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J.M.W. Turner, Marriage and Morals
Selby Whittingham

  The romantic part of Turner’s life is sometimes today reduced to his interest in sex, manifested in his erotic drawings, which, after once being threatened with destruction on grounds of obscenity, have now fashionably been put on view at Margate alongside the works of Tracey Emin.
  Scholarly research has focused on the reactions of Ruskin to them rather than on to what light they shed on Turner’s love life.  Comparatively little interest has been taken in the backgrounds of his family and mistresses. To understand his amorous liaisons one needs also to take account of the other main driving forces of his life – art, money, ambition and public service.
  In his painting he had a penchant for romantic subjects drawn from Ovid and Shakespeare.  One of his most persistent interests was in the tale of Dido.   She was forsaken by Aeneas, who put his calling and patriotic duty before romance.
  Turner was to follow the example of Aeneas. That might have been due to ambition, but possibly also in reaction to an early disappointment, as related by his first biographer Walter Thornbury.
 
  He said that Turner fell in love with the sister of a schoolfellow at Margate, that he went “abroad” for a couple of years, during which time his letters to his beloved were intercepted by her stepmother, and that on returning to Margate he found that she was committed to someone else.  “Turner left her in bitter grief, declaring that he would never marry, and that his life henceforth was hopeless and blighted.”
  Later a Mrs Cato of Deal related that she knew well both the young Turner, who “was very delicate” and often came to Margate for his health, and his inamorata.
  She, it transpires, was the daughter (1802-76) of Edward White (1776-1861), a moderately prosperous builder from a nautical Margate family.  Edward’s  eldest sister Elizabeth was exactly the same age as Turner.  On 18 November 1798 she married a publican a year younger, Richard Wiles, and they had a son baptised a year later who died in the following year.  They apparently had no more children. Richard died in 1825 in Margate without, unlike his siblings, leaving  a will.  All we know of Elizabeth’s fate is that, when her father made his will in 1826, she was the only one of his ten children who was no longer alive.

  It seems possible that Elizabeth was the object of Turner’s love. He probably first visited Margate c.1784-6, when he made some drawings given, according to tradition, to a family with whom his mother was friendly and reportedly attended a nonconformist school.
  We must suppose that the love affair only developed years later. Thornbury guessed that the initial parting was in 1796, so that two years’ absence would take one to 1798 for the final one.  In 1796 Turner may have visited Brighton and Margate.  In 1797 he made a long tour of the North of England.  In Spring 1798 he was near Maidstone, evidently morose, and perhaps Canterbury.  As his aunt and cousins were living just outside Tonbridge, he may have made other visits to Kent besides these ones and an earlier one in 1793 with Edward Bell (1768-1847). He used sometimes to imply that he “was a Kentish man,” according to Thornbury.

  Elizabeth’s subsequent history does sound as though it might have been an unhappy one, as Thornbury stated.  If other details in the story do not quite fit, that would not be surprising, as two generations had elapsed before memories began to be recorded.  Thornbury, the first to relate it, remarked that Turner did not go abroad (if outside Britain was meant) until 1802.    
  In September 1801 Turner’s eldest daughter by Sarah Danby, Evelina, was baptised at a village near Hastings by the vicar, a future baronet connected with his maternal cousins at Tonbridge.
  She was born up to a year earlier.  Sarah’s husband John Danby had died in May 1798. This suggests that she and Turner had got together on the rebound from their respective losses that year.  Lines of verse in sketchbooks of 1798-9 refer to the pains of love and have been connected with the love affair with Sarah “at its height.”
  Maybe, but perhaps more naturally they were the product of his Margate disappointment.
  Sarah was nine years older than Turner, but otherwise a better match.  Her great-uncle was a prosperous Lincolnshire yeoman and a cousin was to marry into the gentry there.  John Danby’s last musical works were dedicated in 1798 to the Duke and Duchess of York.  Sarah was literate even if she never went to school.  She was nominally the daughter of a carpenter, Robert Goose, but might conceivably have been fathered by the amorous 2nd Duke of Newcastle, for whom Goose worked.  This can no more be proved, however, than the supposition that Margaret Thatcher is really the product of Lincolnshire squires.

