

and privy councillor (1742–56), as well as a solicitor at the General Court of 

Exchequer, at his residence of Werburgh Street, Dublin.  

Other names belonged to the growing legal profession in Dublin. For 

instance, William Deane was a Lawyer on King Street. “Crekshank” is most likely 

referring to William Crookshank (1699-1780), a Dublin-based attorney who lived at 

                                                 
869

 Barnard, A New Anatomy of Ireland, 163. 
870

 The following names and occupations were identified using Directory of Dublin for the year 1738. 

Dublin: Dublin Corporation Public Libraries, 2000. 
871

 Michael C. O’Laughlin, The Families of County Dublin, Ireland, volume VII of the Book of Irish 

Families, Great and Small (Kansas: Irish Genealogy Foundation, 1999) 14. 
872

 Barnard, A New Anatomy of Ireland, 163,166. 
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Drumhalry and Birrenagh, Co. Longford; he was the father of Alexander 

Crookshank (1736-1813), a lawyer and MP for Belfast (1776). Edward Stirling’s 

occupation was identified as being a Notary Public on Castle Street, Dublin. He 

became attorney general (1739–41) and chief baron of the exchequer and privy 

councillor (1742–56). But some identifiable subscribers came from the broader 

professional mercantile class. The most obvious name on the list in this category was 

George Faulkner, the bookseller and rival newspaper printer on Essex Street. But 

there was also Christopher Dalton, a printer who was at one point employed by the 

leading bookseller. Faulkner issued a colourful descriptive notice in 1734 for a 

missing “CD” (Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 16 Nov 1734) in which he described 

Dalton as being “of a wheyish Complexion; long thin Visage; red and white Beard; 

hollow Grey Eyes, ... small long Legs without Shape or Calves, and monstrous large 

splay Feet; his Knees knocking together ...”.873 The subscriber, Rob Norris, may have 

been related to Richard Norris, Bookseller, Essex Street, at the corner of Crane Lane, 

Dublin. Also, the subscriber, Robert Calderwood (c. 1706-1766), was an important 

goldsmith working at that time on Castle Street, and a successful freeman of Dublin 

Goldsmith Corporation.874 Calderwood’s subscription to the scheme is important, 

given that Brooks had previously worked and trained as a goldsmith. Indeed, 

Calderwood was believed to have taken on many skilled apprentices and journeymen 

during the 1740-50s, and he worked and lived at Cork Hill.875 Another craftsman on 

the list was Richard Eaton, indentified as a smith who operated on Golden Lane. 

Although no record of the actual mezzotint portrait of him exists, it is 

significant that the bookseller and printer George Faulkner (c. 1703-1775) should 

appear on Brooks’ subscribers’ list.
876

 Faulkner’s subscription symbolises Brooks’ 

affiliation with the book trade. Indeed, Faulkner and Brooks were already 

collaborating in the subscription process of a reproduction portrait of Hugh Boulter 

that same year. Therefore, a question presents itself as to whether or not there might 

have been an obligation on the side of the bookseller to support Brooks’ proposal. 

                                                 
873

 Quoted in Pollard, Dictionary, 141. 
874

 Wilson’s Dublin Directory (1752): 7. 
875

 FitzGerald, “Cosmopolitan Commerce: The Dublin Goldsmith Robert Calderwood,” 46-47. 
876

 There were a number of line-engravings of Faulkner’s image that were made in the late eighteenth 

century, but none of these can be attributed to Brooks; see James E. Tierney, “Faulkner, 

George (c.1703–1775),” ODNB. 
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Could Faulkner’s subscription indicate a closer social connection between the 

bookseller and the engraver? It is worth bearing in mind that Brooks’ address at Cork 

Hill was within a short distance of Faulkner’s book shop.
877

 But the inclusion of 

Faulkner on the list may also have been commercially motivated. In the 

advertisement Brooks pointedly referred to the “booksellers of London” as being his 

prime competitors. Therefore, Brooks and Faulkner had a common commercial 

incentive as two members of the Dublin print trade. Indeed, Faulkner’s own 

relationship with the London print trade was at best contentious throughout this 

decade. Other professionals on the list were property owners, such as Riley Towers, 

listed as a gentleman and property owner; a lease was signed by Riley Towers 

relating to a property in Mary's Lane, Dublin “to I. A. Eccles, July, 1781”.878 Also, 

the property owner, Carncross Nesbitt was connected to Aghmore, Longford, and his 

name appears in connection to the sale of a lease to John Mills in 1746.879 Other 

professionals were Walter Pallister and Edward Martin, who both worked as clerks 

at the General Post Office, Sycamore Alley, Dublin.  

The broad classification of names within the professional and gentry category 

demonstrates the variety of subscribers to Brooks’ mezzotint scheme. A number of 

merchants also appear on the list, including Caleb Goold, a merchant on Eustace 

Street, along with James and Isaac Simon, both merchants on Fleet Street. There was 

also a Dublin weaver named George Julian listed as a subscriber, which gives some 

indication as to his social status at that time. One of the more interesting additions to 

the list is William Delamain, the dancing Director at the Theatre Royal on Angier 

Street, Dublin.  

Table 9. Professional and Gentry 

Subscriber Identification Occupation/background Location 

Thomas Prior Thomas Prior (1681-1751)  Author, founder of the Dublin 

Society and educated at 

Kilkenny (along with George 

Berkeley) and TCD. 

Bolton 

Street, 

Dublin 

                                                 
877

 See Historical Context (4). 
878

 “Lease by Riley Towers of property in Mary's Lane, Dublin, to I. A. Eccles, July, 1781. Two 

leases by I. A. Eccles of property in Eccles St., Dublin, to Sir A. Stewart, Oct. 1784 and to C. Bagot” 

August 1792, Belfast: Belfast Public Record Office, T. 1128 (46-48).  
879

 Reference to “Lease from Carncross Nesbitt, Aghmore, Longford to John Mills, Knockhale, Co 

Roscommmon of lands in barony of Boyle” 27 Oct 1746. National Archives of Ireland acc. no 

999/260/2, Landed Estates Database, web. 21 May 2013.  
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R. Shiel Roger Shiell  

OP/PR: Richard Lalor Sheil 

(1791-1851) but his uncle, 

Richard Sheil, may have been 

the subscriber (politician, 

playwright, born at Belevue 

House, Drumdowney, Co. 

Kilkenny: Catholic merchant 

family, founding member of the 

Irish Catholic Board (1813), 

lived in London with his uncle 

while study at the bar. 

Deputy Clerk of First Fruits, 

Court of Exchequer 

 

Dublin 

-- 

London, 

Kilkenny 

Rt. 

Calderwood 

 Robert Calderwood (c. 1706-

1766) 

Goldsmith and successful 

freeman of Dublin Goldsmith 

Corporation; he took on many 

skilled apprentices and 

journeymen during the 1740-

50s and was probably 

connected to Brooks; later 

became officer of the Dublin 

Society (1765). 

Castle St. 

Dublin 

(1741) and 

later Cork 

Hill (1746-

66) 

Thomas Eaton PR: Richard Eaton, Smith, 

Golden Lane, Dublin 

 Dublin 

A. Craven PA/PR: Abigail Craven (1685–

1752)  

OP: Phillip Craven, Customs 

Surveyor, Revenue 

Commissioners, Custom House 

Quay, Dublin 

Daughter of James Craven (d. 

1695), a Quaker merchant and 

Alderman for Co. Limerick; 

she preached Quaker 

principles with minister 

Elizabeth Jacob and connected 

to Dublin Quaker, Anne 

Barclay. Died in Co. Carlow.   

Limerick, 

Carlow 

 

-- 

Custom 

House Quay, 

Dublin 

William 

Deane 

 William Deane Lawyer and friend of Dublin 

solicitor, George Butler, father 

of Dublin architect, William 

Deane Butler (c. 1793-1857) 

King Street, 

Dublin 

Tho. Madden PA/PR: Thomas Molyneux 

(1661–1733) 

Uncle of Samuel Molyneux 

Madden or “Premium 

Madden” (1686–1765), writer 

and benefactor of the Dublin 

Society. Thomas was an 

antiquarian, physician, and  

natural historian, member of 

the Dublin Philosophical 

Society (1693) and had reared 

Samuel Madden after the 

death of brother, William 

Madden (1698) 

 

Isaac Simon Isaac Simon, merchant (Isaac 

and James, Fleet Street) 

James and Isaac Simon, 

Merchants, Fleet Street, 

Dublin.  

PR: Also, High Sheriff of 

County Wicklow 

Fleet Street, 

Dublin, 

Wicklow 

Riley Towers Riley Towers (unknown) Gentleman and property 

owner, Mary’s Lane, Dublin 

[“Lease by Riley Towers of 

property in Mary's Lane, 

Dublin, to I. A. Eccles, July, 

1781”; see NLI Sources] 

Mary’s Lane 

Dublin 
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James Simon James Simon (brother of Isaac) Merchant, Fleet Street, Dublin 

(see Isaac Simon) 

Fleet Street, 

Dublin 

Geo Faulkner George Faulkner (1703–1775)  bookseller and printer in 

Dublin, famously dubbed by 

Swift “Prince of Dublin 

Printers”, printer of The 

Dublin Journal (1728-1825), 

from Dublin he issued the first 

edition of Swifts Works 

(1735). 

Essex Street, 

Dublin 

William 

Stephens 

Dr William Stephens (c. 1684-

1760) 

Physician at Mercer’s 

hospital, founding member of 

the Dublin Society (elected to 

the chair in 1731, appointed 

secretary for home affairs), 

president of the College of 

Physicians and governor of  

 Dr Steeven’s hospital (1743) 

Stafford 

Street, 

Dublin, 

Kilkenny, 

Wexford  

Ed. Madden LA: Edward Madden,  

OP: Edmund Madden, land 

agent, Peter Street, Dublin; 

Edward Madden, baker, Dublin 

PR: relative of Samuel 

“Premium” Madden (1686–

1765). 

Deputy clerk, Court of 

Chancery, Bride Street, 

Dublin. 

 

Bride Street, 

Dublin 

-- 

Peter Street, 

Dublin 

Wm. 

Crekshank/Cr

ookshank 

LA: William Crookshank 

William Crookshank (1699-

1780)  

Dublin-based attorney, but 

lived at Drumhalry and 

Birrenagh, Co. Longford; 

father of Alexander 

Crookshank (1736-1813), a 

lawyer and politician (MP for 

Belfast, 1776)  

Dublin, 

Longford 

Lov. Hiatt LA: Love Hiatt Principal Surveyor, Dublin 

City Excise, Revenue 

Commissioners. 

OP: father of Elizabeth Hiatt 

(c. 1709), married Jonas 

Burges (c. 1730), Dublin [Mr. 

Love Hiatt occupied 

Johnstown House, Cabinteely 

in 1778; see O’Laughlin, The 

Families of Country Dublin, 

14] 

Dublin 

Mick. Clark LA: Michael Clarke,  

PA: Michael Clarke, upper 

Church Street, Dublin 

Examinator of the Excise, 

Custom House. 

Dublin 

Edward 

Stirling 

Edward Stirling Notary Public, Dublin Castle 

Street, 

Dublin 

Walter 

Pallister 

Walter Pallister Clerk, General Post Office, 

Sycamore Alley 

Dublin 

Chris Dalton Christopher Dalton  

 

Printer [he was employed by 

G. Faulkner for sometime; a 

colourful descriptive notice by 

Faulkner appeared in 1734 for 

a missing “CD” (Dublin 

Journal, 16 Nov 1734); see 

Dublin 
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Pollard, Dictionary, 141]. 

Edw. 

Nicholson 

PA/PR: Dr. Edward Nicholson, 

[writings on Charity School, 

1702-12 listed in NLI Sources] 

OP/PR: Charles Nicholson, 

Charles Street, Dublin. 

 Dublin 

-- 

Charles 

Street, 

Dublin 

John Bowes John Bowes (1691–1767) Solicitor, General Court of 

Exchequer, Werburgh Street, 

Dublin (residence);  

Lord Chancellor of Ireland 

and MP for Taghmon, Co. 

Wexford (1731–42); 

became attorney general 

(1739–41) and chief baron of 

the exchequer and privy 

councillor (1742–56). 

Werburgh 

Street, 

Dublin,  

Co. Wexford 

David 

Burleigh 

David Burleigh Clerk, Secretary’s Office, 

Revenue Commissioners, 

Dublin Port 

Dublin Port 

Caleb Goold Caleb Goold  

 

[Also listed in Directory of 

Dublin (1738): Thomas Goold 

Cardmaker, the Knave of 

Clubs, Eustace Street] 

Merchant, Eustace Street, 

Dublin 

Eustace 

Street, 

Dublin 

Balthaz 

Cramel 

Balthazar Cramer Clerk in Secretary’s Office, 

Revenue Commissioners, 

Dublin Port 

Dublin Port 

Geo. Julian George Julian Weaver Dublin 

Jo. Plukenett John Plukenett Secretary of the Hanover Club Dublin 

Carncross 

Nesbitt 

LA: Carncross Nesbitt, 

Aghmore, Longford, sale of 

lease to John Mills in 1746 [see 

Landed Estates Database, 

NUIG]. 

PR: Allan Nesbitt, Pill Lane, 

Dublin; Robert Nesbitt, 

Sheriff’s Pier, Dublin  

Property owner Longford 

-- 

Dublin 

Hen. Cust LA: son of Jones Cust 

(grandson of Henry Cust, 

Revenue Commissioner); Clerk 

at Dublin Port who passed on 

his office to Henry in 1738 (see 

Barnard, A New Anatomy of 

Ireland, 166). 

PR: Samuel Cust, Shoe-maker, 

Dublin 

 Dublin 

Edw. Martin Edward Martin Clerk, General Post Office, 

Sycamore Alley, Dublin 

Sycamore 

Alley, 

Dublin 

Wil. Delamain William Delamain  Dancing Director at the 

Theatre Royal 

Aungier 

Street, 

Dublin 

Jo. Hankinson PA/PR: Joseph Hankinson 

(unknown),  flax,  linen, and 

sail cloth merchant, Lancashire, 

England, married Alice Suddell 

and father of Thomas (d. 1775) 
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and Margaret  (1723-1804).  

The. Brocas  [Patricia Butler refers to 

French Brocas family who 

settled in Dublin, no relation to 

the famous Brocas Family of 

artists; also see M. O’Laughlin] 

  

Rob. Norris PR: Richard Norris, Bookseller, 

Essex Street, corner of Crane 

Lane, Dublin. 

PA: Robert Norris (c. 1724-

1791) Author and slave trader, 

brother of William Norris, 

secretary to the Society of 

Antiquaries, London. 

 Dublin 

Tho. Quin LA: Thomas Quin, Werburgh 

Street, Dublin 

Apothecary Werburgh 

Street, 

Dublin 

Will. Conolly LA: William Connolly 

 

OP: William Conolly (1662–

1729) Politician, lawyer, 

landowner, MP for Donegal 

borough (1692–3, 1695–9), and 

Co. Londonderry  (1703-1729), 

speaker of the Irish house of 

commons [built Castletown, 

Co. Kildare, and the new 

Houses of Parliament, College 

Green, Dublin]. 

Curistor, Court of Chancery, 

Temple Bar and Dunsink 

 

Dublin 

-- 

Donegal, 

Londonderry 

Jonathan 

Belcher 

LA: Jonathan Belcher (1682-

1757) 

PR: James Belcher, First 

Pursuivant, Court of Exchequer 

Chamber  

Merchant and colonial 

governor (Massachusetts, New 

Hampshire, and later New 

Jersey) 

Dublin 

Francis 

Guybon 

Francis Guybon Deputy Clerk, Quit Rent 

Office, Revenue 

Commissioners 

Dublin 

Richard Wood PRs: George Woods, Attorney, 

pill lane;  John Woods, Arran 

Lane or  

Thomas Woods, Mary’s Lane, 

Dublin  

PR: Wood, Robert (c.1717-

1771), traveller, author, and 

politician, was born at 

Riverstown Castle near Trim, 

Co. Meath. 

 Dublin  

-- 

Co. Meath 

St. John 

Bowden 

LA: John Bowden 

PR: John Bowden, Arran 

Street.  

Deputy Clerk of the Crown, 

Court of the King’s Bench. 

Jervis Street, 

Dublin 

(residence) 

John Farrall LA: John Farrall, King’s Street, 

opposite St. Paul’s Church 

PR: Terence Farrell (1798-

1876), sculptor, was born at 

Creve, Co. Longford. 

 King’s 

Street, 

Dublin 

Thomas 

Dawson 

Dawson, Thomas (c.1725-

1782) 

PR: Arthur Dawson (Clerk of 

physician Dublin 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

295 

 

the Paper Office, Court of 

Exchequer Chamber, 

Molesworth Street); Ephraim 

Dawson (Banker and 

Commissioner of Oyer and 

Terminer for Dublin County); 

Captain John Dawson 

(Examinator of the Diaries, 

Revenue Commissioners); 

Richard Dawson (Alderman 

and Merchant, Jervis Street). 

Mc. Cuff PA: Michael Cuffe, Dawson 

Street; Counsellor Cuffe, Strand 

Street, Dublin. 

PR: John Cuff (c.1708-

1772), optician and microscope 

maker. 

 Dawson 

Street, 

Dublin 

  

 

Clergy 

Intriguingly, only a small number of subscribers are associated with the 

clergy. This is unusual given that religious portraits were frequently commissioned 

in mezzotint, and were a main source of employment for many Dublin Group 

engravers.
880

 There are, nonetheless, a number of important local Irish figures from 

this category; Hugh Boulter (“Hugh Armagh”) was Archbishop of Armagh and Lord 

Primate of Ireland at the time in which Brooks was working from Cork Hill. There 

was also the very Rev. Giles Eyre, the Dean of Killaloe, Co. Clare who was 

matriculated at Trinity College, Dublin (1705), and graduated with M.A. in 1712. 

Rev. Dr. Gabriel John Maturin, an early Dublin Society member who became Dean 

of St. Patrick’s Cathedral after Jonathan Swift. Also, Dr. Thomas Trotter, the Vicar 

General in the Diocese of Dublin, was also the Master of Chancery Court with a 

fashionable residence on Capel Street. 

 

Table 10. Clergy 

Subscriber Identification Occupation/background Location 

Hugh Armagh Hugh Boulter (1672-

1742) 

Clergy; Archbishop of Armagh and 

Primate of Ireland (1724-42) 

Armagh, 

London 

G. Maturin Rev. Dr Gabriel John 

Maturin (c.1700–1746) 

Prebendary, philanthropist, and 

member of the Dublin Society; 

St. John’s 

Church, Dean 

                                                 
880

 The Irish mezzotint engraver catalogues listed in Strickland’s Dictionary of Irish Artists indicate 

that the clergy was an important patron of mezzotint in Ireland during the 1740s.   
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originally from the Utrecht 

(Netherlands), became Dean of St. 

Patrick’s cathedral, Dublin after 

Jonathan Swift. 

of Kilmore, 

Co. Wexford 

Chetwood 

Eustace 

PR: John Chetwode 

Eustace (1761-

1815), travel writer and 

Roman Catholic priest, 

Co. Kildare. 

[Many familial connections for 

“Eustace” appear in Directory of 

Dublin (1738)] 

Kildare 

Arth. 

Champagne 

Very 

Rev. Arthur Champagné 

(b. 1714) 

Dean of Clonmacnoise, Ireland Clonmacnoise 

Tho. Skelton PR: Rev. Dr. Walter 

Skelton, Dean of 

Leighlin (Catholic), 

Bridge Street, Dublin; 

OP: Rev. Thomas 

Skelton (1775-1846), 

rector at Croperlough, 

Co. Cavan or a possible 

brother of Philip Skelton 

(1707–87), clergyman, 

Co. Antrim. 

 Dublin  

-- 

Cavan 

-- 

Antrim 

Giles Eyre Very Rev. Giles Eyre (d. 

1750) 

Dean of Killaloe, matriculated at 

Trinity College, Dublin (1705), 

graduated with M.A. (1712) and 

lived at Eyrecourt, Co. Galway. 

Dublin, 

Killaloe, Co. 

Clare 

 Co. Galway 

Thomas 

Trotter 

 Dr. Thomas Trotter Vicar General Diocese of Dublin, 

Master of Chancery, Court of 

Chancery, Capel St. (Res.) 

Capel Street, 

Dublin 

 

Other Subscribers 

Without accurate archival records, the identity and social status of some 

listed subscribers can only be speculated upon. Out of this study, only a small 

number of portraits have been met with or would appear to have been made at all.
881

 

All of those named appear to be male, but without evidence of the portraits, it is 

difficult to ascertain whether or not these names referred to the endorsing subscriber 

or to the portrait sitter. The following names could not, at least at this point, be 

assigned to any likely attributions.  

Table 11. Other Subscribers  

 Subscriber Identification Occupation/background Location 

Lawr. 

Neligam 

PR: John Moore 

Neligan (1815–1863), physician 

  

                                                 
881

 The known portraits are as follows: Hugh Boulter (Armagh); Mountjoy; Thomas Prior (identified 

in a later version by Spooner in 1752); Thomas Quin by Faber (from around the same time as Brooks’ 

proposal); and Charles Lucas by Miller in the late 1740s. 
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and dermatologist, or to 

William John Neligan, estate 

agent (Co. Kerry and Tralee)     

Thomas Carr PR: Bart. Carr, tailor, Button 

Street; Catherine Carr, 

Ringsend,Dublin; James Carr, 

The Black Lyon, Barrell Street, 

Dublin; John Carr, boatman, 

Ringsend, Dublin, Joseph Carr, 

linen factor, Dublin; Mrs Carr, 

land agent, William Street, 

Dublin. 

 Dublin 

Ja. Stewart PA/PR: James Stewart of the 

Glen/Seumas a’Ghlinne (c. 

1700-1752) 

 OP/PR: Pat. Stewart, merchant 

in Dublin (“Gledstones and 

Stewart”) ; Rev. Dr. Charles 

Stewart, Senior Fellow and 

Proctor, Trinity College Dublin 

Merchant, shopkeeper and 

illegitimate brother of Charles 

Stewart of Ardshiel; fought in 

the battle of Culloden (April 

1746), captain of the Appin 

regiment; eventually charged as 

being an accessory in the 

“Appin murder” (Glenure) in 

1752. 

Dublin 

Henry 

Harrison  

[Many familial connections for 

“Harrison” appear in Directory 

of Dublin (1738)] PR:  

Christopher Harrison, 

merchant, Ann Street; Joseph 

Harrison, Deputy Second 

Remembrancer, Court of 

Exchequer; Stephen Harrison, 

Fishamble Street; Thomas 

Harrison, Land Waiter, 

Revenue Commissioners, 

Dublin Port; William Harrison, 

Clerk, Land Permits, Revenue 

Commissioner; Alfred and 

Theophilus Harrision, 

Apothecrary, Hog Hill. 

Other PR: Henry 

Harrison (c.1785–c.1865), 

architect, London or Henry 

Harrison (1867-1954), author 

and Irish Nationalist (devoted 

Parnellite). 

 Dublin 

Robert Lawe Robert Lawe, King Street, 

Dublin 

 King 

Street, 

Dublin 

Fran. Wilson PR: Peter Wilson (c1720–

1802), Dublin publisher, 

printer, and bookseller, 

apprenticed to George Risk. 

