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	 In her 1984 book, Furniture in Maryland , 1740-1940, author Gregory Weidman attributes 
a Queen Anne walnut side chair to Maryland, and possibly maker Charles Belt (c.1740-1775) of 
Prince George’s County. Thirteen years later, Southern Furniture 1680-1830 authors Ronald 
Hurst and Jonathan Prown attributed a nearly identical chair, plausibly from the same set, to 
Maryland as well, based primarily on its’ provenance. They explain “So compelling is the list of 
Philadelphia workmanship represented by this chair that Philadelphia or Delaware valley 
attribution would be a matter of course were it not for the fact that the chair belongs to a group 
of strongly related pieces with histories of ownership in and around Georgetown, Maryland 
(now within the District of Columbia).”. However, while the authors do acknowledge Weidman’s 
possible attribution to Charles Belt as the maker, they cite “Subsequent discoveries about 
historical ties between other chairs in the group and Georgetown now place the Belt attribution 
in doubt.”.


	 Fast forward sixteen years to September of 2013 when an “Assembled Pair of Maryland 
Chippendale Carved Walnut Side Chairs” came up for sale at Brunk Auctions in Asheville, North 
Carolina. The catalogue description listed their provenance as “By Descent in the Waters 
Family of Maryland”. Well attributed examples of Colonial Maryland seating are rare. Virtually all 
are identified by their adherence to either English design and construction, Philadelphia 
versions of the same, or as is often the case, an amalgam of the two. The Brunk chairs once 
again appeared to be quintessential examples of Philadelphia chair making, specifically 
following the Quaker aesthetic: well constructed, of harmonious proportions, and with 
noteworthy but simple carving.
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	 The Waters family chairs, while relatively restrained in their execution, are purely 
Chippendale in style. This, versus their Queen Anne counterparts, whose stylistically later 
“transitional” crest rails appear at first blush to be the only common denominator ting the four 
chairs together. Upon further inspection, however, it becomes evident that all four chairs have 
various aspects in common. From similar, and sometimes identical, profile design, carving, 
dimensions, construction techniques, primary and secondary woods, and most importantly, the 
consistency in which all of these aspects are employed in concert, one can draw the conclusion 
that these chairs, and in fact a significant number of related examples, derive from the same 
source. Gregory Weidman notes “Several elements of the design are quite distinctive and unlike 
comparable features of known Philadelphia chairs, particularly the boldly shaped crest rail, the 
double curve below the vase splat, and the elongated trifid foot. The scratch-beaded crest rail 
and stiles and the flatly carved scallop shell are seen on other Maryland pre-Federal chairs.”.	

www.liveauctioneers.com

http://www.liveauctioneers.com


3

	 There follows a checklist of sorts, compiled of attributes both purely Philadelphia as well as 
Maryland versions thereof, that serves to confidently differentiate this group of furniture from 
others. It includes Weidman’s original observations, expounding further on some, as well as recent 
impressions by the author, all the result of careful comparison to other examples potentially 
originating from this shop. Needless to say, not all chairs from this group have the same style feet 
and back splats, and by definition, tables certainly don’t provide clues such as corner block and 
slip-seat secondary woods. Occasionally, just one or two common threads, implemented with 
otherwise different traits, serve to weave together this body of work.


	 Hurst & Prown rather dismissively mention the trifid feet as being common to Philadelphia. 
Weidman, on the other hand, points out that it is the “elongated trifid foot…..that is quite 
distinctive and unlike comparable features of known Philadelphia chairs.”. While trifid feet are 
certainly not rare, and in fact relatively common on Philadelphia and Delaware Valley made Queen 
Anne chairs, the Weidman observation concerning this Maryland variation is arguably the most 
salient factor in both separating this group of chairs from its’ stylistic Philadelphia origins, as well 
as attributing their manufacture to a single source.


