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B 4 A
Of Uniforms and Portraits

Ludwig Kosche was an unlikely Brock enthusiast. Having grown up in
Germany during the 1930s, much of his childhood was dominated by
Nazi ideology. Such an upbringing was hardly conducive to fostering an
interest in the Canadian exploits of a long dead British general, and yet it
was the rise of the Third Reich that ultimately brought Kosche into contact with the heroic story of Sir Isaac Brock. As a young man struggling
to make his way in a ruined post-war economy, Kosche realized that he
would have to seek out his future elsewhere and so in 1950 he immigrated
to Canada. But after several years spent working on the railways of northern Ontario, he gave up a good and steady job for the uncertain life of an
academic. In 1964, he began his undergraduate studies and two years later
received a bachelor of arts degree in history. Kosche then went on to earn a
master’s degree in the same discipline—history, but not Canadian history.
Preferring the familiarity of the German national experience, he chose
an aspect of the First World War for his thesis topic. After successfully
defending his research in April of 1969, Kosche might have pursued a
doctorate and established himself as a professional historian.1 He chose to
become a librarian instead.2
By 1974, Kosche managed to land a job at the Ottawa Public Library.3
Within a few years, however, he found employment more to his liking as
the new librarian at the Canadian War Museum.4 It was in this capacity
that he began to develop an appreciation for Sir Isaac Brock, as one of the
museum’s most prized artifacts was Brock’s undress or plain coatee (fig.
23)—the short close-fitting uniform coat he allegedly wore at the Battle of
Queenston Heights.5 The coatee had never been fully authenticated and so
Kosche, a dedicated scholar, rose to the challenge. Eventually he concluded
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Figure 23.

that this coatee was in fact the one worn by Brock at the time of his death.6
As part of his research, Kosche made a careful inspection of Brock’s portraits by John Wycliffe Lowes Forster, including those in St. Peter Port and
Toronto (figs 21, 22), as well as the study in Ottawa (fig. 16). Since Forster
was thought to have worked from the actual brigadier general’s coatee in
which Brock was killed, Kosche treated these artworks as primary sources.7 He also began investigating other portraits of Brock—initially for the
sake of the uniform, and then for Brock’s likeness itself.
This evolution began in April of 1978, when Kosche wrote to Captain
Michael H.T. Mellish of St. Peter Port, Guernsey. He did so thinking
that Captain Mellish, a collateral descendant of Sir Isaac Brock, might
have documentation relating to the coatee. There was good reason to be
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Figure 21.

optimistic. Captain Mellish was known to possess a profile portrait of his
famous ancestor (fig. 3), not to mention certain other inherited heirlooms.
Kosche thought there might also be an archival component as well. It
was an intriguing possibility, and since he was planning a research trip
to Guernsey for early the next month, Kosche hoped a visit to Captain
Mellish might be added to his itinerary.8 The captain was agreeable, but
unfortunately had nothing in the way of old family papers—although he
was happy to let Kosche come and view his Brock heirlooms. Kosche took
up the invitation, mainly because he wanted to discuss the brigadier general’s coatee.9 He had already decided that the uniform in the profile portrait
represented a lower rank, and so that artwork was of little interest. But
there was another attraction in Guernsey. Forster’s portrait of Brock at the
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Royal Court (fig. 21) held great appeal, as it contained an abundance of
visual information regarding the coatee—all of which Kosche anticipated
putting to good use back in Ottawa.
Before taking his leave of the Royal Court, Kosche requested a colour
photograph of Brock’s portrait. But nearly five months later, he was still
waiting for action on the part of the deputy greffier (or deputy registrar).
While the necessary arrangements were even then being made, the process
was proving far too slow for Kosche. Having given up on the deputy greffier, an exasperated Kosche wrote to Captain Mellish in hopes that it might
be possible to have the photographic work done more quickly by someone
else.10 The captain, however, preferred to use a gentler approach in trying
to move things along. As secretary and aide-de-camp to the lieutenant
governor of Guernsey, Captain Mellish thought he could bring about the
desired result simply by mentioning it to the deputy greffier. He was right.
A few weeks later, the captain was able to report that the request was
“in hand.”11 A grateful Kosche reciprocated by sharing his research with
Captain Mellish, who in turn became a source of much encouragement.
This moral support meant a great deal to Kosche, especially as he was
beginning to feel underappreciated at the Canadian War Museum.12
In December of 1978, Kosche wrote to Captain Mellish about some
minor differences he noticed in two of Forster’s portraits of Brock. While
comparing photographs of the painting at the Ontario Legislature (fig. 22)
with its study (fig. 16), he saw that the stock around Brock’s neck and the
sash at his waist differed from one artwork to the other.13 An inscription
on the back of the study indicated that Forster had used the “original portrait in the possession of John Savery Carey” as a reference, which was reason enough for Kosche to suspect that the artistic representation of Brock’s
uniform might not be entirely accurate. Although he assumed this “original portrait” was the profile portrait Captain Mellish had hanging in his
sitting room (fig. 3), it was actually Carey’s copy (fig. 4).14 The likenesses,
however, were essentially the same, and Kosche noticed that the uniforms
in the profile portraits were very similar to those depicted in Forster’s portrayals. This was a cause for concern, as it suggested that Forster might
have relied too heavily on the profile portrait—the portrait that showed
Brock as a colonel. But in the end, Kosche appears to have satisfied himself
that Forster’s interest in the profile portrait was limited to Brock’s face.15
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Figure 22.