[Many familial connections for 

“Wilson” appear in Directory of 

Dublin (1738)] 

Dublin 

Edw. King PA/PR: Edward King (d. 

1775), father of Edward King 

(c. 1734–1807), writer and 

antiquary, Norwich, England. 

  

Dennis King PR: Edward King (see above).    

Jos. Pursell Joseph Purcell the Market, St. Michan’s, 

Dublin 

St. 

Michan’s, 

Dublin 
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Rob Hassard PR: Jason Hassard, Merchant, 

the Golden Fleece, Skinner 

Row, Dublin 

 Dublin 

John Wilton PR: Thomas Wilton, the 

Market, St. Michan’s 

OP: Thomas Wilton, Church 

Street. 

 Dublin 

Luke 

Stamford [sic] 

Luke Stanford, Little Green, 

Dublin 

 Little 

Green, 

Dublin 

Jo. Whitshed ?   

H.B. Alley ?   

Possible extra subscribers (listed but later removed) 

John Garstin PR: John Garstin, Leragh 

Castle; Balleykerren, Co. 

Westmeath. 

  

John Bonkam ?   

Mat. Jacob 

Jun. 

PR: Jacob Ennis (1728-70), 

portrait and historical painter.  

Other PRs: Garret Jacob, Cloth 

Merchant, the Wool Pack, 

Castle Street; James Jacob, 

Butter Square, or Mrs Jacob, 

Woodquay, Dublin. 

 Dublin 

Ed. Hill PR: Edward Hill (1741–1830), 

physician, Ballyporeen, Co. 

Tipperary. Other PR: Abraham 

Hill, Secondary to the Chief 

Remembrance, Court of 

Exchequer;  Arthur Hill (victualler, 

Thomas Street); Arthur Hill (Public 

Register of Deeds and 

Conveyances, Lower Castle Yard, 

Dublin Castle); John Hill 

(Innkeeper, The Pier Horse Inn, 

Capel Street); Mrs Hill (Phrapper 

Lane); Ob. Hill (Strand Street); 

Richard Hill (Register, Court of 

Chancery, Darby Square) 

  

 

iv. Visual Appearance of the Advertisement 

Between May and November 1742, Brooks’ large mezzotint proposal 

appeared frequently within the Dublin Mercury and later the Dublin Gazette.
882

 For 

over five months that year Brooks’ notice had a consistent and dominant visual 

presence in both newspapers. The effect of this presence is noted in the expansion of 

the subscription list. The literal contents of the notice, as well as the paratextual 

                                                 
882

 This preliminary investigation includes the extra subscribers listed in the Dublin Gazette from 28 

September 1742 until 23-27 November 1742 (thirty-nine appearances were noticed in the Dublin 

Mercury), however, due to the large amount of loose sheets and anomalies, it is impossible to confirm 

the exact number of appearances; this figure is an estimation based on a close search of the available 

archives in the National Library of Ireland and Trinity College Dublin Library. 
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organisation of the subscription terms, demonstrate that Brooks had used a number 

of visual devices to attract the attention of his potential subscribers.  It is not known 

exactly how the subscriptions were taken in for this scheme; the advertisement 

contains no reference to Brooks’ working address at Cork Hill or to any other selling 

vendor across Dublin. However, a second subscription proposal was published by 

Brooks that year, and was printed in the Dublin Mercury alongside the large 

mezzotint proposal. This advertisement was for Brooks’ mezzotint portrait of Hugh 

Boulter after the Irish artist Francis Bindon, and it reveals how the mezzotint 

subscription process was organised.
883

 As previously mentioned, this second notice 

contains a list of booksellers and printers who were collecting subscriptions on 

behalf of the engraver.
884

 Their inclusion implies that a commercial collaboration did 

exist between the Dublin booksellers and the mezzotint printmaker. Therefore, it is 

evident that by 1742 Brooks had already established a collaborative subscription 

method for the sale of mezzotint in Dublin. 

 

 

Fig. 60. Brooks’ subscription advertisement for the Hugh Boulter portrait print  

(Dublin Mercury, 4-8 May 1742). 

The commercial incentive behind such collaboration is obvious. Both the 

mezzotint engraver and the bookseller or printer would have benefited from the 

                                                 
883

 This subscription notice appears in Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 1-4 May 1742, and more 

consistently in Dublin Mercury from approximately 4-8 May 1742 (sometimes in the same issue or 

page as the other proposal). 
884

 The named individuals are specifically based on Dame Street and Essex Street which was very 

near to Brooks on Cork Hill. 
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public announcement of their involvement in such a scheme. Indeed, the mezzotint 

notice provided additional publicity for the bookshop, and these agents may also 

have taken a percentage of the subscription cost.
885

 Certainly, for the engraver, this 

collaborative subscription practice offered a positive commercial advantage in that it 

helped to widen the distribution channels for their reproductions. Other similar 

collaborative practices in single-sheet printselling were used throughout the 1740s. 

For instance, it has already been discussed how Miller’s collaborative sale of Lord 

Chesterfield’s portrait and speech in 1745 involved at least three different selling 

outlets across Dublin.
886

 The newspaper advertisement was also the ideal vehicle in 

which to publicly announce such commercial collaborations because many journals 

were printed by these booksellers. Therefore, similar collaborative efforts may have 

applied to the subscription practices used for Brooks’ large-scale portrait proposal at 

an earlier point.  

Nevertheless, it is still interesting that Brooks did not refer to his Cork Hill 

address within the one-hundred mezzotint advertisement. The absence of a business 

address (or any other selling address or agent for that matter) raises some crucial 

questions about the way in which Brooks chose to publicly identify himself. For 

example, the absence of a selling address suggests that the printmaker had already 

established his reputation in Dublin by that stage. Within the first sentence Brooks 

simply identified himself as being “of the City of Dublin” as though this reference 

was sufficient for the reader. By placing heightened importance on the fact that he 

was a native of Dublin, Brooks was making a direct appeal to the Irish consumer. 

His self-identification with Dublin could also be read as an emotive enticement for 

the support a local and indigenous trader. By then support for Irish manufacture and 

domestic produce was already being encouraged by the Dublin Society. On this note 

Brooks expected that his scheme would antagonise the London printsellers. In one of 

the final paragraphs he even encouraged the readers to choose his Irish-made prints 

over the London versions. This type of appeal suggests that a degree of contention 

existed between Dublin and London with regard to the single-sheet print market. 

Moreover, the language used in this paragraph shows that Brooks had confidently 

                                                 
885

 With regard to book subscription practices during the 1730s, authors frequently commissioned 

jobbing printers to produce proposals on their behalf, and this practice required factoring in the cost of 

newspaper advertisement rates (Brewer, “Authors, Publishers and Literary Culture,” 325-326). 
886

 See Historical Context (2). 
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anticipated some degree of friction following the eminent success of his ambitious 

mezzotint scheme in Dublin. Interestingly, the engraver also expected that this 

proposal would provoke the London printsellers to actively discourage single-sheet 

printselling in Ireland. The advertisement ends with a bold claim to this effect: 

This the said BROOKS thinks will be an effectual and easy Way of 

carrying on the aforesaid ART with Success, against any attempt 

whatsoever that may be made by the Printsellers of London, who 

would, no doubt, on feeling a Loss of some hundred Pounds a Year, 

sent out of Ireland for that Commodity, use their utmost Endeavours 

to discourage any Scheme for promoting the said ART in this 

Kingdom.
887

 

The paragraph itself can be viewed as a clever marketing and advertising 

ploy with obvious echoes of common advertising puffery. Yet on other levels the 

competitive sentiment contained within might represent the engraver’s unconcealed 

sense of confidence as an Irish-based printmaker, despite not being in receipt of a 

Dublin Society premium or any financial support from a guild or drawing school. 

The language used here also suggests that Brooks expected that the London 

printsellers would be affected by the commercial success of mezzotint portraiture in 

Ireland. He even notes that these printsellers would “use their utmost Endeavours to 

discourage any scheme for promoting the said ART in this Kingdom”. Although he 

was relatively new to mezzotint printmaking in Dublin, it is interesting that Brooks 

should already be referring Dublin as a competitive supplier of mezzotint prints with 

regard to the London print trade. Arguably, this reference suggests that the effects of 

the Dublin Society premiums were probably being noted in London. Brooks’ clever 

use of puffery enhanced his position as the first practitioner of a scheme for 

mezzotint reproduction in Ireland by deliberating on the envisaged commercial 

success of his ambitious long-term proposal. On this note, Brooks declared that his 

scheme would inevitably result in the “loss of some hundred Pounds a Year, sent out 

of Ireland for that Comodity [sic]”. Therefore, the public self-identification of 

Brooks as an engraver “of the city of Dublin” is important; the engraver’s self-

assertion reflects an emerging domestic competitiveness within the commercial 

manufacturing industries in Dublin. 

                                                 
887

 This is taken from the second last paragraph of the one-hundred mezzotint proposal (Dublin 

Mercury, May-Sept 1742).  
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Throughout the proposal Brooks uses language similar to that contained in 

his failed Dublin Society premium application. For instance, positioned underneath 

his name is the proposal’s statement of purpose: “for Encouraging and Promoting by 

Subscription in this KINGDOM, the ART of taking PRINTS from COPPER 

PLATES”. Although Brooks was not the only printmaker selling by subscription in 

1742, his two proposals were the only prominently displayed and consistently 

advertised subscription schemes for mezzotint reproduction. Therefore, in this 

reading of the text it is clear that Brooks had deliberated on his Irish identification 

for the benefit of the Dublin Mercury readership, and in doing so this act suggests 

that he was also exploiting a market for Irish-produced mezzotint in the process. 

Alternatively, the broad reference to “Dublin” (as opposed to the specific 

location of “Cork Hill” as seen in the Boulter print advertisement) might suggest an 

underlying ambition to attract the attention of an audience from outside of Ireland.888 

Indeed, Brooks did retain some connections with members of the Dublin book trade 

following his move to London (c. 1745-6). These associations are directly evident in 

later subscription notices, and suggest that there were wider distribution channels for 

mezzotint reproduction between Dublin and London.
889

 One example indicates that 

Brooks had granted exclusive access to his engraved copper plates so that Irish-made 

reproductions could be printed in his absence. In this instance, the Dublin printseller 

Paul Smith, operating at Crane Lane, collected receipts from subscribers on behalf of 

Brooks who was living in London at that point.  

 

Fig. 61. This is part of an advertisement from that is headed “London, July 17, 1745”, and 

appears to have been printed when Brooks had already left Ireland (Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 

26-29 July 1745-6). 

                                                 
888

 In 1742 the Boulter portrait advertisement also appeared in its exact wording within Faulkner's 

Dublin Journal so the text used for the Dublin Mercury notice was included within more than one 

advertising outlet; the possibility of a wider newspaper distribution may also have influenced Brooks’ 

marketing strategy as well as the choice of language used in his proposals. 
889

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 26-29 July 1745-6. 
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Returning to the advertisement, the inclusion of a subscriber testimony 

suggests that Brooks’ name and specialty as a mezzotint printmaker was sufficiently 

recognised across Dublin in 1742. This suggestion is supported by the initial 

declaration that Brooks had “already given several specimens of his good 

Performance in Ingraving and Metzotinto”. Indeed, Strickland refers to a number of 

earlier prints (or sets of prints) that were made by Brooks in the 1730s, and which 

was sold in Dublin by the engraver prior to 1742.
890

 Moreover, Brooks’ earlier 

commercial activity as a printmaker in line engraving, etching, and mezzotint, was 

therefore crucial in the lead up to the one-hundred mezzotint scheme in 1742. Also, 

the presence of a second subscription advertisement at the same time as the large 

proposal implies that Brooks was carefully marketing his mezzotint projects to the 

Dublin audience. With this in mind, it is now necessary to consider the possible 

motivations behind his decision to publish two similar advertisements rather than 

combine the proposal for both.891  

                                                 
890

 Brooks had previously sold or possibly published a number of mezzotints in Dublin which were 

produced by his master-engraver, John Faber Junior (Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 114). 
891

 Advertisements for the Boulter portrait were often included within the same newspaper issue, and 

occasionally the two notices appeared on same page. 
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Fig. 62. This illustrates the visual layout of two separate subscription proposals that were issued 

by Brooks in 1742, and here they were printed on the same page; the notice on the bottom left 

column is for the Boulter print and the top right column notice is for the one hundred 

mezzotints scheme (Dublin Mercury 11-15 May 1742). 

Visually, the Boulter advertisement is more compact than the proposal for 

one-hundred mezzotints. Nevertheless, both examples may suggest how Brooks 

organised his two subscription proposals. The very fact that both proposals were 

sometimes printed on the same page is important; this practice could have affected 

the visual reception of Brooks’ advertisements on the Irish market. The 

advertisement on bottom-left column shows part of the advertisement for Brooks’ 

Boulter portrait subscription.  
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At the time in which this advertisement was published (4-8 May 1742) the 

original portrait by Francis Bindon had already been exhibited at the Work House. A 

public notice, detailing this exhibit, appeared shortly before this time in 20-24 April, 

and included a direct reference to Brooks’ forthcoming reproduction in mezzotint. 

With this notice in mind, Brooks may have been marketing the Boulter print to an 

entirely different clientele who may have wished to purchase an exclusive type of 

reproduction. Also, the terms outlined in the Boulter subscription somewhat 

contrasts with the more elaborate commitment required for subscription to the one-

hundred mezzotint proposal. For instance, the notice quoted below appeared in the 

Dublin Mercury in April in the general news section: 

Tuesday last a fine Portrait of our most worthy and excellent Lord 

Primate, at full length, accompanied with several emblematical Figs, 

done by Mr. Bindon, was put up at the Work-House, and is justly 

admired by all Judges who have seen it. We hear that a curious 

Mezzotino Print, from the said Picture, is now in hand, and will 

speedily be executed, by Mr. Brooks, Engraver, on Cork-hill.
892

  

The timing of these notices also illustrates the speed at which a mezzotint 

reproduction could be made.893 Brooks, perhaps in collaboration with the artist, was 

probably exploiting the particular interest generated from the exhibition of the 

Bindon’s portrait in Dublin. Consequently, the engravers probably needed to make a 

mezzotint reproduction available within a very short time after. Furthermore, the 

large mezzotint proposal is introduced with an enlarged word, “proposals”, and this 

plural form suggests that the engraver probably intended to use a similar subscription 

method for the execution of both projects. Yet the Boulter subscription appears to be 

aimed at a specific market; the public interest generated by an exhibition of the 

original painting may have encouraged Brooks’ printed reproduction. In some ways 

this factor helps to explain the deliberate segregation of the two proposals. Despite 

this however, the visual effect of having both advertisements appear on the same 

page probably cultivated the public impression that Brooks was indeed a highly 

active and reputable printmaker in Dublin; the inclusion of both notices in the 

                                                 
892

 Dublin Mercury, 20-24 April 1742. 
893

 The subscription advertisement for Brooks’ Boulter portrait first appeared at the start of May so he 

was on schedule to release his reproduction to the public within a very short time. 
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newspaper concurrently suggests productivity, and may have been designed to 

enhance Brooks’ public persona as a highly productive and popular printmaker.  

In terms of the textual content, one of the main differences between the two 

advertisements is that there was a greater visual emphasis placed on Brooks’ name 

within the larger proposal. The elaborate title (in large, mostly bold, letters) makes 

Brooks’ name stand out as a most prominent visual focus. The consistent presence of 

his name alone would have helped greatly in making “John Brooks” synonymous 

with mezzotint production in Dublin City.  

 

Fig. 63. The title on Brooks’ large mezzotint proposal (Dublin Mercury, 4-8 May 1742). 

In many eighteenth-century newspaper advertisements there is often a 

marked difference between what is being publicly announced and the accuracy of the 

statement in question. Indeed, Brooks’ reputation as a printmaker and a businessman 

has been much debated in the historical narrative of the Dublin Group.
894

 

Nevertheless, a close examination of the subscribers’ list can provide useful insight 

into the earlier consumption of mezzotint in Dublin. 

v. The Organisation of the Subscription List 

It is uncertain how much autonomy Brooks would have had in terms of the 

positioning and typographical arrangement of his proposal. Given that the 

subscription list was frequently updated, a separate printing forme may have been 

used in printing. Therefore, the type would have been unlocked by the printer in 

                                                 
894

 Most of the scholarship relating to this engraver (such as Pollard’s Dictionary) suggests that 

Brooks was not a skilled printmaker or a reputable business person.   
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order to make these additional changes to the list.895 Brooks may have had an 

involvement in this process for reasons which will be explored next. After twenty-

five subscriptions were taken in, the advertisement was frequently positioned within 

the middle column, which gives the notice a greater visual impact or dominance on 

the page. Certainly, in printing the quality would be more superior when the notice 

appears in the middle column. However, as with all advertisements, the positioning 

of the notice depended largely on the discretion of the newspaper printer, the 

contents and size of surrounding advertisements, and the volume of other news items 

contained within in each newspaper issue.  The proposal’s consistent dominance on 

the page, however, suggests that there may have been a long-term agreement 

between Brooks and the newspaper printer, Thomas Bacon, over a several month 

period.  The use of a larger font along with the impact created by the subscriber’s 

names (printed in bold letters) suggests that Brooks was paying for a priority 

advertisement placement within the Dublin Mercury. This is an important 

consideration in the analysis because the subscription list expanded considerably 

over a period of time. It is possible that Brooks wished to draw attention to the 

subscribers’ list as it grew in each newspaper issue. This visually evident expansion 

might have encouraged new subscriptions to his scheme.  

The ordering of the names on the subscription list also seems to have had a 

visual function and effect. Consequently the hierarchical layout of subscriber names 

merits closer examination. It has already been discuss previously that those names 

which appear on the top left column (beginning with Hugh Armagh, Kildare, 

Massereene, Southwell, and Kingsland) are all important members of the peerage in 

Ireland. Moreover, these names are shown consistently throughout all printings of 

the subscription list. For the most part, any new subscriber names were automatically 

added to the bottom of the list, showing a typographical shift as the list expanded 

within the forme from left to right. For example, on 4-8 May, there are eighteen 

names which are listed (beginning at the top of the left column with “Hugh Armagh” 

and ending at the bottom of the right column with “Arthur Gore”). As the names 

have not been alphabetised, it can be assumed at this point that the order in which 

they appeared was based on the random addition of new subscribers. For printing 

                                                 
895

 Incidentally, Thomas Bacon is also listed as a press corrector, so as well as being a bookseller and 

printer he may have specialised in such work for Brooks’ notice (Pollard, Dictionary, 17).  
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convenience, these new additions would most likely have been added by the 

newspaper printer who probably left the advertisement’s forme set up for the next 

newspaper issue. Evidently, the extra names that were added changed the visual 

appearance of the list within the next issue.  

 

Fig. 64.  Dublin Mercury, 4-8 May 1742. 

This printing or editorial practice can be noted in the issue dated 8-11 May 

when three new additions were made to the subscribers’ list, and all of these names 

appeared directly under the final entries from the previous issue; that is, Arthur Gore 

was followed by Tho. Maden, C. Lucas, and Isaac Simson (see figure 65). 

 

Fig. 65.  Dublin Mercury, 8-11 May 1742. 

 The proposal appears in subsequent issues in this exact order up until 25-29 

May, when four extra names appear underneath the name Isaac Simson. After this 

point the forme was unlocked, and a typographical change was made to the name 

Isaac Simson. This entry remained in the correct spelling (“Isaac Simon”) from this 

point onwards.  
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Fig. 66. Dublin Mercury, 25-29 May 1742. 

Additional names (Rob Norris, Oliver Anketell, Tho. Armstrong and Tho. 

Quin) continued in the same pattern in all following issues after this point. From then 

no changes were made other than the spelling of “Pryer” being changed to “Pryre” in 

8-11 May, and finally written as “Pryce” from 11-15 May onwards.
896

 These spelling 

changes illustrate the printer’s direct involvement in the publishing (and editorial) 

pattern of the subscription list. However, it is possible that Brooks had dictated some 

of these adjustments. The specific nature of the changes that were made to the forme 

exemplify the mechanism used in printing Brooks’ subscription list, and it is most 

likely that a collaborative effort was required between newspaper printer and 

mezzotint engraver.  

 Within the Dublin Mercury two other changes were made to the internal 

structure (or printing pattern) of the subscribers’ list. There was, for instance, the 

unusual insertion of “Mountjoy” that had been originally added to the list from 

sometime in July (at some point before 26-29 June).
897

 In 1741 Brooks published a 

portrait of the Viscount William Mountjoy after the artist James Curry (fl. 1738-9), 

which he sold in Dublin on behalf of his master mezzotint engraver, John Faber.
898

 

This portrait was probably the version that was included within Brooks’ large 

mezzotint plan a year later. Although this named subscriber initially appeared at the 

bottom of the right column (positioned between “Ed. Madden” and “Ja. Stewart”), 

                                                 
896

 Errors such as these would often creep into the newspaper pages, but in Brooks’ list the spelling of 

this name was swiftly rectified, suggesting that frequent alterations were made to the forme. 
897

 Many of the newspaper issues from this month are missing, but an assessment of all previous and 

dated issues concur that no changes had been made to the list up until the issue of 26-29 June 1742.  
898

 Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 114. 
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“Mountjoy” was later moved to the top of the left column, between “Massereene” 

and “Southwell”. This name remained in the fourth position at the top of the left 

column consistently until the proposal no longer appeared in print. This alteration 

suggests that there was a deliberate placement of Mountjoy on the list due to the 

social standing of the subscriber.                     

 

Fig. 67. The original inclusion of “Mountjoy” first appeared in July 1742 at the bottom of the 

list (left image) but the name was later repositioned to the top left column from 13-17 July 1742 

onwards. (See the image on the right). 

The only other comparable change that was made to the subscription list was 

the insertion of “Kingsland” from 27 July to 3 August onwards, which was 

positioned on the top left column between “Southwell” and “William Tighe”. Unlike 

Mountjoy, this name was never placed at the bottom of the right column along with 

all of the other subscribers. The implication is that either Brooks or Bacon had 

moved Kingland’s subscription nearer the top of the left column (see figure 68).899  

 

                                                 
899

 The most likely attribute for “Kingsland” is 4th Viscount Barnewall of Kingsland (son of Nicholas 

Barnewall, 3rd Viscount Barnewall of Kingsland and Mary Hamilton) of Donabate, Co. Dublin (see appendix 3).  
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Fig. 68. The appearance of “Kingsland” on the top left column (Dublin Mercury, 27 July-3 

August 1742). 