	 The concepts of “unique” or “a one-off” are sparingly used in the study of American 
furniture. And while certainly to be considered, true scholars know not to place too much credence 
in inlays and/or carving as lone indicators of a piece of furniture’s origin. But every now and then, 
when no evidence to the contrary is available, there really can be established a true signature 
characteristic associated with a single maker. Such is the case with Weidman’s “elongated trifid 
foot”, but its’ significant differences must be expounded upon. The central toe is not only longer 
but much wider than most comparables. Its’ bulbous, almost spoon shape slopes dramatically 
downward, without flattening out, resulting in its’ front edge being lower than those of the flanking 
sides. Below the toes, the conforming front foot edges, usually vertical or tapered slightly inward 
on most trifid feet, are more dramatically undercut and rounded beneath the central toe, curving 
toward the inner webbing of the two side toes. If “a picture is worth a thousand words”, one might 
allude to an image of the Proboscis monkey (Nasalis larvatus) to best illustrate the marked 
difference between this “Maryland” trifid foot and its’ Pennsylvania counterparts.

www.sciencephoto.com
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	 The execution of the carved “stocking ribs”, in concert with the aforementioned 
“Probiscus monkey” toed foot, is also essential in differentiating this group of chairs’ from 
countless others. The central toe always transitions into a vertical rib above that is carved on 
both sides and terminates about 5 inches from the ground with a carved horizontal inset at the 
top of the stocking. The two side ribs are executed identically except there is no vertical groove 
delineating the back of either side rib, instead just continuing into the flush back surface of the 
leg.
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	 Construction-wise, there is really only one thing that stands out beyond the many standard 
Philadelphia practices employed. All original corner blocks of this group are made of yellow pine, 
triangular in shape, with rough hewn inner diagonals, and held in place with wrought iron nails. 
Gregory Weidman describes “The front block consists of two individual blocks: one larger triangular 
block behind a small rectangular block. The rear blocks are triangular with one canted corner.”. The 
fact that the corner blocks and knee returns were all reinforced with two rosehead nails, perhaps 
considered a necessary Quaker concession to expense in pursuance of quality, probably accounts 
for their high incidence of retention among all chairs from this shop.

	 The “boldly shaped crest rail…..with flatly carved scallop shell” also appears to be ubiquitous to 
all chairs associated with this shop, Chippendale or Queen Anne. The accentuated “Cupid’s bow” 
profile, its’ “upward thrust”, the acutely pointed scrolled ears, the scratch-beaded outer edges, and the 
five-lobed shell can all occasionally be found in Philadelphia examples. But two aspects of the carved 
shell are not seen outside this Maryland group. In addition to the aforementioned overall shallow 
quality of the carving, the shell’s acutely tapered anterior wings are more meticulously carved with 
perfectly symmetrical concentric arcs. The base of the shell’s hinge lobe forms a convex contour that 
combines with the two concave bottoms of the ancillary wings to form a perfect double cyma curve, all 
three points tangent to the splat seam. Even on more closely related Philadelphia examples, the arcs 
are often little more than simple scratch-beaded curves. While determining shallowness of carving 
might be somewhat subjective, when in conjunction with the concentric arcs, the combination once 
again appears to be rare if not unique.

