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B ealections. The o kind of e oo o e
- i » one religious and the oth
secular, provide different viewing contexts for these objects which in tur o
fluence how they are perceived. Does the difference in context affect the chgi:el—
made in retouching and presenting medieval surfaces to the viewers? To iniiess-
tigate this issue, conservation treatment reports from museums have been col-
lected and analysed to register visual reintegration of damages on medieval
three-dimensional polychrome objects in Norwegian museum collections. The
results have been compared with those from a similar study (in 2017) of visual |
reintegration of damages on medieval sculptures from Norwegian churches.
The conservation reports show some differences in conservation strategies be-
tween museums and churches regarding how visual integration is executed. The
findings from the survey are discussed in the light of relevant literature dealing
with religious objects in churches as secular venues and museums as religious
venues. The comparison reveals smaller differepées than expected, regarding .
presentation, conservation and visual reintegration of medieval polychrome

sculptures in churches versus museums.

Introduction _
In Norway, there are approximately 514 medieval polychrome wooden sculptures

Preserved (Hohler 2017: 36~55) and these are all housed in museums anddChu:Chei
.hese two institutions, one secular and the other religious, can o re.garde S Izgn-
Sites and provide different contexts for medieval works of art. The dlfferenc;i;v the
‘ext can influence the choices a conservator makes when retouching ther;htures.
Curator presents them, and how the viewer perceives the polychrome Sct p
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In an article from 2015, “Ret ; :
churches: Fifty years of practic7al workoe:lnc;1 $rginr:: dieval .:cul
of visual reintegration of damages on m il thrt'eports
churches. Tl/lehtregtments were all carried out by
santikvaren/the Directorate for Cultur; : On de 8lan
Norwegian Institute for Culturg Heﬁtl?ﬁiiﬁié?iH) and subg:;‘:ﬁg; atRik.

Whereas the first study focused o different retoL(l hIII;U) by the
changed from 1970 to 2016, how conditions in indjy; du:l 1 g Strate'gi "
making in visual reintegration and the condition reports thc urches inflyen, o
the present follow-up study focuses on the sa eMSelves a5 50y, o

In this project, the objective i to investigate hoy, thi

b
ee'dimCHSiona] arg i Y OVeryie,
the Consery,¢; n Ofwep;

interior? If so, do these differences influence how damages on th
ally reintegrated? The data for the study is collected from writte
from six Norwegian museums, Tt W e

eS8 Objects are visy-
1 conservation reports

Methods : , -4 : i

REVIEW OF CONSERVATION REPORTS AND OTHER WRITTEN SOURCES

To analyse past and present practices of retouching medieval sculptures in Norwegian
museums, conservation treatment reports from 1970 to 2016 were used as source
material." This period was chosen to make the results comparable to those from the
equivalent survey of reports from Norwegian churches (Mengs.hoel & Kjglsen Jernas
2017: 215—217). Hohler’s list of medieval wooden SCulptExres in Norway (%917: 36-
54), search in the open database Digitalt museum for me.dxeval sculptur.e (Dlgxta: smlxo
seum 2018) and own experience formed the basis ffor_' fque;itézfl sacicl; s 0
conservation treatment reports from the releyzmt museums with me

in their collections.? |

e T 5 it T
A

tury to [hc eaﬂy

o Th; xﬁedieval sculptures in this study are from the }ate twel |

3 turyv. - % s a... L - &k —dlmensu)nal : sl
sixteeath o - ual reintegrafi“ of sculptures and'tmilzta for the Pfewo}:rs.

- 2 Only reports fpom vis initially chosen for colleCtllilgn objects, not inter
collected. This delimitation wastouching of medieval Churﬁhe data comparable

where the aim was dtlo anal.ys:h;: following project to make
iteri en in wing o
same criteria were choser | |
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re are approximately 312 three-dimensiong] medieva]
0

the

In total » o o
.. museums.* In addition to tl?e university museums’ me; . ub)egtts in Nor-
wegiah aller county museums which have between one and three scsl]::,tlons, there
res in thejr

are 13 Asll 17 museums that are in possession of one or more medj

,c;fl;' uses agreed to grant access to their archives. 11 museums statz;atgl}'.chrome
n:: rvation work had been doqe over the period 1970—2016, or th d'tdexther'no

co documentation of conservation work from the time $pan in qu:yst, 1d not find

:;57 eports 0D conservation. treatments of painted three-dimensional mégif:vgl:;tlal,

ures Were collected from six museums. In 18 cases, a treatment had been condy ct:;’

but the corresponding report was not found.+ |
«yisual reintegration” is used to describe how the disturbing effect of damages

cface is reduced through filling, inpainting, glazin , an
‘?;:tl::d” signifies the strategy chosen to do so. “Re%mgmhingg’ ref:r::oi;; Tn};x;;
ieself, and “technique” the actual application of paint. | _
The types of reports in our materials include exam theses, thorough condition re-
ports, card files with brief notes and summary reports/annual treatment overviews.
The type of report mirrors the level of detail in describing the retouching of the object.