  John Danby’s closest friend was Roch Jaubert, who followed his father into the auctioneering business, and was for a while a clerk at Christie’s.  At this time Turner also was an art dealer.
  The fruits (or failures) of this were a miscellaneous collection of old paintings in his house at his death. In the years 1798-1801 he reaped several triumphs at the Royal Academy, notably with a watercolour of Norham Castle (1798) and the Bridgewater Seapiece (1801).
  This allowed him to abandon dealing and taking pupils, but did not encourage him to marry. His wealth remained modest.
  Having mistresses instead was fashionable.  His cousin Henry Harpur III,  son of the vicar of Tonbridge and a Westminster lawyer in partnership with a baronet, did not marry until after the births of his first three children.  The royal dukes set the example, followed by his patrons Lord Egremont and  H.A.J. Munro of Novar.  However when another major patron,  Sir John Leicester, eventually married, the portrait evidence of his earlier mistress was banished from his walls.

  There was also the tradition of artists being wedded only to their art, their works being their children, a sentiment attributed to Michelangelo by Vasari.  “A man cannot worship two idols,” said Northcote, following Reynolds in this as well as artistically.
  These confirmed bachelors, however, had no regular mistresses either.  Turner’s engraver J.T.Willmore recorded Turner saying in the late 1830s “I hate married men, they never make any sacrifice to the Arts, but are always thinking of their duty to their wives and families, or some rubbish of that sort.”
  In his memoir of Turner George Jones said that his hero “thought that artists had not time for the duties and pleasures of domestic festivity.”
  But Jones had not known Turner in his youth, and one may wonder whether this became a fixed opinion only later. Of course his father could not in the end cope with marriage as a barber.
  The two or three years around the turn of the century were momentous for Turner.  His mother entered a mental hospital in November 1799 and in the same month  he was elected A.R.A. and set up home independently. Professional success and emotional upheaval changed the shy and modest youth into an assertive academician (elected a full R.A. in 1802)  into whose soul a touch of iron had entered.  Yet at times he was an extrovertly fun person, though with women he could still be somewhat bashful.
  We have no picture of Sarah until she was old (she lived to be nearly 100), when she retained all her faculties and remained a hearty eater, wearing an old-fashioned turban and sitting in her daughter’s schoolroom for amusement.
  In late 1809 John Danby’s niece, Hannah Danby, aged 23 (Sarah was 20 years older) became Turner’s housekeeper. Exactly two years later Georgiana, Turner’s second known daughter, was born, and by 1813 Turner and Sarah had split up.   Make of that what you will. Georgiana did not survive her own marriage in 1843 long, as, after producing  two sons who promptly died, she too died at the Lying-In Hospital at Lambeth.
  Neither Turner nor Sarah Danby had been a witness at her marriage, though Sarah had been at that of Evelina, who married at the age of 17 (for love or to get away from home?) to Joseph Dupuis, twelve years older than she and fourteen years younger than Turner. 
  Joseph was son of a Huguenot with a shop on the site of the present Fortnum & Mason’s Fountain Restaurant.  His sister later married a sculptor, Vincent Gahagan, who met his end when a statue of George Canning on which he was working fell on him.
  Joseph was H.M. Consul in Africa, and his account of his time there published soon after his marriage attracted considerable notice.  It was illustrated with large prints after his own drawings.  He was evidently a difficult person, falling out with relatives (probably including Turner) and the Foreign Office.  He and Evelina remained married, however, for over half a century. That both daughters married may imply a rejection of their father’s attitude to women and marriage.
  What about Turner’s love life during the two decades (1813-33) between his separation from Sarah Danby and his next mistress?  A couple of years later Turner refers to a shy Miss who he hoped would make him an offer – of marriage maybe, though this is disputed.
  This probably referred to Elizabeth or Emily Syer (respectively 9 and 12 years his junior), sisters-in-law of his boyhood friend Revd Henry Scott Trimmer.
   The latter’s son wrote: “I rather think he was much smitten by a sister of my mother’s.  Singularly enough, my father had written two letters of proposal for rejected suitors …”
  Rejected by whom?  He added, “this was his second disappointment in love.”  What did he think was the first 
  Nothing came of that, and at 51 he wrote to his intimate Derbyshire married friend, James Holworthy,  about the misery of being single.  “I am a kind of slave who puts on his own fetters from habit, or what my Derbyshire friends would say an Old Batchelor who puts his coat on always one way.  The knot of celibacy … grows beautifully less.”
     The next year he added, “What may become of me I know not what, particularly if a lady keeps my bed warm, and last winter was quite enough to make singles think of doubles.”
 There are traditions that he had more illegitimate children.  David Roberts said that he led “an extraordinary life” and “that he had family by deferent woman, there can be little doubt.”
  Thornbury says that he had four illegitimate children, one being a son according to Crabb Robinson.
  If so, the additional ones must have been the product of brief liaisons and were not recognised in his will,  perhaps having died or disappeared.  