www.sothebys.com
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	 There are several other common features found on various forms from this shop. The 
Queen Anne “parrot” splats, whether solid or pierced, are all based on the same “double curve 
below the vase” template, undoubtedly derived from Pennsylvania examples. All of the standard 
Chippendale strap-work splats appear to be identical in profile, none with any relief carving. 
However, the upper crest rail corners are fully carved scrolls only in conjunction with the strap-
work splats. Otherwise, more rudimentary flat roundel forms are found on the downward ear 
facings on all of the Queen Anne examples. The knee returns have either simple Queen Anne 
spurs or well carved scrolls on the Chippendale versions. When present, the carved knee shells 
closely follow the five lobed format of their crest rail counterparts, but lack any anterior wings. The 
more Chippendale characteristic pierced strap-work splat, the fully carved ear scrolls, and the 
carved knee return scrolls are, so far, always found together. While tempting to include the carved 
knee shells on this list, the one Waters family chair lacking them precludes this.
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	 The consistency of the exaggerated “suppressed” ball feet on the Chippendale examples 
shows a perhaps over zealous adherence to their Philadelphia precursors. Also, the less 
attenuated claws and lack of any actual talons, while certainly not unique, is considered a 
Maryland trait by the likes of William Elder in American Furniture 1680-1880. Like most 
Pennsylvania instances, the rear legs on all chairs are hexagonally chamfered below the always 
present double pegged through-tenons. There are examples of pad feet associated with the 
group, but whether specifically to this shop or a “follower” of it, has yet to be determined.
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	 On most examples the top edge molding of the seat rails is a simple Queen Anne 
quarter-round above a shallow inset. Some are more traditionally Chippendale in style, having a 
two-step molding with a flat top surface. All armchairs associated with the group have typical 
Philadelphia splayed armrests with scrolled terminals, over carved crescent “spoon” supports. 
The arm support mounting plinth, where it meets the rail, always has a concave recess that 
then curves toward the rail, versus the more common convex rounding or truncated flat bottom, 
flush with the rail. Shaping of the bottom rail profiles with standard ovolo ends always occurs 
on the front, sides, and usually the back of side chairs. No armchairs have shaping to their side 
rails but all to their front. The only armchair that was available for inspection did have shaping 
to its’ rear rail. Proportionally, these chairs have slightly taller backs, thus appearing more 
tapered than most of their Philadelphia counterparts. Materials-wise, all furniture from this shop 
is made of black walnut, utilizing mostly if not solely yellow pine secondary woods.
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	 When Gregory Weidman ascribed the chair in her book as possibly the work of Charles 
Belt (c.1747-1775), the attribution was based primarily on his being “related to the Bowie family 
that owned this chair”. The likely first owner of the chair might have been Allen Bowie, Jr. 
(1736-1803) of the “Hermitage” in Montgomery County. Weidman goes on to surmise that “Belt 
may have lived on his brothers’ estate “Chevy Chase” in Montgomery County north of 
Georgetown, before he settled at Mount Pleasant in Anne Arundel County at the Patuxent ferry 
crossing to Upper Marlborough.”. 


	 In 1761 Charles’s brothers, Thomas (1741-1823) and William (1753-c.1810), had been left 
“Chevy Chase” by their grandfather Col. Joseph Belt (1680-1761) only because their father, 
Joseph II (1717-1761), “after a long Indisposition”, had pre-deceased Col. Belt by 51 days and 
was thus not a beneficiary of the will. Along with siblings Ann, Elizabeth, and Joseph III, Charles 
was left at least one slave from his grandfather’s estate, but no land. This might well be because 
he had already been left the property at Mount Pleasant by his father a month and a half earlier. 
Joseph II’s will was actually written two years earlier in 1759. Whether or not 15 year old Charles 
was already practicing the cabinetmaking trade at Mount Pleasant before his father’s death is up 
for conjecture.


	 What we do know is that upon Charles’s death fourteen years later, his brother William 
placed an advertisement in the Maryland Gazette seeking the highest bid for the estate. It 
appears that the “five acres of improvements”, along with “a parcel of valuable slaves, consisting 
of men, women and children” were successfully sold, or decidedly kept by the family after the 
initial Gazette posting of November 16, 1775. The estate’s well established business concern 
including tools, lumber stock, a trained servant (with three years left to serve), and a large 
quantity of already made furniture were advertised again two weeks later. In hindsight, it makes 
sense that such a “specialty” grouping would not have brought the money William Belt had 
hoped for, certainly not what his brother had had “in it”. At the relatively young age of 28, it is 
highly likely that Charles Belt died intestate. There are no records of him ever having been married 
or having children. One or more of his siblings probably took over the generational land that he 
had been left by their father. As an aside, there were at least two Belts listed as cabinetmakers 
working in Washington, D.C. after 1800. While likely related, it is doubtful any were direct 
descendants.
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	 The Belt family had been in Anne Arundel County since 1675 when Charles’s great, great, 
great grandfather John Belt  moved there from Lynnhaven Parish, Norfolk County, Virginia. His son 
John Belt II and Lucy Lawrence were married at West River Meeting in 1702, only 6 miles from 
Mount Pleasant. By 1760, in addition to the Belts, there were other long established Anne Arundel 
County Quaker families that had formed close religious, social, political, and commercial ties, now 
extending throughout central Maryland; the Chew, Kensey, Johns, Sprigg (Belt’s mother’s family), 
Lawrence (Belt’s great, great grandmother’s family), Galloway, Talbott, and Waters families to 
name a few.