These changes may indeed be solely related to the mechanical decisions that 

were made within the newspaper’s print room. As a consequence, most 

bibliographers would understandably be reluctant to offer a conclusive analysis 

without having access to the full archival records.
900

 Despite this, an examination of 

these subtle changes provides insight into the relationship between the engraver and 

the newspaper printer. Moreover, the repositioning of specific names shows that 

there was a social hierarchy in the listed subscribers. Names such as “Kingsland” 

may have been deliberately repositioned for greater visibility on the page. Indeed, 

most of the names on the upper left column appear to indicate a ranking order 

determined by social status. The first five names listed on the left column begin with 

“Hugh Armagh” and “Kildare”, two obvious and identifiable names from the 

nobility and clerical personages in Ireland. Aside from these adjustments, all other 

additional names were added to the list randomly, and were positioned at the bottom 

of the right column. However, as many of the names on the list cannot be identified 

it is impossible to assume their status and occupation based solely on the position 

they occupied within the two columns.  

vi. The Language and Textual Format  

There is a paragraph directly above the subscribers’ list implying that Brooks 

had already established his reputation as a printmaker by then. This public 

endorsement also probably functioned as a contractual agreement between the 

subscriber and the engraver. Italics were used throughout but the words “John 

Brooks”, “Specimens”, “Ingraving”, and “Metzotinto” were printed in capital letters, 

which created a direct visual association between Brooks and mezzotint. This public 

declaration could also be read as a testimony to his reputation as an engraver and 

printmaker with the declaration that he had by then “already given several specimens 

of his good Performance in Ingraving and Metzotinto”. (see figure 69). 

                                                 
900

 This qualitative analysis does not claim to be a conclusive assessment, but rather offers an 

introductory example to inspire further speculation; it is hoped that this will contribute to future 

investigations into mezzotint and other copperplate print subscription practices.   
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Fig. 69. This is the endorsement statement from the subscribers on Brooks’ proposal. 

The language presents the engraver as an authoritative, perhaps exclusive, 

purveyor in mezzotint reproduction from Dublin. In its literal sense the text can also 

be read as a public testimony for the encouragement of a relatively new engraver in 

Dublin. By alluding to his earlier work, Brooks was probably deliberately seeking to 

accentuate his skills as an engraver. The subscribers were actively intent on 

encouraging Brooks (“for his further Encouragement and the Improvement of said 

ART in this Kingdom”). This paragraph also suggests that mezzotint reproduction at 

that time in Dublin was intrinsically connected to the spirit of improvement in 

domestic manufacturing in Ireland that was being led by the Dublin Society.   

Only one year after this proposal, his apprentice, Miller, also began issuing a 

proposal for mezzotint by subscription. But for Miller, mezzotint was the prime 

selling point in his public notices. In 1743 he published a proposal for twelve heads 

“of Royal and other illustrious Personages, done from the best original Paintings and 

Prints of the most celebrated Masters” (see figure 70).
901

 Although no longer 

connected to the Cork Hill workshop at this point, the proposal terms offered by 

Miller are similar to Brooks’ advertisement. Subscriptions to Miller’s plates cost 

twelve British shillings, half to be paid initially, and the remainder paid on delivery 

of the portrait. Visually, Miller’s proposal is smaller in size, but the two column 

layout of names echoes the large proposal that was previously issued by Brooks. 

Miller’s subscription notice contained a specific variety of named and titled 

aristocracy and royal personages.902 In contrast, Brooks’ notice contained a varied list 

of names from the gentry and merchant class. Miller was probably targeting a more 

reliable market for portrait reproduction. The fact that all twelve portraits were 

                                                 
901

 As a point of interest, Miller’s “Twelve Heads” from this time may have speculatively influenced 

the publication of Thomas Frye’s twelve heads in mezzotint which were produced in London in April 

1760 (Miller’s advertisement was printed in Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 8-11 October 1743). 
902

 This list was also numbered and included Queen Elizabeth and the Duke of Marlborough. 
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completed confirms the success of his subscription scheme.
903

 Nevertheless, Brooks 

may still have employed Miller for his large mezzotint scheme, having “procured 

from London, several Hands well Skilled in Graving, Etching and Metzotinto”. 

Moreover, if Brooks had taken on skilled apprentices, such as Miller, it is highly 

possible that he may have been the printseller rather than the engraver.904 

 

Fig. 70. Miller’s mezzotint proposal for twelve “heads”  

(Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 8-11 October 1743). 

vii. The Terms of the Proposal 

The proposal text contains a detailed five-point plan for the subscription of 

one hundred mezzotints “of the most eminent Lords, Gentlemen and Ladies of this 

Kingdom, or elsewhere, such shall be chosen by the Subscribers”. The language used 

within these terms illustrates that Brooks was making a novel appeal for a long-term 

subscription scheme for mezzotint portraiture. Moreover, this proposal was similar in 

ways to the practice of book subscription, thus the influence of the book trade can be 

noted.
905

 The price for each plate was set at one English crown and a half, after 

which the subscriber would receive three tickets for multiple copies of the portrait. 

Alternatively, the subscriber could also return two of the tickets in exchange for a 

British shilling each. In the scheme subscribers were asked to nominate a sitter for 

one plate (or multiple plates), and that the production of each plate would be decided 

by a lottery system:  

                                                 
903

 There are copies of all twelve in existence, most of which are in the British Museum; Strickland 

has identified all of them as being published a year later in 1744, and many appear in reverse by either 

Houbraken or Virtue for the publication, Birch’s Lives (c.1743).  
904

 However, Miller asserted his independence as a mezzotint engraver within his proposal from 1743. 
905

 A comparison between Brooks’ print proposal and book subscription schemes will be examined 

further on. 
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 THAT each and every Subscriber shall have in 

 their turn the Nomination of a Person whose Print shall 

 be taken, that such turn shall be determined by Lott; 

 the first Numbers from one to ten inclusive shall be drawn 

 the first Year, and the Subscribers who draw those Num- 

 bers shall in order have their first Choice, and so on every 

 Year, till every Subscriber has had his turn.  

 

But the language is unclear, especially with regard to the identity of the 

subscribers’ listed.  For instance, a subscriber could nominate a sitter for one plate 

only, but the terms outline that they were also invited to purchase impressions of 

other portraits “then in hand” and in the process of being reproduced at Brooks’ 

workshop. Literal ambiguity also exists with regard to the actual cost of subscription. 

For example, Brooks sold subscriptions “at the rate of ten plates for each year till the 

whole be finished”. But the last sentence of this term also states that he wanted to 

find one-hundred subscribers “at half an English Crown for each Plate”. Therefore, 

this term does not clarify whether or not Brooks was referring to the cost of 

production for each plate outright. Furthermore, the third term states that after each 

plate is completed “every subscriber on paying an English half Crown, shall have 

three tickets delivered to him, and each ticket shall entitle the Bearer thereof to a 

Print of the Gentleman or Lady then in Hand”. But Brooks does not confirm if this 

amount covers the cost of subscription for one impression, or if the tickets relate to 

extra impressions of one plate. Being the plate owner Brooks may have offered a 

discounted price for additional impressions of the other portraits. Indeed, there is 

some commercial sense in selling impressions of other portraits that were reproduced 

in the scheme. However, it would be unusual that the total cost of a plate 

subscription would be the same price as a single impression of another portrait. 

Impressions taken from plates that were already made should, at least in theory, be 

sold at a cheaper rate; by then the production costs, such as the copper plate, ink, and 

paper, would have already been covered by the original subscription. 

In the fourth term Brooks declares a quality assurance to the subscribers by 

specifying that “every print shall be accurately taken from the best picture than can 

be got of the person chosen, and if no such can be found, from a picture taken from 

the life at the charge of said Brooks”. This point suggests that Brooks had direct 

access to the sitter, most of who came from the gentry and higher nobility. Indeed, 
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Brooks’ willingness to risk a financial loss shows how he was confident that his 

scheme would be a success. In the case of posthumous nominations, this promise 

also implies that Brooks had access to the artist’s studio. Brooks also maintained that 

he had professional connections with the original portrait painters, and that these 

images would be “taken from the life at the Charge of Brooks”.
906

  

viii. Book and Mezzotint Subscription Notices  

If compared purely on visual terms, Brooks’ advertisement appears to have 

been directly influenced by book subscription practices.
907

 A similar book 

subscription notice was also printed in the Dublin Mercury in 1742. Although not 

printed as frequently as Brooks’ proposal, the similarities found in the typographical 

layout makes this example useful for comparison. The book proposal was for the 

subscription of The History of the Council of Trent (“Written in Italian by PIETRO 

SOAVE POLANO”) and also contained a similar five-point list of terms.
908

 Like 

Brooks’ advertisement, the notice is quite large, and the text contained therein is 

presented in a similar typographical arrangement. For instance, the use of italics on 

certain prominent words (“Italian” and “English”) reflects the visual emphasis that 

was used within the mezzotint advertisement. Also, capital letters were used for the 

author’s and engraver’s names in order to draw the attention of the reader. Like 

Brooks’ proposal, the entire advertisement seems to dominate the page in one 

column. This is particularly evident when comparing the visual appearance of both 

advertisements to the surrounding notices on the page (see figures 71 and 72). 

 

                                                 
906

 Many painters employed mezzotint engravers as studio assistants for the swift reproduction of 

portraits (Wax, Mezzotint, 56-59). 
907

 Developed in the mid-seventeenth century, the subscription proposal was initially used for the 

publication of expensive books and texts that contained illustration; public subscriptions were 

encouraged in order to cut down the production costs such as paper (Gaskell, New Introduction to 

Bibliography, 183). 
908

 Dublin Mercury, 26-20 Jan 1742. 
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Fig. 71. These two images represent the visual similarity between a book subscription notice and 

Brooks’ mezzotint subscription proposal, both of which appeared in Dublin Mercury in 1742. 
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Fig. 72. This is an example of how the book advertisement appears on the page; note the 

similarity of scale and lineation as seen in Brooks’ advertisement (Dublin Mercury 26-20 Jan 

1742). 

An obvious difference between the two advertisements is that the book 

subscription does not include a list of the subscribers. Most book subscription 

notices printed the subscribers’ list within the covers of the publication.
909

 The fourth 

term of the scheme refers directly to the publication of the subscriber names “as 

Encouragers of so useful and valuable a work”. In this sense the publication of the 

list within both the book and print schemes functioned as a marketing devise. But the 

language used within the book proposal also reflects various mezzotint proposals 

issued by Brooks, Miller, and Ford. For example, in condition three, the book 

                                                 
909

 Robinson and Wallis refer to these lists as “preliminaries” that appear within books (usually after 

the title page) but that their inclusion varied a great deal in many cases; sometimes the lists were not 

printed at all or were only printed in a limited number of copies (Robinson and Wallis, A Preliminary 

Guide to Book Subscription Lists, 6-7).   
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advertiser offers a similar method of part-payment, stating that “nine British shillings 

shall be paid down for each book at the time of subscribing and the remainder on 

delivery thereof”. In 1746 Brooks advertised another mezzotint subscription in 

similar terms, outlining that “the price to subscribers is ten shillings, one half to be 

paid at the time of subscribing, and the other half to be paid on the delivery of the 

print”.
910

 A common practice within most subscription schemes during the 1740s 

was the consistent promise that the subscriber was getting great value for money. 

Brooks’ offer of three additional tickets can be seen as an example of this practice. 

Similarly, in an advertisement for the publication of Defoe’s Colonel Jack the terms 

outlined therein mention that the subscribers would have much better value for their 

money than non-subscribers.
911

 In this example, not only was the subscribers' name 

printed along with the text, but that “the price will be raised to those who do not 

subscribe”, thus making it more beneficial for these who had subscribed in advance.   

 Concluding Remarks 

On some levels it would appear that the efforts made to advertise and 

encourage subscriptions to Brooks’ elaborate scheme were indeed more successful 

than the actual delivery of the portraits. Although Brooks’ proposal was not fully 

completed, the proposal’s significance lies in the marketing strategies employed by 

the engraver. In particular, the visual impact of publishing a linear and frequently 

updated subscription list meant that Brooks’ notice had a dominant public presence 

in the Dublin Mercury throughout that year. However, the inconsistent placement of 

some additional names creates difficulties when attempting to assess this 

advertisement as a cultural and social artefact. Most bibliographical investigations 

involving early-modern newspaper archives are hindered by incomplete archival 

records. As a result, definitive conclusions are often difficult to arrive at. The large 

amount of issue anomalies within the existing archive for the Dublin Mercury in 

1742 would certainly make a quantitative bibliographical investigation difficult or 

impossible. Nevertheless, based on the qualitative parameters in this study it would 

be fair to suggest that there are indeed some insightful but probably misleading 

                                                 
910

 Faulkner’s Dublin Journal, 26-29 July 1745-6. 
911

 Esdall’s Newsletter, 18-20 Sept 1751. 
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features contained in Brooks’ proposal. For instance, the testimony paragraph 

unavoidably leads to further speculation regarding the textual reliability of the 

proposal contents, named subscribers, as well as the motivations of the advertiser. It 

is worth noting that this proposal was published consistently throughout 1742 in an 

era when advertisement puffery went unbridled.
912

 As with many newspaper 

advertisements the opportunistic incentives on the part of the advertiser requires 

consideration in all attempted analyses. The tendency to exaggerate competencies in 

the delivery of a product became the common practice of many trades. Any lack in 

quality or service, especially on a lower scale of production, was often overcome by 

a shrewd ability to promote goods and wares directly to a carefully targeted market. 

Also, the advertising practices of many specialist practitioners, including Irish 

mezzotint printmaking, frequently included a strong emphasis on name-association. 

Brooks’ publicly issued list of subscribers was no different in this regard. 

The language used in this advertisement also deeply reflects the culture of 

renewal and improvement in Ireland during the 1740s. In particular, the subscription 

list demonstrates the growing commercial prominence of the gentry and professional 

classes in Ireland, and specifically, the emerging interest in mezzotint portrait 

reproduction in Ireland. Throughout 1742 this advertisement had a consistent 

presence in the Dublin Mercury, and later the Dublin Gazette, which shows that 

Brooks was attempting to make his name synonymous with a Dublin-based 

speciality in mezzotint reproduction. As a consequence, this association was 

probably engrained in the Irish consumer-consciousness from this point onwards. 

Indeed, mezzotint printmaking flourished in Dublin and later in London after this 

point, and the Dublin engravers became the most notable practitioners in this field. 

Brooks’ elaborate and repetitive mezzotint proposal from 1742 must have 

encouraged their association with mezzotint portrait reproduction. This preliminary 

study of Brooks’ large mezzotint scheme also reflects the human aspect of 

advertisement subscription practices. Tracing the changes that were made to the 

subscription list demonstrates the dynamic activity of a newspaper printing room. 

Inconsistencies within the forme suggest that Brooks may have had an input into this 

process, perhaps in a collaborative capacity. Overall, this proposal was an ambitious 

                                                 
912

 This point was addressed with relation to the businessman George Packwood; see McKendrick, 

“George Packwood and the Commercialisation of Shaving,” 146-194. 
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scheme that Brooks devised at the beginning stage of his career in mezzotint 

printmaking and selling. The advertisement demonstrates an entrepreneurial 

ambition to exploit the Dublin market for mezzotint portrait reproduction. Brooks’ 

inclusion of the subscriber names in a linear format – as well as the expansion of this 

list over several consecutive months – illustrates the competitive nature of the 

commercial and luxury goods market in Dublin, as well as a growing interest in 

mezzotint reproduction.  
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Visual analysis 

Chapter Seven: A Selection of Mezzotint Prints  

Introduction 

The Dublin Group reproduced a substantial volume of mezzotint prints 

between c. 1742 and 1770.
913

 With regard to the subjects, treatment, and market life, 

the work of McArdell, Miller, Brooks, and Fisher in particular displayed an evident 

individuality. Consequently their work has been given closer attention in the 

discussion that follows. The mezzotints in this selection will provide a representative 

cross-section of the kinds of portraits that these engravers made. The analysis of 

these images, as well as the production and market history of each, will draw on the 

context of Dublin and London during the mid-eighteenth century.914  

It can be taken that the images selected here were originally sold in single-

sheet format either from the print shop or within other public outlets, thus giving 

them a public accessibility otherwise not experienced in the preceding culture of the 

eighteenth-century art world.915 However, many of these prints would usually have 

been kept in private folders, and sometimes framed or pasted onto walls of “Print 

Rooms”, inns or taverns. In many cases, where a larger printseller was involved in a 

print’s publication, the sheet may also have been publicly displayed on the walls and 

in the windows of prominent print shops that were situated in the heart of 

commercial centres.
916

 The majority of portrait reproductions from this era were 

commissioned by the sitter, but many examples were also created independently by 

the engraver and sold by them to the public. In the case of theatrical prints, it was 

common practice for printsellers to anticipate a demand for images of popular 

performers from the current theatrical season, so many would sell these images at 

addresses within a close proximity to the playhouses. For instance, John Faber sold 

prints at “the green door in Craven Buildings”; by situating himself at a selling 

                                                 
913

 The catalogues of the Dublin Group members can be found in Smith, British Mezzotinto Portraits 

and Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists. 
914

 In the case of McArdell, substantial research has already been conducted on his catalogue of work; 

see the full, updated descriptive catalogue in McGowan, James McArdell. 
915

 See chapter three in Shearer West, The Theatrical Portrait in Eighteenth Century London (diss., 

St. Andrews University, 1985) 69-89, Research Repository, St. Andrews, 13 July 2012, web, 1 May 

2013 [hereafter: West, The Theatrical Portrait in Eighteenth Century London]. 
916

 See Wax, “The Development of Mezzotint in the Eighteenth-century Marketplace,” 73-86.  
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location near to Drury Lane, this printseller certainly was targeted the theatre-going 

market.917  

At the time of their production and after, many of these prints were listed in 

the catalogues of the larger printsellers such as Robert Sayer, and were often 

advertised within newspapers and journals published in Dublin and London. The 

large, single-sheet format for mezzotint portraiture was common during the mid 

eighteenth century, and this format appears frequently throughout this selection. 

However, Edward Fisher’s ten octavo-sized portrait heads from The Vicar of 

Wakefield are the exceptions in this list. The functionality of these portraits is 

complex, and therefore demands a detailed reading with specific relation to 

Goldsmith’s novel.
918

 Indeed, the necessary interconnection between the Dublin 

Group members, artists, and various members of the print and book trade has already 

been acknowledged. These interconnections heavily influenced and assisted the 

engravers in the production, distribution and sale of their work.  Without close 

connection to the print scenes of Dublin and London from the 1740s, the engravers 

may not have been able to sustain a livelihood within the competitive print market. 

But the analysis of this selection also aims to broadly demonstrate the complex 

relationship between mezzotint reproduction and higher and lower cultural conduct 

in relation to the commercial value and function of the reproduced portrait. 

Moreover, this discussion will reassess the Dublin Group’s own cultural and artistic 

displacement within the printmaking trade of mid-eighteenth century London. With 

regard to the Teague prints there are both direct and indirect thematic concerns 

relating to the context of Dublin and Ireland during the early to middle of the 

eighteenth century, as well as the engravers’ individual experiences within this 

culture.   

                                                 
917

 West, The Theatrical Portrait in Eighteenth Century London, 77. 
918

 The Octavo format was unusual for mezzotint portraiture as this printmaking technique was rarely 

used for book illustration; the printseller, Robert Sayer, sold these prints individually so that they 

could be framed or pasted into a print folder.  
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Fig. 73. James McArdell after Benjamin Wilson. Mr Garrick in Hamlet. Mezzotint. 1 November 

1754. British Museum. Web. 10 October 2013. 

Garrick in the Character of Hamlet (McArdell after Wilson) 

This portrait is of the actor and stage manager David Garrick (1717-1779) 

depicted in the role of Hamlet from Act I, Scene 4. The portrait was reproduced in 

1754 by McArdell after an oil painting by the English portrait painter and etcher, 

Benjamin Wilson (c. 1721-1788).
919

 At eighteen by thirteen inches, the print is a 

large mezzotint, and thus exemplifies a commonly used format by the Dublin Group 

during the 1750s.
920

 But the size may also be reflective of the growing importance of 

the portrait subject, as well as the changing tastes and functionality of the printed 

reproduction. Such theatrical prints may have been intended as domestic furnishing; 

that is, a portrait such as this may have been framed and openly displayed, rather 

than kept in a private portfolio. Moreover, a recognisable sitter, such as David 

Garrick, would have been a main selling feature for the theatrical portrait genre. 

                                                 
919

 The original painting has been lost and this mezzotint reproduction is the only version of the 

source image; see the “related works” note in the catalogue entry for Wilson, Benjamin, and James 

McArdell, David Garrick as Hamlet, 1754, The Garrick Club Art Collection, London,  n.d. n. 

pag, The Garrick Club's Works of Art On-Line Catalogue, web, 4 March 2014. 
920

 Alexander, "The Dublin Group,” 77. 
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Therefore, a larger-scaled reproduction could be used to emphasise the actor’s facial 

likeness and characteristic pose from a distance. The dramatic spotlighting directed 

towards the subject’s face mimics Garrick’s exaggerated stage presence. This effect 

serves to intensify the emotional expression of Garrick in the performance of 

Hamlet. This portrait represents the public taste for a distinctive and recognisable 

image of Garrick, whose name also appears prominently below the title line.  

 

Fig. 74. The name of the actor and the scene is prominently displayed on the publication line 

(James McArdell after Benjamin Wilson. Mr Garrick in Hamlet. Mezzotint. 1 November 1754. 

British Museum. Web. 10 October 2013.). 

The image setting is of the crucial night scene during the play (Act 1, Scene 

4) in which the ghost appears to Hamlet. The tonal contrasts of the mezzotint 

technique have been used here to great advantage by McArdell; the engraver was 

able to recreate and probably enhance the original picture’s chiaroscuro for dramatic 

effect, and in doing so also potentially recapturing Wilson’s artistic strengths as an 

artist. The figure of Hamlet is three-quarter length with his arms outstretched in a 

dramatic stage-like pose. The setting shown in the background was probably inspired 

by an actual stage scene that Wilson may have constructed for a performance of the 

play.921 A relationship between the creation of this portrait and Garrick’s actual 

performance as Hamlet can thus be suggested. Also shown in the setting is the faint 

depiction of the castle in the background, and Garrick's face is illuminated by a spot 

light. The effect also illustrates Garrick’s naturalism on stage, which was a 

distinctive feature of his acting technique, and his animated appeal as a performer.922 

The image therefore is a depiction of Garrick as he appeared on the stage. Also, the 

title of the print, Mr. Garrick in Hamlet, appears in bold lettering on the publication 

line. The reference to the performer along with the character being portrayed 

                                                 
921

 E. I. Carlyle and Rev. John A. Hargreaves, “Wilson, Benjamin,” Oxford Dictionary of National 

Biography, ed., H. C. G. Matthew and Brian Harrison, Oxford: OUP, 2004, online ed., Lawrence 

Goldman, May 2005, 11 October 2013 [hereafter: Hargreaves, “Wilson, Benjamin”].  
922

 Peter Thomson, “Garrick, David (1717–1779),” Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, ed., H. 

C. G. Matthew and Brian Harrison, Oxford: OUP, 2004, Online ed., Lawrence Goldman, January 

2008, 10 October 2013 [hereafter: Thomson, “Garrick, David”]. 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

325 

 

suggests that the marketing of this print was directly linked to Garrick’s popularity in 

the role of Hamlet.  

