To return to the mpfa Forgery page: use back buttoror www.mpfa.ie/forgery.

You will find a link to the AA&R Report on the mpfa .ie/forgery page.

A painting incorrectly catalogued as Walter Osbdri#A 1859-1903,
Lot 31, James Adam Salerooms, Dublin, 1 June 28IHer Garden’
Oil on panel, 14x10 inches; Sold price €67,000 (89,000 inc.)

Recent history:

Sotheby’s, London, The Irish Sald? BIAY 2007, LOT 41,

as Walter Frederick Osborne RHA 1859-1903, ‘Thed@ar
Hammer €190,827 9 (app. €228,000 inc.) — sale mforeecable.

Rebuttal of Art Access and Research Analytical Repo AAR0229, London, 26 May
2011

A. Introduction

>>"|t has been considered to be the work of theslripainter Walter Osborne (1859-
1903)<<

The painting has not been considered to be the wfovialter Osborne. It has no provenance
whatsoever apart from the usual ‘found in an atfitie painting was rejected by leading
academics; historians; dealers and auctioneerglanid before it was offered for sale at an
auction in London 2007.

>>"The painting is inscribed ‘VMLTEROSBORNE- ggygs} in the lower right corner’<<

The painting is noinscribed Walter Osborness {g5). The date is invisible and is part of the
signature of the unknown original artist, which vediterated by the forger when he applied
the Osborne ‘signature’. More importantly, we vgilow below that the obscured date is
1885 and not 1888.

It is difficult to understand why the Adam’s catgil® describes the painting as one that is
signed when the AA&R report, commissioned by Jakdsm Salerooms, makes it
abundantly clear that the painting is inscribed t&faDsborne and not signed.

NOTE: As the AA&R Report is so misleading, we haged {85} throughout this text as a
reminder that the date overpainted by the forg&éBB&5 and not 1888.

AA&R >>"it is clear that the painting was worked in twsiages: the signature and some of
the paint depicting flowers and grass in the lowght corner was added after the painting
had been substantially finished.”<<



This is precisely the reason why Sotheby’s werélene enforce a contract for the sale of
this painting in 2007. Following the auction, DicNolas Eastaugh failed in his attempts on
behalf of Sotheby'’s to establish the painting &gadter Osborne.

AA&R >>"The practice of making adjustments to a paintedrk, and of signing a work at a
slightly later or even a much later time in an at's period of activity, are wholly
commonplace occurrences, known from many exampiesthe history of art.”<<

The practice is indeed known but it is not commod & does not apply to the work of
Walter Osborne. | have studied his work for thiiitye years and | can state with full
confidence that, as one of the most methodicalnagiiculous craftsmen of his age, it was
not Osborne’s practice to sign or alter his pagtiat a later date. According to Jeanne
Sheehy (Osborne catalogue; National Gallery ohird] 1983), the leading authority on the
artist: “one of the outstanding features of Osb@rm@rk is his technical mastery”.

AA&R >>"It is equally true that additions and inscriptits may be added well after the
death of an artist, for reasons both ethical (tbdha piece with a suspected attribution) and
unethical, for example, in order to increase thkugaof a painting by providing an
attribution to a known, popular artist’<<

The latter is a precise description of the unethireamtment, which this painting has
undergone.

AA&R >>“In 2008, this same painting was examined by Nilets Eastaugh in order to
establish its likely date of creation. The earlieport found that the materials used —
specifically the pigments — are entirely consisteithh the authorship and date implied by the
inscription in the lower right corner of the paing:"<<

This is one of the basic flaws in Nicholas Eastasigiport. Examination of a painting by
means of Pigment Analysis is the only reliable nseafranswering questions such as those
considered here. Unfortunately, the 2008 reporkt dedy with identification of pigments and
not formal analysis. Pigment Analysis is essemtidhese matters as it establishes any
anachronisms, which might exist. The world renowpietheer, Dr. Stuart J. Fleming, in his
book 'Authenticity in Art - The Scientific Detectiof Forgery' explains the process: "How
do we use these methods of pigment analysis taddica painting is genuine? We look for
anachronisms; pigments which were not availabtbextime when the picture was supposed
to have been produced." Eastaugh’s 2008 reportatieatly fails Fleming’s simple
procedure. Not one single pigment is identifieéaachronistic.

Instead of carrying out a formal analysis of thgnpents in 2008, Eastaugh simply drew up a
list of pigments, identified by means of simpleogesses and visual inspection. However,
any value that this list might have had was losabee it was not disclosed in the report that
all of the pigments identified have remained inegdread use to this day and that all of the
pigments identified were available to the forgeR@D6.