Figure 16.

Figure 3.

Figure 4.

Presumably, he came to this conclusion after taking the portrait’s age into
consideration. It stood to reason that if the profile portrait was painted
earlier than 1808, when Brock was appointed brigadier general, then the
uniform it featured could not be the coatee at the Canadian War Museum
(which was very definitely that of a brigadier general). But in attempting
to eliminate the profile portrait by means of its age, Kosche came across a
date of 1811. This made “no sense,” however, as Brock was known to have
been in Canada by that time, and the profile portrait was supposed to
have been commissioned in England sometime earlier.16 Captain Mellish
was asked for the date from his sources, which he provided by way of the
following reply: “The portrait I have between the windows in my sitting
room has been attributed by the British Museum authorities to [James]
Sharples, and the date is around 1806 when Sir Isaac was a colonel and it is
thought to have been done in London.”17 While much of this information
was obviously based on family tradition, the attribution itself appeared to
be well sourced. What Kosche could not have known, however, is the extent to which the attribution was influenced by a pleasant trip to Canada.
In June of 1965, Captain and Mrs. Mellish were the guests of honour at the opening of a new branch of the Royal Trust Company in St.
Catharines, Ontario. As Brock’s nearest relative, the captain was fêted
with much pomp and ceremony.18 He was also treated to a tour of the
newly chartered Brock University, which was named in honour of his
highly regarded ancestor. It was in the library there that Captain Mellish
was “shown a book about Sir Isaac,” with what appeared to be Brock’s
profile portrait serving as the frontispiece.19 However, the artist was listed
as Alyn Williams, which suggests the copy of the profile portrait he painted for Miss Agnes FitzGibbon in 1897 (fig. 19). For Captain Mellish, this
duplication and the reference to Williams came as a surprise—or rather
the latest surprise. Two days earlier, during a visit to the Niagara Historical
Society Museum in Niagara-on-the-Lake, the captain had seen a photograph of Brock’s portrait.20 Strangely, it was nothing like the one he had
back in Guernsey; the caption identified the artist as a J. Hudson. This
was the same artist who painted the miniature discovered by Miss Sara
Mickle in 1896 (fig. 11).21 But Captain Mellish had no knowledge of any
portraits of Brock other than his own profile portrait of a middle-aged
officer (fig. 3) and the miniature featuring a young ensign (fig. 27). The
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Figure 19.

Figure 11.

Figure 27.