SECONDARY LITERATURE , o -
Much has been written on religious art in museums and churches, both within the

conservation field and in neighbouring research fields. The literature discusses ex-
pectations about and curation of religious objects in museums and forms the foun-

dation for this article. S, m o
Our previous article discusses past and present retouching practices by analysing

conservation treatment reports from 1970 to 2016 (Mengshoel & Kjglsen Jernzs 2017:
205-232). It also studies the decision making behind the choices for visual reintegration
and assesses the reports as source material. The present article is a continuation of this
project. References are made to this previous study to compare the findings from re-
touching sculptures in churches with the new findings from the museum reports. -
Lena Liepe’s A case for the Middle Ages: The public display of medieval church art in
Sweden 1847-1943 (2018) provides a detailed account of how national and provincial
S}vedish museums displayed medieval religious art in the period mentioned. The ex-
hibitions described in the book include Norwegian religious objects, and since Sweden

-’ h?d“ding sculptures, altarpieces and three-dimensional carved objects, but not two- |

onal frontals or altar wings.

ﬁon:gcm"mdlﬂu to emphasisetia:itthisisanoverviewofre!e"m"ff‘*“f?“““’pom
given time-period, not a statistical analysis. S
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Steph Bern’s PhD thesis, “Sacr,
N . . ) ed enta :
visitors, objects ‘and religion in the museumr:’g(l:gentf. Sty et
bers of th.e public experience sacred artefacts i, o) isasty o our

of objects with a different hj

the study relevant for this hlst;)ry thm the NOl’Weglan ie scul biﬁons
b article as it addregges secular my res, we fig

glous objects in a modern society and how the public res s;;sms 3 context for rg

to the churches. , \ - e e e
== Several texts are relevant for shedding light on how the lack of an original con-
text, a change in the original context and the transformation to 2 museum object form
the new experience of religious items. Amongst them is “The baptismal house from
Ringsaker church: One object, multiple stories™ (Seim 2011) on the history of 2 eigh
teenth-century baptismal house, is relevant for this article as changes in con%
fluence the reading of both object categories. Another text used, is Religion fgr '
i s i i hapter “Art”, de Bot
(de Botton 2012). Although this is a controversial book, in the ¢ eI;‘th e ok
~ ton points out issues relevant in this article. It should be menfnon o :eﬁgious it
not commonly referred to in scientific papers, but when dealing meﬁm cos and was
~ gives some interesting views on transformation of usgand new expenenc
therefore read in this regard. |
= s Original title: Samling og museum, k@d‘"mw;mm mmgeforte“iﬂgﬂp' A
¢ Original title: “Dipshuser frd Ringsaker kirke: E0 6" |
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An overview of the literature on visual reintegration i
pave already provided a comprehensive review in oyr previo ::::tfilguded here as v
Kjglsen Jernzs 291?)- . . ¢ (Mengshoe] &
When examining the differences in communicati
text and in museums, it is relevant to consider the mus
. To define their role, we have reviewed the Inte

ng objects in the original con
] .
€ums’ mandate ang role in go-

ol ha rnational Councjj of M )
(ICOM's) statutes and the Ministry of Culture’s current strategic documemus °;u :,:
seums.” |

Background

UNIVERSITY MUSEUMS

The four university museums in Norway are situated in Oslo, Bergen, Trondheim
and Tromsg. They have somewhat similar histories in collecting medieval objects,
With a mandate from the Cultural Heritage Act, the university museums manage
the material from pre-Reformation (1537) and are often the legal owners of these ob-
jects (Lpkka 2017: 38). All of the four major religious medieval collections were
founded out of the wish to preserve and present a well-sorted selection of objects
from Norwegian church history. As part of the Enlightenment, categorisation of ob-
jects and scientific research on cultural heritage were emphasised (Pedersen 2010:
41). The idea of building a national identity by collecting and displaying Norwegian
cultural heritage artefacts was based on the romantic philosophy of the 1830s—1840s,
with an ambition for cultural history to help shape society (Pedersen 2010: 54).

The earliest religious collection was initiated in 1760 by Bishop Gunnerus, one
of the founders of The Royal Norwegian Scientific Society.® This collection is cur-
rently a part of the Norwegian University of Science and Technology’s (NTNU)
museum collection in Trondheim., The initiative to start collecting historic objects in
the western regions was made by the President of the Parliament, W. F. K. Christie,
if‘ 1825. “Relics of the Catholic cultus” were explicitly mentioned as potential collec-
tion items (University of Bergen website 2018). These objects are currently on display
In the church art exhibition at the Bergen University Museum, as seen in fig.10n
the following page (von Achen 2018: 12). In Oslo, The Royal Norwegian Society for
Sﬁelopment‘? donated its collection of antiquities to the University of (?slo in 1817,

¢h formed the basis for the University of Oslo’s prehistoric collection® and in
mus:i;ﬁogﬁmf Kulturdepartementets Stortingsmelding nr. 49 (2008—2009) Frameidas
tning, forskning, formidling, fornying. g '

[
’ in Norwegian: Der Kongelige Norske Videnskabers Selskab. .
n Norwegian: Det Kongelige Selskab for Norges Vel. .~~~
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Fig. 1 The exhibition design creates an “illusion”
of a church interior by creating a typical
placement of objects. Crucifix from Leikanger
church, Sogn, reg.nr. MA 48 (appr. 1150), the
Virgin from Urnes church, Sogn, reg.nr. MA 46
(appr. 1200) and altar frontal from Ulvik
church, Hardanger, reg.nr. MA 3 (appr. 1260),
in Bergen University Museum. Photo: August
2018, NIKU.

gfn became the Useur of
: 1st(§)fr}(')(II<HM) under the Cultural
ty slo (Pedergey, 3010, Nivgy,
g :
historic rerlrilgif)?ms h s pr:t33;
dama S Objects fro .ted
€€ and reyge, y
objects haye been ok Which
seum collections, whi !
sold and which have rer..
churches seems quite arb; ol
objects have beep do
seums, several haye
and others have agai
lections, temporari

