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T H E REEVALUATION of the attributions of 
several paintings in the Metropolitan Mu- 
seum's early Netherlandish painting collec- 

tion presents an opportunity to consider a particu- 
lar aspect of the state of research in this field.' New 
information provided by infrared reflectography 
and dendrochronology poses a challenge to long- 
held tenets about the oeuvres of even the most em- 
inent painters of the Northern Renaissance. A cor- 
pus of technical documents has now been assembled 
for some of the major Netherlandish artists (Rogier 
van der Weyden, Robert Campin, Hieronymus 
Bosch, Gerard David, Petrus Christus, Jan van Sco- 
rel, and Lucas van Leyden among them) that pro- 
vides essential insights into their working methods 
and may be used to reconsider basic questions of 
attribution and dating.2 This informed reassess- 
ment of individual works is accompanied by more 
general queries into the production of paintings in 
the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries in the 
Netherlands, particularly with regard to the de- 
mands of the patron class and to the notion of artis- 
tic individuality versus the anonymity of workshop 
production. 

Two recently changed attributions of paintings in 
the Metropolitan Museum's collection compel us to 
address these questions. The authorship of both 
Christ Appearing to His Mother, until recently thought 
to be by Rogier van der Weyden (1399?-1464), and 
The Adoration of the Magi, long considered to be a 
work by Hieronymus Bosch (active by 1480-died 
1516), has been convincingly reevaluated as a result 
of new technical information. 

We now know that Christ Appearing to His Mother 
(Figure 1; originally part of a triptych dedicated to 
the Virgin, the remaining two panels of which are 
still in the Spanish Royal Chapel in Granada) is a 
slightly smaller copy after Rogier's own version of 

?The Metropolitan Museum of Art 1992 
METROPOLITAN MUSEUM JOURNAL 27 

this work (Figure 2), donated by Juan II of Castile 
to the Cartuja of Miraflores in 1445 and found to- 
day in the Gemaldegalerie, Berlin. As recently as 
1979 (in the catalogue of the Brussels exhibition 
"Rogier van der Weyden," as well as in the 1978 Cat- 
alogue of Paintings for the Gemaldegalerie), the 
weight of scholarship was in favor of the attribution 
of the New York-Granada Altarpiece of the Virgin 
to Rogier, relegating the Berlin version to Rogier's 
studio.3 The traditional priority of the Granada- 
New York triptych is linked to its distinguished 
provenance as part of the collection of Queen Isa- 
bella of Castile (1451-1504) and the subsequent do- 
nation of the panels to the Capilla Real in Granada 
after her death. In addition, the extraordinary qual- 
ity and condition of the Berlin triptych was consid- 
erably masked until its recent cleaning and restora- 
tion by the Gemaldegalerie. 

The first significant effort to clarify the relation- 
ship between the two versions of Christ Appearing to 
His Mother came in 1981-82, when an article by 
Rainald Grosshans discussed new information 
about the Berlin painting. He demonstrated that 
certain features of that version reveal Rogier's spe- 
cific handling: clearly evident is his typical brush 
underdrawing style with its hook-ended strokes. 
Furthermore, Grosshans identified adjustments to 
the preliminary design of the painting that are not 
evident in the New York Christ Appearing to His 
Mother.4 Figure 3 shows the infrared reflectogram 
assembly with the changes in the composition made 
more visible through a tracing of the underdrawing 
and the final version of the background cut out. 
Grosshans's arguments, based on the study of the 
Berlin version with infrared reflectography and the 
New York painting with infrared photography, can 
be summarized as follows: while Rogier executed 
the underdrawing found beneath the paint layers of 
the Berlin version, making numerous changes in 
the architecture and figures (their poses and the 
form of their draperies in Figure 3), a copyist ap- 
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Figure 1. Copy after Rogier van der Weyden (1399?-1464), Christ Appearing to His Mother, 
ca. 1484. Oil on panel, 63.5 x 38.1 cm. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Bequest 
of Michael Dreicer, 1921, 1922, 22.60.58 
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Figure 3. Infrared reflectogram assembly of Figure 2, Berlin 
version, with tracing of underdrawing (infrared reflectogra- 
phy by J. R. J. van Asperen de Boer; assembly by G. Schultz) phy by J. R. J. van Asperen de Boer; assembly by G. Schultz) 

