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Foreword

In announcing the 1938 opening of The Metropolitan
Museum of Art’s new branch museum devoted to
medievalart,the New York Herald-Tribuneacclaimed
The Cloisters as “a new beauty spot for New Yorkers
... a medieval shrine in a Manhattan setting.” The
mastery with which modern and medieval architec-
tural elements were combined to create this unique
environment for the exhibition of medieval works
of art was lauded by The New York Timesas reflecting
“rare scholarly, imaginative, [and] creative skill.”
Now, fifty-four years later, The Cloisters continues
to fulfill both these roles: it is at once a place of
tranquillity and beauty as well as an active center
of scholarship. From its inception, with the founding
gift by John D. Rockefeller, Jr., of George Gray
Barnard’s collection, Rockefeller’s later bequest of
the magnificent Unicorn Tapestries, and his generous
financial support, The Cloisters has been distin-
guished by the remarkable quality of the works of
art it houses. Significant recent acquisitions, ranging
from a group of Langobardic reliefs to the radiant
panels of Austrian stained glass from the fourteenth-
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century castle chapel at Ebreichsdorf, attest to its
continuing vitality. The Cloisters Collection is ever
expanding—ever enriching visitors’ perspectives of
medieval art.

The present volume of essays published in honor
of The Cloisters’ Fiftieth Anniversary continues in
this tradition, demonstrating both the breadth of The
Cloisters Collection and the truly international
character of scholarly exchange. Many organizations
and individuals have shared in supporting both the
symposium and the production of this volume,
including The Samuel H. Kress Foundation, The
Louis and Anne Abrons Foundation, Abby R.
Simpson, The Marilyn M. Simpson Charitable Trust,
and a very generous anonymous donor. With the
publication of these papers in honor of The Cloisters
we hope to pay tribute to the legacy of scholarly
achievement over the past fifty years and, more
importantly, to spur new and provocative research.

Philippe de Montebello
Director






Preface
THE 1.CM.A. AND THE CLOISTERS

The close affiliation between The Cloisters and the
International Center of Medieval Art goes back nearly
thirty-five years, to the very origins of the Center,
which began in 1952 as the Centre International
d’Etudes Romanes.! In 1956 Eugéne Benoit Gentil,
President of the C.LE.R. and an international
businessman who was the administrator of the well-
known Saint-Gobain glass company and president
of the New York branch of the French Chamber of
Commerce, decided to internationalize the orga-
nization by establishing affiliates in other countries.
He transformed the American Committee of the
French organization into the International Center of
Romanesque Art (I.C.RA.), “la section nord
américaine du C.LER.”

The original purpose of the new American Center
was modest: cultural tourism. It was led by a pair
of honorary chairs: James J. Rorimer, Curator of
Medieval Art and Director of The Cloisters, and His
Excellency M. Henri Bonnet. As was true of the
C.LER., membership included prominent business-
men, scholars, and museum directors. By the 1960s
the Center gradually became a more exclusively
scholarly organization, jointly sponsoring with The
Cloisters occasional lectures by American and
European scholars. In 1961 some of its scholar
members (including James Rorimer and Meyer
Schapiro) attempted to launch a Census of Roman-
esque Art in the United States, whose published
catalogue was to concentrate at first on the so-called
minor arts, today’s ars sacra, the photographs for
which were to be housed at the Institute of Fine
Arts. Regrettably, that project seems to have withered
on the vine. However, in 1963 the Center first issued
a bulletin entitled Gesta, dedicated to “general
aspects” of Romanesque art.

Soon thereafter the I.C.RA. members decided to
expand their scope to include the Gothic period.
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By January 1966, the Center’s name had been legally
changed to the International Center of Medieval Art.
By then Gesta began to appear twice a year and
it published articles by scholars from the United
States and Europe. The following year Professor
Walter Cahn launched the Census of Romanesque
Sculpture in American Collections; its installments
have appeared in Gesta and are now nearing
completion.

It was the jet-setting George Nebolsine, one of
the founders of the International Center of
Romanesque Art, who helped convince Thomas P. F.
Hoving, then a Curator of Medieval Art at The
Cloisters, to take over the leadership of the
International Center and to transfer its formal
headquarters from the Institute of Fine Arts to The
Cloisters. This move took place in 1969. Today, the
office of the .CMA. remains at The Cloisters, and,
thanks to the generosity of William Wixom, its space
was recently expanded.

This collaboration has resulted in a remarkable
series of joint ventures. Except for the “Renaissance
of the Twelfth Century” exhibition and symposium
held in Providence in 1969, which the Center
cosponsored with Brown University, it is with The
Cloisters that the L.CM.A. has cooperated in the
following activities: the symposium for “The Year
1200” exhibition held in 1970; public lecture series
in 1971 and 1973, organized by the I.C.M.A. and held
at the Museum; the “Paradisus Claustralis” sympo-
sium at The Cloisters in 1972 (the papers published
in Gesta in 1973); the “Secular Spirit” symposium
held in conjunction with the exhibition at The
Cloisters and chaired by Harry Bober; a symposium,
again organized by Harry Bober, in conjunction with
the “Treasures of Early Irish Art” exhibition of 1977-
78; a special double issue of Gesta published in
1979 in conjunction with “The Age of Spirituality”



exhibition of 1977-78. In 1981, in connection with
the exhibition at The Cloisters, the [.C.M.A.
cosponsored with Columbia University a symposium
on “Abbot Suger and Saint-Denis” (its papers were
edited by Paula Gerson and published by the
Metropolitan Museum); in 1982 the exhibition of
the Raymond Pitcairn collection at The Cloisters, an
accompanying conference, and a catalogue written
by Jane Hayward of The Cloisters and Walter Cahn;
and, most recently, in 1988, the jointly sponsored
symposium celebrating the fiftieth anniversary of
The Cloisters.

So clearly rooted in its past association, the success
and international prestige of the L.CMA. can only
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continue to grow through sustained interaction and
cooperation with The Cloisters. Thus, the L.CM.A.
is pleased and honored to cosponsor this volume
of papers by symposium participants and staff of
the Medieval Department and The Cloisters to
commemorate The Cloisters’ fiftieth anniversary.

W. Eugene Kleinbauer
Past President, International
Center of Medieval Art

Note

1. See Francois Bucher, “Semper Resurget: Analecta of the
International Center of Medieval Art,” Gesta 25/2 (1986),
pp. 167-70, for an account of the early history of the LCMA.



Preface

The Fiftieth Anniversary of The Cloisters in 1988
witnessed a number of special commemorative
events. Particularly important for the visiting public
was the spring celebration of the enlargement and
reinstallation of the museum’s Treasury, made
possible through the generosity of Héléne and
Michel David-Weill, and a complete relabeling of
all works of art throughout the building. The
international scholarly symposium, jointly sponsored
by the International Center of Medieval Art, was the
culminating event of the anniversary year. Over 650
scholars, students, and members of the public
gathered in the Grace Rainey Rogers Auditorium at
The Metropolitan Museum of Art on October 21 and
22, 1988, to hear the presentation of papers by
distinguished medievalists. The present volume, also
jointly sponsored by the International Center of
Medieval Art, publishes these papers, together with
additional contributions by members of the Museum
staff.

The Cloisters is renowned for its extraordinary
collection of European art of the Middle Ages. There,
architectural elements and ensembles, stained glass,
tapestries, sculpture, furniture, and objects from
church treasuries are united in a harmonious and
evocative setting. While these works represent the
artistic creation of more than eight centuries, the
collection’s main emphasis is on Romanesque and
Gothic objects dating from the twelfth through the
early sixteenth centuries. Thus it is appropriate that
the keynote articles present significant aspects of
the vast research conducted in these areas over the
past fifty years. The history, development, and
character of The Cloisters as a museum of medieval
art in the New World are the focus of two articles,
one by a French colleague, the other by an American
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medievalist and Curator Emeritus of the Metropolitan
Museum’s staff. Although written from different
perspectives, both articles testify to the integral part
The Cloisters has played in the study of medieval
art in the last half century. Not the least of this has
been in its distinguished history of exhibitions and
symposia. Another aspect of this role has been
determined by the development of the collection
itself. The largest group of essays, then, focuses on
individual objects in The Cloisters Collection. These
studies analyze their subjects by using a variety of
methods. Several articles set forth the state of research
on a particular subject and reformulate key but still
open questions. Early and recent historical back-
grounds are aired. New or refined attributions,
enriched stylistic and iconographical understand-
ings, reinterpretations of original contexts, compo-
sitions, patronage, and functions have profoundly
enhanced our perception of these works of art.
Collectively, these contributions demonstrate the
vitality of medieval studies. In reading over the
essays, it is particularly gratifying to see the clear
interdependence and cooperation of many of the
scholars, as evidenced in the frequent acknowledg-
ments that appear in the notes.

This leads to my own acknowledgments. Mary B.
Shepard first proposed a symposium as a fitting
tribute to The Cloisters Anniversary and was key in
the organization of both the symposium and this
volume. We are most fortunate that Elizabeth C.
Parker agreed to serve as the editor of the published
essays. She was tireless and perceptive in her reading,
and all the essays have benefited significantly from
her suggestions. Deep gratitude is also due to John
O'Neill, Barbara Burn, Teresa Egan, and Georgette
Felix of the Editorial Department and their staff; to



Lisa Nolan, for assistance in preparing several
typescripts and in securing needed photographs.
Profound thanks also go to Michelle Biondi, Barbara
Drake Boehm, Lisbeth Castelnuovo-Tedesco, Sarah
Evans, Lauren Jackson-Beck, Gregor Kalas, Rebecca
Leuchak, Allison Merrill, Gail Meyers, Joanne Murphy,
John Ricco, and Terri Taggart, for helping to make
this publication possible. Special thanks go to all
of the readers of the individual papers, who assisted
Elizabeth Parker with timely advice and suggestions.

Xiv

Above all, 1 would like to thank Philippe de
Montebello, Director of The Metropolitan Museum
of Art, for his encouragement and support in the
publication of this volume and all other aspects of
the Fiftieth Anniversary of The Cloisters.

William D. Wixom
Chairman of the Department of
Medieval Art and The Cloisters
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1. Lion fresco, San Pedro de Arlanza, Spain, early 13th century. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters
Collection, 1931 (31.38.1a,b) (photo: Museum)




2. Pair of candlesticks, champlevé enamel on copper-gilt, H. 95/16 in. (23.7 cm). Limoges, France, ca. 1180. The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1947 (47.101.37, 38) (photo: Museum)

3. Ornamental stained-glass panel from the Abbey
Church of Saint-Remi, Reims, ca. 1170-80 (type

RO. 5). The Metropolitan Museum of Art, Gift of
George D. Pratt, 1926 (26.218.1) (photo: Museum)






5. Scene from the Life of St. Germain of Paris: St. Ger-
main appearing to a monk in a dream. Stained-glass
panel from the Abbey of Saint-Germain-des Prés, Paris,
France, ca. 1247-50. The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
The Cloisters Collection, 1973 (1973.262.1) (photo:
Museum )

4. Reliquary chest, Canterbury, England, ca. 1200-1207, copper: shaped, engraved, chased, and gilded; feet cast,
7x 10 x 4% in. (17.8 x 25.4 x 11.4 cm). The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1980
(1980.417) (photo: Museum)







6. Detail from the Reliquary of Elizabeth of Hungary, left interior
wing;: silver gilt, translucent enamel, and paint, Paris, France,

ca. 1320-40. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters
Collection, 1962 (62.96) (photo: Museum)

7. Scenes from the Life of Christ. Stained-glass panels
presently installed at The Cloisters. From the castle
chapel, Ebreischsdorf, Austria, ca. 1390. The Metro-
politan Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1936
(36.39.1,2); The Cloisters Collection, 1986
(1986.285.1-13); The Cloisters Collection, 1987
(1987.40.1,2) (photos: Museumn)
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Fig. 1. Cloister, Saint-Michel-de-Cuxa. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters (photo: Museum)




The Monumental Arts
of the Romanesque Period:
Recent Research

THE ROMANESQUE CLOISTER

Ilenie H. Forsyth

he Fiftieth Anniversary of The Cloisters afforded a unique opportunity to

reflect upon the many advances in our understanding of early medieval art

during the last half century. At the same time the invitation to assess the

present state of research concerning Romanesque art, in a paper at the symposium
honoring that anniversary, was a daunting challenge. When the International Center
of Medieval Art recently surveyed its member medievalists with a questionnaire, it
was discovered that scholars who consider themselves specialists in Romanesque
art far outnumber those of any other medieval period.! And of course there are many
other specialists in the field not represented by this survey who have contributed
significantly to our literature. Dorothy Glass and Thomas Lyman needed hundreds
of pages just to cite the work of sculpture specialists in their recent, weighty
bibliographies.2 Within the parameters of a symposium paper, it would have been
overly ambitious to attempt discussion of even a representative sampling of the many
excellent scholarly works produced during the fifty-year life of The Cloisters or even
during the last five years? or to attempt reference to many different media, or to
the many countries which would be important to an exhaustive review of our current
knowledge of the Romanesque period. Also, our field has stimulated modes of research
which range widely, from the profoundly theoretical to the meticulously archaeological.
Any individual evaluation of this entire gamut would probably be too loose or would
perhaps lose to polemic what might be gained as insight from such an overview.
To avoid the inevitable superficiality of a comprehensive survey, I have chosen

to be selective. I have endeavored to give some cohesion to my selection by focusing
on my own biases, namely, the monumental arts of architecture and sculpture,
principally of France (which means that I refer to some twelfth-century monuments



Fig. 2. Cloister, Saint-Guilhem-le-Désert. The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters (photo:
Museum )

which others might prefer to label Gothic). Other
symposiasts have dealt in their papers with wall
painting and the decorative arts from other areas
of the medieval world. As I have limited myself to
France, I have been conscious of having been deeply
influenced by, as well as heir to, a tradition of
Francophilism, which evinced itself in the prefer-
ences of early collectors and students in the field
and which manifests itself to this day in our museum
galleries—at The Cloisters and elsewhere—and
which also shapes perceptions in our university
classrooms. Mist-shrouded, gorgeous sites, such as
Canigou, as well as elusive and remote locations,
such as Cuxa, entice with their tranquillity and
fascinate with their enigmas. More than fifty years
ago the intriguing attraction of the graceful arcades
of such medieval cloisters captivated many connois-
seurs in this country, such as George Gray Barnard,
John D. Rockefeller, Jr., and James J. Rorimer, who

drew early attention to these elegant Romanesque
stones. As it is their legacy at The Cloisters that
occasioned these symposium papers, I have chosen
to take the French Romanesque cloister as the focal
theme of my paper, concentrating my comments on
the narrow sense of the term— cloister, which means
the covered passage or gallery encompassing an
open court, the cloister garth, which was the nexus
of the claustral complex, rather than the monastery,
abbey, or collégiale as a whole’ The religious of
these various establishments will be considered as
the people of the cloisters under discussion and
no attempt will be made here to distinguish among
the various monastic and canonic orders. The cloister
was a locale common to them all. After a brief review
of what we have learned about the Romanesque
cloister from recent research, 1 shall -suggest
directions that future research might fruitfully follow
on this subject.

The Romanesque cloister was a secluded as well
as a lovely space (Figs. 1, 2). Churches and other
parts of conventual complexes might be shared with
lay visitors, but the cloister was for incumbents
only—a totally private place. As such it distinctively
expressed the ambiguity of the cloistered life by
melding the outdoor, garden environment of the
garth with some of the most private, individual
activities of the Romanesque religious in its gallery.
It was a place of certain freedoms, respite from the
rigors of the Opus Dei; a free space where air,
sunshine, warmth, water, and greenery, all suggested
the theme of paradise and lifted the heart. And yet
it was also a place of freedom’s antithesis, a totally
enclosed, shut, immured space; a prison, a desert,
in metaphor, yet the place where “although the body
is shut in, all doors are open to the spirit”;¢ a place
where peregrinations in the modern sense were
adamantly restricted but where the monk might,
indeed should, make a “spiritual pilgrimage.”” As
the heart of the typical monastery, the cloister was
the locus for various monastic activities, some very
mundane, such as washing and locutio, and others
seriously spiritual and individual, such as reading
and meditation, in the monk'’s lectio divina, to which
I will return.

As its adornment was not intended for a public
audience, the cloister especially deserves the
attention of art historians. Here was a coherent,
closed, architectural unit with a clear plan. Here were
the arts of architecture and sculpture felicitously



Fig. 3. Capital, Saint-Michel-de-Cuxa. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1925
(25.120.634) (photo: Museum)

blended in historiated arcades. Here were four-sided
capitals, columns, and piers offering variegated new
fields for sculpture, challenging the ingenuity of
sculptors and narrators, and resulting in some of
the most sustained and complicated narrative cycles
of early medieval art.8 Many new themes and cycles
were developed there (apocalyptic, hagiographic,
monastic).® Foliage there could be elegantly
elaborated in endlessly fascinating variation, and
fantasy and whimsy could also range in designs
featuring anthropomorphized beasts or fabled
grotesques (Figs. 3, 4). The cloister thus presents
an excellent locus for scholarly study, the very thing
medievalists of modern, theoretical bent might wish,
for scholars can be sure that in the cloister there
was a highly particularized and literate audience.
It was where the commissioners of a work of art
and the consumers of that art were most clearly
identical, and where we can be sure these two groups

Fig. 4. Capital, Saint-Michel-de-Cuxa. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1925
(25.120.582) (photo: Museum)

were not ofthand or casual in their interest but keenly
engaged by the art around them, and also where
the functions of ritual and liturgy enmeshed with
art in the unity of the Romanesque religious life.10
Facades and even naves of the period’s churches
perforce presupposed a broader audience, patrons
and viewers being different, and thus might be more
difficult for us to interpret correctly.

Particularly effective stimulants to the study of
cloisters were the symposium held at The Cloisters
in 1972 and a conference at Cuxa on the cloisters
of the midi in 1975.1! In papers by Alfred Frazer
and Walter Horn in 1972 and by Jacques Bousquet
and Mario Roberti in 1975 from these meetings, we
have studies of the origins and early development
of monastic plans. Medieval descriptions and graphic
renditions of early cloisters and their accessory
structures, such as chapter houses, have been
signaled in the literature and have provided further



Fig. 5. Cloister fountain, Saint-Genis-des-Fontaines, now
in the Cuxa Cloister. The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
The Cloisters Collection, 1926 (26.79) (photo:
Museum)

information about them. Yet a full understanding
of the Romanesque cloister is still rather elusive.
We have no generic study of cloisters, no corpus,
not even a checklist; there is no architectural study
known to me which goes much beyond Viollet-le-
Duc’s entry of 1868.12

What we still do not know about important
Romanesque cloisters is appalling. This is in part
because of the widespread destruction, scattering,
and reuse of the claustral stones themselves in the
years following the French Revolution, but it may
also be in part owing to problems of dating which
vex us. As Marcel Durliat so poignantly said in 1974
with regard to facade sculpture, we simply do not

know how to resolve the date of the Conques
tympanum.’®* Nor are we sure of the date of the
remains of its cloister, which is probably early twelfth
century.' Indeed, increasing skepticism abounds as
to whether differing views regarding now-classic
conundrums in the field (temporal priority for Spain
or Toulouse; the date of the Cluny ambulatory
capitals; the dates of the Beaulieu tympanum, the
Vézelay portals, the Santiago Puerta, and the Silos
cloister) will ever reach consensus.'s Eliane
Vergnolle has put it succinctly: “Beyond the
establishment of a relative chronology, which is
already problematic, rises the much larger question
of dating. When it is considered as an end in itself,
dating crystallizes overall positions and establishes
the debate on a supetficial level, substituting implicit
judgments for a reflection upon the profound nature
of the work.”6 She adds that the question of dating
can, nevertheless, not be avoided in the end because
it is at the heart of the aim of the historian. My
suggestion here is that we should not lose sight
of the aim of ultimately securing chronologies, but
that we might constructively put preoccupation with
dating in abeyance for a bit as we expand our
knowledge of both major and minor monuments
by recombining the scattered pieces,'” and as we
explore new methods for furthering our research,
particularly on cloisters. For models of the latter we
might look closely at the advances made by historians
in other fields,™® lest fixations regarding dating
increase their stranglehold on our own issues. Single-
minded concern about the lack of agreement in the
scholarship regarding dates of major Romanesque
monuments may intimidate new students to the field
and may lead to paralysis and stagnation. Indeed,
it may be one reason for our apparently slow progress
on some other critical concerns.

As we put back together the scattered puzzle
pieces that make up such Romanesque cloisters as
Cluny, Vézelay, or Saint-Guilhem-le-Désert (Fig. 2),"
study of the functions of cloisters, claustral
furnishings, and accessory conventual structures
seems particularly promising. At Conques the
restored basin from the claustral garth has been
studied, as have others from Saint-Genis-des-
Fontaines (Fig. 5), Cuxa, and Poblet, by scholars
including Xavier Barral i Altet and Walter Cahn,2
yet other lavabos, as at Pontigny, and more especially
fountain houses, as at Fontenay and Le Thoronet,
merit further study, considering their symbolic and
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ideological importance to the claustral site.?’

Although some work is now being undertaken
on refectories and kitchens serving French monas-
teries,?2 the “iconography of the architecture”—to
use Richard Krautheimer’s term—of fountains or
lavatoria in relation to refectories, and of refectories
themselves in England, has recently absorbed Peter
Fergusson, to digress briefly outside of France. In
his excellent work on Rievaulx and Byland abbeys,
perhaps more appropriately termed “Early Gothic,”
he models another promising area of study.”? He
explores the significance of changes affecting the
alignments of these and related Cistercian refectories
within their monastic complexes, and he provides
enlightening insights regarding their two-story form
and their multilighted and arcaded interior articu-
lation. These are seen as springing from the ritual
and quasi-liturgical needs of the monks, involving
particularly their strict adherence to the Benedictine
rule, their emulation of the vita apostolica through
the practice of the mandatum fratrum at the lavers
enframing the entrance to the refectory, and the
actualization of the cenaculum in Jerusalem through
the reenactment of the apostolic meal within the
refectory itself.

With regard to the Romanesque chapter house,
it is amazing also that we do not know more,
considering its critical role in chapter business and
in the daily life of monks and canons. Excellently
preserved exempla are available for our study, in
Worcester, Mass., from Le Bas-Neuil, and at The
Cloisters, from Pontaut (Fig. 6), and at a number
of other sites in France, for example, at Catus,
Marcilhac, Mauriac, and Saint-Michel-en-Thiérache.
In their report on the archaeology of monasticism,
Sheila Bonde and Clark Maines indicated the twelve
or more chapter houses that have recently been
subject to excavation and study.? In addition,
references by medieval authors, such as Marbod of
Rennes and Peter of Blois, and chapter books, which
sometimes survive, provide useful information on
the functions of these spaces. The customaries are
also helpful: the Customs of Farfa has been important
for our glimpse of the chapter house of Cluny.2
These and other texts inspired Léon Pressouyre’s
pathfinding work on the decoration of chapter house
facades.?” The insight presented by him, that
Benedictine concerns, including monastic disci-
pline, might be reflected in chapter house iconog-
raphy, as at Boscherville, is extremely telling.s

Working through antiquarian documents, Linda
Seidel produced a provocative study of the Toulouse
sculptures of apostles that were once thought to
articulate the embrasures of the lost chapter house
portal of Saint-Etienne? 1 think Seidel correctly
questions the portal assemblage created by Du Mége
for the Musée des Augustins, where the Saint-Etienne
sculptures are housed. The question of whether
these paired apostles originally graced the interior
of the chapter house, as suggested by Seidel, is still
a fruitful topic for discussion, particularly in the light
of recent research on the cloister and chapter house
of Saint-Etienne by Kathryn Horste3° Although the
apostolic emphasis of these carvings may be
meaningful as a theme in relation to the function
of the chapter room, general principles that might
possibly have regulated the interior decoration of
chapter houses are still unknown.3!

As to the arcaded courtyard itself, the cloister
proper, one in particular, Moissac, has enjoyed
devoted attention since well before 1938. Masterfully
studied by Meyer Schapiro in 1931 and well dated
to about 1100, it has been used as a benchmark
for our thinking about Romanesque cloisters—
whether correctly or not may now be posed. With
regard to its use in dating stylistically related sculp-
tures, it provides correctly, to my view, a terminus
post quem for the capitals of the early workshop
at La Daurade » and the cloister assists us significantly
with the relative dating of sculptures at Toulouse,
Loarre, Jaca, and a number of other sites—I think
even Silos. Moissac’s formal qualities have been
brilliantly delineated by Schapiro; its iconography,
however, needs further probing, as its extraordinarily
inventive narrative methods and its sophisticated use
of inscriptions warrant sustained attention.

The enigma of Moissac’s overall thematic
program, if indeed there is one, continues both to
lure and to frustrate us. Its iconographic themes,
which include Old Testament and New Testament
subjects, lives of saints, both apostolic and local,
and explicit monastic subjects, along with some
implicit ones, seem randomly intermixed with birds,
beasts, and some of the most elegant foliage of the
period. The principles underlying this selection of
subjects have not yet been unequivocally discerned.
Most useful in making some sense of the selections,
such as depictions of the miracles of the “man of
God” Benedict, has been the study of cloister
programs in relation to monastic concerns by Léon



Pressouyre, which has inspired succeeding
contributions.?*

Further penetration of these matters at Moissac
will bring profit as will fuller study of the component
themes themselves. The cloister’s hagiographic and
apostolic cycles are particularly deserving of study,
especially in relation to the depictions of such saints’
lives at related sites.?> Its apocalyptic themes are now
being more intensively investigated; they have been
taken up by Mireille Mentré and Peter Klein, among
others.?s Yet, the Moissac cloister—despite the
distinguished studies of Schapiro and the respectful
attention of these others—is capable of rewarding
further scholarly effort.?”

With regard to the role often implicitly imputed
to Moissac, as a paradigm for Cluniac cloisters, a
firm revision of our thinking is in order. That is
an intriguing result of the recent study of remains
from the destroyed cloisters of the famous Burgun-
dian abbeys of Cluny and Vézelay when seen in
relation to the writings of St. Bernard of Clairvaux.
A new view of the cloister at Vézelay emerges from
the catalogue of sculptures detached from the abbey,
published in 1984 by Lydwine Saulnier and Neil
Stratford.?® Although the sculptures which can be
indisputably assigned to the Vézelay cloister are
limited to a few pieces (Fig. 7), the authors argue
persuasively that the entire cloister was devoid of
carved figures and that its arcades were similar in
form to the Romanesque gallery that survives at
Auxerre.® If this hypothesis is correct, as it appears
to be, the Vézelay cloister would have had galleries
with alternating single and double foliate capitals
and ornamental rosettes in the spandrels of the
arcades. Stratford would date it about 1135 to 1145.

Stratford has also shown now that the destroyed
Cluny cloister likewise lacked figured designs.
Interestingly varied foliate capitals and fragments of
spandrels decorated with medallions are among the
membra disjecta he is studying. These are dated by
Stratford not to the abbacy of Pons but “probably
later,” in the 1120s or 1130s. As there is thus no
evidence from either the Cluny or Vézelay cloister
for fabulous creatures of the sort that provoked the
ire of St. Bernard (which have been imagined by
numerous scholars to have been carvings at Cluny),%
we may ask afresh what sculpture Bernard had in
mind when he wrote his diatribe in the Apologia.
Conrad Rudolph reviewed this question in his recent
dissertation and in a paper for the International

Fig. 7. Capital, from the cloister. V€zelay, La Madeleine
(photo: author)

Center’s symposium on Cluny held in 19864 A
further question follows: whether the cloisters of
Moissac and La Daurade, usually used to illustrate
Bernard’s complaint and to imagine the lost
Burgundian courtyards, can be called “typically
Clunisian.” Actually, they show very different
conceptions of capital design with rich ranges of
monstrous forms, complex iconographies, and
elaborately figured narratives. These questions
reopen earlier consideration of the decoration of
typical Romanesque cloisters. But can we now be
sure there were typical cloisters? Do the primarily
or exclusively foliate arcades, for example at Auxerre,
Salles, and Vienne, which seem related to Cluny and
Vézelay and help limn these lost cloisters for us,
represent a reaction to Bernard’s criticism, or to the
impact of spreading Cistercian artistic ideas? Do they
indicate an aesthetic of a date slightly later in the
century? There are hardly good answers, considering
the many heavily figured capital series of various
later twelfth-century periods and places, at Arles,
Avignon, Chialons-sur-Marne, Saint-Pons-de-
Thomieéres, Savigny, and Tournus, to cite only a few.42
Great diversity in programs for the capital sculpture
of Romanesque cloisters seems the inevitable
conclusion.



Fig. 8. Pilaster, from the cloister, Saint-Guilhem-le-
Désert. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters

Collection, 1925 (25.120.119) (photo: Charles T.
Little)

Indeed, novelty and individuality mark the
decoration of columns and piers in cloisters as well
as the design of their capitals. Piers might be figured,
as at Moissac and Aix-en-Provence, or historiated, as
at Arles. The reliefs recently discovered at Saint-
Avit-Sénieur appear to have decorated the piers of
the cloister there, thus representing extended,
figured cycles with zodiacal and apocalyptic
themes.#* Piers might also be ornamented with
fanciful foliage and elegant rinceaux, as at Aix-en-
Provence or at Saint-Guilhem (Fig. 8).# Imaginative,
decorative patterns also enlivened the column shafts
of many late-twelfth-century arcades, as at Saint-
André-le-Bas, Vienne.*s The cloister of Saint-Martin,
Savigny, though smashed ruthlessly and its sculptures
scattered widely in the aftermath of the Revolution,
had monolithic capital-columns of virtuoso form, as
in the example on loan to The Cloisters, both with
regard to its shaft and with regard to its capital, which
depicts the Adoration of the Magi (Fig. 9).46 Another
Savigny shaft of particular interest presents an
Emmaus scene in the capital and elegant spirals and
vines about the column, and others show playful
manipulation of intermeshing capital and shaft
designs.4” Viollet-le-Duc’s comment about the
“regularity” of Romanesque cloisters seems contrar-
ied by examples such as these.

The original disposition of the unusually bold
shafts in Savigny’s claustral arcade cannot yet be
exactly established. There was no canonic regulating
system for Romanesque cloisters, nor can we even
discern dominant patterns in the arrangements of
the supports of surviving claustral arcades that might
aid us with a reconstruction. Instead, we again find
amazing variety in the setting out of the columns
and piers. Double or single files of columns, or
alternations of these, as at Moissac, along with more
complex schemes of piers enframing short rows of
one or more columns, as at Fontenay, or, as in the
case of Savigny, massive columnar supports
seemingly intermingling with slighter ones in varied
rhythms—all these schemes can be found.®® This
is an important matter with regard to Toulouse. A
detailed 1780 plan of the lost cloister of Saint-
Etienne, recently published by Kathryn Horste,
introduces particularly reliable information about its
arcades. The pre-Revolutionary plan clearly shows
an alternation of double and single columnar
supports and indicates engaged columns at the
corner piers. The drawing thus casts serious doubt



Fig. 9. Capital-column, from the cloister, Saint-Martin

) Fig. 10. Historiated colonnettes, probably from the
Savigny. Anonymous Loan (L.1979.95) (photo: cloister, Abbey of Notre-Dame, Coulombs. Paris, Musée

Museum) du Louvre (photo: Giraudon/Art Resource, NY.)
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Fig, 11. Statue column, from the cloister, Saint-Denis.
‘The Metropolitan Museum of Art Purchase, Joseph
Pulitzer Bequest, 1920 (20.157) (photo: Museum )
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on the usefulness of the Delor lithograph—
published about 1840, long after the destruction of
the cloister, about 1812— which shows a few arcades
of the cloister in its ruinous condition. The lithograph
has frequently been cited in the past as support for
the presumption of twin-columned, strictly foliate
arcades for the Saint-Etienne cloister. If the
lithograph is to be dismissed as totally unreliable,
as Horste says, and her argument is very persuasive,
the entire question of the arrangements of this
claustral ensemble may be reconsidered. Indeed, the
1780 plan opens the possibility that the Saint-Etienne
arcades included the famous historiated capitals
surviving in the Musée des Augustins, which have
heretofore been thought ruled out of that location
by the evidence of the strictly foliate capitals in the
lithograph.#

Compound cloister supports are also intriguing.
Bundles of three colonnettes were used at La
Daurade.5® Such bundled colonnettes were twisted
into spirals at Aix, recalling Silos. The bundles were
both turned and historiated at Coulombs (Fig. 10),
and elaborately anthropomorphized at Chalons.s!
The use of anthropomorphizing columns and piers
for cloister arcades has been called a relatively late
development and that seems so0.52 Full, standing
figures addorsed to columns survive from numerous
cloisters, from Aix, Saint-Sauveur, Saint-Bertrand-de-
Comminges, Chalons, and, most interesting for
discussion of recent research, from the cloister of
Saint-Denis (Fig. 11).

Fifty years ago the Metropolitan’s elegant king
from that cloister was considered of “unknown
origin.” In 1955 Vera Ostoia identified it with the
column statues from Saint-Denis, illustrated by
Monfaucon in his Monumens. Excitement about this
work has been generated since by a number of
scholars: Pamela Blum, Charles Little, Pierre Quarré,
Willibald Sauerldnder, William Wixom, to cite only
a few, and now most recently by Léon Pressouyre.54
With sure instincts and an incomparable knowledge
of twelfth-century sculpture, Pressouyre has enabled
us finally to envision the forms of the Saint-Denis
cloister: to see its columnar figures as very different
in conception from the column statues of the facade
(one need only compare the king from the facade,
in the Walters Art Gallery in Baltimore, to see the
striking change in proportions, the gentler surface
treatment, and the moderation of tone in the later
work of the king from the cloister, or study the head



of the queen from the facade which is now in the
Musée de Cluny in relation to the cloister king);
he has also enabled us to visualize the cloister’s
arcades by assembling the surviving bases, columns,
and capitals and publishing a catalogue of them;
and he has enabled us to grasp the correctness of
a late date for this group of sculptures and thus
to understand better this phase of late-Romanesque-
early-Gothic lithic art.>> As Pressouyre convincingly
argues, it is probably not a Sugerian phase, but more
likely from about the 1160s. That makes lucid sense
of related works, such as Saint-Germain-des-Prés and
the Dijon sculptures, namely the refectory relief,
along with the affiliated works from Chalons.

As to an iconographic program in the Saint-
Denis cloister, at present only hypotheses can be
put forward. They turn on the fact that although some
fine human heads appear, most eloquently in the
Musée de Cluny and Rouen capitals, no sculptured
narratives have been identified. Surviving pieces
suggest instead a series of robust foliate and animal
designs. Some show impressive use of the drill as
well as the chisel, both of which penetrate the drum
of the capital deeply and aid forms to project saliently
from it5¢ Such salience adds a realism that is
sometimes enhanced by the alignment of principal
expressive motifs, such as heads of humans and of
beasts, with the projecting corners of the capital.

Matters regarding the cloisters of major sites
are therefore still often open-ended. In 1960, when
the International Center of Medieval Art was in its
infancy, Meyer Schapiro gave a lecture at the Institute
of Fine Arts, in which he pointed to directions our
field might fruitfully follow. He noted that at that
time there was no published collection of
illustrations covering Romanesque sculpture
equivalent to that afforded by the volumes of
Esperandieu, say, covering Gallo-Roman remains. He
called for the creation of a photo archive and he
called also for a scholarly corpus or census of
Romanesque membra disjecta beginning with
detailed study of such sculptures in American
collections. Such a goal was also enjoined by other
distinguished founders and supporters of the
Center.>” Since 1967, twenty-six installments, some
in many parts, studying Romanesque sculptures in
America, many theretofore very little known, have
been published and the series is almost complete 58
That we have this manifold fulfillment of Schapiro’s
suggested goal is in the main owing to the presiding
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Fig. 12. The Death of Samson, capital from the cloister,
Saint-Martin, Savigny. The Ernest Brummer Collection,
Durham, North Carolina, Duke University Museum of
Art (photo: courtesy of Duke University Museum of Art)

genius of Walter Cahn. Although aided by assistants
who were responsible for some of the installments
(Linda Seidel, Dorothy Glass, Marilyn Stokstad,
William Wixom, Amy Vandersall, Kathryn Horste,
David Simon, Lisbeth Castelnuovo-Tedesco, and
Charles Little, along with other members of the
Metropolitan staff), Walter Cahn is clearly the major
person—the Goldschmidt, as it were—to whom all
students of Romanesque art will forever owe deep
gratitude for the success of this most worthy project.
Around the time of Schapiro’s lecture, the founders
of the Center called for a journal to publish these
and other researches, at first principally Romanesque,
then all of medieval art; it was named Gesta. Its
positive impact on scholarship is obvious and is
immediately apparent in the current research in the
field.* Special issues, particularly those devoted to
symposia, on the cloister and on Cluny, have



substantially spurred progress in the field as has the
symposium devoted to Saint-Denis, also sponsored
by the Center.5 Exhibitions, sponsored by many
different institutions and often accompanied by
weighty catalogues, have also been major in
stimulating recent research.¢!

Study of the findings embodied in these various
scholarly vehicles affords several observations that
affect our understanding of Romanesque cloisters.
One is that art historians have begun investigating
more intensively the subject of “the early medieval
artist at work” as scholarship has become
increasingly concerned with the process of creating
a work of art. Some scholars have long been keenly
interested in the craft of sculptors and have studied
their individual chisel marks, the traces of their gifted
hands on the wood or on the stone.®? With fruitful
result, Edson Armi has recently taught us to be much
more sensitive to the hands of both masons and
sculptors, and he has thus enabled us to distinguish
the important innovations of indigenous styles of
carving in Romanesque Burgundy.®® There has been
interest in depictions of the artist at work at least
since Virginia Egbert published significant data on
this topic, and lately particular attention has been
given to portrayals of sculptors wielding their tools.®
As I have long been preparing a file on this subject,
I would like to add, parenthetically, that in every
case known to me thus far, the sculptor is shown
working in his shop. I know of no instance of him
wielding his chisel from a scaffolding, which adds
support to my own view that most of the Roman-
esque sculptures we study were atelier productions.

The exhibitions of both Rbein und Maas and
Ornamenta Ecclesiae were organized topically so
that the sculptor’s craft could be singled out for
special attention.®® The Rennes conference, now
being published in large volumes under the
editorship of Xavier Barral i Altet, also elicited
important cues on the making of sculpture, in papers
by Jean-Claude Bonne, Thomas Lyman, Neil Stratford,
Nicole Thierry, and others.¢ Beatriz Marifio, who
is preparing a thesis on the subject of the artist at
work, under Serafin Moralejo Alvarez, stirred her
audience in Kalamazoo during the 1988 congress
when she showed the Palencia archivolt of Revilla
de Santullan, which depicts the Last Supper.s” The
sculptor not only included himself in the scene,
showing himself hastily finishing with his chisel the
carving of the cloth covering the table at which the
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apostles sit, but he also depicted a book spread open
behind him, toward which he turns and looks as
he executes his carving. 1 do not believe that this
sculptor is looking at a model book. Rather, the book
seems present in order to authenticate the source
of the Last Supper episode in holy writ; the text
thus provides the written witness that serves as
pendant to the visible witness created by the
sculptor.®® This detail provides a useful clue for
students of Romanesque claustral sculpture, a clue
to which T will return below.

