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Räume. Sie sind nicht katalogisiert, aber in 

einem Aufsatz von Claudia Horbes gründlich 

behandelt worden. Weitere Aufsätze zur Fay­

ence- und Glasherstellung in Brandenburg- 

Preußen haben Horst Mauter und Dedo von 

Kerßenbrock-Krosigk beigesteuert.

Mitarbeiter der Ausstellungsabteilung der Stif­

tung Preußischer Kulturbesitz haben die Folge 

der Räume so gestaltet, daß jeder wie in einer 

barocken Enfilade einen eigenen Klang erhal­

ten hat, das Ganze aber doch als eine Einheit 

empfunden wurde. Eintönigkeit, die sich bei 

gleichartigen Objekten leicht einstellt, wurde 

vermieden. Gleich beim Eintritt war man fas­

ziniert vom festlichen Blau-Weiß-Klang der 

Fayencen mit dem einzigartigen Kabarett aus 

Schloß Oranienburg in der Mitte. Darauf 

folgte ein vom Glas beherrschter Raum. Wenn 

auch die Spannung dieses Anfanges nicht bis 

zuletzt durchgehalten werden konnte, so ist 

dennoch die gesamte Ausstellung als eine 

geglückte Komposition zu würdigen. Ge­

schickt begleiteten die Tapisserien die farb­

lich immer reicher werdende Orchestrierung 

der Fayencen. Diese ästhetische Wirkung ver­

band sich mit einer didaktischen, denn die 

Entwicklungsschritte von der Spätzeit des 

Großen Kurfürsten bis zur Frühzeit des Solda­

tenkönigs ließen sich leicht nachvollziehen. In 

der Fayence bestanden sie vor allem in der 

Lösung des experimentierfreudigen Cornelius 

Funcke aus der von Delft geprägten Tradition 

von Gerhard Molin, seiner Witwe und von 

Gerhard Wolbeer.

Wenn Ausstellungen nicht nur der Belehrung 

des Publikums, sondern auch ihrer Organisa­

toren dienen würden, wäre viel bewirkt. Die 

Veranstaltung des Kunstgewerbemuseums mit 

ihrem soliden wissenschaftlichen Fundament 

konnte so durchgeführt werden, weil das 

Kunstgewerbe im Windschatten des Kunstaus­

stellungsgewerbes mit seiner Windmacherei 

steht. Sich gegen diesen Zug der Zeit zu stem­

men ist schwer, aber das Fach Kunstgeschichte 

sollte sich anstrengen, Wissenschaftlichkeit 

und Breitenwirkung zu verbinden, weil nur so 

die mehr und mehr bezweifelte Unentbehrlich­

keit der Disziplin bewiesen werden kann.

Helmut Börsch-Supan

Misplaced ‘Genius’

Genie ohne Namen - Der Meister des Bartholomäus-Altars

Exhibition catalogue (Wallraf-Richartz-Museum, Cologne, 9.5. - 20.S.200p, ed. by Rainer

Budde and Roland Krischel. Cologne, DuMont 2001. 568 pp., incl.num. b.&w. ills and col. pls. 

ISBN 3-7701-5299-9/3-7701-5300-6 (Museum edition).

Das Stundenbuch der Sophia van Bylant

ed. by Rainer Budde and Roland Krischel, Cologne, Verlag Locher 2.001, 264 pp., incl. num.

b.&w.  ills and col. pls. ISBN 3-930054-43-4.

Cologne celebrated the opening of the new 

building for the Wallraf-Richartz-Museum 

with an exhibition dedicated to one of the 

most fascinating painters of late medieval 

Europe, the anonymous Master of the St. 

Bartholomew Altarpiece (PI. 1). Unlike the 

Jubilee exhibition of 1961, which presented 

the same painter in conjunction with the 

Master of the Aachen Altarpiece, this show 

promised to concentrate on a single master’s 

oeuvre, production methods and provenance. 