At the time in which this portrait was made and reproduced (both original 

image and reproduction appeared in 1754) Wilson was establishing his reputation as 

a professional portrait painter. The artist had some strong affiliations with the 

theatrical scene in London, as evidenced in his production of many theatrical 

conversation pieces. Wilson also visited and lived in Ireland from between 1746 and 

1750 after he was commissioned to produce a number of portraits there.
923

 This 

period in Wilson’s career reflects the expansion of the market for portraiture in 

Ireland, with the indication being that there was a market for portrait reproductions 

of theatrical personalities at the time in which the Dublin mezzotint engravers were 

active.924 The artist’s connection to McArdell (along with other Dublin Group 

engravers) had probably been established at this point. As well as having worked 

with McArdell, a number of works by Wilson were reproduced in mezzotint by 

Houston, Fisher, and Purcell, and were made after McArdell had moved to 

London.
925

 Wilson’s eminence as a painter at this time would have provided the 

engravers with important commercial connections to the London art world. 

Therefore, the mezzotint portrait of Garrick in the role of Hamlet exemplifies the 

advantageous relationship between the artist and the engraver; an artist such as 

Wilson could probably provide the Irish mezzotint engraver with direct access to the 

fashionable London theatrical and artistic circles, and the resulting reproductive 

output would in turn promote the work of the artist to a wider market.
926

  

At the height of his career, Wilson managed the Duke of York’s private 

theatre in Westminster (for which he also painted the stage scenery), and he later 

exhibited four portraits for the Society of Artists (1760-1) and one historical piece in 

                                                 
923

 Hargreaves, “Wilson, Benjamin,” ODNB.  
924

 For a discussion on Irish portraiture relating to celebrated theatrical subjects such as Margaret 

Woffington, see Fintan Cullen, “Portraiture and Success,” The Irish Face, Redefining the Irish 

Portrait, 1700-2000 (London: National Portrait Gallery, 2004) 111-126. 
925

 Wilson’s work was reproduced and copied  in mezzotint by Fisher and Purcell, and a number of 

theatrical portrait were made by McArdell and Houston, including Garrick as King Lear (1761) and 

Romeo and Juliet (c. 1766). 
926

 By this time Garrick had already become established as a successful actor and theatre manager, 

working at Covent Garden and Drury lane in London as well as Dublin’s Smock Alley theatre. 
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1783 at the Royal Academy.
927

 Through his connection to the Duke of York, Wilson 

eventually became the painter to the Board of Ordnance, a role which would further 

enhance his social respectability.
928

 The artist mainly worked on commission for the 

nobility – having built up a repertoire which included a portrait of John Savile, Earl 

of Mexborough – but he also painted a commemorative portrait of William 

Shakespeare for Stratford-upon-Avon in 1769. This portrait was no doubt made in 

conjunction with Garrick’s Shakespeare Jubilee celebrations that same year.
929

 

Clearly, Wilson cultivated several important commercial and social affiliations 

within the theatrical circles of London, and that these connections expanded his 

career in portraiture beyond the peerage clientele. Despite a somewhat turbulent 

relationship with Garrick, Wilson produced a number of theatrical portraits after the 

actor.
930

Aside from his portrait of Garrick as Hamlet he had also painted Garrick 

with Mrs Bellamy in Romeo and Juliet (1753), and in the role of King Lear 

(1761).
931

  

Wilson also published one of McArdell’s portrait reproductions in London. 

This commission would suggest that Wilson recognised that McArdell was a reliable 

and socially-connected reproductive engraver. At this time, McArdell had already 

established his career and reputation in mezzotint, and was socially affiliated with 

the art and theatrical worlds at London. Indeed, by then McArdell was working from 

a fashionable address at the Golden Head in Covent Garden, and was socially 

connected to Garrick who lived at a nearby address.
932

 Therefore, McArdell’s 

reproduction of Garrick after Wilson demonstrates the importance that was placed on 

cultivating and sustaining advantageous connections within the theatrical and artistic 

scenes in London. However, celebrated actors and performers of the eighteenth 

century were not the only portrait reproductions in public demand; the political 

portrait was also a feature of the Dublin Group’s market, and particularly those 

                                                 
927

 Geoffrey Ashton, “Wilson, Benjamin,” Grove Art Online, Oxford Art Online, Oxford University 

Press, web, 4 Oct 2013 [hereafter: Ashton, “Wilson, Benjamin,” Oxford Art Online]. 
928

 Thomson, “Garrick, David,” ODNB. 
929

 This portrait was displayed in the Stratford Town Hall but was destroyed by a fire in 1946.  
930

 Garrick, whose image would dominate the theatrical visual culture of the era, commissioned 

Wilson’s apprentice, John Zoffany, for a number of works much to Wilson’s displeasure (Thomson, 

“Garrick, David,” ODNB).  
931

 Both of these portraits are survived by the mezzotint reproductions made by McArdell.  
932

 Strickland, Dictionary of Irish Artists, 44. 
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images that were created in response to topical civic affairs, such as Miller’s portrait 

of Tottenham. 

Tottenham by Miller 

 

Fig. 75. A. Miller after Justin Pope Stevens. Charles Tottenham. Mezzotint. 1749. National 

Library of Ireland. Web. 10 Oct 2013. 

This print was engraved by Miller after a portrait by Justin Pope-Stevens 

from 1749.933 The subject is the Wexford MP, Charles Tottenham (1685-1758), who 

was famed for being the source of a popular patriotic toast: “Tottenham in his 

boots”.
934

 This phrase originated in November 1731 in reference to the casting of a 

deciding vote in the Irish House of Commons.
935

 As legend would have it, 

Tottenham arrived hastily to cast his vote in full riding attire, having ridden directly 

there from his home in Tottenham Green, Co. Wexford. Tottenham was an MP for 

the borough of New Ross but any MP presented in informal wear at office was 

considered “undressed” and thus highly unsuitable for the official proceedings of the 

Irish parliament.  

                                                 
933

 To date no original works by Justin Pope-Stevens have been identified; his portraits, such as the 

Tottenham example, are only known through the mezzotint reproductions by engravers such as 

Brooks and Miller (Crookshank and Glin, Ireland’s Painters, 93). 
934

 The publication line includes “Stevens pinxit 1749” and this it was advertised by the named 

printseller, Thomas Silcock, in Censor or Citizen’s Journal, 26 Aug - 2 Sept 1749. 
935

 David Hayton, “Charles Tottenham,” DIB. 
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The MP wished to vote against a proposal regarding the dispersal of surplus 

funding from the Irish treasury. The parliamentary topic in question related to the 

management of a £60,000 surplus fund for the National debt. In this instance the 

Court Party wished to return the said amount to the King and proposed to have the 

amount handed over to the Crown for twenty-one years. However, the opposition 

party sought to use the money for the continuing civic and constitutional affairs of 

Ireland, and thus the topic was put to vote. Tottenham’s last minute arrival was 

indeed the deciding vote that swayed the balance toward the opposition, and his 

legendary and rather scandalous dress “in boots and riding attire, splashed with mud, 

amid the correctly dressed assembly” would go down in eighteenth-century Irish 

political history.936 The anecdote of Tottenham’s impassioned and symbolic 

opposition to government was later reinforced or re-imagined by Stevens’ 1749 

portrait. By then the phrase “Tottenham in his Boots” had no doubt already become 

one of the most popular eighteenth-century patriotic toasts in Ireland.  The 

reproduction of Tottenham in mezzotint eighteen years after the event in question 

also reflects the longevity of this political legend in the public imagination.  

A different portrait of Tottenham appeared prior to Stevens’ portrait, and is 

attributed to James Latham (1696-1746). Although this image (figure 76) bears some 

compositional resemblance to Miller’s mezzotint portrait, both images of Tottenham 

were produced independently.
937

 In the Latham portrait the inclusion of a dog at 

Tottenham’s foot (possibly a sporting dog, such as a Cocker Spaniel) complements 

the sitter’s riding attire. However, the iconography of this compositional feature may 

also be taken to mean fidelity or loyalty, and was probably used as a symbolic 

marker for the MP’s support of Irish civic affairs. Also, the inclusion of a dog 

probably enhanced the patriotic narrative of Tottenham retrospectively after the 1801 

Act of Union.938  

                                                 
936

 The details of the event were printed in a letter responding to the obituary of Tottenham’s grand-

nephew, Lord Ely; see A Correspondent, “The Late Lord Ely,” The Times [London, England] 29 

December 1925: 16, The Times Digital Archive, web, 7 March 2014. 
937

 There is no date on the Latham portrait but given the artists’ period of activity (d. 1747) this 

portrait was probably made during the 1730s when the painter was well established in Dublin 

(Crookshank and Glin, Ireland’s Painters, 37-38 ).  
938

 A disguised reference to “Tottenham in his boots” also appears within James Joyce’s Ulysses 

which indicates the extent of the legend in Irish history (David Hayton, “Charles Tottenham” DIB). 
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Fig. 76. On the left is James Latham. Charles Tottenham, MP. Oil on canvas. n.d. National 

Gallery of Ireland. Web. 20 February 2013; on the right is Miller’s mezzotint after Stevens’ 

portrait of Tottenham (1749). 

The re-emergence of Tottenham as a subject in the late 1740s is linked to 

public criticisms that were directed toward the Dublin Corporation at that time. The 

sale of a mezzotint reproduction certainly indicates a commercial demand for this 

image. At this time individuals such as Charles Lucas were particularly vocal about 

the misappropriation of civic funds and the general corruption by the alderman of the 

Dublin Corporation. David Hayton proposed that the Pope-Stevens’ reproduction 

was probably sold in response to another “parliamentary fracas” relating to the return 

of surplus revenue funds to Britain.
939

 Therefore, the use of Tottenham’s image 

would have been an ideal symbolic choice in the visual expression of public 

dissatisfaction with regard to the management of civic fiscal affairs in Ireland.  

The print is titled “Charles Tottenham Esqr: A member of Parliament” and 

shows Tottenham in full-length wearing riding attire and boots. He is positioned on 

the steps presumed to be outside the Irish House of Commons building.940 Tottenham 

is carrying a whip, and is shown with his hat under his left arm with his other arm 

resting on a column. The simplicity of the surrounding architectural features means 

                                                 
939

 David Hayton, “Charles Tottenham,” DIB.  
940

 During the eighteenth century the Irish House of Commons was situated on College Green but the 

parliamentary chamber was destroyed by a fire in 1792; see “1803 – Former Houses of 

Parliament/Bank of Ireland, College Green, Dublin,” Archiseek, ed., Paul Clerkin, n.d, web, 8 March 

2014. 
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that all attention is focused on Tottenham’s dominant figure within the portrait 

frame. Furthermore, his position on the bottom step suggests that he had just arrived 

from Wexford on horseback, and Stevens’ composition is less posed when compared 

with the Latham portrait. For instance, in the mezzotint portrait of Tottenham the 

wig is slightly dishevelled on the right side of his head, indicating that the MP had 

just arrived in a great hurry. The publication line includes Tottenham’s coat of arms, 

along with the attribution of the image to Stevens and Miller in the year 1749. 

Underneath the title, the publishing address is also printed: “Publish’d and Sold by 

Thomas Silcock in Nicolas Street”. The political motivation behind the reproduction 

of this mezzotint is supported by the involvement of the Dublin printseller, Thomas 

Silcock, in the sale of the print.941 In 1749 Silcock advertised within Censor; or the 

Citizen’s Journal the subscription for a single-sheet mezzotint portrait of Colonel 

Charles Tottenham.942 Given the previously discussed commercial affiliations 

between the engraver and Silcock, it can be assumed that the portrait referred to here 

is most likely that which was reproduced by Miller.
943

 The language chosen by 

Silcock in this advertisement aptly illustrates the function and importance of the 

political portrait print, as well as the growing appeal of mezzotint at this time:  

As the Spirit of LIBERTY and PATRIOTISM now runs very high in 

this City, we hope it will be acceptable to the Public, to hand down to 

Posterity, just Portraits of those FEW EXCELLENT MEN, who have 

in any Ways remarkably distinguished themselves in the Service of 

their Country. Therefore it is proposed, that a Set of Metzotinto Prints 

of the ancient and modern WORTHIES of IRELAND be done by the 

best Hands in this Kingdom, at full Length, in the most beautiful 

manner.
944

  

Silcock’s advertisement highlights a particular form of commercial 

exploitation using the mezzotint political portrait in Dublin during the 1740s.  

Although the facts behind “Tottenham in his boots” have always been a matter of 

conjecture for historians, this mezzotint from 1749 represents an imagined moment 

in political history from an earlier period, and a Dublin printseller and engravers’ 

collaborative commercial exploitation of the “spirit of liberty and patriotism” created 

                                                 
941

 Silcock was one of Miller’s printsellers in Dublin; see Appendix (map two).  
942

 Censor; or the Citizen’s Journal, 26 Aug-2 Sept 1749. 
943

 Silcock had sold a number of Miller’s mezzotint portraits before this point. 
944

 Censor or Citizen’s Journal, 26 Aug-2 Sept 1749.  
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by social civic campaigners such as Charles Lucas.  Yet there were many other 

mezzotint portraits being produced in Dublin during the 1740s that were not initiated 

by the printseller. Rather these were often commissioned as official, governmental 

portraits and frequently reproduced as public propaganda during times of imminent 

crisis. Therefore, many images of politicians naturally possessed idealised, 

favourable representations of the subjects. As Sara Stevenson writes “[t]he idea 

aimed at in these cases is often the Aristotelian one, of government by one super-

human, perfect individual, untouched by faction, unprejudiced and perfectly just”.945  

Two Representations of Teague by Andrew Miller and James McArdell 

Earlier in on their careers Miller and McArdell engraved two distinctive 

portrayals of the stock Irish character embodied in the role of Teague.
946

 Examining 

them both collectively will help to reveal not only the market history of these 

images, but also the cultural significance of Teague within the eighteenth century 

context. These two images also might reflect the possible self-identification of both 

migrant engravers with regard to their Irish connections. The production of these 

images and their speculated market also complicates the posthumous construction of 

the Dublin Group label. These visual representations illustrate much about the social 

and cultural environment in which both engravers existed.  Miller’s image was a 

direct theatrical portrayal of Howard’s stage Irish character, and McArdell’s pictorial 

representation appears to be an indirect illustration of this source. But before 

addressing these specific features, it is necessary to contextualise Teague as an early-

modern Irish stereotype, as well as Howard’s play during the eighteenth century.  

 The Committee; Or, the Faithful Irishman (1665) is a political comedy 

depicting the attitudes of the commonwealth from the perspective of the pre-

restoration English upper-class. The scathing comedic elements that are mostly 

centred on Teague’s character were sentimentalised during the eighteenth century 

through the incorporation of ballads and music performances. In the play Teague is 

                                                 
945

 Sara Stevenson, A Face for Any Occasion: Some Aspects of Portrait Engraving (Edinburgh: 

Trustees of the National Galleries of Scotland, 1976) 87. 
946

 See Christopher Morash, A History of Irish Theatre 1601-2000 (Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 2002) 46; for an earlier description of the stock Irishman traits see G. C. Duggan, The Stage 

Irishman, a History of the Irish Play and Stage Characters from the Earliest Times, Dublin: Talbot 

Press, 1937 [hereafter: Duggan, The Stage Irishman]. 
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personified as an Irish colonial stereotype, and was presumed to have been based on 

one of Howard’s real-life Irish servants. Moreover, the presentation of Teague, both 

on stage and in pictorial embodiment, was rich in social commentary relating to Irish 

immigration in England. By the publication of the fourth edition in 1733, the play 

was subtitled The Committee; Or, the Faithful Irishman, thus suggesting the growing 

appeal of the character.
947

 Although other versions of Teague had existed as a stock 

Irish representation, Howard’s character was the most popular personification at the 

time in which both of these mezzotint prints were made; between the Dublin and 

London stage there were roughly sixty-one performances of The Committee, and 

Teague was also performed by eight different Irish actors within at least twenty-

seven theatrical seasons.
948

  

There are many reasons why this particular character captured the theatrical, 

and perhaps social, imagination of the eighteenth-century theatre-going public. 

Hayton argues that the Irishman, as a once-feared papist rebel, was undergoing a 

considerable cultural transformation. Within English Images of the Irish, he argues 

that before this point “the ‘wild Irishman’ was a contemptible fool; even if a cunning 

cut throat, at heart a coward,” and therefore all representations of the character were 

inherently linked to the general distaste for Ireland and its inhabitants.
949

 Despite the 

negative undertones the representation of Teague was undeniably a cultural and 

commercial phenomenon with conflicting cultural interpretations. Both McArdell 

and Miller’s visual portrayals of Teague reflect this anxiety, although humorous or 

satirical overtones are also present within both images. With this in mind, it is 

difficult to determine the accuracy of Howard’s stage Irish Teague through the visual 

portraits by Miller and McArdell, especially with regard to the cultural construction 

of Irish migrant identity.  

                                                 
947

 See Bruce Stewart, “Sir Robert Howard,” Ricorso: Digital Materials for the Study and 

Appreciation of Anglo-Irish Literature, n.d., web, 23 March 2011. 
948

 This is based on an analysis conducted using Bartley’s appendix IV of Actors and performances 

which were taken from playbills within the Gabrielle Enthoven Collection and Genest; see Appendix 

IV in J. O. Bartley, Teague, Shenkin and Sawney: being an Historical Study of the Earliest Irish, 

Welsh and Scottish Characters in English Plays (Cork: Cork University Press, 1954). 304-316. 
949

  D. W. Hayton, “From Barbarian to Burlesque: English Images of the Irish, c. 1660-1750,” Irish 

Economic and Social History XV (1988): 15. 
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The Context for Teague 

Originating from the typecast or stock characters, including Shakespeare’s 

Captain Macmorris, the comic figure of the Irish on stage was recognisable through a 

number of recurring stereotypical traits that have been meticulously examined by 

Duggan and later Bartley.
950

 Certain traits were commonly found in stage Irish 

representations: on stage the Irishman is always humorous with a fondness for drink; 

belligerent and volatile; fiercely loyal both to the Pope and to his English master; he 

has a distinctive Irish brogue or turn of phrase (in this case “oh by my soul”), and 

Teague typically appears on stage only when performing acts of implausible 

buffoonery, and in a dialogue filled with comical linguistic blunders. Many lines 

spoken by Teague became known as Irish bulls, which was the inspiration for 

Mottley’s publications.951 All of these traits gave a pejorative emphasis to the 

Irishman’s cultural and linguistic indifference to proper Englishness, these character 

traits were often taken as a reinforcement of Ireland’s inferior colonial status in the 

broader political and cultural context of British Imperialism. Nevertheless, during the 

early eighteenth century the stage Irish representation underwent an unusual cultural 

transition; by then Teague was being represented with amused disdain towards the 

Irish, rather than a hatred or fear of the immigrant outsider. There are many 

interpretations of the visual and theatrical portrayal of the Irish character in this 

regard. For example, Bourgeois suggested that the Irish stereotype was constructed 

from the “not altogether fictitious” eccentricities of the Irish temperament; the 

humorous elements of the Irish characterisation on the stage therefore evolved “in 

order to please the English tourist’s imaginary notion of the Irishman” and this 

national treatment of the Irishman was initially a feature of the English theatrical 

tradition in general.952 However, it is worth noting that Bourgeois’ interpretation of 

the stage Irishman appeared in the context of Ireland in 1913, at the height of the 

Irish literary revival, and his general reading of Teague was only a supplement to a 

                                                 
950

 See Duggan, The Stage Irishman, and also Bartley, Teague, Shenkin and Sawney. 
951

 These publications will be discussed further on in this section.  
952

 Bourgeois makes a point of referring to how “the burlesquing of a national character is a 

permissible form of entertainment” and that similar stock stereotypes representing other countries on 

the stage have been met, such as the appearance of Frenchmen on the English stage; Maurice 

Bourgeois, John Millington Synge and the Irish Theatre (London: Constable and co., 1913) 110-111 

[hereafter: Bourgeois, John Millington Synge and the Irish Theatre]. 
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historical commentary on the work of John Millington Synge. In this early twentieth-

century Irish context, the author refers directly to the understandable reasons behind 

the Irish public’s growing distaste for this type of national parody:953 

[...] Ireland, a nation in the making, cannot afford to be publicly 

misrepresented on the stage – a thing which the strong, independent 

nations like France or England can easily tolerate. In brief, the stage 

Irishman has at last awakened to a sense of her ethnical dignity, to 

patriotic self-consciousness.954  

 However, the two images of Teague by the Dublin Group engravers can also 

potentially reflect what Leerssen and Burke consider to be a new sentimentalism 

towards the Irish during the eighteenth century.
955

 In this sense, these images could 

represent a form of imperial validation for the migrant labour exploitation of the 

Irish in London within the early modern context. Despite this, many of the 

derogatory Irish stereotypes were still rampant throughout the textual and visual 

portrayals of Teague, particularly in relation to cultural perceptions of the Irish 

migrant labourer who was often presented on a humorous level. It is this feature of 

the Teague representation that is the most prevalent throughout theatrical visual 

culture. But before a full examination, what was the specific dramatic context that 

led to the creation of these two images of Teague? 

 In brief, Sir Robert Howard’s Royalist play from 1662 depicts the story of 

two colonels, Careless and Blunt, in their quest for retrieving their confiscated 

estates post-Restoration. The play is highly anti-puritan with a negative and farcical 

portrayal of all committee members (particularly the corrupt Mr. and Mrs. Day). The 

servant character, Teague, first appears in the play begging and without a master. 

Having only a blanket or mantle with which to cover himself, Teague is quickly 

employed by Colonel Careless. Teague’s main role in the plot progression involves a 

complicated, humorous diversionary tactic involving inebriation. In the play, the 

                                                 
953

 Bourgeois’ publication appeared after the Playboy of the Western World riots in 1907, in which the 

Synge was accused of presenting a negative portrayal of the Irish people.  
954

 Bourgeois, John Millington Synge and the Irish Theatre, 113. 
955

 Joep Leerssen, Mere Irish and Fior-Ghael: Studies in the Idea of Irish Nationality, its 

Development and Literary Expression prior to the Nineteenth Century, Cork: Cork University Press, 

1996 [hereafter: Leerssen, Mere Irish & Fior Ghael] and Helen Burke, “Teague and the Ethnicization 

of Labor in Early Modern British Culture,” Eighteenth century: Theory and Interpretation, Texas 

Tech. University Press, 46.3 (2005): 237-244, Academic Search Complete, Web. 7 April 2012 

[hereafter: Burke, “Teague and the Ethnicization of Labor in Early Modern British Culture”]. 
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humour is strongly linked to the idea that the Irishman would be the best person for 

this task.  Indeed, the stereotypical impression of a drunken Irishman is depicted in 

McArdell’s print with an obvious humorous intention. In contrast, Miller’s portrayal 

is more sympathetic to the characterisation beyond this feature, and focuses solely on 

the Irishman’s first appearance within the play, that is, being wrapped in a blanket 

and begging. There are a number of reasons as to why these two contrasting 

impressions of the Irish character appeared. Arguably, the construction of Howard’s 

Teague as a drunkard could have been designed to publicly encourage and provoke 

anti-Jacobean sentiment. Indeed, McArdell’s version of Teague was printed on a 

broadside format, unlike Miller’s more standardised theatrical portrait.  