Understanding of the creative process is
complicated in our field by the varied opinions held
by scholars regarding the relative independence of
the Romanesque artist in his creative work. Some
time ago, Walter Cahn discoursed with great wit on
the conceptual poles of freedom and constraint for
the medieval artist by relating these to historio-
graphic contexts, from Vasari’s critical view of the
medieval artist’s “propensity for impulsive and
unguided action,” through the alternating views of
the Romantic Movement, to Focillon’s formulations
of rational and fantastic principles as complementary
opposites, governing designs inexorably, as it were,
yet according to coherent and definable laws.® The
freedom-constraint dichotomy will probably ever be
with us. In a recent review of scholarship in the
early-medieval field, we read that there has been
“misplaced concern with the creative artist,” that it
was continuity in art that was urged “rather than
innovation,” and that “reformulation” is more
important than “invention” to the art of the period.”
If this view can possibly be considered valid with
regard to some types of medieval art (namely
manuscript illumination, which is said by the author
to be “principally an act of duplication”), it is
certainly belied in our field, 1 believe, by the
improvisation so evident in Romanesque sculpture
itself. At the opposite extreme are recent theorists
who see images as free-floating signifiers. Whether
images carved in stone can be thought of as behaving
like texts, which are said to inscribe their verbal
precursors on themselves, needs further discussion.”

still other scholars, seeking a more contextual
approach, consider the Romanesque audience and
its priorities the important thing.72 Surely all can agree
to the importance of the reception of the sculpted
work of art. Even in the cloister, sculpture was, after
all, a somewhat public art in the sense that the
“receiver” was a member of a social as well as



religious community. Especially cumbersome in
attempting to understand the reception, however,
is that although the “receiver” and the patron
belonged to the same group, there is no agreement
among scholars about the role the carver played in
relation to his patron, whether he was totally guided
in his work or whether he freely invented the form
of his product. Most scholars seem to think that the
selection of themes, at least, was the prerogative
of the patron (the constraint) and the presentation
of them was the artist’s affair (his/her freedom).”s
Even so, there are scholars who insist that the
sculptor must always have had a specific pictorial
model to guide him with iconography and was, in
effect, incapable of any significant iconographic or
formal invention.™

There is ample evidence to the contrary. Even
with usual biblical subjects, in the Romanesque
period thematic meaning often inheres so deeply
in the form of the work itself that it is impossible
to distinguish “iconography” and “style” in a
conventional art-historical manner. For example,
among Moissac’s porch sculptures, the standard
episode in the Infancy cycle, the Visitation, has lilting,
willowy forms that are themselves heavily charged
with reference: the vitality, indeed the pregnancy,
of the flexed, lifting and sinking knees, shoulders,
and elbows; the communion, of answering shapes,
fabric flourishes, and gestures; the awe, as revelation
springs from the touch and is tenderly understood
by the nod; and above all the concept of chaste
Sertility, embodied in thin, lanky, unviolated limbs—
all these inventions lodged deeply, as Schapiro
demonstrates, in the forms themselves.” Many other
examples—including a number from cloister
sculpture—could be cited, such as the famous Saint-
Etienne Salome, eloquently discussed by Seidel; the
apostle John rushing to the tomb, from La Daurade;
or the memorable and unique suicide of Samson
from Savigny (Fig. 12).7¢ As to nonscriptural subjects,
invention is more obviously rampant. The fanciful
creatures and dynamic flora often seem to us
iconographically incoherent (Figs. 3, 4). In the
niggard mention we have of them in literary sources,
these delightful and preposterous animal and vegetal
shapes, which inhabit and energize both peripheral
and central worlds of Romanesque sculpture, are
attributed to the inventive musings of artists. The
Pictor in Carmines author complains, as did St.
Bernard, of the centaurs, chimaeras, monkeys, and
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other “ignoble fancies” in the art of his time and
then says clearly: “It is the criminal presumption
of painters that has gradually introduced these sports
of fantasy, which the church ought not to have
countenanced.” He adds that it is thus necessary
“to curb the licence of painters.”” The comments
of Lucas of Tuy, signaled by Creighton Gilbert, are
a bit later but have a similar ring in that Lucas also
complains of “false novelties” that he attributes to
painters as he is exasperated by their ambition to
represent the unrepresentable.” Lucas also rails at
excesses in carvings, such as sculptures of demons,
indicating that he does not restrict his indictments
to painters alone. In these medieval comments there
is kinship with Vasari’s enlightening remark:
“Painters express the concepts of their own minds
better than those of other people.”” Although these
statements are few, they underscore the force of the
artist’s invention observable in the forms themselves.

It may well be hopeless to search for deep,
hidden meanings in such fanciful inventions, if they
are irretrievably lost along with the oral traditions
that might help explain them, or if indeed the
inventions are merely pleasant or unpleasant,
decorative drolleries8 Lucas speaks of animals,
birds, and serpents as permissible adornments that
have “ornamental beauty only.” To interpret Lucas’s
tolerance of these as evidence of the nonsymbolic
function of such images, as Gilbert does, seems valid
but also seems as incomplete as the usual
interpretations given to Bernard’s classic statement.
“If Bernard claimed them useless and meaningless,
how can we hope to grasp their sense?” is the usual
refrain. But rather than being meaningless, is it not
possible that in some cases these fabulous figures
represented ruminations, sometimes ribald, which
were so fully charged with allusion to meaning that
this was the very reason for their impugnation as
dangerous distractions to concentrated meditation?
Surely if they were totally neutral they would not
have been so annoying. If they were neither so
ubiquitous nor so central, it would be easier to
dismiss them. It is clear that toward the end of the
century their fashion abated as more systematic
iconographies, with typological schemes, such as
advanced by the Pictorauthor, took over—as pointed
out by Pressouyre in 1972.81

In 1960 Meyer Schapiro made another
recommendation, calling for greater attention to the
interest and usefulness of theological writings by
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students seeking to explain Romanesque art.
Excellent use of texts has been made to elucidate
questions of the function of Romanesque art and
to study it in its religious and intellectual context.82
Nuanced associations with literature and philosophy
have been productively explored by Seidel .8 Indeed,
the study of texts fascinates a number of scholars
in the field who wish to explore the metaphorical
content of Romanesque monumental art. With Marie
Chenu, they see the importance of the symbolist
mentality in the period and they see in art equivalents
to symbols, allegories, and multileveled, veiled
senses, which were the rule of the day, which made
integumenta standard in the texts of twelfth-century
scholastics, and which contributed so substantially
to the iconography of the Gothic period.8 The
premise which must be conceded, however, is that
the unity of Romanesque culture allowed a gifted
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artist, even an illiterate sculptor (perhaps sometimes
not illiterate?), to have access to such ideas,
especially when participating in a creative dialectic
with his patron. Here it must be remembered that
patrons, while probably literate, were bilingual. Jan
Ziolkowski has described the cultural diglossia of
the situation for medieval authors—often members
of the patronage group under discussion—who
knew from childhood and communicated via
vernacular language, their mother tongue and the
living oral language of their time; for religious and
academic purposes they also had learned Latin, a
half-living, half-dead, literate language. Although the
influence of vernacular language on medieval Latin
literature has not yet been fully documented, it was
constant. Ziolkowski is now demonstrating the
impact of the orality of vernacular poetry (such as
variation through the repetition of the same thought
with different words, and formulaic repetition using
similar word patterns) on the style of medieval Latin
poetry.8 He has indicated, further, that medieval
writers lived part of their lives in the spoken mother
tongue with which they formulated many of their
thoughts, switching or even combining “codes” as
needed, and that the mother tongue was neither
forgotten nor despised. Thus both patrons and artists
in our period were intimately familiar with an orality
native to their own semiliterate culture. Surely that
primary orality might surface in sculpture as it does
in other arts.

Can learned texts then help us decipher
enigmatic images in cloisters and resolve the
dilemma of cloister programming? Skeptics consider
it insufficient to point out associations between text
and sculpture, and they often believe sculptors
incapable of sophisticated, interpretive expansion
and expression of even basic iconography. On the
other hand, the study of orality and literacy has
vaulted ahead recently with the impetus given by
scholars such as Walter Ong and Brian Stock.s6
Among art historians, Michael Camille has done
provocative and highly acclaimed work on manu-
scripts, which is suggestive for some of the problems
posed by sculpture, especially when accompanied
by inscriptions. In his “Seeing and Reading” study
of 1985 he brilliantly demonstrated the twelfth-
century expectation that images should convey
speech and oral experience. The force of such
orality is evident in the forms of Romanesque
manuscript illumination such as the initial he cites



in the Cambridge manuscript (Fig. 13), where the
process of learning is shown in oral rather than
written terms. This initial reminds us that oral
learning is primary learning, as Ong has emphasized.
The bear of the initial is being taught his A-B-C’s
and learns them by repeating them back to his
master.® The figure above is ruminating (ruminatio)
on the meaning of the letters, and what they signify
in the accompanying text, by metaphorically
“chewing” on them, as he literally chews on the
tendril of the A.

As the cloister was the locale where the lectio,
or reading, commonly took place, it was there that
the words were read aloud or whispered—in what
I call the “oral silence” of the cloister—where the
words were mouthed, twirled about on the tongue,
tasted, chewed over, and digested in a process of
ruminating and meditating (meditatio) on their
meaning. Through the vehicle of reading aloud,
words should be masticated to release the “full
flavor” of their meaning and their “spiritual nurture,”
as described by Jean Leclercq, who notes the use
of the vocabulary of eating in twelfth-century
references and records report of the resultant buzz
in the cloister as the words’ depths were sounded.®
Camille underscores the distinction that this
illuminated initial makes graphic, between learning
by rote, or memorization through repetition of
sound, which the dumb beast performs here, as
primary orality, and the learning of the /litteratus,
who learns in ore cordis, as the texts often say.”
In his lectio the litteratus meditates on the deeper
meaning of the word via its sound. He chews the
word over in the manner of the figure who munches
the leaf here. Such a mental procedure, so contrary
to our own where we consider moving the lips
during reading to be a sign of dull wit, is a procedure
which produces “verbal echoes™! and results in a
rich array of allusions and associations, not all of
them strictly logical and relevant to the primary
meaning of the word. This mental habit, associational
rather than sequential (aggregative, in Walter Ong’s
sense), may well have resulted in exceptional
tolerance for its artistic analogue in the sculpture
of the cloister, the monsters of the imposts of Moissac
and la Daurade, say, being ‘“visual echoes” to
ruminations of the lectio divina, counterparts to the
fabulous marginalia or even the fanciful initials of
manuscripts.

Inscriptions and gestures abound in both
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sculpture and manuscript illumination because of
the importance of the spoken rather than the written
word of this predominantly oral society and as artists
aimed to “evoke the sound of the voice.”? The
author of the Pictor says “the stones cry out,” as
indeed they often seem to do.”* This phenomenon
may help explain the declamatory character of much
Romanesque art and why many of its images seem
rather “noisy.” It may also explain why cloisters seem
recalcitrant in yielding to us the keys to their varied
thematic designs. My final suggestion, then, is that
this line of reasoning and method of research holds
promise for future work on the Romanesque cloister.
Traditional stylistic, archaeological, antiquarian, and
contextual studies will surely continue, and that is
essential, but we may also look for invigoration from
new approaches to our problems, particularly those
which explore the function of the work of art through
investigation of contemporary texts relevant to i,
and those which give due consideration to the
importance of orality in the thinking of the period
which so beguiles us.
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Gothic Art Reconsidered:
New Aspects and Open Questions

Willibald Sauerldnder

he Cloisters opened its collection in 1938, one year before European medieval
art would be packed away for the six long years of World War II and research
on Gothic art and architecture would come practically to a standstill. But
1938 was also the year that one of the most sensitive and most intelligent books
which has ever been written on medieval art was published: Henri Focillon’s Art
d’occident! Focillon’s mind had something of the lucidity and the lightness of a
Paul Valéry. With an admirably elegant pen he could praise in subtle sketches
“I'harmonie géométrique” of the Rayonnant style in French architecture, the
“humanisme” of the Gothic sculpture at Chartres and Reims but also “la physiognomie
théatrale” of the art of the late Middle Ages in Germany. It would be easy to trace
the origin of Focillon’s ideas on Gothic art along the French tradition that reaches
back to Eugéne Viollet-le-Duc and Emile Male.? It might be less easy to demonstrate
how Focillon broke with these traditional ideas by introducing his Bergsonian notion
of a “vie des formes.”3
Be that as it may, any glance into Focillon’s fascinating book of 1938 teaches
the reader of 1988 how far we have come away from Focillon’s world, from his
ideas, and above all from his values. For Focillon the development of Gothic art
from Saint-Denis and Chartres to Grinewald was the visual expression of the “vie
des formes,” which bloomed as an autonomous force, budding with the “premier
art gothique,” maturing in the “age classique,” and finally fading with the extravagances
of “le baroque gothique.”* Such ideas about the birth, the maturity, and the final
dissolution of a style have a biological bias which, to put it mildly, has long since
gone out of fashion.> Soon after 1938 scholarly interest in Gothic art turned in directions
which Focillon could probably not have even imagined. In 1944 Erwin Panofsky
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published—ironically enough in a posthumous
Festschrift for Focillon—his seminal article “Note
on a Controversial Passage in Suger’s De consecra-
tione ecclesiae Sancti Dionysii” where for the first
time he connected the light of Gothic stained-glass
windows with medieval Neoplatonism.® The impact
of this article on the interpretation of Gothic
architecture and stained glass can scarcely be
overrated. For several decades of art history,
Neoplatonism replaced the rib as the generative force
of Gothic architecture. Not engineering but
philosophy now seemed to be the inspiring force—
the secret—behind the Gothic cathedral.” Only quite
recently has this approach been seriously ques-
tioned.® I shall come back to these problems shortly.

It was not long before another great phenom-
enon of Gothic art, “la physiognomie théatrale” of
Northern painting in the fifteenth century, was also
wrapped in a mystifying envelope of symbolism. It
was again the great Erwin Panofsky who—in his
admirable book Early Netherlandish Painting which
was published in 1953—rescued the Master of
Flémalle and the brothers van Eyck from the blame
of vulgar realism and naturalism by introducing the
tricky notion of “disguised symbolism.”® The
buildings, flowers, and fruits represented with such
stunning illusionism on the panels of Jan van Eyck
were now interpreted as “spiritualia sub metaphoris
corporalium.”® Panofsky’s suggestion has been
frightfully successful: one has only to remember all
the symbolic explanations of the mousetrap in the
Mérode Altarpiece.! Again, it is only in the last few
years that the concept of “disguised symbolism” has
been subject to critical reflection from a younger
generation of art historians.!?

Thus, soon after 1938 the interpretation of
Gothic art underwent a fundamental change that led
it far away from Focillon’s “vie des formes.” But
this was an intellectual and scholarly development
that took place thirty to forty years ago, in the
aftermath of the turmoil of World War 11, which may
at least explain in part the yearning for spiritual-
ization expressing itself in these symbolizing
explanations of Gothic churches and images. Some
years ago Henk van Os voiced similar thoughts in
looking back on another significant book of those
postwar years: Millard Meiss’s pathbreaking pages
in Painting in Florence and Siena after the Black
Death® In the changed intellectual climate of the
1960s, the approach to Gothic art underwent a rapid
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change and was, one might say, despiritualized.
“Devotional Images and Imaginative Devotions:
Notes on the Place of Art in Late Medieval Piety”
was the title of an article that Sixten Ringbom
published in the Gazette des Beaux-Arts in 1969.1
Four years earlier the same author had presented
his seminal book, Icon to Narrative: The Rise of the
Dramatic Close-up in Fifteenth-Century Devotional
Painting?s The first section of Ringbom’s book deals
with the “empathy of the beholder.” The author
affirms that in late- medieval private pious imagery
“a certain psychological state of mind is regarded
as the primary goal for the beholder of the image.”!¢
This is not the place to discuss the details of
Ringbom’s interpretation of the function of art during
the waning of the Middle Ages. What concerns us
at the moment is only the shift of interest indicated
by Ringbom’s book. The Gothic image is no longer
regarded as a spiritual and cultural symbol of nearly
timeless significance as it had been in Panofsky’s
Early Netherlandish Painting It is now seen as a
calculated message to the pious beholder, an object
of religious consumption which functioned under
very specific historical and social conditions.

When Ringbom wrote Icon to Narrative, he
could not have known the work of Pierre Bourdieu,
who in the same years was addressing the problem
of the sociology of symbolic forms.'” But there is
no doubt that a new awareness of the complicated
relations between different kinds of images and
different classes or groups of people—illiterates,
pilgrims, heretics, the clergy, the nobility, and
women—has shaped some of the most stimulating
publications on Gothic art since the 1960s. This
seems particularly true of some recent books and
articles on Northern art in the fifteenth century. James
Marrow’s Passion Iconography in Northern European
Art of the Late Middle Ages, published in 1979,
confronts us with a complex analysis of the
expansion of narrative imagery as “an adjustment
of spirituality to the tastes and the character of a
progressively less sophisticated and less educated
audience.” 8 The old problem of Late Gothic realism
is seen as part of a change in devotional practice
and the result of the rise of a new audience. The
images—it is argued—address the pious beholder
with the same strategy as the contemporary
devotional or literary texts. Such an approach is
nowadays no longer limited to the late Middle Ages.
Michael Camille has adapted it in a very stimulating



way to English manuscripts of the fourteenth century.
In his article “The Language of Images in Medieval
England, 1200-1400,” he cites a sentence from the
Middle English prose dialogue between Dives and
the Pauper: “How shulde I rede in the boke of
peynture and of ymagerie?” and he reminds the art
historian that “Reading this ‘boke of ymagerie’
depends on our understanding of the society of
readers who used it.”1* Wolfgang Kemp tried a similar
approach in an effort to understand the narrative
structure of Gothic stained-glass windows in the
cathedrals of Chartres and Bourges around 1220 in
his book, Sermo corporeus, which appeared in 1987.20
He compared the discontinuous sequence of the
narrative on such windows as those of the Prodigal
Son in Bourges and Chartres to contemporary plays
such as the Courtois d’Arrasor Le Jeu de Saint Nicolas.

But let me conclude these general introductory
remarks. It was necessary to begin this essay with
a reminder that Gothic art no longer means the same
thing to us in 1988 as it did fifty years ago when
The Cloisters opened. It is no longer regarded as
a pure form in the sense of Focillon, nor as a mere
spiritual symbol in the sense of Panofsky. Rather,
it is now seen as part of a semiotic context, of a
system of communication comprising the patron, the
artist, and the audience, and so the most stimulating
recent research more often operates around the
objects rather than dealing directly, physically, with
the artifacts themselves. Needless to say, even in
this new situation traditional connoisseurship, the
inventory of the monuments (which must always
be enlarged, perfected, and, above all, corrected and
revised) remains the indispensable basis of any
serious art-historical scholarship. I have not the least
sympathy for a scholarly “modernism” which
declares that the days of connoisseurship are simply
gone. But let me come, finally, to my real homework
for this essay.

Before the symposium, William Wixom wrote
me a letter asking me to do the following: “It is
important to address the topic broadly; considering
the span of Gothic art from the era of Saint-Denis
to Tilman Riemenschneider, as well as treating
artistic production throughout Europe. To that end
all mediums should come into play as they relate
to our ideas, including architecture, painting,
sculpture and metalwork—ecclesiastical as well as
secular.” T confess that after having read these lines
I was certainly flattered, but also stunned, and more
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than slightly frightened. It is true that one sometimes
hears these days the complaint that studies of
medieval and of Gothic art no longer play the same
central role in our field as they did—Iet us say—
thirty years ago. But this nostalgic complaint is right
only in a sense of relative proportion. During the
last three decades, other fields, from Renaissance
to Modern, have seen an enormous expansion of
research and publication. So the proportion of
medieval studies to the total output of art-historical
publications seems minor when compared to that
which came immediately after World War II. In
absolute terms, however, the number of books and
papers on Gothic art and architecture published in
the last ten to fifteen years is probably greater than
ever before in the history of our discipline. To
mention only a few examples: in the 1980s alone,
two big, comprehensive books on Gothic architec-
ture in France appeared, as well as numerous studies
on single buildings, such as the cathedrals at Auxerre,
Beauvais, Chartres, Laon, Noyon, Paris, Reims, Sens,
and Toul, and the abbey churches of Saint-Denis,
Saint-Germer, and Braine.?! An inventory of “Les
Monuments de la France gothique” is on its way,
and the first volume, Les églises de la vallée de I'Oise
et du Beauvaisis by Maryse Bideault and Claudine
Lautier, appeared in 1987.22 A similar situation is true
for Gothic sculpture. In 1970, I published a book
on Gothic sculpture in France from 1140 to 1270,
trying to get hold of all publications which had
appeared up to that date.? Since then at least two
to three hundred new titles have been presented
on the material I dealt with in that book, including
two copious volumes on the sculptures of the facade
of the cathedral at Reims by Peter Kurmann.? The
cloister of Notre-Dame-en-Vaux has been admirably
reconstructed by Léon Pressouyre.?> The numerous
fragments of the original sculpture of Notre-Dame
in Paris that were discovered in 1977 have enriched
our idea about Parisian art in the thirteenth century
in a most unexpected way.?¢ The progress made in
the study of Gothic stained glass is even greater.
Louis Grodecki has summarized his unrivaled
knowledge of this material in two comprehensive
volumes.?” But it was above all the monumental
achievement of the Corpus Vitrearum Medii Aevi
that put our knowledge of this material on an entirely
new and solid basis. In the 1980s alone, we have
had volumes on the stained glass of the cathedrals
and churches of Santa Maria del Mar in Barcelona,



and of Canterbury, Erfurt, Lincoln, Milan, Regens-
burg, Strasbourg, and York? In the same years
volumes dealing with the windows in Swabia
appeared, as well as a listing of the stained glass
in several regions of France, from Picardy to the
Alps, and checklists of material held in American
collections.? Wall-painting fares less well, but Austria
has set a model by publishing the first volume of
a corpus which presents Die mittelalterlichen
Wandmalereien in Wien und NiederéOsterreich?® A
similar enterprise is planned for West Germany and
one hopes that other countries will follow. But let
me Nnow turn to Manuscripts.

The publication A4 Survey of Manuscripts
Huminated in the British I[sles, which Jonathan
Alexander has undertaken, now comprises four
Gothic volumes by Nigel Morgan and Lucy Freeman
Sandler, which give a concise summary of the state
of research in a field with a particularly rich scholarly
tradition.’! Again these surveys were accompanied
by monographic studies, such as Lucy Sandler’s
monographs on the Peterborough Psalter and the
Psalter of Robert de Lisle, Peter Klein’s stimulating
Endzeiterwartung und Ritterideologie, which
presents a fresh look at the much-debated English
Apocalypses, Suzanne Lewis’s weighty volume The
Art of Matthew Paris in the Chronica Majora, not
to mention W. Brunsdon Yapp’s book Birds in
Medieval Manuscripts, a charming and very useful
study by an outsider.32 Turning to France, one knows
that the study of French illuminated manuscripts
from the time of the duke of Berry had been
considerably advanced in the late 1960s and early
1970s by the work of Millard Meiss.3* This effort has
been continued and expanded into the earlier
fourteenth century by the sensitive and careful
studies of Francois Avril** A survey of French
illuminated manuscripts, modeled after the English
series edited by Jonathan Alexander, is in prepa-
ration. Eberhard Konig studied fifteenth-century
illumination in Nantes and Angers, concentrating in
a somewhat old-fashioned way on problems of
stylistic attribution.?® Sandra Hindman’s book,
Christine de Pizan’s “Epistre d’Othéa”: Painting and
Politics at the Court of Charles VI, published in 1986,
represents, on the other hand, a metastylistic
approach which seems to come close to the kind
of mental and socioanthropological history which
flowers in Paris today around the Ecole des Hautes
Etudes3¢ Interest in the illustration of secular
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manuscripts—the interrelation between their
content, their text, and their imagery—seems to be
growing.

To come to a last example: one might expect
that a field such as late-medieval sculpture in central
Europe, which had once been so passionately
overstudied with unpleasant nationalistic under-
tones by the German segment of our profession,
would have been put to rest in recent years. On
the contrary, the output remains astonishing. A long
series of outstanding exhibition catalogues contains
an enormous bulk of material and sometimes
revolutionary ideas: “Herbst des Mittelalters,”
Cologne, 1970; “Spitgotik am Oberrhein,” Karlsruhe,
1970; “Rhein und Maas,” Cologne, 1972; “Kunst um
1400 am Mittelthein. Ein Teil der Wirklichkeit,”
Frankfurt, 1976; “Die Parler und der Schoéne Stil
1350-1400. Europdische Kunst unter den Luxem-
burgerm,” Cologne, 1978; “Nirnberg 1300-1550.
Kunst der Gotik und Renaissance,” New York and
Nuremberg, 1986—a truly impressive list. Mono-
graphs continue to appear. Roland Recht has just
published a book on Nikolaus Gerhaert von Leyden
and the sculpture at Strasbourg from 1460 to 1525.7
Beside these conventional publications stands,
finally, Michael Baxandall’'s book, The Limewood
Sculptors of Renaissance Germamny, an exotic
outsider full of unexpected suggestions which seem
not yet to have been intellectually digested by the
traditional inhabitants of the Late Gothic woods.?

But enough of statistics! I could go on for a
long while with such enumerations of recently
published titles on Gothic art and architecture. As
we have seen, the pace of publications has not
slowed down in the last decade. On the contrary:
no single individual can read—and still less
analytically understand—what so many others write,
discover, and think. This is the difficulty that any
report on the state of research in any field faces.
Herbert Kessler, in his recent article, “On the State
of Medieval Art History,” in the Art Bulletin, has been
trapped in this unavoidable dilemma® It is a
thoughtful and even sensitive text, but the title
awakens false expectations. It is an interesting
discussion of certain trends in the present study of
medieval art, not a balanced report on the state of
research as a whole, and I do not think it could
have been anything else. Even in dealing with Gothic
architecture and art alone, I too must of necessity
be selective, arbitrary, and subjective. I suspect that



William Wixom was well aware of these inherent
limitations and restrictions when he asked me to
deal with “all mediums” as they “relate to our ideas.”
So in the second part of this essay I shall deal with
only a few selected problems and open questions.

I begin with Gothic architecture. Two compre-
hensive books on Gothic architecture of the classic
period in France were published within a period
of two years, by Jean Bony in 1983 and Dieter Kimpel
and Robert Suckale in 1985. This was an astonishing
coincidence. Bony’s book, which grew out of the
Matthews Lectures (given in New York in 1961),
proceeds largely on Focillonian paths and deals with
spaciousness, surface, volumes, and grids. Its
strength lies in the sensitivity of his formal analysis,
in his careful and subtle observation of trends and
variations in the vast laboratory of French Gothic
cathedrals. For Bony, the form of Gothic architecture
is autonomous; it exists outside—or beyond—the
trivial horizon of political, ecclesiastical, and
economic history, and—astonishingly enough—is
largely independent even of technical problems of
construction.® Function—the practical use of these
buildings—is not discussed. This puzzling one-
sidedness allows for the rare aesthetic refinement
and beauty of Bony’s descriptions of the formal
structure of walls, shells, and sheds.

Kimpel and Suckale, writing their book in the
1980s and being much younger scholars than Bony,
have chosen a fundamentally different approach.
They try to demonstrate how the rise of Gothic
architecture was—or may have been—embedded in
the specific political, economic, and social condi-
tions developing in Capetian France from the reign
of Louis VI to the days of St. Louis. The architecture
of the cathedral at Amiens, for instance, is for Kimpel
and Suckale bound to a rather unique constellation—
an alliance between bishop, chapter, and town
during a period of economic growth and “industrial”
progress. The rationalization and standardization of
masonry techniques and labor organization, which
they believe can be observed in the nave of Amiens,
is for them an analogy for the modernization and
acceleration of the textile production in the same
time and in the same region. In a certain sense,
this is a return to the laicized ideas cherished by
Viollet-le-Duc and others, a return perhaps overdue
after much spiritualizing mystification of the Gothic
cathedral in the 1950s.41

But to turn to another aspect of Kimpel and
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Suckale’s book: architectural language. For them,
architectural vocabulary is not autonomous, not the
result of an “interior” evolution of architectural
history, but rather the product of conscious choices.
With their book, semiotics has reached the study
of Gothic architecture, even if the authors never refer
expressly to semiotic theories.# The sober forms
of the cathedrals at Chartres and Soissons are said
to correspond to the cool administrative climate of
the reign of Philip Augustus. A certain architectural
vocabulary may have been chosen by the patron
of a specific building in order to signal his affiliation
with a religious order, a church province, or even
a dynastic connection. The zigzag ornament in the
choir at Saint-Quiriace at Provins is said to be a tribute
paid by the counts of Champagne to the duke of
Normandy and to the king of England. The idioms
of twelfth-century architecture in the fle-de-France,
Champagne, and the North, are read as a sort of
visual-political language.

Perhaps the greatest merit of this approach lies
less in what it achieves than in what it postulates:
a new historical reading of Gothic buildings. If this
is the goal of future studies on Gothic architecture,
most of the research is yet to be done. We would
then need monographs on buildings that contain
more information than just a chronological reading
of moldings and joints. This would mean, first of
all, a new exploitation of the written sources. Jean-
Pierre Ravaux for Reims, Stephen Murray for
Beauvais, and Jan van der Meulen for Chartres have
shown how incomplete the art historian’s knowledge
of the written documents often is and how sloppily
these documents have sometimes been inter-
preted® In England, Howard Montagu Colvin’s
masterful publications, The History of the King’s
Works and The Building Accounts of King Henry
I, have set a model for the study of sources
connected with buildings.# The conclusions to be
drawn from such a mass of contemporary informa-
tion are essential for our understanding of the
practical, financial side of medieval and Gothic
building activity.s Studies in this field remain rare.
Robert Branner was one who early on tried to study
the financing of the first campaigns in the construc-
tion of the new cathedral at Reims after 1210.4
Philippe Braunstein and others have begun to study
the importance of mines and quarries for building
in medieval France.#” These different investigations
have to be combined with a still more careful



examination of the monuments themselves, still
lacking in many, if not most, cases. John James has
made a great number of important observations at
Chartres by looking more closely at the building
than anyone before him.* It was only a pity that
he used these observations to invent a number of
“ghost architects” instead of mapping a historical
reconstruction of the building process.

Another aspect of the study of Gothic churches,
which has been neglected for a long time, is function
and liturgy. Yet neither the plan nor even the
elevation of many medieval ecclesiastical buildings
can be historically understood without reading the
liturgical texts, especially the Ordinaries. Abeginning
has now been made with such studies as those by
Peter Draper on Durham, Ely, and Winchester and
that of Renate Kroos on Bamberg and Cologne.#
A different approach which seems promising is the
exploitation of statistical studies that examine a great
number of buildings and monuments, including all
the minor ones, found in one region. The approach
of John James in his article “Investigation into the
Uneven Distribution of Early Gothic Churches in the
Paris Basin 1140-1240,” published in 1984, may still
be immature, but he has at least shown what kind
of insights into building booms, building recessions,
geographical distribution of monuments, and the
exploitation of local quarries can be gleaned from
such statistical studies.>

To conclude these remarks on architectural
history, I am aware that this new interest in sources,
labor, financing, materials, and function leads—and
has already led— to a devisualization of architectural
history. But I think in the long run there will be
no great danger. We have to admit that the time
is past when art historians can honestly believe in
their ability to gain essential insights simply by gazing
at medieval churches. We need these complementary
studies in order to understand historically what we
observe visually. It is important not to lose Bony
as we integrate other interests and new perspectives
into our study of Gothic architecture.

Now a glance at recent research on Gothic light
and windows. In an article which has become a
classic, “Le vitrail et architecture au XIle et au XIlle
siecles,” Louis Grodecki described how stained-glass
windows, which showed deep colors—red and
blue—in the early thirteenth century, became
increasingly clear and bright after 1250.5! He found
the reason for this change in the growing refinement
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and linear design of Rayonnant architecture, which
could achieve its effect only in a clearly lighted
interior. I think that Grodecki’s description of this
change still withstands any possible criticism. The
explanation that he proposed for this change,
however, was evidently a “Focillonian” one,
belonging to the realm of the “vie des formes,” and
it no longer seems satisfactory to present scholarship.

In 1982 John Gage published a provoking article
called “Gothic Glass: Two Aspects of a Dionysian
Aesthetic.”’s? Concerning the bright and clear
windows of the second half of the thirteenth century,
Gage proposed an understanding of them not only
as an aesthetic answer to a more linear architectural
design but also as the visual reflection of a new
definition of light and brightness in thirteenth-
century philosophy from Thomas de Cantimpré to
Albert the Great.>® More sophisticated still, and more
exciting, is Gage’s argument concerning the deeper
color and lesser brightness of the earlier windows
from the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. He argued,
as opposed to Panofsky and his followers, that the
double aspect of Pseudo-Dionysian philosophy,
attributing to God the character of light and clearness,
was only on an exterior level: in a more profound
and hidden sense, the divine mystery of darkness
is reflected in the deep color and especially in the
sapphire blue of the windows in the chapels of
Suger’s choir at Saint-Denis. It is not for me to decide
now if Gage’s shrewd proposal is totally justified
or not. Of interest here is only the fact that in Gage’s
article the simplistic—and idealistic—equation of
Gothic light with Neoplatonic light, generally
accepted since Panofsky, was seriously questioned
for the first time.

But Gage’s essay was only a beginning. In 1987
Peter Kidson published a paper called “Panofsky,
Suger and Saint-Denis,” which questioned the
Neoplatonic interpretation of Gothic architecture in
a much more radical way. Kidson states with biting
irony: “Light has become for modern art-historians
what the rib was for Viollet-le-Duc.”s* Kidson
insisted—and it seems that he insisted rightly—that
there is not a single passage in Suger’s “De
administratione” and “De consecratione” that can
be directly traced to the writings of Pseudo-Dionysius
or John the Scot. Implicitly Kidson contests the
influence of light symbolism on the architecture of
Saint-Denis altogether and asks instead for a much
more pragmatic, craftsmanlike approach to the



problems of the construction of Suger’s choir.
Certainly the issue is a complex one, and Kidson’s
article, perhaps somewhat simplistic in its argumen-
tation, will probably not be the last word on this
subject. But our English colleague has initiated a
“desymbolization” of Gothic light and Gothic
architecture and has opened a path toward the
“sunset” of its Neoplatonic interpretation, which
was—at least I think so—long overdue.>

I must cite three further sentences from Kidson’s
text: “Far from being a Platonist, Suger discloses
himself as a proto-Jesuit. He would have no difficulty
in understanding the techniques of seducing souls
for God through beauty, and would have thoroughly
approved. His Saint-Denis was a first step along the
road which led to Quattro Fontane and Vierzehn-
heiligen.”6 Here, then, the persuasive, the theatri-
cal—one hesitates to say the propagandistic—
features of Gothic architecture are stressed.’” In the
light of all these recent contributions, one might
speak of a general tendency toward “despirituali-
zation,” which certainly has its dangers—triviality
being one of them—but which has become fatally
unavoidable after the long phase of mystification
of Gothic architecture and Gothic light. This brings
me to another and last field of interest: the discovery
of the Gothic stained-glass window as a narrative
medium.

In 1987 Wolfgang Kemp published his already-
mentioned book, Sermo corporeus. Die Erzdblung
der mittelalterlichen Glasfenster. Reviving an
approach and a method which had been developed
at the beginning of our century by August Schmarsow
and his school, Kemp analyzes the structure of a
small number of early-thirteenth-century stained-
glass windows from Chartres and Bourges.’® The
topic seems to be in the air, because in 1988 two
French authors presented a book, Les vitraux
légendaires de Chartres. Des récits en images, which
argues—perhaps in a more general and more
superficial way—along the same lines.® One of their
chapters is called “Ecriture et géométrie,” a title
which also sums up the main argument of Kemp’s
book: the armatures of the stained-glass window with
their interwoven geometrical figures offer a very
peculiar framework for the composition and the
redaction of a narrative cycle. Kemp shows how
certain windows around 1220—his main examples
are the windows of the Prodigal Son at Chartres and
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Bourges and the window of St. Lubin at Chartres—
have a particularly complex and rich interrelation-
ship between the framework of the armatures and
the distribution of the narrative with surprising
inversions, extensions, and heightenings. This,
according to Kemp, corresponds to the last phase
of oral—nonwritten—literature around 1220, to the
“jeux” and the “fabliaux.” The stained-glass window
is no longer seen as an emanation of Neoplatonic
light but as a piece of entertainment, a storyteller
and a visual sermon addressed to a public which
does not dream but looks and reads. And this brings
me to the next nest of problems I have singled out
for this essay: the new interest in the interrelation
between the medieval image and the medieval
public.

If I am right, one might say that literary history
over the last twenty years has shown as much interest
in the reader as in the text.® In this same period,
art history—and especially art history devoted to the
late-medieval image—has discovered the beholder.
For Panofsky—and 1 think also for Otto Picht—the
iconography or the form of images from the
fourteenth and the fifteenth centuries had been
autonomous, “clean” problems, which could be
solved face to face with the work of art on the
museum’s wall, with the manuscript in a library, or
with a good reproduction in the art historian’s study.
For about fifteen years, however, the most stimu-
lating studies in this field have been occupied with
the relation between certain classes, types, and styles
of images and various kinds of beholders and groups
of beholders. The best of these studies have
demonstrated that this new interest in the beholder
does not reflect a mere theoretical or sociological
curiosity that leaves the concrete art object alone
or uses it simply as a piece of illustration, as so
many books by historians do these days.6' On the
contrary, the content and the style—the rhetoric of
the late-medieval image—were conditioned and
shaped by its function and by the expectations of
the public it addressed.

To give a few examples: Michael Camille has
argued, in a series of interesting papers which
appeared between 1985 and 1989, that the different
languages “spoken” by images in English illumi-
nated manuscripts from the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries reflect the taste and the social status of
those who commissioned them.©? The extremely



refined Amesbury Psalter, which was made for a nun
in the richest nunnery in England, is different from
the Cuerden Psalter, which was ordered by an
unknown lay couple evidently demanding a more
obvious, more extended, and less discreet illustra-
tion for their prayer book. This example may reveal,
as Camille says, “what the ‘quasi-literate’ reader saw
and read as opposed to the monastic literate.”** But
such differences of language also occur in one and
the same manuscript. The full-page illuminations of
the Oscott Psalter use a solemn and monumental
style, while marginal drawings of the same prayer
book, which depict not apostles or the life of Christ
but proverbs and fables instead, speak in a much
more down-to-earth, “lewd” language. This differ-
ence of character between main and marginal images
in Gothic manuscripts, between the “serious”
illustrations and the “dr6leries,” has always been
noticed, but Camille proposes to compare such
gradations to the different levels of language used
and spoken in thirteenth-century England: Latin,
French, and, at the lowest and most accessible level,
English. Such an argument permits a new evaluation
of manuscripts such as the Holkham Bible, from
about 1330, or the Luttrell Psalter, which in the earlier
literature were often merely regarded as “lacking
in exquisite quality” or as “cheap and coarse.”®
Naturally, it would be naive to regard the images
in such manuscripts as a sort of folk art. The Luttrell
Psalter was, after all, commissioned by a member
of the nobility.®* As to the “misericords” and the
“dréleries” or the peasants working in the margins
of the Luttrell Psalter, Camille insists “‘their function
is not so much to expose the social conditions of
the masses but to keep them in place, or rather
displaced, at the edges of the Latin world. . . . Degrees
of naturalism correspond to degrees in the social
order in English Gothic art as much as they do in
subsequent centuries.”% The study of English Gothic
manuscripts has been intense and fruitful from the
days of M. R. James to the recent excellent surveys
of Nigel Morgan and Lucy Sandler. Camille has
perhaps added little to this long effort to localize
and date manuscripts, singling out styles, and
pinning down stylistic affiliations, but he has opened
a new perspective by asking what this diversity of
stylistic language meant in relation to different
readers, beholders, patrons, and publics. “Transfor-
mations in style are not homologous or internally
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motivated. In the case of medieval manuscripts they
are often a function of the artists and the readers,
of the genre and the language of the text to be
illustrated.”®”

To turn to another example: in 1981, Hans
Belting published a book entitled Das Bild und sein
Publikum im Mittelalter.®® Belting studied the form
and the function of those devotional images of the
Passion which were mainly created in Italy during
the thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries, one
of which in 1927 had been the object of Erwin
Panofsky’s famous paper, “Imago Pietatis.”® Belting,
originally a student of Byzantine art, is interested
in the question of what happened to the Eastern
icon when it was imitated in the West and
transformed in order to address a new kind of public
piety, when it was adapted to a different, a Western,
understanding and function of the devotional image.
He shows that this transplantation initiated a process
of activation and specialization. In the West the
devotional image integrates narrative details: it can—
at least in part—become a painted history. And this
transplantation from East to West changed not only
the function and the iconography but also the form,
the style, the rhetoric of the appeal of the “Imago
Pietatis.” Whereas the earlier literature on the
Western devotional image—Panofsky and before
him, Wilhelm Pinder—had insisted that the
Andachtsbild was a sort of private cult-object,
withdrawn from public use, Belting reminds us that,
on the contrary, the transformation of the Eastern
icon into the Italian devotional image was addressed
to—and conditioned by the expectations of—all
sorts of characteristically Western audiences:
municipalities, corporations, and fraternities as they
came into existence in the century of St. Francis
and around the order which bore his name. Without
taking into consideration these new groups of
beholders and their specific expectations, the change
from the icon to the devotional image, and
particularly the narrative devotional image, cannot
be explained.” There is no medieval art history
without the public.