  In 1820 he inherited property from his maternal uncle.  Two houses at Wapping he turned into a pub, The Ship and Bladebone.  The area was associated with prostitution (as was his birthplace at Covent Garden), and there are later claims that he made use of prostitutes’ services.  Thornbury, in discussing Turner’s virtues and vices, failed to reconcile the different views which he recorded, sometimes accepting the charges (e.g. of avarice) and sometimes giving contradictions of those.  He admits that the inventions of  Turner’s enemies “were reinforced by the mere loose-tongued chatterers of the clubs, who partly invent and partly enlarge the current malice of the day …Some of these magpies’ stories may have found admission into these pages.”
  Was one of these that at weekends he would “set off to some low sailors’ house in Wapping or Rotherhithe, to wallow till Monday morning …”?
  Were these rumours prompted by the salacious drawings found after his death or did they go back much further to the 1820s and the creation of his pub at Wapping?  

  A picture that should have a bearing on this is Phryne going to the Public Bath as Venus – Demosthenes taunted by Aeschines,  exhibited in 1838.  The title suggests the painting is about sex, art and politics. James Hamilton has argued that it is really two pictures in one, conflating what Turner would otherwise make into two pendants.
  The link some propose lies in the fact that the mother of Aeschines was allegedly like Phryne a courtesan.  However political accusations of both female and male prostitution were bandied about freely at Athens.  It was not so different in Turner’s time.  John Wilkes, no saint himself, accused the Archbishop of Canterbury of buggery, called the Bishop of Gloucester’s wife a prostitute and George III’s mother the Prime Minister’s mistress.
   