The depiction of Teague in the second image by Miller was heavily 

popularised by the original Stoppelaer portrait reproduction, as well as by the 

posthumous publications of Mottley’s Jests. In contrast to McArdell’s 

representation, Miller’s depiction of Teague echoes Leerssen’s observation that the 

stage Irishman “became more sympathetic and sentimental in direct proportion to the 

extent in which political fears for Gaelic Jacobitism dwindled”; Leerssen also refers 

to the “anti-stage Irishman” in Thomas Sheridan’s The Brave Irishman.
956

 In relation 

to the perceived barbarism of the Irish people in general, Hayton cautions that this 

change in attitude was simply, to use his word, “diluted” rather than entirely 

transformed by the middle of the eighteenth century. In “From Barbarian to 

Burlesque: English Images of the Irish” he argues: 

Belief in the potential of the civilising process was in accord with the 

reconstructive spirit of Restoration England, and no less consonant 

with the commercial opportunism of the period following the 

Glorious Revolution.
957

 

Therefore, the popularity of Howard’s play (and the specific interest in the 

stock Irishman) can be read as the cultural and commercial response of the consumer 

gentry market, in line with English imperial expansion. Indeed, Howard’s Teague 

makes a number of uncomfortable verbal blunders throughout the play, particularly 

                                                 
956

 Leerssen, Mere Irish & Fior Ghael, 102. 
957

 Hayton, “From Barbarian to Burlesque,” 7-31. 
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on the meaning of the word “take” in relation to the signing of the Covenant.958 For 

the most part Teague is presented as a lovable blundering fool, but these traits 

accentuate a blind loyalty that Teague has for his new English master. Therefore, 

sometimes an obvious colonial imbalance can be traced in this symbolism. Teague’s 

consistent subservience to Careless throughout the play reinforces the common or 

stereotyped perception of the Irishman at that time, particularly with relation to his 

migrant labour status in England. On this note, there is an obvious disparity of 

economic power in the Teague characterisation. For instance, when asked of his 

labour skills and if he was trained in any particular trade, Teague’s response is both 

self-deprecating yet strangely belligerent: 

A Trade! An Irishman with a trade! An Irishman scorns a trade, his 

blood is too thick for a trade. I will run for thee forty miles, but I 

scorn to have a trade.
959

      

With this quotation in mind there is also an irony to be found in the presence 

of these two Dublin Group images on the London print market; the actual creation of 

both prints also reflect the activities of migrant mezzotint engravers (both Miller and 

McArdell were indeed cultivating their skills in mezzotint reproduction in London 

and Dublin).  

                                                 
958

 In the context of the play’s first performance, the word represented the Solemn League and 

Covenant between Scotland and English against Irish Catholics and papists during the English Civil 

war (signed in 1643). 
959

 Taken from act 1, scene 1; see Robert Howard, The committee; Or the Faithful Irishman, London  

[1792] Eighteenth Century Collections Online, Gale, National University of Ireland Galway, web, 16 

September 2013 [hereafter: Howard, The Committee]. 
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Fig. 77. A. Miller after Charles Stoppelaer The Celebrated Joe Miller in the Character of Teague 

in the Committee. Mezzotint. 1739. British Museum. Web. 15 November 2013. 

Teague by Andrew Miller 

This mezzotint is titled “The Celebrated Comedian Joe Miller in the 

Character of Teague in The Committee” and was reproduced in 1739 by Miller.
960

 

The print was taken from an original portrait that was made a year earlier by Charles 

Stoppelaer (fl. 1703-1738).
961

 The popular comic actor, Joe Miller (c.1683–1738), 

died in August 1738.
962

 Therefore, the original portrait by Stoppelaer was probably 

reproduced as a tribute to the actor’s achievements in theatrical entertainment. On 

the title a clear textual emphasis is placed on the named sitter and the character of 

Teague.
963

 There are a number of features to note in the actor Joe Miller’s 

representation of Teague that attest to his widespread popularity. In particular, the 

print does not contain any other publication details aside from the names of the artist 

and engraver, the title, and the year of creation and reproduction (1738 and 1739 

respectively). Within the title, the words “Joe Miller” “Teague” and “Committee” 

                                                 
960

 Due to a lack of historical records it is unknown if there was a family connection between the 

engraver and actor, and to date no connection has been ascertained.  
961

 There is an engraving of Joe Miller that has been attributed to Stoppelaer within the Harvard 

Theatre Collection, Harvard University, Nathan Marsh Pusey Library, Cambridge, Massachusetts.  
962

 J. Milling “Miller, Josias (1683/4–1738),” ODNB. 
963

 Although Robert Howard’s political comedy, The Committee; Or the Faithful Irishman, was 

written in 1665 it became one of the most popular plays to be performed throughout the eighteenth 

century, and the much-loved character of Teague is reflected in the appearance of this portrait. 
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appear in slightly bold lettering. This emphasis has been done in a similar way 

within McArdell’s reproduction of David Garrick in the role of Hamlet, which 

demonstrates the importance of the celebrated actor or personality in these particular 

roles. The title of these prints also demonstrates that the performer was indeed the 

commercial attraction for the sale of the reproduction. But the function of the title 

was useful historically as it juxtaposed the characterisation with the sitter, in this 

case, the actor Joe Miller, who was already culturally synonymous with the role.  

The portrait is in half-length with the figure positioned towards the left, facing the 

viewer. The image contains only the character of Teague whose figure dominates the 

frame against a dramatically contrasting shaded and plain backdrop. There is one 

extreme spotlight over the figure’s forehead, which forms a raking light across his 

face and down the right hand side of the entire image.  

As seen with the Garrick portrait, mezzotint was ideal for theatrical 

portraiture, especially for the depiction of the chiaroscuro effect, which was often 

used to represent stage lighting.
964

 Indeed, the use of an extreme tonal contrast 

conveyed the stage setting of Joe Miller performing the role of Teague. The upper 

part of Miller’s dominant figure is juxtaposed against a vast negative space that was 

unoccupied at the top left-hand corner. The silhouette of the right side of the figure is 

in extreme contrast to the soft tonality depicted on the left. This dramatic lighting 

allows the viewer to experience a greater degree of intimacy with the subject, who is 

positioned with his eyes fixed on the spectator. This effect also creates an extreme 

visual contrast between the left and right side of the figure. This portrait setting 

refers to a particular part of a scene in the play, act one, scene one. In particular, the 

image illustrates the moment when Teague first enters the play, wrapped in a shawl 

or mantle, and desperately begging for money from Colonel Careless. With one arm 

out-stretched, Teague’s first line is “a poor Irishman, heav’n save me, and save all 

your three faces; give me a thirteen”.
965

 In the image Teague is presented as almost 

having just walked towards the picture frame out of the extreme darkness behind the 

figure. Furthermore, Teague’s outstretched palm is slightly foreshortened, and this 

                                                 
964

 Chiaroscuro is the contrasting effect that artists use in the depiction of light and shade; the tonal 

varieties created by mezzotint made the technique ideal for this feature within painting reproduction.   
965

 Howard, The Committee, 12. 
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draws the viewer into the intimacy of the scene, as well as creating an unavoidable 

moment of desperation as Teague appeals for financial assistance.  

 

Fig. 78.  Teague’s hand in Miller’s print. 

The intensity which has been created in this image is also incorporated within 

the composition. Teague’s begging hand is strategically placed directly below the 

line of the figure’s cloak which draws a linear connection between the character’s 

eyes and his outstretched palm. Overall, there is a solemn expression on the actor’s 

face with his eyes directly looking outwards at the viewer. Helen Burke refers 

directly to the symbolic impact that this depiction had on the impression of Irishness:   

by making Teague’s outstretched hand or hat the focal point of the 

viewer’s gaze, these representations reconstitute this migrant as 

purely an object of charity for the British spectator.
966

 

 

 

Fig. 79. Detail of Joe Miller as Teague. 

                                                 
966

 Burke, “Teague and the Ethnicization of Labor in Early Modern British Culture,” 241. 
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The actor’s dominant singularity within Miller’s portrait is distinctive for 

another reason; this print was probably reproduced as a tribute portrait shortly after 

the actor’s death. As a result, the viewer’s attention is directed solely on the 

characterisation of Teague by the actor. In particular, the likeness represented in the 

facial features of this representation allowed for the image to be easily 

reconceptualised in various different versions at later dates. Moreover, the emphasis 

of the actor’s name within the title line serves to highlight the importance of the 

popular actor, Joe Miller, at the point at which the image was sold. Indeed theatrical 

portraiture was by then becoming a commercially profitable market for the mezzotint 

engravers, and single-sheet portraits depicting the likeness of a popular performer 

was a fashionable commodity in the early to middle part of the eighteenth century. 

Many successful performers even anticipated that there would be a demand for their 

portraits. For example, Garrick and Hogarth strategically collaborated in the 

production of a portrait of Richard III in 1746 for this purpose, and these prints often 

give further credence to the visual, as well as theatrical, association of the performer 

with particular theatrical roles.
967

 Aside from his portrait of Teague, Miller also 

reproduced many other theatrical portraits, which strongly indicates his exploitation 

of this market.968 But this print of Joe Miller is a typical portrayal of the actor in his 

most famed role.  

As a comedian, Miller was epitomised and in many ways immortalised by his 

performance of Teague throughout the eighteenth century.969 Joe or sometimes 

“Josias” Miller (1684-1738) was a popular English actor and comedian who had 

risen to fame during the early part of the eighteenth century. The actor was mostly 

remembered for his performances at Drury Lane, particularly in humorous roles from 

the comedy of manners genre. Miller also performed a number of comic “jests” that 

were popular with London’s theatre-goers. As well as being noted for his long-

standing role as Teague, Miller played a number of other much-loved parts, such as 

Marplot in Centlivre’s The Busy Body, and Abel Drugger in Ben Jonson’s The 

                                                 
967

 Ronald Paulson, Hogarth, Vol 2, High Art and Low Art 1732-1750 (Cambridge: The Lutterworth 

Press, 1992) 256.  
968

 Miller’s other theatrical portraits included: “Mr. Turbutt in the character of Sosia”; “Mr Sowdon in 

the character of Caleb”; “the Celebrated Comedian, John Harper, in the Character of Jobson”; and 

popular images of Garrick and Woffington. 
969
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Alchemist. Outside of Drury Lane, the actor had found success at the summer fairs, 

along with his involvement in other playhouses, namely Richmond Theatre, 

Lincoln’s Inn Fields and Goodman’s Fields. Here he took on a number of popular 

roles such as Dryden’s The Spanish Friar, and the role of Foigard in Farquhar’s The 

Beaux Stratagem. But throughout his career and posthumous legacy, Miller was 

mostly remembered for his performance in the role of Teague from Robert Howard’s 

The Committee. Miller began to perform this role in 1732 at the Goodman’s Fields, 

and throughout his career his portrayal of the stage Irishman became the most 

popular stock Irish characterisation, and would influence future performances of this 

role.
970

  

Furthermore, from Joe Miller’s characterisation of Teague emerged a series 

of popular books that were commonly known as Teagueland Jests, and which was 

frequently published throughout the eighteenth century.971 These publications were 

posthumously compiled by John Mottley, and included collections of humorous 

stories, ballads and recitals, mostly based on Miller’s performances of Teague. The 

collection was closely affiliated with Joe Miller’s off-stage witticisms and jokes and 

became a widely popularised cultural phenomenon. However, these Jests were in 

fact published after the comedian-actor’s death in 1739 despite the inclusion of his 

name in the earlier titles. According to the ESTC Mottley’s Jests was published in 

various different titles over sixty times between 1739 and 1800.
972

 These books were 

mainly titled Joe Miller’s Jests, but sometimes also Dear Joy’s Commonplaces, The 

Irish Miscellany, Teagueland Jests, or Bogg-witticisms. Interestingly, a Dublin 

edition was also published by Peter Wilson in 1746, the same year that Brooks and 

McArdell migrated to London. The popularity of these publications, at least 

indirectly, may have influenced the production of the other Teague; McArdell’s 

image was printed a year after the Irish version of Joe Miller’s Jests was published.   

                                                 
970

 J. Milling, “Miller, Josias,” ODNB. 
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Fig. 80. K. Brugh after C. Stoppelaer/A. Miller. Joe Miller in the Character of Teague in the 

Committee.  The Irish Miscellany, London [1746] Eighteenth Century Collections Online. Gale. 

National University of Ireland, Galway. Web. 16 November 2013. 

Joe Miller had frequently performed as Teague in The Committee. Bartley 

lists six different years in which Joe Miller played the character, four of which are 

especially concentrated between 1732 and 1738 (incidentally, the year of his death). 

Therefore, the actor’s association with this character was already close during his 

lifetime, and perhaps even more so after his death.
973

 The reappearance of this image 

in the Irish Miscellany in 1746 (figure 80) indicates that the portrait had commercial 

longevity on the market. The transformation of this image of Joe Miller several years 

after Stoppelaer’s portrait meant that the iconography of Joe Miller as a celebrated 

personality (and not just his depiction of Teague) remained in the public sphere long 

after his death. The character of Teague from The Committee has been historically 

associated with the actor Joe Miller. Furthermore, the visual representation is all the 

more sympathetic posthumously because Howard’s Teague was inspired by a real 

person.  

In both print examples, the character of Teague has been specifically named 

within the title. However, the second portrayal of Teague by McArdell (figure 81) 

has not been directly linked to the theatrical representation of the Irish character in 

The Committee. In contrast, McArdell’s print depicts a humorous scene and contains 

                                                 
973

 He also performed the character Teague in a number of capacities:  in 1715 Miller played a 

different “Teague” in Susanna Centlivre’s Wife Well Managed (1715), and in 1725 and 1736 he 

played another Teague in Farquhar’s Twin Rivals (1702); see Milling, “Miller, Josias (1683/4–1738).” 
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eight lines of verse entitled Teague’s Ramble at Charing Cross. This print has more 

in common with the broadside ballad tradition than with the theatrical portrait. 

Nevertheless, historically, McArdell’s image was affiliated with Howard’s Teague, 

probably as a direct result of the similarly titled work by his fellow mezzotint 

engraver, Miller. 

 

Fig. 81. James McArdell. Teague’s Ramble at Charing Cross. Mezzotint. 1747. British Museum. 

Web. 3 November 2013. 

Teague by James McArdell 

McArdell’s representation of Teague was published by an act of parliament 

in August 1747 by Thomas Jeffreys and William Herbert.
974

 One of the important 

aspects in the history of this second image of Teague is that this print was made after 

McArdell migrated to London in 1746, and the image has also been identified as one 

of McArdell’s rare original designs. Although McArdell’s Teague does not directly 

refer to Howard’s play, it is noteworthy that The Committee had in fact been 

performed at both Lincoln’s Inn Fields and Drury Lane at the time in which this print 

                                                 
974

 Jefferys and Herbert were responsible for many false proofs and altered publication lines of prints 

but as no other version of this print is in existence, the design is attributed to McArdell in the year 

1747. 
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would have been publicly disseminated.
975

 In an advertisement dated October 1747, 

the Irish actor, John Barrington, is listed as performing the part of Howard’s Teague, 

so it is possible that a connection could be made between the creation of this print 

and the theatrical performance, even by a vague association of Teague in the public 

consciousness.  

 

Fig. 82. General Advertiser, London [29 October 1747] Eighteenth Century Collections Online. 

Gale. National University of Ireland Galway. Web. 20 February 2012. 

  Therefore, it is likely that the performance of Teague at this time inspired 

the production of this print by McArdell. Also, there is a reference to the 

performance of songs and ballads within this advertisement, and McArdell’s print 

does contain a section of verse on the publication line. Although it has not been 

ascertained that this verse was connected to a performance of The Committee, it is 

possible that McArdell had included these lines as a response to the cultural and 

social expectations of Teague as a character. The text is similar to the style of verse 

within the Teagueland Jests publications.
976

 

 

                                                 
975

 Goodwin refers directly to Miller’s portrait in his description of McArdell’s Teague, suggesting 

that there was a connection between the two prints given the mutual affiliation and training of the 

engravers (Goodwin, James Mcardell). 
976

 The author of this verse is unidentified, but the ballad was probably marketed towards the 
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Lo rambling Teague, with Vacant Visage Joggs / Far from his Barren 

wilds, and Native boggs / A Link Boy points the Thoughtless Oaff his 

Way / So Will O’th Wisp oft leads the Kern Astray; / A nymph and 

Baw’d his wandring footsteps Wait, / And leave his pockets empty as 

his pate; / The raving rakeshell finds too late his Loss, / Then curses 

night intrigues and Charing Cross/ (1-8). 

Fig. 83. This is the verse that appears underneath McArdell’s print. 

 

Fig. 84. James McArdell. Teague’s Ramble at Charing Cross. Mezzotint. 1747. British Museum. 

Web. 3 November 2013. 

In McArdell’s portrayal of Teague the character is depicted in a night scene 

with two women, one at either side. Teague appears visually intoxicated, and he is 

being propped up by the woman at his left who is shown to be carrying his hat. In 

direct relation to the included verse, the image of Teague as being “Far from his 

Barren wilds and Native boggs” suggests the portrayal of a pitiful figure, presumed 

to be of a lost, displaced Irishman in London. This form of sentimentality was also 

depicted in a number of similar ballads and song-sheets during this time such as 
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Teague’s Ramble or Teague’s Ramble to London (see figures 85 and 86) and often 

similar verses were included within the Jests publications. 

 

Fig. 85. This image (and also figure 86) shows a section of a popular broadside ballad about the 

Irish character, Teague, which also became a traditional song. Teague’s Ramble to London. 

Woodcut. [c. 1790] Eighteenth Century Collections Online. Gale. National University of Ireland, 

Galway. Web. 14 November 2013. 

 

 

Fig. 86. Teague’s Ramble sold by S. Gamidge, Worchester. Woodcut. [c. 1760]. Eighteenth 

Century Collections Online. Gale. National University of Ireland, Galway. Web. 14 November 

2013. 
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In this scene there is also a link-boy in the foreground – probably the “Will O’th 

Wisp” referred to in the verse – who is leading the way for Teague and the women 

with a night torch. The scene behind the boy is shrouded in darkness and all of the 

figures are lit by the torchlight that only just barely outlines a silhouette of the statue 

of Charles I on Charing Cross, which is visible in the background. The direction of 

the statue shows that the scene (if the image has not been reversed) would have been 

directly beside the pillory on Charing Cross road, near Cockspur Street.  

 

Fig. 87. The statue of Charles I from Charing Cross Road appears facing left in McArdell’s 

print (image on the left), and in the second image the location of the pillory can be noted in 

relation to the statue; this image is taken from part of J. Bluck after A.C. Pugin and T. 

Rowlandson. Pillory, Charing Cross. Etching, aquatint and hand-colouring. 1809. British 

Museum. Web. 2 March 2014. 

There is also a faint image of another light bearer in the background, which 

gives depth to the landscape. It is possible that there can be a correlation between 

Teague’s drunken image and the figure of Charles in the background, and that these 

two representations may have been deliberately placed side by side or in the same 

pictorial context as symbolism for anti-Jacobite, anti-Irish, and anti-Catholic 

sentiment following the Irish Rebellion of 1641.  Given the political context of the 

rebellions in Scotland in 1745 (only a few years before the print was made) this 

symbolic compositional inclusion was probably a cautious reminder about the 

failures of Charles I in the lead up to the English Civil War during the seventeenth 

century.     

To his right, the other woman has her hand in his pocket (presumably to steal 

from him), but with his eyes closed, Teague is oblivious. The textual portrayal of the 

Irish character here as a “thoughtless oaff” with “vacant visage” as described in the 

corresponding verse is matched with this presentation of a hapless Irish character in 

London who is seemingly unable to fend for himself. This negatively portrayed 
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character could also be read as an indirect reference to Ireland’s colonial dependency 

on London during the eighteenth century period more broadly. However, unlike 

many of the published Jests it is interesting that the narrator of the verse on 

McArdell’s print is not actually Teague himself. Instead, there is the passive voice of 

a distant observer. Throughout the verse this voice possesses an ambiguously 

moralising and slightly humorous tone which indicates a degree of contempt for the 

Irish protagonist. For example, “A nymph and Baw’d his wandring footsteps wait / 

and leave his pockets empty as his pate / the raving rakeshell finds too late his Loss / 

then curses night intrigues and Charing Cross” (5-8).  

This image of Teague crudely exemplifies a commonly found disparagement 

of the Irishman during the eighteenth century. It is likely that those purchasing this 

print may have also bought similar Irish “bulls”, such as the Jests which probably 

included similar sentiments regarding attitudes towards the Irish. But how are we to 

interpret this image with consideration for the Irish background of the engraver, 

McArdell? More importantly, how does McArdell’s Irish origin, as well as his own 

migrant status at the time, contradict this uncomfortable and apparently self-created 

image of an Irishman with its inherently derogatory and stereotypical undertones? As 

a posthumous reflection from the Dublin Group’s historiography, John Chaloner 

Smith (incidentally, an Irishman, art collector, and art historian) refers to this print 

within his extensive late nineteenth-century seminal work British Mezzotinto 

Portraits (1884) as being an original design from McArdell, and Smith suggests that 

there may have been a connection between the image production and the engraver’s 

Irish background. In this the author includes an interesting descriptive note in direct 

reference to McArdell’s treatment of Teague. Smith writes that “this doubtless 

represents a real adventure, most probably of one of the engraver’s fellow pupils”.
977

 

However, this simplification of the print’s creation does not easily allow for a 

broader discussion on the possible interpretation of the Irish character with relation 

to the visual culture of Ireland. Also, Smith is referring here to the typical 

posthumous historical impression of the less-successful members of the Dublin 

Group in London; it seems that some of the engravers, with the exception of 

McArdell and Dixon, developed a rather dubious yet often referenced negative 
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reputation, mostly deriving from the historical accounts of Gilbert. In this way, the 

actions of a few individuals had evidently coloured the entire historical narrative of 

the Dublin Group. This historical reading of the engravers consistently maintains 

that despite their exceptional collective talent and distinctiveness in mezzotint 

reproduction, most of the Irish engravers became overtaken by their roguish, 

wasteful habits. According to Alexander many of these engravers, not unlike 

McArdell’s Teague, were “undisciplined and given to drink”.
978

 However, there is 

another possibility with regard to an interpretation of this image by McArdell, an 

engraver whose career was not destroyed by the same obstructive social habits of his 

fellow apprentices. Arguably, given McArdell’s consistent success as a professional 

engraver, it is possible that in the very creation of this print he may have wished to 

indirectly propagate his own cultural detachment from the stereotypical impression 

of the drunken Irishman in London. 

 

Fig. 88. The two images of Teague side-by side. 