	 Enter the Waters family, purported owners of the aforementioned pair of Chippendale chairs 
that sold at Brunk Auctions in 2013. John Waters (1660-1704), the progenitor, had arrived in Anne 
Arundel County before 1669. His “dwelling plantation" was at “The Forke”, West River Hundred, 
named for its’ location near a fork in the Patuxent River. It was undoubtedly in the same vicinity as 
the Upper Marlborough crossing near Mount Pleasant. By 1760 his progeny were spread 
throughout Anne Arundel County and beyond. If one were to hazard a guess as to which Waters 
descendant might have been the original owner of the chairs, around 1765 or so, one local 
candidate stands out. Owing to primogeniture, wealth, and the death of siblings, Josephus Waters 
(1742-1800) might well have fit the bill. Tax records from 1782 state that Josephus Waters owned 
150 acres of "Water's Lotte" of Patuxent Hundred, Anne Arundel County, and had six in his 
immediate family. By the census of 1790, he was the head of a household with three males under 
16 years of age, four females, and four slaves. Only a few years older, he was unquestionably a 
contemporary and acquaintance of Charles Belt. Whether or not either man was still practicing 
Quakerism is not known. By 1760 many later generation West River Quakers were “disuniting” 
from the faith in choosing a more affluent lifestyle, as well as in many cases, the slave ownership 
necessary to maintain it.
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	 This dissonance between Quaker simplicity and voguish style is also reflected in the 
restrained elegance of these chairs. Despite an undeniable adherence to the Queen Anne and 
Chippendale designs of Philadelphia, there is no attempt to emulate even higher style by 
employing more embellished carving than “necessary”, or through the extravagant use of imported 
mahogany.

	 Hurst and Prown attribute their chair to Maryland primarily because of its’ similarities “to a 
group of strongly related pieces with histories of ownership in and around Georgetown, 
Maryland.”. They go on to say “The combination of production in a single shop and ownership in 
or near Georgetown strongly indicates that all of these pieces were made there.”. They also imply 
commercial success of the town warranted the demand, noting that by 1788, “nearly a dozen 
vessels lay at anchor in Georgetown’s harbor, and by 1790, during a nine month period, exports 
passed through the port that exceeded a quarter million dollars in value”. So convincing is this 
rationale that seating from this group became referred to as “Georgetown chairs”. 


	 However, if Charles Belt’s shop produced the chairs, they would have had to have been 
made between 1760 to 1775, thirty years earlier and more in keeping with their Queen Anne and 
Chippendale “transitional” styles. It was during that time that Annapolis, “The Athens of America”, 
was at its’ peak as central Maryland’s only urban center. West River was 14 miles away, Belt’s 
shop at Mount Pleasant was 18 miles away, and Georgetown was 35 miles away. Georgetown, 
founded nine years earlier, in 1751, would still have been relatively formative at the time. Historic 
Williamsburg’s description of Georgetown and environs even 25 years later is modest:

	 Hurst and Prown acknowledge that similar traits, consistent quality, and the quantity of chairs 
made, suggest they were manufactured by “a single shop”, versus the more isolated plantation 
production ascribed to most rural Maryland furniture at the time. Mount Pleasant’s proximity to the 
ports of Annapolis and West River, while remaining available to newer regional demand to the north 
and west, including the newly established Georgetown, appears to have been advantageous to 
Charles Belt’s success, as made evident by his 1775 estate. Perhaps those Georgetown chairs, along 
with others from the group with histories from Baltimore County to Frederick, were actually either 
imported new, or more likely, brought with family possessions as next generations spread from Anne 
Arundel and Prince George’s Counties throughout the central Maryland region.