sudden complication was extremely vexing, and although the captain became somewhat confused as to which of these new renderings was most
like the unsigned profile portrait owned by him, he became determined to
know the artist’s true identity.
Not long after he departed Canada, Captain Mellish addressed a letter
to the Keeper of Prints and Drawings at the British Museum, hoping that
it might result in an attribution for the unsigned profile portrait.22 But the
reply he received from the senior research assistant, Reginald Williams,
was disappointing. Williams had no records that might help to establish
the name of the artist.23 However, since the portrait described by Captain
Mellish seemed to be an oil painting, he thought it might be worthwhile
contacting the National Portrait Gallery, as the staff there were specialists
in that medium. Before closing, Williams offered to make further enquiries on the captain’s behalf—provided the portrait was actually a drawing.
But Captain Mellish, either misunderstanding or ignoring the stipulation, went ahead and asked Williams “to get in touch with [the] National
Portrait Gallery.”24
An indulgent Williams consulted one of the curators at the National
Portrait Gallery, but the meeting was unproductive and so there was nothing further he could do . . . unless Captain Mellish was willing to send
the profile portrait to London for a personal examination. As Williams
explained, it was the only way to attempt an identification of the artist.25
Captain Mellish readily agreed to the proposal, but he also took the added precaution of making the delivery himself.26 Several months later, in
January of 1966, there was finally news of an attribution. Williams thought
he saw a strong similarity with the work of James Sharples, an English itinerant artist who travelled extensively in the United States. “I am not saying
that your portrait is certainly by him,” Williams clarified, “but it is close
enough to make an attribution.”27 The curator at the National Portrait
Gallery came to the same conclusion, as did another curator on the staff of
the City Art Gallery in Bristol. But Captain Mellish, now more observant,
noticed a discrepancy.
In a biographical sketch supplied by Williams himself, it was recorded
that Sharples went to the United States in about 1796 and that he was
still there at the time of his death in 1811. This information (which was
later found to be incorrect) contradicted what Captain Mellish had come
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to understand, namely that Brock sat for his portrait in London during
his last trip home in 1806.28 Some other artist must have painted Brock’s
profile portrait, as the biographical sketch placed Sharples squarely in the
United States when Brock took his leave of absence. Although rather a sizeable discrepancy, Captain Mellish merely wished to voice his concern over
it. As he pointed out to Williams: “It is possible of course that [Sharples]
may have visited Canada, and painted the picture there, but bearing in
mind the political feeling between the United States [and] Great Britain
. . . at that time, I wonder if this could be so.”29 Obviously, the captain
was not entirely comfortable with the attribution to Sharples, but he never
suggested a follow-up—nor did Williams offer one.
Perhaps because a more eligible artist was lacking, the attribution to
James Sharples was allowed to stand. However, this tenuous state of affairs
was soon put to the test after a certain librarian came on the scene in
the late 1970s. Initially, Kosche was only mildly interested in the profile
portrait (fig. 3), and primarily because he wanted to eliminate the complication it posed to his study of Brock’s uniform. When he learned from
Captain Mellish that this portrait was painted five years earlier than his
unidentified source claimed, there was no containing his happiness. “It is
exactly what I was looking for,” he informed the captain, “and it fits the
facts.”30 Since Brock was a colonel when he supposedly sat for his portrait
in 1806, and the coatee in the Canadian War Museum reflected Brock’s
appointment to brigadier general in 1808, Kosche was able to dismiss the
profile portrait for being too early. But these facts were soon contested.
Towards the end of May 1979, Kosche shared an interesting tidbit
with Captain Mellish. It was discovered in a letter at the Public Archives
of Canada penned by John Andre, a deputy clerk with the planning board
for the Borough of York (now part of Toronto).31 In his letter, Andre pronounced the profile portrait to be the work of William Berczy, a Bavarian
artist, architect, and settlement agent who was active during the early
years of Upper Canada.32 There was absolutely no doubt in Andre’s mind:
“my qualifications entitle me to such an opinion, officially.”33 These official qualifications, it would seem, were linked to his status as Berczy’s
biographer.34 One of the illustrations Andre used in his book was Brock’s
original profile portrait, which the caption dated to 1811.35 This was the
same year Kosche had come across earlier, suggesting that his unidentified
4 | Of Uniforms and Portraits
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source might very well have been Andre’s biography of Berczy. Although
Kosche preferred the date of 1806 (as assigned by Captain Mellish), he
nevertheless thought that Andre’s attribution held potential. If Berczy actually painted the profile portrait, then it might perhaps allow for a confirmation of the date as Berczy was a well-documented early Canadian artist.
With his research into the coatee completed and ready for publication, Kosche was free to satisfy his curiosity about Brock’s profile portrait.
Armed with a colour photograph, courtesy of Captain Mellish, he set out