AA&R >>The focus of the 2008 report was a holistic exaation of the painting, not a
specific examination of the signature”<<



It is very difficult to understand why the 2008 @stigation did not focus on the signature.
The only issue in question was the fact that thetipg failed to sell at Sotheby’s in 2007
because it had been established then that thetsigrtzad been added to the painting
illegitimately. It is also difficult to understarwdhy such a holistic examination did not

uncover the fact that there is another paintingl&idbeneath the current one and why the fact
the painting had been baked was not uncovereslalsp difficult to understand why this
examination did not uncover the date hidden byotrexpainting of the bottom right corner.

AA&R >>"the material and visual examination did not proce any anomalous results’<<

This statement is also difficult to understand ashave identified anomalies from the first
line to the last.

AA&R >>"it was considered that the questions posed haéiresolved”.<<

It is patently obvious that the questions had m&rbresolved. If they had been, surely
Sotheby’s would have been delighted to re-offerghimting for sale; and why was Adam’s
obliged to commission yet another report in 2011@ A&vhy send the painting to Adam'’s for
sale with a reserve of €50,000, representing adb€480,000 on the Sotheby’s price, if the
guestions posed had been resolved?

AA&R >>"The results of this reporf2011] will show that the uppermost layers of paint in
the lower right corner - encompassing the signataddled greenery upon which the
signature rests and flowers — were added by theegaaimter responsible for the main body
of the painting, quite soon after the first prografrwork. As they are stylistically consistent
with Osborne’s work of around 1888 and the matsrae equally consistent with this

dating, from a material standpoint, there wouldrage be no reason to doubt Her Garden as
a work of Osborne.”<<

The report does not show any such thing. Apart fioeridiculous suggestion that an artist’s
style can be determined by a half square inch ioit pae will show below that the 2011
Pigment Analysis establishes two entirely diffengaints in the two different layers. We will
also show that these layers were applied by twierdifit painters working over one hundred
years apart. Furthermore, it is inconceivable Miaholas Eastaugh could have missed the
fact that the paint added by the forger remainswbile the remainder of the painting is as
hard as glass. On top of this, the 2011 Eastaygirtrestablishes unequivocally that there
are a great many reasons to doubt this painting.

B. Results of earlier analytical work [2008] with @ditional analysis.

AA&R >>“It is painted on a wooden panel, which bears thbel of a Dublin frame maker
(Plates14 & 15)"<<

Careful study of the panel in 2007 and its relaiop to the frame established beyond all
doubt that this painting is not housed in its aradiframe.



AA&R >>“While these (the panel verso and the label) want the subject of a separate
investigation, they presented no superficial aneasal<<

Once again, it appears that the reason anomaliesmweé found is because they were not
looked for. Examination of the panel and the labgkals a considerable number of
anomalies, which are vital to the argument. Thell&las a blank space, which contains
handwritten details. However, these have beenypaloliterated, apparently with the aid of
sandpaper. This blank space usually containstieeofithe painting and the name and
address of the artist. Unfortunately, it is all tmmmon to find these details obscured when a
forger has been at work. It is clear that this ldiaes been tampered with as it shows signs of
extensive abrasion, with only faint remnants ofrestription remaining. Adjacent to the

label are the numerals 391, written in chalk ongheel. This inscription appears to be
relatively recent and is almost certainly an auir’s lot number.

The orientation of this label is for an oblong g, not an upright, which indicates that this
label was affixed originally to an oblong paintimgt an upright one. This coincides with our
observations below, which clearly indicate that¢hie another painting hidden beneath the
'‘Garden'’ forgery. The edges of the hidden pairtiange not been completely obscured and we
can tell from the blue edge on the top and theheaoiours on the bottom that the hidden
painting is a landscape. Our investigations in 28188 discovered that blisters on the paint
surface indicate that this panel had been bakediteially harden the paint before the
Osborne signature had been added. The baking miimpgs to harden them is a common
procedure in forgery and when we combine this whthevidence of the edge scrapings, one
can only conclude that this panel has been thrtiuglhands of a forger. We have also
established that the Osborne signature was apgtie time after the painting was baked,
which indicates that this painting has a previaugéry history and that there was an earlier
attempt to pass this forgery off, perhaps undentimae of a different artist.

AA&R >>"Visual examination of the recto of the paintingnder normal and ultraviolet
(UV) light revealed no signs of any later inteniens (reworking, repair or
restoration).”<<

This declaration is entirely at odds with the authéindings in his own report, which states:

“it is clear that the painting was worked in twagts: the signature and some of the paint depicting
flowers and grass in the lower right corner wasegidafter the painting had been substantially fieish
... . infrared and ultraviolet fluorescence rdgdahat the painting seems to have been workeaswp
unified composition, after which the area of therdo right corner was modified”.