Nated to he (;T
been Purchageg,
- €ntered the col-
OF permanengjy

for preservation

o purposes be
the climatic conditions in chuc'r:lli::
can be unfavourable, Others had be.
come museum objects but have heey
returned to the church after severa|
centuries. St =
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MUSEUM CONTEXT VERSUS CHURCH CONTEXT

The [COM (found-ed in 1947). defines amuseumas “[..]a nop. rofj
quires, conserves, researches, communicates and exhibits the apggppe . ich 3¢
peritage of [ ity and i environment for the purpose of educationn intangible
enjoyment’ (ICOM statutes 2017: 2). The current strategy of Norwegia;xsrtxt1 e
is defined in the strategy document' S tomngsmelding nr. 49, which emphaSis:SSzun-ls
ability; conducting research, conveying stories :jmd taking an active roje in the pre\;zﬂ-
society (2009: 13). As mentioned in the previous section, nt

the university
i i i 2 musey
have built their medieval collections to conserve and exhibit this heritage L0S

For the objects to enter 5 mu-

seum, the act of registering the items
in the museum’s database, conduct-
ing an inventory and packing can be
regarded as a ritual process (Seim
2011: 171). The classification that
takes place in the museums indicates
how society views the objects and can
have societal and political conse-
quences (Rogan 2010: 255). Taking
an object out of its context and incor-
porating it into a collection is thus a
transformation of meaning (Rogan
2010: 141). Fig. 2 is an example of
grouping sculptures in a museum ex-
hibition.

However, medieval objects in
their church context and as parts of
museum collections are not necessar-
ily opposites. When reading Liep<?’s
(2018) work, it is apparent thfit dlf-
ferent types of museums exhibit the1.r
religious objects in different ways, el-
ther as an aesthetic object or 2 cul-
+ural historical object. These ways of
exhibiting religious objects have
changed over time. Many museums

4 permanent in-

Fig. 2 Detail of the new exhibition of medieval
J{Ild]')ture.s' at the Museum of Cultural History,

Mversity of Oslo. Example of grouping
“ptures. Photo: April 2019, NIKU.
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shoe

and exhibitio i .
of a religi on halls in the early twentieth century were

DT a religious conte: i , arra

ey g ext (Liepe 2018: 174—200). Especially th N8ed to creage the ;

- ) e.:tuxl to exude a certain religious atmosph € Museyg of ey illusq,,
and 4 show examples of a “tableau” ere (Lj tura]
eau where the vis; 1€pe 2018. his.
1s1tors are ab] .
e

Fig
O the

sculpture.
tO COIne C]oSe t

Fig. 3 (above left). Example of a “tableau” where the visitor comes close o the sculpture. The
Virgin from Korskirke, Romsdal, reg.nr. MA 44 (13th century, repainted in the 1400 shin
Bergen University Museum. Photo: August 2018, NIKU.

in
Fig. 4 (above right). Detail of The Virgin from Korskirke, Romsdaler T8 iy
Bergen University Museum. Photo: August 2018, NIK U
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- spaces are often c'al.m, desxgned. to‘ accommodate contemplation, re

Exhibi® n insight at an 1r1dxv1‘11‘.13‘1 level, similar to churcheg and cathedrals’ A
octio? and ¥ stering these secular rituals confirms a persop’ i
f a

s identity ag 3 m
1 Jevel M : 78). It i isiti thber
asoc“‘l ]cvecultufal group (Duncanfz ;::5 leaziclre;dear f rom visiting church art ex-
o3 1 that the members of the p ave similarly to how they woulg

yibitions b, albeit in @ seemingly secular environment. T

: 'hxs 18 in line with the notjon
C rodern secular churches and their objects are the modern world’

at mUS mzol3' 72). According to Paine, numerous scholars have regarded musge-
s (Paine 2013
“ les . .
s 3 f‘::l: everal churches are consecrated and in use but under 2 museum’s man-
In 13¢%

! which gives this discussion. another dimension, St. Jorgens Church,
™" et Garmo Stave Church, Eidsborg Stave Church and Gol Stave Church
olavsk.aleslc i)u t managed by museums.” The Religious Art Exhibition® at Norsk
e all lﬂseum is also consecrated and can be used for baptisms and weddings (Seim
Folkfmu) The churches mentioned above became parts of museums to avoid de-
zouc-tiz* ;xcep t from Olavskapellet. This was built in 1930 as a chapel to house the
;?s eum’; religious collection. The consecrated and religious spaces give the museum
another function; the public still builds relations to the churches, as they carry on
shying an integrated role in important life events.

RELIGIOUS OBJECTS IN A SECULAR CONTEXT .