to test Andre’s attribution to Berczy.36 It was late in 1979 when Kosche secured the help of his friend, Dr. Alan McNairn, who was then an assistant
curator of European art at the National Gallery of Canada. Using the photograph of Brock’s profile portrait, Dr. McNairn compared it with other
known works by Berczy and Sharples. By the end of January 1980, Kosche
was able to share the results with Captain Mellish. Dr. McNairn had no
doubt that the portrait was the work of William Berczy.37 Upon receiving
this confirmation, Kosche decided to ask Andre how he had come up with
Berczy as the artist. The answer he received was both evasive and vague.
Andre recalled that his attribution was based in part on tradition, but he
was unable to be more specific.38 However, he promised to go back over his
notes. In the meantime, Kosche waited on the captain’s reply. Bolstered by
Dr. McNairn’s credentials, he fully expected that Captain Mellish would
welcome the news of an attribution to Berczy, as well as yet another date
for the profile portrait.
When Kosche wrote to Captain Mellish about the new attribution, he
also let it be known that he now thought 1809 was the most likely date for
the profile portrait. The captain must have been astonished, as Brock sat
for his portrait while wearing his colonel’s uniform. This rank, of course,
was more in keeping with a date of 1806 as Brock remained a colonel until
appointed a brigadier general in 1808. But in light of the new attribution,
Kosche decided that 1809 seemed more credible because “both Berczy and
Brock were at that time in Quebec [City].”39 Obviously, Kosche was trying
to make the new attribution fit Brock’s military career and he tried to do so
by citing a flaw in the attribution to James Sharples, namely his residence
in Bath during the first half of 1806.40 Such an abode, Kosche reasoned,
would not have allowed for the profile portrait, as Brock apparently never
made it beyond London during his leave in 1806, except to visit family
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in Guernsey.41 Kosche seemed to think that by ruling out any possibility
of a sitting with Sharples, he could safely disregard a date of 1806 for the
profile portrait, which was necessary in order to accommodate the 1809
attribution to Berczy. What Kosche failed to take into account when writing to Captain Mellish, however, was the uniform Brock wore at the time
of his sitting.
When Captain Mellish replied to the letter from Kosche early in
March of 1980, he was inclined to go along with the new attribution
to William Berczy because it was endorsed by a curator at the National
Gallery of Canada.42 Besides which, the captain had long-standing doubts
about the attribution to Sharples. From what Captain Mellish was led to
believe, Sharples was living in the United States during Brock’s leave in
1806. Therefore, an attribution to him was unlikely. And it remained no
less doubtful once Kosche established that Sharples was known to have
been at Bath for a portion of that year.43 But as for the revised date, there
was no comment from Captain Mellish. Perhaps it was just an oversight,
or perhaps he was trying to avoid being disagreeable. Then again, perhaps
the captain saw no good reason to reject 1806 just because it was now
thought that a Canadian artist painted Brock’s profile portrait. After all,
there was always the possibility that the sitting took place upon Brock’s
return to Canada.44 Moreover, Brock was portrayed as a colonel and he
was indeed known to have held that rank in 1806. Since Brock remained
a colonel until his appointment to brigadier general in 1808, and because
the uniform in the portrait was that of a colonel, the revised date of 1809
was simply too late. But while the captain probably thought 1806 was a
better choice, he seems to have preferred keeping that opinion to himself.
If so, the time was fast approaching when he would have to take a stand.
As Kosche awaited the captain’s reply, he finally got word back from
John Andre. But far from providing a definite reason for having attributed
Brock’s profile portrait to Berczy, Andre sidestepped the issue by raising a
new one. Picking up on Kosche’s earlier observation, namely the similarity
between several of Berczy’s portraits in terms of backgrounds and uniforms, Andre now agreed that they might have been “pre-drawn,” or rather
pre-painted, and he went so far as to produce documentation of it.45 This
documentation was a letter from Jacques Viger to Berczy’s son in 1827.
Viger, a sort of Québécois Renaissance man from Montreal, expressed his
4 | Of Uniforms and Portraits
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belief that a portrait of Frontenac by the senior Berczy had been unsaleable because it reminded too many people of the former British governor
Sir James H. Craig (who did nothing to endear himself to the French
Canadian population).46 Andre took Viger’s remark to mean that Berczy’s
portraits looked similar to one another because they were mass-produced,
just as Kosche seemed to suggest. But whereas Viger’s criticism was directed against only one portrait, Andre implicated the entire body of Berczy’s
work—including the profile portrait of Brock owned by Captain Mellish
(fig. 3). In the end, it was nothing more than a red herring.
Andre was stalling for time, and not only for the sake of an attribution. He was desperate to find some means of justifying the date he
ascribed to Brock’s profile portrait, as Kosche wanted a source for that as
well. But Andre was having trouble coming up with the necessary paperwork. No doubt fearing that his reputation as Berczy’s biographer would
suffer because of it, Andre suddenly found a novel way to save face. In
agreeing with Kosche about the possibility of “pre-drawn” backgrounds
and uniforms, Andre speculated that Berczy might have painted Brock’s