In consequence, the extraordinarily weighty 

catalogue (kg 2.78) of the exhibition was not 

designed to accompany the visitor, but con-
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PL i

SS John and Margaret, 

left wing,

St. Bartholomew

Altarpiece.

Alte Pinakothek, 

Munich (BStGS)

ceived as a comprehensive reference book, a The exhibition presented itself as a beguiling 

‘Handbuch zum Bartholomäusmeister’ (Bud- show of late medieval artefacts, a glittering, 

de and Knschel, pp. io-ii). skilfully lit display of 142 objects, including
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small paintings, prints, manuscripts, sculptures, 

bookbindings, documents, seals, jewels, vest- 

ments, and even a suit of Augsburg armour. 

Among this visual richess of mainly Nether- 

landish provenance could also be found 18 

paintings attributed to the Bartholomew 

Master or his workshop and a techniques 

display. However, of the 9 exhibited paintings 

that are catalogued as from the master’s own 

hand, only 6 were more than fragments and of 

undisputed attribution, 4 from the Wallraf- 

Richartz-Museum (cats 1, 60, 62, 82) and two 

lent by Nurenberg (cat. 47) and Mainz (cat. 

149) respectively. (Two of the exhibits were 

head fragments (cats 101-102) from lost paint­

ings. The Mass of St. Gregory from Trier differs 

through pale tonality and soft brushwork 

from autograph works and is plausibly ascribed 

to the workshop, for instance in R. Budde, 

Köln und seine Maler 1300-1500, Cologne 

1986, pp. 139-141.) In view of the fact that no 

further significant Ioans could be obtained for 

the exhibition, not even a wing from the 

eponymous altarpiece in Munich from which 

all other paintings are attributed to the artist, 

it might have been wiser — and more accurate 

— to characterise the exhibition as a ‘work in 

context’ display centred around paintings by 

the Bartholomew Master from the museum 

collection. As such, the exhibition could have 

been designed to engage more than the eye. 

To control this large show and achieve the 

desired focus on the Bartholomew Master, the 

curator could have used explanatory boards in 

each room. As it was, the uninitiated visitor 

was obliged to peruse 142 small labels to iden- 

tify the 18 attributed works (a leaflet, briefly 

describing 9 works by the Bartholomew 

Master and acknowledging him as a Cologne 

painter, was available only in the bookshop). 

No guidance was available about the given 

name and presumed career of the artist. Nor 

was it'always obvious why all the 124 context 

exhibits were deemed relevant, although many 

were certainly important and of great scholarly 

interest. A large wall-board in each room, 

featuring the Bartholomew Master’s work

Pl. 2. Portrait of a Man. Wallraf-Richartz- 

Museum, Cologne (Rhein. Bildarchiv) 

there and pointing to evidence sought from 

adjacent exhibits, would have allowed the 

visitors to follow the discussion about the pre­

sumed Utrecht provenance of the painter or the 

suggested sources of his art. Even the problems 

posed by a magnificent array of manuscripts 

with diverse styles of Illumination yet similar 

border decorations could have been better 

appreciated by the visitors, had a display board 

informed them about the division of labour in 

manuscript production. Much interest might 

also have been aroused had the reasons for 

demotions to the workshop, or for the curator’s 

expulsion of the Portrait of a Man (cat. 51; P/. 2) 

from the master’s oeuvre, been rehearsed with 

a small panel display. By means of such Infor­

mation, the exhibition could have stimulated 

the mind as well as the eye.

However, a dedicated perusal of the large, 

well-illustrated catalogue will reward amateur 

and scholar alike with some detailed and
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informed discussion, even though the 24 

essays concentrate largely on works from the 

Wallraf-Richartz-Museum. This befits the 

actual scope of the exhibition, but hardly 

provides a reference book on the master. For 

such a publication one would expect at least a 

technical, stylistic and iconographic analysis 

of all his autograph works, incorporating re- 

search available from other institutions and 

from salient publications. Moreover, the brief 

catalogue entries, with photographs for the 30 

exhibited and unexhibited works firmly attri- 

buted in this vohime to the Bartholomew 

Master or his workshop, are dispersed among 

the 154 entries in apparently random order, 

thus rendering this part of the book also of 

limited use to the scholar.