	 In 1800, the nine-year-old District of Columbia was anything but a major urban 
center. At the core of its one hundred square miles was Washington, an embryonic 
town of fewer than three thousand people. Just up the Potomac River lay the older 
city of Georgetown, recently annexed into the District from the state of Maryland 
and home to perhaps thirty-five hundred souls, while a few miles downstream was 
Alexandria, acquired from Virginia together with its population of some four 
thousand. Despite its status as the nation’s capital, in reality the District was a 
loosely associated group of three moderately sized towns widely separated by open 
farmland, swamps, and the Potomac River.

                                                                             Historic Williamsburg; http://emuseum.history.org
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	 The authors of Southern Furniture feel that the maker of these chairs “was not merely a 
copier of imported Philadelphia chairs……but actually trained in Philadelphia before moving to 
Maryland”, à la Gerrard Hopkins or Robert Moore. If that were the case, it seems doubtful Charles 
Belt would have had time to apprentice in Philadelphia before his 15th birthday and the 
subsequent death of his father. The average age for beginning an apprenticeship in the 
cabinetmaking trade at the time was around 14, but this varied widely, with the obligation usually 
terminating by the age of 21. Theoretically, if Belt were to have left for Philadelphia around the time 
of his fathers death in 1761, he might not have returned to Mount Pleasant until as late as 1768, 
leaving only 7 years to run the shop before his untimely death.


	 A just as likely scenario might be that indeed Belt did base his work on one or two 
“imported” Philadelphia, specifically Quaker, examples. Given the half dozen or so interchangeable 
options available on his chairs, and the multiple combinations by which they could be employed, 
the reality is that all were enhancements to what is basically the same rudimentary chair design. 
Gregory Weidman notes that documentation of Annapolis’s commercial importation of furniture 
from “Philadelphia’s prestigious cabinetmakers of the Colonial era is scant”. However, “One 
primary way, which would not show up in records, would have been through the intermarriage of 
Maryland and Pennsylvania families. This was particularly true of the closely connected Quaker 
communities.”. Belt doesn’t seem to deviate from his consistent and rigid adherence to a single 
underlying design. Perhaps his one anomaly, the trifid foot’s central sloping “Irish” toe, was a 
hybrid of sorts, in deference to the imported George II furniture dominating the docks in Annapolis.

www.liveauctioneers.com

Below is an image of an index card from the Winterthur library. The reference to “in Phila,” is not known.
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	 It is now the year 2025 and the likelihood of someday identifying the specific individual who 
made these chairs is slim. However, there remains no doubt that from around 1765 until his death 
in 1775, Charles Belt was one of the most well established cabinetmakers in Central Maryland. 
Perhaps it is fitting that, ultimately, the artisan responsible will forever be revealed solely through 
the legacy of their work, that exquisite combination of bold proportion, retrained aesthetic, and 
structural integrity that are the chairs themselves.
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	 Following are images of thirty-some chairs, two drop-leaf tables, two dressing tables, 
and two secretary bookcases, most attributable to the same shop or “circle of”. All were 
gleaned from various past auction listings, advertisements from the Maine Antique Digest, 
Antiques And The Arts Weekly, The Magazine Antiques, Weidman’s Furniture in Maryland, 
1740-1940, Hurst and Prown’s Southern Furniture 1680-1830, Downs’s American Furniture 
Queen Anne and Chippendale Periods, Facebook, the internet in general, or the author. Very 
few were able to be examined in the flesh, but images and catalogue descriptions usually 
sufficed in qualifying (or not) an item for inclusion.
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	 The following eleven examples, consisting of four pairs of and three single side chairs, all 
follow the original Queen Anne archetype of the Georgetown/Belt shop: solid splat, crest rail, 
single carved shell, trifid feet, quarter-round or stepped molded seat rail, cut-out ovolo profiles to 
rail bottoms, etc.. While individual chairs were almost certainly sold by the shop, it is likely that 
some or all of these are from the same set or sets. Besides the inconsistencies as a product of 
of being handmade, the only truly discernible difference between any of these Queen Anne 
chairs is the two variations of molding profiles to the the seat rails.
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Sold at Alex Cooper 
Auctions February 2, 2003