Nomatter how exhibitions are designed, the medieval religious objects are inevitably
historicised or aestheticized. Berns (2015) believes that these items are thereby pre-
vented from performing their intended function as objects of veneration. She argues
that the social norms for how to act in a museum are restricting the way that museum
objects could be encountered spiritually, as they are intended, not just analytically
and cognitively as is considered “normal” among museum visitors and staff. Nonethe-
lss she also shows numerous examples of religious members of the public defying
these norms and expectations by venerating these objects (Berns 2015: 8).
NapoIlJ:::: quotes Quatremeére de Quincy (1755_.1849) commenting Paris during
them (the, ;bl.’uk and .the d‘eveloprnent of the modern museums: “A museum robs
Men was &Jm) of identity and value” (Paine 2013: 14). Although this hz.ush state-
By ™ an eighteenth-century political, active Catholic point of view, it can
"’"“"St s Church: Part of B in Bergen, Olavskapellet: Part of Borgarsyssel
Ly S2tpsborg, G et B SUAGPE ¥ S e,
fammer, Eidshope, armo Stave Church: Part of open-air museum at g
“ Saye Church. }? '8 Stave Church: Part of open-air museum at Vest-Telemark museum,
) Orw, . i Open-air museum at Norsk Folkemuseum.
8an: Kirkekunsturstillingen,
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script (Paine 2013; 32).. They might not master the culturagu ;}’o’dtnd therehy brc:all‘:e .

r - The religious vis;
vented from using the object as it was intengledl.l;;mt:: :Z:ir:]

a
museum, they are forced to approach the item ag 5 museum

Counteracteq angm“ps
NOTms of bepy, re.
object,

steady decline in religious affiliation in several countri hanging wih
- untries, ,
Britain and the Netherlands are mentioned (de Bayer & T::)I?:g zotr:m N)o'[n';z-crm
ported by Urstad, u"ho has investigated the religiously i ix;i;on. vay. Ssup.
points out changes in both demography and culture (2017: 61-81). In that set;se rﬁ

learn abo.ut a. past religion, faith and culture by visiting an exhibition of religious arte-
facts. This view can be regarded as the rationale for museums that exhibit multiple
sculptures side by side, and it encourages the visitor to look at the beauty, the technique
and the materials. It enables the visitor to compare them and appreciate their history;
by doing so, one loses the cultural context and function. R

In a Norwegian context, this view can be supported by an example from the
web page for the exhibition “Transition — faith and sacred objects in the Middle Ages”
at the Museum of Cultural history. It states that the “exhibition contains a number
of beautiful artefacts which Norwegians regarded as being sacred during the Middle
Ages”. This use of the past tense illustrates how these objects are considered mus;l::
objects, frozen and with an altered meaning after their entry to the museum co’e

tion. This reduces the objects’ religious and use value and increases thelr age- an
historical value. R R A R b
§ i i - ics, t .
The interviewees in Berns’ project were ma.ml:;'l Cathofl;c:- eas e:lwsorthafter i

members . of the Church of England, and they were e thetypid
observed venerating exhibition pieces. They would not be W"“ﬁ:e;inézpmd

isitor to the British museum, which include tourists from dlffer:{hibition of me-
;li?}erenta'eeds, including non-religious. The body of visitors t‘”‘” N

50, e T

Collegium Medievale No. 1,2019



Medieval polychrome sculptures iy, Norwegia,, Museum cop,
€0, m‘om and
Churcb“

Religious interest is perhaps not the main

‘ Motivatiq
but rather an interest in cultural history. ;

0 e,
If at 3] relj .; Visiting Such exhib;-

dof::)’rs g probabl)’ protestant, which creates 5 further distanc:i’ I:Ih0st NOI’Wegian

vis °

, catholic er2- e atefacts of
sults

g::llEW OF TREATMENT REPORTS

is of the collected conservation treatmens reports
3;2: :::,ai?ntribute to the study’s objectives. We do this ig ordefr(:; point )
jifferences in the visual reintegration of medieval sculptured surfaces i‘:lurtn possible
and in churches. The hypotheses that are not confirmeg by the findings in the :i:lsms
or where the dataset shows other tend?ncies, are also discussed, et’

There is evidence of 173 conservation treatment§ of medieval polychrome sculp-

tures between 1970 and ?.016 in the museum collections, We find 155 treatment re.
ports, including handwritten notes, Summary reports and card files, 18 treatments
are described or referred to in other reports, but the conservation reports themselves
are not found. Eight of these are sufficiently described in other reports to be included
in our dataset. In total, 163 treatments are included in the dataset of reports from the
museums and form the basis for the analysis. . : -

The majority of the entries in the dataset come from three well-established con-
servation departments. Of the 163 treatment reports, only three are from smaller mu-
seums or collections. The conservation departments and their conservators are
anonymised, and the institutions’ names are substituted with the letters Ato F.

The survey’s results are plotted in a datasheet for analysis® and presented in
three tables: Description of objects before treatment/condition (Table 1), Description
of treatment: Methods and techniques of visual reintegration (Table 2) and Treatment
reports (Table 3).4 The results of the 2017 survey of treatment reports from sculp-
tures in churches are included in the last column of each table for easier comparison.
In the churches, there are 98 known treatments, but only 65 are adequately docu-
mented to be included in the dataset. | : ay »
g € humbers listed in the tables reflect the use of certain p'hrases 121 thr:;fl’c‘;lr::
th em‘:eldeﬁ“ed prior to the survey. We have not in.spected the objects -OZhu: he total
numb:rvefs ) M°fe than one phrase can be used in the same rel[:ort,ir e ;eports. Tt
i impq ! Mentions of the phrases can be greater than the number ; s (in

ftant to read the findings in relation to the total number o

uses on the results

? Availabe at ' |
at NIKU on request. ' rnzs (20
R : P2 s (2017)-
°T 3 more detyileq account of the registration of data, see Me gohoel &Je (
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bold font) and not simply com
ties in museums and churches,

among the museums also exist, They are presented ; ff
significant differences are pointed out in tie med 10 the ‘ables, but Only t;:ence,