The Bartholomew Master has hitherto been 

considered as an artist with a possible pro- 

venance from Utrecht, but likely to have 

served his apprenticeship in Cologne where he 

was thought to have presided over a work­

shop from c. 1480 to c. 1510. Instead, the 

catalogue jacket proclaims the painter as ‘one of
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PI. 4 

Adoration ofthe Kings. 

Detail. Alte Pinakothek, 

Munich (BStGS)

the last great representatives of that Nether- 

landish painting style which one connects with 

the names of Jan van Eyck, Robert Campin 

and Rogier van der Weyden’ and claims that 

circumstantial evidence suggests that his 

workshop was situated in or around Utrecht, 

a view supported in the curator’s survey essay 

(p. 22). It was also endorsed by the exhibition 

itself, which juxtaposed mainly Netherlandish 

artefacts with the Bartholomew master’s paint- 

ings, eschewing to show any painting from 

Cologne to test the novel proposition. It is there- 

fore the more surprising that the background 

essays commissioned for the catalogue exclu- 

sively feature late medieval Cologne, its political, 

ecclesiastical and social conditions, its guild 

regulations, and its musical life. If the Bartho­

lomew Master’s workshop was deemed to be 

situated in or near Utrecht, apparently oblig- 

ing even his most prominent Cologne patron, 

Peter Rinck, to send his panels there for paint­

ing (Krischel, p. 22), these catalogue essays 

on Contemporary Cologne must be considered 

irrelevant. Instead, one might reasonably 

expect to find in this volume a detailed discus- 

sion concerning the conditions and habits pre- 

valent in Utrecht at the time, but not a single 

essay is dedicated to that city.

Nor do the essayists agree with the notion of a 

Netherlandish workshop, even though an
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PL y Symphorosa and her Sons, St. Thomas 

Altarpiece. Wallraf-Richartz-Museum, Cologne 

(Rhein. Bildarchiv)

PL 6 St. Peter, Gabriel, Holy Cross Altarpiece.

Wallraf-Richartz-Museum, Cologne (Rhein. Bild­

archiv)
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Utrecht provenance has long been suggested 

for the Bartholomew Master in view of his 

contribution to the Book of Hours of Sophia 

van Bylant of 1475 (cat. 1), and his depiction 

of a Netherlandish manuscript in a much later 

work (cat. 149). The Book of Hours is now 

the subject of a companion volume to the cata- 

logue in which the researchers confirm the 

artist’s presence in Utrecht around 1475. 

Nonetheless, there is considerable evidence to 

suggest that he neither trained in that region 

nor maintained a workshop there after 1480 

(the evidence has most recently been summarized 

in B. Corley, Painting and Patronage in Cologne 

1300-1500, Turnhout 2000, pp. 219-254). 

Kemperdick and Weniger plausibly propose 

that the undated Utrecht paintings that are 

said to have influenced the artist are more 

likely to have been painted by his followers 

(p. 30) and they conclude their perceptive 

investigation of the early work and style of the 

artist with the firm assertion that the painter 

‘is closely connected to the Cologne tradition 

and can be assumed to have been trained in the 

cathedral city’ (p. 40). Nürnberger, investig- 

ating the production methods and under- 

drawing technique of the painter, deduces that 

his ‘meticulous working method undoubtedly 

has its precursors in Cologne, and is most 

closely related to that of Stefan Lochner’; she 

proceeds to suggest two particular workshops 

that could have provided the Bartholomew 

Master’s training in Cologne (pp. 158-159). 

Schaefer, Frohnert, Klinkhammer and Stein­

büchel conclude their important report on a 

technical examination of the master’s paint­

ings in the Wallraf-Richartz-Museum and 

other Cologne works by declaring the Bartho­

lomew Master an ‘exceptionally gifted and 

accomplished Cologne painter’ (p. 134).