Sold at Sotheby’s December 4, 2003
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	 This pair of Chippendale chairs appears to be identical to the one Waters family 
example that also has carved knee shells. Apparently the only difference between the 
“assembled” Brunk pair is that one of the two lacks carved knee shells. Cooper Auctions 
representative James Plumer stated that this pair came “directly from an old Frederick, 
Maryland family”. Both chairs retain their original yellow pine triangular glue blocks and 
knee returns.
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	 The Chippendale chair below is identical to the previous chairs except for the fact that 
it does not have a cut-out recess in the bottom edge of its’ back seat rail. It is not known 
whether either of the Brunk chairs have the same ovolo ended cut-out to their rear seat rails. 
Its’ sale history started off in a collection from York, Pa., a primary gateway for Maryland 
furniture on its’ way to becoming Philadelphia furniture in the early 20th Century.

All three images 
are of the same 
chair.
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	 The following four chairs, apparently all from the same set, are prime examples of how closely 
related Pennsylvania forerunners, or nearly identical “school of” replications, can be difficult to 
differentiate from authentic examples produced by this Maryland shop. For starters, their Philadelphia 
provenance raises real questions until one realizes the first owner of these chairs originated from Rock 
Hall, Maryland, just across the Chesapeake Bay and a little north of West River and Annapolis. They 
certainly could have been brought along with other household furnishings by Presley Blakiston when 
he relocated to Philadelphia. While initially looking like strong candidates, several observations help to 
confirm that these chairs are in fact not the product of the Georgetown/Belt shop. The splat not being 
based on the same template is evident by the narrower uppermost “hourglass” piercings and an 
abbreviated solid margin above, where the splat flares to meet the crest rail. This results in a stouter 
proportion compared to the more vertically tapered backs associated with the Maryland chairs. The 
carved crest rail shell does not have as large a margin or “halo” between its’ outer lobes and the 
conforming scratch beaded arch above. Its’ slightly less concave anterior wings’ concentric arcs are 
more flatly carved. Additionally, the upper crest rail ear facings and knee returns do not have carved 
scrolls, a trait always present on the Georgetown/Belt group when the Chippendale strap-work splat 
option is employed. The molding profile to the top of the seat rails is neither of the aforementioned 
options but rather a sort of cross between the two, single quarter round, but with a flat surface above. 
The ball and claw feet, while duly “compressed” in the Philadelphia style, are not as extremely so as 
those associated with the shop. Visible pegs inside the seat frame preclude any possibility of original 
two-part triangular yellow corner blocks. The smooth surfaced triangular blocks visible in the image 
appear to be later. Importantly, the use of mahogany primary wood is not seen in any of the Maryland 
chairs. In the final analysis, it seems more likely that these chairs are indeed of the Pennsylvania style 
on which the Maryland versions might have been based, rather than being “circle of” emulations 
thereof.
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	 While no more images or information were available, this chair is almost certainly a 
product of the shop. It would be curious to know if it had the carved ear volutes, but likely not 
if lacking the carved knee return scrolls and strap-work splat as well. The pierced Queen Anne 
vase splat is rarely used along with the Chippendale ball and claw feet. This example 
exemplifies the interchangeability of the relatively limited number of stylistic options offered. 
While not exactly an assembly line, this enabled the maker to offer “consumer choice” with a 
minimum of new design and retooling.
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	 This side chair appears to possibly be a mate or from the same set as the previous 
example. It might even be the same chair except for the noticeable distress to the top edge of 
the front seat rail and the fact that the ball and claw feet appear more “compressed”, either 
carved that way or having undergone heavy bottom wear. In this chair’s image, carved scrolling 
to the upper crest ears is visible, something previously only seen in conjunction with a 
Chippendale strap-work splat below.
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	 These three side chairs, all with pad feet, appear closely associated with the Georgetown/
Belt shop and in all likelihood are products of it. There are two notable inconsistencies concerning 
their crest rail shells. They lack the usual concentrically ribbed anterior wings and, related to this, 
the base where the five lobes begin at the bottom of the shell, rather than being rounded, is 
abruptly truncated, abutting where it meets the splat seam below. Stylistically, these simpler Queen 
Anne shells should date the chairs to an earlier production date than those with the more typically 
Chippendale shells. But once again, they are just one more option offered by the maker that don’t 
necessarily follow a rigid chronological adherence to style. In that these simpler shells are 
essentially products of omission, variations on a theme rather than being an entirely different motif, 
there is every reason to believe the chairs are indeed from the same shop.
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	 This pair of chairs appear to essentially be more of the same, including the standard 
carved crest rail shells with anterior wings. One observation of note is the border or margin 
between the shells’ upper edges and the scratch beaded arch above appears to be narrower 
than usual, but this could be due to the graininess of the image. The front feet of each chair are 
also curious. Based on a less-than-detailed image, either they are of the typical trifid form, with 
consistent distress and significant losses, especially to the central toes, or they are less 
deteriorated versions of more typical drake feet. If they are indeed drake feet, that would now be 
a fourth type of foot option offered by the shop.