DESCRIPTION OF THE OBJECTS BEFORE TREA ,

One of the most important premises for choosing the vj | N

is the current appearance of the surfaces of thi:ibjec:: u;labrleeh;teng:’ﬁm Strategys

terms used in the conservation reports to describe the objects st

starting point for the visual reintegration of the damages,

~ The numbers of sculptures with original polychromy are 70/163 and

(both 43%) for museum and church objects, respectively. The terms used 1o 26/65.

the surfaces are also similar - N o esctibe
The most strikingdifferencesaredutthereismoreov B8 iy can

erpaint on o

churches (27/65) than in museums (25/163), more overpaint has been mﬁ

(churches: 15/65, museums: 14/163), and surfaces are more damaged by overpaint re-

moval (churches: 15/65, museums: 8(10)/163). RR L N

DESCRIPTION OF TREATMENT: METHODS AND TECHNIQUES OF VISUAL REINTECRA-
TION B T ens meeis g ot Tk 0

Fuﬂoverpaintremovalishardlycarriedoutontheobjectsplacedinch}xrches,asol_"
posed to museums, where it is slightly more common. Partial overpaint removal i
alsoundertakcnmoreofteninmuseums,”asisclearingthesurfacwftheremams
-~ In churches, it is far more common to overpaint overpamt:g ;“ﬁmt old
ofunoovetingthcm(7/65).Thisisnottbecaseinmuseun‘ls(_l/;5: -

' “ o bexcr e f.gmrbmgeff‘“
”Wsudteintegrm‘onstramgyzmoveﬁnawm@mg ‘
damages to a surface. ‘ SRR
- % Ag there is no common understa n&ngofwhcnmgmm | o
be used differently, which is important to bear in o bothf“nagfdgﬁsmﬁd‘*

@ It s interesting to see how the majority of overpaint T
executed in one museum, but to analyse the reason for |

different terms they
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1 of objects before treatment/condition

Jble L DescriPti®
T:
B C D E F
M A ] F TS e
D‘;u ondition from from
ov;otc treatment ' museums | churches
be A~F (2017)
W/ 62 67 3 1 1 1 163 3 .
Koo
entries in
the
dataset
G nament | 616830 i N 65
mpom.' atd ﬁ'c,,Ol’ Cﬂtﬁu
sumdxrry reports in the
- .
—dpalychromy | 27 27 13 1 : i 70 26 (28)
Traces of original 35 54 5 - - - 44 11 (13)
polychromy '
Wom 13 10 1 1 . . 25 Not
registered
Fragmented 16 4 3 = & = 3 15
Degraded 17 . 4 .}- 1 - . 22 17
Overpainted 5 10 8 - 1 - 25 27
Partially overpainted 12 4 8 - - 1 25 18 (19)
med by overpaint | 4 (6) 1 < 1 . - 8 (10) g
Uncovered polychromy | 4 1 8 1 - R 1
———
Ove
i“i‘;‘; 15) |5 1 - - - 7 (1) 6
Rttoucb‘ ethod
Ne“tral:ftouch i ek 5 ing church
; is 2 museum phenomenon and is not chosen for retouching chur

ob

’“ECE:I Owever, fully integrated retouches are preferred more often for church ob-
museum:?j gemuches are used slightly more frequently in churches (4/65) than in
1 3 ! . . i 6 ,
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Table a. Description of visual reintegration

Visual reintegratiog A B C E‘—-._.,___j .
E F
! S
Muge dlllrche‘
A~ i (1017)
Known treatments 62 & n s B
1 1‘\_
Registered treatment 61 61 30 T - = 163 ?\
reports, card files, I P S
summary reports ot ' 65
articles : .
Retouching/inpainting [ 51 46 10 : . - - 1
No retouching 3 1 () = 9 ﬁhﬁ\
explicitly mentioned 21 (22) m\
Hatching straight, 17 16 " - - v
curved, cross, rigatino® : _ ‘ g 4 P —
Fully integrated | 7 1 - - -
retouches - 7 s
Neutral retouch” B@) |7 3 |- |- o=
Glage 2 > § 1 - - 1 5 6
Normal retouch 14 - I L3 . - 4 e
Retouch to local colour | 13 7 - - - 1 n "3
"Retouch to colour of 21 3 1 - - 1 %
"Retouch to colour of | 1 - - : - . L. ! »
Retouch to colour of . . . - - ) _° .
e ' | o
p 18 ;
Tone in” 8 8 2 N ) ___..wa’

’ of obj to other museoms, and s,
.Mmm&mm e pmmﬁ!_nTW“W
sechnique where transparent colour is applied in vertical lines, sometimes in pure; £ .
blended in the eye of the viewer (Nadolny 2012: 581). - g "
*Mmzmmbymmm@““@%sawmﬂ
% Normal retouch: Visible at a short discance and blends in with the ,pmp-iﬂwac
¥ Tome in: Reduce the contrast in colour between damage

damage.
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f older : , 60)

— e . 3
Retouch without filling | 10 - ) B 3

Retouch of large
Jaconae™

]
]
(€5
L ]
.
1 )
>
»

(V%)
[ 3]
[

’
’
:
(-}
o

Retouch of small
lacunae

Rewouch of all lacunae | - T . . " P .