To turn to the next example: James Marrow’s
already-cited Passion Iconography in Northern
European Art of the Late Middle Ages and Early
Renaissance bears the telling subtitle: A Study of
the Transformation of Sacred Metaphor into
Descriptive Narrative. In his book, Marrow has



successfully questioned the two traditional
interpretations of late-medieval, especially of early
Netherlandish and German, imagery: the idea of their
hidden symbolism in the sense of Panofsky and the
older idea of their face-value realism. Contrary to
the idea of “disguised symbolism,” Marrow shows
how the descriptive, narrative side of the
representations is more and more developed and
becomes nearly an end in itself. But—and this is
perhaps still more important—contrary to the idea
of the “mere realism” of late-medieval repre-
sentations, Marrow demonstrates how these realistic
images grew out of the theological exegesis of
biblical texts and how they resound with meta-
phorical undertones which may or may not have
been understood by contemporary pious beholders.
Marrow has built up his argument by using medieval
contemplative texts from Anselm of Canterbury to
Bernard of Clairvaux, Bonaventure, Ludolph of
Saxony, the German mystics, and the “Devotio
Moderna.” He does not, however, see the images
as simply dependent upon such writings. He shows
that contemplative texts on Christ’s Passion and the
very detailed, often extremely painful visual
representations of the Passion in the Netherlands
and in Germany both, in the same way, invite the
pious reader or the pious beholder to become
absorbed in the Lord’s suffering. The rhetoric of the
text and the appeal of the image are, so to speak,
identical. And Marrow is certainly right when he
insists that this intense desire to describe in ever
greater detail and in ever more affective terms the
suffering of the Lord also shaped the form, the style,
and the language of late-medieval Northern painting,

Since World War 1I, there has been—at least
in Germany—an understandable reluctance to
continue the study of late-medieval German painting.
The eleven rather tedious volumes of Alfred Stange
on Deutsche Malerei der Gotik, which were started
in 1934 but appeared mostly in the 1950s, were a
mental holdover from the years before 1945.7 To
a younger generation which had been faced with
so much cruelty in their own time these crude and
often cruel paintings were repulsive. By explaining
the function of these paintings in the context of
late-medieval piety, by reconstructing their role in
the process of visual meditation, Marrow opens a
new, “detached” perspective for the study of this
material. He no longer provides an endless chain
of attributions to hundreds of masters with all sorts
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of pedantic nicknames as his predecessors in this
field had done for a long time. He also does not
indulge in parochial discussions about the
borderlines between the different regional schools
of the “Altdeutsche Malerei,” which had been
another hobbyhorse of the specialists in late-
medieval German art. He initiates instead a
discussion of the function of these images and tries
to understand their original message to a beholder.
This approach seems to be in the air: Robert
Suckale’s provoking study on the “Arma Christi”
in 1977 and Frank Btittner’s Imitatio Pietatis. Motive
der christlichen Ikonographie als Modelle zur
Verdbnlichung, published in 1983, are two German
contributions that move in the same direction.”
My final example concerns the study of late-
medieval sculpture in central Europe. This is a field
where research and connoisseurship have remained
extremely lively and very active. In 1966 Pelican
published Theodor Muiller’s classic Scuipture in the
Netberlands, Germany, France, and Spain: 1400
to 1500.7 Miiller’s book was a tough survey, entirely
concentrated on such traditional questions as
chronology, localization, and eventually attribution.
In the years since 1966 many of these problems
have perhaps not fundamentally changed, but they
have been further explored and some interesting
discoveries have been made. For instance, the
dominating role of Prague for the crystallization of
the International Style in the southeast of the Holy
Roman Empire has become much clearer; the role
of Salzburg, on the other hand, now seems less
important than Miiller thought.” The situation at
Strasbourg around 1460 looks more complex than
it did twenty years ago. Netherlandish influence may
have been felt there even before the arrival of
Nikolaus Gerhaert von Leyden in 1463.75 The
sensational discovery of the 1462 date on the shrine
of the altar in Nordlingen has put into question
all traditional ideas about the career and activity
of the greatest Northern sculptor since Claus Sluter,
Nikolaus Gerhaert. If the figures from the
Nordlingen altar are attributed to Nikolaus Gerhaert,
that means that his revolutionary style was
developed even before he arrived at Strasbourg in
1463; if the figures of Nordlingen are attributed to
another artist, Nikolaus loses at least part of his
unique and groundbreaking position in the history
of fifteenth-century German sculpture. The debate
on this problem is still open and there may well



never be a general agreement on the attribution
or nonattribution of the No6rdlingen pieces.” The
situation in Ulm also looks different since we
learned that Jorg Syrlin was only the joiner of the
famous choir stalls, while the sculptures must be
attributed to Michel Erhart”” But I am digressing,
because only the structural changes in our ideas
on Gothic art, not the details of day-to-day research,
as important as they may be, should interest us here.

Concerning the field of late-medieval sculpture,
therefore, I would insist on two new methods of
approach: the one being purely empirical, the other
intellectual. It seems to me that the only substantial
progress in our factual, material knowledge of
objects in this field has come from a new form
of collaboration between art historians and
restorers. The restorations of the altars in N6rdlingen
and in Schwabach, the Riemenschneider altar in
Muinnerstadt, and the triumphal cross of Bernt Notke
in the cathedral at Libeck, have taught us that
nowadays mere stylistic analysis, the naive look with
the art historian’s eye, must be controlled, corrected,
and deepened in the cool light of the results gained
from technical examination.”® I remember an
unforgettably odd moment at a symposium in
Lubeck when the technicians had amply
demonstrated that the wooden nucleus of the
figures from Notke’s triumphal cross had been
“embellished” by all sorts of coverings—not only
a kind of carta pesta but even nails and ropes—
and the art historians, totally unimpressed,
continued to distinguish hands by faithfully
examining those elementary wooden blocks. Only
the restorers can supply the basic data on material,
technique, and—particularly important in this
field—polychromy.” The art historian does not have
to abdicate to the restorer, but he must make the
restorer’s technical data part of his own critical
analysis, especially in a field where hardly a single
object has survived in its fully original state.

The new intellectual approach was articulated
brilliantly in a book written by a notorious outsider
to the field of late-medieval German wood
sculpture. Michael Baxandall’s volume, The
Limewood Sculptors of Renaissance Germany, has
aroused much general interest, but characteristically
has not provoked a single review—so far as I know—
by a specialist in the field. Baxandall added nothing
to our conventional and traditional stock of
knowledge of late-medieval German sculpture, of
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course, nor did he pretend to do so. But the book
opened new perspectives, two of which seem
particularly challenging to me. First of all, Baxandall
tried to demonstrate that the style or the “mark”
of the greatest limewood sculptors—he singled out
Michel Erhart of Ulm, Tilman Riemenschneider of
Wiirzburg, Veit Stoss of Nuremberg, Hans Leinberger
of Landshut—grew out of, and as a reaction against,
the very tense and narrow economic structure of
the German cities with their strict borderlines
between the different guilds. This situation
stimulated the invention of manufacturing processes
in an effort to overcome such limitations; another
consequence of this tense structure was a strong
pressure to compete. The individual forms of the
leading limewood sculptors are regarded by
Baxandall as aesthetic trademarks which guaranteed
and stabilized their success in a competitive market.

Baxandall emphasizes the fact that the
production of art—in this case the production of
the huge altarpieces for the churches of late-
medieval Germany—was part of a very specific
economic structure and craft organization. While
this may seem to be a mere repetition of well-known
art-historical knowledge 8 Baxandall insists that the
economic situation affected directly the highly
sophisticated, twisted, and even showy style of the
individual sculptors. In modern terms one could
almost speak of a design competition between the
different altar firms—the words are mine not
Baxandall’s. Such an explanation is, needless to say,
a far and even blasphemous cry from the traditional,
more or less expressionistic interpretation of the
same altars, which had often mysteriously referred
to the soul or the soil of Franconia, Swabia, or
Westphalia as the secret source of the drama of Late
Gothic folds and gestures.8! The only specialist who
seems to have responded to this kind of approach
was the late Jorg Rasmussen and he did so,
characteristically enough, in a lecture on Veit Stoss,
because it is certainly with Stoss that Baxandall’s
perspective works best.82

The second point which Baxandall developed,
in order to make such an alien, exotic, and even
atavistic art as German limewood sculpture palatable
to an audience and a readership having British taste,
is found in a chapter called “Period Eye.” The
method applied in this chapter recalls an earlier
book by the same author, Painting and Experience
in Fifteenth-Century Italy8 Baxandall connects the



basic patterns of the Late Gothic sculptors—their
extremely complicated, entwined, and entangled
forms—to the patterns of other social activities and
rites in the same milieu: the compositional methods
of the “Meistersinger,” the highly convoluted
calligraphy of the German “modistes” (scribes in
the schools), and late-medieval dance and dancing
terms. It would not be fair to confuse Baxandall’s
suggestions with such traditional but much vaguer
notions as Heinrich Wolfflin’s principles of art
history. Baxandall wants to find a common signature,
a pattern in different but neighboring activities in
the same milieu and at the same moment of time.
He sees the style of the limewood sculptors as part
of a larger but very specific sociocultural
physiognomy.

It would be interesting to compare and contrast
the results of Marrow and Baxandall because their
books, after all, deal with closely related material.
It might then appear as a weakness of Baxandall’s
book that it pays only very limited attention to the
religious and devotional functions of the objects
it studies. But both Baxandall and Marrow open
insights into late-medieval art that transcend the
traditional art-historical questions of style or
iconography. Both try to read and to understand
late-medieval art in the broader context of religious,
economic, and cultural history. Marrow seems to
cite J. Huizinga with more approval and praise than
did either Max J. Friedlinder or Erwin Panofsky.
This seems to indicate that the tide of studies on
late-medieval art has these days somewhat
withdrawn from connoisseurship and iconology
and turned toward a more comprehensive under-
standing of Late Gothic imagery and its manifold
functions.

I am at the end of this scattered report, which
was—I am well aware—arbitrarily selective. But
research on a period of art which reaches from Suger
to Griinewald is too widespread and too rich for
one single individual to deal with in one essay.
The one thing which seems common to all truly
productive recent research in Gothic art and
architecture is a new broadening of approach, the
integration of methods borrowed from other fields,
from technology to literary history. There is also
a new awareness of the function of the art object,
its relation to a public, to an audience. Cathedrals
and monasteries seem these days perhaps less lofty
and auratic than fifty years ago, but our

36

understanding of them will, it is hoped, become
even richer. The Cloisters was conceived as the
reconstruction of a medieval ambience—a fantasy
about the idea and the shape of a medieval
monastery—and not just as an assemblage of
artifacts in a museum. I have the impression that
recent research on Gothic art is trying to achieve
a similar thing—to track the place of buildings,
statues, and images in their original context, to
reconstruct their concrete meaning for people in
a certain moment in history. I hope that the few
examples 1 have tried to describe have given at
least a vague impression of these new trends in
recent scholarship on the old Gothic monuments.

NOTES

Apart from the addition of a few titles I had overlooked, I
have left text and notes unchanged since 1988. A number of
interesting books, articles, and catalogues have since appeared
and could have been added. Such additions would not,
however, have changed the main perspective of this essay.

1. Henri Focillon, Art d’occident (Paris, 1938). I use the pocket
edition of 1965 (with supplementary notes by Jean Bony), vol.
2, pp. 122, 163ff, 347.

2. Focillon’s admirable pages on Gothic architecture retain many
of the ideas of Viollet-le-Duc, although the author is very critical
of nineteenth-century rationalism and the “laicité” of the great
nineteenth-century architect. Focillon’s statement about “la
physiognomie théitrale” of late-medieval art resounds with
ideas taken over from Emile Male, L'art religieux de la fin
du moyen-dge (Paris, 1905).

3. René Huyghe writes in Victor Focillon, Dijon, 1819-1918
et Henri Focillon, Dijon, 1881-1943, exhib. cat., Musée de Dijon
(Dijon, 1955), p. 9, “La vie des formes que Focillon donnait
en 1934, expliquait le passé, mais trouvait sa confirmation dans
les tentatives du présent.”

4. See Focillon, Art d’occident (1965), vol. 2, pp. 9, 81, 279.

5. For an example of this evolutionary concept in French art
from the beginning of our century, see Gaston Richard, L’idée
d’évolution dans la nature et Ibistoire(Paris, 1903). For a critical
evaluation of such theories, see, for instance, Dagobert Frey,
Kunstwissenschaftliche Grundfragen. Prolegomena zu einer
Kunstphilosophie (Vienna, 1946), pp. 69-74.

6. Erwin Panofsky, “Note on a Controversial Passage in Suger’s
De consecratione ecclesiae Sancte Dionysii,” Gazette des Beaux-
Arts, 6th ser., 36 (1944), pp. 95-114.

7. To cite only a few examples: Hans Sedlmayr, “Die Lichtmystik
und die Kathedrale,” in Die Entstebung der Kathedrale (Zurich,
1950), p. 314; Otto von Simson, The Gothic Cathedral. Origins
of Gothic Architecture and the Medieval Concept of Order (New
York, 1956), pp. 21ff. Von Simson states expressly: “Gothic
art would not have come into existence without the Platonic



cosmology cultivated at Chartres” (p. 26); Louis Grodecki, in
Marcel Aubert et al., Le Vitrail francais (Paris, 1958), pp. 39~
54, on the “fonctions spirituelles.”

8. See John Gage, “Gothic Glass: Two Aspects of a Dionysian
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The Cloisters or the Passion for
the Middle Ages

Hubert Landais

he Cloisters is fifty years old now—or, to be more precise, it opened its

doors to the public fifty years ago. I discovered it for the first time almost

exactly thirty-five years ago, when, thanks to Francis Henry Taylor, then the
director, and his friend Georges Salles, my first director, I received a research grant
to spend three months in the United States. I remember going to The Cloisters at
the very beginning of my stay, and I have often been back since, at least once each
time I am in New York.

At the time, I was aware of the often virulent criticism of The Cloisters being
expressed on the other side of the Atlantic, especially in France. I was a young
medievalist and I almost went so far as to share in those criticisms. My professors
were exacting, rigorous men, whose scholarship and competence 1 admired. Their
criticisms were scathing and were focused on two main points: the composition
of the collection and the way it was presented. What a scandal indeed for these
French archaeologists to watch these cloisters taken stone by stone and reconstructed
on the banks of the Hudson. Even the name—“The Cloisters Museum”—was a
provocation for them. The cloisters reconstructed—Saint-Guilhem, Bonnefont, Trie,
and Cuxa—all came from France, while the chapter house was from Pontaut, an
arcade was from Froville, an arch from Narbonne, a fountain from Saint-Genis-des-
Fontaines, and so on and so on.

The plan of the museum itself was inspired by a Cistercian abbey, and it
is no accident that a number of guidebooks chose to demonstrate this to the public
by including the plan of the French abbey of Royaumont. The same guidebooks
contained a map that showed more than thirty-five locations in France from which
objects or architectural elements in the collection originally came.!
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The bitterness of the critics was even stronger
in stressing the negligence, or the powerlessness,
or both, of French authorities who neither would
nor could protect these incomparable architectural
ensembles, the destruction and dismemberment of
which dated sometimes to the wars of religion,
occasionally to the French Revolution, and some-
times, sadly enough, to much more recent periods.

In France, the growing interest on the part of
individual regions in their patrimony was henceforth
to be the strongest factor in their protection and
preservation. There is no doubt that the creation
of The Cloisters served as a warning for both
European medievalists and public authorities and
was the occasion for an important raising of
consciousness.

The installation itself at The Cloisters, though
seductive, was criticized for its use of modern
elements to simulate the medieval, which the purists
deemed excessive.

All this will easily explain why, upon my arrival
as a graduate fellow in the Medieval Department
at The Metropolitan Museum of Art, I was not
spontaneously welcomed. Francis Taylor told me so,
with his easy smile, and placed me in the
“Renaissance and Medieval Department,” where
John Goldschmidt Phillips kindly received me. To
complicate matters further, a controversy had arisen
two years before between my then boss, Pierre Verlet,
and James Rorimer on the occasion of the exhibition
of French tapestries, the first important French
exhibition in the United States after World War 11.2
The argument centered on the Unicorn tapestries:
the Lady with the Unicorn at the Cluny Museum
and the Hunt of the Unicom at The Cloisters. Rorimer
pointed out the evident restoration of the Parisian
tapestries at the beginning of this century; Verlet
responded by citing the La Rochefoucauld inventory
of 1728, which specified that “They were in need
of repairs,” and by raising the question of their
possible ownership by Anne of Brittany. Such
bickerings were not easily forgiven!

It was only after several weeks that I had my
first personal contact with the formidable chief
curator of the Medieval Department and The
Cloisters. I shall never forget the dinner to which
I was invited at his home, where Mrs. Rorimer
received me with her characteristic kindness. My
esteem and my friendship for the Rorimers was born
that day. From then on all doors were open to me.
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How can one speak of The Cloisters without
speaking of Rorimer, who was its soul and its driving
force. 1 have called this essay “The Cloisters, or the
Passion for the Middle Ages’—this passion was
certainly his, a man who, underneath a sometimes
brusque manner, hid a sensitivity, exacting standards,
and a depth of knowledge that one finds in all aspects
of the Museum.

First, though, let me correct a mistaken belief
common in France. It was not Rorimer who first
had the preposterous-sounding idea of bringing
dispersed cloisters together in New York and then
making a museum. George Grey Barnard had opened
his collection to the public beginning in 1914: it
already included the cloisters of Cuxa, Saint-
Guilhem, Bonnefont, and Trie; and a cloisters
museum belonging to the Metropolitan was in exis-
tence from 1926.

At this juncture, one man played a considerable
role; he was John D. Rockefeller, Jr., who provided
The Metropolitan Museum of Art with 600,000 dollars
for the purchase of the Barnard collection in 1925
and then gave a large part of his own collection,
and offered the land that was to become Fort Tryon
Park to the city of New York. He recognized the
importance of these assembled collections and the
interest that there would be in presenting them in
a modern, attractive way.

Who first had the idea for the present design?
I do not know. What part was played by the architect,
Charles Collens, what part by Joseph Breck, “master
of the works” up to his death in 1933, or by Rorimer,
who was involved in the operation from the
beginning? What is clear is that from 1933 to 1938,
thus during the entire period of construction,
Rorimer was responsible. In the preface to the first
edition of the guidebook, Herbert E. Winlock
emphasized the collaboration of Collens and
Rorimer: “. . . and to these two more than to anyone
else the present form of The Cloisters is due.”
William Forsyth will also discuss the origins of the
museum, which are poorly known.

Now that The Cloisters has become a classic
museum of its kind, it is difficult to imagine how
novel it seemed at the time; nevertheless let us,
now, with the benefit of a little hindsight, analyze
the elements that made it so new.

If we consider the evolution of museums during
this century, it can be said that The Cloisters was
one of the first “site museums”—that is, one of the



first museums where discrete architectural elements
were transplanted to a predetermined site and then
grafted onto a new building complex that would
evoke the original location from which the exhibited
works came. This idea had been adopted in very
different realms, especially for museums of folk art
and popular culture. It has been most successful
in Northern European countries, which have always
been in the vanguard in this area. At The Cloisters,
the adaptation of the architectural ensemble to the
new site was closely studied. After all, it was not
easy to conjure up a Romanesque site in the lush
landscape of the Hudson River and the George
Washington Bridge. The proportions were problem-
atic, but the success is evident for all to see.

A “site” museum, but it was also to be an
“ambience” museum—the underlying idea is
obvious—to enable the American public to become
familiar with the monastic architecture of the Middle
Ages. One of the hazards that such “ambience”
museums have not always been able to avoid is the
artificiality of their interior decoration. A certain
amount of artifice is of course unavoidable, but it
is only acceptable if it is neither seen nor felt.

The best solution to the problem, and the one
adopted at The Cloisters, is to let the objects
themselves create the desired ambience, to let them
serve as accompaniments to the architecture. If the
purists and museum enthusiasts feel uncomfortable
here, it is their concern. To them, the object, rightly
deemed unique, must be isolated, presented for itself
alone, and appreciated outside any other context.
The choice taken at The Cloisters was carried to
its logical conclusion. The great “Romanesque Hall,”
for example, has no fewer than three monumental
doorways—from Moutiers-Saint-Jean, Reugny, and
Poitou.

This careful re-creation of ambience likewise
required architectural ensembles that were not in
ruins and whose missing elements could be either
replaced or restored. Thus arose the campaign of
restoration that was, as I have noted, sometimes
criticized. In fact, everything was carefully and
meticulously planned—even the modern stone
foundations were drawn according to the most
reliable of models. Probably never before was the
evocation of the past so effective—to the point that
this great artificial monastery, artfully arranged on
several levels, seemed merely to be awaiting its
inhabitants who, this time, would not be monks but
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rather a public eager to discover the roots of its
culture.

All the elements contributed to the illusion—
the Romanesque-style bell tower with its impressive
dimensions, the four cloisters, the two chapels (there
were to be three ultimately), the sculpture, the
capitals, the stained glass, the fountains. Moreover
there was a sense of chronological evolution; while
Romanesque was certainly dominant, Gothic also
had its rightful place.

This site museum, this “ambience museum,”
did not, at least at the beginning, attempt to
encompass the entire western Middle Ages. Indeed,
the very nature of the original collection may seem
surprising. The overwhelming majority of works
came from France or northern Spain, such that the
map in the first two guidebooks, to which I already
alluded, showed only those two countries. It was
only in the third-edition guides that the map would
be expanded to include Germany, Austria, and Italy,
testifying to the expansion of the collection. The
first section of the introduction to the first and second
editions was entitled “The Middle Ages in France
and Spain,” a title that later disappeared.*

Another peculiarity that was not considered the
least bit shocking was the mixture of religious and
secular objects. Strict “ethics” would no doubt have
required that religious objects be used exclusively
to furnish the rooms adjoining the cloisters them-
selves—but how could anyone resist the charm of
the Unicorn Tapestries, one of the most prestigious
of Rockefeller’s gifts. No one dreamed of taking
offense at the proximity of the courtly and religious
Middle Ages. Imperceptibly, the objects themselves
began to modify the original goal of the museum,
such that it came near to being a museum of the
art of the Middle Ages in the truest sense of the
word.

To my mind, these were the innovations. Now
we must push the analysis further and look not for
the models—there were none—but for other
institutions that might have inspired the designers
of The Cloisters. Three museums already in exis-
tence or under construction at the time seem to
me to have exercised a decisive influence; it is
probably no coincidence that one is in Spain and
the other two are in France.

The Museu d’Art de Catalunya in Barcelona had
as its objective the preservation of very important
frescoes, which were replaced by copies in the



churches themselves. This impressive, beautifully
arranged ensemble set an example. In Paris, the
Musée National des Monuments Frangais, which
replaced the earlier Musée de Sculpture Comparée,
beloved by Viollet-le-Duc, underwent a complete
renovation during the construction of the new Palais
de Chaillot; along with the Musée de 'Homme, it
became, thanks to Paul Deschamps, one of the most
modern in Europe. Just the opposite of Barcelona,
its collections were not original works of art but
casts and copies of frescoes meant to facilitate
comparison and research. An essentially didactic
museum, its arrangement demonstrates the impact
of monuments presented in an architectural complex
of the highest level.

The second French museum was the Musée de
Cluny. The former Parisian residence of the abbots
of Cluny had the considerable advantage of being
a medieval house, with its mullioned windows, its
staircases, its chapel, its Gallo-Roman remains. In
this museum, religious and secular objects were
exhibited side by side, and its collection of tapestries
was impressive—features that we can also see at
The Cloisters. Even the administrative structure of
the two museums is in some ways similar: The
Cloisters is a dependency of the Metropolitan, but
no outsider has ever been able to discover for what
subtle reasons one object is exhibited at the
Metropolitan and another at Fort Tryon Park. The
same is true of the Cluny Museum, which, up to
1963, was administered by the Département des
Objets d’art of the Louvre. Indeed the two museums
experienced, and still experience, occasional
difficulties in the choice and division of their
collections.

In the United States, where the great medieval
collections were already established, is it possible
to determine if one or more might have served as
a model for The Cloisters? While there is no easy
answer, it is possible to suggest a certain line of
investigation.

From the time of the inaugural exhibition of
the medieval collections at Philadelphia in 1931, a
large part of the cloister of Saint-Genis-des-Fontaines
was on view, its missing elements being completed
“with new roof timbers and tiles.”> At the center
of the reconstructed cloister was a fountain from
Saint-Michel-de-Cuxa, while at The Cloisters it was
a fountain from Saint-Genis that was set in the middle
of the cloister from Cuxa. Other architectural
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ensembles were also shown in Philadelphia, and
they belonged either to the museum itself or to
private collectors such as Raymond Pitcairn and
George Grey Barnard. Thus the influence of John
D. Mcllhenny, who had wanted to set up the medi-
eval section at Philadelphia, may have extended
beyond the city’s boundaries.

Similarly, the Toledo Museum of Art had a
cloister beginning in 1933; the museum’s guide
noted that “Cloisters, as well as cathedrals, were fre-
quently built over a period of several centuries. . ..
To show such a progression, the Toledo Museum
of Art has secured colonnades from three times and
places. The oldest is from Saint-Michel-de-Cuxa
[bought in 1934] ...; the next, from the Abbey of
St. Pons near Toulouse [bought in 1931]...;
the third, from the cloister of Pontaut [bought in
1933] ...; the fourth side is constructed of
wood. . ..”¢ Elements from the cloisters of Cuxa and
Pontaut, then, are at Toledo, while the Pontaut
Chapter House is in The Cloisters.

Other American public collections do not seem
to have influenced the conception of The Cloisters.
The admirable collection, in a very different spirit,
of Mildred and Robert Woods Bliss had not yet been
given to Harvard—that would happen in 1940. Henry
Walters, who died in 1931, left “to the people of
Baltimore” an astounding number of medieval
works, some of them particularly important. But by
chance, his museum preserved the atmosphere of
a private collection—and Marvin Ross, its curator,
spent years in discovering this, for not all the crates
were opened before Walters died.” In New York,
the Morgan Library, while rich in beautiful objects,
did not add to their number, but rather concentrated
its activity on manuscripts and books.®2 The
Metropolitan itself always remained the spiritual
mother of The Cloisters, willingly depositing works
there or making it the beneficiary of temporary loans
during the reinstallation of its own galleries.

Other museums with medieval works of art
included within their more general collections, such
as Boston, Washington, and Cleveland, seem to have
served more as stimuli than as models for The
Cloisters.

Cleveland had special links with the Metropol-
itan and The Cloisters. It must not be forgotten that
the two principal protagonists of The Cloisters—John
D. Rockefeller, Jr., and James ]. Rorimer—were
natives of this city. Had they remained there, it is



likely that the future of the two museums would
have been entirely different. In Cleveland, William
M. Milliken was undoubtedly one of the greatest
museum directors of this country. Curator in 1919
and then director in 1931, he succeeded in acquiring
the famous Guelph Treasure, placing Cleveland in
the front rank of international museums. It is easy
to imagine his displeasure in seeing Rockefeller
leave for New York, displeasure that can be seen
in a chapter of his small book, A Time Remembered,
A Cleveland Memoir: “opposite the Wade House
stood John D. Rockefeller's home, no longer
occupied by him. Rapacious Cuyahoga County tax
authorities had driven him to New York by attempting
astronomical levies on all his tangible properties.”
The attraction of New York has endured, even for
curators.

Whatever the influences and rivalries may have
been, let us underscore again this peculiarity about
The Cloisters: this was to be the last great collection
of medieval works of art to open to the public. The
unfortunate dispersal of the von Hirsch collection
destroyed one of the last opportunities; there will
probably not be another.

Such was the museum at the time of its opening;
such it has remained. Directors and curators, whether
Francis Taylor, James J. Rorimer, Thomas Hoving,
or Philippe de Montebello; Florens Deuchler,
Margaret Freeman, Richard Randall, or William
Wixom, all have had but one goal: to build upon
and improve what had been started, rounding out
the collections and developing services that were
first “educational” and then “cultural.”

James J. Rorimer never considered his work
finished: like any curator, he knew that a museum
that does not enrich itself, does not change itself,
is a museum that risks losing a great deal of its
impact. In 1934, the Rogers Fund afforded him the
chance to buy elements of the choir of Notre-Dame-
du-Bourg in Langon, while the generosity of
Rockefeller procured for him the famous Unicorn
Tapestries, as well as the Gothic doorway from
Moutiers-Saint-Jean, whose original great statues
would be added soon thereafter. The early building
plans were modified to include the windows of the
Dominican church at Sens and the Froville Arcade
was given by George Blumenthal.

Rorimer had not been able to realize one of
his fondest dreams, as he wrote in 1948: “When
The Cloisters was opened to the public in Fort Tryon
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Park just ten years ago, a place in the new building
was reserved for a future treasury.” This later became
possible with the acquisition, as always thanks to
John D. Rockefeller, Jr., “of a selection made from
the thousands of objects Joe Brummer . . . acquired. . . .
They came via the Hermitage in Russia, great private
collections in Paris, and the little fellow around the
corner in Brooklyn.” The acquisition, in fact, was
most important and the “sacristy,” as it was called,
could finally be installed. In addition to the Brummer
collection, it included some works that The Cloisters
owned but that it had not yet been able to exhibit,
as well as others from the Metropolitan. Thus the
ensemble was complete, and like some monasteries,
and most great cathedrals—Rorimer evoked Saint-
Denis, Cologne, Reims, Sens—The Cloisters had its
Treasury (which has recently been reinstalled).

It is difficult to imagine what could have been
added as a complement to all this, except a garden
piously devoted to plants of the Middle Ages, the
very ones that appear in manuscripts and millefleurs
tapestries. This too was done.

Time does not allow me to review thoroughly
the Museum’s acquisitions over the last five decades,
and The Metropolitan Museum of Art Bulletin has
regularly published a list. Let it suffice, then, to
underscore that these always fit easily within the
prescribed framework of the collections. First of all,
tapestries, of which the Nine Heroes are the indis-
putable masterpiece, bring us back to France, to
Martinvast, near Cherbourg; then sculpture—the
Strasbourg Virgin purchased in 1948, or the archi-
tectural elements given by the Hearst Foundation.

The objects destined for the Treasury hold a
privileged place. The Chalice of Antioch, hailed as
“probably the earliest known surviving Christian
chalice,” was immediately placed in the center of
the gallery after its purchase.’ One need hardly recall
the great event of the acquisition of the Bury St.
Edmunds Cross.

Up to now we have not spoken about paintings.
Those from the Middle Ages are not numerous,
hence the importance of the acquisition in 1950 of
the Flemish altarpiece to which Ted Rousseau hoped
one day to add “another living element to complete
this already remarkable collection.”?? The addition,
which was in fact much more than that, came in
1958, when the Mérode Altarpiece could be shown
to the public for the first time.

Museums are not libraries, and there was no



book to be seen at The Cloisters until the acquisition
in 1956 of two fine works: The Hours of Jeanne
d’Evreux and the Belles Heures of Jean, duke of Berry.
Both came from a well-known French collection,
and the Bibliothéque Nationale very much regretted
losing them.

To begin to understand how difficult it is to
collect objects of this kind, what Francis Taylor called
“the art of collecting,” it is necessary to reread his
book, The Taste of Angels, as well as The Chase,
the Capture, a collection of essays published under
the direction of Tom Hoving, and Merchants of Art
by Germain Seligman, the celebrated dealer,
unfortunately now deceased.’® Seligman’s table of
contents alone mentions nearly all the dealers or
collectors who, from 1880 to 1960, were actively
acquiring objects that are now to be found in the
great museums, especially the Metropolitan and The
Cloisters. It would be interesting to undertake further
studies of the history of collections, which are all
too often neglected or kept hidden for various
reasons, as they are an important key to knowledge.

After what I have said about The Cloisters and
its evolution, you will understand how surprised I
was not to find The Cloisters in Kenneth Hudson’s
recent book, Museums of Influence, which identifies
thirty-seven museums in Europe and the United
States that have, during the past two hundred years,
pioneered fundamental changes in museum
thinking and practice.’ Not only does The Cloisters
seem to me to have introduced a certain number
of changes, which I have tried to define, but has
also kept its place in the general evolution of
museums, about which I wish to add a final word.

It seems to me that one of the notable evolutions
that museums have undergone in the last decades
is the determining role that they have played and
continue to play, along with universities, in the
perception of objects and thus of history itself. The
time is past when curators were considered the poor
relations of research. The great strides toward
professionalism have borne fruit. Of course,
museums have always had eminent specialists on
their staffs, and their influence has allowed their
institutions to escape from their isolation and be
able to assert themselves—to the point that they
have become one of the great laboratories of history.

To stay within the realm of the Middle Ages,
this movement seems to me to have been initiated
in prewar Germany, where the students or rivals of
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Wilhelm von Bode were in charge of the most
important collections: Erich Meyer in Hamburg, Fritz
Volbach in Mainz, and Theodor Miiller in Munich.
Somewhat later Herman Schnitzler was in charge
at Cologne, and Erich Steingriber in Munich. Von
Hirsch formed his own private collection after
becoming a banker, but he, too, as a young man
had been trained as a medieval specialist in the same
school. It is hardly necessary to mention the
influence in this country of Georg and Hanns
Swarzenski, Adolph Goldschmidt, and Kurt
Weitzmann.

The same development can be seen throughout
Europe. Focusing on the example of France, which
I know best, the role played by the university is
no longer at issue. Henri Focillon, who taught in
the United States, stands at the beginning of a true
renaissance. His students, like Charles Sterling,
sometimes went to museums, or would be close
to them, like Louis Grodecki. Likewise at the
university, the work of Marc Bloch, Fernand Braudel,
and Georges Duby would profoundly alter our view
of the Middle Ages. Their teaching spread within
the university system, but equally to the Ecole
Pratique des Hautes Etudes, where J. J. Marquet de
Vasselot was trained, and to the Ecole des Hautes
Etudes en Sciences Sociales, directed by Jacques Le
Goft.

The Ecole des Chartes, often in conjunction with
the Ecole du Louvre, has, in its turn, trained a large
number of curators, from Marcel Aubert to Paul
Deschamps, from Pierre Pradel to Pierre Verlet, Marc
Thibout, and Francis Salet. Happily the tradition has
been perpetuated. Before World War 1, only one
Chartiste, and far from the least, numbered among
the curators of the Louvre: Emile Molinier.

A parallel evolution can easily be seen in
American museums, and it would be interesting to
have a list of graduates of Yale, Princeton, Harvard,
and the other great American universities who
benefited from the teaching of Paul Sachs, Millard
Meiss, Meyer Schapiro, and many others, and became
responsible for medieval collections.

Neither the Metropolitan nor The Cloisters,
which always maintained a symbiotic relationship
with the Medieval Department, was immune to these
changes, as the examples of James J. Rorimer,
William Forsyth, Thomas Hoving, Vera K. Ostoia, and
Carmen Gomez-Moreno testify, not to mention those
now in charge.



Two particular museum activities have substan-
tially contributed to their credibility: exhibitions and
catalogues. Many negative things have been said
about exhibitions; yet the importance of successful
exhibitions in advancing our knowledge of art cannot
be denied. In this brief essay, it is not possible to
draw up a complete list. Still, I thought it would
be interesting to assemble a list of more than fifty
outstanding exhibitions that have taken place over
the course of the last forty years:

— “French Tapestries,” Paris/London/Amsterdam/
Brussels/New York, 1946-48.

— “Early Christian and Byzantine Art,” Baltimore,
1947.

— “Trésors des musées de Vienne,” Paris, 1947.

— “Trésors du Moyen Age Allemand,” Brussels/
Amsterdam, 1949.

— “Ars sacra: Kunst des frihen mittelalters,”
Munich, 1950.

— “Art Mosan et arts anciens du pays de Liége,”
Liege, 1951.

— “Le grand siécle des ducs de Bourgogne,” Dijon,
1951.

— “Franconia Sacra,” Wiirzburg, 1952.

— “Trésors d’art du moyen 4ge en Italie,” Paris,
1952.

— “Vitraux de France du Xle au XVle siécle,” Paris,
1953.

— “Les Manuscrits a peinture en France du Vlle
au Xlle siécle,” Paris, 1954.

— “Les Manuscrits 4 peinture en France du Xlile
au XVle siécle,” Paris, 1955.

— “Werdendes Abendland an Rhein und Ruht,”
Essen, 1956.

— “Chefs-d’oeuvre romans des musées de pro-
vince,” Paris, 1957-58.

— “Grosse Kunst des Mittelalters aus Privatbesitz,”
Cologne, 1960.

— “Saint Louis 2 la Sainte Chapelle,” Paris, 1960.

— “L’Art roman,” Barcelona/Santiago de Compos-
tela, 1961.

— “Cathédrales,” Paris, 1962.

— “Europiische Kunst um 1400,” Vienna, 1962.

— “Medieval Manuscript Illumination from the
Private Collection of George Wildenstein in
Paris,” New York, 1962-63.
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— “Byzantine Art: An European Art,” Athens, 1964.

— “Romanische Kunst in Osterreich,” Krems, 1964.

— “Karl der Grosse, Werk und Wirkung,” Aachen,
1965.

— “Les Trésors des églises de France,” Paris, 1965.

— “Treasures from Medieval France,” Cleveland,
1966-67.

— “La Librairie de Charles V,” Paris, 1968.

— “L’Europe Gothique,” Paris, 1968.

— “Medieval Art from Private Collections,” New
York, 1968-69.

— “The Middle Ages: Treasures from The Cloisters
and The Metropolitan Museum of Art,” Los
Angeles/Chicago, 1970.

— “The Year 1200,” New York, 1970.

— “Art and the Courts,” Ottawa, 1972.

— “Rhein und Maas: Kunst und Kultur 800-1400,”
Cologne/Brussels, 1972.

— “French Art in the Middle Ages,” Quebec/
Montreal, 1972-73.

— “Venezia e Bisanzio,” Venice, 1974.

— “Tesori d’arte sacra di Roma e del Lazio dal
Medioevo all’Ottocento,” Rome, 1975.

— “Byzantine Art,” Moscow, 1977.

— “Die Zeit der Staufer,” Stuttgart, 1977.

— “Treasures of Early Irish Art,” New York, 1977.

— “Age of Spirituality: Early Christian Byzantine Art,
Third to Seventh Century,” New York, 1977-
78.

-— “Die Parler und der schone Stil 1350-1400,”
Cologne, 1978.

— “Kaiser Karl IV,” Nuremberg/Cologne, 1978-79.

— “The Vikings,” London, 1980.

— “Wittelsbach und Bayern,” Munich, 1980.

— “The Wild Man: Medieval Myth and Symbolism,”
New York, 1980-81.

— “Medieval Enamels,” London, 1981.

— “The Royal Abbey of Saint-Denis in the Time
of Abbot Suger (1122-1151),” New York, 1981.

— “Les Fastes du Gothique: le siécle de Charles
V,” Paris, 1981-82.

— “Radiance and Reflection: Medieval Art from the
Raymond Pitcair Collection,” New York, 1982.

— “English Romanesque Art 1066-1200,” London,
1984.

— “The Treasury of San Marco, Venice,” Paris/New
York, 1984.

— “Gothic and Renaissance Art in Nuremberg 1300-
1550,” New York/Nuremberg, 1986.

— “Age of Chivalry,” London, 1987-88.



These are only the principal examples; there were
many others. Their catalogues remain and have
become definitive references in the field.

Catalogues of museums’ permanent collections
have not, alas, developed at the same pace, but the
materials now exist to allow them to be continuously
updated. Both the Metropolitan and The Cloisters
have played an important role in this international
activity, as we have seen, maintaining a prominent
place in this great network of museums all sharing
the same passion for the Middle Ages.

T wish to close by emphasizing the importance
of these activities and of international relations. Since
1945, these relations have never stopped growing
and strengthening. Gradually cooperation has
replaced competition, even if there is considerable
progress still to be made. While not always so
successful as one might have hoped, international
organizations have still played an important role.
The International Council of Museums was founded
in 1946: its first president, Chauncey J. Hamlin, was
American; the second, Georges Salles, was French.
Its membership today includes nearly 120 countries.
Personal friendships have done the rest; and so,
finally, T wish to note the quality of those that I
have had with the last four directors of The
Metropolitan Museum of Art and The Cloisters and
their colleagues, who have honored me with their
friendship.
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1. James J. Rorimer, The Cloisters: The Building and the Collec-
tion of Mediaeval Art in Fort Tryon Park (New York, 1938),
p. xxvii (plan of Royaumont), and p. xix (provenance map);
ibid., 1951 ed., p. xxix (plan of Royaumont) and p. xix
(provenance map); and ibid., 1963 ed., p. 5 (plan of Royaumont)
and inside cover (provenance map).

2. There was an exhibition of French tapestries organized under
the auspices of the Louvre and shown in Paris during the summer
of 1946 (a book by Francis Salet, La tapisserie francaise, du
moyen-dge a nos jours [Paris, 1946], was published on the
occasion and served as catalogue). Portions of the exhibition
were thereafter shown in Amsterdam, Brussels, and London,
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Fig. 1. The Cloisters, Fort Tryon Park (photo: Museum)

50



Five Crucial People in the
Building of The Cloisters

William H. Forsyth

he Cloisters is the only museum in America devoted exclusively to medieval

art (Fig. 1). This essay deals with its origin and development through the

activities of five men who may be considered its founding fathers. Two are
still well remembered: John D. Rockefeller, Jr., and James J. Rorimer (Figs. 2, 3).
The others have been largely forgotten: George Grey Barnard, Joseph Breck, and
Charles Collens (Figs. 4-6).!