parently produced the formulaic and rather weak 
underdrawing of the Metropolitan Museum ver- 
sion, which presents no major compositional adjust- 
ments and instead simply reproduces the surface 
design of the Berlin painting. In addition, Gross- 
hans observed that the Berlin composition's con- 
struction was based on an empirical system of per- 
spective typical of fifteenth-century paintings; the 
artist of the Metropolitan Museum version made ex- 
plicit corrections, particularly in the architecture, in 
order to bring the original design in step with the 
one-point perspective system that became standard 
usage by the end of the fifteenth century.5 

My subsequent study of the Metropolitan paint- 
ing with infrared reflectography, which revealed 
more of the painting's underdrawing than was ap- 
parent in the infrared photograph, confirmed 
Grosshans's hypothesis (Figures 4, 5).6 The under- 
drawing is apparent in the architecture and figure 
of Christ, as well as in the hands and face of the 
Virgin. The draperies of the Virgin were not pene- 
trated by infrared reflectography, indicating that 
the artist used a different, more opaque blue pig- 
ment than was employed in the Berlin version. The 
underdrawing in the Christ figure appears to have 
been executed in two mediums, one a dry, crumbly 
one (probably black chalk) in a rather free sketch, 
and the other in brush or pen that made minor ad- 
justments over it. Neither underdrawing shows Ro- 
gier's characteristic hook-ended strokes. There are 
no significant changes in the composition or fig- 
ures-only slight shifts from the underdrawing to 
the painted layers in contours and in Christ's right 
hand and feet. Based on all of this evidence, it can 
thus be established definitively that the Berlin com- 
position is the primary version and the one in New 
York the replica.7 

But the evidence of the underdrawing alone was 
not sufficient to take the attribution of the painting 
away from Rogier van der Weyden, particularly in 
view of the fact that the two paintings appear so sim- 
ilar. Commenting on the two versions of Christ Ap- 
pearing to His Mother when they were last studied 
side by side in 1947, the Museum's painting conser- 
vator at the time, Murray Pease, remarked that "the 
most important consideration about these paintings 
is that they resemble each other to a degree ap- 
proaching bank notes."8 (Compare Figures 6 with 7 
and 8 with 9.) 

Close comparison of the two paintings today 
through color-slide details and macro photographs 
does reveal some significant differences in tech- 
nique and execution.9 At once most striking are the 
varied mixtures of the red and blue paints used for 
the draperies of Christ and the Virgin. Christ's cloak 
in the Metropolitan version shows an abbreviated 
layering structure with a more thorough mixture of 
red and white pigments to create a rich rose color, 
while in the Berlin painting a deeper, more satu- 
rated red is produced by red glazes built up in mul- 
tiple thin layers. As previously mentioned, the blues 
of the Virgin's drapery also vary in their composi- 
tion, that in the Berlin painting being transparent 
to infrared light and that in the Metropolitan ver- 
sion appearing opaque with infrared reflectogra- 
phy. Like the reds, the blues also differ in the com- 
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plexity of their layering structure; the Metropolitan 
painting shows a simpler structure typical of devel- 
opments in painting technique at the end of the fif- 
teenth century. 