Nor is this the only discrepancy. In the 

manuscript volume we are correctly reminded 

that the date of 1475, inscribed in the Flagella- 

tion page, has been ‘confirmed by scientific 

means’ (Stundenbuch, Budde and Krischel, p. 

7), but in his summary of the catalogue the

Pl. 7 Underdrawing of an Angel. Baptism of 

Christ. National Gallery, Washington (infrared 

reflectogram by Molly Faries) 

same author considers dating the manuscript 

to ‘the beginning or middle of the 1480s’ 

(Krischel, p. 18). He suggests the ‘Marian 

Altarpiece’ (cats 29, 33, 39 and 40) as the 

earliest surviving work, ‘possibly produced 

when still a journeyman’ (p. 9), despite the 

fact that Allen and Szafran were able to 

demonstrate that the panels differ in size, 

underdrawing style and surface appearance, 

and are unlikely to have come from one altar- 

piece (p. 142). Nürnberger enlarges on this, 

stating that the underdrawing style of the Tos 

Angeles paintings (cat. 33) points to a different 

‘hand or even workshop’ (p. 154). Even then, 

the Paris Nativity and Munich Adoration (cats 

29 and 39; Pl. 3 and 4) show such differences 

in the skill of integrating the figures, and in 

depicting texture and light, that only the 

Munich panel can be considered a completely 

autograph work.

Equally confusing is the Statement that the 

Adoration page of the manuscript is ‘demon- 

strably by another hand’ (Krischel, p. 18). It
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PL 8

Virgin with SS Adrian 

and Augustine. Hessi­

sches Landesmuseum, 

Darmstadt (Museum)

has long been recognised that the design 

depends, possibly at the request of the patron, 

on a Schongauer print (cat. 17) which was 

copied with subtle changes in the number of 

figures, figure canon, facial expressions and 

background design. Such prints frequently 

provided patterns for miniaturists and among 

the numerous prints exhibited were a number 

identified by Mrass as further sources for the 

same manuscript (Stundenbuch, pp. 187-2.01). 

Furthermore, close examination had revealed 

that the Adoration ‘differs only by the use of a 

different punch’ [-size] from other miniatures 

by the Bartholomew Master, ‘apart from that, 

the miniature shows no peculiarities in mater- 

ials or painting technique’ (Oltrogge, Hahn 

and Fuchs, Stundenbuch, p. 10).

The Bartholomew Master’s paintings exhibit 

an ever mcreasing confidence and precision in 

his detailed, creative underdrawing and versatile
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PL 9

Mystic Marriage of 

St. Agnes. German.

Nationalmuseum, 

Nuremberg (Museum)

painting style. This enabled Nürnberger to 

establish a plausible sequence for his ceuvre, 

placing for instance the Baptism (cat. 97) 

among the earliest surviving works (‘shortly 

after 1485’), the St Thomas Altarpiece (cat. 

82) among paintings of the early 1490s and 

the Holy Cross Altarpiece (cat. 62) ‘around 

1500’ (U. Nürnberger, ‘Some observations 

regarding the chronology of the oeuvre of the 

Master of the St Bartholomew Altarpiece’, 

Colloque X, Louvain 1995, pp. 67-76; eadem 

2001, pp. 151-159). This thesis is supported 

by obvious improvements in design that 

finally led to a convincing spatial solution in 

the St. Bartholomew Altarpiece (cat. 140). 