The story begins with George Grey Barnard, an imposing, almost heroic, figure
despite his size—short, like Napoleon—with a sculptor’s hands and an orator’s voice
(Fig. 4). A man of strong convictions, a creative and romantic sculptor,2 he helped
rouse America to the value of medieval art. He was the first to conceive of a cloisters
museum.? This would not have been appropriate for Europe, but for those Americans
who knew almost nothing of medieval art, the exhibition of medieval works of art
in a quasi-medieval setting was enormously powerful. Going abroad to execute a
commission of sculpture for the Pennsylvania state capitol at Harrisburg, Barnard
was in France when he ran out of money. With a family to support, he began to
collect and deal in works of art, partly perhaps from inclination, but certainly from
necessity. Sculptor that he was, he appreciated medieval sculpture. He acquired it
wherever he could and sold it to whomever he could. Roaming the French countryside,
he was also able to amass a sizable and impressive collection for himself, which
he had the gumption and the tenacity to get out of France just in time, before both
World War T and the new export laws closed the door.4

In December 1914, he opened his collection on Fort Washington Avenue to
the public for the benefit of French war orphans, and he called it the Cloisters,
later to be known as the Barnard Cloisters (Fig. 7).5 Everyone flocked to see it.
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Fig. 2. John D. Rockefeller, Jr., 1874-1960 ( photo:
Museum)

Here was an artist’s vision of the Middle Ages, not
a modern archaeological reconstruction. For all its
shortcomings—and there were a number—the
Barnard Cloisters opened a door to a romantic vision
of the past that nothing else could have done so
effectively in America in that period. Here was an
Arthurian legend come to life, “mystic, wonderful.”
Within a rather small brick building, dimly lit and
incense-filled, presided over by monk-robed
guardians and enlivened by the music of a medieval
chant playing in the background, was another
world—today quaint and outmoded, but then
wonder-filled (Fig. 8). The whole exhibit recalled
a medieval church, with arcaded side aisles
supporting arcaded balconies, all composed of parts
of medieval cloisters, and with an apselike eastern
end. The emphasis was on height. One virtue of
height is the higher you go, the less you see. And
some of the objects on top that look so glamorous—
almost like a miracle play—weren’t so awfully good
when you got them down. There were other

fragments of cloisters scattered about, and in an
outside garden Barnard had erected two sides of
a cloister arcade from the monastery of Saint-Michel-
de-Cuxa.

John D. Rockefeller, Jr., must have been among
the visitors who felt the spell of the place (Fig. 2).
Mr. Rockefeller, whose modesty equaled his
eminence and whose eminence was worthy of his
wealth, was a man of vision and discretion. On
May 28, 1925, he offered to buy the collection for
the Metropolitan Museum, an offer eagerly accepted
by the Trustees, and through the Museum by
Barnard.® From the beginning Rockefeller evidently
regarded it as only temporarily housed on the small
property that was soon to be crowded by apartment
buildings. In September of the same year, he
consulted the architect William Wells Bosworth
about transporting the collection to another site.
Raymond Fosdick, in his well-informed biography,
puts it this way: “In the background of Rockefeller’s
mind was the idea of a more suitable site for the
cloisters on the rocky, woody point just north of
the Billings estate which he had bought some years
before” (Fig. 9).7

Fig. 3. James J. Rorimer, 1905-1966 (photo: Museum)
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Fig. 4. George Grey Barnard, 1863-1938 (photo: courtesy NYT Pictures)



Fig. 5. Joseph Breck, 1885-1933 (photo: Museum
Archives)

Cornelius Kingsley Garrison Billings was a
strikingly flamboyant character, very much a contrast
to the retiring Rockefeller. His fantastic style of living
may be imagined by a memorable party he staged
in 1903 at Louis Sherry’s. He had the roof garden
transformed with green turf, trees, plants, and singing
birds. His guests were mounted on horseback and
while mounted sipped champagne through rubber
tubes. Waiters dressed as red-coated grooms served
them a full-course dinner on special tables anchored
to the animals’ flanks.8

Rockefeller was deeply concerned about the
Hudson Valley and the Palisades, which he had
explored on horseback as a young man. He had
ridden over this wooded land in northern Manhattan
as well. He quietly began to acquire other land on
all sides of the Cornelius Billings estate, which he

had purchased in 1917. Rockefeller had the vision
of making this entire site a public park, and in June
1930 he offered to give it to New York City for a
park to be called Fort Tryon after the fort captured
by the British during the American Revolution. Four
acres of the highest land were to be reserved for
a “monument” to be known as The Cloisters.
Although it took five years for the city fathers to
accept this offer, it did not take the Museum’s
Trustees that long, needless to say, to accept such
a spectacular gift.?

There were a number of ideas about what sort
of a building should be erected.’® From traveling
abroad, Rockefeller’s early dream was of a castlelike
fortification inspired by Sir Walter Scott’s Kenilworth,
which he loved. The suggestion of this Kenilworth
idea is implied in an early sketch for the proposed
building, where the middle tower originally was like
a castle keep (Fig. 10). And this inspiration still
remains in the rampart wall, the portcullis, and the
entry gate of the present building (Fig. 11). It was
Rockefeller’s idea that this was to be the monument
on the top of this land that was to be seen from

Fig. 6. Charles Collens, 1873-1956 (photo: Collens
family)
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Fig. 7. Exterior view of the Barnard Cloisters on Fort Washington Avenue (photo: Museum)

the Hudson. Another idea, the fantasy of a modern of the building incorporates cusped arches from the
structure like a glass cube with exhibits displayed wall of a small cloisters at the Benedictine priory
like specimens as in a museum of science, fortunately of Froville.14

died quickly. The third idea, of a central courtyard The Museum curator responsible for helping
with four large halls extending out from it and with to work this plan out was Joseph Breck (Fig. 5).
Barnard’s Cloisters on the periphery, has partly Of the original five, he was the bridge between the
survived in the present plan. In the final plan, the Barnard Cloisters and the museum we now know
center became a large portion of the cloister from as The Cloisters. Assistant Director of The Metro-
Saint-Michel-de-Cuxa,"* surrounded by medieval politan Museum of Art and Curator of Decorative
halls containing Romanesque and Gothic art. Three Arts in charge of its vast collections of Western

other cloisters are placed outside this central core: European art, Breck was a deeply committed and
the capitals and columns of the monastery of Saint- experienced museum man, a talented scholar who
Guilhem-le-Désert to the north,’2 and carved knew how to present his ideas in clear visual form.>
elements from the cloisters from Bonnefont-en- He had the very difficult job of putting order into
Comminges and Trie-en-Bigorre to the west and the rather haphazard, if picturesque, arrangements
southeast.”> An open-air corridor on the eastern side of the newly acquired Barnard Cloisters without
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Fig. 8. Interior view of the Barnard Cloisters (photo:
Museum)

Fig. 9. Lithograph showing future site of The Cloisters,
1856 (courtesy of Charles T. Little)
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destroying its charm. This he did, although not
without arousing the ire of Barnard, who lived next
door to his own beloved cloisters, which he regarded
as his personal creation, not to be touched. Breck
even took a particular interest in installing an herb
garden, more authentic than Barnard’s own miscel-
laneous plantings.'® After some years as Director of
the Barnard Cloisters, Breck was put in charge of
the planning for the new one, and he worked hard
at this project for the last three years of his life.

In support of his plan for a systematic and
orderly display of the evolution of Romanesque into
Gothic, Breck submitted many ideas and sketches.
To avoid unclear interpretations and blendings of
style, he sought to copy medieval precedents closely.
His knowledge and his sharp historical point of view
were a healthy check on the romantic exuberance
that had dominated the Barnard Cloisters, and still
dominated to a certain extent the new museum.
Unfortunately Breck aroused antagonism as idea after
idea for “improvements” kept pouring from him.
At last a resolution was passed by the long-suffering
Building Committee of the Board of Trustees
forbidding any further changes unless absolutely
necessary, a resolution sent to Rockefeller which
Breck was constrained to sign. It is sad to note
that soon afterward Breck died in Switzerland of a
heart attack, the result—one fears—of so much stress.
His obituary clearly acknowledged his great
contributions to the formation of the museum.® It
is certainly right to emphasize that The Cloisters,
in the form in which it was finally constructed,
followed in large part the plan approved in January
1933, seven months before Breck’s death. lLater
changes, important as they were, were essentially
refinements and simplifications of the 1933 plan.?

Charles Collens, the next on our list of crucial
people, was a gentleman from every point of view
(Fig. 6). He was the distinguished architect chosen
by Rockefeller and the Trustees to design The
Cloisters.?0 Collens, experienced in the use of the
Gothic style, and a wise man to boot, was fortunately
flexible and modest enough to listen to the opinions
of others and to follow them as far as he thought
expedient. Collens was also familiar with Rocke-
feller’s thinking because he was then finishing the
building of Riverside Church. He deserves great
credit for giving us in The Cloisters a building that
is both impressive and harmonious, blending the
Romanesque and the Gothic without the fuzziness



Fig. 10. Otto Eggers. Early sketch for The Cloisters reflecting influence of Kenilworth Castle, 1928 (photo: Museum)

Breck had so feared. His overall scheme of massing
the galleries around the Cuxa Cloister under a great
central tower, modeled after one still standing at
that monastery, was surprisingly successful 2! Tt was
his skill in solving the complexities of the project,
human as well as architectural, that made the whole
plan workable. Collens was shrewd enough to keep
the idea of the English castle on the exterior that
Rockefeller had wanted for the Hudson view, but
its interior design was a compromise between the
architect’s original conception and Breck’s more
severely correct sequences from Romanesque to
Gothic.

Luckily for the Museum, James Rorimer, who
since 1927 had already worked both with and for
Breck on The Cloisters, was appointed to succeed
him as its Curator (Fig. 3).22 Rorimer was the man
of the hour: sharp-eyed, brilliant, and alert, a master
strategist. He substituted for Breck’s stubborn tactics
more subtle ones that were more effective in carrying
out the needed changes, simplifying many of the
details, and replacing much of the modern Gothic
architectural elements with original ones.
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As soon as Rockefeller’s gift for the new Cloisters
was announced in the press, he was flooded with
offers of purchase—good, bad, and indifferent.
Gradually, as he came to trust Rorimer’s good eye
and good judgment, Rockefeller turned these offers
over to him to deal with as he thought best. How
well Rorimer satisfied the donor is revealed in the
words of praise Rockefeller showered on him at the
opening ceremony on May 10, 1938.2 When he made
his later gift of ten million dollars in 1952 “for the
enrichment of The Cloisters,” Rockefeller had every
reason to believe that Rorimer would be there to
see that it was well administered.?* Rorimer’s efforts
also clearly satisfied the Trustees, who elected him
Director of The Cloisters in 1949 and Director of
The Metropolitan Museum of Art in 1955.2 And how
well he satisfied the general public is proved by
the phenomenal attendance figures since The
Cloisters opened.

Rorimer told me that he never asked Rockefeller
for a cent. He studied his man as intently as an
actor does his part. He waited until Rockefeller came
to him, and even then he always consulted him on



Fig. 11. Joseph Breck. Pencil sketch of Cloisters
exterior with inset of Carcassone, June 26, 1933
(photo: Museum)

every important phase of each negotiation and
purchase. Both men enjoyed the negotiating process
immensely and both knew the value of the dollar.
Early on, for instance, Rockefeller gave a small sum
to pay for a minor purchase of some original Gothic
window tracery from Normandy. Rorimer saved
several hundred dollars by bargaining with the seller,
and returned the balance to Rockefeller in a
registered check with his thanks. Rorimer was not
only adept at seeing the possibility of obtaining more
reasonable prices whenever he could but he would
also reduce the effective cost of the architectural
exhibits by subtracting the expense of the modern
architecture which they replaced. The stakes grew
higher and higher. At many breakfast conferences
Rockefeller demonstrated his increasing confidence
by turning over to Rorimer more money and more
authority. Purchases were spectacular: the Langon
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Chapel, the Pontaut Chapter House, the Boppard
stained-glass windows, a host of doorways, and many
other great additions.?® The apse of the Fuentiduefia
Chapel, perhaps the greatest of the architectural
additions, came long after The Cloisters was built.
After negotiations with the Spanish government,
which went on for years, Rorimer—adroit, patient,
and wise—finally arranged for its installation in 1957
on the basis of a “long-term loan.”?’

During the Great Depression of the 1930s, when
many architects, sculptors, and painters were on
emergency relief, Rorimer seized on the idea of using
them to make a study model of the interior of the
proposed museum (Fig. 12), with sculpture and
frescoes to scale and the light coming through the
windows the way it would if it were built.22 When
he showed it to Rockefeller, who looked at it intently
and asked: “Is this the way The Cloisters is going
to look?,” Rorimer replied: “No, Mr. Rockefeller, it
is not the way it is going to look. It is merely the
way it could look if you wanted it to.” Rorimer always
maintained that Rockefeller’s reaction to his reply
kindled his enthusiasm for continuing the work. To
do so at that time must have taken a good deal
of courage in the face of almost certain criticism:
that so wealthy a man should spend so much money
in such a way when so many were suffering. But
Rockefeller was thinking of the public good in the
years to come.

Then there were his nonarchitectural gifts,
virtually as important, which included the Unicorn
Tapestries.?? Rockefeller had noticed on the plans
a room marked “Tapestries.” He asked Rorimer just
what he had in mind. Rorimer replied, “Oh,
something like the Unicorn Tapestries.” Rockefeller
winced and quickly changed the subject, since he
greatly treasured those tapestries, then hanging in
his New York home. But later he told Rorimer to
include them among his gifts. That was indeed a
real sacrifice on his part. Once, when in France after
I had become Rorimer’s assistant (Fig. 13), I had
the joy and excitement of discovering two missing
and crucial sections of the capture scene in the
Unicorn Tapestries; this was when I ventured to call
on the comte de la Rochefoucauld. His father had
once owned the whole set and had kept back these
two sections as curtains for his bed!

The story of how the other great set of tapestries,
called the Nine Heroes, was acquired is also worth
telling?® The antiquarian and art dealer Joseph



Fig. 12. Study model of The Cloisters (photo: Museum )

Fig. 13. William H. Forsyth in 1938, the year of The
Cloisters’ opening ( photo: Museum)

Brummer had seen a photo of a vase offered for
sale. Behind the vase he spotted the tapestries, dim
and out of focus. Intrigued, he visited the Norman
chateau, ostensibly to buy the vase, but casually
asking that the tapestry curtains be included in the
purchase price. An easy maneuver for Brummer, but
far from easy for us in turn to buy them from him.
He knew very well that they were the rarest set
available in the world! Because the tapestries had
been cut up for draperies into more than ninety
pieces, it took the Curator, Peg Freeman, and her
associates months of patient fitting together, a real
picture puzzle, before, under Rorimer’s supervision,
she was able to hang them in their own gallery.

In summation, one can say that The Cloisters
would never have been built without the vision and
the funds that Rockefeller supplied; that it could
hardly have been conceived without the pioneer zeal
of Barnard; that it would not have been so well
planned without the painful and sometimes
stubborn insistence of Breck on historical accuracy;,
nor so well built without the architectural expertise
of Collens—and of his chief contractor, Marc Eidlitz,
who got a lot of stonemasons, some of them from
Europe, to cut stones the right way for a medieval



site;?! nor, above all, without the eye for enriching
and simplifying, and the adroit maneuvering of
Rorimer. Never was there a better blend of talents,
despite much tension and stress along the way, and
at times—as 1 well remember—near despair. How
fortunate we all are that these singular talents, to
be remembered with gratitude, along with many
others, were able to combine so magnificently to
give countless Americans a living experience of
medieval Europe.
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1930s, the exhibition design of other American art museums
included cloisterlike reconstructions using medieval architec-
tural elements: in 1928 the Philadelphia Museum of Art installed
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12. For the sculpture from Saint-Guilhem-le-Désert, see Robert
Saint-Jean, “Le cloitre supérieur de Saint-Guilhem le Désert,”
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the Cistercian abbey of Bonnefont-en-Comminges, but others
may have come from nearby religious foundations. See Elie
de Comminges, “Y a-t-il des chapiteaux du cloitre de Bonnefont
au Metropolitan Museum of At de New York?” Revue de
Comminges 93 (1980), pp. 1-23. Similarly, the three parapeted
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property of the Collens family.

21. See James J. Rorimer, The Cloisters: The Building and the
Collection of Medieval Art in Fort Tryon Park (New York, 1951),
P XXXi.

22. For background on Rorimer, see MMAB 25 (Summer 1966),
pp. 37-56.

23. Rockefeller’s praise in his speech at the opening, Addresses
on the Occasion of the Opening of the Branch Building of The
Cloisters (New York, 1938), p. 25, was repeated in an even more
glowing letter to Rorimer of June 3, 1938 [The Cloisters
Archives]: “Once more I want you to know to what a very
considerable extent I feel you are responsible for what The
Cloisters are. . . . I hope you feel as deep satisfaction as I feel
genuine pride in the result which has been accomplished by
the painstaking, tireless and highly skilled service you rendered
in the development, construction and arrangement of The
Cloisters. 1 cannot speak too highly of your part in this so wholly
satisfactory result. Again my congratulations.”

24. “Recent Gift by John D. Rockefeller, Jr.,” MMAB 11 (Summer
1952), p. 10; and Harr and Johnson, The Rockefeller Century,
p. 519.

25. See MMAB9 (Summer 1950), p. 5; and idem 14 (Oct. 1955),
pp. 37-38.

26. Many important acquisitions added to the architectural fabric
of The Cloisters were made possible through the generosity
of Mr. Rockefeller: the chapter house from the abbey of Notre-
Dame-de-Pontaut (35.50; 35.51); stained glass from the church
at Boppard-am-Rhein (37.52.1-6); the Gothic doorway from the
abbey of Moutiers-Saint-Jean (32.147; 40.51.1,2). The elements
from the choir of the church of Notre-Dame-du-Bourg at Langon
(34.115.1-269) were purchased with income from the Rogers
Fund. George Blumenthal, then President of the Metropolitan
Museum, also donated significant architectural elements to be
incorporated into The Cloisters’ galleries. These included four
large windows from the refectory of the Dominican convent
at Sens (35.35.1-4), an arcade from the fifteenth-century cloister
of the Benedictine priory of Froville (35.35.5-13), and a number
of Romanesque and Gothic stone portals, wooden doors as well
as ten corbels from Notre-Dame-de-Grande-Sauve (34.21.1-8;
35.35.15-16), which were used to support the ribs of the vaulted
walkway in the Saint-Guilhem Cloister. See James J. Rorimer,
“New Acquisitions for The Cloisters,” MMAB 33 (June 1938),
pp. 3-19.

27. In 1935 Rockefeller first brought the apse from the church
of San Martin at Fuentiduefia, north of Madrid, to Rorimer’s
attention. Negotiations with the Spanish government and
ecclesiastical authorities over the next twenty-five years resulted
in an exchange loan of the architectural element in return for
the loan of a series of frescoes from San Baudelio de Berlanga
to the Prado Museum, Madrid. For a discussion of the history,
style, and rebuilding of the apse as an integral part of The
Cloisters, see the articles by James J. Rorimer, Carmen Gémez-
Moreno, and Margaret B. Freeman in MMAB 19 (June 1961),



pp. 265-96; and James J. Rotimer, Medieval Monuments at The
Cloisters as they were and as they are (New York, 1972), pp.
38-44,

28. The study model was made by the Museum'’s Department
of Medieval Art with the cooperation of the Architects’ Emergency
Committee (later Emergency Relief Bureau) and in consultation
with Charles Collens: The Metropolitan Museum of Art Sixty-
Sixth Annual Report of The Trustees 1935 (New York, 1936),
p. 29 [Archives].

29. For the Unicorn Tapestries (38.80.1-6; 38.51.1,2), see
Geneviéve Souchal, Masterpieces of Tapestry from the fourteenth
10 the sixteenth century, exhib. cat. (New York, 1973), pp. 69-
79; and Margaret B. Freeman, The Unicorn Tapestries(New York,
1976). For other gifts and acquisitions made possible by John
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D. Rockefeller, Jr., see Rorimer, “New Acquisitions for The
Cloisters,” pp. 6-19.

30. For the Nine Heroes Tapestries (32.130.3a,b; 47.101.1-5;
47.152; 49.123), see Souchal, Masterpieces of Tapestry, pp. 34-
38; and James J. Rorimer and Margaret B. Freeman, “The Nine
Heroes Tapestries at The Cloisters,” MMAB 7/9 (May 1949),
pp. 243-60.

31. The stonework was cut in irregular blocks in accordance
with medieval usage, whether millstone and Connecticut granite
for the exterior or Doria and Indiana limestone for the interior.
The red roof tiles were manufactured in California, where they
were specially fired in variegated colors to avoid a modem look.
The courtyard was paved with Belgian blocks taken from New
York City streets. Rorimer, The Cloisters, pp. xxxii-xxxiii.



Four Langobardic Marble Reliefs
Recently Acquired
by The Cloisters

Beat Brenk

n 1986, The Cloisters Collection acquired four arcuated marble lintels of nearly

identical size (Figs. 1-22).! Quite a number of questions arise in connection

with these reliefs. To which period and to which country can they be attributed?
What was their initial function? Did they originally belong together? If so, what artistic
concept was involved? What about their provenance and their effect on other works
of art?

Research on the early medieval relief sculpture of Italy has thus far failed
to provide a complete corpus formulating objective criteria for evaluation of, as well
as long-term goals for the investigation of this subject. There are, however, two
fundamental publications by Rudolph Kautzsch, which appeared in the Rdémisches
Jabrbuch fir Kunstgeschichte in 1939 and 19412 and the Corpus della scultura
altomedievale, which has now published its twelfth volume.? Added to this, we have
numerous articles dealing with particular objects, but all in all research has not advanced
further than the publication of a smattering of individual pieces with suggestions
as to dating and location. We know next to nothing about workshops, art centers,
means of production, and Kumnstlandschaften, that is, areas of patronage of artists
and arts during a given period of time. In the few pages allotted for this essay,
it is not possible to eliminate these deficiencies, especially since the objects in question
present many puzzles, some of them probably insoluble. I would like, instead, to
focus on a particular problem: the concept behind the design of so-called Langobardic
relief sculpture. The four lintels at The Cloisters offer surprising new insights into
this question.
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Fig. 1. Peacock lintel, front view. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1986 (1986.144.1)
(photo: Museum)

Fig. 2. Peacock lintel, back
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Fig. 3. Peacock lintel, right side

Fig. 4. Peacock lintel, left side

Fig. 5. Peacock lintel, from below
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Fig. 6. Dove lintel, front view. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1986 (1986.144.2)
(photo: Museum )

Fig. 7. Dove lintel, back
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Fig. 8. Dove lintel, right side Fig. 9. Dove lintel, left side

Fig. 10. Dove lintel, from below
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Fig. 11. Cross lintel, front view. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1986 (1986.144.3)
(photo: Museum)

Fig. 12. Cross lintel, back
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Fig. 13. Cross lintel, right side

Fig. 16. Cross lintel, from below

69



Fig. 17. Fish lintel, front view. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1986 (1986.144.4)
(photo: Museum)

Fig. 18. Fish lintel, back
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Fig. 19. Fish lintel, right side Fig. 20. Fish lintel, left side

Fig. 22. Fish lintel, from below
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Fig. 23. Arched lintel, fragment. Sirmione, Castello
(photo: author)

CHARACTERISTICS OF A COMMON WORKSHOP

The four lintels are made of marble and their mea-
surements are almost identical: the respective
heights are 59.6, 60.9, 59.8, and 59.8 cm, and the res-
pective widths are 105.9, 100.2, 104.1, and 104.1 cm.
The arch spans measure 61.5, 61.8, 63, and 64 cm.
The narrow side of the peacock piece has a smooth
surface (Figs. 3, 4). Its width of 105.9 cm is thus
the original measurement. The cross lintel shows
that the carving along the narrow sides was smoothed
at a later date: it measures only 104.1 cm in width
(Figs. 13, 14). The edge of the fish lintel, having
been cut off along its left side, measures only 101
cm in width (Fig. 17). The conformity of the
measurements leads to the conclusion that these
four lintels were originally parts of the same object.

A unique feature common to all four lintels
is the flat, fillet-shaped outline that marks the frame
and the arch on the back of each relief (Figs. 2,
7, 12, 18). These elements on the back do not tally
with the finished work on the front. The simple relief
decoration of the arches on the back extends nearly
to the width of the four slabs, although in the
execution of the front the artist made the frame of
the arches somewhat narrower in order to adomn
the right and left sides with a vertical ornament.
The craftsmanship of these outlined arches is quite
consistent on all four slabs, which suggests a
common workshop. Only on the cross lintel does
the outlined arch differ from the other three
inasmuch as the top of the arch is exactly as high
as the lintel itself (Fig. 12). Moreover, whereas all
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the holes on the three other pieces are equidistant,
the cross lintel has more holes and in different
positions. 1 shall address this problem later in
connection with the reconstruction of the four
pieces.

The back of each lintel has been roughened
by short chisel strokes in order to apply a layer of
stucco, a different, independent step from the
making of the outline. The treatment of the back
parts must not necessarily be interpreted as a prelim-
inary study or sketch rather than as an intended
decoration. The stucco layer may have been deco-
rated with paintings, because the back parts of the
lintels were probably intended to be visible.

Finally, the pillow-shaped projections, about
3 c¢m high in the soffits of the arches of three of
the lintels, also support a common provenance
(Figs. 3-5, 13, 14, 16, 18-20). They are absent on
the dove piece, however, and in any case their
purpose is unclear. Perhaps they were meant to be
shaped into some kind of relief at a later date. Then
again, they may have served to protect the soffits
against damage during transport. Only one other
example where wholly identical elements can be
found is on the jambs of an arched lintel in the
Castello at Sirmione (Fig. 23).

With respect to the front of the reliefs, the most
significant technical characteristic of the four lintels
is their drilling technique—a technique unusual for
so-called Langobardic reliefs. A braided ribbon
decorates the borders of the upper ends of the
peacock and fish lintels (Figs. 1, 17). On the fish
lintel, it has three strands: two drill holes are placed
between two strands where they are intersected by
the third. The braided ribbon of the peacock lintel
has only two strands and hence only one drill hole
at the intersections. Since the shape of the drill holes
in both braided bands is exactly the same—at a
slanted angle to the surface—it once again suggests
the technique of a common workshop.

Three-stranded braids with drill holes at a
slanted angle appear again as arch ornaments on
the peacock, cross, and fish lintels (Figs. 1, 11, 17).
Each time the undercuttings are marked by drill
holes. Up to now I have managed to locate only
one single slab, preserved in the Castello Sforzesco,
Milan (Fig. 24),* where the undercuttings on a four-
stranded ribbon braid have been drilled in the same
manner as those on The Cloisters lintels. This plaque
originates from Santa Maria d’Aurona, Milan, and



Fig. 24. Fragment from Santa Maria d’Aurona. Milan, Castello Sforzesco (photo: author)

has not yet been exactly dated. Silvana Casartelli
Novelli has assigned it to the eighth century,> but
the sculptures of Santa Maria d’Aurona require
further study and publication in their entirety before
a specific date can be confirmed.

As a further indication that The Cloisters lintels
are the products of a common workshop, both the
undercuttings of the braided ribbons and the
rosettes on the cross and fish lintels have been
drilled. Furthermore, the darts displayed in the egg-
and-dart ornamental design on the peacock and
cross lintels reveal a highly individual style (Figs.
1, 11). While the shape of the eggs is quite flat,
the artist made the darts more gobletlike, with the
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opening of the goblet appearing slanted. This again
constitutes a distinctive workshop characteristic
which suggests that the peacock and the cross pieces
are the work of the same artist. Taking all these
arguments together, it follows that our four lintels
originate from the same workshop and belong to
the same monument.

THE CONCEPT OF THE DESIGN

All four slabs are equally adorned by an ornament
meandering horizontally along the upper edge
(Figs. 1, 6, 11, 17). On each, the arcade is bordered
by a broad ormamental design, and the spandrels



Fig. 25 Clborlum of Eleucadius. Ravenna, Sant’Apolhnare in Classe (photo: Bildarchiv Foto Marburg)

above the arcades are each embellished with heraldic
motifs. However, these are the only elements of
composition common to all four lintels. Upon closer
examination, we find that numerous details are
executed quite differently. Of the four lintels, the
peacock piece alone displays a vertically arranged
egg-and-dart ornament on the outer borders of the
design to the left and right (Fig. 1). Rather than
smoothly polished astragals subdividing the separate
areas, the dove lintel has stringlike twisted astragals
as border elements above and below the horizontal
ormament and on the right and left edges (Fig. 6).
Only on the dove lintel is the arched ornament
framed by a beaded astragal; the others have smooth
astragals. Two of the four horizontally arranged
ornaments are braided ribbons, one of them three-
stranded; the other, two-stranded. Since the drilling
technique is the same in both cases, the display
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of three- and two-stranded braids side by side must
have been the specific artistic intention of the
designer. Furthermore, four completely different
omamental designs have been selected for the
decoration of the arches: a wave tendril, a medallion
tendril, a braided ribbon with spaces, and two
braided ribbons running parallel. Variety is the
leitmotif of the spandrel designs as well: a gem-
cross flanked by two rosettes, an anchor-cross flanked
by two doves, a rosette flanked by two fish, and
finally two heraldic peacocks.

By far the most amazing composition is
demonstrated on the cross lintel (Fig. 11). It differs
from the others in that the downward extension of
its upper horizontal ornament composed of an egg-
and-dart motif is intersected by the arch at the lower
corners. And the fact that the back of this slab displays
an outlined arch, which is very different from the
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other three, is another feature that cannot be easily
explained (Fig. 12). These variances suggest the
possibility that the cross lintel was intended to be
a centerpiece, and point to the reconstruction of
the four lintels as a ciborium.

A work of art that reveals different techniques,
shapes, or designs often incites the investigative
inclination of the art historian. It is generally assumed
that irregularities cannot be part of a single, original
artistic concept and that different techniques
appearing on one and the same work of art betray,
without a doubt, the hands of different artists. Thus,
the art historian becomes a self-styled advocate of
a harmony which is a law unto itself and known
only to him. During the course of my deliberations
on workshop characteristics, 1 have reached the
conclusion that the four Cloisters lintels were
conceived and executed simultaneously in the same

Fig. 26. Arched lintel. Grado, Santa Maria delle Grazie (photo: author)
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workshop. The individual motifs are not exactly alike,
suggesting that the artist attempted to offer variety
wherever possible. In other words, there seems to
have been a concern for the widest possible variation,
or varietas. This is not just fun and games (as one
might think). I would like to proffer the following
thought: anyone doubting the workshop relationship
of the four lintels has to arrive at the unlikely
conclusion that these four pieces, despite their same
size and technique, belong to four different
monuments and even to four different periods.

By the concept of the design of The Cloisters
lintels, the artist was subjected to a quasi-uniform
composition. On only one of the four lintels did
he adopt an alternate framing system, but in the
application of ornamental and figural motifs he was
more free to exercise variety. Is it possible to detect
such a concept operating in any other relief
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Fig. 27. Arched lintels from Portogruaro, drawings (after Bonfioli, 7re arcate marmoree protobizantine, figs. 9, 11)
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Fig. 28. Ciborium, four views. Perugia, San Prospero (photo: from L'Orange, La scultura, ills. 331-34)

ensemble of the early Middle Ages? An answer to Apollinare in Classe, Ravenna (Fig. 25),¢ displays on

this question brings us to the more general problem its four front sides a mode of composition similar
of conformity versus varietas in this period. to the lintels at The Cloisters. Each of the braided

It is an astonishing fact that the Eleucadius ribbons along the arches is different and so are the
ciborium from the ninth century, today in Sant’ spandrel motifs: vines with grapes, two peacocks
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Fig. 29. Peacock lintel from ciborium. San Giorgio in Valpolicella (photo: from Arslan, La pittura e la scultura, pl. 3)

drinking from a goblet, ribbon knots, and crosses
flanked by doves. And the upper horizontal ornament
varies from slab to slab. On two slabs (not visible
in Fig. 25), the vertical side strips and the upper
horizontal strip are decorated with a uniform U-
shaped ornament, intersected by the ornamented
arch. Here we are confronted with the same principle
of composition that is seen on the cross lintel at
The Cloisters, where the egg and dart is also
intersected by the ornamented arch (Fig. 11). Since
the four Cloisters pieces and the Eleucadius ciborium
display no further common workshop characteristics
and vary considerably in their measurements, I
assume that we are dealing here with a design con-
cept for ciborium sides which made its way
independent of the workshops. Although not so
pronounced as in the cross lintel, an intersection
of the vertical ornaments by an ornamented arch
is also to be found in a ciborium in Santa Maria
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delle Grazie, Grado, dating from the ninth century
(Fig. 26).7

This particular type of framing of a ciborium
arch with horizontal and vertical border elements
has been documented since early Byzantine times.
Because the art of early Byzantine relief sculpture
remained intact in Italy’s large art centers, we may
assume that it constitutes one of the main sources
for the artists of so-called Langobardic relief sculpture
of the eighth to the tenth century. The sixth-century
ciborium in Portogruaro should be especially borne
in mind in this context (Fig. 27).8 Its border invariably
displays the same design: the tendril extends along
three sides of the rectangle as a regular ornament.
This decorative scheme was also used by the sculptor
of The Cloisters cross lintel borders, but he
deliberately chose to allow the vertical borders to
be intersected by the arch. The diversity in the overall
design of The Cloisters pieces has to be interpreted



as a positive sign: their creator aimed at varietas.
In the compositional as well as in the figural area
varietas is favored over uniformity.

Varietas as an artistic concept is further evident
in the ciborium of San Prospero, Perugia (Fig. 28).°
Its three sides are crowned by an egg-and-dart
ornament along the upper edge, but the remaining
space is hidden under a maze of tendrils, different
on each piece. It is only on the fourth side (upper
right in Fig. 28), crowned by a similar horizontal
band, that the arch shows a medallion tendril
ornament culminating in a cross, framed by an
astragal border that does not appear on the other
three slabs. A peacock and a roundel occupy the
spandrels, as in The Cloisters lintel (Fig. 1).

At this point one must ask: when does this
concept of varietas first appear in relief sculpture
of the early Middle Ages? While this question cannot
be answered in depth within the confines of this
essay, it seems of such basic importance that at least
two steps in the development of this new aesthetic
deserve to be mentioned. Since serious art-historical
research on this subject is lacking, it is important
to recognize that in the Middle Ages an aesthetic
doctrine based upon representational art was not
known. The medieval aesthetic consists of a number
of merely coincidental statements, contrasting
fundamentally with the principles of the antique
aesthetic, which oriented itself equally toward nature
and representational art.° In antique aesthetics the
meaning of wunitas is of overriding importance.
Augustine, for example, refers to “omnis porro
pulchritudinis forma unitas sit” in his eighteenth
letter," his explanation expanded in chapter 30 of
De vera veligione.’? Terms such as convenientia,
aequalitas, and unitas are linked to similitudo.
Symmetry, equality and unity are predestined by
nature; its laws are accepted by the artist and
reproduced according to his ability. Some of these
basic terms crop up in architectural theory, for
example, in Vitruvius (1, 2): “Architecture consists
of Order, which in Greek is called taxis and of
Arrangement, which the Greeks name diathesis, and
of Proportion and Symmetry and Decor and
Distribution, which in Greek is called oeconomia.’3
By order, dispositio, Vitruvius means the harmonious
assembly of components. “Symmetry also is the
appropriate harmony arising out of the details of
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the work itself; the correspondence of each given
detail among the separate details to the form of the
design as a whole.”

By the seventh century, this highly differentiated
terminology disappears from the literature and thus
from human conception. A prime example is Isidore
of Seville, who, when he writes in his Libri
etymologiarum (Book 19, 9) about ships, buildings,
and garments, clings solely to the basic terms of
dispositio, constructio, and venustas. His definition
of beauty is quite interesting: “ Venustas implies the
accessories added to the bare building for deco-
ration’s sake: paneled ceilings adorned with gold,
precious marble incrustations, and wall painting.”15
Thus, venustas is not part of the building but added
to it as a decoration. The contrast of this use of
terminology to that of Vitruvius could not be more
striking. With Isidore, venustas does not stand for
symmetry, eurythmia, and consensus of individual
components but, instead, for opulent decoration. In
the ninth century, Rabanus Maurus incorporated this
definition into his De Universo (xx1, 2-4) without
citing the source. He makes no mention of varietas,
but by referring to venustas, the varietas of deco-
ration is implied.’s

Not before the height of the Middle Ages is
varietas frequently proposed as the only available
aesthetic option. In Theophilus’s work, all antique
terminology is absent and he begins his Schedula
diversarum artium by pointing out the importance
of studying and mixing of colors and by saying that
above all painting has to be an adornment.”” He
avoids the mention of a design or a drawing and
starts with the color. In his prologue, he praises the
quality of his own work by alluding to various
countries and their techniques: “You will find here
whatever kinds of the different pigments Byzantium
possesses and their mixtures . . . whatever decoration
Italy applies to a variety of vessels . . . whatever France
loves in the costly variegation of windows.”8 Surely
Theophilus concerns himself here with the variety
of techniques and not with varietas as an aesthetic
option. Nevertheless, the listing of so many different
countries and techniques is recommended as exem-
plary and worthy of imitation. Varietas of technique
is valued much higher than composition, symmetry,
and consensus, three terms ignored by Theophilus.

We are confronted with this mentality in inscrip-



tions as well, and I cite two prominent examples
from the twelfth century. The apse inscription of
the cathedral in Cefaly, 1148, reads:

Rogerius Rex egregius plenus pietatis.
Hoc statuit templum motus zelo Deitatis.
Hoc opibus ditat variis varioque decore.??

While this inscription’s only claim to aesthetic quali-
fication is varietas, opibus variis, and vario decore,
we still have to take it seriously, varietas being the
aesthetic goal. A second inscription is found in the
twelfth-century cloister of Sant Orso, Aosta:
“Marmoribus variis hec est distincta decenter fabrica
nec minus est disposita convenienter.”® It merits
our attention because it relates positive aesthetic
qualifications—decenter, convenienter—to material
facts—marmoribus variis—with the inclusion of
varietas as well. Tt is a valid objection that different
kinds of marble were already used in Roman times
and that we are dealing here with a topos. Indeed,
the cloister of Sant Orso is not adorned with different
types of marble but only with different types of stone,
and not all that noticeable. Nevertheless, the author
of Sant Orso’s inscription must have thought it
important enough to describe the beauty of this
cloister with the topos “marmoribus variis.”

The dogma of variety and beauty of various
techniques, materials, compositions, shapes, and
colors has never been formulated expressis verbis,
but Isidore was the first to manage—without the
antique terms and concepts—to demonstrate a
relationship between the idea of beauty and different
techniques. It would be naive to assume that Isidore
had influenced the course of art or the aesthetic
of the Middle Ages, but his interpretation is in itself
a document to a changed situation in the areas of
aesthetic theory in representational art and archi-
tecture. Even skeptics have to admit that little
attention has been given to the aesthetic concept
of varietas in the Middle Ages. For The Cloisters
lintels, variety was not a by-product but was intended
from the beginning.

In its strictest sense the concept can be traced
back to only those works that have remained at their
original sites. To cite just one example in order not
to take us away from the focus of this study: the
four pedestals under the corner pillars in the Zeno
chapel in Rome.?! All four display various types of
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decoration on each of their two visible sides. One
pedestal, however, differs noticeably in its compo-
sitional concept from the other three, which exhibit
a largely congruous composition in spite of
differently executed details. It is obvious that the
artist had varietas in mind.

THE PROBLEM OF LOCALIZATION

All the problems that have arisen thus far in
connection with the four Cloisters lintels were
comparatively easy to resolve. Nevertheless, the
problem of the localization of The Cloisters lintels
is a real one. For each of these lintels there is a
parallel, if not a replica, in San Giorgio in Valpolicella,
differing only inasmuch as the lintels at The Cloisters
are marble and those in Valpolicella are limestone.2
What does this mean? In Valpolicella, north of
Verona, seven ciborium slabs of varying sizes have
been preserved. In 1923, four of these, together with
four mini-columns, two of which display inscriptions
from the reign of King Leoprand (712-736), were
integrated into a ciborium now erected on the altar.
These eighth-century pillars were assumed to have
belonged to the ciborium originally in San Giorgio,
which Edoardo Arslan demonstrates had been
destroyed in 1412.2 Two of the four mini-columns
carry engraved inscriptions. One reads: “hanc
civorius sub tempore domno nostro Lioprando
rege,” and the other: “Ursus magesto com discepolis
suis Invintino et Invano edificavet hanc ciborium.
Vergondus et Teodoalfo scari.”

The reconstruction of this ciborium does not
satisfy Italian scholars. To quote L. Barbi: “[The
reconstruction] is in fact not certain and not even
the best.”? Granted that it must have been tempting
to reconstruct columns bearing a ciborium inscrip-
tion together with ciborium sides into a piece of
church furniture, but, by the same token, it cannot
have been easy to make a selection from the seven
remaining lintels. In other words, San Giorgio’s
ciborium in Valpolicella today is nothing more than
a pastiche from 1923. We do not even know whether
or not those small, dated pillars belong with the
slabs; for the seven pieces of different sizes now
preserved in San Giorgio, the possibilities for
reconstruction are numerous.

A starting point for comparison between The
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Fig. 31. Dove lintel from ciborium. San Giorgio in Valpolicella (photo: from Arslan, La pittura e la scultura, pl. 5)




Fig. 32. Lintel fragment from cloister. San Giorgio in Valpolicella (photo: author)

Cloisters lintels and their counterparts in San Giorgio
is the peacock piece, still the original width of
106 cm (Fig. 1). Its fragmented counterpart in the
cloister of San Giorgio originally measured 130 ¢cm
(Fig. 29). Its design matches The Cloisters one,
but not its material, size, or technique, as can be
seen in the medallion under the peacock’s neck,
as well as in the two- and three-stranded tendrils.
The drill holes are absent in San Giorgio. Cavazzocca
Mazzanti published it in 1908 in the local paper,
Madonna Verona, after he had discovered the
peacock lintel of the cloister in San Giorgio in the
apse of the eleventh-century church.?¢ He also
mentioned another peacock piece, which he
described as a “perfetta copia di quella esistente
nell abside” (Fig. 30).#" It is this “copy” or replica
that was integrated into the ciborium reconstructed
in 1923. However, the peacock lintel on the north
side of the ciborium measures only 121 cm. What
concerns us here is the fact that in San Giorgio in
Valpolicella, two replicas of The Cloisters piece exist,
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each of them differing in size, The Cloisters lintel
being the smallest.