The Presentation of Teague in Both Images 

Nevertheless, both representations of Teague have contrasting features which 

in turn relate to the function of the prints. In the Joe Miller version, Teague’s 

physiognomy and engagement with the viewer is emphasised, and this feature is in 

                                                 
978
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contrast to McArdell’s figure of Teague that is shown as being limp and 

expressionless, with his eyes closed to indicate inebriation. In terms of the clothing 

chosen for both representations there is a stark contrast to be noted. Helen Burke 

refers to the representation of Miller’s Teague, who is clothed in a typically Irish 

mantle, as being directly linked to the historical “blanket fixation” regarding the Irish 

migrant that was present in early modern Britain. During the early eighteenth 

century, migration to England was indeed particularly high, but the negative and 

often feared image of the Irish, particularly the mantle-wearing migrant Irish on the 

streets of England, evolved from a much earlier period.979 In reference to Edmund 

Spenser’s late sixteenth-century description of the Irish mantle in A View of the State 

of Ireland (1596), Burke considers how this earlier interpretation was used by the 

new English settlers in Ireland to support the idea that there was an inherent and 

hopeless barbarism in Ireland beyond help: 

In language that is reminiscent of the paranoia surrounding the hijab 

or Muslim veil in some sections of the contemporary West, Spenser 

also highlighted the dangers that this dress posed to the unsuspecting 

(Anglo) town dweller. An Irish evil-doer, Spenser suggested, “can, in 

his mantle passe thorough any town or company, being close hooded 

over his head”.980    

 Burke argues that the symbolism of Teague’s dress, in textual and especially 

in direct visual depiction, relates indirectly to England’s post-restoration anxiety 

about Irish immigration in broader terms. But the character evolution of Teague in 

Howard’s play offered a sympathetic case for the Irish immigrant in Britain, and 

Burke suggests that with the construction of a likeable Teague in The Committee, 

Howard had in fact “created the broader typology of an Irish immigrant service 

population”; in other words, Howard’s Teague can be read as an important 

acknowledgement of the potentially useful Irish labour force in Britain.981  

  

                                                 
979

 For a discussion about the traditional Irish woollen cloak (sometimes called a brat) being 

epitomised on the early-modern stage, see Helen Burke, “‘Integrated as Outsiders’: Teague’s Blanket 

and the Irish Immigrant “Problem” in Early Modern Britain,” Éire-Ireland, 46.1 (2011): 20-42, 

Project MUSE, web, 10 November 2013 [hereafter: Burke, “Integrated as Outsiders”]. 
980

 Burke, “Integrated as Outsiders,” 28. 
981

 Burke, “Integrated as Outsiders,” 34. 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

351 

 

 

Fig. 89. This is the detail of McArdell’s Teague in fine clothing. 

In contrast to the garments shown in Joe Miller’s Teague, McArdell 

presented his version of Teague in formal attire. Arguably, this representation can be 

linked to a comic moment in The Committee when Teague is dressed in English 

clothes.
982

 Furthermore, the setting in McArdell’s image is suggestive of a stage 

show, so it is probable that the engraver had taken inspiration from a London 

theatrical performance. Teague from The Committee was also illustrated in formal 

clothing within another, later image (see figure 90). Although from a later image, the 

similarity of both depictions indicates that the appearance of Teague in McArdell’s 

print may possibly be linked to the Howard’s play after all.  

 

Fig. 90. The detail of Moody as Teague and Parsons as Obadiah published by Collyer and Dodd 

(cropped). Line engraving. [1776]. National Library of Ireland. Web. 1 October 2013. 
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Physical aspects of Miller’s depiction certainly reveal the contrived way in 

which Teague has been represented; for instance, the actor Joe Miller is shown with 

visibly curled or wigged hair. Moreover, the figure has an overall healthy physique, 

and not the starved, unkempt migrant imagery commonly imagined in pictorial form 

before and long after this portrait’s creation. But the size of the figure nonetheless 

also matches another, contradictory aspect of the stock Irishman image; Maurice 

Bourgeois refers to the stage Irishman’s character and physique as being “rosy-

cheeked, massive, and whiskey loving”.
983

 Therefore, it is also possible that the actor 

Joe Miller’s corpulence was deliberately accentuated by the artist or the engraver. 

McArdell’s Teague, on the other hand, is dressed so formally that the comical 

features of this representation may have been designed to contrast with his inebriated 

condition. An eighteenth-century theatre and print-buying audience might have 

found this factor humorous given that the subject in question was an Irishman.  

Also, in McArdell’s portrayal the representation of Teague in formal or 

English clothing is also significant. During Howard’s play, Teague’s new Master, 

Colonel Careless, does at one point provide Teague with new garments. But in 

contrast to the healthy physical appearance of actor Joe Miller, McArdell’s Teague 

looks sickly and deathly thin. Therefore, the depiction of Teague in formal dress 

could be interpreted as a colonial jest on the Irishman’s inability to sustain polite 

English social or cultural conventions. This negative depiction is also emphasised by 

the McArdell figure’s slumped, careless posture and lack of physical bodily control. 

In this representation Teague is only made to appear more ridiculous, or arguably 

powerless, by the formal garments he wears. Whether McArdell actually intended 

his Teague to relate to the text of The Committee or not, it does appear that the image 

of the Irishman in formal, possibly expensive, English clothing was designed to 

present the character in a comical and arguably unfavourable light. Joe Miller’s 

Teague can on one hand be viewed as a typical embodiment of an Irishman in the 

context and status of Ireland within British imperial history. But on another level 

Miller’s portrayal is also humorous in that it is also a portrayal of a robust, blanket-

wrapped celebrated English actor Joe Miller, and in this sense the portrait is not a 

realistic depiction of an impoverished migrant Irishman. These images portray the 
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Irish character Teague in a theatrical and a pictorial representation, and the 

interpretations of both remain open to further speculation. Another member of the 

Dublin Group, Edward Fisher, produced ten pictorial depictions of characters from 

Oliver Goldsmith’s novel, The Vicar of Wakefield. On close inspection, an analysis 

of these images collectively and individually makes their interpretation equally as 

ambiguous.     

The Vicar of Wakefield Heads by Edward Fisher 

Edward Fisher produced ten pictorial representations of characters from 

Goldsmith’s novel The Vicar of Wakefield sometime between 1776 and 1777. These 

images were sold in London by two of the main commercial printsellers, Robert 

Sayer and John Bennett.
984

 Within Sayer’s catalogue for the year 1786 these plates 

are listed under the section entitled “Octavo-size Mezzotints”.
985

 Within this entry 

Sayer also confirms that the prints were to be sold separately as single-sheets for one 

shilling each, and that each could be “framed either oval or square” to suit a variety 

of consumer demands.986 Sayer’s catalogue entry suggests that Fisher’s set of ten 

images in mezzotint had an extensive commercial function; the set of prints may 

have been sold as supplementary illustrations, individually or collectively, and 

intended for inclusion within a specially bound edition of the novel. Alternatively, 

the prints could have been bought and framed as decorative household objects. 

However, printing these mezzotint images in the specialised octavo format invites 

further discussion on the nature of these pictorial character representations. An 

examination of these prints as both book illustrations and as stand-alone pictures 

reveals that some of the images were visually and textually interrelated, and these 

connections will be discussed further on. But the individual visual treatment of these 

portrait subjects with regard to The Vicar of Wakefield narrative is also insightful. 

Before discussing the images in detail, it is therefore essential that the production or 

                                                 
984

 From 1774 the successful map and print seller, Robert Sayer, went into partnership with John 

Bennett, and had worked from 53 Fleet Street; out of the ten advertised plates only one portrait has 

not been met with, and this print is titled “The Tender Mother” (all other prints are currently in The 

British Museum collection and were illustrated from this source).  
985

 Octavo refers to book format printing size (that is, a bunched sheet with eight folds). 
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market life of Fisher’s Ten Heads is discussed with relation to the history and 

narrative of Goldsmith’s novel. 

The mezzotint technique was never conducive to book illustration, and was 

far more suitable for printing images in the posture size.
987

 Therefore, it is most 

likely then that these images were intended to be included within bound portfolios. 

The prints might also have been pasted directly onto walls, displayed or framed in 

drawing rooms, or used for private entertainment in the family home. Yet by the late 

eighteenth century there was an emerging collectors’ market for antiquarian book 

and prints or specialised publications. This market was frequently exploited by 

leading printsellers such as John Boydell who specifically targeted the literary 

subject print buyer. Although published in conjunction with an exhibition of 

Shakespearean subject paintings, the catalogue for Boydell’s Shakespeare Gallery 

project (1788) exemplifies both the consumer interest in such specialised illustrated 

work, as well as the printseller’s daring exploitation of the same.988 Incidentally, 

within the 1790 catalogue Boydell included two prints representing characters and 

scenes from The Vicar of Wakefield, demonstrating that there was a consistent 

interest the novel.989   

 

Fig. 91. This is a reference to Fisher’s The Vicar of Wakefield Heads within Robert Sayer’s 

print Catalogue. London. [1786]. Eighteenth Century Collections Online. Gale. n.d. National 

University of Ireland, Galway. Web. 8 November 2011. 

                                                 
987

 At the time “posture” size referred to prints that were fourteen by ten inches, and this was the usual 

dimension for a standard portrait in mezzotint; however, by the late eighteenth century Alexander 

notes that a larger size (possibly eighteen by  twenty-four inches) was adopted by the Irish mezzotint 

engravers (Alexander, “The Dublin Group,” 77). 
988

 Raven, Business of Books, 254-256.    
989

 These prints were titled “Young Thornhill’s First Interview” and “Olivia’s return to her Father” 

and were listed as being the work of Stothard; see John Boydell, A Catalogue of the Pictures, &c. in 

the Shakspeare Gallery, Pall-Mall, London [1790], Eighteenth Century Collections 

Online, Gale, National University of Ireland, Galway, n.d., web, 2 Sept 2013. 
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But the availability of these prints through Sayer’s catalogue also implies that 

these images were affordable to a wider commercial market, and they are listed 

therein as being sold for one shilling each (figure 91). Nevertheless, the dual 

functionality of the prints as both illustrations and single-sheets is of interest to this 

study on numerous levels; not only do these prints contain page numbers referring to 

a specific publication of the novel, there is also an evident visual dialogue occurring 

between various images in the set.990 Therefore, Fisher’s The Vicar of Wakefield 

prints may have been designed as multifunctional, small, single-sheet images that 

could be framed, kept in portfolios, or used as supplementary illustrations for an 

edition of the novel. But the fact that they were produced in the mezzotint technique 

also gives their production a somewhat limited quantity. This feature may have been 

used by the printmaker and engraver as a marketing tool to add greater commercial 

value to both the prints and to the edition of this book.991 Furthermore, by 1776 The 

Vicar of Wakefield was ten years old, and then Goldsmith’s novel had already 

received international success. It is possible that these images were made in direct 

relation to a ten year anniversary publication of Goldsmith’s book.992 Either way, the 

motivation behind the original production of the set in this format may well have 

been commercially driven by the engraver, the printseller, or possibly through the 

collaborative effort of both.  

So far no other version of Fisher’s prints in any other format or technique, 

has been located in the print archives.993 But the publication details and titles on these 

prints are insightful with regard to the history of this collection. Printed on each of 

the publication lines is the attribution that the plates were “Engraved from an 

Original Drawing by Edwd. Fisher” or “Engraved from an Original Picture by Edwd. 

Fisher”. The ambiguous nature of this detail could indicate that Fisher was either the 

original artist that made these images, or that he simply engraved the images from 

                                                 
990

 The corresponding edition of the novel has been identified and will be discussed further on. 
991

 The production history of the ten prints is unknown, and the possibility of false proofing or 

reprinting makes the publication lines an unreliable source for such information; however, Fisher was 

probably commissioned by a printseller (most likely Sayer) to produce these portraits, which 

Strickland refers to as being engraved “from his own drawings” (Strickland, Dictionary of Irish 

Artists, 343).    
992

 A London edition of the novel was in fact published in 1777 to support this possibility (English 

Short Title Catalogue, British Library, n.d, web, 17 May 2012). 
993

 The nine remaining prints discussed here are taken from the British Museum collection, but some 

impressions of the same exist in private collections (for example, see “George Primrose” in 

Berrington Hall, Herefordshire). 
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another source.994  Each print also contains a title that is listed under the image and 

all correspond to Sayer’s catalogue. These titles are listed as the following: “Burcell 

Reading the Ballad”, “Sophia Primrose”, “Edwin”, “Angelina”, “George Primrose”, 

“Miss Arabella Wilmot”, “Don Ferdinand”, “Clara”, “Lucella weeping”, and “The 

Tender Mother”.
995

 From the nine prints that have been located, only “Don 

Ferdinand” and “Clara” are without additional quotations.996 On the publication line 

these prints are dated either 1776 or 1777. Five images were published on 20 

December 1767.997 Two of the remaining prints were published in 1777 by Sayer and 

Bennett on 20 January (“Miss Arabella Wilmot”) and 11 February 1777 (“George 

Primrose”), and both contain references to corresponding page numbers, 200 and 

201 respectively. With the exception of the missing print “The Tender Mother”, the 

remaining prints are “Clara” and “Don Ferdinand”.  Both were published on 2 May 

1777 and are unusual inclusions within the set.998 Interestingly, these two titles are 

not actually characters from The Vicar of Wakefield; they are in fact the central 

characters from Richard Brinsley Sheridan’s (1751-1816) comic opera, The Duenna, 

which was first performed in 1775 at Covent Garden.999 However, these two images 

were titled and peculiarly listed in Sayer’s catalogue as part of Fisher’s The Vicar of 

Wakefield prints without any reference being made to the play. Sheridan’s heavy 

involvement in the London theatre at the time in which Fisher’s prints were 

published may somewhat explain why these two characters were included in the set; 

in September 1776 Sheridan became the manager of Drury Lane after buying 

£10,000 worth of shares from David Garrick, and at this time The Duenna was rising 

in popularity on Covent Garden.1000 The publishing dates contained on these two 

                                                 
994

 After consulting with David Alexander in 2012, I accepted that the provenance of the original 

drawings has not been ascertained. 
995

 These exact titles are listed in Sayer’s catalogue (1786) but the print titled “The Tender Mother” is 

missing today and no record or description of it exists.  
996

 On examining the British Museum selection, all of the prints are approximately ten by seven 

inches suggesting that they were all printed collectively and with the intention of being included 

within a publication of the novel (the page numbers are also a strong indication of their original 

function).  
997

 These are the ballad characters titled “Angelina”, “Edwin”, two central characters listed as 

“Burchell Reading the Ballad” and “Sophia” and a print titled “Lucella Weeping”. 
998

 In the British Museum collection, both prints are identified as being part of Fisher’s set of ten 

heads from The Vicar of Wakefield. 
999

 Richard Brinsley Sheridan, The dramatic Works of the Right Honourable Richard Brinsley 

Sheridan with a Memoir of his Life (London: Bell and Daldy, 1864) 44-48.  
1000

 Joseph Knightly, ed., The Dramatic Works of Richard Brinsley Sheridan (London: G. 

Cumberledge, Oxford University Press, 1906) xii-xiii. 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

357 

 

prints also distinctively remove their production history from the other examples by 

at least three months. Their possibly erroneous inclusion along with Fisher’s set of 

characters illustrates how miscategorised commercial prints can recur throughout a 

print’s history due to simple assumptions that are made with regard to their titles.1001 

These mistakes can also be made without any proper regard to the visual analysis of 

the subject. Both Chaloner Smith and Strickland refer to Fisher’s “ten heads from 

The Vicar of Wakefield” without noticing this error. Ultimately, print catalogues of 

commercial printsellers such as Sayer are not reliable sources for subject 

identification without a closer reading of all images alongside the corresponding text. 

Despite this discovery, the inclusion of these images within the set, regardless of 

their given titles by the printseller, is still important as a new intertextual component 

in the visual analysis of these images.  

Furthermore, the novel’s publication history often included a number of 

interpolations, mainly in the form of ballads and sermons. Interestingly, two of the 

ballad characters, Edwin and Angelina, were also engraved by Fisher as part of the 

set. Their representation alongside the novel’s central figures suggests that this 

ballad in particular had a distinctive, popular appeal within the book and print market 

at the time of their creation. These two images also demonstrate the relationship 

between pictorial representations and text, and they also demonstrate how the ballad 

was used to represent a central character duality within of the novel.
1002

 The 

publication lines of most prints in the set also include direct quotations or specific 

textual references that can be attributed to some crucial stages in the narrative.
1003

 

Although not consistent in all cases, some of these publication lines are also linked 

to the 1766 Salisbury edition of the novel; the page numbers that appear alongside 

certain quoted lines can in fact be matched to the text. For instance, both the 

“Edwin” and “Angelina” ballad character prints contain a page reference (“pa. 77”) 

and these page numbers correspond directly to the 1766 Salisbury edition as 

                                                 
1001

 Many commercial printsellers were notorious for posthumously issuing false proofs of the work 

of McArdell by altering the publication line, so the titles of prints may be easily misconstrued without 

careful examination. 
1002

 In the novel these ballad characters seem to function as part of a parallel or mirrored relationship 

within the text; they appear to symbolise the relationship between two prominent characters in the 

actual narrative, Sophia and Burchell. 
1003

 However, some of these lines are not direct quotations from the text but rather are abridgements 

of the scenes being depicted (for example, see the prints titled “Burchell” and “Sophia”).  
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illustrated below (see figures 92 and 93).
1004 Therefore, it can be ascertained that 

there was a direct intertextuality and pictorial connection between the production of 

the mezzotint prints and an earlier publication of the novel.1005  

 

 

 

 

Fig. 92. The prints “Edwin” and “Angelina” contain two quoted lines from this page: one is 

from the second stanza (“The wondering fair one turn’d to chide / ‘Twas Edwins self that 

prest”) and the other is from the third stanza (“Turn Angelina, ever dear / My charmer, turn to 

see / Thy own they long lost Edwin here / Restor’d to love and thee”), both quotes correspond 

directly to the page numbers contained in the Salisbury edition above. 

  

                                                 
1004

 Oliver Goldsmith, The Vicar of Wakefield: a Tale Supposed to be Written by Himself, Vol 1 and 2, 

Salisbury [1766], Eighteenth Century Collections Online, Gale, National University of Ireland 

Galway, n.d., web, 9 May 2011. 
1005

 After an examination of all available editions of the novel from Eighteenth Century Collections 

Online, as well as a selection of editions from TCD, no evidence was found to suggest that these 

illustrations were published prior to this year, and to date no other version of Fisher’s set of heads has 

been located. 
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Fig. 93. This is a detailed sample of the “Edwin” print that includes a reference to a specific 

page number matching the 1766 edition of The Vicar of Wakefield (E. Fisher. Edwin. Mezzotint. 

1776. British Museum. Web. 5 Oct 2012). 

Throughout some of the prints there is also a direct relationship between the 

character image and quoted lines taken directly from the novel’s text.
1006

 The set is 

distinctive in this regard due to their having multiple commercial functions as book 

illustrations and stand-alone prints. There are several ways in which the examination 

of the images along with their paratextual features complicates a discussion of the 

intended function and their possible meanings. To give an example, in a close visual 

analysis some of the images appear to be engaging in a visual dialogue, and this 

feature contradicts the possibility that these images were published solely as bound 

illustrations. That is, unless these prints were deliberately inserted into the 

publication on two facing pages, then some of the images function more 

pragmatically as companion pictorial representations for framing, rather than as book 

illustration.  

The Vicar of Wakefield (Historical background) 

The Vicar of Wakefield was written by Oliver Goldsmith in 1762 and was 

first published in 1766. This sentimental novel was extremely popular in the late 

eighteenth and nineteenth century. The story is centred on the life of the country 

Vicar, Reverend Charles Primrose and his family’s struggle to hold onto their sense 

of rural, pastoral life. The narrative deals thematically with the corruption of urban 

materialism that rapidly infiltrates and threatens their idyllic country existence. Like 

most of Goldsmith’s work, the novel is rich in social and moral commentary. In 

many ways Fisher’s visual representations demonstrate the story’s moralist concerns, 

particularly with regard to the topic of female chastity. Throughout both the novel 

                                                 
1006

 Not all of the images can be related in this way but there are some interesting examples which will 

be discussed further on.   
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and the pictorial representations, this theme is played out in the form of a dichotomy 

between the central female characters, Sophia and Olivia. For example, it is 

interesting that out of the ten chosen portrait figures, Olivia’s character was not 

named or included in the set. This is highly significant, considering that Olivia is in 

fact the pivotal character within the novel and it is around her character that the main 

plot and thematic concerns revolve. But Olivia’s action in the novel begins with her 

disappearance after she was alleged to have run off with the corrupt Squire 

Thornhill. It is from this point in the narrative that the family’s distress and 

misfortune escalates, and until the resolution at the end, Olivia’s character remains 

absent. In the story she is deemed to have been morally corrupt, and at one point she 

is even presumed dead. Juxtaposing this narrative with Fisher’s portraits, Olivia’s 

absence in visual form may in fact be an intuitive signifier for the cultural 

perceptions of immorality within the context of the mid eighteenth century. Yet out 

of the ten portraits the print of a female subject titled “Clara” arguably may have 

been originally intended to represent Olivia, albeit under a different pretext.1007 Out 

of all of the characters engraved by Fisher, Olivia is the only one who has not 

actually been named on any of the print title lines, and the pictorial treatment of the 

image titled “Clara” is the only print that can also be linked to the characterisation of 

Olivia’s return at the end of the novel.  

For instance, in comparison with the visual representation of Olivia’s sister, 

Sophia, there is also a stark difference alluding to both novel character traits; 

“Sophia” is presented as a modest young lady, wearing a plain dress with a straw 

bonnet with her face positioned towards the left (figure 95). She is shown in an oval 

frame, and her character has been placed in an exterior setting. The caption below 

her image reads “-with modest Grace, Her all Attentive ear, drank in the pleasing 

Tale, The Vicar of Wakefield, pa. 70”. The image titled “Clara”, on the other hand, 

is the only figure within the ten plates that engages directly with the viewer (figure 

94). Indeed, “Clara” (or speculatively Olivia) is depicted with her left arm raised to 

her head, unveiling her face, and she is smiling seductively out at the viewer.1008 The 

                                                 
1007

 This suggestion is still speculative, considering that no other version of this image has been met 

with, but printed images are often mistakenly categorised and a printseller can easily alter a title line 

(therefore, all of these images must be discussed independently). 
1008

 This pictorial representation can be linked to scenes from both Goldsmith’s novel and Sheridan’s 

comic-opera. 
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print does not contain any page references, yet its inclusion within Sayer’s catalogue 

suggests that this could be the missing character of Olivia disguised as “Clara” as her 

revelation is made at the very end of the story when she returns home, and the  

pastoral happiness of the Primroses is restored. There is much speculation as to why 

the set of portraits does not have an image directly linked to the character of Olivia. 

Nevertheless, the visual depiction by Fisher does in fact relate to the character of 

Olivia as well as to the narrative. 

 

Fig. 94. E. Fisher. Clara. Mezzotint. 1776. British Museum. Web. 5 Oct 2012. 

Some of the other images also correspond to each other as companion prints. 

For instance, when placed side-by-side, the “Burchell” and “Sophia” images appear 

to visually engage with each other (figure 95). For example, in a visual reading of 

the “Burchell” print, it is evident that the character is holding a sheet from which he 

is reading, and he is facing towards the right with his eyes slightly raised, a scene 

accurately described in the novel.1009 Correspondingly, the figure representing Sophia 

faces the left. Both images also imitate the action of the scene from which the 

                                                 
1009

 The text underneath the images (figures 96 and 97) also links directly to a particular passage in 

which Burchell recites a ballad to the Primrose family. 



                                                                              

                                                                                                          

 

362 

 

portraits are linked, and the captions included on both publication lines also have 

direct page references to this scene (“pa. 70”).  

 

Fig. 95. “Burchell” and “Sophia” portraits as they appear side by side.
1010

 

 

Fig. 96. The “Burchell” print’s publication line. 

 

Fig. 97. The “Sophia” print’s publication line. 