portrait without the benefit of a sitting.47 Berczy was known to have met
with various officials in the Canadas, both civil and military, and so Andre
thought it entirely possible that Berczy had a recollection of Brock from
some earlier encounter in Lower Canada. Such a meeting would have allowed Berczy to become familiar with Brock’s features, giving the artist
sufficient knowledge of his subject to paint a portrait from memory. As for
Berczy’s need to engage in such clandestine portraiture, it stemmed from
his claims against the Upper Canadian government. Plagued by considerable difficulties in procuring tracts of land for his settlement scheme, the
advent of Brock’s administration of Upper Canada in October of 1811
offered Berczy renewed hope for a resolution. This change of leadership
coincided with the date Andre gave Brock’s profile portrait. Knowing that
Berczy had wasted little time in restating his case, Andre assumed that he
did so with a petition to Brock. Neither did Andre think it unreasonable
that Berczy might have sent along a small portrait of Brock, done from
memory on a pre-painted background, “just to stress the fact that he had
met him previously in Montreal”—and presumably to curry favour.48
Unfortunately, there is no such petition—and no grounds for thinking there ever was one.49 Berczy probably submitted his case to Brock by
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means of a less formal letter, which he called his “application,” and which
Andre took to mean a petition.50 But even if Andre knew of Berczy’s misleading nomenclature, it is unlikely that it would have caused him the
slightest concern. Judging from the manner in which he interpreted historical evidence, he would have taken some other liberty with the facts.51
However, he could have saved himself all the trouble by simply admitting
that he should have given Brock’s profile portrait a date of circa 1811. But
as Berczy’s official biographer, Andre could not acknowledge that he had
guessed incorrectly. Instead, he devised an outlandish explanation for his
choice of 1811 “as the most probable date.”52
Kosche, however, was not impressed with John Andre’s overwrought
explanation, especially with regard to the date of Brock’s profile portrait.
He also doubted that it was painted from memory, or that Berczy made use
of pre-painted backgrounds and uniforms—even though it was Kosche
himself who first suggested the idea. He now knew something about the
portrait that exonerated Berczy of prefabrication. It was the stock around
Brock’s neck. Unlike the regulation black silk prescribed for general officers, this one appeared to be fashioned out of a dark green fabric with a
“tartan-like” (or plaid) design.53 Actually, Kosche had the wrong impression, but the variation he perceived convinced him that Brock’s profile
portrait was in fact “the result of an actual sitting.”54 And since Andre’s
date of 1811 was obviously lacking in solid evidence, Kosche simply replaced it with his own reckoning of 1809. There was just one problem. If
Brock sat for his portrait in 1809, then—strictly speaking—he should have
been wearing his brigadier general’s uniform. After all, he was appointed a
brigadier general early in 1808. But the coatee shown in the profile portrait
(fig. 3) certainly appeared to be that of a colonel.55 This was the rank Brock
held in 1806, which—according to the family tradition related by Captain
Mellish—was the same year that Brock sat for his portrait. Kosche could
not abide such an early date, as it did not allow for a meeting between
Berczy and Brock in 1809. The chronology was a problem, indeed—and
one that demanded a solution.
Kosche began by wondering if Brock’s uniform was simply outdated,
possibly because of a delay in the arrival of his new wardrobe.56 While
officers of the British army stationed in distant outposts did have to wait
inordinate lengths of time for their outfits to arrive, Kosche had to explain
4 | Of Uniforms and Portraits
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why a recently appointed brigadier general would not have delayed sitting for his portrait until such time as he could be portrayed in the latest
fashion. Kosche found what he thought to be a perfectly good excuse in
Brock’s fortieth birthday, which was celebrated in October of 1809. In
a move highly reminiscent of Andre’s self-serving approach to historical
analysis, Kosche jumped to the conclusion that Brock must have marked
the occasion with a portrait—without bothering to wait for the arrival of
his replacement uniform. In sharing this insight with Captain Mellish,
Kosche asked: “Is it not possible that [Brock] had a portrait of himself
done at this time to send home for this very reason?”57 With this goading,
the captain finally had to assert himself by replying: “I believe it will be
difficult to establish the date.”58
Although subtle, the rejection was unequivocal. A deflated Kosche was
mystified, “given all the factors” which pointed to 1809 as the most likely
date for the profile portrait.59 But he also had to agree that dating the portrait was not going to be easy, as there was no obvious means by which to
establish its age. Yet, he was still hopeful that it could be narrowed down
“on the basis of indirect, rather than direct data [or evidence].”60 There the
matter stood until early May of 1980, when Kosche sent Captain Mellish
his research into the coatee. It came in the form of an article entitled
“Relics of Brock,” and while the captain did not receive his copy until late
in June, the arrival of this offprint proved to be very well timed.61
Having turned his attention to several other research projects, Kosche
was beginning to lose interest in Brock’s profile portrait. One of the distractions was a gold pocket watch, said to have belonged to Sir Isaac Brock.
There was also a Nazi staff car, which was reputed to have been used by