  Demosthenes is surely the hero of the picture.  I long ago suggested that this arose out of one of Turner’s friendships, with H.A.J. Munro of Novar, whose son at this time was a pupil of Dr Kennedy, a charismatic exponent of Demosthenes’ oratory.
 This and the landscape situates the picture as  a celebration of the golden age of Athens, when Demosthenes was the champion of liberty.  
  Very likely it also had contemporary resonances and is an example of what I have called Turner’s polyphonic pictures in that it combines quite disparate sources and ideas.
  In 1837-8, when the picture was painted, people might have thought of the Prime Minister, Lord Melbourne, said to be the son of the just deceased Lord Egremont and the subject of repeated sex scandals.  In 1836 Melbourne had been named in a sensational court case in which it was alleged  that he and Mrs Caroline Norton, a star of the literary world, had committed adultery.
  Aeschines besides had an aristocratic background unlike Demosthenes or Melbourne’s Tory opponent, Sir Robert Peel. 
  Turner, however, was more likely thinking of art politics.  Maybe he identified himself with Demosthenes, the greatest artist in oratory, attacked by Aeschines for being offered a crown, which in the picture Demosthenes holds, in recognition of his services to the state.  Demosthenes’ defence was the subject of his greatest speech.  Turner had just resigned as Professor of Perspective, probably under pressure.  Eight years earlier he had resigned as chairman of the Artists’ General Benevolent Institution after his ideas were opposed by now forgotten nonentities (=Aeschines),  and there was considerable jealousy of him and opposition to his ideas in the art world.
  He, on the other hand, scorned the popularity of artists such as Wilkie and Haydon, whose pictures drew the crowds, regarding popular enthusiasm as no criterion of merit.
  Thus the picture shows them (Phryne),  transient celebrities,  riding in triumph, while he (the immortal Demosthenes) has a grudging response to his deserts.  
  If, however,  the picture is a condemnation of sexual immorality, as has been suggested, was Turner guilty of hypocrisy?  Attitudes to irregular liaisons between the sexes were diverse.  An Archbishop of York made no secret of his mistresses and told George II’s queen that she was a woman of the world and could not object to the king having one. A future Archbishop of Canterbury in his best-selling Archaeologiae Graecae  wrote that “the wisest of the heathen sages” encouraged youths “to empty their lust” on harlots, concubines and brothels.
  This view had a long history of support among some churchmen, but was not one on which the evangelical Ruskin was brought up. He saw the picture as “the triumph of guilt”.  An uncomfortable thought for Egremont and Munro as well as Turner! 
   The dogs in the foreground chasing a bubble may mimic the rivalry of the orators in competing for “the bubble reputation.”
   Less likely is it that the bubble suggests that the vain Attic paradise was threatened with destruction.  Harlots, it is true,  were a symbol of the decadence of civilisations, a fashionable topic which Turner treated more than once. However, Demosthenes was said in the Quarterly Review to have defended prostitutes as they promoted the enjoyment of life by singing, dancing and enlivening feasts.
  Even if the decline of Athens is alluded to,  was Phryne and her like part of the cause of decline or was that the failure to heed the words of Demosthenes?
  She was the inspiration of sculptors and painters,  just as Turner’s mistresses may have given him inspiration. His last one, Mrs Booth, related that “Mr Turner used to say I am the handmaid of Art”.
  She exclaimed to a dealer, “Well, there are times, sir, when I feel he must have been a god!”
  
    Turner had occasionally returned to Margate, and, when he was approaching 60, formed a relationship with the owner of a “boarding-house” (albeit it never appears in directories as such), another widow, Sophia Caroline Booth, shortly after her husband died in 1833, though he knew her  as early as c.1830.
  John Booth was an elderly bachelor of some means from St Clement Danes parish, by whom she had had a shortlived son a few years before they married.  

   It was perhaps not a coincidence that  c.1832-3 Turner produced another unusual work with a mistress as a leading character, Palace de la Belle Gabrielle, on the Seine [at Bougival].
 Gabrielle d’Estrées had been the mistress of Henri IV, the popular king who had healed the religious divisions of France.  In this he had the help of the oratory of Gabrielle.  The watercolour is joyful rather than tragic, confirming the idea that Turner was not pillorying licentiousness in the case of Phryne a few years later.  Possibly there was a political subtext in this case, as Turner’s friend, Louis Philippe, had just become King of France and set out to be a healer of divisions like Henri IV. A decade later, speaking to Disraeli, he compared himself to William III, who played a similar role in England.
  
   Gabrielle might seem far removed from Mrs Booth.  However, though twice married, Caroline in 1833 was still in her early thirties.  She was a “tall, lusty woman.”
  Turner himself was rather short.   Others after his death described her as “exactly like a Fat Cook”
 (she was over 50 then) and “a big hard Scotchwoman.”
  More generously she was said to be “good-looking, dark and kindly mannered, but obviously illiterate.”
  She could not sign a marriage register, unlike her shortlived younger sister, though by 1853 she could manage a signature of sorts.  They, it now transpires, were not Scottish in origin, but German.  Their father Joseph Henry Nollte (anglicised as Nultt) had married the daughter of Jacob Friedrich Brickel, Ann Margaret, who was baptised at the German Lutheran church in Whitechapel.
  
  Charles Turner exclaimed, “What a Pity so great a man in Talent should not have made a more Ladylike Choice - he could not have introduced Her to His Friends.”
   This might seem surprising to those who regard Turner as a lifelong working-class Cockney, but that designation was only half true, as we shall see.  Caroline’s family were certainly poor Eastend immigrants, labourers and seamen, though by the 1830s she had first cousins who were beginning to do a bit better.   
  Caroline’s only surviving child (by her first husband, a Margate mariner who drowned), Daniel John Pound, “a tall handsome young man”,
  was perhaps the son whom Turner never had (or, if he had, whom he neglected).  Certainly he seems to have given greater satisfaction than did his own surviving daughter. Whether Turner ever had any contact with his own grandsons, grown up by the time he died, is unknown.  The parents were in North Africa and then, according to tradition, Greece.