There are two other sets of possible companion prints that appear to be 

connected in the same way as the images titled “Burchell” and “Sophia”. “George 

Primrose” and “Miss Arabella Wilmot”, and also the ballad characters “Edwin” and 

“Angelina” as previously discussed, seem to be related in a similar way; in both 

cases the text and page numbers directly correspond to each other within the novel.  

                                                 
1010

 The following three figures are taken from E. Fisher. Burchel. Mezzotint. 1776. British Museum. 

Web. 5 Oct 2012 and E. Fisher. Sophia. Mezzotint. 1776. British Museum. Web. 5 Oct 2012. 
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Fig. 98. E. Fisher. George Primrose and Miss Arabella Primrose (side by side).  Mezzotint. 1776. 

British Museum. Web. 5 Oct 2012. 

 However, unlike most framed images of this era, these character portrayals 

are highly animated and engaging, and often there is an almost theatrical element to 

the character depiction, both in relation to the novel’s sentimental and comedic style 

as well as to Goldsmith’s own history in the theatre. For instance, within the 

representation of Angelina, there is even a slight example of trompe l’eoil as the 

character peers out past the oval frame to her left (figure 99). Examined together it 

can be presumed that she is looking directly towards the image of Edwin, who faces 

right after revealing his disguise. 

 

 

Fig. 99. E. Fisher. Angelina and Edwin (side by side). Mezzotint. 1776. British Museum. Web. 5 

Oct 2012. 
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The popularity of and demand for mezzotint portrait reproduction during the 

eighteenth century is an important reflection of the expansion of the high-end art 

market in Britain. Many of these examples illustrate a marked contrast between the 

earlier culture of private art patronage or original work ownership, and the new and 

largely public access to the duplicated print market. But this selection also illustrates 

the specific market demands for a variety of mezzotint works at the time in which 

these engravers were active in Dublin and later in London. The image of Garrick was 

included in order to represent the engraver’s relationship with both the theatrical 

portrait subject, as well as their correlation with the artist on the competitive print 

market. But this type of reproduction was not the only type of work that was made 

by the Dublin group.  The political portrait depicted in Miller’s reproduction of 

Tottenham represents the market for images that would be used for political 

expression or propaganda outside of the context of the original painting.1011 

Tottenham’s image by Miller also became a reflection of the “spirit of patriotism” 

present in Dublin during the late 1740s, and may have been used to supplement 

Miller’s seditious production of a Charles Lucas portrait that was discussed in part 

two.  But other print formats and types outside the single-sheet portrait were also 

produced by the Dublin Group, and a selection was discussed in the remaining print 

examples. For instance, the two images of Teague (one a theatrical portrait, another 

being a pictorial imagining of the stock-Irish character) reveal two differing 

treatments of the Irish subject. As well as being indicative of an ambiguous 

relationship and identification with Ireland, these prints respond to the constructions 

of “Irishness” as portrayed from the London and Dublin eighteenth-century stage. 

Finally, Fisher’s set of “heads” from The Vicar of Wakefield, with their dual 

functionality as book illustration and stand-alone pictorial representations, highlights 

a necessary speculation with regard to their creation, usage, and market life. In 

particular, the interdisciplinary visual analysis of these images asks whether or not 

the influence of the engraver or a posthumous publisher commanded the presentation 

of these prints on the market.  

                                                 
1011

 In this sense, the Tottenham example can be linked to Miller’s Chesterfield portrait reproduction. 
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Conclusion  

This project traced and re-evaluated the historical and cultural narrative of 

the Dublin Group from the establishment of a mezzotint workshop at Cork Hill c. 

1740. Throughout the study three main strands of enquiry investigated how the 

cultural conditions of Dublin during the 1740s fostered a market for mezzotint 

reproduction. All three components of this study (historical, paratextual, and visual) 

were carefully interlinked in order to expound the distinctive environmental 

influences on the production, marketing, and sale of mezzotint in Ireland. Evidently, 

these factors contributed to the posthumous labelling of the mezzotint engravers as 

“the Dublin Group”. The cultural importance that was placed on Irish-made 

mezzotint at this time exemplified Madden’s and the Dublin Society’s specific 

promotion of Irish manufacture in the face of the dominant London market. 

Moreover, the burgeoning print trade and commercial industries of Dublin provided 

the right environment in which to establish a mezzotint workshop. Consequently, 

Irish-made mezzotint prints soon became a specialised, high-end luxury commodity. 

This study has shown that the interconnections between these engravers and various 

industries relating to Irish book production were crucial for Irish master-mezzotint 

printmaking to thrive. Furthermore, the assessment of mezzotint advertisements 

within Dublin newspapers illustrated that there was an emerging rivalry amongst 

Brooks, Miller, and Ford within the relatively small Irish print market. An 

examination of these notices for their literal content also revealed that these 

engravers possessed an awareness of a growing commercial competitiveness in 

Dublin.  

Part one (chapters one and two) examined the historical context from which 

the Dublin Group emerged and flourished. This strand of enquiry began with a broad 

overview of the post-restoration London and Dublin print trades. Specifically, the 

discussion considered how the failure to regulate printed material from this time 

resulted in a vast expansion of the print and commercial market in the lead up to the 

eighteenth century.  Consequently, the growth of the Dublin reprint book trade, 

newspaper, and periodical press encouraged commercial and print-related industries 

to evolve.  Not only did these industries provide access to necessary print resources, 

they also created and stimulated the market for copperplate printmaking. This 
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discussion was followed by an historical overview relating to the specific 

interconnections and training circumstances of the Dublin Group engravers at Cork 

Hill. The subsection also briefly reflected on a number of key factors crucial for 

mezzotint reproduction in 1740s Dublin. In particular, an overview of eighteenth-

century book illustration set the historical foundations for single-sheet production in 

general. Moreover, by examining the Dublin Group engravers’ direct involvement 

with members of the Irish print trade, it was possible to note how booksellers often 

employed and collaborated with these engravers. Arguably, strategic commercial 

links were thus cultivated during this decade. Furthermore, a discussion relating to 

the mechanical requirements for single-sheet printmaking confirmed that the 

practical needs of the mezzotint engravers were supported by their surrounding 

environment of Dublin Castle, therefore clarifying the decision of Brooks and Miller 

to choose Cork Hill for the establishment of their workshop. The marketing 

strategies employed in Dublin and London were evaluated with specific reference to 

mezzotint selling outlets and subscription practices, most of which were linked to the 

Dublin book and print trade. Examining Miller’s portrait reproduction of the Earl of 

Chesterfield demonstrated the collaboration between an engraver and two Dublin 

printers in the production of a commercial and propagandist broadsheet. On this 

note, the training of these engravers in other skills and enterprises further 

emphasised their connections to (or affiliations within) other industries in Dublin. 

Finally, with the previous historical context in mind, a geographical and historical 

examination of Cork Hill was conducted. This subsection was supplemented by a 

map containing the names and locations of all Irish printers and booksellers who 

were commercially associated with the Dublin Group. The histories of the engravers 

were mostly examined and discussed from a cultural studies perspective.1012 

Particular consideration was therefore granted to the emerging print and book trade 

directly surrounding these engravers at Cork Hill. The effects of the Dublin book 

trade, led by booksellers from Essex and Dame Street, were specifically connected to 

these engravers both geographically and commercially, and all were linked through 

connecting industries surrounding the Dublin Castle district. The ultimate purpose of 

                                                 
1012

 The research also drew largely on Bourdieu’s concept of field and the field of cultural production. 
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the historical context was to provide a broader framework for the placement of Irish 

mezzotint reproduction within book history and Irish cultural studies.  

Part two (chapters three to six) encompassed the core thesis evidence and 

data investigation. This section involved a close critical reading of Irish newspaper 

advertisements for mezzotint. To complement this discussion, a paratextual 

assessment was also conducted on surrounding notices for various goods and 

services. This qualitative study illustrated the variety of other commodities available 

on the Irish market concurrently. The discussion centred on the effects of the Dublin 

Society’s premiums awards and the writings of Samuel Madden in particular; many 

of the advertised goods reflected the level of support awarded by the society for the 

production of Irish-made goods. The investigation into these advertisements also 

showed a growing rivalry between vendors, which exemplified the expansion of the 

commercial market at the time in which the mezzotint engravers were active. 

Moreover, the relationship between Miller and Ford was discussed in detail in order 

to illustrate the competitive Dublin market for mezzotint as well as the relationship 

between two individual engravers. Also, Miller’s involvement in the Lucas 

controversy demonstrated the way in which an Irish newspaper advertisement (as 

well as a mezzotint portrait) could be used as a vehicle for political expression, 

despite the risk of dangerous legal consequences for both the engraver and the 

newspaper printer. Following this discussion, a description of the commercial goods 

and services that were available in Dublin were listed in tables to represent the 

variety and scope of produce available to the mezzotint-buying clientele. The 

following two chapters led to two original investigations. Chapter five involved a 

discussion of the history of eighteenth-century Irish paper production with relation to 

mezzotint printmaking. This study concluded with an original investigation into 

watermarks found on specific mezzotint examples, focusing on Brooks’ mezzotint of 

Hugh Boulter in 1742. An advertisement for this print indicated that the paper source 

was used as a selling point for single-sheet portraits. In chapter six, the analysis of 

Brooks’ unique mezzotint subscription list (also from 1742) was conducted. The 

illustrative tables in this section show the most likely identities and occupations of 

the listed subscriber names. As a direct and original demographical study of the 

mezzotint clientele for this proposal, this investigation offers new insight into the 
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market for mezzotint reproduction at that time. But the study of this proposal, 

exclusive to the Dublin Mercury, also suggests a close relationship between the 

engraver and the newspaper printer, Thomas Bacon, who speculative influence can 

be noted in the professional occupations of many named subscribers. The watermark 

investigation and Brooks’ subscription list collectively represent the original 

contributions to knowledge emerging from this research. Both qualitative studies are 

preliminary investigations into areas of eighteenth-century Irish mezzotint 

printmaking that have never been examined before, particularly with relation to the 

historical narrative of the Dublin Group. The engravers’ use of the Dublin 

newspapers throughout this decade also inspired the use of literary criticism and 

paratextual investigation. This research referred directly to the consumption of other 

general, luxury, and specialised goods available on the Dublin market. The aim of 

the newspaper investigation was to provide new insight into the Dublin Group from 

the perspective of the early stages of their careers. But the intention was also to offer 

a preliminary suggestion as to how the mezzotint engravers contributed to Irish print 

culture through the examination of their advertising practices. 

 The mezzotint examples examined in part three were chosen primarily for 

their interdisciplinary and Irish cultural interest, and were carefully considered with 

reference to the historical and paratextual investigations in the previous two sections. 

In particular, the examples relating to literary and theatrical images in mezzotint 

were chosen to reflect the historical context of the earlier mezzotint engravers who 

operated from Cork Hill; they form a contrast with the print examples that were 

reproduced in London from a later stage. The selection was designed to demonstrate 

the Dublin Group’s identification with Ireland, as well as their earlier individual 

connections in Dublin. For instance, the theatrical portrait of Garrick represents the 

influence of the stage on mezzotint reproduction; Brooks’ workshop was situated 

close to the Smock Alley theatre, and many engravers later made portrait 

reproductions of celebrated theatrical personalities who had once performed there. 

The two images of Teague by Miller and McArdell were discussed with relation to 

the eighteenth-century migrant anxiety of the Irish in London. These images of 

Teague also exemplify a commercialisation of the pictorial and theatrical stage-Irish 

character. On many levels, this Irish stereotype was reinforced or transformed at the 
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time in which both images were created. Yet the presence of these two prints on the 

London and Dublin markets during the 1740s also symbolises the evolving public 

perception of Teague, which was arguably both affectionate and derogatory. Finally, 

Fisher’s illustrated characters from The Vicar of Wakefield were chosen for this 

study as hitherto unexamined specimens from the Dublin Group’s collective 

repertoire. No previous research has been conducted on this set of images. 

Consequently, a close visual and textual reading led to the discovery that the 

identification titles on two images do not correspond to actual characters from the 

novel. Instead, these two characters are from a play by Richard Brinsley Sheridan 

called The Duenna. The connection between Goldsmith’s novel and Sheridan’s play 

needs further exploration, especially with regard to how these characterisations are 

presented and collectively grouped as part of Fisher’s set of “ten” character heads. 

The preliminary investigation conducted for this dissertation included a reading of 

the visual dialogue between coupled images within the set, and hopes that the 

analysis will invite further research. 

The decision to conduct a cultural study on the Dublin Group within the 

parameters of the discipline of English might at first seem unusual, given that all 

previous scholarship relating to these engravers originated from an art historical or 

print specialist viewpoint. However, this decision was made thoughtfully, and the 

findings of the exploration remain faithful to the original premise. When the research 

project was first proposed in 2009 the initial strands of enquiry, and questions 

relating to gaps in the current scholarship, all stemmed from a perspective which 

corresponded directly to the broader field of book history: who were these engravers, 

did they connect and associate with each other in Dublin and if so, how?1013 In 

addition to these two questions, the thesis proposal also asked: did the circumstances 

of the print culture of 1740s Dublin influence and affect the Dublin Group’s 

individual and collective contributions to eighteenth-century printmaking? With 

reference to the last question, the supporting evidence outlined throughout this 

dissertation offers an affirmative response. Indeed, traditional art historical 

investigation is still essential for specialist analysis on individuals related to the 

                                                 
1013

 Darnton’s communications circuit was the initial point of reference when considering these 

engravers as a network or “group.”  
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Dublin Group, as has been the case with McArdell and Ford.1014 Closer visual studies 

on eighteenth-century mezzotint reproduction, or printmaking in general, must 

rightfully be encouraged beyond the deliberately focused reach of this project. But 

by using the historical narrative of the Dublin Group, this project has explored 

eighteenth-century mezzotint printmaking both within and beyond the scope of Irish 

print and material culture. With regard to areas such as Dublin newspaper 

advertisements, single-sheet subscription practices, paper sources, geographical 

histories, and pictorial representation, it is hoped that the investigation undertaken 

for the completion of this interdisciplinary project will inspire new explorations into 

Irish mezzotint and on other single-sheet printmaking histories.   

                                                 
1014

 See Catherine Mc Gowan, James McArdell, and Glin and Laffan, “Michael Ford's Portrait of Lord 

Chief Justice Henry Singleton.” 
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Appendices 

Appendix i. Irish Printers and Booksellers associated with the Dublin Group  

[see map 1 below for the corresponding reference numbers] 

Ref 

No.  

Name Occupation Address Associated 

mezzotint 

engraver(s) 

Dates of 

activity in 

Dublin (fl.) 

1. Allen, 

George 

bookseller and 

bookbinder 

Two Bibles, Dame St. and 

Exchequer St. 

Purcell 1760-87 

2. Bacon, 

Thomas 

bookseller, 

printer, press-

corrector, 

auctioneer 

Bacon’s Coffee-House, Essex St. Brooks 1741-43 

3. Bradley, 

Abraham 

bookseller, 

stationer, 

bookbinder 

Golden Ring and Ball opposite 

Sycamore Alley, Dame St. 

Brooks 1730-82 

4. Brooks, 

John 

engraver, 

printseller, 

copperplate 

printer 

At the Back of Dick’s coffee-

house, Skinner Row (1740); 

Opposite Lucas’ coffee-house, 

Sir Isaac Newton’s Head, Cork 

Hill (same as M. Ford’s address 

at Cork Hill; see no. 9). 

Miller, 

McArdell, 

Houston, 

Spooner, et 

al. 

c. 1740-41 

 

1741-46 

5. Esdall, 

James 

Printer, publisher, 

bookseller. 

Over against Smock Alley, 

Fishamble St., possibly in a 

building called “the Priest’s 

chamber” (1743-45); 

At the corner of Copper Alley, 

Blind Quay (1745- Oct 1749 [the 

Newsletter and shop was run by 

his wife, Anne Esdall, until it was 

taken over by Henry Saunders in 

1755]. 

Miller c.1743-1755 

6. Ewing, 

George  

bookseller, 

bookbinder, 

printer 

Opposite the Castle Market; 

Angel and Bible, Dame St. (later 

with Alexander Ewing). 

Brooks 1719-64 

7. Exshaw, 

John (I) 

Bookseller, 

printer, 

bookbinder 

Bible on Cork Hill or Bible 

Dame St. 

Dixon 1741-76 

8. Faulkner, 

George 

Printer, bookseller 

(with James 

Hoey, 1726-30) 

Pamphlet shop opposite the 

Tholsel, Skinner Row (1729-30); 

Pamphlet shop, Essex St. (1730-

62) 

Brooks, 

Miller 

c.1724-75. 

9. Ford, 

Michael 

Printseller, 

painter, engraver 

Anne Street (1743-46); Van 

Dyke’s Head, Cork Hill (June 

1746-61) [Ford moved into 

Brooks’ Cork Hill residence; see 

no. 3]. 

Miller, 

McArdell, 

Spooner 

1743-64 

10. Fuller, 

Samuel 

Bookseller, 

printer 

At the sign of the Globe and 

Scales, Meath St. 

Brooks 1720-36 

11. Garland, 

Halhed 

Printer, bookseller Opposite the Custom House 

Gate, under Dick’s Coffee-

House, Essex St. (1746-47). 

Miller 1745-1749 

12. Hanbury, 

Michael 

(or Mary, 

Engraver, 

copperplate 

engraver (music 

At the bear in Georges Lane 

(1748-54); next to Dick’s Coffee-

House, Skinner Row (1754-62). 

Purcell 1748-62 
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wife of) sheets) 

13. Kehoe, D. Printseller, 

printer, publisher 

No address identified. Purcell c. 1740 

14. Leathley, 

Joseph 

Bookseller, 

bookbinder 

The corner of Dame St. on 

Sycamore Alley, near Crow St. 

(1735-). 

Brooks 1719-56 

15. Monaghan, 

Patrick  

Printseller Bridge St. Purcell c. 1748 

16. Orpin, 

John 

Printseller, glazier Golden Heart or Hart, Crane 

Lane (1735-43). 

Miller 1731-52 

17. Reilly, C. Printseller, 

framer, gilder 

Big [Great] Ship St. Purcell 1729-c. 1750 

18. Rocque, 

John 

Cartographer, 

map-seller 

Golden Heart or Hart, Dame St. 

(1754-5); Lower Ormond Quay 

(1755); Bachelor’s Walk (1756-). 

Dixon 1754-60 

19. Saunders, 

Henry 

Printer, 

bookseller, 

stationer 

The corner of Christchurch Lane, 

High St. (1752-61); Castle St. 

(1756, 1761-73); Great Ship St. 

(1774-88). 

Spooner 1749-87 

20. Silcock, 

Thomas 

Printseller, 

copperplate 

printer, glazier 

The Fan and Crown, opposite the 

Tholsel, Nicolas St. (1743-59); 

the Royal Fan, Skinner Row 

(1759-65). 

Miller, 

McArdell, 

Purcell, 

Spooner. 

1738-65 

21. Smith, 

Paul 

Printseller, glazier Crane Lane, near Dame St. 

(1735-52); Dorset St. 

Brooks, 

Miller, 

McArdell 

1732-52 

22. Torbuck, 

John 

Bookseller, 

auctioneer 

At Murphy’s, Bachelor’s Walk 

(1743); The Bear in Skinner Row 

(1744). 

Miller 1743-54 

23. Wilkins, 

John 

Printseller Big [Great] Ship St. Purcell c. 1750 

24. Wilkinson, 

Thomas 

Bookseller, 

printer [possibly 

in partnership 

with William] 

At the toy shop, Castle St. 

(1755). 

Spooner 1744-71 

25. Wilkinson, 

William  

Printseller, 

picture-framer 

and cleaner 

Picture-shop, Chequer Lane. Purcell 1729-81 

26. Williams, 

Matthew 

Bookseller, 

printer, publisher 

Golden Bell, over against 

Sycamore Alley, Dame St. 

Purcell, 

Spooner 

1751-72 

27. Wheatley, 

Samuel 

Engraver Salutation Alley, opposite Crane 

Lane. 

Miller 1759-c. 1799 
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Map 1. Printers and Booksellers associated with the Dublin Group. 
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Appendix ii. Map 2: Addresses and Landmarks near Cork Hill 
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Appendix iii. Brooks’ Subscription List: the Dublin Mercury and Dublin Gazette 

(1742) 

 

 Subscriber Identification Occupation/background Location 

1. Hugh 

Armagh 

Hugh Boulter (1672-1642) Clergy; Lord Archbishop of 

Armagh and Primate of Ireland 

(1724-1742). 

Armagh, London 

2.  Kildare James Fitzgerald (1722-1776) MP for Athy (1741); 20th Earl of 

Kildare (1744); later 1st Duke of 

Leinster (1766), politician, 

landowner. 

Kildare, Carlow 

3.  Massereene Likely attribution [LA]: Clotworthy 

Skeffington (c. 1713-1757)  

Other possibilities [OP]:  John 

Skeffington (1632-1695), 2nd 

Viscount of Massereene - nobleman, 

politician, soldier. 

6th Viscount and 1st Earl of 

Massereene, Landowner. 

 

Antrim 

4.  Mountjoy  LA: William Stewart (1709-1769)  1st Earl of Blessington (1745); MP, 

land and property owner, and 

treasury official and bank owner 

(Castle Street, Dublin), married 

Anne Stewart, grand-daughter of 

William Stewart, 1st Viscount of 

Mountjoy, Co. Tyrone (d. 1692); he 

succeeded to title 3rd Viscount 

Mountjoy, Co. Tyrone (1727/28);  

held the office of Grand Master of 

the Freemasons in Ireland between 

1738 and 1740. 

Tyrone, Dublin 

[Luke Gardiner was 

living at Cork Hill 

by 1717]. 

--- 

Blessington 

5. Southwell LA: Thomas George Southwell 

(1721-1780) 

OP: Edward Southwell (1671-1730), 

politician, chief secretary for Ireland, 

MP; Robert Southwell (1635-1702), 

diplomat, landowner, public official; 

or Elizabeth Southwell (1674-1709), 

Lady Catherine Perceval (nee 

Southwell). 

1st Viscount Southwell of Castle 

Mattress, son of Thomas Southwell, 

2nd Baron Southwell of Castle 

Mattress and Mary Coke; he held 

rank of officer in 1738 in the 

service of the 2nd Foot Guards, and 

later became a Member of 

Parliament for Enniscorthy between 

1747 and 1760. 

Limerick, 

Enniscorthy 

6.  Kingsland LA: Henry Benedict Barnewall 

(1708-1774)  

OP: Nicolas Barnewall (1592-1663), 

1st Viscount Barnewall of Kingsland-

politician; or Nicolas Barnewall 

(1668-1725), 3rd Viscount Barnewall 

of Kingsland, army officer, soldier, 

politician, buried in Dublin [N.B. not 

to be confused with the Barnwall’s of 

Crickstown, Co. Meath]. 

4th Viscount Barnewall of 

Kingsland, son of Nicholas 

Barnewall, 3rd Viscount Barnewall 

of Kingsland and Mary Hamilton. 

He succeeded to the title of 4th 

Viscount Barnewall of Kingsland 

(Donabate, Co. Dublin) in 1725, 

held the office of Grand Master of 

the Freemasons in Ireland (1733-

1735) but as he was a Roman 

Catholic he was disqualified from 

taking his seat. Married Honora 

Daly of Quansbury, Co.Galway 

where he remained. 