Krischel, however, allows no development in 

the master’s technique and expertise and, 

contrary to accepted methodology, interprets 

small corrections in the freehand drawing, or 

repeated use of patterns, as evidence of the 

involvement of a workshop hand. This 

induces him to date the four large altarpieces 

to within one decade, thus creating ‘workshop 

pressure’ that supposedly delayed the comple- 

tion of the St. Thomas Altarpiece until c.1495- 

1500, after finishing the Holy Cross Altar­

piece and before the ‘hurried’ underdrawing 

for the Baptism was undertaken, ‘possibly’ 
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with the ‘help of a journeyman’ (pp. 20-21). It 

is difficult to envisage the circumstances that 

could have induced the meticulous master to 

‘delay’ and ‘hastily complete’ the large and 

costly altarpiece destined for the city’s most 

prestigious Institution. Nor can one ignore the 

improved design in the Holy Cross Altarpiece, 

effected in the wings, for instance, by intro- 

ducing a more plausible spatial setting for the 

polychrome figures. On the reverse of the 

wings, in the St Thomas Altarpiece, a cramped 

group of grisaille figures (PL 5) imitate sculp- 

ture in the traditional Netherlandish männer, 

whereas in the Holy Cross Altarpiece innovat­

ive and complex Creations (PL 6) inspired by 

carved narratives are crafted convincingly and 

with ‘more finely nuanced grisaille’ (p. 130). 

Moreover, the detailed underdrawing of the 

Baptism shows all the characteristics of the 

master’s own hand (p. 152 and passim), as 

does — despite the slightly rubbed condition 

of the painting — the meticulous brushwork 

(PI. 7). The unusual colour indications in the 

underdrawing of the large Baptism panel are 

more likely to have been inserted for the 

review of the patron than as instructions to a 

journeyman, particularly as none of the 

obvious workshop paintings (such as cats 77 

and 123) carry any colour indications. Besides, 

fashions depicted in this painting were re- 

placed around 1490 by those shown in the St. 

Thomas Altarpiece (Urban, p. 207).

The dates newly proposed in the catalogue are 

not included in the table (pp. 186-191) that 

lists dates suggested for the Bartholomew 

Master’s works by earlier authors. The table 

helpfully includes the results obtained from 

dendrochronological examination (Klein, pp. 

192-194), but displays a mix of numbers and 

quotes which is neither helpful nor always 

accurate. (See, for instance, the entry in the 

table for cat. 77, Corley: ‘copy of Kat. Nr. 75 

[workshop]’, which neither constitutes a date 

nor a quote, as it misrepresents Corley’s 

analysis of the differences between the two 

works. 19 precise dates should have been cited 

instead; see Corley, pp. 313-318). The propen- 

sity to consider works with corrections in the 

underdrawing as executed either by the work­

shop or with notable workshop participation, 

has affected a number of works (cats 39, 59, 

82, 97, 103, 104, 113, 140).

It would have been very helpful to see the visual 

evidence and reasoning on which these judge- 

ments were based. In the case of the Virgin 

with Saints Adrian and Augustine (cat. 104; 

PL 8), for instance, Nürnberger (pp. 152-153) 

plausibly argues that the underdrawing is 

likely to be a rapid freehand notation with 

instant corrections that follows a detailed 

design drawing. She notes that the under­

drawing is similar to that of the Mystic Mar- 

riage of St Agnes (cat. 47, PL 9), as is the 

surface appearance. Unaccountably, in the 

catalogue the Virgin with Saints is attributed 

to the workshop and linked to an Utrecht 

painter of different style, tonality and technique 

(cat. 50); the Mystic Marriage is considered an 

autograph work. In this context, a discussion 

of the envisaged workshop Organisation, 

together with a translation of the relevant 

guild regulations of 1449, might usefully have 

replaced the repetition of the general survey of 

all surviving guild regulations (Schaefer, pp. 

108-117), which is available elsewhere.