    Daniel took up art, which he studied at Leipzig, which would have been a return to his family origins.  Of course all things German were fashionable after Queen Victoria’s marriage to Prince Albert, on which Turner tried unsuccessfully to capitalise.  Probably Daniel went to the Hochschule für Graphik und Buchkunst, while the eldest son of Dr David Price, Margate doctor and friend of the Booths and Turner, was at Leipzig University.
  Price became Turner’s and Mrs Booth’s doctor and was executor with Mrs Booth of John Booth’s will, from which £132 was lent to Daniel. It has been said that Turner also made a financial contribution.

  In 1846 Turner and Mrs Booth left Margate.  She acquired the lease of a cottage at Chelsea and rented a larger house right on the sea at Deal (her brother-in-law and nieces were to follow there later).
 The railway had reached Margate that year, and maybe the house, by the pier and jetty, was just too public and the town too busy.  Or else she might have wanted to be near her son in London and possibly her aged mother.  Whether the latter had remained at Dover or was in London (she died  in 1861 in her 90th year at Chelsea with her daughter and sole granddaughter), the new arrangement would have been more convenient for Caroline.
  
  Turner, meanwhile, needed some escape from his house and gallery at Marylebone.   There the niece of John Danby, Hannah, had been housekeeper since 1809.   Latterly she was described as “a queer bundle of wrappages.”
 She was “a most frightful-looking creature – a short woman, with a very large head, wearing a dirty white gown, and with a ragged dirty thing tied round her head and throat, making her already large head twice its natural size.  She looked like those ogres one sees in the pantomimes …”
  The death certificate gave the cause of her death in 1853 as “eczema exedens for many years.” Clearly she was disfigured by the 1840s and probably earlier.  But was she fanciable in 1809-10, when she became Turner’s housekeeper and his younger daughter was conceived?
  Turner was conscious that Hannah and Caroline were rather jealous of each other or at any rate could not get on, for when he was making drafts for his will he abandoned the idea that they might be joint curators of his gallery.
   By now he was needing a nurse more than a paramour (he nearly died in 1847 and 1850), and so wanted Caroline’s constant attention.  People noticed that now he was better dressed and more presentable.
  In the legal proceedings following Turner’s death Hannah’s possession of a bond was challenged.  Had Turner really given it to her?  No question was raised however about the unfinished paintings which remained in the Chelsea cottage, and later Daniel Pound sold these quite well, though not, of course, for the fortune which they are now worth.  On the other hand Caroline lodged claims for all sorts of expenses which she said that Turner had incurred, he saying that his executors were gentlemen who would see to it that she was paid after his death.  In fact only part of her claims was allowed.
  No doubt she had hoped to persuade Turner, as she had John Booth, eventually to marry her and thought she had a justified claim on his wealth.  After his death she referred to him as “my husband”
 and claimed that she had scraps of his poetry, “verses in honour of herself & her personal charms.”

  Money had probably all along been the enemy of romance.  Turner’s parents had been the poor relations.  His mother would have been very conscious of this, as her parents had lived in a comfortable house with paddock and their own carriage, inheriting family pictures and portraits. Some of his maternal cousins, with whom he had most to do, being nearer to London, were very comfortably off, one retiring to a country mansion, another owner of a large mill and a bank (until it failed).
 His paternal cousins had more modest successes., though some in succession to his grandfather were Freemen of Exeter and others later became prosperous in London and Bristol.
 Thornbury described Turner as coming from a similar yeoman stock as that which produced Shakespeare and by the time he wrote his biography some were more middle than working class.
   So Turner, who had worried about penury in his youth (his father had possessions of an exiguous insurance value and urged him to count the pennies),  probably felt that he owed them nothing, and cut them out of his will.