As often happens with the production of copies, 
the lighting system of the Museum's replica exag- 
gerates that of the Berlin painting (compare Figures 
6 and 7). The extremely subtle transitions between 
light and dark areas in Christ's draperies in the Ber- 
lin painting become more sharply defined and 
strongly lit in the drapery folds in the Metropolitan 
version. The copyist modeled the ridges of the folds 
in a manner different from Rogier's, defining them 

Figure 4. Infrared reflectogram assembly of Figure i, MMA 
version, showing detail of Christ figure (photo: M. Ains- 
worth) 

Figure 5. Infrared reflectogram assembly of MMA version 
showing detail of the Virgin (photo: M. Ainsworth) 

with parallel hatching in dark red glazes, a method 
characteristic of painters such as Dieric Bouts in the 
decades after Rogier van der Weyden.'0 Similar ob- 
servations may also be made about the execution of 
the flesh tones in Christ's right hand (compare Fig- 
ures lo and 11). Here the illusionistic three-dimen- 
sional quality of the hand in the Berlin painting 
(Figure io) is achieved by a complicated structure of 
opaque and transparent glaze layers. The illusion is 
lost in the Metropolitan version (Figure 11) where 
the artist's simplified technique of thinner paint lay- 
ers, as well as his less able execution, particularly in 
the rigid drawing of the fingers, flattened the form. 
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Figure 6. Detail of Figure 2 showing the figure of Christ 
(photo: G. Schultz) 

Figure 8. Detail of Figure 2 showing the figure of the 
Virgin (photo: G. Schultz) 

Figure 7. Detail of Figure 1 showing the figure of Christ 

Figure 9. Detail of Figure 1 showing the figure of the 
Virgin 
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Figure lo. Detail of Figure 2 showing Christ's right hand 
(photo: G. Schultz) 

Small details in each painting reveal further dis- 
parities between the two in the specific nature of the 
rendering of subsidiary forms. A striking difference 
in approach is found in the depiction of landscape 
details. Rogier executed his background bushes 
(Figure 10) using regular arclike strokes and a 
schematic dotting of each branch tip with white 
highlights. The copyist (in Figure 1 ) took natural 
observation into account, discriminating between 
branches that ought to appear fully lit and those 
that should be in shadow as a gentle breeze passed 
through them. The increased interest in landscape 
per se developing at the end of the fifteenth century 
must have been a determining factor in regard to 
the execution of the copyist. In addition, Rogier 
painted a metal hook on the doorjamb to receive the 
corresponding sliding bolt on the adjacent door; the 
copyist misunderstood the function of the hard- 
ware, instead painting a square-headed nail on the 
doorjamb of his painting. Though generally very 
close to each other in form, each painting reveals its 
author in the handling of such comparatively insig- 
nificant details. 

Figure 1 . Detail of Figure i showing Christ's right hand 
(photo: K. Luber) 

A final piece of evidence regarding the relation- 
ship between the two paintings was provided by the 
dating of each oak panel by Peter Klein, the ac- 
knowledged expert in dendrochronology.1 Klein's 
research had already shown that the Berlin triptych 
fell well within the dating, as proposed by some 
scholars, to Rogier's early period, about 1435.12 
Klein's subsequent investigation of the Metropolitan 
Museum version indicated that it could not have 
been made much before about 1484, some twenty 
years after Rogier's death.13 The unsettling conclu- 
sion, therefore, must be that the New York-Gra- 
nada triptych was produced by a very talented copy- 
ist, who remains anonymous.14 Though the names 
of two northerners who worked in Spain for Queen 
Isabella-Juan de Flandes and Michel Sittow-have 
been suggested, positive proof is lacking. The artist 
in question most likely produced the Metropolitan 
Museum painting in Spain in the presence of the 
original, for its ground preparation is calcium sul- 
fate, which is commonly used in southern Europe 
(northern ground preparations are made of calcium 
carbonate). 15 
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Figure 12. Style of Hieronymus Bosch (act. by 148-d. 15 16), The Adoration of the Magi, first half of 16th century. Oil on 

panel, 71.1 x 56.5 cm. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, John Stewart Kennedy Fund, 1912, 13.26 
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Figure 13. Hieronymus Bosch, The Adoration of the Magi. Madrid, Museo del 
Prado (photo: Museo del Prado) 
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It is worth pointing out that these results do not 
represent an isolated example, for in the case of the 
two triptychs of the Life of St. John, also attributed to 
Rogier van der Weyden, dendrochronology pointed 
to the same discrepancy.'6 Again, the Berlin Ge- 
maldegalerie version of Rogier's St. John triptych is 
the one that can be dated within the artist's lifetime, 
while the version in Frankfurt (Stadelsches Kunstin- 
stitut und Stadtische Galerie) turns out to be an ex- 
tremely faithful copy from the first decade of the 
sixteenth century. 