www.bidsquare.com
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	 Curiously enough, this chair, with true drake feet, has some characteristics in common 
with Georgetown/Belt group, but upon closer inspection displays notable disqualifying 
differences. The linear carving of the anterior wings of the crest shell, as well as the lack of any 
step molding to the otherwise smoothly rounded chair rail edge indicate a slightly less 
sophisticated take on the form. As such, this chair might even be a candidate for attribution to 
“school of” or “after” the Georgetown/Belt shop. Obviously, many other unknown factors would 
have to be considered, including secondary woods and construction techniques.



30

	 These old advertisements effectively illustrate the Philadelphia styles that obviously 
influenced the designs of the Georgetown/Charles Belt shop.
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	 This armchair is in the collection of the Henry Ford Museum. Note the concave 
chamfering where the armrest joins the side rails, and the rounded shaping above as it 
transitions into the bottom of the crescent arm support. This is apparent on all armchairs 
attributed to the group.
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	 This armchair is pictured in Joseph Downs’s American Furniture Queen Anne and 
Chippendale Periods (1725-1788). In its’ description “Large triangular blocks of hard pine 
brace the corners”. While almost certainly from the Georgetown/Belt shop, the million dollar 
question is whether or not the chair started out life as is, a rare form to say the least, or 
might it have employed a later “make do” alteration to an originally more typical vase or 
strap-work splat back.
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	 This armchair initially sold at the same Sotheby’s December 4, 2003 sale as a 
previously cited side chair. The condition report used the description “restored”. The same 
chair appeared twenty-one years later at a Pook & Pook sale where better images were 
available. The crest shell’s anterior wings at the junction with the splat have been replaced 
and re-carved as the result of a repair. Also, the front “drake” feet appear to be vestiges of 
heavily worn and/or damaged trifid feet probably made by the Georgetown/Belt shop. Most 
importantly, it has the required concave chamfering below where the arm supports meet the 
side rails.
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	 This armchair was certainly in the running, but the unorthodox splat, the straight 
angular chamfering of the arm supports, the flatter and wider anterior wing carving, the 
shallower concave curvature to the base of the shell, the pad feet lacking an elevated, 
more bulbous front ring profile, and finally, the lower “slipper chair” form itself, all prevent a 
viable Georgetown/Belt attribution.
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	 This armchair is the only Chippendale style example attributable to the Maryland 
maker as of yet. The carving of the crest shell’s anterior wings is a little flat, but that is made 
up for by the textbook example concave chamfering of the arm support junction with the 
seat rail. All original glue blocks are missing. Joe Kindig’s recollection as to provenance 
alludes to ownership in Easton, Maryland right across the Chesapeake Bay from West River.
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	 While of similar overall design to the previous example, these two armchairs are 
both confidently not attributable. Each has more bluntly cut-off bases to their arm support 
joints at the side rails, one is mahogany, and the walnut example has a front rail apron 
drop.
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	 Tables and case furniture attributable to the Georgetown/Belt shop are rare. We do know 
that Charles Belt’s estate listing included “ready made chairs, tables, and desks”. These two 
Queen Anne walnut drop-leaf tables, almost certainly by the same hand, appear to also be 
products of the Maryland shop based on their trifid feet with extended central toes. The original 
knee returns visible on the top example are slightly different in form, based on their usage, and 
lack the spurs seen on the Queen Anne knee returns on chairs from the shop. The only 
noticeable difference between the two tables themselves seems to be the rounding off of the top 
edge on the MCHC’s example, possibly a production decision but likely a later alteration.