  The will was challenged by a lawyer paternal cousin, Jabez Tepper, as eccentric as Turner and mirroring in his life the artist’s, leaving two daughters by a succession of mistresses.  As is well known, Turner’s plan for an almshouse (with or without an art gallery) failed as a result.  The legal battle represented the clash of two philosophies.  Some preferred to further the public good, others believed that family should come first.  When Thomas Guy left all his money for a hospital, people were outraged, and a law was passed to prevent that happening again, a law which permitted the undoing of Turner’s plan.

    Accusations of family greed have been thrown around as an excuse for the failure to carry out Turner’s conditions for his main art bequest, though the real reason for that was national thrift and unconcern.  Greed manifests itself among institutions (from monasteries to museums) as much as individuals. The National Gallery readily accepted all Turner’s drawings, watercolours and unfinished paintings,  to which  the family heirs ceded their claim. The paternal cousins benefited however by the large stock of his prints and shared the money for the almshouse with the Royal Academy.

  Caroline Booth remained in Chelsea until her lease expired in 1867 and then retired to Haddenham Hall in Buckinghamshire.  She was buried with her first husband at Margate.  Sarah Danby was interred in a common grave at Kensal Green Catholic cemetery, some of  her children having fallen on hard times latterly.  Daniel Pound led a quiet life as an engraver, saying little about Turner, leaving questions open as to whether he might have copied or faked Turners (as John Constable’s sons did with regard to their father).
  He married and had a daughter who died single.  
  When Turner died, his body was hastily removed from the Chelsea cottage to his Marylebone house and gallery.  Mrs Booth was not listed among the mourners at St Paul’s Cathedral, though Daniel was, as were Sarah and Hannah Danby.  It looked as though an attempt was made to hush up the liaison.  Likewise the Turner biographies are silent about his and Sarah Danby’s grandchildren.  This did not prevent lurid stories about his sex life, encouraged by the drawings which so shocked Ruskin.  Modern historians have found these highly important and significant – quite how they never say – which has helped obscure his affairs of the heart.
  When the preservation of Mrs Booth’s Chelsea cottage came up for debate in 1895, people divided according as to whether they shared the moral condemnation of the liaison or did not.   “Turner was sublime, Puggy Booth ridiculous,” wrote Senex of Chelsea.  Those who disagreed included an artist, Robert Collinson (1832-98), who said that after he came to South Kensington in 1858 he “talked to the boatmen a good deal and heard nothing but good things.”

  Sceptics dismiss the story of his first romance, put off  no doubt by the high colour which Thornbury habitually applied, and preferring to see Turner simply as the cynic, miser and pragmatist, an antitype of Picasso.  Such a picture is hard to reconcile with the sentiment and imagination which were needed to produce his art.   It also disregards the many long friendships which he enjoyed.  Among these must be included his father and his cousin Henry Harpur IV over half a century.  Hannah Danby, the Cobbs, uncle and nephew, and Marshes, father and son, were employees over three or four decades.  From his professional life there were also permanent friendships – with Philip Hardwick, W.F.Wells and his daughter Clara, James Holworthy, Walter Fawkes, George Jones, his most loyal executor, H.A.J.Munro of Novar and a clutch of artistic clergymen, Henry Scott Trimmer, Robert Nixon, Edward Thomas Daniell and William Towler Kingsley. There were also other companions, some now virtually forgotten, of his sketching trips and of outings with the Academy Club.
  In the art world there were naturally tensions and jealousies, which interrupted his relationship with Charles Turner and fatally broke that with the Eastlakes.   Lady Eastlake, another tall woman, the “Lago Maggiore”, wife of the Director of the National Gallery, heard that her name was on his lips, when he was on his deathbed.
  The reason for that may more likely have been an unresolved quarrel than romance, as she was a quarrelsome woman,  waging war on her husband’s behalf against two of Turner’s executors, John Ruskin and George Jones, and condemning the artist’s will as stupid, benefiting undeserving artists.