The dove lintel with anchor-cross in The
Cloisters is matched by a larger one in San Giorgio,
which is 127.5 cm in width (Figs. 6, 31). This one
was also integrated into the ciborium in 1923
and was also published for the first time in the
Madonna Verona in 1908. Only its left side has
been preserved, as most of the right side has been
restored in a modern fashion. The fragments in San
Giorgio reveal the same combination of motifs as
their counterpart at The Cloisters—astragal, ribbon
frieze, anchor-cross flanked by two doves—thus
permitting the conclusion that both pieces were
fashioned after the same design.

The fish lintel at The Cloisters is again matched
by two larger replicas (Figs. 17, 32), both measuring
127 cm in width, one integrated into the ciborium
and the other, consisting of three fragments, left in
the cloister of San Giorgio. The most important point
of comparison is the difference in the border



ornament of the arches: in San Giorgio two parallel
braided ribbons, in The Cloisters a medallion tendril
depicting grapes and leaves, the only motif that does
not appear at San Giorgio. It cannot be said that
the lintels in San Giorgio are copies of those at The
Cloisters, or vice versa; there are not only differences
in the variety of motifs but also in the workmanship.
The carving of The Cloisters fish, for example, is
more animated than those in San Giorgio. The fish
piece in the San Giorgio cloister surfaced in the
literature for the first time in 1889, when Raffaele
Cattaneo showed only the right-hand fragment;® in
1908, Cavazzocca Mazzanti published only the left
half. Arslan believed the fish slab integrated into
the ciborium to be a modern copy.?’

Finally, we have no counterpart in San Giorgio
for the lintel at The Cloisters depicting crosses
flanked by rosettes, but as if to make up for its
absence, there is documentary evidence dating to
1889 of the existence of a fragment revealing a nearly
identical design at the cloister of San Giorgio
(Fig. 33).% Particularly close is the combination of
braided ribbon and intervals along the circular arch
and the egg-and-dart ornament. The vertical section
of the egg-and-dart ornament in San Giorgio,
however, is not intersected by the arch, as it is on
The Cloisters cross lintel (Fig. 11). Originally, the
fragment with crosses and rosettes from San Giorgio’s
cloister was a piece 141.5 cm wide, the reason for
its not being integrated into the ciborium. Two slabs
of 127.5 and 127 cm in width were used instead,
as well as two smaller ones measuring 118 and 121
cm each. San Giorgio may have had several ciboria
of varying sizes, but it is unthinkable that two altar
ciboria had been erected in San Giorgio. Therefore,
we must look further for an explanation of the
original context. Perhaps the slab with a side length
of 141.5 cm was part of a ciborium above the bap-
tismal font; the ciborium of Cividale might support
this theory. On the other hand, the considerable
number of pieces of varying size, but modeled after
one and the same design, could also point to the
presence of a once-active workshop of early medieval
church furniture at San Giorgio in Valpolicella.

While faced with the fact that all four marble
lintels in The Cloisters are nearly but not completely
matched by stone replicas in San Giorgio in
Valpolicella, we have no proof for the assumption
that The Cloisters lintels were manufactured for San
Giorgio, but it could have been possible. Certainly
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the four Cloisters lintels originated in northeastern
Italy, probably in the Veronese region. Most likely
the expensive marble lintels were intended for an
important church in a town. Our analysis demon-
strates that the stone replicas of the marble pieces,
executed in a less meticulous manner, cannot be
attributed to the same workshop. The design was
repeated, but this repetition is not totally identical.
Possibly the marble lintels functioned as a model
on whose historical origins we can only speculate.
Or, to put it another way, the artists of the lintels
at The Cloisters may have had access to a model
book which included the designs of the pieces at
San Giorgio in Valpolicella.

RECONSTRUCTION AND DATING

Not knowing whether or not additional slabs belong
with the four lintels at The Cloisters, any attempt
at a reconstruction is necessarily limited. Along the
upper border of the dove and peacock lintels,
matching dowel holes with a subsequent rectangular
drilling channel have been preserved; they probably
once housed a support system of either wood or
iron. Therefore, 1 assume these lintels faced each
other. Round dowel holes without drilling channels
are to be found on the two other lintels. The most
obvious reconstruction thus presents us with a four-
sided square ciborium, the parts arranged edge to
edge with either little columns or pillars placed in
the corners. This reconstruction is confirmed by the
dowel holes on the backs (Figs. 2, 7, 12, 18). Three
of the lintels are equipped with five dowel holes
each, distanced equally along the arcade and
probably having served to anchor wooden or iron
bars. The dowel holes on the back seem to have
been a secondary precaution, though our imagina-
tion would be severely stretched were we to believe
that the not-exactly-beautiful support structure on
the inside of the ciborium constituted part of the
original concept. The dowel holes, however, imply
that two lintels always faced each other; this confirms
that at a certain time our ciborium was square.

The narrow upper edge of the peacock lintel
displays the engraved letters 4, G, and B—probably
the work of an engraver who still needed practice,
because these letters are not connected and are
positioned left and right of the three dowel holes
arranged in a V-shape (Fig. 34). Moreover, they shy
away from the bordering decor—the right bar of



Fig. 34. Peacock lintel, from above. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1986 (1986.144.1)
(photo: Museum)

the A4 just touching, taking care not to intersect. It
therefore seems that these three letters were
engraved immediately after the lintels were
completed. Nevertheless, it is difficult to pinpoint
their paleography exactly. Nicolette Gray lists only
one inscription from 772-95 that corresponds to the
A}! but one single corresponding shape does not
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carry much weight. We do better, however, when
comparing examples for the B, as we have at our
disposal eight dated inscriptions from the eighth
century,*? but only one of these particular B’s is from
the tenth century.®® For the G, as well, numerous
comparable examples exist from the eighth
century,* but in the ninth century this letter shape



appears only in isolated cases** This meager
circumstantial evidence points to the eighth century
as the period when these letters were carved.

As for the style of the sculpture, it is not quite
yet possible to differentiate with absolute certainty
between monuments of the eighth, ninth, and tenth
centuries. Certainly we can accumulate numerous
corresponding examples for individual motifs and
for combinations of motifs, but that alone does not
permit a final dating. We are dealing here with orna-
mented motifs enjoying an extended longevity. Com-
pared with stylistic identification, the paleographic
one carries more weight, and from this we may
assume the origin of these lintels to be in the eighth
rather than in the ninth century. In conclusion, their
importance rests upon their outstanding sculptural
quality, upon their surprising compositional accor-
dance with lintels in San Giorgio in Valpolicella, and
in the concept of variety on which their design is
based.?
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Fig. 1. Lion fresco, San Pedro de Arlanza. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1931
(31.38.1a,b) (photo: Museum)
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The Frescoes of
San Pedro de Arlanza

Walter Cabn

he frescoes of San Pedro de Arlanza were acquired for The Cloisters in 1938,

as part of an important group of works purchased on the occasion of the

opening of the museum in May of that year. An article from the pen of
the prominent art critic Alfred Frankfurter, published in Art News to salute the event,
included an illustration of the striking lion in its unrestored state; and James Rorimer
briefly discussed the paintings in The Bulletin of the Metropolitan Museum of Art
concerned with the same occasion.! Since then, the Arlanza frescoes have scarcely
been ignored, being mentioned at least in passing in general surveys of Romanesque
wall painting and in most studies of Spanish medieval art. A very comprehensive
and judicious presentation of the frescoes is found in Joan Sureda’s recent book
La pintura romdnica en Espafia, published in 1985, where the basic facts are
assembled.? That author’s speculations parallel my own thoughts about the monument
on anumber of points. Still, nearly everything about these paintings remains mysterious,
or as scholars with a professional pride at stake prefer to say, problematic,

The Cloisters Arlanza frescoes consist of two sections now mounted on a
canvas backing, the first with the familiar lion (Col. pl. 1 and Fig. 1), the second
featuring an equally large dragon (Fig. 2). Both creatures are depicted in profile,
although what hints there may be of heraldic detachment are contradicted by their
lively characterization and their placement in implicit landscape settings, indicated
in the case of the dragon by a pair of vaguely exotic trees. The lion, on the other
hand, whose head is notable for its curiously anthropomorphic quality, is juxtaposed
with an architectural structure resembling a tomb or altar canopy. The disposition
of these images on the wall also deserves to be noted. Framed by variously patterned
borders, now only partially preserved, they occupied roughly the upper three-fifths
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(31.38.2a,b) (photo: Museum)

of the space available to the artist, that is to say
the area normally devoted in medieval wall painting
to the unfolding of narrative or iconic representation,
religious or secular. Below, there is a narrow,
predellalike strip filled with small-scaled and fanciful
imagery, a seascape with fish under the lion, and
a sequence of motifs drawn from fable or the
mirabilia under the dragon: a pair of confronted
bird sirens, a donkey with a lyre entertaining a rabbit
and a goat, and two figures apparently warming

Fig. 2. Dragon fresco, San Pedro de Arlanza. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1931
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themselves or otherwise involved with two boul-
derlike objects. Below these compositions, there is
a blank dado zone of approximately equal width.
The Benedictine monastery of San Pedro de
Arlanza is located some fifty kilometers southeast
of Burgos, in a picturesque site along the road that
follows the Arlanza River, between Covarrubias to
the west and the hamlet of Hortigtiela to the east.
The early history of the community is rather obscure,
but the cartulary places its foundation in the year



912.3 The reputed founders were Fernan Gonzalez,
a petty border warlord whose family stronghold was
located in the nearby mountains of Lara, and his
second wife, Sancha, a daughter of the king of
Navarre. Fernan’s career, partly history and partly
myth, follows a pattern observable elsewhere in
tenth-century Europe, a time marked by the
dislocation of traditional centers of power and the
constitution of new territorial entities. Fernan’s lands
were situated within the kingdom of Ledn and he
fought on the side of King Ramiro II at the famous
battle of Simancas against the troops of Caliph Abd
el-Rahman in 939. But he was very much his own
man, and taking advantage of his relatively powerful
position in a border area remote from the Leonese-
Asturian heartland, he readily switched allegiances
and eventually rebelled against Ramiro, for which
he was for a time imprisoned in Ledn. In a document
dated 937, and sporadically thereafter, he began to
use the novel title Count of Castile,* claiming for
himself jurisdiction over the territory lodged
between the cities of Leon in the west and Pamplona
in the east, with newly founded Burgos at the center

of his domain. The subsequent counts and later
kings of Ledn and Castile recognized him as the
founder of the dynasty, and he appears in the
imposing sixteenth-century gate of Burgos, the Arco
de Santa Maria, to the right of the emperor
Charles V, while another hero and semimythical
founding father, the Cid, is seen in the corresponding
position at the left.

Fernan Gonzdlez died in 970 and was buried
at Arlanza along with his Navarrese spouse, and, some
authors claim, his parents as well.> His descendants,
who became hereditary counts of Castile, did not
follow this example but chose to be buried in other
monasteries of the region: Garcia Fernandez (970-
95) at San Pedro de Cardefia, and Sancho Garcia
(995-1017) at San Salvador de Ofia, which he had
founded. King Fernando I (1035-65) favored Arlanza
with benefactions and seems for a time to have
considered being interred there, although he
eventually chose to establish his pantheon at Leon.
It was during his reign, apparently, that Abbot Garcia
obtained for Arlanza the bodies of three martyrs of
Avila, Sts. Vincent, Sabina, and Christeta, who

Fig. 3. San Pedro de Arlanza, view of the monastery ruins (photo: author)



thereafter figure with the apostles Peter and Paul
as patrons of the community.¢ In the course of Cluny’s
expansion into northern Spain, the monastery seems
to have come under its jurisdiction.” If the sixteenth-
century chronicler Fray Antonio de Yepes is to be
believed, there were one hundred and fifty monks
at Arlanza around this time, and one hundred and
eighty toward the end of the twelfth century 8

The existing buildings of the monastery, which
now lie in ruins, belong to three distinct periods
(Fig. 3). The church proper, of which only the triple
apse, part of the perimeter walls to the west, and
the tower flanking the northern side of the choir
still stand, is thought—on the basis of an inscription
recorded in the last century—to have been begun
in 1081, though it would seem to have been
completed a good deal later.? The vaults were redone
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Collections, the Fine Arts Library, Harvard University)

Fig. 4. Ostrich fresco, San Pedro de Arlanza. Cambridge, Mass., Fogg Art Museum, Harvard University (photo: Visual

in an opulent Late Gothic style toward the end of
the fifteenth century. The claustral buildings that lie
to the south are postmedieval and were for the most
part constructed in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries. An inscription with the date 1617 once
visible on the west cloister wing probably commem-
orates the bulk of this work.?® In the aftermath of
the Napoleonic Wars, the monastery was secularized
and the buildings eventually fell into private hands.
The Romanesque portal of the church was transferred
to the Museo Arqueolégico Nacional in Madrid, and
an elaborate (though perhaps composite) tomb in
the cloister to the upper galleries of the Burgos
Cathedral cloister.!! The process of physical decay
of the ruins on the site has continued nearly to the
present day, although a restoration of the claustral
buildings is now in progress.
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"Art de Catalunya)

Fig. 5. Griffin fresco. Barcelona, Museu d’Art de Catalunya (photo: Museu d

The structure from which The Cloisters frescoes the paintings to light. Their discovery was publicly
come is the towerlike building located along the announced in 1912, but in the meantime, the
southern side of the choir, at the northern extremity interior of the structure seems to have remained
of the eastern arm of the cloister (Fig. 3). It is usually exposed to the elements, a situation that persisted
described as the chapter house, which, given the until the installation of a new tiled roof during the

location, may well be accurate, even though the current restoration.

building goes unmentioned in the Arlanza docu- The paintings, however, were removed from the
ments. But this is a question to be considered in walls in the late 1920s and offered for sale by the
further detail below. The transformation of this sector owners of the property. Beyond the fragments in

of the monastic complex in the Baroque period The Cloisters, a large bird resembling an ostrich went
affected this building as well. A monumental staircase to the Fogg Art Museum at Harvard University
coursing along three sides of the structure was (Fig. 4); and a striding griffin with a fruit-laden tree
installed at the time at ground level,'? and the upper (Fig. 5), along with a number of other fragments,
space was converted into a large and open salone  went to the Museu d’Art de Catalunya in Barcelona.
covered with a plaster domed vault and a triple- Still other elements comprising sections of decor-
arched opening onto the cloister along its western ative borders and ornaments filling the spandrels
side. The Romanesque frescoes were themselves of the windows are said to be in Spanish private
covered with plaster after being prepared for this hands.’* The removal and dispersal of these
operation by systematic pocking with the chisel. In paintings, whatever might be said in defense of these
1894 there was a serious fire that caused the dome actions, have robbed us of the chance to experience
to collapse and, among other damage, some of the and assess them as a coherent whole and within
plaster to fall from the walls, bringing parts of  their original setting. But their arrangement and a
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Fig. 6. Cloister walk and chapter house. Arlanza (photo:
author)

partial, though reasonably reliable, impression of
their appearance in situ can be gained with the help
of photographs taken by Arthur Kingsley Porter and
the author and dealer Arthur Byne of Madrid.
Photographs taken for José Gudiol show the fresco
fragments after their removal, and Gudiol’s recon-
struction drawings indicate the disposition of the
paintings on their respective walls.'s

The building with which we are concerned is
accessible from the eastern arm of the cloister by
means of two round-arched openings, one of them
quite well preserved, the other bisected by a
seventeenth-century doorway (Figs. 6, 7), but easy
to reconstruct. The view into the interior is partly
blocked by the triangular mass of masonry repre-
senting the base of the Baroque staircase that I have
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already mentioned. The room within is a square
space whose sides measure approximately ten
meters, or a bit over thirty feet (Fig. 8). The inner
face of the back or eastern wall that faces the viewer
incorporates two comparatively shallow blind arches,
which read like an echo of the openings on the
opposite side of the room—one of them more or
less intact, the one on the left partially destroyed
by the rising path of the Baroque staircase (Fig. 9).
The northern and southern walls, on the other hand,
each have a pair of deeper niches, which it is
reasonable to assume must once have sheltered
tombs (Fig. 10). The now-empty spaces of these
burials are visible at the base of the wall. In the
brief discussion devoted to Arlanza in the first
volume of his history of Spanish painting, published
in 1930, Chandler Post mentions a painting of the
Pantocrator flanked by personifications of the sun
and moon and symbols of the Evangelists in one
of these niches, but does not say which.’® The
existence of this painting is also recorded in Walter
Cook and José Gudiol Ricart’s Ars Hispaniae volume
of 1950, but whereas Post considered it to be part
of the original decorative scheme, Cook and Gudiol
Ricart regarded it as an addition, made around 1300.77
The painting is no longer visible, although whether
it has been removed or lost through erosion is not
known to me. Kingsley Porter’s photograph of it
shows the Lord seated on a throne supported by
a pair of eagles (Fig. 11). The paint surface is largely
eroded, thus revealing the sketchy underdrawing
beneath. The head gives the impression of having
been summarily repaired, and the foliate and floral
ornament around the rim of the composition attests
in unmistakable fashion to a late or postmedieval
intervention.

By what means the upper story was reached
before the Baroque remodeling is also uncertain and
would have to be clarified by a more searching
archaeological investigation of the structure. But the
existence of a walled-up door near the western end
of the north wall on the upper level indicates that
this room was entered at this point (Fig. 19), perhaps
by way of a spiral staircase on the exterior of the
building. It is in this space that the paintings in The
Cloisters and those connected with them were found
(Fig. 12). The Cloisters dragon and its ornamental
“predella” occupied the south wall (Figs. 2, 13, 14),
together with the Barcelona griffin and a correspond-
ing strip of diminutive cavorting animals. The



paintings were separated by an arched recess
originally pierced by twin round-headed windows.
The eastern wall housed The Cloisters lion and its
poorly preserved pendant, a second lion with a
turreted building or facade, now also found in
Barcelona, that constituted the counterpart of the
domed structure in the New York painting (Figs. 1,
15, 16).18 Between the two beasts, in the middle
of the wall, there was a recessed space with a seg-
mented arch, though the double window within it
is placed much lower down than that on the south
wall, and whether this opening belongs to the
medieval construction is uncertain.

On the north wall was positioned the Harvard
ostrich, facing another creature, which, save for a
fragmentary crest or hump included among the
extant Arlanza fragments, seems now to be lost
(Figs. 4, 17, 18). There was between them only a
single window, handsomely framed by a molding
and colonnettes bearing ornamental capitals, and no
accompanying architecture or vegetation, as in the
other paintings, because space had to be provided
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Fig. 7. Chapter house, entrance. Arlanza (photo: author)
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for the already-mentioned door near the left end
of the wall (Fig. 19).

The decorative scheme of the west wall is not
known, since it was entirely lost when the Baroque
triple-arched loggia was carved out of this side of
the structure. The best guess is that this space
harbored yet another pair of animals, each again
combined with a narrow strip of ornamental zodia.
The room was in all likelihood covered with a
wooden roof.

A history of Arlanza compiled in 1563 by Juan
de Pereda, a local author, credits the building of
the tower on the north side of the church to one
of the monks, named Ximéno, and the decoration
to a painter, Gudesteo, who is said to have covered
the walls within the church with scenes of the
Passion, the chapter house with unspecified subjects
drawn from the Bible, and the “passageways”
(dmbitos), whose location is not otherwise specified,
with purely decorative motifs.!® According to Pereda,
Ximéno carried out his work on the still-standing
tower, known as the Torre del Tesoro (Fig. 3), in
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Fig. 8. Chapter house, ground floor layout. Arlanza

Fig. 9. Chapter house, ground floor, east wall. Arlanza (photo: author)
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1138. But few scholars have been willing to accept
such an early date for the frescoes still preserved,?
whose subject is in any case at variance with the
program ascribed to Gudesteo. Both Kuhn and Post,
who first undertook to ascertain the date of the
paintings on the basis of stylistic criteria, compared
them to the illustrations in the Las Huelgas copy
of Beatus’ Apocalypse Commentary (now in the
Pierpont Morgan Library), which was completed in
1220 at a place not too distant from Arlanza.2! Cook
and Demus, scholars writing in the 1950s and 1960s,
called attention instead to the connections of the
Arlanza paintings with the frescoes of the chapter
house at Sigena in Aragon—the “discovery” of
Romanesque mural decoration of these years—
which are now generally accepted as the work of
an English painter active in the last decade of the
twelfth century.2 These connections are germane
to the issue of dating, but they cannot be pressed
too far. Beyond general similarities, Arlanza and
Sigena do share some additional common ground
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Fig. 10. Chapter house, enfeu along the south wall. Arlanza (photo: author)

in their colorful population of hybrid fauna and
drolleries, late-Romanesque imports of Spanish art,
so far as can be judged, from northern Europe. These
fanciful motifs also appear in the copy of Peter
Lombard’s Commentary on the Pauline Epistles,
completed in 1181 for an abbot of Sahagin, which
could well be taken for a product of a Parisian or
northeastern French atelier, and might be added to
the list of the Arlanza frescoes’ stylistic relations.2
Some scholars, finally, have compared The
Cloisters lion with the animal accompanying the
portrait of King Alfonso IX of Leén on horseback
in a miniature added to the first volume of the
cartulary (Tumbo A) of the cathedral of Santiago
de Compostela (Fig. 20). According to recent
research, this miniature was executed between the
years 1208 and 1212, and perhaps on the occasion
of the dedication of the cathedral in April 1211.24
The ferocious characterization of the lion, with
gritted, flashing teeth—"“mas humana que animal,”
as Moralejo has written—appears in both images.
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In the miniature of the Santiago manuscript, this
characterization has a distinctly heraldic connotation,
since it is also featured on the lion of Alfonso’s shield
and on the royal signum of official documents.?

Is such a heraldic reading applicable to Arlanza
as well? This is a question that might also be raised
in connection with the motif of the castle to the
left of the Harvard ostrich (Figs. 17, 19, 21), and
again, though on a smaller scale, in the spandrel
of the window on the southern wall (Fig. 13). It
is a squarish block, from which three towers rise,
one in the middle, and two smaller ones at the ends.
The castle in this form is of course the heraldic figure
of Castile, used almost obsessively by members of
the ruling dynasty, who in the thirteenth century,
and after, often made far-flung alliances with princes
of the major courts of Europe. It is prominent also
at Las Huelgas, among the Hispano-Mauresque
stuccos of the former vaults of the cloister, for
example (Fig. 22).26 Bishop Lucas of Tuy’s world
chronicle informs us that it was King Alfonso VIII



Fig. 11. Pantocrator. Chapter house, Arlanza (photo:
A. K Porter, Visual Collections, the Fine Arts Library,
Harvard University)
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Fig. 12. Chapter house, layout of the upper story.
Arlanza
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of Castile (r. 1158-1214), the founder of Las Huelgas,
who adopted the castle as the emblem of his king-
dom.?” There are thus credible indications, if not
unimpeachable proof, that the frescoes that concern
us were executed in the first or second decade of
the thirteenth century. Certain archaizing features
of their style, like the ornamental linear patterning
of the body of The Cloisters lion, which recall
Romanesque of an older and more abstract phase,
would, at any rate, make it difficult to envisage a
date much further forward in time.

Some thoughts on the meaning of the ensemble
that has been briefly described are now in order.
It was clearly no ordinary chapter house, although
what might count as ordinary or exceptional in the
conception and decoration of such buildings is not
easy to say. The chapter houses of Romanesque times
in which an ambitious painted decoration is
preserved—Worcester, Brauweiler (near Cologne),
come to mind, along with Sigena—have a primarily
biblical imagery and thus nothing in common with
Arlanza.?® The principal purpose of the capitulum
in monastic houses was the conduct of meetings
affecting the life of the community and the admin-
istration of corporal punishment for offenses
committed by individual monks. But abbots and
founders of a monastery were also sometimes buried
in its chapter house, a practice that is well docu-
mented from the eleventh century onward, but has
older roots.?? Such burials were normally carried out
under the pavement of the structure and therefore
did not leave a mark on the architecture. The building
at Arlanza is exceptional in this respect, since tombs
were provided for at the outset and incorporated
into the fabric of the structure. It would be good
to know who were the persons buried in the
monument at Arlanza, but this is a subject on which
the sources are entirely silent. In theory, Ferndn
Gonzilez and his family might merit some consid-
eration, as the drift of my remarks may have already
suggested. We do not know where in the monastery
the count’s tomb was actually located. Prudencio
de Sandoval, a seventeenth-century author, states that
Fernan was buried “at the foot of the church”
(presumably in front of the west portal) “following
the custom of the time,” but that the body was moved
into the interior of the vessel toward the end of
the fifteenth century and placed within a marble
sarcophagus resting on lions behind the altar of the
choir.?® In 1843, the princely remains were translated



into the choir of the Colegiata, in nearby Covarrubias,
where they are found today: Count Fernan’s body
in a rather plain limestone gabled chest, Sancha’s
in a splendid Roman fourth-century marble sar-
cophagus with a Romanesque lid (Fig. 23).3!

While it is uncertain just when Sancha’s
sarcophagus reached Arlanza, Sandoval’s statement
deserves to be taken seriously, since the custom to
which he alludes is well documented. Sandoval
refers to the fact that though early medieval princes
and other magnates were moved to patronize
churches and to seek benefit from the intercessory
prayers of the clerical servants of their foundations,
they could not, as laymen, be buried within the
church proper. Thus, to cite but a few cases, King
Fernando I established his Panteén de los Reyes
in the atrium of the former church of San Juan
Bautista, renamed San Isidoro, at Le6n.32 The counts
of Toulouse lie in a niche adjoining the south
transept doorway of Saint-Sernin at Toulouse (a niche
constructed by Viollet-le-Duc in the nineteenth
century, but on the site of an older chapel), and
the counts of Burgundy, who chose Citeaux as their
resting place, were interred in a chapel under the
porch of the abbey church.? There is some evidence
that attitudes on the question of lay burials in
churches were shifting in a more permissive
direction in the period when the Arlanza frescoes
were painted. But the sparse information that we
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Fig. 14. Chapter house, upper story, south wall, former
site of The Cloisters dragon fresco, condition in 1988.
Arlanza (photo: author)

possess on the tombs in the monastery suggests that
the customary hierarchy prevailed there: the church
was reserved for holy bodies or saintly clerics, while
the few lay burials of which there is some record
are found in the cloister.>* That the lower story of
the chapter house might have been designed to
house Fernan’s mortal remains and those of his kin
may thus be admissible in principle, although it is
not demonstrable in fact.

The entirely zoological or zoomorphic decor
of the upper story, on the other hand, declares its
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Fig. 15. Chapter house, upper story, east wall with The Cloisters lion fresco (with blocked-up Baroque window
below). Arlanza (photo: A. K. Porter, Visual Collections, the Fine Arts Library, Harvard University)

Fig. 16. Chapter house, upper story, east wall, reconstruction drawing. Arlanza (J. Sureda, after J. Gudiol Ricart)
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Fig. 17. Chapter house, upper sto
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Fig. 18. Chapter house, upper story, north wall, reconstruction drawing. Arlanza (J. Gudiol Ricart, with modification

by W. Cahn)
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Fig. 19. Chapter house, upper story, north wall, former entrance. Arlanza (photo: A. K. Porter, Visual Collections,

the Fine Arts Library, Harvard University)

allegiance to the lay or princely side in a less
ambiguous fashion. It is of course possible on the
basis of medieval animal symbolism to construct a
moral interpretation of the paintings, and one cannot
exclude altogether the idea that they may have com-
municated a religious message to some medieval
spectators.? The lion, the dragon, and perhaps the
fish-filled predella composition under the first-
mentioned creature are subjects that carry a large
symbolic freight, as medievalists well know.3¢ Exotic
animals and fantastic subjects are also part of the
vocabulary of church decoration, but whether a
moralizing or didactic intention should be attributed
to their creators remains most uncertain. We also
know that doubts were expressed by contemporaries
that images of animals and composite creatures
could be reliable instruments of moral instruction,
and it is noteworthy that Lucas of Tuy, in a text to
which Creighton Gilbert has recently drawn
attention, justifies the painting of animals on church
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walls solely on the grounds that these images of
“birds, serpents and other things” give pleasure to
the eye.?” It is tempting in this context to mention
a somewhat earlier ensemble of wall paintings in
Castile, the frescoes of the church of San Baudelio
at Berlanga, where this exotic imagery, though it
occupies a subordinate position in relation to a cycle
of New Testament scenes above it, is given remark-
able prominence.’® This aspect of the work, perhaps
best understood in the light of the bishop of Tuy’s
strictures, makes the imagery of the later paintings
at Arlanza seem a shade less exceptional.

Yet neither religious symbolism nor the
interpretive stance habitually opposed to it, simple
aesthetic delight, seems an appropriate frame of
reference for an understanding of the Arlanza
frescoes. They are best comprehended, in my view,
as an evocation of palace decoration. Their substance
is epic rather than descriptive, the symbolic expres-
sion of an aristocratic ethos concerned with the
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Fig. 20. Alfonso IX on horseback. Santiago de Compostela, Cathedral Library, Tumbo A, fol. 62v (from
Ars Hispaniae, XVIIL, p. 57)
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Fig. 21. Chapter house, upper story, north wall with
castle, Arlanza. Barcelona, Museu d’Art de Catalunya
(photo: Museu d’Art de Catalunya)

exaltation of untamed might, heroic deeds, and the
opulent display of fabled rarities. On the other hand,
their essentially static and plotless character also sets
them against the biblical or hagiographically based
narratives that were the normative province of church
art. It is difficult from the surviving materials and
documentary sources to recover a consistent and
continuous tradition of this secular, palatial
decoration for the early Middle Ages.*® None may
have existed. We are distantly reminded at Arlanza
of the shieldlike reliefs decorating the upper hall
and the exterior of the palace of the Asturian
monarchs at Naranco, overlooking Oviedo,® or of
the halls of princely residences hung with precious
woven and embroidered hangings that are men-
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Fig. 22. Stucco fragment from the cloister. Las Huelgas
(photo: author)



Fig. 23. Sarcophagus of Sancha. Covarrubias, Colegiata (photo: author)

tioned in contemporary chronicles and chivalric
literature.#* Such prized textiles, for the most part
of Islamic origin, not infrequently found their way
into the possession of monasteries of northern Spain,
Arlanza included,®? and the frescoes share this arts
somptuaires orientation. Animals placed heraldically
in landscape settings occur in Islamic art, and it is
well to be mindful of the renewed contacts between
the Latin kingdoms in the north and Muslim cultures
of southern Spain during the period of reconquest,
when cities like Toledo came under Christian rule.
But neither the style nor the pictorial grammar of
this tradition is very markedly reflected in the
frescoes.?

The monument that can claim the closest
resemblance to the Arlanza paintings, itself a unicum
in the domain of aulic art, is the so-called Stanza
di Ruggiero in the Norman palace at Palermo, whose
mosaics are now generally associated with the reign
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of William 11, spanning the years 1154 to 1166 (Figs.
24, 25).44 The walls of this room feature wild animals
and birds heraldically positioned in spaces that are
delineated by exotic trees, and the vault has medal-
lions with lions and griffins surrounding a trium-
phant eagle. The landscape plays a greater role at
Palermo than in the Spanish work, and other differ-
ences hardly need detailed enumeration. But the
two spaces are united in their similar emphasis on
fabulous beasts and exotic vegetation, as well as in
their curious combination of careful attention to the
definition of plant and species with a highly formal
presentation, axialized and flattened, making the
imagery seem as if frozen in time. This comparison,
to be sure, begs a number of questions. The back-
ground and sources of the Sicilian mosaics remain
to be explicated,* and the formal coincidences that
have been noted remain for the moment without
a palpable historical context.
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Fig. 24. Wall mosaic. Palermo, Stanza di Ruggiero, Norman palace (photo: Alinari/Art Resource, N.Y.)

At the time when the Arlanza frescoes were
painted, the situation of the monastery was
somewhat paradoxical. Under Alfonso VIII and his
immediate successors the kingdom of Castile
became a power to be reckoned with, overshad-
owing its neighbor and rival Leén, to which it had
formerly been subordinate. The need for the
establishment of a dynastic history grounded in the
noble and warlike deeds of an illustrious ancestor
must have made itself felt. Yet although Alfonso
himself was generous in his donations to the
monastery,* the significance of Arlanza in social and
political terms was no longer what it had been at
an earlier time. The old Benedictine monasteries
of the region had now to vie for influence with the
growing cities and their bishops, as well as with
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the more dynamic new monastic and military orders.
Alfonso himself opted for the Cistercians when he
established his pantheon at Las Huelgas in 1187.47
In these circumstances, the palatial decoration of
the upper room of the chapter house at Arlanza has
something of the air of a nostalgic fantasy, perhaps
designed to press the claims of the house against
its rival, closely connected with the court at Burgos.
Was the room designed with any particular practical
purpose in mind? My supposition is that the kings
of Castile might have used it for ceremonial purposes
on visits to Arlanza connected with the memorial
cult of their ancestor. But no information concerning
such visits has as yet come to light.

However this may be, Arlanza’s claims in the
manufacture of a dynastic legend were supported
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Fig. 25. Vault mosaic. Palermo, Stanza di Ruggiero, Norman palace (photo: Alinari/Art Resource, N.Y.)
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on the literary side by a work whose relevance for
an understanding of the frescoes is difficult to
overlook. The work in question is the Poema de
Ferndn Gonzdlez, a composition of some seven
hundred verses (in the incomplete state in which
it has come down) in the Castilian vernacular,
thought to have been written around the middle
of the thirteenth century by a monk of Arlanza, and
in fact the only known literary production attrib-
utable to the monastery in the medieval period.%
The Poema presents an idealized account of the old
battler’'s career as seen through clerical eyes,
magnifying the role of Arlanza and of the divine
assistance procured for him by the prayers of the
monks. His fate, Arlanza’s, and Castile’s are seen to
be intertwined in it. In the larger historical picture
of his time, he is a familiar hero, another Cid, and
a not-too-distant cousin of Westminster’s St. Edward
or Aachen’s Charlemagne.

APPENDIX
Inventory of Fresco Fragments from Arlanza

L. South Wall
1. Dragon and frieze with fantastic subjects. The
Cloisters (31.38.2)

2. Griffin. Barcelona, Museu d’Art de Catalunya, No.
40142.

3. Pair of monkeys from the border of the griffin
fresco. Barcelona, Museu d’Art de Catalunya, No.
40143.

4. Section of a floral border from the griffin fresco.
Whereabouts unknown (Gudiol photo, Fogg Art
Museum)

5. Spandrel of double window with castle. Where-
abouts unknown (Gudiol photo, Fogg Art Museum)

II. East Wall
1. Lion and fish border. The Cloisters (31.38.1)

2. Lion fragment with architecture, pendant of the
above. Barcelona, Museu d’Art de Catalunya

3. Section of a meander border and right spandrel
area with bird and foliate border of segmented arch.
Barcelona, Museu d’Art de Catalunya, No. 40145

I11. North Wall
1. Ostrich. Fogg Art Museum, Harvard University, Inv.
No. 1938.124
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2. Castle and tree. Barcelona, Museu d’Art de
Catalunya, No. 40144

3. Section of a pleated border and bird-dragon, left
spandrel of window. Barcelona, Museu d’Art de
Catalunya, No. 40146

4, Fragment of geometric border and “hump” of
a fantastic creature, right side of the north wall.
Whereabouts unknown (Gudiol photo, Fogg Art
Museum )

5. Frieze section with confronted birds, and human-
headed storks, formerly under ostrich fresco at
Harvard. Whereabouts unknown (Gudiol photo,
Fogg Art Museum)
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Fig. 1. Epiphany, relief, Cerezo de Riotir6n (Burgos), third quarter of t
of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1930 (30.77.6-9) (photo: Museum)
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The Epiphany Relief from
Cerezo de RiotirOn

Elizabeth Valdez del Alamo

ne of the finest examples of large-scale Spanish Romanesque sculpture

outside of Spain is a group of figures representing the Adoration of the

Magi (Fig. 1), reinstalled at The Cloisters in 1985.! The Epiphany relief
from Cerezo de Riotirén (in the province of Burgos) is the work of an artist who
participated in the decoration of many of the most important surviving monuments
of the region. In addition, it is carved in the distinctive manner of northeastern Castile,
a crossroad for artistic movements in Christian Spain (Fig. 2).2 The Epiphany from
Cerezo de Riotiron can serve, therefore, as a focus for a study of this twelfth-century
style. The relief also presents an archaeological problem: its intended placement
on the church of Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana is unknown and the surviving evidence
is ambiguous. An examination of Romanesque portal decoration in north-central Spain,
particularly in Burgos, can provide the arena for selecting the most likely positions
on a church facade for these figures.

The group is composed of four figural slabs; by their postures, the figures
indicate how they should be arranged. The largest depicts a frontal, enthroned Virgin
with the Christ Child seated in her lap, holding a book and raising one hand (now
broken) in what probably was a gesture of blessing. She is crowned, and, even though
the Child’s head has been lost, its silhouette, visible against the Virgin’s chest, indicates
that he too was crowned. To the right, a seated Joseph sleeps, his head resting on
one hand and inclined toward Mary and the Child. His other hand rests on a staff.
Only two Magi appear in the group in its present state. The first kneels to the left
of the Virgin while presenting his gift to the Child; the second, also on his knees,
turns his head back as if to converse with the third, missing, Magus. By his very
absence, the missing Magus is a reminder of the archaeological problems presented
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Fig. 2. Map. Cerezo de Riotirén and related monuments

us by these figures and of the need to verify, as
far as possible, the intended setting for the Epiphany
relief.

Situated at the peak of the hill, surveying the
territory on all sides, the church of Nuestra Sefiora
de la Llana (Our Lady of the Plain) crowns the town
of Cerezo de Riotirén.> Photographs published by
Arthur Kingsley Porter (Fig. 3) and José Pérez
Carmona show the Epiphany group installed over
a blind arch west of the south portal of the church.
Unfortunately, the original architectural setting of the
Epiphany relief cannot be determined from the
surviving evidence. The church of Nuestra Sefiora
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de la Llana was in ruins before 1924, and the many
ruptures visible in the fabric of the building and
around the reliefs themselves make it difficult to
assert that the figures were in the place for which
they were planned.> The lack of positive proof of
the sculpture’s original disposition has raised the
question as to whether these figures formed a
tympanum, as the curve formed by their heads
suggests, or a relief installed elsewhere, as its
position on the south portal of the church suggests.

Our only information concerning what might
have been the figures’ original disposition comes
from photographs and descriptions of the 1920s and



from the remains of the church today (Fig. 4). In
1924, Narciso Sentenach described the ruined
building and mentioned the south portal, its
archivolts, and lateral reliefs of beautiful figures in
Romanesque style. He identifies one of these lateral
reliefs as the Adoration of the Magi, but says nothing
of the subject matter of the others.¢ The south portal,
with Elders of the Apocalypse, animals, and foliage
in the archivolts, may be seen today in the Paseo
de la Isla, a park in the city of Burgos (Fig. 5). The
portal shows no sign of ever having contained a
tympanum, and measurements demonstrate that
the opening is too small for a group the size of the
Epiphany” Whatever else might have been at
the church of Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana must have
disappeared or perhaps was in very poor condition
when Arthur Kingsley Porter was there to photograph
the building, sometime before 1928, because no

Spanish Romanesque Sculpture, vol. 2, pl. 112)

Fig. 3. Epiphany, relief, south portal during the 1920s. Cerezo de Riotirén (photo: from A. K. Porter,
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other large figures were published by him. Porter’s
photographs of the Epiphany and portal do provide
us with additional bits of information about the
building and the sculpture (Fig. 3)8 The south
facade, where the portal and the reliefs were
installed, appears to have been at least partially
enclosed in a Gothic porch, as indicated by the
capital and springing of arches at the lower right
of the Epiphany group, and at the upper left of the
portal. Perhaps the third king was lost when an
opening was made in the wall, for the beveled strip
under the figures in Porter’s photograph continues
past the second king and is cut off by a frame.® In
the old photographs one can also see that stone
slabs were placed under two of the figures—Joseph,
at the right, and the Magus to the far left—to raise
their heads to the same level as that of the other
figures.