It is rather disconcerting to discover that artists of 
this period could so faithfully reproduce not just the 
composition but also the details of the style of an- 
other artist's work. This realization certainly con- 
founds any effort to attach a name to the Metropol- 
itan Museum's Christ Appearing to His Mother. 
Perhaps we can turn this to our advantage by con- 
sidering not the artist's identity but instead the very 
anonymity and the consummate skill of artists 
whose craft superseded any specific artistic identity. 
We have yet to understand fully how these copies 
were made and for what purposes.17 To ignore these 
questions is to thwart further discoveries about ar- 
tistic production in the Netherlands in the late fif- 
teenth and early sixteenth centuries. 

In another recently reevaluated work, the Adora- 
tion of the Magi (Figure 12), long attributed to Bosch, 
certain features of the painting have been in ques- 
tion for some time.'8 The pastiche nature of the 
composition can be recognized in the combination 
of a landscape reminiscent of Bosch's Adoration of the 
Magi (ca. 1510) in the Prado, the two standing kings 
from the Philadelphia Adoration of the Magi (accord- 
ing to Peter Klein, datable ca. 1526, after Bosch's 
death),19 and the Eve type from the Prado's Garden 
of Earthly Delights (ca. 1503-4), who is here cast in 
the role of the Virgin.20 In addition, these elements 
are placed in a perspectival space unlike any found 
elsewhere in Bosch. The incompatibility of the naive 
figure types and the advanced spatial construction 
have caused scholars to vacillate between an early 
and a late date.21 

The recent investigation, in July 1990, of the un- 
derdrawing in the Metropolitan Adoration has cast 
further doubt on an attribution to Bosch. The pre- 
liminary drawing on the ground preparation of the 
painting does not show the hand of Bosch but that 
of an unknown imitator. The style and idiosyncra- 
sies of Bosch's underdrawings have been character- 
ized in studies by Garrido, Van Schoute, and Filedt 
Kok.22 From this body of comparative material, it is 
possible to investigate further and identify specific 

deviations of the underdrawing in the Metropolitan 
painting from the characteristic style found in se- 
curely attributed Bosch paintings. Whereas Bosch 
normally used the underdrawing in his paintings as 
a working drawing, sketching the landscape and fig- 
ures and changing the placement of objects and the 
description of forms from the drawing to the 
painted layers, as seen in the underdrawing of 
the Prado Adoration (Figures 13- 16),23 the painted 
layers of the Metropolitan Museum Adoration (Fig- 
ure 12) follow the drawing closely. When Bosch 
made adjustments, he most often painted the fig- 
ures and forms smaller than the underdrawing sug- 
gests.24 By contrast, the changes in the sleeves of the 
two kings and the profile of the kneeling king in the 
Metropolitan painting show an enlargement of 
these forms in the painting from the underdrawing 
(Figures 17, 18). Bosch's typical underdrawing de- 
scribes the composition fully,25 but the Metropolitan 
painting indicates underdrawing only in the figures. 
A characteristic of Bosch's drawing style is its use of 
short, broken strokes for contours (see Figures 15, 
16); the Metropolitan painting reveals long, unbro- 
ken contour lines, as in the figure of the Virgin (Fig- 
ure 19).26 These observations support an attribution 
not to Bosch himself but to an artist in his orbit. 