Donabate (Dublin) 

7.  William 

Tighe 

LA: William Tighe (1710-1766) MP for Clonmines, Wexford (1734-

1760), Rossanagh House, Wicklow 

(c. 1741). 

Wexford, 

Wicklow 

8.  Pryce 

Hartstonge 

LA: “Price” Hartstonge (1692-

1743/4) 

Politician, MP (House of 

Commons) for Charleville (1727-

1743), son of Sir Standish 

Hartstonge, 2nd Baronet (c.1673-

1751).    

Charleville, Cork 

9. Joseph Possible relation [PR]: Robert   
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Rochfort Rochfort (1652-1727), MP for Co. 

Westmeath and chief baron for the 

Exchequer (Ireland). 

10. Thomas 

Trotter 

 Dr. Thomas Trotter Vicar General Diocese of Dublin, 

Master of Chancery, Court of 

Chancery, Capel St. (Res.) 

Capel Street, Dublin 

11. Thomas Prior Thomas Prior (1681-1751) Author, founder of the Dublin 

Society and educated at Kilkenny 

(along with George Berkeley) and 

TCD. 

Bolton St. Dublin 

12. Arthur Dobbs Arthur Dobbs (1689-1765) Surveyor General of Ireland, 

Ordinance, Politician, colonial 

governor, founding member of the 

Dublin Society; inherited Castle 

Dobbs, Co. Antrim, became sheriff 

and deputy governor of 

Carrickfergus (1727-1730). 

Carrickfergus, 

Antrim 

13. G. Maturin Rev. Dr Gabriel John Maturin 

(c.1700–1746) 

Prebendary, philanthropist, and 

member of the Dublin Society; 

originally from the Utrecht 

(Netherlands), became Dean of St. 

Patrick’s cathedral, Dublin after 

Jonathan Swift. 

St. John’s Church, 

Dean of Kilmore, 

Co. Wexford 

14. R. Shiel LA: Roger Shiell, Deputy Clerk of 

First Fruits, Court of Exchequer 

OP/PR: Richard Lalor Sheil (1791-

1851) but his uncle, Richard Sheil, 

may have been the subscriber 

(politician, playwright, born at 

Belevue House, Drumdowney, Co. 

Kilkenny: Catholic merchant family, 

founding member of the Irish 

Catholic Board (1813), lived in 

London with his uncle while study at 

the bar. 

Politician, playwright, born at 

Belevue House, Drumdowney, Co. 

Kilkenny (Catholic merchant 

family);  founding member of the 

Irish Catholic Board (1813), lived 

in London with his uncle while 

study at the bar. 

Dublin, London, 

Kilkenny 

15. Rt. 

Calderwood 

 Robert Calderwood (c. 1706-1766) Goldsmith and successful Freeman 

of Dublin Goldsmith Corporation; 

he took on many skilled apprentices 

and journeymen during the 1740-

50s and was probably connected to 

Brooks; later became officer of the 

Dublin Society (1765). 

Castle St. Dublin 

(1741) and later 

Cork Hill (1746-66) 

16. Thomas 

Eaton 

PR: Richard Eaton, Smith, Golden 

Lane, Dublin 

 Dublin 

17. A. Craven PA/PR: Abigail Craven (1685–1752)  

OP: Phillip Craven, Customs 

Surveyor, Revenue Commissioners, 

Custom House Quay, Dublin 

Daughter of James Craven (d. 

1695), a Quaker merchant and 

Alderman for Co. Limerick; she 

preached Quaker principles with 

minister Elizabeth Jacob and 

connected to Dublin Quaker, Anne 

Barclay. Died in Co. Carlow.   

Limerick, Carlow 

-- 

Dublin 

18. William 

Deane 

LA: William Deane (unknown) Lawyer and friend of Dublin 

solicitor, George Butler, father of 

Dublin architect, William Deane 

Butler (c. 1793-1857). 

Dublin 

19. Lawr. 

Neligam 

PR: John Moore Neligan (1815-

1863), physician and dermatologist, 

or to William John Neligan, estate 

agent (Co. Kerry and Tralee).     

  

20. Arthur Gore LA: Sir Arthur Gore (d. 1697)  

OP:  John Gore (1718-1784), Baron 

Annaly of Tenelick, Co. Longford, 

politician and judge;  Sir Ralph Gore 

(c. 1675-1733), 4th baronet, speaker 

1st Baronet Gore of Newtown Gore, 

Co. Mayo (1662), became High 

Sherriff for Mayo and Galway 

(1656), MP for Co. Mayo (1661-6). 

 

Mayo 
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of the Irish house of commons;  

 William George Arthur Ormsby 

Gore (1885-1964) fourth Baron 

Harlech- politician and banker. 

 

21. Tho. Madden PA/PR: Thomas Molyneux (1661-

1733), Uncle of Samuel Molyneux 

Madden or “Premium 

Madden” (1686-1765), writer and 

benefactor of the Dublin Society. 

Thomas was an antiquarian, 

physician, and natural historian, 

member of the Dublin Philosophical 

Society (1693) and had reared Samuel 

Madden after the death of brother, 

William Madden (1698). 

  

22. C. Lucas Charles Lucas (1713-1771) Politician, physician, and writer, 

born in Co. Clare, given freedom of 

the guild of Barber–Surgeons 

(1735), and elected to represent the 

guild in the common council of the 

Dublin Corporation (1741); offered 

himself for parliament during the 

1749 by-elections but was exiled as 

an enemy of the country that year 

for sedition. 

Clare, Dublin 

23. Isaac Simon Isaac Simon, merchant, Fleet Street 

(Wilson’s Dublin Directory, 1751) 

Dublin merchant and High Sheriff 

of County Wicklow (c. 1765). 

Fleet Street, Dublin 

24. Rob. Norris PR: Richard Norris, Bookseller, 

Essex Street, corner of Crane Lane, 

Dublin. 

PA: Robert Norris (c. 1724-1791) 

Author and slave trader, brother 

of William Norris, secretary to the 

Society of Antiquaries, London. 

 Dublin 

25. Oliver 

Anketell 

Oliver Anketell (1680-1760) Grandson of Captain Oliver 

Anketell (1609-1666), studied at 

TCD, awarded an honorary Doctor 

of Laws and was one of the 

founders of the Royal Dublin 

Society, became High Sheriff 

(1703) and MP for Co. Monaghan 

(1754-1760), lived at family estate, 

Anketell Grove, Co. Monaghan. 

Monaghan 

26. Tho. 

Armstrong 

PR: Colonel Sir Thomas Armstrong 

(d. 1662), Quartermaster-General of 

the Horse at Ireland (1639-1640) 

Knighted and granted estate at 

Corbellis, Co. Dublin (1643), MP for 

Dublin (1647);  

OP:  his son, Sir Thomas Armstrong 

(c.1633- 1684), army officer and 

conspirator, executed for treason 

(1684) falsely accused of role in the 

Rye House Plot (exiled to 

Netherlands), MP for Leicester 

(1660), Captain in 1st Troop of the 

Royal Horse Guards and later became 

Lieutenant-Colonel in 3rd Troop of 

King Charles II. 

 Dublin 

27 Tho. Quin LA: Thomas Quin, Werburgh Street, 

Dublin 

Apothecary Werburgh Street, 

Dublin 

28. Thomas Carr PR: Thomas James Carr (unknown), 

stockbroker, father of Thomas James 

Carr (1909-1999) landscape and 
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figure painter. 

29. Riley Towers Riley Towers (unknown) Gentleman and property owner, 

Mary’s Lane, Dublin [“Lease by 

Riley Towers of property in Mary's 

Lane, Dublin, to I. A. Eccles, July, 

1781”; see NLI Sources]. 

 

Dublin 

30. Chales[sic] 

O’Neill 

Charles O' Neill (d. 1769) MP and landowner, father of John 

O’Neill, 1st Viscount O’Neill, Co. 

Antrim. 

Antrim 

31. Clot O’Neill PR: Charles O’ Neill (unknown)   

32. James Simon James Simon, merchant, Fleet Street 

PR: Isaac Simon 

merchant Fleet St. Dublin  

33. Chetwood 

Eustace 

PR: John Chetwode Eustace (1761-

1815), travel writer and Roman 

Catholic priest, Co. Kildare. 

[Many familial connections for 

“Eustace” appear in Directory  of 

Dublin (1738)] 

Kildare 

34. Geo Faulkner George Faulkner (1703-1775)  Bookseller and printer in Dublin, 

famously dubbed by Swift “the 

Prince of Dublin Printers”, printer 

of The Dublin Journal (1728-1825), 

from Dublin he issued the first 

edition of Swift’s Works (1735). 

Dublin 

35. William 

Stephens 

Dr William Stephens (c. 1684-1760) Physician at Mercer’s hospital, 

founding member of the Dublin 

Society (elected to the chair in 

1731, appointed secretary for home 

affairs), president of the College of 

Physicians and governor of   Dr 

Steeven’s hospital (1743) 

Stafford Street, 

Dublin, Kilkenny, 

Wexford  

36. Ed. Madden LA: Edward Madden,  

OP: Edmund Madden, land agent, 

Peter Street, Dublin; Edward Madden, 

baker, Dublin 

PR: relative of Samuel “Premium” 

Madden (1686–1765). 

Deputy clerk, Court of Chancery, 

Bride Street, Dublin. 

 

37. Ja. Stewart PA/PR: James Stewart of the 

Glen/Seumas a’Ghlinne (c. 1700-

1752) 

  

OP/PR: Pat. Stewart, merchant in 

Dublin (“Gledstones and Stewart”) ; 

Rev. Dr. Charles Stewart, Senior 

Fellow and Proctor, Trinity College 

Dublin 

Merchant, shopkeeper and 

illegitimate brother of Charles 

Stewart of Ardshiel; fought in the 

battle of Culloden (April 1746), 

captain of the Appin regiment; 

eventually charged as being an 

accessory in the “Appin murder” 

(Glenure) in 1752. 

Dublin 

38. Wm. 

Crekshank/Cr

ookshank 

LA: William Crookshank (1699-

1780)  

Dublin-based attorney, but lived at 

Drumhalry and Birrenagh, Co. 

Longford; father of Alexander 

Crookshank (1736-1813), a lawyer 

and politician (MP for Belfast, 

1776). 

Dublin, Longford 

39. Lov. Hiatt LA: Love Hiatt Principal Surveyor, Dublin City 

Excise, Revenue Commissioners. 

OP: Father of Elizabeth Hiatt (c. 

1709) who married Jonas Burges (c. 

1730), Dublin [Mr. Love Hiatt 

occupied Johnstown House, 

Cabinteely in 1778; see 

O’Laughlin, The Families of 

Country Dublin, 14]. 

Dublin 

40. Henry 

Harrison  

[Many familial connections for 

“Harrison” appear in Directory of 

Dublin (1738)]  

PR: Christopher Harrison, merchant, 

Ann Street; Joseph Harrison, Deputy 

 Dublin 
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Second Remembrancer, Court of 

Exchequer; Stephen Harrison, 

Fishamble Street; Thomas Harrison, 

Land Waiter, Revenue 

Commissioners, Dublin Port; William 

Harrison, Clerk, Land Permits, 

Revenue Commissioner; Alfred and 

Theophilus Harrision, Apothecrary, 

Hog Hill; 

Other PR:  Henry Harrison (c.1785–

c.1865), architect, London or Henry 

Harrison (1867-1954), author and 

Irish Nationalist (devoted Parnellite) 

41. Mick. Clark LA: Michael Clarke,  

PA: Michael Clarke, upper Church 

Street, Dublin 

Examinator of the Excise, Custom 

House. 

Dublin 

42. Robert Lawe Robert Lawe, King Street, Dublin  King Street, Dublin 

43. Edward 

Stirling 

Edward Stirling  Notary Public, Dublin Castle Street, 

Dublin 

44. Chris Dalton Christopher Dalton  

 

Printer [he was employed by G. 

Faulkner for sometime; a colourful 

descriptive notice by Faulkner 

appeared in 1734 for a missing 

“CD” (Dublin Journal, 16 Nov 

1734); see Pollard, Dictionary, 

141]. 

Dublin 

45. Edw. 

Nicholson 

PA/PR: Dr. Edward Nicholson, 

[writings on Charity School, 1702-12 

listed in NLI Sources] 

OP/PR: Charles Nicholson, Charles 

Street, Dublin. 

 Dublin 

-- 

Charles Street, 

Dublin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extra subscriber names included in the Dublin Gazette (28 September 1742 until 23-27 November 1742); 

the list was continued in the exact same format as the Dublin Mercury. 

 

46.   Antrim LA: Alexander MacDonnell, 5th Earl 

of Antrim (1713-1775),  

OP: Anne Plunkett, Countess of 

Antrim (d. 1755), 2nd wife of 

Alexander MacDonnell. 

Privy Counsellor and governor for 

Antrim. 

Balleycastle, Co. 

Antrim 

 47. Darnley PA/PR: John Bligh (1687-1728); 1st 

Earl of Darnley, Co. Meath MP for 

Trim, Co. Meath (1709-1713), and 

Athboy, Co. Meath (1713-1728);  

OP:  
-Edward Bligh, (1715-1747), son of 

John Bligh and Lord-in-waiting for 

HRH Frederick, Prince of Wales; 

given title of 2nd Earl of Darnley in 

1728 and later became 2nd Viscount 

Darnley of Athboy (after 1728). 

-John Bligh (1719-1781), son of John 

Bligh and 3rd Earl of Darnley, Co. 

Meath, became MP for Athboy 

(1739-47), however, only given the 

title 3rd Earl of Darnley in 1747, and 

later became 3rd Baron Clifton of 

Rathmore, Co. Meath in that year 

also.  

 

 

Rathmore, Trim, 

and Athboy, Co. 

Meath. 
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-Lady Catherine Darnley (c.1681-

1743); daughter of James II, also 

known as Countess of Anglesey (until 

1705) due to first marriage to James 

Anglesey, and later known as the 

Duchess of the county Buckingham 

and Normanby due to her second 

marriage to John Skeffield, 1st Duke 

of county Buckingham and 

Normanby.  

- 1st Earl of Darnley (Scotland), 

Charles Lennox (1672-1723), 1st 

Duke of Richmond (became Earl of 

Darnley in 1675); son of Charles II.  

-General Charles Lennox, 2nd Duke of 

Richmond (became 2nd Earl of 

Darnley in 1723). 

48. John Bowes John Bowes (1691-1767) Solicitor, General Court of 

Exchequer, Werburgh Street, 

Dublin (residence);  

Lord Chancellor of Ireland and MP 

for Taghmon, Co. Wexford (1731–

42); became attorney general 

(1739–41) and chief baron of the 

exchequer and privy councillor 

(1742–56). 

 

49. Tho. 

Southwell 

Sir Thomas Southwell (c.1665-1720)  

As previously listed.   

Baron Southwell of Castle Mattress, 

Co. Limerick, revenue 

commissioner. 

 

50. Will. Conolly LA: William Connolly 

 

OP: William Conolly (1662–1729) 

Politician, lawyer, landowner, MP for 

Donegal borough (1692–3, 1695–9), 

and Co. Londonderry  (1703-1729), 

speaker of the Irish house of 

commons [built Castletown, Co. 

Kildare, and the new Houses of 

Parliament, College Green, Dublin]. 

Curistor, Court of Chancery, 

Temple Bar and Dunsink 

 

Dublin 

-- 

Donegal, 

Londonderry 

51. Jonathan 

Belcher 

LA: Jonathan Belcher (1682-1757) 

PR: James Belcher, First Pursuivant, 

Court of Exchequer Chamber  

Merchant and colonial governor 

(Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 

and later New Jersey) 

Dublin 

52. Arth. 

Champagne 

Very Rev. Arthur Champagné (b. 

1714)  

Dean of Clonmacnoise, Ireland.  

53. Rich. Wesley Richard Colley Wesley (c.1690-1758) Politician, landowner, 1st Baron 

Mornington, born in Edenderry, 

King’s County Offaly, son of Henry 

Colley, of Castle Carbery, Co. 

Kildare. 

 

54. R. Hawkins 

Magill 

Robert Hawkins Magill (d. 1747)  of Gill Hall, Gilford, Co. Down, 

father of Theodosia Meade (1743–

1817), Countess of Clanwilliam.  

 

55. David 

Burleigh 

David Burleigh,  Clerk, Secretary’s Office, Revenue 

Commissioners, Dublin Port 

 

Dublin 

56. Balthaz 

Cramel 

Balthazar Cramer Clerk in Secretary’s Office, 

Revenue Commissioners, Dublin 

Port. 

Dublin Port 

57. Tho. Skelton PR: Rev. Dr. Walter Skelton, Dean of 

Leighlin (Catholic), Bridge Street, 

Dublin; OP: Rev. Thomas Skelton 

(1775-1846), rector at Croperlough, 

Co. Cavan or a possible brother of 

Philip Skelton (1707–87), clergyman, 

 Dublin  

-- 

Cavan 

-- 

Antrim 
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Co. Antrim. 

58. Walter 

Pallister 

Walter Pallister Clerk, General Post Office, 

Sycamore Alley 

Dublin 

59. Edw. King PA/PR: Edward King (d. 1775), 

father of Edward King (c. 1734-

1807), writer and antiquary, Norwich, 

England. 

  

60. Rich. 

Houghton 

PR: Daniel Houghton (1740-1791), 

Irish-born army officer and African 

explorer. 

  

61. Geo. Julian George Julian Weaver Dublin 

62. Fran. Wilson PR: Peter Wilson (c1720–1802), 

Dublin publisher, printer, and 

bookseller, apprenticed to George 

Risk. 

Many familial connections for 

“Wilson” appear in Directory of 

Dublin (1738). 

 

63. John Wilton PR: Thomas Wilton, the Market, St. 

Michan’s;  

OP: Thomas Wilton, Church Street. 

 St. Michan’s, 

Dublin 

64. Caleb Goold Caleb Goold 

[Also listed in Directory of Dublin 

(1738): Thomas goold Cardmaker, 

the Knave of Clubs, Eustace Street] 

Merchant, Eustace Street, Dublin Eustace Street, 

Dublin 

65. Dennis King PR: Edward King (see above).   

66. Jos. Pursell Joseph Purcell the Market, St. Michan’s, Dublin St. Michan’s, 

Dublin 

67. Rob Hassard PR: Jason Hassard, Merchant, the 

Golden Fleece, Skinner Row, Dublin 

  

68. Jo. Plukenett John Plukenett Secretary of the Hanover Club Dublin 

69. Hen. Cust LA: son of Jones Cust (grandson of 

Henry Cust, Revenue Commissioner); 

Clerk at Dublin Port who passed on 

his office to Henry in 1738 (see 

Barnard, A New Anatomy of Ireland, 

166). 

PR: Samuel Cust, Shoe-maker, 

Dublin 

 Dublin 

70. Carncross 

Nesbitt 

LA: Carncross Nesbitt, Aghmore, 

Longford, sale of lease to John Mills 

in 1746 [see Landed Estates 

Database, NUIG]. 

PR: Allan Nesbitt, Pill Lane, Dublin; 

Robert Nesbitt, Sheriff’s Pier, Dublin  

Property owner Longford 

-- 

Dublin 

71. Edw. Martin Edward Martin Clerk, General Post Office, 

Sycamore Alley, Dublin 

Sycamore Alley, 

Dublin 

72. Luke 

Stamford [sic] 

Luke Stanford, Little Green, Dublin  Little Green, Dublin 

73. Wil. 

Delamain 

William Delamain  Dancing Director at the Theatre 

Royal 

Aungier Street, 

Dublin 

74. Jo. Hankinson PA/PR: Joseph Hankinson 

(unknown),  flax,  linen, and sail cloth 

merchant, Lancashire, England, 

married Alice Suddell and father of 

Thomas (d. 1775) and Margaret  

(1723-1804).  

  

75. Giles Eyre Very Rev. Giles Eyre (d. 1750) Dean of Killaloe, matriculated at 

Trinity College, Dublin (1705), 

graduated with M.A. (1712) and 

lived at Eyrecourt, Co. Galway. 

Dublin, Killaloe 

(Co. Clare), Galway 

76. The. Brocas ? [Patricia Butler refers to a French 

Brocas family of no relation in The 

Brocas Collection; also referred to in 

M. O’Laughlin]. 

  

77. Jo. Whitshed ?   

78. H.B. Alley ?   
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79.  Francis 

Guybon 

Francis Guybon Deputy Clerk, Quit Rent Office, 

Revenue Commissioners 

Dublin 

80. Richard Wood PRs: George Woods, Attorney, pill 

lane;  John Woods, Arran Lane or  

Thomas Woods, Mary’s Lane, Dublin  

PR: Wood, Robert (c.1717-1771), 

traveller, author, and politician, was 

born at Riverstown Castle near Trim, 

Co. Meath. 

 Dublin  

-- 

Co. Meath 

81. St. John 

Bowden 

LA: John Bowden 

PR: John Bowden, Arran Street.  

Deputy Clerk of the Crown, Court 

of the King’s Bench. 

Jervis Street, Dublin 

(residence) 

82. John Farrall LA: John Farrall, King’s Street, 

opposite St. Paul’s Church 

PR: Terence Farrell (1798-1876), 

sculptor, was born at Creve, Co. 

Longford. 

 King’s Street, 

Dublin 

83. Mat. Jacob 

Jun. 

PR: Jacob Ennis (1728-70), portrait 

and historical painter.  

Other PR: Garret Jacob (Cloth 

Merchant,The Wool Pack, Castle 

Street); James Jacob (Butter Square);  

Mrs Jacob (Woodquay) 

 Dublin 

84. Ed. Hill PR: Hill, Edward (1741-1830), 

physician. 

Other PR: Abraham Hill, Secondary 

to the Chief Remembrance, Court of 

Exchequer;  Arthur Hill (victualler, 

Thomas Street); Arthur Hill (Public 

Register of Deeds and Conveyances, 

Lower Castle Yard, Dublin Castle); 

John Hill (Innkeeper, The Pier Horse 

Inn, Capel Street); Mrs Hill (Phrapper 

Lane); Ob. Hill (Strand Street); 

Richard Hill (Register, Court of 

Chancery, Darby Square) 

  

Extras subscribers (listed but later removed) 

     

85. John Garstin PR: John Garstin (unknown), Leragh 

Castle; Balleykerren, Co. Westmeath. 

  

86. John Bonkam ?   

87. Mc. Cuff PA: Michael Cuffe, Dawson Street; 

Counsellor Cuffe, Strand Street, 

Dublin. 

PR: John Cuff (c.1708-

1772), optician and microscope 

maker. 

 Dublin 

88. Thomas 

Dawson 

Dawson, Thomas (c.1725-1782) 

 

PR: Arthur Dawson (Clerk of the 

Paper Office, Court of Exchequer 

Chamber, Molesworth Street); 

Ephraim Dawson (Banker and 

Commissioner of Oyer and Terminer 

for Dublin County); Captain John 

Dawson (Examinator of the Diaries, 

Revenue Commissioners); Richard 

Dawson (Alderman and Merchant, 

Jervis Street). 

physician Dublin 
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Fig. 100. The final list of subscribers for Brooks’ one hundred mezzotint proposal (the Dublin 

Gazette 26-30 Oct 1742) 
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