Wood retouching,
darker, lighter, bleached

Removal of old 2 8 - 2 .
retouches 3 N B

~3

'

’

v

1
[
[
W

Adjustment of old 1 -
tetouches . - . . ? ¥

Pinelit rerqpep ™

Difereny s i - ' - i
t .

for diffexmw 1 10 - - - . 23 14

m\\_

OWn: Red ‘
Sengge Wmmmmmmwmmmmwmmw“ |

Aqullpor e TY:

Vo PTG Dirty

yPopicatio of ,W‘&r.l;irtm:hhghxmedtomnedom:d:mu. ) ’ '

npm’?lom' Material to bri adam ing.
Yer paing 8 i ring age to the level of the surrounding area before retouching.

« i gl Oy pa f s oy

: 'A%: mom theob)ectmchmdofovupum. i

p",‘m‘e’. d’ﬁ“d&uaf H“M.Mpmmwnhamwmdthuwﬁhpmorm

*pplied in dots, optically blended in the eye of the viewer.
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The hatching technique is yge

: d in both mu

(18/65)." Glazes are preferred slightly more often jn c}fsrcr}?s (34/ 163) angd o

(5/163), as is the use of aqua sporca (1/163 in Museumg o (6 65) than i, ¢ Urche
Based on the dataset, it is difficult to ’-3/65 ] 3

n Use
conclude whig, Churches)_ Umg

reported retouching of all lacuna
There are few difference
the colour of the wood or the ¢

€ On an object, On by,
1 L

S In whether Jogges are retouched ¢, the |

Aol . olour of the ground, HoweVer, retouchy, Ocal ¢q our

of overpaint is practised only on church objects. g toth

Nordland,
NIKU.

: Nesna church,
Fig. 5, 6 Detail of retouching without filling. szrt of mptycbpf}r;rtna: st
reg. nr. MA19 (appr. 1470). Bergen University Museum.

: ique.
# Museum C stands out as it never chooses this techniqu
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M

test difference lies in the use of filler. Retouches are applied straight
The §r¢

: . In churches :
e often in museums s, damages tend 1o e f10q
to damiBE® T::ching. Regilding of damaged gilded areas g only executed in
e pefore ri-hurch objects. Different tt?chmques are described a5 used
ases DO eo:f:cn in church reports than in museum reports, indicating
)
object ™ - ues. : -
ety of tecc?:":‘;n tables 1 and 2, there are still more similarities than differences jp

As sh — hurches.
pramen ¢ of objects in museums and churches
4 .

AENT REFORTD follow diff '
The three major conservation departments follow different routines for reporting,
4

all produce not only conservation treatment reports but also condition reports,
o dspmd summary reports. One of the archives also includes four exam theses,
f,l;;;r are more thorough than a typical treatment report and include more of the
reasoning leading to decisions regarding visual reintegration. Some conservators also
prefer to update the previous reports by adding handwritten notes instead of creating

new documents.

Table 3. Treatment reports

Treatment reports | A B |C D |E F | Sum from [ Sum
' museums | from
A-F churches
(2017)
Kaown treatments 62 |6 31 1 1 1 163 98
Registered treatment l 61 61 1 1 1 5
feports, card ﬁ]es, , ‘ .. 1 6’
Simmary teports or '
| ticles
Viing reporme s
'3 rePOm from 2 11 & - =
treatmcnu . 4 3
indudedi“epogm @) a3 e 1 34 (36) 37

mesr °f missing treatment reports is much higher in the DCH/NIKU than
g With 33 out of 98 known treatments, as opposed to 14 out of 163 in mu-
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The decision makin
g behind th, .
:;:let:ded fn 3§/ 163 museum reports. ;hr:;“::egnnof, ot
¢ major 1rfstituuons and include two cas re‘laul i venly distr;
Dec:s;:x:l making is included much more oﬁezs in the ““touching isb
) in
fying scat‘tl::g ‘i::':;ressiom andlt‘ gy DC&II:{NW“"““M :
reasons for retouching in both mmﬁngd%dmes’” are typical ey uni.
and churches, SXamples of
X f the

According to Paine, most museums i western i
;::adam ml?zit:y ope;aated by non-religious ls::;fhfe(Pame mmm ffxlzn

OX. is perhaps also the case in N . It s still our impressi a
for religious objects does not require pm:mig.”é?&m dldepea
tors, professional ethics implies that religion is accommodated in lnndling,mprwemngm'm.
and exhibiting religious objects, perhaps bridging the gaps between secular and sacred
exhibition spaces. This practice is in accordance with the literature that emphasises
how the line between museum and church is not as definite as most would think
(Berns 2015; Seim 2011).

The spreadsheets clearly indicate that retouching
carried out before upcoming exhibitions and loans.® This practice follows

treatments in museums are
the ethical

. »Ifxfhechmnologialoverviewoftheupom.weseemchangemﬁmciﬂmd‘““

not decision making is included in the reports. _—
”Anm»morespedﬁcmmpkofdedsionmﬂdngwfoundinww :

from museum C, where the conservator reports mwmhmgmymgihed‘:uﬁz

mﬁonwrkwasundermkeaThemsonwuthatﬁsiwﬂmeh‘nedwmgeﬁed

was “messy” and the motif difficult to read. The conservator improved the €5

of the damages by applying a glazed neutral retouch in grey- brows- svailable &
‘Chmologyhmmpmenmdintheablesnndawswadsm