Fig. 4. Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana, south nave exterior, portal opening today. Cerezo de Riotirén (photo: author)

The argument for the relief’s having been a
tympanum is appealing because of its simplicity:
when all the figures are placed at the same level,
as they are now, their heads produce a curve that
suggests they were intended for, or modeled on,
a tympanum.!® The image would have been
completed by a third king at the left, and probably
the kings’ guiding star somewhere near the Virgin
and Child. Such a tympanum would not have been
symmetrical, but this kind of asymmetry was
acceptable in tympanum compositions of the region;
for example, in the Epiphany at Ahedo de Butrén
(Fig. 11), the central axis falls between Mary and
the first king, creating an irregular yet visually
balanced composition.!!
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Part of the difficulty in ascertaining whether the
relief formed a tympanum derives from the condition
of each of the sculptures. The fact that the hatch
marks on the upper edges of some of the Cerezo
reliefs are distinct from the marks on the lower edges
indicates that some of the slabs have been cut down
to produce their present shape (Figs. 6-10).2 For
example, a comparison between the right and left
sides of the Virgin's slab (Figs. 6, 7) demonstrates
that the right side was reduced at the upper and
lower right edges, and, according to Timothy
Husband, there is evidence to suggest that a section
of the relief over her head was cut away. The slab
with the king kneeling immediately to Mary’s left
clearly shows the effects of weathering and trimming
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Fig. 5. Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana, south portal, Cerezo de Riotirén. Burgos, Paseo de la Isla (photo: author)

on its right (Fig. 8): the edge is roughly hewn and
patched; the king’s right hand and knee are damaged,
as are his right foot, the cushion, and the ledge on
which they rest. A section of his left knee was also
chipped off (Fig. 1), while the upper and lower limits
of the relief, in addition to the area just to the left
of the king’s head, have also been altered. Perhaps
the most weathered figure is the second king
(Fig. 9), whose face has lost all detail, as has the
gift in his hands. His slab has been cut away over
his left shoulder and along the left edge, following
the general outline of his figure. The figure of Joseph
has suffered the least damage (Fig. 10). Although
his nose and the hand over his cane are worn, and
his shoes broken, his is the only face that still shows

115

the delicately outlined pupils and brow all the figures
once must have had. As with the second king, a
right-angled section was cut away to the left of his
head.

The amount of cutting above and behind the
figures could explain why the curve formed by their
heads produces a segmented arch, rather than the
full half-circle or slightly pointed arch this tympa-
num should have had.** The full height of a
tympanum with the Cerezo Epiphany might have
accommodated a canopy, or baldachin, over the
Virgin and Child, suggested by the rough blocks on
either side of Mary’s head (Figs. 6, 7). Structurally,
the Cerezo blocks resemble those on either side
of the heads of two figures placed high on the facade
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Fig. 6. Virgin and Child, right side, relief, Cerezo de
Riotiron. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The
Cloisters Collection, 1930 (30.77.8) (photo: Museum )

of Santo Domingo in Soria (Fig. 29); the blocks setve
to interlock the relief and the facade while forming
the base for a baldachin over the figure.’* A canopy
is depicted in the Epiphany of the Sorian capital
frieze, and, in another Epiphany in the archivolts,
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Fig. 7. Virgin and Child, left side, relief, Cerezo de
Riotiron (photo: Museum )

the figures appear under an arcade (Fig. 33). The
guiding star, no longer with the Cerezo figures,
appears here on the impost between the Virgin and
Child, and the first king. Such a tympanum at Cerezo
would also have included not only a third king to



Fig. 8. First kneeling king, right side, relief, Cerezo de
Riotiron. The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The
Cloisters Collection, 1930 (30.77.7) (photo: Museum )

the left but also possibly an additional figure, such
as the prophet which appears to Joseph’s right in
the Epiphany at San Martin de Mura in Catalonia.’s
At Mura, censing angels fill the space on either side
of the Virgin’s head.
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Fig. 9. Second kneeling king, relief, Cerezo de Riotirén.
‘The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters
Collection, 1930 (30.77.6) (photo: Museum)

How four to six straight-sided slabs might have
sustained themselves over an opening raises the
question of the original shape of this relief. Typically,
Spanish tympana of the period did not have lintels.
Because the hatch marks on the upper edges of some
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Fig. 10. Joseph, relief, Cerezo de Riotiron. The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection,
1930 (30.77.9) (photo: Museum)

of the slabs are different from those on the lower
edges, the possibility exists that some slabs may have
been wedge-shaped. But, except for the hatch marks,
it is difficult to gather evidence to support such an
idea.'® Another possibility is that the tympanum may

118

have been monolithic, as are many tympana in the
Iberian Peninsula, but such examples tend to be
smaller than the Cerezo Epiphany.'” Most likely the
sides of the Cerezo slabs were intended to be straight
with interlocking segments. Many Spanish tympana
are constructed of pieces with straight sides that lock
together by means of projecting and receding parts,
for example, the Puerta de las Platerias at Santiago
de Compostela and the Puerta del Perdon at San
Isidoro of Leén.’8 The straight-sided slabs of the
Cerezo figures as we know them, however, cannot
in themselves indicate whether the Epiphany was
meant to be a tympanum or a lateral relief. The
best evidence for the tympanum theory continues
to be that the figures’ heads form a curve.

If the Epiphany was a tympanum, the most likely
alternate location for it at Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana
would have been a portal on the west facade, where
there was another entrance to the church, or on
a porch enclosing the south portal.’® The surviving
west facade and south porch are Gothic, probably
fourteenth century, and it is possible that the
Epiphany was moved to the south nave exterior when
the church was reconstructed at that time.? The
pattern of wear on the figures, worse at the left than
at the right, seems to correspond to the wind patterns
experienced by the south facade; the portal now
in Burgos displays a similar pattern (Fig. 5). Since
the weathering seems consistent on the Epiphany
relief, it must have been on the south portal of
Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana a very long time. Another
possibility that might be considered is that, once
the figures for the tympanum were carved, there
was a change in plan requiring their placement on
the south facade as a lateral relief.

The longtime placement of the Epiphany beside
the south entrance to the church raises the further
question as to whether the figural group was
originally rectangular and intended to be installed
on the south portal from the beginning. A review
of comparable local portal types suggests that it is
possible that the Epiphany was intended to be set
into a wall next to the south portal in a manner
similar to its former installation at Nuestra Sefiora
de la Llana, but the evidence is complex and at times
contradictory. Most characteristic of Burgos are
doorways with or without a tympanum, ornamental
archivolts that alternate with torus moldings, flanking
a capital frieze with columns, like the Cerezo portal
in the Paseo de la Isla (Fig. 5), or the portals of
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Fig. 11. South portal, Ahedo d

e Butron (Burgos), third quarter of the twelfth century (photo: author)
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Fig. 12. South portal, Gredilla de Sedano (Burgos), third quarter of the twelfth century (photo: author)
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Fig. 13. Epiphany, relief, interior

the churches in Gredilla de Sedano (Fig. 12) and
Ahedo de Butrén (Fig. 11). There are many
significant exceptions to this convention, and they
include the use of figural reliefs in different places
around the facade. If in comparing these figural
reliefs with the Cerezo Epiphany one keeps in mind
factors such as scale, function, and compositional
type, one is forced to conclude that, while within
the range of possibilities, this is the more problem-
atic solution for the relief at The Cloisters.

The comparisons with other monuments may
conveniently begin with an Epiphany similar to the
Cerezo example, found in the church at Butrera
(Fig. 13).2 1t is composed of six figures: at the left,
three Magi adore the Child held on his mother’s
lap, while Joseph dreams at the right. The relief is
set at eye level into a wall forming an entryway just
inside the church door, so it is the first thing the
visitor sees as he enters. An examination of the mortar
around the relief’s frame suggests, however, that the
Butrera sculpture may not be in its original setting.
Although its original location may be unknown, it
seems clear that this sculpture was not intended to
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wall facing south portal, Butrera (Burgos), late thirteenth century (photo: author)

be a tympanum but was instead applied to the wall
of the church, perhaps as a lateral relief. The Butrera
Epiphany was composed as an isocephalic group
on a single slab of stone; the figures are even
distorted in scale in order to conform to the
predetermined rectangular form of this relief. A
comparison between the reliefs of Butrera and
Cerezo demonstrates that local sculptors—possibly
the same group, as discussed below—did find the
Epiphany to be an appropriate subject for a large
relief that was not a tympanum.

Another possible placement of the Cerezo
figures may have been on the exterior of the portico,
like the Annunciation relief of the church at Villasayas
(Soria) (Fig. 14), but it too is problematic.2? Like
the Cerezo Epiphany, with which it is contemporary,
the relief is composed of large figures, whose heads
suggest the curve of a tympanum, but which are
carved on straight-sided slabs. The figures rest on
a ledge and are presently set above the arched
entrance to the portico. The difficulty in accepting
this model is that, like the Cerezo and Butrera
Epiphanies, the wall into which this Annunciation



."'-_ : :;'-'-' holnd ~"

Fig. 14. Annunciation, relief, Villasayas (Soria), third quarter of the twelfth century, portico exterior (photo: author)

is set has been subjected to alterations and repairs standing between Abraham and a devil--contains
that cast doubt upon the authenticity of this portal figures whose heads form an arch which, out of
composition.? context and cut down like the Cerezo figures, could

Large-scale historiated reliefs beside or above suggest a tympanum.? This brings us full circle, in
the portal occur outside of Burgos: for example, at a sense, because we cannot completely dismiss the

San Miguel of Estella (Navarre) (Fig. 15), where lateral possibility that the installation of the Epiphany to
reliefs flank the portal, and at Santa Maria la Real of the left of the Cerezo portal may in fact reflect the

Sangtiesa (Navarre), and at Santa Maria of Ripoll (Cata- original conception of the sculptors.

lonia), where rows of figures and historiated reliefs When the relief was acquired by The Cloisters,
cover the entire portal? Cerezo de Riotiron was  James J. Rorimer wished to reflect the “original”
located on the frontier between Castile and Navarre; setting of the group, an idea shared by Joseph Breck,

hence, possible models for portal decoration at so he installed the figures similarly (Fig. 16), placing
Cerezo need not be limited to Castile. The lateral them in a deep rectangular niche over a blind arch
reliefs of San Miguel are both large in scale and and above a doorway, not next to one as in Cerezo.
historiated, like the Cerezo Epiphany, and at least That installation made manifest the difficulty of
one of the scenes depicted—the angel Michael deciding whether the Epiphany relief from Cerezo
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de Riotirén was a tympanum or another type of portal
sculpture. The aim of the 1985 installation (Fig. 17),
according to Timothy Husband, was to take a neutral
stance on the tympanum/lateral relief issue, while
at the same time to highlight the forceful three-
dimensionality of the figures.?” Despite the intention
to be neutral, however, the resulting placement high
on the gallery wall, with the figures separated, might
imply a point of view to those expecting the type
of “archaeological” installation typical of the
Museum in the past2® In a memo discussing plans
for the 1985 installation Husband stated, “There are
many examples of high relief sculpture of ca. 1200
all over Burgos set into walls, usually above the
height of the portal, as though an extension of the
tympanum. This is essentially the way we are treating
the figures.”®

One Burgalese portal type in which figural
reliefs are placed above the portal may be found
at Pineda de la Sierra and at Moradillo de Sedano
(Fig. 18), where the figures are placed over the

imposts of the outermost capitals in the capital
frieze 3 These examples, however, are distinct from
the Cerezo Epiphany, because the figures, although
thematically related, do not form historiated groups.
The same can be said of the dpostolados (apostle
friezes) on the upper facades of many twelfth-century
churches, such as Santa Maria la Real in Sangtiesa
(Navarre), or Santiago in Carrién de los Condes
(Palencia) (Fig. 19).3! The present installation of the
Cerezo Epiphany at The Cloisters most closely
resembles an Apostolado in the height and spacing
of the figures, but separating the figures as
individuals does not seem to be an appropriate
model for a historiated group. Thus, whether
intended or not, this neutral or, perhaps, ambiguous
stance generates even further speculation on the
archaeological questions: was the Epiphany a
tympanum, and, if not, where was it meant to be
placed, high on the facade or as a lateral relief
pendant to the south portal of the church of Nuestra
Sefiora de la Llana?

Fig. 16. Epiphany, relief, Cerezo de Riotiron, original installation at The Cloisters (photo: Museum )
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Fig. 17. Epiphany, relief, Cerezo de Riotiron, present installation at The Cloisters (photo: author)




Fig. 18. South portal, Moradillo de Sedano (Burgos), ca. 1188 (photo: author)
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While the problems concerning the intended
use of the Cerezo Epiphany have long been
recognized, only recently was the provenance of the
relief questioned. David Simon, in his catalogue entry
for the Epiphany, raised the possibility that the
sculpture might have been intended for another
church altogether.?2 Although a common provenance
cannot be absolutely proven, Arthur Kingsley Porter’s
photographs tend to confirm that the Epiphany was
indeed carved for Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana, and
not for a different building. In his photograph, just
over Joseph’s head, is a corbel (Fig. 3) comparable
to the heads in the Epiphany, especially those of
Joseph and the kneeling kings (Figs. 1, 8-10). The
same distinctive facial features, a long face with a
long, protuberant upper lip and flowing beard,
appear among the Elders in the archivolts (Fig. 20),
on a king’s head in the capital frieze, and on the
first kneeling king at The Cloisters (Fig. 8). Therefore,
the very slight recarving visible on this king’s lower
lip did not radically alter his appearance. Many of

Fig. 19. Apostolado, west facade, Santiago in Carrion de los Condes (Palencia), ca. 1170-75 (photo: author)
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the archivolt figures—the Elders of the Apocalypse
and an angel—and the mythological creatures on
the capital frieze (Fig. 21) also closely resemble the
other relief figures with their blocklike bodies,
rectangular heads, and large, protruding eyes.>* The
draperies manifest the same playfulness with pattern,
and sometimes rise over the body in ropelike folds,
sometimes flatten themselves against the body plane.
The comparisons with the corbel and archivolts
suggest that the provenance for the Epiphany relief,
the church of Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana, is quite
secure. The monumental Virgin of the Epiphany
relief also suggests that the church could have been
dedicated to Our Lady of the Plain from the twelfth
century on, if not before.

The sculptor of the Epiphany and the capitals,
archivolts, and corbels of the portal is a distinct
artistic personality and may be designated the Master
of Cerezo de Riotirén.*¢ Despite the lack of
documentation for Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana, there
is sufficient evidence concerning the style and



Fig. 20. Elders of the Apocalypse, archivolts, south portal from Cerezo de Riotirén. Burgos, Paseo de la Isla (photo:
author)

it -

Fig. 21. Fantastic beasts in foliage, capital frieze, right, south portal from Cerezo de Riotiron. Burgos, Paseo de la Isla
(photo: author)




(photo: author)

subject matter at related sites to suggest a likely
period and area for his activity. The heavy, ropelike
draperies of the Cerezo Epiphany group are typical
of the figural sculpture of La Bureba, the region of
northeast Burgos. A survey of the monuments most
closely related to the Cerezo style suggests that this
is the radius within which this master worked and
that he was fully aware of contemporary artistic
developments.

Of the comparisons made between Cerezo and
other monuments, one of the best is to the portal
of the parish church in Gredilla de Sedano (Figs. 12,
22)3% Here, there is a tympanum depicting an
Annunciation-Coronation, in which Mary, enthroned
at the center, is crowned by two angels and flanked
by Gabriel and Isaiah to the left and Joseph and
Peter to the right. With the exception of the restored
crown and head of the Virgin, the Gredilla figures
have very similar features and display the same type
of surface pattern and plasticity as are found at
Cerezo. Gredilla is somewhat less refined than
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Cerezo; the edges are in general, sharper. A
comparison of the two figures of Joseph (Figs. 10,
22), in the same pose, demonstrates the striking
similarity of the facial type, with large, bulging eyes,
clearly defined eyebrows, a pyramidal nose, and full
lips emphasized by his beard. At Gredilla, however,
Joseph’s hair and beard terminate in ornamental
snail-shell curls, a device not used at Cerezo, and
the folds of his robe terminate in flamelike tips
instead of the interlocking hook-folds so predom-
inant at Cerezo. The type of drapery characteristic
of Cerezo—in which the cloth clings to the limbs
like wet drapery, then develops a series of swirling,
interlocking folds at the joints—can be best seen
at Gredilla in the figure of Isaiah to the left. Other
details in the Gredilla tympanum are reminiscent
of the Cerezo figures. The square head, full cheeks,
and bowed lips of Gabriel are comparable to the
face of the Cerezo Virgin, the same crisscross
embroidery is found on the sleeves and hems of
both the Gredilla Virgin and the Cerezo Joseph; the
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Fig. 23. The Infancy of Christ, Elders of the Apocalypse, archivolts, south portal, Moradillo de Sedano (Burgos),
ca. 1188 (photo: author)




same fly-away hems with C-shaped frills and the
large, doughlike hands with exaggeratedly long
fingers appear at both sites—in both large and small
scale. In addition, the treatment of the wings of the
angels of Gredilla is comparable to that of the wings
of the harpies and birds of the Cerezo portal, now
in Burgos (Figs. 12, 21, 35).

Nearby Moradillo de Sedano (Figs. 18, 23, 24),
like Gredilla, is usually cited as a place where the
Cerezo Master worked. Although James J. Rorimer,
José Pérez Carmona, and others recognized the
relationship, it has never been examined in detail 3
The Master of Cerezo de Riotirén did carve some
figures in the archivolts at Moradillo (Figs. 18, 23)—
such as the Annunciation, Visitation, and Flight into
Egypt. In these archivolts, we can see the same sturdy

131

bodies, large, rectangular heads, protruding eyes, and
full, clearly delineated lips, even though the
Moradillo figures are slightly more slender. The large
figures installed over the imposts on either end of
the capital frieze (Fig. 18) are very close in technique
to the Cerezo Magi (Figs. 8, 9). They display the
same fondness for linear effects—flattened pleats
producing switling patterns over the body—and have
a dramatic presence that survives the damage to their
faces.

A distinction should be drawn between the
Cerezo Master and another artist who may be
designated the Master of the Moradillo Tympanum.
Along with the tympanum (Fig. 24), he carved some
of the Elders in the archivolts (Fig. 23) and the Last
Supper for the capital frieze. When the Moradillo



Fig. 25. Virgin and Child, epiphany relief, Cerezo de
Riotiron, third quarter of the twelfth century. The
Metropolitan Museum of Art, The Cloisters Collection,
1930 (30.77.8) (photo: Museum)
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Elders are compared with those of the Cerezo portal
(Fig. 20), it becomes clear that the Cerezo Elders
are more solid in conception, with exaggeratedly
large heads in proportion to their bodies and with
deep furrows articulating the ropelike folds of their
drapery; the Moradillo Elders, on the other hand,
are much more slender, with smaller heads, longer
necks, and their robes fall in long, flat pleats with
fly-away hems. They occasionally cross their legs,
twist more as they turn toward their neighbors, and
convey a greater sense of movement than do the
Cerezo Elders. The same can be said when
comparing the large figures in the Moradillo
tympanum with those of the Cerezo Epiphany. While
the Cerezo figures are each carefully aligned to a
central axis, the Moradillo tympanum figures lean
or twist in place. They, in turn, contrast to the lateral
figural reliefs (Fig. 17), probably by the Master of
Cerezo de Riotirén, which are forceful in their
verticality. Even the treatment of the hair by these
two masters differs. The Cerezo bearded Magus and
Joseph have large, clearly defined locks of hair and
beards that end in a relatively straight line (Figs. 18,
10). The Moradillo prophets and Christ have wavy
hair that twists into decorative ringlets or snail-shell
curls (Fig. 24). If one compares the Cerezo Virgin and
Child (Fig. 25) with the Moradillo Christ (Fig. 24),
one can see that the Cerezo Mary is relatively boxy
and still. Despite the activity of the patterns formed
by her drapery, the folds themselves respect the
rectangular silhouette of her figure. The Moradillo
Christ, on the other hand, is lighter by virtue of his
more slender proportions and is not bound by a
strictly geometric silhouette. His drapery, while still
stylized, is not governed as much by pattern as by
a desire to convey movement, particularly at the hem,
where the folds fly up and away from his legs; the
interlocking hook-folds so characteristic of the
Cerezo figures are less pronounced when they are
found at Moradillo, for example, along the legs of
the prophets and of Christ. The Master of the
Moradillo Tympanum, therefore, is distinct from the
Master of Cerezo de Riotiron, and the latter appears
to have learned from the former. Some of the
differences between the figures at Cerezo and those
at Gredilla de Sedano (Fig. 22) might be understood
as adaptations of elements in the Moradillo
tympanum, for example, the substitution of flamelike
folds for the hooklike folds.

Another sculptural fragment in northeastern



Burgos may have been carved by the Master of Cerezo
de Riotiron: a statue of the Virgin in the church of
Butrera (Fig. 26), where the Epiphany relief (Fig. 16)
discussed earlier is also found.?” To judge from the
Virgin's gesture of acceptance, the statue probably
was part of a figural group which depicted the
Annunciation, as at Gredilla de Sedano (Fig. 22).
The softer, more fluid drapery of the Butrera Virgin
looks very much like that of certain archivolt figures
at Moradillo—for example, the Visitation (Fig. 23)
or the Flight into Egypt—which are attributable to
the Master of Cerezo de Riotiron. The Epiphany relief
at Butrera also seems to reflect the experience of
Moradillo, for the long-necked kings are reminiscent
of many figures by the Master of the Moradillo
Tympanum (Figs. 13, 24). When the Virgins from
Cerezo, Gredilla, and Butrera are placed side by side,
they share enough features—the structure of the
faces and hands, and the general conception of the
figure—that they may demonstrate different stages
in the career of the Cerezo sculptor.

Another sculpture that has been placed into this
stylistic group is the Virgin and Child from Aradon
(Fig. 27), a fragment of a relief now found in the
parish church of Alcanadre in La Rioja, on the border
with Burgos (Fig. 2), and part of the medieval
kingdom of Castile.3® The curve of the stone behind
the Virgin’s head clearly suggests that this relief
formed part of a tympanum.?® The remnants of
a shoe to the lower left must have belonged to a
kneeling figure and indicate that the tympanum
depicted another Adoration of the Magi. This group
was made for the hermitage of Santa Maria in Aradon,
just outside Alcanadre.® Unfortunately, this Epiphany
tympanum suffered a fate similar to that of the Epi-
phany from Cerezo de Riotiron: because the church
was rebuilt over the course of time, the sculpture
was first moved from its original location, and then
eventually removed from the site altogether.

In the only previously published photographs,
this Virgin and Child look very much like the Cerezo
Virgin and Child and have been attributed to the
Master of Cerezo de Riotiron.*! But there are enough
significant differences between the two reliefs to
make one wonder whether this figure is truly by
him (Figs. 25, 27). The face, shoulders, and general
proportions of the Aradén Virgin are, in fact, more
slender than the Virgins from Cerezo, Gredilla
(Fig. 22), and Butrera (Fig. 26), all of whom maintain
a blocklike massivity that binds them to the stone.
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Fig. 26. Virgin, relief, Butrera (Burgos), late twelfth
century (photo: author)



Fig. 27. Virgin and Child, tympanum fragment, from
Santa Maria de Aradon (La Rioja), last quarter of the

twelfth century. Alcanadre, parish church (photo:
author)
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When the Cerezo and Aradon Virgins are viewed
obliquely (Figs. 6, 27), it is easy to observe the
difference between the oblong head and square jaw
of the Cerezo Mary and the broad brow, high
cheekbones, and pointed chin of the Aradén Mary.
Relatively speaking, the Aradén Virgin and Child
seem freer, partly because of their slighter propor-
tions, but also because of the way this artist disrupts
the solidity of the surface with a variety of broken
diagonal lines. This is a different manner from that
of the Cerezo Master, who tends to use long,
continuous horizontals or verticals to divide the
surfaces of his reliefs into large areas that are then
articulated by multiple interlocking folds. The
Aradon sculptor uses a similar technique, but
subdivides his surface even further by often changing
the direction of his lines, thus creating a more active
surface. The two Infants further characterize the
differences between the Cerezo and Aradén reliefs:
the Cerezo Child is as majestic as his mother, facing
the viewer frontally, with one hand displaying a book,
and raising the other in a gesture of benediction;
the Aradén Child is seated in profile, legs crossed,
and almost seems to forget the book he is holding
in one hand, because, with the other, he is reaching
for the blossom Mary holds. Therefore, although the
Aradon Virgin and Child are clearly related to the
group of sculptures from north Burgos, they are not
so easily attributable to the Master of Cerezo de
Riotiron himself.

Both the Arad6n Virgin and the Master of the
Moradillo Tympanum point to an important source
for the north Burgos group: the royal city of Soria.4?
The Aradon Virgin, in the cutve of her mouth and
facial structure, is reminiscent of the more schematic
Virgin in the tympanum of Santo Domingo de Soria,
dated to the 1170s (Fig. 28).4 Moreover, the
tendency to terminate folds with a teardrop shape,
or hook, can be seen in the Soria Virgin’s robe. The
pose of the Infant Christ of Aradén (Fig. 27) is
strikingly similar to the angels who carry the
evangelists’ symbols in the lower registers of the
tympana at both Moradillo (Fig. 24) and Santo
Domingo of Soria (Fig. 29). The Child of Aradén
is seated in his mother’s lap, with his inner leg
crossed behind the outer, as are the Moradillo and
Soria angels, and the Child’s robes pull across his
thigh with such tension that teardrop-shaped folds
run from his knee to his hip, like theirs. It is the
ropelike drapery folds with interlocking hooks, the



delight in patterned surfaces, and the manner of
using joints and limbs as a springboard for these
patterns that link the Soria tympanum stylistically
not only with Moradillo de Sedano and the related
style of the frontier site of Aradén (1a Rioja) but
also with Gredilla de Sedano, Cerezo de Riotirdn,
and Butrera. These resemblances support the
suggestion by Simon that the sculptor of Cerezo de
Riotiron may have known the portal of Santo
Domingo in Soria very well, and drew on it as he
developed his own style, but other sources came
into play as well.#

It has been maintained in the literature that
the deep pleats with interlocking folds found
throughout northeast Burgos and in Soria may
ultimately derive from the luxuriant drapery in the
reliefs of the second cloister campaign at Silos
(Fig. 30), and José Pérez Carmona suggested that
the Cerezo artist was trained there.*> However, as
with Soria, there are enough differences between
Cerezo and Silos to assume that he probably was
not a student of the Silos atelier, even though he
seems to have been familiar with the monastery’s
sculpture. When Pérez Carmona made his sugges-
tion, he was thinking of the Silos cloister, but the
tympanum of the north portal, which Pérez Carmona
never saw, also contributed to the Cerezo style.“¢
As at Cerezo, the decoration of the figure with wet
drapery and luxuriant swirling folds can be seen
in the standing figure of Mary in the Presentation
of the Silos tympanum (Fig. 31), and, to a lesser
extent, in the ruined figures of the Adoration of the
Magi at the left. These folds can be compared with
the drapery of Joseph and the Virgin from Cerezo
(Figs. 10, 25). On the other hand, the tall, stately
figures of the Silos tympanum and the lively, twisted
figures in the cloister do not resemble the massive
rectangular figures of the Cerezo Epiphany. Some
elements characteristic of Cerezo, such as the
interlocking hook-folds, are not found in Silos at
all, whereas they are found in the tympanum of Santo
Domingo in Soria (Fig. 28). It seems, therefore, that
it would be more accurate to say that both Silos
and Soria contributed to the development of the
Master of Cerezo de Riotiron. His style is a logical
outgrowth of his presence at the frontier of Burgos.

The blending of Burgalese with Sorian art is
not surprising considering their geographic prox-
imity and political and ecclesiastical ties. However,
not just the city of Soria but the other major artistic
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Fig. 28. Virgin, tympanum, Santo Domingo de Soria
(Soria), last quarter of the twelfth century (photo:
author)
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center in the province participated in the develop-
ment of this style: the cathedral of El Burgo de Osma.
Osma was the seat of the bishopric that included
Soria, and was, with the royal city, one of the most
important sources for the style and iconography of
Sorian sculpture during this period. The cathedral
of Osma also maintained a fraternity with the
influential Burgalese monastery located on the
frontier between the two bishoprics, Santo Domingo
de Silos.#” In fact, the Osma chapter house, probably
built during the second third of the twelfth century,
took the Christological subjects that appeared
separately at Silos and unified them—with some
iconographic variants—into a narrative cycle in its
capitals (Fig. 32).4¢ From Osma, Christological scenes

Fig. 29. West portal, Santo Domingo de Soria (Soria), third quarter of the twelfth century (photo: author)
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as a cycle spread throughout the bishopric in the
form of small-scale architectural sculpture, such as
the archivolts of Santo Domingo in Soria (Fig. 33).

Compositional features of the Cerezo sculptures
also suggest Osma as the conduit for certain motifs
from Silos to Soria. For example, the odd kneeling
pose of the first king (Fig. 8) repeats the twisted-
knee pose of the angel Gabriel in the Annunciation
relief at Silos (Fig. 30), a pose also to be found
in the Infancy capital at Osma (Fig. 32). Rather than
being restorer’s work, as was once suggested, the
Cerezo king’s leg is authentic; the surface reveals
no obvious signs of recarving, even though the
drapery over the king’s knee has been broken off.
Sometimes misread as baring his leg, the king is



Fig. 30. Angel Gabriel of the Annunciation, relief, southwest pier, finished ca. 1170. Cloister of Santo Domingo de
Silos (Burgos) (photo: author)




Fig. 31. The Infancy of Christ, tympanum, north portico interior, last third of the twelfth century, Santo Domingo de
Silos (Burgos). Silos, Monastic Museum (photo: author)

Fig. 32. Epiphany, Annunciation, capital, chapter house, second half of the twelfth century. Cathedral of El Burgo de
Osma (Soria) (photo: author)
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Fig. 33. Epiphany, archivolts, west portal, third quarter of the twelfth century. Santo Domingo de Soria (Soria)
(photo: author)

actually clad in fitted trousers, indicated by the orna- to the ground while the third stands behind them.
mental hem at his ankle.*® This detail ties the Cerezo In the Osma, Soria, and Cerezo examples, the Magi
king to Soria, for the same convention appears twice appear to the left and are spread out. Their postures
at Santo Domingo in Soria, in the capital frieze and may vary, but the kneeling kings have only one knee
the archivolts (Fig. 33), and the Cerezo Master uses on the ground.

it again at Butrera in Burgos (Fig. 13). In fact, the The chapter house at the cathedral of Osma,
large-scale composition of the Cerezo Epiphany  from which the iconographic repertory of Silos
appears to reflect a model based on the small-scale  spread, may have been the locus for the formation
Epiphanies of Osma and Soria rather than that of  of the Silos-influenced style used by the Master of
Silos. The Adoration of the Magi in the Silos tym-  Cerezo de Riotirén. What was treated in a relatively
panum (Fig. 31) is distinct from the Epiphanies at  naturalistic yet ormamental manner at Silos was
Osma (Fig. 32), Soria (Fig. 33), and Cerezo (Fig. 1). stylized, coalesced into harder forms by other
At Silos, the Magi appear to the right of Mary and  sculptors, such as those at Osma. The Silos-derived
are grouped together; two kneel with both knees  style at Osma (Fig. 32) presents us with the more
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Fig. 34. Bestiary, archivolts, chapter house, second half of the twelfth century. Cathedral of El Burgo de Osma (Soria)
(photo: author)

rigid, albeit animated, forms that are the basis of the
Cerezo style, and are strikingly similar to both the
portal and the Epiphany from Cerezo de Riotiron.
A comparison between the figural styles of the three
sites is revealing. Chunky figures with large heads,
like those of Cerezo, appear in the capitals of the
cathedral’s chapter house, whereas the Silensian
figures tend to have large, delicately formed heads
on slender bodies—a very different conception of
the human figure. The voluminous, crumpled drapery
found in the Silos cloister reliefs is transformed at
Osma into a series of parallel, geometric shapes
centered over limbs and joints, as at Cerezo. If one
compares the Virgin and the Elders of Cerezo (Figs.
1, 20) with the two representations of Mary in the
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Infancy capital of Osma (Fig. 32), one finds the same
facial type with full cheeks and bowed lips. In the
delightful bestiary on the archivolts of Osma, there
are short, snub-nosed, hunchbacked animals with
either highly textured ornamental fur and feathers
or extremely smooth coats, and they have very precise
anatomical detail that also suggests a close relation-
ship to Cerezo (Figs. 34, 35). The resemblances
between the two sites are such that one might wonder
whether the Cerezo Master in fact was trained at Osma,
where the essential characteristics of his art first
appear together at one place, and perhaps even
whether he carved some of the sculpture there.

The Cerezo sculptures, as we have seen, are the
work of an artist who must have been highly
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Fig. 35. Sow, dragons, archivolts, south portal from Cerezo de Riotiron. Burgos, Paseo de la Isla (photo: author)

appreciated in his own time—as his participation in
so many major monuments of the last third of the
twelfth century in Burgos indicates. In the course
of identifying the oeuvre of this sculptor, it may even
be possible to trace phases of his career: originating
perhaps in Osma, working on his own at Cerezo
and at Gredilla de Sedano, working with another artist
at Moradillo de Sedano, then going on to Butrera.®®
His capacity for integrating new elements into his
style can be seen in the modifications visible in his
work at each site. Despite the unfortunate loss of
the church of Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana and its
numerous small-scale reliefs, such as corbels that
must also have been produced by this master, at least
The Cloisters Epiphany from Cerezo de Riotirén and
its companion piece, the Burgos portal, have survived,
and they represent the full flowering of this sculptor
in his maturity.

NOTES

This article grew out of research for my dissertation on the
cloister of Santo Domingo de Silos. The opportunity to examine
the Cerezo reliefs before they were reinstalled and to visit many
related sites was supported by fellowships from The Metropolitan
Museum of Art and the Kress Foundation. The research,
additional fieldwork, and writing of the article itself were made
possible by a postdoctoral fellowship from the Getty Grant
Program.

1. They were acquired from the dealer Joseph Brummer of New
York City in 1930. The most recent publication about these
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sculptures (30.77.6-9) is by David Simon, “Romanesque Art in
American Collections. XXI. The Metropolitan Museum of Art.
Part I: Spain,” Gesta 23/2 (1984), pp. 158-59. The group,
exhibited at The Cloisters since its acquisition, was removed
from display at the time of “The Year 1200” exhibition in 1970,
with the intention of including it in the show. According to
a note in The Cloisters files, it was then determined that the
stone was too fragile to move, so the pieces remained in storage
for fifteen years.

2. Located on the Roman road that became the pilgrims’ route
to Santiago de Compostela, the town of Cerezo was built on
a hill that rises over the Tirén River and dominates the
surrounding fertile plain. For the history of Cerezo de Riotiron,
see Marino Pérez Avellaneda, Cerezo de Riotiron (Autrigon,
romano y medieval) (Cerezo de Riotiron, 1983); Fray Valentin
de la Cruz, Burgos. Guia completa de las tierras del Cid (Burgos,
1984), pp. 229-30; Julio Gonzilez, E! reino de Castilla en la
época de Alfonso VIII, 3 vols. (Madrid, 1960), vol. 1, p. 765
n. 12; ibid,, p. 789 n. 14; vol. 3, pp. 773-74, no. 1032.

There is disagreement as to whether the pilgrims’ road
always passed through Cerezo; it was diverted, ca. 1000, to nearby
Belorado (a dependency of Cerezo), on the route described
by the Pilgrims Guide in the Codex Calixtinus. A scallop shell,
pierced in order to be wom by a pilgrim, was found in the
ruins of the apse of Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana. Pérez Avellaneda,
Cerezo, pp. 133-37; Tedfilo Lopez Mata, “La ruta jacobea a través
de la provincia de Burgos,” Boletin de la Institucion Ferndn
Gonzdlez 44/164 (1965), pp. 528-59.

3. There is some confusion, perhaps originating with Arthur
Kingsley Porter, concerning the name of the church, which
sometimes appears as Nuestra Sefiora de la Llama (Our Lady
of the Flame) in The Cloisters publications and files. In Spanish
publications it is always called Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana—
a logical title, considering that the building overlooks a piain.
See Arthur Kingsley Porter, Spanish Romanesque Sculpture, 2
vols. (Florence, 1928), vol. 2, p. 28, pls. 111, 112; James J. Rorimer,
The Cloisters, 3d ed. (New York, 1963), pp. 23-25; and José
Pérez Carmona, Arquitectura y escultura romdnicas en la
provincia de Burgos, 3d ed. (Burgos, 1975; orig. pub. 1959),
pp. 200-202.



Unfortunately, Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana is not mentioned
in any documents, although other churches of Cerezo are,
including a Cluniac monastery: San Pelayo; San Jorge; San Martin;
and Sancto Cipriano. The sites of these churches are not
documented, and it is possible that one of them was latter
rededicated to the Virgin and became Nuestra Sefiora de la
Llana. Gonzilez, Alfonso VIII, vol. 2, pp. 365-68, no. 221, see
esp. p. 368. Pérez Avellaneda, Cerezo, believes that San Pelayo
might have been at the limits of the town, pp. 81-82; other
churches are cited on pp. 103-6, 112, 121, 169.

4. Porter, Spanish Romanesque Sculpture, vol. 2, pl. 112; also
published in James J. Rorimer, Medieval Monuments at The
Cloisters as They Were and as They Are, rev. ed. by Katherine
Serrell Rorimer (New York, 1972; orig. pub. 1941), p. 50; Pérez
Carmona, Burgos, fig. 161.

5. The earliest description I could find is by Narciso Sentenach,
“La Bureba,” Boletin de la Sociedad Espatiola de Excursiones
33 (1925), pp. 36-46, 122-30.

6. “. .. pero sblo conserva de su primitiva construccién portada
con archivoltas iconisticas y relieves laterales de hermosas figuras
estilo romdnico, representando uno de ellos la adoracion de
los Reyes Magos, con valentisimas figuras, y algo de su abside
correctisimo,” Sentenach, “La Bureba,” p. 129.

Perhaps he did not identify the other subjects because he
was using the term “relieves” merely to indicate that the figures
appeared on more than one piece of stone, and that we have
all the large figures he saw. Gaya Nuiio uses the term this way
in his description of the Villasayas Annunciation (see Fig. 14),
Juan Gaya Nuflo, El romdnico en la provincia de Soria (Madrid,
1946), pp. 199-200. On the other hand, Sentenach specifies
that “one” of the reliefs represented an Epiphany, suggesting
that something more may have been there.

7. The opening measures 220 cm, while the reliefs’ widths
(without a third Magus) total 191 cm. The tallest figures measure
137.8 cm, while the radius of the portal arch is only 109 cm.
The measurements of the figures (recorded in The Cloisters
files by M. Frinta, Sept. 29, 1958) are as follows: 30.77.6: H.
126 cm, W. 47 cm, D. 38 cm; 30.77.7: H. 137.5 cm, W. 43 cm,
D. 45 cm; 30.77.8: H. 137.8 cm, W. 55 cm, D. 46 cm; and 30.77.9:
H. 127.6 cm, W. 46 c¢m, D. 51 cm. There are minor variations
from the measurements published in inches by Simon, “Spain,”
p. 158.

8. Porter, Spanish Romanesque Sculpture, vol. 2, pls. 111, 112.

9. The rectangular frame visible to the left of the group (Fig. 3),
may have been part of the opening near the former location
of the reliefs, visible at the site today (Fig. 4).

10. Pérez Carmona, Burgos, p. 202; Gary Radke, Summer Fellow
at The Cloisters, unpublished notes, 1976, p. 2; Simon, “Spain,”
p. 158, and his letter dated Apr. 15, 1985, in The Cloisters files.

11. Other tympana which may resemble the original arrangement
of the Cerezo Epiphany are at San Juan del Mercado in Benavente
(Zamora), San Martin in Mura (Barcelona), and Santa Maria in
Uncastillo (Zaragoza), in Porter, Spanish Romanesque Sculpture,
vol. 2, pls. 135, 137, 154. It should be pointed out, however,
that the Magi in these three examples are all standing, unlike
the Cerezo relief.

12. According to Timothy Husband, the slabs were cut down
in modern times, “and there is evidence that most, if not all,
of the slabs were altered in earlier times.”
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13. Compare with the arches formed by the tympana of Ahedo
de Butrén (Fig, 11), Gredilla de Sedano (Fig. 12), and Moradillo
de Sedano (Fig. 18), all in Burgos.

14. The two figures under the cornice have been identified
as King Alfonso VIII of Castile and his wife, Leonor of Aquitaine
(Georgiana Goddard King, “The Problem of the Duero,” Art
Studies 3 [1925], p. 4). However, this cannot be the case, since
the figure at the left is nimbed and carries an open scroll. He
is probably a prophet: Blas Taracena and José Tudela, Guia
de Soria y su provincia, 4th ed. (Madrid, 1973), p. 122. To
the right might have been either the Virgin or another prophet.
These figures may have been copied in the portal of Pineda
de la Sierra (Burgos); see note 30 below.

15. For an illustration of this tympanum, see Porter, Spanish
Romanesque Sculpture, vol. 2, pl. 137; the Epiphany tympanum
at San Juan del Mercado in Benavente (Zamora) also appears
to have lost a figure, pl. 135.

16. At Santo Domingo de Silos (Burgos, Fig. 31), the tympanum
is composed of wedge-shaped pieces, but the pictorial
composition is very different from the relief from Cerezo. The
Silos tympanum is exceptional among Spanish tympana of the
wwelfth century because of its scale. Its height, 144 cm, is close
1o that of the Cerezo Virgin and Child, 137.8 cm, which means
that the Cerezo Epiphany, if it was a tympanum, was at least
as large as the Silos tympanum. For Silos, see Joaquin Yarza
Luaces, “Nuevos hallazgos romanicos en el monasterio de Silos,”
Goya 96 (1970), pp. 342-45. At Gredilla de Sedano (Burgos,
Figs. 12, 22), a diagonal cut can be observed between Joseph
and Peter at the right, but it is possible that this is a break
or a repair. At Aradén (La Rioja, Fig. 27) a Virgin and Child
from a tympanum now appears on a wedge-shaped slab, but
this too may not be original, since, at the lower left of the
wedge, a fragment of a king’s shoe may be seen, and it is unlikely
that the sculptor would have divided a figure in this manner.