Furthermore, it would have been impossible forahthor not to have noticed the extensive
and methodical removal of paint from a number efagroutside the rabbet line. (See Photos
RMSS 1 and 6D, pp.23 & 25 below). The most liketplanation for these losses is a layer
by layer scraping of paint in a previous forgerydastigation. There is also evidence that this
painting has been baked to harden it. This, togeligescraped edges, suggests the very
strong likelihood that the ‘Garden’' painting itselélso a forgery, painted on top of the
hidden landscape. See also www.mpfa.ie/forgery page



C. Sampling and Analysis, 2011.

AA&R >>"Visual examination of the painting with magniéiion under conditions of

visible, infrared and ultraviolet fluorescence raled that the painting seems to have been
worked up as a unified composition, after whichahea of the lower right corner was
modified. The paint in this area has a somewhatengpanular appearance than the adjacent
surfaces, as well as an increased transparency.”<<

The regularity with which terms such as ‘modifiesvprked in two stages’; ‘added’ and
‘adjusted’ appear in this report speaks for itgdtfwever, it is fundamentally wrong to
describe the paint in the lower right corner simgy‘'somewhat” more granular. Photo
RMSS 9 (p.27 below) shows a detail from the bottaght corner, which clearly
demonstrates a different texture to that of thennbady of the painting. This is also very
evident in a number of the other photos. It is alsofirmed below in Section D.2, which
describes the lower right corner of the paintingssadded’ paint of a different consistency.
It is further confirmed by the Cross Sections. eexample Photos 7a and 17b (pp.17 and
18 below). These photos demonstrate an entirelgrdiiit binding medium and not simple an
upper stratum containg more medium. All of thissubut any suggestion of a “unified
composition” and any suggestion that the forgeghature’ is by the same hand as the
remainder of the painting. This is discussed ineraetail below and on the
www.mpfa.ie/forgery page.

C.1 Cross-sections, visual examination

AA&R >>“Examination of these samples in all cases reeeban upper stratum of paint
containing rather more medium than the lower lay@itsis can be clearly seen in the cross-
sections’<<

All the emphasis here is on the medium rather tharpigments. Nicholas Eastaugh cannot
have missed the two entirely different paints, whace clearly identifiable in the Cross
Sections. The differences in the two paint layeesmaost apparent in the size, shape, colour
and fluorescence of the pigment particles.

Furthermore; in all case’ refers tawo samples only. Such an inadequate number of
samples is entirely inadequate for the purposesager Pigment Analysis. We have already
pointed out that the 2008 samples were not analgséiiross Sections. (See Notes: Cross
Sections, pp.15 to 22 below).

AA&R >>“there was no indication of any sort of interverg material between the lower
and uppermost layers. Generally, if a layer is atldeich later, one often finds an
intervening layer of varnish, or, an accumulatidrdat or other air-borne particulate
material. Here, no such material is to be seentelad, the layers are tightly and cleanly
bound.”<<

This is a flawed argument. When the original sigratvas removed, it is clear that the
varnish and dirt layers would also have been remhove



AA&R > “one can observe that the lower layers seem teeh@ven been slightly solubilized
by the medium rich upper layer of paint - thereasne blending of the lower and upper
material.”<<

If there is any indication of solubilisation, thessmuch more likely to have been caused by
solvents used in the removal of the original sigrgtevidence of which is indicated in Photo
RMSS 5, (p.25 below). The photo shows three un@xpthgouges or crevices running
through the exposed ground layer, roughly paradl@ach other. They appear to have been
caused by the dragging of an implement acrossattered paint. There are no jagged edges
along the crevices, which rules out the possibditya simple scratch or abrasion.

AA&R >>"a well-dried paint film will not be affected bgnother layer applied over it’<<

This is assuming that the well-dried paint hasbesn solubilised and destabilised by
solvents.

C.2 Distribution of the pigments identified

AA&R >>"no notable points of dissimilarity in the typed pigments used were found’<<

This is not correct. The notes on the Cross Sesfmmt to a distinct dissimilarity in the
types of pigments used.

AA&R >>"almost all of the samples, from both the ‘firgthase of the painting and from the
lower right corner, contained a yellow-earth pigmenich in the mineral goethite.”<<

As it appears that Cross Sections from the ‘fipbiase of the painting were not made, this
statement can not be properly substantiated. Merea¥ the fifteen pigments listed in Table
2, Goethite is the only single example discussdtertext. However, the author puts forward
a very weak case. Goethite is one of the most wioimg pigments for the purposes of a
pigment analysis discussion. The pigment is avislalridwide and has been used since
prehistoric times. It continues in widespread wsthis day. Goethite is an iron oxide
commonly used in the manufacture of Yellow Ochregvith Ochre and various Siennas and
Umbers. By 1851, these colours were being masspeatby firms such as Windsor and
Newton for a worldwide market. An artist anywheagihg out a palette today or in 1888
would invariably utilise at least one colour contag Goethite.

However, the most serious flaw in the AA&R argumisrthat it is clear from the Cross
Sections that there is a significant differenceveein the shape, size and structure of the
Goethite pigment in the upper and lower layerdefdverpainted lower right corner. This is
dealt with in more details in our notes on the Gr8sctions (see pp.22 to 28).