The determination of the date, however, is de- 
pendent upon factors in addition to those outlined 
above. The spatial construction of the Metropolitan 
painting suggests a date of about 1520 or later. Ex- 
actly how much later might be indicated by compar- 
ison with information about another version of the 
same composition in the Museum Boymans-van 
Beuningen in Rotterdam (Figure 20).27 Very little of 
the underdrawing of this painting is visible-only 
minimal drawing in the faces of the kings. Also, 
there are no apparent changes in the Rotterdam 
version as there are in the Metropolitan painting 
(such as the angel painted out in the larger of the 
two turret windows or the slight adjustments to the 
contours of forms).28 It might thus be concluded 
from this evidence that the Metropolitan painting 
precedes the Rotterdam version, as it shows to some 
extent an evolving, not totally fixed design. A star- 
tling revelation about these panels, however, con- 
cerns their dendrochronological dates. Peter Klein 
has shown that the Rotterdam painting was made in 
about 1550, more than thirty years after Bosch's 
death.29 The felling date of the tree for the Metro- 
politan panel, however, is about 1472, well within 
Bosch's lifetime.30 

The possible conclusions one might draw from 
the dendrochronological evidence alone is that the 
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Figure 14. Infrared reflectogram assembly of , Prado version, showing a detail of the.. landscape (photo: C. Garrido) 
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Figure 15. Infrared reflectogram assembly of Prado version 
showing a detail of the draperies (photo: C. Garrido) 
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Figure 16. Infrared reflectogram assembly of Prado version 
showing a detail of the shed, including an unpainted head 
(photo: C. Garrido) 

Rotterdam painting is either a later version of the 
Metropolitan painting or, by contrast, that the Met- 
ropolitan version is contemporary with the later 
Rotterdam copy, but simply painted on wood that 
was stored for a longer period of time. In this case, 
dendrochronology seems to give a more definitive 
answer for the Rotterdam painting than for the 
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Metropolitan painting. Although we can be certain 
that the Metropolitan painting is not by Bosch, the 
date it was painted is as yet unclear. Further exami- 
nation of the two works together, a study we hope 
to carry out in the near future, will provide addi- 
tional information and help answer the unresolved 
questions. 

What broader implications can be drawn from the 
changed attributions discussed here? Although 
some doubts concerning the authorship of both the 
Rogierian and Boschian paintings had persisted 
over the years, the relatively late datings for the 
Metropolitan's Christ Appearing to His Mother and the 
Rotterdam Adoration of the Magi were not antici- 
pated. Part of the difficulty in considering these 
questions of chronology is due to modern concepts 
of originality. Our emphasis on unique artistic iden- 
tity has led us to shun copies, automatically elimi- 
nating them from the first rank of prized works of 
art. But now that some of our most prized works 

Figure 17. Infrared reflectogram assembly of Figure 12, 
MMA version, showing a detail of the kneeling king (photo: 
M. Ainsworth) 

Figure 18. Infrared reflectogram assembly of MMA version, 
showing a detail of two standing kings (photo: M. Ains- 
worth) 

have been irrefutably identified as later copies, pro- 
duced in some cases even after the purported artist's 
death, our attention shifts to questions of the 
method of production and the possible meaning of 
these copies in their own time. 

A more positive outlook on what may initially 
seem a dilemma encompasses further discoveries in 
the field of Netherlandish painting. Recent research 
into period contracts and new information about 
the contemporary art market has helped to explain 
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the apparently widespread production of exact cop- 
ies in the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries. 
Jeltje Dijkstra has shown that this period in Flanders 
was characterized by the production of copies after 
the paintings of earlier masters.31 This is clear not 
only from the extant pictures, but also from the pe- 
riod contracts compiled by Dijkstra. In eleven of the 
thirty-one contracts consulted from the fifteenth 
century and twenty-five of forty-eight from the first 
half of the sixteenth century, the commissioned 
work was to be made following the model of an al- 
ready existing one.32 In other words, the patrons 
themselves were a powerful determining influence 
on the practice of copying. Perhaps as a result of 
deeply conservative religious and societal prefer- 
ences, it was not original (and thus unfamiliar) 
works that were desired but ones that had already 
established their value, either from a material or a 
spiritual point of view.33 These notions are a contin- 
uation of prevailing concerns expressed in medieval 
writings. As Jonathan Alexander notes, of greatest 
importance was the value of the actual materials 
used and the technical virtuosity evident in the pro- 
duction of artworks. Little mention is made of any 
premium placed on novel representations.34 The 
example of the Notre-Dame de Grace, thought to be a 
portrait of the Virgin and Child made by St. Luke 
himself, comes readily to mind. In 1454/55 Hayne 
of Bruxelles was commissioned to make twelve cop- 
ies of this Italo-Byzantine icon housed in the cathe- 
dral of Cambrai; Petrus Christus was asked to make 
an additional three in 1454.35 Rogier van der Wey- 
den and Dieric Bouts, among others, also fostered 
the widespread diffusion of adaptations of this par- 
ticular image. 