17. See, for example, the tympana at Santo Domingo in Soria
(Fig. 29), Agiiero, Jaca, and Huesca. For illustrations, see Pedro
de Palol and Max Hirmer, Early Medieval Art in Spain, trans.
Alisa Jaffa (London, 1967), pl. 100; and Porter, Spanish
Romanesque Sculpture, pl. 92B.

18. De Palol and Hirmer, Early Medieval Art, pls. 86, 110.

19. Gallery porches enclosing the main entrance to the church
sometimes had large reliefs or tympana on their exteriors, for
example, Villasayas (Soria, Fig. 14, a problematic example dis-
cussed below) and the nonextant north porch of Silos, in Gaya
Nufio, Soria, pp. 199-200, fig. 203; for the description of the
Silos porch, see P. Nebreda, “Registro de Archivos,” fols. 73-
75 (lost), published in Marius Férotin, Lbistoire de l'abbaye
de Silos (Paris, 1897), p. 349.

20. The west facade of Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana rises from
a precipice and therefore is a more difficult approach than the
south facade, which must have been the more frequently used
entrance. In the living rock at the base of the west facade is
a cavelike space which may have been used as a hermitage.

21. Pérez Carmona, Burgos, p. 204; Radke, notes in The Cloisters
files, p. 2.

22. Gaya Nuilo, Soria, pp. 199-200.

23. Villasayas is badly in need of an archaeological study; its
structure might be authentic. The personages represented in
the Annunciation are, left to right, Gabriel, Mary, and Joseph,



as in the Annunciation of Gredilla de Sedano (Fig. 12). For
the iconography of the Annunciation, see Justo Pérez de Urbel,
El Claustro de Silos, 3d ed. (Burgos, 1975; orig. pub. 1930),
pp. 146-49; Francisco Ifiiguez Almech, “Sobre tallas romanicas
del siglo X11,” Principe de Viana 29/112-113 (1968), pp. 181-
235; and Elizabeth Valdez del Alamo, “Nova et Vetera in Santo
Domingo de Silos: the Second Cloister Campaign” (Ph.D. diss.,
Columbia University, 1986), pp. 152-75.

24. For full views of Sangtiesa and Ripoll, see de Palol and
Hirmer, Early Medieval Art, pls. 135, 232.

25. 1t should be pointed out that the angel’s wings in fact fill
in some of the space created by the variation of head height.
However, it is clear that some details, such as the Magi’s guiding
star have been lost in the Cerezo reliefs due to trimming the
slabs, and these lost details might have given us a different
impression of the shape of the relief. The height of the lateral
reliefs at San Miguel of Estella is 135 ¢cm; Luis-Maria de Lojendio,
Navarre romane, 1a nuit des temps 26 (1967), p. 325. The
Cerezo Virgin is 137.8 cm high.

26. “. .. A photograph of the Cerezo group in its original setting,
in a niche above an arch west of the south portal of the church,
shows the composition exactly as it appears here.” Rorimer,
Cloisters, p. 23, and a letter by Joseph Breck, dated Apr. 25,
1930. The possibility that the group may have once occupied
a tympanum is expressed in the revised edition of Rorimer,
Medlieval Monuments (1972), p. 50.

For the tradition of reconstructing the original ambience
of works of art in The Cloisters Collection, see J. L. Schrader,
“George Grey Barnard: The Cloisters and the Abbaye,” MMAB
37 (1979); Mary Rebecca Leuchak, “‘The Old World for the
New': Developing the Design for The Cloisters,” MMJ 23 (1988),
pp. 257-77; William D. Wixom, “Medieval Sculpture at The
Cloisters,” MMAB 46/3 (Winter, 1988/89), pp. 1-64, esp. pp. 5-6,
10; and articles by William Forsyth and Hubert Landais in this
volume. For a critique of the tradition of re-creating the historical
and archaeological context of medieval works of art in museums,
see Stephen Bann, “The Poetics of the Museum: Lenoir and Du
Sommerard,” The Clothing of Clio (Cambridge, 1984), esp. pp.
77-78. My thanks to J. J. G. Alexander and Aimee H. Conlin
for calling my attention to this essay.

27. I would like to thank Timothy Husband for taking the time
to discuss with me the condition of the figures and their
installation. According to Husband, the emphasis of the dis-
cussions concerning the new installation centered on the
Museum display, not on the archaeological context of the sculp-
ture. For purposes of display, the scale of the figures and of
the large wall required placing the figures high on the wall (3.23
m), where they create a balanced composition within the gallery
(one in which a series of reliefs progressively rises up from
left to right). The bases of the Epiphany figures line up with
the windowsills in the Fuentiduefia apse installed at the north
end of the hall. A 20.5-cm space was left between the figures
to allow the viewer to see the extensive carving on the sides.
In the course of discussions concerning the new installation,
David Simon advised that the sculpture should be set with the
figures abutting each other and lower on the wall, because he
believed that the reliefs were intended for a tympanum (Simon,
memo in The Cloisters files, Apr. 15, 1985). However, because
the figures have been cut down, they probably should not be
set tangent to each other, as Husband pointed out. The height
of the installation was also an issue when the pieces were first
purchased; Breck hoped to install the figures “in a shallow niche

143

in the wall, or possibly above a door (if it did not bring the
sculptures too high),” letter in The Cloisters files, Apr. 25, 1930.

In addition to the questions of height and spacing, the
issue of whether to place the figures over a series of corbels
or over a sill was discussed. The Museum decided to employ
a sill set over corbels perpendicular to the wall, necessary to
support the weight of the massive figures if they were to project
outward. As installed, these supporting corbels repeat others
above and the figured corbels from Zamora at the left of the
hall. Simon counseled against the use of corbels on the basis
that they would be “distracting and misleading.” Corbels were
also used to support the tympanum installed in the monastic
museum of Silos, but because that sculpture is set low, the
corbels are below eye level and do not enter the line of vision
when one looks at the sculpture.

28. The conflict inherent in the re-creation of the context of
a medieval work of art and contemporary priorities of museum
display is made clear by the discussions that took place at the
time of the new installation of the Cerezo reliefs (see note
27 above). One problem, in the case of these reliefs, is not
so much the installation as that the Museum visitor is provided
with no means of distinguishing between those pieces that are
installed “archaeologically” and those that are not—something
that might be clarified on the label. In fact, many of the objects
installed in the same hall are not displayed “archaeologically,”
but are set into the wall in such a manner as to make them
accessible to the visitor. There is much to be said in favor of
such an exhibition.

My own preference would have been to install the Cerezo
Epiphany figures lower on the wall and closer together, for
several reasons both personal and archaeological. Possibly the
most important is the feeling of intimacy a museum visitor can
achieve with works of art installed close to eye level, as many
are at The Cloisters. In addition, this closeness is typical of
many Spanish portals where capital friezes, doorway corbels,
and lateral reliefs are within reach of the viewer. Because the
reliefs form a cohesive group, their relationship to each other
would be more clearly stated if they were set closer together,
even allowing for some separation between them because of
their having been cut down.

29. Memo dated Feb. 25, 1985, in The Cloisters files. Although
examples are not named in this memo, the list of related
monuments and study photographs in the file for Cerezo include
Moradillo de Sedano (Burgos, Fig. 18), Pineda de la Sierra
(Burgos), Santo Domingo of Soria (Soria, Fig. 29), Santiago de
Compostela (Galicia), Sangtiesa (Navarre), and Santiago in
Carrion de los Condes (Palencia, Fig. 19).

30. For Pineda de la Sierra, see Luis-Maria de Lojendio and
Abundio Rodriguez, Castille romane 2. 1a nuit des temps 24
(19606), pl. 58; Pérez Carmona, Burgos, fig. 192.

Yet another possibility was suggested by Carolyn Howard
Hyman, who, in reviewing portal types, suggested that the Cerezo
Epiphany might have rested above the south portal “as a frieze,”
like the one at Santa Maria in Carrién de los Condes (Palencia).
However, there are significant differences in scale, for these
reliefs are not much larger than ca. 50 c¢m, approximately one-
third the height of the Cerezo Virgin and Child (137.8 c¢m).
Therefore, the Cerezo Epiphany was probably not part of one
of these historiated friezes set high above the portal. See Hyman,
“A Spanish Romanesque Adoration Group from Cerezo de
Riotir6n in The Cloisters Collection, New York™ (Spring 1976),
p- 2; in The Cloisters files.



31. At Sangiesa the spandrels on either side of the tympanum
are filled with numerous small-scale plaques, some figural and
others historiated, but their scale sets them apart from the large
reliefs of Estella and Ripoll.

32. Simon, “Spain,” p. 159. The question is not one of artistic
attribution but rather of whether the same artists could have
produced sculpture for more than one structure in the same
locale. The only other structure near Nuestra Sefiora de la Llana
is another church, slightly downhill. Unlike Nuestra Sefiora de
la Llana, this church appears more unified in its fabric, which
is Late Gothic. The structure of Nuestra Sefiora, on the other
hand, incorporates the work of at least three stylistically and
chronologically different campaigns; after the Romanesque
campaign, much of the building appears to have been
reconstructed in Gothic style with further Neoclassical
alterations. It seems more likely that the relief, if it was moved,
was moved from another part of the same building.

33, Pérez Carmona, Burgos, pp. 200-202.

34. Ibid,, p. 201. The sculpture of both the Epiphany and the
portal are sufficiently unified, stylistically, to suggest only one
sculptor; it is possible, however, that he worked with an assistant.

35. Luciano Huidobro y Serna, “Moradillo de Sedano,” Boletin
de la Comision Provincial de Monumentos Historicos y Artisticos
de Burgos 3 (1930-33), pp. 199-204, 217-23, 257-63, 294-98;
Rorimer, Cloisters, p. 25; José Gudiol Ricart and Juan Antonio
Gaya Nuflo, Arquitectura y escultura romdnicas, Ars Hispaniae
5 (Madrid, 1948), p. 256; Pérez Carmona, Burgos, p. 201; and
Simon, “Spain,” p. 159.

36. Pérez Carmona, Burgos, pp. 90, 193-202; Rorimer, Cloisters,
p. 25; Huidobro, “Moradillo,” pp. 257-58; and Gudiol Ricart
and Gaya Nuflo, Arquitectura romdnicas, p. 256.

37. Pérez Carmona, Burgos, p. 204; and Simon, “Spain,” p. 159.

38.José G. Moya, “Una escultura romdnica inédita en Alcanadre,”
Archivo Espafiol de Arte 42/166 (1969), pp. 205-7.

39. The survival of all of these fragments depicting Mary is an
indication of the profound veneration of the Virgin in Spain
and the affection held, even to this day, for these reliefs.

40. The hermitage was constructed by the Navarro-Aragonese
Commandery of the Knights Templar after the donation of the
site to them had been approved by King Alfonso VII of Castile
and his son Sancho III in 1155. Moya, “Alcanadre,” p. 206
n. 6, gives this date as 1156, citing José Maria Lacarra, Documentos
para el estudio de la Reconquista y Repoblacion del valle del
Ebro, 3d ser. (Saragossa, 1952), nos. 378-79; and Juan Antonio
Llorente, Noticias bistoricas de las tres provincias Vascongadas
(Madrid, 1808), vol. 5, nos. 126, 132, 193. However, the document
published first by Llorente, then Gonzalez, gives the date as
ERA 1193 (AD. 1155): Llorente, Provincias Vascongadas, vol. 4,
pp. 158-59, no. 130; cited by Gonzilez, Alfonso Viii, vol. 2,
pp.41-43,no. 21. See Gonzalez, vol. 1, pp. 311, 778, for additional
documentation on Alcanadre,

41. See the two photographs in Moya, “Alcanadre,” pl. 1, following
p. 206. See also: Radke, notes in The Cloisters files, p. 1; and
Simon, “Spain,” p. 159. Hyman also made this comparison,
although she does not attribute the sculptures to the same artist,
“A Spanish Romanesque Adoration Group,” pp. 13-16.

The issue of the interpenetration of Aragonese, Navarrese,
and Burgalese styles, raised by Moya and pursued by Hyman
and Radke in relation to the Aradén and Cerezo sculptures,
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is beyond the scope of this essay. In my opinion, the distinctive
style of the Aragonese cloister of San Juan de la Pefia is completely
distinct from that of Aradén and Cerezo de Riotirén. They grow
out of different traditions. On the other hand, Agiiero (Aragén)
does form part of a group with San Juan de la Pefia, and the
tympanum of Ahedo de Butrén (Burgos, Fig. 11) reflects contact
with Agtiero. The source for these problematic comparisons
is Lacoste, who proposed that the Master of San juan de la
Pefia was trained in Soria and influenced by the second Silos
style, but the differences in style and questions of chronology
make such a suggestion unconvincing. Jacques Lacoste, “Le
Maitre de San Juan de la Pefia,” Les cabiers de Saint-Michel de
Cuxa (1979), pp. 175-89. For other opinions on the subject
of this artist, see René Crozet, ‘Recherches sur la sculpture
romane en Navarre et en Aragon. Sur les traces d’un sculpteur,”
Cabhiers de Civilisation Médiévale 11 (1968), pp. 41-57; and
José Maria de Azcdrate, “Sincretismo de la escultura romdnica
navarra,” Principe de Viana 142-43 (1976), pp. 131-50.

42. A detailed description of the stylistic, iconographic, and
architectural relationship between Santo Domingo of Soria and
the parish church of Moradillo de Sedano is beyond the scope
of this paper; refer to]. Martinez Santa-Ollala, “La iglesia romanica
de Moradillo de Sedano,” Archivo Espafiol de Arte 6/18 (1930),
pp. 267-75; Huidobro, “Moradillo,” pp. 258-59; Gudiol Ricart
and Gaya Nuilo, Arquitectura romdnicas, p. 256; Pérez Carmona,
Burgos, p. 194; Eliane Vergnolle, “Le tympan de Moradillo de
Sedano: autour du Maitre de L’Annonciation-Couronnement de
Silos,” Actas del XXIII Congreso de Historia de Arte (Granada,
1973), vol. 1, pp. 546, 548.

43. The church is generally assumed to have been built after
the marriage, in 1170, of Alfonso VIII:Vicente Lampérez y Romea,
“Santo Tomé de Soria,” Boletin de la Sociedad Espariola de
Excursiones 9 (1901), pp. 87-88; Gaya Nufio, Sorig, pp. 129-
30, 142-43.
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hallazgos,” pp. 342-45.

47. For a discussion of the relationship between Silos and Osma
and its artistic repercussions, see Elizabeth Valdez del Alamo,
“Relaciones artisticas entre Silos y Santiago de Compostela,”
Acts of the symposium “O Portico da Gloria e a Arte do seu
Tempo,” Santiago de Compostela, 3-8 outubro de 1988
(Santiago de Compostela, in press).

48. Ibid,, for a discussion of the date. A different opinion is
expressed by Joaquin Yarza Luaces, “Nuevas esculturas
romdnicas en la Catedral de Burgo de Osma,” Boletin del
Seminario de Arte y Arqueologia, Universidad de Valladolid 34~
35 (1969), pp. 217-29.

This artist is also closely related to some of the sculpture
found in the cloister of San Pedro in Soria, a possession of
the cathedral of Osma since 1148. For San Pedro in Soria and
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Cloister of San Pedro in Soria,” Ph.D. diss., Syracuse University,
1971 (Ann Arbor, 1975), pp. 62, 320; idem, “Silos y San Pedro
de Huesca: estudiados de nuevo,” Archivo Espasiol de Arte 54/
213 (1979), pp. 1-28.



49. Rorimer sought to explain the king with a distorted leg
as a historical figure who had a deformed foot: James J. Rorimer,
The Cloisters (New York, 1938), p. 4. Simon suggested that this
may have been a restoration: Simon, “Spain,” p. 159. But compare
the present condition of the leg with Pérez Carmona’s
photograph, Burgos, fig. 161.

The same costume of fitted trousers with embroidery at
the ankles appears in Early Christian and Byzantine Epiphanies,
for example, in a Byzantine gold medallion known as “La Dama
de Turufiuelo” in Mérida, or in a fourth-century sarcophagus
in the sacristy of Santo Domingo el Real, Toledo: see Jacques
Fontaine, L'art préroman hispanique, la nuit des temps 38
(1973), p. 240, fig. 84; and Porter, Spanish Romanesque
Sculpture, vol. 1, pl. 2a.

50. The close relationship between these sculptures supports
the view that the date, 1188, of Moradillo must be close to
that of Cerezo de Riotirén. The date is inscribed on an impost
high on the exterior of the southwest nave of the church of
Moradillo de Sedano, and is a key to the chronology of sculpture
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in the region. See Pérez Carmona, Burgos, p. 224; Georges
Gaillard, “Sculptures espagnoles de la seconde moitié du
douziéme siécle,” Acts of the XXth International Congress of
the History of Art 1. Studies in Western Art (Princeton, 1963),
pp. 142-49; and Valdez del Alamo, “Relaciones.”
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region of the Pértico de la Gloria of Santiago de Compostela.
For Santiago, see Marilyn Stokstad, “Forma y Formula:
reconsideracion del Pértico de la Gloria,” and Michael Ward,
“El Pértico de la Gloria y la conclusion de la Catedral de
Santiago,” in the acts of the Santiago de Compostela symposium,
cited above. Huidobro, “Moradillo,” p. 257, also expresses the
opinion that Cerezo is earlier than Moradillo.



Fig. 1a. Pair of candlesticks, ca. 1180, champlevé enamel on copper-gilt, H. 23.7 cm. The Metropolitan Museum
of Art, The Cloisters Collection, 1947 (47.101.37,38) (photo: Museum)
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A Pair of Limoges Candlesticks
in The Cloisters Collection

Barbara Drake Boebm

ollowing the death of Joseph Brummer in 1947, James Rorimer negotiated

The Metropolitan Museum of Art’s purchase of more than 250 objects from

the dealer’s holdings! before the bulk of the collection was sold at Parke-
Bernet in New York.2 The precious objects that became the core of the treasury
of The Cloisters were an important part of this acquisition.> A pair of enameled
candlesticks attributed to Limoges and destined for that treasury (Col. pl. 2 and
Figs. 1a-g) have received little attention since their acquisition by the Museum, though
they were frequently exhibited and published in the nineteenth century.4 Marked
by exceptionally fine engraving and enameling, The Cloisters candlesticks combine
decorative motifs—traditionally associated with enamels attributed to a workshop
active at Silos in northern Spain around 1180—with other elements linked exclusively
to the French city of Limoges. The pair are part of a small group of related candlesticks
that can be dated to the late twelfth century, when the use of paired candlesticks on
the altar became the norm throughout Europe and when, coincidentally, Limoges
emerged as the preeminent center for the production of enameled altar furnishings.
Indeed, the collection history of The Cloisters candlesticks can now be sufficiently
reconstructed to suggest that they were exported to England in the Middle Ages.
The candlesticks are clearly the product of a workshop that both met this international
demand and merited the fine reputation that Limoges work enjoyed for the better
part of two centuries.

Each candlestick stands on a truncated pyramidal base. Decorating each face
of the pyramid is a striding warrior inscribed in a green enameled circle and flanked
by lions set against a deep blue ground punctuated with white enamel dots. At each
lower corner of the triangles is a short, squat foot in the form of an animal’s paw
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Fig. 1b. Candlestick, detail: foot

issuing from a lion mask (Fig. 1b). The thin shaft
of each stick, composed of two cylinders on either
side of a central knop, is engraved with a scrollwork
pattern known as vermiculé for its wormlike
appearance. The spherical knop bears three roundels
containing fantastic birds of blue, red, and green
and interspersed foliate hooks (Fig. 1c). The drip
pans poised below each of the modern copper
prickets have a narrow inner ring of dark blue,
decorated at regular intervals with white circles with
a centered red dot (Fig. 1d). The wider outer ring
adopts the form of a seven-petaled dark blue flower,
with a yellow and green trefoil at the center of each
petal. Filling the spaces between the petals are blue
and white splayed trefoils set in counterpoint to the
yellow and green ones.

The two candlesticks differ slightly in dimension
and in details of their decoration. The decoration
of the first candlestick, designated as 47.101.38
(Fig. 1a, left), has, moreover, some internal variation.
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Fig. 1c. Candlestick, detail: knop

The back foot of one of the warriors points out
behind him (Fig. 1e); on the other two roundels,
it points straight down (Fig. 1f), as it does on each
of the three roundels of 47.101.37 (Fig. 1a, right).
Similarly, the orientation of the leaves of the knop
varies on the candlestick illustrated at the left, but
not on the one illustrated at right. The enameling
of the leaves is turquoise on the left, but green on
the right. These variations reflect a capacity for artistic
experimentation. Despite these small variations,
however, the pair displays a remarkably balanced
decoration. In both, base and knop have a lively,
animated design. On the base, the figures are
reserved against a colored ground; on the knop, the
system is reversed, with the enamel used to define
the birds and the background reserved. All the
enamel is opaque. Shades of blue dominate the
palette. Green is used for the warriors’ roundels and
as an accent on the floral decoration, along with
yellow. Red is used to accentuate the color of the



birds and also used extensively to fill the engraved
lines of the warriors and lions as a means of
enhancing the lively, virtuoso drawing.

There is considerable loss to the gilding in all
areas, giving the reserved areas a warm brown patina.
There are losses to the enameling, especially to the
knop of the one to the left and to the drip pan
of the one to the right (Fig. 1a). The inlaid blue
glass eyes are partially preserved on three of the
six lion masks of the feet. The smoothing effect of
wear has resulted in loss of definition to the engraved
decoration, especially the richly patterned lines of
the lions’ bodies (Fig. 1g). The present prickets of
solid brass were added in this century,® but
approximate the form seen on other contemporary
examples. All the elements are threaded on a pin,
with a tapped end inserted from the bottom. While
apparently modern, this system of threading is
consistent with the construction of other medieval
candlesticks of about the same size.® Such mechan-
ical joining probably ensured greater strength in the
face of heavy usage than would have been afforded
along relatively weaker solder joins.”

The decorative elements seen on the candle-
sticks are hallmarks of enameling that characterize
a number of works beginning in the mid-twelfth
century, but these works cannot be presumed to
share a common place of manufacture. Fifty years
of scholarly debate have still not satisfactorily
explained the evolution of enamel workshops in
northemn Spain and in the Limousin, nor succeeded
in determining where certain shared stylistic or
decorative motifs were initiated.®8 What is clear is
that during the second half of the twelfth century,
there are several such motifs used on monuments
destined for churches in northern Spain and equally
on works of art destined for Limousin churches. The
scrolling vermiculé that decorates the shafts of the
candlesticks on either side of the knop, for example,
is used extensively on the sarcophagus, or Urna,
of Santo Domingo de Silos, decorated with enamel
and émail brun and generally considered to have
been produced in either Silos or Burgos in the 1170s.?
It is equally a feature, however, of the chasse with
scenes of the life of St. Martial (Fig. 2), patron of
Limoges, or those with the life of St. Valerie, one
now in Leningrad and another in London (Fig. 3),
whose distinctively well-developed, local iconog-
raphy indicates that they were produced in the
Limousin in the last decades of the twelfth century.?
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Fig. 1e. Candlestick, detail: base, with warrior inscribed
in circle



Fig. 1f. Candlestick, detail: base, with warrior inscribed
in circle

Fig. 1g. Candlestick, detail: base, with lion
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The birds inscribed in circles on the knop of the
candlesticks are bound to the same tradition as those
addorsed on the rectangular plaques of the framing
bands of the Urna of Silos,!* but equally to the pair
set in a roundel on the casket in Bellac, whose history
suggests a Limousin origin.12

The many motifs shared among early enamels
in France and Spain have been recognized as a
function of the fluid monastic and political
exchanges between Aquitaine and northern Spain
in the twelfth century, a rapport that similarly
continues to complicate efforts to define the
sculpture workshops active on the pilgrimage
roads.’* The problems are exacerbated in the case
of precious objects, for not only the artist but also
the object could travel from place to place. The
exchange of both monastic and political personnel
is well documented. Pierre d’Andouque, a monk at
Conques, was bishop of Pamplona from 1083 to
1115; his contemporary, Ponce, a monk at Conques,
was bishop of Roda de Isdbena (Aragon) from 1097
to 1104. The elder daughter of Eleanor of Aquitaine
and Henry II—themselves patrons of ecclesiastical
establishments in the Limousin, especially the abbey
of Grandmont—married Alfonso VIII the Noble, king
of Castille (r. 1158-1214), and she and her husband
became the principal patrons of the monastery of
Silos.’s

In the absence of additional documentation, the
localization of many early enameled works cannot
be resolved. The Cloisters candlesticks, however,
have an additional decorative motif that binds them
firmly to Limoges work: the “snowflake” pattern of
the blue ground on the base. White enamel dots
on a rich field of blue first appear on the clothing
of figures in narrative chasses that are unquestionably
Limousin, such as the Leningrad and British
Museum’s reliquaries of St. Valerie, ¢ as well as on
other important caskets, such as the one with secular
scenes in the British Museum (Fig. 4).77 In each
case, the polka-dot pattern suggests opulent fabric
associated with aristocratic dress.8

A second decorative element of The Cloisters
candlesticks that seems to characterize Limoges work
but not that linked to Spain is the use of red enamel
to fill the engraved lines of the reserved figures.
Used to articulate the features and clothing of the
warriors and the fur and sinew of the lions, the
enameling provides color, depth, and richness. It
is used to similar effect on such early Limoges work



as the chasse of St. Valerie in Leningrad and the
chasse of St. Stephen at Gimel, and on the plaques
from the altar of Grandmont in the Cluny Museum.
On the candlesticks, then, the stylized birds and
vermiculé patterning, which could be used to argue
for a workshop either in Silos or Limoges, are joined
on an object whose other decorative details are
associated exclusively with Limoges work of about
1180.

The earliest surviving Limoges candlesticks and
the earliest inventory references to them date to the
period when paired altar candlesticks became part
of the standard decoration of altars in the churches
of Western Europe. Medieval references to paired
candlesticks begin as early as the tenth century, but
these were not placed on the altar itself° From the
eleventh century, candlesticks appear on pictorial
representations of altars; the practice is also reflected
in surviving examples.?! The first liturgical references
to the use of candlesticks on altars, however, date
from the late twelfth century, contemporary with the
earliest Limousin examples and including The
Cloisters pair. Pope Innocent III (r. 1198-1216), in
De sacra altaris mysterio, specifically refers to paired
candlesticks at the corners of the altar.22 Nevertheless,

Fig. 2. Chasse of St. Martial, ca. 1165-75, champlevé
enamel on copper-gilt, H. 12.2 cm; W. 16.4 cm. Paris,
Musée du Louvre (photo: courtesy of the Musées
nationaux)
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Fig. 3. Chasse of St. Valerie, detail: front, ca. 1170, champlevé enamel on copper-gilt, H. 15.4 cm; W. 28.6 cm. London,

British Museum (photo: British Museum)
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Fig. 4. Chasse with secular scenes, ca. 1180, champlevé enamel on copper-gilt, H. 9.1 cm; W. 21.2 cm. London,
British Museum (photo: British Museum)

Fig. 6. Chasse of St. Calminus, detail: Peter, Abbot of

monastery of Saint-Chaffre, ca. 1181-1200. Champlevé Mozac, at the altar, ca. 1181-1200, champlevé enamel
enamel on copper-gilt. Mozac, church treasury (photo: on copper-gilt. Mozac, church treasury (photo: from
from Rupin, L’Oeuvre de Limoges) Rupin, L’Oeuvre de Limoges)
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in the same period it was still the practice at the
monastery of Citeaux to place candles only near the
altar, at either side.?

On the Limousin chasse of St. Calminus, which
can be dated within a generation of The Cloisters
pair, candlesticks appear on altars both singly and
in pairs. The single candlestick on the altar in the
scene of the building of the monastery of Saint-
Chaffre (Fig. 5) appears proportionately taller than
The Cloisters candlesticks and is used at the altar
in conjunction with a hanging oil lamp. The paired
candlesticks in the scene of Abbot Peter of Mozac
officiating at the altar, from the same chasse (Fig. 6),
are equally large, suggestive of the pair from Sankt
Gangolf, Bamberg.?* Other pairs seen on Limoges
chasses have the same height relative to other
liturgical objects as do The Cloisters candlesticks.
Without exception, they stand on three-footed bases,
though the legs are taller relative to the overall
candlestick. The greater number of surviving paired
candlesticks of the thirteenth century of about 15
to 20 cm in height surely reflects their general use
on altars by that time. By the reign of St. Louis, there
were always at least two candlesticks on the altar
at the Sainte-Chapelle.?s

The earliest candlestick associated with Limoges
is a large, engraved copper-gilt example attributed
to the second quarter of the twelfth century in
Modena (Figs. 7a,b). Originally from the abbey of
Frassinoro in Emilia, it bears the inscription
CONSTANTINUS FABER DE LEMOEI CIVITATIS ME FECIT On
the tulip-shaped drip pan.2¢ Over a meter and a half
in height, with three spherical knops along its shaft,
it stands on a tripod base and was clearly meant
for use at the side of the altar, perhaps in Holy
Saturday rites.”” Both by its size and its form, the
Modena stick is an anomaly among surviving
candlesticks made in or attributed to Limoges.

More common are paired candlesticks of more
modest size, destined, like The Cloisters examples,
for use on the altar. Those that can be dated to
the twelfth century assume two basic forms: those
with hemispherical bases raised on three legs and
those, like The Cloisters candlesticks, with pyramidal
bases. Only a half-dozen single candlesticks or pairs
with hemispherical bases survive, among them a pair
found at Bethlehem, the basis of Marie-Madeleine
Gauthier’s attribution of several of the group to “a
Limousin enameler for the Holy Land,” about 1150.28
With their elaborate crownlike drip pans and their
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Fig. 7a. Candlestick, ca. 1125-50, copper-gilt, H. 1.64 m.
Modena, Museo Civico (photo: Museo Civico)



Fig. 7b. Candlestick, detail: uppermost knop with
symbol of St. Luke

rather simple turned shafts, the group is distinct from
The Cloisters pair. Yet common to them are the lion-
mask and -paw decoration of the feet and, more
important, the appearance of fantastic birds inscribed
in roundels on the knop and base. The birds on
the knop of a single candlestick in Munich (Fig. 8)¥
assume a form very similar to those on The Cloisters
pair, although the decorative motifs filling the space
between the roundels are far simpler.

Another important group is the handful of
surviving examples of candlesticks that stand on
pyramidal bases. Ranging in height from 18 to 40 c¢m,
they have multiple knops decorating their shafts.3
The single candlestick in the Metropolitan retains
a simplified crownlike drip pan (Fig. 9),! whereas
the others assume the flatter, disk-shaped pan that
becomes the standard for the later twelfth and the
thirteenth century. Each face on the base has figures
set in inverted lunettes. Here, for the first time, are
figures battling fantastic beasts, the use of vermiculé
collars on the shafts, and in the case of a pair in
Sigmaringen * birds in roundels on the knops.

The pair at The Cloisters are representative of
an equally small group of candlesticks about 18 cm
in height, with vermiculé or engraved patterned
shafts, birds in roundels on their knops, and warriors
framed in roundels on each face of their pyramidal
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bases. The closest comparison to The Cloisters
candlesticks is a second single candlestick in the
Bayerisches Nationalmuseum, Munich (Figs. 10a-c) 3
The decorative scheme of this candlestick matches
that of The Cloisters pair motif for motif and must
be considered, therefore, a product of the same
workshop, but not the same hand. A warrior inscribed
in a roundel and flanked by lions is centered on
each face of a pyramidal base. Each of the three
feet of the candlestick is in the form of a lion mask
and paw. Paired cylinders with a simple palmette

Fig. 8. Candlestick, ca. 1160, champlevé enamel on
copper-gilt, H. 13.5 cm. Munich, Bayerisches
Nationalmuseum (photo: Bayerisches Nationalmuseum )



design are set on either side of the knop decorated
with enameled fantastic birds in roundels,
interspersed with foliate hooks. The palette range
of the enamels is identical, except for the use of
white on the knop of the candlestick in Munich.
Additionally, the field behind one of each of the
paired lions is green with yellow dots, the other
blue with white snowflakes, like The Cloisters
examples. The stance of the warriors on the Munich
candlestick is slightly different: their feet are planted
squarely on the ground and their swords poised
upright, unlike the swinging clubs wielded by The
Cloisters warriors. It is predominantly this aspect that
gives the warriors of the Munich candlestick a
stockier appearance than their counterparts on The
Cloisters examples (Figs. 10b and 1e,f). The Cloisters
warriors are posed so that they seem to move within
the confines of their inscribing circle. In the
rendering of their features, too, The Cloisters
candlesticks betray a more delicate artistic hand.

A single candlestick in the Glencairn Museum,
Bryn Athyn, Pennsylvania (Figs. 11a-c), can likewise
be assigned to the same workshop as The Cloisters
candlesticks and the same hand as the Munich
example just cited.>* This is seen in the similar
engraving of the warriors, extending to such details
as the shield with the scroll-like boss at the center
and the sense of the warrior’s hand disappearing
into the shield. The decoration of the collars of the
shaft on both the Munich and Bryn Athyn examples
produces a visual effect similar to vermiculeé, but
it isachieved by cutting more deeply into the copper,
as would be done in preparing the metal for
champlevé enameling. Compared to The Cloisters
candlesticks, the drip pans in Munich and Bryn Athyn
display a simpler pattern of three colored enamels
contained within a continuous chevron. Neither of
the single candlesticks has the inlaid glass eyes seen
on the lion feet at The Cloisters. The knop of the
Bryn Athyn candlestick has lost nearly all its enamel.
Nevertheless, traces of each of the colors found on
the Munich knop appear at Bryn Athyn: green on
one tail and on one foliate hook, red in one bird’s
crest, turquoise in one bird’s head, and light blue
in one foliate hook.

The most distinctive feature of the Glencairn
candlestick is the form of the birds (Fig. 11c). As
on the Munich candlestick, the leg of the bird is
raised. At Glencairn, however, this feature is coupled
with the arching of the neck and the tucking in of
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Fig. 9. Candlestick, ca. 1180, champlevé enamel on
copper-gilt, H. 40 cm. The Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Gift of J. Pierpont Morgan, 1917 (17.190.345)
(photo: Museum)



Fig. 10a. Candlestick, ca. 1180, champlevé enamel on copper-gilt, H. 20.2 cm. Munich, Bayerisches
Nationalmuseum (photo: Bayerisches Nationalmuseum )
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Fib. 10c. Candlestick, detail: knop
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the head, such that the claws of the foot nearly touch
the bird’s lowered head. This dramatic sense of
strutting stands in sharp contrast to the relatively
tame birds of The Cloisters candlesticks.

The birds that decorate the knops of the candle-
sticks at The Cloisters are of exceptional quality;
though small in scale, they are skillfully designed
and vibrant in palette. They are particularly close
to a group of four roundels, perhaps from a casket,
formerly in the Lambert collection, Paris, and then
in that of Mme Féron-Stoclet and Jacques Stoclet.
Three of the group are now on loan to The Cleveland
Museum of Art> Most remarkable is the affinity
between The Cloisters birds and one of the roundels
in Cleveland (Fig. 12) and another roundel in the
Kunstgewerbemuseum, Cologne.* The form of the
body and the articulation of the feet, wings, and
head are extremely similar. Only the tail differs on
the Paris and Cologne roundels, displaying a more
elaborate trefoil flourish at the end. Because of their
similarity to the decorative vocabulary of the Silos
Urna, the roundels have traditionally been attributed
to Spain. Since The Cloisters candlesticks show this
motif to have been in use in Limoges work, a
Limousin origin cannot be excluded for the roundels.



Figs. 11a,b. Candlestick, ca. 1180, champlevé enamel on copper-gilt, H. 19.8 cm. Bryn Athyn, Pennsylvania, Glencairn
Museum, Academy of New Church (photo: Charles T. Little)

Fig. 11c. Candlestick, detail: base
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By tracing the collection history of The Cloisters
candlesticks, it is possible to suggest that they were
exported to England from the Limousin in the Middle
Ages. Preserved in the county records office at Bristol
is a letter of 1834 from the London dealer Horatio
Rodd to George Weare Braikenridge, a Bristol
merchant and collector of medieval and Renaissance
works of art.3” In it, Rodd describes and illustrates
The Cloisters candlesticks (Fig. 13).38 The detail of
one side of the pyramidal base, labeled no. 1,
showing a warrior in a roundel framed by lions,
and a detail of the knop, labeled no. 2, showing
a fantastic bird, allow the identification of the
candlesticks as those acquired by The Cloisters from
the Brummer collection, despite the cylindrical
candleholder seen in the drawing, a postmedieval



alteration recognized as such by Rodd** Rodd had
purchased the candlesticks at the Lee Priory sale,
August 11-15, 1834.# The sale of the contents of
the house followed the death of Thomas Brydges,
the third-generation owner of Lee Priory in Kent,
who had inherited it from his great-uncle, the
younger Thomas Barrett, in 1803.4' The younger
Thomas Barrett had had Lee Priory remodeled in
the Gothic style, beginning in 1783 (Fig. 14).42 The
Kent estate housed a remarkable collection of works
of art, a number of which he had in turn inherited
from his father, the elder Thomas Barrett, in 1757.43
The tastes of the Barrett family fall squarely
within the English antiquarian tradition best
exemplified by Horace Walpole, who was an avid
collector of medieval objects appropriate to furnish
his neo-Gothic residence. He considered Strawberry
Hill “a suitable place for pilgrimage” and the “last
monastery in England,”* and noted that he had
purchased some reliquaries from the sale of the
antiquarian Lord Bateman’s collection for Strawberry
Hill.# Walpole himself had purchased some of the
objects sold at auction following the death of the el-
der Thomas Barrett in 1757. Among these was a
Limoges reliquary of Thomas Becket documented
in the collection of John Batteley (1647-1708),
archdeacon of Canterbury. At the least, this
establishes that the elder Barrett had a taste for
medieval enamels and suggests that The Cloisters
candlesticks might have had a common Kentish
provenance.“® The younger Barrett, inheritor of his
father’s fortunes at age thirteen, was clearly
influenced by Walpole. Walpole seems to have
nurtured Barrett as an antiquarian, occasionally
recommending a visit to Barrett’s estate in Kent to
his circle of friends.#” Correspondence establishes
that Walpole advised the younger Barrett to buy a
work by the Flemish painter Jan Gossaert, called
Mabuse, for his collection and then offered his
opinion as to where it should hang.¢ The design
of the “closet”—perhaps the “Star Room”—and the
library of Lee Priory were indebted to the architecture
of Strawberry Hill, as Walpole himself had noted.#
The younger Barrett might well have followed
Walpole’s example for the furnishing of his home
as he had for its architecture, perhaps purchasing
The Cloisters candlesticks for Lee Priory’s library,
which Walpole described as having “all the air of
an abbot’s study excepting that it discovers more
taste,” or for another of its gothicizing rooms.s
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Fig. 12. Roundel, ca. 1180, champlevé enamel on
copper-gilt. The Cleveland Museum of Art (photo: from
Adolpbe Stoclet Collection, p. 170)

Whether they were acquired by the elder
Thomas Barrett before 1757 or by the younger
thereafter, the candlesticks more than likely have
a medieval English provenance. Before the French
Revolution in 1789, which brought in its wake not
only the destruction but also the dispersal of
ecclesiastical property, altar candlesticks from French
churches would not commonly have been in
commerce. The elder Thomas Barrett, his taste for
enamel documented by his ownership of the Becket
reliquary, had died more than three decades before
that date. Barrett the younger spent several years
on the Continent, but was back in England as a
Member of Parliament for Dover by 1773. Renova-
tions of Lee Priory began in 1783. A little more than
a decade separates the French Revolution of 1789
and the younger Barrett’s death at age fifty-nine. The
candlesticks might have been purchased in this
period. Yet, the younger Barrett’s acquisitions were
partly shaped by Walpole, and Walpole’s extensive
correspondence clearly demonstrates that he often
purchased objects—both secular and ecclesiastical—
from English collections.>! Champlevé enamels on
base copper metal, moreover, were exactly the kind
of ecclesiastical objects to have escaped destruction
during the Protestant and Puritan reformations in
England. Candlesticks were particularly adaptable for
domestic use. Thus preserved, they would have been
available to eager antiquarians.52
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Fig. 13. Letter from Horatio Rodd to George Weare Braikenridge, 1834. Bristol Records Office, BRO. 14182

HB/C/40 (photo: Sheena Stoddard)

Apart from the single inscribed stick at Modena,
no surviving Limousin candlestick bears any
inscription concerning its maker, patron, or
destination. Nevertheless, the history of the related
candlestick in the Bayerisches Nationalmuseum,
Munich, most closely related to The Cloisters pair,
suggests that it, too, was an early exported Limoges
work. The stick was purchased directly in 1913 from
the parish church of Au am Inn, located some fifty
kilometers southeast of Munich.5> The parish was
created in 1803 following the secularization of the
monastery at Au, itself an Augustinian foundation
originally endowed by the Graf von Megling in
112054 It is possible that it came there in the twelfth
century.