Apart from Goethite, the only attempt to analyse pigments is in the descriptions given in
Table 2. This is entirely inadequate for a repdricl seeks to make definitive judgements
regarding date and authorship. Moreover, the pigstf@und have not been compared
against samples taken from any autograph Osbotingnga which is an essential procedure
in proper analysis; not even a simple descriptio@sborne’s palette of the period is given.
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AA&R >>"there is a notable consistency in the unusuaftgde morphology of the

goethite in the yellow earth pigment found in bibig paint of the ‘first’ program and in the
lower right corner: the particle morphology (sizadashape) and colour is extremely
consistent in all of the samples.”<<

This statement is entirely false and is dealt watbve and in our notes on the Cross Sections.

AA&R >>"Such an extremely high level of consistency sgjg the use of the same paint in
both the main part of the painting as well as ia #rea of the signature.”<<

This statement is entirely false and is dealt \aibve and in our notes on the Cross Sections.

C.3 Cross-sections, binding media analysis

AA&R >>"The binding medium in the upper and lower paiayers of sample 13 were
examined with FTIR microscopy and were found talpce identical spectra: both were oll
based, with no obvious minor components.”<<

This is not correct. Plates 18a and 19a show éntiiferent spectra, which is highlighted
under ultra violet light in Plates 18b and 19b.g8wtes: Cross Sections, pp.15 to 22 below).

D.1 Infrared

AA&R >>"no images of underdrawings by Osborne were aahbié for consultation, but one
may compare the style of line to the works in Oséarsketchbooks’<<

The dimensions of the ‘related’ drawing in Osbosneketchbook are approximately 3 x 2%
inches. It is extremely naive to compare the stfléne in such a miniscule thumbnail to the
line in an underdrawing. It would also appear thatauthor is familiar with only one page of
one book. Even the most casual perusal of Osbosketshbooks will show a great many
different styles of line.

AA&R >>"W ALTEROSBORNESs{gs} appears to be the only inscription present.”<<

The inscriptionWALTEROSBORNEss {85} does not exist. The bizarre anomaly in this paldicu
statement is dealt with in the Introduction above.

AA&R >>"The whole of the inscription is clearly visiblender infrared lighting, although
the *-88' {85} is not visible under normal lighting conditions &<

It is precisely for these reasons that Sotheby'ewet able to enforce a sale contract for the
painting in 2007.



AA&R >>"It has been argued that the *-8885} is not visible because someone had
attempted to eradicate it. This, however, doegmake sense. If it was abraded substantially,
this would show, as there would not be enough nzdterft to image clearly.”<<

It has been argued that the numerals were painvedrmt abraded. Even so, this argument
makes even less sense as a partial abrasion veald sufficient paint for the numerals to
show under Infrared Radiation. It has also beeneighat someone attempted to eradicate
not only the ‘-85’ numerals but also the signatwiréhe original artist. Whoever created the
forgery diligently eradicated the signature of thginal artist but they were not nearly as
diligent in the eradication of the ‘-85’ numerals.

D.2 Ultraviolet fluorescence

AA&R >>“Further overall inspection of the overall UV farescence image provides no
evidence for the argument that the light green piaitthe lower right corner is a much later
addition.”<<

It is not a requirement in the proof of forgerytthige act must take place “much later”. There
are no time parameters in forgery.

The flaw in the AA&R Ultra Violet examination appsao stem from the examination of the
“overall” surface area whereas our examinationd@72was carried out under concentrated
radiation of the area of the forged ‘signature’eTasults of our examination were reported to
Sotheby’s as follows:Photograph ‘1690 osborne sig uv’ was taken inauwtiolet light and
shows that the light green paint sits on top ofdhginal paint layer. In the photograph,
variations in fluorescence are clearly detectaliés is particularly evident along the

extreme bottom edge; in the areas to the extrefperéhe area below the first R; and below
the second O where original paint is clearly inthdaby the absence of fluorescence.” (See
Photo RMSS 1, p.23 below). These anomalies arésddestoday as they were in 2007

AA&R >>"general visual examination of the painting, ugiimigh magnification, equally
revealed a surface that preserves a uniform craatkepn”<<

The craquelure pattern referred to does not coorebsgo a natural age pattern. The extremely
fine separation, which appears to cup at the edgesore likely to have been caused by
baking the painting, a common procedure in forganployed to give the appearance of age.
Baking of the painting is further indicated by firesence of bubbles in the upper paint layer,
which are evident in Photo RMSS 6, (p.25 below)eample.

AA&R >>"no evidence of the upper paint layers passingolosses or cracks. In short,
nothing indicative of a later addition to the panmg.”<<

This is not correct. Photo RMSS 7 (p.26 below) idjeshows the added green paint
overlapping the crevices in the exposed ground lagd in the ultra violet photo 18b Cross
Section shown on page 20 below.