The Metropolitan Museum's exact copy of Ro- 
gier's Christ Appearing to His Mother represents a per- 
petuation of these medieval and early Renaissance 
ideals. It was not a new representation of the theme, 
but a facsimile that was explicitly desired. Queen Is- 
abella of Castile may have commissioned the copy in 
the late fifteenth century to be made after the trip- 
tych given by her father, Juan II, to the Cartuja of 
Miraflores, for her personal devotional use at any of 
her numerous residences. Other, later adaptations 
of Christ Appearing to His Mother attest to the broader 
popularity of this particular composition.36 

The Bosch copy of The Adoration of the Magi rep- 
resents a different phenomenon, one probably 
more dependent on the requirements of the open 
market. Its conflation of motifs from Bosch paint- 
ings of slightly different periods shows a deliberate 
selection of some of the artist's most characteristic 

features. What confuses the modern observer, dis- 
posed toward seeing a clear and logical progression 
in Bosch's works, is the eclectically composed nature 
of a painting that deviates from the established 
chronological developments of Bosch's oeuvre. The 
awkward conflation of an early figure style with a 
later spatial construction undermines any notion of 
continuity. That artists intentionally chose certain 
popular motifs from different periods and joined 
them in a single work is a late-fifteenth- and early- 
sixteenth-century phenomenon in need of further 
investigation. It is still uncertain whether or not this 
was done simply in response to the collecting pat- 
terns of foreign patrons (as has been suggested in 
the case of Gerard David's Sedano Triptych, a con- 
flation of features of some of the most notable Neth- 
erlandish art from the previous sixty years),37 or 
whether the question of deception or forgery had 
already come into play at this early date. 

r- 

Figure 19. Infrared reflectogram assembly of MMA version, 
showing a detail of the Virgin and Child (photo: M. Ains- 
worth) 
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Specifically in regard to the works of Hieronymus 
Bosch, there is the perplexing account of Felipe de 
Guevara, who in his Comentarios de la pintura (ca. 
1560) called attention to countless forgeries of 
Bosch, "pictures to which he [Bosch] would never 
have thought of putting his hand but which are in 
reality the work of smoke and the short-sighted 
fools who smoked them in fireplaces in order to 
lend them credibility."38 He continues: "That which 
Hieronymus Bosch did with wisdom and decorum 
others did, and still do, without any discretion and 
good judgment."39 Unlike medieval commentators 
who stressed the value of materials and virtuosity in 
execution, de Guevara instead considered the su- 
perior intellect manifest in the work's novelty and 
invention as the indicator of authenticity.40 It is in- 
teresting to note that de Guevara's comments are 
contemporary with the likely production of the Rot- 
terdam Adoration of the Magi (ca. 1550), a factor that 
ought to be taken into account in the reassessment 
of this painting. 