In the case of the Portrait of a Man (cat. 51), 

an examination of the underdrawing of the 

panel (Sander, p. 172) and observations on the 

modelling of the hand (Schaefer, Frohnert, 

Klinkhammer and Steinbüchel, p. 122) caused 

the author’s plausible concern about the Status 

of the painting. However, before expulsion of 

the portrait from the master’s ceuvre and unre- 

liable attribution to the painter of cat. 50 (Kri- 

schel, p. 354), contrary indications should 

also have been considered. Among these are 

the similarities to the underdrawing style of 

the Paris Adoration and the Bylant Book of 

Hours (Nürnberger, p. 153), and the fact that 

paint loss in the hand has revealed a shading 

technique that is not only used by the Utrecht 

painter (cat. 50) but can be observed in a num­
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ber of works by the Bartholomew Master (as 

in the hands of Alexis and of the Virgin in the 

Holy Cross Altarpiece). Here and elsewhere 

the effects of restorations should also have 

been brought into consideration. Unfortunately, 

the announced Symposium that might have 

shed light on some of these problems was can- 

celled.

Scholars will find the manuscript volume 

exemplary both in academic scope and in 

presentation. However, the huge main catalogue 

fails to fulfil its stated purpose and those who 

attempt to use it as a reference volume do so 

at their peril. In trying to get some basic Infor­

mation from the curator’s catalogue entries 

and summary essay, they may remain unaware 

that the theses presented there are frequently 

speculative and are not supported by the 

research findings in the same volume. Through 

careful examination of the evidence these 

scholars confirm the Bartholomew Master as 

a painter who may have originally come from 

Utrecht but trained in Cologne. He had his 

own workshop in Cologne from around 1480. 

He is shown as influenced both by indigenous 

and Netherlandish models, which he adapted 

creatively for his idiosyncratic designs, executed 

in meticulous, yet inventive, technique and in 

exquisite colours. He showed a perceptive 

understanding of the human condition that 

placed his art at the threshold of the Renais­

sance. But the notion that he cynically ‘played 

with what he did not believe any longer’ 

(Krischel, p. 17) in his works for a deeply reli- 

gious patron, and in a town that remained 

firmly catholic and proscribed any lack of 

propriety in rehgious representation (Schmid, 

p. 64, note 70), must rest with the many other 

unsubstantiated assertions introduced in this 

volume.

Brigitte Corley

R. Ward Bissell

Artemisia Gentileschi and the Authority of Art, Critical Reading 

and Catalogue Raisonne

Vniversity Park/PA, The Pennsylvania State University Press 1999. XXIV, 446 S., 27 Farbtaf, 

257 sw/Abb. ISBN 0-271-01787-2

Als Ward Bissell 1968 seinen Aufsatz »Artemi­

sia Gentileschi - A New Documented Chrono- 

logy« (in: The Art Bulletin L, 1968, S. 153- 

168) veröffentlichte, war diese Künstlerin 

noch beinahe unerforscht. B., der wesentliche 

Quellen fand (u. a. Geburtsdatum und Hei­

ratsdokument), stellte, basierend auf Zu­

schreibungen von Roberto Longhi (in: L’Arte 

XIX 1916, S. 245-314) und Alfred Moir (The 

Italian Followers of Caravaggio, 1967), em 

GZuvre von rund 30 Gemälden zusammen und 

erschloß eine Künstlerentwicklung, die die 

Werke in den Rahmen von Artemisias beweg­

tem Leben zwischen Rom, Florenz, Venedig, 

Neapel und London einfügte. In dem nun vor­

liegenden Buch, das die Krönung seiner rund 

35 Jahre währenden Auseinandersetzung mit 

der Malerin darstellt, ist Artemisias Werk auf 

57 Bilder angestiegen. Schon seinem Aufsatz 

von 1968 hatte B. einen Anhang mit Abschrei­

bungen und verlorenen Werken beigefügt. 

Auch bei diesen beiden Werkgruppen haben 

sich Veränderungen ergeben: im Buch ist die 

Anzahl der fälschlich zugeschriebenen Werke 

von 15 auf 42 angewachsen, die der verlore­

nen Werke von 25 auf 108(!).

Das große Verdienst von B.s Monographie 

besteht also in seinem Catalogue raisonne, der 

die sorgfältige Forschungsarbeit des Autors 

widerspiegelt und für die weitere Forschung 

eine leicht zu handhabende, wertvolle Aus­

gangsbasis bildet. Hinzu kommen ein einlei­
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