Similar evidence of tampering is visible elsewhiaréhe lower right corner. For example,
parts of the forged Walter Osborne ‘signature’@ainted directly on top of the exposed
ground layer with no intervening paint. This istpararly noticeable in the letter B as is
shown in Photo RMSS 8 (p.26 below). The phenomesnianknown in any example of
Osborne’s autograph work.

E. Discussion of the analytical findings

AA&R >>"the material evidence would indicate that thenler right corner is most likely to
have been painted very shortly after the ‘firstogram of work was finished.”<<

We show throughout this paper that this increddtégement is entirely without foundation
and not one scrap of evidence has been put fortwasdbstantiate it. Furthermore, the
suggestion is entirely at odds with Walter Osbamwedrking methods. It must be borne in
mind that we are discussing the work of one ofgtfestest craftsmen of the lateé™&@ntury.
The statement displays a complete ignorance ddittiet and his techniques.

AA&R >>"The pigments used over the whole of the painogrespond very well with the
date of 18881885} suggested in the inscription.”<<

The author fails to mention that the identifiedmpants used also correspond precisely to any
date between 1868 and 2008:

Cobalt Blue / Cobalt Aluminium Oxide: in generabus302 to 2011;

Chrome Yellow / Strontium Chromate: in general 118&6 to 2011,

Cadmium Yellow / Cadmium Sulfide: in general usd& 2011;

Viridian / Chromium Oxide Dihydrate: in general us&38 to 2011;

Rinmann’s Green / Cobalt Zinc Oxide: in general 1880 to 2011,

Yellow Earth / Goethite: in general use Pre-histor2011;

Green Earth / Celadonite: in general use Antigtat2011;

Lead White / Carbonate of Lead: in general use &M BC; due to poisonous nature, fell
out of general use through the 1900s; still in2G#1;

Unspecified Pigments:

Bone Coke / precise element not specified in tpente- also known as Bone Black; Ivory
Black; Bone Charcoal; Charcoal / calcium phospheaégium carbonate: in general use Pre-
history to 2011,

Red Lake / precise element not specified in themegerived from various plant and insect
dyes: in general use Pre-history to 2011,

Red Earth; assuming Red Ochre / Anhydrous ironr@kide; precise element not specified in
the report: in general use Pre-history to 2011;

Unconfirmed Pigments:

Cerulean Blue / Cobalt Tin Oxide; not confirmed lugeneral use 1860s to 2011;

Zinc White / Zinc Oxide; not confirmed but in geakuse 1834 to 2011;

Emerald Green / Copper Acetate Arsenite; not cordd but in general use 1814 to 1960s.
Both identified elements available 2011.

AA&R >>"no evidence that would suggest that the painthe lower right corner could
have been added at a date substantially later tharpainting itself’<<



The evidence is patently clear and is providedheyAA&R report. In the Cross Sections, the
granular differences are clearly evident in thelidhy photos and the differences in
transparency are even more obvious in the ultrevimages.

AA&R >> “The visual difference in the upper and lower layaransparency and
‘granular’ appearance - appears to be a simple testia higher concentration of binding
medium in the upper paint layer.”<<

Apart from the conflict between these two statemenis also clear from the examination of
the Cross Sections that the visual differencesneddeo are extreme and to describe them as
a “simple result of higher concentration of bindmgdium” is incredible. Even if the only
visual differences were caused by a high conceotraf secondary pigment in the binding
medium of the upper layer, this would indicate thalifferent paint was used.

AA&R >>"The primary pigment composition was extremelysistent across all samples,
to such an extent as to imply that at least ontaim - the yellow earth - it is possible to
state with a high degree of certainty that the sa@iat was used in both programs of
painting, as such an extremely close correspondehamaterial is otherwise highly
improbable.”<<

The author’'s own photographs and our observatioiisa notes on the Cross Sections
demonstrate the total unreliability of this statene

AA&R >>“Two flowers in the lower right foreground werds®m added, and these are
rendered in quite opaque paints.’<<

This is entirely at odds with the earlier claimtttigere is no difference between the original
paint layers and the added paint layers.

AA&R >>"The addition of a signhature and date’<<

Only a ‘signature’ was added, not a date.

AA&R >>"a highly common painterly practice”<<

This was not a highly common practice and it shawdtlbe referred to as a painterly practice.
Moreover, it was not Osborne’s practice and notgingle example is given to substantiate

the claim.

AA&R >>"The choice of a transparent paint would allowrfbetter integration of tonality
with the underlying paint, with which it neededtend’<<

The paint is not transparent. If it was transpanemtould not have completely obliterated the
‘-85 date. The paint is opaque, which can be seatl bf the photos in the AA&R Report
and in all of the RMSS 2007 photos on pages 238tbe2ow.

AA&R >>"over time, the painting settled, and the diffatecompositions of the paint layers
(medium rich over pigment rich) would have becoagetliey now are) more distinct.”<<
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In fact, the opposite of what is suggested hetkeesase. The time span referred to is one-
hundred-and-thirty years. Over such a time spdwuests in the medium and varnish layers
would have dissipated, which would have causedtiginal layers applied at different times
to become less obvious, not more obvious. Photo 8BI§.27 below) shows clearly that the
added paint is immediately obvious in natural light without any magnification.