NIKU on demand. ‘ orh et
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.« jn conservation. However, medieval art ip, churches jg 4
Jelines damages on a church sculpture are reintegrated g
or not ’ a 0, epends mo
Wbcd)efdimnce the lighting conditions, and so on, Ip, Museums, 5 gp Te on the
jewi , d retouching is executed : > © Short viewin
'?em can be assumed, an o €d accordingly, N Onetheless, ther§

Jistanc® of how an object’s condition and conservation histo

are mﬁfm choices, how it should be exhibited ang thus 'Y are the groungs
forthe £€

ch story i should
wl® . cts in churches seem to have been subjected to fewer ;
The.:f’tchwo than the museum objects, The DCH /NIKU ri’“péft:a‘::r t:rr::.
:ncht:sp‘gvemaimed”’ “uncovered polychromy” and “damage by OVerpaint remova”
e ;) more often than tl.'ne museum repom Perhaps the conditions were more
e before the conservation h.ad been mfnated; this might have been caused by
;f:m severe changes in indoor climate conditions in the churches, and less frequent
(onservation treatments. This may have led to a more Pragmatic approach to visual
integration in the timespan of our survey. The conservators working with church
objects report using different techniques on various areas of the surfaces more often
than the museum conservators. Retouching lacunae to the colour of the overpaint is
only reported from churches, which is also a fairly pragmatic approach, perhaps not
in keeping with DCH/NIKU practices.
There are also no reports of regilding from museums, but two from
in1978 and 1981, This low number indicates that when working on Norwegian me-
dieval sculptures, conservators in general seldom aim for pristine results. In contrast,
the use of aqua sporca involves glazing in a brownish tone, thus imitating an aged
#ppearance. This technique is used more often in churches than in museums.®
Overpainted areas on church objects are often overpainted again, and retouches
eadjusted rather than removed. Overpainting of overpaint is more efficient than
removal and perhaps works better aesthetically from a distance than up close, as in a
useum. This also supports our impression that conservators are more focused on

“3y8 on display.

zIII“’mm‘”ﬂ’e01’5*5':13mmaim:dum‘ctaom:hedduet:oim"*virgin-like"sme,amndit:s’wom
?&@w@mﬁemuMMwaMbﬁtheobpammpm@w

. tlugsmd’culpt‘“”undcrd:eBﬂtstﬁrm.atypicalexampleof“mnseumdxmkmgf’.
fe%?;mltonDWn"couldbemdinsteadof'aqm spora",.dxcybothducn'bc

* Most wrom‘bwn”isreporteduuduo&eninmtmmzasmchurchc&
d%mmt Ofthcwerpﬁntremovﬂsinmummmczrriedominonewnscwgﬁm
fllgr . mmmc.mammmmmmmm,mg:
, Pa“ﬂ.lndhard}y “ I . M,ml’mﬁ’f :
87 ey ardly any “overcleaning” or “damage by paint o ot the
e refrencey - OF OVeTpaint removal” probably lies in the nature of the collection,

&hmem. ,

WWML”Q

P i
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that external fa : i : i lori
s ct;;ers, such as Project dead; an.ednq, btltg oilf{erent cong
» 4l$0 play a role when deciding md:‘dhn“. €conomic limitagj, ’ Mpressign
personnel have had stricter budgets and! catment strategy, Perhy
museums and are thus forced to com &.W'f work hourg ﬂnf:s

There are also differences in the

condition. The museum reports :
with the object at hand, as soppo,m:ebebfg}{ use and intendeq o
to stand alone after the sculpture itself is m“med/NIKq . CPOTtS, Which are v
en
from the last 13 years are published online, and mch“:?f'fﬁonaﬂy» the NIKU repgyg
seumrepom.'l’hechurchmpommgmmnym erent
orate descriptions of conditions, focusing on the me;tm md
such ’arsh:ﬂ-sgcmenunmdudegmded,' , lmplmind
H/NIKU rts tend to include ) )
sual reintegration. Perha?:o museums have a mt:rem‘ mbew the'ﬁ-
mdlessdimsimisneededbefomuchdedﬁonhmdammdm?;mtggh%
different retouching wchniquecfordiffermtmonth:mimn,asisd:eo;:
for church objects, also calls for a more thorough account of the reasons in the reports
More intervening treatments, including regilding or overpaint removal, perhaps also
demand more detailed justification based on ethical standards in comparison to treat-
ments that involve less retouching. ' % o
Mudﬁngisexewwdh“%ofthemunentsﬁnboﬂzmmeumsmdcht}mhw
soﬂmchmdiffemnoem&eﬁequemyofmouchiﬂgmd‘“lﬁ“fisbmg;
ere. T wtohes ey s sprigly s s i <
ing to the written sources. The hatching technique is m:;ﬂgl?jbfj;’: ol for
churclmauwzymwmthattheretouchlswflyl‘?f’ ’n}yfrom1996°“’
medieval art. However, the term “hatching technique ,,usedom‘”
wards in the church reports, a little later than in the musevm P°
a Mbmmkmamm‘wm

remore, o4

. . sed

neutral retouch applied, to make it more visible. . senn By 3PP
mmrdsm ] useum

" szﬂrgwdnﬁthsfmhuxdﬁomiwmpabdhwﬂm’;::ﬁuww

nm&whid!mddmwmﬂwm?@e that muses™
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me SCUlpture: :
olyfhrn