Adolf Hitler on his various tours of the Third Reich.62 Both of these artifacts numbered among the collections of the Canadian War Museum,
and Kosche spared no pains in going after their respective provenance.
Either one of them could have occupied most of his time for much of the
foreseeable future. Consequently, his research into Brock’s portraits might
have been put on hold indefinitely. But then he received a letter from
Guernsey. At the end of June 1980, Captain Mellish wrote to thank him
for the “Relics of Brock” article, which he described as a “splendid effort.”
The captain’s “generous words” had a profound effect on Kosche, whose
interest in Brock’s portraits became firmly established as a result—despite
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a major hurdle.63
As Kosche tried to restart an earlier investigation into the miniature
discovered by Miss Mickle (fig. 11), which he originally undertook for the
sake of Brock’s coatee, his request for a colour reproduction of the little
portrait went nowhere.64 Unable to prevail upon its owner, the Women’s
Canadian Historical Society of Toronto, Kosche resumed work on his other projects. In August of 1981, he published an article on the pocket watch
in which he argued against any association with Brock.65 He then focused
much of his energy on the Nazi staff car, during which time his research
into Brock’s portraits began to languish again.66 But towards the end of
that same summer, Kosche had his interest renewed when he happened to
make the acquaintance of a Brock descendant living in Toronto. Robert
Arthur was at best a distant relative, but he told a captivating story. It
involved a miniature he sold to the Province of Ontario in 1964.67
This new miniature (fig. 24) was said to portray Sir Isaac Brock, and
when Kosche learned that it had been presented to Brock University in St.
Catharines, he promptly enlisted the aid of Dr. Wesley Turner in obtaining
a copy. Dr. Turner, a history professor whose research interests included
the university’s namesake, was agreeable and soon had colour photographs
of the miniature sent to Kosche for his inspection.68 Considering all the
frustration Kosche encountered with the Women’s Canadian Historical
Society of Toronto, he must have been very pleased with the prompt service. But while an elaborate label on the back of the miniature identified
the sitter as “Major Gen. Sir Isaac Brock,” the uniform was definitely not
one that Brock would have worn. The miniature could not be a portrait of
him. Nevertheless, a barely distinguishable number in one of the buttons
gave Kosche hope that it might be possible to identify the regiment and
perhaps the sitter.69 It was a tantalizing prospect, but Kosche had to resist
the temptation. He was far too busy finishing other research projects. The
new miniature, however, gave him further reason to believe that Brock’s
various portraits might make for an interesting study.70 And once again, it
was Captain Mellish who encouraged the endeavour.
During another trip to Europe in April of 1982, Kosche spent a few
days in Guernsey and conferred with Captain Mellish about Brock’s portraits. Much of their conversation was spent discussing a photograph of
the new miniature of Brock (fig. 24), which Kosche sent to the captain
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in advance of his visit. But it was only after he departed that Captain
Mellish noticed something unusual. The sitter in this new miniature bore
an uncanny resemblance to Brock’s older brother. The captain’s suspicion
was confirmed by another miniature he owned, which was long held to be
that of John Brock as an officer in the 8th (or King’s) Regiment (fig. 25).71
Captain Mellish was rather cautious in breaking the news, perhaps because
the label on the back of the new miniature was so elaborately designed
that it seemed incontrovertible. Kosche, however, was quite excited by the
captain’s observation, and soon arranged for another meeting with Robert
Arthur in August of 1982. Knowing that Arthur had a pencil sketch of
his ancestor, John Savery Brock (fig. 26), Kosche wanted to see how it
compared with the new miniature.72 Unfortunately, Kosche mistook John
Savery Brock for John Brock. It was easily enough done, as there were two
Brock brothers named John.73 One was the eldest son of the family, who
was known simply as John Brock. The other was John Savery Brock, who
usually went by his middle name and thereby avoided much confusion.
Kosche was unaware of this peculiarity, but he knew something was amiss
when he saw that John Savery Brock looked nothing like the sitter in the
new miniature.
Kosche checked the published army lists (in essence, a directory
of British army officers), but there was no Captain John Savery Brock.
However, there was a paymaster named Savery Brock, although he had
served with the 49th Regiment and not the 8th Regiment.74 Also, the facings of the 49th were full (or bluish) green, while those of the officer in the
new miniature were a pale yellow.75 This was an important point, because
some of the army lists made reference to a Captain John Brock of the 81st
Regiment, and that regiment’s facings were buff (or pale yellow).76 Once
again, the number in the button became noteworthy. If it was eighty-one,
then the sitter was probably Captain John Brock—just as Captain Mellish
presumed.
The question was finally decided in favour of the 81st Regiment, and
with this outcome Kosche concluded that the new miniature had been mislabelled.77 While not a portrait of Captain Isaac Brock, the extra likeness
of his older brother was still a nice find. It complemented the miniature of
Lieutenant John Brock (fig. 25), which portrayed him as a younger looking
officer in a uniform with blue facings. As Kosche was able to verify, these
84