AA&R >>"The signature is identical in style and executifuse of proportions of
characters, date expressed in two numerals, siidhglow the name, etc.) to a number of
other works executed in 1888885}."<<

This observation is entirely ill-informed. Osbomigttering style in 1885 was significantly
different in to that of 1888. In the earlier yedris capitals were precisely twice the height of
his small capitals. See for exampMaple Gathering, Quimperld,883;Feeding Chickens,
1884-1885A Tale of the Sed,884 andrhe Poacherd884-1885. Osborne used this lettering
style roughly between the years 1882 and 1892. Mewdis paintings between 1887 and
1888 show a change in style with a significant odidu in the height of the caps. See for
example Down an Old Court, Newbury,887;A Cottage Gardenl888; andPotato

Gathering The forger in this instance has chosen the weigigature to copy.

It is the practise of the forger to copy as prdgiss possible a signature from an authentic
work. In all of the Osborne forgeries | have examiover the last thirty-five years, it is
usually possible to identify which painting theder has used as the template for the forged
signature. In this case, the signature has bedrd&@mPotato Gatheringa work which
passed through my hands some years ago. At faatgl many of Osborne's signatures
appear to be identical. However, close examinativariably reveals considerable
differences from one painting to the next and #praduction of a near identical signature is
an area where the forger usually makes a slip.

The overall appearance of the signature is passalhe untrained eye. However, the actual
lettering is alien to every known example of Oslesrsignature from this period. While the
forged ‘signature’ follows the style of Osbornelsdk capitals, the lettering is clumsy and
scrawled and is inconsistent with Osborne’s dyeptatyle of 1885. The paint is highly
diluted, which is another common factor in forgagypaint is easier to manipulate in this
state. This is distinct from the well loaded brushjch Osborne normally employed for this
task. The lettering is significantly out of alignmiganother common tell-tale in forgery. This
misalignment particularly sets the signature afsarh Osborne’s precise manner.

AA&R >>"The subject has been recorded in Osborne’s noti<<

This is not correct. There is a thumbnail drawin@isketchbook for a genuine painting by
Osborne of 1891 in the National Gallery of IrelgBdok 6; NGI 19,201). There are at least
twenty variations in detail between the Osborneviirg and the ‘Garden’ painting.
Furthermore, Osborne records the size of his panti the sketchbook as 10x13 inches
whereas the size of the current work is 10x14 iachis is dealt with in separate notes
which have been submitted to Julian Campbell, wérapiled the catalogue notes, and to
Adam’s Salerooms. They have both failed to submgtaittal. This is dealt with in detail on
the www.mpfa.ie/forgery page.
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AA&R >>"like the others, varies in small details“<<

This is not correct. Other drawings on the same mdghe NGI Record Book follow the
finished oil painting in precise detail without avgriation whatsoever. See Notes: James
Adam’s Saleroom Catalogue; www.mpfa.ie/forgery page

E. Conclusion

AA&R >>"a certain amount of the details may be statedhagertainty. From a material
analysis, the painting is fully consistent withatidg of 1888."<<

This is a grossly misleading argument and has Heatt with above.

AA&R >>"The paint of the lower right corner, includindhe signature, seems to have been
done at about the same time, with the same madeaalthe remainder of the painting.”<<

The statement is qualified by the word “seems”.rEse, it is extremely misleading to
include it as a conclusion. A simple study of tise éf pigments in the AA&R Report, Table
2, shows that the same materials were not usduabtbrsections. In Sample 7, for example,
taken from the Olive Green of the top left of tlamnping, Celadonite, a green earth pigment,
was identified but it i:iot found in the added paint of the lower right cornerSample 8,
taken from the Dark Green of the lower centre @&dmium Yellow was identified but it is
not found in the added paint. In Sample 9, takemfthe Brown of the centre left, and
Sample 10, taken from the Green of the lower cef@treome Yellow was identified but it
was not found in the lower right.

AA&R >>“When the painting was framed, the rabbet woult/a obscured half of the date,
as it has been placed so close to the rightmost efithe panel.”<<

Almost invariably throughout the 1880s, Osbornesdyhis paintings on the left, not on the
right, which avoids the problem of the signatunening into the rabbet. On the very rare
occasions when he did sign on the right, he alloaredxtensive margin between the end of
the signature and the edge of the painting sohthatould not have to encounter such a
problem. Not one single autograph work by Osbosnaainting is known where the signature
extends to the edge of the support.