Like other Limousin altar furnishings, enameled
candlesticks appear often in medieval inventories,
usually in pairs or multiples of two. The chronicles
of Saint-Martial, the premier monastic foundation in
Limoges, records a pair of candlesticks in 1207.55
In Germany, the monastery of Sankt Gangolf,
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Bamberg, possessed a large pair of late-twelfth-
century candlesticks with pyramidal bases and
confronted lions flanking applied bosses, now lost.>
The pair in Sigmaringen come from the former priory
of Kettenacker, founded in 1109 as a Benedictine
dependency of Zwiefalten.5” The fourteenth-century
Avignon inventories of Pope Innocent VI (r. 1352-
62), a native of the diocese of Limoges, include
numerous Limoges candlesticks, cited with one
exception in multiples of two: one pair was clearly
part of the outfitting for a chapel, offered by a
Limousin priest along with vestments, a chalice,
paten, and cross,”® as was one of two pairs of
enameled candlesticks recorded at St. Andrew’s
Cathedral, Rochester (Kent), in the mid-twelfth
century, which have been cited by Marie-Madeleine
Gauthier as perhaps Limousin in origin.?® St. Paul’s,
London, included one pair from Limoges in a
thirteenth-century inventory.® The history of the pair
at Bristol suggests they, too, may well have been
in England since the Middle Ages.!



The possibility that some of the candlesticks
may have originally been used in a secular context
need not be excluded. However, the large numbers
surviving in churches, or that can be traced to
churches, and the common inclusion of candlesticks
of Limoges work in church inventories must be seen
as evidence that many of these candlesticks were
destined for church use. The decoration of The
Cloisters candlesticks and others from the same
workshop is not linked to a particular church, but
is equally suitable to any. It is not clear whether
the figurative scenes on the late-twelfth-century
candlesticks had specific symbolic associations.®2
Seen in the context of the innumerable scenes of
men battling animals on such diverse Romanesque
objects, both secular and ecclesiastical, as sculpture,
manuscripts, and textiles, any suggestions to the
contrary must be tentative.> Scenes of men
combating animals are ubiquitous images on twelfth-

century candlesticks, regardless of their place of
manufacture, scale, or decoration.

Certainly, though, candlesticks designed for
church use, and lighting within the church, were
subject to multiple layers of interpretation in the
Middle Ages. Candlelight was symbolic of divine
light; the candlesticks were identified with Christ;
by extension of the metaphor, the candle, wick, and
flame together were associated with the Trinity.®
For Durandus in the thirteenth century, the lighted
candles at either side of the altar cross symbolized
the joy of Jews and Gentiles at the birth of Christ.®
Only rarely, however, are such elaborate metaphors
elucidated on the objects themselves, like the figured
bronze candlestick given by Abbot Peter to the abbey
of St. Peter at Gloucester between 1107 and 1113.
The body of the candlestick is alive with figures
of men wrestling beasts; its inscribed ring relates
the scenes to the struggle of light against darkness

Fig. 14. Lee Priory, published by William Angus, September 1, 1796 (photo: Museum)



and virtue against vice: “This flood of light, this work
of virtue, bright with holy doctrine instructs us, so
that Man shall not be benighted in vice.”¢

Like other altar equipment from Limoges,
enameled candlesticks such as those at The Cloisters
must have been appealing to ecclesiastical clients
on a number of levels. Fashioned from sheets of
coppet, they were sturdy enough to withstand regular
and sustained use; yet, engraved and gilded, they
shone like precious metal. The enamel afforded a
variety and richness of color that rivaled that of gems.
Placed on their prickets were the beeswax tapers
that were in themselves a valuable commodity.¢” The
illumination from those candles would have played
over the surfaces that were alternately engraved, gilt,
and colored. At close hand, the imagery would have
been easily read by the officiating priest. The figures
themselves, their engraved lines enhanced by red
enamel, must have fairly leaped from their richly
colored ground. With such rich imagery and fine
workmanship, it is easy to understand the interna-
tional taste for opus lemovicense, of which The
Cloisters candlesticks are accomplished, rare, and
early exponents.

NOTES

1. “Three-Way Split,” Time (Sept. 24, 1947), p. 53; “Ancient
Splendor for the Metropolitan,” Art News (Oct. 1947), pp. 19,
58-59, where the number was given as over 150.

2. The Notable Art Collection belonging to the Estate of the Late
Joseph Brummer, pts. 1-3, Parke-Bernet Galleries, New York
(Apr. 20-23, May 11-14, June 8-9, 1949).

3. James J. Rorimer, “A Treasury at The Cloisters,” MMAB 0,
9 (1948), pp. 237-60. The Cloisters candlesticks are mentioned,
but another pair in Limoges style from the Spitzer collection
is illustrated on p. 246.

4. H. 23.7 ¢cm; 16 cm to top of upper vermiculé collar; distance
between each foot 17.5 ¢cm (18.5 c¢m for 47.101.38, at left of
Fig. 1). The candlesticks were included and published in the
following exhibitions: (1) John B. Waring, ed., Art Treasures
of the United Kingdom from the Art Treasures Exhibition,
Manchester (London, 1858), “Vitreous Art” by Augustus M.
Franks, p. 26, with engraving of one side of a base of one of
the candlesticks; (2) John C. Robinson, ed., Catalogue of the
Special Exhibition of Works of Art of the Mediaeval, Renaissance,
and more recent periods, on loan at the South Kensington
Museum, June 1862 (London, rev. ed., 1863), nos. 1109 and
1110, pp. 82-83; (3) John H. Pollen, ed., Catalogue of the Special
Loan Exbibition of Enamels on Metal held at the South
Kensington Museum in 1874 (London, 1875), no. 875/877;
(4) 1878 Temporary Museum, Bristol; published in Transactions
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of the Bristol and Gloucestersbire Archaeological Society 3 (1878/
79), pp- 36-38; and (5) John S. Gardner, Burlington Fine Arts
Club, Catalogue of a Collection of European Enamels from the
Earliest date to the End of the XVII Century (London, 1897),
cat. 20/21, pl. vit (one of the pair). They were listed by Ernest
Rupin, £'Oeuvre de Limoges (Paris, 1890), p. 525.

The lack of attention to them since entering the Museum’s
collection may stem partly from the fact that their accession
numbers (47.101.37,38) follow in sequence the numbers of the
pair from the Spitzer collection that date to the nineteenth
century (47.101.35,36). The two pairs have a single documen-
tation file and the collection history of the Spitzer pair was
incorrectly repeated on the Brummer inventory cards for the
pair discussed here. Thus the collection and exhibition history
before Brummer’s purchase of them from Mrs. Otto Kahn in
1936 was unknown. 1 am indebted to my colleague Mary B.
Shepard for bringing this pair to my attention after she saw
drawings of them while doing research on the Braikenridge
collection (see notes 30 and 31 below). I would like to express
my thanks to her, as well as to Sheena Stoddard, whose study
on Braikenridge has been of enormous help in reconstructing
the history of the candlesticks and upon whose help I frequently
relied in the preparation of this article (see note 38 below).
My thanks are also due to Marie-Madeleine Gauthier and
Geneviéve Frangois for permission to consult the dossiers on
related candlesticks in the Corpus des émaux méridionaux in
Paris; to Elisabeth Delahaye, Conservateur, Musée du Louvre;
Marian Campbell, Assistant Keeper, Victoria and Albert Museum;
and to Elizabeth Parker and William D. Wixom for their
thoughttul reading of this paper. Wherever possible, references
given in the body of the paper are to the publication of works
in the first volume of the Corpus, where all earlier literature
is cited.

5. See note 39 below.

6. This is true of the candlesticks in Munich and Bryn Athyn,
Pennsylvania, discussed below. For additional examples, see
Marie-Madeleine Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, Catalogue
international de l'oeuvre de Limoges, L'Epoque romane (Paris,
1987), vol. 1, nos. 70-73, 187-88, 290-91.

7.1am grateful to Pete Dandridge, Associate Conservator, Objects
Conservation, for the technical observations concerning The
Cloisters candlesticks.

8. The literature on this subject is substantial. The classic
definition of the works identified as Limousin is given by Rupin
(L’Oeuvre de Limoges), who also benefited from studies of
individual works or groups of objects published largely in local
French historical journals in the second half of the nineteenth
century. The questioning of these attributions was initiated by
Walter L. Hildburgh, Medieval Spanish Enamels (London, 1936).
As the title suggests, he proposed that most of the early works
attributed to Limoges were in fact Spanish and that the later
enamels of Limoges simply followed their good example. This
thesis was then argued in reviews of the book and letters to
the editor by Walter W. S. Cook, Marvin Chauncey Ross, and
Frederick Stohlman. See the discussion and bibliography in
Marie-Madeleine Gauthjer, “Les Emaux Champlevés ‘limousins’
et Toeuvre de Limoges: Quelques problémes posés par
I'émaillerie champlevée sur cuivre en Europe méridionale, du
Xle au XIVe siécle,” Cabiers de la céramique et des arts de
Jfeu 8 (1957), pp. 146-66.

9. Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, no. 78, with earlier literature.
On vermiculé decoration in particular, see J..J. Marquet de



Vasselot, “Les Emaux limousins a fond vermiculé (XIle et XIlle
siécles),” Revue archéologique 2 (1905), pp. 15-30, 231-45, 418-
31 (published independently in 1906); and Marie-Madeleine
Gauthier, “Les Décors vermiculés dans les émaux champlevés
limousins et méridionaux: Apercus sur l'origine et la diffusion
de ce motif au Xlle siécle,” Cabiers de civilisation médidvale
1 (1958), no. 3, pp. 349-69.

10. On the chasse of St. Martial in the Louvre (oA 8101), see
Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, no. 175; on the chasses of St.
Valerie, see Marie-Madeleine Gauthier, “La Légende de Sainte
Valérie et les émaux champlevés de Limoges,” Bulletin de la
société archéologique et historique du Limousin 86 (1956), pp.
35-80. 1 am grateful to Neil Stratford of the British Museum
for kindly providing the photograph of the St. Valerie chasse.

11. Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, figs. 207-08, 232-36.
12. Ibid,, no. 57, fig. 149.

13. See most recently Serafin Moralejo, “Modelo copia y
originalidad, en el marco de las relaciones artisticas hispano-
francesas (siglos XI-XII1),” Actas del V° congreso espafiol de
bistoria del arte (Barcelona, 1984), pp. 89-112. 1 am grateful
to Charles Little for this reference.

14. Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, no. 49, pp. 63-64.
15. Ibid., no. 81.

16. Hermitage, inv. 1 175 and Waddesdon Bequest, no. 19.
Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, nos. 91, 94.

17. Inv. no. Mia 59, 1-10, 1; Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux,
no. 174. 1 am grateful to Neil Stratford for this photograph as
well.

18. The motif is perpetuated on the martyrdom of Stephen on
the chasse from the church of Malval (Creuse), for the heavenly
angels, and for Saul and Stephen. The use of this motif for
heavenly figures, for whom the richest fabrics are always
reserved, can also be seen on caskets at Auxerre, Lyons, and
Regensburg, See Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, nos. 178, 226,
232, 237.

19. For the Gimel chasse, see ibid., no. 90. For the Cluny plaques,
see ibid, nos. 247a,b. On other works deep blue enamel is
used. Both seem to have been employed on objects with
vermiculé fields, presumably to give greater emphasis to the
figures and to distinguish them from the patterned ground. Red
or blue enamel engraved lines are also found on works from
the Mosan Valley and England, such as the group of Mosan
square plaques, four of which are in The Metropolitan Museum
of Art, and the Balfour and Morgan ciboria; for discussion and
illustrations in color, see William H. Forsyth, “Around Godefroid
de Claire,” MMAB, n.s., 24 (1966), pp. 304-15, and English
Romanesque Art, 1066-1200, exhib. cat, Hayward Gallery
(London, 1984), nos. 278, 279.

20. Xavier Barbier de Montault, “UAppareil de lumiére de la
cathédrale de Tours,” Congres archéologique de France, XLIXe
session: séances générales tenues a Avignon en 1882 (Paris,
1883), p. 396. The history of candlestick usage in the church
was the subject of several important studies by nineteenth-
century antiquarians and churchmen. See also Abbé Jules
Corblet, “Les Chandeliers d’église au moyen-dge,” Revue de Part
chrétien (1859), pp. 17-57; Charles Rohault de Fleury,
“Chandeliers,” La Messe: Etudes archéologiques sur ses
monuments (Paris, 1888), vol. 6; Henri-René d'Allemagne,
Histoire du Luminaire depuis I'épogue romaine jusqu’au XIXe
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siecle (Paris, 1891), with discussion of Limousin examples on
p. 118; for photos without text, see Gabriel Henriot, Encyclopédie
du luminaire: Appareils de toutes les époques et de tous les styles;
choix d’objets de formes et décors apparentés depuis I'Antiquité
Jusqu'a 1870, 2 vols. (Paris, 1933), though it does not include
any enameled candlesticks. An important discussion also appears
in Joseph Braun, Das christliche Altargercit (Munich, 1940),
pp. 492-526.

21. Rohault de Fleury, “Chandeliers,” p. 43; Braun, Altargerdt,
Pp- 493-94.

22. Braun, Altargerdt, p. 494.
23. Rohault de Fleury, “Chandeliers,” p. 48.
24. See note 56 below.

25. Rohault de Fleury, “Chandeliers,” p. 50.

26. Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, no. 52. Gauthier’s attribution
to the second quarter of the twelfth century, refuting earlier
attributions to the thirteenth made by Italian scholars, is argued
primarily on orthographic evidence. The date seems reasonable
on stylistic grounds, for it would place the candlestick within
a generation of the Conques coffret of Abbot Boniface (Gauthier,
ibid,, no. 36), to which the Evangelist symbols and animals
tightly inscribed within the roundels can be loosely compared.

27. T am grateful to Elizabeth Parker for bringing this to my
attention. See O. B. Hardison, Jr., Christian Rite and Christian
Drama in the Middle Ages (Baltimore, 1965; repr. 1969),
pp. 146-49.

28. Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, no. 70, “Courant aquitano-
hispanique, émailleur limousin pour la Terre-Sainte.” The dating
is based on the resemblance, and apparent stylistic debt, of
the birds in roundels to the work of the atelier of Abbot Boniface
at Conques. The decoration of the candlesticks with fantastic
birds places them squarely in the midst of the Spain/Limoges
argument. The pair was excavated in 1863 near the Church of
the Nativity, Bethlehem, along with another single candlestick,
ibid., no. 125. Their discovery in the Holy Land raises the question
of whether they were made specifically for export to the Holy
Land, as Gauthier proposes, or simply were sent there, part
of the larger phenomenon of export of Limoges work throughout
medieval Christendom. Other related candlesticks are nos.
70bis-73, though 70 and 71 are not linked to the Holy Land
by Gauthier. By contrast, no. 73 is given the same attribution
as the Bethlehem pair and yet has no collection history to confirm
the link.

29. Bayerisches Nationalmuseum, Ma 236: see Gauthier, Emaux
méridionaux, no. 70bis.

30. Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, nos. 184, 185-88, 191. The
pair in Amsterdam (no. 191) with three knops on each shaft
has birds in roundels similar in form to The Cloisters pair on
the largest, bottom knop. It was not possible for the author
to examine the Amsterdam candlesticks. Mme Gauthier
considers them to be a neo-medieval interpretation of Limoges
work. It is apparent that the bottom roundel of one of the pair
has been inverted. Thus at the least, the elements have been
rethreaded. Yet they were acquired by Samuel Meyrick perhaps
in Aachen before 1831, perhaps before 1823. See Clive
Wainwright, The Romantic Interior(New Haven, 1989), pp. 255-
56, ill. no. 224. Wainwright believes that the low price for genuine
examples at the time would not encourage forgery, but he does
not consider them from a stylistic or technical point of view.



31. Formerly in the Hoentschel collection; Gauthier, Emaux
méridionaux, no. 185.

32. Fuirstlich Hohenzollernsche Samml}mgen und Hofbibliothek,
Schloss, Inv. 74354, B; and Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, nos.
184A,B.

33.Inv. no. 13/1457. H. 20.2 cm. I had the opportunity to examine
the Limoges enamels at the Bayerisches Nationalmuseum,
Munich, thanks to a John J. McCloy Fellowship in Art in Jan.
1988. 1 am grateful to Dr. Lorenz Seelig, Konservator of that
collection, for his generosity in providing archival information
concerning the candlestick and for providing new photographs.

34. Inv. no. 05.EN.120. H. 19.8 cm. The candlestick was purchased
by Raymond Pitcairn from Demotte, New York, on May 3, 1929.
According to the dealer, it had been in the Chappee collection,
Le Mans, and the Plandiura collection, Barcelona. I am grateful
to Stephen Morley, Director, the Glencairn Museum, for
permission to study the candlestick and to Charles T. Little for
bringing it to my attention and for photographing it.

35. Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, no. 89. The three illustrated
in color in Adolphe Stoclet Collection (Part 1): Selection of the
works belonging 10 Madame Féron-Stoclet (Brussels, 1956),
p- 170, are those in Cleveland. I wish to thank William D. Wixom
for alerting me to their present whereabouts and Renate
Eikelmann for generously providing the essential information.

36. Inv. Nr. H 1013cl, Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, no. 87.
A third roundel preserved in the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford,
inv. 2395/1887 (ibid., no. 85), also belongs to the same group.
It was in a Canterbury collection in the nineteenth century.

37. The best-known work in Braikenridge’s collection was the
Malmesbury ciborium, purchased by J. Pierpont Morgan at the
sale of the Braikenridge collection by his heir, W. Jerdone
Braikenridge, Esq., by Christie, Manson and Woods, Feb. 27,
1908, lot 50. For the press attention given the collection at the
time of its sale, see Sheena Stoddard, Mr. Braikenridge’s
Brislington (Bristol, 1981), pp. 24-25. The candlesticks sold for
£450; the ciborium for £6,000.

38. The letter was included by Sheena Stoddard, “George Weare
Braikenridge (1775-1856): A Bristol Antiquarian and his
Collections™ (M. Litt. thesis, University of Bristol, 1984), pp. 261-
62, no. 61, and ill. in fig. 60.

39. The present prickets were added sometime between 1908,
when the candlesticks were sold as lot 51 of the Braikenridge
collection, and before or soon after 1936, when they were
purchased by the Brummer Gallery from Mrs. Otto H. Kahn,
New York. The Brummer Gallery inventory card’s photograph,
N3798a,8 first stamped in 1936, shows the present prickets, but
the date of the negative is not known.

40. The dates of the sale are noted by Michael Holmes, The
Country House Described: An Index to the Country Houses of
Great Britain and Ireland (London, 1986), p. 106. The
candlesticks were then offered to Braikenridge by Horatio Rodd
“in conjunction with Mr. Swaby.” On the activities of these
dealers, see Stoddard, “Braikenridge,” pp. 109-13. Rodd
recognized that the prickets had been replaced and noted the
relationship of the candlesticks to the pair in the Meyrick
collection, now in Amsterdam, as a means of encouraging
Braikenridge to buy them. See note 30 above.

41. Hugh Honour, “A House of the Gothic Revival,” Country
Life 111 (May 30, 1952), p. 1665.
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42. Ibid.
43, Thid.
44, Letter to the Reverend William Cole, May 4, 1774, W. S.
Lewis, ed., The Yale Edition of Horace Walpole’s Correspon-

dence, 42 vols. (New Haven/London, 1937-80), vol. 1, pp. 324~
26.

45. Ibid.

46. 1 owe this suggestion to Marian Campbell, who published
the reliquary, now in the Burrell collection. See Jonathan
Alexander and Paul Binski, eds., Age of Chivalry: Art in
Plantagenet England 1200-1400, exhib. cat., Royal Academy
of Arts (London, 1987-88), no. 87.

47. Walpole wrote to the Reverend William Mason on Aug. 31,
1780, describing the setting of both the house and books: Lewis,
Walpole’s Correspondence, vol. 29, p. 78. On July 25, 1790, he
wrote to Miss Hannah More: “I have since been beyond
Canterbury . . . to visit my friend Mr Barrett and his lovely
house, which 1 recommend you to see the next time you go
to Kent: it is the quintessence of Gothic taste exquisitely
executed” (ibid., vol. 31, p. 342).

Walpole’s role apparently extended to advice on the
remodeling of Lee Prioty, as is suggested in a 1785 letter to
George Hardinge: “I have seen over and over again Mr Barrett’s
plans and approve them exceedingly. The Gothic parts are
classic, you must consider the whole as Gothic modernized
in parts, not as what it is,—the reverse” (ibid., vol. 35, p. 635).
Writing to Miss Mary Berry on Aug. 27, 1789, Walpole said:
“I had promised Mr Barrett to make a visit to my Gothic child,
his house, on Sunday” (ibid., vol. 11, p. 59).

48. A letter to Thomas Barrett, May 14, 1792, inquires whether
the painting had arrived safely (ibid., vol. 42, p. 362). A letter
to Mary Berry, Oct. 17, 1794, laments that Barrett would not
oblige the architect, Wyatt, to hang the picture over the chimney
in the library (ibid., vol. 11, p. 98).

49. The references appear in three separate letters to Mary Berry:
“You will see a child of Strawberry prettier than the parent,
and so executed and so finished! There is a delicious closet
too, so flattering to me! and a prior’s library so antique . . .”
(Sept. 27, 1794, ibid., vol. 12, p. 111). “My closet is as perfect
as the libraty . . .” (Oct. 17, 1794, ibid,, vol. 12, p. 137), and,
more generally, “I think if Strawberry were not its parent, it
would be jealous” (July 23, 1790, ibid,, vol. 11, p. 98).

50. Letter to Mary Berry, Oct. 17, 1794 (ibid,, vol. 12, p. 137).
The comparison of Lee Priory to an abbot’s or monk’s residence
is pervasive in this letter and others. See also letter to Mary
Berry, Sept. 27, 1794 (ibid., vol. 12, p. 111, and n. 31 for another
possible description sometimes attributed to Walpole), and a
letter to Hannah More, July 25, 1790 (ibid,, vol. 31, p. 342).
The catalogue for the sale of the contents of Lee Priory in 1834
includes “a pair of antique candlesticks” on p. 23 as lot no.
462, in the Drawing Room. I am indebted to Marian Campbell,
Department of Metalwork, Victoria and Albert Museum, for this
reference. See also note 40 above.

51. Letters survive showing that Walpole bought painted portrait
enamels from French dealers, but none mentions other kinds
of enamels. These are indexed by Mrs. Paget Toynbee, ed., The
Letters of Horace Waipole, Fourth Earl of Oxford (London,1905),
vol. 16, p. 340.



52. See Simone Caudron, “Connoisseurs of champlevé Limoges
enamels in eighteenth-century England,” Collectors and
Collections (The British Museum Yearbook, 2) (London, 1977),
pp. 9-23 and, in French, “Emaux champlevés de Limoges et
amateurs britanniques du XVIlle siécle,” Bulletin de la société
archéologique et bistorique du Limousin 103 (1976), pp. 137-
68.

53. This information is preserved in the files of the Bayerisches
Nationalmuseum, Munich.

54. Reclams Kunstfiibrer Deutschland, Band I: Bayern (Stuttgart,
1974), pp. 80-81.

S5. “Duo candelabra d’esmaus empta sunt iiij Ib,” cited in Henri
Duplés-Agier, ed., Chroniques de Saint-Martial de Limoges (Paris,
1874), p. 73. The text is cited in more recent literature by Hubert
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limousine,” Monuments et Mémoires, Fondation Eugéne Piot
60 (1976), p. 130, in suggesting the importance of the Order
of Grandmont in the patronage and distribution of Limoges
enamels, as opposed to the role of Saint-Martial, whose inventory
consists primarily of gold and silver objects.

56. Munich, Bayerisches Nationalmuseum, MA242; purchased
directly from St. Gangolf, 1864-65.
57. See note 32 above.

58. Hermann Hoberg, Die Inventare des pdpstlichen Schatzes
in Avignon, 1314-1376 (Vatican City, 1944), pp. 132, 191, 341,
346, 348, 426.

59. Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, nos. 96a,b.
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cited in Otto Lehmann-Brockhaus, Lateinische Schriftquellen zur
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Kunst in England, Wales und Schottland, vom Jabre 901 bis
zum Jahre 1307 (Munich, 1956), vol. 2, p. 185, no. 2892.

61. Gauthier, Emaux méridionaux, no. 186; and Age of Chivalry,
no. 126.

62. Such symbolism has generally been considered to be
nonexistent. See Braun, Altargerdt, p. 524.

63. In other Limoges work, such scenes are found only on boxes
decorated with applied enamel roundels, generally assumed
to have been secular in use. This has been deduced from their
elongated form, their secular or heraldic decoration, and the
provenance of some examples. Nevertheless, it is evident that
similar chests were also intended for church use, the casket
of Boniface from Conques being the best-known example. The
black box with applied enamels recorded at St. Paul’s, London,
in 1295 was probably the same type. See Gauthier, Emaux
méridionaux, no. 97. See also Rupin, Limoges, pp. 436-41.
Geneviéve Frangois is currently preparing a thesis on these
coffrets: “La décoration profane des coffrets et cassettes émaillés
de I'oeuvre de Limoges au XII siécle,” Paris IV, Sorbonne.

64. Ronault de Fleury, “Chandeliers,” p. 46.

65. William Durandus, The Symbolism of Churches and Church
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Fig. 1. Guennol Triptych, ca. 1160, copper gilt, champlevé enamel, and émail brun, 29 x 32 cm. The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Anonymous Loan (L.1979.143) (photo: Museum )
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The Guennol Triptych
and the Twelfth-Century
Revival of Jurisprudence

William S. Monroe

he Guennol Triptych is one of an intriguing group of reliquaries of the
True Cross produced in the Meuse Valley in the latter half of the twelfth
century (Figs. 1, 2). Sometimes attributed to the school or even to the person
of Godefroid of Huy, and dated to the 1160s or early 1170s,! it has much in common
with these other triptychs (Figs. 3-5), especially in their iconography. But this particular
piece stands out for its emphasis on one element. Although the figure of Iustitia,
Justice, appears in other Mosan reliquaries, the Guennol Triptych is unique in making
her the central figure.? A reason for this emphasis on the allegorical figure of Justice
is proposed here, by placing the work in the context of the legal history of the
period, in what was termed by Charles Homer Haskins “The Revival of Jurisprudence.”
Harry Bober has analyzed the iconography of this work on two levels: historical
and allegorical.* The historical is represented by the scriptural Second Coming of
Christ, as depicted in the lunette and the outer panels. The allegorical mode is shown
on the central panel, which Bober calls “a one-sided exposition of redemption through
Virtue. . . .”> With the doors of the reliquary closed, the only visible image is in
the lunette above the doors, showing the Son of Man ( Filius Hominis) with outstretched
arms displaying his wounds and pointing to instruments of the Passion: the Crown
of Thorns (Corona Spinea) and the cup of vinegar (Vas Aceti). This image, and its
placement at the top of the reliquary, resembles one in the series (Fig. 3), although
missing entirely from the other two (Figs. 4, 5). The open wings present, in marked
variation from the related triptychs, the heralds of the world (Praecones Mundi)
sounding the trumpets to announce the Resurrection of the Dead (Resurrectio
Mortuorum).6

The central panel contains the framed, rectangular compartment that held the
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Fig. 2. Guennol Triptych, detail (photo: Museum)

relic of the True Cross. This compartment appears
in the upper half of the panel and is flanked and
carried by two winged figures labeled Truth (Veritas)
and Judgment (fudicium), who also hold instru-
ments of the Passion: the lance and the sponge.
The lower half of the panel is dominated by the
female figure, labeled Justice (Zustitia), holding a
balance. She is crowned and royally attired. Like all
the other personifications, she bears a nimbus but,
unlike them, she stands in a mandorla. At her
shoulders, left and right, are Almsgiving
(Eleemosyna) and Prayer (Oratio). To her right and
left are crowds of people, some of whom are also
haloed, who are labeled All Nations ( Omnes Gentes).
At her knees, kneeling and each supporting a pan
of the balance, are Mercy (Misericordia) and Piety
(Pietas). Three small weights in each of the pans
signify that the balance is just.” The ensemble (with
the lunette and the outer panels) is certainly an
allusion to the Second Coming and Last Judgment.8

The choice of this theme for a reliquary of the
True Cross is appropriate, for the Cross was one
of the signs expected to precede Christ as he returns
for judgment. In the earliest years of the twelfth
century, Honorius Augustodunensis wrote his
Elucidarium, a dialogue between a master and his
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pupil, meant to explain many of the mysteries of
the Faith.® At one point the Disciple asks, “How will
the Lord come to Judgment?” To which the Master
replies: “Just as an emperor enters a city. The crown
and other signs are carried before him, by which
his coming is known. Thus Christ, in the same form
in which he ascended, comes with all the orders
of angels to the Judgment; angels bearing the cross
go before him; with both horn and voice they will
rouse the dead to assembly. . . 710

This description closely matches the depiction
on the Guennol Triptych of the Son of Man coming
to judgment. He is accompanied by signs of the
Passion, including the Cross, which is carried by
angels in the form of virtues, while horn-bearing
angels on the wings “rouse the dead to assembly.”
Philippe Verdier has pointed to Psalm 96(97):1-
2 as a source for some of the imagery:

The Lord has reigned, may the earth rejoice;
May the many islands be glad!

Clouds and mist are all around him;

Justice and judgment are the rod of his
throne.!!

A later verse (96[97]:6) reads: “The Heavens
announce his justice, and all peoples behold his
glory.” These verses may very well be one source
for the appearance of lustitia and Iudicium (and
Omnes Gentes), but they do not explain the presence
of the other personifications, nor their relationships
to one another.

While the Last Judgment theme provides the
setting for the idea expounded on this triptych, the
personifications are drawn from the tradition of
allegorizing the moral virtues.”>? Common to all
triptychs in this group is the pairing of the figures
Iudicium and Veritas bearing the relic (Figs. 1,3-5).
Three of the pieces also show Misericordia (Figs. 1,
3-4); only the Guennol Triptych shows fustitia
(Fig. 1). In it, these virtues are incorporated into
the fullest and most complex arrangement. A figure
holding a scale is, of course, also a prominent part
of Last Judgment depictions.’* In Western versions
made in the twelfth century, however, the archangel
Michael, rather than Iustitia, is the weigher of souls
in most such representations.!¢

The Iustitia of the Guennol Triptych has also
been interpreted as having the complementary
meaning of Ecclesia. This interpretation is based on
a quotation attributed to Bernard of Clairvaux, “The



Fig. 3. True Cross reliquary, ca. 1150, 55 x 52 cm. Liege, Trésor de 'Eglise Sainte-Croix (photo: Copyright A.CL,,
Bruxelles)




Fig. 4. True Cross reliquary, ca. 1150, 33 x 43 cm. Paris,
Musée du Petit Palais, Collection Dutuit (“Grand
reliquaire”) (photo: Giraudon/Art Resource, N.Y.)

Cross was made the balance of the body of Christ,
which is the Church,” and on the likeness of this
Iustitia to the Ecclesia of the contemporary portable
altar of Stavelot.’> What may be another explanation
for the prominence of this figure of Justice has barely
been explored.'¢ For Justice is also a legal concept,
and the period in which this reliquary was made
was a pivotal time in the history of law. As F. W.
Maitland once wrote, “Of all the centuries, the twelfth
is the most legal. In no other age, since the classical
days of Roman law, has so large a part of the sum
total of intellectual endeavor been devoted to
jurisprudence.””” One aspect of this “revival of
jurisprudence” was a multifaceted discussion, by
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philosophers and theologians as well as civil and
canon lawyers, of the nature of justice. The following
review of a portion of these sources chronologically
does not imply a steady evolution of the concept
of justice. Instead, there were several concepts
struggling for general acceptance. It is in the context
of this discussion, rather than in reference to any
one source, that we need to interpret the Justitia
of the Guennol Triptych.

During the period in which this triptych was
made, the idea of justice was being discussed
throughout western Europe, and being defined and
redefined. The eleventh-century reforming move-
ment had sent churchmen and laity to the archives
and libraries in search of material to justify their
respective causes. In the course of this research,
someone seems to have discovered, after mid-
century, the Digest of Justinian. This was a collection
of passages and glosses from juristic commentaries
on Roman law, and had been virtually unknown in
the West since its compilation in the sixth century.’8
The discovery of this major source for Roman
jurisprudence spurred the study of Roman law, and
even church law, in Italy and the rest of Europe
in the following century.? The Digest gives us what
is to be the classic definition of justice in the twelfth
century, that of the third-century jurist Ulpian:
“Justice is a steady and enduring will to render unto
everyone his right. The basic principles of right are:
to live honorably, not to harm any other person,
to render to each his own. Practical wisdom in
matters of right is an awareness of God’s and men’s
affairs, knowledge of justice and injustice.”® A
passage ascribed to him in the very beginning of
the Digest describes ius, in the sense of law or right,
as derived from iustitia?' Justice, in this context,
is thus a moral concept of fairness from which all
law is derived.

Theologians of the late eleventh and early
twelfth centuries had another concept of justice, that
of retributive justice, equated with punishment or
even vengeance.? As a characteristic of God, this
appears to be in direct conflict with his quality of
mercy. Anselm of Canterbury felt the need to
reconcile these aspects of the Deity. In his Prologion
(1077-78), he wonders “what justice is there in
giving eternal life to one who deserves eternal
death?” This seems to be against “the very nature
of justice.” Yet, it is God’s mercy that permits this,
for “though it is hard to understand how thy mercy
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is consistent with thy justice, yet we must believe
that what flows forth from thy goodness—itself
nothing without justice—is in no way opposed to
justice, but agrees perfectly with justice.” He
concludes, “Thou art merciful simply because thou
art just.”?

Ivo of Chartres, bishop and canonist, expressed
a similar concept of justice as punishment in the
prologue to his Panormia, a very influential
collection of canon law compiled in the closing years
of the eleventh century.?* This prologue is important
for its theme that law must be subject to relaxation
and mutatio to suit circumstance and cannot be
applied strictly to all cases.? A contemporary of both
Anselm and Ivo was Alger of Liége, secretary to
Bishop Otbert of that city. About the year 1105, Alger
wrote a treatise on both theology and canon law,
De misericordia et iustitia. This is the first
compilation of canon law to do more than simply
assemble the texts in a systematic way,? for Alger
added a commentary upon the texts, and the
ensemble was meant to show the superiority of
mercy over justice. But here, as with Ivo, justice is
identified chiefly with punishment. His statement,
“that in discipline it is better to hold to mercy than
to severity,” is supported by a quotation from
Ambrose, “Moderation must temper justice.”?’

Gratian’s Decretum, compiled about 1140, was
the culmination of the approach suggested by Ivo
of Chartres and attempted by Alger. Called the
Concordia discordantium canonum, it was the
application of the scholastic method to a system-
atically arranged body of canon law texts, with
commentary meant to reconcile their differences.?
It quickly became the foundation for the standard
textbook of medieval canon law. Gratian begins his
collection with a discussion of the nature of law,
which dwells greatly upon the law of nature. He
uses the term ius naturae where other writers often
use iustitia® He thus parallels the Digest with a
Christian version of Ulpian’s definition of justice:
“The law of nature is that contained in the Law and
the Gospel, by which each is ordered to do to another
what he would wish done to him, and is forbidden
to do to another what he would not wish done to
him.”3® Gratian draws the distinction between natural
law (or justice), which is God’s, and human laws—
mores and leges—citing Isidore of Seville: “Fas lex
divina est; ius lex humana.” In a later commentary
on the Decretum, the Summa Coloniensis, after the
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Fig. 5. True Cross reliquary, ca. 1165, 34 x 39 cm. Paris,
Musé€e du Petit Palais, Collection Dutuit (“Petit

reliquaire™) (photo: Giraudon/Art Resource, N.Y.)

rubric “How law differs from justice,” the commen-
tator declares: “It differs from justice in that the
author of law is man, the author of justice is God.”?
The preceding passages demonstrate different
ways of conceiving justice. To civil lawyers, justice
is a social concept which characterizes a relationship
(or transaction) between two persons. To the canon
lawyers and theologians, it is identified with
judgment and punishment, and is an attribute of
God. While they emphasize the need for mercy over
justice, this is only for men; God will be merciful
and just at once.?* It would appear that none of these
works serves as a direct source for the Guennol
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Triptych, but perhaps a search for textual sources
is not the best way to explain the work. Rather, we
should see the triptych as one more text in the discus-
sion and thus to read it in the context of the others.
While each of these texts, including the Guennol
Triptych, draws on earlier sources for its elements,
it is the combining of these elements into a new
statement that is most important. Which conception
of justice is portrayed in this triptych?

One might begin by looking at the relation of
Iustitia to the other virtues portrayed, especially that
of Mercy to Justice, which is important to those Mosan
triptychs that show Misericordia. Taking them
chronologically as Verdier dates them}* the two
earlier are those in the church at Sainte-Croix in
Liége and the larger triptych in the Dutuit Collection
of the Petit Palais, Paris (Figs. 3, 4). These show,
above the relic, Misericordia flanked by Veritas and
Iudicium. Verdier connects this arrangement with
a passage from Tobit (3:2): “All your ways are mercy,
truth and judgment.” The figure of Mercy in these
works is in the same pose as the Filius Hominis in
the lunette of the Liége and Guennol triptychs, and
is obviously meant to stand for him (Figs. 1, 3).
Drawing again on the Elucidarium of Honorius
Augustodunensis, we find the student asking, “Since
Christ is Mercy itself . . . who comes to call not
the just, but the sinners, why is he not merciful to
them?” The answer is that Christ is also Justice itself.3s
On the Guennol Triptych, Justice becomes the main
figure, with Mercy and Piety kneeling at either side
(Fig. 2). Here, Iustitia, Veritas, and ludicium are
divine attributes, while Misericordia (no longer
winged) and Pietas are human virtues.

This equal placement of Mercy and Piety may
draw upon Peter Lombard’s Sentences, written
between 1155 and 1158, which includes a short
discussion of the cardinal virtues. Peter Lombard
takes his definition of justice from the De Trinitate
of St. Augustine: “Justice lies in aiding the
wretched.”?¢ But he adds, again following Augustine,
that Justice lies also in submission to God, or Piety.??
Peter Lombard, in fact, again joins Mercy and Piety
to Justice later in the Sentences, this time quoting
Cassiodorus on Psalm 51: “. . . speaking about mercy
and piety of God: ‘These two things,’ he said, ‘are
always connected to the judgment of God.””8 He
later asks, “But, how did Cassiodorus say that the
justice of God and piety, that is mercy, are ‘two things’
which are always joined to the judgment of God?
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For indeed, the justice of God and mercy are not
two things, but one thing. . . .”** Thus, Mercy and
Piety are the same in that they are both qualities
of justice. This interpretation fits well with the
placement of Eleemosyna above Misericordia and
Oratio above Pietas, for almsgiving and prayer are
virtues that reflect the attitudes, respectively, of mercy
and piety.

These discussions of justice did not take place
in a vacuum. Alger of Liege’s De misericordia et
iustitia was certainly a response to the investiture
struggle.® While that particular battle was to end
with the Concordat of Worms in 1122, the more
general conflict was to intensify in the second half
of the twelfth century. The Summa Coloniensis
comes from the same province and, dated as it is
around 1169, perhaps even the same decade in which
the Guennol Triptych was made, from a region
particularly affected by the struggles between
emperor and pope in the eleventh and twelfth
centuries. During this period, as in the conflict of
the previous century, both sides tried to show that
their cause was that of justice.* But justice, here,
was more than the idea of fairness or of retribution
portrayed in the legal and theological sources
discussed here. It also implied the authority to render
judgment. While the emperor claimed that authority
in temporal affairs, the pope could argue that justice
is God’s, and, as God’s representative on earth, it
falls to him.

A major actor in this twelfth-century conflict was
Henri de Léez, bishop of Liége (1145-64), and an
adviser to the emperor Frederick Barbarossa. When
the antipope, Victor IV, died in 1164, Henri de Léez
was recommended to fill the position. Although he
declined, it was he who consecrated the new
antipope (Pascal I11) at Lucca that same year.2 Gilles
of Orval, the thirteenth-century chronicler, portrayed
Henri as both a great art patron and lover of justice.
Prominent among the many works of art given by
Henri to the episcopal church at Liége was a “book
of Gratian.”® Since the Guennol Triptych is believed
to have belonged to the archbishops of Liége * it
would be tempting to put forth Henri de Léez as
the patron, but more research into both the politics
and the patronage of the bishops of this period is
necessary for a better sense of who might have
commissioned this reliquary and for what purpose.4s

When viewed in the context of the arguments
over different conceptions of the nature of justice,



the message carried by the Guennol Triptych
becomes clear. Justice, here, is firmly tied to the
Last Judgment and to God. It is fustitia Dei, identified
with Christ and with his Cross, and meant for “All
Nations.” Created in the twelfth century, when the
legal foundations of the secular state were being
laid,#” the Guennol Triptych reminds men of their
proper roles, shown here by Misericordia with
Eleemosyna, and by Pietas with Oratio. It is both
a depiction of the world to come and a model for
the world that is.
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