Med;'gl/ﬂ[ P

ms to be a museum phenomenon; there are no reports of
uch S;e ytral retouches are also visible and identifiable but in a sin-
e . g
A . ;.to complement the totality of the surface, which is perhaps too
hs® " one adjuste when working in situ in a church but feasible in a studio.
ieve :
“hallengin t CI'uesurrou nded by an area of bare wood, it can be retouched to match
s . ; ‘
I?af};lee 1Wood instead of the lost paint layer. This type of retouch is used
0 toften in museums than in churches, and one museum in particular
. e : st
slight! E’i(s)rmethod. The intent is then not to recreate an original polychromy but
rcfelrstt tidy up a fragmented impression and facilitate the interpretation of the
erely t0 ! S
:}I:fee-dimenSional form. In this approach, an acceptance of age .ar.ufl degradation is
inherent, a way of thinking that perhaps comes paturally when visiting a museum.
Today’s museum visitor is generally well informed. The introduction on the
web page for the exhibition “Transition — faith and sacred objects in the Middle Ages”

rchobject

states:

[..] today the surfaces are damaged, the colour pigments have faded and many
of the statues of saints and altarpieces have been deliberately altered |...]. Pieces
have been removed, moved or added. (KHM web page 2019)

Even though this is an exhibition with focus on transition of the objects, it commu-
nicates acceptance of worn, damaged and fragmented medieval surfaces.

When working on medieval sculptures
from churches, the conservators tend to fill
damages before retouching more often than on
museum objects. In museums, the differences
in the level are often used to ensure that the re-
touch is easily identifiable. Regarding objects
from churches, damages are filled, partly to
protect the vulnerable edges during handling.
In museums, handling can perhaps be con-
trolled more carefully, as opposed to in
churches, where objects are left in the care of

Fig. 7 Detail of The Virgin and child with St.
Anna (unknown origin) from the 16th century, in
The Museum of Cultural History, University of
Oslo. Photo: April 2019, NIKU.
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the church after their return. Perhaps conservators working
tend to use fillers to reduce the impression of a fragmented ‘g‘“church Objects
tidy up the silhouette of a sculpture, in line with their focu:n eSSy sty
details. on the totality, n:t
Although conservators sometimes move between iestiens the
different museums and the DCH/NIKU has been relatively sotrljl the stafy in
viewed time-span. Some names show up in reports from more thane dux:ing the re.
but on the whole, the conservators tend to stay in their conserya One stitutio,,

An outsider would suspect that this could lead to different o . " S¢P3rtment,

With few exceptions, this has not been evident in our soumcomn::;:i = Practices,
be an indication that conservators keep themselves updated and inter. which coylg
institutions and cities. With other
Despite the differences, the many similarities still mirror the blurred lin
tween secular museums as homes of religious objects and sacred spaces as exhlteyf u!)&
areas. o

alsg
and

Conclusion E S |
Medieval art has mainly two types of exhibition spaces — museums and churches,

The two are seemingly opposites. One is secular and exhibits museum objects taken

out of their contexts and frozen in time; the other is religious, part of a living, yet re-

formed, tradition. Shifting exhibitions in museums may focus on aesthetic objects

and under-communicate their religious function, while other exhibitions try to make

tableaux or illusions of church interiors. In this project, the objective was to investi-

gate how this difference in context influences the way that medieval polychrome
sculptures are presented to viewers in museums and churches and how this is mani-
fested in the choice of retouching methods on sculptures in churches and museums.
. There are some differences in how sculptures are retouched, depending o
where they are exhibited. Treatments on objects placed in churches are fewer and
further apart; generally, they are in a worse state of conservation before they are
ueamdmanobieasaredforinmuseums.ﬂishadalsobeenthewemﬂ‘e?””
calling for more varied and more invasive conservation u'eatn.ief!fs- 41oans. Ob
# Museumnhjecﬁmganaallydnlymtmmhedbefomexhxbmomaﬂ - than T
mﬁomchurchesarealwaysondisphybutaresﬁnnmr@“d’edmm] vary mOre
seum objects. On sculptures exhibited in churches, retouching m¢ [ museums:
wﬁxﬂwdiffermtdamagesanddndiffemtmmdlemeohrmw@aw
conservation conditions are more consistent than in'churches, and the
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. rts vary in size and form, de di .
rvation repo Ty .. »depending on th
The consé rts are more focused on details and hay . °f area of use,

e less descriptio
In useu™> pably because it is meant to be read with th Ption of the ob-
ro

_ € sculpture at hang,
jectit5€ ' the conservation of church ob;ects. are more descriptivye, focus'l;}:,e::-
pore fraond are meant to stand alone. They also include more of the reasoning behin§

otality 38 g decisions, probably because the conditions are more d

ecisive for th
touc ¢
he fes " ade, and the types of damages vary more as do the methods. Museum re-
choice

s are mostly for internal use, while the DCH/NIKU reports are written for 5
0

p dershi
ider readersiip- I, :
wid Despite these differences, the similarities are more prominent. Conservators

ave high profeSSiOIlal standards, and there are little differences in practice amo

o tions. Medieval pglychrome sculptures have. a strong standing, and their in-
tegrity seemns t0 be more important than other considerations, such as context, func-
tions or viewers’ expectations.

The differences between secular museums and churches as exhibition spaces for
medieval art are perhaps not as large as expected, either. Museum exhibitions can be
yisited by believers who treat religious artefacts as they are intended — objects of ven-
eration. Museum churches are used for traditional events like Christian weddings
and baptisms. Likewise, churches are visited by non-religious people who attend con-
certs or meetings, or as tourists enjoying an art experience. This might not be that
different from the more spiritual experience of a traditional churchgoer. .
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