AA&R >>"As this would have been unseemly for displaysifagle numeral ‘8’ would have
made no sense), or, perhaps for other reasons (@sithe wish to exhibit the painting at a
later date), the painter decided to cover the deith a very local application of paint.”<<

As a ‘Conclusion’, this is entirely at variance lwihe author’'s own findings. The AA&R
Report clearly shows that the entire bottom rigither of the painting was covered with an
application of paint, not just the date, which wbbhve taken no more than a tiny blob of
paint. The argument also defies logic on a numbetleer grounds. The author argues in
Section C.1 that the new paint ‘solubilized’ thésérg paint when it was added. If this is
true, then it must be assumed that the existingt peas still wet, which would have allowed
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Osborne to wipe off the offending ‘-85’ with a sifagspot of turpentine or the tip of a palette
knife.

AA&R >>"To conclude, from a material standpoint, no reamable doubt can be raised
concerning the authenticity of the inscription ahd painting upon which it lies, which were
executed as a piece.”<<

It is utterly deceptive to state as a final conidnghat “no reasonable doubt” can be raised
concerning the authenticity of the inscription dhne painting. The author’s own report flatly
contradicts this statement from beginning to enakrEn this final sentence of their
‘Conclusion’, Dr. Eastaugh demonstrates the absalateliability of his own arguments. He
states that the inscription and the painting wesetuted as a piece” whereas, in his
‘Introduction’, he states that: “it is clear thaetpainting was worked in two stages”.

AA&R — Page 19, caption to Plate 10 B¢tail date to the right of the signature, infrared
image”<<

It is even more deceptive to include a captionntindrared plate describing a detail invisible
to the naked eye. The detail as illustrated ineP1& does not exist in reality.
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OSBORNE FORGERY: MPFA REBUTTAL

Cross Sections

AA&R Plates 16a; 16b; 17a; 17b; 18a; 18b; 19a; 19mages 22 and 23

It is highly significant that AA&R describes thelocument as an Analytical Report and not
as a Pigment Analysis Report. In a standard Pigiealysis Report, sufficient paint
samples are taken from different parts of a pagntmounted as Cross Sections and
subsequently analysed. This procedure is usudlgwed by an Anachronism Report. A
casual perusal of the AA&R Report might suggest tihia routine has been adhered to.
However, we have shown above that this is not #se.cHowever, even though the report is
critically flawed, it does establish beyond all 8othe fact that the bottom right corner of the
painting was painted at a later time and that signature’ is not original.

The report also affords the opportunity to exantireeCross Sections from the two samples
taken from the immediate area of the forged sigeatill eight illustrations of these two
samples show two entirely different paints in tipper and lower layers. This suggests
beyond all doubt that the ‘signature’ is a forgery.
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Plate 16a. Sample 11, normal light.

Apart from the granular structure, the most notalifierences here are:

A) Large particles of black in the lower layer, whiare absent in the upper layer;
B) Significantly larger and stronger viridian oktlower layer;

C) Bright red of the upper layer absent in the Iolager;

D) Larger and stronger red earth in the lower layer

It is highly significant that the particles in tleaver layer are substantially larger than those
in the upper layer. This suggests two different ofi@acturing processes and a significantly
earlier date for the lower layer due to the laigee of the particles

The tone of the medium is a dull grey in the uppger and a bright grey in the lower layer.
This difference has absolutely nothing to do wittigher concentration” of medium used as
is suggested in the report. The two different crdaf the medium suggest a different
formula, not a different concentration. To sugdbat the difference is due to concentration
is like saying that the colour of Guinness in a giass is different from that in a half pint
glass.
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Plate 16b. Sample 11, Ultra Violet light.

Under ultra violet light, the extreme differencestveeen the upper and lower layers are
obvious. Apart from the discrepancies in fluoreseeof the different particles, the most
noticeable and significant anomaly is in the bigdimedium. This shows as a turquoise blue
in the upper layer and a very light brown in thedo layer.
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Plate 17a. Sample 12, normal light.

The most noticeable and significant difference lzee:

A) the shape and size of the whites of the lowgerare absent in the upper layer;

B) the long flat shape of the yellow earth in thevér layer is inconsistent with the soft
rounded shape at F in the upper layer;

C) the dark green of lower layer is absent in theeu layer;

D) the dark red earth of the upper layer is abseltwer layer;

E) the light red earth of the upper layer is abseidwer layer;

G) the swathes of powdery green in upper layeahsent in lower layer.

The different colouring and complete lack of conipmlty between the two layers allows for
the identification of entirely different pallets.

The rugged and irregular shapes of the pigmenictestin the lower layer when compared to

the soft rounded shapes of the upper layer sugtiestthe paint used in the lower layer was
manufactured at an earlier time.
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Plate 17b. Sample 12, Ultra Violet light.

The differences described above are even moreeadtie under ultra violet light as is the
translucency and colour of the binding medium.
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Plate 18a. Sample 13, normal light.

The upper and lower layers are entirely differerdppearance:

A) the dark blues and dark greens here and at @ent in the upper layer;

B) the yellow earth here is absent in the uppegiay

D) the white here is absent in the lower layer antirely different to the white in the sample
11, Plate 17a;

E) the red of the upper layer is similar to thasample 11 and is absent in the lower layer in
both Cross Sections.
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Plate 18b. Sample 13, Ultra Violet light.