Numerous questions regarding the duplicative 
nature of works of art in the fifteenth and sixteenth 
centuries await study.41 The level of technical exper- 
tise that artists acquired through training in a rig- 
orous craft tradition has not been fully acknowl- 
edged. Our modern preoccupation with the concept 
of originality has perhaps forced us to assign paint- 
ings to rigid categories, such as "prototype" or "rep- 
lica," where they do not properly belong. We have 
not been sufficiently cognizant of images that were 
conceived as multiples from the outset, that is, with 
no primary version intended or consciously pro- 
duced. Furthermore, we too readily assume that 
similar compositions date from the same time, ig- 
noring the continued appeal of certain representa- 
tions over several decades.42 

Before one can begin to answer these questions, 
however, the various types of copies and diverse 
methods of producing them need to be more pre- 
cisely established. This phenomenon of copying 
seen from the point of view of physical production 
has been studied with renewed interest since Taub- 
ert's ground-breaking thesis of 1956 (the portions 
concerning copying techniques were published 
later, in 1975).43 Methods of transferring motifs or 
entire compositions exactly from one drawing or 
painting to another are best revealed by infrared re- 
flectography-be they by pouncing, tracing, sten- 
cils, or other techniques. From the evidence of the 
underdrawing, it becomes clear which portions of 
the composition were fixed and which were variable. 
For example, in certain works by Isenbrandt, one 

finds that the figures are transferred from a 
pounced design, while the setting is freely sketched 
directly on the panel (see the Virgin and Child in the 
Alte Pinakothek, Munich, and a Virgin and Child 
exhibited at Colnaghi's, New York, in 1983).44 In 
other cases, as with Gerard David's Milk-Soup Ma- 
donna paintings, one finds that multiple versions of 
the same composition have a common origin in the 
same cartoon-that is to say, they were apparently 
conceived from the outset as identical objects for 
sale on the open market.45 

A thorough study of versions of the same com- 
position through both infrared reflectography and 
dendrochronology will clarify not only the method 
of duplication but also the period of time over 
which there was a sustained interest in the same 
composition. The Metropolitan Museum copy after 
Dieric Bouts's Mater Dolorosa, for example, is notable 
for two reasons. With only minor adjustments, its 
pounced underdrawing precisely follows the brush 
underdrawing in a Mater Dolorosa (now in the Art 
Institute of Chicago) probably produced in the 
workshop of Dieric Bouts after a design made by 
the master himself.46 Peter Klein's dendrochrono- 
logical date for the Metropolitan Museum copy is 
about 1525, attesting to the long-standing popular- 
ity of this particular image.47 

With further research we may be able to gather 
specific evidence supporting a hypothesis that cer- 
tain artists basically cornered the market on partic- 
ular compositions-that their workshops were 
known as the distribution centers of particular the- 
matic representations.48 One thinks of the many ex- 
tant versions of Joos van Cleve's Holy Family, for ex- 
ample, or of Gerard David's Milk-Soup Madonna and 
Rest on the Flight into Egypt compositions. If this is the 
case, we might wonder whether the personal iden- 
tity of the artist is superseded by the image known 
to have come from his shop. How then might we 
reconsider long-standing evaluative criteria such as 
"originality," "quality," and "genius"? How uni- 
formly would these notions have been embraced by 
either the fifteenth- and sixteenth-century patrons 
or the artists themselves? 

We are only just beginning to ask questions about 
the influence of the art market on fifteenth- and six- 
teenth-century Flemish painting.49 It is through 
continued joint study of both archival material and 
the actual physical methods of producing the paint- 
ings that we will arrive at a clearer picture of artistic 
production of the Northern Renaissance. 

If we come back to our original problem of the 
Rogierian painting Christ Appearing to His Mother, we 
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might well ask, "If it was good enough for Queen 
Isabella of Castile, shouldn't it be good enough for 
us?" Momentarily postponing the obvious answer 
could be most instructive, especially keeping in 
mind the object as it presents itself to us now: a 
nearly exact copy of a masterpiece by Rogier van 
der Weyden, with a superior provenance and an ex- 
traordinarily compelling presence, but no secure at- 
tribution. 

This essay perhaps raises as many questions as 
it answers. It is meant as a statement of where we 
now stand in our efforts to reconstruct the complex 
and unfamiliar ways in which fifteenth- and early- 
sixteenth-century artists and patrons understood 
the art they made and used. It is hoped that the is- 
sues raised here will stimulate further research into 
these intriguing problems. 
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