The True Face of Sir Isaac Brock

Figure 24.

Figure 25.

Figure 26.

Figure 27.

were the facings of the 8th Regiment—the same regiment in which John
Brock began his military career.78 These facings also matched those in
another miniature owned by Captain Mellish, which was confidently said
to portray Isaac Brock as a young ensign in the 8th Regiment (fig. 27).
Family tradition linked these latter miniatures to Philip Jean, a renowned
portrait painter from the nearby Channel Island of Jersey.79 And based on
Brock’s youthful appearance, it was taken for granted that Jean painted his
miniature soon after he received his ensign’s commission in 1785.80
Kosche was heartened by these findings, and also by those resulting
from his interactions with Robert Arthur. In the course of their second
meeting, Kosche produced a colour photograph of a full-length portrait
(fig. 28). It was believed to show Brock as a captain in the 49th Regiment,
circa 1792.81 Kosche had known of this portrait since the early months
of 1980, but it was proving extremely difficult to trace.82 Much to his
amazement, however, Arthur remembered the elusive portrait from his
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Figure 28.

childhood in Guernsey. The owner was a relative of his by the name of
Mrs. Sowels, and upon her death the portrait was bequeathed to the States
of Guernsey.83 With this intelligence, Kosche promptly enlisted the assistance of Captain Mellish in searching the Royal Court’s art collection.
But the full-length portrait was not to be found there, and it soon became
evident why.84
In late September of 1982, Kosche had a visit from Dr. Alan Earp,
who was then president of Brock University. Dr. Earp had come to deliver the miniature that had formerly belonged to Robert Arthur, and was
now thought to portray Captain John Brock of the 81st Regiment (fig.
24). Kosche had requested this loan as part of his effort to decipher the
number painted in one of the buttons on the sitter’s chest.85 The conscientious Dr. Earp also brought along a small collection of other Brock-related
items, thinking they might be of some interest. Among the assembled
items were two photographs, one of which Kosche instantly recognized.
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It was Brock’s profile portrait, or rather one of the painted copies.86 For
this reason, it did not elicit much of a reaction. But the other photograph
was nothing short of riveting, since it featured the full-length portrait. As
Dr. Earp explained, the original painting was owned by the Honourable
P. Michael Pitfield, clerk of Canada’s Privy Council and secretary to the
cabinet of Prime Minister Pierre Elliott Trudeau.87 It was a marvellous
find, and Kosche soon entered into communication with Pitfield—“a rather high-powered bureaucrat.”
Although Kosche was determined to investigate this new lead, he had
to wait until the summer of 1983 before finally receiving permission for
a detailed examination of the full-length portrait. René Chartrand was
asked to help, and as a curator from Parks Canada who specialized in
the history of military uniforms, he quickly came up with a number of
troubling discrepancies. Most notably, the colour of the facings was not
consistent with those of a captain in the 49th Regiment. Instead of green,
the colour designated for that regiment, the lapels, cuffs, and even the
lining of the skirts all looked to be blue.88 There was no mistaking the
implication. If the facings were any colour other than green, then the officer in the full-length portrait could not possibly be Captain Isaac Brock.
Another examination, more scientific in nature, was conducted at the
National Gallery of Canada. Using both ultra-violet and infra-red light,
assistant curator Michael Pantazzi was able to detect evidence of a selective
cleaning and a repositioning of the right arm. Unfortunately, there was no
sign of an inscription or signature to help in identifying either the artist or
his sitter. But Pantazzi did succeed in verifying the colour of the facings.
They were blue.89
René Chartrand was vindicated, but in trying to establish the actual
regiment according to the blue facings, he was stymied.90 Still, he did succeed in revising the age of the full-length portrait from its former approximate date of 1792 to sometime between 1801 and 1803. While the style
of sword and hat both pointed to the latter 1790s, he doubted that the
painting could have been commissioned prior to 1801. Chartrand drew
this conclusion from the draped flag displayed in the portrait, which he
identified as the Union Flag of Great Britain—or the Union Jack, as it is
commonly known. This flag, redesigned to include the Irish cross of St.
Patrick, was first unfurled in 1801.91 But Brock was already a lieutenant
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colonel by then, and in a regiment with green facings.92 Therefore, as
Kosche realized, the officer in the full-length portrait had to be someone
else, perhaps even his older brother. In returning to the army lists, Kosche
found several entries for John Brock between 1802 and 1804, all of which
listed him as the captain of an Independent Company of Invalids in Jersey.
When a dress regulation was found for the officers commanding these
units, the blue facings it described seemed a perfect match for the uniform
in the full-length portrait (fig. 28).93 With this apparent meshing of evidence, Kosche was convinced that the officer was none other than Captain
John Brock . . . regardless of some annoying evidence to the contrary.
As Ferdinand Brock Tupper revealed as far back as 1845, his uncle—
then lieutenant colonel—John Brock was killed in a duel at the Cape of
Good Hope in July of 1801.94 But Kosche chose to put his faith in the
army lists, which recorded John Brock as a captain of the Jersey Invalids
until at least 1804, and so Tupper was blamed for having gotten the date
wrong. But had Kosche done some fact checking, he might have seen that
Tupper was right.95 While John Brock had been appointed a captain of
the Jersey Invalids in April of 1801, the transfer did not take place before
he was killed the following July—at which time he was still serving as a
brevet lieutenant colonel of the 81st Regiment.96 The army lists, however,
continued to publish the appointment as if it had actually taken place. It
was a misprint, of course, and one that went unnoticed until somebody
at the War Office finally began to comprehend that Captain Brock was
dead. Due in part to this unfortunate slip-up, Kosche incorrectly identified the officer in the full-length portrait as Captain John Brock of the
Jersey Invalids, circa 1801–04. Certainly, the uniform and its blue facings
seemed to confirm Captain Brock’s new posting to the Jersey Invalids.97
But if the truth be known, Lieutenant Colonel John Brock was still wearing a uniform with buff facings when he went off to fight his duel.
At the same time that Kosche was trying to make sense of the fulllength portrait (fig. 28), there were a couple of very interesting developments. In January of 1983, Captain Mellish uncovered the copy of Brock’s
profile portrait (fig. 4). It was found in the Bailiff’s Office as the captain
followed-up on Kosche’s earlier and now unnecessary request for information on the full-length portrait.98 Unfortunately, the full-length portrait
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itself could not be located, as none of the “authorities” in Guernsey “have
ever seen a picture like that here.”99 Kosche was not surprised, as he had
already learned that the painting was in fact owned by the Honourable
P. Michael Pitfield. The other development originated with a renewed attempt to obtain a colour photograph of the miniature Miss Sara Mickle
had discovered (fig. 11). In February of 1983, several years after his first request, Kosche finally met with an encouraging response from the Women’s
Canadian Historical Society of Toronto. Like Kosche, the society’s secretary harboured doubts about the authenticity of this miniature. But while
Miss Lorna R. Procter was sympathetic, she remained silent for fear of
causing a rift among the membership. By 1983, however, she was ready to
take a chance for the sake of historical accuracy. The society was dying out,
and an aged Miss Procter sensed the urgency in having certain outstanding matters resolved—the most pressing of which was the miniature.100
In complying with Kosche’s request for a colour photograph, Miss
Procter became overly protective of the resulting print. It took some very
careful packaging before she would relinquish the picture to the care of
the post office. But upon seeing the canvas bag into which the mail was
thrown, she beat a hasty retreat for home.101 Then she hit upon the idea
of a bus trip to Ottawa, so that she could make the delivery in person.
Fortunately for her, Kosche was planning his own trip to Toronto. Just as
Miss Procter expected, Kosche was becoming impatient to have the photograph. Yet, her distrust of the postal system actually worked to his advantage. By going to meet with Miss Procter, Kosche was able to negotiate
the loan of Miss Agnes FitzGibbon’s notebook.102 This notebook was really
compiled by Miss Sara Mickle, who used it as a record of her efforts to test
the authenticity of the miniature she discovered.103 Kosche had known
about the notebook for some three or four years, and he was curious to see
if it might offer any clues about the miniature’s provenance.104 As it turned
out, there was much useful information—so much, in fact, that he began
transcribing it for his files.105
In working his way through the notebook, Kosche was alerted to the
objections raised by Major General Charles W. Robinson.106 There were
some very troubling anomalies associated with the miniature, such as a
wing where there should have been an epaulette, and a medal that Brock
was never awarded. For these reasons, Kosche began to think that the
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Figure 29a.