A) This cross section shows clearly how the addgekupaint layer has run down and fills a
crevice in the lower layer.

In an unbiased pigment analysis report, a crevilee fwith added paint in the area of the
signature would lead to a conclusion that there avBsger at work.

20



Plate 19a. Sample 13a, normal light.

This is perhaps the most graphic illustration & tomplete difference between the fine
granules of the upper layer and the coarse graofilibe lower.

A) The dark greens and blues of the lower layerfsent in the upper layer;
B) the yellow earth of the lower layer is absenthie upper layer.

21



Plate 19b. Sample 13a, Ultra Violet light.

A) The mixture of coarse granules (primary pigmemt)l B) fine granules (secondary
pigment) of the upper layer are obvious here. Tigace of a similar saturation of
secondary pigment in the binding medium of the lokager in samples 11, 12 and 13
suggests an entirely different paint, which is@d®with the conclusions and findings of the
report.
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Notes on the plates referred to in the MPFA Rebuttidtext above and the
ww.mpfa.ie/forgery page..

PHOTOGRAPHS RMSS 2007

RMSS 1: Photo taken under Ultra Violet Radiatiohe Tnilky blue colour of the paint
indicated at A is typical of how added paint flusces under ultra violet light. Examination
under ultra violet light is one on the most commuethods used in the detection of forgery.
In this case, the forger has been careless anddt@evered over the original paint entirely,
especially along the bottom edge. Small sectiortkebriginal green paint are indicated at
B.

RMSS 2: The remnants of the original artist’'s d#te85’is covered over by the added green
paint, which renders the 85 invisible in normahtigHowever, the 85 is visible under
infrared radiation, as is evident below in Photo $3/3.

The forged ‘signature’ sits on top of the addedegrpaint, which is confirmed in the AA&R
report above.
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RMSS 3: Infra red photograph of part of the for¢g@dnature’. The date (18)85 is actually
covered by recent paint added by the forger aimvisible in normal light. The clumsy
awkwardness of the signature is another importdhéle and is typical of the poor attempts
made by forgers when copying signatures. In conteathis, Osborne's lettering was sharp,
precise and perfectly aligned.

RMSS 4: The existence of another painting belowuyger layer is evident here. It is
exposed by a paint loss to the left of the cotdger. This type of loss is common when a
new oil painting is applied on top of an existingeand is due to inadequate adhesion. In this
case, the separation of the old paint layer froenriéw paint layer and the subsequent paint
loss might have been exacerbated by exposure éaaassive heat source. See also RMSS 6.
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RMSS 5: This photograph shows exposed ground iaytaree unusual crevices running
diagonally across painting immediately to the tdfthe added green paint. The crevices
might have opened during the removal of the origsignature by the forger. The
phenomenon does not appear elsewhere in the paiftere are no jagged edges, which
rules out the possibility of a simple scratch aragion.

RMSS 6: The presence of bubbles in the upper @jets, indicated here at A might suggest
that the painting has been baked in an attempditdeim the added green paint and the forged
signature. This is a common practice in forgery.

The extreme edge of another composition beneattGidrelen’ painting is indicated at B and
at C. The hidden painting is likely to be a langssavith blue to the top edge representing
the ski and earth colours to the bottom represgtiforeground.

A substantial paint loss, which appears to be duedchanical scraping, is evident at D. This

suggests that the painting was the subject of dieeemvestigation of the paint layers. A
similar loss is shown in Photo RMSS 1.
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RMSS 7: This photo shows the added green paintapyging the ground layer crevices
without any intervening paint layers. This is eglirat odds with the conclusions arrived at in

the AA&R Report.

RMSS 8: Evidence of tampering is clearly visibleend?arts of the forged Walter Osborne
‘signature’ are painted directly on top of expogeolund with no intervening paint. This is
particularly noticeable here in the horizontal bhthe letter B. This condition is unknown in

any example of Osborne’s autograph work.

The photo also shows the clumsiness of the forgigghature’.
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RMSS 9: The flatness of the added green paintisadiately obvious in natural light and
without magnification. The top right edge of thisopograph clearly shows the different
texture of the added paint. See Section C; Samplmpanalysis, above and AA&R Plate 11.
Note also the scraping of paint in the bottom righner, which follows the line of the frame
rabbet. The scraping indicates an earlier forgevestigation.
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RMSS 10: Contrary to the AA&R Report, when the dethove is compared to that of the
bottom right corner of the painting, an entirelffetient paint texture is immediately
apparent. See also RMSS 7; RMSS 9; and AA&R Plate 1

Dominic Milmo-Penny
Dublin, 18" September, 2013

To return to the mpfa Forgery page: www.mpfa.ie/fogery.

You will find a link to the AA&R Report on the mpfa .ie/forgery page.
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