  On Turner’s side this probably arose out of his disillusionment with the Royal Academy, following that with the Artists’ General Benevolent Institution.
  It was the disappointment with the way institutions were departing from his ideas – and this would have extended to the National Gallery, if he had lived longer – even more than the fallacies of love which darkened his last years.  This would be magnified by the way his bequest is treated today.  Instead of a permanent display of his finished paintings, as he willed, which would amongst other things show the interconnection of their subjects,  the fashion is for thematic touring shows.
  The fact that his ideas for the art institutions gained no currency in his lifetime and have been so completely disregarded since may be in part due to his rather shady liaisons and failure to leave a legitimate family. Perhaps in matters other than art he suffered from low self-esteem, which could not have been helped by the failure of his first romance. By contrast other artists had wives of some attainments – Cosway, Opie, Hofland, Callcott, Eastlake.  This may have cost him a knighthood more than his uncouthness did.  The royal family regarded that of Sir Jeffrey Wyatville as an entertaining joke.
  They also, apart from George IV, could not begin to appreciate his art. 
  As part of the campaign to discredit Turner’s testamentary wishes begun by Lady Eastlake Andrew Wilton has dubbed the exclusion in his will of women from his proposed almshouse and gallery as “sexist”.  That seems implausible. Apart from the early pains of love,  his relations with women were cordial, and finally he might be called uxorious. In October 1806 the example of the wife of his friend W.F.Wells prompted the reflection, “there is not a quality or endowment, faculty or ability which is not in a superior degree possest by women.”
  Relations had been good even with Lady Eastlake, whose condemnation like Wilton’s was all about the battle over art, not between the sexes.  George Jones in his valedictory painting of Turner in his gallery depicted him showing two women round it.  In 1830, when he made his will, there were few professional female artists but a plethora of amateur ones, and his main aim was to exclude amateurs.  When in 1844 he made his final regulations for the almshouse, the exclusion of women was dropped, though that is never mentioned.
  While Turner’s early years were clouded by trouble over women and brightened by precocious career success, his last years were just the reverse.  His style and values were being superseded, whereas Mrs Booth provided domestic contentment.  Parallel was the revolution in morals, the Victorian reaction to the Regency, which has obscured the picture ever since. 
  It might be thought that every possible  topic for Turner exhibitions has by now been exhausted – unless perhaps a “Turner and the Ridiculous” sequel to “Turner and the Sublime.”  But “Turner and Love” has never been mounted.  Yet a large proportion of his major pictures deal with love, romance and friendship.  In this respect Phryne was exceptional and other pictures were more typical romances – about  Romeo and Juliet,  Apollo and Daphne,  Hero and Leander, Bacchus and Ariadne, Glaucus and Scylla, even if, as with Pluto carrying off Proserpine, they are not all examples of romantic love.  These belong to the years 1836-40, when his last romance was at its height.  Of that period too are some of the erotic drawings, some mixed with views of Margate, and for some of these Mrs Booth was quite likely the model. The subjects of the paintings mark a temporary reversion to those when Sarah Danby held sway, such as Narcissus and Echo, Mercury and Herse, a projected Antony and Cleopatra.
 Possibly some of the female nudes of that date represent her.  The early Titianesque Holy Family from that time was incidentally a rare celebration of the bonds of marriage and family after the birth of their first daughter.  It is perhaps significant that his major paintings on the Dido theme belong to the years 1814-17 immediately after his split with Sarah.

  When Turner told the Rev. W.T.Kingsley that he had learned more from Watteau than from any other painter, that was probably in front of his Watteau Study, a picture about art and not love, and he must have been thinking of Watteau’s painterly qualities.
  However Watteau was par excellence the painter of love.  (He gave instructions for his erotic works to be destroyed just before his death).
  The vogue for his work among British artists in the 1820s and 1830s proceeded, for the leading ones, from the admiration, already expressed by Reynolds, for his technique, but among lesser painters was more for the subject matter of the fête galante, which may have had a subsidiary appeal for Turner too.   Turner’s renewed preoccupation with romantic subjects followed the abandonment of his classical phase for the painterly tradition inaugurated by Titian and carried on by Watteau, Reynolds (the painter of courtesans) and the school of  “Sir Sloshua” and coincided with return visits to the capital of illicit sex, Venice, on the last of which he painted a very hot nude.
  Subject and style came together.
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