Figure 29b.

Figure 30.

miniature portrayed someone other than Brock. He also became obsessed
with the idea of debunking Miss Mickle’s discovery, and he knew exactly how to go about it. A minute examination of the colour photograph
from Miss Procter was sure to yield overlooked details about the uniform,
details that Kosche had no doubt would reveal a regiment completely
unrelated to Brock’s military career. The only thing better would be to unmask the impostor’s true identity—and certain passages in Miss Mickle’s
notebook provided Kosche with valuable clues toward that end. When
she documented the provenance of the miniature, Miss Mickle also included some very useful information regarding Captain George Dunn
of the 23rd Regiment (the Royal Welch Fusiliers). Captain Dunn rated
inclusion because he was the second husband of Mrs. James Wallace, the
former Miss Matilda Short, who was said to have inherited the miniature
from her sister, the wife of Captain James Brock.107 Captain Brock was Sir
Isaac Brock’s cousin, and it was this relationship that Mrs. Heber Taylor
used to vouch for the miniature she inherited from her great aunt (Mrs.
Dunn).108 But as Kosche sifted through the myriad details contained in
Miss Mickle’s notebook, he became convinced that Captain George Dunn
had been mistaken for Sir Isaac Brock.109
In setting out to prove his hypothesis, Kosche confirmed that Captain
Dunn served in the 23rd Regiment, not as captain, but rather first lieutenant and paymaster. Next came a thorough review of the uniform, which
was conclusively shown to be that of the 23rd Regiment—a regiment with
which Brock had no affiliation. An examination of the medal provided
further evidence of a miniature portraying Captain Dunn. Just as Colonel
Groves proposed in 1897, it was the Waterloo Medal—an award bestowed
on every British soldier who participated in the defeat of Napoleon’s army,
including Lieutenant George Dunn.110 Of course, the Battle of Waterloo
was fought in June of 1815, nearly three years after Brock’s death, and
this chronological impossibility utterly disproved the miniature.111 It did
not portray Sir Isaac Brock as a junior officer. Rather, the likeness was
that of an obscure but handsome young veteran of the Napoleonic Wars,
whose image was mistakenly embraced as the “Hero of Upper Canada.”
Having been perpetuated in countless books, articles, three issues of a
Guernsey banknote (fig. 29A–B), a Canadian postage stamp (fig. 30), and
all manner of printed ephemera, the misconception was firmly entrenched
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in the Canadian psyche.112 But no matter how deeply rooted the blunder,
Kosche was determined to blow the whistle. Then he began to have second
thoughts.
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