Maryland Center for History and Culture
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This table recorded on MESDA’s website is 
confidently not attributed to the Belt school. 
The cut-out profiles in the end aprons and the 
considerably taller tapered platform beneath 
the pad foot are more likely associated with the 
nearby Annapolis school described in Daniel 
Kurt Ackermann’s Chipstone article Sitting on 
the Severn: A Group of Mid-Eighteenth Century 
Chairs from Annapolis.
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	 This Queen Anne walnut dressing table, now in the collection of the author, has 
everything one would expect from the Georgetown/Belt shop. The knee shells, carved knee 
return volutes, flatly carved apron shell with beaded concentric anterior wing carving, 
elongated trifid feet, and yellow pine secondary woods are all seen on well attributed chairs 
from this group. Each of the original knee returns are held in place with two rosehead nails, 
the same technique employed in all of the seating furniture. The drawer runners and 
backboard are made of walnut while all other secondary wood is yellow pine. The somewhat 
unorthodox drawer layout is indicative of a maker who, while certainly familiar with the 
Philadelphia tradition, didn’t necessarily adhere to all the traits that might have been instilled 
while actually apprenticing and training in that city. Notably, the top terminals of the 
stocking’s side ribs do not terminate with the same carved horizontal inset, as do those on 
the chairs, but rather transition by melding into the side surface of the leg. Short of simply 
ascribing this to aesthetic choice, perhaps the stouter and longer legs required of a case 
piece were behind the maker’s decision.
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This table is a tough one. It has considerable shallower platforms beneath its’ pad feet, 
but the question is, originally made as such or due to wear? Also, unlike the well 
attributed preceding dressing table, this table utilizes white cedar secondary wood.
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	 This essentially Georgian style dressing table, while lacking most of the carved 
features associated with the group, is attributed to “circle of” by furniture scholar Sumpter 
Priddy. While lacking any yellow pine secondary wood, it does display the elevated, 
bulbous front ring profile pad feet seen on several of the side chairs attributed to the shop. 
Interestingly, the same George II influenced pad feet are a common characteristic seen on 
a well identified group of chairs attributed to Annapolis.

www.mesda.orgemuseum.history.org

http://www.mesda.org
http://emuseum.history.org


46

	 These three examples all have trifid feet with accentuated central toes that are worth 
examining. But in addition to various dissimilarities across the board (i.e. height, flaring, different 
stocking carving above the feet, etc.), and not occurring in tandem with other acknowledged 
traits, the forms are just not quite the same. The central toes, while all sloping to varying 
degrees, don’t curve downward as dramatically at their ends.

www.wiscassetanti
quescenter.com
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	 Charles Belt’s estate listing does not include any reference to secretary bookcases. These 
two examples (and a known third), obviously out of the same shop, can confidently be 
geographically attributed to Eastern Virginia or Central Maryland. Based on one having a 
documented history of ownership in the Berry family of Prince George’s County, Gregory Weidman 
has made a possible attribution to Annapolis, Georgetown, or the area in between. Their tall ogee 
feet relate to a West River Quaker owned chest of drawers from William Elder’s Maryland Queen 
Anne and Chippendale Furniture. Maker-wise, the two possibilities cited are either Charles Belt or 
Gerrard Hopkins, both Quakers. Weidman notes the Philadelphia/Baltimore “duality” of the piece. 
Hopkins, who was born in Anne Arundel County, did train in Philadelphia but opened his shop in 
Baltimore, not Annapolis, upon his return in 1767. Also, as of now, virtually all furniture attributed to 
him is made of mahogany and generally follows a higher urban style.


